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PREFACE

The Cambridge History of Egypt attempts to fill a gap in English-language
treatment of Egyptian history since the Arab conquest. Given the long and
continuing outside interest in Egypt, that such a treatment is overdue seems
surprising; the very length of Egyptian history has inevitably led to its
compartmentalization and to the increasing specialization of scholars inter-
ested in it. Essential, underlying continuities have sometimes therefore been
obscured, while superficial points of demarcation have sometimes been
exaggerated.

Advances in research in the last half-century amply justified the editors in
undertaking this task. An explosion of interest in Egypt, the development of
new disciplines and methods of academic research, and the increasing
availability of Egyptian archival sources have led not only to important
progress in the understanding of Egypt's past, but also to ever-increasing
specialization in outlook, method, and, therefore, in the audiences to which
historical writing has been addressed.

The Cambridge History is therefore an attempt to present a comprehen-
sive survey for a general audience, to make use of recent advances in
historical knowledge, and to synthesize from discrete sources - increasingly
from fields beyond the traditional bounds of history - Egypt's political and
cultural history since the coming of Islam.

This second volume of the History deals with "modern" Egypt, by which
we mean Egypt since the Ottoman conquest in 1517 until the present day.
The main object of this volume has been to bring together - from an
increasingly wide spectrum of the humanities and social sciences - mainly
younger scholars with an interest in the comprehensive, political, social and
economic history of Egypt since the coming of the Ottomans. There have
been particular needs to tie together periodical and monographic work on
the earlier half of the period, before 1790, and to take account of new
approaches from the social sciences; both political and socio-economic
history, and indeed other fields have made increasingly important use of
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xii Preface

Egyptian archival sources, with consequences for both the focus and the
results of historical research. Thus in terms of contributors, their back-
grounds and research interests, their sources and their conclusions, this
volume attempts not only to build upon the work of older scholarship but
also to indicate present trends and future directions in historical writing on
Egypt.

At various stages of this project the editor has had the generous assistance
of William Murnane, Eberhard Kienle, Michaele Kennedy, and Marigold
Acland and her colleagues at the Press, and the enthusiastic support and
collaboration of Carl Petry.

M. w. DALY
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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION

The system of Arabic transliteration employed is that of the Inter-
national Journal of Middle East Studies. Terms in other languages
and styles have been rendered according to the usages of individual
chapter contributors. In this connection, it should be noted that the
Turkish name Mehmet 'Ali is rendered Muhammad cAli throughout,
to conform to the standard transliteration.
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I

Ottoman Egypt, 1525-1609

MICHAEL WINTER

The period 1525-1609 covers approximately the first third of the history of
Ottoman Egypt, and has distinct characteristics. It starts with the pacifica-
tion of the country after the suppression of Ahmad Pasha al-Kha'in's revolt
and of the serious disturbances by Bedouin tribes that followed it, and the
promulgation of the code for the government of Egypt, Qanun-name-i Misir
by the grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha. Egypt remained tranquil and passive
under Ottoman rule that was firm and effective. Around the late 1580s,
however, the army became unruly owing to economic difficulties and in the
context of the general decline of the Ottoman empire. After that the viceroys
had increasing difficulty maintaining their rule. The whole period, which can
be described as the ascendancy of the viceroys (or pashas), ends in 1609 with
suppression of a serious soldiers' rebellion by a strong viceroy. New political
forces came to the fore, and the viceroys acted merely as formal representa-
tives of the sultan.

The main sources

Historians attempting to describe the period face a dilemma of meager
source materials. Egypt during the Mamluk period is unusually rich in
historical sources - chronicles, biographical dictionaries, handbooks, and
the like. The last decades before the Ottoman occupation, the conquest
itself, and the next six years (until Dhu 1-Hijja 928/November 1522) are
superbly covered by Ibn Iyas, one of the best representatives of the great
Egyptian historiographic tradition. 'Abd al-Samad al-Diyarbakri, an
Ottoman judge who came to Egypt with Salim's army, stayed there to serve
as a qadi. His chronicle is a translation into Turkish of Ibn Iyas's work, with
significant changes, and then a detailed continuation of the chronicle for a
period of two-and-a-half years (up to Shawwal 931/July 1525). Then the
narrative coverage stops abruptly, and it is not resumed before the first half
of the next century, and then by chronicles that, their importance notwith-
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MICHAEL WINTER

standing, fall below the quality of Mamluk historiography. This means that
the greater part of the sixteenth century, the crucial period of transition,
when the Ottoman regime was finally established in Egypt, is not covered by
local contemporary chronicles.

One can only speculate about the reasons for this dramatic interruption of
historical writing in Ottoman Egypt. The fact that Egypt was relegated from
imperial to provincial status must be a part of the explanation. Cairo no
longer had a sultan, but a viceroy whose term was renewed on an annual
basis. The new rulers were complete strangers to Egypt and its culture, much
more so than the Mamluks, who were at home in Egypt, did not have a
home anywhere else, and were accustomed to local society. Many historians
belonged to the awlad al-nas class; Ibn Iyas is a notable example. As
historians, they were in an ideal position: they maintained close ties with the
ruling military elite, and had good inside information about state affairs. On
the other hand, they already were assimilated into the Egyptian people,
completely identified with the Egyptians, and were immersed in the local
society, language, and culture. The Ottoman occupation naturally changed
all that.

Another possible explanation for the paucity of Egyptian historiography
during those times is political. Sultan Sulayman's era (1520-66) was
glorious and eventful, with many wars and victories, but Egypt remained in
the empire's backwater. Its inhabitants did not witness the drama of the
center. For a long time no extraordinary political events took place that
would excite chroniclers' imagination or an impulse to record them. The
times were relatively quiet, and Egypt enjoyed stable and orderly rule.

Indeed, in the early seventeenth century stormy developments took place
in Egypt and are recorded in detail by Muhammad ibn Abi 1-Surur al-Bakri
al-Siddiqi, the most important Egyptian chronicler in the seventeenth
century.1 He was a member of an aristocratic Sufi family and had connec-
tions in government circles. Arabic and Turkish historical works that
provide information about the early seventeenth century are also available.2

The scarcity of local contemporary chronicles in Egypt in the sixteenth
century is somewhat compensated for by other sources. Qutb al-Din al-
Nahrawali, a resident of Mecca of Indian descent, wrote an important
chronicle mainly describing the Ottomans' exploits in Yemen. Yet the work
includes information about Egyptian affairs, since Egypt was the strategic
and logistic base for operations in the Red Sea region. A book by 'Abd al-
Qadir al-Jaziri, who served for many years as secretary of the annual hajj

1 On him, see Abdul Karim Rafeq, "Ibn Abi 1-Surur and his Works," Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies, 38/1 (1975), 24-31.

2 For bibliographical surveys, see articles by P. M. Holt on Arabic sources and S. J. Shaw
on Turkish sources in P. M. Holt (ed.), Political and Social Change in Modern Egypt
(London, 1968).
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Ottoman Egypt, 1525-1609 3

caravan (he succeeded his father in that office), is an excellent source on the
hajj. In addition, his book provides limited but interesting information about
all the umara' al-hajj, commanders of the pilgrims' caravan, down to the
year 957/1550.

The writings of 'Abd al-Wahhab al-Shacrani (d. 1565), the most important
Sufi of his time, throw light on the social and religious life of Egypt, although
they are worthless for political history. There are also copious Hebrew
sources, mainly the rabbinical responsa, which teach us a great deal about
the Jewish community and the economy in general.

We have also a unique and fascinating description, in Turkish, of Cairo in
1599 by Mustafa cAli, a renowned Ottoman writer, intellectual, and
traveler, whose account is too literary to be dependable but has many
insightful and vivid observations on Egyptian society, including many
important facts concerning the ruling class and the army.

The great advantage students of Ottoman history have over students of
other pre-modern periods are the Ottoman archives. Yet, unfortunately,
even the Ottoman archival sources concerning Egypt start to be abundant
only toward the end of Sultan Sulayman's reign, leaving a gap of the crucial
five decades following the conquest in 1517; several documents, mostly
imperial decrees, provide some interesting information about earlier events.
The best and richest corpus of documents for the period under study are the
imperial decrees preserved in the Muhimme defterleri collection, located in
the central Turkish archives of the Prime Minister's Bureau in Istanbul. One
particularly valuable document from the Turkish archives is the detailed
budget of Ottoman Egypt for 1005-06/1596-97, which has been published
with an English translation.3

One kind of important archival source, available for many other Ottoman
provinces, is missing. The Ottomans did not apply in Egypt the timar
system, the typical fiscal and military organization of their territories. For
the purpose of the timar, the Ottoman administration carried out detailed
surveys of the provinces; these registers are gold mines of information for
historians. The government's decision not to apply the system in Egypt, to
avoid disrupting its time-honored and complex administrative and fiscal
traditions, seems sound, but deprives historians of an extremely useful
research tool.

Egypt as an Ottoman province

Egypt was the largest Ottoman province. It is hard to exaggerate its strategic
and economic importance for the empire. True to their policy of pragmatism,

3 Stanford J. Shaw, The Budget of Ottoman Egypt, 1005-1006/1596-1597 (The Hague
and Paris, 1968).
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4 MICHAEL WINTER

flexibility, and economy, the Ottomans clearly regarded Egypt as a special
case. The timar system, which usually sealed the full integration of a
province into the empire, was not applied to Egypt. The Ottomans must
have understood that the prosperity of Egypt depended to a large extent on
the complex and sensitive irrigation system of the water of the Nile. To
ensure profits from agriculture, it made sense to refrain from interfering with
local technical, administrative, and fiscal practices and traditions.

It should also be remembered that the timar was an administrative and
fiscal system supporting a huge territorial army of cavalry, which would
always be ready to be called up for campaigns. Considering the size of the
country, Egypt's garrison was relatively small (about ten thousand men).
Egypt was remote from the Ottoman center and from the main fronts in
eastern Europe and Persia. Service in Egypt was usually considered by
Ottoman soldiers as pleasant and tranquil compared with the rigors suffered
in the heartland of the empire.4 The tasks assigned to the army in Egypt
were mostly defensive - garrisoning the capital, the provinces, and the ports,
protecting the hajj caravan, and guarding ports along the pilgrims' route.
Occasionally an Egyptian contingent was sent to join the main imperial
army in Europe or on the Persian front, but these expeditionary forces were
rare and small during the period in question. The Ottomans' efforts to pacify
Yemen were an exception: many soldiers were sent from Egypt to fight the
Yemeni tribesmen, but these units were reinforced by soldiers who were sent
to Egypt especially for the purpose.

The value of Egypt to the empire was both strategic and economic. Egypt
was an important base for operations in the Red Sea region, in Yemen,
Ethiopia (Habesh), and the Hijaz. In the sixteenth century the port of Suez
was expanded and included a considerable shipyard. In 1568 the Ottomans
even attempted to construct a canal at the isthmus of Suez. The Mamluks
had not been interested in having a navy, mainly because of a cultural bias
against seafaring, but also because they did not think they needed it. Then
the Portuguese surprised them and others by finding the sea route to India
and disrupting the Indian spice trade through the Middle East. Conse-
quently, the Mamluks turned for help to the Ottomans. After the annexation
of Egypt, responsibility to resist the Portuguese passed to the Ottomans. The
Portuguese were consolidating their base in India, attacking Muslim naviga-
tion in the Indian Ocean and penetrating the Red Sea, thereby threatening
Islam's holiest places. The Ottomans were better prepared to face the
challenge, since they had wide naval experience, rich resources, and, unlike
the Mamluks, an offensive strategy. Nevertheless, the Ottomans were not
successful in defeating the Portuguese convincingly. In 1538 they sent their

4 See M. Winter, "Ali Efendi's 'Anatolian Campaign Book': A Defense of the Egyptian
Army in the Seventeenth Century," Turcica, 15 (1983), 267-309.
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Ottoman Egypt, 152.5-1609 5

navy to India under the command of Sulayman Pasha, viceroy of Egypt. En
route, Sulayman captured Aden from an Arab ruler. In India the local
Muslims betrayed him, and he was defeated by the Portuguese.

The Ottomans thereupon decided to consolidate control in the Red Sea.
This strategy required establishment of bases in Yemen and Ethiopia. In
Ethiopia, Imam Ahmad Gragn, a Muslim warrior for the faith, needed
military aid. The Ottomans were busy fighting in Yemen against the Zaydi
tribesmen, and their assistance was limited. The Christian Ethiopians, aided
by a Portuguese force, put an end to Gragn's jihad (1543). Yet in 1555 the
Ottomans from their base in Egypt established the Habesh Eyaleti, the
province of Ethiopia, on the African Red Sea littoral and with its capital at
Massawa. The man who acted for the Ottomans in Ethiopia, as previously
in Nubia, was Ozdemir Pasha, a former Circassian Mamluk and Ottoman
governor of Yemen.5

Like conquerors before and after them, the Ottomans discovered that it
was easier to invade Yemen than to control it. The Shi'i Zaydi imams
revolted against the Ottomans and by 1567 the whole Yemen was lost
except Zabid near the coast. It was during the reign of Sultan Salim II,
Sulayman's son, that Yemen was reconquered (1569-70) by Sinan Pasha,
viceroy of Egypt. Egypt's viceroys, and several of their ablest commanders,
personally led the expeditions to Yemen, and Egyptian soldiers in large
numbers were sent to conquer and hold this remote outpost of empire.

The acquisition of Egypt gave the Ottoman empire a huge economic and
financial advantage. Revenues from land tax, urban taxes, and customs
duties at sea and river ports financed the viceroy and his household, the
army, and expenditures for operations overseas. In addition, the Egyptian
treasury covered many expenditures of the annual hajj caravan, and supplied
grain and financial support to inhabitants of the two holy cities in the Hijaz.
Numerous religious and charitable projects in Egypt itself were supported by
the treasury. The balance of Egypt's budget was sent each year as irsaliyya
Khazina (Turkish irsaliye-i hazine; lit. remittance of the treasury) to Istanbul.
The amount was fixed at 16 million paras a year after the conquest. At the
end of the century, it rose to 20 million paras.6 Egypt also provided the
Ottoman center with various products and foodstuffs. Sugar, rice, lentils,
and coffee were sent to the imperial kitchens and pantries. Egypt's viceroy
was often ordered to send military supplies for the army and navy, such as
gunpowder, twine, and cord.

It would be wrong to assume that this obvious exploitation of Egypt
meant greater economic hardship than before the conquest. The country was

5 On the Ottomans' policy in Ethiopia, see H. Erlich, Ethiopia and the Middle East
(Boulder and London, 1994), 33-37.

6 The para was the principal coin in circulation in Ottoman Egypt. Forty paras were equal
to one gold coin.
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6 MICHAEL WINTER

now integrated in a vast empire enjoying a long period of prosperity and
good government by the standards of the day. The economy of Egypt before
the Ottoman conquest had been in a sorry state, and Ottoman rule brought
prosperity and development, at least in the early period. Cairo benefited
from commerce, stimulated by the annual pilgrimage to Mecca; Ottoman
power and prestige made the pilgrimage safer and more orderly than before.
Egyptian merchants (and the government) made profits from the inter-
national coffee trade, which began in the early sixteenth century and
eventually took the place formerly occupied by the spice trade. Ottoman
Cairo was the seat of a pasha and a center with a large number of soldiers
and bureaucrats who consumed great quantities of luxury goods.7

The construction of magnificent monuments, such as mosques and
mausoleums, for which the Mamluk sultanate was famous, ceased with the
Ottoman occupation. The explanation for this is simple: Mamluk sultans
and high-ranking amirs saw Egypt as their only home, where they planned
to live, die, and be buried. They wished to immortalize themselves by
building imperial mosques and tombs. The Ottoman viceroys' term of office
in Egypt was temporary, often very short, and they expected to go back to
the center; the pashas did not have the time, motivation, or the funds to
undertake construction of monuments. Besides, the Ottoman sultan would
not have allowed his viceroy to build an "imperial" mosque for himself.
Nevertheless, there is evidence that the viceroys contributed a great deal to
the economic and religious life of Egypt, and to Cairo in particular. They
established many waqf foundations, and constructed mosques, shrines, and
Sufi cloisters. One (Mustafa Pasha, 1560-63) built residences in Old Cairo
and used revenues from the project for a waqf to finance charity. Al-Azhar
was renovated. The treasury paid for soup kitchens for the poor and water
supplies for pilgrims.

