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PROPHETIC ELOQUENCE AS LINGUISTIC PRECEDENT:
ARABIC AND THE PHILOLOGY OF HADITH IN THE 2"P/8™ CENTURY

ABSTRACT

Despite a near-universal acknowledgement of the Prophet Muhammad’s supreme
eloquence in the Islamic tradition, kadith (his recorded speech and deeds) is largely absent from
the earliest discussions of Arabic grammar. The standard explanation for this absence, forwarded
by the 8th/14th century grammarian Abt Hayyan al-Gharnati, is that early grammarians were
concerned about kadith’s linguistic integrity since it was transmitted non-verbatim, often by non-
Arabs. In this dissertation, | show that this explanation is insufficient and anachronistic; it back
projects critical considerations of hadith transmission that crystallized centuries after the earliest
works on Arabic grammar were written. | offer an alternative thesis: that hadith s association
with urban scholars kept it out of discussions of Arabic grammar in the 2nd/8th century, which
revolved around the natural speech of semi-nomadic Arab tribes. To support this, I first show
that concerns expressed about the philology of hadith transmission applied equally to poetry and
the recitations (gira ‘at) of the Qur’an. I then show that the primary goal of Arabic philologists at
the time was to record the speech of those semi-nomadic Arabs whose language had not been
corrupted by contact with non-Arabs because they believed their speech best exemplified the
linguistic environment of the Qur’an’s revelation. Finally, I show that the process of
legitimation, based on contact with other scholars and the nature of data collection, differed in
the fields of Arabic philology and hadith transmission/Islamic jurisprudence to such an extent
that one could not readily accept the data of the other based on the other’s terms alone. Further,

we find that concerns about linguistic fidelity in oral transmission were not as significant as they



were in later centuries, that the linguistic reality of this transmitted material was more variable
than previously assumed, and that there was a concerted effort beginning at the end of the

2nd/8th century to legitimate the Arabic of the Prophet and put it to use in exegetical and legal

contexts.



To my mother and father.

You taught me to love my mind and myself.
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INTRODUCTION

In the mid-2"Y/8™ century, the historian and biographer Ibn Ishaq (d. 151/767) recorded*
the following hadith (statement or action) of the Prophet Muhammad: “I am the clearest speaker
from among you (ana a rabukum); 1 am from the Quraysh and was breastfed by the Banti Sa‘d
ibn Bakr.” The phrase “a rabukum” has multiple interpretations; it could refer to clear speech
and/or carry ethnic connotations. It is etymologically related to ‘arab, which during the 2"%/8""
century primarily referred to the semi-nomadic inhabitants of the Arabian Peninsula and some of
its surrounding regions, those simply called the “ ‘arab.” It also signifies “clear speech” in
general, which was considered an intrinsic trait of the ‘arab in the first centuries of Islamic
history. By the mid-2"%/8™ century, the verb a ‘raba had taken on the meaning in the field of
Arabic grammar of “to add case endings.” It is difficult to determine what this statement would
have meant to the Prophet’s Arabic speaking audience in the 15/7" century. Its meaning in the
2"/8t century is much clearer: The Prophet was an eloquent speaker of ‘Arabiyyah, the Arabic

of the semi-nomadic tribes of the Peninsula and lower Mesopotamia. This is supported by the

! Quoted in Ibn Hisham’s (d. 218/833) recension of Ibn Ishaq’s work; Ibn Hisham, Abi Muhammad ‘Abd al-Malik,
al-Sirah al-nabawiyyah, ed. Mustafa al-Saqa, Ibrahim al-Abyari, and ‘Abd al-Hafiz al-Shibli (Cairo: Maktabat wa-
Matba ‘at Mustafa al-Babi1 al-Halabi wa-Awladuhu bi-Misr, 1375 A.H. [1955]), 1:167. twa il Jsuy OS5 13l o) JE
S8 O e g (A o il 5 o8 Ul S e | Ul iaglanal s alu s 4gle 4



emergence of variations in the following centuries that replaced “a rab” with “afsah” (most

eloquent).?

Todays, it is taken for granted in many circles that the Prophet’s speech represents an
eloquence in Arabic second only to the Qur’an. There are collections of iadiths devoted to his
eloquence® and modern works on Arabic grammar and eloquence prominently feature hadith.*
For all intents and purposes, from a modern Muslim perspective the quality of the speech of the
Prophet Muhammad-—on a phonetic, morphological, syntactical, rhetorical, and allegorical
level—is unquestionable. It is a perspective as linguistically prescriptive as linguistic
prescriptivism gets. But if there is one thing modern linguistics has taught us, it’s that linguistic
prescriptivism is not a good way to describe language. Leaving aside aesthetic, literary, and even
legal considerations implicit in the kadith quoted above, in order to answer the question if the
hadith corpus represents the Arabic spoken by the inhabitants of Mecca and Medina circa 1%7%
century we would need to consult the earliest attested speech of the ‘arab, which is found in a
handful of philological works from the 2"%/8™ century. But here we have a problem: in a
surprisingly large (for the time) corpus of linguistic data we find very little zadith cited for
anything other than lexicographical purposes. It does not seem, then, that 2"%/8™" century
philologians were interested in demonstrating that the Prophet was a “clearer/more eloquent

speaker” (i.e., a rab, afsah) than his peers.

2 For a review of variants over the centuries, see Hasan ‘Abd al-Majid ‘Abbas al-Sha‘ir, ‘Hadith rasiil Allah: ana
afsah al-‘arab bayda anni min Qurays’ sanaduhu wa-riwayatuhu wa-ra’y al-"ulama’ fihi,” Majallat al-lughah al-
‘arabiyyah qa adabiha vol. 1, no. 18 (2013): 157-74.

3 A modern classic: Mustafa Sadiq al-Rafi‘1, I jaz al-Qur’an wa-l-balaghah al-nabawiyyah (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-
‘Arabi, 1973).

4 *Alf al-Jarim and Mustafa Amin, al-Baldghah al-wadihah (Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 2010), passim. (n.b., first
printed in 1931, still a standard textbook on Arabic rhetoric for high school and college).



This contradiction inherent in the fact that the Prophet was considered supremely
eloquent, yet his speech was not regularly cited by philologians has attracted the attention of
many scholars. It was first commented upon in the 7""/13" century by the philologian and
historian Ibn al-Da’i* (d. 680/1282) and his student Abii Hayyan al-AndaliisT® (d. 745/1344), who
alleged unequivocally that none of the early scholars studying the grammar of ‘Arabiyyah cited
hadith. The reason for this, according to these two, is that these scholars were concerned that the
oral transmission of hadith, often by Persians, had corrupted its linguistic content; it thus no
longer attested to the ‘Arabiyyah of the Prophet or his linguistic milieu. But this reasoning was
soon recognized as problematic, and a variety of rejoinders have been advanced in the centuries
since. Prior to the 20" century, no one claimed that early scholars cited hadith for grammatical
purposes. Rather, some of those arguing against Abii Hayyan claimed that the citation of hadith
later became permissible after the corpus had been authenticated; others argued that sadith of
high rhetorical or unique linguistic quality were more likely to have been transmitted verbatim
and could thus be quoted. In the 20" century, scholars began discovering unattributed hadiths in
early grammar works like Stbawayhi’s Kit@h® and newly rediscovered works like Farra’’s
Ma ‘ani I-Qur’an.” Some pointed out that poetry and the gira 'at (variant readings/recitations of
the Qur’an) were transmitted by Persians as well, predominantly orally and often non-verbatim.
Indeed, while the meter of the former and the (mostly) fixed consonantal script of the latter
ensured a fair amount of fidelity in transmission, the reality was that the extent of variation and

the prevalence of forgery at the time made establishing a poetic or Qur’anic urtext extremely

5 Not to be confused with Abli Hayyan al-Tawhidi; going forward, Abti Hayyan will refer to the 8"/14™ century
Andalusian grammarian unless otherwise noted.

6 < Amr ibn ‘Uthman Sibawayhi, al-Kitab, ed. Muhammad Kazim. Bakka’ (Beirut: Dar al-Bashir, 2004).

" Yahya ibn Ziyad Farra’, Ma ‘ani al-Qur’an, ed. Ahmad Ysuf Najati and Muhammad ‘Al1 Najjar, al-Tab‘ah 2., 3
vols. vols. ([al-Qahirah]: al-Hay’ah al-Misriyah al-‘Ammah lil-Kitab, 1966).



difficult. In this dissertation, 1 will follow this line of criticism while advancing a counter-thesis
of my own: that concerns about the fidelity of transmission are back-projections and represent
hadith criticism at a later and more developed stage—rather, it was hadith s association with
urban scholarship and lack of association with the ‘arab that limited its linguistic value in the

eyes of grammarians.

In this dissertation, | will advance my counter-thesis in three chapters, after an
introduction to the problem at hand: in Chapter I1, I will compare the transmission of hadith,
Arabic poetry, and the gira at. Using descriptions of the linguistic corruption that occurred in
hadith transmission described in Khatib al-Baghdadt’s al-Kifayah fi ‘ilm al-riwayah (The
Sufficient [Guide] to Transmission), I will show that the linguistic corruption associated with
hadith was also widespread in the transmission of poetry and the gira at, demonstrating that
concerns about linguistic corruption alone were not sufficient to have excluded only zadith from
the corpus of attestable ‘Arabiyyah. Special effort will be placed on addressing the attitudes of
2"9/8t century scholars towards this linguistic integrity of this material, showing that (contrary to
the expectation of Abli Hayyan’s thesis that philologians would avoid material of questionable
transmission) grammatically significant differences in transmissions set off some of the most
important grammatical debates. In the Chapter 11, | demonstrate that the primary concern of
philologians was to align the rules they derived from the speech of the ‘arab with the material
they cited—i.e., poetry, the gira at, proverbs, hadith etc., what is commonly referred to in
classical Arabic linguistics as shawahid (sing. shahid, lit. “witness,” functionally, “proof™).
While philologians’ preoccupation with the speech of the ‘arab has been addressed by modern
scholarship, I go further to show that they exerted significant effort to reconcile the speech of the

‘arab with this material, which represented ‘Arabiyyah without counting as natural speech. The



meter of poetry alters languages natural state, and the gira at and hadith are ascribed to urban
scholars, yet all are shown to align with the standards of ‘Arabiyyah. In Chapter 1V, | show that
the acquisition of knowledge differed fundamentally for hadith scholars and philologians, to the
extent that the acquisition of hadith did not fit the pattern of legitimation familiar to philology
even if its contents could be aligned with ‘Arabiyyah. | further show that Islamic law and hadith
criticism in the 2"9/8™ century had not yet absorbed the advancements made in the field of
philology and thus did not possess the tools needed to legitimate their scholarship (and the
material they studied, i.e., hadith) on linguistic grounds. Finally, | examine hadiths that appeared
in the 3'9/9" century whose contents address the language of the Qur’an or the Arabic language

in general, marking the beginning of iadith’s entry into the world of philology.

The problem addressed by this dissertation requires an interdisciplinary answer; we are
dealing with Arabic linguistics and Islamic law, multiple scholarly traditions at the same time.
As such, there are certain critical considerations that must be accounted for. Furthermore, as we
are working in a historically remote period, our historiographical approach must be articulated as
well. In the remainder of the introduction, I shall set forth my critical approach to the problem of

hadith’s absence from early works of Arabic grammar.

Concerning the linguistic content of this dissertation, a few points must be noted. First,
we are dealing with the earliest extant stages of the study of Arabic grammar. The grammar of
formal Arabic (fuska) today or even a thousand years ago is far more standardized and
homogenous than it was during the 2"9/8" century. As such, there always lurks the danger of
back projecting the crystallized ideas of later grammarians on this time. To be sure, the works of
2"9/8t century scholars like Stbawayhi belong to the same tradition as 7"/13™" century scholars

like Ibn al-Da’i* and Abl Hayyan. However, these later scholars were working after centuries of



debate had largely crystallized the field. The idea that there were defined schools associated with
Kufa and Basra (and, later, Baghdad) that went back to the 2"Y/8™ century was accepted as truth
by these scholars. Some modern scholars have argued the early existence of these schools to be
fiction,® while others have argued that some differences described by later sources can be found
in early sources.® Whether or not there was a Kufan and Basran school in the 2"%/8" century, it
was certainly not as developed as later scholars would have it. So, when describing the positions
of 2"9/8™" century scholars using the framework of the Arabic linguistic tradition, we will avoid
comparing them to how they are portrayed in later sources if this portrayal is not reflected in an

extant work from that period.

Another area that requires care is the projection of modern linguistic concepts on the
Arabic linguistic tradition. Scholars from the 2"%/8™ century absolutely studied language in ways
that are familiar to us today. Khalil ibn Ahmad’s (d. 175/791) classification of phonetics is
incredibly accurate by today’s standards; Stbawayhi showed marked interest in speaker intent in
a way that echoes the modern study of pragmatics; Abu Zakariyya al-Farra’ (d. 207/822)
describes rules of sound change that are right at home in historical linguistics. But these scholars
only touched on certain aspects of the modern study; the overuse of terminology taken from
modern linguistics runs the danger of suggesting a linguistic more developed than would have
been possible at the time. To avoid this pitfall, in this dissertation | will make a concerted effort
to use the original Arabic terminology (with explanations) as often as possible and draw

comparisons to modern linguistics only when it further illuminates their use in the extant

8 This is Weil’s position in his introduction to Anbar?’s Insaf; Abii Barakat ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad 1bn al-
Anbari, Die Grammatischen Streitfragen Des Basrer Und Kufer, ed. Gotthold Weil (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1913).

9 Ramzi Baalbaki, “Arab Grammatical Controversies and the Extant Sources of the Second and Third Centuries
A.H.,” ed. Wadad al-Qadi, Studia Arabica et Islamica: Festschrift for 1isan ‘Abbas on His Sixtieth Birthday, n.d.,
1-26.



sources. To give a simple example, the Arabic word that best corresponds to “noun” is “ism.”
However, adjectives in Arabic are also considered “isms” (the word for adjective, “sifah,” is a
type of ism) and the Arabic linguistic tradition treats adjectives differently than English
grammar. So, when referring to a noun or adjective we must be clear that this is not a
classification native to the Arabic tradition but rather a way to make the linguistic material
comprehendible to modern readers (particularly those with little or no knowledge of Arabic). For

the sake of clarity going forward, a review of a few terms is warranted:

1) Linguistics, grammar, philology: While there is marked overlap between these terms,
they are used for distinct purposes. “Linguistics” retains its modern signification,
meaning the formal study of language (morphology, phonetics, syntax, pragmatics, etc.).
When we speak of “scholars of Arabic linguistics,” we refer to scholars who study topics
familiar to modern linguistics (not necessarily with methods familiar to modern
linguistics, as mentioned above). Our use of “grammar” is somewhat unique; in modern
usage, it generally covers morphology and syntax. However, there is a case to be made
that it should include phonetics as well.'° This meaning we intend, as it is an effective
way to separate the study of Arabic lexicography (which has always featured hadith)
from other linguistic topics (which have not). Finally, by philology, we mean the
historical-linguistic study of texts. By philologists, we mean all scholars preoccupied
with the study of ‘Arabiyyah, be it from a linguistic, rhetorical, or even literary
perspective (though, it should be mentioned, the literary criticism of the 2"%/8" century

was primarily concerned with authenticating poetry).

10 Sam Hellmuth and Ian Cushing, “Grammar and Phonology,” in The Oxford Handbook of English Grammar, ed.
Bas Aarts, Jill Bowie, and Gergana Popova (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), 504-22.



2)

3)

4)

Arabs, ‘arab, Arabic, and ‘Arabiyyah: It is essential that we differentiate between the
formal Arabic (fusha) that has served as Islam’s lingua franca for over a thousand years
and the varieties of Arabic studied by 2"Y/8™" century philologians. The former is,
generally speaking, the language of the Arabs—today, calling someone Arab is mostly
determined by if they speak Arabic. 2"9/8" century philologians called the language they
studied ‘Arabiyyah; it was the language of a generally agreed upon group of ‘arab. When
we use Arabic, we are referring the language with its vast history and innumerable
varieties spoken by the very culturally and ethnically diverse “group” of people called
Arabs. When we use ‘Arabiyyah, we refer specifically to the language studied by
philologians in the 2"Y/8™ century attributed to a defined body of ‘arab.

Shawahid, linguistic material, linguistic corpus: These terms, on the other hand, are
largely synonymous. Shawahid, the plural of shahid, is the Arabic term for “attestable
citation,” at least in philological contexts (generally, it means proof or citation). This
refers to lines of poetry, verses from the Qur’an, kadith, proverbs and direct quotations of
the speech of the ‘arab. In a very real sense, this comprised a generally agreed upon
corpus that served as the foundation upon which standardized Arabic was formed.
Fasahah: This term is usually translated as eloquence—i.e., “exercising the power of
fluent, forcible, and appropriate expression”—and | have translated it as such in this
dissertation. However, a clarification is warranted at this juncture as the meaning of
fasahah is not diachronically consistent and other Arabic words have been translated as
eloquent as well. There is significant overlap between fasik and baligh (also translated as
eloquent) in that both signify effective and admirable speech. Both the famous 8™ century

lexicographer and Khalil ibn Ahmad and Ibn Manztr (d. 711/1311) present them as



such.! However, baligh (or balaghah) is not used by early philologists and its rhetorical
connotations are later—balaghah was first used to signify the study of rhetoric centuries
later. Fasih, on the other hand, is widely used in early works of Arabic philology and is
particularly associated with the ‘arab. Khalil, for example, equates a rab with afsaj,
both signifying “eloquence.” Throughout this dissertation, the word eloquence will refer
to faszh as it was understood in the 2"9/8" century—uwhich is to say it was the effective
and natural production of clear speech but not intrinsically rhetorical (i.e., literal, non-
figurative, and straightforward speech is described as fasik if it clearly represents the
object of description using accurate ‘Arabiyyah). This is an important theme in this

dissertation, as fasahah was a prerequisite for citable speech among philologists.

The concept of language ideology from modern linguistics and anthropology figures
prominently, if not always explicitly, in this dissertation. The idea is simple: an awareness
among a given population of what language should be has a real effect on the structure of
language. The idea was originally proposed by Michael Silverstein as part of his program of
metapragmatics in the 70’s and 80’s. Since then, it has been used to analyze features of
languages from around world, from honorifics in Javanese and Zulu to praxis is U.S. law
schools. Yasir Suleiman has written broadly about the role of ideology in the Arabic linguistic
tradition with some success t00.*2 He has noted how ideologies related to genealogy (i.e., tribal
pedigree), ‘arab wisdom and cultural values, and the linguistic supremacy of the Qur’an

contributed to a remarkably homogenized language. However, Yasir’s focus is on later centuries,

11 Abii ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Khalil ibn Ahmad, Kitab Al- ‘Ayn, ed. Mahdi al-Makhziimi and Ibrahim Al-Samira’'1
(Beirut: Dar wa Maktabat al-Hilal, 1986), 8:269; Abu I-Fadl Muhammad ibn Mukarrim lbn Manzar, Lisan al- ‘arab
(Beirut: Dar Sadir, 1414), 2:544.

12 yasir Suleiman, Arabic in the Fray: Language Ideology and Cultural Politics (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press, 2013).



from the 3'9/9" century onwards and the 4"/10"-6"/12" centuries in particular; he accepts as
authentic some texts this dissertation regards with serious suspicion. Additionally, Yasir accepts
Abii Hayyan’s explanation for the absence of hadith.™ His study is grounded in the later tradition
from which this dissertation seeks to detach itself. Thus, while building on his observations
regarding the standardization of Arabic, we will restrict our investigation to the 2"%/8™ century.
This dissertation is largely a philological investigation of philologists; however, the efforts of
these philologists will be consistently contextualized within the ideological framework identified

by Suleiman.

Finally, there is an objection to our approach that must be anticipated and addressed: this
dissertation seeks to explain an absence rather than an event. It is more difficult to explain why
philologians did not cite hadith for grammatical purposes than it is to explain why jurists cited
hadith for legal purposes. Our argument requires counterfactuals (i.e., if philologians rejected
hadith on such a such principle, then we would expect to see such and such except we do not) in
order to fully explore the plausibility of Ab@i Hayyan’s thesis. So as not to limit our approach to
negative evidence, we will expend a great amount of effort on the positive, which is to say we
will focus on what legitimating factors we find in the study of Arabic linguistics and hadith to
reveal any overlap between the two. Our argument is based on the exposition of this
methodological incongruity and not simply on the absence of kadith from the study of philology

or philology from the study of hadith.

The problem this dissertation addresses is not simply a matter of hadith citation in

philological discussions. It speaks to the nature of transmission and scholarship at large in the

13 Yasir Suleiman, “Ideology, Grammar-Making, and the Standardization of Arabic,” in In the Shadow of Arabic:
The Centrality of Language to Arabic Culture, ed. Bilal Orfali (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2011).
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Islamic world during the 2"%/8" century. Most reports of scholarly activities from that time were
recorded a century or more later; extant works are few and far between. Consequentially, our
picture of scholarly activity from the time has been significantly colored by the perspectives of
later scholars, who wielded the well-developed apparatus of hadith criticism®* in their analysis of
the past. Our reevaluation speaks to a different scholarly reality in the 2"%/8™" century, one where
the texts scholars studied—nbe they historical, religious, legal, or literary—were less fixed that
previously assumed. It more clearly defines the nature of specialization at the time; while we
may describe many great scholars as polymaths, the scope of polymathy differs greatly from era
to era—for example, the philologian Khalil ibn Ahmad’s polymathy pales in comparison to Jalal
al-Din al-Suyuti’s (d. 911/1505). Most of all, it better frames the rise of kadith in Arabic and
Islamic scholarship that began in the 3'%/9™ century. So let us proceed in our attempt to, if still

incomplete, picture of Arabic and Islamic scholarship in the 2"%/8" century.

14 By this | mean the hadith manuals, biographical dictionaries, and works of jark wa-ta ‘dil (impugning and
justifying [hadith transmitters) that emerged during the 3'%/9™ and the following centuries such as Abii Muhammad
‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi, al-Jarh qa al-ta ‘dil (Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi,
1952); Abt Bakr Ahmad ibn ‘Ali Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, al-Kifayah fi ‘ilm al-riwayah (Hyderabad: Da’irat al-
Ma‘arif al- ‘Uthmaniyyah, 1357); Jalal al-Din Suyuti, Tadrib al-rawi fi sharh taqrib al-Nawawi, ed. Abil Qutaybah
Al-Farayabi (Beirut: Maktabat al-Kawthat, 1410); ‘Uthman ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman Ibn al-Sallah, Ma rifat anwa’
‘ulim al-hadith (Mugaddimat Ibn al-Sallah), ed. Nar al-Din Muhammad al-Husni “Atar (Damascus: Dar al-Fikr,
1986); Abti 1-Fadl Ahmad ibn ‘Ali Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib al-tahdhib (Hyderabad: Da’irat al-Ma arif al-Nizamiyyah,
1326).
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CHAPTER |
THE PHILOLOGY OF ORAL TRANSMISSION

1. Introduction
This chapter shows that the linguistic standards of transmission in the 2"/8" century were

not as rigid as depicted by later scholars. While we have no comprehensive contemporary view
on the matter, we can infer scholars’ attitudes- towards transmission from extant works either
from that period or distilled from later works. Fortunately, these sources provide a consistent
portrait of transmission at the time: scholars were aware of linguistic corruption due to oral
transmission yet proceeded according to the needs of their discipline. Hadith transmitters were
able to ignore such issues as long as functionality persisted. Philologians were more concerned
with how the ‘arab rendered certain phrases and lines of poetry than they were with confirming
the provenance of such ostensibly ancient material. It is natural, then, that variations of the same
material proliferated at the time; linguistic corruption was rampant in Zadith as well as poetry,
history, the gira’at etc. In the following pages, | will explore the nature of this corruption and
show that hadith was not naturally more “corruptible” than other material, particularly to an

extent that would justify its complete omission from linguistic discussions. Furthermore, 1 will
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show that scholars from the 2"9/8™" century onwards were aware of the effects of oral
transmission on the linguistic composition of the transmitted material, zadith and otherwise. This
will demonstrate that Abi Hayyan’s thesis, which posits scholars were more concerned with the
linguistic aspects of hadith transmission than other material, is untenable and requires

reevaluation.

2. Source Material of 2"%/8" Century Philology

According to the standards of linguistic attestation in the 2"%/8" century,* the speech of
the Prophet Muhammad should figure prominently in Arabic grammar. At this time, the speech
of the desert-dwelling ‘arab was the focus of study of Arabic linguistics. For Arabic
grammarians, the “ ‘arab” were those desert-dwelling tribes whose language was considered
attestable because it had not been corrupted by contact with speakers of impure Arabic or a
foreign language (e.g., Persian or Aramaic).? Those whose speech grammarians deemed most
authentic speech were not those with the most political or martial power. True, the Quraysh were
considered to have been the most eloquent of the Arabs by most scholars from the 4™/10%
century onwards.® However, the transformation of Mecca and Medina into the cosmopolitan
capitals of the Islamic world in the centuries after the Prophet’s death meant that their inhabitants

were no longer reliable linguistic informants; the sunnah of the Prophet may have been

1 As preserved by scholars after the 4th century. See Khadijah al-Hadithi, Mawqif al-nuhat min al-ihtijaj bi-1-hadith
al-sharif (Baghdad: Manshiirat Wazarat al-Thaqafah wa-I-a‘lam, 1981), 15.

2 Jalal al-Din Suyiti, al-Iqtirah fi usiil al-nahw, ed. ‘Abd al-Hakim ‘Atiyyah and ‘Ala’ al-Din ‘Atiyyah (Damascus:
Dar al-Bayriiti, 1427), 47 a¢inm (3555l slawadll e i ey 4de mingd o p2ll o38 Wl; Abil I-Husayn Ahmad Ibn Faris, al-
Sahibi fi figh al-lughah, ed. Ahmad Sagr (Cairo: Matba“at ‘Isa al-Babi al-Halabi, 1977), 26.

3 Ibn Faris, Sahibi, 28f; Jalal al-Din Suyitt, al-Muzhir fi ‘ulim al-lughah wa-anwd ‘iha (Bayriit: Dar al-Kutub al-
‘Ilmiyah, 1998), 1:166.
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preserved, but his /isan had not.* Instead, good, attestable Arabic was taken from the likes of
Thaqif, Tamim, Qays, and Hudhayl, all nomadic inhabitants of the desert.®> Their poetry and
prose were freely quoted and served as the foundation upon which the first standardized Arabic

was built, what was come to be just called ‘Arabiyyah.

The Qur’an, equally attested in works on Arabic grammar, was understood to have been
revealed in the pure ‘Arabiyyah of the eloquent tribes from the Prophet’s time.® Muslim scholars
have long debated whether the Qur’an’s ‘Arabiyyah transcended or was of the same ilk of that
spoken by its audience. But most agreed that the Qur’an was delivered in a language that was
understood by the ‘arab, albeit with superior form and style.” Thus, the speech of the ‘arab
provided the necessary hermeneutic to better understand the Qur’an on the linguistic level. Later
philologists commonly argued that the appearance of Arabic grammar as a distinct discipline was
a response to corruption of the Arabic of the Qur’an by non-native speakers.® Though the tales
surrounding the origin of Arabic grammar are likely apocryphal, the discipline’s debt to the

Qur’an and its exegesis is well-established.® As the discipline developed, it endeavored to

4bid., Muzhir, 1:212. s cael) (e ad ye | shalla 88 oyl Aad 0 sl ) 5axiy) o e shalia Al ) glas dll (Y Slaad) s puala (e Y g

> Muhammad ibn Ahmad Azhari, Tahdhib al-lughah, ed. Muhammad ’Ali al-Najjar and *Abd Allah Idris (Cairo:
Dar al-Misriyyah li-l-Ta’[if wa al-Tarjamah, 1975), 1:7; Suyiti, Muzhir, 1:211; Ramzi. Baalbakki, The Legacy of the
Kitab: Stbawayhi’s Analytical Methods within the Context of the Arabic Grammatical Theory, Studies in Semitic
Languages and Linguistics, (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 28.

6 Abli Mansiir Muhammad ibn Ahmad al-Azhari, Tahdhib al-lughah, ed. Muhammad ‘Awad Mur‘ab (Beirut: Dar
Ihya al-Turath, 2001), 1:3-5; Ibn Faris, Sahibi, 41-47.

" E.g., Ma‘'mar ibn al-Muthanna Abii ‘Ubaydah, Majaz al-Qur an, ed. Fuat Sezgin (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khanit, 1381
A.H), 1:8.

8 Kees Versteegh, The Arabic Linguistic Tradition (London; New York: Routledge, 1997), 2-3; cf. Rafael Talmon,
“Who Was the First Arab Grammarian? A New Approach to an Old Problem,” Zeitschrift Fur Arabische Linguistik,
no. 15 (1985): 128-45.

¥ C. H. M. Versteegh, Arabic Grammar and Qur’anic Exegesis in Early Islam (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1993); cf. Andrew
Rippin, “Miszellen: Studying Early Tafsir Texts,” Der Islam 72, no. 2 (1995): 310—46.
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contextualize the linguistic structure of the Qur’an according to the gira at,*° the vocal and
dialectal variations that lay within and behind the text,!* and the traditions and habits of the

Arabs and Muslims.

By the mid-2"9/8" century, several hadith were circulating in which Muhammad
proclaimed to his followers that he was “the most eloquent (afsak) of the ‘arab,”'? or even said
to have stated “I am the clearest speaker (a rab) among you.”*® These statements drew the
attention of both jurists and philologists (and many who both!). Its implications were clear: his
speech was rhetorically and grammatically faultless and should be emulated much like the rest of
his sunnah. With a few words, the Prophet’s own statement tasked scholars with explaining what
it was that separated the speech of the Prophet from that of his contemporaries. Starting in the
3"/9t century, scholars in all disciplines went out of their way to acknowledge the supreme
eloquence of the Prophet Muhammad. But it was not until the 5%/11%" - 6%/12 century that
works devoted to the linguistic superiority of the Prophet emerged, such as al-Sharif al-Radi’s (d.
406/1016) al-Majazat al-nabawiyyah (Figurative Speech of the Prophet) ** and Abii I-Baqga’ al-
‘Ukbari’s (d. 616/1219) I ‘rab al-hadith al-nabawi (Grammatical Analysis of Prophetic

Hadith);*® Mubarrad, it should also be noted, devoted the first chapter to his adab collection to

10 Baalbaki, Legacy, 5-7.

11 * Abduh al-Rajihi, al-Lahajat al- ‘arabiyyah fi al-qira at al-Qur aniyyah (Alexandria: Dar al-Ma ‘rifah al-
Jami‘iyyah, 1996), 73-94.

2. Sha‘ir, “Hadith al-rasiil,” 157-74.

13 Isma‘1l ibn ‘Umar Ibn Kathir, al-Bidayah wa-\-nihayah (Cairo: Dar al-Fikr al-*Arabi, 1982), 2:277; Muhammad
Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat al-kubra, ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata (Bayrut: Dar al-Kutub al- ‘Tlmiyyah, 1990), 1:91.

14 Abii 1-Hasan Muhammad ibn al-Husayn al-Sharif al-Radi, al-Majazat al-nabawiyyah, ed. Karim Sayyid
Muhammad Mahmiid (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Tlmiyyah, 2007).

15 Abii 1-Baga’ ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Husayn al-‘Ukbari, I va@b al-hadith al-nabawi, ed. ‘Abd Allah Nabhan (Damascus:
Matba‘at Majma“ al-Lughah al-*Arabiyyah, 1986).
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hadith of the Prophet and his companions.® Prior, discussions of the Prophet’s speech primarily
treated its place in the history of Arabic.!” Various theories were put forward, some arguing that
Muhammad had resurrected an ancient form of Arabic first spoken by Isma‘il, whereas others
pulled the Prophet’s speech into the folklore of Arab ethnogenesis arguing that he belonged to a
long line of autochthonous Arabs (‘arab ‘aribah) who preserved the pure Arabic language.'® At
any rate, it was agreed that the Arabic spoken by the Prophet was a level beyond the other
varieties of his time. From this, it should follow that any speech attributed to the Prophet

Muhammad is attestable material for the standardization of the Arabic language.

Yet, by no account does frequency of hadith citations in grammatical contexts reflect this
attitude. Muhammad’s speech belongs taxonomically to the varieties of attestable Arabic, but
poetry and the speech of anonymous Arab informants were a far more common source for
grammatic proofs during the early stages of Arabic grammar. It is important to note at this point
that Muhammad’s speech played a significant role in establishing the lexicon of the Arabic
language and was used to clarify the meaning of words in both the Qur’an and in poetry. But
what should have been a grammatical paragon was only infrequently encountered in the context
of grammar. For example, in al-Khalil ibn al-Ahmad’s dictionary, the Kitab al- ‘Ayn, there are
428 hadith cited'® whereas in Sibawayhi’s (d. 180/796) work on grammar, the Kitab, there are

only around a dozen.?° Khalil was Sibawayhi’s teacher, and both originated from Basra; the only

16 Muhammad ibn Yazid Mubarrad, al-Kamil fi [-lughah wa-l-adab, ed. Muhammad Abi 1-Fadl Ibrahim (Cairo: Dar
al-Fikr al-‘Arabi, 1417), 1:7f.

17 Suyiiti, Muzhir, 1:209 ff.
18 1pjid., 1:28-34.

19 Ramzi Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition: From the 2nd/8th to the 12th/18th Century (Leiden: Brill,
2014), 72.

20 Haditht, Mawgif, 50-78.
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difference between the two works, and it is a large difference, is that one is a work of
lexicography and the other a work of grammar. So, why was the Prophet’s speech employed
regularly in lexicography but scarcely in grammar during the 2"Y/8™ century? This discrepancy

caught the attention of scholars long before the modern era.

3. Scholarship on Hadith Citation in Grammar Since the 7/13" Century
The first to openly address the paucity of hadith citations in classical works of grammar
were Andalusian scholars Ibn al-Da’i" al-Ishbili (d. 680/1281) and his student Abii Hayyan al-
Gharnati (d. 654/1344).%! The former’s conclusion that “the first Imams [of grammar], like

9922 was

Sibawayhi and others, [had foregone] the citation of hadith to establish linguistic [norms]
too absolute. There are instances of hadith citation in Stbawayhi’s Kitab and the works of his
contemporaries.?® But these are very few and far between and are often not identified as hadith.?*
Ibn al-Da’i* and Abti Hayyan took up the topic of hadith citation in response to Ibn Malik (d.
672/1274), who they said broke from tradition by citing kadith frequently to demonstrate the
rules of Arabic grammar. These two scholars argued that Ibn Malik was wrong for using hadith
in this manner as it did not qualify as attestable Arabic. The process of transmission had altered it

to the point that one could no longer say that it was a reliable representation of the Prophet’s

speech, linguistically speaking. Transmitters allowed the transmission of its semantic equivalent

2L |bid., 15f.; Mahmid Fajjal, Irtikaz al-fikr al-nahwt ‘ala I-hadith wa-1-athar fi Kitab Sibawayhi (al-Riyad: M.
Fajjal, 1430), 76f.

