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Preface

I am honored to introduce this, my first issue as editor of Mamlitk Studies Review.
I am excited to assume this role and will strive to maintain the high standards
established by MSR’s founding editor, Bruce Craig, who will continue as editor
emeritus.

I am particularly pleased that this issue constitutes a Festschrift for the eminent
Mamlukist (and member of MSR’s editorial board), Carl F. Petry. For most readers
of this journal, Carl needs no introduction. His groundbreaking studies on the
social and political history of the Mamluk Sultanate have provided a foundation
on which all subsequent work has been based. I join with his colleagues who have
contributed to this issue in dedicating it to him with respect and affection.

Marlis J. Saleh
Editor
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FrEépEric BAUDEN
UNIVERSITE DE LIEGE/BELGIUM

Magriziana IX: Should al-Magqrizi Be Thrown Out with the Bath
Water? The Question of His Plagiarism of al-Awhadi’s Khitat and
the Documentary Evidence

INTRODUCTION
One of the most renowned scholars that Islamic civilization has produced, al-
Maqrizi is considered a major historian in his own right and is sometimes compared
to the great thinker Ibn Khaldiin, with whom he was associated in the last years
of the latter’s life. Al-Maqrizi’s views on economics, history, and architecture still
stimulate modern research in these fields; his ideas inform the way in which we
look at certain questions, especially historiographical ones. His books are among
the bestsellers of medieval literature, continuously copied in the age of manuscript
culture, and then printed, reprinted, translated, and studied. As with every great
figure, some criticisms, generated by contemporary envious colleagues or modern
viewpoints based on anachronistic criteria, may tarnish the idyllic portrait. In
this respect, al-Magqrizi is no exception to the rule. Some scholars have questioned
his integrity in historiographical terms. The case raised by Ayalon as regards al-
Magrizi’s position towards the Ydsa, the Mongol book of laws, probably surpasses
all others in the modern period.! Ayalon’s study did not stir up any controversy
among the scholarly community because he based his aguments on irrefutable
proofs, even though some remained conjectural.?

In his own time, al-Maqrizi could not avoid the disparagement of his intellectual
probity. The most derogatory remarks concern his alleged plagiarism of the work
of his colleague and friend, al-Awhadi. According to al-Sakhawi, who vehemently

© The Middle East Documentation Center. The University of Chicago.

This article is based on the most complete version of a lecture that was first presented as the
Mamliik Studies Review Annual Lecture at the University of Chicago (24 February 2006), and
later at the Institute of Islamic Studies, McGill University, Montréal (8 April 2008). The discovery,
made in May 2003, was officially announced at the 22nd Congress of the Union européenne des
arabisants et islamisants, University of Krakow (29 September—4 October 2004). It is my pleasure
to dedicate it to Carl Petry on the occasion of his sixty-fifth birthday.

'David Ayalon, “The Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan: A Reexamination,” Studia Islamica 33 (1971):
99-140, 34 (1971): 151-80, 36 (1972): 113-58, 38 (1973): 107-56.

2 The present writer recently produced indisputable evidence of al-Maqrizi’s intellectual
dishonesty in the affair of the Yasa, thus closing this case opened by Ayalon in 1971. See F.
Bauden, “Magqriziana VII: Al-Maqrizi and the Yasa: New Evidence of His Intellectual Dishonesty,”
in The Mamluk Sultanate of Egypt and Syria: Aspects of a Medieval Muslim State, ed. Reuven Amitai
and Amalia Levanoni (forthcoming).
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repeated his accusation on several occasions, al-Maqrizi had supposedly laid hands
on his colleague’s drafts upon his death (811/1408) and clean-copied the whole
lot, adding some data, but publishing it in his own name under the title Kitab
al-Mawd‘iz wa-al-I'tibar fi Dhikr al-Khitat wa-al-Athar. The treatment al-Maqrizi
reportedly applied to al-Awhadi’s text would thus be similar to what we now
call “plagiarism.” Such a charge must be taken seriously, even more so in the
case of al-Magqrizi given that the resulting book is considered his magnum opus.
Though first opened five centuries ago, this case engendered a lively debate that
started with the beginning of the last century. Several scholars have endeavored
to elucidate the validity of this charge on the basis of the elements they had at
their disposal: al-Sakhawi’s accusation and al-Maqrizi’s text.®> Most of the time,
these efforts have resulted in a justification of al-Maqrizi, best exemplified by
F. Rosenthal’s position: “the accusation of plagiarism is much too harsh.”* In
their scrutiny of this charge, most scholars were influenced by al-Sakhawi’s well-
known vindictiveness towards almost everybody in his works, and they rebutted
his allegations.

The aim of this article is to reexamine the question in the light of new evidence
that has surfaced only recently. In one of the two extant volumes of the first
draft of al-Maqrizi’s Khitat, I noticed that 19 leaves are written in a different
handwriting, though most of al-Maqrizi’s extant autograph manuscripts are in
fact holograph.® Through a close analysis, both external and internal, I seek to

3In chronological order: Ighnatyts Yiilyaniivitsh Kratshkiivski [I. Y. Kratchkovsky], Tarikh al-Adab
al-Jughrafi al-‘Arabi, trans. Salah al-Din ‘Uthman Hashim (Cairo, 1963), 2:483-85; Muhammad
‘Abd Allah ‘Inan, “Khitat al-Maqrizi bayna al-Asalah wa-al-Naql,” in Dirdsat ‘an al-Magqrizi:
Majmii‘at Abhdth (Cairo, 1971), 39-48; Ayman Fuw’ad Sayyid, “Remarques sur la composition des
Hitat de Maqrizi d’aprés un manuscrit autographe,” in Hommages da la mémoire de Serge Sauneron,
1927-1976 (Cairo, 1979), 2:231-58; Sa‘id ‘Ashiir, “Adwa’ jadidah ‘ald al-mwarrikh Ahmad ibn
‘Ali al-Magqrizi wa-Kitabatihi,” ‘Alam al-Fikr 14, no. 2 (1983): 165-210; Muhammad Kamal al-
Din ‘Izz al-Din ‘Ali, Arba‘at Mw’arrikhin wa-Arba‘at M’ allafat min Dawlat al-Mamalik al-Jarakisah
(Cairo, 1992), 222-24; Ayman Fwad Sayyid, “Early Methods of Book Composition: al-Maqrizi’s
Draft of the Kitab al-Khitat,” in The Codicology of Islamic Manuscripts: Proceedings of the Second
Conference of al-Furqan Islamic Heritage Foundation, 4-5 December 1993, ed. Yasin Dutton (London,
1995), 93-101; idem, “Muqaddimat al-Muhaqqiq,” in al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar fi Dhikr
al-Khitat wa-al-Athar (London, 2002-5), 1:59-66; Mahmiid al-Jalili, “Al-Mw’arrikhiin al-Mu‘@siriin
lil-Maqrizi wa-al-Nagiltin minhu,” in al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqiid al-Faridah fi Tardjim al-Aan al-
Mufidah (Beirut, 2002), 4:37-40.

* Franz Rosenthal, “al-Makrizi,” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed., 6:194.

5 In May 2003, I received a copy of the manuscript (Topkap: Saray: Kiitiiphanesi [Istanbul] MS
E. Hazinesi 1405) and noticed the difference in the handwriting. Given that a new edition of the
section covered by this manuscript was in preparation by Ayman Fu’ad Sayyid, I had to await its
publication to see if he had established the same fact. When vol. 4 appeared at the end of 2003, I
realized that he had apparently not noticed the difference in the handwriting. Moreover, several
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demonstrate that this section must be identified as the unique remnant of al-
Awhadi’s Khitat that has survived. As a consequence, this discovery allows me to
reopen the case raised by al-Sakhawi and to see whether or not the charge was
justified. However, I do not claim to be an exponent or a proponent in this case:
my aim is to try to answer the charge as fairly as possible, and for this, I will have
to consider it in view of the perception of plagiarism in the context under study.

This newly-discovered section of al-Awhadi’s Khitat needs further investigation:
a critical edition together with a biography of al-Awhadi and a study of the text
will be published separately.®

THE CHARGE

Without the charge brought by al-Sakhawi (d. 902/1497) against al-Magqrizi (d.
845/1442), the whole affair would have completely faded into oblivion. Indeed,
al-Sakhawi repeatedly accused al-Magqrizi of having plagiarized a book written by
one of al-Magqrizi’s colleagues whose name was al-Awhadi (d. 811/1408). On at
least five occasions, he leveled this charge in different terms, but always in a very
direct manner. The first of these is to be found in his Al-Tibr al-Masbiik, under the
year in which al-Maqrizi died, and in his biographical dictionary entitled Al-Daw’
al-Lami‘ (al-Maqrizi’s entry):’

passages found in al-Awhadi’s section and not included by al-Magqrizi in his final version had been
included in the edition, as supplementary data. A. F. Sayyid even reproduced the leaves where
these additional data appear (4:123-29 of the introduction). Regarding the first two volumes, I
had already stressed that this new edition could unfortunately not be considered as a critical one,
due to the fact that A. F. Sayyid emended the texts with passages from the sources quoted by al-
Magqrizi or found in the draft of the Khitat instead of sticking to the manuscripts of the final version
(see my review in this journal, 11, no. 2 [2007]: 169-76). This bias is more visible in the last two
volumes of his edition and even more with the section in al-Awhadi’s hand.

¢ See F. Bauden, “From Draft to Palimpsest: A Critical Edition of the Unearthed Part of al-Awhadi’s
Autograph Book on the Khitat of Cairo,” forthcoming in Mamlitk Studies Review.

7 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘ li-Ahl al-Qarn al-Tasi (Cairo, n.d.; reprint of Cairo, 1934-36), 2:22;
idem, Al-Tibr al-Masbiik fi Dhayl al-Sulitk, ed. Najwa Mustafd Kamil and Labibah Ibrahim Mustafa
(Cairo, 2002-5), 1:73. The quotation is from the former, but both texts are almost identical.
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devoting his time to occupying himself
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this. A number of books in this [field] Ala e 2 g5 Wal g
are attributed to him, such as Al-Khitat

of Cairo, which is a useful [book] given

that he discovered al-Awhadi’s draft, as

already stated in the latter’s biography.

He appropriated it and made brief

additions to it.

In a few words, al-Magqrizi’s reputation regarding the book that earned him
fame until our time is demolished: it results from an appropriation of somebody
else’s work, only improved by adding a few data. The second denunciation is even
more defamatory. Al-Sakhawi wrote it, as he said, in al-Awhadi’s entry:®

He devoted his attention to history, PO B e ""isj 4"’,1";@ US{@JNL" el
of which he was passionately fond. He o= 32)s 28ls lef i3 0815 joma Lot
wrote a comprehensive draft about ¢ il s s ou i) () lpand Leany
the topography of Misr® and Cairo on Sl
which he worked hard. [With this], he
did a useful work and in an excellent
manner. He made a fair copy of part
of it. Then Taqi al-Din al-Maqrizi made
a fair copy of it [completely] and
attributed it to himself [after he had
made] additions.

So, al-Magqrizi had supposedly gotten hold of al-Awhadi’s draft—some parts
of which had already been transcribed by the latter—made a fair copy of the
whole thing, and finally written his name on the title page although he had only
expanded it with a few additions. Moreover, we are told that al-Awhadi’s work,
even though most of it still consisted of a draft, was a comprehensive book to
which he devoted a lot of his time. Last but not least, it is clear that this was more
than just a few notes scribbled on some quires: it constituted a really important
contribution to the history of Cairo’s architectural development. Not content with

8 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 3:358-59.
°To be understood as the quarter of Cairo and not as referring to Egypt.
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these two attacks, al-Sakhawi reiterated his allegation in another of his books
devoted to the defense of history as a science, Al-I‘lan bi-al-Tawbikh, where he
provided the same details with, however, a reference to his informant in this
affair:1°

.- . |EERR A g |- 1 sl Ledalad Ja<
Inthe sameway, al-Maqrizicompiled ~ - I8k 555 50 8] &=

[a history] of its topography, and itisa ¥ %= O 2l Sledll o el 8ase 4 b 4
useful [book]. Our master told us that W3 cany an OIS di gass¥) Gual) o
he discovered it in draft form through Al g § il j 4dde o)
his neighbor Shihab al-Din Ahmad ibn
‘Abd Allah ibn al-Hasan al-Awhadi
who, however, had [already] made a
fair copy of some parts. He [al-Magqrizi]
appropriated it after making some
additions to what he [al-Awhadi] had
done and then attributed it to himself.

Though the words differ only slightly from the previous quotation, the mention
of an informant is a clue to understanding on what grounds al-Sakhawi presumed
to bring forth this charge. The shaykhunad, in al-Sakhawi’s jargon, refers to the
only person he ever considered his master and to whom he devoted a lengthy
biographical monograph:! Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani (d. 852/1449). This is a
significant point because al-Sakhawi was born in 830/1427, which means that he
was only 15 years old when al-Maqrizi died. It is unlikely that al-Sakhawi would
have heard or witnessed anything relating to this case before al-Maqrizi’s death,
given his young age. On the other hand, it is reasonable to think that his master
would have told him what he knew about this story when al-Sakhawi got older,
probably after al-Maqrizi’s death. Given that Ibn Hajar died seven years after
al-Magqrizi, his disciple was 22 years old by that time, a more credible age for a
divulgence of that kind.'?

10 Al-Sakhawi, Al-I‘lan bi-al-Tawbikh li-man Dhamma Ahl al-Tarikh, in Franz Rosenthal, A History
of Muslim Historiography, rev. ed. (Leiden, 1968), 402; ibid., trans. Salih Ahmad al-‘Ali (Beirut,
1407/1986), 266.

11 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Jawahir wa-al-Durar fi Tarjamat Shaykh al-Islam Ibn Hajar, ed. Ibrahim Bajis ‘Abd
al-Hamid (Beirut, 1999).

12 For instance, al-Sakhawi did not get access to Ibn Hajar’s dictionary of his authorities, Al-
Majma‘ al-Mi assis, before 850/1447. As we will soon see, this was a major source for al-Sakhawt’s
charge against al-Maqrizi. His reading note on AI-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis, together with two others by
renowned scholars (Ibn Fahd and Taghri Barmish), found in Ibn Hajar’s autograph copy held in
al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah, Cairo (MS mustalah 1360, fol. 163a), is edited below.
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Al-Sakhawi confirmed that his informant in this case was Ibn Hajar in the
biography he dedicated to his master, but he did not refer to an oral tranmission,
asserting rather that he read Ibn Hajar’s allegation in the dictionary of his
authorities, AI-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis lil-Mu‘jam al-Mufahris: 3

. . . = el oY) daa i 8 Leadl adady ol 438
I also read in his [Ibn Hajar’s] Eosall o) A i (B Ly Ot

handwriting, in the biography of the S5k G 4l e Gy Guall Gy 2aal el
man of belles-lettres, the historian <3 AWl bha dary el iaai Lo (gaa 5Y)
Shihab al-Din Ahmad ibn al-Hasan S n ARl Cpall (85 Fll) Aand B gaue dle
ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn Tiighan al-Awhadi,

what follows: “He devoted his time to

working on the topography of Cairo but

it was in draft form when he died. The

shaykh Taqi al-Din al-Maqrizi made a

fair copy of it.”

Whatever the case may be, the charge is undoubtedly a very serious one, as he
claims that al-Magqrizi’s achievement in this case must be credited to al-Awhadi.
Before investigating if al-Sakhawi’s assertion was grounded on serious evidence
and thus justified, it is necessary to turn to al-Awhadi’s biography and study his
connection to al-Magqrizi.*

It can be argued that without the incident discussed here, al-Awhadi would
have remained an obscure scholar. He was indeed largely unnoticed, as the data
provided by the sources to recount his life are only found in three sources written
by contemporaries who were acquainted with him or by a later historian who
relied on these testimonies. In fact, the main sources are the very protagonists
of this affair: al-Maqrizi himself, Ibn Hajar, and al-Sakhawi, the last not having
had the opportunity to know al-Awhadi, as he was born shortly after the latter’s
death. Thanks to the data provided by these authors,'> we know that Shihab
al-Din Ahmad ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Hasan ibn Tiighan al-Awhadi was born in

13 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Jawahir wa-al-Durar, 1:394. This is the fifth time al-Sakhawi exposes al-Maqrizi’s
plagiarism.

14 A fuller account of al-Awhadi’s life will be found in “From Draft to Palimpsest.”

15 Al-Magqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqiid al-Faridah fi Tardjim al-Ayan al-Mufidah, partial autograph copy in
Forschungsbibliothek, Gotha, MS 1771, fols. 47b-49a = ibid., ed. Muhammad Kamal al-Din ‘Izz
al-Din ‘Ali (Beirut, 1992), 1:232-37; ibid., ed. Mahmid al-Jalili (Beirut, 2002), 1:185-90 (no.
120); Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Inb@ al-Ghumr bi-Abn@ al-‘Umr, ed. Hasan Habashi (Cairo, 1994-98;
reprint of Cairo, 1969-72), 2:406; idem, Dhay!l al-Durar al-Kaminah, ed. ‘Adnan Darwish (Cairo,
1992), 195 (no. 316); idem, Al-Majma‘ al-Mt?assis lil-Mu‘jam al-Mufahris, ed. Yasuf ‘Abd al-Rahman
al-Mar‘ashli (Beirut, 1992-94), 3:38-39; al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 1:358-59.
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Cairo in 761/1360 in a family of eastern origin (probably Iraq or Iran). It was his
grandfather who had come to Cairo, where he settled in 710/1310-11. He then
entered the service of an influential Mamluk, Baybars al-Awhadji, the governor of
the citadel, and the latter’s nisbah was attached to him, as frequently happened
in the Mamluk milieu.'® His grandson, Shihab al-Din Ahmad, served in the army
where he held several positions, after he had received a thorough instruction in
the various Quranic readings. As a scholar, he compiled numerous notebooks
(majami‘) and composed at least two books: a diwan of his own poetry and a
topographical history of Cairo. The latter mostly remained in draft form, though
he managed to make a fair copy of some parts of it before his death in his 48th
year according to our calendar, in 811/1408. Incidentally, al-Maqrizi, who was
born in the sixties of the eighth century (probably in 766/1364-65, which means
that al-Awhadi was five years older than him), outlived him by more than 34
years, as he died in 845/1442. Even though al-Awhadi died earlier, the two men
were not strangers to one another: they were neighbors, living in the same quarter
of Barjawan, in the Fatimid part of the city, close to the street of Bayn al-Qasrayn,
and they met each other in their respective homes for sessions of transmission
(iml@), and this occurred in 810/1407, a year before al-Awhadi’s death:’

Our fellow, the expert reader [of ol u@ =13l il L‘PL"‘;”J;’;
the Quran], the historian, the man @' Ok & Guall G alll 2o 0y 2eal
of letters, Shihdb al-Din Ahmad ibn r3 & 388 Ge (e o3k] (ASLEN (saial)
‘Abd Allah ibn al-Hasan ibn Tiighan _de iiw caajy sed Oe O Of 19aad Caull
al-Awhadi, the soldier, the Shafi‘ite, Al Sl
transmitted to me orally in my home )
of Cairo on Saturday, 7 [nights] before
the end of Rajab in 810 [25 December
1407].18

Their bonds can even be appreciated by the fact that al-Maqrizi’s nephew,
Nasir al-Din Muhammad ibn Muhammad ibn ‘Alj, attended al-Awhadi’s lectures,

16 See J. Sublet, Le Voile du nom (Paris, 1991), 28-30.

17 Al-Maqrizi, Durar al-Ugqiid, MS 1771, fol. 48b = ed. ‘Ali, 1:235-36 = ed. al-Jalili, 1:188.
8This is the reading in the autograph copy. In both ‘Ali’s and al-Jalili’s editions: + J4 and the
following ol missing. This shows that al-Jalili did not rely on his complete copy of the text, which
belongs to his family (see Dawud al-Celebi al-Mawsili, Kitab Makhtitat al-Mawsil [Baghdad, 19271,
264, no. 5), and the partial autograph, but on ‘Ali’s edition, at least for this part!