In contrast to Ibn Iyas's extreme hostility toward the Ottomans at the time
of the occupation, the next generation of Egyptian writers, and Arab writers
generally, viewed the Ottomans much more favorably. The historians and
men of religion who have been mentioned above, such as al-Sha'rani, al-
Jaziri, al-Nahrawali, Ibn Abi 1-Surur, and others, praise the Ottoman state,
and especially its ruling dynasty, as impeccably Islamic. Sometimes flattery
can explain these attitudes, but it cannot be the whole answer. There are
indications that as the sixteenth century progressed, the empire was increas-
ingly orthodox. There was a variety of reasons for this process, such as the
empire's position between its adversaries, the Catholics in the west and the
Shi'is in the east. The Ottoman occupation of the Arab lands with their
venerated traditions of Sunni religiosity and learning certainly played a

7 A. Raymond, "The Ottoman Conquest and the Development of the Great Arab Towns,"
International Journal of Turkish Studies, 1/1 (1979-80), 84-101.
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Ottoman Egypt, 1525-1609 7

major role, although the impact of those conquests on Ottoman Islam still
awaits a thorough study.

Naturally, the Ottomans and their subjects in Egypt (and elsewhere)
became accustomed to each other. Their rulers accommodated their interests
to local needs and sensibilities. They acted as patrons of Islam in many ways
- taking care of the Hajj and the holy cities, supporting religious institutions,
'ulama', and Sufis, and emphasizing their adherence to the Shari'a. Yet all
this did not preclude Egyptian-Turkish tensions and antipathies. Tempera-
mental differences were too great to be overlooked, and stereotypes were
created on both sides. Egyptians often saw the Turks as bad Muslims and
people of harsh character. Turks questioned the Egyptians' ability to rule
and fight: they used pejorative terms, such as "fallahin," "Tat," or
"Miqlaji," in referring to Egyptians, and considered them socially inferior.

Salim was the only Ottoman sultan to visit Egypt until the nineteenth
century. Egyptians regarded his successors as distant, though generally
benevolent, figures. Chroniclers noted their accession to the throne and their
deaths, but little else. In Cairo, celebration of the birth of a sultan's son or
an Ottoman victory in war was limited to decorating the shops and houses,
and firing cannons.

It should be emphasized that before the end of the eighteenth century the
Ottoman sultan did not claim the title of caliph, but by then political
conditions had changed. When the empire was at its zenith in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, the sultanate was strong enough not to need the
historically loaded title "caliph." Historians have shown that the claim that
the last 'Abbasid caliph of Cairo transferred his "rights" to Salim I after the
Ottoman conquest of Egypt was a myth created in the late eighteenth
century. Some panegyrists call the Ottomans "the inheritors of royalty and
the caliphate," but this was an honorary title devoid of political or religious
significance.

The pashas

In Egypt, as in most Ottoman provinces, the governor or viceroy was the
sultan's representative and was personally responsible for protecting the
state's interests. He was the addressee of the sultan's edicts dispatched to the
province about almost all matters. He was supreme commander of the army
in Egypt with the rank of pasha; several pashas also held the rank of vizier.
In the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries the viceroy was called Misir
beylerbeyi (or in some financial documents mirmiran, the Persian equivalent)
in the official language. The viceroy carried out administrative work through
the Diwan, or council of state, which convened four times a week and was
modeled on the sultan's Diwan in Istanbul.

The viceroy's appointment was for one year, but it was usually renewed
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for another two or three years. It also happened that a pasha was recalled
after only a few months in office. The typical incumbency during the period
under study was two or three years. Exceptions were the long terms of the
vizier Sulayman Pasha (1525-38 including an interval of less than two
years, when he was sent on a naval expedition to the Indian Ocean), and his
successor Da'ud Pasha, who died in office after eleven years (1538-49).

The majority of the viceroys are not identifiable by ethnicity: it seems that
they were recruited and trained through the Ottoman devshirme system, i.e.,
they were military slaves born as Christians in the Balkans. Three viceroys
are described as a Bosnian, an Albanian, and a Circassian. One (Muhammad
Pasha, 1596-98) was called sharif, as if a descendant of the Prophet; what is
certain is that he was a Muslim from birth.

Several viceroys arrived in Egypt directly from the sultan's household. In
the sixteenth century no fewer than six pashas were given the title of haditn
(Arabic: khadim), "servant," a euphemism for eunuch, i.e., they were
eunuchs who started their careers in the sultan's household. Mustafa 'Ali, a
well-known Ottoman historian, writer, and poet, who visited Egypt at the
end of the sixteenth century, explains: "It was the custom at the time . . . that
the governorship of Egypt was given to persons of the eunuch class whenever
it became vacant, because they are free of the care for wives and children,
and all their possessions revert in the end to the sultan."8 Five of those who
came from the sultan's palace had been officials in charge of the sultan's
finances (as daftardar or khazindar); they must have had the expertise to
manage a big budget and had, of course, the sultan's trust. Two viceroys,
Uveys Pasha (1587-91) and Ibrahim Pasha (1604) had been qadis, then
daftardars. Two came from military service at the imperial court. The
governorship of Egypt was given to several governors of lesser provinces as a
promotion. Thus, viceroys of Egypt had previously been governors in Yemen
(two viceroys), Erzerum, Diyarbakr, Baghdad, and Cyprus. One viceroy had
previously held the lower rank of sanjaq beyi, and on his appointment to
Egypt was promoted to beylerbeyi.

The career of Mustafa Pasha is an exceptional case of a man who rose
from the humblest origins to become governor of Egypt from 1561 until
1565. After serving as a saddler for the army, he became rich by looting the
treasury of Ahmad Pasha "the traitor." He managed to be appointed as
kashif and later became amir al-hajj. As such he earned the nickname al-
nashshar, "the sawyer," for executing bandits along the pilgrim route by
sawing them in half. After serving as amir al-hajj for nine years from 938/
153 2, he was eventually made governor of Yemen and finally of Egypt itself.

The ruler's religious attitudes were crucial to his public image. Several
pashas were known by epithets that indicated religious inclinations. Khadim

8 Mustafa Ali's Description of Cairo of 1599, ed. A. Tietze (Vienna, 1975), 73.
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Haftz Muhammad Pasha (1591-95) knew the Qur'an by heart (as his
epithet indicates) and read it every Friday. Iskander Pasha (appointed in
1568) was known as al-Faqih, "the jurisconsult." In the period under study,
two pashas were known as "the Sufi": Sufi 'Ali Pasha (1563-65) reportedly
wore only coarse woolen clothes and paid many visits to tombs of saints in
the Qarafa (Cairo's famous cemetery). Ibrahim Pasha (who was killed in
1604 by rebellious soldiers) had been a Mevlevi dervish in Konya.

Most of the pashas were reportedly pious men who adhered to the
Shari'a. However, there was an exception. Dugakin-Oglu Muhammad Pasha
(1554-56) was described as a wanton man; he was recalled at Sultan
Sulayman's order on charges of violating the Shari'a and was executed.
There were a few pashas who cut the 'ulama"s pensions, according to Ibn
Abi 1-Surur, the historian who expresses the sentiments and interests of men
of religion.

Chroniclers usually distinguish popular and good rulers from cruel and
hated ones. Some were generous and benevolent, others selfish, oppressive,
and rapacious. Some pashas failed to deal efficiently with gangs of criminals,
others were notorious for the ease with which they put people to death for
the slightest offense.

The Ottoman army in Egypt in
the sixteenth century

The Ottoman garrison in Egypt consisted of seven corps (ojaqs). The
Janissaries, an elite infantry corps, had as their main task guarding Cairo
and the Citadel, hence their other title, Mustahfizan, "Guardians." This was
the largest and most important unit. The 'Azab infantry corps was less
important than the Janissaries regiment, and was smaller in number. They
were also guards, but on a subordinate level to the Janissaries, and were
stationed at the approaches to the Citadel and to the seaports of Egypt. The
Mutafarriqa and the Chavush (pursuivants) were two small units of both
infantry and cavalry, who served as the viceroy's guards. The Chavush corps
was created in 1524 and the Mutafarriqa in 1554. These were elite corps
whose members were ranked above regular soldiers, although they were not
amirs. The authorities trusted them even as general discipline declined.
Members of these corps were often appointed as provincial governors and
financial agents for the treasury {kashifs and amins) and this increased their
chances of promotion to the beylicate. Some added to their income by
serving as directors or trustees of waqf foundations or by tax-farming. There
were also three cavalry (sipahi) corps, the Gonulluyan ("volunteers"), and
Tufenkjiyan (Riflemen). The Qanun-name makes it clear that the former
were armed with javelins and bows and arrows, while the latter used
handguns, as their name indicates. The fact that the Mamluks were
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organized as a separate regiment, given the name Cherakise ojagi, the
Circassian corps, is stated in the Qanun-name. In addition, there were units
of soldiers who manned the forts in Egypt and along the hajj route, corps of
armorers (jebejiyan) and cannoneers (topchiyari).

The seven corps of which the army consisted remained the official frame-
work of Egypt's military organization throughout the Ottoman period,
although, as will be seen in the following chapters, their importance would
undergo profound fluctuations, and finally decline.

A soldier's income consisted of basic pay, ibtida (lit. start) according to
his regiment or rank, plus bonuses, teraqqi (lit. a raise). A soldier was
entitled to additional pay if he went on a campaign or was especially
recommended. Also, when a new pasha took up his appointment, the troops
demanded, and usually received, a special payment. In 1606-07, when a
pasha refused to give this money, the rebellious troops collapsed his tent
over his head.

Soldiers' pay was calculated in aqchas on a daily basis, and usually ranged
from about six to twelve, according to the corps. The highest paid were the
small elite guards units of the Mutafarriqa and Chavush, then the cavalry -
Gonullu, Tufenkji, and Circassians, in that order, and finally the Janissaries
and the cAzab. The latter two were large and strong; they were stationed in
the capital, and had means - often illegal - of increasing their income. In
addition to salaries, soldiers were entitled to grain rations from the imperial
granaries in Cairo and fodder for their animals. Retired soldiers, soldiers'
widows, and orphans were given pensions.

The viceroy and highest-ranking amirs received yearly salaries (salyane).
The viceroy's salary in the sixteenth century was 2 million osmanis, which
equaled 20 million aqchas. The viceroy was assisted by high-ranking amirs
called bey, or variably sanjaq beyi, or in the terminology of the financial
documents, mirliva (the Persian form) or Muhafaza beyi. Unlike the situa-
tion in other Ottoman provinces, where sanjaq (lit. a standard, flag) meant a
district under the jurisdiction of a sanjaq beyi, in Egypt the term did not
have a territorial connotation (since the timar system was not applied there).
Beys were given various assignments, such as daftardar (financial super-
intendent), amir al-hajj (commander of the pilgrims' caravan), captains of
Egypt's ports, governors of rural provinces, sirdars (commanders of task
forces to fight Bedouin or to lead the Egyptian contingent to the European or
Persian fronts), or amir khazna (commander of the guard that conveyed
overland the annual tribute of Egypt to Istanbul).

Several beys could remain without a specific assignment, awaiting an
appointment. Some had previously been commanders (aghas) of one of the
seven corps, and were promoted to the beylicate.

The beys' annual salaries ranged from 200,000 osmanis (or 2 million
aqchas), mostly given to those who did not have specific assignments in that
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fiscal year, up to more than 500,000 osmanis, usually paid to those who held
responsible positions which required many expenses, such as the daftardar,
amir al-hajj, or captains of the ports of Alexandria, Damietta, and Suez. The
highest salaries were to beys fulfilling these positions or to former holders of
such assignments, either to cover past expenses or as recognition of their
status.

Mustafa 'Ali, who describes Egypt at about the same time, names thirty
beys. He complains of deterioration in the background and qualifications of
the beys. Instead of coming from the palace or imperial military establish-
ment as they should have, they were upstarts in the service of rich Arabs or
veterans of service in Yemen. A bey's commission or sanjaq was sometimes
given to a pasha's son, a Meccan sharif, or even to members of the 'ulama'
class. It is important to note that none of the beys in the sixteenth century
was a Mamluk and that the beylicate at this time had nothing to do with the
high amirate of the Mamluk sultanate.

It was the intention of the government that the number of the beys in
Egypt should not exceed twelve, yet their number at the end of the century
had more than tripled. The budget of 1596/97 shows that forty-one sanjaq
beyis received salaries. In 1609, at the end of the period under study, when
Muhammad Pasha reorganized the army after putting down a military
mutiny, he dismissed all but twelve of the ablest beys, banishing the other
seventeen to Istanbul. But this measure was abandoned, and the number of
beys again reached forty by the mid-seventeenth century.

The survival of Mamluks under Ottoman rule

The survival of the Mamluks and their eventual resumption of prominence
and power is the most obscure but intriguing question in Egyptian political
and social history during the Ottoman period. One obstacle to tracing their
history is the scarcity of source material dating to the first decades of
Ottoman rule. Another lies in the fact that after the conquest Mamluks were
no longer called by the Turkish names that had distinguished them from
their Arabic-speaking subjects. Now they were a part of a larger military
ruling elite that was Turcophone, and in addition used Islamic, that is
Arabic, names: the sultans themselves had Arabic names. It was impossible,
then, for the Mamluks to be given Turkish names.9

As has been mentioned, the Mamluks were organized in the Circassian
ojaq. This particular corps, one of the three cavalry ojaqs, never assumed a
significant role. There is evidence that there were also Mamluks in other
corps. Mamluks are mentioned in the service of high-ranking officers and

9 See D. Ayalon, "Studies in Al-Jabarti," Journal of the Economic and Social History of
the Orient, 3, part 2 (August i960), 152-58.
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dignitaries from the beylerbeyi down, and they served within the regular
units (apart from the Circassian regiment), and also as retainers of military
grandees outside the official payroll. Al-Jaziri, the secretary of the hajj
caravan, provides many details about forces accompanying the caravan. He
speaks of Mamluks of amir al-hajj as distinct from soldiers belonging to the
regular corps.

The chief keepers of Mamluk identity and traditions were not Mamluk
soldiers serving in the cherakise ojagi or in other units or in other units or
places, but ranking Circassian beys (cherakise beyleri). They appear in the
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century sources - archival materials and chroni-
cles alike - as an identifiable group, distinct from both common Circassians
and beys, who are referred to as sanjaq beyleri or muhafaza beyleri (defender
beys). This distinction between the two categories of beys gives a clue about
the Mamluk phenomenon in Ottoman Egypt, since here alone we have a
clearly recognizable group with Mamluk values and traditions. The Circas-
sian beys were, of course, army commanders, who were sometimes specifi-
cally mentioned in imperial decrees calling upon Egypt to send a contingent
to the sultan's campaigns.10 In festive processions, the cherakise beyleri
marched separately under their own flags.

It is important not to confuse the Circassian beys (i.e. Mamluk amirs)
with the above-mentioned beys (called also sanjaq beyi or muhafaza beyi).
The order of the addressees in imperial edicts reflects the hierarchy:
muhafaza beyleri, cherakise beyleri (also: umara-i cherakise), Mutafarriqa,
and Chavush. Another edict orders that only higher-ranking officers, namely
Circassian beys, Mutafarriqa, and Chavush be given villages to administer
for the treasury, but not the lower-ranking cavalry corps of the Gonulluyan,
sipahis, and the cherakise (the last being Mamluks who had not reached the
rank of bey). The Circassian beys, then, were among the elite cavalry officers
above the Mutafarriqa and Chavush and well below the sanjaq beyleri.
Among other things, the beys had the authority to impose the death
sentence, which the Circassian beys did not have.11

The Circassian beys were particularly useful as kashifs. The kashif had the
responsibility of ensuring that dams and canals were in good condition.
(Kashif is a shortened form of kashif al-jusur al-sultaniyya, "supervisor of
the imperial dams.") He had to protect his region against marauding Arab
tribesmen. Sultan Salim appointed at least one Ottoman officer as kashif,
but soon Mamluk amirs were reappointed to these positions. During serious
Bedouin disturbances following the revolt of Ahmad Pasha al-Kha'in, the
performance of Ottoman commanders against the rebels was disastrous.

10 See, for example, Muhimme defteri, vol. 27, no. 282, p. 118, Shawwal 25, 982 (January
2-5, 1576); vol. 59, no. 34, p. 10, Rabi' 1, 5, 993 (March 7, 1585).

