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Reviewep By FrEDERIC Baupen, University of Liege

When one considers Mamluk historiography, it is now recognized that there exists
a Hijazi school of historians in addition to the Egyptian and Syrian ones. It
remains to be determined if significant differences characterize the historians of
this area as compared to their colleagues in Cairo or Damascus. It would be
interesting to know whether their technique of redaction or the use they made of
their sources shows similarity to the historians of the other schools. However the
Hijazi historians have not yet attracted sufficient interest from scholars conducting
studies of this sort, which is a great pity. Only recently, a first attempt to survey
all Meccan historians, from the very beginning until the nineteenth century, has
appeared and should stimulate further research in this field despite its shortcomings.’

The emergence of this school during the period under consideration coincides
with the activity of a Meccan scholar, although of Moroccan origin, who lived
mainly during the second period of Mamluk rule, namely Taqi al-Din al-Fasi
(832/1429). Between him and the first historians of Mecca, al-Azraqi (244/858)
and al-Fakihi (adhuc viv. 272/885), there is a gap of more than five centuries, and
thus it is important to stress the fact that he can be credited with the revival of a
school that had not really caught on. This does not mean that there were no other
scholars who were interested in the history of Mecca, but their works were merely
isolated cases in their production, while al-Fasi devoted most of his time to the
writing of historical books dealing with the Holy City. Also, the heuristic aspect

“Yunshar kdmilan wa-bi-faharis shamilah lil-marrah al-al4.”

*See Muhammad al-Habib al-Hilah, Al-Tdrikh wa-al-Mu’ arrikhiin bi-Makkah min al-Qarn
al-Thalith al-Hijri ild al-Qarn al-Thalithah 'Asharah : Jam', 'Ard wa-Ta'rif (London: Al-Furgan
Islamic Heritage Foundation , Makkah al-Mukarramah Encyclopaedia Branch, 1994). See my
review iInMSR 3 (1999): 223-30.
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of his works is worthy of mention. Unlike many historians, he did not rely only on
other written sources, although they included figh and hadith works for instance,
but utilized less conventional materials such as diplomas (ijdzah) and dictionaries
of authorities (mashyakhah, mu'jam al-shuyikh, thabat). Even more intriguing is
his undertaking “field work” in search of evidence, as when he personally measured
the Ka‘bah, comparing his results to those of his predecessors. The same
inquisitiveness drove him when, as an epigraphist, he scrutinized inscriptions
which he found on buildings, sometimes giving the full text. Al-Fasi certainly
deserves a study in his own right and it is to be hoped that this call will not go
unheeded.’

If he won fame and inspired students, it was thanks to two of his books: a
biographical dictionary of residents of Mecca from the beginning of Islam to his
own time, entitled Al-‘Igd al-Thamin fi Tarikh al-Balad a[—lAmIn,‘ and a history of
the Holy City, the title of which is Shifd" al-Gharam bi-Akhbar al-Balad al-Haram.
Both were begun at the same time and conceived as complementary. The idea of
composing such a history occurred to him after he noticed that since al-Azraqi
nothing serious had been written on the subject (Shifa’ 1:39), a lacuna even
stranger in his eyes when he considered that other cities had already been the
subject of this kind of work, giving as examples the Tarikh Baghdad by al-Khatib
al-Baghdadi, the Tdrikh Dimashq by Ibn ‘Asakir, and the Tartkh Misr by al-Qutb
al-Halabi (1:42). He then decided to collect all he had read about this subject,
including inscriptions found on marble, stones, and wood, oral information, etc.
(1:40). All the material gathered on independent leaves was then reorganized,
following a plan of forty chapters.” It is thus clear that the Shifa” is not a conventional

*What is available is completely inadequate. See Subhi ‘Abd al-Mun‘im Muhammad, Taqi
al-Din al-Fasi: R@ id al-Mu’arrikhin al-Hijaziyin (775-832 H./1373—1429 .) (Cairo: al-* Arabl
lil-Nashr wa-al-Tawzi*, 1997). Reviewed by Li Guo in MSR 5 (2001): 169-75.

“Ed. by Muhammad Hamid Al-Fiqi (vol. 1), Fu'ad Sayyid (vols. 2-7), and Mahmid Muhammad
Al-Tandhi (vol. 8) (Cairo: Matba‘at al-Sunnah al-Muhammadiyah, 1962—-69; repr., Beirut:
Mu‘assasat al-Risalah, 1406/1986).

