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ABSTRAGCT

Paradoxically,the religio~commercial importance of the Meccan region
turned out to be little in favour and more against the interest of the Sha=
rifs of Mecca,They had long been compelled to acknowledge the sovereignty
of various rulers and during the Burji period have also forfeited much of
their revenue as well as their control o;?zdministration.

The present study deals with various aspects associated with the hisgry
of Mecca and shows the effect of the manifold grip of the EEEQE Sultang,

The first two chapters concentrates on the manifestation of political
activities of local égggég.The dependencies of Mecca have algo been exami-
ned with particular reference to the élevation of certain Sharifs to the

- _ in the Hijaz
exalted position of Na'ib al-Sultan/and the nature of relationship between

the Sharifs of Mecca and non Egyptian Sultans,

Chapters III-VII of this thesis discusses the general economic condi-
tion and various sources of income and expenditures of the Sharifs of Mecca
are examined.The survey reveals that the Sharif's obtained a considerable
amount of money from tolls,custom dues and other sources not related to
trade,These various financial gains of the Sharifs diminished greatly aft-
er 828/1425 in consequence of the diversion of most of the revenue to Cairo
by the Hgyptian Sultans,Their other direct or indirect exploitation had a
very detrimental effect on the general prosperity of the region,

The last three chapters are devoted to treat lissues relevant to local
administration.It shows that almost entire administration was controlled by
the Sharifi officials until 828/1425,From that year onwards their authority
dwindled and the Sultani officials acquired ever increasing influence and
dominance.The simultaneous functioning of these two groups of officials ca~
uged occagional friction which were usuwally resoclved in favour of the Sult-

ani officials,
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INTRODUCTION

AND SOME NOTES ON _THE SOURCES

Introduction

The region of Mecca = which is the focal point of all the
aspects dealt with in this thesis -~ lies, as is well known, within
the region of the Bijiz,l once the keystone of the political struct-
ure of the Muslim empire. But before the end of the first century
of the Hijra/8th century of the Christian era, the fijaz found itw
self without real political influence and importance. Events in and
around the region had reduced its status from that of an imperial
province to that of a dependency of one or the other of the new
centres of gravity of the Islamic world such as Syria, ‘Iraq, Egypt.
and even the Yemen, But this did not and could not deprive the re-
gion of its great and unique religious significance as the region
was the cradle of Islam and contained al-Eargggxg.a It was this very

advantage of the region which, somewhat ironically, caused its

1The Arab geographers as well as the historians differ from each
other in their definitions of this region zmd none of their con-
flicting views seems to be conclusive and satisfactory. How con-
fusing some of these definitions are is well illustrated in a
thesis entitled The Hijaz as defined by the Arab geographers sub-
mitted for the degree of Ph,D, by Mr. A, Al-Wghaibi, now Dr., in
the University of London in 1969, Obviously it is not possible
to go through all the complicated details concerming the definition
of the jijaz, as this would be feasible only at the expense of other
more relevant and important topics in commection with this thesis.
This region, as is well known, lies in the north~western part of
the Arsbian peninsula and at present it is well defined. Much of
what is known now asTihemat al-ShBm and Tihdmat ‘Asir was during the
Burjiperiod;s as will be seen, among the dependencies of Mecca.
For several useful details about the Jijdz, see B, Lewis, The Arabs
in History (Hutchingon University Library, London, 1960), pp. 2l=
22; G. Rentz, B,I.2, art. "Al-JidjSz", pp. 362-64; idem, B.I.%,
art, "Djazirat Al- Arab", pp. 533-56 and works cited in its biblio-
graphy.

2Two holy places, usually meaning Mecca and Medina, but occasionally
Jerusalem and Hebron. B. Lewis, E,I.Z, art. "Al-Haramayn", pp. 175-
76. See also: O. Grapar, E.I,Z, art. "Al-faram al-Sharif", pp. 173-75.
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domination by various rival Muslim rulers.In thg9%%%§od eventually the
issue was settled; and for good, in favour of the late Bahgi Sultans

and their hegemony over the Jijaz was consolidated further by the Burj{

Sultans.l

There can be little, if any, doubt that the importance of the
area rested on its unique religious significance and that the greatest
reason behind the desire and competition of several rulers for its
domination was to acquire prestige and an enviable position. But
this was not the only reasen and other considerations, especially
commercial, must also have been present in the minds of these con~
tenders, who were more than willing to derive material benefit thrbugh
control of the Jijéz.

The geographical location of the Hijaz, with its long coast
and several sea ports, and the annual ceremony of the pilgrimage, had
made it eminently suitable as & transit route for the east-west trade
and had made Mecca a centre of the overland commercial transaction
with the Yemen, ‘Iraq, Syria, Egypt, and figured as one or the other,

or both simultaneously, at various times in its history.

LPhe Mamlﬁ&?s%ﬁ’é%’sp?’é%‘i’élz%ﬁ%ﬁl%l%}%e%sgﬁi%sﬁi%’%d%ﬁi%% two
groups: Bapri and BurjT, after the location of their regimental
residence. The former were usually stationed on the isle of al-Rawga -
in. the River Nile(Bahr al-Nil} and the latter in the tower (Abrajs
sing. Burj ) of Cefro citadel. Both groups, or the majority, to be
more exXact, differed from each other on ethnical grounds too. The
Bapris were Qianq Turks and the Burjis Circassians, known also as
Jarakisa (sing. Jarkas). The rule of the Bapri Sultans practically
ended in 784/13%82 and the Burji rule lasted until 923/1517. TFor the
points mentioned and further details, see B, Lewis, "Egypt and Syria"
in The Cambridge Hist of Islam, 2 vols, (Cambridge Uniersity Press,
London, 197'0'T‘.'i£voL'1';'.",'Jﬁ;w'zpia' 19; D. Ayalon, E.I.2, art. "Bapriyya", pp.
ohh-li5; idem, E.I,y art. "Burdjiyya", pp. 1324-25; idem, Halil B
Inalcik and others, E.I.2, art. "Cerkes", pp. 21-25; G. Wiet, E.I1.7,
art, "Barkuk", pp. 1050-51. _

Though most of the Burji Sultans were Circassians, there were
among them Sultans of other ethnical origin. For instanee, Sultan
Khushgadam (865-72/1460-67) and Sultan Tamarbugha (Jumadd I, 872/
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"From very early times Arabis has formed a transit area
between the Mediterranean countries and the further
east, and its history has to a large extent been deter-
mined by the vicissitudes of east~west traffic communi-
cation both within Arabia and through Arabia have been
directed by the geographical configuration of the penin-
sula into certain well defined lines. The first of these
is the [ijdz route, runming from the Red Sea ports and
the bhorder ports of Palestine and Transjordan along the
inner flank of the Red Sea coastal range and onwards to
the Yemen..."l

This commercial significance of the region and the resulting finan-
cial-gains were not confined to any specific period but increased
tremendously during the Eg;ji period and, with this, the grip of
the Egyptian Sultan over the area.

Long before the period under examination the Jij&z had been

politically in a state of fragmentation and had come to consist of

several small principalities ruled usually by a §§§rif.2 The most

Rajab_872/Dec. 1467-Feb,1468) were of Rumi origin. See: Yiisuf b,
Taghri Birdi, gl-~Nujiim aleZ8hira fi MulBk Migr wa’l-Ghira (Ms.
A.8. No, 3499), vol. VII, fol. 310; idem, Pawadith al-Duhlir fi mada
al-Ayyam wa’l-Shuhfir (Ex. ed. by W. Popper in three parts, Cali-
fornia, 1930-32), part III, p.657; Mubammad b, Apmad b. Iyas,
Bads’i' al-Zuhlr fi waga i€ al~Duhfir, 2 vols. (Bulag, 1311/1893),
vol. 1I,pp.70 and 87~89; idem, Bada i. (a portion dealing with the
events between 857~72/1453~67 which was left out of Istanbul's
edition (vols, III=-V, 1931-36 A.D.), is ed. and pub. under the
title $afpat lam tunghar (i.e. Unpublished pages) by M. Mugiafa
(Cairo y P.105; See also: 'Abd al-fayy b. Apmad b. al-‘Inmad,
Shadharat al-Dhahab fi akhbar man Dhahab, 8 vols. (Cairo, 1350-51/
- y VOL,. ? PP- an -

lB.Lewis, The Arabs in History, p.22, See also: idem, "The Fatimids

and the route }o India' in Revue de la Faculte des Sciences ecohomigues
de 1'Universite d&'Istanbul, XI z1959-505, PR. 50-55; H, Lammenss B Llel,
art., "Mecca'ly, pp. 437-42; Map of "Trade routes and main products™,
Atlas of the Arab world and the Middle East (Macmillan and Co. Ltd.,
London, 1960).
°The term Sharif (plur. Ashr®f, ShirafS’), Mnoble, exalted", $he root
of which expresses the Ides of elévation and prominence, means pri-
marily a freeman, who can claim a distinguished position because of
his descent from illustrious ancestors. This term is generally used
in the Jijaz to signify a descendant of the Prophet Mubammad through
his grandsons Hasan and Husayn, sons of the Propheb’s daughter Fajima
and sonein-law ‘Ali, This term is frequently used to denote the Amirs
of the local principalities but has no exclusive connection with the
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prominent of these local emirates were those of Mecca, Medina, and
Yanbu‘. The Sharifs of Mecca and Yanbu' belonged to the Fasani
branch and those of Medina to the Husayni. Both these groups were
divided into several sub-groups on the basis of their immediate family
ties. In addition to the three above stated main emirates, there were
other less important small principalities such as the emirates of
Khulayg, Jaly, al-Qunfudha, which were on the whole under the control
of the Sharifs of Mecca. The latter also enjoyed, intermittently,
authority over the Sharifs of Medina and Yanbu' when elevated to the
status of N&’ib alw-Suljdn (deputy of the Sultan) in the Fijaz.

In view of what has been said, it is evident that the Sharifs
of Mecca were the most influential and strongest in the region and it
is therefore by no means surprising that the Egyptian Sultans as well
as other rulers comsidered their relationship with the Sharifs of
Mecca far more important than those with any other Amir in the region.
The Sharifs of Mecca were undoubtedly the richest and most powerful
among the local Amirs but this should not be over-estimated, as their
power was confined within the region and was far from being unchallenged.
The elevation of the Sharif of Mecca to the status of N&’ib al-Sulffin
was bound to give him considerable authority but, to judge by the in~
formation available, it could be said with certainty that the actual

authoritybf Na’ib al-Sulian was far less than that which the title

emirate itself, as many non-Sharifs were in control of these princi-
palities and particularly Mecca. But from the later part of the Bapri
period all the Amirs appointed were and had to be Sharifs. For the
points mentioned and further details, see B. Lewis, E.I1.2, art n*Alids",
pp. 400-403 and the genealogical table; C. van Arendonk, E,I.r, art.
"Sharif", pp. 324-29; G.Rentz, E.I.2, art, "Hishimids, Al-Hawashim',

pp. 262-63; A.J.Wensinck, E. 1.}, art. "Mecca", pp. 437-48; Fr. Buhl,
EI.1, art. "Al-Madina", pp. 83-92; Adolf Grohmann, E.I. l, art. "Yanbu",
Pp. 1158-59.




134

indicates,It implies,in theory,that the whole region of the Higaz was

placed under the conirol of Na'idb al-~Sultén but in fact it was seldom

more than a symbolic change in his status.True that the Sharifs of Medina

and Yanbu usually acknowledged the formal superiority of Na'ib al-Sultan

but without surrendering much of their own authority and control of their
regspective areas.

The Shaerifs of Mecca have established friendly relationship with non
Bgyptian Muslim rulers,The former,however,could no longer play off one Sul~
tan against another for their political or financial gains,The Burji Sultans
have consolidated their hegemony to such an extént that it could not be
opposed or altered by local or other forces.The Sharifs often received env-
oys and gifts from various Muslim rulers,The sender mey or may not have
entertained some political design but there is nothing to suggest that the
Sharifs of Mecca made such contact on the basis of a politically motivated
external policy directed against the hegemony of their Mamlik overlords.
Occasionally some of the ‘Irigi or the Yemenite rulers enjoyed minor pri-
vileges.But this was never without the approval of,or at the expense of,
the Burji Sultans.

The financial position and the administrative ability of the Sharifs
of Mecca were relatively stronger than other local Amirs.But their Egypt-
ian:overlords not only diverted most of the revenue to Cairo but also,by
their ever increasing interference in local administration,deprived the
Sharifs from much of their wealth and authority.

It is worth pointing out that the extension of the Sharifs of Mecca's
influence over the local chiefg-particularly those between Jedda and the
Yemen-seems to had the blessing of the Hgyptian Sultans to ensure the saf-
ety of the merchants heading for Mecca or Jedda or further north,by land

or by sea,from or across the Yemen and were a great source of the revenue,It
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can even be assumed that the occasional elevation of some of the
Meccan Sharifs to the status of N&’ib al-Sultan was motivated by
reasons of security as the latter was, at least supposedly, in con-
trol of the eastern coast of the Red Sea with its adjoining areas
towards the hinterlands from Jazén onwards up to almost its northern~
most limit,

In connection with this official or de facto influence of the
Meccan Sharifs it is worth mentioning that neither they nor their
Egyptian overlords ever tried seriously to make the region a single
political entity. In fact, all the factual evidence, local events,
the desire of the local Amirs to retain their principalities as
separate entities, and the policies of the Egyptisn Sultans, point to
the contrary. Obviously it was in the interest of the Sultans to
keep the region as it was, in political fragmentation and therefore
powerless.,

Charities sent to or distributed in Mecca by Muslim rulers,
officials and pilgrims played a considerable part in the economic life
of the city in that they accounted for a very substantial part of its
total influx of money as well as a huge quantity of grain and other
foodstuffs, Obviously its ostensible aim was to benefit the poor and
needy, but in actual fact they were rarely the main beneficiaries.

The religio~commercial importance of the region brought, before and
during the period under examination, a large number of multim~national
Muslim merchants with various merchandise. Some of these items =

such as grain and other foodstuff -~ were for local need, while others,
especially spices, were in international demand and were of great

value in the east-west trade. This commercial activity in J€dda and
Mecca and subsequently the revenue of the Sharif increased tremendously

around 827/142hk when the Indian merchants made Jfdda, at the expense
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of Aden, centre of their trade. The change brought to the economic
life of Mecca by the arrival of the Indian merchants had far reaching
political, economic and administrative consequences for the Sharifs
of Mecca, Trade blossomed so rapidly and the revenue from it shot up
so dramatically that it awakened the greed of the Egyptian Sultans
who suddenly felt unwilling to leave most of the benmefit to the Sharifs
of Mecca. The Sharifs were not .allowed to keep this substantial in-
come, most of which was reserved for the treasury in Cairo, and only
a portion was granted to them. The Sharifs, however,'were entitled
to other incomes derived from tolls, escheat, and their customary
share in charities.

Paradoxically enough, this economic growth of the area turned
out to be little in favour and more against the financial interest of
the Sharifs of Mecca. They forfeited, in one way or the other, a
considerable part of their reduced revenue to the Egyptian Sultans
or dignitaries. In additiom, the political hegemony of the Egyptian
Sultans was strengthened further as they tightened their grip on the
administration to such an extent that it amounted to their virtual
take over of the local administration. All the key officials were
directly appointed by the Sultans in Cairo, a fact which dwarfed the
stature of the officials of the Sharif to such a degree that they
appeared insignificant by comparison. The stationing of a permanent
Mamltk garrison in Mecca could be interpreted as a final seal on
the subordination of the local Amirs. Politically the Sharifs of
Mecca had for centuries never enjoyed complete freedom, but now they
found themselves hampered right and left in their relations with their
equals as well as with their subordinates. They found greater diffi-

culty in dealing with rebellious Ashra@f and Quwwad, if only because
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bquﬁge the funds on whichthqwérew to settle sporadic frictions had
dwindled.

The frequent internal strife in the region was also indirectly
connected with the arrival of a large number of foreign merchants in
the region as well as with the reduced strength of the Sharifs. The
opponents of the ruling Sharifs of Mecca often chose these merchants
as their target to secure material gains. Thus, not only were come
mercial activities in the area reduced, and subsequently the revenue,
but also the ruling Sharif was caused additional material loss and was
often compelled to appease his antagonists by payment of a substantial
amount of money to stabilize the situation.

BEvidently the reduction of the Sharif's share in the revenue
and his various financial obligations and usual expenditure made him
live under continuous material pressure from one quarter or the other.
This may explain, though in no way justify, why the Sharifs of Mecca
often resorted to the acquisition of money by illegal channels.

This very financial pressure, together with the personal greed
and need, may account for the reprehensible conduct of many Suljani
officials in pursuit of material profit during the term of their
office. Many of them, especially those sent to J€dda as tax collectors,
secured their appointments in return for considerable amounts of money -
already paid or deferred until the return of the official in question
to Cairo - and did their best to increase their personal gains re=
gardless of the method. Various examples testify to the ill-treatment
meted out to merchants and other citizens by these officials to secure

their ill-gotten fortune.
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Some Notes on the Soq;cesl

Almost all the principal Arabic sources used in this thesis
are well known and hardly require more than a few essential points
concerning their reliability in general and their contribution to
this thesis in particular.2 Some biographical details of certain
historians which were helpful in realizing the value of their works

have also been mentioned. Before we evaluate each primary source

lIn the period under examination a large number of prolific historians

and other scholars lived and wrote several valuable works. In view
of the religious significance of the holy cities almost all the
historians refer to some event in the Jijaz and thus it was possible
to increase the number of sources by including those who have made
no real contribution, but this was avoided. On the other hand, some
useful source may have been unintentionally omitted. In fact, a
research which deals with so many aspects of the history of a region
over a rather lengthy period is bound to have some deficiency.

2Several indispensable works contain valuable information about certain
historians, including some of those used in this research, or the
general trend in the Muslim historiography. The following works are
particularly useful: B,lLewis and P.M.Holt, Historians of the Middle
East (Iondon, 1962); F.Rosenthal, Technigue and approach of the
Musllm Scholarship (Rome, 1947); idem, A History of Muslim Historio~
graggz 2nd ed. (Leiden, 1968); Jean Sauvaget, Introduction to the
History of the Muslim East (Berkeley and Los Angeles,1965); Carl
Brockelmann, Geschichte Der Arabischen Iitterature with its supple~
ments ( Leiden, 1898-19L2); D.8 Margolloth, Lectures on Arabic
Historians (Calcutta, 1930), Pajji Khalifa, Kaghf al-Zuntn An
Agmg’ al-Kutub wa’l-Funfin, 2 vols. (Ca:.ro. 1350/1921);  Isma 1l
Pasha, I’ gab al-Msknin fi al-Dhayl ‘Ala Kashf al-Zuniin, 2 vols.
(Cairo, I36L/I0GST. 1
A number of articles in E.I.™ and E.I. provide a fair amount
of information about most of the contemporary sources used in this
thesis and are referred to in appropriate places. However, as a
number of pre-Burji and late sources have been marginally used but
are not discussed individually the following articles are mentioned
(in the chronological order of the historians) as token reference to
some useful sources of information- C.H.Pellat, E.I.,2, art. "Ibn
_%pbayr', p.755; M, Miquel, E.I.2, art. "Ibn Bajju fufa", pp. 735~
Rentz, B,I.-, art. "Ibn al-Mudjawir', pp. 880-81; O Brockel=
mann, B.I.S, art. "Al-Nahrawali', pp.—g35-36 J.Shaw, E,I.2, art.
"A1l-Bakri®, p.965; F.Rosenthal, $.I.2, art. "Ibn alw‘Amad", p.807;
J. Schacht, E.I.-, art. "Daplzn", p. 91.
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individually, the following points are given as general remarks about
the nature of information, method of use and reference, together with
other relevant details and are worth our special consideration.

The sources are not used in comnection with a subject confined
to a specific issue or to themg- which is often the case in research -
but in relation to a study dealing with the several aspects relevant
to the history of Mecca over a rather lengthy peiriod. Therefore, it
was very difficult, and at times practically unattainable, to pinpoint
the contributim of each source or to single outits version in relation
to each issue discussed. This was not only due to the numerous topics
but also to the similarity of essential points in the information of
various sources concerning most of the aspects dealt with in this
thesis. Because of this, the sources referring to a certain issue or
situation are often given collectively in the relevant footnote.

The data concerning the events and institution in Mecca, both
in quantity and qualitys usually donot admit of logical amalysis of
the majority of the topics discussed. The prevailing informative and
descriptive treatment of various aspects may not appear too scholarly
and attractive, but the nature of the evidence often left no choice
in this respect. The relative lack of argument has resulted also from
the almost undisputed nature of the topics discussed. What records
can be found are not pragmatic, and the accounts of events make re-~
lationship of cause and effect often difficult to establish, Most
of the available information is of sccio-religious nature, and there
is relative dearth of useful information concerning the politico~
economic and administrative aspects.

Considering these points, it is by no means surprising that

this period of Meccan history has found so little favour with scholars.
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The lack of controversial issues, spectacular upheavals, and dramatic
events may have made it appear singularly drab and unattractive.l
Discussion of all the aspects is strictly from the Meccan point

of view and does not go into other details relevant to other countries
or even to other parts of the Hijéz.a This limitation was due partly
to the inadequate information and partly to the fact that many aspects
dealt with in this thesis, such as charities, the spice trade, and

the expedition of Amir [usayn al-Kurdi against the Portuguese are
topics with so many international comnectinns and developments that

within
their proper examination was not possible in a few pages / this

Lo wori-lesz,
This should not be taken to mean that modern sekedews have not made
any contribution, The following are token references to such works:
Gerald de Gaury, Rulers of Mecca {Lomdon, 1951); C. Snouck Hurgronje,
Mekka (The Hague, 1808-89); and various valuable articles in E.I.1 and
E=1.2 which have been used in different parts of this thesis in
connection with specific points.

Arab scholars and especially those of Saudi Arabia have begun
msking valuable contributions, The following are again a token refer-
ence: ‘Abd al-Quddis al-Angdri, Ta’rikh Madinat Judda (J€dda, 1383/
1963); Apmad al-SibE'T, Ta'rikh MEKKa (Cairos 1372/1052), and various
treatises by Jamad al-Jasir.

Though all have their value and usefulness they were neither ine
tended as_nor are a detailed examination, and are more useful for the
post-Burji period.

2

It will not be amiss to state that the present work was initially ine
tended to cover a longer period and to provide inclusive treatment

of the whole region of the Jijaz. However, after years of research

in the sources, collecting and assembling data up to the stage of a
first draft, it became evident that to deal with the three main princi-
palities in the region (Mecca, Medina and Yanbu), each of which has its
own character, was not possible with a reasonable degree of cohesion
and, moreover, that it would exceed, in volume, the admissible limits
of a thesis, and the original plan was abandoned and confined to the
present form.
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thesis, and there was no other alternative but to refer to these and
other similar issues briefly and only from the angle of their effect
on or relationship with the situation in Mecca.

The sources often either differ slightly from eachother or
fail to record the exact date of certain events. Usually such dis-
crepancies are due to the difference in the residential area of the
historians and the place where the event occurred. In such cases
the dates accepted are those mentioned by the sources whose authors
were nearest, in time and space, to the scene of the event. Should
there be too many variations in the date concerning an event and
the exactness of the date was of no great significance, only the month
and year usually agreed upon are mentioned in relation to that event.

Arabic sources usually refer to the location of places in re-
lation to Mecca, with terms indicating only the general direction,

(towards Syria) smd Jihat al-Yaman
such as Jibat al-ShBm/(towards the Yemen). These simply indicate

north or south of Mecca and not the actual geo-political entity. Such
references seldom stress the proximity or distance of the place in
question from Mecca., But the distamnce of certain places is occasionally
mentioned in relation to other places in vegue terms, such as VA"
lies in the east of "B" at the distance of two days' journey. Such
definition is hardly useful, as the place in question may be north-
east or south-east, and the distance given msy have been that covered
by foot or mounted. Moreover, certain names of the places in the
sources are no longer used and subsequently do not exist on modern
maps. This, in addition to the general negligence by the sources to
define the areas under the control of the local Amirs, made the de-
termination of the territories of the local emirates very difficult

indeed. Obviously, the positions of main cities with the adjoining
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areas, the main ports, and some well known valleys poses no problem
and their relation with these emirates is easily recognizable., But
the main problem lies in determining the position of the areas in
between or around the centres of these emirates - Mecca, Medina, and
Yanbu® - as well as about the areas between them and some of their
known dependencies. For instance, Jazan was among the dependencies

of Mecca but it camnot be established that the area between Mecca

and Jazan was also controlled by the Sharifs of Mecca. Likewise, when

a Sharif of Mecca was elevated to the status of N’ib al-Sultan he

enjoyed, at least supposedly, influence and authority over the Amirs
of Medina and Yanbu® and other local chiefs. But to what extent his
authority was recognized, especially by the local chiefs in between
Mecca and the two above mentioned cities, is not clear, This lack of
information and the vagueness in the available data were the main
reasons for not appending the maps showing the territories of these
local principalities.

To conclude these general remarks, the following points are
given in connection with the footnotes and some other relevant in-
formation.,

At the end of the following discussion concerning the primaxy
sources reference is made to a number of works which contain infor-
mation about the source in guestion. This somewhat "unorthodox"
reference is by no means inclusive of all the sources and is intended
primarily to point to some of the relevant sources for further infor-
mation.

In the fooinotes relevant to certain institutions, practices,
or general situations discussed in the thesis, the primary sources are

cited in chronological order and those which were late oxr mnot too
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important have been mentioned separately, usually with their short
titles, after the term 'See also'; the full titles of these works
are given in the bibliography. It is also worth mentioning that
certain footnotes contain sources of different perieds. This is due
to the fact that the institution or situation in question continued to
be almost the same and subsequently‘the nature of evidence did mnot
change with the difference of time.
The pagination in certain manuscripts was found to be similar
to that of printed bhooks. This has not been altered to avoid confusion.
Certain sources have not been published except in part, or had
not been at the time when the author consulted them. The unpublished
parts of such sources were used in manuscript and the parts were often
in different libraries. Though the relevant details ave provided in
the first mention of these sources, should there be any confusion the
details given in the bibliography will suffice to clarify any such
vagueness,

Pajji Khalifa and IsnZ‘'il Pasha, the authors of Kashf and I'gah

respectively, use the word '‘Amfid' (column) as numbers in their refer-
ence to works. These '‘Aulid' have been mentioned in this thesis as
they were usual  Arabic numerals.

The following discussion concerning the sources, extensively or
marginally used, is arranged in the order given below:
1. The contemporary Jijdzi sources.
2. The contemporary ¥gyptian sources,
3. The contemporary Yemenite sources,
4, The contemporary Travellers.
5. The sources written before or after the §Ef§§ period,

6. Modern works and articles.
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1. The contemporary Pijazi sources

Fasi (775-8%2/1373%-1429), a Sharif of the Hasani branch, was
undoubtedly the pioneer of historiography in Mecca. He was the
first, after centuries of negligence by other scholars, who paid proper
‘attention to recording the events related to Mecca and other parts of
the region; His two works, Shif3’and al-‘Igd% have been used and both
are most useful, reliable, and indeed imdispensible sources. Fgéi,
like other contemporary historians, recorded most of the events of his
time on the basis of his personal knowledge but he had to trace back
the history of Mecca for several centuries. This was not an easy task
but Fosi did his best to bridge some of the gaps between his own time
and the distant past., Obviously he did so by using the works of earlier
historians of Mecca such as Azraqia and Fékih§3 and added valuable
information from other sources in order to give the narratives in his
own work some continuity. Among other earlier works used marginally
by Fasi was a local history of Mecca by Mupammad b. Malffiz al-Juhani
(d. around '7‘70/1368).1+ Fasi refers to another local history, written
about 676/1277 by a Sharif named Zayd b. Hashim,but this seems to have
been lost and was not used by FESE.E The latter's father, alsc a
notable scholar, provided his son with valuable information about

certain events which took place in his time.6 Fasi used inscriptions

Nupammad b, Ajmad al-FHei, i) Shifa’al-GharBm bi AkhbEr al-Balad al-
JarBm, 2 vols._(Cairo, 1375/1956)7 13) Al= 14 al-Thamin 1 Ta rikh
al-Balad al-Amin, 2 vols., each consists of two parts (Ms,, KOP. No.

“Mupamuad b, ‘Abd al-Karim al-Azragl (d. 223/838).
SMuharmad b, IshEq al-Fakidd (d. 272/885).

bemeT, a1-‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fols. 245b-46a.
°Fasi, ShifF’, vol. Iy p.5.

Opmsi, al-‘Iads vol. I, part I, fol. 10%a.
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and epigraphs which he found on tombe-stones or buildings to check
dates and gather information.® He uged Ibn Farhin's work Nagibat

al-MughFwir which deals with the history of Medina.Z

Fasi's relationship with prominent Bgyptian scholars and
historians was cordial and they seem to have exchanged information
or to have used each other's works. F3si, for instance, used the
works of Ibn al-Furat® and Ibnm Eggldﬁn.u Ibn Hajar refers to Fasi
>

as one of his sources” and was among those whose efforts led to the

appointment of Fasi in 807/1405 as the first independent GEgi Maliki
in Mecca,® Tim Taghri Birdi refers to FAsi with great respect,’
and Sgkhiwi regards Fasi among the greatest scholars of the Hij&z.S
In view of such cordiality, it is by no means surprising that
Ibn Hajar, following the deposition of Fasi from Qaga’, is reported
to have written to Sultan Bégsbéy stating that the assigning of this
post, at the expense of Fisi, to anyone else was a sinful act.,
Saggﬁwz too describes the replacement of Fasi by amother official as
9

a calamity.

1)?381, Shifd’, vol. I, pp. 2-k; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol .
220b; " Part II, fols. 347b-48a and 378b~73a.

®F8si, al=‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 277a~77b.
>Tbid., vol. I, part I, fol. 150a.
*Ibid., vol. I, part II, fol. 377b.

5Ahmad b. Ali b, Hajar, Inba’ al-Ghumr bi abnd’ al-‘Umr, 2 vols.
(Ms., FAT. No. 4190-91), vol, I, fols., lb-2a.

61bid., fol. 216b.

"Yisut b. Taghri Birdl, al-Manhal al-$8fi wa'l-Mustawfd ba'd al-Wafl,
2 vols. (Ms., N.0S. Nos. 3428-29), vol. II, fols. 249b-50b,
SMuhammad b. ‘Abd ale- a1~Sakhaw1, al-Dhayl alnTamm ‘ala Duwal

al-Islam (Ms. KOP. No. 1189)' fol, 94b;~Td6my Al=Daw  Bl-Laml —1i
gﬁ;_g;:ggggﬂ%gﬁg:gL_, 12 vols. (Cairo, 1353-55/195*—335, vol. VII,
PR. 18-20.

Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. IX, pp. 4=5.
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Obviously, such cordial relationships with great historians of
his time, his high education, his several journeys within the Arabian
peninsula, Egypts Syria end Palestine in search of knowledge must have
contributed a great deal in his scholarly achievements., In Mecca too
he enjoyed great respect, not only as a historian or Qagdi but on
the basis of his high social status. He was a Sharif and his sister
was married to the Amir of Mecca, Sharif Hasan. Though this marriage
did not last long, FHsi's personal relationships with the Amir of
Mecca, as well as with other Ashr8f, remained friendly, which was
apparently the reason for his being able to record several events
related to the femily quarrels or alliances,

F8si's Shifa’, a general history of Mecca, contains valuable
information on several aspects of Meccan history but al-‘Igd, a
biographical dictionary, is far richer in the quantity and variety of
the information which was required in this thesis. Al-‘Igd begins
with the biographies of those whose first name was Mupammad and con-
tinues with those named Apmad, as respect for the name of the Prophet
Mupammad, and then goes on in alphabetical order. It was completed
around Shawwal 828/August 1425.1 There are several abridgments of
§§i§§:?and one of al—'IgdBand both these works, with their abridgments,
have made FBei an outstanding historian of his time. His accuracy is
great and it is to his credit thah whenever in doubt he made this
clear. In 801/1398, for instence, reporting the comstruction of an

arch in connection with a building in Mecca, he points out that owing

‘¥asi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 66a.

2Thesg are - short titles = Tubfat al-Kiram, Tghgii al-Maram, HEdi
Dhawl al-Ifhdm, and al-Zuhfir al-Mugjatafa.

SEntitled ‘Ijdlat al-Qira 1i*l-Righib fi Umn al-QurE.
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to his absence at the time of construction, he is not sure whether
it was newly built or repaired.l Fasi, when anticipating a possible
confusion about a certain point, took precautions to clarify the
basis of his information, Thus, for instance, reporting the total
period of the rule of Sharif [asan, he states that this is given on
the basis of the date on which Sharif Hasan was appointed in Cairo
and not on the basis of the date on which the news reached Mecca
and was acted u.pon.:a This clarification by FEsi provides incident-
ally a reason for the frequent differences between the Egyptian and
Meccan sources about the date of a certain event in Mecca or Cairo.
The reason for such difference is obvious and other historians must
have been aware of this but they seldom point out which of the two
(i.e. the decision in Cairoc or its implementation in Mecca) was the
basis of the date given.

Fasi's contribution in various aspects dealt with in this thesis
hardly need any particular reference. In fact, no research work about
Mecca in the late E&l: and early _1_3115'_9_5.; periods is possible without
resorting to Fasi's indispensable works.”

The most important historian of Mecca, after F&Es Bl during the
Bu__fg& period was Al~Najm Ibn Fahd (812-85/1409-80), whose work Itpaf

A . . . R .
al-Ward is extensively used in various sections of this thesis.

1rgei, Shifs", vol. I, P.315.
2Fgsi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 399a.

5For further details concerning F8si and his work; see: Fasi, al-'Iod,
vol. I, part I, fols. 1b=10a, 66b, 70b and 107b=8b: part II, fol.
377k; idem, Shifd’, vol. I» pp. 2=9, 65, 206 and 315; Apmad b, ‘Ali
al-Magriziy al=oulik 1i Ma®rifat Duwel al-Mulfk, vol. III (Ms. A.S.
No. 3371), fol. 250a; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. i, fols, lbe2a and  _
216b; Ibn Toghri Birdi, al-Memhal, vol. II, fols. 249bw50b; Sakhawi,
al-Dhayl, fol, 84a and 9%b; didem, al ~Daw’y vol. II, pp. 35-36. vol.
s PD. 1820, vol. VIII, p.41l, Vol. IX, pp. 4~5; Ibn al-‘Imdd,

op,cit.s vol. VII, pp. 134=35, 156 and 199; Kajji Khalifa, op.cit.,
vol. I, pp. 306-7: vol. II, pp. 1051=52, 1125 and 1150; F. Rosenthal,

B.I.l, art. "Al-Fasi", - 828-29 and the works cited in its bibliography.
'+Al-Na3m {Najm al-D:.n) ‘Umar (also Mupammad but ‘Umar is most used) b.
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He belonged to a prominent Meccan family whose several members were
well known scholars and historians and are known as Ibn Fahd.l
Al-Najm's Ithaf covers the period from the birth of the Prophet
Mupanmad up to the early days of Sha‘ban 885/November 1480. He is
an annalist and gives a brief account of the events of each year
with particular reference to those related to Mecca and, at the end,
gives a list of those who died in that year and were regarded by him
as worth wmentioning. Needless to say, the real value and contribution
of this source is for the period after the death of FEsi. Al=Najm's
account is particularly useful in relatien to matters connected with
trade, taxation and other financial aspects. IHe also provides valuable
information about local administration, The details relevant to
events in Mecca are reasonably sufficient but his reports concerning
the deceased; including prominent dignitaries, are amazingly brief,
For instance, the death of Fasi, the famous historian of Mecca, and
of Sultan Bgisbﬁy are reported so briefly that information hardly

exceeds the mere dates.2

Mubarmad b. Fahd, ItySf al-Ward’ bidkhbEr Umm al-Qurd’, 2 vols.
(Ms., M.H.M. No. 2y Ta rikh).

1F. Rosenthal, E,I.%, art. "Ibm Fahd", pp. 759-60. Owing to the
fact that Ibn Fahd, as well as his son and grandson, is usually
known by the common title "Ibn Fahd", it was imperative to mention
them in this thesis with separate distinctive forms to avoid confusion,
Therefore, "Al-Najm" has been added as prefix to the title of
the above mentioned historian, and "Al-‘Izz" and "JarmAllah" respectively
to his gon and grandson. As the actual title of all these three
historians is Ibn Fahd and the additions, mentimed above, . are simply
to distinguish them from each other, the first letter of both the pre-
fix and the actual surname is mentioned throughout in capitals.

2AlNajm Ibn Fahd, opscit.s vol. II, fols. 209 and 229 respectively.
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Fortunately, Al-Najm's son Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd (Shawwal 850/
Jumida I 922/January 1447-July 1516) wrote, after his father's death,

- " . . .
Buliigh al-Qira as continuation of his father's work and on the same

pattern, and recorded the events in Mecca until almost the end of the
?Efgg period.
Both these historians visited Egypt, among other places, and
were on friendly terms with their contemporary Egyptian historians
and particularly with Saghiwz and seems to have exchanged information?
Al-'Izz Ibn Fahd, like any other local historian, was obviously
not too keen to antagonize the authorities but at times he criticises
outspokenly some unjust acts of the officials and even of the ruling
Sharif of Mecca. For example, he criticised the behaviour of Meccan
Gagis for their failure to do justice to a man of humble origin against
his influential opponent in Shawwdl 888/December 1483.° He did not
hide his disapproval of the conduct of these Meccan Qadis during a

dispute between a QFgi Maliki and a §£§yh34 in Mubarram 90)./September

1A1atTzz (*ba al-‘Aziz) Mupammad b, ‘Umar b, Fahd, Buliigh al-Qira fi
Dhayl Ith&f al-Wara bi Akhbar Umm al~-Qura’, 2 vols., (Ms., M.H.M, No.l,
Ta'rlkh).

2Tbn Taghrl Birdi, Javadith, part IIT (ed. W. Popper), p.595; Sekhavi,
-Raw vol, VI, pp. 126=31; idem, al-Dhayl al~Tamm “ala Duwal ale
Islam (a portion of this work up to B50/1446 has been used, as re-
ferred to earlier, from the Ms. of Kop., but the portion covering the
period between 850-98/1446-92, which has been edlted by Mr. A.A.Al-Jassu
and submitted in August 1968 in the University of ‘Ayn Shemsh (Egypt)
for the degree of M, A., has been used with the kind permission of th<e

editor), p.123; Al-~‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 22, 165 and
211l=1%,

3M1=*Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.citss vol. I, fols. 43-ik,

uThe historical and official significance of this term is explained in
detail later. Here it may suffice to say that a Shayki is a member of
the family known as Banli Shayba who are entrusted with the key of the
door of the Ka‘ba.
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or October 1495. The Qagis seem to have closed ranks against the

1 A1~‘Izz, reporting the distribution of certasin charities

Shaybi.
in Mecca by the Qagi Shafa‘i, which was usually the case in relation

to most charities, uses phrases which indicste that the gagi was
unfair in distribution.2 This should not be taken to meag?%ﬁe conduct
of the Meccan Qagis with the exception of the few above mentioned cases
was exemplsry. Similarly, the behaviour of other officials was not
ideal. In fact, frequent references, in both Ity&f and Bulugh, show
the deplorable acts of several Suljani and Sharifi officials in both
Mecca and J€dda but none of these appear to have been expected to be

as fair as the Q8¢is and thus the wrongs of the latter seem to have
been regarded by Al-‘lzz as more unacceptable than those of other
officials,

Ale'Izz, referring to a raid of Sharif Mubammed against a group
of Araebs in Rabi' I 887/May or June 1482, comments that these Arabs
have committed no offence and that the reason was simply to secure
booty., Al=‘Izz even indicates his joy on the escape of would~be victims
and the failure of the Sharif's raid.B

The reliability and usefulness of both these Meccan sources is
almost undisputed but occasional errors are found which ‘may have
resulted from the mistake of the copyist and not of the historian hine
self. For instence, the date of Ibn Taghri Birdi's death is given

wrongly as being around Jumdda I 899/March 1494.“ But this is the

141222 Ttn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 186-87,

2p1-*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cite, vol. I, fols. bk, 51 and 186.

3A1~‘Izz Itn Fahd, gp.cit., vol. I, fol, 19,

“Alu‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit. vol. I. fol, 165.
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only serious mistake found and this most likely occured as a result

of a copyist's carelessness. It is very unlikely that Al=‘Izz, who,
referring to a local dispute in Dhu'l-Qa da 903/August 1498, refrained
from giving details on the basis of his uncertainty.l would have re-
ported the death of Ibn Taghxﬁ Birdi on the date given above.

The contribution of the data provided by these historians to
various aspects discussed is self-evident throughout the thesis and
particularly in the sections relevant to local events,dependencies of
Mecca s local tolls and texes, distribution of charities, and local
administration. 2

The remaining contemporary sources, though useful and reliable,
have made little contribution to this thesis, as much of their inforw
mation is related to Medina and only occasional references are found
to the matters related to Mecaa. Therefore no detailed examination
of these sources is necessary.

Mardghi (d. 816/1413) = his work TahgTq al-Nugra® is marginally
used,

Ibn ‘Ugba (d. 828/1425) ~ his work ‘Umdat alnglibs provides
useful information but only in relation to some minor points. He was
a Sharif of Jijdzi origin but not a permenent resident of the area

and his work is mentioned here for its close conmection with the aspects

‘Ivid,, fol. 230.

2Fbr some additional useful information concerning these historians
and their works, see: Ibn Taghri erdl. Javadith, part IIT (ed. W.
Popper)s pp. 595-96; Sakhdwi, glepaw’, Vol, VI, pp. 126~3%; idem,
al~-Dhayl (ed. A. Aluﬂaséaf. Pp. 123 and 270; idem, ale«Tibr al-Masbik
TI Dhayl al~Sulfik (BulBgq, 1315/1896), p.146; Al-‘IZ% Itn Fabd, ons,
cit.s vol. I, fols. 1—2, 22y 35, 37=38, 132~33 and 135~3?, JéurAllah
Enupammad) b. ‘Abd ale‘Aziz b. Fahd, Tupfat al-Lajd’if fi fagd’il al-
ibr Ibn ‘AbbEs wa Masjid al-J8'if (Ms, M.H.M, No. 45> = Ta'rikh), fols.

37=385 Hajji Khalifa, op.cit., vol I, p.7; Isum3'il Pashay 0 op.cits s
vol. I, p.2l; F.Rosenthal, E, I. , art, "Ibn Fahd", pp, 759-60 and
the works cited in its bmbllography.

PAbi Bakr b. al-Jusayn al-Mardghi, TapqTq al-Nugra bi Talkhis Ma'Tlim
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relevant to the Aggﬁaf.l

Samhiidi (844~911/1440-1505), the famous historien of Medina, =
his work Waff' and its abridgement Khulage have been used.®> The
work deals mainly with the local topography, matters related to some
religious rules and the virtues of certainypious performances, and
thus contributes little to the history of Medina itself amnd far less

to that of Mecca from the pelitico-economic point of view.3

2. The contenmpor. 1::i.eml+ sources

Fortunately, several historians beginning with Ibn al~Furdt
and ending with Ibn Iyas form a neatly linked chain of the sources
covering the entire'ggzgg period, This was particularly useful in
furthering this research as a similar continuous chain of Meccan histor-
ians made it possible to look at a certain issue from both the Egyptian
and Meccan points of view. However, the versiomsof the Egyptian and
the Jijazi sources, as already mentioned, seldom differ from each
other in their reports concerping events in Mecca, which is the main
reason for citing them frequently together in reference to certain

issues, institutions, or general situations.

Dar al-Hijra (Cairo, 1374/1955).

#For information relevant to this historian or his work, see: Maraghi's
introduction to his work and pp. 14546 and 210-11; Maqrizi, Sulik
(Ms, M.H.M. No. 6, Ta’rikh), vol, II, fol. 260; Ibn Hajar, Inba .
vol, I, fol, 246a; Sakhdwi, al-Dhayl, fol. 8la; idem, al-Daw’, vol.
XI, pp. 28-31; idem, al~Tu§fE'ET%%E§ifa fi Ta’rikh Fugala’ al-Madina
alwSharifa, 2 vols. (Ms. Top. Nos. 1-82 (also M.527 and M.512
EEEEEB?E?Ely)). vol. II, fols. 267-70; Hajji Khalifa, op.cit., vol. I,
p.3‘7 [

PApmad b. *All al-Pasani b. ‘Ugba (mentioned also as Tbn ‘Utbe),
‘Umdat al~-T&Elib fi AngEb &1 Abl THlib (Beirut, undated).

o ol

LFor some useful details about Ibn ‘Ugba and his work, see: Ibm ‘Ugba,
op.cit.s pp. 5-7: 123 and 279; Hajji Khelifa, op.cit., vol. II, p.116l.

24017 b. *Abdullah al-Samk@di, i) Wafa al-Wafd® bi akhbar Dar al-Mugjafa,

2 vols. (Cairo, 1326/1908); ii) Khulagat al-wata  bi akhbar Dar al-
Muggafa (Mecca, 1316/1898).

3Fcr some information relevant to Samhiidi and his works, see: Samhddi,
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Both the local and Egyptian historians were not only
aware of the important happenings in Mecca but their information was
often complementary to one amother. This, to a large extent, must
have resulted from the simplicity and similarity of issues and oce
currencies and lack of arguable points but was due alsc to the fact
that almost all the Egyptian historians visited Mecca and seem to have
exchanged information with the local historians. Yet slight variations
and minor differences were inevitable. These are usually overlooked
unless they.were of any significance and in these cases preference
has been always given to the historizn who was closest to the event
in question from the viewpoint of either time or space, or both.

Ibn al-Furat (735-807/1334=1404) ~ his universal history, only
the later part of which is published, entitled Ta’rikh:,L - has been
used, This work is the earliest and among the most important Egyptian
sources and,despite its being relatively of poor standard from the
linguistic point of view it is the most reliable and useful source

and the data available in this work was of great value in various

Wafa’ , Pp. 2~ly 457 and 461; Sekhawi, al-Daw’, vol. V, pp. 245-47;
Ibn al~ Imad, op.cit., vol. VIIL, pp. 50-51; Hajji Khalifa, op.cit..
vol., II, pp. 20L6=17; F. Krenkow, Bel.t, art. "Al-Semhlidi%, pp. 130-
35 and works cited in its bibliography.
4Thisregional term is used here rather loosely without much attention
to ethnical origin and thus is applied to all those historians who
were born in Egypt, lived and worked there permanently, or chose
Egypt for their permanent residence in the later part of their life,
This latter phrase permits the inclusion of historians like Ibn
Khaldlin and Ayni who reached Cairo only in the later part of their
lives and entered the service of the Mamlik Sultans.

Ao it gy e

TMupammed b, ‘Abd al-Rahim b. al-FurSt, Ta’rikh Tbn al-Furdt, 3 vols.
(ed. Q.Zurayq and Najl®’ ‘Izz al~Din, Beirut, 1956-42 A.D.,J). This
title is that ascribed by the editors to this work and is generally
accepted. However the title - which actually amounts to $£a’rikh -
is far from being a complete title. Jajji Khalifa seems to mention
this work with the title Al-Tarlq al-WEdil al-Maslfik-(Kashf, vol. I,
p.279). But this too is not complete and must have ave been part of the
original title. Cl. Cahen refers to this work with the title a2’ rikh
al-duwal wa'l-multk (E.I.2, art. "Ibn al-Furat", p.768). -
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sections of this thesis and is used by the later historians.l

Ibn Khaldin (732-808/1332~1406) - his universal history
al-‘Ibar2 is marginally used. He was a genius and enjoys almost
universal fame as historian, sociologist and philosopher. Among the
Arab historians only Ibn fajar, on the basis of an alleged anti=
Husayn remark by Ibn Kbaldlin,and Sagg@mzsbecause of Ibn Khaldln's
belief in the authenticity of Fapimids' claim concerning their descent,
were somewhat critical of Ibn Eggldﬁh,B But their criticism was on
the basis of Ibn Khaldin's view and not against his high gualities
and reliability as a historian. Ibn Khaldlin, despite his arrival
in Cairo at the beginning of the M_peﬁod and the posts he held
there, his pilgrimage to Mecca and his apparent contacts with Meccan
and other scholars, provides surprisingly little data relevant to
the history of Mecca or other ﬁarts of the Hijéz.u

Qalqashandl (756-821/1355-1418) - his two works, Subl and Ma’Ethir,”

written in the order of mentioning, have been used. The first of these
two works contains a variety of information and is correctly described

by Professor B, Lewis as "the encyclopaedia of administrative practice

Fbr some useful information about Ibn al-Furit and his work, see:
Sakham, al-Dhayl, fol, 72a; didem, al-Daw’, vol. VIII, p.51; Ibn
ale Itgd, o op.cit. ., vol VII, p.72; Yajji Khalifa, op.cit.s vol. I,
P.a79; Cl. Cahen, E. I. s art, "Ibn al-Furat", pp. 7 9 and the
works cited in its blbllography.

2¢4na al-RapuSn b. Mupammad b. Khaldtn, KitSb al-‘Ibar wa Diugn al-

MubtadZ® wa’l-Khabar fi ayyBm al-‘Arab wa’ 1- Ajam wa'l-Barbar va
man  @garabum min Dhawi al-Sulten sl-Akbar, 7 Vols. (Bultqs 1204/1867).

E’E‘:a.wkhé.v.v?i,. al-Daw’, vol, IV, pp. 147-48,

Any detailed examination of Ibn Khaldtn's work is impossible in a
brief note. For some useful information, see: Maquzi, Sultlk, vol.
ITI, fols. 113a, 115a and 259a; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ Inba , vol I, fol.
71b; Sakhawi, al=Daw®, vol. IV, pp. 145-49; Tbn al~‘InEd, Op.cite,
vol. VII, pp. 76=77; bajji Khalifa, op.cit., vol. II, p.llzﬁ, M.
Talbi, B.I.%, art. "Ibn Khaldun", pp. 525-31 and many works cited
in ite bibliography.

5Abmad b, ‘Alf a:L-Qalqa_s_t_n_andE : 1) §ubp al-A‘sha fi $inZ‘at al-Ingha,
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of Qaquggpndf".l Though both these works contain some useful in~
formation their data have made no significant contribution to the
aspects dealt with in this thesis. Subh's data are comparatively

2.
richer than Ma’Zthir's and provide more useful informations

Magqrizi (766-845/1374=1442) ~ his two works, Sulfik and Nubdhs®

have been uséd, The lafter is a short numismatic treatise and its
data regarding local coins were not found of great value. Sulik,
on the other hand, is greatly useful for various topics and parti-
cularly those related to commercial activities and local administration.
Maqrizz's several pilgrimages to Mecca, his friemdly relationship with
several Egyptian as well as Meccan scholars and historians, his cordial
relationship with many dignitaries in Cairo and his easy access to
some official records, especially in his capacity of Mubtasib of Cairo
which he held several times, all this must have contrituted in en-
riching the data, both in quantity and variety, in his works.

Maqriz{'s relationship with his Egyptian contemporaries was, on
the wholes good but with ‘Aynf, on the basis of their rivalry over

the post of Hisba, was rather unfriendly. This animosity between ‘Ayni

14 vols. (Cairo, 1332-38/1913~19); ii) Ma’Zthir al-Inaff fi Ma‘Zlim
al-Khilaf®, % vols. (Kuwait, 1964).

1B Lewis, "Egypt and Syria" in The Cambridge History of Isldm, vol. I,
p.22k,

For some useful information concerning Qalqashand1 and his works,
see: Qalgaghandi's introduction to his work Ma’Zthir, and vol.

IT, p.211; idem, gubh, vol. IV, p.301; Sakh®Wi, alw=Dhayl, fol. 85a;
Ton al-‘ImBd, Op.cit.s vol. VII, p.149; Hajji Khalifa, op.cite., vol.
II, pp. 1070 and 1573; C.Brockelmann, B, I.l, art. "Al-Kalkashsndi',
PP« 699-700-

SDetails concering Sultk have already been given. The other work is:
Nubdha Lajifa fi Unir al-Nuqlid al-Islamiyya (Ms. A.HK. No., 264).
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and Maqriéi seems to have been alsc on the basis of their different
madhhab (creed; belief). Maqrizi was initially Hanafi but then be~
came Shifa‘i and rather upfuly critical of the Hanafi school. This
was criticised by Ibn Taghri Birdi who was, like ‘Ayni, a Hanafi.
However, Maqrizi's greatness as a historian was not to be damaged by
such criticism or animosity. The fact that Tbn Taghri Birdi and

Sa&hﬁﬁi wrote Jawadith and al-Tibr respectively as continuations of

Magrizi's Sulflk reflects clearly their great rQSpecﬂFor nim,*
Ibn Fejar (773-852/1372~1449) is among the most prolific and

important scholars of ‘Ilm al~ﬁad{th (i.e. the science developed in

relation to and about the tradition of the Prophet Muhammadj and

historians of Fgypt. His two works, InbE*S

Imp—

and al--Durar3 have been
used. The first is an annvual account of the events, particularly those
related to Egypt, and a list of those who died in each year and were
regarded by Ibn Hajar as worthy of mention. Al~Durar is a biographical
dictionary of the notables of the 8th century of the Hijra/lhth century
of the Christian era. Though both these works contain useful information
the data in InbE’ is far more relevent and useful from the viewpoint
of the topics discussed in this thesis.

Ibn Hajaxr's journeys to various parts of the Egyptian domain, in-
cluding the Fij&z, and bis cordial relations with many scholars and

historians, his official responsibilities in Cairo and particuarly as

lFor details relevant to Magrizi and his works, see: Ibn Taghri Birdi,
JawBdith al-Duhfir (Ms. A.S. No. 3185), vol. I, fols. 2 and 8~9; Al=-
N Ton Fahd; op.cit., vol. II, fol. 210; Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. II,
PD. 21—25’ vol. IV’ PP, 1"!'7—481 vol. VIII’ PP» 71—72; idem; al=Tibr,
pp. 21=24; Mubammad b. Apmad b. Iyas, ‘Ugld al-JumBn fi Waga i  al~
ZomEn (Ms. A,8. No. 3311), vol. IL,p.178; 1bn alw imads Op.cite:
vol. VII, pp. 254~55; Hajji Khalifa, op.cit., vol. II, p.l000; C.
Brockelmann, E.I.t, art. "Al-Makrizi", pp. 175-76 and workscited in
its bibliography.

2Details relevant to Inba’ have already been given.

SThe full title is: al-Durar al-KBmina £i A'ySn al-Mi’at al-Thimind,
4 vols. (Hyderabad, I3t8-507/1920-31).
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Qadi  had kept him in close contact with the official circle and above
all with the Egyptian Sultans.This must have enabled Ibn Hajar to
remain aware and record accurately and in detail the Suljani decisions
in relation to events in the Jijaz as well as the main occurrences there.l

‘Ayni (762+855/1361~1451) = his general history ‘Igd al-JumSn® is
used in this thesis but on a modest scale. ‘Ayni was born in ‘Ayntab
and visited Cairo in 788/1386 and was well received there. His high
education and knowledge of both Arabic and Turkish enabled him to gain
popularity in MamlUk circles and he enjoyed particularly the favour of
Sultan Bé.‘;-sbé'y and his Amirs. He held several posts simultaneously
or at different times, in Cairo. The post of [isba was assigned to him
for the first time in 801/1399, at the expense of Magrizi, but the latter
regained this post shortly after. This seems to hav'eé been the beginning
of animosity between ‘Ayni and Magrizi and several remarks of the former
reflect clearly his grudge against Magrizi.

The accuracy of ‘Ayni's history, especially in the later part of
his life, is suspected, and particularly by Ibn Ha;jarl* and Tbn Tag_hr:’?
Bird§.5 Sal_ﬂiwz, however, gives a fairly detailed biography of ‘Aynfi.'

and does not seem to question his reliability.6

lFor some useful’information related to Ibn Hajar _grBhis_works& s%; :
Itn ary Inba s vol. I, fols. lb=2a; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-NujGm,
vol.g\aI;ZjEI, fol. 349; idem, HawBdith, vol. I, fi%. 14=15, 60, 70, 77
and 84%; Sakhawi, al-Paw’, vol, I1l, pp. 36-40; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 140
and 230-36; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 1 and 17-18; Ibtn al-
*Imad, op.cit.s vol. Vils, pp. 267, 270-73 and 279; Yajji Khalifa, op.
cites vol. 1I; p.748; F. Rosenthal and C. van Azendonk /J.Schacht/,
E.1., art. "Ibn Jadjar al-‘Askalani", pp. 776-79.

“Mapud b. Apmad al-‘Ayni, ‘Iqd al-Jundn fi Ta’rikh ahl al-Zandn, 4
VOlS. (l&sni B-A- Nos- 454-57)0

3pyni, opscit., vol. IV, fols. 506b-7a and 687a.

L’xnb'a’, vol. I, fols. lb=2a.

o ——

EHaw'é.'diﬂl_, vol, I, fol.2.

6Al~ aw®, vol. X, pp. 131~35; idem, al-Tibry pp. 375-80; idem, al-
Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Passu), p.8.

L
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‘Ayni's contribution in the history of Mecca is rather in-
significant, but at times at least, thanks to his favourable position
with the Egyptian Sultan, he was the first among the Egyptian historians
to learn and report certain happenings in the Hijaz. In 830/1426, for
instance, ‘Ayni read in person to Sultan Bﬁ;sﬁﬁy a letter from the
Sharif of Medina concerning details of an internal dispute there.l
Obviously, ‘Ayni's recording must have been the first and other Egyptian
historians became aware of this occurrence later, and probably through
“Aypi himself.?

Tbn Taghri Birdi (812~74/1410-70) is among the outstanding

historians of Egypt. His three works, al-Nujfim, al-Manhal, and JawBdith’

contain valuable information and have been extensively used in various
sectins of this thesis.

He is reported to lwe turned to the writing of history after he
had heard that ‘Ayni's history was read to Sultan BArsbiy. His first
work was al-Maphal, a biographical dictionary, then al-Nujtim, a
general history of Egypt, end finally Hawddith to continue Magrizi's
suife,

Tbn Tagg;i Birdi was the greatest historian of Rumi origin during
the gﬂﬁﬂi period and is described by Ibn Iyas as "unique" among his

>

race,

Leayni, op.cit., vol. IV, fol.65kb,

ZFor further useful information concerning ‘Ayni and his work, see:
‘Ayni, op.cit., vol. I, fols., 67b=68a: vol. IV, fols. 506bm7a,
519a-19b, 668a, 687a and 69la; Ibn Hajar, InbE’, vol. I, fols. lb-
28, 65a, 72a, 169b and 171b; Ibn Teghri Birdi, fawadith, vol. I,
f6ls, 2, 8, 1% and 195; Sakhawi, al=Dhayl (ed. A Al-fassu), pp. 1
and 55; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 140 alid 57/5~80; idem, al-Paw’, vol. X,
PP. 131=35; Ibn al- imad op.cit,, vol. VII, pp. 2 s Yajii
Khalifa, op.cit., vol. II, pp. 1000 and 1150; W. Margais, E.I.2,
art, "Al~ Ayni', pp. 79091,

3The titles of these works and other relevant information have already
been mentioned.

4w. Popper, B.L.2, art. "Abu’1-Mahasin Yusuf b. Taghribirai", p.138.
7Itn Iyas, Badd’i' al-Zubflr, 3 vols. (Parts III-V Istanbul, 1931-36),
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His father was among the Mamlik dignitaries and was the son-
in-law of the last ?EQEE Sultan, al-g&lih (or al-Mangir), Hajji, and
later married an ex-wife of Sultan Bargliq and gave his daughter in
marriage to Sultam Faraj b. Barqﬁq.l In view of such comnections, it
is no wonder that Ibn Taghri Birdi bimself was respected by many Mamluk
officers and Amirs and enjoyed the favour of the Egyptian Sultans and
especially Bgisﬁay, but he showed no interest in entering the service.
His being free of official responsibilities must have been a reason
for his unbiased account of the events and his boldness in criticising
those whom he regarded as unjust or not fulfilling their responsibilities.,
Thus, for instance, he criticised strongly the conduct of ‘415 b.
Romagén (d. 871/1466), a Sultemi tax collector in J€dda, for his ex~
ploitation and unjust treatment of the merchants and went as far as
to describe the said official as being a "disgrace to the human race".2
He even criticised in moderate phrases the Egyptian Sultans for their
failure to provide the pilgrims and other travellers to Mecca with
sufficient supplies of water.3
Ibn Taghrd Birdi performed several pilgrimages between 826-63/
1423-59 and had established friendly relationships with local historians
and the officials in the Yijaz. This, in addition to his being on cordial
terms with many of the Egyptian historians and dignitaries, mmst have
been of great help for him to obtain details of many events and ine-

stitutions relevant to Mecca, among other places, and indeed the data

Vol. IIIQ p-’+3'
 Tbn Taghri Birdi, PawBeith, vol. I, fol. 127,
°Ton Taghri Birdi, Jawddith, part ITI (ed. W. Popper), pp. 534-36.

3Tpid., Part IT,pp. 306=7.
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available is of significant value.l

SekhEwi (831-902/1427-97) - his four works:® al-Dhayl, al-Paw’,

al-Tibr and al-Tubfa have been used and were very useful in furthering

this research. Al-Dhayl was written as a continuation of Dhahabi's

T8’ rikh al-Islam and covers the period between 745-898/13%4k~1493,

Al-Daw’ is a biographical dictionary covering the 9th century of the
Hijra/15th century of the Christian era. Al-Tibr, an annal of Fgypt,
was written as a continuation to Magrizi's Suluk up to Rabif T 857/
March 1452, Al-Tubfa is a history of Medina in the form of a bio-
graphical dictionary.

The data available in these works of SakhAwi about the events
and institutions in the [{ijaz is far richer than that provided by any
other Egyptian source within the period under examination. SakhEwi
and his works are usually held in great respect by his contemporaries
but Suyiiji's attitude towards Sakh@wi seems to have been unfriendly

as he is reported to have written "alwK3wi fi Ta’rikh al-Sakhawi'

to undermine the value of Sa&ﬁﬁﬁi's al-Qaw’.3 Ibn Iyas too was some-
what critical of Sekhiwi on the basis of his tendency to disclose

weak points of cextain individuals.4

lFbr information concerning Ibn Taghr 1 Birdi and his works, see:

Ibn Teghri Birdi, al~Nujdm, vol. VII, fol. 45; idem, al-Manhal,
vol. I, fols. lb=2a: vol, II, fols. 25la=-51lb; idem, Hawadith,
part IIT (ed. W. Popper), pp. 297~98 and 343, Sakbawi, al-ﬁﬁgﬁ
(ed. A,Al-Hassu)y p.195; Ibn Iyass Badd' iy vol. III, pp. ha-43;
idem, ‘UgWd, vol. II, fol. 243; Ibn al- LImad, op.cit., vol. VII,
pp. 109=110 and 317-18; Hajji Khallfa, op.cit.s vol. II, pp. 1000,
1932-33 and 1884-85; W. Popper; E, I. y art, "Abu*l-Mapasin Yusuf
b, Taghri Birdi', p.138.

2Full titles of these works, with other relevant details, have been

mentioned earlier.,

H¥ajji Knhalifas opscit., vol. II, p.1089.

l*BadE’i" VOl. IIII p-352q
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Despite such minor criticism the greatness and reliability
of Sa&éﬁﬁi were recognised by almost all the scholars and historiauns
both in Egypt and the §ijdz. Sekhawi, like any other historian,
criticised or praised certain officials or rulers but his criticism
was not excessive nor based on personal grudge, but was directed
against the general conduct or certain practices, Sakhawi, for in-
stance, shows his disapproval of the practice of selling offices and
of the spread of bribery in Cairo but does not single out individuals
for blame.” He, when reporting the death °f.ﬂ§1§ Mecca, ‘Ali b,
Qarqmas-be.Halima in Rabi’ I 893/March 1488, does not hide his dis-
regard for the deceased but does not show any pepsonal ha.tred.2
Several references in the works of Sakhawi and others show that his
relationships with his contemporaries were cordial and that they ex-
changed information. Sakhawi's several pilgrimages and his lengthy
gtay in the Pijaz, the longest of which was in the closing years of
hig life, mostly in Medina where he died, had made him much respected
in the Jijaz and led to very cordial relationships between him and
several notable Fijazi historians such as Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, his son
Al=*Izz, and Sampiidi., It is not therefore surprising that the data
available in SaEQﬁWI‘s works contains an abundant amount, both in
quantity and variety, of valuable information relevant to the events

3

or institutions in the Hijaz.

L Sekhawi, al-Dhayl, fol. 103b.
ESaggﬁwf, al=-Dhayl (ed, A.Al-Hassu), p.4l0,

3Any detailed examination of Sekhawi's works and their share in this
research needs far lengther discussion, which is not p0551ble for
reasons of space. For useful infoxmation about Sakhawi and his works,
see: Sakhfwi, al-Dhayl, fols. 3a, 63b, 69b, 74b, 93b, 103b and 108a;
idem, al—Dhayl"(‘é'd‘:‘TAl-Hassu), PP. 83 123' 156: 2709 277 28?’ 2951
376-775 395-0%, 410, 413, 425-26, 447, 502, 521 and 534; idem, al-
Dav’, vol. I, pp. 4=6: vol. VI, pp. 201-11: vol, VIII, pp. « 7=1h

and 20; idem, al-Tubfa, vol. I, fols, la=2a; didem, al-Tibr, pp. 2=5,
146 and 3%86; Al~ Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 11k, 132~33,
135-37, 159 and 185; Ibn Iyds, Eada’i‘, vol. III, p.352; Ibn al~'Imad,
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Suyupi (849-911/1445-1505) is among the most prolific scholars
of Egypt and by his own account the number of his works has exceeded
three hundred, excluding many others which he had discarded.® Thus,
supposing that he began writing at the age of twenty, his average annual
contribution in various fields was seven works before his death in
911/1505.2 But surprisingly Suyﬁti's contrbution in the field of
history is rather trivial. In addition to Husn al-Mubdgara his two

other works Ta’rilég al-&ulafé"z and Bad3’if. al---Zuhﬁrlf are rekvant

to history and in this work only the first two named have been margin~

ally used;5 the third - being the history of the ancient world - was
6

of no use for this thesis.

op.cit,s vol., VII, p.196: wvol, VIII, pp. 15~17: Hajji Khalifa,
op.cit.sy vol. II, pp. 762 and 1089; Isma‘il Pagha, op.cit., vol.
LE 3 p.2l7. BRee also: M H.Fagi's introduction to the published
porli:ion of al-Tubfa, 3 vols. (Cairo, 1376~77/19%6-57), vol. I, pp.
9"'1 .

14bd al-Raymdn b. Ab Bakr al-Suy@iji, Busn al-Mubigara £i AkhbEr Migr
wa’l-Q8hira, 2 vols. (Idarat al-Wajan Press, Egypt, 1299/1881 or 1882),
vol., I, p.190,

2This is generally accepted as being the year in which he died. But
in his Husn al-MubBdara references are made to the events around 928/
1522 which seem to be inserted by the copyist.

5Full neme of Suy@ji and title of Pusn with relevant details have
already been mentioned, His second work is: Ta’rikh al-Khulaf®® al-
‘Abbasiyya (3fd ed. Cairo, 1383/1963).
“Bada’j.‘ al-Buhbr fi wagd’i' al=-Duhfir (4th ed., Singapore, 1374/1954).
In this edition the work is ascribed erroneously to Ibn Iy&s but in
fact is the workof Suytfi amdis mentioned as such by Brockelmann in
his art. “Al«-Suy‘uti", EoItl! P¢5?I+Q

2 In the text, however, when a reference to Suyi}i is made it is his
Ta’rikh al-Khalafd' which is meant and referred to, as Husn al-Mubadara
18 occasionally used in foetnotes only.

6For some further information about SuyUji and his works, see: SuyTii,

usn_al-Mubadara, vol. I, pp. 2-3 and 188-95; idem, Ta’rikh alw
Khulaf®’ , pp. 516-17; H&i'.'ii Khalifa, op,cit., vol, Iy p.2ed: vol. II,
p.bb7; Brockelmann, E.I.+, art. "Al-Suyufi', pp. 573-75 and works
cited in its bibliography.
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Ibn Iyas (852-930/1448-1524) - his two works Bada’i‘ and
:gggg} have been used., He is among the most important historians of
Egypt and almost the only one in the closing years of the 25525 period
and the beginning of the Ottoman period. Ibn Iyas iss on the whole,
fairly accurate in bis details but some mistakes or peculiarities are
observable. Thus, for instance, he gives the years 846/1442 and 854/
1450, contrary to other sources, as being the years in which Magqrizi
and Ibn Hajar died.® This may have been a mistake on the part of the
copyist or of an earlier source which he had used, but what is more
surprising is his description of the isle’ of Kamr@n and Zabid (in
the Yemen) as "gay'a" (estate) of India in 922/1516.0

Though he, like other Egyptian sources, was mainly concerned
with the events within or related te Hgypt and there was much to re~
cord in that eventful pexriod, he provides also a fair amount of in-
formation about the events in Mecca or other parts of the Hijfz. He
performed the pilgrimage in 883/1478 and was present in Medina when
a local G8gi was killed at the hand of a Shi’i' who had a personal
grudge against thg?r?er who had demolished the Shi’i‘'s house to
facilitate the expansion of the Medini sanctuary.“ Ibn Iyas is probably
the only source to report under 910/1504 that Sultan al-ggawri bought
from the Arabs of Ban® Ibrahim in Yanbu' some alleged relics of the pre

ophet Mubammad in return for 60,000 dirhams.”

1rull titles of these works with some other relevant details have
already been given,

2Tbn IyRs, Bads’i®s vol. II, pp. 28 and 32 respectively.
3Ibid.s vol. V, p.8l.

Hlpid., vol. III, p.140.
2Tbid. vol. IV, pp. 68-69. Most probably some of these are among the
items preserved - as relics of the Prophet Mubammad - in the museum

of Topkapi Sarayi (Istanbul).
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The data available in Ibn Iyas's works was particularly useful
in the section dealing with local administration and in relation to

Lgyptian expedition against the Portuguese.l

3 Ihe contemporary Yemenite sources

These like other regional or local historians were intexrested
more in recording events within their own country and only occasionally
refer to events in Mecca,

Tbn Wehhds (d. 812/1410) is the earliest® Yemenite source, during
the gﬂfii period; his work al--‘Ug'ﬁ'd3 is used but its data was of little

gignificance in furthering this research.

1For some 1nformatlon concerning Ibn Iyas and his works, see: Ibn
Iy@s, Bada’i', vol. III, p.140: wvol. IV, p.47; ¥ajji Kbalifa,

op.cit.s Vvol. I, P.229; W.M.Brinner, E.I.“, art. "Ibn Iyas", pp. 812=
13 and works cited in its bibliography. See also: Introduction of the
editors of Bada’i' (Istamnbul ed.), and also M.Musfafa's introduction
to Bada’i‘ EU.PI j -

2Sakhawi (al-Daw’, vol. II, p.299) followed by Isma*il Pagha, op.cites
vol II, p.101 refers to a Rusulid ruler of the Yemen, Tema ‘il b, al-
‘Abbas (d.803/1400) as being the aithor of two works dealing with the

history of the Yemen and entitled: i) Alw‘Asjad al-Masbik wa’l-Jawhar
al-Mapblk fi %ggbar al-Khulaf®’ wa’l-Muluk; ii) Al Ugud al-lm-ju’iyya
1 4khbar al-lawla suliyya., Unfortunately, the author failed to

Obtain and use these sources. As will be noticed, there is a striking

similarity between the titles of these works and those of Ibn ade wWall.c,
and Khazraji discussed above, but there is no evidence to the

effect that these Yemenite historians were not the original writers

of their work.

34111 b, Fasan b. WahhBs, al-‘Ugd al-Lu’lu’iyya f£i T8’rikh sl-Dawla al-
Rastiliyya, 2 vols. (Cairo, 1529=3%2/1911~1%).
wal-d,
For some information concermning Ibn and his work, see:
Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol, II, fol. 105a; Sakhéwi, al-Dau’,
vol. Vy p.210; Ibn al- Imad, op.cit.s vol. VII, pp. 97~98; Isma il
Pagha, gp.cit., vol. IIL,pp.81 and 115.
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Khazraji (d. after 858/1454) - his work al-‘Asj&d,” which
seems to be a part of the larger work, as the menuscript used consists
of Chapters IV and V and ends rather abruptly;2 this was useful but

only in relation to some minor points,

Ibn al-Dayba' (866~94k/1461~1537) = his work, Bughya with its

two supplements, al-Fagdl and Qurra, has been used in certain sections
of this thesis.3 The data available in these sources concerning events
in or related to Mecca is comparatively richer than that provided by
other Yemenite sources. Al-Fagl particularly is useful for details
related to the Egyptian invasion of the Yemen and the subsequent over-
throw of the Tahirid :c'ulfse.l+

Abi (BE) Makhrama (870-947/1465-1540) = his history of Aden’
has been consulted or used in relation to some minor points. Despite
the fact that he lived in a very eventful period and was in contact

6

with some celebrated historians such as Sekhawi he did little more

than compile this book by using the data of earlier historians such as

Lepai b, al-Hasan al-Khazraji, al-‘Asjad al-Masbilk fi men tawalla al
Yamen min al-Mul®k (Ms., M.H.M. No, k8, Ta rikh).

2The lask pages of this menuscript refer_to some events related to
the early part of 858/il5k. See Khazraji, op.cit.,» fol. 505.

3*Abd al-Repmdin b, ‘AlL b, al-Dayba, Bughyat al-Mustafld figlihbir
Madinat Zahid (Ms. A.8,No.2988) and iTs supplements: i) Al~Fagl al-
MazTd "ala Bughyat al-MustafTd (Ms. A.S. No, 2988); ii) Qurrat

al- Uyun figjchbar al-Yeman al-Maymiin (Ms., M.E M.No. 71, Ta'rikh).

qur some useful information about Ibn al=Dayba‘ and his works, see:
Tbn al-Dayba‘'s introduction to his Qurra; WHajji Khalifa, op.cit.,
vol. I, p.225; Iema'il Pagha, op.cit.s vol. II, pp. 225 and 1150;
C. ven Arendork /%, Rentz/, B,1.2, art. "Ibn al-Dayba‘", p.746, and
works referred to in its bibliography.

2*Abdullah b, ‘Abdullah Abii (BE) Makhrams, Ta’rikh Thaghr ‘Adan, 2
vols. (Leiden, 1936).

658&&“?{: al—Qaw', vol. V’ PPe 8-9.
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Ton al-MujBwir, alefanadi and al-Ahdal.® In fact, the contribution

of this source, in this thesis, is almost negligible.

k&, The contemperary travellers
The only available account of a traveller is that given by the
Ttalian Imdovico Di Varthema® (d. after 1508 A.D.) who visited Mecca
and Medina in 1503 A.D,, disguised as a Muslim Mamlik after bribing
in Damascus a commander of a Mamluk force about to leave for Mecca
as escort to the pilgrim caravan.3
The reliability of Varthema, on the basis of his bias and de~-
liberate or unintentional distortion of the facts, is limited and the
data available should not be accepted without due precaution and close
examination. Varthema's statement that the Calipbs ‘Ali, ‘Uthm@n and
the Prophet Mupammad's daughter Fafima are buried in al-Hujra al-
Nabadiyyasin addition to the Prophet himself and the Caliphs AbWl Bakr
and 'Umar4, is absolutely wrong and al-Hujra does not contain the
bodies of the first three mentioned. Similarly, his report that a
5

mountainous area near Medina was inhabited by Jews” is baseless. More-

overs his report about a well near Medina and its being made by St.

*Avd Makhrvama, op.cit., vol. I, pp.2, 10-12, 20,424-5.

2The travels of Iudovico Di Varthema: published by Blirt Franklin
reprinteéd by permission of the Hakluyt Society, London 1863).

3Varthema, op.citss p.lb.
4Ibid.’ Pp. 26-28-

“Ibid., pp. 22-25.
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Mark the Evangelist is absurd.l But he may have made these miste~
ekes simply through lack of information and understanding, as any
person in his position could not have grasped the correct details and
background of such places. But certain of his remarks clearly in-
dicate his bias and hostility, as when he describes Mecca, on the
basis of its being barren, as a cursed city.a and MuslimSa§bagan.3

In fact, his several other reports, such as his self-claimed romance
with a wife of the Yemenite Sultan and his alleged adventures in
southern India, are, to say the least, difficult to believe.

Howevers in various other respects, Varthema's reports are
valuable and have been used. Thus, for instemce, he is the only source
to give some figures concerning the local population, a description of
the buildings, and various other useful information such as the com

mercial decline, sources of food supplys and the scarcity of water in

Jdda.,

5. The_sources written before or after the Burii period

A number of such sources have been marginally used in relation
to certain specific points and the late sources have been cited in
footnotes after the primary sources. The titles and other relevant
details have been given in the footnotes, when mentioned for the first
time, and also in the bibliography in which the Arabic sources have
been arranged in chronological order. The period in which each of
these historians lived is easily distinguishable from the year in

which he died,

 vid., p.32.

Tbid., p.37.

PZbid. s p.52.
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The real value of these sources lies either before or after
the period under consideration and there is hardly any need for their
evaluation, Probably what will be more appropriate here is to give
some reason or justification for their use.

The pref§ggj§ sources have been occasionally used in connection
with certain isgues or matters on which the information available

in the contemporary sources is somewhat inadequate.Thaege - sOurces.

have been equally useful on certain aspects of practices in the ?EEJE
period which are characterized by a certain continuity so that they
can be traced back to the pre-Burji perdod.

