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ABSTRACT

There are numerous studies in the literature dealing with the formation years of the Mamlik state.
These studies generally focus on the issue of the legitimacy of the state due to the mamliik origin of
the sultans. In order to overcome this problem, the Mamluks emphasized their identity as the
guardians of Islam. According to this narrative, being the protector of Islam would legitimise their
future independent state. However, this argument largely attributes the formation of the state to
successful struggles against external factors such as Crusader-Mongol attacks. This leads to the
neglect of many reasons behind the formation of the Mamluk State. While it is accepted that the
state derives legitimacy from its struggles against external elements, this study focuses on inter-
factional conflicts and reveals that the state has become dynamic due to these struggles. In this
respect, the struggle between factions, which had been active since the time of the Ayyubids, must
be taken into account in the internal transformation of the Mamlik power. In addition, although
there are narratives such as becoming sultan by killing the sultan, which is among the arguments
frequently mentioned in the Mamluks, the determining power of the elite amirs, which is one of
the unwritten rules known by everyone in the functioning of the state system, should be taken into
account. Because when this is missed, the results of inter-factional struggles will be ignored. In
these rules/system, not only the sultan changed, but also a series of changes occurred in the elite
amirs in power. The autocracy-oligarchy conflict between the sultan and the elite amirs was ever-
present. Whenever one of the amirs who provided the oligarchic power became the sultan, the
power struggle between the sultan and the elite amirs would begin. In this case, the sultan would
be in a dilemma and would establish a new faction in order to reassert his authority. Therefore, the
struggle between factions at the point of the formation of the Mamliik State was one of the most
important factors that ensured the formation of the state and the change of power. As a matter of
fact, it is a known fact that Mamlik factions such as ‘Adiliyya, Kamiliyya and Salihiyya held the
state power de facto, if not officially. On the other hand, this work takes a holistic approach to the
conditions that led to the statehood of the Salihiyya-Bahriyya mamliks in the process. It also
discusses how the tensions between the sultan’s mamliks (al-mamalik al-sultaniyya) and his
khushdashs affected the change of power. Focusing specifically on the Bahriyya-Mu‘izziyya struggle,
this work examines how the formation, maintenance, and transition of power took place during
the formative years of the Mamlik state. Finally, the work focuses on the role of background
conflicts between the sultan and the senior amirs, power gathering, etc. in the formation and
decline of the state through the chronicles of the early Mamlik period in general and works
devoted to the Mamlik sultanate in particular.
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OZ

Meml{ik Devleti'nin kurulus yillar1 ile ilgili literatiirde pek ¢ok ¢alisma mevcuttur. Bunlar genellikle
sultanlarin memliik kokenli olmalarindan dolayr devletin mesruiyeti meselesini merkeze
almaktadirlar. Meml{iklarin bu sorunu asmak icin kendilerini Islam’in koruyucular: kimligiyle éne
¢ikardiklar1 anlatilmaktadir. Bu anlatima gére islam’in koruyucusu olmak ileride kuracaklari
miistakil devletlerini mesrulastiracaktl. Ancak bu argiiman, devletin olusumunu biiyiik oranda
Hagli-Mogol saldirilar1 gibi digsal unsurlara kars: yapilan basarili miicadelelere baglamaktadir. Bu
durum Memliik Devleti’nin olusumunun ardinda yatan pek ¢ok nedenin g6z ard: edilmesine neden
olmaktadir. Devletin digsal unsurlara kars: yiiriittiigii miicadelelerden mesruiyet devsirdigi kabul
edilmekle birlikte, bu calisma, hizipler arasi ¢ekismelere odaklanarak bu miicadeleler dolayisiyla
devletin dinamik bir hil aldigiu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu bakimdan Memlik iktidarinin kendi
icindeki déniisiimiinde Eyy{biler zamaninda beri faal olan hizipler arasi miicadele dikkate alinmak
durumundadir. Ayrica Memliklar’da siklikla bahsedilen argiimanlar arasinda bulunan sultan
oldiirerek sultan olmak gibi anlatimlar mevcut olmasina ragmen devlet sisteminin isleyisinde herkes
tarafindan bilinen ve yazili olmayan kaidelerden olan seckin emirlerin belirleyici giici dikkate
alinmalidir. Zira bu 1skalandiginda hizipler arasi miicadelelerin getirdigi neticeler de goz ardi
edilecektir. Bu kaidelerde/sistemde yalnizca sultan degismiyor ayni zamanda iktidarda bulunan
seckin elit kadroda da bir dizi degisiklikler hasil oluyordu. Sultan ve seckin emirler arasindaki
otokrasi-oligarsi catismasi her daim yasanmaktaydi. Ne zaman ki oligarsik giicii saglayan
emirlerden biri sultan olur, iste o zaman sultan ile seckin emirler arasinda iktidar miicadelesi
baslardi. Bu durumda sultan agmazda kalarak otoritesini ihdas edebilmek amaciyla kendisine yeni
bir hizip kurardi. Dolayisiyla Memliik Devleti'nin olusumu noktasinda hizipler arasi miicadele
devletin olusumunu ve iktidarin degisimini saglayan en 6nemli etkenlerdendi. Nitekim resmen
olmasa da de facto olarak Adiliyye, KAmiliyye ve Salihiyye gibi memliik hiziplerinin de devlet giiciinii
ellerinde tuttuklar: bilinen bir gercektir. Diger taraftan bu calisma, siireg icerisinde Salihiyye-
Bahriyye memliklarimin devletlesmesini saglayan kosullar1 biitiinsel bir yaklasimla ele almaktadir.
Ayrica sultanin memliiklar: (el-memalikii’'s-sultaniyye) ile hiisddslar1 arasindaki gerilimin iktidarin el
degistirmesini nasil etkiledigini tartismaktadir. Spesifik olarak Bahriyye-Mu‘izziyye arasindaki
miicadeleye odaklanan bu galisma, Memldk devletinin kurulus yillarinda iktidarm olusumu,
stirdirtilmesi ve degisiminin nasil gerceklestigini incelemektedir. Son olarak calismada genel
olarak erken Memlik dénemine ait kronikler ve hususi olarak Memldk sultanhk anlayisina
hasredilmis ¢alismalar sadedinde sultan-seckin emirler arasindaki arka plan ¢atigmalari, iktidar
devsirmeleri vb. hadiselerin devletin olus-bozulusunda oynadigi rol esas alinmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Orta Cag Tarihi, Meml(k Devleti , Devlet Olusumu, i¢ Miicadele, Bahriyye,
Mu‘izziyye..
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Introduction

Scholars who have studied the administrative structure of the Mamliik state, its power, and the
concept of the sultanate have presented conflicting discourses. David Ayalon, who has drawn
attention to this problem, has noted that the Mamliks introduced the inheritance system from
time to time and sometimes adopted policies that opposed the inheritance system.' P, M. Holt,
pointing out the weakness of the understanding of dynasty, stated that the power to elect a sultan
was realised by the consensus of the amirs who formed the victorious faction.” Amalia Levanoni
acknowledged that there were some uncertainties in their decision-making procedures, noting that
an anti-hereditary view prevailed.’ Ali Aktan not only accepted the fact that the inheritance system
was adopted in the historical process, but also noted that it was based on the power and
determination of the senior amirs.” Konrad Hirscler, on the other hand, noted that the hereditary
system was abandoned during the Mamliik period and instead a practice was introduced whereby
the senior amirs became sultans by creating their own power base. He also noted that awlad al-nas
(the children of the sultans/amirs) were not favoured, but were only used as a temporary solution
in the struggle between the amirs.’

Another prevailing view of the Mamliik sultanate was based on the principle that whoever kills
the sultan becomes the sultan. In fact, ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Khuwaytir wrote that after the assassination of
Qutuz (657-658/1259-1260), al-Zahir Baybars (658-676/1260-1277) was declared sultan by the senior
amirs in accordance with Turkish law.® Albrecht Fuess wrote that in the first Mamlik period, the
concept of Turkish law prevailed, so that whoever killed the sultan at that time ascended the
throne.” In this sense, Siileyman Ozbek stated that it was misleading to see the hereditary system
in the Mamlik state, that it was applied with few exceptions, but by claiming that whoever kills the
sultan becomes the sultan,” he extended this principle to the entire Mamlik state and gave the
impression that this conception had always prevailed.

Ulrich Haarmann, who criticised the notion that whoever killed the sultan would become sultan
and the assertion that the powerful and influential could become sultan, noted that he doubted

! David Ayalon, “Aspects of the Mamlik Phenomenon”, Der Islam: Journal of the History and Culture of the Middle East
53/2(1977), 208-209.

> P.M. Holt, “The Position and Power of the Mamlik Sultan”, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies,
University of London 38/2 (1975), 239.

* Amalia Levanoni, “The Mamliik Conception of the Sultanate”, International Journal of Middle East Studies 26/3 (1994), 373.
* Ali Aktan, “Memliiklerde Saltanat Degisikligi Usulii”, Atatiirk Universitesi flahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 9 (1990), 287.

