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Abstract

Over the years, archivists of Tatarstan have been
studying this manuscript of Sibawayh’s Kitab.
The history of its appearance in the Kazan
Theological Academy still remains unstudied.
The first scientist who started the scientific study
of the Kazan fragment of this manuscript was
Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor of
the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Russian
Academy of Sciences in Saint-Petersburg
A. Khalidov. The scientist, having collated the
folios with other manuscript reproductions kept
in the Cairo Manuscripts Institute of the Arab
League, dated the Kazan fragment to the late 12*-
the early 13" century. In the following years, the
studies of the manuscript continued. So, in 2009 a
French scholar, Dr. G. Humbert, who had written
her Ph.D. thesis on the manuscripts of Sibawayh’s
“Kitab” (Paris, 1992),identified them asbelonging
to a codex found in the Ambrosiana Library in
Milan. G. Humbert in her conclusions dates the
manuscript before the middle of the 11 century.
In February 2018 the author of a codicological
study of the Milan fragments of the manuscripts
U. Bongianino draws attention to six folios of the
codex that were on sale in London in the catalogue
of Bernard Quaritch Ltd under the number 11.
The above-mentioned and the Kazan folios belong
to the same codex and the same conclusions
generally apply to them. Both fragments are
entirely written on parchment but the state of
conservation differs. The Milan fragments contain
only slight defects but the Kazan fragments bear
water stains, burnt or missing parts of texts. By
the time of writing the article on the fragments
of Sibawayh’s manuscript, the study contains
information on its complete textual sequence,
dimensions, and paleography. So far only 25 %
of the text has been found, the collection of the
data on 75 % of the rest text is still going on and
any findings of the research should be considered
provisional. A more comprehensive study of the
history of the spread of the fragments and the
answer to many unstudied questions are required.
The Kazan fragments of Sibawayh’s manuscript
are an invaluable asset, both as a cultural object
and as a witness to the vivid history of the Arabic
grammatical tradition in the early centuries.
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AnHOTAamHSA

Bor y>xe Ha MPOTSHKEHUH MHOTHX AT apXUBHUCTBI TaTapcTaHa paboTaroT Hap H3ydeHHeM PYKOIIH-
cu Cubapaitxu. Mcropust ee mocrynaenus B 6ubanorexy KazaHckort AyXOBHOI aKapAeMHHU AO CHX
HOp OCTaeTcs HeusydeHHOH. [lepBbIM yYeHBIM, MOAOXUBIIUM HAYaAO HAYYHOTO HCCAEAOBAHM
Ka3aHCKOTO (parMeHTa PYKOIMCH, OBIA AOKTOP (HAOAOrMYECKHX Hayk, mpodeccop HucTury-
ta BoctokoBepenus PAH r. Canxr-Ilerepbypra A. XaAupoB. YueHsIil II0CA€ CPAaBHEHUS AQHHBIX
00pasIioB C APYTHMHU PelpOAYKIHUSIMY, coxpaHuBmmucs B Mucruryre pykonuceit Kaupa Aurn
apabCKUX FOCYAAPCTB, AATHPOBaA KasaHckuil ¢pparment koHwoM XII - nasasom XIII 8. B mocaeayro-
I[Ye TOAbI HCCACAOBAHUS AAHHOM PYKOIIMCHU IIPOAOAKHMAKCDH, TaK, B 2009 I. ppaHITy3cKuil yueHbIH,
Aoktop JK. Xymbep, aBTOp AOKTOPCKOi1 AUCcepTanuy Ha TeMy <« ‘Aab-Kura6” Cubasaitxu» (ITa-
pK, 1992) HAeHTUPHIIPOBAAA HX IPUHAAAEKHOCTD K PyKOITHCH U3 POHAOB 6ubanoTexn AM6po-
3uHa B Muaane. JK. Xymbep cBOoMMHU BBIBOAAMHU AATHpPYeT pyKomuch cepeaunoit XI B. B dpespase
2018 1. aBTOp KOAUKOAOTUYECKOTO UCCAEAOBAHMA MUAAHCKMX PparMeHToB pykonuces Y. Bonaxu-
AHMHO OOpaTHA BHHMaHHe Ha IIeCTb PPArMEHTOB HCCACAYEMOIl PYKOIIMCH, KOTOpbIe BBICTABAE-
HbI Ha IPOAXY B KaTaaore «bepnapp Kyopura ATA > mop N 11 B Aonpone. Brimrenaspansbie u
Ka3aHCKHE PParMeHThl OTHOCATCS K OAHOM PYKOIHMCH M K HUM IMPHMEHUMbI OOIIHe 3aKAIOUEHHS
uccaepoBanuit. Oba ¢pparMeHTa HAIMCAHBI HA MepraMeHe, COCTOSIHUE COXPAHHOCTH Pa3AMYAeTCs.
MuiraHCKHE PYKOITHCH COAEPYKAT He3HAaYUTeAbHble NOBPEXAEHHs, a Ka3aHCKHUEe UMEIOT BOASHbIE
IATHA, 000%OKEHHBIE 1 OTCYTCTBYIOIME YIACTKU TEKCTOB. B AQHHOM MCCA@AOBAHHMH MbI IIOAHOCTHIO
OITHCAAM TEKCTOBYIO TIOCA@AOBATEABHOCTD IIPOYTEHMs HAa MOMEHT HAIMCAHHs CTaTbH GParMeHTOB
pyxommcu Cubasaiixu, ee pasMepbl, IOAAMHHOCTD. B HacTosimee Bpemst cobpaHo Bcero Aumb 25 %
¢parmenToB pykonucu «Aab-Kurad» Cubasarixu, cOop MHOPMALHIH 110 OCTABIIMMCS 75 % HeAO-
CTAIOIIEero TEKCTa MMPOAOANKACTCS U CACAAHHbIE HAMU B XOA€ HCCAGAOBAHHS BBIBOABI IBASIOTCS TIPEA-
BapUTEeABHBIMH, TpeOyeTcsi boAee TIATeAbHOE U3ydeHHe UCTOPUM PACIPOCTPaHeHHsI GParMeHTOB
M OTBETUTb HA MHOTHE HEeHCCAeAOBaHHBIe Bompockl. Kasanckie PpparmenTst pykorucu Cubasaiixu
SIBASIIOTCS O€CLIeHHBIM KYABTYPHbBIM AOCTOSIHUEM H CBUAETEAEM SIPKO HCTOPHHU apaborpaduieckort
rpaMMaTHYeCKOHN TPAAMIIMU B IIPEABIAYIIHE CTOAeTHS.