The late sources occasionally provide some useful link between
a disconnected chain of events or fill gaps or have been mentiaeed
simply as complementary, or more correctly, as additional sources.
But the discussion or conclusion is always on the basis of evidence

available in the primary sources.

6. Modern works and articles

As has already been mentioned, modern scholars have paid, so
far, little attention to the history of Mecca or other parts of the
Yijaz. Most of their contribution in this respect is in the form of
brief articles and even these are mainly to deal with a situation
from the Egyptian point of view and contain only occasional remarks
about the causes and effects from the Meccan angle. The titles and
other relevant details concerning these works are given in appropriate
places and need not be repeated here. Undoubtedly, these works were

useful but their share in furthering this research was not too great.
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Chapter I
AN  ACCOUNT OF THE SUCCESSIVE

SHARIFS OF MECCA  AGAINST THE

BACKGROUND OF THE LOCAL HISTORY

One may wonder why this introductory chapter has been entirely
devoted to readily accessible information. The simple reason is that,
to the best of my knowledge, there has hitherto been no proper attempt
to correlate the scattered pieces of information in the form of a
reasonably complete picture of the events. This chapter is probably
the first contribution intended to fill this gap.

An additional purpose is to provide a general background for

many aspects discussed in the following chapters.

The first Sbarif of Mecca within the Burji period

On the eve of the Burji period Sharif Apmad b. ‘AjlEn (d. 19th
or 20th Sha‘van 788/15th or 16th Sept. 1386) was able to acquire a
dominant position in the local politics. He was able to take advantage
of a minor dispute and force his father, ‘Ajlan (d. 777/1375), to ab-
dicate, Subsequently, he took control of Mecca as sole Amir in 772
or 774/1370 or 1372. His abilities and strength of character enabled
him to impose his authority on the various sections of the population

and local forces. ZEven the opposing groups of Ashfgfland QuwWEdz had

1See supra,ppi-izfn. 2 -

2Phis term (sing. §8’id) literally means leaders or commenders of the
armies. In the sources, particularly the Meccan, this term is fre-
quently applied to freed slaves and occasionally to Sharifs if they
were warriors and in command of a body of fighting men. A QBZid of
slave_origin used a title similar to those of the Ashx@af, such as al-
Uasani, al-‘Ajal@ni, etc. This sometimes gave occasion to confusion
between a Sharif and the other of a slave origin. However, the
sources usually point to the slave origin of the person using such
title and it is very rare that the confusion occurs. Some of these
freed slaves, as well as those still slaves, were assigned important
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to acknowledge, at least initially, his authority. Sharif Apmad
enjoyed unchallenggd: rule for a few years and the stability in the
area served its population well.

In 780/1378 Sharif Ahmad appointed his young son Mubemmad his
co~-Amir. Though it did not alter the factual position, this appoint-
ment was a significant step intended to prevent a clash over the
succession at his death.

The emergence of Apmad and his success in consolidating his posi-
tion almost coincided with a far more significant change in BEgypt.
On 19th Ramagan 784/26th November 1882 the last of the BahriBulfans,
al-galib ¥ajji. was swept away by Barqiiq. The latter, an able Mam-
luk officer of the Circassian origin, inaugurated a new line of Mam-
luk Sultans who are known as Qg;ji or Circassians.l This change in
Egypt was not, at the time, viewed by Sharif Apmad with any concern.
Initially, the relationship between Sharif Apmad and Sultan Barqlg
did not differ from the usual pattern. In 785/1383 the Sultan con=-
firmed his subordinate Sharif Apmad and his son in the emirate and
the latter showed no reluctance in acknowledging Barqug as their

overlord.2

posts by the Sharifs of Mecca. According to a 1ate source, this

was a deliberate pollcy of the Sharifs of Mecca. ‘A1 b.- ‘Abd:al-
QRdir al-Taliari, . .: Al-Arj al-Miski (MS., M.H.M. No. 3.

Dihlawi), fol. 125, Qalqagggndl describes these Quuwdd as prominent
Ashraf whose status under the Sharifs of Mecca wag comparable to
thatéof the Amirs under the Sultans. . AQaldaghandi, Subh, vol. IV,
P.276.

Lone last Bahri Sultan, al-§&lih Hajji, was able to regain the
Sultanate for a brief period between 791-2/1389-90 but Barqlq managed
to regain the throne in Safar 792/February 1392, G.Wiet, E. I.2, art.
"Barkuk", pp. 1050-51.

2.

Tbn Khaldin,o ,cmt.qg;ﬁwmv, pp. 107-8, vol. V, pli7h; Qalqashandg.
§ubh, vol. IIT, pi438, vol. IV, pp. 10-11 and 274; didem, Ma’athir,
vol. II, pp. 175 and 194-95; Fasi, Shiff’, vol. II, p.206; idem,
al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 57a, 10%a, 189b and 190a; part II,
fols, 286a=87a; Ibn Yajar, al-Durar sl-KaEmina, 4 vols. (Haydrabad,
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Sharif Apmad's rather harsh attitude towards a group of

Ashraf made the latter resentful. By refusing to pay these Ashraf

» including ‘An@n b. Mughsmis and Hasan b. Thugba, their share of

the revenue, Sharif Apmad had so seriously antagonised them that

they went to Cairec in 786/1384 and secured a decision of the Sultan
in their favour. However, returning to Mecca with an ordexr to Sharif
Apmad to pay them their dues, they were denied justice, and the dis-
pute flared up with renewed intensity.l The Sharifs “AnZn and Hasan
learned that Sharif Apmad was planning to have them assassinated and
fled to.Yanbu® with the intention of approaching the Sultan again.
This aroused the solicitude of Sharif Ahmad, who no doubt realized
that to adopt an arrogant and stubborn attitude towards the Ashraf
was far easier than to defy a clear order of the Sultan. He therefore
sent his brother Sharif Mupammad to bring back ‘AnSn and Jasen,

who, having been assured by Sharif Mubammad and the Egyptian Amir

1348-50/1929~31), vol, I, pp. 20L-2; _idem, Inbd’, vol. I, fol.

88a; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Nujlim al-Zahira, 12 vols. (Cairo, 1929-

56)y vol. XI, p.4 and pp. 139-40; idem, al-Manbkal, 1 vol. (Cairo,
1375/1955)s vol. I, pp. 369-70; 2 vols (MS., N.OS. No. 3428-29),

vol. I, fol. 249a~49b and 323b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, _l;g%g_:gal;blarg,

2 vols. (MS., M.H.M. No. 2, Ta’rikh), vol. II, fols. 96-97, 100

and 102; Sakhaw:., al-Dhayl (MS., Kop. No. 1189), fol. 51b; Ibtn

Iyas, Bads’i', 2 vomq, 1311/1893), vol. I, pp. 257-59,

268-75 and 289; didem, ‘Ughd al-Jumzn, 2nd vol., (MS., A.S.No. 3311),

vol. II, fols. 110a; see also: Ibn Ugba, op.cit.s p.123; Suyutl,

Op. Cites P.50; ﬁﬁbﬂ al-Qadir b. Mubsmmad al-daziri, Durar al~Fawd id
T%EEEET 138 /1964), p.584; Mugtafa b. Hasan al-Jan@bi, Ta rikh (MS.,

A,S. No, 3033), fol, 304a; Ibn al- ‘InEd, op.cit.s vol. Vi, PP. 282,

286 and 322, vol. VII, _pp. 6-7; °‘Abd al-Malik b. HusaynialeIsdmi,

Simt al-Nujfim al-‘Awdli, 4 vols. (Cairo, 1380/1960), vol. IV, pp.

245475 "Ali al-Henafi al-Sinjari, Mana’ih al-Karam, 3 vols. (MS., M.H.M,
No. 30, Ta’rikh), vol. I, fols. 325-27; Mubammad b, All al~-Tabari,

Itpaf Fudald’ a al-Zaman, 3 vols. (MS,, M.H.M. No. 126, Ta’ mkh), vol.

T, fols. 58-59 and 61; Ahmad b. Zayni Dahlsn, Khaldgat al-KalZm
(Cairo, 1305/1887), pp. 33-3k. o

Tpasi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 190a, part II, fols. 287a-b,
vol. II, part III, fols, 252a; Ibn Jajar, Inba’, vol. I, fol, 20ka;
Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol., II, fols. _98-99 and 103; Sakhawi,
al-Daw’, vol. IV, p.147. See also: ‘Igami, opscit.s vol. v, p.247:
Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 328.
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al»Hajg‘that their dues would be restored to them, they returned to

Mecca. Contrary to their expectations, they were not only denied
their rights but also were ill-treated and imprisoned. Sharif
Mupammad protested but in vein and he too was thrown into prison.
The news reached Cairo and Sultan Barglq sent an order for the re-

lease of these Ashraf but it was ignored by Sharif Apmad who appears
Pl sy -—

lHere it might not be amiss to point out that the Egyptian pilgrims
travelled in two separate caravans. The first to depart was called
al-Rakb al-Awwal and the second Rakb al~Mebmal. Though the Amirs
of both caravans were high-ranking dignitaries and enjoyed respect
and authority in Mecca the Amir of the second caravan enjoyed parti-
cular importances as the Mahmal, a palanquin, a Kiswa (veil) of
Ka‘ba, symbolizing the polltlcal hegemony of the Egyptian Sultan,
were in this caravan. The Sharifs of Mecca usually gave formal re-
ception to both Amirs, but it was obligatory for the Amir al-Mahmal,
otherwise his loyalty was in question. For further details, see :
J.Jomier, E.I.%, art. "Amir al-Hdjdj", pp. #43-44; Fr. Buhl, E.I. ,
art, "Mapmal", pp. 123~24; A,J.VWensinck, B,I,2, art. "Hadjdj",

p.34; Halil Inalcik, "The rise of the Ottomen Dmpire" in The
Cambridge History of Islam, vol., I, p.32l. As -explained above,
‘the Magmal(palanquin) symbolized the political hegemony. But for
this the Mahmal itself was not sufficient. The real 1mportance of
the Egyptian Mapmal, apart from its leading position, lay in the
fact that it brought the Kiswa for the Ka‘ba sent ammually from
Egypt. As will be seen, There were non-Egyptian Mahmals but none

of these brought Kiswa. No non-Egyptian Sultan within the Burji
period .except. Shah Rukh enjoyed this privilege. The Kiswa sent

by the latter, as will be seen, vwas by way of Egypt and was used

for the interior of the Ka‘'ba. It will not be irrelevant to mention
here that the annual ceremony of taking the Egyptian Maphmal in pro -
cession to various parts of Cairosusually celebrated in the month of
Rajab, was a silent announcement that the route to Hijaz was safe,
and that the Bgyptian pilgrim caravan would depart in due course.
Those intending to perform the pilgrimage were thus urged to pre-
pare themselves and join the caravan., See Ibn Hajar, Inba’ Inba s vol,

II, fol, 94b; Sakhawi, al-Tibr, pp. 95-6, For details con concerning
the procession of ahgal, see: Qalqashandl, Subhs vol., IV, pp. 57-8.
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to have begun over-estimating his position and authority.l

In Jumddd I, 788/June 1386 an attempt to escape by the im-
prisoned Ashraf was foiled, only one, ‘Angn, succeeding. He managed
to reach Cairo and was able to lodge a complaint with the Sultan
against Sharif Apmad, Sultan Barguq ordered Sharif Apmad to release
the imprisoned Ashraf but was again ignored. Infuriated by this per-
sistent defiance, the Sultan would no doubt have punished the Sharif
severely had death not removed him'from the Sultan's jurisdiction
in Sha‘b8n or Remagin 788/September or October 1386. Sharif Mubammad
had succeeded his father, under the guardianship of his patemmal
uncle, Kubaygg,z and it was he who had to bear the brunt of the
Sultan's anger.

Sharif Mupammad and Kubaysh must have been aware of Sultan
Barquq's order; the wise course would have been to release the prisoners.
However, they failed to do so and, moreover, affronted the Sultan
further by blinding the captives., This aoct was regarded as a challenge
in Cairo and the reaction waqharsh. ‘AnFn was secretly appointed to
the emirate and departed for Mecca with the Egyptian pilgrim caravan.
In Dh¥’1-Qa‘da 788/December 1386 Sharif Mubammad, vhile giving the

usual reception3 to the Egyptian Mapmal, was assassinated during the

‘411 b. al-Pasan Ibn Wahh®s, al-‘UcHd al-Lu’lu’iyva, 2 vols. (Cairo,
1329-32/1911-14), vol. II, pp. 197-88; Fasi, al= lgqd, vol. I, part
I, fol. 190, part II, fol. 269b and 287b~88a, vol. I1I, part III,
fol. 252a~52b, part IV, fol. 287b; Ibn Hajar, Inbd’, vol. I, fol.
20ka; Ibn Taghrl Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fol, 323b~2ha, Al-Najm
Ibon Fahd, op.clt., vol. II, fols. 103~5; Sakham1, al—Qaw y vol, III,
P.97s_vol. IV, p.147; see also‘ Khazraal, op.cit.s fol. k3h;
Janabi, op.cit., fol. 30ka; ‘Ig8mis op.cit.s vol. IV, pp. 21{-’7—48
Sinjari, op,cit.s vol. I, fol. 328; Daplan, op.cit., p.34.

Accord;ng to Ibmn ‘Ugba this Kubaysh was an illegitimate son of Sharif

Aglan. See? ‘Umdat al-TElib, pp. 123=2lk.

3Th:t.s meant meeting the Amir at the outskirts of Mecca and kissing
the hoof of the camel carrying Kiswat al-Ka'ba,
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ceremony by two men in the sanme caraVan.l The simultaneous attempt
to assassinate Kubaysh failed and he escaped to J€dda. ‘An&n was
declared Amir of Mecca and was able, with Bgyptian assistance, to
crush the resistance of Sharif Mupammad's supporters. However, JEdda

was occupied by Kubaysh which was an economic blow to the newly

appointed “AriEn. 2

fAnZn's feeble control over Mecca

The circumstances preceding and surrcunding the appointment of
‘AnZn had deprived him of the support of many prominent local Ashraf,
who held him, not without justification, responsible for the assassina-
tion of Sharif Mupammad and were unwilling to co-operate.

Shortly after his appointment, Sharif ‘An3n had released the

imprisoned Ashraf. He had expected to win them over and consequently

lMost sources relate the episode of the assassination without further
commentary, but some of them imply that it was done with the approval
of Sultan Barqiq. Ibm Jajar states clearly that these assassins had
been sent by the Sultan for that purpose. See -» Inba , vol. I, fol. 204a,
It is interesting to note that this assassination was among the
charges brought sgainst Barquq during his temporary deposition. See 1
Mupammad b. ‘Abd al-Rapim Ibn al-Furat, Ta’rikh, 3 vols. (ed. Q.
Zurayq and N. ‘Izz al-Din, Beirut, 1936-F2), vol. IX, part I, p.157;
Ton Hajar, Inba’, vol. I, fol. 103b; Ibn Tagyfi Birdi, al-Nujum,
vol, XI, p.359; Ibn *IyZs, Bads’i% vol. I, p.282.

%, Tbn WahhSs, gp.cit.s vol. II, pp. 188-89; Qalqashendi, Subp,
vol. IV, pp. 274~75; idem, Ma’athir, vol. II, pp. 195-96; Fasi,
Shifa’, vol. II, pp. 206 and™P50; Fasi, al-‘Iods vol. I, part I,
fols. 57a, 190a~90b and 103a-3b, part II, fols. 269b and 288a, vol.
II, part III, fols. 252b-53a, part IV, fol. 287b; Maqgrizi, Sullk,
vol. II, fol. 230, vol., III, fols, 105b, 106b and 107b~8a; Ibm
Pajar, Inbd’, vol. I, fol. 85b, 88a and 204a; Ibn Taghri Birdi,
al-Manhal, vol., II, fols. 167b-68a, 249a-49b and 324a; idem,s al-
Nujim, vol. XI, pp. 24546 and 308; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s
vol. II, fols. 105-8; Sskhawi, al-Baw’, vol. VI, pp. 47-43; Ibn
Iygs, Bad®’i4 vol. I, p265; idem, _Ugud, vol, II, fols, 113b-lka;
see also: lbn ‘Ugba, op.cit., p.123; Khazraji, op.cit., fols. 43k-
35;_ Jaziri, op.Cit.s PP. 314 and 584-85; JanBbls op.cit.s fol. 304a;
‘411 al-Tabaxi, op.cit., fols. 69-70; Ibn al~‘InAd, op.cit., vol.
VI, pp. 299-300; "Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 248~-49; Sinjari,
op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 326~29; Tabari, op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 6le
625 Dahl@n, op.cit.s pp. 34=35.
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consolidate his position. This hope was not unfounded as ‘AnZn,
helped by Mupammad b. ‘AjlZn,managed to regain the control of J&dda.
He appointed Sharif Mubammad his deputy there but kept watch on him
as a precaution. In so doing, ‘AnBn was evidently motivated by the
fear that family ties might induce Muhammad to go over to the side
of Kubaysh. In the early part of 789/1387 ‘AnEn's spy became over-
zealous and S@arif Mupammad noticed that he was being spied upon and
reacted by;igiggol of Jfdda as independent ruler. He formed an
alliance with Kubaysh against ‘Anzn. Kubaysh and his supporters
availed themselves of this unexpected opportunity to plunder rich
merchants in the city and thus improved their financial position.
Their resistance to ‘AnBn was thereby considerably strengthened.l

The alliance between Sharif Mupammad and Kubaysh and their
hold on J€dda had further weakened ‘AnBn's already feeble control
over the region. The loss of JPdda was bad enough, from the political
point of view, but it also meant a loss of revenue, which resulted in
a financial crisis, so that a number of ‘AnZn's men joined the opposing
camp. Those who remained demanded their dues and maintenance allow-
ances which ‘AnEn was unable to pay.

In Jumddd I 789/May 1387 Kubaysh and Mubammzd b. ‘Ajlan set
out with their forces and pitched camp in a place near Mecca. This

move caused dismay to ‘AnEn, especially as the loyalty of his remaining

. Ibn al-Fur3t, op.cit., vol. IX, part I, p.7; Ibn Wahh8s, op.cit.,
vol. II, p.189; Fisl, Shifa’, vol. II, pp. 206-7; didem, zl-‘Iagd,
vol. I, part I, fols. 57a, 189b and 22la, vol. II, part III, fols.
253a~53b, part IV, fols. 287b-88a; Magrizi, Sulllk, vol. III, fol,
109a; Ibn Pajar, Inba’, vol. I, fols. 9la and 20%a-kb; Ibn Teghri
Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fols. 323a~b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol., II, fols, 108-10; Sakhawi, al=Daw’, vol. VI, pp. 147-48. See
also: Khazraji, op.cit.s fol. 435; Jaziri, op.cit., p.5&; Janabi,
op.cit.s fol. 304a; " Iglmi, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 249-50; Sinjari.
op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 329-30; Dahlan, op.cit., p.35.
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disgruntled supporters was in doubt. Aware that only money could save
him he resorted to the confiscation of goods stored by merchants in
the warehouses including some of the Sultan's property. His financial
position, as well as his miliyary strength, having been enhanced by
this legally dubious move, ‘Ansin won over some prominent men from the
opposing camp. The most influential among them were the Sharifs Apmad
b. Thugba, ‘Agil b. Mubdrak and bis brother ‘Ali. So anxious was
‘Ann to retain their support that he appointed thedFo-Amirs, re-
serving, however, for himself the position of first among equals.

All this was done on ‘An@n's personal initiative and was not confirmed
by the Sultan in Cairo. Though ‘AnZn's increased strength deterred

his opponents from launching an offensive, it did not suffice te launch

1 he latter

a counter~offensive and oust his opponents from Jdda.
did their best to disrupt law and order in the region and were seldom
checked by ‘AnSn. Not only were merchents and inhabitants victimized
but also the property of the Sultan himself was plundered. The news
of these events reached Cairo where they were viewed with concern,
especially as they led to an almost complete breakdown of law and
order.

Sultan BarqWq simply could not permit such a situation to continue.
In or around Sha‘bEn 789/August or September 1387, Sharif “Andn, by
virtue of an edict, was deposed by Sharif ‘Ali b, ‘AjlEn. ‘Anzn,
though deposed, was unwilling to leave Mecca and to acknowledge ‘Ali's

official position. Resulting friction led to a battle in the proximity

. Fasi, Shifd’, vol. II, p.207; idem, al-~‘Igd, vol., I, part I,
fol. 57a, part II, fol, 269b, vol. II, part III, fol, 163a, 198a
and 253b, part IV, fols. 288a~b; Maqrizl, Sulik, vol. II, fols.
230; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I, “pp. 241-42, vol. II,_
fol. 120a, Al~Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IX, fol. 110; Sakhawi ,
al-Daw’, vol. VI, p.148. See also: Jaziri op.cit.s . 5‘&, TTgami, _
op.cit.y vol., IV, p.250; Sinjari, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 330; Tabari,
opecit.s vol. I, fol. 62; Dapl&n, op.cit., p.35.
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of Mecca. Kubaysh, a brother of ‘Ali b. ‘AjlEn, was at the head of
fAnSn's opponents and his death, in the early stage of the battle,

impaired the morale of ‘Ali's supporters and ‘AnSin secured an easy

victory and consequently remained in control of Mecca.

Sharif ‘Ali went to Cairo to complain of ‘An3n's refusal to
comply with the Sultan's order and to secure military support against
him. Sultan Barqliy does not appear to have, at least ostensibly, felt
too bitter about ‘AnZn's failure to act according to the Sultani
edict as the Sultan is said to have assured ‘An3Zn that if he gave
the Egyptian Mahmal the customary reception he would be appointed co-
Amir with ‘Ali. ‘AnSn, however, apparently finding the situation
reminiscent of the assassination, in the immediate past, of Sharif
Muhammad on an analogous occasion, suspected a trap and left Mecca
in the pilgrimage season of the same yearwithout implementing the
Sultan's order. Consequently, ‘A11 was proclaimed sole Amir of
Mecca.1 ‘AnEn had left Mecca but remained in its neighbourhood and

particularly in the valley of Marr.2 ‘AnZn's subsequent policy of

1o al-Furst, op.cit., vol. IX, part I, pp._18-19 and 21; Ibtn
Wahb@s, op.cit., vol. II, p.194; Qalg aghandi, gubp, vol. IV, p.275;
idem, Ma'dthir, vol. II, p.196; F351. “Shif®’, vol. II, p.207; idem,
gl-‘Iqd; Vol. I, part I, fols. 57a, 291a-b and 2k6a, vol. II, part III,
fol. l92a and 253b; Maqrizi, Sulfk, vol. III, fols. 110Oa; Ibn Hajar,
Inpa’, vol. I, fols. 9la~b, 99a, 137b and 204a~b; Ibn Taghri Birdi,
al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. 120a and 384a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cites
vol. II, fols. 110-12; Sakhawi., al—Qaw 7 vol. I, p. 2663 vol. V,

.149: vol. VI, p.l48. Ibn Iyds, Bada i s vol. I, p.268; idem,

UgGd, vol. 1I, fol. 114b, See also: Khazraji, gp.cit., fol. 438;
Jaziris op.cit.s p.565; Janabi, © .cmt., fol. 304a, Isaml, Op.Cit.s
vol. IVs Pe 250

2'l‘his valley, about 28 km. to the north-east of Mecca, is known by

various namess such as: Bajn Marr, Marr al-Zahran, and presently as

Waad Fﬁtima. It was and still is among the most fertile valleys

in the region of Mecca., For further details, see: Yisuf b. Ya‘qib b.

al=-Mujdwir, Ta’rikh al-Mustabgir, 2 vols. (Leiden 1951-2), vol. I,

pell; Muhaﬁﬁaaffr"*ﬁﬁﬂﬁIIEH-E"Battuta, Tuhfat al-Nugzair, 2Qvols.

(Calro, 1357/1938), vol. I, pp. 78~79; Abi Bakr b. al—Hnsayn/Marag”;

TahaTg al-Nusra (Cairo, 1374/1955), p.16l; Qalgaghandl, Subh, vol. IV,

pp. 259-60; "Ayni, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 30a; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-

Manhal, vol. I, pp. 369-70; Semhndi, Wafd’ Wafd', vol.TI, p.174; idem,

Khulacat, P.229; Tabari, op.cite, vol. I1. I, fol. 303 “Abd al-Quddus al-Angarl,

TEEEEE‘Kmkina fi’1-Hijaz WEETTEEEQ, a supplement to the nagazine Al~Manhal,Mecc,
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intercepting supplies of food and other commodities to Mecca by
threatening and attacking caravans, merchants, and travellers

alike, developed into a nuisance which Sharif “Ali could not tolerate.
He launched an offensive against ‘An@n and forced him to flee from
the vicinity of Mecca.

Barly in 790/1388 ‘AnZn tried to occupy Mecca by a surprise
attack but failed and retreated to the valley of Marr and from there
marched with his supporters and took control of J€dda by a sudden
attack, Having established himself firmly there, he sent the Sultan
apologies for his discbedience attributing it to fear and not to dis=-
loyalty. The version of Ibn al-Furat implies that ‘AnZn's purpose
was to secure a Sultani edict declaring J€dda a separate entity
and confirming him in contwl of the city. However, other sources
indicate that ‘AnZn's approach was mainly intended to secure both
the favour of the Sultan and the co-emirate. Sharif *Ali, aware of
‘Arian's move, sent his brother Hasan to Cairo to nip any attempt by
‘AnEn to ingratiate himself with the Sultan in the bud. The decision
of the Sultan, however, was that both ‘AnZn and ‘Ali were to share
the emirate of Mecca. An edict to this effect reached Mecca in Rabif
II or Jum@dd I 790/April or May 1388, but ‘AnEn was unable to pavti-
cipate in the affairs of the emirate. By then he had become too un-

popular and even many of his own supporters had deserted him, thus

weakening ‘AnZn's military strength considerably, especially as he
could not rely on the loyalty of his remaining supporters, who
patently lacked zeal. Moreover, ‘AnEn was deprived of his share in
the revenue and was unable to rectify the situation.

‘Anfn's journey to Cairo, in Shawwdl 790/October 1388, seems

to have been motivated by the wish to air his grievances and to gain

Rajab 1379/January 1960 (JRdda, 1379/1959-~60), pp. 4=5.
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the Sultan's sympathy. But the reception he met with was cool, nor
was any help forthcoming. To make matters worse, Sultan Barqglq was
deposed and imprisoned in the citadel of al~Karak in Jumddd II or
Rajab 791/June or July 1389. The new Sultan, al-Manslr (or al-§alih)
Jajji showed himself favourably disposed to Sharif ‘411 and ‘AnZn
vas imprisoned in the Citadel of Cairo with a number of Mamluks and

supporters of the deposed Barq'ﬁq.l

‘Anan ap_’goihted co-Amir of Mecca

For Sharif ‘AnZn the contact with the Mamlikks of Barqliq resulted
in a superficial and marginal}involvement in Fgyptian politics on Bar--
qlq's side and he gained the goodwill of his fellow captives., Barqug's
escape from al-Karsk in Ramad@n 791/September 1389 marks a dramatic
change in the fortunes of Barqlq as well as of ‘AnZn. When Barqlg's
Maml’_ﬁks, by a happy coincidence, made an equally successful bid for
freedom and seized the Cairo Citadel in the name of their master,
‘AnZn was among those who brought Barqlig the good news. After the
latter's victorious entry to Cairo in Safar 792/February 1390 he
rewarded ‘AnZn with the coveted co-emirate of Mecca,to which he
returned. He was accompanied by an Egyptian Amir on whom it was in-

cumbent to bring about a reconciliation between the two co-Amirs

lIbn al-Furat, op.cit., vol. IX, part I, pp. 21-22, 25, 27, 35,
93-94 and 132; Qalqashandn., gubh, vol, IILI, p.438; Fa.SJ.,Shli"
vol., II, p,207; idem, al-" igdy vol. I, part I, fol, 190b, par part 1T,
fol. 399b, vol. II, part III, fols. 192a=b and 253b-54a; Maquzl,
Sultk, vol. IIL, fol, 110b, 111b and 113b; Ibn Ha;jar, Inba’, vol, I,
fols. 9la~b, 96a, 103b, 137b and 204b; TIbn Teghri Birdi, al—Manhal,
vol., II, fol. 120a~b, 167b-68a and 324&, Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.
vol. II, fols. 112-13; Sakhdwi, al-Dhayl, fols. 56a~b, Sakbavi, _
al-Daw’, vol, III, pp. 11 and 103; vol. IV, p.148. See alsg: Jaziri,
Op. Cit.s P.585; Jandbi, op.cit., fols. 30ka, 30hb; Isama., op.cite,
IV, pp. 250-51; S:.n;]arn., op.citsy vol., I, fol. 331; Tabarl, op.cit.,
vol., I, fol. 62, Daplan, op.cit.s p.35.
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By the middle of 792/1390 a peculiar arrangement was arrived
at., From the details given in the sources, and particularly by
Fasi followed by al-Najm Ibn Fahd, it is evident that both co-
Amirs lacked any willingness to co-~operate with each other. The
most importent points of this arrangement were as follows: Both
Sharifs were to share,in equal parts, thefrevenue, and both had to
renounce the privilege of a permanent residence in the city, which
was to remain under the joint control of their deputies. Moreowvers
by mutual consent, each co-Amir was assigned his own group of sup-
porters: ‘AnSn was henceforth to rely on the exdusive support of
QuwwEd, and ‘Ali on that of AshrBf.

This strange agreement remained in force for a brief period
only. Early in 793/1390-91 their mutual resentment and disputes flared
up again, a state of affairs which led to an abortive attempt to
assassinate ‘An@n in Safar 794/January 1392, After ‘AnZn's escape,
his deputy and some of his officials were expelled from the city
and his name was omitted from the prayer on the roof of Zamzam.l
The Eggtib, however, refused to comply with an order to this effect.

.
This was only the prelude to a spate of humiliations to which ‘AnZn

was subjected and which culminated in his final downfall.2

Zamzam - a hlstorlcal and sacred well within the Meccan sanctuary,
near the Ka'ba. The Muslims revered its water and drank it as
health-giving and to seek the blessing.SeeiB, Carra de Vaux,

E.I.1l, art. "Zamzam", pp. 1212-13, These prayers were said daily in
the evening for the Amir or Amirs of Mecca and the inclusion or ex—
clusion of a name had its political implication, However, this
practice was not as significant as the mentioning of the name in the
Friday Khupba (i.e. sermon).
°Ton al-Fuxt, op.cit. svol. IX, part I, pp. 157, 192-93, 199, 205
and 208; Fasi, Shifa , vol. II, p.207; idem, al-‘Iagd, vol. II,
part III, fols. 19%a and 25ka~b; Ibn Hajar, Inba s, vol. I, fols.
103b=lta, 108b-9a; 137b and 204b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol.
II, fol. 120b, 168a and 32ha; Al—NaJm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,
fols, 113-16; Sakhaw1. al-Paw’, vol, III, pp. 10-12, vol. VI, p.148;
Ton  Iyas, Bag@’i% vol. I, pp. 26875, 277-82 and 284-89. See also:

Jaziri, op.cit.s p.585; Janabi, opscit.s fol. 30kb; Sinjari, op.cit.,
vol. I, fol. 331; Dajl®n, op.cit., p.36.
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‘Alj appointed sole Amir of Mecca

The situation in Mecca having become chaotic in the early part
of 794/1392, the Sultan swimoned both co-Amirs to Cairo. Sharif ‘An3n,
anxious to remain in the Sultan's favour, responded immediately to
the call and departed rather hurriedly in Jumada II of the same year
(May 1392). ‘Ali's strategy seems to have been shrewder: he went
first to Medina and held there a special ceremony of reading the Qur’Zn
followed by special prayers foxr the Sultan, and with a gggggg} began
his journey. On his arrival in Cairo in Shaban 794/July 1392, he
presented the Mabdar and several valuable gifts to the Sultan. Sharif
‘Ali made the better impression on the Sultan and was appointed sole
Amir of Mecca. ‘Andn was deposed and detained in Cairo.2

By a strange irony of fate, it was ‘Alits vexry success that cost
him his life. One of his prominent supporters, Jar Akah b. Hamza, who
had misinterpreted the Sultan's summons to the co-Amirs as a sign of
the impending deposition of both, tried to secure the emirate for him-
self and went to Cairo with this aim in view. He returned not only
disappointed in his ambitions, but also as a bitter foe of Sharif ‘Ali,
and found willing assistance among the ranks of the supporters of the
deposed ‘An¥n. Therefore Sharif *Ali, on his return, was forced to

take up arms against these opponents. ‘Ali's sudden split with his

1A report detailing certain events, signed by a number of religious
and notable persons to vouch for its authenticity.
2Ibn al-Furdt, op.cit., vol. IX, part II, pp. 303-4, 306, 308 and 310;
Qalgashandl, gubh » vol. IV,p.275; didem, Ma'Zthir, vol. II, p.196;
F5el, Shifd’, vol. II, pp. 207-8; idem, al- Iqd, vol. I, part I
fol. 190b, vol. II, part IIL, fol. 193a-b and 254b—55a, Maqrizi,
Sulllk, vol. IIL, fols. 155a=-56a; Ibn_Hajar, Inba’, vol. I, fols.
120a, 137b and 204b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fols. 120b,
168a and 324a, Al—NaJm Ibn Fahd, gp.cit., vol, II, fols. 116-17;
Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. VI, p.148 see also: Jaziri, op.cites p.585;
Jéﬂabli 0paCit., fol. 304b; ‘Ig@mi, op.cit., vola IV, p.252;
Sinjari, ops.cit., vol. I, fol. 3%2; Dahlan, op.cit.. p.36.
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brother Hasanl and the resulting division among his own ranks

wegkened his military strength considerably. As so often, the reason
for this sudden deterioration in the relations between Hasan and

*Ali camnot be ascertained. Possibly it began as a financial dispute
which soon developed into an armed conflict., In or around Jumdda IT
797/April 1395 Hasan tried to take Mecca but failed and fledfo Cairo
where he was imprisoned. Meanwhile, the hostility of the groups
antagonistic to Sharif ‘Ali continued, and the latter was assassinated

on 7th Shawal 797/28th July 1395.°

Sharif Hasan appointed Amir of Mecca

The fear of the Meccans, following the assassination of Sharif
*A17, that anarchy and looting would ensug fortunately did not materialw~
izes as Sharif Mupammad, a blind brother of ‘Ali, managed with the help
of the deceased's men and slaves, to maintain law and order and notified
the Sullan of what had happened. In DhM’l Qa‘da 797/September 1395,
the Sultan released Yasan and appointed him Amir of Mecca.

The latter reached Mecca in Rabi’ IT 798/February 1396. His
immediate task, in accord with the tribal practice, was to retaliate
against the assassins of his brotfer, and he succeeded. Unable to
meet [asan in an open battle, his opponents did their best to disrupt
law and order. This led the merchants to aoid coming t& J€dda and

Mecca and thus camsed great financial losses for the Sharif and the

1Qaqug§and§ alone describes him as a nephew of ‘Ali, fubk, vol.
IV, p.275.

2 Ibn al-Furat, op.cit., vol. IX, part II, pp. 332~33,413-14 and
420; Qalqashandl, Suph, vol. IV, p.275; Fasi, Shifd’, vol. II, p.
208; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 57a-bs part II, fol. 367b,
vol. II, part III, fols.193b~95a, Maquzl, Bulik, vol, III, fols.
157b and 171b; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ Inba , vol. I, fols. 120D, 135b, 137b and
204b; Tbn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. 120b; idem, al-
Nujfim, vol. XII, pp. 1442455 Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II,
fols, 117-20; Sgkhawi, al-Dhayl, fol. 6lb; Ibn Iyas, Bad®’i§ vol. I,
P30k See also: ¢ Jaziril; OPsCit.s De 585, Janabi, op.cit., fol. 30kb;
Ibn al- Imad, op.cit., vol. VI, p.350; Isam1, op.Cites vol., IV, p.252;
Sinjdri, op.cites vol. I, fol. 331~32; Dall®n, oOp.cites Pe36.
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merchants in the area. Thanks to the efforts of the energetic Hasan
law and order, and with it .. stability amd prosperity, returned to
the region in 799/1396-97.%

Sharif Hasan was able, by persuasion or force, to unite various
groups under his commend. His relations with the Sultan, Barqiq,
(d. 15th Shawwal 801/20th June 1399) and then his son, Faraj (d.
815/1412) were, on the whole, good and this must have enhanced Hasan's
influence and power in the region. In 804/1401, Hasan's relations
with al-Mupalli, a prominent afficial of Sultan Faraj, deteriorated
for reasons discussed later.a Al-Mupalli secured the release of
Sharif “AnZn and made him hopeful of retrieving the emirate of Mecca
at the expense of fasan. The latter took the threat seriously amd
it caused him great anxiety. He did not receive the Egyptian Amir
al-Hajj except with observable reluctance. However, the death of ‘AnZn
in Jumada II 805/December 1402 and then of al-Mupalli himself in the

following year relieved Jasan from a great politico~economic pressure.j

Yasan appointed N&’ib al-Sultan

Between 809/1406 and 811/1408 Sharif Hasan appointed two of his
sons, Barakat I and Apmad, his co-Amirs, and the appointment was

officially confirmed. In 811/1408 the Sultan granted Hasan the status

1Tbn al-Furat, op.cit.s vol. IX, part II, pp. 414, 434 and 442-43;

Fasi, Shif&’, vol. II, p.208; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol._ _
189b, part II, fols. 399b-402a, vol. I, part III, fol. 195a; Maqrizi,
Sullk, vol. IIT, fols.l71b, 172a and 174a; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal,
vol. IIL, fols. 120b and 323a; Al~Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. LI,

fols. 120-2k; Sakhawi, gl=Daw®, vol. III, pp. 103-k, See also:
Jen#bi, op.cit., fol. 30%b;  lgomi, o .cit.s_vol, IV, pp. 252-53;
Sinjari, op.cit,, vol. I, fols. 333-34; Tabari, op,cit., vol. I,

fol. 63; Dajlan, op.cit.s pp. 36-37.

2See infra,Pp. 15q—bo .

JFasi, al=‘Iad, vol. I, part II, fols. 4O3b-hka, vol. II, part ITI, fol.
255a; Magrizi, Sullik, vol. III, fols. 233b and 241b; Ibn Hajar, Inba’,
vol., I, fol., 204b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. 168a;
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of NE’ib sl-Sulian (deputy of the Sultan) in the HijBz.® This vas

undoubtedly the most remarkable achievement of Hasan and was a step
of great significance for the region. But in 812/1409, the attitude
of the Sultan became markedly cooler and he instructed the Egyptian

Amir al~Hajj to replace Hasan by another Sharif, ‘Al b. Mubdrak.

What caused this sudden change in the Sultan's attitude is not
clear. From the version of certain sources, such as Fasi, followed
by al~Najm Ibn Fahd and others, it appears that this change was due,
at least partly, to the efforts of Jabir al—Haréggiga an offijcial of

Jlasan whose relations were at the time unfriendly, and to some finan

cial dispute. Be it as it may, this much is certain, that after the
departure of the Egyptian caravan some courtiers amicably disposed
towards Jasan interceded with the Sultan on his behalf, assuring him
that Hasan would pay a considerably sum to the treasury after he was
re--instated.3 Sultan agreed and sent his servant Firfiz al-SHgi with
a decree confirming Hasan in the same position and the BEgyptian Amir
al=Jajj was instructed to disregard the previous order.

It was during the emirate and Niyabat al-Sultana of Sharif Hasan
that the rule of Sultan al-Nigir Faraj ended in or around Jafar 815/
June 1412 and a period of intense inter-faction rivalry began in

Egypt and Syria, and the Caliph al-Musta‘in, on the suggestion of Amir

Al=Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II. fols. 129 and 131-33; Sakhaw1,
al~Dhayl, fol, 7Cb; ddem, al—Qaw y vol. I, pp. 112~13 and 197.
See also: Janabl, op.cit.s fol. 305b; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I,
fol. 332; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, folX 62.

‘See infra, pp. i3 7,

®see infra, Pazy 5.

3See infra, P-22.17,

L‘Fam, Shifa’, vol. II, pp. 2089 and 252-54; idem, al=-‘Igd, vol. I,
part I, TolS. 57b, 63b-6la, part II, fols.408aub and 605b~6ajvol.

II, part III, fols. 195a and 197b-98a; Al-NaJm Ibn Fahd, op.cmt.,

vol. II, fols. 142-43; Sakhaw1, al—Dhgxl fol. 80a; idem, al-Paw’,
vol. III, pp.l3 and 51, vol. V, p.277. See also! Jaziriy Op.Cit.,
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Shaykh al-Mabmidi, was declared Sulten. The Abbasid caliphs of Bgypt
were "little more than minor court pemnsioners with purely ceremonial
duties to perform on the accession of a new Sultan."% with the
only exception of Caliph al-Musta‘in who "became a stop-gap ruler
for six months in the course of a feud between rival claimants to
the Sultanate."2

Al-Musta‘in's accession to the Sultanate had pleased the pious
circles who regarded this episode a revival of the bygone glory of
the Caliphate. But those aware of the real situation knew from the
start that it had no real significance. Even the Caliph himself had
no illusions that the Sultanate was assigned to him for life-long
tenure. He had only accepted it on condition that he would remain
Caliph even when removed from the Sultanate. In Jumadd II 815/
October 1412, al-Musta‘ 1n confirmed Sharif Hasan and his sons and sent

an investiture of rule

them / and the robe of honour. This was the first and the
last time in the Eggji period that an Abbasid caliph did so as sovereign.
Al-Musta‘in's name vas subsequently mentioned in the Khujba, and
prayers were said for him in the sanctuary of Mecca. In Sha‘ban 815/
December 1412, Amir Shaykh became himself Sultan, taking the regal .
“name al-Mu’ayyad (d. Muparram 82L4/January 1421) but retained al-
Musta‘in as Caliph. This sudden change in al-Musta‘in's status con-
fused. the Meccan Khatibs and some continued to mention his name,

while others omitted it occasionally. It was finally excluded in

p-319; Janbi, gp.cit., fols. 305a~b; ‘Iglmi, op.cit., vol. IV,
Pp. 253=~55; Sinjdri, o p.clt., vol. I, fols. 339-41; Tabari, op.cit,,
vol. I, fol. 75; Dahlan, op.cit., pp. 37-38.

B.Lewis, E.I. s art. "Abbasids', p.21.

2Ib:.d See also: B.Lewis, "Egypt and Syria" 1n The Cambridge History
of islem, vol. I, p.221; W.,Wansbrough, E. I y art. “"Faradj".
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Rabi® IT 817/July 114,

Though not as a result of the above stated change of ruler in
Egypt, it was shortly after that Sharif Jasan was facing internal
dissension. In Jumada I or II 816/August or September 1413, the
hitherto tolerable relationship between [asan and his nephew,
Rumaytha, changed, possibly in the wake of some financial dispute,
to open hostility. In the absence of Jasan, Rumaytha occupied Mecca
for a short period, but fled on the approach of the former, and was
allowed to escape unmolested.2 This leniency was ié@rpreted by
Rumaytha and his supporters as a sign of [asan's weakness, and they
ventured outside the precincts of Mecca irespassing on the neighbour
ing terxitory. When Hasan launched an offensive they suffered defeat
and fled in the direction of the Yemen.

Having renounced hope of occupying Mecca, they took control of
Jedda by a surprise attack in Ramag@n 816/December 1413 and proceeded
to loot it. Incensed by what had happened and fearing the loss of
revenue, Sharif Hasan made preparations for an attack but desisted
from it in view of the reluctance of his supporters. Instead, he
solicited the help of Mugbil, the Amir of Yambu®. Meanwhile, after
a prolonged negotiation, Rumaytha agreed to a truce until the end of

the pilgrimage season . and left JEdda but remained in its neighbourhood.3

lQalqagggndi, ub s vol. III, pp. 267, 279-80, 439 and 4k42; Fasi, Shlf"
vol. II, pp. -55; idem, al- Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 64&, par
fol. 40O7b; MaquZlg Sulik, vol. II’5iOlS. 251 and 253%; Al-Najm Ibn
Fahd, op.cit., vol. IL, fols. 152, 154 and 160' Sakhawi, al-Dhayl,
fols. 63b-bha, 79a and 80a-b Ibn Iyas, Badd’i’ vol. I, PP. 355-59,
vol. II, pp. 2-3, iden, ‘Uqgld, vol II, fol. 183. See _also: Mupammad b.
Ahmad al-Nahrawdli, al-I‘lam bi A‘13m Bayt Allah al-Haram, ex, published
vy F. thtenfeld in: Die Chroniken der Stadt Mekka (Leipzig, 1857), p.20L;

Tbn al-‘Imdd, op.cit., vol. VII, p.108

Fa51, Shifd’, vol. I,p.11; idem, al~'Iod, vol. I, part I, fol. 10a;
Tbn Jajar, Inba’y vol. II, fol. 1lb; Aynl, op.cit,» vol. IV, fol.
592b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, 9p.cit., vol. II, fol. 154; SakhaWi, al-Qaw )
vol, VIIT, p.100. See also: Janabi , op.cit., fol. 305b.

PFaei, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part IT, fol. 409a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cits.
vol. I, fol. 155.
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Sharif Mugbil reached Mecca with his forces during the pilgrimage.
Soon after the expiry of the truce, [asan and Mughil marched
jointly against Rumaytha, who fled towards Halyl with his supporters
and was not pursued.

Shortly after, Rumaytha went to the Yemen and paid a visit to
its Sultan who received him cordially and gave him financial aid. The
relations of Sharif Jasan with the Yemenite Sultan, at the time, ﬁégé
far from being @rienﬂly.B This may have been the reason for the
favour shown by the Yemenite Sultan towards Rumaytha. The former maqér
may not have encouraged Rumaytha to renew hostilities against [lasan
but it may be too much of a coincidence that Rumaytha marched against
Jasan shortly after his return from the Yemen. In Ramagan 817/December
1414, Rumaytha with his supporters reached a valley near Mecca. Hasan
went out to meet him with a strong force. However, on the inter-
vention of some men of goodwill a truce was agreed upon by the two

rivals which was intended tgﬁast until 10th Muparram 818/23rd March

1415.4

The hostilities between Jasan and Rumaytha and the resulting
lack of law and order appear to have affected the commercial activities
of the area, especially as the Yemenite Sultan seems to have imposed

an embargo.5 Moreover, Sharif Jasan was compelled to pay a considerable

"4 coastal town and port about 385 km to the south of Jgdda also_
known as faly b. Ya qiib. _For further details, see, Qalgashandi,
ubl, vol. V, p.13; Maqr1z1, Sulik, vol. II, fol. 331; Ibn Jajar,
Inba 1+ vol. I, fol. 24lb; ‘Aymi, Op.cit.s vol, I, _fol. 3la; Ibn
Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. l2ka; Ansarl, op.cit.s p.l2.

aF:Es?i:, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. Lo9a~b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.y vol, II, fols. 155 and 157-58.

See infra, pp.)4é —4s.

uFési, alw‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol, 4O9b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit., vol. II, fols. 155 and 158.

5See infra, p. 148,
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1
amount of money to secure-the favour of Sultan FParaj and thus

Jasan's financial position was rather weak. Consequently, in
I_J_hifl Qa‘da 817/February 1415, he was unable = in spite of re-

iterated demands, to pay the Bgyptian Amir al-Hajj the price of

grain sent by the Egyptian Sultan for sale. Though Jasan made a
vague promise of payment in the near future it did not satisfy

the Egyptian Amir, who did not hide his displeasure.2 The latter,
probably anticipating some hostility on the part of Sharif Hasan,
had, on his arrival, forbidden the carrying of arms within the pre-
cinets of Mecca. Unaware of that order, a certain QF’id was found
to be armed and was arrested. This led to an armed clash between the
Egyptieans and various groups of Quwwad. Sharif [lasan took care to
remain uninvoled and managed to pacify his supporters by obtaining
the release of the captive. IHowever, the Amirs of both Egyptian
caravans departed with a grudgeagainst Jasan. The failure of the
latter to pay the price of grain and to protect the Egyptians from
the attack of the Quwwad gave these Amirs valid reasons to make their
report to Sultan al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh unfavourable to Hasan. The Amirs
even seem to have gone so far as to recommend Hasan's replacement

oy Rumayﬁﬁa.B

lsee Su ra,p.ég and infra,p.2.27.

aFas:t., al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 410a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit..
vol. II, fol. 158. See also: Jaziri, Op.cit., p.320.

PFasi, Shifa®, vol. II, pp. 255-57; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part 1,
fols. Tl0a~b; Magrizi, Sulikk, vol. IT, fol. 2%3, Ibn Hajar, Inba 1
vol. II, fol. 7a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 158~60.
See also: Jaziri, op.cit.s p.320; ‘Igami, vol. IV, pp. 255-56; Sinjdri,
op.cit.s vol. I, fols. %2»-43, Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 78-79;

Dahl&n, op.cit., pp. 38=39.
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Hagsan faces various problems
€

By the end of 817/1415, the period of relative stability which
Jasan had enjoyed ended, and he was to face new internal crises and
external pressures. In Rabi’ I 818/June 1415, a decree reached Mecca
by which Jasan was deposed by Rumaytha, but he remained in control
until the pilgrimage meason. Though Rumaytha was declared not only

the Amir of Mecca but Na’ib al-Sultan as welll but his authority

was hardly acknowledged beyond the immediate neighbourhood of Mecca.
This was mainly due to the continuous hostility on the part of the
pro-fasan group. As a result, Rumaytha's authority was practically
non-existent outside Mecca and he even found it difficult to hold
his own in Mecca.2

In a successful attempt to retrieve lost ground, Sharif Hasan
sent his son Barakd@t I to Cairo with gifts for the Sultan in Rajab
819/September 1416, Hasan's re-appointment in Shawwdl 819/December
1416 met with a determined opposition from Rumaytha. On 24th Shawwal
of the same year, Sharif Hasan supported by the Amir of Yanbu®,
Sharif Mughil, launched an offensive, defeated Rumaytha, and took
control of the city. He, however, granted Rumaytha and his men five

3

days of grace to depart safely. The magnanimity shown by Hasan to

lSee infra, p. 7.

°Fasi, Shifd’, vol. II, p.209; didem, al-‘Iaqd, vol. I, part I, fol.
570, p??F"II, fols. 410b~lla, vol. II, part III, fols. 195a-b;

Magrizi, Sullk, vol. II, fol. 272; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fols.
10a and 1hb; Al—Nagm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 162-64;

Sakhawi , 21D’ s vol. III, pp. 13 and 10k, See also: Jaziri, 0p.Citaes
p.ng, Janabi, op.cit., fol. 305b; Isaml, op.cites vol. IV, pp. 254
and 256~57; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 3&4 Tabari s op,cit,

vol. I, fol. 80; Dahlan, op.cit.s p.39.

3F§§i, Shifa’, vol. I, p.ll, vol. II, pp. 209-10; idem, al- Igd,

vol. I, part I, fols. 57b-58a, part II, fols. 4Ta~12a and 415a-16a,
vol, II, part III, fol. 195b; Magrizi, Sulflk, vol. IIL, fols. 277-78;
Ivn Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fols. 19b=20b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fols. 164 65; Sakhdwi, al-Paw’, vol. III, pp. 13 and 10k,

See also: Jaziri, op.cit., p- 585, Jangbi, op.cit., fol.305b; ‘Al al-
Tabari, op.cit.s fol, 70; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. LV, pp. 254 and 257-
58; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fols, ZG4-U5; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I,
fol. 80‘ Dahlan, Q.Clt.s P. 38
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Rumaytha on this and previous occasions induced the latter to come to
Mecca in Safar 820/March 1417 to declare his loyalty to HPasan. He was
received with unusual cordiality and respect. According to Fasi
(al-‘Igd), Rumaytha's name was mentioned in the Khupba. Coins

bearing his namewere minted in Mecca to commemorate this reconciliation.
It was not unwelcome to many on both sides, but was resented by most

of Rumaytha's supporters who, in Jumdda I or II 820/July or August

1417, set up a rival emirate choosing Sharifs Melib b. *Ali and Thugba
b. Aphmad as their Amirs, and a few weeks later occupied Jﬁdd;.

Sharif Jasan reacted quickly and decisively, sending a force led
by Rumaytha who, after minor skirmishes, was able to oust the rebels
and regain the control of J€dda in Rajab 820/September 1#17.2 In
Ramagén 820/November 1417, Hasan's opponents retaliated by attacking
Mecca in Sharif HJasan's absence., His deputy did his best to defend
the city but was defeated and killed. The victors, however, made no
attempt to occupy Mecca and pitched camp in a neighbouring valley.3
Surprisingly enough, Sharif Jasan reacted to such provocation by
concluding a truce with his opponents which was to last until 10th

Muparram 821/18th February 1418.1'L Probably Jasan did so partly from

his weakness and partly to secure the safety of merchants and pilgrims.

1P8si, Shif®’, vol. II, p.210; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part IL,

fol. 4T2a-12b, vol.II, part III, fol. 195b,part IV, fols. 33lb-
32a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 167-8. See also:
‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV,pp. 258~59; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fols.
345-46; DaplBn, op.cit.s p.39.

CFAEL, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 412b-l3a, vol. IIL, part -IV,
fol. 332a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, gp.cit.s vol. II, fol. 168. See also:
‘IgBmi, op.cit., IV, p.259; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 3L46;
Da.bl'é'n, OpPeCites 9.59.

S¥asi, als‘Iqd, vol. I, part II, fol. 413a, vol. II, part IV, fol.
33a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 168-69; Sakhawi,
al-Dav’, vol, X, p.166. See also: ‘Igdmi, op.cit., vol. IV, p.259;
Sinjéri, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 346; Dallan, op.cit., p.39.

4F§§§, al-'Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 413a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 169.
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Pogsibly this mild attitude of Hasan was due to his preoccupation
with other problems and particularly his rather uneasy relations
with Sultan al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh. This appears to have been due to
some financial dispute including the failure of Hasan to pay the
price of grain referred to carlier.” In Rabif T, 821/April 1418,
the Sultan sent a rather harshly worded epistle to Sharif Hasan
giving vent to his anger about the latter's failure to pay his debt
to him, and warned Hasan of the conseguences if he failed to effect
immediate payment. He®an's wish to abdicate in favour of his son,
Barakat I, was not approved by the Sultan.2 But this mere desire
antagonized another of [asan's sons, Apmad, who regarded himself
as being neglected and went to Yenhu® in anger? This encouraged
various groups of Ashraf and Quwwad, previously at daggers drawn
with Hasan, to challenge his authority and induce Rumaytha to join
them, and occupied J€dda early in 824/1421.%
Sharif [asan, content for a while with the r8le of a passive
spectator, let the events take their course at first. Meanwvhile
Sultan al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh died and was succeeded by his son al-
Muzaffar Ahmad. The new Sultan confirmed Sharif [asan and granted
his earlier request by appointing Barakdt I co-Amir of Mecca, More-
over, Sultan Ahmad gratified Sharif Jlasan further by avoiding any
5

reference to the amount due from him, But the appointment of Barakatl

1
See supras Pp. bb -4

2G. Rentz states that Sharif Jasan abdicated in favour of his son

Barakat I in 821/1418, E.I.Z2, art. "Barakat", p.1032. But judging
from the information given in the sources used in this work this
abdication did not take place.

2FEsT, al-‘Tgd, vol. I, part II, fols. 41%b-lka, 415a and 416a; Al
Najm Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 170, 172~3 and 177

Sekhawi, al-Paw’, vol. III, p.13. See also: ‘Igami, op.cit., vol.
IV, p.259; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 346; Dahlan, op.cit., p.k0.

AFQEE, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 418a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op,cit.s
Vol. TI, fol. 179.

OFEsi Shif&’, vol. II, pp. 210-11 and 258; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I,

- r——
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was resented by his brother Ibr&him who had been trying to secure
this position for himself and he left Mecca in rebellious mood,

He later returned to Mecca with a strong body of supporters and de-
manded the inclusion of his name in the offering of prayers. To
avoid further dissension in the family Sharif [lasan acceded to his
request, but the practice was soon discontinued.l

For lack of a sufficiently strong military contingent, Hasan
was at first compelled to remain inactive and made no attack on
Rumaytha and his supporters who had occupied J&€dda earlier., Early in
825/1422. , by intrigue rather than by force of arms, he lured many
of Rumaytha's supporters into his camp and secured the aid of the
Amiy of Yanhu®, Sharif Mughil, in re-occupying J&€dda, but succeeded
in regaining it himself without Mugkil's help. Rumaytha himself had
no choice but to deprecate his disloyalty and set out, together with
Jasan and Mughil, against the dissident groups, only to slip away
during the march,

Rumaytha's flight caused general surprise and gave rise to
rumours which even threw suspicion on Mugbil as the instigator of
this move, thus presumably sowing the seeds of discord between Hasan
and Mughil., It is no wonder that Sharif [lasan called off the ex-
pedition and returned to Mecca in Jumada I 825/May 1422, Mughil

returned to Yanbu' with some resentment towards Sharif Hasan.2

part II, fols. 417a-b; Al~Nejm Ibn Fahd, o op.cit., vol. II, fol. 179;
Sakhaw1, al—Qaw’, vol.III, p.13. See also: Jandbi, op.cit., fol.

305b; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 258-59; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I,
fols. 346-47; Tabari, op.cit., vol, I, fol. 81; DahlBn, op.cit., p.4O.

F"51, al-‘Igd, vol, I, part II, fols. 417b and 4180b-19a; Al-Najm
Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 180 and 184; Sakhiwi, 2l=Pav’,
vol. III, p.10%. See also: Janabi, op.cit., fol. 305b; ‘Tgami,
op.cit., vol. IV, p.259; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 347; Dall®n,
op.cit.s p.ho.

F"é;, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 4¥18a; Ibn Hajar, Inba » ¥ol.1I,
fol. 62a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op,cit., vol. IIL, fol. 181.
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Whatever the truth of the matter, Rumaytha was naturally
encouraged and by a swift move re-occupied J€dda, but was
ousted shortly after and fled to Yanbu®. There he was well re-
ceived and joined Sharif Mughil against the latter's nephews who
were at war with their uncle. The already cool relations between
Jasan and Mughil seem to have further deteriorated and Sharif {asan's
support went to Muqbil®’s nephews., He even prepared to march in
person against Mughil and Rumaytha, but in order to forestall this
danger, Mugbil hurried to Mecca. He succeeded in convincing }asan
that he had been innocent of treachery, but had to expel Rumaytha
from Yanbu' for his relations with Hasan to be normalized. Rumey-
tha went to Medina and asked its Amir, Sharif “AjlZEn b. Nu‘ayr,
to mediate between him and Jasan. His intervention having been
successful, Rumaytha returned to Mecca in Rabi’ I 826/March 1423,

He was well received and allowed to stay there honourably.l

Hasan deposed by ‘A11 b, ‘AnZn

Ironically encughs no sooner had Hassan consolidated his position
than things began to move agairst him from a new and unexpected quarter.
His relations with some of his relatives having become adverse, the
latter went to Cairo early in 826/1423, possibly to promote their
appointment to the emirate of Mecca. Hasan felt rather uneasy at
their departure but his anxiety was somewhat reduceqbn receiving a
reassuring letter from Sultan Barstay (825/1422-841/1438). Never-
theless, Jasan avoided meeting the Egytian Amir al-Hajj in the pil-

grimage season of the same year and instructed his son Barskat I

LpssI, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 418a=b; Itn Hajars Inbd’,
vol., II, fol. 69b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 181-82
and 184; see also: Jamdbi, op.cit.s fols. 305-b-306a.
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to deputize for him at the official reception.™
How far Jasan's fear was justified is open to question. Only
‘Ayni states with any clarity that, owing to the objectionable
behaviour of Hasan's men, the Egyptian Amirs had intended to ‘
arrest him had he appeared at the reception. Be it as it mey, this
much is certain, that the Egyptian Amirs regarded ffasan's absence
as an affront and made no attempt to hide their animosity towards
Jasan at their departure.2 The most incensed was Amir Qarqgmag
who stayed in Yanbu® and asked the Sultan to send an expedition
against {asan, a request to which the Sultan acceded towards the
end of Muparram 827/December 1423. Sharif *Ali b. ‘An%n, sojourning
in Cairo at that time, was appointed Amir of Mecca in partnership
with Amir QarquBs. In Rabi®I 827/February 1424, Sharif ‘Ali reached
Yanbu® with a strong force, which had been placed under the command
of Amir Qarqmag. On the approach of the two co-Amirs Sharif Hasan
left Mecca smd the co-Amirs took control of the city in Jumsdd I/
827/April 142k as well as J@dda and other main céntwes shortly after.5
Sharif ‘Ali and Amir Qarqudy had met no opposition, but re-~

mained apprehensive of a counter-move by Jasan, but their fears

1153, a1-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 419a; Ibn Hajar, Inba , vol.
I, fol. 70a; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 1%
Sakhawi, al~Paw*, vol, III, p.lOk.

2Fasi, ale=‘Iod, vol. I, part I, fol. 65b, part II, fols. 419a-b;
‘Ayni, op.cit.s vol. IV, fols. 638a and 652a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 185. See also: Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I,
foi. 348; Tabari, op,cit., vol. I, fols., 81-82; Daplan, op.cit.,
p.40,

BFESE, Shifd’, vol. II, p.211l; didem, ale-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol.
58a and 65bs part II, fol. 419b-20a; Magrizi, Sulllk, vol. II,
fols, 328-31; ‘Ayni, op.cit., vol. IV, fols. 638a~b; Ibn Hajar,
InbE’, vol. II, fols. 70a, 76a-b and 80a; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-
Manhal, vol, I, fol. 284a, vol. II, fols. 1l2ka, 164a and 20la;
idem, al-Nujlim, vol. VII, fols. 49 and 170; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.
cityy vol. II, fols. 185 and 187-88; Sakhawi, gl-Paw’, vol. III,
pp._13 and 104, vol, V, p.272, vol. VI, pp. 219-20; see also: _
Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 585-86; Jandbi, op.cit., fol. 306a; ‘Igdmi,
opscit., vol., IV, pp. 259-60; Sinjari, op.cit.s vol. I, fols., 348-49;
Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 84; Dahlan, op.cit., p.ll.
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were unfounded. However, late in 827/142k, Sharif Rumaytha, once a
rival but then in close association with Hasan, visited Mecca.
Suspected of subversive activities, he was arrested and sent to
Cairo.l

In the pilgrimage season of the same year Sharif Hasan re-
ceived a spurious message to the effect that he had been re-appointed
and was expected in Mecca for the usual ceremony. Sharif [asan, thanks
to the timely warnings of his son Barakalt, managed to avoid the trap.
In Jumada I 828/April 1425 ‘Ali and Qargmag marched with a strong
force against Hasan and went as far as Jaly but failed to trace him

and returned to Mecca empty~handed.2

Jasan re-appointed and suceeceded by Barakat I

Though both ‘Ali and Qarquds were more then willing to attack
Hasan he,on his part, did not let himself be drawn into any armed
conflict with them. Instead, he made an appfoach to Sultan Barsbay
in ‘the matter of his re-appointment, which was given sympathetic
consideration in Cairo. This is supported by the fact that the Egypt-

ian Amir al-Mahmal, prior to his entry into the city in the pilgrim-

age season of 828/September or October 1426, sent a friendly letter
to Sharif Jasan inviting him to Mecca to give the ﬁgﬁgﬁl the usual
reception., The Amir had both assured JJasan of his personal safety

and made it clear that the reception ~ a duty as well as a privilege

TMaqrizi, Sulfls, vol. II, fol. 334; Al-Najm Itn Fahd, op.cit., vol.
11, fol, 188, See also: ‘Igdmi, op.cit., vol. IV, p.260.

2FEsi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 65a-b, patt II, fols. 420a-b
(the copyist points out that Fasi, due to some personal problems,
left a blank space on this folio of part II. Therefores; he (the
copyist) added the missing portion from Al-Najm Ibn Fahd's Ithaf);
Maqrizi, Sulllk, vol. II, fol. 3%6; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol.
II, fols. 188-89 and 191. See also: ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. LV, p.260.
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of the Amirs of Mecca ~ was a condition for his re-afipointment.
Sharif Jasan, recalling a similar message earlier and warned
of his experience then,l made sure that the message was genuine be-
fore écceding to the request. The fact that no opposition was
raised by either ‘Ali or Qargmag shows that the initiative of the

Egyptian Amir al-Mshmal had the prior approval of the Egyptian

Sultan.2

Such importance was attached to this positive response of
Sharif Hasan that a special envoy was immediately dispatchedto Cairo
to bring the news to the Sultan. The latter is said to have been so
pleased that he bestowed am unusually precious robe of honour on the
envoy.” Realizing that he had been deposed, Sharif ‘A1l (d. 833/
1429) left Mecca for Maghrib where he was well received by Sultan
Abll Faris and then for Cairo, where he spent the rest of his 11fe.h

Hasan's reappointment having been made conditional on a prior
visit to the Sultan, he reached Cairo early in Mubarram 829/November
1425, The Sultan, as a gesture of goodwill, had released Rumay§2g5
prior to the arrival of Hasan, who was cordially received. He was
confirmed but not without acquitting himself of the payment of a
substantial amount of money.6 In Jumdda IT 829/May 1426 Hasan died

just as he was getting out of Cairo on his return journey to Mecca,

1See supra, p.ﬁg,

e Fasi, Shifd*, vol. II, p.21l; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I,
fol. 58a, part Il, fol. 420a (see supra, p. 7y fn 2. ); Mazrizi,
Sulflk, vol. II, fol. 338; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I,
fol. 284%a, vol. II, fol. 124a; idem, al=Nujim, vol. VII, fol.

4o, Al-Naam Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. V2~93; SakhaWL, al~-
Qaw , vol., IIT, p.lO# see also: ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. . IV,

ppl.+ 260-61; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 349; Dalhl&n, op.cit.,
p.il.

3¢nyni, op.cit., vol. IV, fol. G4Sa.

AIbn Pajar, Inbd’, vol. II, fol. 15ka; Ibn Tagm,l Birdi, al-Manhal, vol.

II, fol. 124a, Sakhawi 5 al—Qaw s vol. V, pp. 272~73. See also: Janabi ,

op.Cit.s fol. 306b,
ZSee supras Pp. 74,
See infra, p. 2 28-
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and was buried in Cairo. His son Barskat I was summoned to Cairo
and was appointed on similar financial conditions as his father
in Ramadsn 829/August 1426.%
The financial obligations imposed upon and accepted by Barakat I
caused dissension between him and his brothers, which eventually

2

develmped into a serious challenge to Barakat I.” In 832/1428, he

was compelled to pay an agreed amount of money to his opponents in
order to conclude a truce.3
Between 832/1428-29 and 842/14%8~39 Sharif Barakat I enjoyed
a decade of relative stability and almost unchalleneged authority.
until the accession to the throne of Sultan Jagmaq (842/1438 -
857/1453), The past relations between Barakat I and Jagmaq appear
to have been somewhat unfriendly and the former viewed the accession
of the latter to the throne with c:oncern.l+ This developed into
anxiety when °‘Ali, a rival brother of Barakat I, went to Cairo.

Afraid of being supplanted by his brother, Barskat I disregarded a

summons to Cairo in 843/14%9, The Sultan considered this a sign of

1rasi, Shifs*, vol. II, p.1l; idem, al~‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol._
58a, part LIy folg. 420b-2la (see supras p. 74 fn.2 ); Maqrizi,
Sultk, vol. II, fols. 339 and 343-4lt; Tbn Hajar, Inba’, vol. II,
fols. 85b and 89a; ‘Ayni, op.cit., vol. IV, fols. 650b-5la and
652a; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol.I, fols. 18la and 28ka;
idem, gl-Nujtm, vol. VII, fol. 93 Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol.
II, fols. 193-96; Sakhawi, al-Daw’y vol. ITI, pp. 13 and 104-5;
see also: Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 322-24 and 586; Janabi, op.cit.,
fol. 306a; ‘Ig8mi, op.cit.s vol. IV, pp. 261, 265 and_267; Sinjari,
op.cit.,, vol, I, fol. 351, vol. II, fols. 1-2; Tabari, op.cit.,
vol, I, fols. 8% and 88-89; DahlBn, op.cit., pp. 41-42; G.Rentz,
E.1.2, art. "Barakat", p.1032,

“See infra, p.Z. 7o -
3Fis':i:,_alwigd,vql.l,part IT,f0l.415b;A1-Najm Ibn Fahd,op.cit.,vol.II,fol.175.

this was due, most likely, to the c¢lash which occurred in Mecca
between Jagmaq, then Amir al-Hajj, and a group of Quwwdd in 817/1415,
Though Barakat and his father Yasan, then Amir of Mecca, took no part
in theclash Jagmaq had departed with a grudge against them, see supra .

Pe 477 -
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disloyalty snd for a time entertained the idea of replacing him
by ‘Ali, but desisted from it after an attempt at mediation
by some of his courtiers.1

It seems that Barakat I was unduly apprehensive of the Sultan
who does not appear to have borne any serious grudge against him.
Not only the above stated change of the Sultan's mind about replacing
Barakat I indicates this, but also the fact that the Sultan relieved
Barakat in 843/1439 of the obligation to kiss the hoof of the camel
which had brought the Egyptian Mapmal, which the Sultan may have
regarded as a humiliating or degrading practice.2 Besides, he was
exempted, together with the Amirs of Medina and Yanbu®, from paying

the Bgyptian Amir al-fajj their customary dues.3 Moreover, had the

Sultan felt any personal grudge or resentment against Barakat I he
could have easily deposed and arrested him without calling him to
Cairo. What is more convincing is that Barakdt I, by his over-cautious
and suspicious atbtitude to the invitation of the Sultan did more
damage than the service to his own interest, as he was a subordinate
and it was his duty to obey the order of .his overlord. Barakat's
refusal to do so was bound to convince the Sultan that the former

was disloyal and as such unsuitable to be left in control of Mecca.

Barakat I deposed by ‘Ali

Barakat I regarded his second summons to Cairo in 844/iL40

with equal anxiety. Since caution forbade him to refuse it flatly, he

Al-NaJm Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols, 226 and_228; Sakhaw1,
al-Qaw 1 vol. III, pp. 13 and 73. See also: Janabl, op.cmt., fol.
306b; Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, p.267; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II,
fol. 4; DaplBn, op.cit., p.42.

“Maqrizi, Sulfk, vol. II, fol, 435; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol.
TI, fol. 229. See also: dJaziris Op.cit.s p.328; Sinjari, op.cit.,
vol. II, fol. 5; Dahl@n, op.cit., p.h2.

3See infra, p.z 2 5
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requested to be allowed to remain in Mecca for the maintenance of
law and order and offered to pay a substantial amount of money in
return.l Many inhabitants anﬁbfficials of Mecca supported Barakat's
request, possibly in response to his desire, and permission was
granted.2

Another invitation by the Sultan in Rabi’ I 845/August 14kl
met with a similar refusal and the Sultan was angered by the defiance
of Barakdt I. The latter was deposed by Sharif “Ali b. Hasan b. ‘Ajlan
in Jumida I 845/0ctober 1441, Barakat I decided to leave Mecca with-
out resistance in Rajab 845/December 1441 and ‘Ali arrived in Mecca

in the following month.3

‘Ali replaced by Abu’l Q8sim

Sharif ‘Ali had won the emirate easily but owing to accident
rather than personal merit. It soon became evident that he lacked
ability, appreciation of his official responsibilities amnd, above
all, the power and will to maintain law and order in the area. Con-
sequently, complaints against him and his men began piling up in
Cairo. Although the exact nature of these complaints is unknown they

seem to have convinced the Sultan, as ‘Ali was deposed, arrested

l&ehﬁmqpﬁzzgﬂgq.

aMaqrizi, Sullik, vol. II, fol. 441; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol.

1L, fol. 233,

3¢ *. Ttn Yajar, Inka’, vol. II, fols. 172b and 173b~7ha; ‘Ayni,

op.cit., vol. IV, fol. 686b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhel, vol. I,

fol 18la; idem, al~Nujlm, vol. VII, fol. 125; idem, Hawadith,

vol. I, fol. 5; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, gp.cit., vol. II, folS. 235 and

237-39; Sakhawi, al-Tibr, pp. 14=15, 19-20 and 40-~41; idem, vol. III,

pp. 13, 73 and 256, vol. V, p.2ll. See also: Muhammad b - Jar Allah

Ibn Zuhayra, al-Jam‘i al-Latif (Cairo, 1340/1921), p.321l; Jandbi,_
op.cit.s fol. 306b; Lgaml, OpP.Cit.s vol. IV, pp. 266-67; Sinjdri,

op.cit., vol. II, fol. 5; Tabarl, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 1O4%;

Dahlan, op.cit.s p.b2.
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and sent to Cairo in Shawwdl or Dht¥'l Qa‘da 846/March or April 1443,
His brother Abu®l G8sim, at that time in Cairo, was proclaimed
Amir of Mecca in his stead. Abu’l Q8sim's son Zahiyr took control
of Mecca on behalf of his father.l It seems that among the im-
mediate reasons for ‘Ali's deposition was the excessive practice
of al-~Nuzla. This term means a grant of requested or unsolicited
protection by the notables to those who were in need of such pro=-
tection. Once a person, even if guilty of a crime, was accorded pro-
tection, he was defended agaimt both individuals and authority.2
The assumption that the practice of al-Nuzla had caused the
downfall of ‘Ali is indicated by the fact that its abolition was
imposed on his successor by order of the Sultan as a condition of
appointment and wass as a matter of course, declared an illegal
practice by the new Amir soon after his arrival in Mecca in Dhifl
Qada 846/April 1443, This seems to have been bitterly opposed by a
group of Ashraf and Quwwad who were expelled frqm#he city.3 This
appears to have been opposed by Zabir, who early in 847/1443, left
Mecca in anger to join them, In a deliberate challenge to Abu'l

Q8sim, they entered Mecca in Sha‘ban 847/December 1443, abducted a

Y Itn Jajer, InbE’, vol. II, fol. 177b; Tbn Taghrl Birdi,
Jewadith, vol. I, fol. 14; idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fol. 18la;
Tdem, al-Nujfm, vol. VII, fol. 128; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,

vol, II, fols. 240-45; Sakhawi, almgaw’, vol. I, p.4l, vol. V,
p.21l,vol. XI, p.134; idem, al~Tibr, pp. 45-46; idem, al=Dhayl

(ed. A, Al-Fassu), pp. 37-38 and 57. See also: Ibn ZuhiByras OpsCitss
p.321; Jaziri, op.cit., ».329; Jansbi, op.cit., fols. 306b-7aj;

‘Al al-Tabari, op.cit., fol. ?0; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp.
267-69; Sinjari, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 5-6; Tabari, op.cites
vol. I, fols. 104-5; Dahl®n, op.cit.s p.42.

2 -, Itn ejar, InbE’, vol. II, fol. 177b; Sekhii, al-Tibr, pp.
4546, See also: Janabi. Op.Cit., fol. 306b. The term al-Nuzla
appears to have been a Meccan usage denoting the classical I’jEra
which too has a similar meaning. Seel W.Montgomery Watt, E.I.2,
art. "Igjara", pp. 1017-8.

Fh1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cite, vol. II, fol. 245-6
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rich merchant and fled. This incensed Abu’l QAsim who immediately
marched with a strong force against the offenders, whom he compelled
to free the captive without a:'ansom.:L

A lenient father, Sharif Abu’l Q&sim refrained from reprisals
in the hope that Zahir would desist from similar acts in the future.
Butsince his forebearance merely seemed to stimulate Zahir to further
disobedience, Abul Q&sim had him imprisoned in or around Jumada I
849/September 1445 but released him a few months later on his promise
to reform.2 This act of Abu’l QEsim reflects his concern for justice

of law and order
and the maintenance/and certainly did him credit. Yet his rule was

not destined to last long.

Abu’l QAsim deposed by Barakat I

The w»lationship between Abu’l Q8sim and his brother Barakat I
became strained in the early part of 849/1L45 and the latter was
denied access to the local market to buy his provisions.3 This
restriction widened the gulf and aggravated their hostility.

According to some late sources, Sharif Barakat I ousted Abu’l
Qasim from Mecca in Rabif I 849/Jduly 1445 (Sinjari gives the alter-
native date under 850/1446). This angered Sultan Jagmaq, who in~
structed the Bgyptian Amir al-Hajj to help Abu’l §8sim to regain
control. But Barakat's strength was such that these Amirs refrained
from complying with the order and even presented Barakdt I with the
customary robe of honour. Feeling insecure, however, and apprehensive

of any sudden move by the Egyptian Amirs, Barakat I left the city.

'Al-Najm Tbon Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols., 247-51 and 253-5k;
Sakhawi, al-Tibr, pp. 73-74; idem, al-Daw’, vol. III, p.232.

2A1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols, 257-§8.

