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A crucial piece of evidence from Bayazid Biyat settles the issue beyond
dispute. It also offers an insight into the early-working of the mansadb system
and therefore deserves special attention.

““  On the same night, for 100 bar-dgwardi men (nafar) of Bayazid and 100

daghi men (nafar) of his sons, 144 lakh tenkas were sanctioned in pay . . .

The balance due upon the ddgh (tafdwat-i dagh) of 100 bar-awardi men is

also not assigned to Bayazid .... In the year AH. 994 (AD. 1586) he

(Bayazid) was appointed to the mansab of do-sadi (200}. Forty men from

amongst the troopers (t@binan) of his deceased son Sa‘adatydr were made

dakhili ' and the other subsequent sixty retainers were brought to the
digh. A sum of one lakh fankas and odd was granted to them as loan

(musi‘adat) at the time of the dagh (branding). Up till this date these sixty

“troopers have got nothing from the Diwan . . .. During the same year (A.H.

995 = AD 1587) one side of the above-mentioned (Bayazid) was struck with

paralysis .... He resigned his ranks (manasib, pl. of mansab), jagir and

mahiyana (monthly pay)... Now (therefore) 100 bar-awardi men (nafar),
sixty fresh (jadid) men and forty dakhili men of the deceased Sa‘ddatydr
have been restmed, and the jggir of Sanam transferred (from him)”.*

Biyazid actually accounts for the two hundred sgwars or horsemen that he
maintained on being appointed do-sad? (200) (the use of the final va to be noted),
. proving beyond any reasonable doubt that there was at that tirne a single rank
precisely determining the number of horsemen to be maintained. But he also
makesit clear that the fixing of pay for the troopers (talab-i tabinan) was carried
out in two stages. At the time of the award of a mansab, a certain rate per trooper
was paid. This rate was to be enhanced after the men and horses had been
presented for inspection and dagh, the difference being styled tafdwat-i dagn.

It was this evidence which led Irfan Habib to bring out the significance under
Akbar of the term bar-awardi, as a pre<ddggh uniform payment per unit of sawar
rank, which was intended to be adjusted after the dagh.®® His suggestion is
further grounded on the testimony of the A’in that clearly defines the term
bar-gwardl, ™ and implies that the final salary was fixed on the basis of the
contingent of troopers (t@bindn) actually brought to the brand (dagh).*®

The pay sanctioned after dagh was determined by such factors as the number
of horses mustered along with the troopers, and the breed of horses (vide
Igbdmama quoted above). The A'fn in fact furnishes the rates of pay of yak-
aspa “one-horse trooper”, varying according to horses of different breeds.*

Another characteristic of the system apparent from the passages already
quoted from Bada’dni and the Igbalnama, was t_he obligation of the mansabdars
to maintain animals such as horses, elephants, and camels in addition to the
cavalry mounts. These animals were also to be presented for the dagh.

The generally-accepted view, first propounded by Abdul Aziz, is that these
animals belonged to the state, and were assigned to mansabdars for maintenance,
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180 THE EVOLUTION OF THE MANSAB SYSTEM

out of their personal salaries.?” A fresh examination of the evidence in the
A 'm-i Akbari, hbwever, suggests that there is little to sustain this view, and
much to indicate a quite contrary state of affairs.

Abu ’I-Fazl says in the A n-i Akbarf that in the 18th regnal year, at the time
of the institution of dagh, or branding, a classification of animals was laid down,
and schedules of the sanctioned “average” costs of maintenance of various
breeds of horses, elephants, camels, oxen, mules, and carts were issued. The
schedules of such rates are duly set out in the A ’in*® which, in a separate
chapter, also gives the numbers of animals of the different species, and the
numbers of carts which holders of each mangab were to maintain.* At the
end of the chapter giving the schedules of rates, Abu ’1-Faz] says that elephants