Keywords
The Kazan fragments of Sibawayh’s manuscript, Arabic manuscript, the Milan manuscript by
Sibawayh, A. Khalidov, G. Humbert, U. Bongianino, “Bernard Quaritch Ltd” catalogue.

Karouesbie caoBa
Kasanckue pparmentsi pykomnucu Crubaaiixu, apaborpaduyaeckast pyKOmruch, MEAAHCKASI PYKOIIUCh
Cubasaiixu, A. Xaanupos, XK. Xymbep, Y. Boupxuannso, kataaor «beprapa Kyopurda ATA ».

The Kazan fragments

On pages 8-9 of Manuscripta orientalia 6/2 (2000), the late Prof. Anas B. Khalidov
describes a 48-folio fragment of an Arabic manuscript of the famous Sibawayh’s Kitab
on grammar found in the Kazan National Archives under the call number pomny 10,
ormck S, Aeao 822. These folios were presented to him for identification in September
1998. The date proposed at that time for the fragments was the 5*/11% century and,
however after seeing the fragments, Khalidov widened the possible dates to the period
between the 4™/10™ and 6™/12" centuries. After comparing these folios with other
manuscript reproductions in the Cairo Manuscript Institute of the Arab League in
December 1998, he concluded that the Kazan fragments should rather be dated to the
end of the 6™/12™ century or the beginning of the 7*/13™ century, which still makes
them the oldest Arabic manuscript in Kazan (Khalidov 2000: 9).
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Folios 1r° and 4Ir°
(which Khalidov, for some
reason, calls the ‘first and
last pages, although the
last page is folio 48) bear
the seal of the library of the
Kazan Theological Academy
(spelled 6ubaiorexn Kazamc-
KOI AyXOBHOI1 akapemin) and
the Greek call number APIO®.
32 (for Arithmetics?). On
folio K1r° (see Plate 1), both

the seal and the call number
are inscribed upside down.
The Theological Academywas
active between 1797-1921,
with an interruption between
1919 and 1941. Khalidov
does not know how nor when
this library acquired the
Arabic fragments, nor does
he mention when the Kazan
State Archives acquired them,
which is probably when the
Theological Academy closed
its doors in 1921.

The current call number
(TAPT, §. 10, om. 5, a. 822) is
found on four pages: K1v*, 8r°,
9r° and 9v°. Curiously, page
K1v° bears the number a. 48; page K8r° bears the number a. 8 06.; and both pages K9r°
and 9v° bear the same number A 9 (se¢ Plate 2).

The 48 Kazan folios are not in proper reading order, and the text is interrupted
in many places, even after restoring the proper reading order. The chapters and parts
of chapters included are 41-45, 104-108, 110, 151-155, 162-164, 167-168, 172-173,
448-460, 470, 475-483, 507-508, 512, 528-530, 535-538, 550-551, 555, 565-567,
according to Derenbourg’s (1881-1889) chapter numbering.