11 Muhimme defteri, vol. 39, no. 418, p. 203, Muharram 10, 988 (February 26, 1580);
vol. 24, no. 616, pp. 232-33, Muharram 26, 982 (May 18, 1547).
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Obviously, the Mamluk amirs' experience and knowledge of the terrain
made them indispensable for the Ottoman government.

While Cairo was guarded and policed by regular Ottoman troops,
Mamluk amirs controlled much of the countryside in their capacity as
kashifs. It is remarkable that Mustafa cAli, writing at the end of the century
about the oppressive rule of the kashifs and multazims (tax-farmers), says
that this was "according to the Circassian law" (cherkes qanunu uzere). This
does not mean that every kashif was necessarily a Circassian (Mamluk),
although many certainly were, but it does indicate that the provincial
administrative system was still based on Mamluk methods and traditions.

The Mamluks' experience and background convinced the Ottomans that
Circassian amirs were natural and even preferable candidates to serve as
umara' al-hajj. An amir al-hajj had to protect the caravan against Bedouin
who often attacked and pillaged it, or to negotiate and induce them to
cooperate with the hajj rather than endanger it. Al-Jaziri writes in detail
about umara' al-hajj during the first thirty-three years of Ottoman rule, and
provides information about the men who were appointed. The list from
1517 until 1550, where al-Jaziri's book ends, names fifteen umara' al-hajj,
six of whom were Mamluk amirs; some held the post for several years.
Janim al-Hamzawi, who has already been mentioned, held the post several
times, as did his son Yusuf. Janim al-Hamzawi was not a Mamluk, but
belonged to the awlad al-nas class. From al-Jaziri's description it is also clear
that experience as a kashif was an important asset for a candidate for the
office. Even a few non-Mamluks, who were named umara' al-hajj, had been
kashifs before.

Problems of discipline and tensions in the army

Among other subjects, the Qanun-name-i Misir draws guidelines for main-
taining order and discipline in the army. The principles underlying the policy
expounded in the document are familiar from other Ottoman provinces.
While accepting local conditions, the central government was obviously
determined to control even the smallest details. The promulgators of the
code were also aware of some cases of officers and soldiers breaking the law
and military discipline. Indeed, some transgressions observed at such an
early stage of the occupation were to grow and eventually transform military
society, with far-reaching consequences for Egyptian society as a whole.

The insistence in the Qanun-name on strict discipline is, of course, typical
of military codes. What should be noted is that Istanbul did not leave any
autonomy to the viceroy of Egypt; all appointments in the ranks were
subject to approval. The central government feared that the force in a
distant and wealthy province such as Egypt might increase in numbers
beyond the limits set by the government. This would burden the treasury,
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and also allow undesirable elements to enter the army. These apprehensions
were well founded.

There is sufficient evidence that Egypt was, indeed, considered a safe place
to do military service, even a refuge for shirkers from the empire's constant
wars. An imperial decree dated 1605 states openly that soldiers desiring to
avoid a military campaign were acquiring an imperial edict (emr-i sherif)
"by certain means" and then going to Egypt under the pretext of official
business. The pasha of Egypt is ordered to ignore these ill-gotten edicts and
send the men to the front.12 Worse still, the phrasing of several of the
sultan's edicts reveals that, contrary to Istanbul's almost absolute control
over Egyptian affairs at the beginning of the occupation, by the late sixteenth
century the Ottoman high command had lost confidence in its own orderli-
ness and integrity. Edicts dated 1591 and 1595 inform the beylerbeyi of
Egypt that certain individuals had obtained appointments in Egypt's admin-
istration through connections in Istanbul. The governor is ordered to ignore
the decrees and appointments (berat), to appoint no one before a position is
vacated (mahlul), and to rely on his own sound judgment so as not to
overburden the treasury. At the same time, Istanbul admits that the situation
in Egypt is extremely "disorderly and muddled," and tries to determine the
exact number of soldiers, their salaries, and ranks.

The relatively good life in Egypt and its remoteness from Istanbul
contributed to the growth of the Egyptian bureaucracy and army, which
imperial edicts frequently criticize. One decree dated 1568 states that there
were more Chavush and Mutafarriqa soldiers in Egypt than in Istanbul
itself. It further adds that the numbers should not exceed those specified in
the Qanun-natne (where only forty Chavushes are allowed). In 1573 there
were 450 Chavushes, although only 180 (and 180 Mutafarriqa) were
allowed at the time. There were considerable increases in other units also: in
1565 there were 1,400 Janissaries instead of the 1,000 allowed, and 700
'Azab soldiers instead of 500.13

According to firmly held convictions (or prejudices) of the period, only
certain races were fit for military service. By the standards of medieval and
late medieval Islam, the best qualified to fight were the Turks. Of course, the
definition of this term was loose. We have seen that Circassians were
regarded by Arab historians during the Mamluk sultanate as Turks, or at
least as a division of the Turkish race. Similarly, many Turkish-speaking
Ottoman soldiers, most notably the Janissaries, were not Turks by birth but
natives of the Balkans. Yet the policy of limiting military service to Rumlu,
namely people from Turkish-speaking provinces of the empire, is reflected in

12 Muhimme defteri, vol. 75, no. 199, p. 111, Shawwal 1013 (February-March 1604).
13 Muhimme defteri, vol. 7, no. 1329, p. 459, Dhu 1-Qacda 1, 975 (April 28, 1568); vol. 5,

no. 1146, p. 430, Sha'ban 14, 973 (March 6, 1566); vol. 23, no. 693, p. 313, Dhu 1-
Qa'da 23, 981 (March 16, 1573).
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many imperial edicts and documents. The Ottomans, too, esteemed the
warlike Circassians, whom they spared after the conquest and accepted into
the army. Imperial edicts sent from Istanbul to Egypt mention Rumlu as
qualified to serve in the army. Yet a revealing document, dated 1586, orders
that "able soldiers from among the Turks and Circassians" (yarar qul
Rumlu ve Cherkes qulundan) be sent to Yemen. However, the frequency of
official references to the Turks is far greater than those to the Circassians,
itself highly significant.14

While the Circassians were accepted, there was no ambiguity in official
attitudes about the possibility the Arabs would enter the army. Whether
"Arab" meant Bedouin or awlad 'Arab, people of Arab origin, Arabic-
speaking people - the attitude was totally negative. Yet it was impossible in
Egypt as in other Arab lands to prevent Arabic-speaking locals from
enrolling in the Ottoman army. One important reason for this development
was the need to send large numbers of soldiers to Yemen. Service in this
remote and dangerous land was extremely unpopular; Ottoman soldiers
from Istanbul, Syria, or Egypt abhorred serving there. From the numerous
edicts concerning Yemeni affairs, it is clear that the Ottoman government
did not have a true picture of the numbers of troops in Yemen. The Porte
found it impossible to provide hard-pressed and beleaguered governors with
sufficient reinforcements. A viceroy ordered to send 500 men could send
only 220; in one year only 500 men went to Yemen instead of the 3,000 that
had been called up. Istanbul took various measures to induce people to
serve. Bonuses were promised and shirkers were threatened. Service in
Yemen was performed on a rotation basis, usually for three years. Permis-
sion was given to recruit men from outside the regular army; soldiers' sons
and brothers (qul oglu ve qarindashi) were enlisted if they were Turks.
Slaves and retainers of grandees enlisted, tempted by the prospect of
acceptance as regular soldiers.

Under these circumstances awlad 'Arab, including Egyptians and men
from other Arab provinces of the empire, infiltrated the army. Moreover,
some Arabs (i.e., native Egyptians) were buying Mamluks, a serious breach
of social norms which would have been unimaginable during the Mamluk
sultanate. Toward the end of the sixteenth century Egypt, like other
Ottoman provinces, experienced severe economic crisis. Inflation hit sol-
diers' salaries, and as a result they rioted and revolted, trying to protect their
privileges, and resorted to illegal means to increase their income.

Since the Ottoman conquest the army had been divided between "Otto-
mans" and "Egyptians," although that division assumed with time different
names and shapes. An Egyptian territorial army with esprit de corps and
interests of its own emerged. The term Misir qullari, "the soldiers of Egypt,"

14 Muhimme defteri, vol. 60, nos. 595, 596, p. 154, Jumada I 8, 994 (April 27, 1586).
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appears as early as 1568 in an official document dealing with clashes
between them and the Qapu qullari}5 A seventeenth-century chronicle
describes Qapu qullari envy of what they considered the better salaries paid
the Misir qullari. The language of imperial decrees distinguishes between
stationary or permanent (muqim) soldiers and military units that are on the
move (musafir). It was the strategy of the Ottoman high command in
Istanbul to move military units around the empire. For example, when
troops from Egypt were ordered to go to Yemen to fight local rebels, soldiers
from Syria were sent to replace them in Egypt; Egyptian troops were
transferred to Syria to replace soldiers sent to the Persian front. Now, it is
noteworthy that even in the sixteenth century Egyptian soldiers serving in
Palestine were under the command of their own officers, and were respon-
sible not to the beylerbeyi of Damascus under whose jurisdiction their
sanjaqs lay, but to the beylerbeyi of Egypt. As soon as their term in Palestine
was over, they were ordered to return to Egypt.16

It is important to emphasize that tensions between "Ottoman" and
"Egyptian" elements within the army were based on economic interests,
social background, and sometimes on different mentalities (i.e., the "Egyp-
tians" being more religious than the "Ottomans"). Yet these were not
usually tensions between Arbas and Turks; soldiers on both sides were
predominantly Turkish speaking. Nor was this division political; both sides
were loyal to the sultan in Istanbul. A treatise in the mid-seventeenth century
praising the Misir qullari and attacking the Qapu qullari was written in
Turkish.17

The strict separation of the military class ('askari, or 'askeri in the Ottoman
usage, including also the bureaucracy and other elements of the government)
from the subjects {ra'aya) was a fundamental principle of the Ottoman order.
It is also expressed in the Qanum-name-i Misir. The document prohibits
civilians from carrying, keeping, or manufacturing arms. The Ottomans
changed the status quo regarding production of gunpowder in the Sa'id
(Upper Egypt), the remote district under the jurisdiction of the Arab tribal
confederation of Banu 'Umar. It was ordered that the large cauldrons used
to manufacture gunpowder be transferred to Cairo.

It is interesting to note that the Qanun-name already mentions the illegal
practice of soldiers opening shops and participating in trade. As we know
from subsequent developments, this warning was of no avail, and by the
eighteenth century artisans and merchants, on one hand, and the military on
the other, had thoroughly interpenetrated. As early as 1578, an edict

15 Muhimme defteri, vol. 7, no. 13Z9, Dhu I-Qa'da awa'il, 675 (April z8-May 7, 1568).
16 M. Winter, "Military Connections between Egypt and Syria (Including Palestine) in the

Early Ottoman Period," in A. Cohen and G. Baer (eds.), Egypt and Palestine: A
Millennium of Association, 868-1948 (Jerusalem, 1984), 139-49.

17 Winter, " 'Anatolian Campaign Book'."
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registers a complaint against amirs and aghas (regimental commanders),
whose trading in food and other provisions, and gaining of a monopoly on
some articles, had led to a food shortage in Istanbul.

Military revolts

Riots and revolts among the soldiers in the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries had primarily economic origins, although there were
also ethnic and racial motives. The first serious disturbances occurred during
the incumbency of Uveys Pasha (1587-91). He found the treasury in deficit,
and decided to cancel salaries of those soldiers who owned shops and
businesses. The army responded by demanding the revocation of salaries
from the awlad 'Arab (Arabic-speaking people). In August 1589 mutinous
soldiers forced their way into the Diwan and attacked the pasha personally.
They killed members of his retinue, and pillaged his private quarters. Then
the rebels rioted in the city. Their rage was directed against Arabs,
particularly qadis and bureaucrats employed by the treasury. They pro-
claimed that awlad 'Arab would not be allowed to keep white Mamluks.
Christians and Jews were forbidden to have any slaves at all. Arabs were
warned not to wear Turkish clothes. The viceroy ordered his qadi to draw
up a document to satisfy the rebels. The chronicler Ibn Abi 1-Surur writes
that only natural death saved the pasha from murder by his soldiers.

The next revolt broke out during the term of Sharif Muhammad Pasha
(1596-98). In February 1598, while the viceroy was in the country with
several Bedouin chiefs, he was attacked and shot at by soldiers. There were
casualties in the pasha's retinue, but he escaped during a sudden sandstorm.
The rebels demanded the execution of several notables and army officers.
Again, Arabs were their target; several awlad 'Arab wearing Turkish clothes
were murdered. A chaotic situation developed; the law courts closed, the
chief qadi escaped, and the rebels appointed kashifs without regard to the
authorities.

In March 1601 soldiers again broke into the Diwan and killed several
high officials; the main issue this time was the grain ration.

Lawlessness reached a peak during the incumbency of Ibrahim Pasha, the
first viceroy to be murdered by mutinous soldiers and who became known as
al-Maqtul, "the slain." He demonstrated his resolve to resist the army's
unjustified demands, and paid with his life. The main issue was the tulba, an
illegal levy imposed by the sipahis in rural areas on the pretext of facilitating
police duties. The sipahis compelled the kashifs to provide them with
vouchers authorizing collection of money from the villagers. The rebels'
opportunity came in September 1604. When the pasha left the Citadel to
open a dyke at Shubra on the outskirts of Cairo, they met at Qarafa
cemetery and swore on saints' tombs to kill him. He was attacked with his
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guards in the company of several beys and officials. Fifteen cavalry soldiers
(sipahis) murdered Ibrahim Pasha with their swords and placed his head and
the heads of three of his Janissaries at the Zuwayla gate, where criminals'
remains were usually displayed. The chief qadi became acting governor
(qa'im maqam) until the arrival of a new viceroy.

The new pasha brought with him an edict to suppress the tulba and
punish Ibrahim Pasha's killers. Soldiers and notables were convened in the
Qara Maydan (Black Square) below the Citadel and made to pledge
allegiance to the state. A few rebels were caught and executed, but the
government's rule was not restored.

It required the strong personality of the vizier Muhammad Pasha
(1607-11), later known as Qul Qiran, "the breaker of the [rebellious]
soldiers," to suppress the rebellious sipahis and abolish the tulba. He came
from the imperial palace, where he had been silahdar, one of the highest-
ranking officers of the sultan's guard. Ibn Abi 1-Surur al-Bakri al-Siddiqi, our
principal source for these events, extols his personality and policies in
superlative terms. From the moment he landed at Alexandria, Muhammad
Pasha showed energy and a talent for gaining popularity. He made public
visits to the tombs of Muslim saints there and demonstrated goodwill
towards Sufis and 'ulama'. He inspected the Citadel built by Qaytbay, the
great Mamluk sultan, and ordered repairs. Later he executed oppressive
district governors and warned others on pain of death not to give tulba
vouchers. He executed the aged kashif of Buhayra province for disobeying
that order. (The kashif's explanation that the soldiers had toppled his tent
over his head did not save him.) The kashif oi Gharbiyya province suffered
the same fate.

Muhammad Pasha publicly reminded all the soldiers to stop the practice
of the tulba. What prompted a final showdown were several appointments
he made to the position of kashif. The rebels, members of the three sipahi
regiments, who were stationed in rural areas throughout lower Egypt,
gathered in early Dhu 1-Qada 1017/early February 1609, at Tanta in the
Delta. They solemnly swore at the shrine of Sidi Ahmad al-Badawi, the
renowned thirteenth-century Sufi shaykh, Egypt's most popular saint, that
they would stand united and would not give up their right to collect the
tulba. Ibn Abi 1-Surur reports that they chose a sultan and a vizier and
planned how to divide the country among themselves. They mustered their
forces, which also included irregular soldiers. Then they started to pillage
villages.

The pasha summoned the troops on whom he could rely. Those were
mainly sanjaq beyis and members of the elite Mutafarriqa and Chavush
corps, as well as urban Janissaries and 'Azab who had no part in the tulba.
Cairo-based sipahis were also called up. Some of Muhammad Pasha's
officers suggested negotiation, and a Turkish mufti, Muhammad Effendi,
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nicknamed Alti Parmaq, and a regimental officer were sent to the rebels'
camp. The cleric delivered a speech calling on them to obey "those in
authority," according to the famous Qur'anic injunction, but to no avail. In
Cairo, the viceroy ordered all troops to assemble. Every absent member of
the three sipahi corps was declared a rebel. The army was reinforced by
Bedouin in large numbers, and was armed with heavy cannons and falconets
(darbzens). This force set out north on 8 Dhu 1-Hijja/March 15, 1609 to
Raydaniyya, and then on to the Birkat al-Hajj (Pilgrims' Pond). The Bedouin
were forbidden to mingle with the regular army; their task was to encircle
and harass the enemy.