2Fajjal, Irtikaz, 45. Cusaly Bl ) e eVl e 5 4 sl Al d 5

23 ¢Abd al-Jabbar ‘Alwan Naylah, al-Shawahid wa-\-istishhad fi I-nahw (Baghdad: Matba‘ah Zahrah, 1976), 322—
33; Hadithi, Mawgqif, 42-86.

24 Fajjal, Irtikaz, 89-92; Hadtthi, Mawqif, 78.
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(ma ‘na), which is to say that the word order, case endings, and even whole words were altered as

the Prophet’s speech was passed along. Abii Hayyan states his thesis thus:

You know that [the Prophet], peace upon him, did
not speak the exact words [of the above
examples]. It cannot be said with certainty that he
even said some of them, since it is possible that he
used a different word for some of these words as
well as others and the transmitters used a
synonym instead of his exact wording, as the
meaning [of his speech and not the wording] was
what was sought. This was particularly so because
of the prevalence of audition and the absence of
correcting and setting down the speech with
writing, and the reliance on memory. And another
thing, a lot of grammatical errors befell what was
transmitted of hadith because many transmitters
were non-Arabs and rather learned Arabic through
the study of the artifice of grammar. They often
spoke grammatical errors without knowing, and
thus non-eloquent Arabic occurred in their speech
and transmissions.

o8 gaans il o ol e ) Lom Uiy e
Usdl JU8 adf Jaing 3 Lgwany JB 4y o 3o Y o oJalaly)
il al g ol yally 315l ol cla yue o LY s3] ol 4
o Lanad) a0l o Lawa g e slhaall ga Jimall 3) caadly

r U e dall e JISY) g Sl Ledasia e
Oe 1588 OY Cunall (e (555 Lad 1 58S Galll o 5
ol glad g salaty g caalalls Coje e | SIS 31

By salay Vet 5 agadS (& alll 188 ¢ saill deliay

25 s pall Gl (e ranadll e agill )5 agadlS 3 ad s

The main issue for AbG Hayyan is that the linguistic integrity of hadith had been altered

by al-riwayah bi-I-ma ‘na. The term literally means “transmission of to the meaning.” It is

usually put in opposition of al-riwayah bi-1-lafz, which translates to “transmission of the

utterance/word,” or more idiomatically “verbatim transmission.” Simply put, the former is

concerned with preserving the semantics of a hadith whereas the latter is a word-for-word

transmission. According to Abti Hayyan, early grammarians were concerned that non-verbatim
transmission resulted in the corruption of the original syntax of the Prophet’s speech. Thus, the
syntax of hadith that circulated during the 2"%/8" century did not reflect the linguistic customs of

the Prophet and his contemporaries but rather a more “modern” usage; which is to say, it did not

%5 Abd al-Qadir ibn “Umar Baghdadi, Khizanat al-adab wa-lubb lubab lisan al- ‘arab, ed. ‘Abd al-Sallam
Muhammad Hariin (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khanji, 1997), 11.
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fit the criteria for attestation for grammatical purposes.? It follows ex hypothesi that adith could
still be attested for lexicographical purposes as changes in syntax do not affect the meaning of
individual lexemes; the criteria for lexicographical attestation is therefore unaffected. This logic,
upon initial reflection, seems to make sense. Scholars who have addressed the issue of hadith
citation by Arabic grammarians have accepted that non-verbatim transmission affected syntax
but left individual lexemes largely untouched.?” However, the current study will show that this is
not the case; there is ample evidence of morphological and phonological change in the
transmission of hadith, the gira’at, and poetry, which should have (but didn’t) disqualify this
material from citation for lexical purposes.

A second reason for early Arabic grammarians’ purported reluctance to cite hadith is that
many transmitters of hadith were not native speakers of ‘Arabiyyah.?® They were thus not
trustworthy informants whose knowledge and use of Arabic reflected the linguistic conditions in
which the Qur’an was revealed. This compounds the issue of non-verbatim transmission, as not
only did it make the change of syntax more likely, but it was seen to be a source of inconsistency
in inflection (i rab).?® Correct language, for grammarians, could only be acquired naturally or
through extensive study; thus the speech of native Arabs and examples given by learned linguists

could be accepted, but poetry written by Persians or after the late Umayyad period was not.*

2 Baghdadi, Khizanat, 12.

27 For review of modern scholarship on the issue, see Hadithi, Mawgif 5-12; Baalbaki, Legacy; Arik Sadan,
“Sibawayhi’s and Later Grammarians’ Usage of Hadits as a Grammatical Tool,” in The Foundations of Arabic
Linguistics 11, vol. 83, Studies in Semitic Languages and Linguistics (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 171-83.

28 Baghdadi, Khizanat, 11.

2 Baghdadi, Khizanat, 13; Suyiti, Tadrib, 531f.

%0 Baalbaki, Legacy, 40-41.
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Though this a cornerstone of Abii Hayyan’s thesis, modern scholars have not accepted it as

readily as the al-riwayah bi-1-ma ‘na problem 3!

Upon further consideration, the thesis needs serious revision. The rejection of only hadith
implies conversely that the integrity of other material (e.g., pre-Islamic poetry, the Qur’an, the
proverbs and directly recorded speech of the ‘arab) was not felt to have been affected by
transmission and the influence of non-Arabs; but this was certainly not the case. Additionally,
the reasoning behind Abt Hayyan’s thesis is derived from the well-developed apparatus of
hadith criticism; but the same method used to impugn the transmission of some fadith was also
used to ensure the validity of others; if scholars of the 2"%/8™ century had the tools to identify
problematic transmitters, then they likewise should have been able to find exemplary
transmitters. The transmitter Hammad ibn Salamah (d. 167/783), for example, was said to have
mastered ‘Arabiyyah; reports from the 2"9/8™" century and later works on hadith transmission
indicate that scholars at the time (such as al-Shafi‘1)*? were aware of the problems of non-
verbatim transmission in kadith scholarship. Why then, would the presence of non-literal
transmission have led to a total embargo on Zadith in grammatical discussions when there were
still transmitters who were knowledgeable in ‘Arabiyyah and transmitted verbatim? Abu
Hayyan’s thesis, as it turns out, only makes sense when applied partially (i.e., the jark but not the

ta ‘dil).

There were scholars who responded to these assertions of Ibn al-Da’i* and Abu Hayyan.
Some argued that kadith could be cited for grammatical purposes under the right circumstances.

Their reasoning, like Abli Hayyan’s, was derived from the application of a form of hadith

I Eg., ibid., 8.

32 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 170.
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criticism that was more mature than that available during the early period. Ibrahim ibn Misa al-
Shatibi (d. 790/1388) permitted the citation of hadith for the purpose of proving rules of
grammar in cases where there was demonstrable attention to word-for-word, verbatim
transmission. Those that exhibited a high rhetorical quality, according to Shatibi, were more
likely to have been faithfully transmitted. However, he followed mostly Abii Hayyan’s
argumentation in that most of the adith corpus was off-limits due to non-verbatim
transmission.* Jalal al-Din al-Suyiiti followed al-Shatibi, stating that it is permissible to cite only
those hadith for which it could be proven that “the Prophet spoke it in the form it was transmitted

(al-lafz al-marwi), and that is quite rare.”%*

Al-Badr al-Damamimi (d. 828/1247) argued that the main contention of those who
opposed the citation of zadith—that it had not been preserved in writing—was fundamentally
untrue; since hadith had been written down before the corruption of Arabic had begun, it could
thus be cited for grammatical purposes.®® Abi 1-Tayyib al-Maghribi (d. 1170/1757) too argued in
favor of citation on the basis that the trust in mutawatir (widespread with many variegated
isnads) hadiths ensured that they indeed represented the literal speech of the Prophet; that
differences in opinion among the hadith transmitters regarding non-verbatim transmission speaks

against a total embargo among the grammarians.®

For these later scholars, the question of the permissibility of citing kadith to establish the

rules of Arabic grammar was still relevant. Because they were chronologically and oftentimes

33 Hadithi, Mawgif, 25-26.
34 Suyiitt, Igtirah, 52; Hadithi, Mawqif, 26.
35 Hadithi, Mawgif, 23.

% 1bid., 24.
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geographically removed from the age of attestation, they could only consult material preserved
from the past. The hadith corpus was a vast and underutilized source. They could harness the
product of centuries of hadith criticism, which both supported both the contention that much of
the corpus may have been adulterated and the contention that since sadith had become so
widespread and well-preserved that its citation should be allowed. Both positions are
anachronistic when applied to the early period; to argue that the early grammarians did not cite
hadith for the reasons cited by Abi Hayyan assumes that the critical apparatus of hadith
criticism was operative in the 2"%/8™" century—yet works of transmitter criticism did not emerge
until the middle of the 3'%/9™ century. In all, none of these scholars denied that early
grammarians did not cite hadith (though Abu I-Tayyib did point out that they never explicitly
stated why they didn’t). True resistance to the idea that early grammarians were reluctant to cite

hadrth did not emerge until the 20" century.

4. 20™ Century Scholarship on the Problem
There has been a lively response among scholars in the 20" century to Abii Hayyan’s
thesis that early grammarians did not cite kadith because of the philological problems of
transmission. Many have generally accepted this position, though those who have did not
thoroughly investigate the matter.®” Other scholars have criticized Abii Hayyan’s position on the

grounds that sadith was cited in the early period, albeit infrequently and usually without

37 Shawqi Dayf, al-Madaris al-nahwiyyah (Misr: Dar al-Ma“arif, 1968), 80; Baalbaki, Legacy, 34-35; Sadan,
“Sibawayhi’s and Later Grammarians’ Usage of Hadits as a Grammatical Tool,” 172-73.
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attribution.®® And some have attempted to refute Abii Hayyan’s position by comparing issues of

transmitting poetry in the early period to the issues of transmitting hadith.>®

As for the first group, they have added little to the conversation. This is not because of a
fault in the scholarship—Shawqi Dayf and Ramzi Baalbaki’s studies are invaluable contributions
to the study of Arabic grammar—Dbut rather because the comprehensive nature of their studies
permitted them to address the issue of hadith citation only in passing.*® The second group, those
who questioned the contention that Arab grammarians rejected Zadith in its entirety, have
collected an impressive amount of data proving the contrary, though not enough to raise the

status of Zadith in early works of Arabic grammar.

4.1.Did Early Grammarians Cite Hadith?

Khadijah al-Hadithi was the first to conduct an extensive survey of hadith in works of
Arabic grammar. In Mawqif al-nukzat min al-ihtijaj bi-1-hadith al-sharif (The Position of the
Grammarians Regarding the Citation of Hadith), Hadithi collates and compares citations of
hadiths in the works of two-dozen classical scholars: six who did not cite hadith frequently,
chronologically bookended by Sibawayhi and Ibn al-Anbari (d. 577/1181), and eight who did,
from Suhayli (d. 581/1185) to Abti Hayyan (yes, actually cited Aadith himself!). Hadithi’s
chronological division is significant; her data shows that Suhayli was the first grammarian to use

hadith to establish and support rules of grammar with marked frequency.*! Those who came

3 Hadithi, Mawgif, 6-12; Fajjal, Irtikaz, 11-16.
%9 Naylah, Shawahid, 290-337.

40 Dayf treated the history early Arabic grammar in its entirety and Baalbaki produced a comprehensive overview of
the Stbawayhi’s methodology in the Kitab.

41 Haditht, Mawgif, 191-92.
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before Suhayli, Hadithi notes, permitted the citation of hadith for grammatical purposes, but did
so infrequently.*? She mentions only a dozen hadiths in Sibawayhi’s Kitab and the Ma ‘ani [-
Our’an of Abu Zakariyya al-Farra’.** Nevertheless, this was sufficient to show that, contrary to
Abt Hayyan’s contentions, hadith was cited by early grammarians to establish rules of grammar,

albeit not very often.

Haditht also reviews the debates of later grammarians on the permissibility of hadith
citation. She outlines the three schools of thought on the subject: 1) those who forbid it—e.g. 1bn
al-Da’i* and Abt Hayyan; 2) those who generally permitted it—e.g. Badr al-Din al-Damamini
(d. 828/1424); 3) and those who took the middle position—e.g. al-Shatibi (d. 790/1388) and Jalal
al-Din al-Suyiit1.** Hadith argues that since kadith transmitters tended to correct grammatical
errors (resulting in a remarkably grammatical corpus), later grammarians felt comfortable citing

hadith to prove rules of grammar. °

Mawqif al-nufat is the standard by which subsequent works on hadith citation in Arabic
work have been measured; Hadith1’s evidence is straightforward, and her conclusions clearly
proceed from her data. However, the work, though authoritative, is not exhaustive and several
issues require further investigation. To begin, Hadithi could not review every extant work of
Arabic grammar; such a task is too much for any individual scholar, even with the indexes and
digital search tools available today. Additionally, many more works have been edited and

published since Mawqif al-nukat was published in 1981. Hadithi could not provide the full

42 |bid., 180-81.
43 1bid., 50-86.
4 1bid., 367ff.

* 1bid., 397-98.
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picture of hadith citation in Arabic philology but rather a snapshot focused on a specific
function—establishing rules of syntax, declension, and morphology. Going forward, scholarship
(including this dissertation) will inevitably consult more works and unearth more citations and,
as we do so, a fuller picture will emerge. This cannot be the product of a single work or scholar
but will emerge only through the combined efforts of many. What is presently possible and
required is for us to contextualize the data as we collect it. Hadithi managed to present paradigm
changing data but did not place it in the context of the larger development of Islamic and Arabic
scholarship or even, as is the purpose of this chapter, in the context of 2"/9" century

transmission.

Mahmiid Fajjal has devoted the most effort to addressing the issue of hadith citation in
early Arabic grammar. In al-Hadith al-nabawi fi [-nahw al- ‘arabi (Prophetic Hadith in Arabic
Grammar), Fajjal reviews the positions of grammarians regarding the citation of hadith as well
as the positions of hadith scholars on the role of Arabic grammar in their discipline, arguing both
felt hadith, if correctly transmitted, would preserve the grammatical integrity and ingenuity of
the Prophet’s speech if properly transmitted.*® According to Fajjal, these scholars were aware of
the problems of hadith transmission outlined by Abi Hayyan and endeavored to purge the corpus
of the ill effects of poor transmission.*” However, Fajjal argues that it was only after
canonization of the corpus and the spread of Aadith criticism that grammarians were more
willing to cite the Prophet’s speech.*® Early grammarians, he argues, cited few hadith because

they were not trained in the field of hadith transmission and criticism whereas later grammarians,

46 Mahmiid Fajjal, al-Hadith al-nabawi fi al-nahw al- ‘arabi: dirasah mustafidah li-zahirat al-istishhad bi-al-hadith
ST al-nahw al-‘arabi (Riyad: Adwa’ al-Salaf, 1997), 4748, 59-61.

47 1bid., 59-61.

“8 1bid., 56.
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on the other hand, were trained in this field and thus were able to cite hadith with confidence in
its provenance.*® In his survey of the commentaries on the Alfiyyah, a scholastic grammar by Ibn
Malik (d. 672/1274), he identifies a large number of hadith citations that function to establish
and elucidate rules of Arabic grammar.®® Though Fajjal, like Hadithi, correctly identifies this
shift as occurring around the time of Ibn Malik and Suhayli, the reasons he provides for this shift
are not convincing; hadith has always been cited by scholars who were not trained in hadith
criticism, grammarians and non-grammarians alike. Additionally, the biographical material
relates that many early grammarians studied with prominent hadith scholars (e.g., Sibawayhi and
Hammad ibn Salamah) and many chains of transmission of hadith include early grammarians
(e.g., Khalil ibn Ahmad).%! The latter point Fajjal acknowledges in a later work, Irtikaz al-fikr al-
nahwi ‘ala l-hadith wa-l-athar fi Kitab Stbawayhi (The Focus of Grammatical Thought on
Hadith and Traditions [of the Prophet’s companions and followers] in Sibawayhi’s Kitab), in
which he reassesses the prevailing opinion regarding kadith in classical works of Arabic

grammar.

In Irtikaz al-fikr al-nakwi, Fajjal shifts from the second group (who argue that hadith was
cited by grammarians, but infrequently and perhaps with reservation) to the third group who see
no grounds for Abt Hayyan’s position. In this work, Fajjal argues that hadith was far more
common in the classical Arabic grammatical tradition than previously assumed. He points out
that early grammarians, such as Khalil ibn Ahmad and Abl ‘Amr ibn al-°Ala’, can be found in

many isnads in the most authoritative collections of hadith, indicating their participation in the

9 1bid., 125-26.
% 1bid., 127-36.

5 Suyiiti, Tadrib, 537.

26



collection, transmission and evaluation of hadith during the period.>® Additionally, he notes that,
according to biographical reports, Stbawayhi’s interest in grammar was sparked by embarrassing
grammatical mistakes he made while studying hadith with Hammad ibn Salamah.®® This, Fajjal
argues, is sufficient evidence that grammarians were versed in the field of hadith. With this, he
correctly abandons his previous contention that ignorance of hadith criticism was cause of
grammarians’ reluctance to cite hadith. Rather, he argues that later grammarians were influenced
by Sibawayhi’s style of citation, which often failed to ascribe speech to its source (be it poetry,
the speech of the ‘arab, or hadith) and were thus not accustomed to citing hadith and attributing
it to the Prophet.>* Abii Hayyan, according to Fajjal, was compelled to explain the apparent
absence of hadith in early works on Arabic grammar because the matter had only just begun to
be debated during their lifetime.> As such, Fajjal rejects the idea that problems with the
transmission of hadith lay behind its absence in works of Arabic grammar. Rather, the problem
for Fajjal is lack of attribution in early works. That is to say, the lack of ascription to the Prophet
gave the impression that hadith was absent in early works of Arabic grammar; this perceived
absence led later grammarians who followed to either not attribute Aadith to the Prophet or to

forego their citation entirely.%

Attribution is a problem throughout Stbawayhi’s Kitab, the first comprehensive work on

Arabic grammar and the earliest authentic extant source. None of the hadith quoted in part or in

52 Fajjal, Irtikaz, 106-10.
83 |bid., 27-29.

5 |bid., 54ff., 92.

5 Ibid., 75-76.

% 1bid., 92ff.
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full are attributed to the Prophet; instead, they are often characterized as the speech of the Arabs
(qawl al- ‘arab), or even as “something you may say” (ka-gqawlika).®’ Fajjal asserts that this
problem of attribution warrants a reconsideration of not only the role of kadith in the Kitab, but
of what material may be considered hadith or adjacent to hadith. In Irtikaz al-fikr al-nahwi,
Fajjal argues that hadith and the vocabulary associated with its narration and transmission are
found throughout the Kitab,; he puts forward 137 examples that (he claims) demonstrate
Sibawayhi’s knowledge of and reliance upon hadith that belie the impression given by

Sibawayhi’s lack of attribution.

However, the connection between the vast majority of Fajjal’s citations from the Kitab
and the hadith corpus is tenuous at best. Many of the examples are common idiomatic phrases
(e.9., qa ‘ada qurfusa’, to sit in a squatting position/cross-legged)®® and cannot be exclusively
traced back to the Prophet’s speech. Many examples are single words that, though common in
the transmission of hadith (e.q., za ‘ama)®®, are so common that they cannot be decisively used to
establish a direct link between disciplines of grammar and Aadith transmission. And many are
religious formula (e.q., /@ ilaha illa l1ah)®° that, though their origins can arguably be traced back
to the Prophet, were in such wide usage that we cannot ensure that Sibawayhi regarded them as a
hadith. Thus, despite much effort, Fajjal only succeeds in identifying a handful of new hadiths in

the Kitab.

° bid., 59-67.
%8 bid., 165.
% 1bid., 178.

6 1bid., 273.
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Though Fajjal correctly points out that grammarians of Sibawayhi’s generation were
familiar with hadith, he does not explore what this familiarity entailed. First, at the end of the 2"
the collection and arrangement of the hadith corpus was in its initial stages. At that time, some
material that was later included in the corpus was not widely accepted as hadith.?* It is possible
that material cited by Fajjal in the Kitab that was later identified as hadith was not necessarily

widely attributed to the Prophet during Sibawayhi’s lifetime.

Second, Fajjal accepts much of the biographical literature at face-value. Sibawayhi is said
to have turned his attention to Arabic grammar after incorrectly accusing the transmitter
Hammad ibn Salamah of making a grammatical mistake in the transmission of a hadith;,
Hammad corrected Sibawayhi, who was quite embarrassed and resolved not to engage hadith
until he had mastered Arabic grammar. Stbawayhi’s biography is a muddled matter and single
reports such as these are hard to verify. Even the climax of his career, the famed mas ‘alat al-
zunbiiriyyah, is thought to be a literary device, ®2 though one would presume an event of such
scholarly and social importance would have been preserved in the collective record of the history
of Arabic grammar. Yet, Fajjal shows no such critical attitude when he adduces the report of
Hammad and Sibawayhi. It is received as definitive proof, an insight into Sibawayhi’s biography
and inner life that sheds light on the motivations behind his methodology. Admittedly, this report
cannot be shown to be inauthentic. And, admittedly, it meshes exceedingly well with the rest of
the grammarian’s biography and his output. Nevertheless, it is not sufficient to support the

contention that Stbawayhi’s reluctance to attribute hadith to the Prophet and extra care in his

81 1bid., 27-29.

2 M. G. Carter, Sthawayhi (London: |.B. Tauris, 2004), 13-15.
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selection of his citations was based in his biography. That is, we do not find a definite “echo”

across all reports, but only scattered references.

Fajjal’s assertion that Stbawayhi took extra care with his citation material is not borne out
by the reports. As noted by contemporary and later grammarians, Stbawayhi’s (non-Qur’anic)
citations are riddled with errors.®® Furthermore, one of the transmitters of the Kitab, Abi ‘Umar
Salih al-Jarmi (d. 225/840), stated that he had to add the names of most of the poets to the
hundreds of lines of unattributed poetry, indicating that Stbawayhi was either unaware or cared
not to record this information.®* Lack of attribution of poetry is evident in the manuscript
tradition as well.®® Suffice to say, Stbawayhi was not careful or methodological in many of his

citations, which contrasts with the impressive methodology of his grammatical system.

Thus, Fajjal’s claims (or anyone’s for that matter) about the status of kadith in the Kitab
are far from conclusive. There is no definitive proof that Stbawayhi knowingly engaged the
speech of the Prophet while purposefully hiding his engagement. Yet, there is something to be
said about the large amount of material—those 137 often tenuous examples—alluding to a
connection to the developing hadith corpus and the nascent discipline of hadith criticism.
Whether or not Stbawayhi directly imported examples of the Prophet speech and its associated
lexicon, their presence indicates contact between the burgeoning disciplines of hadith
transmission and criticism and Arabic philology. This is not surprising, considering modern

research on Arabic philology’s roots in other disciplines.

83 Khalid ‘Abd al-Kartm Jum‘ah, Shawahid al-shi ‘r fi Kitab Stbawayhi (Cairo: al-Dar al-Sharqiyah, 1989), 310ff.
5 Ibid., 183.

8 Geneviéve Humbert, Les voies de la transmission du Kitab de Stbawayhi (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), 53-54.
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Makhzimi has argued that scholars of the Kufan school cited hadith more frequently than
those of the Basran school.%® It is hard to confirm this assertion as there are very few extant
works by early Kufan grammarians compared to Basrans. Those that are extant do have more
citations compared to similar works by Basrans—e.g., the Ma ‘ant I-Qur’an (Semantics of the
Qur’an) by the Kufan Abt Zakariyya al-Farra’ (d. 207 or 2150/822 or 830) has over 40 whereas
the Ma ‘ani I-Qur an®’ of the Basran al-Akhfash al-Awsat (d. 215/830) has only 4.%8 This
assertion is plausible, though not yet proven. One reason given for this difference is that the
Basran school was grounded in a rational methodology, inspired by the translation of Greek logic
and the rise of the Mu ‘tazilah, whereas the Kufans were traditionists;®® the latter were more
inclined to transmit and cite kadith whereas the antipathy of some of the former towards hadith
(in the 3'%/9" century, that is) is well documented. This is a plausible, though somewhat
essentialized, interpretation of the data. However, the problem is that none of the early
grammarians made any statements that would explain this difference between the schools, not to
mention the problem of establishing what constituted and differentiated the Kufan and Basran
schools during the 2"9/8™" century. There were certainly differences associated with geography:;
Makhzami in his work Madrasat al-Kifah (The Kufan School) points to the city of Basra’s
association with Mu‘tazilism and Kufa’s important role in the transmission of legal material.”

But there was also overlap, as evinced by ‘Ali ibn Hamzah al-Kisa'1 (d. 189/805) and Farra’’s

8 Mahdi al-Makhziimi, Madrasat al-Kifah wa-manhajuha fi dirasat al-lughah wa-I-nasw (Cairo: Mustafa al-Babi
al-Halab1 wa-awladuh, 1958), 348.

57 Sa‘1d ibn Mas‘adah Al-Akhfash al-Awsat, Ma ‘ani I-Qur’an, ed. ‘Abd al-Amir Muhammad al-Ward (Beirut:
‘Alam al-Kutub, 1985).

8 According to my count of the former (discussed in Chapter Il of this dissertation) and the editors index for the
latter: Akhfash, Ma ‘ani, 750.

89 Makhztum1, Madrasat al-Kiifah, 65f.

0 1bid., 29.
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travels to Basra and study with Khalil and Akhfash respectively.’* Further exploration of the
nascent Islamic legal and theological disciplines’ relation to grammar at the time, employing
both a geographical and chronological lens, is required if we are to say why there was such a
difference, not to mention the need for an exhaustive analysis of the extant material and
biographical references to see if this difference is an illusion resulting from the limited

availability of the material or an actual representation of 2"%/8" century scholarship.

4.2.Was Non-Verbatim Transmission Only a Problem for Hadith?

The most promising response to the al-riwayah bi-1-ma ‘na problem of Abt Hayyan’s
thesis is that which asks if the linguistic corruption perceptible in the transmission of kadith are
found in other material cited by grammarians. Was there linguistic corruption in the transmission
of poetry or the gira at? To be sure, poetry’s use of meter prevented the wholesale
reconfiguration of a given line. The same can be said of the Qur’an with respect to the ‘Uthmanic
script. Yet, there were still significant and often contentious debates about grammatical
variations in both. When compared with poetry and the gira ‘at, the level of grammatical
variation due to transmission in kadith is hardly objectionable. This point has been observed by

several scholars who have recently addressed the topic.

Mahmiid Fajjal, in the aforementioned /rtikaz al-fikr al-nahwi, makes this argument in a
short chapter entitled “Ma gila fi I-hadith gila mithluhu fi I-shi v (What is said of hadith has
likewise been said of poetry). His argument is primarily predicated upon the observation that
there are many recensions of single lines of poetry, which Fajjal sees as evidence of non-

verbatim transmission in poetry.’? Fajjal adduces several lines of poetry from the Kitab that do

" Ibid., 47.
2 Fajjal, Irtikaz, 141.
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not conform more popular versions.” This comparison is interesting and we will pursue it
further, but Fajjal neither explores the attitudes of Sibawayhi’s contemporaries to variations in
the transmission of poetry nor compares said attitude to their attitude towards the transmission of
hadith. He argument appears to be rather based on a value judgement, wherein hadith is
(according to Fajjal’s estimation) a better source for Arabic grammar than poetry.’ Certainly,
Fajjal is on to something when he argues that Abii Hayyan’s thesis applies to poetry as well, but
he does not sufficiently show that Sibawayhi’s contemporaries expressed concern about the

transmission of poetry in a way that matched the later evaluation of hadith transmission.

‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Naylah offers perhaps the most comprehensive response to Abt
Hayyan’s thesis. In his book al-Shawahid wa-l-istishhad (Proofs and Attestation), he devotes an
entire chapter to refuting the idea that zadith transmission was anymore linguistically unstable
than the transmission of other material. Responding to Abti Hayyan’s point that non-verbatim
transmission was prevalent during the 2" century, Naylah is quick to point out that there was a
contentious debate on the issue and scholars who were later regarded to be the most
trustworthy—e.g., Shu‘bah (d. 160/777), Sufyan al-Thawri (d. 161/778) etc.—were opposed to
the practice.” He further argues that religion motivated hadith transmitters to more accurately
transmit hadith than poetry was transmitted.’® Responding to the contention that hadith
transmitters were often non-Arabs, Naylah responds that many were Arabs, that non-Arab

transmitters were often renowned for their Arabic eloguence, and that many transmitters of

8 1bid., 152-54.

"4 Fajjal, al-Hadith al-nabawr; Fajjal, Irtikaz, 146-47. Fajjal argues poetry only had lexical (lafzi) and not aesthetic
(ma ‘nawi) value due to its frequent moral and artistic shortcomings.

® Naylah, Shawahid, 315.

6 1bid., 313.
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poetry were non-Arabs.”’ Finally, Naylah counters the contention that hadith during the time of
Sibawayhi were replete with solecism by arguing that the most important sadith transmitters
were noted for their eloquence in the biographical literature. He acknowledges that solecism did
occur in the transmission of hadith, as evinced by later accounts about the debate of its
permissibility in 1bn Sallah’s Mugaddimah (Introduction [to the Science of Hadith]) and al-
Khatib al-Baghdadi’s al-Kifayah fi ‘ilm al-riwayah (Sufficient [Study] in the Science of
Transmission).”® But he points out that Ibn Sallah adduces a number of early transmitters’
statements that anyone who seeks knowledge (ralaba |- ilm, e.q., of hadith) should study nasw

and lughah, grammar and lexicography.’®

Naylah’s two main points are worth consideration: there is plenty of evidence that there
were concerns about the integrity of hadith transmission in the 2"/8" century and that these
concerns also applied to the transmission of poetry at the time. However, his evidence comes
largely from later sources, the 41"/10™" century at the earliest. And while he has certainly setup a
solid framework with which we can criticize Ab@i Hayyan’s thesis, it must be supplemented by a
diachronic examination of the reports about transmission in the 2"%/8" century, the results of
which should be corroborated with evidence from extant texts from that time such as (but not
limited to) Sibawayhi’s Kitab, Khalil’s Kitab al- ‘Ayn, and Farra’’s Ma ‘ani I-Qur an as well as
al-Akhfash’s work by the same title. This is the task of the coming section on the philology of

hadith transmission, which builds largely on Naylah’s observations.

" 1bid., 317.
8 1bid., 318.

" 1bid., 319.

34



Mustafa Shah offers the beginnings of such an approach in his entry in the Encyclopedia
of Arabic Language and Linguistics, “Hadith, language of.”%° Shah questions Aba Hayyan’s
thesis in much the same way as Naylah, citing the limited use of hadith by Sibawayhi and his
contemporaries and the silence on the issue. He argues that “the inference made by Abi Hayyan
and others that the early grammarians discarded the traditions as a source of citation on the basis
of the mode of their transmission is not ultimately borne out by the early grammatical sources.”!
He dismisses the contention that sadith was not used because “reliable written text of the hadith,
since the systematic collecting process did not begin until some decades after [Sibawayhi’s]
death.”®? Because it overlooks “the nature of the transmission of knowledge within the early
Islamic tradition and the interplay which defined oral and written modes of dissemination that
were already in vogue in the era when the Kitab was composed.”® He also dismisses the idea put
forward by Hadithi® that Stbawayhi had “a profusion of sources from which he could draw for
the purposes of citation,” since “The compass of sources used by grammarians and philologists
had been largely circumscribed by his predecessors and he was mostly adhering to their

established sources.”®® Shah’s statements, though intriguing, are brief and do not explore the

sources (as would be expected from an encyclopedia entry). They are also limited to Sibawayhi’s

80 Mustafa A. Shah, “Hadit, Language of,” in: Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics, Managing Editors
Online Edition: Lutz Edzard, Rudolf de Jong.

8 |bid.

82 Baalbaki, Legacy, 8-9.

8 Shah, “Hadit, Language of.”
84 Hadith1, Mawqif, 173-74.

8 Shah, “Hadit, Language of.”
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Kitab and do not consider the larger place of hadith within 2" century philology. However, in

Shah’s brief review of the issue is an overture to the efforts of this dissertation.

The research covered over the past few pages justifies taking a stance against the Abil
Hayyan thesis: grammarians of the 2"%/8" century did cite hadith to some extent, criticisms that
could be levelled at the transmission of fadith could also be levelled at other material frequently
cited by grammarians (namely poetry and gira ‘at), and the discrepancy in frequency of citation
between hadith and other material is likely attributable to the scholarly practices of the 2"9/8t"
century rather than concerns about transmission. In the following pages, we shall thoroughly
examine each of these issues to paint a more accurate picture of the place of hadith in 2"9/9™"

century Arabic philology.

5. Philological Issues of Transmission in the 2"/9™" Century

The nature of transmission in the 2"%/8™ century was different than that of the early 3'4/9
century. The former, it can generally be said, encompasses the tasnif (recording/classifying)
movement and, the latter, the beginnings of the jam * ([critical] collection) movement. In the
tasnif era, the task of scholars was to collect and organize, e.g., Malik’s Muwatta’ is an
organized collection of hadith (among other things) just as Mugqatil’s zafsir is an organized
collection of interpretations of the Qur’an. The jam  movement can be described as a critical
expansion of the tasnif era in that it continued its collection but at a much larger scale (thanks to
the proliferation of books) and the process of sorting data became a way to evaluate its function
and/or authenticity; e.g., Bukhari’s (d. 256/870) al-Jami ‘ al-sahih (Collection of Authentic
[Hadith]) collected based on authenticity and sorted based on function just as Tabar1’s (d.
310/923) Jami * al-bayan ‘an ta 'wil ay al-Qur an (Collection of Statements on the Interpretation

of the Qur’an) is a critical collection of exegetical opinions and interpretations. If transmission in
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the tasnif era is to be understood using sources from the jam ‘ era, then a few more words on the

topic are warranted.