“and carts were allowed only to mansabddrs; furthermore that camels and oxen

-

as well as “select horsemen” (gazin-sawdr) were allowed to them.*® This implies
that keeping the animals was an advantage, and not a burden; and that the
rates applied to the animals kept by mansabdirs, as well as by the ahadis
(gentleman troopers). The implication, that the schedules were of allowances paid
to mansabddrs and troopers, and not, as Abdul Aziz seems to have thought, of
unrequited out-of-pocket expenditure required of them, is confirmed by certain
other statements of Abu ’I-Fazl: notably, when he says of specific enhancements
in the rates that these were sanctioned to provide relief to the troops.5! Naturally
i the rates had been simply for the costs to the mangabdir and ahadi of main-
tenance of the required animals and carts, reduction, not enhancement, would
have been needed to provide relief for them.

In other words, the measures of the 18th—19th regnal year comprised the
following specific innovations: (i} a single number was awarded as mangab; (ii)
each mansab indicated, as per schedule, a particular amount of monthly personal
pay for the mansab-holder; (iii) against each mansab, its holder was called upon
to maintain different numbers of war and transport animals and carts, for which
he was paid additional allowances at detailed rates laid down in official schedules;
(iv) the mansab-holder was called upon to maintain horsemen equal to the num-
ber of the mansab; (v) an advance payment for (the whole or part of?) the
mansab was made at a rate called bar-awardi; and (vi) the bar-gwardl payment
being meant to cover only a part of the actual costs, the balance of the full
payment was made, or, at any rate, became due, after the contingent of the
mansabdir was actually presented for inspection and brand (dagh).

The final stage of the evolution of the mangab system was marked by an
innovation that came in the 40th regnal year (1595—6). Abu 'I-Fazl says that in
this year, the mansabdars were grouped into three categories, Those who rmain-
tained saqwdrs equal to their mansab-number were placed in the first category.
The second category comprised those who maintained horsemen equal in num-
ber to one-half thereof, or more. Finally, those with horsemen smaller in nuimn-
ber than one-half of their mansadb were put in the third category.>
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THE EVOLUTION OF THE MANSAB SYSTEM 181

The description of this measure, read together with the passages from
Bada’ini and Bayazid, implies that while the mansabdars had been expected to
maintain horsemen equal in number to their mansab, this expectation in many
cases was not fulfilled.

It may plausibly be conjectured, as we have seen, that, under the procedure
in force until the 40th year, the mansabdar was first assigned his personal pay
and the salary for a number of troopers equal to his manseb-number, fixed on
the basis of a provisional or partial rate termed bar-dgwardi. He was expected
subsequently to present his troops and horses at the muster and brand, after
which he was to be paid the balance due to him at the full daght rate (tafdwat-i
dagh). The A'Tn adds that it was laid down that when a promotion in mansab
(the single one presumably) was given, the increased pay for his new personal
status (zar) was allowed on the enhanced rank, but the amount for the additional
troopers was paid only after the dagh.”®

The procedure implies that if a mansabdar was unable to produce the required
number of troopers at the dagh, and his contingent fell short of the number of
his mansab, even the bar-awardl payment might involve a great loss for the
administration. It is true, of course, that, as suggested by Bada’tn?’s statement,
fulfilment of the obligation to furnish a contingent of a certain size according
to mansab was a pre-requisite for all promotions. Upon bringing 20 horsemen to
the brand, a mansgbdar could be promoted up to the rank of sadi (100); and
only upon presenting the full complement of a hundred horsemen, was one
qualified to get further promotions.

The situation, then, that obtained was that a sizeable number of mansabdars
received the bar-awardT rate but did not maintain the full number of horsemen.>
The administration acknowledged the force of reality and modified the system
accordingly. It was now in the 40th regnal year (and not, as thought by Moreland,
in the 11th or 18th regnal year) that the number of sewdrs actually expected
began to be distinct from the mansab number. The single mansab that was in
force now became valid for the payment of salary for the person (zat) of the
mansabdar only, i.e. in respect of his personal status, while a new sgwir-number
was also assigned, against which the bar-awardr rates were paid. The origin of
the description zat for the first rank and of bar-gwardi for the second, or sawar-
rank, lies here.”® The terms were clearly in the final stage of evolution (but not
yet established completely) when the main text of the 4'In was drafted in or
about the 40 regnal year.

