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PREFACE

§1 TRANSLITERATION

DISTINCTIONS between Qur’an readings can be fine and are sometimes a
matter of subtle differences in the archaic orthography of the Qur’an, so
in order to write about them in English, it is necessary to have a precise
system of transliteration. Since, moreover, the vocal form of the Qur’an was
not originally indicated in writing, it is useful to have a system which can
highlight, where necessary, which elements are vocal and which are graphic.
(The term ‘vocal form’, with respect to the Qur’an, is used throughout to
signify the consonantal skeleton fully fleshed out with diacritical marks,
vowels, and so on. The term ‘graphic form’ refers to the bare consonantal
skeleton).

But such a precise system is not needed for Arabic from outwith
the Qur’an, so the transliteration in this thesis is of two kinds, the first
a simple, straightforward kind for general use, and the second a more
detailed one specifically for words from the Qur’an. Both follow the system
for transliterating consonants employed in the third English edition of
Wehr’s Dictionary, except for the character £ which is here rendered v,
or, in capital, X. When Qur’an citations appear in other works, they
are transliterated as they are cited. The reader is advised that the extra
conventions in the more detailed transliteration might take time to get to
know. Their purpose is simply to enable the fineness of detail causing some
readings to differ from others to be shown. There is therefore little need
for the reader to try to assimilate them all, and this section can be quickly
read.

Quotations of transliterated Arabic from other Western works are
usually changed to the simple, straightforward system, except in book-

titles, where the particular author’s own system is adhered to. Old-fash-
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ioned spelling-systems and terminology are usually modernised, e.q. Mu-
hammad for "Mahomet™ and Muslim for "Mahometan”.

Quotations from Arabic works are transliterated with assimilation
and selected end-vowels. When not within a quotation, proper names,
technical terms and, again, book-titles, are cited without assimilation or
end-vowels, thus al-Tabarl rather than at-Tabari, al-lam [i[-ta‘l1[, rather
than al-lamu lit-ta'(1li, and al-I rzssaf rather than a/— Kassafu, and so
on.

The extra conventions for transliterating words from the Qur’an are
as follows, subscript or lower letters in general indicating graphic forms
unrealised vocally, and superscript or upper letters in general indicating
vocal forms unrealised graphically.

1 A wavy line above a consonant has been used to indicate that
it is vocal, that is, not part of the graphic form. This mainly
occurs with the vowel-consonant alif and with hamza, as in
z'rw'ra/.zmani, waﬁem_s?ibi’z]na (5: 69), but also with the vowel-
consonants waw and ya’', and with nin, as in dawuda (e.q. 4:163),
"Ll fihim (106: 2), nunji (21: 88). When the vowel-consonants
are graphic. the usual macron is used, as in ir-rahimai.

e

A graphic long vowel with extra vocal prolongation is indicated by
a wavy line above a macron. as in z‘i;—r@E?nnzahtu (79: 34), quru " in
(2:228), 51 o (e.g. 11:77), and a vocal long vowel with extra prolon-
gation is indicated by a double wavy line, as in ta'wilahu *illa (3
7), la yastahyy ‘an (2:26), "uola’ika (e.g. 2:5).

3 A subscript zero, as in the preceding example, "Wold ika, indi-
cates a graphic consonant not realised vocally, most frequently
alif al-wigaya, e. g. qali,, 'tmru'un, (4:176). This is the con-
vention used in the 1342 Cairo text, except there it is superscript.
Graphic long vowels which are invariably shortened before hamzat
al-wasl have not been transcribed and nor have hamzat al-wasl
iLself or the alif indicating the accusative, as in "ila r—-rasuli, (5:

). fil—qisasi (2:479), illa [-lahu (3:7), nunji l-mu'minina (21
) firasan (2: 22).

4 A subscript italic “o” indicates a graphic alif realised vocally
in pause, but not otherwise, as in kanat qawarira, qawarirae
min fiddahtin (76: 1516 in the 1342 Cairo text), where the first
qaiarira, is a case in point, while the second is an instance of
the preceding category. Again, the convention in the 1342 Cairo
text 1S superseript.

)
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7.3
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ha' al-ta’nit (ta’ marbuta) followed by a vowel is ht, as in
the preceding example. Compare ni'mata [-lahi (5: 11) with
ni‘mahta -lahi (5:20).

waw-alif and ya'-alif, that is, vocal alifs written over
a a
a{s—,galzhtu, at~tawr(ylh.tu (e.q. 3: 3), ba’l~hud? (2:16). The last
is in fact alif magsura with a dagger-alif. When this has an

graphic waw and ya’, are written and . respectively, as in

added madda it is indicated by a double wavy line, e.qg. ast(u_uz’

yor (1 N a - . i . ; el .
iy (2: 29). The character v indicates simple alif maqgsura in
defined words and particles, as in mis?, (1" and the character

y) y!

@7 indicates it in undefined words, as in hud ayn (2:2).

¥

Hamzat al-qat' is transliterated as follows.

When it is without a seat, it is transliterated ’.

When initial (see § 4.6 on p.9 below), and seated in, on or under an
alif, that is, ali f-hamza, it is transliterated simply by an inverted
comma, as in 'unzila (2: 4), wabil="ayirahti (2: 4), fa'in (2: 24),
“ila fihim (106: 2). In 3: 15 it is preceded by an interrogative
alif-hamza and so seated in fact on a waw - 'a’unabbi’ukum.
When it is medial or final, and vowelless, seated and preceded by
a vowel corresponding to its seat, that is, a before ali f-hamza,
u before waw-hamza and ¢ before ya'-hamza, it is again trans-
literated simply by an inverted comma, as in faddara’tum (2:72,
seated on alif in the Wars copy), mu'minina (2: 93, seated on
waw in the 1342 Cairo text), bi'sama (2: 93, seated on ya' in the
1342 Cairo text), yasa’ (4:133).

When it is medial, or final, but vowelled, the seat is indicated by
a lower letter, as in yu ,; ayyidu (3:13 in the 1342 Cairo text, seated
on waw), naba;m (6:67. under an alif), and su;z'la (2:108 in the
1342 Cairo text, seated on a ya’).

Complete assimilation of a consonant to a following one is indi-
cated by a superscript letter, e. g. naylug*kum™ min™ ma'in™
mahinin™ (77: 20).

Partial assimilation of a consonant to a following one is indicated
by a superscript arrow, e. g. mahinin™ faja‘alnahu (77: 20,21),
dthabun™ taqibun (37:10). These indications of assimilation, com-
plete and partial, are often not transcribed when the word is cited
on its own or when indicntign would be irrelevant.



10 A bullet over the letters w, a, y. “or n, for example, yuwaxidukurm
(2:225b), indicates that they have a large black dot in one or other
of the copies. Similarly, a circle over a letter indicates that the
same is written over a letter, as in ’(Oz‘jamz'yyun (41: 44 in some
Hafs copies). The large black dot is used in the Wars copy to
indicate partial deflection of the vowel a, as well as that of the
five consonants just mentioned, but only the consonantal usage
has been transcribed. The matter is discussed in chapter 1, § 3.12
below.

§2 REFERENCES AND CROSS-REFERENCES

REFERENCES to the Qur’an have a colon between the sura-number and
the aya-number, and are in small italic numerals, e. g. 2:106; 106: 2. They
are given according to the Kufan numbering employed in the 1342 Cairo
text. In references to other works, when the relevant line of the page is
noted, it is indicated by a full-stop, for instance, p.2.4 means page 2, line
4. Notes are indicated by “n.”, for example, p.2 n.4. In the case of some
Arabic works, a bound volume will have several parts each with its own
pagination. With these the part, abbreviated to pt., is referred to, rather
than the volume.

A book or article’s full title and details of publication are given in the
Bibliography. In the endnotes, no more than the author and/or a shortened
title is usually given.

Cross-references to sections, subsections, and so on, of the same chap-
ter, mention only the section-number, the subsection-number, and so on.
Cross-references to sections, subsections, and so on, of another chapter
mention the chapter. If reference is to be made here, for instance, to sub-
section 1 of section 4 below, it would be “see § 4.1". And the same if it is
to be made from § 4.2. If it is to be made from another chapter it would
be “see Preface, § 4.1”. Where a number of pages intervene, the page of
the cross-reference is also usually cited.



§3 DATES

THE USEFULNESS of giving dates according to both the Muslim and
Christian eras has often been thought outweighed by the distraction it
causes. Dates are therefore nearly always A.H. when not specified otherwise.
Where a date has, however, been given in duplicate, the order is A.H.,
A.D. When both dates are given by the source they are separated by an
oblique, A.H./A.D., and when only the A.H. date is, the A.D. one has been
calculated from Wiistenfeld-Mahler and is given in brackets, A.H. (A.D.)
The exception to this is the Bibliography, where dates are A.D., although
again A.H./A.D., or A.H. (A.D.), when in duplicate.

§4 OTHER TERMS AND CONVENTIONS

1 The word “Qur’an” is used as both noun and adjective.

2 The word “reading” has been used for the Arabic “gira’a” since, like
the Arabic, it can imply either “reading out” or “reading into”. The
term “Qur’an reading” is also often used, but the term “variant reading”
unnecessarily restricts the Arabic and has been avoided as a translation of
“qira’a”. The Qur’an is just as much a source as a text.

3 The Arabic word “mushaf” has been rendered variously. In its general
sense as “the collected Qur’an”, it has been rendered “text”. On the
one hand this word conveys sufficient physical connotations to contrast
with “the uncollected Qur’an”, which has been rendered “source”, and
on the other it conveys fewer specifically written connotations than the
words “document” or “codex”. It is therefore more neutral regarding those
mushafs for which there exists no hard documentary evidence. In its
particular sense of one physically existing edition or manuscript of the
Qur’an, “mushaf” has been rendered “copy”. When editorial activity is
implied, "mushaf” has been rendered “recension”, but this only occurs
with the “recension of ‘Utman”. Occasionally, the word “text” is used in
its meaning of the body of matter making up a book, but it is clear on these
occasions that the word “mushaf” is not being meant. And finally, when
a distinction is being drawn between written and oral texts, “musha f” can
be rendered “written text”.

4  The word “Tradition” on its own, usually refers to the general concept
of Muslim Tradition, Arabic “sunna”. When qualified, for instance by
5



“written” or “oral”, it can refer to Scripture, as in, “the oral Tradition of
the Qur'an”. When the written Tradition of the Qur'an (Arabic "vatt".
“rasm” or “kitaba”) is at issue the word “version” is at times also used.
The regional styles of printed copies of the Qur’an have also been termed
“Traditions”. The word “tradition”, with lower-case t, usually indicates a
specific report, Arabic “hadit”.

1 The word “transmission™ is used for Arabic “riwaya”, that is, a
particular way of reading the Qur’an. It conveys more oral connotations
than “version”, and less indication of having being begun by the person
named than “Tradition”.

A2l

2 The words “initial”, “medial” and “final” refer to the positions of
consonants within a word, not within a root. Particles orthographically
part of a word are not in this respect considered to be a part of it. Thus
the words “al-'asma’a” (2:31), “bi’asma’t” (2: 31), “fa'amsikihunna” (4
15)and “ ' a’andartahum” (2:6), for instance, are all still considered to have
initial hamzat al-qat'. Positions of consonants within a root are specified
by including the word “radical”, as in “verbs final radical hameza”, “nouns
medial radical waw”, and the like.

3 Adistinction has also been made between the terms “word” and “form”
with respect to Arabic. “Word” refers to a noun, verb or particle, regardless
of prefixes, suffixes and/or differences in case, whereas “form” refers to a
particular realisation of a word, with prefixes. suffixes and/or differences in
case. Nouns and verbs from the same root are considered ditferent words.

4 An oblique sometimes separates a Qur'an utterance given in duplicate.
m?ilikz'/ma(z‘kz’, for instance. The first element is always that of the Hafs
copy, and the second that of the Wars copy. For brevity, where both copies
are identical, the utterance under discussion is only cited once and there
is no oblique. Further, where the utterance contains more than one word,
often only the differing elements words are obliqued.



Introduction

TWO TRANSMISSIONS of the Qur’an can be found in printed copies
today. One stems from Kufa and the other from Medina. They are
more commonly called by the names of their respective second-century
transmitters, Hafs and Wars.'

This thesis examines the relationship between these two transmissions,
. . - 2
as exemplified in the first five suras.

The Hafs transmission is found in printed Qur’an copies from all but
West and North-West Africa, which employ the Wars transmission. The
Hafs transmission is therefore the transmission found in the vast majority
of prlnted copies of the Qur an, and printed copies of the Wars transmission
are rare in comparison.

There is no doubt that copies according to other transmissions have
existed as well, but none has apparently been printed. The Basrans al-Xalil
and Stbawayhi, for instance, had texts that differed in places from both the
Hafs and Wars transmissions. * And the existence of manuscripts according
to the Basran reading-system of abu ‘Amr by way of al-Durt has been
testified in the Sudan this century.’

The Qur'an according to this last transmission has in fact been printed
at the head and side of the pages of editions of al-Zamaxsarl's commentary
al-K asaaf, but these are not considered by Muslims as Qur’an copies
proper. They are type-set and have occasional mlsprlnts and at times
do not tally with data on the reading-system of abu ‘Amr given in works
on Qur’'an readlngs

Qur’an copies according to transmissions such as these or others might
therefore still exist in ma]r_luscript,10 but would not readily be consultable.
So it would be of use to document differences between those transmissions
that actually are available in print.

On a general level, this provides a step towards a critical apparatus
of the Qur’an, " and on a more specific one, it provides the data for this
thesis.
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Chapter 1

THE HAFS COPY

THE HAFS COPY used as the basis for comparison is the 1402 Qatari
text. It has “inna hada [-Qur’an yahdi lillati hiya ’aqwamu” (17: 9)
on the spine, and is entitled “al-Qur’an al-karim” on the upper cover,
and “al-Qur’an al-karim bir-rasm i[-*Utmant” on the title-page. It was
printed by Matabi‘ Qatar al-Wataniyya in Doha on 1/8/1402 / 24/5/1982,
at the expense of the Emir, Sayx Xalifa ibn Hamd Al Tani. The printing
was checked and supervised by the Committee of Religious Affairs in Qatar
headed by Sayx ‘Abdallah ibn Ibrahim al-Ansarl. It is the same facsimile
as the one that was used for the Cairo text printed 7/12/1342 (10/7/1924),
and is therefore in the hand of Sayy al-Magarz of the time, Muhammad
“al-Haddad” ibn "All ibn Xalaf al—Husaan.l

It has 82T pages of text with 12 ligles to the page, and the frame
containing the text measures 18 x 11 cm.

e From now on this 1402 Qatari text will be referred to simply as
“the Hafs copy”.

Taking the Cairo text printed 7/12/1342 (10/7/1924) (now more usual-
ly referred to as the *1342 Cairo text”) as a basis is justified by its clarity and
faultless accuracy. It is also the printed text generally thought by Western
scholars to have had most official Muslim sanction. It was completed under
the patronage of Fu’ad I of Egypt, who ruled from 1335/1917 to 1355/1936.

In contrast to previous copies, manuscript as well as printed, this
1342 Cairo text claimed to have made a break with the continuous written

Tradition and to have gone back to the original text of the caliph "Utman.
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A generally more archaic orthography was the natural result. And
far and away the largest element of this was that many alifs,
that had become part of the graphic form through ghe process of
transmission, were now returned to the vocal form.

In certain careful manuscript-Traditions many of these vocal ali fs had
already in fact been indicated as such. They had been written in red, so
it did not matter should they touch the black graphic form. But in black-
and-white printing, as also in many careful manuscript-Traditions that did
not use red for vocalisation, the majority of these vocal ali fs were graphic.

None of this was considered to have been done, however, at the whim
of contemporary Egyptian scholars, but according to the oral Tradition
about the orthography of the Qur’an. Unlike the actual written Tradition
of manuscript-copies, which had been exposed to an on-going effect over
fourteen centuries, and in various locations, this oral Tradition about the
graphic form had begun to be preserved in writing since about the early
third century A.H." This would have been in large part due to the wide-
spread availability of paper from this time on.”

Moreover, the record of this oral Tradition about the orthography of
the Qur'an over the preceding two and a quarter centuries is carefully
documented in these written works, implying that the exposure to these
centuries had no effect either. For the Egyptian scholars, therefore, the
Tradition about the graphic form of the Qur’an stretched right back to the
times of the third caliph. The effect of time was, if possible, even less after
the writing down of this oral Tradition, and so, that the written sources
used by the Egyptian scholars date from the 5'® century A.H. and later
does not diminish their justification in using them. Whatever free rein had
existed would have been well before even the first writing down.’

Fu'ad’s time might be called the high point of the Egyptian Awakening.
and he himself took a lively interest in the intellectual development of
Egypt, encouraging, among other things, the reform of the Azhar.” Howev-
er, the issuing of this Cairo text cannot at all be attributed solely to his in-
itiative, or even patronage. For one thing, until 1927 the Azhar had been
directly responsible to the king, and so the printing could hardly have been
under any other auspices, and for another, work had begun on the text
well beforehand, around 1907, during the rule of his nephew ‘Abbas II
Hilmi.”

The reason for producing the 1342 Cairo text, given in the colophon.

was that Qur’an copies for schools had previously mostly been imported
10



from abroad, and many of these had contained errors and so had had to
be destroyed. This had led to the decision to produce a printed text in
Egypt according to the ‘Utmanic orthogmphy.g This pedagogical motive
would certainly have been a predominant one, as it would have been with
the printing of the Qur’an in Istanbul during the time of ‘Abd al-Hamid
I."° The Qur'an, after all, is learnt by the children.”" And only one
of the five signatories to the 1342 Cairo text Was not a teacher, the chief
editor of al-Matba'a al-Amiriyya. Another, Hifni Bey Nasif (1856 — 1919)
had been a distinguished student of al-Sayyid Jamal al-Din al-Afgani and
Muhammad ‘Abduh and was the author of a number of textbooks used in

Egyptlan schools.’

But purposes of teaching would not have been the only impulse at
work, and other, equally compelling, motives and factors may also be
found. Cairo had gradually ousted Istanbul over the preceding decade
as the foremost centre of Islam. This is epitomised by the way that in
the early 20" century, and especially after the Young Turk Revolution of
1908, the Ottoman office of Sayy al-Islam declined steadlly in influence
and importance, and was completely replaced in 1924. The calls for
secularisation in Iran too had been growing louder since the example of
Atatiirk, notably those of the Constitutionalists. The secularisation here,
however, did not go as far as in Turkey. Nonetheless, with the break-up
of the Qajar1 dynasty from 1906, the increasing encroachment of Bolshevik
Russia after the First World War, and the coup d’état in 1921 by the
modernist, and at that time pro-British, founder of the Pahlavi dynasty,
all would have caused Egyptian Muslims to think that Iran was going the
way of Turkey. " India too, a prolific producer of printed Qur’an copies,
was tainted by a long hlstory of British rule and influence, extending even
into the religious sphere.

Hand in hand with such religious factors, there was the growth of
Egyptian nationalist feeling, fostered by the British occupation (1299-1340
/ 1882-1922). This may have contributed to the need for an Egyptian copy
rather than a Turkish, Iranian or Indian one. Part of the complaint against
earlier copies was that they were imported from abroad. The use of the
printing-press in Egypt was also rapidly growing. The press at Bulaq had
begun working in 1822, and copies of the Qur’an furnished with al- Zamax-
sari’'s commentary had indeed been printed there since at least 1864."° But
the turn of the 19*® century A.D. saw an unprecedented growth of printing
activity. The Society for the Revival of Arabic Literature (Jam'iyyat [hya’
al-Kutub al-‘Arabiyya), for mstance was founded in Egypt in 1318 (1900)
under Muhammad ‘Abdub.” This society greatly increased the number of

works in print. Again, one of the tenets of the movement stemming from
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Muhammad *Abdub was that Islam was not irreconcilable with modern
18

cmhqatlon and the 1342 Cairo text certainly employed the latest printing

technology.

Another factor would have been the steady reform of the Azhar since
1872, In 1896 to know half the Qur'an by heart became an entry-require-
. - 19
ment, and in 1921 the whole Qur’an.

The influence of Western scholarship might also be discerned in one
feature of the 1342 Cairo text, namely, the stress on the caliph ‘Utman.
Muir, and especially Noldeke, and his revisers, had laid great emphasis on
the “recension of ‘Utman". *® Claims to the authority of the “recension of
‘Utman” had certainly been made in Indian copies since at least 1848
but that could well have been under Muir's influence also.”* This is not to
say that the “recension of ‘Utman” was not a recurrent theme in Muslim
Traditiou,23 but that the renewal of emphasis on it could well have been
a result of Western influence. The actual text of the Qur’an of course,
because based on recorded oral Tradition, was entirely free from Western

. 24
influence.

All this goes to show that the 1342 Cairo text was a child of its own
time, and of its own place.

Turning from cause to effect. to what extent has this 1342 Cairo text
become the last word in printed copies of the Qur’an ?

Since BergstriBer's (highly informative) article in 1932, ‘Koranlesung
in Kairo’, some Western scholars have tended to regard the 1342 Cairo text
as the standard version of the Qur’an. Bergstrifer himself termed it “the
official Qur’an” (Der amtliche Koran). The main fault with this view is
that the presumed attitude towards it of Egyptian Muslims has been taken
as that of the entire Muslim world. Jeffery, therefore, was a little less at
fault when he wrote of the “Egyptian standard edition”.”

However, the terms “official”, "standard” and “edition” should be
avoided for a number of reasons.

Firstly, it was only official in a limited, Egyptian sense. Egyptian in
that it was prepared by the leading professors of the Azhar and printed
under the auspices of King Fu’ad [, hence sometimes called by Westerners
the “Fu’ad Qur'an”. And limited in that the professoriate of the Azhar
has since also authorised a number of other facsimiles of manuscripts by
ditferent scribes and even with different conventions (e.g. the Kadmrgah

. - .26 . . .. .
text revised by al-Dabba ). BergstraBer was in Cairo for little over a
' 12


http:Qur'iin.19

month, from November 1929 to January 1930 (Jumada IT to Sa‘ban 1348),
and the 1342 Cairo text, while an achievement well worthy of Egyptian
admiration, would to a certain extent only have been so because it was
so recently completed. To consider that it had an official status elsewhere
in the Muslim world, in North-West Africa or Iran, for instance, would be
mistaken. In the last decade, for instance, even in central Muslim countries
like Saudi Arabia and Qatar, texts differing considerably in orthography
from the 1342 Cairo text have been printed under official approval. It did, it
must be said, achieve a certain recognition in India, but not sufficient to
supplant the local Tradition. °

Secondly, the Christian concepts, perhaps at the back of the minds
of some Western scholars, such as a “revised standard version” or an
“authorised version”, simply do not apply to the Qur’an, which is not
a translation. Educated Muslims on the whole do not tend to have any
concept of a standard version in this sense. For them there is only one text
wherever it is printed, and they may well even dislike an Egyptian, Qatari
or other label. It is the Word of God, not of man. Even among Egyptian
Qur'an scholars there is no such term as a “standard version”. Muhammad
‘Abd al-Bagqi, for instance, in the forward to his concordance, w1th regald
to the numbering of verses, referred twice to “Mushaf al-Malik™ . 'This
was in the 1945 edition, and in a second fore“ord by Mansur Fahmi.
the then Presndent of Faruqg I University, it is referred to as “al- Mushuaf
al-Malik?.” In a later, post 1952, reprint, these terms were replaced by
“the Egyptian Government text” (\[usha,f al-Hukuma al-Misriyya). &
Another, post 1952, term for it is “al-Mushaf al-Amir:”, often dated,
it should be noticed, according to later reprints.31 And recently, the most
prominent present-day Egyptian scribe, Muhammad ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Abd-
al-lah referred to it as Mushaf wi-Malik [Fu’fia{].32 Further, the use
of lithography has in fact prevented standardisation of the calligraphy,
if not of the orthography. The far-reaching standardisation of Furopean
script that resulted from the spread of printing by letter-press ”? simply
did not occur with copies of the Qur’an, reproduceable lithographically in
potentially infinite hands and styles.

Thirdly, the term “edition” implies editorial activity. And that was
scarcely even held to have been performed by ‘Utman, let alone by Egyptian
scholars of only sixty years ago.

All in all, therefore the 1342 Cairo text is clearly neither official, in a

pan-Islamic sense, nor a standard edition, even in an Egyptian sense.
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Nonetheless, most probably owing to the clarity of its calligraphy and
its known precision, the 1342 Cairo text has been, and still is, well regarded
by Sunni Muslim scholars. It was used, for instance, as the text for the new
edition of the translation into English by Muhammad Asad, The Message
of the Qur'an, printed by Cahill Printers Ltd., Dublin, and published in
1980 by D‘II‘ al-ﬂ- Andalus Ltd., Gibraltar, and for the recent translation
into French.”* Other reprints have also certainly been made in Egypt
and elsewhere since 1342, suffice it to cite three. One, by al-Matba'a

al-Misriyya at the expense of al-Sayyid Muhammad Rida Sarf al-Din
(although in this case with the ‘unwan in another hand) Another by
al-Matba‘a al-Amiriyya itself in the copy checked and signed 1/8/1371 by
‘All Muhammad al-Dabba’, with signatories and date 10/4/1137, the frame
containing the text measuring 15 x 10 cm. And a “rubu’ yasin”, with 251
pages, and a frame containing the text of 16 x 10 cm., printed (29/4/1398 /
7/4/1978) in W.Germany by special permit no.307 of an Azhar committee
dated 28/3/1398, at the expense and under the supervision of Muhammad
Bassam al-Ustuwani, ,owner of the publishers Dar al-Qur’an al-Karim,
Beirut and Damascus.”” Its most recent reprint is probably the 1402 Qatari
text, the text used here as the basis for comparison. But the Qatari
Government have also, it should not be forgotten, reprinted a Turkish text
in a similarly attractive format.’
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Chapter 2

THE OTHER HAFS COPIES
CONSULTED

A LARGE VARIETY of printed Hafs copies, other than the 1342 Cairo text, is
available in bookshops and libraries. So before the differences between the
two transmissions can be determined, those between printed copies within
the Hafs transmission must be. A representative sample of copies from
most Muslim countries that have printed the Qur’an has been consulted.
These copies and the broad Traditions they belong to, are described in
this chapter. Illustrations of their variations make up chapter 3. This will
also be useful in showing that the 1342 Cairo text is not, as is thought, “the
standard version” of the Qur’an.

Distinct Traditions of manuscript-copies of the Qur’an emerged in
various areas of the Muslim world. Similarly, the transition from manu-
script to printed copy which began last century was made more or less
independently in several places. The Muslim world was not a unity, and
lithography allowed individual places to print copies from their own manu-
script-Traditions. Manuscript-Tradition thus became printed Tradition.
This of course did not prevent certain printed copies from dominating or
influencing others, just as some manuscripts had done in the past. In this
chapter the progression of the regional printed Traditions is examined.

Copies of the Qur'an were in fact printed (by letter-press) as early as
the 16'® and 17'" centuries A.D.. But they were by non-Muslims and

had no currency among Muslims. Muslim scholarly culture, notably that of
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the foremost Muslim city of the time, Istanbul, had an aversion to printing
as a whole, let alone to printing copies of the Qur’an. A Turkish opinion
from 1560 is recorded, that if Scripture is printed it ceases to be Scripture.”
This is strictly correct. Another from 1650 considered manuscripts superior
to printed books for a number of reasons. A superabundance is avoided,
wisdom does not necessarily increase in proportion to the number of books
owned; quantities of bad books are avoided, scribes would not waste time
reproducing them; handwriting is easier to read (which it would have been
then). A third opinion, recorded in 1764, explained the aversion by the
Turks’ attachment to calligraphy and beautiful manuscripts, not usurpable
by printed books.’

This aversion was not just one of the earliest head-on collisions between
Islam and Western technology. It had existed, and to a certain extent been
kept alive by the rich in Europe also.” But in addition, for the Muslim, not
just the text of the Qur’an, but the very letters in which it is written, are
considered uncreated, eternal and divine. In the hands of the great masters,
many of whom were Turks, the art, of calligraphy achieved an intricate and
transcendental beauty, completely unapproachable by letter-press.5 The
act of engraving the image of a letter into the steel of the type-cutter’s
punch with a pointed engraving tool is totally unlike the flowing movement
of a hand and a reed-pen. It is more like carving on stone.”

The establishment of the first Muslim printing-press in Constantinople
in 1727 was therefore a surprise move, for which the Mufti ‘Abdal-lah’s
approval was gained under threat of deposition from his post as Sayy al—
Islam. The threat came from Ibrahim Pasha, the Francophile Grand Vizier
of the energetic Sultan Ahmed III who reigned 1703-1730." If the Mufti did
not prevent the establishment of this printing-press he at least prevented
its use for religious literature. The Sultan’s permit (dated 1139/1726)
authorising the establishment of the printing-press included the Mufti's
fatwa to this effect.” In the fatwa the ban was given a religious rationale.
That for one thing, according to a statement in the Qur'an, “written
Scripture”9 is the basis of belief, and so is not to be replaced by print. And
that for another, no tradition from the Prophet could be found authorising
such a thing as printing copies of the Qur’an.

But less pious considerations, brought to bear on the Mufti from his
community, were probably at the back of the religious rationale. First, in
traditional communities based on a legal canon, written works play a central
role. Second, the Ulema may well have feared the loss of their intellectual
and spiritual supremacy over the illiterate masses, should literacy spread.
Third, there was a population of scribes who would have been concerned

about their future. In the 1730’s upwards of ninety thousand copyists
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were reported to be working in Istanbul."” And fourth, there would have
been the fear of losing a beautiful heritage. In comparison to the delicate
elegance of hand-written and coloured copies of the Qur’an, especially then
in those from Turkey, black-and-white machine-made copies from the type-
faces of the time would have produced crude, ugly and lifeless shadows.
Furthermore, on a purely technical level, much of the interlinear notation
would then have been impossible to set in type.

The history of Muslim printing of copies of the Qur’an nevertheless
began sixty years later, but in Russia. This was with the Mulla Usman
Isma'‘ll copy, printed in St.Petersburg in 1201/1787. It was said to have
been reprinted there without change three and six years later.” Others give
dates 1787, 89, 90, 93, 96 and 98.  According to de Schnurrer, this first
printing was done under the auspices and at the expense of the Empress
Catherine the Great so that her Muslim subjects could use the book. It
made no mention of place or date of publication, but on other authority de
Schnurrer was certain that it was St. Petersburg, 1787. He suggested that
these details had deliberately been omitted lest Muslims should abstain
from using it, which he presumed they would have done had they realised
that it had been printed by the efforts of Christians. "

This first printed copy was reprinted in two forms in Kazan’ city in
1218/1803, one in large quarto (10 x 8 in.) and the other in a number
of volumes octavo (8 x 5 in.). It was produced under the supervision
of a certain ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Toqtamis, again by Imperial decree, this time
from Alexander I. The same type-face of the St.Petersburg copies were
used, but by now they were worn and blunted by repeated use. Also the
marginal commentary of the St.Petersburg copies was omitted from the
Kazan' version. Thl% Kazan’ versmn 1s said to have been reprinted in more
than one format, and often.”

According to Karabacek these Russian copies were lithographs.16 This
cannot be so, for lithography was first invented only in 1798. Moreover, the
transfer-process, presumably indispensable for Preparlnv plates of Arabic
script, was not perfected until the early 1800’s. By the transfer-process a
text could be written more or less as usual, that is with a greasy fluid
on cartridge paper, rather than having to be written mirror-image on
stone. The use of lithography for pnntlng texts did not begin to become
widespread in Europe until the 1820’s. B Photolithography was not per-
fected till 1859, and the offset-process was not invented till 1875."° That
the St.Petersburg (and therefore the 1803 Kazan' ones) were printed by
letter-press is confirmed by the copy in the British Museum.”” Turkish

qualms were presumably absent this far north. as they were in I[ndia in
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the following century. Nonetheless. according at least to non-Muslims, the
type was of exceptionally elegant appearance.

Copies continued to be printed in Kazan' city from at least 1832
through the 1850s, many of these lithographs. * But printing of the Qur’'an
in the U.S.S.R. this century appears to be limited to a copy in 1947 by the
Central Asian Directorate and in 1964 in Tashkent.” Some of the Kazan’
lithographs from the 1850’s on provide readings from the “7” in the margin,
and these also appear on those Indian lithographs derived from the Kazan’
text.”

India followed Russia, with copies first printed in Hugly, Calcutta in
1824, the earliest centre of Indian Muslim printing, and then in Lucknow.”
These were by letter-press. The move was perhaps a reaction to Christian
Missionary printing-activity which had become particularly energetic in the
first two decades of the 19'® century. That they were probably not sub-
sidised by the Christians might explain the time-gap from the St.Petersburg
copies.

It seems that lithographic printings first began to be produced in Iran.
This was during the time of the second Qajari ruler, Fath ‘All Sah, who
ruled from 1797 to 1834. The first, if the date is correct, was in Shiraz in
1880,26 and already as clearly done as to appear at first sight a manuscript.
The next was in Teheran in 1244/1828, and then the next was in Tabriz,
the second city of the empire, in 1248/1833.27 This was perhaps following
the recent move made by India, but incorporating the far better invention
of lithography.

Copies of the Qur’an furnished w1tl% al-Zamaxsarl's commentary had
been printed in Cairo as early as 1864. And perhaps not wishing to be
outdone in this respect by their subjects, the religious leaders in Istanbul
acquiesced in the printing of the Qur’an there from around 1291/1874,
a century and a half after the Ulema’s original ban. ** This was carried
out by the Ministry of Public Instruction, under Imperial order, and was
the result of many years’ persistent effort to try to obtain permission.
Lithographs nullified many of the original reasons behind the ban, and in
the fifty years in which Qur’an-lithographs had by then been produced in
Iran, many would have found their way to Turkey. With the secularisation
of Turkey after 1908, and the spread of printing in Egypt, Egypt began to
print many more copies of the Qur’an, most notable among these being the
1342 Cairo text.

Morocco appears to have been the first country in North-West Africa
. . - 31
to print copies of the Qur'an. This was from at least 1892, and were

according to the Wars transmission. Nigeria was printing them by 1905,
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but under Chnstlan supervision, if not expense. Algeria had a printing-
press by 1847 but did not apparently print the Qur'an until the 1930’s. *
Tunisia had a printing-press by 1860,  but again, it is possxble that the
Wars copy (1969) is one of the few copies ever printed there. * Tt is also
probable that Tunisia is the only one of these countries to print copies
according to the Hafs transmission.’

Corresponding in some ways to this historical progression, printed Hafs
copies fall today into five broad Traditions —

an Iranian Tradition (pp.19-21)
an Indian Tradition (pp.21-31)
a Turkish Tradition (pp.31-39)
an Egyptian Tradition (pp.39-43)
a North—West African Tradition (pp.43-44)

The differences between these Traditions comprise script, orthography,
recititive details and textual division. A representative list of them is given
in chapter 3. In some respects the two outlying Traditions, the Indian
and the North-West African, are markedly different from the other more
centrally situated ones. They have also retained a few fossil elements of
orthography lost from the central ones.

On the spines, covers and title-pages certain quotations from the Qur’'an
are often printed. By far the most frequent in the copies consulted is 56. 77—
80 (in whole or part). " The next most popular is /7: 9, and others are 2: 1, 14
52,15:9,16:98,39:55,65: 3.

THE IRANIAN TRADITION
OF PRINTED QUR'AN COPIES

The Iranian Tradition’s calligraphy is generally in an upright Style,39
but more rounded than that of the Egyptian one. It is less rounded than
that of the Indian one. Tts orthography is markedly different from that of

the Egyptian Tradition.
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81 A copy from Teheran

entitled “Qur’an majid” on the outside cover. In a rhombus on the title-
page is “bal huwa qur'anun majidun fiv lawhin mah fuzin® (85:21-22) at
the top, and then the following in Farsi,

“This is copied from the famous Qur’an Sultani, in the hand of
the well-known scribe Hasan Harisl. * It was photographed and
printed, and paid for, by Muhammad ‘All ‘Ilmi, of Chap Offset,
Xiyaban Nasir Xusraw Teheran”.

It is a facsimile of a manuscript completed in Rajab 1366 (May 1946).
This copy is therefore undoubtedly well after the 1342 Cairo text, nevertheless
also entirely outwith the Egyptian Tradition set up by it. The text is 476
pages long, with 17 lines to the page and the frame containing the text
measures 8 X 5 cm.

e It is referred to from now on as “the Harisi text”.

Within the frame, at the top right of each recto page, this copy and the
following one,“L have indication of i¢stixareh, usually yub or bad (good or
bad), but also vasat (intermediate) and others, e.q. bay, miyareh, basyar
bad and tad.

The same text, apart from a slightly different ‘unwan, and accom-
panied on each verso page by a type-set translation into Farsi, was photos-
tatically reproduced and published by Ahmad ‘Tlmi of Intisarat Iran on
7/3/1395 A.H., 23/1/1354 Samsi (21/3/1975 A.D.), with a frame measur-
ing 18 x 11 cm. The upper and lower covers have a golden, central rectangle
containing a lozenge of apple blossom in pink, green, brown and red, with
cartouches of hazelnuts around the borders. This is in imitation of the com-
mon Iranian style of lacquer-bindings decorated with tloral motifs.”” In the
centre of the spine is “Kalam al-Majid”. The title-page has “Mushaf
Sarif” at the top, and in large letters below, “Qur’an Afajzd and in
smaller letters below this, “from the Qur’an known as Sultani, accom-
panied by the translation of [the late] Aga Hajj Sayx Mehdi [lahiqamsehi.
This text is distributed by the Iranian Embassy in London.

§ 2 A second copy from Teheran

entitled “Qur’an karim” on the spine, “Qur’an ba yulasat at-tafasir
farst” on the upper cover, and “Qur'an majid” on the title-page. It is a
photolithographic facsimile of an Arabic manuscript, accompanied on each

verso page by a type-set translation into Farsi. The Arabhic manuscript is
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signed at the end by the scribe, abu [-Qasim Xusnawis al-Isfahanl. and
dated 1326."" The copy itself is not dated, but was published by the
Kitabfurust ‘llmiyyeh Islamiyyeh, Teheran, and has been with the present
owner for at least thirty years. The Arabic text is 411 pages long, with 19
lines to the page and the frame containing the text measures 17 x 10 cm.

o The copy is referred to from now on as “the Isfahani text”.

The usual convention with dates in Iran since 1925 A.D. has been to
specify “hijri gqamar?”, or give the name of the Muslim month, when the
date is what Arabs simply term “hijriyya”, “lil-hijra” or “min al-hijra
(an-nabawiyya)’. When the date is unspecified it therefore usually implies
“hijri 3ams:”, by which reckoning 1326 would be 1947/8 A.D., two and
a half decades after the 1342 Cairo text." However, with religious texts the
usual convention may not always apply, and a simple date may indicate
hijri gamart. A small, pocket-selection of suras (numbers 1, 36, 55, 56,
62, 94, 97, 99-114) for instance, published, decorated and paid for by the
Agria Publishing Company in Teheran, with the frame containing the text
measuring 7 x 5 cm. and written by Ahmad al-Najaf1 al-Zanjani, is dated
simply 1390. This has to be hijr: gamarz, since 1390 hijr: 3ams: would
be 2011 A.D."

If the same is the case with this [sfahani text the date of its manuscript
would therefore be 1908 A.D. This might be supported by the fact that
before 1925 “hijri gamari” would have needed to have been specified. It
would in this case date from some sixteen years before the 1342 Cairo text.

e Sometimes the Isfahani text and the Harisi text are referred to
jointly as “the Iranian copies”.

