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Preface to the Second Edition 

Since this book first appeared in 1956, the major addition to the 
study of Gunpowder and Firearms in the Muslim countries 
has been the article BARUO in the new edition of the Encyclo­
paedia of Islam, written by a group of authors, each dealing 
with a Muslim state or region. In 1975 the Program in Near 
Eastern Studies of Princeton University published three 
articles of mine in the form of a booklet in its series 'Princeton 
Near Eastern Papers' (no. 20 of the series). The third of these 
is called 'The Impact of Firearms on the Muslim World'. 
There I attempt to examine the effects of the new weapon on 
the balance of power inside the lands of Islam, as well as on 
those lands vis-A-vis the rest of the world, particularly 
Christian Europe. 

The two main aims of my book were: a) to establish the 
terminology by which gunpowder and firearms were designated 
(without establishing that terminology one cannot even begin 
to write the history of the weapon) ; b) to see how firearms 
affected a military aristocracy of cavalrymen. I have not found 
reason to change or modify the conclusions I reached in 
regard to these two subjects. To the best of my conviction 
additional data confirm them. 

When I was preparing the present book for publication in 
the early fifties, one of the obvious things for me to do was to 
look for studies on the impact of firearms on non-Muslim­
particularly European-societies, with the purpose of drawing 
parallels with Islam. To my great astonishment I found that 
there was no systematic study-to say nothing of a com­
prehensive one-on that aspect·, and this in spite of the 
existence of an immense literature of superb quality on the 
technical and military aspects of European firearms. As far as 
I know no substantial progress has since been made in this 
field. 

*This statement is especially true for the period with which the present 
study deals. 
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Though a detailed and comprehensive study of the impact 
of firearms on European society is still lacking, one thing is 
clear: that society was certainly influenced by socio-psycholo­
gical conceptions which retarded its adoption of modern 
technology to a greater or lesser extent, though, in all proba­
bility, not to the same degree as Muslim society. As far as 
infatuation with the horse and with horsemanship was a 
stumbling block in the way of the proper adoption of new 
weapons and new methods of warfare, in Europe this in­
fatuation lingered on well into the twentieth century (see the 
instances given in my above-mentioned article). It seems to 
me that what is to be concluded from this fact is almost 
self-evident: if, in the twentieth century, amongst military 
circles in advanced and industrialised European countries, 
deep-seated notions of horsemanship and cavalry were respon­
sible for incalculable calamity in two World Wars, how much 
more so amongst the Mamliiks of the Middle Ages! The 
Mamliiks' defeat and downfall as the outcome of socio­
psychological factors seems, therefore, to be logical and 
understandable. 

The Institute for Advanced Study 
Princeton, New Jersey 

D. AYALON 



PREFACE 

THIS study is a revised chapter from a work on the 
Mamluk military society and army written in Hebrew, 
the greater part of which has not yet been published. 

The revision was made mainly in. the summer and autumn of 
1952 under a Rockefeller Foundation Fellowship, which 
enabled me to work in the British Museum, the Bodleian, the 
University Library, Cambridge, and the Bibliotheque 
Nationale. 

The main subject of the study is not the technical military 
aspect of firearms-for I am no military expert-but the 
historical and social aspects of these weapons; and, above 
all, the description and analysis of the clash between the 
deeply rooted antagonism of a military ruling class of horse­
men to firearms, on the one hand, and the steadily growing, 
nay, inescapable, necessity of employing them, on the other. 
The ultimate aim is to prove that superiority in firearms had 
b~ the main factor which enabled the Ottomans to incor­
porate Western Asia and Egypt in their dominions. Purely 
military problems are discussed here mainly when they have 
a bearing on the above-mentioned aspects or when they help 
in clarifying and establishing vital terminology. 

In compiling the present study I was handicapped by two 
principal difficulties. The first of these was that it had 
originally been planned and written as only a chapter of a 
book dealing with a much wider subject which, in spite of its 
supreme importance for Muslim history, is largely unknown 
not only to the general reader but also to the Orientalist. I 
had thus to rely, in summing up the characteristics of Mamluk 
society and in many other cases, on conclusions reached in 
other parts of my work, most of which is still in manuscript. 
In the case of those parts already published in learned journals 
and elsewhere, I have referred the reader to them. Where I 
have drawn extensively upon the unpublished parts, I have 
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PREFACE 

given a few selected source references. The second difficulty 
was the extremely inadequate conditions of scientific research 
in Jerusalem. especially since we had been cut off from our 
National Library on Mount Scopus. In the comparatively 
short period spent in England and France in 1952 it was 
impossible to make an exhaustive examination of all the 
available Arab sources. and only part of the main books 
dealing with the 4istory of firearms in Europe could be 
consulted. 

The work consists of three chapters and an Introduction. 
The length of the chapters. which may seem disproportionate. 
was entirely dictated by the material. The Introduction. 
though paged in Roman numerals. is an integral part of the 
study. 

I take this opportunity to . express my deepest feeling of 
gratitude to Professor L. A. Meyer. of the Hebrew University 
of Jerusalem. who initiated me into the world of Mamlukdom 
and helped me through it for many years as teacher and 
colleague. and to Professor P. Wittek. of the School of 
Oriental and African Studies. London. for his contribution 
of the Appendix on Ottoman Firearms and for his guidance 
in the study of Muslim history. I am also indebted. for 
scientific or other help. to Professor B. Lewis. of the School 
of Oriental and African Studies. to Professor S. D. Goitein. 
Professor H. J. Polotsky. Dr. U. Heyd. Dr. Y. Yadin. Mr. 
U. Ben Horin. M.A .• of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. 
to Professor J. C. Hurewitz. of Columbia University. New York. 
Dr. W. Zander. of the Friends of the Hebrew University. 
London. Mr. M. Michaelis. M.A.. Jerusalem. and to Mr. 
H. R. Mallett. of the University Library. Cambridge. for his 
valuable assistance in the preparation of the Index. I can only 
record my debt to the Rockefeller Foundation. New York. by 
saying that without its assistance this study could not have 
been completed. 

D. AYALON. 

Jerusalem. December. 1955 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE discovery of gunpowder and the use of firearms 
constitute one of the most important turning-points 
in human history. In both the Western and 

the Muslim worlds the military and social changes! caused 
by this discovery were far-reaching. Firearms also had a 
profound influence on the course of the struggle between these 
two worlds. By and large, especially in the long run, the 
introduction of the new weapon spelt disaster to Islam, for 
it was one of the main factors accelerating the domination 
of the Muslim East by Christian Europe.2 There were, 
however, important exceptions to this general rule, the most 
outstanding of which was the tremendous success with which 
the Ottomans used firearms against their Christian neighbours 
in Europe. 

True, in their early conquests in the Balkans the Ottomans 
had no great need of firearms; but they did need them badly 
in their later European acquisitions, and what is even more 
important: they succeeded in maintaining their hold on 
European Turkey for a much longer time to a great extent 
because of their excellent artillery-among the best in the 
world-and because the backbone of their army, the 
Janissary force, consisted of infantry" riflemen" (the arque­
busiers of an earlier age). In other words: if the Ottomans 
had not used firearms on such a large scale and with such 
good effect, it is all but certain that they would have lost all 
their European possessions much earlier. The long and 
continuous Ottoman domination of the territories lying to 
the west of the Straits has stamped its imprint on the whole 
of modem European history. To mention only one example: 
the Eastern Question, which clouded relations between the 
Great Powers from the early nineteenth century until the end 
of the First World War, would have assumed an entirely 
different character if-as Napoleon and many other leading 
Frenchmen had believed and hoped-the Ottomans had with-
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drawn from European Turkey, say, at the end of the eighteenth 
century. 

The changes wrought by the introduction of gunpowder 
and artillery within the bounds of Islam were hardly less 
remarkable. At the beginning of the sixteenth century the 
whole political and military pattern of Western Asia and Egypt 
was completely transformed within two or three years by two 
or three big blows. As a result, this whole area, the core and 
centre of Islam, was incorporated into the Ottoman Empire. 
There can be little doubt that this rapid transformation could 
never have been accomplished on so large a scale and with 
such lasting results without the extensive use of firearms on 
the battlefield by the Ottomans on the one hand and their 
almost total absence in the ranks of the Ottomans' opponents 
(Mamluks,3 Safawis) on the other. One of the main aims of 
this study is to explain why the Mamluk kingdom, the only 
Muslim Power which in a technical and military sense had 
any reasonable chance of competing with the Ottoman 
Empire, did not-and as a matter of fact could not-adopt 
these weapons (i.e. field-guns and hand-guns) on any serious 
scale though they were the only possible means by which it 
could escape total destruction. To put it in another way: 
the aim will be to explain why the fate which befell this part 
of the Muslim world was all but inevitable. This problem 
will be discussed in the latter part of this study. 

Firearms did, indeed, playa leading part in shaping the 
destiny of the Muslim peoples and states and in deciding the 
issue of the struggle between Islam and Christianity. Yet the 
history of the adoption of these arms in the Muslim countries 
is still shrouded in obscurity. This does not mean that 
Orientalists have totally neglected this important field of 
research. Some of the most eminent Orientalists have 
laboured on it, and their contributions are by no means 
negligible. The main credit for tackling the subject doubtless 
goes to French scholars. The study of gunpowder and firearms 
in the Muslim world is an exclusively French field while the 
study of incendiary war materials (known under the name of 
Greek fire, naphtha, natl, etc.), which is so intimately 
connected with the subject of gunpowder, is dominated by 
French scholarship.4 The works of Reinaud and Faves and 
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Quatremere,6 compiled more than a hundred years ago, and 
dealing both with inflammable substances and firearms, 
opened a new era in this field and, despite their defects and 
shortcomings.' some of which will be discussed on p. 41 below. 
are-after the publication of so many Arab sources, and the 
great advances made in our research on the technical develop­
ment of firearms-indispensable to this day. 

After the promising start made by the three French 
scholars at about the middle of last century there followed a 
long lull which has not yet come to an end, but which was 
interrupted from time to time. Amaris and de Goeje9 dealt 
with incendiary materials alone in articles published in 1846 
and 1904 respectively. In 1925 G. Wiet published an important 
note on artillery, based mainly on Mamluk sources.lO In 1926 
and 1946 M. Canard published two most valuable papers,l1 
containing rich and illuminating data on the use of incendiary 
substances during the early centuries of Islam. In 1929 
H. Ritter published a list of the most important furusiya 
manuscripts found in the Istanbul libraries, together with a 
description of their contents.12 Some of these deal with 
inflammable substances. In 1947 R. Brunschvig devoted some 
pages of his work on the l:Iafsides to the use of firearms under 
that dynasty.B In 1947/8 C. Cahen published many extracts 
-from an Arab military technical booklet of the twelfth century, 
containing ample data on incendiary materials (nufu{).14 In 
1952 appeared a book by M. Mercier,ls dealing with both 
incendiary materials and firearms. In this work Mercier 
availed himself of the advances made in the technical aspect 
of the subject and corroborated his conclusions by laboratory 
tests. 

The above list, though perhaps incomplete, shows how 
small is the number of scholars giving serious attention to the 
history of inflammable substances and firearms in Islam. 
Small wonder, therefore, that this field of research is far from 
being exhausted. 

A few words are also necessary on the contemporary 
sources in general and on the Mamluk sources (which are 
our main concern) in particular. The sources may be divided 
into two different groups: first, the technical military literature 
(furuslya treatises),ISa and second, the historical literature in 
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the broad sense of the term, i.e. chronicles, encyclopredias, 
topographical, geographical, and administrative works, etc. 

No study of both inflammable war materials and gun­
powder is possible without a thorough use of the literature of 
the first group. Some of the furusiya treatises16 serve indeed 
as foundation and cornerstone of our work on the subject. 
Moreover. they are of considerable importance for the history 
of firearms in general and are quoted by many prominent 
European military historians. However, the furusiya literature 
is deficient in many respects. Apart from general deficiencies, 
such as vagueness and unintelligibility of many technical and 
other terms, there is the difficulty, in many cases, of distin­
guishing between contemporary and obsolete material and 
the inclination of furusiya writers sometimes to attribute an 
exaggerated importance to weapons and tactics of which they 
are particularly fond. There are also deficiencies peculiar to 
those sections of the furusiya literature which deal specifically 
with gunpowder and firearms. 

Among these deficiencies two are specially important 
First there is only an extremely small number of (partly 
undated) furusiya treatises furnishing important information 
on firearms.17 Practically all of these were already analysed 
by Reinaud-Fave-Quatremere. Later scholars approached the 
subject from a different angle,18 but based their conclusions 
on the selfsame sources and did not add any new material of 
consequence from furusiya manuscripts. The second important 
deficiency is that the passages in the furUsiya literature 
devoted to gunpowder and firearms deal exclusively with the 
earliest stages in the development of this weapon and with the 
period preceding its adoption. True, this deficiency has its 
redeeming aspects for it is mainly to those passages that we 
owe such knowledge as we have of the transition period from 
incendiary substances to gunpowder, a period which is so 
decisive in the history of firearms. Still, the fact remains that 
the furusiya literature known to the writer covers only a 
very small fraction of the history of that weapon. 

Both these deficiencies spring from the same source: the 
furusiya conceptions with their ingrained antagonism to 
firearms, an antagonism which was in no way mitigated under 
Mamluk rule. The wide gulf existing between furusiya and 
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firearms will be frequently referred to in this study. Here we 
shall only note that information on gunpowder and firearms 
could find place in this type of literature only so long as gun­
powder was hardly separable from other kinds of inflammable 
materials and so long as firearms were in their embryonic 
phase before their real nature had been revealed.19 

The more general body of historical writing cannot, of 
course, serve in any way as a substitute for the furusiya 
literature. Yet it has the important merit of dealing with 
aspects which are beyond the scope of technical works. 
Besides, Mamluk historical literature, which is one of the 
richest of its kind in the whole Muslim world, dwells at great 
length on firearms and supplies abundant and varied data on 
their use.20 Only a fraction of these data has so far been 
compiled by Orientalists,21 and even that fraction was mainly 
utilised for preliminary purposes, such as elucidating 
terminology and technical terms, investigating the earliest date 
of the appearance of the weapon in the sources, and discussing 
certain historical aspects. Furthermore, most of the material 
so far collected by Orientalists belongs to the early period of 
the use of firearms, while far less attention has been paid to 
the later period. The hand-gun, for example, has been almost 
totally neglected. Certainly there has been no recent attempt 
at a systematic history of the weapon. 

The fact that Mamluk sources furnish sufficient material 
for the writing of a reliable and quite detailed account of 
firearms in the kingdom is not, however, their only or even 
their chief merit. Their greatest merit, in the writer's view, is 
in the fact that they enable us to draw a vivid, forceful, and 
convincing picture of the human aspect of the weapon, the 
relationship between man and firearms, the antagonism of a 
military society, with its deeply rooted conventions and 
criteria of chivalry and honour, to the new, revolutionary 
weapon, an antagonism which had far-reaching effects on the 
fate of the Mamluk kingdom in particular and on the western 
parts of the Muslim world in general. A collision on such a 
scale between a military society and a new weapon is a unique 
phenomen in Muslim history, for earlier weapons did not 
arouse similar aversion and consequently did not create 
problems of such intricacy and delicacy. 
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In this work an attempt is made to fix the earliest 
reliable date of the appearance of firearms in the Mamluk 
kingdom. to give a general outline of its history. to establish 
the meaning of technical terms and-most important of all­
to discuss the conflict between Mamluk military society and 
the new weapon.22 
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1 The social changes were considerable within the bounds of the 
military society. Outside this society they were less significant. 

2 The steadily increasing technical superiority in modern times 
of the Christian world was undoubtedly the prime factor in enabling 
the European Powers to establish their overseas empires. One of the 
main aspects of this superiority was their lead in firearms. The rest 
of the world could not compete with Europe in developing the new 
weapon. As a result the non-European countries were forced either 
to import from Europe obsolete firearms or to produce themselves 
firearms of inferior quality. Before the invention and development of 
firearms never such a wide gulf existed between the weapons of 
Europe and those of other parts of the world and never had the 
latter been so dependent on Europe in this field. 

3 The Mamluk artillery was almost exclusively siege artillery. For 
the great difference between the use of firearms in sieges and on the 
battlefield see pp. 46-47. 

4 Cf. Mercier, Le feu gregeois; les leux de guerre depuis 
l'antiquite; la poudre a Canon. Paul Geuthner, Paris, 1952, p. v. 
where he writes: L' histoire de la poudre a canon se relevait solidaire 
de l'histoire du feu gregeois. The connection between incendiary 
substances and gunpowder becomes even more pronounced in the 
Arab sources which refer to both of them by the term naif. 
(See Chapter 11). 

5 Reinaud et Fave: Histoire de fArtillerie, du leu gregeois, des 
feux de guerre et des origines de la poudre a Canon. J. Dumaine, 
Paris, 1845, I vol. et I atlas; Reinaud: .. De l'art miIitaire chez 
les Arabes au moyen Age." Journal Asiatique, VIe serie, 12, 1848, 
pp. 193-237; Reinaud et Fave: .. Du feu gregeois, des feux de guerre 
et des Origines de la poudre a Canon chez les Arabes, les Persans et 
les Chinois," JA, 1849, VIe serie, 14, pp. 257-327; Reinaud: 
.. Nouvelles observations sur Ie feu gregeois et les origines de la 
poudre a Canon" JA, 1850, VIe serie, 15, pp. 371-376. 

6 Raschid el-Din: Histoire des Mongols de la Perse, ed. 
Quatremere, Paris, 1836, pp. 132-137, 285-290. Quatremere: Histoire 
des Sultans Mamelouks (trad. de Maqrizi), 1837-1845, 112, p. 148. 
Quatremere: .. Observations sur Ie feu gregeois," JA, VIe serie, 15, 
1850, pp. 214-274. 

7 The researches of those French scholars were accompanied by a 
most acrimonious controversy. From the philological point of view, 
Quatremere's handling of the Arab source-material was far superior 
to that of Reinaud, and some of his corrections of corrupt texts are 
admirable. Moreover, he based his researches, besides lurilsiya litera­
ture, on historical sources (both Mamluk and others). On the other 
hand, he lacked adequate technical knowledge and sometimes changed 
his mind on vital issues without backing his new standpoint with 
convincing evidence. The result is that it is not always easy to follow 
his line of argument. Reinaud, in collaboration with Fave, the famous 
French military expert, was technically better equipped. Bl1t apart 
from his less adequate mastery of Arabic, he based his research almost 
exclusively on the furilsiya literature, which even today is a 
dangerous pitfall. 

8 Amari: .. Su i fuochi da guerra usati nel Mediterraneo nell' XI 
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& XII secoli," Atti della Reale Academia dei Lincei, Roma, 1876, 
pp. 3-17. 

9 M. J. de Goeje: "Quelques Observations sur Ie feu gregeois," 
Estudios de Erudiclon Oriental, Saragossa, 1904, pp. 93-98. 

10 G. Wiet: "Notes d'Epigraphie Syro-musulmane," Syria, 1924-
1926, pp. 62-66, Paris, Paul Geuthner. 

11 Marius Canard: "Les expeditions des Arabes contre Constanti­
nople," lA, 1926, t. ccviii, pp. 61-121. Canard: "Textes relatifs 
a l'emploi du feu gregeois chez les Arabes," Bulletin des Etudes 
Arabes, No. 26, Jan.-Feb., 1946, pp. 3-7; cf. the bibliography on p. 7. 
Canard's two articles are quoted here mainly through Mercier's book, 
for they had not been accessible to me until very recently. In some 
cases I use their data in order to clarify points vital to my line of 
argument, though less important to Canard and Mercier whose main 
field of research is an earlier period. Canard's collection of 
data from historical sources on the employment of naphtha by the 
Muslims represents by far the best work to have been done in this 
field. 

12 H. Ritter: .. La parure des Cavaliers und die Literatur tiber die 
ritterlichen Ktinste," Der Islam, 1929, pp. 116-154. Huuri's important 
study, .. Zur Geschichte des mittelalterlichen Geschtitzwesens aus 
Orientalischen Quellen," in Studia Orientalia, Helsinki, 1941, does 
not deal with firearms at all, and mentions naphtha only in passing. 
The present writer came across I. S. Allouche's interesting note (" Un 
Texte relatif aux premiers Canons," Hesperis, 1945, pp. 81-84) only 
after this study had already gone to the press. 

13 R. Brunschvig, La Berberie Orientale sous les /fat#des des 
Origines Ii la fin du XVe siecle, Adrien-Maisonneuve, Paris, 1947, 
vol. II, pp. 85-87. 

14 C. Cahen, "Un traite d'armurerie compose pour Saladin," 
Bulletin d'Etudes Orientales, t. xii, Beyrouth, 1947/8. See especially 
pp. 20-23. The text is analysed and translated into French. 

IS Cf. note 4, above. A detailed bibliography is to be found at the 
end of the book (pp. 151-158). 

ISa The term "turus/ya treatises" is employed here in the widest 
sense. These treatises very frequently dealt with not only exercises 
in horsemanship but also many other forms of military training. 

16 These turus/ya treatises had already been thoroughly studied by 
Reinaud, Fave, and Quatremere in the works mentioned above. 

17 Cf. the preceding note. These two works deal mainly with the 
ingredients of gunpowder in the period when those ingredients had 
been employed as incendiary material. The information on gunpowder 
as an explosive substance and on firearms is very meagre. 

18 Cf. Mercier, op. cir. 
19 The present writer has examined the turus/ya manuscripts in 

England and France but could not find in them any important data 
on firearms, apart from those utilised by the French scholars already 
referred to. The list of the Istanbul turus/ya manuscripts published 
by Ritter would appear to show similar results. This list mentions 
many manuscripts written or copied during the early and late 
Circassian period, when firearms had alreadv taken firm root in the 
kingdom. It seems, however, that there are few traces of this in the 
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manuscripts, for firearms drill formed no part of Mamluk military 
training. Thus the !uriisiya literature is a much more important source 
for the study of inflammable substances than for the study of firearms 
in Islam. 

20 This does not mean that the above data are evenly distributed 
or that they can always give a reliable answer to the various questions 
which emerge. Yet on the whole they offer a sound basis for the study 
of many aspects of the weapon. 

21 Cf. notes 5-7 and 10. 
22 The work is mainly based on printed Mamluk sources. Some 

manuscripts were also consulted. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

The Early Use of Firearms in the 
Mamluk Kingdom 

W HICH country was the first to invent gunpowder 
and introduce firearms is one of the most controver­
sial issues in the history of modern times and one 

which still remains to be settled. Was it a Muslim country ? 
In the present state of our knowledge this question should be 
answered in the negative without hesitation-a fact which 
makes it unnecessary at this stage to deal with the very difficult 
and intricate general problems relating to the introduction of 
firearms. It is possible to concentrate instead on trying to 
establish the first reliable data concerning the use of firearms 
in the Mamluk kingdom. We shall examine at some length the 
available evidence on the early use of firearms. for though any 
claim that the Muslim world was first in the field may be 
discarded for the time being. there still remains another 
important question: which among the Muslim countries was 
the first to introduce firearms? 

Mamluk sources are quite a fruitful field for information 
about innovations. even minor ones. introduced into the 
military and administrative structure of the kingdom. They 
also make quite frequent mention of changes in the uniforms 
and weapons used by the armed forces. in the furusiya 
exercises. etc. Yet these sources maintain complete silence on 
the subject of firearms. Just as in Europe this weapon all of 
a sudden appears in battle and the sources make no attempt 
to comment or offer any explanation. This peculiarity of the 
sources precludes us from following the history of the weapon 
in its experimental stages. However. some sidelights on this 
important stage emerge from the furusiya literature. The 
reason for the silence of Mamluk and other sources is clear: 
in their early stages firearms were a weak weapon. being used 
for many years in an auxiliary role to the more traditional 
arms. Thus contemporary observers. even those with a 
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thorough technical military knowledge. could not foresee the 
revolution which the new weapon would ultimately bring 
about in the whole art of war.! 

When were firearms first mentioned as taking part in 
battIe? Quatremere believed that this happened in 
792/1390.2 In point of fact the sources supply evidence of 
much earlier use. and though the earliest may perhaps 
be anachronisms. the date suggested by Quatremere may 
safely be pushed back by some twenty years or more. 

The two earliest testimonies encountered by the present 
writer are dated in 743/1342 and 753/1352 respectively. In 
the first it is stated (by ~alil). Ibn yal}.ya who died after 
840/1436) that when Sultan Shihab ad-Din Al}.mad was 
besieged by his rivals in the fortress of Kerak. the garrison 
of the fortress mounted on its walls five mangons (manjanlqs) 
and many cannon (wa-madafi' kathlra).3 In the second it is 
told (by Ibn Iyas who died about 1534) that the governor of 
Damascus fortified the town's citadel very strongly and 
mounted cannon on its walls (wa-rakkaba 'alayha al-makalJil 
bil-madafiV 

If these testimonies are taken at their face value. it would 
follow that firearms came to the Mamluk kingdom less than 
twenty years after their introduction in Europe where the 
earliest authentic information on the use of the weapon is 
from about the year 1325.5 But only further investigation 
will show whether these two testimonies. given by late his­
torians. are anachronisms or not. The difficulty is that most of 
the detailed contemporary chronicles for the period in question 
have not yet been published. Published sources do not furnish 
any corroborating evidence. Ibn Kathir (died 1373). who 
describes the siege of Kerak at great length. does not mention 
the midfa' at all though he gives us one of the most detailed 
accounts of the use of the manjanlq (both by defenders and 
attackers) ever presented by a Mamluk historian.6 Ibn 
Taghribirdi. in his chronicle for the year 753. makes no 
reference to artillery throughout that year. 

The first indisputably authentic evidence on the use of 
artillery in the Mamluk kingdom appears between the sixties 
and the early seventies of the fourteenth century.7 An eye­
witness. the famous encyclopredist al-Qalqashandi. says: 
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"I saw in Alexandria, during the sultanate of aI-Ashraf 
Sha'ban b. I:Iusayn, at the time of the governorship of the late 
amir ~ala!). ad-Din b. 'Arram, a cannon (mid/a') made of 
copper and lead and fastened by iron chains. A great ball 
(bunduq) was fired from it from the hippodrome (maydiin). 
The ball fell in ba!).r as-silsila outside bab al-ba!).r which is a 
great distance.8" Now Ibn 'Arram was governor of Alexandria 
under Sultan Sha'ban in 767/13659 and from Shawwal 
768 to jumada 769 (May, 1366-January, 1368).10 From that 
date onward he was in disfavour for a long period, even to the 
point of being exiled, but it is not certain whether he again 
became governor of Alexandria. ll Hence, although it is more 
probable that al-Qalqashandi refers to either 1365 or 1366-
1368. the year of 778/1376 (Sha'ban's death) should be 
considered the latest possible date for al-Qalqashandi's mid/a'. 

While the date of the Alexandria cannon can be fixed only 
within somewhat wide limits. the date of the first use of 
artillery in Cairo can be established with great accuracy. In 
Rabi' II. 768/December, 1366, amir Yalbughii an-Na~iri, in 
the neighbourhood of Cairo citadel, fired at his opponents with 
makiil}il an-na/t.12 The earliest historian to furnish the above 
account was Ibn Khaldiin, a contemporary of the event. It 
is also mentioned by al-'Ayni and al-Maqrizi, who were alive 
when the above incident occurred (al-'Ayni's birthdate is 
1360 and al-Maqrizi's is 1364). Ibn Taghnoirdi, who 
generally copied carefully from the works of his predecessors, 
alludes to it twice: in his chronicle and in his biographical 
dictionary. Ibn Iyas, the historian, also alludes to it.13 

It would appear that in the sixties and early seventies of the 
fourteenth century the use of artillery was still very limited, 
since almost no mention is made of it in the sources for some 
15 to 20 years.14 Only in the years 791-792/1389-1390, during 
the fierce battles fought between Barqiiq, Yalbughii and 
Min~ash for the accession to the throne, artillery figures 
prominently in the sieges of the Cairo citadel and of 
Damascus.ls After that date the employment of artillery 
increases steadily until it becomes one of the most common 
weapons of the realm.16 

That the introduction and firm establishment of artillery 
in the Mamluk kingdom took place mainly between the sixties 
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and the eighties of the fourteenth century may be inferred 
from the following fact: during this period we witness a 
groping for technical terms, a common phenomenon on the 
appearance of an innovation: words appear and disappear 
until at last the term destined to remain takes root and firmly 
establishes itself. In the above period one meets, in addition 
to the well-known terms midfa' an-nalt and muklJulat an-nalt 
(abbreviated: midfa' and muklJula),17 other, very short-lived 
terms for cannon, such as ~awii'iq an-nalt,IS ~awarikh 

an-naft,19 alat an-naft,20 hindam an-naf(.21 These are without 
doubt words used to describe firearms, as will be shown in 
Chapter II, pp. 9ff. 

Thus the earliest certain date of the use of firearms in the 
Mamluk kingdom can be fixed at the close of the sixties of 
the fourteenth century. This is over 40 years later than the 
corresponding date for Europe, but it is about sixty years 
earlier than the first authentic report on the use of firearms in 
the Ottoman Empire.22 These reports on firearms in the 
Mamluk state are, in fact, the earliest reliable ones known 
to the present writer in the whole Muslim world.23 This is not 
to say that the Mamluks were the pioneers of firearms in 
Islam. New material may come to light which might change 
the picture. This much is clear, however: even if the Mamluks 
could be shown to have a just claim to priority in the use of 
firearms, this would not alter the plain fact that they did not 
know how to take advantage of this priority and to transform 
them into weapons with a decisive role in battle, let alone 
weapons respected by their army. 
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1 This does not mean that the Mamluks were unable until the end 
of their rule (1517) to appreciate the importance of firearms. From 
about the middle of the fifteenth century they were able to perceive 
quite clearly the new weapon's revolutionary nature. 

2 .. Observations sur Ie feu gregeois," lA, 1850, i, p. 237. 
Quatremere does not support this statement with any reference ; the 
date given-1383--should have been 1390. See also Wiet: .. Notes 
d'Epigraphie Syro-Musulmane," op. cit., p. 62 and note 2. Mercier: 
p. 116. Dozy: .. Midfa'" in Supplement aux Dictionnaires Arabes. 

3 salil) b. Yal)ya, Tdrikh Bayriit. Beirut, 1927, p. 105, 11. 10-14. 
4 Ibn Iyas: Baclii'i' az-Zuhiir, ed. Cairo, 1311-1312H, vol. i, 

p. 196, 11. 2-3. The exact meaning of rakkaba al-makiilJil bil-madiifi' 
is not clear. 

S The cannon was most probably introduced in Europe between 
1325 and 1350. For the dates of its introduction in various individual 
European countries, cf. C. Oman: A History of the Art of War in 
the Middle Ages. vol. ii, p. 210; pp. 212-213. H. W. L. Hime: The 
Origins of Artillery. London, 1915, pp. 120-133. Encyclopredia 
Britannica. art ... Gunpowder" and" Artillery." H me identifies pieces 
of artillery (bussen) in Ghent as early as 1313-1314 (ibid., pp. 120-
122; p. 127). Regarding the d3Jte of the introduction of firearms 
in Europe, Sarton writes: .. We are tolerably certain that firearms, 
that is, small cannon, were used in the second quarter of the [four­
teenth] century, but we cannot completely prove it in anyone of 
almost innumerable cases." (Introduction to the History of Science 
iii, pp. 725-736). Reinaud et Fave and Quatremere offer contradictory 
hypotheses on the countries of origin of gunpowder and artillery 
(IA. 1849, pp. 257-258; pp. 309-310; 313-314; 327. IA. 1850, p. 218, 
235. Raschid el-Din: Mongols. p. 135. Mercier. p. 79). but they do 
not offer factual evidence. For the various hypotheses on the origin 
of gunpowder, etc., cf. Sarton: Introduction to the HiMory of Science 
ii, pp. 1034-1040; iii, p. 1549. 

6 Ibn KathIr: al-Bidiiya wan-Nihiiya. Cairo, 1351-1358H, vol. xiv, 
pp. 201-213; p. 209, ll. 10-14; p. 213; p. 281, II. 14-21; p. 282, 
ll. 14-15; p. 305, ll. 15-17. Cf. also Ibn l;Iajar al-'AsqalanI: acI-Durm' 
al-Kiimina. Hyderabad, 1348-1350H, vol. ii, p. 171, II. 15-16. 

7 A most important passage describing a weapon called makalJil 
al-biiriid. which either fired cannon-balls (bunduq) or projected flames 
(nar), is found in Ibn Fa,,1 Allah al-'Vmari's at-Ta'rif fi al-Mu~talalJ 
ash-Sharif. Cairo, 1312H, p. 208, 11. 17-22. This passage will be dis­
cussed more fully later. If it refers to firearms, then this weapon was 
introduced some 25 to 30 years earlier than the earliest reliable 
date suggested in the present study, for al-'Vmari died in 749/1348-
1349 and compiled his work in 740/1340. 

8 AI-QalqashandI: $ubl; al-A'shii. Cairo, 1913/19, vol. ii, p. 144, 
1. 17; p. 145, 1. 2 (in another edition the page is 137). The whole 
passage is quoted below, on p. 21. 

9 A. S. Atiya: The Crusade in the Later Middle A ges. London, 
1938, p. 351. 

10 Ibn TaghribirdI: an-Nujiim az-Ziihira. ed. Popper, Leiden, 
1909ff., vol. v, p. 207, 1. 13; p. 212, n. 5-6. cr. also G. Wiet, Notes 
d'Epigraphie Syro-Musulmane, p. 63 and n. 2. 
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11 Nujiim(P) v, p. 212, 1. 6; p. 220, 11. 20-21 ; p. 297, 11. 2-4. His 
later appointments took place after Sha'ban's death (ibid., p. 308, 1. 2 ; 
p. 324, 11. 15-16). 

12 For the identity in meaning of madiifi' an-na/! and makiilJil 
an-na/! with madiifi' and makiilJil. see pp. 17ff. 

13 Ibn Khaldiin: Kitiib al-'lbar. Cairo, 1284H, vol. v, p. 456, 
11. 25-26. The word used by Ibn Khaldiin is ~awii'iq an-nat!: see 
below. As the testimonies of al-'Ayni and al-Maqrizi concerning the 
employment of firearms in 1366 are still in manuscript, a translation 
is of interest. AI-'Ayni says: .. Yalbugha fired at them with makiilJil 
an-nat! while they [the Mamluks who revolted against him] shot 
arrows a.t Yalbughii and his men, and made them retreat. Yalbugha 
and his men shot at them with arrows and naIf. but this shooting did 
not affect them at all" (Ta'rlkh al-Badr fi Aw~iit Ahl al-·A~r. B.M. 
MS., Add. 22,360, fol. 75a, 11. 1-4). AI-Maqrizi, describing the situa­
tion immediately before the revolt of the Mamluks against Yalbugha, 
says: .. The warriors on board the warships (ash-Shawiini ai-If arbiya) 
performed exercises with their weapons which were identical with 
those used in real battle. The drums had been beaten and the 
trumpets had been blQlWn, and the nutii! had been fired (u!litat) 
(Suliik. Oxford M5., Marsh 260, vol. iii, fo1. 14b, 1. 4). When the same 
historian describes the revolt itself he says: "And on Thursday 
Yalbugha rode with a numerous army to the Jazira [Gezira] island 
[on the Nile]. The warships set out against him from the shore of the 
Jazira, and when they reached the middle of the Nile the Royal 
Mamluks pounded (daqqii) Yalbugha with arrows and nalt from 
the warships" (ibid., fo1. 15a, 1. 17). In these two quotations al-'Ayni 
mentions makiilJil an-naif, while al-Maqrizi mentions only natr. For 
the identity of meaning between these two terms and firearms, see 
below, pp. 17ff. AI-Maqrizi's testimony is of particular importance 
because it proves that the introduction of artillery into the Mamluk 
navy had been more or less simultaneous with its introduction into 
siege warfare on land. We learn from the same testimony that in these 
skirmishes of 1366 both Yalbugha and his opponents employed fire­
arms. In al-'Ayni's quotation the ineffectiveness of firearms in their 
early stages is clearly demonstrated. Other references on the use of 
firearms by Yalbughii on this date are: Ibn Iyas: i, p. 218. Nujiim 
(P): v, p. 202, 11. 5-7. Ibn Taghribirdi: al-Manhal a~-$iifi. Paris, MS. 
(de Slane No. 2068-2072). and Cairo MS., vol. viii, fol. 434a, 11. 7-9. 
The quotations from this biographical dictionary refer to the photo­
graphic reproduction of its MSS. in the library of the Hebrew 
University of Jerusalem. This reproduction includes the Paris MS. 
in its entirety as well as those portions of the Egyptian National 
Library which complete it. The quotations given here refer to Hebrew 
University Library volume numbers. 

14 Between the years 768 and 791 only one case of the use of 
artillery is known to the writer: in 784/1382 (Ta'rikh Bayriit. p. 36; 
p. 181). 

15 See especially the chronicles of Ibn Taghribirdi. Ibn al-Furat, 
and Ibn Iila~ra for the years 791-792, and the references in notes 17-21 
below. It would appear that the Mamluks did not lag far behind 
Europe in introducing the use of cannon. Sarton says: .. What is 
certain is that cannon became relatively common in the last quarter 
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of the [fourteenth] century. Their fabrication was simple, and hence 
they were of lccal manufacture and could be mUltiplied almost 
indefinitely." (Introduction to the History ot Science iii, p. 1548.) 

16 Cf. references throughout this study, and especially pp. 47-52. 
The fact that firearms became so common a weapon in the 
Mamluk kingdom does not imply that they were put to the best use. 
In fact, as will be shown below, their employment was confined to 
very narrow limits. 

17 Cf. pp. 16ff. for the identity in the meaning of natr, firearms 
and biiriid. 

18 Ibn al-Furat: Ta'rIkh ad-Duwal wal-Muliik, Beirut, 1936-1942, 
vol. ix, p. 88, 1. 17. Ibn Khaldiin: v, p. 456, 11. 25-26. Cf. Ibn 
Khaldiin's passage with that of Nujiim(P): v, p. 202, 11. 5-7. 

19 Ibn al-Furat: ix, p. 83, 11. 1-2; p. 84, 11. 14-15. l;lawiidith, 
p. 228, 11. 2-3. Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 161, 11. 8-9; iii (KM), p. 108, 1. 8. 

20 Ibn al-Furat: ix, p. 122, 1. 5. Nujiim(P): v, p. 465, 1. 13. 
21 Ibn Khaldiin: iv, pp. 69-70. Quatremere: lA, 1850, p. 236. 

Dozy: Supplement, s.v. For the meaning of all these terms cf. p. 17. 
22 P. Wittek has informed the writer that the first reliable report 

known to him on the use of artillery by the Ottomans is from the 
siege of Antalia at about 1425 (see his note on pp. 141-144). According 
to Quatremere the Ottomans had already employed firearms in the 
Battle of Nicopolis, lA, 1850, p. 234. His source is Schildt berger's Reise 
in den Orient, p. 10 (the edition of 1813?) ; but the present writer has 
failed to discover any such testimony in this work. Ismail Hakki 
Uzuncarsili states that the Ottomans used artillery for the first time 
in the battle of Kossovo, 1389 (Osmanli Tarihi, vol. i, Ankara, 1947, 
p. 258), but he quotes no references. Cf. also Gibb and Bowen, 
Islamic Society and the West, Oxford University Press, 1950, pp. 66-
67, and the references in p. 67, note 1. If the Ottomans began to 
use artillery only as late as 1425, it would mean that in little more 
than a quarter of a century they made a tremendous advance in this 
field because artillery played a very important part in the capture of 
Constantinople (1453). 

23 For the possible employment of artillery at an earlier date in 
other parts of the Muslim world cf. references in note 111, p. 41. It 
has yet to be proved beyond doubt that the Moors employed firearms 
in Andalusia, at Baza (1325), Martos (1326), and Alicante (1331) 
(cf. Sarton in Introduction to the History of Science, The Williams 
and Wilkins Company, Baltimore, 1947-1948, vol. iii, p. 725). 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Terms Used for Firearms and 
Gunpowder in Contemporary Sources 

THE clarification of the terms by which firearms and 
gunpowder were designated in contemporary Mamluk 
sources is of supreme importance, since the whole 

study of the history of firearms largely turns on this single 
point. 

The problem may be briefly summed up as follows: from 
the second half of the fourteenth century there appear in the 
Mamluk sources, with ever-increasing frequency, weapons 
called mid/a' an-nair, muk1J.ulat an-nalt, and often simply 
mid/a' and mukIJula without the addition of nair. During a 
short transition period we also encounter, along with the above 
designations, a series of other names, to each of which the 
word naif is attached.1 Very frequently the word naff appears 
independently in the sources. The question, therefore, arises: 
is the reference here to firearms, as may be inferred from the 
names mid/a' and mukIJula which we know from a later period 
as kinds of firearms; or does it mean weapons for throwing 
naphtha (" Greek fire"2 and other incendiary substances), as 
might be surmised in view of the word naif which is added to 
them? It is suggested that all these weapons are firearms,3 
the implicit conclusion being that nalt and blirud, the more 
modern name for gunpowder, are here synonymous. 

The possibility that naif and blirud might be identical is 
not a new idea.4 But it has not yet been systematically investi­
gated. For instance, the whole body of evidence which may 
be adduced from the development of the art of war and from 
the changes which took place in the use of weapons from 
the beginning of the Crusades onwards has been almost 
entirely neglected; and there are other gaps. The identity of the 
two terms. moreover. has been largely considered to be acci­
dental, and it was even assumed that contemporary sources 
used them interchangeably through confusion. Typical is the 
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point of view of Mercier when he writes: On ne doit pas 
oublier que Ie mot naft etait conlondu parlois avec Ie mot 
baroud par les auteurs arabes et pris dans Ie sens de poudre5; 
and elsewhere: Les Arabes conlondent naft et baroud ... Ibn 
Khaldoun notamment emploie naft pour baroud.6 (All the 
italics are mine.-D.A.) 

It will be shown that since about the sixties of the 
fourteenth century naIf is the common name for firearms or 
gunpowder not only in any particular Mamluk source, but 
in most of them, and that this meaning persisted throughout 
the centuries until the end of the Mamluk kingdom. An 
attempt will be made, moreover, to show that with an insigni­
ficant number of exceptions from the above date onwards 
references to nalt as a weapon7 are almost invariably to 
firearms and not to naphtha.8 The word barud in the sense of 
gunpowder established itself gradually during the Mamluk 
period and became quite common towards its end, but not till 
the Ottoman conquest9 did it succeed in displacing naIf. 

Since so much depends on proving the identity of nalt with 
barud or firearms from the late fourteenth century onwards, 
we shall have to approach the problem from various angles 
and devote considerable attention both to direct and indirect 
evidence.1o 

The crux of the matter lies in the hypothesis that two com­
pletely different weapons are called by the identical term naIf 
(mainly in different periods). One is an incendiary substance,H 
while the other is used for firearms. In order to prove our case 
it is indispensable that we should follow the history and 
characteristics of each of these weapons and compare them 
with each other. We shall, of course, limit ourselves to the 
Muslim world and begin with the earlier of the two weapons. 

Naphtha or "Greek fire" (naIf in Arabic) has throughout 
its history had only one function: to burn inflammable 
targets in the enemy's camp. The use of naphtha by the 
Muslims reached its peak during the period of the CrusadesP 
especially during its earlier part when the Muslims were 
usually on the defensive. When the tide began to turn 
definitely in their favour, they continued for a time to use 
naphtha on an extensive scale but mainly in defensive actions 
such as the siege of Damietta (1218) and the Battle of 
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al-Man~iira (1249).13 The reason for this is obvious: naphtha, 
being first and foremost a siege weapon,14 is more useful to the 
besieged than to the besiegers.15 Its defensive character was 
accentuated during the Crusades as a result of the siege tactics 
and weapons employed by the Franks against the Muslim 
towns. The Crusaders approached the walls with siege 
machines with demoralising effect.16 The most important of 
these siege engines included the dabbiiba (" rat "), a structure 
designed to protect the troops manning the kabsh (ram) used 
to make a breach in the wall. Another was the burj or burj 
mutalJarrik (mobile siege tower), a very tall structure, usually 
higher than the wall of the beleaguered city. From it soldiers 
were enabled to drop on to the wall and thus break into the 
city.17 

The burj and the dabbiiba, which were largely made of 
wood, could not perform their task at all without moving right 
up to the wall and being heavy and unwieldy, could be moved 
only very slowly. Hence they offered ideal targets to the 
naphtha throwers. According to the unanimous testimony of 
Muslim and Christian sources18 naphtha proved most effec­
tive against these siege engines of the Crusaders, frequently 
putting them out of action. In Europe such siege engines never 
again played a part as important as in the days of the 
Crusades.19 As the Muslims gradually passed to the offensive 
they quite logically dispensed with the use of equipment which 
they themselves had succeeded in destroying by the use of 
na/(. The burj and the dabbaba played almost no part in the 
whole Muslim counter-offensive which ended in the total 
expUlsion of the Crusaders from the Holy Land and the Syro­
Palestinian littoral. The only important exception is the use 
of dabbiibas by Baybars I during the siege of Cresarea.20 After 
that siege, however, these siege engines disappear for a long 
period and when they reappear, they again prove a complete 
failure. 

Timiirlank used a "wooden fortress" (qal'a min 
khashab) in his siege of Damascus in 803/1400 which was 
burnt down by the defenders. He built another.21 Sultan 
Barsbay erected a " wooden fortress" when he laid siege to 
Amid in 836/1433, but it was ineffective.22 Neither 
Qalqashandi nor al-'Vmari mentioned the burj or the 
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dabbaba in their chapters on siege engines,23 though they 
do describe a number of obsolete weapons. 

Thus it may safely be inferred that the burj and the 
dabbaba of the Crusaders never found favour with the 
Muslims. largely because they themselves had been so success­
ful in their use of naphtha to neutralise them. However. this 
very efficiency and thoroughness had an additional and 
extremely important result: it was one of the main reasons 
leading to the disappearance of the naphtha itself in land 
warfare. for in making obsolete its main objective naphtha 
accelerated its own extinction. One of the main features of the 
final Muslim offensive against the Franks. which is in striking 
contrast to the early period of the Crusades. is the insignificant 
part played by naphtha in this vital phase of the struggle. 
The defending Franks did not use it partly because the 
Muslims did not employ the burj and the dabbaba.24 and 
partly because that weapon was not developed in Europe on 
a large scale, in spite of its successful employment against 
the Crusaders.25 The attacking Muslims used it only rarely,26 
its value as an offensive weapon being limited. The might of 
the Crusaders had been based mainly on their formidable 
fortresses, the stony masses of which would be little affected 
by incendiary materials hurled at them. It should be 
remembered that a considerable part of these fortresses stood 
in isolation with only a few, if any, dwelling houses attached 
to them; others formed part of small towns. and only a few 
stood in the midst of big cities-even these being much smaller 
than the main Muslim cities of Egypt and the Fertile Crescent. 
Hence the Muslims could never achieve spectacular results27 
from using naphtha against the castles of the Crusaders. The 
insignificant part played by naphtha in the Mamluks' final 
offensive against the Crusaders' fortresses is underlined by the 
fact that even in those few cases where the Mamluks did use 
it,28 chroniclers mention the fact only casually. In contrast to 
its past triumphs naphtha failed to achieve anything 
spectacular.29 

After the expUlsion of the Crusaders. naphtha sinks more 
and more into oblivion. Throughout the rest of the Mamluk 
period it receives no mention, save on a few isolated occasions. 
The defenders of the Damascus fortress threw naphtha on 
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the Mongol soldiers of Ilkban Gbazan in 699/1300.30 
Naphtha was employed by the Mamluks during the conquest 
of the island of Arwad in 702/1302.31 In 767/1365 the 
Franks. during their short occupation of Alexandria. found 
naphtha in its arsenals.32 but Alexandria was garrisoned. 
especially until the sudden Frankish attack from Cyprus. by 
inferior troops33: hence obsolete weapons had a longer lease 
of life there than in the heart of the realm.34 The last man to 
be called" naphtha-thrower" (zarriiq) in the Mamluk sources 
accessible to the writer was Amir BUik az-Zarriiq, who died in 
769/1367.35 Later. naphtha wa,s used by the Mamluks in 
803/1400 against Ti.nurlank who built a siege machine 
particularly vulnerable to attack by inflammable materials.36 

If naphtha had slowly fallen into disuse in siege warfare, 
it did so even more in open battle. since it rarely performed 
outstanding feats in the open field.37 The reasons are not far 
to seek: there were no big and fixed targets; the positions of 
the two warring parties were constantly shifting; soldiers 
from both sides became intermingled in the fighting; 
frequently the naphtha-throwers were forced to work against 
the wind; they were protected only by special clothing. 
without any help from stone walls or ramparts. and were thus 
very exposed to their own fire. Under such circumstances they 
rarely had a good chance of employing their weapon effectively 
even if they were not caught up in the melee. 