The clearly-made distinction came soon afterwards, possibly during the 41st
year itself, when the Akbar-nama offers the first instance anywhere of the grant
of a twofold rank.>® The formula for stating the mansab henceforth changed,
and the mansab clearly became dual in nature, expressed by two numbers,
specifying zat and sawar (bar-gwardt) separately. Abu ’1-Fazl records under the
41st year that “the rank of Mirza Shahrukh has been enhanced and pay-assignment
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"182 THE EVOLUTION OF THE MANSAB SYSTEM

made tg him for panjhazari (5,000) zat, with half the sawdrs thereof as bar-
awardi”.%” 1t is also the first instance of the use of the term zar in the technical
sense of the personal or first rank.

The situation that obtained in and before the 40th regnal year thus appears
to some extent akin to the one envisaged by Moreland for the 1ith year of
Akbar, though the compulsions seem quite different from those he suggested.
It was not inefficiency or maladministration that necessitated the introduction
of a second (sawar) rank. On the contrary, Akbar’s administration apparently
remained exceptionally zealous and exacting in this respect. The existing
mansebs were indeed left unchanged, but the measure adopted did imply a
demotion (through lower sgwar ranks) for those who did not maintain their
contingents in full; and there was a reduction too-in their zar or personal salaries
to accord with the number of sewdrs they actually succeeded in maintaining
(owing to their classification in three categories instituted in the 40th year, cf.
p. 180 above). It could therefore not be termed a compromise, as suggested by
Moreland. : ‘

The different stages, delineated by us, in the evolution of the mansab system
under Akbar, may now be surmnmarized.

(i) Until the first decade of Akbar’s reign, as during the previous Mughal
reigns, no standing military obligations in terms of size of contingents were
fixed. Salaries were sanctioned for individuals in a more or less arbitrary fashion.

(ii) Akbar in his 11th regnal year (1566—7) attempted to fix military obli-
gations; nobles were asked to maintain cavalry troopers in accordance with the
revenues of their jagirs, and on the basis of certain rates sanctioned for troopers.

(iiiy In the 18th regnal year (1573-4) the numerical rank (mansab) was
instituted. The nobles were assigned a single number that determined both their
pay and the number of animals (elephants, horses, beasts of burden and carts)
that they were required to maintain on their personal establishment (khasa).

“_~"More important, they were also required to maintain horsemen (sawérs) equal in

number to that of their mansab. But in actual fact, while drawing provisional
rates {bar-awardi) for this number, few nobles succeeded in bringing their
contingents to the muster, and brand, at the full strength necessary for drawing
the latter’s pay at the full, or daght, rates. .

(iv)In the 40th year (1595-6) the mansabdars were grouped into three
categories, on the basis of the number of sawars maintained in proportion to
the mansab. The number of sawdrs, therefore, began to be deemed distinct
from the mansab number.

(v)In the 41st year (1596-7), the mansab became dual in nature. Hence-
forth, the mansab was expressed by a pair of numbers. The first, designated
zat, determined the personal pay and the number of khasa {personal) animals
to be maintained according to a given schedule. The second, the sawar, indicated
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THE EVOLUTION OF THE MANSAB SY STEM 183

the number of horsgmen the mansabddr was required to maintain, to which
alone did the provisional or har-awardi rates nOwW apply.

Here we reach the point where all the familiar features of the Mughal mansab
system can at last be discerned. There were changes made in it subsequently,
tending in some respects 10 simplify it, in others to make it more zg:omple:x,58
but the basic principle of the two separate ranks defining distinct claims and
obligations came 10 stay.