5.1. The Tasnif'and Jam ‘ Eras

Tasnif, from the verb sannafa (to arrange, classify), refers to the process of collecting and
organizing material. Tales abound of the travels in search of knowledge (riklat fi talab al- ilm) of
religious scholars such as Sufyan al-Thawri (d. 161/778), ‘Amir al-Sha ‘b1 (d. 100/723), Shafi‘t
(d. 204/820) and Malik ibn Anas. Philologists and Qur’an reciters, such as Abt ‘Amr ibn al-
‘Ala’ (d. 154/770) and “Ali ibn Hamzah al-Kisa'1, are reported to have travelled to the desert to
live with the Arabs and record their speech. These scholars are reported to have prepared written
records of the knowledge they acquired, albeit not in a form intended for publication or
widespread distribution.®® Writing is this context was primarily served as aide memoires and
lecture notes. These writings are described in later sources as genre-specific collections, the
musannafs of hadith transmitters and notebooks of the speech of the Arabs of the philologists.
Only a handful of these works, such as the Musannaf of ‘Abd al-Razzaq and the Tafsir of Sufyan
al-Thawri, are extent; other works, such as the Kitab Fa ‘altu wa-af altu of al-Asma ‘1, have been
reconstructed from quotations in later works, though it is always questionable whether such
works ever existed as independent writings or are rather lecture notes compiled by a scholar’s

students.

Jam “ (lit. “to collect”) refers to the process of collecting and collating material, then
putting it down in writing—that is, recording for posterity rather than for lectures or personal

use. The jam  movement began in earnest at the turn of the 3/9" century. Paper had made its

8 Gregor Schoeler, The Genesis of Literature in Islam: From the Aural to the Read (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2011), 78-79.
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way into Islamic culture after Chinese papermakers had been captured in the Battle of Talas in
751, and the rise in availability of writing material corresponded to a rise in writing and (more
importantly) publishing books. & The first books intended for publication and distribution in
scholarly circles, such as Sibawayhi’s Kitab and Ibn Ishaq’s (d. 150/767) Maghazi, appeared in
the latter half of the 2"%/8" century, and writing as a means of presenting and transmitting
knowledge proliferated in the 3%/9™ century. At this time, the preliminary collection of material
of the tasnif movement was greatly expanded and expounded upon. What this meant is that in
addition to a greater amount of material being collected in writing—e.qg., larger collections of
hadith sourced from scholars all over the Islamic world—the material itself became the subject
of interpretation, spawning genres of hermeneutics (e.g., nasikh wa-mansitkh (abrogating and
abrogated verses), gharib al-Qur an/hadith (rare words in hadith and the Qur’an) and heuristics
(e.g., ilm al-rijal (biographical criticism), dhawq al-ski » (poetry criticism)). The primary task
of these genre was to explain the state of Arabic and Islam’s cultural and literary inheritance in
the 3'4/9™ century and how it had been transmitted and preserved for 200 years. There had
always been a need and desire to study and comment upon the Qur’an and the Prophet’s speech
and actions, not to mention the expansive Arabic literary corpus of poetry, orations, and akhbar.
But it was only with the spread of writing that there emerged discreet but mutually
interdependent disciplines of Islamic and Arabic scholarship that could serve scripture and
tradition in a methodologically curated manner. This was the essence of the jam “ movement: the
evaluation and expansion of the collection and organization of material in accordance with the

developing critical methodologies of Islamic and Arabic scholarship.

8 Ibid., 99f. While paper was not unknown to the Islamic world before this date, and though the story of the Chinese
papermakers being captured may be apocryphal, there does seem to be a proliferation of writing that started with the
‘Abbasids.
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There is no clear-cut temporal division between the tasnif and jam - movements. They are
separated, if you wish to use the term, by a transition that had no clear beginning (if reports of
the writing of pre-Islamic poetry, the Qur’an, and even some of the Prophet’s speech are to be
believed),®® and no tangible end—the study of adith even today is on occasion conducted orally,
with students taking their place in the isnad.®® We find musannafat published throughout the
jam “ era; Arab-Islamic scholarship was produced oral written symbiosis throughout its history.
Neither period could lay exclusive claim to the practice of oral transmission, writing, collection

and record keeping.

Yet this distinction serves as purpose: it is a heuristic device employed to detangle our
sources. The problem of hadith citation by grammarians ostensibly begins during the tasnif
movement, yet the bulk of the accounts of the scholarly activity from this time are found within
sources from the jam “ movement. In their application of the methodology of their time (i.e.,
usul/ ‘uliim), scholars of the jam “ movement tended to project practices familiar to them upon the
earlier tasnif movement. In an example pertinent to our task, works on hadith transmission dating
from the 4"/10" century arrange reports of the scholarly practice of the 2"/8" century to depict
the practice of hadith transmission criticism that had emerged later during the 3/%/9"-4t/10™
centuries (this will be discussed shortly). These anachronisms need to be considered when
reconstructing the scholarly environment of the 2"%/8" century; the modern scholarship on the

topic above has not done so.

5.2. Sources on the Philology of Hadith Transmission in the 2"9/8™ Century

8 |bid., 16-29.

8 Jonathan Brown, Hadith: Muhammad’s Legacy in the Medieval and Modern World, Foundations of Islam
(Oxford: Oneworld, 2009), 4-5.
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The most comprehensive treatise on hadith transmission of reasonable temporal
proximity to the period in question is al-Khatib al-Baghdadi’s (d. 463/1071) al-Kifayah fi ‘ilm al-
riwayah (What is Sufficient for the Science of Transmission). Ibn al-Salah’s (d. 643/1245)
Mugaddimah (Introduction [to the Sciences of Hadith]) and al-Qadi ‘lyad’s (d. 544/1149) al-
1lma “ ila ma ‘rifat usil al-riwayah wa-taqyid al-sama * (Lighting the way to knowledge of the
principles of transmission and defining audition)® are later works that, though largely building
upon Baghdadi’s efforts, contain significant new material. These works, usually in the sections
on the permissibility of writing (kitab/kitabah) and performance (ada’) of hadith, offer a
collection of reports on linguistic corruption in hadith transmission, in which you find, inter alia,
concerns about hadith being altered by metathesis (galb, ibdal), incorrect case-endings (i ‘rab),
addition and subtraction of words or phrases (ziyadah wa-nagsan), and conflicting wording

(mukhalafat al-alfaz).

Descriptions of these issues are found in reports, ranging from the actual kadith attributed
to the Prophet that address the need for those who preserved his speech to maintain its linguistic
integrity, to reports of the sayings and practices of major figures from the tasnif' movement and
earlier, to the opinions and practices of Baghdadt himself. It is not always clear when Baghdadi
is describing a practice of the past, an aspect of hadith transmission that dates to the time of the
Prophet, or a contemporary practice intended to counter and compensate for damage done to the
hadith corpus in the past. Furthermore, there was ample motivation for later hadith transmitters
and critics to portray their forebearers as faultless speakers of Arabic; such portrayals instilled
greater trust in the material whose preservation is attributed to them. While such motivations in

themselves do not prove forgery, they do prohibit us from taking later reports of early

% al-Qadi ‘Iyad ibn Miisa, al-llma ‘ ila ma ‘rifat usiil al-riwayah wa-tagyid al-sama ‘ (Cairo: Dar al-Turath, 1970).
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transmitters and critics at face value. Our sources for the standards of early transmission are,

unfortunately, likely anachronistic in some places and false in others.

Determining if scholars of the 2"%/8" century were aware of the philological issues of
transmission described by sources from the late 4"/10™ century onwards requires corroboration.
The clearest example that would confirm the later accounts is if this issue is addressed in a work
from the late 2"/8™ or early 3'/9™ century (these are the earliest works available). That would be
like finding in the works of Shafi‘T instruction to his students to be on the lookout for metathesis
in the hadith they cite, or Khalil ibn Ahmad explaining the occurrence of metathesis in a variant
line of poetry—we do not find this in Shafi‘T’s works but we do with Khalil.** As would be
expected, lexicographical works from the time discuss philological issues, even of hadith, more
often than Aadith collections or jurisprudential texts. More often, in such works we find Arabic
or even language as a conceptually discussed in general terms. Thus, we find Shafi‘T in his
Risalah speaking generally of the need for a legal scholar to understand Arabic as practiced by
the Arabs,®? and even dismissing al-riwdayah bi-l-ma ‘na.%®* However, he proffers no discussion of

the philological nuances of transmission.

The process of reconciling reports from the jam ‘ era with works from the tasnifera is
destined to produce uneven results. The extant sources from the period under consideration do
not give us a complete picture of scholarship from that time. What we get instead is a general

picture of the ethos of transmission, an echo of what likely was. This verisimilitude will suffice.

1 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 1:147.

9 Muhammad ibn Idris al-Shafi 1, The Epistle on Legal Theory: Muhammad Ibn Idris al-Shafi 1, trans. Joseph E.
Lowry (New York: New York University Press, 2013), 35.

9 Shafi‘ 1, Epistle, 269.
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Our goal is not to show that there were (or were not clear) expressed concerns about the
philological fidelity of hadith transmission (there were). Rather, the task at hand is to establish
that poetry and the gira at suffered from similar philological issues in their transmission. If there
were sufficient defects in the linguistic integrity of poetry and the gira at to engender a lively
debate among grammarians, then why did they not entertain a similar debate about Aadith. Such
a debate would have addressed these concerns rather than dismiss kadith in its entirety, and this

emerges in our comparative reading of the biographical sources and 2"%/8" century works.
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CHAPTER II
COMPARATIVE PHILOLOGY OF HADITH TRANSMISSION

1. Introduction

To show that grammarians were unlikely to have dismissed Aadith outright solely due to
concerns about transmission, | will compare variations found in Aadith to those found in poetry
and the gira’at. | will further examine the attitudes of grammarians (and philologians in general)
towards these variations. What we find is that transmission corrupted all material, that
grammarians were aware of this corruption, and that variations in transmission served as the
basis for many important debates in the development of Arabic grammar. While the importance
of transmission criticism may have been growing in the field of iadith, it was not operative to

anywhere near the same degree in philology at large, particularly grammar.

There is no doubt that poetic meter and the ‘Uthmanic script rendered Arabic poetry and
the gira’at more stable than the free prose of hadith in terms of word order—or historical reports
(akhbar), or orations (khuzab) for that matter. There are significantly fewer variations for the
average line of poetry or verse of the Qur’an than for the average hadith. Phonological and
morphological variation is a different matter; the extent of these variations in hadith is
comparable to what we find in the transmission of poetry and the gira’at. What needs to be ask is
how scholars responded to these variations; did they lead to the dismissal of linguistic evidence,

were they widely and unquestioningly accepted, or were they debated? A close examination of
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such variations, quoted in early works of philology, shows that philologists were comfortable
with variation—furthermore, these variations spawned some of the more interesting and
contentious debates on the nature and function of ‘Arabiyyah. Indeed, if we apply concerns
expressed about fadith transmission to poetry and the gira at, we find that their syntactic

stability was not essential to philological discussions.

2. Philological Problems of Transmission According to the Kifayah
There are several sections in Baghdadi’s Kifayah that treat the philology of hadith

transmission. They are not a comprehensive treatment of all the linguistic variation that resulted
from transmission; but, at times, they do present opinions on the topic ostensibly dating from the
2"/8t century and earlier. The Kifayah is primarily a collection of kadith and athar but
Baghdadi opens the chapters with a discussion of the various positions on the topic and often
discloses his own. Concerning non-verbatim translation, Baghdadi is clear in that it is
permissible on in the following circumstances: by someone knowledgeable of proper speech
(mawagqi * al-khitab wa-ma ‘ant l-alfaz, “places of speech and meaning of words”); only when the
meaning of the hadith is obvious (ma ‘nahu zahir), which mostly refers to replacing a word with
a synonym; and that the transmitter understand the original usage of Arabic words (i.e., their
usage during the time of the Prophet).! Baghdadi cites hadith where the Prophet allows for non-
verbatim transmission if its function is preserved (e.g., idh lam tuharrimi halalan wa-la tuhilli
haraman, “if you don’t forbid the permissible and don’t permit the forbidden™) or semantically
equivalent (e.qg., idha asaba ahadukumu |-ma ‘na fa-1-yishaddith, “If one of you gets the meaning

then let him relate it”).2 He cites opinions of some of the Prophet’s companions (‘A’ishah, Ibn

! Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 198-99. sixdl Ao Cuaall iyl 3] 8 daal <3l

2 1bid., 199.
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‘Abbas, Abtu 1-Darda, Anas ibn Malik) and the successors (¢tabi in: Ibn Sirin, ‘Amr ibn Dinar, al-
Hasan al-Basri, Sha ‘'bi) that, generally speaking, accept non-verbatim transmission as
unavoidable (and thus permissible) but still prefer verbatim transmission. Baghdadt does not
defend those scholars who mandated verbatim transmission as he does those who do not. He
gives accounts of the philological concerns associated with transmission, as if to warn his reader
of what to expect when evaluating hadith. These accounts date from the 1%7%" to the 4™/10™
centuries and give us a general picture of the various positions on the philology of hadith
transmission—this is the picture with which we will compare the transmission of poetry and the
qira’at.

Sections in the Kifayah leading up to the section of philology treat some of the
circumstances that led to error: writing down a hadith while listening to it;® incorrectly
memorizing or transcribing a hadith due to a teacher’s elision of certain letters;* on the
permissibility of seeking clarification of a word from someone other than the transmitter,® and
studying with someone known to mix and muddle Aadith.® The bulk of the reports from these
sections relate sayings and practices of scholars from the 2"9/8" and 3'%/9™ centuries, figures such
as Qatadah ibn Di‘amah (d. 118/736), Hanzalah al-SadiisT (d. ca. early 2"9/8" century), ‘Ata’ ibn
al-Sa’ib (d. 136/754), Shafi'1 (d. 204/820), Ahmad ibn Hanbal (d. 241/855) and Ibrahim al-Harbi
(d. 285/898). Baghdadi does not offer any metacommentary in these sections, but rather lets the

reports speak for themselves or, at times, merely states that “scholars differ in the correctness of

3 1bid., 66: sl il 5 s IS (o g law 8 sla Lo s,
4 1bid., 68: 4eSa Lo sl Canall Hle sy dia Cija plandl iy b ade 536 Upa o e sla L i,
5 1bid., 70: o555 einaallS (550 e (e ool s Al alginl b sla La i,

8 Ibid., 135; s Lalial Crae glandl & 5 i el Lo iy,
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that [practice].”” Thus, we are given the impression that the above-mentioned issues were, at a
minimum, seen to have been a problem for transmission since the beginning of the tasnif

movement through the apex of the jam * movement.

The student-teacher relationship known in hadith criticism does not have a direct
analogue in the transmission of poetry; a poet’s transmitter (rawi), it should be noted, was often
part of the creative process and contributed to the final form of the poem. It would be
inappropriate to transpose the concerns expressed in the Kifayah in their entirety to the
transmission of poetry. However, there are a few remarks offered by early scholars of poetry that
provide some parallels. Though seemingly obvious, it is worth mentioning that scholars felt
poetry must be heard and not transmitted through writing. For example, in Ibn Sallam’s (d.
232/845) description of 2" century transmission and criticism of poetry uses a set terminology
for describing how poetry was delivered: gawl (act of speech) and its variants, inshad (to chant,
sing, vocalize), and sam ‘ (to hear).® The same terms are found throughout Stbawayhi’s Kitah®
and Farra’’s Ma ‘ant I-Qur an,*® as well as the later biographical literature. This is not to say that
poetry was exclusively transmitted orally. As will be seen below, the transmission of poetry is
marked by philological errors resulting from issues of script. In any case, the pertinent point is
that the transmission of poetry required an articulate and correct delivery so that it may be

correctly reproduced, and that this standard applied to hadith as well at least since the 3'4/9™

7 1bid., 66: <ll> dxia i slall Jaf calia),

8 Muhammad Ibn Sallam al-Jumahi, Tabagat fuhil al-shu ‘ara’, ed. Mahmiid Muhammad al-Shakir (Cairo: Matba‘at
al-Madani, 1974), 22f. and passim.

° Baalbaki, Legacy, 35.

0 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, €.q., 1:153 (@) ars Ciaw) 2:76 (Lo lil) J 8 4lia 5) 2:64 (0l (5 ) Cap i 2 ),
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century, though the terminus a quo likely extends before 1bn Hanbal as he is nowhere marked as

the progenitor of such attitudes.

As for the permissibility of transmission through writing among the grammarians, there
are many reports about books and lessons being transmitted in writing under the guidance of a
teacher, viz. Kisa'T studying Sibawayhi’s Kitab under Akhfash.!* While this story may be
apocryphal, reports of the practice are widespread, and it is also evident in the manuscript
tradition. As for grammarians transmitting from a written work without consulting a teacher,
Suyiitt offers a few examples from extant and non-extant works by Abt ‘Ubaydah (d. 209/824),
Tha‘lab (d. 291/904), and Abu ‘Alt al-Qal1 (d. 356/967), but we don’t have direct evidence from
the 2"9/8™" century on the practice.'? Schoeler argues that the hadith transmitter ZuhrT (d.
124/741) distributed his writing without overseeing the copying process.*® However, without
contemporary confirmation, we can’t be sure of the extent of this practice in either the field of

hadith transmission or grammar before the 3"/9" century.

2.1. al-Riwayah bi-l-ma ‘na in Baghdadi’s Kifayah'*
According to Baghdadi, there are various opinions regarding the permissibility of non-
verbatim transmission. There are those who do not permit it, and Baghdadi adduces the
statement of Muhammad al-Bagqir (d. 114/733) that Ibn ‘Umar (d. 73/693) transmitted the

Prophet’s speech verbatim, without addition or deletion,® as well as statements to by the

11 Makhziimi, Madrasat Al-Kiifah, 107.
12 Suyiit, Muzhir, 1:131ff.

13 Gregor. Schoeler, The Oral and the Written in Early Islam, trans. James E. Montgomery and Uwe. Vagelpohl
(London: Routledge, 2006), 123-24.

14 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 171ff.

15 1bid., 171.
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companions ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab (d. 23/644), Aba Imamabh (d. 86/705) and the Prophet himself
to the same effect'® to serve as the foundation of those who opposed non-verbatim transmission.
Baghdadi also provides accounts of 2"%/8" century scholars’ opinions on the matter. In the camp
that permits non-verbatim transmission, we find al-Hasan al-BasrT (d. 110/728), Sufyan al-
Thawri (d. 161/778), and Sha‘b1 (d. 100/723) and many others. It appears that, while Baghdadi
found evidence that transmission was originally word-for-word, by the end of the 2"¥8" century
most regarded non-verbatim transmission as permissible.r” Within this larger category of
opposition, Baghdadi places a series of subcategories of non-verbatim transmission, and these
subcategories will serve as the basis for our comparative philological analysis of transmission in
the 2"9/8™" century. The order of this section will follow that of the section on the deliver-
y/performance of hadith (ada’ al-hadith) from Baghdadi’s Kifayah. Each subsection will treat a

specific philological issue in the following manner:

1) We will first establish Baghdadi’s perspective, determining if the section depicts the
activity of the 2"Y/8™ century or later development.

2) Consult works of philology figh and hadith from the 2"9/8" and early 3'%/9" centuries
to determine if the concerns portrayed in the Kifayah are reflected in works from our
period (there are, it should be said outright, very few detailed references to philology
in such works, though there are general discussion of the relationship between
‘Arabiyyah and the hadith corpus).

3) Consult works of grammar from the early period (2"%/8™-3"/9" century) to see if the

concern expressed in the Kifayah was expressed about poetry and the gira at.

18 1bid., 172.

7 1bid., 198.
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4) Finally, consult the biographical and majalis literature to compare to our findings in

the primary sources.

2.2. Replacing One Lexeme with Another

Ostensibly, in permissible non-verbatim transmission a lexeme would be replaced only
by a synonym of a no more restricted (mugayyad) meaning than the original. In practice, this was
not always the case. Baghdadi provides two versions of a hadith as transmitted by ‘Ubayd ibn
“Umayr (d. 73/692) and Ibn ‘Umar with the latter accusing the former of lying for replacing the
word ‘g’irah (sheep that cannot decide which flock to follow) with rabidah (a sheep at rest) in
the hadith “Mathahlu al-munafiqi mathalu al-shati al- ‘a’irati bayna al-ghanamayn (the
hypocrite is like a sheep who can’t decide between two flocks).” 1 The difference between the
two readings is of no significant legal, theological, or dogmatic significance; in fact, after this
first report, Baghdadt adduces another where Ibn ‘Umar and ‘Ubayd ibn ‘Umayr compare their
versions of this hadith (with both diverging from Ibn ‘Umar’s version in the previous report) and
conclude the variation is permissible since it “doesn’t make the prohibited permitted and the
permitted prohibited.”'® Baghdadi, not wanting the reader to take this as a license to freely
substitute one word for another, uses a statement of ‘A’ishah’s (d. 58/678) to stress the
importance of recognizing when a word has restricted (muqayyad, i.e., specific as opposed to
general) meaning; but this is his own opinion, not that of an earlier scholar.?° In fact, all of the
evidence in this section adduced by Baghdadi, with the exception of a statement attributed to

Muhammad al-Baqir (d. 114/733), is taken from the Prophet and his companions. None of these

18 1bid., 173.
19 1bid., 173: Wl J3alls Y3ha ol all Jaai a1 13),

2 1bid., 174.
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statements, aside from Baghdadi’s, prohibits the substitution of one word for another but rather
address an individual instance. The evidence is clearer, if not explicit, in hadith collections from
the 2"9/8™" century. Malik’s Muwayza 2! and Ibn Wahb’s Jami ?? for example, contain many
examples of multiple kadiths that differ by only one or two words. But neither author comments

on these differences or offers any critical approach to dealing with such a difference.

As for the Qur’an, the dominance of the “‘Uthmanic codex, with its fixed consonantal
skeleton, made the replacement of words in the Qur’an more difficult. But it was not unheard of,
particularly with the non-canonical codices of Ubayy, Ibn Mas‘Gd, and Ibn ‘Abbas. Farra’ in his
Ma ‘ani I-Qur’an cites passages from these codices that differ from the “Uthmanic script at the
level of whole words; it does not seem that Farra’ sanctioned their liturgical use, but he does
grant them linguistic and exegetical value.?® These codices were studied for centuries afterwards,
showing up in a wide array of works, from Tabari’s tafsir?* to Ibn Jinni’s (d. 392/1002)
Mu/tasib;? to give an example of the often intrusive nature of some of these readings, Ibn Jinni
cites Surat al-Bagarah: 127(wa-idh yarfa ‘u Ibrahimu al-gawa ‘ida min al-bayt wa-Isma Tlu
rabbana, “When Abraham raised the foundations of the house [of God] with Ishmael [they cried
out] Our Lord!...”) in Ibn Mas‘ad’s Mushaf (by way of Ibn Mujahid and Ibn ‘Abbas), with the

-

non-‘Uthmanic “yagqilani” (“the two said” inserted between “Isma‘1l” (Ishmael) and “rabbana”

21 Malik ibn Anas, Muwatfta’, ed. Muhammad Fu’ad ‘Abd al-Baq (Beirut: Dar Ihya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 1985),
1:10, 183.

22 Abli Muhammad ‘Abd Allah Ibn Wahb, al-Jami ‘, ed. Rif at Fawz1 ‘Abd al-Muttalib and ‘Al1 ‘Abd al-Basit Mazid
(Cairo: Dar al-Wafa’, 2005), 276.

23 Ansari, Abii Zakariya al-Farra’, 293.

24 Abii Ja'far Muhammad ibn Jarir Al-Tabari, Jami ‘ al-bayan ‘an ta wil al-Qur an (Tafsir al-Tabari) (Cairo: Dar al-
Ma‘arif, 1955), 19:141, 20:221, 21:308, 500, 22:553, etc.

%5 Abii I-Fath ‘Uthman Ibn Jinni, al-Muhtasib fi tabyin wujith shawadhdh al-qirda at wa-\-idah ‘anha (Cairo: Wizarat
al-Awqaf al-Majlis al-A ‘1a li-I-Shu’tn al-Islamiyyah, 1990), 1:108, 113, 2:15.
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(our lord). Questions aside of whether this represents the original text of the Qur’an (to the extent
that one wishes to speak of one original text prior to the emergence of the ‘Uthmanic codex), this
change of the verse at the level of an entire lexeme serves an obvious exegetical purpose vis-a-
vis the ‘Uthmanic codex, where rabband can only be identified as speech based on context.?®
This variation, also cited in Farra’’s Ma ‘Gni,?” dates this variation back to the turn of the 3/9™
century. There are many such variations to be found throughout Farra’’s Ma ‘ant; they are often
as simple as exchanging one demonstrative for another (dhalikum->hadha);?® sometimes they are
exegetical insertions like that seen above; and sometimes verbs are replaced wholesale (e.qg.,
tabayyanii—> tathabbatii, this example, it should be noted, is possibly tashif, a difference due to
similarities in the script).2® However, though Sibawayhi’s Kitab does feature gira ‘at that deviate
from the ‘Uthmanic rasm,* | have found no instances where the deviation occurs at the level of
the lexeme. Additionally, as with Farra’, the ‘Uthmanic rasm serves as the default for
Sibawayhi’s Qur’an citations, intimating its liturgical supremacy. Nevertheless, Qur’anic verses
featuring major deviations from the rasm at the level of the lexeme are found throughout Farra’’s
Ma ‘ani. While Farra’ was certainly an innovator he was not an iconoclast, and this speaks to his
comfort with some instability of the Qur’anic text at the level of the lexeme, if only for non-

liturgical linguistic issues.

% “Rabbana,” being in the accusative, is understood as the object of a vocative (munada).
21 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:79.

2 |bid., 1:11.

2 1bid., 1:283 see also 1: 31, 53, 75, 124.

30 E.g., Sibawayhi, Kitab., 3:13. (13>03).
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Poetry—far, far, far more than the gira ‘ar—abounds with lexical variation. Evidence of
this variation can be found in most commentaries (sharh, pl. shurih), ancient or modern, which
usually provide multiple recensions of the same line. These commentaries, ancient or modern,
usually gloss over issues of transmission; this, of course, makes it difficult to produce a
diachronic map of poetry transmission based on collections (dawawin, sing. diwan) and
commentaries alone. However, works of philology that record these various transmissions, when
read against one another, provide a clearer picture of how acceptable (and expected) lexical
variation was in the transmission of poetry in the 2"/8" century. To be sure, we are comparing
works from the 2"9/8" century to works from the 3'%/9" century and onwards. But it is important
to bear in mind that these later authors often studied directly under the great philologists of the
2"/8t century and their students. At the very least, these sources provide a picture once removed
of early attitudes towards poetry transmission in the philological community if not exact

statement and positions.

Philological debates on lexical variation in poetry is well recorded from the 2"%/9t
century onwards. Generally, it has been observed that scholars associated with the Basran school
were reluctant to cite many of the lines of poetry cited by the Kufans.3! While there are no
explicit statements to this effect in the early sources, the later biographical accounts (which
inclined towards the Basran school) did not hesitate to impugn Kufans’ citations.3? There are a
few dozen lines of poetry found in in two or more works of philology from the late 2"9/g®"
century. Many have slight lexical differences, either in terms of morphology or even entirely new

lexemes of no etymological relation to what they’ve replaced. While neither Stbawayhi nor his

31 Naylah, al-Shawahid, 88-89.

32 Nada Sha‘lan Miuhan, Shawahid Stbawayh al-shi ‘rivah fi juhiid al-nahwiyin (Amman: Dar Dijlah, 2011), 93.
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contemporaries comment on the lexical or grammatical implications of such variations, in the
centuries after Sibawayhi’s death a number of books were written that analyzed and criticized
poetry citations in the Kitab.3® The purpose of such works was, first, to explain the grammatical
point Stbawayhi attached to these lines of poetry and, second, to analyze and criticize
Sibawayhi’s conclusion. One of the most common strategies employed by these later philologists
in their criticism of Sibawayhi was transmission analysis; they argue that many of Sibawayhi’s
errors were due his citation of poorly transmitted poetry. 3 There are many examples of lexical
variation in poetry, and the reader is encouraged to explore the literature on the matter.®® But for
the sake of expediency, we will review an illustrative example: a single hemistich and its

accompanying commentaries to shed light on this issue.

There is some, though not an overwhelming amount, of overlap in Sibawayhi and his
contemporaries. Later generations made fare more extensive use of Stbawayhi’s poetic citations
than his contemporaries.3® Many of these lines are the same in both the Kizab and other extant
works from that time; many are not. To begin, of particular interest is a line Stbawayhi heard (or
one of his teacher’s heard) from a member of the Madhhij tribe that is also cited by Farra” and
Akhfash in their Ma ‘anis. They cite this line in support of the la al-nafiyah (negative particle of

prohibition) putting its subject (i.e., ism) in the accusative (i.e., mansib) but do not attribute the

33 E.g., Abii Ja‘far Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-Nahhas, Shark abyat Sthawayhi, ed. Zuhayr Ghazi Zahid (Baghdad:
Maktabat al-Nahdah al-‘ Arabiyyah, 1986); and Abl Sa‘id al-Hasan ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Sirafi, Shark abyat
Sibawayhi, ed. Muhammad ‘Ali al-Rih Hashim (Cairo: Dar al-Fikr, 1974).

34 Mihan, Shawahid Sibawayh, 119.

% Naylah, Shawahid, 29-120, especially 48-65 and 90-95; Jum‘ah, Shawdahid al-shi ‘r, 305-88; Miihan, Shawahid
Stbawayh, passim.

3 Naylah, Shawahid, 90-92.
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line to its poet;® they have that in common. However, the first hemistich of the line differs

noticeably between the two:

Kitab Sibawayhi Aimy laiall oS jaallda

Bl Yy S o) Jal Y

Ma ‘ant I-Qur’an by Akhfash o_yuly Hlall aSaa 5 a1

Yy S o) ol Y

Ma ‘ant I-Qur’an by Farra’ Ay jball 2Saa 5 K03

Ml Yl S o) Jal Y

This is, by your life, the humble
one himself.

| have no mother, if it is as such,
and no father

That, by your luck,* is the
humble one himself.

| have no mother, if it is as such,
and no father

That, by your luck, is the
humble one himself.

I have no mother, if it is as such,

and no father

It is worth considering the implications of Farra’ having studied Sibawayhi’s Kitab, as

widely stated in the later biographical literature. On report states that Farra’ studied the Kitab

with Kisa'1 and another that a copy of the Kitab (later purchased by Jahiz) was found under

37 Sirafi, on the other hand, attributes it to al-Rizafah al-Bahili; al-Strafi, Shark abyat Sibawayhi, 1:159.

38 Sibawayhi, al-Kitab., 2:292.

39 Akhfash, Ma ‘ani, 1:26.

0 Tbn ‘Aqil suggests both luck and grandfather as options: ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman Ibn ‘Aqil, Shar# Ibn
‘Aqil ‘ala Alfiyyat Ibn Malik, ed. Muhammad Muhyi al-Din ‘Abd al-Hamid and Muhammad ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn

Malik (Beirut: Dar al-*Ulam al-Hadithah, [1964]), 1:401.

4 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:121.
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Farra’’s mattress.*? Indeed, overlap in citations, such as the line above, too raises the possibility
that Farra’ was familiar with Stbawayhi’s Kitab. If this is the case, we would have to ask if
Farra’ consciously chose his version due to some fault he saw in Sibawayhi’s or if this was
simply the version with which he was more familiar (the differences between the two versions do
not affect the grammatical import of the line). On the other hand, it is possible that the overlap in
citations between the two was a product of the prominence of these citations in philological
circles; in such a case, though we may say Farra’ and Sibawayhi’s citation of this line are
connected in that they were both participating in the same discussion, we cannot say for certain
that Farra’’s inclusion of this line is a direct response to Sibawayhi’s Kitab. In either case, the
fact pertinent to our task remains true: two near-contemporaneous scholars cited versions of a
line of poetry that differ at the level of the lexeme for the same grammatical issue. And then
there is Akhfash’s version; he was a student of Sibawayhi, and he cites the line for the same
grammatical issue while coming to the same grammatical conclusion as his teacher, yet still

quotes a different version of the line.

There are two lexemes that differ between the two lines: first, dhakum (Farra’) vs. hadha
(Sibawayhi), both of which are demonstratives; and wa-jaddukum (Farra’) vs. la- ‘amrukum
(Sibawayhi), both of which are interjected oaths. The debate regarding the attribution of this line
continued for centuries as well. SirafT stated that Ru’bah ibn al-°Ajjaj was known to recite it but

did not attribute it to the rajiz (poet specializing in the meter of rajaz).*® Much later, Ibn ‘Aqil (d.

42 “ Abd al-Wahid al-Halabi Abi Tayyib al-Lughawi, Maratib al-nahwiyyin, ed. Muhammad Abi 1-Fadl Ibrahim
(Cairo: Maktabat Nahdah Misr wa-Matba‘atuha, 1955), 87; Aba al-'Abbas Shams al-Din Ahmad ibn Muhammad
Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-a ‘yan wa-anba’ abna’ al-Zaman, ed. lhsan ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar Sadir, 1994), 3:463.

43 al-Strafi, Shark abyat Stbawayhi, 1:159.
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769/1367) reviewed previous attributions: Aba Riyash (fl. 4"/10™ century)** attributed it to
Hammam ibn Murrah (fl. 4"-5" century);*® lbn al-A‘rabi (d. 231/845), who attributed it to a
member of the ‘Abd Manaf tribe (against Stbawayhi’s attribution to a member of the Madhhij);
and al-Hatimi (d. 388/998), who attributed it to Ibn Ahmar (fl. 1°%/7"" century); and Abi 1-Faraj
al-Isfahani (d. 356/967), who attributed it to Damrah ibn Damrah (fl. 6"-7"" century C.E.); and an
anonymous philologist who claimed that the line was “very old poetry” (min al-shi r al-gadim
jiddan), i.e., deep in the pre-Islamic era. While each attribution on its own is of limited value,
taken together they deliver a clear message: throughout the history of Arabic philology there
were great differences on the origin of some of the most important lines of poetry, those with
which philologists grappled for generations. Origin here is not inconsequential; it was always
important that a line of poetry be attributed to the right kind of ‘arab, and there were always
dialectal implications when attributing a line to a certain tribe (differences in demonstratives as
seen above, for example, being one such implication). Yet there is a remarkable amount of
comfort among philologists concerning this instability. Additionally, we find this line treating the
same grammatical issue of the Qur’an as found in Akhfash’s and Farra’’s Ma ‘anis in important
exegetical works such as Nahass’s 7 #ab al-Qur’an,*® Tha'labi’s tafsir,*” and Qurtubi’s (d. 671)

tafsir.4®

44 Shihab al-Din Abt ‘Abd Allah Yaqat, Mu jam al-udaba’, ed. lhsan ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar al-Gharb al-Islami,
1993), 1:181.

% Brother of Jassas who murdered Kulayb, the first death of the Basiis war (late 5""-early 6" century C.E.).