19 See Manuel Ocaiia Jiménez, Tablas de conversién de datas isldmicas a cristianas y viceversa (Madrid,
1946), 42-43.
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where he recited to him the Quran and another work he had learned by heart in
810/1407.% The relationship between the two scholars must have been friendly,
as can be perceived in the biography al-Maqrizi wrote about him, where some
pieces of al-Awhadi’s poetry dedicated to him are provided. In these succinct
examples of his mastery of the most appreciated literary genre in the Arab world,
sympathy as well as kindness abound. Suffice it to quote the following distich:

Gigpmaly Wy 3 €1 ay Jdid oy il ) a8 iy s
LJ,}J.&HL} Sy a us\ ga— Y Lt)aa& O P SC N B B O u_al_}

You honored my rank when you came to my home

and conveyed to me kindness and friendliness.

O scion of the caliphs! You are the support of our times.
It is no heresy if you are vested in the title of sharif.*'

Reading the data, it can be inferred that al-Magqrizi and al-Awhadi struck up
a strong relationship based on mutual respect and devoid of academic rivalry, as
sometimes happened in other cases.?

Let us now come back to the charge brought by al-Sakhawi against al-Maqrizi,
and more particularly to his source, Ibn Hajar, as he clearly indicated that he
owed his knowledge of the case to him. Given this fact, it seems likely that al-
Sakhawi read something about the plagiarism in Ibn Hajar’s writings. In three
different places, Ibn Hajar devoted space to an account of al-Awhadi’s work on
the khitat. The first account appears in his chronicle entitled Inb@ al-Ghumr:#

20 See his biography in al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 9:150. He was born in 801/1399. Al-Sakhawi
cast doubt on his birth in that year, given that he already knew two books by heart at the age of
8. He died in 867/1462.

2 There is an evident play here on the double meaning of tashrif: to bestow upon somebody
the title of sharif (descendant of the Prophet) or a robe of honor. In the first case, it is a clear
reference to al-Magqrizi’s alleged Fatimid ancestry. On this, see Paul Walker, “Al-Maqrizi and the
Fatimids,” Mamlitk Studies Review 7 (2003): 83-97, particularly 86-87. On tashrif in the second
meaning, see Werner Diem, Ehrendes Kleid und erhendes Wort: Studien zu “tashrif” in mamlitkischer
und vormamliikischer Zeit (Wiirzburg, 2002). The first meaning fits better given the beginning of
that verse.

22 See Anne Broadbridge, “Academic Rivalry and the Patronage System in Fifteenth-Century Egypt:
al-‘Ayni, al-Magqrizi, and Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani,” Mamlitk Studies Review 3 (2003): 85-107.

2 Tbn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Inb@ al-Ghumr, 2:406.
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This Shihab al-Din was passionately >~ =55 &l %‘J_,m Ol el S
fond of history. He wrote a s oansdplilly jaehlals S
comprehensive draft on the topography Alals
of Misr and Cairo, parts of which he
made into a fair copy. He did a useful
work and in an excellent manner.

As is noticeable, Ibn Hajar did not say a word about al-Magqrizi and the possible
use he might have made of al-Awhadi’s work. On the other hand, it confirms that
al-Sakhawi is quoting from his master’s work when speaking of al-Awhadi’s book,
as the words provided here to describe it are found in the entry he devoted to him
in his al-Daw’ al-Lami‘.** Ibn Hajar’s silence on the affair persists in the second
source, Dhayl al-Durar al-Kaminah:*

L\E\S—Jn;“ (s u\Sj—a..\..}s; U:"ﬂ\ t_l\.g.ﬁa etz

His grandson, Shihab al-Din, who j
bJ}Mﬁj&-}Lﬁj‘L}l& QSJB}M\LLA‘;

had nice handwriting, compiled a book
on the topography of Cairo on which
he worked hard and which was in draft
form when he died.

Here again, not a shadow of an accusation is to be found in Ibn Hajar’s report;
but once more, this report can be identified as a source of al-Sakhawi’s data (in
the use of the phrase ta‘iba ‘alayhi*). However, Ibn Hajar became more explicit
in the dictionary of his authorities, Al-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis, and revealed a bit more
information: %

. . § a3 alal) lalad Leia a3 aalaa
He compiled notebooks in belles- e e V] 8 gpele on s

lettres, among them the topography of (& Gl 48 43 dlld 82 guua aie e
Cairo. He worked hard on it, but it was $ el
in draft form when he died. His friend,

the shaykh Taqi al-Din al-Magqrizi,

made use of it.

24 See al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 3:358-59.

% Tbn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Dhayl al-Durar al-Kaminah, 195.
2 See al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 3:358-59.

¥ Tbn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Al-Majma“ al-Miassis, 3:39.
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Ibn Hajar has hit the nail on the head: “he made use of it” (intafa‘a bi-hi).
Interestingly, it must be noted that al-Maqrizi probably knew what Ibn Hajar said
about this in the dictionary of his authorities, given that he had read his own
biography in it. This is proven by the corrections he added in the margins of the
autograph manuscript of Al-Majma“ al-Mt’assis.?® It is not known whether Ibn
Hajar asked al-Maqrizi to read his own entry and make corrections, if necessary,
or let him borrow his book upon its completion,? but al-Maqrizi undeniably leafed
through the pages.® It is unlikely that he would have failed to notice al-Awhadi’s
entry that lies just a leaf before (fol. 129b). If this is the case, he agreed with the
fact that he “made use of it [al-Awhad1’s draft of the Khitat]” (intafa‘a bi-hi), as he
apparently did not modify Ibn Hajar’s text.® Still, nowhere did Ibn Hajar say that
al-Maqrizi made a fair copy of it and then appropriated it, making some additions
to it, as did al-Sakhawi (bayyadaha wa-nasabaha li-nafsihi ma‘a ziyadat)! Should
we conclude that this charge is just the result of al-Sakhawi’s intellectual envy
towards someone who, even after his death, was still in the limelight? Truly, al-
Sakhawi managed to build his own reputation as a mudslinger, as he often dipped

28 Cairo, al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah MS mustalah 1360, fol. 131a. This fact had not been noticed
by the editor, al-Mar‘ashli, who integrated these corrections in the text as if they were written by
Ibn Hajar. The handwriting, though, is quite different. A critical edition of al-Maqrizi’s and al-
Awhadi’s entries will be found in Appendix 1 at the end of this article. Al-Maqrizi’s additions are
identified in the picture by a frame and an arrow. It must be added that Ibn Hajar also added, at a
later date, at the end of al-Maqrizi’s marginal addition, some interesting data regarding his alleged
Fatimid ancestry. These data had not been edited by al-Mar‘ashli and were ignored by those who
wrote on this subject.
2 The actual copy was finished in Cairo on Thursday 16 Jumada IT 829/25 April 1426 (fol. 161a).
Later on, Ibn Hajar added “save for what has been added after that” (siwd ma ultuhiqa fihi ba‘da
dhalika), which refers to the numerous marginal additions. It can thus be ascertained that al-
Magqrizi read his entry after 829/1426.
30 His marginal notes are found on the following leaves: 11a (J)s& jie Gl Yl o 4 5a), 122 (o2
o Ul 50a (e d) 2e), T11b (Mhe gomsd e gt i ¥ gy sl e @l G 3l5), 127a ($ode ),
128b (LAY guu séle sla ¥l o), 135b (83 (e grans Loy die il 8 A8 3 al), 1372 (0 dense (2 iy A
ol o aly owe), One will conclude that al-Maqrizi corrected mistakes and added data unknown
to Ibn Hajar. Al-Sakhawi noticed al-Magqrizi’s handwriting, as he says in the biography he gave
of al-Maqrizi in his Al-Tibr al-Masbiik (1: 77): “wa-qad dhakarahu shaykhuna fi al-qism al-akhir min
muSjamihi alladhi waqafa sahib al-tarjamah ‘alayhi.”
31 One will notice on the leaf (see Appendix 1), to the left of this information, an additional note
consisting of a few words, which was later cancelled with circles that render the decipherment
impossible nowadays (the note is identified in the picture by a frame). It is hard to say if this is
even Ibn Hajar’s handwriting. It could have been related to the question of plagiarism. I will come
back to this note below.
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his galam in vinegar when depicting others.* It can be said that he was not very
fond of al-Magqrizi, as the following extract demonstrates:*

He had a good memory for history,
but his knowledge of the Ancients
was tiny. This is why he often made
mistakes in their names [phonetic
distortions and slips of letters], and
sometimes he misplaced the diacritical
marks in the texts (matn). . . . As for
the events of Islam, the knowledge
of the transmitters and their names,
the declaration of [their] dishonesty
and integrity, [their] ranks, [their]
lives, and all sorts of things which are
part of the mysteries and beauties of
history, he was incompetent. He had a
limited knowledge of figh, hadith, and
grammar.

B ped) Qi 4D gyl 5 S e (IS s
Caypadll sl agd Al IS Ay Gpeaiially
Gl Ly L siall (& Canaa Lay g el
coalls adilauls Jia sl ddmas LDy
Domd G Al ey pally i ally Jaaail
B e Al Sy 4 ale kb 4iulaas o)

)5 Gyl g 4zl AL

This is a pretty harsh depiction, and it partly misled modern scholars who
dealt with the charge of plagiarism he brought against al-Maqrizi because they
considered that it was additional proof of al-Sakhawi’s envy toward al-Maqrizi.

Given that al-Magqrizi is the accused in this affair, it would be interesting to
know what he said about al-Awhadi—his friend (rafiquhw), according to Ibn
Hajar—and his work. In fact, he drew his portrait in two of his books. In his
biographical dictionary devoted to Egypt, Al-Muqaffd, the only useful data is the

following:3*

He compiled notebooks and copied
[a lot] in his own hand. He was skillful
in the Quranic readings, belles-lettres,
and history.

32 See Carl Petry, “al-Sakhawi,” EF, 8:881.
3 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 2:23.

Glel il (8 gy adady S5 aulae pen
_C_\‘)m\‘s gaii\}

3 Al-Magqrizi, Al-Tarikh al-Muqaffd al-Kabir, ed. Muhammad al-Ya‘lawi (Beirut, 1991), 1:513-14

(no. 498), 514.
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In the dictionary of his contemporaries, Durar al-Uqiid al-Faridah, he is more
loquacious on the issue:*

He memorized a lot about history, S wy“@)m\ UA J“SM s o JEs
particularly the history of Egypt, to S JRal Oe 4o i A% YV add  as
such an extent that he hardly missed 05 Lbis leson aliss el als Leldas
anything of the history of its rulers, 4les 4ic cile | uall W) Lgilel aal yi
caliphs, and amirs, of the events of alll ulely z lill & 1,5 4 casiial 5 jlal
its wars, the topography of its houses, S Lgtiaca 5 ,all s 8 4dad (ye €Ol gusay
and the biography of its notables . . . )s; b ey s Lacd sl s asdll I

I have jotted down from him heaps of : . <
. . . palaa oyl ) gl g HEY) g aladll
historical data, and I benefited from °= & %3000 Ol s y’;

him a lot in the field of history. God
assisted me in providing me with drafts
in his own handwriting about the
topography of Cairo that I incorporated
in my comprehensive book entitled
Kitab al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar fi Dhikr
al-Khitat wa-al-Athar. He also offered
me the collection of his poems, which
is a nice volume in his own hand.

Courtesy Forschungsbibliothek (Gotha), MS or. 1771, fol. 49a (featuring al-Magqrizi’s
acknowledgment that he incorporated al-Awhadi’s Khitat in his own book)

Of course, this represents a praiseworthy confession, but does it answer the
allegation of plagiarism put forward by al-Sakhawi? The problem does not lie
so much in the fact that al-Maqrizi incorporated a draft treating of the same
subject as the book he was writing, but rather in the fact that he simply made a
fair copy of it (bayyadahd) and then attributed it to himself (nasabaha li-nafsihi)
after having made some additions to it (ma‘a ziyadat). What about this grievance?

% Al-Magqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:186.
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Should we conclude, as some modern scholars have done, that al-Sakhawi was
liable to spin a yarn to bring such a scurrilous accusation? Here is how Ayman
Fuw’ad Sayyid appraised it:*

"‘L“‘ .‘J_j\ - ‘ . .\ - ‘ ‘.
This confession . . . refutes the ¢ e LG"S @i Ay ;:J
accusation brought by al-Sakhawi and *** K305 Ol 0a J-‘-‘SS‘ 4 S 5 (5 5l

that many researchers have doubted. = g 5Y) den i e albal (o3 (sl A
It confirms the malicious intent of s 4ly Gyl asi=ll 0 (& (558l
al-Sakhawi, who, in consulting al- il Alg¥) Sl g Rl WS Cajay Jailly
Awhadi’s biography in al-Magqrizi’s o 4dla
Durar al-Uqiid al-Faridah, was only

interested in the quotation and garbled

al-Magqrizi’s words to give more weight

to the accusation he brought against

him.

Mahmiid al-Jalili, who also dealt with the charge of plagiarism at about the
same time as Ayman Fu’ad Sayyid, interpreted the data in a similar way:*’

% Ayman Fw’ad Sayyid, “Mugaddimat al-Muhaqqiq,” in al-Magqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar fi Dhikr
al-Khitat wa-al-Athar (London, 2002-4), 1:64.

% Mahmiid al-Jalili, “Al-Mw’arrikhiin al-Mu‘asiriin lil-Maqrizi wa-al-Nagiltin minhu,” in al-Maqrizi,
Durar al-“Uqiid al-Faridah, 4:38.
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Furthermore, al-Sakhawi had read
the draft of al-Maqrizi’s Durar al-‘Uqid
al-Faridah, given that he wrote on it:
“Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman al-
Sakhawi also consulted it and took
advantage of it in 855,” as it appears
on the published photograph and
as [it is confirmed] by the fact that
he borrowed from Durar al-‘Uqid
for several biographies in his book.
This establishes a malicious intent
of alteration and omission towards
al-Magqrizi, because there is a big
difference between copying from the
sources and making a fair copy of a
complete book and then appropriating
it.

3y Al 3 giadl ) 283 guse | 838 (IS (g A () o
v 5 axdls 13 5 Leale (i€ a3l ) (5 3 jiall
«/\003.'\“4‘915“5\ w;)\mu;mm
e;\ﬂgédﬁlucijju\'é))aaj\gjkﬁgus
oo sle Jules dgaall ) e 4SS 43,
g «cainlly ysaily (5 kel olai uadll
QS Gand Gy sbaall e 3AY) Ga S 38

Adil 4t g JWlS

Both authors, writing at the same time, considered al-Sakhawi’s accusation
to be a mere result of his “malicious intent” (si’ al-niyah/al-qasd) given that,
according to them, al-Sakhawi made up the charge on the basis of al-Magqrizi’s
confession in his biographical dictionary. Al-Jalili stressed that a proof of this
maliciousness can be seen in the note of consultation al-Sakhawi wrote on the
title page of the autograph of Durar al-Uqiid al-Faridah, as is visible here:

:J:Mhd,lkﬂ:
1%@%&,&9&4
v:—f)(»—»b’&pdf&é&:

Courtesy Forschungsbibliothek (Gotha), MS or. 1771, fol. 1a

368 ( 2ana (o pee sl dana || all ol HY) ol 535 il Al el Lue s | Ao lasiinn o AT ) 45l (e 4ndlda || i 2and)
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To this, two rebuttals can be made. First, al-Sakhawi also read what Ibn Hajar
had written in his Al-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis regarding the fact that al-Maqrizi made
use of al-Awhadi’s draft on the khitat, and this five years earlier, as is shown
here:

. e
ORI s 7 R SO R (A

Jbgf ﬂ.,,a.g.p,w R y
JJ"“U‘G s, . "‘;g J‘, J P

Sl L ls : _
'“‘!.‘&-’:-?—-ﬁgj.f e

Courtesy al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah (Cairo), MS mustalah 1360, fol. 163a

TVEFIFVAL ¢ =] (o a s b || 4l s (5pa and) ) shas il el Lie s dia 5 || b danl

Al alal || a8l Sl alled) 2gh o e sedall dena || sl 4dl gal el AllaSy 4l || sas g i 2eall

[R]lailad y Cpased Adus Baa8ll (63 (A || gl Gan Nl 2 (p dena paall || sk daxalad Lty 4ie |y V) 4l
[VEEV]

He was thus fully aware of the story thanks to these two sources. Second,
it must be emphasized that al-Sakhawi implicitly acknowledged his awareness
of al-Magqrizi’s confession in the Durar al-‘Uqid al-Faridah, a point apparently
disregarded by Sayyid and al-Jalili:**

% These reading notes were not published by the editor of this text, al-Mar‘ashli. The first reader,
Taghri Barmish, was the n@ib al-qal‘ah and Ibn Hajar’s student. Taghri Barmish narrated a dream
he had involving Ibn Hajar, on the same leaf, just above his reading note. This account, unpublished
too, can be read in the biography of Ibn Hajar that al-Sakhawi wrote, where he said he read it
in one of his master’s works (i.e., Al-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis). See al-Sakhawi, Al-Jawahir wa-al-Durar,
1:309-10. Al-Sakhawi reveals in the same work that he managed to consult the manuscript of Al-
Majma‘ al-Mw’assis, which was brought back by somebody else from Ibn Hajar’s house, and that
he took note of the biographies mentioned there in a very short time (maybe four days), before
returning it to his master. See ibid., 3:1019 (‘a@da wa-al-mu‘jam ma‘ahu fa-surirtu bihi kathiran wa-
raja‘tu min fawri fa-fakaktuhu min al-jild wa-tajarradtu fa-katabtu minhu al-tarajim diina al-asanid
iktif@an bi-al-fihrist ma‘a tanbihi fi kull tarjamah ‘ald asm@ ma dhakara fihd@ min al-marwiydt wa-
tamma fi ayyam yasirah agunnuha arba‘ah wa-ji’tuhu bi-hi fa-qadd al-‘ajab min dhalika wa-sa’altuhu
fi fihrist al-kitab bi-khattihi fa-fa‘ala).