The confrontation took place at Khanqah, fifteen miles north of Cairo.
When the rebels saw the strong force they faced, and the cannons, they lost
their courage. Some tried to escape or fight, but were killed by the Arabs.
Some drowned in the Birkat al-Hajj as they tried to flee. Others managed to
infiltrate the pasha's army and join their units; these were later identified and
beheaded. Although there was sporadic fighting, resistance collapsed
without a real battle. The captives who were not regular soldiers were
beheaded on the spot. Some regulars were also caught and executed; their
number reached 250. The chief qadi interceded and saved 300 rebels from
execution. Instead, they were sent to Suez and thence to Yemen. Once the
revolt had been crushed, the people of Cairo were ordered to dig out a
cubit's depth of earth in front of their houses and shops, to wipe out the
rebels' footprints. The chronicler concludes: "That was in truth the second
conquest of Egypt during the Ottoman government, God bless it."

Muhammad Pasha now went on with his initiatives to repair mosques and
promote public works. He also attempted to reform the fiscal and military
administration. The number of beys was reduced to twelve, in accordance
with the intention of the government when the beylicate was created in
Ottoman Egypt. He revised the lists of those entitled to pensions and
allowances, thus saving about a hundred purses.18 He reformed peasants'
obligations to contribute labour and animals to public agricultural works,
and exempted poor villages. After four years, the pasha was recalled to
Istanbul; contrary to custom, he was not dismissed.

Suppression of the tulba revolt put an end to a series of military uprisings
that had threatened Ottoman rule. The fact that the rebels had chosen a
sultan seems to support the view that the revolt was a separatist move-
ment resembling revolts of a century before. Yet evidence of political
motivation is extremely flimsy - one sentence by the chronicler about the
rebels' choosing a sultan and vizier from among themselves. While Ibn Abi
1-Surur wholly identified himself with the Ottomans, probably echoes their
propaganda, and was familiar with the minutest details of the uprising, he

18 One purse, kese, equaled Z5,ooo paras.
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does not give the name of the "sultan," if, that is, there really was one at
all.19

It is important to try to understand the social and ethnic background of
the revolt. Some suggest that it was a Mamluk movement, an assumption
that, if proven, would support the theory of separatist rebellion. But it is
impossible to prove that the rebels were exclusively or even predominantly
Mamluks. All available sources, Arabic and Turkish alike, speak of a sipahi
revolt, never of a Mamluk revolt. Now, it has already been explained that
the Circassians were only one of the three sipahi (cavalry) corps, and by the
early seventeenth century the Circassian character of the corps must have
been greatly diluted. The viceroy won for his suppression of the uprising the
epithet Qul Qiran, the breaker of the quls. As is well known, "qul" in
Ottoman terminology means a slave, usually a military slave of the sultan.
The Turkish sources sometimes refer to the rebels as jundi, a word which
means soldier in Arabic but horseman in Ottoman Turkish and thus a
synonym for sipahi. While it is therefore quite possible that Mamluks
comprised a strong element in the movement, there is no evidence that either
the rebels or the government defined it as a Mamluk, or even a pseudo-
Mamluk, rebellion.

Ethnic definitions were much more on the minds of contemporary actors
and observers than most other categories were; it is the Turkishness of the
rebels that is mentioned. In his treatise on the revolt, Ibn Abi 1-Surur quotes
a poem denouncing the Rum, Turks, who oppressed the people of Egypt. Of
all the distinguished 'ulama' of Cairo, it was Muhammad Effendi, known as
Alti Parmaq, a Turkish preacher, who was sent to talk sense to the rebels.
But these soldiers already had deep roots in Egypt, and were strongly
attached to the land; before their most important decisions, they visited the
tombs of Muslim saints in Cairo and, most emphatically, the shrine of Sidi
Ahmad al-Badawi at Tanta - all symbols of Egyptian Islam.

Arab chiefs, the tribes, and the state

The term "Arab" in Arabic sources in the Middle Ages and the Ottoman
period is used almost exclusively to denote Bedouin, not Arabic-speaking
town dwellers. Yet caution is called for in applying the term "Bedouin" to
Egypt's tribes. Many were not nomads; some were semi-nomads, others
were settled agriculturalists, and differed very little from the fallahin. What
characterized the Arabs were tribal organization and a claim to Arabian
origin. Unlike the fallahin, who as a rule were unarmed, Arab tribesmen
carried weapons, rode horses, and were reputed to have martial qualities.

19 It is worth noting that no such sultan is mentioned in the detailed account of the revolt,
which Ibn Abi 1-Surur wrote as a separate treatise, or in the Turkish chronicles.
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They were the only sector of civilian society permitted to ride horses. While
some tribes or clans were notorious bandits and rebels, others were obedient
and submissive, rendering vital services to the state, including military
assistance; one family could even have both loyal and rebellious shaykhs.
Moreover, the same tribe or leader could alternately support the government
and oppose it, depending on circumstances.

It will be recalled that Arab tribes harassed the Ottoman army on its way
to conquer Egypt and formed an important part of Sultan Tumanbay's
forces, especially after the battle of Raydaniyya. On the other hand,
Tumanbay was betrayed to the Ottomans by Arab shaykhs to whose
residence he had escaped. Eventually the Mamluks took their revenge. After
the Ottomans reappointed Mamluk amirs as district governors, the kashif of
Gharbiyya province invited the two Arabs responsible for Tumanbay's
betrayal to a party, and when they were drunk, a number of Circassian
Mamluks fell upon and killed them. Another Arab shaykh was put to death
by a Mamluk kashif'by exactly the same ruse. The Arab shaykhs complained
that the Mamluks were killing them for their loyalty to the state. Khayrbay,
who was then governor of Egypt, ordered the Mamluks to leave the Arabs
alone.

Some Arab tribes participated in the Mamluk revolts that broke out after
Khayrbay's death. The fact that the Arabs continued to challenge the
Ottoman state after the rebellion of Ahmad Pasha al-Kha'in has usually been
overlooked by historians. Politically, their threat did not seem as serious as
Ahmad Pasha's actions, but militarily the Bedouin nearly exhausted the
Ottoman forces in Egypt. The Arabs euphorically declared their intention to
capture Cairo and then the rest of the country. These were idle dreams; the
Arab tribes did not stand a chance against the superior arms, better
discipline, and vast resources of the state. The Arabs' fear of cannon fire is a
recurring theme in the annals of Ottoman Egypt.

In an insightful passage, Mustafa 'Ali explains that the Arabs' weakness is
their disunity. The tribes fight and quarrel among themselves, enabling the
government to play one against another. An Ottoman force not larger than
10,000 men could control the land, despite the Arabs' numerical superi-
ority.20

Official Ottoman documents refer to Arab tribesmen as the most serious
threat to Egypt's internal security. They are mentioned as troublemakers and
rebels, a permanent source of harassment to the villagers and the state,
sometimes causing real damage to agriculture. Occasionally, they were bold
enough to attack people in outlying quarters of the capital, such as Old
Cairo and Bulaq. Army officers were rewarded with promotions or transfers
for fighting them and beheading as many as possible. Da'ud Pasha, a viceroy

20 Mustafa Ali's Description of Cairo in 1599, 57.
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praised as a particularly benevolent and enlightened ruler (1538-49),
suppressed a Bedouin revolt in the ever-problematic Sharqiyya province,
killing many and driving well-known clans from the region. But the tribes
could also direct their arms against anti-government rebels and rival tribes,
as shown already in their contribution to suppressing the sipahi revolt in
1609.

The Qanun-name-i Misir devotes several paragraphs to the Arab shaykhs.
Ottoman policy toward them was similar to that toward the Mamluks.
Despite revolts, the government understood that they were indispensable for
governing rural areas and so integrated them into the administrative
structure according to principles that had been in force under Sultan
Qaytbay. The regional Arab chief, shaykh al-'Arab, is given the same
functions and authority as a kashif. The code states clearly: "These Arab
shaykhs are like kashifs."

The office of shaykh al-'Arab was inherited from the Mamluk sultanate,
and was vital for fiscal administration. First and foremost, the Arab shaykh
was a tax-farmer (multazim), who collected the taxes in cash (in Upper
Egypt, also in grain) from the province under his control. He was responsible
for public safety, agriculture, and, most importantly, the irrigation system.
The great similarity between the functions of a shaykh al-'Arab and those of
a kashif is illustrated by the fact that no kashifs are mentioned in provinces
under the control of Arab shaykhs and vice versa. There were clashes of two
or more Arab shaykhs, or between an Arab shaykh and a kashif of a
neighboring province, but not between an Arab shaykh and a kashif within
the same province.

Like other office-holders, an Arab shaykh received an imperial patent
(berat-i huntayutt) and a robe of honor (khil'a). He usually received appoint-
ment from the pasha after it had been approved by the sultan. In some cases,
however, shaykhs went directly to the sultan's palace in Istanbul and
obtained their patents. In some cases, appointment was left to the pasha,
who was authorized to name one, two, or more candidates for office. In
lower-level decisions related to a remote province such as Egypt, the sultan
had to follow the advice of his local representatives. The pashas took
advantage of this, and appointed whomever they pleased. A special strongly
worded decree in 1574 reminded them that they must obtain the sultan's
approval for each appointment.

There is little doubt that Arab shaykhs were among the richest people in
Egypt. A patent for a tax-farm required a down payment of several hundred
purses. Information scattered in the documents shows that some shaykhs
possessed property worth between 50,000 and 250,000 gold pieces (altuns).
Shaykhs owned villages (as mulk, privately held land), plantations, agri-
cultural equipment, livestock, and slaves. Some shaykhs became wealthy by
administering their provinces prudently. One shaykh in Upper Egypt was
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granted monopoly of the emerald mines as a tax-farm for fifteen purses
annually. Nevertheless, shaykhs were constantly in debt to the treasury,
compelling them to borrow money, mainly from wealthy merchants of
Cairo. The debts of the shaykhs of Upper Egypt were particularly heavy,
sometimes exceeding 150,000 altuns and hundreds of thousands of ardabbs
of grain.

There is ample evidence that Arab shaykhs were as oppressive and
exploitative as the kashifs. There are many instances of heavy taxes,
embezzlement of public funds, and harsh treatment of villagers.

In Ottoman Egypt Arab shaykhs sometimes became commanders of
Ottoman and Mamluk soldiers. While this did not happen often, the fact
that it happened at all bears witness to the vitality of the Bedouin Arabs and
to the Ottomans' flexibility. A few Arab shaykhs were given the rank of
sanjaq beyi. Arab governors in Upper Egypt had fifty to sixty Janissaries
under their command to assist them to collect taxes.

The highest position achieved by Arab shaykhs in the sixteenth century
was that of ruler of Buhayra province. At least two shaykhs were made
umara' al-hajj, one of the most prestigious and lucrative positions in Egypt.
In the Mamluk sultanate, only the highest-ranking amirs (amir mi'a
muqaddam alf) could aspire to the office, and certainly no Arab shaykh
could have attained it. 'Isa ibn Isma'il ibn 'Amir, the shaykh of the 'Awna
Arabs of the Buhayra, was amir al-hajj in 1555-56 and from 1562-63 to
1564-65. His son 'Umar was amir al-hajj in 1590-92 and again in 1593-94
and 1594-95.

The Arab shaykhs' oppressive rule, financial irresponsibility, and vicious
internecine competition for appointments as multazims - which were
always given out by auction to the highest bidders - induced the government
to dispense with their services. It appears that what prompted the authorities
to action was the disappointing performance of Banu 'Umar, the Arab rulers
of Upper Egypt, a region which, owing to its remoteness and economic
importance as Egypt's main granary, was particularly important but also
subject to misrule.

In a letter to Istanbul in 1574, the viceroy complains about the Arab
shaykhs. Since the Ottoman conquest of Egypt, the shaykhs had never
complied with the terms of their tax-farms, and had often embezzled public
money; they gave shelter to bandits and rebels instead of suppressing them.
The viceroy asked permission to dismiss the shaykhs and to appoint in their
place sanjaq beyis, whose annual salaries would be paid by the Egyptian
treasury. Instead of the iltizam system (tax-farming), taxes would be
collected by salaried government agents (umana', sing, amin); the beys
would maintain law and order, and have authority to impose death
sentences (which the Arab shaykhs did not have). The beys would be given
soldiers in sufficient numbers to keep the Bedouin in check. It was decreed
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that all Egyptian provinces, not just the Sa'id (Upper Egypt), be placed under
sanjaq beyis. The only exception to the new arrangement was Buhayra
province. As has been shown, the Arab shaykhs there had a special status as
umara' al-hajj and sirdars (commanders of expeditionary forces), either
because of their proven loyalty and efficiency, or the sensitive nature of a
border region that no outsider could handle.21

The new policy appeared extremely successful at first. A sanjaq beyi
named Sulayman was appointed to govern the Sa'id. He built a fort at Jirja,
the center of the province, and suppressed a Bedouin uprising, beheading
150 Arabs. However, Sulayman himself was soon suspected of financial
irregularities, and was promoted to pasha and appointed governor of
Habesh, which was tantamount to exile. After that experiment, the authori-
ties in Cairo came full circle to the policy of five or six years before and
reappointed Arab shaykhs of the Banu 'Umar clan. These ruled the Sa'id
until 1610, when an Ottoman amir was appointed. It is not known whether
the decision to replace Arab shaykhs with sanjaq beyis in other provinces
was implemented. It probably was not, and certainly not in full; there is
evidence in the budget of 1596-97 of Bedouin Arabs holding fiscal posi-
tions.

Religion in Egypt in the sixteenth century

We have seen that after the Egyptians' initial negative response, the Otto-
mans were viewed much more favorably as Muslims. It is difficult to
exaggerate the importance of this central theme. The new rulers of Egypt
regarded themselves as representing a genuinely Islamic Sunni state; the
viceroys demonstrated respect and support for Islamic institutions and
notables. The Ottoman government acknowledged, after inspection, all
waqf foundations that had been established before the conquest, including
those by the Mamluk rulers. To act otherwise would have been, of course,
contrary to Islamic law, but the Ottomans did win gratitude for it.

The Ottomans took over the administration of justice, restricting the
higher echelons of the judiciary, the post of qadi 'askar in particular, to
outsiders, Turkish-speaking qadis, who came to Egypt to serve for a limited
period, like other members of the military-bureaucratic class. Yet, apart
from that, the Ottomans did not infringe upon the religious or scholarly life
of Egypt. Indeed, they limited their interference to material things, such as
repairs of buildings and facilities, financial contributions, and the like. Al-
Azhar, the great college-mosque, flourished under Ottoman rule, and there is
no trace of evidence of any attempt on the part of the government to
influence its religious, educational, or scholarly activity. The Hanafi

21 Muhimme defteri, vol. 24, no. 663, p. 258, Muharram 26, 982 (May 18, 1574).
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madhhab, the official legal school of the empire, did not receive preferential
treatment. Likewise, Arabic-speaking sufis, who naturally were the majority
among Egyptian mystics, were not treated differently from Turkish Sufis
who lived in Egypt.

Like the decline in historiography in Egypt following the Ottoman
conquest, Islamic scholarship in the sixteenth century clearly sank beneath
its level of previous centuries. As Ibn Iyas did not have worthy successors in
historiography, so Jalal al-Din al-Suyuti (d. 1505), the great Islamic scholar,
had none who could remotely compare with his erudition and creativity.
The general question of cultural stagnation and decline in Egypt (and
beyond) during the period under study cannot be discussed here. It must be
said, however, that if the Ottoman occupation contributed to the decline,
this was an indirect and unintentional repercussion of conquest.

The outstanding Egyptian man of letters in the sixteenth century was 'Abd
al-Wahhab al-Sha'rani, a Sufi (d. 1565). He was a sensitive social commen-
tator and critic and a prolific writer on various religious subjects, including
mysticism, fiqh, ethics, and the history of Sufism. Indeed, Sufism is one
dimension of Egyptian Islam that flourished during the Ottoman period and
with Ottoman favor. The Sufi orders (tariqa, pi. turuq) multiplied and their
activities intensified: more mawlids (saints' days) were created and cele-
brated; more Sufi institutions, zawiyas and tekkes, were built, and many
more 'ulama' were affiliated with Sufi orders and showed interest in Sufism.