THE INDIAN TRADITION
OF PRINTED QUR'AN COPIES

The Indian Subcontinent has probably always been the most prolific
source of printed copies of the Qur'an. Nowadays these mainly come
from Pakistan.” The Indian Tradition of printed copies of the Qur’an
is much older than the Egyptian one and yet is remarkably similar to
it in orthography. Before the 1920’s its isolation from the Turkish and
Iranian Traditions must therefore have been more apparent. The isolation
no doubt also pertained in the manuscript-Tradition during the preceding
centuries. This is what may well have enabled it to preserve in places an
older Tradition, which in turn passed from manuscript to printed copy.
The orthography of the manuscripts, however, does not always tally with

that of the Egyptian printed Tradition."
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The Indian Tradition has some individual traits, by which it can be
readily recognised.

Firstly, its script can be eclectic. Although predominantly nasyz,
some words can contain letters written, for instance, in the rug‘a script. It
is most akin to the calligraphy of the Iranian Tradition in roundness and
uprightness, but it is even rounder and bolder, and the letters are more
widely spam:ed.49 This style is found in 18 century I:uaJluscripts.50

Secondly, some of its section-divisions and verse-numbering are unique.
It has a division called a “siparah”, or “parah”. According to the South
African revision of the earlier Taj text (see below, p.26) this equals three-
quarters of a juz'. By reciting one a day, the whole Qur’an can be
completed in forty days. But this appears to be incorrect, since elsewhere
a siparah means a juz'. This can be seen from the marginal notes in
individual Indian copies. The word “siparah” itself is never found there,
however the ruku‘at of each siparah are marked by the letter ‘ayn there
(as well as over the aya-roundel). Three numerals usually accompany it.
The upper one indicates the number of ruku‘at completed in the present
sura. The middle one indicates the number of verses contained in the
ruku' just completed. And the lower one indicates the number of ruku‘at
completed in the present sEpc_zra/z.51 In all the copies consulted this last,
lower, numeral is always 1 in the first ruku’ of a new juz’. The Indian
copies also have a larger, sevenfold section-division, enabling completion in
a week. Each of the seven is called a manzi/, a halting-place, and the word
is written in the margin. They begin at 1:1, 5:1, 10: 1, 17: 1, 26: 1, 37: 1 and 50
1. Apart from these the Indian Tradition is also unique in verse-numbering
in a number of places. Since the 1920’s the Indians have been aware of
this and several copies have been made to conform in this respect with the
Egyptian Tradition.

Thirdly, its orthography preserves a number of fossils not found el-
sewhere. Two in particular are useful in identifying copies as belonging to

the Indian Tradition — the ya'-alif of hadj ni in 20: 63, and the otiose
second alif of la’aontum in 59:13.

52
§ 3 A copy from Daelhi

entitled in a central roundel on the title-page “Qur’an majid bit—tarajim
talat, 1289”. At the top of the innermost frame is “waman? yatawakkal
‘ala [-lahi fahuwa hasbuhu” (65:3), and below this in small Urdu charac-

ters an expression of thanks to God for being able to print this copy in
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Delhi. At the bottom of the innermost frame in Arabic is “printed by Sayx
‘All Nasib at the Mujtaba'i Press”. and above this in small Persian charac-
ters that the Urdu translation is by Sah Rafi* al-Din, the Farsi translation
is that of “Fath al-Rahman”, and the marginal commentary is that of
Sah ‘Abd al-Qadir, author of Mudih al-Qur'an. “Fath al-Rahman’, an
annotated Farsi translation of the Qur'an, was the greatest achievement of
the famous fundamentalist muhaddit of Delhi, Sah Wall al-1ah. He was
born in 1703 and died in 1762. He spent fourteen months studying in the
Hijaz during the time of Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahhab (d.1792). On his
return to India he set in motion the first changes in Indian traditionalist
orthodox Islam.”> This copy can therefore be seen as a product of the
Indian reformist movement. Sah ‘Abd al-Qadir of Delhi (d.1826) made the
earliest Urdu translation of the Qur’an. He was the son of Sah Wali al-1ah.
Sah Rafl al-Din was also of Delhi, and would no doubt have belonged to
the school of $ah Wall al-lah.”

At the bottom of the final page are further sentences in Persian and
Urdu, including poetry, the name of the publisher, Mawlana Muhammad
Sayf al-Haqq, and the completion date, 1289 (1872/3). The Arabic text is
set in orange clouds with interlinear Persian and Urdu translations. There
are 664 pages of text, with 10 lines of Arabic per page. The frame measures
24 x 15 cm. Its verse-numbering begins afresh on each page.

e From now on it is referred to as “the 1289 Delhi copy”.

& 4 A copy from Calcutta

whose title-page depicts a Mughal style mosque. In a cartouche between
the two minarets top centre, in large interwoven script, is “dalika [-kitabu
la rayba fihi”, and below it to the right, in smaller script, “ia yamassuhu
"tlla [-mutahharun”. Below the picture is the name and address of the
publisher, Hajjt Muhammad Sa‘id, 85 Xulast Tolah, Calcutta. Below this
line the page is torn.

The colophon has four lines of Urdu at the top but mainly consists
of a flower-vase motif, which has nineteen flowers and two handles. The
Urdu says that this copy of the Qur'an has been thoroughly checked and
corrected by twenty-one scholars, and that in their joint opinion it is as far
as humanly possible free from mistakes. The names of the twenty-one are
given on the flower-heads and vase-handles.”” The bowl of the vase has the
name of the publisher again, and on either side, the name and address of
the printer, Muhammad Qasim, Matba‘a Islamiyya, 26 Narkal Danghar,

North Rd.. Calcutta. If any of the twenty-one scholars could be identified,
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a rough date could be assigned to the copy. It appears to have been printed
early this century.

It has 723 pages of text, with 14 lines per page. The frame containing
the text measures 20 x 12 cm.

It has no verse-numbering, but its most remarkable feature is that it
was printed by letter-press and not lithography. The type is very much
in the upright, bold, round style of Indian Qur’an script, but because it
never varies, it has a somewhat stilted appearance. It is thicker and larger
than the type-face used in the7 1803 Calcutta translation, *° and the 1831
Calcutta copy of the Qur'an.  Its symbol for vowellessness is an angular
caret, which gives the text an odd initial appearance. The usual Indian-
style symbol is more rounded and has its open end downwards towards the
left, rather than straight down. The Egyptian equivalent is more angular,
and explained as a dotless ya’. The caret, along with the left-facing <, was
in fact a very early sign for sukin.” This caret is found i in the Hindustani
translation of the Qur’an printed in Calcutta in 1803 and the 1831
Calcutta copy of the Qur’an. It is not found in early copies of the Qur’an
from Russia or Iran. Madda is as usual, but the lengthened one before
hamzat al-qat’ is signified by an elongated wedge-shape pointing right.
This is the madda symbol with a third side joining the end of the long
stroke with the bottom of the hook.

Apart from these, the copy has the customary Indian-style symbols.
It does use a smaller type-face to indicate pause, usually between the aya-
roundels, such as */a” and "g:f”, but does not have any of the interlinear
or marginal notes of the later Indian copies consulted. This, and other
minor divergences from these copies, suggests that it is older. Followmg
the prayer on completion of the Qur’an, are a benediction (drzrud) and
prayer (namaz) of certain men in the past, described in Farsi.

e From now on it is referred to as “the Calcutta copy”.

§ 5 A copy from Bombay

entitled in a central roundel on the upper cover “Qur’an majid nurani
‘aksi”. The same is found in a roundel at the top of the spine.- Above it
on the upper cover is “la yamassuhu 'illa [-mutahharuna”, and below
it “Matba‘a Muhammadi, Bombay”. Below the frame on the final page
this ﬁrm from \/[UJga in, Bombay 10C, is said to have supervised both the
printing and publlmtlon which were actually carried out by Muhammad

Tahir *Alt Warawalla of the Private Limited Company of *All Baha'i Sarf
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‘Ali. The title-page is similar to the npper cover but without “nuzran:” in
the central title, and with the motif and name of the printer at the bottom.
It has 732 pages of text, with 13 lines per page. The frame containing the
text measures 22 x 15 cm.

e From now on this copy is referred to as “the Bombay copy”.

As usual with modern Indian copies no date is given, but the scribe
is mentioned in the colophon — “the well-known calligrapher Sayx Husayn
Sah Abadr”. This is preceded by a statement in Arabic that the copy
had been checked against many others widely accepted for their complete
correctness.

Preceding this are two lines,

“By the help of the one God, the printing is now complete of
this exalted text in conformity with the orthography of the text
of the caliph ‘Utman. Here are the names and stamps of the
distinguished revisers - Mawlvl Fath Muhammad, Mawlvi Salim
al-Din, glawlvi ‘Abd al-Salam and Muqadim Muhammad ‘Abd-
al-lah.”

There being no stamps, nor indeed any place for them, probably makes
this a later reprint. The script is of the usual bold round type but in a
finer pen than most. The explanatory notes are extensive, covering sixteen
pages. Of particular interest are two lists on page twelve. The first is of
twenty places where special care has to be exercised not to mispronounce a
Qur’'an utterance, lest it lead to negation of faith. Three of these are “wa’id
ibtczl(j ibrakimu rabbahu” in 2: 3. 'al-lahu in 2:255 and “warasulih "
in 9: 8. Such a list would scarcely have been drawn up in an Arabic-
speaking setting where the oral Tradition would have precluded any such
mispronunciation, and probably even the suggestion of it. The second
list is of eighteen places where graphic alif is otiose and should not be
pronounced. Surprisingly, 59: 13 is not one of them.”’

8 6 A copy from Karachi and a copy from Daelhi

both entitled “Qur’an majid” on the upper cover and on the title-page.
They are written with exactly the same calligraphy although the number
and size of the pages. and the number of lines per page, differ. The former
has 549 pages with 16 lines per page, and the frame containing the text
measures 22 x 13 cm., while the latter has 129 pages each with 18 lines,

and a frame containing the text measuring 21 x 13 cm. Both have thin
.)'
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ruled lines added between each two lines of text. Both also have two leaves
preceding the title-page and following the final page, with their inner pages
containing the ninety-nine names of God, and a similar list of names for
the Prophet respectively.

The former was printed and published in Karachi by the Taj Company
Ltd. at the expense of the managing agent ‘Inayatallah. No dates are
given, but this is unlikely to have been before 1960.

e From now on it will be referred to as “the later Taj text”.

The latter was published by Kutub Khana Ishaat—ul-Islam, Delhi,
again undated. It was purchased in Oman in 1980. Although not published
by the Taj Company, and also from a different manuscript, it has been
subsumed under the later Taj text for simplicity of reference.

These have also been compared with an earlier copy printed by the
Taj Company in Lahore (Railway Road).

o This copy is referred to from now on as the “earlier Taj text”.

This earlier Taj text is also entitled “Qur’an majid” on the upper
cover and spine, but “al-Qur’an al-hakim” on both title-pages. It is
written in a similarly rounded although slightly different calligraphic style.

It often has the reversed ya’ in prepositions like ‘al‘; for example. It is also
without ruled lines. The text covers 848 pages with 13 lines each, and with
a frame containing the text of 11 x 8 cm. Once again there are no dates. It
was purchased at a Chinese Trade Fair in Khartoum in the early 1950s.°

Here the managing agent is called Sayx ‘Inayatallah, but the main point of
interest is that, although clearly earlier than the later Taj text, it is closer
to the 1342 Cairo text. The verse-numbering corresponds with the 1342 Cairo
text, and in 21: 88 it has nunji, with a full superior nan with a sukun. °?

This earlier Taj text has been revised in a copy printed in South Africa
in 1398/1978, and with a second impression in 1400/1980. It is entitled
“al-Qur’an ul-kartm” on the spine, and in a roundel on the upper cover
has “innahu laqur’anun karimun fi kitabin makninin” (56:77-78). In
a similar roundel on the title-page is “inna nahnu nazzalna d-dikra
wa'inng lahu laha fizina® (15:9). Above is “inna hada (-Qur'ana yahdi
lillatt hiya 'aqwamu” (17: 9), and below the name and address of the
publishers. The printers were Cape and Transvaal Printers (Pty) Ltd., and
the publishers the Waterval Islamic Institute, P.O.Box 1, Johannesburg,
2000. The plates were presumably provided by the Taj Company. This is
because it has the same number of pages as the earlier Taj text, but is in
the hand used for the later Taj texg,6supplied with ruled lines. As in the
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earlier Taj text also the full superior nun with sukun is found in 21 88.
and the verse-numbering tallies with the 1342 Cairo text.

In a number of other places small revisions in orthography have also
been made in this South African impression, making it the closest Indian
copy to the Egyptian Tradition. For example, in 5:29 " the graphic hamza
following the waw in tabu’a has apparently been erased from the plate,
leaving a gap, and in the occurrences of wamalagih7” the circular symbol
is clearly a later addition. In 10: 75 it is faint, and in 7:103 it is only just
visible. On page 6 of its twenty-one pages of explanatory notes is the same
list of twenty places where mispronunciation should be especially avoided,
as in the Bombay copy. In this copy they are indicated also in the text,
by a dotted line above the relevant utterance and a hollow asterisk in the
margin.

This copy departs from the general Indian Tradition in a number of
other ways. The main one is that it is dated and, on p.13 of its explanatory
notes, has the isnad of the Hafs copy and a brief explanation of ‘Utman’s
sending seven copies to seven countries. Another is that by means of an
asterisk in the text, is indicated where a “masnoon prayer” is to be said.
These are then written in the margins of the page. “amin”, for instance,

is to be said after 1. 7, and “balg wa’'ana ‘alz dalika min as-sahidina”
is to be said after 75: 40.

A later impression of the later Taj text purchaseable now in London
is also of interest. It differs from the earlier impressions only in its frame-
measurement of 15 x 9 cm., in having “al-Qur’an al-hakim” on its title-
page, and in having Dacca removed from its address (Bangladesh became
independent in 1972). The interesting feature is that it has a certificate

from the Saudi Deputy Mufti Ibrahim ibn Muhammad Al al~f§ayx, dated
19/11/1389 (28/1/1970). The reason for the certificate was that a formal
question had been addressed from the head of al-Mahkama al-Kubra in
Jedda to Dar al-Ifta’ concerning the copy’s spelling la’ao,ntum (59:13) for
the usual [a’antum.

The certificate is in the form of a reply —

“We hereby inform you that although this [Taj] impression ap-
pears to be the only one with this extra alif, this does not bar
it from being allowed to be distributed. This is because the extra
alif is to be taken as one of those present in the graphic form
but not to be pronounced. Similar occurrences are found, for
instance, in la,’awda‘u and awlas’adbahannahu, which are writ-

ten [according to a report from Malik cited from al-Mugni' of
69

al -Dani| in the original way™.
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The quotation from al-Dani is authenticated by the mention of Mu-
hammad “al-Haddad” ibn "All ibn Xalaf al-Husayni, the chief Egyptian
Qur an Reader at the time of the 1342 Cairo text.

A handsome, interlinear translation into Urdu with marginal commen-
tary has also been printed by the T3] Company. It is on green paper
with the Arabic text on a darker green background, and the Urdu on
white. On the spine is “Qur’an majid ‘aks?”, and on the upper cover “al-
Qur'anu l~hakim ma‘a tarjamat Mawlana Asraf ‘Alr Sahib Thanaw?”.
The title-page follows two leaves with the ninety-nine names of God on
their inner pages. The final two leaves contain a similar list of names for
the Prophet. The title on the tltle-page is as on the upper cover, with
the additional verses, “la yamassuhu ‘tlla [-mutahharuna” above, and

“wattabi i, ‘ahsana ma ‘unzila "ilaykum” (39: 55) below. At the bottom
is the name of the publishers, Taj Company Ltd., Lahore and Karachi,
and a space where Dacca used to be. This impression must therefore be
after 1972. It has 732 pages of text, with 12 lines to each, and a frame
measuring 11 x 6 cm. It is coincidental that it is almost the same length
as the Bombay copy, which has 13 lines per page. Although of different
format and original manuscript, the Arabic text is identical to that of the
later Taj text. It has a double ‘unwan. On the right-hand side of the
first is the darud 3ar:f, and on the left the Fatiha. The second unwan
contains the first eleven verses of surat al-Bagara. Below the frame of the
final page of text ‘Inayatallah is not entitled “Sayx” but he is now termed
the Managing Director of the Company, rather than just the agent.

While as usual the text is undated, there is a dated certificate on a
page following the sura-index at the back. It is from the binder, ‘Abd
al-Rasid Jaldasaz, of 1579/15 Dastagir Society, Federal B Area, Karachi.
It is signed by Hafiz "Abd al-Ra'uf ibn ‘Abd al-Wahid, of the ‘Ubaydiyya
Institute, and formerly from the state of Bhopal [in India], and states that
he has checked the copy, and in his opinion it is free from omission and
mistake. The date is 1373 A.H. (1953/4 A.D.) and is presumably of the
first, or an earlier, impression.

Perhaps the most obvious feature of these copies (excepting the earlier
Taj text) is that their verse-numbering differs in places from the Hafs copy,
which, for instance, A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation does not.



§ T Thres Ahmadiyya parallel transiations inte English

all with a similar Arabic text. The script varies slightly but the orthography
is exactly the same. The Ahmadiyya Anjuman has a Qadiani and Lahori
branch. The present head of the former is Zafrulla Khan. The latter branch
is considered less heretical and is called the Ahmadiyya Anjuman I[sa‘at-i
Islam. Its leader, from its inception to his death in 1951, was Mawlana
Muhammad Ali.

One coming from the Qadiani branch, in three volumes, is entitled
“The Holy Quran”. Part of it was first published in 1915 by Anjuman-
i-Taraqqi-Islam, Qadian, Punjab. The edition consulted was printed by
P.Heal at the Civil and Military Gazette, Lahore and published for the Sadr
Anjuman Ahmadiyya by Shaikh ‘Abdur Rahman Qadiani. This was under
the auspices of Hazrat Mirza Bashir-ud-Din Mahmud Ahmad, “the Second
Successor of the Promised Messiah”. It was reprinted in one volume under
the same title and auspices and published by The Oriental and Religious
Publishing Corp., Ltd., Rabwah, West Pakistan in 1955. Here it is specified
that the translation is by the late Mawlvi Sher Ali.”

One coming from the Lahori branch by its former President, Mawlana
Muhammad Ali, is also entitled “The Holy Quran”. The copy consulted
was printed by A.A.Verstage of Basingstoke in 1951, but the first printing
was in Woking in 1917.°° A section in the Introduction, pp.lvi — lix deals
with gira’at, including remarks against Mingana's Three Leaves.

One comes from Britain by Sir Muhammad Zafrulla Khan (Foreign
Minister of Pakistan, 1947, and President of the International Court of
Justice, the Hague). It was first published in 1971 by the Curzon Press Ltd.,
of London and Dublin, with a second, revised edition in 1975." Tt is entitled
on the spine and title-page “The Quran”, with “Qur’anun majidun”
below. Following 42 pages of Preface and Introduction, is another title-page
with “al-Qur’an al-hakim” above “The Quran”. There is no discussion
in the Introduction of the orthography or calligraphy of the Arabic text.
Each Arabic verse begins in the right-hand margin, and its number is given
in the roundel at the end. The verse-numbering is not normalised to the
Egyptian Tradition, for instance, in 2:246 and 41: 45. There are 630 pages
of text. The number of lines per page varies, and there is no frame arond
the text.



§ 8 A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation inte English

which was completed in 8/12/1352 / 4/4/1934. Yusuf Ali came from the
Bohora Muslim community in India, and was born in 1872. In contrast to
the translations from the Ahmadiyya movement, his translation has been
espoused and many times reprinted by Arab Muslims. It is entitled “the
Holy Quran” in the Beirut 1965 reprint, and “the Holy Qur-an” in the
1975 publication (and 1976 reprint) by the Ashraf Press, Lahore, and in its
recent reprinting by the Qatar National Printing Press. Muhammad Ashraf
was the printer and publisher of the original, two-volume, 1937-8 edition
in Lahore. In its 1397/1977 reprinting by Interprint (Malta) Ltd., for
the Libyan Jam‘iyyat al-Da‘wa al-Islamiyya, it is entitled “The Glorious
Kur’an”.

The Arabic calligraphy is in an almost identical style and size to that
of Zafrulla Khan’s translation, but printed more neatly and clearly. The
orthography is the same. Each Arabic verse begins at the right-hand
margin, but the numbers are placed at the beginning, and the roundel at
the end is left empty.

In the Beirut, Lahore and Qatari reprints the original facsimile of the
Arabic text is kept throughout, but after the Fafzha in the Libyan one
it has been replaced by a text written in an Egyptian hand. As a result
the Arabic text of the Libyan reprint is in the Egyptian Tradition of script
and orthography, whereas that of the Beirut, Lahore and Qatari ones is in
the Indian Tradition. Thus, for instance, whereas all of these have sirat
in 1: 6,7 for the Hafs copy’s sirat, all other differences beyond the Fatiha
given in chapter 3 § 2 pertaining to the Indian copies are to be found
only in the Beirut, Lahore and Qatari reprints of A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel
translation. In a reprint by the Saudi Jam'iyyat al-Imam Muhammad
ibn Sa‘ud al-Islamiyya in Riyad, the whole Arabic text is in the Egyptian
Tradition, even the ‘unwan. Conversely, in its publication by the Islamic
Education Centre in Jedda the whole Arabic text, including the ‘unwan is
in the original Indian hand.

The 1965 Beirut reprint is different in two ways. Firstly in being in two
volumes, and secondly in having two certificates in Arabic. These contain
a number of points relevant here. The first is from Ahmad al-Qasimi
on the authority of al-Lajna al-‘Ilmiyya, Damascus, and dated 3/6/1383
(23/10/1963). This committee examined this text at the request of the
publisher, Sayx Xalil al-Rawwaf. They corrected a few minor errors due
to scribal negligence,71 as well as implementing the observations made by
the Azhar committee of 6/4/1962, and those made by the Muslim World

League in Mecca. The second certificate is from the Secretary general of
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the Muslim World League. Muhammad Surur al-Sabban, dated 15/9/1384
/ 13/1/ 1965, and containing the following information. Until the first
printing of A. Yusuf Ali's parallel translation in Lahore in 1937, the most
famous translation of the Qur'an into English had been that done in 1917
by Muhammad Ali. The printing of A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation took
three years to complete. Subqequent to this 1937 printing it was reprinted
many times in India and America. This new Beirut impression is the first
in Arab lands.

As for the verse-numbering, ‘Abdal-lah Yusuf ‘All said in the Preface
to the first edition (1352/1934)73 that he mainly adopted that of the
“Egyptian edition published under the authority of the King of Egypt”.
He added that the text shortly then to be publlshed by the Anjuman-i
Himayat-i Islam of Lahore was doing the same.  This association was
founded in 1884 under the inspiration of Sir Sayyid Ahmad Xan of Aligarh
(1817-1898). It is to be distinguished from the Ahmadiyya Anjuman dis-

75
cussed above.

Apart from verse-numbering, A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation in its
original edition employed the usual conventions of the Indian Tradition.
But because of these divergences from the general Indian Tradition, whether
at the hand of translator or later printers, A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation
is not included when reference is made to “the Indian Tradition”.

THE TURKISH TRADITION
OF PRINTED QUR'AN COPIES

The [ranian and Turkish Traditions differ from each other only in their
script, and in a few other characteristic details. The Turkish one is in a
nasyi script similar to the Egyptian, although with the tops of the letters
more towards the left than the rlght whereas the indigenous Egyptian one
is more vertically orientated.”” Their orthography is markedly different
from that of the Egyptian Tradition, and this is the main difference between
them and it.

§ 9 A copy from Ankara

with no title on the cover, but ““tnnahu lagur’anun karmun” in a central
roundel on the title-page. At the top and bottom of the frame of the title-

page it has “'inna hada l-qur’ana yahdi lillat: hiyya "agwamu” and “la
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yamassuhu 'illa [-mutahharin” respectively. The year 1392 (1972) is also
written in the roundel. It has 604 pages of text (the double page of the
‘unwan being treated as one) with 15 lines each and a frame of 15 x 8 cm.
For explanatory notes it has only a section on the symbols for pause, since
it does not indicate in the text any of the other conventions described at
length in the explanatory notes of the 1342 Cairo text.

On a page subsequent to the final page of the text are the follow-
ing details. This second, offset impression was completed 1392/1972, un-
dertaken by the Head of Religious Affairs of the Republic, and printed
by Ajans-Tirk Matbaacilik Sanayii, Ankara. It carries an official stamp
(muhr rasmi) in ink, and the comment that this text was copied from the

manuscript in the hand of Ayat Barkanar.”
e From now on it will be referred to as “the 1392 Turkish text”.

The translation into French by the Istanbul University Professor Muh-
ammad Hamidullah, assisted by Michel Léturmy (8P revised edition 1973)
reproduces the 1342 Cairo text for its Arabic text, and so breaks with the
Turkish Tradition. This may be explained by its not being a wholly Turkish
enterprise. It was printed in Ankara, by Hilal Yayinlari, but published in
Beirut, at the expense of Salih Ozcan. "~

§ 10 A small copy from Damascus

entitled “Qur’an karim” on both the outside plastic jacket (the upper
cover is blank) and the title-page. On the latter it is accompanied by
“innahu laqur’anun karimun f1 kitabin maknunin la yamassuhu 'illa
[-mutahharuna tanzvlun min rabb il-‘alamina” (56.77-80), the publishers’
motif, and and at the bottom, what is clearly an addition to the facsimile,
the name of the printer - Matba‘at Karam waMaktabatha biDimasq. .
Nothing is stated regarding printing dates or original copyist. It has 486
pages of text, each with 17 lines contained in a frame measuring 8 X 5 cm.

Perhaps its most interesting feature is that although much closer to the
Hafs copy than the Istanbul Kadirgali text and the Teheran copies in terms
of vocalisation, as for instance, with assimilation and indications of pause,
it is akin to these other three in terms of orthography, as for instance, with
all vocal alifs except in dalika, walakinna and the like, being graphic,
e.g. maliki (1: 4) and ("7lafi (106: 1), and certain archaic spellings being
normalised (e.q. 4.176. 21: 88).“ It is thus in the general Turkish graphic

Tradition, but in the Egyptian vocal Tradition.
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& 11 A copy from Baghdad

“er

which has “al-Qur'an al-karim” on the spine, and “"innahu lagqur’anun
karimun f1 kitabin maknunin” in a roundel on the upper and lower
covers. It also has “inna hada -Qur'an yahdi lillati hiya ‘aqwamu”
(17: 9) at the top of the frame on the title-page, “'inna nahnu nazzalna
d-dikra wa'inna lahu laha fizun” (15:9) in the central roundel, and at the
bottom the fact that the [re-]printing was ordered by the President Saddam
Husayn in 1401/1981. This is recorded again in the colophon, in addition
to the fact that a committee convened by the Iraqgi Minister of Awqgaf and
Religious Affairs, al-Sayyid Nuri Faysal Sahir, supervised its [re-|printing,
completed during Ramadan.

It has 666 pages of text with 13 lines to the page, and the frame
containing the text measures 16 x 9 cm. A two-centimetre band with gold
and blue arabesques surrounds three sides of the frame of each page. The
text of the ‘unwan is in red, set in white clouds on a golden, circular
background. For explanatory notes it has a single page outlining the
symbols employed for pause and textual divisions. Since there is no assimil-
ation in the text it has no symbols for these.

e From now on it will be referred to as “the 1370 Iraqi text”.

Following the prayer on completion of the Qur’an is the following
relevant information (pp.663&§.) —

This is the first lithograph of the Qur’an printed in Iraq. It
was completed at Matba‘at Mudiriyyat al-Masaha al-‘Amma in
1/9/1370 (6/6/1951) from a manuscript in the hand of al-Haj]
Hafiz Muhammad Amin al-Rusdi,” dated 1236. It had belonged
to the mother of the Ottoman sultan ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Xan (ruled
1277/1861 - 1293/1876) until it was bequeathed in 1278 to the
tomb of Sayx Junayd al-Bagdadi. It is now kept in the library of
[the Sunni | al-Imam al-A‘zam mosque in Baghdad. A committee
of six prominent Iraqi scholars, headed by al-Sayx al-Hajj Najm
al-Din al-Wa'iz, corrected the proofs [of the lithograph], and the
scribe of Mudiriyyat al-Masaha al-‘Amma, al-Sayyid Hasim Mu-
hammad al-Xattat “al-Bagdadi”, implemented certain peripheral
improvements, such as in the sura-headings. The six carried out
their revision of the vocalisation in accordance with the transmis-
sion of H:aafs.83 The isnad is as in the 1342 Cairo text. Its spelliug;H
textual-division and sura-titles were done according to the copy of
al-Hafiz ‘Utman printed in Istanbul (and therefore without verse-

numbering), and the verse-numbering according to the Cairo 1342
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(1923/4) copy, that is the Kufan system. The system of pause is
that of al-Imam abu Ja'far ibn Tayfuar almSaj{mandi.85

The same text was printed in 1400 (1979) in Qatar. It also has “al-
Qur'an al-karim” on the spine, but is entitled “Qur’an karim” on the
upper and lower covers. It also has “inna hada -Qur'an yahdi lillatt
hiya ‘aqwamu” (17: 9) at the top of the frame on the title-page, “"inna
nahnu nazzalna d-dikra wa'inna lahu lahafizun” (15: 9) in the central
roundel and at the bottom the fact that the printing was paid for by the
Emir of Qatar, Sayx Xalifa ibn Hamd Al Tanl. - The same is recorded in
the colophon, in addition to the facts that it was printed by Matabi‘ Qatar
al-Wataniyya in Doha on 1/1/1400 (21/11/ 1979), and that, as with the
1402 Qatari text, the printing was supervised by the head of the Committee

of Religious Affairs in Qatar, Sayx ‘Abdal-lah ibn Ibrahim al-Ansari.

e From now on this reprint will be referred to as “the Qatari centennial
copy”.

On the lower half of the final page of this text a roundel containing
the phrase “sadag al-lah ul-‘azzm” replaces the details concerning the
original manuscript.

The same 1370 Iraqi text was also printed the year before for the
Saudi Govenment. The frame containing the text of this copy measures
9 x 5 cm. It has a mock leather cover with a zip. Embossed in golden
cartouches on the upper and lower covers and spine are “Qur’an karim” in
tulut, the publishers’ motif, and “tnnahu laqur’anun karimun f1 kitabin
maknunin” respectively. The motif is a Qur’'an opened at sura 96 in front
of a circular map of the world.

The first page after the red fly-leaf is the basmala written in mirror-
image in jali-tulut script on a gold background. Then follow two pages
with quotations from the Qur'an handsomely written in white tulut on red
backgrounds within a central medallion, and upper and lower cartouches.
They are from 16: 98 (“fa’ida ... ir-rajimi™), 17: 19, 15: 9 and again 54:
77--80. The next two pages are on gold backgrounds. The former gives
the publishers’ name, motif and address, and states that it was printed
in West Germany in 1398/1978. The latter is the title-page, with the
title “al-Qur’an al-karim” in tulut, and states below that it was printed
by special permit no.205/5 of the directorate of four Saudi Government
depmtments.‘36 The next two pages are the ‘unwan, which is taken from
the 1342 Cairo text. This makes the copy a hybrid in that the ‘unwan
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therefore is annotated with different conventions from the rest of the text
regarding pause and assimilation.

After the sura-list at the back are another two pages decorated as the
‘unwan. These repeat the details of printing, revision and publication,
adding that it was done under the supervision of Muhammad Bassam
al-Ustuwani, the general manager of the publishers Dar al-Qur’an al-Kar-
1m, Beirut and Damascus. There follows another page of quotation in the
same cartouche as before, this time containing surat al-ixlas with the
3ahada above and below. A final two pages contain a note from Muham-
mad Bassam concerning the effort spent and asking for notification of any

© errors.

The frames around the text are different to those of the 1370 Iraqi
text and the Qatari centennial copy, and the Egyptian system of textual
division is followed. That is to say the ahzab are divided into quarters and
increase to number 60 (at 87: 1) whereas those of the 1370 Iraqi text and
the Qatari centennial copy only number four to a juz’, and begin again at
number 1 with each juz’.

That this text has been printed in the last few years by the Governments
of Iraq, Qatar and Saudi Arabia is an indication of how little the 1342 Cairo
text is in fact an “official text”.

§ 12 A text originally printed in Istanbul

but consulted in two Cairo reprints. It is 522 pages long, with 15 lines to
the page. The frame containing the text of the first measures 17 x 11 cm.,
and of the second 11 x 7 cm.

The first is entitled “Qur’an kar:m” on the title-page, and the text is
accompanied by Tafsir al-Imamayn al-Jalalayn type-set in the margins.
It was printed at the expense of the Azhari Mustafa Efendi Fahmi by
Matba‘at al-‘Ulum al-‘Arabiyya, Hidan al-Musili, Cairo, owned by Ahmad
Muhammad 1d.”

On the margin of the page following the final page of text is this further
information from the reviser, Sayx Muhammad ‘Arif al-Fahmawi —

“This printing of the Noble Text ... has been completed with the
utmost precision and perfection, correcting the mistakes previous
printings of the Qur’an had fallen into ... on the 30th. of Ramadan,
1343 A.H. (24/4/1925 A.D.)""

The 1342 Cairo text was probably not actually out when this copy was

being prepared. It could not, however, not been known about. Here
35



therefore is a text fully in the Turkish Tradition, being printed in Egypt
after the 1342 Cairo text, under the auspices of an Azhari.

More details about the origin of this text are found from the second
reprint consulted. This was by Mu’assasat al-Halabl waSurakah lil-Tab’
wal-Nasr under permit 156 (18/3/1970) of the Azhar Majma' al-Buhut
al-Islamiyya. This copy is entitled “Mushaf Sarzf” on the title-page with
“la yamassuhu "illa l-mutahharuna” below. The title has been added
by the printers, and the designation “bir-rasm ¢/-‘Utman:” is absent,
as with the first reprint. More than half the pages of this reprint are in
fact cancels (and therefore disregarded here). The plates must have been
shipped to Cairo from Istanbul. The conventions employed are akin to the
present 1392 Turkish text. Similarly, many alzfs are graphic, which in
the Egyptian Tradition are vocal.

The colophon reads’. —

“In these most auspicious days of the glory of the Ottoman Sultans,
the Sultan, son of the Sultan, ‘Abd al-Hamid Xan, the Ghazi -
may God preserve his rule and perpetuate his Sultanate to the
Last Day — when the Ottoman Printing Press was founded, it was
guided to produce printed works of high accuracy, especially this
noble copy of the Qur’an, printed here for the first time. In
its preparation all possible human effort has been expended by
the Committee for the Inmspection of Qur’an copies, set up at
the Sublime request, in the Office of the Sayy al-Islam. The
unworthy Mustafa Nazif, known as Kadirgali, one of the stu-
dents of Husayn Efendi, completed [the manuscript] 30/9/1308
(9/5/1890).”

‘Abd al-Hamid 1T (Gaz1) was born in 1842, succeeded to the Sultanate
in 1876, was deposed in 1909 and died in 1918. During his reign there
was a great increase in literacy and printing flourished. In 1876 there
were only a few printing-presses in Istanbul, whereas in 1908 there were
not less than 99.° Censorship also, however, flourished, because of which
most publications needed support from the Sultan. In return, laudatory
acknowledgments, such as the one above, were required, and their quali-
fications were usually in superlatives.92 For two centuries the Ottoman
rulers had cared little for the religion, but *‘Abd al-Hamid asserted himself
in various ways as the spiritual head of Islam. Perhaps printigg copies of
the Qur’an like this one was part of his pan-Islamic aspirations.  The first
Turkish copy of the Qur’an had in fact been printed during the time of
his predecessor,“ but only after protracted requests for permission. Under
“Abd al-Hamid and his aide-de-camp Osman Bey a regular flow of officially

. . .- 95
sanctioned copies of the Qur'an began.
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o From now on this copy will be called the “Istanbul Kadirgah text”,
to distinguish it from later copies made from texts written by Kadirgah
and printed elsewhere.

Nazif Kadirgali (1846-1913) was one of the three Turkish calligraphers
who represented the schools of Hafiz ‘Utman (1642-1698) and Mustafa
Raqim (1787-1825) in the second half of the 19'" century.”” There is
indeed little to distinguish the nasy? writing of Hafiz ‘Utman from that
of Kadlrgall

The fact that this Istanbul Kadirgali text was reprinted and published
in Cairo as late as the 1970’s shows both that it remained highly regarded in
Egypt, and in circulation there, long after the 1342 Cairo text, and also that
even Azhari committees did not consider the 1342 Cairo text “the standard
version”. That it was probably also the basis of the text revised by
a,l—[_)abbé.‘98 further indicates that it was still well regarded in the 1350’s
(1930’s), that is, a decade after the 1342 Cairo text, and by the leading Qur’an
reader in the Musllm world. It was indubitably the model for the Cairo
Kadirgal text,  indeed the cancels in the Istanbul Kadirgal text, referred
to as the second reprint, are from the Cairo Kadirgali text.

§ 13 A second Kadirgali text, printed in Teheran

It is entitled “Qur’anun mubinun” in a central roundel on the title-page.
The covers and spine are decorated with roses in the customary Iranian
way, although only in two shades of brown. The text is handsomely printed
with pausal indications, madda before hamzat al-qat’, and certain other
recitative instructions in red.

The title-page is preceded by eight pages, framed as is the text (12
X 7 cm.) The first is blank. The second names the publishing Company,
Mu'assaseyeh Amir Kabir of 235, Sari* Sa‘di, Teheran. The third gives
the binder and printer, Sarkat-i Sahamiyye Offset, Teheran, and the
date 1346. That this is according to Sams7 reckoning is specified in the
colophon, where it is repeated, but with a “3:n”, and accompanied by
both the A.D. date, 1967, and the Qamarz date, “fz dahr Rabi’ il-awwal
lisannat sab‘a watamanin watalatmi'a min al-hijra an-nabawiyya”
(1387). This is the second impression. On the next page is the publisher’s
motif, a horse and chariot, and on the fifth page begin the explanatory
notes. These cover four pages and correspond in some ways to those of the
Hafs copy. They begin by saymg that this is a copy of a text written about
seventy years ago by Kadirgali. And that this text, which had been

printed in Berlin, has now been revised and checked, its verses renumbered,
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and published under the auspices of Aga ‘Abd al-Rahim Ja‘fari, the head
of Mu’'assaseyeh Amir Kabir.

The copy has 605 pages of text, including the title-page as page one,
with 15 lines to the page. It is basically in the Turkish Tradition but with
Tranian modifications.

e So from now on it will be referred to as “the Teheran Kadirgali
text”.

The orthography is said to be ancient.” . The gira’at are those most
accepted as going back to the Prophet, and the verse-numbering (6,236
in total) is according to the Kufan method, as passed down from ‘Ali to
Abu ‘Abd al-Rahman ‘Abdal-lah ibn Habib al-Sulami. Each juz’ has
four ahzab, and the sajadat are according to famous scholars. It then
states two ways in which it diverges (or, rather, has been revised) from
copies written in Ottoman times, “masahif ‘Utman:”. The first, is where
Ottoman copies omitted huruf which should be pronouuced These are
mserted in red. For example, talw, (2nd waw red) (#135); dawudu
(2.251), °? wuriya (7: 20) (2nd waw red). °** The second is where Ottoman
copies included huruf which are not pronounced. For ease of reading,
these are omitted. For example, salasila (76: 4) is said to have had a red
alif at the end; T aycim (51: 47) is said to have had a second red ya’
after the present one some otiose letters, formerly in red, now have

“qisr” (shorten !) below e.q. wa'uolus (3: 18); 'aw la’adbahannah (27:
21); fa,, uola tka (2 160) yatlu, allegedly previously red, is here black.
Sometimes the ‘gisr” has been retained after the removal of the otiose
letter, and is therefme redundant, e.g. below naba’ahum where the ham:a
has been removed. ~ Four other symbols in red are also found. “gat™,
as below 'attaxidu in 6: 14; “sakta”, as below and after ‘twajan 1151 18: 1,

“tafyim”, as below m‘ad in 24: 55; and “madd”, as below bada wkum
in 9:13. Another note says thqt scribes in the old days wrote a red circle,
“dayereye qirmiz” | to indicate ¢mala, as in 11: 4. A colophon in Arablc
also mentions the revision and reorganisation of numbering, “tub:* ... ba'd
at-tadqiq wat-tashih wata'yin ta'dad tl-ayat”.