39 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 1:359.
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And there are interesting details
Aaladll 8 a5l gesey ac ity

in his [al-Awhadi’s] biography in al-
Maqrizi’s ‘Uqid [= Durar al-“Uqid
al-Faridah], [where] he [al-Maqrizi]
admitted that he took advantage of his
drafts on the topography.

Furthermore, al-Sakhawi never claimed that Ibn Hajar had reported the offense
committed by al-Maqrizi in his own writings. The only thing we are sure of is
that he said that Ibn Hajar told him (qala land shaykhund). From this, it may be
inferred that this was a testimony by word of mouth, transmitted by a master to
his pupil. No doubt, al-Sakhawi’s conviction was strengthened by what he read in
al-Maqrizi’s own handwriting in 855/1451-52, ten years after the latter’s death,
though al-Magqrizi did not confess he had plagiarized his colleague’s draft, but
only that he had incorporated it into his own work. Consequently, Ibn Hajar’s oral
disclosure was critical, as we will see. Now, the time has come to leave the world
of conjecture and to bring forth evidence.

THE EVIDENCE

No autograph copies of the final version of al-Maqrizi’s Khitat have been reported
thus far. However, two volumes, probably out of four, of the first draft have been
preserved.*’ It must be stressed that it is quite rare that a draft of a first version
would be preserved when a fair copy of a fuller version had been prepared and
the book published; when a fair copy of a work had been made, there remained no
reason for the draft (musawwadah) to survive. Once published, the draft usually
disappeared on the author’s death, or even earlier if he destroyed it himself.*!
In this particular case, we can explain this idiosyncrasy by the fame gained by
al-Magqrizi during his own lifetime, which gave some value to his autograph
manuscripts, even if they were drafts of works already published.** After his

“ They are now held in the library of the Topkapt palace in Istanbul under the shelfmarks E.
Hazinesi 1405 and Hazinesi 1472. The latter was published by A. F. Sayyid under the title
Musawwadat Kitab al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar fi Dhikr al-Khitat wa-al-Athar (London, 1995).

“1 This kind of auto-da-fé is documented for Shuja‘ ibn Faris ibn al-Husayn al-Dhuhli al-Suhrawardi
al-Harimi (d. 507/1113). A renowned copyist, he had written a supplement to al-Khatib al-
Baghdadi’s Tarikh Baghdad, but he “washed” (ghasala) the manuscript when he knew that he
would die (fi marad mawtihi). By washing, it must be understood that the leaves were washed
with water or that the book was immersed in water. In both cases, it caused the ink to fade and
rendered the text illegible. In this case, no fair copy had been made. See al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-
Islam, ed. ‘Umar ‘Abd al-Salam Tadmuri (Beirut, 1990-2000), 35:161.

2 Twenty-one holograph volumes representing twelve different works have been located so far.
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death, they became collectibles.*

Logically, as we are speaking of drafts, both volumes are holograph
manuscripts from the first to the last leaf—with one exception. In the second
volume (Topkap: Saray: Kiitiiphanesi, MS E. Hazinesi 1405), nineteen leaves
(82a-100b), corresponding to two quires* and dealing with the chapter devoted
to the madrasahs, seem to bear both al-Maqrizi’s handwriting and a different
one. The question is: does it correspond to the handwriting of a copyist hired
by al-Magqrizi to produce a fair copy of this section? We know indeed that al-
Magrizi used a copyist for such a purpose at least once. At the end of his life, four
years before passing away (841/1438), he hired a professional copyist* who was
responsible for producing a fair copy of several small treatises, some of which
al-Magqrizi had finalized during his last stay in Mecca in 839/1435-36.% He was
less than satisfied with the work accomplished, as he revealed in the comment
he added to some colophons.* In any case, the handwriting of that copyist does
not match with the one found in the section under study in the draft of the Khitat.
Furthermore, neither of the volumes representing the draft was in any way a
definitive version, as is shown by the numerous additions in al-Maqrizi’s hand
found on slips of paper, in the margins, or in the body of the text itself.

See F. Bauden, “Magqriziana II: Discovery of an Autograph Manuscript of al-Magqrizi: Towards a
Better Understanding of His Working Method: Analysis,” Mamliik Studies Review 12, no. 1 (2008):
115-16.

* There is no other way to explain why two of his notebooks would have survived. On autograph
manuscripts as collectibles, see Houari Touati, L’Armoire a sagesse: bibliothéques et collections en
Islam (Paris, 2003), 70-71.

“ One leaf is obviously missing.

* The handwriting is clearly that of a clerk who worked at the chancellery. Some features are
common with those found in documents produced at the same period. See, for instance, the
closing formulas in the colophon on fol. 43a (Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek, MS or. 560).

4 The MS is now in Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek, MS or. 560. It was accurately described for
the first time by Reinart P. A. Dozy, “Notice sur le manuscrit 560 de la Bibliothéque de Leyde,
contenant les Opuscules d’al-Makrizi,” in Notices sur quelques manuscrits arabes, ed. idem (Leyde,
1847), 17-28.

“7 For instance, fol. 61b: (hiae s sed 50l o o dend 4l ja g daala A3l s s S wa 4Bl g2 Ansnial
Al g )l gaa) A
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Courtesy Topkap1 Sarayi Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 82a (featuring
al-Awhadi’s handwriting in the lower part and al-Magqrizi’s in the upper part (the first five
lines) after he rubbed out part of al-Awhadi’s introduction).

Al-Magqrizi would hardly have asked somebody to recopy these nineteen leaves
if they were only a draft, as the rest of the manuscript is.* In the following pages,

“ It must be remembered that none of the twenty-one autograph volumes mentioned earlier
contains any handwriting other than al-Maqrizi’s—they are holograph manuscripts. The volume
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I argue that this is al-Awhadi’s handwriting and that these two quires must be
regarded as the unique surviving part of the book he devoted to the topography of
Cairo, a fact that will have consequences for the question of al-Magqrizi’s alleged
plagiarism. In support of my allegations, I will produce several external and
internal elements.

Thanks to Ibn Hajar, whose role was of the utmost importance in this affair,
as we will see, we know that al-Awhadi’s handwriting was a nice one (kana
hasan al-khatt).*° By this, we must understand that he probably had an almost
calligraphic script, as opposed to the more common scholar’s naskh. Ibn Hajar
wrote in a scholar’s naskh, as did al-Maqrizi, which means that the script was not
so attractive:

Courtesy Topkapi Saray: Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 97a: al-
Magqrizi’s scholar’s naskh

The other handwriting featured on these nineteen leaves may indeed be
described as beautiful:

Courtesy Topkapi Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 83a

One notices especially the final shape of the kaf (line 3: wa-dhalika) with its
oblique stroke maintained and the curvy waw. Some ligatures are also visible,

of treatises in Leiden already referred to is excluded from this figure.
“ Ibn Hajar, Dhayl al-Durar al-Kaminah, 195.
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most notably in words ending in a t@ marbiitah or h@ (line 1: al-madrasah, line
2: waziruhu, line 3: al-shdfi‘iyah, al-madlikiyah, line 4: qa‘ah, tilmidhuhu). But
establishing that this is a pretty script and that it therefore corresponds to Ibn
Hajar’s description of al-Awhadi’s handwriting does not suffice to establish the
truth. Ideally, it should be compared with a sample of al-Awhadi’s handwriting.
Unfortunately, none of his autograph manuscripts are known to exist anymore,>
but five very brief specimens of his script are still found on title pages of
manuscripts he owned or consulted.! To these ownership and reading notes, he
always appended the date, a practice also followed by his colleague, al-Magqrizi. >
They are all reproduced here:

% His holograph diwan, given to al-Maqrizi (see al-Maqrizi, Durar al-“Uqid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili,
1:186 [wa huwa fi mujalladah latifah bi-khattihi]), has not been discovered so far. Moreover, the
resumé of the “Kitab al-Hadaya wa-al-Tuhaf” (Afyon Karahisar, Gedik Ahmet Pasa Kiitiiphane
Memurlugu, MS 17596), which is said to have been prepared by al-Awhadi and later copied
by Ibn Dugmagq, must in fact be attributed to Ibn Dugmagq. Al-Awhadi only added a note to the
original, complete manuscript of the “Kitab al-Hadaya wa-al-Tuhaf,” and Ibn Dugmaq took note
of it at the end of his resumé. The attribution to al-Awhadi is due to a misunderstanding of the
note in question and is imputable to the editor of the text, Muhammad Hamid Allah (who also
wrongly attributed the book to al-Rashid ibn al-Zubayr): Kitab al-Dhakh@ir wa-al-Tuhaf (Kuwait,
Gifts and Rarities (Kitab al-Hadaya wa-al-Tuhaf): Selections Compiled in the Fifteenth Century from
an Eleventh-Century Manuscript on Gifts and Treasures (Cambridge, Mass., 1996). For more detail
about this, see my “From Draft to Palimpsest.”
1 These are: (1) Muhammad ibn Hilal al-Sabi’, “Al-Hafawat al-Nadirah,” Topkapi Sarayi
Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS Ahmet III 2631, fol. 137a (the text is known to me thanks to F.
Rosenthal, A History of Muslim Historiography, 479, n. 4, where he states that the reading note is
dated to 784/1382: i 4ic &l e a8L3l (5 all (gan s Cpuall 0 ) e (0 denl i gy Ry i dnses 4allls
YA$); (2) Ibn Hamdis, “Diwan,” Biblioteca apostolica vaticana (Vatican City), MS ar. 447, fol. 1a
(e Ol s san) Law ISV (saban 350l san V) 0 guanll 0 i 2 (0 2eaY); (3) Tbn Sa‘id, “Al-Mughrib fi
Hul4 al-Maghrib,” Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyah (Cairo), MS tarikh 103 mim, fol. 1a (x= & sl 42l
[A+]Y 4w an ) o [omall] ¢ 441); (4) al-Musabbihi, “Akhbar Misr,” Biblioteca de El Escorial (El
Escorial) MS 534, fol. 132a ( A+ 4w 3 alall (sas Y1 g mall (p &) 2 (2 2aal 42llla); (5) al-Kindi, “Kitab
al-Wulah wa-al-Qudah,” British Library (London), MS add. 23.324, fol. 134a (oual) 03 4 2o 0 2ea
e gl s (uad Dins (o planal) ey e 5 8l saa Y) (). See also Ayman Fw’ad Sayyid, “Mugaddimat
al-Muhaqqiq” in al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar, 1:61-62.
52 To such an extent that al-Maqrizi’s reading notes are found on the title pages of two manuscripts
consulted earlier by al-Awhadi. On al-Maqrizi’s notes of consultation, see F. Bauden, “Magqriziana
I,” 117-18, where a list is provided.
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Courtesy Topkap1 Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS Ahmet III 2631, fol. 137a.
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The following sample must also be considered to be in al-Awhadi’s handwriting.
It appears on the title-page of the copy of Ibn Hamdis’ Diwan that al-Awhadi
owned (see ownership note above).

o

A

L.AJ,?J_,L_MM
‘ sLL—"dSIA?

Courtesy Biblioteca apostolica vaticana (Vatican City), MS ar. 447, fol. 1a.
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A comparison between these brief specimens and the handwriting appearing
in the draft allows us to notice a great similarity. The word bi-al-Qahirah being
present twice in these reading notes, it can be compared with the same word in
the section of the draft bearing a different handwriting, for which two occurrences
are also found:

Courtesy Topkap: Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fols. 82a and
93a.

Once again, the resemblance is striking. However, any specialist in Arabic
paleography knows perfectly well how difficult and dubious it is to authenticate
somebody’s handwriting, even more so if the specimens compared are brief, as is
the case here. To this prima facie evidence, it is thus necessary to bring forward
other, internal, elements in order to corroborate the identification of this script as
al-Awhadi’s. For this purpose, we must now turn to a textual analysis.

While reading this section, one notices cross references to other parts of the
work. The author obviously planned to write a section dealing with houses (al-
adur), and from the text it is understood that this section was to come after the
one devoted to madrasahs.>® But in the final version of al-Maqrizi’s Khitat, the
section on houses precedes the one on madrasahs. Though one could argue that,
in the draft, al-Maqrizi had yet to write down the section on houses and that he
later modified the order, how can it be explained that, in the second reference,
the author of this section refers to his forthcoming study of the house of Ibn Wakil
al-Wazir al-Ma’miin al-Bat@’ihi and that this house is not even dealt with by al-
Magrizi in his final version? If this is al-Awhadi’s script, it means that either he
did not finish the section on houses or that, more probably, al-Maqrizi ignored
his data, as will become clear later regarding some of the madrasahs. Another
cross reference, on fol. 99b, mentions the construction of al-Azhar mosque, and in
this case, the author indicates that he had already dealt with this subject and the
question of courses taught in that place.>* Here again, the section is found neither

3 Fol. 87a: wa-saya’ti dhikr dhalika in sh@a Allah ta‘dld fi dhikr al-adur; fol. 99a: wa-saya’ti dhikr
dhalika fi al-adur.

% Fol. 99b: qad taqgaddama fi dhikr bin@ al-jami‘ al-azhar ma kana qarrarahu fihi al-wazir Abi al-
Faraj ibn Killis min al-dars bi-hi ba‘da salat al-jum‘ah . . .
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in the draft nor in the final version.* In this case too, al-Maqrizi did not bother
with this cross reference made by al-Awhadi, as he knew that he would produce
a fair copy and that he could modify these references at that time.

Furthermore, several personal testimonies are found in this specific section,
where the author confirms that he visited the monuments whose history he is
detailing, in order to verify the historical facts reported in other books he used.
For this, we can provide three enlightening examples.

On fol. 82b, one reads the following text:

Courtesy Topkap: Saray: Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 82b.

It is striking that the first words of this paragraph, until alladhi, have clearly
been rubbed out by al-Maqrizi, who replaced them with the convenient gala al-
mu’allif, an impersonal way to refer to himself, thus attributing to himself the
following words. The author of these lines explains that he had the opportunity
to see the document of the wagqf of the said madrasah (al-Suyiifiyah) and that he
read it, then giving details that corroborated what he declared at the beginning
of the paragraph. Let us compare this text with the one appearing in al-Magqrizi’s
final version of the Khitat:

5 The draft just has a section entitled dhikr al-jawami‘ allati tugam bi-ha al-jum‘ah (fol. 127a ff).
That section has been reorganized in the final version.
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The most conspicuous difference concerns his disregard of the name of the
person who is supposed to have shown him the waqf document mentioned in the
draft. We may wonder why al-Maqgrizi would have deleted such important data
that would have confirmed his seriousness and scrupulousness, when he in fact
resorted to this practice in other cases. The only possible interpretation is that
al-Maqrizi was reluctant to lie so explicitly about where he got his information
(though the temptation to do so must have been strong); when he introduced
al-Awhadi’s account with the vaguer and less authoritative “qala al-mi’allif,” he
felt no qualms about appropriating it as his own work. The same is true for the
following passage, even more disturbing:

T am referring here to the Biilaq edition, given that A. F. Sayyid replaced the text of the final
version with the one found in the draft in his own edition of the Khitat (London, 2002-4), 4:461.
’Read olLis j3,

8A. F. Sayyid, Khitat, renders the text in his edition in this way: i 545t 4 2all. One understands
that he combined what he found in the draft with the reading given by the Biilaq edition, thus
creating a new motto for Salah al-Din!
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Courtesy Topkap1 Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 83a.

As can be seen, this passage is totally devoid of al-Maqrizi’s handwriting.
The author of these lines attests that he saw a copy of the Quran attributed to
‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan in the madrasah al-Fadiliyah. If we compare this text with the
one appearing in al-Maqrizi’s Khitat, it appears that, in this case too, al-Maqrizi
neglected to mention these personal data:
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If this section of the draft was composed by al-Magqrizi, why would he withdraw
such personal testimonies (indicated here with an underline) in the final version?
One final example will demonstrate that he did so because he was not at ease with

material he had not written himself.

»A. F. Sayyid partially replaced the text of the final version with the one found in the draft in his

own edition of the Khitat, 4:462.
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Courtesy Topkap: Saray: Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 87b.

Here is one more personal testimony attributable to the author of these
lines where he states that he saw the document of the wagf of the madrasah al-
Taybarsiyah. Again, the comparison between the two texts is illuminating.
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Once more, the personal data have disappeared in al-Maqrizi’s version. This
is upsetting because it betrays his determination never to refer to al-Awhadi, as
he could have simply introduced those words by gala al-Awhadi.

Last but not least, a decisive element in my opinion lies in the names of persons
with whom the author of these lines cultivated a disciple-master relationship, calling
them shaykhund. Considering the nineteen leaves, four names are characterized in
this way: Sirdj al-Din al-Bulqini (fols. 90a, 98b), Zayn al-Din al-‘Iraqi (fol. 90b),
Fakhr al-Din al-Bilbaysi (fols. 90b, 98b), and Taqi al-Din al-Baghdadi (fol. 100a).
If we consider those who were common masters of both al-Awhadi and al-Maqrizi,
we find only two of them (al-Bulgini and al-‘Iraqi). Moreover, the remaining two
(al-Baghdadi and al-Bilbaysi) are explicitly listed as having played a major role in
al-Awhadi’s education, particularly in the field of Quranic readings, in which he
excelled,® but they do not appear in al-Maqrizi’s curriculum:®

0A. F. Sayyid partially replaced the text of the final version in his own edition of the Khitat on the
basis of what is found in the draft (4:536).

¢ Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Inb@ al-Ghumr, 2:406; al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 1:358. Cf. al-Magqrizi,
Durar al-“Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:185-86.

62 The four are mentioned by him in his dictionary of his contemporaries, Durar al-“Uqad al-
Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 2:421-42 (al-Bilbaysi, no. 726), 254-55 (al-Baghdadi, no. 584), 234-37 (al-
‘Iragi, no. 563), 431-36 (al-Bulgini, no. 740). It is noteworthy that he devoted less space to the
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even the fourteen [readings] under A
the supervision of Taqi al-Din al-

Baghdadi. Likewise, for twelve years,

he was inseparable from Fakhr al-Din

al-Bilbaysi, who was a master in this

[field].

How, then, should we interpret the following passage, where two names are
provided?

Courtesy Topkap: Saray: Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 90b.
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The first one, Ibn al-Mulaqqin, is simply designated as al-shaykh, while the
second, Fakhr al-Din [i.e., al-Bilbaysi], as shaykhund, although the latter does
not appear among al-Magqrizi’s masters.®® However, about the first, al-Maqrizi
declares: ®*

first two men, who were not his masters, than the last two who were. About al-Bulgini, he says
that he was “the most venerable man with whom I studied” (ajall man akhadhtu ‘anhu al-<ilm).
Ibid., 2:434. 1t is also worth mentioning that al-Maqrizi wrote down al-Bulgini’s death date on
the first leaf of the first preserved volume of his draft of the Khitat (Topkap1 Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi
(Istanbul), MS Hazinesi 1472, fol. 1a). See also the list of his masters established by al-Jalili on
the basis of the information provided by al-Maqrizi in his biographical dictionary: al-Jalili, “Al-
Mugaddimah,” in al-Maqrizi, Durar al-Uqid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:21-27 (neither al-Baghdadi
nor al-Bilbaysi appears in this list).

