Can Ambrosiana X 56 Sup. Improve Our
Understanding of Sibawayhi’s Grammar?

Jean Druel

1 Ambrosiana X 56 Sup., an Exceptional Witness of the Kitab

During her Ph.D. research (1992, published in 1995) on the transmission of Sib-
awayhi’s Kitab, Geneviéve Humbert discovered a fragment of the text in the
Ambrosiana library in Milan. This manuscript, X 56 Sup., is entirely copied
on parchment, which, according to her, is rare for a secular text. See Hum-
bert (1995:199—203) for the complete codicological description. The manuscript
is divided in ‘ajza’ (probably around 12), and only the ninth and tenth juz’
have reached us, in 115 folios. It contains chapters 327—435, according to Deren-
bourg’s numbering (Humbert 1995:170-186). Humbert believes that chances are
good that the Milan manuscript has been copied in the region of Kairouan
before the middle of the sth/iith century (Humbert 1995:172). Al-Munajjid
(1960: plate 17) published the reproduction of two folios from a microfilm copy
of Ambrosiana X 56 Sup. held by the Manuscript Institute of the Arab League
in Cairo. He dates the manuscript to the 4th/ioth century. Forty-eight other
folios of the same manuscript are found in the State Archives of the Repub-
lic of Tatarstan under the call number ¢ong 10, onucs 5, geno 822 (Khalidov
2000:81.). Khalidov knows a “very ancient” Milan copy, that he believes comes
from San‘@, but he does not identify both fragments as being membra disjecta
of the same codex. He dates the Kazan folios to the 6th/i2th century, or the
beginning of the 7th/i13th. Genevieve Humbert saw the Kazan folios in June
2009 and formally recognized them as part of the same codex as the Milan
folios (personal communication, December 4, 2014).

The text of the Kitab that has reached us today is actually the result of an
“authoritarian stranglehold” on the text by al-Mubarrad (Humbert 1995:92),
which the Ambrosiana manuscript escaped, at least until it was “authorita-
tively corrected” around the year 715/1315, by a corrector who either put the
variant readings between brackets, or struck them through, or even deleted
them, based on a collation with copies containing the recensions of al-Nahhas
(d. 338/9497) and al-Rabahi (d. 358/969) (Humbert 1995:189f.).

The main interest of the Ambrosiana manuscript, according to Humbert
(1995:180) lies in two facts: its recension ignores the “canonical corpus of inter-
nal glosses” that are found in all other manuscripts, and its text seems to con-
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tain “less altered readings” which are “visibly more authentic”. What Humbert
calls the canonical corpus of internal glosses is attributed to the three inter-
mediaries between Sibawayhi and al-Mubarrad, namely ’Abu 1-Hasan al-’Ahfag
(d. 215/830), ’Abu ‘Umar al-Jarmi (d. 225/839—840) and ’Abu ‘Utman al-Mazin1
(d. 248 or 249/863) (Humbert 1995:187), and that she believes have been added
by al-Mubarrad to the text.

Humbert says that she was unable to trace the exact origin of this Milan
recension. She notes that the Ambrosiana fragment carries the name of ’Abu
l-Hasan ’Ahmad ibn Nasr, who is barely known to the grammatical tradition
(Humbert 1995:189). According to al-Suyati, in his Bugyat al-wu‘at (1, 164),
’Abti I-Hasan ’Ahmad ibn Nasr’s teachings where transmitted by one of Talab’s
(d. 291/904) disciples, namely ’Abit ‘Umar al-Zahid. This scholar’s full name is
Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahid ibn ’Abi Hisam ’Abtu ‘Umar al-Zahid (d. 345/
956—957), and he was called gulam Ta‘lab “Ta‘lab’s young disciple”. The conclu-
sion of Humbert (1993:138) is that the Ambrosiana recension of the Kitab may
have a link with Ta‘lab, al-Mubarrad’s Kufan main opponent.

According to Humbert, the Ambrosiana recension of the Kitab is a “fossil
manuscript that challenges the edited text in a fundamental way” (Humbert
1995:186). Its text is less “worn out” and textual criticism proves that its read-
ings are “more ancient and better” than that of the ‘Vulgate’ (Humbert1995:189).
She does not hesitate to write that this manuscript is “more valuable than all
other manuscripts [of the Kitab] together” (Humbert 1993:139). According to
her, this manuscript may well support ’Abui 1-Abbas Ibn Wallad’s (d. 332/943—
944) claim that al-Mubarrad’s copy of the Kitab was of poor quality (Humbert
1995:190).

Humbert (1995:183f.) provides an edition of one chapter of the Milan manu-
script, chapter 332 according to Derenbourg’s edition, to support her claim. In
her edition, this chapter covers 25 lines, 8 of which are not found in Deren-
bourg’s edition because of haplography. She explains that Derenbourg’s text is
so mutilated that it is difficult to understand if one does not have the Milan
manuscript at one’s disposal.

2 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 Bulaq edition (Cairo, 1898),
the edition by ‘Abd al-Salam Hariin (1966-1977) and the edition by Muham-
mad Kazim al-Bakka’ (Beirut, 2015). Commercial editions of the Kitab regularly
appear. See for example the edition by Emile Badi‘ Ya'qub (Beirut, 2009) or
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Muhammad Fawzi Hamza (Cairo, 2015). Ya‘qiib 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 iden-
tifications of the poetical verses. As for Hamza, he simply reproduced Bulaqg’s
edition and added in the margins a selection taken from two different com-
mentaries.

I

il.

1ii.

iv.

The edition of Hartwig Derenbourg (Paris, 1881-1889). This edition is
based on four main 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. C covers only the first part and L was only available to Deren-
bourg when he was working on the second part of the Kitab (Derenbourg
1881-1887:xiii). I will not mention C here, since the chapters I will study
are in the second part of the Kitab. Derenbourg used other manuscripts
but they contain no variant reading in the three chapters I will study
here.

The manuscript that Derenbourg calls A (= Humbert: Ca) is an 18th-
century copy made on a descendant of an autograph of al-Zamahsar1
(d. 538/1144). This descendant (= Humbert 2C), dated 647/1249 was prob-
ably discovered in Cairo in the 18th 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).

