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Abstract

The present article investigates the complex dynamics of the relationship
between the Mamluk sultans and Qaramanid rulers in the second half of
the fifteenth century. Based on the revealing of an unpublished corpus
of letters (MS ar. 4440, BnF, Paris), which preserved copies of the corres-
pondence exchanged between sultan Inal and Ibrahim II after the
Qaramanids’ Rebellion in 860-862/1456-58 and their capture of the
Mamluk fortresses in Tarsus and Giilek. After briefly sketching the history
of their contact and alliances, I then concentrate on the Qaramanid
Rebellion itself, presenting the new data provided by the corpus and ana-
lysing the stakes and extent of the Qaramanids’ threat to Mamluk policy in
the Anatolian context.
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The history of relations between the Mamluk sultanate and Turkmen beylik of
the Qaramanids still remains an unexplored terrain. Through the efforts of
Turkish scholars who first investigated the history of the Qaramanids, more is
known about the history of the beylik itself, but this knowledge came within
the trend of a nationalist history of Turkey following the collapse of the
Ottoman Empire in 1924.? Additional material related to the Qaramanid beylik
is also included within studies on early Ottoman history that focus on the

1 The first version of this article was completed within the context of the ERC project “The
Mamlukisation of the Mamluk Sultanate. Political Traditions and State Formation in
15th-century Egypt and Syria”, headed by Jo Van Steenbergen (Ghent University,
2009-14, ERC StG 240865 MMS).

2 The practice of nationalist history in modern Turkey is discussed in S.N. Yildiz,
“Karamanoglu Mehmed Bey: medieval Anatolian warlord or Kemalist language
reformer? History, language politics and celebration of the language festival in
Karaman, Turkey, 1961-2008”, in J. Nielsen (ed.), Religion, Ethnicity and Contested
Nationhood in the Former Ottoman Space (Leiden and Boston, 2012), 147-70. As for
the rich Turkish literature (primary and secondary sources) on the Qaramanids, see
bibliography in S.N. Yildiz, “Reconceptualizing the Seljuk—Cilician frontier: Armenians,
Latins, and the Turks in conflict and alliance during the early thirteenth century”, in
Fl. Curta (ed.), Borders, Barriers, and Ethnogenesis: Frontiers in Late Antiquity and
Middle Ages (Turnhout, 2005), 91-120.
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relationship between these two entities.? Naturally, then, the few studies that do
foray into Qaramanid relations with the Mamluk sultans have largely done so
within the broader context of Mamluk—Ottoman relations, as exemplified by
Shai Har-El’s 1995 monograph Struggle for Domination in the Middle East,
which analysed the origins of the Mamluk—Ottoman war in the fifteenth century
and provided insight into the complex dynamic that ruled contacts between the
Egyptian sultans and Qaramanids.

According to Har-El’s study, this relationship should be understood within
the framework of the intisab (lit. relation, connection), that is, the patron—client
association:

The essential transaction of this unequal relationship was symbolized by
the robe of investiture [fashrif or khal ah)] and diploma [taqlid] accorded
by the patron, and the inclusion of the patron’s name in the Friday sermon
[khutbah] in the mosques and in the separate coinage [sikkah] initiated by
the client. The practical relationship between the patron and the client was
the extension of protection granted by the patron for the services per-
formed by the client.*

Furthermore, this kind of interaction was characterized by the patron’s non-
occupation of the client-state and by the mutual respect of each party’s foreign
and domestic policies. At the foundation of such a relationship was the threat of
a common enemy, as illustrated by the Mamluk sultanate and Qaramanid dyn-
asty. It is because of a common enemy, i.e. the Ilkhanids (until 736/1335),
that contact between the two was first inaugurated and that later on, with the
emergence of the Ottoman threat, the Mamluk protectorate over the
Qaramanids was renewed.

Yet if protection constituted a crucial role in Mamluk—Qaramanid relations, it
was by no means the only one. Indeed, other aspects came to bear on this rela-
tionship, and they require evaluation in terms of specific interests. From the
Qaramanids’ perspective, for example, the Mamluks represented a strong
power that could aid in the conquest of the Seljuk heritage and undermine the
claims of their many rivals among the Turkmen beyliks. Mamluk recognition
of Qaramanid supremacy was, in this context, a major means of legitimation
before the Muslim community. As for the Mamluks’ interests, the establishment
of this clientele link with the Qaramanids helped confirm their role as defenders
of the Muslims, a cardinal claim of their legitimacy — and, above all, it allowed
them to maintain a forceful position in Anatolia, a region that held great appeal

3 S.N. Yildiz (“Razing Gevele and fortifying Konya: the beginning of the Ottoman con-
quest of the Karamanid principality in south-central Anatolia, 14687, in A.C.S.
Peacock (ed.), The Frontiers of the Ottoman World (Proceedings of the British
Academy, 156) (Oxford, 2009), 307-29) also provides an abundant bibliography in
Turkish. For more information on the Qaramanids before the rise of the Ottomans, in
Western languages, see Cl. Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey. A General Survey of the
Material and Spiritual Culture and History, c. 1071-1330 (New York, 1968).

4 Sh. Har-El, Struggle for Domination in the Middle East. The Ottoman—Mamluk War,
1485-1491 (Leiden and New York, 1995), 13.
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to the Mamluk sultans not only for defence policy but also for trade routes to
maintain their supply of military slaves.

While Har-El’s analysis of relational patterns between the Mamluks and the
Qaramanids is certainly relevant in many respects, it tends, at times, to under-
mine both the Qaramanids’ presence as an independent entity, and their claims
that were detrimental to those of the Mamluks, especially during the fifteenth
century. Although the Qaramanids sometimes relied on Mamluk authority,
this recognition was only ephemeral, a means to a definite end, namely, territor-
ial expansion. In the present article, I will explore a specific instance of conflict-
ing interests that emerged between the Mamluks and the Qaramanids that
demonstrates a contrast between Qaramanid claims and Mamluk interests: the
Qaramanids’ rebellion in the second half of the fifteenth century and their vio-
lation of the borders of Mamluk territory.

This study originated from the revelation of an unpublished source, the MS
ar. 4440 (BnF, Paris), which retains copies of letters sent by the Mamluk sultan
al-Ashraf Tnal (r. 857-865/1453-60) to the Qaramanid ruler Ibrahim II (r. 827
869/ 1424-64) after the latter’s attack on the fortress of Tarsus in 860/1456. The
corpus proves particularly interesting since it not only corroborates the data
found in contemporary Mamluk chronicles regarding the invasion of Mamluk
lands but also preserves new data revealing the extent of the Qaramanid threat —
a threat extending to Mamluk sovereignty more broadly. To understand the fate
of relations between the Mamluks and the Qaramanids, I will first sketch,
briefly, the major events that brought the two entities into contact with each
other and examine the way this relationship was presented in Arabic sources.
I will then concentrate on the Qaramanid rebellion and present the MS ar.
4440 along with the letters it preserves, further providing an edition of them
(in the appendices). Finally, I will analyse the letters’ contents and show their
significance for evaluating the stakes and extent of the Qaramanids’ threat to
Mamluk policy.

I. Mamluk—Qaramanid relations

The period of Mamluk rule in Egypt and Syria (1250-1517) is one of the richest
in premodern historiographic production. Indeed, we possess abundant chroni-
cles in Arabic that detail, on a daily basis, the major events taking place in the
sultanate’s domains. These chronicles, however, were mostly produced in
Cairo, and to a lesser extent Damascus, and therefore concentrate particularly
on the events that occurred in the capital(s). Consequently, they very often neg-
lect the periphery, unless it involves the sultan’s actions there (i.e. military inter-
vention, flight of rebelling amirs, incursions of enemies, as well as natural
disasters). Regarding the Mamluks’ relation with the periphery and its people,
we also have for the Mamluk period an important number of sources produced
by the administration — i.e. geography, chancery manuals, collections of letters —
that provide relevant data somewhat less biased than the information found in
the chronicles, since they first aimed at helping secretaries administer the sul-
tans’ lands and thus detailed more clearly the peripheral peoples’ status.

The Qaramanids appear in such works within their chapters dedicated to the
Turks of Anatolia ( fi mamlakat al-Atrak bil-Riim) under the rubric “kingdom of
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Ermenek” (mamlakat Armanak), “emirs of the Turks” (umara al-Atrak), or
“sons of Qaraman” (awlad Qaraman), where they are described as one of the
major and most powerful beyliks (after that of Germiyan)® that had occasionally
acted as Mamluk governor in the region (through the granting of a
diploma-taglid or manshir) during the early struggles with the Ilkhanids.®
Concerning the way the chronicles handle the Qaramanids, they deliver two
types of information: direct links with events in Anatolia, and the presence of
Qaramanid diplomatic missions in Cairo. Whereas the latter are quite scarce
and generally consist of no more than mere mention of the Qaramanid embas-
sies’ arrival in Cairo, the chronicles very often report events concerning
Anatolia, some of which involve the Qaramanids.

Indeed, with the progressive advance of the Mamluks in Anatolia and Cilicia
(their conquest completed during the third reign of al-Nasir Muhammad, 709—
741/1310-41, with the annexation of Kahta, Gerger, Malatya and Divrigi)’
and the subsequent capture of Sis from the Armenians (in 776/1375, under sul-
tan al-Ashraf Sha'ban),® the Mamluk sultanate had become increasingly
involved in the Anatolian scene. During the period c. 675-736/1277-1335,
sources tend to present the relationship between Mamluks and Qaramanids as
one based on either alliance (against the Mongols) or clientele (the
Qaramanids’ recognition of Mamluk authority).® The latter finds confirmation
in numismatic evidence, as coins were minted in al-Nasir Muhammad’s name
in Ermenek and Larende between 715/1316 and 730/1331.19 At the end of
Mongol rule over Anatolia, however, the Qaramanids soon showed greater

5 Al-'Umari, Masalik al-absar fi mamalik al-amsar, 111, ed. ‘Abd Allah ibn Yahya
al-Sarthi (Ab@i Dhabi, 2001), 210-9; Al-'Umari, al-Ta'rif bi’l-mustalah al-sharif,
I, ed. S. al-Duraibi (al-Karak, 1992), 51; al-Qalqashandi, Subh al-a‘'sha fi sind at
al-insha’, V, (Cairo, 1963, 2nd impr. of the 1913-14 edition), 365-6 (quoting and sum-
marizing al-'Umari, Masalik). These accounts relate to the early stage of Qaramanid his-
tory, according to which the Qaramanids ruled for the Mamluks (mulikuna).
Al-"Umari, Masalik, 111, 210; Al-"Umari, Ta'rif, 1, 51.

On the Mamluks’ initial interest and advance into Anatolia during Baybars’ reign: J.