46 Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-Nahhas, I 7ab al-Qur an, ed. Ibrahim ‘Abd al-Mun ‘im Khalil (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-
‘Ilmiyyah, 2009), 4:289.

47 Abii Ishaq Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-Thalabi, al-Kashf wa-l-bayan ‘an tafsir al-Qur’an, ed. Aba Muhammad
Ibn ‘Ashiir and Nazir al-Sa‘idi (Beirut: Dar lhya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 2002), 2:104.

48 Abii ‘Abd Allah Muhammad ibn Ahmad al-Qurtubi, al-Jami ‘ li-ahkam al-Qur’an, ed. Ahmad al-BardiinT and
Ibrahim Atfish (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyyah, 1964), 2:4009.
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Such variations in transmission were quite noticeable. Later grammarians combed
through Sibawayhi’s citations of poetry, noting when his citation deviated from more commonly
accepted versions; in some instances, particularly those where a particle was involved, the
criticism levelled at Stbawayhi extended beyond mere interpretation of the line of poetry and
reached the level of accusing him of a grammatical mistake. As an example, compare these three

transmissions:

Kitab Sibawayhi 49 il Lgy Ly saly And [how many] a land with not

a single person

Ma ‘ani I-Qur an by Farra’ ol 4 G Al And a land without a single
50 puaal) W) 5 yailaall V) person
and Only the gazelles and beige
ol Lo a3l camels
And

51 uanll ) 5 el V)
Were that you and I, oh Lamfs,

And
) in a land without a single person
ol by il 5 il
52 il 4y Gl aly
Majalis Tha ‘lab o b il il b Were that you and I, oh Lamis,
53 il 4y Ll aly b in a land without a single person

49 Stbawayhi, Kitab., 1:263.
50 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:288, 479, 2:15.
51 1hid., 3:273.

52 1bid., 1:311.
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Mugtadab by Mubarrad 54 ol 4y G aly g And [how many] a land with not
a single person

Sharh abyat Sibawayhi Ol L Ll Bl ...a wasteland without a single

5 uaall W 5 el V) person

Only gazelles and beige camels

These three lines share a hemistich that is, on its own, semantically equal: roughly, a
desolate place without another human being. Sibawayhi and Siraft’s recensions differ on one
lexeme (baldatin vs. basabisan) whereas Tha‘lab’s recension inserts the preposition fi (“in’) and
features an altered morphology (baldatin vs. baladin). In the Kitab, the hemistich is isolated and
used to support the elision of rubba (“how many”), which causes baldah to be in the genitive;
after citing this hemstitch, Sibawayhi comments that he could not find a use of rubba among the
Arabs that carried an apodosis. Tha‘lab’s version does not serve this function; the “fi”” replace the
ostensibly elided rubba and it is rather the previous hemistich that Tha‘lab cites to make a
grammatical point (whether the second ism inna can be marfii * and/or mansizb) makes it
semantically unlikely. One could imagine that a Basran who accepts Sibawayhi’s judgement
would respond by laying the blame at Tha‘lab’s feet for accepting an aberrant transmission. But

there were scholars within the Basran tradition who responded to Sibawayhi’s contention that

3 Ahmad ibn Yahya Tha‘lab, Majalis Tha ‘lab, ed. ‘Abd al-Salam Muhammad Hariin (al-Qahirah, J.M.‘A: Dar al-
Ma‘arif, 1980), 316.

54 Abii I-‘Abbas Muhammad ibn Yazid al-Mubarrad, al-Mugtadab, ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Khaliq ‘Uzaymah
(Beirut: ‘Alam al-Kutub, n.d.), 2:319, 347.

%5 al-Strafi, Shark abyat Stbawayhi, 2:136.
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rubba had no apodosis by pointing to the very next line in which the apodosis was contained.>®
There is a lot of disagreement regarding the proper attribution of this line. Sirafi offers that it
may belong to Jiran al-‘ Awd al-Numayri (fl. 137" century); the line quoted by Sirafi is found in
his diwan.®” The version cited by Tha‘lab (who does not attribute it to anyone) is found in
Ru’bah ibn al-"Ajjaj’s (d. 145/762) diwan. Certainly, they could all be correct and what we see
here is a form of intertextuality between the work of various poets. But Farra’’s cites different
forms of the hemistich cited by Sibawayhi with a consistent second hemistich, indicating a
common origin for all. Mubarrad cites a different version of the hemistich than Stbawayhi but
while addressing the same grammatical issue (elision of rubba). For whatever intertextuality
there was on the side of poetry, there is considerable lax attitude displayed by these scholars
towards establishing a standard form for this line—what ostensibly would have been expected

for the verbatim transmission of hadith.

It also can be argued that these variations are due to the poet delivering a single line in a
variety of ways; this argument is plausible and has been forwarded. But it must be remembered
that the same argument has been made about variations in Aadith transmissions. Let us compare
what we have seen regarding attitudes towards replacing one word with another in Aadith and
poetry. There is no evidence in the extant texts of the 2"/8" century that either hadith scholars or
grammarians were addressing the grammatical or lexical implications of replacing one lexeme
with another. The biographical reports raise the possibility that this was addressed. However,

such reports do not go into much detail and cannot be used to confirm that grammarians

% Jum‘ah, Shawahid al-shi ‘r, 369.

57 Jirad al-‘Awd, Diwan Jirdad al- ‘Awd al-Numayri (Cairo: al-Maktabah al-Azhariyah lil-Turath, 1992), 52.
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addressed the issue in the 2"9/8" century. On the other hand, there appears to have been a lively

diachronic debate that began early in the 3'%/9™ century.

2.3. Fronting or Postponing One Word over Another>®

Baghdadi does not quote the Prophet, his companions, the successors, or any later
scholars on the permissibility of rearranging word order (i.e., tagdim wa-ta khir) in hadith
transmission.>® There are some general statements about allowing the rewording of hadith
attributed to the Prophet and his companions; but nothing that resembles an awareness of the
grammatical impact of changes in word order.®® Rather, the apparent goal of this section is to
show that such variations occurred during the process; there is no clear judgement in favor or
condemnation of the practice, though the lack of condemnation intimates acceptance to some
degree. And, like in the previous section on lexical variation, | have not been able to find an
example of earlier works of figh and Aadith criticism addressing this issue; it seems likely that
Baghdadi was the first to take it up. However, there are examples in poetry and the gira at of
alteration in word order. This may at first seem surprising, as meter and the “Uthmanic rasm
contribute to the syntactical stability of this material. Granted, changes in word order were fare
rarer in poetry and the gira at due to this stability (n.b., this is the only category mentioned in
Baghdadi’s Kifayah where this applies). Nevertheless, there are differences to be found, and

these differences had a bearing on grammatical discussions from the 2"%/8™" century onwards.

58 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifdyah, 175; 3S e 3aS i Say o cpee i 5,0l S5 o,
59 |bid., 175-76.

8 1bid., 198-210.
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As for the gira’at, it must be stated that the ‘Uthmanic rasm was successful at preserving
word order—while short and long vowels, certain letters, and case endings could not be fully
represented by the rasm, the fixed script prohibited wholesale movement of words. But, once
again, it must be remembered that in 2"%/8" century philological discussions of the Qur’an, the
non-‘Uthmanic codices were highly operative. We saw as much in the previous discussion on
lexical variation. And we have examples, too, of grammarians from the 2"%/8" century onwards
citing variants of Qur’anic verses with non-Uthmanic syntax. The best examples are found in
Farra’’s Ma ‘ani; Farra’ is remarkably neutral with regards to these variations, though, as stated
in the previous section, he does not lend them liturgical legitimacy. Consider the following

example:

His saying: “When [regret] falls in their hands”
Some say usqiza, [which is] a dialect, but sugiza
more common and good. “They say: If you did
not show us mercy, [oh] Lord,” where [Lord] is in
the accusative because it is a supplication. Some
read it “...rabbuna,” [i.e., in the nominative]. But
I prefer the accusative because ‘Abd Allah [Ibn
Mas‘tud’s] codex reads, “[Oh] Lord, did you not

show us mercy?”

Axd L Uy el (e (ageail 8 Jails 1 5) 14l 8

(L5 Ui o (501 08) 3 sl 5 ST (gl (8 L) s
Liad 5 a0 Gl s (L) Liaa i & () sleally Cuua
) 5l8) i) due Canian 8 LY o) Canl Caaill 5 (L)

61 (Lian i a1 0 Ly

In this example, the lexeme “rabbana’ is fronted in Ibn Mas ‘@id’s codex, at least

according to Farra’. Far from questioning the permissibility of such a reading, Farra’ states

outright that it guides his reading of the “Uthmanic codex. This was not the most obvious or ever

preferred reading; semantically speaking, the accusative is possible if rabbana is read as a

61 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:393.



supplication (du’a) and rabbuna is possible if it is read as the subject of the verb “yarhamna”
(bonus phonemic variation here: Ibn Mas ‘Gid’s version has the verb in the second person, which
makes supplication more fitting). In a later treatment of the variations in this verse, Tabari cites
the accusative and nominative readings alongside Ibn Mastid’s version as well, though he does
not attribute it to the companion. but states that his preference is for the nominative because the
word order does not support the accusative.®? This is clear evidence of an ongoing debate about
the grammatical utility of non-‘Uthmanic variants. Where Farra’ sees support for a liturgical
reading, Tabari does not—and it should be noted that the latter does not use this as an
opportunity to declaim the value of such variants, but rather offers a neutral statement regarding
its correctness: “As for the reading which reflects that of which we have spoken ‘The say: [Oh]
Lord, if you did not show us mercy,” we cannot speak to its correctness regarding that aspect

which must be conceded [i.e., his previous statement on syntax].”®

And another, more striking example of Farra™’s use of non-"Uthmanic readings:

And his statement: “They were more deserving of Ledals & Saliis a4,
it and worthy of it” Gl (e il g 8 SR Canaaa el s
I saw it in the codex of al-Harith ibn Suwayd al- S s eualig a5 g e al 5 Lelal 1 58S 5y o) 2
Tamimi, one of ‘Abd Allah [Ibn Mas ‘Gd’s] 64{\%;5‘ el,ei 3 dineae
companions, as “They were more worthy of it and

more deserving.” This is fronting and delaying

[the word]. His codex was buried in the days of

% Al-Tabart, Tafsir, 13:119-20 145 b gl (Had ) (o6 el sl s o el eclld (el il o ol pualls Ll 5 (53015
Gl ) GA se 0550 o Gan g La elld iy Q1 a5y ¢ (WD),

6 Iidl, 13:120.450) pulucil n 530 4 51 (o L i ¥ (338 20 (0 L85 1508) 1ol 8 o LS La e cain 0 5l

64 Farra’, Ma ‘an, 3:68.
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Hajjaj.

This is the only comment Farra’ offers on the variation, and this is quite striking. The
variation has absolutely no bearing on the meaning of the verse, its syntax, grammar, or anything
else of linguistic or exegetical value. Farra’ here is rather displaying an interest in the variation
for its own sake and for the history that lies behind its disappearance. While there are other
examples of non-‘Uthmanic syntax among the gira’at,® they are admittedly few; they are
sometimes attributed to the codices of individual companions and sometimes to the codices of
the amsar. However, the insertion or deletion of a word in is widespread among the various
codices.®® This can be as simple as an inserted/deleted preposition,®’ or pronoun,®® or a more
substantial word of exegetical value.®® Despite the early dominance of the ‘Uthmanic rasm,

references to and investigations of the differing syntax of the non-canonical codices persisted,

even until the present.”

- =

Changes in word order due to transmission in hadith and the gira’at, according to the
evidence proffered by Baghdadi and this study, are minor. While there are some examples of

slight changes in word order in some poetry variations, they are rare;’* more often, the whole line

5 Tbn Ab1 Dawid, Masahif, 255.
% Ibn Abt Dawiid, Masahif, 238ff. and, frankly, passim. There are a lot.

5" E.g., Fard’, Ma ‘ant al-Qur’an, 1:372 &4 :(Jais )5 ) JB LS Ul goa S o om0 (8 (0 5) e 50 sl e
Il ol o) Gl rtie) J3 (sas) 8 a5 18155 G Sl The reading of “bi-an” is from Ibn Mas‘@id’s codex.

8 Ibn Abi Dawud, Masahif, 255

8 John E. Wansbrough, Quranic Studies: Sources and Methods of Scriptural Interpretation (Amherst, N.Y.:
Prometheus Books, 2004), 138, 226 While Wansbrough’s conclusions on the relationship between the gira ‘ar and
the canonization of the Qur’anic text are specious, he successfully demonstrates their exegetical value.

" I’ve found examples in Muhya 1-Din Darwish’s I rab al-Qur’an (published 1402), fill this in later.

"L1f, for example, we peruse lbn al-Anbari’s commentary on the Mu ‘allagat, we find many variations but not at the

level of slight change in syntax that might have resulted from imprecise transmission. | have found no examples
from Sibawayhi’s Kitab or Farra’’s Ma ‘ant [-Qur an that shows this was an issue.
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of poetry must be reworked. It is important that we differentiate between slight changes in word
order, which intimate problems in transmission, and the wholesale reworking of a line, which is
the product of forgery, the reordering of lines in the poem, or some other critical endeavor. To be
sure, perusing a later poetic commentary (e.g., Ibn al-Anbari’s commentary on the Mu ‘allagat

)2 yields some significant variations; but these variations are too complex to be the
product of imprecise transmission. Indeed, | have not been able to find examples of minor
variations in word-order in poetry in early works of Arabic grammar (i.e., Sibawayhi’s Kitab,
Khalil’s Kitab al- ‘Ayn, Farra’ and Akhfash’s Ma ‘ani I-Qur’an). Indeed, meter is a reliable
guarantor of word order—and this exception needs to be acknowledged. It is worth noting,
however, that of the nominative and accusative cases in Arabic are not necessarily dependent on
word order (the genitive, on the other hand, is mostly dependent on word order though it too can
appear unexpectedly when certain words/particles are omitted).” Sibawayhi himself is content
with justifying various uses of taqdim and ta khir with simple ascription to “‘arab” or positing it
as something “you may say” (mithla gawlika). He does this far more than he cites examples from
the Qur’an or poetry.”* Given that the adith he does cite are in some instances affected by
tagdim and ta khir,” it seems that this aspect of hadith transmission did should not have

excluded it from early works of grammar any more than its occurrence in poetry or the gira 'at—

72 The first major variation (muhardqatun = in safahtuha) occurs on the 6™ line of the first poem (Imru’ al-Qays’s
mu ‘allagah), Muhammad ibn al-Qasim Ibn-al-Anbari and ‘Abd al-Salam Muhammad Hartin, Shar/ al-qasa ‘id al-
Sab * al-Tiwal al-Jahiliyyat (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1993), 25. See also Nasser’s study of variations in several poems
in the Mufaddaliyyat, Shady Nasser, The Transmission of the Variant Readings of the Qur’an (Leiden: Brill, 2013),
209f.

8 E.g., Sibawayhi on the omission of rubba, discussed above.

4 Baalbaki, Legacy, 207f. Baalbaki correctly notes that tamthil is a type of evidence distinct from shawahid and that
the later are usually cited in support of the former.

75 Fajjal, Irtikaz, 519-20.
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that is occurs more frequently with hadith matters little when the alteration of word order is

treated as a common occurrence in Arabic speech in general.

2.4. Sound Change in Hadith Transmission (galb, ibdal, tagdim al-harf wa-ta khiruhu)®

By sound change we mean changes generally changes in a word at the level of one or two
letters, often indicative of dialectal differences and usually a natural sound change; that is, the
modern linguistic term.”” However, our use of this term does not imply that grammarians of the
2"9/8t century understood sound change as a historical process with set rules (as we do today),
but rather simply a natural process ‘Arabiyyah as a language. There are several terms used by
early Arabic philologians that fall within: galb (lit. “flipping, turning over”), ibdal (lit.
“substitution”) and tagdim al-harf wa-ta khiruhu (lit. “moving up or pushing back a letter”).
There are sometimes slight differences between these terms and some overlap with modern
subcategories of sound change (e.g., metathesis, elision, assimilation, etc.), but they need not be
explicated here; they are often treated together and follow the same rules of sound change. These
terms are used in the heading of the chapter in the Kifayah on this topic, but Baghdadi does not
apply them in his presentation of the kadith affected in such a way. Rather, the examples he
gives feature four ways in which the internal structure of a word may change: the insertion or
deletion of a letter (e.g. 2 =» 3w, 78 the switching of one letter for another (e.g. =),

the fronting of a letter before another (e.g. «Gse=» <l 5),8% and the pronunciation of emphatic

76 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 177-81.
" Linguistics dictionary

78 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 178.

8 Ibid., 178.

8 1bid., 180.
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letters (hurif mufakhkhamah) as non-emphatics and vice-versa (e.g. aii=» &k3) 81 Baghdadi cites

no earlier scholars on this matter but rather performs the analysis himself on hadith taken from

the Prophet and his companions; we are given no information on what scholars from the 2"/

century scholars thought on the matter. While discussions of these morphological- issues appear

to be absent from works of figh and Zadith criticism from the early period, the genre of gharib

al-hadith (rare lexical usage in hadith) addresses them head on. There is no need to provide an

exhaustive account of this phenomenon here.®? Rather, a few examples will suffice:

Abii Ubayd said: Abtu Hurayrah said he entered
upon ‘Uthman, may God have mercy on him,
while he was besieged and said to him: ¢ab am-
darb. So ‘Uthman commanded him to put down
his weapon. Asma 1 said: He meant tab al-darb,
which means that fighting had become
permissible and pleasant. This is the dialect of the
people of Yemen. Or he said: the language of
Himyar, and he recited [this line of poetry] for
me:

That friend and one who’d reproach me

Struck me from behind with an arrow (bim-sahm)
and a stone (am-salimah).

He wants [to say] bi-l-sahm wa-I-salimah.
Salimah is the singular and [the plural] is silam.
Also from [Himyar, Yemen?] is the hadith

marfii . laysa min im-birr am-siyam fi m-safar. He
wants [to say]: laysa min al-birr al-siyam fi I-
safar. Some people transmit it as such with the
lam.

8 1bid., 181.

e Jaaail 3550 i duns e ol 065

Gl A 8 ) fhals shsdl aaay olaie

J8 aads il O G 5 ald JE (o yuial

Ja 38l 50 kel Gl 315 ; aata)

W06 sl Jafaadoia 08l Q)
QAR PRSTRN

UL TRR S PP T: P A SR AEGE
Aallal

Cuaall ey S oaal g Aalull 5 Al 5 agldls 1y 5
On Gl 13 5 sl G alpasl sl (g0 Gl g 850
laily 1388 a5 2y i) b oLzl il

83 el

82 An exhaustive account can be found in Abi al-Sa‘id Ahmad Fakhrani, al-Lahajat al- ‘arabiyah fi riwayat gharib
al-hadith wa-al-athar: dirasat sawtivah wa-sarfiyah wa-nahwiyah (Dammam: Maktabat al-Mutanabbi, 2007), 61—

94.

8 Abii ‘Ubayd al-Qasim ibn al-Sallam, Gharib al-hadith, ed. Husayn Muhammad Muhammad Sharaf (Cairo: al-
Ht’ah al-‘Ammah li-Shu’{in al-Matabi‘ al-Amiriyyah), 2:216.



This hadith has received much attention, for both its dialectal quality and its implications
for the practice of transmission: some have argued that the Prophet spoke in the Yemeni/Himyari
dialect when he addressed a group from the Yemeni Ash‘ar tribe, others argue that it was due to
the influence of Yemeni transmitters.* Whatever may be the case, here Abii ‘Ubayd
acknowledges what he sees as a philological irregularity and offers an alternative. Furthermore,
he quotes Asma 1’s explanation of the hadith; Asma'T was his teacher and thus there is a
reasonable indication that the prominent philologist discussed Zadith, at least those with peculiar
linguistic content. Consider another passage from Abt ‘Ubayd’s Gharib al-hadith (Strange

Lexical Usages in Hadith):

Abt ‘Ubayd said: In the hadith of ‘Abd Allah [ibn & ClE Y ) aaay dl de s LR P
‘Abbas]: There is no ghalat (nulling a financial
contract) in Islam. Which means “There is no Cale 8 - 6 ),j\ shle Valaa cile Y 4l ?j‘:‘j‘

ghalay,” for the Arabs say: “A man nullifies

(ghalata) his account and errors (ghalasa) in his il e bl 8 s ailis 8 Ll o dadles |
speech (manrig).” So ghalas applies to one’s ’ « Ria Bl s B d2
speech and ghalat to one’s account. Some people

make them out to be two dialects, but I think the I Dl (4] Laglang QA Gy Sl 8
first interpretation is better because there are other S ) P ;
hadith that use this word: [isnad...] that [the slida B Laalll 13 o Cuna 2 48 OY (gaie 25
Prophet] did not allow the nullification [of an )

account] (ghalat). And [isnad] voiding is not Cromes () OB (e (g olia B J8 (555 o

permissible. Indeed, an explanation [of this word]
would be if one were to say: | bought this piece of OB &k oliaa g JB Bl i Y G adl s e
clothing from you for a hundred. But then you

found out he bought it for less than that. He says: 13 dg;iﬁ )5 m\ e Y 06 4 Al ) (8 Bomh
It’s not possible to return to the original sum and ’ ’ - “'
nullify the rest, and so on with similar matters

3 50a5 25 Aile Gl 138 @lle i J sk Ja sl
among the mu ‘amalat. s B Ay s s da

Gl 353 AlIS gy SIA 1 IS (e A 8153

85 |¢IS alaladl) b agasl Loy 13 3 culall & i

8 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 183.
8 Abii ‘Ubayd, Gharib al-hadith, 5:131.
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Though Abu ‘Ubayd does not attribute the difference between ghalat and ghalas to sound
change, he does cite an opposing interpretation that does. Specifically, this interpretation sees the
difference between the letters 7@ and the ta’ as one of dialect—the usual explanation among
classical Muslim scholars for dialectal variations in hadith is that the Prophet spoke to his
audience in their dialect. However, like with the previous example, transmission is accepted as a
possibility. Of interest too is the reference to a matter of figh (i.e., the place of ghalat among the
mu ‘amalat). The is a clear example of the philological pressure exerted on Islamic law and the
dogmatic pressure exerted on philology; minor differences, even morphological or phonological,
had an impact on how legal matters in sadith were both interpreted and interacted with one
another. Note that Abt ‘Ubayd cites another hadith (as opposed to poetry or the Qur’an, both of
which contained far less legal material than %adith) to explain the meaning of the word; this
intimates a belief that the fadith corpus could be linguistically explicated through self-

reference.8®

Sound changes are exceedingly common in poetry as well;®’ for the most part, it does not
affect meter and the recitation of poetry is easily affected by dialectal variations.®® Discussions of
sound change are primarily found in lexical works. In Kitab al- ‘Ayn, Khalil provides entry

headings for lexical variants that have undergone sound change followed by a reference to the

8 Fakhrani, Lahajat. Fakhrani’s work contains dozens more examples of sound change and analysis of their various
transmissions (passim).

87 Shady Nasser, The Second Canonization of the Qur’an (324/936). Ibn Mujahid and the Founding of the Seven
Readings (Leiden: Brill, 2020), 223 Metathesis (ibdal) accounts for a little over a third of all variants Nasser found
in his statistical analysis of variants in several of the Mufaddaliyyat.

88 Jum‘ah, Shawahid al-shi v, 389-90.
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original lexeme, sag “»saqg,  madd=>Jamd®® and so on.** The first example (sag “Psaq ) is
illustrative of Khalil’s treatment of sound change and his use of poetry in such a context. Khalil
quotes one line of poetry for this entry, one that employs the letter sad instead of the sin in the
word saq ‘@’ (a bird with green wings and a white head) but follows this citation with a quick and
direct assurance to his reader that if a sad is followed by a gaf'it can be pronounced as a sin. To
be sure, Khalil mentions a few exceptions where derivatives of the root s-g- * cannot be
pronounced with a sin; but there is no accounting for such exceptions, no recourse to a line of
poetry or its variants, and no mention of transmission influencing pronunciation. Rather, Khalil
presents this as a natural process of language, not something that needs to be corrected but

merely accounted for since it falls within the rules of Arabic pronunciation.

Farra’, a generation after Khalil, clearly cites transmission as a source (if not the original
cause) for sound change in variants in poetry. For example, he states for one line of poetry that
ta tham is also transmitted as taytham (wa-yurwa aydan taytham lughatan, “It is transmitted as
taytham as well, [which is] a dialect”).%? The latter version is what is found in the Kitab, though
Sibawayhi makes no mention of variants.®® Both Farra’ and Sibawayhi cite this line for the same
reason (the elision of “who/whom” from exceptive sentences),®* which is not related to the issue

of sound change. While Khalil has nothing to say on the difference between the two, the change

8 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 1:129, 131.
% Ibid., 7:24.

% Ibid., 1:308, 2:281, 3:322, 387, 4:148, 178 etc. Khalil identifies words that display sound change with the phrase
“lughah fthi.”

92 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:271.
93 Sibawayhi, Kitab., 2:345, 365.

% e, 4 el Cida,
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follows a phonological rule described by both Sthawayhi® and Farra’.%® Yet with a few scattered
exceptions, poetry does not figure prominently in their discussions of sound change.®” This is not
because poetry had no value in demonstrating sound change; for example, “weak letters” (hurif
mu ‘tallah, i.e., semi-vowels) are subject to sound changes that can impact meter and i 7ab. In
contrast, Stbawayhi references lines and poetry and the role of meter in his discussion of the
pronunciation of the hamzah.®® However, while Sibawayhi presents the hamzah as a shibboleth
of sorts, his conception of the phonetics of ‘Arabiyyah is general, i.e., divided into permissible
alternate pronunciations (e.g., sad—>zay; shin—=>jim) or impermissible (e.g., jim—>shin;

ba ->fa’).%° This conception does not require the specificity that a close reading of poetry
variants would provide. To be sure, Farra’ quotes variants but does not describe any as more
original or authentic. Rather, the impression we get from these citations is that philologists were
keenly aware of poetry variants featuring sound change but, at least in the 2"%/3" century, were

not troubled by their existence.

Sound change is a significant feature of the gira at; both in the canonical readings and as
well as the “aberrant” (shadhdh) ones. Shady Nasser has done significant work in this area,
including a statistical analysis that found sound change to be the fifth most common type of

variation in the seven canonical gira ‘at.}*° That sound change was a significant feature of the

% Sibawayhi, Kitab., 4:390.

% Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 2:150.

97 Stbawayhi, Kitab., 4:330-98. The bulk of these pages treat numerous instances of metathesis (i.e., galb, ibdal) but
feature less than a dozen poetry citations—most of these instances of metathesis affect semi-vowels (hurif

mu ‘tallah), whose change can affect meter.

% Ibid., 3:541-56. He cites six lines of poetry in this section.

% 1bid., 4:432.

100 Nasser, Second Canonization, 223.
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qird at is not in question. Rather, what matters is how grammarians from the 2"%/8" century
onwards responded to this feature. One may expect a range of depth in the responses to this
issue, if only due to the association of the Kufans with a higher propensity than the Basrans for
citing gira’at. And there indeed are a range of responses to be found; however, these responses
differ primarily regarding the extent to which a scholar is disposed to use the gira at. No
philologists consider sound changes in the gira at as inherently impermissible; they must,
however, adhere to sound change as it fits into one’s broader grammatical theory of ‘Arabiyyah
(as with Stbawayhi and Mubarrad)*®? or correspond to an attested usage known to the scholar (as

with Farra’).192 Take the following example from Farra’’s Ma ‘anf:

As for his statement: “and [the earth’s] “fim,” Lelimi s et 5 g 533 4l 5 Lal
lentils, and onions...”
Fiam is an old dialect [word for both] wheat and 38 legan AN g Akial) Lo gda8 da) SO Log asdll (L8

bread, as mentioned. Someone said:

| heard the ‘arab [who speak] this dialect say:
“fawwama” for us,” only with gemination [of the
waw], by which they mean “bake.” In the qira’ah
of ‘Abd Allah [ibn Mas‘ud]: “and [the earth’s]
thum (garlic)” with a tha’, as if he were most

ageany Ji ) S

Y il W sa 3 i s ol Aalll o3 Jal (o el Linaws

concerned with being correct [in terms of the el Ln 535 Ul 22 Be) 8 (B (A5 V53880 Qo e
original pronunciation?] because [garlic] is with ) o
similar things, [i.e.] lentils and onions and the oeanll e 1alSL Lo e 43Y Gl pually inall 4] 431SE
like. The ‘arab switch the fa’ with the tha’, so .
would say: jadath [instead of] jadaf (lane); or fall Gaa 1o sl sid oL elall Jad o jall 5 4y Jiadlls
into an ‘athur of evil instead of an ‘afiir (pit) of

evil; or athathi [instead of] athafiy (“cooking S5 e 5% e PR PP

stones”). I’ve heard many from the Bant Asad

call maghafir (tree sap) maghathir. ) il s a8 e 1 s 35

Farra’ is dealing with two interpretations for the word fizm: 1) that it means wheat or bread,

which is some argue is supported by an unspecified tribe’s use of the etymologically related verb

101 Ramzi Baalbaki, “The Treatment of the Qira’at by the Second and Third Century Grammarians,” Zeitschrift Fiir
Arabische Linguistik 15 (1985), 23.

102 1hid., 24-26.
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“fawwama” (i.e., to bake); or 2) that it means garlic, which is supported by Ibn Mas ‘Gid’s reading
“thiim,” presumably the more common word for “garlic” for Farra’’s audience as indicated by
his favor for Ibn Mas ud’s. Farra’ prefers the latter interpretation for two reasons. First, he states
that it makes more sense semantically, as garlic fits better with lentils and onions than bread; and
second, that the f@ "> tha’ sound change is observed in the speech of many tribes, particularly
that of the Najdi Bant Asad. This is illustrative of Farra’’s permissive attitude toward the
transmission of the gira at. Mind you, there is no indication that Farra’ saw this variation as the
corrupted product of oral transmission; all his quotations of Ibn Mas0d’s readings or codex take
their attribution at face value. However, these citations show that Farra™ allowed for the Qur’an
to assume a linguistic identity that did not strictly adhere to that associated with the ‘Uthmanic
codex and the dialects associated with it (i.e., Hijazi tribes such as Hudhayl and Thaqif). In fact,
the quotation above features a dialectal feature from outside the Hijaz even though Ibn Mas‘td
belonged to the Banii Hudhayl. This is characteristic of many of the eponymous readings: a
variety of dialectal features that cannot be traced to a single geographic origin. Nevertheless, it
was not perceived as problematic to admit a reading whose dialectal qualities did not suggest a
clear origin, particularly when it was of exegetical value as with the example above. Sound
change in the gira at was greatly tolerated if it followed the natural patterns of ‘Arabiyyah, just

as Farra’ has simply laid out above.

Philologians’ interest in sound change in the transmission of shawahid was uneven.
Beginning at the very latest with Abii ‘Ubayd in the early 3'%/9™ century, there was a
demonstrable interest in how the occurrence of sound change in the transmission of hadith
affected semantics. While we cannot speak to its significance in the 2"9/8" century, Abii

‘Ubayd’s Gharib al-hadith demonstrates a real concern with the legal implications of such sound
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change. Sound change was a widely acknowledge phenomenon in the gira ‘at, with scholars like
Farra’ commenting on when it is permissible and when it was not permissible; if it followed the
observed rules of ‘Arabiyyah it could serve an assortment of linguistic and exegetical purposes.
For poetry, on the other hand, it does not appear to have been a significant issue, even going into
the 3'4/9™ century.'° While one could imagine poetry being recited according to the phonetic
standards of the reciter’s dialect, works of Arabic philology do not address the issue as directly
as with hadith and the gira at. On this issue of transmission, there is no indication of a coherent

policy regarding sound change.

2.5. Differences in i rab (“Case Endings”)

Notably absent from the Kifayah is a detailed discussion of transmission’s effect upon
i ‘rab. The argument that grammarians avoided fadith because it was corrupted by non-verbatim
transmission corrupted implies that incorrect i rab was a factor; of course, as stated before, this
reasoning is not without basis (albeit insufficient basis): hadith was employed for a variety of
philological reasons in the 2"%/8™ century but i 7a@b was not a common one. Yet, at least in the
case of the Kifayah, it appears that the issue of the transmission of i *ab was either of little
concern or not acknowledged. There is a section in the Kifayah that uses terms associated with
i ‘rab (i.e., nash, raf", and jar), but they refer rather to internal vocalization (i.e., dialectal
pronunciation not affected by matters of syntax); and there are only two examples of kadith
whose variant transmissions include divergent vocalizations.!%* We do encounter, however, a

general discussion of laizn (grammatical error, solecism; this term is often associated with errors

103 Mubarrad in the Mugtadab similarly does not cite poetry in his discussions of sound changes.

104 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 181-82.
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in i 7ab) in hadith transmission.® Now, Baghdadi does not describe any of the grammatical
errors committed by transmitters, but he does provide reports about those who were known to
commit errors (e.g., Ibn Sirin, d. 110/729) and those who were known to correct errors (e.g.,
Ahmad ibn Hanbal). The reports in this section describe figures from the late 1%/6" century (e.g.,
Abii Ma‘mar, fl. late 157" century) to the early 4™ century (e.g., Aba 1-‘Abbas ibn Surayj, d.

306/919).

There are no references to lain or i rab in early works of figh or kadith criticism.
References to grammatical errors in these works apply to the errors in reciting the Qur’an.
Shafi‘1, for example, warns of the risks of lakn that come with following a non-Arab in prayer.1%
The extent to which grammatical errors affected hadith transmission in the 2"/9" century is
somewhat of a mystery, though the general lack of grammatical errors in later adith collections
(even those of weak hadith) indicates that if there were many errors then they were corrected at
some point. Since most writing was unvocalized, it is possible that grammatical errors appeared
and disappeared in accordance with the grammatical aptitude of the transmitter, even after
written hadith collections became common. Unfortunately, the most that can be said about laZn

in hadith in the 2™ century is that it was likely a part of hadith transmission of which scholars

were aware but were not bothered.