While the flourishing of Egyptian Sufism is evident, it is hard to determine
underlying reasons for it. Certainly the Ottomans' disposition did much to
enhance Sufis' positions and status. The Turks had been converted to Islam
not by orthodox theologians, but by dervishes. All versions of Sufism flour-
ished in the Turkish regions - from the sophisticated monism of Muhyi al-Din
ibn 'Arabi (d. 12.40)22 to the mystical poetry of Jalal al-Din Rumi (d. 1273)
and the crude practices of simple dedes (Turkish Sufi shaykhs). Generally
speaking, the Turks had a much stronger mystical bent than the Arabs. But
Sufism had been firmly entrenched in Egypt before the Ottoman conquest,
and been popular among common people and Mamluk rulers alike.

Another possible reason for the advance of Sufism under Ottoman rule is
a certain lethargy of the 'ulama' in early Ottoman Egypt. The scholars and
jurists of Islam continued, of course, to fulfill their accustomed roles in
society, but they seem to have lost much of their elan. The demotion of
Egypt from empire to province may have spread a malaise favorable to
Sufism, which nurtures the interior life with an apolitical and otherworldly
orientation. And Sufism not only offered solace to the miserable, but also

22 Note the reverence shown to this great and controversial mystic by both Salim I and
Sulayman. See M. Winter, Society and Religion in Early Ottoman Egypt (New
Brunswick, 1982.), 163-65.
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provided them with food distributed during the mawlid celebrations (these
greatly multiplied during the sixteenth century), and through various Sufi-
related institutions.

While the impact of Ottoman 'ulama' on Egyptian religious and social life
was negligible, Turkish Sufism had made headway even before the conquest,
and greatly increased in influence after that. The Khalwatiyya order was the
most important representative of Turkish Sufism at that time; the most
prominent Khalwatis in late Mamluk and early Ottoman Egypt came from a
Turkish-speaking milieu and were disciples of 'Umar Rusheni from Tabriz
(d. 1487). One of the most outstanding Khalwatis was Ibrahim Gulshani (d.
1534), who escaped from Tabriz after the Safavid occupation. He became
very popular with Ottoman troops in Egypt; they even quarreled among
themselves for the water with which he washed his hands. Summoned to
Istanbul, since the government was wary of his popularity, upon his return
he had to retreat into complete seclusion. Two other Khalwatis, also former
disciples of Rusheni, were Muhammad Damirdash al-Muhammadi (d. 1522
or 1523) and Shahin al-Jarkasi (d. 1547). Shahin, an ex-officer in the army
of Sultan Qaytbay, became a hermit and lived for several decades on the
Muqattam mountain, east of Cairo.

The central principle of the Khalwatiyya was the concept of the khalwa,
solitary retreat, whence the order takes its name. The adherent of the tariqa
was obliged to retreat for long periods to his cell for prayer and contempla-
tion. The Khalwatiyya offered a well-developed mystical system and a
course of study and spiritual progress in which ideas of Ibn 'Arabi played an
important role. This kind of Sufism was alien to the version of al-Sha'rani, a
genuine representative of the orthodox, moderate, Egyptian Sufism. Intense
religious disputes and personal rivalries developed between the more
orthodox and quiescent Sufism personified by al-Sha'rani and the more
mystical and ecstatic version of the Khalwatiyya, of Karim al-Din
Muhammad Ibn Ahmad al-Khalwati (d. 1578). Karim al-Din did not
consider al-Sha'rani a true Sufi, while the latter regarded the Khalwati
shaykh as a Muslim who did not know the basic religious ordinances.
According to 'Abd al-Ra'uf al-Munawi (d. 1621), who continued al-Sha'r-
ani's work as historian of Egyptian Sufism, Karim al-Din al-Khalwati
became the undisputed leader of Sufism in Cairo after al-Sha'rani's death.

In time, and with the establishment of Turkish rule, the influence of the
Khalwatiyya increased. Al-Munawi, al-Sha'rani's disciple, was much more
involved with them than his master, and he provides more information than
does al-Sha'rani about their development. Al-Munawi's Khalwati shaykh
was a Turk named Muharram al-Rumi, who did not know Arabic. The
popularity of the Khalwatis and the influence they wielded accounts for the
fact that al-Sha'rani did not dare to criticize them openly.

As has been mentioned, the Ottoman authorities were supportive of
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Sufism generally, but they paid special attention to Turkish Sufism in Egypt.
Sulayman Pasha established in 1526 a zawiya and founded a waqf to finance
it for a certain Hasan ibn Ilyas al-Rumi (the Turk) al-Istanbuli. The zawiya,
which included a mosque, a small religious college (madrasa), and a grave-
yard, was reserved for non-Arab Sufis. All functionaries, from the shaykh to
the manual workers, had to be non-Arabs ('Ajam). A second institution was
a takiyya (a Sufi convent) for the above-mentioned Shaykh Ibrahim
Gulshani.23

The reason for the contrast between the rise of Turkish, or distinctly
Ottoman, Sufism in the midst of Egyptian society, and the absence of a
visible impact of Ottoman 'ulama' on the Egyptian 'ulama' lies in the
differences between Him (Islamic scholarship) and Sufism. The 'ulama' were
a rigidly conservative body. Despite the fact that in the sixteenth century the
Egyptian 'ulama' class was not at its best, the 'ulama' were the guardians of
the norms of Sunnism, and Cairo was one of the most venerated centers of
Islamic learning, if not the greatest. It stands to reason that the Ottoman
'ulama' were awed by the strength and depth of the Islamic scholarly
tradition of Egypt, al-Azhar in particular, their own achievements in the era
of Sulayman Qanuni notwithstanding. On the other hand, Sufism was
always much more heterogeneous and fluid; it existed on many social and
intellectual levels, and was more open to outside influences.

It must not be concluded that Egyptian Sufism itself suffered from the
foreign competition. On the contrary, as has been mentioned, Sufism as it
developed in Egypt after the Ottoman conquest became richer and more
multifaceted than before. Al-Sha'rani was initiated into no fewer than
twenty-six tariqas. The period saw also the advent of an Egyptian Sufi
aristocracy in the families of al-Bakri and al-Sadat al-Wafa'iyya. The Bakris
were a family of ashraf who claimed descent from Abu Bakr al-Siddiq, the
first caliph. The family moved from Upper Egypt to Cairo in the early
fifteenth century, but its head was known as a legist, not a Sufi. In the early
sixteenth century, the family gained control of Sufi awqaf, and enriched
itself. Since then, until the twentieth century, the Bakris were a Sufi family
order. The family also produced one of Ottoman Egypt's most important
historians, Muhammad ibn Abi 1-Surur al-Bakri al-Siddiqi, whose name has
been mentioned several times.

By the end of the sixteenth century, when it became possible for rich
'ulama', Sufis, and other civilians to convert their wealth into tax-farms
(iltizams), Taj al-'Arifin al-Bakri (d. 1594-95), the historian's paternal
uncle, had an iltizam of fifty villagers, which yielded an annual harvest of

23 See Leonor Fernandes, "Two Variations on the Same Theme: The Zawiya of Hasan al-
Rumi and the Takiyya of Ibrahim al-Gulshani," Annales Islamologiques, zi (1985),
95-111.
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10,000 qintars of sugar and similar quantities of rice, sesame seed, and
wheat. The Bakris had a luxurious palace at the fashionable Azbakiyya pond
in Cairo, which became a meeting place for the social and political elite.
They had a considerable library and a literary salon. They also had
Mamluks, which was most unusual for civilians.

The Sadat al-Wafa'iyya were an aristocratic Sufi family that like the
Bakris enjoyed official recognition and financial support. They were also of
sharifi descent. Like the Bakris, the Wafa'is gained their wealth by trustee-
ships of lucrative awqaf and by investing the capital thus acquired to obtain
tax-farms. The two families competed with each other for the most
prestigious positions in Sufi society, and each was in charge of the organiza-
tion of major mawlid celebrations. In the following two centuries, both
families' fortunes grew even greater.

The religious minorities (clhimmisj: Christians and Jews

It is important to examine the situation of the religious minorities in early
Ottoman Egypt not only for their own sake, but also because the condition
of minorities is an indicator of the majority. By and large, the dhimmis,
Christians and Jews, in sixteenth-century Egypt enjoyed a period of relative
tranquillity and stability and, in some quarters, even prosperity. This
situation reflects the generally good government of the Ottoman empire at
its best, especially under Sultan Sulayman. There are indications that with
the general decline at the end of the period studied here, the religious
minorities also experienced worsening conditions.

The sources, both official documents and chronicles, more often than not
mention the dhimmis in a negative context: for example, when Jewish or
Christian officials are accused of fraudulent practices, or when they forget
their proper, that is inferior, place in society, according to Islamic law or
the opinion of the government or the Muslim majority. The information in
the Muslim sources on the minorities is scanty and episodic. Given the
unbalanced nature of these sources - biased reports by authors of literary
sources, who were mostly 'ulama' or Sufis; official documents often issued
only in times of trouble - the picture that emerges may be gloomier than it
was in fact. The Hebrew sources, including chronicles and rabbinical
responsa, are more reliable as a barometer for the mood of the Jews, and
these indicate a high degree of security and trust in the government.

Information about the Jewish community in Ottoman Egypt is not
abundant; even less is known about the much larger Christian community.
The disproportionate attention the sources pay to Jews is perhaps owed to
the high positions some Jews attained in Egypt's fiscal administration, their
greater visibility owing to the fact that the Jews lived mostly in Cairo,
Alexandria, and the larger towns, and their presumed wealth.
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The Mamluks were new converts to Islam and as such inclined to religious
fanaticism. Conversely, in the sixteenth century, the Ottomans were tolerant
(by the standards of the times) and pragmatic, with a healthy economic
mind. These characteristics were welcome to minorities, the Jews in par-
ticular. The position of Egypt, with its immense economic value and
remoteness from the empire's battlefields, acted also in favor of the dhimtnis,
whose economic and financial capabilities were appreciated and put to use
by the Ottoman government.

The Jewish chronicler Capsali regards the fall of the Mamluks and the
Ottoman conquest almost as messianic events.24 The Circassians are called
"enemies to Jews," while the Ottoman sultans are "benevolent kings."
Jewish historiography, both contemporary and modern, rightly praises the
Ottomans for granting asylum to Jewish exiles from the Iberian peninsula.2S

Capsali relates a story that on the eve of the battle of Raydaniyya, in which
the Mamluks lost their kingdom, the Jews of Cairo were attacked by the
mob and threatened by the Mamluks for rejoicing at their impending
downfall. The story is most probably untrue or at least inaccurate, but it
reflects the sentiments of the Jews, who indeed welcomed Sultan Salim's
victory.

After the conquest, Jews and Christians were among those the Ottomans
deported to Istanbul. Although this was, of course, a harsh measure, it
should be regarded as the Ottomans' acknowledgement of the minorities'
special skills in finances and administration that were needed in the capital.
Khayrbay, the first governor of Egypt, and later his successors, continued the
Mamluks' policy of appointing Jews as directors of the mint and employing
Jews and Christians to work there. These officials and Jewish money-
changers (sarrafs) were sometimes accused of debasing the currency and
several were executed on such charges.

Ottoman notions of justice were different from those with which the
Egyptians were familiar. In one early case, a Jew sued an amir for a sum of
money. When the amir refused to appear in court, the Turkish qadi sent a
Janissary to fetch him, and put him in custody until he satisfied the Jew's
demands.26 Under the Mamluks, it would have been unthinkable for a Jew
to sue an amir, let alone to win his suit. But the vulnerability of the Jewish
community became apparent again when news of Sultan Salim's death
reached Cairo. The Janissaries claimed that an old custom entitled them to
ransack the Jewish quarter when the sultan died. Several amirs intervened,

24 Writing 150 years later, the Hebrew chronicler Sambari describes the Ot toman
conquest matter-of-factly without Capsali 's enthusiasm.

25 The similar policy toward them on the part of the Mamluk sultan Qaytbay is usually
forgotten.

26 Muhammad ibn Iyas, Bada'i' al-zuhur fi waqa'i' al-duhur, ed. Muhammad Mustafa, 5
(Cairo, 1961), 4 6 1 .
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but the Janissaries threatened to pillage the whole city until placated by a
sum of money. Shortly afterwards, when the atmosphere became tense
again, the Jews hid their valuables and fortified their quarter.

The most serious menace to the Jewish community came in 1524 during
the rebellion of Ahmad Pasha "the Traitor." He put pressure on the Jews to
provide him with money, threatening the community with dire consequences
unless his exorbitant demands were met. When Ahmad's forces overran the
Citadel, they killed the Janissaries, and also Jews who were there, probably
in connection with their work at the financial bureaus. The collapse of
Ahmad Pasha's revolt came as a huge relief to the Jews, who celebrated their
deliverance as "the Egyptian Purim."

The Jews were always aware of their basic vulnerability as a small
minority (numbering a few thousands), whose religion was despised, and
who were thought to be rich. There were many poor Jews in Egypt, but
several members of the community held high positions in Egypt's fiscal
administration. These offices were extremely lucrative, and raised the envy
and hatred of the Muslim majority. Christians were in a similar situation, in
theory but not in fact. Legally, believers of both monotheistic religions were
dhitnmis and, from the point of view of the Shari'a law, should be treated on
an equal footing. Yet in the period we are discussing, attitudes toward Jews
were much more negative than those toward Christians. In spite of all that,
the Jews in sixteenth-century Egypt lived in security and usually trusted the
government to protect them. This is stated explicitly in a responsa of Rabbi
David ben Shlomo ibn Abi Zimra ("Radbaz"), the greatest Jewish religious
leader and scholar of the period, who wrote: "It is rare that Jews are
murdered because everyone fears the government." The state protected
minorities against mobs that had been incited by religious fanatics; al-
Sha'rani warns against "taking the law into one's hand" and demolishing, or
encouraging others to demolish, churches or synagogues, since the author-
ities punish severely those who do.

The Jews and Christians in Ottoman Egypt enjoyed autonomy in religious
and community matters, according to established Islamic tradition. The
Ottoman occupation ended the old institution of the Jewish nagidate, the
office of the nagid, or chief of the Jewish community, an office considered a
historical continuity of the exilarch (resh galuta) of Babylon. The nagid was
elected by leaders of the community and appointed by the sultan. Reasons
for the disappearance of the nagidate at the time of the Ottoman conquest
are not clear. Yet the autonomy of the Jews, and the Christians, was not
reduced. The nagid was a secular leader elected because of his wealth and
high standing with the authorities. In religious and spiritual matters, he was
assisted by a court of law, whose jurisdiction covered religious, family, and
community matters and internal disputes. Cases involving Muslims, or
where the state was involved, such as property transactions, had to be
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brought before a qadi. Although the Jewish community under Ottoman rule
no longer had a nagid, it was represented before the government by an
influential and wealthy man who held a high official position, such as the
master of the mint.

Egyptian Jewry at this time consisted of several congregations separated
by ethnicity, such as indigenous ("Arabized") Jews, and Sephardic exiles and
their descendants. Sephardic refugees who had arrived in Egypt from the
Iberian peninsula transformed the community beyond recognition, bringing
much-needed religious scholarship, economic experience, and international
connections. The above-mentioned Radbaz personified in his unusually long
life (1479-1573) the fortunes and misfortunes of this generation. He was
born in Spain, exiled to Morocco, moved to Safad in Palestine, but, owing to
economic hardships there, emigrated to Egypt. He lived by trade, but spent
most of his time serving his community as rabbi, judge, and religious
authority. A contemporary biographer writes: "He ruled over Israel for forty
years." Toward the end of his life, he decided to renounce his position and
wealth in Egypt, and went to live in the land of Israel.