6 The fact that the author of these lines referred to his master only by his lagab is rather
illuminating, in that the author did not feel the need to clarify who his master was because this
was evident in his eyes.

64 Al-Magqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 2:431.



186 FRrEpERIC BAUDEN, MAQRIZIANA IX

lg ye (e ) S dde OAT g Cpia Bae Ahiaia

I was closely associated with him
Adldiaa

for several years and I studied with him
numerous works he was authorized to
transmit and several of his own books.

In this case, should he not have called Ibn al-Mulaqqgin shaykhuna in his draft,
rather than applying this title to a person with whom he never studied? Of course,
there was no need for him to change these personal data particular to al-Awhadi
in the draft, as they would be modified in the final version.

Thanks to all these elements, we can establish that the fragment covering
nineteen leaves preserved in al-Maqrizi’s autograph draft is part of al-Awhadi’s
own draft of his book on the topography of Cairo. Yet, we still have to address
the accusation of plagiarism brought by al-Sakhawi (“he made a fair copy of it
and attributed it to himself”). For this, it is necessary to consider how plagiarism,
a rather modern concept, was understood in the historical context under
consideration.

Pragiarism: A NeBuLous CONCEPT OR A CLEARLY APPREHENDED NOTION?

Though it is almost as old as literature, plagiarism remains a complicated
issue.® Conceptualized mainly during the modern period with the impulse of the
Romantic movement, which promoted the vision of the inspired writer whose
originality was interpreted in aesthetic words, the concept has seen its definition
evolving through the ages.®® When used nowadays, it is understood with moral
and aesthetic implications that were not necessarily valid in earlier times and
different cultures. Plagiarism, in its modern meaning, may be defined as the act
of appropriating, rather faithfully, a textual element written by another author,
and doing this without acknowledgement. Moreover, the intent to deceive people
into thinking that the borrowed text is the result of one’s own work is essential.
Plagiarism nonetheless remains a hazy concept in literary terms. Nowadays,
plagiarism in literature is better defined as intertextuality, meaning by this that

6 The Latin word “plagiarius,” designating a person who stole a slave or sold a free man as a slave,
was used metonymically for the first time by the poet Martial (died in 104) for a person who
had appropriated some of his verses. For Antiquity, see Anthony Grafton, “Plagiarism,” in Brill’s
New Pauly (Leiden and Boston, 2007), 315. From the very beginning, the ideas of alienation and
swindling were thus present. See Ch. Vandendorpe, “Introduction,” in Le Plagiat: Actes du colloque
tenu a U'Université d’Ottawa du 26 au 28 septembre 1991, ed. Ch. Vandendorpe ([Ottawa], 1992),
7. The following book was not available to me before the publication of this article: Remploi,
citation, plagiat: Conduites et pratiques médiévales (X°-XII® siécle), ed. Pierre Toubert and Pierre
Moret (Madrid: Casa de Veldzquez, 2009).

6 M. Randall, “Critiques et plagiaires,” in Le Plagiat, 91-104.
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an author cannot help but find himself at the point where all his previous readings
intersect, with each of them nurturing his ideas in their turn. In other fields,
the term is perfectly well understood, and many universities around the world
advise their students with regard to plagiarism and its negative effects.®” It is
thus important to keep in mind the difference that exists between the concept
with its literary meaning and its use in the other fields such as the scientific,
philosophical, or historical ones.

Looking at the past with this modern definition in mind may lead some
scholars to identify striking similarities, either in words or in ideas, in works
composed by contemporary (or non-contemporary) authors and, on that basis,
to charge one of them—usually the one who wrote later—with plagiarism. When
he read the Disputa de I’Ase of Anselm Turmeda (ca. 1352-ca. 1424), Miguel Asin
Palacios, who knew the Ras@’il Ikhwan al-Saf@, immediately saw the resemblance
between the story developed by Turmeda and the structure of the 28th epistle
of the Brethren of Purity (“The Case of the Animals versus Man before the King
of the Jinn”). He concluded that Turmeda had plagiarized the epistle and that,
consequently, his work was not original.®® Recent research has shown that
Turmeda had undoubtedly read the said epistle, but that “he took what he found
useful in their work, adapted it to his own message and his intended audience.”®
In other words, this is a perfect case of intertextuality.

Such accusations expressed by modern critics towards medieval scholars exist
for other fields too, such as history and the sciences. Regarding history, and
particularly early Muslim history where the facts are reported on the basis of
pieces of information (khabar) and traditions (hadith) that by definition should
not be considered as belonging to a given author, the case raised by J. Horovitz is
indicative of this modern trend to identify such practices as plagiarism. Horovitz,
following his predecessor, Wellhausen, noticed that al-Waqidi and Ibn Ishaq’s
works shared identical reports both in content and shape, and he concluded that,
given that al-Wagqidi never quoted Ibn Ishaq in his book and that the latter wrote
at an earlier date, al-Waqidi consequently was guilty of plagiarism.”® J. M. B. Jones

67 Speaking of my own experience, I have already identified some cases of plagiarism in M.A.
theses I was asked to supervise. Furthermore, the University of Liége has recently made software
available to professors that is supposed to detect plagiarism in the written material submitted by
students.

6 M. A. Palacios, “El original 4rabe de la Disputa del asno contra fray Anselmo Turmeda,” Revista de
filologia espafiola 1 (1914): 1-51.

% See L. M. Alvarez, “Beastly Colloquies: Of Plagiarism and Pluralism in Two Medieval Disputations
between Animals and Men,” Comparative Literature Studies 39 (2002): 196.

7% See J. Horovitz, “The Earliest Biographies of the Prophet and Their Authors,” Islamic Culture 2
(1928): 518.
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reevaluated this assumption and concluded that if both versions were similar, this
was the result of the kind of material available at their time.”* In other words, the
story was transmitted by the qussas, and both authors shared a common corpus
from which they selected the material they found interesting. Though they might
slightly modify the form of the material (words, structure of the sentence), they
usually did not alter the overall structure or content. Jones could establish, for
instance, that al-Wagqidi’s version was closer to the story as it was told by the
qussds because it still contains the characteristics of the literary processes used by
these storytellers, which have been reduced by Ibn Ishaq in his own version. In
any case, the charge of plagiarism was out of context, once again.”

Similarly anachronistic statements have also been made regarding scientific
texts. In the field of medicine, the case recently publicized by Khader Musa is
interesting.” A comparison between two texts—the Kitab Khalq al-Janin wa-Tadbir
al-Habalah wa-al-Mawliidin of ‘Arib ibn Sa‘id al-Qurtubi (d. 370/980) and the
Siyasat al-Sibyan wa-Tadbiruhum of Ibn al-Jazzar (d. 369/979 or 360/970)—Iled
him to conclude that 90% of the contents of the latter could be identified in the
former, and this without quoting Ibn al-Jazzar at any time.”* On the basis of the
similarity he found in the contents and the fact that he tracked down one identical
passage from the Siyasat al-Sibyan in the Kitab Khalq al-Janin, Musa reckoned that
al-Qurtubi had plagiarized his contemporary’s work, a charge that nobody had
dared to put forward during the author’s lifetime, or any time thereafter.

Asin every case, the key elements that drive modern scholars to charge medieval
authors with plagiarism are: similarity in either expression or content, the absence
of reference to the “plagiarized” source (which points to intellectual dishonesty
of the “plagiarist”), and the desire to deceive the reader by pretending that the
“plagiarist” is the real author of the book. This is the typically biased view that
results from a comparison between two books produced in a given period of the
past, judged by a definition of a concept that cannot but be anachronistic when
applied to the period in which the said “plagiarism” is detected.” Undoubtedly,

71 See J. M. B. Jones, “Ibn Ishaq and al-Wagidi: The Dream of ‘Atika and the Raid to Nakhla in
Relation to the Charge of Plagiarism,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 22
(1959): 41-51.

72 1bid., 51: “A more acceptable theory would be that the greater part of the sirah was already
formalized by the second century A.H. and that later writers shared a common corpus of qdss
and traditional material, which they arranged according to their own concepts and to which they
added their own researches.”

73 Kh. Musa, “La Paidologia de ‘Arib al-Qurtubi e Ibn al-Yazzar al-Qayrawani: ¢Coincidencia o
plagio?” Anaquel de Estudios Arabes 10 (1999): 97-132.

741bid., 127.

75 As regards literature, see M. Peled, “On the Concept of Literary Influence in Classical Arabic
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when dealing with books written in these times, an accusation of plagiarism
remains controversial. In order to apprehend the phenomenon of plagiarism
correctly, it is thus essential to try to understand how it was perceived in the
context we are dealing with, i.e., the pre-modern Muslim culture. We have seen
that there may be a difference in the way it was apprehended in literature and the
non-literary fields, and we will therefore evaluate both situations independently.

As theorized by Muslim authors of the pre-modern period, plagiarism in literary
criticism was a concept expressed through the word sarigah.” In this sense, it was
mainly used for poetry and, to a lesser extent, epistolography.”” Though many
works have been devoted to this theme from an early period onwards,”® a clear
theory of what sarigah meant was never really developed.” Several works tried to
categorize the different genres and the broader limits of plagiarism in poetry, but
they resulted in a quite complicated and wide-ranging taxonomy of various kinds
of “borrowings,” from crude plagiarism to creative borrowing.®® Even if crude

Literary Criticism,” Israel Oriental Studies 11 (1991): 37: “A discussion of the concept of literary
influence in classical Arabic literature has to contend with several obvious difficulties. First, the
very notion as conceived by present-day criticism was unknown to the Arab critics, just as it was
unknown to their Greek predecessors, whose ideas on intertextual relations are often discernible
in Arabic critical thinking. Consequently the phenomenon of literary influence is never explicitly
discussed in Arabic works dealing with problems of poetics. If, in spite of this difficulty, we
can attempt to reconstruct their attitude toward it, it is because the results of such influence
are nevertheless apparent in Arabic poetry. This was recognized by the medieval critics within
another conceptual framework, namely, that of plagiarism (al-sariqah al-adabiyah).”

76 For a very broad presentation of plagiarism in poetry and a good bibliography, see W. Heinrichs,
“Sarika,” in The Encyclopaedia of Islam, Supplement, fascicules 9-10, 707-10.

”7W. Heinrichs, “An Evaluation of Sariga,” Quaderni di Studi Arabi 5-6 (1987): 357: “One of the
favorite pastimes of the medieval critic of arabic literature was to hunt for sarigat (“thefts”,
“plagiarisms”) in the works of the poets and, to a lesser extent, the epistolographers.”

78 The Fihrist of Ibn al-Nadim, for instance, already listed several titles of books tackling this
issue in poetry. See more particularly on this: D. Sturm, “Ibn an-Nadim’s Hinweise auf das
Verhiltnis zum geistigen Eigentum im Historikerkapitel des Kitab al-Fihrist,” Hallesche Beitrdge
zur Orientwissenschaft 13 (1990): 65-70.

79 See W. Heinrichs, “An Evaluation of Sariga,” 367: “By now it will have become abundantly clear
that the sarigat literature is less important to us for what, on the surface, it purports to be, namely
collections of plagiarisms.”

8 With several technical words being applied to each of these kinds of “borrowings.” For this,
see specially the work of S. A. Bonebakker on al-Hatimi (d. 998): “Sariqa and Formula: Three
Chapters from Hatimi’s Hilyat al-Muhadara,” Annali dell’Istituto universitario orientale di Napoli 46
(1986): 367-89; “Four Chapters from the Hilyat al-muhdadara—Arabic Texts,” Quaderni di Studi
Arabi 17 (1999): 29-52. See also his “Ancient Arabic Poetry and Plagiarism: a Terminological
Labyrinth,” Quaderni di Studi Arabi 15 (1997): 65-92; and A. Sanni, “From Value Judgment to
Theoretical Formalism: The Development of Arabic Theory on Sariga (Plagiarism),” Proceedings
of the 1989 International Conference on Europe and the Middle East held at the University of Durham,
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plagiarism existed (quotation word for word of the verse[s] of another poet), most
of the forms it took encompassed a broad range of literary devices, from borrowing
to quotation through evocation, to cite just a few. The idea of blameworthiness
conveyed by the word sarigah (“theft”) was however not instinctive in the
mind of those who used that term. Some kinds of sarigah were laudable, others
reprehensible. Hence the development of the concept of akhdh, more neutral,
and also divided into two ethical categories: laudable and blameworthy.5' Arab
critics who devoted their time to identifying and classifying the borrowings in
poetry relied on a binary system: that of the lafz (expression) and ma‘nd (poetical
idea). If the poetical ideas were considered to be common property, the way
they were expressed by a poet was regarded as personal and thus not permissible
to be copied and reused in the same context.®? Furthermore, sarigah was never
considered from the legal point of view, as Islamic law does not recognize any
legal value for the “theft” of intellectual property.® Nonetheless, it remains true
that “the idea of intellectual property seems to have been well developed.”® To
conclude with this part, sarigah in literary criticism, as conceptualized by Arab
critics of classical literature, does not fully equate with the word “plagiarism.”
Most of the cases registered by the treatises on sarigah have to do with what is
now called intertextuality, though this was not expressed in those terms by Arab
critics. However, they knew that a poet or a littérateur is inspired by his previous
readings and cannot avoid the repetition of a theme or a metaphor.% Plagiarism,

9-12 July 1989 (Oxford, 1989), 384-94; idem, “Recomposition: An Aspect of Arabic Literary
Theory,” Islamic Culture 73 (1999): 105-20; idem, “The Arabic Theory of Originality and Imitation
in a New Light,” Asiatische Studien/Etudes asiatiques 54 (2000): 597-608.

81 A, Sdiri, “Les théoriciens arabes et le plagiat,” in Le Plagiat, 128. Akhdh was used for the taking
over of a ma‘nd (poetical idea) of an earlier poet. See W. Heinrichs, “An Evaluation of Sariga,”
359.

82 Peled, “On the Concept of Literary Influence,” 37-38.

8 It must be remembered here that in Western law, intellectual property was not recognized as
such before the end of the eighteenth century (France, arréts du Conseil du Roi, 30 August 1777),
and was not protected by copyright before the end of the nineteenth century (the Bern convention
of 1886). Even in this case, jurists prefer to speak of counterfeit rather than plagiarism. See A.
Lucas, “Plagiat et droit d’auteur,” in Le Plagiat, 199-200.

8 W. Heinrichs, “Sarika,” 707. The idea of the consciousness of intellectual property in Islam was
expressed for the first time, as far as [ know, by G. Schoeller, “Die Anwendung der oral poetry-
Theorie auf die arabische Literatur,” Der Islam 58 (1981): 222. For al-Hatimi’s point of view, see
also Sanni, “The Arabic Theory,” 42-43: “He [al-Hatimi] dismisses the argument that all poetical
ideas are common property and are therefore not subject to copyright. If this were so, he argues,
al-A‘sha (d. 7/629) would not have been imprisoned for his alleged appropriation of a work by
another poet.”

8 Abii Hilal al-‘Askari (d. 395/1005) underwent such a situation: “This is something I have
experienced myself and about which I have no doubt. Namely, I had composed something to
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as we use the term nowadays, should rather be reserved for crude or slavish
copying.%¢

If seldom established in literary works, especially poetry, this baser form of
plagiarism is more likely to be recurrently used in the other fields of non-literary
texts (hadith, history, sciences, etc.). And this is more pertinent for our purposes
because the concept of intertextuality can hardly be invoked as a justification in
these cases. Historical facts, for instance, would never be considered an author’s
intellectual property, but the words he chose to recount these facts could. We
will see whether, in these cases, an author who slavishly copies from another
without quoting his source is regarded as a plagiarist. It has repeatedly been
said that authors in Islam very often quoted sources without paying their dues,
i.e., citing the author or the title from which they were borrowing, but whether
this behavior was evaluated, and if so in what manner (positively, neutrally, or
negatively) has not really been approached from the point of view of the authors
of these periods. For this, we will have to consider the evaluations and examples
collected in several books dating to the period under consideration (eighth-ninth/
fourteenth—fifteenth c.) and belonging to different genres, mainly hadith works,
history and sciences.

The field of traditions (hadith) might appear to have eluded such practices,
but the sources give a different picture. Here is what a renowned specialist of the
field, al-Dhahabi (d. 748/1348), had to say about sarigah with regard to hadith
works: ¥

describe women and said: ‘safarna budiiran wa-intagabna ahlata.’ I came to believe that nobody
had already combined these two metaphors until I exactly found them [under the pen] of an
author of Baghdad. I was really surprised and decided that I would never at all charge any modern
poet of plagiarism regarding one of his predecessors” (“wa-hadha amr qad ‘araftuhu min nafsi
fa-la amtari fihi wa-dhalika anni kuntu ‘amiltu shay’an fi sifat al-nis@ fa-qultu ‘safarna budiiran wa-
intagabna ahlata’ wa-ganantu anni lam usbaq ild jam‘ hadhayn al-tashbihayn hattd wajadtu dhalika
bi-‘aynihi li-ba‘d al-baghdadiyin fa-kathura ta‘ajjubi wa-‘azamtu ‘ald alld ahkum ‘ald al-muta’ akhkhir
bi-al-sarigah min al-mutaqaddim hukman hatman”). See al-Qalqashandi, Subh al-A‘shd fi Sina‘at al-
Insh@ (Cairo, 1913-20, reprint 1963), 2:303.

8 See Sdiri, “Les théoriciens arabes et le plagiat,” in Le Plagiat, 127.

87 Al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islam, 17:140.
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Ibn Ma‘in said: “This [transmitter,
i.e.,, al-Husayn ibn Faraj], we know
that he plagiarized traditions. I [al-
Dhahabi] say: ‘The plagiarism of
traditions is less considerable than
forging or inventing them. It consists
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in that a traditionist is the only one
to transmit a given tradition, then the
plagiarist comes and pretends that he
heard it too from the same master. This
is not similar to the plagiarism of the
ajz@ [small compendia of hadith] and
the books: this is far more disastrous
than the plagiarism of the transmission,
which is less wicked than the forgery
of tradition because of his saying: “To
tell a lie on my behalf does not equal a
lie told on behalf of someone else.””

This very interesting passage posits several perceptions of the word sarigah
not necessarily encountered so far in the context of literary texts. Thanks to
it, we learn that traditionists identified people who attributed to themselves
traditions that were known to be transmitted by only one person. This is similar
to the appropriation of someone else’s intellectual property.®® However, it was
regarded as less egregious (ahwan) than the forgery of traditions, which is more
blameworthy because it implies that a lie is forged and put in the mouth of the
Prophet. Obviously, to “steal” a tradition from someone who is its only transmitter
is more easily forgiven. For the sake of understanding, al-Dhahabi wanted to
make intelligible that there existed another kind of appropriation of someone
else’s words that was more harmful than the “theft” of a tradition: the plagiarism
(sarigah) of works. Even speaking of ajz@—the compendia of traditions (often on
a certain theme) collected by a transmitter, which necessarily consisted only of
hadiths and thus greatly obscured the transmitter’s authorial voice—al-Dhahabi
considered that to copy it and appropriate it was tantamount to an act of plagiarism.
Authorship is nevertheless clearly discernible in these compendia because the
transmitter selected those traditions, put them in a given order, and sometimes

8 Al-Dhahabi provides two examples in other places: “thumma saraqahu gawm du‘af® mimman
Yyu‘rafiin bi-sariqat al-hadith,” Tarikh al-Islam, 16:428; idem, Siyar A‘lam al-Nubal@, ed. Shu‘ayb
al-Arna’iit et al. (Beirut, 1401-9/1981-88), 10:601; “uttuhima bi-sariqat hadithayn,” idem, Tarikh
al-Islam, 15:348.
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appended a commentary for a difficult word found in a given tradition. Moreover,
the personal approach is conspicuous in the isnad, which is very individualized.®
Of course, he added that books (kutub) could be the subject of the same treatment,
but this is far more to be expected. In al-Dhahabi’s perception of the phenomenon,
one understands that, on an ethical scale,” crude plagiarism (of compendia or
books) is situated beneath the forgery of traditions (the worst) and above the
appropriation of someone else’s traditions (the least of all).