Hence we cannot follow Reinaud and Quatremere38 in 
accepting the evidence of J:Iasan ar-Rammal;t in his famous 
furusiya treatise to the effect that it was naphtha which 
decided the Battle of 'Ayn Jiiliit. J:Iasan ar-Rammal;t says: 
"Hulagii was defeated only by this art; therefore the kings 
should store this preparation in their magazines for the 
expeditions against the infidels. The kings neglected it only 
because they were ignorant of it" (wa-mii kusira Huliiun ilIii 
bi-hiidhihi ~-~an'a fa-yanbaghi lil-mulUk an yaddakhiru 
dhiilika Ii khazii'inihim Ii-ajl al-ghaziit wa-mii ahmaluhu 
al-mulUk illii Ii-ail qillat al-'Um bihi).39 

This testimony is not hard to refute. First, numerous 
Mamluk sources give the account of the battle,40 some of 
them in great detail; yet none of them so much as mentions 
the use of naphtha. Decisive weapons are by no means over-
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looked in those sources, and where naphtha did playa leading 
part they neither ignored it nor minimised its importance. 
Why, then, the unanimous conspiracy of silence in this 
particular case? Second, if naphtha really proved itself so 
effective at 'Ayn Jaliit why was it not employed again in the 
next trial of strength between the Mongols and Mamluks, 
the Battle of !:lim~, 680/1281? 

In reality throughout their history the Mamluks employed 
naphtha on the battlefield only once, and even that single 
experiment ended in total failure. This was at the Battle of 
WadI aI-Khazindar between Sultan an-Na~ir Mu1;tammad b. 
QalaUn and Ilkhiin Ghiizan (699/1299). The relevant passage 
runs as follows: 

"They placed at the head of the army 500 Mamluk 
naphtha-throwers (khamsmi' at mamluk min az-zarraqin). 
. . . While all this was going on, Ghiizan remained in his 
place and did not move. He ordered all his troops not to move 
until he himself would attack; only then should all of them 
move as one man. Then the Muslim (i.e. Mamluk) army 
started into motion and the Zarraqun kindled the naphtha 
(naff) and attacked Ghiizan ; but he still did not move. They 
believed that the moment they moved Ghiizan, too, would 
move in order to meet them. Thus the horses of the Mamluks 
by-passed the enemy by the force of their gallop; after having 
covered a long distance they slowed down their pace, and the 
fire of the naphtha was extinguished (khamada nar an-natO. 
At that moment Ghiizan attacked with all his men as one 
body."41 

Al-MaqrlzI's vivid narrative speaks for itself; it needs no 
further comment. The Mamluks learnt their lesson, and 
naphtha as a weapon in the open field was abandoned for 
ever. !:lasan ar-Rammah's testimony, therefore, cannot be 
accepted. The only credible part of his statement is that in his 
own days (i.e., the second half of the thirteenth century) 
naphtha was never in the open field.42 

In the above brief examination of the history of naphtha 
during the twelfth, thirteenth, and fourteenth centuries, the 
writer may conceivably have overlooked this or that instance 
of its use under Mamluk rule, and he may likewise have failed 
to notice some of the causes hastening its decline; such 
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neglect, however, cannot substantially change the conclusion 
that naphtha had, since the latter part of the Crusades, all but 
disappeared for a long time, both in siege warfare and on the 
battlefield. 

Thus naIr fell into oblivion and remained shrouded in 
obscurity for about a hundred to a hundred and fifty years. 
But all of a sudden it reappears as a weapon in military 
encounters and on occasion is used with even greater 
intensity than in its heyday during the Crusades. Nor is this 
all: from the sixties of the fourteenth century and right up to 
the very end of the Mamluk kingdom in 1517, it persists with­
out a break. This strange and unexpected revival of nalt 
raises two very thorny questions. 

Why did naft reappear? The reason for the extensive use 
of naft during the early and middle crusades is very clear and 
can be traced without any difficulty: the Muslims employed it 
in order to annihilate the monstrous siege weapons of their 
enemies. It is, however, hard to detect any particular reason 
for the reappearance of nalt. Nothing special happened; 
there were only the regular skirmishes between the Mamluks 
around the citadel of Cairo. 

Did the factors causing the decline of nalt in the thirteenth 
and early fourteenth centuries cease to function, or were they 
at any rate weakened to the extent of rendering the revival of 
that weapon possible in the latter part of the fourteenth 
century? This question may unhesitatingly be answered in 
the negative. 

The above two considerations are sufficient in themselves 
to shed the gravest suspicion on any possible identification 
between the nafr of the Crusades and the naIr of the later 
Mamluk period. But there are also more specific arguments 
which prove beyond any shadow of doubt that the term refers 
to two totally different weapons. It should be added in 
parentheses that the long lull between the two appearances of 
nalt enormously facilitates the task of proving that the term 
is used for different weapons in each case. 

Whenever the use of nalt is mentioned before or during 
the days of the Crusades, it is immediately clear from the 
context that it is directed against some inflammable object for 
the purpose of burning it. Words like alJraqa and ilJtaraqa,43 
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at/rama,44 ash'ala,45 awqada,46 ~abba,47 niir and niriin48 are of 
the commonest occurrence. A mere glance at Canard's short 
five-page article, where are collected data on the employment 
of naphtha by the Arabs during the early centuries of Islam, 
is sufficient to show how frequently these and similar words 
are repeated, even in the shortest passages. The position is 
wholly different in the later period. During the hundred and 
fifty years of its renewed appearance naff is not used as a 
combustible agent. No fire is ever attributed to it. despite the 
fact that its use in war is mentioned repeatedly. 

The containers (pots, hand-grenades) of clay, etc .• which 
were hurled at the enemy and which contained the naphtha. 
are usually called in Arabic qawiirir an-naif or qudur an-na/t.49 
These implements are mentioned quite frequently during and 
before the Crusades; but in the period under consideration 
they are never once referred to in connection with mid/a' 
an-naif and muklJulat an-naff.50 

The troops of the naphtha-throwing units are referred to 
in the sources by one of two names: zarriiqun51 or naDiifun.52 

The first of these terms and indeed the whole root zaraqa does 
not occur at all in connection with muklJulat an-nalt and 
mid/a' an-naft. The personnel manning these two items of 
equipment and those issued with the arquebus (see below) are 
always called najfiya53 and not naDiitun.54 Such a definite 
distinction between two words of the same root may indeed 
look too pedantic and therefore raise some doubt. Nonethe­
less. the sources consistently maintain this distinction. and the 
best proof of its existence lies in the fact that when zarriiqun 
and naDiitun take part in a battle. there is usually a fire or an 
attempt to cause fire (see references in notes 51 and 52) while 
there is no mention of fire in connection with the najtiya in 
the sources during the late Mamluk period (see the twenty-one 
references in note 53. and many more references in other parts 
of the study). Here again the task of distinguishing between 
the two terms is facilitated to a great extent by the fact that 
naDii{un belongs wholly to an earlier period. while najtiya 
occurs almost exclusively in a much later one.55 

For the purpose of protecting wooden and other inflam­
mable targets. well-tried and time-honoured measures were 
taken. They were protected by hides of various animals 
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(julfld. julfld al-jawlimis),56 felt covers (lublld),57 vinegar 
(khall),S8 talcum (talq),S9 and a host of "drugs" ('aqliqir, 
adwiya).60 Fires were extinguished by sand (raml),61 earth,62 
etc. Moreover, the naphtha-throwers themselves and their 
equipment-which might easily be set alight by their own 
fire63-required protection. Such or similar measures, however, 
were never taken against muklJ,ulat an-naft and midIa' an-naft, 
and none of the above technical terms ever appears in 
connection with them.64 The only possible explanation for 
the total absence in connection with the latter of any protec­
tive measure against fire is that these weapons were never 
intended to cause fire. 

There exists. moreover, evidence of a more positive nature 
to show that the weapons under consideration are in fact, not 
naphtha, but firearms. The midIa' and muklJ,ula mentioned so 
often together with na/t from the second half of the fourteenth 
century onwards, are never once alluded to in connection 
with naft throughout the Crusades. Indeed, the present writer 
does not know of any specific case before the fourteenth 
century in which mid/a' and muklJ,ula appear together with 
nafr in Arab historical works, and especially in the 
chronicles (they do appear sometimes together in technical 
works-cf. p. 25, and note Ill, p. 41). 

In post-Mamluk times midIa' and muklJ,ula are well­
known terms for two different types of firearms.65 That 
mid/a' an-naf~ and muklJ,ulat an-nafr67 which appear 
alternately in the sources,68 frequently shortened into mid/a' 
and muklJ,ula,69 or into naff,70 are likewise firearms is easily 
demonstrable. Not only have they nothing in common with 
naphtha but they are made of copper, iron, or stone71 (while 
naphtha was hurled from small sling-engines or manjaniqs,72 
mainly made of wood); their projectiles were stone and metal 
balls (lJ,ajar, bunduq)73 or iron bolts (sihlim)74; during tests 
some of them would burst into pieces (tafarqa'a)7S; sometimes 
they would be fastened by chains76 (obviously in order to 
absorb their recoil); firing was accompanied by a tremendous 
report, resembling thunder. This is already evident from some 
of their ephemeral names, like ~awli'iq an-naff (~li'iqa=fire 
descending from heaven with a terrible thunderclap) and 
~awlirikh an-naff (~lirikha or "bellower 'V7 The most vivid 
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and colourful account of the roars and noises accompanying 
the action of makiilJ,il and madiifi' is given by Ibn ~a~ra in 
the year 792/1390. Expressions like rawii'id, -rawii'iq, 
-rarakhiit, rajjiit, rajjat ai-arc! are encountered almost in every 
line.78• 

In order to demonstrate the real character of madafi' 
an-naft and makiilJ,il an-naft some typical examples of their 
action during battle will be of great help: 

" While all this was going on, firing from the Cairo Citadel 
with arrows and madafi' an-naft continued without interrup­
tion until one of the stones of the mid/a' hit the dome of 
al-l;Iusayniya and pierced it. ... The master Na~ir ad-Din 
Muhammad b. at-Tarnbulusi who was an expert in shooting 
with madafi' an-naft brought aliit an-naft and put them into 
action until he pierced one side of Yalbugha an-Na~iri's tent" 
(kullu dhiilika war-ramyu min al-qal'a bin-nushshab 
wa-madiifi' an-nat{ mutaw~-ril [= mutawa-ril] lJ,atta ~aba 
lJ,ajar min lJ,ijarat al-mid/a' al-qubba al-lfusayniya 
la-kharaqahii . . . aMara al-mu'allim Niiljir ad-Din 
MulJ,ammad Ibn a{-Tariibulusi wa-kiina ustadhan Ii ar-ramyi 
bi-madafi' an-naft . . . wa-alJ,c!ara aliit an-naft TJ.atta akhraqa 
janiban min khaymat an-Niiljirl).79 

Ibn al-Furat, speaking of the same event, says: "The 
naftiya fired a stone which pierced the dome of al-I;Iusayoiya 
(armii an-nalliya lJ,ajaran kharaqa al-qubba al-lfusayniya}.80 

Ibn al-Furat says elsewhere: " Na~ir ad-Din b. 
at-Tarabulusi fired at them with naft, and he destroyed with 
makalJ,il the battlements of Sultan l;Iasan's madrasa (armii 
'alayhim Niiljir ad-Din Ibn a{-Tarabulusi bin-naft wa-akhraba 
bil-makalJ,il shararil madrasat as-sultan lfasan}.81 

When Sultan an-Na~ir Faraj besieged amir (later Sultan 
al-Mu'ayyad) Shaykb in the fortress of ~arkhad he ordered 
makiilJ,il an-naft and madiifi' from the forts of a~-~ubayba, 
Safed and Damascus and posted them around the (~arkhad) 
fortress. Some of these makalJ,il an-naft and madafi' shot 
stones weighing sixty Damascene ratls (thumma {alaba 
as-sultan makalJ,il an-nafl wal-madiifi' min qal'at as­
~ubayba wa-~alad wa-Dimashq wa-n~abahii lJ,awla al-qal'a 
wa-kiina lihii rna yarmi bi-lJ,ajarin zinatuhu sittuna ratlan 
Dimashqiyan}.82 
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Ibn Khaldun says: "They send against them stones from 
the manjanlqs and ~awa'iq an-naft" (mursillna 'alayhim 
al-I)ijara min al-majanlq wa-~awa'iq an-nafO.83 

From the above examples some obvious conclusions may 
be drawn: none of the items of this naft equipment causes 
fire; all of them, including ~awa'iq an-naft and the troops 
manning them (nafflya) shoot solid projectiles; the iilat 
an-naft and madafi' an-naN are synonymous ; the madafi' and 
makal)il are only abbreviated forms of madafi' an-naft and 
makal)il an-naft ; makal)il and natf are mentioned alternately 
and therefore may be regarded as synonymous. 

From this it would appear possible that even when the 
term natf appears in the sources independently (without 
mukl)ula and midfa'),84 it means "firearms"; and this possi­
bility becomes a certainty in the light of additional source­
material. The two following examples are of interest: 

In one of the many skirmishes which were fought between 
the various Mamluk factions around the Cairo citadel it is 
said that the Royal Mamluks shot at their opponents with 
arrows and nufUf from the roof. After a short cease-fire, 
during which peace negotiations were conducted, fighting was 
resumed and with it the shooting of arrows and madafi' from 
the citadel roof. (hadha was-sulfan1ya tarml 'alayhim min 
a'la al-qal'a bil-ashum wan-nufu{ ... fa-'ada ar-ramyu min 
a'Ja al-qal'a bil-madafi' wal-ashum).85 The identity of 
nufuf and madafi' in the above quotation is beyond doubt. 

In another skirmish of the same kind the defenders 
mounted makal)il an-naff on the walls of the citadel and 
prepared for the fight. ... As soon as the skirmish started, 
the two parties exchanged shots with arrows and nufu{ 
(wa-an~abU makal)il an-naft 'ala sur al-qal'a wa-akhadhU 
fi uhbat al-qitiil . . . fa-waqa'a bayna a{-{a'ifatayn qitiil 
bin-nushshab wan-nufu{.86 Here makal)il an-naft and nufut 
are interchangeable. 

But the main and decisive proof that naft and firearms are 
synonymous is furnished by the Ottoman corps d' elite, the 
Janissaries, in the years immediately following the conquest of 
the Mamluk kingdom by Sultan Selim I. The J anissaries 
formed the core of the Ottoman army which was then one 
of the most modern and best equipped in the world. To equip 
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the finest troops of such an army with an obsolete weapon 
like naphtha would have been absurd; but this is precisely 
what we would have to believe if. at this stage. we continue 
to identify naft with naphtha: for in the parades on State 
occasions. so frequently mentioned by Ibn Iyas. both the 
Janissaries and other Ottoman units taking part are described 
as marching at the head of the column equipped with nuf;;;{ 
and firing with them. Very frequently we come across such 
remarks as: wa-istamarrat al-inkishariya yarmuna qudda­
mahum bin-nufu{ wa-hum mushat iJ,atta {ala';;; ila al-qal'a 
wa-kanu naiJ,wa arba'mi'at insan87 ; wa-shaqqa malik 
al-umara' al-Qahira fi mawkib iJ,afl . . . wa-quddamahu 
jama'a min al-inkishiiriya yarmuna bin-nufut fa-kanu naiJ,wa 
mi'atay insan,88 and so on.89 

As there is no reference whatever to fires being lit or 
anything being burnt in connection with these parades, and 
as the weapons of the Janissaries are well known. it is not 
difficult to guess what nufut means; but the Mamluk historian 
saves us the trouble of guessing, for in a similar parade the 
Janissaries are described as marching with makaiJ,il 
(ja-nazala min al-qal'a wa-quddamahu min al-inkishariya 
naiJ,wa thalath mi' at insan wa hum mushat wabi-aydihim 
al-makaiJ,il).90 It is thus clear that nufiit and makaiJ,il are 
synonymous for it is inconceivable that the Janissary would 
discard his personal weapon on parade and engage instead, 
in naphtha-throwing, That the mukiJ,ula was normal issue to 
Janissaries stationed in Egypt may be clearly inferred from 
the following incident. 

As a punishment for their persecution of the Sipahis 
Khayrbak, the Governor of Egypt, disarmed the Janissaries. 
depriving them of all their makaiJ,il and cartridges (bunduq 
ra.r~)91 and stacking these weapons in the arsenal. He then 
quartered the J anissaries in the barracks at the Citadel and 
put the city out of bounds (wa-min al-iJ,awiidith fi dhalika 
al-yawm anna malik al-umara' aMara ta'ifat al-inkishiiriya 
wa-rasama lahum an yaiJ,quru bi-makliiJ,ilihim wal-bunduq 
ar-ra.r~ alladhi 'indahum fa-Iammli an aMaruhum rasama 
malik al-umara' bi-idkhal tilka al-makaiJ,il wal-bunduq fi az­
zard-khana wa-rasama lil-inkishiiriya bi-an yuqimun bi-atbaq 
al-mamiilik alladhi bil-qaI'a wa-lii yanzilun ilti al-mad"ina 
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abadan fa-shaqqa dhalika 'alayhim ilii al-ghliya wa-int~afat 
'alayhim {a'ifat al-i~bahaniya}.92 Depriving the Janissaries of 
their makalJi/ thus turned them into a quite powerless body, 
against which the authorities could take disciplinary measures 
without fear of insubordination.93 

There can therefore be no doubt that firearms are 
referred to in such frequent expressions as an-nufii{ 'am­
mala,94 al-qitlil bil-ashum wan-nufii{, ar-ramyu bil-ashum 
wal-madafi' wan-nufiit, and the like.9s 

Let us now turn to definitions made by contemporary 
historians. To the best of the writer's knowledge there are 
only two such definitions in Mamluk literature, both of them 
highly significant. One, by Ibn Khaldun, is well known and 
has already been subjected to thorough analysis by 
Orientalists (see below). The other, by al-Qalqashandi, is much 
less familiar96 and has not yet been utilised in this connection. 
In view of their importance, the full text with translation will 
be given below. 

IBN KHALDUN'S DEFINITION 

Hindam an-naif al-qiidhif bi-lJi~i al-lJadid yanba'ith min 
khizalUP' amam an-nar al-miiqada Ii al-bariid bi-{arlqa 
ghariba taruddu al-af'lila ila qudrat barlha.98 

Hindam an-naft which throws pebbles [pellets] of iron; 
[these pebbles] go off from a magazine in front of a fire 
kindled by means of the biiriid in a strange way which 
cannot be explained save by the might of God Oiterally: 
which brings the deeds back to their creator). 

AL-QALQASHANDI'S DEFINITION 

Aliit al-l!i~lir wa-hiya 'iddat Aliit 
wa-minha makalJil al-bliriid wa-hiya al-madiifi' allall 

yurmii 'anha bin-nal{ fa-ba'tJuha yurma 'anhu bi-ashum 
'ii-am takiidu takhriqu al-lJajara wa-ba'tJuha yurrna 'anhu 
bi-bunduq min lJadid min zinat 'asharat arfal bil-mi~rl ila rna 
yazldu 'alii mi'at ratl [wa-qad ra'aytu bil-Iskandarlya Ii 
ad-dawla al-Ashrafiya Sha'ban b. ijusayn Ii niyabat al-amir 
Salah ad-Din b. 'Arram rahiflUlhu Alliih biha midfa'an qad 
~uni'~ min nulJiis wa-r~tis wa-quyyida bi-atraf al-lJadid 

21 



GUNPOWDER AND FIREARMS IN THE MAMLUK KINGDOM 

rumiya 'anhu bi-bunduqa min lJadid 'a?-lma fa-waqa'at (r bab 
as-silsila kharija bab al-balJr wa-hiya masafa ba'lda]. 

wa-minha qawarlr an-naft wa-hiya qudur wa-nalJwaha 
yural (rha an-naft wa-yurma biha 'ala al-lJu~un lil-ilJraq.99 

The Instruments of Siege, of which there are various 
Instruments 

And [one kind] of those [instruments] is makalJil al-biirud 
and these are al-madafi' from which one shoots by means of 
naft. In part they shoot big arrows which almost pierce a 
stone and in part they shoot balls of iron weighing from ten 
to over a hundred Egyptian ratls [I saw in Alexandria during 
the sultanate of aI-Ashraf Sha'ban ... at the time of ... Ibn 
'Arriim a midfa' ... ].100 

And [one kind] of those [instruments] is qawarlr an-naft 
and these are qudur and the like into which naff is put and 
they are thrown at fortresses for the purpose of burning. 

Ibn Khaldiin's definition is indeed a hard nut to crack for 
the translator, but its purport is clear: it informs us that 
hindam an-nalt shoots nothing but iron pebbles which are 
blown from its "magazine" by means of igniting barud: 
and barud, as is well known, means gunpowder.10I 

AI-Qalqashandi's definition teaches us that madafi' 
shooting by means of naft are nothing but makalJil biirud, 
and that their projectiles are exclusively solid projectiles. 
The description of midfa' following closely after this defin­
ition leaves no shadow of doubt that the reference is to 
artillery. Nor is this all: immediately after midfa' and 
muklJula, al-QalqashandI defines qudur and qawiirir an-naif 
as an entirely different weapon. In other words: here it is 
stated in unequivocal terms that there are two wholly different 
kinds of naft: the one associated with midfa' and muklJula 
which does not cause fire, the other associated with qudur and 
qawiirlr which does.lal 

It will now be shown that naff is sometimes used in a 
narrower sense, i.e., as a synonym of biirud. The intimate 
connection has already been clearly demonstrated in each of 
the two passages quoted from the works of Ibn Khaldiin 
and al-QalqashandI. Additional source material will establish 
their identity. 

The black slaves who were equipped with firearms and 
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the arquebus under Sultan an-Na~ir AbU as-Sa'adat 
Mul;tammad (1495-1498) were called 'abld naft;ya by Ibn 
Iyas and 'abid blirudiya by al-An~ari.lo3 

A few days after his victory over the Mamluks at 
Raydaniya near Cairo Sultan Selim wrote several decrees 
(marsums) to the Ottoman authorities in Damascus. announc­
ing the victory and ordering them to celebrate this great event. 
The full text of one of these marsums.104 which were read in 
public on the 7th of ~afar 923/1517. is given by the historian 
Ibn TUllin.los a native of Damascus. At the end of his marsum 
Sultan Selim gave the order to celebrate the good tidings by 
beating drums and by firing blirud in the Damascus citadel 
(wa-yaduqqu al-bashifira wa-yu'Unu at-tahaniya wa-yarmu 
bil-blirud fi al-qal'a al-martfura)I06; and this is how the 
sultan's order was executed on the same day: quri' at 
hiidhihi al-mariisim wa-diirat mubashshiri al-Arwiim 'alii 
buyut al-akiibir wal-I)iiriit bit-tubUl wan-niiyiit wa-atlaqu 
naftan kathiran fi qal'at Dimashq.I07 

Here it is made clear beyond any reasonable doubt that 
ramii al-biirud and atlaqa an-naft are identical. 

'Abd ar-Ral;tman al-Jabarti. the historian of Egypt in the 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. alternately uses 
I)arriiqat nalt and I)arriiqat biirud108 for the display of 
fireworks. This point has already been noticed by 
Quatremere.109 

In some dictionaries of Oriental languages we find naft 
rendered by "gunpowder." This is so in the case of the 
Persian-English dictionaries of Johnson and Steingass. the 
Arab-English dictionary of Steingass and the Arab-German 
dictionary of Wahrmund.llo The simple question now arises: 
how could this meaning infiltrate into the dictionaries when 
there was apparently no connection between nalt and 
blirud? Such a rendering can hardly be attributed to mere 
chance or error: it should be considered as independent addi­
tional evidence in favour of the argument. 

Professor H. J. Polotsky has informed the writer that in 
Amharic and other modern Ethiopian languages niilt is a 
common, though possibly somewhat obsolete. word for gun. 
Most dictionaries give the meaning simply as the Italian lucile 
(Guidi). the French lusil (Baeteman). or gun (Armbruster). 
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But it is worth mentioning that the Ethiopian scholar Afevork 
renders its meaning by the Italian word archibugio 
(arquebus) reserving lucile for tabiinja (Grammatica della 
Lingua Amarica, Roma 1905, p. 37). The word had already 
been used in this sense in chronicles written in Old Ethiopic 
mixed with Amharic. Dillmann (Lexicon Lingua Aethiopica, 
Leipzig 1865, col. 713) renders niilt by bombarda, sclopetum 
(i.e. modem Latin for gun), compares Arabic na!JiitllOa and 
quotes an example from the Chronicum Axumiticum which 
says that the Portuguese shot at [Mul}.ammad] Gran [the 
Muslim conqueror of Ethiopia in the sixteenth century] with 
niilt. (Conti Rossini's edition of this text has not been available 
to the present writer). It seems obvious that the word nalt in 
the sense of firearms came to Ethiopia from Egypt and 
persisted in Ethiopia for a much longer time than in its country 
of origin. 

Prof. L. A. Mayer has called the writer's attention to a 
cannon cast for the Maghribi ruler 'AbdalUih al-GhaIib bil-Uih 
(of the l;Iasani Shams dynasty), who ruled in the years 
964-982/1557-1574. This cannon was on view up to the year 
1940 in the town of Larache, on the Atlantic Coast of Spanish 
Morocco, and is believed to be still there. It bears an inscrip­
tion stating, inter alia, that the above-mentioned ruler "had 
ordered the making of this natr," etc. (amara bi-'arnal hadhii 
an-nalt as-sa'id.) The evidence that the word nalt was used 
in that period for firearms could hardly be more conclusive. 
An illustration of the cannon and its inscription has been 
published in a work by Tomas Garcia Figueras, Santos de 
Larache, 1940. 

WHY FIREARMS WERE CALLED NAFT 

It is now necessary to show why the term nalt is identical 
with firearms and biiriid. 

It was a general phenomenon that names of various kinds 
of weapons of the period preceding the discovery of firearms 
were applied in due course to firearms themselves. To mention 
only a few cases: the Zanbiirak, originally a crossbow and 
subsequently a small gun usually carried on the back of a 
camel; bunduq (or qaws al-bunduq) and zabtana. originally 
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instruments shooting small pellets (bunduq), then hand-guns 
(see below). The terms qawwas (archer) and qawwasa (shoot 
with a bow) changed their original meaning into "fusilier" 
(or" musketeer '') and" fire" (firearms). Even midIa' and 
mukl)ula were not entirely new names, though in the pre­
firearms period they were far less known than the other 
weapons mentioned above. In that early period they were 
mainly mentioned in technical and specialised literature, while 
in historical works, especially chronicles, there was hardly a 
trace of them.111 Thus the very fact of calling various types of 
the new weapon by time-honoured names was part of a 
common practice and quite natural. But whereas in general it 
is not always easy to explain the connection between the two 
different weapons bearing the same name, such an explanation 
seems quite simple in the case of nafl: biirud emerged from 
nafl. gunpowder came out of incendiary materials. 

Gunpowder was very probably discovered by chance, in the 
course of unceasing endeavours and experiments to find more 
effective incendiary mixtures and compounds. It should be 
noted in passing that nafl was not the name of any single 
material or group of materials; it was indiscriminately applied 
to Bcores of incendiary substances. 

Gunpowder, as is well known, is a mixture of three com­
ponent elements: charcoal, sulphur, and saltpetre (in Arabic: 
lal)m. kibrit. biirud). The original meaning of biirud is salt­
petre and not gunpowder. Charcoal and sulphur (fal)m and 
kibrit) were two of the most common components of 
incendiary materials throughout the ages. Besides-and this is 
the crucial point-gunpowder was at first employed as an 
incendiary material which was hurled at targets in order to set 
them on fire. Only later was it discovered that its explosive and 
propulsive power could be used in order to hurl a projectile 
through a tube. 

As gunpowder was first used for incendiary purposes. 
it was quite naturally called naff, like other incendiary 
materials.ll2 By the time gunpowder changed its function, its 
designation by the name of naff was already so well established 
that there was no need to alter it along with that change. True, 
in the long run the name was changed from naff into biirud 
because biirud (saltpetre) was the most important component 
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of the gunpowder mixture, both qualitatively and quantita­
tively, its importance growing with the advance of the manu­
facture of gunpowder. It was biirud and biirud only which 
caused the explosion, and its percentage in the gunpowder 
mixture gradually rose from a minimum of about 50 per cent 
to over 80 per cent.H3 

In Mamluk historical sources the term biirud as designating 
the whole mixture of gunpowder is extremely rare during the 
major part of the Circassian period (1382-1517)114 ; only during 
the last decades of Mamluk rule do references to it become 
quite frequent. lIS The term najf remains, however, dominant 
until the very end of the Mamluk kingdom. 11 6 It would appear 
that the final victory of biirud over naIf took place after the 
Ottoman conquest. 

At this juncture two points should be stressed. First, it is 
perfectly possible that either new data or facts which have 
escaped the writer's attention may affect one or more of the 
arguments here presented; yet the cumulative effect of the 
evidence presented above is such that there is little likelihood 
of any fundamental change in the general conclusions. 
Second, the somewhat lengthy argument used to elucidate the 
exact meaning of one single term was unavoidable, for without 
such elucidation we cannot even begin to deal with the subject 
of this work. If we can prove, as the writer thinks he has done, 
that in the period under review wherever na/! is mentioned in 
the sources as a weapon the reference is almost invariably 
to firearms or gunpowder, then the material at our disposal 
becomes incomparably richer and more diversified. More than 
that, we would then face problems the very existence of which 
would otherwise escape our notice. To put it in another way: 
the identity of najf and firearms is the key to our conception 
of the history and development of the Mamluk power of 
arms.117 

THE MUKHULA AND THE MIDFA' 

It has already been stressed that the terms midIa' and 
mukl;ula survived out of a series of names designating cannon. 
The question now arises: did they signify two different types 
of cannon, or were they synonymous?118 No definite answer 
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can be given.1l9 The only certain fact is that the sources 
usually mention them as two distinct weapons in phrases like 
the following: wa-'amila thalathina mid/a'an wa-'iddat 
makal;zil wa-manjaniqayn120; but they do not offer any defin­
itions or any further details by means of which the nature of 
the difference might be established. On the other hand. the 
sources at times use the two terms interchangeably. as may 
be seen from the following example: wa-ramii 'ala Batta 
wa-arl;zabihi bin-nushshiib wa-madafi' an-nalt, and immedi­
ately afterwards: wa-sa' alii al-amana li-shiddat ar-ramyi 
'alayhim bi-makal;zil an-nalt.121 

This. of course. does not prove that the two terms were 
synonymous. since contemporary writers might have confused 
them for lack of technical knowledge.122 Towards the close 
of Mamluk rule we come across phrases like the following: 
makal;zil an-nul;ziis wa-madafi' ar-,fawwiin.123 or makal;zil 
an-nul;ziis wa-madafi' al-l;zajar. l24 This tends to create the 
impression that at the close of the Mamluk period makal;zil 
were made of metal while madafi' were made of stone. It 
should be noted in this connection that whenever Ibn Iyas 
speaks of casting cannon in Sultan al-Ghawri's foundry, which 
he does quite frequently. he always refers to this cannon as 
makal;zil.125 never as madafi'. This can only be a surmise. since 
no definite conclusions can be drawn from the existing data. 
In any case we know that during an earlier period madafi' were 
cast of metal.126 

THE CANNON AND THE MANJANIQ 

It has already been pointed out in this study that firearms 
were extensively employed in the years 791-792/1389-1390 
during the struggle for the throne which was fought out 
bet\Wen Barqiiq. Mintash, and Yalbugha. and which was 
intimately linked with the greatest racial transformation in the 
history of the Mamluk kingdom.127 And indeed. perhaps the 
most vivid picture of artillery in action throughout Mamluk 
history is given by Ibn ~a~ra, in his description of the battles 
between Yalbugha and Min!ash which raged around the town 
of Damascus and its fortress. In view of the uniqueness of the 
picture we shall quote some passages: "Nobody could sleep 
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because of the bellowing of the madafi'. People never slept 
a wink because the makalJ,il were bellowing night and day 
to such an extent that the country was shaken as if by an 
earthquake, and people were bewildered and in [deep] 
thoughts" (wa-lli alJ,adan yaqdir yanam min ~arakhlit al­
madafi'128 wan-niis 'alii hlidhihi al-lJ,al la yanamu laylan 
wa-lii nahiir wa-lii yastalidhdhU bi-manam illa makalJ,il 
tarrakh laylan wa-nahiir lJ,attii tarujja al-aqtar wan-nas 
lJ,ii'irin Ii i/tikiir. l29 Some other passages are not less impres­
sive : wa-~iirat al-makalJ,il tWjrakh laylan wa-nahlir wal­
mana]iq tarmi lJ,ijiira kibiir wa-qlila ash-shli'ir Ii al-ma'na 
wa-ajiida lJ,aythu yaqUi: wal-arqu qad raja/at bi-~arakhiit 
al-makiilJ,il ayya rajja wal-khalqu bit-takbiri qad ra/a'u lahum 
Ii al-layli qajja130 : wa-makiilJ,il ~arakhatuhli ka-rawii'id tarmi 
~awii'iqahii min al-aIJ,jiiriI31: wa-madafi' ka-rawii'id bi-~awii'iq 
tanqaqqu min sulJ,ubin 'alayhi ghawadin rajamuhu bil­
alJ,jiiri. 132 

Both besiegers and besieged had artillery at their disposal 
which they used with great intensity. It would appear that 
the number of guns engaged in the battle was great, since every 
now and then new makalJ,il and madiifi' were hurled into 
action by the opposing sides,l33 but not even an approximate 
estimate is possible. 

Thus the final overthrow of the Qipchaqi Turks and the 
establishment in their stead of the Circassians as rulers of the 
Mamluk kingdom was accompanied by the thunderous roar of 
the new weapon. The stupefying psychological effect of such 
a noise would prevent the besieged from correctly assessing 
the real achievements of the weapon; after the noise had 
ceased, however, a more sober judgment could be passed: 
neither in this siege nor in many future ones did cannon play 
a decisive part. They were only an auxiliary to the veteran 
siege engine, the mangon (manjaniq), fulfilling but minor 
tasks; a long time was to pass before they could entirely 
supplant i1. 134 A good illustration of how small was the damage 
caused by artillery during the early stages of its career is 
furnished by the insignificant effect it produced on the 
Madrasa of Sultan I:Iasan which faced the citadel and hence 
was one of the focal points round which the internal struggles 
of the Mamluks took place. In the year 858/1457 (i.e. about 
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ninety years after the introduction of artillery in the Mamluk 
kingdom) the historian, Ibn Taghnoirdi, said: "Some of the 
lead covering the dome of Sultan l:Iasan's Madrasa was 
cracked and its crescent twisted by the many cannon shots 
fired at it during the wars" (val min kathrat ar-ramyi 'alayhli 
ayyiim al-/:lurub takharraqa ba'tj rtl.f~ al-qubba wa-i'wajja 
hiliiluhli).135 Small wonder, therefore, that the manjanlq had 
a long lease of life after the invention of artillery and that it 
took a very active and at times decisive part in many sieges 
of the later Mamluk period. 136 The following incident 
illustrates the superiority manjanlqs sometimes enjoyed over 
artillery. 

In 812/1409 Sultan an-Na~ir Faraj laid siege to the fortress 
of ~arkhad in l:Iawran where al-Mu'ayyad Shaykh, who was 
then amir, took refuge. The Sultan put into action cannon 
and manjanlqs. Among the cannon (madiifi') there were some 
which fired projectiles weighing 60 Damascene ratls. But the 
Sultan's repeated attempts to storm the fortress were in vain. 
Then an-Na~ir Faraj brought from Damascus the Big 
Manjanlq (al-manjanlq al-kablr), the projectiles of which 
weighed 90 Damascene ratls. Its separate parts were carried 
by two hundred camels. These parts were pieced together in 
front of the beleaguered fortres·s. As soon as the work was 
finished and the manjanlq was ready for action, Amir Shaykh 
lost heart and sued for peace, without even waiting for the 
first projectile to be discharged from the apparatus.137 Thus the 
mute presence of a single giant manjanlq was more effective 
than the noisy intervention of the numerous cannon. 

Artillery, however, gradually supplanted the manjanlqs. 
It would appear that this transformation took place in the 
first half of the fifteenth century, for in the second half of that 
century the mention of manjanlqs becomes more than rare. 
All the same, the manjanlq did not entirely disappear until the 
very end of Mamluk rule: as late as 920/1514 Sultan 
Qan~iih al-Ghawri reviewed manjanlqs and cannon on his 
visit to Alexandria.138 In the same year manjanlqs were still 
being built in Cairo.139 

What was the proportion between cannon and manjanlqs 
in sieges? Unfortunately the present writer has discovered only 
one single piece of evidence in the whole of Mamluk 
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literature: in 807/1404, when Shaykh besieged Safed, thirty 
madafi', many makaJ:zil, and two manjanzqs took part in the 
siege.140 One cannot, of course, draw any general conclusions 
from this isolated instance, and hence the question must be 
left in abeyance, pending further evidence. This is the only 
instance known to the writer of a Mamluk source mentioning 
the number of cannon participating in battle-a remarkable 
contrast to the attitude of Mamluk and earlier sources 
towards the use of the manjanlqs during the late Crusaders' 
period, for during that period they meticulously mentioned 
the number of the manjaniqs in practically every important 
siege. The absence of corresponding information concerning 
artillery is undoubtedly one of the greatest drawbacks of 
Mamluk source material dealing with firearms. 
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1 For the names cf. page 4. 
2 We shall not here dwell on the various possible meanings of 

the term" Greek fire," since for the purposes of the present work 
we may rest content with the fact that it is an incendiary material, 
a fact which none has questioned (cf. Mercier, pp. 3-4, and elsewhere). 

3 From the point of view of methodology the question of the 
earliest reliable data on the use of firearms should have been dealt 
with after clarifying the terms by which this weapon was designated. 
The writer decided, however, to discuss that vital question first and 
separately, lest it be totally submerged by the close argument 
contained in the present section. 

4 See, e.g., Reinaud and Fave: Du leu gregeois, des leux de guerre, 
etc., pp. 73-77. Quatremere: lA, 1850, p. 236; p. 238; pp. 255-258 ; 
p. 259. Quatremere's hesitant and vacillating attitude towards the term 
naif will be discussed in greater detail below (see p. 41). 

5 Mercier: p. 82. 
6 Mercier: p. 125, and n. 1. See also p. 42 and pp. 79-81 ; p. 122. 
7 The reference is to the appearance of the word na/t, either 

separately or linked to one of the various terms mentioned above. 
8 Some of the conspicuous exceptions are referred to on pp. 12-13. 
9 The word hiirud in its two meanings (gunpowder and saltpetre, 

which is one of the former's ingredients) is discussed on pp. 25-26. 
10 In the discussion of the present writer's view that naif and 

firearms are synonymous only selected references are cited. The 
rest are scattered all over the study. 

II Or more precisely, a large number of incendiary mixtures and 
compounds. The lurus/ya literature contains scores of recipes for the 
preparation of inflammable substances which are listed under the 
same title: naif or nuluf. 

12 Quatremere, writing on the use of naphtha during the centuries 
preceding the Crusades, says: II parait que l' emploi de naphte, 
comme projectile, avait presque cesse en Orient durant plusieurs 
siecles (lA, 1850, p. 219). In the light of Canard's researches, based 
on a collection of very rich source-material (see Mercier, pp. 41-68, 
and his remark on p. 69), this statement turns out to be greatly 
exaggerated. Still there is no doubt that at no time in Muslim history 
was naphtha employed on such a very large scale and with such 
decisive results as during the Crusades, and especially during the 
earlier part. 

13 Quatremere: lA, 1850, p. 241. Oman: ii, pp. 48-49. Mercier: 
pp. 76-78. The canals of the Nile Delta gave the Battle of al-Man~iira 
a very different character from that of ordinary battles fought in the 
open country. Naphtha was used at al-Man~iira to set fire to wooden 
bridges erected over these canals. It was also used in fighting 
involving armed boats on the canals. Such targets are rare in most 
ba ttlefields. 

14 This, of course, is only true of land warfare. At sea the role 
of naphtha was very different. Here it was used both in an offensive 
and defensive role with equal effectiveness, since the targets were 
more or less alike for both attackers and attacked. 

IS Though Canard and Mercier (pp. 78-79) are right in opposing 
the view that naphtha was a purely defensive weapon, yet in land 
warfare its use by the defenders was much more successful than 
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by the attackers. This is especially true of the wars of the Crusades 
(see pp. 11-13, also Quatremere in lA, 1950, p. 258). A famous 
example of the us of naphtha by the besiegers is the siege of 
Heraclea by Hiiriin ar-Rashid in 187/806 (Aghiini xii, p. 82. Mercier 
[Canard], p. 43). There are, of course, other examples (cf. lA, 1849, 
p. 308. lA, 1850, p. 218. Mercier [Canard], pp. 41-42). For the 
employment of naphtha by the Mamluks in their final offensive against 
the Crusaders cf. p. 33, note 26 below. 

16 lA, 1849, p. 224. See also the references in note 17 below. For 
additional data on the use of naphtha in Muslim countries cf. B. 
Spuler: Iran in friih-islamischer Zeit, Wiesbaden, 1952, pp. 493-494. 

17 Muslim contemporary sources give some detailed descriptions of 
these two types of siege machines. The best descriptions of the 
dabbiiba are from the sieges of Alexandria in 570/1174 and Acre in 
586/1190 (Abu Shiima: Kitiib ar-Rawc!atayn, Cairo, 1287-1288, vol. i, 
p. 235. AI-Maqrizi: Kitiib as-Suluk Ii Ma'rifat ad-Duwal wal-Muluk. 
ed. Ziada, Cairo, 1934-1942, vol. i, p. 56, I. 13-p. 57, I. 1. Abu Shiima: 
pp. 162, 164, 166, 185. Additional data on the dabbiiba may also be 
found in Abu Shiima: i, p. 180. Ibn Athir: al-Kiimil Ii at-Tdrlkh, 
ed. Torenberg, Leiden, 1851-1876, vol. xi, p. 272; xii, p. 33. lA, 1849, 
p. 225. Extraits des Historiens arabes des croisades, p. 291. See also 
notes below). The best descriptions of the burj are from the sieges of 
Acre (August, 1189-July, 1191) and Damietta (615/1218 and 647/1249) 
(Suluk i, p. 103, I. 12.p. 104, I. 1; p. 189, II. 1-8; p. 207, II. 13-16; 
p. 339, I. 1 ; p. 348 and n. 6. AbU Shima: i, p. 98; ii, p. 153f.; 
p. 162. Ibn al-Athir: xii, p. 28. AI-Maqrizi: al-Mawii'iz wal-l'tibiir 
Ii Dhikr al-Khi{a! wal-Athiir, Cairo, 1270H, vol. i, p. 215, I. 19-
p. 216, I. 3). A siege machine called the zal}l}iifa appears to have been 
similar to the dabbiiba. It is mentioned during Baybars' siege of 
Oesarea (Suluk i, p. 526, 1. 12-p. 527, I. 5) and on a few other 
occasions under Mamluk rule (Suluk ii, p. 428 ; p. 429, I. 7. Ta'rikh 
Bayrut, p. 38,II. 11-12). Cf. Dozy: Supplement, iilat az-zal}j. 

18 See references in n. 17 above and the account of the destruction 
of the Franks' siege machines by naphtha prepared by the Damascene 
specialist (Ibn al-Athir: xii, p. 29. Abu Shiima: ii, p. 153. Ibn 
Shaddiid, an-Nawiidir as-Sul!anlya, p. 102). For the testimony of 
Christian (mainly European) contemporary sources on the destructive 
power of the Muslim naphtha see lA, 1850, p. 241. Oman: History 
of the Art 0/ War in the Middle Ages, London, 1924, vol. ii, p. 46 ; 
pp. 48-49. Mercier: pp. 69-91.. For the employment of naphtha by 
the Muslims of. also Runciman: A History of the Crusades i, p. 285 ; 
iii, pp. 27, 28, 286, etc. 

19 Oman: ii, pp. 49-50. 
20 SulUk i, p. 526, I. 12-p. 527, I. 5. In their struggle against the 

Crusaders in an earlier period the Muslims used these siege machines 
only on very rare occasions. Saliil;1 ad-Din employed a dabbiiba 
during his siege of Tyre in 583/1187 (Ibn al-Athir ix, p. 366). 

21 Nujum(P) vi, p. 65, II. 10-12. As-Sakhiiwi: ac!-Daw' al-Lami', 
Cairo, 1353-135SH, vol. iii, p. 48, II. 11-13. The employment of 
za1)1)iifiit is mentioned during the struggle for the throne at the close 
of the eighth/fourteenth century: wa-'amila nii'ib ash-Sham zalJlJii/iit 
tajr; 'alii al-arc! mithla al-'ajal wa-'alayhii julud (Ibn Sa~rii: ad-Durra 
al-Mu41ya, Oxford MS., Laud, t 12, fol. 82a. II. 4-5). 
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22 Nujiim(P) vii, p. 705, 11. 3-5. 
23 Sub" ii, pp. 136-138. Ta'rzj: pp. 207-209. 
24 Other siege machines, such as the manjaniqs (mangons), offered 

a less convenient target to the naphtha-throwers, being placed at a 
considerable distance from the walls of the beleaguered city, being 
scattered over a wide area and, in many cases, being concealed or 
under cover. 

25 Oman: ii, p. 46. Why the Europeans did not develop incendiary 
materials on a large scale is a question which the writer is not 
competent to deal with. 

26 For instance, the siege of al-Marqab by Sultan Baybars I, cf. 
Mercier (Canard): pp. 78-79. See also Ibn al-Furat: vii, p. 46, 11. 3-4 ; 
viii, p. 80, 11. 13-15. SulUk i, p. 546, 1. 12; p. 747, 1. 6. 

27 The Muslims employed naphtha rarely in their sieges of the 
Crusaders' castles, not only during their final offensive but also in the 
earlier years of the fighting. The spectacular successes which naphtha 
achieved as a defensive weapon against the Crusaders' siege-engines 
never tempted the Muslims to use it on a considerable scale in their 
own sieges. This would appear to prove conclusively naphtha's greater 
effectiveness in defence than in attack. No attempt is made here to 
give an exhaustive explanation for the gradual disappearance of naptha 
from the time of the later Crusades onwards. Other factors besides 
those mentioned in this study might have escaped the present writer's 
attention. 

28 Cf. references in n. 26. 
29 While naphtha was so poorly represented during the whole 

Mamluk final offensive, two other weapons had the lion's share in 
total expulsion of the Crusaders from Muslim soil: the manjaniqs 
and the mines (nuqiib). The number of the manjaniqs used by the 
Muslims during the early Crusades was small: it usually ranged 
between 3 and 7 and rarely exceeded 10. In the second half of the 
thirteenth century it ranged between 20 and 30 and at times even 
exceeded 70 (the siege of Acre in 1292). Moreover, a new type of big 
manjaniqs (the trebuchets) throwing very heavy stones and based on 
the principle of a counterweight, supplanted the old type based on the 
principle of torsion. The digging of mines (nuqiib) under the Crusaders' 
castles was also employed by the Muslims on an unprecedented scale 
(the mine was filled with inflammable material which was kindled, 
causing the castle walls, or parts of them, to crumble). These weapons 
are discussed by the writer in a chapter devoted to siege machines 
other than artillery in his work on the Mamluk Army. 