From the rabbinical responsa we learn that many Jews were artisans and
small traders; those mentioned in imperial edicts were naturally rich and
influential. One such was Shmuel Cohen (or Kahana), simultaneously
director of the mint, currency inspector, multazim of the customs revenues
of Alexandria and Damietta, and holder of the tax-farm of the special
cucumber {khiyar shanbar, which was used as a laxative) and spices. Other
Jews were customs officials at Suez and al-Tur on the coast of Sinai. Several
documents contain complaints against Shmuel Cohen and less prominent
Jews. In most cases, these are accusations of an economic nature but with
religious motives. Cohen is accused of molesting Muslim women; customs
officials at Suez are charged with deliberately delaying ships on their way to
the hajj in Mecca. Jews in Alexandria, who were supposed to live in the
citadel to keep it from falling to ruins and becoming a refuge for criminals,
were guilty of leaving their assigned residences without permission, and in
addition of building houses and latrines on holy Muslim tombs. Similarly,
the Jewish director of the customs house of Alexandria was accused of using
building materials that he had taken from houses belonging to the waqf and
stones from dilapidated mosques. Monks of the monastery in Sinai protested
against the presence of a Jewish family at al-Tur; the very presence of Jews
desecrated Mt. Sinai, made holy by God's revelation to Moses. Imperial
edicts that respond to these charges against the Jews always order that
Jewish officials not be dismissed without an investigation, but that if guilty,
they must be replaced by "religious and trustworthy Muslims." The only
accusation against Christians was that they hurt Muslims' feelings by
flaunting their religion.

Many Jews were involved in tax-farming. This indicates their economic
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and administrative skills, and also their considerable financial assets. There
was a communal agreement that a Jew should not outbid another Jew on an
iltizam after it had been made. Yet against the ideal of Jewish solidarity
there was the principle of the free market and the law of the land (dina
demalkhuta).

While Egyptian Jews in the sixteenth century did not suffer persecution,
they certainly experienced discrimination. According to Islamic law and
custom, dhimmis were treated with tolerance, but not as equals to Muslims.
There is evidence that sometimes discrimination went beyond the require-
ments of the Shari'a. But there was no consistency in application of certain
measures, as the case of male and female slaves in the possession of dhimmis
demonstrates. The Shari'a does not forbid dhimmis to keep slaves, but it
does not allow them to have Muslim slaves. This was reconfirmed by
distinguished Muslim jurisconsults in Egypt during the period under study.
But efforts were made by the ruler and segments of the Muslim population
to deprive dhimmis of the right to own slaves, which was taken for granted
for Muslims. The number of extant documents dealing with slaves owned by
dhimmis, Jews in particular, is considerably greater than of those dealing
with other matters. Edicts reiterate the suspicion that slaves might be
Muslims or, even worse - that they were Muslims whom dhimmi owners
had influenced to convert to Judaism. Repeatedly, decrees state that
dhimmis should be forced to sell their slaves to Muslims, but also emphasize
that no injustice must be done to the dhimmis, who should receive full
market price for their slaves. Jewish and Christian officials in Cairo and the
seaports were also accused of selling Muslim slaves to Europeans. Needless
to say, this was strongly condemned.

Again, application of these principles was not consistent. Radbaz com-
plains: "We are not permitted to buy female slaves, although the king's law
does not forbid it [to us]." (Incidentally, Radbaz, following the Muslim
example, ruled against Jews treating their female slaves as concubines.) At
the end of the century, Rabbi Yaacob Castro, author of an important
collection of responsa, writes: "The king's decree [for us not to own female
slaves] applies only to Muslim women. As for Christian female slaves, the
qadi himself writes for us the legal document [hujja] of sale."

Dhimmis were required to wear special items of dress, particularly head-
gear, to distinguish them from Muslims. While this ancient rule was in effect
in Egypt, the laws concerning dress were neither unambiguous nor generally
obeyed; that regulations about the dhimmis' clothes were repeated several
times, with significant variations, is proof for that. By order of Khadim
Hasan Pasha issued in 1580, Jews were to wear high conical red hats
(taratir) and the Christians black hats {baranit, sing, burneta or shapqa),
instead of the usual yellow turbans (for Jews) and blue ones (for Christians).
A chronicler named al-Ghamri leaves no doubt that the pasha's aim was to
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humiliate the infidels, for which he is praised, although generally he was
seen as a bad ruler. Another governor, Sharif Muhammad Pasha (1596-98),
decreed a change in the color of the headgear the Jews had to wear - from
red to black.27 It is noteworthy that these regulations were made by viceroys
in Egypt during the late sixteenth century, and not by the central government
in Istanbul. It is possible that owing to the weakening position of the pashas,
and to the soldiers' riots, the viceroys decided to humiliate religious
minorities in order to gain popularity among the 'ulama' and the common
people.

27 For more details and references see M. Winter, Egyptian Society under Ottoman Rule
1517-1-798 (London and New York, 1991), chap. 8.
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JANE HATHAWAY

Ottoman transformation and Egypt's changing role

The seventeenth century was an era of momentous change for all provinces
of the Ottoman empire, as the empire came to the end of the phase of
continuous territorial expansion that had stretched from the mid-fifteenth
century through the late sixteenth century.1 The end of this phase of
expansion has until recently been construed as the onset of the Ottoman
empire's decline.2 A critical reexamination of the so-called decline paradigm,
however, has led some historians of the Ottoman empire to abandon the
notion of an imperial golden age under Sultan Sulayman I (1520-66), and to
recast the course of Ottoman history in terms of a late sixteenth-century
fiscal and military crisis followed by an adjustment of imperial priorities.3

The crisis of the late sixteenth century changed the character of Ottoman
military manpower and land tenure. Confronted with massive inflation,
thought to have resulted at least in part from an influx of Spanish American
silver,4 the imperial treasury debased the Ottoman silver currency (aqcha)

1 For an overview, see, for example, Halil Inalcik, part 1 of Halil Inalcik (ed.) with Donald
Quataert, An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1914
(Cambridge and New York, 1994), n - 2 2 ; Halil Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The
Classical Age, 1300-1600, trans. Norman Itzkowitz and Colin Imber (London, 1973),
13-40.

2 See, for example, Inalcik, part 1 of Inalcik (ed.) with Quataert, Economic and Social
History, 22-25; Inalcik, Classical Age, 41-52; Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of
Modern Turkey, 2nd ed. (London, Oxford, and New York, 1968), 21-39.

3 See, for example, Suraiya Faroqhi, part 2 of Inalcik (ed.) with Quataert, Economic and
Social History, 413-14, 468-70, 572-73; Leslie P. Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Gender
and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York and Oxford, 1993), 153-85;
Douglas A. Howard, "Ottoman Historiography and the Literature of 'Decline' of the
Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries," Journal of Asian History, 22 (1988), 52-77.

4 Omer Lutfi Barkan, "The Price Revolution of the Sixteenth Century: A Turning Point in
the Economic History of the Near East," International Journal of Middle East Studies 6
1 \ _ _ n
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and delayed the imperial troops' salaries; consequently, soldiery revolts, in
particular among the imperial Janissaries, became increasingly common. In
the countryside, inflation combined with overpopulation to force land-
holding cavalry officers and peasants off the land in what was dubbed the
Great Flight.5 This upheaval coincided with a series of costly wars against
the Hapsburgs (1593-1606) that ended in stalemate.6 To counter the
Hapsburgs' firepower, the Ottomans had armed peasants with rifles; in
consequence, firearms spread throughout the countryside,7 enabling dis-
possessed landholders to turn to brigandage and to offer their services as
mercenaries. The resulting wave of lawlessness throughout Anatolia at the
end of the sixteenth century has come to be known collectively as the jalali
(celali) rebellions.8

In brief, the Ottoman empire responded to the crisis of the late sixteenth
century by transforming itself from a military conquest state into a bureau-
cratic state and bastion of Sunni Islam. In this regard, Ottoman control of
Egypt and the Hijaz, though achieved during an era of unprecedented
territorial expansion, contributed to the empire's new role by giving the
Ottoman sultan responsibility for the well-being of the holy cities of Mecca
and Medina. Changes in court routine played their part, as well. By the end
of the sixteenth century, the Ottoman court had grown more sedentary,
venturing less and less frequently outside the walls of Topkapi palace in
Istanbul. The sultan's increasing sequestration gave other palace elements,
notably palace women and eunuchs, and various ministers, or viziers, the
opportunity to establish their own power bases, whether within the palace,
elsewhere in the imperial capital, or in the Ottoman provinces. All these
figures cultivated their own entourages, or households, which functioned as
competing loci of political and economic influence.9

Ottoman military victories in the seventeenth century, particularly the

5 M. A. Cook, Population Pressure in Rural Anatolia, 1450-1600 (London, New York,
and Oxford, 1972); Suraiya Faroqhi, with Leila Erder, "Population Rise and Fall in
Anatolia, 1550-1620," Middle Eastern Studies, 15 (1979), 322-45; Faroqhi, part 2 of
Inalcik (ed.) with Quataert, Economic and Social History, 433—41.

6 The tortuous diplomacy is described by the Hapsburg ambassador Ogier Ghiselin de
Busbecq in The Turkish Letters of Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq, ed. and trans. E. S. Forster
(Oxford and London, 1968), 64, 79, 214-18. See also Inalcik, Classical Age, 42-43.

7 Halil Inalcik, "The Socio-Political Effects of the Diffusion of Fire-Arms in the Middle
East," in V. J. Parry and Malcolm Yapp (eds.), War, Technology and Society in the
Middle East (London, 1975); Halil Inalcik, "Military and Fiscal Transformation in the
Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700," Archivum Ottomanicum, 6 (1980), 286-88.

8 Mustafa Akdag, Celali isyanlan (1550-1603) (Ankara, 1963); Faroqhi, part 2 of Inalcik
(ed.) with Quataert, Economic and Social History, 433-41; Suraiya Faroqhi, "Rural
Society in Anatolia and the Balkans during the Sixteenth Century," parts 1 and 2,
Turcica, 9 (1977), 161-96, and 11 (1979), 103-53; Inalcik, Classical Age, 50-51.

9 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 159-77; Metin Kunt, The Sultan's Servants: The
Transformation of Ottoman Provincial Government, 1550-1650 (New York, 1983),
esp. chap. 5 and conclusion.
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conquest of Crete in 1669 and Murad IV's recapture of Baghdad in 1638,
served chiefly to reinforce the empire's authority in the eastern Mediter-
ranean and to confirm its position of dominance vis-a-vis the Shi'ite Safavid
empire in Iran. Ironically, however, Ottoman military victories and defeats
alike dealt a blow to Egypt's strategic position in the Mediterranean and
Red Sea. In 1636, the Zaydi Shi'ite imams, who had enjoyed a stronghold in
northern Yemen since the fourteenth century, swept southward, routing the
Ottoman forces from southern Yemen after some fifty years of intermittent
warfare.10 The Ottomans would not regain their foothold in Yemen until
the mid-nineteenth century. Meanwhile, the weakening of Portugal's mari-
time prowess drastically reduced the Portuguese threat to Ottoman shipping
in the Red Sea and Indian Ocean and thus the need for Egyptian expeditions
against the Portuguese. In 1669, Ottoman forces finally took the Venetian
fortress at Candia on Crete after a twenty-five-year siege. Egyptian con-
tingents continued to perform mopping-up operations and garrison duty on
Crete,11 while coffee from the Yemeni port of Mocha revitalized commerce
in the Red Sea and eastern Mediterranean.12 Nonetheless, the disengagement
of imperial armies from active combat in these theaters diminished Egypt's
strategic importance in the region. Disengagement also deprived Egypt's
military grandees of an outlet for their followers' military energies. The
culmination of this trend came with the debacle at Vienna in 1683, when the
armies of the Hapsburg empire and its allies broke the Ottoman siege of the
city and swept through a swatch of Ottoman territory stretching through
Hungary to Belgrade. This rout resulted in a mass redistribution of Ottoman
soldiery, many of whom sought their fortunes in Egypt. Under these altered
circumstances, Egypt's chief importance to the Ottoman empire during the
seventeenth century shifted from that of a staging area and source of military
manpower to that of leading supplier of revenue to the imperial treasury and
equipper of the annual pilgrimage caravan to the holy cities of Mecca and
Medina. The formation of Egypt's military elite and rivalries within that
elite would henceforth hinge on these two issues.

The transformation of Egypt's military elite

The transformations afoot in the Ottoman capital and the Ottoman empire's
heartland had a profound effect on Egypt's military society, whose demo-

10 On the Zaydi imams, see Fuad Ishaq Khuri, Imams and Emirs: State, Religion, and
Sects in Islam (London, 1990), 120; Paul Dresch, Tribes, Government, and History in
Yemen (Oxford, 1989), 198-99.

1' See, for example, Istanbul, Ba$bakanhk Osmanh Ar$ivi, Miihimme defteri, vol. <)<), no.
75 (A.H. IIOI/C.E. 1689).

12 Andre Raymond, he Caire des Janissaires: VApogee de la ville ottomane sous 'Abdal-
Rahman Katkhuda (Paris, 1995), 55-56.
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graphic composition and political rivalries were already highly distinctive.
After conquering Egypt, Sultan Salim I had incorporated those members of
the Mamluk forces who professed loyalty to the Ottomans into the adminis-
trations of Egypt and Syria. Before he returned to Istanbul, moreover, he
pardoned a number of defeated Mamluks and allowed them to remain in
Egypt.13 These rehabilitated Mamluk amirs continued to purchase military
slaves, or mamluks, from the region of the Caucasus. Later in the sixteenth
century, perhaps to prevent the undue influence of the rehabilitated
Mamluks and their clients, the Ottoman government attempted to "Otto-
manize" the rank of sanjaq beyi in Egypt by limiting it to officers of the
Chavushan regiment and the recently introduced Mutafarriqa regiment, all
of whom were recruited from the imperial palace.14 Nonetheless, it seems
likely that these Ottoman beys of Chavush and Mutafarriqa origin, like the
former Mamluk amirs, purchased mamluks from the Caucasus for their
retinues. Thus, by the 1630s, the Ottoman traveler Evliya Celebi reports that
there are many Circassians in Egypt.15

While Caucasian mamluks were evidently still flowing into Egypt, the
province was receiving an influx of military and administrative personnel
from the Ottoman empire's Anatolian and Balkan regions. Toward the
beginning of the seventeenth century, fleeing jalali rebels and opportunistic
mercenaries, as well as dispossessed peasants, migrated to Egypt. Many
enrolled in the Egyptian garrison forces as a means of securing regular
salaries while plying various petty trades on the side. Similar relocations
continued throughout the century. In the early decades of the century,
following the protracted wars against the Hapsburgs, Egypt, like other
Ottoman provinces, absorbed a wave of demobilized imperial soldiery as
Qapu qullari, or troops from the imperial capital, spread throughout the
empire.16 A number of Arabic and Turkish chronicles speak of a quintet of
rowdy soldiers from the imperial capital who ran amok in Cairo during the
1660s. They were known as the zurub, an Arabicized plural of the Turkish
word zorba, or "rebel."17 Meanwhile, Turcophone bureaucrats of various

13 On the Ottoman conquest of Egypt and its effects, see Muhammad ibn Ahmad ibn Iyas,
An Account of the Ottoman Conquest of Egypt in the Year AH 922 (AD 1516), trans.
W. H. Salmon (London, 1921); Ibn Iyas, Journal d'un bourgeois du (Zaire, trans. Gaston
Wiet, 2 vols. (Paris, 1955); Jean-Louis Bacque-Grammont, Les Ottomans, les Safavides
et leurs voisins (Istanbul, 1987), 189-99, 106-07; P- M. Holt, Egypt and the Fertile
Crescent, 1516-1922: A Political History (Ithaca, 1966), 33-45.

14 Miihimme defteri, vol. 6, no. 487 (A.H. 972/c.E. 1564); vol. 2.9, no. 9 (A.H. 984/c.E.
1576).

15 Evliya felebi, Evliya Celebi seyahatnamesi, ed. Ahmed Cevdet, 10 vols. (Istanbul,
1888-1938), VII, 723.

16 Inalcik, "Military and Fiscal Transformation," 2.88-91; Inalcik, Classical Age, 51.
17 Anonymous, Akhbar al-nuwwab min dawlat Al 'Uthman min bin istawla 'alayha al-

sultan Salim Khan, Istanbul, Topkapi Palace Library, MS Hazine 1623, fos. 29V ff.;
Muhammad ibn Yusuf al-Hallaq, Tarih-i Misir-i Kahire, Istanbul University Library,
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ethnic origins arrived in Cairo to staff the provincial administration, and the
Ottoman governors transported their own sizable entourages to Cairo.
Several seventeenth-century governors were dispatched to Egypt with large
complements of imperial troops, numbering as many as 2,000, to perform
specific missions.18 These troops were a motley crew of Anatolian Turks;
Balkan youths recruited through the devshirme, the classical Ottoman
method of collecting non-Muslim boys from conquered territories; and
various Turkic and Kurdish tribal levies.