Manuscript B (= Humbert: 4G) is dated 1138/1725-1726. This late copy
carries many mistakes. B = 4G = Saint Petersburg, Institute of Oriental
Manuscripts (Akademija Nauk) C-272. See Humbert (1995:197).

Manuscript L (= Humbert: 20) is dated 629/1232. It contains the recen-
sion of ’Abu ‘Abdallah Muhammad ibn Yahya al-Rabahi (d. 358/969). L =
20 = Escorial, Biblioteca del Real Monasterio de San Lorenzo, ar. 1. See
Humbert (1995:275-279).

The edition of Kabir al-Din ’Ahmad (Kolkata, 1887). The editor does not
mention which manuscripts he worked on. This edition is partly prin-
ceps 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, n. 1).

The Balaq edition (Cairo, 1898) has exactly the same text as that of Deren-
bourg, no manuscript was collated. It only adds some marginal glosses
from al-Sirafi and al-Santamari (Humbert 1995:30).

Haran’s edition (Cairo, 1966-1977) is eclectic. He used Derenbourg’s edi-
tion as the basis of his edition and collated two different manuscripts that
are late: Dar al-Kutub Nahw Mim 65 (probably from the 18th century =
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Humbert: v8), Dar al-Kutub Nahw 141 (dated 1139/1726—1727 = Derenbourg:
G = Humbert v6). Humbert has not consulted these two manuscripts. See
Humbert (1995:196).

v.  The edition of al-Bakka’ (Beirut, 2015) is based on Bagdad "Awqaf 1351
(dated 1202 according to al-Bakka’ and 1204/1789-1790 according to Hum-
bert = Humbert vio). Al-Bakka’ says that he has collated Mawsil 6184 Sa’ig
14/11 as well as Harun’s and Bilaqg’s editions. Humbert has not consulted
Bagdad ’Awqaf 1351 and she does not mention the existence of Mawsil
6184 S&ig 14/11. She mentions Sa’ig 252 (= v13), which she believes to be
the same manuscript (personal communication, June 8, 2017). See Hum-
bert (1995:196).

In the end, it seems that Derenbourg remains the best critical edition, based on

an excellent manuscript (A = Ca). In my edition, I will collate only the editions

of Derenbourg, Kolkata and al-Bakka’, since they are completely independent
from one another. However, as I will show in the footnotes to the chapters
edited by me, Kolkata and al-Bakka’ are full of typos and they have either no
critical apparatus (Kolkata) or only an extremely basic one (al-Bakka’). In my
study, I will only compare X 56 Sup. with what Derenbourg has collated from
A, Band L.

3 Survey of Three Chapters: Numerals and Doubled Verbs

In order to check the quality of Ambrosiana X 56 Sup., I decided to begin with

three chapters. The first one, 412 on numerals, was a natural choice, since I stud-

ied it in great detail for my Ph.D. dissertation (Druel 2012), the second and third
ones, 408 and 409 on geminated verbs, were a suggestion from Michael Carter,
who said that these two chapters were quite obscure and maybe the manuscript
would shed a new light on them.

[ will use the following reference system:

— A, B, L for the three main manuscripts used by Derenbourg (= Humbert: Ca,
4G and 20).

— Kolkata for the Kolkata edition by Kabir al-Din ’Ahmad in 1887.

— Bakka’ will refer to the Beirut edition by al-Bakka’ in 2015. Any discrepancy
mentioned by al-Bakka’ between Bagdad ’Awqaf 1351 used as the base (=
Humbert: vio) and Mawsil 6184 Sa’ig 14/11 (= Humbert: v13?) will be men-
tioned.

— Iwill follow Humbert and call M1 the first hand in Ambrosiana (5th/11th cen-
tury?) and Mz the corrector (715/1315).
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3.1 Results of the Collation

There are 127 cases where either M1, M2, A, B and/or L has a different reading
(although collated in the notes, the 66 additional cases where Kolkata and/or
al-Bakka’ have a different reading from all other versions are not taken into con-
sideration here because they are actually of poor quality and most of the cases
seem to be typos, as will appear in the notes). In 78 cases (60% of these 127
cases), M1 and M2 disagree. In the other 44 cases (40 %), M1 and M2 agree, but
there are discrepancies between the other readings, A, B or L (between A and
B in 28 cases; between A and L in 28 cases; between B and L in 5 cases). Here
are the details of these cases.

Cases where M1 is opposed to M2: 78 cases (60 % of 127 cases)
— Mivs Mz, A, B, L: 65 cases

— Mi, Avs M2, B, L: 4 cases

— My, A, B, L vs M2: 4 cases

— My, A, Bvs M2, L: 1 case

— Mivs Mz, B, L vs A: 2 cases

— MivsMz2, Avs B, L:1case

— MivsM2vs A, B, L:1case

Cases where M1 and M2 have the same readings, different from the others: 44
cases (40 % of 127 cases)

— M1, M2vs A, B, L: 22 cases

Mi, M2, B, L vs A: 15 cases

Mi, M2, A vs B, L: 3 cases

Mi, M2, A, L vs B: 2 cases

Mi, M2, A, Bvs L: 1 case

Mi, M2, Bvs A vs L:1 case

There are 5 cases where it is difficult to decide and the Ambrosiana manuscript
should be directly consulted.

Conclusion: A carries some original readings (in 18 cases it differs from all
the other versions), but most of these original readings are of poor quality. B
and L are highly dependent on A, although they still differ from it in 28 cases
out of 127. B and L are very dependent on one another, and only differ in 5 cases.
In 92 cases, 72% of all cases, A, B and L agree. M1 and A contain the two fur-
thest versions, they differ in 107 cases (84 % of all 127 variant cases). M2, which
is an attempt to align M1 on the Rabahi recension (represented here by L), still
differs from L in 33 cases. It also differs from the Zamahsari recension (repre-
sented here by A) in 50 cases.
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On the basis of these three chapters, we can say that M1 originally contained
a very different version from both the Zamahsar1 and the Rabahi recensions,
confirming what Humbert had already noted. After correction by M2, the text
partly keeps its originality against these two recensions.