The same text was printed, in black and white only, and in a much
less handsome form, by the Kitab furust Xawur in 1369. This has to be
a hijri gamari dating, making it 1949/50 A.D.It was also reprinted, again
handsomely, by Mu’assasat al-Ma‘arif, P.0.Box 11 - 9424, Beirut. This
copy, undated, in a larger frame in red roundels on the blue background
of the



upper cover and spine, and has a flap. The text is again only black-and-
white.

THE EGYPTIAN TRADITION
OF PRINTED QUR'AN COPIES

The Egyptian Tradition finally broke from the Turkish one with the 1342
Cairo text. It is the odd one out, in that not only is it (with two exceptions)
the only one claiming ‘Utmanic authority, but in a sense it is the only one
which is solely a printed Tradition. That is, it specifically claims that its
orthography is not based on the written Tradition of the last ten or more
centuries, but on the recorded oral Tradition of the first century.

It would not therefore be expected that the orthography of Egyptian
manuscripts prior to the 19" century A.D. would correspond with Egyptian
printed copies. ** In respect of uprightness, the script of the Hafs copy,
at least, is in line with many Mamluk and subsequent copies. So it
is surprising that the Indian and North-West African Traditions, both of
manuscript descent, are so similar in orthography to this Egyptian printed
Tradition. This could indicate that the orthography of the 1342 Cairo text
was in fact simply breaking with the Iranian and Turkish Traditions, and
that leaning on the authority of ‘Utman was more a politico-religious move
than a textual one.

§ 14 A third Kadirgali text, printed in Cairo

It is entitled “Qur’an karim” in the central design of the upper cover
with 56: 77-80 in the four inside corners of the frame. On the title-page
is “al-Qur'an al-karim, bixatt is-Sayyid Mustafa Nazif as-sahir
bz'Kadzrgalz munaqqahan ‘ala r— rasm ilm‘Utmc"zn'i” “The noble Qur’én

cording to the ‘Utmanic graphlc form Tt was prmted by Maktabat
al-Gumhuriyya al-‘Arabiyya under a permit dated 7/8/1965 from the
professoriate of the Azhar, and at the expense of the publisher, ‘Abd
al-Fattah ‘Abd al-Hamid Murad. It is the Istanbul Kadirgah text in a
revised form, h'mnt7 the same number of pages (522), the same number of
lines per page (15). and even the same position for each word per line.

e From now on it will he referred to as “the Cairo K‘ldll‘f"lll text”.
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The Cairo Kadirgal text is still a common form of copies today, and
different sized facsimiles of the same manuscript from different printers and
. . 111
publishers can readily be found.

The copy consulted makes claim to the authority of the 1342 Cairo
text by appending that text’slelegxplanatory notes and the four signatories
to its completed manuscript. In the Cairo Kadirgali text, however,
the date given is a month earlier (10/3/1337).""" This in itself is an
acknowledgement that the Cairo Kadirgali text antedated the 1342 Cairo
text. It is clear from certain small discrepancies that the Cairo Kadir-
gali text was not in fact copied with exactly these explanatory notes as a
guidéline.114 This is also clear from a statement by the printer below the
list of signatories that the notes were entered in full in this co M to define
its conventions, as they had done for their well-known original.”  In other
words, the notes had not originally belonged to the Cairo Kadirgali text.
But the correspondence between the Cairo Kadirgali text and the 1342 Cairo
text with respect to these notes is so close that either the 1342 Cairo text was
copied from the Cairo Kadirgah text, or else the two texts must have been
written more or less alongside each other. This could only have been in the
early stages of the 1342 Cairo text, since Kadirgali died in 1913.

What was it though that had prompted this revision of the Istanbul
Kadirgali text ? Kadirgall's having moved to Egypt ? And his having
become a scribe there ? Post 1908 Turkey would not have been a good
place for a prominent Qur'an copyist. For it merely to have been that the
plates were simply shipped to al-Matba'a al-Amiriyya in Bulaq from its
namesake in Istanbul is improbable. Why should a Turkish scribe write in a
new orthographic Tradition while still in Turkey ? Since the Cairo Kadir-
gall text was completed at least twelve years before the 1342 Cairo text, it is
therefore most likely that the manuscript for the 1342 Cairo text was modelled
on this Cairo Kadirgal text, incorPorating a few small improvements, and
a generally more easily read text.

Perhaps the 1342 Cairo text was trying to represent an Arab, copy, now
that the Turkish Empire was no more. The omission of the name of the
Turkish copyist from another reprint of his text,“' might support this.
And a possible new emphasis on the term “bir—-rasm ¢[-'Utman:” could be
seen to capture the motivation behind the whole new Egyptian Tradition.
This was to take it to mean “according to the graphic form of the caliph
‘Utman”, rather than any reference to the Ottoman script.118
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§ 15 A large copy from Beirut

which has “tnnahu laqur'anun karimun f1 kitabin maknunin™ (56:7778)
on the upper cover and is entitled “Mushaf al-Haramayn al-Sarifayn
bir-rasm i[~‘Utmani” on the title-page. In insets on the cover it has
“innahu laqur'anun karimun f1 kitabin maknunin la yamassuhu 'tlla
l-mutahharuna tanzvlun min rabb tl-‘alamina” (56:77-80), as on the title-
page of the Damascus copy.llg The frame containing the text measures
30 x 20 cm., and having 522 pages of text with 15 lines to the page, it is
essentially the same as the Cairo Kadirgal text. The position of the words
on the pages is identical. But it has a number of different conventions
which place it in some ways more in line with the earlier, Istanbul Kadirgah
text, and so with the general Turkish Tradition. A different original must
nevertheless have been used, since at times these conventions impinge on
the spacing of the graphic form. e.q. p.326.2, the hamza-character before
‘anasty in the Cairo Kadirgali text. The explanatory notes, modified from
those of the 1342 Cairo text, were signed by the official reviser of Egyptian
Qur’an copies, ‘All ibn Muhammad al-Dabba‘, whose stamp is reproduced
on the last but one page. He therefore must have revised the whole original
manuscript.

e So from now on this copy will be referred to as “the Kadirgali text
revised by al-Dabba™

The stamp is dated 1341, but it has to be anachronistic, even for the
original manuscript. For one thing, the source for the sajadat was only
published, as he himself (presumably) noted, in 1349, and for another, the
date of completion (tahriran f7 ... ) given next to his stamp is 21/1/1354
/ 24/4/1935. This particular Beirut facsimile-impression of this text must
be later than 1977 A.D. too, as it is under the same permit 22, from the
same printers and publishers, and at the expense of the same Muhammad
‘All Baydun as the Beirut copy.

al-Dabba' was the foremost teacher of Qur’'an readings in Egypt in
the 1920s and 30s at least, and as official reviser of Qur an copies was also
the foremost official authority on the written text. . Not only therefore
is this copy of the utmost accuracy, but it is of significance in that it was
prepared a decade after the publication of the 1342 Cairo text, and yet it
reverts in a number of ways to the Turkish Tradition. While the Damascus
copy is Turkish with Egyptian modifications, this Kadirgali text revised by
al-Dabba’ is the converse. Even for leading Egyptian Qur’'an scholars the
1342 Cairo text was not considered the last word.
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§ 16 A different, smallar copy from Bsirut

entitled “Mushaf al-Haramayn al—é’arifayn" on the upper cover, and
“Qurian karim bir-rasm il-‘Utmani” on the title-page. The latter also
has “hada balagun lin-nasi waliyundarie bihi” (14: 52) in small print
below left. It is not dated, but is later than 1977 A.D., as it was printed
under permit 22 of the Dar al-Fatwa al-Lubnaniyya of that year, by
the publishing firm, Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyya, and at the expense of
Muhammad ‘All Baydun. The text is 486 pages long, with 17 lines to
the page and the frame containing the text measures 17 x 11 cm. It has
the full, explanatory notes (ta‘r: f) of the 1342 Cairo text. The scribe of the
manuscript is not mentioned.

e From now on this copy will be referred to as “the Beirut copy”.

Another copy of the same facsimile, with the same cover-title and the
same explanatory notes, but with a frame of 9 x 6 ¢cm., was printed some
two decades earlier in 7/1380 / 12/1960, at the expense of the same firm.
The title on its title-page is the same, but it lacks details of the permit
and owner of the publishing firm, and the designation “bir-rasm ¢l-'Ut-
mant”. Instead, the claim to the ‘Utmanic graphic form is made on a
final page (absent from the Beirut copy). Here also are printing dates and
a paragraph stating that the copy was checked by the Azhar committee
under Sayx ‘Abd al-Fattah al-Qadi, with seven named members. Five
of these are as in the Cairo Kadirgali text, and the two others are Sayx
Muhammad Salim Muhaysin and ‘Abd al-Ra’uf Muhammad Salim.

8 17 The official Indonesian text

This copy has two columns of text per page, the Arabic in one and a
parallel translation into Indonesian in the other. It is similar in layout
to the column-and-column-about translation of the Qur’an into English
by ‘Abdal-lah Yusuf ‘Ali. The Arabic text of the official Indonesian text,
however, is closer to the Hafs copy than the original Arabic of A. Yusuf Ali’s
parallel translation, with little or no normalisation of spelling. It is entitled
“Al-Quraan Dan Terjemahnya” on the upper cover, with “al-Qur’an
al-karim” in Arabic below, and the same on the title-page. The translation
was completed in 1971, the foreword was written by the Minister for
Religion on 15/6/1394 / 5/7/1974, and the final recommendation on the
last page, by the Committee in charge, is dated 20/8/1977. It was published

by Bumi Rastu in Jakarta. The copy is 1,122 pages long and the frame
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containing the text measures 14 x 9 em. There is a long introduction of
132 pages, including n discussion of the “recension of ‘Utman”™ and ending
with a section on readings.

Apart from details noted in chapter 3, the orthographical conventions
of the olficial Indonesian text correspond most closely to those of the Kadir-
gall text revised by al-Dabba’, as. for instance. in having an inverted
damma for u, and a small al/if beneath a consonant to indicate 7.

THE NORTH-WEST AFRICAN TRADITION
OF PRINTED QUR'AN COPIES

Finally, the North-West African Tradition, although again similar to the
Egyptian one in orthography, is in many ways closer to the different trans-
mission of Wars. Its calligraphy, it need hardly be said, is different from
all the other Traditions. For these reasons it has been classed as a separate
Tradition, although only one printed Magribi copy has been consulted.

§ 18 A copy written in Magribi script

and published by the Tunis Publishing House (al{-Dar al-Tunisiyya lil-
Naér),m as usual without a date. It is a facsimile of a manuscript from the
collection of the late Sayx Muhammad al-Tahir ibn ‘Aéﬁr,lm completed
on the 1/8/1200 (30/5/1785) by the scribe, al-hajj Zubayr ibn ‘Abdal-lah
al-Hanafl. In red ink above the 1200 is added 76 which would make it
23/2/1859. It follows the Fasi practice in not having diacritical dots on
final fa', gaf, nun or y?z’.m

e From now on it will be referred to as “the Magribi Hafs copy™.

The facsimile has been made with all the original colours. The effort
involved in masking the various colours for each stage of printing would
have been enormous. It is hoped that more facsimiles like this will be made,
and so bring some of the many exquisite Qur'an manuscripts into general
circulation. It is entitled “Qur’'an karim” on the inside and outside, and
is sixty pages long, each page being a hizb. The frame containing the text
measures 24 X 15 cm., and would probably not have been reduced from the
original, despite the 55 lines of each page being in tiny handwriting, and
the occasional minute, in-between-the-line comments in red. The similar-
sized (25 x 16em.), sixty-paged, Edinburgh University Oriental manuscript
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no.149 (dating probably from the 9™® century A.H.) also has <uch in-
between-the-line comments.

This Magribt copy is of interest for several reasons. Firstly, it is less
subject to the black-and-white restraints hitherto imposed on manuscripts
destined for publication. Secondly, it is not more than a decade old. and
therefore indicates that in North-West, Africa also, the 1342 Cairo text is not
considered the only authority. But thirdly, and most importantly, while
deviating hardly at all from the 1342 Cairo test in vocal form, it corresponds
with the Wars copy in graphic form on several occasions, rather than with
the 1342 Cairo text. It also corresponds with the Wars copy in a number of
other features, some of which are noted in the following section. This is
further indication that the vocal form of the Qur’an is older and more rigid
than the graphic form.



Chapter 3

VARIATIONS BETWEEN
THE HAFS COPIES

THE PURPOSE of this chapter is to show areas where Hafs copies vary
among themselves. These areas can then be excluded from the lists of
differences between the Hafs copy and the Wars copy. The variations are
therefore documented only in so far as to delineate an area, and do not
claim to be exhaustive.

Most of the variations simply concern orthography or recitation, and
it must be said at the outset that none has any effect on the meaning of
the text. Within a given transmission, such as Hafs’, that never varies. It
must also be said that there is no clear dividing line between reading and
chanting, so some variations are purely recitative.

§1 GENERAL VARIATIONS

1.1 In orthography

1.1.1 The usual differences between Fasi-Magribl and nasy? scripts, where
this applies, with respect to the diacritical dots of initial and medial fa’
and gaf, and those of final fa’', qaf, nun, and ya’.
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1.1.2 The Magribi Hafs copy employs the old system of colours. Vocal
alif (hadf al-alif), which includes ya'-alif, and all vocal long vowels
are written in red, hamzat al-qat' is a golden dot and hamzat al-was! a
blue one. The Teheran Kadirgal text uses red for vocal alifs, pause and
remarks like gisr. All other copies consulted use only black. Many Eastern
Hafs manuscripts use only red in addition to black, and not for vocalisation
but for pausal notes, and the like.

1.1.3 The word allay! (e.q. 92: 1)]L is written with one /[am carrying both
3adda and fatha in all the Hafs copies, except the Teheran coples and the
Damascus copy which have al-layl. In the Magrib1 Hafs c0py the word
is written with one lam, which is given neither 3adda nor fatha, e.q. 2:164.

The word al-lah (or al-lah) in all copies does have 3adda and fatha
(or vocal alif), except in the form /i:/-{ahi in the Magribl Hafs copy,3 e.
g. 1:2; 2:112.

Similarly, the relative adjectives, alladina and the like, are written
with a single /@am in both transmissions, but in the Wars copy and the
Magribi Hafs copy the /am has no marks at all, whereas in all the other
Hafs copies it carries both 3adda and fatha.

Since the Wars copy does not vowel the lam, in cases where the Hafs
copies have the feminine plural ullati, allats, zl{atz or alla yz the pronun-
ciation in the Wars copy has to be found out from gira’at works. This
occurs in 4:15,23a,b,¢, 34,127 and 65: 4. That the last is wall?y, for instance,
can be inferred from ibn al-Jazar1’s statement regarding wamal}ygy (6:162)

that a closed, long syllable requires madda.’

1.1.4  The Hafs copy has 'isrd ' il where the Wars copy has 'isra il
throughout, and 'ibrah7m where the Wars copy has 'ibrahim in Surat
al~Baqara (fifteen occurrences, e.q. 2:27, 132). Otherwise both have "ibra-
him.”

The Magribi Hafs copy again, is as the Wars copy in both. So also is
the Damascus copy, although with 'ibrahim throughout. Most Turkish
copies are similar to the Wars copy in having 'tbrahim and ‘isra 'l
throughout except that in the latter it amalvamates the vocal hamza to
the ya’. This is a trait of the Turkish Tradition.” The Teheran copies have
’z'sr?f;zl, and are as the Wars copy for 'ibrahim (e.q. = 2:22, 127 in the

[sfahani tef«:t,).7 The Indian copies are like the Wars copy for isrd 1l but
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like the Hafs copy for 'ibrahm. All the others are like the Hafs copy.

1.1.5 The Egyptian Tradition (bar the official Indonesian text) always has
al-lah, 'axir and 'axira where the Indian copies, the Teheran copies and
the Turkish Tradition (bar the Damascus copy) all have al-lah, "axir and
‘axira.

1.1.6 The Turkish and Persian Traditions frequently, but not totallly,
normalise many of the archaic spellings of the Hafs copy. Half a dozen
examples illustrate this.

Nearly all vocal alifs in the Hafs copy are graphic alifs, e.q. malike
for maliki ( I 4), al-kitabu for al-kitabu ( 2: 2), excepting dalika and
the like, lakin, ar-rahman, and names like 'ibrahim and 'isma‘il. cf.

also wamikala ( 2: 98, = 93) for wamik ® y la of the Hafs copy. The Indian
Tradition is close to the Egyptian regardmg alif, but occasmnally varies,
e.g. the later Taj text has limigatina (7:155) for the Hafs copy’s limigatina.

Vocal hamzas and vocal ya’s in the Hafs copy can be graphlc eq.

xatz ‘atuhu in the Teheran copies and the 1392 Turkish text for Xatz at-
uhu ( 2:81=77), and 3ay  an in the Teheran copies in 6: 80 (= 81). In &: 80
the Turkish copies tend to put the hamza and the ya’ with the same seat.

Final long vowels in the Hafs copy are not always given extra prolon-
gation before ham:a in the Teheran and Turkish copies, e.q. bih7 ‘illa in
the Isfahani text and the 1392 Turkish text for the Hafs copy’s bih7 (680,
= 81) and bihi in the Harisi text; and bima 'unzila in the Isfahani text, the
Damascus copy and the 1392 Turklsh text ( 2: 4) but bima 'unzila in the
Harist text. Nor always is final hAu/hi given the prolongation of the Hafs
copy in the Teheran copies, e.g. 2: 81 (= 77) as above, and bih7 ‘alaykum
(6: 81, = 82) in the Isfahani text, the Damascus copy and the 1392 Turkish
text (as in the Hafs copy), but only biA¢ in the Harisi text and the Teheran
Kadirgah text.

Vocal sin in the Hafs copy can be graphic, e.g. yabsutu for yabsutu
in the Isfahani text ( 2:245, = 247) The Teheran Kadirgali text here has
yabsutu with “yugra’ bis—-sin” in red below. P.George’s manuscript has
sin in the text with a red sad on top and “wabis—sad” below.

Archaisms like alif al-wiqaya on certain nouns final hamza, and 2°%
and 379" singular imperfect verbs final radical waw can also be modernised,
e.q. tmru’un in the Teheran copies for imri’un, of the Egyptian and Indian
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: 9 - o .
copies ( 4:176). But this is not always the case, e.q. 'abna , u, in the Isfahani

text for ’a(m?f;,uo of the Hafs copy ( 5:18, = 22), but ‘abna ' u in the Harisi
text, the Damascus copy and the 1392 Turkish text. Nor do the Teheran

copies modernise, for instance, ar—rz’f)go (e.g. 2:275), ta‘fﬁo ( 2:237,=239),
or yatlue ( 229, = 124). Nor is alif al-wigaya inserted after ?id' plural
perfect verbs final radical hamza as in the Hafs copy, e.qg. waba 1 ( 3:112)
in the Damascus copy or the 1392 Turkish text or the Haris1 text, but in
the Isfahani text it can be, e.q. waba w o (= 109).

Archaic ta’ taw?la for ha’ al-ta’nt is usually modernised in the Isfah-
- ani text, but not in the Harisi text or the Damascus copy or the 1392
Turkish text, e.g. rahmata ( 2:218, = 216) in the Harisi text, the Damascus
copy and the 1392 Turkish text, but ra,f_zmahta in the Isfahani text; ni‘m-
ah‘a in the Isfahani text, for ni‘mata in the others ( 2: 231, = 232, and 5:
11), and imra’ah’u in the Isfahani text, for imra’atu in the others { 3: 35).

1.1.7 The Egyptian Tradition, the Magribl Hafs copy and the Damascus
copy use a superior, circular zero to indicate letters not vocally realised,
e.q. on ali f al-wigaya and the quiescent waw in "uela’tka and "uolito, €.9.
2:5,269 (= 273). The Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘ does not do this,
nor do other copies in the Indian, Persian and Turkish Traditions (bar
the Damascus copy). The Indian copies tend to have a similar but more
oval symbol,10 but employ it differently. With the 374 masculine plural
perfect they have the symbol on the preceding wauw rather than on the alif
al-wigaya. The official Indonesian text does not differentiate between this
symbol and that for siwkun, employing a rounded zero for both. It also has
this on all unvowelled consonants except hamzat al-was(, and so, in the
case of the 3"%" masculine plural perfect, has the zero on both the waw and
the alif al-wiqaya.

1.1.8 One difference in the Turkish Tradition makes the text less crowded,
while not forfeiting anything in accuracy. Alif-hamza, whether hamzat
al-qat’ or hamzat al-wasl, is not indicated, since, as noted in the ex-
planatory notes, the presence or absence of a vowel obviates the need. It
means that on occasion the graphic form differs from that of the Egyptian
Tradition, for example, in 4: 76-78." Other hamzas also, e.q. waw-hamza

and ya’-hamza, especially when vocal, ean be written differently, in the
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Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba‘ and the Turkish Tradition, e.q. 2. 7R

That regional Traditions can diverge on points like this graphic indica-
tion of hamza, but not on vowels, indicates how much more fixed the vocal
form of the Qur’'an is than the graphic form.

1.2 In recitation

1.2.1 Assimilation. This is an area in which variation and conflicting
reports within transmissions were current in the time of al-Dani ('(1.444)13
and still are today. The Hafs copy, the Cairo Kadirgali text, the Beirut
copy and the Damascus copy follow exactly the same system of partial and
complete assimilation. The Kadirgali text revised by al- Dabba ditfers in
a few ways, and is most like the Istanbul Kadirgali text. " The official
Indonesian text and the Teheran Kadirgali text indicate partial assimil-
ation only in the nominative, and what is partial in the Hafs copy tends,
in the official Indonesian text, to be complete. The Indian copies have only
complete assimilation, what is partial in the Hafs copy being complete, and
the Magriblr Hafs copy indicates only complete assimilation, what in the
Hafs copy is partial being omitted. The Persian and Turkish Traditions
as a whole do not even indicate complete assimilation, which is also the
practice with most manuscripts from whatever provenance. The 1370 Iraqi
text, in the Turkish Tradition, does, however, indicate idgam below, in
basatta, for instance, (5:28) and galat ta’i fahtun (33:13).

1.2.2 Indications of pause vary between the copies. The same conventions
are found in the Beirut copy, the Cairo Kadirgali text and the Damascus
copy, but the value of the pause can differ, as for instance in 2: 37. Different
and more extensive indication is found in copies in the Turkish Tradition.
In the Magrib1 Hafs copy there is next to no indication at all. The system
in the Indian copies and the Teheran copies is basically the same as that
in the Turkish Tradition, with small extras and differences here and there.

An illustration of variation over an example of pause, which does
impinge on the vowel quantity is the change of a to a, in pause.15 The
Kadirgah text revised by al-Dabba‘ (and the Qatari centennial copy) does
not indicate this pausal a/if at all (not even in the explanatory notes), e
18: 38 — lakinna, where the Beirut copy has [akinna,, the Cairo Radlrgah

text has a misprint.,  the 1392 Turkish text has gisr below (indicating
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shortening) and the Magribi Hafs copy has a red and gold dot (the latter
normally indicating hamzat al-gat’' and the former something vocal). With
‘ana the Egyptian Tradition has ‘ana, throughout (e.g. 3:81,5: 28), and the
Turkish Tradition usually has gisr. The Magribi Hafs copy has a tiny
“qisr” in red below each ‘ana.

When final a is followed by hamzat al-gat‘, what is a in the Kadirgah
text revised by al-Dabba‘ (and the Isfahani text), is @ in the Wars copy,
whether in pause or not, e.g. 'ana/’ ana ‘whyt ( 2:258), wa'ana/wa’ana
‘awwaly ( 6:163), and/'ana ’atika (27: 39). In the Turkish Tradition ana
tends to have gisr _below in these examples. This rule does not apply to

ya T adam etc., ha *antum nor 1 z/a " and yastahyr 'an ete.

1.2.3 Divisions of the text.

—- Verses.

The verses of the Egyptian and Turkish Traditions are according to
the Kufan numbering. The verse-numbering of most Indian copies diverges
in a number of places, and not according to any particular one of the listed
systems. For instance, 4:177 (for 176 of the Hafs copy) is found only in the
Syrian numbering,18 and 6:77-79 (for 76-78) of the Hafs copy) is the Meccan
and second Medinese numbering, although in 6: 1 they do not tally with
that numbering. *

As for the Persian Tradition, the Harisi text is as the Egyptian, but the
verse-numbering of the Isfahani text is apparently unique.“O The North-
West African Tradition does not have numbers, but divisions were not
found to differ. The verses of the Wars copy are numbered according to
the version of the first Medinese numbering, which is identical to the Kufan
Tradition.”"

—- Sections.

The five Traditions Vary,22 in position and nomenclature. For ex-
ample, excluding the Teheran copies, which are radically divergent, the
following differences were found in the first five suras.

3:92 - the Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘, the Magribi Hafs
copy and the Wars COpY; * 3.93 — the Hafs copy, the Beirut copy
and the Cairo Kadirgal text.

4:1 - the Hafs copy, the Kadirgali text revised by al~Dabbé‘ and
the Magribi Hafs copy; 4:6 — the Wars copy.

4. 87 — the Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba‘, the Magribi Hafs
copy and the Wars copy: 4: 88 - the Hafs copy, the Beirut copy

and the Cairo Kadirgal text.
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4:135 — the Hafs copy and the Kadirgah text revised by al-Dabba‘;
4:130 — the Magribi Hafs copy and the Wars copy.

4:165 — the Hafs copy and the Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba’;
4:166 — the Magribl Hafs copy and the Wars copy.

5.3 — the Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba‘, the Magribi Haf's
copy and the Wars copy; 5:1 — the Hafs copy, the Beirut copy.
5: 28 - the Kadirgah text revised by al-Dabba‘; 5: 27 — the Cairo
Kadirgal text, the Hafs copy, the Beirut copy and the Magribi
Hafs copy; 5: 23 — the Wars copy.

5:51 — the Hafs copy and the Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba’;
5:49 — the Magribi Hafs copy and the Wars copy.

5:109 — the Hafs copy and the Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba’;
5:111 - the Magribi Hafs copy and the Wars copy.

The Egyptian system can be seen as a refinement 2041” the Turkish. The
[ranian Tradition is different, as is the Indian one too.

1.3 In other peripheral features

1.3.1 sajadat (prostrations)
Taking two sajadat as examples, the following copies indicate them.

16: 49--50. The Egyptian, Turkish and Indian Traditions, and the Iranian
Tradition bar the Isfahani text (= 52--53). The Magribl Hafs copy does

26
not.

27: 25--26. Again, the Egyptian, Turkish and Indian Traditions, and the
Iranian Tradition bar the Isfahani text (= 26-27). The Magrib1i Hafs copy
does not.”” The second sajda in surat hajj (22:77) is noted as obligatory
only in the 5$afi‘7 rite in the Indian Tradition. Zafrulla Khan’s translation
marks it as a normal sajda, the later Taj text and South African revision
mark it as Safi'7.

1.3.2 Names of suras.

The Isfahani text, the official Indonesian text, Turkish and Indian
copies usually call sura 17 bent 'isra’zl, others call it al-isra’. Iranian
and Indian copies and the official Indonesian text usually call sura 40
al-mu’min, others call it ga fir. The Indian copies, the Teheran copies and

the Qatari centennial copy call sura 76 ad-dahr, others call it al-insan.
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The Harisi text, the small Teheran pocket-selection of suras, the Qatari
centennial copy and the 1392 Turkish text call siura 94 al-insirah, the
official Indonesian text calls it alam nadrah, and others call it as-sarh.
The Harisi text, the small Teheran pocket-selection of suras, the Qatari
centennial copy, the 1392 Turkish text and many Indian copies call sura
99 az-zilzal, others call it az-zalzala. The small Teheran pocket-selection
of suras calls sura 106 as-sita’, others call it qurays, or al-quray3. The
Teheran copies and the 1392 Turkish text call sura 111 tabbat, the official
Indonesian text, the small Teheran pocket-selection of suras and the Qatari
centennial copy call it al-lahab and others call it al-masad.

1.3.3 Explanatory notes.

The explanatory notes at the back of the Hafs copy, the Beirut copy
and the Cairo Kadirgah text are identical, but those of the Kadirgah text
revised by al-Dabba‘ differ in places, both in the conventions it employs
and in its sources. This would account for a number of minor differences
between the Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba' and other copies, e.q.
pausal alif (see § 22 re 3:81), and partial assimilation within a word (see
§ 22 re 5. 28). The explanatory notes at the back of the Damascus copy
cover only one page and are an abbreviation of notes 1-8 of the Hafs copy
and its conventions for pause, all of them shortened but in the same order.
The notes at the back of the Indian copies, the 1392 Turkish text and
the Qatari centennial copy refer only to the symbols for pause, ruku‘ and
textual division. The Qatari centennial copy and the Teheran Kadirgah
text are as the 1392 Turkish text (which = the Kadirgal text revised by
al-Dabba‘ and the Indian copies) although with three extra refinements
(the letters kaf, sin and sad lam-alif), and the Indian copies are alone
in having occasional marginal notes concerning the Hafs transmission, and
regular ones concerning pause. [ate Indian copies, probably under the
influence of the 1342 Cairo text, have many more explanatory notes than
earlier ones.

In conclusion, the areas covered by the examples in this section can
be excluded from the discussion of variations between the transmissions of
Hafs and Wars.

Tt
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§2 PARTICULAR VARIATIONS

Here follow a number of examples of places where variations obtain in
printed copies of the Hafs transmission. The list again is not exhaustive,
but selective, for purposes of illustration. In each case, as a point of
reference, the utterance is given in its form in the Hafs copy and then
within square brackets in its form in the Wars copy, when this differs.
Then follows information about the copies described in chapter 2.

2.1 In vocalisation

2.1.1 30:54 - da‘fin... da‘fin... da‘fan [du'fin... du'fin.. du'fan)].

The Turkish and Egyptian Traditions (bar the official Indonesian text)
are as the Hafs copy, but the Teheran copies and the Indian Tradition are
as the Wars copy. In the earlier Taj text there is a marginal note saying,
“Hafs read the dad with both damma and fatha in all three, but damma
is preferable - walakin ad- damma muxtara. The Qatari reprint of A.
Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation has da'fin... du'fin... du'fin. The Magribi
Hafs copy is as the Hafs copy vraphlcally, but is as the Wars copy vocally —
each dad has a fatha, in black with a red damma sitting on it. Conversely,
the 18¢b- century Indian copy (deburoh University Qur’an ms.148) has
the three fathas in red and the three dammas in black. The 1067/1656
Iranian (?) copy (Edinburgh University Qur’an ms.152) has three black
dammas sitting on three black fathas.

2.1.2 hamza bayn-bayn
41: 44 — Tac‘z‘jamz’yyun [N’J’Zz:‘jamiyyun].gs

The large dot is in most copies in the Egyptian Tradition, but is also
found in the North-West African one. The Turkish and Indian Traditions

tend to have “tashi{” written below, and the Iranian one nothing. In
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detail, the following can be said. The Cairo Kadirgali text, the Beirut
copy and the Magribi Hafs copy are as the Hafs copy, except that in the
Magribi Hafs copy the dot is in red, and in the Cairo Kadirgal text it is a
circle - "aa’jamiyyun. In the Cairo Kadirgal text’s explanatory notes the
convention is described as in the Hafs copy - nugta mua’awwara masdudat
ul-wast - but both there and in the text it is a c1rcle

The Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘ has ’a’a‘jamiyyun without
any sign, although in the explanatory notes it says that it has tashi/ written
below. The 1392 Turkish text has the same spelling but with the tashil.
So does the Feheran Kadirgall text, in red below. Similarly, most Indian
copies (manuscrlpt and printed) have "a’a‘jamiyyun without any sign,
although often have a marginal note saying, “Hafs read tashi/ of the second
hamza”. The Qatari reprint of A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation has
nothing, but the Libyan one is as the Hafs copy. The official Indonesian
text, the Damascus copy, the Isfahani text (= 45) and the Harisl text all

have 'a’a‘jamiyyun without any sign or note.

2.2 In orthography

2.2.1 The orthography of hamza

2:14 — mustahzi’ una.

All the copies consulted are as both the Hafs and Wars copies, except
those from the Turkish Tradition, which amalvamate hamza to a followmv
long vowel. The Kadirgah text revised by al-Dabba‘ has mustahz?, una
The Istanbul Kadllmll text, the Teheran Kadlro'all text and P Georve S
manuscript also combine the waw and ham za, but have u for u. So does
the 1392 Turkish text but writes in “madd” below the waw, that is, it is
the same as the Kadirgal text rev1sed by al-Dabba’. Compare also the

1392 Turkish text’s writing of ’ isra il
2:72 - f(zddg'ra "tum [faddara’tum].

The Beirut copy, the Kadirgah text revised by al-Dabba’, the official
Indonesian text, the Indian copies and the 1392 Turkish text are all as the
Hafs copy. ** The Cairo Kadirgali text harmonises by having a tiny alif
as a seat for the ~nm2a (whereas the Istanbul Kadirgali text is as the Hafs

copy), but the Magribl Hafs copy as the Wars copy. The Damascus copy,
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the Teheran Kadirgal text, the Isfahani text (= 69) and the Harisi text
are also as the Wars copy, except that they normalise the vocal alif after
the dal to become graphic — faddara'tum.

2.2.2 The orthography of ya’'-alif

2:29 — fasaww Z hunna.

Without dots under the seat for the alif [with dots].

The Egyptian Tradition (including here the Damascus copy) and the
Indian Tradition” are as the Hafs copy. The Turkish Tradition (bar the
Istanbul Kadirgali text), the Teheran copies and the Magribi Hafs copy are
as the Wars copy with y(z’—ax!if.34 The Magribi Hafs copy, like the Wars
copy, also has dots below ya’-hamza.

That these dots are simply orthographical filling-in, rather than in-
dication of partial elision (hamza bayn-bayn) or intermediate deflection
(imala bayn-bayn) respectively, is shown by the Wars copy’s use of an
extra convention to indicate these, the large dot. In fact, on the one hand,
when the Wars copy is indicating partial elision, the character for hamza is
not written,35 and on the other, in the sole case of intermediate deflection

in the Hafs transmission, majr C; ha (11:41), ya'-alif and dots are not writ-
ten together when the deflection is recorded.”’

2:98 — wamik Z la [wam’ik?f;ila].

All the copies consulted are as the Hafs copy, except the Damascus
copy, the 1392 Turkish text, the Teheran Kadirgali text, the Isfahani text
(= 93) and the Harisi text which normalise the yc‘z'S‘ into a graphic alif
- wamikala.

20:63 - 'in [inna] hadani.

The Cairo Kadirgal text, the Beirut copy, the Kadirgal text revised
by al-Dabba’, the official Indonesian text and the Magribi Hafs copy are all

as the Hafs copy. But the Indian Tradition has a ya’-alif - "in hEc_i‘; ni.
The Qatari reprint of A. Yusuf Ali's parallel translation belongs to this
Tradition, but the Libyan one is as the Hafs copy. The Damascus copy,
the 1392 Turkish text, the Teheran Kadirgal text, P.George's manuscript,
the Isfahani text (= 67) and the Harisl text again normalise, by making

the vocal second alif graphic - "in @rjz(_ifzm'.
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2.2.3 Otiose alif
4176 — imru’uno.

All the copies consulted are are as both the Hafs and Wars copies,
except the Damascus copy, the Isfahani text (= 177) and the Harlsl text
which normalise and have no final ali f al-wiqaya — imru'un. The Magribi
Hafs copy has a small, red, inverted semi-circle over alif al-wigaya.

- 38
9:47, and 27: 21 - wala’awda‘u,, and aw la’ao_c_ibal.zannah?f.

The Cairo Kadirgal text and the Beirut copy are as the Hafs copy.
The Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘ is also as the Hafs copy, except
that it has no superscript zero over ‘the redundant second alzf in 27: 21, and
in an attempt to minimise the discrepancy between the vocal and graphic
forms, joins its top to that of the alif in the alif-lam.

The Magribi Hafs copy is as the Hafs copy too, except with ~u for
~% in 27: 21, with a red dot over the second redundant alif. P.George's
manuscript here has a small red second alif, but in 9: 47 has no otiose
alif, like the Hafs copy. And the Damascus copy is as the Hafs copy
in 9: 47, although negligently omitting hamza over the alif. The official
Indonesian text is as the Hafs copy in 9: 47, but normalises 27: 21 to aw
la’ adbahannahu The same goes for the Isfaham text (= 9. 48, 27: 22) and
the Harsi text, but with u for ¥ — aw la’ adbahannahu. The later Taj text,
the South Afrlcan revision and the Delhi copy have wala,'awda‘u,, and aw
lay’ adbalmnnahu and the earlier Taj text has aw la'a, dbahannahu In 9:
47 all three copies hwe an italic o over the first ali f, 1ndlcat1n0 redundancy,
but in 27: 21 the later Taj text and the earlier Taj text have no italic o,
in this case the second being redundant, whereas the Delhi copy has an
italic o added later. (The italic o is here transcribed by a zero to avoid
confusion with the pausal alif). These copies do not use the zero as a
symbol for sukun. The 1392 Turkish text is as the Indian copies in 9: 47,
but with “gisr” in small prmt below the first alif. However it normalises
27:21to awla’ adbahannahu The comparable [a’antum (59:13) of all copies
except the Indian ones (and the Qatari reprint of A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel
translation) should be mentioned here. The vast majority of Indlan copies

39
have la,’antum.

2.2.4 vocal/graphic nun

11: 14, and 28: 50 — fa'illam, and fa'int lam.
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All the copies consulted are as both the Hafs and Wars copies, except
the Isfahani text (= 11: 17 and 28: 51) and the Harisl text which normalise
both to fa'in lam, and the 1392 Turkish text which has fa'in lam in 28:
50.

12: 11 - ta’mannd [taman nnal.

The first nun in the Wars copy was most probably red in the manu-
seript,  as it is in Edinburgh New College ms.1*. The Hafs copy has a
rhombus above the seat for nun to indicate ismam.

The Cairo Kadirgah text and the Beirut copy are as the Hafs copy
in the explanatory notes, but without a rhombus in the text. The Kadir-
gali text revised by al-Dabba‘, the official Indonesian text and the 1392
Turkish text have a small “/smam” written below the mim in place of a
rhombus. The Teheran Kadirgali text has the same, although written below
an elongated nun-ligature. The Damascus copy, P.George’s manuscript,
the Indian copies, the Isfahani text (= 12), the Harisi text and many Indian,
Iranian and Turkish manuscripts of the Qur’an have simple ta’manna with
no indication of ismam. The Magribi Hafs copy is similar to the Wars copy
and has taman nna, in which the first nin is written in red and the second
is preceded by a black dot within a red one. The words ismam warawm
are also written tinily in red below.

21: 88 — nuUNJji, [nunjis).

In the Hafs copy the second nun is vocal and without sukun. This
is due to the effects of black-and-white printing. When colours were used
there was no need to have a superscript vocal nun. In the Wars copy it
is graphic, but in the original manuscript was probably in red. It is also
without a sukun. In Edinburgh New College ms.1* the second nun is red
and does not impinge on the graphic form. In the Persian copy (Edinburgh
University Qur’an ms.442) the first nun is red.