These demographic changes occurred at a time when Egypt's system of
land tenure and revenue allotment was undergoing a gradual yet profound
transformation, again comparable to changes taking place in the Ottoman
empire at large. The classical Ottoman timar system, whereby a cavalry
officer was assigned the usufruct of a piece of land in exchange for raising a
certain number of troops, had never been extended to Egypt. In the early
years of Ottoman rule, taxes were collected directly by functionaries
appointed from Istanbul, known as amins. By the seventeenth century, the
system of amins was giving way to tax-farming, or iltizam, whereby officials
and local notables bid at auction (muzayada) for the right to collect the
taxes of a given subprovince, district, village, or urban property or enter-
prise. In this fashion, virtually every significant office, from customs director
to the governor of Egypt, came to consist of a tax-farm.19

Tax-farming spread throughout the Ottoman empire and, indeed, has
widely been interpreted as a sign of the empire's decline.20 In Egypt, its
effect, in addition to decentralizing tax collection and thereby increasing the
power of local figures, was to blur the status barrier separating regimental
officers from sanjaq beyis. Tax-farming deprived Egypt of the logical rank
distinctions between soldiery and beys that had prevailed under the Mamluk

TY628, fos. 139-44; 'Abd al-Karim ibn "Abd al-Rahman, Tarih-i Mtsir, Istanbul,
Suleymaniye Library, MS Hekimoglu 'Ali Pasha 705, fos. 80V-84V; Ahmad Celebi ibn
'Abd al-Ghani, Awdah al-isharat fi man tawalla Misr al-Qahira min al-wuzara' wa al-
bashat, ed. A. A. 'Abd al-Rahim (Cairo, 1978), 162. Akhbar al-nuwwab refers to them
as ^>jj and Ahmad Celebi as »_>_£. All-Hallaq, however, uses no epithet while 'Abd al-
Karim refers to the group as the surbe (flock of birds).

18 Notably Qara Ibrahim Pasha, who arrived in Cairo in 1670 with 2,000 troops. See al-
Hallaq, Tarih-i Mistr-t Kahire, fos. 203V-2O5r; Akhbar al-nuwwab, fo. 34r; Ahmad
Celebi, Awdah, 171.

19 On Ottoman adaptation of the Mamluk system, see "Misir Kanunnamesi" in Omer
Lutfi Barkan, Osmanlt imparatorlugunda zirai ekonominin hukuki ve mali esaslart
(Istanbul, 1943), I, chap. 105; Stanford J. Shaw, The Financial and Administrative
Organization and Development of Ottoman Egypt, 1517-1798 (Princeton, 1962), 28
ff., 6 0 - 6 2 ; P. M. Holt, "The Beylicate in Egypt during the Seventeenth Century,"
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 24 (1961).

20 See, for example, Halil Inalcik, "The Ottoman Decline and its Effects upon the Reaya,"
in Henrik Birnbaum and Speros Vryonis, Jr. (eds.), Aspects of the Balkans, Continuity
and Change: Contributions to the International Balkan Conference held at UCLA,
October zj-z8 1969 (The Hague, 1972), 341-42.
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system of land tenure or that might have prevailed under the Ottoman timar
system. Under the Mamluk system, a manumitted slave rose to the rank of
cavalry commander and received a grant of usufruct (iqta'). Under the
classical Ottoman system, a sanjaq beyi by definition held a collection of
timars known as a sanjaq. A Janissary, being an infantryman, could not hold
a cavalry-supporting assignment of usufruct but received a salary, in cash
and provisions, from the imperial treasury.21 With the introduction of tax-
farming, however, the beys joined the soldiery as salaried functionaries. As
their salaries grew increasingly uncertain toward the end of the sixteenth
century, the Janissaries and the rest of the Ottoman soldiery had every
incentive to enter the game of tax-farm acquisition, so that both beys and
officers were now competing for tax-farms. The competition between beys
and officers would become a recurring theme in the course of the seventeenth
century and beyond.

By the early decades of the seventeenth century, a key feature of this
competition was the struggle for the ri'asa (lit. "headship"), a phenomenon
whose precise meaning has been the subject of some speculation. As depicted
by P. M. Holt, the ri'asa seems a rather nebulous form of powerfulness.22

The leading bey or officer assumed the ri'asa, as indicated in the chronicles
by the phrase intaha 'alayhi al-ri'asa (lit. "the ri'asa ended on him").23 As
the balance of power in Egypt shifted, the holders of the ri'asa changed
accordingly. Thus, early in the seventeenth century a group of soldiers held
the ri'asa, while by the middle of the following century the Janissary officer
Ibrahim Katkhuda al-Qazdagli shared it with the 'Azaban officer Ridwan
Katkhuda al-Jalfi.24 Notwithstanding, scrutiny of the chronicles suggests
that the ri'asa was no abstraction but a collective headship that comprised
specific high-ranking offices, with the revenues accruing to them. These
offices appear to have been the commands of the seven regiments plus the
key beylical posts of pilgrimage commander, daftardar (treasurer), and, by

21 On the Mamluk land regime, see Hasanayn Rabie, "The Size and Value of the Iqta' in
Egypt, 564-741/1169-1341," in Michael Cook (ed.), Studies in the Economic History
of the Middle East (Oxford, 1970); A. N. Poliak, "Some Notes on the Feudal System of
the Mamluks," Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society (1937), 97 ff- On Mamluk slave
society, see David Ayalon, L'esclavage du mamelouk (Jerusalem, 1951); David Ayalon,
"Studies on the Structure of the Mamluk Army," parts 1-3, Bulletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies, 15 (1953), 203-28 , 448-76 , and 16 (1954), 57~9°- O n

the Ottoman timar system see, for example, Inalcik, part 1 of Inalcik (ed.) with
Quataert, Economic and Social History, 114-17; Inalcik, Classical Age, 104-18.

22 For example, Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, 90.
23 See, for example, 'Abd al-Rahman al-Jabarti, 'Aja'ib al-athar fi al-tarajim wa'l-akhbar,

7 vols. (Cairo, 1958-67), I, 234.
24 Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, 90, 93. Al-Damurdashi at one point distinguishes

between the ri'asa of the Janissaries and that of the 'Azaban; see Ahmad Katkhuda
'Azaban al-Damurdashi, Al-Durra al-musana fi akhbar al-kinana, British Museum, MS
Or. 1073-74, p. 185. On Ibrahim and Ridwan, see al-Damurdashi, Durra, 560.
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the mid-eighteenth century, shaykh al-balad, or headman, of Cairo. The
reason that individuals, pairs, and groups of three are variously credited
with holding the ri'asa is probably that the chief figures in the ri'asa varied
according to the wealth and importance of the offices it comprised. Thus the
connotation of intaha 'alayhi al-ri'asa is perhaps not that the person in
question is the sole holder of the ri'asa but that he is the wealthiest and most
powerful holder: the ri'asa literally culminates, or ends, in him.

By the end of the sixteenth century, beys appear to be taking an
increasingly prominent role in Egypt's administration and, concomitantly,
amassing considerable wealth. At roughly the same time, chronicles begin to
report soldiery revolts after decades of apparent calm. These revolts may
have been a provincial manifestation of the jalali rebellions, resulting in
large part from the empire-wide military and fiscal crisis of the late sixteenth
century. Yet they were also, no doubt, a partial consequence of the beys'
growing influence in Egypt; as the beys promoted the interests of their own
mamluks and followers in the Mutafarriqa and Chavushan regiments,
opportunities for less well-connected soldiers dwindled. Most deeply affect-
ed were the three cavalry regiments, the Gonulluyan, Tufenkjiyan, and
Jarakisa. Although these regiments were often called sipahi regiments after
the timariot forces of the central provinces, they did not hold cavalry-
supporting assignments of usufruct but relied on monthly salaries that were
lower than those of any of the other regiments.25 As tax-farming grew more
prevalent, the treasury's ability to disburse salaries on time diminished; the
soldiers of the cavalry regiments suffered accordingly and began to manifest
their disaffection. A group of sipahis murdered the governor Ibrahim Pasha
(1604-05), who had refused to pay them an accession fee. Matters came to
a head in 1609, when rebellious troops from the sipahi regiments renounced
their loyalty to the Ottoman empire and named their own sultan. The
Ottoman governor Muhammad Pasha (1607-11) brutally crushed the
rebellion in an action that the chronicler Ibn Abi al-Surur deems "the second
Ottoman conquest of Egypt." The leaders of the defeated rebels were
executed; the remainder were paraded through Cairo in chains, then exiled
to Yemen. To underscore the utter opprobrium in which the Ottoman
authorities held the rebels, the governor ordered every householder in Cairo
to dig up a cubit of soil in front of his door so as to erase symbolically the
very footprints of the traitors.26 Muhammad Pasha's sobriquet was Qul

15 On the sipahi regiments, see "Misir Kanunnamesi," 355-57, 359; Shaw, Financial and
Administrative Organization, 196-97.

26 Shams al-Din Muhammad ibn Abi al-Surur al-Bakri al-Siddiqi, Al-rawda al-zahiyyafi
wulat Misr wa al-Qahira, abridgement of Al-Kawakib al-sa'ira fi akhbar Misr wa al-
Qahira, Cairo, Dar al-Kutub Manuscripts Division, Microfilm no. 1640, unpaginated,
under the rubrics 'Ibrahim Pasha al-Maqtul" and "Muhammad Pasha Qul Qiran";
Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, 75-76.
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Qiran, which has been erroneously translated as "the mamluk breaker."27

Qul in Ottoman usage, however, typically refers to the imperial soldiery,
above all the Janissaries.28 Thus Muhammad Pasha's most noteworthy
achievement would seem to have been breaking the volatile soldiery. He did,
however, purge the ranks of the beylicate, replacing ten of thirteen beys.
This sort of purge at the hands of the governor would become an established
pattern in Ottoman Egyptian political culture.

Of equally great significance was the fact that Muhammad Pasha had
quashed the soldiers' rebellion with the cooperation of the new group of
beys, who thereby augmented their influence. In succeeding decades, the
beys were unafraid to challenge the governor overtly for authority. In 1631,
they summarily deposed the governor Musa Pasha after he had had one of
their number assassinated.29 Musa's dismissal established a pattern whereby
the beys would depose any governor who did not serve their interests.

The competition between beys and officers in seventeenth-century Egypt is
too easily interpreted as a confrontation between traditional Mamluk
institutions and Ottoman innovations. Because the regiments were intro-
duced by the Ottomans, they are perceived as the natural domain of
traditional Ottoman recruits: Anatolian and Balkan mercenaries and, initi-
ally, devshirtne recruits. The beylicate, in contrast, is regarded as the
successor to the amirate of the Mamluk sultanate. Thus, Holt, in a seminal
article, asserts that the post of sanjaq beyi in Ottoman Egypt was in fact a
continuation of the Mamluk office of amir mi'a, which denoted an officer
who held an iqta' that supported one hundred (mi'a in Arabic) horsemen.
While acknowledging the transformation of Egypt's land-tenure system and
the absorption of new elements into Egypt's military echelons, Holt supports
his contention by drawing parallels between Mamluk- and Ottoman-era
offices.30

By the same token, Holt and other scholars have assumed that the elite
households that became prominent in Ottoman Egypt during the seventeenth
century were modeled on the households of the Mamluk sultanate.31 Yet the

2 7 Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, 74.
2 8 Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed., s.v. "Kul," by C. E. Bosworth; Inalcik, "Military and

Fiscal Transformation," 283-84.
29 Ibn Abi al-Surur, Al-rawda al-zahiyya, under the rubric "Musa Pasha."
30 Holt, "Beylicate," 223.
31 See, for example, Holt, "Beylicate," 218, 223, 225; Holt, Egypt and the Fertile

Crescent, 73, 85 ,90 -92 ; Shaw, Financial and Administrative Organization, 33, 37, 63,
186,194; David Ayalon, "Studies in al-Jabarti I: Notes on the Transformation of
Mamluk Society in Egypt under the Ottomans," parts 1-2, Journal of the Economic
and Social History of the Orient, 3 (i960); Daniel Crecelius, The Roots of Modern
Egypt: A Study of the Regimes of 'Ali Bey al-Kabir and Muhammad Bey Abu al-
Dhahab, 1760-177; (Minneapolis and Chicago, 1980), 30-31; Michael Winter,
"Turks, Arabs, and Mamluks in the Army of Ottoman Egypt," Wiener Zeitschrift fur
die Kunde des Morgenlandes, 72 (1980), 100,120-22; Gabriel Piterberg, "The
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decentralization of Ottoman political authority after the sixteenth century
had led to an empire-wide political culture based on households, up to and
including the household of the Ottoman sultan himself in the Topkapi
palace. Such households were not exclusively or even necessarily kinship
based but included members bound to each other by ties of patronage and
clientage. Egypt's households can be construed as a provincial variation on
this general trend, although they, like the seventeenth-century beylicate, no
doubt absorbed elements of the Mamluk sultanate's political culture while
drawing on the common tradition of statecraft of medieval and early
modern Turco-Iranian empires generally. In Egypt, beys, regimental officers,
and Ottoman officials alike cultivated households in order better to exploit
new sources of fiscal aggrandizement such as tax-farming and the Red Sea
coffee trade; given the uncertainty of salaries from the imperial treasury,
meanwhile, the military rank and file looked to the grandees for suste-
nance.32

The Fiqari and Qasimi factions

The middle years of the seventeenth century, roughly 1630-60, constituted
a period of beylical dominance in Ottoman Egypt, during which rival beys
competed for preponderant political and fiscal influence. This competition,
however, can be understood only in the context of the distinctive factional
politics that engulfed Egypt during this era of profound demographic and
fiscal change. Around 1630 or 1640, to judge from the accounts of
chroniclers, two political factions emerged and began to permeate Egyptian
society. These were the Fiqari (from Dhu'l-Fiqar) and Qasimi (from Qasim)
factions, which virtually divided Egyptian society between them from
roughly 1640 through 1730, encompassing not only the military echelons
but also Cairo's artisanal population and various Bedouin groups in the
Egyptian countryside.

The origins of these factions remain obscure. The origin myths of the
Fiqaris and Qasimis that the Arabic chronicles report assign a highly
archetypal character to the two factions. There appear to be two basic origin
traditions: one ascribing the emergence of the two factions to the Ottoman
conquest of Egypt, the other stressing the factions' alignment with two
Bedouin blocs: the Nisf Sa'd, allied with the Fiqaris, and the Nisf Haram,
allied with the Qasimis. The first tradition appears in its most detailed form
in the early eighteenth-century chronicle of Ahmad Celebi, the second

Formation of an Ottoman Egyptian Elite in the Eighteenth Century," International
Journal of Middle East Studies, 2.2, (1990), 280.

32 See Jane Hathaway, "The Military Household in Ottoman Egypt," International
Journal of Middle East Studies, 27 (1995), 39-52.
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tradition in the slightly later chronicle of Ahmad Katkhuda 'Azaban al-
Damurdashi. Both traditions are presented in typically cleaned-up and
articulate form by the early nineteenth-century chronicler 'Abd al-Rahman
al-Jabarti.

According to the first tradition, the factions arise during the Ottoman
sultan Salim I's occupation of Cairo in 1517, after his defeat of the Mamluk
sultanate. On arriving in Cairo, according to the tradition, Salim hears of an
old Mamluk amir named Sudun, who has avoided the fighting by seques-
tering himself in his house with his two sons, Dhu'l-Fiqar and Qasim. These
two sons are experts in the chivalric exercises known as furusiyya; hearing of
their prowess, Salim orders them to demonstrate their skills before him. In
the course of the display, a permanent rift opens between the two brothers.
As al-Jabarti tells it, the Ottoman soldiery fight with Dhu'l-Fiqar while the
"people of Egypt" fight with Qasim. Dhu'l-Fiqar's faction adopts the color
white, Qasim's faction the color red.33

Since al-Jabarti goes on to explain that the two factions have predomi-
nated since 1640, historians have naturally searched assiduously for con-
temporary figures named Dhu'l-Fiqar and Qasim who could have served as
eponymous founders of these two factions. Doris Behrens-Abouseif traces
the eponyms to the seventeenth-century grandees Dhu'l-Fiqar Bey and
Qasim Bey, each of whom held a number of high offices toward the middle
of the century.34 In presenting them, she more or less dismisses Holt's
observation that the characters Dhu'l-Fiqar and Qasim of the origin myth
seem almost allegorical figures, not unlike Avarice and Ambition.35 Yet Holt
perceived that this origin myth is too archetypal to attribute to two
seventeenth-century beys, even if those two beys did in actual fact figure
prominently in the efflorescence of the two factions.