The situation is much clearer for poetry and the gira at; in fact, arguments over the i rab
of poetry and the gira at engendered some of the most significant grammatical debates of the
2"9/8t-3"9/9 centuries. As for the gira at, the debates regarding variations in i rab are well

documented. To begin, Nasser found that i 7ab was the second most common variation to be

105 1hid., 185-88, 194—211: Cuaall & calll yuad s ¥ OIS (e 45 )0 S3 L,

106 Muhammad ibn Idris al-Shafi‘t, Kitab al-Umm (Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘rifah, 1990), 1:198.
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found in the gira’at he studied (outnumbered only by variations in internal vocalization). This
observation is borne out by Farra’’s Ma ‘ani I-Qur an, where alternate case endings are a major
topic of discussion. Consider, as many have beforecourse, the famous verse of ablution
(Ma’idah: 6)!°” where “feet” can either be read in the accusative (arjulakum) or the genitive
(arjulikum), with each reading requiring the feet be abluted in a slightly different manner
(washing vs. wiping). Farra’ notes this is Ibn Mas‘tid’s reading (and that Ibn Mas ‘tid adjusted the
word-order at times to clarify the verses’ grammatical reading!).1% Ultimately, though he notes
that the genitive is grammatically possible (and even supported by ‘Al ibn Abi Talib’s reading),
he favors the accusative simply because “washing [the feet] is sunnah.”2%® In another place,
Farra’ rejects Ubayy’s reading?!® of a verb in the jussive state (/a ta ‘budii) that is typically read
in the nominative not because it contradicted the ‘Uthmanic rasm (the nin is dropped in Ubayy’s
reading) but because it was ungrammatical (i.e., an inappropriate apodosis).!!! In yet another
location, Farra’ accepts Ubayy’s reading of fa-sabran jamilan (Yusuf: 18, i.e., fa-sabrun
Jjamilun) on grammatical grounds (i.e., it signifies a self-command),*'? once again ignoring its

deviation from the “Uthmanic script.

Sibawayhi’s Kitab, despite a substantially lower number of gira at citations than found in

Farra’’s Ma ‘ant, also weighs in on variations in case endings in the gira at, albeit often

107 5l ) 21855 8 g8 5 | Al 385l ) a5 280 85 15 8 3l ) gad 1) 1l ) T

108 Farra’, Ma ‘Gni, 1:302 s35a s adia (oS )l 5) 18 450 3 sasa 0 dll 22 e,

199 1bid., 1:303.

110 Bagarah: 83

W Farrda’, Ma ‘ant al-Qur’an, 1:53 sl o sa ol 5 ¢ ol o 5adl lalina 5 o) s2nd Y il ) o (3lise UAST 3 g3y 1 il ) 8 s,

12 GG uaill e @SS (Shas | yuad) ol 300 8 8 a5 el saally andil 10VIS 4 5 Shan | juad 10)S 5lslbid., 2:39.
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113 and Ansari*'* have taken

indirectly and within the confines of the “‘Uthmanic rasm. Baalbaki
up the issue of the gira at in the Kitab in detail; the interested reader is encouraged to review
their works for a full account, but a few examples will suffice us now. Sibawayhi show his
preference for the reading of “sawa ™ in Jathiyah: 21 (wa- ‘amalii s-salihati sawa an mahyahum
wa-mamatuhum...) in the nominative (i.e., sawa 'un) rather than the accusative by presenting a
syntactically similar phrase (marartu bi- ‘Abdillah khayran minhu abithu), which he then deems
ungrammatical (i.e., lughah radhi’ah), intimating his disapproval of reciting sawa’ as

sawd an.**® He does the same with the ma Hijaziyyah (negation particle “ma” as used by the
tribes of the Hijaz); when used according to Hijazi convention it renders the predicate in the
negated nominal sentence (khabar) in the accusative, but Tamimi convention places it in the
nominative—Sibawayhi explicitly states his presence for the latter despite the ubiquitous use of
the former in the Qur’an.''® Amazingly, Stbawayhi uncritically alludes to the Tamim tribe
reciting the verse as such, with the exception of those who were familiar with the codex of
course (illa man dara kayfa hiya fi I-maghaf). Ibn Sallam al-Jumahi compares Sibawayhi’s
opinion on a matter of i @b in the gira at with that of the grammarians ‘Isa ibn ‘Umar (d.
149/766); he states that the latter would pick the accusative over the nominative in ambiguous

cases out of habit but then frames Sibawayhi’s judgement in favor of the nominative in

grammatical terms supported by the readings of Abdi ‘Amr ibn al-*Ala and ‘Tsa ibn Habib.!’

113 Baalbaki, “Treatment of the Qira at.”

114 Ahmad Makki Ansari, Sibawayhi wa-1-gira at (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1972), 39-105.
115 Sibawayhi, al-Kitab., 2:34.

116 |bid., 1:59.

117 Ibn Sallam al-Jumahi, Tabagat fuhiil al-shu ‘ara’, 1:19.
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Farra’ criticizes Ibn Mas ‘Gd for using the demonstrative pronoun hadha where dhalika is

appropriate.®

As for poetry, changes in i ‘rab seldom affect the meter. It is therefore common to find
various grammatical interpretations and commentaries on Arabic poetry as early as during the
2"9/8t century. Like the gira at, early works of Arabic grammar abound in discussions of i 7ab
variations in poetry. We find Tha‘lab faulting Sibawayhi for improperly transmitting a line a
poetry, thus confusing demonstrative with a possessive particle (dha=hadha instead of
dha=sahib).''® Zajjaj states that all early grammarians committed this error, citing the following
line of poetry which further clarifies the grammatical issue of the first. Similarly, grammarians
took issue with Stbawayhi’s placing “Qiyyar” (name of the poet’s horse) in the nominative (i.e.,
Qiyyarun) in “fa-inni wa-Qiyyaran bi-ha la-gharibun” (Qiyyar and I were strangers in [that
place]), where “Qiyyaran” is far more common. Farra’ notes that this line is rendered in both the
nominative and accusative; he borrows the line from his teacher Kisa'1, who sides with
Sibawayhi in allowing for Qiyyar to be placed in the nominative. Ultimately, he disagrees and
provides a detailed refutation of Kisa'1’s (and, implicitly, Stbawayhi’s) version. Akhfash
includes Farra’’s version of this line in his Ma ‘ani—though it should be noted that there is no
indication that he heard it from Farra’, Kisa'1, or any Kufan. Farra’’s interpretation won the day
and can be found in works ranging from Ibn Sallam’s Tabaqat**to Ibn Manziir’s monumental

lexicon, the Lisan al- ‘arab.*?

Y18 Farra’, Ma ‘ant al-Qur’an, 1:11.
119 Tha‘lab, Majalis Tha ‘lab, 1980, 2:513; quoted in Miihan, Shawahid Sibawayh, 82.
120 Ibn Sallam, Tabagat, 1:172.

2 |pn Manzir, Lisan, 5:125.
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Perhaps the most interesting example of variation in the i #ab of poetry is one line where
the variation affects meter and meter. The line, as it is quoted in Sibawayhi’s Kitab, is rendered
as follows:

lpaall Y Juall L eaald s ) g slas

In his work Sharh ma yaqa ‘u fihi min al-tashif wa-l-tahrif, Abi Ahmad al-‘Askari (d.
382/993) notes two errors in Sibawayhi’s version of this line. First, he notes that it is not
necessary to put “mu ‘awiya” in the accusative as its nominative form, “mu ‘awin,” fits the
meter—the line does not serve as an example for poetic license (darirat al-shi r) and thus is
better rendered in the nominative.'?2 Second, he states that the rhyming word is incorrect because
it deviates from the rhyme of the (“very famous”) poem to which it belongs. Indeed, what is
striking about this example is the hadida contains the rhyme (da). Changing it to the genitive (di)
would contrast with the rhyme scheme of the rest of the poem (as found in other sources). In the
Kitab, Sibawayhi recites the same line of poetry twice with different i 7ab each time, citing both
versions to prove his grammatical point.'?® Similarly, Farra’ states in the Ma ‘ani: ““Al-hadida” is
recited in the accusative and genitive, but I’ve mostly heard it in the genitive.”*?* TabarT in his
tafsir favors Sibawayhi’s interpretation for his analysis of Bagarah: 83 (wa-bi-lI-walidayni
ihsanan; to justify placing “iksan” in the accusative);}?® Ibn ‘Atiyyah (d. 541/1146) in his tafsir
acknowledges some validity to Stbawayhi’s interpretation but in the end sides with Abt “Alf al-

Farist (d. 377/987), who prefers the genitive; Mubarrad faulted Sibawayhi for ignoring the rhyme

122 Abii Ahmad al-Hasan ibn ‘Abd Allag al-Askari, Shark ma yaqa ‘u fihi al-tashif wa-1-tahrif, ed. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz
Ahmad (Cairo: Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi wa-awladuh, 1963), 207

123 Sibawayhi, Kitab., 1:83, 155; Lika oS 13) L s ¥ 5 and Lila S 13) L il ¥ 5,
124 Farra’, Ma ‘GnT, 2:348: (adally aivan Lo jiST5 Giaiy Ui (lyaall) adi s,

125 Al-Tabari, Tafsir, 2:290.
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(the rhyme should be “di” and not “da” according extant renditions of this poem) but Aba
Barakat ibn al-Anbari (d. 577/1181) and Zamakhshari (d. 538/1144) both claimed that the poem
was transmitted in two different versions with two different rhymes (though neither provided
proof, i.e., another line from the poem with this rnyme).1?® Needless to say, the provenance of the
line remained contested for some time, with arguments centering on the grammatical content of
the line taking center stage rather than any discussion of issues of transmission. Still, it is worth
noting that when later scholars referenced Sibawayhi’s version of the line, they sometimes refer

to it as his “transmission” (riwayah).*?’

If there is any conclusion to be drawn about how transmission affected the i 7ab of
hadith, poetry, or the giraat, it goes as follows: not only were discussion such variations
endemic in each of these, but they were occasions for serious debate in early works on Arabic
grammar. Furthermore, the debates on i 7ab led to the alteration and outright forgery of many
lines of poetry. In this vein, Ibn Sallam, in his introduction to his grand work of poetry criticism
Tabagqat fuhil al-shu ‘ara’, discusses the issue of forgery in poetry transmission (the blame of
which he places in the proliferation of written collections) in the context of philology’s (and
grammar in particular) development.'?® To be sure, with regard to this issue there is not much of
a comparison of scale to be made between hadith on one hand and poetry and the gira at on the
other. In contrast to Ibn Sallam’s statements on the philological evaluation of poetry, we know

little to nothing about what hadith transmitters thought of the i ‘rab of their subject material

126 * Abd al-Qadir al-Baghdadi, Shark abyat Mughni I-labib, ed. ‘Abd al-Aziz Rabbah and Ahmad Yiisuf Daqqaq
(Beirut: Dar al-Ma’min li-l-Turath, 1973-81), 7:53-54.

127 Sirafi, Sharh, 1:397; Baghdadi, Shar#, 1:27; ‘Askari, Sharh, 207.

128 Ibn Sallam, Tabagadt, 3-49. This introduction includes the earliest known history of the study of Arabic grammar
as well as its account of poetry transmission.
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during the 2"%/8" century. However, with poetry and the gira at there is a strong case to make for
a comparison in kind: we assume that alterations were made to case endings in hadith due to
non-verbatim transmission, but we know with as much certainty as we can about anything that
happened during the 87/9" century that poetry was widely altered and/or forged and that, at the
very least if we look to Farra’’s comments on hadida, such discrepancies did not result in the

lowering of poetry’s linguistic status let alone dismissal from the greater linguistic corpus.

2.6. Transmission in other than Eloquent Arabic (al-Lughah al-fasizah)

In this section, Baghdadi recounts several hadith that feature dialectal qualities that do
not belong to the elevated Arabic as described by grammarians. He cites the hadith cited about
fasting mentioned above (laysa min am-birr...) as an example of “Ash‘ari” (i.e., Yemeni)
Arabic.?® Baghdadi himself comments on how a version of a hadith was circulating that featured
the ‘an ‘anah (replacing the hamza with an ‘ayn) of the Qays tribe as proof of adulteration of the
hadith. He additionally cites Ibn ‘Umar and Abti Hurayrah’s use of this dialect in sadith (am-
darb vs. al-darb) transmission as proof of the originality of this dialectal feature. He also
comments on the inability of non-Arabs (likely Persians, as Aramaic differentiated between the
two letters) to differentiate between the kaf'and the gaf. There is a clear pattern: non-eloquent
dialects should not be found in the speech of the Prophet but can be found in the speech of others
such as his companions. The reports either go back to the time of the Prophet and his

companions or reflect the practice contemporary with Baghdadi’s time.

This begs the question: do all the kadith citations found in works of grammar from the
early period adhere to the standards of ‘Arabiyyah? A review of the data from Hadithi and

Fajjal’s work suggests as much. The idea that the Prophet’s words reflect eloquent ‘Arabiyyah is

129 Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 183.
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never made explicit during the 2"9/8" century by grammarians, but it is does not appear that they
were willing to criticize the Prophet’s Arabic in the 2"%/8™" century. This ideology was made
explicit later, starting with Jahiz in the mid-3'%/9™ century.'3® Nevertheless, it is worth noting that
even if hadith was not widespread in grammatical works of the 2"%/8™ century, the ubiquitous

awe of the Prophet’s speech so familiar today was beginning to establish itself.

- =

As for poetry and girda ‘at, the purpose of grammar in the 2"%/8" century and onwards was
the separation of the eloquent from the non-eloquent. The term faszZ is not used in Sibawayhi’s
Kitab or Farra’’s Ma ‘ani. What we find instead are more general terms, such as #asan (good),
jayyid (good), gabih (ugly, not good).3! There is a clear desire to compare different Arabic
dialects and establish a common denominator against which the Qur’an and certain poetry can be
compared. Both Farra’ and Sibawayhi cite poetry' and gira ar**® as examples of poor and good
Arabic. And the question of what constituted good Arabic applied to everything said, written,

and transmitted in the language.

3. Conclusion

There are three important conclusions to be drawn from our review of the philology of
transmission. First, there does not appear to have been a sophisticated discussion of the
philological implications of poor transmission. Certainly, we find discussions of differences in

morphology, syntax, and inflection that are the product of transmission. However, we do not find

130 Abii ‘Uthman ‘Amr ibn Bahr al-Jahiz, al-Bayan wa-al-tabyin (Beirut: Dar wa-al-Maktabat al-Hilal, 1423), 2:13-
14.

181 M. G. Carter, Stbawayhi’s Principles: Arabic Grammar and Law in Early Islamic Thought, vol. Number 5,
Resources in Arabic and Islamic Studies; (Atlanta, Georgia: Lockwood Press, 2016), Chapter 11 Carter argues this is
indicative of a foundation in the ethics of Islamic law.

132 Jum*ah, Shawahid al-shi r, 391-432.

133 Ansart, Abii Zakariya al-Farra’, 310ff.
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a discussion of how transmission produced these differences, or even if multiple transmissions
were permissible for material used to establish the rules of grammar. To be sure, the process of
transmission was in its early stages in the 2"%/8™" century, and scholars in the following centuries
sought to sort out which transmissions best represented the ‘arabiyyah faszizah, pure eloquent
Arabic. Yet, early grammarians’ obsession with determining who spoke good Arabic and who
did not (evident in their selection of eras from which poetry could be attested, gira at that were
permissible, and tribes whose Arabic had not been adulterated) would lead one to expect that
they would give countenance to the problematic nature of transmission—if the philological

errors it produced loomed large.

We see the same with the transmission of hadith. Scholars of later centuries were
compelled to select the correct transmission, and this was usually done with isnad criticism. But
the philological differences between various transmissions demanded explanations that reports of
a transmitter’s character could not supply. This is particularly so because so many trustworthy
transmitters transmitted philologically variable, and oftentimes peculiar, khadith. To be sure, even
in later centuries discussions of the transmission of hadith were carried out with greater detail
and intensity that discussions of the transmission of poetry. But it must be remembered that there

were far greater legal and political implications for the composition of the hadith corpus.

Second, it is not readily apparent, or even seem likely, that transmission subjected hadith
to more severe linguistic adulteration than it did to poetry or the gira at—the only exception
appears to be word order, though it should be noted that word order plays a diminished role in
Arabic syntax than in many other languages (such as English and modern spoken Arabic
dialects). Arabic poetry was forged and mutilated to a great extent during the 2"Y/8™" century, not

to mention characterized by a variety of transmissions. Undoubtedly, meter and rhyme aided its
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preservation; it was simply easier to memorize poetry than prose. But regarding the minutia that
made up Arabic grammar—matters of vocalization, declension, inflection, and conjugation—
meter and rhyme had limited value. Fa ‘ilun and fa ‘ilan (nominative and accusative) share the
same metrical pattern. The same goes for the consonantal skeleton of the “Uthmanic codex,
which, it should be mentioned, was not adhered to in every reading. And grammarians were able
to easily discard those they found did not fit within their grammatical models. Furthermore, most
of the philological issues associated with transmission apply to the individual lexeme rather than
alter hadith at the level of syntax. Yet, hadith figures prominently in early works of

lexicography.

We may conclude then that the essence of Abta Hayyan’s thesis—that grammarians
avoided Zadith due to non-verbatim transmission—is untenable, even if there is an element of
truth within it. However, the question remains: why is there so little zadith to be found in early
works of Arabic grammar? There are two tasks that must carried out if we are to find the answer
this issue. The first approach is an evaluation of the ideology that lay behind the selection of
certain material for citation. This approach asks why hadith is cited and who serves as its
informants, and how these informants differ from those of poetry or Qur’anic recitation. This is
an exploration of how disciplines developed around the transmission and interpretation of
specific material, determining whether primacy is owed to the methodology of a discipline or its
subject matter. Second, we need to carry out a more thorough survey of works by Kufan
grammarians, who appear to cite hadith more frequently. This survey should not be limited to the
citation of hadith for grammatical purposes but should extend to all citations be they for
grammatical, lexical, exegetical purpose or otherwise. This will elucidate the interrelationship

between philology and Islamic law as it developed from the 2"Y/8"-51/10" centuries.
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CHAPTER IlI
THE ‘ARABIYYAH OF THE SHAWAHID

1. Introduction

We have seen that Abii Hayyan’s thesis falters because it attributes an anachronistic
understanding of hadith criticism to early Arabic grammarians. Previous rejoinders to this thesis
have fallen short too. On its own, the argument that poetry and the gira at suffered from the
same philological issues in transmission as kadith, though it provides a rebuttal to Abi Hayyan’s
contention regarding non-verbatim transmission, does not offer a viable alternative. There is
truth to Naylah and Hadithi’s contentions that poetry simply loomed larger in the Arabic cultural
memory than hadith.! However, this does not go far enough to explain why there was such
paucity of hadith in early works of grammar. The fact that grammarians are found in many
isnads from authoritative collections of hadith and that the biographical reports describe them
studying and writing on hadith (at least in the context of lexicography) points to more than a
passing familiarity on their part. This is to say that there is enough evidence to suggest that

grammarians could have cited more hadiths had they deemed it appropriate.

It is our contention that a better explanation for the paucity of Aadith in early works of
grammar lies largely in ideological factors. Regarding, the ideological, it is because the
collection and evaluation of hadith was carried out in an urban environment whereas the

collection of Arabic linguistic data was done in the desert. There was an established ideology

! Haditht, Mawgif, 372; Naylah, Shawahid, 344.
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that the speakers of proper and pure ‘Arabiyyah could only be found among semi-nomadic tribes
of the Arabian Peninsula.? Though this ideology was first clearly expressed in the 41/10™
century, its influence can be discerned in works of philology going back to the 2"Y/8™ century.
Therefore, in this chapter, we will examine the apparent ideology behind linguistic citation,
showing that the selection and rejection of poetry and the gira at was done to align this material
with the natural speech of the ‘arab. We will then show the situation to be different with hadith:
first, it was readily identified as a representative of the phonetics and morphology of ‘Arabiyyah
in Khalil’s K. al- ‘Ayn and Farra’’s Ma ‘ani I-Qur an; then, that identification as a representative
representation of the grammar of ‘Arabiyyah was more problematic with Sibawayhi’s Kitab
failing to attribute Zadith of grammatical value to the Prophet. Then, we will show then Farra’
beginning to depart from this position with an increased acknowledgement of the value of
hadith. That is, based on our limited resources, Farra’’s work represents the initial step in the
transition from skepticism of hadith’s non- ‘arab caretakers to general acceptance as a linguistic

source.

2. Whence ‘Arabiyyah?

If we are to understand what material the early grammarians admitted or amended in their
study of the Arabic language, we must ask: exactly whose Arabic were they collecting, studying,
and codifying? It is tempting (but not recommended) to accept the simple answer of the classical
historical tradition of grammar, which is “the Arabic of the Qur’'an.” In one report, the second

caliph ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab is told by an a rabi (semi-nomadic desert dweller) that an

2 Ibn Faris, Sahibi, 28f. N.b., the semi-nomadic Arab tribes of lower Mesopotamia and the Levant were excluded
due to contact with Persian, Greek, and Aramaic speaking populations.
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ungrammatical recitation® of the Qur’an impugned the Prophet.* He then orders Abii I-Aswad al-
Du’al1 (d. 69/688), then governor of Basra during the caliphate of “Ali ibn Abi1 Talib, to set the
rules of “nasw” (awwal man wada ‘a I-nasw) to ensure that the Qur’an would be properly
recited.® In a different version, Ziyad ibn Thabit hears the Qur’an recited ungrammatically and
allows Abii I-Aswad to set the rules of “nasw.”® In both cases, the origin of Arabic grammar is

attributed to the need to protect the Qur’an from linguistic corruption and degradation.

It is easy to dismiss these accounts as later traditions of a very early event—Abiu 1-Aswad
was not named as the originator of Arabic grammar until the early 39/9" century and the details
of these reports only began to emerge in the 47/10" century.” They whiff of the apocryphal and
much more justification is needed if they are to be deemed historically significant. However,
there is something to these accounts that tells us something about 2"%/8™ century grammar,
particularly the report about ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab. There are two things worth noting. First, the
error in the Qur’anic recitation was noticed by an “a rabi,” a term that denotes a semi-nomadic
Arab whose habits, customs, language, and lifestyle are free of the influence of sedentary life.
The term eventually acquired a pejorative connotation akin to calling someone “uncouth,” but it

was still very much associated with not just a nomadic lifestyle but being culturally alien in a

3 While “reading” may seem to be an appropriate term here, I do not use it so as not to project the idea of a Qur’anic
“reading” (gira ah) to this time. The verb gara’a can mean recite as well. The report does not describe the
ungrammatical recitation as a “reading,” i.e., it does not describe it as an established mode of recitation but rather as
an individual error. However, an interesting question is what was the extent of linguistic corruption of Medina (and
the Hijaz in general) during ‘Umar’s caliphate according to later scholars?

gy s 0S8l (g (5 ) O, Where “rasiiluhu” is read “rasilihi,” thus giving the meaning of “God is disassociated
from the disbelievers and His Prophet” instead of “God is disassociated from the disbelievers as is His Prophet.”

5> Abii Barakat ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad al-Anbari, Nuzhat al- ‘ulaba’ fi tabagat al- ‘udaba’, ed. Ibrahim al-
Samira’1 (Zarqa', Jordan: Maktabat al-Manar, 1985), 19.

6 Abii Muhammad ‘Abd Allah ibn Muslim Ibn Qutaybah, Mushkil ta 'wil al-Qur’an, ed. Ibrahim Shams al-Din
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘TImiyyah, 2002).

" Talmon, “Who Was the First Arab Grammarian,” 131-35.
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sedentary setting. ® The second note of importance is that, in the report, the a‘rabi tells ‘Umar
that he had come “Medina with no prior knowledge of the Qur’an.”® ‘Umar, of course, relates
the correct recitation of the verse as he has the authority to do so. But in the a #abi’s role in the
report carries authority as well. He is not depicted as pious beyond his interest in learning some
of the Qur’an and being taken aback by the ungrammatical recitation’s rendering the verse as
God disassociating himself from His Prophet. Yet, he comes with the ability to interpret the
Qur’an’s language correctly and this sets an important precedent (even if, as a later tradition, it
was a precedent post facto): the Qur’an should be intelligible to a semi-nomadic Arab, even if he
spoke a different dialect from the Prophet and his companions. While we cannot take this as a
historical account and thus as representing the linguistic reality of Islamic society under the
companions, it is representative of the discipline of Arabic grammar’s perception of that time
and the development of their discipline. Indeed, this is not merely a narrative ploy to endow
Arabic grammar the task of preserving the Islamic community’s sacred text; it is an ideology that
sets the parameters of linguistic hermeneutics, an ideology that defines not only defines the
intended audience of the Qur’an'® but the Qur’an’s mode of reception going forward. That is,
philologians claimed that the Qur’an, at the time of its revelation, was intelligible to the greater
Arab population, sedentary and semi-nomadic alike; additionally, linguistic corruption of urban
Arabic meant that their urban contemporaries did not speak an attestable dialect, one that
reflected usage contemporaneous with the Qur’an’s revelation—only the semi-nomadic ‘arab of

their time spoke such a language.

8 Jan Restd, The Arabs in Antiquity: Their History from the Assyrians to the Umayyads (New York: Routledge,
2013), 92f.

9 Anbari, Nuzhat, 19.13 51l ¢ 3 58 e clid (g il Jale V5 cdiaall Caadd ) i all el
10 For early (4™ century) account of the Quraysh as the Qur’an’s first audience, see Ibn Faris, Sahibi, 13f.
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Early works of Arabic grammar and lexicography clearly state their reliance of the
language of the ‘arab and a rab. The opening lines of Khalil’s Kizab al- ‘Ayn are quite explicit on

this matter:

This is what al-Khalil ibn Ahmad al-BasrT has @l il a e g mall deal o Jalad) 4alf L 1aa
published on the letters: alif, ba’, ta’, tha’ and so

on._lt is the scope of the speech of the ‘arab and zom Vs cagdalall 5 o pall SIS lae (S8 4y iS5 L e
their utterances. Nothing has been left out. He

wanted the ‘arab to be known though it in their TR DT PRI I 5 die L
poetry, proverbs, and speech, and that nothing Sl ol mi gl sl i L

deviates from that. 1Ly e o i ade 2y YT 5 clgialalig 5 Lelial

We have produced these quotations in full because they deliver quite a bit of information
on their own supporting our conclusion that the natural speech of the ‘arab. Nevertheless, some
commentary for each is warranted in order to further illuminate how these scholars delineated the
parameters of ‘arabiyyah in accordance with said speech. What must be determined is the
approximate tribal and geographic boundaries these scholars applied to the selection of attestable

material. That is, who are the ‘arab according to each of these scholars.

The first quotation is taken from Khalil’s Kitab al- ‘Ayn. However, the opening of the
book is not in the voice of the purported author, but rather the book’s redactor, likely a student of
his.'? Schoeler and Talmon have convincingly established Khalil as the author of this book, ** but
the fact that the statement above was not produced during Khalil’s lifetime must be
acknowledged. Nevertheless, this introduction jibes with the rest of the lexicon and is worth

considering. The Kitab al- ‘Ayn is preoccupied with the phonetics of ‘Arabiyyah (e.g., “You do

11 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 1:47.
12 Schoeler, The Oral and the Written in Early Islam, 143,

13 Rafael. Talmon, Arabic Grammar in Its Formative Age: Kitab al-‘Ayn and Its Attribution to Halil b. Ahmad (New
York: Brill, 1997), 91f.; Schoeler, The Oral and the Written in Early Islam, 142f,
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not find the kaf and the gaf'in one word unless it is of foreign origin and has been Arabized

(mu ‘arrab)”),** the foreign origins of words (e.g., “barq is alien to ‘Arabiyyah, its plural is
burqan™),* native morphology of ‘Arabiyyah (“mushakhlabah is an Iraqi word, there is nothing
of ‘arabiyyah in its structure™),'® and idiomatic usage (“...and they compared [ Uthman bin
‘Affan] to a hyena, like the Arabs do when they say “You bull, you ass!’”’).1” Throughout the

work lexemes are judged based on their relationship to a stable notion of ‘Arabiyyah.

But who are the ‘Arab who speak ‘Arabiyyah in the Kitab al- ‘Ayn? The biographical
literature tells us little about Khalil’s interactions with the ‘Arab. What is telling, however, is his
treatment of the tribal dialects. The most common dialects found in the Kitab al- ‘Ayn are those
of the Hijaz, Banii Tamim, and Hudhay!.*® While there is not always an exact correspondence for
tribal names in works written centuries apart, these tribes are listed by later scholars®® as the
trustworthy linguist authorities trusted by early linguists. As a counter example, it is worth
consideration the criticism of the “dialects” ?° of the tribes of Yemen, which Khalil

describes/classifies as “ugly” (gabihah).?* To be sure, the Kitab al- ‘Ayn as a lexical work is

14 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 5:6. Y il go asal) SIS 5 canall 23S (g Ay yre Ll 5S35 o V) bl 5 AaS A Glading Y S 5 alall el
oY aads V) calily

15 Ibid., 5: 155.06 s (e aanay s all & dads (5030

16 Iid., 4:325. G al) m sl L e Gad il e RS 3800

17 1bid., 2:341: s b 53 b Ak pall 8 Q6 LS aalally 4535,

18 Analysis of Talmon’s citations in Talmon, Arabic Grammar in Its Formative Age, 410-11.

19 Suyiiti, Muzhir, 1:167f.

20 perhaps today we would consider them to be part of a language unto themselves, though we only have the
suggestions of early scholars to go off of and little hard evidence to determine whether they were an Arabic dialect
or an “independent” language (like modern Socatran, a modern Yemeni language distinct from but related to

Arabic).

2L Khalil, ‘Ayn, 8:147.
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concerned with creating an expansive corpus of linguistic material not confined to “pure
‘arabiyyah” (‘arabiyyah mahkd). However, the proportion of citations devoted to tribes described
by others as “faszh” (speaking an unadulterated ‘Arabiyyah)?? compared to other tribes known to
be in contact with non-Arab speakers and/or living a sedentary life (e.g., Taghlib, who were
Christians in northern Mesopotamia, and the Quraysh, who were sedentary) cannot be ignored.
The comparison between Hudhayl and Quraysh is instructive. First, they lived in close
geographic proximity to one another. However, Hudhayl was reported to have maintained a
semi-nomadic lifestyle whereas the Quraysh were settled in the city of Mecca and in constant
contact with travelers, pilgrims, and merchants from all over the region. In the Kitab al- ‘Ayn,
Hudhayl is cited twenty times whereas the Quraysh (who later scholars described as the most
eloquent of the ‘arab without citing any evidence) are cited once.?® There is clearly a preference

in this work for material ascribed to semi-nomadic speakers of ‘Arabiyyah.

This passage from the introduction of Abti ‘Ubaydah’s Majaz al-Qur an too delineates

the place of ‘Arabiyyah in the work:

The Qur’an was revealed in the clarifying Arabic Al g elld Slaais (e e gl AN J 3l L)
(‘arabi) tongue. There is verification of is one

verse and another from the Qur’an: “We have 5!\ Jsk)y e Uihj La gy ssoal Al s ol 3l (4a
only sent that messenger with the tongue of his o

people.” [Our] predecessors and those who ol Aum s 15850 ) Y 5 Gl i ol et 38 oy

received the revelation did not need to ask the
Prophet about the meaning of the Qur’an because

they were ‘arab of tongue. Due to their IS oY ailas o Vsl Ol plas s aole ) (Lo (il
knowledge of [their tongue], they were in no need . o . .
of inquiring about its meanings or about the rlas ge Allud) e 4 agalay | 5i30uld (GudY) @ e

various aspects and epitomes of the speech of the

22 The term fasif is usually translated as “eloquent.” However, since Khalil asserts it is derived for the term for pure,
smooth yogurt without any foam I believe “unadulterated” to be more apt.

2 Huday!: al-Khalil, ‘Ayn, 1:170, 223, 232, 309, 344, 2:300, 3:115, 376, 4:161,174, 357, 5:125, 6:37, 77, 4:172, 392,

8:61, 182, 304. And Quraysh: 3:167; other references to the Quraysh in the ‘Ayn are in poetry, to individuals, or to
cultural practices.
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Arabs, The Qur’an contains much from the speech ol 5o g sl (e alie G jall G3IS 8 Las 4 Lae
of the ‘arab in terms of inflection/declension
(i rab), and strange usage and meanings. e Y o sa s (e aall DISI 6 Le i Al

(Sl g ecu @l e

The passage above from Abti ‘Ubaydah’s introduction to the Majaz al-Qur’an is
interesting in that it speaks of the ‘arab and their language as existing in a specific time and
place. The language of the Qur’an, according to Abii ‘Ubaydah, is the language of its initial
audience. This allowed them to understand the Qur’an without inquiring about its meanings. This
IS an interesting position, as there were hadith in circulation at the time in which the Prophet
explained the meaning of the Qur’an’s language, at least at the figurative level.?* Muslim
scholars centuries later, looking back on the history of the Arabic language, came to see Islam as
bringing about a linguistic sea change that would have challenged Qur’an’s original audience on
a rhetorical and lexicographical (if not grammatical and phonological) level; an observation
supported by the comparison of poetry before and after the life of the Prophet.?® Nevertheless,
Abt ‘Ubaydah expresses a pervasive ideology that characterized his and later times: 1) the
Arabic spoken by his contemporaries was not that of the Qur’an and thus of poorer quality and
insufficient to properly understand the text, and 2) there was a need to recover the text’s meaning

using the Arabic of its original audience as a cipher.

As there was no one remaining from the Qur’an’s original audience, Abii ‘Ubaydah had

to procure his linguistic data from either ‘arab informants (i.e., those ideal listener-speakers who

24 See Mithammad’s explanation of the “black and white threads” of Baqarah:187 in Farra’, Ma ‘ani al-Qur an,
1:114-15.

%5 Suyiit, Muzhir, 1:294f.
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produced pure ‘Arabiyyah) or from transmitted material, primarily poetry and the gira at. Keep
in mind, that by the end of the 2" century someone like Abii ‘Ubaydah would have heard and
transmitted a sizable portion of this material in a teacher-pupil or lecture setting in Kufa, Basra,
or Baghdad. His choice in attestation reflects and responds to the conversations teachers and
pupils had about it. Describing these conversations is difficult. The later biographical material is
quite critical of Abii ‘Ubaydah, often emphasizing his Khariji leanings or Jewish genealogy.
Farra’ in his Ma ‘ant [-Qur an appears to accuse Abt ‘Ubaydah of having little knowledge of
‘Arabiyyah.?® But the Majaz al-Qur an is not an anti-Arab, radical, or unlearned work of
scholarship. While specific references to Arabic dialects are less frequent in the Majaz, Abu
‘Ubaydah enthusiastically cites an anonymous body of “ ‘arab” whose speech is used to verify or
justify linguistic constructions in the Qur’an, even if the speech of said ‘arab did not conform to
the dominant linguistic structures of ‘Arabiyyah. For example, he favorably adduces the
formulation “akaliint I-bardghith” (which is deemed ungrammatical by Sibawayhi)?’ with
reference to Ma idah:74, *“ ‘amii Wa-sammii kathirun minhum. ’?® In both phrases the verb is in
the third-person plural form before the appearance of the verbal subject. In “standard Arabic,”
the verb would be in the singular form, and Abti ‘Ubaydah relates a version given to him by a
Hudhali informant named Abu ‘Amr (akalant [-baraghith). He concludes both versions are

permissible.