I would like to express here my gratitude to the Kazan National Archives who
graciously sent me their images, thanks to the help of Ms Leila Almazova (Kazan
Federal University).
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Plate 1: Folio K1r°, example of a restored folio in the
Kazan fragments, Egyptian hand of the 6th/12th-7th/13th

century (?)
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Identification with the Milan fragments

In June 22-24, 2009, during the MELCOM Conference organised in the Nikolai
Lobachevsky Scientific Library at Kazan State University by Ms. Nuria Garaeva of the
Department of Manuscripts and Rare Books, Dr. Geneviéve Humbert, a French scholar
who had written her PhD thesis on the manuscripts of Sibawayh’s Kitab (Paris, 1992,
published in 1995), had the chance to see these Kazan fragments and was able to identify
them as belonging to the same codex as another 115 folios found in the Ambrosiana
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Libraryin Milanunder the call ST ; e |
number X 56 sup. (personal | : 1
communication, December \5 1
4, 2014). Both the Kazan 48 3 _,.J'l L8 \\u\'nUu\L-\-dhu\i“ oy 3
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MilanfragmentsandtheKazan | :ql; “:::a'” i
fragments as being membra T L“‘m'ﬁ j"ﬁbwk’"wﬂ‘h:‘m{; \
disjecta of the same codex. L{_- 2 & )ayrils '-‘yb‘mﬂ(' 293 Gw \tﬂo‘l‘ -
The chapters included in the | § = ey 4 Sl i?h@f): o
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the text is uninterrupted, with |
the exception that folios $7-58 |
should be read after folio 50. ‘
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The Bernard Quaritch Ltd R p e 5y 810 4 e
fragments

Lastly, in February 2018,
Mr. Umberto Bongianino,
author ofa codicological study of the Milan fragments (2015 ), drew my attention to six
folios of the same codex that are on sale in London in the 2018/3 catalogue of Bernard
Quaritch Ltd under the number 11. The images of only three pages out of the twelve
are available on this catalogue, and are numbered (3), (4) and (5). These six folios
were previously on sale in their catalogue number 1424, dated 2013 (item 26), where
two other pages were displayed (numbered (6) and (7)). The text is uninterrupted
on the first three folios (pages 1-6), then the equivalent of one folio (two pages) of
the text is missing, then the text continues on the last three folios (pages 7-12). The
folios are numbered on both their recto and verso, against the traditional cataloguing
customs in libraries. This could indicate that these folios were never part of a library
collection, but rather only private collections. The six folios cover part of chapters 546,
547 and 548, once again according to Derenbourg’s (1881-1889) numbering.

I am also thankful to Bernard Quaritch Ltd for graciously providing me the
colour images of the fragments they hold for sale.

Plate 2: Folio K9r°, example of corrections
by multiple hands.

Description of the codex as a whole

The Milan fragments have been described, sometimes only briefly mentioned,
in different places. Al-Munaggid (1960: Plate 17) published the reproduction of two
images (M1r° and M114r°) from a microfilm copy held by the Manuscript Institute
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——— - e —l— _ of the Arab League in Cairo
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fragments have been briefly
described by Khalidov (2000:
8-9), after he saw them in
1998. And as for the Bernard
Quaritch Ltd folios, a short
Plate 3: Folio K12v°, example of vocalisation description is found in their

by multiple hands. catalogues of sale (2013: item

26;2018: item 11).

Since the Kazan and the Bernard Quaritch Ltd fragments belong to the same
codex, the same conclusions generally apply to them. I will recall here the major
codicological and palaeographical elements of Humbert (1995) and Bongianino
(2015), and mention what is specific to the Kazan fragments. I have not yet seen any of
these fragments, but only high definition colour images.

.

r“@w ) dedt

Binding and conservation

The Milan fragments are entirely written on parchment, including the two restored
folios M61 and M118S. As for the Kazan fragments, they are also written on parchment,
including the first eight restored folios K1 to K8, which are written by a different hand
in a more recent style. The Bernard Quaritch Ltd folios are also written on parchment.

Whereas the Milan fragments were restored very professionally in 1959 in
Grottaferrata (Bongianino 2015: 5), the Kazan fragments bear very aggressive
restoration marks. Folios K1 to 10, 14, 15, 26, 28, 29, 32, 37 and 38 have been patched,
sometimes on the text itself. Maybe a proper restoration could display the hidden text.