In a very important note added at the end of his book (2:1065), al-Fasi recounts the history
of its composition, explaining that the original work was much bigger and that he summarized
it a first time in 811. Initially, it was organized in 24 chapters, but the author made important
additions in 812, 813, 814, 815, and 816 which resulted in the presentation in 40 chapters as it
is now. New additions were brought in 817 and 818-19. Most of these were taken from Tarikh
Malkkah by al-Fikihi, a work which he did not get access to before, and from his own book
Al-‘Iqd al-Thamin. Thus the actual version of the Shifd’ appears to be in fact a summary made
by the author and expanded several times. The original text is constantly referred to by the
author as the as/ (1:47: “as’alu min kull waqif ‘ald hadha al-mukhtasar wa-aslihi”; 1:356:
“kama dhakartuhu f1 asl hadha al-kitab wa-iqtasartuhu huna min dhalika ‘ald ma dhakartuhu”;
1:380: “wa-nadhkuruhu kama dhukira fi asl hadha al-kitab™). This version must have contained,
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historical work where the data are presented according to the year or the reign.
Each chapter focuses on a theme dealing with the Haram (for instance, the names
of Mecca, the Haram, the Ka‘bah, etc.) where all periods are considered, beginning
with the Jahiliyah. For Mamlukologists, the most important parts are probably
chapters 23 (on the madrasahs, ribdts, etc.) and 37 to 39 (lists of governors, and
political, meteorological, and finally economic events). But substantial data can
also be found scattered in other chapters. Those interested in the Fatimid period
will be surprised to learn that al-Fasi occasionally quotes the Tarikh of al-Musabbihi
as he had access to a resumé (mukhtasar) made by Rashid al-Din al-Mundhiri
(1:203), a fact that has been overlooked by historians of this period.

Before the edition under discussion here, the Shifa’ was available in the following
ones:

1) It was published for the first time in 1859, but only partly, by F. Wiistenfeld,
in a collection of works dealing exclusively with the Holy City?

2) It was only in 1956 that the full text was made available to scholars’ in an
edition based on an undated manuscript belonging to the Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyah
(shelf-mark: Tarikh 504). This edition also utilized another manuscript which was
in fact a recent copy of the Cairo manuscript, and the editors also made use of
other sources. The result of the collation was indicated in the footnotes, which
rarely satisfy the requirements of a scientific edition.

3) Another edition was prepared by ‘Umar ‘Abd al-Salam Tadmuri.” It has
been criticized by al-Hilah" as being just a copy of 2). This same author recognized
the lack of a good critical edition of this important text and hoped that one would
be published in the future.

This could have been the case with the present edition. Published by a committee
of three persons under the supervision of Sa‘id *Abd al-Fattah, it appears as no. 2
in a promising series called “Mawsi‘at Makkah wa-al-Madinah,” where no. 1 was
in fact the Tarikh Makkah by al-Azraqgi. It seems thus that the publisher intends to
place at the disposal of scholars the most important texts dealing with the two
Holy Cities. In his preface (p. 11), the supervisor stresses the fact that only a few

among other details, full chains of transmitters. It is now presumably lost.

*Some of these aspects have already been studied. See particularly the articles published by
R. Mortel and C. Morisot.

"These quotations are not found in A. F. Sayyid, "“Nusis Da'i‘ah min Akhbar Misr lil-
Musabbihi,” Annales Islamologiques 17 (1981): 1-54.

*Die Chroniken der Stadt Mekka (Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus, 1857-61), 2:55-324.

’Ed. by a board of experts, with supplements including Al-Durrah al-Thaminah fi Tarikh
al-Madinah by Ibn al-Najjar (Mecca: Maktabat al-Nahdah al-Hadithah).

"Beirut; Dar al-Kitab al-* Arabi, 1405/1985.
WAL Tarikh wa-al-Mu arrikhin bi-Makkah, 122.
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books on Mecca have been published, although many manuscripts are still waiting
to be unearthed. What is curious in such a statement is why the committee decided
to publish first two histories which were already available, unless it intended to
prepare new critical editions. Unfortunately, as we will see with the Shifa’, this is
far from being the case.

The introduction (pp. 13-33) contains a short biography of al-Fasi where only
his most important works are mentioned. It lacks references and contributes nothing
to our knowledge of the author. In the next section (pp. 19-21 and 27-33), the
manuscripts “selected” are described. The editors have relied on two manuscripts,
one of them corresponding to the Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyah manuscript already
mentioned for edition no. 2."” This was not chosen as the basic text; rather another
manuscript preserved in the same institution under the shelf-mark Tarikh Tal‘at
2067 was selected.” Because it is dated 864, only 32 years after al-Fisi’s death, it
was preferred.” Recognizing that in some places both manuscripts have blanks
clearly indicated as such (kadhd fi al-asl), the editors have hastily concluded that
they are copies of the author’s original, but this is not necessarily so. Both are
described summarily and no other copy is referred to, although they would have
learned of others had they consulted al-Hilah's book, which has been available
since 1994 (pp. 121-22).