® Konrad Hirscler, “He is a Child and This Land is a Borderland of Islam: Under-Age Rule and the Quest for Political
Stability in the Ayyibid Period”, al-Masdq 19/1 (2007), 38.

¢ <Abd al-Aziz Khuwaytir, Baybars The First: His Endeavours and Achievements (London: The Green Mountain Press, 1978),
26-27.

7 Albrecht Fuess, “Mamliik Politics”, Ubi Sumus? Quo Vademus, ed. Stephan Conermann (Bonn: Bonn University
Press, 2013), 100.

8 Siileyman Ozbek, “Meml{iklerde Mesr{iiyet Arayislari ve Saltanat ingasina Yénelik Gabalar ‘Sultan Oldiiren Sultan
Olur™, Tarih Arastirmalari Dergisi 32/53 (2013), 168.

828



Otenkaya / Cumhuriyet Theology Journal, 27(3): 826-849, 2023

this since neither attitude worked efficiently in the Mamliik state. Nevertheless, the senior amirs
preferred to make the man who was weak in comparison to them the sultan rather than put strong
people in charge. In fact, Turanshah ibn al-Salih Ayytb (647-648/1249-1250) was killed by Faris al-
Din Aqtay al-Jamdar, (d. 652/1254) the leader of the Bahriyya, but the senior amirs did not allow
him to become sultan because he was one of the strongest candidates for the throne.’ Linda S.
Northrup has argued that there was a conflict between oligarchy and autocracy in the Mamlik
state, that the oligarchy of the chief amirs usually dominated the autocracy of the sultan, and that
they eliminated the sultan in question when their oligarchic power structures were threatened. ™
On the other hand, Daniel Beaumont wrote that the Mamlak state could never mention that
whoever killed the sultan became the sultan, and stressed that Mu‘izz Aybak’s (648-655/1250-1257)
proclamation as sultan explicitly confirmed this. According to him, Aybak was favoured by the fact
that he was one of the weak and middle-ranking amirs." Therefore, senior amirs believed that they
could eliminate him immediately if he tried to seize power.

Another claim regarding the concept of the sultanate in the early period of Mamlik rule was
that the Egyptian mamltks had a serious problem of legitimacy because they were not based on a
specific dynasty. To overcome this problem, the Mamliiks preferred to adhere to the Ayyiibid
lineage during the early years of the state. Indeed, Angus Stewart has noted that the administration
of Shajar al-Durr (d. 655/1257) relied on her long-dead son Khalil. Similarly, the administration of
Mu‘izz Aybak was based on al-Ashraf Musa of the Ayytbid lineage between 1250 and 1252. Coins
minted for Mu‘izz Aybak indicate that he was the assistant of al-Salih Ayytb." On the other hand,
Mustafa M. Ziyada pointed out that five days after Mu‘izz Aybak was proclaimed sultan, in order to
avoid both the legitimacy problem of the Egyptian mamliks and the power struggle among the
chief amirs, al-Ashraf Musa, a descendant of the Ayytibids, was declared sultan and Mu‘izz Aybak
was appointed atabak al-‘asakir.” On the other hand, Turki ibn Fahd, without mentioning the
problem of legitimacy, attributed the fall of Aybak and the replacement of his Ayytbid successor
al-Ashraf Musa to friction between the Bahriyya and Aybak."

Finally, Jo Van Steenbergen wrote that many states to which the mamliiks belonged developed
a “military patronage system” between the 13-16" centuries in Central Asia, north of the Black Sea,
Persia, Anatolia, and Egypt-Syria. He also explained that the main purpose of this system is to
secure their existence against their enemies with extended family networks. What prolongs this

° Ulrich Haarmann, “Regicide and the Law of the Turks”, Intellectual Studies on Islam: Essays in Honor of Martin B.
Dickson, ed. Michel M. Mazzaoui (Salt Lake City: University of Utah, 1990), 133.

'° Linda S. Northrup, “The Bahri Mamluak Sultanate, 1250-1390”, The Cambridge History of Egypt, ed. Carl F. Petry
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 255.

' Daniel Beaumont, “Political Violence and Ideology in Mamlik Society”, Mamlitk Studies Review 8/1 (2004), 218.

2 Angus Stewart, “Between Baybars and Qalawiin: Under-Age Rulers and Succession in the Early Mamlak
Sultanate”, Al-Masdq 19/1 (2007), 48.

 Mustafa M. Ziyada, “The Mamlik Sultans to 1293, A History of the Crusades, ed. Robert Lee Wolff-Harry W. Hazard
(London: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1969), 2/742,

" Turki ibn Fahd Al-i Sutid, Nash‘atu Dawlat al-Mamalik (648/1250-658/1260) (al-Haram: li al-dirasat wa al-Buhiis al-
Insaniyya wa al-Ijtima‘iyya, 2017), 68.
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system is the income they receive in exchange for loyalty and services. As long as the income was
maintained, the political power of each sultan was maintained. In addition to the households
formed by the sultans, many high-ranking amirs also had their own households. For example, al-
Manstr Qalawiin (678-689/1279-1290) acquired many mamliks during al-Zahir Baybars’ reign,
greatly increased the number of his own households, and was able to gain superiority over the
Zahiriyya after Baybars’ death thanks to their military support.”

Given the coherence of all these approaches, this paper will explore the question of how
factional struggles affected the change of power in the formation years of the Mamlik state. It will
also focus on factions as a power-creating or power-destroying force, since factional struggles
played an active role in maintaining power. This work will also discuss how the mamlik factions
were utilised to seize power and how the sultans who came to power through an treaty (hilf) created
their own factions in case they wanted to become absolute sultans in later times. It will reveal that
even though the mamliik factions were loyal to the sultans in question, they directly held the power
in their own hands after the death of their master and appointed sultans in line with their own
interests. Finally, inter-factional struggles will be pointed out as the main factor determining the
state’s process.

1. The Emergence of the Salihiyya-Bahriyya Faction

It is known that in most Islamic states there were mamliiks who were part of the retinue of
maliks or high-ranking amirs. 1t is believed that the mamliiks, who were involved in various
patronage networks, held a ruler-making position and were not simple slaves. Indeed, it was the
case that the mamliks, who were also influential during the Ayytbid period, overthrew al-Malik
al-‘Adil 11 (635-637/1238-1240) and replaced him with his brother al-$alih Ayyub, (637-647/1240-
1249) even though the former was a crown prince.'

Although al-Salih Ayyiib conquered Egypt with the support of his father’s mamliks he did not
fully trust them. At the same time, he was aware that in order to prevail against other Ayytbid
rulers, he needed to build a broad network of patronage loyal to him. According to Casim
Muhammad Casim, who pointed out the necessity of this situation, al-Malik al-Salih Ayyab allied
himself with the Khwarezmiyya on the one hand and the Bahriyya on the other in order to assert
himself against al-Malik al-Salih al-Isma¢il, (635-643/1237-1245) sahib of Damascus."” In fact, thanks

' Jo Van Steenbergen, “The Mamlik Sultanate as a Military Patronage State: Household Politics and the Case of the
Qalawiinid Bayt (1279-1382)”, Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 56/2 (2013), 193-196.

'¢ Ahmad Mukhtar al-Abbadi, Qiyamu Dawlat al-Mamalik al-ula fi Misr wa al-Sham (Beirut: Dar al-Nahda al-‘Arabiyye, 1986),
87; Cengiz Tomar, Memlitk Devleti'nin Kurulusu ve Gelismesi (1240-1260) (istanbul, Marmara Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitiisii, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, 1996), 22; Cengiz Tomar, “el-Melikii'l-Adil 11", Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi islam Ansiklopedisi
(Ankara: TDV Yayinlari, 2004), 29/60; Muhammad Suhayl Taqtsh, Tarih al-Ayyibiyyin fi Misr ve Bilad al-Sham wa Iklim al-
Jazira 1174-1263 (Beirut: Dar al-Nefais, 2008): 357; Kazim Yasar Kopraman, “Misir Meml{ikleri (1250-1517)”, Tiirkler (Yeni
Tiirkiye Yayinlari, 2002), 5/110; Ziyada, “The Mamliik Sultans to 1293”, 737.

17 Casim Muhammad Casim, “al-Ahammiyya al-siyasiyya wa al-‘askariyya li-qiyami Dawlat al-Mamalik al-Bahriyya fi
Misr ve Bilad al-Sham (648-784/1250-1382)", Majalla Cami‘a Karkuk lid-Dirasat al-Insaniyya 6/1 (2011), 134.

830



Otenkaya / Cumhuriyet Theology Journal, 27(3): 826-849, 2023

to their military support, he defeated al-Malik al-Salih Isma‘il in the Battle of Ascalan in Jumada I
642/0ctober 1244." This clearly shows how important it is to obtain military factions in the internal
struggles among the Ayyubids.