The Cairo Kadirgali text, the Beirut copy and the official Indonesian
text are as the Hafs copy. The Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘, the
Ahmadiyya translations and the earlier Taj text are as the Hafs copy,
but with a sukun. The later Taj text, the Delhi copy, the Damascus
copy, the Isfahani text (= 89) and the Harisi text are as the Wars copy —
nunji,, the Isfahani text having a sukun. The Magribt Hafs copy is also
as the Wars copy, except that the nun is in red, and so is transcribed as
in the Hafs copy. Indian, Iranian and Turkish manuscripts of the Qur'an
often have nunji, e.q. the three 18" century Indian ones (Edinburgh Univ-
ersity Qur’an mss.148, 149, 150), the two 19'" century Iranian ones (Edin-
burgh University Qur’an ms.15 and Edinburgh New College ms.3) and the
1165/1750 Turkish one (Edinburgh New College ms.5).
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2.3 In recitation

2.3.1 Assimilation
2:27 = 'an™ ['an¥] yusala (the assimilation of vowelless nun to ya’).

In the Hafs copy vowelless nun is incompletely assimilated to ya’,
whereas in the Wars copy the assimilation is complete except with tanwin,
e.g. man~ [man¥] yufsidu ( 2: 30), "in™ [in¥] yasa’ ( 4133), walakin™
[walakin¥] yuridu ( 5:6), but waylun™ yawma;igz’n ( 77: 24), nu‘asan™

yags (yz ( 2:154) and ligawmin™ ya'qiluna ( 2:164) in both the Hafs and Wars
copies.

The Cairo Kadirgali text, the Beirut copy and the Damascus copy
are as in the Hafs copy in all the examples. The Kadirgal text revised
by al-Dabba‘ has 'an y- and in y-, but as the Hafs and Wars copies
with tanwin. The official Indonesian text and the Indian copies in these
examples have an¥, man¥, in¥, walakinY, i.e. as the Wars copy, but also
waylunY, nu‘asany and ligawminY. The Teheran copies, the Teheran
Kadirgal text and P.George’s manuscript have -n y- in all (in fact they do
not indicate assimilation anywhere). So also the 1392 Turkish text, except
with nominative tanwin where it has un™ { 77: 2¢). The Magrib1 Hafs copy
has —nY y- in the first four, but -n y- with tanwin.

4:102 — min~ [min"] war?i;z'kum (the assimilation of vowelless nun
to waw).

The Cairo Kadirgali text, the Beirut copy and the Damascus copy are
as in the Hafs copy. The Kadirgah text revised by al-Dabba‘, the Isfahani
text (= 104), the Harisi text, the Teheran Kadirgali text, P.George’s manu-
script and the 1392 Turkish text have no assimilation at all - min w-. The
official Indonesian text, the Indian copies, and the Magribi Hafs copy are
as the Wars copy.

106:4 — Jju‘in™ wa~— (the assimilation of nun of tanwin to waw).

The Cairo Kadirgall text, the Beirut copy, the Kadirgali text revised
by al-Dabba‘ and the Damascus copy are as both the Hafs and Wars copies.
The official Indonesian text and the Indian copies have —-n™ w—, but not in
pause, e.g. ma‘rufan wa- ( 4. 5,6). The Isfahani text, the Haris1 text, the
1392 Turkish text, the Teheran Kadirgali text, P.George's manuscript and

the Magribi Hafs copy have -n w-.
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4176 — 5:1, and 5:20 — 6:1 - ‘alimun™ [‘alimun] bism il-lah , gadirun™
[gadirun] bism il-lah (the change of nun of tanwin to mim before ba’,
termed “qalb”).

These examples occur between suras, and therefore also concern pause.
The Cairo Kadirgali text, the Beirut copy and the Damascus copy are as
the Hafs copy. The Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba‘, the Teheran
Kadirgali text and the official Indonesian text have un™ in the first, but
un in the second. The Indian copies (both = 4:177) and the Teheran copies
and the Magribi Hafs copy are all as the Wars copy. The 1392 Turkish
text has un™ in both. P.George’s manuscript has «n in both.

Elsewhere, not in pause, all copies assimilate completely except the
Teheran ones and the 1392 Turkish text, e.q. ‘alimun™ bidat is—sudur (3:
15¢4). The Teheran copies and P.George's manuscript have only un. The
1392 Turkish text and the Teheran Kadirgali text have un™.

2:27 — min™ ba‘di. (the change of vowelless nun to mim before ba’,
again, termed “qalb”).

All the copies consulted are as the Hafs copy, except the Kadirgal
text revised by al-Dabba’, the official Indonesian text and the Indian copies
which also have a sukun over the nun either below, or next to, the vocal
mim, and the Teheran copies and P.George’s manuscript which, as always,
bhave no assimilation — min 6—. The 1392 Turkish text has nothing.

5: 28 — basat~ta [basat’ta),’’ and 'ahat~tu [ahat'tu] ( 27 22) (the
assimilation of {a’ to ta’).

The Cairo Kadirgali text, the Istanbul Kadirgal text (inconsistently),
the Beirut copy and the Damascus copy are as in the Hafs copy. The
official Indonesian text, the Indian copies and the Magribi Hafs copy are as
the Wars copy. The Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba’, the 1392 Turkish
text. the Teheran Kadirgal text, the Isfahani text (= 32) and the Harlsi
text (as usual) have basatte and ‘ahattu, as also yahzunka (i.e. a sukun
on the nun, where others have n™k, e.q. 5: 41 (= 46)), just like yudyilhu
(e.g. 413 (= 18)).

7:176b — yalhag(-i lyalhat] dalika (the effect of pause on assimilation).
In the Hafs copy pause is optional but in the Wars copy it is obligatory.

It is the only occurrence of vowelless ta’ before dal, and again within
both the Hafs (through ‘Ubayd and ‘Amr) and the Wars transmissions there
is variation.” Most widespread from Hafs is in fact complete assimilation
(yaz’hag(—i c~zf(,7/-zf!crz),43 as here in the Hafs copy, the Cairo Kadirgah text,

the Beirut copy, the Damascus copy and the Magribl Hafs copy. Pause is
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optional, as in the Hafs copy, in the Beirut copy and the Damascus copy.
In the Cairo Kadirgal text there is no pause at all, and in the Magribt Hafs
copy it is obligatory as in the Wars copy, indicated by idgarm written in
red below. The Kadirgal text revised by al-Dabba‘, the official Indonesian
text, the Indian copies, the 1392 Turkish text, the Teheran Kadirgal text,
P.George’s manuscript and the Isfahani text here are unassimilated as in
the Wars copy (-t d-), but with indication of preferable, not obligatory,
pause. The Harisi text has no pause here, but preferable pause on yalhat
in 7:176a.

11: 42a..b — arkab™ ma‘ana...takun™ ma‘a [-b m-...-n™ m-| (assimil-
ation of ba' and nun before mim).

One transmission from Haf's assimilates here, that of al-Hasimi through
‘Ubayd ibn al- Sabbah but others do not, e.g. that of his brother ‘Amr.

The Cairo Kadlrcrall text, the Beirut copy, the official Indonesian text,
the Indian copies and the Magribr Hafs copy are as the Hafs copy. The
Magribi Hafs copy, the Teheran Kadirgali text and the 1392 Turkish text
have idgam written below element a, but the latter two do not indicate
sadda over the mim. The Damascus copy is as the Hafs copy, in element
a, but takun™ in element b."” The Kadirgah text revised by al- -Dabba’,
the Isfahani text (= 45) and the Harisi text are as the Wars copy in element
a, but have takun ma‘a in element b, as do the Teheran Kadirgali text and
the 1392 Turkish text, in other words indicate assimilation in neither.

2.3.2 sad/sin
2:245 and 7:69 — wayabsutu and bastahtan [wayabsutu and bastahian).

The Cairo Kadirgali text, the Beirut copy, the Kadirgali text revised
by al- Dabba the official Indonesmn text, the Magribt Hafs copy and the
Indian copies’ are all as the Hafs copy. The 1392 Turkish text has an
inferior sin in both. In the Magribi Hafs copy the superior sin is written
in black, not red. The Isfahani text (= 247 and 7: 68) has sin in both -
wayabsutu and bastah’an. The Harlsl text and the Damascus copy have
sin in the first and sad in the second - wayabsutu and bastah’an, except
the Damascus copy has a superior sin, as does the Hafs copy, in the second.
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2.3.3 Pausal alif

3: 81 — wa'ana, ma‘akum [-a@ m-] (the change of @ to @, in pause).”
The same applies to 'ana, bibasitin in 5: 28, iz-zununa, in 23: 10, and
qawarira, qawarird, in 76: 15, 6.

The Cairo Kadirgali text and the Beirut copy are as the Hafs copy.
The Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘ and the official Indonesian text
are as the Wars copy. The Istanbul Kadirgal text is as the Wars copy in
the first two and as the Hafs copy in the second two. Most of the Indian
copies are as the Wars copy in the first two, but in 76:15, 16 — qawarira,
qawarira,, with a marginal note saying, “When not in pause Hafs read
both without the a/i f, but in pause alif with the first but not the second”.
Similarly, P.George’s manuscript has a red alif with the first (gawarira,),
and in red below the second (qawarira) “waslah bigayr alif”, and in 33:
10 has —a with “fil-was!{ bigayr alif”. The Damascus copy is as the Hafs
copy in the first three but in 76: 16, 17 has qawarira, gqawarira. The Isfahani
text (= 3:80, 5: 32, and 76:16, 17) is as the Wars copy in the first three, but
in 76:15, 16 — qawarira, qawarira, with forbidden pause after the first. The
Harisi text is as the Wars copy in the first three, but in 76.15, 16 -~ qawarira
qawarira, although the final alif of the first has been added later. In 3: 81
and 5: 28 the Magribi Hafs copy signifies nothing, like the Wars copy, but
in 33: 10 and 76: 15 it has a small, red, inverted semi-circle over the alif.
The 1392 Turkish text has a small gisr beneath the alif in 3: 87 and 5: 28,
but not in33: 10, nor 76: 15 where it has gawarira, qawarzm exactly like
the Isfahani text. It has q¢sr also beneath the waw of uoia ika (e.q. 2: 5,

6) in place of sukun.

2.3.4 imala
- d - T -
11: 41 — majr , ha [mujr, hal.

This is the sole example of intermediate deflection in the Hafs trans-
mission. It is indicated by an empty rhombus below the ra’, presumably
because of printing difficulties.

The Beirut copy, the Cairo Kadirgali text, P.George's manuscript and
the Damascus copy are as the Hafs copy. The 1392 Turkish text is the

same except with “/mala” below instead of a rhombus. The Kadirgal text
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revised by al-Dabba' and the Teheran Kadirgal text have neither an alif
nor a rhombus, i.e. majrayha, but with “emala” written small below. The
official Indonesian text has no vowel or alif on a dotless seat, but imala
written small beneath. The Indian copies have majr?hc_z,so t.e. an alif
below a dotless seat, although most have a marginal note saying that Hafs
read majrayha. The Isfahani text (= 44) has a ya’ with sukun and without

indication of deflection, i.e. majrayha. The Harisi text — majrghc‘z, but
with deflection simply not indicated. The Magribl Hafs copy is as the
Wars copy in the second half of the word, that is with a ya'-alif and a
dot below the ra’ except that the dot is red. Edinburgh New College ms.1*
has mujrayha with a red dot below the jim.

In conclusion, the differences illustrated in this section can be excluded
from the list of differences between the two transmissions. They comprise
two instances of vocalisation, but mainly concern orthography and recita-
tive details. It is worth noting that a number of the differences are graphic.

It need hardly be repeated that none of these differences have any
effect on the meaning of the text. They serve, in fact, to show just that.
However disparate these transmissions may have been from each other,
and for however long independent, they present no variant readings of any
substance.
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Chapter 4

THE WARS COPY

THE WARS COPY used as the basis for comparison is entitled “Qur'an
kartm” on the upper cover in rayhant script, and in a Kufic script on the
spine, and “Mushaf Sarif biriwayat il~-Imam Wars” on the title page. It
was published by the Tunis Publishing Company (al-Sarika al-Tunisiyya
lil-Tawz?*)" in 1389/1969. Each quarter begins with an ‘unwan, is
preceded by a differently decorated title-page containing “ar-rubu' ul-
awwal/ut-tani” ete. and 56: 79. Each quarter is followed by an index of
its suras. There is a dual pagination, the first, in European characters,
top left, beginning afresh with each quarter, and the second, in Arabic
characters, bottom centre, running continuously. There are 648 pages of
text, with 16 lines to the page, and a frame containing the text of 3 x 6 cm.
Forty-two pointed “finials” round outer frame of each page. Sixteen-lobed
medallions with two “finials” in the margins indicate textual divisions and
sajadat. There are also smaller textual divisions every fifth hizb, three
per quarter. A new page begins with each, suggesting that in the original
manuscript these would have formed separate fascicles, making a dozen for

- ST . 3 . . 2
the whole copy of the Qur’an, facilitating annual recitation or reading.

Like the Hafs copy, this copy also is extremely clear and faultlessly
accurate in all its detail. A note in the colophon says that the preparation
of the text for printing took four years of painstaking and continual work.

o From now on it will be referred to simply as “the Wars copy”.

It is a black-and-white, first facsimile-impression of “an ancient manu-

. . . 3 .
script, given a new form by modern techniques”. This must mean that
the manuscript used for the lithograph was old and that the plates were

then modified, rather than that a new manuscript was copied from the old
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one for purposes of the lithograph. The latter is the case with the Hasan
II text."

The manuscript probably would have followed the usual conventlons
of having vocal alif, madda, the “large dot”, and the vowels, in red.” Red
in photocopying comes out as black as origlnal black of the same thickness.
But the cost and effort of masking all these for the stages of colour-printing
was no doubt prohibitive. The decorative frames and marginal motifs
have indeed been printed in blue-green, red, gold and black, and most
attractively, but to print the text in colours also, would have been an
enormous extra task. The roundels for the aya-numbers are in blue-green
filled with gold, on which the numerals have been type-set in black. The
roundels vary in size and would have been hand-drawn.

A small dot over an ali:f, no larger than a diacritic for ba’ or the like,
indicates hamzat al-wasl. In Magrlbl manuscripts this was usually larger
and in greenish-blue or green. In the Chicago Qur’an manuscript A16964,
for instance, it is larger than the “large dot” " The small dot therefore
is probably an alteration made in the plates. It may have been altered in
order to distinguish it in black-and-white reproduction from the large red
dot indicating bayn—-bayn.

A small hamza-character indicates hamzat al-gat'. In Magribl manu-
scripts of the Qur’an the yellow or golden dot’ was still almost ubiquitously
used as late as the 18"® century A.D.  So it is probable that the hamza-
character here has been inserted in the photographic process, if the manu-
script is old. The hamza- character is also found in the Hasan II text, and
in the 1892 lithograph from Fez.’

The hand in the Wars copy is delicate, quite the opposite to the thick
Sudant style. It is similar in thickness of stroke to the Chicago Qur’an
manuscript A16964 and is more regularly fine than the varying thickness
of the strokes in the Hasan II text. In not hawm dlacrltlcal dots on final
fa’, qaf, nun and ya’, it follows the Fasi practlce It is uncannily similar
to the hand of the Cairo Wars copy, and must spring from exactly the
same Tradition. Indeed, on most occasions, the number of words per line
of each copy is identical.’

The following letters may be remarked upon as differing in some ways
from other Magribi copies.

As usual sad and dad have no “teeth”. The body of the letter is
hemispherical, as opposed to those of the Hasan II text which are more
elliptical, and those of the Chlcago Qur’an manuscript A16964 which are
more quadrilateral and Kufic. = The upper stroke of ta’ and za’ inclines at
an angle of about 45° arising from the centre of the base of the hemispheri-

cal body, whereas that of the Hasan II text is more acute. In the latter it
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does not touch the base line as in the Wars copy, but intersects the top line
of the body of the letter in a similar way, about half-way along. The upper
stroke in the Chicago Qur’an manuscript A16964 is an extension of one of
the angular sides of the body and does not intersect. ~ Initial and final
‘ayn reach as high as lam, as with the Hasan II text, but in the Chicago
manuscript it is only as high as dal. Final curves of sin, sad, lam, nun,
and their “sister” forms frequently sweep well under the following word,
especially nun and ya’, but rarely touch it as in the Hasan II text and in
the Chicago manuscript. On the other hand, final nun, and bz’ and its
like, can be as small as the head of a waw.

The page of explanatory notes (p.653) is in a slightly more cursive hand
than the text. By including an ¢snad and a reference to the authority
for the system of pause employed, these explanatory notes seem to be
modelled on those of the 1342 Cairo text. The likelihood is increased by
the fact that the Azhar issued a text from the very same Tradition some
eight years earlier than this Wars copy, the Cairo Wars copy. The titles
to each sura are in a delicate Magrib1 tu/ut. In Magribi manuscripts from
North-West Africa these were usually in western Kufic, so the titles may
be another instance of insertions into the photographic process. The four-
page prayer on completion is in another, less confident and more angular,
upright Magribi hand.”

Finally, all numerals in the Wars copy, apart from the lower set of
page-numbers, are in European characters. Since this includes even those
of the aya-numbers, it could hardly have been part of an original “ancient
manuscript”, so must have been the result of “modern [photgraphic] tech-
niques”. The aya-numbers of the Cairo Wars copy are in Arabic characters.
By the same token, the five- and ten-aya divisions are not indicated by
different devices, as they usually are in Magribl manuscripts.

As for the date of the original manuscript, it is unlikely to be from
before 900 (1494/5), and could be from well after that date. This is inferred
from the fact that the indications of pause are stated in the explanatory
notes to be those of the Sayx al-‘allama Ubayy ‘Abdal-lah Muhammad ibn
Ubayy Jumu‘a al-Habt [al-Sammati] who died [in Fez] in 930 (1523/4).
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Chapter 5

THE OTHER WARS COPIES
CONSULTED

ONLY A SMALL NUMBER of printed copies of the Qur’an according to the
transmission of Wars is available in bookshops and libraries in Britain.” To
redress the balance for this study therefore, three manuscripts of the Qur’an
have been brought into the comparison. Again, before the differences
between the two transmissions can be set out, those between individual
printed copies within the Wars transmission must be. Illustrations of their
variations make up chapter 6.

The following copies have been consulted.

§1 A copy from Morocco

with dark blue covers. “Qur’an karim” is written in gold in rug‘a script
on the spine, and in Magribi tu/ut at the top of a light blue lozenge, which
occupies most of the upper cover. In the remainder of the lozenge, again
in gold Magrib1 tulut, is —
“This Noble Text was printed by order of our lord, the Commander
of the Faithful and Defender of the Faith, His Majesty the King of

Morocco, al—Hagan I, may God make him victorious, in the year
1387 (1967/8).”

In a similar lozenge on the lower cover is 56:77-80, again in gold Magribi

tulut.
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The title-page is the same as the upper cover apart from the colours.
Instead of gold writing on a blue ground, “Qur’an karim” and the year are
in red, the rest is in black, and all is on a gold ground. The following page is
an inserted photographic reproduction of a letter of recommendation from
the King, carrying his seal. The next page depicts a cloudy blue sky with

“fa’ida qara’ta I-Qur'ana fasta‘id bil-lahi min as-— saytan ir-rajim’
(16: 98) as an oval sun in red Magribi tu/ut with lines radiating outwards
like rays. The frames of the ‘unwan on the next two pages are handsomely
decorated in red, blue and gold with large medallions in the margins. The
text, here and throughout, is in black on a gold ground, with aya-numbers
and roundels in red. These were added to the manuscript by letter-press
in spaces left by the scribe.

The text is 677 pages long, page one being that containing 76: 98. There
are 15 lines to the page, and the frame containing the text measures 19 x
12 cm.

Following the text are seven pages —

A page the same as the title-page, but with “watammat kalimatu
rabbika sidgan wa'adlan™ (6:115) in black Magrlbl tulut. Oddly, this is the
reading of Hafs. That of Wars is “ .kalimatu..”, as in the main text. A
page with abundant foliated decoration in gold on blue and red grounds
around a white, circular centre, in which is written, in gold Magrib1 tulut
outlined in black, a completion-prayer beginning “sadag al-{(ah ul-‘azim”.
Two pages describing the copy, written in black on a gold ground in the
Fasi style of Magribi, more cursive than the more monumental variety used
for the main text. A two-page index of suras in alphabetical order, again
in black on a gold ground, but type-set in nasxz. A page like the title-page
again in colour and hand, but with 56:77-80, and finally a fly-leaf with the
name of the printers, Dar al-Kitab, Casablanca.

Amongst the information in the two page description of the copy is
the following. After an encomium to the King, it says how he conceived
the idea to have a magnificent copy of the Qur’an made during his reign
in an ancient Magribi script according to the transmission of Wars.” Tt
says that he delegated the task to the Minister of Religious Affairs, who
sought out the best calligraphers, the top artists, and the foremost scholars
and readers to attend to “the Hasan II text” in a way that would fulfill all
expect;atlons

e From now on this copy will therefore be referred to as “the Hasan

IT text”. _
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It says that Ahmad ibn al-Husayn al-Susi al-Bahawl was chosen as
the scribe, and that the following scholars and teachers were appointed to
certify the orthography and vocalisation -

‘Abdal-lah ibn al-‘Abbas al-Jarrari, Ahmad al-Hasnawi, Mubar-
ak al-Hattab al-Rakkali, Muhammad ibn Kabbur al-* Abdi, Mu-
hammad Birbis, al- Hajj al- ‘Arabi ibn Muhammad al-Himri, and
alHajj al-MahdI al-Matta'l.

The description closes with a further encomium to the King and his
heir Mubammad, and a blessing on his deceased father, Muhammad V.

There being neither ismad nor explanatory notes, the copy would
not seem to have been influenced by the 1342 Cairo text, as it seems that
the Wars copy was. Nor is there any claim that the scribe followed any
particular scholar or established work from the past in his orthography and
vocalisation. The nearest to that is the King’s expressed intention for it
to be “in an ancient Magribi script”. Its degree of correspondence with
the Wars copy, whose printing was completed, presumably independently,
only two years later, in Tunis, is almost exact. This indicates a common
Tradition, given variations in others.

That the text is the transmission of Wars by way of al-Azraq, is shown
6
by 11: 42, 12:100 and 20: 18.

8§82 A copy from Nigeria

printed in 1322/1905. " The graphic form is thick, as is customary with
Sudani script. The vocalisation is in a finer pen, as also are most of the
sura-titles. Both would probably have been in red ink in the manuscrlpt
The coarse overall appearance of the graphic form belies exactitude in
indication of vocal details like %, 7, % before hamzat al-qat'; yan™bagr
(1992); and assimilation e.g. of nun to lam and mim, but not nun of
tanwin to waw. In fact the indication of vocalisation is as complete, if not
exactly the same, as that of the Wars copy.
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The title-page has three lines centred within a frame —
' “Kitab ul-Qur'an nabiyyu
Muhammad
sally wasallim ‘alayhi 'amin®

in a poor, irregular hand. These are reproduced in gold on the red upper
cover, centred within a larger, gold frame. The binding, or rather casing, is
Western, presumably British, Southern (and Northern) Nigeria then being
a British Protectorate. It does not look as though it was bound by the
British Museum.

There are 13, sometimes 14, lines to the page, and the text within
the frame measures 19 x 13 cm., as on the title-page. Some nine different
arabesques alternate within the inch-wide frames. These frames were added
in the lithographic process, since the marginal text-divisions, comments,
final curves of letters, etc., intrude. These comments are occasionally or-
thographical, e.g. p.14.4, where attention is drawn to the speling "hsanan
(2: 83), which in the Wars copy and the Hasan II text is "thsanan. aya-
endings are marked by trefoils. Five-verse-divisions are occasionally indi-
cated by a ha’, e.g. on pp.8.12, 15.3. Ten-verse-divisions are indicated by a
circle, either empty or containing a linear motif. Fifty-verse-divisions are
usually indicated by a circle containing a dot.

The text is 646 pages long (paginated in Arabic and European ﬁgures),g
page one containing the following —

“hada gina d-darayn” in a roundel at the top; a statement that this
holy book was sent down by Gabriel to his Prophet Muhammad in A.rabic;10
that it was foretold in earlier Scriptures; and that it should be touched
only by those who are ritually clean (56: 79, 80). Sayyid al-Hajj Muham-
mad, called Belo, ibn al-Sayx Ibrahim ibn al-Sayx ‘All was the scribe,
completing it 14/11/1323 (sic.) / 1905 A.D.""  He lived in Lagos. No

details about the printing or publishing are given.12

The Fasi practice of not dotting final nun, fa’, gaf and ya’ is followed.
hamzat al-qat’ is sometimes written like a large Greek y¢, ¢, without the
final flourishes, when it looks somewhat like a final ‘ayn.13 This is merged
with the tooth when medial (e.q. p.331, 19:89). When medial and without
a seat (tooth) it is like an ‘ayn, although less rounded. When initial and
on or under an alif, it is often like a small ¢ (e.q. 19.89, 92). But when it
has no seat, and is in initial or final position, it is mostly represented by a
dot the size of the diacritics, e.q. al-quredna (p.331.9, 19.93), ul-asmaeu
(p.331.ult., 208). It can be represented by a large xi. hamzat al-was! is
not indicated. The “large dot” is indicated, see pp.32.ult., 44.5 up. Unlike

in the Wars copy, it is much smaller than the diacritics - see al-ka firina
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(p.241.6, 1141); mujr(;h& wamursgh& (p.241.3,4, 11:41). sad and dad are
round, or hemispherical, and have no “tooth”. The upper stroke of ta’ and
za' is vertical, arising from the left of the usually round body, which is
smaller than that of sad and dad. fa’ rises as high as ta’. " Tnitial * ayn
is no larger than in medial p051t10n and well short of the uprights of lam,
alif, etc. Final curves often sweep well under the next word.

Surprisingly, maliki is found in 7+4. Since the rest of this copy is
firmly in the Wars transmission, this Hafs reading is presumably due to
the word’s prominent position and the far more widespread use of the
Hafs transmission. * There are copyists’ errors, e.q. “wala d-dallin” I:7,

watahzzzu" (19:90) for the Wars copy’s “watayirru”, and “zzlla” (p.91.12,
4: 57) for the Wars copy’s “zillan”. These are mostly errors by the copyist
of the graphic form. Following the text is a half-page prayer. There are no
indexes.

e From now on this copy will be referred to as “the Lagos copy”.

That the text is the transmission of Wars by way of al- Azra is shown
by 11: 42 (irkab ma‘na), 12:100 (ixwatiya) and 20: 18 (walzya) On the
other hand, that it is not according to exactly the same written Tradition
as the other printed Wars copies is shown by small differences, like the lack
of a large dot below taha (p.331.9, 20:1).

& 3 A quarter copy from Algeria

reprinted in 1981. The unusual feature of this copy is that its graphic form
is in nasxy? script. The further east along the Magrib, the more the Magribi
script is supplanted. Printed in red on the pink upper cover at the top is
“al-rubu’ al-axtr” and in the centre, within a lozenge, 56: 79-80. At the
bottom is “biriwayat Wars ‘an tl~-Imam Nafi*". The title-page is similar,
in black-and-white.

There are 15 lines to the page, and the text within the frame measures
18 x 12 cm., as on the title-page.

The text runs from p.440 to p.608, and is followed by six pages of
explanatory notes. These are basically modelled on those of the 1342 Cairo
text, and were written by the Egyptian, Sayx ‘Amir al- -Sayyid ‘Utman.
The final page of these explanatory notes contains the following information

about the copy, written in tulut script
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Muhammad ibn Sa‘id Sarifi completed the manuscript in Algiers
on 9/11/1397. The committee for revision of copies of the Qur’an,
appointed by the Ministry of Religious Affairs, comprising Ahmad
Tijanl Basan, ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Zawidi and Bakir al-Sayx Balhajj
checked it. It was printed by al- Sarika al- Wataniyya lil-Nasr

wat-Tawz1' on 17/6/1398 (26/5/1977).

Below the bottom of the outer frame is added “printed at Markab
al-Tiba‘a, al-Rigaya, 1981".

Modelled on the 1342 Cairo text, some of the latter’s vocal conventions
are employed, in contrast to those used in the other printed Wars copies,
e.g. the small xa’ representing sukun. Compare also the Algerian copy’s
rhombus below taha (20: 1) for the other printed Wars copies’ large dot.
The same applies to some graphic forms, e.g. "2 la fihim (106: 2), as opposed
to the Wars copy’s 'ila fihim. As such it is a hybrid between the two
transmissions. hamzat al-wasl, however, is not indicated. The “large dot”
is indicated and explained in the explanatory notes. *

e From now on this copy will be referred to as “the Algerian copy”.

8 4 A copy from Egypt

printed in 12/1380 / 5/1961, and found nowadays in Morocco in general
mosque-use. The upper cover is blank, and the text is preceded by the
thirty-two page-book of al-Dabba‘ on the difference between the transmis-
sions of al-Azraq and al- Isbaham ** The title- page has 56: 79-80 at the
top, the fact that it was prlnted by permit from the Azhar in the middle,
and the name of the printer, ‘Abd al-Hamid Ahmad Hanafi, at the bottom.

There are 18 lines to the page, and the text within the frame measures
19 x 11 cm.

There are six paginations, top right and left, in Arabic and European
characters respectively, beginning afresh (on p.2) of each twelfth (50 A7zb-
division); bottom right and left, in Arabic and European characters respec-
tively, continuous throughout the quarter; and centre bottom, with Arabic
and European characters next to each other, continuous throughout and
reaching 595. The verse-numbering diverges from that of the Wars copy
frequently. ** The text is followed by the same four-page-prayer as in the
Wars copy. A final page contains an Egyptian certificate in nasx? script,
signed by ‘Abd al-Fattah al-Qadi and other Azharis, containing the fol-

lowing,
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The printing of this copy of the Qur’an was completed by ‘Abd
al-Hamid HanafT at the Matba‘at al-Mashad al-Husayni accord-
ing to the ‘Utmanic graphic form (‘ala r—rasm il-*Utman?) ..

This C‘liro W'ars copy could be a reprint of the 1347 (1928) copy revised

by al- Dabba and inspired by the recent 1342 Cairo text. Unfortunately,
in none of its f'orms is the original scribe mentioned.”

The script of the Cairo Wars copy, and hence the orthography, is vir-
tually identical to that of the Wars copy. The only dellberate orthographi-
cal difference appears to be the Cairo Wars copy’s lillahi.”

e From now on this copy will be referred to as “the Cairo Wars copy”.

That the text is the transmission of Wars by way of al-Azraq, is shown

24

by 11: 42 (irkab ma‘na), 12:100 (txwatiya) and 20: 18 (= 17) (waliya).

e The above four copies are sometimes referred to jointly as the
“printed Wars copies”.

25
& 5 St. Andrews University Oriental manuscript no.16

Fragment of a Qur’an on paper in Magribi script,
probably Spanish, 9°® century A.H./15'" century A. D.”

8 leaves; 28-2 x 20-2 cm.; 11 lines per page.

This manuscript comprises a quire of four sheets of paper folded in folio.
While no single piece of evidence points conclusively on its own to a 15
century southern Spanish provenance, the cumulative evidence all but does.
The evidence of the watermarks suggests that the manuscript would not
have been written earlier than 812/1410, nor later than 8384/1479, and that
the most likely provenance of the paper was southern France. And the
evidence of the hand, both in script and orthography, points to a southern
Spanish provenance for the text. Unlike the usual conventlons of Fasi
Magribi script (followed as far south, in fact, as Marrakesh”’ ), the final
forms of the letters fa’, gaf, nun and ya’ of St.Andrews ms.16 are dotted.
So it can safely be said that it did not come from Morocco, or from as far
west or south as Fez and Marrakesh, at least. This leaves Spain and central

North-West Africa, the area covering Tunisia to Eastern Morocco, as
~
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possible provenances for the fragment. And comparison of the orthography
of St.Andrews ms.16 with Magribi manuscripts of the Qur’an from these
areas fairly conclusively points to the southern Spanish Tradition. Granada
could have been the place.

As for the watermarks, that of three of the four sheets is a chariot
with two wheels and a crown centred on the chain-line. It is European and
corresponds almost exactly with Briquet's mo0.3547, for which two dates
and provenances are given.28 The earlier is 1410, Basses-Pyrénées, and the
later 1467, Lucq, which is in the Pyrénées Atlantiques, some twenty-five
miles from the present-day Spanish border. There is nothing sufficiently
similar in Mogin-Tralji¢, which deals with the 13*2 and 14*2- centuries, nor
in Piccard’s volumes on Kronen-Wasserzeichen, and Wekzeug & Waffen.

The watermark of the remaining, central, sheet (pp.7-10) is a bull’s
head, centred on the chain-line, with indentations for eyes. These are
situated well below the rounded ears which jut out at right angles to the
head. The watermark is 3-8 cm. long and 2-5 cm. wide at the ears. The
horns curve out from the head, in to 1-2 cm. apart at the top and then very
slightly out again. There is nothing sufficiently similar to it in Briquet, but
Piccard gives a number of similar bulls’ heads with indentations for eyes,
nearly all dating between 1369 and 1411. Most come from central Europe,
in the vicinity of Miinchen and Niirnberg. Some come from further north,
Koln, Essen and the Netherlands, and some from further south, Bologna
and Como. However they are all a good deal larger than that of St.Andrews
ms.16. Perhaps the most similar one, in that it has ears juttin§9 straight out
and horns curving slightly outwards at the top, is no.VI 281. It is dated
1369-73 and found from the Netherlands down through present-day West
Germany to Bologna. But it is longer (5 cm.), much broader at the ears
(5-5 cm.), and the slope of the muzzle is more triangular than the bull’s
head of St.Andrews ms.16. In the light of the probable date of the chariot-
watermark of the other three sheets, it is too early. The other watermarks
of the same style recorded by Piccard are less similar.”” One from Como
(about 20 miles north of Milan) is worth separate mention, as it is the only
relevant watermark in .\Iosin-”l“raljié.31 This is Piccard’s no. VI 11, dated
1394, and measuring 5-4 cm. long.32 Mogin-Traljié¢ record it for 1390-1396
from, among other places,33 Rodez in France, which is about ninety miles
from the present-day Spanish border. The sharply drooping ears of these
bulls’ head watermarks from Como and Rodez are markedly different from
those of St.Andrews ms.16, but the overall style is the same. That this
style continued in use into the first half of the 15" century, and is found

for southern France, fits in well with the probable provenance and date
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of the chariot-watermark. Given the variability of watermarks, and their
generally short life,34 it is the close correlation of the chariot-watermark
of three of the sheets of St.Andrews ms.16 with Briquet’s no0.3547 that
is the most reliable piece of evidence for the provenance and date of the
manuscript’s paper, South-West France, 1411-57.

8 6 Edinburgh University (New College)
Oriental manuscript no. 1*35

(1141-43 A.H./ 1728-30 A.D.)

This is a paper copy of the Qur’an in excellent condition, with a leather
binding probably added in this country, at which time the pages were cut
to a smaller size. In gilt capital letters on the dark brown upper cover is
“la yamassoho illa motaheran”, and on the spine, “Koran” in the same.
It would have been destined for mosque-use, because although there are
frequent marginal and textual additions and emendations, the vocalisation
is highly accurate and fully supplied with indications of pause and assimil-
ation. In other words, while the graphic form has been at times carelessly
reproduced, the vocal form is of high accuracy. When extra words have
been written in, through dittography, for instance, they have been left
unpointed.36

The double-lined frame, drawn before the text, measures on average 24
X 15cm. There are 18-19 lines to the page. The first eighteen suras were
completed 11/5/1141 (13/12/1728), and the rest 27/2/1143 (11/9/1730).
Although no provenance is mentioned in the original colophon, the text
can safely be assumed to have come from Fez or Meknes in Morocco. It is
written in a Fasi-Magribt hand, and quotations from al-Suyuti and others
have been added at the foot of the back of the last page by a certain Sayx
‘Abd al-Rahman al-Miknasi.

The paper came from Venice. The twin watermarks of most of it
are first, three crescents placed horizontally to each other between the
chain—lines,ST 3-5 cm. long, and 1-4 cm. between the ends of their horns,
and second, a trefoil on the chain-line placed above the letters I and A.
Briquet I'epovrts38 that there were many watermarks with three crescents
placed horizontally to each other throughout the 17*" and 18'M centuries.
Most were from Venice, where this paper was known as “trelune” and

was manufactured specially for the Levant. Mosin-Tralji¢c (covering the
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132 and 14" centuries) has nothing sufficiently similar to the three cres-
cents of Edinburgh New College ms.1*, nor does Briquet (covering the late
14th- century to 1600), but there is a markedly close correspondence in
Hea,wood,39 dated ¢.1725 from Venice. Various combinations of letters are
found in conjunction with three crescents in paper from Venice throughout
the 17t and 18- centuries,” including P with A.*" Several also have the
trefoil on the chain-line.”” The paper of Edinburgh New College ms.1* can
therefore safely be dated to the first quarter of the 18'2- century in Venice.

The hand is not as neat as that of St. Andrews ms.16, and irregularity
in the thickness of some of the strokes shows that a brush must have been
used. The sura-headings are neater. These are in brownish-yellow ink
in Magrib1 tulut, with dotted finials. Some have rudimentary palmettes
at their sides in the margin. Other marginal motifs for textual divisions
and prostrations are found, but vary in their style, suggesting more than
one hand. The alif of the lam—al:f ligature is upright, and if anything
with barb to the right at the top.43 The dad and related letters have a
hemispherical body, and the tail of the ¢ta’ lies at an angle of 45° and does
not cut into the body. The ‘ayn is small. Cursive ligatures occur, such as
between waw and al:f at the end of the line."* Pausal signs are in green.
The large dot is in red, and is no larger than the sign for sukun.

From 3i: 16 — 33: 16 the text of this manuscript tallies with that of the
Wars copy in every detail, barring four small exceptions.45 These details
include assimilation, pause, bayn-bayn, and point to a remarkably unified
Tradition, compared to the variations in copies of the Qur’an in the Hafs
transmission.

§ T British Library Oriental manuscript Or. 2165
(late 15% or early 279 century A.H./early 8" century A.D.)

Qur’an on vellum, covering 7:40 — 43:71.
171 leaves; about 32-4 x 21-1 cm.; 23-26 lines per page.

No full collation of this important early manuscript has been done,
and discussion of it has almost entirely been based on the single facsimile
given by Wright.48 This, however, was sufficient to show that the text was
in the Medinan transmission."

The date of the manuscript is to a certain extent disputed, but it
is considered by many as one of the two or three earliest extant manu-

scripts of the ({3ur’fm.48 Abbott dated it to “about the second century
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AHY Compared with her dating for some of the fragments in the
Chicago collection this dating is overcautious. The Chicago Qur’an manu-
scriptgoAGQSQ, 6990, and 6988, for instance, she dated “1%* to 24" century
AH Abbott’s basis for these dates was that she considered the ma’:l
script a development of an earlier Makkan script,51 but a desire for the
Chicago fragments to be the earliest extant is discernible. “Makkan” here is
short for “Makkan-Madinan”, ** which was a category derived perhaps too
readily from ibn al-Nadim’s cryptlc description of the first Arabic scrlpts
That manuscripts do not fit this particular category Abbott admltted
nevertheless she continued to use it as an established stage in the history
of Arabic script.

Compared to these allegedly earlier Hijazi Qur an fragments, however,
the hand in B.L. Or. 2165 is unsophlstlcated possibly indicating an
unevolved type of script, and the lack of a well-established art of callig-
raphy. The slanting of the alifs and /lams, for instance, while not always
consistently parallel, are of uniform height, and the red roundels mark-
ing the ten-verse-divisions, while inelegant are consistent. Again, while
ascending and descending strokes often impinge on other lines, the same
is found in the most calligraphically artistic Magribi manuscripts. Further
the lack of margins could suggest the lack of a well-established tradition
or art of calligraphy. The vellum is in vertlcal format, unusual in copies of
the Qur’an before the 4'" century A.H.”