The edition is provided with notes indicating the results of the collation of
both manuscripts, as well as others where persons and places are identified, though
not systematically. For instance (1:168), in an isndd with eleven transmitters, only
four are clearly identified. Elsewhere (1:458), Muhammad ibn Habib al-Mawardi
is identified as his famous namesake who died in 450/1058," even though he
appears in an isndd just after Sufyan ibn ‘Uyaynah (d. 196/811), and is followed
by three other transmitters, the last one being al-Daraqutni (d. 385/995). This was
an anachronism apparently unnoticed by the editors. When the name of a person
previously identified occurs subsequently, the editors have taken trouble to note

“Here its shelf number is given as Tarikh M 54. However, it is clear that we are dealing with
the same manuscript, as the scribe’s name that can be read on the facsimile page of the
colophon (p. 33) is identical with the one mentioned in the edition no. 2.

“The editors also refer to a third manuscript in the Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyah (Tarikh Taymir
1463), dated to 1336 A.H. As often in the case of such recent manuscripts, they are just copies
of another MS from the same institution.

MAccording to al-Hilah, Al-Tarikh wa-al-Mu’ arrikhiin bi-Makkah, 121, there is a manuscript
in the Royal Library in Rabat (al-Khizinah al-Malikiyah, no. 1911) which is the oldest copy
(848 A.H.) and the most reliable one (asahh).

“Al-Mawardi in this passage must be read al-Jaridi, a correct reading appearing in the
edition no. 2 although their manuscript gave al-Mawardi. In this case, the editors could
modify the reading by comparison with the source quoted by al-Fasi.
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the previous identification, but this proves useless since no cross reference is
provided and because the indexes are incomplete. Moreover, no particular effort
has been made to try to locate passages quoted by al-Fasi from other sources, not
even the traditions selected from canonical collections, such as al-Bukhari, Muslim,
etc., although this would surely have helped to correct some incorrect readings
common to both manuscripts. I have taken some soundings which confirm my
negative impression: this edition is surely not a definitive one and in many respects
it has proved to be less reliable than edition no. 2, adding new mistakes. Among

these, T will mention just a few, such as 1:365, where L4/ .>s must be read

Llas/ iss; 1:397, where Lo ¢/ 4 sie must be read iw e/ v sixe as al-Fasi is speaking
of the Aijr (an enclosure with a wall in the shape of a bow); 1:459, where (two
occurrences) Sl Lsldl is in fact 3l Jl Lasld! as is confirmed by a quotation
two lines below where the name is correctly given; 2:999 (s )l il Ciie, leg.
Bl el Ciie); 201026 (gaies oul, leg. o onl); 2: 1029 (Lacils, leg. Loulios).
The presence of indexes should allow me to temper these criticisms, but they are
deficient. All the indexes have been placed at the end of vol. 2, even though they
consist in fact of separate indexes for each volume. Most of them are incomplete
and are not adequate for making use of the book. In conclusion, Al-Shifa" still
awaits a serious critical edition with full annotation and proper indexes.

Al-Fasi prepared a resumé of the Shifd’ that he entitled Al-Zuhir al-Muqtatafah
min Tarikh Makkah al-Musharrafah, where most details (isnads, debates) have
been eliminated. It would be a mistake, however, to neglect the work on this
basis, since it appears that in some cases the author has added data which are not
to be found in the Shifd’. Besides the Zu/uir, he produced, as he declares in his
introduction, three other books on the same subject which must also be considered
resumés of the Shifa’: Tuhfat al-Kiram bi-Akhbar al-Balad al-Haram, Tahsil
al-Maram min Tarikh al-Balad al-Haram, and Hadi Dhawi al-Afham ild Tarikh
al-Balad al-Haram.'"® Except for the last work, they are preserved only in manuscript
and remain unpublished. It is only recently that the Zuhuir has become available in
several editions, among which two are under review here.” Both are based on an
important manuscript and provide us an opportunity to compare how the editors
have rendered it in their work. This manuscript, dated to 825 A.H. (thus during

Al-Hilah, Al-Tarikh wa-al-Mu’ arrikhin bi-Makkah, 122-23, also mentions Tarwih al-Sudir
bi-fkhtisar al-Zuhiir and Mukhtasar Tarwih al-Sudiir as resumés of the Zuhar,