This perception concerning crude plagiarism emerges when reading the
biography of a renowned ‘alim who was mainly a traditionist: Ibn al-Mulaqqgin
(d. 804/1401). Here is what a Syrian historian, himself a traditionist, had to say
about him:*!
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books, but the Egyptians accuse him of Giag Wy Lpdh daaiun (IS Lo 48 4dlial 48 u
plagiarism in his works. Indeed, he did = &~ll (re (e 35S0 Cldlall ol s Lale
not attend anything, he did not study Loel) s
thoroughly, and he composed many

works in the sense that he copied the

books of others.

What several authors reproached Ibn al-Mulagqqin for was the fact that his
numerous works, amounting to more than three hundred, could only be produced
in such quantities because he composed them by stealing what others had already
written. We understand that Ibn al-Mulaqqin’s books were not necessarily
completely borrowed from others, but that the material he put in them mainly
stemmed from others’ production. One of Ibn Hajar’s comments enlightens us
in this matter. It is reported by al-Sakhawi in the biography he devoted to his

8 Al-Dhahabi elsewhere gives a telling example regarding Ibn Wad‘n (d. 494/1100) in this case:
“wa-rawd al-Arba‘in al-Wad‘aniyah al-mawdii‘ah allati saragahd ‘ammuhu Abii al-Fath ibn Wad‘an
min al-kadhdhab Zayd ibn Rifd‘ah. . . . Wa-kitabuhu fi al-Arba‘in saraqahu min Ibn Rifa‘ah wa-hadhafa
minhu al-khutbah wa-rakkaba ‘ald kull hadith rajulan aw rajulayn ild shaykh Zayd ibn Rifa‘ah wadi‘
al-kitab.” See al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islam, 34:200.

% Cf. the words he used: anhas (calamitous) and ithm (sin).

%1 Tbn Qadi Shuhbah, Tabaqat al-Shafi‘iyah, ed. ‘Abd al-Hamid Khan (Beirut, 1987), 4:43. Cf. Ibn
Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Inb@ al-Ghumr, 2:218: “wa-ishtahara bi-kathrat al-tasanif hattd kana yaqiil innaha
balaghat thalathamiat tasnif wa-ishtahara ismuhu wa-tara siyatuhu wa-kanat kitabatuhu akthar min
istihdarihi fa-li-hadha kathura al-qawl fihi min ‘ulam@ al-Sham wa-Misr hattd qara’tu bi-khatt Ibn
Hijji: ‘kana yunsab ild sariqat al-tasanif fa-innahu ma kana yastahdir shay’an wa-1a yuhaqqiq ‘ilman
wa-ywallif al-mw’allafat al-kathirah ‘ald ma‘nd al-naskh min kutub al-nds.” One will notice that in
this case, the charge was uttered by a Syrian historian, Ibn Hijji (d. 816/1413).
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master, in a section entitled “Those who appropriated someone else’s work and
attributed it to themselves, adding or cutting out insignificant material, but the
majority being mentioned in the words of the original.” This section contains
several cases of “plagiarism” or “borrowing” that Ibn Hajar could track down.
Al-Sakhawi gives the data regarding Ibn al-Mulaqqin on the basis of a note in Ibn
Hajar’s handwriting found on a supplement (dhayl) Ibn al-Mulaqqin wrote to his
Tabaqat al-Shafi‘tyah:**

Okl a0 e Loayl adady il jig
daai e

I[al-Sakhawi] sawinhis [TbnHajar’s] -
handwriting found on a Supplement of ) )
his master Ibn al-Mulaqgin . . . what > Gl Al sl e QUSHH & k
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“I examined this book from its lgicV siie juull V) aeall Ciaa b Sondl Gl
beginning to its end and compared vy anl i 5_pde alad 33 ) il 5 Leds
all the biographies it contains with Al e 3
Al-Tabaqat al-Wustd of the judge Taj ' ”
al-Din al-Subki. I found that almost
everything is copied, word for word,
from it. Likely, the small amount of
additional material does not exceed
ten biographies.”

As is noticeable, Ibn Hajar’s comment, written directly on a copy of this book, **
does not characterize Ibn al-Mulaqqin’s borrowing as plagiarism (sarigah). But for
someone who reads between the lines, that is precisely what he is saying. Hence
al-Sakhawi’s remark: **

92 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Jawahir wa-al-Durar, 1:391.

9 Al-Sakhawi explains, a few lines later (ibid., 392), that he managed to lay hands on a copy of
Ibn al-Mulaqqgin’s Tabaqat in the handwriting of someone who was acquainted with Ibn Hajar. The
first volume consisted of the Tabagat while the second contained, among other things, the Dhayl
Ibn Hajar examined. Al-Sakhawi found Ibn Hajar’s comment on that copy.

% Ibid., 392.
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Did he think that Taj al-Din’s Tabaqat )
would be buried with its author in his
grave and would not be published? And
that he would not have yet authorized
another copy to be made? That is really
strange!

Even though al-Sakhawi never speaks of plagiarism (sariqgah) because the work
contained some additional—albeit limited—original material, he considered that
his master’s judgment was too neutral and that he should have been more explicit
in order to reveal Ibn al-Mulaqqgin’s bad behavior. Interestingly, his comment also
demonstrates that a deceit such as this one would have been unmasked sooner
or later, as copies usually survived their author and were always likely to be
compared with someone else’s work.

In the given section of Ibn Hajar’s biography, al-Sakhawi lists further cases of
appropriation noticed by his master, most of the latter’s comments having been
found written on the incriminated books. In none of these comments does Ibn Hajar
refer to the appropriation with the word “sarigah,” and his tone always remains
almost neutral, with no hint of a moral judgment. He simply exposed what was
wrong in the way they acted: the books they produced were just a collection of
passages borrowed from others without quoting them; the material they added or
omitted was insignificant in comparison with the amount of data they took from
others; they copied almost word for word; and, finally, they deceived others by
saying that this was their original work. Only once did he pour out his feelings
about such behavior. Describing what al-Birmawi (d. 816/1413) had done in a
particular case, he declared: “This does not advance knowledge!”® which is, in
our modern perception of the phenomenon, a justifiable criticism.

If Ibn Hajar was reluctant to use the word “sarigah” (plagiarism) in such cases,
his remarks nevertheless imply that he did not at all appreciate the way these
authors acted. His assessment of one of his colleague’s books further corroborates
that he felt this way even for verbatim quotations of passages without referring
to the source, a practice generally observed in those days. This assessment, which

% Al-Sakhawi, Al-Jawahir wa-al-Durar, 1:394 (“wa-laysa dhalik min shukr al-ilm”).
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brings us to the historical field,* refers to al-‘Ayni (d. 855/1451) and his ‘Iqd
al-Juman, and Ibn Hajar placed it at the beginning of his chronicle entitled Inb@

al-Ghumr:?’

I have consulted for it the History
of the judge Badr al-Din Mahmid al-
‘Ayni, who mentioned that he based
himself on the History of Ibn Kathir, and
that is indeed the case. However, when
Ibn Kathir[’s History] ends, he relied
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mainly on the History of Ibn Dugmag, to
such an extent that he uninterruptedly
copied almost a full page from it,
sometimes following him blindly in
his mistakes, even his grammatical
mistakes like “akhla‘a ‘ald fulan.”
Even stranger, Ibn Dugmaq mentions
that he witnessed an event, and al-
Badr [al-‘Ayni] blindly reproduces his
words although this event happened in
Cairo while he [al-‘Ayni] was far away
from it, in ‘Ayntab. I have not busied
myself with following his slips. Rather,
I copied from him things I believe he
was aware of, things I did not witness
myself but he did, and that were not at
my disposal [elsewhere].
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Even if this criticism must be gauged in the light of an academic rivalry between
both scholars, as A. Broadbridge stressed,®® this passage is remarkable because it
can be placed in a broader context, i.e., all the other cases Ibn Hajar tried to track
down: as such, it definitely confirms his own apprehension, in negative terms, of
the phenomenon.

% For the earlier periods, see particularly the following example mentioned by al-Mas‘tidi about
Ibn Qutaybah: “wa-jarrada dhalika Abii Hanifah al-Dinawari fi kitabihi wa-qad salaba dhalika Ibn
Qutaybah fa-naqalahu ild kutubihi naqlan wa-ja‘alahu ‘an nafsihi wa-qad fa‘ala dhalika fi kathir min
kutub Abi Hanifah al-Dinawari hadhd.” Al-Mas‘tdi, Murij al-Dhahab wa-Ma‘adin al-Jawhar, ed.
Barbier de Meynard and Pavet de Courteille, rev. Charles Pellat (Beirut, 1966-74), 3:359.

% Ibn Hajar, Inb@ al-Ghumr, 1:4-5.

% See A. F. Broadbridge, “Academic Rivalry,” 98 ff.
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Al-Magqrizi himself did not refrain from revealing the bad behavior of colleagues,

and his reaction is just as significant:*

He [Ibn Dugmaq] limited himself
to copying what he found to such
an extent that those who know the
truth have accused him of negligence.
Among this is that he borrowed my
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notebooks. When he died, I found the
history of Timur Lang the tyrant in his
handwriting and there, he had copied a
section related to the seizure of Aleppo
by Timur that I had written, where I
said: “An unsuspicious person informed
me that he witnessed” and he had
written what he saw “An unsuspicious
person informed,” making the reader
believe that he was the person who
was telling this section though, by God,
he did not find this section but in my
handwriting.
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In al-Magqrizi’s words, the appropriation of one of his texts, quoted word
for word, without even modifying passages considered to be personal, was
tantamount to negligence (ghaflah).'® If he was disturbed by the discovery of his
own words attributed to someone else, he was more upset by seeing that a fact
that was transmitted to him by a trustworthy informant, some sort of a scoop,
was “stolen” from him because Ibn Dugmaq used the same words to introduce
the informant. In this way, Ibn Dugmaq was becoming another possible source
for this matter. Moreover, a comparison of both works would have raised the
question of plagiarism and the conclusion reached by a reader would have been
disadvantageous to al-Maqrizi because he was younger than Ibn Dugmaq and

9 Al-Magqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:102.

100 The same word is used to define the way Ibn al-Furat acted with the same section on Timur
Lang: “thumma ba‘da dhdlik shahadtu fi al-ghaflah a‘jab min dhalik wa-huwa anna . . . Ibn al-Furdat
kataba tarikh kabir . . . wa-yanqulu ‘anhu fi tarikhihi kathiran. Fa-lamma mata waqaftu ‘ald qit‘ah min
tarikhihi bi-khattihi fa-marra bi minhu hadha al-mawdi¢ bi-‘aynihi wa-qad katabahu imma min khatt
Ibn Dugmaq aw wagqafa ‘ald khatti ‘indahu fa-qala huwa aydan: ‘akhbarani man la attahim.” Fa-sara
al-nagzir fi khatt Ibn al-Furdt yahsabu annahu huwa rawi al-juz’ aydan wa-ma dhaka illa ghaflah.”
Ibid.
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more likely to have borrowed it from his predecessor.

From all this, we may conclude that authors of non-literary texts were
acquainted with the concept of plagiarism in the sense that a text appropriated
by someone else is sometimes slightly modified but, nevertheless, remains
identifiable for a vigilant mind. It became a pastime for several authors of the
Mamluk period to recognize such hoaxes. Sometimes, they were themselves the
victims and did not appreciate that the result of several years of thorough study
could be stolen by a dilettante. In such cases, their reaction could be measured, as
with Ibn Hajar, or vehement, as with al-Sakhawi or al-Maqrizi. An author like al-
Suyiti (d. 911/1505) went further and did not refrain from publicly denouncing
another author he accused of having plagiarized several of his works.!%! The title
and several passages of his book clearly refer to the theft and the thief as sarigah
and sariq respectively, demonstrating that he understood that the appropriation
of his personal work, slightly modified or not, was plagiarism and the author of
this act was a plagiarist. %2

At this point, we probably need to make a distinction between two different
situations. The first is the quotation of passages in the body of a work considered
as original without referring to the source. Though not appreciated, it appears
that this was a rather common practice at all times. But, in this matter, there was
undoubtedly a difference between a book written several decades or centuries
before and another one published by a contemporary. Old books were considered
a common heritage and as such could be plundered without paying one’s debts
towards their authors.!® Older sources sometimes circulated for several centuries
and were consequently widespread and known to the general readership. Anyone

101 See al-Suyfiti, Al-Fariq bayna al-Musannif wa-al-Sariq, ed. H. Naji (Beirut, 1998).

1021n the field of the sciences, which was no exception in this matter, a similar example may be
quoted. This is the Fa‘alta fa-La Talum (You have done it, so do not condemn) of Qutb al-Din al-
Shirazi (d. 710/1311), who wrote this treatise partly to denounce the fact that his contemporary,
Muhammad ibn ‘Ali al-Himadhi, had substantially plagiarized his Al-Tuhfah al-Shahiyah. See J.
Ragep, Nasir al-Din al-Tiisi’s Memoir on Astronomy (al-Tadhkira fi ‘ilm al-hay’a) (New York, 1993),
1:60. I wish to express my thanks to the author for pointing me to this example.

103 Cf. Charles Nodier’s words: “Le plagiat commis sur les auteurs modernes, de quelque pays
qu'ils soient, a déja un degré d’innocence de moins que le plagiat commis sur les anciens.” Ch.
Nodier, Questions de littérature légale (Paris, 1828), 4 (quoted by Ch. Vandendorpe, “Introduction”,
in idem, Le Plagiat, 8). Cf. the attitude of some websites where electronic copies of copyrighted
works and manuscripts are put at the disposal of everybody because they are considered to be
part of a cultural heritage and as such wagqf lillah. An instance of this attitude as regards ancient
material can be given for al-Maqrizi, who extensively exploited al-Kindi’s works, as well as Ibn
‘Abd al-Hakam’s Kitab Futiih Misr and Ibn Fadl Allah al-‘Umari’s Masalik al-Absar, without quoting
the source in most cases. For al-Kindi, see in particular G. Wiet, “Kindi et Maqrizi,” Bulletin de
UInstitut frangais d’archéologie orientale 12 (1916): 61-73.
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sharing a common cultural heritage could identify the sources without problem,
and in this sense, the phenomenon was in no way comparable to plagiarism: the
idea of deceit was generally absent. On the other hand, contemporary works took
time to be circulated and become well-known. They could be defended by their
own authors or their disciples and were regarded as a personal work normally to
be quoted with full attribution. The second situation is the slavish copying and
appropriation of somebody else’s work by a later author, whether or not he made
additions to it, a practice most of the authors condemned. The terms they chose
to express their discontent with the phenomenon varied greatly, from the explicit
sarigah or neutral akhdh to a more ambiguous ghaflah. Nevertheless, they always
referred to the same practice, to be identified as plagiarism.

As Ibn Hajar is the central witness in the case at the core of this article, what
would he have thought of al-Magqrizi’s plagiarism of al-Awhadi, given that we can
now speak of plagiarism in the light of the aforesaid elements? What Ibn Hajar
saw in this part of the draft is: that al-Maqrizi took al-Awhadi’s draft and erased
some parts of the text that he then replaced with his own words, to establish that
he was the author of these words, as is discernible in the introductory part of
the section on the madrasahs; that he modified the personal references made by
al-Awhadi, as is conspicuously evident on fol. 82b where he erased some words
and replaced them with gala al-mw’allif; that in most cases he copied al-Awhadi’s
words almost verbatim, without citing him in his final version; finally, a close
analysis of the layout of this section, I mean the order in which the madrasahs
are enumerated, shows conclusively that al-Maqrizi followed it almost exactlty: 1%
only eight madrasahs appear to have been moved to another place in al-Maqrizi’s
plan,'® which means that he stuck to al-Awhadi’s general organization of the
section on buildings. This is another upsetting element.

Undoubtedly, it must have been worrisome for a colleague like Ibn Hajar to
notice that the text composed by al-Awhadi had been appropriated by his colleague
al-Magqrizi. However, in these conditions, it is better understood why al-Maqrizi
never referred to al-Awhadi as an author in his Khitat,'° not even in the list of

104 See Appendix 3.

105 These are nos. 6, 9, 10, 11, 15, 25, 27, 67 according to their order of appearance in al-Awhadi’s
draft and nos. 24, 25, 31, 30, 26, 41, 62, 71 according to their order of appearance in the final
version of the Khitat. Three additional madrasahs appearing in the draft have also been moved to
another place in the final version, but these were added to al-Awhadi’s draft by al-Maqrizi and
must not be considered here, given that al-Magqrizi placed them where he found blank spaces in
the draft.

106 A]-Magqrizi mentioned al-Awhadi only once for a khabar he transmitted to him on the authority
of Ibn al-Furat regarding the teaching sessions that took place in the mosque of ‘Amr ibn al-
‘As in Fustat before 749/1348. Al-Magqrizi, Al-Mawd‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, Biilaq ed., 2:256 (see the
Sayyid edition, 4:36, 1. 22). The same khabar is given by al-Maqrizi in al-Awhadi’s entry in his
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authors who preceded him in this field, a list that he placed in his introduction to
the book.!%” Sayyid recognized the unforgivable nature of this deliberate omission
and noted that al-Maqrizi should have mentioned al-Awhadi’s contribution, as
he did in al-Awhadi’s biography in his biographical dictionary, Durar al-“Uqiid
al-Faridah. Yet Sayyid justified al-Maqrizi’s behavior by claiming that al-Awhadi’s
drafts at his death partly covered the material collected in al-Maqrizi’s own drafts:
in other words, when al-Maqrizi took possession of these drafts, he would have
noticed that they were nothing more than a miscellany of unorganized extracts
(amshaj min al-nuqil ulsiqat janban ild janb diina ma ayy tamhis). Nonetheless,
these extracts would have been indispensible for his own work, but rather than
adding them to his own drafts, Sayyid argues that al-Maqrizi would have gone
back to the sources used by al-Awhadi. Doing so, he was excused from quoting his
name in the body of his work. %

Sayyid’s argument belittles al-Awhadi’s work: nowhere is it said that his book
was just a collection of notes, cards, slips, and extracts. On the contrary, we know
for sure that he had already made a fair copy of part of it and that, according
to al-Maqrizi himself, there were several volumes of drafts.'® Sayyid probably
interprets the word musawwadah as designating a chaotic draft, but this was not
the case. It already reflected the author’s intentions toward his book. Consequently,
the rough draft was more than a bunch of notes. Proof of this is that such drafts
were sometimes prized by later authors. Several examples corroborate that drafts
surviving their authors could be deemed useful enough to be sold and later on
exploited.!'® The rough draft was often considered as a personal work and worth

biographical dictionary. See al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqid al-Faridah, Gotha MS 1771, fol. 48b = ed.
‘Ali, 1:235 = ed. al-Jalili, 1:188.