So it cannot be said that, rather than being an example of a primitive
style, it was simply that the copyist was not particularly professional, and
that this was a copy for private use. The ma’i/ script was recognised as a
distinct type by Arab historia.ns,53 and there are other examples of copies
of the Qur’an in this script.59 Furthermore, scribes of the time would not
have been nonchalant towards parchment and vellum.”’

Wright, who considered the writing a type of Kufic, had no doubt
that it belonged to a distinct type of script. He went so far as to describe
it as an “easy, flowing style ... so different from the stiff, artificial Kuf1
of a later date”, and as “a fine, flowing Kufi, evidently written currente
calamo”.”” It should not, however, be classed as a cursive script. ** For it
is yet more different from the contemporary, round, curswe script found in

less important texts, written with light pens on papyrus.

The indications are that B.L.. Or. 2165 is of very early date, Efrhaps
even first century A.H. Wright dated it to the eighth century A.D.  And
the palaeographer Karabacek does not appear to have had ulterlor motives
in dating it firmly to the late first or early second century A.H.
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Chapter 6

VARIATIONS BETWEEN
THE WARS COPIES

THE PURPOSE of this chapter is to show areas where the Wars copies vary
among themselves. These areas can then be excluded from the lists of
differences between the Hafs copy and the Wars copy. The variations given
in this chapter, are again therefore, illustrative and not exhaustive.

The variations simply concern orthography or recitation, and it must
be said at the outset that none has any effect on the meaning of the text.
Within a given transmission, such as Wars’, that never varies. Variations
in script have been mainly discussed above in chapters 4 and 5. That
many of these variations have been covered by those between Hafs copies
obviates the need for extensive description here. In general, it was found
that, the printed Wars copies and many North-West African manuscripts
of the Qur’an, notably here Edinburgh New College ms.1*, belong to a
scrupulously adhered-to Tradition. Wars manuscripts from Spain and the
Hijaz, on the other hand, are clearly outwith this Tradition.

§ 1 In orthography

1.1 The usual difference between Fasi—-Magribi, which omits the diacritical

dots of final fa’, gauf. nun, and ya’, and other Magribi scripts; and in the

case of the Cairo Wars copy, the ditference between Magribi and nasyz.
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A peculiarity of St.Andrews ms. 16 is that fatha and damma are always
below 3adda. This is not usuall} the case with Edlnburah New College

ms.1*, or the printed Wars copies.

1.2 Partial assimilatio.. of tanwin is not found in St.Andrews ms.16 or the
Lagos copy, but onlv complete assimilation, indicated by 3adda over the
following consonant.” In other printed Wars copies and Edinburgh New

College ms.1* it is indicated.

1.3 alif al-wigaya does not carry sukun in St.Andrews ms.16° as it does
in the printed Wars copies and Edinburgh New College ms.1*.

1.4 Wlth the words li{~laht and al-lay! the Can'o Wars copy, St.Andrews
ms.16" and the early 19'" century Nigerian copV vocalise and assimilate
the second lam, whereas the Wars copy, the Hasan II text, the Algerian
copy and Edinburgh New College ms. 1* do not.

1.5 Dagger-alif is not always written on alif magsura in St.Andrews
ms.16 where it is in the Wars copy. In 31 16-33: 16, for instance, it is
written in St.Andrews ms.16 only in the following cases.

~ ~

z'l-u,utq wa- (p.2.9, 31 22); astau ‘ala (p.6.9, 32: 4); tar

@ QY

"id
(p.R.4, 32: 12); tata]af ]unubuhum (p.9.3, 32: 16); ul-ma’ wﬁ
nuzulan (p.9.11, 32: 19) - (Ldn duna (p.1.5, 32: 21); mata hada
(p.11.1, 32: 28); yﬂha "tlayka (p.12.8 33: 2); wakafa bil-lahi

(p.12.1, 33: 3); a*wla biba'din (p.14.1,3, 33: 6); wamusa wa-
(p.14.8, 33:7).

1.6 u and 7 are found in St.Andrews ms.16 only before hamzua, e.q.

inna (p.); ‘ahsana (p.). But in the Wars copy they are found also before
i



consonants, e.q. ni‘amahu zahzrah‘an for St.Andrews ms.16’s n: amahu
(p.2.1, 31- 20) walidih7 wa for St.Andrews ms.16’s walidihi (p.5.5, 31: 33)

1.7 In St.Andrews ms.16 there are two dots under ya'-hamza when prec-
eded by kasra, as in the Wars copy, e.g. in 31: 23 (p.2.11) and 32: 13 (p.8.7),
but not when preceded by damma or fatha, e.g. in 31: 25 (p.3.3), and 33:
6 (p.14.5). Similarly, ya'-alif is dotted in 32: 73 (p.8.7), but not elsewhere,
e.g. in 31: 32 (p.5.1), and 32: 3 (p.6.5,6). Edinburgh New College ms.1* and
the 703/1303 Granadan copy dot neither ya'-hamza nor ya’-alif.

1.8 Taking 31: 16—-33- 16 as an example. ® St.Andrews ms.16 was collated
with the printed Wars copies. Edinburgh Ne“g College ms.1* tallies with
the printed Wars copies, with one exception.  The printed copies form
the second column from the left.

al-aswati al-—awﬁitz’ p.1.9  31-19
zahirahtan  zahirahtan p.2.1  31:20
yujadily  yujadilu P.2.2  31:20
‘agibahtu  ‘agqibahtu p.2.9  31:22
aglamun  aglamun p.3.8  31:27
il-batilu  il-batilu p.4.6  31: 30
‘alimu  ‘alimu p.7.3 32:6
wad-Sahadahti wad-3ahadahti p7.4  32:6
wal-absara  wal-absara p.7.9  32:9
sulihan salzhan P.8.6  32:12
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ld’amlaTanna
jazi'ano
'isra ila
‘an‘amuhum
imanuhum
‘azwajukum
ullayt
‘'ummahatikum
fa'ixwanukum
mawalikum
wa'azwajuhu
‘'ummahatuhum
wal-muhajirina
mitagahum
mitaqan
ni‘mata
tl-absaru
wayastadinu
‘ahadie

al-adbara

la’amla’anna
jaz?f’an
isra ' la
‘an‘amuhum
Tmanuhum
‘azwa jukum
ullay
‘ummahatikum
faixywanukum
mawaltkum
wa'azwajuhu
‘ummahatuhum
wal-muhajirina
mitaqahum
mitagan
ni‘mahta
il-absaru
wayastadiny
‘ahadit,
al-adbara
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All but three of these differences regard vocal alif, and may be com-
pared to the Turkish and Iranian tendency in Hafs manuscripts to have
graphic alif for vocal. In this case it can be described as a Spanish fea-
ture, as most North-West African manuscripts are here closer to printed
Wars copies. Of the three, one regards medial hamza (32: 13) graphic in
the printed Wars copies, vocal in St.Andrews ms.16; one regards alif of
the accusative after independent final hamza (32: 17); and one regards ta’
tawila (33:9).

B.L. Or. 2165 was collated here also, and differed from the printed
Wars copies in the following places.

asabak/ ’asabak (31: 17); muxtal/ muxtal (31: 18); qalio/ galio
(31: 21); n-nahar/ n-nahar (31: 29); jaz/ jaz (31: 33); l~arham/
l-arham (31: 34); migdaruh’" |/ migdaruh (32: 5); 3a,y/ 3ay’
(32:7); sawwahu/ saww Z hu (32: 9); waqalio/ waqalie (32: 10);
nakisuo/ nakisio (32:12); la’amla’ anna/ la’amla’anna (32: 13);
tatajzf‘;/ tatajc'zfz (32:16); qurrati/ qurrahti (32:17); fasiqan/
fasigan (32:18); ‘israzla/ isra’ tla (32:23); ‘ad'iyaakum/ "ad'iy-
a’akum (33:4); l-arham/ l-arham (33:6); al-yanajir/ al-ya-
najir (33: 10); zilzalan/ zilzalan (33: 11); qalat/ qalat (33: 13);
maqgam/ maqgam (33:13); firaran/ firaran (33:13); al-firar/
al-firar (33:16).

Converse to St.Andrews ms.16's relationship to the printed Wars copies,
B.L. Or. 2165 has many more instances of vocal alif where the printed
Wars copies have graphic alif. The Tradition underlying the printed Wars
copies therefore became systematised after B.L. Or. 2165. Apart from
the vocal/graphic alif differences, four others are to do with the graphic
form. Similarly to the differences in the column above, the first and third
(32: 7, 13) concern the orthography of hamza, the second (32: 9) concerns
the orthography of ya’-alif, and the fourth ta’ tawila for marbuta (32

17).
§ 2 In recitation

2.1 Assimilation. As mentioned above in § 1.2, some copies, especially

from Spain, do not have partial assimilation. The printed Wars copies are
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remarkably consistent here, although the Lagos copy occasionally differs,
e.g. in 2:280 it has maysurah®in w- (p.51.11) for the other printed Wars
copies’s maysurahtin™ w-.

2.2 The large dot is a North-West (and West) African feature. It is present
in the printed Wars copies, and most manuscript Wars copies, except those
from Spain like St.Andrews ms.16, the 703/1303 Granadan copy, and the
60 /120 century ms.360 of the Turkish and Islamic Museum, Istanbul.”’

Its use in Edinburgh New College ms.1* is as in the Wars copy.

2.3 Indications of pause. The same positions of pausal indications in the
printed Wars copies and Edinburgh New College ms.1* are also found in the
Chicago Qur’an manuscript A16964, dated 7" or 8P century A.H./ 13'P-
or 14*8 century A.D. In Nigerian copies they are indicated by trefoils.””
There are no indications of pause in St.Andrews ms.16."

2.4 Divisions of the text.

Verse-divisions in St.Andrews ms.16 differ from those in the Wars copy
in @ number of instances,20 suffice it to cite two, seen on the Plates, where
the divisions in the Wars copy are absent from St.Andrews ms.16 - at
32:23 (p.lO.lO);21 and at 33: 4 (p.13.5).22 Conversely, Almond(ha’)-shaped
verse-divisions are found in St.Andrews ms.16 in the following places where
the Wars copy has nothing. 31:16 (p.1.1); 31: 26 (p.3.7); 32:6 (p.7.4); 32: 25

(p.11.3);"” and 33:15 (p.16.10).

The verse-numbering of the Cairo Wars copy and the Lagos copy is
not exactly as the Wars copy. In sura 11, for instance, they have 121 as
opposed to the latter’s 123 verses, and in sura 20, 134 as opposed to the
latter’s 135. Hizb-divisions in these two do tally, however, with the Wars
copy, and, in the case of the Lagos copy, are apparently ba’ for the quarter
and three-quarters divisions; nun for the half; and ta’ for the eighth, three-
eighths, five-eighths and seven-eighths divisions.”* All printed Wars copies,
bar the Lagos copy, have aya-numbers, but none of the Wars manuscripts
consulted did.

Larger divisions also vary. For instance, the Wars copy has a tenth

at 31: 33, where the Hasan II text and Edinburgh New College ms.1* have
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an eighth. St.Andrews ms.16 has a tenth at 31- 30. The Wars copy has a
tenth at 32: 23, St.Andrews ms.16 one at 32: 20, and the Hasan II text has
an eighth at 32: 21. The Wars copy has a half at 33: 6, where the Hasan
II text has it at 33: 1. The Wars copy has a tenth at 33: 13, St.Andrews
ms.16 one at 33:12 and Hasan II text has an eighth at the end of 33:8. The
larger text-divisions of St.Andrews ms.16 correspond withzsthe Wars copy,

apart from differing tenths in three places, 31: 30 (p.4.10)  for 31: 32; 32:
20 (p.10.4)*° for 32:23; and 33: 2 (p.15.10) for 33: 13.

§ 3 In other peripheral features

3.1 Many of the sura-names in the Lagos copy are different from those of
the other printed Wars copies, e.g. surat al-insirah for 94, surat al-gayyima
for 98, and surat al-sita’ for 106.

3.2 In Nigerian copies “amin” is often added as a final verse to the first
sura.

3.3 The sajda at 32: 15/16, found in all the printed Wars copies, in
St.Andrews ms.16 and in Edinburgh New College ms.1*, is absent from
B.L. Or. 2165.

In conclusion, as with chapter 3, § 1, the areas covered by the examples
in this section can be excluded from the list of differences between the two
transmissions. They comprise orthography and recitative details. Again, a
number of the differences are graphic, and it need hardly be repeated that
none of these differences, graphic or vocal, have any effect on the meaning
of the text. :
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The oral history

of
the two transmissions



Chapter 7

THE FIRST CENTURY AND A HALF

e The Hafs copy —
the Prophet

l
‘Utman ibn ‘Affan, ‘All ibn ab1 Talib, Zayd ibn Tabit, Ubayy ibn Ka'b
!
‘Abd al-lah ibn Habib al-Sulami
] l
‘Asim ibn ab1 al-Najjud
l

Hafs ibn Sulayman

e The Wars copy — .
the Messenger of God

|

Ubayy ibn Ka'b
l

‘Abd al-lah ibn ‘Abbas
|
abu Ja‘far Yazid ibn al-Qa‘ga’

l

Nafi‘ al-Madani
!

al-Imam Wars
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SUCH ARE THE CHAINS of transmission, the ¢snads, found at the back of
the two printed copies chosen as the basis for this study.

It has been seen that documenting the isnad of the early transmission
at the back of a copy was a new departure with the 1342 Cairo text.
Moreover, the structure of the colophon in which the isnad appears in the
Wars copy seems to have been formed in the light of the colophon of the
1342 Cairo text, and the turn of phrase makes it unlikely that its isnad was
in the orlgmal manuscrlpt But it would be wrong to suggest that 20D
century Egyptlan or Tunisian scholars fabricated these isnads, as they are
are more or less as found in the qira’at works of ibn al- Jazari, and
al—-Dam, with well-documented sources.

Also, to attempt to validate these isnads with the kind of scrutiny
given to isnads of traditions is misguided. Muslims are in no doubt that
the Qur’an has been transmitted by a large section of the community from
the start. There is no suggestion that it came down only the path of its
isnad, and that its authenticity stands or falls with these men. Besides,
as will be shown below, in terms of Muslim tradition-criticism several of
these links are far from being above reproach. The isnads are nevertheless
useful as a basis for considering the early history of the two transmissions,
despite the fact that the significance behind their inclusion can only really
be for purposes other than authentication.

The immediate significance of the Qur’an having an isnad, is that it
shows it to be an oral text. On the other hand, that it is also a written
text is shown by the way the isnad is introduced in the Hafs copy -

“This copy was written and vocalised according to Hafs’ trans-
mission of the readigg of ‘Asim on the authority of al-Sulami, on
the authority of ..."

A possible inference from this that the writing was subsequent to the
oral transmission, is dismissed by the immediately following paragraph,
where a written Tradition is firmly stated to underlie the oral one —

“And its spelling has been taken from the reports of the scholars
of the graphic form of the Qur’an concerning the copies sent by
‘Utman to Basra; Kufa; Syria and Mecca; the copy he apppointed
for the Medinese; the copy he kept for himself; and the copies

made from these.”
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Some of the ways have been mentioned above in which the 1342 Cairo
text stepped outside the orthography of many Qur’an manuscripts from the
preceding centuries. But in this context it may be pointed out that Bergst-
raBler’s criticism that the 1342 Cairo text was a “reconstruction resulting from
a rewriting” does not take account of an oral Tradition.” These written
works, on which the orthography of the 1342 Cairo text was based, are the
end-result of unbroken oral transmission. In the words of ibn Xaldun,

“These Qur’an readings, and their chains of authority, had an
unbroken oral transmission, until, along with the other sciences
they were set down in writing ...”

The 1342 Cairo text was therefore a stepping-back to an earlier stage of
orthography, rather than a stepping-outside from the latest stage.

Another implication of the ¢snad is that reading-systems are seen to
be considered in the realm of Tradition rather than Scripture. They are
ascribed to humans rather than to God.

Another reason for including the 7snad could be commercial. This may

be seen in the shortened version found in the Damascus copy -
kutib hada [-mushaf wadubit ‘ala ma yuwafiq riwayat Hafs
‘an ‘Utman tbn "Af fan wa'Alv ibn abr Talib ‘an in-Nabi sl'm.

It can be bought both by Sunnis and Si‘is. The Damascus copy,
although orthographically in the Turkish Tradition, has been seen to have
been influenced by the Egyptian Tradition. Otherwise, printed copies
outwith, or at least, uninfluenced by, the Egyptian Tradition have not been
found with an isnad.

Turning to the /snads themselves, and considering the authorities one
by one, firstly those of the Hafs copy in this section, and then those of the
Wars copy in the next, the following can be said.
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§ 1 The Hafs isnad

1.1 Hafs (abu ‘Amr Hafs ibn Sulayman ibn al-Mugira al-Asadi al-Kuf1
al- (-}:S,diri12 al-bazzaz), b.c.90, d.180, was the son-in-law, * or step-son, H
of ‘As1m After the foundation of Baghdad he went there, and then to
Mecca.” He taught the reading of ‘Asim in both places. e In the trans-
mission of the Qur’an he was held in the highest esteem but in the
transmission of traditions he was held in the oppos1te.18

1.2 ‘Asim (abu Bakr ‘Asim ibn abi al-Najjud ibn Bahdala al-Kuf1), Mawla
of the Beni J udayma of the Asad, and pupll of, among others, the Kufan
Successors al-Sulami, Zirr ibn Hubayﬁ (d.82) and abu ‘Amr Sa‘d ibn Iyas

al-Saybani (d.96). He died 127- 128.%

1.3 al-Sulami (abu ‘Abd al-Rahman ‘Abd al-lah ibn Habib ibn Rub-
ay‘a/Rubbay‘a al-Sulami al—-c_iarar (“the blind”)) was a lonrr established
Companion of ‘All, relating many traditions from him. ** The Teheran
Kadirgali text names the transmission by him rather than by Ha,fs.22 If
the isnads of the two copies of the Qur'an are to be seen as related, his
being a link in the chain could be seen as a counterpoise to ‘Abdal-lah ibn
‘Abbas. The name “*Abdal-l1ah” at early stages of Muslim Tradition could
be fleshed out in many ways.23 al-Sulami1 was in the mainstream of the
Kufan Qur’an transmission. According to ibn Sa‘d (d.230), he died in his
late eighties in Kufa during the governorship of Bisr ibn Marwan. . Ibn
Hajar (d.852) quoted his death-date variously as 70, 72 and 85,25 and gave
a report from abu Ishaq al-Sabii (who taught Hafs traditions ) that
he taught Qur’an reading for forty years in the mosque [of Kufa]. He was
certainly the teacher of ‘Asim, and doubtless many others, but there are
contradictory reports as to his own teachers. None have been seen, may it
be said, mentioning Zayd, Ubayy or ‘Utman.

According to ibn Sa‘d,28 al-Sulami is said to have said, “My father
taught me the Qur'an, and he was a Companion”, and, “I learnt to read

the Qur’an from ‘Ali" . [bn Sa‘d himself added that he related (traditions)
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from ‘Ali, ‘Abd al-lah [ibn Mas‘ud] and ‘Utman, although included a report
from Su‘ba that he did not do so from ‘Utman. ** ibn Hajar, however, gave
ibn Mas‘ud in this report from Su‘ba specifically as not being al-Sulami’s
teacher of Tradition.” ibn Hajar gave another report that his relating from
‘All was not gartlcularly certain, and mother that he did not hear traditions
from ‘Umar. ibn Hajar continued” that al- Sulaml had heard from ‘Alj,
‘Utman and ibn Mas'ud, and that others relate’’ that he was with ‘All
at Siffin, but then became a ‘Utmani. ibn Hajar also mentioned as al-Sul-
ami’s teachers of Tradition - ‘Umar (!), Sa‘d, Xalid ibn Walid, Hudayfa,
abu Musa al-As‘ar1, abu al- Darda and abl Hurayra * ibn al-Nadim said
that he learnt Qur’an with ‘AlL°

This array of famous early figures, coupled with the contradictory
reports, make it difficult to attach certainty to the reports.

1.4 ‘Utman ibn ‘Affan, ‘All ibn abi Talib, Zayd ibn Tabit, Ubayy ibn
Ka'b.

While it is not impossible that these four taught al-Sulami the Qur’an,
it is evident that their primary significance in the ¢snad is not that. In the
accounts of the history of the Qur’an text all four are eponyms and their
names are immediately of wider significance. The names of the Qurasi
caliphs ‘Utman and ‘Ali give the reading Head-of-State approval and make
it acceptable to both Sunni and SI‘T. ‘Utman was also, significantly, the
latest link with the city of the Prophq{t The presence of the orthodox
caliphs is a feature of Kufan isnads. And the names of the Prophet’s
non-Qurasi Medinese scribes Zayd and Ubayy indicate that the reading
was not only based on the very best, but more importantly, the very latest
form of the text. Ubayy had been the Prophet’s scribe and, along with
abu Hurayra (converted 7 A.H.), is taken as witness to the Prophet’s late
perlod But Zayd replaced Ubayy as the Prophet’s scribe, so with respect
to isnad is the later of two witnesses.’ Zayd was also said to have attended
the final review before the Prophet’s death.” In fact he played the central
role in all the traditions on the various collections of the Qur’an, whether
by the Prophet’s first, second, third or later caliphs.41

Individually, therefore, these early authorities have religio-political and
religio-historical significance. And taken as a block, their presence in the

1snad of the Hafs copy is clearly the end-result of competition. [t is polished
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and can scarcely be bettered. Although the Egyptians obviously did not
consider that the mushaf could stand or fall according to human chains
of authority, they nonetheless wanted it furnished with the best possible
chain.

§ 2 The Wars isnad

2.1 abu Sa‘id ‘Utman ibn Sa‘id ibn ‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘Amr ibn Sulayman ibn
Ibrahim al-Qibti, mawla of Qurays, called al-Imam Wars, b.115 d.197.%
He was of Coptic origin. Nafi‘ is said to have nicknamed him “Wars” either
because of his extreme whiteness, or because of his similarity to the bird
called “warasan”.” He became the head Qur’an reader in Egypt.

2.2 Nafi‘ ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn abi Nu‘aym, mawla of Ja‘wana ibn
Sa‘ab al-Sij1 was jet black and originally, according to al-Asma‘l (his
student), from Isfahan. He is said to have recited the Qur’an before abu
Maymuna mawla of Umm Salama. As far as traditions were concerned, he
is said to have heard from seventy Followers, nevertheless is not considered
reliable. He is one of the later-termed “Seven Readers”. He grew up and
died in Medina in 159."

2.3 abu Ja‘'far Yazid ibn al-Qa‘qa’ died 128-133 (in Medina) was maw!la
of the Follower, ‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘Ayyas ibn abi Rabi‘a ‘Ataqa al-Maxzumi.
abu Ja'far was also a Follower, and is one of the later-termed “Ten Readers”.
According to ibn Xallikan, abu Ja‘far had learnt Qur’an reading directly
from ‘Abd al-lah ibn ‘Abbas, from his mawla ‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘Ayyas, and
from aba Hurayra. He had learnt Tradition from ‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘I/Tmafs,
Marwan ibn Hakam, and was said to have recited the Qur’an before Zayd.
ibn Xallikan continued that some say he was the mawla of Umm Salama,
and that he is said to have taught gira’a before the battle of the harra (64
AH)Y

A similar array of eponymous Muslim authorities seems to have at-
tached itself to abu Ja‘far as to al-Sulami.
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The Wars copy follows Nafi‘ where it differs from abu Ja‘far, which is
surprising since it seems to make abu Ja‘far’s link in the chain redundant.

2.4 ‘Abd al-lah ibn ‘Abbas ibn ‘Abd al-Muttalib is usually more the
eponym of the ta fsir of the Qur’an than spec1ﬁcally of its readlng “ Like
Ubayy he is alleged to have had a text with two extra suras. He also had
blood-links with the Prophet, but his readings were not unimpeachable by
any means. al-Tabari, for 1nstance strongly rejected a reading of ‘Abd-
al-1ah ibn ‘Abbas for 2: 184 as dld al-Razi for 13: 31.°° He is said to have
died in Taif in 78, aged about 70.°

2.5 Ubayy ibn Ka'b has been considered above. ‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘Abbas
is representative of the Companion generation, however it could be that
he was found to have been born a little too late, hence the need for an
additional link to this chain.

There are two interesting points about the isnad of the Wars copy.
First, although according to official Muslim dogma, the Wars text is “‘Ut-
mémc , the Wars copy makes no claim to the authority of ‘Utman. On
the other hand, the Cairo Wars copy does. * Second, to have no other
authority than Ubayy is perhaps surpnsmg For one thing, Ubayy is said
to have repudiated the theory of nasx, and the very need for isnads
might be thought to have arisen from that theory. And for another, Ubayy
is noted for the additional material in his text, as it is cited by Muslim
scientists.

The isnad of the Wars copy was perhaps considered unsophisticated
by Egyptian scholars in relation to that of the Hafs copy. In the Algerian
copy, which was thoroughly under the influence of the 1342 Cairo text, and
indeed written by an Egyptian scholar, the ¢snad could be seen to be an
improved version —

91


http:reading.47

the Prophet

|
Ubayy ibn Ka‘b
|
abu Hurayra; ‘Abd al-lah ibn ‘Abbas;
‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘Ayyas ibn ab1 Rabi‘a
|
‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Hurmuz al-‘Araj; Sayba ibn Nisah;
Muslim ibn Jundub, mawla of al-Hudali,
Yazid ibn Ruman; abu Ja‘far Yazid ibn al-Qa‘qa’
|
Nafi‘ ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn abl Nu‘aym

l
abu Sa‘id ‘Utman ibn Sa‘td Wars al-Misri

The third and fourth links have been improved. ibn ‘Abbas, a name
not above criticism, has here been supported by Sperhaps the best Medinan
a,uthority,55 and by the mawla of abu Ja‘far.”® The Qur’an reader abu
Ja‘far has been given support from several, more well-known Medinan
names — al-A‘raj (d.117) perhaps because of abu Hurayra and ibn ‘Abbas,
from whom he transmitted 1;1'aditions;57 Sayba (d.130), the son-in-law of
Yazid ibn al—Qa‘qé»‘,58 and the “Imam ahl i[-Madina fz'l—qz'rc—z’ﬁt”;sg
Muslim (d.106) the famous gad:, and teacher of ‘Umar II, and who also
transmitted from abi Hurayra;' Yazid (d.130), also a transmitter from
abu Hurayra,61 and who, according to ibn Hajar, “read the Qur’'an from
‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘Abbas ibn abi Rabi‘a” (sic.) °*" All these names are again
traceableﬂ}o the pedigrees of the transmission given by ibn al-Jazarl = and
al-Dani.

Following this in the Algerian copy is an extension of the 7snad down
to al-Dani, explicitly citing his Kitab al-Taysir as the source, and cor-
respondiing exactly with ibn al-Jazar1’s first line of transmission from Wars
in his Kitab al-Nasr.”
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Nafi’
l

Wars
l

abu Ya'qub Yusuf ibn ‘Amr ibn Yasar al-Azraq
l
Isma'll ibn ‘Abdal-lah al-Nahhas
l
abu Ja‘far Ahmad ibn Usama al-Tujibi

l
abu al-Qasim Xalaf ibn Ibrahim ibn Muhammad ibn Xagan

!
abu ‘Amr ‘Utman ibn Sa‘ld al-Dani

§ 3 In the two links of each chain directly before Hafs and Wars, there is
little of the eponymous flavour of the names of the earlier links. Three of
the four were first-generation mawali. They are also regionally consistent.
al-Sulam] and ‘Asim were both Kufans, and abu Ja'far Yazid and Nafi'
were both Medinese. Little significance, however, should be attached to the
Qur’an being known according to transmitters belonging to a century and
a half after the Prophet. Asibn Xaldun said, they are merely single names
representing whole schools, and in no way are to be considered initiators.

These [various readings of the Companions| were transmitted from
one person to the next, becoming thoroughly well-known, and
eventually settling into seven individual lines. These themselves
had continuous oral transmission and each came to be ascribed
to a certain man from among the great mass of readers, who had
become famed as their transmitters. These seven transmissions
became the basis of the science.’’

This view places the origin of the seven reading-systems a few genera-
tions after the Prophet’s contemporaries, but also a few generations before
the ones by whom the systems came to be known. al-Sa‘id placed it
later and considered these [ten] masters as the ones who actually made the

reading-systems individual entities. He said (somewhat p&mdmr;ically),67
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“Each of the [ten] Readings in question is associated with the
name of a famous Koran-reader ... by whom the Reading in
question was transmitted at that point in Islamic history when
the various Readings began to emerge as distinct systems”.

But he removed the possibility that these masters actually created any
new individual readings by the notion that all the readings were present in
the original revelation to Muhammad, and these masters merely selected
one particular combination. Even these combinations contained a certain
amount of flexibility, shown by the fact that the students of these masters
also carried out a certain amount of selection from the masters.”

Both these views are the reverse of what a non-Muslim might think.
A non-Muslim might posit later proliferation from a defined static source,
like a family-tree, where the progenitor is long since dead. However a stage
where the proliferation apparently stopped presents problems for this view,
and theories about an establishment, or canonisation, of the text have
arisen. But the beauty of the Muslim view is that it posits an undefined,
dynamic source, which at its origin already contained all future variation.
It is a more organic, and less academic, approach, and neatly explains why
the variations grew less and less — the extent of choice grew more and more
limited.”” Hence also their being called by 2% century transmitters. After
them the choice was negligible and could not warrant being in the category
of a separate transmission. It also explains rejected readings. The Qur’an
potentially contained all readings that did not destroy the sense. Those
that did so were declared deviant, not arising from the same unanimously
accepted source. They were, nonetheless, still useful at times for exegetical
discussion.”

It should be mentioned that ‘f&§im and Nafi‘ had another famous
transmitter each, Abu Bakr Su‘'ba and Qalun respectively. The former,
b.95, d.192/3 in Kufa, was a mawla of Wasil ibn Hayyan aln/&}}dab.71 The
latter, b.120, d.205 or 220 in Medina, was a maw!/a of Beni Zuhra.”" He
was apparently deaf, which means he must have learnt largely from written
texts, although he is said to have lip—read.73
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Chapter 8

SUBSEQUENT ORAL HISTORY

IT IS NOT KNOWN WHEN, but these two transmissions, Hafs and Wars,
crystallised into the principal Western and Eastern transmissions of the
Qur’an with the dividing line more or less between Iraq and Syrla The
lelSlOl] is already in evidence at least in the time of Ahmad ibn Hanbal
(d. 241)

As late as the time of abu al-Fadl al-Xuza'l (4.408), Egypt and the
Magrib are said to have known no other transmissions of the Qur’an than
those of Wars and al- Azraq Its arrival in Andalusia and the area of
modern-day Tunis is recorded, but not its arrival in modern-day Morocco.”
The reading of Wars is said to have been adopted in Andalusia during the
lifetime of ‘Abd al-Samad ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn al-Qasim al-‘Utaqi
al-Misrt (d. 231).” According to ibn al-Jazari it was [first] written down in
Andalusia during his time, and that previously they had used the transmis-
sion of Gazi ibn Qays (d. 199) from Nafi‘'. Two transmitters are known to
have taken the transmission from ‘Abd al-Samad to Andalusia, Muham-
mad ibn Waddah al-Qurtubi (d.286/7) who had a ertten copy from him,’

and Ibrahim ibn Muhammad ibn Bazi (d.294, in Toledo). One transmitter
of the same generation is recorded as making the transmission popular in
modern-day Tunisia, and one in the next century, Muhammad ibn ‘Umar
ibn Xayrun al-Ma‘afirl al-Andalusi (d.306, in Sousse), and ‘Abdal-lah
ibn Muhammad al-Quda‘l al-Andalusi “Magrun” (b.290, d.378)’.10 Since
Morocco lies between the two areas the transmission of Wars would in all
likelihood have arrived there also in the early 379 century A.H. Down in
the mountains of Yemen, where the Zaydiyya could exist in isolation, the
transmission of Nafi‘, that is of Wars, continued to exist with them there

also. Perhaps the eventual overriding predominance of the Hafs transmis-
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sion is partly to be explained by Kufa’s being the first stronghold of written
Tradition among other Muslim cities. " Kufa early took the leadership in
the production of Muslim manuscripts. " Indeed for a long time “Kufic
script” was considered synonymous with the earliest Arabic, or at least,
Qur’an, script.13 The Kufan school of law became the Hanafiyya. It was
favoured by the first *‘Abbasid caliphs and spread early to the east and Indla
and north-west and north-east taklnv with it the transmission of Hafs
The Seljugs also favoured the school and with the Hanafi Ottomans the
transmission of Wars came also to Evypt

Other transmissions became largely academic, learnt only by students
of the science of Qur’an readings. Alongside ibn al Jazarl’s statement, for
instance, that the reading of ibn ‘Amir was current in Syria in his tlme
it must be remembered, not only that his whole life revolved around Qur-
‘an readings, but that he was also a Damascene. Similar considerations
probably apply to the transmission of abu ‘Amr in the Sudan.

The history of the written transmission from the time of Hafs and
Wars to the printing of Qur’an copies last century is in large part the
history of Islamic palaeography and calligraphy. This subject has been well
documented by Western scholars. The earliest extant manuscripts happen
to date from around their time, the late 2°¢ century A.H.

The oral Tradition about the various transmissions, the science of gir-
a’at, itself began to be documented at this time. This may have been
contemporary with the crystallisation of the mass of readings into a number
of discrete systems, the so-called “seven” or “ten reading-systems” ( “al-qir-
a’at al-sab™ or “al-‘asr”). While this in no way supplanted the run-of-
the-mill oral transmlqsmn of the Qur'an text, which has been seen to be
under threat only in our modern secular age, " written records slowly
began to take precedence in academic areas, for instance, when variations
in reading-systems were at issue. This may have been mainly as a result
of competition or a crisis in conﬁdence * but the increased availability of
paper from the 37¢- century would also have been a major factor.

The importance of these lines of transmission to the Muslims is shown
by the way they have been carefully preserved. In a feat of virtuosity, ibn
al-Jazari enumerates them for all of the “ten” Readers, sometimes reaching
as far as the late 6'" century (al-Satibi), and the 9** century (himself), and
often as far as the early 5'® (al-Dani). From at least the mid 4* century
A.H., however, the oral transmission of all but two transmissions seems to
have begun to be based on books.”" The student would nonetheless have
usually learnt the book by oral repetition from the author, or from those
who had done the same from the author. In the transmissions of Hafs and

of Wars through al-Azraq, however, the oral transmission remained fully
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alive outwith academic circles as well.

It is important to enumerate the recorded transmitters after Hafs
and Wars to gauge their significance, for the documentation of this oral
Tradition was not first systematically done until the late 3% /early 4™
century AN

g1 Of the Hafs Transmission

ibn al-Jazari gives the transmitters from Hafs as follows.” The fur-
thest west any of them came from was Egypt. The majority came from
present-day Iraq. Their kunyas, here and in § 2, are given only if they are
what they are mainly known by, or if their father’s name is not given. A
name printed in bold is their most common shortened one. Only their first
occurrence in this chapter is endnoted, and in subsequent occurrences only
their shortened name is usually given.

Hafs d.180 ~*
! ‘Ubayd ibn al-Sabbah® al-Nahsali al-Kifi / al-Bagdadi d.235

1.1 Ahmad ibn Sahl al-Fayruzani al-Usnani *1.307
121 ‘Ali ibn Muhammad al-Hasimi “al-Jixani” *' d.368
1111 Tahir [ibn ‘Abd al-Mun'‘im] ibn Galban *4.399
11111 abu ‘Amr al-Dani d.444
11112 Muhammad ibn Ahmad al-Qazwini ** d4.452
— al-Dani d.444
1112 ‘Abd al-Salam ibn al-Husayn al-Basri '30 d.405
— abii al-Hasan ‘Ali ibn Muhammad al-Xayyat™
— Ahmad ibn Suwar al-Bagdadi *~ d.496
1115 Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-Milanji®

4

L1121 abil Al al-Haddad ** d.515
I ’



11132 abil al-Qasim al-Hudali > d.465
1114 ‘Ali ibn Muhammad al-Xabbazi ~* d.398
— Mansur ibn Ahmad al-Harawi
— al-Hudali d.465
1115 abi ‘Abdal-lih al-Karaini"
— al-Sarif abi al-Fadl ‘Abd al-Qahir = d.493
— al-Sibt *° d.541
112 abi Tahir ‘Abd al-Wahid ibn abi Hasim = d.349
1121 ‘Al ibn Muhammad al-Hammami"
112.11 abu al-Husayn al-Farisi * d.461
— ‘Abd al-Rahmin “ibn al-Fahham” ** d.516
12212 Tbrahim ibn Isma‘ql al-Maliki "
— ibn al-Fahham d.516
11223 abu ‘Ali al-Maliki al-Bagdadi~ d.438
— ibn al-Fahham d.516
11214 abi al-Fadl al-Razi " d.454
— al-Hudali d.465
11215 ‘Abd al-Baql ibn Faris ©° d.c.450
— al-Hudali d.1465
11216 Rizqallah al-Tamimi ¥ 4.488
— abi al-Karam al-Sahraziri ~ d.550
11217 al-Sarif abii Nasr al-Hubari
— abu al-Karam d.550
11218 abii ‘All al-Hasan ibn al-Qasim =~ d.468
— abu al-Karam d.550
1122 abu l-Faraj al-Nahrawani ** 4.404
— al-Hasan ibn al-Qasim d.468

— abu al-‘Izz 4521
98


http:ahrawani.53

1123 abi al-Hasan ibn al-‘Alaf > d.396
— ‘Abd al-Wahid ibn Sita *° d.445
1124 ‘Ubaydal-lah ibn ‘Umar al-Masahifl T d.401
— abu Bakr al-Xayyat = d.467
— al-Sibt d.541
2 ‘Amr ibn al-Sabbah™ al-Bagdadi d.221

2.1 Abmad ibn Muhammad al-Fami “al-F1l” %

d.286/7/9

61

211 Ahmad ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman al-‘Tjli “al-Wali” ** d.355
2111 al-Hammami |
21111 abu ‘Al al—éarmaqéni ** 4.451
— ibn Suwar d.496
21112 abu al-Hasan al-Xayyat
— ibn Suwar d.496
21113 abi ‘Ali al ‘Attar *° d.447
— ibn Suwar d.496
21114 abu al-Fadl al-Raz1 d.454
— al-Hudali d.465
21115 al-Hasan ibn al-Qasim d.468
— al-Hudali d.465
21116 abu al-Tzz d.521
— al-Hudah d.465
21117 abi al-Husayn Ahmad ibn ‘Abd al-Qadir”
— abu al-Karam d.550
21118 ibn Sita d.445
2112 Ibrahim ibn Ahmad al-Tabari = d.393
21121 abu ‘Al al~§armaqéni d.451
— ibn Suwar d.496
2122 abu ‘éxgli al-‘Attar d.447



— ibn Suwar d.496
21123 abi al-Fadl al-Xuza‘l " b.332 d.408
— abu al-Muzaffar ibn Sabib T 4.451
— ibn Suwar d.496
21124 abu ‘Ali al-Ahwazi ° d.446
— ibn Suwar d.496
212 Muhammad ibn Ahmad ibn al-Xalil al-‘Attar’
2121 ‘Abd al-Gaffar ibn Ubaydal-lah '~ d.367/9
21211 Muhammad ibn al-Husayn
212111 al-Sarif abi al-Fadl d.493
2121111 abu al-Karam d.550
2121112 al-8Sibt d.541
22 Zur'an’ ibn Ahmad al-Daqqaq al-Bagdadi d.c.290
221 °‘All ibn Muhammad al-Bagdadi al-Qalanisi =~ d.356
2211 Ahmad ibn ‘Abdal-lih al-Sisangardi '~ d.402
22111 abu al-Husayn al-Farisi d.461
— ibn al-Fahham d.516
22112 abi ‘Ali al-Maliki
—  ibn al-Fahham d.516
22113 abi Mansir Muhammad ibn al-Farra'™
— ibn al-Fahham d.516
22114 abu Bakr al-Xayyat d.467
— ibn al-Fahham d.516
2212 ‘Abd al-Baqi ibn al-Hasan al-Xurasani
—» abii al-Fath Faris ibn Ahmad al Himsi "* d.401
— al-Dani d.444
2.2.13 al-Nahrawani d.404

2.2.13.1 al-Hasan ibn al-Qasim d.468
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— abu al-‘Tzz d.521
2.2.13.2 abu ‘All al-‘Attar d.447
— ibn Suwar d.496
2.2.14 al-Hammami
22141 ibn Stta d.445
22142 ‘Abd al-Baqi ibn Faris d.c.450
22143 abu ‘All al-‘Attar d.447
— ibn Suwar d.496
2215 al-Masahif1 4.401
22151 ‘Abd al-Baqi ibn Faris d.c.450
— abu al-Karam d.550
22152 abu ‘All al-‘Attar d.447
— ibn Suwar d.496
2216 Bakr ibn 8adan al-Bagdadi al-Wa'iz = d.405
— abi Bakr al-Xayyat " 4.467
— abu Mansur ibn al-Farra’
— abi al-‘Ala’ al-Hamadani ~~ d.569

By the late 4'2 century the same transmitters appear more frequently
in more than one line, e.g. al-Hammam1i and al-Nahrawani. This suggests
that the independence of the particular lines was by then academic, in-
deed they were probably mainly learnt from books. The vast majority
of ibn al-Jazari's sources for these lines date to the late 4'® and early
5th- century.so Several links also appear in the lines of other transmis-
sions, al-Hammam1 and al-Nahrawani again, for instance, are found in
the majority of the others.”” Of those transmitters in the Hafs pedigree
appearing also in the Wars pedigree, twice as many of them appear in the
eastern line of al—IsbahénI,g than in the western line of al-Azraq.” Only
the encyclopaedic masters of the 5'"- century, al-Dani, al-Hudali and ibn
al-Fahham, appear in all three pedigrees. "

The apparent artificiality in the way some of these lines of transmission
tend to bifurcate twice only for the first two links is probably a result of
convenience for memorisation, and by no means of fabrication. Only the
most prominent representatives of the schools would be retained in the

pedigrees.
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§2 Of the Wars Transmission

ibn al-Jazar1 gave the transmitters from Wars as follows.”