24 bid., fol. 259.
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§§arif Abu’l QFsim took control of Mecca and remained so till
deposed by Barakdt I in Rabi¥ I or II 851/June or July 1447.1
In the contemporary and some of the later sources, however,
the sequence of events differs from the above, The gist of these re-
ports is that, early in Mubarvam 850/April 1447, Sharif Barakat I
accepted an invitation to Cairo but sent his son Mupammad in Safar
of the same year (May 1447) as his deputy with valuable gifts for
the Sultan. This, no doubt, caused anxiety to Abu’l Q&sim, especially
as Barakdt had moved with his supporters to a place near Mecca.
Sharif Muhammad reached Cairo in or around Rabi‘ I 850/June 1447
and was well received. He succeeded in securing the re-appointment
of his father, a decree to this effect having reached Mecca by the
end of Rabi¢ I of the same year. Abu’l QHsim left Mecca with his men

for a neighbouring valley, Bagh al-Mamalik, maintained law and order

and remained in control of the city until the ceremonial entry of
Sharif Barekat I in Jumdds I 850/Avgust 1447.° Having secured his
re~appdntment, Sharif Barskat I decided to pay a visit to Sultan
Jagmaq to express his gratitude and loyalty. In Rajab or Sha‘ban
851/0ctober or November 1447 he reached Cairo where he was treated

with courtesy during his stay and on his departure for Mecca in

TeTesmi, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 269-70; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II,
fols. 6-7; Tabari, op,cit., vol., I, fols. 105-6; DahlBn, op.cit.,
pp. 42-43,

2‘Ayni, opscit., vol. IV, fols.. 698b-99a; Ibn Taggpf Birdi, al-Manhal,

vol. I, fols. 18la~b; idem, al-NujGm, vol, VII, fol. 130; idem,

Hawddith, vol, I, fol. 46; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol, II,

Tols. 200-61; Sakhavi, al-Dhayl (ed.Asfl-Hassu), pp. l-2; didem,
al=Daw’, vol. III, p.l13; Vol. VIL, p.152, vol. X, p.18% and 2¢9,

vol. XI, p.13k; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 143-4l4; idem, gl~Tubfa, vol.

I, fol. 747. See also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit.s p.321; Jandbi, op,cit,,

fol, 306b.




Ramagan 851/December 1#47.1

Since his deposition, Sharif Abu’l GAsim had been living in
or around Mecca unharassed by Barakat or his men. Still hopeful of
a sudden change in his fortunes, he grew less sanguine as time pro-
gressed and decided to go to Cairo in Dhifl Fijja 852/March 1449.
His death there in Safar 853/April 1449 put an end to whatever
hopes he may have cherished for his re—appointment.2

Sultan Jagmaq's favour to Sharif Barskét I enabled the latter
to remain in effective control of the region till his death. But he
from time to time had to deal with dissident groups. Early in 857/
145%, in the face of a serious threat from a group of Ashraf and
Quwwad, Barakat I had to conclude a truce on a financial basis.3
It is interesting to note that during this conflict between Barakat L
and his opponents, a number of Sharifs resident in Cairo and be-
lieved to be in sympathy with the opponents of Barakat I, were
arrested.4 This act, undoubtedly intended to support Barakat I,
must have sapped the morale of Barakét's opponents, and he was able

to assert his authority.

Sharif Mupammad succeeds Barakat I

The relationship: between Sultan Inzl (857/1153-865/1461) and

Dooreadla T
Sharif Mepemsed was better than normal. Barly in 859/1455 Sharif

lIbn Tag}_x_r"'aj Bird‘it, al-Manhal, vol, I, fol. 181b; idem, al-Nujim,

vol. VII, fols. 136~37; idem, Hawadith, vol. I, fol. 59, part II

(ed. W. Popper), pp. 368-69; Al-Najm Lbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,

fols. 266-67; Sakhawi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Fassu), p.10; idem,

al»Qaw’, vol, III;.p.13; idemy al=Tibr, ppl 184-85; Thn Iyas, _
Bada’i% vol. II, p.34%. Sce also: Jaziri, op,cit., p.331l; Janabi,
op.cit., fol. 306b; ‘Isﬁmig op.Cit.s vol, IV, p270:; Sinjari, op.cit,,
vol, II, fols, 7-8; Tabari, ops.cit.s vol. I, fol. 106; Dallan,
op.cit., p.%3.

°Tbn Teghyi Birdl, BawBdith, vol. I, fols. 87, 89 and 112; idem, al-
Manhal, vol. I, fol. 265b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols.-
268-70; Sakhawi, al-Paw’, vol. XI, p.l34; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 282-83;
idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 37-38. See also: Janabi, opcit.,
fol. 307a; Jabari, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 106-7.

ZAl-Najm Ibn Fahd,op.cite,vol.II,fols277-80.

4Tbn Taghri Birdi, HawAdith, vol. I, fol. 276,
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Barakat I fell seriously ill and secured the appointment of his
son Mubammad by the intercession of a Suljani official in Jfdda
and, in return for the payment of a sum of money.l Shortly after
Sharif Barakat's death on 19th Sha‘bZn 859/4 August 1455 an official
edi¢t confirming Sharif Muhammad in the emirate reached Mecca.2
Having inherited a fairly stable emirate, Sharif Mujammad (859/
1455-903/1497 ) enjoyed the longest period of rule among the Sharifs
of Mecca within the_ggfii period. Despite various problems such as
internal strife and financial difficuliies at times he was able to
ensurefpolitical stability and economic prosperity to the Meccan region,-
He also succeeded in extending his influence over various parts of

the Jijdz and was finally awarded the status of Na’ib al-Sultém in

the region.
Among the most serious problems during the rule of Sharif Mubammad
was that caused by the deterioration of his relations with his y&ﬁ_m
Budayr (or Budayd). Unrest set in in the area in the year 864/
1459-60 and continued until 867/1462-63 when they were reconciled.l*
Shortly after Sharif Mupammad's relatins with his brother ‘Ali
became strained and the latter escaped to Cairo in or around 872/
1467-68. The fear of being deposed by his brother causedgreat anxiety
to Sharif Mubammad}a’c the time, but eventually he was relieved, possibly

as a result of the financial offering to the Su.li‘.:a{n..‘5 Sharif Mupammad

lSee infra, pp 229, andls 290 .

2 - e . . —
Ibn Taghri Birdi, Hawadith, vol. I, fols. 347: and 362-63; idem, al-Nugum,
vol. ?l’%f fols. 239 and 27h; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cites vol. II, fol, 2%3,
Sakhawi , al-Tubfa, vol. I, fol. 7475 idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A. M-I;Iassu}, P.
86; idem, al-Daw’, vol. ILI, 13 .14, vol. VIT, p.152; Ibn Iyas, Bads’ Badd i
vol. II, pp. 52-53%; idem, Bada’i‘ (U.P.), pp. 32-33. See also: Ton Zuhayra,
(QRaGites PP 321-22- Jazirl, © .c:.t 1 Pa333; Janab:x., .cit.s fols.
307a~b; Ibn al-‘Imfid, op.cit.s vol. VII, p.294; Igamf .Ccit.y VOle
IV, pp. 275-76; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 9~103 ‘Eabar:., OPeCites
vol..I, fols. 108 and 110-11; Dajl@n, op,cit.s pp. 43-44 G. Rentz,
E.I.7, art. "Barakat", p.1032.
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suspected some of his officials and prominent membersof the community
and the Amixr of Jazan to have conspired to effect this escape. Con-
sequently, he dismissed- one - of his officialsl, executéd a number
of suspec’cs,2 and attacked J‘az‘an.f5

A few years later Sharif Mujammad learned, to his dismay, that
Abu’l Qasim's son Rumaytha was trying to secure the emirate of Mecca.
However, he was reassured by the assurance in Rabif I 877/September
1472 from Cairo that the Sultan was not contemplating his replacement
by anybody else. Nevertheless, when invited to Cairo in the pilgrdin-
age season of the same year, Sharif Mubammad preferred to send instead
his son Barak@t II. Whatever the motive of the Sultan may have been,
he was morally obliged to appreciate the services of Sharif Mupammad
who had reacted so sharply to the Iragqi affront and thus proved his

loyalty to the Egyptian Sultan.‘l}

Sharif Barakat II and the Q_é_.'_q:_i
Shafai of Mecca - then deposed -~ went to Cairo taking with them the
Iragi ceptives. Barakdt II and the Qi were well received. They are
reported to have offered a considerable amount of money to the Sultan.s

The sources do not specify a purpose but it cannot have been a mere

coincidence that, after their return to Mecca in Sha‘ban 878/January 1474

3see infra, PPe)1§ ~20.

L*Al-Na;jm Ibn Fahd, gp.cit., vol. II, fols. 296-300, 302, 307-8 and
312; SakhZwi, al-Daw’, vol.IIL, p.4; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Fassu),
p.ish, - -

See infra, P.274.

“see infra, p. 2l 4.
“See infra, P-2.38,
Isee dufra, ». |{o.
For this incident, see infra, pp. 135[,“;’@"

5Fo:c- this payment, see infra, p. 265,
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the Qagi was re-appdnted and Sharif Barakat IT co~Amir of Mecca.1

Sultan Q2’it By performs the Pilgrimage

Qa’it Bay (873/1468-901/1495) was the only Egyptian Sultan,
within the,@ggji period, to perform the pilgrimage. He reached
Mecca early in Dha®l FHjja 884/March 1480.° Shortly after the depart-
ure of Sultan Q&’it By from Cairo, the news reached Sharif Muhammad
and he sent aanvance welcoming party to greet the Sultan and hold a
feast in his honour. Having sent this party, Sharif Mubammad him-
self came out of Mecca with a number of notables to welcome the Sultan,
who had broken his journey in Medina. Sharif Mubammad camped near al-
Badr3 to welcome the Sultan., There the Sharif arranged a grandiose
feast in honour of the sovereign. Then he took leave of the Sultan
to give him another ceremonial welcome in the outskirts of Mecca.
Sharif Mupammad did his best to make the Sulten's stay in Mecca as
pleasant as* possible, and indeed the latter departed for Cairo greatly

appreciative of Sharif Mupammad's 3_oyalty.4

Barakat II succeeds Sharif Mubammad

During the later part of Sharif Mupammad's reign the region had

enjoyed far greater stability and prosperity than under any of his

1 M ~Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. IIL, fols. 338, 342, 344-45 and 347;
Salhawi, al-Daw’, vol. I, pp. 95-96, vol. IIL, p.14 idem, al-Dhayl
(ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 218-19; Tbn Iyas, Bada’ih vol. III, Dp. 89-90.
See also:  Ig@mi, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 276 and 279; Sinjari, gp.cit,.
vol. II, fol. 12; Tabari, O oCit., vol, Ig fol. 125; Dahl'gn, OE-Citna
p.ll; G. Rentz, E.I1.2, art. "Barakat", p.1032.

Only Ibn Iy&s mentions this (in al-‘Ugld) under 885/1481, but it
is evidently a slip of the pen of the author or the scribe. as Ibn
TyZs himself mentions (in Badg’i9, 884/1480.

3Badr, or Badr [unayn, a small town south-east of Medina, a night's
journey from the coast. See! W, Montgomery Watt, E.I.2, art.
"Badr or Badr Humayn', pp. 867-68.

”Al-Naam Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 371~73; Sakhawi, al-Paw’,
vol VI, pp. 206-7; Ibn Iyas, Badd'i% vol. _III, pp. 15557 idem,
‘Uglid, vol. II, fols. 229a=b. See also: Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 339-40
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predecessors within the period in question. His just treatment of the
various sections of the community had won that general popilarity
which eluded most of the Sharifs of Mecca. In Rabif II 90%/December
1497 Sharif Mubammad died in the neighbourhood of Mecca; his body
was brought to Mecca and buried withmore than customary honours.

His funeral was attended by a huge crowd among which were many
notables and dignitaries. The people of Mecca appear to have felt
genuine grief at his death. According to Al-‘Tizz Ibn Fahd, the local
market was closed for several days and many women mourners, against
the teaching of ShafI‘a} cut their hair and marched through the city
crying and beating their chests as a sign of bereavement.

Sharif Barakat II had succeeded his father and shortly after
received the decree of confirmation together with a ltter of condolence
from the Sul'l:an.2 When his relationship with his brothers, especially
Hazz"é.",3 deteriorated soon after his appointment, a period of politi-
cal chaos set in which was to last for eight years. Meccans were to
suffer bloodshed, plunder and other atrocities, which contrasted sadly

with the long period of prosperity under the deceased Sharif Mubammad.

and 682-86; Nahrawdll, al-‘IlBm, pp. 229-31; ‘IgHmi, op.cit.,
vol. IV, pp. 45-47 and 277-78; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 15~
17; Tabari, op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 128-32; Dahlan, op.cit.s p.45.

1

SharT‘'a. The revealed Holy law of Islam, derived in theory from the
Qur’@n, Hadith, the consensus (Ljm&‘) of the ‘Ulam®’, and analogical
reasoning (giy@s). It is surprising that no objection to this de-
fiance of Sharl a by these mourners was made by the QAgis and other

—

authorities.
2 o
Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.. vol. I, fols. 217-18 and22-23; Tbn Iyds.

.....

Bada’i& vol. III, p.>%. See also: ‘Abd al-Rajmgn, b. ALl Ibn al-
7i%ﬁ;Egi;Egié=g;;¥§é§§=;§%é%%5%£¥at al-Mustafld, (MS., A.S.No. 2988),
fol. 99b; _idem, Qurrat al-— s fol. 220; Ibn {mhayra, op.cit.,
P.322; Jaziril, Op.Cibes P-348; Jandbis OpsCites fol. 307b; Igauni,
op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 278-80, 282 and 30l; Sinjari, op.cit.s vol,II,

fols. 18-19; Tabaris op.cit., vol. I, fol. 134; Daplan, op.cit.,
pp. ki and 46; G, Rentz, E.l.2, art. "Barakat", p.l032.

Z!’Amcmg the sources, given in the footnote below, only Ibn Iyas
describes HazzA' as Barakdt's nephew.
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The dispute appears to have begun over the Amir's refusal to pay his
brothers their share of the revenue. In Jumadd I 903 or 904/ /Junuary
1498 or 1499 a clash between Barakat and HazzZ®' was no longer to be
avoided but the intervention of an Egyptian Amir speedily brought
about a temporary suspension of hostilities. The trouble in Mecca
was welcomed by the Amir of Yanbu®, Sharif Yahya, who was at odds
with Barakat as he had been with his deceased father. Yalya had
secured his appointment almod simultaneously with Barakat at the ex-

pense of Sharif Darraj who was held in great esteem by Barakat.l

A period of acute strife in Mecca

For the sake of space it will not be possible to give here a
detailed account of this rather lengthy period of confrontation,
clashes, intrigues, moves and counter moves between Barakat II and
his opponents. As explained earlier, the dispute between Barakat II
and his brothers had begun shortly after the appointment of the former
but a temporary reconciliation prevented further hostilities.

Early in 906/1500 a number of Egyptian Sultans followed each
other in quick succession., One of them, Sultan Tum@n Bay, had exiisd
an Amir named Qangawh al-Burj to Mecca. He was ignored by Sharif
Barakat I, which filled him with resentment, But his relations
with Hazz&", on the contrary, became rather friendly. In Shawwdl 906/
May 1501 QFngawh al-Ghawri (Shawwdl 906-Rajab 922/May 1501-September
1517) became Sultan and appointed Amir Qangavh al-Burj bhis deputy
in Syria. An edict to this effect reached Mecca in Dhi¥1l Qdfda (i.e.
June) of the same year, Sharif Barakat II went to Qangawh's residence
to congratulate him but was slighted. The latter, whose fortunes
had changed so suddenly, sent HazzZ' to Yanbu® with instructions to

the Egyptian Amir al-Fajj to instal Hazza® in the emirate of Mecca.

181-‘Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cite, vol. I,fols.227-28,230,232,237-38 and 250; Ibn
Iyas, Bada?i vol. III,pp.376-77,382,400 and 4#1k. See also: Jaziri, op.cit.s
p.348;_Jan@bi, op.cit.s f0l.308b; ‘Igami, op.cit.s vol. IV,p.382 and 20L;
Sinjari, opegit.s vol.IT,fol.20; DaplZn, op.cit., p.46. '
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Hazz3', having been assured by the Egyptian Amir al-Hajj of his
support, marched from Yanbu® with his men and, overtaking the carawn,
reached a point near Mecca. Sharif Barakat II, forewarned, ambushed
him and put him to flight. With the support of the Egyptians, how=
ever, Hazza' turned the tables on Barakat, who fled to J@dda, abandoning
his camp and valuables to the victor . Hazza' took control of Mecca
without further opposition and was proclaimed its Amir. The hostili-
ties and their outcomes, together with the subsequent political
changes, caused considerable suffering to the inhabitants and mer-
chants of both Mecca and Jﬂdda.l
Sharif Barakat II remained inactive until the departure of
the pilgrims, and then marched on Mecca. Unable to resist, Sharif
HazzZ® left Mecca under the pretext of escorting the pilgrims. Con-
sequently, by the end of 906 or early in 907/July 1501, Sharif Barakat
II entered Meccz unppposed and was given an enthusiastic reception.2
Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd reports, with a touch of doubt, that Sharif
Barakat II received in Rabi’ I 907/October 1501 the robe of honour
and a letter from the Sultan assuring him that the support given to
Hazza® by the Egyptian Amir al-Hajj had failed to meet with his
approval., Whatever the merits of the case, Hazz®' decided on a second
march to Mecca by the end of Rabi® II 907/November 1501. In addition,

to his own impressive forces, he was accompanied by the Amir of Yanbu®,

1 A1%Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 256 ard 261; Ibn al-Dayba®,
al-Fagl, fols. 1lha~15a; idem, Qurra, fols. 222-23. See also: Ibn
Zuhayra, op.cit., p.322; Jaziri, op.cit., p.349; Jandbi, op.cit.,
fol. 308b; Igami, op.cit., vol. IV,_py. 282~83 and 301; Sinjari,
op.cit., vol. II, fols. 20~21; Tabari, op.cit.,vol. I, fols. 135~
36; DahlZn. op.cit.s p.4b.

2 Al-*Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit. vol. I, fols, 262-6%; Ibn al=Dayba’,
al-Fadl, fol. 115b; idem, Qurra, fol. 223; see also: Ibn fuhayra,
op.cit.s p.322; Jaziri, gp.cit., p.349; Jandbi, gp.cit., fol. 308b;

Tgami, op.cit.s vol. IV, pp. 283 and 301; Sinjari, op.cit., vol.
111,56&1. 21; Tabari, op.cit.» vol. I, fols. 136-37; Dajlan, op.cit.,
pb6.
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Sharif Yalya, the Arvabs of Zapid, and Banu Ibrahim., In Jumddd I
907/December 1501 a fierce battle was fought which ended in the
crushing defeat of Barakdt who fled towards the Yemen. Hazzd' took
control of Mecca and the inhabitants had to pay a considerable
ransom to avoid plunder. Shortly after, Hazza® received the robe of
honour and, in an official ceremony of investiture, was proclaimed
Amir of Mecca.l

Sharif Hazz3®' died on 15th Rajab 907/24th January 1502 in a
neighbouring valley of Mecca. His bedy was brought to the city and
buried with due honour. UHis sudden death was followed by a new out-
break of the age old struggle for the succession. Sharif Ahmad al=
Jazﬁﬁia (known also as Jaz@n) and Sharif Jumeygda, brothers of the de-
ceased HazzB'y, both desired the emirate, and a general meeting was
called to decide which of the two should succees. MElik b. Rimi,
chief of Zabid and a maternal uncle of Ahmad, supported the latter,
and was seconded in this by the Qagi Shafa‘i of Mecca® and eventually

general agreement was reached and Apmad was proclaimed Amir of Mecca.

The fait accompli was later confirmed by the Sultan.

The majority of the indigenous population, however, did not
view his rule favourably and their ever increasing sufferings filled
them with hatred of Jaz@ni and his supporters. This acconnts for the
overwhelming support given to Barakat II in his successful attempt

to take Mecca shortly after the appointment of Jaz@ni in Sha “ban 907/

1p1-*Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 2-9; Ibn al-Dayba®, al-Fadl,

fols. 116b~17§; idem, Qurra, fol. 223, See_also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit,.
p.322; JanBbi, op.cite, fol. 308b; ‘Ighni, op.cit., vol. IV, p.20k
and 30Ll; Sinj&ri, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 21-22; Jabari, op.cit..
vol. I, fol. 137; Dahlan, op.cit., p.47.

2Apparently so named because of his birth in the region of Jazan.
See3G, Rentz, E.1.2, "Djayzan', p.517.

3'."L'he QEQi paid dearly for this. See infra, PP.252-53%.
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March 1501 and Ahmad had to flee and took refuge in Yanbu®.t

In Shawwal 907/May 1501, Barak&t II launched an offensive against
the Arabs of Zabid, near REbigg,E but without much success. The situation
remained, on the whole, calm and stationary until the arrival of the
Egyptian pilgrim caravan in the same year. The sources give different
accounts of the attitude of the Egyptian Amir al-flajj towards Jaz8ni.
Al-"Izz Ibn Fahd states that the Egytian Amir was so impressed by
Jazani's strength that he, to avoid endangering the safety of pilgrims,
handed over to Jaz&ni both the decree and the robe of honour bestowed
by the Sultan on Barakat II, Ibn Iyas attributes this to a financial
deal between thelgyptian Amir and Jazani. According - to Jaziri, this
was done to lure JazZni into a trap. Other sources narrate the general
course of events without reference to the background. In any case,
there is no doubt that Jaz@ni trusted in the support of the Igyptian
Amir when he marched with his supporters to Mecca. But he decided
against continuing his journey when he began to suspect the Egyptian
Amir and Barakat of conspiring against him. The ceremony of Fajj
ended without serious incident, but the Egyptian caravan refused to
depart unless Barakdt II agreed to escort them. Near Yanbu® Jazani
lay in ambush and he attacked and inflicted heavy casulaites on the
caravan and its escort, and Barakat Il had to flee to Mecca. In Séfar
908/August 1502, Jaz3n) launched a fierce attack on Mecca and Barakdt

had little choice but to abandon the city, which was occupied by Jasg@nis

Al~ ‘Izz Ibn Fahd, opecit.s vol. II, fols, 10-13; Ibn al-Dayba®,
al-Fadl, fols._ 117b-18a; see also Ja21r1, og.cmt., pp. 349-50

and 355; Janabi, op.cit., fol. 308b; ‘IgAmi, op.cit.s vol. IV, _
pp. 284 and 301-2; Sinjari, op.cit.s, vol. II, fols., 22-23; Tabari,
op.Cit., vol. I, fols. 137-38; Daplan, 8p.cit., p.47.

2Anchorage and town on the western coast of the Red Sea, midway be-
tween Mecca and Medina.

3Al-- Izz Ibn ¥ahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 15~19; TIbn Iyas, Bad®' 1,
vol. IV, pp. 35-39 and 317; Ibn al-Dayba » al-Fadl, fol. 120b See
also: Ibn Zuhayras Qp.cit.spp. 322m23, Jazirdi s gg.cxt,, p% . 350-523 .
Janabi , op.cit., fol. 308b; I@amls op.cit., vol. s D.20D3 Sanarl*
gﬁfﬁiﬁf o ﬂ% TI, fol. 27; Jabari, gp.cit., vol. I, fol. 147; Daplan,

[ ]
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The inhabitants were made to pay dearly for their support of
Barakat II, who attempted to oust Jaz@ni in Rajab 908/February 1503
but, to the disappointment of the Meccans, had to flee defeated.l

But two months later Barakat took control of Mecca by a

surprise move and was assured by the Meccans of their full support.
JazBni launched a number of attacks but they were all repulsed, In
Shawwal 908/May 1503 Musa b, Barak@t, deputy of Barekat II in al-
Qunfudha, attacked J&dda by a naval force but was unable to gain
victory and returned to al-Qunfudha. In the following month Jaz8ni
took the city of Mecca by storm and Barakadt fled. The inhabitants

were again subjected to various atrocities by Jazani and his men. >

Egyptian expedition and arrest of Barakat

The news of these frequent claghes in or around Mecca and the

resulting breakdown of law and order had been reaching Cairoc and the
Sultan could no longer tolerate this state.of affairs. In the pilgrim-
age season of the same year, the Sultan sent an expedition composed

of about six hundred soldiers under the command of Amir QXIt to enforce
law and order and bring the culprits to justice. As a precaution, the
Sultan banned women from participating in the pilgrimage. The news of
this expedition reached Mecca and Jaza@ni felt so alarmed that he fled,
and Barakat I; took control of Mecca. He waited eagerly for the
arrival of the Egyptian force, assuming that it was sent against his

opponents. Earlyin Dhifl Hijja of the same year (908/July 1503), Amir

41-*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 20 and 23-26; Ibtn al-
Dayba®, al-Fadl, fols,l20band 121b; see also Jaziri, op.cit., p.353.

2§1-*Izz Tt Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 27-31; Ibn Iyds, Bada’i$
vol. IV, pp. 47-48; Ibn al-Dayba‘, al-Fadl, fol. 122b;_idem, Qurra,
fol. 224, See also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit., p.323; Janabi, op.cit..,
fol., 308b; ‘Igdmi, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 285-86; Sinjari, op.cit..
vol., II, fols. 28~9; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 47-48; DahlZn,
op.cit., pp. 47-48; Ludovico JiVarthema, The travels of Iudovicogi,
Varthema s pPe 35~6 '

1
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@it reached Mecca and was warnmly received by Barakat II. The
latter was given a robe of honour and treated with deference. But
only a short time later, to the surprise of the Meccans, both
Barakat II and his brother Q&’it BAy were arrested, their property
was confiscated, and they were sent to Cairo as captives. As far
as one can judge, Barakat II was not guilty of anyy offence which
would justify this harsh treatment. In fact, the various atrocities
of his opponents had maée them the real culprits and logically liable
for punishment. But it seems that they, by offering money and pre-~
senting false reports damaging to Barakat II, had induced Amir QIt
to adopt a pro-Jazan attitude.

Be it as it may, the harsh treatment of Barskat could not have
taken place without the prior approval of the Sulfan or his giving
a free hand to Qit. to act according to his decision. This is supported
by the simple factthat Barakat II was not released on reaching Cairo.

Nor was he allowed to return to Mecca.l

Humayda succeeds Jazan

Though Jazan had gained the emirate, he was unable to win the
love of the people and remained unpopular. In or around Rajab 909/
January 1504 the relations of Jazan with his brother Jumayda became
strained and the latter was ordered to leave Mecca and was threatened
if he failed to do so. Humayda, ill at the time, took a number of

Mamlik soldiers, with whom he was on friendly terms, into his confidence

1pA1-'Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 32-38; Ibn Iyds, Badg’i§
vol. IV, pp. 48-50 and 54-57; Ibn al-Dayba‘, al-Fagl, fol. 128b;
idem, Qurra, p.224; see also: Ibn Zuhayra, o -Cites D.323;

JazirTi, Op.Cit.s P.353; Jan@bi, op.cit., fol. 300b; ‘Ig@mis OpP.cCit.,
vol. IV, pp. 286-88 and 308; Sinjdri, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 29-30;
Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 148; Dahlan, op.cit.s p.48; G.Rentz,
E.I.2, art. "Barakat", p.10%2.
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and told them of Jazan's threat and elicited an angry reply. On
9th or 10th Rajab 909/28th or 29th December 1503, Jazanwas assassinated

within the Meccan sanctuary by some Mamliik soldiers with the apparent

approval of Humayda. The local population was pleased and Jazan's
body was exposed to much humiliation before it was buried withou?%
proper funeral.,

This assassination resulted in utter confusion. Bfish al-MamElik

took theﬁnitiative, appointing Jumayda Amir of Mecca pending the
approval of the Sultan which was presumably granted. This assumption
is based on the fact that no opposition by the Sultan is reported in

the sources.

Barakat's escape and the appointment of QF1t Bay

As a captive in Cairo, Sharif Barakat was treated gently but
was kept under conmstantwatch. It appears, especially from the version
of Ibn Iyas, that as a pre-condition of release the Sultan had demanded
from Barakat a certain amount of money which the latter, whose property
had been confiscated, was unable to pay. Early in Shawwal 909/April
1504, Barhkat II managed to escape with his brother and supporters.,
who were also held captive there, and headed for Mecca., He was joined,
in the course of his journey, by some nomadic and other Arabs and
thues acquired a strong body of supporters. His escape greatly angered
the Sultan whohas particularly worried about the safety of the pil-
grims who were due to depart. Barakat, however, did no harm to the

pihlgrim caravan. The Egyptian Amir al-lajj, greatly appreciative of

Barakat's conduct, sent the Sultan a letter in pratse of Barakat I,

1a1.. Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. ITI, fols. bo-hily and 46-49; Ibn Lyas,
Bada’ 1, vol. IV, p.% Ibn al-Dayba‘, al—Fan, fol. 12hka; idem,
Qurra, fol. 225. See also‘ _Tbn guhayra, op.cit.s p. 325, Ja21r1,
Op.Citss Pp. 353=5k; JanBbi, op.cit., fol, 308b; ‘IgAmi, Op.cit.,

vol. IV, pp. 288 and 303; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 33;
?abari, op.Cit.y vOl. I,,fol. 155 Daplan, op.cit.s p.48.
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The Sharif  encamped near Mecca and made no attempt
- %o enter the city or to force a meeting with Humayda. This was
partly due to Barakat's own unwillingness to disruptctie pilgrimage
ceremony and partly to the presence of the Egyptian and other Amirs
who, anxious to maintain a peaceful situation for the duration of
the pilgrimage, arranged a temporary truce between Barakat and
Jumayda. Soon after the ceremony a meeting was held in Mecca. Among
those present were the Egyptian Amir al-Jajj, Barakat II, Humayda,
Amir of Yanbu® and various other dignitaries. The decision arrived
at in $afar 910/July 1504, after prolonged negotiations, was in favour
of Barekat II, He was confirmed by an edict of the Sultan as well,
but he however, declined the emirate for himself and, on his
suggestion, his brother G&‘it BEy and son ‘AlT were appointed joint
Anirs of Mecca. But it was Barak&t IT who remained in actual control.
Jumayda left with his men for Yanbu® and the Meccans celebrated this
change for the better with a great swow of joy.l

In Rajab 910/December 1504 the news reached Mecca that Sharif
Humayda was heading towards Mecca with his supporters. Humayda sent
a message to Mecca that he had no aggressive plans and was coming
simply as a visitor. In the absence of Qﬁit Bay and Barakat from

the city the matter was considered by Bash al-MamalTk whqaecided to

allow Humayda to enter and remain in Mecca for a few days. The news
had caused great anxiety among the inhabitants of Mecca and especially

among the wealthy, who took the precaution of hiding their valuables

lAl—‘Izz Tbn Fahd:o .cit.s vol, II, fols, 51-58 and 60, See also:
Ion Iyas, Bada’i% vol. 1V, p.62; Ibn al-Dayba‘, al-Fadl, fol. 126b;
idem, Qurra, fols. 225; Ibn Zuhayra, «Cit.s P.3233 Jazzrl,
Op.Cites 2- 3543 Jandbi, op.cit.s fol. 308b; ‘A1T al=Tabari fols.
70-71; ‘Ig@mi, op.cit., vol. 1V, pp. 288- 89 and 303-4; Sinjari,
op.cit., vol. II, fols. 33-34 and 38; Tabaris. op.cit., vol. I,
fols, 154=-55; Dahl@n, op.cit., pp. 48-49; G.Rentz, E.I.2 art. "Barakat'',
p.1032.
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in safer places. In the end of the same month Jumayda reached the
outskirts of Mecca and, having undertaken an oath not to cause
disturbance, was allowed to stay for three days. But only two days

later, Jumayga provoked a fierce clash with Bigh al-Mamalik, in con-

sequence of which he took to flight after suffering heavy casualties.l
Humayda and his men felt so humiliated and vindictive that they
revived their old allience with Yalya, the Amir of Yanbu®, and the
Arabs of Zabid, Banu Ibrahim, and others. These acknowledged Yapya
as their leader., Their attacks on merchants and travellers seem to
have been initially motivated by the wish to enrich themselves by
plundexr, but they soon began to defy openly the authority of the
Sultan., The activities of these rebellious groups were ignored at
first, but by the end of 911/150H# had become so alarming that the
Sultan had to suspend, for the first time during the Burji period,
the Egyptian pilgrim caravans. He began preparationﬁkor an expedition
which reached Yanbu' in Rajab or Sha‘ban 912/December 1506 or January
1507, It consisted of six hundred soldiers and was led by Amir Khayr
Bek al-Sayfi. Shortly after, Sharif Barak@t II joined forces with
the Egyptian Amir and they lauﬁched a series of attacks against the
rebel groups. Yabhya and his supporters suffered repeatedly crushing
defeats and the heads of these rebels were sent to Cairo as trophies
on several occasions. Early in 913/May 1507 the strength of these
rebellious groups was shattered and the victorious Egyptian force re-
turned to Cairo in Rabif I 913/August 1507. Barakét II continued a
mopping-up operation and settled his 0ld accounts with Yalhya and his

allies and it was not until early in 914/1508 that the region returned

1A1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 58 and G4-68; Ibn al-Dayba®,
al-Fadl, fol. 127b; idem, Qurra, fol. 225; See also: Jaziri, op.cit.,
pP' 354-55-
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to its normal condition.l

Prior to the arrival of the Bgyptian ed@pedition, Sharif Barakat
II had left practically all the affairs of the emirate to his
brothen Qa’it Bay and his son, 'Al{.Barakét's, self-imposed passive
attitude changed with the arrival of the Egyptian expedition and
Barakdt's active participation and vigorous efforts contributed much
to the victory of the Sultani forces. It was during this campaign
that *Alj died, and Barakdt II replaced him by another of his sons,
Muhammad al~§§§fa‘i% who survived his brother only a short tipe.
His place was taken by another of Barakat's sons, Abll Numayy IT,
then still a child. Q&’it Bay continuéd co-Amir with all his nephews
and all acknowledged Barakat II as their superior.3

@&’it BEy's death on 2lst Rabi®I or II 918/6th June or July
1512 left Barakdt II encumbered by the entire burden of government.
Abd Numayy IT was a child and his being co-Amir was hardly more than
a symbolic position. Moreover, Sharif Barskat Il was granted around

this time the status of NZ’ib al-Sultdn as well.4 He showed his great

ability in discharging his responsibilities. Invited to Cairo,

Barek8t sent Abu Numayy II in his place. He reached Cairo in Shawwal

1p1.*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 79, 81, 120-22, 126, 130,
134~35 and 138-40; Ibn iyas, Badd’iS vol. IV, pp. 82, 89, 93, 95,
97-99, 101, 103%-6, 108-9, 116-17 and 122-24, vol. Vyp.lhk. See
also: Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 355-57; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp.
304-5; Sinjari, op.cikt., vol. II, fols. 34=35; Tabari, op.cit.,
vol. I, fol. 156; Dahlan, op.cit., p.49.

250 named because of his birth in Egypt, while Barakdt was held in
Cairo in semi-detention from the end of 908/July 1503 until Shawwdl
909/April 1504, See$ Janabi, op.cit., fol. 309a.

3Al—-‘Ig_z Ibn Fahd, op.cit.y vol. II, fols. 144 and 149; see also:
Jangbi, op.cit., fol. 309a; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 35;
Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol., 156; Dablan, op.cit.s p.%#9.

4See infra, p. |1 26 -
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918/January 1513 and was cordially received by the Sultan who
showeved almost fatherly affection onthis young Sharif. The
latter returned to Mecca at the end of the same year grateful and

well pleased.l

Relations between Mecca énd Cairo in the closing

years of the Burj{ period.

Sharif Barakat II (d. 9%1/1524) and his son Abu Numayy II
(d. 991/1583) were the last Sharifs of Mecca appointed by the last
Mamluk Sultan and were the first to be confirmed by the Ottomans. One
of the most conspicuous traits of this relationship between these two
Sharifs and their last Mamlik overlord was their warmth and cordiality
in the last years of the period in question. It seems as if both
sides were unconsciously taking farewell of each other, with the
nicest possible impression.

In §prw§l 920/December 1514 the news reached Mecca that the
wife and son of Sultad#l gggwri were on their way to Meéca for pilgrim-
age. Sharif AbU Numayy II went with other notables to Yambu® to
greet the distinguished visitors. On their arrival in Mecca Sharif
Barakdt II and Abl Numayy II brought them valuable gifts and made such
a show of their affection and loyalty that the royal family invited
Barakat II to accompany them to Caire. Throughout Barakat's stay
there he was treated with unprecedented cordiality and at his depart-

ure for Mecca was shown a courtesy unusual on the part of a sovereign.

1A1-*TIzz Tbn Fana, _gp.cite, vol. II, fols. 176, 178-79, 181-82, 219-20
and 2223 . Ion Iyds, Bada i% vol. IV, p.287; Ibn al-Dayba‘, al-Fagl,
fol. 156b See also: 1bn gubayr app.cit.s pp. 323—24 Jaziri, op.cits,
pp. 357-59; Janabl, 02.01t., fol. 309a; Ibn al-‘Inad, Op.Cit, s
vol. VIII, p.87; ‘Igami, op.cit. svol. IV, pp. 289, _305-6 and 309-11;
Sinjdri, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 35 and 38-39; Tabaris op.cit., Vol.

I, fol. 156; Dapldn, op.cit., pp. 49-50.
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This was to be the last meeting between Sultan al-Ghawri and Sharif
Barakat IT.%

Relations between Sultan al—gggwri and the Ottoman Sultan,
Selim I, had been uneasy for some time. The allegedly pro~Safavid
attitude of the Mamluk Sultan was one of the reasons which had led the
Ottoman Sultan Selim I to invade Syria and with this a direct clash
between the Ottomans and the Mamluks had begun. On 25th Rajab 922/
2hth August 1516 a battle was joined on the plain of Mdrj Dabiq,
no¥th of Aleppo and the Mamlilks were routed and al-Ghawri killed.
This battle decided the fate of the Mamlik regime. Tuman-Bay, a
nephew of al—gggwri, was declared by the Mamliks in Cairo as the new
Sultan. He tried in vain to halt the advance of the Ottomans but
there was little he could do., On 29th Qp&ﬂl Hijja 922/January 1517
the battle of al-Raydaniyya, near Cairo, destroyed any hope the Mam~
luks might have had of repulsing the Ottomans. It is true that Jumdn-
Bay held out for a few more months but he himself realized that he
was fighting a lost battle. Eventually he was betrayed and, on 22nd
Rabi® I 922/14th HEpril 1517 was hanged. Egypt and Syria were incorporated
into the Qttoman domain and the last of the caliphs, al-Mutawakkil,
was sent to Istambul. Sultan Selim I is saild to have intended to send
a force to Mecca but to have given up the idea at the request of a

Mece adi. Insteads he sent an investiture of rule to Barakst II

and his son Abd Numeyy II. In Jumada IT 923/July 1517, Sharif Abu
Numayy II visited the Sultan in Cairo to pay homage and was received

favourably.

lAl-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 250-52, 254-57 and 259
63; Ibn Iyas, Badx’ i% vol. IV,pp. 409-12, 432.33, 437-40, LLk2.,
4ilhh9, 455-57 and 459; Tbn al-Dayba®, al-Fadl, fols. 165a-b.

See also: Jaziri, op.cit.s pp. 360 and 706; Igami, op.cit., vol.
IV, pp. 289 and 317-18; Sinjéri, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 45-46;
Dahlan, op.cit., p.50.
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This event was of greater importance for the Ottoman Sultan
than for the Amir of Mecca. TFor the former, to gain control over
Mecca and other parts of the Jijaz was a fact of great significance.
It lent the Ottoman dominion a spiritual touch conveying immense
prestige. For the latter, it meant no less but no more than a change

. 1
of sovereign,

 Yin Iyas, Badg’ié vol. IV,pp.230, 268-69, 391-92 ond 409, vol. V, pp.
33, 37-38, B0, 58-50, 62-63, 66-69, 103, 122-23, 126, 130-31, 1L0-48,
150-64, 167-74, 179-81, 185, 189, 201, 2083, 205—l1, 21415 and 222-23,
See also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit., p.324; Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 126-27,
361 and 364; Nahrawali, gl-1 lam, PP. 69, 243 and 284-87; idem,
al-Barg al-Yamani (ed Pamad al-Jasir, RiyHd, 1387/1967), pp.24-27;
Mu]gammad b "\*IuL‘Lemrxmacl‘l Bakarl, Fayg al-Mannan (MS., A.S. No. 3345), fols.
38 and 49-50; Ibn 2l~-‘Imad, op.cit., vol. VIII, pp. 102 and 113-15;
‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 52-57, 70-72, 292-93 and 318; Sinjari,
op.cit., vol., LI, fols. 51-54; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 176-79;
Dahlan, op.cit., pp. 50-51; B.Lewis, "Egypt and Syria',in The Cam-
bridge History of Islam, vol. I, pp. 229-30; Halil Inalcik, "The
Tise of the Ottoman. Emp:n.re", in The Cambridge History of Islam,
vol. I, pp. 318-19; G. Rentz, E.1.2, art. "Barakat', p.L032.
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Chapter II
EXPOSITION OF ASPECTS RELEVANT TO

THE POLITICAL SITUATION IN MECCA

A, The dependencies of Mecca

The Sharifs of Mecca, whether they enjoyed the privileges and

the status of N&’ib al-Sultan or not, succeeded in extending their

influence over various small principalities of the Hijaz. Most of
these had not been originallyﬁart of the Meccan emirate and were,
sometimes forcibly, incorporated at different times into the territory
of Mecca. But whal was the original territory? In fact, no exact
definition is feasible, though it is possible with regard to certain
towns and valleys.

The nucleus of the entire territory of the Meccan emirate, in-
cluding the parts incorporated into it prior to and during the Eggii
period, was Mecca. The city is situated in a valley surrounded by
mountains which formed a natural wall barring access to the city. En-
trance to Mecca could be gained only at certain points in mountain passes
at which three man made walls (Slr) were erected, each with a gate (Bab)

guarded by the menﬁf the ruling Sharif. SUr BEb al-Ma‘lZ® guarded the

eastern approach to the upper part of Mecca; the west was protected by

Str Bab al-Shubayka, and the southern and lower part by Sur Bab al-Yaman

also known as Sur Bgb al-Mdjin. The existence of these walls and gates

is borne out by a number of direct and indirect references to occasional

damage and repairs within the Burji ]per:iod.:L

1r5eT, snifs’, vol. I, pp. 10=12, 339-40, 242-43, 346, vol. II, pp. 209-
10, 253, 257 and 269; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 10a and
67a, part II, fols. 408b, L4O9b~10b and 411b-12a; Maqrizi, Sulliks vol.
II, fol. 277; Tbn Hajar, *Inba s vol.II, fol. 20a; Al-Najm Ion Fahd,
op.cit., vol. II, fols., 112, 154-55,166, 164-65, 174-75, 183 and 188;
Sakhawi, al-Tibr, p. 147; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, gp.cit., vol. I, fols.

119 and 183, vol. II, fols. 28 and 104, See also: Jaziri, op.cit.,

p.320; Nahrawali, al-L‘13m, pp. 13~15; Janabi, op.cit., fol. 305b;
Ig8mi, op.cit.s vol. IVs pp. 257-58; Sinjari, op.cites vol. I, fols.

6~7 and BES, vol. II, fols?p28-29; Déhlan? op.cE%TT"Eﬁl 39 and 47.
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Iudovico Varthema, who visited Mecca in the pilgrimage season of
908/May 150%, describes the city as "most beautiful!, "The houses are
extremely good, like our own, and there are houses worth three or four
thousand ducats each!, and assesses its population at six thousand
families. He fails to mention the existence of the man~made wall. '"'"The
walls of the said city are the mountains, and it has four e:rsd:rax1cess.”:L
This was presumably because it did not encircle the city as such walls
usually did. Judging by Varthema's report, the city was well-populated
and was possibly the largest in the region. Its population, like that
of any other city, fluctuated in sccordance with the circumstances which
were determined by the policies of the Sharif in question, especially
by his ability to keep law and order and ensure reasonable economic
prosperity. It seems that the internal strife between Barakat II and
his brother52 in the closing yeas of the ngii_period resulted in the
loss of a considerable part of its population by emigration to places
of comparative safety. According to Nahrawdli, Mecca was depopulated
towards the end of the period in question and that wild animals, at
times, could enter the Meccan sanctuary and leave it unhindered.
Caravans bringing a supply of grain to Mecca found difficulty in selling
their merchandise; so sparse was the population and so reduced its
purchasing power that the caravamns either returned with their goods
unsold or had to offer deferred payment to stimulate demand.3
Second in importance but, like Mecca, an integral part of the

emirate, was the port town of J€dda. It is referred to by Varthema

1Varthema, op.cit.s pp. 35-36.

“see Supras PPe. Kb —G4

SNahraws1l, al-I'18m, pp. 10-12. Allowance should be made for Nahrawsli's
pro-Ottoman attitude. His statement may have been motivated by the

wish to discredit the Mamluk Sultan al-Ghawri and his subordinate,

the Sharif of Mecca.
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in the following words: "This city is not surrounded by walls, but
very beautiful houses, as is the custom in Italy. It is a city of
very extensive traffic..." The same traveller states that the in-
habitants were suffering from the shortage of drinking water. He
estimates its population at about five hundred families.l The reason
why this important commercial centre appears to have been rather under-
populated was, apart from the scarcity of drinking water, that the ab-
sence of a protecting wall rendered it so insecure that it presented
an easy target to unruly elements as well as to opponents of the ruling
Amir of Mecca, which deterred many from living there.

T8’if, now a flourishing cityy was then hardly more than a
village whose permanent residents were so few that the Friday prayer
was not h.eld2 in the famous mosque of Ibn ‘Abbas unless by previous ar-

rangement, as was the case in 915/1509.3

T2’if,with the surrounding
rural areas, especially the valleys of Wajj and Liyya, was among the
territories of the Meccan emirate.4 Though Ta’if proper housed only
an insignificant number of people, the surrounding areas were quite
densely populated, which is indicated by the amounts of money collected

in sporadic levies by the Sharifs of Mecca.5 The dwindiing population

of Ta’if could be ascribed to the simple fact that, though agriculturally

lvarthema, op.cit.y pp. 52~53., His remark about the wall is correct,
as it was not built until later as will be seen.

2According to some, the presence of forty persons is an essential
requirement for the Friday prayer. Otherwise, the people should perform
the normal Zuhr prayer.

3Jar Allah b. “Abd al-‘Aziz(Al-‘Izz) Ibn Fahd, Tupfat al-Laji’if (1MS.,
M.H.M, No., 15, Ta’rikh), fols. 67-68; Muhammad b. Al Ibn "AlZEn, Tayf
al-Ta’if (MS., M.H.M. No. 120, Ta’rikh), fols. 65~66; Hasan b. ‘Alial-
“Ujaynt, - L’hdd’ al-Lafa’if (MS., M.H.M. No. 14, Ta’rikh), fols. 33-3k.

1*Fas"i, Shifd’, vol. I, p.25; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol., 1Ob.
See also: dar Allah Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s fol. 4; Ibn ‘A}En, op.cit.,
foled . 31-32,

PSee infra, pp.)oy —17-




103,

prominent, it had long been deprived of any politico-eommercial signi-
ficance and, hence gone into an ever-increasing decline.

The area between these three main centres and the stretch of
country in its immediate vicinity, consisting of valleys and rural
areas, remained as a rule under the control of the Meccan Amirs
throughout the_§ng§ period. The coastal area in the north of J€dda
up to RAbigh, with its adjoining rural areas in the east, was assigned
to the Amirs of Mecca officially and it was administered by them and
they were held responsible, by the Egyptian Sultans, for whatever
occurred in these areas.l The coastal area in the south of Jedda,
together with its eastern stretch, as far as al-LayEQ% can also be
considered an integral part of the Meccan emirate.

The Sharifs of Mecca, probably on the basis of a well-calculated
plan, seem to have been intent more on extending their influence to
the south of Mecca and JRdda than to thei?horth. As will be seen,
several dependencies of Mecca existed in the areas between al-Layth

3

and the northern part of the Yemen.” The obvious aim, beside the ac-~
guisition of new territory and influence, was to control the sea and
land routes to Jfdda and Mecca which were normally used by the Yemenite
and Indian merchants. The Sharifs were concerned about the safety of

the merchants and the revenue derived from trade. The best way to

attain both was the direct or indirect control over the area and it

Ysee infra, p.159.

2At the distance of about 220 km. south of J€dda. See. Ansﬁrz,
op.cit.s p.10.

St present part of this area is known as ‘Asir, which is a new regional
name, after a confederation of tribes in al-Sarat, but then it was re-
garded as the southernmost extension of the region of the Iijaz. The
concept of a separate region intervening between al-fijaz and the Yemen
developed in the 19th century and was sanctioned fairly recently by
the Saudi Arabian government and became a well-defined geo%f74¢fk&§¢ﬂ@
entity. See: R.Headley, E.I.Z2, art. "‘AsTr", pp. 707-10.
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was this precisely which they did. They secured further material
gains, as will be seen, through the levy or tribute imposed on the
inhabitants or chiefs of these dependencies. According to ngi, the
dependencies of Mecca were in his time less numerouns than they had
originally been and were confined to: al-Hasaba, a small town whose
location is given as at one day's distance from Qanﬁnﬁ’l and two days'
from Haly in the direction of the Yemen; Dawqa;2 al~-Wadiyan; 3 and
al-Layth. All these places, evidently with the adjoining areas, and
Hadat Bani J&hir, near Harr al-Zahran, were dependencies of Mecca and
the chiefs and inhabitants of al-lasaba and Dawga paid annuwally to

the Sharifs of Mecca one hundred ghar@ra, and those of al-Wadiyan

and al-Layth two hundred ghafﬁra of gra:i.n.l+ Apart from levy or tributes

in kind, the §Earifs of Mecca received, from time to time, a cexrtain

amount of money from the inhabitants of the neighbouring valleys of

lA town and port on the western coast of the Arabian peninsula about
385 km south of J@dda. Later known as al-Qunfudha. See! Angari,
op.cit.s p.i2.

2p coastal town roughly midway between al-Qunfudha and al-Layth.

3Literally means "two valleys'" but it is a proper name for a coastal
town about sixty miles to the north of Haly. Al-Wadiyan is known
also as al-Sirrayn. Se& Qalgaghandi, Subh, vol. V, p.15; ‘Ayni,
op.cites vol. I, fols. 3la; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,
fols. 60 and 67.

4F§S{, Shifzs’, vol. I, p.25; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols.
10b-1la. The term gharara is applied to a unit of weight used parti-
cularly for grain. éeé. Qalgashandi, Sublh, vol. IV, p.276. This unit
had different equivalents, all of which are based on smaller units
explained later. Seesinfra, p.f5 fn. { - According to Fasi, one
gharfira equalled forty Meccan Ruba® (literally "a quarter" but of
WHET 15 not clear._ But presumably it meant mudd?) See :Shif&’, vol.
IT, p.276. Magrizi describes it as equal to seven Egyptian wayba.
‘SeetBullk, vol. II, fol. 306, The same source mentions in another
place that it was equal topne hundred Qadah. Sullk, vol. III, fol. 9a.
Nahrawali states that one gharara is the quantity of grain which an
average camel could be expected to carry. Al-I'13m, p.202. It
seems that the weight of gharBira differed from region to region, A
Syrian gharidra is defined @s beéing equal to twelve kayla, each of
which was slightly less than one-~fourth of an Egyptian wayba,
Qalgashandi, gubh, vol. IV, p.18l, This is much less than that men-
tioned by Magrizi above (i.e. 7 Bgyptian wayba).
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Ta’if. These sums of money, usually referred to by the term gatia‘,
were most likely fines imposed in retaliation for disloyalty.

In Shawwal 801/July 1399, Sharif Hasan marched against a group
of rebellious Arabs named Hamaga, in the region of Ta'if, subdued
them and exacted 80,000 dirhads from them. A similar amount was
paid by another group of Arabs named Banl Musa, in the valley of Iiyya,

near TE’if.z Shortly after, the Sharif summoned a third group of Arabs

lTh:i.s term was originally applied to one of the units in the Troy
weight system of the Arabs which is based on Habba (grain) and was
later used for coins . Any detailed examination of the various units
of weight and coing is neither intended nor is possible,for the sake
of space. But it will not be amiss to mention briefly some of them
which are referred to in one way or the other in the various secPions
of this thesis. The weight of 4,200 wild mustard, or about 52 mature
grains of barley, with chopped off edges, was equal to one dirham,
Some preferred to give the equivalent of one dirham in Qir3} (one-
twentyfourth of a unit or 22 cg). The number of Qirat in each dirham
is given differently between 14 and 24. The variation is mainly based
on the difference in the number of mustard, barley, wheat, or locust-
beans (fJabb kharylih) grains which were regarded as equal to one Qirdj,
about 20 or 22 of which are considered to be one Mithqdl. Seven
Mithgdl are usually regarded as equal to seven dinars or ten dirhams.
Both Mithgal and dirham were used in weighing silver and gold, but
gradually the former became exclusively used for gold (frequently
called dinBr) and the dirham was usually reserved for silver. Many
larger units of weight or measurement (Kayl or Mikyal) are usually
based on the above stated smaller units. The points mentioned above
are merely general remarks and by no means are conclusive. For fur-
ther details about these and other traditional units of weight or
measurement, see Ibn al-Mujawir, op.cit., vol. I, p.13; Qalqashandl,
Subl, vol, IIL, pp. W4O-41, 443 and 445; Maqrizi, Sulilk, vol. II,
fol. 265; idem, Nubdha Lajifa £i Unfir al-Nugid al-Lslamiyya (M S.
AHK, No. 26l4), Tols. 3~%; Anistas Mari Kermly, al-Nugud al- Arabiyya

wa, Ilm al-Nummiyyat (Cairo, 1939), pp. 9, 25, 27-28, 38 and 76~79;
G.C.Miles, E.I.“ ) art. "Dlnar“, pp. 297-99; idem, E.I.2, art. "Dirham",
pp. 319-20; E.C.Zambur, E.I.2, art. ”Habba", pp. 10-11; J.Allan, E,L.1,
art. "Sikka'l, pp. 4222k idem, E.I.L, art. "MithgEl", p.558; E. v,
Zambaur, E,I.- I.Y, art. "Kirat", pp. . 1023-24, and various works cited

in the blbllography of these articles.

o

The valley of Liyya is one of the neighbouring valleys of TE'if at
the distance of about eight miles. Seé; Marag_;, Opa.Cit., p.165;
Samhildi, Waf®’ Wafd” , vol. II, p. 184 iden, Khulaﬁa, p.2323 dar Allash Ibn
Fahd, op.cit., Fol. 4; Ibn ‘AlEn, op.cit.s fols. 3l-32.
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named KL Bani al-Nimr (known also as K1 Abi’l Khayr) to appear in
person and to acquit themselves of the amount due, but they refused.
The resultant anger of the Sharif was exploited by the Arabs of
Hamaga, who were at daggers drawn with Bani al-Nimr, and urged the
Sharif to attack them. They not only offered to join forces with the
Sharif but also paid him 40,000 dirhams as a further inducement. Sharif
Hasan had no reason to turn their offer down, launched an offensive
and inflicted great losses on Bani al-Nimr. Whether or not the latter
paid the amount due is uncertain.l F&si followed by Al-Najm Ibn Fahd
reports that Sharif Pasan visited these areas again in 802 and 803/
1399 and 1400 and brought the amount imposed on them back to Eﬁecca.2
It was presumably paid without defiance at least for several years in
succession. But in 808/1405, some of the above-~named suspended pay-
ment and Sharif Jasan had to go on several punitive raids against

3

them&o secure his dues. In 817/141% the Sharif received the tribute
without serious opposition.

The amount imposed was increased at some time between 818 and
820/1415 and 1417, which aroused strong resentment and the groups

concerned refused to pay. They were raided and made to comply by force

of arms in 821 and the following year/l418 and 1419.°

Fasi, al-"Igds vol. I, part II, fols. 401lb and 402a; Al-Najm
Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 126.

2 Faei, al-‘Igqd, vol. I, part II, fols. 4OPa-b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 127-28.

5 F3si, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part II, fol. 404b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.Cit.s vol.IL, fol. 135.

4 . Tasi, al='Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 409b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit,s vol. II, fol. 158.

2... Fisi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 414b-15b; AlNajm Ibn Fahd,

op.cit.s vol, II, fols. 17375,




107.

Though no clear reference to the payment of this tribute is made
for several successive years, the usage appears to have continued.

In Safar 847/June 1443, Sharif Barakat I, deposed at the time, pitched
camp near the valley of Liyya. His presence there may or may not have
been intended as a threat but it caused anxiety to the ruling Awmir,
Sharif Aon’1l. Qgim. He, tohard off a possible danger, sent Barakat I
1,900 I:t‘lox'i:L previously levied from the area. Barakat I, having re-
ceived this together with a further amount, 1,100 Iflori delivered on
Abu’l QAsim's instruction by inhabitants of a valley near Ta’if,
departed.2 This account proves that these tributes were indeed paid
regularly and that their payment, when outstanding, was usually en-
forced. It also indicates the possibility of an arrangement between
the ruling Sharif and his deposed brother, giving the latter the right
to claim part € the dues, for Barakét I could hardly have exacted,

and obtained, payment without use of force,; unless there was a previous
arrangement in this respect.

In the following year, however, the share of Barakat I in the
levy appears to have been withheld, as he carried out a number of
raids on these valleys in Rabi‘ II 848/August 1444 and forced their
inhabitants to pay him 2,400 Iflori. This resulted in a tension be-
tween him and Abu’l QEsim, an armed clash was only averted by a com~
promise in which Barakat agreed to pay back 2,000 Iflori and was in
return promised a share in the revenue of J€dda, together with some
other minor financial concessions.3 After this, references to the
levies from this area cease in the sources and whether they continued

and for how long after the events described is uncertain. But an

lFlorence.

“A1-Najm Tbn Fahd, opscit., vol. IL, fol. 250,

3p1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 253-55.
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abrupt end to such references suggests that these inhabitants
either refused to pay in future or were relieved by the Sharifs
themselves from the payment of tribute. This, however, shouiﬁa not
be taken to mean that the Sharifs of Mecca abandoned it in connection
with other areas as well. In 913/1507, forinstence, Sharif Barakat II
during a campaign against Yahya and his suppor’cers1 imposed on the
Arabs of Ban@i Ibr3him an amwual tribute of 6,000 dinars.2 Various
references in the sources are found during the_Egggg pericd to the
effect that the Sharifs of Mecca often resorted to force in exacting
dues, tributes, or simply materialgains through plundering or punitive
raids against certain areas and tribes. These often yielded consider-
able booty, and some of these expeditions could have been made with
the object of enforcing payment of previously imposed levies.3

The Sharifs of Mecca usually allowed the Amirs of the areas under
their influence to continue as.before, provided they acknowledged the
former as their overlords and to pay the tribute, if imposed, regularly.
The three most outstanding dependencies of Mecca were al~Qunfudha,
Haly end Jazan. The first was more or less incorporated into the Meccan
territory and was ruled by deputies of the Meccan Amirs. The most

active and famous among these deputies was Musa b. Barakit (d&]"!l5735;

1See Supras Pr. g5—-q4 .
A1-‘Izz Tbn Fahd, opecit., vol. II, fol. 266.

3IE‘or the relevant details,see} Fasi, al- Igd. vol. I, part II, fol.
415b; Maqrizi, SulBk, vol. II, fol. 392; Ibn Hajar, InbE', vol. IIL,
fol. 135b; Al—NaJm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 126, 175, 181,
269, 295, 306, 322. %24k, 331, 335 and 363~64 Sakhaw1g al~Dhayl (ed.
A.Al-Hassu), pp. 14k, 188 and 352; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, opsoitss Vol. I,
fol., 25, %9, 85, 9%, 100-101, 104w5,167-9, 112, 117, 119, 178, 180_81,
252 and 259-60, vol, II, fols. 85, 155 and 196 Tbn Iyas, Bada’ i

vol. IV, pp. 106 and 122; See also: Jaziri, op.cit., p.336; Iﬁaml,
op.cit.s vol, IV, p.276; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. LI, fols. 11 and
34;35, Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 82 and 124; DallZn, op.citas

D

I

See supra, P-gi.
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Haly Bani. Ya‘gﬁ€”7iﬁgéyaga%¥gortant dependency of Mecca.

The Amir of Haly, Apmad b.I‘ss al-Far&mi, was subjugated by the
Sharif of Mecca, ‘Ajlan b. Rumaytha (d. 777/1375), in 763/1361, but
was allowed to remain in control of Jaly as vassal of the Meccan Amir.
Their relations became closer in consequence of a marriage between
a son of ‘Ajlan and a daughter of Amir “Tea.t Sharif ‘AjlEn, either
immediately after the conquest of Haly or at some later date, imposed
on the Amir of Haly a tribute of which no figure is given in the
source. The tribute seems to have been paid regularly until around
780/1378 when Sharif Apmad b. ‘Ajl&n increased that tribute by an
unspecified sum which the Amir of Haly refused to pay. Sharif Apmad
marched at the head of his men to attack Haly, but on his approach
there a compromise solution was reached by peaceful negotiation.2

The Sharifs of Mecca continued in the position of overlords over
the successive Amirs of Jaly with a possible and short interruption
around 828/1424-25 when the Amir of Haly appear to have beén under
the protection of the Yemenite Sultan. This is borme out by a report
of Fasi that an Bgyptian Amir, Qargmas, came as far as Paly on his
search for Sharif Hasan3 but avoided entering it on the grounds that
it was a dependency of the Yemen.l+ This, however, does not appear to
have lasted long.: as ample evidence is found to show that the Amirs
of Mecca were enjoying again authority over the Amirs of Haly shortly
after that yeare. The influence of the Sharifs of Mecca in Haly was

particularly strong in the closing years of the Burji period, when a

1 o Faéz, al-‘Tgd, vol. I, part II, fols. 534by vol.II, part III,

fol. 150a; Ibn Hajar, InbE’, vol. I, fol. 28a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit., vol. II, fols. 39 and 91. See also: Janabi, op.cit.. fol.
0%a; Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, p.245; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I,
fols. 325-26; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 6l.

ZFQSE, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 287a-~b.

38ee supra, Pe 7l
Fasi, al=‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. G5a-b.
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contingent of Meccan soldiers was sent to establish a garrison there.l
The last but not the lead dependency of Mecca was the emirate
of Jazan (or Jizan) which formed the southernmost limit of the area
controlled by the Meccan Sharifs. When exactly the emirate of Jazan
became a dependency of Mecca is not clear, but it appears that it was
during the rule of Abu’l Ghawd’ir Abmad, who had succeeded his father
Qutp al-Din Durayb al-Hasani in 876/1471.° In Rabi¢ I 882/July 1477
(according to some late sources in 884/1479) the Amir of Mecca,
Sharif Muhammad b. Barakdt, who suspected Abu’l Ghawd’ir of having
connived at the escape of his disloyal brother to Cairo,3 attacked
him, Abu’l Ghawd’ir was to suffer a humiliating defeat and his lands
were devastated by the victorious Sharif of Mecca. The former was,
however, allowed to retain his position but as a subordinate of the
Meccan Amir. Al-Najm Ibn Fahd alone among the sources states that Abu’l
Ghawd’ir had to pay an annual tribute of which he gives no figure to
the Sharif of Mecca. From the few scattered items of information in
the sources, it could be ascertained that the Sharifs of Mecca con-
tinued in comtrol over Abu’l Ghawd’ir and his successors in the emir-

I

ate of Jazan.

lFor the relevant details, see Fasi, al-'Igd, vol. I, part IT, fols.
Lozb, 40%b, 4Oka, 415a and 416a; Ibn Hajar, Inbd', vol. I, fol.
241b, vol, II, fol. 25b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, Jawadith, vol. I, fol,
22k; idem, gl-Nujtm, vol. VII, fols. 349; AT=Na3m Tbn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fols. 129-30, 132, 174, 177, 275, 312 and 316; Sakhawi,
al-Daw’, vol. III, pp. 217-18, vol. X, pp. 176 and 191; idem, al-
Tibrs p.39k; didem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 60 and 154; Al-‘Izz,
Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. L, fols. 236, 242-43 and 248-49, vol. II,
fol, 266 See also: Jandbi, op.cit., fol. 307a; ‘Igdmi, opscit.,

vol. IV, p.262; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 64; R.B.Serjeant, The
Portuguese off the South Arabian Coast (Londonm 1963), p.5.

2, . Selkhiwi, al-Paw®, vol.III, p.218.

5See supras pp,gg.,gq,

b . Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 360-61; Salchawi, al-~Paw’,

vol., I, pp. 33 amd 299, vol. VII, p.152; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu),
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B. Occasional elevation of the Sharif of Mecca to the

status of N&'ib al-Sultdn

The region of Jijdz, as is evident from the preceding pages,
was not a single political entity but was divided into three main
emirates: Mecca, Medina, and Yanbu‘, The Sharifs of Mecca surpassed
the others in wealth, military strength, influence and administration.
Some aspect of their supremacy in the region has already been ex-
plained and others are given in the following chapters. Owing to all
these factors, the Sharifs of Mecca were able to impose and maintain
their authority on various parts of the region, as shown earlier,
which, at least, was not opposed by their FEgyptian overlords. The
latter often received, as will be seen, considerable amounts of money
and valuables from the Sharifs of Mecca and must have been aware of
their greater politico-ecomomic importance. Therefore, it was not
strange to find that the relations between the Sharifs of Mecca and
the Egyptian Sultans, on the whole, were much friendlier than those
of Yanbu® and Medina. In view of all this, it is not surprising
that the status of HELEE (deputy) of the BEgyptian Sultan in the Hijaz
was bestowed exclusively on certain Sharifs of Mecca. 4s the term

Na’ib al-Sultdn indicates, the Sharif who held this position had,

at least in theory, supreme authority over all the chiefs and Amirs
in the region, as deputy of the Egyptian Sultan. The assignment of
this position to a Sharif of Mecca was usually preceded by the payment

of a considerable sum of money to the Sultan. This, however, does

P.249; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol, I, fol. 217; Ibn Iyas,
Bada’i4% vol. III, p.129; Ibn al-Dayba‘, Bughyat al-Mustafid (MS.,
A.S. No. 2988), fol. 60b; idem, Qurra, fol, 202, See also: Jaziri,
op-cit.s» pp. 338-39; Jenabi, op.cit., fol. 307b; ‘Tsami, op.cit.,
vol. IV, p.277; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fol, 14; Tabari, op.
¢it., vol. I, fol, 128; Dahlan, op.cit., p.45; G.Rentz, E.I.2,
art. "Djayzan", pp. 516-~18; Serjeant, op.cit.s p.5.
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not necessarily imply permanent or lifelong tenure of office. Nor

could this office be regarded as hereditary. A deposed NZ'ib al-Sultin

could be later re-appointed mere Amir, which is sometimes confusing
when his status and the basis of his relationship to other Amirs
have, at certain times, to be determined. Some sources, especially
the late ones, occasionally refer to a certain Sharif erroneously

with the title of N&’ib al~Sultan before he actually acquired that

advantageous position, or continue to refer to him as such long after
he had lost this status and was no more than a mere Sharif of Mecca.
Needless to say, all such references are carefully exawmined and
excluded unless supported by other contemporary sources and proved

to be correct.

Sharif Apmad b. ‘AjlZn was the ruling Amir of Mecca at the be-
ginning of the urii period. Most sources refer to him and his
father ‘Ajl%n as Sharif of Mecca. But there are some passages in
certain sources which indicate that both these Sharifs enjoyed authority
in other parts of the Iijaz. That is to say, in additim to the usual
territories of Mecca and its dependencies. Al-Najm Ibn Fahd uses

once, when referring to Sharif ‘AjlZn, the title Sulfan al-Haramayn

(i.e. Sultan of the holy cities of Mecca and Medina) and speaks of

his son Sharif Apmad as being appointed to the"Sdltanat Makka wa

sa’ir al-Bil@d al-Hijaziyya' (i.e., Sultanate of Mecca and all

the areas within the region of the Hijézl). The term Ra’Ts al-Jijaz

(denoting either ruler or the wealthy person in the region) is also
not

used in a reference to Sharif Abmad.2 It is/very likely that this

term has here any political significance. It is apparently used to

indicate Sharif Ahmad's wealth which is reported to have been

lAl»Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 97 and 99.

°Fasi, al~‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 286a; Ibn Taghri Birdi
al-Manhals vol. I, pp. 369-70. ’ ’




113

considerable.l Ibn Jajar gives Sharif Ahmad the title "Sultan al-
[ijaz!", but only once.2

Though the use of these titles indicates that both these Sharifs
possessed influence in the Jijaz, there is no clear factual evidence
to confirm beyond doubt that they enjoyed the authority of overlords.
Sharif Hasan b. ‘Ajlan was the first Amir of Mecca who definitely

acquired the position of N&'ib al-Sultsn in the PijAz. This elevation

was the natural cubmination of the career of a man of his personal
ability. Shortly after his appointment to the emirate of Mecca in
797/1%94, he was able to compel the Amir of Yanbu® to pay him the
Egyptian -
price of grain which had been a gift to him from the Aultan,” and to
take revenge on the assassins of his brother ‘Alf.q Hasan's military
strength enabled hm to pursue his opponents in far distant areas, to
meet and defeat them. In or around Rabi' II 798 /February 1396,
Sharif Hasan went to Yanbu® in pursuit of his opponents, and, despite
the recent dispute between them, received a fairly friendly reception
by the Amir of Yanbu'., According to Ibn al-Furdt, Hasan on his re-
turn journey was ambushed by his opponents who were supported bythe
Amir of Yanbu‘. But the latter suffered defeat and were put to
flight.5 According to Maqriz{, Amir of Yanbu® supported Hasan against
his opponents who suffered defeat.6 Whatever the merits of the case,

the mere fact that Jasan, shortly after his sppointment, was able to

1.See infra,p.@§5ﬂ

2 . lbn Hajar, Durar, vol. I, pp. 201-2.

8ee infra, p-19g.
L
See _ 8upra, pp. bt —E2.
2Ttn al-Furat, op.cit., vol. IX, part II, p.43k.

6Maqr§z{, Sulik, vol.III, fol. 174a.
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take revenge for his brother and to chase his opponents to distant
areas, and that he was strong and shrewd enough to win victory even
though taken by surprise, reflects his great personal merit., This
enabled him to gather, on several occasionss a huge number of
supporters and occasimal followers whooften helped him to achieve
his goal.l

By increasing his military strength, Hasan acquired considerable
influence over the chiefs and Amirs of the area, who must have known

that to maintain good relations with a powerful Amir in the region was
far better than teo be at loggerheads with him. Especially as the
Sultan was unlikely to intervene should one of them be attacked by
another, unless his own position was challenged. This is clearly in=-
dicated by the passive attitude of the Igyptian Sultan to the expansion-
ist policy of the Meccan Amirs who had several dependencies, as shown
earlier, in the south of their territory.

One can easily see that the concept "might is right'" was not
looked upon disapprovingly by the MamlUkss. especially the Burji Sultans.
Thus, forfnstance, in 809/1406 Shavif THAbit and Jemmdz, at enmity
with each other, both approached thg;E%EEZ;, trying to secure appoint-
ment to the emirate of Medina. The Sultan's reaction was rather strange;
he sent a message to both rivals suggesting that they should resolve
the situation between them at the point of the sword. An armed en-
counter actually took place and Jammaz, who gained the upper hand,

appears to have been declared Amir of Medina.2

lAs token examples, s€€: Fasi, Shlfa, vol. II, pp. 252~53; idem, al~-
‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. BO3b, 4O4b and 406a; AlNajm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 122, 128-30, 140, 142 and 15k; Sakhaw1, ale
Tubfa, vol. I, p.477; See also: Janabi , Op.cit.s fol. 505@, Slngarl,
op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 340-41; Dahlan, op.cit.,» p.37.

2~ Tbn Hajars, Inb&’, vol. I, fol. 233a; Sakhiwi, al-Tupfa, vol. I,

p..385.
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There can be little doubt that it westhe growing military
might of Hasan which compelled Mughil and Wubayr, joint Amirs of Yanbu®
whose relations with [lasan were strained, to visit him in Mecca and
normalize their mutual relations in Ramadan 809/March 1407.1 Hasan's
ever-increasing power must have contributed in the decision of the

Egyptian Sultan to grant the former the status of Na’ib al-Sultsn

in Rabif I 811/August or September 1408. Hasan was authorized to
depose or appoint the local Amirs, and to deal with all the affairs
of the region.

Shortly before this, a Sharif named Thebit b. Nu‘ayr had, at
the expense of the above~mentioned Jammg@z b. Hiba, secured the emirate
of Medina, but as he had not yet received the formal decree, Jammidz

had remained in control. The newly appointed Na’ib al-Sultdn con-

firmed ThBbit but the latter died before taking actual control.
Jammaz had hoped that he would be allowed to remain in control of
Medina, but Hasan decided to replace him by ‘Alen b, Nu‘ayr, a
brother of the deceased. This became known to Jamma@z who appropriated
various valuables from the sanctuary and fled. In Rabi® II or Jumida
I of the same year (i.e. 811/September or October 1408), Sharif
*Ajl8n and Sherif Barskdt I b. HJasan reached Medina with a strong
force and the former was declared Amir of Medina as deputy of Hasan.
An attempt was made to arrest Jammaz but in vain. Jasan's name was
mentioned in the Khutba and prayers were said for him immediately
after prayers for the Sultan and before those for ‘Ajlah. This usage
prev_ailed until the end of 812/May 1410, when it was suspended

following the deposition ¢  F ‘Alen, for the reason explained later,

1Fsi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 405a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. IIL, fol. 13%6.
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by Jammidz or Sulayman b, Hiba but was resumed later.1 In connection
with the offering of prayers for Hasan in the sanctuary of Medina2 it
is worth pointing out that the sources rarely if ever refer to this

usage for any NzZ’ib al-Sult@n or for the Sultan himself in any mosque

other than the sanctuaries in Mecca and Medina. The obvious reason was
that thiﬁractice in ordinary mosques had ng political significance.

It can safely be assumed that Sharif [lasan was acknowledged Na’ib al-
Sultan in Yanbu® and the prayers were said for him in the local mosques
there and indeed in others in the region. As to the temporary sus-
pension of the offering of prayers for Sharif Hasan in Medina, as men-
tioned earlier, it was in all probability due to the supposed deposition
of Hasan at the end of 812/May 1410 which, however, was averted at the
last moment.3 The offering of prayers must have been resumed following
the re-instating of Hasan. The assumption is corroborated by the re~

course to a number of sources which state that Sharif Hasan remained

1For the points mentioned and further details about this episode, see !
Fasl, Shifd’, vol. I, p.332, vol. II, pp. 208-9 and 252-53; idem,
al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 57b, part II, fols. 376b-77a and 405a-b,
vol. II, part III, fol. 195a; Magrizi, Sullk, vol. II, fols. 230,
263 and 34l, vol. IV, fol. 1hb; Ibn Hajar, T, Inba’ Inba s vol. I, fol. 2h6a,
vol. II, fols. 4b and 6b; Ibn TagL;u Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I, fol.
181b, 245b and 284a; idem, al-Nujutm, vol. VII, fols. 48-49; Al-

Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cite., vol. 1l, fols. 139-41; Sakhawi, al-Tulfa,
vol, I, fols. ?Ll‘?, ldem, al—Td}f@; vol. I, Pe. 62, 80-81’ 159 and
b26-77, vol., I1I, p.229, vol. III, pp. 408~9; didem, al~Dhayl, fols.
76a-77a and 82b; idem, al-Daw®, vol. III, pp. 13, 50; 78 amd 103~4,
vol, VII, p.152; Samhiidi, Wafi , vol. I, pp. 418-9; idem, Khul3sa,
pp. 145-46, See also: Qalqashandl, Ma’Hthir, vol. II, p.207; Jaziri,
op.cite.s p.585; Nahrawmll, al-I‘18ms p.200; Jandbi, op.cit., fols.
304h-5a -and 310a; ‘Is3mi. op.cit,, vol. IV, pP. 35 and 252-53;
Sinjari,“d 8pycit., vol. I, fols. 338-39; Tabari, gp.cit., vol, I, fols.
é73-74 Dahlan, op.cit., p.37.

The similar practice in Mecca should be taken for granted for all

the Sharifs of Mecca.

O5ee sit ras pp. 6269 -
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N&’ib al-Sultsn for about seven years after the acquisition of that

status.l Had Hasan's name been permanently dropped from the Khujba,

the status of Na’ib al-Sultan would have become meaningless. In

Safar 818/May 1415, Sharif [asan was deposed by his nephew Rumaxﬁﬁa.2
That, in some sources,3 the title Amir of Mecca is usedfb#both, does

not necessarily mean that Hasan had ceased to be NE’ib al-Sultan,

or that Rumaytha had not been assigned the same status, since a
Sharif had to be Amir first before he could acquire a higher status.
Mamy sources state unequivocally that Rumaytha had replaced his
cousins Barakat I and Abmad in the emirate, and his uncle Hasan in

Niyahat al--SuJLtana.l+

Sharif Rumaytha, however, does not seem to have enjoyed any
authority outside the Meccan territory, which may have been partly
caused by the continuous opposition by Hasan's supporters and partly
be the brevity of his rule, for he was replaced by [asan in Ramagan
819/November 1416. The latter appears to have remained, henceforward,
merely Amir of Mecca. This did not prevent the energetic and tactful
Hasan from retaining part of his previous official influence in Medina

« 5

and Yanbu .

o F&si, Shifd’, vol. II, p.209; idem, al-‘Igqd, vol. I, part I,

fol. 57b, part LI, fols. 399a, vol. II, part III, fol. 195a; Ibm
Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I, fol. 28ha; Sakhawi, al-Tubfa,
vol. I, p.477; idem, al-Daw®, vol. III, p.13. See also: Jaziri,
op.Ccit.s p.585; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 254-55.

2For the circumstances leading to this change, see supra, pp. 68 -£8-
5 Ibn Pajar, Inba’, vol. II, fol. 1Obj Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol.
ITL, pp. 13 and 10%. See also: Janabi, op.cit., fol. 305b,

Fasi, Shifd’, vol. II, p.209; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. II, part III,
fol. 195a; ﬁaqrizi, Sulik, vol. II, fol. 272; AlNajm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. II, fol., 163. See also: ‘Igami, op.cits.s vol. IV, p.
2563 Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 34k4; Tabari, op.cit., vol. L.
fol. 80; Dapl@n, op.cit.s p.39.