30 Ibn l;Iajar al-'Asqalani: ad-Durar al-Kiimina. Hyderabad, 1348-
1350H, vol. ii, p. 170, 1. 4. Manhal i, fol. 154a, 1. 4. 

31 Khi{a{ ii, p. 195, 11. 16-19. 
32 A. S. Atiya: The Crusade in the Later Middle Ages, pp. 366-367. 
33 Atiya: pp. 345-378. Apart from European sources Atiya uses 

al-Ilmiim, the invaluable work by an-Nuwayri, who was an eye-witness 
of the occupation of Alexandria by the Franks. After the Frankish 
attack Alexandria's garrison was somewhat reinforced (see the writer's 
remarks on the subject in BSOAS, 1953, vol. xv, p. 459). 

34 Cf. Qalqashandi's interesting testimony on the survival in Alexan­
dria of weapons which had already disappeared in other parts of 
Egypt (Sub" iv, p. 12). 
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35 Nujiim(P): V, p. 257, 11. 3-5. 
36 See above, n. 21. 
37 The following references for the use of naphtha in the field during 

the first centuries of Islam may be given here: Ibn al-Athir: vii, p. 95. 
Ibn Miskawayhi: i, p. 282 (Mercier quoting Canard: pp. 51-52). 
Drawing the enemy on to ground previously soaked with naphtha 
(Tabari: ii, pp. 1693-4 in Mercier quoting Canard: pp. 48-49) seems 
to have been a most unusual tactic. Naphtha's chances of success 
were improved somewhat when the enemy brought elephants into 
the field. These animals, bearing heavily loaded war cradles on their 
backs, offered a comparatively good target (Raschid ed-Din: Historie 
des Mongols, p. 132b. lA, 1850, p. 218. Pratt: World Geography of 
Petroleum, Princeton, 1950, picture facing p. 198, showing Nadir 
Shah attacking the elephants of the Indian army with naphtha). 

38 lA, 1849, pp. 323-324 (cf. also p. 270, n. 1 ; p. 271 ; pp. 317-318, 
p. 319, n. 1 ; p. 321, n. 1). lA, 1850, p. 241; p. 274. For further data 
cf. C. Cahen: Un Traite d'Armurerie, p. 22; p. 57. Mercier: pp.60-61. 

39 lA, 1849, pp. 323-324. 
40 Abu Shama: Dhayl ar-RaWl!atayn, Cairo, 1287-1288H, p. 207, 

1. 21-p. 208, 1. 10. Mul}.i ad-Din Ibn 'Abd a~-Zahir: Sirat aZ-Ziihir 
Baybars, B.M. MS., Add. 23,331, fo1. lIb. 1. 5-fo1. 13a, 1. 7. Baybars 
al-Mansuri: Zubdat al-Fikra, B.M. MS., Add. 23,325, fo1. 38b, 
1. !-f01.· 39a, 1. 14. AI-Kutubi: Fawiit al-Wafayiit i, p. 110, 11. 9-12; 
ii, p. 165, 1. 24-p. 166, 1. 1. Ibn Kathir: xiii, p. 220, 1. 8-p. 221, 1. 15. 
Levi della Vida: "L'invasione dei Tartari in Siria nel 1260 nei ricordi 
di un testimone oculare," Orientalia, 1935, pp. 358-366 (the chronicle 
of Ibn al-Furat). Nujiim(C), vii, p. 77, 1. 9-p. 80, 1. 2. Manhal, fo1. 
40b, II. 13-23. Suliik i, p. 430, 1. 14-p. 431, 1. 6. Ta'rikh Bayriit, 
p. 65, II. 9-11 Cf. also B. Spuler: Die Mongolen in Iran, Leipzig, 
1939, p. 57. 

41 Suliik i, p. 886, 1. 17-p. 887, 1. 7. 
42 The present writer knows of no field-battle throughout the 

Crusades in which naphtha was employed by the Muslims. Sweeping 
though such a statement might appear, there is no doubt that even 
during the Crusades, when the use of naphtha in siege warfare 
reached its peak, its effects in the open field were negligible. This can 
hardly be explained as pure chance. For the special circumstances 
of the battle of al-Man~ura, cf. p. 31, note 13 above. Another 
interesting example of the uselessness of naphtha in field-battle is the 
following: in the battle between Yaqiit, the Caliph's governor of 
Shiraz, and the Buwayhid 'Imad ad-Dawla (year 322H), Yaqiit laid 
a screen of infantrymen throwing naphtha in front of the main body 
of his army. The wind, however, suddenly blew in the opposite direc­
tion with increasing strength. As a result, the flames blew back upon 
the naphtha throwers, setting their clothes alight and causing confusion 
(Ibn al-Athir: viii, p. 95. Ibn Miskawayhi: Tajiirib al-Umam i, p. 282 
---Canard, p. 5). 

43 For instance, Tabari: iii, p. 476; p. 1618; pp. 1693-1694; 
p. 2219. Tanukhi: Nishwiir al-Mu!)ii4ara. Damascus, 1930, vol. viii, 
p. 94; Ibn al-AthIr: vii, p. 172 (Mercier [Canard], pp. 43-47). lA, 1849 
p. 269, n. ; p. 270, n. 1 ; p. 278, n. 1 ; p. 280, notes. Sub!) ii, p. 138, n. 
1-3. Mercier: p. 89. For references from the period of the Crusades for 
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the use of nal! against the burj and the dabbiiba, see p. 32, n.17. 
These contain many data confirming the present argument. See also 
C. Cahen: Un Traite d'Armurerie, pp. 20-23, for aI;Iraqa and other 
synonyms. 

44 Kitiib al-Aghiini xvii, p. 47 (Canard: p. 3). Taban: iii, p. 696 
(Canard: p. 4). 

45 lA, 1849, p. 272. Ta,ban: iii. p. 476 (Canard: p. 3); p. 696; pp. 
1693-4 (Canard: pp. 4-5). 

46 Mercier (Gregoire et Canard): p. 45. 
47 Tabari: iii, p. 1218 (Mercier quoting Canard, p. 45); pp. 1693-4 

(Canard: p. 5). 
48 Tabari: iii, p. 476; p. 869; p. 1218; p. 1415; pp. 1511-1512; 

p. 1578; pp. 1582-1583; p. 1636; pp. 1693-1694. Ibn al-Athir: viii. 
p. 95. Kitiib al-Aghiin; xii, p. 82; xvii, p. 47. At-Taniikhi: Nishwiir 
al-Mul)iiqara, p. 94; Muruj ii, p. 350; Ibn al-Athir: viii, p. 95; 
Ibn Miskawayhi: i, p. 282 (all the above references are taken from 
Mercier [Canard: pp. 3-6]: pp. 45-48, 52-53). IA. 1849, p. 263, n. 1 ; 
p. 272; pp. 278-280, notes. The expression an-niir wan-nal! is quite 
common (Suluk i, p. 887, 1. 7. Tabari: iii, p. 869; p. 1218. lA, 1848, 
p. 196 and n. 3); Canard and Mercier are undoubtedly right in 
concluding that niir and nal! are in many cases synonymous (Mercier: 
pp. 41-51, 53, 65, 85). The word niir as synonymous with firearms 
belongs to the very last years of the Mamluk kingdom and even 
then it is encountered almost exclusively in the work of one 
particular author (cf. Ibn Zunbul: Fatl) Mi~r, Cairo, 1278H [litho], 
p. 9, n. 10-12; p. 71, n. 13-21 ; p. 73, n. 2-3; p. 77, n. 19-22). Words 
like shabba and uwiir are also mentioned only in connection with 
the employment of naphtha (Ibn Hani: ed. Zahid 'Ali, Cairo, 1352H, 
p. 5~nard: p.6). 

49 Ibn al-Athir: viii, p. 95 (Mercier [Canard, p. 5]: p. 51 ; pp. 32, 
61, 86-88, 98, 120). Reinaud and Fave: Du leu gregeois, pp. 42-43. 
Raschid ed-Din: Histoire des Mongols. p. 133a. IA. 1849, p. 274. 
Manhal i, fo1. 154a, n. 5-7. $ubl) ii, p. 145, 11. 3-5. Ibn Fa4l Allah 
al-'Umari: at-Ta'r;1 Ii al-Mu~!alal) ash-Sharif. Cairo, 1312H, p. 208. 
C. Cahen: Un Traite d' Armurerie. p. 23. In addition to the above 
two common names we find al-karriiz ash-Shiim; and khawiibi an-nal! 
(Mercier: pp. 85,94). Zarriiqiit an-nal! and qiriibiit an-nat! (Khi!a! i, 
p. 424, 11. 7-8) are encountered in the days of the Fatimids. For the 
former term see note 51 below; cf. also Oman: ii, pp. 45, 47, 48. 
Hime: pp. 140-143. 

50 For the projectiles shot by means of these two weapons see p. 18. 
51 Sibt b. al-Jawzi: Miriit az-Zamiin. Chicago, 1907, p. 474, 

n. 18-24; p. 498, n. 19-22. Adh-Dhahabi: Duwal al-Isliim, Hydera­
bad, 1337H, vol. ii, p. 117, n. 10-11. Suluk i, p. 498, n. 2-3 ; p. 546, 
n. 12-16; p. 621, 1. 12; p. 747, 1. 6; p. 752, 1. 6; p. 886, 1. 17; 
ii, p. 57,1. 17; p. 312, 1. 12. Suluk (Quatremere's translation) ii, pt. 2, 
p. 147. Nujum(C) ix, p. 228, 1. 14. Nujum{P) v, p. 125, 1. 19; p. 257, 
1. 3. Ibn al-Furat: vii, p. 46, n. 3-4; viii, p. 80, II. 13-15. Manhal ii, 
fo1. 40a, 1. 3; v, fo1. 50a, 11. 3-6. Durar i, p. 494, n. 12-13; ii, p. 173, 
I. 15; iii, p. 369, II. 14-17. Khi!a! i, p. 202,1. 6; ii, p. 44, ll. 18-19; 
p. 64, ll. 8-9; p. 195, ll. 16-19. Raschid ed-Din: Mongols, p. 134b. 
lA, 1849, p. 200. Cf. also Mercier: pp. 85, 87. One of the meanings 
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of the verb zaraqa is .. to throw naphtha" (lA. 1849, pp. 278-280, 
notes). Zarriiqiit (lA. 1848, p. 196 and n. 3), zariiriq (lA. 1850, p. 259) 
and, perhaps, maziiriq (lA. 1849, p. 271. Ibn Miskawayhi: i, p. 282. 
Mercier [Canard: p. 5]: p. 52). The latter are devices used for 
throwing naphtha. Cf. Dozy: Supplement. under zaraqa. 

S2 Tabari: iii, pp. 1211, 1218, 1415, 1511-1512, 1582-1583, 1636, 
1731, 1869, 2042, 2043, 2061, 2219. Ibn al-Athir: vii, pp. 99, 172. 
AI-Jal.ti~: Majmil'at Rasii'iI. p. 70 (three times), Nishwiir al­
MulJ,iiqara viii, p. 94 (Mercier quoting Canard: pp. 45-48, 50-53). 
Sib!, p. 445, n. 7-9. Nujilm(P) v, p, 195, n. 13-19. Raschid ed-Din: 
Mongols, p. 134a, lA, 1849, pp, 278-280, notes (three times). lA, 1850, 
p. 218. Naf}ii!a (Raschid ed-Din: p. 134b. lA. 1850, pp. 218-219. 
Mercier: p. 43) is a naphtha-throwing c!evice. Of the two terms 
zarriiqiln and naf}ii!iln. the second is more frequent in an earlier 
period, but later the position is gradually reversed, 

53 Nujilm(P) v, p. 412, n. 3-4; p. 462, l. 17; vii, p. 483, l. 5. 
Ibn al-Furat: ix, P. 80, n. 18-19; p. 82, l. 4-p. 83, l. 25; P. 84, 
n. 14-15; p. 122, 11. 21-26; p. 194, 11. 18-22. Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 161 ; 
iii (KM), p. 335, n. 18-19; p. 336, n. 1-2: p. 376, 11. 19-23; p. 377, 
l. 12; iv, p. 308, n. 9-14; v, p. 33, l. 7; p. 79, n. 18-19; p. 101, l. 11 ; 
11'. 116, l. 2; p. 131, 11. 12-23; p. 152, l. 15; p. 174, n. 17-18. 
Additional references to nattiya win be found on p. 67. Quatremere 
(Raschid ed-Din: Histoire des Mongols. p. 134a) has collected a 
mass of data on natt7ya which he wrongly identified with naf}iitiln. 
Dozy translates natti with celui qui prepare et qui lance Ie naphte. 
but his sole authority is Quatremere. All the data collected by 
Quatremere on the term natt7ya confirm the correctness of translation 
given in the present study. In Arab and other dictionaries of Oriental 
languages the term natt7ya is rendered by .. naphtha-throw!:rs," but 
,this only goes to show how wide the gap is sometimes between 
Arab lexicography and the living language of the time. Only twice 
in the Mamluk sources has the present writer come across naftiya 
in the sense of naphtha-throwers (Khitat ii, p. 195, n. 16-19. Raschid 
ed-Din: Mongols. p. 285a). The present writer's reading of the word 
natt7ya to mean troops equipped with firearms should not, of course, 
be looked upon in isolation but as one link in the chain of evidence 
proving that nat! means firearms. 

54 Pedro de Alcala in his Arab dictionary (published 1505) trans­
lates naf}ii! by artillerio, which Dozy (s.v.) in his tum translates 
Artilleur, Cannonier. It would appear that in the Western parts of 
the Muslim world the above term acquired a meaning entirely 
unknown in Egypt and Syria. 

55 See the two exceptions mentioned in n. 53. 
56 Tabari: iii, p. 2042 (Mercier quoting Canard: pp. 50, 56-61, 75). 

Abu al-Fida': iv, p. 25, I. 1. Raschid ed-Din: p. 134a. Ibn $a~rii: 
fol. 82a, 11. 4-5. Hime: pp. 25-27. Important data from Arab sources 
on protective measures against naphtha may be found in the accounts 
given by the sources of the burj and the dabbiiba (cf. above p. 32, 
notes 17 and 18). 

57 lA, 1849, p. 269, n. 1. 
58 Mercier: pp. 24, 58. 
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59 lA, 1849, p. 321, n. 1. lA, 1850, pp. 249-250. Jiil.ti:?: Majmii'at 
Rasii'iI, p. 70. Hilal a~-sabi: Ttirikh al-Wuzarii' p. 293, 1. 7-p. 294, 
1. 4. Yaqut: lrshiid ai-A rib, 2nd ed., pp. 144-145. Lisiin al-'Arab xii, 
p. 101 (Mercier quoting Canard: pp. 57-59). 

60 laban: iii, pp. 2042-2043 (Mercier quoting Canard: pp. 56-58). 
61 Mercier: p. 10. 
62 Mercier: p. 75. 
63 The special dress worn by the naphtha-throwers was called 

liMa an-natJiifin (Raschid ed-Din: p. 134a. lA, 1850, p. 218; cf. also 
ibid. p. 240). For the protection of the naphtha-throwing devices by 
means of hides of oxen and horses see Huuri: .. Zur Geschichte des 
mittelalterlichen Geschtitzwesens aus Orientalischen Que11en," Studia 
Orientalia, Helsinki, 1941, p. 181. 

64 The sources mention the peculiar stench of naphtha (lA, 1849, 
pp. 278-280, notes; cf. also loinville's description of the Battle of 
aol-Man~iira) and the importance of a favourable wind (lA, 1849, 
p. 279; cf. also Ibn al-Athir: vii, p. 95; Canard: p. 5). Neither 
of these points is referred to in connection with the weapons under 
review. 

65 After the Marnluk period mid/a' retained its original meaning 
of .. cannon," while the mukl)ula, which originally was also a cannon 
(see p. 27), later came to mean small arms (cf. al-labarti: ii, p. 113, 
11. 15-16: wa-bi-yadihim makiil)il al-bunduq wa[-qariibiniit. Dozy, 
s.v., translates this word by /usil, mousquet). Mukl)ula as a term for 
small arms is already mentioned at the end of Mamluk rule (cf. p. 
20). 

66 Nujiim(P) v, p. 500, II. 12-16; vi, p. 112, 1. 10, 1. 14; p. 256, 
11. 11-13; vii, p. 106, 11. 19-21. Ibn al-Furiit: ix, p. 84, II. 14-15; 
p. 118, I. 8, I. 9; p. 119, I, 5, I. 21 ; p. 122, 11. 1-2, I. 6. $ubl) ii, 
p. 137,11. 13-15; iv, p. 84, II. 2-4. Raschid ed-Din (ed. Quatremere): 
Mongols, p. 290a-b. 

67 Nujiim(P) v, p. 202, II. 5-7; p. 417, ll. 1-2; p. 500, I. 22; 
vi, p. 207, 11. 5-6; pp. 210-211; p. 256, II. 11-13; p. 338, I. 3; 
p. 705, 11. 3-5; vii, p. 96, II. 9-10; p. 16, I. IS. Manhal viii, fol. 434a. 
Ibn al-Furiit: ix, p 121, 1.15, I. 23; p. 122, II. 21-26. Ibn Iyb: 
iii (KM), p. 377, I. 12; iv, p. 467, I. 1; v, p. 101, I. 1. Raschid 
ed-Din: p. 133b. For the ephemeral terms containing the word na/t, 
cf. above p. 4. 

68 For the difficulty of distinguishing between mid/a' (an-na/{) and 
mllkl)ulat (an-na/{) in the Mamluk sources, see pp. 26-27. 

69 Nujiim(P) v, p. 407, I. 15; p. 526, 1. 15; p. 791, 1. 10; vi, p. 50. 
I. 7; p. 54, II. 9-10; p. 65, I. 8; p. 112,1. 10,1. 14; p. 117,11. 13-15, 
11. 20-21 ; p. 207, 11. 5-6; pp. 210-211 ; p. 235, 1. 8; p. 265, 11. 13-18; 
p. 370, 1. 3; p. 646, 1. 19; vii, p. 63, I. 9; p. 66, n. 18-19; p. 134. 
11. 3-4; p. 192, 1. 18; p. 401, I. 15; p. 402, I. 19; p. 405, 11. 2-8. 
Manhal viii, fol. 496b, I. 11. lIawiidith, p. 171, II, 20-21; p. 219, 
II. 1-5. Ibn aI-Furiit: ix, p. 122, I. 13; p. 215, 1. 9. Ibn Qii4i Shuhba: 
fol. 66b, 1. 20. As-Sakhiiwi: at-Tibr al-Masbiik Ii Dhayl as-Suliik. 
Cairo, 1896, p. 42,1. 14. Ibn Iyiis: ii, p. 4, 11. 15-17; p. 72, 11. 25-27; 
p. 131, 11. 17-18; iii (KM), p. 63, 11. 11-15; p. 70, 11. 12-13; p. 335, 
11. 18-19; p. 358, n. 18-24; p. 372, 11. 14-18; p. 446, 11. 4-20; p. 449, 
11. 19-21 ; iv, p. 123, 11. 8-10; p. 154,11. 7-9; p. 191,11. 17-21 ; p. 215, 

37 



TEXT REFERENCES 

11.21-22; p. 229, II. 16-17; p. 229, 1. 23-p. 230,1. 1; p. 243, n. 13-15; 
p. 260, I. 17-p. 261, 1. 7; p. 261, n. 19-21 ; p. 264, I. 2; p. 265, I. 18 ; 
p. 266, I. 22-p. 267, I. 1 ; p. 280, 11. 10-12; p. 285, 11. 2-5; p. 288, 
II. 20-22; p. 340, n. 1-4; p. 365, I. 16-p. 366, I. 2; p. 374, 11. 20-22; 
p. 425, II. 7-10; p. 458, II. 5-6; v, p. 12, n. 20-22; p. 137, II. 9-13 ; 
p. 138, II. 6-10; p. 143, n. 14-17; p. 402, n. 5-7. AI-'AynI: 'Iqd 
ai-lumiin, MS. Istanbul. Jarullah 1591, foI. 68b, I. 13; foI. 716b, 
I. 10; foI. 784a, I. 12 from bottom. 

70 See pp. 19-21. 
71 Nujiim(P) vii, p. 66, n. 18-19. $Ub~l ii, p. 137, n. 13-19. Ibn 

Iyas: iv, p. 218, II. 9-14; p. 260, I. 20; v, p. 12,11. 20-22; p. 135, 
II. 18-20; p. 322, n. 19-21; p. 402, 11. 5-7. Of. also Ibn Iyas: iii 
(KM), p. 356, n., and n. 12-14; p. 358, n. 18-21; iv, p. 123, n. 8-10; 
p. 191, II. 17-21 ; p. 260, I. 17-p. 261, 1. 7; p. 264, I. 2-p. 265, I. 18; 
p. 285, II. 2-5; p. 365, I. 16-p. 366, I. 2; p. 374, II. 20-22. 

72 See references note 17 above, and C. Cahen: Un Traite 
d' A rmurerie, p. 21. Kitiib ai-Aghiinl xii, p. 82 (Mercier quoting 
Canard: p. 43), lA, 1850, p. 219. $ub/J ii, P. 138, II. 1-3. Illustrations 
facing p. 70 in Mercier and p. 46 in vol. ii of Oman. 

73 $ublJ ii, p. 137, II. 13-19. Nujiim vi, pp. 210-211. l!awiidith, pp. 
474-476. Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 280, II. 20-22; p. 340, n. 1-4. See also 
references in notes 79-84 below. 

74 Nujiim(P) v, p. 415, I. 2; vi, p. 112, 1. 10,1. 14; p. 310, n. 3-13 ; 
vii, p. 47, I. 14; p. 402, I. 19. Manhal v, foI. 20a, n. 4-5. $ublJ ii, 
p. 137, n. 13-19. 

75 See for example Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 192, n. 10-13. 
76 $ublJ ii, p. 137, n. 15-19. 
77 Cf. above, p. 4. It should be noted, however, that the 

thunderous noise produced by these weapons cannot be regarded 
as a conclusive proof of their being firearms. In some cases incendiary 
materials produced a similar noise (cf. Ibn HanI: p. 59-Canard: p.6), 
perhaps because they contained the ingredients of gunpowder. 

78 Quotations from Ibn l>a~ra's account are cited on pp. 26-27. 
79 Nujiim(P) v, p. 465, n. 7-15. 
80 Ibn al-Furat: ix, p. 122, n. 21-26. Later on the same source says 

alJraqa khaymat an-Nii~irl, but Ibn TaghrIbirdi's version of akhraqa 
is undoubtedly the correct one. 

81 Ibn al-Fumt: ix, p. 191, 11. 19-21. 
82 Nujiim(P): vi, p. 210, n. 17-20. 
83 Ibn Khaldiin: v, p. 456, 11. 25-26. 
84 Cf. also madiifi' an-naft wal-makiilJil (Raschid ed-Din: p. 290b; 

a quotation from the MS. of Suliik, vol. iii). It is obvious from this 
quotation as well as from examples given on p. 18 above that the 
word naft was omitted for reasons of style in order to avoid frequent 
repetitions. 

85 Nujiim(P) vi, p. 310, 11. 3-13. 
86 N ujiim(P) vii, p. 16, 11. 15-18. 
87 Ibn Iyas: v, p. 238, n. 6-8. 
88 Ibn Iyas: v, p. 284, n. 23-24. 
89 The references in this note mention other Ottoman units besides 

the J anissaries using nu/ii!: Ibn Iyas: v, p. 172, 11. 16-17; p. 202, 
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n. 12-13; p. 204, 1. 23-p. 205, 1. 1 ; p. 208, n. 20-21 ; p. 210, 11. 22-23 ; 
p. 237, n. 15-16; p. 268, 11. 15-16; p. 271, 1. 14; p. 275, 11. 14-15; 
p. 295, 11. 7-12; p. 312, 1. 6; p. 321, 1. 2; p. 336, 11. 11-12; p. 347, 
1. 6; p. 379, 1. 8; p. 388, 11. 6-7; p. 396, 11. 9-10; p. 485, 1. 2. 
Ibn Abi as-Suriir: Oxford MS. (Pocock, 80), fol. 29b, 1. 3. In some 
of the above references the qawwasa are mentioned as parading in 
company with the rumat bin-nuliit. This is, perhaps, because at this 
time the Ottomans still used archers in conjunction with arquebusiers. 
It should be noted, however, tha,t the word qawwas itself has also 
the meaning of arquebusier (Dozy: Supplement, S. v). 

90 Ibn Iyas: v, p. 235, 11. 22-23. Cf. the almost identical expression 
used by al-Jabarti (ii, p. 113, 11. 15-16) quoted in n. 65, p. 37 above. 
It has already been noted that at the close of Mamluk rule mukQula 
sometimes refers to small arms. See also the first reference in n. 92. 
For references to arquebusiers (bunduqaliya) marching at the head 
of a ceremonial parade held in other parts of the Ottoman Empire 
(e.g., Yemen), cf. Raschid ed-Din: Mongols, pp. 291-292. 

91 The word al-bunduq ar-ra~a~, used in the sense of both 
arquebuses and cartridges, is discussed in detail on p. 59, below. 

92 Ibn Iyas: v, p. 295, II. 8-12. Quatremere was right in translating 
jama'a min al-inkishar"iya al-mllshiit }armiina bin-nuliit by des 
janissaires marchaient a pied, tirant leurs lusils (Mongols, p. 133b); 
later he retracted, however, and wrote (in the opinion of the present 
writer, erroneously): Mais je crois m'etre trompe, et dans mon opinion 
les janissaires s' amusaient, non pas a decharger leurs lusils, mais 
a tirer des pieces d'artifice dont Ie naphte lormit Ie principal 
ingredient (ibid., p. 293b, n. 98). Cf. also Dozy: Supplement, under 
nalt. Apart from the above evidence. there is an additional reason 
for not accepting this revised opinion of Quatremere's: the verb 
rama is not used in connection with the display of fireworks. Some­
times la'iba bin-nalt is used. Ibn Iyas generally says aQraqa Qarraqat 
nal! and more rarely ~ana'a (see Quatremere's own examples in lA, 
1850, pp. 256-267, and Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 46, 1. 9; p. 72, n. 15-16; p. 124, 
I. 12; p. 145, 1. 19; p. 160, 1. 22; and fiafa~lat lam tunshar min 
Bada'i' az-Zuhiir [Ibn Iyas], ed. M. Mostafa, Cairo, 1951, p. 26, 1. 7; 
p. 173, 1. 18; p. 183, 1. 4). AI-JabartI throughout his book 
mainly used the stereotyped expression 'amila Qarraqat nalt (see, for 
instance, i, p. 413, 1. 29; ii, p. 138, 1. 8; p. 144. 11. 27-28; p. 177, 
1. 14,1. 15; iii. p. 15,1. 26; p. 17,1. 22; p. 42, n. 32-33; p. 51, 1. 26; 
p. 70, 1. 4 ; p. 77, 1. 12). 

93 On his departure from Egypt, Sultan Selim left behind a strong 
unit equipped with firearms personnel: 500 arquebusiers (rumat 
bil-bunduq ar-ra~a~) besides 5,000 horsemen (Ibn Iyas: v, p. 202, 
11. 20-22. Ibn Abi as-Suriir: Oxford MS., Pocok 80, fo!' 29b, 11. 11-12. 
D. Ayalon, Gotthold Wei! Jubilee Volume, p. 87). 

94 Nujiim(P) v, p. 415, 1. 3. Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 63, 1. 23 ; iv, p. 142,1. 22. 
95 Nujiim(P) v, p. 202, 11. 5-7; p. 415, 1. 9; p. 464, 11. 13-15; 

vi, p. 50, 1. 7; p. 310, 1. 3; vii, p. 47, 1. 14; p. 402, 1. 19. l/awadith, 
p. 171, n. 20-21. Manhal v, fol. 20a, n. 4-5. Ibn al-Furat: ix, p. 122, 
II. 21-26; p. 191, II. 19-21; p. 192,1. 16. Cf. also al-'AynI: fol. 717b, 
1. 14: taramii bin-nushshiib wan-nalt; and ibid.,!' 16: am"iran ... 
yudabbiran amr al-madafi' wan-nalt. Pedro Alcala in his Arab 
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dictionary (published in 1505) translates nalt, pI. anliif, as bombarda, 
a kind of cannon (Dozy: Supplement, s.v.). 

96 G. Wiet (Notes d'Epigraphie Syro-Musulmane, op. cit., p. 63 
and notes 1 and 2) gives the contents of the passage immediately 
following al-Qalqashandi's definition. 

97 The Leiden MS. of Ibn Khaldiln's work reads khar.na (Mercier: 
p. 79, n. 1). 

98 Ibn Khaldiln: Kitiib al-'Ibar iv, pp. 69-70. Cf. also Reinaud and 
Fave: Du leu gregeois, etc., pp. 73-77. Dozy: Supplement, art . 
.. Hindiim." Mercier: pp. 79-80. Brunschvig: Qal#des ii, pp. 85-86. 
This piece of evidence is by far the most important advanced by 
any of the Orientalists mentioned on pp. x-xi in support of the identity 
of meaning between naif and firearms. It was de Slane who called 
Reinaud's attention to it. 

99 :fuM ii, p. 137, 1. 13-p. 138, 1. 2. 
100 For the translation of the passage dealing with the mid/a' 

which al-QalqashandI saw in Alexandria at the time of Ibn 'An·am's 
governorship, see above, pp. 2-3. 

101 The different meanings of the term biirud and its development 
in the Mamluk kingdom are discussed on p. 25 and p. 42, n. 113. 

102 We may note in passing that in the above passages both Ibn 
Khaldiln and al-QalqashandI are obviously-since the projectiles 
are still made of iron-describing early artillery. The more artillery 
grew, both in numbers of guns and in their calibre, the more it 
became necessary to adopt projectiles made of stone .. because it 
was found that not only the use of metal balls was considerably 
more costly than that of stone, but that the heavier charge of 
powder necessitated by metal shot exerted a destructive effect upon 
the feeble cannon" (Hime: p. 174, of. pp. 155, 170-171, 178. 
Oman: ii, pp. 216, 225-226, and lA, 1850, p. 230). The definition of 
Izindiim an-naif is given by Ibn Khaldiin in connection with the siege 
of Sijilmasa in 1274 (cf. also Brunschvig: Qafsides ii, pp. 85-86). 
While this is undoubtedly an anachronism, it does not affect the 
authenticity of the historian's evidence for his own times (late four­
teenth century). 

103 These black slaves are discussed on p. 66f., below, in connection 
with small arms. 

104 The official Arab translation of the Turkish original. 
105 Richard Hartmann: Das Tiibinger Fragment der Chronik des 

Ibn Tulun. Berlin, 1926, p. 40, 1. 7-p. 38, 1. 27. 
106 Ibid., p. 38, II. 25-26. 
107 Ibid., p. 40, 11. 21-23. 
108 'Ajii'ib aI-Athar 11 at-Tariijim wal-Akhbiir, vol. ii, compare 

p. 138, 1. 8, with p. 144, II. 27-28. 
109 lA, 1850, p. 257. 
110 The present writer has not been able to trace the rendering of 

na/! by gunpowder in any dictionary earlier than that of Johnson 
(1853). It is not to be found in the dictionaries of Richardson (1777), 
Meninski (1680), or Gollus (1653). Steingass might have been 
influenced by the Persian in his Arab dictionary. Whether Wahrmund 
borrowed his translation from a Persian dictionary is an open 
question. In any case, neither in any other Arab nor in any Turkish 
dictionary known to the writer is that rendering given. 
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110a It has already been stated that na/tiya and not naOiitun is the 
designation used for Mamluk troops equipped with firearms. In the 
western parts of the Muslim world, on the other hand, naOiit is 
sometimes encountered in the sense of the Italian word artillerio 
(cf. Dozy: Supplement, s.v.). In the absence of any reference it is 
impossible either to accept or reject Dillmann's statement. 

111 For the use of the term mid/a' in a sense other than that of 
firearms of. lA. 1849, p. 312; p. 321, n. 1; pp. 323-324. Dozy: 
Supplement. s.v. Ma/iinl) aI-'Ulum. p. 254,11. 2-3 (mentioned together 
with naOiitiit and zarriiqiit). As for the mukl)ula. it is described in 
some lurusiya treatises as a device used for throwing naphtha (cf. 
the clear examples given by Quatremere in lA, 1850, pp. 248-249). 
But when midla' and mukhllia appear in Mamluk historical sources, 
they have no connection with naphtha-throwing. As during the whole 
of the Crusades and up to the second half of the fourteenth century 
these weapons are not mentioned at all in Arab historical sources, it 
is impossible to detect the connecting link between the mukl)ula 
and the midla' sometimes mentioned in the furusiya literture, on the 
one hand, and their namesakes of the later Mamluk period, on the 
other. The few lines which al-'Umari dedicates to makiiM al-biirud 
(Ta'ril, p. 208, ll. 17-22) are not sufficient to fill the gap. This passage 
of al-'Umari is extremely important, but its poetic style defies exact 
translation. It is clear, however, that makiil)il aI-biirud is used both 
in the sense of throwing fire (niir) and that of shooting solid pro­
jectiles (baniidiq). The passage runs as follows: Ii makiiM aI-biirud 
wa-min makiil)il kam a'mii 'ayna baIad kul)luhii wa-kam laqqal)a 
badana mubaddana lal)luhii wa-kam rumiya lihii nu!lat niir wa­
ishtamalat al)shii'uhii minhu 'alii janin kiinat an-niir 'alayhii bihi 
ahwan min aI-'iir Iii tubiili bil-a'dii' idhii akhrajat lahum khaliiyii 
sirrihii wa-lii takhshii idhii abdat Iil-qawm khabiiyii sharrihii turid 
aI-qilii' minhii an-niir dhiit al-waqid wa-Iarut/t/u bi-baniidiqihii ru'us 
ash-shuruliit wa-tukassir atllii' aI-'uqud la-kam dakhala bunduquhii al­
madina I)ajman wa-qadhala shayfiinuhii aI-murid bi-shihiib ka-anna 
lahu rajman. Quatremere's changing views on the meaning of naif 
may be briefly summed up as follows: when he discussed the matter 
for the first time (in Raschid ed-Din's Histoire des Mongols. Paris, 
1836, p. 132, n. 14, until p. 137), he regarded the nal! of the early 
centuries of Islam as identical with the nalt of the later Mamluk 
period, assuming that both of them meant naphtha. When he returned 
to the subject for the second time (ibid., p. 290, n. 95, up to p. 292), 
he drew his examples, all of which refer to firearms, exclusively from 
the later Mamluk period. Here, whenever he encountered midla' 
an-naif and mukl)ulat an-naif, he rendered these terms by machines 
destinies a lancer Ie naphte, or by other similar expressions; but 
whenever he came across midla' and mukl)ula (without the word 
naIf), he translated the first by cannon and the second by coulevrine. 
Some fifteen years later his opinions underwent a radical change and 
he identified the word naIf with firearms even in cases where further 
proof was needed (cf. IA. 1850, pp. 255-259.). His discussion of the 
connection between na/r and biirud (pp. 217-218; p. 238) is extremely 
vague. In any case, he has never stated that his translation of midla' 
an-na/I and mukl}ulat an-naIr in his notes to Raschid ed-Din (pp. 132-
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137, 290-292) had been wrong. While this study was being printed 
an important work on firearms appeared in English. It is by 
W. Y. Carman: A History oj Firearms From Earliest Times to 1914, 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1955. It contains a selected 
bibliography on pp. 198-199. 

112 The mixture of saltpetre, charcoal, and sulphur did not neces­
sarily explode when it had been kindled and used as an incendiary 
material (Hime, pp. 28, 61-62, 69, 72, 116). Sarton (Introduction to 
the History oj Science, p. 1036) doubts whether biiriid mentioned by 
Ibn aI-Bay tar (d. 646/1248) is saltpetre. On the other hand, he agrees 
(ibid., pp. 29, 1037, 1040) that the biiriid mentioned in !;Iasan 
ar-Rammal;1's military treatise undoubtedly is. From the days of 
!;Iasan ar-Rammal;1 (closing decades of the thirteenth century) onwards 
the identity of biiriid with saltpetre in Arab sources cannot be 
contested. 

113 For the steady rise of the percentage of saltpetre in gunpowder 
cf. Hime: pp. 168-169 and Encyclopredia Britannica, art. "Gun­
powder." That saltpetre (biiriid) had first been used as an incendiary 
material is a matter on which practically all students of firearms are in 
agreement (for a good exposition of this view see e.g., Oman: ii, pp. 
205-206). We shall not here offer an opinion on such controversial 
questions as whether saltpetre had formed an ingredient in wet as well 
as dry incendiary materials, or whether it had made its first appearance 
sometime during the thirteenth century or earlier--for these problems, 
important though they are in themselves, have no bearing on the 
particular question under discussion. (The selected bibliographies 
attached to Hime's [po 221] and Mercier's [pp. 151-158] works may 
serve as a guide for the study of these controversial points. Much 
more important are the bibliographies of Sarton: Introduction to the 
History of Science ii, p. 1038 [on saltpetre and gunpowder], iii, p. 726 
[on firearms]. Berthelot's works deserve special notice; cf. also the 
bibliographical notes in H. Diels' Antike Technik, Leipzig and Berlin, 
1914, pp. 96-107). Furiislya treatises bring many recipes for incendiary 
materials containing saltpetre (biiriid) and sometimes also charcoal 
(falJm) and sulphur (kibrlt) (cf., e.g., Reinaud and Fave: Histoire de 
I'Artillerie, pp. 21, 23-32, 33, 39, n. 2; pp. 49-50, 211, 237. Reinaud 
and Fave: lA, 1849, p. 321, n. 1. Quatremere: lA, 1850, pp. 220, 
224, 243, 250-251. Mercier: pp. 116-117, 119, 122. Cf. also the 
many references culled from Reinaud, Fave, and Quatremere through­
out the present study). All these recipes have nothing to do with 
gunpowder or firearms (one of the infrequent cases where furiislya 
literature unmistakably refers to biiriid, JalJm, and kibrlt employed 
as gunpowder is in connection with the midfa' described in the famous 
Petersburg MS., cf. lA, 1849, p. 310). An interesting example of 
naphtha clay pots (qawiirlr) throwing saltpetre (biiriid) as an incendiary 
material is to be found in al-'Umarrs Ta'rlJ (p. 208, 11. 20-22): 
fi qawiirlr an-na/t: wa-qad ~adamahum min an-na/t tilka al-qawiirlr 
..• wa-dabbat bi-'aqiirib al-biiriid al-mu~arrara aq-qarrii' wa-imtaddat 
agh~iin shajaratihii wa-qad tawaqqadat niiran tata'ajjaj. On the origins 
of biiriid, according to Juriislya treatises, cf. Histoire de l' Artillerie, 
op. cit., pp. 14, 197. lA, 1850, p. 221. Mercier: pp. 68, 83, 113-114. 
On Cassiri's and Conde's handling of Arab sources in connection with 
firearms, cf. Histoire de l'Artillerie, pp. 8-14. lA, 1850, pp. 258-259. 
Hime: pp. 68-71. Mercier: pp. 81-83, 123. 
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114 Ta'ril, p. 208, II. 17-22. $ubl) ii, p. 137, II. 13-16. Qawiidith, 
pp. 474-476. Ibn ~a~rii: fo1. 89a, II. 9-10. 

lIS Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), p. 366, n. 1; iv, p. 314, II. 4-9; p. 366, 
n. 6-7; p. 467, 11. 9-10; v, p. 131, II. 12-23; p. 136, 11. 16-22; p. 143 
n. 14-17; p. 159, 1. 25-p. 160, 1. 1. Ibn TUllin: p. 26. AI-An~iiri: 
Qawiidith az-Zamiin, Cambridge MS., Dd., 11,2, foI. 19b, 1. HoI. 20a, 
1. 3. Ibn Tiiliin: p. 124, 1. 26. Van Berchem: Corpus Inscriptionum 
Arabicarum, L'Egypte, p. 490. 

116 cr. references from the sources describing the last years of the 
Mamluk kingdom. 

117 It seems that in Europe it is impossible to identify with complete 
certainty many of the terms by which firearms had been called 
during the early stages of their history. (G. Sarton, Introduction to the 
History 01 Science, vol. iii, p. 725: .. We cannot completely prove 
[the use of firearms in the second quarter of the fourteenth century] 
in anyone of almost innumerable cases "). In the Mamluk kingdom, 
however, the task of identifying the names of firearms during the early 
stages of their employment is facilitated to an immeasurable degree 
in comparison with Europe by the fact that the word nal! appears 
as a more or less constant element in the various names of firearms. 
The task of identification is facilitated still further by two additional 
facts connected with the word nal! which had already been mentioned 
in previous pages: (1) that nal! does not bum neither does it cause 
fire ; (2) it reappears suddenly after a long period of oblivion, without 
any explicable reason. Thus it is made possible to establish beyond 
doubt the firearms terminology of the Mamluk kingdom by relying 
solely on historical sources. Such a guiding thread does not exist 
in European terminology. Hence the difficulty in the case of Europe 
of offering proofs which cannot be contested. 

118 For the meaning of mukl)ula in post-Mamluk times see above, 
p. 37, n. 65. Cf. also Dozy: Supplement, s.v., Fusil, Mousquet. 

119 Quatremere's identification of the word mukl)ula with 
.. coulevrine" (Mongols, pp. 290-291) is not substantiated by any 
evidence. 

120 Nujum(P) vi, p. 117, II. 13-14. Cf. also ibid., v, p. 812; vi, pp. 65, 
207. Ibn Iyiis: v, p. 142, and many other references scattered in 
previous notes. 

121 Nujum v, p. 500, II. 16-22. Cf. also $ubl) ii, pp. 137, II. 13-15. 
122 For a parallel phenomenon in Europe, cf. Oman: ii, p. 140. 
123 Ibn Iyiis: v, p. 12, 11. 20-22. 
124 Ibn Iyiis: v, p. 402, 11. 5-7. 
125 Ibn Iyiis: iv, p. 123, II. 8-10; p. 191,11. 17-21; p. 229, n. 16-17; 

p. 229, 1. 23-p. 230, 1. 1 ; p. 243, 11. 13-15; p. 260, 1. 7-p.261, 1. 17; 
p. 261, 11. 19-21 ; p. 264, 1. 2-p. 265, 1. 18; p. 266, 1. 22-p. 267, 1. 1 ; 
p. 285, II. 5-12; p. 288, II. 10-12, 11. 20-22; p. 340, II. 1-4; p. 365, 
1. 16-p. 366, I. 2; p. 370, II. 20-22. 

126 Cf. Qawiidith. pp. 474-476. $llbl) ii, 137, 11. 13-19, 
127 Cf. the present writer's .. The Circassians in the Mamluk King­

dom," lAOS. 1949, pp. 135ff. 
128 Ibn I>a~rii: Ad-Durra al-Mucfiya. Oxford MS., Laud 112, foI. 

85b, II. 1-2. 
129 Ibid., foI. 89a, II. 11-13. 
130 Ibid., foI. 80b, II. 2-10. 
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131 See note 128, foi. 54b, 1. 4. 
132 Ibid., foi. 86a, ll. 5-7. 
133 Cf. ibid., foi. 40b, ll. 1-2; foi. 41b, 11. 1-3; foi. 79b, 11. 3-5; 

foi. 79b, 1. HoI. 80b, 1. 1 ; foi. 82a, ll. 1-2, ll. 10-12; foi. 82a, 1. 13-
foi. 82b, 1. 6 ; foi. 83b, ll. 8-12; fo1. 84b, 1. 5-fo1. 85a, 1. 8; fo1. 86b, 
11. 7-10; fol. 89a, ll. 9-10, ll. 11-13. 

134 Oman: ii, pp. 225-226. Sarton: Introduction to the History 0/ 
Science ii, p. 29; pp. 266-7. 

135 l!awiidith, p. 219, ll. 1-5. For the small size of some of these 
pieces of artillery, cf. Ibn al-Furat: ix, p. 122, 11. 1-2. 

136 There are some instances of the participation of manjaniqs in 
sieges during a period when the use of artillery was already widespread 
(in most of these instances the manjaniq is mentioned together with the 
mid/a' and mukl)ula): in 791/1389, manjaniqs and makiil)il were trans­
ferred to the Cairo Citadel (Nujum[P] v, p. 407, 1. 15); in 803/1400. 
during Timurlane's siege of Damascus (Nujum[P] vi, p. 54, II. 9-10); 
in 807/1404 (Nujum[P] vi, p. 117, ll. 13-15) ; in 812/1409, when Sultan 
Faraj besieged Amir Shaykh in ,sarkhad (Nujum[P] vi, pp. 210-211); 
in 814/1411, when Sultan Faraj set out against his rival amirs 
(Nujum[P] vi, p. 256, 11. 11-13); in 815/1412 Sultan Faraj fortified 
the Damascus citadel, inter alia, with manjaniqs (Nujum[P] vi, p. 265, 
ll. 13-16. Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 4, ll. 15-17); in 818/1415, during Qanlbay's 
siege of the Damascus citadel (Nujum[P] vi, p. 349, n. 17-20); in 
836/1433, during Sultan Barsbay's siege of Amid (Nujum[P] vi, p. 705, 
n. 3-5); in 838/1434, when the Mamluks attacked the island of Rhodes 
(Nujum[P] vii, p. 134, n. 3-4); in 846/1442, against the town of 
Calsarea (Tibr, p. 42, 1. 13. !fawiidith, p. 6). Cf. also Ibn Khaldun: v, 
p. 491, 1. 8. Ibn al-Furat: ix, p. 73, n. 12-13. Tibr: p. 88, 1. 16. 
Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 20, n. 11-12; iii (KM), p. 449, 1. 17. Nujum(P) vii, 
p. 67, 1. 3. 

137 Nujum(P) vi, pp. 210-211. 
138 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 425, n. 7-10. 
139 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 347, 11. 16-17. The reappearance of manjaniqs 

under al-GhawrI may be explained, perhaps, by that Sultan's tendency 
in the face of the impending danger to employ all kinds of weapons, 
modern or obsolete. If this is the correct explanation, then it will 
considerably strengthen our suggestion that it was round the middle 
of the fifteenth century that the manjaniqs were almost entirely ousted 
by firearms. 

140 Nujum(P) vi, p. 117, 11. 13-15. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

The Attitude of Mamluk Military 
Society Towards the Use of Firearms 

CANNON IN SIEGE WARFARE AND ON THE FIELD OF BATILE 

O NE of the main features of the history of firearms in 
the Mamluk kingdom was the employment of 
artillery in siege warfare only (both as a defensive 

and offensive weapon), and until the very end of Mamluk 
rule the consistent refusal to use it on the battlefield. This 
is in striking contrast to the history of cannon in Europe. 
True, until the end of the fifteenth century the achievements 
of artillery on the battlefield in Europe were far inferior to its 
feats in siege warfare; yet the fact remains that since Creey 
(1346)1 it was used in battle over and over again ; nor is there 
any doubt that the trials and errors involved in this partici­
pation greatly assisted artillery in ultimately becoming the 
decisive weapon which completely transformed the art of war 
of the Middle Ages. 

The ever-increasing participation of artillery in sieges in 
the Mamluk kingdom2 on the one hand, and its total absence 
on the battlefield on the other,3 cannot be ascribed to accident 
alone. The reason for its smooth adoption in siege warfare is, 
in the writer's opinion, to be found in the fact that it did not, 
especially during its early history, bring about any sweeping 
changes in the traditional methods of siege. Cannon was 
preceded by a siege engine (manjanlq) which performed pre­
cisely the same function, and which for a long period was 
superior to firearms. In the open, however, conditions were 
entirely different. Here artillery constituted a complete innova­
tion, no similar weapon having preceded it; here it was bound 
to effect changes in tactics and methods of warfare, thus 
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causing the Mamluk military hierarchy to adopt a course 
in sharp contrast to its very spirit. 