Gilet, “Genese des relations entre Arméniens et Mamelouks. La Bataille de Marri,

premiére attaque sur le Bilad Sis (644/1266)”, in D. Aigle (ed.), Le Bilad al-Sam face
aux mondes extérieurs. La perception de I’Autre et la représentation du Souverain

(Damascus and Beirut, 2012), 263-91; Al-Maqrizi, Kitab al-Sulitk li ma'rifat duwal

al-muluk, 1/2, ed. M.M. Ziyadah (Cairo, 2006-07, 3rd ed.; 1st ed. 1939-58), 616,

618, 620-1. See also R. Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks: The Mamluk-Ilkhanid

Wars, 1260-1281 (Cambridge, 1995), 157-78; Cl. Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, 280—

92. For the conquests under Baybars’ successor: A.F. Broadbridge, Kingship and

Ideology in the Islamic and Mongol Worlds (Cambridge, 2008), 64-93; Har-El,
Struggle, 32-5; Stewart, The Armenian Kingdom and the Mamluks. War and
Diplomacy during the Reigns of Het'um II (1289-1307) (Leiden, 2001), 106-28,

164-71.

8 Stewart, The Armenian Kingdom, 185-8.

9 Baybars is said to have designated the Qaramanid ‘Al Beg as his governor of Kayseri
after his conquest of the city. See F. Siimer, “Karamam-Oghullari”, EP, TV, 644-5.
See also an episode of Sulamish’s rebellion (allied with the Qaramanids): A.D.
Stewart, The Armenian Kingdom, 128-35; al-'Umari, Masalik, 111, 210-17.

10 C. Olger, Coinage of the Karamanids (Istanbul, 1982), 120-1.

~

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453

CROSSING THE LINE 257

ambition.!! During the reign of ‘Ala’ al-Din Beg (r. 762-800/1360-98), the con-
quests began — Konya in 767-768/1366—67 — and by 781/1380, the Qaramanids
not only controlled considerable territory but even established a protectorate
over a great number of minor beyliks there.!> The Ottoman rise in the region
would eventually counter Qaramanid projects, resulting in the annihilation of
the beylik in 800-801/1397-98 by sultan Bayazid I (r. 791-804/1389-1402).13

A second phase in the history of contacts between the Mamluks and
Qaramanids was inaugurated by a strong opposition between the two entities
that soon led them to the battlefield. After Timtr Barlas’ defeat of the
Mamluks (Syria: 803/1400) and Ottomans (Ankara: 804/1402),'4 he re-
established the Qaramanid principality in Anatolia. The Qaramanids were then
given back their old territory in addition to lands previously belonging to the
Mamluks in Cilicia.!> Consequently, sultan al-Mu ayyad Shaykh (r. 815-824/
1412-21) ordered the Qaramanids to render the city of Tarsus. Upon their
refusal, the Mamluk sultan sent his troops to Anatolia to recuperate the lost ter-
ritory (820/1417, 822/1419).1¢ In order to limit Muhammad Beg’s ambitions (1%
reign: 804-822/1402-19), al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh designated the former’s brother,
‘Ali Beg (r. 822-824/1419-21), head of the Qaramanid dynasty — as Mamluk
governor — and placed the Dulqadirid Nasir al-Din Muhammad in Kayseri
(r. 800-846/1398-1442). From the reign of sultan al-Mu‘ayyad Shaykh onwards,
the period is one of the richest in terms of documentation for Mamluk—Qaramanid
relations, one reason being the sultans’ increased involvement in the Qaramanid
succession struggle following the Mamluk reconquest of Cilicia.!” This involve-
ment would ultimately set the Mamluks and Ottomans in opposition for a time.'8

11 On the general situation in Anatolia after the end of Mongol rule: S.N. Yildiz,
“Post-Mongol pastoral polities in eastern Anatolia during the late middle ages”, in
D. Beyazit (ed.), 4t the Crossroads of Empires: 14"-15th Century Eastern Anatolia
(Istanbul, 2012), 27-48.

12 F. Siimer, “Karaman-Oghullari”, EP, 1V, 647; Har-El, Struggle, 60—1.

13 R.P. Lindner, “Anatolia 1300-1451”, in Cambridge History of Turkey 1 (Cambridge,
2009), 129-30. The Qaramanids were annihilated along with another beylik, that of
Eretna (with Qadi Burhan al-Din in Sivas): Broadbridge, Kingship, 174-5, 186-7;
Har-El, Struggle, 62-5.

14 Shortly before, Bayazid had attempted a new alliance with the Mamluks; owing to his
attacks in Mamluk lands, however, sultan Faraj withheld his support (Broadbridge,
Kingship, 192-3).

15 Har-El Struggle, 69. The Mamluks’ loss of northern territory is attested in a copy of the
truce treaty between Timir and Faraj, preserved in al-Qalqashandi, Subh, XIV, 102-7.

16 The first expedition resulted in a truce between the Mamluks and Qaramanids. Ibn
Hijjah, Qahwat al-insha’, ed. R. Vesely (Beirut, 2005), 210-5, kept a copy of an
exchange between the two rulers, dated to the end of Muharram 820/March 1417
(reached Cairo on 2 Rabi' II 820/19 May 1417), which demonstrates that Muhammad
Beg minted coins in the Mamluk sultan’s name and also invoked it at the Friday khutbah;
however, as soon as the Mamluk troops departed, Muhammad Beg broke his oath and
seized Tarsus again. The second campaign, led by al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh’s son,
Ibrahim, headed to Kayseri, where the Mamluk sultan’s name would be pronounced
again at the khutbah after many years of interruption (Har-El, Struggle, 70).

17 Har-El, Struggle, 71-2.

18 Murad II’s cousins, Sulayman, and his sister Fatimah Shaykhzade, had fled to Cairo.
Har-El, Struggle, 73-4. A. Darrag, L’'Egypte sous le régne de Barsbay, 825-841/
1422-38 (Damascus, 1961), 388-99.
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In addition to the numerous data found in the chronicles, we also possess for this
period Ibn Hijjah’s collection of letters, which preserves letters exchanged
between Mu'ayyad Shaykh and Muhammad Beg (in 820/1417),'° the taqalid
(diplomas) granted to both the Qaramanid ‘Ali Beg and the Dulqgadirid
Muhammad,?® and a letter from sultan Barsbay to the Qaramanid Muhammad
Beg (second reign: 824-826/1421-23) after he succeeded sultan Tatar.?!

The Qaramanid case would eventually be settled in favour of the Ottomans
through the Qaramanids’ recognition of Ottoman authority in 848/1444 after
the battle of Yenisehir.22 As a result, little is known of their contact with the
Mamluks during this period: from 842/1438 (Jagmaq’s accession to the throne;
r. 842-857/1438-53) to 859/1454, Mamluk sources mention neither contact nor
embassy exchanged between the two realms.

The year 859/1454 thus marked a new phase of interaction between the
Mamluks and Qaramanids, though a difficult one. Already in 855/1451, the
Qaramanid ruler Ibrahim II (r. 827-869/1424—64) began rebelling against his
patron, the Ottoman Mehmet II (r. 848—-850/1444-46; 855-886/1451-81), and
resumed his expansion. Mehmet II, however, was able to control the
Qaramanids’ aspirations. In the meantime, Ottoman supremacy in the region
was reinforced by the conquest of Constantinople in 857/1453, which caused
Ibrahim to fear for his position and thus send an embassy to sultan Inal
(r. 857-865/1453-461) to complain about Mehmet’s endeavours.?> The
Qaramanid embassy reached Cairo in Muharram 859/December 1454,24 but des-
pite Ibrahtm’s expectations, it received a rather unfavourable welcome. Indeed,
ever since sultan Jagmaq’s reign, the Mamluks and Ottomans had maintained
good relations. Sultan Inal hence decided to ignore the complaint, neglected
the Qaramanid emissary outright, and sent back a contemptuous response
(bi-jawab hayyin).?> This response, as well as the mistreatment of the emissary,
must have greatly offended Ibrahim II, for he decided to attack Mamluk territory
the following year. By the time news of the Qaramanid attack reached Cairo
(Rajab 860/June 1456%° or Sha'ban 860/July 1456),27 Mamluk fortresses in
Cilicia, Tarsus and Giilek (al-Kul(a)k) had already fallen. This invasion osten-
sibly engendered great concern for sultan Inal, as the chronicles continually
detail the sultan’s efforts to quash such rebellion over the next two years.

19 Ibn Hijjah, Qahwat, 210-5.

20 Ibn Hijjah, Qahwat, 265-7, 267-9.

21 Ibn Hijjah, Qahwat, 375-6.

22 Tbrahim II had initiated his attacks against the Ottomans in 846/1442, so in 848/1444,
after obtaining the Mamluk sultan’s consent, Miirad II responded to the Qaramanids’
offensive and defeated them (Har-El, Struggle, 74-5).

23 Ibn lyas, Bada'i' al-zuhiir fi waqd'i al-duhiir, 11, ed. M. Mustafa (Cairo, 2008, 2nd ed.;
Ist ed. 1982-84), 322.

24 Ibn Taghribirdi, Hawadith al-duhiir fi mada al-ayyam wa ’l-shuhir, ed. F.M. Shalttt
(Cairo, 1990), 442 (19 Muharram); Ibn lyas, Bada'i’, 11, 322 (day not mentioned).

25 Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 322.

26 Ibn Taghribirdi, AI-Nujiim al-zahirah fi mulik Misr wa ’I-Qahirah, XVI (Cairo, 2005—
06: 2nd ed.; 1st ed. 1963-71), 97.

27 Ibn Taghribirdi, Hawadith, 513—4 (5 Sha'ban); ‘Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nay! al-amal f
dhayl al-duwal, V, ed. ‘U.'A. al-Salam Tadmuri (Beirut, 2002), 462; Ibn lyas, Bada'i',
1L, 334.
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I1. Crossing the line: diplomatic commentary

Two months after the Qaramanids’ first move into Mamluk lands, on 17
Ramadan 860/19 August 1456,>% a report arrived in Cairo from Aleppo.
Ibrahim II, suffering heavy losses, had apparently asked the Aleppan governor
to intercede on his behalf with the Mamluk sultan. Tnal’s response, which
ordered repairs to Tarsus’ wall and the rendering of besieged cities, did not suf-
fice for the Qaramanid rebel, however. In Dhii’l-Qa‘dah 860/October 1456, he
sent yet another letter directly to the Mamluk sultan.?? With this second attempt,
Ibrahim II asked sultan Inal to appoint him governor of the cities he had seized.
When this request, too, was rejected, the Qaramanid attacks resumed.

In Muharram 861/December 1456,3° the Mamluk amir, Sunqur al-
Zardkash,?! who had been sent to Anatolia the previous year, entered Tarsus
and killed the governor Ibrahtm II had appointed there. His head was sent to
Cairo, where it was hung at Bab Zuwaylah. Despite the death of his governor,
the Qaramanid ruler did not give up, and in addition to taking back Tarsus in
Safar 861/January 1457, he also headed to Sis and Adana, two other major
Mamluk strongholds in Cilicia.32 Inal, therefore, had no choice but to dispatch
his army. In Rabi' Il 861/March 1457, he gathered his troops in the Citadel for a
great reception, during which the soldiers were given bonuses and other incen-
tives.33 They left the capital the following month* and entered the Qaramanid
lands in Sha'ban 861/June 1457.3°

On 20 Sha‘ban 861/13 July 1457,3¢ a letter from the ruler of Alaya (modern
Alanya) arrived in Cairo, informing the sultan of Ibrahim’s regrets for his rebel-
lion and declaration of retreat. Despite the Qaramanid retreat, Mamluk troops
went on to defeat the rebels. The news of Mamluk victory reached Inal in
Ramadan 861/July 1457 and gave rise to many festivities in Cairo3” as the troops
made their return.