3.2 Evaluation of the Variant Readings

In this section an attempt will be made to sort and evaluate the variant readings

of M1 in our three chapters, if compared with the other variants (A, B and L),

not only M2. The number refers to the footnotes in the critical edition below,

where the case is presented in detail.

— 10 cases where M1 has a probably better reading: correct conjugation 14, 15,
148; clearer teaching: 29, 98, 191; better syntax: 20, 68, 166, 168. Out of these
ten cases, only three cases are typical of M1and were not known to us before:
15, 98 and 168.

— 4 cases where M1 is easier to understand: gloss added: 53; example added: 62;
clearer syntax: 172, 194. Three of these four cases (53, 62 and 172) are known
to us only through M1.

— 1 case where M1 had a different (but today unreadable) reading at a place
where the ‘canonical’ reading is difficult: 145. All the versions collated here
have the canonical reading.

— 14 cases where M1 is more difficult to understand than the other versions:
syntactic difficulties: 1, 35, 54, 93, 100, 157, 195; grammatical explanation or
example lacking: 95, 97, 102, 149, 189, 193; anonymous poet: 125.

— 16 cases where M1 contains a ‘mistake’: repetition of a sequence of words: 136,
164, 176; syntactic mistakes: 8, 16, 39, 67, 167, 178, 181; inaccurate glosses: 37,
108; spelling mistake: 177; undue negation: 77; conjugation mistakes: 9, 121.

— 71 cases where M1 has a different reading than the other versions, with no
impact on the meaning: different grammatical examples: 2, 4, 19, 26, 32, 33,
51, 59, 69, 79, 106, 113, 118, 130, 135, 141, 143, 147, 155, 158, 160, 169, 175, 188, 192;
different verbal forms: 6, 24, 103, 14; different wording: 31, 42, 45, 56, 57, 61,
65, 71, 73, 75, 76, 80, 84, 85, 92, 1047, 109, 110, 111, 129, 138, 139, 140, 142, 146,
152, 153, 159, 162, 163, 165, 170, 171, 173, 174, 180, 183, 186, 187, 190, 196; different
authorities quoted: 116.

— 2 cases where it is difficult to decide without knowing what has been erased
by M2:122, 123.

— 1case where M2 has a better reading, different from A, B, L and M1: 81

— 1 case where M2 has suppressed a series of grammatical examples found in
A, B,Land M1: 91

— 1case where M2 has completed a verse that is incomplete in A, B, L and M1:
96.
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In order to reach the total of 127 cases, one should add to these 121 cases the 5
doubtful cases (notes 22, 52, 64, 89 and 105) plus one case (note 124) where the
text of A, B and L differ inside an addition that M2 has done to M1 (note 125).

Altogether, our harvest of ‘better’ readings is really meagre: in 3 cases, the
readings of M1 can probably be said to be better than the other versions and
original to M1, and in 3 other cases, the readings are easier to understand than
in the other versions. But in 14 cases, the readings in M1 are more difficult to
understand, and in 16 cases, they are erroneous. In the large majority of cases
(71 cases) the readings in M1 are different from at least one of the other ver-
sions, but these differences cannot be said to be better or worse. Interestingly,
M2 brings a better reading, that was not known from the other versions.

3.3 Examples of Corrections by the 8th/i5th Collator (Mz2)

In 63r°.4, M2 has struck through six words (illa fi [-'alif wa-l-lam wa-l-alif al-
hafifa) that are found in all the versions collated here (see n. 81). The situation
here is surprising, since M2 supposedly aims at correcting the text whenever it
differs from the canonical version. Just like A, B and L, M1 actually had these
six words but M2 struck them through. As commented upon in the note, the
presence of these six words is not consistent with the grammatical teaching in
this chapter.

In 63r°.11, M2 added the words man gala halumma wa-halummi that were
not in the matn of M1 (see n. 98). All the other variants have them, however,
they could well be an example of an internal gloss that has made its way into the
text. Their implication in terms of grammatical teaching is not edge-cutting.
They add a condition to a grammatical teaching that is otherwise more gen-
eral. Based only on the evidence of the teaching, I believe it plausible that these
words are a later addition to the text.

In 71r°. 18, M2 changed the singular halihi into the dual halihima, which is
the reading of all other versions (see n. 168). The grammatical point at stake
here is the modification of the status of itnani in the compound numeral itna—
‘asar. The formulation of the sentence lam tugayyiri [-itnayni could lead the
reader to think that al-itnayni refers to both itnay and ‘asar, not to itnay, the
first part of the compound, and that the text comments the hal of both itnay
and ‘a$ar, which is not the case. It only deals with the Aal of itnani, the first part
of the compound, with does not change after coalescence.

Establishing the text of the Kitab is not an easy task because of the amount
of glosses that have entered its matn and Derenbourg’s effort to ‘clean’ the text
from these glosses has created new mistakes (Humbert 1995:41). In our three
chapters, there are a few places where we can study the issue of the glosses
(see n. 37, 91 and 108, as well as the case presented above with n. 98). In 37,
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a gloss has been added in the margin and then put between brackets. In 91,
M2 has put between brackets a passage that is found in the matn of all the col-
lated versions and that he probably considered to be an internal gloss providing
additional examples. And in 108, a passage found only in the matn of M1 was
put between brackets by M2, who probably considered it to be a gloss.

In five different places (see n. 143, 147, 155, 169, 175), M1 systematically used
the isolated forms of numerals when discussing them, i.e. the forms with an
ending ta’marbiuta between ‘three’ and ‘ten) and the masculine form for eleven,
whereas M2 changed them into the form actually used in the examples.

In one place (see n. 145), the canonical version was doubted by many gram-
marians and M1 had a different reading, which is illegible on the photo of the
manuscript at my disposal. I hope that a direct consultation of the manuscript
can reveal what the original reading was.

Lastly, it is really interesting to see how often M1 had different grammati-
cal examples (25 cases, see the list above). In most cases, it is impossible to
read the original readings in M1 because M2 has erased them and written above
them. However, their mere existence is in itself a very eloquent testimony that,
atsome point in history, the text of the Kitab was still flexible but that in 715/1315
this was not the case anymore.