“See supra: pp.68—72-
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Sinjari, reporting the deposition of Hasan by ‘Ali in Jum8da
I 827/April 14241, states that the latter was appointed

N5’ib al-Sultdn in the Hijiz.> But this statement is, insofar as

it can be ascertained, not supported by other sources. Sharif
4
Barakat I had succeeded his father Pasan in Remadsn 829/August 1426.”

Despite some vague references to him with the title "$ahib al—I;I:i.,jéz“,l+

there is no conclusive evidence to the effect that Barakat I ever

acquired the status of N&’ib al-Sultfn.

Sharif Barakat I was succeeded by his son Muhammad who not
only enjoyed the longest period of rule and cordial relations with the
Sultan but was also the most popular and able Sharif of Mecca within
the Burji period.5 This combination served him well in extending his
influence and authority, officially or otherwise, in the various

parts of the Yijdz. Though he was granted the status of N3'ib al-Sultan

the actual date of the appointment is uncertain.
In 870/1465 Sakhawi, referring to the appointment of a Sharif
named Zuhayr to the emirate of Medina dscribes it to the favour shown

by Sharif Mubammad, the $8hib al-Hijaz (the ruler of the Hijaz).6 This

implies that in this year, if not earlier, Sharif Muhammad enjoyed

the status of NE’ib al-Sultan. According to some later sources, this

1See supray P. 7 %.
ZSée Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 349,

3See slipra, p. 76+

y . Sakhawi, al-Tibr, p.198; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Fassu), pp.

1-2 and 10.

5See sSupras,; pPp. gg;;gé‘
6Saggéhi, al-Tuhfa, vol. II, pp. 320-21.
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status was assigned to Sharif Muhammad in 8?2/1467.l Al-Najm Tbn

Fahd refers to Sharif Mubammad in 872/1467 as Sultan of Mecca.g This
term, in itself, does not point to any additional authority but may
have been used to indicate the hegemony of Mecca over other parts of
the Hijéz. This assumption is supported by the above stted version

of Sakhawi and some other sources as well as by a report by Ibn Iyds
that in Dhi’l Qelda -872/July 1468 an expedition was sent from Mecca

to subdue the unruly elements in Yanby‘.3 In 874/1469, Sharif Mupammad

is referred to again with the titla "“Sahib al--liijz’e'\z".!+ Nevertheless,

two Sharifs, one in Medina in 874/14695 and the other in Yanbu® in

6 Lgyptian
875/1470,  were appointed by the/Sultan himself. Obviously, the Sultan
had the power to appoint or depose any Amir, including his N2'ib in
the Hijédz. But it was the usual practice, as will be seen, that he
at least consulted his N&a’ib in the HijBz when considering the appointe-
ment or deposition of an Amir in Yanbu® or Medina. That he did not do

s0 in this case implies some doubt about the credibility of the earlier

references to Sharif Mubammad as N&’ib al-SultZn in the Hijsz. However,

it should be stated that according to Sa&ﬁﬁwg's reports Sharif Mubammad

was enjoying this status from 870/1465 onwards. Hakhawi's several

1 *. Nahrawdli, al-I‘1Zm, p.223; TJabari, op.cit.» vol. I, fol. 124,

2Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 319.

5Tbn Iyas, Badg’i$ vol. IITI, p.lk.

L‘sakh‘éw'i', al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.188.
— o

5C.J Sakhawi, al-Tuhfa, vol. II, p.321; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu),
P.196. ——————

6Ibn Iyas, Badgd’i$ wvol. III, p.57.
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references to the Sharif in that capacity hawealready been mentioned.

References to Sharif Mubammad as "$ahib al-Hijaz!' are made by the same

source in 878/1473 and 881/1476 again.l In fact, it is in or after
878/1473 that Sharif Mupammad appears to have begun enjoying some
real influence over the Amirs of Yanbu® and Medina which developed
into full official control around 883%/1478 in his capacity of Na&’ib
al-Sultan, This is supported by several evidential examples. In
878/147%, for instance, a Sharif named AbU FHris Shamdn beleaguered
Medina with a strong body of supporters te claim his dues from its
Amir, Sharif Dughaym. The former threatened to storm the city unless
his dues were paid. On receiving this news, Sharif Mupammad sent

to Shaman 5
orders/to depart peacefully, and was obeyed.

In the same year the Egyptian Sultan deposed the Amir of Yanbu®,
Sharif Saba‘ b. Hajjan, and authorized Sharif Muhammd to appoint whom
he chose to the emirate of Yanbu'.® Who was appointed by Sharif Mubammad
is not clear but it was presumably Sharif faqr who was replaced in
Rajab 883%/November 1478 by Seﬂb:aful+

In Ramagan 883%/January 1479, Sharif Muhammad, at the instruction
of the Hgyptian Sultan, went to Medina personally to investigate the
surder of a local_gégg in the previous year and also to rebuke its
Amir, Sharif Dughaym for his failure to bring the murderer to justice
and to give the Egyptian Amir al-Hajj the customary reception. Pughaym
was rather apprehensive, and left Medina before the arrival of Sharif

Mupammad. When Dughaym disregarded Mupammad's invitatinn to co-operate

lSaggaﬁi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.al-Hassu), pp. 218 and 241 respectively.
ausaggﬁwi, al-Tuphfa, vol. II, p.32l.

BAl—Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol.IIl, fol. 342, See also: Jazirz, 0D CLEas
P.337.

4Ibn Iy&s, Badg’i, vol. ILI, p.143.
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in tracking down the murderer, Sharif Muhammad left Medina in
anger, leaving a force to maintain law and order. Sharif Muhammad
had obviously sent an unfavourable report, about Dughaym, to Cairo
which led to the replacement of Dughaym, shortly after, by Sharif
Qusayi;il.1

In Shawwal 883/February 1479, the Amir of Yanbu®, Sharif Saba‘
b. Hajjan, whose relations with Mubammad were strained, paid him a
visit and, as a friendly gesture, offered him 8,000 /Tinars/ as
blood money for some men killed in earlier hostilities. Magnanimously
Sharif Mubammad accepted only half of the amount and their relations
:i.mproved.2 Though not clearly mentioned, it is more than acceptable
to assume that Saba‘ acted as he did in fear of Sharif Mupammad's
authority and to avoid the fate of Dughaym.

The fact that Sharif Muhammad alone among the local Amirs played
the r8le of main host to Sultem Q8’it BEy during the latter's pilgrim-
age is a clear indicatioz that he already enjoyed the status of Na&'ib
al-Sultan in the Jijaz.

In Rabi® II or Jumaddd I 887/June or July 1482, Sharif Muleammad,
following the death of Saba‘ and the dissatisfaction of the inhabitants
in Medina with Qusayfil, appointed the Sharifs Darrdj and Zubayri his
deputies in Yanbu' and Medina respectively. Whether the name of Sharif
Muhammad was mentioned and prayers said for him in Friday's Khufba in
Medini sanctuary prior to this year is open to question. But in 887/
1482 and the following years several references are made to the effect

that this was the practice in the sanctuaries of Mecca and Medina and

1 -, Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 368; Sakhawi, al-Dhayl
(ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 250 and 256-57; idem, al-Daw’, vol. IV, p.2,
vol. VI, p.221l, vol. IX, pp. 102~3; idem, al-~Tuhfa, vol. I, p. 440,
82, vol. II, pp. 321=-22; idem, al-Tubfa, vol. I, fol. 690 and 706,
vol. II, fols. 13-14; Ibn Iyds, Bada’i§ vol. III, p.140.

2A1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. IT, fol. 368.
3See SURE2s Pe L5
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that Sharif Mubammad continued to enjoy the privileges of NZ’ib al-

Sultin.” In RamagEn 888/November 1483, Sharif Zubayri died and Sharif

Muhammad sppointed Hasan, a son of the deceased, his deputy in Medina.2
Relations between Sharif Darrzj, the deputy of Sharif Mubhammad

in Yanbu®, and Yahya b. Saba‘ became rather hostile shortly after the

appointment of Darrdj. The reason was that Sharif Yahya tried, follow-

ing the death of his father Saba‘, for his appointment in Yanbu® but

in vain, as the choice of Sharif Mupammad fell on Sharif Darraj. This

was bitterly resented by Yabhya and the resultant tension led to a

clash between Darrdj and Yalya in the early part of 890/1485, It

was Darraj who suffered greater losses, was practically besieged, and

was forced to pay Yalya a sum of money to conclude a truce.3
Shortly after, the two rivals - whether spontaneouwsly or in

answer to a summons is not known - pald a visit to Sharif Muhammad in

Mecca. What exactly happened there is unclear, but it is safe to

assume that Na'ib al-Sultiin tried to reconcile Yahya and Darrdj with

each other. However, shortly after the return of Yalya and Darrdj to
Yanbu® hostility flared up again. Yalya secured the support of Banl
Tbrghim, a powerful tribe in Yanbu® about 2,000 strong, and Darradj

was hard pressed and in real trouble., He sent to Sharif Mubhammad re-

gqu esting his help. In Rabi®II 891/May 1486, Sharif Mupammad himself
marched with a strong force asgairt Yahya and inflicted a crushing defeat

on him. But soon after the Sharif's return to Mecca Darraj found himself

1" . Sakhawi, al-Tulfa, vol. I, p.82, vol. II, p.95; idem, al-Tuhfa,
vol.I, fols. 690 and 747; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 289,
295 and 329-30; idem, al-Daw’, vol. Llls pp. 217, 232 and 243, vol.
VI, p.221, vol. VII, p.152; Al~‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I,
fols._20~22; 32, 72 and 110, See also: Janabi, op.cit., fol.307b;

t ) -
Igdmi, op.cit.s vol. IV, p.278.

2 Sekhawi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.304; idem, al-Tuhfa, vol.

I, p.82, vol. II, p.95; idem, sl-Daw’, vol. III, pp. 100 and 232-33;

Al-‘Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 40,

SAL~*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 63.
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again under pressure and the N&’ib al-Sultan Sharif Mupammad went
1

again to the rescue of his deputy in Yanbu®.

Late in 891 or early in 892/December 1486, Sharif Yapya re-
guested the Sultan to appoint him to the emirate of Yanbu® and offered
to pay in return 30,000 dinavs. Despite this financial temptation,
the Sultan left the matter to the decision of his Ng’'ib in the Hijaz
whose respons e was not favourable to Yabya.e This stand of the
Sultan must have convinced the local Amirs that the position of Ng'ib
al-Sultan was not a mere symbol but conveyed on its incumbent not only
corresponding authority but the support of the Sultan. This must have
enhanced Sharif Mubammad's influence in the region.

In 902/1496-97 Yahys tried again to persuade the Sultan to grant
him the appointment to the emirate of Yanbu® but in vain. On his
failure, Yalhya renewed hostilities against Darrdj but when Yalya's
supporters, particularly the Arabs of Banii Ibrahim, became a menace
to the authority of the Sharif Mubammad, they were subdued and forced
to pay tx'ibute.3

The deputiesof Sharif Mupammad in Yanbu® and Medina were, on
the whole, loyal but some were, or became, unwilling to act as "depuky'.
They may have thought that it detracted from their dignity. Sharif
Hasan b. Zubayri, the deputy of Sharif Mubammad in Medina, was becoming
increasingly dissatisfied with his subordinate position, especially

as he believed that he was being deprived of his share in the revenue

of the fiefs and endowments made in favour of Medina, Barly in Rabi® I

L Sekhawi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.330; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd,

OD.Cit.s VOl. 1y TOlS. 73 and 75-76.

2 Sekhfwi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Fassu), p.352; Al-‘Izz Tbn Fahd,
Op.cit,» vol. I, fols. 84-85.

S _

7 Sakhawi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Jassu), p.352; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd,
op.cit., vol, I, fols, 201=2 and 204; see also: Jaziri, op.cit.,
PP hd 347""18 .
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901/December 1495, Hasan took possession of a number of valuables
which belonged to the sanctuary and escaped from Medina. Sharif
Muhammad sent an expeditionary force to arrest Hasan and recover the
loot, but in vain. Sharif Mupammad appointed Sharif Faris b. Shaman
his deputy in Medina.l

Sharif Mupammad continued to wield effective power, not only
in the Meccan territory, in Medina and Yanbu®, but also in various other
parts of the Hij¥z until his death early in Muparram 903/September 1497.2
He was succeeded by his son Barakdt IT who seems to bave initially in-
herited his father's status. A reference of 897/1491-92 in which

Barakat II is described as "BasTm /Partner7"of his father referred

to as "Sabib al-Hijaz!" indicates this.3 the more so as Barakat is men-

tioned, shortly after his appointment, as ruler of the Jijaz. He is
reported to have confirmed the Sharifs Faris and Darrdj in their posi~
tions.q This proves that Barakat II possessed initially the privilege

of Na’ib al-Sultan. Otherwise, his being QasIm and his confirmation

of Fayris and Darraj would have been &void of meaning. But this official
status did not last long. Most likely Barakat's split with his brother

and the resultant clashes contributed much in dwindling his authority

L . Sakh@wi, al~Tubfa, vol. I, fol. 68l; idem, al-Tubfa, vol. I, pp.
82 and W7h-75; Semhudi, Wafs’, vol. I, p.422; Al-'lzz Lbn Fahd,
op.cites vol. I, fol. 189, 193-95 and 216; Ibn Iyds, Badi'is vol. III,
p.31l1.

2 | Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. VII, pp. 150-53; Al~‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.citss

vol. I, fol. 2173 Ibn al—D§yba', al~Fadl, fol. 99b; idem, ggrra,

fol. 220; See also: Janabi, op.cit.s fods. 307b-8a; ‘Igdmi, op,cit.:

vol. IV, pp. 278-79.

JSexhavi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Fassu), pp. 540 and 543; idem, al-Dav’,
vol, VII, p.I52.

b . A1-°Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 22%; Ibn al—Dayba‘,al—Fan,
fol._9gb; see also: ‘Isaml, op.cit.s vol. IV, pp. 282 and 30L;

Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 16-19.
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in the region as well as the favour of the Sultan in Cairo.l
In Jumada II or Sha‘ban 903%/February or April 1498 Sharif Yahya
at last succeeded in his lifelong endeavour and secured, against the
wish of Barakat II and at the expense ofDarrad;j, his app&bntment to
the emirate of Yanbu® direct from the Sultamn. Darrdj, having been de-
posed and expelled from Yanbu‘, went to Mecca where he died an exile.2
In 906~7/1500-1501 some references to Barakat and his rival

brother Hazza® under the use of the title'Sapib al-Hijdz" are found

in certain sou:c-ceS.3 Some other rather late sources state that Sharif
Barak#t II was appointed ruler of Mecca and the rest of the Hijaz in
910/1504 or 1505.LP But both these statements, at this stage, are not
supported either by a clear official edict or by the factual evidence

in the sources. In fact, under the rival brothers the situation in
Mecca remained rather chaotic for several years betwemn $06--10/1500-0k4
and was not stabilized until 910/1504, when Barakat II secured the
emirate of Mecca and had his brother Q8’it By appointed in his stead.5
There is no conclusive evidence to the effect that either Barakidt II

or his brdher enjoyed the status of N&’ib al-Sultsn in this year. In

fact, there are clear indications to the contrary. In the latter part
of 911/1505, for instance, Sultan Qangawh alﬁgggwrz deposed Yahya from

the emirate of Yanbu' an%ﬁgpointed Sharif Hajjar b. Darraj instead.6

1see supra, p. 8% G2
2.‘, A1~ Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 227 and 250; Ibn Iyds,
Badg’i§ vol. III, p.377; see also: Jazirl, op.cit.s p. 348 ‘TgBmi,
op.c1t., vol. IV, p.30l.

5 . Al-‘*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 256, vol. IT, fols. -k,
10-11 and 26; Ibn al-Dayba, al-Fadl, fol. 1l4a,

4 *Igami op.cit. s vol. IV, p.289; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 15k.

5See supra, pp.qg_—q,!{-,.
6Ibn Iyas, Badg’i§ vol. IV, p.89.
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There is nothing to suggest that this was done at the request of or in
consultation with Sharif Barakﬁt II, which should have been the case
had the latter or his brother Q&’it B3y enjoyed the status of N&’'ib
al-Sultan.In Ramagddn 914/February 1509, the Sultan had pardoned

Sharif Yapya against a strong current of public opinion.l Yahya had
recently led a movement of rebellion2 and it is almost certain that,
had Barakat's status equalled that of his father, he would have made
every effrot to prevent Yahya from obtaining the Sultan's forgiveness.
However, Yalhya does not appear to have been granted the coveted emirate
of Yanbu® as Sharif Hajjar remained Amir of Yanbu® until his death at
the end of 916/February or March 1511. In Mubarram 917/April 1511,
Yahya, despite strenuous efforts on his part, was again overlocoked in
favour of Sharif Ajwad.3 The date is significant since Ajwad's appoint-
ment was made after Barakat IT had finally acquired the status of

N&’ib al-Sult@n as it is from 916/1510 onwards that clear references to

this effect appear inthe sources..}+ It was most probably Barakat's
opposition which deprived Yalya of his prize.

It was obviously because Barakit IL was Na'ib al-Sult@n that

the Ottoman Sultan Selim I considered the homage paid to him by Sharif

>

Abli Numayy II, Barakat's son,” sufficiently representative of all other

Amirs in the region not to exact any other homage. Indeed, it seems that

1“‘. Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol, II, fol, 157; Ibn Iyas, Badﬁ’ii
vol. IV, pp. 130 and 138.

“See Supra, PP. G5 -4 4 -

3Ttn Iy3s, Badd*i% vol. IV, pp. 211 and 214
. .. Al=‘Izz, Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 171, 178, 182-83, 198,
222, 258-60 and 262; Ibn Iyds, Bada’i% vol. IV, p.455; Ibn al-Dayha®,
al-Fadl, fol. 156b; see also: Jandbi gop.cit., fol. 309a; ‘Igimi,
op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 289, 305-6 and 317; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II,
fols. 35 and 38-39; Daplsn, op.cit., pp. 49-50.

5See supra, pp.clg,_qq’
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none was paid to the Sultan by the Amirs of Medina and Yanbu' after

the incorporation of Hijaz into the Ottoman domain.

C. Belations & the Sharifs of Mecca with the rulers of

Eevpty ¢Irag and the Yemen.

In the prejggzig period the rulers of‘Irﬁq and the Yemen competed
with the Mamlik Sultans of Egypt for the hegemony over [aramayn
(Mecca and Medina) and other parts of the Hij&z. But the issue was
finally settled in favour of the Egyptian Sultans. Though oc casionally
the Sharifs of Mecca and other principalities in the Hijdz adopted a
more independent position, this was not tolerated by the Mamluk Sultans
who were determined to keep the reginn of ¥ijaz within their domain and
undgg}%ontrol and reserve the prestige and other advantages for them-
selves.l

The privileges reserved for and enjoyed by the Mamluk Sultans in
the Meccan region in particular and in otheyéarts of the Hijdz in general
are well exemplified by the oath of allegiance taken by Sharif Abu
Numayy I to the BEgyptian Sultan Baybars in 667/1268  and more parti=~
cularly to Sultan Qalawiin in 681/1282, which remained essentially the
same for the successive Sharifs of Mecca. In that oath, Sharif Abi
Numayy I acknowledged the sovereignty of the Egyptian Sultan and promised

to continue observing the mention of highame in the Khujba and on the

sikka (i.e. coins), giving precedence to the Egyptian Mapmal and
the flag, and using exclusively the Kiswa sent by the Egyptian Sultan

to cover the Ka‘ba,z Thereafter, the sovereignty of the Egyptian Sultans

g, Lewis, "Egypt and Syria'', in The Cambridge History of Islam,
vol., I, pp. 216~17 and 223.

2.

. Ibn al-Fur@it, op.,cit., vol. VII, pp. 247-48; Fasi, al-‘Igd,
vol. I, part I fols. 148b~49a and 150a; Maqrizi, Sulllk, (ed. M.

Ziyada, Cairo, 1934~42), vol. I, partILI, pp. 706~707; AlNajm
Ibn Fahd, op.gitae vol. II, fol. 33,
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was recognized, on the whole, by the local Amirs and the Sultans or
rulers of the neighbouring ccuntries and remained uncontested through~
out the g&ﬁii period.

The main reasons for the original rivalry between the Egyptian
and other Sultans, in the pre-Burji period, were manifold, politico-
economic interests of a general néture. But by far the strongest motive
was the overwhelming desire of the contestants to enhance personal
prestige by obtaining control of the Hijaz - the cmadle of Islam, which
oontained the two most sacred sanctuaries of Mecca and Medina and possessed
in the Muslim world a unique religious significance - and becoming the
guardian of the holy cities, as whoever obtained this status was bound
to enjoy immense prestige. The Egyptian Sultans have regarded this a
point of distinction amd honour over all other Sultans.l These, or
other rulers whose domain included the region of the Hijaz, boasted

the title "Kh&dim al-Haramayn al—Sharifayn"2 and enjoyed great _prestige.3

The importance of this title and the respect enjoyed by its bearer
throughout the Muslim world was and is still tremendous and this is

not surprising. But what is of particular interest is that the non-Muslim
rulers and princes, in the period under examination, were not unaware

of its value., This is illustrated by an account to the effect that a
Georgian prince, visited Sultan Barqglq in 788/1386 and claimed that he

saw a dream in which the Prophet Muhammad enjoined him to adopt Islam

1., Qalgashendi, Subl, vol. IV, pp. 57-58.

2This phrase means '"'the servant of the holy sanctuaries of Mecca and
Medina', The use of the term 'servant' instead of ‘ruler' is justified
by the consideration of their sacredness.

3Asl token references, seeslbn Iyas, Badﬁ’iﬁ vel, V, p.203; Maraci (or

Mira®i) b. Y@suf Al-Fanball, Qalz’id al- Ugyan (MS., E.E,No. 2340),
fol. 50. The Ayyubid Saladin is reported to have been the first to
bear this title. &eaeiBt., Combe, J.Sauvaget and G.Wiet, Repertoire
Chronologigue de 1'epigraphie arabe (Cairo, 1931), ix, no. 346k,
inscription of 587/1191. See also: B. Lewis, "Egypt and Syria" in

The Cambridge History of Islam, vol. I, pp. 216~17; Hasan al-Basha,
al-Alqab al-lslamiyya (Cairos 1957), p.26§.
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at the hands of Khadim al-Haramayn. The prince may have been telling

the truth but he also may have been using this to gain Barquq's
favour; Whatever the case may have been, the Christian prince was
well received, converted to Islam, and honourably treatéd during his
stay in Cairo.l

The possession of this title nust have appeared as the most shining
prize and most coveted of objectives to the Ottoman Sultan Selim I
on his march against Gangawh alngggwfz. Thus it is no wonder that Sultan
Selim I cried with joy in public when, after the battle of Marj Dabiq,
the Khatzb of Aleppo Mosque mentioned hiﬁhame with this title in the
Khujba and that the Sultan showed great favour to the Khatfb.a Prior
to his entry into Egypt and after the battle of Marj Dabig, Sultan
Selim I sent a letter to Sultan Tuman BZy inviting him to accept the
status of an Ottoman depty and offering him the rule of Egypt. The
Ottoman Sultan has described himself as caliph, possessing a greater
right than any other ruler to serve al-~Haramayn. But the proud Tuman-
Bay rejected both the Ottoman claim and offer.3 It was not long,
however, until the name of Selim I,followed by this title, was men~
tioned in the Khujba throughout the Ottoman cilomaai:ns.l3L

The Sharifs of Mecca, subordinate as they were to the Egyptian
Sultans, had no independent foreign policy of their own. The nature
of their relations with non-Egyptian rulers was, of necessity, fully

aligned with the conduct of foreign affairs of their Egyptian overlords.

1For the points mentioned and further details, see Magrizi, Sulik,
vol, III, fol. 10Sb; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. I, fol. 86b; Ibn Iyas,
‘Ugud, vol. II, fol. 1l3a; didem, Bada’i% vol. I, p.26k.

Z_._ Tabarl, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 176-77. See also: Halil Tnalcilk,
"Rise of the Ottoman Bmpire" in The Cambridge History of Islam,
vol., I, p.320.

3Ton Tyds, Badail vol. V, pp. 122-23.

b | -
. Ibn Iyzs, Badd’i$ vol. V, pp.lik-45; Nahrawali, al-I‘1Zm,
Pp. 278-79; Al-Bakari, op.cit., fol. 38.
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The Sharifs were nevertheless the immediate rulers of the area.

Their names were mentioned and prayers were said for them in the

Khutba immediately after the Egyptian Sultan and, as such, the

Sharifs enjoyed considerable prestige among the Muslim rulers. Though

the authority of the Sharifs in the area was rather limited they could

bestow minor privileges on other Muslim rulers on condition that the

dominant rights of the Egyptian Sultans were not affected. It was the

implied objective of the frequent gifts sent to the Sharifs of Mecca

by the.Mu§lim rulers to propitiate them and obtain their co~operation
permission

and/for certain charitable undertakings and pious works in Mecca.

Likewise, the maintenance of friendly relations with these Sherifs

was not only a matter of prestige but the best way for these rulers

to secure fair treatment of their merchants and pilgrims.

The non=-Egyptian rulers generally accepted without demur that
they could not challenge the authority of the Egyptian Sultans in the
Jijdz. They were more than satisfied with some minor and purely cere~
monial privileges such as the permission to send their Mahmal and
being prayed for in the sanctuary and so on. Bven if granted, such
concessions never put any other ruler on an equal footing with the
Bgyptian Sultans. Come what may, the Egyptian Mapmal had always to
be in the leading position; The Syrian Mahmal came second, then those
sent by other Egyptian domains and only at the very end the Mahm%}s
sent by the other rulers. Likewise, the prayers in the Khupba were
said first for the Egyptian Sultan, then for the Sharif of Mecca
and only in the last place for any other ruler. This sequence was
always observed, and will be taken for granted in the following dis-
cussion, whenever reference is made to the presence of the IrEQE or

the Yemeni Mahmal or of prayers being said for a non-Egyptian ruler.
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If and when an attempt was made to alter this order, the offender was

brought to account.

The Sharifs of Mecca and the ‘Iragi rulers

On the eve and in the early part of the §E£i§ period the tri~
partite relations between the Egyptian Sultans, the Sharifs of Mecca,
and the “Irfgi rulers were amicable. That is why the ‘Irdqi rulers were
granted, as will be seels minor privileges in Mecma. But before we
examine these in some detail, it is essential to mention briefly the
‘Irﬁqi rulers, or rather the dynasties within the_gggii period. It is
neither intended nor is it required and possible to give a detailed
account of all these rulers. Therefore, the following is a mere hint
of the successive dynasties and at the end of the passage a number of

sources are given for further details.

The Ti—gggnidl empire in‘Irdg and its adjoining areas - once
a serious rival of the Mamlik Sultans - had disintegrated following

the death of Bil Said (or Ab@l Said) in 737/1336 without heirs. Among

the successor-dynasties were the Jaldyirid of Baghdad. The most important

of these, for the present discussion, were Uways b. Hasan (d. 776/1374)
and his two sons, HJusayn (d.788/13%81l) and Apmad (d. 813/1410). The

latter was ousted, for a short period, from Baghdad by Tim'ii'r2 but

lfl—gggns (i.e. 'viceroys'), a title given to the successors of Hiilegii
(d. 663/1265). See B. Spuler, "The disintegration of the Caliphate
in the east", in The Cambridge History of Islam, vol. I, p.l65.

2Properly Temttr, the Turkish word for 'iron'. He was crippled.probably
by a war wound, and is known to history as TimGr-i-Lang (Timur the
Lame). The europeanized form of the name is Tamerlane. See B.Spuler,
"The disintegration of the Caliphate in the east", in The Cambridge
History of Islam, vol. I, p.170.
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regained its control shortly after the death of Timir in 807/1404

and remained its ruler until his death. Apmad was killed during a
clash with Qara Y{isuf, a ruler of the Turcomans of fhe 'Black sheep'
(Qara Qoyunlo), and Baghdad fell to the latter., Qara Qoyunlu remained
in control until 872/1467-68 when Baghd@d passed to 'White sheep' (Ag
Qoyunlu). After the death of Uziin Pasan (Hasan al~Jawil, the 'tall
Hasan') in 883/1478 his empire was divided up among several of his
sons. But Baghdad, after a period of occupation by the Safawid

in 914/1507~8, remained under the control of Ag Qoyunlu until 921/1515.l

None of the above-mentioned dynasties formed a threat to the

Egyptian hegemony over the Hijaz. It was due to this that the “Tragi
pilgrim caraven and Mahmal were, on the whole, fairly treated in Mecca.
Once or twice the rulers of Aq Qoyunlu, especially Uzin Hasan, tried

to challenge the dominant position and exclusive privileges of the

Mamlik Sultans but his Amir al-lajj and other dignitaries were to
suffer arrest and humiliation.
But these‘Irédi rizlers, particularly on the eve and in the early

part of the Burj{ period, were on friendly terms with the Egyptian Sultans

1For the points mentioned and further details, see: Fasi, a1~‘Igd,

vol. I, part I, fols. 63b and 97a; Maqrizi, Sulik, vol. III, fols.

9%a énd ll4a; Ibn Hajar, InbEi, vol. I, fols, 18b-19a, 66b, 72a, 86a,
123b=-24b, 171b-72a and 216b, vol. II, fols. lha~lhb; idem, al-Durar,
vol. I, p.501; Tbn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 29%a and 266a;
idem, Jawadith, vol. I, fol. 204, part IT (ed. W. Popper), pp. 283,

292, 302, 305~6 and 345, part III (ed. W. Popper),pp.49k, 505-6,

52%~-2, 546, 591-93 and 662~63; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT,

fols. 147, 204 and 262-63; Sakhdwi, al-Daw’, vol.IIl, p.80; idem, !
al-Dhayl, fol. 72a; didem, al-Dhayl (ed, A.Al-Hassu), pp. 215 and 226;

KI-"Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 15, 99 and 113, vol. II,

fol. 157; Ibn Iyds, Bada’i vol. ITI, p.145; idem, Bads’if (U.P.), |
po. 48-49; Tbn al-Imdd, op.cit.s vol. VI, pp. 241-42, vol. VII, p.2;
B. Lewis, "Egypt and Syria''s in The Cambridge History of Islam, vol. }
I, pp. 167= and 171-72; B. Spuler and R,Ettinghausen, E.I¢, art. ‘
"Il}_{_b:é'ns”, PP 1120-’27; J.M.Smith, JR., E.I.ea art. "Djal?iyir,

Djalayirid", pp. 401-2; V.Minorsky, E.I,l, art. "Uwais I (Sulten

Uwais)," pp. 1061-62; idem, E.I.2, art. "Ak Koyunlu", pp. 311-12}

A,A Al-Duri, E,I,2, art. "Baghdad", pp. 894-~008; M.Miquel and others,

E.I.2, art. "Irak", pp. 1250-68.
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as well as with the Sharifs of Mecca and were granted minor privi-
leges in Mecca. Thus, for instance, Uways b. Hasan Buzurg (8. 776/
1374), the Jal3yirid ruler of Baghdad, Tabriz, and other places,
is reported to have sent four large chandeliers, two silver and
two gold ones,; to Mecca, which were used, for a short period, in the
Ka‘ba but were then removed to some other place.1 Uways also sent
valuable gifts to the Sharif of Mecca, ‘AjlZn b. Rumaytha (d. 777/
1375) and his son Apmad (d. 788/1386)., A Meccan QE¢i and ggatib, on the
instructions of these two Sharifs, said the prayer ig the Khujba for
Sulten Uways, but this arrangement was not permanenti

Uways' son Almad was also on the best of terms with the Egyptian
Sultan Barqllq to whom he sent gifts in 785/1383, repeating this friendly
gesture later.” It was Sultan Apmad who in 788/1386, following a
clash between him and Tinir, warned Sultan Barqliq against certain
movements of TimUr's troops near the Egyptian frontier.# In 795/
1392-93%, Sultan Ahmad took refuge in Cairo, following the fall of
Baghdad to Timﬁr.5 The latter sent an envoy to Barqllq to demand Apmad's
return but the Egyptian Sultan responded by putting Timilr's énvoy to

death.6

. Pasi, Shifd”, vol. II, p.250; idem, al-‘Igqd, vol. I, part I,
fols. 18b and B3a.

°Fhel, Shifs’, vol. II, p.250; idem, al-'Igd, vol.I, part I, fols.
63a. an""é’?“"d a; Ibn Hajar, Inb%’, vol. I, fols. 18b-19a. See also:
Ibn al-‘Imad, op.cit.s vol. VI, pp. 24l-42,

3 - - vo:l III,

Magrizi, Sulfk,/fols. 93a and 105b.

4 .. Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. I, fol. 86a; Ibn Iyds, Badg'i$ vol. I,
fols. 264=65; idem, Ughd, vol. II, fol. 11%b.

5Maqr1z1, Bulik, vol. III, fol 159b; Ivn Hajar, Inba’, vol. I, fols.
12%b-24b; Lbn Lyas, Badd is vol. I, pp. 299-300; B.Lewis, "Egypt and
Syria" in The Cambridge history of Islam, vol.Il, p.220; J.M.Smith,
Jr., B.I.~, art. "Djaldyir, Djalayirid", p.kol.

6B. Lewis, "Egypt and Syria', in The Cambridge History of Islam,
vol, I, p.220.
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These facts sufficiently exemplify the friendliness of
their relations. But whether Apmad was ever prayed for, as his
father had been, in the Khujba cannot be borne out by evidence
from the sources.

The relations between the Mamlik Sultans and the Timurid ruler
were generally unfriendly and the former, together with the Sharif of
Mecca, felt somewhat uneasy on the occupation of Baghdad by Timiir.

But this must not be interxrpreted as complete lack of communication be~
tween them. In 807/1404, for instance, the Sharif of Mecca sent an
envoy to ‘Irag, probably to the Timlrids, in an attempt to secure a
financial grant but the mission met with failure.l

In the pilgrimage season of the same year a rumour spread in Mecca,
following the arrival of “IrBgi pilgrims with their Mapmal sent by a
Timirid prince, that the latter was on his way to Mecca with a strong
force. The Sharif was apprehensive, the more so as some ‘IrEgi had:
measured the walls of the Ka‘ba and reportedly said that it was intended
to be used for sending a Kiswa for the Ka‘ba in the following year.

The Sharif had sent the news by a dispatch to Cairo but this was

eventually proved incorrect.2

ShZh~Rukh and Kiswat al-Ka‘ba

TimGr had died in Shawwal 807/May 1405,3 and among his successors
the most able ruler was ShEh-Rukh (d. 851/1447) who gained power in

809/1407 in Samargand, Bukhara, and in the greater part of Pers:i.a.LF

lfi, Fasi, al—‘Igd, vol. II, part IV, fol. 356a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
opscit.s vol.II, fol., 134,

(-, Fasi, Shifa’, vol. II, p.251; idem, al=‘Igd, vol. I, part I,
fol. 63b; Magrizi, Sulllk, vol. III, fol. 252a; Ibn Taghri Birdi,
al-Nujlim, vol, XII, p.322; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fds.
134-35; see also: Jaziri, op.cit., p.315.

2 . Fasi, Shifa’, vol. II, p.251; idem, al~‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 63b.

qB. Spuler, "The disintegration of the Caliphate in the east', in The
Cambridge history of Tslam, vol. I, p.l7l.
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The rumour concerning the intention of a Timirid prince to send a
Kiswa for the Ka‘ba, as mentioned above, may not have proved, at

the time, correct but it is possible that the Timlirid prince re-~
ferred to there was Shah-Rukh. He was the only Timurid and in fact
the only non-Egyptian ruler, during the_§3;ii period, who was granted
the privilege of sending a Kiswa for the Ka‘ba.

Initially, relations between ShEh-Rukh and the Sharif of Mecca
and the Egyptian Sultan had been normal, which is confirmed by the
fact that Sharif Hasan sent an envoy to Shih~Rukh with gifis in 823/
1420.%  Prior to 830/1426~27, two sons of Sharif Hasan, Ahmad and
‘ALY, visited a Tdidrid prince, possibly Shah~Rukh, and received valuable
gifts.2 A Mecoan‘gégi_.frequently visited Shih-Rukh endreceived a
congsiderable amount of money and other valuables as a gift.3 Similarly,
relations between Shah-Rukh and the Egyptian Sultans appear to have
been friendly up to the early years of Sultan Bgfsbay's rule. In or
arvound 828/1424-25, Shih-Rukh seems to have sought,for the first time,
the permission of Birsby to send a Kiswa for the Ka‘ba to fulfil an
oath, but he was politely denied the :EaVOur.4 In the period between
833..39,/1429..55, several envoys were sent to Cairo, most of them to
secure the desired permission, but in vain. Consequently, their re~
lations deteriorated and Shah-Rukh began criticizing BQQSbEy‘s conduct,
particularly for participating in commercial transactions and taking

5

taxes from the merchants in JEdda and Mecca.

*Fael, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol, 416b.

2«. Maqrzzz, Sulk, vol. II, fol. 349; Ibn Hajar, Inbd’, vol. II,
fol. 90b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol.II, fol. 199.

3See infra,pp. 258 54,
*on Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fol, 80a.

5For the relevant dekails, see Maquzl, Suluk, vol., II, fols. 361, 375,
%83-84, ES? and 433; Ibn Jajar, InbE’, vol. Yol. II, fols. 101b, 1l26a=b,
13la, 1340~35a and 136b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Nujum, vol. VII, fols.
17-18, 20 and 121~22; idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 373b=7ha; Al-
Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. LI, fol. 230.
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According to Halil Inalcik, the request of Shah-Rukh was rejected
"on the ground that it was tantamount to a claim to overlordship".1
This may be a slight exaggeration as Shah-Rukh repeatedly requested but
never tried to take or send the Kiswa direct to Mecca. Sh&h-Rukh
may genuinely have taken the oath and was simply seeking the permission
to fulfil it but, on the other hand, and equally likely, was his politi-
cal ambition. What seems to be more convincing is the following analysis
by B. Lewis:

", .. Shah-Rukh, while avoiding open conflict, carried on

the old feud against the Mamluk Sultanate by indirect

means - through his Turcoman allies in the north, and

by seeking to gain influence in Arabia. This is no doubt

the meaning of the request to the Sultan in Cairo for

permission to provide a veil (Kiswa) to cover the Ka‘ba,

'if only for one day'. The request was refused, on the

grounds that the privilege of providing the Kiswa be-

longed by ancient custom to the rulers of Igypt, who

had established great wagfs for this purpose. Barsbay

had good reason for not wishing to grant his rival a foot-

hold, however tenuous, in the Jijaz."2
This was bound to increase the existing tension between Bérsb§y and
Shah~Rukh. In Rajab 839/February cr March 1436, an insulting leter
from Shah~Rukh reached Bg}sty in which he was described as the deputy
of Shah-Rukh and was ordered to wear a robe and a crown, sent with
the envoy, and to mention the name of Shah-Rukh in the Khuiba and to

20 E803 =

strike it on the sikka in acknowledgement of the sovereignty of Shah-
Rukh, This outrageous epistlé incensed Bgésbay. He wreaked his wrath
upon the envoys who were humiliated, thrown into a pool amd almost
beaten to death. The robe was torn to pieces and Sultan Bg}sbﬁy uttered
several insulting remarks about &hah-Rukh. BsbEy 's reply was scorn-
ful and he challenged Shah-Rukh to meet him in combat. Shah-Rukh was
so awe~struck that he did not dare to raise the issue of the Kiswa

again while Bg;sbay's rule lasted.3

1"Rise of the Ottoman empire'in The Cambridge History of Islam, vol. I, fol. 321.

2 . o . . . . .
B.Lewis, "Egypt and Syria' in The Cambridge Wistory of Islam, vol. I, p. 223.
See also: G.Wiet, E.I.2s art. "Barsbay',; p.lObk.

IMaqrizi, Sulllk, vol. II, fols. 391-92; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, £ok8.




137,

It is therefore no wonder that the accession of Sultan Jaqmaq
early in 842/1438 was considered by Shah-Rukh an event worth celew
brating. Betwesn 843~48/14%9-4k, friendly letters, envoys and
gifts were repeatedly exchanged and Shah-Rukh reiterated his request
to be allowed to send a Kiswa for the Ka‘ba to fulfil his old oath.
This was finally granted on condition that the Kiswa was sent to Cairo,
and was to be used only for the interior of the Ka‘ba. Sh&h-Rukh
naturally agreed but when his Kiswa reachedFairo in 848/144k and the
news spread there it provoked such a violent re-action on the part of
the local population that they attacked, humiliated and plundered the
envoys of Shah-Rukh. After harsh measures to quell the riots the Kiswa
was sent to Mecca with the Egyptian pilgrim caravan and was used for
the interior of the Ka‘ba.®

In Ramad@n 856/October 1452 the Kiswa of Shah-Rukh, together with
that of BRrsbEy, were removed and only the Kiswa of Jagmag was retained.®
Shah-Rukh was the only non-Egyptian ruler during the.EEEii period whose
Kiswa was used for the Ka‘ba. But this was done in agreement with the

Egyptian Sultan and not in defiance of the latter's exclusive privilege.

fols. 135a~b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Nujim, vol. VII, fols. 26-27;
idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 373b-7ka; Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. III,
p.297.

1 . Maqfizg, Sulilk, vol. II, fol. 438; TIbn Hajer, Inbd’, vol.II,
fols. 163%a and 167a; Ibn Teghri Birdi, al-Nujlim, vol. VII, fols.
121~-23 and 131-%2; idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 374a-b; idem,
Hawadith, vol. I, fols. 6, 1%, 25 and 33-35; SakhBwi, al-Dhayl, fols.
TO/a and 111b-12a; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Aluﬁagga),*pff5f£§g%m1
al-Pav’, vol. III, pp. 297-98; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 17, 45, 67 and 96-98;
Al~Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 257; see also: Nahrawsli ,
al-I°13m, p.217; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 6; Tabari, op.cit.,
vol. I, fol. 105; M,Sobernheim, E.L.2, art. "Cakmak'", p.6.

2. . Al-Najm Thn Fahd, op.cite, vol. II, fols. 275- 76; Sakhiui,

al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-flassu), p.60; idem, al-Tibr, p.391l. See also:

VazZiris op.cit.s p. 332; Nahrawali, al-1 lam, p.219; Sinjari,
op.cit., vol. II, fol. 8; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 107.
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There was, as a rule, no restriction on the entry of Ifgaz
pilgrims or their Mabmal to Mecca, provided their behaviour was
correct and that they infringed in no way upon the exclusive pre-
rogatives of the FEgyptian Sultans. Obviously the pilgrims from any
other areas were not barred from Mecca in normal circumstances. But
vhether or not any Mapmal sent by a Timurid prince, apart from those
who were in control of Baghdad early in the 9th/15th century, was
allowed in Mecca is uncertain. There is regular mention in the sources
of the sporadic arrivals in Mecca of the Ir8gi pilgrim caravan, usually
after prolonged and frequently occurring absence, with or without their
Mapmal. Though the sources seldom mention the name of the ruler who sent
the Mahmal and simply ascribe the Majmal as having been ﬁiraqi“ there
can be little doubt that it was sent by the Jalayirid and the rulers
of the Turcoman dynasties of Qara Qoyunlu and Ag Qoyunlu. Theglraqi
pilgrim caravans and their Mahmal were, on the whole, fairly &reated
and their arrival was usually looked upon favourably by the local popu-
lation, apparently because of the expected distribution of charities.
Even the sources take notice of their absence and usually mention the
reason for their delay or absence. This reflects that the‘IrEqE pil=-
grims and their Mabmal were not only expected and accepted but also,
at least occasionally, awaited in Mecca.l

Relations between the Qara Qoyunlu dynasty, the ruler of Baghdad,

and the Mamlik Sultan of Egypt were, on the whole, friemdly. In 861/1456-57,

LFor the relevant details, see Ibn al-Furdt, gp.cit., vol. IX, part II,
pp. 312~13 and 350; Fdsi, Shifd’, vol. II, pp. 250-51, 254 and 257; idem,
al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fols. 63a=b; Magrizi, Sullkk, vol. II, fols.
298, 206, 318 and 334k; vol. III, fols. 98a, 160a and 252a; Ibn Hajar,
Inba’, vol. I, fols. 76b and 225a; vol. II, fols. 90b and 95a; Ibn
Taghri-~Birdi, [awadith, vol. I, fols. 282 and 366-67, part II (ed.
W.Popper), pp. 305-6; part IIT, p.546 and 549; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. 11, fols. 103, 119, 121, 131, 135, 137, 147, 156, 160,
163, 166, 171, 174, 178, 204, 262-63, 270 and 316; Sakhawi, al-Dhayl
fol. 69a; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 164, 386 and %675 idem,
al-Daw’, vol. IIIT 865 Ibn Iyds, Badd’is vol. II, p.5h; idem, Badd’if
(U.P.)s pp. 17, 35 and 48-49. See also: Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 313, 315,
317-21, 325, 330-31, 335-36, 343 and 59C.
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a ruler of the former dynasty is reported to have sent an envoy

with gifts for the bgyptian Sultan.l The thatter may have reciprocated
and there may have been other similar exchanges. However, relations
between the Egyptian Sultan and the last Qara Qoyunlu ruler, Jahan
Shah, does not appear to have been friendly. In Rabi®II or Jumidd 1 872/
December 1467 or January 1468, when Jahdn Shdh was killed during a
clash with Uzun Jasan, the latter sent the former's head to Cairo
where ityzing for several days,Z Tuis would hardly have been allowed
by the Egyptian Sultan if Jahan Shah had been on friendly terms with
the Sultan in Cairo. In 872/1467-68 Baghdad passed to Ag Qoyunlu
andinitially their pilgrim caravan and Mapmal were also treated fairly
in Mecca and no hostility against them is reported. But in 876/1471
the Amir al-Hajj of the “IrHql pilgrim caravan tried to secure a lead-
ing position in the procession for the Mehmal sent by Uzin Hasan

and suffered personal humiliation and the “Ir3qi Mahmal was pushed

3

back to the rear.

In*he following year, the Tragi Amir al-Hajj made a deliberate

attack on the exclusive piivileges of the Fgyptian Sultan by forcing

the gggt{b in Medina to say prayers for Uzun HJasan in the XKhujba. The

‘Irfgi Amir al-Hajj, according to Ibn Iyds, compelled the Khatib to

use the title Khadim al-Jaramayn al-Sharifayn as well for Uzin Hasan.

The officials and inhabitants in Medina sent the news to Mecca with
the warning that the ‘Irdqis intended to repeat this performsmnce in

Mecca. The Sharif and Bigh al-Mam@lik of Mecca awaited the “IrZqi

caravan with a strong force in the outskirts of Mecca., Their Amir al-

YTon Iyds, Badgs’is vol. I, p.60.

2Tbn Toghri Birdi, Hawadith (ed. W.Popper), part III, pp. 662-63,

3Al—Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 335. See also: Jaziri,
0p.Citss p.337.
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Hajj and @agi were arrested and,though they were first allowed to

perform the pilgrimage under custody, were taken to Cairo together

with their Mahmal and imprisoned there. The ordinary pilgrims,

however, were not harassed and were allowed to perform pilgrimage and
depart.l In Rabi® I 878/October 1473 these ‘Irdgi captives were released
as a conciliatory gesture to Hasan al-Tawil (Uzln Hasan).2

But the attitude of the Amirs of Mecca and Medina appears, as a
result of this incident, to have become rather hostile to the‘IrEqE.
Consequently, the ‘IrEqi ruler asked the Egyptian Sultan in Mularram
879/May 147k, to instruct the Sharifs of Mecca and Medina to treat
his pilgrims i‘airly.3 Whatever the response of the Egyptian Sultan,
the treatment meted out to the "Ir"a"q':i._ for a further several years, as
will be seen, remained rather unfriendly, if not harsh. It is possible
that this was in accord with the instructions of Sultan §3'it By, who
does not seem to have forgotten the incident and was still resentful.
Probably the support given by the governor of Aleppo in Rabi¢ IT 880/
September 1475 to Mubammad, a disloyal son of Uzln I;Iasan,4 was with
the approval of Sulten Q&’it Bay.

In 880 or 881/i475 or 1476, theIrdgi Mahmal was barred from Mecca
and other places of pilgrimage but ;ggZ-eventually, after a good deal
of effort and, according to Al-Najm Ibn Fahd followed by Jaziri, in
return for money paid to the Egyptian Amir al-Hajj and the Eégg;ékl_

MamElik, allowed to enter.5 In the pilgrimage season of 886/January 1482,

Lo Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 338 and 3445 Sakhawi,
al—Dhayl (ed. A. Al—Hassuj, _p.215; Ibn Iyas, Bada’i5 vol. ITI, pp.
6. See also: Jaziri, op.cit.s p.337; Jan‘bl, op.cit.s fol.
307b, ‘Ig8mi, op.cit., vol. IV, Pp. 276-77; Sinjdri, op.cit., vol.
I, fol. 12.

°Ibn Iyds, Beda’iS vol. III, p.87.

3A1~Na3m Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 347; Sakhawm, al-Dhayl
(ed. A, Al—-I;Iassu), p.226. ———

4Ibn Iyas, Bada’i5 vol. III, p.l05.
7. Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols, 352 and 356~57. See also:
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the ‘IrBigi Mapmal was again denied access to Mecca and the “ragi
Amir al-Hajj was arrested an@éent in captivity, together with the
Majmal, to Cairo.® In Rebi® IT 887/June 1482, Sulten Q&’it Biy sent a
letter to Sharif Mulhammad b. Barakat I and thanked him for his loyal
attitude and his action against the “IrZgi Amir al---];'[aj;j.2 In Ramagan
887/November 1482, the Sultan urged the Sharif to remain on guard
against a possible‘IrEqE pilgrim caravan whose Amir was reportedly
instructed to use an‘Ir@gi Kiswa for the Ka'ba.” This appears to have
been a mere rumour, as no such action is remrted. This is further sup-
ported by the fact that the Egyptian Sultan released the above mentioned
“IrSgi Amir al-Hajj at the end of 887/January or February 14835l+

In the closing years of the Burji period, especially from 892/
1487 ohwards, the treatment of theflrdqi pilgrims and their Mahmal

in Mecca improved as a result of better relations between Cairo and

Baghddd. Even the Sharif occasionally gave theIr8qi imir al-Hajj re-
>

ception on the outskirts of Mecca.

The Sharifs of Mecca and the Yemenite Sultauns

As already stated, the Sharifs of Mecca had no independent

foreign policy and were and had to be in line with that followed by

their Egyptian overlords. The latter were, on the whole, on friendly

Jaziriy Op.cit., p.338; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, p.277; Sinjari,
Op.citey vol. II, fols. 1l2~13.

1Sa5§§ﬁi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.282; al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. I, fol. 15. See also: Jaziri, op.cit., p.341.

2)1-*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 18.

3p1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 25.

*on Tyas, Bada’iS vol. III,p.186.

Salchiwi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu),pp.36h, 467, 526, 547 and 573;
idem, al-Daw’s vol. III, pp. B6-57; sl-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I,

fols, 89~90, 99, 113, 124-25, 151 and 198; Ibn Iyas, Badd i wvol. III,
p.466, vol. IV, pp. 7 and 145; idem, Bads’ i’ (U.P.), pp. L8-49.
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terms with the Yemenite Sultansand had granted them some minoxr
privileges. Therefore, the Sharifs of Mecca had to carry out the
directives of the IEgyptian Sultan.

The Yemenite Sultans unlike the Jaldyirid of Baghdad and those
who followed them, were once a serious rival to the Egyptian Sultan.
There can be little doubt that the grant of minor privileges to them
was not on a conciliatory basis but for commercial and other financial
considerations. This is supported by the fact, as will be seens that
the Rasfilid Sultans of the Yemen lost these privileges shortly after
the desertion of Aden by the Indian merchants. On the eve and in
the early part of the Qggii period the Yemenite Sultans enjoyed the
privilege of having their names mentioned and prayers said for them
in the Kbujba. They were alsc entitled to send their Mapmal and flag
to Mecca and other places connected with the pilgrimage ceremony. It
was, on the whole, fairly treated but was sometimes slighted. This

occurred only when the Yemenite Amir al-Hajj tried to infringe the

exclusive privileges of the Egyptian Sultan or the Yemenite Mapmal
reached Mecca after a long suspension. In the pilgrimage season of
780 or 781/March 1379 or 1380, for instance, the Yemenite Sultan had,
after a long pericd of suspension, sent his flag, his Malhmal, and,
according to Maqrizi, Ibn Hajar and Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, his own Kiswa
for the Ka‘ba as well., Not only the arrival of the Yemenite Malmal.
was unexpected but the presence of the Kiswa in particular infuriated

the Egyptian Amir al-Jajj. . He refused to allow the Mahmal and even

individual Yemenite pilgrims to enter Mecca. Bventually, on the inter=-
vention of Sharif Ahmad b. “Ajl8n, the Yemenite pilgrims were allowed,
with their Mahmal, to perform their pilgrimage ummolested. Permission

to use the Kiswa was out of the question and the Yemenite apparently
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had to take it back.l Some other sources mention the arrival of the
Yemenite Majmal and flag in the pilgrimage season of 78l/March
1380 but without reporting any opposition on the part of the Egyptian

of the
Amir al-Hajj. Nor is the subsequent intervention »/§Qarif referred

to.2 According to Ibn Wahhas, the Yemenite Amir al-Hajj was imprisoned

for a few months on his return to the Yemen in Safar 782/June 1380.3
Whether or not this was comnected with some incident during the pil-
grimage is not certain. According to Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, followed by
Jaziri, the Yemenite Sultan, following the above stated incident of

780 or 781/1379 or 1380, desisted from sending the Majmal until 800/
139%-98.4 However, a report of Ibn Hajar entered under 784/1382-83
differs from the above. It indicates that the Yemenite Mahmal reached
Mecca in the pilgrimage season of either 784/February or March 1383

or a year before. But the Mahmal was either not allowed to enter Mecca
or roughly treated. In consequence of this relations between the
Yemenite Sultan and the Sharif of Mecca deteriorated and the former
imposed an embargo on Mecca and deda.,5 Tt is this embargo that may
have been partly responsible for the absence of the Yemenites in the
pilgrimage ceremony of 785/January 1384,6 Thus it is highly probale
that, in the closing years of the eighth century of the Hijra/fourteenth

century of the Christian era, the Yemenite Mahmal was suspended; what

l’J. Fasi, Shifs’, vol. II, p.250; idem, gl-‘Igd, vol. I, part I,

fol. 63%a; Magrizi, Sulilk, vol. III, fol. 66b; 1bn Hajar, InbE’,
vol. I, fol, 45b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 100-101;
see also: Jaziri, op.cit., p.3l2.

2., Ibn WahhZs, opscit., vol. II, p.154; Khazraji, op.cit., fol. 424;
Thn al-Dayba‘, Qurra, fol. 168. See also: Janabi, opscit.s fol. 313b.

5Tbn WahlEs, opacite, vol. II, pp. 170-71.

4A1mNajm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 10l. See also: Jaziri,
op.cit.s pp. 31213,

2Tbn Hajars Inba’, vol. I. fols. 71b~72a.

"~ Maqrzzzs Suliks vol.III, fol. 98a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s
vol. LI, fol, 103.
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is doubtful is when this was done. Despite the suspension of the
Mabmal, the Yemenite Sultan continued to send his flag during these
years as a symbol of Yemenite participation in the ceremony of pil-
grimage.1 This substitution of the flag for the Mahmal may have
originated in the prevention of the Yemenite Mahmal from entering Mecca.
This can be inferred from the fact that, in 798/1%95-96, the Yemenite
Sultan requested the Egyptian Sultan's permission to send the Mahmal

to Mecca every year.2 This appears to have been granted as, in 800/
1397, Sharif Muhammad b. ‘Ajl3n, a brother of the ruling Amir of Mecca,
Sharif Apmad, visited the Yemenite ruler; he was cordially received
and given valuable gifts. He accompanied,; on his return journey to
Mecca, the Yemenite pilgrims and Mapmal, which does not seem to have
met with any opposition. The same Sharif went to the Yemen in the
following year, no doubt with the intention of rendering the Yemenites
the same service, but the Sultan there decided, for an unknown reason,
torefrain from sending a Mahmal that yea:c-.3 Whether the Yemenite Mapmal
was sent in the following years is not clear, but it is safe to assume
that the custom was resumed. The more so, as the prayers said for the
Yemenite Sultan were continued at least, as will be seen, until early

in Jumddd I 827/May 142k,

L Ibn Wahhfs, op.cit., vol. II, pp. 211-12; Fisi, al—~‘Igd, vol. I,

part I, fols. 22la-b; Khazraji, op.cit., fol. 445; Sakhawi, al-Tubfa,
vol. I, fol. 8hl.

2Qalqashandl, ubp, vol. VIII, p.75.

3 .. Itm Wahhas,o .cit.s vol. II, p.298; Fasi, Shiff’, vol. II, p.251;
idem, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fols. 63& and 190b; part II, fols. 401a-b,
Ibn Hajar, Inba , vol. I, fol. 176b; Khazraji, op.cit., fols. 479-80;

Ton Taghri Birdi, al-Memhal, vol, II, fols. 324a° Al~Najm Tbn Fahd,
op.cit.s vol. II,_fols. 124~25; Sakhawi, al-Daw®, vol. VIII, pp. 150~
51. See also: Jaziris, OpsCites e 316.
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Prayers for the Yemenite Sultan in the Meccan sanctuary used to
be sald on the eve and in the early part of the Burji period.

According to Fasi, a Meccan Q&Qi and Khajib (d. 786/1384) said

prayers in the Khujba for the Yemenite Sultan, and performed certain
other religious services on his behalf. He did so, no doubt, with
the approval of the Sultan in Cairo and the Sharif of Mecca. The
Qadi was very generously rewarded for his services with favours and
substantial amounts of money, which in some years amounted to 27,000
dirhams.l The prayers for the Yemenite Sultan continued to be said
until 801/1398, when they were suspended following the objection on
the part of an Egyptian Amix-.2 The practice was resumed some time later
but was suspended again in Rabi® IT 804/December 1401 by an Egyptian
Amir named Baysaq acting as the deputy of Sharif {asan during the ab-
sence of the latter from Mecca in a campaign. But it was resumed
shortly after the return of Sharif Hasan to Mecaa.3 This cycle of
suspension and resmmption repeated itsélf again and the prayers were
suspended in the pilgrimege season of 826/around November 1423 and
resumed again in Jumads I 827/May 11%24.1+

How long the Yemenite Sultan still continued to enjoy this privi-
lege is not exactly known but, to judge from the absence of references
inkhe sources to the Yemenite Maphmal and the offering of prayer, it
is apparent that he lost botybrivileges shortly after. It is possible

that these privileges were conceded to the Yemenite Sultan only for

Y551, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 97a.

“Fasi, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part IT, fols. 40lb and 402b; Al-Najm Ibn
Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol,1l25.

3¥5sl, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part II, fols. 402b-3a; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd,
op.cit.y vol. II, fol. 130,

AFQSE, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 65a, part II, fol. 420a; Maqrizi,
Sulilk, vol. II, fol. 33l; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols.
186 and 188.
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commexrcial consideration.But the desertion of Aden by the Indian merch-
ants around 827/1424,as will be seen,diminished,if not completely wiped
out,the need for a concession of this kind,and most likely it was aban-
doned for good at a later date.

The Igyptian pilgrim caravan and Mahmal reached Mecca annually and
maintained its leading position among all others.Only twice within the
Burji period did the Egyptian Mahmal absent itself.Their first absence,
in 911/1506,can be ascribed to the rebellious movement in certain areas
of the gij‘z'al,z and is said to have been later regretted by Sultan Gansgawh
al—ggawri ag detracting from his prestigg.'l‘he second occurred in 922/1516,
when the Mamluk régime had already received the mortal blow in Marj DSbigq,
at the hand of the Ot'tomané. Shortly after the final overthrow of the Mamluk
régime in 923/1517 the Ottoman Sultan Selim 1 secured all the privileges

once enjoyed by the Mamluk Sultans in the region of the }'Ii:jé%.

1

See BUDLas PPeqQ 534 .
2Ibn Iy’és,Bada'i‘,vol. 1¥,pp.89,93 and 95.See also:JazirE,op.cit.,p. 355,
7“_43Ibn Iyas,Bada’ivol. 1V, p.112. SeealsosJaziri, Opscite,pp. 127,361 and

364;"I§a’m5'., ope citeavole1V,pe 318,

4Ibn Iyas,Bada?t i@’vol.v, pPpe201,205~6, 208-11and214~15, See also: J’aziri, opeCite,
Ppe126-27 and361;Nahrawall,al-1Lam,pp.69 and 284~87;AL~Bakari,op.cit.,

fols.38 and 49-51 ;‘Igém'i,gg_.c_it&_,vol. 1Vyp.5T3 Sinjarf,g_g._g&, vol,11,fols,.
51=543 g‘abari,o oCitesVole1y,fole. 177~T83Dahlan, opeciteype5ie
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Chapter ILI
ILLUSTRATION OF ASPICTS RELATED TO

TRADE _AND COMMERCE IN MECCA AND JEDDA

A, The commercial significance of the Pilgrimage

The ammual ceremony of the pilgrimage has always been an occasion
of great religio~economic significance. A large number of pilgrims and
merchants from all over the Muslim world gathered in the city of Mecca
and other places connected with the ceremony of the pilgrimage and in-
tense commercial activities developed simultaneously and parallel with
worship and religious ritual. The merger of religious and commercial
interests is not incompatible with theteachings of the SharT‘Z. The
pilgrimage provided the merchants with a unique opportunity for com-
mercial transactions and was exploited fully in furtlering the trading
interests of the merchants. For a few days Mecca and its neighbourhood
became an emporium to which various merchandise was brought from dife
ferent countries and was sold, bought, or exchanged without any adverse
effect on the city's religious character and significence. Needlessto
say, the pattern of this activity was familiar in Mecca long before
the period under examination.l

In the Burjl period this commercial significance of the pilgrime
age not only continued but increased. It was due, in addition to Mecca's
religious signifiance, to the ever-increasing commercial importance of
the area,enhanced by a very suitable geographical location, and facili-

ties made specially available during the pilgrimage. Moreover, the

lsee as token references: Mubammad b. Apmad b, Jubayr, Tadbkira bi’l=
akhbar ‘dn ittifagit al-Asfdr (or simply Ribla), 2nd ed. (Leiden,

1907), pp. 110=22 end 178-79; A.J.Wensinck /J. Jomier7 and B. Lewis,
E.I.2, art. "Hadjdi", pp. 31-38. See also: R.B.Serjeant, gpscit.s p.5.
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area was ruled by a Sharif appointed by the Egyptian Sultan and the
former was comparatively less likely and able to exploit or harm
merchants than a powerful Sultan such as those of Egypt or the Yemen,
This relative safety must have inspired the Indian merchants to
choose J@dda, after their desertion of Aden, instead of other ports
which were directly controlled by the Egyptian Sultan., They naturally
could not have foreseen that their arrival would lead the Egyptian
Sultan to take almost full control of JRdda and that they were to
suffer the same restriction and exploitation which had forced them to
desert Aden.

"lsually merchants from the neighbouring countries accompanied
the pilgrim caravan, but the advantages of trading in Mecca were so
great that they took occasionally the not inconsiderable risk of
travelling on their own, Thus, for instance, in 808/1405, when the
Syrian pilgrim caravan was not sent to Mecca, some Syrian merchants
congregated and set out together on the arduous journey to Mecca.l

The commercial importance of Mecca was not confined within the
pilgrimage season, as this may not cdncide with the season suitable
for navigation and thuzﬁiccasionally unattainable by the foreign merw
chants coming by sea. Nor was it only professiocnal merchants who
participated in the commercial activities, There is evidence to the
effect that the visitors who came to Mecca for the :LMQES (lesser
pilgrimage), and even pilgrims proper, were able to secure material
gains through petty trading. For the greatef part of the_Eggji period

a yearly cavavan called aluRajahiyya? consisting of visitors for the

lFﬁéi, Shifa", vol. II, p.252; see also: Jaziri op.cit.y p.317.
©*Umra, could be performed at any time while the proper Hajj takes
place only between 8th and 12th or 13th Dhu’l-Fijja.

530 named because it usually departed in or around the month of Rajab.
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lesser pilgrimage, officials, and other travellers departed from
Cairo.l Permission to join this caravan was eagerly solicited, as
it promised spiritual as well as material benefits and both prospects
were so attractive that those turned down were greatly d:i.sa,ppointed.2
The intensity of the commercial activities, particularly in
MiﬁE,E‘and the resultant great financial gains at times motivated
merchants to persuade the Egyptian Amir al-fajj to delay his departure
so that they could engage in more trade tramsactions. It can be said
that the merchants succeeded in convincing him more often than not,
though at a considerable cost to fhemselves.u But when the Egyptian
Amir al=Haji found the financial offer of the merchants less than

satisfactory, he sometimes even departed prior to schedule ~ out of

lrhie Rajabi caravan seems to have been suspended in 783/1381 and
was not resumed until 801/1398, See. Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cites
vol., II, fol. 125; Ibn Iyas, Badg’i', vol. I, p.3l3. However, this
caravan was susgended shortly after and was not sent until 825/1422,
Im Hajar, Inba , vol. II, fol. 64b. It is worth mentioning that
this long suspension was in the period preceding the desertion of
Aden by the Indian merchants and their meking J€dda the centre of
their activities in 827/1424, But from this year onwards the caravan
reached Mecca fairly regularly. Obviously, the increased commercial
activities in the area were, at least partly, the reason for this
regularity. It was not so during the period of relative decline of
commercial activities in the area. Ibn Tangm Birdi, for instance,
reporting the departure of Rajabi caravan in 871/1466, states that it
was)sent after several years (Hawadith, part III (ed. W.Popper):; p.
52? L

“Maqrizi, Sulfk, vol. II, fols. 371, 375 and 398; Ibn Hajar, Inba’,
vol. II, fols. 127b, 134b and 14Ob-kla,

3An important seasonal market place, three miles south~east of Mecca,
where several ceremonies of the pilgrimage .are performed. Mina
was an important commercial centre long before the Burji period and
the merchandise boughit or sold there varied from petty items to
precious pearls and stones. Ibn Jubayr, opecit., pp. 178-79. This
importance of MinZ increased considerably during the Bur31 period when
it became a centre for the spice trade. See:Gaston Wiet,'Les Marchands
d'epices sous less Sultans Manlouks!’ editions. der Cahiere d'histoire
rtienne(Lie Cairo 19%%,5 Juin),p.94. .~

PR

4For relevant details, see: F&si, Bhifd’, vol. II, p.254; idem, ale
‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 6ka; Ibn Yajar, Inbd’, vol. II, fol . 80a;
Al-Najm Itn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols, 147-48; Al~‘Izz Ibn Fahd,
op.cit. vol. I, fol. 15.
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spite « to deprive them of their financial gains.l

Realizing, on the occasion of his visit to Mecca in 1503 A.D,,
the religio-commercial significance of the pilgrimage, Varthema
states: "Iruly I never saw so many people collected in one spot as
during the twenty days I remained here, Of these people some had come
for the purpose of trade, and some on pilgrimage for their pardon..." 2

The chence of material gain in Mecca was so ample that, according
to FHsi, it induced many Egyptian traders to settle there permanently,
Soon they were able, to the great resentment of the indigenous traders,
to dominate the local market. This was not welcomed by the local author-
ities, but they could do little as these merchants were able to secure,
in return for money, the protection of Mamluk soldiers and prominent
men of Ashraf and Quwwad. The predominant position and exploitation
of these merchants continued long after Fasi's death until they were,
according to Maqfizz followed by later sources, expelled from Mecca
by the order of the Egyptian Sultan in 843/1439.3

The huge profit obtainable during the pilgrimage season even
through petty trade led some traders to use part of the Meccan sanctuary,
against the teaching of the SharI‘'a, for the display and sale of various
goods. This practice is observable in the Pref@EEii period4 as well as
in the period under comsideration until it was forbidden by the Egyptian

Sultan in Dhu’l-fijja 830/October 142?.5 But this practice was resumed

L1on Hajar, Inba', vol. II, fol. 140a,

2Varthema, opscit.s pp. 37-38.

S¥5ei, al-‘lod, vol. I, part II, fol. 421b; Magrizi, Sulflk, vol. II,
fol, 435; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 229. See also:
Jaziri, op.cit., p.328; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 5.

thn Jubayr, opscit., p.181.
5Haqrzz1, Sullk, vol. II, fol. 349; Ibn fajar, Inpa’, vol. II, fol.

90a; Al-NaJm Ibn Fahd, o E.Glt., vol, II, fol, 200- Sakhaw1, al=Dhayl,
fol. 92b., See also: Jazirl, op.cit.s p.32k.
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later, which is obvious from the report of Varthema who visited
Mecca in 1503 A.D. (908/A.H.).l

Though the commercial activities in Mecca were considerably
less in the later part of the gggji period, it was attractive enough
formany Egyptian traders to settle again in Mecca and 7Te-embark on
the same course of exploitation which had led to the expulsion of
earlier settlers. This is borne out by a Suljani edict of 916/
1510 ordering the repatiation of these merchants, with the exception
of those whose long sojourn in Mecca had gained them the right of
residence there.2

Two important points should be mentioned here, First, that the
local resentment and the Sultan's opposition to immigrant traders were
obviously not directed against all merchants and traders alike, but
only against such whose exploitation exceeded the boundaries of
legitimate profit and whose conduct: conflicted with the interests
of the local traders. BSecond, most of the references to the commer-
cial activities and the collection of taxes occur in connection with
foreign merchants, This should not be taken to mean that the commer—
cial activities were left entirely in the hands of foreign merchants,
as the native and immigrant merchants of Mecca cannot have remained
inactive. Indeed, there is ample evidence to the effect that a numer-
ous community of merchants and traders existed in Mecca and Jgdda in
the Burji period amnd took a very active part in the commercial acti-
vities at home and abroad. Many of these merchants possessed great
wealth and some sailed their own vessels. They went on commercial

journeys and voyages to various neighbouring and distant countries

1Varthema, OpsCites Pp. 38=39.

2Al~‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cits, vol. II, fol. 190,
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and evidently paid, on their return or on the arrival of their goods,

the usual taxes.l

B. Revenue of the Sharifs from the local tolls and occasional dues

As there is a singular dearth of references to this aspect of
the economic life in Mecca in the period in question inferences have
had to be drawn, to a certain extent, from evidence about the immediately
preceding period, especially as many of them are backed by the con=
temporary sources as well, which vouch for the continuity of certain
facts.

from 832/1429

Unlike other commercial dues whic@?ﬁere shared with the Egyptian
Sultan the revenue yielded by the tolls belonged in its entirely to
Sharifs of Mecca. Most references to the collection of tolls concern
grain and other food stuffs imported to Mecca, but the methods of their

collection and in what proportion they stood to the total value of the

goods is seldom made clear.

lFor the sake of space it is not possible to elaborate this point
further but the following sources not only contain evidence supporting
the above mentioned statement but also provide valuable additional
information: Fasi, al-‘Igd, vol, I, part I, fol. 38b, 97a, 147b,
2072, 21l4a~1hb, 282b, 28%a, 290a and 31la: part II, fol. 269b, 368a,
410b, k62b, 4700, 474b and 531b: vol. II, part ILI, fols. 7dy 59b,
65a, 7ha, 160b-6la, 199b, 204b, 21ha~l4b, 234a and 259a~b: part IV,
fols. 27%a. and 38la; Ibn Yajar, Inbd’, vol. II, fols. 123b-2ka;
Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I, fol. 25%a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
Op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 162, 179, 212=13, 222-23, 229, 231, 245, 247=
k9, 258, 264-65, 291-93, 329 and 346~47; Sekhawi, al-Daw’, vol. III,
pp. 45 and 127: vol. V, pp. 28~29, 148, 165, 177, 220-21 and 281-82:
Vol. VI, pp. 30-31 and 80: wvol. X, pp. 50 and 160; idem, al~Tibr,
pp. 100-101 and 276; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 14=15;
282, 310, 517 and S44=45; AI-"Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols.
15, 23, 30, 49, 51, 5%, 57=58, 64-65, 67, 81~§2. 95, 97-98, 108,
11k, 12526, 131, 136, 45-46, 150, 156, 162,172, 189, 194-95, 214
and 258: wvol, II, fols, 4, 7=8, 11, 15, 18, 40-41, 64, 72, 74, 78,
80, 92-96, 98, 1057, 117-18, 130, 134, 137, 155, 158, 162-63, 165-66,
177, 184, 193, 205, 212, 215=17, 221, 223 and 231; Ibn Iyds, Bada'i®,
vol. IV, p.270; Abll Makhrama, op.cit.s vol. II, pp. 69, 118 and 2.5k,
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Obviously, these tolls were no burden to the traders who must have
increased the price of the goods to the consumer. Thus the local popu~
lation was naturally resentful at being forced to pay higher prices
for grain and other food stuffs. It is to the credit of the Bgyptian
Sultans that they repeatedly abolished these tolls, at a certain cost
to the treasury, as they often granted the Sharifs of Mecca appropriate
compensation for the lost revenue.

The fact that for the early part of the §E£§i period no clear
reference to the collection of tolls in Mecca can be traced in the
available sources ié connected with their abolition in the prefﬁgggi
period by the Egyptisn Sultan in Sha‘bBn 766/May 1365?§§§§rif of
Mecca was granted 160,000 dirhams in cash and 1,000 Irdahl of wheat
to be sent from Cairo each year as compensation for the financial loss
of the Sh_arif of M.ecca.2 Though not complete, some very useful
information, especially in the Meccan sources, shows that the abolished
tolls used to be levied :

1. On each camel-load of grain coming from Tﬁ’if3 or Bajflag

ll/h mudd and on that coming from Jfdda one mudd.§
2. On each camel-load of fine plain dates 8 Mas'Tdi -~ a local coin

equal to?dirham - and on ordinary stuffed dates 3 Mas‘Tdi.
3. On each sheep and goat 6 Mas‘Tdi.

b, On certain items such as butter, honey and vegetables 1/6

of the value,

1A weight, particularly used in Egypt.

CThis gives an idea of the amount of revenue the Sharif drew from
these tolls.

34 town about 75 miles S.E. of Mecca around 5,000 feet above sea
level in the mountains of Sax8t. TFor further details, see: H,Lammens,
E, L1, art. ".TE’if", pp. 621-22,

¥BajTla, an Arab trive, the nisba (ascription) is Bajali, part of
which lived near the mounbtmin chain of the Sarat, south of Mecca. For
further details, see: W.Montgomery Watt, E.I.2, art. "Badjila", p.865.

A Meccan measurement used for grain, This difference was presumably
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An excessive amount was charged - in additinn to tolls -~ on
the sale of these items in the Meccan market by the local authority,
but no relevant details are known.1

The abolition of the toll did not materially affect the Sharif's
financial position, not only because he received the above-mentioned
adequate compensation but also because the tax collected from the
Indian , K@rimi, ‘Iragi and other foreign merchants was left, in its
entirety, to the Sharif of Mecca.2 The latter retained, moreover,
the rights to impose, as before, certain charges on the traders in
the market, craftsmen, measurers, weighers. and brokers. This right

was voluntarily renounced by Sharif Apmad b. ‘Ajlan in 774/1372.3

due to the fact that the grain coming from J€dda was brought there
via sea and the merchant most likely had already paid some tax in
JE€dda and thus was entitled to reduce toll, While on that brought
from Ta’if or Bajila no other tax was paid before its entry to Mecca.

lThough all the sources given below confirm the factqbf the abolition
and compensation, they vary in other details. The account given above
is based on the version of Fasi followed by Al-Najm and others and
is supported in its essential details by the Egyptian sources as well.
Ibn Khaldfn, ‘Ibar, vod. IV, pp. 107-8; FaEsi, Shifda’, vol. II, pp.
249-50; idem, al~ Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 63a: part IL, fol., 540a;
Magrizi, Sulik, vol. III, fols. 9b and 66a; Ibn Hajar, Imbd', vol. I,
fol, 28a; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. 7ha; idem, al-—
Nujfm, vol, XI (of the portion published in 12 vols., Cairo, 1929-56},
p.34; Al-Najm Ibm Fahd, op,cit., vol. II, fol. 92; see also: Jaziri,
op.cit.s p.31l; Janabi, gpcitss fol. 304a; ‘Ig8nmT, op.cit., vol. IV,
p.oHk and 246-47; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 325; Jabari, op.cit.,
vol., I, fol. 59; Dahl@n, op.cit.,» p.33.

Fasi, Shiff’, vol. II, p.249; Maqrizi, Sulfkc, vol. III, fol. 9b; Al-
Naju Ibn Fahd, opscit., vol. II, fols. 92 and 97.

3Al--Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 97.
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The revenue of Sharif Abmad arxound this year(774/1372) appears to have
been at least 300,000 dirhams. This is borne out by the fact that
when Sharif Apmad forced his father ‘Ajl%n to abdicate in this year
or two years earlier -~ scurces differ - the latter did so on several
conditions, including that his son would pay to him annually 300,000
dirhams, which was accepted and honoured by Sharif Abmad.l There
can be little doubt that the amount promisedend paid by Sharif

Apmad formed a part of his total revenue, which seems to have been
fairly considerable.