28 Al-Biqa'i, Tarikh al-Biga'r, 11, ed. M.S. Tbn Shadid al-'Awfi (Jizah, 1992), 202.

29 TIbn Taghribirdi, Hawadith, 517; Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, V, 464.

30 Day not mentioned: Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nay/, VI, 11; Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 336-7. On
15 Muharram: Al-Biqa‘i, Tarikh, 11, 230.

31 Al-Biqa'1, Tarikh, 11, 230, mentioned another emir: Ibn Ramadan al-Turkumani, who
killed the Qaramanid governor of Tarsus.

32 Al-Biqa‘1, Tarikh, 11, 235.

33 Day not mentioned: Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 16. On 6 Rabi" II: Al-Biga'1,
Tarikh, 11, 260; Ibn Taghribirdi, Nujizm, XVI, 1045. The four emirs leading the troops,
Janibak al-Qaramani al-ZahirT, Qurqumas al-Ashrafi, Yanus al-'Ala’T al-Nasiri, and
Khushqadam al-NasirT, were given between 3,000 and 4,000 dinars. The emirs of 40
received 500 dinars each, and those of ten, 200 dinars.

34 Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 16-7; Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 339; Al-Sakhawi, Wajiz
al-kalam f7’l-dhayl “ala duwal al-islam, 11, ed. B.A. Ma'rif (Beirut, 1995), 703.

35 Day not mentioned: Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 19-20; Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 340.
On 4 Sha'ban/27 June: Al-Biqa'1, Tarikh, 11, 287; Ibn Taghribirdi, Nujim, XVI1, 108-9.

36 Al-Biqa'i, Tarikh, 11, 289-90.

37 On9 Ramadan/31 July: Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, V1, 21; Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 340-1;
Ibn Taghribirdi, Nujizm, XVI, 109-10. On 10 Ramadan/1 August: Al-Biqa'1, Tarikh, 11,
298-9.
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Beside the accounts of Qaramanid rebellion found in the chronicles, we now
possess an additional source that preserves those letters sent by Inal to Ibrahtm II
concerning the Qaramanid rebellion, namely, MS ar. 4440 (BnF, Paris).

Ms ar. 4440: diplomatic exchanges between sultan Inal and Ibrahim II
MS ar. 4440 is a collection of copies of letters (munsha ah) prepared by an
anonymous secretary working at the chancery in Cairo during the second half
of the fifteenth century.3® Of the 62 unpublished letters contained in the manu-
script, four concern the exchanges between the Mamluks and the Qaramanids.
All four letters were sent from Cairo: letters II (fol. 40a: Mamluks to
Qaramanids [date unknown]-Appendix I), XV (fols 55a—55b: al-Ashraf Inal’s
response to Ibrahtm II [in 861/1457]-Appendix II), L (fols. 194b—197b:
al-Ashraf Inal’s response to Ibrahim II [in 862/1458]-Appendix III), and LI
(fols. 197b—198a: Mamluk sultan’s response to Ibrahim II [date unknown]—
Appendix 1V).3°

Unfortunately, letters II and LI are too incomplete for use in this study. While
letter II constitutes the original missive’s introduction and only consists of the
invocations devoted to the Qaramanid ruler (unidentified), letter LI mentions
the recipient of the letter, Ibrahim II, and the reception of two letters in Cairo
sent by that ruler. However, the contents of the message have not been copied
by the scribe. Letter XV, though partially transcribed, reveals the general
theme of the letter (heading added by the secretary) and further provides its
narratio.*® Both this letter and letter L centre on the Qaramanid attack of
Tarsus, following Ibrahim II’s first embassy to Cairo in 859/1454.

Below is a presentation of the four letters, in their supposed chronological
order, which provides a summary of their introductory protocols (iftitah-
taslim) — including titles and invocations — as well as their contents (matn).
The different parts will then be discussed in detail in the diplomatic commentary
to follow.

Letter I (fol. 40a)
Incomplete letter mentioning the invocations addressed to the Qaramanid ruler
(unidentified).

[Theme: unknown]

38 F. Bauden, “Les relations diplomatiques entre les sultans mamlouks circassiens et les
autres pouvoirs du Dar al-Islam. L’apport du ms. ar. 4440 (BNF, Paris)”, Annales
Islamologiques 41, 2007, 1-29. M. Dekkiche, “Le Caire, Carrefour des ambassades.
Etude historique et diplomatique de la correspondance échangée entre les sultans mam-
louks circassiens et les souverains timourides et turcomans (Qara Qoyunlu —
Qaramanides) au XV° s. d’aprés le ms. ar. 4440 (BnF, Paris)”, Université de Liége
(Belgium, 2011), 2 vols.

39 The letter numbering follows that of F. Bauden “Les relations diplomatiques”.

40 The narratio, also called expositio, generally sets the reason for the letter’s sending. In
the case of a response, this part will also mention the reception of the initial letter and
further provide a summary of it. See below.
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[[ftitah]
La zalat (...) wa la bariha (...)

[Taslim]

sadarat tuhdrt salaman (...) wa tand an (...) wa tuwaddihu
[Matn]

Incomplete

Letter XV (fols 55a—55b)
Incomplete response from the Mamluk sultan Inal to Ibrahim II’s letter.

[Theme: acceptance of the Qaramanids’ excuses after the Mamluk troops
had headed for Kayseri]

[[ftitah]

Da‘afa’llah ta'ala ni'ma al-janab al-'ali ila akhir algabihi — la
yazalu
[Taslim]

Sadarat hadhihi’l-mukatabah (...) wa tuwaddihu li ‘ilmihi anna
(--)
[Matn]

Mention of the arrival of Ibrahim II’s letter through his emissary Shaykh
Jamal al-Din al-Balkhi.

Summary of its contents: declaration of friendship from the Qaramanids to
the Mamluk sultan; promise for obedience to Mamluk authority; desire to
win back the sultan’s favour.

Acceptance of the oral excuses made by the emissary.
Re-affirmation of the understanding of the message.

According to the heading, added by the scribe in MS ar. 4440, this letter arrived in
Cairo soon after the Mamluk troops had started their advance in Cilicia. The matn
clearly mentions that Ibrahim II had sent an emissary to the Mamluk sultan with a
letter apologizing for his rebellion and requesting an end to the conflict in exchange
for his submission. The oral message delivered by the emissary also followed
along these lines. Although Mamluk sources do not mention the arrival of any
Qaramanid embassy in this period, the letter’s contents suggest that Inal’s response
dates to 861/1457 and serves as the preliminary agreement between the two rulers.

A final agreement between Inal and Ibrahim II came the following year. In
Jumada I 862/April 1458, another Qaramanid embassy arrived in Cairo, bringing
the Mamluk sultan a letter from the rebel.#! In his letter, Ibrahim II, after apolo-
gizing again for his rebellion, implores Inal for forgiveness and a truce between

41 Day not mentioned: Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 38; Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 346,
Al-Biqa‘1, Tarikh, 11, 356. On 28 Jumada I/13 April: Ibn Taghribirdi, Nujim, XVI, 119.
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them. In Jumada II 862/April 145842 Inal finally dismissed the envoys and
designated his amir, Aydaki al-Ashrafi al-Khassaki,**> to bring them back to
their lands. Before they left, the sultan also gave his amir the response to
Ibrahim II’s letter along with a robe of honour.** This letter’s contents are
now known thanks to its copy preserved in MS ar. 4440.

Letter L (fols 194b—197b)

Sultan Inal’s response to Ibrahim II’s letter brought by the emissary ‘Alam
al-Din Sulayman b. Germiyan. Inal’s response was given to the Mamluk emis-
sary Sunqir Aydaki on 20 Jumada II 862/5 May 1458.

[Theme: acceptance of the Qaramanids’ apologies after their rebellion and
establishment of the truce conditions]

[ftitah]
Da‘afa ’llah ta‘ala ni'mata ’l-janabi ’l-ali (.. .)
La zala-la bariha (. ..)

[Taslim]
Sadarat  hadhihi’ l-mukatabah  ila’l-janabi Cl-‘ali  (...) wa
tuwaddihu li ‘ilmihi

[Matn — narratio]

Mention of the arrival of Ibrahim II’s letter and understanding of its
amicable contents.

Summary of its contents: Ibrahim’s expression of his good feelings
towards the sultan and his happiness to see them reciprocated. Ibrahim’s
regret regarding his rebellion and his assurance of loyalty to Inal.

Acceptance of Ibrahim’s excuses and reminder of the events that had
provoked the Mamluk sultan’s discontent: the Qaramanid invasion of his
lands and the destruction of Tarsus and the citadel of Giilek (al-Kiil(a)k).

Mention of the nice reception given to the Qaramanid emissary who
transmitted Ibrahim’s excuses and regrets.

Mention of the sultan’s forgiveness.

List of the sultan’s demands: Ibrahim’s loyalty and his good behav-
iour towards his neighbours among the Mamluk governors and the
Turkmen living in Mamluk territory.

Last reminder of the sultan’s leniency towards the Qaramanid emissary,
for whom a safe trip home is desired so he can deliver the sultan’s message.
[Matn — dispositio]

Statement of Ibrahim’s expected behaviour: “never enter Mamluk lands
or disturb the peace there”.

42 Day not mentioned: Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 39; Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 346-7. On
10 Jumada II/25 April: Ibn Taghribirdi, Nujim, XVI, 119.

43 Al-Sakhawi, al-Daw’ al-lami‘ li ahl al-garn al-tasi’, 11 (Cairo, 1934-36), 325.

44 Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 39; Ibn Taghribirdi, Nujiim, XVI, 119.
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Mention of the Mamluk sultan’s kindness in preventing his army from
heading to Qaramanid lands a second time after the emissary reached him
with Ibrahim’s message of excuses.

Statement of the truce’s conditions:

1) Restoration of Tarsus’ wall and doors as they were before the attack.

2) Reconstruction of Giilek (al-Kiil(a)k) and delivery of its keys to
the sultan so he can possess it again. Request that Ibrahim adopt an
exemplary behaviour with respect to his neighbours living in Mamluk
lands as well as the governors of the citadels in the region and that of the
Turkmen. Stipulation for preservation of road security for travellers and
merchants. Declaration of Ibrahim’s freedom to disturb his own lands if he
so wishes.

3) Mention of Cyprus, where the sultan’s authority is recognized and
whose subjects send annually the jizyah to Cairo for the holy cities.
Ibrahim’s obligation — given the sultan’s responsibility for security of this
island — to stay away from it and forbidden to invade it, be it by him or some-
one he might send, for the Cypriots remain under the Mamluk sultan’s pro-
tection — even despite their Christian roots — since they send him the jizyah.

Mention of the Mamluk emissary charged with bringing the letter to
Ibrahim and taking back his response and agreement.

Details of the gifts sent with the letter and witness to the sultan’s kind-
ness towards the Qaramanid ruler: a robe in golden velvet (kamiliyyah); a
sword with golden handle; a velvet blouse; an embroidered velvet armour
for horse, red on white colour; a golden saddle decorated with feather; and
sugar from Hamah.