2.1 The line of
abu Ya‘qub Yusuf ibn ‘Amr al-Madani / al-Misr1 “al-Asraq”

This line has a predominance of Westerners, from Cairo and Qayrawan
for example. It has few from east of Egypt. It has survived to this day,
whereas the line of al-Isbahani was probably purely academic already by
the early 5'"- century A.H.

That the Wars copy is the transmission of Wars by way al-Azraq is
shown by readings like iywatiya (12:100) and waliya (20:18),”" and irkab
ma‘ana (1: 42).86 He alone transmitted the heavy lams and light ra’s from
Wars.”" For an example of reading-differences emerging even after al-Azraq
and al-Isbahani, and in points not really any finer than most earlier ones,
see al-Dabba‘ re yasin® al-Qur’an (36: 1)33 where ibn Mihran was the
only one to transmit non-assimilation from al-Isbahani.

Wars d.197
— al-Azraq ¥ 4.c.240

1 Tsma‘il ibn ‘Abdal-lah al-Nahhas al-Misri ~ d.c.328
11 Ahmad ibn ‘Usama al-Tujaybi al-Misri = d.342/356
—  Xalaf ibn Ibrahim ibn Xaqan al-Misri ~ d.402
— al-Dani d.444

12 Ahmad ibn Ishaq ibn Ibrahim aleayyétg:}
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— Muhammad ibn ‘Abdal-lah al-Anmati al-Misri -
— Xalaf ibn Ibrahim d.402
— al-Dani d.444
— abu Dawud Sulayman * 1.496
— ibn Gulam al-Furs °~° d.547
— al-Nafzawi
— al-Satibi *° d.590
3 Ahmad ibn Muhammad ibn abi al Raja’ al-Misri  d.343
— Xalaf ibn Ibrahim d.402
— al-Dani d.444
14 Ahmad ibn ‘Abdal-1ah ibn Hilal al-Misri  d.310

1

141 abi Ganim al-Mugzaffar ibn Ahmad *°° d.333

-102
1

1411 Muhammad ibn ‘Al al-Udfuw d.388

14111 abu Bakr Muhammad ibn al—}_Iaszm103
— al-Qantari %4438
— Ahmad ibn ‘Ammar al-Mahdawi
14112 ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Tarsusl % d.420
14113 abi al-Qasim Ahmad al-Udfuwi
141131 Ahmad ibn ‘Aliibn Hasim'* d.445

— al-Hudal d.465

141132 Isma‘ilibn ‘Amr = d.429
— al-Hudal d.465
142 ‘Umar ibn Muhammad ibn ‘Trak al-Misri ~ d.388
— ibn Hasim d.445
— al-Hudali d.465

-111
1

143 Ahmad ibn Muhammad ibn Haytam al-Sa‘ran

-112

— Zayd ibn "All ibn abi Bilal al-Kuf1 d.358
— al-Xabbaz!
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— abu Nasr Ahmad ibn Masrur al-Bagdadi

— al-Hudali d.465
15 Hamdan ibn ‘Awn al-Xawlani al-Misri = d.c.340
15.1 ibn ‘Trak d.388
1511 Abu al-Fath Faris d.401
— al-Dani d.444
15.12 ‘Abd al-Baqi ibn Faris d.c.450
15.12.1 ibn al-Fahham d.516
15122 ibn Ballima =~ b.427/8 d.514
1513 ibn Hasim d.445
— al-Hudali d.465
1514 Isma'l ibn ‘Amr d.429
— al-Hudali d.465
16 abu Nasr Sallama ibn al-Husayn al-Mawsili " 4.282/3
161 abuMuhammad al-Hasan ibn Muhammad T340
16.1.11 Abu Ma'sar al-Tabari " 4.478
16112 al-Hudali d.465
17 Muhammad ibn Ibrahim al-Ahnasi al-Misri
171 Ahmad ibn Nasr al-Sadda'i al-Basri - d.370/3/6
17.11 al-Xabbazl
— abu Nasr Ahmad ibn Masrur al-Bagdadi
— al-Hudali d.465
1712 al-Xuza'l d.408
— abu al-Muzaffar
— al-Hudali d.465
18 ibn Sanabad al-Bazdadi ' d.328

181 al-Sadda’l d.370/3/6
104
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— al-Xabbazi
— aba Nasr Ahmad ibn Masrur al-Bagdad:
— al-Hudali d.465
18.2 Gazwan ibn al-Qasim ~** 1.282 d.386
— Isma'‘il ibn ‘Amr d.429
— al-Hudali d.465

2 ‘Abdal-lah ibn Malik ibn Sayf al-Misri ~ d.307
21 abu ‘Adi ‘Abd al-‘Aziz ibn ‘Ali al-Misri = d.379/80/81

2.2

2.1 Tahir ibn ‘Abd al-Mun‘im ibn Galbun d.399
— al-Dani d.444
2.1.2 al-Tarsusi d.420
— abi Tahir Isma‘ll ibn Xalaf =~ d.455
215 Ahmad ibn Sa‘id ibn Nafis ~~ d.453/5
2131 Muhammad ibn Surayh *" 1.388 d.476
2232 ibn Ballima b.427/8 d.514
2.1.3.3 ibn al-Fahham d.516
214 Makki ibn abl Talib "™ b.355 d.437
215 ‘Abdal-lah ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Zahrawi =~
2151 Qusaym ibn Ahmad al-Zahrawi % d4.398/9
2.15.11 ‘Abd al-Baqi ibn Faris d.c.450
215111 ibn al-Fahham d.516
215112 ibn Ballima b.427/8 d.514
2.16 Isma‘ll ibn ‘Amr d.429
— al-Hudali d.465
2.17 ibn Hasim d.445
— al-Hudali d.465
Ibrahim ibn Muhammad ibn Marwan al—\fﬁsrim
221 ‘Abd al-Mun'im ibn Galbun = b.309 d.389
2.2.2 Tahir ibn ‘zlx(;bsd al-Mun‘im d.399



al-Isbahani died in Baghdad in 296, ninety-nine years after Wars. His
line does not therefore have such a good pedigree as that of al-Azraq, since
it is one and more stages removed. This lack of direct contact might be
thought to be made up for by his having learnt the transmission from a
number of Companions, and Companions of Companions, of Wars. ibn

— ibn Hasim d.445
— al-Hudali d.465
2.3 Muhammad ibn Ibrahim al-Ahnasi
— al-Sadda'l d.370/3/6
— al-Xabbazl
— Mansur ibn Ahmad al-Harawi

— al-Hudali 4.465

2.2 The line of

abu Bakr Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Rahim al-Asadi al-Isbahani

-, 133
al-Jazari gives these as follows

2.2.1 Wars

1

Sulayman ibn Dawid al-Raidayni * b.178 d.253
— al-Isbahani

Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Makk1

7 1.343/4
— al-Isbahani

abi al-As‘at ‘Amir ibn Su‘ayd al-Jarasi

— al-Isbahani

_137

abu Mas‘ud al-Aswad al-Madani

— al-Isbahani
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5 Yinus ibn ‘Abd al-A‘la al-Misri'~ b.170 d.264
5.1 al-Isbahani
5.2 Mawas ibn Sahl al-Ma‘afiri al-Misri
— al-Isbahani
¢ Dawud ibn abi Tayyiba al-Misri ~ d.223
— ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Dawid ibn abi Tayyiba ~* d.273

— al-Isbahani

~

‘Abd al-Samad ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman al-‘Utaqi al-Misri ~ d.231
— abu al-‘Abbas al-Fadl ibn Ya‘qub. al-Hamréwi“a
— al-Isbahani

vyl44

Other reliable (unnamed) Companions [of Wars]

Co

1435

— abu ‘All al-Husayn ibn al-Junayd al{-mak fuf

— al-Isbahani

2.2.2  The line from al-Isbahani is then given by ibn al-Jazari as
follows —

-146

! Hibatallah ibn Ja‘far al-Bagdadi
11 al-Hammami
111 abu al-Husayn al-Farisi
— ibn al-Fahham d.516
112 al-Hasan ibn Qasim d.468
— abu al-Tzz d.521
— abu al-‘Ala’ al-Hamadani d.569
11.3 abu ‘Al al-‘Attar d.447
— ibn Suwar d.196
114 abu ‘Al al—Mélillc%)T



115 abu Nasr Ahmad ibn Masrur al-Bagdadi

— al-Hudali d.465
116 ibn Sita d.445
17 aba 1-Qasim ‘Abd al-Sayyid ibn ‘Itab — d.487

— Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Malik ibn Xayrun " 4.539
118 abu ‘Abdal-lah Muhammad ibn Ahmad al-Bay*'*’
119 abil Nasr ‘Abd al-Malik ibn ‘Alf ibn $abar"
1110 abi Sa‘d Ahmad ibn al-Mubarak al-Akfani ~ d.491
1111 al-Hubari
1112 Rizqallah d.488

— al-Mihwali

— abil al-Yaman al-Kindi ~ b.510 d.613
— al-Kamal ibn Faris ~~ b.596 d.676
— Muhammad al-8a'ig =~ b.636 d.725
— ibn al-8a'ig  b.704 d.776
— ibn al-Jazari d.833
12 al-Nahrawani d.404

1.2.1 abu ‘Al al-‘Attar d.447

— ibn Suwar d.496
12.2 al-Hasan ibn Qasim d.468

— abu al-‘Tzz d.521

— abi al-‘Ala’ al-Wasiti ~° d.431

1.2.3 abu al-Hasan al-Xayyat

57

13 abu Hafs ‘Umar ibn ‘Al al-Tabar1 al—nai_zwil '
— abu ‘All al-Husayn ibn Muhammad al—I§bah€mim

— abu Ma'sar al-Tabari
14 abi Bakr ibn Mihran al-Isbahani/al-Nisaburt ~° b.295 d.381

2 al-Hasan ibn Sa'id a1—~Ma’§ﬁiIO§l—l+\b{1déni P31
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2.1 al-Karzinl
2.1 al-Sarif abi al-Fadl
2111 al-Sibt d.541
2.112 abu al-Karam d.550
2.12 al-Hudal d.465

2.13 abii Ma‘sar al-Tabari

The predominance of Egyptians shows that Egypt was the centre
for Wars studies for a couple of generations after Wars. The line from"
al-Isbahani, however, was situated further east, and in the pedigree given
by ibn al- Jazan reaching down to himself, only ibn Faris and his two
transmitters appear to have come from as far west as Egypt. The line
contains more Easterners, from Fars, Wasit and Baghdad for example.
The reading-system of Nafi' was taken to Iraq in both its transmissions,
the transmlssmn of Qalun by abu Nasit, and the transmission of War3
by al- Isbaham °* But it did not survive against the indigenous reading-
systems. The lines given by ibn al-Jazari for al-Isbahani are distinctly
fewer than those given for al-Azraq, and by the third generation from
al-Isbahani (i.e. the late 4'" /early 5'M century) many of them were tied to
books. The pedigrees of Wars through al-Azraqg, however, and of Hafs, are
eloquent testimonies both to the vigorous existence of an oral Tradition of
the Qur’an and to its inseparability from the written Tradition.
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part three

The differences
between
the two transmissions



Chapter 9

- CONSISTENT DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN THE TWO TRANSMISSIONS

IN THOSE AREAS where there is no variation within each transmission,
certain differences between the two transmissions, at least as in the copies
consulted, occur consistently throughout. These are singled out here in ad-
vance, §§ 1-7, and not listed individually in chapter 10 below. For brevity,
“the Hafs copy” and “the Wars copy” stand for the whole transmissions
as far as they have been verified.

None of these differences has any effect on the meaning.

§ 1 Deflection (imala).

In the Hafs copy a large dot over a consonant is used once to indi-
cate hamza bayn-bayn, that is the intermediate pronunciation of hamzat

al-qat’ between hamza and alif — ’a&‘jamz’yyun.l

In the Wars copy a large dot is often used,2 and mainly also to indicate
bayn—bayn. It is found forty times in the first hundred verses of Surat
al-Baqara for instance. This is partly because, given the general tendency
of the Wars transmission to soften hamzat al-qat’, the occasions where an
intermediate sound can occur are far more frequent than the single awkward
"aa‘jamiyyun of the Hafs transmission. But it is mainly because the Wars
copy uses this large dot not only to indicate hamza bayn—bayn, but also
imala bayn—bayn, the intermediate deflection of alif towards ya'. Since
this latter usage is by far the most frequent, it is described as the first usage
of the large dot. The less frequent second usage is of a different kind, and
is discussed in § 7.2.2.1 below.
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The first usage of the large dot.

— Apart from with certain particles and one verb, it is always found

a a an 3

fr
below the consonant preceding ﬁnNaI y and o, but not , or °,°.  For

instance, it is found with al—hudg ( 2:1850), mus ( 2: 51), and nary (
2:144), but not with hudaf’ ( 2:185a), m’u,sy (2 87) or nar(; ( 2:55). The

~

verbal exception is (ma) zakg (minkum) (24: 21).

g in medial position, as in the verbs

fasa,wwghunna ( 2: 29) and fa’&tghumu ( 3:148); and in the nouns,

It is also always found with

~

hudghum ( 2:272), ma_t_wghu (12: 21), wama’wi’humu ( 3:51) and at-

tawr § h'a ( 3:3).

When preceding an independent suffix, with the alif magsura there-
fore written a, it is still found, e.q. hudaya ( 2: 38, 20:123), matwaya (12:
23). And it is even found under a vocal al/¢f which might either have been
expected to be a ya'-alif, bisimahum ( 2:273), or else which follows a ya’,
e.q. xatayakum® ( 2: 58, referring to the second vocal alif). It is also

written under both tug g htan ( 3:28) and tuqatih® ( 3:102).

— A similar close connection of alif tawila with alif magsura (that
is, with ya’) might explain its being found in other words like ad- dunya
(eg 2: 85) and wamahyay ( 6:162) and always in perfect verbal forms of
the root hyy, except when elided, compare its presence in fa'ahyakum ( 2:
28) and fa'ahya bihi ( 2:164) with its absence from 'ahya n-nisa’ ( 5:32).
It must therefore be a relic of a vocal indication. It is not found, oddly,

with a};yrifun ( 3:169).
— As for particles, it is always found with bal 2 (e.g. 2:81,112), mat

e
Rz

@ R )

(e.g. 2:214), ‘as‘; (e.g. 2:216,4: 19, but not, of course, asy (5:52)) and 'ann
(e.g. 2:223, 247).

~ ~ Ay
Conversely, it is never found with zla ,ilS, hattS hattl, alf, or
‘ala. In the transmissions of Hamza, al-Kisa'l and Xalaf, which deflect

all alzfs orlglnally ya’, as also those particles with graphlc ya’ llke mata

(Z

bala and *ann ? e\(ceptlons are also said to he made of zla hatt , ‘al v

y y’
and the verb zak ” ©° Since also waw-alifs do not have the dot, as in
112
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wamz’ékﬁ,h‘, and ._salfiht, (the reason indeed given for which being that
they are at root waw' ), it might appear as though deflection was worked
out from the graphic form. But however much the rules of deflection were
systematised on graphic considerations, these exceptions show that oral
considerations must have been primary. But for scepticism, such a point
would not need to be substantiated. Whatever though the oral reasons for

’z'lz and the others not being deflected in the Wars transmission, there is
no possible graphic reason why they should be made exceptions of when
all other ya'-alifs are deflected. Again, whereas the Wars copy always
gives ya'—ali f intermediate deflection, this is not so with all transmissions
through al-Azraq from Wars.” Etymological and morphological considera-
tions also clearly affected certain transmitters’ choice whether to deflect or
not. Whether the form at root had waw or ya’, for instance, or whether
the word was followed by a pronominal suffix were two such. Near con-
sistency in intermediate deflection in the War§ copy is more a result of
harmonisation rather than primitive simplicity.

Another indication of the oral origin of this deflection is its frequent
occurrence with ra’. Intermediate deflection is always found, for instance,
in words with @ or @ before final radical 73’ with kasra of the genitive or
accusative, defined or undefined, with or without suffixes. It is found with
n-nahari ( 2:164, 274, 3: 27a), for instance, but not with un-nahara ( 3: 275,
7:54); with n-nari (e.q. 2: 39, 81, 126) and narin (7: 12, 38: 76), but not with
n—naru (e.q. 3: 24, 183), nor narun ( 2:266,24: 35) nor n-nara (e.q. 2: 24, 174),
or naran (e.q. 2: 17, 4: 10); with ansarin ( 2:270, 3:192), but not with 'ansaru
( 3:526) nor ansariya ( 3: 52¢) which is in the nominative; with bigintarin
( 3:75), but not with gintaran ( 4 20); with wal-jari ( 4. 36a,5), jabbarina
( 5:22) which is accusative, 'absarihim ( 2:7), wa’abg?irz’hz’m?f ( 2: 208),
il~absari ( 3:13), but not with 'absarahum ( 2: 20a); with ‘adbariha ( 4:
47) and ‘adbarikum ( 5:21), but not with ul-adbara ( 3.11); and so on.”

Similarly, it is always found with the form (/-)ka firina, whether
genitive or accusative (e.qg. 2: 19, 3:100), and with ka f farin ( 2:276 and 50: 24)
and al-kaf fari (9:123,48: 29,60: 10, 11,83 34), but only in the genitive. It is
not therefore found with the forms I-ka firina (e.q. 2.:254, 4:151), ka ffarun
(14: 34, 39: 3) or kaf faran (71: 27), nor with other forms of the word in any
case, e.q. kafirun ( 2:217), kafirin ( 2:41) (perhaps surprisingly), £a firatun
( 3:13) kuf farun ( 2:61, 3:18) and wal-kuf fara ( 5:57).

Nor is it found with words similar to ({-)ka firina, e.q. (5-)sakirina
(e.q. 3:144,145), (s—)sabirina (e.g. 3:146).
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Regarding imala bayn—bayn with ra’ in the transmission of al-Azraq, "
the Magribis seem to apply it across the board. Most Iragis, for instance,

¢ in 8: 17, but all Magribis do.

do not report al-Azraq deflecting ram y 1

Another special case is the verb ra’ . In all occurrences of the form

~

ra'a (or ra a) except before hamzat al—wasl ( 676, 11: 70, 12: 24, 28, 20: 10,
53:1118), and in the nine occurrences of the word with pronominal suffixes
(21: 36,27:10, 40, 28: 31, 35: 8, 37: 55,53:13,81: 23, 96:7), the Wars copy deflects
both the a sound of the ra’ and the hamza half and half. This is indicated
by two large dots and no vowels. al-Azraq is the only transmitter from
Wars to do this.’

- A further special case is the sigla at the beginning of some suras -
with the ra’ of 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15, the [am of 20, the ha’ and ya’ of 19,
the ha' of 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46.

§ 2 root hsbh

The characteristic vowel of the imperfect of root Asb is always a in the
Hafs copy and ¢ in the Wars copy, e. g. yahsabuhumu/yahsibuhumu (
2:273), tahsabanna/tahsibanna ( 3:169).

§3 -unni/-uni

Verbs 2“‘i or 3'%: plural masculine followed by a 1%% singular sufﬁx
are always —unni in the Hafs copy and —un? in the Wars copy, e
atuha]]unnz /atuhajjum ( 6: 80), except with 'atumiddunani /atu—
middunan’t (27: 36), which must be an ancient graphic oddity, since, ac-
cording to ibn al-Jazaril, Nasr it is unassimilated in all (:opies.15

§4 -1 /-tya

When the first person singular pronomihal suffix is followed by hamzat
al-qat' the Hafs copy has 1 7, and the Wars COpYy tya, e.qg. wa'inni /wa inn-
1ya 'u zg_,’uha ( 3:36), mnz/ inniya 'a‘lamu ( 2- 30,33), ansam/ ansariya

’z’lg ( 3:52), 17 /liya * ayatan ( 3:41). The exceptions to this general rule

arellen 2: 40 where both have bi‘ahdt 'i-; in 18: 96 where both have ' atun7
'u—- ;1n 9:,67: where both have ma‘iya g ;1N 10:72, 11: 29,51, 26:109, 127,
145, 164 180, 34: 47 where both have ajriya 'i—, 5 28 where both have yadiya
'i— and 5:116 where both have wa’ummiya 'i-.
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§5 m/mu

The 2°9- and 3¢ m. pl. pronominal suffixes and the 2°¢- pl. verbal
suffixes in the Ha fs copy are —~kum, —hum, —him, and —fum. But in the
Wars copy they are ~kumu, —~humu, , himu, and —tumu before consonants,
and ~kumu, ~hum, »hz’m'z\f, and —tumz before hamzat al-qat‘, which
are apparently older forms." They also have the effect of safeguarding
hamza from the rule of § 7.1.2 below.

§6 1/u

In forms of verbs, with imperfect vowel u, beginning with hamzat
al-was! and preceded by a vowelless consonant (including tanwin), the
hamzat al-was! in the Hafs copy is always 7 in the Hafs copy and u in the
Wars copy , e.g. faman idturra/udturra ( 2:173,5: 3), 'aw IXTUS o JUXTUS U o
( 4:66), walagad istuhzi’a/ustuhzi’a ( 6:10), waqalat ixruj/uyruy (12: 31),
but not, of course, with verbs with imperfect vowel ¢, e.g. 'aw in firu, ( 4:71
in both). Otherwise the difference 7/u does not occur between the two
copies.

§ T hamzat al-qat’

The Wars transmission in general has far fewer glottal stops than the
Hafs transmission. There are nevertheless cases of the Wars copy having
a glottal stop where the Hafs copy has waw or ya’. In addition to the
case in § 1.28 below (waw/hamza), in nominal forms of the root nb’, the
Wars copy always has a hamzat al-qat* where the Hafs copy has a ya’ or
a waw. Only the first occurrence of each is cited here, and preceding
particles are omitted.

—— singular and undefined : _

nabz‘yyan/nabﬁf;an ( 3:39),
nabiyyin/nab "in ( 2:246).

— singular and defined : ~
an-nabiyyu/an-nab1 ‘u( 3:68),
a-n—nabz’yya/an—nabbi: a (7:157),
an-nabiyyi/an-nabt "1 (5:81),

an—nubuwwahta/an-nuby *ahta ( 3:79).

— singular with suffix :

nabiyyuhum/nab

— sound plural :

B

Twhum ( 2:247).

an~nabz’yyﬁna/an—nab? "una ( 2:136),
an—-nabiyyina/an-nab? ina ( 2: 61).
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— broken plural : N _
(I-Yan™biya " a/(I-)an™bi’a "a ( 2:91; 3.-112)$21
(and yet al~anbiya’ in the Wars copy in the du‘a’ xatm
al-qur'an).

Apart from these, what is more, it is not at all the case that the
Wars copy always elides what in the Hafs copy is hamzat al-gat’, and the
following rules can be drawn.

§ 7.1 Initial.

§ 7.1.1 When the preceding word ends in a vowelled consonant other than
hamzat al-qat’, initial hamza in both copies is hamzat al-qat’, e.g.

— a’a. ‘alayhinna ‘arba‘ahtan ( 4: 15), fa’amsikuhunna ( 4: 15),
wa'aslaha ( 4: 16).

— a'y. wa'unabb'ukum (3:49) in both.

— 7'u. A variant of this is where the preceding vowel is ¢ and the
hamza (in this case hamzat al-was() is vowelled u, as in illad?
u’tumz’na/vbtuminam ( 2:283). In the Kadirgal text revised by
al-Dabba‘ and the Cairo Kadirgall text as in the 1402 Qatari
text. The Magribl Hafs copy shows hamzat al-was! to be u by
a blue dot in the centre.

— 5. 19Td fi (106: 1); biTmanikum ( 4: 25),

When the final consonant of the preceding word is hamzat al-gat’
however, the following occurs.

— 'a’a. With interrogative hamza a following initial hAamza with
fatha in the Hafs copy, is elided in the Wars copy, and the two
fathas are a madda, t.e. the sound 'a. For instance, what in the
Hafs copy ( 2:6) is

sawa un ‘alayhim ’a’andartahum,
is _ ~

sawa'un ‘alayhimu ' andartahum
in the Wars copy; similarly, what in the Hafs copy ( 2:140) is

qul ’a’antum ’a‘lamu,
is N
qul antumu a‘lamu
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in the Wars copy; and what in the Hafs copy ( 3:81) is
gala "a’aqrartum,

is N
gala " aqrartum

in the Wars copy. The same applies when the preceding hamzat
al-qat* with fatha is not interrogative, but simply the end of a
word, e.g. what in the Hafs copy ( 4 5) is

us-sufaha'a amwalakumu,

is
us-sufaha’' amwalakumu

in the Wars copy. And the same also applies when the word
preceding is the ha’ of exclamation, that is, an unvoiced glottal
stop. Again the Wars copy has madda where the Hafs copy has
hamzat al-qat’, e.q.

ha antum/hantumy ( 3:119).

In 41: 4¢ when ’a’e is immediately followed by ‘ayn, a large [black]

dot is printed over the alif-hamza in the Hafs copy — "aa‘jamiyyun, to
indicate an intermediate sound between hamzat al-qat' and alif (hamza
bayn—bayn). Before the days of printing the alif in this particular occur-
rence was often given a large red dot in place of the hamza, as in the
Magribi Hafs copy. In the Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba’, however, it
is still regular, "a’a‘jamiyyun, as also in the Wars copy, ’ i‘jamz’yyun, al-
though according to the explanatory notes at the back of the Kadirgal text
revised by al-Dabba’, the word “tash(” is written below the alif-hamza.
Similarly, although the explanatory notes at the back of the Cairo Kadir-
gall text are as those of the Hafs copy, in the actual text of the Cairo
Kadirgal text a circle is used, "aa‘jamiyyun. The same is found in the
abridgement of al-Tabari's Tafsir, al-Mufassar al-Muyassar.

— 'a’u. But when interrogative ~amza is followed by a hamzat
al-qat' with damma, i.e. the sound 'a’u, the Wars copy does not
fully elide it as a diphthong 'aw, but only partially as a sound
between 'a’u and ‘aw, as in 'a’unabbi’ukum/awnabbi’ukum ( 3:

15).23
— ’a’i. What is 'a’? in the Hafs copy is 'a’¢ in the Wars copy,
e.q. wal-bagda 'a 'il} [ wal-bagda’a "il% ( 5:14,64), asyaa

’z'n/aéyiila In (5:001).
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— 'u'a. What is 'u’a in the Hafs copy is 'u’a in the Wars copy,
e.g. as—sufaha "u 'ala/ala ( 2:13).
— 'w’t. What is 'u'¢ in the Hafs copy is '»’i in the Wars copy,
e.q. yasa 'u il (2442, 213, 3: 13, 47), as-$uhada’ u ida/ ida (
2:282b).
— '’a. What is "’a in the Hafs copy is 'i"a in_the Wars copy,
e.g. as—-suhada "1 an ( 2:282a), h?l’”uli "q ’ahd‘;/’ahdﬁ (4:51).
— '"t. When the preceding word ends in hamzat al-gat’ with
kasra and the initial hamza has kasra, i.e. the sound ’'i'7, the
original initial one in the Wars copy is not lengthened as with
‘a’a, but simply elided, e.g. ~ '
Ra'ula i in/ha ula i n ( 2 31),
an-nisa ' ‘illajan—nisa i la ( 4: 24).
§7.1.2 But when the preceding word ends in a vowelless consonant, includ-
ing tanwin, what is initial hamzat al-qgat® in the Hafs copy is invariably
hamzat al-wasl in the Wars copy.
— in nouns —

al-"asma’a/al-asma’a ( 2: 31),

but bi'asma’s ( 2: 31);
aw 'itmanfitman ( 2:182),

but fala 'itma ( 2:182);

al~’un§§/al~un§g ( 2:178),

~

but wa’ungz (49:13).

—— in verbs —

qul 'attayadtum/attaxad'tum ( 2: 80),

but gala 'aslamtu ( 2:131);
gartbun ‘ujibu/ujrbu ( 2:186),

but ‘ana, 'uhy (2:258);

— in particles —
hudan 'aw/aw ( 2:140)
and o
xalaw il [il § ( 2:14),
but tara ’z'lf, ( 2:243).
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The same applies to initial a, a and 7, for instance,
min 'alifali fir‘awna (2:49),
but wa’a_c}rwaqnﬁ " ala firtawna ( 2:49);
man 'amana/amana ( 2:62),
but alladina ’amanu, ( 2:62);
qali, [~7’5na./l~r5na ( 2:71);
bz’l—’imEnz’/biL—EmEnz’ ( 2:108),
but ba'di "tmanikum ( 2:109).

§ 7.2 Medial.

§ 7.2.1 vowelless.

In the Wars copy this is nearly always a prolongation of the preceding
vowel, e. g. 2: 93 of the Hafs copy,
bi’sama ya’murukum. . . mu'minina,
is
bisama yamurukum. . . muminina
in the Wars copy. However both have hamzat al-gat' throughout in

nouns with first syllable ending in a’, e.g. always with ma'wg, (e.g. 3:151,

162), and the following : il-ba’'sa "¢ ( 2:177), ba'sa ( 4: 84a), ba’san ( 4
84b), al-ba’si ( 2:177), ra’siht ( 2:196), kada'bi ( 3: 1), ra’ya ( 3. 13), but
verbs of similar form do mot have hamzat al-qat’, e.g. tasa (5: 26), nor
verbal nouns like tawi! (e.q. 3: 7). In all these cases it is seated on an
alif. Verbs third radical hamza®* retain it in both also, e. g. 'axta'na
[axta'na ( 2:286), tasu’hum/tasu’hum ( 3.120), tasu’kum [tasuw’kum (
5.101), ji'tahum/ ji'tahum ( 5:110), atma’nantum/atma’'nantum ( 4.103),
tabu'a/tabu’a ( 5: 29).

8§ 7.2.2 vowelled.

Occurrences of this can be grouped into two, those with a large dot in
the Wars copy, and those without. Rules can be drawn for those with a
large dot, so they are not listed individually, but rules cannot be drawn to
cover all occurrences of vowelled medial hamzat al-gat' here, so a number
of inconsistent differences in this area between the two copies are listed.
For instance, as with vowelless medial hamzat al-gat‘, what is vowelled
medial ~Aamzat al-gat’ in the Hafs copy can sometimes tend towards waw
or ya' in the Wars copy. Since, however, the reverse can occul‘,25 such
occurrences are listed individually, and only a few examples are given here

by way of illustration.
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§ 7.2.2.1. Occurrences with a large dot in the Wars copy.
The second usage of the large dot

Neither usage of the large dot in the Wars copy is explained, however
from noting all its occurrences the second one is found to indicate places
where the graphic form is to be vocalised slightly differently. This is similar
to the symbol for geri-ketiv, a small circle, and indeed in the Cairo Kadir-
gall text the symbol for hamza bayn—bayn was noted above as precisely
that.” Being a dot it appears to be an ancient vocal symbol. If so, since its
frequency differs in the two transmissions it could well indicate divergence
in the oral Tradition from before the time of Wars and Hafs. It is found
above and below alif, above waw and ya’ in certain positions where the
Hafs transmission has hamzat al-qat’, and with nun.

— alif Only with initial hamzat al-gat' when preceded by hamzat
al-gat’ bearing a different vowel, e.g. 'u’7 or 'i’a or ’a’s, as cited above in
§7.1.1.

— waw. Mainly in imperfect verbs initial radical hamza stems 72
and 777, i.e. the sounds z’a and u’a, e.g. yu;,&Xz'c_iukumu/yuvbéxic_iukumu
(e.q. 2:225a, b, 286, 5: 894, b), falyu, addi/ falyuaddi ( 2:283, 3: 75a, b, 4: 58),
yu, ayyidu/yubayyidu ( 3:13), mu ajjalan/mubajjalan ( 3:145)."

See the similar partial elision with initial « when preceded by inter-
rogative hamza, a'l}mabbz';/ukum ( 3:15)in § 7.1.1 above.

— ya'. It occurs here only when preceded or followed byz'gm 7 ory
sound, as in lz'yall&/lig}a!ld ( 2:150, 4:165), wallﬁyi/wall'&g} ya—  (65: 4a),
walld ,i/wallay la- (65: ).

— nin. ta'manna/taman nna (12: 11). According to ibn al-Jazari,
this is a case of rawm. It is not indicated in the text of the Beirut
copy or the Cairo Kadirgal text, but only in the explanatory notes at
the back. The Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘ has “ismam” in tiny
letters below the nun and modifies the explanatory notes at the back. The
Magribi Hafs copy, however, is more like the Wars copy’s ta'man nna in
having the extra nun, albeit in red to signify that it is vocal. It also has a
black dot within a red one and “ismam warawm” in red below. Modern
published copies do not reproduce the original colours, but a closer look
at the word in the Wars copy shows that the seat of the first nun is not
as substantial as such ligatures usually are, e.g. as in nunayjjz (10:103) or
yabxalu (47: 38). Rather than the curved shape of the normal ligature as in
these two examples, in 12: 11 it forms a right-angle with the base-line. It was

probably therefore red in the original. The same applies to nunji of 21. 88
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in the Wars copy, which again in the Magribi Hafs copy has a red nun of
connected medial form, and in the Wars copy has the same insubstantial
seat for the nun. In both these instances, the Algerian copy harmonises
the two transmissions by writing themn as in the Hafs copy, and in the case
of the former, including also a rhombus. In the Beirut copy, the Cairo
Kadirgali text, the Kadirgali text revised by al-Dabba‘, and the Indian
copies, it is written in its unconnected form above the jim. In the Isfahani
text it is fully graphic. These two examples, by the way, illustrate how the
graphic forms of two different transmissions can resemble each other while
others from their own transmission can differ.

§ 7.2.2.2. Those without a large dot.

On one occasion, vowelled medial hamzat al-gat® in the Hafs copy
is totally elided in the Wars copy — wa§—§abi’ina/wa§—§5b?na (2: 62).
It must be repeated, however, that on other occasions medial vowelled
hamzat al-gat’ is the same in both copies, e.g. ya’ aduhu ( 2:255), su;z'la
( 2:108), su ;ilat (81:8), su ;z'lﬂo (33:14), and all the exceptions noted in the
paragraphs above.

§ 7.3 Final.

§ 7.3.1 vowelless. Both copies have hamzat al-qat' here throughout, e.qg.
yasa' (e.q. 4:133, 6: 39b).

§ 7.3.2 vowelled.

Again, apart from zakarz’yg,(c"z/zakarz’yy?’u,31 and singular forms of
root nb”’*  both copies are usually the same, e.g. after a short vowel
tabarra’a ( 2:166) both, fanatabarra’a ( 2:167) both, and nouns, e.g. naba’a
( 5:27), wa'ubri’'u ( 349) both. yaéa;i ( 6: 39a, 42: 24), Xa:;a”van (4 92),
wayustahza'u ( 4:140) both. After sukun, mil " u ( 3.91) both. And after
madda ud;du‘fir’vz‘ ( 3:38) both, and yaé?Tu often (e.g. 3:40). sa'a (e.q. 4:
22,38), su’ a (e.g. 249,6:157) and tabu’a ( 5:29) both, su ' u (e.q. 9: 37,13:18),

i 33

(5=)st "7 (e.q. 7:165, 16: 59), and 87 ' a (11: 77, 29: 33)



Chapter 10

THE OTHER DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN THE TWO TRANSMISSIONS

THE OTHER DIFFERENCES between the transmissions of Hafs and Wars,
as enshrined in the two copies used for comparison, are given below in two
lists.

§ 1 Differences in the vocal forms (pp.124-130)
§ 2 Differences in the graphic forms’ (pp.131-133)

Such a division is clearly made from a graphic standpoint, and on its
own is unbalanced. It would be a mistake to infer from it, for instance,
that because hamza was at first mostly outwith the graphic form, it was
therefore at first also outwith the oral form.” The division is therefore
mainly just for ease of classification and reference. Although, as a bonus,
it also facilitates consideration of the question whether there was any dis-
location between the graphic and vocal transmissions, and, more impor-
tantly, between the written and oral Traditions. The following two chapters
(11 and 12) redress the balance by considering the differences from other
standpoints. It is worth briefly summarising their conclusions in advance
here, for the two lists in this chapter are long, and might create a first
impression of the textual transmission of the Qur’an being anything but
unitary.

The length of the lists is deceptive for the following reasons.

On the graphic side, not only are correspondences between the two
transmissions abundantly more numerous than differences, often even with

oddities like
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‘ayna ma and 'aynama in both (e.q. 2:48, 3:112 and 4: 78, 16:
76); la‘nata I-lahi and la‘nah’a I-lahi in both ( 3:61, and 3: 87);
fa’illam yastajibu, and fa'in! lam yastajibi, in both (11: 14 and
28: 50); and the odd ’a fa’isn in both ( 3.-144),3

but also not one of the graphic differences caused the Muslims any doubts
about the faultlessly faithful transmission of the Qur’an. This is shown in
chapter 11.

And on the vocal side, not only again do correspondences between
the two transmissions far outnumber differences between the two transmis-
sions, and even with fine points such as long vowels before hamzat al-gat
having madda. But also, not one of the differences substantially affects the

“meaning beyond its own context. This is shown in chapter 12.

All this points instead to a remarkably unitary textual transmission,
. 4
graphic as well as oral.