4 Conclusion

M1 contains a version that greatly differs from A, the base of Derenbourg’s
edition and later editions. And even after its correction by M2, the text still
contains a good number of variant readings. This very old parchment (5th/nth
century?) is an exciting witness of the reception of the Kitab in the West of the
Arab world, in particular because it is indirectly connected to Ta‘lab, the main
‘Kufan’ opponent of al-Mubarrad. The three chapters that I have edited in this
paper have revealed interesting readings (6 out of 127), and there is little doubt
that the remaining 106 chapters contained in the Milan manuscript (along with
the Kazan folios) will bring more.

My conclusion at this point, and based on only three of the 109 chapters is
contains, is that the text of M1 and M2 cannot be said to be generally better
than Derenbourg’s edition, yet, it is imperative to check the Milan manuscript
whenever one studies a particular chapter of the Kitab in case it may contain a
rare and valuable reading.

The quest for the ‘original’ text, that has led Derenbourg to create new mis-
takes by suppressing what he considered to be glosses, is comparable to the
effort of M2 on the text of M1. What Ambrosiana X 56 Sup. points to is that
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the text of the Kitab has long been considered to be flexible, i.e., available for
editing and adaptation at the hand of the grammarians who created their own
working copies. When M2 corrects the text in 715/1315, it is clear that for him
the text is no longer flexible and that he believes an ‘original’ version exists and
can be reached.

As Humbert (1994:10) puts it, the rich manuscript tradition of Sibawayh’s
Kitab has been overlooked by modern editors and scholars. Another excep-
tional manuscript, that has not received the attention it deserves is the auto-
graph by the Andalusian grammarian ’Abu 1-Hasan ‘Ali Ibn Haraf al-Hadrami
(d. ca. 609/1212), kept in Paris, Bibliotheque nationale, arabe 6499, which con-
tains a sophisticated critical recension. Even though our understanding of Sib-
awayh’s teachings is not fully renewed at this point, at least our vision of the
richness of the textual tradition is.

Edition of Three Chapters

The following guiding principles have been used in the present edition. The
base text is that of M1, and the corrections of M2 are inserted directly into it,
with the coding explained below and a note providing a brief commentary. Any
other note, i.e. not following a correction mark in the text, indicates a discrep-
ancy within the ‘Vulgate’ itself, represented here by the agreement of Mz2, A,
B, L, Kolkata and al-Bakka’. This means that one can easily see in the text the
many cases where M2 has aligned M1 to the ‘Vulgate’, as well as any discrepancy
inside this ‘Vulgate’.

The following coding has been used for the corrections done by M2 within the
text:

words-straek-through: M2 simply struck them through.

(words put between brackets): M2 added brackets instead of striking the
words through.

deletion marks in the text: In some cases, M2 added deletion marks
above the words to delete. If one word, he added a single mark, similar
to the head of a sad —.» above the word to be deleted. When more than
one word, M2 added a mark similar to the head of a mim —» above the first
word and a reversed head of a mim on the last word. In both cases, [ have
underlined the words in my edition.
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[words erased by M2]: M2 erased them and eventually rewrote above
them.

[xxx]: erased words that are not readable anymore. The number of ‘xs’
roughly corresponds to the number of characters erased.

‘words added by M2": M2 has either added these words in the matn, either
above an erased passage, or between the lines or in the margins, and con-
sistently uses signes-de-renvoi.

[abc]-"def" thus means that M2 has erased ‘abc’ and replaced it by ‘def".

‘margins added by M2*: M2 has added these words as commentaries in
the margin, not as part of the matn. These margins are found only in the
Milan manuscript. They are either glosses or collation marks.

There are also cases where M2 has mentioned an inversion in the order of the
words by adding the word muahhar above the first word and the word muqad-
dam above the second one. In the edition, I have simply reproduced them as
in: j...ﬁ N e ,Jw  s~» which means that the expression in M1 was wa-halumma
la yaksiru and that M2 corrected it into wa-la yaksiru halumma (see below,
folio 63r°.11). Lastly, I have left in the text the paragraph markers (dara): O.

Geminated verbs: Ambrosiana 61v°.2—63v°.20 = Derenbourg chapter 408-409,
11,162.1-165.7 = Kolkata 703—707 = Bakka’ v, 237—241

M\f\ 05 ol M\j FEREA] wu\) Jed) Caeliae O Vs [2] [L61]
25355 Siialy u»ff«[ub (4] u») B

G S 136 EETL L, S5 [5] oy SU3SLE 4 ey s

1 Mz added nahwa which was missing in M1 but found in all the other versions collated here.
This nafwa makes the text of M1 smoother. Maybe this could be a witness of a less ‘polished’
text.

2 M1 had a different example from all other collated versions before its correction. Maybe it
was the verb sadda, as in al-Sirafl's commentary (x1v, 57.9).

3 Kolkata has the erroneous ingadadtu.

4 A has wa-sarartu. B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ have wa-darartu. M1 has wa-sarartu and M2 did
not correct it. Al-Sirafi's commentary (Sarh X1v, 57.9) has the example darra.

5 Kolkata has wa-tawadadna.



AMBROSIANA X 56 SUP. 143

.\a-\jca}nuﬁ uKU.a\:YS%L;j\”J.&\VPJWJJJCEJY\ Jchﬁqujb
PNIT: | DAl by @,wwa \y@,d\loﬂk
L;.—Mblzbu\‘bbu\)\’b Lga)r&jsdbja,\»\jw)\fsj,d\ b;b\ Jsﬁ.lpdm

. o

16 | ja P df QK \Jb O] ISM [10] }bj )L?‘b ﬁ) 14 Q\J\j L‘aj \-4\!) 136)1,,@}
)La‘))hadb))«a-/jls.:;) \Jj’JJ)dKL«L}LYA:YA,\J[lZ] L;JS\VLJ&u&.I\:

6 or0%g 0o oro-r o

(‘,J\a.\mau\j‘_}»)\ 14] ;;, \q),auu)}-\a.\nteu\!fjambwob[13]

o © or 0%

zoo;fu\u p%wﬂdﬂ\\.\a u‘}!u}&\: Yy dl> [15] éc‘ujp,\,lf’pj\ S|
5596 e Uion Jadl [17] 371 oum sl s wowsu\ Y p 1 Vs 16 3
LSz fwob}-\o‘{J\\}is\gpjs&\dfu\a(&r\ﬁb 1] [562] gl 22
e d s S LSV LY 3] SV oS 2, d7Y OM oS el e b
CAEL 8 4 e IO g5 el o 41 067135 [ @jsﬁjuﬂ\

6 A has the passive mujman. B, L and Bakka’ have the active mujmi%n. M1 has mujmi‘in
and M2 did not correct it. Kolkata is not vocalized.