FIREARMS IN THE LAST DECADES OF MAMLUK RULE 

The Mamluks' aversion from the employment of the new 
weapon on the field of battle gives us only a faint glimpse 
of the unbridgeable gulf which existed between the Mamluk 
way of life and the use of firearms. In order to appreciate 
fully the extent of that gulf it is necessary to examine the 
history of the Mamluk kingdom during its last decades, for 
as long as no imminent danger threatened that kingdom, 
the antagonism, though visible. was half dormant. Besides. 
it could always be argued, with considerable justification, that 
the Mamluks did not adopt firearms on a large scale because 
they could carry on quite comfortably without them. But when 
the kingdom had to prepare for a life-and-death struggle 
against the Ottomans in the North and North-West, and 
against the Portuguese in the South-East, there was no time 
for procrastination. The Mamluks had their backs to the wall 
and had to make a decision. Under such conditions all the 
half-dormant factors of antagonism came to the fore, and for 
the first time their full extent became manifest. 

The course adopted by Sultan al-Ghawri (906/1500-
922/1516), on whose shoulders the momentous decision fell, 
constituted, on the whole, a great triumph for the old and 
" respectable" system over the new. True, Sultan al-Ghawn 
did make some concessions to the use of firearms which 
though on the face of it considerable, were in reality not very 
significant. For in all these concessions one condition was 
implied: the existing structure of Mamluk military society 
should not be subjected to any important change. Such an 
attitude amounted, in fact, to a death sentence on the scheme 
of reorganising the Mamluk army and on preparing it for 
the final test; for without transforming Mamluk society along 
with all the conceptions it stood for there was no hope of 
making effective use of firearms. Nor was this all: al-Ghawn 
made up his mind, side by side with his decision to extend 
the employment of firearms, to revive traditional methods of 
warfare. 

His plan had three main points: first, to increase 
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considerably the number of cannon cast; second. to renew 
furilsiya exercises and the traditional art of war; and third. 
to raise a unit of arquebusiers. 

THE CASTING OF CANNON UNDER AL-GHA WRI 

Al-Ghawri's great project of cannon production is thrown 
into relief by the fact that during the period immediately 
preceding his reign there was a certain lull in the employment 
of artillery. In the last decades of the ninth/fifteenth century 
the amount of information on the use of cannon to be gleaned 
from the sources is. despite Ibn Iyas's detailed description of 
Qaytbay's reign (873/1468-901/1495). scanty. This cannot 
be ascribed solely to Ibn Iyas's quite limited interest in 
military affairs (limited especially in comparison with his 
predecessor Ibn Taghn"birdi). for during al-Ghawri's time the 
same historian is so lavish with his information about 
artillery and other firearms that he is hardly surpassed by 
any other Mamluk historian. We cannot go far wrong in 
assuming. therefore. that Qaytbay did not pay particular 
attention to the strengthening of his artillery.4 His indifference 
is of special interest in the light of the costly and protracted 
battles which Qaytbay waged against the Ottomans and their 
satellite Shah Siwar. In the case of none of these battles is 
there any mention of the Mamluk army using artillery. 
whereas we may deduce from a casual remark that the 
Ottomans and Shah Siwar did. S 

The veil is suddenly lifted a few years after Qan~iih 
al-Ghawri's accession to the throne.6 He started casting 
cannon at a rate and on a scale never known before in the 
history of the Mamluk kingdom. Near his newly-built 
hippodrome (maydiin)1 he established a foundry for cannon 
(masbak)8 which turned out great quantities of artillery in 
a short time. Whenever a new quota of cannon had been 
poured forth from the foundry. it would at once be 
dispatched to Turbat al-'Adil (or Qubbat al-Hawa') in 
Raydaniya for testing range and solidity.9 Sultan al-Ghawn 
was present at all these tests.10 Unfortunately our source 
(Ibn Iyas) does not as a rule indicate the number of guns 
involved on each occasion; in four cases. however. he does. 
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In one there were fifteen gunsll ; in another seventy12; in a 
third seventy-four13 ; in a fourth seventy-five.14 

In the face of so great an output of ordnance the question 
of what happened to all these guns invites investigation. Why 
did not one of them reach Marj Diibiq. where they were so 
badly needed ? The answer is that they were not intended to 
reach that battlefield; for it would clearly have been absurd 
to produce large numbers of field-guns and then not to use 
them in the battle which decided the fate of the kingdom. The 
argument that the Mamluks could not get these guns in time 
to the remote plain of Diibiq cannot be sustained for two 
reasons: first. the advance of the Mamluk expeditionary 
force which left Egypt to fight Selim I was safe and orderly. 
no danger whatsoever threatening its lines of communication; 
second. the danger of an Ottoman attack in grand style 
hovered over the Mamluk kingdom for a long period. and 
al-Ghawri started casting his cannon many years before the 
Battle of Marj Diibiq. He had ample time. therefore, to 
concentrate any available artillery at Damascus. Aleppo. 
and other Syrian fortresses without being forced to transport 
it from Egypt at the last moment. Hence the total. or 
almost total. absence of Mamluk artillery at Marj Diibiq 
suggests that the Mamluk sultan built his guns for entirely 
different purposes. 

But the question still remains: what task did al-Ghawri 
assign to his great mass of new artillery? An important key 
to this problem is to be found in the following: in Mul}.arram 
922/February 1516 al-Ghawri dispatched to Alexandria 
about two hundred guns to defend the Egyptian coast from 
a threatened Ottoman attack (wa-fihi arsala as-sultiin makiil)il 
I)adid wa-madiifi' ~awwiin Uii thaghr al-Iskandariya 
wa-tamt/i fi mariikib ilii huniika fa-kiinu nalJwa mi' atayn 
muklJula wa-qad balaghahu bi-anna Ibn 'Uthmiin jahhaza 
'iddat mariikib taji 'alii as-sawiilJil lid-Diyiir al-Mi~riya).1S 

Thus it is in the direction of the coast and the sea that we 
have to turn our eyes in order to find out where a considerable 
part of al-Ghawri's cannon went: nor is it the Mediter­
ranean coast alone16 which we have to scrutinise. Far more 
important at the time were the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean. 
The struggle against the Portuguese was fought at sea in 

49 



GUNPOWDER AND FIREARMS IN THE MAMLUK KINGDOM 

men-of-war heavily equipped with cannon, and likewise the 
Mamluk fleet absorbed nearly all the kingdom's arquebusiers. 
In the battles against the Portuguese the drain on artillery 
was so great that the entire production of the Mamluk 
kingdom was not sufficient to meet the need: the Mamluks 
had to get reinforcements from the Ottomans.17 

Naval battles were not the Mamluks' only means of 
defence against Portuguese threats. They also built a series 
of fortifications on the shores of the Red Sea and in its 
immediate vicinity, on a scale never known before in that 
region18 (not even during the time of the CrusadesI9). In all 
probability al-Ghawri was bound to do what Qaytbay had 
done a few decades earlier when he erected the tower of 
Alexandria against the Franks20 : equip his Red Sea fortifica­
tions with artillery, since otherwise they would be of little 
use against a heavily gunned enemy. Besides, it should be 
remembered that during the last decades of Mamluk rule 
the manjaniq had already become an entirely obsolete 
weapon. Hence, if we assume that the coastal fortresses of 
the kingdom were not equipped with artillery, it would mean 
that they were left without any defence whatsoever. 

The dispatch of so much artillery to the coast and to 
naval units by no means excludes the possibility that 
considerable quantities of these guns were concentrated at 
strategic centres inland; but there is no proof to back up 
any such assumption. The main obstacle to any well 
considered opinion is our scanty knowledge of the fortunes 
of artillery in Syria throughout the period of Mamluk rule, 
both on the coast and in the interior. From Ibn Tulun we 
learn that there were great quantities of firearms in 
Damascus.21 This leads us to suppose that more detailed 
histories of Syria might reveal a substantially different picture 
from the one available. 

As to the interior of Egypt, there is little doubt that both 
in al-Ghawri's time and in the preceding generations a very 
great portion of the total output of cannon was allotted to 
the capital, including the citadel. This is first of all borne out 
by the fact that most of our information about the weapon 
comes from Cairo; it is further confirmed by the concentration 
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of Mamluk artillery in the Battle of ar-Raydaniya (January, 
1517). 

Sultan Tumanbay was not slow in learning the lesson of 
Marj Dabiq and he promptly started feverish preparations in 
order to beat the Ottomans at their own game, copying their 
weapons and tactics. He paid special attention to the 
production of arquebuses and field-guns.22 There is little 
doubt that after Dabiq the Mamluks would have lost the 
battle of Egypt even under the most favourable conditions, 
but the Ottomans saw to it that such conditions would never 
arise. They left the Mamluks no time for even a partial 
recovery from the blow: the breathing-space between Dabiq 
and Raydaniya was barely five months long. In these circum­
stances Tumanbay had no choice but to base the defence of 
Cairo mainly on the artillery left by his predecessors (which 
was unsuited for field battles); and indeed the guns he 
concentrated at Raydaniya were taken from Cairo and from 
other parts of Egypt. 

Ibn Zunbul says that Tumanbay brought to Raydaniya 
the big guns which were deposited on the mountain (akhraja 
aI-madafi' al-kiMr allati awda'uha 'ala al-jabal).23 This may 
refer either to the citadel (qal'at ai-jabal) or to Jabal 
Muqattam. Sultan Selim, announcing his victory over the 
Mamluks, stated in a special decree that the latter had 
collected all the cannon from the Cairo citadel, the houses 
of the amirs, the port of Alexandria, and other towns and 
fortresses (wa-jama'u ma fi aI-qal'a aI-mi~fiya wa-buyiit 
al-umara' wa-thaghr Iskandariya wa-sa'ir al-bilad wal-qilii' 
min al-makiiJ:zil).24 

As for the battle of Raydaniya itself, though it was fought 
in the open, the part assigned to cannon by the Mamluks was 
not, strictly speaking, that of field artillery. Tumanbay dug 
a long and deep trench (khandaq) and had other earthworks 
thrown up behind which he placed his guns.25 His real 
intention was to use the guns to support these fortifications 
and not in a mobile role. This intention is manifest in the 
remark made by Ibn Iyas where he speaks of the completion 
of the trench, mentioning the large quantities of food and 
fodder stored in its immediate neighbourhood: "And he 
[i.e. Tumanbay] thought that there would be a protracted 
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fight between him and the Ottoman sultan and that the siege 
would continue for a long time, but events took a different 
course" (wa-+anna anna al-qitiila yatUlu baynahu wa-bayna 
Ibn 'Uthman wa-anna al-lJi~iira yuqim mudda tawila fa-jiia 
al-amru bi-khilii{i dhiilika).26 When the Ottomans attacked, 
Tiimiinbiiy's guns proved of little use, being outflanked and 
captured from the rear, most of them without firing a ShOt.27 

Thus, although Tiimiinbiiy tried hard to introduce a new 
approach to firearms,28 circumstances were against him; he 
had to use his artillery in a way not fundamentally different 
from that of his predecessors. 

THE RENEWAL OF TRADITIONAL MILITARY TRAINING 

AND OF FURUSIYA EXERCISES 

The traditional military training of the Mamluk army 
and the furusiya exercises, which were based on sword. 
lance and bow, and which centred on horsemanship and all 
the conceptions emanating from it, were among the mainstays 
of Mamluk military society on the one hand and among the 
main obstacles to the introduction of firearms on the other. 
A bird's-eye view of this aspect of Mamluk military society 
is therefore essential in itself, quite apart from Qiin~iih 
al-Ghawri's attempt to revive the traditional art of war side 
by side with his new emphasis on firearms. 

During the Circassian period (1382-1517) the level of this 
kind of training was steadily declining, and this decline was 
not, to any important degree, attributable to the introduction 
of firearms even though the latter was, roughly speaking, 
contemporaneous with it. The new weapon was hardly ever 
adopted by the pure Mamluk regiments, being issued only to 
some of the non-Mamluk units.29 The decline was due to 
internal factors which brought about a general deterioration 
of Mamluk military society, of the army, and indeed of the 
whole kingdom.30 

In any outline31 of the progressive decay of traditional 
methods of training, special attention must be paid to the state 
of the hippodromes (mayiidin, sing. maydiin). No intensive 
cavalry training is possible for any length of time in dilapi­
dated hippodromes. Their number and state of repair are, 
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therefore, a useful pointer to the level of training reached. 
During the BaJ:).rl period (1250-1382) there were many 
important hippodromes in Cairo and its immediate vicinity.32 
There was the hippodrome of a~-~aliJ:). Najm ad-Din AyyUb, 
built in 643/1245 on the banks of the Nile on the grounds of 
al-LUq, which served the Mamluks during the early years 
of their rule. This hippodrome had to be abandoned under 
Baybars I, owing to a change of course taking place in the 
flow of the Nile.33 Baybars had to build in its stead a new 
hippodrome on the edge of al-LUq, called al-Maydan 
a~-Z;ahirl. In 666/1267 he built another between the citadel 
and aI-Jabal al-AJ:).mar which was called Maydan al-Oabaq. 
Both these hippodromes were used by the Mamluk army at 
the height of its glory and were only abandoned under Sultan 
an-Na~ir MuJ:).ammad b. OalaUn. The first was destroyed in 
714/1314 because the Nile changed its course again.34 The 
second had a precarious existence until nearly the end of the 
reign of Sultan an-Na~ir MuJ:).ammad b. OalaUn (741/1340).35 
In 695/1295 Sultan al-'Adil Kitbughii built a hippodrome 
called Maydan Birkat al-FH which was likewise destroyed by 
an-Na~ir.36 

The last great hippodrome builder before the days of 
Oan~Uh al-Ghawrl was an-Na~ir MuJ:).ammad b. OalaUn during 
his third reign (709/1309-741/1340). In 712-713 /1312-1313 
he built between Cairo and Fustat the famous hippodrome 
called after him al-Maydan an-Na~irl or al-Maydan al-Kabir 
an-Na~irl.37 It served the Mamluks until the days of Sultan 
BarqUq (784/1382-801/1398). After the latter ceased visiting 
it, it gradually fell into disuse and became a camping ground 
for Maghribi lfajj pilgrims. Sultan al-Mu'ayyad Shaykh 
(815/1412-824/1421) repaired it and reintroduced polo 
(la'b al-kura).38 In 725/1325 an-Na~ir MuJ:).ammad completed 
the construction of another hippodrome in Siryaqus-the 
Maydan Siryaqus. This hippodrome served the Mamluks 
without interruption until the year 799/1396 when BarqUq 
had to stop his visits because of tense relations which 
developed from that date to his death between him and his 
Mamluks. Under his son, Faraj, the Mamluk kingdom suffered 
many disturbances and great unrest; hence the Maydan 
Siryaqus was neglected and fell into ruin.39 In 822/1419 
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Sultan al-Mu'ayyad Shaykh made an unsuccessful attempt to 
revive at Kawm ar-Rish the parades and festivities which had 
earlier taken place at Siryiiqus.40 

Thus, all the early Mamluk hippodromes fell into disuse 
not later than the time of an-Nii~ir Mul}.ammad b. Qaliiun 
while the hippodromes built by the latter were already being 
neglected under Barquq, the first of the Circassian Sultans ; 
al-Mu'ayyad's half-measures for their revival bore no fruit. 
The hippodromes surviving from the Bal}.ri period had by 
the beginning of the Circassian period been already allowed 
to fall into disrepair. 

During the greater part of their rule the Circassians made 
no attempt to build new hippodromes. Neither aI­
Qalqashandi nor al-Maqrizi (who devotes a whole chapter to 
the Mamluk hippodromes) make any mention of a hippodrome 
being built by a Circassian sultan.41 Moreover, we have the 
instructive evidence of the later Khalil b. Shahin a~-Ziihiri 
who speaks of the ruin of the hippodromes in his time (see 
below). 

This inevitably undermined the very foundation of military 
training and consequently sapped the Mamluk army's strength. 
The Mamluk sources do indeed supply abundant evidence of 
the decline of that training, a decline which appears all the 
more striking when contrasted with the vigorous energy and 
virility which characterised the !uruslya exercises during the 
earlier Bal}.ri period and particularly during the reign of 
Baybars al-Bunduqdiiri. 

After building Maydiin al-Qabaq, Baybars visited it daily 
at noon, remaining until the evening prayer (al-'asM' 
al-iikhira). He inspired his troops with great enthusiasm for 
the !uruslya exercises, so much so that there was hardly an 
amir or a Mamluk who did not devote himself wholeheartedly 
to improving his proficiency with lance and bow, till eventually 
there was insufficient room at the hippodrome to accommodate 
men undergoing training.42 These exercises were accompanied 
by magnificent festivities. In order to prevent the hippodrome 
from being overcrowded the sultan had to select two out of 
every ten amirs or Mamluks to take part in the exercises.43 
Such fervour and enthusiasm were, indeed, peculiar to 
Baybars' reign and were not present under his successors, even 
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though Sultan Qalaiin and his sons KhaIn and Mul:tammad 
sought to uphold Baybars' tradition.44 After an-Na~ir 
Mul:tammad's death the disintegration of the Qalaiin dynasty 
set in; and it seems that the disturbances accompanying it 
also had an adverse effect on Mamluk training. The first signs 
of decline became evident at the close of the Bal:tri period 
Sultan aI-Ashraf Sha'ban (764/1363-778/1381) showed 
particular favour to the furuslya experts and sought in every 
way to encourage them. When asked to explain his attitude, 
he answered: "I do this lest the arts (or ' branches ') of the 
furuslya (al-funun)4S die during my reign and in my days." 
Ibn Taghribirdl's comment on this is as follows: "By my life I 
He feared the death of the arts" (af' alu hlidhli ii-alia tamUt 
al-funun fi dawlall wa-ayyiiml,' qultu: la'amri innahu kana 
yakhsha mawt al-funun).4{, 

However, Sha'ban's attempt at arresting the process of 
deterioration was fruitless. Barqiiq. the founder of the 
Circassian line (1382-1517), who was accused of doing away 
with many of the good usages (mafJ,asin) of the Bal:tri period, 
was also blamed for being the first to abolish the practice of 
riding to the hippodromes (rukub al-mayadln). This appears 
to have happened a long time after his accession to the throne 
(wa-awwalu man akhadha fi ibtiil al-mafJ,asin a~-?ahir 
Barquq abtala rukub al-mayadln ba'da saltanatihi bi-mudda 
tawlla).47 KhaIn b. Shahin a~-Zahiri, who died in 873/1468, 
writes: "As for riding to the hippodromes, this is a grand 
thing. Now it has been abolished because of the terrible ruin 
of the hippodromes" (wa-amma rukub al-mayadln fa-huwa 
'a:s,lm wa-qad batala ai-ana Ii-kharab al-mayiidln al­
mu'a:s,:s,am).48 

The exercises on a limited scale which did take place in 
the late Mamluk period were apparently performed in the 
Royal courtyard (al-lfawsh as-Sultanl) of the citadel49 or near 
Birkat al-l:Iabashso; but this was of little avail. Until 
al-Ghawri's time the Mamluks were not even able to present 
regularly the lance-plays annually performed by forty lancers 
(rammiifJ,a) during the Mal:tmil processions.sl When Sultan 
Jaqmaq renewed these games in 857/1453. none of the Amirs 
of a Thousand would accept the appointment of Leader of 
the Games (mu'allim ar-rammafJ,a) because of their ignorance 
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of this art (Wa-qad i'tara/u bil-'ajz li-'adam ma'rifat hiidha 
al-fann). When at long last an amir was appointed, it was not 
because of his fitness for this duty but because he was the 
only one to have volunteered.52 When al-Ghawri's Mamluks 
performed lance exercises at the beginning of his reign, veteran 
Mamluk6 (qariin'4) passed ribald comments at their clumsiness 
and, in comparison with the preceding generation, their low 
standard of training. S3 

It is thU6 not surprising that Ibn Taghnoirdi, who was a 
great expert in this field,54 made the following two remarks. 
First he tells us that he invented certain new methods in lance 
exercises which he kept secret, however, because of the 
deterioration of this and other art6 in his time, and because 
these arts became a prey to ignorant people who, with no 
justification, made a pretence of knowing them with great 
emphasis and fanaticism. 

Wa-qad fannaftu ana thamiiniyat mayiidin kullu 
wiilJid yukhiilif al-iikhara Ii naw'ihi lam usbaq ilii mithliha 
qadiman wa-Ui IJadithan liikinnanl lam u+hirha li-kasiid hiidha 
al-fann wa-ghayrihi Ii zamiininii hiidhii wa-li-'adam al-i1Jfiif 
lihi wa-kathrat lJussiidihi mimman yadda'l lihi al-ma'rifa 
wa-huwa ajnabi 'anha Iii ya'rifu isma naw'in min andiibihi 
'alii jarryatihi bal yadda'ihi jahlan wa-yuqawwl 'alii da'wiihu 
bish-shawka wal-'tl.fablya.55 

In his second remark the 6ame author states that after 
Sultan Sha'ban the furilSiya was deliberately done away with 
before its natural demise was due. It was buried and all trace of 
it effaced (wa-Ia-qad jlia min ba'dihi man qatalaha fabran 
qabla awiini rnawtiha wa-da/anahii Ii al-qubUr wa-'afii 
atharahii).56 

The great decline of furusiya training which took place 
under the Circassians is thus clear. True, it is difficult to 
determine whether the ruin of the hippodromes caused the 
deterioration of the furusiya exercises or vice versa; but one 
thing is certain: without good hippodromes those furuslya 
branches which were devoted to the preparation of the 
Mamluk soldier for battle were bound to suffer severely,57 
since this kind of training was intended for the mass of the 
Mamluk army and not for the chosen few who might with 
difficulty perhaps be able to train, in a comparatively small 
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space. Moreover, we have seen that even those exercises which, 
like the lance games in the Mal).mil procession, were performed 
by a few men solely on parade and for show-were in a state 
of total decay. Without a high general standard of training 
even parade exercises of that kind could not be expected 
to flourish fpr any length of time. 

Such was the state of affairs when Sultan Qan~iih 
al-Ghawri came to the rescue, and, within the framework of 
his great scheme for strengthening the military power of the 
kingdom, sought to revive furuslya training. It is worthy of 
note that he gave to this part of his scheme precedence over 
others such as cannon and arquebus training, perhaps because 
of his tendency to follow the line of least resistance. 

In ~afar, 909/ July, 1503 al-Ghawn began the construction 
on a grand maydiin,S8 and from that date onwards the 
hippodrome became once more one of the main centres of 
Mamluk life. 59 A period of intensive furuslya exercises was 
initiated, marked by great enthusiasm, which only just fell 
short of the glorious days of the early Bal).n sultans. By means 
of the furustya exercises al-Ghawn made every effort to 
demonstrate to the world the military might of the Mamluk 
kingdom; he had a good opportunity for doing so, for during 
his reign an unusually large number of diplomatic envoys 
from most Middle Eastern and some European countries 
visited the Mamluk capital. These envoys were almost 
invariably invited to attend the exercises at the hippodrome60 

"in order that he might show them the furuslya of the Egyptian 
army" (lJ.attii yuriyahumfuruslyat 'askar Mi~r).61 According to 
a contemporary historian, the exercises made a great 
impression (lJ.attii ta'ajjabU aJ-qu~~iid min dhiilika)62 ; one of 
the envoys being that of the newly founded ~afawid dynasty63 
who was particularly impressed (lJ.attii adhashahu mimmii rdii 
fi dhiilika aJ-yawm min lJ.usn an-ni~iim wa-taziiyud al­
·a~ama).64 But of much greater significance was the fact that 
the envoy of the Ottoman sultan (Ibn 'Uthman) also 
attended.65 He was regularly present, and according to 
Ibn Iyas he was filled not only with admiration, but was also 
embarrassed and perplexed (lJ.attii talJ.ayyara al-q~id min 
dhiilika wa-ta'ajjaba ghiiyat al-'ajab).66 

In this manner al-Ghawn tried to inspire awe and respect 
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in the hearts of his neighbours and, above all, in the heart of 
the Ottoman ruler. The extraordinary character of these 
measures is thrown into bold relief by al-Ghawri's total 
failure to show the envoys anything of his efforts in the field 
of firearms. While furuslya exercises during state ceremonies 
(mawlikib) were most frequent, never once did he have 
performed any exercises with firearms.67 On one occasion only 
did the envoys catch a glimpse of Mamluk firearms: on certain 
official occasions the Mamluks used to decorate the gate of 
the Royal Arsenal (Zartlkhlina) with flags and arms, and from 
time to time cannon were included in the display.68 That, 
however, was all. It stands to reason, therefore, that the 
Ottoman envoy, who saw with his own eyes how much money 
and energy were expended by the Mamluks on obsolete 
weapons, could furnish his master with an accurate account 
of the military unpreparedness of the Mamluk kingdom. 
Such first-hand information could not well be ignored by the 
Ottoman ruler, then in process of weighing the pros and cons 
of an attack on a kingdom whose army had been considered 
almost invincible for many generations. In a sense, therefore, 
the only result of the great publicity al-Ghawri gave 
to his revival of the furuslya was to cause him considerable 
harm. 

The revival of the furuslya exercises affected the develop­
ment of firearms under Qan~ijh al-Ghawri in two ways: first, 
a substantial part of the kingdom's war effort was diverted 
from firearms into useless channels; and, second, the 
importance which the Mamluk government attached to 
furuslya training was bound to increase greatly the army's 
respect for the exercise and all it stood for, and consequently 
to intensify its traditional contempt for both artillery and the 
hand-gun. It should, however, be emphasised that the above 
does not at all imply that if al-Ghawri had not embarked on 
his' project of reviving furuslya training, he would have been 
able to proceed unhampered with his plans regarding firearms. 
Mamluk military society and its psychology were such that 
even under the most favourable conditions, and even if 
furuslya exercises had not intervened, the use of firearms 
could have been expanded only within very narrow limits, 
and certainly could not have been expected to become the 
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main Mamluk weapon. This is clearly shown in the history 
and vicissitudes of the hand-gun in Mamluk society (to which 
we shall now tum) as well as in Ibn Zunbul's narrative of the 
Ottoman conquest of the Mamluk kingdom. 

THE CREATION OF A UNIT OF ARQUEBUSIERS 

Whereas only one important proof-and a negative one­
has so far been cited of the Mamluk's repugnance to firearms, 
in the total absence of artillery from the battle-field,69 on 
turning to the history of the arquebus we come across a great 
deal of important evidence, both positive and negative, 
pointing to the same conclusion. The adoption of the arquebus 
took place some ten years before al-Ghawri's accession to 
the throne and a few words on its early history are therefore 
necessary, particularly as they help to explain al-Ghawrrs 
policy in relation to it. 

The arquebus (or hand gun or portable firearm) was 
apparently first used under aI-Ashraf Qaytbay's rule, in ~afar, 
89S (late December, 1489 or early January, 1490)70: at any 
rate this is the first reference the present writer bas come 
across. After an interval of seven years the arquebus is again 
mentioned by the same source in Jumada I 902/January, 
1497.71 From that date onward it occurs frequently.72 

Arquebuses and their ammunition are referred to in the 
Mamluk sources by the term al-bunduq ar-rQ.¥i4.73 The identity 
of this term is clear,74 especially if the following points are 
taken into account. 

In the time preceding the period under review the bunduq 
(a pellet discharged from a crossbow or blowpipe) was mainly 
used for hunting (especially wild fowl) and, being not a very 
effective weapon in battle, only rarely against troops. More­
over, it was usually made of clay, few metal bunduq being 
produced.7s The bunduq rQ.¥i4 (" pellet of lead ") of the last 
decades of the Mamluk period, on the other hand, was 
employed in battle only-and with decisive results. 

In the fighting between amirs Qantliih Khamsmi'a and 
Aq birdi, a weapon used by the rival parties was referred to 
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alternately as al-bunduq ar-r~ii~ and bunduqlyiit ar-r~ii~76 ; 
bunduqlya (pI. bunduqlyiit, baniidiq), as is well known. is the 
most common name for the arquebus and the hand-gun in 
general. 

During the preparations for the despatch of an expedi­
tionary force against the Portuguese. it was said that the unit 
of arquebusiers a{-tabaqa al-khiimisa (see below) was training 
with al-bunduq ar-r~ii~77; when this and other units were 
embarked on board ships. they took with them makiilJil and 
bunduqlyiit.78 

Ibn Iyas states that in the Battle of Marj Dabiq the 
Ottomans had artillery and bunduq r~ii~,79 while a later 
historian al-IsQaqi says that they had artillery and baniidiq.80 

Al-bunduq ar-ra~ii~ was a very small projectile. and yet 
it caused very heavy losses to the enemy. Ibn Iyas says in one 
place that the Ottomans killed "innumerable numbers" of 
Egyptian soldiers by means of al-bunduq ar-r~ii~, 

(tarrashuhum bil-bunduq ar-r~a~ fa-qutila min 'askar 
mi~r rnii Iii yulJ~ii 'adaduhum). In another place. after 
mentioning the heavy losses Ottoman arms caused to the 
Mamluks. the same historian says that those Mamluks had 
been killed by the smallest bunduq, which he compares to 
poison flowing in the blood and yet remaining invisible 
(qutilU bi-~ghar bunduq min sha'nihii [sic! = sha'nuhii] kas­
summ tasrl fi al-jusum wa-lii turii).81 

The firing of al-bunduq ar-ra~a~ was accompanied by a 
deafening noise (tarrashUhum bil-bunduq ar-ra~ii~).82 

In the Battle of Chaldiran (August. 1514) there were in 
the Ottoman ranks. according to the Mamluk historian. 
12.000 soldiers who were equipped with al-bunduq ar-r~iis. 
They dumbfounded the $afawid <}fmy and caused its complete 
rout. The number of its dead was many times larger than that 
of the Ottoman army (wa-qlla inna Ibn 'Uthman kana fi 
jiillsh 'askarihi ithnay 'ashar alf riiml bil-bunduq ar-ra~ii~ 

fa-Iammii zalJafa 'alii 'askar ~-~ufi 'ammathum ad-dahwa 
wa-lam yaIJmilu ma'ahum ghulUwa(?) fa-inkasara ~-~ufi 

wa-wallii mahzum wa-qutila min 'askarihi aq'iif ma qutila 
min 'askar ar-Rum).83 The accuracy of so high a figure of 
arquebusiers may be questioned. but the efficacy of al-bunduq 
ar-r~a~ in the battle need not be doubted.84 
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Al-bunduq ar-r~i4 was the weapon of the Janissaries.8' 
A development parallel to that of al-bunduq ar-ra~i4 took 

place in the case of Zabtiiniya or Zabtiina. At first the name 
was applied to a weapon shooting bunduq and used in 
hunting,86 later it became quite a common term for the 
arquebus.87 

On the basis of all the above it may safely be concluded 
that the word bunduqiya is derived, not from Venice 
(al-Bunduqiya), despite the identity of the two names and the 
great traffic in arms conducted by that city in the period under 
review, but from bunduq.88 Thus bunduqiya stems from 
bunduq, while r~i4a, the bullet or cartridge, is derived from 
rayi4. It would appear that the process of transformation 
from bunduq r~i4 to bunduqiya did not take long. Ibn Iyiis 
himself mentions bunduqiya three times,89 while in the works 
of his contemporaries Ibn Zunbul and Ibn Ti.iliin, who died 
only a few decades after him, bunduqiya, bunduqiyiit, and 
baniidiq are already of most common occurrence.90 They also 
mention bunduq,91 but the combination bunduq rayii~ is 
almost extinct in their works.92 

The Mamluks' failure to use artillery in the open field 
has already been discussed; as for portable firearms their 
reluctance to adopt them was even more pronounced. For 
artillery is the province of specialised technicians, whose 
numbers form only a small part of the fighting unit, requiring 
little fundamental change in the structure of the army. 
The arquebus, on the other hand, is a personal and mass 
weapon, and its introduction affects a large number of troops. 
Hence its large scale adoption was bound to involve 
far-reaching changes in organisation and methods of warfare. 
To equip a soldier with an arquebus meant taking away his 
bow and, what was to the Mamluk more distasteful, depriving 
him of his horse, thereby reducing him to the humiliating 
status of a foot soldier, compelled either to march or to allow 
himself to be carried in an ox-cart. 

Horsemanship and all it stood for were the pivot round 
which the whole way of life of the Mamluk upper class 
revolved and from which it derived its courtly pride and 
feeling of superiority. Faras, fiiris and furusiya-these are the 
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terms one encounters on almost every page of Mamluk 
historiography. and these were the things that really mattered 
and without which life was dull and meaningless. For the 
Mamluk's close ties with horse and bow were not only forged 
in the military schools of the capital. They had deeper roots. 
They began in early childhood while he was still amid the 
steppes or wild mountains of his country of origin. where. 
both in peace and war. the horseman was the backbone of 
society. 

Such being the psychological background. even the 
deterioration of furuslya did not fundamentally affect the 
Mamluk's approach and outlook. He might well become a 
lazy. turbulent. undisciplined and badly trained horseman. 
but he remained a horseman all the same. with a deeply 
rooted feeling of superiority over all horseless other classes. 

There is no indication. either direct or indirect. that the 
wide gulf separating the Mamluk ruling class from the rest 
of the people. both soldiers and civilians. was in any way 
narrowed during the years of the army's decline. On the 
contrary. the gulf appears to have widened even further, for 
in the BaQri period (1250-1382) there still existed, side by 
side with the pure Mamluk horsemen, strong elements of 
non-Mamluk horsemen, to wit the lJ,alqa (and within it the 
awlad an-ntis and the wafidIya) and a considerable body of 
other non-Mamluk soldiers in the service of the Mamluk 
amirs. These elements either totally disappeared or were much 
weakened during the Circassian period (1382-1517); the 
remainder were to all intents and purposes deprived of their 
mounts.93 Thus the Mamluks were left as practically the only 
class of horsemen in the Egyptian capital.94 The fact that 
under the Circassians the word faris became more or less 
synonymous with mamluk among the urban population of 
Cairo could only strengthen the Mamluk's feeling of 
superiority. and particularly over the dismounted 
ex-cavalrymen. This was of special significance, for these 
ex-cavalrymen were destined to become the main body from 
which later arquebusiers were to be recruited. 

So long, therefore, as the Mamluks retained their mounts, 
they could not possibly be turned into arquebusiers9s; and 
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any attempt to extend the use of the arquebus had to be 
based on non-Mamluk and thus socially inferior elements of 
the army. This is what the Mamluk sultans were forced to do 
from the very outset. As a result, a clash between the interests 
of the kingdom and those of the military hierarchy ensued. 
The growing danger from without did, to be sure, enable 
the Sultan to widen somewhat the very narrow limits imposed 
on the use of the arquebus by Mamluk resistance to it and 
to incorporate into the arquebus regiment men from other 
units whose social position had been somewhat higher than 
that of the earlier arquebusiers. But his success did not go 
further than this, and hence the doom of the arquebus was 
inevitable. 

The attitude of the Mamluks towards the arquebus is 
worth examining in greater detail in the light of information 
supplied by the sources. Even the date on which the weapon 
was adopted is significant. As pointed out above, the 
arquebus was referred to for the first time in 895/1490, 
i.e., only twenty-seven years before the destruction of the 
Mamluk kingdom and one hundred and twenty-five years 
later than in Europe (the hand-gun began to be used in 
Europe in about 1365).96 Artillery, on the other hand, was 
introduced into the Mamluk kingdom only about forty years 
later than in Europe. Hence the time-lag in the case of the 
hand-gun was very much greater, nor is it reasonable to 
suppose that this time-lag was merely accidental; and a close 
examination of the history of the arquebus will help us to 
unearth the real reason for the difference. 

The first account of the use of the arquebus in the 
kingdom is most instructive. In 895/1490, when Sultan 
Qiiytbiiy was preparing his last expedition against the 
Ottomans, he inspected those of the awliid an-ntis whose 
monthly pay was 1,000 dirhams or less. Earlier he had 
ordered them to learn the proper handling of al-bunduq 
ar-ra~ii:f, and they now drilled with the new weapon in the 
Sultan's presence. Then the Sultan prepared a nominal roll 
of those taking part in the expedition, gave each of them a 
sum of 30 diniirs to cover their expenses (nafaqa), and 
allotted one camel to every two men. Those selected thereupon 
joined the expeditionary force. 
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Wa-fihi 'ara4a as-sultan awliid an-nils [arbiibJ al-jawamik 
min all dirham ila dunihi wa-kana amarahum an yata'allamu 
ramya al-bunduq ar-ra~~ qabla dhiilika fa-Iamma 'ara4ahum 
wa-armu quddamahu katabahum ila at-tajrlda wa-nalaqa 
'alayhim kulla waJ:zidin thalathina dlniiran wa-kulla ithnayni 
ashrakahum fi jamalin a'(ahu ilayhim wa-kharaju ~uJ:zbata 
at-tajrlda.97 

Since the above passage has a bearing not only on the 
social inferiority of the arquebusier, but also on the under­
standing of the circumstances under which al-bunduq ar-r~~ 
appeared in the Mamluk sources for the first time, it is worth 
examining the circumstances in which the event took 
place. 

It would appear that one of the main r~sons for the 
introduction of the arquebus was the hard lesson which, in 
a long series of bloody battles, the Ottomans and their 
satellites taught the Mamluk army. It was against the 
Ottomans that the Mamluks intended to employ the new 
weapon for the first time. It is extremely doubtful, however. 
whether the Mamluk arquebusiers had any opportunity to use 
their weapons upon the enemy, for after some desultory 
fighting the Mamluk expeditionary force, which is described 
as extremely strong, returned to Egypt against the explicit 
orders of the Sultan, without having entered into a major 
engagement.98 Apart from a few shots fired in the Battle of 
Raydaniya that is all the evidence we have on the use of the 
arquebus against the Ottomans. 

A few words are now necessary on the awlad an-nas in the 
Mamluk army, since this term recurs repeatedly in connection 
with firearms. The awliid an-nils were sons of Mamluk amirs, 
born as free men and as Muslims in the Mamluk kingdom, 
and therefore bearing Arab names. As such they could not 
be accepted into the Mamluk upper class which, with few 
exceptions, was composed of men born as infidels and brought 
to the Mamluk kingdom as slaves from their countries of 
origin; almost all of them bore Turkish or other non-Arab 
names. All these Mamluks embraced Islam and, on finishing 
their training at the military school, were set free. The 
awlad an-nils, being Muslims and free men by birth, had to 
join a special regiment known as the J:zalqa.99 In this regiment. 
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which was important at the commencement of Mamluk rule. 
they fonned the elite. But the I)alqa gradually underwent a 
decline and. together with the awliid an-niis serving with it. 
became chronically underpaid. loo usually without horses. 
badly trained-if at all-and many years before the termin­
ation of Mamluk rule its members ceased virtually to be sent 
into action. Gradually the dividing-line between the I)alqa rank 
and file and the awliid an-niis was obliterated. Eventually 
the term I)alqa ceased to be used and one could find under the 
name of awliid an-niis, side by side with the sons of Mamluk 
amirs. Cairo merchants. artisans. and all sorts of nouveau-riche 
elements who paid their way into the regiment in order to 
improve their social standing. Though they were still called 
soldiers (ajniid). they were very poor ones.IOI 

The above passage of Ibn Iyas. despite its brevity. brings 
out vividly in several ways the status of the awliid an-niis 
arquebusiers as a second-rate regiment: the sum they received 
as expenses in connection with the expedition (nafaqa) was 
less than one-third of the standard pay of a Mamluk 
(a hundred dinars)102; horses for the march were denied to 
them altogether. two men being loaded on one beast of 
burden-a truly degrading spectacle. considering that the 
Mamluk. in addition to his charger. was issued with at least 
one camel to carry his baggage.I03 Not least. it is more than 
probable that only the lower members of the awliid an-niis 
regiment were selected by Qaytbay as arquebusiers since the 
monthly pay of the ordinary soldier ranged between 1.000 
and 2.000 dirhams.104 while those assigned to the arquebus 
companies received only 1.000 dirhams. or even less. lOS 

The inferior status of the awliid an-niis, and especially of 
the arquebusiers among them. is thus evident. Even then. 
it seems that the Mamluks regarded firearms as something 
degrading for the regiment and the equipping of some of its 
companies with the arquebus was an isolated episode.106 For 
the next fifteen or twenty years (1490-1510 roughly), the new 
weapon was issued to black slaves. Only in the last few years 
of the Mamluk kingdom's existence (1510-1516). and under 
the stress of critical circumstances. was the weapon issued 
again to the awliid an-niis and similar units. on one occasion 
even to a few pure Mamluks. After that the arquebus was 
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withdrawn and returned to black slave soldiers for the few 
months (September, 1516-January, 1517) that remained 
before the Ottomans entered Cairo. 

THE BLACK SLAVES AS ARQUEBUSIERS 

At this juncture something should be said about the 
position of the black slaves ('abld, sing. 'abd) in the Mamluk 
kingdom. 

These were, perhaps, the most despised human element 
in the kingdom. Anonymous and downtrodden, they lived 
in complete obscurity, and in the whole of Mamluk history 
hardly ever is there mention of a black slave's first name, 
except in the case of the occasional eunuch. 

Within the framework of the army, the slaves were 
allowed only one function: that of servants to the Mamluk 
knights,107 a vocation from which they could never hope to 
rise. Their only chance of military advancement was by being 
castrated and incorporated into the corps of eunuchs, whose 
main function was that of keeping Mamluk adults away from 
Mamluk boys at the military schools. Even then, only a few 
could aspire to such honour, since the corps of eunuchs 
attached to the army was quite small and included other races 
such as ROmis, Hindis, etc. lOS 

The sorry lot of the black slave was rendered even worse 
by the fact that the Mamluk knight was in addition tended 
by an orderly, the ghulam (pI. ghilman)I09 who, since he was 
white and a free man, was in all probability better off. Though 
no source makes any mention of how duties were apportioned 
between the ghulam and the 'abd, it is reasonable to suppose 
that to the first were assigned the more respectable tasks, 
especially the treatment and care of his master's horse (see 
below) and to the second the more menial ones. Yet even the 
ghulam had small rea,son to rejoice, as may be seen from 
Qalqashandi's definition: "The ghulam is the one who 
applies himself to the service of the horses .... Originally this 
name was exclusively used to designate young boys and 
Mamluks ; afterwards it mainly became a name for this kind 
of servant. It seems that this servant was so called because 
he was humble in the eyes of the public" (li'~igharihi fi 
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an-nufus),11° So that if the free-born white ghulam was 
humble, the 'abd must have been even more so. When 2, 

Mamluk historian wanted to give a striking indication of the 
low level to which the Mamluks of the ruling Sultan (julbiin) 
had sunk, he said that even the lowest black slaves could 
have routed them (wa-lawla iJ,urmat as-sultan la-kana 
~ighiir 'abid al-Qiihira kafaw lahum).111 

As regards the black slaves equipped with firearms, they 
were most commonly known as 'abid naffiya.1l2 This does not 
necessarily mean that they were all arquebusiers ; it is quite 
possible that some were artillerymen and that others were 
employed on maintenance of firearms, etc. Yet though there 
is no decisive proof there are good grounds for believing that 
most of them were in fact arquebusiers. In those cases where 
it is possible definitely to identify them they are called 
'abid rumat bil-bunduq ar-r~~1l3 or 'abid rumat114 (see 
below). Al-An~ari calls them in one instance 'abid barudiyallS 

in another 'abid rumat, and a few lines later barudiya116 
(see below). Exactly like the Janissaries they took part 
in official parades marching in front of the sovereign, 
(wa-quddamahu 'abid nattiya),112 and letting off their firearms 
during the parade (tarmi bin-nufUt .. ma'ahum makaiJ,il natf .. 
yarmuna bin-naft min al-makaiJ,il.. yarmuna bin-nufut).118 
The fact that they fired makaiJ,il does not prove that they were 
artillerymen since the Janissaries are also mentioned as having 
makaiJ,il, both on parade and on other occasions (see p. 20 
above). As already pointed out, the name mukiJ,ula, designating 
a hand-gun, had already taken root at the close of Mamluk 
rule. There is no reference to the 'abid nattiya before 
895/1490-i.e. the earliest known date for the use of the 
hand-gun in the Mamluk kingdom-whereas after that date 
they are mentioned frequently. The same applies to 
'abid rumat and 'abid biirudiya; during the period when only 
artillery was used by the Mamluks there is no mention of 
(hem whatever. 

A good illustration of the attitude of Mamluk military 
society towards firearms in general and the arquebus in 
particular is provided by the account given of the 'abid 
naftiya under the ruler who sponsored them. 

Sultan Qaytbay was succeeded by his son, an-Na~ir AbU 
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as-Sa'adat Mul;tammad, a young boy of fourteen who ruled for 
little more than three years (90 I /1495-904 /1498) before he 
was assassinated. He was described after his death as blood­
thirsty, frivolous, and almost illiterate, though a generous and 
brave boy, who befriended all kinds of low people (kathir 
al-'ishra lil-awbiish min a{rlll an-nlls). It is also said that some 
of his deeds were so ugly and his mistakes were so bad that 
the like had never been perpetrated before by sons of Sultans 
until in the end they exceeded all bounds (wa-waqa'a minhu 
umur shani'a Ii muddat sal{anatihi III yanbaghi sharJ:zuhll 
wa-sllra Ii al-mamlaka aqbaJ:z sira wa-Iam yaqa'min abnll' 
al-mulUk min as-sawllqi{ rna waqa'a minhu Ii sll'ir 
aj'lllihi J:zattll jllwaza Ii dhlllika al-J:zadda).1l9 There is no doubt 
that one of the main reasons for this low opinion of Sultan 
an-Na~ir was his enthusiasm for firearms. He was very earnest 
in his desire to build up a body of black arquebusiers and 
equipped a large number of slaves with firearms: wa-kllna 
'inda ai-Malik an-N~ir 'idda wllfira min al-'abid mll bayna 
na/{iya wa-rumllt bil-bunduq ar-ra~~.I20 In 903 he had 500 
men thus equipped.121 He used them successfully against his 
rival Qan~Uh Khamsmi'a and on other occasions,l22 and he 
tried to establish law and order and to enhance his prestige 
by organising parades in the capital in which they marched in 
front of him.123 He was the first Mamluk sultan ever to do such 
a thing, as is explicitly stated by the contemporary source: 
wa-kllna yarkab bi-{abl wa-zamr wa-makllJ:zil wa-kafJiyllt(?) 
wa-Iam yu'had annahu taqaddama dhlllika li-ghayrihU24 

In two instances we have on record the contemptuous 
reaction of Ibn Iyas to these parades. In the first he writes: 
"The black slaves were firing in front of him with nulut 
[and the whole parade looked] like that of a governor of a 
sub-district (kllshil, pI. kushshllf).12S He has disgraced the 
honour of the kingdom and never did any of the sons of the 
sultans commit such crimes and follies as those committed 
by this an-Na~ir, and we shall allude to the subject in due 
course" (wa-'abid sud tarmi bin-nu/U{ quddllmahu 'alll hay'at 
al-kushshlll wa-qad bahdala J:zurmat al-mamlaka wa-lam yaqa' 
min abnll' al-mulUk min as-sawllqi{ mll waqa'a min 
an-N~ir hlldhllka-mll ya'ti al-kalllm 'alayhll Ii maw4i'ihl).126 
In the second instance he says: "And in front of him many 
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black slaves with makalJil naft ... and all this is frivolity and 
foolishness. He disgraced the honour of the kingdom in his 
days, and he did not follow the path of the previous Sultans127 

in upholding the respect for the Sultanate and he [organised 
processions] like that of the Commissioner of Police" 
(wa-quddamahu 'iddat 'abid sud wa-ma'ahum makalJil nafr 
... wa-kullu hlidhli khifJa wa-taysh wa-qad bahdala lJurmat 
al-mamlaka fi ayyamihi wa-lam yattabi' tariqat al-mulUk 
as-salifa fi iqamat lJurmat as-saltana wa-~lira [sic!] 'ala 
tariqat wali ash-shurta).128 

The disgust aroused by the young Sultan's fondness for 
firearms and by the prominent place he gave to his black 
arquebusiers in his parades through the capital is thus 
expressed in language rarely used even against the most hated 
of Mamluk rulers. None indeed of the later Mamluk Sultans 
was accused of so severe a break with the past as was Sultan 
an-Na~ir Abu as-Sa'adat ~.1ul).ammad. The Mamluks 
themselves fully shared Ibn Iyas' view of him, and the extent 
to which they were scandalised by the special attention he 
paid to the black slaves and their weapons may be gauged from 
the following incident which has been handed down in two 
versions. 