This compensation sppears to have been sent regularly to Mecca,
at least until the early years of the9th century of the Hijra. A4s
Fasi (d. 832/1429) stees in his mention of the abolition of these
tolls and the compensation received by the Sharif, the arrangement
was obgerved "till the time of writing“.2 Though Fasi does not mention
the specific year in which he wrote that passage, it is evident from
the following that it mwet have been before 824/1421, as in Rabi‘ I
of that year (March 1421) an edict was sent to Mecca to order the
sbolition of the recently re-introducted tolls. But whether or how
much compensation was paid this time is not clear. Some sources such
as F3si followed by Al~Najm Ibn Fahd refer to the dispatch by the
" Sultan of a sum of 1,000 dinars in another context, where this amount
is said to have been given by the Sharif of Mecca to the Egyptian Amir
al-fajj but sent back by the Sultan, where it is clearly not a question

of compensation. However, the passage seems to have been misinterpreted

lrgei, al-‘Iad, vol. I, part II, fol. 286b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal,
vol. I (of the partly published part of this source, Cairo, 1375
1955), pp. 369=70; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol.II, fols. 96-97.
See also: ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. oko=47,

FEsi, Shifs’, vol. II, p.250.
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by later authors as a reference to the compensatory grant and,
among them, 'Iﬁﬁmf gives the amount of compensation as 20,000 dinars.l

Probably the arrival of a large number of Indian merchamts in
J&dda, and the subsequent improvement of the Sharif's financial
position, had rendered the petty gains obtained from locd. tolls of
little value., This may be the reason why no reference to such tolls
is made for many years. As will be seen, within a decade or two after
their arrival many Indian merchants drifted back to Aden and thus
caused a setback to the commexrcial prosperity of the Meccan region.

It seems that in this priod the tolls were repeatedly re~imposed and
abolished but other details are unfortunately seldom provided.

In Rabi' I, 850/0uly 1446, for instance, an edict abolishing
these tolls wag sent to Mecca, which indicates that they were rew
imposed earlier.2 But whether or not the order was implemented is
uncertain, The doubt arises from the fact that Sakhiwi reports a
clash in Dhu’l-fijja 851/February or March 1448, between a group of
‘Arabs and the men of the Sharif over the toll on the sheep brought by
the ‘Arabs for sale, but the latter were unwiliing to pay the toll dew
manded.3 This indicates that the Sulfani order of the previous year
was either not carried out or the tolls had been re~imposed. But
another version of SakhBwi and of Al-Najm Ibn thgéoints to the fact
that the clash was not over tolls but over an attempt at appropriation

of some of the ush;ee;p..l+ In any case, these tolls were definitely

1rgel, al-' Igd, vol, I, part I, fol. 65a: part II, fol. 417b; Al-
Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 179-80; see also: Nahrawdli,
alel‘lzm, p.205, lgami, op.cit.s vol. IV, p.38; Sinjari, op.cit.,
VOi. I, fol. 347; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 81; Daplén, op.cit.,
p.40.

2p1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT, fol. 261.

SSakhawi, al-Tibr, pp. 186-87; idem, al-aw’, vol. X, p.272.

‘+Sakhaw1, al-Dhayl (ed. A. Al—-Hassu), P.ll; AlwNajm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, ToI. 267. -
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re~imposed some time before 855/1451, as can be inferred from an edict
sent from Cairo in this year by which they were abolished again.l
This ruling appears to have been observed for a fairly long period,
but the old practice must bave reappeared some time before 872/1L67
when it was forbidden again,2 only to be re~introduced in time to
give a Sharif of Mecca the opportunity of abolishing voluntarily in
903/1497. This reference of Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd mentions only that the
abolished toll was collected from the caravan of Bajila and amounted
to half an Aghrafi on each camel's load of grain.3

The Egyptian Sultan interfered little with the activities of
the traders in the local market of Mecca. But in 890/1485 the traders
were instructed, apparently for reasons of hygiene, to transfer their
activities to shops which had been recently built by oxder of the

Suli:'an.lr Pregumably these were rented and the amounts obtained sent

to the royal treasury. It could be assumed that the Sultan's concern

with the health of the Meccans was motivated by financial considerations.

There are some vague references in the sources from 817/1414
onwards, but with a long interruption in between, to the effect that
occagionally the pilgrims, particularly the Iragis, were subjected to
the payment of a tax on their entry into Mecca or at their departure
from the city. These references, however, do not give any amount ob-
tained from them, nor meke it clear whether it was imposed on the
pilgrims themselves or on the goods brought into or bought by them in

>

Mecca.

Lo1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 273.

“Ibid., fol. 319. See also: Nahrawali, al-I‘l8m, p.223; ‘Ighni, op.
cit,, vol. IV, p.43; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fol., II; Jabari,
op.cit.s vol. I, fol, 124; Dahlan, op.cit.s p.i.

3p1=*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 218,

4Ibid.. fol. 63.

5For relevant details, see: Fasi Shifa’, vol. II, p.257; AlNajm Ibn
Fahd, op.cit.s vol. IT, fol. 16; AL- lzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I,
fol, 20,
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There are a few direct or indirect examples in various sources
to the effect that slave trade was conducted in Mecca and some ine-
dications are found in Al-Najm Ibn Fahd's reports showing that the
local Sharifs obtained certain amounts as their dues on tramsactions
of this kind, but there is otherwise remarkably little information
on this subject.1

In 909/1503 a toll of a completely new kind was introduced in
Mecca. On each camel ox Sh.uqdu:f‘2 six Mupallag ~ a Meccan coiﬂ?%ggl-
aced Mafidi . and on each donkey three Mupallaq were levied on the
departure of the caravan on behalf of the Sharif of Meccas and were
presumably exclusively imposed on the mounts of the merchants.

Varthema, who visited Mecca in 1503 A,D,, may have been referw
ring to these tolls in his statement that two "Seraphim" (evidently
a misnomer for Aggpafi) were charged on each camel-load of spices.4
However, this report of Varthema may have meant a different tax,
as the value of two Aghrafi was much higher than six Muballaqg and
moreover this tax, being imposed onfspices, was most likely collected
for the royal treasury in Cairo, and not on behalf of the Sharif of
Mecca.

In addition to these tolls and his share in the 'Ushr - dis-

cussed later ~ the Sharif of Mecca obtained occasionally a considerable

IFor the relevant details, see: Magrizi, Swlfk, vol. II, fols. 277

and 372; ‘Ayni, op.cit.s vol. IV, fol. 645b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.
cit.s vol., II, fols. 99, 166, 244 and 247; Sekhawi, al-Dhayl (ed.
Al~Yassu), p.Sk5; Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. V, p.70: vol. VI, p.1l;
Al="Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 5; 99, 117 and 228; vol.
II, fols. 132 end 1%2.

BA kind of wooden chair or seat usable by two persons fastened on the
back of a camel and used by the travellers, one person on each side
of the camel.

341w Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. B4=55.

AVarthema, op.cites p.5l.
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amount of money, as their dues, from the merchants in certain cim
cumstances, and often on the basis of an arrangement between theme
‘selves and the merchants. But before going into detail, it is ime
perative to mention a few points relevant to the payment of such
dues by the merchants.

As has been seen during the discussion of the occasional ele-
vation of the Sharif to Niysbat al-Saltena and the Meccan dependencies,
the authority of the Meccan Amirs extended to the almost entire
coastal area between JPdda and the Yemen. When the Sharif acquired
the status of Na’ib al~Sulifn it was extended,theoretically at least,
to all the coastal and other areas in the Jijaz. But when the Sharif
of Mecca was no longer Na'ib al-Suljsin his official authority in the
north of Jfdda, particularly the coastal area, was recognised between
Jédda and REbigg,l The Sharifs took possession of all the goods
aboayd a foundered or abandoned vessel within their territory,a but
only a quarter of the cargo of the damaged but unabandoned vessels
which were bound elgewhere but unable to continue their journey. In
Safar 804/October 1401, for instence, a Kirimi vessel was damaged on
its voyage from the Yemen to Egypt near Je€dda. The Sharif of Mecca
claimed the quarter of the goods but the merchants paid him 65,000
MithoZl, apparently of gold, insteaéi The cargo aboard this vessel
belonged to a son of al~Mupalli, a prominent courtier of the Egyptian
Sultan, and al-Mupalli's reactionr was quite vehement and he almost

brought about the downfall of the Sharif in questionfb A mixture of

1F§éi, al—'Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. lla; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit..
vol. II, fol, 350

°¥gsi, al~‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. lla.

5¥5el, al~‘Iad, vol. I, part IT, fol. 403b: vol. II, part III,
fol. 255a; Al-Najm Ihn Fahd, op,cit., vol. II, fol. 129,

l*See Supras P.A47.
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diplomacy and luck enabled the Sharif to get away, to keep the amount
and to secure further gains from the death of al-Mupalli's som.t

In 809/1406, the Sharif obtained again a considerable sum of
money fromthe owners of goods aboard a Kérimi vessel damaged near
Jffdda. The exact amount paid by the merchants, in return foxr the
Sharif's customary quarter, is not clear, but the sources refer to
thispayment. together with the amount derived from the confiscation
of the property of J&bir al-fardshi, an offiial of the Sharif in Jgdda,”
stating that the total sum obtained by the Sharif was 40,000 Mi_t.l_lg"él.3
In view of the figure given earlier for a similar situation there can
be little doubt that most of it came from the merchants.

Sharifs of Mecca even toék one quarter of the charitable gifts
which constituted the load of a damaged shipj such was the case in
813/1410, when a ship carrying gifts from a ruler of Bengal for the
Amir and inhabitants of Medina was damaged south of Jﬁdda.q

In 822/1419 the Sharif of Mecca obtained from a damaged Karimi
vessel, evidently in return for his traditional claim of a quarter
of the cargo, 10,000 Afranti (or Iflori).” In the following year,
the Sharif obtained from a Karimi vessel, on the same basis, 2,000

Afranti. Unfortunately for him, the cargo belonged to the Egyptian

1 .
See inpky p.260-
ZSee infra, p.Z 45

BFESE, ale‘Igd, vol, I, part II, fol, 4O4b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fol., 136,

QFESE, al-‘Igd, vol, I, part II, fol. 406b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fol. 147. See also: Nahrawdll, al-I‘1Zm, p.200; *Igami,
op.cit.s vol. IV, p.35; Tabari, op.cit.y vol. I, fol.7k.

2F5sl, al=‘lod, vol. I, part II, fols. 415b-16a; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd,
O ocit-’ VOlO II’ folo 175-
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1
Sultan who rebuked him but took no further action.This incident may acc-
ount for a change in the attitude of the Sharif,as there is no evidence

to support the continuation of this practice in years to come,despite

the intensity of the commercial traffic.

1Fés{,a1-1gd,vol.1,part 11,fol.416a3Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,ops.cit.,vol.11,
fol.177.
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Chapter IV
SHARE OF THE SHARIFS IN THE ‘USHR OBTAINED

IN JEDDA WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE

I0 THE YEMENITE AND THE INDIAN MERCHANTS

The gist of a statement by Qalqaghandi indicates that though
J@dda and Mecca were the destination of merchants from various
countries, the Yemenitesand the Indians, even prior to their de-
sertion of Aden, represented the most considerable source of inw
come for the Sharifs of Mecca.l

There 1g eviderice tovthé“effecg%%g merchants from Sawakin,
Zayla® and Berbera were also active and brought supplies of grain
and other foodstuffi. The ‘Iragi merchants too brought occasionally
mexrchandise for sale in Mecca. What exactly these were is not clear,
but the quantity seems to have been comsiderable. Thus, for instance,
in Dhu’l §ijja 830/October 1427, an‘Irigi caraven was plundered during
its journey to Mecca and many merchants were to suffe? great material
loss. The goods belonging to one merchant alone were loaded on 100
camels.3 Obviously these and other merchants coming from the areas
within the Egyptian domain have benefitted, in one way or the other,
the Sharifs of Mecca and the local merchants, These paid taxes which,
in the prefgggji period, were reserved for the Sharifs of Mecca4 but

mogt of
during the period under consideration fsuch revenues seem to have been

reserved for the treasury in Cairo.-

Qalqashandl, Subl, vol. IV, p.276.
2Por details see: Fasi Shlfa vol.II,pp.274 and 2763Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,op.cit.,

vol.1I,fol,369;Sakhawl,al-Dhayl(ed.A.Al-Hassu),p.545;41<Izz Ibn Fahd,op.cit.,
vol.I fols.70,86 101,119,153, 160 and 168:vol.II,fols.21,32,56,62-63,71,119,
123,133,141, 205-6 253 and 268;Jaziri op.cit.,p.339.

3Mﬁqrizi Suluk,vol.II,fol,.349.
d5ee s Rra’P-l51i
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Al The revenue obtained from theYemenite merchants

As the revenue obtained from the Yemenite merchants was left,
usually in its entirety,for the Sharifs of Mecca, it will be appropriate
to illustrate the great benefits which the local Amirs must have de-
rived fram the visits of the Yemenite merchants in respect of revenue
and of the import of various goods, particularly spices. It is a known
fact that in the early part of the ggggi period the Yemen, and particularly
the port of Aden, was among the most important centres of the spice
trade and most of the Indian merchants made Aden their favourite port
where they sold their merchandise, which was carried to other places,
including Megcas by the K8rim or other Yemenite merchants, It was this
commercial importance of the Yementhat found reflection in its cordial
relations with neighbouring areas and far distant countries. The close
examination of the Yemen's politicow-commercial relationships with
other countries is outside the scope of this thesis. But a brief glimpse
of the influential position of the Yemenite Sultam, which occasibpnally
affected the affairs and internal situation of Mecca, will not be out
of place. To begin with, the privilegegénjoyed in Mecca by the Yemenite
Sultansl were apparently due to commercial considerations. Likewise,

2 in 787/1385 and later,”

the valuable gifts sent by the ruler of Dahlak
by the Amir of Faly in ’790/1,'588."+ and the gifts sent by the Qagi and
Muslim merchants of Calicut, in southern India, and the far more signi-
ficant fact that the prayers were said for the Yemenite Sultan in
EEEEEE there in 795/1392 or 139ésand possibly in the fqllowing yvears

Khugba

Ysee supra, pp il =044

2Archipelago off the west coast of the Red Sea, opposite Mugawwa
(Eritrea). For further details, see: S.H.longrigg, £.12, art.
"Dahlak!, pp.90-91.

5Tbn Wahhis, opscitss vol. IT, pp. 182 and 193.

4Ibid., p.198.
Ton Wahhas, op.citss pe244; Kbazraji, op.cit., fol. 460.
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as well, were all due to the same commercial interests.

This long established relationship between the Yemen and other
parts of the world wascbound to develop cordial perggﬁgi}ogg%%gen
the Yemenite Sultans and various other rulers. Thus, for instance,
in 798/1395, an Indian prince, during a political crisis in his
homeland, took refuge in the Yemen.1 In 802/1399, an Indian ruler

sent valuable gifts to the Yemenite Sultan.2

In 800/1397 or 1398 an
envoy sent by the ruler of Ceylon €now called Sri Lanka) reached Yemen
with friendly greetings and valuable gifts., In this very year, eighteen
embassies of various rulers went to the Yemen, including the envoys

of Fgypt, India and the Sharif of Mecca.”  In 811/1408 a Muslim ruler
of ﬂabagggﬁ requested the help of the Yemenite Sultan against a Christian
ruler in the same region.5 This request was apparently based, in
addition to religious sentiment and geographical proximity, on commerw
cial reasons. The same considerations kept the relation between the
Yemenite and the Egyptian Sultans more or less cordial, especially

in the early part of the Burji period, and there were frequent ex-

6
changes of envoys and valuable gifts.

1Tbn Wahbiis, op.cit., vol. II, p.285; Khazraji, op,cit., fols. W7k=-75.

2Ton Wehhas, op.cit., vol. II, p.310; Khazraji, gp.cit., fols. 584-86.

3Ibn Wahhas, op.cit.s vol. II, p.297; Egpzraji, opscit., fol. 479;
Ibn al-Dayba . Qurra, p.174.

qHabagga Pabasha (Abyssinia), a name applied in ‘Arabic usege to the
land people of Ethiopia, and at times to the adjoining areas in the
Horn of Africa. For further details, see: E. Ullendorf’ anqbthers,
E.I.2, art. "Habash, Habasha', pp. 2-8.

PKhezraji, op.cit., fol. 493.
6For the relevant details, see: Ibn al-Furil, op.cit,, vol. IX, part Ii,
Pp. 458~59; Ibn Wahhdss op.cit., vol. II,pp.l%E, 186, 193, 198, 283, 29k~
95 and 307; Qalgagshandi, Subh, vol. V, p.37: vol. VIII,pp.72-76; Fasi,
al=‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fols. 65b and 95b; Magqrizi, Sullk, vol. II,

fol. 3L1; ‘Ayni, op.cit., vol.IV, fol. 650b; Ibn Hajar, inba’, vol. II,
fol. 43a; Khazraji, op.cit., fols. 434, 437, 47k, 478, 480 and 484; Al-
Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 191l-92; Sakhawi, al-Tupfa, vol.

I, fol. 629; idem, al=Paw’, vol, III, p.35; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
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By 823/1420 the commercial importance of the Yemen seems to
have reached its highest point with the arrival of three Chinese
vessels bearing various goods and bringing also an envoy of the Chinese
ruler with valuable gifts for the Yemenite Sultan., The Chinese envoy
was well received, and the Yemenite Sultan reciprocated.l These
Chinese envoys seem to have been sent by the Ming emperors and this
may not have been the first and the only contact between China and
the Yemen. Professor B. Lewis, referring to the commercial activities
of the Chinese, states:

"... In the early fifteenth century, Chinese junks began

to sail as far as the Red Sea. Under the Ming emperors,

China had entered on a new era of commercial prosperity,

and sought new outlets in the west. Efforts to re-open

the overland routes fhrough Persia came to nothing, and

the Chinese directed theiy main efforts to the Red Sea,

where they exchanged embassies with the Yemen."?

There can be little doubt that this Chinese move was motivated by
their wish to find an important market to sell their merchandise, and
they seem to have succeeded,

It is against this background that the commercial activities of
the Yemenite merchants in Mecca and JEdda and the subsequent revenue of
the Sharifs of Mecca can and should be viewed. Though substantial
evidence clearly indicates that the Yemenite merchants frequently
reached Mecca and J€dda and played a significant role in the commercial

activities there, very little is known about the nature of their mer~

chandise or about the sums they paid in taxes. However, it can be

vol. II, fol .189s Tbn al-Dayba‘, al-Fagl, fol. 113b; Ibn IyZs,
Badd’i%, vol. I. p.307; idem, 'Ugud, vol. II, fol. 143D.

15ngraj§, op.cites fol. 4ok; Ibm al-Dayba®, Qurra, pp. 177-78.

2B.Lewis, "Egypt and Syria', in The Cambridge History of Islam, vol, I,
p.22k,
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inferred from some clear evidence or obligue remarks in the sources
thats in the early part of the period in question, spices were the main
merchandise and that the dues paid on them were considerable.

The Yemenite Sultans were fully aware of the importance of their
met'chants for the commercial prosperity of the Meccan region. Whenever
their relations with the Sharifs of Mecca were strained, the%ﬁmposed
commercial embargo to compel the Sharif in question to accept the
Yemenite point of view in commercial or other matters. In 784/1382,
for instance, following a dispute over the Yemeni Mahmal, an embargo
of this kind was impgsed and was only lifted after attempts at conm

ciliation on the part of Sharif Apmad b. ‘Ajl@n.”

The Yemenites
do not seem to have returned to Mecca or J&dda before 786/1384, as
in the previous year not even the Yemenite pilgrims reached Mecca.2

In 799/1396~97, the Yemenite merchants, deterred by the lack of
law and order, avoided Jfdda and went to Yanbu' instead. Consequently
Sharif Jasan b. ‘Ajl3n suffered a considerable loss of revenue and had
to take certain measures, including reductions in taxes, before he
succeeded in bringing the merchants back to Jﬂ’:‘dda.3

Cbviously, any embargo imposed on Mecca was a financial loss
to the Yemenite merchants and the state treasury, as well, but they
seem to have managed to sell their goods elsewhere without much Aiffim
culty or suffering material loss. This may account for the over-sensitivity
and harsh rgaction of the Yemenite Sultan against any objectionable
act of the Sharifs of Mecca and explain also why the Yemenite merchants

observed fully such decisions. In 812/1409, Sharif Hasan ill-treated

lIbn Hajar, Inba’, vol.I, fols. 71b=72a.

®Maqrizi, Sulfk, vol. III, fol. 98a; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s
'V'Ol. II) fOl. 103'

3F5si, al-"Iqds vol. I, part I, fol. 400b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. IT, fol. 123,
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a Yemenite notable named al-Hibbi and extorted money from him during
his sojourn in Mecca. This incesed the Yemenite Sultan who imposed an
embargo on trade with Mecca which was not lifted until the Sharif

sent his apology to the Sultan and promised to repay the extorted
amount.l But whether or not the merchants returned to J€dda or Mecca
on their usual scale is not certain. In any case, shortly after a
fresh dispute led to the re-imposition of the embargo. This new dis-
pute originally began from the delay of the Sharif in the settlement

of compensation which caused the anger of Ibn Jumay‘, a relative of
al-Hibbi and a prominent Yemenite courtier who, in 813/1410, confis-
cated the property of one of the Sharif's men in the Yemen. The

Sharif retaliated by confiscating the belongings of Tbn Jumay " in Mecca
and J€dda. Though the Sharif had informed the Yemenite Sultan that this
act of retaliation was against Ibn Jumayt alone and not against the
Yemenites in general, this justification or assurance was not accepted
and an embargo was imposed in 814/1411. The resulting severe repercussions
compelled the Sharif to send an envoy to the Yemen in 815/1412 with
10,000 Mighﬁ§i, apparently gold, and to promise to pay 20,000 more

as repayment of the amount which he took from al-Hibbi, Simultaneously,
the Sharif asked for the embargo to be lifted; this request was
eventually granted but not without some reluctance.2 It is significant
to note that in 815/1412~Ibn Hajar hesitates between this year and 825/
1422 -~ the Egyptian Sultan, in urgent need of a large quantity of spices
and particularly pepper, could not secure his requirements but through

3 In 816/1413, however,

the Yemenite merchants in Mecca. /the embargo was imposed again, an

y5el, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 405b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit..
vol. IT, Fols. lh2-43.

2F§é§, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 406b-7a and 408a-8b; Al-Najm
Ton Fahdy op.cite.s vol. II, fols. 148-51 and 153.

3Maqf§£§, Sulfik, vol. II, fol. 255; Ibn §ajar, Inbd’ , vol., II, fols. 30b;
Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 153.
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act which was provoked partly by the ill~treatment of the Yemenite
merchants in Mecca and partly by the Sharif's failure to acquit himself
of the remaining two-thirds of the debt. It was at this time that Rumayiggl
went to the Yemen and was shown favour by the Yemenite Sultan which
was no doubt the consequence of his displeasure with Sharif [asan. The
embargo remained in force for several years and may have been maintained
for such a lengthy period because of the internal instability in Mecca,
which led the merchants to substitute Yanbu® for J&dda. It was not until
821/i418 that the Yemenite merchants returned to J€dda and Mecca and the
region, thanks to Sharif Hasan's various efforts, regained its lost com~
mercial activities, prosperity and importance.2

Not only in Mecca but in Cairo too the affect of the Yemenite
embargo was felt, especially when the relationship between the Egyptian
and the Yemenite Sultans was not too cordial, Thus, for instamce,in
816/1413, when the Yemenite Sultan imposed embargo on trade with Mecca,
this seems to have been extended, intentionally or accidentglly, to
Egypt itself and the absence of direct commercial links seems to have
affected badly the Egyptian economy. This is evident from the fact
that the Bgyptian Sultan requesited the Yemenite ruler to send merchants
to Egypt but does not seem to have received a favourable reply.3

Here, it should be mentioned that the visit of the Yemenite mer-
chants to other Hijazi ports was not confined to the period when a

Yemenite embargo was imposed on J€dda but they went to these ports in

normal circumstances as well. Thus, for instance, in 823/1420, a number

lSee supra, pgé

®Fasi, ala‘Igd, vol. I, part IT, fols. 409b, 410b~lla and 413a-lib; Al-
Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 155, 157-58, 162, 164, 169-70
and 172-73.

3¥5si, ale‘Igd, vol. I, part IT, fol. 270a; Ibn Yajar, Inbd’, vol. II,
fol. 2a; Sakhawi, alwDaw’, vol. I, p.268.
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of Yemenite vessels called at J€dda but went on to Yanbu‘.l

The commercial vessels reaching J€dda during the pilgrimege
geason were - with the exception of the early days of Dhu’l-fijja =
not allowed to unload their goods anywhere but onlthe pier of Jgdda
especially reserved for this purpose. This was evidently devised
with a dual aim in view: it was intended to ensure the easy collection
of the full dues, and the safety of the merchants and merchandise. An
official of Sharif Hasan who disregarded this rule in 800/1397 was
punished by being blinded.?

The sources seldom specify the number of cormercial vessels which
actually reached JRdda or the amount of tax obtained, in cash or kind,
by the local authorities. However, occasionally available figures =
usually quoted in connection with the amount paid by the owners of

damaged or foundered vesselg or paid by the Sharifs of Mecca to their

of their
BEgyptian overlordg to secure the contimuation/rule and subsequently the

revenue — prove that both were considerable. This is supported
further by the fact that in the later part of the period under con~
sideration the revenue was shared, as will be seen, by the Egyptian
Sultans. Obviously the amount must have been attractive enough to
induce these Sultens to disregard the exclusive right of the Sharifs
of Mecca.

The fact that about twenty Yemenite vessels are said to have

sunk in the pilgrimage season of 790/November or December 1388,5

1¥gsi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 416a; Al-Najm Ibtn Fahd, op.cits,
vol. II, Tol. 177.

°Fgsi, al'Iqd, vol., I, part II, fol. 40la; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, gp.cit..
vol. IT, fol. 12k.

*See SUPXas Pp. |5 g &1 -

L
See infra,pp.-22.4~33-
2Ton Wahhds, opacites vol. II, p.199; Khazraji, op.cit., fol. 440,
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and over thirty in 794/October or November 1392.1 in the course of
a storm on their way to JE€dda, indicates that the commercial acti-
vities of the Yemenites and the revenue obtained by the Sharifs

of Mecca were substantial. The above mentioned foundered vessels
were spparently carrying both merchants and pilgrims anqﬁhviously
they were only a part of the Yemenite fleet, and the remainder prew
sumably reached Jfdda in safety. In RamagBn 802/June 1400, more
than ten large Karimi vessels reached J@dda together with other
Yenmenite ships, Though no exact figure is given the tax collected by
Sharif Jasan is described as quite considerable.?

Though the Yemenite merchants continued to enjoy commercial
importance throughout the Qg;ji pericd, their impact was far greater
prior to 825/1422, the year of the Indiam traders' exit from Aden.
Any absence of the Yemenite merchants, whatever its canse?, not
only unfailingly resulted in financial loss for the Sharif and the
local trade, but also in the concomitant rise of prices and shortage
of certain goods in Mecca. Thus was the case in 792/1390,3 817/1414,4
and 824/1421,7

The desertion of Aden by the Indian merchants was undoubtedly
a great but not a fatal blow to the Yemenite economy. As will be seen,

not only the Yemenite merchants continued on a reduced scale their

activities, but it was not long before some of the Indian merchants

“Ttn al-Furft, op.cit., vol. IX, part II, pp. 312-13; Fasi, al=‘1 d.
vol. II, part III, fol. 193b; Magrizi, Sulik, vol. ITI,- .

fol. 156a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. 1. 1iy fol. 117. See alsos
Jdaziri, op.cit., p.315.

°Fgsl, al-‘lod, vol. I, part IL, fol. 4O2a; Al-Najm Ibtn Fahd, op.cits,
vol, II, fol. 127.

3Ton al-Furdt, op.cit., vol. IX, part I, p.327.
4‘Ayn§, op.citey vol. IV, fol. 601b,

PTon Pajars InbE's vol. II, fol. 59b.




171.

themselves chose Aden again as a centre of their trade. One of the
results of thisrevival of the commercial importance of the Yemen was, as
will be seen, that the revenue obtained from the Yemenite merchants,
usually left in its entirety for the Sharifs of Mecca, was shared from
time to time by the BEgyptian Sultans.
The Yemenite merchants usually came via the sea but occasionally

used a land route. The Sharifs of Mecca were evidently indifferent

to the route these merchants used as long as they paid the taxes. But
in the closing years of the Eggii period the Sharifs of Mecca, faced
with serious financial problems and suspecting the Yemenites of using
land routes to avoid payment of dues,discouraged and sometimes prevented
such caravans from coming to Mecca. In the pilgrimage season of
91k/March or April 1509, adverse winds prevented the Yemenite vessels
from maintaining the desired speed on their voyage to JEdda. A group
of the Yemenite merchants and pilgrims, led by a certain ‘AfTf b.
Marzliq, disembarked and headed for Mecca by land. They were regarded
as ordinary pilgrims and allowed in the city and the merchants paid

no dues. Sharif Barakadt II resented thishoss of revenue and instructed
his deputy in al~Qunfudha to prevent the Yemenites = apparenthkhe
merchants -~ from travelling to Mecca by land, which the deputy did in
the following year. Another group of Yemenite merchants reached JRdda
by sea and the Sharif took from them, in addition to the usual dues,

2,400 Ashrafi as a loan.”

B. The revenue obtained from the Indian merchants
As already pointed out, the Indian merchants used to go to Mecca

and J€dda well before the Burji period,2 and the levy imposed on their

L 1tm al-Dayba‘, al-Fadl, fols. 145bm-k6a; idem, Qurra, fols. 227-28.

2See su ra, p.yfﬁ@r
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goods must have been of great value for the Sharifs of Mecca. The
interest of the Bgyptian Sultan in the Red Sea and eastern trade could also
be traced long before the period under examination.l

However, despite the arrival of some Indian merchants and the
availability of the Indian mershandise in Mecca and J&dda, it was the
Yemen and more precisely the port of Aden which had become a favourite
port for the Indian merchants and subsequently a far more important centre
of trade in spices and other eastern commodities, and remained so for
meny years in the Burji period. According to Heyd, the Yemenite Sultans
imposed restrictions on trade with Egypt which were msented by the Indian
merchants.2 In view of this the MamlUk Sultans of Egypt were - for
obvious commercial and financial reasons - more than desirous to divert
this important trade to their own domain but only Sultan Bﬁ%sﬁ&y (825~
L1 /1422.38) succeeded.

A period of upheaval and extortion in the Yemen, cdnciding

with the consolidation of Bgyptian control in the Jijaz,

gave Barsbady his opportunity. Rather than face the exactions

and uncertainties of Aden, the eastern merchants sailed right

past the southern port, and made for Jedda, where the Egypt-

ians tried to create conditions attractive to them. As ‘Aden

declined, Jedda rose, becoming one of the main commercial ports

of the Mamluk empire.'3

The desertion of Aden by the Indian merchants and their arrival
at JEdda was at the invitation of Sultan Bﬁésbﬁy.“ This must have been
resented by the Yemenite Sultan but there was little he could do.

. 5 _

In 8256/1422, an Indian Nakhudha from Calicut named Ibrahim,

resenting the lack of equity on the part of the Yemenite Sultan, by-

passed Aden and, desirous of finding a substitute for the port of Aden

lSee, for instance, B. Lewis, "Egypt and Syria', in The Cambridge Histo
of Islam, vol. I, pp. 223~224; R. Hartmann /Phebe Ann Marr7, B,T.2,
art. "Djudda", p.572.

2W.Heyd, Histoire du commerce du Levant au moyen~age, 2 vols. (Leipzig,
1923), vol.II, p.h45.

3B.Lewis, "Egypt and Syria" in The Cambridge Histoxy of Islam, vol. I,
pp - 224—25 .

= s - el

--2 ' ™
ShHa. i 7.2 1 it
s ier; B2, arh. "Barcryl, p.1054.
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for himself and his compatriots, anchored at J&dda. Sharif Jasan b. ‘Aj1%n
failed to realize the significance of this move and, presumably under some
economic pressure and financial need, or simply motived by his greed,
appropriated Tbrhim's goods and TbrEhim, dismayed, departed with a
grudge. In the following year Ibrahim tried the ports of Sawdkin and
Dahlak but also had reason to be more than dissatisfied with the
treatment he received there. Meanwhile, the news of Sharif Hasan'é un-
Justifiable act had reached Cairo and Sultan Bg;sbﬁy instructed the
Sharif to mske good the losses suffered by the Indian merchants, but this
order does not appear to have been obeyed. This defiance may account for
the deposition of Fasaen by ‘AlT b. “AnFnt
This concern of Sultan Bg;sbay for the injustice suffered by
Ibrahim was evidently for reasons of his own financial interest and
not for the sake of justice itself, as he himself can hardly be regarded
as a just ruler. According to G. Wiet, "From the moment Barsbay
acceded to the Sultanate, he displayed the salient features of his
nature: greed, bad temper, and cruelty.,."2
The newly sppointed Amir of Mecca, Sharif ‘A1i, was apparently
instructed by Sultan Bﬁ%sb&y to do his best to induce the Indian merchants
to come and to treat them fairly. Therefore, when in JumaddI 827/ May
1424, Tbrahim returning with two vessels intended to by-pass J€dda,
he was most cordially invited by Sharif ‘A15 and Qargmas, commander of
an Egyptianforce, to anchor at JRdda. IbrZhim accepted and was fairly
treated, he so0ld his own goods and those of other merchants with reason-
able profit and paid the usual :3525, The merchants having made large

3

gains departed satisfied,” Thus, in this year, the Indian merchants

lFEsE, al=‘TIgd, vol. I, part II, fol. 419a; MaquzE, Sulvk, vol. II,
fols, 334=35; AleNajm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol, II, fols. 182 and 184-85.
See also: Jaziri, gp.cit., pp. 322-23; W. Heyd, op.cite, vol. I, p.379:
vol. II, p.h4h5; G.Wiet, Les Marchands, p.98.

2G.Wiet, B.I.%, art. "Barstiy", pp. 1053-5k.

3¥5sl, al=‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 420a; idem, Shifs’, vol. II, p.211;
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finally chose, among the Red Sea ports, J€dda for their main commer-
cial centre., The exact amount obtained in iggga_ is not clear but
whatever it may have been it was left in its entirety for Sharif ‘Ali. But
after this year the sum obtained from the Indian merchants in ‘ushr
and other dues was reserved, completely or mostly, for the treasury
in Cairo.

The Yemenite Sultan seems to have been thinking of preventing
the Indian commercial vessels from crossing the straits of Bab al-Mandab
for JEdda which became known to Sultan Bgisbgy, who decided to send, in
or around Jumadad I 828/April 1425, two Egyptian vessels to Haly.l
This was evidently intended to be a warning to the Yemenite Sultan
who seems to have promised to leave the Indians' trade unhindered.2

In 828/1425, fourteen Indian vessels reached JEdda with various
goods and paid :EEEE to the Sultani officials in Jfdda. The amount thus
obtained was sent to Cairo. According to Maqfizi, followed partiy oxr
fully by other sources, forty Indian and other vessels called at J@dda
in 829/1426. He states that the total amount of the revenue sent
to Cairo exceeded 70,000 dinars, an act which is commented upon bitterly
by Maqr§z§ and others. There is some uncertainty whether this amount
congisted of the revenue of both 828-29/1425-26 or was exclusively of
the later year. Be it as it may, it indicates the remarkable growth
of Jfdda, at the expense of Aden, a fact explicitly pointed out by

Maqfizi and other sourees?

Magrizi, Suluk, vol. II, fol. 335; Ibn Jajar, Tnba’, vol. II, fol.
76b; AlNajm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 188; see also: Janabi,
OpsCites fol. 306a; ‘Igami,op.cit.s vol. IV, p.260; Sinjari, op.cit.s
volé I, fol. 349; W.Heyd, op.cit.s vol. IT, p.445; G.Wiet, Les Marchands,
p09 .

1p1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, £51. 191.

2W.Heyd, OpsCit.y vol. II, p.ih5,

3Maqriz§, Sulflk, vol. II, fols. 335, 339-40 and 383; Ibn Taghri Birdi,
al-Nujiim, vol., VII, fol. 53; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op,cit., vol, II, fols.
192 and 215. See also: Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 322-23; Sinjari, op.cit.
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In view of the facts mentioned above, it is by no means sur-
prising that Sultan Bﬁfsbﬁy decided to divert to Cairo all the revenue
obtained from the Indian merchants in 828-29/1425-26 which exceeded
70,000 dinars. In 831/1428, various spices and a quantity of cloth
obtained as ‘ushr in Jedda were brought to Cairo and valued there
at about 50,000 dinars.l

Thus, in these last years, the Sharifs of Mecca were not to
profit from the huge amount of revenue obtained from the Indian merchants,
as it was delivered in its entirety to Cairo., This was obviously an
unistifiable act, as the Sharifs of Mecca were after all the immediate
rulers of the area and thus were entitled legally and morally to the
local revenue.

Whether it was the influence of pious circles in Egypt,a or the
opposition on the part of the brothers of Barakat I,3 and above all
the resentment of the Sharif himself against the Sullan being the
only beneficiary of the jEﬁEE collected from the Indian merchants,
Sharif Barakat I was given, in Rebi® I 832/January 1429, the legal
right to one-third of the yield of this tax. However, what was the
amount to be received is not made clear in the sources.LP But in view
of the figures given in connection with the previous years it is safe

to assume that it was substantial.

vol.I,fols.349-50;W.Heyd,op.cit.,vol.1I,p.445;G.Wiet, Les Marchands,p.98.

1Maqr§z§, Sulikk, vol. IL, fol., 351. See also: G.Wiet, Les Marchands,
p.99.

Though such circles hardly enjoyed sufficienfpower to influence the
Sultan's policies they did, at least at times, register their dis-
approval. For instance, in 833/1429, they suggested as a remedy against
the plague, a curb on the malpractlces of the Sultan which affected

the merchants. See: Ibn Pejar, Inbd’, vol. II, fol. 103a.

3'See supra, p.f74 and infra, pp,27gend 2.7¢.

4Al--NaJm Ibn Fahd, op.cit,s vol. II, fols. 205 and 208. See also:
Jaziri, op.cit.s p.325; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. IT, fol. 3; Da}lsn,
Ecg}i.’ pul}‘a
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The Indian commercial vessels reached J@dda with their
usval merchandise almost annually but the references to their
arrival seldom provide data related to their number, quantity of
goods, and the amount of money obtained from these merchants, but
both the merchandise and subsequently customs dues seem to have been
substantial. Professor B. Lewis states:

Barsbay's Red Sea policies gave him greater control

of commerce, and a great increasefin customs revenue

from Jedda and from the Egyptian ports on African

side. 'Every year', says a near contemporary author,™

'more than a hundred ships call at Jedda, some of them

with seven sails, and provide an average annual revenue

of 200,000dinars. '2
This may have been the case - especially in the period which immediately
followed 828/1425 ~ but the data in the contemporary sources used in
this thesis is not so explicit.

Maqfizi followed by Ibn Fajar and others relates that, in or
around Shawwal 835/July 1432 a number of Chinese junks laden with
various merchandise such as silk, china ware, and perfume, arrived in

Aden but, unable to effect a sale there, went to JRdda where they were
well received and paid the usual ‘ushr and were able to sell their goods.3
This shows, on the one hand the decline of Aden and, on the other, the

extent of JRdda's growth. Though no exact figure is given concerning

the amount paid by these Chinese as ‘ughr, it must have been consider-

able and one-third of this revenue was apparently given to Sharif
Barakat I. Whether or not the Chinese merchants re~vigited J€dda is

uncertain.

1He, as referred to by Professor B. Lewis, was: KhalTl al-g8hirT,
Zubdat Kashf al-Mam@ltk, ed. P. Ravaisse (Paris, 189%), p.lk4.

®B,Lewis, "Egypt and Syria", in The Cambridge History of Islam,vol. I, p.225.

IMagrizi, Sulfk, vol. II, fol. 372; Ibn Fajar, Inba’, vol. II, fol. 11lb.
See also: W.Heyd: op.cit., vol. IT, p.h445; G.Wiet, Les Marchands, p.99.
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The unfair treatment of the Indian merchants by the officials
of Sultan Bgfsbﬁy in J&dda seems to have increased, particularly
around 837/1433, These merchants were subjected to various exploitation,

being made to pay, in addition to the usual ‘ughr, a certain amount

on behalf of and to the officials of the Sultan in Jﬂdda,l and
furthermore they were compelled to buy certain goods such as coral
and copper which were sent by Bg;sbﬁy or his officials. This was strongly
resented by the merchants, some of whom decided in 837/1L433 to choose
Aden again as their port of call.2 This renewed preference for Aden
must have caused great concern to Bﬁrsb&y whose financial position
seems to have been rather weak at this time.3 To counter this drift
back to Aden, Sultan Barsbay sent an edict to Mecca in 838/1434, to
the effect that the ‘ughr was to be the only tax collected from the
Indian merchants, that BEgyptian and Syrian merchants who had purchased
merchandise in Aden and transferred it to Jfdda, or any other place

in the Egyptian domain for that matter, were to pay two-~tenths of its
value as doublé :EEEE: a punitive taiﬁzended to act as deterrent which
must have been felt as a strong blow by these merchants. The edict
also ruled that the goods brought to Jfdda by Yemenite merchants were

to be confiscated. The edict was rather harsh where it related to the

1According; to R.B.Serjeant the Egyptian Pasha of Jfdda (meaning the
official in charge of J€dda) was granted a portion of the custom duty
itself. See: The Portuguesewm p.5. As will be seen, this is indicated
in the latter part of the Burji period by the contemporary sources.

CMaqrizi, Sulfk, vol. II, fol. 383; “Ayni, op.cit., vol. IV, fol. 670a;
Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols., 215-16. See also: G.Wiet,
Les Marchands, p.100.

3Maqr§z§, Sullk, vol. II, fol.380.
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Syriars and Egyptians and particularly to the Yemenites. Sharif Barakat

I felt compelled to ask for the withdrawal of these orders -~ evidently with
the exception of the one concerning the Indians ~ and his request was
granted.l Obviously, Sharif Barakat I was more concerned with what

happened to the Yemenites, as he must have been most anxious that

nothing should prevent them from coming to J€dda, which would result in

a loss of dues which they had hitherto paid exclusively to the Sharifs

of Mecea.

This withdrawal of the edict by Sultan Bgisﬁay was obviously
ascribable in a higher degree to practical commercial considerations than
to his sense of justice, for oppression unalterably remained a dominant
feature of his policy. Even the envoys were, at times, ill~treated as
a result of some occurrencies which were not of their doing. This mani~
fests itself most clearly in the cruel treatment of the Bengali envoys.
Sultan Bﬁrsﬁﬁy had, prior to 839/1435-36, sent an envoy with gifts to
a ruler of Bengah JalZl al-Din Abu’l-Mugaffar Mupammad. The latter
selected some return gifts, which were valued at about 12,000 gold
"tanka",a a figure given by most sources, apart from Ibn Hajar who
briefly refers to the event without supplying any figures. But Jalal
al-Din died before he could send the gifts. His successor, al-~-Malik al-
Mugaffar Ahmad Shih, transmitted the gifts of his father with additional
presents from himself., During the voyage to Cairo, Bgisﬁay's envoy

died on the island of Maldive, Its vruler tock posibssion of the

lMaqrEiz, Sultk, vol. II, fols. 383; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. II,
fol, 127b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 215-16. See
also: W.Heyd, op.cit., vol. II, p.446; G.Wiet, Les Marchands,p.99-100 .

2So, in Arabic text, but this may have been a corruptiform of some other
terms, such as "taka', still used as a major currency in Bengal
equal tolndo-Pak rupees. According to Qalgashemdi, one "tanka" was a
unit equal to three mithgal. There were silver and gold '"tanka' called
white and red "tanka™ respectively. One hundred thousand tankas equalled
a "Lukk" (apparently the present Lakh in Indo-Pakistani usage). See:
Subl, vol. V, pp. 84-~85.
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belongings of the deceased envoy, but made no attempt to appropriate
the gifts themselves. The vessel carrying the Bengali envoys and
gifts foundered near Jedda and, though some of the gifts were salvaged
and the envoys survived, the greater part of the gifts was lost. The
envoys could hardly be made responsible for this misfortune but were,
by order of the Sultan, arrested and taken to Cairo where their
personal belongings were confiscated. Sultan Bg}sbﬁy, in retaliation
against fhe ruler of Maldive, confiscated the goods which belonged
to the merchants of that arvea.®

Despite the Sultan's cruel propensities, his relations with Sharif
Barakat I appear to have remained rather friendly. The share of the
Sharif in the revenue obtained from the Indian merchants was raised
in Jumada II 840/Janvary 1347 from the hitherto one-third to one~half
of the total amount obtained.2

Though Sultan al-Zahir Jagmaq (842-57/1438-53) is praised for his

piety he too was unwilling or unable to put an end to the policy of

state monopolies of spices and other trade initiated by Bﬁfsbﬁy.B

However, he sought and secured in 843/1439 by a well~phrased fatwa4

1
MaqrizT, Sulflk, vol. II, fol. 39%; Ibm Hajar, Inbd’, vol. II, fols.
1%4b-%5a; Al=Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 214~15 and 218-19;
see also: G.Wiet, Les Marchands, ppw 100-101.

2\1-Najm Tbn Fahd,op.cit., vol. II, fol. 219. See also: Jaziri, op.cit.,
p.327; Sinjari, op.cit.s vol. II,fols. 3-4; Tabari, opicit., yol.lifol.102;
Dalldn, op.cit., peL2.

SFor relevant details, see: Ibn Taghyri Birdi, Hawddith, part IT (ed. W.
Popper), pp. 349-52. See also: M.Sobernhein, E.L.2, art. "&akmak",
p.6; G.Rentz, E.I.Z2, art. "Barsbdy", pp. 1053-5k4.

This term means a formal statement of ‘ulamd’ (sing. ‘Blim; a scholar
of the Islamic sciences relating to the ggr’an, Hadith, theology and
jurisprudence) on a point of Shari‘@. Though fatwa could be given by
any ‘Blim, usually it was done by a jurisconsult known as a mufii.
See: J.R.Walsh, E.I.2, art. "Fatwa', pp. 866-67.
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the approvak of the ‘ulam@’. It is interesting to note that he tried
to justify the collection of taxes by hisfinancial need to maintain
a body of soldiers in Mecca to guard the safety of the merchants.,l

In the same year Sultan Jagmaq issued a decree to the effect that
henceférth only :."lﬁllr_ was to be collected and that all additional dues
were to be abolished.” Jazmaq's attitude towards Sharif Barakat I
seems to have been somewhat unfriendly, as he reduced,in the same

year, the share of the Sharif in the ‘ushr from one-half to one~quarter

only.3 SinjEEE states that the Sharif was completely deprived of all
the revenue except that obtained as escheat.’ But Sinjari, who is

a late source, cannot be given credence against Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, a
contemporary source, who was obviously more awarqbf the details con-
cerning the decision in question.

For reasons mentioned earlier,” Sharif Barakdt I was deposed by
his brother ‘All in Jumddd I 845/September 144l, who too was deposed
in the following year by Abu’l Q&sim. A few years later Barakat I
was re-appointed and remained in control well after Jagmag's death.6

Whether or not the share of any of these Sharifs of Mecca was officially

WMaqrTeT, Sullik, vol. IT, fols. 433-35; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Nuifim,
vol. VII, fols. 12l=22; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 229~
30; see also: G,Wiet, Les Marchands, p.102.

EMaqr'i"z'i', Sulflk, vol. II, fol. 435; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op,cit., vol. II,
fol. 129; see also: Jaziri, op.cit.» p.328; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II,
fol. 5.

3p1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cits., vol. LI, fol. 229.
hMana’ig, vol., II, fols. 4-5.

5See Supras PP. 7@"173‘

6For the relevant deails, see supras pp. Q) — K 3.
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raised from one-quarter to a higher proportion is uncertain. Assuming
that the reduction made in the share of Barakat I continued to be

the case for his successors, it may not have weakened their financial posi-
tion too badly as Jagmaq's comparatively fair treatment revived the
commercial importance of Jedda. In Dhu’l-Fijja 845/April or May 1442,
for instance, a large number of mercantile vessels reached Jedda with
various goods, including valuable items such as pearls and cornelian.
About five hundred camel-loads of various merchandise were teken daily
to Mecca.l How long this continuved is not clear, but if it lasted
only a few days on such a scale it must have involved a huge quantity
of goods which is indicative of a lively commercial activity in the

area and, subsequently, the amount obtained in ‘ughr must have been

substantial but, as so ofteny no figure is given by the sources.

In Safar 846/June or July 1442, from the details concerning a
conflict between Barakat I and his brother and ruling Amir of Mecca,
Sharif ‘A1, it could be assumed that the revenue obtained from the
merchents in Jedda was considerable and that the sharveof Sharif ‘A1l
in the ‘ughr was rvaised to half the total amount obtained from the
Indian merchents in thatport. This assumption is made on the basis
that Barskat I, during his occupation of Jedda, demanded from the
merchants aboard a number of Indian and other vessels anchored at
the port 4,000 dinars as :35&3 on each vessel. The merchants showed
willingness to pay provided that Barakat I assessed the amount due
from each vessel according to the wvalue of its goods. During the
argument with Barakat I the merchants went as far as to offer him
a total sum of 40,000 dinars ~ as equivalent to half the ‘ushr which

they seem to have already paid to Sharif ‘A1 - but Barskat I refused

Llbn Pajer, Inba’, vol. II, fol. 173b; Sakhiwi, al-Tibr, pp. 18~19.
See also: G.Wiet, Les Marchands, p.102.
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to accept it, and demanded 100,000 dirhams (dinars).® Whether
Barakat I received any amount of money from them is not clear as
he was ougted from Jedda by his brother shortly after.2

In any case, this clearly shows that the part of Jedda was called
at by a large number of the merchants and the :EEEE.Paid by them was
considerable, In 854/1450 Timrdz, an official of Jagmaq in Jedda
escaped with the total tax collected there, the figure of which is
reported to have been either 30,000 or 50,000 dinars.3 Presumably
this figure represented the share of the Sultan alone and was not
the total revenue, as most likely the share of Sharif Barakat I was
already paid.

During the Sultanate of al-Malik al-Agshraf Indl (85/~65/1453-61)
both the commercial activities and the revenue obtained from the
merchants in Jedda seem to have been fairly considerable., Ibn qugpi
Birdi states that at the end of Dhul’l-Fijja 863/October 1459, the

‘ushr in Jedda was paid by the merchants in kind and the quantity

brought to Cairo amounted to 7,400 3955§ of peppet. He describes
the revenue obtained as being mo substantial that it had no precedent.5
Though no clear reference to the share of the then ruling Amir of
Mecca, Sharif Mupammad b, Barakat I, is made apparently his share must
have been equally significant.

Though the port of Jedda was never compdetely abandoned in the
gggji period by the Indian and other merchants, from the time of
Sultan Khushqadam (865-72/1461-7) it began losing ground to the port

of Aden. This decline of Jedda is more observable during the rule of

1In the source. the word dindr is used several timesexcept at this
point where the word dirham is mentioned insteads which is confusing.

Which of the two it was in reality is difficult to ascertain. However,

in view of the fact that in the text dinar is used several times one
can assume that the use of dirham was a slip of the pen.
2A1—Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 237-39.

Igee infra, pp. 29{—¢gz.
What exactly this term meant is not clear, but possibly it was used
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Sultan Q&’it Bay (873-901/1468-95), Obviously this has weakened the
financial position of these two Sultans as well as of the Amir of
Mecca, Sharif Mupammad, who outlived them both. As so often, the
sources do not provide explicit data relevant to the causes of this
decline but from some indications it can be established that the
frequent internal strife in the region of Mecca and the resulting
suffering of the merchants who were harassed by the unruly elements
or exploited by the SharTfT or Sul{anT officials had accelerated the
decline of Jedda. Possibly the comparative political stability and
fairness of the new Téhirid rule in the Yemen which began in 860/1456:L
had much to do with the renewed commercial activities in Aden,
especially as some Tahirid rulers abolished certain tolls and taxes,
obviously to attract merchants,2 and their justicewds noted and praised
even by foreign travellers.3
Sultan Q&’it BEy is reported to have been faced with financial
difficulties soon after his accession to the t]arone.LP This obviously
was not entirely due to the relative decline of Jedda but this must
have aggravated'his difficulties. It is attributable to his desire,
as well as of those who followed him, to stop the decline of trade

in Jedda and other ports that they issued decrees ordering the just

for sacks.

PHawEdith, part IT (ed. W.Popper), p.327.

et s 200

1 = . .7 —

Tbn Taghri Birdi, Jawadith, vol. I, fol, 397: part II (ed. W.Popper),
p.284; Ton al-Dayba , Qurra, fol. 189.91.
2p1~*Izz Tbn Fahd, opscite, vol. II, fol. 87; Ibn al-Dayba‘, Qurra,
fol. 195.

2G.Wiet, Les Marchands, p.102.

4 Tim Taghri Birdi, Jawadith, part IIT (ed. W.Popper), p.635.
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treatment of the merchants.® The restrictions imposed in 881/1476

on the export of coral and other merchandise, so desired by the

Indian merchants, from Cairo to the Yemen were apparently connected with

the wish to lure the Indian merchants back to Jedda.2
The revival of the port of Aden seems to have benefitted Sharif

Mupammad more than the Sultan, in the sense that the Yemenite merchants

were able again to bring to Jedda considerable gquantities of goods

which were much in demand, such as spices, and paid large sums in ‘ushr.

It is known that the tax obtained from the Yemenites was left in its
entirekty for the Sharifs of Mecca and was not shared by the Bgyptian
Sultans. Thus, the increase in this revenue benefitted the Zharifs
of Mecca but not their Egyptian overlords. In 881/1476, however, Sultan
Qa’it Bay ruled that the revenue obtained from the levy imposed on
Indian or other merchandise brought to Jedda was to be shared equally
between himself and Shavrif Muhammad.3 Such merchandise was usually
brought by Yemenite vessels and this ruling of the Suljan meant that
the revenue was no longer reserved for the Sharif, who thuslost half
of his revenue from this quarter, and the treasury in Cairo benefitted
from this encroachment on a long established and recognized right of
the Sharifs of Mecca.

However, from 886/1481, the whole revenue obtained frothe Yemenite
vessels was restored to Sharif Mubammad.4 But from 895/1490, the

share of the Sharif in the revenue obtained from the Yemenites or

LAl-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cite, vol. I, fol. 319; Sakhawi, al-Daw’,
vol. VI, pp. 202 and 205-6; Al-‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol.
35, 38 and 214: vol., II, fols. 134-35 and 149; Ibn Iyas, Bada’i ',
vol, III, p.5l.

2A1-Najm Tbn Fahd, opscites vol. II, fol. 356. See also: SinArT, op.
cit.y vol. II, fol. 12.

3Al--}\_lajm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol.II, fols. 356 and %68, See also:
JazirI op.cit.s P.338; lgami, op.cit., vol. IV, p.277; Sinjari, op.cite.
vol. II, fol. 12.

I*'4{.11...1\1.51‘m TbnFghd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 374. See also: Jazirl, op.cit.s
pp. 340 and 685.
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those regarded as such was again reduced to one half and the
other half reserved for the royal treasurqﬁn Cairo.l

Sultan Q8’it Bay is praised for his fairness and ;justice,2 but his
financial encroachment on the Sharif's rights reflect the extent of
his financial need. It was this which led him to issue an order in
8ol/1489 to his officials in Jedda inmstructing them to take ‘ushr
on the merchandise which belonged to Egyptian dignitaries - apparently
without differentiating between imports and exports - whose privileged
tax position was thus terminated.3

From a report of Ibn Iyis concerning the sinking of an Egyptian
vessel in 912/1506 it is evident that the involvement of the Egyptian
Amirs in trade transactions to and from Jedda was considerable. The
merchandise sent by some was valued at 10,000 dinars.4

Though it was not unusual for the Egyptian Sultans or the Sharifs
of Mecca to extort money from merchants oxr to confiscate their goods?
the deportation of some merchants from Mecca to Cairo between 894-5/
148990 for the purpose of extorting money from them was an extra-
ordinary act indicative of ¢8’it B3y's weakened financial position.6

Despite the fact that the general population of Mecca had little
direct connection with the commercial activities in the region, their

financial position was undoubtedly affected in one way or another

LA1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 120, 157, 159, 168 and 213.
See also: JazTrT, op.cit., p.346.

©SelliEwi, al-Daw’, vol. VI, pp. 202 and 205-6; Ibn Tyds, Bads’i',
vol, IIL, p.51.

321-Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 108,

L*Bada’i‘, vol., IV, p.103.

5This sometimes went so far that some left Mecca for good. See: Fasi
al~‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol., 462b: vol. II, part III, fol. 65a
and 78b; Abl (BE) Makhrme, op.cit., vol. II, p.69.

OFor further details, see: Sakhawi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Passu),
pp. 436 and 460-61. ———
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with the intemsity or decline of trade in the region. Various
references in the sources show that in the later part of the
period under consideration the commercial activities in the area
were in continuous declinel and consequently the financial psition
of many Meccans was weakened and they suffered hardship.2

This decline must have reduced the revenue obtained from the
merchants in Jedda, affecting the financial position of Sultan Q&'it
Bay as well as of Sharif Mupammad, especially the latter, whose in-
come from the Yemenites was also cut by half. However, no figures
are given in the sources concerning the total revenue and the share
of the Sulten or the Sharif in the closing years of the 9th century
of the Hijra/15th century of the Christian era.

Q8’it BHy's son and successor, al-Malik al-Nigir Mupammad (Dhu’l-
Qa’da 901-Rabi® I 904/August 1496-November 1498) had inherited
acute financial difficulties. Unable to improve the revenue through
better commercial policy, he seems to have adopted a policy of ex-
ploitation. Thus, for instance, in Shawwdl 902/June 1497 the Sultan
instructed Sharif Mupammad and officials in Jedda to buy pepper for
the Sultan at the price of the previus year - which was obviunusly
cheaper - and in the same quantity. The officials were ordered to
prevent the Syrian merchantsfrom leaving Jedda with their merchandise.3

This presumably implied sending them to Egypt for the payment of dues

and the order was apparently carried out.

lFor details, see: Sakhaw1, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 427,
458, 495 and S4l-h5; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,» vol. I, £olss 9,
18-19, 23~24, 30, 33, 107, 119, 129, 156, 228, 248 and 258; vol.
II, fols. 29, 39, 80-81, 92, 141, 158 and 193.

Sakham, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 257, 317, 354,427, 454
and 458; AT~ Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol, 119.

301-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 213-1k.
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Varthema who visited Mecca in 1503 A.D. found that the quantity
and variety of goods in Mecca failed to come up to his edpectations,
but describes them nevertheless as considerable.1 He found in the
port of Jedda about one hundred vessels of various sizes,2 many of
which must have served purely commercial ends.

It seems that the frequent disruption of law and order in the

area by Yabhya and his supporters3

had made the merchants rather re-

luctant to come to Jedda and Mecca and they preferred to carry out

their commercial transactions in the relative safety of Aden. This

port seemedto have regained much of its old importante and was teeming

again with ships. Thus, for instance, early in 911/June or July 1505,

about eighty Indian and other commercial vessels were anchored there.
This seems to have made the Sul}@ni officials in Jedda envious

and they sent a messenger to these merchants with an invitation

to come to Jedda. They are reported to have shown willingness but

made certain undisclosed conditions. So the messenger had to return

to discuss them with the Sharif and the Ng'ib of Jedda, who presumably

agreeds; as the messenger rushed bakk to Aden in order to deliver the

reply before the merchants' departure from that por’c.hL Apparently

it was in response to this invitation that, at the end of the same

year, about thirty-seven vessels of Indian, Hurmizi and Yemenite

origin reached Jedda.5

Ihe travels, pp. 38-39 and 49-50,

°Thid, p.54. See also: G.Wiet, Les Marchands, p.l02.

3See supras pp. qgf_.qé,

”“Al-‘lzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol.87.

2Tbid., fol.l09.
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The rebellious movement of Yalya grew to unforeseen prow-
portions and Ng’ib Jedda Amir Pusayn al-Kurdi felt obliged to in-
struct the ruler of Sawadkin in Ramad@n9ll/February 1506 to refrain from
sheltering Yobyd's supporters. Amir Husayn had also instructed the
ruler of Sawakin, for obvious commercial reasons, to deny entry to
such vessels as did not anchor there as a rule.l This appears to
have been disregarded which, iq&ddition to the Portuguese threat,
may have contributed to the occupation of SawBkin by the Egyptians
in the following year.2

Amir Jusayn had, for political as well as financial reasons,
imposed a commercial blockade on Yanbu®., In Safar 912/June or Ry
1506, three commercial vessels heading for Yanbu® were intercepted
by an Egyptian combat vessel. Two of them,with their cargo,and
goods of the third vessel, which was damaged, were brought to Jedda
and the merchandise sold to the merchants.3

In view of such internal disordeg " the harmful effect of the
Portuguesejand the exploitation by the local authorities, the decline
of Jedda is not surprising. The wonder is that the commercial acti-
vities there continued, even on a modest scale, despite all the un~-
favourable conditions and obstacles. The revenue must have been de-
creased but it was not negligible. In 913/1507, for imtance, the
share of Sharif Barak&t II and his brother Q8’it BEy in the revenue
of Jedda is reported to have been 10‘000.4 Obviously a similar

amount at least was sent for the treasury in Cairo. In 915/1509, the

LA1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 103.

®Ton IySs, Badg’i®, vol. IV, p.96.
301£1zz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol.123.

AIbid-a fol. 131.
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amount cbtained in Jedda for Sultgn al~§§gwri is said to have been
'7C>,()0C):L but the references mentio;?heither of these two cases whether
it was a question of dinars or of dirhams.

Tbn Iyas, reporting under 920/1514, states that since 914/1508
no commercial vessel reached Jedda.2 Evidence from others sources
amply proves that this was not the case. In addition to the figures
mentioned above, the fact that in 916/151QC four Indian commercial
vessels managed to reach Jedda, thopwgh some of them were chased by
the Portuguese, indicates clearly thatﬁhe port of Jedda was by no
means sbandoned or ceased to function as an importent commercial centre.
The captains of these vessels informed the local authorities that
three more Indian boats were on their way to Jedda.E G.Mkiei‘,‘t‘t points
to quite a lively trade in Cairo which received spices and cther mer-
chandise from India, Persia and Mecca as late as 918/1512.5

In the closing years of the Eggii period, the Portuguese became
a serious threat to Jedda itself. Ibn Iyas reports the arrest of
three Faranj6 spies in Mecca in Jumdda I 916/September 1510. These

were disguise@hs Turks and were sent in chains to Ceiro.! In all

11pid., fol. 165.

Pt

2Bad§&‘, vol, IV, p.359.

3A1w*Tzz Ton Fabd, opecit.. vol. II, fol. 177.
I

On the basis of the account given by J.Thenaud.

5Les Maychands, p.95.
6

The Arabic term for the Franks. For further detzils, see: B,lewis,
and J F.P.Hopkins, B,1.2, art. "Ifrandi', pp. 1044-46.

"Badz’i', vol. IV, p.19l. See also: Apmad Darrdj, al-MaBlik wa’l-
Faranj £i’l~Qarn al-Tasi‘ al-HijrT (Cairo, 1961), p.147.
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probability, they were Porituguese and were busy gathering information
on the political, commercial and military streagth of the area.
Though no Portuguese attack onpédda, during the period in question,
occurred,l their activities in other parts of the world, particularly
in India and the Red Sea, was the main reason for its decline. Ibn
Iyas, followed by al-BakarI, attributes this to the unjust treatment
of the indigenous and foreign merchants in Jedda and other Egyptian
ports by the Sultan and his officials but, from his own account and
details provided by a number o#ﬁodern scholars it is evident that
such appressive policies were contributory factors and not the main
cause, as after all this was not the exclusive case in the closing
years of the §3£i§ period but had been a long established practice.
Thug, it is certain that this decline was not brought about by certain
individuals, but by a combination of several reasons = both local
and international -~ including the Portuguese menaces which were un-
doubtedly a major factor and dealt a heavy blow to the Egyptian domina-
.tion of the spice trade. From the early tenth/sixteenth century the
Portuguese fleets had almost continuously harassed and intercepted
the Indian and other commercall vessels and had made several armed
attacks on various Muslim rulers., They were able to establish their
naval supremacy i eastern water and subsequently took contrel of the
spice trade. Iisbon had been growing fast at the expense of Jedda
and cher Egyptian ports and had become the most important centre of

the spice trade. It isﬁnteresting %o note that Ibn Iyas, while

1a Portuguese commander, Lapo Soares de Albergaria, is reported to

have sailed to the Jedda harbour in 923/1517 in pursuit of the Mamliik
fleet commanded by Salmdn Re’is but declined to attack the city because
of its powerful fortifications. See: R.Hartmann, E.I.2 , art. "Djudda",
p.572.
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referring to the scarcity of varims commodities in Egypt in
the closing years of the period in gquestion does not refer to spices,
which implies that this trade had been diverted from Egypt to Portu-

gal, a fact explicitly mentioned by modern scholars.l

IFor getails, see: Itm Iyas, Bad®’i', vol. IV, pp. bh-46, 109, 287,
317, 359 and 433: vol. V, pp. 88 and 186; Al-BakarT, op.cit., fol.
29; B.lLewis, "Egypt and Syria" in The Cambridge History of Islam,
vol. I, pp. 228-29; R.B.Serjeant, op.cit.s pp. 13~17 and 35; A.Darraj,
op.cit.s pp. 127-29, 132~34, 13638, 146 and 154-56; W,Heyd, op.cite.,
vol. iy p.427, 510-1k, 517-29, 53%-37 and 547-50. See also the
sources mentioned on P-ng? infra, fn.{-




192.

Chapter V
FINANCIAL GAINS OF THE SHARIFS FROM

THE SOURCES NOT RELATED TO TRADE

A, Gifts

The personal gifts the Sharifs of Mecca received from the
Egyptian Sultans, the royal family or the Egyptian nobility were
usually of great value., These when sent by their ¥gyptian oﬁer—
lords, were either a form of hép from sovereign to subordinate, or
were compliments returned. They were not politically motivated
as the hold of the EEEJE Sultans over the Jijéz was so great that
they hardly needed to propitiate the Sharifs of Mecca. But such
gifts were not only materially useful for the Sharifs, they had
political significance as well., They obviously reflected the favour
of the Sultan and the Sharif in question must have exploited the
occasion to boost the morale of his supporters, to put pressure on
his opponents, to strengthen his authority within the Meccan region
and to enhance his prestige, if not influence, among other local
chiefs and Amirs.

The first grant of valuable gifts, during the period under con-
sideration, was during the rule of Sultan Barqlq. In Sha'‘ban 794/
Julyl392, the Sultan summoned to Cairo the Sharifs ‘Al and ‘An%n,
joint Amirs of Mecca, on receiving the news of their animogity against
each other and appointed ‘A15 sole Amir of Mecca.:L The Sultan showered
the Sharif with costly gifts. They consisted of 3,000 Irdab of wheat,
1,000 Irdab of barley, 1,000 Irdab of beans, ten Mamluks and forty

horses, including a mount which had belonged to the Sultan and whose

Tsee supra; pp. o —61 -
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saddle and bridle were ornamented with pure gold. A number of Egyptian
Amirs also presented the Sharif with varius valuable gifts including
Mamliks and horses.l

In or around Shawwdl 797/August 139%, Shavif Hasan was released
angéppdnted Amir of Mecca following the assassination of his brother
‘A1i in Mecca..2 Sultan Barqlg granted him, on his departure from
Cairo, military and financial support which included a quantity of
grain which had earlier been sent to Yanbu® for sale. Early in 798/
November or December 1395, Sharif Hasan reached Yanbu‘ and demanded
its Amir, Wubayr b. Mikhbars should hand over the grain. The latter
showed reluctance and Fasan prepared for battle, but this was averted
when Hasan was compensated for the grain by the Amir of Yanbu® with
35,000 dirhams.3

In Jumddd I 845/0October 1441, Sharif ‘Al was appointed Amir of
Mecca following ihe deposition of Barakdt I by Sultan Jaqmaqel+ Sharif

‘A1%, before leaving Cairo, was granted 5,000 dinars by the Sultan.5

lMeccan sources confirm the details as mentioned above, but the accounts
of Hgyptian sources -~ though agreeing in essential points -~ differ
slightly. Ibn al-Furat followed by Magrizl, for instance, gives most
of the over-stated details but differs from other sources on the gifts
of Mamliks and horses by the Egyptian Amirs. Instead they add that
‘A1T was a allowed to employ one hundred Mamliks. Ibn Jajar followed

by Ibn Taghri Birdi and Janabi merely refer to various gifts deseribing
them as being substantial but without giving details of each item.
For the points mentioned above and other relevant details, see:
Ton_al~FurBit, op.cit., vol. IX, part II, pp. 30%3-4, 306 and 308;

F&si, al-'Igd, vol, Il, part III, fols. 19Ba~93b' Magqrizi, Sulik,

vol., IIT, fols. 155a~55b; Ibn Jajar, Inba’, vol. I, fol. 137b Ibn
Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. 120b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.
cit., vol, II, fols, 116~17. See also: Jen@bi, op.cit., fol. 304b.

2
See supra, p. 4| .

3F5ei, al-‘Igds vol. I, part II, fols. 499b~500a; A1-Najm Tbn Fahd,
op.cit., vol. II, fol. 121. See also: Sakhaw1, al-Daw’, vol., III, pp.
10343 Sinjari, op,cit.s vol. I, fol. 3%3: Tabari, op.cit., vol. I,

fol. 63
45
ee supras P !78

S‘Ayn;, op.cit.s vol.IV, fol. 686b; Saggﬁhi, al-Tibr,pp. 14-15.
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In Shawwzl 918/January 1513, Sharif Abu Numayy II, accompanied
by a number of Meccan notables, paid a visit to Sultan al-Ghawri
in Cairo and were well received.” Al-‘Izz Tbn Fahd states that
the Sharif was given valuable gifts but provides no further details,
He mentions, however, that those who had accompanied Abll Numayy II
received between 60-200 dinars each.2 According to JazirT, the Sultan
granted the Sharif %,000 gold dinars and minor sums to his companions.3
‘Igimi states that the gifts received by Abil Numayy II consisted of a
flag and forty Mamlﬁks.4
Barly in 921/1515, Sharif Barakat II accompanied the royal family
to Cairo.5 During his stay and on his departure he was treated with
unusual courtesy and was presented with various gifts which included
several thousand dinars,a number of Mamliks, horses, and a quantity of
cloth.5
As will be seen, several Indian rulers took a keen interest in
charitable works in Mecca and often sent valuable gifts to the Sharifs
of Mecca. The gifts sent by these or the rulers of other areas -sxclud-
ing Egypt - may not have been given without ulterior motives. The in-
tention might have been to win minor concessions such as permission
for their men to gather together in the sanctuary and say prayers
for their ruler at private meetings. Though the offering of prayess
at such meetings was neither of any political significance nor was
restricted unless opposed by the authorities for one reason or another,
it <as not without some importance and at least it must have provided

some satisfaction to the rulers concexrned. These rulers seem to have

lSee supra pp.qg—qu.
“Buliigh, vol. II, fols. 220-21,
3Durar, P¢359n

“Simf, vol. IV, pp. 309-1l.

5See supra, pp. 47— 9 8«
6For details, see: Al-‘Izz Ibtn Fahd, o .Cit,s vol, II, fols. 256 and
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sent their gifts also to secure the Sharif's help in building
and maintaining,piqusand~charitable institutions, or last but not
least, to ensure that their merchants and pilgrims were fairly
treated in Mecca,
of

Several mentionggifts of Indian provenance, in cash or kind,
ocour in the sources within the period in question. But the data
available seldom provides additional information.l

Occasional references to gifts of the Yemeni Suljan to the
Sharifs and officials of Mecca are found in the sources., They mostly
concern the early §E£§i period and do not seem to have been of great
material value.2

Sharifs of Mecca seem to have been entitled to the mceipt of
some fixed amounts from the rulers of certain countries and there are

effect
references to the / . that they occasionally claim their dues by

sending epecial envoys to Egypt,3 ‘Ir§q4 and Hurmuz.5
Varthema states that he, during his stay in Mecca in May, 1503

A.D., saw two unicorns which were presented by'h king of Ethiopia,

that is, by a Moorish king" +to the Sharif of Mecca, either Barakat II

259-60; Ibn Iyas, Badd’i®, vol. Iv, pp. _436-42, 445-49 and 453-57.
See also: JazIri, Op.cit.» p.360; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, p.317.

lrgei, snif@ds vol. I, p.ll; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 288b,
405a and GO6b; Maqrizi, Sulflk, vol.II, fol. 349; Ibn Hajar, Inba’,
vol, I, fol. 242a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 10k, 112,
136=37, 147 and 164~65; Al~ Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., wol. L,. fola. 151,
See also: Nahrawalf, al-I1‘1Zm, pp. 13 and 198-99; Janzbl, op.cit.,
HaE Op.Cile
fols. 30ka and 305a; lgami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 34=35; Sinjari,
op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 338; Tabari, op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 73-7k;
Dapldn, op.cit., p.37.

“For details, see: Ibm WahhZs, o .01t y vol. II, p.298;y Fasi, al-‘Iqd,
vol. I, part I, fol, 97a; Al-Najmy Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,» vol. II, fol. 150;
Khazraji, op.cit.s fols. 479-80

3?551, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 4O4b; Al~Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit..,
vol. II, fol. 136.

4Maqfizf, Sulfik, vol. II, fol. 349.
2A1-Najm Tobn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 20k.
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or his brother, Apmad al-Jazdni, as a prelude to an alliance.l

However, this statement is not supported by any other source and
it is difficult to believe that a foreign ruler had attempted to
form an alliance with a Sharif whose military strength, at its best,

could hardly have been able to assist a distant ally.

B. Sharif's customary claim to one-third of the Sadagat’

As will be seen, a number of Muslim rulers, officials and
dignitaries sent to or distributed in Mecca a considerable amount of
charities. They consisted partly of personal donations, in cash or
kind, and partly of the revenue of gyggg? set up in favour of the
holy cities, Mecca and Medina, or for other pious purposes.

Though figures or quantities of such donations are rarely
mentioned in the sources the use of certain set phrases or occasional
reference in the sources to the figures and quantities of such dona-
tions, as will be seen, indicates that the amounts in question were
considerable and their obvious aim was to benefit the poor and needy.
However, to judge by the details found in the sources, espesially in

Al=-Najm Ton Fahd and his son Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, this was rarely the

Lrpe Travels, pp. 46-49.

2Sing. "Sadaga!, charity. This term is sometimes used as synonymous
with Zak¥t, that is, the legal and compulsory poor-tax

But more fregquently and accurately this term.is used to
denote the voluntary alms~giving. See: T.H.Weir, B.I. , art."Sadaka',
Pp. 33-35.

3Sing. "Wagf", endowment. The term wagf or Habs in Muslim legal termino-
logy means primarily to protect a thing, to prevent it from becoming
the property of a third pewrson (tamlTk), but it is widely used for a
pious endowment. For further details,see: Heffening, E.I. 1, art.
"Wakf or Habs', pp. 1096~1103. Endowments established for pious
purposes are usually called "Waqf khayri", while those for the hene~
fit of the donor's family are relerred to as "wagf Ahli'.
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case., The general pattern of the distribution observed with all
charitable donations ~ on the basis of the details provided by
the aforesaid Meccan historiams - was almost immutable. The distri-

bution lay - with the exception of the Egyptian al-Surr al-Hukmi and

almDhakhiral - seemingly sent separately to the gadis of each parti-

cular school or to the individual concemed respectively- in the

hand of the @&Ji Shafa‘i of Mecca. The Sharifs of Mecca took, ex=

clusive of the Egyptian Sadaga, one-third® of the wholﬁamount as his

due and the lion's share of the remainder was distributed among the

Qadis and various other officials, especially among those attached

to the Meccan sanctuary. This may have been a long established practice

but explicit references to this effect are found from 881/1476 onwards.>
This claim of the Sharifs of Mecca to one~third of the donation,

or the exclusive privilege of the QEQQ_§§gfa‘i were rarely questioned;

neither was the eligibility of the QAdis, Imsms and other officials as

recipients of large portions of the charities. The share of the poor,

YPhe word Surr literally means "a sealed bag of money" and the whole

term al-Surr al-Hukmi denotes the allowance ox the salary derived

from the revenue of endowments. As to al-Dhakhira, the term which is
vaguely tramslated as "treasure or treasary", was applied to sums sent Le
individual¥y from the state treasury or the personal fortune of the
Egyptian Sultan in grants or for the benefit of certain welfare works.
See: Fasi, al-‘Iad, vol. I, part II, fols. %03a-3b and 306a-~6b}
Nahrawdli, al-I lam, p.285; Al-Bakari, op.cit., fol. 51; Sinjari,
op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 53=5h; ‘Ali al-Tabari, op.cit., fols. 130 and
1323 Tabari, op.cit.» vol.I, fol. 178.

2R.B.Serjeant, referring to the revenues of the Sharifs of Meccaj states
that Sharif Barakadt I tock one~fourth of these contributions. See:
The Portuguese, pp. 5-6. This, however, does not seem to have been
confined to this Sharif but was common to all the Sharifs who claimed us-
ually one-third as their due.

JFor details, see: Al-Najm Ibn Fahds op.cites vol. II, fol. 359; Al-
*Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 44, 46, 51, 59, 64, 124, 138~
39, 151l-52, 186, 192, 198 and 216: vol. II, fols. 83, 114, 123~-24,
152 and 211-13,
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the ostensible beneficiaries, was the smallest, and it appears
doubtfulyin the light of the above mentioned pattern, in respect
of the distribution, whether it was a question of abuse by local
authorities or whether part of these donations was intended, from
the outset, as grants for these officials.