7 According to Bakka’, Mawsil adds rahimahu Allah ta‘ala.

8 M2 added the two words ‘awla bihi that were lacking in M1 and without which the text
makes no sense. All the other versions collated here have them.

9 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ have the more correct dual kana. M1 has the singular kana and
Mz did not correct it.

10  Bakka has the obviously erroneous ‘alayhi.

11 Kolkata has wa-jtarra.

12 Kolkata has wa-nqaddi.

13 Kolkata has wa-sta‘idda wa-darra with a clear ending ‘alif magsira and superscript alif.

14 A has the bizarre form yuraddanani.

15  Vocalised yutma’innu by Derenbourg (according to A, B, L?). Bakka’ and M1 have the better
vocalization yatma’innu, which M2 did not change. Kolkata is not vocalized.

16 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka” have the more correct hadihi. M1 has hada, and M2 did not
correct this obvious grammatical mistake. Did it escape the attention of the corrector?

17  Kolkata has yaskunu.

18  Kolkata has urdudu.

19 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ do not have this al-yawm. It is not found either in al-Sirafi’s
commentary (Sarh X1v, 58.11). M1 has it and M2 did not correct it.

20 A and Bakka’ have the less correct harraku. B, L and Kolkata have harrakithu. Mi has har-
rakithu and M2 did not modify it.

21 Kolkata has only ba‘da, without the suffix pronoun.

22 Not clear. To be checked directly on the manuscript.
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23 Kolkata has fa-’in.

24 A, B, L,Kolkata and Bakka’ have tulgi. M1 has yulga and M2 did not correct it. The meaning
is the same, only that it is in the passive voice.

25  Kolkata clearly has the wrong form istagna, with an ending ‘alif magsiura and superscript
alif.

26  Aisthe only one to have the ending vocalization wa-’in taruddu ‘aruddu. There are various
possible ending vocalizations, as presented in the following chapter of the Kitab, and it is
not the point at stake here. What is at stake here is the middle vocalization.

27 Kolkata has minha, which is incorrect.

28  Kolkata has hadafta without the connecting waw.

29 A s the only one to have al-awwal instead of al-‘alif. This formulation makes no sense,
since al-awwal refers already to the first of the two consonants that will be assimilated.
What is intended is the presence of a phoneme between the first letter to be assimilated
and the alif wasl. In this case, the ‘alif wasl remains, and the first of the two consonants
takes the vowel of the second identical consonant.

30  Kolkata has hajizan.

31  Ahas yataharraku. B, L and Bakka’ have yatahawwalu. M1 had yataharraku and M2 cor-
rected it to yatahawwalu. The wording is different, but I am not sure whether one is better
than the other. The same root in yatahawwalu and hal probably pleads in favor of this verb
over yataharraku.

32 M had a different example, apparently with an ending ‘alif.

33  Bis the only one to add wa-sma‘azza after wa-qsa‘arra.

34  Kolkata clearly has wa-’in tasmay’izz ‘asmay’izz, with a ya’, which is probably only a
spelling issue of the hamza.

35  Without the addition of al-alif, the sentence is very unclear. The subject (the first al-alif)
would be very far from this new verb. Does this addition amend a difficult ‘original’ read-
ing in M1, as was the case above in note 1? All the other versions collated here have this
al-alif.

36  Kolkata has al-jarr, which makes no sense in the context here.
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37  Itisnot clear who added this marginal gloss and who put it between brackets. If we con-
sider that M2 put it between brackets, then we probably have to consider that it is M1 who
added it, as an auto-correction. It could also reflect more than two hands at work on this
manuscript. This addition is of poor interest, it does not fit with the examples dealt with
here (i.e. the cases where the ‘alif wasl is maintained after assimilation of the repeated
consonants).

38  Kolkata has kana [-harf alladi, which only makes the expression clearer.

39  Theinitial reading of M1 is not correct because al-haraka cannot be the subject of the verb
lam tugayyar. What is at stake here is not a change in the vowel added on the doubled con-
sonant, but the fact that adding this vowel will not change the morphology of the verb, i.e.
the ‘alif wasl will still be needed. All the versions collated here bear the corrected reading
of M2.

40  Kolkata does not have al-alif.

41 Kolkata has yataharrak.

42 A, BandL do not have this nafwa. Kolkata has it. Bakka” has gawluka instead of nahwa.
M1 has nahwa and Mz did not correct it.

43  Kolkata has nangadda.

44  According to Bakka’, Mawsil has banat instead of tabat.

45 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ have wa-’ida instead of this wa-’in. M1 has wa-’in and M2 did
not correct it.

46  Kolkata has yugayyar.

47  Kolkata has hada.

48  Kolkata has yataharraku.

49  Kolkata has wa-dalika gawluka.

50  Kolkata has tatagayyaru.

51  Vocalised tudarru by Derenbourg (according to A, B, L?) and by Bakka’. Kolkata is not
vocalized. M1 has an ending fatha, which M2 did not change. This point is not what is at
stake here and will be discussed at length in the next chapter, and lots of variation hap-
pens. So both forms can be regarded as equally possible here.

52  The ‘alif is unclear. To be checked directly on the manuscript.

53  The marginal addition is found only in M2, if it is really an addition by M2 and not an
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auto-correction by M. This addition is compliant with the teaching of the next chapter,
i.e. the vocalization of the Tamim forms, where the fatha is far from being the best form
(although not stated clearly).