Letter LI (fols 197b—198a)
Incomplete letter addressed to Ibrahim II mentioning the reception of two letters

in Cairo.

[Theme: understanding and agreement on the initial letters’ contents]
[ftitah]

La zalat (...)
[Taslim]

sadarat tuhdf ilayhi salaman (...) wa tuwaddihu Ii- ilmihi
[Matn]

Confirmation of the reception of the letter. Praise to God for leading the

Qaramanids to success and for renewing his good fortune. Agreement

on the contents of the second letter and praise of its contents.
Incomplete.

The four samples presented fall under the category of diplomatic letters
(mukatabat sultaniyyat), which were considered the most important type of
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production in the Mamluk chancery.*> The rules of letter writing, following
those of diplomatics, are applied to two types of characteristics or features: exter-
nal and internal. The external features refer to the physical aspects of the letter,
such as paper size, ink, and type of pen used as well as the general layout of the
text on the paper (space between the lines). As for the internal features, they can
be found throughout the structure of the letter (i.e. the different parts of the let-
ter) and are illustrated by the use of particular phrases and titles. The letter is
commonly divided into three parts: the introductory protocol (iffitah), main
text (matn), and closing protocol (khawatim).*® Each part is itself subdivided
into several sections. The iffitah includes a series of components similar to
those found in European diplomatics: invocatio, intitulatio, inscriptio, salutatio.
The invocatio corresponds to religious phrases aimed at placing the document
under divine protection and blessing. In Arabic, they are called fawatih and
include the basmalah, hamdalah, tashahhud, tasliyah and ba'diyyah.*’ Save
for the basmalah, which initiates all letters, the last four, when used to open
the letter, are referred to as the khutbah (sermon). During the Turkish period
(1250-1389), the khutbah was considered the highest means of opening letters
to foreign rulers. Beside the khutbah, however, the Mamluk chancery also
employed another type of opening phrase more widely: invocations (du'a’, pl.
ad'iyah) aimed at praising the addressee and expressing good wishes. After
these invocations came the addressee’s titles (alqab and nu'iit). Strictly speak-
ing, however, this element is not the equivalent of the intitulatio (refers to the
sender)/inscriptio (refers to the recipient), since the address (‘unwan: ila
fulan) in the Arabic letter was generally appended separately on the top of the
letter. The identity of the sender was also set independently as the signature
(‘alamah). Finally, the salutatio, a phrase to greet the addressee, corresponds
in Mamluk letters to a phrase announcing the publication of the letter
(sadara), followed by the salutatio more properly (taslim) and a marker —
such as “abda” (to reveal), “waddaha” (to clarify) — to introduce the letter’s
message (matn). Unlike its European counterpart, the matn is not divided, in
Arabic letters, into narratio (motives of the letter) and dispositio (conclusions
or solutions to the matter), though they are apparent. The section corresponding
to the narratio in Mamluk response generally mentions the reception of the ini-
tial letter and provides a summary of its contents, while the closing protocol

45 See al-Qalqashandi, Subh, VIII, 233 on the mukatabah sultaniyyah: “wa hiyya al-juz’'u
al-a‘zamu min sind‘ati al-tarassuli”.

46 The scribe who collected the sample of letters presented in this study did not copy the
khawatim.

47 The basmalah designates the phrase “bi’smi ’llah al-rahman al-rahim”, which introduces
any important action, granting it benediction. The hamdalah or tahmid follows the bas-
malah and is a phrase in praise to God. Four different forms of hamdalah are attested:
“yahmaduhv”, “nahmaduhu”, “ahmaduhu”, and the more commonly used “al-hamdu
I’llah”. The tashahhud is the formula of Muslim profession of faith and conversion
“ashhadu anna la ilah illa’ llah wa anna Muhammad rasilu’llah”. The tashahhud fol-
lows the hamdalah, and then the tasliyah (salla Allah ‘alayhi wa sallama) can come,
which praises the Prophet Muhammad as well as his family and companions (wa
salawatuhu ‘ala sayyidina Muhammad wa alihi wa sahbihi). Finally, the ba'diyyah
“amma ba'du” concludes fawdtih.
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(khawatim) ends the letter. Like the iffitah, the khawatim include a series of reli-
gious phrases along with the date and registration notice: “istithna’/mashi ah,
al-ta’rikh, al-mustanadat, al-hamdalah, al-tasliyah, al-hasbalah”.*®

Some parts of the letter — such as paper size, signature and introductory proto-
col — are of particular interest for the study of two correspondents’ relationship,
since they were primarily set according to the hierarchical bond between the let-
ter’s addressee and sender. Elsewhere, I have demonstrated how the Mamluk
chancery of Cairo established rules for letter-writing that corresponded to the
status of eastern foreign sovereigns.*® The Mamluk chancery distinguished
four main statuses granted to foreign rulers, though only three are attested in
the fifteenth century. Table 1 provides a summary of my conclusions and
shows the division of rulers during the Circassian period based on paper
size, 0 titles (primary lagab),>! introductory invocation,>? salutatio formulae,>?
and the signature (‘alamah)>* added to the letter. At that time,> the first cat-
egory of rulers related to the Mongols’ successors in Iraq and Iran, the prime
position being granted to the Timurids (al-maqam al-sharif). Within the first

48 The khawatim start with the phrase “in §a Allah ta‘ala” (istithna /masht ah) and place
the letter’s contents under divine blessing. This formula is generally highlighted on the
document through a different layout (in the centre of the sheet of paper, written on two
lines), followed by the date of the letter’s composition. The mustanadat are not, strictly
speaking, part of the letter but rather relate to the person in charge of recording the docu-
ment (i.e. katib al-sirr). Finally, concluding the closing protocol is a series of religious
phrases such as the hamdalah, tasliyah and hasbalah (hasbuna ’llah wa ni'ma’ l-wakil).
Secretaries also mention a final part of the khawatim: the lawahiq (accessories). It con-
sists first in the act of zartib — to cover the letter with red soil to dry the ink — before the
secretary’s careful reading of the letter.

49 M. Dekkiche, “The correspondence exchanged between Mamluks and Timurids in the
fifteenth century: study of an unpublished source (BnF.ms.ar. 4440)”, Eurasian
Studies 11, 2013, 131-60; M. Dekkiche, “Diplomatics or another way to see the
world”, in F. Bauden and M. Dekkiche (eds), Mamluk Cairo. A Crossroads for
Embassies (Leiden: Brill, forthcoming 2017).

50 The paper size was calculated from the wider sheet (gat” al-baghdadr al-kamil), whose
width measures 58.15 cm; paper sizes are also measured according to the roll width. All
other sizes are designated as a fraction of the full sheet: 1/2 (29.07 cm), 1/3 (19.3 cm).
The format al-"adah corresponds to the fraction 1/4 (14.5 cm).

51 The honorific titles correspond to a list of lagab (single word, i.e. al-malik) and nu it
(compound adjectives, i.e. sayf amir al-mu minin). The list of titles being long, only
the first two lagab are to be taken in consideration: principal lagab, secondary lagab.
There is also a hierarchy among them: al-magam > al-maqarr > al-janab > al-majlis
for the principal lagab and al-ashraf > al-sharif > al-karim > al-"alt > al-sami for the
secondary.

52 The invocations relate to the existence, benefits, victory and power of the correspondents.
They generally hope for longevity, glory, tenfold increase or perpetuity. We also find a
hierarchy within the invocations f’l-uluww wa’l-hubit: italat al-baga > italat al-"‘umr;
‘izz al-ansar > “izz al-nasr > ‘izz al-nasr; muda afat al-ni'ma > dawam al-ni'ma.

53 The hierarchy among the salutatio’s phrase is, for the “publication”, asdarnaha ila >
asdarna hadhihi’ l-mukataba ila > usdirat ila > sadarat ila. As for the marker that intro-
duces the matn: nu-/tubdr li-‘ilmihi [al-sharif] > nu-/tuwaddihu li-'ilmihi [al-karim].

54 The signature in the letters is referred to as al-‘alamah. 1t is appended atop the letter (gen-
erally prepared in advance by a scribe). We have three different ‘alamah depending on the
addresee’s rank: akhithu (his brother) > waliduhu (his father) > the sultan’s name (ism).

55 For the details of this period and the previous one, see Dekkiche, “Diplomatics”.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453

ssaud Aussaaun aBpLgquied Aq auluo paysliand €S7000£LXLL617005/£101°01/B10°10p//:sdny

Table 1. Chancery rules in the Circassian period

Title

Invocation

Salutation

‘Alamah

al-maqam al-sharif

al-magam al-"alt

al-magqarr al-karim

al-maqarr al-"alt

a'azza ’llah ansar

a'azza ’llah ansar
a'azza ’llah nusrat
a'azza ’llah ansar

a'azza ’llah nusrat

asdarna(ha)

mufawadah

akhithu

al-janab al-karim

al-janab al-"alt

a'azza’llah ansar

adama ’llah nasr/nusrat

da‘afa ’llah ni'mat
da'afa’llah ni'mat

adama ’llah ni ' mat

sadarat hadhihi
’l-mukatabah

waddaha

akhithu

waliduhu

No. Paper
I al-nisf
11 al-thulth
11 al-‘adah

al-majlis al-'ali

al-majlis al-samr

adama ’llah ni‘mat

adama ’llah ni‘mat

sadarat

akhithu

waliduhu

99¢
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category, a lesser rank was attributed to the Turkmen dynasty of the Qara
Qoyunlu (al-magarr al-karim). After the capture of Constantinople, the
Ottoman sultan joined this category as well (al-maqarr al-karim).>® The second
category of sovereigns included governors under the authority of the rulers from
the previous category (al-janab al-karim) as well as the Turkmen beyliks of
Anatolia (al-janab al-‘ali), including the Qaramanids. Finally, the last category
referred to minor independent rulers (Turkmen and Kurdish tribes) in Eastern
Anatolia and Upper Euphrates (al-majlis al-ali). Identifying this categorization
is essential for understanding the way in which Mamluk sultans perceived their
foreign counterparts and, more importantly, whom they recognized as such (that
is, not as so-called clients).

Throughout the history of Mamluk—Qaramanid relations, the latter were trea-
ted as independent foreign eastern rulers — despite the occasional granting of
diploma (taqlid) — as illustrated by both the theory provided in the chancery
manuals and the samples of letters kept in collections (Ibn Hijjah’s Qahwat
al-inshd’ and MS ar. 4440). As previously mentioned, the Qaramanids were
considered one of the major Turkmen beyliks of Anatolia. It seems, however,
that they acquired a higher status over the course of al-Mu‘ayyad Shaykh’s
reign. In the sample preserved in Ibn Hijjah’s collection, the Mamluk sultan
first addresses Muhammad Beg with the invocation and title adama’llah
ta'ala ni‘'mat al-majlis al-"al’ before shifting to the more important title
al-janab al-‘ali after the nomination of ‘AlT Beg in Konya.’® This practice
continued during sultan Barsbay’s reign and afterwards (letter to Muhammad
Beg: adama’llah ta'ala ni'mat al-janab al-"ali).>° The chancery manual pro-
duced by the secretary al-Sahmaw1, contemporary with the period under review,
confirms the importance of the Qaramanids as one of the ten successors to the
Mongols in the territory of Anatolia (bilad al-Riim).%°

56 It seems, however, that this title had already been granted to Miurad by sultan Barsbay in
1433, as shown in MS 4440, 45b—47b.