NOTES

1 Ww.H. Moreland, “Rank {Mansab) in the Mughal state service”, JRAS, 1936, 641--535;
Abdul Aziz, Mansabdari system of the Mughal army . London, 1945, 31-46.

2 M. Athar Ali, The Mughal nobility under Aurangzeb,*Bombay,»l%tS; Irfan Habib,
“The Mansab system (15954637)”, Proceedings of the Indian History Congress, 29th
Session, 228--49.
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4 Moreland, 643.

s A.J. Qaisar, “Note on the date of institution of Mansab under Akbar”’, Proceedings
of the Indian History Congress, 241h Session, 1961, 155--7. By an oversight, 15734 has
been styled by him the 20th regnal year instead of the 13th.

¢ 1yfan Habib, 243. '

7 Abu "1-Fazl, Akbarnama, 1, edited by Ahmad Ali, RASR, Calcutta, 1871, 69.

5 Rada’unl, Muntakhab al-tawarikh, 11, edited by Ahmad Ali & Lees, Bibliotheca
Indiea, Calcutta, 1864--9, 190; Mu‘tamad Khan, Igbalnama-i Jahangiri, 11, pub. Niwal
Kishore, Luckaow, 1870, 288. Bada’Oni gives the measure in the course of his account
of A.H. 982, which partly corresponded to the 19th regnal year. Mu‘tamad Khan's passage
belongs to his account of the 19th year.

> Akbar-nama, 111, 170; Nizam ud-din Ahmad, Tabagéat-i Akbari, 11, edited by B. De,
Bib. Ind., Calcutta, 1913, 328.

10 K hwandamir, Qantin-i Humayfinl, edited by M. Hidayat Husain, Bib. ind., Calcutta,
1940, 41.

11 ibid., 47.

12 jbid., 43. -

13 Akhar-nama, 111, 120-1.

14 ibid., 11, 45,229 and 270, Tabaqat-i Akbari, 11,253 and 264.

s Akbar-nama, 11, 270. My translation of this and other passages from Abu "1-Fazl is
independent of that by Beveridge, where the precise technical sense is often missed.

16 of. the rather brief remarks of Qaisar, 1567, 1t is difficult to agree with him, how-
ever, that the Akbar-narna passage indicates the existence of “three kinds of Jjagirs”.

17 [gbalnama, 11, 213. :

18 Akbar-nama, 111, 672 the pay schedule stated here allowed 12,000 dams, 9,600 dams,
and 7,200 dams, pet year for sih-aspa {horseman with three horses), do-aspa (horsernian with
two horses) and yak-aspa (horseman with one horse) respectively. This was for troopers of
Mughal (i.e. Toxanl and Izani), Afghan and Indjan nobles. For Rajput nobles, the rates weIe
8,400 dams for sih-aspas, 1,200 dams for do-aspas. What 1ate the Rajput nobles drew for yak-
aspas is left obscure. cf. Trfan Habib (n. 2 above). 233.

39 Akbar-nama, 1, 270,

20 [gbalnama, i, 213,

2 4 in-i Akbari, edited by Blochmann, Calcutta, 1867, 220 B 2

22 QQajsar (n. 5 above), 156.

3 Tghegat, 11, 425-56.

# fin, 1.222.
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25 To cite a few names, with the mansabs assigned in the A ’in-i Akbari, appearing
within brackets. 2

Batram Khan (5,000) d.971 AH. Akbar-nama, 11, 971.
Tardi Beg (5,000) d.964 AH. Tabaqat, 11, 426.
‘Al1 Quli Khan (5,000) d.978 AH. Akbar-nama, 11, 3677.
Adham Khan (5,000) d.969 AH. Akbar-nama, 11, 179.
Sikandar Khan Uzbek (5,000) d.980 A.H. Tabagat. 11, 430.
Habib ‘Ali Khan (5,000) d.970 A1 Akbar-nama, 11, 168.