According to the first version, recounted by Ibn Iyas, in 
Jumada II 903/1498 some of the Sultan's bodyguard and 
personal retinue (kh~~akiya) seized and executed one of the 
Sultan's favourite black slaves, Farajallah by name. The slave's 
death was a severe blow to the Sultan and caused him much 
grief; yet he was not able to protect him from the Mamluks 
who were at that time " seeking evil with the Sultan because 
of these [bad] deeds which come out of him" (wa-fihi 
qabatja ba'q. al-kh~~akiya 'ala 'abd min 'abid as-sultan 
yuqlilu lahu Farajallah wa-kana muqarraban 'indahu 
ila al-ghliya fa-lamma qabaq.u 'alayhi qataluhu bir-Ramla 
fa-shaqqa dhlilika 'ala as-sultan wa-ta'assafa wa-lam yaqdir 
an yaIJmiyahu min al-mamalik fa-innahum kanu yawma'idhin 
talibina ash-sharra ma'a as-sultan bi-sabab hadhihi al-af'lil 
allati b-t~dur [sic!] minhu)}29 

This version clearly illustrates the tension then prevailing 
between the Sultan and his Mamluks as a result of the 
favouritism he showed to the black slaves. The second version, 
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told by al-An~liri. furnishes us with clear evidence of the 
extent to which this tension was connected with the Mamluk 
attitude towards firearms. It runs as follows130: 

"On Monday the twenty-seventh [of Jumlidli II. 903] a 
great disturbance occurred in Cairo which was caused: first. 
by the Sultan's marrying one of his black slaves called 
Farajalllih. who was the chief of the black firearms personnel 
(kahlr al-'abid al-barudiya) in the citadel, to a Circassian slave 
girl who belonged to Sultan Qliytbliy's mother; and secondly. 
by the Sultan's bestowing on this Farajalllih a tunic (salliirt)13l 
with short sleeves. On beholding this spectacle. the Royal 
Mamluks expressed their disapproval to the Sultan. and then 
they put on their steel (i.e. armour) and armed themselves 
with their full equipment. A battle broke out between them 
and the black slaves who numbered about five hundred. 
The black slaves ran away and gathered again in the towers 
of the citadel and fired at the Royal Mamluks. The Royal 
Mamluks marched on them. killing Farajalllih and about fifty 
of the black slaves; the rest fled; two Royal Mamluks were 
killed. Then the amirs and the Sultan's maternal uncle. the 
Great Dawlidlir132 met the Sultan and told him: 'We dis­
approve of these acts of yours [and if you persist in them. it 
would be better for you to] ride by night in the narrow 
by-streets and go away together with those black slaves to 
far-off places!' The Sultan answered: 'I shall desist from 
this. and these black slaves will be sold to the Turkmans.133 

and whatever you order will be done.' These promises satisfied 
the amirs. and it was announced to the public that safety had 
been restored." 

W a-fi yawm al-ithnayn sabi' 'ishrinihi waqa'a khabta 
kahlra fi al-Qahira wa-a,rluha anna 'abdan min 'ahld as-sultan 
yusamma Farajallah huwa kahlr al-'abid al-barudiya 
fi al-qal'a zawwajahu as-sultan surriyatan min sarari 
walidat Qaytbay Jarkasiya wa-khala'a 'alayhi sailari qa,rir 
kumm la-Iamma na?aru mamalik as-sultan 'ala hadhihi 
al-kayfiya ankaru dhalika 'ala as-sultan thumma labisa 
al-mamalik [?] jUiadh bis-silaJ:z al-kamil wa-waqa'a ai-qital 
baynahum wa-bayna 'ahld as-sultan wa-hum naJ:zwa al­
khamsmi'a la-haraba al-'abld wa-ijtama'u Ii abraj al-qal'a 
wa-ramaw 'ala mamalik as-sultan la-zaJ:zafa 'alayhim 
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al-mamalik as-su[{anlya ta-qatalu Farajallah wa-min al-'abid 
nalJwa al-khamsln wa-haraba al-biiqI wa-qutila ithnan min 
al-mamalik as-sul{anlya thumma ijtama'a al-umarii' 
wa-khiil as-sultan ad-Dawiidar al-Kablr bis-sul{iin wa-qiilu 
lahu hadhihi al-umur ma narcf,iihii laka [?] rukubuka fi al-layl 
fi al-aziqqa wa-rawiilJuka ma'a hiidhihi al-'abld Uii 
al-amakin al-ba'ida ta-qiila lahum: raja'tu 'an dhiilika 
wa-hiidhihi al-'abld tubii' lit-Turkman wa-mahma amartum 
yu'mal bihi ta-racf,aw minhu bi-dhalika thumma nudiya 
lin-nils bil-aman wa-billah al-musta'an.134 

Thus the attempt to bestow a higher status on the black 
slaves equipped with firearms was nipped in the bud. The 
Mamluks could hardly imagine a greater outrage than a 
biirud"i black slave wearing Mamluk costume and being 
married to a Circassian bride. The incident sealed the fate 
of all an-Na~ir's experiments with firearms. From that date 
to the very end of an-Na~ir Mu~ammad's rule (some nine 
months or so) there is no mention of 'abld natriya, biirud"iya, 
rumat bU-bunduq ar-r~a~, etc. The Mamluks saw to it that the 
frivolous king kept his promise. 

True, the tender age of the Sultan, his unstable character, 
his being the son of a Mamluk and not himself a Mamluk, 
the great contrast between him and his illustrious father (one 
of the greatest Mamluk rulers of Egypt)-all these were 
considerable obstacles in the way of his project regarding 
firearms ; but they were by no means the chief causes of his 
downfall. A similar fate befell the attempt to do the same 
made by a sultan with incomparably greater prestige and in 
whose time the need for the arquebus was far more pressing. 
We now propose to turn to Qan~iih al-Ghawrl's experiment 
with his arquebusiers. 

THE FIFTH TABAQA 135 

During the greater part of the twenty-seven years in which 
the arquebus was in use in the Mamluk kingdom, the 
Mamluks had no special unit with a distinctive name for this 
weapon. It was only as late as 916jl510136-i.e. some twenty 
years after the introduction of the weapon-that such a unit 
was raised, and even then its existence was very precarious. 
On one occasion it was completely disbanded, being 
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apparently later re-established; in any case, it was absent 
from the battle of Marj Dabiq for reasons we shall discuss 
below. 

This unit was called a(-(abaqa al-khiimisa, and its very 
name is an accurate indicator of its real place in the 
Mamluk military hierarchy, a point which calls for a brief 
explanation. 

Every Royal Mamluk continued officially to belong, after 
having become a fully trained and seasoned soldier, to the 
school or barracks «(abaqa pI. (ibaq or a(biiq) in which he 
had received his recruit training. This connection with the 
old barracks was expressed in many ways, one of them being 
the order of the pay parade. The Mamluks received their pay 
according to their tibiiq, the total number of which was about 
twelve.137 Pay (jiimak'iya) was drawn around the middle of 
the month,138 during four pay-days,139 each group of tibiiq 
being dealt with on one day. A fifth, and special, pay-day 
was fixed for the unit of arquebusiers who were not paid 
along with the other units, but by themselvesl40 at the end 
of the month (or the beginning of the next month). Indeed, 
in the period immediately following the formation of 
a{-(abaqa al-khiimisa the unit is not referred to by that name 
at all: the historian merely speaks of the soldiers who were 
organised as a {abaqa and who received a fifth jiimakiya. 
In ShawwaI, 916/January, 1511, when this tabaqa is 
mentioned for the first time, the source remarks: "In this 
month the Sultan paid the jiimakiya to the army and fixed 
for the Mamluks whom he formed into a {abaqa a fifth 
jiimakiya which would be paid to them separately at the end 
of the jiimak'iyas" (wa-fihi nafaqa as-sultiin al-jiimakiya 
'alii al-'askar wa-ja'ala lil-mamiilik alladhi istajaddahum 
tabaqatan jiimakiyatan khiimisatan fi awiikhir al-jawiimik 
t~raf lahum 'alii infiriidihim).141 

After this date the payment of al-jiimak'iya al-khiimisa 
is mentioned on four consecutive occasions, the last of which 
is as late as Sha'ban, 918/November, 1512.142 Only on 
Rabi' I, 919/ August, ] 513-i.e. some two and a half years 
after its foundation-the unit is for the first time called 
a(-(abaqa al-khiimisa.143 

From that date onward this remains its only name, and 

72 



THE ATTITUDE OF MAMLUK MILITARY SOCIETY 

is frequently mentioned by Ibn Iyas.l44 That the origin of 
the name at-tabaqa al-khamisa is to be found in the fifth and 
separate monthly pay-day of the unit may also be inferred 
from the account of its liquidation. The source says: "And 
on the sixteenth of the month the Sultan paid the jamak"iya 
to the army, and in this month the Sultan thought fit to join 
at-tabaqa al-khiimisa which he had formed [to the other 
units] ... and he distributed this army between the four 
tibiiq as they were of old and abolished at-tabaqa al-khiimisa 
and thus the army became uniform in the matter of payment 
of the jamakiya "-(wa-fi ... sadis 'asharihi nafaqa as-sultan 
al-jamakiya 'ala al-'askar wa-fi hadhii ash-shahr lJasuna 
bi-bal as-sultan an yutfifa at-tabaqa al-khiimisa allati 
jaddadaha ... fa-wazza'a dhalika al-'askar 'ala a(-tibiiq 
al-arba' ka-ma kanu fi al-awwal wa-abtala amr at-tabaqa 
al-khiimisa wa-,fiira al-'askar shay' an walJidan fi tafriqat 
al-jamakiya).14s 

From the above it is clear that at-tabaqa al-khiimisa was 
a kind of an inferior unit, not allowed to draw its pay in 
company with the pure Mamluk units. Nor is this by any 
means the only sign of its inferiority. The human material, 
of which the unit was composed, points to the same 
conclusion. Both on the day of its formation and on other 
occasions it was stated that at-(abaqa al-khiimisa included 
awlad nils, Turkomans, Persians "and other groups" 
(wa-ghayr dhiilika min at-tawa'if).146 Somewhat later the 
same source speaks of a similar composition of at-tabaqa 
al-khamisa, adding that it included various kinds of artisans, 
such as shoe-makers, tailors, and the like.147 Only when 
Sultan al-Ghawri, in Jumada I, 921/ June, 1515, launched his 
big expedition against the Portuguese, it included, besides 
awliid an-nils, Royal Mamluks belonging both to the ruling 
Sultan and to the previous Sultans (julbiin and qarani,f).148 

It is significant that each of the above statements 
regarding the composition of at-(abaqa al-khamisa refers to 
awlad an-nas while none of them makes any mention of black 
slaves. Because of the varied and socially inferior elements 
of which it was composed, at-tabaqa al-khiimisa was called 
al-'askar al-mulafJaq,149 i.e. "the false army," "the patched-up 
army," or "the motley army." The same name of al-'askar 
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al-mulafJaq was bestowed on an expeditionary force 
dispatched by al-Ghawri to the Indian Ocean against the 
Portuguese in 911/1505, five years before the founding of 
a{-{abaqa al-khiimisa. Its composition resembled that of 
a{-{abaqa al-khiimisa, but it included also black arquebusiers 
('abld rumiit) and Maghribis.lso This is the last reference to 
black slaves using firearms until the sultanate of aI-Ashraf 
Tumanbay. 

The humble position of at-{abaqa al-khiimisa is likewise 
reflected in the low pay it received. Like other inferior units 
it had its pay reduced. lSI On one occasion the Sultan paid out 
to each member of the unit ten or eight dinars. This sum 
covered both the najaqa and the jiimak,ya,IS2 while the full 
amount of these two kinds of pay should have been about 
107 dinars. ls3 But even this meagre remuneration was 
begrudged them by the Mamluks, as may be seen from the 
following incident. 

"On that day [28 RabfI, 920/May, 1514] the Sultan paid 
the jiimak,ya to the army of at-tabaqa al-khiimisa and on that 
day a strange incident occurred. The Mamluks of the ruling 
Sultan (al-mamiillk al-ajliib, julbiin) stood in the courtyard 
of the citadeps4 and took one dinar from each member of 
at-tabaqa al-khiimisa who received his pay, telling him on this 
occasion that they would have a drink of oxymel on it. They 
would take the dinar from him forcibly if he refused to give 
it willingly. The army of at-tabaqa al-khiimisa was subjected 
to extreme maltreatment by the julbiin on that day, nor could 
the sultan do anything about it. Then the julbiin started 
snatching the whole jiimak"iya from the hands of its recipients; 
some would select from it one dinar and return the rest to 
its owners while others would take the whole jiimak,ya and 
make off with it. The army chiefs were incapable [of restrain­
ing them] and extremely great damage was caused on that 
day to the army of at-tabaqa al-khiimisa." 

W a-/l dhiilika al-yawm najaqa as-sul{iin al-jiimakiya 
'alii 'askar a{-{abaqa al-khiimisa wa-J:zadatha /l dhiilika 
al-yawm niidira gharlba wa-huwa anna al-mamiillk al-ajliib 
waqafu /l al-J:zawsh wa-.yiiru kulla man qaba4a al-jiimakiya 
min 'askar at-tabaqa al-khiimisa ya'khudhiina minhu Ashra/l 
min al-jiimakiya wa-yaquluna lahum nashrab bihi uqsima 
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fa-Ya'khudhuna minhu ai-Ashraf; taw'an aw kurhan 
fa-I}~ala li-'askar at-tabaqa al-khiimisa fi dhiilika al-yawm 
min al-mamalik al-julban ghiiyat al-bahdala wa-mZi qadara 
as-sultan 'ala man'ihim min dhiilika wa-ofaru yakhtafu 
al-jamakiya min yaday man yaqbif/uha fa-minhum man 
ya' khudh minhii Ashrafi wa-yu'id al-biiqi Ua ~I}abihi 

wa-minhum man ya'khudh aJ-jamakiya kullaha wa-yahrub 
fa-a'ya amruhum ar-ru'us an-nuwab wa-I}~ala fi dhalika 
al-yawm ghiiyat af/-f/arar li-'askar at-tabaqa al-khiimisa.1S5 

In spite of the poor pay of a(-{abaqa al-khiimisa it has 
been repeatedly claimed, rightly or wrongly, that the creation 
of this unit was one of the main reasons for the emptiness 
of the treasury and the scarcity of various supplies for the 
army: "The Diwan was exceedingly drained . . . the army 
was numerous and especially at-tabaqa al-khiimisa which had 
recently been formed by the Sultan. Because of this, the 
Diwans were drained of the jamakiyas, the meat, and the 
fodder" (ja-inshal}ata ad-Diwan Ua al-ghiiya . . . wa-kana 
al-'askar kathiran wa-Ia siyama mZi jaddadahu as-sultan min 
al-'askar fi at-tabaqa al-khiimisa fa-inshal}atat ad-Dawawin 
min al-jawamik wal-Iul}um wal-'aliq bi-sabab dhiilika).lS6 

The extent of the Royal Mamluks' dissatisfaction at the 
creation of at-tabaqa al-khamisa is thrown into bold relief 
by the following episode: pay was chronically in arrears, 
as a result of which relations between the Sultan and his 
Mamluks became very strained, and rumours were afoot to 
the effect that the latter intended to rebel. 

"In the evening the Sultan called a group of his body­
guard and select retinue (khi4ofakiya) and reproached them 
with their foul deeds. One of the khliofofakiya answered him in 
harsh language and said: 'You are the man who drained the 
Diwan with this numerous army which you have gathered 
and for which you have created at-{abaqa al-khiimisa, and 
because of these [soldiers] you have curtailed the jlimakiyas 
of the orphans and women [widows?] [And who are these 
soldiers after all?] They are Turcomans and Persians and 
food vendors157 and cobblers and false awllid an-nlis, some 
of whom are tailors and some makers of veils!' The sultan 
answered them: 'I have created this new army only in order 
to relieve you of the marches and expeditions!' The Mamluks 
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answered him: 'This was not the way of Sultan aI-Ashraf 
Qaytbay. It was you who drained the Diwans, etc.' " After the 
sultan had promised to accelerate payment and provide them 
with better fodder, their anger subsided a little. 

AIJ4ara as-sultan ba'da al-'~r jama'a min a'yan 
kh~~akiyatihi wa-'atabahum 'ala hiidhihi al-afiil ash-shani'a 
fa-aghla?-a 'alayhi ba'4 al-kh~~akiya wa-qiila lahu anta 
alladhi ashlJatta ad-Dawaw'in bi-hiidha al-'askar al-kath'ir 
alladhi jama'tahu wa-ja'alta lahu tabaqatan khiimisatan 
wa-qata'ta jawamik al-aytam wan-nisa' bi-sababihim wa-hum 
rna bayna Tarakima wa-A'jam wa-suwaykhiita(?) wa-asakifa 
wa-awlad niis mulafJaq'in shi khayyat wa-shi bakhiinq'i 
fa-qiila lahum ana rna ja'altu dhalika al-'askara al-mustajadda 
ilia an yakftna fidel an lakum fi al-aslar wat-tajar'id fa-qalft 
lahu al-mamalik hiidhii ma kanat tar'iqat ai-Ashraf Qaytbiiy 
wa-anta alladhi ashlJatta ad-Dawaw'in.158 

One of the arguments urged against at-tabaqa al-khiimisa 
throws a clear light on the psychology of the Mamluks in 
relation to furfts'iya and horsemen on the one hand and 
firearms on the other. After giving a brief account of the 
payment of the jamak/ya to at-tabaqa al-khiimisa Ibn Iyas 
remarks: "The position of these despicable 'Mamluks,'159 
whom the Sultan recruits in the D'iwan in increasing numbers, 
is being strengthened though there are among them such as 
do not know how to draw the bow or hold the lance; and 
this is a strange thing: he begrudges the jamak'iya to those 
who are worthy of it and gives it to the unworthy" (wa-qad 
tazayada amru hiidhihi al-mamalik al-aradhil alladhi 
~ara as-sultan yastakthiru minhum fi ad-D'iwan fa-fihim man 
la ya'rif yajdhib al-qaws wa-lii yumsik ar-rumlJ wa-hiidhii 
amr 'aj'ib yashulJlJu fi-man yastalJiqq al-jamak'iya wa-yu't'iha 
li-ghayri mustalJiqqihii).160 

Thus the superiority of the horseman armed with bow and 
lance over the arquebusier-who has to walk even on the 
battlefield-was axiomatic both to the Mamluks and to the 
Mamluk historians. That an arquebusier could perform his 
duty quite satisfactorily without knowing how to use the 
traditional weapons was entirely beyond their understanding. 
In their view, the very creation of at-tabaqa al-khiimisa was 
a sheer waste of money on a contemptible rabble. 
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The utter blindness towards the new developments in the 
art of war prevailing in the Mamluk kingdom finds an even 
more striking expression on the eve of the Battle of Marj 
Dabiq. When the Mamluks were marching to their doom. 
Ibn Iyas described the scene as follows: "The Sultan called 
on the army to march out of Aleppo. and the whole army 
went forth. and they were like shining stars with their arms 
and prancing[?] horses: and every horseman was a match to a 
thousand infantrymen of the army of the Ottoman Sultan. 
Then they went towards Marj Dabiq and camped in it" 
(fa-niidii lil-'askar bir-raJ:1il wal-khuruj min lJalab fa-kharaja 
aI-'askar qii{ibatan wa-hum kan-nujum az-ziihira min 
iiliit as-siliiJ:z wal-khuyul al-ghii'ira [aI-fii'ira?] wa-kullu 
fiiris muqawwam bi-alf riijil min 'askar Ibn 'Uthmiin 
fa-tawajjahu ilii Marj Diibiq wa-nazalu bihi).161 

The attitude of Ibn Iyas. himself the son of a Mamluk 
amir. towards the new unit and its weapons is identical to 
that of the Royal Mamluks and. indeed. of other Mamluk 
historians. None of them. not even Ibn Taghnoirdi. has so 
much as hinted that bow and lance were obsolete weapons. 
or accepted with good grace the possible adoption of firearms 
on a large scale. let alone the supersession by them of the 
traditional weapons.162 Ibn Taghnoirdi. for instance. 
comments. during the Circassian period. on the low standard 
of the furuslya exercises. but for him the moral was merely 
to revive this kind of training.163 

In such an atmosphere of hostility the Sultan not 
unnaturally gave way. dissolving a{-{abaqa al-khiimisa on 
Mul].arram. 920jMarch. 1514164 after little more than three 
years. Ibn Iyas's account of that event gives the reader the 
impression that it was fina1. 16S In reality. however. the fifth 
tabaqa did not come to an end on that date. It continued 
to exist because it was urgently needed on a very vital front. 

A close study of the history and military duties and 
operations of at-tabaqa al-khiimisa leaves no room for doubt 
that it was mainly. if not exclusively. formed in order to fight 
the Portuguese; according to the sources at present available. 
it has no connection. either direct or indirect. with prepar­
ations against the Ottomans. In the present writer's opinion. 
the Mamluks directed at-{abaqa al-khiimisa to the South 
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East because there they fought with entirely different 
weapons from those used on their northern front. An attempt 
to explain the reasons for the Mamluks' different attitude 
towards their two fronts will be made later; first of all, we 
shall try to show up the prominent part played by firearms in 
the struggle against the Portuguese. We propose to begin our 
examination with data dealing solely with firearms; then we 
shall proceed to an investigation of source-material dealing 
both with firearms and with other aspect6 of the Mamluk 
South-Eastern front. 

The bulk of a consignment of military supplies and 
equipment which the Ottomans sent to the Mamluks for use 
against the Portuguese, and which reached Cairo on 
Shawwal, 916/January, 1511, was made up of firearms, to 
wit: 300 makal],il,l66 40 qantars of gunpowder, and 
unspecified quantities of copper and iron.167 

In his account of the Sultan's visit of inspection to the 
men-of-war which were being built at Suez, Ibn Iyas makes 
a special reference to their guns and writes: "The expenses 
on these twenty battleships, including the makal],il of copper 
and iron and other kinds of weapons, exceeded four hundred 
thousand dinars."l68 A considerable quantity of gunpowder 
seems to have been produced at Suez. On one occasion, 
twenty workers, who were engaged in the production of 
gunpowder, (aNunna' alladhlna Yf1.¥l],anuna al-barud) were 
burnt to death.169 When the construction of the war vessels 
reached an advanced stage, it was twice stated that they were 
loaded with guns and gunpowder (awsaquhum bi-maklil;,il 
wa-bi-madafi'170 ; ashl],anaha bil-makal],il wal-maadfi' 
wal-barud).171 When the expeditionary force marched through 
the streets of Cairo on the eve of its move to Suez, the parade 
was headed by artillery and arquebuses (wa-quddamahum 
at-tubUl waz-zumur wa-makal],il an-naft wal-bunduqiyat).l72 
When the Portuguese defeated and sank the combined 
(Mamluk-Ottoman) navy, Ibn Iyas records that it was sunk 
together with its ordnance (al-marakib alladhi kana arsalaha 
as-sultan al-Ghawri qad gharaqat bi-mil fiha min makal],il 
wa-madafi' wa-alat as-silal],).173 

Let us now tum to the data dealing with firearms and other 
aspects of the struggle against the Portuguese. 
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In Jumada II. 911 jNovember. 1505. al-Ghawri launched 
an expedition against the Portuguese in the Indian Ocean. 
It consisted of awliid an-niis and a few Royal Mamluks 
(ba'tj mamiilik sul{iiniya) but mainly of Maghribis. black 
arquebusiers. Turcomans and the like (wal-ghalib fihim 
maghariba wa-'abid sud rumiit wa-Tariikima wa-ghayr 
dhalika). Their nataqa was only 20 dinars each. but together 
with an advance payment of a jiimakiya of four months and 
other payments the total sum received by each member of the 
expedition reached a figure of 50 dinars.174 In Rabi' I. 919/ 
May. 1513. about three hundred arquebusiers (rumiit 
bil-bunduq ar-ra~ii:j) of a{-{abaqa al-khamisa. together with a 
group of Royal Mamluks. went to Suez to guard against a 
possible Portuguese attack on the warships which were being 
built there.175 A few days later. another group consisting of 
armourers (zardkiishiya). arquebusiers (rumiit bil-bunduq 
ar-r~ii:j) and gunners (nat{iya) arrived.176 In Rabi' II. 919/ 
June. 1513. the Sultan ordered three hundred of the 
sayfiya Mamluks and of the awliid an-niis to Suez along 
with a group of arquebusiers (rumiit bil-bunduq ar-r~ii:j) and 
gunners (nat{iya).177 In the same month a batch of makiil:zil 
was sent to Suez in the company of the chief armourer and 
thirty other armourers (zardkiishiya)P8 In Rajab. 919/ 
September. 1513. the Sultan ordered a group of a{-{abaqa 
al-khamisa to Suez.179 In these two cases the soldiers refused 
to march until they had had the nafaqa. In Sha 'ban. 919 j 
October. 1513. another group of a{-{abaqa al-khamisa was 
ordered to Suez.180 In Mul).arram. 920/March. 1514. the 
Sultan went to Suez with three hundred of his kha~~akiya and 
a number of amirs of a thousand and amirs of lower 
rank.18! In Rabi' II. 921jMay. 1515. a group of qariinisa 
Mamluks was ordered to 'Aqaba. Aznam. and other places 
on the coast. Some refused to go and therefore did not get 
their nataqa.182 In Jumada I. 921 j June. 1515. the Sultan 
appointed six hundred or more soldiers of a{-{abaqa 
al-khamisa to take part in his big expedition against the 
Portuguese. This contingent included. besides awliid nas, 
also Royal Mamluks (julbiin, qariini~).183 

The composition of the whole expeditionary force which 
left Cairo in Rajab, 921/ August. 1515. is of special interest: 
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it numbered 6,000 men divided up as follows: khiif~akiya, 50; 
jamdiiriya. 150; {abaqa khiimisa (awllid ntis, Mamluks and 
others). 450184 ; sailors. [volunteer?] soldiers (muqatilin). 
Turkomans. Maghribis. and others. 5,344.185 It is most 
significant that no Mamluk Amir of a Thousand took part 
in this big expedition though Amirs of the same rank used 
to participate in much less important expeditions sent to 
Syria and beyond. Its commander was an Ottoman captain 
(rayyis) called Salmlin.l86 

If we have made a point here of giving this long list of 
expeditions, some of which were small and unimportant, it is 
because nothing can afford us a more perfect illustration of the 
great difference between the Mamluks' attitude towards the 
Portuguese front on the one hand and the Ottoman front on 
the other. 

The presence of firearms is most conspicuous in every 
phase of the historian's narrative. Artillery and arquebusiers 
are mentioned in practically every passage dealing with the 
Portuguese front. This is in glaring contrast to the same 
historian's account of the expedition to Marj Dlibiq. where 
the mention of firearms on the Mamluk side is next to nil.187 
Nor was this the sole difference between the two fronts; for 
against the Portuguese, apart from a small Mamluk element. 
mainly inferior and underpaid non-Mamluk units were sent.188 
Only when the Sultan himself went to the Suez. was he 
accompanied by a contingent of picked Mamluks ; but these. 
who constituted the Sultan's bodyguard and personal retinue. 
returned with him to Cairo. 

There was undoubtedly an intimate connection between 
the social inferiority of the units sent against the Portuguese 
and the employment of firearms on that front. This 
connection was due to at least two factors. First, the numerical 
strength of the Mamluk army was quite small and the 
Mamluk kingdom was threatened almost simultaneously by 
two formidable enemies. In such critical circumstances the 
Mamluks had to concentrate their main forces against the 
more dangerous of the two enemies.189 According to Mamluk 
conceptions the Royal Mamluks and the Amirs' Mamluks 
were far superior to the units equipped with firearms-not 
only socially but also in a military sense. Hence. almost all 
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the pure Mamluk units were concentrated against the 
Ottomans.l90 Their acquaintance with firearms was practically 
nil. They were equipped solely with their traditional and 
obsolete weapons of which they apparently had a thorough 
mastery as a result of the training received under al-Ghawn's 
scheme for the revival of the furuslya. 

Second. the war against the Portuguese. being mainly a 
naval war. was entirely alien to the Mamluk and little to his 
taste. The navy and everything connected with it was 
despised by the land-minded Mamluk horseman.191 Through­
out their history the Mamluks fought very few naval battles. 
and only where unavoidable did they transport soldiers to 
the battlefield by sea. 

Such was the case in the attacks which they launched 
against Cyprus and Rhodes.192 But there was a fundamental 
difference between these two attacks and the war against 
the Portuguese. for an expedition against the Mediterranean 
islands involved a comparatively short sea voyage. the main 
battles being fought on land. while a war in the Red Sea 
and the Indian Ocean involved immense distances being 
covered on board ship. and it was impossible to predict whether 
the main battles would be fought on land or at sea. Besides. 
it was all but impossible to find in the small number of ships 
the Mamluks could afford to build sufficient room for a large 
number of horses and their fodder. while sending Mamluks 
to battle without their horses was out of the question. Nor 
were garrison duties in the Red Sea ports a task congenial 
to the Mamluks. Outside the capital garrison duties were 
disliked everywhere in Egypt. and the Red Sea region ranked 
among the worst stations. Even inferior units tried to evade 
being sent there and it was even more so in the case of the 
Mamluks. Usually. if Mamluks were dispatched to the Red 
Sea. they were drawn from the more underprivileged among 
them. 193 

Such were the two main reasons for so sharp a difference 
in the composition and equipment of the units fighting the 
Portuguese on the one hand and the Ottomans on the other. 
This does not mean that if the Mamluks had been allowed 
to concentrate all the firearms at their disposal against the 
Ottomans they could have influenced the course of events to 
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any considerable extent; but the fact that they were forced 
to divert the bulk of their units equipped with firearms 
against the Portuguese accentuated the already enormous 
discrepancy between the Mamluk and the Ottoman armies. 

The fate of a(-(abaqa al-khiimisa is a striking example of 
the extent to which the Portuguese front absorbed the 
available firearms potential. It seems that the bulk of that 
regiment was sent against the Portuguese together with 
al-Ghawn's big expedition. for after its embarkation its name 
does not recur even once. neither in connection with the 
decisive battles of Dabiq and Raydaruya nor on any other 
occasion. Only in Sha'ban. 923/August-September. lS17-i.e. 
some eight months after the Ottoman conquest of Egypt­
when Salman. the commander of al-Ghawn's naval 
expedition. returned to Cairo. the source records that he and 
l;Iusayn. the governor of Jidda. together with the army of 
a(-(abaqa al-khlimisa. conquered many towns and 
accumulated vast booty.l94 The fact that only a(-(abaqa 
al-khiimisa was singled out for mention among the various 
contingents making up the big expedition points to the 
prominent part it played and which far exceeded its numerical 
strength (less than one-tenth of the whole expedition). 
Whether or not part of it returned to Egypt with Salman is 
an open question. 

In conclusion it should be noted that the Mamluk's refusal 
to become himself an arquebusier foredoomed al-Ghawrrs 
attempts for yet another reason. The creation of a really 
strong unit of non-Mamluk arquebusiers could have had 
only one result: the destruction of the Mamluk army and 
the annihilation of Mamlukdom ; for such a unit would have 
been incomparably stronger than the whole Mamluk army 
with its horses. bows. swords. and lances. Sooner or later the 
unit would inevitably have turned its superior weapons 
against its masters and creators. Hence the existence of a body 
of arquebusiers of considerable size outside Mamluk military 
society was out of the question. 

It should be emphasised. however. that even if social 
antagonism to the employment of firearms had been greatly 
mitigated by some miracle under al-Ghawn. the chances of 
that Sultan against the Ottomans could not have been very 
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bright. First, because the time at his disposal was too short, 
and second. because there were other factors besides the 
Mamluks' antagonism to firearms which restricted their 
employment in the Mamluk kingdom. (See p. 97f.). 

TUMANBAY'S DESPERATE EFFORT 

As already stated. Tiimanbliy. owing to the extremely 
short time at his disposal. had largely to rely on siege-guns 
in the Battle of Raydliniya-guns cast during the reign of the 
Sultans preceding him; and as a result the Mamluks prepared 
for a long drawn-out battle at the approaches of Cairo-almost 
a siege-rather than a decisive battle of short duration. Yet 
Tiimlinbliy's reign of a few months is worthy of special note 
in this context. for his approach to firearms was essentially 
different from that of his predecessors. 

Tiimlinbliy had been the Mamluk and freedman of 
Sultan an-Nli~ir MUQammad AbU as-Sa'lidlit19S (901/1495-
904/1498). the ill-fated boy king. whose preoccupation with 
firearms was a main cause of his premature death. Whether 
or not Tiimlinbliy was influenced by his master we have no 
means of knowing for sure. though it is very probable that 
he was. In any case. he had two great advantages over him : 
first, by his time the superiority of firearms had been 
demonstrated by the Ottomans in the most forcible manner. 
and Mamluk rule was in mortal danger; second. Tiimlinbliy 
was a great personality. Thus he had a free hand in his 
attempt to save the kingdom. and he received every encour­
agement in his projects relating to firearms. He fully deserves 
the praise of Ibn Iylis who remarked on one occasion that 
" this Sultan showed a firm resolution in the making of those 
firearms wagons (see below) and the casting of cannon and 
the manufacture of hand-gun. He collected innumerable 
arquebusiers. his energy was ardent and his intention good" 
(wa-kana hiidhii as-sultan lahu 'azrn shadid fi 'amal 
hiidhihi al-'ajalat wa-sabk hiidhihi al-makiiIJil wa-'amal 
al-bunduq ar-rlLf~ wa-jama'a min ar-rumiit rna la yulJ~a 
wa-kiinat lahu himma 'iiliya wa-maq~iduhu jamil).l96 On 
another occasion the same historian says that had Sultan 
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al-Ghawn been alive, he would not have accomplished even 
a fraction of Sultan Tumanbay's deeds (wa-Iaw kana 
as-sultan al-Ghawrl lJ,ayyan ma kana yathUr bi-ba't/. ma 
thara bihi as-sultan Tumanbay).197 These two passages 
furnish unequivocal proof of the fact that Tumanbay's 
accession to the throne marked a new phase in the history 
of the weapon: and a systematic examination of the source­
material fully confirms this conclusion. 

The zeal and energy with which Tumanbay handled 
firearms is evident almost on every page of Ibn Iyas's 
chronicle where firearms occupy by far the most prominent 
place during his short reign. The custom established by his 
master, Sultan Mul;!.ammad Abu as-Sa'adat, but never 
adopted by al-Ghawn, of marching with arquebusiers in 
front of him through the Cairo streets, was renewed by 
Tumanbay. A most illuminating example of his attitude 
towards firearms is the fact that he started regular parades of 
this kind immediately after his appointment as Sultan 
al-Ghawn's deputy (na'ib al-ghayba) in Egypt. This was 
before the Battle of Marj Dabiq and before the furuslya was 
crushed by firearms.198 From then onwards he would march 
with his army and black arquebusiers every Monday and 
Thursday (wa-quddamahu su'at wa-'abld naftlya yarmuna 
bin-naft min al-makalJ,il.)199 These parades of the sultan who 
"was beloved of his subjects" (mulJ,abbab lir-ra'lya)2oo were 
received by the population with great enthusiasm, and his 
prestige was very much enhanced: fa-tarujju lahu al-Qahira 
kulla ma shaqqa minha'11l1 ; tarujju lahu al-Qahira wa-tartafi'u 
lahu al-~at bid-du'a' min an-n'iis ... wa-qad 'a~uma 
amruhu jiddan.202 The enthusiasm reached its peak when 
Tumanbay marched through the streets of Cairo the various 
firearms he had prepared for the impending Battle of 
Raydaniya. The streets were crowded, and voices were raised 
to wish the army victory over the perfidious Ottoman Sultan; 
the people wept on beholding guns and ox-wagons bearing 
light guns, testimonies of the ardent energy the Sultan 
displayed in whatever he did (wa-irtafa'at al-~w'iit bin-n~r 
'ala Ibn 'Uthman al-hagM wa-tabakat an-n'iis lamma 'iiyanu 
tilka al-'ajalat wal-makalJ,il wal-himma al-'aliya allatl min 
as-sultan lima ~ana'ahu).'11l3 This is a very different reaction 
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indeed from that with which an-Na~ir Mul;lammad's experi­
ment had been received only some two decades earlier.204 

Perhaps the most important contribution made by 
Tiimanbay was his adoption of carts drawn by oxen to carry 
both arquebusiers and light artillery. These wagons are 
nowhere referred to before his time, neither in connection 
with artillery nor in connection with the arquebus. These 
wooden vehicles~alled in Arabic 'ajaliit or 'ajaliit min 
khashab205-were most probably introduced as a direct 
result of the fighting with the Ottomans who employed them 
on a large scale.206 Even the word 'araba, designating the 
same cart, appeared together with the Ottoman occupation 
('ajala tusammii 'inda al-'Uthmiinlya 'araba).207 

When Tiimanbay dispatched to Raydiiniya the firearms 
he had prepared, the parade included a hundred carts, each 
drawn by a pair of oxen, and carrying one copper 
muklJula apiece.20s Behind these carts went two hundred 
camels loaded with gunpowder, lead, iron, etc. Before the 
carts marched about two hundred Turkoman and Maghribi 
arquebusiers and a group of 'abld naftlya.209 There is no 
doubt that the adoption of the firearms cart constituted a 
decisive step towards the employment of the cannon and the 
arquebus in the open field.210 On one occasion Tiimiinbay 
employed camels carrying light guns or arquebuses which 
were fired from above their humps (riiiil yarmuna bil-bunduq 
ar-r~ii:i min al-makiilJil fawqa ?,uhur al-jimiil).2l1 Such a 
practice had never been mentioned before in the Mamluk 
kingdom, and it also indicates an intention to introduce the 
weapon into field-battles. However, all these experiments 
were in an embryonic stage; Tiimiinbiiy was not given 
sufficient time to develop new methods and better types of 
firearms. He had to fight largely with artillery wholly unsuited 
to the conditions of warfare imposed on the Mamluks by the 
Ottomans.212 

In concluding it should be emphasised that even 
Tiimiinbiiy did not dare to break the main barrier in the way 
of the effective use of firearms; for he did not recruit 
Mamluks to his artillery or arquebus units. As far as we can 
see from the single chronicle available to us, these units were 
composed of black slaves, Turkomans and Maghribis213-
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i.e. socially inferior elements, more inferior even than those 
of the a{-{abaqa al-khlimisa-for Tumanbay brought back the 
black slaves who had been employed by Sultan an-Na~ir 
Abu as-Sa'adat Mu1;tammad but discarded by Qan~iih 
al-Ghawri. 

Further evidence for the absence of Mamluks from firearms 
units and for their almost total isolation from these weapons 
throughout the history of the kingdom is furnished by the fact 
that neither in Mamluk biographies and obituaries, nor in any 
other kind of Mamluk source, has the present writer been able 
to find one single specific instance of a Mamluk employing 
firearms, showing interest in them, or advocating their use.214 

This is in glaring contrast to the ample information furnished 
by the selfsame sources about many scores of individual 
Mamluks showing great enthusiasm for and excelling in the 
practice of the various branches of furilsiya. It should be noted 
that the Mamluks were not as hostile to the use of naphtha: 
in the battle against Ghazan there were five hundred Mamluk 
naphtha-throwers; in addition, a number of individual 
Mamluk amirs were called az-Zarriiq.21S 

IBN ZUNBUL ON THE MAMLUK ATTITUDE TOWARDS FIREARMS 

In the preceding pages we have tried to explain the reasons 
and factors preventing Mamluk military society from adopting 
firearms in general and the hand-gun in particular. This 
explanation, however, would be very incomplete without a 
study of the invaluable information furnished by the contem­
porary historian Ibn Zunbul. 

In his book on the occupation of Egypt by the Ottomans 
(Fall} Mi~r), Ibn Zunbul opens the first page with a submissive 
eulogy to Sultan Selim I, the conqueror of the Mamluk 
kingdom. However, this is only to camouflage his real 
attitude. In reality the book reflects the agonised protest 
against a hated and despised conqueror of a humiliated 
military caste, which for generations has been used to rule 
and to dominate others. One of the main themes is the rOle 
of firearms in enabling the Ottomans to achieve their 
spectacular victories. 

In his attempt to explain the defeat of the Mamluks we 
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encounter two conflicting tendencies. First, there is a 
tendency to minimise the importance of firearms and to point 
to other causes which weakened the Mamluks and 
facilitated the Ottoman victory. Second, there is a tendency, 
far stronger, to admit without reservation the decisive part 
played by firearms and to stress the fact that it was firearms 
and not the prowess of the Ottomans which determined the 
outcome of the struggle. 

Within the scope of this study we are naturally more 
concerned with the second tendency; hence we shall deal with 
the first as briefly as possible. 

The principal reasons for the Mamluk defeat, argues 
Ibn Zunbul, were as follows. First. there was disunity in the 
ranks of the Mamluk army, in part due to the favouritism 
which the reigning Sultan showed to his own Mamluks 
(julbiin) at the expense of those of the preceding Sultans 
(qariin'i.r). This favouritism was so pronounced that the brunt 
of the fighting fell on the shoulders of the qariin'i.r whose 
numbers the Sultan was intent on reducing while the julbiin 
saw hardly any action and thus suffered few casualties.216 
The same accusation had already been voiced by Ibn 
Iyas,217 but Ibn Zunbul attributes much greater significance 
to it. The second reason was the overwhelming numerical 
superiority which the Ottomans enjoyed over the MamIuks.218 
Third, the treasonable behaviour of some of the greatest 
amirs, especially Khayrbak and Janbirdi al-Ghaziili, who 
went over to the enemy along with their armies,219 contributed 
to the demoralisation of the Mamluks. 

These factors are well known and their contribution to 
Mamluk defeat was by no means a negligible one. It is, 
however, noticeable how, whenever Ibn Zunbul discusses 
them, he plays down the role of the main factor, firearms, 
responsible for the disaster; and this is so, in spite of the 
fact that the dominant tendency in Ibn Zunbul's work is to 
admit the overwhelming superiority of Ottoman firearms and 
to seize on this superiority, both to defend the honour and 
reputation of the Mamluk army and to belittle the victory 
gained by the Ottomans. 

Ibn ZunbuI's main line of argument may be summed up 
as follows: to win a battle by means of so deadly a weapon 
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is no proof of the efficiency of the army which uses it. On the 
contrary. such an army tends to degenerate and to lose those 
warlike qualities which emanate exclusively from proficiency 
in horsemanship. Only a war fought with traditional 
weapons and by traditional methods would have proved 
which of the two armies was superior. Ibn Zunbul. for his 
part. has not the slightest doubt as to the superiority of the 
Mamluks. both as individual soldiers and as an army. 
Throughout his narrative the skill at furusiya and the bravery 
(shaja'a) of the Mamluks is contrasted with the poor horse­
manship and the lack of daring displayed by the Ottomans. 

Firearms. according to Ibn Zunbul. are the cause not 
only of the degeneration of the warlike qualities of an army. 
but also of a debasement of its moral standard: such an 
army tends to become cowardly and treacherous. its 
treachery and lack of moral scruple being especially 
demonstrated by the fact that it sares direct this weapon 
against its Muslim brethren. Nor is this all: the employment 
of firearms is contrary to Muslim traditions in general, and to 
the time-honoured usages of the great fighters of early Islam 
in particular. Had the Mamluks wanted to adopt firearms. 
they might have done so with perfect ease; but they 
abstained from such a course because of the unchivalrous 
and immoral character of the weapon. 

Before quoting Ibn Zunbul's passages containing the 
above arguments. we propose to cite some of his testimonies 
regarding the overwhelming power and deadly effect of 
Ottoman firearms. As a matter of fact. the decisive role played 
by Ottoman firearms in crushing the Mamluk military 
machine is nowhere so clearly demonstrated as in Ibn 
Zunbul's work.220 

In those engagements where the Ottomans defeated their 
adversaries with little effort. expressions like the following are 
common: "Nobody can stand up to firearms" (inna an-nara 
la yu(iquha alJ,adf21 ; " nobody can stand up to it" (wa-Iam 
yasta!i' alJad an yaqif amiima dhiilika)222; "who can face 
these devastating firearms?" (man yuqabil hiidhihi an-nar 
al-muhlika)223 ; "we cannot resist the Ottoman army and its 
great numbers and its firearms" (la qudrata lana 'ala 'askar 
ar-Rum wa-kathratihim wa-niranihim)2"'; nothing has been 
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able to disperse them [i.e. the Mamluks] but these firearms 
they [i.e. the Ottomans] shoot with. A man does not notice 
anything until he is suddenly hit by it. without knowing from 
what direction it has come upon him" (wa-lakin rna 
shattatahum ilia hadhihi an-nar allati yarmuna bihii fa-rna 
yash'ur al-insan ilia wa-huwa mat/rub bihii wa-ma ya'rif min 
ayyi janib jaathu).225 

As for the casualties inflicted on the Mamluks by 
Ottoman firearms. the following instances are instructive. 
In Marj Dabiq " every cannon killed some fifty or sixty or a 
hundred people until that steppe resembled a slaughter-house 
from the blood" (wa-kana yaji'u kullu midfa' 'ala nalJ.wi 
khamsin ow sittin ow mi' at na/s fa-~arat tilka a~-~alJ.ra 
kal-majzara min ad-dirna')2u ; "they found that the number 
of dead Circassians was a thousand. and most of them were 
killed by cannon and arquebus" (fa-wajadu alladhi qutila 
min al-jarakisa alf nafs wa-aktharuhum min al-madafi' 
wal-bunduqiyat).227 Near Khan Yiinus the Janissaries met 
the Mamluks with a .. shower of bullets which left more men 
prostrate on the ground than standing" (fa-laqathum 
al-inkishiiriya bi-rashsh bunduq khallat ar-raqid akthar min 
al-waqif).228 As to the Battle of Raydaniya. it is repeatedly 
stressed that most of the Mamluk killed were struck down by 
firearms and not by traditional weapons: "None of the 
Circassians was killed by sword and lance.229 They were killed 
by bullets only. . . . Most of the killing was by means of 
hand-guns. t/arbziiniit, and other kinds of firearms" (wa-rna 
qutila min al-jarkas alJ.ad bis-sayf wal-'ud wa-innamii kana 
al-qatl fihim bil-bunduq . . . wa-ghiilib al-qatl rna kana 
ilia bil-bunduq watJ-t/arbzaniit wa-alat an-niran 'ala sa';r 
~_~unuj)230 ; .. most of our army was not killed by the sword. 
only a very few were" (ja-inna ghiilib 'askarinii lam yuqtal 
minhum alJ.ad bis-sayf ilia al-qalil)231 ; "only a very few were 
killed by the sword; they were killed by bullets and firearms 
only" (lam yuqtal minhum alJ.ad bis-sayf ilia al-qalil jiddan 
wa-innamii qutilu bil-bunduq wan-nar).232 

Let us now quote some passages from Ibn Zunbul 
illustrating his hostile attitude towards firearms and his 
various arguments against its use. The fundamental 
antagonism between furusiya and firearms is displayed on 
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almost every page of that author's chronicle. One of the 
principal subjects of the present study being the exploration 
of this antagonism, we propose to select a wider range of 
examples, each offering its particular contribution to the 
clarification of our problem. 