It is not possible at this point to say much about the binding. Apparently, the
Milan folios were bound together during their 1959 restoration. To be sure, most of
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the gatherings were still
sewed properly before the
restoration. It is not clear

from the pictures whether r-? “dx
the Kazan folios have been (tF etyan f o 4 W}.; { ,' u ‘
\BY NP pa |

bound together, nor is it ﬂ_‘}; M ﬁ‘b‘“.h'}kjﬂ—iy j\l j . .‘

)
clear whether some stitching ‘;, S0
still remains. As for the six |
Bernard Quaritch Ltd folios,
they are bound together by a
modern binding.

The folios are in different
states of conversation. Except
for folios M1, 60, 112, 113,
114 and 115, which are
partly destroyed (sometimes
including part of the text they
bore), the Milan fragments
and the Bernard Quaritch
Ltd fragments are in a far
better condition than the
Kazan fragments. They only
bear stains, but nothing
which  prevents reading.
More than a third of the
Milan folios (41 folios) bear

defects in the skin, including
one folio with a hole in the Plate 4: Folio K14r°, example of an extremely severe

middle of the page (M45). condition of degradation.
On the flesh sides, the ink
has usually faded away, but reading is still possible. The same remarks apply to the six
Bernard Quaritch Ltd folios. They are in a very good conservation state, with only a few
(water?) stains. The fifth folio (pages B9-10) is damaged on its outer margin, but the
text is not lost.

Among the Kazan fragments, some are in a good condition (K19, 20, 21, 39,
40, 42, 44, 45, 46, 48). The folios K32 ... 37,12,13,16,17,38 ... 34 ... 35 ... 27,22,
23 ... 24,25, 30 which contain contiguous text (with lost folios) bear the same burn
trace in the bottom right corner on the recto (see Plate 3). They were burnt before being
separated and reshufiled in the new folio order. Some folios have been cut or torn and
part of the text is now missing (K36 or 43, for example). Many folios bear (water?)
stains (K18, 21, 31, 33...) In some folios, the ink did not hold well, because of the
flesh side (K31v®°, 36v°, 41r°, 47v°) or for some other reason that is not discernible
on the images (K10r° 15r° 31r° 39v°, 40r° 46v°). Folios K14 and 15, which bear a
nearly contiguous text, have been crumpled, probably together with folio K10, whose
text is also nearly contiguous to theirs. All in all, some folios are in an extremely severe
condition of degradation (K14, 15, 28,29) and large parts of the text are lost or hidden
behind the patches (see Plate 4).
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Plate 5: Visual rendering of the surviving parts of the text. In Yellow, the text contained in the
Kazan folios, in green, in the Milan folios, and in blue, in the Bernard Quaritch Ltd folios.

We can thus probably identify three different groups of folios that have different
histories and which were later gathered in Kazan. The first group is K32 ... 37, 12, 13,
16,17,38 ... 34 ... 35 ... 27,22,23 ... 24,25, 30 with their similar burning marks. The
second group is K14 ... K15 ... K10 with the same crumple marks and stains.

The third identifiable group is K1, 2, 3, 4, S, 6, 7, 8. They contain a contiguous
text, a rule was used to align the text on the right and on the left sides of the pages, and
the text is written by a more recent hand (see Plate 1). Since the text which these eight
folios contain is not contiguous to the text in the other available fragments, we cannot
affirm that they were meant to replace missing folios of the same codex. It could very
well be the case that they belong to another codex that happens, by chance, to contain
a text that was not already found in the existing fragments, and that were catalogued
together with the other Kazan fragments.
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Textual sequence

Here is the complete reading order of the folios that were at our disposal at the time we
wrote this article (K = Kazan; M = Milan; B = Bernard Quaritch Ltd; ... = missing folios):

... KItoK8 ... K14 ... K15 ... K10 ... K46,K39 ... K40,K47 ... K28 ... K29 ...
M1 to M50, M57, M58, M51 to M6, M9 to M115 ... K32 ... K37, K12, K13, K16,
K17,K38 ... K34 ... K35 ... K27, K22, K23 ... K24,K25,K30 ... K33 ... K36 ... K41
.. K44 ... K42 ... K43 ... K26 ... K31 ... Bl1to B6 ... B7to B12 ... K9 ... K11 ...
K18 to K21 ... K45,K48 ...

Dimensions

The size of the folios varies in the different descriptions. The Kazan folios are the
smallest ones, and measure 25x17,2 cm (Khalidov 2000: 8). The Milan folios are the
largest ones, and measure 29x19 cm (Bongianino 2015: 5). The Bernard Quaritch Ltd
folios measure 27x17 cm (2013: item 26; 2018: item 11). The discrepancy between
the folio sizes is certainly due to the multiple restorations and cutting that some of
these fragments went through, particularly the Kazan fragments.

Ruling

The number oflines vary between 19 and 22, with a minimum of 17 and a maximum
of 23, or even more if one includes the glosses, which are not always easy to distinguish
from the first hand. This means that the copyist did not rule the pages before writing.
According to Bongianino (2015: 9), the copyist drew and then erased vertical rules on
the original folios. Traces of these rules are not visible on the images I have.