But in order to substantiate these statements, all the differences have
to be catalogued. Because only then can those with an arguably substantial
effect on the meaning be highlighted, and yet kept in their proper perspec-
tive against the overall landscape of the two texts. The lists have been
arranged according to the differences, not according to sura and aya. In
each instance the word is given, first as it appears in the Hafs copy, and
then, following the oblique, as it appears in the Wars copy. When the
same difference occurs in a word in more than one context, irrespective of
its exact form, only the first occurrence is listed, and the references to the
other occurrences are given in an endnote. Where a word is different in
the two transmissions in more than one way, but the ways are dependent
on each other, it is only listed the once, under what is the operative or
primary difference.

yayda‘tina/yuyadi‘ina ( 2: 9), for instance, is not listed under
the difference a/u (§ 1.4), nor under the difference a/¢ (§ 1.5), but
under the difference no vowel/a (§ 1.18).

Similarly, miskinin/masakina ( 2:184) is not listed under the dif-
ference i/a (§ 1.13), nor under the difference tanwin/no tanwin
(§ 1.19), but under the difference no vowel/a (§ 1.18).

But where a word is different in the two transmissions in more than
one way, and the differences are independent of each other, the word is
listed under each difference. B )

For example, an-nabiyyina/an-nab? 'ina (e.q. 2: 61, 3: 80) is
listed both in chapter 9, § 7, and in this chapter, § 2.5, that
is, under the differences ya’/hamza and vocal ya'/graphic ya’.
This is because neither the double ya’/hamza difference, nor its

converse, demands the vocal ya'/graphic ya’ difference.
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Complete consistency may not have been achieved, and a word may
be listed twice where once might be thought sufficient.

nag fir/yugfar, for instance, is listed in both § 1.4 and § 1.27,
that is, under the differences a/u and nun/ya’.

Cases where a construct in one transmission is an apposition in the
other are also listed more than once, since more than one word is involved.
fidyatun ta‘amu miskinin/ fidyatu ta‘ami masakina ( 2:184),
for instance, is listed under the difference tanwin/no tanwin (§
1.19), the difference u/7 (§ 1.2) and the difference no vowel/a (§

1.18).

Further, since diacritical points are not to be found in the graphic form
of the earliest extant Qur’an manuscripts, they are not here considered part
of the graphic form. Differences therefore in diacritical points come under
§ 1, the differences in the vocal forms. The same applies to hamza when
it has no seat.

8§ 1 Differences in the vocal forms

§1.1 u/a
1 tusTalu/taSTal 2:119
2 gur fatan™ [gar fatan™ 2:249
3 wa'uhilla/wa’ahalla 4: 24

4 mudxalan*/madxalan*s 4: 31

w0 a .
5 tusaww  [tassaww 4: 42
6 gayru/gayra 4: 95
7 yawmu/yawma 5:119
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§ 1.

- - .8
1 tatamu/ta‘ams 2:184

2 muttum/mz’ttumT 3:157

3 mitlu/mitli’ 5:95
§ 1.3 u/no vowel
1 xu;uwﬁti/xu?watig 2:168
2 'ukulaha [uklaha 2:265

3 wayukaf firu/wanukaf fir  2:271

4 fayag firu/ fayag fir 2:284

5 wayu'addibu/wayu'addib 2:284

6 wal—’ugiuna/wa[—ug!naw 5:45a

§1.4 afu

1 na@fz'r/yug}faru 2:58
2 al-«bz‘rm/al-—bz’rruw 2:177a
3 yaqula/yaqulu 2:214
4 wasiyyahtan!/wasiyyahtunt 2:240

5  fayudd‘ifahi/foyuda‘ifubu’’  2:245
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6 birabwahtin/birubwahtin™ 2:265

T maysarahtin™ /maysurahtin™  2:280
8 tijarahtan/tijarahtun’ 2:282
9 hadirahtan™[hadirah*un= 2:282
10 ya'murakum/yamurukumu 3:80
11 yagulla/yugalla 3:161
12 yai_zzun“ka/yuhzz’n"kaw 3:176
13 wahidahtan™/wahidahtun=— 4: 11
14  hasanahan™/hasanah’un= 4: 40
15 nazzala/nuzzila 4:140
16 astahaqqa/astuhigqa 5:107
§ 1.5 a/z'17
1 ‘asaytum/ ‘asitumu 2:246
2 ‘anni [linniya 3: 49

§ 1.6 a/no vowel

1 qadaruhﬂ/qadruhalg 2:236a

1 Xaﬁr'vatuh'i/xaﬁTatuhU 2:81
2 ‘aqadat/‘aqadat 4:33
3 risalatahu [risalatih 5:67
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§1.8

§1.9

§ 1.10

§ 1.11

§ 1.12

§1.13

§ 1.14

~

a/u-

1 gatala [qutila  3:146
a/a
ey ., .20
1 maliki/maliki 1: 4
2 giyaman™/qiyaman™ 4:5
3 us-salama/us—salama  4:94
h A 2
y /Gyt
- _ e . 22
1 wamik , lafwamika jila 2:98
7 -
v/
%,
1 yus, [yust 412
ay/zs;z'u
1 payranm/§§;z'ranm25 3:49
i/a
1 wattaxidie/wattayadu, 2:125
2 fi s—silmi/s—salmi 2:208
3 hijju/hajju 3:97
4 musawwiming/musawwaming 3125
i/ Tor 7
1 ‘alayhi/‘alayh? innahu 2: 37
9 ad-da‘i/ad-da‘7 ‘ida 2:186
3 da‘ani/da‘an’ fa- 2:186
4 ittaba‘ani/ittaba‘ant wa-  3:20
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§1.15

§1.16

§1.17

§1.18

§1.19

§1.20

7

io/tya’
1

1/ z'ya28

no vowel/a

no vowel/a

1

1

3

‘ahdis/‘ahdiya z-zalimina

1 bi/biya la—  2:186

ft d-darki/ fi d-daraki

yaxda'una/yuxadi'una
miskinin~ /masakina

dafu/difa‘u

tanwin/no tanwin

1

2

3

fidyatun=/ fidyatu
fajazi”vunm/fajazim’lu

kaffaratun—/kaffaratu

Sadda/no sadda”

1

waldkinna/walakin’
wakaf falaha/waka falaha
tu‘allimuna/ta'lamuna

yadurrukum/yadirkum

2:124

4:145

2:9b

2:184

2:251

2:184

5:95

5:95

2:177

3:79

3:120



§ 1.21  no 3adda/3adda

1 yakdibuna/yukaddibuna 2:10
2 tagaharﬁna/tagg:?iharﬁnaal 2:85
3 tasaddaquo/tassaddaque 2:280
4 tasa 'alina/tassa’ alina’™ 4:1

5 tusaww ‘; [tassaww ‘; 4: 42
6 - yusliha/yassalaha 4128
7 ta‘'duo/ta‘addu, 4:154

§ 1.22  vocal hamza/no hamza’’

~ ~ _ 34
1 was-sabi’ina/was-sabina 2:62

§ 1.23 no hamza/vocal hamza®’

1 zakariyya/zakariyya VA 3:37

§ 1.24 ta'/nun

1 ‘ataytukum™ ataynakum™  3:81
§1.25 ta'/ya’
1 ta‘maluna/ya‘maluna 2:85
2 taquluna/yaquluna 2:140

3 tahsabanna/yahsibanna  3:188
4 takun™[yakun™ 4:73
§1.26 zay/ra’

1 nundizuha/nundiruha  2:259
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§1.27 nun/ya’

§1.28 waw/hamza®

§1.29 ya'/td’

1

§ 1.30 wya'/nun

1 nagfir/yugfar  2:58

7

1 huzuwan™[huzu,an™" 2: 67
yar?/tar‘; 2:165
yarawnahum™/tarawnahum™  3:13
yabguna/tabguna 3:83
yurja‘una/turja‘una 3:83
yafallo/taf alto 3115
yuk faruhu/tuk faruhu 3:115
yajma‘una/tajma‘una 3:157

wayukaf firu/wanukaf fir 2:271
fayuwaf fihim/fanuwaffThimd  3:57
yu,df)(z'lhu/nua!xz'l’hu40 4:13
yu'tthim/nitThimu 4152
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§ 2 Differences in the graphic forms

§ 2.1 no hamza/graphic hamza

© o~ ~

a

1 WawWass g Jwa'aws y 2132
§ 2.2 unattached graphic alif/vocal aéz’j‘41
1 al-walidani/al-walidani® 4:7a
2 ‘abawahu/ abawahu 4: 11
3 walladani/walladani 416
4 uIa‘adﬁumhtcz/uL’—‘adﬁiwah‘fa43 5:14
5  yadahu/yadahu 5:64
6 Tc'zxar&nz'/c_zxaram'“ 5:106
§ 2.3 attached graphic alif/vocal alif
1 ul-&amc’zma/ul-gjram(c‘z“ma45 2:57
2 ‘ihsanan™/'ihsanan™ 2:83
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

3™
o

yu'‘allimani/yu‘allimani
tilawatih 7 [tildwatih¥
Sa‘/ﬁz;z’ri/éa‘?;iri
ul-"asbabu/ul-asbabu
’i.ylc’z@un‘/z@!&ﬁun‘w
marratani/marratani
ar-rada‘ah’a/ar-rada‘ahta”’
al-‘1zami/al-‘izami

wa'a‘nabin™ /wa’a'nabin™

wa‘alaniyahtan™ wa‘alaniyahtan™

wamra’atani/wamra’atani
mubarakan™/mubarakan™

y - ~ 48
ul-"adbara/ul-adbara
ta,ifatani/ta ifatan:

. = . . o~ .49
al-jam'ani/al-jam'ani
bizallamin'/bizallamint
was—sahibi/was—sahibi
at-tulutani/at-tulutani
rajulani/rajulani
. L
la  imin=[la  imin

132

2:102

2:121

2:158

2:166

2:220

2:229

2:233

2:259

2:266

2:274

2:282

3:96

3411

3:122

3:155

3:182

4: 36

4:176

5:23

5:54



23

24

25

26

27

mabsutatani/mabsutatani
ya'kulani/yakulani
itnani/itnani
fayuqsim[mz’/fayuqrfs'.i?n'c\im'50

yaqumani/yaqumani

§ 2.4 vocal alif /attached graphic alif

1

2

3

fa'ahyadkum/ fa’ahyakum™
harita/harita

wamarute/wamaruta

§ 2.5 vocal ya'/graphic y&’52

1
2
3

4

§ 2.6 other

e 53

an—nabiyytnajan-nabi ' ina

. ~ . - 54
wal-"ummiyy tna/wal-ummiyyina

rabbaniyyina/rabbaniyyinag

al-hawariyyina/al-hawariyyina

1 wasart'u./sari'u,  3:33

o

wayaqulu/yaqulu 5:53

3 yartadda/yartadid  5:54
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Chapter 11

MUSLIM ATTITUDES TO
THE GRAPHIC DIFFERENCES

ONE’S ATTITUDE TO GRAPHIC DIFFERENCES such as those found in the
previous section, is indicative of one’s attitude to the whole Qur’an. Many
a Western scholar, who sees the Qur’an as only a written document, might
think that here can be found significant clues about the early history of
the Qur’an text — if ‘Utman issued a definitive written text, how can
such graphic differences be explained ? For Muslims, however, who see
the Qur’an as an oral as well as a written text, they are simply readings,
certainly important, but no more so than readings involving, for instance,
nice differences in assimilation or in vigour of pronouncing Aamza. This
can adequately be shown by illustrating some Muslim comment on three of
the graphic differences listed in chapter 10, § 2.6 above.

l. wawass g /wa’aw..s;z (2:132, § 2.1)

Whereas ibn al-Jazari could spend several pages on the precise pronuncia-
. -y 1 . . . .
tion of the word bari'tkum (2: 54), he notes this graphic difference in a
few lines without further comment :
“Nafi‘, ibn al-Jazar1 and ibn ‘Amir read wa’aw._s‘yz, which was
how it was in the texts of the Medinese and the Syrians. The

rest of the “ten” read wavfjag.;;‘; which was how it was in their

texts.” :
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al-Farra’ could hardly have showed more succinctly that where the mean-
ing was maintained, the reading was more an oral than a graphic matter:

~ —

z ... In the texts of the Medinese wa’awg‘j. Both are

w3
correct and commonly heard.”

‘wawass

abu ‘Ubayda did not consider the reading worth a comment, and as a
a

that many Readers read wa'aws Z . Since it alters the meaning virtually not
at all, he does not even mention the fact that there is a graphic difference

here.” This, and the following example, for al-Dani are two items in a long

list,” adding for this one that abi ‘Ubayd saw wa’aw{sg

mushaf ‘U;mc'm.e His concluding rationalisations hinge on the fact that

the written text has never been separate from the oral one, whether in
.y . . T

terms of authorities or actual recitation.

cursory, final remark to his discussion of wawass,, al-Tabarl mentions

in the I'mam,

2. wasariue/sari'uo (3:133, § 2.6.1)

Again ibn al-Jazar1 describes this difference in exactly the same terms as
the previous example.8 al-Zamaxsari also dealt with this difference no
differently from many a difference in vocalisation.’ al-Farra’, in whose
exegetical style readings are more prominent than most other exegetes, did
not even think this one worth a mention, nor again did abu ‘Ubayda, or
even al-Tabarl.

3. wyartadda/yartadid (5: 54, § 2.6.3)

This difference drew more comment from both ibn al-Jazari and al-Zamax-
sari, although still without concern about apparent textual inconsistency.

al-Zamaxsari :

“Both g)artadda and yartadid are read. The latter was in the
imam.

For ibn al-Jazari it was more a matter of assimilation than textual diver-

gence :
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ibn al-Jazarl, Nafi‘ and ibn ‘Amir read yartadid, which was as
it was in the texts of the Medinese and Syrians. The rest of the
“ten” read yartadda, which was as it was in their texts. All,
however, read yartadid in [the same phrase in] 2:277 because of
the unanimity of the texts and because of the length of Surat
al-Baqgara, which calls for the drawing out [of words] and the
extra consonant in this case. Take, for instance, 8: 13, where all
of the “ten” are unanimous in not assimilating waman yusagiq
il-laha warasulahu, and 59: 4, where all of them are unanimous
in assimilating waman yusagq il-laha, which could be because
of the two contexts relative affinity for length and brevity.”

Whether or not the other occurrence — waman yusaqiq ir-rasula (4:115) -
omitted by ibn al-Jazari in Nasr, casts doubt on his suggestion is neither
here nor there, what is most noticeable is that the graphic difference does
not unduly trouble him, and that his rationalisation is fanciful.

al-Tabarl used the reading for a short grammatlcal digression, concluding
that both forms are chaste and common, but al-Farra’ and abu ‘Ubayda
again thought it not worth mentioning.
Sibawayhi also indicated that it figured in the discussions on assimilation,
when he alluded to it in a chapter on assimilation :
“[With geminate verbs] in the jussive, the people of the Hijaz
keep the consonants separate, and say ‘urdud’ and ‘la tardud’.
This is the good old classical language. Banu Tamim, however,
amalgamate [and so would say, ‘rudda’ and ‘la tarudda’].”

Here also, al-Dani cites abu ‘Ubayd as having seen yartadid in the Imam."”

On occasion, graphic differences without effect on the meaning can
figure more prominently in studies on gira’at, not however for textual
reasons, but for questions of authority. For example ibn al-Jazari discussed
the reading ya‘ibadi/ya‘ibadi (43:68) at more length than usual,”” but he
made nothing of the graphic difference, arguing simply about authorities.
al-Tabarl did not even mention the reading. The same applies with 1bn
al-Jazarl for his discussion of 3:184 where there is a Syrian axe to grlnd

The definitive limit of permissible graphic variation was firstly not t0o
major a consonantal dlsturb'mce then unalterability in meamng, and

then also reliable duthOl‘ltV
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Chapter 12

THE EXTENT
TO WHICH THE DIFFERENCES
AFFECT THE SENSE

THE SIMPLE FACT is that none of the differences listed in chapters 9 and
10 has any great effect on the meaning. Many are differences with no
effect on the meaning at all, and the rest are differences with an effect on
the meaning of the immediate context, but without any significant, wider
effect on Muslim thought. Only one (2:184) has an effect on the meaning
that might be argued to have wider effect. The need to detail how each
and every difference, apart from this one, has no wider implication may be
satisfied by the following examples.

—— The difference 'ataytukum/ ataynakum (3: 81, chapter 10, § 1.2.4), for
instance, has no effect on the meaning at all. The subject is the same in
both and it is merely a matter of God speaking in the singular or plural of
majesty,1 both of which are often attested.

— The difference nunsizuha/nunsiruha (2:259, chapter 10, § 1.26) is of
root, but a,;ters the meaning in no way since both roots can mean the same,
“to raise”.

— Similarly, the difference taquluna/yaquluna (2:140, chapter 10, §1.25.2)
is merely a matter of direct or indirect address.

— The difference wattaxidu./wattayadu, (2:125, chapter 10, § 1.13.1) is of
mood and time, but it also has no effect beyond its own immediate context,

being merely a matter of direct address or reported action.
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— And the difference yaxda‘ina/yuyadi‘inag (2: 96, chapter 10, § 1.18.1) is
of stem, but has no effect beyond its own context, being merely a theological
nic;aty as to pseudo-believers actually deceiving themselves or only trying
to.

— The difference yaqula/yaqulu (2:214, chapter 10, § 1.4.3) is a grammatical
nicety concerning the government of rfzatt&.4

— Finally, the difference wakaf falaha/wakafalaha (3: 37, chapter 10,
§ 1.20.2) is of stem and subject. The stem 77 reading signifies that God
appointed Zakariyya to look after the wife of ‘Imran, whereas the stem 1
reading signifies simply that Zakariyya looked after her. Again, however,
this is of no wider import. '

It has been said above that no differences between these two transmis-
sions have any great effect on the meaning, so with regard to the one that
follows, which might be argued to have an effect beyond its context, it is
necessary to set up a criterion as to how to gauge the extent of the effect.
And the one set up is the extent to which the difference figures in Islamic
thought outwith the works of actual exegesis pure and simple.

While these wider branches of Islamic science were at root also Qur'an
exegesis, the task of exegesis pure and simple, was to extract as much
information as possible, in whatever branch of science, from each and
every Qur’an utterance. But in more specialised works, of grammar or
theology for instance, only that Qur’an material which provided a source
for discussion in the particular specialist area was naturally dwelt upon. So
to look in these specialist works for evidence as to how wide the implications
of a given Qur’an reading might have been, is safer than limiting the
evidence to the exegetical works pure and simple. The latter’'s demand
for comprehensiveness might easily lead to the extent of the effect of a
given difference being overestimated.

By means of this criterion a difference that might be thought to have
a substantial effect on the meaning turns out to have been an exegete's
collector’s item, rather than a living legal issue. In 2:184 (chapter 10, §
1.18.2) — “..wa‘ala lladina yutiqgunahu fidyah'un ta‘amu miskinin.../
fidyahtu ta‘ami masakina...” abu Ja‘far, Nafi' and ibn ‘Amir read the
plural, the rest of the “ten” read i:}:;g singular.6 At first sight, whether



part of the expiation (fidya) for not fasting was to feed one pauper or
several might be thought to have been just the kind of problem likely
to exercise the minds of casuistic legal scholars. In the similar phrase
of 5: 95, (...fajaza  un mitlu ma qatala ... 'aw kaffarahtun ta‘amu
masakina...) where the atonement is for deliberate killing of game while
in thram, none of the ten is said to have read the singular.7 Interestingly,
ibn al-Jazar1 gave a reason for a plural reading not being read here. In
short, it was that in 5:95 the making good of lost life is involved, where the
value of a bird, for instance, is clearly less than that of a sheep, rather than
the making good of lost days, where one day is no different from another.

The fidya, the expiation for breaking the fast, was divided by the
scholars into gqada’ and kaffara. The former involved refasting, that is,
making up lost days, and the latter involved a penalty, whether manumis-
sion, or else (for some) an extra sixty-day fast, or else feeding paupers.
@ada’ was only ever one further day for each day missed. And the feeding-
kaf fara also (for most) was on a one-to-one basis.” It was taken for granted
that the singular reading of 2:184, miskinin, meant “[those able must make
up by feeding] one pauper [for each day they missed]”, and the plural read-
ing meant “[the same number of] paupers [as the days they missed]”. Both
readings, in other words, meant the same. If, further, the fast was broken
in such a way as to require a complete month’s penalty, this, if it could be
replaced by feeding paupers, would obviously require the feeding of thirty.9

_In the legal literature the question scarcely figures. In his Umm,
al-Safi‘l does not discuss the issue. His only apparent reference to the
question is the problem of what expiation should be made for someone
who had been remiss in fasting after recovering from an illness, or who
had been remiss and then had died before making up for his remission.
His answer, that those who had recovered before dying had to have fed on
their behalf one pauper one maund for each day missed,10 implies a plural
understanding. For him, “miskinin” certainly did not mean a total of only
one pauper for however many days’ fasts broken.

A similar plural understanding, without any other even being enter-
tained, is found in Mélikiulaw, where, however, the feeding-penalty is a
maund for sixty paupers. In Zaydi legal works significant discussions

are not evident. ibn al-Murtada (d.310) quotes the verse with the plural
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reading and refers to the hadit of abu Hurayra specifying one pauper for
each day missed, and does not record any disagreement in the matter. e

In Ahkam al-Qur’an, al- Safif's understanding of the verse is given
as, “Those who were able to fast but then became unable, are obliged to
make an expiation of feeding one pauper for each day” 2

For al-Buxar! also the question concerned yutigunahu alone.

14

It becomes clear that for the jurisprudents the miskinin/masakina
difference was insignificant, and that the exegetical tasks were rather to
clarify the alladina and the Au in yutiqunahu.

Did this hu refer to the fast or to the fidya ? And depending on this,
who did “alladina” refer to ? Those who were unable to fast, or those
unable to pay the penalty ?

Even in the exegetical literature pure and simple the mz'sk'z'm'n/masri-
kina question hardly figured.

While citing readings for six other words in this one verse, al-Zamax-
sarl, for instance, did not even mention this one. * Nor was the plural
reading mentioned by al-Farra’ in his explanation of the verse — “Those
able to fast who do not, must feed one pauper for every day not fasted”.
And al-Tabari, while producing a lengthy discussion about the verse as
a whole, simply tagged the miskin/masakin reading on at the end for
the sake of completeness. . By the time of the encyclopaedic exegesis of
al-Raz1, the question still hardly figured. yutzqunahu receives mo and a
half pages of connnent,18 the plural reading masakina one line."

It is of relevance to compare al-Tabarl’s ease of acceptance of this
double reading with his sharp rejection of another reading earlier on in the
verse.

For al-Tabari the miskinin/masakina difference was of no wider
implication. It had no effect on the rules and regulations of making good
a broken fast. He certainly indicated a preference for the singular reading,
but more for reasons of logic than for any connected with the point at issue,
— “It is easy to extrapolate from a single case to many of the same case,
but not to deduce from many regarding one”.”” But he neither rejected
the plural reading, nor made any judgment as to which of the two was
earlier. His criterion was not, ‘what was original ?’, but ‘what is the clearest
reading?’

The reading earlier on in the verse was yutawwaqunahu for yutiquna-

hu, and al-Tabarl’s rejection of it is a vivid illustration of the unassailably
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unitary nature of the text of the Qur’an. This reading was support for
those scholars who would have “alladina” refer to the elderly, who could
not fast.

“As for the reading yutawwaqunahu, it goes against the Qur’an
copies of the Muslims, and no Muslim is allowed to set his own
opinion over against what they all have as a hereditary transmis-
sion from their Prophet, an indisputable transmission removing
all excuses. For what has behind it the authority of the religion,
is truth and without doubt Divine. And what is confirmed and
executed by Divine authority is not to be opposed by opinions,
hypotheses or independent theories.” 3

It was not the graphic difference of waw for ya’ that troubled al- Taba-
. He accepted such graphically different readings elsewhere.”” It was the
Wldel‘ implication that the meaning of the reading would have, not just on
the rules regarding the fast, as it turns out, but on the science of nasx.23
Nor did the array of Companions and Followers as authorities for the
reading impress al-Tabari — ibn ‘Abbas; ‘Tkrima; Sa‘id ibn Jubayr; ‘A’ 1§a

‘Ata’; and Mujahid; and for the meaning — ‘Ali; Taws and al- Dahhak

It is not necessary to wander down the ins and outs of the, predictably,
ramified dispute, but suffice it to cite two of al-Tabarl’s traditions about
this reading as tips of icebergs.

‘TIkrima said, “alladina yutiqunahu means those who fast, but
— - ) 2
alladina yutawwaqunahu means those who cannot fast.”

‘Ikrima read this verse wa‘ala lladina yutawwaqunahu, and held
that it was not abrogated. Oid men were required not to fast but
to feed one pauper per day.”

141


http:al-l!aJ;tJ;tak.24
http:elsewhere.22

Conclusion

MUSLIMS AS WELL AS WESTERNERS know that some Qur’an “readings”
are of exegetlc al orlgln But how can it be known which ? Actual copies of
the Qur’an are the obvious place to start from, and only two transmissions
are found. This thesis has illustrated the quality of the differences wn;hm
and between them. None was found of any substantial exegetical effect.”

The fidelity of oral tradition in the Near East in general is well known,
and that of the Arabs in particular.4 llliteracy strengthens memory. How-
ever, looked at negatively, oral Tradition is characterised by variants result-
ing from words heard wrongly, from words confused with smular sound-
ing Words and from whole episodes being forgotten, mlsplaced or rein-
terpreted Leaving aside the art of calligraphy, written Tradition is charac-
terised by variants resulting from copyists’ errors, words read wrongly,
revised or left out by a careless eye, and by random passages getting lost,
and being added to from other sources. 7 Thus, if the Qur’an had been
transmitted only orally for the first century, 51zeable variations between
texts such as in the hadit and pre-Islamic poetry would be found and if
it had been transmitted only in writing, sizeable variations such as those
in different transmissions of the original document of the Constitution of
Medina would be found.” But neither is the case with the Qur’an. There
must have been a parallel written transmission limiting variation in the
oral transmission to the graphic form, side by side with a parallel oral
transmission preserving the written transmission from corruption.10 The
oral transmission of the Qur'an was essentially static, rather than organic.
There was a single text, and nothing, not even allegedly abrogated material,
could be taken out, nor anything be put in. This applied even to ‘Utman,
the great gatherer of the text.

Even in commentaries on the text, the reported “readings” of substan-
tial exegetical effect form only a tiny minority of the whole. They naturally
tend to attract most attention, but for the history of the Qur’an text, it is
those readings without apparent motivation (the vast majority of readings)

which are most significant, for their only possible domain is oral Tradition,
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dating quite likely right back to the days when it was organic, in the lifetime
of the Prophet. The efforts of those scholars who attempt to reconstruct
any other hypothetical “original” versions of the [written] text are therefore
shown to be disregarding half the essence of Muslim Scripture.

The innovation of vocalisation did not occur simply because foreigners
did not know how to recite correctly, vocalisation was not a replacement
for oral 1;rau151:nission,12 nor was it a case of “stabilisation of the text”."
These are literary points of view, Muslim and Western, and at the back
of all Muslim discussion of the written form is the question of dating
individual parts of the text, at the back of which is the science of nasy.
But the Qur’an was not a literary document. Graphic differences like those
illustrated in chapter 10 were not worried about. Indeed, they show that the
spirit is more important than the letter, and this is borne out by tafsir.“
The problem of foreigners’ pronunciation may have contributed to the birth
of vog:éllisation, as also the increased use of paper over parchment at this
time.  There is also some indication that the move for vocalisation came
from the wider culture of Imq,18 from the Nestorian Christians and their
system of dot-vocalisation.  Vocalisation would here be coming from
foreigners, not for them. But an equally, perhaps more, strong motivation
would have come out of the respect for the Qur’an as the Divine Word,
out of the need for beautification rather than for clarification. There was
a desire continually to bring the written form of the Revelation up along
side the perfection of the oral form. The writing became aesthetically more
and more reverent.

There can be no denying that some formal characteristics of the Qur’an
point to the oral side and others to the written side, but neither was as
a whole primary. There is therefore no need to make different categories
for vocal and graphic differences. The Muslims do not. The letter is not
a dead skeleton to be refleshed, but is a manifestation of the spirit, alive
from the beginning. The transmission of the Qur’an has always been oral,
just as it has always been written.
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ENDNOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION

[1] The Muslims usually make a distinction in terminology between texts
of transmitters like these, each of which they call a “riwaya™, “a trans-
mission”, and between the texts of their teachers, each of which they call
a “gira’a”, “a reading-system”. These masters are not considered as the
authors of these individual systems, but as authorities for them (see ibn
Xaldun’s opinion cited above, p.93). They usually make a further distinc-
tion between the texts of these transmitters and the texts of subsequent
pupils, each of which they call a “tarizg”, “a line”. All these are oral terms.
The lines of descent of the transmissions of Hafs and Wars are listed
and discussed in Part Two. Lists of some of the lines of descent of the
ten recognised reading-systems can be found in Western works, in GdQT,
p.186ff., Watt, p.49, for instance, and more recently, in al-Sa‘id, p.127§.

[2) The first five suras have been considered a representative sample
of the whole Qur’an. Lest it be thought that this sample, or indeed a
complete comparison of the two transmissions through all the suras, will
not fully support the thesis being put forward, an examination of the Qur-
'an readings of one particular passage from a much wider base is to be
found in the Appendices.

[3] With respect to copies of the Qur’an, “printing” in this thesis means
lithographic printing. For Muslim copies printed by letter-press, coming
from outwith the Near East, see pp.17, 24 below.

Outwith North and North-West Africa, the Medinan reading-system
has been maintained by the Zaydiyya of the Yemen. They refer to it as the
reading-system of Nafi‘ (Serjeant and Lewcock, p.316b). Whether or not
the Yemeni transmission from Nafi' was through Qalun (see p.120) rather
than Wars, may become apparent from the findings of the German team
at present working on the Geniza of the Great Mosque of San‘d’. Books
on the Qur’an have been printed in the Yemen, but no actual copies of the
Qur’an (Sabat, p.308.5). For a Wars copy printed in Cairo, see chapter 5,
§ 4, and for a Hafs copy printed in Tunis, chapter 2, § 18.

[4] Eighteen instances were found where Sibawayhi's Qur’'an proof-texts

differed from both the Hafs and Wars transmissions. This was taking
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full account of both misprints in the two printed editions, and scribal
peculiarities of orthography in the various manuscripts behind them.

For Sibawayhi suffice gadabu I-lahi (24: 9b) as an example (Bilag
edition, wvol.1, p.480.9; Derenbourg’s edition, vol.1, p.429.2). The Hafs
and War§ transmissions here are gadaba [-{ahi and gadiba -{ahu respec-
tively. Sibawayhi’s reading is accredited to al-Hasan al-Basr1 (Bergst-
rafer ‘Die Koranlesung des Hasan', p.42.9), and, by ibn Jinnl (Bergst-
rafer ‘ibn Ginni, p.53.20), to al-A‘raj (with some disagreement), abu Raja’
(al-Basri, d.105 (GdQI1, p.165)), Qatada, ‘Isa (al-Basri), Sallam, and ‘Amr
ibn Maymun (al-Kufi, d.74/5 (GdQIi, p.163)). In passing, it is notewor-
thy that for Sibawayhi, what is the Hafs and Wars reading here was
hypothetical, introduced by law - “Had they not wished [to understand
‘an as a lightened form of 'annahu] they would have made [the next word]
accusative” (which Hafs and Wars in fact do. “falaw lam yuridu dalik
lanasabu”). Neither al-Tabar1 nor abu ‘Ubayda commented. Sibawayhi
cited twenty-six hypothetical Qur'an readings (for another see Appendix
I, p.229), ten introduced by law. They make up almost a third of his
anonymous Qur'an readings, and almost a quarter of his Qur’an readings
as a whole.

As for al-Xalll, if it is not certain that Sibawayhi had ba‘udatun as
his text in 2: 26, he certainly did. Both times Sibawayhi cited it it was
referential. The first (Bulaq edition, vol.1, p.283.1; Derenbourg’s edition,
vol.1, p.243.17) was as one explanation of the syntax of a verse, and as
a point of view, or catch-phrase, in the discussion, and as such implies
knowledge of another reading. The second (Bulaq edition, vol.1, p.350.3;
Derenbourg’s edition, vol.1, p.305.22) was again as one explanation, this
time, of a spoken phrase. It was here that he cited al-Xalil’'s point of
view, that ma (in wala siyyama) was not superfluous. That it was was
the argument for the accusative reading ba‘udatan, as in the transmissions
of Hafs and Wars (see al-Tabarl, Jami' al-Bayan (Sakir edition), vol.1,
p.404.7f., and al-Farra’, vol.1, p.21.10ff.), which shows that al-Xalil had
ba‘udatun as his text.

It is of relevance here to make a digression concerning the differ-
ences between the text of the Qur’an and the Qur’an proof-texts
in the Bulaq and Derenbourg editions of K itab Stbawayhi. Only
then can Sibawayhi’s citations be safely used as witnesses to his
text of the Qur’an.

1. Mere orthography — Since Kitab Sibawayhi is obviously in no
way a copy of the Qur’an, certain orthographical oddities and
archaisms of the Qur’an are normalised and modernised when

cited in Kitab Sibawayhi. None of these can therefore be used
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as witnesses to Sibawayhi’s copy of the Qur’an, but they have to
be mentioned in order to distinguish them from those differences
which can be used as witnesses to his copy of the Qur’an.

Many of them concern hamza. For 20:119, for example, the Bulag
edition has tatma ;v and Derenbourg’s tatma , u for the Qur'an’s

tatma , 1o, and for 42: 51 both have wara ' for the Hafs trans-
mission’s wara, 7 and the Wars’s wara’ 4.

Many others concern vocal alifs, waw-alifs and ya'-ali fs. Both
editions nearly always realise these as graphic ali fs except in the
word ar-rahman and words like daltk and lakin (where it some-

times is not even present vocally), and a few times with as—sal % h*

and al-hay 2 h?, which are mostly as-salah® and al-hayah® like
az-zakah®. For example, both write limiqatina (7:155) for limi-

gating, and istarahu (2:102) for z'émrghu and yawaylata for
ygwaylatz (11:72).

Similarly, vocal ya’ and hamza are nearly always normalised into
graphic ones in the editions, for example tarant (18: 39) in the
Bulaq edition for tarani (where Derenbourg’s has tarani also), and
wa§—§(_zbzf;,&na (5:69) for the Hafs transmission’s was-sabi ' ina
and the Wars's was-sabuna.

al-layl is always written with a double lam, in 34: 33 for instance.

The Qur'an’s alif al-wigaya in active participles is omitted in
the editions in 54: 27 and 32:12.

Both editions sometimes separate certain particles. For instance
the Bulaq edition has 'an la (20: 89) where Derenbourg’s has alla
as in the Qur’an, and Derenbourg’s has ("an la (57: 29) where
the Bulaq edition has /’alla as in the Qur’an. These are cases of
simplification for reasons of the subject under discussion (e.g. 'an
in 20:89) rather than genuine textual variants. Both editions also
have 'anna ma (31: 27) for the Qur’an’s '‘annama.

Nun at the end of particles and energetics is sometimes found in
the editions for the Qur’an’s tanwin, as in 'idan (17:76 and 4: 53)
for 'id®™.
The two Qur’an spellings ’afao;z'n (21: 34) and lz'éaol’lz'n (18: 23)
are normalised in both editions to ’afa;z'n and !z'éay;z'n.
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2. Errors — Having outlined the orthographical differences, it is

possible to be certain that in the following cases one or other
edition has made a mistake.

a) the Bulaq edition

— fadugquhu for fadugquhu (8: 14).

— 'amtalaha for 'amtaliha (6:160). (The fatha should be over
the ha’ as in Derenbourg’s edition). Strangely, Derenbourg’s omits
the kasra from the lam.

— un as the eliding vowel after ‘adabin and before rkud (38: 41,42).
Derenbourg’s edition has the obviously correct .

b) Derenbourg’s edition

— yubassiruka for yubassiruki (3: 45).

— ba‘udatan for ba‘udatun (2: 26).

— wal-fulka/i (dually vocalised) for wal-fulki (2:164).

¢) Manuscript mistakes in Derenbourg’s footnotes :
ms. A — 2:54;6:160; 28: 81; 78: 11.

ms. B — 11:60; 23: 52.

ms. C — 23:52.

ms. H — 23:52.

ms. L — 2:237; 11: 60; 38: 22.

. Misquotations — Having clarified these editorial errors, it is pos-

sible to isolate two occasions when the Qur'an was misquoted
by early copyists or perhaps by Sibawayhi himself, such was the
slavishly literal transmission of his book.

In the first, two of the component parts of the long list in 33:
35 are round the wrong way, and in the second, 46: 35 has been
confounded with the similar 10: 45. Here, the point at issue, a
nominative verbal noun, clearly comes in 46: 35 rather than 10: 45.

46: 35 ka'annahum yawma yarawna ma yu'aduna lam yalbatu
tlla sa‘atan min naharin balagun.

10: 45 ka’an lam yalbatu 'illa sa‘atan min an—nahari yata'ara f-
una ...

Kitab Sibawayhi — ka’an lam yalbatu ’illa sa‘atan min naharin
balagun.

To suggest that Sibawayhi was here quoting from a variant Qur’an
would be mistaken. He, or a copyist, merely misquoted the Qur’an.

Jeffery heard of one in Omdurman in the 1930’s ( ‘Progress’, p. 6 n.6).
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A copy was sent from the Sudan in the early 1960's to Egypt for
guidance in the recording of this transmission of the Qur'an for the “al-
Mushaf al-Murattal” project. The copy was handwritten (al-Sa‘id,
p.143 n.16). The Egyptian Ministry of Awgaf had agreed in principle to
al-Sa‘id’s wish to record all the Seven Transmissions on tape (p.86.37), but
in practice blocked its implementation (p.95.11).

These texts are to be seen as antiquarian. The Egvptian Ministry
of Awqaf of the 1960’s considered them so (al-Sa‘ld p.95.27), and the
transmission of abu ‘Amr was apparently no longer in practical use in the
Sudan earlier this century, if not before (Jeffery, ‘Progress’, p.6 n.6).

~ According to al-Sa‘id (p.84.9), however, this transmission through
al-Dur1 “prevails in the Sudan, Nigeria and Central Africa”, but this is
probably wishful thinking.

Copies of the Qur’an have never actually been printed in the Sudan.
Those for sale there, at least in the 1960’s, were almost always copies, or
reprints, of the 1342 Cairo text.

For a possible reading of ibn ‘Amir, Hamza or ibn Katir in a manu-
script, see Abbott, The Rise of the North Arabic Script, p.63.16.

[6] Not all editions of al-Zamaxsari's al-K assaf have the text according
to the reading-system of abu ‘Amr. The two-volumed edition printed
in Cairo in 1307 (1890) by al-Matba‘'a al-*Amira al-Sarfiyya (British
Museum ‘Printed Arabic Books', no.14509.c.13 p.876), for instance, has
the Qur'an text according to the reading-system of Hafs. It is unvowelled
(and type-set), and so although it has abu ‘Amr’s “hadani” (vol.2, p.28.12
margin) in 20:63 for the “hadani” of the Hafs and Wars copies, this is only
because it prints all vocal al/ fs graphic (apart from dalik and the like). By
printing maliki yawmi d-dinis {vol.l, p.8.1 margin) the reading-system of
Hafs is shown to have been used. That of abu ‘Amr has malik? (Beirut
edition, vol.1, p.56). The same is clear also from the graphic form nnsha
in 2:106 (vol.1, p.70.18 margin) for abu ‘Amr’s nns’ha (Beirut edition, vol.1,
p.303.2).

[7] Commentaries on the other hand like Tafsir al-Jalalayn or that
of al-Baydawi, which are contained in a single volume, with the Qur’an
lithographed as the text and commentary in the margins, are considered
copies proper, and, in those that I have seen, are called “Mushaf” or
“Qur'an” on their title-pages.