On the other hand, Egyptian army upon the threat of Frank was stationed near Mansiira. al-Salih
Ayyub fell seriously ill, and he died in Shaban 647/November 1249. His wife, Shajar al-Durr, kept his
death a secret, informing only Fakhr al-Din ibn al-Shaykh (d. 647/1250) and al-Amir Tawashi Muhsin
al-Salihi. Currently, Fakhr al-Din ibn al-Shaykh was atabak, Husam al-Din ibn Abu Ali al-Hazbani (d.
658/1260) the n2’ib al-saltana. Atabak al-‘asakir Fakhr al-Din ibn al-Shaykh summoned Turanshah ibn
Salih Ayytib, who was staying in Hisn Kayfa. Thereupon, a rumor circulated among the people that the
sultan had died. The Franks, who wanted to use this as an opportunity, came from Damietta to the
Manstira. In Shawwal 647/February 1250, there was a major battle between the two armies. Fakhr al-
Din ibn al-Shaykh was killed in this battle. In the following days, however, the war between the Muslims
and the Franks escalated decisively. The Franks ran into serious difficulties, both in terms of equipment
and street fighting in Mansira, and suffered many losses against the army under the command of
Baybars al-Bunduqdari. Therefore, they wanted to give up Damietta and take Jerusalem in return, but
this proposal was not accepted.”” As the war progressed, the Muslims blocked the Damietta-Manstira
crossing, by preventing the arrival of an aid to the Franks. It was almost time for a fierce battle between
the two sides. The war with the attack of the Muslims broke out in Fariskur in Muharram 648/April
1250. The number of Franks killed had reached thirty thousand. Many prisoners were taken, including
IX. Louis, king of France. Finally, an unconditional assurance (aman) was demanded, which was given
to them by Tawashi Muhsin al-Salihi.”

The battles of Manstira and Fariskur proved that the Salihiyya-Bahriyya mamliiks were politically
influential in the state. However, the influence of these Mamliik factions in the state goes back much
earlier. Therefore, in addition to the successful military results, the power held by the mamliik factions
in the background should be taken into account. When al-Malik al-Salih Ayytb was enthroned in Egypt,
he first abolished his father’s mamliks (Kamiliyya) and became the absolute sultan through the backing
of their own mamltks. He knew that he had to increase the number of his mamliiks to secure his
sultanate. Also, civil wars required the existence of a military faction that would be dependent on him
in any case. However, if this situation was not controlled, there was a danger that the military faction
would grow and influence the functioning of the state. In fact, the uncontrolled strength and
dominance of the Bahriyya was made possible by the death of al-Salih Ayyiib and the defeat of the
Franks in the battles of Manstira and Fariskur.

'8 Jamal al-Din Muhammad b. Salim ibn Wasil, Mufarrij al-kurb fi akhbar Bani Ayyub, Critical ed. Jamal al-Din al-
Shayyal (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub wa'l-Wasaik al-Qawmiyya, 1957), 5/338-339; Abii ‘Abd Allah Shams al-Din Muhammad
ibn Ahmad ibn ‘Uthman al-Zahabi, al-Tbar fi habar man gabar, Critical ed. AbG Hacir Muhammad al-Said (Beirut: Dar
al-Kutub al-‘Tlmiyya, 1985), 3/242.

¥ Isma‘il Ibn ‘Ali Abt al-Fida‘, al-Muhtasar fi ahbar al-basar, Critical ed. Al-Sayyid ‘Abd al-Latif al-Hatib (Cairo:
Matba‘a al-Husayniyya al-Misriyya, 1907), 3/140; Muhammad Mustafa Ziyada, Hamlatu Lu'is al-Tasi¢ ‘ala Misr wa
hazimatuhu fi'l-Mansira (Cairo, s.l. 1961), 169.

* Abii al-Fida¢, al-Muhtasar, 3/141; Zahabi, al-Tbar fi habar, 3/259; Mahmud Rizq Salim, ‘Asru Salatin al-Mamalik wa
nitacih al-ilmi wa'l-adabi (Cairo: Maktabat al-Adab, 1962), 1/19-20; Kopraman, “Misir Memldkleri”, 112.
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2. The Massacre of al-Mu‘azzam Turanshah and the Challenges Against the Sovereignty of the Bahriyya

After the death of al-Salih Ayyub, al-Malik al-Mu‘azzam Turanshah was put on the throne with
the support of the mamliks under the command of Shajar al-Durr and Tawashi Muhsin al-$alihi.**
Thus, they thought that Turanshah would be loyal to them. However, after the battles of Mansiira
and Fariskur, Turanshah turned his attention to those he considered as a threat to himself. Firstly,
al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar (647-662/1249-1263) had been arrested and imprisoned in Shawbak.
Secondly, al-Malik al-Sa‘id Fakhr al-Din Hassan, who had fled from Egypt to Damascus out of
concern for this situation, had denounced him and was arrested by Jamal al-Din ibn Yagmur. (d.
655/1257) He then threatened Shajar al-Durr and demanded that she immediately hand over all the
property she had inherited from his father.” On the other hand, the Bahriyya patiently resisted all
the oppressive policies of al-Malik al-Mu‘azzam Turanshah. They recall that it was thanks to them
that he ascended the throne, and they expected compliments from the Sultan for their decisive
role in the Manstra. But far from being granted their rights, the Bahriyya were seriously
persecuted.” In the meantime, he removed the senior amirs from the state ranks and replaced them
with the Mu‘azzamiyya mamliks who accompanied him. ** This meant that the income of the
Bahriyya’s igta‘ would also decrease. At this last stage, the Bahriyya believed that the only way to
find peace was to kill him. If this situation was not prevented, the Bahriyya could be completely
eliminated.

The Salihiyya-Bahriyya mamliiks wanted to resolve Turanshah’s oppressive policy once and for
all. Indeed, when Turanshah ascended the throne in Fariskur, Baybars al-Bunduqdari appeared in
front of him and struck him with his sword to kill him. Then Turanshah came to Burj al-Hashb and
cried out, who has wounded me? They replied that the Hashasis had done it. But he said, by Allah, it
can be none other than the Bahriyya who have injured me. The mamliks of the Bahriyya went to
Turanshah, but he climbed to the top of the tower wounded. They shot fiery arrows at his position
and he had to throw himself into the Nile from the top of the tower. Although he said to the
Bahriyya mamliiks who came to catch him, let me go, I do not want to be sultan, he could not escape
being slaughtered on a nail.”” The assassination of Turanshah was among the incidents that paved

*! Abii al-Fida¢, al-Muhtasar, 3/140.

?? Taqi al-Din Ahmad ibn ‘Ali al-Magqrizi, Kitab al-sulik li-ma‘rifat duwal al-muliik, Critical ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-
Qadir ‘Ata (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Tlmiyya, 1997), 1/456.

» Khuwaytir, Baybars The First, 10; Ziyada, “The Mamltk Sultans to 1293”, 740; Tomar, Memliik Devleti'nin Kurulugu,
60.

* Muhammad Jamal al-Din Surtr, al-Zahir Baybars ve hadaratu Misr fi ‘asrihi (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyya, 1938),
35; Robert Irwin, The Middle East in the Middle Ages: The Early Mamliik Sultanate 1250-1382 (Cardondale; Southern
Mlinois University Press, 1986), 21-22; Kasim Abduh Kasim, ‘Asru Salatin al-Mamalik al-tarih al-siyasi wa al-ijtima‘i (al-
Haram: ‘Aynu li al-Dirasat wa al-Buhs al-Insaniyya wa al-Ictimaiyya, 1998), 32.

» Abi al-Fida‘, al-Muhtasar, 3/141; Zain al-Din ‘Umar ibn Muzaffar al-Shahin Ibn al-Wardji, Tarihu Ibn al-Wardi, (Beirut:
Dar al-Kutub al-‘Timiyya, 1996), 2/178; Ziyada, “The Mamliik Sultans to 1293”, 740; ‘Abd al-Mun‘im Majid, al-Tarih al-siyasi:
li-Dawlati Salatin al-Mamalik fi Misr dirdsati tahliliyya li al-Tzdihar wa al-Inhiyar (Cairo: Maktabat al-Anglo’l-Misriyya, 1988),
74; Tomar, Memlitk Devleti'nin Kurulusu, 61-62; Kopraman, “Misir Meml{ikleri”, 117; Casim, “al-Ahammiyya al-siyasiyya”,
3.
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the way for the becoming a state of the Mamliiks. Nevertheless, all these were instincts to protect
their own interests rather than statification with planned steps.

When Turanshah was personally invited by Shajar al-Durr to ascend the throne in Egypt after
the death of his father, he acted immediately, first coming to Damascus and proclaiming the
sultanate there. While he was still in Damascus, his harsh attitude towards the Bahriyya became
known. The idea was to undermine the Bahriyya and the Turkish amirs in general and replace them
with the Kurdish amirs of the Qaymariyya.”® According to M. M. Ziyada, when Turanshah arrived
in Damascus on 29 Ramazan 647/5 January 1250, his sultanate was first proclaimed and Jamal al-
Din Musa ibn Yagmur was appointed n2’ib of Damascus. Thereafter, Turanshah treated the
Qaymariyya amirs generously, giving them donations from his father’s treasury. He then went to
Egypt and was received by the N2’ib al-saltana Husam al-Din ibn Abi ‘Ali al-Hazbani in Salihiyya.
al-Malik al-Mu‘azzam Turanshah negotiated with the al-Amir Husam al-Din, thanked him for
protecting the throne against internal and external enemies, and gave him three thousand dinars.”