However, the restored folios are of a different type, both in Milan and in Kazan.
The Milan fragments contain two restored folios, M61 and M1185. They bear text only
on one side (M61v°®and M115r°), the other side being either a guz " title page (M61r°)
or a blank page (M115v°). The two written sides were written by the same hand and
contain 17 lines. A rule is still discernible on folio M61v®, probably drawn with a
drypoint; however, folio M115r° is too damaged to see.

The Kazan fragments also contain restored folios, K1 to 8. They bear a regular
pattern of 23 lines, as well as ruling marks on the four sides of the text on certain folios
(K1r°, KSr°, KSv°, K6r°, K6v°, K7r°, K7v°, K8r° and K8v°), which seem to have been
drawn with a drypoint (see Plate 1).

Gatherings

The Milan fragments reveal that the manuscript is divided in ‘agza’ (‘parts)
singular guz ). The Milan fragments consist of the ninth and tenth guz’, the title page
of which has reached us (folio M1r° and M61r°). These ‘agzd’ probably circulated
separately for pedagogical reasons.

It is only thanks to the Milan fragments that we are able to draw any conclusions
regarding the gatherings of this codex, because these fragments contain large parts of
contiguous text. The Milan fragments consist of regular quinions, six per guz, that
are organised according to Gregory’s rule (except for folio 61 which has been inserted
at the beginning of the first quinion of the tenth guz’, and except for the last quinion
of the tenth guz’ which is incomplete and much disturbed). According to Déroche
(1995: 45), this is a very typical format for Islamic parchment codices.
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As for the Kazan and Bernard Quaritch Ltd fragments, it is impossible to infer any
conclusive information, due to the paucity of contiguous folios they contain.

Reconstitution

According to the total word count of the Kitab (277,939 in my soft copy) and the
word count of the 169 existing folios (73,157 words according to my provisional edition
of the 115+48+6 existing folios), we can estimate that the complete codex contained
around 642 folios, meaning that around 473 folios are still missing (642-169). See on
Plate S, an attempt at a visual rendering of the existing and missing parts of the text.
Highlighted in yellow is the text on the Kazan fragments, in green, the Milan fragments,
and in blue the Bernard Quaritch Ltd fragments.

If we now assume that the codex was divided in regular ‘agza’ of six quinions,
meaning that each guz’ contains 60 folios, as is the case in the Milan fragments, we can
infer that the whole codex contained eleven guz’ (i. e, a total of 660 folios) in order to
contain the 638 estimated folios, according to the word count.

Altogether, the folios that remain today of this codex of Sibawayh’s Kitab roughly
contain 25 % of the complete text (73,157/277,939 words). And the 6 folios on sale
in London by Bernard Quaritch Ltd leave little doubt that the missing 75 % of the text
should be scattered in private libraries around the world.

Palaeography

Relying on Frangois Déroche’s judgment, to whom she showed the microfilm
images of the Milan fragments, Geneviéve Humbert believes the chances are good
that the manuscript was copied in the region of Kairouan before the middle of the
5%/11" century (Humbert 1995: 172). As for the two restored folios (M61 and 115),
Bongianino (2013: 6, 8) thinks they were added by the Magribi restorer, probably in
514/1120-1121.

As for the Kazan fragments, the same conclusion applies to the original folios K9 to
48: they were copied in the region of Kairouan before the middle of the 5*/11* century.
As for the first eight restored folios, Umberto Bongianino (personal communication,
February 23, 2018) thinks that they could have been written by an Egyptian hand of
the 6"/12%-7"/13" century. Interestingly, this is the conclusion reached by Khalidov
(2000: 8) for the entire fragment. Does this mean that Khalidov based his estimation
only on the first eight restored folios?

I have not yet had the time to do a thorough assessment of the fragments, but it is
already very clear that many hands have written on them, both magribi and oriental. We
have already mentioned the restored folios, but the original folios themselves bear many
glosses and corrections, and some of these glosses and corrections have themselves been
corrected. See, for example, folio K9r° (Plate 2): a second hand has erased the lines 14 to
17 and written above the original lesson. A third hand has then added parentheses around
some of the corrected words in line 18. It is not completely clear who added the correction
in the margin in front of line 16, which completes a missing expression in the text. And we
cannot rule out that this correction was done by the first hand itself.