57 This was the normal way to address the Anatolian Turkmen during the Turkish period of
the Mamluk rule. See Al-"Umari, Ta'rif, 1, 55; Ibn Nazir al-Jaysh, Tathqif al-ta'rif bi’l-
mustalah al-sharif, ed. R. Vesely (Cairo, 1987), 56. But also up to sultan al-Mu ayyad
Shaykh’s reconquest of Tarsus: Ibn Hijjah, Qahwat, 213.

58 Ibn Hijjah, Qahwat, 265-6.

59 Ibn Hijjah, Qahwat, 375.

60 Al-Sahmawi, Al-Thaghr al-basim fi sina’at al-katib wa’ I-katim, ed. A.M. Anas MursT, 2
vols (Cairo, 2009). This author, like his famous predecessor al-Qalgashandi (d. 821/
1418), worked as secretary in the Chancery of Cairo during the period from Barsbay’s
sultanate (r. 825-841/1422-37) to that of sultan Inal (r. 857-865/1453-60). Preserved
in a unicum until 2009 (BnF, MS ar. 4439), this manual was long attributed to another
author, al-Khalidi, under the title al-Magsid al-rafi’ al-munsha’ al-hadr li diwan
al-insha’. The academic literature long referred to the manuscript by the title Diwan
al-insha’. This work follows al-Qalqashandi’s manual, from which it even took many
examples. While al-Qalqashandi largely relied on the work of al-‘UmarT (d. 749/1349)
and Ibn Nazir al-Jaysh (d. 786/1384), adding changes of his own at times (especially
for the early fifteenth century), al-Sahmawi provided concrete examples from his own
time much more often (mid-fifteenth century) Ibid., II, 763. In another part of his
work devoted to Anatolia, al-SahmawT confirms that the Qaramanids were the only rep-
resentative of the beylik left in the region that has not come yet under Ottoman rule
(Al-Sahmawi, A/-Thaghr 11, 783-7).
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Moreover, the samples of MS ar. 4440 attest to such practice as well. A com-
parison of the letters presented (summary provided) with the chancery rules of
the Circassian period (Table 1) shows the Qaramanid rulers were addressed
according to the second layer of the second category of foreign rulers:
“Da‘afa ’llah ta'ala ni'mata ’l-janabi ’l-ali” — “Sadarat hadhihi’ l-mukatabah
(...) wa tuwaddihu li ‘ilmihi anna (...)"(Letter XV) and “Da‘afa ’llah ta‘ala
ni‘mata’l-janabi ’l-ali> — “Sadarat hadhihi’ l-mukatabah ila’l-janabi I-‘alt
(...) wa tuwaddihu li “ilmihi” (Letter L). On the basis of Table 1, one might
also assume the paper size would have been al-thulth®' and the sultan’s signa-
ture appended to the letters “waliduhu™ (“akhiihu” being generally reserved for
the first layer of sovereigns belonging to the second category).

III. Mamluk response to Qaramanid threat: historical
commentary

The samples of letters presented above, as well as the reports found in the
chronicles, show that the Qaramanids constituted a major threat to Mamluk
power, especially in the Anatolian region. Letter L, which mentions the truce
conditions set by the Mamluk sultan, illustrates that fact clearly. Indeed, two
out of the three conditions concerned the Anatolian region (i.e. Tarsus, safety
of the roads). It is now time to analyse in detail each of the above-mentioned
conditions, and their stakes for Mamluk policies.

Tarsus and Mamluk border
Situated in classical times (.. .) in the rich agricultural plain of Cilicia (.. .),
[Tarsus] owed its florescence firstly, to this same fertility of the local soil;
secondly, to its strategic position commanding the southern end of the
Cilician Gates across the Taurus Mountains into central Anatolia (...);
and thirdly, to its possessing a fine sheltered harbour (...), opening the
city to the maritime influences of the eastern Mediterranean (. ..).°2

Already renowned in antiquity, the city of Tarsus enjoyed great success early on
in the Islamic period, when it became a major — albeit disputed — stronghold in
the border zone separating the Islamic empire and Byzantine territory. This zone,
commonly known as the thughur (sing. thaghr), constituted the external frontier
of the Islamic land, or, more precisely, the line between the dar al-Islam and the
dar al-Harb. Concretely, it represented “a no-man’s land studded with smaller
fortresses that served as the first line of defence for the adjacent regions of
Muslim states as well as staging points and places of refuge for raids into

61 The paper size refers to the roll’s width, expressed in Egyptian cubits of cloth (bi dhira’i
’l-qumash al-misri), that is, 58.15 cm; at times, however, it was measured by finger, span
or carat. The size al-thulth (the third) consequently measures 19.383 cm. W. Hinz,
Islamische Masse und Gewichte (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1955), 56; W. Hinz, “Dhira™, in
EP, I, 238-9. This measurement modifies the one established by Karabacek, which
was 48.8 cm.

62 C.E. Bosworth, “The City of Tarsus and the Arab—Byzantine frontiers in early and mid-
dle ‘Abbasid times”, Oriens 33, 1992, 268.
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kafir territory”.®® The first establishment of the thughir arose in the region of
Cilicia-Armenia, with the thughiir al-shamiyyah (capital: Tarsus) and the
thughiir al-jaziriyyah (capital: Malatya).®* Alongside the thughiir lay yet another
zone situated inside the Islamic land itself: the ‘awasim (sing. ‘asimah). The
‘awasim constituted an additional protection, in practice serving like the
thughiir but as a second line of defence. This second sphere was considered a
buffer zone between Northern Syria and the Syrian thughir.®>

The system of the ‘awasim and thughiir has its origin in the late Umayyad
period, when the Arabs began to settle in lands conquered from the
Byzantines.®® Only during the Abbasid period, starting with the reign of the
caliph Hariin al-Rashid (r. 170-193/786-809), did it become a distinctive part
of the empire, however. During the two centuries of Abbasid rule in the region
(c. 133-351/750-962), the thughiir developed even further, no longer a mere
strategic stronghold for offence against and defence from the Byzantines but
an almost independently ruled region that provided substantial sources of reven-
ues for the caliphs through the fiscal system and commercial activity.®” With
Christian reoccupation of the thughiir in the fourth/tenth century, the system
would lose all such significance and function.

Mamluk advance into Anatolia has a long history, beginning in 675/1277
during sultan Baybars’ reign (658-676/1260—77). Yet it was not until the
reign of al-Nasir Muhammad (723/1321: truce with the Ilkhanid Abu Sa'id)
and, even more, after the capture of Sis by al-Ashraf Sha‘'ban (776/1375), that
the Mamluks established themselves firmly in the region. Although the
Mamluk sultans took advantage of the defence infrastructure already in place
there (i.e. ancient fortresses), they were also forced to establish their own system
of defence at the border. It was thus during this period that they started to
develop a more effective means of protecting their borders, installing two
Turkmen principalities directly dependent on their authority through a link of
clientele. These entities were in charge not only of protecting the region previ-
ously known as the thughiir — the Dulqadirids (in Elbistan, “Jaziran thughiir’”;
735/1335) and the Ramadanids (in Adana, “Syrian thughir”; 735-748/1334—
48)%% — but also counterbalancing the growing importance of Turkmen beyliks.
Indeed, whereas this zone once functioned primarily as a defence for the dar
al-islam against attacks from the dar al-harb, it now became an internal frontier
within the dar al-islam itself, aimed at protecting Mamluk territory from poten-
tial Muslim attacks. What had become of the thughiir—"awasim system?

To understand concretely the system of defence in the northern border area of
Mamluk territory, one must examine the organization of Aleppo province as

63 R.W. Brauer, “Boundaries and frontiers in medieval Muslim geography”, Transactions
of the American Philosophical Societies [New Series] 85/6, 1995, 15.

64 The term also designates the border zone in al-Andalus (Brauer, “Boundaries and fron-
tiers”, 21-5.

65 M. Bonner, “The naming of the frontier: ‘Awasim, Thughiir, and the Arab geographers”,
BSOAS [in Honour of J.E. Wansbrough] 57/1, 1994, 17.

66 Bonner, “The naming of the frontier”, 18-9.

67 P. von Sivers, “Taxes and trade in the ‘Abbasid Thughiir, 750-962/133-351”, Journal of
the Economic and Social History of the Orient 25/1, 1982, 71-99.

68 Har-El, Struggle, 39-41, 45.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453

270 MALIKA DEKKICHE

depicted in the administrative literature (section of the masalik wa’l-mamalik).
This region was divided into three main sectors: (1) the Syrian lands (Sector A);
(2) Armenia (Sector B); and (3) Upper Mesopotamia (Sector C). Within this division,
al-Qalqashandi — based on the administrative works of his predecessors,
namely, al-'Umari (d. 749/1349)%° and Ibn Nazir al-Jaysh (d. 786/1384)70 —
lists a total of 50 districts: 26 for Sector A;’! 21 for Sector B, sub-divided
into eight main districts (three in the mountains, five on the coasts) and 13
minor ones;’?> and finally three for Sector C.”> Following al-Qalgashandi’s
manual, Har-El formulated a table presenting the 23 districts included in these
sectors, which represents the main posts of defence for Mamluk territory
(Table 2).74

According to Har-El, Sector A constituted the ‘awdasim zone, while Sector B
(and to a lesser extent Sector C) represented the thughiir.”> Closer inspection of
al-Qalqashandi’s famous manual Subh al-a‘sha, however, presents another view
of the thughiir and ‘awasim. Indeed, al-Qalgashandi attaches this denomination
to Sector B alone, the sector he refers to as “al-ma’ritf bi-bilad al-Arman”
(known as the country of the Armenians). Quoting al-'Umar?’s 7a rif on the
description of the city of Sis, he goes on to write, “part of this region is called
al-"awasim, and part of it was called in the past al-thughiir” (wa hadhihi al-bilad
minha biladun tusamma al-"awasim, wa minha biladun kanat tusamma qadiman
bi-thughiir).’® Having described the two terms both etymologically and histor-
ically, al-Qalqashandt then argues that the thughiir wa’l-awasim were, in fact,
two names representing a single region running south-north from Gharas to
the lands of the Qaramanids and east-west from the mountains of al-
Darbandat to the coast with Alaya and Antakiya,’” that is, Sector B.”8

Al-Qalgashandi’s description, based largely on that of al-'Umari, seems to
reflect the reality of a border zone in the fourteenth century, not that of his
own time. For the following century, another work proves more useful: al-
Thaghr al-basim fi sina'at al-katib wa’l-katim by al-Sahmawi (d. 868/1463).
Following the tripartite division of sectors, he lists 49 districts: 27 for Sector
A,7? 19 for Sector B (11 districts and 8 citadels),®® and three main districts
for Sector C.8! While the descriptions of each city also stems from previous
works (i.e. al-'Umari, Ibn Nazir al-Jaysh), al-Sahmawi adds contemporary

69 Al-"Umari, Ta'rif.

70 Ibn Nazir al-Jaysh, Tathqif al-ta'rif bi’l-mustalah al-sharif, ed. R. Vesely (Cairo, 1987).

71 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh, 1V, 119-30.