"*All *Umar speaks in disparaging terms (“tab‘ah kathirat al-tahrif wa-al-asqat”) of an edition
published in Mecca-Riyadh (Maktabat Nizar Mustafd al-Baz) in 1997 and prepared by Mustafa
Muhammad Husayn al-Dhahabi, who based it on two manuscripts. Divergences noticed by
‘“Umar with this Meccan edition have been indicated in the footnotes.
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the lifetime of the author, who died in 832), is in the handwriting of Ahmad ibn
‘All al-Shuwa@’itl al-Yamani® and was in the library of the Kuwaiti scholar ‘Abd
Allah ibn al-Khalaf al-Dahiyyan, who bequeathed it to the Maktabat al-Awqaf
al-Kuwaytiyah upon his death. Additionally, the title-page proves that the text
was transmitted by well-known scholars. None of the editors has studied these
notes that are transcribed here thanks to the facsimile of the title-page added in
‘Umar’s edition:

ol )l 5 3 e Pl Gl ey B3] Bie Gk e S T )]
T e By, o opl el o 3] (g5 edl Loed ey
T e Bl G MM I G AT M ol ol Ol el W e

3l e 1l ¥ el il ! gl B Lo Gu b o S s (g

Given its importance, a facsimile edition of the whole text was published by
Muhanna Hamad al-Muhanna® together with an introduction, notes, and indexes.
‘Umar, however, made occasional use of an additional manuscript preserved in
Baghdad (al-Mathaf al-‘Iraqi, no. 1385), which was previously the property of
Father Anastase Marie de Saint-Elie, who bought it in 1918. It is unfortunately
undated, but seems to be from the seventeenth century.” While al-Ghazzawi's
edition is provided with an introduction written by the supervisor al-Arna’ut (pp.
5-20), in which he discusses the author and his work and provides a cursory
description of the manuscript, ‘Umar is more laconic (pp. 5-8) and speaks especially
of the previous Meccan edition and of the manuscripts. Both editions are provided
with footnotes, but not of the same value. Al-Ghazzawi has tried to return to the
original sources from which al-Fas1 quoted, though failing to locate the references
made by the author to his other works. He also added, but rather meagerly,
identifications of persons and places and explanations of lexical terms. On the
other hand, ‘Umar has considered it important to faithfully indicate where he

®On him, see ‘Umar ibn Fahd, Mu'jam al-Shuyikh, ed. M. al-Zahi (Mecca, n.d. [1982?]), 67,
where it is stated that he settled in Mecca in 803 A.H. His nisbah designates a locality situated
near Ta'izz.

“Ibrahim ibn Muhammad al-Dimashqi (d. 900/1495). See ‘U. R. Kahhilah, Mu'jam al-
M allifin (Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-*Arabi, n.d.), 1:106.

“Unidentified.

*'Unidentified.

“Kuwait: Al-Sundiiq al-Wagqfi lil-Thaqdfah wa-al-Fikr, 1417/1997.

“In one particular case, this manuscript appeared more reliable since a complete passage (pp-
133-34) was missing in the Kuwaiti manuscript.
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found the references made by al-FasI to his other works. Yet he disregarded the
identification of persons or places, which is a pity.

In summation, I believe that ‘Umar’s edition is, generally speaking, more
reliable. If I should recommend one of them, I would be inclined to say that
“Umar can be trusted in most cases, although one must be aware that his edition 1s
not free from mistakes. His edition permits us to emend some readings in all the
available editions of the Shifa'. The presence of numerous, reasonably reliable
indexes, is another positive aspect.” In the following lines, I have given the result
of my collation of some passages, where the bold version is considered the correct
one, so that the reader will be able to draw his own conclusions.

Ghazzawi ‘Umar
p. 30 o 3l p. 19 ol
ibid. lacuna ibid. < LY
ibid. o ibid. o
p.31 Jlsdga pde puals ibid, s o g e s
ibid. Lo p. 20 lacuna
p. 32 o ot ibid. lacuna
ibid. 0P JZ A e ibid. lacuna
GGl S35 54
ibid. Sller ibid. sliles
p. 35 EPPRRVI| VN p. 22 g0l saaniagly sn
Wl e olss L lesl
p. 80 seall ol o p. 87 | peieall gl
p. 91 b p. 108 g
ibid. Sl 1bid. oo
ibid. Rowe 1] ibid. o ALl

*Although in my copy pp. 367-84 are missing and pp. 385-404 are duplicated at the end of
the book.
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