One of the later hands has clearly added most of the vowels signs, but the first
hand had apparently written some of them. This is clear from passages that a later hand
struck through. In this case, this later hand did not bother to add the short vowels, and
only some are written by the first hand. See for example on folio K12v°, line 16 (see
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Plate 3). The word )3« carries a fatha on the dal and a damma on the ra’ which are of
the same original ink as the consonants. Compare this now with the word Jx=<lla on
line 19 where the same fatha and damma are written in the original ink, but the other
vowels, the fatha on the mim and the sukin on the sad, are written in a lighter ink. It
seems that the later hand which struck through the first word did not bother itself with
adding the vowels to it, but when adding the vowels on the whole page, it added them
where they were missing in the second word.

The copyist very often leaves a blank line in the middle of the text, or jumps to the
next line before completing it, especially on the pages where there is no chapter title.
This jump sometimes corresponds to a new meaning unit (K10r°, 13r°, 16v°...), but
most of the time there is no apparent reason (KOr®, 11r°, 11v°, 18r°...). Bongianino
(2015: 15) comments on this by saying that the aim of the copyist is probably to
avoid pages filled with text where no chapter title is found, because these pages would
otherwise be visually too heavy.

As for the style of the Arabic letters in the original folios, Bongianino (2015:
16) describes it as ‘semi-magribi, i.e. gathering features from both the angular and the
rounded magribi styles.

Lastly, an interesting feature of folios M2v°>-55v° (i.e. belonging exclusively to the
ninth guz °), alater, oriental hand dated 714 (1314-1315) has added an abjad numbering
to the chapters, along with other collation marks (Bongianino 2015: 9). Humbert
(1995: 172) mentions that no other manuscript of the Kitab has numbered chapters.

The existing editions of the Kitab and their manuscript basis

There are five main editions of the Kitab: by Hartwig Derenbourg (Paris, 1881-
1889), by Kabir al-Din *Ahmad (Kolkata, 1887), the Biilaq edition (Cairo, 1316-1317
AH/1898-1900), the edition by ‘Abd al-Salam Haran (1966-1977), and the edition
by Muhammad Kazim al-Bakka’ (Beirut, 2015).

1. The edition of Hartwig Derenbourg (Paris, 1881-1889). This edition is mainly
based on four manuscripts, which Derenbourg calls A, B, C, and L. Whenever possible,
he chose A for the text and collated B, C and L in the margins. The manuscript that
Derenbourg calls A (= Humbert: Ca) is an 18"-century copy made on a descendant of
an autograph of al-Zamahsari (538/1144). This descendant (= Humbert 2C), dated
647/1249 was probably discovered in Cairo in the 18" century and copied many times:
17 copies have reached us and A is one of them. A = Ca = Paris, Bibliothéque nationale,
arabe 3887 (supplément arabe 1155). See Humbert (1995: 297-300).

2. The edition of Kabir al-Din 'Ahmad (Kolkata, 1887). The editor does not
mention which manuscripts he worked on. This edition is partly princeps and completely
independent from the other existing editions. The text contains the same corpus of inner
glosses that is found in all known manuscripts, except that of Ambrosiana (Humbert
1994: 9, note 1). It is full of typos and there are no collation notes.

3. The Bulaq edition (Cairo, 1316-1317 AH/1898-1900) has the same exact text
as that of Derenbourg, no manuscript was collated. It only adds some marginal glosses
from al-Sirafi and al-Santamari (Humbert 1995: 30).

4. Harin'’s edition (Cairo, 1966-1977) is eclectic. He used Derenbourg’s edition as the
basis of his edition (noted ¢, for matbii , ‘printed’) and collated two different manuscripts
that are late: Dar al-Kutub Nahw Mim 65 (probably from the 18" century = Humbert:
V8), Dar al-Kutub Nahw 141 (dated 1139/1726-27 = Derenbourg: G = Humbert V6).
Humbert has not consulted these two manuscripts. See Humbert (1995: 196).
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S. The edition of al-Bakka’ (Beirut, 2015) is based on Bagdad " Awqaf 1351 (dated
1202 according to al-Bakka’ and 1204/1789-90 according to Humbert = Humbert
V10). Al-Bakka’ says that he has collated Mawsil 6184 Sa’ig 14/11 as well as Harin’s
and Bulag’s editions. Humbert has not consulted Bagdad "Awqaf 1351 and she does
not mention the existence of Mawsil 6184 Sa’ig 14/11. She mentions Sa’ig 252 (=
V13) which she believes to be the same manuscript (personal communication, June 8,
2017). See Humbert (1995: 196).

In addition to these editions which were based on actual manuscripts (at least in
part), new publications of the Kitab regularly appear that are mere compilations of the
previous editions, although they sometimes present themselves as new critical editions.
See for example the publication of Emile Badi‘ Ya‘qub (Beirut, 2009) or Muhammad
Fawzi Hamza (Cairo, 2015). Ya'qub made an eclectic selection of either Derenbourg’s
or Haran’s edition, with no justification and no manuscript collation. He has only filled
the margins with lexicographical notes and identifications of the poetical verses. As
for Hamza, he simply reproduced Bulag’s edition and added in the margins a selection
taken from two different commentaries.