54  Without li-annahu the text is less easy to read (less correct?) M1 is the only version not to
have it.

55  Kolkata has wa-huwa al-‘awwal.

56  Mihad adifferent particle than all the other versions, with no implication for the meaning
or for the quality of the language.

57  Muis the only text to have ja‘ala before the conjugated verb yuharrik, which is a possible
construction meaning ‘to begin to’ (see Kitab 1, 364.20). However, this construction makes
no sense here and M2 struck this word through.

58  Bakka’ has an erroneous ma after madmuman.

59  A:wa-g$a‘arra wa-tma’inna wa-sta‘idda; B, L and Kolkata: wa-tma’inni wa-sta‘iddi; Bakka™:
wa-qsa‘irriwa-tma’inni wa-sta‘iddi; M1: wa-amiddi wa-tm@inni wa-sta‘iddi; M2: wa-tma’in-
ni wa-sta‘iddi. M1 has an additional example (wa-amiddi) which M2 struck through, and
a long ‘alif in wa-tma’inni. which M2 did not correct. The additional example ‘amiddi is
already found above in 62v°.6=11, 163.9. Although it does not really add to the demonstra-
tion at this point, it is consistent with the teaching.

60  Kolkata has li-anna ma qablaha.

61 AandBakka fa-hiya ajdaru an tuftaha; B, L and Kolkata: fa-huwa ‘ajdaru ‘an yuftaha; Mu:

fa-hiya ‘ajdaru ‘an yuftaha; M2: fa-huwa ‘ajdaru ‘an yuftaha. There is no difference in the
use of the masculine or the feminine.

62 M1 had one more example, that M2 rejected by adding a superscript mark above it. This
additional example is found nowhere else.

63  Kolkata has wa-maddani with a fatha on the $adda as if the verb was in the past tense,
not the imperative.

64  The lam and its vocalization is unclear. To be checked on the manuscript.

65 A, B, L and Bakka have fa-’in. Kolkata and al-Sirafi’s commentary (Sark X1v, 61.1) have

fa-’ida. M1 also has fa-’ida and M2 did not correct it.

66  According to Bakka’, Mawsil adds rahimahu Allah ta‘ala. Kolkata adds rh.

67  The omission of alif in M1 is clearly a mistake because it misses the very point of the
demonstration, namely that the ending fatha is like a lightened ‘alif.

68  Ais the only one to have the incorrect ruddan wa-amiddan wa-gullan with tanwin.

69 L and Bakka are the only ones to add wa-amiddaha after wa-gullaha.
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70  Kolkata has gala.

71 A, B, L and Bakka’ have wa-bi-(-'alif. M1 has wa-(-alif and M2 did not correct it. No inci-
dence on meaning.

72 Kolkata has bi-I-alif wa-l-lam al-hafifa which is a clear mistake.

73  Kolkata has taharraka, which also was in M1 before correction by M2. The introduction of
the apodosis by fa’ and the passive form may reflect a higher language standard.

74  Not only has M2 corrected the form in the ductus, but he also has added the corrected
form in margin and added a collation mark. As above, in note 37, this could be the work
of more than one corrector.

75 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ have ‘aslihi. M1 has al-‘asl and M2 did not correct it.

76 A and Bakka’ have fi. B, L and Kolkata have ‘a/a. M1 has ‘a/a and M2 did not correct it.

77  This gayr is inconsistent with the teaching: the verb takes a final kasra before the article
and the wasla, because it is the base form, i.e. a Hijazi majzuim form, and there is no dif-
ference with Tamim in this. This is the rule for all verbs, including non-geminated ones.
M2 has struck this gayr through. It is found in no other version collated here.

78  Kolkata has lam tabga.

79  Mi had a different example, which has been erased by M2. All the versions collated here
have gadin.

80  Mi had a different wording. Al-Siraf’'s commentary (Sark X1v, 62.9) has a combination of
the two readings: ida jjtama‘a sakinani.

81 It is surprising that M2 has struck these words through, because all of A, B, L, Bakka” and
al-Siraft’s commentary (X1v, 62.9-10) have them. Kolkata has ‘illa fi al-alif wa-l-alif wa-(-
lam al-hafifa. If it is really the case, as al-Hal1l says, that these assimilated verbs have been
treated like ‘ayna, kayfa and sawfa, i.e. with an invariable ending fatha, then Mz2 is right
to strike these words through because these verbs would take a fatha in all cases, even
before a wasla and an article.

82  According to Bakka’, Mawsil adds rahimahu Allah ta‘ala. Kolkata adds rh.

83  Kolkata has ida.
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84 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ have saminahu. M1 has sami‘na and M2 has not corrected it.
The form sami‘nahu is probably better.

85 A, Kolkataand Bakka’ have turda. B and L have turtada. M has turtada and M2 has not cor-
rected it. Both forms have the same meaning and construction and it is not clear whether
one form is better than the other.

86 Kolkata has yutbi@hu, which makes no sense.

87 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ add here wa-mra'an. M1 does not have it and M2 has not added
it (actually, M2 has put the whole expression between brackets, which may explain why
he did not correct what was between the brackets).

88 A, B, L, Kolkata and Bakka’ have fa-atba@. M1 has wa-atba‘i and M2 has not corrected it.

89  The lam is unclear. To be checked directly on the manuscript.

9o A, B, L and Bakka’ have wa-kama. Kolkata has only kama.

91  The text that M2 has put between brackets is found in the matn of A, B, L, Kolkata and
Bakka’, with the variants described above. It could be that M2 considered it to be an added
gloss.

92 A, B, L and Bakka’ have ibnimin wa-bnumun wa-bnaman. Kolkata has ibnimin ibnumun
ibnaman. Mt has ibnumun wa-bnimin wa-bnaman and M2 did not correct it.

93  Midid not have the expression ‘ala halihi, which is found in all the versions collated here.
Mz has added it. Without it, the sentence is less clear in M. Just like in notes 1 and 35
above, this could be a trace of a less “polished” original text.

94  Kolkata has only one dot under the ya’, which is probably a typo, not to be read bi-jalihi.

95 The addition of ka-ayna by M2, which is found in all the versions collated here, makes the
text clearer by providing an example. See notes 1, 35 and 93 above for other cases where
M2 makes M1 easier to read.