Throughout the Majaz, he uses the familiar phrases: “this is/is not [found] in the speech

of the ‘arab” (yakiinu/laysa fi kalam al- ‘arab) and “something the ‘arab say” (ma takallamat

26 Farra’, Ma ‘anr, 1:8.
27 Stbawayhi, Kitdb., 1:19.

28 Abi ‘Ubaydah, Majaz, 1:101-2.
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bihi al- ‘arab) to make blanket statements about constructions of which he may or may not
approve.?® Kalam al- ‘arab is taken to be something that would be understood among a broad
(but select) group of tribes but not particular to any single one. This includes issues of
lexicography (he ascribes a word we know to be of Syriac origin to the Arabs: tiir),%° function of
particles (explains the ma al-za idah as being common to ‘arab speech)®! and cites a variety of
poets from the standard, pre-Bashshar ibn Burd (d. 168/784) milieu (e.g., Akhtal,** Farazdag,
Abbas ibn Mardas®¥). Abii ‘Ubaydah, while not clearly defining the identity of his contemporary
informants, equates their ‘Arabiyyah with the ‘Arabiyyah of the Prophet’s contemporaries,
predecessors, and poets of the Umayyad age who, it should be noted, were not of a sedentary
background. This equation indicates that Abii ‘Ubaydah likely held his attested material to the
same standard as his contemporaries and required that it be procured from or verified by the

speech of non-sedentary ‘arab.

Though Farra” was less explicit in his method of attesting linguistic data in the Ma ‘ani I-

Qur an, it obvious that the speech of the ‘arab serves as the primary cipher for the text of the

Qur’an:

They omit [the alif] from “In the name of God, the Dead) Jf fan DV an ) Al asd (e L B3 L)
compassionate, the merciful” at the beginning of

the siirahs and books [i.e., copies of the Qur’an] GOl Jema ¥ Cag yre puin e A Cuad L&Y i

because it falls in a familiar place of whose

P E.g., Ibid., 1:8, 309; 2:116.
30 1bid., 2:230.
31 Ibid., 2:102.
32 |bid., 1:331.
¥ 1bid., 2:116.

¥ 1bid., 2:102.
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meaning no reader/reciter is ignorant, he does not
need it read. Its inclusion is deemed insignificant,
because brevity and diminishing the plentiful is
the habit of the ‘arab when something’s meaning
is well-known.

And:

Perhaps one could say: How could trade itself turn
a profit when it is the trader, the man who turns a
profit. This is [found] in the speech of the ‘arab:
your sale turns a profit and incurs losses. It is a
fine saying, for profit and loss occur in trade, so
its meaning is understood. And something else in
the speech of the ‘arab: This is a sleeping night.
And something like it in the Book of God: “When
the matter determines” while determination is
[usually ascribed] to a man.

Ol (e Y LA b Caadiuls el i ) 2ling Y 5 colina

35 slina oy 13) LS (i Slas¥l el

ol Wil 5 3l 5 S Q) JU ey
ey i g 2t )t ) WDIS e dllh 5 € il
& LS Lail Ol pudll s )l O @l J sl (puand

A 138 1yl DS (e ALt oline led 63 lal)
A ol L) 5 (5aY) 58 13y ol Sy Alia

%6 Ll

Farra’’s standards for attestation in the Ma ‘ani [-Qur an are clear, though they are

scattered throughout the text as opposed to being outlined in the beginning. In the examples

quoted above, Farra’ is not merely putting the ‘arab forward as informants of the correct

semantics of ‘Arabiyyah, but as intuitively employing figurative speech. In the first example,

Farra’ explains the elision of the alif from the basmalah in terms of the general habit of the ‘arab
to be concise and abbreviate or abridge their speech when possible. In the second, he explains the
Qur’an’s use of metonymy by drawing a parallel to an instance of metonymy in the speech of the
Arabs. Throughout the work, Farra’ consults the speech of the Arabs on all sorts of basic matters

(phonology, morphology, syntax etc.),%” but these two quotations above take us from the realm of

3 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:2
% Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:14.
37 See Subhi ‘Abd al-Hamid Muhammad ‘Abd al-Karim, al-Lahajat al- ‘arabiyyah fi Ma ‘ant I-Qur’an li--Farra’

(Cairo: Dar al-Tiba'ah al-Muhammadiyyah, 1986).
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semantics and into pragmatics (minding that we don’t anachronistically ascribe this distinction to
Farra’). The type of figurative language featured here is not an issue of interpreting the correct
meaning but one of placing the use of language in the cultural context of the ‘arab. The habits of

the Qur’an are those of the ‘arab, at least linguistically speaking.

The distribution of dialects in the Ma ‘ant [-Qur an is similar to what we found in the
Kitab al- ‘Ayn. On this evidence alone we can conclude Farra’’s attitudes delineation attestable
‘Arabiyyah resembles that of Khalil and Abt ‘Ubaydah. However, early in the work Farra’
provides further indication that he sought to compare the Qur’an to the speech of specifically the
non-sedentary ‘arab. Farra’ compares the qurra’’s reading of al-hamdu li-llah with the variants
(e.g., al-hamda li-llah, al-hamdillah) given by the ahl al-badw (people of the desert, i.e.,
Bedouins).%® While he concurs with the gurra’, he does not deny or reject the other variants,
noting that they have a basis in the ‘arab’s natural use of language.® Such is his attitude
throughout the work. He remains faithful to the rasm of the ‘Uthmanic codex, but thoroughly
explores a variety of readings (many of which were to become canonical and many of which did
not).*® This will be explored in greater detail in the upcoming section of ‘arabiyyah and the
qird’at.

Similarly, Sibawayhi does not explicitly state his criteria for the selection of attestable

material. However, a pattern can be discerned from his methodology of citation in the Kitab. We

38 Farra’, Ma ‘anr, 1:3.

39 |bid. ﬂ\@@;ﬂoi*bdéﬁh\}n a8 o jla ia el Gl e SIS (dyy Al oda B 4l (Axadlyy (e JIal) aid e Ll
B S ey dilia g DS (e 2al

40 Ansari, Abii Zakariya al-Farra’, 293.
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find a clear desire to delineate ‘Arabiyyah in accordance with the linguistic practice of the non-

sedentary ‘arab, as illustrated in the following two quotations:

We’ve heard someone trustworthy from among Jal Euaddial w4y 5 s (e sy (0 2l (e Lnans g
the ‘arab say: The family of Yamamah gathered

(sing. fem. verb with pl. subject) because they say Jdal in ol Canaial 4adS o J s a8y ddalall
“Yamamah gathered” when they mean her family. ) )

They make the verb feminine When itis af[tributed & 5 bl Jailll _ alas ) 32l 3 (Jadl) s cdale
to Yamamah and leave the wording [that includes | i ‘ i i

“family”] as it was. . . st
vl AL S s e (5%l e S Jadll

And:

And if you add to ‘abdadid (scattered paths) you’d tan) g Al Gadd 43 ¢fanlie i nale ) bl o)
say “‘abadidi” because it has no singular form. Its

singular would be on the “fa ‘lil or fa ‘il pattern. OSo Al 1A ¢JDad of Julad 5 Jslad e )5S 00a 5
If there is no singular form, you do not exceed it ’ ’
in order to know [i.e., you do not create a singular
to better understand the plural form]. This is better
than creating something not spoken by the ‘arab.

o Lisdh aanl o (g (5 581 12gh ¢ala3 i o 5 glai ol Bl
42, pall 4y s
The distribution of dialects throughout the Kitab mirrors that of the other sources: a
preponderance of Tamim and Hijazi (sans the Quraysh) dialects with a smattering of other,
mostly semi-nomadic tribes.*® In fact, Stbawayhi’s refers to the Hijazi dialect as the “good, old
‘Arabiyyah.”** However, most dialectal material is ascribed to the ‘arab in general. Indeed,
Sibawayhi like all early grammarians worked to discern a standard language among a wide

variety of Arabic dialects. It is likely, then, that references to the speech of undefined ‘arab (like

4 Sibawayhi, Kitab., 1:53.
42 |bid., 3:397.

43Aryeh Levin, “The First Book of Arabic Dialectology: Sibawayhi’s Kitab,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam
23 (1999): 212; Baalbaki, Legacy, 38.

4 E.g., saall daadll 4y 2l 22l a5 in Stbawayhi, Kitab., 4:473.
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in the quotations above) treated linguistic issues for which there was not much variance among
the dialects. In both, Sibawayhi expresses the clear standard to which the ‘Arabiyyah he
constructs in the Kitab must be held. The basis for any linguistic rule (or deviation therefrom)
should be sourced from the speech of ‘arab who can be trusted to speak a pure ‘Arabiyyah. This
is evinced by the phrase “We’ve heard someone trustworthy from among the ‘arab” (sami ‘na
min al- ‘arab man yaqiill mimman yithaq bihi). Though Sibawayhi’s informants are often
anonymous, the “trustworthy” qualification® for admitted anonymous speech in conjunction
with his named sources*® and distribution of tribes among his citations indicates that the primary
task of the Kitab was to catalogue, describe, and standardize (to the extent possible) the language

of the semi-nomadic tribes with which he and his teachers came in contact.*’

The second quotation from the Kitab affirms Sibawayhi’s desire to limit the scope of
‘Arabiyyah. While Arabic, with its stem- and root-based morphology, is an exceedingly
productive language, Sibawayhi warns his reader against producing “something not spoken by
the ‘arab.” This draws an important distinction: for Stbawayhi the speech of the ‘arab is not a
model from which ‘Arabiyyah is to be derived, but fundamental content of the language itself.
Even concerning loanwords (mu ‘arrabat), the rules are strict—a word of Persian origin, for
example, must adhere to proper Arabic phonology and be adapted to Arabic morphology.*® This
standard is found throughout the Kitab and comes out in full force when Sibawayhi treats the

Qur’an and poetry as well.

B E.g., s G555 see Ibid., 1:304, 309, 319, 320, 330 etc.
46 Levin, “The First Book of Arabic Dialectology: Stbawayhi’s Kitab.”

47 Aryeh Levin, “Sibawayhi’s Attitude to the Spoken Language,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam, no. 17
(1994): 204-43; Levin, “The First Book of Arabic Dialectology: Stbawayhi’s Kitab.”

8 Stbawayhi, Kitab., 4:303.
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We have just reviewed several early works that, though all fundamentally philological in
subject, were written for different purposes. Khalil’s Kitab al- ‘Ayn was the first comprehensive
work of Arabic lexicography, whereas Sibawayhi’s Kitab was the first comprehensive work of
Arabic grammar. Aba ‘Ubaydah’s Majaz al-Qur an and Farra’’s Ma ‘ant I-Qur an both offered a
philological exegesis of the Qur’an but took radically different approaches in doing so. Despite
these differences, these works are united in their delineation of ‘Arabiyyah and its proprietors: it
is the language of the ‘arab, who are the semi-nomadic Bedouin of the central Arabian lands
(i.e., not in the periphery where they could come into contact with Persians, Arameans, or
Greeks). With this in mind, we must now answer two questions. First, to what extent did
evidence taken from the Qur’an and poetry conform (or was made to conform) with the language
of these semi-nomads? Second, did grammarians feel the hadith corpus as it existed in the 2"%/g™"

century represented the language of these semi-nomads.

3. Sedentary vs. Nomadic Origins of the Shawahid
A question that looms over the study of the origins of the science of Arabic grammar

from what other discipline did it originate? Versteegh has argued that Arabic grammar’s roots lie
in Qur’anic exegesis, which supports the Islamic traditions account of the origin of Arabic
grammar mentioned above.*® Carter has argued in favor of a connection between Arabic
grammar and Islamic law on the level of ethical and practical terminology.*® Both scholars
provide strong evidence for their theses, but neither conclusively proves that his main contention
applies across the body of early works on Arabic grammar. Their arguments are based on a

reading of terminology that is either so general that it can’t be shown that they were adopted with

49 Versteegh, Arabic Grammar and Qur’anic Exegesis in Early Islam.

50 Carter, Stbawayhi’s Principles.
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a certain methodology in mind or are found so infrequently in ungrammatical sources that a
developed conception of a rule of Arabic grammar cannot be conclusively inferred.> What these
studies do show, however, is that there was a shared epistemological foundation for the study of
Arabic grammar, Qur anic exegesis, and Islamic law in the 2"%/8" century. Though the primacy
and technical nature of the terms identified by Versteegh and Carter are by no means certain, we
are shown a common vocabulary found throughout the scholarship of the time. In another take
on the origins of Arabic grammar, Levin argues that Stbawayhi was solely concerned with the
description Arabic language; the inclusion of the Qur’an and poetry was secondary and
subservient to this task.>? While there is not enough evidence to apply his argument to other
extant works of the 2'%/8™ century, he does show that Stbawayhi’s interest in decidedly secular
linguistic matters distinguished grammar from contemporary endeavors in law (which was
focused on how to receive, interpret, and employ tradition) and exegesis (which, before Abi
‘Ubaydah and Farra’, was occupied with personal opinion, ra’y in Arabic, and the interpretations
of the Prophet’s companions). This leaves us with a chicken vs. egg problem: did Arabic
grammar emerge sui generis and then was found to be useful for the study of the Qur’an and
Islamic law, or did the study of Islam and its Arabic texts generate the need for understanding
Arabic grammar? Some awareness of Arabic grammar as a discipline would be assumed if study
of the Qur’an were to necessitate its emergence. Yet, an anthropological interest in the linguistic
habits of a marginal, albeit culturally revered, segment of the population was not likely a

sufficient cause for the appearance of such an expansive and relevant field as Arabic grammar.

%1 See Andrew Rippin’s review article on Versteegh’s book, Rippin, “Miszellen: Studying Early Tafsir Texts” for
criticism of Vergteegh’s historiographical footing.

52 Aryeh Levin, “The Status of the Science of Grammar among Islamic Sciences,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and
Islam 29 (2004), 1-16.
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Whatever the case, primacy is beside the point if the question is whether the poetry and the
Qur’anic citations used by grammarians were expected to accord with the ‘Arabiyyah of the
semi-nomadic Bedouin described above. That is, if we are to determine grammarians’ attitude
towards poetry and the giraat, it does not matter if they were included to support rules regarding
the speech of the ‘arab or if the speech of the ‘arab was included to support conclusions drawn
from the study of poetry and the gira at. What matters is if grammarians saw them as sharing in

the same language by necessity. And, in the case of poetry and the gira at, they certainly did.

3.1. The ‘Arabiyyah of Poetry

Philologists of the 2"9/8" century did not account for their selection of poetry citations,
beyond claiming they heard it from a teacher or an ‘arabi. Fortunately, determining whose
poetry the grammarians felt could be attested is a straightforward task. There are, of course,
exceptions, but the vast majority of the thousands of lines of poetry found in early works of
grammar come from a defined period of time (i.e., the pre-Islamic era through the Umayyad era,
stopping just before the rise of muhdathiin)® and a select number of tribes (e.g., plenty from
Hudhayl, who lived in a remote area of the Hijaz, and little from Taghlib, who lived in close
proximity to Persians and Arameans in Mesopotamia).>* It can be said with confidence that early
grammarians sourced (or claimed to source) the poetry they cited from semi-nomadic Bedouin.
However, we must take two things into account: first, that the inclusion of this poetry does not
mean that grammarians heard it directly from the ‘arab. Sibawayhi and Farra’, for example,
often cite their teachers’ citations of poetry. Second, that grammarians did not always feel that

this poetry represented the natural speech of the ‘arab. Specifically, they were aware that the

53 Baalbaki, Legacy, 40f.

% 1bid., 38-39.
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constrictions of rhyme and meter produced unnatural (i.e., non-normative) grammatical
constructions. We see that for a line of poetry to be considered to represent ‘Arabiyyah it must
belong to the right geography and period, it must be traced back to an ‘arabi (yet does not need
to be traced back to the original poet)—only when it meets these conditions if poetic license is to

be allowed.

Concerning the first issue, consider the emergence of Arabic literary criticism in the late
2"/8t century, which was, at the time, focused on establishing the provenance of Arabic poetry.
The closest we have to an extant text that demonstrates the early standards of literary criticism
are collections of poetry by philologists. The Mufaddaliyyat of al-Mufaddal al-Dabbi (d.
178/780), the Asma iyyat of Asma‘T, and Abt ‘Ubaydah’s commentary on the Naga id (Flytings)
of the poets Jarir (d. 110/728) and Farazdaq (d. 114/732) all exhibit signs of choosing the poetry
of these collections based on their exemplification of ‘Arabiyyah. Mufaddal and Asma1’s works
are simple collections with no commentary; however, their selections are restricted to pre- and
early Islamic material that fits within grammarians’ definition of ‘arab outlined above and, if
later commentaries are any indication, the poetry contains distinctly ‘arab linguistic features and
cultural references. Abt ‘Ubaydah’s commentary utilizes references to the ayyam al- ‘arab
(famous battles of the Arabs before Islam), the commentary of his teachers and peers
(particularly Asma 1), the Qur’an, some hadith, and a lot of poetry other than that of Jarir and
Farazdag. Its poetry citations, as represented in the index of the consulted edition, is marked by
the same distribution among the tribes and geographies as that found in Abt “Ubaydah’s Majaz

al-Qur an.

55 Abii ‘Ubaydah Ma‘mar ibn al-Muthanna, Naqa id Jarir wa-Farazdag, ed. Khalil ‘Umran al-Mansiir (Beirut: Dar
al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyah, 1998), 391-411. N.b. the many poets from the early Islamic and Umayyad eras, as well as a
few Qurashis.
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The biographical sources depict the scholarship of Arabic poetry during the 2"%/8t"
century as preoccupied with the linguistic and cultural peculiarities of the ‘arab.>® The use of
terms such as “ma ‘an” (meanings/semantics) and “gharib” (rare words/uses) in works and
discussions of poetry criticism suggests their readers (i.e., the literate, educated, and sedentary
scholarly class of Kufa, Basra, and Baghdad) were not assumed to have a strong background in
‘Arabiyyah. To be sure, contemporaneous poetry production was undergoing a dramatic
urbanization (e.g., Abii Nuwas).>’ However, the poetry as the subject of scholarship, particularly
as it related to ‘Arabiyyah and the Qur’an, was confined to the output that either predated the
corruption of ‘Arabiyyah in the new Islamic urban environments or to later poets from those

tribes and geographies designated free from such linguistic corruption.

The poetry that made it into the extant collections from the 2"4/8" century was selected
based on a confidence in its origins. This confidence was often based on circular logic: collectors
and transmitters ingested enough trustworthy to develop an internal sense of what authentic
poetry should look like, which was then used to authenticate the material used to develop this
sense.®® In the absence of an isnad or any method by which the transmission of the poem could
be evaluated, it seems that this internal sense is most likely related to the language and cultural
content of the poetry. This is to say that an internalized knowledge of ‘Arabiyyah was essential

to the process of authentication. And it seems that there was very little poetry that scholars were

%6 Baalbaki, Legacy, 44-45; Drory, Rina, "The Abbasid Construction of the Jahiliyya: Cultural Authority in the
Making," Studia Islamica, no. 83 (1996): 33-49. (add to bibliography)

5" Wagner, Ewald, “Abt Nuwas,” in: Encyclopaedia of Islam, THREE, Edited by: Kate Fleet, Gudrun Kramer,
Denis Matringe, John Nawas, Everett Rowson. Consulted online on 05 April 2021
<http://dx.doi.org.proxy.uchicago.edu/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_SIM_0085>

%8 Wen-chin Ouyang, Literary Criticism in Medieval Arabic-Islamic Culture: The Making of a Tradition
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1997), 92f.

102



comfortable deeming authentic. The biographical literature is replete with accounts of
philologists’ self-reflection on their knowledge of poetry; the earliest extant collections of poetry
(all by scholars we can refer to as philologists) contain a relatively small number of poems from
the Jahilyyah and early Islamic period (only around 100 for Mufaddal al-Dabbi and Asma 7).
This account should not simply be taken as indicative of a general distrust of poetry at the time
(though there certainly was a healthy amount) but as a testament to the critical prowess and
discerning taste the Arabic philological tradition ascribed to itself. Knowledge of poetry could
bring high social and monetary status. There is a report in which Mufaddal and Hammad al-
Rawiyah (d. 155/771) are called to demonstrate their knowledge of poetry before the Abbasid
Caliph al-Mahdi (d. 168/785). Though the Caliph rewarded Hammad for the beauty of the poetry
he recited, Mufaddal received the bigger prize for reciting poetry less beautiful but more
demonstrably authentic.>® The details of these accounts do not need to be accepted as historical
fact in order to appreciate the picture they paint of the place of Arabic poetry in the 2"9/g!"
century: that true, authentic Arabic poetry preserved not only a social and cultural reality that
was in decline, but a linguistic reality that was no longer true for the Muslim community, a

community that was heir to an Arabic Qur’an and a religion that emerged from an Arabic milieu.

Philologists understood that poetry did not always represent the natural speech of the
‘arab. Sibawayhi and Farra’ explicitly separate poetic license (idtirar/dariirat al-shi 'r) from
natural speech in their treatment of grammatically problematic verses, even when the poetry is
sourced from ‘arab of trustworthy tongue. Sibawayhi’s Kitab, in particular, goes to great lengths

to define when the laws of natural speech can be transgressed in poetry, often noting when these

%9 Yaqiit, Mu jam, 6:2710f.
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poetic usages are weak (da ‘i) or not permissible (/a yajiiz) in natural speech.®® Stbawayhi also
devotes entire chapters to issues of poetic license, treating topics morphological topics such as
tarkhim (shortening) and gafiyah (rhyme) and issues of grammar/syntax (ma yahtamil al-shi 7).%
Of note is that Sibawayhi sees ungrammatical constructions in poetry as intentional; he states
“They are not compelled [to follow any ungrammatical linguistic construct] unless they are
attempting [a specific] meaning.”®? Poetic license, in Sibawayhi’s description, does not permit
just any construction but only that which is chosen intentionally—the poet understands

‘Arabiyyah well enough to play off its rules instead of blindly breaking them.

Farra’ in his Ma ‘ant [-Qur an too notes the difference between natural speech and what is
allowed in poetry, but in a far less structured manner than Sibawayhi. There is one direct
reference to poetic license (dariirat al-shi 'r), where Farra’ cites a line of poetry to show that a
certain grammatical rule®® can only be broken in the context of poetry.®* At another point, Farra’
states that an ungrammatical construction is permissible in a line of poetry because its
“inflexibility” (dayq, lit. “constriction™) necessitates it. > Additionally, Farra’ notes when the
grammatical structure of the Qur’an mirrors less-common structures of found in poetry.®® Rhyme

too allows for unnatural morphological constructions in poetry that are not permitted in reciting

60 Baalbaki, Legacy, 43—45.

81 Stbawayhi, Kitab., 1:26; 2:239; 4:204. Tarkhim; ma yahtamal al-shi r; qafivah
82 1bid., 1:32: Leas 40 oty aa g W Ad) Hlaiay o o5 Gal s,

83 1.e., that a verbal apodosis (jiza ") cannot feature a niin al-tawkid.

8 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:162.

% Ibid., 1:253.

% 1bid., 1:65-69.
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the Qur’an.%’ Like Sibawayhi, Farra’ does not criticize poetry for following different standards
than natural speech. However, like Sibawayhi, he needs his audience to understand that
ungrammatical constructions in poetry are not to be emulated in daily speech but rather are an
exceptional linguistic class justified by the poet’s mastery of ‘Arabiyyah (i.e., to cite a familiar

adage, “you need to know the rules before you can break them™).

The consequence of this perspective is found throughout works of Arabic philology,
where poetry citations are regularly buttressed of citations of other material (such as the Qur’an
or directly attested speech of the ‘arab) or presented alongside an accepted abstraction (tamthil)
of a linguistic rule. The ‘Arabiyyah of Arabic poetry is thus conditional: it first must be verified
to come from someone who has mastered ‘Arabiyyah and, second, must fit within one of the
established ungrammatical constructions (i.e., not be a personal invention); indeed, there was

understood to be intuition for even ungrammatical ‘Arabiyyah.

3.2. The ‘Arabiyyah of the Qira at

By the time of Ibn Mujahid (d. 324/936), it was widely held that the gira 'at of the Qur’an
should conform to the established rules of ‘Arabiyyah. During the 2"%/8" century, however, the
rules of ‘Arabiyyah had not yet been established to the point that there was sufficient consensus
among the grammarians to fully authenticate (or “canonize,” in the case of the movement of Ibn
Mujahid) a complete gira at of the Qur’an. To be sure, the gira at of the seven eponymous
readers were widely known and operative in Arabic grammar during the 2"/8" century; Farra’’s

Ma ‘ani directly references all these readings and Sibawayhi in the Kitab indirectly references a

67 1bid., 1:315, 428.
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handful.®® Their treatment raises very important questions that are beyond the scope of this
dissertation: in what way were grammarians of the 2"%/8™ century exposed to the various gira ‘dt,
how fixed and comprehensive were the gira at of the eponymous readers at the time, and what
does this say about the liturgical uses of these readings? What we can speak to here are the
linguistic standards scholars of the 2"%/8" century applied to the gira at and what this tells us
about the expectations of philologists vis-a-vis the linguistic reality of the Qur’an during their
time and how they imagined its linguistic reality of the original audience of the Qur’anic
revelation. As shown in the previous chapter, there was a certain amount of permissible
malleability in the gira at, particularly when liturgical recitation was not an issue. We find
variegated nominal and verbal forms, occasional reordering of words, and extensive phonetic
variation. However, by the time of Tabari, adherence to the ‘Uthmanic rasm and the general
ijma ‘ of the qurra’ was given far greater weight in the selection of the gira ‘at than by Farra’,
whose primary goal was to examine a panoply the gira’at in light of the emerging the rules of
‘Arabiyyah; a diachronic study of this attitude, i.e., the significance of ‘Arabiyyah with respect to
the other criteria for selection of the gira ’at, aids us in our understanding of just what was

expected from the ‘Arabiyyah of the gira ‘at in the 2"%/8" century.

Let us consider responses from grammarians and grammatically minded exegetes to the
ostensibly ungrammatical verse “inna hadhani la-sahirani.”®® The allegation is ostensible in our
view even though it contradicts a well-established rule of Arabic grammar: that the ism (i.e.,
subject) of “inna” should be in the accusative (i.e., hadhayni), while the script reads “hadhani,”

is notably in the nominative. Indeed, some grammarians and exegetes went to great lengths to

% Baalbaki, Ramzi, “Treatment of the Qira’at,” 17-21.

89 Taha: 63; Nasser, Transmission, 46ff.
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find an attestable example of ‘Arabiyyah that permitted the ism of inna to remain in the

nominative.’® Very early on, this verse was viewed as problematic, and each scholar’s response

shows both the personal approach of said scholar and the expectations of his audience.

Of the seven canonical readers, six follow the ungrammatical ‘Uthmanic rasm of

“hadhani” (or “hadhanni,” in the case of Ibn Kathir) and only Abt ‘Amr ibn al-*Ala’ gives us

“hadhayni.”’* With the exception of Stbawayhi, all early grammarians had something to say on

the matter. Khalil ibn Ahmad, in his discussion on the grammatical function of particles

stemming from the root -n” (i.e.,an/in/anna/inna), has the following to say:

The ‘arab have two dialect [al pronunciations] of
inna: elided [pronunciation, i.e., “in”] (takhfif) or
full [pronunciation, i.e., “inna”’] (tathqil). As for
the one who elides [the extra “n,” he puts [its ism
(“subject”)] in the nominative, except for some of
the Hijaz who elide but put [the ism] in the
accusative because they treat it (tawahhum) as if it
were the full [pronunciation, i.e., “inna”]. So [the
verse] is recited: in kullan lamma
layuwaffiyannahum (“Verily all will be repaid,”
Hud: 111); they elide and put “kull” (“all”) in the
accusative. As for in hadhani la-sahirani, those
who elide [the “n” are speakers] ofthe dialect of
those who elide and place [the ism in the]
nominative. That is one way. And then there are
those who use the /am in the place of i/la
(“unless”) and treat “in” as a negation [particle],
according to the interpretation [of the verse]:
These two are nothing but sorcerers.

caad ye Lale (Jfl) 5 Casall) 1 lad () A eoall
(G583 Jaad) Jal e Ll 319 dlea 4875 41

ST S 5 e by ALED A 55 e ¢ smals
5ed i (2 ol alud gl ) Ll (3IS) sy | ik
Jaag Ga pgiey A5 I oy gad 5 (5883, ()l daly
Lot sl o 233 () dmaas (V) s 8 o200

720 yala V) ()13

Khalil only addresses one gira ah, that of Hafs’s transmission of ‘Asim’s. He does not

attribute it to ‘Asim but simply states that it follows the dialects of those who place the ism of

0 See TabarT’s account in Tabari, Tafsir, 18:3271f.
"1 Nasser, Second Canonization, 574.

2 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 8:397.
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inna in the nominative, nothing more. Khalil did not clarify which exact tribes speak as such,

though he does place them in the Hijaz. He offers a grammatical explication where in is taken to

be a negation particle and the lam an exceptive particle. Of note is the absence of references to

other readings, a statement of preference, or criticism of this any or any other variant. Compare

to Akhfash al-Awsat’s take on the verse:

[In] can have the meaning [of inna] but only when
its predicate is [preceded by] a lam, such as: “in
Zaydun la-munzaliqun” (“Zayd is leaving”). You
must say the lam lest the [in] is confused with
“ma” (“no,” the negation particle). Some have
alleged one can say: “in Zaydan la-muntaliqun”
(“Zayd is leaving”) constructed according to the
meaning [of the former example]. It is like: “in
kull(u/a) nafsin lamma ‘alayha hafizun” (“There
is no soul but that which has a protector,” Tariq:
4), which is read in both the accusative and
nominative with the ma added for emphasis, and
the lam added for emphasis, like in [the verse]:
‘“wa-in kana ashabu al-aykati la-zalimina” (“and
the forest people were unjust,” Hijr: 78). But it
occurs before a verb when you elide [the second
nun] just as with lakin (with) falls before a verb if
you elide [the second rin]. Do you not see that
you say: “lakin gad qala dhaka Zaydun” (“But
Zaid had said that”) but they do not take away the
lam in the verse “Wa-in kana ashabu al-aykati la-
zalimina” (“The forest-dwellers are unjust”)?
According to this dialect, from what we’ve seen—
and God only knows— [is the verse] “in hadhani
la-sahirani.” Some geminate [the nin] and say
“inna hadhani.” That is barely attested, only that
they allege that [the tribe] Balharith ibn Ka‘b
turns the ya’ in such places into an alif, thus they
say: “ra ‘aytu akhawaka” (instead of akhawayka,
“I saw your two brothers) and “ra ‘aytu al-
rajulani” (instead of rajulayni, “I saw two
men”)...[more examples]...as such they allege
that this verse is read according to this dialect
with [full pronunciation of inna]. Abt Zayd [al-
AnsarT] said that he heard an eloquent a rabi from
the Balharith t[ribe] say: “darabtu yadahu” and
“wada ‘tu ‘alahu” when he [meant] yadayhi and
‘alayhi. Some say inna hadhayni la-sahirani” but

V) O Y 55y 5uSa o5 ALE ine 8 A0 () 5SS
)5 Y s "Gl 35 GIM 1o sl D Ly g
O ) gae 528577 La lalina (Al uili o) A8laa oY jui
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that goes against the [rasm of] the Book. 78 LSl Cadla @lld 5 (ol b i () agaans

Akhfash al-Awsat offers additional perspectives on the reading. In his discussion of the in
khafifah (i.e., with the elision of the second niin), Akhfash presents the same grammatical
construction as that seen above with Khalil (in + nominative subject + lam + nominative
predicate) but without identifying in as a negation particle or lam as an exceptive particle.
Akhfash confidently presents (Tariq: 4) and (Hijr: 78) as examples of this construction. He is less
sure with in hadhani, as clearly indicated by his interjection of uncertainty: “from what we’ve
seen—and God only knows”; he is unsure of the allegation that the Balharith don’t decline the
dual suffix, as indicated by the qualifying statement: “and it is hardly/only attested (/@ yukadu
yu rafu illd@),” though he does cite the trusted linguist Abti Zayd al-Ansart’s (d. 215/830) claim
that he had heard it directly from the Balharith. He ends the discussion with a quick motion to
the grammatical reading but quickly notes that it contradicts the “Uthmanic rasm. Abt ‘Ubaydah

is less rigid in his analysis:

Abi ‘Amr and Yiinus would say: “inna hadhayni 58 & €0) ,alad (pda ) (wises ome 5 5 e sl
la-sahirani” in terms of pronunciation and write

out “hadhani,” just as they add to and take away Ladll) g QUSI 8 () saaaiiy 5 ) 5 WS {0I) (S
from the Book while the pronunciation is correct. i
Abii 1-Khattab claimed he heard some of the Banii
Kinanah and others put both [the subject and
predicate after inna] in the nominative in place of R . . C ey )
the genitive or accusative. Bishr ibn Hilal said in =~ JE ccailly ol g ge (o ) O 9nd 2 00 2 5

had the meaning of ibtida’ and zjab [i.e., starting a

LS L e e g e 4l ldadl gl ae 55 .l e

nominal sentence or requiring an apodosis]. Do Jaxi gl (555 Y elag¥l 5 eV inay Oy S 0
you not see that it has agency on that which

follows it but not on that which follows that which Vg aall a8 38 laaxy (A1) axy Laid Jand V5 Lol Lad
follows it? So, you put the predicate in the

n_omlnatlve, and you dOI‘_l’t put it in the accusative €OV ald (13 () Sl IS8 Al Cuaili WS 4pall
like you do the subject [i.e., ism inna]. The majaz

of the verse is the majaz of two [complete] YA PI P PU Y IGFORRIIA T PO

statements, which can be interpreted as: “Verily,

3 Akhfash, Ma ‘ant, 1:120-21.
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yes indeed” and then you say, “these two are o sl

First off, Abii “Ubaydah appears to have little problem with reading the Qur’an in a way
that doesn’t reflect the “Uthmanic rasm. It is hard to know how extensive the additions and
deletions (kama yazidiina wa-yanqusiina) he allows were; at the very least his discussion of this
verse suggests that the alteration of long vowels, which can be found throughout the canonical
readings, was permissible in his view if the pronunciation (lafz) was correct—which is to say that
if it followed the rules of ‘Arabiyyah. He also cites an informant who attributes this grammatical
construction to the Banii Kinanah, but he also explains it along the more usual grammatical lines
by asserting that it is made up of two sentences put together (“yes, indeed” + “They are two
magicians”); this allows him to preserve the grammaticality of the verse by categorizing it as one
of his rhetorical tropes (i.e., majaz al-kalamayn)—though we are left wondering what was the
purpose of the lam. Farra’, in his treatment of the verse, leans on linguistic as well as non-

linguistic evidence:

And [the verse]: inna hadhani la-sahirani... rageany JUd o) jall 4 Calia) 28 () jalad Glda o) il
The Quran reciters differ in it. Some say it is a ol Uiaa LS Callas S adde e UST oal g8
solecism, but we perform it so as not to contradict .

the [script of] the Book. Abii 1-°Abbas [Tha‘lab] S ian JUE o ill Waa J8 Liaa J bl

informed us...[isnad featuring Farra’] from

‘A’ishah that she was asked about [the verse] in ) - N o e
[Stirat] al-Nisa’: lakinna al-rasikhina fi I- ‘ilmi e 4l 0o ol GeBoe G psle e el Al
minhum...wa-l-mugimina al-salata” and about o o e
[the verse] in [Siirat] al-Ma’idah: “inna alladhina & Ol N (S) eluall B4l e Glin L) Adile

amanii Wa-alladhina hadi wa--sabi tin), and

about the verse: “inna hadhani la-sahirani). She Q) sailall Al e 5 (B3ball Gaaiall 5L agia pladl
said: “Oh son of my brother, it is a scribal error

(khata’ min al-katib). Aba ‘Amr recited it: “inna Ol () Al e g (Osilaall g ) gala (pall g | gial )
hddhayni la-sahirani” which he justified by

stating that it had reached him from some of the Iy sl e Uk S 138 @i ol b 1l (o) jalud

Prophet’s (peace upon him) companions that he
said: “There is a solecism in the codex (mugshaf),

74 Abii “Ubaydah, Majaz, 2:21-22.
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the ‘arab will straighten them out.”