In the end, it seems that Derenbourg remains the best critical edition, based on an
excellent manuscript (A = Ca), and served as reference for the later editions.

The text

The main interest of the Milan-Kazan fragments lies mainly in the fact that the
text they bear has escaped al-Mubarrad’s (d. 285/898) ‘authoritarian stranglehold’ on
the text (Humbert 1995: 92). In other words, all the other manuscripts of the Kitab
that we know of today (around 75 manuscripts) , contain a recension that originates in
al-Mubarrad’s version of Sibawayh’s Kitab.

Humbert says that she was unable to trace the exact origin of this Milan-Kazan
recension. She notices that the Milan fragments carry (on folio M1r°) the name of Abi
al-Hasan "Ahmad b. Nasr, who is barely known to the grammatical tradition (Humbert
1995: 189). According to al-Suyti, in his Bugyat al-wu ‘ah (1, 164),  Aba al-Hasan *Ahmad
b. Nasr’s teachings where transmitted by one of Talab’s (d. 291/904) disciples, namely
"Abu ‘Umar al-Zahid. This scholar’s full name is Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Wahid b. "Abi
Hisam "Abu “Umar al-Zahid (d. 345/956-957), and he was called gulam Ta lab “Talab’s
young disciple” Humbert’s conclusion (1993: 138) is that the Milan recension of the Kitab
may have a link with Ta ‘lab, al-Mubarrad’s Kufan main opponent. It is however impossible
to go beyond this point, given the data presently available to us.

The aggressive corrections that the Milan-Kazan fragments bear are the result of at
least two collations, one being dated around the year 715/1315 by correctors who either
put the variant readings between brackets, struck them through, or even deleted them
based on a collation with copies containing the recensions of al-Nahhas (d. 338/949?)
and al-Rabahi (d. 358/969) (Humbert 1995: 189-190). In other words, these collations
aimed at aligning the Milan-Kazan text with the received text that originates in
al-Mubarrad’s version of the Kitab, in both its Western and Oriental recensions.

Conclusion

There are still many obscure points surrounding these fragments of Sibawayh’s
Kitab. First of all, only 25 % of the text has so far been found, so any finding above
should be considered provisional. Next, very little is known about the way the
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existing fragments reached Milan, Kazan or London. The Milan fragments bear the
seal of Eugenio Griffini (1878-1925), who donated them to the Ambrosiana Library
(Beltrami 1926: LXXIV-LXXV), but it is still unclear how and where he acquired them
himself. The Kazan fragments once belonged to the Kazan Theological Academy, but
I do not know of the history of their Arabic manuscripts collection. The same goes for
the Bernard Quaritch Ltd fragments.

As far as the text is concerned, I am currently working at the edition of these
fragments. Hopefully, we willsoonbe able to have abetterimage of thisnon-Mubarradian
version of Sibawayh’s Kitab. However, more research will still be needed regarding
the way this version was transmitted: Who is "Abua al-Hasan "Ahmad b. Nasr, whose
name is attached to the Milan fragments? Who are his masters and disciples? Do they
mention studying the Kitab? What grammatical views do they hold? Do they oppose
al-Mubarrad’s grammatical views?

Finally, on a more technical note, perhaps the Kazan National Archives could
consider restoring the fragments they hold. They are an invaluable asset, both as a
cultural object and as a witness to the vivid history of the Arabic grammatical tradition
in the early centuries.

References

Abi Bisr ‘Amr b. ‘Utman Sibawayhi (d. ca 180/796). Le livre de Sibawaihi. Edited by Hartwig
Derenbourg. Paris: Imprimerie nationale. 1881-1889. Reprint, Hildesheim & New York: Georg
Olms, 1970.

Hada Kitab ismuhu al-Kitab wa-huwa fi al-nahw mitla umm al-kitab. Edited by Kabir al-Din
"Ahmad. Kolkata: Matba“ Urda Ga’'id, 1887.

Kitab Sibawayh. Cairo: al-Matba a al-Amiriyya, 1316-1317 AH.

Kitab Sibawayh. Edited by ‘Abd al-Salam Haran. Volume 1: Cairo: Dar al-Qalam. 1966. Volume
2: Cairo: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabi, 1968. Volumes 3-5: Cairo: al-Hay a al-Misriyya al-‘Amma li-l-
Kitab, 1973-1977.

Al-Kitab. Edited by Emile Badi' Ya‘qab. Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al- ‘Ilmiyya, 2009.

Al-Kitab. Edited by Muhammad Kazim al-Bakka’. Beirut: Maktabat Zayn, 2015.