In fact, events such as al-Hazbani’s distrust of the Bahriyya, Turanshah’s cautious behaviour
towards the Bahriyya when he was appointed sultan in Damascus, he made various donations to
the Qaymariyya amirs and neglected the Bahriyya. So, it can be said that there was at least an
atmosphere of mistrust between Turanshah and the Bahriyya. The mistrust between the two sides
eventually led to his assassination, as Turanshah apparently tried to intimidate the Bahriyya. In
this respect, it would be misleading to see Turanshah'’s assassination as merely a deprivation of the
Bahriyya’s income or their removal from the ranks of the state. Rather, the situation can be seen
as an extension of the competition between the Kurdish Ayyiibid amirs and the Turkish mamliiks
who became involved in the army during the reign of al-Salih Ayytib. As will be mentioned later,
Bilad al-sham generally abandoned its dependence on Egypt after the assassination of Turanshah,
and the enthronement of al-Nasir Yasuf, (634-658/1236-1260) the sahib of Aleppo, by inviting him
to Damascus by the Kurdish amirs, is one of the indicators of this conflict.

On the other hand, this time a problem arises as follows. If the tensions between Turanshah and
the Bahriyya predated his arrival in Egypt, why did the Bahriyya bring Turanshah into the
sultanate? Moreover, al-Salih Ayyib kept his son in seclusion during his reign and, as far as is
known, did not give him the title of crown prince. According to Turki ibn Fahd, the Bahriyya faction
considered the Ayyiibid forces in the Syrian region a threat. To eliminate this threat, they invited
Turanshah, whom they considered the lesser evil (ehven-i ser).” Thusly, they may have wanted to
maintain their status quo, even though they did not want Turanshah.

After Turanshah’s assassination, the Salihiyya faction initially wanted to swear allegiance to
Mughith ‘Umar, but the latter refused, fearing that the same fate would befall him.” Then they
swore allegiance to the widow of al-Salih Ayytib, Shajar al-Durr. They had enthroned Shajar al-Durr

% Ziyada, Hamletu Luis et-Tdsi’, 166.
%7 Ziyada, Hamletu Luis et-Tdsi’, 166-167.
% Tbn Fahd, Nash‘atu Dawlat al-Mamalik, 43-52.

* Shihab al-Din Abi Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Isma‘il AbG Shama, al-Dhayl ‘ala al-rawdatayn tarajimu rical al-
qgarnayn al-sadis wa'l-sabi, Critical ed. Muhammad Zahid ibn al-Hasan al-Kavsari (Beirut: Dar al-Jil, 1974), 186.
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and had a sermon (hutbe) and coins issued in her name. In a royal patent of rank (manshiir) and a
sovereign’s signature (tawki®), Validatu Khalil was written for short. During the reign of Shajar al-
Durr, ‘Izz al-Din Aybak al-Chashnigir al-Salihi was appointed to the position of atabak.” This
situation clearly shows that the power lies with the Salihiyya-Bahriyya, but it also implies that they
try not to oppose the Ayytbid rulers. Although Shajar al-Durr was declared a malika, it is believed
that she maintained a relationship with the Ayytbid lineage on the one hand and tried to remain
in the shadow of the Abbasids on the other. This also shows that the problems of legitimacy have
not yet been resolved.

After the surrender of Damietta to the Franks in accordance with the treaty, the Egyptian army
entered Cairo on 9 Safer 648/13 May 1250. A message was then sent to the amirs of Damascus asking
them to abide by the decisions taken. Not only was this brusquely refused, but the Kurdish amirs
of the Qaymariyya in Damascus sent a message to the sahib of Aleppo, al-Nasir Yaisuf, asking him
to ascend the throne.”* The sahib of the Subaiba, al-Malik al-Sa‘id ibn ‘Aziz, (d. 658/1260) had
previously declared his allegiance to al-Salih Ayytb, but in the face of such a situation he reversed
his decision and took back the Subaiba that he had previously abandoned.” In the same way, Badr
al-din al-Sawwabi al-Salihi, the na@’ib of Karak and Shawbak, released al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar
from prison and raised him to the throne.” It is clear that the Ayytbids did not approve of the
Egyptian mamluks’ assassination of Turanshah and his replacement by Shajar al-Durr. However,
this decision of the Egyptian mamliks was ironically criticised not only by the Ayytbid rulers but
also by the Abbasid caliph al-Mustansir (623-640/1226-1242). The Caliph stated unequivocally that
he did not recognise the malika of Shajar al-Durr, saying: “If there is no man left to be sultan in
your country, we would send one to you”.*

The fact that Shajar al-Durr was recognised by neither the Ayytbids nor the Abbasids led to the
political isolation of the Egyptian mamltks. To prevent this, Shajar al-Durr ended her sultanate
some eighty days later. Aybak, who had been made atabek by a joint decision of the Bahriyya-
Salihiyya, was married to Shajar al-Durr on 29 Rabi¢ I 648/31 July 1250 and brought into the
sultanate in her place.” However, on the 5th of Jumada 1/5th of August, Bahriyya-Salihiyya said:
“One of the Bani Ayyub, to whom all will be subject, will ascend the throne”. Among the pioneers
of this movement were Faris al-Din Aqtay al-Jamdar, Baybars al-Bunduqdari, Sayf al-Din Balaban
al-Rashidi, (d. 677/1278) and Shams al-Din Sunqur al-Ram. In a joint decision, they agreed that

% Shihab al-Din Ahmad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Nuwayri, Nihayat al-arab fi funiin al-adab, Critical ed. Najip Mustafa Fawwaz-
Hikmat Kashli Fawwaz (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Iimiyya, 2004), 29/235; Ibn al-Wardi, Tarihu Ibn al-Wardi, 2/178; Abd al-Rahman
ibn Muhammad Ibn Khaldtin, Tarihu Ibn Khaldiin: Diwan al-mubtada’ wa-I-khabar fi Tarih al-‘Arab wa-I-Barbar wa-man ‘Gsarahum
min dhawi ash-sha'n al-akbar, Critical ed. Suhayl Zakkar (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 2001), 5/430-431; Tomar, Memliik Devleti'nin Kurulusu,
64-65.

*' Amalia Levanoni, “The Mamliiks’ Ascent to Power in Egypt”, Studia Islamica 72 (1990), 124.

32 Abii al-Fida¢, al-Muhtasar, 3/142.

% Tbn al-Wardi, Tarihu Ibn al-Wardi, 2/179.

** Kasim, ‘Asru Salatin al-Mamalik: 22; Philip K. Hitti, Syria: A Short History (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1959), 201.
% Nuwayri, Nihayat al-arab, 29/235; Ibn Khaldtin, Tarihu Ibn Khaldiin: 5/431.
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Aybak should become atabak again. Then they chose al-Ashraf Musa, who was still a child of the
Ayyubid family.*

On the other hand, al-Nasir Yasuf’'s power and influence in Damascus had grown considerably.
At the same time, he was planning to invade Egypt. In turn, Egypt, had sent an army under the
command of al-Amir Rukn al-Din Has Turk (d. 674/1275) to the Gaza border to counter any possible
threat from the Damascus army. However, Has Turk withdrew with his soldiers to Salihiyya and
subsequently declared his obedience to al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar. In return, the amirs of Egypt
made a strategic move, preaching in Egypt and Cairo in the name of the Abbasid caliph al-Musta‘sim
and renewing the treaty he had previously signed with al-Ashraf Musa as sultan and Mu‘izz Aybak
as atabak.” It cannot be said, then, that the Salihiyya mamliks were in complete agreement with
the new conditions that arose in Egypt after the assassination of Turanshah. It is clear that there
are Ayyubid sympathizers who are dissatisfied with the events, and these people have reacted to
the decisions of the Bahriyya regime.

3. The Battle of Kiira and the Official Recognition Process of the Bahriyya

al-Nasir Yasuf set out from Damascus with his soldiers to conquer Egypt and to put an end to
the Turkish outrage.” At his side were al-Salih Isma¢il ibn al-‘Adil, (634-642/1237-1245) al-Ashraf
Musa, (643-661/1246-1263) the sahib of Hims, al-Mu‘azzam Turanshah ibn Sultan Saladin, (d.
658/1260) and his brother Nusr al-din of the Ayytbid lineage. At the head of the army was Shams
al-Din Luw’lw’ al-Amini (d. 648/1251). The Egyptian army had also moved against them. Sultan al-
Ashraf Musa was left behind in Qal‘at al-jabal, and ‘Izz al-Din Aybak personally went on an
expedition with his army. At the same time, Aybak made another strategic move. He released from
prison the imprisoned children of al-Malik al-Salih Isma‘il, the former sahib of Damascus, in order
to use them against al-Nasir Yasuf.”