"They [i.e. the Mamluks] were left a much diminished 
group, but each of them was a match for thousands,233 and 
but for the firearms which the Ottomans possess, they would 
have annihilated them to the last man" (wa-qad baqaw (i'a 
qalila wa-liikinna kulla wiiJ:zidin minhum muqawwam bi-ulUf 
wa-lawlii an-niir allan ma'a ar-Rum la-kiinu afnawhum 'an 
iikhirihim).234 

" Amir Sharik and the rest of the amirs and their camp­
followers rode and launched against their enemies a violent 
charge with hearts like iron; but the enemy was numerous 
while they were few. However. they were horsemen who 
knew the art of riding horses while those [i.e. the Ottomans] 
were numerous and did not know this art and relied mainly 
on firing with arquebus and tjarbziiniit" (wa-rakiba al-amir 
Sharik wa-baqiyat al-umarii' wa-atbii'ihim wa-J:zaUamu 'alii 
'aduwihim bi-qulUb kal-J:zadid liikinna al-'aduw kathir 
wa-hum (ii'ifa qalila liikinnahum fursiin 'iirifun bi-rukub 
al-khayl wa-Ulii'ika kathir ghayr 'iirifun [sic!] bi-dhiilika 
liikinna i'timiidahum al-aqwii 'alii ar-rimiiya bil-bunduq 
watf,-tjarbziiniit).235 

One of the amirs said: "By Allah! If he [i.e. 
TUmanbay] had come to us during the fight and had helped 
us in lance-piercing and sword-beating we should have taken 
(finished?) them to the last man, for the Ottomans have no 
determination and no power except that of being able to shoot 
with firearms, and when the shooting stops and nothing is 
left but sword and lance they are incapable of doing 
anything" (wal-liihi law jii'anii waqt al-J:zarb wa-as'afanii 
bi{-{a'n watj-tjarb la-akhadhniihum 'an iikhirihim fa-inna 
ar-Rum laysa lahum 'azm wa-lii quwa illii ramy an-niir 
wa-lammii ba{ala ramy an-niir wa-lam yabqa illii as-sayf 
wal-'ud rna 'iida lahum qudra 'alii dhiilika).236 

When Selim I met the captive Sultan TUmanbay, the 
ex-Mamluk ruler said to him: "You are not better horsemen 
than we are, and you are not braver than we are; and there 
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is none in your army who can vie with me in the field of 
battle. We are the people who were singled out by God in 
this [i.e. in horsemanship and bravery]" (lii antum a/ras 
minnii wa-lii ashja' minnii wa-laysa fi 'askarika man 
yuqiiyisuni fi lJawmat al-maydiin wa-nalJnu qawm qad 
kha:j~anii Alliih sublJiinahu wa-ta'iilii bi-dhiilika).237 

A Mamluk Amir is recorded as having said: .. Sultan 
Selim had with him 10,000 soldiers who formed the best part 
of his army, and they had about 20,000 camp-followers, but 
on the battle-field I saw them behave just like animals. None 
of them knows how to manage his horse in the field, and when 
there is such a one, it is always one of us Circassians who 
betrayed the people of his own race and went over to Selim " 
(ja-inna as-sultiin Saliman kiina ma'ahu nalJwa 'asharat 
iilii/ wa-kiinu naqiiwat 'askarihi wa-atbii'uhum nalJwa 
al-'ishrina ai/an wa-liikin mii kuntu arL+uruhum fi al-maydiin 
ilIii kal-bahii'im laysa fihim man yasuq lJisiinahu fi lJawmat 
al-maydiin ilIii an yakun Jarkasiyan minnii min alladhina 
khiinu abnii' a jinsz'him wa-dhahabu ilayhi}.238 

While the fighting was in progress a description is given 
of how a Mamluk Amir urged his fellow Amirs not to give 
way to the Ottomans. Their reply, records Ibn Zunbul, was: 
.. By Allah, oh Amir! None of us would have run away from 
attacks with the lance or from sword blows, for we know these 
people [= the Ottomans]. They are not better horsemen than 
we are, and they are not braver than we are, that we should 
fear them. The only thing which does harm to us is these 
firearms and these bullets and these cannon which, if you 
fired at mountains with them, would wipe out the 
mountains" (walliihi yii amir laysa minnii alJad yahrub Iii 
min (a'n wa-lii min 4arb /a-inna hii'Ulii' al-qawm qad 
'arafniihum laysu bi-a/ras minnii wa-lii ashja' minnii lJattii 
nahiibahum wa-innamii 4aruratunii min hiidhihi an-niir 
wa-hiidhii al-bunduq war-ra~i4 wa-min hiidhihi a4-
darbziiniit allati law ramawhii 'alii al-jibiil la-aziiluha).239 
. The claim that the Mamluks did not run away from and 
were not defeated by Ottoman swords, lances and other 
similar" legal" and time-honoured weapons is also voiced on 
other occasions.240 The Mamluks perceived time and again 
that they were far superior in the traditional art of war,241 and 
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this made their defeat by such an "inferior" enemy all the 
more puzzling for them. 

The Mamluks did indeed admit that they were powerless 
against firearms. but it would appear that some of their 
die-hards were blinded by prejudice to such an extent that 
they believed that with good fortune it would be possible to 
defeat the Ottomans ill one successful massed cavalry charge. 
Amir 'Allan. the right-hand man of Sultan Tiimanbay. who 
was one of the chief advocates of resistance to the last. is 
recorded as having said: "This [i.e. fighting the Ottomans] 
is the easiest of things. I have fought them at Marj Dabiq 
and I have learnt their conditions. They have no knowledge 
of furilsiya and of horsemanship. All they have is arque­
busiors and infantrymen. So when we clash with them. we 
shall give them one push and put them under the hoofs of 
our horses. and it may well be that God will give us victory 
over them and their sultan. We shall take him prisoner and 
make an example of him to the Day of Resurrection." 

Hiidha ashal rna yakun fa-inni qataltuhum fi Marj Dabiq 
wa-'araftu IJiilahum fa-innahu laysa 'indahum rna'rifa 
bil-furusiya wa-Ia bi-rukub al-khayl wa-innama ghayat 
ma 'indahum ar-rurnat bil-bunduq wal-mushat fa-naIJnu 
idha ~adamnahum nadkus 'alayhim daksa waIJida natJa'uhum 
taIJta arjul al-khayl wa-Ia'alla Allah yurnakkinuna minhum 
wa-min sultanihim no' khudhuhu asiran wa-naj'aluhu 
mathalan ila yawm al-qiyarna.242 

The following legendary. but instructive episode is 
recounted by Ibn Zunbul in connection with the Battle of 
Chaldiran between the Ottomans and the ~afawis 
(August. 1514): ., Then Sultan Selim went to meet Shah 
Isma'il on the field of battle. They agreed to stop fighting 
with firearms and to fight with sword and lance only. Sultan 
Selim could stand his ground but for a short time. and then 
his army was defeated and started fleeing because Ottomans 
are unable to meet the Persians without firearms. Then the 
Agha of the Janissaries gave an order to employ firearms. 
Only a short time passed and Shah Isma'il was defeated. 
because none can resist firearms." 

Thumma safara as-sultan Salim ila mulaqiit Shah 
lsrna';[ wa-waqa'a al-ittifaq baynahurna bi-an yubtal 
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an-nar wa-yuqatal bis-sayf wal-'ud fa-lam yathbut as-sultan 
Salim ghayra sa'a wa-walla 'askaruhu munhaziman Ii-anna 
ar-Rum Ia qudrata lahum 'ala mulilqilt aI-Furs min ghayri 
nlir fa-'inda dhalika amara Aghat al-Inkisharlya an yarmu 
bin-nar fa-rna kana illa sa'a wa-inhazama Shah Isma'it 
fa-inna an-nilr Ia yutlquha al;ad.243 

The great blame attaching to people employing firearms 
against Muslims, the unlawful character of such weapons 
and other aspects are illustrated in the following passages. 

"Nothing but firearms caused harm to the Circassians . 
. . . God curse the man who invented them, and God curse the 
man who fires on Muslims with them" (al-Jarakisa ... wa-Ia 
fjarrahum illa al-bunduq . . . fa-qiltala Allah man 
i~tana'aha wa-qatala man yarmi biha man yashhad 
Zillah bil-wal;danlya wa-li-rasulihi ~alla Allah 'alayhi 
wa-sallama bir-risilla).244 

At a meeting between Sultan Selim and Sultan 
Tumanbay (who was his captive), the latter is recorded as 
having said: "We are Muslims and how is it that you allow 
(literally: consider lawful) the killing of Muslims, and how 
can you fire on them with these cannon and firearms? What 
would you do if you stood in the presence of God and what 
would be your answer? Every king, however great, is but a 
humble slave of God. You and I are no more than slaves." 

W a-nal;nu Muslimun wa-kayfa tastal;ill qatl al-Muslimln 
wa-tarmi 'alayhim bi-hadhihi al-madafi' wan-nlran kayfa 
bika idha waqafta bayna yadayy Rabb al-'Alamln fa-ma 
jawabuka wa-kullu malik wa-in ta'a~ama mulkuhu fa-huwa 
li-llah 'abd a.yghar fa-ma anta wa-ana ilIa bi-jumlat al-'abld.245 

The strongest protest against the employment of firearms 
by the Ottomans is contained in the following passage from 
Ibn Zunbul which not only touches on most of the preceding 
points but adds new ones. When Amir Kurtbay was captured 
by the Ottomans, he was brought before Selim. "Selim asked 
him: 'Are you Kurtbay?' He answered: 'I am.' The Sultan 
said: 'Where is your furuslya and where is your bravery? 
(shaja'a).' He answered: 'They are the same as before' 
(baqiya 'ala I;aliha). The Sultan asked: 'Do you remember 
what you have done to my army?' He answered: 'I know 
and I have not forgotten anything of it.' The Sultan asked: 
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'What have you done to 'Ali. the son of Shahsiwiir?' He 
answered: 'I killed him along with the others of your army 
whom I killed.' Then. when Kurtbiiy saw treachery in the eyes 
of Sultan Selim and realised that the latter would kill him 
anyway. he threw politeness and good manners to the wind 
and spoke the words of a man who despaired of life. He 
fixed his eyes on the Sultan's eye and raised his right hand 
in the Sultan's face and said to him: 'Hear my words and 
listen to them. so that you and others will know that 
amongst us are the horsemen of destiny and red death (jurslin 
al-manliyli wal-mawt al-alJmar). A single one of us can defeat 
your whole army. If you do not believe it. you may try. only 
please order your army to stop shooting with firearms (ja'mur 
'askaraka an yatruku rJ,arb al-bunduq faqa{). You have here 
with you two hundred thousand soldiers of all races. Remain 
in your place and array your army in battle-order. Only three 
of us will come out against you: I. the servant of God; the 
charging horseman (al-fliris al-karrlir). Sultan Tiimiinbiiy 
and Amir 'Alliin. and you will see with your own eyes the 
feats performed by these three. Moreover. you will then know 
your own self and you will learn whether you are a king or 
deserve to be a king because kingship befits only him who 
is an experienced. gallant man (min al-abtiil al-makhbUra), for 
such were our upright predecessors (as-salaf a.NlililJ). Study 
the books of history. and there you will learn of the bravery 
(shajli'a) of Caliphs 'Umar b. al-Kha!tiib and 'Ali b. Abi Tiilib. 
As for you [you are totally different from them] ; you have 
patched up an army (lafJaqta laka 'aslikir) from all parts of 
the world: Christians. Greeks and others. and you have 
brought with you this contrivance artfully devised by the 
Christians of Europe when they were incapable of meeting 
the Muslim armies on the battle-field. The contrivance is that 
bunduq which. even if a woman were to fire it. would hold 
up such and such a number of men (wa-ji'ta bi-hlidhihi al-lJila 
aUati talJayyalat hihli al-Ifranj lammli an 'ajizu 'an mulliqlit 
al-'aslikir al-Isllimiya wa-hiya hlidhihi al-bunduq allati law 
ramat bihli imra' atun la-mana' at bihli kadhli wa-kadhli 
inslinan). Had we chosen to employ this weapon. you would 
not have preceded us in its use. But we are the people who 
do not discard the sunna of our prophet Mu1;lammad which is 

94 



THE ATTITUDE OF MAMLUK MILITARY SOCIETY 

the jlhiid for the sake of Allah, with sword and lance. And 
woe to thee! how darest thou shoot with firearms at 
Muslims! (wa-nalJnu law ikhtarna ar-ramya biha ma 
sabaqtanii ilayhi wa-Iakin naJ}nu qawm la natruk sunnat 
nablyinii MulJammad ~alla Allah 'alayhi wa-sallama 
wa-hiya ai-jihad fi sabll Allah bis-sayf wal-'ud wallahu 
yu' ayyid bi-~rihi man yashii' wa-ya waylaka kayfa tarmi 
bin-nar 'ala man yashhad Zillah bil-walJdaniya wa-li­
MulJammad ~alla Allah 'alayhi wa-sallama bir-risiila). A 
Maghribi brought this arquebus (bunduqlya) to Sultan 
aI-Malik aI-Ashraf Qan~iih al-Ghawri and informed him that 
this arquebus had emanated from Venice (BUiid al-Bunduq) 
and that all the armies of the Ottomans (Rum) and the West 
('Arab = Gharb ?) have already made use of it. The Mamluk 
Sultan ordered the Maghribi to train some of his Mamluks in 
the use of the arquebus, and that is what he did. Then these 
Mamluks were brought before the Sultan, and they fired their 
arquebuses in his presence. The Sultan was displeased with 
their firing and said to the Maghribi: 'We shall not abandon 
the sunna of our Prophet and follow the sunna of the 
Christians, for Allah has already said that if Allah helps you 
nobody will defeat you.' So the Maghribi went back to his 
country saying, ' Those now living will live to see the conquest 
of this kingdom by this arquebus' (man 'asha yan?ur hadha 
al-mulk kayfa yu' khadh bi-hiidhihi al-bunduqlya), and that 
is what really happened (wa-qad kana ka-dhiiZika). Then 
Sultan Selim asked Kurtbay: 'If bravery and brave men 
and horsemen had been amongst you and you had followed 
the Koran and the sunna then why have we defeated you 
and expelled you from your country and enslaved your 
children and annihilated most of you, and why are you 
yourself my prisoner?' Kurtbay answered: 'By Allah, you 
have not conquered my country by your power and by your 
furusiya. This was ordained and predestined by Allah from 
eternity, for God has made a beginning and an end to 
everything, and he has allotted a fixed period of existence 
to every kingdom. . . . You yourself will die, and your 
kingdom will come to an end.' "246 

Any appraisal of the historical value of the above 
passages should take due account of the fact that Ibn 
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Zunbul's work was compiled under the shadow of Mamluk 
defeat. and that its main purpose was to explain away the 
defeat. Hence its attitude towards firearms was bound to have 
been extremely hostile.247 Moreover, many of the episodes 
and incidents recorded by Ibn Zunbul are legendary, or at 
least much exaggerated and tendentious. But despite all these 
grave shortcomings, there is no doubt that the spirit under­
lying these episodes cannot lightly be dismissed, for the 
Mamluks' feeling of hatred and contempt for firearms and 
those who used them, which is evident on every page of Ibn 
Zunbul's work, is by no means a product of Mamluk defeat 
by Ottoman firearms. It has already been amply demonstrated 
in the present work that this feeling was already very strong 
before the Ottoman attack and that it had been one of the 
main obstacles to the adoption of the new weapon by the pure 
Mamluk units. 

The latter thus avoided firearms throughout Mamluk 
independent rule. Under the Ottomans, however, they did 
adopt them. Owing to the paucity of contemporary sources 
dealing with Egypt during the early Ottoman period, there is 
but little hope of our ever being able to trace in detail the 
process of the Mamluks' transformation from bowmen and 
lancers to soldiers equipped with firearms.247a 

The reasons for the change which took place under the 
Ottomans seem to be fairly obvious. Egypt had become a 
province of an empire where firearms were issued to the elite 
of the army. The central government at Istanbul might have 
brought pressure to bear on the Mamluks and forced them 
to adopt firearms. But in the writer's view this reason alone. 
however important. was not in itself sufficient to induce the 
Mamluks to discard their traditional weapons. There was 
another in the progress made in the technical development 
of the arquebus. 

During the early stages of its history the arquebus could 
be used from horseback only with extreme difficulty. Hence 
its use was confined mainly to infantrymen. Later. however, 
new types of weapon-the ancestors of the cavalry carbine 
and pistol of the future-were invented, firearms which horse­
men could handle without difficulty. This technical develop­
ment eliminated the main. though not the only. cause of the 
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Mamluks' antagonism to firearms. In the present state of our 
knowledge of Mamluk history under the Ottoma.ns. there is 
no evidence that the Mamluk was ever forced to dismount 
from his horse in order to employ firearms. To the best of the 
present writer's knowledge. the Mamluk remained a horseman 
from the creation of the Ba/J.riya regiment in the middle of the 
thirteenth century up to the extermination of the Mamluks by 
Mu1}.ammad 'Ali in the early part of the nineteenth century. 

As for Mamluk tactics. it would appear that these did not 
undergo any fundamental change as a result of the adoption 
of the new weapon. True. in comparison with losses in the 
past. the number of killed and wounded rose considerably. 
but the backbone of Mamluk tactics still remained the charge 
and rapid withdrawal (al-karr wal-farr). Both aI-Jabam and 
Volney furnish ample evidence of how little Mamluk 
psychology and Mamluk military tactics changed as a result 
of the employment of firearms-a matter which. however. 
calls for a separate study. 

It is worth noting that Beduin all over the Middle East 
were subjected to a similar process. The gun became their 
standard weapon only when it could be used from horseback 
or from a camel. As with the Mamluks. the employment of 
firearms did not bring about any fundamental change in 
Beduin methods of warfare. 

OTHER OBSTACLES TO THE ADoPTION OF FmEARMS 

It has been shown how the concepts of a ruling military 
caste firmly wedded to the idea that its superiority was 
derived from skill in horsemanship was a formidable barrier 
in the way of the adoption of firearms by the pure Mamluk 
units. There were. however. other weighty factors which 
tended to exercise an influence in the same direction. The 
examination of these causes will be facilitated by a comparison 
with the conditions prevailing in the Ottoman Empire. 

Up to the closing decades of the Mamluk kingdom, it was 
never threatened by an enemy using firearms on a large 
scale. Moreover, during the period between TimurIane's 
invasion248 and the attacks made by the Portuguese and Otto­
mans-precisely the period in which the use of firearms took 
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root-there was indeed no serious external threat worth 
speaking of. Thus the adoption of the new weapon took place 
at a time when there was no opportunity of putting it to a 
large-scale test in battle. The Mamluks did. indeed. maintain 
a close and constant intercourse with Europe and it might be 
thought that they would bave thereby learnt of the latest 
developments in the field of firearms. What, however. they 
lacked was any incentive to do so. As for the growing 
menace to their shipping and seaports from European pirate 
vessels equipped with guns. it should be noted that attacks 
from this quarter on the coasts of Egypt and Syria assumed 
really dangerous proportions only in the closing years of 
Mamluk rule. when the threat from the Ottomans and the 
Portuguese was near. 

The Ottomans. on the other hand. had to fight incessantly 
on their main front in Europe against enemies who employed 
firearms with an ever-increasing intensity. Hence the 
Ottomans. whether they aimed at extending their dominions 
at the expense of the Dar al-lfarb. or in simple self-defence 
had no alternative but to employ firearms on the largest 
possible scale. 

Firearms were introduced into the Mamluk kingdom 
in the sixties of the fourteenth century. i.e., after the 
kingdom. though still very strong. had already passed the 
zenith of its power. Early experience with firearms. moreover. 
had been most disappointing. This means that by the time 
firearms had become really efficient. the kingdom was already 
far advanced on the path of decline. and the more the power 
of firearms increased, the more degenerate did the Mamluk 
kingdom become. Had firearms been introduced in the days 
of Baybars and Qalliiin when it was still full of vigour and 
destined to face grave danger from Crusaders and Mongols. 
the attitude of Mamluk military society might have been 
otherwise. 

In the Ottoman Empire the adoption of firearms took 
place under entirely different circumstances. To begin with. 
they were first used around the year 1425. i.e. about a 
century after their first appearance in Europe. By that time 
the new weapon had already passed its experimental stage. 
and its revolutionary character had become quite evident. 
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The introduction of firearms by the Ottomans at so late a 
date was by no means a disadvantage: less than thirty years 
later Ottoman artillery played a leading part in the capture 
of Constantinople. Second. firearms were adopted in the 
Ottoman Empire at a time when it was on the upgrade and 
in process of steady consolidation and expansion. A long 
series of brilliant victories were still to be fought by its 
troops. and it was not to reach the zenith of its power for 
many years to come. Such conditions were most favourable 
for the employment. on an ever-increasing scale. of a weapon. 
the crushing superiority of which had become more and 
more manifest. It was. therefore. natural that within a 
comparatively short time firearms became the main weapon 
of elite units. 

The very structure of the Mamluk military society (or 
slave family) was much less favourable to a revolutionary 
innovation than the structure of Ottoman military society. 
Although an exhausive comparison between the two 
structures would be beyond the scope of this book certain 
characteristics which have a bearing on the problem of 
firearms are worth examination. 

One of the fundamental differences between the Ottoman 
and Mamluk military societies was that the Ottoman Sultan 
was a free and hereditary ruler who stood above the slave 
family. no member of the slave family having the slightest 
chance of becoming a Sultan himself. In the Mamluk 
kingdom. on the other hand. the Sultan was himself a 
Mamluk (or the son or descendant of a Mamluk).249 Tech­
nically he was not different from any other Royal Mamluk. 
for every Royal Mamluk. on finishing his early training at his 
military school and becoming a fully trained soldier. legally 
had the same right to become Sultan as any other Royal 
Mamluk.250 

Another fundamental difference between the two military 
societies lay in the fact that while the Ottoman slave (kul, 
pI. kullar) was never manumitted until his very death. the 
Mamluk slave was always freed on completing his recruit 
training and on reaching maturity. (The Mamluk received his 
liberation certificate. 'itaqa, together with his horse and 
equipment. at the passing-out parade. kharj.)2S1 Thus there 
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existed in the Ottoman Empire a society of life-long slaves 
while in the Mamluk kingdom there was a society of freedmen 
who had all been liberated from slavery on the threshold of 
manhood. 

Because of these two fundamental differences, relation­
ships between the two Sultans and their respective military 
societies likewise differed widely. Among other things these 
relationships have a bearing on the different attitudes of the 
two kingdoms towards the use of firearms. 

The Ottoman slave family, composed as it was of life-long 
slaves, was a mere tool in the hands of a ruler who was its 
supreme and indisputable master. Moreover, his death or 
deposition would not substantially affect the relations 
between the slave family and the new Sultan. For this there 
were two reasons: first, the family would still as slaves be 
transferred to their new master; second, the new Sultan 
belonged to the same ruling house as his predecessor. Under 
such circumstances the Sultan could usually impose his will 
on the army. If he found, therefore. that the interests of the 
Empire required the discarding of the traditional weapons and 
the adoption of firearms. he had sufficient power to carry out 
such a transformation without fear of insubordination.251a 

The hold of the Mamluk Sultan on the Mamluk slave 
family. on the other hand. was considerably more precarious 
than that of the Ottoman ruler, and for obvious reasons. 
First of all. in a society composed, not of slaves. but of 
ex-slaves who had the same legal right to the Sultanate as 
himself. the Mamluk ruler's chances of imposing his will on 
the army were infinitely smaller. Second, while in the 
Ottoman Empire there was one single slave family owing 
allegiance to one single master and one single dynasty, 
Mamluk military society, in the absence of any hereditary 
principle,2S2 was split up into a series of slave families, each 
owing allegiance to a different master (ustadh). The freedmen 
of each Sultan were bound by ties of loyalty only to that 
particular ruler and to their comrades in servitude and 
liberation (khushdlishiya), while they owed no allegiance to 
any other Sultan, nor to his freedmen whom they considered 
.. foreigners" and "strangers" (ajiinib, ghurabli').253 

The division of the Royal Mamluks (mamiilik sul{iiniya). 
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who constituted the backbone of the military society. into 
different bodies was based solely on the principle of the 
allegiance of these bodies to different Sultans. The freedmen 
of each Sultan constituted a closed and exclusive group which 
could not be merged with any other group. Even after the 
death of its master each such group continued to live its own 
closed life. guarding its interests against the other groups. 
With the lapse of time the group would diminish in numbers. 
owing to the ageing and death of its members. It would. 
however. still continue to exist as a separate body until it 
came to a natural end with the death of its last member. 
The bitterest hostility naturally prevailed between the freed­
men of the ruling Sultan (mushtarawiit, ajliib, julbiin) and 
the freedmen of the immediately preceding Sultan who were 
supplanted by them. Each new Sultan. on his accession to 
the throne. inevitably had to break the power of the Mamluks 
of his immediate predecessor. especially in the Circassian 
period; simultaneously he had to increase the number and 
strengthen the power of his own Mamluks. Indeed. the 
struggle between these two groups was most severe in the 
early part of the Sultan's reign but it continued. though with 
less bitterness. to the very end of his rule. Each of the two 
competing groups would try to enlist allies from among the 
groups of the freedmen of earlier Sultans. the number of 
these groups sometimes exceeding five. Thus coalitions were 
formed or broken. with groups frequently changing sides 
according to their own interests. In the Circassian period the 
quarrels and clashes between the various groups of the 
Royal Mamluks are mentioned by contemporary sources on 
almost every page.254 

The existence of such kaleidoscopic relations between the 
various elite groups of Mamluk society compelled the Sultan 
to rule as best he could on shifting sands. The most he could 
hope for was to maintain as long as possible a precarious 
balance of power between all these conflicting elements. owing 
allegiance to different masters. most of them dead or deposed. 
In such circumstances the Sultan had but little energy left 
for such matters as army reform. and even less for the 
introduction of such revolutionary innovations as firearms 
which constituted the very negation of everything for which 
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the spirit of Mamlukdom stood. It is only against the back­
ground of such an inwardly torn military society. composed 
of antagonistic groups. that we can truly appreciate the 
immense. nay. insurmountable difficulties facing a Sultan 
intent on imposing the adoption of detested and degrading 
weapons like firearms. The internal dissensions of Mamluk 
society became more and more pronounced with the progres­
sive decay of the kingdom and with the absence of any great 
external danger. Thus, the more decisive the military value of 
firearms became, the dimmer grew the chances of their being 
adopted. 

The already extremely poor chances of the sultan imposing 
the use of firearms, and especially of the hand-gun. on the 
inwardly torn and intractable Mamluk ruling class had become 
even poorer by the fact that the Mamluks did not have, prior 
to the introduction of the new weapon. any important element 
of infantrymen either inside or outside that ruling class. In this 
respect the Ottomans had also been much luckier. for one 
of their most important corps. the Janissaries. had been mainly 
composed of infantry archers many generations before the 
introduction of the hand-gun. The problem facing the 
Ottomans had thus been very much simplified: with the 
advent of the hand-gun they did not have to create a unit of 
infantrymen for its employment. What they had to do was just 
to transform their J anissaries from infantry archers into 
infantry arquebusiers. This is not to say that that transforma­
tion had been accomplished overnight. The total replacement 
of the bow by the arquebus in the Janissary corps took indeed 
a very long time. Still, without the existence of such a corps 
of infantrymen the Ottomans' difficulties in introducing the 
hand-gun into the ranks of their army would have been 
much greater. The Mamluks, on the other hand. not having 
at their disposal a similar infantry unit, had been far more 
handicapped in their programme of employing the hand-gun. 

The Ottoman Empire had within its boundaries plentiful 
deposits of the ores (especially copper) for the metals from 
which cannon were cast. 255 The Mamluk kingdom. on the 
other hand. had to import at least the bulk of its metals 
from abroad. The only source of metals in the whole area of 
Egypt. Palestine. the Lebanon, and Syria. was an iron mine 
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near Beirut, the output of which was limited.2s6 The scarcity 
of metals had already been acute during the wars against the 
Crusaders2S7 and was rendered much more so by the 
appearance of firearms which consumed metals in quantities 
far greater than those required for the manufacture of earlier 
weapons.2S8 Firearms, therefore, greatly increased the already 
considerable dependence of the Mamluk kingdom on supplies 
of raw materials from outside sources. 

There is no doubt that the economic and financial situation 
of the Mamluk kingdom largely determined various aspects 
of the Mamluk military organisation and also affected the 
extent of the employment of firearms.2s9 Contemporary 
sources furnish rich and well-substantiated evidence of the 
fact that the Mamluk kingdom underwent a process of steady 
economic decline since the beginning of the fifteenth century 
(i.e. the beginning of the ninth century A.H.) and that this 
process had been greatly accelerated since the second half of 
the century. Thus the age of economic decline coincided with 
the major part of the period in which firearms were employed. 

Contemporary sources frequently refer to the great 
deterioration of the Mamluk armed forces as a result of the 
kingdom's economic decay.260 The chronic emptiness of the 
treasury, according to these historians, was one of the main 
causes which roused the Royal Mamluks against the form­
ation of the unit of arquebusiers (a(-(abaqa al-khiimisa) 
(See pp. 75-76). A far-reaching change such as the switch-over 
from traditional weapons to firearms is rendered much more 
difficult by economic difficulties. Some account of the king­
dom's economic situation during the period is therefore relevant. 

Below we shall submit a selection of testimonies by various 
Mamluk writers dealing with the economic decay of the 
kingdom. These writers offer several explanations for that 
phenomenon. Some of the explanations may be accepted 
without reservation; others are less convincing, but these 
writers' accounts of the terrible impoverishment of Egypt and 
Syria in the period under discussion are doubtless substantially 
correct, even if somewhat exaggerated. This is also borne out 
by the fact that no similar testimonies exist for the period 
preceding the early fifteenth century. 

According to al-Maqrizi the turning-point occurred 
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between the years 803/1400-1401 and 806/1403-1404.261 

True, heavy blows were inflicted on the country even prior to 
that date, the most important being the great plagues of 
749/1348 and 760/1359 and the great drought of 776/1375262; 
but the real decline. according to al-Maqrizi, began with the 
invasion of Syria by Timurlane in 803/1400 which left 
destruction and desolation in its trail,263 and with the 
accession of Sultan Faraj (801/1398-815/1412) which was 
followed by great convulsions and bloody battles between the 
Sultan and the Circassian Mamluks.264 To the disasters 
caused by man was added a calamity caused by nature: a 
low Nile over a prolonged period.26s 

Elsewhere-in a passage quoted by Ibn Taghnoirdi-the 
same author remarks that Sultan an-Na~ir Faraj was the most 
unfortunate among the rulers of Islam. By his mismanage­
ment he destroyed the whole of Egypt and Syria (al-Biliid 
ash-Shiimlya) from the source of the Nile to the bed of the 
Euphrates. In 803/1400 Timur attacked Syria and destroyed 
Aleppo, l;Iama. Ba'albak. and Damascus. Of these towns 
Damascus suffered the greatest damage. not a house being 
left intact. Syria's inhabitants were killed off in countless 
numbers. Since 806/1403-4. Egypt was afflicted by drought. 
followed by famine prices. The Mamluk amirs for their part 
did their level best to raise prices even more by hoarding grain 
and cereals. They also raised the land-taxes and despoiled 
the currency by substituting for the Muslim coins Frankish 
coins with images (daniinlr mushakhkh~a). They further 
raised the price of gold until the value of one dinar sprang 
up from 24 to 240 dirhams.266 They seized whatever they 
could lay hands on. On the other hand. they neglected the 
construction of dams267 and forced the public to cover with 
its own money the losses incurred by their absence. The 
wazlrs268 of Sultan an-Na~ir Faraj compelled the merchants 
and other people to buy goods from the state at grossly inflated 
prices. To keep their appointments they were driven to extort­
ing whatever they could from the people and bringing their 
spoils to the ruler. When a waZlr died and a new one took 
his place. Sultan Faraj would press the new official for money, 
and further extortions inevitably followed. Syria (al-Biliid 
ash-Shiimlya) was ruined because of this. In addition to these 
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extortions Egypt and Syria suffered heavily from political 
unrest and revolts were frequent, while the numerous cam­
paigns undertaken by an-Na~ir Faraj to al-Bilad ash-Shamiya 
made further inroads into the country's economic resources. 

The Sultan used to spend on each such campaign at least 
a million dinars; and the necessary funds were raised by 
means of the cruellest extortion. Then the Sultan would go 
to Syria, destroy its towns, squeeze the population dry, and 
return to Egypt. The only result of such deeds was to foment 
further revolts and insubordination. In this manner ruin came 
to Alexandria, to the provinces of al-Bul}.ayra and most of 
ash-Sharqiya, the main part of al-Gharbiya and the district of 
al-Fayyiim. Ruin engulfed all Upper Egypt and its people 
deserted it, more than forty khutbas being abolished. Aswan, 
which had been one of the greatest border towns of Islam, fell 
into ruin. More than half of Cairo and its suburbs suffered the 
same fate, and two-thirds of the population perished. In the 
course of Sultan Faraj's troubled reign, people died in Egypt 
in countless numbers. 

Fa-kharibat al-Iskandarjya wa-biliid al-BulJayra wa­
akthar ash-Sharqjya wa-mu'?,am al-Gharbjya wa-tadammarat 
bilad al-Fayyum wa-'amma al-kharab biliid as-~a'jd bi-lJaythu 
batala minhli ziyiidatan 'ala arba'jn khutba wa-dathara 
thaghr Uswlin [sic I] wa-klina min a'?,am thughUr al-muslimjn 
wa-khariba min al-Qahira wa-amlakihli wa-?,awahiriha 
ziyiidatan 'an ni~fihli wa-mata min ahl Mi~r fi al-ghala' 
wal-wabli' nalJ.wa thulthay an-nlis wa-qutila bil-fitan bi-Mi~r 
muddata ayyamihi khala'iq la tadkhul taIJ.ta lJ~r.269 

The above description by al-Maqrizi is fully corroborated 
by Ibn Taghn1>irdi who says: "And in that year (i.e., 806/ 
1403-4) there was the great drought (sharaqj) in Egypt which 
was followed by terrible famine-prices and then by the 
plague. This was the first of the years of trouble and affliction 
in which most of Egypt and its dependencies were ruined by 
the drought and dissensions and the frequent change of 
governorships. "270 (Wa-hlidhihi as-sana hiya awwal sinjn [sic!] 
al-lJawiidith wal-milJan allan khariba fihli mu'?,am ad-diyar 
al-Mi~rjya wa-a'mlilihli min ash-sharaqj wa-ikhtilaf al-kalima 
wa-taghyjr al-wulat biJ-a'mlil wa-ghayrihli.) 

Under al-Mu'ayyad Shaykh (815/1412-824/1421) the 
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ruin of the country became even greater.271 The rural districts 
(aryaf) in the north and south suffered a great decline because 
of the "protections" (/JimiiyliJ)272 which were imposed by 
Sultans Faraj. al-Mu'ayyad Shaykh. and Aynal (857/1453 
865/1460) and "this was one of the chief causes of ruin. "273 
In 855/1451 Egypt suffered from a great drought. The 
country was impoverished. Cairo was ruined. Huge numbers 
of its population left and went to al-BiUid ash-Shamiya. their 
places being taken by poverty-stricken fellahin and beduin 
flooding into the city.274 In the same year Egypt suffered both 
from drought and famine prices. People were reduced to 
beggary and most of the villages were emptied of their 
inhabitants.275 

The misdeeds of the Mamluks of the ruling Sultan (juiban) 
in the days of Aynal are also mentioned among the causes of 
Egypt's economic decline. Many of its people wanted to leave 
and emigrate to other countries because of them.276 In 868/ 
1463-4 many of the inhabitants of al-BuJ;tayra left and moved 
to ash-Sharqiya and al-Gharbiya from fear of Beduin 
depredations ('Urban).277 The total inability of the Sultan 
to check the ever-growing tide of Beduin raids was demon­
strated by the fact that he opened negotiations with the 
rebellious tribe of 'Arab MuJ;tarib. Their envoy came to Cairo. 
was received with full honours and the Sultan signed an agree­
ment with him. Such a thing had never happened before.278 

In the same year Egypt was described as being in course 
of ruin by reason of the /Jimayat. Most of the country was 
subjected to the practice of /Jimaya, and. according to the 
historian. this was why it was impossible for her to recover 
economically.279 In the year 872/1467-8 Ibn Taghnoirdi 
drew a most sombre picture. The defeats which the Mamluk 
Sultan had suffered at the hands of the Turcoman chieftain 
Shah Siwar had completely undermined the country's internal 
security. Insurrections by Beduin ('Urban) had ruined most 
of the villages. AI-BuJ;tayra was completely destroyed; nor. 
remarks the chronicler. is this surprising: for if in al-Gharbiya 
and al-Manufiya. one of the most fertile parts of Egypt 
(because of its being situated between the two arms of the 
Nile-delta). most of the villages are ruined. how much worse 
was the situation in al-BuJ;tayra and other districts. 
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Wa-tiila hiidhii al-amr bi-aryiif Mi~r /:lattii khariba akthar 
quriihii fa-hiidhii mii kiina bi-$a'ld Mi~r wa-asfalihii wa-ammii 
iqum al-Bu/:layra fa-sha'nuhum al-/:larb wal-qitiil ma'a 
al-'Arab dawiiman /:lattii shamala akthar quriihii al-khariib 
wa-ya/:liqqu laha an takhrab fa-inna iqum al-Gharb!ya wal­
Manufiya jaZlra bayna ba/:lrayn wa-humii a'mar biliid Mi~r 
qad khariba al-iina akthar quriihii fa-kayfa anta bi-iqum 
al-Bu/:layra wa-ghayrihii.'}jj() 

According to Ibn Taghribirdi. the hardest years were 
the last years of his life 872-874/1467-1470. (innan! lam ara 
fimii rd aytu mundhu 'umr! aW/:lash /:liilan min hiidhihi 
as-sinln ath-thaliith sanat ithnatayn wa-sab'in wal-latayni 
ba'dahii.)281 

Ibn Iyas states that from the year 901/1495-6. the down­
ward trend was accelerated. the income of the feudal fiefs 
diminished. and disorder increased until it passed all 
bounds.282 Things went from bad to worse283 until in 908/ 
1502-3 it was stated that the main harbours of Egypt. 
including Alexandria. Damietta. and Djedda (which was 
vitally important during the Circassian period) were com­
pletely ruined by crushing taxation and extortion.284 

In the year 918/1512-13 Ibn Iyas gives a very depressing 
picture.28s In 920/1514-15 the treasuries of all the Dlwiins 
(i.e.. Dlwiin al-Mufrad. Dlwiin ad-Dawla. and Dlwiin 
al-Kh~~) were completely empty. The harbour of Alexandria 
was in ruins. The harbour of Djedda was desolate because 
of the Franks (Portuguese). and no ships had called there for 
about six years. A similar situation prevailed at Damietta. 
while al-Bul;tayra was ruined because of Beduin raids.286 

Thus Mamluk sources enable us to trace. through an 
unbroken narrative. the ever-increasing economic depression 
of Egypt from the beginning of the fifteenth century.287 As for 
firearms. it stands to reason that such continuous decline 
militated against their development. 

SOCIO-PSYCHOLOGICAL ANTAGONISM TO FIREARMS WEIGHED 

AGAINST OTHER FACTORS 

In the preceding section we have dealt with a variety of 
factors likely to have interfered with the use of firearms by 
the Mamluks. Each of these factors has its bearing on the 
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problem, and their cumulative effect on the destiny and 
development of firearms under Mamluk rule is far-reaching 
indeed. Yet all these factors put together were not, in the 
present writer's opinion, as telling as the aversion to firearms 
shown by Mamluk military society. For despite the absence of 
any powerful foes equipped with firearms, despite the fact that 
the new weapons were introduced into the kingdom after it 
had passed its zenith, despite the lack of the necessary metals 
for casting cannon, and despite the deterioration of the 
economic situation, firearms had been employed by the 
Mamluks on a large scale from the very outset, and the use 
of the weapon grew until it reached very great proportions 
during the reign of Qan~iih al-Ghawrl. No doubt, without the 
restraining effect of these various factors, the use of firearms 
would have assumed even larger proportions; yet all this 
would not have fundamentally improved the Mamluk 
kingdom's position in relation to firearms, for its main 
weakness was not one of quantity but in the manner of their 
employment. Their abundant use in siege warfare and against 
the Portuguese on the one hand, and their total absence from 
battles fought in the open field, including Marj Dabiq, on 
the other; the recruitment of socially inferior units for their 
use, while the whole body of pure Mamluks kept rigidly aloof. 
This, then, was the crux of the firearms problem in the 
kingdom: and it was mainly the fruit of that extremely 
negative attitude towards their use, though the other factors 
referred to exerted a by no means negligible influence in the 
same direction. The negative attitude to firearms was 
enormously reinforced by lack of discipline and internal 
dissensions, factors resulting from the peculiar structure of 
Mamluk society (c/. p. 99f. above). The combined power of 
these two tendencies (i.e., antagonism to the weapon and 
internal dissensions), each of them formidable in itself, made 
stillborn any attempt to impose firearms on the pure Mamluk 
units. 

FIREARMS AS A DECISIVE FACTOR IN SHAPING THE DESTINY 

OF WESTERN ASIA AND EGYPT 

We have shown above that firearms, used though they 
were in the Mamluk kingdom on a very large scale, yet met 

108 



THE ATTITUDE OF MAMLUK MILITARY SOCIETY 

with total repudiation on the part of the units forming the 
social and military 6lite of the army. This fact not only 
determined the fate of the Mamluk kingdom itself, but also 
had far-reaching effects on the future of Western Asia and 
Egypt for many generations to come. For it is inconceivable 
that the Ottomans, but for their total superiority in firearms, 
could ever have inflicted such crushing defeats on their two 
Muslim enemies, the Safawis and the Mamluks, or that they 
could have annexed and held until the very dismemberment 
of the Ottoman Empire such vast territories. This conclusion 
is based on the following arguments: 

In 1502, only a few years before the Battles of Chaldiran 
and Marj Dabiq. a new and vigorous state was set up in 
Persia, headed by a great leader (Isma'n a~-~afawi) and 
imbued with the ideal of promoting the cause of the Shi'a 
and fighting the Sunna both withm and without its borders. 
Such a state in itself constituted a grave challenge to the Sunni 
Ottoman Empire; and the menace was greatly increased by 
the fact that Eastern Anatolia was infested with Shi'a 
adherents. More than that: Isma'n a~-~afawi was himself not 
a Persian but a Turcoman, and he was very greatly venerated 
and even idolised amongst many Turcoman tribesmen who 
flocked in their thousands to his standard. Had the Ottomans 
not put an abrupt and decisive end to this process their hold 
on vast areas in the Eastern parts of their realm would have 
been greatly jeopardised, and the Shi'a doctrine would have 
registered one of its most resounding successes. 

It was perfectly natural, therefore, that the Ottomans, 
in tackling their Muslim adversaries, directed their attention 
first to the East. At Chaldiran (August, 1514) Ottoman 
artillery and arquebuses wrought havoc among the ranks of 
the Safawis who had no similar arms with which to reply288 
and consequently had forced them to retreat into the interior 
of the Persian kingdom. The Ottomans conquered vast 
territories; but they did not succeed in annihilating the 
Safawis.289 Had the Ottomans not employed firearms on such 
a large scale in the Battle of Chaldiran and in the battles that 
followed it, it is reasonably certain that their victory-even if 
they had been able to win-would have been so far less 
decisive. In other words. the Ottomans would have acquired 
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far less Safawid territory in that event and a much stronger 
Safawid army would have been left intact to prepare for a war 
of revenge.290 Such a threat on the left flank of the Ottomans. 
combined with the danger of insurrection among the 
oppressed ShI'a in Eastern Anatolia. would have greatly 
diminished the chances of an Ottoman offensive against the 
Mamluks. The Ottomans could proceed to deal with the 
Mamluks only after they had succeeded. by the liberal use 
of firearms. in rendering the Safawis powerless for many 
years to come. 

The Mamluk army. despite its internal dissensions and 
despite the process of deterioration it underwent. was still a 
formidable opponent for any army equipped with weapons 
similar to its own. Moreover. under the leadership and 
inspiration of a great personality like Qan~iih al-Ghawri. and 
thanks to the revival of furuslya exercises the Mamluks 
received a thorough training in the traditional methods of 
warfare. Their military efficiency. therefore. was by traditional 
standards on a high level. Had the Ottomans fought them with 
bow. lance. and sword. it is indeed doubtful whether they 
could ever have beaten them at all. The evidence gathered 
from Ibn Zunbul's work (see pp. 88-95) proves beyond any 
shadow of doubt that by far the most important cause of 
Mamluk defeat was the Ottoman use of firearms. 

In planning the conquest of the territories lying to the 
East and South of their Empire. the Ottomans had to reckon 
not only with the power of their two Muslim rivals. but also. 
and to an even greater extent. with the situation on their 
main front in Europe. The Ottomans could embark on great 
campaigns. absorbing the bulk of their armed strength. in 
the East and South when there was a long lull on their 
North-Western front-but not otherwise. Such a lull did. 
indeed. occur when Sultan Selim launched his offensives 
against the Safawis and the Mamluks. But Selim. owing to 
his superiority in firearms. could count on a blitzkrieg-and 
hence on the early return of his main forces to his main front. 

Even according to the most reserved and conservative 
estimates. the wars against the Safawis and the Mamluks 
would have been much more protracted if the Ottomans had 
employed the traditional weapons. Under such circumstances. 
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would an Ottoman Sultan have dared to expose his North­
Western frontier through wars in Asia and Egypt which 
perforce would have lasted very long? Even if at the outset 
there had been good prospects of a long period of peace on 
the European front, would not an Ottoman Sultan have 
shrunk from the possibility of a Christian attack while his 
main armies got bogged down in a series of indecisive battles 
on the Muslim front? For the Christians would not have 
allowed such a golden opportunity for attack to slip by. 
Moreover, communications and means of transport within 
the Ottoman Empire were notoriously bad, and a determined 
enemy could achieve great successes before the Sultan found 
time to rush adequate reinforcements from an area lying 
perhaps many hundreds of miles away. 

Thus the combined effect of the Safawis, Mamluks, the 
European front and bad communications, but for the effective 
use of firearms, would have rendered the Ottoman conquests 
of the early sixteenth century most unlikely. 291 It follows that 
firearms were a most decisive factor in shaping the destinies 
of Western Asia and Egypt for four centuries (1514-1918), for 
had this area not been incorporated in the Ottoman Empire, 
its history would have been entirely different. 
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p. 142, 11. 3-11 ; p. 142, 1. 12-p. 143, 1. 19. Ibn Zunbul: p. 31, 1. 4-
p. 33, 1. 16. Ibn 'fiiliin: p. 39, 11. 6-35. Oman: op. cit .. pp. 622-625. 
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maydiin situated below the Citadel (Nujum[P] v, p. 600, 11. 18-19). 
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by an-Na~ir Mubammad of. Zettersteen: OPe cit., P. 184, 11. 3-5. 
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40 Nujum(P) vi, p. 410, 11. 12-16. 
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chapter on Maydan al-Qabaq (ibid., p. 111, 1. 7-p. 113, 1. 22). 