Similar considerations apply to translations that are accompanied by
an Arabic text. Those spanning more than one volume tend to fall outside

the class of “Mushaf". Witness the modern printing of A. Yusuf Ali's
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parallel translation in one thick volume rather than in the earlier more
conveniently sized two volumes.

[8] Misprints in the four-volumed Beirut Dar al-Ma‘rifa edition of al-
Zamaxsary's al-Kassaf are common and range from fairly frequent omis-
sion and misplacement of vowels (e.g. vol.1 p.46.1, and p.203.1) and other
diacritical marks (e.g. vol.1 p.368.1), to omission and misplacement of con-
sonants (e.g. vol.1 p.528.3 and p.597.2 ja for ja'a; vol.1 p.303.6 yarudduna-
kum for yaruddunakum (2:09) and vol.1 p.592.2 wal-‘udawani for wal-
‘udwant (5:2)).

The three-volumed Cairo al-Halab: edition is more accurate, but, for
instance, omits the kaf in [il-kadibi (5: 42, vol.1 p.461).

The two-volumed Cairo 1307 edition is also not free of errors, e.qg.
fskyfykhm for fsyk fykhm (vol.1, p.78.18) and nsy for nnsy (vol.1, p.70.
18).

[9] Data on the text of abu ‘Amr given by ibn al-Jazari, Nasr is some-
times different from that given in these Beirut and Cairo editions of al-Za-
maxsarl’s al-Kassaf, for example,

“yutwat throughout” (ibn al-Jazari, Nasr vol.2 p.216.2), but yutuwat
in 2:168 (the Beirut edition vol.1 p.327.3, the Cairo edition vol.1 p.249), and
2:208 (the Beirut edition vol.1 p.353.1), but yutwat in the Cairo edition
here (vol.1 p.268);

'uklaha in 2:265 (ibn al-Jazarl, Nasr vol.2 p.216.8 and the Cairo
edition vol.1 p.298) but 'ukulaha (the Beirut edition vol.1 p.395.1);

wayaqula in 5:53 (ibn al-Jazarl, Nasr vol.2 p.254.23), but wayaqulu
(the Beirut edition vol.1 p.620.2 and the Cairo edition vol.1 p.465);

yaquluna in 2:40 (ibn al-Jazari, Nasr vol.2 p.223.3), but tagquluna
(the Beirut edition vol.1 p.316.2 and the Cairo edition vol.1 p.242).

Compare also how 106:2 is spelt "2l fikhim in the Beirut edition, where-
as in the manuscript {dated to 600 A.H.) whose subject is the graphic form
of abii ‘Amr’s Tradition, the form is expressly described as '7la fihim
(Pretzl, Orthographie, p.30.1).

[10] Evidence for the text of the Qur’an from other than actual copies of
the Qur’an is slender, suffice it to mention three examples.

The conflationary misquotation in the Risala of al-Hasan al-Basri
(Ritter, p.73.8) is similar to the one just considered in Kitab: Szbawayhz
and should be treated with caution, especially considering the numerous
other frequent misquotations from the Qur’an in the rest of the Risala, at
least in Ritter’s edition. To suggest that it was part of an original variant
codex (Cook, Farly Muslim Dogma, p.211 n.23) is not based on sufficient

evidence. Conflationary misquotations of this kind are even not unusual in
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manuscripts of the Qur'an. For those of St.Andrews ms.16 and Edinburgh
New College ms.1* see plate I, recto line 10, and Brockett, endnotes 77. &0.

Another suggestion of the existence of significantly variant texts also
does not bear scrutiny. Morony suggested (p.123 m.2) that if the joint
Gaonic decree of ¢.670 A.D., that flew in the face of Talmudic law by
enabling a Jewess to sue for divorce without suffering any loss of what was
due to her (Graetz. p.93f.; Baron, vol.6, p.132f.) was related to the point
of Muslim law based on a reading of ibn Mas‘ud, then the reading could
be dated, 1.e. its presence in a copy of the Qur'an could be substantiated.
‘Anan ben David had also permitted wives the same (Baron, vol.5, p.394
n.15; Nemoy, p.19). However, for one thing, the Muslim discussions of this
reading (65: 6) were not about whether wives could sue for divorce, but
about the more financial question of whether or not a divorced wife was
due maintenace and lodging during her waiting-period. And for another,
the reading looks to date from the late 8% century at the earliest, or
else abu Hanifa (d.150/767), who was also the alleged cell-mate of ‘Anan,
would surely have used it. His citation of 65: 6 (al~ééfi‘1, Umm, vol.7,
p.15&8.15f.) was by no means arbitrary interpretation because the reading
of ibn Mas ud had been forgotten (Schacht, Origins, p.225.19), but well in
context with the Qur’an passage. abu Hanifa did not need a reading like
that of ibn Mas‘ud. That it was part of later Hanafl argumentation that
the divorced wife was due maintenance and lodging during her waiting-
period (e.g. al-Saraxsi (d.483), p.201f.) may have arisen as secondary (post
abu Hanifa) defence in the face of Safi‘T opposition, similarly to its being
secondary to al-Saraxsi’s argument.

The Qur’an citations on the Dome of the Rock, however, present better
evidence of different texts. The reading tamtaruna (19: 34), as opposed
to yamtaruna of the Hafs and Wars transmissions, is an example, but it
cannot be used as evidence that the text was substantially different then
to what it is now (Crone and Cook. Hagarism, p.18.12f.). Not only do
differences like this have no real effect on the meaning (compare §§ 1.25
and 1.29 of chapter 10), but the extent of the agreement of the inscriptions
with the text of the Qur'an is far more impressive, and, as van Berchem
thought (p.232), strongly suggests that the text must in fact have already
been fixed. But important as they are the inscriptions cannot really be
used as testimonies to the early text of the Qur'an. However public their
location, they were not actual copies of the Qur’an, and so the strict rules
of transmission could be waived. Jumps could be made from context to
context - even in mid-sentence — other parts could be paraphrased, and even
extraneous material like information on the building of the qubba could be
incorporated. If. as van Berchem suggested (p.251.16) the inscriptions were

a sort of litany for pilgrims, or some sort of creed, then such things are often
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not strictly Scriptural, paraphrase and juxtaposition serving the cause of
brevity. The details of nos.215-217 cannot be used as evidence (Crone and
Cook, Hagarism, p.167 n.18) until they have been verified. Kessler (p.6)
pointed out a number of earlier misreadings in no.215.

[11] Since Bergstriier’s death, his and Jeffery’'s plan for a critical edition
of the Qur'an (see Bergstrifler. ‘Plan’, and Jeffery, Materials, p.vii) has
lain dormant. The need and desirability for it, however, is still considered
to be there (Rippin. ‘Tafsir Studies’, p.224.17). A.Welch of Michigan State
University, who called for the use of computers for such an exercise (E[Q,
art. ‘Qur’an’, vol.5, p.409b.41), is now making a new start on a critical
edition. See also in this connection D.Brady’s review of Loebenstein’s
Koranfragmente, Journal of Semitic Studies, 28, p.376.37.

ENDNOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

[1] Completion dates of printed copies of the Qur’an are often not given.
Many have a dated permit from a religious body, but this often applies to
a particular, or to that particular, reprint. and may be long after the first
printing. In the case of some copies, like some Pakistani ones, the reason
for the lack of any dates may be because the Qur’an is considered timeless.
There is only one version of it whenever and wherever it is printed.

The names of the scribes of the original manuscripts are also often not
mentioned. Again, with some copies, like some Pakistani ones, this may be
to remove any suggestion of human participation in the formation of the
text. With others it may be that the scribe did not want his art to be an
expression of his own individuality, but to be an act of piety.

With some later reprints. especially when done in countries other
than that of the original printing, the name and other details have been
deliberately removed by the printer (as with the Qatari centennial edition,
originally an [raqi lithograph. see chapter 2 § 14). This is presumably to
take credit for the whole production.

So the safest way to identify particular copies is by details of titles,
printers, publishers, number of pages, size of frames within the pages, and
the like.

Printers of the Qur'an are at liberty to construct their own frames
around the text. The frames of facsimiles of the same manuscript can thus
vary. In addition, lithographic printing permits of different sized facsimiles
of the same manuscript. Details about the size of these frames are therefore
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of its innermost border. They are given to the nearest centimetre, and in
all cases height precedes breadth. The measurements do not refer to the
‘unwan, the two decorative first pages of the text.

[2] Born 1281/1864-5 (Bergstriafer ‘Koranlesung’, pp.13ff.) and still ap-
parently alive in the early 1960’s (al-Sa‘id, p.101.10). That the 1342 Cairo
text is in his hand is noted in parentheses on, p.842 of the 1402 Qatari text
and in the yatima of the 1371 Matba‘a Amiriyya copy.

His continuing influence is seen from the fact that as late as 1970
his name was invoked by the Saudi Dar al-Ifta’ to support their decision
to permit the circulation of a Qur’an copy with an unusual spelling, see
chapter 2, § 6. BergstraBer lists his writings (‘Koranlesung in Kairo’, p.15f.)
and al-Sa‘ld refers to three of these (pp.101.13, 150.27).

It appears that al-Haddad’s copy was not the first draft. According
to Muhammad ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Abdal-lah (see endnote 33 below), in 1921
when King Fu’ad was thinking about his text, he asked Muhammad *Abd
al-‘Aziz al-Rifa’1, a Turk by birth, to write it. This he did in six months,
and the next year, the King prevailed on him to set up a school to improve
Egyptian calligraphy, Madarasat Tahsin al-Xutut (a/-Sarq al-Awsat, 2/
12/1983, col.1).

[3] It is not always the case that the 1342 Cairo text is more archaic. Some
archaic features in Indian copies, for instance, are normalised in the 1342
Cairo text. For example, the unpronounced graphic alif in “la’a,ntum”
(59: 13) of most Indian copies is omitted in the 1342 Cairo text, which has
“la’antum”, see p.56.

In a similar way, what is ya’-hamza or waw-hamza in many manu-
scripts, is vocal or graphic hamza in the Hafs copy. For example, the 2°¢:
century A.H. Chicago Qur’an manuscript A6961 has is—sayyi;&ti in 42:
25 (Abbott, The Rise of the North Arabic Script, p.67.5), for the Hafs
copy’s is—sayyi’ati ; and the 3"% century A.H. Chicago Qur’an manuscript
A6975a has fayunabbi;ukum in 6:164 (Abbott, The Rise of the North
Arabic Script, p.68.23), for the Hafs copy’s fayunabbi’ukum. Here in fact
it is the Wars copy that is as the manuscript. In many cases the Wars
copy preserves manuscript-orthography in this way, where the Hafs copy
preserves Traditional orthography.

Again, what is ya’-alf in manuscripts can be vocal alif in the Hafs
copy. For example, the 27d- century A.H. Chicago Qur’'an manuscript

A6962 has bz‘T(}yﬁ tin for the Hafs copy’s biTéyEtin in 3: 4 (Abbott, The

Rise of the North Arabic Script, p.66.9).
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[4] At least, the oldest surviving systematic and thoroughgoing preserva-
tion, that of ibn abi Dawud (d.316), dates probably from the early 4%
century. But that the writing down was still unsystematised the generation
before could be deduced from the compilation of ibn abi Dawud’s father
(d.275) in his Sunan, Kitab al-Huruf wal-Qira’at (vol.2, pp.355-62). It
is a sketchy, and comparatively random selection of about 32 readings.
None of the readings are of legal import, and while the first half of the
chapter progresses systematically through the Qur’an, the second half is of
haphazard order. For this reason, ibn al-Nadim, or perhaps later copyists,
seem to have been mistaken (or thinking wishfully) in attributing a “Kitab
Ixtilaf al-Masahif” to abu Dawud (p.54.15; Fliigel, p.36.11), rather than
to his son. Similarly, the compilation of abu Dawud’s pupil, al-Tirmidi
(4.279), entitled “Kitab al-Qira’at ‘an Rasul al-lah”, is an insignificant
chapter of ten pages out of the 760 odd of the last volume (Sunan, vol.5,
pp.185-195). In the collections of ibn Maja (d.209), al-Nisa1 (d.215), and
even al-Bayhaqi (d.458), there is no chapter on gira’at at all. Considering
the brevity of the Kitab al-Tafsir in the Sahih of al-Buxarl and of
Muslim, the possibility that such matters were being left to the specialists,
rather than being in an embryonic state, should not be excluded.

The collection of 121 traditions about readings in the Fada’il al-Qur’-
an of abu ‘Ubayd (d.224), published by Spitaler, is less random in the
sense that most of the readings are of legal import, but it is not at all
a systematic collection of readings for readings’ sake. This could be the
third “Kitab al-Qira’at” listed by ibn al-Nadim (p.53.9; Fliigel, p.35.15),
indicating that the “books written about Qur'an readings” belonging to
the 27 century were not yet thoroughgoing compilations, and that the
“Science of Qur’an readings” had not by then emerged as a fully-fledged,
independent discipline. Indeed, al-Suyuti says abu ‘Ubayd was the first
to compile a book of gira’at (Itqan, pt.1, p.73.23). The two authors of
a Kitab al-Qira’at preceding abu ‘Ubayd in ibn al-Nadim’'s list, Xalaf
ibn Hisam and ibn Sa‘dan died 229 and 231 respectively. That of Xalaf
(al-Xatib, vol.8, p.32.2; Sezgin, p.12, § 9) only apparently survives in
a 5'8-/11*" century work of al-Ta‘labi (d.427; see Brockelmann, S /I,
p.592, § 2.3). That of ibn Sa‘dan (Yaqut, vol.VI (pt.7), p.12.11) is not
mentioned by Brockelmann or Sezgin. The three succeeding authors, abu
Hatim al-Sijistani, Ta‘lab, and ibn Qutayba, died ¢.249, 291 and 270
respectively. No manuscripts of these works apparently survive. The
next is ibn Mujahid (d.324), and he was more or less ibn abr Dawud’s
contemporary. The works listed in ibn al-Nadim stretching back to the
204 century (e.g. those attributed to Xalaf and al-Kisa'l, p.54.14) should
probably be seen as examples of the common Near-Eastern practice of

respectful back-projection to revered earlier fathers. To call them forgeries
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is to misunderstand, as is the conspiracy-view (cf. Hawting's ‘Review’,
p.110.2ff.) displayed by Kahle (Cairo Geniza, 2°% edition, p.148f) in
seeing them as names of works deliberately destroyed because of heretical
contents. On the other hand, given the embryonic state of the Science in
the time of abu Dawud and al-Tirmidi, it seems anachronistic to consider
that a “Kitab fil-Qira’at” of Yahya ibn Ya‘mar (d.89) was a standard
reference work till the 4'" century (Sezgin, p.5.16).

A manuscript owned by P.George of St.Andrews is of interest here,
as it is an example of an actual copy of the Qur’an preserving in [red]
writing instructions about orthography. For example, bi’ay,din (51- 47, as
in the 1342 Cairo text), which has two ya’ “teeth”, has “bil-ya’ayn” written

below, and qur’anan (43: 3) has “bigayr alif” below the independent
hamza. Obviously uninfluenced by the 20" century’s emphasis on the
“recension of ‘Utman”, this manuscript suggests that the 1342 Cairo text was
not as big a break with manuscript-Tradition as was claimed. According to
the colophon, written in halting Arabic, the copy was written by Husayn
Hutani, the preacher in [the] new mosque in al-Zayrak, in the 80 month
1214 (Dec./1799 — Jan. 1800). Although other references to this place have
not been traced, the script is clearly Turkish. Indeed the number and size
of the pages, the lines per page, and even the words per line, show it to
belong to the same orthographical Tradition as the Kadirgal text discussed
in chapter 2, § 16.

[5] EI’, art. ‘Khatt’ (J.Sourdel-Thomine), vol.4, p.1114b.16,42.

[6] For Bergstriafier’'s contrasting estimation of their value, see chapter
6, endnote 4. This view was echoed by Paret in E[Q, art. ‘Kira’a’, vol.5,
p.128a.57.

Pretzl’s five instances of the 1342 Cairo text not tallying with informa-
tion on orthography in al-Dani’s al-AM ugni* (Orthographie, Anmerkungen,
pp.16.16, 18.16, 19.21, 21.8, 26.9) have been used (for instance, in Jeffery,
Materials, p.4 n.3) as criticism against the “editors” of the 1342 Cairo text.
Had they used “older, and better, sources” (al-Dan1 died only in 444 A.H.!)
these corruptions would have not crept into the text (Jeffery, Materials,
p.4.17).

Four of Pretzl’s five instances concern vocal alif, which as shown
below, in some printed copies of the Qur’'an is always graphic (barring a
few regular exceptions like demonstratives). The fifth concerns the 1342
Cairo text’s ayna ma for al-Dani’s aynama, but al-Dani added that there
was disagreement here (M ugni‘, p.77.13f.)

Kahle’s, at first sight sensible, criticism that BergstraBer and Pretzl
should have used far earlier sources (‘The Qur’an and the ‘Arabiya’, pp.163.

20, 164.10; ‘The Arabic Readers’, pp.66b.30f., 67b.7f.) was a result of
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his scepticism towards the reliability of oral Tradition. And his whole
motivation in studying reports about Qur’an readings was to have an
analogy for his theory about the Karaite establishment of the Hebrew
text of the Tanay, and the lack of a long-established, authoritative oral
Tradition. In the earlier edition of his Cairo Gentza the digression about
al-Farra’ was not a separate appendix, but part of the argument about the
activities of Ben Asher (p.79{].)

[7] EI’, art. ‘Fu'ad al-awwal’, (J.Jomier), vol.2, p.934.

8] Elz, art. ‘al-Azhar’, (J.Jomier), vol.1, p.818a. To what extent work
had been done is not clear. As late as 1921 Fu’ad is said to have commis-
sioned the writing of the text, see endnote 2 above.

[9] Bergstra8er, ‘Koranlesung in Kairo’, p.4.18f.

[10] During Muhammad ‘Abduh’s exile in Beirut (1832 - 1888) ‘Abd
alHamid had requested the setting up of a committee under the Sayy
al-Islam (in Istanbul) to reform religious education in the schools (Amin,
p-335.5). And the Istanbul Kadirgali text was completed in 1890 (see
chapter 2, § 15).

[11] On Muslim memorisation of the Qur’an, see al-Sa‘id, p.57f., and for
its decline in our times, ibd., p.66{F.

[12] Adams, pp.212,235.
[13] EIQ, art. ‘Bab-i Masixat’ (B.Lewis), vol.1, p.837b.
[14] EI’, art. ‘Kadjar’ (A.K.S.Lambton), vol.4, p.398, and art. ‘Iran’
(J.T.P.De Bruijn), p.52a.
[15] The famous Calcutta Madrasa, for instance, was founded by Warren
Hastings in 1781 (Elz, art. ‘Calcutta’ (S.Ray), vol.2, p.6).
[16] EI°, art. ‘Balak’ (J.Jomier), vol.1, p.1299b.
British Museum ‘Printed Arabic Books’, n0.14509.d.13, p.871 (2 vols.)

[17] Amin, p.363.20; Adams, p.85.
[18] Amrn, p.328.17.

(19] EI’, art. ‘al-Azhar’ (J.Jomier), vol.1, p.817b — 819b.

[20] Muir, vol.1, pp.xiii-xix (1878 edition, pp.556-559); Noldeke, GAQ,
pp.234-61, with Schwally, GAQI1, pp.47-69, and with Bergstrafier and Pretzl,
GdQur throughout. For recent arguments against the emphasis (but from
diametrically opposite standpoints), see Burton, Collection, and Wans-
brough, Quranic Studies, e.q. p.43f. Since then, Hawting (p.463.14ff.) has

attempted to reinstate ‘Utman’s role.
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[21] The lithographic copy printed in 1878 in Lucknow, for instance,
(British Museum ‘Printed Arabic Books’, n0.14507.b.16, p.874) says in its
colophon “hada I-Qur’an muwafiq fir-rasm liMushaf Sayyidina ‘Ut-
man”.

On the other hand, the only Turkish copy (manuscript or printed)
found mentioning ‘Utmani was Edinburgh New College ms.5, dated 1165/
1750. Here it clearly is in the sense of “Ottoman” - “wagad waga‘a - farag
min kitabat hadih il-mushaf il-‘Utmaniyya (sic.) ...” The Egyptian
emphasis is seen from the fact that Kadirgali copies printed in Turkey are
not designated “bir—rasm i[-‘Utman:”, whereas most of those printed in
Egypt are. It can also be seen from the fact that in Iran, prior to Ramyar,
the designation ‘Utman: with reference to copies of the Qur’an, usually
meant Ottoman. The explanatory notes to the Teheran Kadirgali text (see
chapter 2, § 13) clearly refer to the orthography of “Ottoman” copies, in
the way the Egyptians refer to the orthography of the copy of ‘Utman.

For a good discussion of “al-rasm al-*Utman?” from the Sunni Muslim
point of view, see al-Sa‘ld, pp.45-50. And for one from the Iranian Si‘T
point of view, free from obligations to the 20*®: century’s emphasis on
the “recension of ‘Utman”, see Ramyar, p.142.penult.ff. Here the author
classifies the Muslim attitudes towards it into three. Firstly those who
say the “recension of ‘Utman” was sent from God, and can therefore
not be gone against or altered in any way, orthographical or otherwise.
Secondly, those who say that the spirit is more important than the letter,
and that the archaic orthography should be modernised. Among these
are ibn Xaldun and the Qadi abu Bakr al-Bagillani. And thirdly, those
who say that if it is to be preserved as it was in the days of ‘Utman
(without dots and all) only the educated could read it, and so it should
be kept in a museum and copies with modernised orthography be used
by the people. Among these are al-Tusi and ‘Izz al-Din ibn ‘Abd al-Salam.

[22] Muir (1819 - 1905) had a long and distinguished career in the Indian
Administration from 1837 — 1876, becoming Foreign Secretary to the Gov-
ernment of India in 1865, and Lieutenant Governor of the North-West
Province in 1868. He also rendered important services to education, in-
stituting the Central College and University in Allahabad (approximately
midway between Delhi and Calcutta) (Encyclopaedia Britannica, art. ‘Mu-
ir, Sir William’, vol.15 p.977).

[23] aba ‘Ubayd appears to be the first author recorded using the term.
He refers, in Fada'il al-Qur’an, to “the I'mam which ‘Utman caused to
be written out with the approval of the Muhajirs and the Ansar” (Jeffery,

‘Abu ‘Ubaid’, p.65.15f.), and elsewhere in the same work refers to “mushaf
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‘Utman”. Stbawayhi, on the other hand, referred only to “al-Mushaf”
(the Bulaq edition, vol.1, p.28.16 = Derenbourg’s edition, vol.1, p.22.14.
Beck unjustifiably took this to mean Mushaf ‘Utman, Orientalia, vol.14
(1945), p.360.6), as opposed to “mushaf Ubayy” for example (the Bulag
edition, vol.1, p.481.10 = Derenbourg’s edition, vol.1, p.430.4); “al-Qira’a”
(the Bulaq edition, vol.1, p.74.7 = Derenbourg’s edition, vol.1, p.62.22.
Pretzl unjustifiably took al-sunna here to mean traditions with reliable
isnads (GdQu, p.128.5). If not anachronistic, this interprtetation is in-
compatible with Sibawayhi’s lack of ¢snad-sophistication), as opposed to
“gira’at ibn Mas‘ud” for example (the Bulaq edition, vol.1, p.258.22 =
Derenbourg’s edition, wvol.1, p.220.20); “al-Qur'an” (e.g. the Bulaq edi-
tion, vol.1, pp.125.17, 285.12, vol.2, p.422.8 = Derenbourg’s edition, vol.1,
pp.104.19, 245.22, vol.2, p.472. 22); or “Kitab al-lah” (the Biilaq edition,
vol.1, p.491.17, vol.2, p.149.22 = Derenbourg’s edition, vol.1, p.440.11, vol.2,
P.152.20).

[24] BergstraBer, ‘Koranlesung in Kairo’, p.1.6§.

[25] Jeffery, Materials Introduction, p.4.14.

Welch followed Jeffery in using this term (E[z, art. ‘Qur’an’, vol.5,
p.409b.1-9 and, p.426a (The Bibliography)). Earlier, in 1935 Jeffery had
called it “a Standard Edition” (‘Progress’, p.6.31). Pretzl was better advised
in 1932 in calling it simply “der Kairiner Mushaf” (Orthographie, p.16.16),
but reverted in 1937 to Bergstrafer’s term “der amtliche Kairiner musha f”
(GdQir, p.273.28). Bell called it “the official Egyptian printed edition” that
tends to be adopted everywhere (p.50.7§f.) Birkeland called it “the official
Cairo edition” (p.104.13) Paret termed it “the official Egyptian edition”,
die offizielle Agyptische Koranausgabe (Der Koran, Ubersetzung, p.5. 21)
In the 1973 edition of the Encyclopaedia Brztanmca it is called “the official
Cairo edition” (art. ‘Koran’ (W.C.Smith), vol.13, p.455.1), and in the 1974
edition “the official Egyptian edition” (art. ‘Qur’an’ (H.Ringgren}, vol.15,
p.345a.29). More recently, Jones (p.245.8) has called it “the standard
Egyptian text first published in 1342/1923”, and Rippin “the standard
Egyptian edition” (‘A ban’, p.43 n.1). Haywood recently revived another
name for it, the “Royal Egyptian” edition (Journal of Semitic Studies,
28, p.375.28).

[26] See chapter 2, § 18.

[27] The numbering of the verses of A. Yusuf Ali’s parallel translation
(1934 A.D.), for instance, was mainly brought into line with it, see § 6 to
chapter 2.

But the substitution of the original Arabic text for a text in the
Egyptian Tradition was only found to have been done in (undated) reprints

from Libya, Qatar and Riyad, see p.30 above.
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The verse-numbering, and a number of orthographical details, of the
earlier Taj text (see p.26) tallied with the 1342 Cairo text, but later copies in
the Indian Tradition have reverted to its own numbering and orthography.

[28] p.3.14,18 (his inverted commas).
[29] p.1.15.

[30] On the second page of the author's foreword, lines 8 and 12, again
his inverted commas.

[31] As, for instance, in the colophon to the second Cairo Kadirgah text
in endnote 111 to chapter 2, dated 1383.

[32] al-Sarq al-Awsat, 2/12/1983, col.1. See endnote 2 above. In no
actual reprint, however, have I yet seen reference to Fu’'ad [d.1355/1936].

[33] Jackson, p.118.
[34] See p.31 above.

[35] For these publishers, see the 1398 Saudi reprint of the 1370 Iraqi
text, chapter 2, § 14. In both these copies the permit is dated to “Rabi’
al-Anwar” which appears to be a mistake for “Rabi‘ al-Awwal”.

[36] See chapter 2, § 14.

ENDNOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

[1] The first printed copy is in fact said to have been in the 15*® century
in Venice, by the father of Alessandro de Paganini of Brescia, who printed
between 1483 and 1499 (Carter, ‘Barrier’, p.214 n.2 (information from
Grohmann, corrected in Carter, The Invention, p.153 n.2); see also de
Schnurrer, p.403, § 367). It was destroyed at the command of the Pope.

The first book printed in Europe had only been in 1457. Italy had
soon become the prime area of expansion for adventurous printers. The
first printing-press in Venice was opened in 1467, and by the last quarter
of the 15" century there were 150 there (Jackson, pp.104, 107, 108).

For other, non-Muslim copies of the Qur’an printed during the 17
and 18" centuries, see de Schnurrer, pp.401f.

The single paper page (c.4 x 4 in.) of an Egyptian copy of the Qur’an
printed by wood-block five centuries before Paganini’s [early 10! century]
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copy illustrated by Karabacek (Fuhrer, p.248, Plate 946; and Grohmann,
Arabische Palaeographie, vol.1, Plate XVI.1; and Carter, The Invention,
Plate facing p.169) appears to be anomalous (Carter, The Invention, p.
179§.). Grohmann dated it to the 8'% centuryA.D., Moritz “earlier than
900 rather than later” and Carter ¢.900 (Carter, The Invention, pp.181.16,
180.17). See also Cohen, notes to p.330.

Blachere (pp.133f.) also gives a brief summary of the history of printing
the Qur’an. See also Chauvin, Bibliographie, vol.10, p.30 (no0s.81ff.) and
p.62 (n0s.129ff.) For a bibliography of the history Arabic printing in general,
see Safadi, ‘Arabic Printing’.

[2] Recorded by the Imperial Ambassador, Busbecq (B.Lewis, 'p.41.122j.)‘

[3] Chauvin, ‘Notes’, pp.256,57, citing Stochove for 1650 and Salomon
Negri for 1764 (and, incorrectly, Busbecq for 1620).

For simple statements about the Muslims’ adhering to transmitting
the Qur’an in writing rather than in print, see The Cambridge History of
Islam, vol.1 p.363; Karabacek, F'uhrer, p.248.13f.; and Carter, ‘Barrier’,
1.214.24, and The Invention, p.150.20 (where a marked absence of under-
standing of the situation is displayed).

[4] By Federigo, Duke of Urbino (ruled 1444-82), for instance, (Jackson,
p.107).

[5] See B.Lewis, p.419.8f.
[6] See Jackson, p.107.

[T] Weil, p.51.24f]. And for details on the establishment of the printing-
press in Istanbul, see especially p.52f. Weil dated it 1728. He also listed
the seventeen works printed there from 1728-1742 (p.54f.)

See also B.Lewis, p.51.23f., and Kurat and Bromley, p.216.5ff.

[8] The translation of the permit given by Omont (pp.190ff.) only has a

summary of the fatwa. But according to Weil (p.53.6{].,36{].) one of the

conditions of the Sultan's permit was that copies of the Qur’an, and works

of tafsir, figh and had:t were not to be printed by the printing-press.
See also B.Lewis, p.51.8f.

[9] “die Schrift” (Weil, p.52.1{.)
[10] Chauvin, ‘Notes’, p.257.17ff., citing Marsigli for 1730.

[11] De Schnurrer, p.420.8. For copies of 1790, see Silvestre de Sacy,
p.320, 10.1464, and the British Museum copy, ‘Printed Arabic Books’, 15%

Supplement, no.14507.d.2.
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[12] Pfanmiiller, p.208.4; Hughes, p.522b.

[13] “... Neque loci temporisve, quo editio facta sit, mentio ulla deprehenditur: ejus-
modi omnia omissa, certo ut videtur consilio, ne abstinerent ab usu libri Mohammedani,
si Christianorum opera illum compositum esse cognoscerent. Constat vero, editionem
primam hanc factam esse Petropoli 1787. auspiciis et impensis Catharinae Imperatricis,
ut libro uti possent qui ipsius imperio subessent Mohammedani...” p.418.4ff.; followed
in part by Karabacek (Fuhrer, p.249.2) and Carter (p.214).

This printing of the Qur’an may be compared to Catherine’s order-
ing the establishment of a printing-press in the Mogilev Government for
printing Jewish religious books (Papmehl, pp.56,57).

By the mid-eighteenth century there were only about six presses in
Russia, two of which were in St.Petersburg. The following decade saw six
more, and in the one after that the output of books trebled. This in turn
had trebled by 1799 (Papmehl, pp.6ff., 16 n.8, 45 n.96, 139).

Catherine also set up the “Muslim Spiritual Administration” in 1788.
Its head was a Mufti who resided (till 1841) in Orenburg on the Ural, south-
east of Kazan’ and some thousand miles north of Mashhad (Seton-Watson,
p.2186).

These, to all appearances, liberal moves may have been to appease
her aggrieved Muslim subjects. Between 1738 and 1755, for instance, 418
of the 536 mosques in Kazan’ had been closed (Bennigsen and Lemercier-
Quelquejay, p.12.14). Then in 1782 Russian forces had taken complete
possession of the Crimean peninsula. In a manifesto of the following year,
Catherine had promised the predominantly Muslim inhabitants retention
of property, freedom of religion and equal status. But as it turned out,
the Crimean Tatars were subjected to a century or more of oppression,
inequality and migration (Bennigsen and Lemercier-Quelquejay, p.8).

[14] “Utraque extremo loco notationem refert, turcice, qua dicitur impressio absoluta
esse in urbe Kazan anno 1803 Christiano. Typi utrinque iidem, quibus Petropolitanae
antea editiones factae, sed nunc repetitis usibus magis triti et hebetes. Destituta est haec
utraque nova editio scholiis omnibus ... Etiam haec editio Kasanensis fertur repetita esse
haud una in forma.”, de Schnurrer pp.420.14ff., 421.1,2. See also Karabacek,
Fuhrer, p.249.3f.; Hughes, p.522b.

Kazan’ city on the Volga is the home of an ancient and splendid Islamic
civilisation and was the capital of the Tatar Khanate (Bennigsen and Lem-
ercier-Quelquejay, p.5.35).

The university there, famous above all for its Oriental Department
was founded in 1804 (ET, art. ‘Kazan’, (W.Barthold [A.Bennigsen]), vol.4

p.850). This was the year following the Toqtamis copy.
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In the 19*2 and early 20" century, at least, Kazan’ city was the virtual
capital of Russian Islam (Bennigsen and Lemercier-Quelquejay, p.81.10).
The Oriental Institute there was dissolved by the Government in 1930
(Bennigsen and Lemercier-Quelquejay, p.159.7).

Nowadays a type-set is good for twenty to twenty-five thousand copies.
In those days it would have been good for much less. Nonetheless a large
number of copies must have been printed for the type to become so worn
and blunted. Two of the seventeen works printed half a century earlier
during the first fourteen years of the printing-press in Istanbul (1728 - 42)
had 4,000 copies each, the rest had 500 each (Weil, p.57.6ff.)

[15] Petropoli 1787, 89, 90, 93, 96, 98, Kasan 1803 and often (Pfanmiiller,
p.208.5; Hughes, p.522b).

[16] Karabacek, Fuhrer, p.249.3. Followed by Carter (‘Barrier’, p.214.14,
The Invention, p.151.12).

[17] It was first practised in England, for instance, only in 1813 (Bankes,
ond- edition, p.14, note). For the use of the transfer-process in Tunisia, see
Demeerseman, p.372.30.

[18] But its potential for characters for which types were scarcely adequate
was noted by Bankes in 1816 (2% edition, pp.14, 15), “The writer of
[oriental] languages may, with the chemical ink, on a paper varnished with
size or strong gum, complete his manuscript, which he may then transfer
to the stone, and proceed with the printing of it, as if done at first on
the stone, avoiding by this process all the difficulties of writing backwards,
&c”. And Twyman noted (ibid., p.xxxv) “the earliest example known to me
of the application of lithography to ... oriental languages is a single print
dated 1/6/1807” of a Babylonian Inscription, by T.Fisher. Then in 1818
“a book was lithographically printed by C.Marcuard containing examples
of Arabic, Bengalee, Chinese, Cufic, Hebrew, Persian, Sanscrit, Syriac, and
other scripts. In the same year publication began of T.Young’s much more
ambitious, and influential folio work on Hieroglyphics. It must have done
much to encourage the use of lithography for the reproduction of texts in
non-Latin scripts”.

[19] Binns, pp.265,6. See also Jackson, pp.148-9; Chambers's Encyclo-
paedia, London 1959, vol.8, p.600a, art. ‘Lithography’ (A.Haigh) (see also
pp.601a, 603a (J.S.Smith)); and Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1973, vol.14,
p.113, art. ‘Lithography’ (J.Ka).

[20] ‘Printed Arabic Books’, 15* Supplement, no.14507.d.2.
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[21] “perelegans” (de Schnurrer, p.418.14); “Beaux caractéres” (Silvestre
de Sacy, p.320.24). Kasimirski presumably also saw a copy of it, since he
described it as beautiful, but very rare (p.xxiii.11). De Schnurrer (pp.418.14,
168.1) states that the characters were not dissimilar from the Medician
type-face employed in the 1592 edition of Idrisi’'s Geography, printed in
Rome. They are bold and upright, crisply printed with elegant variations
in thickness of stroke. sura-headings are in an equally elegant, smaller
type-face. The paper is of strong quality, gilded at the edges. There are
17 lines to the page, in a frame measuring 23 x 11lcm. A 6cm. wide outer
margin contains gira’at information. There are 476 pages of text.

The earliest works from the Muslim printing-press in Istanbul used
excellent paper and handsome, clear and tall type-face (Weil, p.55.8ff.)

[22] The three copies in the British Museum, for instance, (‘Printed Arabic
Books’, m0.14507d.1, d.2 and e.5) date from 1832, 1835 (?) and 1857
respectively.

[23] Bennigsen and Lemercier-Quelquejay, p.173.16. The 1947 copy, at
least, had marginal notes, but also a number of printing errors.

[24] Jeffery, Materials, Introduction p.4.8, ‘Progress’, p.7. gira’at are
also seen in the margins of the 9*2- centuryA.H. manuscripts of the Qur’an
A.12032a, 12068 of the Chicago collection (Abbott, The Rise of the North
Arabic Script, pp.82, 84, Plates 28, 31).

[25] This Hugly copy was from the Ahmadi Press, owned by Munshi
Abdullah, in operation till the end of the 19*2 century. The Arabic text
of this first copy was accompanied by the Urdu translation of Shah Abdul
Qadir, “Mazhi al-Qur'an” (Khan, p.132.1f.) Calcutta was the official
capital of British India from 1773, and it remained India’s capital until
1911. It was an important Muslim centre. The sons of Tipu Sultan, for
instance, lived there (E]z, art. ‘Calcutta’ (S.Ray), vol.2 p.7). The Calcutta
copy of 1831 (‘Printed Arabic Books’, n0.14507b.11), finished 1/1/1247, a
21d- reprint by Muhammad ‘All with the help of Hafiz Ahmad Kabir and
Hafiz Muhammad Husayn, has 723 pages of text, with 13 lines to the page,
and a frame measuring 16 x 10cm.

[26] ‘Printed Arabic Books’, n0.14507¢.21. The original page containing
the title-page and Fatiha are missing, as is the final page, from sura 110.
They have been substituted with later (poorly) handwritten pages. There
are 210 pages of text, with 17 lines to the page. There is no frame, but the
text measures 22 X 12cm. Marginal divisions and sura-headings have been
added in red by hand.
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[27] Blacheére, p.134. The 1258/1842 copy from Tabriz is furnished with
handwritten red pause-marks, marginal divisions and sura-headings. This
along with a red and blue margin, and an excellent quality of lithograph,
give the copy a distinct first impression of being a manuscript. It has 355
pages of text, with 19 lines to the page, and a frame measuring 15 X 8cm.
The scribe was Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-Tabrizl.

[28] The copies of the Qur’an from Bulaq in the British Museum dated
1864 and 1890 (‘Printed Arabic Books’, n0.14509d.13, c.13) have al-Zamax-
sarl’s commentary. The one from 1867 (‘Printed Arabic Books’, n0.14509b.
11) has ibn ‘Arabi’s commentary. The earliest copy there from Cairo
without a commentary dates from 1889 (‘Printed Arabic Books’, no.14507cc.
4, Fulton and Ellis, p.524b).

[29] Blachere (p.134) gave 1877 as the date of the first copy printed
in Istanbul, but Belin (p.133, entry 48) recorded the first (in the hand
of Chekir-Zadé) as from around 1874, after which a considerable num-
ber were printed each year. For copies from 1877-82, in the hands of
Hasan Riza Efendi (¢.1877), Kadirgali (¢.1878), Hafiz Osman Efend (1880),
and Chéker-Zadeh (1882), see Cluart. The earliest copies in the British
Museum from Istanbul date from 1881 and 1884 (‘Printed Arabic Books’,
10.14507.b.24, b.27).

[30] Belin, p.133, entry 48, note.

[31] See the copy from Fez, (‘Printed Arabic Books', n0.14507b.12) dated
1309 (1892), which has 21 lines to the page, and a frame measuring 18 x
12cm., and the similar, two-volumed, undated one (‘Printed Arabic Books’,
10.14507a.28), which has 19-20 lines to the page, and a frame m