The Egyptian and Damascene armies continued their joint advance and met at Kiira near Abbase
on 10 Dhul-Qadah/3 February 1251. At the beginning of the war, the Egyptian army was defeated,
but later the mamliiks of the ‘Aziziyya betrayed al-Malik al-Nasir Yasuf and turned to the Egyptian
army. For the ‘Aziziyya could not come to an agreement with Atabak Shams al-Din Lu’lu and
accused him of acting against own interests.” Mu‘izz Aybak, on the other hand, remained with a
small number of the Bahriyya. The mamliiks of al-Nasir Yiisuf’s father had strengthened them by

% Abti Bakr ibn ‘Abdallah ibn Aybak al-Dawadari, Kanz al-durar wa-jami‘ al-ghurar, Critical ed. Edward Budin (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub
al-Misriyya, 1960), 8/14; Salah al-Din Abi al-Safa Khalil ibn Aybak al-Safadi, Waft bil-wafaydt, Critical ed. Ahmad al-Arnawut-
Turki Mustafa (Beirut: Daru thya al-Turas al-llmiyya, 2000), 9/264; Ibn Khaldiin, Tarifu Ibn Khaldiin: 5:431; Abti al-Mahasin Ytisuf
ibn Taghribirdi, al-Nujiam al-zahira fi mulitk Misr wa al-Qahira, Critical ed. Tbrahim ¢Ali Tarhan (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyya,
1963), 7/5-6; Ziyada, “The Mamlik Sultans to 1293, 742; R. Stephen Humphreys, From Saladin to the Mongols: The Ayyiibids of
Damascus (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1977), 315.

Tbn al-Wardi, Tarihu Ibn al-Wardi, 2/180; Humphreys, From Saladin, 315.
% Tbn Khaldiin, Tarihu Ibn Khaldiin, 5/431.

% Tbn al-Wardi, Tarihu Ibn al-Wardi, 2/180.

* Humphreys, From Saladin, 317.
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going over to the Bahriyya side. When the Egyptians were defeated and the Damascene army
followed them, al-Nasir YTsuf remained on the battlefield and did not leave his position. Aybak
took the opportunity to attack with the Bahriyya and defeated al-Nasir Yasuf’s central army. After
this defeat, al-Nasir Yasuf fled to Damascus. Aybak, however, marched against Shams al-din Lv’lv’
al-Amini, defeated them, and captured the army commander. He executed Shams al-Din Lv’luw’ and
al-Amir Zia al-Din al-Qaymari (d. 650/1252). al-Salih Ismatil, al-Ashraf Musa, and others were
captured.”

Gaining superiority in the Kiira secured the process of political recognition for the Egyptian
mamliks externally, while internally they sought to create an alternative to the Bahriyya of the
‘Aziziyya mamliks, who had joined Mu‘izz Aybak. Thus, as will be mentioned gradually, the process
of challenging and gaining independence of Mu‘izz Aybak, who was under the yoke of the Bahriyya,
was initiated. After the victory, Mu‘izz Aybak has supported and strengthened the Mu‘izziyya
against the Bahriyya with all his determination. Of course, his main purpose in doing so was to
create a faction that would always remain loyal to him instead of the Bahriyya and to secure his
reign.

After the victory of the Egyptian army in the battle of Kiira in 650/1252, the Caliph Musta‘sim
sent Sheikh Nacm al-Din al-Badra‘i (d. 655/1257) as a mediator and wanted to make peace between
al-Nasir Yasuf and Mu‘izz Aybak. al-Nasir Yasuf lay down condition the sermon and the coin in
Egypt should be in his name. Mu‘izz Aybak, on the other hand, firmly refused. The Bahriyya said:
We saved Egypt and Damascus from the hands of the Franks with our swords. There can be no peace between
us until we possess the places from Gaza to Aqaba. Thusly, first negotiations between the two sides did
not produce a positive result. However, due to increased Mongol activity in the Middle East in
651/1253, at least a non-aggression treaty was signed between the two sides at the caliph’s
insistence, and both maliks accepted each other’s authority. According to this treaty, Aybak
received Jerusalem, Gaza, and some places on the coastal border and in return accepted the
sovereignty of al-Nasir YTsuf in Syria.*

When Mu‘izz Aybak officially became sultan and established a new formation by eliminating the
sovereignty of the Ayylibids in the region, the Arabs in the Sa‘id region of Upper Egypt reacted by
refusing to submit to this newly established state. In contrast, Aybak distributed various goods and
gifts to those who would not accept his power in order to consolidate his rule. However, the
inhabitants of the region were not willing to accept the sultanate of a slave (al-rakk). The rule of
the Turks and mamliks was unacceptable to them. At the same time, they demanded that the
Egyptian government should remain only among the Arabs.” In fact, according to al-Abbadi, the
Arabs of Upper Egypt revolted to abolish the taxes imposed on them and to oppose the rule of the

“! Sibt Tbn al-Jawzi, Mir'at al-zaman, 22/414-416; Abli Shama, al-Dhayl, 186; Zahabi, al-‘Tbar fi habar, 3/259-260.

*2 Tbn Dawadari, Kanz al-durar, 8/22-23.

* Taqi al-Din Abt al-‘Abbas Ahmad ibn Ali ibn ‘Abd al-Qadir ibn Muhammad al-Magqrizi, al-Bayan wa’l-i'rab ‘amma
bi-ardi Misr min al-A'rab, Critical ed. Ibrahim Remzi (Cairo: Matba‘at al-Ma‘arif bi-$ari¢ al-Fajjala bi-Misr, 1916), 44;
Surdr, al-Zahir Baybars, 42; Ashtor, A Social and Economic History, 285-286; Fatih Yahya Ayaz, “Tiirk Memliikler

Déneminde Misir Halkinin Siyasi Olaylara Karst Tutumu”, Cukurova Universitesi flahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 7/1 (2007),
54-55.
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mamliks. This revolt was not limited to the Arabs, but included most of those who were dissatisfied
with the rule of those they considered slaves. Whenever Aybak went out into the streets, the people
who confronted him would say, “We only want someone who is a sultan by birth”.* Stanley Lane
Poole, on the other hand, takes a different view of the causes of this rebellion. According to him, in
times of war Bahriyya acted in concert with Aybak and supported him, and in times of peace they
acted autonomously in Egypt and were able to commit various acts of injustice. They attacked
shopkeepers and extorted their property, entered the baths and assaulted women.” The Sa‘id
Arabs, complaining of general chaos in the area, formed a cavalry force of about twelve thousand
with the support of various tribes and placed al-Amir Hisn al-Din ibn Tha‘lab, (d. 651/1253) a
descendant of Ali ibn Abu Talib, at their head. After using the Egyptian-Damascus war as an
opportunity not to pay taxes, the Mamlik army marched against them and crushed their rebellion
in short time.* But despite this, the Arabs in the region did not accept to be subject to Mamlik rule
except for an external threat, they sustained their rebellions at different times."

After gaining the upper hand against al-Nasir Yaisuf and putting down the Arab revolt, the power and
influence of the Bahriyya grew even more. The leader of the Bahriyya, Faris al-Din Aqtay, had greatly
expanded his influence in Egypt. His influence in the army was well known; the Bahriyya recognized no
power other than Aqtay and called him al-Malik al-Jawad. Encouraged by all this, Aqtay sent letter to al-
Malik al-Muzaffar, the sahib of Hama, informing him that he wished to marry his daughter.* This was the
last straw for Mu‘izz Aybak. For the military power of Faris al-Din Aqtay continued to exist as a de facto
administration during the first years of Aybak’s rule. Settling in Qal‘at al-jabal would now also give him
political strength through this marriage, and with the courage gained from it, he could perhaps officially
proclaim his sultanate.

The Bahriyya’s restrictive influence on the administration had reached an intolerable point. For
Mu‘izz Aybak to become a true sultan, the assassination of Faris al-Din Aqtay was almost imperative. To
this end, Aybak invited him to Qal‘at al-jabal on 3 Shaban 652/18 September 1254 to seek Aqgtay’s opinion
on some issues. When he arrived, his mamliiks were prevented from entering with him. When he entered
the corridor, a group of soldiers appeared before him. Among them were Qutuz, Bahadir, and Sanjar, who
were from Mu‘izziyya. They attacked Aqtay all together and killed him by the nails.*

*“ Ibn Taghribirdi, al-Nujim, 7/13; Ahmad Mukhtar al-Abbady, fi Tarih al-Ayyibiyyin wa al-Mamadlik (Beirut: Dar al-
Nahda al-Arabiyye, 2014), 118.

* Stanley Lane Poole, A History of Egypt in the Middle Ages (New York: Charles Scribner’s Son, 1901), 259.

* Abbadyi, fi Tarih al-Ayyabiyyin, 119.

¥ Mahmid al-Sayyid, Tarih al-kabdil al-Arabiyya fi ‘asri Dawlatayn al-Ayyiabiyya wa’l-Mamlakiyya (Alexandria:
Muassasa Shabab al-Jami‘a, 1998), 44.