45 A. N. Poliak offers a very good definition of the furuslya: 
.. The qualities which the accomplished knight had to possess, 
furuslYa, are to be defined as • physical culture' rather than as 
• chivalry': among their' branches' (anwa' or funun al-furuslya) we 
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intrepidity, for the brave man would throw down his adversary by 
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needs in matters pertaining to his horse and his arms and the 
arrangement of all this in a manner that he may follow 
the rules known and established alJU)ng the people of this art" 
(AI-juriiSiya hiya now' iikhar ghayr ash-shajii'a wal-iqdam fash­
shuja' huwa alladhi yulqi gharimahu bi-quwwat janan wa-faris al-khayl 
huwa allodhi yul)sin tasrll) al-faras Ii karrihi wa-farrihi wa-yadrl ma 
yalzamuhu min umur farasihi wa-silal)ihi wa-todblr dhalika kullihi 
bi-I)aythu annahu yaslru Ii dhiiliko 'ala al-qawanln al-muqarrara 
al-ma'rufa bayna orbab hiidhii ash-shdn-Nujum[P] vi, p.445, 11.4-11). 
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from Ibn TaghnoirdI's remark on Aqbugha at-Timrazi: .. His bravery 
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a definition clarifying the meaning of the term, tends to show that 
in everyday life the distinction had become blurred; and indeed, many 
excelling in furuslya are described as brave men. Expressions like 
kiina maw~ulan bish-shajii'a wal-furuslya, bish-shajii'a wai-furuslya 
wal-iqdiim, etc., are most common (to quote a few examples: Duwal 
al-Isliim ii, p. 126, 11. 19-20. Ibn al-Fumt: ix, p. 418, 1. 8 Durar i, 
p. 390, 1. 21. ~ow' iii, p. 17, 11. 21-22; p. 40, 11. 8-9; p. 297, 1. 1 ; 
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x, p. 345, I. 26. Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 55, I. 26 ; p. 62, 11. 10-11 ; p. 102, I. 3 ; 
p. 142, 11. 18-19; p. 144; p. 156, ll. 26-27; iii [KM] p. 69, I. 18; 
p. 83,1. 3 ; p. 145,11. 18-19; p. 225,1. 13 ; p. 421,1. 4; iv, p. 119, I. 23 ; 
v, p. 70, ll. 9-10; p. 77, 11. 14-15). Of. also the identification of 
shajii'a and jurusiya in the passages quoted from Ibn Zunbul on 
pp. 90-95. Conceptions of chivalry were not alien to the Mamluks 
either, as we shall see later, and this fact did not by any means 
facilitate the introduction of firearms. The different branches of the 
jurusiya were called junun aI-jurUslya (Nujum[P] vi, p. 804, I. 10; 
vii, p. 301, 11. 7-8; p. 810, I. 5) or simply junun (Nujum[C] vii, p. 311, 
11. 9-10, I. 12. Nujum[P] v, p. 236, 11. 13-17; p. 417, 11. 3-4); anwii' 
al-jurusiya (Ibn Iyas: iii [KM], p. 11, I. 3. Nujum[P] vii, p. 344, I. 1); 
funun aI-atriik (Nujum[P] vii, p. 324, I. 14); anwii' al-malii'ib or 
aI-malii'ib (Nujum[P] vii, p. 810, I. 5. Daw' ii, p. 329, 11. 14-15). Cf. 
also 'Um aI-jurusiya (Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 87, I. 23) or in a shortened form: 
'ilm. 'ulum (Nujum[C] vii, p. 311, 11. 9-10, I. 12. Nujum[P] v, p. 236, 
II. 11-12; vii, p. 300, II. 3-4). 

46 Nujum(P) v, p. 236, 11. 14-16. 
47 lfawiidith. p. 118, 11. 13-14. 
48 Zubda. p. 86, 11. 15-17. 
49 Zubda. p. 87, lI. 11-14. Cf. also Ibn Iyas: iii (KM), p. 387, 

11. 19-20. $ajaQiit lam tunshar min Badii'i' az-Zuhur. ed. M. Mostafa, 
Cairo, 1951, p. 29, 11. 5-6. 

so Ibn Iyas: iii (KM), p. 10, I. 6. The existence of a maydiin in 
Cairo in the Circassian period is indeed mentioned from time to time, 
but not as a rule in connection with military training or lance-plays 
(Nujum[P] vii, p. 16, II. 7-12. lfawiidith. p. 304, I. 3. Ibn Iyas: ii, 
p. 158, II. 28-29; iii [KM], p. 226, 11. 6-7, and some other instances). 

Sl For the precarious existence of the lance-plays during the 
malJmil procession in the Circassian period, cf. Tibr. p. 95, I. 20-p. 96, 
I. 4. Nujum(P) vii, p. 140, lI. 12-13. lfawiidith. p. 15, ll. 13-14; 
p. 180, 11. 1-9. Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 43, 11. 11-13; iii (KM), p. 322; 
iv, p. 59, I. 20-p. 60, 1. 5. Qan~iih al-Ghawri revived these plays (Ibn 
Iyas: iv, p. 59, I. 2o-p. 60, I. 5; p. 60, 1. 22-p. 61, I. 16; p. 182, 
II. 5-9; p. 392, 11. 3-7) together with his construction of a new 
maydiin and his general renewal of the jurusiya exercises. 

S2 lfawiidith. p. 180, lI. 1-9. 
S3 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 60, II. 9-13. 
S4 Ibn Taghnoirdi is a greater authority than the rest of the 

Mamluk historians on military and related subjects. In the field of 
jurusiya his superiority is even more marked. For his unusual 
experience cf. Manhal i, under Aqbugha at-Timrazi; v. foi. 43b, 
I. 19-foi. 44a, I. 14; viii, foi. 444a, 11. 12-13; foi. 516a, 11. 5-8. Nujum(C) 
vii, p. 312, II. 5-9. Nujum(P) vii, p. 265, 11. 2-6. lfawiidith. p. 457, 
11. 1-11. 

ss Nujum(P) vii, p. 312, II. 5-9. 
S6 Nujum(P) v, p. 236, lI. 15-17. 
S7 The strength of the Mamluk army was sapped by various factors 

of which the ruin of the mayiidin. though among the most important, 
was only one. Some of the reasons for the decline of the Mamluk 
army and kingdom are discussed on pp. 99-107. The deterior­
ation of the Mamluk army's military fitness, discipline, and fighting 
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spirit under the Circassians is described in detail by the author in 
chapter called" The Army on the March" of his hitherto unpublished 
work on the Mamluk army. 

58 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 56, 11. 3-19, gives a detailed description of 
al-Ghawrfs hippodrome. 

59 Besides training and military parades, al-Ghawrfs hippodrome 
also served for various kinds of state ceremonies. 

60 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 46, n. 5-11 ; p. 72, n. 10-21; p. 124, 11. 10-12; 
p. 143, 11. 15-16; p. 145, n. 12-20; p. 154, n. 7-9; p. 160, 
n. 20-22; p. 164, n. 1-4; p. 201,11. 17-23; p. 218, 1. 23-p. 219, 1. 10; 
p. 219, n. 13-15; p. 220, 11. 17-21 ; p. 229, 11. 7-12; p. 230, 11. 3-7; 
p. 255, n. 8-16; p. 259, n. 3-14; p. 265, 1. 20-p. 266, 1. 16; p. 268, 
II. 14-18; p. 269, II. 5-11. The invitation of envoys to attend furiisiya 
exercises did occur in earlier times (cf. for example I;lawiidith, 
p. 273, !1. 1-2. Ibn Iyas: ii, p. 55, n. 7-8), but it never happened so 
frequently as in the days of Qan~Uh al-Ghawri. 

61 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 321, n. 19-21. 
62 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 269, 1. 10, and ibid. p. 230, 11. 3-7; p. 268, 

II. 14-18; P. 391, n. 13-14. 
63 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 218, 1. 23-p. 219, 1. 10; p. 219, n. 13-15; 

p. 220, n. 17-21; p. 230, 11. 3-7; P. 265, 1. 20-p. 266, 1. 10; p. 268, 
II. 14-18. 

64 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 268, 1. 18. 
6S Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 46, II. 5-11; P. 154, n. 7-9; p. 160, 11. 20-26; 

p. 383, 11. 20-21; p. 391, 11. 13-19. 
66 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 391, 1. 14. 
67 Units of arquebusiers were sometimes inspected by the Sultan 

himself (see p. 64 above). He was likewise present during the testing 
of cannon, as mentioned above on p. 48. But firearms were not 
included in the lavish state ceremonies. 

68 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 143, n. 15-16; p. 154, 11. 7-9; p. 219, 11. 13-15; 
p. 259, 11. 3-14; p. 265, 1. 20-p. 266, 1. 16; p. 383, 11. 21-23. 

69 Additional evidence of this repugnance, both towards artillery 
and small arms, win be given on pp. 63-95. 

70 Ibn Iyas: iii (KM), p. 263, n. 2. From now on only the terms 
"arquebus" and" arquebusiers .. will be used in this work for reasons 
of convenience. The present writer is well aware of the possibility 
that older types of portable firearms besides the arquebus might be 
sometimes intended by the Mamluk sources (c.f. also C. Oman, 
A History 0/ the Art of War in the Sixteenth Century, p. 80; F. Lot, 
L' Art militaire et les Armies i, p. 421, n. 3; II, p. 202). 

71 Ibn Iyas: iii (KM), p. 335, n. 18-19. Ibn TUlun, p. 73, 11. 14-27. 
72 Ibn Iyas: iii (KM), p. 356, n. 2; p. 357, n. 2; p. 360,1. 21-p. 361, 

1. 3; p. 449, 11. 19-21 ; p. 455, n. 19-20; iv, P. 308, n. 9-14; p. 309, 
n. 3-9 ; p. 402, 1. 23-p. 403, 1. 3 ; p. 467, 1. 1 ; v, p. 118, 1. 21-p.119, 1. 1 ; 
p. 128, n. 17-20; p. 131, n. 12-23; p. 135, n. 18-20; p. 136,11. 16-22; 
p. 143,11.2-13; p. 154,11.4-6; p. 168,n. 8-10; p. 319,n. 17-18; P. 322, 
11. 19-21. AI-Isl;taqi: Akhbiir al-Uwal, p. 128, n. 34-36; p. 129, n. 3-6. 
Cf. also references in many of the notes below. 

73 Cf. references in the previous note. 
74 Of. bunduq in Dozy's and Lane's dictionaries and in de Sacy's 

glossary to his Chrestomathie arabe Huuri: pp. 106, 107. 
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75 Cf. the Arab dictionaries, Lane and Dozy. All the weapons 
firing bunduq described by al-Qalqashandi, such as qaws al-bunduq, 
al-jariiwa or a~-~abriiniya are used exclusively in hunting ($ubl) ii, 
p. 138). Cf. also Suliik i, p. 523. Abu al Fida: iv, p. 18; p. 137. 
Khitat ii, pp. 104-105. MabmUd Kashgbari: Diwiin Lughiit at-Turk i, 
p. 325 11. 2-4; p. 398. For bunduqat r~ii~ shot from a bow cf. 
Mongols (ed. Quatremere), pp. 291-292. For bunduq used in battle 
before the adoption of the arquebus cf. Huuri: p. 106; pp. 111-112. 
Cf. also Aydakin al-Bunduqdari's crossbow in L. A. Mayer: 
Saracenic Heraldry, PI. xl, fig. 1. 

76 Ibn Iyas: iii (KM), p. 356, n. 2; p. 357, n. 2; p. 360, 1. 21-
p. 361, 1. 3. 

77 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 308, ll. 3-9. For ar-rabaqa al-khiimisa cf. pp. 
71-82. 

78 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 467, 1. 1. 
79 Ibn Iyis: v, p. 67, 1. 23. 
80 Akhbiir al-Uwal: p. 128, 11. 34-36. 
81 Ibn Iyis: v, p. 143, 11. 3-4; p. 195, ll. 22-23. Ibn Zunbul: p. 9, 

11. 11-12; p. 20, 11. 5-8; p. 29, ll. 19-21 ; p. 34,11.8-11 ; p. 35,11. 19-24; 
p. 77, ll. 19-22. 

82 Ibn Iyis: v, p. 143, ll. 3-4; p. 168, 11. 8-10. 
83 Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 402, I. 23-p. 403, 1. 3. 
84 For the part played by small arms and artillery in the Battle 

of Chaldiran cf. Hammer: Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches 
ii, p. 416. Jorga, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, ii, pp. 336-337. 
The number of the Ottoman arquebusiers is given by Hammer as 
13,500 and as 4,000 by Jorga. Thus the Mamluk historian's figure 
lies between the two. 

85 Ibn Iyiis: v, p. 295, 11. 7-12. 
86 $ubl) ii, p. 138. Cf. also Steingass' Persian-English and 

Redhouse's Turkish-English dictionaries. 
51 Akhbiir al-Uwal, p. 128. 
88 A suggestion that tafek, the Turkish word for arquebus, is a 

corruption of bunduq seemed to be quite reasonable. The transform­
ation might have taken place in the following manner: tiifek, 
tafenk, funduq, bunduq; but a passage in Mal)mUd Kashghari's 
Diwiin Lughiit at-Turk (i, p. 325, ll. 2-4) proves that tafek is a pure 
Turkish word. This had already been pointed out by Irene M6likoff­
Say~r in Le Destiin d'Umiir Pacha, Presses Universitaires de France, 
p. 56, n. 4. Cf. also Steingass: Persian-English Dictionary, art. Tufak. 

89 Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 154, 11. 4-6. For the other two references cf. 
notes 76 and 78. 

90 Ibn Zunbul: p. 16, 1. 14; p. 17, 1. 3 ; p. 20, 1. 7; p. 33, 1. 11 
and on other pages. Ibn TUltin: p. 68, 1. 13; p. 67, I. 3. 

91 Ibn Zunbul: p. 18, 1. 25; p. 26, 1. 2, and on other pages. 
Ibn TUlun: p. 47, 1. 13 ; p. 44, 1. 11 ; p. 43, 1. 16. 

92 Ibn Twtin: p. 66, 1. 13; p. 48, 1. 13. The B.N. Arab MS. 
Histoire de la Conquete du Yemen seems to contain interesting data 
on the arquebus, as can be seen from quotations used by Quatremere 
(Mongols, pp. 291-292). The term bunduqiya is quite common in 
this MS. The arquebusier is called bunduqi, bunduqiili ormubandiq; 
the term bunduq is sometimes used to designate a cannon ball as 
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well as small arms shot (IA. 1849, p. 310). Even a heavy cannon ball, 
weighing up to a hundred Egyptian ratls is called bunduqa (Sub!) 
ii, p. 137, 11. 13-16). Cf. also Ibn TUlfin: p. 44, 11. 9-11. In the last 
decades of Mamluk rule one meets in the sources weapons called 
sabqiyiit(?) (or safqiyiit) and ka!Jiyiit(?) which are invariably mentioned 
together with firearms (Ibn Iyiis: iii [KM], p. 357, n. 2. $afal)iit lam 
tunshar. etc. Ibn Iyiis: p. 192, 1. 5. AI-An~ri: I!awiidith az-Zamiin. 
Cambridge MS., Dd. ii, 2, fol. 31a, 11. 1-3. Ibn TUlfin: p. 67, 11. 3-4. 
Ibn Zunbul: p. 68, ll. 11-16. 1Yujum[P] vii, p. 47, 1. 17.) That the 
above were firearms can be gathered from the following two 
examples: (1) makiil)il sabqiyiit al-'idda thaliithmt a (Ibn Iyiis: iv, 
p. 201, 1. 8); (2) kathrat ar-ramy; 'alayhim min al-makii!)il al-bunduqiya 
wal-ka!Jiya (Ibn TUlun: p. 69,11. 17-18). The term 4arbZiina. meaning 
cannon, is also mentioned at the end of Mamluk rule (Ibn Zunbul: 
p. 34,1. 21 ; p. 67,1. 19; p. 68, 11. 11-16; p. 71, 11. 13-21 ; p. 72,ll. 3-5 ; 
p. 73, 11. 19-20; p. 74, 11. 15-17; p. 83, 11. 2-8; p. 86, ll. 8-13; p. 98, 
11. 11-1S). 

93 Cf. the present writer's .. Studies on the Structure of the 
Mamluk Army," BSOAS, vol. xv, 1953, pp. 448-458, and .. The 
Wiifidiya in the Mamluk Kingdom," Islamic Culture. vol. xxv, 
Jubilee Number, pp. 89-104. 

94 Whether or not there were left in other Egyptian and Syrian 
towns many non-Mamluk horsemen, counted for very little, for not 
only was the centre of power and authority in Cairo, but also the 
units which constituted the backbone of the army were stationed 
there. Thus the almost total disappearance of the non-Mamluk 
horsemen from units stationed in the capital was of special signifi­
cance. The nomad and semi-nomad horsemen-Beduin and Turkomans 
-served only as auxiliaries, and they ranked very low in the socia­
military scale. 

95 Small arms became the Mamluk's weapon only and in so far 
as he could handle them easily from horseback. We shall return to this 
point again later in the present study. (See pp. 96-97.) True, the 
arquebus could be operated from horseback, but its efficiency as a 
weapon of the horseman had not been very great: .. Horse arque­
busiers had been known for many years-they were the legitimate 
descendants of the horse-crossbowmen of earlier decades. But neither 
crossbow nor arquebus are easy to manage on horseback, since each 
of them requires the use of both hands, which is incompatible with 
proper riding, and the smouldering match used for the arquebus must 
have been particularly hard to manage for a trooper who wanted 
to keep his left hand for the bridle. I imagine that (in spite of some 
military drawings of the time) the horse-arquebusier must have halted 
in order to fire, and have been compelled to drop his reins on his 
horse's neck. He could only, therefore, have been used for exploration 
and skirmishing. For he had but one shot to fire, and, when that was 
spent, would have been quite helpless, as he would want to reload, 
an operation taking a long time and requiring the use of both hands. 
It would be impossible to reload an arquebus when in movement." 
(C. Oman: A History of the Art of War in the Sixteenth Century, 
pp. 84-85). 

96 Oman: ii. pp. 228-229. 
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97 Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), p. 263, n. 2. 
98 Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), p. 263, 11. 10-16; p. 263, I. 18-p. 264, 1. 9; 

p. 264, 11. 9-12; p. 265, 11. 1-3; p. 266, I. 21-p. 267, 1. 7; p. 269, 
11. 11-20; p. 270, n. 10-13. 

99 The composition of the Mamluk army in Egypt was as follows: 
(i) The Royal Mamluks (mamiifik sultliniya), who were subdivided into 
(a) the Mamluks of former Sultans (mamlifik as-sallipn a/-mutaqadd,ma, 
qarlinif or qarlinifa); (b) the Mamluks of the reigning Sultan (mush­
tarawlit, ju/blin, aj/lib). From among the mushtarawlit a corps of pages 
and bodyguards was selected, known as khliffakiya; (c) the Mamluks of 
the Amirs who passed into the service of the Sultan on the death 
or dismissal of their masters (sayfiya). (ii) The Mamluks of the Amirs 
(mamiifik al-umarli', ajnild al-umarii'). (iii) The sons of the Amirs 
(aw/lid an-nils) and soldiers recruited from the local population 
(ajnild al-I)alqa). The Mamluk Amirs were divided into three 
classes: (i) Amirs of ten; (ii) Amirs of forty; (iii) Amirs of a 
hundred. a. also" Studies on the Structure of the Mamluk Army," 
BSOAS xv, 1953, p. 204ff. 

100 Nujiim(P) vii, p. 450; p. 852, 11. 13-16. !fawlidith, p. 678, 
n. 7-15 ; p. 681, 1. 22-p. 682, 1. 3 ; p. 682, n. 12-14. Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), 
p. 20, n. 20-23 ; p. 21, n. 1-5,11.7-9; p. 31, n. 13-17; p. 271, n. 12-14; 
p. 323, n. 3-5; iv, p. 22, n. 14-16; p. 25, n. 6-15; pp. 65-66. 

101 A detailed description of the I)alqa and aw/lid an-nils and their 
decline, is given in .. Studies on the Structure of the Mamluk Army," 
op. cit. 

102 Nujiim(P) v, p. 528, n. 1-2; vi, p. 55, 1. 2; p. 121, n. 19-21 ; 
p. 228, n. 2-6; p. 253, 11. 9-23; pp. 480-481 ; p. 496, 11. 2-7. Ibn 
al-Furat: ix, p. 371, 11. 11-15. In a later period the Mamluk treasury 
often paid less than 100 dinilrs as a najaqa, yet the crack Mamluk 
regiments received much more than 30 dinilrs. 

103 !fawlidith, p. 701, n. 11-12. Manha/ ii, fo1. 64b, 11. 8-13. 
Ibn al-Furat: ix, p. 57,11. 1-9. 

104 !fawlidith, p. 685, 11. 7-17. Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), pp. 256-257. 
lOS The monthly pay (jlimakiya) of the ordinary Mamluk knight 

was 2,000 dirhams during the period when the ratio between dirham 
and dinilr ranged between 300 to 450 (it mainly oscillated between 
360 and 380). (Nujiim[p) vii, p. 474. !fawlidith, p. 223. Ibn Iyiis: 
iii [KM), p. 246, n. 9-10; v, p. 26, 1. 6.) When the monthly pay was 
given in dinilrs it ranged between six and seven dinlirs (Nujiim[P) 
vii, p. 474. Ibn Iyiis: iv, p. 119, 11. 6-9; v, p. 113, 1. 22; p. 123, 
1. 19). The cut in the basic monthly pay of aW/lid an-nils was con­
siderably less than that which they suffered in other kinds of pay 
and allowances. 

106 The present writer has come across aW/lid nils na/tiya only 
once between the years 1490 and 1510 (Ibn Iyiis iii [KM), p. 336, 
11. 1-2). 

107 !fawlidith, p. 19, 11. 11-20; p. 250, 1. ll-p. 251, 1. 6; p. 253, 
11. 1-6; p. 256, I. 15; p. 330,11. 5-12. Ibn Iyiis: iv, p. 129, n. 18-21 ; 
p. 356, 1. 5. 

108 The above lines are based on a chapter dealing with the 
eunuchs in the writer's hitherto unpublished work on the Mamluk 
army. 

120 



TEXT REFERENCES 

109 Cf. for example, Sulilk i, p. 485, I. 2. Nujilm(C), p. 153, I. 14. 
Nujilm(P) v, p. 259, II. 3-6. I;Iawiidith. p. 19, II. 11-20. Ibn al-Flirlit: 
ix, p. 73, II. 19-20. Ibn Iylis: ii, p. 107, II. 24-26; iii (KM), p. 355, 
II. 20-21. Sub/) iv, p. 10, II. 8-9; v, p. 490, II. 7-9. 

110 $uM v, p. 471, 11. 12-15. 
III Nujilm(P) vi, p. 641, II. 2-5. 
112 Ibn Iylis: iii (KM), p. 335, II. 18-20; p. 373, II. 19-23; p. 377, 

I. 12; v. P. 79, II. 18-19; p. 101, I. 11 ; p. 116, I. 12; p. 131, II. 21-22. 
113 Ibn Iylis: iii (KM), p. 335, II. 18-20. 
114 Ibn Iylis: v, p. 143, I. 9. AI-A~liri: fol. 95a, II. 7-13. An 

intermediary form between rumiit bil-bunduq ar-ra~ii~ and rumiit is 
rumiit al-bunduq (Ibn Tlillin: p. 47, 1. 13; p. 44, I. 24; p. 43, I. 16). 
Cf. also Ibn Zunbul: p. 28, I. 2; p. 61, I. 1, I. 4; p. 68, II. 11-16; 
p. 74, I. 12. 

115 AI-An~liri: fo1. 19b, II. 3-5. 
116 AI-An~liri: foI. 95a, II. 7-10, II. 12-13. 
117 Ibn Iylis: iii (KM), p. 373, II. 19-23; p. 377, I. 12; v, p. 79, 

II. 18-19; p. 101, I. 11 ; p. 116, 1. 12; p. 131, II. 21-22. AI-An~liri: 
fo1. 31a, II. 1-3. 

118 See references in the preceding note. 
119 Ibn Iylis: iii (KM), p. 393, I. 21-p. 394, I. 3. 
120 Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), p. 335, II. 18-20. 
121 AI-An~liri: fol. 19b, 1. 3-fol. 20a, I. 3. For the full quotation 

of this reference see pp. 70-71. In 908/1503 an expeditionary 
force sent to the l;Iijliz included more than 2,000 Royal Mamluks, 
500 infantrymen (mushiit), and 500 black arquebusiers ('abid rumiit) 
(AI-An~liri: fol. 95a, II. 7-10, II. 12-13). 

122 Ibn Iylis: iii (KM), p. 335, 1. 18-p. 336, I. 4. Cf. also ibid. 
p. 356, n. 2; p. 357, n. 2; p. 360, I. 21-p. 361, I. 3. 

123 Cf. references in notes 112-117. 
124 For kafJiyiit of. n. 92, p. 119. 
125 The Nii'ib was the governor of a district (Niyiiba), while the 

Kiishif was the governor of a sub-district (Kushilfjya). 
126 Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), p. 373, II. 19-23. 
127 The previous Sultans (al-mulilk as-siilifa or mulilk as-salal), 

i.e., the early rulers of the Mamluk kingdom, are usually described 
as the honest and upright kings whose example ought to be followed 
by contemporary rulers. 

128 Ibn Iyiis: iii (KM), p. 377, II. 15-17. 
129 Ibn Iylis: iii (KM), p. 377, II. 17-20. 
130 The following translation is largely, though not wholly, literal. 

In order to give a clearer idea of the exact meaning of the text some 
liberties have had to be taken. The task of giving a strictly accurate 
translation was also rendered difficult by the fact that some words 
of the MS. are illegible. 

131 The salliiri-tunic and the takhfifa-turban were considered as 
typically Turkish, i.e., Mamluk dress (z;yy al-Atriik), at least under 
the Circassians (L. A. Mayer: Mamluk Costume, Geneva, 1952, 
p. 24, p. 30). 

132 The amir who later became Sultan a~-Zlihir Qlin~iih. 
133 The present writer cannot offer any satisfactory explanation 
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for Sultan an-Na~ir's proposal to sell his 'abid biiriidiya to the 
Ttm:omans. 

134 AI-An~ari: fol. 19b, 1. 3-fol. 2Oa, 1. 3. 
135 On a{-{abaqa al-khiimisa cf. M. Mostafa: .. Beitrage zur 

Geschichte Agyptens," ZDMG, 1935, PP. 218-219 (an inaccurate 
description), and A. N. Poliak: Feudalism, p. 14. 

136 Between the days of an-Na~ir Muhammad Abu as-Sa'adat and 
the formation of a special unit of arquebusiers by Qiin,uh al-Ghawri, 
small arms are sporadically mentioned in the sources (cf. Ibn Iyas: 
iii (KM), p. 449, 11. 9-12; p. 455, II. 2-3; iv, p. 84, II. 11-16. 
AI-An~ri: fol. 95a, 11. 7-10, 11. 12-13). 

137 Of. the present writer's L'Esc1avage du Marne/ouk (Jerusalem, 
1951), pp. 9-12. 

138 The usual days for the payment of the jiimakiya were the 
15th, 16th, and 17th of the month (lfawiidith. p. 698,n. 6-7. Ibn Iyis: 
iii [KM], p. 391, 1. 20; iv, p. 18, II. 18-19, 1. 21 ; p. 237, 1. 18, l. 20; 
p. 291, n. 3-6; p. 307, 11. 8-11 ; p. 312, 11. 13-14; p. 326, II. 4-6; 
p. 330,11. 4-6 ; p. 350, II. 20-23 ; p. 360,11. 2-3 ; p. 382,II. 15-16; p. 386, 
1. 22-p. 387, 1. 7; p. 416, 1. 16; p. 430, n. 20-21; P. 480, II. 9-10; 
v, p. 19, 11. 16-18; p. 78, 11. 5-8). Seldom was the jiimakiya paid either 
earlier or later. (lfawiidith. p. 134, l. 23; p. 194; p. 514, 11. 9-14. 
Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 471, 11. 4-5; p. 483, l. 11 ; v, p. 45, 11. 12-15.) 

139 In the early Circassian period the jiimakiya was paid during 
three pay-days. In 858/1454 and in 861/1457 the Mamluks tried to 
fight the government's tendency to spread the payment of the 
jiimakiya over more than three days (lfawiidith. p. 201, 11. 10-12. 
Nujiim[P] vii, p. 474, n. 6-13; p. 477, 11. 5-11), but their attempt 
failed. In the last seventy to eighty years it was commonly paid out 
over a period of four days (lfawiidith, p. 486, II. 6-10. Cf. also the 
references in the preceding note.) 

140 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 206, 11. 3-8; p. 260, 11. 14-15; p. 269, II. 21-22; 
p. 281, II. 18-19; p. 324, 11. 8-11 ; p. 370, n. 10-18. 

141 Ibn Iyas: iv, P. 200, II. 16-18. Cf. also the very important 
reference ibid. p. 206, 11. 3-8. 

142 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 206, 11. 3-8; p. 260, n. 14-15; p. 269, 11. 21-22; 
p. 281, II. 18-19. 

143 Ibn Iyas: iv, P. 309, 11. 3-9. 
144 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 324, 11. 8-11 ; p. 331, 11. 7-15; p. 337, 11. 6-9 ; 

p. 360, 11. 2-6; p. 368, l. 23-p. 369, 1. 2; p. 369, 11. 9-23; p. 370, 
II. 8-10; p. 402, l. 23-p. 403, 1. 3; p. 428, 11. 1-4; p. 436, 11. 16-20; 
p. 458, II. 1-10; v, p. 199, 11. 11-12. 

145 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 360, II. 2-6. The term at-tabaqa al-khiimisa is 
not strictly accurate be<:ause the number of the barracks (tibiiq, 
a{biiq) in the Citadel was about twelve, as mentioned above. For 
the purpose of payment, the tibiiq were divided into four groups, 
each of them receiving its pay on one of the four pay-days. Thus 
at-tabaqa al-khiimisa corresponds to one such group of {ibiiq. 

146 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 206, II. 3-8. Of. also p. 260, 11. 14-15; p. 269, 
11. 21-22. 

147 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 369,11. 12-13. A full translation of these lines 
is given on pp. 75-76. 

148 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 458,II. 1-3. This is the only case where Mamluks 
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were demonstrably members of at-labaqa al-khiimisa. Such expres­
sions in connection with this unit as marnalik. mamiilik tariikima 
(Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 200, 1. 17; p. 260, 1. 14; p. 269,1. 22; p. 324, ll. 9-10; 
p. 331, 1. 8) should not be translated literally, since the word Mamluk 
has at times a wider sense. For example: the troops serving under 
the Amirs of al-Gharb (near Beirut) are called mamalik. in spite of 
the fact that their names prove beyond any doubt that they were 
Arabs and sons of Arabs (~litt b. Ya\1yi: Tarikh Bayrilt. 
second ed., pp. 96-98) ; the awiiid an-nils who. by the very circumstances 
of their birth, could not be Mamluks, are quite frequently referred to 
as mamiilik suifiiniya in the later Circassian period (cf. for instance 
Nujilm[P] vii, p. 140, 11. 4-5; p. 850, ll. 7-9. Qawiidith. p. 175, 
11. 10-13 ; p. 616, 1. 1 ; p. 681, 1. 8. Ibn Iyis: v. p. 43. 11. 3-4; as well 
as Poliak: Feudalism. p. 29,and n. 10). or even khii~~akiya (Qawiidith. 
p. 175, in the notes). The present writer has tried to explain this 
phenomenon in BSOAS xv, pp. 457-458, 466. That the members of 
af-fabaqa al-khiimisa could by no means be Mamluks is proved 
by their being artisans, cobblers, pedlars and the like-occupations 
which no member of the Mamluk military caste would ever lower 
himself to practise. In connection with at-tabaqa al-khiimisa, the 
following passage is instructive: al-marnalik alladhi istajaddahum 
rna bayna Tariikima wa-A'jiim wa-awliid niis (Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 206, 
ll. 4-5). That the awliid niis could not be Mamluks has already been 
shown above. In the purely Mamluk regiments there were no 
Persians. There were only very few Turkomans known to have been 
Mamluks. Cf. also Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 84, ll. 11-18 where all kinds of 
socially inferior elements, including black slaves, are called 
mamiilik. and ibid. p. 310, ll. 17-18. 

149 Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 331, 11. 7-15; p. 360, 11. 2-6; p. 369, ll. 9-23; 
p. 458, 11. 1-10. 

ISO Ibid. iv, p. 84, ll. 11-16. 
lSI Ibid. iv, p. 260, 11. 14-15. 
152 Ibid. iv, p. 324, 11. 8-11. 
153 Cf. above p. 120 notes 102 and 105. 
154 Pay and other parades took place in the courtyard. 
ISS Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 370, 11. 10-18. 
156 Ibid. iv, p. 368, 1. 23-p. 369, 1. 2. The same complaint is voiced 

in very similar words on p. 428, 11. 1-4. 
157 That suwaykhiita (7) were food-vendors of some kind is clearly 

demonstrated in the following incident: the authorities allowed only 
five vendors' boats (bayyii'iln) to enter the ar-Rutli Lake. Those thus 
privileged were the sweet vendor (/;Ii/wiini), the fruit vendor 
(fiikihiinj), the cheese vendor (jabbiin), the vendor of lentil soup 
('addiis) and the suwaykhiiti, possibly a meat-vendor (meat roasted on 
spits-suyilkh. sing., sikh) (Ibn Iyis: v, p. 55, 11. 9-11). 

158 Ibid. iv, p. 369, ll. 3-23. 
159 For the meaning of 50 Mamluk" in this context cf. n. 148 

above. 
160 Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 206, ll. 6-8. 
161 Ibid. v, p. 85, 11. 1-3. 
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162 For Ibn TagribirdI's interest in firearms cf. Appendix I 
pp. 135-137. 

163 Cf. pp. 55-56 above, and the quotations from Ibn Zunbul's 
work cited on pp. 89-95. 

164 Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 360, 11. 2-6. This passage has already been 
quoted in full above. O. p. 73. 

165 Cf. the reference in n. 164 and the full quotation on p. 73. 
166 The figure is probably not exaggerated for there is every 

reason to believe that al-GhawrI's foundry produced an even greater 
number of cannon. It only shows the very important role played by 
fireanns on the Portuguese front. 

167 This consignment included other items, to wit 2,000 oars, iron, 
anchors, ropes and other kinds of naval equipment, wood, and 30,000 
wooden arrows (Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 201, 11. 6-13). Cf. also p. 79 and 
notes 185 and 186, p. 124 below. For Ottoman consignments of 
firearms to the Mamluks see S. N. Fisher: The Foreign Relations of 
Turkey, 1481-1512, pp. 95, 101-102. 

168 Ibn Iyas: iv, pp. 365, I. 23-p. 366, I. 3. 
169 Ibid., p. 366, 11. 7-8. 
170 Ibid. iv, p. 458, 11. 5-6. 
171 Ibid. iv, p. 467, 11. 9-10. 
172 Ibid. iv, p. 467, I. 1. 
173 Ibid. v, p. 113, 11. 11-16, and especially 11. 13-14. 
174 Ibid. iv, p. 84, 11. 11-18. 
175 Ibid. iv, p. 308, 11. 3-9. 
176 Ibid. iv, p. 308, 11. 9-14. 
177 Ibid. iv, p. 310, 1. 16-p. 311, 1. 9. 
178 Ibid., p. 310, II. 21-23. 
179 Ibid. iv, p. 331, II. 4-12. The reason for the Sultan's sending 

strong reinforcements to Suez was the fact that the Portuguese 
dominated the Southern end of the Red Sea and were in possession 
of Kamaran Island (II. 12-15). 

180 Ibid. iv, p. 337, 11. 6-9. 
181 Ibid. iv, p. 362, 11. 2-11. 
182 Ibid. iv, p. 453, 11. 3-10. That these were mainly old and disabled 

qariini~a may be inferred from p. 448, II. 4-8. 
183 Ibid. iv, p. 458, II. 1-10. 
184 Thus the number of the members of at-tabaqa al-khiimisa in the 

expedition was reduced from 600 to 450. 
185 Ibn Iyiis: iv, p. 467, II. 2-6. The Turcomans are perhaps identical 

with the Ottomans (cf. the writer's" The Mamluk Army During the 
Early Ottoman Period" [in Hebrew], in Gotthold Weil Jubilee 
Volume, Jerusalem, 1952, p. 85, n. 2). According to another version, 
Ottomans and Maghribi sailors in this expedition numbered 2,000 or 
more (Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 365,11. 16-19; p. 458, 11. 6-8). 

186 Ibid. iv, p. 365, I. 16..". 366, 1. 6; p. 458, 11. 6-8; p. 460, 1. 8; 
p. 466, 1. 18; v, p. 113, II. 11-15; p. 185, 1. 23-p. 186, I. 3; p. 199, 
11. 3-13. An earlier expedition against the Portuguese was also 
launched without the participation of a single Amir of a Thousand. 
It was mentioned together with two other minor expeditions against 
the ruler of Yanbu' and against a Beduin tribe in the vicinity of 
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Mecca (ibid. iv, p. 82, 11. 11-13: p. 93, 11. 4-5). Cf. also p. 479, 
11. 15-23. 

187 That some firearms were employed by the Mamluks in Marj 
Dabiq may possibly be inferred from Ibn Iyas: v, p. 67, 1. 2. 

188 Even in the last great expedition against the Portuguese, the 
Mamluk element did not exceed a few hundred (two hundred khii~­
~aklya and jamdar1ya plus an unspecified number of Royal Mamluks 
in the contingent of at-tabaqa al-khiimisa). On the other hand, 
expeditions sent to Syria usually included thousands, mostly Royal 
Mamluks. 

189 The temporary alliance between Mamluks and Ottomans 
against the Portuguese, about a year before the Battle of Marj Dabiq, 
did nothing to mitigate the enmity between them, which came into 
being during the rule of Qaytbay and continued to increase thereafter. 

190 Units stationed in Syria inevitably faced the Ottoman front. 
191 The Mamluks' attitude towards the sea and naval warfare is 

discussed by the present writer in a chapter called .. The Mamluks and 
Sea-Power" of his unpublished work on the Mamluk army. 

192 Nujum(P) vi, p. 582, n. 1-11 ; p. 588, 1. 6-p. 589, 1. 2: p. 590, 
1. 6-p. 592, 1. 22: vii, p. 112,11. 13-19: p. 113,11. 17-18. 

193 Cf. Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 310,11. 16f.; p. 311, n. 4-9: p. 335,11.7-12: 
p. 362, 11. 2-11 : p. 448, 11. 4-8: p. 453, 11. 13-19: p. 479, n. 15-23; 
v, p. 23, 11. 1-8; p. 28, 11. 23-29; p. 45, II. 15-22. 

194 Ibn Iyas: v, p. 199, 11. 3-12. 
19S Ibn Iyas: v, p. 100, 11. 19-20. 
196 Ibid., p. 135, 11. 18-20. 
197 Ibid., p. 141, 11. 22-23. 
198 Shaqqa Ii mawkib hall wa-quddamahu as-su'at wan-na/pya 

(ibid., p. 44, I. 21). Cf. p. 80, 11. 18-19. 
199 Ibid., p. 101, 11. 9-12. Cf. p. 79, 11. 18-19 and p. 116, 1. 2. 
200 Ibid., p. 44, 1. 20. Cf. also his eulogy in p. 44, 1. 23-p. 45, I. 7. 

On his high moral standard see p. 54, I. 14-p. 57, 1. 16. On his being 
!oved and admired by the populace see p. 103,11.9-11. 

201 Ibid., p. 101, 11. 11-12. 
202 Ibid., p. 79, 11. 20-21. 
203 Ibid., p. 132, 11. 4-7. 
204 Ibid., p. 138, 11. 6-10. 
20S Ibid., p. 118, I. 21-p. 119,1. 2: p. 128, n. 18-19: p. 131,11. 15-16 ; 

p. 142, 11. 9-10. The wagons for firearms were built in the Citadel 
(p. 137, 11. 12-13). 

206 Ibid., p. 67, I. 23; p. 128, n. 18-19. Ibn Til16n: p. 67, n. 32-33; 
p. 45, 11. 21-22; p. 44, 11. 7-11 : p. 43, 1. 18. Ibn Zunbul: p. 83, 11. 3-9. 
Ibn TUliin gives two vivid descriptions of the Ottoman artillery wagons 
which he saw in Damascus. In the first one he says that when Sultan 
Selim entered that town he was preceded by thirty wagons ('araba) 
and twenty wheeled .. fortresses" (qal'a), each being drawn by two 
mules. When the guns opened fire by the platform (mastaba) the 
people of Damascus believed that Heaven had fallen down to earth 
(p. 45, 11. 21-22). In the second description he says that he went to 
have a look at the wagons and .. fortresses," the like of which he 
had never seen before, and found them .. a wonderful thing which 
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proves the might of Selim" (fa-Mha hiya amr 'ajib tadullu 'alii 
tamakkunihl). The wagons were fastened together by chains, so that 
when they are arranged in a line they are like a fortified wall (sur). 
Every wagon fired a lead projectile (bunduq r~a~) of a size" to fill 
the palm of a man's hand" (mil'a kafJ ar-rajul) (=fist). These were 
carried in a box about the size of a man underneath the wagon 
(P. 44, 11. 7-11). The Ottoman wagons and" fortresses" are referred 
to again on p. 43, 1. 18. 

207 Ibn Iyas: v, p. 131, 1. 15. Cf. also p. 137, 11. 11-16. 
208 At an earlier stage only thirty wagons are mentioned (ibid., 

p. 118, 1. 23-p. 119, 1. 2). 
209 Ibid., p. 131, 11. 12-22. 
210 It should be noted that the Ottomans won their greatest victories 

over their Muslim neighbours (Chaldiran, Marj Dabiq, Raydaniya) in 
the open field. It was there that the Mamluks learnt the invincibility 
of wagon-borne firearms. Hence there can be little doubt that when 
the Mamluks, after their defeat at Marj Dabiq, built their own 
artillery wagons the intention was to use them in open field rather 
than in siege warfare. 

211 Ibid., p. 118, I. 23-p. 119, 1. 2. It is difficult to ascertain whether 
artillery or small arms are referred to here because at the close of 
the Mamluk period mukl}ula could mean either, while al-bunduq 
ar-r~a~ is sometimes used to designate a cannon-ball (p. 131,11. 12-22). 

212 According to a dispatch which Selim I sent to Damascus after 
the Battle of Raydaniya, Tiimanbiiy employed Frankish arquebusiers 
(al}daru rumat min al-Faranj wa-ghayrihim-Ibn Tiilun: p. 39, 1. 14). 
A European source states that artillery units were sent in support 
of the Mamluks by the ruler of Rhodes who feared that after the 
conquest of Egypt by the Ottomans his own tum would come 
(Giovanni Sagredo: Die neuerofJneten Ottomanischen Pforten, 
Augsburg, 1694, p. 96). Ibn Iyas mentions an unconfirmed rum our 
to the effect that the number of arquebusiers sent to Egypt by 
the ruler of Rhodes was a thousand (v, p. 136, 11. 16-22). From another 
report it is learnt that weapons and gunpowder most probably from 
Europe, reached the port of Alexandria (p. 159, l. 23-p. 160, I. I). 

213 Cf. references in the above notes. Black arquebusiers ('abid 
rumat) were among the soldiers who, under Tiimanbay, fought to 
the very end at the Battle of Raydaniya (ibid., p. 143, 11. 9-10). 
The attempt to recruit 1,000 Maghribis was only partly successful 
because of their opposition to the Mamluks and their sympathy with 
the Ottomans (v, p. 134, 11. 12-13, 11. 15-23). 

214 Though Sultans an-Na~ir Abu as-Sa'adat Mul;lammad, 
Qan~uh al-Ghawri, and Tiimanbay who, as heads of the kingdom, 
were bound to look after its welfare, did show interest in firearms, 
the present writer has not been able to discover any individual 
Mamluk of a lower degree who had any special connection with 
firearms. 

215 Cf. above, pp. 13, 14, 35, n. 51. 
216 Ibn Zunbul: p. 13, l. 24-p. 18, 1. 10; p. 19, 11. 17-25; p. 20, 

11. 1-4. 
217 Ibn Iyas: v, p. 68, 11. 2-17. 
218 Ibn Zunbul: p. 15,11.2-25; P. 16, l. 12,11.20-23. 

126 



TEXT REFERENCES 

%19 See n. 218, p. 4, n. 24-25 ; p. 5, 1. 13-p. 6, 1. 5; p. 13, n. 10-20; 
p. 17, 1. 9f.; p. 21, 11. 1-15; p. 22, n. 22-25; p. 26, 1. 7-p. 27, 1. 6; 
P. 31, 1. 10-p. 32, I. 15; p. 80, 11. 21-23. 

220 The extensive use of firearms by the Ottomans may be inferred 
from expressions like .. rain" (matar), .. abundant rain" (ma{ar 
midriir) etc. (ibid., p. 72, 11. 3-5; p. 74, n. 15-16. Cf. the dramatic 
description in p. 82, 1. 24-p. 83, 1. 2 and I. 7; P. 18, I. 25; p. 35. 
11. 19-24; p. 67, I. 19). According to the same author, Sultan Selim 
brought to bear against the Mamluks 800 guns, 200 of which he left 
behind in Syria; with the remaining 600 he marched against Egypt. 
Of these, 150 were heavy guns, and the rest of smaller calibre 
(4arb'l.iiniit). the length of each being twenty-five spans (shibr). Each 
of the small guns was drawn by four horses, and each of the big 
guns by 30 to 40 horses. All of them were covered with a kind of 
red felt (jiikh a/;lmar). When the leading guns in the column reached 
ar-Raydaniya, the last were still at al-Khiinqah (P. 83, 11. 3-9). For 
the Ottoman artillery wagons cf. pp. 125-126, n. 206. 

221 Ibid., p. 9, I. 12. 
222 Ibid., p. 34, 11. 8-11. 
223 Ibid., p. 35, 11. 23-24. 
224 Ibid., p. 121, 11. 2-3. 
225 Ibid., P. 77, n. 19-21. Cf. also p. 34, 1. 23-p. 35, 1. 1; p. 68, 

11. 11-16. For the decisive part played by Ottoman firearms cf. Ibn 
Iyas: iv, p. 402, 1. 23-p. 403, I. 3 ; v, p. 135, n. 22-23 ; p. 143, n. 3-4. 

226 Ibid., p. 7, 11. 6-8. That firearms had been the decisive factor 
in the defeat of the Mamluks at Marj Dabiq is also clear from Ibn 
TUlfin (p. 48, 11. 12-13), who says that early in the day the Mamluk 
army had the upper hand. By noon they were busily engaged in 
pillage and plunder, when the Ottomans counter-attacked and routed 
them with their arquebuses (ja-raja'a 'alayhim malik ar-Riim 
bil-bunduq ar-r~ii!j fa-kasarahum). In Ibn Iyas's description of the 
battle (v, pp. 67-68) the rOle of Ottoman firearms is more vague. In 
his description of other battles, however, he considers firearms a 
decisive factor in the destruction of Mamluk power (cf. for instance, 
ibid., p. 143, 11. 3-4; p. 195, 11. 19-23, and the translation of these 
passages in p. 60 above). The later historian al-Isl}.aqi, who probably 
copied from earlier sources, also points at firearms as the main cause 
of the Ottoman victory at Marj Dabiq: wa-utliqat al-balliidiq wal­
'l.arbtiiniit fa-halaka man halaka wa-haraba man haraba wa-inqalaba 
an-nahiir laylan bid-dukhiin (Akhbiir al-Uwal. Cairo, 1311H, p. 148, 
11. 20-21). The overwhelming power that firearms had acquired in the 
field of battle already during the early decades of the sixteenth 
century may also be proved from famous European battles (Ravenna, 
1512; Marignano, 1525) (C. Oman, A History of the Art of War in 
the Sixteenth Century. pp. 50, 130-150, 160-170). 

227 Ibn Zunbul: p. 20, 11. 5-8. According to the same passage, the 
number of Ottoman dead was 4,OOO(!). 

228 Ibid., p. 29, 11. 19-21. 
229 As-sayf wal-'iid (cf. also ibid., p. 9, 1. 8; p. 68, 11. 22-23). 

This kind of fighting is contrasted with fighting with firearms, being 
considered more gentlemanly (see pp. 93-95). 

230 P. 91, n. 14-19. 
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231 P. 77, It 19-22. Cf. also p. 34, 11. 23-25; p. 70, n. 23-24. 
232 P. 70, 11. 23-24. 
233 The expression muqawwam bi-ulaf is significant, for Ibn Iyis 

also used it when comparing the Mamluk horseman with Ottoman 
infantryman (see above, p. 77). 