Khwaja Tahir Muhammad ~ (1,000) 4. 975 AH. Tabagit, 11, 443.
(Note: The 18th regnal year = AH. 980-81)

While the Tabagdt does not assign any fictitious mansabs to those who dijed before the
18th regnal year, it lacks the completeness of the A 'in-i Akbari’s list in that it fails to
assign numerical ranks to some who appear on its list and died well after the 18th year.
For example, Magsad ‘Al (No. 136 in the A 'in’s Bst) received the mansab of 1,000 in the
25th regnal year (Akbar-nama, 111, 304-5); but the Tabaqat does not credit him with-any
mansab. There are others who were alive at the time the Tabaqat was completed; yet,
though they are assigned mansabs in the A’in, the Tabagat tefrains from recording any
under their names. To cite a few examples, with the A Tn’s mansabs within brackets:

Mir Sharaf ud-din (5,000}
Qutb ud-din Muhammad Khan (5,000)
Rustam Khan (2,000)
Ghiyas ud-din ‘Ali Saif Khan (1,000).

Moreover, the Tabaqat’s list does not mention mansabs below 1,000 (there is only one
exception viL. Ahmad ‘Al Beg’s rank of 700). :

These deficiencies in the Tzbeqat’s informaticn show that the A In- Akbari’s list remains
indispensable. Such deficiencies, however, do not by any means weaken the significance of
the Tabagat’s list in exposing the fictitious nature of mansabs assiged in the A 'in to a whole
group of persons.

26 Akhar-nama, 111, 69.

27 jhid., 11, 117. ,

28 jpid. 11, 117; Bada’@ini, IL, p. 190; fqbalnama, 11, 288.

39 Iqbalnama, 11, 288.

3¢ Akbar-nama, 111, 117, the phrase used here is ba-anddza-yi ‘agidar u sar kardan-i
jami ‘at; Igbainama, 11, 288 has guwwal-1 sardari u hausla-yi jami‘qrdari -

3 1t is generally held (Moreland, 65; Abdul Aziz, 147-9) that the recipients of high
ranks (under Akbar, 500, and under Shahjahan, 1,000) were designated umara’, while the
word mansebdar was used for those holding ranks below 500 or 1000. However, Abu "1-Fazl
(Akbar-nama, 111, 671, A, 1,187, 188, 190) and Mu‘tamad Khan (Jgbalnama, 11, 288) use
the term mansabdar for all rank-holders without any distinction. Only the word umara , 1o
judge from the Tabagat-i Alcharl, 456, was reserved (under Akbar) to those holding mansabs
exceeding 500.

3 Bada’ani, I, 190.

33 The printed text reads fabitan, an obvious misreading for rabInan.

3¢ I the 17th<century chronicles, it is thus common to find the use of the formula
panj hazart chahar bazar to indicate 5000 zat /4000 sawar, and 50 On.

35 Akbar-nama, 111,170, 184; Tabagit, 11, 328, 340.

36 Akbar-nima, 111, 219.

37 Of Rija Todar Mal and Qulij Khan, he says that they maintained chahar hazar sawar
(4,000 horsemen); Majnin Qagshal had 5,000 naukar; Muhammad Husain, 1,000 naukar;
Ahmad Beg Kibuli had 700 sawars (Iabaqér, 11, 433, 435, 441, and 443).

@ fabegar, 1, 456.

19 Abdul Aziz, Mansabdari systent, 110; Athar Ali, Mughal Nobility, 8; Qaisar (n. 3,
above), 156; Irfan Habib (n. 2 above), 212,

20 The A’in’s list gives Muzaffar Husain’s 1ank as 5,000 (No. & on the list); he was
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awarded this rank iz ¢ 40th year (Akber-nama, i, 671). cf. Irfan Habib (n. 2 above)
245 n.52.