Farra’ said: “I do not wish to contradict [the script
of] the Book. Some recite it: “in hadhani la-
sahirani” with a [nan elided from inna]. In ‘Abd
Allah [Ibn Mas‘ad’s] reading [it is]: “wa-asarrii /-
najwda an[na?] hadhani la-sahirani (‘“and they
spoke secretly: these two are sorcerers”)” and in
the reading of Ubayy: “in dhani illa sahirani).
There are two aspects/sides to our reading with
the gemination of inna and the alif:

One is that it is the dialect of the Bant al-Harith
ibn Ka‘b; they mark both [the subject and
predicate of inna when in the dual], whether in the
nominative, accusative, or genitive—with an alif

A member of the Banu Asad recited this line
[from the poetry of] the Banii 1-Harith:

Fa-atraqa itraq al-shuja i wa-law yara
Musdaghan li-nabahu al-shuja ‘u la-sammama

(He looked on in silence as the brace do, if a
brave man see something his two incisors could
bite into, he goes silent)

He said: | had not seen anyone more elogquent than
this Asadi, who said of [the Banti 1-Harith]: This
is the handwriting of my brother himself [i.e., my
brother transcribed this line of poetry?]

That—even if rare—is more analogous because
the ‘arab put the waw (w) after the dammah (u)
because the waw cannot be given i rab; then, they
say: ra aytu al-muslimina (1 saw the Muslims)
and put the ya’ (y) after the kasrah (i) of the mim
(m). When they see that the ya " is of the dual, then
they can’t put a kasrah before it, so they put a
fathah (a) and leave the alif (2) to follow it and
say: rajulani in every case (hal).

The ‘arab agree that the alif is fixed in “kila /-
rajulayni” in the nominative, accusative, and
genitive dual; except the Banti Kinanah, who say:
“ra’aytu kilay I-rajulayni”” and “marartu bi-kilay
I-rajulayni” It is ugly and rare; they read it thus by
analogy [to the dual ism].

The other approach is to say: | find the alif to be a

s o sl 4l gial s (Uald Gt 0 s ee 5

oyl A g Liad Ciaaadll

P85 Ul Callal of e gl cad 2ol 58l J
) v Bl 8 85 346 (O salad (e () agaan
u\) u!) sz 3;\‘)5 453.5 (u\);l.m u‘M ui L;}A.\l\ \_5).“‘})

s e GV () pai Uiel 8 (0l V),

& OV (sl 1S 0 G plal) G da] e Laalas)

YL Leguiaid 5 Loguai g Lagad ),

Cladl 2y agie 2V (e Ja )y Sadil

g laual oLl e busa . (s shs gl (31l (3, hld

Leasal

Jal 138 (Sa s 2 13 (g greadl gl ) Lag 8

Ay Al )y had 138 agic

Osalusa 11518 Call Y Gl OGBS )5 -ella g
a8 5 5 Y gl Y Aarall Aals ) 1 land
Sl ) Ll el 5 Al o L) ) glend (palisall
155 5t sl 38y el Lo S ¥ 081 00

O JS 6 o 1) sl cans Caly),

b oala )l S 8 Gl il e el Conaial) S8
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support and not the /am of the root. When you use a8 AUS 5 V) L) Laa g (addl) 5 Cuaill 5 a8 )
the dual, you add a nin to it but leave the alif as it

is in every case; just as the ‘arab say a/ladhi then Ay oda i G e cpla I IS el sl
add a nin to signify the plural and say: alladhina ) i i

in the nominative, accusative, and genitive; Lall D eian Ll Gand
likewise, they leave hadhani [as it is] in the Ol le e ALE A,
nominative, accusative, and genitive; but the

Kinanah say alladhina cl g Ao s 13 e Y1 it g 25 o AN 4l

Al Gl S 5 5 U g Lgale ) i Lall oJad 230
&5 (W) coall i LS s IS e Js 5 Y s e
pgal g agad ) (A Cpdll o)l e laad) Je Jui g gl )

Asdd g duaigdad ) (8 (OI) |58 5 LS aguadd

(05 05l s LS

This passage features much of what we’ve seen with Khalil, Akhfash, and Abi
‘Ubaydah. However, there is a further synthesis that distinguishes Farra’ from his philologist
peers. Khalil was content to offer one explanation for one reading without acknowledgement of
the allegations of ungrammaticality; Akhfash readily accepts the grammatical construct
presented by Khalil and attempts to refute the reading of ™-n as inna because it “goes against the
[rasm] of the [Holy] Book,” which is to say that he feels the dialect it represents is poorly
attested; Abti ‘Ubaydah allows for discrepancies between the rasm of the Book and its recitation
and offers the dialect of the Banti Kananah (as opposed to Akhfash’s Banti Balharith) basis of
this grammatical (or ungrammatical, depending on whom is speaking) construction—however,
he offers a totally novel interpretation (i.e., two complete sentences put together) that fits this

passage within a certain rhetorical trope he identifies in the introduction to his Majaz. Indeed,

S Farra’, Ma ‘ani, 2:183-84.
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Farra’’s argument addresses all these possibilities (save Abii ‘Ubaydah’s majaz-based

interpretation).

Farra’ approaches the issue from several standpoints, which he is careful to
counterbalance. First, he presents the opinion that the script is ungrammatical but “we perform it
so as not to contradict the [script of] the Book.” However, this is followed by two hadith that do
not support this contention. In one, ‘A’ishah characterizes this feature of the ‘Uthmanic script as
an error on the part of the scribe (“ya bna akhi hadha khata un min al-katibi”).”® This is followed
by a hadith of the Prophet (most often attributed to ‘Uthman or ‘A’ishah)’’ where he states that
even though there are ungrammatical passages in the Qur’an, they need not be corrected because
“the ‘arab will straighten it out.” The position implied by these hadith is closer to what we saw
in the beginning of Abii ‘Ubaydah’s passage than to the opinion that the passage is
ungrammatical but must be read according to the script. Where the latter allows that the Qur’an
has a linguistic reality beyond its consonantal script (though the extent of this reality is of course
tempered by philologists’ devotion to the ‘Uthmanic rasm), the former severely limits this
reality. Farra’ then attempts to thread the needle, not content with either reciting the Qur’an

ungrammatically or in a manner than contradicts the script.

Farra’ presents a few readings, some from non-"Uthmanic codices, that are grammatical:
there is the reading of -n as “in” (i.e., khafifah as seen with Khalil and Akhfash), Ibn Mas‘ad’s
reading of “an” (without the /am), and Ubayy’s “inna hadhani la-sahirani.” The first,

unattributed reading is well-known and found among the canonical gira at; the former is the

6 See also ibid., 1:106.

7 See below, 204.
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reading of Ibn Kathir and ‘Asim (through Hafs) and is approved by Khalil and Akhfash in the
passages quoted above; Ibn Mas td and Ubayy’s both contradict the ‘Uthmanic rasm but are
grammatical and of supportive semantic value for the readings based on the ‘Uthmanic rasm.
These readings preface Farra’’s own preferred reading (with fashdid and the alif), which he
states can be supported in two ways: first, that it belongs to the dialect of al-Harith ibn Ka‘'b
(Balharith, according to Akhfash) and second that it is indeclinable in the same way as the plural
demonstrative “alladhina.” As for the former, Farra’ differs with Akhfash regarding the
attestability of this dialect, noting that he heard it from one of the most eloguent people he had
ever known (and member of the tribe Asad, whose dialect was regularly attested by
grammarians). Farra’ notes that this dialectal feature is rare but claims that it is more analogous
on phonological grounds than hadhayni: the plural suffix (i.e., -izna/ina) is not a diphthong,
similarly, hadhani is not a diphthong. In further support of this contention, he notes that in the
instance of kila (“both”), the diptotic form is the exception, only found among the Banti Kinanah.
Farra’’s second argument in support of “our reading” is similarly built upon morphological
reasoning: when the nan is added as a suffix it tends to preserve the vowel before it. Thus, when
forming a plural from the demonstrative alladhi, the ‘arab retain the ya’ (1) after adding a nin
rather than forming a new word that declines like a plural suffix (i.e., alladhiina). Similarly, the
addition of the nun after the alif dual marker would fix the alif in place. Farra’, through an
accounting of the natural phonology of the ‘arab, renders the passage grammatical, albeit an

uncommon grammaticality.

Though this discussion has been limited to a single verse, it is one of the grammatically
most contentious verses in the Qur’an. Its treatment puts on display the diverse array of

philological attitudes towards the giraat. The consolidation of the giraat, if not their original

114



genesis, was a philological endeavor during the 2"%/8™: albeit one with significant pressure from
the sunnah, that is, the established and familiar variations of recitation the process of whose
canonization had already begun. However, despite this pressure to accept the sunnah (inclusive
of the “Uthmanic rasm, of course) there was a remarkable effort to reconcile apparent
incongruities with the laws of ‘Arabiyyah—though this requirement was made explicit in later
works on the gira at, it was not explicitly stated in any of the works quoted above. Nevertheless,
the general discomfort displayed by these philologists at the idea of accepting an ungrammatical
reading was too much; rather than accept a reading as ungrammatical, significant effort was
expended at interpreting the passage as grammatical, which is a reflection of a fundamental
epistemological ideology of the study of the language of the Qur’an that has dominated since that
time: that the gira at, if they are to be of liturgical or exegetical value, must reflect he natural

speech of the ‘arab.
3.3. The ‘Arabiyyah of Hadith

A sharper distinction should be made between attitudes towards the ‘Arabiyyah of hadith
in the 2"Y/8™ century and the 3'%/9" century than what has been made for poetry and the gira at—
this is because there was a fundamental shift in the importance of hadizh at the turn of the
century, and this is reflected in Farra’’s Ma ‘ani I-Qur an which features dozens of hadith for
linguistic purposes and a couple hundred more for narrative and exegetical purposes. The status
of hadith prior to this shift, however, is the focus of this section; what we find is a curiosity in
the lexical value of hadith regarding its impact on religious content of the Arabic lexicon and a
general indifference to its grammar, to the point it is not identified as the speech of the Prophet.
Our sources are unfortunately limited, Khalil’s ‘Ayn and Sibawayhi’s Kitab are the only two

works of Arabic philology from the period and hadith collections, tafsir and works on figh from
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this time do not provide much information on the ‘Arabiyyah of hadith. This presents us with the
difficult task of arguing ex silentio, that is, noting the absence of hadith from grammatical
discussions and the absence of attribution of kadith to the Prophet when hadith are quoted in
these discussions. Philologists did not make their attitudes towards hadith explicit in the 2"9/8t"
century; rather, they must be inferred. So, let us review several citations of hadith from Khalil’s

‘Ayn and Sibawayhi’s Kitab.

3.3.1. Hadith in the K. al- ‘Ayn

The lexical value of hadith has been understood to be twofold: first, that it explicates the
lexicon the ‘arab at the time of Revelation and, second, that it explicates linguistic innovations in
the Arabic language that were brought on by the Revelation.”® As for the former, the role played
by hadith is largely anthropological rather than linguistic in that it describes the practices and
daily realities of the ‘arab during as opposed to providing phonological, morphological or

etymological data. Consider Khalil’s entry for sh-gh-r in the ‘Ayn:

Sh-gh-r: The dog “shaghara,” [meaning] he raised Paelisaly Jenlads ) gaa) LB N T e
one of his two [hind] legs to urinate. A land [that

is] “shaghirah” with its [hind?] legs is one that 5Ll (e adial al 13) Lgld 53
leaves itself open to attack.
And the statement of the Prophet, peace upon b e Y calug 4l ey adde e -l J

him, “There is no “shighar” in Islam”— [refers to
when] a man marries his sister off to someone
who has married his sister to the [first man] or
something like that, with no dowry between the

O e eday e aial Jall 550 Of 585 @Dy

two. One says, “So and so shaghara [i.e., e 1 Lagin see Yy el sadg aidfany
exchanged sisters in marriage with] me” and “The

watering hole ishtaghara,” i.e., it moved off to OO
some other spot, and a group that is

“mushtagharah” is one that has been separated TSR Aaali 8 jlia s ae bl Jgiall Haaal

from the main road and open to attack.
3l e ey ALl e 83,8 1

78 Suyiit, Muzhir, 1:238.
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While there is a plausible link between shaghara and ishtaghara (lifting the leg to
urinate—> leaving oneself exposed->isolating oneself; note that the wazn of the former is the
reflexive of the latter), shighar (gerund of shaghara) does not appear to be semantically related.
Khalil does not seem concerned, as he expends no effort to determine the relation (or if there is
even a relation) between the lexemes. Rather, the purpose of this kadith is to explain a certain
practice of the ‘arab during the time of the Revelation to which the Prophet put an end. That is,
the ‘arab-ness of the hadith comes not directly from its linguistic value but rather from its
reference to pre-Islamic practice, which is to say its anthropological value. Khalil generalizes
this anthropological value into linguistic value when he presents the meaning of the verb whose
gerund is found in the hadith (i.e., shighar->shaghara), a remarkable act given that this author
has been unable to find any other variation of shighar related to shaghara in works or reports
dated to Khalil’s time.”® Most references to shighar that postdate the ‘Ayn refer to this hadith.
This is common for hadith that address a prohibited practice; since exchanging female relatives
in marriage to avoid paying a dowry was ostensibly no longer practiced by Muslims, it follows
that the term would have little semantic relevance outside of certain legal discussions and as a

philological curiosity.

As for hadith that explicate changes in Arabic brought on by Islam, there are several to
be found in Khalil’s ‘Ayn but not necessarily where they would be expected. Nothing from the
lists of words introduced to the Arabic lexicon or altered by Islam by the likes of Ibn Faris (d.
395/1004), Ibn Burhan (d. 518/1124), and Suyuti®® is supported by hadith in the ‘Ayn, though

they all have entries (e.g., hajj, salat, sujid, rukii ). Rather, hadith features in entries for other

78 Based on extensive searches of digital libraries detailed in the introduction.

80 All three quoted in Suyiit, Muzhir, 1:235ff.
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lexemes of less obvious Islamic provenance, such as sabab (which took on new semantic import

with its paring with nasab in the Qur’an),®* nabi (where a hadith is cited to explain the elision of

the hamzah at the end),®? and fisrah (which took on a special role in Islamic ethics).8® Khalil’s

treatment of s-b-/4 and its variants is informative:

Subbiih: Quddiis, meaning God. The pattern fu “ ul
is only found in speech for these two [words].
Subkah: Beads used to count glorifications
(yusabbihu bi- ‘adadiha) [of God]. In hadith,
Gabriel said to the Prophet, peace upon him:
Below the throne of God are 70 curtains. Were we
to approach one we would be burned by the lights
(subuhat) of our Lord’s face.

By subkah he means his grandeur, splendor, and
light. Tasbih means prayer, as in the verse: fa-
subhana Allah hina tumsina wa-hina tusbihun
(So glorify God in the evening and the morning,
Riim: 17). The verse commands prayer at its
appointed time.

A‘sha recited:

Give glory (sabbi?) at the evening time and
forenoon...and don’t serve Satan and God
[together?], just worship [God?]

By which he means [by sabbi/] pray. And the
verse: Fa-law-Ia annahu kana min al-
musabbifina (If he were not one of the
glorifiers..., Safat: 143), by which he means those
who pray (musallin). Sabk is a gerund just like
sabahah, [as in] “The swimmer swam (saba/a al-
sabih) in water.” The “swimming” (sabik) horse
is one who extends its two legs well while
running. “Stars “swim” (tasbas) in the heavens,”
meaning they move along in their orbits. Subkah
in prayer is voluntary devotion.

81 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 7:203.
8 1bid., 8:382.

8 1bid., 7:418.
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In this entry, the hadith provides the primary semantic grounding in that it ties two
meanings of s-b-4 (to glorify and to pray) together; sub/kabh is first introduced as prayer beads
without a corroborating citation (likely because the meaning was well-known) and then followed
by the hadith were a second meaning is presented: the glory/grandeur/light of God. The addition
of this differentia specificum obviates reliance on circular definition (i.e., not “prayer
beads—>prayer” but “prayer beads—>glorification—>prayer”). In this respect, the hadith serves as a
semantic cypher for the following two verses and line of poetry, all three of which depict the
lexeme in its Islamized form; s-b-4 does not signify prayer as a specific practice with specific
associations (as with salat) but rather endows the idea of prayer with the power of glorification
of God. The secondary® meaning, i.e., to swim, is inserted at the end almost as an afterthought.
The figurative usage proffered by Khalil (the swimming of the stars, that is) is familiar trope in
pre-Islamic poetic imagery.® The main thrust of the entry is not to provide a comprehensive
account of the meanings associated with s-b-/, but rather to show what Islam had produced and
at the center was a hadith—qranted, this hadith quotes the angel Gabriel and not the Prophet;
nevertheless, it represents the unique ability of zadith to explicate the linguistic developments of

Islam.

Furthermore, in the K. al- ‘Ayn, hadith is often accompanied by a narrative that supplies
additional semantic value to the word’s entry, often in conjunction with the Qur’an (i.e., sabab
al-nuzil) but not poetry. The narrative places the Prophet’s speech in contrast with the

expectations of his audience, at various points Muslims, new converts, ‘arab pagans, and ‘arab

8 Secondary in Khalil’s schemata; the semantic and etymological relationship between swimming and glorifying is
difficult to establish and thus I, the author of this dissertation, offer no comment on the matter.

85See poetry quoted in the Lisdn, lbn Manzir, Lisan, 2:473f.
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Jews. In the following example, Khalil explores the meaning of the Qur’anic “furgan” and the

related but extra-Qur’anic “farig”:

Furgan: and book revealed by God that separates
the true from the false, which God has made a
“furqan,” i.e., a demonstrable proof over the
polytheists, and a victory. The Battle of Furqan is
Battle of Badr and Uhud, where God separated the
true from the false.

‘Umar ibn al-Khattab was named “fariig” because
he killed a hypocrite with whom he quarreled over
a ruling of the Prophet, peace upon him. So,
Gabriel, peace upon him, said: “God has named
“Umar Farig” and the Prophet said: “Look at
what ‘Umar has done, he has produced something
that contents God, they found that he has killed a
hypocrite.

Sl s al cp ) (358 49 30 S S 1480
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The meaning of fariiq is established by a semantic network that extends beyond the

Prophet’s speech. First, Khalil precedes the discussion of fariig with an explication of the

meaning of furqan, which, it appears, was so commonly understood to mean “that which

separates the true from the false” that it did not require a corroborating citation. This semantic

value is implicit in the following discussion on fariig, where ‘Umar’s killing of a hypocrite

(munafiq) is given as an example of separating the true from the false. It is worth noting too that

the Prophet’s speech does not provide meaning through direct comment on the word fariig but

rather through an ethical evaluation of ‘Umar’s actions that is set parallel to the Qur’an’s own

ethical act of separating the true from the false. The inherent lexical value here is not linguistic

but rather an ethical analogy: just as the Qur’an separated the true from the false through its

8 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 5:148.
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revelation, so too did ‘Umar separate the believer from the unbeliever when he killed the

hypocrite.

In these examples, there is little effort to demonstrate the ‘arabi quality of hadith. To be
sure, Khalil in the introduction to the K. al- ‘4yn states that his goal is to record the natural
iterations of the words that make up the lexicon of ‘Arabiyyah (as opposed to the unnatural but
analogous (giyasi) iterations of the nakhariyin), and these examples are no exception. However,
the K. al- ‘Ayn represents an early stage of Arabic lexicography, one before the mechanisms used
to group certain speech within the umbrella of ‘Arabiyyah had been fully fleshed out.
Additionally, there is no attempt to identify the provenance of any hadith, which is to be
expected; however, the presentation of hadith give some clues to their status among scholars
outside the field of transmission (whose works, even in the 2"Y/8™ century, are drastically more
preoccupied with provenance). There is simply no consistency in how it is presented: at times
speech is directly ascribed to the Prophet (e.g., “ ‘an al-nabi...annahu gala...”); other times it is
paraphrased (ja’'a ‘an al-nabi...annahu naha...); most often, a short phrase, concept, or religious
ruling is simply attributed to hadith (e.g., “ja’a fi I-hadith,” “fi [-hadith”). Hadith for Khalil is
not a body of linguistically well-defined material but rather an amorphous body of statements,

rulings, and customs with linguistically useful components.

3.3.2. Hadith in Sibawayhi’s Kitab

The presence of hadith, and the extent of this presence, has been a topic of some debate
over the past half century. While some have argued that there are little or no hadith in the Kitab,

others have argued that there is in fact a great quantity.®” The truth is that there are a little more

87 See Chapter | for discussion of the literature.
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than a dozen hadith quoted in the Kitab, and none of them are attributed to the Prophet or
identified as hadith in any way. They are rather presented as sayings variously attributed to the
‘arab, anonymous speakers, or as a common phrase that the readers themselves may utter. As for

the ‘Arab, consider the following quotations:

Yiunus stated that some of the ‘arab say: seek 8 e AU Nile 058 e copall e O i ac s
protection in God

88 M3
One of the “Arab said: Oh God, forgive me 89 el ) bid s o all (amy
One of the ‘arab stated: There is no might, no VALY B AY s Jsn Y 1 yall (any J8

power except through God

There most striking aspect of these quotations is that they are all common pious phrases.
Ostensibly, they originate from hadith in that it was the Prophet who introduced them to his
followers. They are counted among the hadith Stbawayhi cites by Fajjal,% but not Hadith,% or
Hariin.%® However, it is not clear from context if they are interpreted as part of the hadith corpus
or rather as a common, pious idiomatic phrase that circulated among the ‘arab. The first example
is familiar to whomever has recited “a udhu bi-llahi min al-shaytan al-rajim” before the Qur’an;
however, Sibawayhi discusses two grammatical variations (‘@ idhan vs. ‘@ ’idhun) which are

found alternately in Malik’s Muwatta * and Ibn Hanbal’s Musnad. The second example echoes

8 Stbawayhi, Kitab., 1:347.
8 Ibid., 2:209.

% Ibid., 2:292.

9 Fajial, Irtikaz, 60-66.

92 Hadithi, Mawqif, 69.

9 <Abd al-Sallam Hariin’s index of the Kitab, 5:29.
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the phrase found in prayer (rabbi -ghfur Ii); however, the form Sibawayhi attributes to the ‘arab
contains the vocative particle and differs grammatically from that found in Ibn Hanbal’s
Musnad® and Nisa'1’s Sunan.®® The third example is one of the most common statements of faith
in Islam and one with perhaps the most grammatical interpretations; the form quoted by
Sibawayhi is widely attested.?® In all three cases, these hadith are cited to resolve or explicate a
grammatical issue; the first two of the three offer permissible alternatives to the more widely-
accepted grammatical phrasing (the last, as anyone who has been tasked with analyzing its i rab
knows, is a maze of grammatical possibilities, which Sibawayhi partially explores). The phrases
themselves are presented as inherently indicative of proper ‘Arabiyyah but rather serve as a

general scaffolding upon which grammatical readings may be tested.

The fuller, more readily identifiable hadith are either attributed to a hypothetical speaker
(e.g., ka-gawlihum, mithla dhalika gawluhum, Wa-qalii, kama gala) or presented as an example

of something the reader would say (e.q., tagiilu, gawluka). Consider the following examples:

And likewise: we leave he who wakes you 7 jady (o yii g alii g relld Jiag
As one said: God forbids you from “he said, 98 a4 Jad e g dl o) 1B LS
someone said”

As for their statement: Every child is born Lad o) sl (5585 a3 yhail) o algy 25l ge JS 1agd 8 Ll
according to a natural disposition [i.e., Muslim]; it

is his parents who make him a Jew or Christian 9043) umly 5 431 g0 )AL

% Ya rabbi ghfur It dhanabi; the ba’ takes the kasrah as a shortened form of the possessive first person attached
pronound ya . Cited in Fajjal, Irtikaz, 322.

% Same difference as in Ahmad’s Musnad. Cited in Ibid.
% For full takhrij, see Ibid., 330.
9 Stbawayhi, al-Kitab., 1:74.

% 1bid., 3:268.
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As for: [With] praise and sanctification, Lord of 100 5 311 5 ASD) oy L 938 s e Ll
the angles and the soul

The first example is cited after a verse from the Qur’an and just before a line of poetry by
Qays ibn al-Khatim (d. 620 B.C.E.) to establish when two verbs can take one direct object. The
next example demonstrates when non-nouns can be fixed and declined like nouns (and is
followed by a line of poetry by Ibn Mugbal). The third example sets off a lengthy discussion on
the grammaticality of damir al-fasl; it is noteworthy that the word in the hadith upon which
Sibawayhi’s discussion hinges is not found in any other transmission—that is, its form is unique
to Sibawayhi and those directly quoting him. The last example appears in the chapter on the
elision of verbs; while Stbawayhi does not discuss variant interpretations of its grammaticality
but does delve into a rather detailed account of the pragmatics (in the linguistic sense) that
underlie the verb’s elision. In each example, the hadith is accepted as correct ‘Arabiyyah on par
with poetry and the Qur’an. Khalil identifies the third example as a hadith in the K. al- ‘Ayn,
which makes Sibawayhi’s treatment worth review. Sibawayhi was Khalil’s student, after all, and

this hadith was widely circulated.'®* Considering his treatment of this hadith in its larger context:

In this matter, many of the ‘arab give “huwa” and Gl 13 L il s s Capall (e S Gl Jaa B
its relatives the status of the subject noun (ism

mul?tada ) apd that yvhich folloyvs is bui!t upon it. Iy ol s elila cagle e o2 Loy Xt ansl 4 yiay
As if you said: “I think Zayd, his father is better
than him” and “I found ‘Umar, his father is better
than him.” An [example] of that which has
reached us is that Ru’bah [ibn ?] would say: “I
think Zayd, he is better than you.” ‘Isa told us that
man people read the verse as: wa-ma zalamnahum o )
wa-lakin kani hum al-zalimiin (we did not do S OS5 palialla Loy " tledigs i | S Luls ) (o
them wrong; it was rather them who were the

wrongdoers). The poet Qays ibn Dhurayh (d.

Miuﬂbwﬂ@)&;api\)&kbh}jcMJpo}j

Lias g olia pd o ha) ol tdsi oS g of Ly

% bid., 2:393.
100 1hid., 1:327.

101 For a partial but illuminating takhrij, see Fajjal, Irtikaz, 356-57.
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61/280) said: 0 (o e el JE5 7, o salllall aa:
You cry over Lubna when it was you who left

her...you had more power over her while you D30 il Ml Lgale i€y LS g5 el ol e Sa
were on the hill )
Abt ‘Amr used to say: If he [exists] then he is the Jiladl sl S ) sk sme sl OIS s

rational being

As for their saying: “Every child is born in a - . W sy
natural state [i.e., a Muslim], it is his parents who ~ °'% 055 &= bkl o ol gy agdga IS tagd 8 Ll

turn him into a Jew or a Christian;” are three

approaches to it, two of which [concern] the N 4 o) AIDUE 4l ¢ il jaly g 4l s 1AL Lea
nominative and one the accusative.

One of the two nominative approaches is that alyds g uaill s Gleas,
“child” is concealed in “is,” “parents” are the

subject [of the nominal sentence that follows “is”] O3S A yanaa g sall 6K Of ad g5 2al
and what follows is built upon that. As if one were

saying: “So that the child, it is his parents who a1 S agale ine Ladany Lo g o (iine (o)) 531

turn him into a Jew or a Christian” ...

. 3 paly g 431 gen (1AL ol g0l I
[The “second approach” (al-wijh al-thani), ~ 13 433500 Al ol l 505l 055

according to Sibawayhi, is that huma functions as
“fasl” (lit. “division”), and it is the subject of its
own sentence, which itself is the predicate of the
nominal sentence following “kana” whose subject
is “abawahu.”]

The hadith is presented differently from the gira 'ah and the poetry; the latter two are
cited in support of Stbawayhi’s description of a rule but the hadith is presented as a problem with
multiple solutions (only one of which is supported by poetry). It is, first, possible that he
regarded it as the Prophet’s speech but did not feel the need to ascribe it; this is supported by its
inclusion in the K. al- ‘4yn. It is, second, possible that Sibawayhi was familiar with its ascription
to the Prophet but chose a less well-known wording, which led to him to drop the ascription; this
is somewhat supported by the fact that the passages key word (huma) is not found in other
variations of the hadith. It is also possible he did not know this was a hadith and rather regarded
either as a popular phrase (which ought to be explained according to the laws of ‘Arabiyyah) or
even a common saying of the ‘arab (though this is unlikely, given that Sibawayhi freely quotes

the speech of the ‘arab throughout the Kitab). While I am inclined to the first position, there is

no definitive proof for any of these options. However, what can be said is that in each position
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the actual content of the hadith is identified with the speech of the ‘arab, so much so that

Sibawayhi could produce two grammatical interpretations for its uncommon syntax.

These quotations show Sibawayhi equating hadith with the speech of the ‘arab. Whether
or not he considered them to be hadith is beside the point: they are identified in other
contemporary or near-contemporary sources as hadith and their presence in the Kitab attests to
the existence of hadith that met the standards of ‘Arabiyyah. Additionally, it is worth noting that
unattributed hadith is not held up as a negative example, i.e., of ungrammatical ‘Arabiyyah;

Sibawayhi’s attitude, based on the evidence of the Kitab, can only be described as neutral.

3.3.3. Hadith in Farra’’s Ma ‘ani |-Qur an: The Turning Point

Not only does Farra’ identify hadith as hadith in the Ma ‘ant [-Qur’an, but he cites them
often and for a variety of topics. The Ma ‘ani I-Qur’an is a unique work of exegesis, one that at
times married philology with the established zafsir tradition and at times put them at odds. It is
simultaneously characterized by Farra’’s unique scholarly personality and molded by external
dogmatic pressure of the sunnah and theology. As such, it encapsulates the context in which
hadith entered the realm of philology; how it did so is a dissertation topic unto itself. However,
in the limited space allotted by this current project, we shall consider how Farra’ treated hadith

as an attestable representation of ‘Arabiyyah.

Farra’’s Ma ‘ant is greatly concerned with the gira at of the Qur’an, and thus Arabic
phonetics in general. According to Farra’, ‘Arabiyyah possessed unique phonetic habits and saw
only certain forms of sound change. Thus, the application of phonetic analysis to the Prophet’s
speech signals the omni-present ideology: that the Prophet spoke in a natural, ‘arabi manner and
that it’s possible to find examples of authentic ‘arabi phonetics in the hadith corpus. We

encounter this early in the Ma ‘ani, in his treatment of the Fatihah. It begins with a discussion of
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unattested (i.e., not even as a gira ‘ah shadhdhah) dialectal pronunciations of words and phrases

from the Qur’an’s opening Strah. Unlike his predecessors and contemporaries, Farra’ cites the

Prophet on phonetics with some frequency. Furthermore, he not only shows interest in the

phonetics in the Prophet’s speech itself but acknowledging the role of transmission in shaping

the phonetic data. Consider the example from Fatihah attesting not to a reading specifically but

to a common sound change in ‘Arabiyyah (i.e., vowel assimilation). The passage is worth

quoting in its entirety:

And similarly, from what they say of it which is
of two types if it is followed by a ya’ sakinah or
kasrah, his saying: “It is in Umm al-Kizab (lit.,
“Mother of the Book,” the Fatihah™'% and “So
that He sent a messenger among its Umm.”1% The
alif in “umm” can be pronounced witha uor ai
for the two letters together in the place of the ya .
The kasrah, like the saying of the Sublime, “To
his imm the sixth.” And the saying of what has
been transmitted from the Prophet, peace upon
him: “Usi mra’an bi-immihi.” The one who
pronounces it with a “u” says that “u” is the
original [pronunciation] of umm and a ummahat.
The one who pronounces it with an “i”” argues:
this is happens a lot in speech; it is hard to
pronounce a “u” when it is preceded by a ya’ or
kasrah. It is permissible to pronounce the alif with
a kasrah if it is followed by a kasrah or ya’ if
what is before it is pronounced with a fatkah. You
may say: a person is by his mother (‘inda
ummihi), but you cannot say “ ‘inda immihi” and
likewise if what is before it is pronounced with a
dammah then it cannot be pronounced with a
kasrah. So, you’d say “I followed his mother
“’ummahu’” but not with a kasrah.