234 Ibn Zunbul: p. 98, ]1. 11-15. 
23S Ibid., p. 98, 11. 11-15. 
236 Ibid., p. 75, ]. 24-p. 76, ]. 3. 
237 Ibid., p. 105, 1I. 22-24. 
238 Ibid., p. 78, 1I. 4-8. It was not only Ibn Zunbul who regarded 

the Ottomans as not very different from animals. A very similar 
opinion is expressed by Ibn Iyis who says: .. Sultan Selim did not 
follow in Egypt the ways and rules of the previous Sultans. Neither 
he, nor his Vezirs nor his Amirs nor his army had an acknowledged 
order, but [all of them] were barbarians and savages, amongst whom 
it was impossible to distin2uish between servant and master" 
(wa-lii mashii Salim Shiih Ii Mi~r 'alii qawii'id as-salii{'in as-siilifa 
Ii Mi~r wa-Iam yakun lahu niziim yu'raf Iii huwa wa-lii wuzarii'ihi 
[sic I] wa-lii umarii'ihi wa-lii 'askarihi hal kiina hamaj Iii yu'raf 
al-ghuliim min al-ustiidh-Ibn Iyiis, v, p. 159, II. 7-14. Cf. also p. 194, 
11. 1-2; p. 204, 1I. 3-5, 1I. 9-10). Many customs of the Ottomans aroused 
an extreme feeling of disgust in the hearts of the Mamluks (ibid., 
p. 194, n. 1-2, n. 6-8; p. 204, 1I. 5-9). The disappearance of the 
furilsiya exercises and other time-honoured Mamluk institutions were 
deeply lamented by Ibn Iyis (ibid., p. 194, n. 9-10; p. 195, 
11. 1, 2, 3-5, 7, 11). 

239 Ibn Iyiis, p. 71, 1I. 13-21. 
240 Ibid., p. 68, 1I. 20-24; p. 70, 11. 19-24. 
241 In these battles there were undoubtedly situations such as close 

combat, etc., in which firearms could not be used effectively, and 
when this happened the Mamluks could easily see how much higher 
their own furilsiya standards were in comparison with those of the 
Ottomans. 

242 P. 27, 1. 25"1>. 28, 1. S. According to Ibn Zunbu], even Selim 
himself was fascinated by the furilsiya exercises, and made inquiries 
to discover whether any in his own army were able to perform such 
feats of arms and horsemanship (p. 119, 1. 24-p. 120, 1. 2). Traces 
of the Mamluk historian's claim that Selim showed admiration for 
the Mamluks' proficiency at furasiya exercises may be found in one 
of the two legends telling of the formation of two Mamluk rival 
factions (Qiisimiya and Faqiiriya) under the Ottomans (Jabarti: 
p. 22, 11. 3-5,11. 21-22; p. 22,1. 27-p. 23, 1. 15). 

243 Ibn Zunbul: p. 9, 11. 7-12. 
244 Ibid., p. 30, 11. 2-5. 
24S Ibid., p. 104, 11. 18-21. Cf. also p. 88, 11. 14-17. A comparison 

between the Ottoman attack and that of Timurlane is made by Ibn 
Zunbul. The damage caused by Selim was much greater than that 
caused by Timur because of the use of firearms (Ibid., p. 86, 1I. 8-13). 
It was" about fifteen times bigger" (Ibid., p. 116, 11. 3-5). 

246 Ibid., p. 37, 1. 7-p. 39,1. 3. An abbreviated and largely incorrect 
version of Kurtbiiy's meeting with Selim is given in Hammer ii, pp. 
498-499. Cf. also Oman: A History of the Art of War in the XVlth 
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Century, London, 1937, p. 619. Kurtbiiy was an Amir of a Thousand, 
holding the rank of Second Dawiidar. 'Alliin was the Great Dawiidiir, 
being appointed by Tiimiinbiiy, who relinquished the appointment on 
himself becoming Sultan (Ibn Iyiis: v, p. 107, 11. 6-10). 

247 In Europe, too, the introduction of firearms aroused consider­
able antagonism (Hime: pp. 131-133), but there such opposition 
never constituted an obstacle as insurmountable as in the Mamluk 
kingdom. 

247a It would appear that the use of the hand-gun from horseback 
had been introduced by the Ottomans in Egypt at a very early date. 
A firman of the year 931/1524 in Kanunameh Misr of Suleiman the 
Magnificent deals with "The Corps of the Mounted Arquebusiers" 
(Cema'at-i Tufekciyiin-i Suvari). It is further stated in this firman 
that according to the Kanun each man of this corps has to keep a 
horse and to be able to fire with a hand-gun from horseback. The 
aghas must train those who do not know this art (0. L. Barkan, 
Kanunlar, Istanbul, 1945, No. CV, Kanunnameh of Egypt, p. 356). 
It was Professor P. Wittek who called the present writer's attention 
to this most important document. 

248 In the war between Timurlane and the Mamluks neither used 
firearms in open battle. 

249 The position of a Sultan who was the son or descendant of a 
Mamluk was much weaker than that of one who was himself a 
Mamluk (of. "Studies on the Structure of the Mamluk Army," 
BSOAS. 1953, pp. 458-459). 

250 Cf. L'Esclavage du Marnelouk, pp. 9-22, 24-26. 
251 Cf. op. cit., pp. 16-22. 
251a The word "slavery" for designating the relations between 

the master and the Mamluk or Ottoman kul may create a wrong 
impression in the mind of the non-Muslim and especially the 
European reader. It was obedience, not servility, of the" slave" to 
his master, springing from mutual feelings of devotion and loyalty. 

252 The Mamluk sultanate was hereditary during the Bahri period 
under the Qaliiiin dynasty, but afterwards and especially under the 
Circassians, the principle of heredity was exceptional. It should be 
remembered that but for a few decades firearms had been the weapons 
of the Circassian period. 

253 The word .. a11egience" is, of course, used here not in the 
meaning of a formal obligation to the ruling monarch, by which all 
Royal Mamluks were bound, but to that kind of obligation which 
grew out of the very essence of Mamlukdom, viz., the sense of 
solidarity uniting all the Mamluks belonging to anyone master, 
welding them into a slave family, and creating between them some­
thing in the nature of a family relationship. 

254 For additional and more detailed information on the various 
groups of which the Royal Mamluks were composed and on their 
relations with each other, cf. "Structure, etc.," BSOAS, 1953, pp. 204-
228. It should be emphasised here that though dissension had been a 
constant feature of Mamluk society in the years 1250 to 1517, the 
hatred between the various Mamluk factions never reached such a 
pitch as it did when the Mamluks came under the Ottomans. In 
Ottoman Egypt the rival Mamluk factions (Qiisim7ya and Faqiir7ya) 
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had literally the one single aim of annihilating each other. After the 
Faqiiriya had succeeded in wiping out their mortal enemies (1729), 
bloodshed within the victorious faction continued almost with the 
same intensity as there had been in the past between the Faqiiriya 
and Qiisimiya. The reasons for this phenomenon were analysed by the 
present writer in a lecture delivered at the 23rd International Congress 
of Orientalists at Cambridge in August, 1954, and entitled: .. A 
comparison between the Mamluk societies of Egypt in the Mamluk 
kingdom and under the Ottomans." The present writer is now working 
on a comprehensive study of Egyptian society under the Ottomans. 

25S Gibb and Bowen: Islamic Society and the West I, i. Oxford 
University Press, 1950, p. 68. R. Anhegger: Beitriige zur Geschichte 
des Bergbaus im Osmanischen Reich, Istanbul, 1943-1945, pp. 133-
146, 147f, 168, 173, 174, 204-206, 210-212. 

256 Le Strange, Palestine under the Moslems, pp. 408-410. Daw' 
tIl'"~ubl), p. 289, 1. 7. $ubl) iv, p. 11 J, I. 1. 

257 Cf. Heyd's and Schaube's books on European trade with the 
Levant. Cf. also Abu al-Fida', Taqwim al-Bulddn, p. 219. For the 
shortage of metals see Suliik i, p. 67,H. 10-14; p. 103,1. 12-p. 104,1. 1 ; 
p. 568, H. 12-13. Ibn Kathir: xiv, p. 102, 11. 15-16. Sub/} iii, p. 70; 
p. 444, 11. 8-12, 11. 17-18; viii, p. 213. 

258 No metal mines apart from that of Bayrot have been found to 
have been worked throughout the Mamluk period. The only allusion 
to an attempt to discover ore suitable for casting cannon is that of 
Khayrbak al-Mi'mar, who, having gone to Aqaba to build a Khan 
and granaries, sent to Sultan Qan~iih al-Ghawri stones which he 
supposed to have contained copper ore. But an examination of the 
stones proved that they contained negligible quantities of copper 
(Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 144, 11. 4-9). It would appear that there was 
occasionally a shortage of saltpetre or gunpowder (biiriid). Some time 
before the expedition against the Portuguese, the Mamluk Sultan 
sent a special messenger to the Ottoman ruler requesting war material 
and biiriid (Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 196). He received from the Ottomans-in 
addition to cannon, copper, and iron-40 Qantiirs of biiriid mutayyab 
(Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 201). In 916/1510, a native of Kerak discovered 
near by great quantities of saltpetre, and on bringing samples to the 
Sultan for examination these were found to be very rich. The 
Sultan rejoiced greatly at the discovery, and ordered large quantities 
of the material to be brought to Cairo (Ibn Iyas: iv, p. 204, 11. 9-12). 
During the preparations for the expedition against the Portuguese, 
Egypt experienced a severe shortage of sulphur (kibrit) (Ibn Iyas: 
iv, p. 355, 11. 17-18). 

259 The present writer has no knowledge of the economic situation 
in the Ottoman Empire and its influence on the efficiency of its 
military machine. No economic comparisons are, therefore, made. 

260 This problem is discussed in the chapter on pay in the present 
writer's unpublished work on the Mamluk army. Cf. also" Structure, 
etc.," BSOAS, 1954, pp. 86-88. 

261 Khitat i, p. 5, 11. 21-24; p. 365, 11. 19-23. 
262 Khi!at i, p. 5, 11. 1-24; p. 365, 11. 19-23. It should be noted 

that plague played no small part in accelerating Egypt's economic 
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decline in the fifteenth and the beginning of the sixteenth centuries. 
for during that period its outbursts afflicted the country with much 
greater frequency than in the fourteenth century. though none was 
as severe as that of 749/1348 (cf. the present writer's" The Plague 
and its Effects upon the Mamluk Army." IRAS. 1946. pp. 67-73). 

263 Khita! i. p. 365. 11. 19-23. 
264 For the internecine battles fought between Sultan Faraj and 

his supporters on the one hand and the Circassian Mamluks on the 
other. cf. "The Circassians in the Mamluk Kingdom." lAOS, 1949. 
pp. 141-142. 

26S Khitat i. p. 365. 11. 18-21; ii. p. 131. 11. 26-27. 
266 One of the salient symptoms of Egypt's economic decay in the 

period under discussion was the steady decline in the value of the 
dirham. as compared with the diniir (cf ... Esclavage." p. 42, n. 54. and 
E. Strauss: "Prix et Salaires l l'Epoque Mamlouke," REI. 1950. 
pp. 49-94). 

267 Cf. also Khitat i. p. 101, where important data on the Egyptian 
dams are gathered by al-Maqrizi. 

268 For the office and functions of the WazTr. cf ... Structure. etc .... 
BSOAS. 1954, p. 61. 

269 Nuiiim(P) vi. p. 271, 1. 19-p. 273, 1. 6. Khitat i. p. 365. 11. 18-28. 
270 Nujiim vi, p. 108, 11. 17-20. 
271 Manhal iii, foI. 168a, n. 16-21. ~aw' iii, p. 310, n. 12-17. 
272 For the l)imiiya, cf. Poliak: .. Feudalism." p. 25. 
273 Khitat i, p. 111, 11. 26-29. Nujiim(P) vii. p. 651. 11. 5-12. 
274 lJawiidith. p. 108, 1. 15-p. 109. 1. 3. 
27S lJawiidith, p. 140, 11. 18-22. 
276 lJawiidith, p. 451, 11. 1-12. For the harm caused by the mis­

chievous deeds of the julbiin. cf ... Structure. etc .... BSOAS. 1953. 
pp. 206-213. 

277 lJawiidith. p. 458. 11. 6-13. On the havoc wrought by Beduin 
in the rural districts (aryii!). see also lJawiidith. p. 643. n. 10-14. 

278 lJawiidith. p. 461, n. 1-11. 
279 lJawiidith. p. 458. 1. 14-p. 459. 11. 8. 
280 lJawiidith. pp. 653-655. Cf. also p. 673. 11. 16-19. It should be 

stressed. however. that the terms khariba. kharraba. khariib. and the 
like frequently do not mean total destruction. Hence the economic 
situation might have been somewhat less sombre than that suggested 
by contemporary historians. 

281 lJawiidith. p. 734, n. 2-4. 
282 Ibn Iyas: (KM) iii, p. 323, n. 17-19. 
283 Cf. for example Ibid., (KM) iii, p. 360. n. 17-21; p. 366. 

11. 4-11 ; p. 386, n. 6-8; p. 440, U. 6-8. 
284 Ibid., iv. p. 45. 1. 19-p. 46. 1. 1. Cf. also p. 88. 11. 15-20. 
28S Ibid .• iv, pp. 262-263. 
286 Ibid .• iv, p. 359. n. 11-16. The extent of Alexandria's decline, 

even in the early decades of the fifteenth century. may be gauged 
from the fact that the number of its looms-Alexandria was then one of 
Egypt's greatest textile manufacturing centres-dwindled from 14.000 
in 790/1388 to 800 in 837/1433-1434 (Nujum[p] vi. p. 714.n. 11-17). 
Changes in the number of villages, on the other hand. cannot serve 
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as a guide to the economic state of affairs, since reliable data are 
lacking. Ibn Taghnoirdi says that according to al-Musabbi1,li the 
number of villages in Egypt in the fourth century A.H. (tenth 
century A.D.) was 10,000, whereas in 837/1433-1434 their number, 
accordding to a census carried out by the officials of the Diwiin 
al-Jaysh, was only 2,170, and the Mamluk historian concludes that 
this decrease affords a striking proof of the country's decline 
(Nujam[p] vi, p. 717, II. 9-14). But this conclusion is open to criticism. 
First, his statement requires corroboration. Secondly, Ibn Taghribirdi 
contradicts himself when he says that the number of villages in the 
time of the Fatimite Caliph al-l;iakim bi-Amr Allah (A.D. 996-1020) 
was 2,390, while in 864/1459-1460 it amounted to 2,365 villages, about 
half in Upper Egypt and the rest in Lower Egypt (I;lawiidith, p. 333, 
II. 14-19). (The word kuwar [sing. kara] is in all probability used here 
wrongly.) If the second statement is correct, the number of villages 
did not, in fact, decline but remained more or less unchanged from 
the eleventh century A.D. to the middle of the fifteenth. 

287 A comprehensive analysis of the causes of economic decay is 
beyond the scope of the present work, but in passing it is worth 
noting that the above testimonies clearly demonstrate that economic 
decline prior to Egypt'S occupation by the Ottomans was mainly 
caused by internal factors rather than by external ones, such as the 
circumnavigation of the Cape of Good Hope and the consequent 
diversion of European trade with India and the Far East, which are 
usually held to have been responsible. Egypt's economic deteriora­
tion had already assumed dangerous proportions many decades 
before the Portuguese made their appearance in the Indian Ocean, 
and the diversion of Indian and Far Eastern commerce was but an 
additional factor, which came too late to be really decisive. 

288 The geographical situation and technical backwardness of Persia 
gave the Safawis a much more limited opportunity for adopting fire­
arms than the Mamluks, the latter being situated on the shores of 
the Mediterranean and enjoying regular contact with Europe. How­
ever, prior to the Battle of Chaldiran, the Safawis did make an 
attempt to acquire firearms (S. N. Fisher: The Foreign Relations 
of Turkey 1481-1512, The University of Illinois Press, 1948, p. 92; 
p. 94, n. 35; p. 96). 

289 True, the Safawis were saved from total destruction by various 
causes over and above their intrepidity and vigour. They were greatly 
helped by their geographical situation, by the bad roads of Persia, 
by the coming of the winter, and by the mutiny of the Janissaries 
against Sultan Selim. However, all this cannot alter the fact that but 
for firearms the Ottoman victory over them would have been 
incomparably less resounding. 

290 There is no doubt that the crushing defeat which the Ottomans 
inflicted on the Safawis in 1514 greatly aided the Ottomans in estab­
lishing the Sunna as the indisputable creed of the Empire, besides 
contributing to the establishment of boundaries between the Shi'a 
and the Sunna, which in general have persisted to the present day. 
This. too. can be counted among the important results of Ottoman 
superiority in firearms. 
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291 In stressing here the decisive rOle played by firearms in the 
Ottoman conquest of Western Asia and Egypt, it is not intended to 
belittle the supreme importance of the Ottoman military slave 
system. Yet, however efficient and disciplined, the Ottoman army 
would never have been capable of achieving such successes without 
the use of firearms. 
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Technical Information on Firearms 

Though Mamluk sources refer very frequently to fire­
arms. they furnish only the scantiest information on the 
technical aspects of those weapons. e.g., their size. weight, 
range. the weight of the projectiles used. weight of charge. 
etc.1 This serious deficiency cannot be repaired by recourse 
to archreological specimens. for the only artillery piece 
to come down to us from the whole Mamluk period is 
one single insignificant cannon from Sultan Qaytbay's time. 
kept in a museum at Constantinople.2 Hence the data 
gathered by the present writer is given in order of their 
bearing on the various points discussed. One important 
exception. however. will be discussed forthwith. 

The only detailed description of a cannon to be found in 
published Mamluk sources is furnished by Ibn Taghnoirdi. 
who was not only an eyewitness to its operation. but took 
part in measuring its range and was told about its size. weight, 
calibre. etc .• from the mouth of the Mamluk Sultan himself.3 
The following is a translation of that description: 

"And on Tuesday the 14th of Shawwal. 868/1464. the 
Sultan Khushqadam4 gave an order to test the firing capacity 
[1 tQ,frikh] of the Royal Cannon (ai-mid/a' as-Sultani) which 
the master artificer (ustadh) Ibrahim al-l;Ialabi had cast for 
the Sultan in the Cairo Citadel. Earlier. at the end of Ramac;ian. 
the cannon had already been tested once in the presence of 
the Sultan. firing several rounds. At the time of that test the 
cannon had been mounted under the walls of the Citadel and 
had fired in the direction of the Red Mountain (al-Jabal­
al-A1}.mar). Afterwards it was transferred to the foot of 
aI-Jabal al-A1}.mar and was mounted on a high wall near 
Qubbat an-Na~r. outside Cairo. by zawiyat ash-Shaykb 'Ali 
Kahanbush. The rear part of the cannon was turned towards 
the above mountain while its muzzle was directed towards 
Khanqah Siryaqus. On Thursday the ninth of the month 
[i.e •• Shawwal] it was tested for the second time. firing several 
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rounds in the presence of a big crowd and a group of Amirs 
of a Thousand and other high personages of the realm. The 
distance covered by the projectile was measured and found 
to be 4,620 ells (dhira') according to the newell (bidh-dhira' 
al-jadid). As for the first test, it was impossible to measure 
the distance, for the cannon was fired in the direction of the 
mountain. 

"In the second test I [i.e., Ibn Taghnoirdij was not present, 
and the information about the range of fire was not given to 
me by a reliable source, but by some of the people who 
quoted various figures, some of them giving higher figures 
and others lower ones. The Sultan questioned me about the 
cannon and its properties and characteristics, and he further 
asked me to measure its range in the third test. I answered 
him: 'Neither do I know the weight of the cannon, nor the 
weight of its projectiles, nor the weight of its gunpowder.' 
Then the Sultan personally dictated to me all these particulars 
which I shall submit below.s 

"When the above-mentioned Tuesday [i.e., the 14th of 
ShawwaI] arrived, the cannon was tested for the third time 
from the same place [i.e., from al-Jabal-al-~ar] facing 
Khanqah Siryaqus. It was fired twice. The second projectile 
(I)ajar) fell towards Masjid at-Tibn from the side of 
al-Matariya. This distance is greater than that traversed by 
the first stone or that traversed by the stone fired in the 
second test on last Thursday6 [i.e., the 9th of Shawwal]. I, and 
another man whom I trust, undertook to measure that distance 
with the greatest accuracy. 

" The result of our measurements was 5,648 ells and one 
span (shibr) according to the newell; while according to the 
ell (dhira') commonly used in the service of the post (barid) 
the same distance was 6,589-1- ells. This distance is about a 
mil and a half plus a quarter of a tenth of a mIl ; i.e., about 
one-sixth of a barid.7 This is a rare and strange thing to which 
we have not been accustomed and of the existence of which 
we have not heard in the past generations. This cannon has 
greatly amazed the public. The days on which it was tested 
turned out to be festival days because of the numerous 
spectators. 

"By Allah! had 1 not been an eyewitness to all this, I 
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should not have recorded it in my chronicle because of its 
strangeness and magnificence. And all this was done by the 
Sultan's grace, may Allah perpetuate His rule! 7a 

"As to the measurements of the cannon, they are as 
follows, according to what the Sultan dictated to me, and 
according to my own observation: Its length, 15 spans. 
which correspond to 51 ells. The perimeter of its muzzle. 
31 ells. Its thickness, about [?] ells. Its weight. 170 Egyptian 
qan.{ars. The weight of its projectile. 4 Egyptian qantars. 
The weight of its gunpowder. 37 Egyptian ratls."8 

ADDITIONAL DATA ON THE MEASUREMENTS OF 

MAMLUK ARTILLERY 

Weights of Cannon 
In 918/1512, under Qa~uh al-Ghawn. four cannon were 

cast. each weighing 600 Egyptian qantars. according to what 
"was said. ''9 The accuracy of this figure is. of course. open 
to question. 

Weights of Projectiles 
When Sultan Faraj laid siege to ~arkhad in 812/1409. 

some of his cannon fired projectiles weighing 60 Damascus 
ratls.10 Quatremere. quoting Ibn I;Iajar al-'AsqaIani and 
al-Maqrizi. mentions a mid/a' and a muklJula. each firing 
projectiles weighing 600 Egyptian ratls.11 

By far the most important evidence regarding the weights 
of the projectiles of ordinary pieces of artillery is furnished 
by al-Qalqashandi. when he speaks of the cannon of 
Alexandria (see page 3). He says that in his time (close of 
the fourteenth century and beginning of the fifteenth) the 
weight of artillery projectiles varied between ten and over 
a hundred Egyptian ratls.12 

Size of Cannon 
The above four pieces of artillery. cast during Qa~fih 

al-Ghawri's reign. measured ten ells each.13 
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Range 
Cannon mounted on the walls of the Cairo Citadel fired 

projectiles which reached ~libat Ibn Tilliln.14 The cannon 
witnessed by al-Qalqashandi in the hippodrome at Alexandria. 
fired projectiles which reached Bal}.r as-Silsila near Bab 
al-Ba1}r. "and this is a great distance."ls 

A unique and exceedingly important piece of information 
regarding the minimum acceptable range of a Mamluk 
cannon is given in the reign of al-Ghawri who tested each 
of the guns produced in his foundry (several hundred pieces 
in all). The cannon were brought to Turbat al-'Adili and fired 
there. A cannon whose projectile fell near Turbat al-l:Iajj 
passed the test while one whose projectiles failed to reach 
the target was rejected.16 

Ordnance Artificers 
One of the most important questions to which a student 

of Mamluk firearms would be happy to have a clear and 
detailed answer is the influence of external factors (especially 
European countries and perhaps the Ottoman Empire as 
well) on Mamluk firearms. Unfortunately Mamluk sources 
throw no light whatever on this vital point. While there 
cannot be the slightest doubt that the influence of Europe 
on Mamluk firearms was considerable,11 there is no trace 
of such an influence in the sources. 

One might expect that certain connections between 
Mamluk and European artillery could be established by 
means of the names of the artificers producing the guns. But 
here again we are still very largely in the dark. Mention has 
already been made of the names of the artificers Mu1}.amad 
b. at-Tarabulusi and Ibrahim al-l:Ialabi. both of them Syrians. 
The present writer has come across the name of only one 
European artisan. Dominico. who built a big cannon nick­
named "the mad one" (al-majnuna).18 
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1 This scanty piece of information deals solely with artillery. 
No data whatsoever are supplied by contemporary sources on the 
technical aspects of the arquebus. 

2 Khalil Edhem gives a detailed description of this cannon in 
Tarih-i Osmani Encumeni Mecmuasi, No. 45, pp. 128-139. The pieces 
of artillery described in the famous Petersburg furusiya MS. (cf. above, 
references from the works of Reinaud and Fave and also Oman: ii, 
p. 211) belong to the earliest (possibly experimental) stages of firearms 
and cannot therefore be considered representative. 

3 The gun described by Ibn Taghnoirdi is exceptionally big and 
very little can be learnt from it about ordinary Mamluk artillery. 

4 Sultan Khushqadam ruled in the years 865/1461-872/1467. 
5 The recording of such intimate relations between the Sultan and 

Ibn Taghribirdi should not be looked upon as mere boastful exaggera­
tion, for Ibn Taghribirdi, though not himself a Mamluk, was the son 
of the Commander-in-Chief (atabak al-'osakir), i.e., the holder of the 
highest rank after the Sultan in the Mamluk military hierarchy. Ibn 
Taghnoirdi was brought up among the highest-ranking Mamluk 
amirs. Hence his exceptionally intimate relations with the ruling 
class, an advantage denied to ordinary historians. Thus he was enabled 
to obtain a more profound insight into Mamluk society and its 
military organisation, weapons, and tactics than almost any other 
Mamluk historian. 

6 Ibn Taghribirdi's wording conveys the impression that he 
recorded the description translated above very soon after the day 
of the third test, i.e. Tuesday, 14th Shawwal, 868. 

7 This is a most useful piece of information on the relations 
between the various linear measures in the Mamluk kingdom. 

7a This is the sole instance known to the present writer prior to 
the reign of TUmiinbay of an enthusiastic public reception of firearms. 
The cause of this enthusiasm, however, was entirely different in each 
case. Here it was caused by wonder and curiosity, while in TUmiinbay's 
days it was due to a desperate hope that these weapons would save 
the country from Ottoman occupation. 

S Qawadith, pp. 474-476. The measurements given throughout the 
above description should be compared with the measurements of 
contemporary artillery in Europe. Only then will it be possible to 
determine to what extent Ibn Taghnoirdi's information is accurate. 
The relevant literature not being available to the present writer, 
he has not been able to make the comparison himself. 

9 Ibn Iyis: iv, p. 261. 
10 Nujum(P) iv, pp. 210-211. 
11 Mongols, pp. 290-291. 
12 $ubl,a ii, p. 144, I. 17-p. 145, 1. 2 (in another edition the page 

number is 137). The employment of light artillery by the Mamluks 
is mentioned in various references gathered in the footnotes of this 
study. When al-Mu'ayyad Shaykh laid siege to Safed, he transported 
his cannon on the backs of camels (Nujum[P] vi, p. 117). This 
testimony is not in contradiction with the conclusion reached on 
p. 29 above, for TUmiinbay's guns were fired from the backs or 
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camels, while those of al-Mu'ayyad Shaykb were only carried Into 
action on the animals. 

13 Ibn Iyiis: iv, p. 261. 
14 Nujum(P) vii, p. 206. 
15 $ubl} ii, p. 144, 1. 17-p. 145, 1. 2. 
16 Of. the references on pp. 112f., notes 8-15, and especially note 9. 
17 True, the Mamluks did not take full advantage of their contacts 

with Europe to bring their firearms up to date, and the reasons for 
this are outlined in Chapter III. However, it is inconceivable that, 
in view of these contacts, Mamluk firearms would not be profoundly 
affected by European developments. 

17a For another (unnamed) artisan from Aleppo who had been 
sent to Damascus for the purpose of casting a cannon, cf. Ibn 
'Arabshih: at-Tali/ at-Tahir Ii Shiyam aI-maUk az-Zahir • •• 
Jaqmaq, B.M. MS., Or. 3026, foI. 96a, 11. 2-5. 

18 Ibn Iyiis (KM) iii, p. 363, n. 1 ; p. 366, 11. 2-4. 
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The Earliest References to the Use of 
Firearms by the Ottomans 

Ismail Hakki Uzun~arsllil has collected from Ottoman 
chronicles some of the first references to the use of firearms. 
The two earliest quotations are. however. of doubtful 
validity: 

(a) The Battle of Kossovo. 1389. Neshri (end of the 
Fifteenth Century) mentions a certain Topchu Haydar. .. a 
perfect master in the art of firing guns." who during this battle 
was stationed in the centre of the line of battle. in front of 
the Sultan.2 This passage belongs to a section of the chronicle 
where Neshri reproduces a source. the date and value of 
which have still to be assessed; it is clearly of a marked 
literary character and therefore cannot be very old-e.g.. in 
the council of war held just before the battle3 the Sultan is 
reminded of the stratagem of Alexander. who by the use of 
guns routed the elephants of Poros. 

(b) The first Ottoman siege of Constantinople. 1395-1402. 
'Ashiqpashazade (end of the Fifteenth Century. but repro­
ducing here a much older source) tells us4 that here and there 
catapults were set up. and adds: "guns they did not yet 
know very well at that time; they came into frequent use 
only under Murad (II) and his son Mehemmed (11)." The 
addition is evidently merely an aside made by 'Xshiqpashazade 
for the benefit of his readers (or rather. audience). It does 
not belong to his source and cannot. therefore. be taken as 
evidence that even a few guns were in use during that first 
siege. 

As for the Battle of Nicopolis (1396). I. H. Uzun~rsth 
affirms that firearms were used there. but gives no reference. 
On the other hand. A. S. Atiya5 states. after a careful review 
of the sources. that firearms were not employed on that 
occasion. Although C. Jirecek6 mentions guns (bombarde) 
and gunpowder (puivis pro bombardis) at Ragusa (Dubrovnik) 
in 1378. he also informs us that in Serbia catapults were for a 
long time still used in sieges. This shows that the new weapon 
penetrated from the progressive merchant republic on the 
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Adriatic into the Balkan hinterland only slowly. I am inclined 
to think that befOl·e 1400 the Ottomans had no knowledge of 
firearms. 

In what follows. the employment of guns in siege warfare 
will be discussed first. since it seems to have preceded their 
use in the open field. This. at least. is what the evidence 
suggests. While defending Adalia in 1424. the Ottomans 
killed their besieger. the Qaramanoghlu Mehemmed Beg. by 
a well-directed cannonball. This reference. found in 'Ashiq­
pashazade (p. 99. l. 10; and. dependent on him. NeshrI. ed. 
Taeschner. i. 157. ult.) as well as in the Anonymous Chronicle 
(ed. Giese. p. 62. l. 1). deserves our trust, not merely because 
it occurs in two distinct historical traditions. but also because 
the use of guns is explicitly attested already at the Siege of 
Constantinople in 1422. not. indeed. in the Turkish sources 
(which are almost silent about this siege). but in the Greek 
account by the contemporary writer Kananos. where the 
Ottoman boumpardai are said to have been very large. but of 
little effect.' Writing (circa 1480) of this siege. Chalkokondyles8 

describes at some length the teleboloi (bombards). which he 
regards as a then recent invention. probably of German 
origin. 'Ashiqpashazade (p. 106.1. 4) writes of guns being used 
against Salonica in 1430 (top ve manjlllqlar, which 
NeshrI.9 certainly committing an anachronism. changes into 
toplar ve tiifekler) and finds confirmation in Uruj.l0 Of 
special interest is his passage concerning the siege of the 
Hexamilion on the Corinthian Isthmus. in 1446,11 because it 
shows that the guns were cast on the spot (a method still 
practised under Mehemmed IIll) and that for this purpose the 
army was provided with supplies of copper. The role of 
artillery at the Siege of Constantinople in 1453 is so well 
known as to need no mention here. 

More difficult is the task of discovering when guns were 
first used on the open battlefield. At Varna in 1444. the 
Christians seem to have had artillery. but the Ottomans none. 
As for the second Battle of Kossovo in 1448. there is evidence 
to show that the Ottomans brought guns into the field. 
Although his main source 'Ashiqpashazade (p. 124) is silent 
on this point. Sa'd ad-din13 (late Sixteenth Century) seems to 
rely on genuine information when he states that guns were 
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placed in the centre of the line of battle. in front of the Sultan. 
This is precisely what we read in Chalkokondyles.14 It is even 
possible that Neshn's Topchu Haydar of Kossovo I (see 
above) belongs in fact to Kossovo II. Mehemmed II's victory 
over Uzun Hasan in 1473 at Otlug Beli (Terjan) is generally 
attributed to his superiority in firearms.15 but this matter 
requires further investigation. 

With regard to muskets, tiifek, the oldest dated Ottoman 
text containing the word is Bnven's DestUrniime16 composed 
in 1465. Mme. I. Melikoff-Sayar (p. 56. n. 4) is probably right 
to recognise in tiifek the tiiwek of Mahmud al-Kashghari's 
Diwiin lughiit at-Turk,11 (circa 1075), which is there given the 
meaning of a blowpipe used to kill birds with small pebbles. 
When Bnven made use of the word, it had no doubt already 
the meaning of musket; his employment of it in connection 
with events of the mid-Fourteenth Century is certainly nothing 
but an anachronism. Thus by 1465 muskets must have been 
well known to the Ottomans and no longer regarded as a 
novelty. Indeed. in a brief outline of the organisation of the 
Ottoman army. composed in vulgar Greek in the late years 
of Mehemmed II (between 1473 and 1481), the entrenched 
position occupied by the Sultan during a battle is described as 
being abundantly guarded by bombards and skopeta.18 
Likewise in the chronicle of Zorzi Dolfin (it ends at 1478) 
Mehemmed II is said to have used in 1453 against Constan­
tinople. besides his big gun, mtre minor machine, among them 
schiopettz".19 Furthermore. Iorga20 quotes a German source 
according to which, in 1479 at Kenyermezo, some of the 
Ottoman raiders were armed with Puchsen. I think we are 
justified in taking the skopeta, schiopetti, Puchsen as already 
denoting "muskets." Nevertheless, it seems that they 
came into general use only at a somewhat later date. 
Spandugino.21 writing not long after 1510. tells us that the 
J anissaries had only recently learned the use of muskets 
(hacquebute; Italian version: schioppetto). 

I cannot release these lines without emphasising that they 
are the result of a very hasty perusal of the main sources 
and reference books available. My conclusions have therefore 
to be regarded as tentative and provisional. 

P. WITI'EK. 
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Wahrmund. 23, 40 
Wiet, G., xi, xvi, 5, 40 
Wittek, P., 7, 129, 143 

Yalbughii an-Na~irI, amir, 3, 6, 18, 
27 

Yanbu', 113, 124 
Yaqut, Governor of Shiriiz, 34, 37 

Zahid 'Ali, 35 
Ziiwiyat ash-Shaykh 'Ali Kahan-

bush, 135 
Zettersteen, 114 
Zinkeisen. 144 
Zorzi Dolfin. 143 
Zubda. 113. 116 
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'abid. sing. 'abd. 66, 67 
'abld biiradiya, 23, 67, 122 
'abid na/riya. 23, 67, 71, 85 
'abld rumiit. 67, 74, 121, 126 
'abld rumat bil-bunduq ar-rQlaf. 

67 
'addas. 123 
atlrama, 16 
atlwiya. 17 
agha. 129 
al)raqa, 15, 35, 38 
al)raqa 1)arriiqat natr. 39 
'ajaliit or 'ajaliit min khashab. 85 
ajiinib. 100 
ajliib. julbiin. 67, 73, 74, 79, 87, 101, 

106, 120, 131 
ajniid.65 
ajnad al-1)alqa, 120 
ajniid al-umara. 120 
akhraqa. 38 
iiliit an-nail. 4, 18, 19 
'amila 1)arriiqat na/r, 39 
an/Ii!. 40 
an-nar wan-nail. 35 
anwii'. 115 
anwa' al-/uraslya, 116 
anwii' al-malii'ib. 116 
'aqiiqir. 17 
'araba, 85. 125 
archers, 25, 39, 102 
archibugio.24 
armourers, 79 
arquebus, 16, 23-4, 39, 51, 59-61, 

63-5, 67, 78, 89, 90, 95, 117-9, 
127 

arquebusier, ix, 39, 48, 50, 57, 59, 
60, 62-9, 71-2, 74, 76, 79, 80, 
82-5, 92, 102, 109, 112, 117-9, 
121-2, 126, 129 

arrows, 19,22 
artificers, 138 
artillerio. 36. 41 
artillery, x, 28, 29, 30, 40, 44, 46, 

48, 50-2, 59, 60, 61, 63, 78, 80, 
85, 99, 109, 112-4, 117, 126, 137 

artilleur. 36 
arya/, 106, 131 
ash'ala. 16 
'askar al-mulaOaq. al-, 73-4 
atabak al-'asakir. 139 
atlaqa an-na/t. 23 

lSI 

(Jwliid an-nas. 62-5, 73, 75, 79, 80, 
120, 123 

awlad nas na/fiya. 120 
(Jwqada. 16 
biir/d, 136 
biirad. 7, 9, 10, 21-6, 31, 40-2, 

112, 130 
biirad mu!ayyab. 130 
biiradi, 71 
barildiya. 67, 70, 71 
battleships, 78 
bayyii'an, 123 
blowpipe, 143 
bombard, 142-3 
bombarda. 24, 40 
bombarde. 141 
boumpardai. 142 
bow, 25, 61, 62, 76, 77, 82, 96, 110 
bullets, 61, 89, 91 
bunduq (sing. bunduqa), 3, 5, 17, 

21, 24, 25, 37, 59, 60, 61, 94, 
117-9 

bunduq rafiif. al-. 20, 39, 59-61, 
63-4, 126 

bunduqiili. 118 
bunduql. 118 
bunduqlya (pI. bunduqlyat. bana­
diq), 41, 60-1, 95, 118 

bunduqlyat ar-rafaf. 60 
buri (pI. abriij), 11, 12, 32, 35, 36, 

112-3 
buri muta1)arrik (mobile siege 

tower), 11 
bussen.5 

camels, 85, 139-40 
cannon, 24, 26-30, 37, 40, 41, 46, 

48, 50, 51, 57, 58, 83, 85, 88, 91, 
93, 124, 130, 135, 137, 140 

cannonier. 36 
cannon ball, 118-9, 126 
caravanserais, 113 
carbine. 96 
cartridges. 20, 39, 61 
carts (artillery), 85, 112 
casting of guns, 142 
catapults, 141 
Cema'at-i Tii/ekciyan-i SQvari. 129 
chains, 17 
charcoal, 25, 42 
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chivalry, 11 5-6 
coulevrine, 41,43 
copper, 17,78, 102, 130, 142 
crossbow, 24, 59, 119 

dabbiiba (" rat "), 11, 12, 32, 35, 36 
dams, 104 
daqqa.6 
Diir al-l!arb. 98 
qarbziina. (pI. qarbziiniit), 89, 90, 

119, 127 
Dawiidiir. Great. 70 
dhirii'. 136 
dirham. 120. 131 
diniir (pI. daniinir); dinar, 104, 120, 

131 
Diwiin. 75, 76, 107 
Diwiin al-Jaysh, 132 
"drugs," 17 

earth. 17 
elephants, 34, 141 
jal)m. 25, 42 
/iikihiini. 123 
jaras. 61 
jiiris, 61, 62 
felt covers, 17 
field-guns. See artillery 
.. fire," 25 
fortifications, 50, 51 
jucile. 23, 24 
junduq. 118 
juniin al-atriik, 116 
juniin al-juriisiya, 115-6 
juriisiya exercises and literature, 

xi-xiii, xv-xvii, 1, 13,31.41-2,48, 
52, 54-8, 61, 62, 76, 77, 81, 84, 
86, 87, 89, 92, 93, 95, 110, 114-7, 
128, 139 

jusil. 23, 37, 39, 43 
fusilier, 25 

ghuliim (pI. ghilmiin), 66, 67 
ghurabii'. 100 
Greek fire. See naphtha 
gun, 23, 24 
gunner, 79 
gunpowder, 25, 26, 31, 38, 40, 42, 

48,78,85 

hacquebute. 143 
1)ajar. 17, 136 
1)alqa. 62, 64-5, 120. See also ajniid 
hand-gun, x, xiii, 25, 59, 60, 63, 67, 

83, 86, 89, 102, 129 
1)arriiqat biiriid. 23 
1)arriiqat naft, 23, 39 
hawiisil. 113 
hides·of animals, 17,37 
1)ilwiinl, 123 

1)imiiya (pI. 1)imiiyiit), 106, 131 
hindiim. 40 
hindiim an-nalt. 4, 21, 22, 40 
hippodrome, 48,52-7,112, 114, 117 

i1)taraqa. 15 
'ilm (pI. 'uliim), 116 
'ilm al-juriisiya. 116 
infantrymen, ix, 92, 96, 102, 121 
iron, 17, 21, 22, 40, 78, 85, 130 
iron bolts, 17 
iron pebbles, 22 
'itiiqa. 99 

jabbiin. 123 
jiimakiya, 72-6, 79, 120, 122 
jamdiiriya. 80, 125 
Janissaries, ix, 61, 67, 89, 92, 102, 

132, 143 
jariiwa. al-. 118 
jihiid. 95 
jiikh a1)mar. 127 
juliid. 17 
julad jawiimis. 17 
iulbiin. See ajliib 
kabsh (ram), 11 
kafJiYiit. 119, 121 
karr wa-jarr. 01-. 97 
karriiz ash-Shiim1. 01-, 35 
kiishij (pI. kushshiif), 68, 121 
khall. 17 
khiin. 113, 130 
khandaq. 51 
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khariib. 131 
khariba. 131 
kharj,99 
kharraba. 131 
khiissakiya. 69, 75, 79, 80, 120, 123, 

125 
khawiibi an-nalt. 35 
khazna. 40 
khushdiishiya. 100 
khutba. 105 
kibrit. 25, 42, 130 
kul (pI. kullar), 99, 129 
kushiifiya. 121 
kuwar (sing. kiira), 132 

la'b al-kura, 53 
la'iba bin-najt. 39 
lance, lancers, 55, 56, 76. 77, 82, 

89-92. 95, 110 
lance-plays, 116 
lead, 85, 126 
libiis an-nafliipn, 37 
lubUd. 17 

ma1)iisin. 55 
mal)mil procession. 55, 57, 116 



majnilna, al-, 138 
malii'ib, al-, 116 
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niyiiba, 121 
nuqilb, 33 

mamiink al-umarii', 120 
mamank sultiiniya, 100, 120, 123 
mamiink tariikima, 123 
mamlilk (pI. mamiink), 62, 123 
mangons, 2, 28, 33 
manjaniq, 2, 17, 19, 27-30, 33, 44, 

46,50 
marsilm, 23 
masbak,48 
mastaba, 125 
matar, 127 
matar midriir, 127 
mawiikib, 58 
maydiin (pI. mayiidin), 3, 48, 55-7, 

114,116 
maz.iiriq, 36 
metal mines, 130 
midla' (pI. madiifi'), 2-6, 9, 17-19, 

21-2, 25-30, 37, 40-2, 44, 49, 51, 
137 

midla' (pI. madiifi') an-nail, 4, 6, 9, 
16-19, 27, 37-8, 41 

midla' as-Sultiini, al-, 135 
mil, 136 
mines, 33 
mousquet, 37, 43 
mubandiq, 118 
mukl)ula (pI. makiil)il), 4, 6, 9, 

17-22, 25-28, 37-9, 41, 43-4, 49, 
60, 67, 69, 78, 79, 85, 112, 126, 
137 

mukl)ulat (pI. makiil)il) al-biirild, 5, 
22,41 

mukl)ulat (pl. makiil)il) an-nalt, 3, 
4, 6, 9, 16-19, 27, 37, 41 

mulilk as-salal, 121 
mulilk as-siilila, al-, 121 
muqiitililn, 80 
muqawwam bi-ulill, 128 
muslJiit, 121 
mushtarawiit, 101, 120 
musket, 143 
musketeer, 2S 

nalaqa, 63, 65, 74, 79, 120 
nafJiit, 24, 36, 41 
naOiita (pl. naOiitiit), 36, 41 
nafjiitiln, 16, 36, 41 
nalt (pI. nulilt), x, xi, xv, 6, 7, 9-11, 

14-26, 31, 35-41, 43, 68 
na/pya, 16, 18, 19, 36, 41, 71, 79 
nii'ib, 121 
naphtha (Greek fire), x, 9-17, 20, 

31-9, 41-2, 86 
naphtha-throwers, 13, 14, 16, 17, 

33, 36, 37, 41, 86 
niir (pI. niriin), 5, 16, 35, 41 
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pebbles, 21, 22 
pellets, 25, 59 
plague, 130-1 
projectiles, 17, 19, 22, 29, 35, 40, 

41, 60, 135, 137 
Puchsen, 143 
pulvis pro bombardis, 141 

qal'a, 113, 125 
qal'a min khashab, 11 
qantiir, 137 
qariinl~, 56, 73, 79, 87, 120, 124 
qawiirir an-nalt, 16, 22, 42 
qaws al-bunduq, 24, 118 
qawwiis, 25, 39 
qiriibiit an-nalt, 35 
qudilr, 22 
qudilr an-na/l, 16 

rajjiit, 18 
ram. See kabsh 
ramii,39 
rama al-biirild, 23 
riimi (pI. rumat), 17, 121; rumal 
al-bunduq, 121; rumat bil-bun­
duq ar-ra~ii~, 39, 71, 79, 121; 
rumat bin-nulilt, 39 

rammal)a, 55 
~ii1a, r~ii~, 61 
.. rat." See dabbiiba 
ratl, 119, 137 
rawii'id, 18 
rayyis, 80 
riflemen, ix 

~abba, 16 
sabqiyiit, 119 
salqiyiit, 119 
sailors, 80 
1ii'iqa (pI. ~awii'iq), 17, 18 
salliiri, 70, 121 
saltpetre, 25, 31, 42, 130 
~ana'a, 39 
sand, 17 
1arakhiit, 18 
~iirikha (pI. sawiirikh), 17 
1awiirikh an-nalt, 4, 17 
~awii'iq an-nalt, 4, 6, 17, 19 
sayl (as-) wal-'ild, 127 
sayfiya, 79, 120 
schiopetti, 143 
sclopetum, 24 
shabba, 35 
shajii'a, 88, 93, 94, 116 
shariiql, 105 
shibr, 127, 136 
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siege engines, 11-l3, 15, 21, 28, 32, 
33,46 

siege tower. See burj 
sihiim, 17 
skopeta, 143 
slavery, 99-100, 129, l33 
slaves (black), 64-8, 69, 70, 71, 74, 

85, 99-100 
sling-engines, 17 
stone, 17-19,27, 33, 40, 136 
sulphur, 25, 42, l30 
sunna, 94 
siir, 126 
suwaykhiiti (pI. suwaykhiita), 123 
suyiikh (sing. sikh), 123 
sword, 82, 89-92, 95, 110 

labiinja, 24 
labaqa (pI. tibiiq or atbiiq), 72, 73, 

77, 122 
tabaqa al-khiimisa, at-, 60, 72-7, 79, 

80, 82, 86, 103, 118, 122-5 
talarqa'a, 17 
takhfila-turban, 121 
talcum, 17 
talq, 17 
tasrikh, 135 
teleboloi, 142 
top ve manjiliqlar, 142 

toplar ve tiilekler, 142 
towers, 113-4 
trebuchets, 33 
tiilek, 118, 143 
tiilenk, 118 
tiiwek, 143 
tiiweklik, 144 
u{litat, 6 
ustiidh, 100, l35 
uwiir, 35 
vinegar, 17 

wiifidjya, 62 
wagons, artillery, 125-6 
warehouses, 113 
wazir, 104, 131 

zabtiina (zabtiiniya), 24, 61, 11 8 
zaJ;J;ii/a (pI. zaMiiliit), 32 
zanbiirak, 24 
zaraqa, 16, 36 
zardkiish (pI. zardkiishiya), 79 
zardkhiina, 58 
zarriiq (pI. zarriiqiin), 13, 14, 16,36, 

86 
zarriiqiit, zariiriq, 36, 41 
zarriiqiit an-naft, 35 
zivy aJ-atriik, 121 
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