The customary claim of the Sharifs of Mecca to one~third of
the gadaga was, on the whole, recognized by the Lgyptian Sultans
as well as by the contributors. The Ottoman Sultan Selim I (918-26/
1512-20) seems to have been reluctant to accept this right of the
Sharifs. This is evident from a report of Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd that
in 919/1513 the Egyptian Sultan informed Sharif Barakat IL that the
Ottoman Sultan had consulted him about the validity of this claim
and that he (i.e. al-Ghawri) had confirmed that the practice was
long established and observed.l

As has already been stated, the figures concerning the amount
of contributions is seldom given in the sources and thus it is not
possible to give the exact figures concerning the revenue of the
Sharifs of Mecca through their customary share in the Sadagat, but
a rough estimate is possible m the basis of the few figures available

mentioned in the chapter dealing exclusively with Sadagdt.

C.  Sharif's right in al-MawSrTth sl-Hashariyya (escheat).®

This was one of the sources of revenue for the Sharifs of Mecca

and of the Egyptian Sultans.

'Buliigh, vol.II, fol. 226.

th is necessary to explain a few essential points before going
into details relevant to the revenue of the Sharifs of Mecca through
this source., Mawarith (sing. MIrBth , legacy); Hashariyya (de-
rived from Hashr, doomsday). The term al~Mawarith al-fashariyya
means "succession to the inberitance of persons dying without legal
heirs', See: N.J.Coulson and others, E.I.2, art. "Bayt al-Mal", p.ll44,
The nearest English equivalent to al-MawSxith al-fashariyya is
escheat which is used in this discussion with some reservation. It
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The amount of money obtained from escheat appears to have
formed a regular and fairly substantial portion of the total ree
venue and officials who were mainly concerned to claim if were
appointed in both Cairo’ and Mecca.® It seems that from 896/1491,

if not earlier, Nazir al-Mawdrith al-Hashariyya even accompanied the

Egyptian pilgrim caravan in order to secure the escheat.3

In the early partof the_Eggii period, the escheat of those
died in the Meccan region was claimed in its entirvely for the Sharifs
of Mecca, who seem to have refrained from encroaching on the rihts

of the legal heirs. Thus, for instance, when at the time of Sharif

is known that the term escheat denotes the acquisition by the state
of the property of a person who dies intestate and without issue or
next of kin. Al—MaWﬁrizg al-Hashariyya also is taken over by the
state but Aiffe¥s Irom escheat in the sense that in certain circum-
stances it could be acquired by the state even despite the existence
of some heirs. This is due to the fact that according to Muglim law
of inheritance the distribution of legacies is based on a twofold
consideration. Certain relatives are entitled to inhexrit their fixed
share and are termed Aghib al-Furld while some others take - in
addition to their fixed share - residue after each of the Ash@b al-Furugd
has recelved his recognlzed percentage of the total estate, and are
termed Uﬁba (sing. Tglb) The details concerning both these groups
are too long and complicated and could not be given in such a brief note.
The important point is respect of this discussion is that if there were
no heirs the estate was taken over by the state unless there was a will
which was, at least supposedly, carried out. But if there were Aghab
al-Furtid and no Ugba the former were given their share while residue
was taken over by the state. See: Qalgashandi, Subh, vol. III, p.46h.
See also: N,J.Coulson and others, E.I.Z, art. "Bayt al-Mal', p.lill;
Th., W.Jdoynhdll, E.I, 2, art. "Farg’ig", p.783; Joseph Schacht, E,I. l
art. "Mirath", pp. 508—14

lFor details see: Qalqashandl, gubh, vol. III, p. Lék; MaqrizT, Sullk,

vol. IIT, fols. 10lb and 1llla; Ibn Taghri Birdi, Hawadlth, part Tt 11
(ed. W.Popper), p.321; Sakhawi, al-Tibr, p.21l5; idem, al-jaw’, vol. I,
pp. 185 and 293: vol. III, p.184: vol. VII, p.158.

“For details, see: Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., yol. II, fols. 281 and
3%3-34; SakhAwi, al-Paw’, vol. III, p.256; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd,op.cit..
vol. I, fol. 51: wvol. II, fols. 149-50 and 223.

?41-"Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cite, vol. I, fol. 138; Jaziri, op.cit., p.34k.
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Apmad b. ‘Ajl8n a rich merchant died in Mecca, his son anticipating
a claim by the Sharif to a share in the estate sent him 200,000
dirbams. The Sharif did not accept it and sent it back. The son of
the merchant, supposing that the Sharif had found the sum inadequate,
doubled it, and it is to the credit of the Sharif that he declined it
again stating that he did not consider himself entitled to a share.l
But when there were no heirs, the Sharifs of Mecca were more
than willing to take fortunes to which there were no legal claimants.
The right of the Sharifs to the escheat was not confined to the amounts
left by persons of Meccan origin but applied to the belongings of all
those who died intestate and without legal heirs in Mecca. Thus, for
instance,; when a rich Egyptian merchant, Ahamad almMubalii,z died, on
his return journey from the Yemen, in Mecoa in Dhu’l-Qa‘da 806/June 140k,
According to Ibn Hajar folowed by Sagggwi the deceased had brought to
Mecca six thousand sacks of spices. Apmad's sudden death in Mecca,
shortly after the death of his father in Egypt, benefitted Sultan
Faraj b. Barqiq who appears to have gained 100¢,000 dinars.3 According
to Fisi followed by Al-Najm Ibn Fahd Sharif Hasan's share in the for-
tune left by Ahmad al~MuhallI amounted to 1,400 sacks of spices.4
Though the market value of this quantity is not made clear it must
have been in the vicinity of 75,000 Mithgal of gold, aspnly a few years

later one thousand sacks of spices reported to have been sold in Egypt

1¥8el, ai~‘Iqd, vol. I, part II, fols. 288b-89a.
2See supras P.52-

’Tbn Pajar, Inba’, vol. I, fol. 209b; Sakhdwi, al-Daw’, vol. I, pp. 112~
13 and 197.

L*Fasi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol.4Oka; Al-Najm Ibm Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fols. 1%2=3%3,
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for 50,000 MithgEl of gold.™

The right of the Sharifs of Mecca to the escheat seems to have
been inclusive of the fortunes left in Mecca by the merchants or
others who have died elsewhere. Thus, for example, when a Karimi mer-
chant - who had been living in Mecca for some time -~ went to Yanbu®
and died there, heirless, early in 819/March or April 1416, his
fortune in Mecca was takeq possession of by Sharif Rumayjha.a

In 843/143%9, $uljan Jagmag confined Sharif Barakdt I's right to
the escheat to Meccans and reserved the escheat of others for himself.3

In 876/1471, Suljan QE'it Bay imposed a further limit leaving
to Sharif Mupammad the right to claim escheat up to the value of 1,000
dinars, reserving amonnts above this figure for himself.q This was
re-~affirmed by the same Suljan in 881/1#‘?6,5 and by Sulfjan al-Ghawri
in 915/1509.°

Though the rights of legal heirs seem to have been usuvally re-
spected in the early part of the period under consideration, from
around 830/1L26-27 there is abundant evidence to the effect that offi-
cials of the Egyptian Sultans or of the Sharifs of Mecca took possession,
partly or fully, of estates in spite of the existence of heirs fo the

deceaseds and the appointment of Qagdi §g§fa‘i or some other high ranking

Ysee infra, P22
2F5sT, al-"Igd, vol. II, part ITI, fol. 65a.

3A1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 229. See also: Sinjari,
op.cit., vol. II, fol. 5.

%A1-Najm Ton Fahd, opscit., vol. II, fols. 333=3k.

5A1~Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 356. See also: Jaziri, op.cit.:
p.338; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV. p.277.

6A1H‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 170.
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official by the testator as executor of his will. The appointment
of these officials by the legator as executor of his will was obviously
to safeguard the interest of the legatee but this seldom prevented
such encroachment. The figures or the value of such acquisitions
is seldom given in the sources. But the simple fact that this well-
documented disregard of the religious amd ethical aspects shown,parti-
cularly by the officials of the Egyptian Sultans with financial gain
in viewy, proves that the amounts obtained must have been considerable.l

It appears that, upto 881/1476, the amount obitained for the
Cairo treasury by escheat,or by usurpation of inheritance remained,
under the care of the ¢Agi Shafa‘if of Mecca. But this responsibility
was assigned to the NZ’ib of Jedda in the same year.”

Sultan Q&’it By showed ever~increasing interest in escheat.
In 887/1482, the Sultan receiving the news of the death of a wealthy
mexrchant in Mecca and anticipating benefitting by a large amount of
money from the estate of the deceased, sent his personal slave to
Mecca, who even went %o India to enforce the Suljan's claim.3

From 888/1483 onwafds the Sultan repeatedly instructed Sharif
Muhammad and officials in Mecca to sen#him reports on the number of
merchants who had died and on the amount they had secured for the
treasury from their estates. He occasionally summoned a legatee

to Cairc to obtain money for the treasury.

Lror details, see: Al-Najm ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 199, 202,
205-6, 291-3 and 362; SakhBwi, al—Tqua, vol, I, fol. 629; idem,
al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 516y 331-2, 457 and 528-31; idem,
T=Paw’ T vol. II, p. 257 wvol. V, p. 165: vol. VI, pp. 61 and 270:
vol. VII, p.203; 4l-'Izz Ibn Fahd, opscit.s vol. I, fols. 3k, 37,
52, Sy 68, 72, 75, 8%, 91, 96-97, 172, 177~79, 183, 200-201, 203,
212, 226-27, 24h4=-i45, 25354 and 258: vol. II, fols. 2, 15, 18, 20,
Lo-L1, 56, 59, 62, 79-80, 84-85, 134~35, 137, 155-56, 158-59, 16k~
66, 168-70, 174, 178, 189, 210, 214, 22, 225, 228, 231 and 247;

Tbn Iyds, Bada’i', vol. IV, pp. 270 and 28k.

2p1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 355-56. See also: Jaziri,
op.cit.s p.338; ‘IgaAmi, op.cit., vol. IV p.277.
501-Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 21-23.

ASaEgﬁwz, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.331; Al#‘izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
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Though the exact yield from the escheat is seldom mentioned
in the sources, it is obvious from occasional details that it was
substantial. Thus, for instance, in 903/1497, Suljan Mupammad b.
@a’it Bay secured from the estateﬁf a deceased merchant in Jedda
several boxes of coral, jars of quick silver, a considerable quantity
of pure silver, and other valuables, The deceased had several heirs
who protested against this but in vain. The Suljani officials sent
these items to Cairo together with 4,000 dinars ébtained from escheat.1

The Sharifs of Mecca and their officials were obviously more
aware of the fortunes left by a deceased and evidently - - secured,
with or without justification, considerable amounts of money but
surprisingly the sources provide very little information concerning
the amounts obtained.

The last Burji Sultan, QEngawh al-Ghawr, is said to have main-
tained, at least around 915/1509, a spy in Mecca to check on the
honesty of his officials and on the prospective income from escheat.2
He is particularly criticized for his excessive disregard of the iaw
of inheritance and some of the sources, such as NahrawdlT (al-Barg)

regards this as the reason for the overthrow of the Mamlik regime.3

vol. I, fols. 38-39, 78, 197 and 21k.
LA1~*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fde. 22l-25.
2p1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s voly. II, fols. 168-70.

3Nahravdll,al-I‘18m, p.2h2; idem, al-Barg, pp. 25-26; Ibn al-‘In&d,
op.cit., vol. VIIL, p.1lh; “Ig@mi, op.cit., vol. IV, p.5l.
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Chapter VI
A BRIEF SURVEY OF THE SADAQAT AND OTHER

CONTRIBUTION SENT TO MECCA FOR CHARITABLE WORKSl

A, Charities of the Egyptian Sultsns and dignitaries sent, in

cash or kind, to assist individuals or maintain welfare

institutions.

Various useful points concerning the Egyptian and other charities
have already been mentioned,2 and from these points one can easily cone-
clude that the Egyptian Sultans took a keen interest in charitable
works. The amounts sent by them in financing projects of this kind
were derived, from thelr personal fortune and state treasury, as well
as from the revenue of the endowments made in favour of the sanctuaries
of Mecca and Medina.

While the revenue of the endowments had to be sent to these holy
cities to fulfil the socio~religious obligation, the other contributions
made by the non~Egyptian Sultans were in all probability out of piety
or simply to acquire personal prestige. But the personal contributions
of the Bgyptian Sultans, within the period in question, may or maynot
have been out of piety and religious sentiment but were definitely a
political necessity to justify their hold over the Jijaz.

The first Burji Sultan,Barqiia, who is described by SakhBwi as
greedy and meanBand in the light of such description it may seem unlikely
that he made generous contributions. However, various sources including

Sawgﬁawg praise his good deeds, his charitable donations both in cash

lObviously, a detailed examination of such a vast subject with its
several side issues and relevant institutions was nét possible in a
single chapter. Therefore, it was inevitable to confine this discussion

to mere hints at various contributions,and local practices and institutions.

2See SUPYasPP. ) 94 —9 8 - -

BSee: Saggaﬁf, al—Qaw’, vol. III, p.1l2; idem, al=Tibr, p.l2. See also:
Tbn al- Inad, op.cit., vol. VII, pp. 6~7.
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and kind, and his concern for the welfare of the pilgrims.l

Similar credits are given to Sulfan alwﬁggygg,a Sulfan Bﬁfghﬁy,B
and Suljan Jagmag whose most important contribution was the distribu-
tion of Da§Q§§2a4 in both Mecca and Medina.?

An unrivalled position in this respect was held by Sulpan G&'it
Bay who by his generous and varied donations by far surpassed all
other EEEQE Sultans. In addition to the usual contributions, he ledt
to Mecca and Medina, as a lasting wmonument, various buildings and in-
stitutions for pious and charitable. purposes such as Mosques, Madrasa
(Schools), and nggj,é He had places of religious significance, in-
cluding the sanctuary of Mecca, repaired and that ©f Medina, which had
been almost completely destroyed, rebuilt. He destined vast endowments

to benefit charitable institutions including a Daghisha service in

lFor details, see: Fasi, Shifd’, vol. I, pp. 304 and 315: vol. II,
p.274%; Tbn Taghri Birdi, al-Vembal, vol. I, fol. 180b; Al-Najm Ibn
Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 115} ¢ Sekhawi, al-Dhayl, fol 6la; idem,

al=Daw” , vol. III, p.l1l2; idem, al-Tibr, p.l12; 1dem, al~Tubfa, vol. I,
P.355; Ibld., vol, I, fol. 690; Ibn Iyas, Bada iy vol. I, p.315;

idem, 'Uguds vol. II, fols. 149b~50a. See also: Jaziris op.cit., pp.
515516,

°Fsi, Shifs’, vol. I, p.348; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 27a
and 40B, part II, fol. 363a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols.
161-63, 173~75 and 178; Sakhawi, al-Tubfa, vol. I, fol. 629 See also:
Jaziri, op.cits, pp. 2L, 25 and 326-27; Nahrawall, al-I‘'13m, p.204;
Tabarl, op.cit., vol. I, fol.79.

3A1-Na3m Tbn Fahd, opscits, vol. I, fols. 196-07 and 204; Sakhdwi,
al=DPaw’, vol.III, p.126.

X hThe alternative form is Jashisha, and both these terms describe the
free distribution of prepared meals among the needy.

5Sakhaw1, alngaw , vol, III, p.73: vol. X, pp. 155-56 See also:
Sakhaw1, al-Tuhfa, vol. I, p.ltl3; Nahrawal;, al-I1‘13m, p.33%; Ibn al-
Imad, 0p.Cit.s vol. VII, p.291; Mar‘T Hanbali, op.cit., fol. 58;
‘A1 al-Tabarl, op.cit., fol. 131.

Also~1iba3 the term originally-meant a—fortified place but here it
is used for the places. built to sérve as free lodgings for the pil-
grims,travellerg,or needy inhabitants.For further details see:Geor-
ges Marcais,B.TI.,art. "Ribag",pp.1150-53.
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Medina on a grand scale around 885/1480.1

There is no clear reference in the sources to a simultaneous intro-

duction of Dashisha on the same scale in Mecca at the expense of
the same Suljan. However, the exidence of this service in Mecca
before Q&’it By is reporﬁed.z The Sultan himself seems tohave ar-
ranged the distribution of Dashisha in Mecca prior to that in Medina.
In 875/1470, Ibn al-Zaman, an official of Sultan G&’it Bay, who
was engaged by order and at the expense of the Sultan in some con-
struction work in Mecca, undertook arrangements for Dashisha to be
distributed among the poor and needy of Mecca and made several endov-
ments to provide the necessary funds for thi7ﬁurpose.3 Though these
free meals could have been Ibn al-Zaman's personal contribution to
the welfare services of Mecca, it is more likely that they were fin-
anced by the Sultan himself, an assumption which is not disproved
by the fact that this particular charity is named after Ibn al-Zaman.
According to NahrawalY, this Dashisha of Ibn al-Zamen continued

functioning until well after the Burji perﬁ.od.4

lfor details, see: Al<Najm Ton Fahd, op.cite, vol. II, fol. 372; Sejshawi,
al-Tuhfa, vol. I, fol. 688; idem, al-Daw , vol. VI, pp. 206~7; idem,
a1-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 189-90, 257, 262, 296 and 305; Samhidi,
WoTary vol. I, pp. 462-65, 507 and 515-18; idem, Khul3ga, pp. 160-61;
Al Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 57; Ibn Iyas, Bada i, vol.
III, pp. 156, 160, 206 and 321-22; idem, ‘Ugid, vol. II, fols. 229b-
30a and 24Ob-lla. See also: Jaziri, op.cit., pp. 336, 338-40, 343 and
682-85; NahrawalT, al-1‘lEm, pp. 100, 223-36 and 426; Ibn al- Imad,
op.cit.s vol., VIII, pp. 6-9; Mar‘i Hanbali, op.cit., fol. 58; ‘Ali
al-Tabari, op.cit,, fols. 131-32; Sinjari, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 1l-
175 ‘IgBml, Opecites vol. IV, pp. 43-47 and 277; Tabari, op.cit.,
vol. I, fols. 124~33.

2See supra, p.2.o05 -

SSekhiwi, al-Daw’, vol. VIII, pp. 260-62, See also: Nahrawdli, al-I'1Zm,
pp. 105-6.

4A1—I‘l§m, pp. 225-26. See also: ‘Iglmi, op.cit., vol. IV, p.hk.
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SakhBwi referxing to the grant of QF’it By a maintenance
allowance to the staff of his school in Mecca in 882/1477 states
that the ©Suljan had destined for this purpose the revenue of a
numhér of endowments to the amount of 2,000 dinars annually, apart
from an unspecified but large:quantity of wheat. This may have been
sent for use in the Sultan's Daghisha, the existence of which is
confirmed around this year and later by the sources.l

The death of a Sultazm may have occasionally exercised a dis-
ruptive influence on the Dashisha service, but did not necessarily
cause an interruption in the distribution of the meals, not only
because his successor was most likely ready to finance it but also
because the income Ffrmm the endowments alone may have sufficed in
case of need., This is corroborated by a remark of A1-*Izz Ibn Fahd
that in Dhu’l-fijja 889/December 1484 or January 1485, two parallel
Dashisha services were in existence in Mecca, one endowed by Sulfan
Jagmag (d. 857/1453), and the other by the then ruling Sulfan, G&’it
Bays and that they were functioning side by side, but independently

of each other.2

The Dashisha of some Sultans was occasionally suspended in
s SIS B vrer:
his lifetime. There is correborative evidence to this effect in
Sekhawi. In 893 and early in 894/1487-88, the distribution of bread
and Sultan Q&’it By's Daghfsha in Medina was suspended and it was

almost at the same time that many people were deprived of their share

Lsaknavt, al-Daw’s vol. VI, pp. 206-7: vol. XI, pp. 58-60; Al-‘Izz
Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol.I, fols, 43 and 45. See also: Ibn al- Inad,
op.cit.s vol, VIII, pp. 6~9.

2)1~%Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 58.
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of freely distributed bread in Mecca, well before Q&a’it Bay's death.1
This suspension was evidently due to some financial difficulty, as

in 896/1491, if not earlier, the distribution of bread and Daghisha

in Mecca seems, according to an entry made by Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, restored

to its former level.2 ga’it Bay's Dashisha seems to have also been

resumed in Medina at a later date as its suspension in Medina is re-
ferred to by Ibn Iyas under a date following Q8’it BIy's death in
Dhu’1-Qa‘da 901/August 3_496.3 It can be assumed that it was also sus-
pended in Mecca at about the same time, as in both Mecca and Medina
the distribution of Dashisha is reported to be in full swing again

b and 912/15065 respectively.

in 907/1501
Ibn IyEs describes the last Burji Sultan, Q@ngawh al-GhawrT, as

mean and greedy,6 an allegation which may or msy not have been true.

It is, however, an indisputable fact that welfare services under al-

Ghawr® left much to be desired. But it must be admitted that, though

the financial problems facing him were many and arduous, several refer-—

ences in the sources, including Ibn Iyas himself, confirm it beyond

doubt that the Sultan made some contribution to charity and general

welfare in Mecca, even if it was on a modest scale.?

1Sagg§w§, al~Dhayl (ed. A,Al-Jassu), p.426.
2A1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, opscit., vol. I, fol. 135.

Ton Ty3s, ‘Uglds vol. II, fol. 2lia.

%01 Taz Thn Fahd, op.cite., vol. II, fol. 8.

STbn IySs, Badd’i', vol. IV, p.103.

6Bad'a’i‘, vol. IV, p.4bi.

"Ton TySs, Bada’i', vol. IV,pp.133, 14k, 151-52 and 163: vol. V, p.93;
See also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit., pp. 33%8-39; Jaziri, op.cit., @p. 25-
26; NahrawalT, al-I‘13m, pp. 240, 244, 338 and 420; Al-Bakari, op.
cit,, fol. 31; Ibn al- lmad, op.cit., vol. VILI, pp. 113-14; Sinjari,
op.cit.y vol. II, fols. 19-20 and 38; ‘Igéml, op.cit., vol. IV,

Pp. 50-53% and 8&4; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol, 158.
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The Bgyptian Sultans sent frequently, if not anmmually, a
congiderably amount to a large number of Meccans through al~gurr

al-Hukmi and al-Dhakhira. The institution of alegurr can be traced

back, as will be seen, to the pre~Burji period, while al~Dhakhira

seems to have been introduced at a later date. Many Meccans depended
for their livelihood on their share in these contributions. The
beneficiaries were either officials or chosen arbitrarily from among
the local population. The amounts of these contributions are not
mentioned, but must have been at least on the level of subsistence.

The fact that both al-DhakhIra and al-gurr al-Hukmi could be also

sent as or in lieu of a salary indicates that they were not pure
charities but verged on remuneration for services rendered.

It appears that whatever the character of al-furr - that is,
whether it was a grant, an allowance, a charitable donatim or a
salary proper - it represented a lifelong entitlement, and one that
could be expected with a certain regularity. Al-Dhakhira, on the
other hand, appears to have represented an occasional rather then a
regular payment, Al-Dhakhira exhibits the same slightly ambiguous
character of half grant and balf salary as al-gurr. When al-Dhakhira
first appeared in Mecca and Medina on a regular basis is not clear;
this much is certain that it became quite substantial under Sulfan
Jagmaq. He is reported to have granted numerous allowances and
salaries, ranging between ten and one hundred dinars from alﬁgggggira.l
The sources contain occasional references ~ during the period under

consideration - to the arrival of al-Dhakhira in the holy cities,

but seldom provide further details.2

lSagng{, al-Daw’, vol. III, pp. 72-73%: vol. X., p.l125.

2SaklEvi, al-Paw’s vol. V, p.247: vol. IX, p.33t vol. X, p.125; idem,
al-Tubfa, vol, I, fol. 688; Samhfdi, Wafd’, vol. I, pp. 11l-1k and
516-17; idem, Khuldga, p.165; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,
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Regular remittance of al-furr to Mecca can be established
for the whole of the_gggii period and there is evidence to indicate
that the practice existed before. This regularity is ascribable to
the fact that, to many officials of the Meccan sanctuary, gl-gurr
was identical with their salary long before the period in question.
Al-TEsi, for instance, states that a well~to~do Meccan G&gi, ShilZb
al-Din Amad al-Jabari (d. 760/1359), used to lend money to officials

of the Meccan sanctuary and other recipients of al-Surr (ahl al-

Surar) and claimed it back when their Surr arrived in the following
year.l This corroborates the fact that the regularity of the Surr
payment could be unfailingly relied on.

That, with regard to the officials of the Meccan sanctuary at
least, al-gurr represented a salary is further borne out by the fact
that, on the death of an official, it could be inherited, together
with the post, by his sons and that some of them could sell his share
to others, in return for an agreed amount of money.2 Amounts were
sent, during the_@ggié period, to people working in other institutions,
such as BBEEI:B It could also be regarded as payment for their ser-
vices, which shows that al-gurr in its salarial character was not con-
fined to the Meccan sanctuary.

What the total of all al-Surr al—Hukmi remittances amounted to,

and what the number of recipients in Mecca was is not clear, but it

can be safely assumed that both were considerable.

fols. 129, 158 and 176. See also: NahrawalT, al-I‘lzm, p.285;

Ali al-Tabari, op.cit., fols. 130 and 132; Sinjari, op.cit.,
vol. II, fols. SBHEE; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 1?5.
1F§s§, a1~‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. %06a.

°Fasi, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 303a~3b; Salkh@wi, al-Paw’.
vol. II,pp. 139-40.

5358:1:.1 a.l-‘I d, vol. I, part II’ fol. 352&-



211,

B. Contribution of the Ottoman Sultans in the material

well=-being of the Meccans

In extent and regularity, Sadagat al-Rim, the Ottoman charities,

seem to have rivalled the Egyptian donations. The composition of both
these charities was comparable in that they were partly derived from
the state treasury and partly from the revenue of endowments. The
Ottoman charity was often sent with the Syrian pilgrim caravan and
was noty at least initially, connected with any political design over
the Jij&z. But there is little doubt that their generous contributions
must have won them the good will of large numbers among the population
of the region which obviously had paved the way for their dominion
over the region after the overthrow of the Mamllk regime.

The Ottomg n charities were apparently distributed in Mecca
in accordance with the established pattern.l But, judging by the de-
tails given in the sources concerning its distribution, it is evident

that the common people benefitted more from Sadagat al-Rum, mostly in

cash, than other contributions with the possible exception of that sent
from Egypt. According to Saggﬁwi, the Ottoman charities surpassed, at
times, the Egyptian in both the amount and regularity. Though this
fact is stressed under 895/1490 by Sakhawi, who adds that meny people
received as much as 100 dinars, it may not have been confined to this
year alone,2 Indeed, several evidences, as will be seen, show that

the amounts of the Ottoman charities were, in cermin years, far more
considerable than those sent by the Mamllks and incomparably greater

than others.

lSee supray, pPe 197
aﬁlggggyl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 464 and 467.
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The Ottoman Sultans may well have sent their contributions
prior to the period under comnsideration but it is within this period
that the Arab historians refer to their contributions. A number of
Meccan and other historians, writing during the Ottoman period, in-
dicate that a number of Ottoman Sultans, especially &fom. Bayezid I,
called Yildrim 'the Thunderbolt' (791-805/1389-1402), took a keen
interest in sending the charities and reached its peak during the rule
of Sultan Selim I, known as Yavuz,'the Grim' (918-26/1512-20). The

contribution of these Sultans is often referred to as al-Jurr al-~Rumi

and is reported to have varied between 3,000-14,000 dinars annually
and many individuals appear to have been given the right to a permanent
annual allowance.1

The contemporanx Egyptian and Meccan sources do not seem to
confirm or deny the contributions of the earlier Ottoman Sultans but they
do not refer clearly to the contributions of the Cttoman Sultans or
their dignitaries except from 850/1446 onwards and usually with long
interruption between the years in which these charities actually reached
Mecca. In the pilgrimege season of 850/in or around February 1447, a
wazir of the Ottoman Sultan Murdd II (824-55/1421-51) came to Mecca
to perform the pilgrimage and is reported to have distributed a con-
slderable amount of Sadaga among the Meccans together with supplying to

pilgrims with sweetened drink.2

IFor details, see: _NahrawalT, al-I‘13m, pp. 256, 261-6k, 28%-85 and
287; Mar‘i Hanbali, op.cit.s fols. 50-59; Al-Bakari, op.cit.,
fols., 6-7, 13~14 and 51; ~Ali al-Tabari, op.cit., fols. 130-32;
Ibn al-"InEd, Op.cites vol. VIII, pp. 86-87; Igami, op.cit., vol.
IV, pp. 6566 and 68-69; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 50-54;
Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 114 and 177-79; Dapldn, op.cit., pp.
50-51.

2A)-Naju Tbn Fahd, op.cit.. vol. II, fols. 263 and 316; Sekhii
al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.2; idem, al-Tibr, p.148; see also:
JaZiTL, 0peCit.s PP. 331 and 695; Nahrawali, gl-I‘l8m, p.218;

SinjdrT, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 8; Tabar®, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 105,
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In the last quarter of the 9th/L5th century several times a
ygﬁi&} was sent to Istambul - to collect the revenue of endowments
or other charitable donations and bring them back to the Hijaz. The
emissary was given a certain portion of the total amount, usually 100/0,
in return for his services.2 Possibly the bearers of other charities
wvere also given similar amounts or were able to derive material bene-
fit through their services. Some of the bearers of the Egyptian charity
were able, mainly on account of theirpersonal relations with the Qagi
§g§faei of Mecca, to secure considerable material gain.,3

The fact that occasionally a wakIl was sent to Rim to collect
the donations, as mentimed above, is indicative of the irregularity in
the sending of the Ottoman charity to Mecca. This is further supported
by the fact that often several years elapsed before the next mention of
a new arrival in the local sources is made. However, in view of the
rather limited number of available sources used, this should not be
regarded as conclusive foxr the late §gg;i period, The less so as Saggﬁwi
explicitly stresses the mgularity of the Ottoman donations.4

The figures given in the sources show the amounts fluctuated
from one year to another. In both 888 and 889/1483~84 the Ottoman
charity equalled 1,600 dinars.” In 895/1490 it amounted to about 2,900

dinars.6 In 896/1491, it was 5,620 dinars7 and in the following year

Lohe term waekTl is derived from wakila (or wikZla), mandate, authori-
zation, is a contract (fgd) by which the contracting party, the Muwaklkil
commissions the other, the mandatory (wakIl) to perform some service
for him. See: Otto Spies, E.I.2, art. "Wakala', pp. 109495,

“See details in: Salh@wi, al-Daw’, vol. IT, pp. 224=-25: vol. VI,
p.315: wvol. VIT, p.82: wvol. IX, p.226; idem, gl-Tubfa, vol. I,
fols. 717-18; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 90, 124,
152 and 160-61.

BSaggﬁwf, al-Paw’, vol. V, pp. 47-48.
QSee supras Pe 2. 44-

OA1-*Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 45-46 and 59 respectively.

6A1-Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cites vol. I, fol. 12k, See also: Sakh&wi, al-
Tupfa, vol. I, fol. 718.

7p1-Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 138; See also: Saggﬁﬁi, al-Dhayl
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only 600 dineaur‘s.:L

The amounts sent in charitable domations to Medina at times
far exceeded those destined for Mecca. In 898/1493, for instance,
Medina received 10,000 dinars while the amount $ent to Mecca was only
400 dinars.a This great discrepancy is possibly accounted for by the
fact that the figures for Medina included its share in the revenue
of endowments for a few preceding years, while those for Mecca merely
represented a personal donation of the Ottoman Sultan or some of his
Amirs. The same may have been the case in 898/1494 and 900/1495
when only 3003 and 9004 dinars reached Mecca respectively.

Sometimes part of the amount sent from Istanbul for charitable
purposes was used by the ruling Sharif of Mecca to appease his oppon-
ents and thereby ward off potential danger to the pilgwims. Thus Al-
‘Izz Tbn Fahd relates, without stating the exact figure of the Otto-
man donation in question, that in the pilgrimage seasonof 909/May 150k
Sharif Pumaygda took 1,000 dinars to conclude a truce with his rival
brother Barakat II and make him comsent, for 2,000 dinars, to a sus-
pension of hostilities until the end of the pilgrimage ceremony.5

Though the exact amount of the above mentioned Ottomsn charity is not
made clear, it can safely be assumed that it was considerable, as the
Ottoman charities in the closing years of the Burji period were -~

politically motivated or not ~ substantial and often impressive. In

(ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.504; Jazirf, op.cit., p.34k4.

141-*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 152.
28a§§§h§, al-Daw’, vol. VI, p.315; idem, gl-Tuhfa, vol. I, fols., 717-
18; Al-*Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols., 160-61,

3

4Al—‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., fols. 186 and 198.

Al-*TIzz Tbn Fahd, ope.cit., vol. I, fol, 171.

5A1-*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT, fol. 53.
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910/1505, for instance, the bearer of the Ottoman charity was travel—
ling with the Syrian pilgrim caravan. During his journey to Mecca

the caravan was harassed by a group of Arabs which forced the Syrian
AnIr al-Hajj to pay 20,000 dinars in ransom to secure the safety of
the pilgrims. The amount paid was raised partly from the pilgrims

and the Amir but, for the most part, borrowed from the Ottoman emissary.
This loan of about 13,000 dinars was supposéd to be repaid on their
arrival at Mecca but the Syrian Amir was unable to fulfil his promise
despite repeated attempts tc raise the money. During the argument
about the return of the money, it was agreed - on the intervention of
the NZ’ib Jedda - that the amount for general distribution should be
reduced to only 2,200 dinars, which was apparently as much as was left
in the possession of the Ottoman emissary.l This incident appears to
have been resented by the Ottomans which may account for dispatching
the next donation, in 912/1506, in the amount of 2,000 dinars, via
Cairo. Its bearer refused to pay Sharif Barakat II his customary one-
third of the total and gave 4m instead only 150 dinars as an ordinary
recipient.2 No precedent for such a clear denial of the customary
right of the Sharif to one~third of the chariiy is reported. Presumably,
the bearer had been instructed to do this as retaliation against the
Sharif for his failure to help the Ottoman emissary to obtain the re-
payment of the amount lent to the Syrian Amir during the above related
episode of 910/1505.

In 913/1507, Sadagat al-Rum reached Mecca, but no figure is

specified.” In the following year 14,000 dinars for Mecca and 27,000

1)1-%Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 83.
2A1-*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 110 and 132~33.

5a1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cite, vol. II, fol. 146.
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dinars for Medina was sent from Istanbul.l Tbn Iyas, under 915/1509,
reporting the arrivdlof an Ottoman Amir in Cairo, states that he was
heajing 40,000 dinars for distribution in Mecca and Medina.2 Al Tz
Ibn Fahd confirms the arrival of an Ottoman emissary via Egypt to
Mecca in Qgp’lnﬂijja 915/March 1510, with donation, but gives no exact
figure. However, the details given in connection with its distribution
imply that the amount was substantial. The greater part of the total
was shared, as usual, among those entitled to fixed annual allowances.
The shares of 300 recipients who were absent at the time were deposited

with the Bash al-Mama@lik and Muhtasib of Mecca to be handed over to the

destinated on their return. The allowances of deceased persons were
distributed according to judgment of the Ottoman envoy. Sharifs Barakat
1T and Q8°it Bay tried to obtain their customary third of the total
amount but in vain.3 A1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd registered the arrival of the
Ottoman charity in Mecca, by way of Egypt, in the pilgrimage season

of 916/March 1511, but without mentioning a figure. But the amount
seems to have been substantial as the share of a beneficiaxry could
reach one hundred dinars or more. The joint Amirs of Mecca unsuccessfully
claimed theirAusual third, but they were given only about 800 dinars as
a conciliatory gestu:c‘e‘.l+ In the pilgrimage season of 918/February 1513
the Sharifs of Mecca received 1,700 dinars, which is not likely to have
been a third of an unspecified total of the Ottoman charities but
rather a conciliatory grant, and the ordinary people received their

usual share. The only departure from the routinewas that those

141-*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 160,

PRada’i®, vol. IV, p.168.

241-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.. vol. II, fol. 175.

4A:L-‘Izz ITbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 191.
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who were not present in person lost their :fshaure.,:L

In his repeated and futile attempts to press his claim to
the traditional third, Sharif Barakat IT seems to have annoyed the
Ottoman Sultan Selim I, who consulted his Egyptian coumterpart, Sultan
alwgggwri, on the merit of the case and the latter seems to have sup-
ported the validity of the Sharif's claim in 919/15132 and advised
the Sharif also to send an explanatory letter to the Ottoman Sultan.3
The Sharif may have sent an envoy but Selim I does not seem to have
recognized this claim. This is indicated by the fact that in 921/
1515 the sum of 60,000 dinars was sent by Selim I for distribution in
Mecca and Medina in two equal parts, but nothing in the account of
A1-‘Izz Ibn Fahd suggests that the Sharif was given his customary
third of the total amount.u

According to Halil Inalcik, Sellm I tried to win over the Sharif
of Mecca who in 922/1516 despatched a delegation to Selim I which
the MamlTk did not allow to proceed to Istanbul.5 But, in view of
the rather uneasy relationship between Selim I and Sharif Barakat II,
on the basis of the former's refusal to accept the Sharif's claim to
one-third of the total Ottoman charity, which is evident from the

various above mentioned examples given by Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, it is

141-*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 223.

2see supra, p. |98 #

231~*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 226.
4A1-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 270,

5See: WRise of the Ottoman Empire'" in The Cambridge History of Islam,
VOl. Il p;318.
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difficult to accept that the Sharif had become pro-Ottoman prior to
the final downfall of the Mamluks. Especially as several evidences
clearly show that the relationshp between the Sharifs of Mecca and
their Igyptian overlord in the closing years of the Eggii.period was

extremely cordial.1

C. Participation of the Indian rulers in the works

of general welfare.

Muslim rulers in India took a lively interest in the pious works
in Mecca as well as in the welfare of its population but, as so often,
the sources are usually silent on the extent of their financial cone
tributions. The most munificent of these rulers were those of Bengal,
and the first important contribution %o come from there in the Burji
period was made by Sultan GheyZEth al-Din A‘zam ShEh Abu’l-Mugaffar
(d. 814 or 815/1411 or 1412) and his wazir Khan Jahan. Their contri-
butions seem to have progressively increased from 810/1407 until they
reached their peak around 81%/1410. Between these years there are
frequent references to the arrival in Mecca of their charities, both
in cash and kind. It was mostly accompanied by the ruler's personal
gifts to Sharif Jasan. The Bengali ruler financed the construction of
a school and the repairs made to an :ﬁ;;_to improve the supply of water
to the inhabitants of Mecca and endowed several properties for the
benefit of his school in Mecca. The Sharif, personally  derived con-
siderable gain from the donations of the Bengali ruler either by taking
directly part of a donation for himself, or by selling some of his

own property at a high price to Bengali envoys to house the school as

1 See supra,pp. 47— q4.

2 ?his word has. several meanings including Spring;source of water and
it is used here in that meaning but in a slightly different sense.It
is applied to a canal or tunnel supplying water to Mecca by inter-
linking a number of‘gxg and thelr subsidiaries outside Mecca proper.
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well as to be endowed on its behalf,l

Scarcely less generous was another ruler of Bemgal, Jalal al=~
Din Mupammad (d. 837/1433) who was newly converted to Islam and seems
therefore particularly eager to establish cordial relations with the
Abbasid Caliph, the Egyptian Sultan, and the Sharif of Mecca. Sultan
Jalzal al-Din sent valuable gifts to Cairo and according to Magrizi
followed by other sources such as Ibm Hejar and Ibn Taghri Birdi
received from the Abbasid Caliph an investiture of rule and a robe of
honour. He also made valuable contribution to the welfare works in
Mecca. His son and successor, Abu’l-Muzaffar Apmad Shah seems tohave
followed the policies of his father and sent charitable donations to
Mecca.,2

‘A1i al-TabarT, a late source, referring to a large amount of
money which was distributd in Mecca, without giving the date of the
distribution or the name of the donor, only states that it was known
as al--JaIEliyya.3 It is more than probable that it is a question here
of a contribution of the above mentioned Jaldl al-Din, the ruler of
Bengal.

Another ruler of Bengal iz said tohave sent a quantity of perfume

and some gold and silver chandeliers, evidently for Ka‘ba, together with

1For details, see: T8si, Shifi’, vol. I, pp. 328-30; idem, al-‘Igd,
vol. I, part I, fol. 38a: part II, fols. 346b-47a, 404b-5a;

Ton Hajar, Inba’, vol. I, fol. 242a: vol., II, fols. 22b-23%a; Ibn
Taghyri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I, fol. 125a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, gp.cit..
vol, II, fols. 1%6~37 and 147;; SakkEwi, al-Tupfa, vol. I, p.319;

idem, al-Dew’; vol. II, p.3l3. See also: Nahrawall, al-I1‘18m, pp. 198~
2003 Janabi, op.cit., fol. 305a; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 34=35;
SiniarT, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 338-39; Tabari, op.cit.s vol. I, fols.
7357k,

“For details, see; MaqrizI, Sullk, vol. IT, fols. 349_and 382; Ibn
Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fols. 23%a and 125b; Ibn Teghri Birdi, al-Manhal,
vol. IT, fol:. 3hlb; idem, gl-Nujlim, vol. VII, fol. 665 Al-Najm Ibn
Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 200 and 208; Sakhawi, al-Dhayl, fols.
100a~b; idem, al-Daw’, vol. III, p.280. See also: Ibn al- Lmad,
op.cits.s :vol.VII, p.225.

Sh1whri al-MiskT, fol. 132.
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a few hundred dinars for the Meccan Imams and GEgis and a quantity
of cloth which was apparently sent for general distribu'bion.l

In Rabi® II 901/January 1496 contributions sent by a ruler of
Bengal -~ described as being of Iahashi origin ~ were distributed in
Mecca. The amount of charity is reported to have amounted to thirty
to sixty thousand dinars, together with some large silver ehandeliers
and a quantity of cloth. However, the Bengali emissares on reaching
Aden received the news that their master had died. They dispatched
the cloth together with the chandeliers to Mecca but appropriated
the money and fled to different countries. The cloth was subsequently
s01d in Mecca for about 2,100 dinars and the proceeds distributed.2

Among the rulers of GulhargaaB

another Muslim principality in
India, §g;h§gél-ﬂ£h Abw’1-Magh&zT Apmad Shah (d. Rajab 838/March 1435)
showed marked interest in the welfare institutions of I\*Iecca.lf

The Muslim rulers of Mandwa (India) usually referred to by the
title of al-Khilji, are reported to have sent frequent donations of
money to Mecca and to have occasionally financed some charitable works

such as Dashisha and appear to have been on friendly terms with the

Mamlfk Sultans as well as with the Sharifs of Mecca.5

T41-*Izz Tbn Fahd, opsgit.s vol. I, fol. 77.

2AL-*Izz Tbn Fahd, opscit., vol. I, fols. 191-92.

BA town and district in the north of Mysore on the western border of
"the Deccan" in India. See: J. Burton~Page, E.I.2, art. "Gulbarga',
p.1135.

4For details, see: MagrizT, Sullk, vol. II, fol. 349: Ibn Taghri Birdi,
al-Nujfm, vol. VII, fol. 67; idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, p.215; Al-Najm
Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 199-200 and 203; Sakhawi, al-Qaw’,
vol. I, p.210; idem, al-Tupfa, vol. I, p.262. See also: Jaziril, op.
cites P.Bli'_%.

PFor details, see: Fasil, al~'Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 346b; Al-Najm
Ibn Fahd, op.cite.s vol. II, fols. 333 and 351; Sakhdwi, gl-Daw’,
vol. X, pp. 148=49 and 166; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.50%;
A1-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, ob.cit., vol. I, fols. 23, 41, 44, 139 and 151.
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Chapter VIT
FINANCTAL OBLIGATIONS AND FPERSONAL

EXPENDITURE OF THE SHARIFS OF MECCA

A, Amounts spent to maintain the family, or paid as allowances

and salaries.

It has been seen that exact figures of the revenue are rarely given
in the sources, and the same is true of most of the expenditure. It can
be established, however, that the expenditure and various financial obw-
ligations of the Sharifs of Mecca were quite considerable. A very great
part of the revenue must have obviously been expended on the upkeep of
their families, concubines, slaves, and other members of the household in
a manner befitting their station.

The Sharifs of Mecca must have received and entertained, in accord-
ance with the traditional Arab hospitality, a number of tribal chiefs,
heads of the clans, individual guests and may alsc have made generous
gifts to these visitors. Moreover, hospitality to a visiting Sultan or
members of the royal family must have cost them substantial amounts of
money.:L They must also lave speunt a considerable amount on the formal re-
ceptions they gave almost anpually to the Egyptian Amir al-fajj.and fre-
guently to other high ranking Egyptian officials, dignitaries and envoys.

As will be seen, the Sharifs of Mecca employed a fairly large number
of officials, the maintenance of whom, together with that of his supporters
and a bodyof paiq soldiers, their horses, camels, arms, accommodation,
clothes and food, must also have cost the Sharif a huge sum. It is im-
possible not to mention, in this context, the huge amounts the Sharifs

must have - _
of Mecc;/paid out to the Ashraf and Quwwad either as their dues, for

Lgee supra, pp.$S7 and 47-
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their upkeep, or to appease them. Though unfortunately it is not
possible to determine the exact total amounts spent by the Sharifs of
Mecca on these and other similar expenditures, it is easy to see that

they must have absorbed a considerable portion of their total revenue.

B. Sums of money spent by the Sharifs in financing the benevolent works.

Though several Sharifs of Mecca, as will be seen, personally con-
tributed to works of charity and general welfare, they rarely did so on
a grand scale. Possibly the large influx of contributions from various
parts of the Muslim territory to MeCca catered adequately for its needs
in this respectj The relatively insignificant contributions of the
Sharifs may have beeqhotivated too by their desire to keep their wealth
secret. It is said that Sharif [asan once spent 50,000 dirhams on re-
pairs to an ‘Ayn and intended further to donate a similar amount for the
same purpose. DBut, on the advice of one of his officials, he renounced
the idea for fear that he might arouse the greed of the Egyptian Sulyan.?
There is another remotely possible reason for the reluctance of the
Sharifs ~ at least some of them - to finance pious institutions on the
basis of regarding most of their revenue as being not ﬁglEL,B which is
regarded as detracting from the mceptability of a pious contribution.
Thus, for instance, in 921/1515, Sharif Barakdt II, on a visit to Medina,
asked his officials in Meccca to send some Haldl money for distribution
in Medina. Obviously, both the Sharif and his officials must have possessed
money but seem not to have considered it sufficiently Jalal to be used for

a pious purpose. Consequently, a number of the Sharif's palm trees were

lSee Chapter VI.
2Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 82.

3§al§ ., earned in a religiously justified way.
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sold for 700 dinars and the proceeds sent to the Sharif in Medina.l

True, such great respect for the teaching of the §§grf‘a was not generally

=2

shown by the Sharifs, but the example of Barakat II indicates that it
was not completely lacking.

Though the contributions of the Sharifs of Mecca to charitable works
were far less than those expected from the immediate rulers of the area,
they wre not deprived of this credit and may have used the income derived
from their personal estates and sources other than taxes and tolls to
financ their pious and charitable institutions.

FasT, followed by others, describes Sharif Hasan as the first Amir
of Mecca - during the Eggji period - to make significant contributions
to the charitable works of Mecca.” In fact, Sharif Jasan's various con-
tributions are not only impressive but also indicative of his solid fin-
ancial position, genuine concern for the general welfare of the Meccans as
well as the pilgrims and other visitors. His charitable works included
the financing of the construction of or repairs to schools, Rubat, a

BTMﬁrisﬁﬁﬁ,B an ‘Ayn, a §ab':fl.i'L He endowed a number of profit earning

5

establishments in favour of these institutions.

141-%Tzz Thn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT, fol. 261.

2F”811 Shlfa y vol. T, p.3%2; idem, al-— gd, vol. I, part I, fol. 38b:
part IT, fol. 402b Al-Najm ITbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 128;
Sakhawi, almyaw ’ vol IIT, p.104, See also: Jandbi, op.cit., fol.
306a; Tabaris op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 63.

3Ba.marlstan, often contracted to Maristin ~ from Persian bimar ‘'sick'
and and the suffix "istan!" denoting place, a hospital. See: Bedi N.§ehsuvar-
oflu, E.I.°, art, "Binmdrist@n', pp. 1222-26.

1+It denotes, among other meanings, a public drinking fountain, which is
meant here. See: T.W.Haig, B.I.T, art. "SabTl", pp. 22-23.

Jgee deteils in: F&ST, ShifE’, vol. T, pp. 332-33, 335, 337-38 and 347-48;
id m, gl=‘Iad, vol. I, part I, fols. 38b-39b: part II, fols. 402b, L4O4b-5a,
407b, 408b, 421a~21b and 478b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op,cit., vol. II, fols.
127-28, 137, 147, 149, 152, 155~56 and 160~61; Sakhawi, al-Qaw s vol,

IIT, pp. 88 and 104: vol, V, pp. 30-31; Vol. IX, p.106; Samhudi, WofZ’,
vol, II, p.174. See also: Nahravwdll, al- I°1%m,pp.19%, 202~3 and 3375
Jep8hL, op.cit., fol. 306a; ‘IganT, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 35, 84 and
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In 847/144%, an ‘Ayn was repaired in §§play§l by order, and
apparently at the expense, of Sharif Abu’l-QEsim,2 Sharif Barakit I
is also given the credit for constructing some Eggéi, digging new wells
or meking existing ones fit for use,; and for endowments in favour of
welfare works,3 Similar contributions, including the construction of
a school and a Sabil, are attributéd to Sharif Mubammad b. Barakat I.4

Sharif Barakd@t II seems to have been particularly careful not to
use anything but amounts obtained from Haldl sourcess for charitable
purposes and apparenitly this was the reason for his rather modest

charitable contributions.

C. Voluntary or compulsory payments to the Egyptian Sultan or his Amirs.

There is occasional evidence to the effect that the Sharifs of
Mecca wre obliged to pay a certain unspecified amount of money to the

Egyptian Amir al~Hajj. Tt is not clear why this payment was imposed nor

is it easy to ascertain how far this obligation goes back. Presumably
such payments were made initially on a voluntary basis to secure his good-
will,and possibly in return for his bringing the customary robe of honour
and edicts for the Sharifs of Mecca, but later became compulsory. Sc

much so that some of the Sharifs of Mecca had to incur debts in order

161-62; Sinjari, gg.cit., vol. I, fols. 341 and 351; Jabar®, op.cit.,
fols. 63, 72, 77-78 and 84; Dallfn, op.cit., p.4l.

lA place in the northeeast of Mecca, which liss roughly midway between
Mecca and Rabigh. See: QalqashandT, $ubl, vel. IV, p.260.

2\1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT, fol. 251.

2A1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 151 and 226; Sakhfwi, al-Dav’,
vol., III, p.i4. vol. V, pp. 30-31, See also: Jan@bi, op.cit., fol.
307a; ‘Iganml, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 275-76 and 292.

qu-Najm Ion Fahd, op.cit., vol., II, fol, 371; Saggéwf, al—Qaw’g vol.

VII, pp. 150-53; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 416~17; 4l-"TIzz

Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 22 and 100~101l: vol. II, fols. 11l-12.

See also: Janabls OpsCit.s fols. 307b-8a; ‘IganT, op.cit.s vol. IV: pp.
278-79; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 18; Tabarf, op.cit.s, vol. I, fol. 134,

2.See SUPIrapp.Z 22-23-
Al-‘Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 14l and 261; see also:
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to make the payments. In 823/1420, for instance, Sharif Hasan borrowed
1,000 Iflori from a merchant in oxrder to pay the dues of the Egyptian

Amir al-Hajj. Sultan Tapar, disapproving of such compulsion, not only

abolished this practice in the following year but also sent back the
amount already paid by Sharif Hasan under duressol
Commenting on this, Ibn Hajar states that this edict of the Suljan
wag, in fact, more beneficial to the merchants than to the Sharif, as the
latter borrowed from the merchants to pay the Amir al-Hajj, but seldom
regarded the loan as repayableaa
This practice seems to have been resumed during the rule of Sultan
Barsbay, as in 826/1423 Sharif Barakdt I paid, on behalf of his father
Sharif Hasan, 5,000 or 6,000 dinars to some Egyptian Amirs including
Amir al--ﬁaj,j.3 This payment may have been intended primarily to ease
the tension between these Amirs and Sharif I;L':‘Lsa:ﬂnllL but the possibility
of the resumption of the compulsory annual payment cannot be excluded
as in 844/1440 it was abolished again by an edict of Suljan Jaqmaq,5
This annual offering seems to have been resumed in the closing years of
Suljan QE'it Bey's rule and continued. In 896/1491, the Egyptian Amir
al-Mahmal demanded from Sharif Muhammad 5,000 dinars as his customary
due. The Sharif was unable to raise more than 4,000 dinars, which he

offered to the Amir, promising to pay the rest later. DBut the Egyptian

‘IgamT, op.cit.s vol. IV, p.292.
lFEsT, al-‘Igd, vol, I, part II, fols. 416b and 417b; Al~Najm Ibn Fahd,

op.Cit., vol. II, fols. 179-80. See also: Jaziri,op.cit., p.321; Tabari,
opecit.s vol. I, fol., 8l.

2TubE’ , vol. II, fol. 59a.

3F§SI, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part IT, fol. 419b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fol, 185.

4See SUpra, Pp. F2-73.

5Maqrf2§, Sullk, vol. II, fol. 441; Al-Najm Ion Fahd, op.cit,, vol. II,
fol. 233. See also: Jaziri, gp.cit., p.328.
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Amir insisted on full payment before his departure. Friction ensued
and the Egyptian Amir withheld the presentation of the customary robe
of honour for a while, but . eventually presented it and departed.
According to Sakhawl, the Sharif sent the remaining part of the payment
to Yanbu® where the Bgyptian Amir received it on@is way batk to E@ypt.l

A similar dispute occurred in 910/1505 when the Egyptian Amirs
refused to hand over the robe of honour until Sharif Barakdt Il promised
to pay 8,000 dinars.2 In 91%/1508 the Sharif paid 1,000 dinars to the
Lgyptian Amir and promised to pay later a further sum of 3,000 dinars,3
In the same year the Sharif is reported tohave paid to the commander of
the Igyptian expediticnq ten thousand -~ gpparently dinars - which appears
to have been taken from the share of the Sharif in the revenue of Jedda.5
In Sha‘ban 918/November 1512, Sharif Barakat II again either promised
or paid to an Bgyptian Amir 4,000 dinars plus fifty camels,6

Far from content with the political hegemony and with the dominant
position of their officials in the local administration, the Egyptian
Sultans found the lion's share of the Meccan revenue, overwhelming as it
wasy still unsatisfactory. Greed drove them to extort further financial
gainss with or without pretext, from the Sharifs of Mecca.

Several references in the sources are made to the gifts sent by
the Sharifs of Mecca to their Egyptian overlords between 786-811/1384~1408.

These usually consigted of horses and some other wes=ieseslwedme £000S,

1Sa§g§MT, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.505; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cite.,
vol. I, fols. 138-39.

2p1-‘Tzz Ton Fahd, opacit., vol. II, fols. 81-82.
’Ibid., fol. 131.

“3ee supra, pp. § 5 96.

O\1-1%z Tbn Fahd, op.cits, vol. II, fol. 13l.

5Ibid., fols, 217-18.
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and were sent voluntarily by the Sharifs to express their 1oyaltyol
However, it was not long beforethe Sharifs of Mecca were often compelled

to pay considerable sums of money to the BEgyptian Sultan, to secure

their appointment to the emirate; then, occasionally, a further payment -
in cash or kind - to extend the term of office or simply to remain in
favour.

Probably the first significant financial payment - within the
period in question ~ for the re-~instatement was made in 813/1410 by the
recently reappointed Sharif I;Iasan.2 The Sharif is reported to have sent
suljan Fara]j one thousand sacks of various spices which were sold in Cailro
for fifty thousand Mithgal (apparently gold).,a But not even this huge
amount seems to have satisfied the Sultan in Cairo who, in the following
year, appears to have expressed his displeasure with Sharif Hasan's neg-
ligence in sending the gepts. The Sharif was not slow to realize the danger
and sent furlher valuable gif’cs,LP In 819/1416, the same Sharif, deposed
at the time, sent his son Barak@dt I with gifts to Sulfan Shaykh and se~
cured his re—appointment,5 Though the sources reporting this agree that
the re-gppointment of Hasan was granted in return for money, they do not
specify the figure. Only Fasi followed by AINajm Ibn Fahd relates that

the amount imposed was 30,000 Mithqal (apparently gold). Sharif Hasan

See detalls in: Ibn al-Furdt, op.cit., vol. IX, part II, pp. 303-4;
FasT, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 405a-5b: vol. II, part III, fol.
19%a; Magrizi, Sulfk, vol. III, fol. 1Ola; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal,
vol., IIL, fol. 120a, Al~Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 117 and
129,

2See SUpras P-43,

5T5eT, al-‘Tod, vol. I, part I, fol. 57b: part II, fol. 406a; Al-Najm
Tbn Fahd, Op.cita., Fol. Lh2~43. See also: Jaziri, op.cit.s p.319.

QFEST, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part IT, fols. 407a-7b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,op.cit..,
vol. II, fol, 150.

5See supras P-4 -

6F551, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fols. 57b~58a: part IT, fols. 4lla, 412a,
415a and El%a, MagrTzT, Sulllk, vol. II, fols. 277 and 286; Ibn Hajar,
Inba a._, vol. 1I, fols. 20a-20b and 31b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit,, vol. II,
fols. 164-5 and 177. See also: Jan“bl, opscit.s fol. 305b.
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appears to have paid only two-thirds of the amount and the Sulfan in
821/1418 and later exacted payment of the remainder under threats,
but whether he received it is uncertain.

Local and other events having caused the downfall of Sharif Hasan,
he found himself soon in the position again to curry favour with the
Su&ian,a In Mubarram 829/November or December 1425, Sharif Hasan paid a
visit to Suljan ngsbay and was re-appointed in return for 30,000 dinars,
The Sharif, after affecting a part payment, departed for Mecca in Jumada
II 829/May 1426, but died at the very outset of his journey. His son,
Barakat I, was summoned to Cairo and appointed but on condition that he
paid the rest of his father's debt, paid annually 10,000 dinars, and did
not claim any part of the revenue obtained from the Indian merchants in
Jédda.3

Sulpan BXrsbEy had sent his servant named YagUt to Mecca to claim
payment. Yagut left for Cairo in $afar 830/December 1426 or January 1427
with 13,000 dinars;% the remainder was apparently paid later.

In Ramagan 842/March 1439, Sharif Barakat I sent to Suljan Jaqgmag
valuable gifts consisting of a ruby and a diamond weighing 15 and 171/2
carat respectively. The gift also included two slaves, two concubines,
five horses and two hundred pieces of cloth,

In 843/1439, Barakat I was called to Cairo but was reluctant to g06

and secured the permission of Suljan Jagmdg to remain in Mecca against

TFor details see: Fasi, al# Igd, vol.I, part II, fols. 415a and 416a;
2AluNaij Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 172~73 and 177.

See supra, pp. ?9-815 73 —75,
3For details, see:.-Magrizi, Sullk, vol. IIL, fols. 339 and 3h3-Lls Thn
Hajar, Inba , vol. II, fols. 85b and 89a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit..,
vol., II, fols. 192-96; Sakhdwi, al-Daw’, vol. III, pp. 13 and 104-5.
See also: JazirT, op.cit., pp. 322-24 and 586; JanabI, op.cit., fol.
%06a; ‘Igani, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 261, 265 and 267; Sinjari, op.cit.,
vol. II, fols, 1-2.°

lFMaquZT, Sulfik, vol. IL, fol., 346; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IIL,
fol. 196, See also: Jazirl, op.cit., pp. 323-24.

5
Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 226.
®sec supra, po- 74-78.
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the payment of an amount of money in 844/1440 which, according to MaqrizT,
was 10,000 dinarsl but which, according te Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, was 15,000
dinars. The latter adds that one-third of the amount was paid in order
to secure the permission to bring back to Mecca some of his exiled offi-
cials,2

In 850/1446 Barakit I, who was deposed at the time, sent his son
Mupammad with gifts to Sultan Jagnag in a successful attempt to secure
his re--appointment.3 Most of the sources reporting the re-instatement
of Barakdt I only refer to a gift but Tbn Taghri Birdi (in al-Manhal and

Hawadith) and SakhBw (in al-Daw’) refer to a payment of money to the

Sultan by the Amir of Yanbu®, Sharif Hilmdn, on behalf of Barakat %

In 859/1455, Sharif Mupammad was appointéd in return for a payment
of 50,000 dinars to Sultan I’nEl.5 This figure was, so far, the largest
sum paid by a Sharif for his appointment and it is possible that its size
vas proportionate to the large fortune Sharif Muhammad had inherited from
his father, which is reported to have consisted of 30,000 dinars, 10,000

camels, 600 horses; and great numbers of sheep, tents, and arms.6 It will

MMaqrTsT, Sulfs, vol. II, fols. 438 and hhl.
2Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, opecite., vol. II, fols. 228-29 and 233.

3See supras pe.g|.

qSee &teils in: ‘Ayﬁi, op.cit.,, vol. IV, fols. 698b~99a; Ibn Taggpi
Birdi, Hawddiths vol, I, fols. 46 and 199; idem, al-Nujim, vol. VII,
fols. 1307 and L3%; idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 18la~81b: vol. II,
fol., 44la; Al-Najm Ibn Fahds op.cit., vol. II, fols. 260-62; Sokhawi,
al-Tibr, pp. 143-44 and 380-81; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Ai-Hassu), pp.
1-2; idem, al=Daw’, vol. III, p.13: vol. Vil, p.152: vol. X,pp.184 and
209. See also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit., p.341; Janabf, op.cit., fol. 306b.

Ton Tag%?i Birdi, gl-Nuffim, vol. VII, fol. 239; idem, Hawddith, vol. I,
fols. 347 and %63; lbn lyas, Bada'i', vol. II, pp. 52-53; idem, Bada i
(0.P.), pp. 32~33.

O1pn Taghri Birdi, Hawddith, vol. I, fol. 363.




230,

be noted that this list does not include immovable property which must
also have been considerable.

Sharif Mubammad paid to Sulfen G&’it Bay in 872/1467 or shortly
after a substantial amount of money in return for keepig a disloyal
brother in Cairo.l Ibn Taggfi Birdi followed by Ibn Iyas states that
the Sharif agreed to pay 60,000 dinars,2 Sakhawl referred to the pay-

3

ment of a substantial amount by the Sharif but gives no figure.
Sulian Q8’it B3y, when on ];;J'.].grimage,LP is reported to have received
gifts from the local Amirs, officials and merchants. Their value is given
by Ibn IySs as 209000 dinars.5 To this, Sharif Mubammad does not seem
to have contributed to any remarkable extent, as from other sources it
is evident that the Sharif's gifts were horses and some other not too
valuable presents but no payment is cash is reported on this occasion,
In 894/1489, Sharif Muhammad is reported to have paid 2,000 dinars to
Sultan Q&°it BEy but it is not clear on what grounds it was made.7 But
this seems to hwe been one of several such small offerings of Sharif
Mupammad to Sultan Q&°it By - both of whom enjoyed the longest period
of rule among other Sharifs aWd Sultans during the_?gggi period « and
it is supported by a statement of Sakﬁﬁﬂi implying that the huge size

of the amounts of money paid by Sharif Mubammad to the Sultan was-

lSee supras pp. 8% — L.

aﬁawadith (ed. W.Popper), part IIL, p.628; Ibn Iyds, Bada’i', vol. IIIL,
pp. 9-10.

3Al~2aw’, vol., V, pp. 197~98.

QSee supras Pe89.

“Bag#i®, vol. III, pp. 157-58.

6A1~Najm Ibn ¥Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 372, §ee also: Jazirl, op.cit.,
pp. 340 and 686; Nahrawali, al-IL‘l8m, p.235; Igamis op.cit., vol. IV,
p.47; TabarT, op.cit.s vol. I, fol, 130.

76akh§WT, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.427.
o OO -~ == S
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unprecedented.1

In Rabi® IT 90%December 1497, BarakBt II succeeded his father,
Sharif Mupammad, and seems to have been confirmed by Sulfan Muhammad in
return for a certain amount, the figure of which is not given but which
he was unable to pay.a probably on account of discord between him and
his brothers which developed into armed hostilities.3 This, however, was
to serve the royal treasury well. According to Jaziri followed by ‘IgZmi,
the opponents of Barakdt II offered to Suljan Mubammed early in 904/1498
10¢000 dinars in return for the appointment of Hazz5' . The amount in
question was so large that some of the Egyptian Amirs; advised the Suljan
to grant the request. But some pro-Barakat Amirs epposed this and it is
to the credit of the Sultan that he did not succumb to the temptation.4
But according to Sinjari and Jabar® this offer was made to Sulpan al-
Ghawrd in 906/1501 and these sources create the impression that the Sultan
responded positivelyﬂ5 However, from the account of Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, a
contemporary source, it is evident that Sharif Barakat IT was left in
control of Mecca in return for a sum of money, but the source is hesitant
in giving the figure which is supposed to have varied between a few
thousand and a hundred thousand dinars. In Jumdda I 906/December 1500,
an emissary of Sulfan Janbl3@} reached Mecca to demand payment from Barskat II,
but whether any amount of money was paid or not is uncertain.6 Meanwhile,

in Bgypt Janbl@} was replaced by Tumdn By who too was deposed in Shawwal

lSaggﬁwT, al-Daw’, vol. IIIL, p.l53.

2A1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 228-29.

see supras pp. 86 -~ Y-

uJaZTrT, op.Cites p.348; “Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, p.30l.

D8iniErT, op.cit,s vol. II, fols. 20-21; TabarT, op.cit., vol. I,
fols. 135-36.,

6Al—‘Izz Ibn Fahds; op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 237 and 253.
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906/May 1501 by Sulfan al-Ghawri. These changes indirectly involved
Barakat IT and he was deposed in Dhu’l-Qa‘da 906/June 1501.l

In or around §gg‘ban 908/March 1503, Sharif Amad al-Jdazsni secured
his appointment to the emirate in return for a promise to pay Suljan al-
Ghawri 100,000 dinars.2 But whether or not this amount was actually paid
is uncertain as he was shortly after ousted by Barakdt IT and Jazani had
to secure the support of Amir It to regain the control of Mecca.” JRzEnT
peems to have promised or paid Amir GIt between 40,000 and 100,000 dinars
to achieve his objectives. Part of the amount appears to have been of-
fered as a bribe to the Amir but the greater portion must have been destined
for the royal treasury. JazanT had also promised topay the Lgyptian Amir

al-Hajj and Amir al-Mabmal a joint amount of 16,000 dinars.q

In Safar 910/July 150k, following the escape of Barakat IL from Cdro ,5
Q’é"it Bay was appointed to the emirate in return for a payment of 50,000
dinars to the Sultan, a total of 22,000 dinars which seems to have in-
cluded thearrears in payment of his predecessor Humaygda, to Egyptian Amir

al-Hajj and Amir al-Mahmal, and a further 5,200 dinars in allowance and

compensation to a number of Ashraf including the Amir of Yanbu©.
In or around 915/1509, Sharif Barakat II sent valuable gifts to

Suljan al-Ghawrl which consisted of 20,000 dinars and a number of slaves

lSee supra; Pp. 8785
©41-*Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 26,

Z5ee supras PP. g —G2.

“Al_‘lzz Ibn Fahd, ope.cit., vol., II, fols. 35-37. See also: ‘Igami, op.cit.,

vol. IV, pp. 285-88; Sinjarl, op.cites vol. II, fol. 29; Tabari, op.cit..
vol. I, fols. 148-49; Dahlén, op.cit., p.48.

P5ee supra, pp.q3~-94-.

6Al-tIzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit,s vol. II, fol. 57.
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together with severalhorses and 3,000 dinars to an Egyptian Amir,l

In 920/1514 the wife and the son of the Sultan came to Mecca for
the pilgrimage2 and Barakat II is said to have presented them with 20,000
dinars in cash and wrious other valuable gifts. A& number of Amirs in the
retinue of these distinguished visitows received a total amount of
10,000 dinars.3 Sharif Barakat IT accompanied the royalfamily on their
return journey and was cordially received. He brought the Sultan valuable
gifts including an amount of cash which is reported to have exceeded 100,000
élina::'s.LF In view of such valuable gifts -~ at a time when the Sultan was
faced with a financial crisis - it is not surprising that the Sultan re-

5

ceived the Sharif with unusual cordiality” and re-affirmed the Sharif's

position as N&’ib al-Suljsn and gave him authority over the Suljan®

Muhtasib and Bash in Mecca,6 but the real wonder is that the Sharif was

able to present such huge amounts at a time when the revenue of the Sharif
from the traders - particularly the Indians - as well as from other channels

of income, wasrat its lowest scale.

A1 Tuz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 176 and 178-79. See also:

JazIrl, op.cites p.357; IgamTl, op,cit., vol. IV, p.305; SinjarT, op.cit..,
vol. II, fol. 35; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 160; Dahldn, op.cit.., P.49,

2See SURra. P-4,

341~ Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 252. See also: Ibn IySs,
Bada’i', vol. IV, p.433; ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV, p.317.

4A1~‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 256-57 and 262. See also:

JazirY, op.cit., p.360.

5See supras PP.-q47-qg-

6Al~‘Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 262.
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Chapter VIIT
THE ITXTENT OF THE SHARIFS OF MECCA'S

PARTICIPATION IN THE TOCAL ADMINTSTRATION

A, The officials appointed by and responsible to the Sharifs of Mecca

Qalqagggndi's statement that the Mefcan emirate was nomadic in
characterl cannot be accepted for the period undepbonsideration and he,
himself, may not have meant thisperiod when meking that comment. To do
so unreservedly would be to imply that the emirate of Mecca had nc proper
administrative institutions, which was not the casey; even if they were
not too elaborate.

There are several references in the sources to a number of persons
who served the Sharifs of Mecca in one way or another, mostly in the early
part of the4§E§j§ period. But these references very seldom offer useful
information about their official status and responsibilities,2 They were
functionings as will be seen, with the Sultani officials appointed to a
number of religious, judicial and administrative posts.

That, and to what extent,the Sharifs of Mecca owed allegiance to
the Mamlik Sultans is reflected in his modest share in the administration
and rather narrow limits of his authority over the Sultani officials.

In comparison with the Talrly large amount of historical and politico-
economic detail on Sultani officials found in the sources, there is a

positive dearth of information even on the principal officials nominated

1See QalqashandT, Subh, vol. IV, p,. 276.

2For details, see: FAsT, Shifd’, vol. II, p.208; idem, al-‘Igd, vol. I,
part I, fols. 189b, 221b; ohba and 248b-49a: part II, fols. 269b, 272b-
7%a, 288a-88b, 31la, 401b and 488b: vol. II, part III, fols. 39D, 1928~
93a, 194a-95b, 210b and 253a~54b: part IV, fol. 288b; Ibn Hajar, Inba’,
vol. I, fols. 99gand 192a; Ibn Tag_yl Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fols°
323%8-23b and 383b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 109~10, 11k,
116, 120, 122-2%, 127-29, 172 and 24k; Salchawi, al—@aw y vel. IIT,
pp. 231 and 256: vol. V, pp. 220 and 231: “vol. VITI;%7150: vol. X,
pp. 42-43 and 158; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 39. See also:
Janabl, op.cit., fols. 305a~5b; Ibn al- Tmads op.cit., vol. VII, P.393
SinjarT, opeCit.s» vol. I p.333; Tabaril, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 63.
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by and directly dependent on the Sharif in both Mecca and Jedda, such as
2 L
the wazfr,l the Na’ib almBaladz, the wali, the Hakim,' ' and the Muptasibo5

Most of the available information on these and other officials of minor
rank hardly amounts to more than a few names, dates and minor details.
Nevertheless, the data available suffice to prove that the officials of
the Bharifs played a fairly active and important role in the local admini-
strative system.

Many of the Sharif's officials were - or had been - slaves of the
ruling Sharif or his father. According to a late source, this practice
was a deliberate policy of the Sharifs of Meccao6 Apparently the quality
they most valued in an official was not so much efficiency as reliability
and personal loyalty. The Sharifs could hardly consider leaving the city
of Mecca or the port of Jedda under one of the prominent Ashraf. This
would have been distinctly uvnwise, not to say risky., as the Aghraf were

inclined to challenge his authority and could easily become a rival..7

1This term, in a general sense, means: assistant, but usually describes
an official enjoying great authority and, more specifically, a minister.
See: Franz Bahinger, E.Eul, art. "Wazir', pp. 1135-36.

zApplied to the person in charge of the city in the absence of the Sharif,
as his deputy.

BThis title, from the Arabic root waliya, means to govern, to rule, and
to protect someone. See: B. Carra de Vaux, E.L.1, art. "WalI", pp. 1109-
1111. See also: Heffening, B.L.b, art. "Wilaya', pp. 1137-38. However,
judging from the avallable information about the Walis in Mecca, this
title had, at that time, a sense reminiscent of the modern police officer.

4Roughly similar to Wazli.

5This term is applied to the person entrusted with the hisba, which means,
on the one hand, the duty of every Muslim to “promote good and forbid
evil! and, on the other, the function of the person vho is effectively
entrusted in a town with the application of this rule in the supervision
of moral behaviour and, more particularly, of the markets. See: Cl. Cahen
and others, B.1,2, art. "Hisba", pp. 485-93; R.Levy, B.I.+; art.
"Muhéasiby pp. 702-3.

e
7

A1l al-Tabarl, op.cit., fol. 125.
See gupra, pP. 54-55.
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Sharif Ahmad b. ‘Alenl was served by several wazirs. The first
was Abmad b. Sulayman, who died in the lifetime of the Sharif. The
post was then assigned to Mas‘Ud b, Ahmad al-Azraq. A third wazir of
the Sharif was Tbr@him b, ‘Atiyya al-Hamami, who retained the same post
during the rule of SharifsMuhammad and ‘AnZn. Ibrahim played an active
role against Sharif ‘A1, one of ‘AnBn's opponents, and had to flee to
a neighbouriag valley when the former replaced ‘AnEh.Z Later, however,
Ibrahim was allowed to return and remained in Mecca until his death in
Sha‘ban 791/August 1389,

‘A1 b. Mas'fd al-Azraq (d. 798 or 799/1395-96), a son of the above-
mentioned Mas‘Td, had served Sharif Apmad add then his son as an ordinary
clerk, But during the emirate of Sharif ‘AnZn he acquired the status
of wazIr, which he retained under Sharif Al b. ‘,"A\jl"é{n.,‘tP

A Q&°id named ‘Al b, SinZn (d. around 805/1402) is also referred
to as the WazTr of Sharif Abmad b. ‘Ajlan?

Another Q3°id, Zayn al-Din Shukr, is mentioned among the prominent
officials of Sharif Hasan b. ‘Ajlan, and seems to have been his Wazir.
Shukhr's efforts brought the embargo imposed by the Yemenite ruler to an
end in 815/1412n6 Barly in Mubarram 829/November 1425, he accompanied
Sharif Hasan to Cair&7 and, following the re-appointment of the Sharif,

in return for the payment of a sum of money,8 Shukhr returned to Jedda

1See supra, pp. HB-52..

See supra, pp.j?ﬁffﬁé.BFﬁsTg al-‘Iqd, vol.I, part II, fols. 274b and 32ka.
L*'Fas‘i‘, al-"Igd, vol. II, part IIT, fol. 209b,

ESaggﬁwf, al-Daw’, vol. V, p.229.

6FESI, al-‘Igqd, vol. I, part II, fol. 408b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fol. 151l. See also: supra, p.252a 67,

750 supra, pp. T5-76.
85ee supra, p. 228~
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tdtake charge of the port and its revenue.,l Presumably Shukr was supposed
to return to Calro with the required sum of momey but refrained Pfrom the
return journey when the death of Sharif Hasan and the appointment of
Barekat I on new terms rendered it unnecessaryaa In 843/1439 Sultan
Jagmaqs for some not further specified reason, ordered the Sharif to
expel from Mecca Shukhr and his sons, Budayr and “Ali, with some of their
subordinates. Though the Sharif complied with this order, he secured in
thecfollowing year, in reburn for 5,000 dinars, the Sultan's permission for
the return of the exiled to Mééca.5 Shukr appears to have remained wazir
until his death in Jumdda I 845/Cctober T
In 845/1441, Barakat I was deposed by his brother “A1§5who had,
prior to his entry into Mecca, sent his wazir, Mazx®' al-‘AjalanT, to
take control of the city, which he did without meeting any resistance,6
Another local dignitary, nemed Khurg.is described as the wazir of
Sharif *Ali. Late in 846/1443 he appears to have been taken captive and
sent to. Cairo together with the deposed ‘Aliz They both died there in 853/ 9
8 _ and seems to have heen taken to Cgiro tco-
1449, ‘A1 b. BarakBt, deputy of the deéposed Sharif ‘Ali, was arrested.
In 847/1443 Abu’l-QBsim's wazlr , ‘AlL b. Mupammad al-Shubayk,
seems to have enjoyed great influence., Little is known about him except
that he seems to have played an active part in an expedition against a

o W - ‘10
group of disloyal Ashraf headed by Avu’l QEsim's son Zahir.

*

1A1~Najm‘Ibn Fahd, opecit.s vol. II, fol. 194, See also: JazirT, op.cit., p.323.

MaqeTeT, Sulfk, vol. II, fol. 392; Al-Najm Ibn Fahdsop.cites vol. II,
fol. 217, See also infra, p.2 3.