96 M2 has completed the verse in the margin, but this addition is not found in the other
versions collated here.

97 A, Kolkata and Bakka have wa-la yaksiru halumma. B and L have wa-la taksiru halumma.
M1 has wa-halumma la yaksiru and M2 has corrected it into wa-la yaksiru halumma by
adding the two words muwahhar and mugaddam above the expression. The wording of M1
should probably be read in the passive wa-halumma la yuksaru, since M1 does not contain
the following example added by Mz. This could once more be considered a less polished
reading in M1.

98  All the versions collated here have the expression man gala halumma wa-halummi, that
M2 added to M1. It modifies the text by adding a condition to the impossibility of an end-
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ing kasra in halumma, whereas M1 teaches that this impossibility is absolute, for some
speakers, and that they always treat ~alumma like ruwayda, i.e. not like an assimilated
verb. Could this addition by M2 actually reflect a gloss that was absent in M1?

99  Kolkata has yaji.

100 Unlike all the collated versions, M1 has wa-{a, which seems to be introducing a new argu-
ment. The suppression of this waw makes the text smoother since what follows is not a
new argument but an example.

101 Kolkata has two dots below the ya’, which are probably a typo, not intended to be read

fatayya.

102 Mz, just like all the other versions, explicitly adds the example of ruwayda instead of a
mere pronoun. This change makes the text easier to follow.

103 BandL are the only ones to have mujma%n. Kolkata is not vocalized.

104 Mihad a different word. All other versions have taskun. The original word may be readable
directly on the manuscript.

105 The walif is unreadable. To be checked directly on the manuscript.

106 M1 had a different example. The original word is unreadable. It could be either wadadna
or sadadna, according to the examples found above in the text. All other versions have
radadna.

107 Kolkata has ‘ala with an ending ‘alif magstira and a superscript ‘alif, which is clearly a
typo.

108 This gloss was inserted here in the text in Mz, although it does not relate to the topic at
stake here. M2 has put it between brackets.

109 A and Bakka’ are the only ones to have wa-/a.

110 Mz has the definite li-l-amr, which M2 corrected into li-‘amrin. The difference is insignifi-
cant.
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111 B, L and Kolkata have fa-lam.

112 Kolkata has al-muda‘af.

113 Again, M1 had a different example, probably wadadtu, which M2 corrected into radadtu,
which is the reading in all the other versions collated here.

114 Bhas yubna.

115 According to Bakka’, Mawsil adds rahimahu Allah ta‘ala.

116 Mz has added a deletion mark above wa-gayruhu, which was in Mi. This wa-gayruhu is
also found in al-Sirafi’'s commentary (Sarh X1v, 64.4).

117 Kolkata vocalized ruddana.

118 Mi probably had two examples here and M1 has erased the second one and replaced by a
large ending ¢@’ of the first example.

119 Kolkata has the strange yajalithu. We would have at least expected a marfii‘ form.

120 Kolkata has the obviously erroneous wa-lamma.

121 Kolkata is the only one to have the erroneous final nin that was in M1 before Mz struck it
through.

122 Mz has erased the two ending letters. The original reading of M1 is not clear.

123 Mz2 has erased a letter. The original reading of M1 is not clear.

124 A, B, L and Bakka omit wa-Auwa.

125 Kolkata has gala Ibn *"Umm Sahib. M1 did not mention the name of the poet. Maybe this is
a sign of an earlier, less explicit version of the text.

126 Kolkata has an erroneous ya’ instead of the ba’.

127 Kolkata has al-agwam.

128 Kolkata has zaninu.

129 Mz has put deletion marks above the expression wa-mitluhu gawl al-rajiz, which is found
only in My, and added wa-qala, which is the reading all other versions contain.
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130 A has naskii; B has yaskis; L, Kolkata, Bakka’ and al-Sirafi’s commentary (Sark X1v, 65.6)
have taski (Kolkata even has an ending ‘a/if as in plural verbs). M1 has yaskiz and M2 has
not corrected it.

131 Kolkata has only ~ada without the waw.

132 Kolkata has taga‘u.

133 Kolkata has li-[-‘adad.

134 Kolkata has jawazat.

135 M did not have this lahu. All the versions collated here have it, and M2 added it to the
text. It is not found in al-Sirafr’s commentary (Sark X1v, 116.7).

136 M1 has struck through these words that are repeated in Mi, probably due to the similarity
between the words tabayyana and banin. It is surprising that M1 did not correct himself,
considering that the text stops abruptly (allati hiya ‘alama) before continuing with the cor-
rect text. If M1 had noticed the error, why didn't he erase the passage and rewrite over it?

137 Kolkata has ‘aw hamsatu.

138 M2 has added da and a collation mark in the margin.

139 A, B, L, Bakka and Kolkata have wa-’in. M1 had fa-%ida which M2 corrected into fa-in.

140 A, B and Bakka’ have the plural. L and Kolkata have a singular. M1 had a plural, which M2
corrected it into a singular.

141 Mz is the only one to have this lahu and M2 did not correct it. A, B, L, Bakka’ and Kolkata
do not have it.

142 Mz is the only version that did not have hada but only da. M2 has added the ha’.

143 Mt had the form al-‘asara which M2 corrected into al-‘asr. It is consistent with the exam-
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ples dealt with here to use the form @sr, since the text is dealing with feminine counted
objects. But it is more common to use the forms with a t@’ marbita when referring to
numerals in isolation. In the end, both forms can be accounted for and none is better
than the other.

144 Kolkata has the incorrect jamalan.

145 Mz has erased the word that was initially found in M1 and replaced it by ‘alif, which is
the reading found in all the versions collated here. According to al-Sirafi in his commen-
tary (Sarh X1v, 119.14-120.2), some people thought that the expression laysa fi ‘asar ‘alif
was a mistake and that what was intended was laysa fi ‘asar ha’ (i.e. ta’ marbuta). Al-Sirafi
comments by saying that Sibawayhi intends here to correct the erroneous dialectal forms
such as ahada—‘asar, with a long alif. M1 had another reading, which is unfortunately
lost.