* Kamal al-Din ‘Abd al-Razzdk ibn Ahmad ibn al-Fuwati, al-Hawddith al-jami‘a wa-I-tajarib al-nafia fi'l-mi’a al-sabi‘a,
Critical ed. Mahdi al-Najm (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘flmiyya, 2003), 209; Sarim al-Din Ibrahim b. Muhammad b.
Aydamur al-‘Al2’T al-Misri Ibn Dukmak, Nuzhat al-anam fi Tarih al-Islam, Critical ed. Samir Tabbara (Beirut: al-
Maktabat al-‘Asriyye, 1999): 216; Abii al-Mahasin Yasuf ibn Taghribirdi, al-Manhal al-saft wa'l-mustawfi ba‘d al-wafi,
Critical ed. Muhammad Muhammad Amin (Cairo: al-Hay’at al-Misriyya Amma li al-Kitab, 1984), 1/25.

 Sibt Tbn al-Jawzi, Mir'at al-zaman, 22/426; Fuwati, al-Hawdadith al-jami‘a, 210; Tbn Fahd, Nash‘atu Dawlat al-Mamalik,
70; Abbady, fi Tarth al-Ayyabiyyin, 120; Yusuf Otenkaya, Memliik Devleti'nin Olusumu, Yapist ve Dini Siyaseti (648-742/1250-
1341) (Kayseri: Erciyes Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Doktora Tezi, 2021), 74.
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After Aqtay’s assassination, seven hundred Bahriyya cavalrymen under his command left Cairo
out of concern for their safety. Some of them ran away to al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar, the sahib of
Karak, and some to al-Nasir Yasuf. Then al-Nasir Yasuf took them personally and gave Nablus to
the Baybars as iqta‘ revenue. On the other hand, the Bahriyya members who remained in Cairo
were attacked and arrested by the Mufizziyya regime, and their property and iqta‘s were
confiscated.” Therefore, during factional struggles, in order to accelerate the transition of power
from one party to another, the victorious faction might have to use its toughness against the other
to maintain its sovereignty and reign.

4. The Years of the Exile of the Bahriyya and the Domination of the Mu‘izziyya

After the assassination of Faris al-Din Aqtay, al-Malik al-Mu‘izz Aybak became the absolute
sultan in the state administration, albeit for a short time.” However, it cannot be said that Aybak’s
negative attitude towards the Bahriyya was very successful, for the Bahriyya was used as a means
of transferring power into the hands of the surrounding maliks. They had an important tool in their
political relations with Egypt, since they had the Bahriyya in their service. After the assassination
of Aqtay, the Bahriyya under the leadership of Baybars al-Bunduqdari turned to al-Malik al-Nasir
Yusuf. However, the main intention of the Bahriyya was not to defect to another malik out of
concern for their lives, but to restore their political sovereignty in Cairo. In fact, when they arrived
in Damascus, they encouraged al-Nasir Yasuf to attack Egypt.”” On the other hand, al-Amir ‘Izz al-
Din al-Afram al-Salihi, (d. 695/1296) who was one of the followers of Baybars, took over many places
in the Sa‘id region and preached sermon in the name of al-Nasir Yasuf. He informed him of this
latest situation and encouraged him to go to Egypt.” Thereupon, al-Nasir YTsuf acted on the power
he received from the Bahriyya in 653/1255 and launched an expedition against Egypt. al-Malik al-
Mutizz Aybak, receiving news that al-Nasir Yasuf was marching to Egypt, acted immediately and
brought his army near Abbase. Although no serious war broke out between the two sides, al-Nasir
Yasuf managed to use the Bahriyya as a threat and get Sahil and Jerusalem out of Aybak’s hands.™

The power established by al-Malik al-Mu‘izz Aybak had been seriously shaken by recent events.
The fact that the Bahriyya joined al-Nasir Yaisuf, that al-Afram, who was in the Sa‘id region, rebelled
and then sided with al-Nasir Yasuf, probably caused a crack in Aybak’s side in Cairo. For the
‘Aziziyya mamliks, who had previously sided with Aybak in the Kiira struggle, were now pursuing
a policy against him. However, as soon as Aybak learned of the situation in 653/1255, he instructed
the Vizier Sheraf al-Din al-Faizi (d. 655/1257). Through al-Faizi’s efforts, the leaders of the rebellion

** Muhyi al-Din ‘Abd Allzh ibn Nashwan Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd al-zahir fi sirat al-Malik al-Zahir, Critical ed. ‘Abd
al-Aziz Khuwaytir (Riyad: s.l. 1976), 54; Thomas Herzog, “The First Layer of the Sirat Baybars: Popular Romance
and Political Propaganda”, Mamlik Studies Review 7/1 (2003), 144.

*! Abi Shame, al-Dhayl, 188; Abii al-Fida®, al-Muhtasar, 3/190; Ibn al-Wardji, Tarthu Ibn al-Wardj, 2/187; Poole, A History of Eqypt,
260.

2 Kasim, ‘Asru Salatin al-Mamalik, 42.
53 Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd, 55; Ibn Dukmak, Nuzhat al-anam, 223.
> Zahabi, al-Tbar fi habar, 3/268; Ibn Dawadari, Kanz al-durar, 8/28-29; Tbn al-Wardji, Tarihu Ibn al-Wardi, 2/187.
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were arrested and a major attack was prevented.” As is evident from the ‘Aziziyya’s sudden change
of sides, there can be no question of the mamltks’ unconditional loyalty to a sultan. It should not
be forgotten that their slightest unrest can trigger great uprisings; they can suddenly come to an
agreement with another malik and play a key role in the change of power.

Al-Malik al-Mu‘izz Aybak was greatly disturbed by al-Nasir Yiisuf’s increasing pressure lately.
He wanted to marry the daughter of Badr al-Din Lu'lu, (d. 657/1259) the sahib of Mawsil, both to
oppose him and to literally get rid of the pro-Bahriyya Shajar al-Durr on whom he based his
power.”® Shajar al-Durr, however, first sent a message to al-Nasir Yasuf informing him that she
intended to kill Aybak and marry him, thus bringing Egypt into his possession. But al-Nasir Yiisuf
ignored this offer, believing it to be a ruse.”

Badr al-Din Lu'lu realized that Shajar al-Durr was preparing a conspiracy against Aybak and
warned him against it. However, Shajar al-Durr managed to act before Aybak and prepared five
people, whom he selected from the Bahriyya, to assassinate him as soon as they had the
opportunity.®® On 23 Rabi‘1655/10 April 1257, after the game of lab al-kura, al-Malik al-Mu‘izz Aybak
came to Qal‘at al-jabal. He was accompanied by Vizier Sheraf al-Din al-Faizi and Qadi Badr al-Din
Sincari (d. 664/1266). When they reached the castle, they left the sultan alone and he went to the
bathhouse. While he was undressing, Sanjar al-Jawjari attacked the sultan, and the huddams helped
him and killed him by the nails. Later, as a result of the deliberations, Shajar al-Durr wanted to
make al-Amir Jamal al-Din Aydogdu al-‘Azizi (d. 664/1266) the sultan. She brought al-Amir
Aydogdu, who was under arrest, out of prison and asked him to ascend the throne, telling him what
had happened. But Aydogdu could not accept. Later, Shajar al-Durr met with al-Amir ‘Izz al-Din al-
Halabi (d. 692/1293) in the same way and offered him the reign, but he too did not dare.” The reason
why the two chief amirs rejected such an offer was probably the power that the Mu‘izziyya
mamliks had. They may have feared that the Mu‘izziyya mamliks, whose sultans had been
slaughtered, would reactively descend upon them.

With the assassination of Aybak, Shajar al-Durr thought that the Salihiyya amirs who were
dissatisfied with his rule might seize power. However, things turned out differently than she had
hoped: After the death of their master, the Mu‘izziyya took the initiative and first put Nur al-Din
‘Ali, (655-657/1257-1259) their master’s 15-year-old son, on the throne and then killed Shajar al-
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Durr.” The sermon (hutbe) was read on behalf of al-Malik al-Mansiir Nur al-Din ‘Ali and then Atabak
Sanjar al-Halabi with the help of the Mu‘izziyya. However, shortly after the various appointments
were made, Sayf al-Din Qutuz, Sanjar al-Ghatami, and Bahadur of the Mu‘izziyya intervened and
arrested Sanjar al-Halabi because they considered him a threat.® According to Ibn Taghribardi, (d.
874/1470) one of the reasons for his arrest was that Shajar al-Durr offered the sultanate to Sanjar
al-Halabi. The second reason was that after she offered the rulership, the news that al-Halabi
regretted rejecting it was passed on to Mu‘izziyya. Thus, since they thought he wanted to remain
in power, they had to act against him and arrest him. However, this situation frightened the
khushdashs of Sanjar al-Halabi from Salihiyya. Each of them was worried that Mu‘izziyya would
bring such disaster upon them. For this reason, most of them fled Egypt for Damascus. Al-Amir ‘Izz
al-Din Aybak al-Halabi al-Kabir and al-Amir Has Turk al-Sagir, (d. 655/1257) who did not escape,
were killed.”” On the other hand, the Vizier Sheraf al-Din al-Faizi was first imprisoned and then
executed by Mu‘izziyya for offering to hand over power to al-Nasir Yasuf.” Therefore, Qadi Badr
al-Din Yusuf al-Sincari was appointed as vizier in his place. But soon afterwards, Taj al-Din ibn Bint
al-‘Eazz (d. 665/1267) was appointed vizier. Later, al-Malik al-Manstir Nur al-Din ‘Ali brought al-
Amir Aktay al-Musta‘rib to replace Sanjar al-Halabi as atabak.” For this reason, it is understood
that Salihiyya amirs who openly opposed Mu‘izziyya were isolated and replaced by more moderate
ones or those who were not seen as a threat to Mu‘izziyya.