3p1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 228 and 233.

qunNajm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols., 237 and 267-68; Sakhawi,
alngaw’, vol. IIT, p.306,

5See Supras’ PPe 777 5. )

6A1—Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. IL, fol. 235. See also: “I$§m5, Op.Citss
vﬂw]N,mZW;Shﬁﬁﬁ,oocﬁ;,vddII,ﬂQWB;%mmﬂ,ogcﬁu,vde
fol, 104, '

7See supras PP-78—749.
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From 850/1446 onwards Budayr b, Shukr served Barakat I in the
capacity of wazIr and retained this post during the rule of Sharif
Muhammad and served him faithfully until he began to suspect, early in
864 /1459, that the Sharif wanted to arrest him. Consequently, his re-
lations with the Sharif became hostile and he took control of Jedda but
was forced to leave after a short time. DBudayr, having suffered great
financial losses and having been deserted by most of his supporterss took
refuge among nomadic Arabs until he was reconciled with the Sharif. In
866/1462, Sulten Khushgadem, on receiving a report about some objectionable
acts of Budayr, was so displeased that he ordered the Sharif to bar Budayr
from residing in Mecca. According to Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, Sharif Muhammad
seaured in the following year the Sultan's permission for the return of
Budayr to Mecca sgainst a payment of 6,000 dinars. Budayr continued to
enjoy great favour of the Sharif, and prestige in Mecca, until his death
in Jumdda I 869/February 1465.,:L

Whether Budayr had an immediate successor is not clear. But whoever
may have been appointed to that post did not come from his family, as they
were not on friendly terms with the Sharif. In 872/1467 a disloyal brother
of Sharif Mubammad escaped to Cairo.2 The Sharif learned that one of
Budayr's sons and his maternalpnclé had caused this split and retaliated

by putting both to death early in 873/Jduly or August 1468,

85a5§§w5a al-Dhayl (ed. A,Al-Hassu), p.37.
9A1—Najm Ibn Fahd, gpecit., vol. IT, fol. 2k2,

71986 -

1041 Najm Ibn Fahd, 0p.cit.s vol. II, fol. 249, See also, supras pp. ©5=0.

R ]

lIbn Taghri Birdi, 1—Nugmm3 vol. VII, fol. 349; idem, Hawadith (ea., W.
Poppei?? part LI, p. YUY part ITII, p.579; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., volu
1T, fols. 282-84%, 291-~93, 296-300, 305, 307-8 and 312; SekhAwi, al-Daw’,
vol. III, p. ki vol. V, p.2l; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A. Al_Eassu), p.15%; Tbn
Iy3s, Bada i° (U.P.), p.150.

28@@ supras pp.g3-g4 and o

3p1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 321; Sekh&wT, al-Daw’, vol. IT,
p.6lt; vol. VIL, p.lh9.
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After the death of Budayr until about 791/1486 a clear reference to
a wazlr does not appear in the sources., In this year Qunayd b. Mithgal al-
Hasani is described as wazir of Sharif Mubammad,l Sekhawl, too, refers
to Qunayd as wazir, adding that his son Mas‘Td held the same post,2 Mas ‘T4

acted as Na’ib al-Balad toos and his brother ‘Andn is said to have been

the wall of Mecca.” Mas'Hd is reported to have introduced, in Sha‘ban 909/
February 1504, a number of taxes the details of which are not given, except
that they included 11/4 Ashrafi imposed on the family of a deceased..4
Though the wazir was the higher in rank among the Sharif's officials
he does not seem to have been held in great respect by the Sultani officials
and not even by the MamlTk rank and file. In Dhu’l-Qa‘da 914/April 1509,
for example, ‘Ali b, Mub3rak, a wagir of §§grif Barakat IT, was beaten by
an ordinary soldier and the offender was not brought to account.,5 ‘A1
appears to have remained gggzg until 917/1511 and to have acted occasionally

as Na’ib al-Bala@,G

Nz’ib al-Balad

As the title indicates, this post was assigned for the duration of
the Sharif's absence from the city. This official was usually a Meccan and
frrquently a slave of the ruling Sharif, but exceptions are reported. In
Safar 804/September or October 1401, for instance, an Egyptian Amir named

Baysaq was appointed Na’ib al-Balad on the departure of Sharif Hasen for

ﬁaly¢7 This was the first and last time that a Sharif assigned this post

L A1-“Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 70.

ZSaghaﬁT, al-Daw’, vol. X, p.157.

- “.Nﬁl—gaw '
“Sakhawl/vol. VI, p.l47.

quutIzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 46,
2p1~*Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 59 and 159.

641~ Tsz Tbn Fahds op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 197-99.

7FESI, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 402b-3a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, Op.cit..,
vol. 1L, fols. 129-3%0.
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outside his own entourage. The first duty of the ﬁg:gg was to defend the
city against any attack. On 12th Ramad8n 820/23rd October 1417, for
instance, Mift&h al-Ziftdwi, a Na'ib of Sharif Hasan, lost his life in a
battle with a group of E%san‘s oppeonents who were trying to seize control
of the city.l

Among his duties was to keep close watch on subversive elements and
those suspected of being potentially disloyal to the ruling Sharif. In
Rabi® II 8%2/February 1429, ‘A1l b. Kubayshb. ‘Ajlzn (d. 838/1428-29), the
deputy of Sharif Barakat I in Mecca, arrested a number of persons who were
spying on behalf of the opponents of the §ggrif.2

What the Sharif expected from his officials, and particularly from
his ﬁé:;&; was, Tirst and foremost, personal loyalty and those suspected
of disloyalty were immediately brought to scount. Thus, in Ramadan 872/
April 1468, after the gecret departure of a disloyal brother of Sharif

Mupammad to Cairo, the Na’ib al-Balad, ‘Abdullah, was suspected of conni-

3

vence in his flight and was deposed and expelledfrom the city.

The sources mention a number of other Na ib al-Balad but little is

known beyond their names, and the dates of their appointment.

Wall

The term "wali', as mentioned earlier; was used in Mecca to denote

a police officer°5 This usage is observable in Sskhawi who, having men-

tioned an officer in charge of the Shurja (i.e. police) in Medina in the
Fe e e ]

early part of the 9th/15th century, then refers to his brother to whom the

lFEST,-al—‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fols. 4l3a: vol. II, part IV, fols. 33a
and 331b-3%2a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 149-50 and 168-69;
SelkhBwl, al-Daw’, vol. X, p.166; see also: ‘Igami, op.cit., vol. IV,
p-259; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 346; Dahl@n, op.cit., p.39.

2F5sT, al-‘Tod, vol. I, part II, fols. 400a and 4O0lb; Al-Najm Ton Fahd,
op.cit,, vol, II, fol. 206; Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol, V, p.276.
Sh1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 318,

L
+See: Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol.Ii, fols. 215, 225, 24849, 259, 261-62,
26465, 282-83, 303 and 336-30; Sakiawl, al-Daw’, vol. I, p.304: vol. III, p.256;
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post was assigned after the resignation of his brother as a "wali“.l
This interpretation is confirmed by the fact#hat from the reported acti-
vities of several walis it is evident that their principal responsibility
was to enforce respect for law and order, prevention of crime, and to
punish the guilty and to protect the inhabitants from unruly elements
within or outside the cityaa This is further borne out by an interesting
report of Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd in Sha‘bEn 903/April 1498 of certain peculiar
behaviour of Sultan Mupammad, who used to roam Cairo at night "like a Eggzﬁ.B
The existence of a fairly large and well-guarded jail in Mecca is
documented by numerous references in the sources. It is obvious that a
large number of jailers must have been employed, but it camnot be a mere
coincidence that most mentions of jailers are accompanied, in the sources -
especially in Al-Najm Ibn Fahd and his son Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd ~ by the phrase
"'son of Ibn Qunayd", which indicates that most jailers were from this
family, many of whom held the post of wgll in Mecca . The prison appears
to have been used simultaneously for political opponents, petty offenders

4
and a hard core of criminals.

vel., VI, p.225: vol., VII, p.253; Al1~°Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I,
fols. 6-7 and 10: vol. II, fols. 63 and 199. See also: Dablan, op.cit.s P.39.

J8ee supxra, p.235 [ 3.
Tseximd, 21-Tupfa, vol. I, fols. 629.

" et

2For the relevant details, see: Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.» vol. II, fols.
178, 318 and 3%24; Sakh@wi, al-Daw’, vol. IV, p.143; idem, al-Dhayl (ed.

A, Al-Hassu), p.U10; Al= “Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vole I, folS. 3L, S4-85, 92,
1047 and 250-51: vol. II, fols. 8-9, 21, 24-25, 3334, 41, 58 and 109,

501~ *Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 228.

qFor the relevant details, see: Ibn WahhBs, op.cit., vol. II, pp. 187-88;

FasT, al-‘'Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 10%a and 190a: part II, fol. 288a:

vol, II, part III, fols. 193b and 252b; Maqrizi, Suluk, vol. III, fol. 105Db;

Ibn Hajar, Inba , vol. I, fol. 20%a; Khazraji, op.cit., fol. 434; Tbn _
Taghri Birdl, al-Manhal, vol. II, fols. 168a, 249b and 324a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
0p.Cite,vol, LT, fols. 105, 136, 158, 318 and 336-38; Sekhawi, al-Paw’, vol.

VI, p.147; Al=4zz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 67, 10, 19, 31y 39-40,

62, 100, 105.7, 109, 136, 158, 178, 234, 229, 245 and 247-48: vol. II,

fols. 13-14 and 98. See also: JanSWT, op.cit., fol. 304a; “Igami, op.cit.

vol. IV,“p,248; SinjarT, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 327; Tabari, op.cit., vel., I,fol.
61; Dahl®n, op.cite, p.34.
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Halkin
This title is used in reference to a number of officials, especially

from 908/1502 onwards. Most of them are also occasionally referred to

by other titles such as wazir and wall which creates the impression that

the term "gggigﬂ did not designate the holder of a particular post, but

it seems more probable that other titles applied to the official in gquestion
indicate his consecutive and not simultaneous positions. Little information
is available about the sphere of the Hakim's activities with exhibit a

)
striking similarity to the responsibilities of the wali,

Muhtasib
As will be seen, the post of Hisba was often assigned by the Egyptian

Sultans to the QA¢i Shifa‘i and Bash al-Men@lTk in Mecca. There are re-

ferences to the effect that the Sharifs of Mecca were given control of this
office for an interim period, or instructed to supervise the performance
of the Muptasib appointed by the Sultan.

It is obvious that the Sharifs passed on this office to one or another
of their own officials. Therefore, when these responsibilities were with-
drawn from the Sharif it did not in the least affect the reputation of the
Sharif or his official.

There are a few evidential examples to support the fact that two
Mubtasib, one appointed by the Sharif and the other by the Sultan, per-
formed their duties separately and that the Sharifs of Mecca controlled
at times both posts. In Sha‘bZn 848/December 1444, for instance, Sultan

Jagmag instructed Sharif Abu’l GEsim to investigate an accusation of bribery

g n D AT

IFor details concerning the Hekim, see: Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,
fols. 2k-25, 63, 96, 98, 130, 135, 137, 151, 187, 200, 212, 22L4-25, 228-29,
249 ang 272.
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raised against the Sultani Muhitasib and, if he were found guilty, to depose
him and assign the Hisba to somebody else. The charge sppears to have
been proved, for the Sharif replaced him by the Eégi of Mecca, ‘Abd al-
Raqman b. ggﬁhim.l He,however, does not seem to have held this post very
long, as in Dhu’l-Qa‘da 849/March 1446 it was assigned to a Q&¢i Shafa'i
of Meccaa2

In the following year, the Hisba together with other posts was en-
trusted to an Igyptian Amir named Bayram ggpjaaa

In Rajab 872/March 1468 the Hisba seems to have been again assigned
by Sulten Q8’it Bay to Sharif Mubammad, as Shahin, a slave of the Sharif,
is explicitly referred to as a wall and _glgggtasiba4 He appears to have held
the post of Hisba only until Dhu’l-Qa‘da 872/July 1468 when it was assigned

to Bish al-MewElik.”

Later, probably around 874/1469, the Hisba was again assigned to
Sharif Muhammad? An edict sent in Jumadd I 875/November 1470, proves that
the Sharif was reluctant t#keep the post which subsequently was assigned,
by the end of 875/May or June 1471, to Bégg'a1~Mam§lzk,7

This reluctance of the Sharif may have been due to the difficulties
resulting from the dual responsibilities or his dislike of taking charge of

the duties for an interim period. However, whether or not the duties of

tA1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cits, vol. II, fol. 256. See also: SakhEwT, al-Dau’,
vol. IV, p.143.

2)1-Najm Tbn Fahd, opecit., vol. IT, fol. 259,
3A1-Nejm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 263.
4AlnNajm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 318.
2p1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 319.
©41-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 322,

7p1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 325 and 332-33.
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SulfanT Muhtasib were placed under the supervision of the Sharif, his
right to appoint his own Muhtasib was not affected and the simultaneous
existence of Suljani and Shariff Muhtasib is well documented. Al-Najm

Ibn Fahd and his son Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, for instance, refer to Amir Sunqur
al-Jangli as SultanT Muhtasib in Mecca prior to, during, and after 890/
1485,1 But in this very year, during Sunqur's tenure of this office,

the Sharif appointed one of his men, °‘Ali al-‘Ajala@nT, to the post of
Hisba in Meccao2

In Rabi® I or II 905/November or December 1499, reference is made
to the presence of two Muhtasibs at a social gathering in Mecca,3 Obw
viously one of these was appinted by the Egyptian Sultan and the other
by the Sharif of Mecca.

In Shawwal 905/June 1500, after the deposition of the SulpanT
Muptasib, the responsibilities of the post were assigned to Sharif Barskat
II, who entrusted his own Muhtasib with the duties until the arrival of
an official from Cairo, QZngawh al-Jawshan, in the capacity of Eégg and
Mubtasib in qu’lmQa‘da 905/ July 1500u4 This, however, does not mean that
the Muhtasib appointed by the Sharif ceased to function, as showtly after
the Sharif appointed his slave DughZn to the post of gigggfs

The simultaneous presence of two officials with the identical title
and the same or similar responsibilities camnot but have resulted in
occasional friction and some arrangement or other to facilitate their
peaceful, not to say harmonious, co~existence must have beenmade. Un-

fortunately, no details of this kind are given in the sources. Possibly

1Al—Na;jm Tbn Fahds op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 369 and 374; Al-°Izz Tbn Fahd,
00.Cit.s vol., I, fols. 47, 63-64 and 68,

2\1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 62.

5p1-*TIzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 243l

4Al2‘lzz Tbn Fahd, ope.cit., vol. I, fols. 247-50,

241-*TIzz Ton Fahd, op.cite, vol.I, fol. 250,
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there was a clear-cut division in their responsibilities so that, for
example, the authority of the Sharifi Muhtasib was wvonfined to the super- ‘
vision of the local markets and petty trade,while the SulpanT Muhtasib

enjoyed a somewhat superior position and dealt with the matters of greater
importance. In 899/1493%-94, for instance. Sharif Muhammad asked the

SulfanT Muhtasib and hot his own to prevent the Egyptian visitors from

trading in grain.

The Egyptian Sultans have left the administration as well as the
revenue of the port of Jedda in their entirety to the Sharifs of Mecca in
the early part of the EEEQi period. There are occasional references to
officials of the Sharifs in Jedda in this period, but usually no mention
is made of their official status, responsibilities, or methods of work.
Among the ablest was Jabir al-Harashi, who was appointed by Sharif Hasan
as official in charge of Jedda around 806/140%-4, His most important
achlevement was the construction of a pier of Jedda which greatly increased
the commercial activities in the port,and consequently its revenue. Jabir
became rather arrogant and boastful of his achievements which soon led to
the deterioration of his relations with Sharif Hasan. Jabir fled once
to LEgypt and then tzaiémen, and is intrigues created occasional tension
between the Sultans of these countries and Sharif Hasan. Shortly after,
however, Jabir was reconciled with the Sharif and restored to his former
position in Jedda. Their relations, however, were smbject to further
fluctuations. In 816/1413 Sharif Hasan suspected J&bir of being in sympathy
with Rumayigg,a and reacted sharply by arresting Jabir together with his

son and hanging them in Mecca in Dhu’l-Hijja 816/April 1414, 7

1p1-*Izs Ibn Fand, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 166.

2See supras PP. 6566 «

S¥5sT, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fols. 14la-blb: part II, fols. 366a-67a, _
4Oka~6p end 408a-8b; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol., II, fol. 3b; Iba Taghri Birdi,
al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. 275b; A]_—Na,]m Ton Fahd, op.cite. vol II, fols. 1.1V
132, 136, 138, 14l-42, 146, 152-53 and 155; Sakhawi, al_gaw vol., III, V© !
P.5Lls Zol VII, p.208. See also: JanBbisope.cits,s fol. 3050;  Igami, Op.cit.s /
pp. 254~55.
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While JZbir was still in charge of Jedda, another official, Mas‘Ua
al~Publl also appears to have held a responsible position and possibly
was in control of the revenue. This assumption is confirmed by an account
in F8sT followed by others of how Mas‘Td al-Subhi suffered in 815/1412
grievous bodily harm from a nephew of Sharif Hasan, to whom he had failed
to pay the remainder of a draft. That this incident led to a confrontation
between the Sharif and hi§hephew proves in what esteem this official was
held by the §g§rifal

FasT followed by Sakhawi refer to another official of Sherif Hasan
in Jedda, ‘Abdullah b. ‘Ali, known as al-Muzriq (d. 826/1423) whose offi-
cial responsibility appears to have been the collection of taxesaz Most
of the officials of the Sharifs who are referred to under mention of their
titles were appointed in the later part of the_@ggii period and fall into

the following categories, analogous to those existing in Mecca.

Strange as it may seem, few individuals are referred to with the
title "Wazir Jedda' in addition to those who held this post in Mecca.
This indicates that the post was assigned on a regional basis and that
the Sharif may have been served by more than one wazir. The most important

wazlyr was 3

official in Jedda in the capacity of/Rajip b. Shumayla who, like his father,
had been initially an official of minor rank but soon reached prominence
and eventually became wazir of Sharif Mubammad. Rajil seems to have
possessed considerable wealth. According to al-Najm Ibn Fahd, Rajih

offered the Sharif financial help during the hostility between the Sharif

and Budayr. During this confrontation Rajilh joined Budayr under duress

lFasT, al—‘Igg, vol. I, part II, fols. 407b-8a; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cite
vol. II, fols. 151 and 155; Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. X, p.158.

2Fzet, al-‘Iqd, vol. II, part TII, fol. 39b; Sakkawl, al-Paw’, vol. V, pp.35-36.

3This §§pmgy1a too is reported to have been a Wazir of Sharif Hasan b Ajlan

See:Muhammad(?)b.Abmad b.Mahammad b.Faraj,al-Silsh wa'lsUdda f1 Ta'rikh

Bandar Jidds,(MS,L.U.I.Adbiyat Kutuphenesi,No,7415(127),fol.19b,
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but then deserted when the opportunity arose. The Sharif agstained-from
reprisals against him; nor did he withold his favours and Rajih seenms
to have retained the post until his death in Rabi® I 887/May 1482, 1
Another official, Badr al-Habashi, described by Sakhawi as wazlr Jedda

around 887/1482, was probably appointed after Rajih's death %

£-*Izz
Ibn Fahd in the same year describes Badr, not as wazir but as al-

Z,
Mugadd&mj of Jedda.l+ It may, however, be a question of the successive

positions, or the official in question acting in both capacities simul-

taneously.

When Sharif Hazza , after defeating his brother Barak® II, appointed

his own officials in Jedda in Jumddd T 907/December 1501, he seems to have

nominated his wazir Muhammad, son of above mentioned Rajil, a governor
of Jedda, who, thus, may have acted as wazir Jedda.” Al-‘Izz Ton Fahd
does not mention Mubammad b. Fjih's official capacity at the time of
his appointment6 but describes him much later during the emirate of

Barekdt II as the head of the Sharif's officials (Kabir al-MubZshirIn) in
7.

Jedda.

lAlnNajm Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s fols. 29%-300 and 319; Saggﬁwf; al-Qaw’,
vol. III, p.223; Al-"Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 18. See also:
Ton Faraj, op.citun, fol. 19%.

CSakhEWT, al-Paw’, vol. X, p.166.

2,
“Literally - head of a group. Evidently it is used here to describe

the official in charge of the pier of Jedda which belonged to the Sharif.

“. . Al-‘Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 23

SIbn aleayba‘, al~-Fadl, fol. 116b; idem, Qurra, p.223. See also:
‘Igani, op.cites vol. IV, p.284; SinjarT, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 22.

6Bulﬁ hy vol. II, fol. 6.

?Buldish, vol. II, fol. 262.
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Nz’ib al-Balad

In $afar 846/June or July 1442, Miftah AbT ‘A1i al-HasanT,
a slave of Sharif Hasan, is referred to as the deputy of Sharif Barakat
I in Jedda. Nothing much is known about him except that he was killed
during a clash between his deposed master and the newly appointed Amir
of Mecca, Sharif °A1§.1

Presumably there were many other officials who acted as deputy
of the Sharif in Jedda. For many years, however, the sources make noc

clear reference to the existence of Na’ib al-Balad in Jedda until

Jumadd II 919/August 151392

The deputy or other officials of the Sharif enjoyed reasonable
authority over the indigenous population and a fair share in local ad-
ministration. But they do not seem to have been treated with much re~
spect by the Fgyptian dignitaries and the Sultani officials. In Sha‘ban
919/November 1513, for instance, the then Ng'ib of the Sharif in Jedda
tried to prevent an Egyptien dignitery from monopolizing the grain
trade. He not only did not succeed; but was rebuked and insulted,
Unable to retaliate; he left the city in anger, taking other officials
of the Sharif with mmn.” In Rajab 920/September or October 1514, NZ’ib
of the Sharif in Jedda, Mas‘lid. was humiliated by Amir Husayn al—Kurd':f.4
No retaliatory measures on his part or that of Sharif Barakat Il are

5

reported.

Lp1-Najm Tbn Fahd, opecit., vol. II, fol. 239; Sakh@wT, al-Paw’, vob.X.,
pp. 40-41 and 166; idem, al-Tibr, p.6l.

231 Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 231-32.
Jp1.%Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 234,
4See infra, PP'Z.Q?-—-C?*JT;

O41~*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., fols. 247-48.
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VELE

There may have been several successive walls but surprisingly only
one person is clearly referred to as such. He was Yaqut alnquale (or
al-“AgT1T) and appears to have acted as wall during the emirate of
Barakdt I and his son Mupammad. In Rajab 860/July 1456, Yaqut was attacked

and killed by the slave of a man he was trying to arrestsl

ggkim
In the sources several references indicate that a number of offi-
cials acted in Jedda in that capacity. But what little information is

available does not exceed this facto2

Tax collectors

In fact the spheres of activity of administrators and tax-~collectors,
among the officials of the Sharifs in Jedda, camnot be effectively separ-
ated so that the distinction is somewhat artificial. However, a number
of officials whose prime concern it was to collect btaxes were in attend-
ance at the Furda (i.e. pier) of Jedda, which was divided between the

Bgyptian Sultans and the Sharifs of Mecca and was called Furdat al-Sultsn

and Furdat al-Sharif respectively.,3 The officials of the latter are

usually referred to by the vague term "Rijal al-SharTf" (i.e. the men

of the Sharif) and very occasional specific titles are used to indicate
their renk and duties. Thus an official of Barakdt I, ‘Ali b. Mupammad al-
Yanizni (d. Safar 840/August or September 1436) is described as Mustawffq

5

in Jedda.

1835£§WT, al-Daw’, vol. X, p.2lh.

©A1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, Opscit.y vol, I, fols. 4l-h2, 59, 151, 247 and 262:

vol. II, fols. 38, 42 and 59; Ibn al-Dayba®, gl-Fadl, fols. 116b-17a; idem,
Qurra, fol, 223. See also: Igaml, op.cit.s vol. LV, p.284; SinjsxrT, op.cit.,
vol. II, fol.22; Tabarl, cp.cit., vol. L, fol. 137.

3Alu‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 168: vol. II, fols. 96-97, 108,
115, 164, 172 and 209.

]
unstawa, an official in charge of government accounts. See: R.Levy, E.I.7,
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Another official in Jedda named ‘Umar al-Yawani (d., Dhu’l-Qa‘da
865/September 1461) seems to have been acting as tax collector.l
Another, Muvaffagal-Habaghiby name (d. Ramdgan 888/November 1483),

is designated as al-Mutagsarrif bi amr Bandar Jedda (i.e. the official

in charge of Jedda's port).>

A number of the officials appointed by the Sharifs are described as
Mubaggira in Jedda or with other similar title, but little else is known

) L
about them.

The existence of two parallel groups of SuljanT and Sharifl officials,
together with the division of Jedda's pier and the revenue between them
was bound to create financial disputes over the distribution of the re~

venue levied on certain vessels and these were usually settled in favour

of the Sultan's officials?

B. The influence of the Sharifs over the Sultani officials

The influence of the Sharifs over the Sultani officials was rather

limited. Nevertheless, it was not negligible as, after all, they were the

art. "Mustawfi', pp. 772~73. The duties of this official in Jedda appear
to have been similar to those of a modern auditor.

5A1~Najm Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. IL, fol. 220; Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. VI, p.34.

st e

lSaEﬁEWE, al-Daw’, vol. VI, p.77,
2A1—‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 4l,

SFron Bashara '"to manage', 'to conduct" etc; it does not designate the
holdeT of a specific post but is often used as a general term with re-
ference to those officials in Jedda who were appointed for the collection
of taxes.

QSee Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 290; Sakhawi, al-Qaw s
vol. IIT, p.307; vol. IV, p.77; vol. X, P.166; idem, almDhayl (ed.
A.Al~Hassu), pp. 101, 546 and 571; Al~‘Izz Ibn Fahd, oE.c1t s vol. I,
fols. 3=, 23, 39, 142-43 and 262: vol, II, fols. 40, 194 and 259.

SFor details, see: Al-‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cites vol. I, fol. 168; vol. II,
fols. 96-97, 108, 115, 142, 172, 260-6k% and 272-73.
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immediate rulers of the area and their views were given some consideration
by their FEgyptian overlords themselves, so that it would have been sheer
folly for an official to disregard or ignore them completely.

The influence of the Sharifs was compar;tively greater on those
Sul{anT officials who were of local origin than on those who had been
sent from Cairo. For an appointee to a local post it was imperative to
be on good terms with the Sharif so as to be able to perform his duties
satisfactorily; if he was not, snags were bound to occur almost im-
mediately. Thus, in Jumdda I 788/July 1386, Sultan Barquq deposed, at the

e

suggestion of Sharif Ahmad, a Cagi §Q@fa‘1 of “MBcca who held the posts

. 1
of Khijaba™ and Nagr al—Haram2 as well, and appointed another official

instead.3

Early in 820/February or March 1417, a newly appointed Gadi Miliki,
whose relations with Sharif Hasan were not friendly, was unable to dis-,
charge his official responsibilities and - whether it was the doing of
the Sharif or not - was shortly after replaced by another g@ggfq

There is evidence to the effect that some Shaykh al-Hajaba,§ in

the early part of the period in question, were appointed by the Sharifs

l'I‘he official assigned to this post is mentioned with the title KhajTb, who
delivers Khujba (i.e. sermon) at the Friday congregational prayer in the
mosque. Seei John Pederson, E,Iul, art. "Khatib", pp. 927-29; A.J.Wen-
sinck, B,I.1, art. "Khujba', pp. 980-83,
2The official who held this post supervised the functions and matters re-
lated to the Meccan sanctuary and enjoyed authority over most of its
officials. The office of '"Nagr al-Hawam', in the pre-Burji period, was
5call§_d*“1\{g§hgsghgt al-Haram', See: Fasi, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fol. 96b.
Maqrizi, Suluk, vol.ILIL, fol. 105b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,fol.109.
FEsT, al~‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 289b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit..,
vol. IT, fol. 170; Sakhawl, al-Daw’, vol. II, p.S,

5 ;

“This term is used in its plural form (sing. J&jib). The title F&jib has
meveral meanings, such as "sheltering'", "veiling', but is used here in
the sense of "chamberlain'. This title is applied to the senior member
of the Shaybi family who, since the time of the Prophet Mulhammad, enjoyed
the exclusive privilege of being the custodian of the Ka‘ba and holding
the key to its door.
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of Mecca and were usually confirmed by the Lgyptian Sultans.,1
In Jumdda I or II 824/June or July 1421 the two joint officials

to the posts of Khifsgba, Hisba, and Nagr al-Haram, found it difficult

to work in harmony with each other. At the suggestion of Sharif Jasan,
they agreed to a suspension in favour of a candidate recommended by the
Sharif to perform their duties temporarily. The Sharif sent the news to
Sultan Tatar with the suggestion that these posts should be assigned
to a single official, a request which was viewed with favour by the Sultan,
so that one of the two previous incumbents was a.ppointed.,2

In 837/14%%, a certain merchant, D& wid al-Kilani by name, secured,

by offering a sum of money to Sultan Barsbay, the post of Nazr al-Haram.

But Sharif Barakdt I refused to acknowledge him as such and replaced him

by another Egyptian official and his decision was confirmed by the Sultan.3

In Dhn’l-Qa‘da 882/March 1478, Sultan GE’it Bay appointed a candidate,

on the recommendation of Sharif Mubammad, to the post of gaga’ in Jedda.4
It is unnecessary to say that any decision of the Sharifs was valid

only if confirmed by the Sultan. In Jumada II 799/April 1397, for instance,

a Q§g§l§§gfa‘i of Mecca appointed the sons of a deceased Maliki Inmazm to

the post held by their father. This was opposed by Sharif Hasan, who put

forward a favourite of his own. But Sultan Barqug confirmed the previous

appointment of the gadi and the Sharif's nominee was deposed,5

The Sultani officials usually did not take sides during the fre-

quently ensuing internal strife. Some of those who did were to suffer dire

lSee: TEsT, al-‘Iod, vol. I, part II, fol. 313b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, gl-Menhal,
vol. II, fols. 127b-28a; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT, fols. 81, 98,
105 and 109; Saklawi, al-Paw’, vol. V, pp. 295-96.

EFEéE, alw‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 123%a~23b;Al=Najm Tbn Fahd,op.cit.,
vol. IL, fol. 180; Sakhzwl, al-Daw’, vol. IX, p.21l4; idem, al-Tibr,p.3l.

2

)MaquZT, Sulik, vol. II, fols. 379 and 3%82-83; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol.
TI, fol. 127b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., fols. 214 and 216; Sakhawi,
al-Daw’, vol. III, pp. 214 and 285-06; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 152-33.

4A1—Najm Tbn Fahd, ops,cit., vol. II, fol. 36k.

BFESI, al~‘Igds vol. I, part IL, fol. 289a; Sakhawi, al-Daw’ ,vol.IX,p.78.
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consecuences. This is evident from the fate of a g@gi.§§§fa‘i of Mecca
who supported Sharif §;a£§?1 and was later brought to account by Sharif
Barakat II. Qadi's property was confiscated and he himself was imprisoned,
tortured, and eventually put to death by drowning near al-Qumfudha about
908/1502, There is nothing in the sources to suggest that the Egyptian
Sultan tried t#intervene or showed displeasure at this harsh treatment
of the Qagi and his tragic death.”
sent from Cairo
Unlike other officials/ the Sul{an® Mulitasib was under somewhat

greater influence of the §ggrifs,3 Though he was not obliged to, some
fought with the Sharif against his opponents. In 907/1502, for instance,
the Sul{ZnT Mubtasib was killed during a clash with the opponents of the
ruling Sharif of IVIec:aah.LF

However, when the post of Hisba was assigned to Bash al-Mamalik,

official in his dual capacity
the influence of the Sharif on this/was almost negligible. Though the

Sultan sometimes sent explicit instructions to Bagh and Muhtasib of

Mecca to pay heed to the views of the Sharif and to avoid harming the
people,5 they were seldom obeyedu6 The Sharifs of Mecca were very
occasionally able to impose their decision on the Eégg and Muhtasib of
Mecca. In 905/1499, for instance, someone complained to Sharif Barakat II

that the Bash had extorted forty dinars from him, the Sharif intervened

__:.L_éee supras p-8q.

2)1-*Tpz Ton Fahd, opecitias vol. II, fols. 6, 13-16 and 18; Ibn al-

Dayba®, Qurra, p.223; idem, al-Fadl, fols. 117b-19a. See also: Jaziri,
0p.Citss pp. 352-53; Ibn al- Tmadsop.cite.y vol. VIII, p.36; * Isan,
OP.Cits, vol. IV, pp. 284-85 and 301-2; Sinjari,op.cit., vol. II, fols.
20-2L andg 27; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 137~39; Dablﬁn,og,cit,,p.@?.

S5ee ‘iupra, pp. 22T
1~ Izz
Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,fols. 5.6 and 27-28.

5A1-Najm Ton Fahd, opecit., vol. II, fols. 284 and 350.

Sseeinfra, pp. 2 3 =8o. .
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and the Bash had to return the amount to his victimuzL In the same year,
a number of Mamluk soldiers,guilty of causing disturbances, were ex-
pelled from Mecca at the order of Egyptian Sultan who appears to have re~
sponded to Sharif's request.,2 In 906/1500, the Egyptian Sultan instructed
the Sharif to keep the conduct of Bish and Muptasib in Mecca under strict
supervision.ZJ This and other similar instructions obviously meant that
the Sharif was authorized to intervene whenever he regarded it necessary.
Barly in 915/April or May 1509, Sharif Barakat II sent a strongly worded

warning to the Bagsh to desist from his harmful policies. This angered the

Bash who thought of sending back a harsh reply. But on the advice of a

local @agi he replied politely, and even in an apologetic manner.

Lp1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, opocit., vol. I, fol. 2k2.

2A1-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, opsGit.s vol. I, fols. 247-48,
541-Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cite vol. I, fol. 256.

4A1_‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cite vol. II, fol. 162.
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Chapter IX
THE POSTS HELD BY THE SULPANI OFFICIALS IN MECCA

A, The officials appointed to the posts related to the Meccan sancltuaxry

The politico~economic hegemony of the Egyptian Sultans was fully
reflected in the dominant position of their officials in the local ad~
ministration. The SultanT officials, in both Jedda and Mecca, enjoyed
a far greater measure of authority than those appointed by the Sharifs
of Mecca.

The usual duties of officials such as the Imams, Khatibs and

Mu’ adhdhinstare well known, but it may not be amiss to mention certain
local particularities. Long before the Burji period four Mngﬁmata
were erected in the Mecgan sanctuary, where the Imams of the four Sunni

3

schools” led the five p:r‘az,rerslP for their followers,5 This remained the
case throughout the Burji period. The Shafa‘i Im@m, as the first to lead
the prayer, held the dominant position; second in order was the Maliki,

who was followed by the Hanafi and Hanbali Imams. In 792/1389-90, however,

a change in the sequence occurred and the Hanafi preceded both his M&liki

1My adndhin is a title used for the caller to the prayer.

Zan§m5t, sing. Mdgam, were four small semi-enclosed places located at
a short distance away from the Ka‘ba, each facing one of its four walls.

SThe SHAfa'i, Hanball, VELiKT, and Henafi.
QFajr, Zunr, ‘Asr, Maghrib, and “Ighf’;held daily in the order of
mentioning, shortly before dawn, shortly after noon, early evening,

immediately after sunset, roughly two hours after Maghrib.

5Ibn Jubayr, Ope.cit.s pp. 101-l4; Ibn Bafjfija,op.cit.s vol. I, pp. 83-84,
92-94, 9899 and 102~3,
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and Hanbali colleagues. This sequence was observed in foﬁr out of the
five prayers: only the prayer of Maghrib was led by all four Imams
simultaneously, which often gave rise to confusion. In or around 811/
1408, the Shafa‘i alone was authorised to lead this prayer but around
816/1413 the original practice was restorednl

Several Mua’ggggin were employed at the Meccan sanctuary and
followed their chief in Eggggﬁz whe determined the time appropriate by
the traditional method according to the position of the sun and the
stars,with the additional use of the sundial.,3

In the early part of the period in question the post of Khifaba
was exclusively assigned to the §§gfa‘i but a Hanafi gﬁfézk‘was also
appointed at a later date. The Maliki and Janbali were not appointed
in this post until usage changed in the Ottoman period around 1030/
1620-21."

=
§§ayggla1-ﬁajaba,7 held the key to the Ka‘ba's door and was alone,

except for his deputy, entitled to open it for visitorso6 He was in
charge of the maintenance of order, cleanliness and minor repairs in
the Ka‘ba,7 The gifts sent for the Ka‘ba were obviously kept under his

custody. Some of these are said tohave been occasionally appropriated

1FEST, Shifa’, vol. I, pp. 243-46 and 256; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, 0p.Cit..
vol., IT, fols. 4, 6, 8, 125, 133 and 141; Al-"Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cite,
vol. II, fols. 115, 138, 141 and 156. See also: Ibn Zuhayra, opscit..,
Pp. 209-16; JazirT, op.cit., pp. 314 and 317; Nahrawall, op.cit.,

p.196; Al11 al-Tabari, op.citss fols., 107-8 and 116-18; Sinjari, op.cit..
vol. I, fols. 281, 334~35, 337-39, 341l-42 and 3i4l4; Tabar®, op.cit.

vol. I, fols. 73-75 and 77.

2This word means "announcement! but it is used as a techmical term for
the call to prayers. See: Th. W.Joynboll, E,I.2, art. "Aghan", pp. 187-33.

3¥aeT, al-‘Igd, vol. IT,part IIL, fol. 113b; idem, Shifd’, vol. I, p.2l2;
Al~‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s; vol.II, fols. 38 and 907 Sé¢ also: Tbn
Juhayra, op.cite., p.216; Al al-TabarT, op.cit.,» fols. 40 and 119.

e al~Tabari,op.citss fol. 118,

5See Supra, p.255]1§4v5?.

6Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Menhal, vol. II, fol, 128a; Al-Najm Ibn gah§, op.cita,
vol. Ily fol. 109; Saknawi, al-Daw’, vol. XI, p.7. See also: ‘Ali al-Tabari,
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by this or other officials.,1

The Shaykh al-Hajaba was not only almost entirely free of financid

cbligation to the Sultan but also drew a substantial financial income. This
was derived partly from gifts of gold, silver and precious woods donated
by the Egyptian Sultans whenever the Ka‘ba's door was altered and the
reject became the property of this official. The majority of the refer-
ences to such gifts or ornamentation come from the premggggz period, and
the sources assess the value of the gold and silver alone at 35,000
dirhams, but occasional references are found during the Burji period though
the amount spent was not great. The wood of the door was also of great
value, as it was usually cut into pieces and sold for considerable sums

of mcney.2 The Shaykh al-Hajaba also benefited by the annual replacement

of the Xfswa of the Ka‘ba, as he claimed the old Kiswa, pieces of which
were offered for sale to the faithful. This gift, h;wever, was shared
with Sharif of Mecca who received a portion in kind or the sum of five

or six thousand dirhams. In 788/1386, Sharif ‘An@n voluntarily renounced
his share but in 798/1396 Sharif Hasan claimed it again and the practice

-
seems to havecontinued thereafter.”  The Shaykh al-Jajaba's income was

further eked out by the traditional tips paid by the pilgrims and other

faithful on entering the Ka‘bafP

op.citey fol. 12k; SinjarT, op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 83-89.

r7A1—-I‘§Tajm Ton Fahd, ops.cit., vol. II, fols. 185-86; Al-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol., I, fols. 174, 179-80 and 190. See also: Tabarl, ocp.cit., vol. I,
fols. 127-28.

e v .

lIbn Zuhayra, op.cit., p.113; NahrawdlT, al-IL‘18m, pp. 62-63.

°FReT, gl-‘Iqds vol. I, part I, fol. 17a: vol. II, part IV, fol. 387b;

idem, Shifa , vol. I, pp. 103-4 and 116; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s Vol.II,
fols. 59, 98, 101 and 126; Suyluii, op.01t., p.486; TIbn Iyas, Bada i s, vol.
I, p.166, See algo: JazirT, op.cit., p.25; Nahrawall, al~-I‘13m, pp. Ski-

55; Sinjari, op.cit.s vol. I, p.342; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, " £01.100.,

3Qalqashandlg ubl, vol IV, pp. 276 and 283; FEsT, Shifd’, vol. I, pp.
125-26; idem, al- Lqd, vol. II, part III, fol 25557 &T=Najm Ibn Fahd,
opscit.s vol. II, fol 108. See also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit.s p.108;
Nehrawai®, al-L® al-T lam, pE 71723 Sinjari, op.cit,, vol, I, fol. 8h: ‘IﬁEMI,
op.cit. vol 1. 1V,pp. 249-50.
¥8sT, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fol. 20a; idem, Shifa’, vol.I, p.128.
- . TR gt
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This official was occasionally appointed to other posts. In Sha“ban
830/July 1427, for instance, Mupammad al-Shaybi, then the incumbent of the
post, was nominated G&di Shafa‘i of Mecca, a position he retained until
his death in Rabi® II 837/December 14%% or January 1434.” In Remaddn

907/April 1502, a Shaykh al-flajaba was offered by Sharif Barakat I some

of the responsibilities of Nagir al-Haram but the official declined the

offer.2 As the post could not but be assigned to one of the Shaybis,
and no outsider could compete, disputes were rare and far between and

were usually amicably settled.3

B, Q8dTs of four Sunni schools and the dominant position of the Shifa'i

In the early part of the Burji period, the GEQT of Mecca was ex~
clusively of Shafa‘i madhhab.

The first appointment of a Hanafi ¢A¢i in Mecca is reported in 806/
14045 or 807/1405? and of the first MalikT Qagi in 80’?/'14()5.,'7 A year
or two later, the first ﬂanbalﬁ Qadi was appointed in Mecca and later he
was offered and accepted a parallel appointment in Medina, and subsequently
held both positions until his death in Shawwdl 853/December 1449, He is

said to have often visited Shah Rukh or his son. The QEgi was honourably

TMaqrTeT, Sulllk, vol. IT, fol. 382; Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. IT, £ol.90a;
Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fol. 33la; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.
cit., vol. II, fols. 198 and 21k4; Salkhawi, al-Daw’, vol. IX, pp. 13-1h;
idem, aluDhaX£; fols. 92b and 99b; see also: Ibn al-Imad, Qp.cit., vol.
VII, pp. 2os-ok.

®A1-*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 13,

341-*Izz Ton Fahd, opecit., vol. I, fols. 9% and 107.

4Usually translated 'rite', ‘provenance' or 'school'. A madhBab is one of
four legal systems recognized as orthodox by Sunni Muslims. Lhey are
named after their founders -~ the HanafT, HanbalT, MELlikT, and Shafa‘i
madhhab.

PFNET, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part IT, fol. 307b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Manhal,
vol, I, fols. 80a~80b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 13%2-
33: Sakhawi, al-Daw’, vol. II, p.189.

e Rttt

6 . —y € N
Ton Hajar, Inbd , vol. I, fol. 21.6b; “AynT, op.cit., vol. IV, fol. 543a.
See also: Janabi, op.cit., fol. 305a. ’ —
?FasT, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part I, fols. 107b and 122a; Tbn Hajar, Inb a’,
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treated by these Timlirid rulers and received from them a substantial sum
of money as a grant,l A1l Qagis of Mecca were generally selected from
certain prominent local families, but there were exceptions to this
custom. TIn &48/144k, for instance, the post of g@g@:‘in Mecca was
assigned to an Egyptian for a short period.2

The Gadi Shafa‘i enjoyed a dominant position among the Qagis of
Mecca. His judicial authority was undisputed, and unlike that of others,
vas recognized in Mecca itself as well as in other places in the region.3
His supremacy was rarely challenged but there were sporadic occurrences
of that kind. In Rajab 916/November 1510, for instance, the g@g&_Méliki
of Mecca secured a decree by which he obtained, like the §g§fa‘i, Judidal
authority in the whole region of Mecca which was regarded by the Gagi
§Q§fa‘i as a serious infringement of his exclusive positions; and he re-
fused to acknowledge the Miliki's equal status. In Ramagén of the same
year (Janvary 1511) the Shafa‘i secured an edict re-affirming his ex-

clusive position.

vol. I, fol, 216b; ‘AynT, op.cit., vol. IV, fol. 543a; Ibn Taghri
Birdi, al-Manhal, vol, IL, fol. 250b; Al-Najm Thn Fahd, op.cit., vol.
II, fol. 13%; Sakhawl, al-Daw’, vol. VII, p.19; idem, al-Tuhfa, vol.
I, fols. 726~27. See also: Janabl, op.cit., fol. 305a; lbn al- Imad,
opacit.s vol. VII, p.199.

1Ibn Taggri Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. II, fols,?8b~79a; idem, Egyadiﬁ&,
vol., I, fols. 107 and 117-18; idem, al-Nujum, vol. VII, fols., 189 and
200; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. LI, fols. 133, 138 and 270~71;
Sakhawl, al- aw’ s vol. IV, pp. 333~34; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu),
p.36; idem, al-Tubfa, vol. I, p.46; idem, al=Tibr, pp. 281-82. See
also: Ibn al- Imad, op.cit., vol. VII, pp. 277-78.

Zp1-Nejm Tbn Fahd, op.cibe, vol. I, fol. 255; Sakhdwi, al-Tibr, pp. 94=95,
114 and 140.

S¥5eT, Shifd’, vol. I, p.25; idem, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part I, fol. 10b,
part IL; ToIL. 274a: vol. II, part III, fol. 260b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,
op.cit,, vol. IT, fols. 161, 163, 211, 239, 259 295, 333-34 and 345;
Sakhawi, al-Paw’, vol. I, pp. 303-l4: vol. II,pp. 190-93; vol. IV, p.20;
vol. V,pp. 209 and 219: vol. VI, pp. 9~10, 156 and 269; vol. VIIIL,pp.
208-9; vol. IX, pp. 92, 144, 193 and 266~67; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 124, 290-
91 and 374; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.338; Al- Izz Ibn Fahd,
op.cit,y vol., I, fols. EE, 57 79:80, 126, 13%, 144, 22% and 251: vol. II,
fols, 10L and 188. See also: “Ali al-Tabari, op.cit., fols. 120-21; Tbn
al-‘Imad, op.cit., vol. VII, p.168.

qu—‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 185-86 and 188.
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The superior status and wider influence of the Gadi Shafa‘i was
due to a large extent to the fact that he often held several other posts

such as: =Ifi&k_llif;,abg._, Yisba, Nagr al-Haram, distributed variocus donations and

supervised various charitable and welfare institutions, which is con~
firmed by several references in the sources.,1 This, however, was not an
unbreakable rule. At times,some of these posts were assigned to a person
or persons other than the GBJi Shafa‘i of Mecoa.” The assignment of more
than one post to an official was occasionally beyond the reasonable

limit and one wonders how that incumbent could have performed the conflict-
ing duties of his varicus posts. Thus,for instance, an official, Bardbek
al-Taj, sent to Mecca in Sha‘ban 854/October 1450, acted, until his dis-

missal in 857/1453, as Mubtasib, Nagir al-Haram, Shadd al-Ans’ir,”

Shadd Jecik?u'a.,L’L and the supervision of various endowments and general works

of welfareo5

1For details,see: F8sT, al- Igd, vol., I, part I, fols. 96a-97a, 121b~23D,
168a-70a and 230a~30b: part II, fols. 295b-96a; MaqrizY, Sullk, voll IT,
fols. 263 and 417: vol. III, fols. 10la, 102a and 105b; Ibn Taghri Birdi,
al-Maphal, vol. II, fols. 25la, 258b, 313b-14b, %81b and 512b; idem,
Hawadith, vol. I, fol. 118: part II (ed, W.Popper, p.316; Al-Najm Ibn
Tand,; op.cit., vol., IIL, fols. 27, 104, 109, 124,128, 132, 135, 138, 1k2,
146, 156, 160-61, 170-71, 176~77, 189, 197, 226, 239, 250, 259, 333-3k
and 345; Sakhzwi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 32, 198-200 and 436;
idem, gl-Tuhfa, vol. I, fols. 719-20 and 729-30; idem,ail—Qaw’, vol, I,
pp. 88-89: vol. II, pp. 190-93 and 306; vol. VII, pp. 7, 45-46 and 84-85:
vol. VIII, pp. 92-95: vol. IX, pp. 13-1lk, 77-78, 14z-Lk and 214.16; idem,
al-Tibr, pp. 75, 124, 290-91 and 334; Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I,
fol. 80: vol. IL, fols. 32% 13%; Ibn Iyds, Badg’i®, vol. 1L, p.58; idem,
Badz’i® (U.P.), pp. 43-4k. See also: Ibn al- Imad, op.cit., vol. VI,
P.292 and 322-23: vol. VII, pp. 148, 278 and 292.

“For details, see: FEsT, al-'Igd, vol. L. part I, fol. 168a-70a: part II,
fol. 363b; MaqrizT, Sulfk, vol. II, fols. 263, 379, 382, 390 and 392;

Ton Hajar, Inba’, vol, II, fols. 90z and 134b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, Hawaddth,
vol. I, fols. 52, 111-12 and 272; idem, g&rManhal, vol., II, fols. 25la,
313b-1lb,3%1a and 344b-U4Ba; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 156,
160, 189, 198, 214, 217-18 and 263; Sakhawl, al-Dhayl, fol. 90b; idem,
al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 7-8, 11, 38 and Ph8; 1dem, al-Tuhfa,

VoL, L, fols. 845-46; idem, al-Tibr, pp.289-90 and 320; idem,al-Daw’ ,

vol. IIT, pp. 22 and 127: vol. IV, p.10; vol. VIII, pp. 281-82, See

also: NahrawdlT, al-I‘13m, p.2Ll7; Sinjarf, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 8;
Tabaril, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 105.

3This official was in charge of the construction works.
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Several references in the sources concerning the ackivities of

Nazir al-Haram show that it was his duty to prevent unauthorxized persons

from performing duties conmected with the sanctuary, to provide certain
facilities for the pilgrims such as drinking water, to supervise the
repairs or cleaning of the sanctuary, especially after the entering of
flood water and the rubbish it brought with it to the sanctuary% In this
task he was often helped by volunteers. The Nazir enjoyed authority over
the minor officials of the sanctuary and could dismiss, suspend or re-
instate them,2

The ¢adi Shafa‘i of Mecca not only enjoyed authority in various

fields, but also a number of exclusive privileges., Each year,3 on the

This official (described often as Mushidd) was entrusted with the collection
of taxes in Jedda. The term ShAdd I8 often used in connection with the
officials appointed to carry out minor duties such as "ShEdd al-Ghanam"
(means roughly the supplier of sheep and goats). See: Sakhawi, al-Tibr,
.210 and 215) or for the officials in charge of catering, bringing in

the supply of water etc., see: JazirT, op.cit., pp. 134~38.

PFor details, see: Tbn Taghri Birdi, Hewddith, vol. I, fols. 146-48, 218,
2h2, 272 and 276; Al-Nejm Ibn Fahd, op.ciles vol. II, fols. 272-73, 276~
77 and 280; Sakhawi, al-~Daw’, vol. III, pp. 6, 45 and 61; idem, al-Tibr,
Pp. 320 and 34k, See also: Nahrawal¥, al-L‘1Zm, pp. 219-20; Sinjari,
op.cit.y vol.II, fols. 8~9; TabarTl, op.cit.s vol. I, fol. 107.

1It is known that the sanctuary lies in the lowest part of the city and

was - and is still - disposed to the entering of fleood water after heasvy
rain.

2For details, see: FSs%, al- Iqd, vol. I, part I, fols. 67a, 97a and 222b;
idem, Shif&’, vol. I, p.339; vol. II, pp. 267-69; MaqrizI, Sulllk, vol. II,
fol, 379; Lrm Hajar, Inva’, vol. I, fols. 169b: vol. II, fols., 1l2la=21b,
126b, 128a and 172b~73a; AynI, quecit.s vol. IV, fol. 670a; Khazrajl,
opecit., fol. 485; Tbn Taghri Birdi, Hawadith, vol. I, fol. 52; idem,
al=Nujum, vol., VII, fol, 188; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IL, fols. 45,
127, 166, 170, 18§n83, 188, 223, 236, 2.67-70(,5 272, 276, 284, 288E 302,
300.9; 33% and 3%8; Sakhawl, al-~-Dhayl, fol. 65b; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.
Al-Passu), pp. 7-8, L1l, 30, 82, 123, 136, 289-90, 419, T26, G55-54 and
5425 idem, al-Tibr, pp. 16-18 and 152-53; idem, al-Paw’, vol. I, pp. 86-87;
A1-°Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.. vol. I, fols. 3, 26-29, 32, 45, 47, 50, 66-67,
72, 101-2, 104, 116, 140, 143%, 147, 173-74, 179-82, 189-91, 196, 200-2,222,
ohzbly, 24849 and 251: vol., II, fols. 115, 133, 142, 2hk2-43, 227-28 and
268; Ton Iyas, Bada’i's vol. III, 1,193 and 264; vol. IV, pp. 375-76. See
also: Ibn al-Dayba . GQurra, fol. 208; JazTri, mcit., p.2l; Nahrawdli,

al-I‘13m, pp. 216-19; A11 al-Tabari, op.cite.s fol. 110; Tbn al-‘Imzd, op.
cit.s vol. VII, pp. 218, 294, 30k, 306 and 346; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. II,
fols. 4 and 8; Tabaril, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 103-6,

3The references in the sources to this effeclt are found in the late Burjz
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night of 12th Rabi® I, he led a procession from the Meccan sanctuary

to the birthplace of the Prophet Mubammad to celebrate the Prophet's birth-
day. In the procession many dignitaries, including occasionally the
Sharifs of Mecca, participated. This was followed on the next morning

by a feat (SimEp al-Mewlad) given by the agi Shéfa‘i of Mecca.1

The §Bdi wore a white garment over his dress as a mark of distinction

and strongly opposed the use of a similar garment by other Meccan officialsu2

In his capacity of Nazir al-Awgaf he was entitled to rent a wagf

or exchange it for a sum of money or another place.3

The Qa¢i was often entrusted with the legacies left to orphaned
minors, and is said to have discharged this duty faithfully and efficiently.
His influential positionn offered the best possible protection to the in-
terest of these orphans. This is illustrated by the fact that, in 809 or
810/1407~8 Sharif Hesan paid the QBJT Shafa'i 30,000 dirhams in compen-
sation for an orphan's property which had been seized by the Sharif
earlier.‘LP This sum may have been given voluntaridy, but that the Qadl
had used his influence to obtain it cannot be ruled out.

His honesty, even when deposed, was never doubted. In Shawwdl 875/
April 1471, for instance, a deposed Qggz_ﬁgéfa‘i presented to the new
appointee 16,000 or 20,000 dinars which belonged to the orphans but the

newly appanted official left it under the care of the deposed.5

period. This indicates that this usage was not familiar in Mecca in the
early and the middle part of the period.

1p1-Najm Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 333 and 343%; Sakh@wT, al-Dhayl
(ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 425, 456 and 534; Al-'Izz Tbn Fahd, op.citis vol. 1,
fols. 117, 127, 143, 153, 164, 174, 183, 189, 219, 221, 243 and 251:

vol. II, fols. 39, 61, 89, 115, 133, 149-50, 165, 179, 194, 228, 245,

257 and 27%. BSee also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cit.s pp. 325-26.

2A14Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cites vol. I, fol. 221

S¥BeT, $hifa’, vol. I, p.337; idem, al-'Igd » vol.I, part II, fol. 408b;
Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, ope.cit.s vol. II, fols. 152 and 272-73; Salkhawi,
al-Tibr, p.354; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.52. See also:
Nahrawall, al-L 18m, pp. 202-3 and 219; Tabarl, op.cit., vol. I, fols.

?77-78 and 107. ‘

F8sT, al-‘Igd, vol. I, part II, fol. 4O04b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd,op.cit.vol.II,
fol. 136. )

.

b}
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The beginning of certain months in the Islamic calendar, such as
Ramadan,l §Qaww§1g2 or QQp’l«ﬂijjaB is of particular importance for the
beginning or end of certain occasions of religious significance. The
timing of the lunar months was usually left to the decision of the Gagl
Shafa‘i and was rarely questioned,4

As no proper courthouse for judicial functions appears to have
existed in Mecca, the J8gls presumably used their personal residences or
the sanctuary for this purpose. The Qgiilﬁgﬁfaei alone seems to have used,
as a mark of distinction, a.ggggg,5 for the performance ofhis judicial
duties. The first clear reference to the dikka goes back to around 826/
14236 but it seems to have later fallen into disuse and was not re-~introduced
until 845/1441 when a new dikka was erected in the proximity of the Gagils
house and adjoining a gate of the sanctuary. However, owing to the opposition
of fultan Jagmag it was demolished after several meetings and heated dis-
cussions in 846/1442 or the following year.7

The respect enjoyed by the GEJT Shafa‘i of Mecca is well reflected
in the fact that,in Rabi® I 87l/ﬁovember 1446 Sultan Khushgadam blamed Sharif

Mubammad for failing to toke action against a Kha}jib who was showing dis-

respect to the QYT Shafa‘i and ordered the expulsion of the Khapib in

5Sakhawi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 198-200; idem, al-Daw’, vol. I,
PP 94957 vol. LI, p.191l. ’ al-Pav_

i mp————

lThe month of fasting.
2It follows Ramadan and its first day is "1d al-Fifr, the feast of the
breaking of the fast.

5Tn this month the Muslims perform pilgrimage.

qu—Najm Tbn Fahd, ope.cit., vol. II, fol. 259; Sakhawi, al-Tibr, pp. 16 and
18-19: Al-*Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 68, 78 and 239: vol. II,
fols. 45, 1h2, 201-2, 205-6, 239 and 269.

N platform. For further details, see: J. Jomier, E.I,B, art."Dikka' ,p.278.

6A1~Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cite.s vol. II, fol. 186; see also: Nahrawzli, al-
113, p.211; Tabari, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 83.

“Al-Najm Ion Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 236, 240 and 2hled5; SakhEwi,
al-Tibr, pp. 16 and 47.
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question from Mecca“l

In sources and edicts of the last years of the §E£ii.period, the
title "Shaykh al-IslZn"® is often used for the acting or preceding Qagi
Shafa‘i of Mecca.3 It was occasionally used by the Maliki g@ggﬁ but
the Shifa'i seem to have protested and it remained exclusively reserved
for them.

Indicative of the fact that the QAJT Shafa‘i's dominent status was
accompanied by considerable wealth is the fact that he was often obliged
to pay substantial sums of money to the FBgyptian Sultans. Sultan Barguq
appears to have introduced this policy for new appointments, or in return
for confirmation in their posts,5 Similar practiceis reported with regard
to later Sultans.

G8dY. Muhammad b, Zuhayra (d. around 819/1416) is reported by
Sakhawi to have been the first Meccan Qa¢i to secure his appointment in
return for an unspecified amount of money.7 But, in reporting the pay-
ment of 500 dinars by a MeccanQEgi in 841/1438, Maqrizi states that such
extortion was unprecedented.8 Commenting on this figure, Sakhawi remarks
that, in his time, such an amount would not even satisfy a servant of

the Egyptian Sultan,g From 861/1457 onwards the amounts paid by the

1A1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 3lk.

2This is one of the honorific titles reserved for ‘Ulama’ which first
appear in the second half of the fourth century A,H.7second half of

the tenth century A.D. For further details, see J.H.Kramers, E,I.”,

art. "Shaikh Al-Islam', pp. 275-79. I

S41-*TIzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 36, 42, 46, 54-55, 60, 62, 6465,
68-69, 76~77, 80, 101, 115, 123, 127, 1%9, 161, 176, 222, 245 and 250.
See also: NahrwalT, al-I'l13m, p.233; Tabari, opscit., voll I, fols. 128-29.

L R .
PAl—‘Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 72. See also: °I$am1, op.cit.
vol., IV, p.309.

BSaEQEWT, al-Tibr, p.l2;idem, al-Paw’, vol. III, p.l2.
6Maqffz€, Sulik, vol, II, fol. 401; Tbn Taggrz Birdi, al-Nujim, vol. VII,
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MeccanGagis to the Egyptian Sultans or their officials were fairdy large.

In 86171457, a candidate for the post of Qagd’ al-Shafa'iyya in Mecca

secured his appointment by paying Mushidd Jedda together with other gifts
2,500 Aggyafiul This was presumably paid in return for the intercession
of this official on behalf of the applicants with the Sultan, but part
of the sum at least must have gone to the Calro treasury.

@&’it Bay, before becoming Sultan, is reported to have criticized
this practice, but continued in it himself after his accession to the

throne.,2 It was during his rule that in 876/1471 the brother of a deposed

Qadi Shafa‘i of Mecca went to Cairo to pave the pay, evidently on a finacial
[onS ) o P

Z

basis, for the re-appointment of his brother, At the end of 877 May 1h7h,
the deposed §adi in the company of Sharif Barakat II and several Meccan
dignitaries went to Cairo. These took with them the Iréq{ captives and
appear to have used this incident successfully to their advantage. The
Qadi was re-appointed and Barakat IT was grented the co-emirate with

his father. Among the sources only Salkhawi (in gl-Daw’) and Ibn Iyas
clearly mention that a payment of money was made. Ibn Iyas specifies the
figure of about 100,000 dinars but without giving the individual shares

5

of these Meccan dignitaries.

fol. 20; Sakhaw1, al-Daw’, vol. I, pp. 95~96: vol.IV, pp. 204-5; Ibn
Iyas, Bada i% vol, Iil, p.86. Various evidence to this effect is to
be found in the following pages.

"A1-Daw’, vol. IX, pp. 77-78.
8Su1'ﬁk, vola. II} fol. LI'Oln

241-Daw’, vol. IX, p.78; idems al-Dhayl, fol. 103b.

PR

YA1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 288-89.
ESakhaf, al-Daw’, vol. VI,pp. 204-5.

S8akhEwT, al-Daw’, vol. I, [p-95; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 200
and 206; Ibn lyas, Badg’i', vol. III, B55.

}See supras pp.&Y4 and lB‘?*ﬁLtC“
SFor further detaljs,,seﬁ Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol.dL, fols., 340.43;
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in 891/1486, a dispute between a KhatTb and §E¢i Shafa‘i of
Mecca resulted in the involvement of Sharif Muhammad who supported the
Qagi and suspended the Khatib. But the dispute continued until the
death of the Gagi whose son, at the request of the Sharif, was appointed.
Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd relates that the Sharif paid 10,000 dinars to Sultan
¢B’it Bay; the circumstances in which this payment was made indicate
that the intentipn was to secure the gppointment of the Gagi's son. Other
sources agree on the main point but do not refer to this payment clearly.,1
In 894/1489, the QAdi Shafa‘i of Mecca paid 2,000 dinars either to
the Sultan or the Sharif. The doubt arises because Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahqhses
the word "al-Dawla! (i.e. state) instead of naming the ruler.o
In 903/1497 Sharif Barak@t IT and others were ordered by an edict
to pay 10,000 dinars to an FEgyptian Awmir who was visiting Mecca. The
prospective share of the gggi'§géfati in this payment was to have been
2,000 dinars, but the sudden death ozﬁzgyptianamir made the payment

supe:cfluous.3
Following the tragic death of a G8J1 §Q§fa°i of Mecca in 908/’15024
Sultan almgggwri authorized Sharif JgzanT to appoint a successor
to the office, provided that the appointee gave 15,000 dinars to the
Sultan.,5 The next year a son of the deceased Gagi was appointed, but

the sum he paid at the time amounted to only 5,000 dinars.,6 The remainder

Sakhawl, al-Daw’, vol. I, pp. 95~96; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu),
pp. 200 and 218-19; Ibn Iyas, Bada i', vol. ITL, pp. 86 and 89-90, See
also: SindarT, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 12; Tabari, op.cit., vel. I, fol.
125; Dapl@n, opeCite.s p.it.

lSa&QﬁMT, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 329-32, 337-38 and 362; idem,
al-Daw’, Vol. 1L, pp.168-70: vol., IX, pp. 19%-94; Al-"Izz Ton F§hd,
op.Cit.s vol. I, fols.70=73, 76-80, 84 and 89; Ibn Iyas, Badd’i , vol.
III, pp. 229%0 and 229-%00, See also: JazIrT, gp.cit., p.3H2.

2A1-*Tzz Ton Fahd,op.cit., vol. I, fol. 115.

IML-*TIzz Tbn Fahd, opecits, vol. I, fol. 230,
LFSee supra, pp.Rq and 2_5“2_-5'3

5A1~‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 26.
6p1~ T2z Ttn Fahd, Op.Cit., vol. II,fols. 37-38,
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was apparently left unpaid since, in 914/1508, the Gagf was warned

that unless he paid a further 10,000 dinars he would be brought in
custody to Cairo. Unable or unwilling to pay he was taken to Cairq,l
and the Sultan appears to have reduced the debt to 5,000 dinars in Rabi®
IT 915/August 1509, This amount was lent to the G&FT by an Bgyptian
Amir and the gggi was allowed to leave for Mecca°2 A later reference
indicates that the gggi had paid the whole 10,000 dinars, as in 921/
1515 a servant of the Sultan had claimed and obtained 500 dinars from
the QE¢L as the usual 5°/0 share of any offering to the Sulten.”

The wording of some sources creates the impressim that the gggi,
after being taken to Cairos; was kept as a semi~captive until released
by the Ottoman Sultan Selim I in 923’»/151'7.,LF

Modest sums of money were occasionally paid by the gadis of other
schools. Thus, in 899/149%, a Hanbali GEJT paid 300 or 500 dinars in

5

return for his appointment.” which,however, is mentioned by another source
without reference to a payment,6 In 919/1513, a M&liki gégi secured his
appointment for 500 dinars, but payment was not enforced owing to the

intervention of Sharif Barakat 11,7

lAlu‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols., 160-6l. See also: Jaziri,
OE,Cit.y p035?ﬂ

25 .
Al~"Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 167, 169, 175 and 181.
301-*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol.II, fols. 270-71.

% 1on Tyas, Badda’i’, vol. V, pp. 78-79; Nahrawalf, al-I‘18m, p.284; ‘Igind,
op.cit., vol. IV, p.318; SinjarT, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 51; DahlZzn,
OQnCitoj p.50.

?Al-‘Tzz Thn Fahd, opscit., vol. I, fol., 171.
6Ibn Iyas, Bada’i®, vol, III, P.297.

781-*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 229 and 234-35.




268,

Ca Muhtasib

From what hag been said earlier,l it is evident that the office very
seldom had an incumbent who had no other responsibilities. References to
officials who held no post apart from the Jisba are rare. and usually
occur from 883/1479 onvards.®

Among the traditional responsidilities of the Muhtasib was the pre-
vention of improper behaviour and the supervision of affairs connected with
the local market such as correctness of scales and prices., This gave the
Muhtasib considerable authority over the traders. References are made to
the effect that the Muhtasib punished those who were guilty of using in-,

correct scales or who failed to observe the official exchaunge rates of

W

the currencies.

The Muhtasib was helped in his duties by subordinate officials.
Should any of the latter act with undue harshness, he could be deposed
and even imprisoned.

Whether or not the Sultani Muhtasib in Mecca was officially entitled
to collecttaxes from the trader is uncertain. But the Mubptasib in Cairo
seems to have been suthorized to do 50,5 and the Meccan Muptasib may have
felt encouraged to emulate him and is reported to have imposed a tax on
traders in Mecca,6 However, the amounts or percentages are not made clear;
nor is it known whether it was done with the approval of the Sultan. In

fact there is evidence to suggest that such collectinn was opposed by the

Lgee supras pp. Z,L,Z..Efj"cmdz 260-

2p1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 369 and 374; Sakhawl, al-Daw’,
vol, III, p.273; Al~ Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 3-5, 7-8, Ll-
Wy, 49-50, 56-58, 63, 68,79, 87-89, 118, 122, 133, lhk, 157, 159, 172-73,
185, 196, 198, 204, 214, 216, 233, 256, 258, 260 and 262: vol. II,fols.,
5-6, 15, 26-27, 270 and 273; Ibn Iyas, Bada’i’, vol. IV, pp. 454-55.

301~*Tzz Thn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT, fols. 38, 245, 253 and 258.

”Aln‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 272,
5Ibn Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fols.l135a and 167a.

001 Trz Ton Fahd, op.ciles vol. I, fol. 233.
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BgyptianSultan. In 904/1498, for instance, a Sulj{anT Muhtasib was ordered
by an edict not to collect taxes but the official failed to comply and
was deposedol

Should the decision of the Muhitasib in some matters be opposed by
a proper authority, it was the view of the latter which prevailed. In
905/1499, for instance, the matter of a debt was settled in accordance
with the wishes of a §5¢i Shafa‘i which seems to have been against the
desire of the ﬁggtasib.z

The Muhtasib was allowed reasonable freedom to inspect goods but
in the presence of its owners. In 905/1499, the Mubtasib of Mecca opened
a warchouse to be inspected in the absence and without the knowledge of
the merchant, who complained to Sultan Gangawh or Janbla}j claiming that
he had suffered material loss, and the Muhtasid was d.eposed.3

Despite the above stated action against the Mulptasib the Egyptian
Sultans did not oppose the exploitation when it was for the benefit of
the royal treasury. In Ramagdan 906/May 1501, for instance, a recently
appointed Muhtasib of Mecca is reported to have extorted money from some
merchants, apparently in accordance with the Sultan's wish, and to have

sent the amount to Cairo.

D. Bagh al-Mamalik

This is the title most frequently used for the commander of the
Mamluk garrison in Mecca. There is some uncgrtainty about the year from

vhich the sending of these soldiers dated. Nahrawall, referring to the

101 -*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 233 and 236-37.
231 T2z Tbn Fahd, op.cites vol. I, fol. 242,

FA1-*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 247-48,

4A1_‘Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 84?"&8’2g56*—57ﬁ
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distribution of charity in Mecca in 818/1415, by an Egyptian Amir,

Toghrd Barmash (d. 823/1420)sdescribes him as Bigh of the Mawlulk soldiers

. . 1 ;
stationed in Mecca. But several contemporary and late sources, which
refer to his reforms in socio-religious customsdo not describe him as

BaggialnMamEI“k.a

The sending of military contingents to Mecca, for one reason or
another, was not rare. But these returned to Cairo after performing their
specified duties. Thus, for instance, in 827/142l, a force led by Amir
Qarqgmas: reached Mecca to support Sharif tAlﬁ3 and it was their persuasion
which led Ibrahim to anchor at Jedda.h But this force was not sent as
garrison and, though reinforced in the end of 828/0ctober 1425, was re-
called to Cairo in the following year and was not immediately replacedo5

Most likely it was in 831/1428 when Barak@t I's brothers, resenting
the reduction of the former's share in the revenue,6'adopted a threateninig
attitude towards their brother and began to endanger the safety of the
merchants and the Sultani officials that Sultan Bgésﬁay sent to Mecca..

a body of Tifty MamlUk soldiers to remain their for a year and form the

garrison of the city.? from this year onwards regular references are
found in the sources to the arrival of a new Bash at the head of a cavalry
soldiers to replace the contingent of the previous year. The sources often

simply refer to their departure from Cairo or arrival in Mecca without

MNohrawslE, al-I'l@m, p.20k.

215eT, al-‘Iqd, vol. I, part II, fols. 362b-Glb;Al.Nejm Ton Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fols. 161, 163 and 178; Sakhawi, al-Dhayl, fol.87a; idem,
al-Daw’, vol. III, pp. 31-33; see also: Ibn e Tmad, op.cit.s vol. VI,
pp. 159-~60.

7

“See supra,pp. 73 —7 .

QSee supras Pe {73,

5MaquzI, Sulfk, vol. II, fols. 334 and 342: Ibn Hajar, Inb& , vol. II,

fol, 80a; ‘A¥nis op.cit., vol. IV, fol, 650bjAl-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit..
vol. II, fols. 192-9k and 196.

6o
Seg/supraq PP 75 =Tb 5 1 75 and 2.2 8- .
MagrTzT, Sulik, vol. II, fol, 354; Ibn:Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fol. 95a;
ni, op.cite, vol.IV, fol. 656b; Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit,,vol.II,fol,202.
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giving further details. But from time to time other references permit

the inference that they usually numbered fifty. As far as can be ascertained,
their number never fell below this level but was occasionally increased.

The presence of this garrison not only enhanced the authority of the
Bgyptian Sultan but also often gavegreat assistance to the Sharifs of

Mecca in the maintenanceof law and &:):r'de:c‘..:L

But the services of the Bash and his soldiess to the Sharifs were

rendered, not by subordinates to a superior, but by representatives of

the Bgyptian hegemonys Thus, for instance, in Sha‘ban 845/Jamary 1442,

the Eégg supported Sharif ‘Aliz but in the following year, when he forfeited
the favour of Sultan Jagmag, the Sharif was arrested and sent to Cairo.B
Likewise, in 910/1504 they fought and expelled Humayda, a rival brother

of the ruling Amirs Barakat II and (&' it Bay.q

lFor the relevant details, see: Magrizl, Sulllk, vol. II, fols. 354, 375,
390-92, 429-30 and 432; Ibn Hajar, Inba s vol. I, fols. 91b and 137b:

vol. II, fols. 76a, 80a, 95a, 136a-36b, l4la, 162a, 172b and 173b-7ha;
‘AynT, op.cit., vol. IV, fols. 650b, 656b, 670a and 686b; Khazrajl, op.
cites fol. 438; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Nujfm, vol. VII, fols. 125-27; idem,
Tawadith, vol. I, fols. 5, 12 and 276: part III (ed. W.Popper), pp. &bk
and 5573 idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fol, 18la: vol. II, fols. 120a, 123b

and 16ka; Al-Najm lbn Fahd, opecite.s vol. II, fols. 121, 125-26, 128,
187-88, 202, 204, 206-7, 209, 21l2-l4, 217-19, 226, 238-40, 255, 277-78,

281 and 305; Sekhawi, al-Tibr, pp. 14~15 and 40-4%; idem, al-Dhayl (ed.

A Al-Hassu), pp. 459 and 54l; idem, al-Pav’s vol., IILL, ppo T30 Al-‘TIzz
Ton Fahd, op.cit.s, vol. I, fols. 172 and 194: vol. II, fols. 5-6, 27-30
and 130; Ibn Iyas, Bada’i‘, vol., III, fol. 199: vol. IV, pp. 480-81; Ibn
al-Dayba‘, Qurra, PP 223 and 225; idem, gl-Fadl, fol. 116b. See also:
NahrawalT, al-l 1am, 'p.216; JanabT, op.cit., fols. 304a~ib and 306b; * IganT,
opscit. s vol. IV, pp. 40, 60, 252, 265-67, 284~85 and 30k; SinjarT, op.
cit., VOl I, fols. 331-33: vol. II, fols. 3-4 and 21; Tabari, op.cit.
vol. I, fols. 62-6%, 10% and 163; Dabl@n, op.cit., pp. 35-36 and Ll-h2.

25ee Supra, pp. SH=es. 78—79-

ZFor details, see: Ibn Hajar, Inbd’, vol. II, fol. l??b Ibn Ta&hrl Birdi,
al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 18la and 237a; idem, al-Nujlm, vol. VII, fols.
127-28; idem, anadlth, vol. I, fol. 1lk; AlmNagm Thn Fahd, op,c1to, vol. II,
fol. 241 SalkiaWl, Al-Tibrs Dpp. 14—15 and 45-46, See also: Jaziri, op:Cits.
Pe5293 Janabl,hp.c&t., fol, %06b; ‘Ali al- Tabaril, op.cit.s fol. 70; Igani,
op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 267-68; SinjarT, op.cits,, vol. II, fols. 5-6; TabarT,
OpeCites vol. I, fol, 104; DaplBn, op.Cit.s p.i2.

ASee supras pp. 94-95,
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Occasionally, on the deposition of a ruling Sharif and the absence

of the newly appointed Amir of Mecca, the Bash took control of the city to

maintain law and order until the arrival of the appoin‘te&l Similarly,
some of the official responsibilities connected with a certain post

were, at times, temporarily assigned to the Bish when the current official

was dismissed or when doubts were raised concerning his legal position.2
The Eégg, from time to time, took keen interest in tracking‘down wrong
doers and bringing them to justice. At times, howevershe acted with undue
cruelty and even hanged some offenders without previous consultation with
the local authorities.,3 Fully aware of his powerful position, the E%EE
interfered in matters which were not among his responsibilities. Fhus,
for instance, in Rabi‘® I 832/Jamuary 1429, a Meccan who had secured the
Gadi's permission to build his residence on a piece of endowed land was
prevented by the Eégg from so doing.

Likewise, in Rabi® I 900/January 1495, the Bash arrested a Mu’adhdhin,
S1 - adaogn

on the suspicion of drinking wine, had him beaten and suspended. The

accused, pessibly iunnocent, sought the help of the Nazir al-Haram who was,

as explained earlier, in charge of all such officials,; but the ﬁéﬁiﬁ could
do no more than mediate. The E%ggg impressed by the rather polite approach,
responded positively and restored the suspended official to his post,5

In the same year a dispute over a joint property &bsumed such proportions
that it could not be settled without involving a higher authority, and the

parties concerned took the case to the Bash, The mere fact that a judicilary

TA1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cites vol. II, fols. 261-62.
2A1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cites vol. II, fol. 333.

EAlmNajm Tbn Fahd, op.cit,, vol. IL, fols. 222~23; Al-*TIzz Tbn Fahd,
op.citss vol. I, fols. 10, 41-42,118, 126,215 and 239.