107 See al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawd‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, Bilaq ed., 1:4-5. The same is true of Ibn Dugmaq
(d. 809/1407), another colleague with whom al-Maqrizi was acquainted, and the author of an
unfinished book dealing with the topography of Egypt entitled Al-Intisar li-Wasitat ‘Iqd al-Amsar.
Vols. 4 and 5 of the autograph were discovered and published by K. Vollers in 1893 (Biilaq).

108 A, F. Sayyid, “Muqaddimat al-Muhaqqiq,” in al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, 1:65.

109 A]l-Maqrizi, Durar al-Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:186.

110 Tbn al-Furat’s Tarikh, of which he had time to make a fair copy of the last third only (still
20 vols.), was sold as a musawwadah by his son, who had no interest in it. Several historians
took advantage of it, among them al-Maqrizi himself. See al-Sakhawi, al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 8:51; Ibn
Hajar, AI-Majma‘ al-Mi’assis, 2:515-16; al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 3:227.
See another example reported by al-Sakhawi, ibid., 6:328 (“wa-sharaha al-Hawi sharhan hasanan
mabsiitan bayyada thulthahu al-awwal wa-mata ‘an baqihi musawwadah yuntafa® bi-ha ka-al-intifa‘
bi-al-mubayyadah wa-in kana fi tilka ziyadat kathirah”). Abii al-Faraj al-Isfahani’s rough draft of the
Kitab al-Aghani was also sold, but probably for another reason: it became a collectible. See Yaqiit
al-Hamawt, Irshad al-Arib ild Ma‘rifat al-Adib, ed. Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut, 1993), 4:1719.
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being quoted,!!! even when a fair copy of the work existed.!!? More relevant for
our purposes, the rough draft could, in some cases, be fair-copied by someone
else, a disciple or a colleague; this is what happened with al-Jawhari’s famous
dictionary, Al-Sahah, which was still a draft when its author became convinced
that he could fly like a bird and died as a result. A fair copy of the unrevised rough
draft was prepared by his disciple, who was apparently less knowledgeable and
introduced many mistakes. '

Rough drafts were thus considered personal works in their own right, even
though they were not published. They were valued as sources and quoted by
others who did not hesitate to refer to them. Thus al-Maqrizi had several options
at his disposal. He could have prepared a fair copy of al-Awhadi’s drafts, even
cutting off some parts and adding others, but published it in the name of his
colleague, as others did in such cases. This option was disregarded by al-Maqrizi,
who rather decided to start his work on the khitat thanks to the material collected
and already prepared by al-Awhadi, as I will demonstrate in the following pages.
In this case, he could have quoted al-Awhadi’s draft, a solution adopted by several
of his predecessors, but he chose not to do so. On the contrary, he completely
obliterated al-Awhadi’s contribution to the field, except in the biography he
devoted to him in his Durar al-“Uqiid al-Faridah. However, his decision indicates
his intent to deceive the readers of his Khitat. Consequently, Sayyid’s justification
hardly stands up, particularly in light of the section identified as being in al-
Awhadi’s handwriting. Indeed, it shows that we are not dealing with disorganized
cards bearing unverified data, in fact not even a mere draft.

A1r-AwHADI’S KHITAT JusT A DISORGANIZED DRAFT?
A close analysis of the section on the madrasahs allows us to establish several
facts, thanks to the external and internal elements it contains.

First of all, it may be argued that al-Awhadi’s work on the madrasahs was at a
fairly advanced stage at the time of his death. The section begins with a preamble
in which the author explains how and when the madrasah was instituted for
the first time and who introduced this institution in Egypt.'* Then, he proceeds

111 See al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islam, 45:421 (“musannif Tarikh al-Shi‘ah wa-huwa musawwadah fi
‘iddat mujalladat naqaltu minhu kathiran”); Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-A%an wa-Anb@ Abn@ al-
Zaman, ed. Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut, 1968-72, reprint 1994), 6:42 (“naqaltuhd min khatt al-qadi Kamal
al-Din Ibn al-‘Adim min musawwadat tarikhihi”).

112 See al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islam, 1:24 (“tala‘tu musawwadat Tahdhib al-Kamal li-shaykhina al-
hafiz Abi al-Hajjaj Yisuf al-Mizzi thumma tala‘tu al-mubayyadah kullahd”).

113 See Yaqiit al-Hamawi, Irshad al-Arib, 2:658. For other examples, see Ibn Hajar, Al-Durar al-
Kaminah, 5:117; idem, Inb&@ al-Ghumr, 1:345.

114 This preamble was slightly modified by al-Magqrizi. See the first five lines of text on fol. 82a
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with the list of the buildings arranged chronologically according to the year of
foundation, starting with the Ayyubid period and proceeding further into the
Mamluk period until the end of the eighth/fourteenth century.'> For almost
every building, data about the location, the name of the founder, the year of
construction, the furnishings, the wagfs dedicated by the founder, and the law
schools to which it was devoted are provided. The section ends with an appendix
dealing with the lessons that were also organized in the various mosques in Cairo,
which demonstrates that, in al-Awhadi’s mind, the section on madrasahs dealt
essentially with teaching.

Additionally, this section clearly indicates that al-Awhadi’s work was more
than just miscellanies on the topic. In truth, it probably represents the partial fair
copy referred to by Ibn Hajar and al-Sakhawi, a fact confirmed by the following
passage:

Courtesy Topkapi Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 90b.
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In this passage, the first occurrence of the word al-ashrafiyah was right, but it
was repeated a few words further on instead of al-shdfi‘iyah, a mistake he noticed
immediately given that he had not even had the time to add all the diacritical
dots. He drew a line through the word and wrote at its end the correct reading.
This phenomenon (homoioteleuton), typical of the copying process, shows that al-
Awhadi was clean-copying his text.

Thus, al-Awhadi’s work was far from being a draft or a collection of disorganized
quotations. The author organized the material according to the date of foundation,
as already stressed above, numbered the buildings accordingly,''® and used red

illustrated on p. 176.

115 This chronological order is somewhat disrupted at the end with two madrasahs going back to
the Ayyubid period that Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir did not mention in his work, Al-Rawdah al-Bahiyah,
though he should have, according to al-Awhadi (fols. 98b-99b: al-Madrasah al-Nabulusiyah (lam
yadhkurhd Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir); al-Madrasah al-Kuhariyah (wa-lam yadhkurha Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir fi
kitabihi wa-hiya min shartihi).

116 In its current state, the manuscript bears only a few figures placed in front of the names of the
madrasahs, starting with no. 3 up to no. 10, then no. 13, where it stops. The fact that the first
numbers and those between 10 and 13 are missing may be explained by the fact that they were
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ink to write their names. His sources are quoted in the body of the text, while
no marginal note in his handwriting nor any addition on a slip of paper is found
in the section. Nevertheless, in some cases, he left blank spaces at the end of a
building for future additions. In summary, the text is the result of a preliminary
version, but it obviously shows that the author intended to revise it in the future.
Cross references also confirm that the author had already written more than this
section by the time he clean-copied it. He indicates that the section on mosques
had already been dealt with!!” and that the one on houses was still to come or to
follow, meaning by this that he had already written it in draft form.'®

Finally, this preserved section proves that al-Awhadi used several kinds of
sources: works by predecessors, oral witnesses, documents, and visits to the
monuments described. With all these he was very critical, in that he always tried
to corroborate second-hand data with primary information such as documents or
inscriptions.

Furthermore, an analysis of the text in al-Awhadi’s handwriting reveals that
his book must have been particularly detailed. Through the comparison of this
section with the equivalent in the final version of al-Maqrizi’s Khitat, we notice
that the latter decided, quite strangely, not to take advantage of all the material
he had at his disposal: 72 madrasahs were recorded by al-Awhadi'"® against 72
by al-Maqrizi.'® Yet, 23 madrasahs present in al-Awhadi’s census were omitted
by al-Magqrizi, which means that he replaced them with new ones: in fact, those
built mainly after al-Awhadi’s death (811/1408).'*! If the entirety of al-Awhadi’s
Khitat was as detailed as this surviving part is, then we can only imagine how
many buildings al-Awhadi recorded in the remaining parts of his book and that

presumably rubbed out by al-Maqrizi. The lack of figures after no. 13 is either due to al-Awhadi
himself, who decided not to use this system until the end of the section, or must be attributed
to al-Maqrizi, who erased them in the same way he likely did at the beginning. Only a material
analysis of the manuscript could reveal this.

117 Regarding al-Azhar (fol. 99b): “qad taqgqgadama fi dhikr bin@ al-jami‘ al-Azhar ma kana qarrarahu
.. .”; the mosque of al-Hakim (ibid.): “qad qaddamna ma rattabahu fihi . . .”; the mosque of Ibn
al-Maghribi (fol. 89b): “bi-janib jami‘ihi al-madhkiir.”

118 On one occasion, he referred to this section in the past (fol. 86a): “kama qaddamna sharhahu fi
dhikr al-adur.” In the other cases, he always mentioned it in the future (fol. 87a): “wa-saya’ti dhikr
dhalik in sh@’a Allah ta‘ald fi dhikr al-adur” (the whole sentence has been cancelled with a stroke in
red ink by al-Awhadi himself); (fol. 99a) “wa-saya’ti dhikr dhadlik fi al-adur.”

119 This figure does not include the eleven buildings added by al-Magqrizi to al-Awhadi’s
manuscript.

120 Actually, al-Magqrizi listed 73 buildings, but his list includes a duplication (nos. 20 and 58: al-
Madrasah al-Muhadhdhabiyah; see Appendix 3).

121 Tt must also be said that al-Maqrizi overlooked six of the eleven madrasahs he added to al-
Awhadi’s work!
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al-Magqrizi decided to omit in his own work!12?

In light of what has been substantiated and of other elements to be considered
shortly, another question arises, one which might have an answer as disturbing
as the fact just established: when did al-Maqrizi start working on the topography
of Cairo? Or, more perniciously, did he hit upon the idea of writing a book on
this topic before al-Awhadi’s death, as is generally believed, or afterwards, upon
acquiring his deceased neighbor’s draft?

DATING THE DRAFT OF AL-MAQRIzI’S KHITAT

In order to try to answer this question, a chronologically arranged list of his
writings would be necessary. Unfortunately, such a list does not exist, although
proposals could be made on the basis of the autograph manuscripts and other
elements.'* Meanwhile, we must rely on the facts at our disposal, and these are
al-Maqrizi’s biographical data, dated references in Al-Khitat, dated notes in the
autograph draft of the first version, and the order of the data on some leaves
therein.

The earliest date referred to in the final version of the Khitat is 818/1415,
seven years after al-Awhadi’s death, and the last one is 843/1439; it is generally
assumed that al-Maqrizi composed this work between 1415 and 1424.'** But
before composing it, he had to collect most of the data he needed, and this is more
problematic. Sayyid is convinced that al-Maqrizi started to record and organize
the material just after the year 806/1404, the year al-Maqrizi identified as
corresponding to the beginning of Cairo’s collapse from an architectural point of
view.!?® This hardly stands up with al-Maqrizi’s agenda. As a matter of fact, a few
pieces of information on his early life as a scholar gathered from various sources

122 That he meant not to include them in the final version of the Khitat is clearly visible in the
manuscript. The names of the neglected buildings are not accompanied by the sign indicating
that the data were copied (nugila), while those found in the Khitat are. On this sign, see Frédéric
Bauden, “Magriziana II,” 109-12.

122 The present writer will tentatively provide a chronology of al-Maqrizi’s works in his forthcoming
study of al-Maqrizi’s working method.

124 See Jean-Claude Garcin, “Al-Magqrizi: un historien encyclopédique du monde afro-oriental,”
in Les Africains, ed. Charles-André Julien et al. (Paris, 1977), 9:210. According to Nasser Rabbat,
the work was begun in 1417 and completed in 1439-40. See Nasser Rabbat, “Al-Maqrizi’s Khitat,
an Egyptian Lieu de Mémoire,” in The Cairo Heritage: Essays in Honor of Laila Ali Ibrahim, ed.
Doris Behrens-Abouseif (Cairo and New York, 2000), 22. According to Sabri Jarrar, the book
was composed between 1415 and 1422. See Sabri Jarrar, “Al-Magqrizi’s Reinvention of Egyptian
Historiography through Architectural History,” in ibid., 32. Obviously, al-Maqrizi continued to
add new material until very late in his lifetime, as shown by the elements added until three years
before his death.

125 A, F. Sayyid, “Muqaddimat al-Muhaqqiq,” in al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, 1:66.
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contradict this statement. First of all, the first work of history (more precisely,
economic history) he wrote was published in 808/1405.!% Secondly, we know
for sure that, from 810 to 815, he was far away from Cairo (he lived in Damascus,
sometimes travelling between the Syrian capital and his hometown).!*” Under
these circumstances, he would hardly have had the time to produce a manuscript
of the Khitat in almost finished form, as represented by the two preserved volumes
of the draft, before 811. It may be added that al-Maqrizi knew perfectly well that
Ibn Dugmaq and al-Awhadi were working on that subject, as both of them were
his colleagues. Eventually, Ibn Dugmaq died in 809/1407, leaving an unfinished
draft, and al-Awhadi followed him in 811/1408 with his work in the same stage.
If al-Magqrizi had ventured to write a book on the topography of Cairo shortly
after 806/1404, the result would have been a third book on the topic, and at that
time he obviously could not have known that the other two authors would die
prematurely.

Yet, the two volumes of the draft can be accurately dated between 811'%® and
816, striking evidence that he had at his disposal most of his material at a very
early date. For Sayyid, neither manuscript of al-Magqrizi’s draft help in this matter. %
However, several autograph notes found at the beginning of the first volume, on
the first leaves, provide a terminus ante quem. These notes refer to events that
all took place in 816, although they are scattered on various leaves and were
written at different moments as is shown by the color of the ink.*° If we assume

126 Jehdthat al-Ummah bi-Kashf al-Ghummah. The date is provided by al-Maqrizi himself in his
treatise. See John L. Meloy, “The Merits of Economic History: Re-Reading al-Maqrizi’s Ighathah
and Shudhiir,” Mamlitk Studies Review 7, no. 2 (2003): 190.

127 His stay in Damascus was generally thought to have lasted ten years, more or less between 810
and 820. It can now be fixed precisely thanks to the publication of his Durar al-‘Uqiid al-Faridah,
where he states that he stayed in Damascus from 810 to 815. See al-Magqrizi, Durar al-“Uqid al-
Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:154 (wa-lamma waradtu Dimashq min sanat ‘ashr wa-thamani m’ah wa-ild
sanat khamsah ‘asharah) and 34-35.

128Even 814 if we consider that he prepared a resumé of the Tarikh of Ibn Muyassar during that
year and that this source is quoted in the body of the text of the first volume of the draft.

129 A, F. Sayyid, “Mugaddimat al-Muhaqqiq,” in al-Magqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, 1:66 (wa-la
tu‘inund musawwadat al-Magrizi lil-kitab—wa-allati wasalat ilayna minha qit‘atayn [sic] mahfiizatayn
[sic] fi mathaf Tiibqabii Sardy bi-Istanbil—fi ma‘rifat al-tarikh al-haqiqi li-bidayat ta’lif hadha
al-kitab).

130 Topkap1 Sarayi Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS Hazinesi 1472, fol. 1a (title-page providing the title
in al-Maqrizi’s handwriting: Al-Juz’ al-Thani min Kitab al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar fi Dhikr al-Khitat
wa-al-Athdr): note recording the death of Sadr al-Din ‘Ali ibn al-Adami on 8 Ramadan 816; fol.
1b (containing a list of contents): note recording the death of sahibuna Fakhr al-Din ‘Uthman ibn
Ibrahim ibn Ahmad al-Birmawi 11 nights from the end of Sha‘ban 816); fol. 4a (containing a list
of contents for the khardj): note regarding the insurgence of Tiighan al-Dawadar on 16 Jumad4 I
816.
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that al-Maqrizi wrote down these events shortly after they happened, these notes
allow us to establish that, at that date, the first volume of this draft was already
finished. On the other hand, one will notice that these leaves contain several parts
of the table of contents: 3! from this, it can be deduced that the plan was complete
as early as 816, and given that this table refers to contents included not only in
this first volume, but also in the second, and probably a third (now lost), we may
infer that those parts were also finished by that date.

Proceeding now to the second volume of the draft and, more particularly, to
the section now identified as al-Awhadi’s draft, we can draw the same conclusion
and even determine that it was completed before 811, which further corroborates
the identification of this part with al-Awhadi’s work, as he died during that year.
This is proven by the following examples selected from the section in al-Awhadi’s
handwriting:

131 These tables of contents were not published by A. F. Sayyid in his edition of this volume of the
draft (al-Maqrizi, Musawwadat Kitab al-Mawd‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar). A critical edition of these tables will
be found in Appendix 2.
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Courtesy Topkap1 Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 97a.

On leaf 97a, a few lines in al-Awhadi’s handwriting dealing with Madrasat
Umm Aniik (founded by al-Nasir Muhammad ibn Qalawiin’s wife at the beginning
of the eighth/fourteenth century) can be read.!*? The space left blank, above and
below, was used by al-Magqrizi to add two madrasahs:'** one in the quarter of
the Suwayqat Mun‘im for which a date is provided (817) and another one, the
Madrasat al-Suwwah, founded by the sultan al-Muw’ayyad Shaykh, who reigned
from 815/1412 to 824/1421. From this, it may be inferred that both additions
were made after these dates. But the dating of this section can be better narrowed
with leaf 95b:

1321t is clearly visible that al-Maqrizi rubbed out the space at the end of the first two lines as he
completed the text afterwards (here in upper case: al-siTT; al-sultaN AL-NASIR).

133 In his final version, al-Maqrizi neglected them. This is also confirmed by the absence, above
each name, of the nugqila sign already referred to earlier.
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Courtesy Topkap: Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 95b.

Here, al-Maqrizi added a note at the end of al-Awhadi’s text, which ends in
the middle of the third line: one is dated to 811 and the following one, added
immediately after it, to 814! We can hardly say if the information regarding the
year 814 was added at a later stage, but that referring to the year 811 provides us
with a very useful terminus ante quem: the preceding data was definitely written
before that date.'® Be that as it may, we can now establish that this section was
written before 811.

All this implies that, at a very early date, al-Maqrizi already had in hand a
comprehensive version of his book. On this basis, my conviction is that he did
not start working on the Khitat before al-Awhadi’s death. In this case, he would
have made a fair copy of his colleague’s draft, surely improving and developing
it!* his whole life long; !¢ but he largely based himself on what had already been

134 Another case will strengthen this argument. Regarding the Madrasat Ibn al-Maghribi (fol. 89b),
for which all the data is in al-Awhad1’s handwriting, al-Maqrizi stated at the end that the madrasah
was demolished and that its building material was sold in 814.