81 The text reads dakhil; however, 5kt would seem to be the correct reading.

42 Bayazid Biyat, Tazkira-i Humayiun u Akbar, edited by H. Husain, Calcutta, 1941,
373—4. See also Rug'at-i Hakim Abn 1-Fath Gilant, edited by M. Bashir Husain, Lahore,
1968, 15-16, 20—1 and 27, where the earliest directly contemporary references to mansabs
occur (February—March 1581), The Hindi word pura “full” 1s employed here for the
sznctioning of the full pay against the mangsab, which is clearly single, and directly related to
the military obligation.

43 {yfan Habib (cf. n. 2 above), 233.

4 47n,1,176.

a5 ipid., 1, 194. It is further stated (p. 175) that if a mansabdar found it difficult to
muster horsemen, he was given some “anrolted” (branded) troopers, in proportion to his
rank as part of his contingent. These were paid directly from the Imperial treasury and were
called dakhili. The forty dakhili troopers that Bayazid mentions were apparently troopers
of this kind.

s A'tn, 1,176.

41 Ahdul Aziz, Mansabdari system, 48-9. He was probably led to this view by the later
Mughal practice of calling upon nobles to meet the costs of maintenance of imperial eleph-
ants and other animals (khurak-1 dawidbh). (Athar Ali [n. 2 above], 51). This does not seem
to have existed under Akbar. Even though imperial elephants were given to the princes and
nobles to be looked after, Abu "-Fazl claims that the costs of maintenance (khwurash) were
still met by the imperial exchequer (A°in,1,133).

48 Gee A 'in, I, 176--8, for both the statement regarding the 13th year and the schedules
of rates.

4 ibid., [, 180-3.

50 ihid., I, 178. ~ -

5t These enhancen:ents are set out in detail for each animal, ete,, in the A'tn, 1, 176-8.
For the very first enhancement, on horses, Abu 'I-Fazl explains that the rate was increased
by 81 dams, “for the welfare of the troops and to provide relief (to them)” (p. 176, 1.3
from botiom). Further on, speaking of an enhancement of rate on shérgir elephants, he
describes that as due to “imperial generosity” (p. 178, 1. 3).

$2 4kpar-nama, 111, 671;A4 in, L 179,

5 4, 1,191,

5 In a passage in a letter ascribed to Abu 'k-Fazl, the complaint is made that “there
are some mansabdars who have jagirs (for the rank) of hazari (1,000) but do not have
even a few men with them, while there are many who are sadis (100) and have 50 good
horsemen (each) for service in the Deccan and ready for endeavour all the time; and yet the
latter remain without jagirs”. (Rugq ‘at-i Abu '|-Fazl, Kanpur, 1879, 45). 1t will be noticed
that Abu ’I-Fazl does not compare the actual contingent maintained with the second (sawar)
rank, but with the single rank, always indicated, as we have se¢n, by the suffix ya (-7). Abu
"l-Fazl reached the Deccan early in the 44th regnal year (1599), and the letter was apparently
sent to the Emperor shortly afterwards. Unfortunately, in this letter as well as in some other
letters of this collection, there are departures from Abu "I-Fazl’s usual style, and apparent
inaccuracies of fact, which, casting doubt on the genuineness of the documents, detract
from their authority as a source.

ss of [rfan Habib (n. 2 above), 234.

6 Akpar-nama, 111, 717, for Mirza Shihrukh and for prince Diniyal (p. 271). In the
latter case the formula employed for stating the paired mansab is what henceforth became
standardized, namely, haft hazari zat u sawar (7,000 zat and (7 000) sawar™).

57 Akpar-nama, I, 717.

8 Tor these changes, notably, the conversion of bar-gwardl into the sole form of pay-
ment for sawdr rank; the institution of do-aspa sifi-aspa ranks; the modification of size of
cavalry contingents according 10 geographical location; and the institution of the month
scales, of. Irfan Habib (n. 2 above), 233-9.
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