72 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh, IV, 130-7.

73 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh, IV, 137-9.

74 Har-El, Struggle, 44.

75 Har-El, Struggle, 43-5.

76 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh, 1V, 130.

77 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh, 1V, 131.

78 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh, 1V, 228.

79 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 299-303. These are approximately the same as those described
by al-Qalgashandi.

80 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 303-7; 11, 706-7.

81 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 307-8.
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Table 2. Division of the Aleppo Province in the fourteenth century; cf.
al-Qalgashandt

Sector A Sector B Sector C
Qal‘at al-Muslimin Dabraki (Divrigi) Ruha

(Qal‘at al-R@im) Malatya (Edessa/Urfa)
Bahasna (Besni) Darende Qal‘at Ja‘bar
Qusayr Elbistan Bira (Birecik)
‘Ayntab (Gaziantep) Sis

Rawandan Sirfandikar

Karkar (Gerger) (Servendikar)

Shayzar Adana

Kakhta (Kahta) Tarsus

Baghras (Bagras) Ayas

Al-Shughr wa-Bakas

Darbasak

updates as well (introduced by “quitu”). We learn, for instance, that at the time
he was composing his work at least one district was no longer under Mamluk
authority: Ruha/Edessa (then under Aq Qoyunlu authority).’? As for Kayseri,
it was under the supervision of the Dulgadirid client Nasir al-Din (r. 800—
846/1398-1442). Although al-Sahmawi does not state it clearly, the
Dulqgadirids also ruled in Elbistan as a Mamluk client, as the Ramadanids did
in Adana. Table 3 presents a reconstitution of the main districts included in
these sectors.

As for the fifteenth-century organization of the thughiir and ‘awasim,
al-Sahmaw1 no longer seems to recognize the system. In his description of

Table 3. Division of the Aleppo Province in the fifteenth century; cf. al-Sahmaw1

Sector A Sector B Sector C
Qal'at al-Muslimin Malatya Bira (Birecik)
(Qal‘at al-Riim) Tarsus Qal'at Ja‘bar
Bahasna (Besni) Adana* [Ruha/Edessa]
‘Ayntab (Gaziantep) Elbistan*
Rawandan Ayas
Shayzar Darende
Karkar (Gerger) Sirfandikar
Kakhta (Kahta) (Servendikar)
Baghras (Bagras) Dabraki (Divrigi)
Al-Shughr wa-Bakas Qal‘at Kiimi
Darbasak Sis

Kayseri*

Mar‘ash (*)

82 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 308.
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Sector B — which he, like al-Qalqashandi, refers to as Bilad al-Arman — he only
mentions its ancient designation as al-thughiir, thus ignoring the denomination
of al-"awasim altogether.®? If the Mamluks no longer maintained the defence
system of the ‘awdasim-thughiir as such (neither its terminology nor its localiza-
tion), the establishment of a tripartite sector of defence at the border, stretching
from the internal part of the territory (Syria) to the external part (Armenia and
Upper Euphrates), seems to have functioned in a similar way nonetheless. The
organization of Sector B and, within it, the city of Tarsus demonstrates this
state of affairs quite clearly.

Sector B represents the finest example of Mamluk defence. Two different
plans of action emerge from this zone. The first, the system Har-El terms the
“buffer”,3* since the end of al-Nasir Muhammad’s reign the Mamluks had estab-
lished two Turkmen tribes as their governors (na ib/sahib) in Cilicia in order to
form a zone of protection that would prevent entrance into their territory: the
Dulqgadirids in Elbistan (735/1335) and the Ramadanids in Adana (735-748/
1334-48). By the fifteenth century, the Dulgadirids also controlled Mar ash
and Kayseri. With respect to the second means of protection, the Mamluks main-
tained a total of eight other fortified cities®> on both sides of the two buffers
under the direct command of a Mamluk governor appointed by the sultan:
Malatya, Tarsus, Ayas, Darende, Sirfandikar, Divrigi, Qal‘at Kumi, Sis.
According to Har-El, “these Mamluk-controlled towns, together with the natural
barrier of the Taurus and Amanus mountains, therefore served not only as exter-
nal security vis-a-vis foreign adversaries but also as internal security to keep the
buffer principalities of Dulkadir and Ramadan enclosed within their territorial
enclaves”.8¢

As part of this line of defence, the city of Tarsus represented the predominant
Mamluk garrison in the region given its strategic position facing the Cilician
Gates, thus constituting the path of entrance to Syria.?” The city was integrated
into Mamluk territory during the reign of sultan al-Nasir Hasan (r. 748-752/
1347-51; 755-762/1354-61),8% when it became, among other things, a point
of Ramadanid control in Adana. The loss of this region following Timiir’s vic-
tory against the Mamluks in 806/1403%° represented a major amputation to the
Syrian defence system. It is not surprising, then, that al-Mu ayyad Shaykh’s first
action after assessing his rule was to call on the Qaramanids to turn over Tarsus
(820/1417).%° Save for the brief Qaramanid occupation of the city, Tarsus would
remain under Mamluk control until Selim I’s conquest in 922/1516.

83 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 303.

84 Har-El, Struggle, 39—42.

85 Har-El, Struggle, 45-7, only lists seven cities, based on al-Qalqashandi’s description.

86 Har-El, Struggle, 47.

87 Har-El, Struggle, 48.

88 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 304.

89 The truce treaty between Timir and sultan Faraj is kept in al-Qalqashandi, Subh, VII,
325-31. Faraj had to abandon the fortresses of Elbistan, Malatya, Gerger, Kakhta,
Qal‘at al-Riim and al-Birah.

90 See Ibn Hijjah, Qahwat, 214-5. In his letter to Muhammad Beg in 820/1417, sultan
al-Mu‘ayyad Shaykh already insisted on the importance of Tarsus.
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Table 4. Mamluk citadels in the fourteenth—fifteenth centuries

Al-Qalgashandi Al-Sahmaw1

Qal ‘at BarT Kartk Qal ‘at Bar1 Kartk
Kawarra Kawarra

Kualak Kualak

Kirzal Kirzal

Kiami Tall Jabriir

Tall Hamdiin Qal‘at al-Har@iniyyah
al-Harliwiyyatayn Qal‘at al-Nijmah
Qal‘at al-Nijmah Qal‘at Lu'lu’ah
Qal'at Humaynin Kiami

Qal‘at Lu’lu’ah
Qal‘at Tamriin
Saniyat Kala
Bilislts

Giilek, Turkmen, safety of the roads
Beside these main garrisons held by Mamluk governors, another defence system
was also founded: minor citadels. While each of them was attached to and
dependent upon the main Mamluk garrisons in Cilicia, these citadels were
placed under the command of either soldiers sent by the governor of Aleppo
or Turkmen attached to Mamluk rule. Table 4 lists these citadels according to
both al-Qalgashandi and al-Sahmawi.°! As Har-El’s analysis has shown, these
establishments were dispatched according to five main salients: Tarsus,
Adana, Sis, Ayas, and the Syrian Gates.? Situated to the north of Tarsus, the
citadel of Giilek (al-Kiilk or al-Kiilak) is one of them. It belonged to the salient
of Tarsus and stood as the most important fort. According to al-Sahmawr, a tribe
of Turkmen inhabited the citadel, though he provides no further detail.”3 It was
probably for this reason that the second condition of truce set by sultan Inal in
letter L linked the citadel of Giilek with the troubles afflicting the Turkmen.

Many Turkmen are listed throughout the administrative literature, all acting as
Mamluk amirs (either amirs of 40, 20, or 10).°* While al-Qalqashandi lists a total
of eleven Turkmen tribes in this region,”> al-Sahmawi only mentions seven:
Dulqadir, al-Ahqiyyah, al-Awzariyyah, al-Awshariyyah, al-Dhakariyyah, al-
Warsaq and al-Sabi ah.%¢

In Letter L, a final clause appears in the second condition of truce and con-
cerns the safety of roads for both travellers and merchants. Not surprisingly, the
Qaramanid rebellion (as well as the Mamluk military response soon after) might
have disturbed mobility, transaction and exchange in the region to a significant

91 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh, 1V, 135-7; al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 306-7; 11, 706.
92 Har-El, Struggle, 48-54.

93 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 1, 306.

94  Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 11, 707-8.

95 Al-Qalgashandi, Subh, VII, 282.

96 Al-Sahmawi, Thaghr, 11, 707-8.
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extent. While I have thus far concentrated on this region’s military importance
for Mamluk defence policy, I will now turn to its strategic position for trade.

The importance of Anatolia in Mediterranean trade has undergone frequent
and substantial analysis, especially in relation to European merchants (i.e.
Genoese and Venetians) who established trading posts all along its coasts.””
Such studies emphasize the region’s great resources (fine products, horses,
slaves, grain, textile, alum, etc.) and extensive markets. Before the Ottomans’
emergence as a great power, the many beyliks in Anatolia were already deeply
involved in trade transactions. Some beyliks held major coastal points, like those
of Kasari, Saruhan, Aydin, Menteshe, and Teke,”® and earned their wealth not
only from their strategic position (ports controlling sea routes to the Aegean)
but also, and more importantly, from their numerous markets. By contrast, the
hinterland beyliks like those of the Germiyan, Hamid and Qaramanid, also
enjoyed an abundance of resources, which provided the markets with textiles,
horses and raw materials (i.e. alum).*® Furthermore, they controlled the major
trade routes over land, a situation particularly significant for the Qaramanids,
who, in addition to controlling a long coastline in south-eastern Cilicia (with
many ports granting direct access to the Mediterranean), also managed to extend
their lands through the passes of the Taurus, a major route for merchants.

As for Mamluk interests in the region, of all the commodities circulating in
these markets one was particularly prized by the sultans: slaves. The importance
of the slave trade in the first century of Mamluk rule has already undergone ana-
lysis, especially through the study of their treaties with the Genoese and
Byzantines in order to counter the Mongolian threat and maintain a steady
supply.190 This link to the Genoese merchants persisted until the later period
(first half of the fifteenth century), since Genoa was particularly active in the
conveyance of slaves from the Black Sea region — the primary location of
slave markets — to the lands of the sultans.'®! While the transport of slaves
since the time of Mongol rule in Anatolia was mostly conducted through the
maritime route, i.e. the Bosphorus,'2 the collapse of this dynasty progressively
led to the reopening of overland roads between Mesopotamia and Syria in the
fourteenth century,'?3 a transition reinforced by the Mamluk seizure in Cilicia

97 K. Fleet, European and Islamic Trade in the Early Ottoman State: The Merchants of
Genoa and Turkey (Cambridge, 1999); E.A. Zachariadou, Trade and Crusade.
Venetian Crete and the Emirates of Menteshe and Yadin (1300-1415) (Venice, 1983).

98 Lindner, “Anatolia”, 110-3.

99 Lindner, “Anatolia”,113—6.

100 Ehrenkreutz, “Strategic implications of the slave trade between Genoa and Mamluk
Egypt in the second half of the thirteenth century”, The Islamic Middle East 700—
1990 (Studies in Economic and Social History) (Princeton, 1981), 333-45;
R. Amitai, “Diplomacy and slave trade in the eastern Mediterranean: a re-examination
of the Mamluk—Byzantine—Genoese triangle in the late thirteenth century in light of the
existing early correspondence”, Oriente Moderno 88/2, 2008, 349-68.