13 The improvements are already visible in that section on the madrasahs.
1% Though his efforts to expand his survey sensibly diminished roughly after 1420. See André
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accomplished by another author, as was maintained by al-Sakhawi.'*” There is
insufficient evidence to prove this view, although the following striking features
could help to bolster it.

One of the sources used by al-Awhadi consisted of what he calls “the ancient
books of estates” (kutub al-amlak al-qadimah), likely some archival material.!* On
at least one occasion, he refers to these to confirm the existence of a madrasah
that must have been replaced by another building later on.'* A striking feature
regarding this archival material appears elsewhere in the same volume of the draft
(this time in al-Maqrizi’s handwriting). On fol. 1a of the same volume, for the Darb
al-Sufayrah, reference is made to this very source in the first person: “wa-ra’aytu
fi kutub al-amldk al-gadimah.” In the final version of the Khitat,'*° this became:
“hakadha yiijad fi al-kutub al-qadimah.” The same applies to the other example, a
little bit further down (fol. 8b): speaking about the Bab al-Khiikhah, the author
writes this time “wajadtu fi kutub al-amlak al-fatimiyah,” which disappeared in the
final version.'*! On fol. 39b, one reads: “wa-r’aytu fi kutub al-amlak al-qadimah
allati bi-harat Barjawan ma yadullu ‘ald dhalika . . . wa-hadha muwafiq li-qawl Ibn ‘Abd
al-Zahir,” a personal testimony that was completely omitted in the final version!!*?

Raymond, “Al-Maqrizi’s Khitat and the Urban Structure of Mamluk Cairo,” Mamlitk Studies Review
7, no. 2 (2003): 148.

137 It must be remembered here that al-Maqrizi acknowledged (Durar al-Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-
Jalili, 1:186) that he became the owner of several musawwadat of al-Awhadi’s Khitat, meaning by
this several volumes.

138 This source was also available to Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir. See al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawd‘iz wa-al-I'tibar
(Biilag ed.), 1:438, 445; 2:14. On one occasion, al-Maqrizi referred to this source as kutub ibtiya‘at
al-amlak al-qadimah (ibid., 1: 438) from which it may be concluded that these books recorded the
sales of properties, probably dating back to the Fatimid period.

139 Topkapi Sarayi Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS E. Hazinesi 1405, fol. 91b (wajadtu dhikraha fi kutub
al-amlak al-qadimah).

140 Al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar (Biilaq ed.), 2:41.

141 Tbid., 2:45. This precious piece of information has been added by A. F. Sayyid to al-Maqrizi’s
text in his recent edition, once again against al-Maqrizi’s intention! See al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawd‘iz
wa-al-I‘tibar, ed. Sayyid, 3:140.

142 Al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar (Biilaq ed.), 2:101. The whole passage was introduced by A.
F. Sayyid into al-Maqrizi’s Khitat though the author had decided not to insert it in his final version!
See al-Magqrizi, AI-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar, ed. Sayyid, 3: 334.

Another passage may be added to this list. It appears on fol. 53a: “qala wa-r@aytu fi ba‘d
kutub al-amlak al-qadimah.” It is missing in the final version. See Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar
(Biilag ed.), 2:115. Once again, it was included by A. F. Sayyid in the final version. See al-Maqrizi,
Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, ed. Sayyid, 3:381 (who erroneously attributed the passage to Ibn ‘Abd
al-Zahir).

Another striking feature lies in the fact that on fol. 111b, a section completely in al-Maqrizi’s
handwriting, one reads: “shaykhund Fakhr al-Din al-Bilbaysi,” though he was not al-Maqrizi’s
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Now, the question is: why would al-Maqrizi modify this information, written in
the first person in the draft, into an impersonal one in the final version of his
book? Apparently, al-Magqrizi was not able to see these books, given that in such
cases he always replaced the personal reference in the draft with an anonymous
one in the final version, or he simply omitted it altogether. Undoubtedly, he did
not feel at ease with a source to which he had no access. Still, in the sections of
the draft in his own handwriting, he appropriated the fact that “he saw himself.”
What induced him to act this way? Personally, I think that these sentences come
from al-Awhadi’s draft and that al-Magqrizi felt uncomfortable, in the end, with
these personal testimonies that belonged to someone else. He thus rendered them
with more anonymous references in the final version of his Khitat. Consequently,
we may surmise that large parts of the data found in the two preserved volumes
of the drafts are likely to be identified as al-Awhadi’s Khitat.

In order to demonstrate that this view is credible, we need to provide further
evidence, still on the basis of the second volume of the draft. We know that
before his death in 811/1408, al-Awhadi had already composed several parts of
his book on the topography of Cairo, having already clean-copied part of it. It
may thus be inferred that he started working on this topic at a much earlier date.
This is confirmed by his reading notes, found on the title page of five manuscripts
already mentioned that are dated from 801 to 805.!4 It is reasonable to think that
he collected data even during the last decade of the eighth/fourteenth century
and that he started to write his work several years before his untimely death.'*
On the other hand, al-Magqrizi is generally believed to have started collecting
data on that topic after the year 806. Turning back to the second volume of the
draft, the following quotation in al-Maqrizi’s handwriting is quite disturbing (fol.
127a): “wa-amma al-tilasm alladhi bi-hi fa-innahu sahih wa-huwa baqin mustamirr
al-‘amal ild waqtind hadha wa-huwa sanat thamanin wa-tis‘in wa-sab‘imi’ah”! 1t is
found at the beginning of the section dealing with the mosques where the Friday

master. On the contrary, he was al-Awhadi’s master, as stated earlier. If this material was also
written by al-Awhadi, this means that al-Maqrizi copied it blindly, without taking pains to modify
this word relevant only to al-Awhadl.

143 See note 51.

144 Ibn al-Furat (d. 807/1404) quoted al-Awhadi in his Tarikh al-Duwal wa-al-Mulitk, where he
asserted, on several occasions, that he read the information in his handwriting, meaning that he
had access to his notes or books. Among these quotations, some may be identified as stemming
from al-Awhadi’s work on the Khitat, which confirms that al-Awhadi’s book was already in an
advanced stage before 807, the year of Ibn al-Furat’s death. See the list provided by A. F. Sayyid,
“Muqaddimat al-Muhaqqiq,” in al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, 1:64 (read 9/2: 425 instead of
9/2: 417 and 9/2: 450 instead of 451). The following quotations were overlooked by Sayyid: Ibn
al-Furat, Tarikh al-Duwal wa-al-Muliik, ed. Qustantin Zurayq and N. ‘Izz al-Din (Beirut, 1936-42,
vols. 7-9), 4/1: 11, 9/1: 132, 9/2: 341, 354.
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prayer was performed, starting with the al-Azhar mosque. In it, the author of
these lines wanted to specify that the talisman (tilasm) that was found in that
mosque to prevent birds from settling and nesting in the building, thus some sort
of scarecrow, was still playing its role at the time he was writing those lines, i.e.,
in 798. How could al-Maqrizi have written this at that time, as it would mean
that he had already been working on the topography of Cairo well before the
date of 798, given that this was part of a section dealing with the great mosques
(jawami‘)? However, al-Awhadi could be the author of these lines, given that in
the section on the madrasahs, still in his own handwriting, he stated that he had
already discussed the great mosques, as we have already seen. Though in his
preliminary draft al-Maqrizi faithfully copied what he was reading, even if they
were not his words, he totally disregarded this in his final version.*

This demonstration can be reinforced by a similar quotation found in the
section on the madrasahs in al-Awhadi’s handwriting, a further element that
will prove that this is part of his original clean-copied work. Speaking of al-
Madrasah al-Suyiifiyah (fol. 82b), al-Awhadi specified that he had access to the
waqf document of this institution, which was shown to him by the scholar who
was teaching there (mudarris), Majd al-Din Isma‘il al-Hanafi. This scholar must
be identified as Isma‘il ibn Ibrahim al-Bilbaysi, who died in 802/1399.'* In other
words, al-Awhadi saw this document before that date, proving, if still necessary,
that he had been working on this topic well before 802. In the final version of the
Khitat, these personal details were forgotten, but al-Maqrizi replaced them with
his own personal testimony, as he stated that he had seen the very document; this
is true, as he quoted some parts of it, though al-Awhadi did not in his text. This
establishes that al-Maqrizi went back to the source exploited by his colleague and
replaced al-Awhadi’s personal testimony with his own, but also that al-Maqrizi
worked on the topic of the khitat well after 802.

So far we have established that, besides the section on the madrasahs now
identified as being al-Awhadi’s autograph fair copy, some parts of the second
volume of the draft in al-Magqrizi’s handwriting might originate in al-Awhadi’s
work too: in this case, al-Maqrizi faithfully copied data and left al-Awhadi’s
personal testimonies unchanged until he elaborated the final version and the fair
copy of the Khitat. However, this same volume also includes material that was
obviously drafted by al-Maqrizi. The emendations added in the margins and on
slips of paper must undoubtedly be credited to him. When a date is mentioned
in these additions, it provides us with a terminus ante quem for the main text to
which it was added. Three cases may be put forward in this respect: two of them

145 Al-Maqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I‘tibar (Biilaq ed.), 2:273.
146 See al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:408-13.
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are dated to the year 818 and one to the year 813.'* If we consider now the dates
provided by al-Magqrizi in the body of the text, these never go further than 815
when they are explicitly given, or 815-18 when they must be surmised.'*® Thanks
to these elements, we are in a good position to date the second volume of the
draft as having been copied sometime between 815 and 818. As we saw, the first
volume of the draft may be dated at the earliest to the year 816;'* this means that
al-Magqrizi had already finished most of that first version by 815. In this context,
it is better understood why his appropriation of al-Awhadi’s draft was pivotal:
between 811 and 815-18, he expanded his colleague’s draft, copying several parts
of it into his own new work. !

In light of this, al-Sakhawi’s words (“[he] made a fair copy of it [completely]
and attributed it to himself [after he had made] additions”) are better understood.
Of course, it does not mean that everything in the actual version of al-Magqrizi’s
Khitat comes from al-Awhadi’s draft, as we have seen. Obviously, he completed
the book, expanded its plan, and added data regarding the period between al-
Awhadi’s death in 811 and the date of his own death in 845. Nonetheless, this was
not originally his work, and a great part had already been written by someone
else.

To conclude this section, we should remember that in al-Sakhawi’s eyes no
excuse of any kind could justify this reprehensible way of acting, though Ibn
Hajar himself, the key witness in this case, did not seem to mind it. Ibn Hajar
maintained a high opinion of his colleague, al-Magqrizi, as confirmed by the

147 Fol. 40a: “wa-jaddada hadhihi al-suwayqah al-qadi Fath al-Din ibn Mu‘tasim katib al-sirr fi sanat
thalath ‘asharah wa-thamanimi’ah”; fol. 26b: “fi sanat thaman [sic] ‘asharah wa-thamanimi’ah”; fol.
174a: “wa-lamma kathura m@ al-Nil fi sanat thaman [sic] ‘asharah.”

148 Fol. 40b: “wa-ma zala kharab ild sanat ihdd ‘asharah wa-thamanimi‘ah”; fol. 77a: “khatibuhu
fiha min safar sanat 814”; fol. 107b: “ild an qutila al-Malik al-Nasir fi sanat khamsah ‘asharah wa-
thamanimi’ah”; fol. 152a: “wa-baqiya q@’im ild sha‘ban sanat khamsah ‘asharah wa-thamanimi’ah”;
fol. 27b: “fa-lamma qutila al-Ndsir Faraj [815]”; fol. 18b: “wa-kana qabla zamanind hadha bi-nahw
thalathin sanah fi hudiid al-thamanin wa-sab‘im’ah qablaha [circa 30 years earlier, at the end of the
eighties].”

149 See p. 206.

159When Ibn Hajar completed his work entitled AI-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis (his dictionary of authorities),
he had already included a biography of al-Maqrizi which the latter read and even corrected for
some details (see above, n. 28). Though this dictionary was started in 803/1400, it was not finished
before 829/1426. However, the only work Ibn Hajar deemed worthy of mention regarding al-
Magqrizi’s production was Al-Ightibat. Though we do not know when Ibn Hajar wrote al-Maqrizi’s
biography (sometime between 803 and 829), this means that al-Maqrizi’s project for the Khitat
was already known to Ibn Hajar, as he confirmed that al-Maqrizi benefitted from al-Awhadi’s
draft, but that the book was not yet completed.
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following words:*>!

Our master, the most erudite, the T N
odie a9 ol ) A gh g dedany g alay g

scholar of his time [Ibn Hajar], revered
him and showed him respect and awe.
He used to go to his house and to spend
time there with him.

And indeed, in 829/1426, Ibn Hajar expressed his feelings towards al-Maqrizi
with warm words: 2

151 <Ali ibn Dawiid al-Sayrafi, Nuzhat al-Nufiis wa-al-Abdan fi Tawarikh al-Zaman, ed. Hasan Habashi
(Cairo, 1970-94), 4:243.

152 Tbn Hajar, Al-Majma‘ al-Mi’assis, 3:60.
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. . . Lt 5 6l L3 | e Lty
The friendship that exists between o sl 3 5l g ¥ Lo Bagall e i

us is beyond words. May God—he is A el
exalted—prolong his benefits.

Yet, Ibn Hajar was also acquainted with al-Awhadi, as they met together during
lessons with common masters: !>

. . e Ladd) & Licd) )y e 4o Cazalial
I met him on several occasions Sl g @ s e & :

and he accompanied me to attend the LS sl
lessons of some of my masters.

Truly, he must have known him quite well. In the end, is it not he who informs
us that al-Awhadi had nice handwriting (kana hasan al-khatt)?

The question remains: how did Ibn Hajar know about the misdemeanor?
Once again, sources and manuscripts come to our rescue. Scholars could lend
their works, finished or not, to colleagues, if they trusted them. We have a fairly
good example concerning al-Maqrizi and Ibn Dugmagq (d. 809/1407). Al-Magqrizi
declared in his biography, in the dictionary of his contemporaries, Durar al-‘Uqiid
al-Faridah:'>*

He borrowed my holograph Bl dlinaa L Ghds Gl (oaalaae paain OIS

notebooks. . . . I was closely associated OES 23 Gt B (sl
with him for a while and he was my

neighbor for many years. He frequently

visited me at home.

In the case of Ibn Hajar, it has already been established that he lent the
dictionary of his authorities, Al-Majma‘ al-Mt’assis, to al-Maqrizi, who did not
hesitate to correct therein the data regarding his own biography or to make some
marginal additions, which means that he had time to read it through at home. Al-
Maqrizi might have lent Ibn Hajar his own works too, but probably not his draft of
the first version of the Khitat; ' it is unlikely that this is how Ibn Hajar discovered

153 Ibn Hajar, Dhayl al-Durar al-Kaminah, 195.
154 Al-Magqrizi, Durar al-“Uqid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:102-3. We have already seen that he was
not at all pleased with the use Ibn Dugmaq made of his personal notes.

1551n 829, he confessed that among al-Maqrizi’s writings he had consulted was Al-Ightibat bi-Ahwal
al-Fustat, confirming that that book was already completed by that time, but did not say a word
about AI-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar. See Ibn Hajar, AI-Majma® al-Mi’assis, 3:60 (“wa-mimma waqaftu
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al-Maqrizi’s plagiarism.'® On a scholar’s death, his intellectual legacy could be
coveted by his colleagues, particularly if he was a prolific author (the same thing
can be said of his library). This is what happened, for instance, to the Tarikh al-
Duwal wa-al-Muliik of Ibn al-Furat (d. 807/1404), who had not had enough time
to make a fair copy of the draft, except for the volumes covering the last three
centuries. The draft was sold because his son had no interest in this matter.'” Al-
Magqrizi made use of it, he said, by which he meant that he summarized it, when
he managed to lay hands on it. !5

As for al-Maqrizi’s legacy, there is an indirect reference to it in al-Sakhawi’s
Daw’: %

He [al-“Uryani] compiled a ks el oY 2L 4’“‘3\.5}\ #ss Com =)
commentary on the shawdhid of Al- €2 <ls J% Gma g% sy Lipd iy 4l
Kafiyah al-Shdfiyah by Ibn Malik, 4S54l seanioe5ols. .. saill X5
as I saw in our master [Ibn Hajar]’s 4de @y S (b (soleall Lga i (55 3l
handwriting. It is a nice commentary Agle o 3340 () oK o) (R
that demonstrates a thorough study in
grammar .. ., even though some pretend
that a commentary on the same book by
al-Ghammari was found in al-Maqrizi’s
bequest. If he [al-“Uryani] laid hands
on it, he might have appropriated it
and expanded it.

‘alayhi kitabuhu al-Ightibat bi-Ahwal al-Fustat”).

156 In Al-Majma“ al-Mwassis, 3:39 (al-Awhadi’s entry), he revealed that al-Maqgrizi took advantage
of al-Awhadi’s drafts, which means that he already knew what happened, but he refrained from
saying more about this. As already stated, al-Maqrizi read the manuscript of Al-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis
but he did not correct Ibn Hajar’s divulgation. He thus agreed with this view.

157 About 20 volumes, out of 60 according to al-Sakhawi, or 100 according to al-Maqrizi. See al-
Magqrizi, Durar al-“Uqud al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 3:227; al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami¢, 8:51.

158 Al-Magqrizi, Durar al-“Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 3:227 (“waqaftu ‘alayhd wa-istafadtu minha”).
Hence his notes of consultation (dated 818 to 819) found in three volumes of Ibn al-Furat’s
holograph copy. See F. Bauden, “Magqriziana II,” 117-18.

159 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 1:70-71. Al-Maqrizi’s library, at least some of his holograph
volumes, were inherited by his nephew, Nasir al-Din Muhammad ibn Muhammad al-Magqrizi
(801-67/1399-1462). (On him see al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 9:150). His mark of ownership
(malakahu Muhammad al-Magqrizi) is found in the following holograph manuscripts of his uncle:
“Al-Khabar ‘an al-Bashar,” vol. 1, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS Ayasofya 3362, fol.
4a; ibid., vol. 3, MS Fatih 4338, fol. 1a; ibid., vol. 4, MS Fatih 4339, fol. 1a; ibid., vol. 5, MS Fatih
4340, fol. 1a; ibid., vol. 6, MS Fatih 4341, fol. 1a; “Al-Suliik li-Ma‘rifat Duwal al-Muliik,” vol. 1,
Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul), MS Yeni Cami 887, fol. 3a.
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In 845/1442, Ibn Hajar, who was to die seven years later, was probably the
first to get access to al-Magqrizi’s private library (the drafts and the fair copies).
The fact that he had access to the autograph manuscripts of his colleague is
established by two elements: a report and material evidence. As for the report, it
is provided by al-Sakhawi: !