146 A, Bakka’ and al-Sirafl's commentary (X1v, 117.6) have harfani. B, L and Kolkata have
ismani. M1 had harfani, which M2 corrected into ismani. It is common to find harf in the
meaning of ism, so in the end it is difficult to prefer one reading over the other.

147 Asabove in note 143, one might assume that M1 intended the isolated form ‘asara before
coalescence in the compound numeral, whereas M2 corrected it in the actual form -‘a$ar,
after coalescence, which is the reading of all the collated versions.

148 A and Bakka have the plural yugayyiri. B, L and Kolkata have the singular. M1 also has
the singular, to be read in the passive. The plural would imply an active form meaning
‘they.

149 The addition of ahad by M2 makes the text easier to follow. All the other versions have it.

150 Kolkata has min.

151 Kolkata omits this gayr, which is a clear misunderstanding of the text (or simply a
typo).

152 In our three chapters, haytu (6 times) and hina (twice) are apparently interchangeable. In
addition to these eight cases, we see here that M2 replaces haytu in M1 by hina, which is
the reading of all the other versions. And in another case, see note 180, M1 and M2 agree
on haytu against most of the versions, that have Aina.

153 Ma2replaces the expression al-idda lam tujawiz by al-‘adad lam yujawiz, which is the read-
ing of all the other versions. In this chapter, adad is found 5 other times, and ‘idda, also 5
other times, both words being eventually associated with the verb jawaza.

154 Kolkata has wa-’ida.

155 Same kind of correction as described in notes 143 and 147. When mentioning the form
alone, M1 systematically prefers the isolated form with ¢ta@’ marbuta rather than the forms
that actually appear in the examples discussed.

156 Bakka has fa-zadu ‘ahadan where the initial waw and ‘alif in wahid were confused with
the plural mark in the verb.
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157 The omission of the expression ka-annama qulta in M1 makes the text difficult to follow,
if not incorrect.

158 M1 had a different example from all the versions collated here. Unfortunately, M2 has
erased it and the original word is not readable any more. In his commentary, al-Sirafi (Sarh
X1V, 119.4) has the same example, nabiga.

159 Mireplaced ka-‘annaka by ka-annama, which is the reading of all the other versions. Both
forms are found in our chapters.

160 Same case as presented in note 158. In his commentary, al-Sirafi (Sarh x1v, 119.5) has the
same example, tamra.

161 Kolkata has the erroneous form Aumani.

162 A and Bakka’ have munfaridatan. B, L and Kolkata have mufradatan. M1 had munfaridatan,
which M2 corrected into mufradatan. Both mufrad and munfarid are used once each in
the lines above in the same meaning of ‘singular’.

163 A, B, L and Kolkata have wa-’in and Bakka’ has fa-’in. M1 has fa-’in, which M2 did not cor-
rect.

164 Mz has struck through these words, which are repeated in M1, with no apparent explana-
tion.

165 A, B, L, Bakka’ and Kolkata have wa-’inna. M1 has fa-’inna, which M2 did not correct.

166 A has the incorrect itna.

167 A, B, L, Bakka’ and Kolkata have the singular lam tugayyir. M1 has a plural, which M2 did
not correct. This plural makes no sense here, since the whole sentence is constructed in
the singular (2nd pers. masc.), not the plural.

168 M2 has corrected the singular of M1 into a dual, which is the reading of all the other
versions. However, the singular makes more sense here, since the text comments what
happens to itnani, not to asar.

169 Same correction as described above in notes 143, 147 and 155.

170 Mz changes the construction of the expression in order to align it on the other versions,
without any incidence on the quality of the text.

171 A and Bakka’ have harf i'rab, without the article.

172 Mz has inserted a deletion mark above haluhu. The text was actually easier to follow in
M.

173 This mais not found in A, B, L and Bakka’. It is found only in Kolkata. M1 has it and M2 did
not correct it.
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M corrected “ida by ’in. Above, see note 139, it was the other way round. Altogether, %ida is

found 18 times and ’in 15 times in our three chapters in equivalent conditional construc-
tions, so that one cannot be said to be preferable to the other.

Justlike in the four cases above (see notes 143, 147, 155 and 169), M2 corrects the masculine
form of M1 into the feminine form which is discussed here. M2 has the same reading of all
the other versions collated.

Kolkata has the incorrect tinta. Apparently, M1 had the same form itnata ‘asira twice. M2
has erased the wasla in the first occurrence, turning the example into tinta asira, which
is present in all the other versions.

M2 had a missing ta’ in the word itnatay.

M2 has corrected the plural form of M1 into a singular. The plural makes no sense, since
the whole sentence is constructed in the singular. See above, note 167. Did M2 forget to
correct this plural form above?

Kolkata has itnatayni.

A, B, L and Bakka’ have hina. Kolkata is the only one to have saytu. M1 has haytu and M2
did not correct it. See above, note 152.

The omission of ‘ala in M1 is clearly a mistake. The sentence makes no sense without it.
All the other versions have it.

Kolkata has the obvious typo al-dikr.

A, B, L and Bakka’ have fa-nafiwu hada. Kolkata has wa-nahwu hada. M1 has wa-nahwu da
and Mz did not correct it. No reading can really be said to be better than the others.
Kolkata has the erroneous arada.

Kolkata has al-harf alladt al-awwal.

A has lam yujawiz. And Kolkata has lam yatajawaz.

M2 corrected the expression fa-min dalika by wa-dalika, which is found in all the other
versions. None can be said to be better.

Same correction as above, see note 135.

M did not have ‘abdan, which is found in all the other versions. Without it, the example
is still understandable, although less clear.
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190 A has lam yujawiz. Kolkata has lam yatajawaz.

191 A has bayna ’ihda wa-talatina, which makes no sense, instead of bada ihda wa-tintayni.

192 Miis the only one who has this lahu and M2 did not correct it. See the opposite situation
above, in notes 135 and 188.
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195 Midid not have this ma, the addition of which is maybe slightly better grammatically. All
the other versions have it.

196 Mz corrected fi by min, which is the reading found in all the other versions. None can be

said to be better than the other.
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