101 Fleet, European and Islamic Trade, 37; A. Stello, “La Traité¢ d’esclaves en Mer Noire
(premicre moitié du xve siécle)”, Les Esclaves en Méditerranée. Espaces et dynamiques
économiques (Madrid, 2012), 171-80.

102 Ehrenkreutz, “Strategic implications”, 341.

103 Ehrenkreutz, “Strategic implications”, 343.
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that allowed the sultans to control three of the major trade routes linking
Anatolia to Persia, Iraq, Syria and Egypt.!04

Although the situation in Anatolia notably changed after the Ottomans’ cap-
ture of Constantinople, trade in the region never ceased; on the contrary, with the
disturbances caused by Ottoman troops along the northern land routes (i.e.
Trebizond-Tabriz), activity over the southern courses actually increased.!03
Regarding these routes linking Mamluk Syria to Cilicia, there were seven
major courses along with their post stations: Aleppo—Ayas/Tarsus; Aleppo—
Antakiya; Aleppo— Ayntab/Bahasna/Kayseri; Aleppo—Kahta; Aleppo—Sivas/
Erzincan via Malatya; Aleppo-Sivas via Mar'ash; and Aleppo-Sis via
Mar ‘ash.!%¢ Of greatest interest to this study is the first, since it includes most
of the cities or post stations disturbed by Qaramanid rebels in Cilicia in 860—
862/1456-58: Aleppo—Arhab-Tizin—Yaghra-Baghras—Ayas—Kiilak—'7 Masisa—
Adana-Tarsus. This region proved all the more important given the two rivers
running through it: the Saihan and Jaihan. Even further, Tarsus boasted a long-
standing and important grain market.!?8

Cyprus

Finally, after dealing with the events implicated in the rebellion in Cilicia, sultan
Inal went on to handle yet another matter involving Qaramanid raids in Cyprus.
Surprisingly, Mamluk chronicles do not mention any trouble associated with
Turkmen on the island at this time, but letter L does indicate that Mamluk sov-
ereignty had been challenged on several occasions. Having submitted to
Mamluk authority after sultan Barsbay’s third campaign in 829/1426, Cyprus
was obligated, inter alia, to send tribute to Cairo each year.'%?

As for the Qaramanids’ relationship to the island, no problems arose in the
first part of the ninth/fifteenth century. On the contrary, Qaramanid troops
find mention alongside the Cypriots during the Mamluks’ invasion of the
island.!10 In 835-836/1432, when John II succeeded his father, he even sent
an embassy to the Qaramanid ruler Ibrahim II to maintain their good relation-
ship.!'! This association did not last long, however. When Ibrahim II turned

104 A.H. Lybyer, “The Ottoman Turks and the routes of Oriental trade”, The English
Historical Review 30/120, 1915, 580.

105 Lybyer, “The Ottoman Turks”, 583.

106 W. Popper, Egypt and Syria under the Circassian Sultans 1382—1468 A.D.: Systematic
Notes to Ibn Taghrt Birdr's Chronicles of Egypt (University of California Publications
in Semitic Philology, 15) (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1955), 51-3.

107 Popper, Egypt and Syria, map 18 (Aleppo Province). Popper distinguishes Kiilak from
Giilek; while Har-El, Struggle, 49 clearly shows that Kiuilak is Giilek.

108 Fleet, European and Islamic Trade, 64.

109 The Cypriot rulers would fulfil this duty during the whole period of their submission.
After the Venetian Republic had taken over in 1489, it would continue to send tribute to
Cairo. M.M. Ziada, “The Mamliik conquest of Cyprus in the 15th century”, Bulletin of
the Faculty of Art 2 (Cairo University, 1934), 42.

110 Ziada, “The Mamliik conquest”, 45-6; Darrag, L’ Egypte, 256.

111 M.L. de Mas Latrie, Histoire de I’tle de Chypre sous le régne des Princes de la Maison
de Lusignan, III (Paris, 1855), 3—10. B. de La Brocquiére, who was travelling with the
Cypriot emissaries, transmitted the account of their reception by Ibrahim II.
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his back on John II in 852/1448 and seized the city of Corycos,!!? it was the last
possession of Cyprus on the coast.!!3

According to letter L, relations between the Qaramanids and John II did not
improve during the period between 852/1448 and 862/1458. In 860/1456, the
ruler of Cyprus sent, along with tribute, a letter of complaint to sultan Inal.!!#
In his response, preserved in its Italian translation, the Mamluk sultan informed
John II he would write the Ottoman Mehmet II to request that he stop the activity
of corsairs and his own men against Cyprus.!'!> Still under Ottoman authority at
that time, the Qaramanids might have been acting against Cyprus with Ottoman
permission. Conclusions from this study, however, would grant greater plausibil-
ity to Qaramanid raids being an independent action directed against Mamluk
sovereignty.

IV. Conclusion

While sources remain silent on the Qaramanids’ response to the Mamluk
embassy in 862/1458 as well as Ibrahim’s agreement to the conditions of the
proposed truce (Letter L), Ibrahim II apparently maintained good relations
with the Mamluks thereafter. Such tranquillity obtained, for example, in the
case of sultan Inal’s successor, Khushqadam. In Sha‘ban 865/May 1461,
Ibrahim II sent an embassy to congratulate him on his accession to the throne
and express his desire to maintain peace between them.!!'® The rapprochement
of the two rules would derive all its significance from this period. Indeed, in
865/1461, the Ottomans resumed their offensive against Qaramanid territory,'!”
thereby compromising Mamluk authority and, consequently, increasing tension
between the Ottomans and Mamluks. Soon afterwards, the death of Ibrahim II
(868/1464) and succession difficulties within the Qaramanid dynasty would
once more set Mamluks and Ottomans in opposition, further exacerbating
their once stabilized interactions.

Before his father’s death, Ishaq had been designated his successor. Ibrahim II
had, in fact, long made clear his preference for this son, whom he had from a
marriage with a slave (whereas all other sons of his came through an Ottoman
princess).!!® This designation, however, would provoke a strong reaction from
his brother Pir Ahmad, who left for the Ottoman court to win the sultan’s sup-
port. Aided by Ottoman troops, he soon seized the city of Konya. At the same
time, relations between the Mamluk sultan and the Ottomans had already been

112 In the previous century, the two dynasties had already opposed each other when the
Cypriots conquered Corycos. E.A. Zachariadou, “The early years of Ibrahim I
Karamanoglu”, The Sweet Land of Cyprus (Nicosia, 1993), 149.

113 M.L. de Mas Latrie, Histoire, 111, 48-56: it preserves copies of the exchanges between
the great master of Rhodes and John II, as well as the letter of the latter to the sultan of
Egypt in request for help.

114 Ziada, “The Mamlik conquest”, 46.

115 De Mas Latrie, Histoire, 111, 73-5.

116 Day not mentioned: ‘Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 108. On 7 Sha‘ban/18 May: Ibn
Taghribirdi, Nujiom, XV1, 228. On 12 Sha‘'ban/23 May: Al-Biqa'1, Tarikh, 111, 257.

117 Al-Biqa‘1, Tarikh, 111, 356-7.

118 S.N. Yildiz, “Razing Gevele”, 316-9; Har-El, Struggle, 81.
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greatly deteriorating, especially after the Ottoman emissary’s disrespectful
behaviour in Cairo in 868/1464. Yet despite Khushqadam’s support of Ishaq,
the latter was forced to flee to the Aq Qoyunlu lands after his defeat in 869/
1465.'1° Pir Ahmad did not stay long under Ottoman authority, and as soon
as his rule was well established (871/1467), he contacted the Mamluk sultan,
which caused a resumption in hostility with the Ottomans. The conflict between
the Ottomans and Qaramanids finally ended in 880/1475 with the end of the
Qaramanid dynasty.

The study of Mamluk—Qaramanid relations has often focused on their “alli-
ance” — i.e. recognition of Mamluk authority — forged to counter the threat of
a common enemy and has thus restricted the Qaramanids’ role to a buffer entity
between the Mamluks and Ilkhanids, followed by the Ottomans. While such a
role is undeniable, the present article has aimed to depict the Qaramanids as
an independent and ambitious actor within Anatolian policy with one particular
event as a case study: the Qaramanid Rebellion and their threat to Mamluk ter-
ritory and sovereignty in 860—-862/1456—-58. This event, already well documen-
ted by numerous Mamluk chronicles covering the period, was furnished greater
detail thanks to a new source preserving copies of letters sent from Cairo in
response to Ibrahim II’s attack (MS ar. 4440). The corpus reveals that the
Qaramanid threat extended beyond the concrete attack of Mamluk lands to
Mamluk sovereignty more widely: the Qaramanids not only destroyed one of
the major forts along the border defence of Mamluk territory but also threatened
the safety of roads, peace among Turkmen tribes, and Mamluk protection of
Cyprus. Furthermore, diplomatic analysis of the corpus has also confirmed the
independent position of the Qaramanids as a major actor in Anatolia along
with the Ottomans.

The Mamluks’ vigorous response to these threats revealed the sultan’s need to
secure his holdings in this strategic region, especially given the increasing power
of the Ottomans and Aq Qoyunlu there. Just as important, too, was the
re-establishment of a cordial relationship with the Qaramanids thereafter.
After the Mamluks’ progressive loss of Dulqadirid and Ramadanid loyalties
(to the Ottomans), supporting the Qaramanids became a greater necessity than
ever before to establish additional protection for their territory. As history
shows, the annihilation of the Qaramanid dynasty in 880/1475 would put the
Mamluks and Ottomans in direct confrontation and open a path for the
Ottomans to Syria and Egypt.