Our master [Ibn Hajar] also wrote =~ &N ASJ“““‘ ML@\ mm)” 2
[al-Husbani’s] biography in his 2350 (g oie iy (5 5 el
additions to al-Maqrizi’s History of Egypt
[al-Mugqaffd], though [al-Husbani] is
found in his ‘Uqid.*®

Courtesy Universiteit Leiden (Leiden), Universiteitsbibliotheek, MS or. 14533, fol. 120b
showing al-Husbani’s biography in Ibn Hajar’s handwriting, confirming al-Sakhawi’s
statement.

This information would seem ambiguous if Ibn Hajar’s handwriting were not
found in several of al-Magqrizi’s autograph manuscripts, which definitely proves
that he had access to them, most probably after the latter’s death, as we are
told that he supplemented (istadraka) his data. In at least three instances, Ibn

160 Al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 1:239.

1610ne must understand that Ibn Hajar’s addition to Al-Muqaffd was not pertinent given that
al-Magqrizi devoted some space to the biographee in his dictionary of his contemporaries. See al-
Magqrizi, Durar al-‘Uqiid al-Faridah, ed. al-Jalili, 1:366 (no. 286).
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Hajar indeed added notes and data, consisting of additions and corrections, in
the margins or in the body of the text: these are several volumes of Al-Muqaffd, '**
Durar al-“Uqiid al-Faridah,'®® and the final version of the Khitat.'** To his great
surprise, he found (as did I) in a volume of the draft of the first version, nineteen
folios in al-Awhadi’s handwriting where al-Magqrizi had lined through, erased,
and modified some words or sentences, adding some details in the margins or on
slips of paper. Nevertheless, he hesitated to indicate his discovery in his writings,
maybe because of his esteem for al-Maqrizi. One must remark that Ibn Hajar
revised his historical works almost until he passed away: al-Magqrizi’s death is
recorded in his Inb@ al-Ghumr, and in this sense he could have added something
about his discovery at that time.!%> Anyway, if he did not modify his appreciation
of al-Magqrizi in his books, he might have dropped a word into the ear of his pupil
al-Sakhawi, who had fewer scruples about writing the news down. Alternatively,
al-Sakhawi might have been content with Ibn Hajar’s words found in his Al-
Majma“ al-Mw’assis, which he interpreted as meaning, in his master’s choice of
words, that this was a case of plagiarism.!®® Whatever the case, al-Sakhawi had

162 His handwriting is found in almost every volume preserved, hence al-Sakhawi’s comment
quoted above, which also confirms that al-Sakhawi managed to consult the autograph volumes of
al-Mugqaffd. For the list of these volumes, see F. Bauden, “Magqriziana II,” 115-16.

163His handwriting is found on fol. 152 (a biography added) of al-Maqrizi’s partially preserved
autograph (Forschungsbibliothek [Gotha], or. 1771).

164 The autograph of the final version is considered lost, but the copyist of one of the manuscripts
used by A. F. Sayyid identified Ibn Hajar’s handwriting in these notes and indicated it. See al-
Magqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar, ed. Sayyid, 4:490 (“wujida bi-khatt mawland qadi al-qudah Ibn
Hajar ‘ald hamish nuskhat al-musannif al-manqiil minhd@ ma nassuhu”). A. F. Sayyid did not indicate
in which of the manuscripts he used he found this note.

1651t is interesting to note that some words have been added to the right of the passage where he
divulged that al-Magqrizi benefitted from al-Awhadi’s drafts on the khitat (Ibn Hajar, “Al-Majma‘
al-Muw’assis,” al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah [Cairo], MS mustalah 1360, fol. 129b. See Appendix 1,
al-Awhadi’s entry). These words were cancelled later on and are now illegible, and, as such, could
have been related to this affair.

166 That Ibn Hajar’s words were understood in this sense is confirmed by two details. First, there
is the fact that al-Sakhawi included this case of plagiarism in the list of the other cases identified
by Ibn Hajar himself. See al-Sakhawi, Al-Jawahir wa-al-Durar, 1:390-94 (“fasl fiman akhadha tasnif
ghayrihi fa-idda‘ahu li-nafsihi wa-zada fihi qalilan wa-naqasa minhu wa-lakinna aktharahu madhkiir bi-
lafz al-asl”). Secondly, an anonymous reader of AI-Muqaffd, who had previously read al-Sakhawi’s
words in his Al-I'lan bi-al-Tawbikh, added to Al-Mugqaffd a short biography of al-Awhadji, in which
he mentioned al-Sakhawi’s accusation (attributed to Ibn Hajar), and he concluded: “hakadha
wajadtuhu maktiiban bi-khatt al-hafiz Shihab al-Din Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani rahimahu Allah wa-
huwa thigah fi dhalika li-annahu amir al-mw’minin fi ‘ilm al-hadith”! See al-Magqrizi, “Al-Muqaffa,”
Universiteitsbibliotheek (Leiden), MS 14533, fol. 225b. This proves that al-Jalili’s opinion that
“law kana hunaka adnd shay’ min al-sihhah fi itttham al-Sakhawi lil-Magqrizi fima yakhtassu bi-kitab al-
Khitat, la kana ashara Ibn Hajar ild dhdlika” is mistaken. See al-Jalili, “Al-Mwarrikhiin al-Mu‘asirin
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the merit to tell the truth, although Ibn Hajar probably never revealed to him
all the details, which is why al-Sakhawi could not give evidence to sustain his
accusation. Whether jealousy (ghayrah) pushed him to reveal this gil wa-qal is not
important: he did his job as a historian with professional integrity.

There remains one more worrying question: why did al-Maqrizi not erase every
bit of al-Awhadi’s handwriting in his draft by copying the only remaining section
of al-Awhadi’s fair copy? And of course, we lay aside the possibility that this also
occurs in the lost volumes of al-Magqrizi’s draft. The two-part answer, although
completely conjectural, is quite simple. First of all, as already established, the
draft was not meant to survive after al-Maqrizi’s death, as a fair copy of his work
was already circulating in his lifetime. Secondly, al-Awhadi died in 811, a long
time before al-Maqrizi’s own death. With the passing of time, persons who were
closely enough acquainted with al-Awhadi to be able to identify his handwriting
became rare. Even if the draft might have been seen by others, the probability of
discovering the secret was almost nil.

CONCLUSIONS

The title of this article issues a challenge: should al-Magqrizi be thrown out with the
bath water? Obviously, the answer cannot but be negative. However he behaved,
his work on the khitat still remains the best source for the study of the history
of the Egyptian capital from the very beginning down to his own period. This
is partly because he used several sources that are now considered lost, but also
because he benefitted from al-Awhadi’s work on which he built his own magnum
opus. However, the modern historian must be conscious that his tremendous
activity as a historian is partly explained by his having recourse to some dubious
practices. Plagiarism was definitely one of them, and it is particularly noticeable
in the Khitat.

To conclude, I think that I have been able to establish that:

« the nineteen folios carrying a different handwriting in al-Magqrizi’s draft of the
first version of his Khitat represent one part of al-Awhadi’s fair copy on the
khitat;

« al-Magqrizi utilized this part for his own book, sometimes modifying slightly al-
Awhadi’s text;

« other parts of the Khitat might have been based on other parts of al-Awhadi’s
drafts;

* al-Magqrizi did not begin working on the Khitat prior to al-Awhadi’s death,
and consequently he completed the work initiated by his colleague, without

lil-Maqrizi,” in al-Magqrizi, Durar al-Uqiid al-Faridah, 4:40.
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crediting him;

« the charge of “plagiarism”—as perceived in those times—brought against him
by al-Sakhawi, who relied on his master Ibn Hajar, was justified because he
made a fair copy of al-Awhadi’s drafts, later expanding them and deleting
some parts, but the result owed a great deal to al-Awhadi’s work. !¢’

Thus, five centuries later, this case can finally be closed. But I would like to
conclude with an ironic twist. In his Lat@if al-Minan, al-Sha‘rani recorded the
following information: '

I also read aloud to him the "D%u A 4'“":“ <= L“”‘ e u‘.)'s 2
commentary to the Alfiyah of al-Tragi J‘L’P Ot lallad) J& s (g sl Ll
by Jalal al-Din al-Sakhawi, the great oo s s (n) LSl S 5 353 gusn (5 5l
scholar. It is said that, in fact, it was ol o 3l 5 A g adaniad
[written] by Ibn Hajar, the great
scholar. Al-Sakhawi discovered the
draft in the legacy of Ibn Hajar or of
someone else, corrected it, made a fair
copy of it, and published it.

The general moral of this story could be: people who live in glass houses
shouldn’t throw stones. But one may also conclude that even the harshest critics
of plagiarism were not always above the practice themselves.'®
AprpEnDIx 1: A CrrticAL EpITION OF AL-AWHADI’S AND AL-MAQRizi’s ENTRIES IN IBN HAJAR’S

167 1t is noteworthy to mention that al-Sakhawi opened another case against al-Maqrizi regarding
his Tarikh Misr (i.e., Al-Tarikh al-Muqaffd al-Kabir). See al-Sakhawi, Al-Jawahir wa-al-Durar,
1: 394 (“quitu: wa-kadhd ‘amila fi Tarikh Misr lil-Qutb al-Halabi. Fa-innahu lam yubayyid minhu
ghayr al-Muhammadin wa-ba‘d al-hamzah. Fa-akhadha al-musawwadah bi-tamamiha wa-lakhkhasa
tarajimahd wa-lam yansub lahu fimd r@’aytu wa-la al-tarjamah al-wahidah”). He is referring there
to ‘Abd al-Karim ibn ‘Abd al-Niir al-Halabi (d. 735/1334), who wrote a History of the Egyptians
alphabetically organized. In his Al-I‘lan bi-al-Tawbikh, he did not say a word about this plagiarism,
but he advanced that he owned ten volumes of the draft and a fair copy of the Muhammads in four
volumes, which confirms that he could compare this work with al-Maqrizi’s Al-Tarikh al-Muqaffd
al-Kabir. See al-Sakhawi, Al-I‘lan, in Franz Rosenthal, A History of Muslim Historiography, 401.

168 <Abd al-Wahhab al-Sha‘rani, Lat@if al-Minan wa-al-Akhlaq fi Bayan Wujib al-Tahadduth bi-Ni‘mat
Allah ‘ald al-Itlaq al-Ma‘riif bi-al-Minan al-Kubrd (Cairo, 1976), 64.

169 Cf. Ch. Vandendorpe, “Introduction,” in Le Plagiat, 10: “Mais, si traquer le plagiat est une facon
pour le critique d’affirmer une culture infiniment supérieure a celle du lecteur naif, cette activité ne
laisse pas d’apparaitre dérisoire et virtuellement sans fin, car, pour parodier une formule célebre,
un plagiat peut en cacher un autre et I’on risque toujours de découvrir, avec Anatole France, que
‘le volé était lui-méme voleur.””
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“AL-MAJMA® AL-MU’Assis LiL-Mu‘jam AL-MurAHRIS” (CAIRO, AL-MAKTABAH AL-AZHARIYAH,
MS Mustaraa 1360, rors. 1298, 1314).

Al-Awhadi’s entry (fol. 129b)'7°
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Courtesy al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah (Cairo), mustalah 1360, fol. 129b.

o gl 15 Gfis sn) A o sl (B 25 (san VU || g paal) (sl e sk 0 Gl 0 Al 2o (G e
LLL\J”%ﬁp&j&@h&@dﬂ\;\&.ﬁ‘%h}ﬁ)ﬂ\é&&m)h&ﬁ)ﬂc‘éﬁﬁ‘||ugﬂ\ﬂ@&.“e)¥3‘;£ubn
(8 Rl ) 5 ealil) A ) 4y adild B s Ade il | 4 e B_all Jadad L V1 sslas pen 5 (5 \SE])

| S 58 5

G eay gy oeia Vol @M i3 5 a5 Lo N

&}‘Y‘dml72(§§)ﬂc@u@¢u” am\}ﬁjwwwjb;}ﬁuauéc&M\@M\J}‘J\JAMM\||

170 Cf. Ibn Hajar, Al-Majma‘ al-Mi’assis, 3:38-309.

71Tn al-Mar‘ashli’s ed.: (. The actual reading is confirmed by the quotation of the same verses by
al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami‘, 1:359, who relied on Ibn Hajar’s Al-Majma‘ al-Mw’assis as evidenced
by his reading note on fol. 163a.

172 In al-Mar‘ashli’s ed.: _<e. The actual reading is confirmed by al-Sakhawi, Al-Daw’ al-Lami,
3:359.
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Added at a later date, in the right margin:

| ey slinall ol Lt ) aie i

J Al a4 1 A i B LS S S R I S S —"

d AA‘}A ol oo c & 3 A ‘J’1 PG pl ) |y .\‘ A & 1 ("J Y A

Added at a later date, at the left of lines 5-6 (see the frame), are a few words
on three lines that were later erased and are now illegible.

Al-Magqrizi’s entry (fol. 131a)'”?
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Courtesy al-Maktabah al-Azharlyah (Calro), mus‘_[alah 1360, fol. 131a.

Ol 8 dane sl and ) || sl (ol 0 el de (e G dena G st ) (8 dena (A8 e (0 e (o sl
JuaI 1745 5 jiall

173 Cf. Ibn Hajar, Al-Majma‘ al-Mi’assis, 3:58-60.
174 The letters r@, y&@, and zdy rewritten by al-Magqrizi.
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Courtesy al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah (Cairo), mustalah 1360, fol. 131a.

| ane 2 st || 177 e[| 176 gan g I35 | clians 85 )18l || 3 s () 17500
) A D e [] A5 (g ) ] ol o8 gl e[| s | (A et ] [t s | 178
[ 179.d}1‘ pa

Courtesy al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah (Cairo), mustalah 1360, fol. 131a.

175 From 4 to 2= this data in the right margin is in al-Maqrizi’s handwriting.
176 Corrected by Ibn Hajar in 2.
177 This word was added by Ibn Hajar later on.

178 This data is found at the end of this note, still in the right margin, in Ibn Hajar’s handwriting
and added at a later date.

179 In al-Mar‘ashli’s edition, the last four words read: L tail 4 3 1
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Lasad (oS3 4l cpall 5 ol Ll 5 ad 8 0 i g Ul S JLaIIBT [ ][9] 25 ey (g iV [6] 1808
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sl || 300 Sy Gl plail aly il 3 iy Jlanlls 5 Al il (e delen o Jan s adui of
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25 40 0 Citnsn 1l pe 5 AL || Aguanl g 38 g Jalasl) J) sl Lo ) nsad) 48 Glld (g0 e || a5 Laad
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180 This data up to [%_2]@l, added at a later date, is found in the top margin, in Ibn Hajar’s
handwriting. It is missing in Mar‘ashli’s edition.

181 Two words illegible now due to water stain.

182 One or two words illegible now, as the ink has faded.

183 5 mar added at a later date by Ibn Hajar.

184 This word cancelled by al-Maqrizi.

185 These words, from s> up to s, added by al-Maqrizi in the right margin.
186 5 i 421 5 added by Ibn Hajar, above the line.

187 These words cancelled by Ibn Hajar during the writing process.

188 The following words were added by Ibn Hajar at a later date.

189 The last three words are missing in al-Mar‘ashli’s edition. The last word seems to be cancelled
but this is due to the fact that the ink was not dry and it resulted in a blot as shown by the word
that just precedes it.
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AppENDIX 2: A CriticaL EpitioN oF THE ListT oF CoNTENTS FounD IN THE FIRST VOLUME OF
THE DRAFT OF AL-MAWA 1z WA-AL-I‘TIBAR (ISTANBUL, ToPKAPI SARAYI KUTUPHANESI, MS
Hazinest 1472).19°

].

fol. 1b:
e[| L]l [l ]oasil 8 (i) DR S5 (¢ 58kl 8 0 Lo Cadl[aal <) (v
ey Gpalaldll clalall S[3](7 Lgn s U 5,0l agle culS Le S5 ()
5l b <3 (A s ALl ey S3(Y
[3 AL eliy 5aa 3 [ S3] A [abala ]I A gall i) S5 (0
sall el jileal) (g Cias L[] SO Gl o e oY S3(Y

LAl bl 5 alall agle [AS L] H[S9]
Laalaldl) 4 gall 1 g3 ana 5 ala 4l & jla La SO
Laagas 3l ) 93,8l [€] 2a <3

Dpadll S5

' Not edited by Ayman Fw’ad Sayyid in his edition of this volume (al-Magqrizi, Musawwadat Kitab
al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-I'tibar fi Dhikr al-Khitat wa-al-Athar [London, 1995]), nor in his edition of the
Khitat (London, 2002-4, 5 vols. in 6).
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in red (numbers in black)
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black ink, numbers in red:
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fol. 4a:
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ApPPENDIX 3: A JUXTAPOSITION OF THE SEQUENCE OF THE IMADRASAHS IN AL-AWHADI’S DRAFT
AND AL-MAQRIZI’S FINAL VERSION OF AL-KHITAT
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19 An asterisk indicates that the name of the madrasah has been modified by al-Magqrizi in al-
Awhadi’s text, while the square brackets point to the fact that the given madrasah has been added
by al-Magqrizi to al-Awhadi’s text. In the latter case, the madrasah is not numbered.

1% Each madrasah is numbered according to its place in the final version of the Khitat. Only those
mentioned by al-Awhadi or added by al-Maqrizi to al-Awhadi’s draft are taken into consideration
here.
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Arabic Transliteration System

Romanized Arabic in Mamlitk Studies Review follows the Library of Congress conventions, briefly
outlined below. A more thorough discussion may be found in American Library Association-Library
of Congress Romanization Tables (Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress, 1991).

¢ ’ ¢ kh o sh ¢ gh . m
< b 5 d o S o f o n
ot 5 dh o~ d S q > h
& th 3 r Lot d k 5 w
J 5oz L oz J 1 ¢ Y
c b oS e
b h, t (in construct) JIal-
- a oo -
- an Z un - in
T oa PO s 1
 a aw S Ty (medial), T (final)
s 4 5 aw ¢ ay
¢ ayy

Avoid using apostrophes or single quotation marks for ‘ayn and hamzah. Instead use the Unicode
characters ¢ (02BF) and > (02BE).

Capitalization in romanized Arabic follows the conventions of American English; the definite
article is always lower case, except when it is the first word in an English sentence. The hamzah
is not represented when beginning a word, following a prefixed preposition or conjunction, or
following the definite article. Assimilation of the lam of the definite article before “sun” letters is
disregarded. Final inflections of verbs are retained, except in pausal form; final inflections of
nouns and adjectives are not represented, except preceding suffixes and except when verse is
romanized. Vocalic endings of pronouns, demonstratives, prepositions, and conjunctions are
represented. The hyphen is used with the definite article, conjunctions, inseparable prepositions,
and other prefixes. Note the exceptional treatment of the preposition li- followed by the article,
as in lil-sultan. Note also the following exceptional spellings: Allah, billah, lillah, bismillah,
mi’ah, and ibn (for both initial and medial forms). Words not requiring diacritical marks, though
following the conventions outlined above, include all Islamic dynasties, as well as the following
terms: Quran, sultan, amir, imam, shaykh, Sunni, Shi‘i, and Sufi. Common place-names should
take the common spelling in American English. Names of archaeological sites should follow the
convention of the excavator.
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