QAlnNajm Ibn Fahd, op.cite.s vol. II, fol. 208,

541-%Izz Thn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 174,
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case was taken to the Bash instead of the gadis proves the degree of

his influence and authority in local matters. He called the four GEdis
to his redience, and the matter was settled after prolonged negotiationsul

It is also noteworthy that the ¢adis responded to the B&sh's summons

without objectin. Shortly after, it so happened thal the EE%ES men arrested
a number of professional entertainers who appear to have been guilty of
disturbing the peace in the city and the 352% agein invited the {agdis
to his house to decide the fate of these prisoners. Only the GEgi
Shafa‘i showed reluctance but was compelled to follow in their footsteps.,2
In §ga‘b§n 910/February 1505, the E%EE compelled the merchants to
contribute to the costs of a road which cut across a residential area
in Meccao3
In addition to the interference referreito earlier, the general
conduct of the Bash and his soldiers was far from praiseworthy. Meqrizl,
reporting the#eturn of a body of Mamluk soldiers from Mecca to Cairo in
842/14328, accuses them of a number of off“enoes,4 Evidently it was the
objectionable interference of the Eégg and his soldiers in the local
affairs of Mecca which led Sultan Jagmaq to send an edict in 848/1hhk,
explicitly limiting the authority of the EEEE, to Mamllk military affairs,
and restraining him from interfering in other matters¢5 The main ob-

Jections seem to have been directed against the personal involvement of

the Bash and his soldiers in local trade and the special protection they

LA1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cits, vol. I, fol. 174.

2p1-*Tzz Thn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 180.
2p1-*Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol, 70.
4MaquzT, Sulik, vol. IT, fols. 410-11,

2j1-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol., II, fol. 255.
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granted to certain merchants for financial remunerationnl The extortion

of money by illegal means was by nc means confined to MamllUks stationed

in Mecca. By the end of 861/1457, the MamlTks had become so strong in

Iigypt itself that the people sought their support in return for money in
regaining their rights from the others, instead of resorting to th?broper
authorities aa Likewise, a body of Mamluk soldiers, who were sent as es-
cort to the Egyptian pilgrim caravan in 862/1458, committed various offences
including the forcibleextortion of money.3

The atrocities of the EEEE and his soldiers often went unpunished

but occasionally were brought to account. In Rabi® I 866/January 1462, for

instance, a Bagh, guilty of harmful activities, was deposed, degraded to

the rank of an ordinary Mamlik and ordered to serve under the command of
his suceessor. The Mamlik soldiers too were rebuked and ordered to abstain
from taking part in the local tradenq

The unruly behaviour of Mamllk soldiers increased, particularly from
868/143%, which may have been due to the fact that from this year onwards
the Mamliks sent to Mecca were mostly those exiled by Sultan Egp§ggadam.5
This policy may have been followed by his successors.
Obviously, these resentful soldiers were bound to indulge themselves in
various atrocities. It is interesting to note that between 866-79/1461~74

several edicts reached Mecca in which the conduct of Mamllk soldiers were

criticised and the portion which contained rebuke was not read in public.

1MaquZT, Suluk, vol., II, fol, 435; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,
fol, 229.

2 - - — |

Ibn Taghri Birdi, Hawadith (ed. W.Popper), part IL,pp. 307-8, 32k, 327,

330 and 334-36. T

2 Ton Taghri Birdi, g-Nujlm, vol. VII, fol. 249.
4Al—Najm Ivn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. IIl, fol.305,

°Tbn Taghri Birdi, Hawddith, (ed. W.Popper), part III, p.lhk,

6A1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. IL, fols. 305, 31h-15, 334, 345 and 347.
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This indicates clearly that these soldiers became a menace rather than a
help to the Meccan authorities. Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd reports several

confrontations between the Bash and his soldiers. Frequently it was

the former who sufferedpersonal humiliation and had to accept the demands
of his soldiers in order to avoid a further deterioration of military
morale and even insubordination.®

The successie Bgsh were not only unwilling or unable to control
their soldiers but themselves became invadvedagain in the local trade and
some even had compelled many traders to sell thelr goods near his house,
apparently to secure personal financial gain. This appears to have aroused
such resentment on the part of the traders that they complained to Sultan

¢@a’it Bay. In Dhu’l-Fijja 882/March 1478, by a decree the Bigh was forbidden

to do so but he failed to comply and was depowsed. The new Eégg was in-
structed to refrain from committing the same blundern2

The temptation of material gain led the Mamluk soldiers to inter
fere in commercial. transactions in Jedda as well and sometimes so harassed
the indigenous and foreign merchants that they had to be prevented from

going to Jedda..3

From a version of Varthema it appears that around 1503 A.D.
the commander of the Mamluk escort of a pilgrim caravan had the right to
take spices from Mecca without paying the usual dues imposed on the mer-

chants,4 but this is not supported by other sources. Should this have

been the case, the Bagh of the Meccan garrison would have been entitled

to this privilege in the first place and there is no evidence to support this.
Though the interference of the Bash in local trade was mainly for

personal gain, it must be admitted that this was not always unjustified.

Lp1-%Tys Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 172-73, 181, 211 and 2Lk,

2p1-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 365 and 369.

. .
“Al~Najm Ibn Fahd, opscit.s vol. II, fol, 281; Al-°Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit.,
vol. II, fols. 92 and 182,

" arthema, op.cit., p.5l.
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His assignment, at times, to the post of Hisba had given him wide
authority over the traders, and it was only right that he should exercise
it when necessary. There is evidence to prove that he occasionally in-
tervened in the interest of the buyer to foil the extortionate demands
of the traders or money exchangers.l

The Eégg always enjoyed a great measure of influence in Mecca but
in the closing years of thevgggii period this rose;:n unprecedented
level, and in 899/1493 he was given, probably for the first time, formal
reception by the Sharif of Mecca and other notables at the outskirts of
Mecca. Similar receptions are reported for later years, which indicates
that the practice was not allowed to lajpsea2

Obviously it was the favour of Sultan ¢8°it Bay which permitted the
Eégg in these years to act as if he were a regent, rather than a garrison
commander., The extent of this favour is reflected in an edict of 900/
1495 sent to the Bash, in which the Sulten signed with the word M"waliduhu'
(his father). It is no wonder, therefore, that the BEgh noticed with
displeasure, at the very ceremony at which the decree was read, that his
seat was placed below the seats of the Sharif and his brother, which de-
tracted from his dignitynB It is not surprising to notice that in these

years the Bash had personal servants and assistants at his disposal,4

One of the most surprising aspects of the arrogance of the Bish and

his soldiers is observed in closing years of the period when they proved
their ability to insult the Sharif. In Jumadd II 900/April 1495, for

instance, a trivial dispute between a slave of the Sharif and a pilgrim

L41-%Tpz Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. II, fols. 139-40 and 2L8,
®h1-*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cite, vol. I, fols. 170, 195 and 198.
201-*Tzz Thn Fahds op.cit.s vols I, fol. 177.

*p1-T2z Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols, 180, 2D-12, 214-15 and 228:
vol, IT, fols. 191, 199 and 219.
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led the Eég% to imprison a man of Sharif Muhammad. To make matters
worse, the Eégg went to the extent of uttering insulting remarks about
Sharif Muhammad, to whom he referred to as "one-eyed cripple'. The
Sharif was informed about it, but he acted with amazing humility and sent
a flattering message to the %ggg describing him as the ruler, entitled

to do as he pleased., This obviously delighted the Basgh and he released

1
the prisoner.” Two years later, the Bash hired from a group of Arabs

twenty camels for the transport of some goods. Shortly after, three of
these camels were taken by the Sharif's men, apparently without the con-
sent of their owners, to b4used by the Sharif's wife for a journey. In-

formed of this, the Bégg sent ten of his soldiers to bring back the

camels. On their arrival, the lady had already mounted one and the other
two were laden with her luggage, and she was ready to depart. The sol-
diers insisted on taking the camels immediately but the Sharif's men
refused, and only the Sharif's wife prevented an armed clash by solemnly
descending from her mount and ordering her escort to hand over the camels.
The Sharif, though then absent from Mecca, was obviously notified of the
incident, but no action, not even a protest by him, is reported,2

The internal clashes between Barakat II and his brothersﬁappear

to have increased the importance of the Bash and his soldiers. To a large

extent, the occasional assignment of several posts such as Jisba, Nazr
al-Haram, the supervision of the endowments, and many others, accounted

for his growing authority in Meccao4 This is best illustrated in the

1p1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, opscit., vol. I, fols. 179-80.
®A-*Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol. 205,

3See Supras PP-B86-94,

qumtIzz Ton Fahd, 0p.cite., vol. II, fol. 3k,
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assassination of Sharif Jazin by a number of Mamlik soldiers and the
appointment of Sharif Humayda by the Bagh on the emirate of Meccanl
In Dhu’l-Hijja 910/June 1505, during a skirmish between some of the

men of Barakat IT and some Mamlik soldiers in which both the Sharif and

the Bashk did their best to prevenl the fight from spreading, some

soldiers attacked the Sharif who, however, escaped injury but left the
city, possibly in both anger and fear, as the assassination of Jazan
in the near past must have made him rather apprehensive. The Sharif,

sometime later, returned to Mecca and neither he nor the Bash took any

punitive action against the offenders.,2 The Sharif's relative weakness
in face of the unruly behaviouqbf the Mamluk soldiers is mirrored Iurther
by an incident in Safar 911/July or August 1505, when he turned to an
Tgyptian Amir for help in preventing them from harming the people. An
announcement madqﬁn Mecca to this effect invited the victims of Mamlik

soldiers to bring their cases before the B§§§,3 But such an announcement

was hardly expected to influence the conduct of the Mamluks. Some of
them, only shortly after, abducted a Meccan youth out of motives which
appear to have been immoral. Indignant, some Meccans complained to the

Bagh, whose response was, to say the least, deplorable. He not only

failed to take action against the offenders but insulted the plaintiffs
arrogantly asserting that the Meccans were nothing but servants of the
Turks, and forced them to disperse. Dismayed and angry, they returned

to the sanctuary which resounded with the protesting and indignant voices
of many Meccans, where prayers and other forms of worship came to a

temporary halt. Though this upheaval eventuslly resulted in the culprits

3LSe:a supras pp. 472-49%.

2)1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s.vol. II, fol.83.

3h1-*Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 87.
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releasing thelr captives, the slight punishment - light caning -

to which they were subjected was quite incommensurate with the gravity of
their offenceql The most regrettable aspect of this deplorable affair
was that the indigenous authorities did not bring the offenders to account.
ﬁot even the Hgyptian Sultan tock any action, apart from a mild reprimand,
without clearly referring to the incident, in Ramagan 911/March 1506,2

As time progressed, the behaviour of the Bagh and his soldiers

got more and more out of bounds. The sources contain several references

to the oppression and exploitation by the Mamliks, and almost always

with impuni'tya3 Thus the main purpose of their presence in Mecca, namely
the maintenance of law and order, proved self-defeating.

In the closing years of the perioqbnder examination the Bagh, who

often held the post of flisba too, appears to have imposed on traders in
the Meccan market a tax of around one Muhallag for each mount entering
Mecca with a load of fruit and vegetables. Ealy in 917/4pril or May 1511,
this tax was increased to five Muballag per mount. The traders refused
to pay and subsequently trading activities in the market came to a halt.
The Sharif intervened and eventually a compromise tax, roughly half-way
between the old and the newly imposed one, was agreedfupon°

The relation between the Sharif and the Eﬁgg seems to have improved
in the final years of the period. Thus, for instance, in 919/1513%, the

ok e tegued ofyile Shoaritf

Bash /was allowed to remain in Mecca for another yeara5 In Jumddd II 921/

August 1515, the Sharif's influence was enhanced further when the posts

1Al—-‘Izz Ton Fshd, op.cit.. vol. II, fols. 8788,

2p1-*Tzz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. IT, fol. 10k,

501~ Tz Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol IT, fols, 123-24, 162, 172~73, 175, 199,
212 and 229; Tbn Iyas, Bada’i', vol. IV, pp. 288 and 297. See also:
JazirT, op.cit.s p.26.

4A1u‘lzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols.198-99,

541-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 235.
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of Baghiyya and Jisba were placed under the supervision of Sharif
Barakat 113

The last of the officials to fill the posts of Bagsh and the Sultani
Muhtasib in Mecca,named Baybardi and Qeraqur respectively,arrived there
in Dhu'l-Qdda 921/Janvary 1516?111 923/1517,they went to Cairo with Sha-
rif Abu Numayy 11 to pay homage to the Ottoman Sultan Selim 1,who is
reported to have intended to put these Mamlilkk officers to death,but
spared their lives at the request of Sharif Abfi Numayy 11 and sent them

3
together with others to Istanbul.

1
Al£Tz. Thu-Fahd,op. eite, ¥ol. 11,fols, 261-62.
2)1“Tzz Tbn Fahd,opscit.,vol.11,£0l.270,

3Ibn Iyés,BadEJiivol.V,pp.165~86,189 and 212-13,See also:Al—BakarI,
OEQ Gi't. ,fols. 49"‘500




281,

Chapter X

THE OFFICIALS SENT FROM CAIRO

TO COLLECT TAXES TN JEDDA

Initially, the number of Egyptian officials sent to Jedda in 828/
1425 to exac?ﬁues does not seem to have exceeded four or five“:L Some
points relevant to their methods of collection and details of the re-
wnue obtained have been dealt with in previous chapters.

The use of alternative titles for the official in charge of Jedda
is common in the sources. The titles most frequently used are N§’ib Jedda,2

Nazixr J’edda,E Shadd Jedda, Mubashir Jedda,4 or simply collector of taxes.

This is sometimes so confusing that it is difficult to establish the
identity of their official capacity, apart from their general field of
competence and common task of collecting the taxes. IEspecially as often
the sources refer to a certain official by several titles, without in-
dicating that a change of appointment has taken place in the meantime.

Thus it is not easy to draw a dividing line between the ranks and responsi-
bil%ies of various officials. The title Nz 'ib Jedda was by rights only
applicable to the official of the highest rank but was in practice some-

times used for those described elsewhere in the same source, or in other

lG;Wiet seems to suggest that the tax collectors in Jedda belonged to
the Egyptian administration alone, See: E.I.2, art. "Barsbay", p-105k4,
But as already discussed there were many officials appointed by the
Sharifs of Mecca for the same task and they not only shared the revcenue
and administration but had their own pier, called Furgat al-Sharif.

2This title denotes the deputy of the Sultan in Jedda and the official

referred to as such was supposed to be of highest rank among those sent
to Jedda,

3This title, like the Shadd, refers to the official entrusted with the
supervision of the process of collecting ‘U§hr (tithe) as well as the
general administration of the port.

this is used, as explained earlier, as a general term for the official
appointed to conduct certain duties in one field or another.
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sources of the corresponding period, as Nazir, or Shadd, or even as

Mubgghir whose ranks were lower than Na’ib Jedda. It could be argued,

therefore, that there was no fixed well defined title for these officials
according to their rank and thatthe sources seem to have been at liberty
to choose the description or title they regarded as best fitted for the
activities of the official in questionnl

Apart from the principal officials, references awe found to other

officials of lower rank. The most important among these were the § raff,z

Mu'allim al-Qabbanln,” Mu'sllim al_Kayy‘a“ﬁh,4 and 9§;;§;35 A1l these
offices provided facilities necessary for the conclusion of commercial
transactions and for the determination of the correct amount of ;Eigﬁ
to be levied, in cash or kind, on the merchants. Unfortunately, the in~
formation available about these officials and their posts hardly exceeds
data such as names, approximate date of appointment in Cairc and arrival

in Jedda.6 Nevertheless, a reasonably correct inference of what their

lFor various phrases and alternative titles used in the sources for the
SultanT officials in Jedda, see: Magrizi, Sulllk, vol. II, fols. 334“35,
339-40, 35k, 357, 362, 369, 371-72, 375 and d 390-91; Ibn Hajar, Inbad’,
vol. II, fols. 95a, 102a, 107a, 119a, 127b, 134b, 1%6a and 140b; “hynT,
op.cit., vol. IV, fols. 665a and 674b; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Nujlm, vol.
VII, fols, 25, 1%2-33, 154, 157, 159 and 231; idem, Hawadith, vol. I,
fols. 53, 79, 160, 20k, 237, 276, 311, 33132 and 3477 part LI (ed. W.
Popper), p.319; idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 251b and 254a: vol. II,
fols. 75a, 473b and 47%a; Al-Najm Tbn Fahd, opeCites vol. IL, fols. 192-93,
196-97, 202-3%, 208, 210~-11, 216, 219, 258, 281—82,6282ZF 288, 321, %25
and 335; Sakhawl, al-Tubfa, vol. II, pp. 100 and 203x idem, al-Dhayl
(ed. A. Almﬁassu), P 95, 208 and 457-58; idem, al-Tibr, pp. 2B3-0i;
idem, al-Daw’, vol. I, p.38h: vol. IIT, pp. 4344, 5659, 126 and 293-94:
vol. IV, pp. 30-31 and 86; Al-‘Izz Ton Fahd, gp.cif., vol. I fol. 175;
vol. II, fol. 149; Ton Iyds, Bada’i®, vol.III, pp. -9, 38-9, 111 and
2643 idem, Bada’i', (U.P.), pp. 14, 22 and %3. See also: Jagirl, op.cit.,
pp. 322~3 and 325-6; Sinjari, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 349.50: vol. IT, fols.,

2Money changers.
3Inppector of weight (Qabham is the singular form).
4Inspector of measures (Kayyal is the singular form).

5Broker, agent. For further details, see: C.M.Becker and G.S.Colin,
B.1.2, art. "Dall3l", pp. 102-3.

6For details, see: Magxizl, Sulﬁk, vol. II, fol. 383; AlnNagm Ton Fahd, op.

cit,s vol. II, fols. 215, 229, 29, 268 and 312; Sakhavi, al-Daw’, vol, IIIL

Pp. 210 and 231: vol. IV, pp. 306-7: vol. V, pp. 220-21: vol. VII, p.238;
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duties were can easily be made from the meaning of their title and our
knowledge of the manner in which similar functionaries in our day perform
their duties.

Some of the officials of lower rank, like their superiors, were
able to accumulate considerable fortunes. Thus, a gayrafi in Jedda who
was assigned some other duties as well was able to secure considerable
material gainsnl The post of §§xrafi was ilmportant enough to be assigned
occasionally to the high ranking officials in Jedda,2 The §gxraff or
other officials of secondary rauk had to be on good terms with the official
in charge, otherwise their ability to perform their duties was severely
impaired, and there was a likelihocod of their suffering ill-treatment

their

from/Sujperiors.,3

The title Shah BandaiuJedda& is used with reference to a number of

wealthy merchants in Jedda who were often granted a robe of honour sent

from Cairo. These are sometimes mentioned with the title "Malik al-Tujjar"

(King of the merchants) and seem to have possessed certain commercial
privileges and may have carried out occasional commercial transactions

on behalf of the Egyptian Sultens.” This hypothesis is supported by thHe

vol, VIII, p. 231: vol., XI, p.51; idem, al-Dhayl (ed A.A1.-Hassu),

pp. 300, 308, 457-58, 4oL4.95, 5#0_41 and SE6: Al-"Tzz Ibn Fahd, op.cit..
vol. I, fols. 21, 36, 38-9, 48, 53, 74, 106~8, 119-20, 122, 135, 142,
14446, 156, 168, 181-82, 196, 204, 212-13, 239 and 255-57: vol. IIL,
fols. 1-2, 19, 113, 118, 133, 188 and 209; Ibn Iyds, Badd’i', (U.P.),
p.173; idem, Badi'i‘, vol. III, pp. 96 and 268.

Sakhaw1, al-Daw’, vol. IV, pp. 306-7: vol. V, pp. 220-21. See also:
Sakhaw1, al-Dhayl (ed. 4.Al-Hassu), p.170; Ibn Iyas, Bagz’i® (U.P.),
p.173.

241-Tzz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fols, 156-57, 1.81-82 and 195-96;
Ibn Iyas, Badd’i', vol. LI, p.96.

’Sakhaw1, al-Daw’, vol. VII, p.238; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu),
pp. 457-58; Al~ Izz Ibn Fahd, 0p.cit., vol. &, f0le 7.

the word ''Bandar' is a Persian word denoting a seaport. The term Shah
Bandar, in Persian, means customs officer. See: Cl. Huart /H. Massey s
B,I.2, art. "Bandar', p.l0l3. But in Jedda, the bearer of this title
does not seem to have had any direct connection with the process of
collecting taxes.

Sfbr details, see' AluNaJm Ibn Fahd, Q .Cit., vol. II, fols. 179 and 212;
Sakhawl, al-Daw’, vol. II, p.43; Al- % T Fahd, op.cites vol. I, fols.
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the fact that in 899/1494 a merchant secured this title in return for
twenty or thirty thousand dinars.l Obviously such an amount of money was
not paid for a mere honorific title, and the merchant in question was

aiming at enhancing his commercial interest.

A, Financial obligation of the officials towards the FEgyptian Sultan

Some of the SultanI officials in Jedda do not appear to have been
sent simply to obtain the :HEEE and othexr dues and to bring back the revenue
or transmit it to Cairo, There is sufficient evidence to the effect that
many of them were under injunction or even pressure to amass for the treasury
as much revenue as possible. Several others seem to have been sent on the
clear understanding or under the explicit obligation to pay in return a
certain minimum, in cash or in kind, without which they were to suffer un-
pleasant conseguences. Thus, it was not a simple appointment but rather
a sale of offices which may have been initiatedd earlier but increased
greatly during the reign of Sultan Bgrsbay, who also showed little re-
luctance in the confiscation of fortune and monopolization of trade,a
Those who bought the office, or were appointed, did not necessarily secure
their expected gains and could even suffer finan;ial loss. Thus, for ine-
stance, in 833/1430, Sultan Barsbay appointed a certain dignitary his
wazir and the official in question accepted the post againd the advice of
his father, who had held that very post earlier and had lost 50,000 dinars
of his own fortune.,3 This was in Egypt but, as will be seen, many officials
in Jedda were to suffer a similar fate.

Evidently many officials in Jedda could not come up to the expectations

of the Sultan by virtue of the circumstances beyond their comtrol and,

3, BLI'} 38, 801 82’ 120, 1491 J.68, 210 and 216"'17: vol. II) fols. 65—663
102, 149, 210, 231 and 235; Ibn al-Dayba', al-Fagl, fol. 156b.

t41-Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.. vol. I, fol.l68.
2q.Wiet, E.I.°, art. "Barsbay", 1054,

STon Taghrd Birdi, al-Menhal, vol. II, fols. 74b-75a.
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dreading to face his anger, sometimes had to bring considerable financial
sacrifices out of their own resources to eke out the amounts collected.

The other most obvicus -~ and by no means rare - alternative for these
officials was to collect; by fair means or foul, as much payment as was
feasible. In their desire to please the Sultan, these officials sometimes
sent goods to Cairo without paying .their prices tc the merchants,l and im -~
posed en arbitrary addition to the usually levied taxesnz It was to the
same end that some of these officials sold goods sent from lgypt rather
forcibly and at a price above their market value,3 Obviously, the profit
thus secured was sent to the treasury in Cairo.

How closely the performance of these officials to further the mater~
ial gains for the Sultan was watched is reflected by the fact that, in
895/1490, a consignment of pepper to Sultan ¢& it Bay was found to con-
tain an undue amount of dust. The Sultan ordered the officials to in-
vestigate to discover the person or persons respbtnsible and bring them to
account,q Should they fail to satisfy the Sultan, they aroused his dis-
pleasure and were often to suffer personal humiliation as well as material
loss. In 839/143 , for instance, the revenue brought back by a Shadd Jedda
was found unsatisfactory by the Sultan, Bﬁésbéy, and the official was

deposed and his fortune confiscated.5 This case was not unigue for several

1p1-®Izz Ibn Fahd, opscit., vol. I, fols. 36-37.
241-*Izz Tbn Fahd, opecit.s vol. IT, fol. 50.

PFor details, see: Tbn Taghri Birdi, al-Menhal, vol. I, fols. 254a-b; Al-
Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols., 2064-b6: SakiEwi, al-Tibr, pp. 175-
76 and 186; Al~ Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fol. 52.

4A1~‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I, fol, 120.

bIbn.Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fol. 134b.
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others had to face displeasure of the Sultans, and coccasionally, im-
prisonment, fines and confiscation of their propertyol

But these officials obviously did not suffer as a rule, and they
seem to have been entitled to a certain pemcentage of dues,2 apparently
to meet their financial obligations, and many were able to amass quite

3

considerable wealth for themselves. There are occasional references
to a special official being sent to Jedda to claim from the official in
charge there the full amount destined for Cai:co..LP This cannot but be
taken to mean that the official in question must have been sent under
obligation to send a fixed sum to Cairo.

It was evidently this obligation and the fear of harsh treatment
which had deterred Mupammad b. ‘Abd al-Rapmin, who previously had beenssnt

‘ these pasts
to Jedda as an assistant to the Nazir and Sayrafi from acceptin@ He

even paid a considerable amount of money to be rrelieved of the appd nt-
ment. In 887/1482, however, he found it impossible to decline and was
sent to Jedda to keepwatch on a Nazir Jedda and, in the following year,
was appointed to this post. The number of vessels was smaller than he
had expected and he snt the news to Cairo, obviously to exonerate himself
in advance for the unavoidable reduction in revenue. However, he did

not live to see the end of his predicament, as he died in Jumadd II 888/
Adugust 1483 before receiving a reply,5 Tn 896/1491, again, an appointee
to the post of Nazir Jedda is said to have accepted his appointment with

marked reluctance.

lsee details in: Ibn Taghri Birdi, Hawadith, vol. I, fol. 96; Sakhawi,
al-Daw’, vol, VIII, p.4k: vol. X, pp. 35~36% vol. XI, p.16k; idem, al-Tibr,
p.266; idem, al-~Dhayl (ed, A.Al-Hassu), pp. 257, 308, 3%57-58 and 377;
Al-*Izz Ton Faha, op.cit.? Fols. 51, 78 and 95-97; Ibn Iy&s, Badd’'i® ,

vol. III, pp. 200, 280, 247 and 359.

See supras P}

ijn Taggyz Birdi, alnNujﬁm, vol. VIIL, fols. 132-33%; idem, gl-Manhal,
vol. I, fol, 254a; idem, Hawadith (ed. W.Popper), part III, pp. 495 and
534.36; SakbEwi, al-Daw’, vol. L, pp. 184-85: vol. III, pp. 57-59; idem,
al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.95.

*Fox details, see: Sakhawi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.541; Al-‘Izz Ibn
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Indian rulers usually sent gifts for the Igyptian Sultans via Jedda,
and may occasionally have sent some for his officials who often went to
Cairo in the company of these envoys..:L The greed of the Bgyptian Sultan
and his officials in Jedda occasionally brought about a political crisis.
In890/1485, for instarce, an Indian envoy reached Jedda with valuable
gifts, including a dagger ornamented with precious stones, which had been

sent for the Ottoman Sultan. Shadd Jedda took the gifts to Cairo and

presented them to Sultan @&’it Bay. Consequently, the Mamluk-Ottoman re-
lations became strained for a while and eventually the gifts were re-
turned to the Ottomen Sultan with an apology.2 Lvidently the official,
once appointed, had to acquit himself of the full obligation to remit
the dues or imposed amount to the treasury whether he collected them in
full or not. fqually, he possessed the privilege to collect his percentag
of the taxes, whether he had performed the duties of his office person-
ally or not. In 907/1502, a_ﬁgggg and Sayrafl in Jedda was deposed, but
his successor was unable to take over in time and the duties were per—
formed by the deposed official. Nevertheless, the new appointee claimed,
on his arrival, the amount obtained and acquired 4,000 dinarsn3

The financial obligation originally imposed on an officizl in Jedda
could be increased in certain circumstances. Thus, for instance, in Sha‘ban
900/June 1495, Sultan Qa’it By imposed on the official in charge of Jedda
and some of his subordinates the obligation to pay an additional amount

of 13,000 or 1k,000 di:aars‘,l‘L In Rabi® II 902/Januvary 1497, the inspector

Fahd, op.cite, vol. I, fols. 17 and 168; Ivn Iyds, Bads’i', vol. IIT, pp. 8-9.

)Sakhaw1, al-Daw’, vol, VIII, pp. Lz hl, See also: Sakhawi, al-Dhayl (ed.
AAl-Hassu), p.300; Al— Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit.s vol. T, fols. 2B, 333 3h
and 36; Ibn Iyas, Bads’i® i, vol, IIX, pp. 194 and 198.

6‘, ol
Sakhawl, al-Dhayl (ed. A,Al—Hassu), p.49k,

As token references, see: Sakhawl, al-Dhayl, fols. 100a-bj; idem, aluDhayl
(ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.297; idem, al-DEW', v6T. III, p.280; Ibn Iyzs; Pada i s

vol. IIT, p.153. See also: Ibn al-:Imad, op.cit., vol. VII, p.225.

Ibn TydEs, Badd’i‘, vol. III, p.210. k43~ Izz Ton Fahd, op.cit, .
5A1-Tzz Tbn Fahd, 0p.cite, vol. II, fols. l-2. vol. I, fol. 182.

2




288,

of weights and the chief broker in Jedda were called to Cairo, probably

for their failure to fulfil their financial obligations. Their journey

to Cairo, on payment of a total sum of 3,000 dinars, was dispeunsed with.l
Usually, the figure of the financial obligation of the officials

towards the Sultan is not mentioned in the sources, which implies that

it was not disclosed. That the sums in question were very substantial

can be inferred from the few occasional figures, mentioned in the preceding

pages, and from a statement of Al~*Tzz Ibn Fahd, who says that in 917/

1511, Sultan Qangawh al-Ghawri imposed on the ﬁ§§££ and a,EEB%EEEﬁ in

Jedda the obligation to pay to the treasury the sums of 15,000 and 10,000

dinars respectively.,2 8ince,; as has been seen; the porfof Jedda was in

decline in the closing years of the_@gggi period; and these amounts were

by no means insignificant, it can be assumed with perfect safety that

the financial obligation imposed on officials of this rank would have been

considerably higher in its heyday when the commercial activities of the

port were at their peak.

B. The influence and authority of the principal official in Jedda.

The influence enjoyed by these officials was - by reason of the
importance of the port as well as his being the representative of the
Egyptian Sultan - great both locally and abroad. On the local level they
regarded all matters connected with the port and the commercial activities
their exclusive prerogative and resented any intrusion. The first most
important construction work in Jedda by the Suljeni officials was to build
a new pier in 831/1428, thus raising this port to the standard of Aden.5

It was evidently this which is referred to as Furdat al-SulfSn, while the
5

old pier of Jedda4 was called Furdat al-Sharif.

1414122 Ton Fahd, op.cit.s vol. I, fols. 2045,

®A1-Tzz Ibn Fahd, opecites vol. II, fol. 203.
3Tbn Hajar, Inba’, vol. II, fol. 95a.

QSee supras P- 245,

“See supra, p-24q.
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The authority of the principal Sulfani official, judging by several
direct or indirect references, was not confined to his staff but in-
cluded other local officials. His ascendancy, in spiteof the occasional
disputes, was never questioned while he was present in the ci'ty.1 He
was strong enough to put an end to some harmful local practices. 4
Ma§taba2 was built in Jedda by a group of Quwwad known as QggWT ‘Umar, They
used it as their meeting place and granted their special protecti:n to
2ll those who climbed over it. Since this occasionally enabled criminals
to escape the consequences of their crime, the local authorities semm to
have opposed this custom as interfering with the processes of justice,
but failed to prevail. In 840/1436, howevér, when the ggggg Jedda de-
molished the Magjaba, this practice ended but there ensued a clash be-

tween the Shadd's men and the guwwad's, which ended in favour of the

former. Maqrizi and Ibn Hajar mention the clash itself but without attri-
buting it tc the demolition of Magfaba, which is mentioned explicitly
A

by the other sources.”

The influence of the ShAdd or Na’ib Jedda in the Meccan region was

a natural outcome of the favourable position enjoyed by most of them
with the Egyptian Sultan. Obviously, it was precisely this which often
enabled them to appoint, suspend, or depose a number of local officials,

In 851/1447, for instance, the Shedd Jedda's displeasure with the Eggﬁgbs

of the Meccan sanctuary resulted in their deposition,q In 85%/1449, a
deposed Qadi was restored to his post in Mecca on the intercession of the

Shadd Jedda,5 Two years later, a candidate for the post of ﬁgﬁﬁaba in

the Meccan sanctuary secured his appointment on the recommendation of yhg/

1Maqr1z1, Sulllk, vol. II, fols. 392; Al-Na;]m Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. I1I,
fols. 218, 235, 347 and 350; SakhBwi, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), p.530;
Alw‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. L1, £OIBT 70 T67 and 195-96: vol. II,
fols. 105-6 and 142,

2Stone bench, fixed seat of masonry.

3I“or further details, see: Magrizi, Sullk, vol. II, fol. 400; Tbn Hajar,
Inba’, vol, II, fol. 1h3a; Ibn Taghrl Birdi, al-Manbal, vol. I, fol, 251bj;

1dem, al=-Nujum, vol. VII, fol., 73; A1~Na3m Ton Fahd, op.cit., vol. II,fols,
220 and ‘2’1?0"‘-'?" ’ ' ’
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the Shadd Jedda.l In or around Rajab 859/July 1455, Sharif Barakat I

fell seriously ill and secured, thanks to the help of the Shadd Jedda,

the appointment of his son Sharif Muhammad to the emirate of Mecca
before his death.2 In 861/1457, a candidate for the post of Qada’ al-
gﬁgfa‘iyya in Mecca secured his appointment with the help of the Shadd
Jedda.” By the end of 866 or early 867/1461-62, Sharif Mubammad's exiled

wazir, Bvﬁ"‘cial;y*af-,ll+ was, on the intercession of the Shadd Jedda, allowed to

5 -

return to Mecca.

The ascendancy of the égégi or EE:EE Jdedda is further manifested by
the ceremonial respect with which he was surrounded on his approach to
Mecca in a formal receiption at which the Sharif himself and meny of his
and other SulitanT officials and local dignitaries were present. Moreover,
all these officials and the Sharifs of Mecca were repeatedly instructed
by the Sultany edicts to cooperatevith these principal officials in the

execution of their duties.

anEQEwT, al~Tibr, p.186.

7Ton Taghrl Birdl, al-Manhel, vol. IL, fol.. 5120b.

lSakhaT,aleibr, Pp. 351-52.
2.
Ion Taghr 1 Birdi, ﬁawadlth, vol. I, fol. 347; idem, —Nugum, vol., VII,
fol. 2%9; Al-Najm TTn Fahds *3_01t., vol. II, fol. 283%; Sakhaw11 al-Dav’ ,
vol. VII, p.152; Tbn IyHs, Bada i s vol. IL, p.53; idem, Bada i* TU.B.Y,
.3%. See also: Ibn Zuhayra, op.cite.s p.32Ll; Janabi, o .Cit., fol. 307a;
Igani, op.cit., vol. IV, pp. 41 and 276-76; Jabar®, op.cit., vol. I, fol,110.

J5ce supras pr—SRwSdeed 265
L}See supra. p. 2.%8-
Za1-NajuIbn Fahd, opecit. » vol. II, fols. 307-8.

6}or details, see: Ihn Tagprl Birdi, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 18laand 237a;
Al-Najm Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 2L0-Uk4, 268, 288-89, 311, 319,
321, 325, Bh-5, 347, 350, 354, 364, 368 and 371; SakhAwl, al-Tibr, pp.
45-46; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.il-Hassu), pp. 357 and " 54%; Al- Izz Ibn
Fahd, op.cit.y ¥ol. T, fols. 1k, 35, 52, 63-64, 120, 135, 147, 156, 168,
182, 196, 213, 239 and 260: vol. II, fols. 103 and 111.
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The influence of the principal Suli{dnT official in Jedda also
extended 1o foreign countries. This is best exemplified in the following
episode. In Jumadd IT 85k/August 1450, the Shadd Jedda Timrdz escaped
to India with the entire revenue of the port,reported to have been be~
tween 3%0,000-50,000 dinars, and tried in vain to anchor at several Indian
ports. This was sq&trongly opposed by the local Musiim merchants, who
were thus protecting their own interest, that their rulers denied Timraz
permissinn to land, not even to purchase provisions. The sources and
particularly Tbn Taggyi Birdi attribute this clearly to the influence of
dmir Janbek, who had succeeded Timraz in the very post and was on good
terms with several Indian rulers. Timrez kept cruising in his ship for
six months and eventually, exhausted and despalring, anchored at Calicut
without permission. The local ruler, under pressure from the merchants,
wmntemplated arresting Mimraz, but he avoided this by pretending that he
had come to buy pepper for Sultan Jagmag. Timraz did in fact buy a large
quantity of pepper. shipped part of the freight on a commercial vessel,
loading the rest aboard his own ship, and departing. He had deliberately
created the impression that he was heading for Jedda but in fact had
decided to stay in the Yemen. On reaching Aden, he took possession of the
pepper which he had sent by the commercial vessel and remained in the Yemen

involved
as guest of a Yemenite chief and, having become/in local politics, lost
his life in battle in Ramadan 855/ﬁovember 1451, Amir Janbek received the
news and monaged to bring the pepper and other belongings of Timraz back

. 1 .
to Jedda and, hence, to the Sultan's satisfaction, to Cairo. Amir Janbek

lIbn Taggyi Birdi, al-Nujim, vol. VII, fols., 145, 154-55 and 207; idem,
al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 237a~b and 254a-55a; idem, Hawadith, vol. T,

fols. 158-60, 180-81, 191-92, 195 and 202~k4; Al~Najm Thn Fahd, Op.Citas

vol, II, fols. 270-72; Sakhawl, al-Tibr, pp. 270, 321, 347-8 and 357;

idem, al-Paw’, vol. III, pp. 35-36; idem, al-Dhayl {ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp.43-ik.
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was probably the ablest and most successful of the Sultani officials in
Jedda. His shrewdness is well illustrated by the ease with which he
foiled Timraz's attempt to get away with his ill~gotten gains, and is
further supported by the fact that he was used by the Sultan as a
political negotiator. In 854/1450, Sultan Jagmaq received the news that
the Christian ruler of Habasha was contemplating the invasion of the
Hij8zT coast. Amir Janbek, on the Sultan's instruction, approached a
Muslim ruler in that region in a counter-move with the suggestion that
he should enter into an alliance with the MamlTk Sultan. Whether the
attempt was successful or not, an envoy of the Muslim ruler of Habasgha
reached Cairo in 856/1452 and was well received. The Christian ruler,
probably apprehensive of the possible outcome, thought it wise to normalize
his relations with.the Egyptian sultan in 857/1453,1 Amir Janbek not
only received friendly letters and gifts from the foreign rulers, parti~
cularly those of India, and possessed immense wealth, but also began

to play a very important role in the local politics of Egypt, especially
in the accession of Khushqadam to the throne in 865/1461l, and after that
practically ran the affairs of state. His ever~increasing influence

and lavish expenditure excited the suspicion and jealousy of Sultan
Khushqgadam and Jahbek was consequently assassinated in Dhu’1-Hijja 867/
September 1463,2 His sudden and tragic end had its repercussions to

his men in Jedda who were arrested and taken to Cairo in Muharram 868/

September 1463.3

YTbn Taghr Birdi, JawBdith, vol. I, fol. 163 and 213; SakHRwT, al-Tibr,
p.386. See also: Darrajs op.citss pp. 65 and 69.

°Tbn Taghri Birdi, Hewddith (ed. W.Popper), part I, pp. 319, 321, 32k,

327, 328 and 397-98% part I1L, pp. 566~069; idem, al-Nuilm, vol. VII,

fols. 321 and 340-42; idem, al-Manhal, vol. I, fols. 254a~b55a; Sakhawi,
al-Daw’, vol. III, pp. 57-8; idem, al-Dhayl (ed. A.Al-Hassu), pp. 43-ik,

95 and 137-38; Ibn Iyds, Badf’i', vol. 1L, pp. 72-73 and 76-77; idem, ‘Ugud ,
voé. TI, fol. 211b; idem, Bada'i., (U.P.), pp. 1415, 22, 76, 99-100 and
128~30,

z - - ’
“Ibn Teghri Birdi, HawSdith (ed. W.Popper), part III, p.i4l.
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Among the successors of Janbek in Jedda was ‘Ali b. Ramagan who
was sent earlier, about 849/1446, as PayrafY and performed his duties
under Janbek himself. In 869/1465, ‘AlY was sent to Jedda again as tax
collector, and seems tokave enjoyed considerable influence which he used
for personal gains. His exploitation of the local merchants as well
as those of the Yemen and India secured him considerable wealth - esti-
mated to have been about 5004000 dinars - which enabled him to live a

princely life until his death in Jumdda I 871/January 1467.%

The problems confronting the last N&'ib of Jedda and some of his

(9]
©

achievements

The last ﬁgigg Jedda appointed by the last MamliUk Sultan, Qangawh
al-Chawri, was Amir Husayn al-Kurdi. He was the only high ranking offi-
cial of Kurdish origin. From a version of Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd,it appears
that Amir Husayn considered himself a Turcoman2 and resented being called
a Kurd,,3 NahrawalT states that Amir Husayn was disliked by the Mamluks
by reason of his Kurdish origin., Aware of this, Sultan al~-GhawrT decided
to give Jedda as 'Iim'rirL‘L to Amir Pusayn to keep him away from Cairo,5

Amir Jusayn's arrival in Jedda in Ramad@n 911/March 1506 was in
a period of serious internal instability, commercial decline and grave

external danger on the part of the Portuguese. He, shortly after his

arrival, paid full attention to fortifying Jedda, on the instruction of

11om Taghri Birdi, Pawadith (ed. W.Popper), part III, pp. 495 and 534-36.

25 Turkish people in Central Asia. For further details, see: W. Barthold
and K@prillizade fu’3d, E,I.}Y, art. "Turkomans', pp. 896-99.

3)1-*Tzz Tbn Fahd, ops.cit., vol. II, fol. 210.
Timar, a grant of land for military savice; the term is the Turkish
equivalent of igga‘o For details, see: J. Deny, E,L,~, art. "Timar'",

pp. 767-76.

PNahrawdlT, 2l-I°13m, pp.245-46. see also: Ibn al-‘Imad, op.cit., vol.
VIII, p.115.
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the Sultan, and built a wall. To judge by the reports of contemporary
sources, and especially Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd, the wall was built in two
stages. The work started on three landward sections which were completed
early in 913/May or June 1507, This wall, as is obvious, did not encircle
Jedda; which remained accessibie from the coast. The seaward part of

the wall was added later, around 917/1511. The sources do refer to
the towers and gates built in the wall, but without sufficient detail.
Ibn Feraj, a late source, states that six towers, two on the seaward and
four on the landward sides, were built and that the wall had two gates -
one called Bab al-ﬁa§r (Victory gate) and the other Bab al~Futul, which
has a similar meaning. Of later sources, Ibn Faraj mentions 911/1505-6 as
the year in which the entire work was completed. NahrawalT (al-I*12m)
refers to the completiom of the whole work in 917/1511-12, Ibn al-Tnza
seems to suggest a far later completion around 920/151#~15°1 Amir Husayn
used forced labour, extortion under threat, the exploitation and victimi-
zation of wmany innocent people during and after the completion of the
work, His arrogant atiitude and harsh treatment of the various sections
of the local community, as well as of his own men, had made him extremely
unpopular. Most scurces mention that the Sultan contributed to the exw
penditure but give no exact figure for the total expenditure or the con~
tribution of the Sultan. Only Ibn Faraj, a late source, mentions that

the total amount spent was about 100,000 dinars and seems to suggest that
most, if not all, was paid by the Sulten himself. Al-‘Izz Tbn Fahd and
Ibn Iy8s refer to similar fortifications in Yanbu® too but give little

. . N . . : . 2
further information about their construction or expenditure.

1It seems that the version of these late sources confused some of the
modern scholars. R.Haritmann, for instance, reports the construction of
a wall around Jedda in 917/1511 and considers thereport of al-Batnuni,
who states that it was built in 915/1509 as erroneous. See: R,Hartmann,
E, 1.2, art. "Djudda', p.572. In fact, neither of these years is quite
accurate for the completion of the wall which, as reported explicitly
by Al-‘Izz Ibn Fahd) was built in two different stages.

°For details, see: Al-‘Izz Tbn Fahd, op.cit., vol. II, fols. 98,1.01~9, 111-12,

11421, 120-.21, 132, 13435, 140, 196, 199, 201, 203, 205-56, 209-10, 212,
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Amiy Husayn was sent rot omnly as ﬁgj;g of Jedda but also as the
commander of the Egyptian naval expedition. The discovery in 1497 A.D.
(902-3 A.H.) of the route to India, via the Cape of Good Hope, by Vasco da
Gama, was a shattering blow to the Egyptian monopoly of the spice trade
end had changed -~ shortly after - the existing pattern of east-west
trade and soon Lisbon became an important centre of this trade at the
expense of Jedda, Mecca, Cailro, Alexandria and other places within the
Egyptian domain. Sultan al-Ghawrl, mainly for his own reason and partly
in response to the cry for help from the Indian rulers, prepared a naval
expedition against the Portuguese. In that, the Sultan received some
help from the Ottoman Sultan and verbal encouragement from Venice. In
the end of 913/May 1507 or early in 914/Mayl508, Amir Husayn departed
from Jedda with a fairly strong naval force. There is some uncertainty
about the exact number of soldiers and ships under his command in this
expedition. The meximum reportbed number is fifty but this is givén by
the later sources rather ambignously which does not make it clear whether
this was in this oxr the second expedition. But from the account of con-
temporary Meccan sources, it is clear that this expedition consisted of
at least fifteen vessels of various sizes. Amir Husayn reached Gujrat
(Mndia) in the first half of 914/1508 and seems to have secured some help
from the ruler of Gujrat, Sultan Mugaffar II, and his governor in Diu%
Malik Iyds. The first naval engagement took place near Chaul2 and Amir

Husayn gained the upper hand, but in the following year the Portuguese

21419, 2%6 and 246; Ibn Iyas, Bada’'i', vol. IV, pp. &4-85, Ih=96, 109,
116, 131, 287 and 326 vol. V, p.93. See also: Ibn al-Dayba‘, al-Bedl,

fol. 137b; Ibn Faraj, opecit., fols. 307b~10a and 16a; Nahrawali, al~I‘13m,
Pp. 24k 46 idem, al-Barqg, p.19; AlnBakarl, 09.01t., fols. 29 and 31;

Ibn al- Imad, op.cit,, vol. VIII, p.115; * Igami , op.cit, vol. IV: p.53;
Sinjari, op.cit.s vol. II, fol. 38; Tabaril, op.cit., vol. I, fols., 158~

59; Darrdjs ops.cite, p.137; R.B.Serjeant, op.cit. appendix VI, pp. 160-62.

1Diu, an island off the southern point of Saurashtra (SawrZshtra, Sorath),
India, with a good harbour clear of the dangerous tides of the Gulf of
Combay. See: J,B.Harrison, E.I.27 art. "Diu", p.322.

2Near modern Bombay.
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viceroy Francisco d'Almeida inflicted a crushing defeat and the Egyptian
fleet was almost destroyed. In 917/1511, Amir Husayn reached Cairo, via
Jedda, with few survivors. The Portuguese; after this victory, increased
their activities in the Indian Ocean, the Arabian Gulf,; and even in the
southern part of the Red Sea area, and around 919/1513~14 attacked Aden
twice and places on the eastern coast of Africa, and occupied for a period
the island of Kamaran. Thus they posed a serious threat to all the ports
on the Red Sea and particularly Jedda, but no Portuguese attack on Jedda
took place within the period in question. Meanwhile, a second Lgyptian
naval force gathered together and in.§§@ww§l 921/December 1515 it left
Jedda, under the joint command of Amirs Husayn and Salman al~RUmi,
supposedly to attack the Portuguese. Whether any encounter with them
during the remaining part of the_@ggii veriod took place or whether this
expedition went to India is not cleara1 Possibly the Ottomasn threat

had compelled Sultan al~Ghawrl to decide to occupy the Yemen and thus
secure his own domain,for the time being, from the Portuguese threat.

This may have become known to the Yemenite Sultan and it is no wonder that,
when the Egyptian naval force reached the Yemen, it was not only denied

a cordial reception but even its supply of provisions was withheld. The
Yemenite sources, particularly Ibn al—Dayba‘, mention the withholding

of supplies as the principal reason for the’Egypﬁian attack on the Yemen,
but surely there must have been more serious political and military con-
siderations behind the Egyptian onslaught. There were several fierce
clashes and virtually the whole of the Yemen fell to the Fgyptian invaders.
It was one of the strange coincidences that while the Mamluk soldiers were
putting an end to the Tahirid rule in the Yemen, their own régime was overm

thrown by the Ottomans. Meanhile,; Amir Husayn had to return to Jedda in

lThis uncertainy is mainly due to the fact that certain source, such as Ibn
Iyas; refer to the departure of this expedition to India, but at the same
time describe places such as the isle of Kamran and Zahid in the Yemen it~

self as part of India, (Badg’i', vol. V, p.81l). The word used is "Day ‘a U,
estate, which generally means a rural property of a certain size. See:
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early 923/1517 only to be drowned off the coast by the order of Sultan

Selim Iul

Cl.Cahen, EOI,E, art. "Day‘a", pp. 187-88. Describing the Yemen as being
"Day ‘a" of India, Ibn IyEs is not only inaccurate but rather amazing too.

1It was not possible - in this reference in passing -~ to consult all the
sources and to mention various local and international aspecis relevant
to this expedition or to single out the sources for each point. The
sources are given - rather unconventionally - in two groups, the first
includes those sources which are particularly useful for the events within
the Bgyptian domain, including the Jijaz, and in the Yemen, while the
second group contains sources or works which provide information about
the general course of events or those not directly related to the areas
mentioned above,

i) 41-°Izz Ibn Fahd, op.cit., vol, II, fols. 101-3, 110, 113, 121, 12k,
134-35, 138, 140, 142, 154, 163, 177, 181, 183, 200-12, 21ih, 217,225-31,
23338, 240, 24l-b5, 2h7-L8, 250, 255, 265~68 and 271-~73; Tbn ILyds,
Badd’i', vol. IV, pp. 82, 84-85, 96, 109, 116, 124, 28k, 286-87, 307-8,
322w23, 326 and 383: vol. V, pp. 81, 113, 185-86 and 199; Ibn al-Dayba’,
Qurra, pp. 224% and 226-34; idem, al-Fadl, fols. 12la, 135b, 137b~38b,
1615-62a and 168a-75a; See also: Abu (Ba) Makhrama, op.cit., vol. I,

pp. 16 and 21: Ibn Faraj, op.cite fols. Sa~b; Jazirl, op.cit., pp. 360~
61; NahrawalT, al-I°13m, pp. 244-48 and 284; idem, al-Barg, pp. 18-25
and 27-31; Janabil, Op.cit., fols. 315a-~15bj; Ibn al- Imad, op.Cit.,

vol. VIII, pp. 60 and 115; “Iganl, op.cit.s vol. IV, p.53; Sinjari,
opecite., vol. II, fol. 53; Tabarl, op.cit., vol. I, fols. 159, 170-71
and 1773 Dalilan, op.cit.s p.51; R.Hartmann, E.I.%, art. "Djudda", p.572.
ii) Varthema, op.cit., pp. 59-60, 91-92, 105-7, L1, 121-25, 178,179,
258-62, 265-90 and 297-98; Heyd, ops.cit., vol. IL, pp. 427, 443, 448-
49, k75, 492, 510-14, 517-29, 533-37, 5%9-40 and 547-50; B.Lewis,

"Egypt and Syria', in The Cambridge History gf Islam, vol. I, pp. 228~
29; Halil Inalcik, "The rise of the Ottomen Empire', in The Cambridge
History of Islam, vol. I, pp. 317-18; R.B.Serjeant, op.cit.s pp. 2, 12-18,
2425 and 41-~51; Darraj, op.cite.s, pp. 7, 10-11, 127-29, 132-3k, 136-38,
146, 148, 150-51 and 154563 J.B.Harrison, B.1.2, art. "Diu", p.322;
S.Magbll Ahmad, B.I.Z, "Tbn MEdjid", pp. 856-59; G.Rentz, B.IL,%, art.
"Dijazirat Al-‘drab", p.553.
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CONCLUSION

It would be a repetition of the obvious to state that the
foregoing study treats numerous aspects of the history of Mecca.
This makes it rather difficult to mention here each conclusion re-
levant to all the aspects discussed without repeating many of the
stated or easily deducible points from the discussion of various
topics and thus prolonging this conclusion to the length of a
miniature thesis. Obviously, the case would have been quite differ~
ent if the theme of the thesis has been confined to a specific single
issue.

However, some of the main conclusions drawn from the political
aspect of this study are as follows:
1. The region of Mecca, like other parts of the Hijaz, had long
been without any great political significance in its own right. But
this had not and could not deprive the region of its unique religiocus
importance. This rested on its being the cradle of Islam and cone-
taining al~Haramayn. Paradoxically, this advantageous position of
the region did not enable the local Amirs to extend their influence
in other parts of the Muslim world and instead caused them to suffer
foreign domination for centuries. Various Muslim rulers established
their hegemony mainly to secure personal prestige, but also for
economic considerations.
3. During the period under examination the region was under the
firm control of the Burji Sultans. Their sovereignty amd exclusive
privileges were acknowledged by the Successive Sharifs of Mecca as
well as by other Muslim rulers and remained practically unchallenged.

2 The Sharifs of Mecca retained, however, reasonable autonomy
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in local matters but not without fregquent and effective interven-
tion by their Egyptian overlords.

b, The Sharifs of Mecca had no independent foreign policy of
their own but were mot prevented from establishing friendly re-
lations with non~-Egyptian rulers. This, however, had to be in line
with the external policies of their Egyptian sovereign. The latter
never allowed such relations to develop to such an extent that they
formed a threat to theixr political hegemony and financial interest
in the region.

5. The Sharifs of Mecca were the mot powerful and capable among
the local Amirs from the political, military, administrative and
financial points of view. They succeeded in extending and retaining
their authority over several small principalities such as al-Quunfugdha,
Haly and Jazan. Moreover, they alone were intermittently elevated

to the status of NZ ib al-SultZn and thus enjoyed some authority over

the entire region of the Jijaz.

6. The biggest set back for the Sharifs of Mecca, in local politics,
was their failure to persuade various local groups to give up their
petty rivalries and to accept the idea of peaceful co-~existence.
Consequently,tﬁhe region remained without much desired political
stability and//:Z: almost continuous internal strife, triggeired off
by rivalry, greed and ambition, which often led to the breakdown of
law and order causing difficulties for the merchants, pilgrims and
inhabitants.

7 The division of local forces was such that, despite frequent
confrontations between the ruling Sharif and his opponents, the

Sharif was often unable to subdue his antagonists by force of arms.

Therefore, the Sharif was compelled to adopt a policy of appeasement
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and often paid his opponents substantial amounts of money to secure
temporary truces.

8. The principle of hereditary succession to the emirate was -~

on the whole - recognized and practised in Mecca. But the succession
itself was seldom without family dissension which occasionally de ~
veloped into an armed clash. To avoid this, the ruling Sharif of
Mecca usually secured, during his lifetime, the appointment of his
eldest son as his co-Amir. The latter, following the death of his
father, was normally confirméd by the Lgyptian Sultans as the official
Amir of Mecca unléess his rival brother managed to secure the emirate
for himself,

The main conclusions concerning the general economic condition

and the financial position of the Sharifs of Mecca are:

1. The Sharifs of Mecca enjoyed exclusive right to the entire
revenue until 828/1425. In that year, following the desertion of

Aden by the Indian merchants and their selection of Jedda for com-
mercial activities, Sultan ngsbéy sent officials to take charge of
the port and the revenue. From then onwards most of the revenue

was reserved for the royal treasury in Cairo.

2. The region of Mecca has always been a centre of commercial acti-
vities but this increased tremendously during the EEEQE period. Though
not exclusively, much of the commercial activity was connected with
the amuual ceremony of the pilgrimage. This was an occasion of great
religio-economic significance and intense commercial activities de~
veloped almost parallel with worship. The economic growth of the
area reached an unprecedented level after 828/1425 for the reason
mentioned earlier. This, however, proved to be less in favour and

more against the financial interest of the Sharifs of Mecca who,




301,

after this year, forfeited, in one way or another. a considerable
portion of their revenue in favour of the treasury in Cairo. Despite
this, the financial position of the Sharifs of Mecca remained fairly
strong. The bulk of their revenue was obtained from the tax paid

by the Indian and Yemenite merchants but a further amount of money
was secured from local tolls, occasional dues, escheat, tribute,
gifts and the customary share of the Sharifs in charities.

R The economic growth of the area also had social implications.
How far the common people benefited and to what extent the lower
classes prospered as a result of intense trade in the area is diffi-
cult to ascertain., The historians in those days showed little, if
any, interest in circumstances of 1life of the man in the street.

But it may be supposed that small commission agents or brokers,

carriers of goods or porters; owners of camels and other mounts and

providers of accommodation benefited in a more or less modest proportion.

4, The distribution of various charities in Mecca not only bene~
fited the needy but also played a considerable part in the economic
life of the citys as it accounted for a considerable part of its
total influx of money, grain, and other necessities of life. Strange
as it may appear, the fact remains that the ruling Sharif of Mecca,
officials, and other Meccan dignitaries benefited more from the dona-
tions sent to Mecca than the poor, the supposed beneficiaries.

5. Though no exact figures for the various expenditures of the
Sharifs of Mecca ~ like the revenue - are given in the sources, this
much is certain, that not only the greater portion of the Sharifs'
revenue was diverted to Cairo but much of the remaining part of their
income was used to meet other financial obligations. In addition

to the huge amounts paid to the Egyptian Sultan or his Amirs, the
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Sharifs spend a considerable part of their various financial gains on the
upkeep of their families,slaves,soldiers and other members of the house~

hold.The salaries or maintenance allowances paid to the officials,Aghraf

and Quwwad must also have been substantial.Moreover,hospitality to the
vigiting Sultan,members of the royal family,BEgyptian Amirs,tribal chiefs,
envoys and other guests must have been a heavy expense.All these and oth-
er expenditures such as the amount spent in financing benevolent works and
in appeasement to dissident groups must have absorbed a considerable por-
tion of their total revenue and kept them under continuous financial pre-
asure.,In view of this it is not surprising that they,at times,resorted to
illegal means to secure additional material gains to meet their several
obligations and expenditure,

The main conclusion drawn from examining the local administration
could be summed up as follows:
Te The Sharifs of Mecca were able to establish,from the early part of
the Burji period,a fairly organised system of administration.All the off-
icials~with the exception of those related to the Meccan sanctuary-were
appointed by and responsible to the Sharifs,who practically controlled
the entire administration until 828/1425.From this year onwards almost
all the key posts were held by the Sultani officials.
2. References to most Sharifi officials in both Mecca and Jedda are
either anonymous or refer to named officials without specifying their
responsibilities.Thus, their ranks or duties are extremely difficult to

identify,Information on these officials and even on those referred to

and

under mention of their titles,hardly goes beyond confirming the appointment/
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functioning of these officials.

3. Many of the Sharifi officials were -~ or had been- slaves

of the ruling Sharif or his father. Their appointment to various

posts was a deliberate policyof the Sharifs who preferred them for
their reliability and personal loyalty. OCbviously, the Sharifs regarded
the assigning of these important posis to his relatives or other
prominent Ashr@f - who could and often did become disloyal ~ unsafe
and decided not to take the risk.

L, The dominant position of the Sharifs and his officials in

local administration came to an end in 828/1425 when Sultan Barsbay
sent officials from Cairo and assigned to them several posts in Jedda
related to the collection of taxes. Shortly after, several other high

ranking officials, such as Muhtasib and BEsh al-Manmalik,were sent to

Mecca. Henceforth, the Sultani officials enjoyed dowminant positions

in local administration.

5. Information concerning the Sultani officials - like those
appointed by the Sharifs - is generally inadequate. Most often it

is confined to the names of the officials and their posts, the date

of appointment or deposition. Consequently, what could be ascertained
about the functions, official responsibilities,mutual relationship

and extent of their influence amounts to little and is usually indicated
by the terms denoting their posts and general duties., Even this is

not an easy task, as several high ranking officials held more than

one post and interfered in various dther fields, and it is often diffi-
cult to distinguish between acts performed in a specific official capacity
and those purely personally motivated.

6. That the Sharifs of Mecca owed allegiance to the Burji Sultams,

and to what extent, is reflected in their relatively modest share in
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the administration and the rather narrow limits of their authority

over the Sultani officials. Some of these, for example, the Bash

2l-Mamalik and Na'ib Jedda enjoyed such great influence that they,

at times, rivalled if not over~shadowed the authority of the

ruling Sharif of Mecca.

7a The Sharifi officials were able - on the whole - to discharge
their duties without direct intervention by the Egyptian Sultan or

his officials, but the authority of the Sharifi officials was far

less than that enjoyed by the Sultani officials in judicial,financial
and administrative fields.

8. The dominant position of the Sultani officials did not mean

that the Sharifi officials no longer played a significant role in
local administration. In fact, their services were indispensable

to both the Sharifs angggndigenous population and they remained

active throughout the period under consideration.

9. The responsibilities of the Sharifi officials in Mecca were
easily distinguishable from each other but in Jedda were more diffi-
cult to distinguish. This is due to the fact that the responsibilities
of the officials there were of dual administrative~financial character.
Though some officials were appointed to purely administrative posts
and others for the collection of taxes, their activities were so
interlinked that both groups cannot be effectively separated.

10. The deposition or arrest of a certain Sharif of Mecca did not
necessarily imply that his officials were also to suffer unless their
behaviour was exceptionally objectionable.

11, The Sharifs of Mecca occasionally exercised a fairly strong in-
fluencé aer the Sultani officials but this never reached direct control.

12. Though the encroachment of the Sultani officials on the authority
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of those appointed by the Sharifs was common in both Mecca and

Jedda, due to the clash of financial interests this was more

obvious in Jedda.,

13, The simultaneous presence and functioning of two groups of
officials -~ one appinted by the BEgyptian Sultans and the other by

the Sharifs of Mecca - many with similar responsibilities, cannot

but have resulted in occasiomnal friction. Cbviously, some arrangements
were made to facilitate their peaceful co-existence but unfortunately
no details of these are given in the sources. Needless to say, often,
if not always, in cases of dispute it was theviews of the Sultani

officials which prevailed and the matter was settled in their favour.




306,

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Note: ©Some sources used in manuscript form in the collection of
data for this thesis have subsequently been published,
but too late for the author of this thesis to have been
able to make use of the published editions.

1. Contemporary Hijazi sources (in chronological order)

Al-Margghi, Abi Bakr b. al-Husayn (d. 816/1413), Tahgiq al-Nugra
bi Talkhis Ma‘Zlim Dar al-Hijra (Cairo, 1374/
19557

Ibn “Ugba, Apmad b. ‘A11 (d. 828/1425), ‘Umdat al-T51ib fi ansib &L
Abi Talib (Beirut, undated).

A1-FEsi, Mupammad b. Apmed al-Hasani (775-832/1373-1429), $hifa’ al-
haram bi akhbar al-Balad al-HarZm. .2 vals (Cairo.

2/19567.

. Al-"Igd al-thamin fi Ta’ rikh al-Balad al-Anin,
2 vols - each consisting of two parts - (M4S.
Kop. No. 247-48).

A1-Najm (Najm al-Din) Ibn Fahd, ‘Umar (known also as Muhammad) b.
Mu-hammad (812~85/1409u80) ItpEf al-ward® bi
akhbar Umm al-Qura’, 2 vols. (MS. M.H.M. No.
2 ~ la’rikh).

Al-Samhdi, Al b. Abdullah (844-911/1440-1505), WafB’alwwafd’ bi

akhbar Dar al-Mugftafa, 2 vols. (Cairo, 1326/
15087

e Khulagat al-wafZ  bi skhbar Dar al-Mugiafa
(Mecca, 13516/18938),

Al-"Tzz (°Abd al-‘Aziz) Ibn Fahd, Mupemmed b. ‘Umar (850-922/1447-1516),
Bulligh al-Qira fi Dhayl ItLaf al~wara’ bi
Bkhbar Umm al-Qura’s 2 vols. (8., M.H.M.No. 1 -
Ta’ TikR) .

Jar Allah Tbn Fahd, Jar Allah b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz (891~954/1486~1547),
Tuhfat al~bata’ if fi fada’il al-bibr b. ‘Abbas
wa masjid al-Ta if (MS., M.H.M. No, 15 ~Ta’rikh).

2. Contemporary Eeyptian sources (in chronological order)

Ibn al-Furdt, Muheammad b. ‘Abd al-Rapim (735-807/1334~1404), Ta’rikh
Tbn al-Furdt, 3 vols. (ed. Q. Zurayq and N.  izz
al~Din, Beirut, 1936~42).

Ibn Khaldlin, “Abd al—Rahman Y. Mubammad (732-808/13)2-1406), Kitzb al-
‘Ibar wa Diwan al~Mubtada’' wa 1~Khabar i ayyar ayyam

al~ Arab wa l- Ajam wa’ 1-Barbar, 7 vols. (Bulag,
1284 /1867).




307+

Al-Qalgashendi, Apmad b. ‘Ali (756-821/1355-1418), Subh al-A‘sha fi

$inZ'at al-Ingsha, 1b vols. (CEiTo, L1330-587
1913-197.

Ma’3thir al-Inafa fi Ma'‘Zlim al-Khilafa, 3 vols.
(Kuwait, 1964).

Al-MaqrTzT, Abmad b. ‘A1i (766-845/137L-1442), Al-Sulllk 1i Ma‘rifat

Duwal al-Mullk. This source has been used in

the following order:

a) The portinn edited by M. Ziyada (Cairo, 193
42) has been consulted in relation to some
points relevant to pre-Burji period.

b) TFor the events in the Burji period until
812/1409, vols. III and IV (MS. A.S. No,
3371-72 respectively).

¢) For the period between 812-44/1409-41 (MS,
M.H.M, No. 6 - Ta’rikh).

Nubdha Lajifa fi Unmdr al NuqUd al-Islamiyya
(M5, AR, No.” 26%).

Ibn Hajar, Amad b. ‘A11 (773-852/1372-1449), Inba’ al-Ghumr bi abnid’

al-‘Umr, 2 vols. (MS., FAT. No. B190-91). The
copy used was written in 872/1467 and was chosen
for its being the oldest among several copies
consulted. However, in the 2nd veol. the portion
covering the events between 812~16/1409-13% was
missing and for this period MS, Kop. No. 1006 is
used.

Al-Durar al-Kamina fi A‘y&En al-Mi’at al-Thamina,
L vols., (Hyderabad, 1348-50/1929~%1).

A1-“Ayni, Mahnd b. Apmad (762-855/1361-1451), ‘Iqd al-Juman fi Ta’rikh

ahl al-Zaman, 4 vols. (MS., B.A. No. 450.57),

Ibn Taghri Birdi, Abu’l-MapBsin Ydsuf (812-74/1410-70), Al-Manhal al-

Bl wa'l- Mustawfa ba‘d al-Wafi, a portion has
been edited and published by A.Y.Najati (Cairo,
1%75/1955) and is used in that form. But this
source is used mostly in its manuscript form, 2
vols. (MS, N.0S. No, 3428-29).

HJavadith al-Duhur fi mada al-Ayyam wa’ 1-Shuhiir,
Vol. 1 (MBS, A.S.No. 5185), and parts I1 and III
(ed. W. Popper, California, 1930-32).

Al-Nuitm al-Zahira fi MulUk Migr wa’'l-Qzhira,

on certain points, the published part of this
source was used, 12 vols. (Cairo, 1929~56). But
mainly the manuscript form is used, vol.VII (MS.,
A.8.No. 3499),
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Al-Sakhzwl, Muhemmad b. Abd al-Rapman (831»902/1427-97) Al=Daw’ al-
Lami® 13 ahl al-Qarn al-T8si‘, 12 vols. (Cairo,
1353-55/1934~36) .

——a A1-Dhayl al-Tamm ‘ala Duwal al-IslZm,a portion
Covering The events between 7u5-05071 341446
has been used in its manuscript form (MS., Kop.
No. 1189). The latter part of tis source which
deals with the events between 850-98/1446-92 ,
edited by Mr. Ahmad Abdullah Al-Hassu (submitted
to the University of ‘Ayn Shamsh (Bgypt) for the
degree of M.A. in August 1968) has been used with
his kind permission.

- Al-Tibr al-Masbikx fi Dhayl al-Sulik(Bulzqg,
1215/1096).
J— Al-Tubfa al Latifa fi Ta’rikh Fudald’ al-Madina

al-Sharifa, used partly in its published form,
vols. (Cairo, 1376~77/1956-58) and the remain-

ing part in its manuscript form, 2 vols. (MS,

Top. No. 6481-82/527 and 512 M respectively).

Al~SuyUji, ‘Abd al~-RatmBn b, Abi Bakr (849-911/1445-1505), Ta’rikh
al~-Khulafs’® al-‘Abbasiyya, 3rd ed. (Cairo,
138%/1963).

—_— Husn al-MuhBdara fi akhbar Misr wa’l-GEhira,
2 vols. (Cairo, 1299/1382).

Ibn Iyas, Muhammad b. Apmad (852-930/1448-1524), ‘Uglid_al~Juman_ fi
wagh i’ al-Zeman, vol. II (MS., A.S.No. 3311).

—— Bada’i' al-Zubfir fi wags i al-Dubfir, vols. I and
IL (Bulaq, 1311/1893), vols. 11i-V (Istanbul,
1931-36). A portion of this work dealing with the
events between 857-72/1453-67 which was omitted
from the Istanbul edition is pubklished by cne of
its edltors under the title: $afhat lam tunshar
min Bada.l ‘al~Zuhly (i.e. unpublished pages S of
Badz i ) by M. Mugpafa (Cairc, 1951) and is used.

D Contemporary Yemenite sources (in chronological order)

Ton Wahhas, gAH b. Hasan (d. 812/1410), Al-‘Ugfd al-Lu’lu’iyya fi
Ta’rikh al-Dawla al~-Rasuliyya, 2 vols. (Cairo,
1528=22/1011~14%).

Al-Khazraji, ‘Ali b. al-Hasan (d. after 858/1454), al-‘Asjad al-Masbilk
fi man tawalla al-Yaman min al-Multok (MS. M.H.M,
NO: 'LI‘S bl Ta,ri}sl}.)o

Ton al-Dayba‘, ‘Abd al-Rapmdn b, ‘Al (866-94k/1461-1537), Bughyat al-
Mustafldghkhbar Madinat Zebid (MS, A.S5.No.29
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Ibn al-Dayba®, ‘Abd al-Ralm@n b. ‘Ali, Al-Fagl al-MazId *ala Bughyat
al-MustafTda (MS., A.S.No. 293%).

N Qurrat al-‘Uytn fi akhbar al-Yamsn sl-Maymin
(MS., M,H.M. No. 71 - Ta’rikh).

Abu (B3) Makhrama, ‘Abdullah b, ‘Abdullah (870-947/1465-1540),
Ta’rikh Thaghr ‘Adan, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1936).

L, The contemporary travellers

Varthema, Ludovico De (d. after 1508), The travels of Ludovico Di
Varthema in t, Syria, Arabia deserta and
Arabia felix, in Persig, India, and Ethiopia
A.D.150%-8, (published by Burk Franklin, re-
printed by permission of Hakluyt Society,
London, 1863).

5. Sources prior fto or later than the Burji mriod.

Pre-~Burili sources:

Tbn Jubayr, Mubammad b. Apmad (540-614/1145-1217), Tadhkira bi’l-
akhbar ‘an ittifiqat al-Asfar (or simply Hipla),
2nd ed. (Leiden, 1907).

Tbn al-MujBwir, Ydsuf b. Ya‘qi@b (601-90/1204-91), Ta’rikh al-Mustabgir
(or al-Mustangir), 2 vols. (Teiden, 1951-5%).

Ton Bajtiifa (or Ibn Bajufa), Mupammad b. ‘Abdullah (703%/1304-770 or
779/13%68 or 1377), Tuhfat al-Nuggir fi Ghard ib
al-imsar wa AiE’ib al-Asfars £ VolS. (Cairo,

1257/1938).

Post-Burji sources:

Tbn Faraj, Mubammad (2) b. Apmad (d. after 951/1544), al~SilZh wa'l-
‘Udda_fi Ta’rikh Bandar Jidda (MS., L.U.I.,
Adbiyat Kitphanesi, No. 7415-127).

Ton Zuhayra, Mupammad b. Jar Allah (8. after 960/1553), al-Jami'
al-LafTf fi fada’il Makka wa binZ’ al-Bayt al-
Sharif (Cairo, 1340/1921).

Al-Jaziri, ‘Abd al-QEdir b. Muhammad (d. after 976/1568), Durar al-
Fawa id al-Munagzama fi akhbir al-Hajj wa Tarigq
Makka al-Mu agzama, (Cairo, 1334/1964).

Al-Nahrawali, Mubammad b. Almad (917/1511-988 or 990/1580 or 1582),
Al-I°13m bi I*13m Bayt Allah al-Harzm, ex. pub.
by F. Wistenfeld in Die Chroniken der Stadt Mekka

(Leipzig, 1857).

- Al-Barq al-Yamzni fi al-Fath al~‘UthmanT(ed.
Hamad al-dJdasir, Riyag, L56//190/7).
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A1~JanZbT, Mugpafa b. Hasan (d. 999/1590), Ta’rikh or al-Bahr al-
Zokhir f£i Apwal al-Awa 1l wa l-AWaRhir (Ma. s
T.S. No. 2033).

Al-Hanbali, Mara‘i b. Yusuf (4. after Mubarram lOBl/ch° or Dec. 1621),
QRala’id al- quan fi faga’il EL ‘Uthman (MS.,
E E.No . 3tuTT

Al-Bakari, Mubhammad b. Mubammad (d. after Dhu’1l-Qa‘da 1031/oct 1622),
Féyd alnMannan bi dhikr dawlat Bl ‘Uthman (MS.,

*A1i al-TabarT, ‘411 b. “Abd al-QAdir (d. after 1045/1635), Al-Arj al-
Miski fi al-Ta’rikh al-Makki (MS,, M.H.M. No. 3~
Dihlawi).

Ibn ‘AlZn, Mubammad b. ‘Ali (d. 1057/1647), Teyf al-T8’if fi fadl al-
Ta’if (MS., M.H.M. No. 120 - Ta’rikh).

Tbn al-‘Inad, ‘Abd al-Hayy b. Apmad (0%2-89/1623-79), Shadharat al-
Dhahab £i akhb3r man Dhahab, 8 vols. (Cairo,
T350-51/1931-32).

Al-‘TganT, ‘Abd al~-Malik b. Husayn (1049-1111/1639-99), Simf al-Nujlm
al-‘Avwali fi Anbd’ al-Awa il wa’l-Tawali, &
vols. (Cairo, 1380/1960).

Al~SinjarT, ‘A1l al-Hanafi (d. 1125/1713), ManZ’ih al-Karam fi akhbar
al-Bayt wa wuldt al-Havams, 3 vols. (MS.s M.H.MN.
No. 30 -~ Tar’ikh).

Al-Tabari, Mupammad b. ‘Al (4. after 1141/1728), IthEf Fudald’ al-
Zaman bi Ta’'rikh wilayat Bani al-Hasan, 3 vols.,
(MS. M.H.M.No. 126 - Ta’rikh).

Al-‘Ujoymi, Hasan b. “Ali (d. around 1179/1765), *Inda’ al-Laja’if min
akhbar al-Ta’if (MS., M,H.M; No, 1& - Ta rikh).

Dalén, Apmad b. Zayni (d. 1304/1886), Khuldgat al-Kalam fi Bayan
Unaxa’® al-Balad al-faram (Cairos 1305718877 .

6. Modern works and articles

Works in Arabic:

Al-AngBri, ‘Abd sl-Quddds, LahoTg Amkina £i’1-FiiZz wa Tihama, a
supplement to the magazine al-Manhal, Mecca,

Rajab 1379/Jan. 1960 (Jedda, 1379/1960).

Al-Bagha, Hasan, Al-Algab al-Islamiyya fi al-Tar’ikh wa’l-watha’iq wa’l-
Athar (Cairo, 1957).

Darrdj, Ahmad, Al-MamdlTk wa’l-Franj fi al-Qarn al~T2ri’ alfijri
(Cairo, 1961).
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Karmly, Anistas MBri, Al-Nugld al-‘Arabiyya wa I‘lm al-Nummiyyat,
(Cairo, 1939).

Works in other languages

Heyd, W., Histoire du commerce du Levant au m8yen-8ge, 2 vols.
(Leipzig, 1923).

Holt, P.M.; Lambton, A.S., and Lewis, B., The Cambridge History of
Islam, 2 vols. (Cambridge University Press,
London, 1970).

Lewiss B.y The Arabs in History (Hutchinson University Library,
London, 1960).

Serjeant, R.B., The Portuguese off the South Arabian Coast (London,
1963).

Wiet, G., 'Les marchands d'épices sous les Sultans Mamlouks', editions
des Cahiers d'histoire Bgyptienne (Le Caire,

1955, 5 Juin).

Other works consulted

Numerous articles from EE}#} and E;i;? have been used to explain
certain terms or specific issues.

The tables used for the conversion of Muslim and Christian dates
are those provided by:

Freeman-Grenville, G.SQP.,)The Muslim and Christian Calendars (London,
1963).

In ascertaining the location of certain places the following
maps were consulted:
Saudi Arabian Map, published by the Ministry of Information, The

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (printed by Al-Mutawa
Press, Dammam).

- Atlas of the Arab world and the Middle Fast (Macmillan and Co. Ltd.,
London,1960),