119 ‘Abd al-Basit b. Khalil, Nayl, VI, 217; Ibn lyas, Bada'i', 11, 430.
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Appendix I: Letter II (fols 40a)

e f Y S L AilSe jaa [40a]

e 8 Al 4 s 35lae 2LV 5 ga s o Alulas 5 55k ALY 5 2DV Ll aelae ) 3 Y
b}\ﬁwhﬁmé\.\lﬁd\é&bﬂmh;c)ay})h\jﬂ&um‘)}uuc\.é‘).\;‘sd.\a‘)&‘)ﬂ_ud\
M\}@ijaa_ﬂ}ausmu)ngyujumhéu}w}ld_).\(dtgﬂ\o‘)mm‘)ul\
[..] sy oSSy cludl Al Jlasiyy o 3l 4 yhaxtiy ) sail) 4y ol £l daal o g 4a s
2‘\-.‘-‘\)

ﬁ;)ﬂ\ua)m;h\w\ gﬂuﬂjaoﬁjiwaMJc\dﬂgy‘&bﬁm‘)J

Appendix II: Letter XV (fols 55a-55b)

s e I Slsall 4n 5 2my die siall B Al e (e 0l a5 [55a]
Cay 5l Ui e 4dll (63 JUaY) agl) sle g aill AT U Jlad) Cliad) and et Al il
d}}a\pq@uah\L}Amd\fycéi\h@m}wjjﬂuh}uﬂ\u“;yuu-dm;}
e BaDluy 48 jad AlSall sda yaua 45 90 L (s el U1 Leade o)) pail deldall 8 4l iy
@:A\ saali b o L) Gy aliSe of aadd meagiy dyshl) claa) ) dle s Al Galal
el iy ety cluuailly W dondll i) e dfiacd Lo liale s Lo L Al ol Jlaa
all Lo e a0l e Loy 5438 3a oo g Lia il sialls alsad 8 Al Liaal s e
alaa Loy Lde G 3l @l e ) (e sa sl Log Alkaledl Ll go cuila s ALl Uil e (0
A el Lide 8 L) bl s Ll sl 8 S ) Agiliall (e saualdl

o Lad ) s

@By Loy 4 i alie A (g 4l g 43 puse Jan A8y 530 Uyl gl alliialy (a6l o) 208
G ol Aol gl ila (e 2 5my Ll gmy im 3Ll 5k o) ) 5 0 jlauc) (8 gl s 450 (10
S 03 S jta aes [55b] il Lo 4la yaa Lee ially Liajll o gas 4l L &
eaa Y e dld du i b Glaay ladll daady U aay JI) Lo (Ssle lady apdlas
[..] 4l sty il

GlilSa dae )l

A oad) ) Cagy 28 51 00 gy Ll A S Gl s DLl Ay ) 4y il aala) jalkall aliad J1 5 Y
Sala

TS

i) 4iilSa s b giall 5 ) LSl 3 glas Addlaia s labial) aaine A< Ll 43l 5f 6 5 Y
il (S5l Lsnaae Lol 4l (sag8 il pal) @bl 8 Livie (i Y 48 380 Ukl 53 (0
bl i) Sy Al el e ams ) aas e ol

: g

el e 5 S sl o3l g Claiall Jrens A grae S5 A8 gl cpudaa iy Y
16 sina Ladlus 4ali5 45iSall 038 & yha clal Y1 § by Jalal) WILS) (e A sien Aol aaualia
bl cagill (S5 | jhae oliis 8IS 1L

Note in the margin.
3yl @Y added above the line.
bk
Extract from a Prophetic hadith:
u_ah.dl_:JL«cY\Lm| @}mmlé‘a‘mu,ﬂ)d\ﬁ B e ‘_Ala_l‘fuiu_m)_uuaﬂ\u.\)ncuc
Ly Loy ) 43 o S e cd}u)}ml‘;\uﬁd,ﬂ)}ml‘;lmp CilS ad 5 90 La (5 el JST Wi
Ade Giie 4l jals Lo ) 43 0l L s i 5yl
Al 5
d o6

AW —

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X17000453

CROSSING THE LINE 279

Appendix IIT: Letter L (fols 194a—197b)

Cr Oladlas cpall ale saald e 3 ) 55l AlSa (e le A (oo pball Qliall il 52 3305 [194a)
Ol A 3 AY) (salen e (apdial) (B LAY Sealall (Sl s v e Seaally e S
Adlalal y (g

Sl Sl sasall Jalall el g Sl g el el Cliall dead a3 ] Caclia
33l B i Cpallall (o) V) e Gaalall g AGY1 e bl g edall i) (sagadl)
ol jeda Al slae LY (5o Glilaall andia Jsall agan Slusl) pie sl e 5 cpaladl g
Aty Cay pall Ui s @blly 4eady Cayiall [195a] Liada J13 Y Ciesall ysel Gl cpladladl
o ald cJeb Blic (jad) 7l mlall gl s slilaal) Jaeny 48l 5 Jalal) Lisie 5 ol Y5 dailly
Calus Lee ) L 10068 5 glall (lady Lia )l il e 4 sy eliiall 35 & 0 Y5 9 e
b Aidse Clslia culdl ) ahelsh Ja e Ayjee Gl Cliad)l ) AGS) o2 @jaa
355 Aald gy Ll pal Caghl iad il b e 2DB8Y) Holatl (e culely Ll
AA;.}LMAJJL.AS&M\S&L\M.\\ASJ&NA}”EJ}MQ‘\MDS:\AJ\AUAL@JMLA}J‘;\HMJ)‘
) asall Sl g ) bl (uladl alpu; 3 e palaBY) ae Mt 4
sleall b diallie et diale) Hopmall s 4Dl (i il S (e S 0 Gl (calal)
Asle o ) yddie s Liihle 480 120508 SUiiwe S 4if y Ll gl aadll 8 43 jah a2y Lidlial
Gl bl S5 e i) e e BB L )8 Oi;‘_g‘\ La e Culal s lllad) s
Lalie OV (e 058y o 4nds o ity aie el 6 43 58 Lea) je e el 555 [195b]
wl g Sl Aal yal (ga 4a b Lag Uyel sy Janll | palae Ul s Lia ) elllns WS Linge &
IS L el (8 Ay il Liagud e 43 ) Lage 4l s L) l&ilY) ane 1Baiks e e W Ll
g@\wgﬂ\@di@ﬁﬂxgﬁ\}dﬁj Mo e Ll 5 4lS ollh Lidde 8 Lgle ool
Lga 5 Sl AxlE ) G gty Led il 5 Gusmnl Sl sad 00 p g LiSlae () G a3 43S )
Oman s 15l 36 o Sl LDl (e gl (el Sl 38 580 Ul s cailS
S8y 16(Cils Lae Al Lie) Cay il Lilad Sy o) 3y 5e e ool W Liapdy iy Lay olilale
il e il alug agle Al oo O 288 alel Lo 45 o liriuly Lidia e Jlall liad) JU
L) ge 8 padAY) e el Oy @l e 4y Las ) Lo () 300l 3 el 5 1741 Cid Y (S
S s Lihla s g sl Pggmnyy 185U 5 8 SN qubs S5 llad) Jaal
e Gliall e alead L4l Lad) [196a] saall Glade cpall sl pe¥) ol S5 Liclh
aillray ey 5 e a5 210580 Cpualy Lol Lalal 5 5 jludl &) giall 31 j)die) ima 8 204805
O aail Al (e elilea o) ey atens ) sliaed s ALY 30 Glaal) Jidas &l SY) 3 5e

A 7
= 8
9 Quran XLII: 40.
10 o deleted.
11 fols 195a: Jhac!,
Sy 12
Ak 13
o 14
. 15
16 Quran V: 95.
17 Prophetic hadith.
kUl 18
e 19
Agiladl 20
Ad 21
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s Aanall g Ll Aadly iy pd alad) sy e 4l JLiall saiald s Ujea s dncl (L)
22[00] sps s pudgane i A sliladl

e L (385 ) ASlilSay aal g5 Lialial DAY 3 e L eleally alisy 5 olld aludy Clialls
ilS sl agle il (S 5 Liiidaloy 4 gans 23485000y dua f 8 0y o )5 Alilian 5 4uadla)
Liaad LS5 lable ) ) Vs Led mpmhs Vs Lagle e W5 Lall iy Y s s Lee D5 Liiae ol 5
Gl 4358 a2 033l AT (531 s 4dld 24490 5 s 0230 () [196b] b seaiall U Slue jpead
O Ll adjmig o33y dndi o Jlall 5o Jo el oo 48 8 L Jaeay ol (g LiSlas )
DS e G age b 1Y) Gy (35 aaid s Al JeS) e U5 ol 5 geaial) U Slue
saall yima W (K1 dile Lo Ll SN 30 ja 5y seaiall U Sluc s el 4 jacar (e ) &y
4y 5l Wliaa Jiges Gealje e el il Ll ol 5 i€ s 45018 0 oy e Ly oY)
Gliadl 4y pu Lo gen O a5 Lieal e o il 5 S5 (3 saliall glloy aie siall 8
Sall Clall e 250a8 gad by Gl ) Capll) Uolla (S die 78 YV eaainy Jlal)
il LS a3 lae Lol ol s oo b ) sud (e 40 Lo penn o JoY) Leie Y A5G 1) gl
Ui U Lgabuny 3 ale Vol adle <l Lo ) Laawmy s 1S 4 (g dnn Lo jeny Ul ae
o a1 o galil) Aoy Aald] (5 g 5y S0l Anlil (e 264k o) iy 30 Adli (b Ly s Lelind
Cila IS Ge gsfbaally JsEl aa i Qi) maeal Ga¥1s daslelall Juany Cuay Ulle
s Gl Lo ) ol W) Gl adld Uy (S oMy 4ilas (o eahy 438 Gliall Wi [197a)
B IS 8 all danis LSl Ales (e eily pal 8 a el 4dde (o GHlA Gl 4l il
Slall Joail LiSle e 45,8 Ay 40 4 il Gaeoall allae JaY L)
ol el e Jall Clialld 27bale ) caady Liihle We ) dlaa Go Loy 2Ol
Ga anl (Kay Vs A Yy egm Vs e o o o sl Vs Ll s Vs 5,580
Ol 28lle ) Cnd agdd 1JUS 19S Gl aedd o a )l e s Ll Qaadll (e ddelea
Ols gine el Loy Jalls Leta 2 Y odlef da g i) die 83 gualall ) 5aY) o2ed Ul Ao all 43 5aly
Laie atiae K06, 26 3l Uplal & e 4 jf o)) @l Jad 13 a3l 44 3l Gyl & Loay o
el S Lokl Al Lepsd ol 8y Le 46 580 Lealsey Jasll () 5 Uil 825all yaiaaig
21 sn s S elgy 4] dualsl Lo e G e Gl W) as a S0 adle
Gl Lay lial) Llale a8y i ) o 3el L3538 Sal [197b] cpdl) Cars Jal) e saidl)

29 (Calu e dll lie) Ll Dy o) 330 e el W Liandy

Ly (s osall o [ ] s Jede LS S0 Lo s plaiYl g aikaly A Lo o L) S
Gl A e 5 i 7 e Ui sie anl s jeal dede il shuaS 5 pald (g lae Jada J8 8 card
L palae g sen Gl S Gald S e

22 List of gifts at the end of the letter.
ASley 23
A 24
adi 25
Al 26
L 27
ey 28
29 Quran V: 95.
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Appendix IV: Letter LI (fols 197b-198a)

B O aa Y AilSa Hua [197b]

32 aii] (Vs 3 dad akl S dalas s 30, 1a3 4o o by ALY Culae 5 Y
Coyta M diulae Lgihia (555 afle jumi by slawdly D 3B3al) (e S03 Y 4alad)
e ol g sl iy daead) o )83 il Jaad dalaall 3l i Y LDl 4l (a6
13 a3 g iyl 5 Jiaall dajlaay s g jla 13 Alalall LgalSaly aalliss a5 Jydall 50 (as )
Lo Al il L] e iy 40K o Al sy Juadl o Lllen) i i
JudYls Jeadll 3 e elaatia LWl MaYL 3%l laasus [198a] lams 4l axa s laaia
O SI3 dinaaliag 37aada) diens Cliall Calialy o SLE 3640 AalSal) o L)) Lidiy
Alladl g al) @ 8 Al sal das s Alldin) ey (e aie Lol Loy L saany 48,8 Uigle cabilaly

30
31
32
33
34
il 35
il 36
37

W E e ..
EErEEYY

5
v
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