On the other hand, during the time of Mu‘izz Aybak, peace was made with al-Nasir Yasuf.
Bahriyya was not at all pleased with this peace, for their main aim was to capture Egypt. Therefore,
they now sent messages to al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar, the sahib of al-Karak, and joined him.” Then
they encouraged him to seize Egypt and said: “This property belongs to your father, grandfather,
and uncle.”® This promise was indeed enough to encourage al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar. However,
the Egyptian army then set out under the command of Atabak Aktay al-Musta‘rib and Na’ib al-
saltana Sayf al-Din Qutuz. On 25 Dhu al-qadah 655/4 Aralik 1257, two armies faced each other in the
Salihiyya region, and the Bahriyya-Karak armies were defeated. Balaban al-Rashidi and Qalawiin
al-Alfi were among the captives.”’

The victory of al-Amir Qutuz over the Bahriyya under the leadership of Baybars al-Bunduqdari
and al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar, the sahib of Karak, was occasioned both to eliminate the Ayytbid
threat and to strengthen the power of the Mu‘izziyya. After winning the battle against the Ayyiibids
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and the Bahriyya, he began to resolve internal problems. Firstly, al-Amir Qutuz arrested al-Amir
‘Izz al-Din Aybak al-Rtmi al-Salihi, ‘Izz al-Din Aybak al-Hamawi, Rukn al-Din al-Sayrafi, ibn Atlas
Khan al-Harazmi of the Salihiyya amirs, whom he considered a threat. He had them executed and
their property completely expropriated on 26 Rabi‘ 1 656/2 April 1258.%

5. The Mongol Invasion and the Return to Eqypt of the Bahriyya-Salihiyya

After the takeover of Baghdad and partly Bilad al-sham, al-Amir Qutuz deposed al-Malik al-
Mansiir Nur al-Din ‘Ali from the throne. He took advantage of the absence of the leading amirs of
the Mu‘izziyya, such as ‘Alam al-din Sanjar al-Ghatami, Sheraf al-Din Kizan al-Mu‘izzi, Sayf al-Din
Bahadir, ‘Izz al-Din Aybak al-Tajibi al-Sagir, and Shams al-Din Qarasunqur (d. 683/1284). When they
arrived in Egypt, he immediately had them arrested because of their opposition to him. As a result,
Qutuz was proclaimed sultan of Egypt on 22 Shawwal 657/12 November 1259.” Qutuz, knowing that
his sultanate would not be accepted, made a speech as follows: “I have no other aim but to fight the
Mongols. This calamity cannot be eliminated without a strong malik. When we have put away this
enemy, the decision will be up to you. Then you can determine whoever you want as sultan.””

On the other hand, Baybars al-Bunduqdari had left al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar and rejoined al-
Nasir Yusuf. In the meantime, al-Nasir Yasuf sent messages to Karak and Cairo due to the increasing
Mongol invasions in northern Syria, asking both Mughith ‘Umar and Qutuz for help. But al-Nasir
Yusuf was losing power day by day, and the fear of his amirs was growing. So, al-Amir Zayn al-Din
al-Hafizi said that it would be useless to fight with Hulagu Khan (653-663/1256-1265) and that he
should be obeyed. Baybars al-Bunduqdari disagreed and slapped al-Amir Zayn al-Din, saying, you
are the reason why Muslims are killed. When it was night, some of the mamliks suddenly charged and
wanted to kill al-Nasir YTsuf and appoint another as malik in his place. However, they failed due to
the resistance of Qaymariyya and Shahrizoriyya. For this reason, they first retreated to Gaza and
then joined Qutuz. Qutuz was glad that Baybars and the Bahriyya had joined him before the battle
against the Mongols, and he granted Baybars and his retinue Qalyub.”

Meantime as a result of the Syria campaign, Hulagu Khan succeeded in gaining supremacy
beyond the Euphrates by capturing the most important cities. He then sent a letter to al-Malik
Qutuz, apparently threatening him with surrender. Thereupon, Qutuz had executed the legation
consisting of forty people, and hanged at Bab al-Zuwayla. Thereafter, he proclaimed jihad against
the Mongols and attracted many people to his side. Many groups of Arabs, Bedouins and Kurds had
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obeyed him.”” However, some of the high-ranking amir cadres did not agree with Qutuz. They did
not want to wage direct war on the front lines against the Mongols. Then Qutuz said to them, we
are at a time when we are using up the property of the state. No matter what you do, I will fight against the
Mongols. The sin of Muslims weighs on the necks of those who withdraw from jihad. After this speech, the
high-ranking amirs had announced that they would fight alongside the sultan.” Indeed, in the place
of ‘Ayn Jalat, the Mongols were defeated for the first time on 25 Ramadan 658/3 September 1260.
Katboga Noyan (d. 658/1260) was among those killed on the battlefield. Since this victory did not
satisfy Qutuz, Egypt army continued to attack, and the Mongols were completely driven out of Syria
beyond the Euphrates.” This victory not only extended the rule of the Mamliks to Syria, but also
provided political opportunity to the Ayyubids, who had been completely disintegrated by the
Mongols. In other words, the Ayyiibid maliks, who were under the Mongol yoke, became directly
dependent on the Mamliiks.

When Qutuz captured Damascus, he went to Aleppo and wanted to rebuild the places destroyed
by the Mongols. However, he had received news that Baybars al-Bunduqdari and the Bahriyya were
preparing against him, and he then turned towards Egypt for safety.” In the same way, Qutuz
secretly sought an opportunity against the Bahriyya. When news of this reached Baybars, they left
Damascus. Both Qutuz and Baybars were careful with each other.”” When Qutuz arrived in the
Qusayr region on 16 Dhu al-qadah 658/23 October 1260, he went rabbit hunting with his retinue.
al-Amir ‘Izz al-din Anas managed to kill the rabbit and present it to the sultan. The sultan was very
surprised at this. He got off his horse, took the rabbit, and said to al-Amir ‘Izz al-Din Anas, what do
you want from me when we come to Eqypt? And he said, o ruler, I want a concubine taken from the
Mongols. al-Malik Qutuz accepted this, so he approached Qutuz to thank him and held his hand as
if to kiss it. With his other hand he grasped his sword. This was a sign among the assassins. Al-Amir
Baktt al-Javkandari set out and attacked Qutuz. Al-Amir Anas also supported him and threw Qutuz
down from his horse. On the other hand, Bahadur al-Mu‘izzi shot arrows and they slaughtered
Qutuz. However, it is also said that Baybars was the one who struck Qutuz the first blow.”
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After the assassination of Qutuz, they all went to the pavilion (dehliz) and gathered. After long
discussions, the sultanate of al-Amir Rukn al-Din Baybars al-Bunduqdari was decided. Atabak Faris
al-Din Aqtay al-Musta‘rib was the first to step forward and swear allegiance to him. Later, the amirs
swore allegiance according to their rank.” However, Aqtay said Baybars: The sultanate will not be
completed until we arrive in Qal‘at al-jabal. When they left for Egypt together, N@’ib al-saltana ‘Izz al-
Din al-Hilli (d. 667/1269) met them on the way. They told him what had happened, and he swore
allegiance to Baybars. Thus, the sultanate of Baybars was finally sealed.”

After Qutuz’s assassination, Sultan Baybars had to eliminate those he considered a threat in
order to consolidate his rule. First, Sanjar al-Halabi, whom Qutuz had appointed na’ib of Damascus,
rebelled against Baybars and declared his own sultanate.* Turning this situation into an
opportunity, the Mongol army arrived in al-Bira and continued its rapid advance, capturing Aleppo
and Hama on 16 Dhu al-Hijja 658/22 November 1260.%' The army, consisting of al-Mansr, the sahib
of Hama and his brother Ali al-Afdal, al-Ashraf ibn Shirkuh, the sahib of Hims, and ‘Aziziyya-
Nasiriyya troops, defeated the Mongols at the Battle of Hims in 659/1261. After this victory, al-
Manstir, the sahib of Hama, and al-Ashraf ibn Shirkuh, the sahib of Hims, met with Sanjar al-Halabi,
who proclaimed his sultanate in Damascus. They paid no attention to him, knowing his weakness.*
However, Sultan Baybars sent an army under the command of al-Amir ‘Ala al-Din Aytakin al-
Bunduqdari (d. 684/1285) and Baha’> al-Din Bughdi to Damascus. The Egyptian army had won the
war between them, and Sanjar al-Halabi had taken refuge in the castle of Damascus. He then took
advantage of the darkness of the night and fled to Ba‘lbak, but was eventually captured. Later he
was sent to Egypt to be delivered to Baybars, and he was captured there as well. The n2’ib of
Damascus was replaced by ‘Ala al-Din Aytakin al-Bunduqdari. After the suppression of the uprising,
a sermon (hutbe) was read in Damascus on behalf of Sultan Baybars on 13 Safar 659/17 January
1261.% This clearly shows that it was not a rule to come to power by killing the sultan. Rather, it
can be said that the consensus of the elite amirs was the main thing.