Al-Kitab. Edited by Muhammad Fawzi Hamza. Cairo: Maktabat al-" Adab, 2013.

Galal al-Din "Aba al-Fadl ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’Abi Bakr al-Suyati (d. 911/1505). Bugyat al-
wu ‘ah fi tabaqat al-lugawiyyin wa-l-nuhah. Edited by Muhammad °Abu al-Fadl "Ibrahim. Al-Qahira:
‘Isa al-Babi al-Halabi. 1964-1965.

Secondary References

Beltrami, L. 1926. Eugenio Griffini Bey MDCCCLXXVIII-MCMXXV. Milano: Typografia Cav.
Umberto Allegretti di Serafino Allegretti.

Bernard Quaritch Ltd. 2013. Islamic manuscripts: Catalogue 1424 [sales catalogue]. London.

Bernard Quaritch Ltd. 2018. Oriental manuscripts: List 2018/3 [sales catalogue]. London.

Bongianino, U. 2015. “Le manuscrit X 56 sup. (Kitab Sibawayh) de la Bibliothéque ambrosienne et
les écritures de I'Occident arabe avant la diffusion du magribi arrondi” in Les rencontres du Centre Jacques-
Berque 6 (« Paléographie des écritures arabes d’al-Andalus, du Maghreb et de 'Afrique subsaharienne »,
Journée d’étude tenue a Rabat le 28 novembre 2013 sous la direction de Mustapha Jaouhari). 5-25.

Déroche, E. 1995. “Lemploi du parchemin dans les manuscrits islamiques” in The codicology of
Islamic manuscripts: Proceedings of the second conference of al-Furqan Islamic Heritage Foundation, 4-S
December 1993. Edited by Yasin Dutton. London: Al-Furqan Islamic Heritage Foundation. 17-57.

Endress, G. 1982. “Handschriftenkunde” in Grundriss der arabischen Philologie, Bd I:
Sprachwissenschaft. Edited by Fischer Wolfdietrich. Wiesbaden: Reichert. 270-296.

«lacpipaap aBasel - dxo Bekos», Ne 1, 2018




1918

Humbert, G. 1992. Premiéres recherches sur le Kitab de Sibawayhi. I. Les voies de la transmission. I1.
Les documents. PhD thesis. Université de Paris-VIIL

Humbert, G. 1993. “Un témoin fossile du Kitab de Sibawayhi” in Développements récents en
linguistique arabe et sémitique. Edited by Georges Bohas. Damas: Institut frangais de Damas. 121-139.

Humbert, G. 1994. “Le Kitab de Sibawayhi d’apres 'autographe d’un grammairien andalou du
x11° siécle” in Le manuscrit arabe et la codicologie. Edited by Ahmed-Chougqi Binebine. Rabat: Faculté
des lettres et de sciences humaines. 9-20.

Humbert, G. 199S. Les voies de la transmission du Kitab de Sibawayhi. Leiden: Brill.

Khalidov, A. B. 2000. “A Kazan manuscript of Sibawayhi” in Manuscripta orientalia 6/2. 8-9.

Lofgren, O. & Traini, R. 1975. Catalogue of the Arabic Manuscripts in the Biblioteca Ambrosiana.
Volume I: Antico Fondo and Medio Fondo. Vicenza: Neri Pozza.

al-Munaggid, S. 1960. Al-Kitab al- ‘arabi al-mahtut ‘ila al-qarn al- “asir al-higri. Al-guz” al- awwal:
al-namadig. Cairo: Gami'at al-Duwal al-‘Arabiyya, Ma ‘had al-Mahtatat al-‘Arabiyya.

CBepenusi 00 aBTOpe
JKan Apyaaw, aupexTop AOMUHMKAHCKOIO HHCTUTYTa BOCTOKOBeAeH!s, e-mail: direction@ideo-cairo.org.

About the author
Jean Druel, Director of the Dominican Institute for Oriental Studies, e-mail: direction@ideo-cairo.org.

B peaaknuro crarps mocrynuaa 02.03.2018 r., omy6AankoBaHa:
Apyars 2K. Kasanckue dparmentst pyxomucu «Aab-Kuta6» Cubapaiixu (Ha anra. s13) // Tacbipaap
aBa3bl — Jx0 BekoB. — 2018. - Ne 1. — C. 14-26.

Submitted on 02.03.2018, published:
Druel J. Kazanskie fragmenty rukopisi «Al-Kitab> Sibavajhi [The Kazan parchment fragments of
Sibawayh’s Kitab. In Eng. ]. IN: Gasyrlar avazy — Eho vekov, 2018, no. 1, pp. 14-26.

100 rer Apxusnoii cay:x6e Pecriy6auku Tarapcran