In particular, the two seventeenth-century beys cannot account for the
myth's stress on the Ottoman conquest. Holt notes that Salim I himself
inspired a genre of heroic chronicles known as Salimnames, in which he
typically appears as the savior of Circassian chivalry after the collapse of the
Mamluk sultanate. This could explain the framing device of two champions
testing their skills before Salim; such a device is common in the furusiyya
literature produced during the later Mamluk sultanate. Behrens-Abouseif
notes, in fact, that the contest between Dhu'l-Fiqar and Qasim was one of
several that allegedly took place in Salim's presence after the Ottomans took

33 Al-Jabarti, 'Aja'ib, I, 7 0 - 7 1 . In Ahmad Celebi's account (Awdah, 2 8 3 - 8 4 ) , the
affiliations are reversed, and colors are not mentioned.

34 Doris Behrens-Abouseif, Egypt's Adjustment to Ottoman Rule: Institutions, Waqf, and
Architecture in Cairo (Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries) (Leiden, 1994), 1 1 8 - 2 2 .

35 P. M . Holt , "Al-Jabarti 's Introduction to the History of Ot toman Egypt," Bulletin of
the School of Oriental and African Studies, 25 (1962), 51 .
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Cairo.36 Moreover, the name Sudun or Suduni was common to several late
Mamluk furusiyya champions.37

This particular origin myth seems to graft late Mamluk furusiyya lore
onto the story of the Ottoman conquest, so that the competing Ottoman and
Mamluk forces are embodied in two furusiyya champions. Of particular
note in this regard is the heraldic paraphernalia of the two factions, which
may begin to offer a clue to their true origins. To quote al-Jabarti: "The way
one faction (fariq) was distinguished from the other was that when they rode
in processions, the Fiqaris' flag was white, and their lances had a knob,
while the Qasimis' flag was red, and their lances had a disk."38 This seems
to suggest that the Fiqari lance was the knob-headed tug of the Ottoman
armies while the Qasimi lance was the Mamluk 'alam, topped not by a knob
but normally by an inscription worked in metal in the shape of a spade or
disk. As for the banners, the Mamluk ones could have borne a number of
symbols of office. The Ottoman ones, however, in all likelihood bore the
image of the early Muslim caliph 'Ali ibn Abi Talib's (656-61) sword Dhu'l-
Fiqar, which was commonly emblazoned on Ottoman battle standards,
above all those of the Janissaries.39 From all appearances, then, the two
factions schematically represented Ottoman and non-Ottoman elements
within Egypt's military population, as symbolized by specific Ottoman and
Mamluk heraldic devices.

The origin myth transmitted by al-Damurdashi focuses on the two
Bedouin factions, Sa'd and Haram, allied respectively with the Fiqaris and
the Qasimis. By the late seventeenth century, according to his account, "the
government of Egypt was in two factions (farqayn), Sa'd and Haram,
Tubba'i and Kulaybi, [Husayni] and Yazidi; the Husayni's flag was white,
and the Yazidi's flag was red," and he goes on to note the difference between
their lances.40 The allusions here are to much earlier Arab history, specifi-
cally to the late seventh-century conflict between the Umayyads under Yazid
ibn Mu'awiyya and the party of 'Ali led by 'Ali's son Husayn, who was
martyred by Yazid's army. "Tubba" was the title of the king of the ancient
Yemeni kingdom of Himyar. "Kulaybi," meanwhile, may refer to the Kalb,
a Yemeni tribal group who supported the Umayyad Marwan for caliph, or
leader of the Muslim community, against Ibn al-Zubayr and the northern
Arabs of Qays following the death of Yazid in 683. Alternatively, it could

36 Behrens-Abouseif, Egypt's Adjustment to Ottoman Rule, 121 -22 .
3 7 David Ayalon, "Furusiyya Exercises and Games in the Mamluk Sultanate," Scripta

Hierosolymitana, 9 (1961), 31-62 .
38 Al-Jabarti, 'Aja'ib, I, 71 .
39 Zdzislaw Zygulski, Jr., Ottoman AH in the Service of the Empire (New York, 1992),

4 5 - 5 1 , 69ft.; Fevzi Kurtoglu, Turk Bayragi ve Ay Yildtz (Ankara, 1938), 7 4 - 7 7 ; Riza
Nour , "L'histoire du croissant," Revue de Turcologie, 1 (1933), 117/346.

40 Al-Damurdashi, Durra, z.
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refer to the Qaysi leader Kulayb. If the Fiqari-Qasimi rivalry contains an
element of the ancient rivalry between northern, or Qaysi, and southern, or
Yemeni, Arabs, this would explain the color dichotomy, for red is associated
with Qays and white with Yemen.41 In any case, an attempt would seem to
be made in this origin tradition to link the tribal blocs, and by extension the
Mamluks and Ottomans, to the party of 'Ali, on the one hand, and to the
Umayyads, on the other. Which bloc conforms to which party is not entirely
clear, however. On the one hand, the Ottomans could be linked to the
Umayyads as an imperial power that allegedly usurped the caliphate and
that was founded by a man named 'Uthman fOsman). On the other hand,
the Ottoman forces, above all the Janissaries, had a strong allegiance to 'Ali;
hence the Dhu'l-Fiqar flag.

In any event, Sa'd and Haram can be identified as real Yemeni tribes. The
fourteenth-century Moroccan traveler Ibn Battuta encountered the Bani
Haram in a Yemeni town called Hali, which he claims was the seat of
Yemen's ancient kings.42 The Sa'd, meanwhile, would appear to come from
the Hadhramawt.43 To judge from a brief mention in the chronicle of Yusuf
Effendi, the Haram were in Egypt before the Ottoman conquest; their most
notable act was abandoning the last Mamluk sultan, Tumanbay, in the face
of the Ottoman armies.44 There is no evidence of the Sa'd in chronicles of
Egypt before the seventeenth century, when the Fiqari and Qasimi factions
are supposed to have come to the fore of Egyptian politics.

It is perhaps significant that the two factions came to prominence just
after Ottoman armies had been expelled from Yemen by the Qasimi
dynasty, a Zaydi dynasty that took its name from the ninth-century imam
Qasim, a descendant of 'Ali's son Husayn. The Zaydis were strongest in
mountainous northern Yemen, where the Himyarites and, presumably, the
Haram originated, while the Ottoman stronghold had always been the
south, including part of the Hadhramawt, ostensible home of the Sa'd.
Perhaps Egypt's seventeenth-century factionalism was to some degree a
playing out of the conflict in Yemen, which had been closely tied to Egypt
until the Zaydi victory. Early Ottoman governors of Egypt were frequently
sent to Egypt after serving in Yemen and vice versa, and troops from Egypt
routinely went to Yemen to battle the Zaydis and to collect taxes. An
intriguing footnote to this line of speculation is the appearance in al-

41 On the Qaysi-Yemeni rivalry see, for example, Ignaz Goldziher, Muslim Studies, ed.
S.M. Stern, trans. C. R. Barber and S. M. Stern, 2 vols. (Albany, 1967), I, 65 -97 .

42 'Abdallah Muhammad b. Ibrahim b. Battuta, Rihla Ibn Batuta, introduction by Karam
al-Bustani (Beirut, 1964), 2.46.

4 3 R. B. Serjeant, "The Coastal Population of Socotra," in Brian Doe (ed. and comp.),
Socotra: Island of Tranquility (London, 1992), 162-63 .

44 Yusuf Efendi, Tarih-i Misir, Istanbul, Siileymaniye Library, MS Esad Efendi 2148, fo.
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Damurdashi's chronicle of a group of Lower Egyptian Bedouin known as
Zayyidiyya - that is, Zaydis - who belong to the Nisf Haram.45

It seems possible that the Fiqari and Qasimi factions emerged in the
seventeenth century as a result of jockeying for position between Ottoman
and non-Ottoman elements in Egypt's military population at a time when
that population was becoming more and more diverse. The central govern-
ment's attempt, late in the sixteenth century, to ottomanize the beylicate
even while the beys themselves were importing Caucasian mamluks may
have prepared the ground for what appears to be a form of Circassian self-
assertion early in the seventeenth century. Particularly noticeable is a
resurgence of traditional Circassian Mamluk given names within the Qasimi
faction, in violation of Salim I's decree that Egyptian grandees take only
Arab Muslim names. During the 1640s, two Qasimi beys named Qansuh
and Mamay (or Memi) unsuccessfully challenged the Fiqaris for the posts of
pilgrimage commander and daftardar.46 Later in the century, the Qasimi
chieftain Ridwan Bey Abu al-Shawarib ("mustachioed") named two of his
sons Azbak and Khushqadam, evoking the Mamluks of old in no uncertain
terms: Azbak was the general who led the Mamluk armies against the
Ottoman sultan Muhammad II during the 1450s; the Mamluk sultan
Khushqadam (1461-67) had been one of his patrons.47 Yet taking Mamluk
names was by the seventeenth century apparently no more an act of rebellion
against the Ottoman sultan than was carrying the Mamluk standard.
Rather, evoking an idealized Mamluk sultanate through names and symbols
had evidently become an acceptable, or at least tolerable, feature of the
political discourse of seventeenth-century Ottoman Egypt. Indeed, Evliya
Celebi's observation that the Circassian beys of Egypt turned their heads
away from the mausoleum of the collaborationist governor Khayrbay
(1517-22) but bowed their heads before the tomb of the last Mamluk
sultan, Tumanbay, might be interpreted in this same light.48

To this brand of Circassian self-assertion belongs the spurious genealogy
of one Ridwan Bey, whom Holt has identified as the Fiqari leader who
monopolized the post of pilgrimage commander during the 1630s and
1640s.49 The genealogy traces Ridwan's lineage to the Mamluk sultan
Barquq (1382-99) and thence to the Prophet's clan of Quraysh. Holt

4 5 Al-Damurdashi, Hurra, 364.
46 Al-Hallaq, Tarih-i Misir-i Kahire, fos. I 4 3 v - i 4 8 r .
47 O n Azbak and Khushqadam Beys, see 'Abd al-Karim, Tarih-i Misir, fos. 78V, 91V. On

their Mamluk namesakes, see Carl Petry, Twilight of Majesty: The Reigns of the
Mamluk Sultans al-Ashraf Qaytbay and Qansuh al-Ghawri in Egypt (Seattle and
London, 1993), 47, 9 4 - 1 0 0 .

48 Evliya Celebi, Seyahatnamesi, X, 581 .
49 P. M. Holt, "The Exalted Lineage of Ridwan Bey: Some Observations on a Seventeenth-

century Mamluk Genealogy," Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 22
(1959), 224-27.
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construes the genealogy as Ridwan Bey's attempt to forge a more legitimate
pedigree than that of the Ottoman sultan and perhaps to justify a bid for
autonomy. It seems likely, however, that the Ridwan Bey in question is not
Ridwan Bey al-Fiqari but the Qasimi chieftain Ridwan Bey Abu al-Shawarib.
One telling clue to this identification is the manuscript's revelation that
Ridwan Bey has two sons named Azbak and Khushqadam, as did Abu
al-Shawarib; Ridwan Bey al-Fiqari, in contrast, left no sons.50 Furthermore,
the work gives Ridwan Bey's title not as pilgrimage commander (amir al-
hajj) but as "servant of the prophet's litter" (khadim al-mahmil al-Muham-
madi), referring to the symbolic litter that was carried to Mecca from Egypt
as part of the pilgrimage.51 This title could be a virtual synonym for
pilgrimage commander, as Holt asserts, but it could also be a calculated
attempt to point up Ridwan's devotion to the pilgrimage and the holy places
while avoiding the actual title of pilgrimage commander. The work as a
whole is obsessed with the sacred mosque (Bayt al-Haram) in Mecca and
goes to great lengths to demonstrate Ridwan Bey's descent from a long line
of servants of the sacred mosque, going back ultimately to the Quraysh.
This, then, would explain the Qurayshi genealogy, although it is important
to note that the claim of Qurayshi descent did not originate with Ridwan
Bey. Rather, it belonged to indigenous Circassian lore and was documented
by the seventeenth-century Ottoman traveler Evliya Celebi during his travels
in Circassia.52 Thus the genealogy seems designed to demonstrate that this
Ridwan Bey deserves to be appointed pilgrimage commander by virtue of
his Qurayshi-cum-Circassian heritage, undercutting the claims of non-
Circassian, notably Ottoman, beys.

The truly novel element in this genealogy, however, is the purported link
to the Mamluk sultan Barquq, the first of the Circassian, or Burji, Mamluk
sultans, who held sway over Egypt from 1388 to 1517. In the context of
Egyptian society alone, it would seem that Ridwan Bey was attempting to
portray himself as heir to the Mamluk sultanate and therefore as an
alternative to the Ottomans. Viewed in a broader context, however, Ridwan
Bey's strategy gains greater subtlety. The tactic of invoking a past power was
not uncommon among Ottoman provincial elites. In early seventeenth-
century Basra, for example, the local Afrasiyab dynasty claimed descent
from the Great Seljuks, who ruled in Iraq and parts of Iran from the mid-

5 0 Anonymous, Nisba sharifa wa rtsala munifa tashtamal 'ala dhikr nasab al-Jarakisa min
Quraysh, Princeton University Library, Garrert Manuscript Collection, MS 186H, fos.
i9v-2or ; Holt, "The Exalted Lineage of Ridwan Bey," 226. Holt examined
manuscripts in the John Rylands Library, Manchester, England, and the British
Museum.

51 Nisba sharifa, fo. zv.
52 Evliya Celebi, Seyahatnamesi, VII, JIS{(. See also Schora-Bekmursin-Nogmow, Die

Sagen und Liederdes Tscherkessen-Volks (Leipzig, 1866), 63ft.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



48 JANE HATHAWAY

eleventh through the early twelfth centuries.53 Meanwhile, in the princi-
palities of Moldovia and Wallachia, the Phanariot Greeks whom the Otto-
mans appointed governors in the eighteenth century posed as neo-Byzantines
to the extent of replicating Byzantine court ritual.54 Yet neither of these
regional authorities contemplated rebellion against the Ottoman sultan;
rather, by invoking the pre-Ottoman rulers of the regions where they held
sway, they seem to have achieved the impression of having strong local roots
that did not depend on the Ottoman authority. This perceived local
authority complemented, rather than rivalled, the authority vested in them
by their allegiance to the Ottoman sultan.

During the first half of the seventeenth century the Fiqari-Qasimi
antagonism manifested itself primarily among the beys, centering particu-
larly on control of the posts of amir al-hajj and daftardar. The Ottoman
government attempted to retain ultimate authority in the province by
dividing the posts between the two factions; a Fiqari pilgrimage commander
and a Qasimi daftardar appear to have been the ideal. How successful the
government was in achieving this ideal division is questionable, however;
each faction sought to monopolize both posts and the revenues accruing to
them. The Ottoman government could react only by shifting its support to
the opposing faction. In the wake of Musa Pasha's deposition in 1631, the
government threw its support to two Fiqari leaders, 'Ali Bey, the governor of
the Upper Egyptian superprovince of Jirja, and the remarkable pilgrimage
commander Ridwan Bey. Ridwan retained the post of pilgrimage com-
mander for some twenty-five years, weathering the revolt of Qansuh and
Mamay Beys, and the efforts of Sultan Murad IV (1624-40) and various
governors to remove him from office.55 During these years, he established
the Fiqari faction as a formidable power. His chief building projects remain
to attest to his wealth and influence. He founded the central market area
known as the Qasabat Ridwan, just outside the old Fatimid city of al-
Qahira, and took a leading role in the restoration of the Ka'ba after it had
collapsed during a flood in 1630.56

To counter the inordinate influence of Ridwan Bey and his Fiqari
successors, the central government shifted its support to the Qasimis, and in
particular to a new chieftain, Ahmad Bey Bushnaq ("Bosniak"). There is
some reason to believe that Ahmad Bey may have belonged to a group of
Bosnians injected into the Qasimi faction from the capital. Turkish chronicles
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