After the rebellion of Sanjar al-Halabi, al-Malik al-Zahir Baybars had the leading amirs of the
Mu‘izziyya arrested. The reason for this was that Baybars received news that some of the amirs of
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the Mu‘izziyya were preparing to assassinate him. Al-Amir “Izz al-Din al-Sakalli, al-Amir ‘Alam al-
Din Sanjar al-Ghatami, Bahadur al-Mu‘izzi, and al-Shuca® Baktat all agreed to get rid of Baybars.
However, Baybars had managed to arrest them by acting earlier.” In fact, the main reason why
Baybars had the Mu‘izziyya mamliiks arrested was that he wanted to secure his throne. Of course,
this was an instinctive behaviour rather than planned steps as Aybak and Qutuz had done before.

After imprisoning the leaders of the Mu‘izziyya, Sultan Baybars sent a message to ‘Ala al-Din al-
Bunduqdari, the n2’ib of Damascus, asking him to arrest al-Amir Baha’ al-Din Bughdi, Shams al-Din
Aqqush al-Barli, (d. 661/1263) and some mamliiks from the ‘Aziziyya-Nasiriyya to increase his rule
in Bilad al-sham. ‘Ala al-Din al-Bunduqdari captured Baha> al-Din Bughdi, but the mamliks of the
‘Aziziyya and Nasiriyya could not be captured because they fled along with Aqqush al-Barli. Then
al-Barli had told them that he wanted to join the sahibs of Hims and Hama against Sultan Baybars.
However, he said that he wanted to rebuild the Ayytbid sultanate with his help. After receiving no
positive response from either of them, he was forced to move to Aleppo.* With the support of Arabs
and Turkmen, they prepared the war in Aleppo. Sultan Baybars, however, wishing to settle the al-
Barli issue once and for all, sent an army of three divisions under the command of al-Amir Jamal
al-DIn Muhammadi, Fakhr al-Din al-Himsi, and Sanjar al-Halabi. In the battle with the Egyptian
forces, Aqqush al-Barli was defeated and had to retreat to al-Bira. However, Baybars also sent an
army under the command of al-Amir Sunqur al-Rimi to al-Bira in 660/1262. The sahibs of Hama
and Hims assisted him. Realizing that he could not deal with this army, al-Barli found the solution
in obeying them. Baybars then appointed al-Bira to al-Barli as amir of sab‘in, but later changed his
mind and ordered his arrest.*

Sultan Baybars sent an army under the command of al-Amir Badr al-Din Aydamiri to Shawbak
in 660/1262. After Aydamiri captured Shawbak, Badr al-Din Balaban was appointed na’ib of the
region. In the meantime, al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar had taken into his service a group of
Shahrizoriyya Kurds who had fled Bilad al-Sham. He raised an army of them and encouraged them
to attack Shawbak. Sultan Baybars immediately opposed this and attacked Karak on 8 Muharram
661/22 November 1262. Mughith ‘Umar, who was concerned about this situation, reported that he
obeyed him so as not to suffer any harm from Baybars. On the other hand, Baybars had succeeded
in separating them from Mughith ‘Umar by providing security for the Kurdish groups in the region.
As a result, Baybars organized his second expedition to Karak on 7 Rabi® I 661/18 February 1263.
When he arrived in Gaza, Mughith ‘Umar’s mother met with Baybars to mediate for her son.
Baybars initially agreed, but then ordered Mugis ‘Umar’s arrest. After being imprisoned for some
time, he was sentenced to death for his relations with the Mongols.*” Sultan Baybars, after the
murdered of al-Malik al-Mughith ‘Umar, brought his son ‘Aziz Fakhr al-Din ‘Uthman to the na’ib of
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% Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd, 135; Yanini, Dhayl mir’at al-zaman, 2/157-158; Ibn al-Wardi, Tarihu Ibn al-Wardi, 2/205;
Ibn Khaldiin, Tarihu Ibn Khaldiin, 5/439; Khuwaytir, Baybars The First, 31.

¥ Yiinini, Dhayl mir’at al-zaman, 2/193; Tbn Khaldiin, Tarihu Ibn Khaldin, 5/442; Tbn Taghribirdi, al-Nujim, 7/120.
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Karak and gave him the amir mia. In this way Baybars connected Karak with him in Jumada I
661/April 1263.%

It is understood that Sultan Baybars had a harsh policy towards the amirs who questioned his
decisions, regardless of the factions to which they belonged. If one examines the historical record,
one will find that there were some amirs who opposed the arrest of Mughith ‘Umar. Thus, after the
removal of Mughith ‘Umar, Baybars had al-Amir Sayf al-Din Balaban al-Rashidyi, al-Amir ‘Izz al-Din
Aybak al-Dimyati, and al-Amir Shams al-din Aqqush al-Barli arrested and imprisoned in Qal‘at al-
Jabal on 28 Jumada II 661/9 May 1263.*” Hereby, Baybars got rid of the rival amirs who had
previously caused him political problems. Perhaps his experiences during his exile between
654/1254 and 658/1260 forced him to act in this way.

It is noted that during the first three years of his reign, Baybars tried to eliminate the amirs who
had been placed in important positions by Qutuz. If one looks at the distribution of the iqta he
commissioned in 663/1265, one sees that he greatly reduced the number of opponents and brought
forward those who were of the Bahriyya-Salihiyya or those who were dissatisfied with the
Mutizziyya.” This situation obviously indicates that after Baybars ascended the throne, he attacked
the amirs of the Mu‘izziyya, ‘Aziziyya, and Nasiriyya, arrested gradually many of them, and
attempted to secure his power by slaughtering some of them.

Conclusion

It is obvious that the nature of the Mamliik state, the concepts of the sultanate, and the way the
foundations of power are formed, all these theories and arguments do not contradict the historical
case only when they are evaluated together. However, neglecting any one of these theories and
arguments in the search for an answer to the question of how power is formed leads to a narrowing
of the subject and inadequate answers. Similarly, the change of Mamluk power can be understood
by considering the struggles between mamluk factions.

Although there are descriptions such as becoming sultan by killing the sultan and becoming
sultan by succession, it is seen that there are unwritten rules in the functioning of the state system.
The most important of these principles was based on factional struggles. Indeed, in this system, not
only the sultan did not change, but also the elite cadre in the ruling structure as a whole underwent
changes. Therefore, the changes of power in the Mamliiks cannot be simply confined to the sultans.
The autocracy-oligarchy tension between the sultan and the mamlk factions has always existed.
In order to emerge victorious from this struggle, a fierce rivalry would often arise between the
sultan and those who had once been favourites of the sultan. In order to be victorious in this
struggle, the sultan tried to pave the way for the mamluk faction, which he formed in his own
name, and appointed them to important positions. However, even if this situation resulted in

% Yinini, Dhayl mir’at al-zaman, 2/194; Tbn Dawadari, Kanz al-durar, 8/96; Zahabi, al-‘Tbar fi habar, 3/301; Surir, al-
Zahir Baybars, 60; Sesen, Sultan Baybars, 29.

¥ Tbn ‘Abd al-Z3hir, al-Rawd, 169-170; YTnini, Dhayl mir’at al-zaman, 2/194; Zahabi, al-Ibar fi habar, 3/301.
* Ibn Dawadari, Kanz al-durar, 8/110-112.
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favourable results for the sultan, it did not continue in the sultan’s lineage in the following periods
and caused new factional struggles to continue.

Since the end of the Ayyubids, the Mamlik factions, although they remained in the rear, were
the de facto power holding power in their own hands. If the sultan acted against their interests, this
usually resulted in his deposition or murder. They would appoint those whom they thought would
not harm their interests to the sultanate. Of course, in this case, it is obvious that the sultan in
question was a puppet. If the sultan wanted to gradually seize power with his own mamluks and
become an absolute sultan, he had to be ready for factional conflicts. Therefore, it can be concluded
that the source of factional struggles was based on the determination of the sultan in power or the
struggle of the sultan who seized power against the opposing mamluk factions. In addition, the
slightest unrest among the Mamluk factions could lead to widespread revolts or to their changing
sides. As a matter of fact, during the Battle of Kiira, the ‘Aziziyya mamliks, who were
uncomfortable with the policies of al-Nasir Yasuf, switched sides at the most important point of
the battle.

However, in the Mamltk State, one of the elite amirs could seize power despite the opposition
of his own faction. However, it is understood that this situation did not last long, as seen in the
examples of Turanshah and Qutuz. Their behaviour, which clearly contradicted the interests of the
existing Mamlik faction, led to their assassination soon after. Therefore, being an absolute sultan
in the Mamltk State was quite rare. However, power struggles between factions also had positive
consequences, the most important of which was that the military system was in a dynamic state
and was constantly strong. In other words, the concern to stay in power or to maintain it brought
along a qualified military/bureaucracy organisation.
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