102 Q Zakhraf: 4
108 Q Qasas: 59

104 Farra“, Ma ‘ant, 1:5-6

8 _pmS gl ASLus 6y 4l 5 13) (g 510 48 | 5118 Laa alia g
Y sy Lgal 8 Camy iy 5 LS 8 4] gy sl 5B
Gt Al e 5uS s ealy 5 wahy 0 Y @i s
iy + a5 i Al g8 i 5 el 5 ol S Lasan
g agle Al (o 2l e (595 (e IS5 cpeandl
¥ 2 Jeall) s @l B g (ped (auls el (oama )
I (s oall 35S o 1B e (s ilga)
S s Lail s 5 uS ol 4S5 Lol Ao Jiliiuild
i L Lo il 13U oy ol 5 puS Lgd 5 13) calyy

Lo S 13) i 5 ) i 285 o)) o al el i (318
D Yy el ol 1558 La S Gl L saninn Ll

104_ <)
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The above quotation is taken from Farra’’s commentary on the Fatihah, specifically on
the final verse “sirata alladhina an ‘amta ‘alayhim ghayri maghdiibi ‘alayhim wa-la [-dallin. In
the following section (where we encounter the quotation above), he describes two “madhhabs”
(i.e., schools [of thought], approaches) for ‘alayhum and ‘alayhim respectively (from Fatihah: 7,
“ghayri al-maghdiibi ‘alayhim maghdiibi,” “those with whom none are angry”) . The first is
justified through giyas (it is hum when nominative or accusative, and thus should be when
genitive); but the second is not presented as simple sama ‘, which is to say that it was not justified
by attribution to the ‘arab along. Rather, for Farra’ the use of “him” (the more prevalent, non-
giyast form) is justified because it follows a natural rule of phonology (assimilation of the kasrah

with the ya -based diptote).1%

Farra’’s position here is unique but not entirely unremarkable. His predecessors and
contemporaries too discussed the circumstances of assimilation with the kasrah, Stbawayhi
allows for partial assimilation of the dammah with the kasrah in this setting (as opposed to the
total assimilation in the example above) —he states this was Khalil’s position as well.1%
Akhfash discusses internal assimilation of the kasrah (mutnin ->mitnin) in his discussion of the
etymology of the word “ism” (name, word) the Fatihah (like Farra’), but nothing about the
assimilation with initial hamzah.'®” Whatever the exact positions of these three, their attitude
towards phonetics is that it be deduced from naturally produced ‘arabiyyah. The shawahid cited
by each on this topic makes this clear: Stbawayhi cites a standard selection of poetry (*Ajjaj,

A‘sha, Hassan ibn Thabit etc.), noting how various pronunciations of the hamzah affect the

105 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:6-7; see also Akhfash, Ma ‘ani, 1:26-7.
16 Stbawayhi, Kitab., 3:542.

107 Akhfash, Ma ‘ant, 1:4.
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meter.1% He also references a verse (Niml: 25); more specifically, he references ‘Tsa ibn ‘Umar’s
statement on “lightening” (takhfif) the alif, which while not directly referred to as a gira’ah
certainly addresses a topic of interest to the readers. Akhfash relies primarily on Qur anic data to
explain the phonetic behavior of the hamzah, which is to be expected from a work primarily on
the Qur’an. Akhfash and Sibawayhi present a fixed phonetic system regarding the alif, which
makes Farra’’s citation of the Prophet stand out. First of all, Farra’ appears less interested in
producing a closed system of phonetics than with exploring the roots of variation. There is no
indication in this passage that Farra’” prefers one reading over another (though general trends in
preference have been observed in the Ma ‘ani).*®® To be sure, the readings associated with this
phonetic phenomenon are less common, though not considered shadhdh by later scholars.
Unsurprisingly, perhaps, it is the reading of Farra’’s teacher Kisa'1 that uses the kasrah with the
initial hamzah as is the other Kufan reader Hamzah (d. 156/772).11° The hadith is given equal
status/agency with the Qur’an readings for two likely reasons: both are representations of
Qur’anic ‘Arabiyyah and both are subject to the filter of transmission. As for the Qur’an, this is
understood by reference to the Kisa’i/Hamzah variant, an acknowledgement that this is one

possible rendition of the original delivery of the verse.

Likewise, with the hadith we are confronted by the phrase man rawa (one who
transmits), by which Farra’ indicates this speech is not the sole product of the Prophet but is at a
minimum influenced by transmission—simply, Farra’ puts the phrase in the mouth of the

transmitter rather than the Prophet (gawl man rawa ‘an al-nabrt; the saying of one who relates

108 Sibawayhi, Kitab., 3:550.
199 Ansari, Abit Zakariyd al-Farra’, 297.

110 Nasser, Second Canonization, 662, 752.
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from the Prophet). This is a fairly common®!! but not universal way to introduce the Prophet’s
speech—this occurs when material of linguistic is presented; hadith that serves other purposes
(e.g., sabab al-nuzil, sunnah) is not accompanied by acknowledgement of transmission. There
remains the question whether this acknowledgement of the effect of transmission of the
philology of hadith demonstrates a latent or a nascent critical attitude towards kadith. To some
extent, it is both: it is latent in that there may been some acknowledgement of variation in hadith
(as evinced by the report of Abii ‘Amr discussing yatakhawwal vs. yatakhawwan) and nascent in
that concerns about the fidelity of transmission portend need for or the coming (or just starting to
develop) critical apparatus of jark wa-za ‘dil. Whatever the case, the absence of concrete criticism
must be noted as evidence against the early existence of a sophisticated critical apparatus but not

against an awareness of a need for one.

The Prophet’s speech plays an even greater role in determining the bounds of Arabic
morphology. The following passage is rather remarkable in that it addresses a permissible but
very uncommon morphological phenomenon in Arabic: the nominalization of verbs. This is
morphologically (but not exegetically) more significant than the previous quotation in that the
analysis of morphological structure does not serve a lexical (i.e., exegetical) purpose but rather

represents the product of the natural speech of the ‘arab:

If you wish the origin of al-an (now) to be, as you (Jai o Al 1l 8 (e Lglaal (V1) Claa i ()
say, “The time has come (ana) for you to act,”

you insert [in front of] it the alif and lam, then lalils Jad Ciade e S i 8 Gl lle calan
leave it in its verbal form in the accusative, which
comes from the verb [of the sentence]. This is a
good feature, like they say “The Prophet, peace
upon him, forbade “He said this, this was said
(gfla wa-qala)” and too many questions. Those
two (gila wa-qala) become like nouns and are

Jouy et MBS tada s a5 J2d il (0 )

u&‘d\}d‘z)ﬁ}dﬁjdﬁ&éﬂjﬁcﬂ\é@ﬂ‘

WLE g, Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 2:20 o Cuas 8 GiaeY) 83) 3:183 5(...J8 4l il oo ela) 2:400 ;(ke 18 4l anla il e S3)
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thus in the accusative. If you put them in the Lia Al Legdl e il gl ol seaia Lagd (pan¥IS
genitive as if we extracted them from the intention

of the verb it would be correct. I’ve heard the )l e s pal) G Ul gaa IS Jall 4 (e
‘Arab say “Min shabba ila dabb” with a fathah,
and this means “from when he was little until he
started crawling,” so [shabb] is a verb.

O N a8 3a 108 @ ) i s el
12 Jad 58 5 e
First, though “gila wa-qala” is not introduced as the direct speech of the Prophet here (it
is rather something said about the Prophet’s speech), other scholars have recorded hadiths that
contain this phrase.!® Its earliest attestation (in Malik’s Muwayta )*** predates Farra’s death by
several decades. It is mutawatir and it is entirely conceivable, perhaps even likely, that it was
widely accepted as the Prophet’s speech during Farra’’s lifetime. This is not so much a comment
on a specific morphology; that is, the hadith cited does not specifically address the possibility of
using the verb ana (the time approaches) as a noun. Rather, two forms of a different verb (gila, it
was said, and gala, he said) are adduced from the hadith to introduce a global morphological
concept: the nominalization of verbs without morphological transformation. Farra’ does not
endorse this as a productive aspect of the ‘Arabiyyah—one cannot nominalize any verb. Rather,
this appears to inadvertently fall into Farra'’s “kathir al-majra fi I-kalam” category, which is to
say this only occurs as a product of the frequency of speech.!'® What is interesting here is that
qila wa-qala is not specifically attributed to the ‘arab, which is to say its frequency is not the
product of idiomatic a rabi usage. There are two factors, not necessarily appreciated by Farra’,

underlying its inclusion: first, the belief that the Prophet was personally inventive in his use of

112 1bid., 1:468.

113 E.g., Abil ‘Abd Allah Muhammd ibn Isma’1l al-Bukhari, Sakik, ed. Muhammad Zuhayr ibn Nasir al-Nasir
(Beirut: Dar Tawq al-Najat, 1422), 2:124 (#1477); Muslim ibn Hajjaj and Muhammad Fu’ad ‘Abd al-Baqi, Sahih
(Beirut: Dar Ihya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, N.D.), 3:1341 (#593). “JIsll 5 585 (Jll de izl 5 Ji 5 (4 :U5G oK15 K ()
14Malik ibn Anas, Muwatta’, 1:260.

Y5 Ansari, Abit Zakariyd al-Farra’, 472f.
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‘Arabiyyah, and this inventiveness was accepted as producing and normalizing new idiomatic
phrases. In such a case, gila wa-qala would not be cited due to the frequency of usage by the
‘arab at the time of the Prophet. There are no examples from pre-Islamic poetry or prose that
contain the phrase (though it is used by a mukhadram, see next paragraph)—one would wonder
if there were such examples that could be sourced from the a rab. Rather, the frequency came
later and is inherent in the hadith itself; that is, the contents of the hadith were so widely
circulated by Farra’’s time that it met the qualifications for kathir al-majra fi I-kalam. This if

further supported by Sibawayhi’s (unattributed, of course) quotation of this hadith.

This is one of the few hadith Sibawayhi cites, which he does for the same reason as
Farra’ (nominalization of non-nouns).*® It is not presented as a hadith but is simply preceded by
gala without attribution. Unlike Farra’, Sibawayhi further supports this phenomenon by quoting
the mukhadram poet Tamim ibn Mugbil (d. 36-37?): “Fate arrived the morning after it had sent
to them something other than your repeated saying “gi/in wa-gali.” The advantage to using
poetry here is that the meter forces the genitive in gila—qilin, attesting that verbs that are
nominalized can be munsarif and ghayr munsarif. However, the line of poetry is cited in support
of the (unidentified as such) hadith, giving the impression that Stbawayhi felt his audience would
be more familiar with this example Prophet’s speech (if he saw it as such) than the line of poetry
by Ibn Mugbal; note too that Ibn Mugbil, as a mukhadram poet who live after the death of the
Prophet, could have been alluding to this kadith as well. What all of this tells us is that the phrase
had a markedly Islamic connotation—it is, after all, preceded by either inna llaha yanhaka ‘an
(“God forbids you from...”), as is the case with Sibawayhi, or naha [al-nabi] ‘an (“the Prophet

prohibited...”), such as that found in Malik, Bukhari, and Muslim. So, with Farra” and (to a

116 Sibawayhi, Kitab., 3:628.
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much lesser extent, if at all) Stbawayhi we find the Prophet’s speech given agency in
determining the morphological possibilities of ‘Arabiyyah. However, beyond this there is the
expectation that the audience is familiar with this Zadith (as evinced by the way each presented
the hadith) and that it would have appeared to be an aberration (but in fact was not). Simply put,
this shows that elements of the hadith corpus as it existed in the latter half of the 8" century was
considered morphologically problematic or confusing and, like the Qur’an, required philological
investigation; of course, the pull to do so was much stronger with the Qur’an because, as then as
now as we can assume, there were more people reciting the Qur’an than hadith. However, the
issue was significant enough to find its way into philological discussions, even if it was not

addressed head-on.

While we have regarded the above as a morphological issue, Khadijah Hadithi counts this
citation as one of Farra’’s syntax citations. She is correct, which is not to say we are incorrect in
counting this as a morphological citation. One of the main issues in nominalizing verbs is
whether they can be declined or not, which is a grammatical issue; this is rather an indication of
the overlap between issues of morphology and grammar in the Arabic linguistic tradition. This is
an important point, for when morphological citations of iadith are considered, the paucity of
hadith in early works of Arabic grammar discussed in Part | of this dissertation appear less
striking—though, there are admittedly not enough morphological citations to revise our position
that hadith citation specifically in 2" century Arabic grammar was uncommon. There are other
examples from the Ma ‘ani where the line between morphology and grammar is blurred. Let us,

then, move on to the role of hadith for attesting grammatical phenomenon.
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Hadithi counts one examples of hadith citations for the purpose of phonology, five for
morphology, and seven for syntax (two of which address the same verse and the same issue).**’
We have found more than that, but not enough to claim kadith played a significant role in
defining the Arabic language before Farra’ or in the Ma ‘ani. Certainly, the examples given so far
demonstrate that zadith was an acceptable representation of ‘Arabiyyah, but its numbers show,
without doubt, that it was not the main source for establishing the ‘Arabiyyah’s grammar. But
that’s okay, because what was going on at the time was not the rise of Aadith to an equal status
with poetry of the Qur’an—frankly, that never happened. Rather, the primary consequence of the
inclusion of hadith in philological settings, as we have seen, was to establish the Prophet’s
speech as representing ‘Arabiyyah. That is, it was defined in a manner that supported the
classical depiction of the Qur’anic event as linguistic defined by ‘Arabiyyah. The production of
proper syntax is the ultimate representation of natural speech, the speech of an individual whose
life is centered around a specific cultural and linguistic setting. So, while the point made below is
not materially different than that made in the previous sections of phonology and morphology,
the fact that Farra’ perceived grammatical value in the Prophet’s speech (and, as we will show,
more value than previous scholars have assumed) is significant: iadith is justified as ‘Arabiyyah
not because it is sourced from the a rab but rather because of its increasing importance in
Islamic scholarship and the fact that the corpus itself began to depict the Prophet as master of the
acceptable ‘Arabiyyah dialects. Let us consider a few examples of grammatical citations to show

this is the case. First, let us begin with a straightforward example:

And His saying: They only take revenge which Dm0 agd mnd 138 () aalie | () W) 1 i La g 41 68
God enriches them. This is a rebuke to them

because the Prophet, peace upon him, came to

Medina when its people were in need, then they

117 Hadithi, Mawgif, 78-86. Phonology and morphology are not distinguished, but categorized as sarf
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were enrichened with booty and he said: Do not (Osaline aa 5 Al Jal o a8 ol g adde 4l s 4
take revenge except [for] enrichment. So, the “an”
here is in the place of the accusative. & (Qi)-é Y ) ga La g 1 U cailiall (pa | g yila

118 (sai guia o
The point here is straightforward: Farra’ sees the hadith as semantically equivalent to the
Qur’anic verse, the only difference being the use of the gerund as opposed to the particle +
imperfect accusative. This is a straightforward example of the Prophet’s syntax being
representative as natural Arabic speech. To be sure, the grammatical rule expounded upon here is
not complicated in the least. And, to be sure, the reason why this citation was chosen has more to
do with demonstrating the semantic equivalency with the Qur’anic verse (i/la an aghnahum=illa
I-ghina) than with any sense that the ‘Arabiyyah demonstrated here is particularly remarkable.
Nevertheless, the implication is clear and significant: the Prophet spoke with the proper syntax of
‘Arabiyyah. The constituent elements were there, and little was needed to bring them together.
Furthermore, this instance shows that exegetical clarity has an impact on choice of citation; there
are examples from the Qur’an, prose, or poetry, but here there is a sabab (occasion of revelation,

i.e., Muhammad’s followers in Medina being in need of booty) that underlies this verse and gives

the hadith an added exegetical power on top of its grammatical content.

Farra’’s treatment of the gird ‘at has received substantial attention;!° they are a central
topic of the Ma ‘ani and a very important data point for the scholar. Unsurprisingly, because of

- =

the prevalence of both in the Ma ‘ani, the Prophet’s speech and the gira ‘at intersect throughout.

U8 Farrd’, Ma ‘anf, 1:446.

119 Becks series of articles are a must: Edmund Beck, “Die b. Mas’idvarianten Bei al-Farra’ I,” Orientalia N.S. 25,
no. 4 (1956): 353-83; Edmund Beck, “Die b. Mas’udvarianten Bei al-Farra’ 11,” Orientalia N.S. 28, no. 2 (1959):
186-205; Edmund Beck, “Die b. Mas’tdvarianten Bei al-Farra’ I1I,” Orientalia N.S. 28, no. 3 (1959): 230-56;
Edmund Beck, “Die Zuverlissigkeit Der Uberlieferung von Ausser ‘utmanischen Varianten Bei Al-Farra’,”
Orientalia N.S. 23, no. 4 (1954): 412-35; Edmund Beck, “’Arabiyya, Sunna Und ’Amma in Der Koranlesung Des
Zweiten Jahrhunderts,” Orientalia N.S. 15 (n.d.): 180-224.
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Farra’’s treatment of these readings tells us a lot about attitudes towards the epistemological
value of hadith, isnads, and how scholars at the time weighed pieces of evidence against one

another.

It should be stated outright that the value of readings attributed to the Prophet was
phonological, morphological, and grammatical in nature. While other readers such as Ibn
‘Abbas, Hamzah, ‘Asim etc. receive far more mentions than the Prophet, the Prophet’s readings
are as treated as authoritative as the eponymous readings. Furthermore, Farra’ shows more
concern about the transmission of the Prophet’s readings than he does about the transmission of
any of the eponymous readers. Mind you, Farra’ was contemporaneous with several of the
eponymous readers, and the readings of those whom he did not know personally were well
known by the time he composed the Ma ‘ani. Nevertheless, Farra’” does not show the concern for
the isnad that characterized later criticism of the gira at. This is expected, as Nasser has shown
the arrival of transmitter criticism to be late, 4" century and onwards.*?° But Farra’’s work shows
that the idea of transmitter criticism had begun to penetrate philological scholarship at the turn of
the century, albeit in a limited application to the Prophet’s readings. Overall, the Prophet’s
position vis-a-vis the gira at in Farra’’s Ma ‘anr is illustrative of the emerging need for
transmission criticism in alignment with the linguistic-exegetical value/agency inherent in the
gira’at. That is, it is representative of the stage in the emergence of the consciousness of
canonization of Farra’’s time: a central, if amorphic, body of liturgically sanctioned Qur’anic
material surrounded by a supportive, if plastic, body of linguistically and exegetically

interpretive material legitimated by either attachment to an expert of ‘Arabiyyah (as Shah

120 Nasser, Second Canonization, 100ff.

136



demonstrated the early qurra’ to be)'?* or somewhat authenticated by the emerging authority of

the isnad.

There are numerous examples of the Prophet’s readings being cited to explain linguistic
phenomenon. At times a prophetic gira ‘ah is used to support the readings of other readers; in
such cases the prophetic reading is introduced with a simple attribution such as “dhukira ‘an an-
nabi salla llahu ‘alayhi wa-sallim annahu gara’a biha (it has been recalled of the Prophet, peace
upon him, that he read it [as such]).'?? Sometimes the Prophet’s gira ah reflects standard usage
(gird at al- ‘ammah).*>® And then there are times where the Prophet’s reading stands alone (i.e.,
is an ahad).'?* This is to be expected: as we have seen, the Prophet is depicted by the hadith
corpus and the sirah tradition as sanctioning a dialectally diverse to the Qur’an. More often than
not, however, the Prophet is cited to justify the existence, if not the liturgical use, of variant
readings. This is significant for two reasons: first, it shows that scholars believed the Prophet
gave permission for the creation of linguistically diverse Qur’anic corpus within the bounds of
‘Arabiyyah, and second, that these variants are of exegetical value, linguistically and otherwise,

for the text of the Qur’an.

Let us consider two examples of the Prophet’s readings. First is the sound change

mudhdhakir = muddakir in the Qur’an'?® and second the pronunciation of the al-hurif al-

121 Mustafa Shah, “Exploring the Genesis of Early Arabic Linguistic Thought: Qur’anic Readers and Grammarians
of the Basran Tradition (Part Il),” Journal of Qur’anic Studies 5, no. 2 (2003): 1-47; Mustafa Shah, “Exploring the
Genesis of Early Arabic Linguistic Thought: Qur’anic Readers and Grammarians of the Kufan Tradition (Part I),”
Journal of Qur’anic Studies 5, no. 1 (2003): 47-78.

122 Farra’, Ma ‘an, 2:20; see also 2:174 (4 Jswy 5180 13%8),

128 E g., Ibid., 1:310.

124 E g., Ibid., 1:65.

125 1bid., 3:107.
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mutaqatta ‘ah as “ta’-ha’.”*?% In both instances the Prophet’s speech is presented as distinctly
Arabic. As for the former, the reading that uses the dal instead of the dhal is more common,
though the ‘Uthmanic script accommodates both. However, Farra’ presents the dal as the
primary reading but allows that the Asad tribe read it with a dhal. As for ta’ ha’, Farra’
demonstrates its ‘arab-ness through juxtaposition. In his explication, he first mentions that they
are letters of the Arabic alphabet but then provides a non-linguistic interpretation Farra’
attributes to zafsir that interprets it as “ya rajul” (“oh man”! i.e., “hey you™). This could be in
reference to the position found in Mugqatil’s Tafsir. However, Mugqatil asserts that raha is Syriac
for ya rajul ** Farra’ too says it could mean “yd rajul,” but does not describe it as a Syriac
phrase. Indeed, it is entirely possible that Farra’ was aware of Muqatil’s position. Several
references to the mufassiriin in the Ma ‘ant correspond to Mugqatil’s positions.'?® If Farra’ was
responding to Muqatil’s interpretation, the alternative pronunciation draws its legitimacy from
the Prophet’s ‘Arabiyyah to refute the possibility that it was a Syriac word. In general, Farra’
does not discuss the foreign origin on certain words of the Qur’an; rather, when they are
commented upon, he tends to offer a quick gloss with a more familiar Arabic work (e.g., gartas
- sahifah;'? istabrag > ma ghalaza min al-diba**; zanjabil - ‘ayn).®! Farra’ does not go as

far as Abli ‘Ubaydah in claiming that there are no foreign words in the Qur’an. However, he does

126 1hid., 2:174.

127 Mugqatil ibn Sulayman, Tafsir, ed. ‘Abd Allah Mahmild Shahhatah (Beirut: Dar Ihya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 1423),
3:20.

128 E g., Farra’, Ma ‘ani, 1:218; Mugqatil ibn Sulayman, Tafstr, 4:318. And Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 2:195; Mugatil ibn
Sulayman, Tafsir, 3:46.

129 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 1:343.
130 1hid., 3:118.

131 1bid., 3:217.
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not show any interest in accounting for how foreign words are Arabized. Sibawayhi recognizes
the phenomenon,*3? but it is remarkable that the Prophet’s speech is not used to justify the

inclusion of non- ‘arab words.

Readings of the Prophet are often contextualized, usually by a companion who claims
that he (or she in the case of ‘A’ishah) heard it directly from the Prophet. Regarding the
muddakar reading, this is then followed by a lengthy isnad and an athar where 1bn Mas‘td
“corrects” the reading of someone who read ¢-h as ra-ha, stating that the pronunciation should be
“fi-hi.” When the man objects, Ibn Mas ‘iid replies that the Prophet recited it to him as such.
There are several things to remark on here. First, is that the Prophet’s reading is attached to Ibn
Mas 1d’s, if not exactly an eponymous reader then certainly a seminal figure. Moreover, it is
depicted as operative in the transmission of the reading, which is to say that proximity to the
Prophet legitimates the personal reading. Note, it is not simply the reading of the Prophet but
how the Prophet recited it to Ibn Mas‘id; this legitimates not only this individual reading but
presents the possibility that any unusual/dialectal reading related by Ibn Mas td to have as solid
a foundation. Which is to say it legitimates him as a reader in general and not transmitter of a
single reading. The second thing to notice is that Farra’ gives an isnad between himself and lbn
Mas ‘id. This in itself is not unusual. However, when we take a step back, we find that it is not
standard as well; there seems to be no pattern to when Farra’ cites an isnad—he sometimes uses

isnads for all sorts of material, from readings of the Prophet, 3 to tafsir of Tbn ‘Abbas,'** to

132 Sibawayhi, Kitab., 4:303.
133 Farra’, Ma ‘ani al-Qur’an, 1:310, 416, 2:18, 67, 3:131, 262.

134 1bid., 2:69 3:36.
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readings attributed to companions of the Prophet such as ‘Ali**® and ‘A’ishah.'*® But then there
are instances where the isnad is left out.*” This is illustrative of the liminal stage of transmission
criticism at the turn of the 2" century. If, as Nasser convincingly asserts,'* isnads were likely
not in use during the time of the eponymous readers, their inclusion in Farra’’s Ma ‘ani marks a
distinct break from the prevailing methodology, even if they were not as extensively and

- =

exhaustively cited as in the later gira at tradition.

Another work of the 3%/9'™ century serves as an interesting point of reference. Only a few
decades after Farra’’s death, one Abt ‘Amr al-Durt (d. 247/) compiled a collection of readings
attributed to the Prophet published today as Juz’ fihi gira’at al-nabr (Volume of Readings of the
Prophet).’*® Unlike Farra’, Diiri provides an isndd for every reading of the Prophet; and like we
see with Farra’, these isnads often feature eponymous readers.'*® However, later works of
Ma ‘ant, like those of Zajjaj and Nahhas, like Farra’ do not make consistent use of the isnad for
the readings of the Prophet.!*! They are even rarer, if present at all, in Ibn Jinn1’s Mu/tasib.
What accounts for this is the difference in the nature of these works and, thus, their prevailing

methodology. Ibn Jinn1’s work is a linguistic investigation of the gira ‘at, a methodology that

135 |bid., 2:40.

136 |bid., 3:131.

137 1bid., 1:325, 2:20.

138 Nasser, Second Canonization, 116.

139 Abii ‘Umar Hafs ibn ‘Umar al-Diri, Juz’ Fihi Qira’at Al-Nabi, ed. Hikmat Bashir Yasin (Medina: Maktabat al-
Dar bi-I-Madinah al-Munawwarah, 1988).

W E g Kisa'Ta dozen times; Ibid., 1, 17, 18, 24, 35, 45, 48, 70, 95, 102, 115, 129.

141 Though Rafidah states that tracing readings back to the Prophet was becoming standard practice by this time (see
Ibrahim Rafidah, al-Nasw wa-kutub al-zafsir (Misrata, Libya: Al-Dar al-Jamahiriyyah li-I-Nashr wa-al-Tawzi* wa-
al-I1an, 1990), 380-81.), we still find readings attributed to the Prophet without an isnad, e.g., Abt Ishaq Ibrahim
ibn al-Sari al-Zajjaj, Ma ‘ani I-Qur 'an wa-i ‘rabuhu, ed. ‘Abd al-Jalil ‘Abduh Shibli (Beirut: ‘Alam al-Kutub, 1988),
1:47, 3:349.
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does not deem isnads necessary (isnads to earlier linguistic authorities are found, but not for
readers or readings). DirT’s a musannaf in the athar tradition, for which the isnad is
fundamental. And then the Ma ‘ani are exegetical works that drew from both the linguistic and

athar traditions, which suggests a middle ground between the former two.

- =

The gira’at of the Prophet in the Ma ‘ani are of little direct exegetical value. At the level
of phonetics, the impact of variation is seldom felt beyond the Qur’an’s immediate liturgical role.
This is to say that the pronunciation of individual letters, combinations and so on had little effect
on the theological or legislative content of the Qur’an. There are some differences in morphology
and grammar in the gira at, were of some significance. However, the main value of the Prophet’s
readings lie in what they tell us about the process of canonization of the Qur’an. Consider
Farra’’s position vis-a-vis ‘Uthmanic codex. The fixed consonantal skeleton greatly constrained
the potential morphological content of the Qur’an. There were plenty of gira ‘at that went against
the “Uthmanic script, and Farra’ shows a great interest in the dialectal data they provide.
However, Farra’ considered adherence to the script necessary, even if deviations provide
valuable linguistic data.'*? There are, it should be noted, no examples of the Prophet endorsing or
commenting upon a non- Uthmanic variants in Farra’’s Ma ‘ant, though there are some classified
as shawadhdh. However, literature on the gira at after Farra’ contain gira’at of the Prophet that
are found in the canonized seven or ten as well as shawadhdh and non-‘Uthmanic readings. For

example, there are five non- ‘Uthmanic readings attributed to the Prophet in Ibn JinnT’s

Muftasib,*® and DiirT’s collection likewise is littered with non-canonical readings of all kinds.*#

142 Ansari, Abit Zakariyd al-Farra’, 293.
143 Ibn Jinni, al-Muktasib, 1:76 (hudayy instead of huday), 1:151 (gayyiim instead of gayyam), 2:174 (ya 'tiina

instead of yu fiina, and ‘A’ishah calls it tahrif!); and shadhdh readings that don't break the script: 2:95 (‘unuthan
instead of anathan), 2:364 (qurrat instead of qurrat).
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What Farra’’s Ma ‘ani does, then, with the Prophet’s gira at is reinforences the authenticity of
the ‘Uthmanic script, which he is diligent in holding against the other regional and personal
codices. If Dari’s work is any indication, there were plenty of non-‘Uthmanic readings attributed
to the Prophet in circulation during Farra’’s time. Nevertheless, Farra” does not include such
readings; whether this was deliberate or not, the effect is the same: adherence to the rules of

‘Arabiyyah and the ‘Uthmanic codex, with the exegetical support of non-canonical readings.

4. Conclusion

In this chapter, we have first shown that the primary goal of early philologians was to
describe the linguistic environment in which the Qur’an was revealed. It was not necessary for us
to take sides in the debate on the origins of the scholarship of Arabic linguistics: whether it
originated from Qur anic exegesis (as Versteegh would have it), Islamic law (as Carter has
argued), or emerged sui generis out of the straightforward desire to describe the language (as
Levin has argued), philologians were still concerned with describing the language spoken by
those who lived in the areas in which Islam first expanded—ostensibly the language of those
who encountered the Prophet during his lifetime and/or his companions after his death; whatever
their motivations or inspirations, the reality was their task was to describe the language/dialects
of the Qur’an’s original audience. We have shown this to be the case in Khalil’s K. al- ‘4yn,
Sibawayhi’s Kitab, and the works of Farra’ and Abt ‘Ubaydah. This is the standard by which

hadith was to be measured were it to be used for linguistic purposes.

Next, we showed that philologians were able to align material that did not represent the

natural speech of the ‘arab with the rules they derived from said natural speech. Poetry, though

1443l-Diirt, Juz’ fihi Qird at al-nabi, 6-7. The editor asserts that these all have weak chains of transmission yet
praises Darf for his reliability in transmitting gira 'at (but not athar).
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produced by native speakers, was not taken to be representative of natural speech (see darirat
al-shi r, poetic license) and was thus supported by citations of the “kalam al- ‘arab.” The same
occurred with the gira ‘at; though there do not appear to have been any standardized readings
associated with the ‘arab or any specific tribe, the qgira ‘at are nevertheless compared to non-
standard readings of the ‘arab and their speech in general. The situation with hadith is different.
Khalil cites plenty of hadith but not for grammatical purposes.*® Sibawayhi cites hadith for
grammatical purposes but does not identify it with as hadith. Abt ‘Ubaydah’s Majaz appears to
ignore hadith and Akhfash’s Ma ‘ani only cites a handful. Farra’’s Ma ‘ant, on the other hand,
abounds with hadith. 1t is still the case that Farra’, like Sibawayhi, does not frequently cite
hadith for grammatical purposes. But Farra’ cites substantially more hadith than Sibawayhi; and
before dismissing this difference because Farra’’s work is an exegetical text (which tend to
feature a substantial amount of fadith), it should be noted that Abti ‘Ubaydah and Akhfash’s
works are exegetical as well but feature only a handful of hadiths. While this transition requires a
study unto itself, we have seen sufficient evidence to show that the exegetical context afforded a

scholar such as Farra’ the opportunity to incorporate more hadith in his analysis.

In this chapter, we have shown that the Abli Hayyan thesis, which holds that early
grammarians avoided hadith because non-verbatim transmission corrupted it to the point that it
no longer represented true ‘Arabiyyah—does not hold up because philologians were able to
identify hadith that they felt represented true ‘Arabiyyah. The question then shifts to: if there
were hadiths in circulation that represented ‘Arabiyyah, why do we not find more hadith in

grammatical discussions? In the coming chapter, we will address this problem and show that the

145 This statement is based on my evaluation of the grammatical material from the ‘Ayn quoted in Talmon, Arabic
Grammar in Its Formative Age, 288-372.
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primary difference between authorities cited by philologians and kadith transmitters was social
and cultural, i.e., hadith was sourced from the city (which native speakers of ‘Arabiyyah did not

inhabit) and linguistic material was sourced directly from the semi-nomadic ‘arab of the desert.
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CHAPTER IV
THE PROPHET’S SPEECH BETWEEN THE TOWN AND THE DESERT
1. Introduction

We have seen a marked difference in 2"Y/8™ century texts as well as the biographical
sources in the treatment of iadith on one hand and poetry and the gira ‘at on the other. Unless
new texts from the period emerge, the fact remains apparent that 2"%/8" century philology was
little concerned with hadith outside the field of lexicography. The biographical literature, though
it deems a few of the more famous philologians like Asma ‘T and Khalil as “trustworthy”
transmitters, makes little more than passing references to philologians’ knowledge of hadith. If
philologians were not overly concerned with verbatim transmission in general (as we have
shown in Chapter 11), and if there were hadith in circulation during the 2"%/8™ century that some
philologians, at least, considered representative of ‘Arabiyyah (as we have shown in Chapter 111),
then there must be a different reason for the relative infrequency of its citation for grammatical
purpose. In this chapter, we will advance an alternative thesis: that following the laws of
‘Arabiyyah alone was not sufficient to deem something attestable; rather, it had to be traced back
to the ‘arab, either directly or through a scholar who had spent a significant amount of time

living with the ‘arab. ‘Arabiyyah, by ideological necessity, had to be sourced from the ‘arab.

The legitimacy of hadith during the 2"%/8™ century, on the other hand, was determined by
its association with individuals known for their connection to the Prophet—this connection could
either be a direct family relation with the Prophet, such as with the Imam Ja far al-Sadiq (d.
148/765), or with a companion, such as with ‘Urwah ibn Zubayr (d. 94/713), or from close

contact with such figures in Mecca and Medina, such as with Ibn Shihab al-Zuhr (d. 123/741)
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and Malik ibn Anas (there are accounts of scholars travelling around the empire in search of
hadith, but it is noteworthy that their origin point most often is Mecca or Medina). In the 2"Y/8™"
century, isnad criticism had not yet been developed to the extent that a lone scholar could
evaluate an isnad—there were no biographical dictionaries, not to mention the fact that there
were not multiple collections of hadiths who contents and isnads could be compared. The
validity of a hadith was best demonstrated by an association with the cynosures among its
keepers. To be sure, philologians clustered around their cynosures (in Iraq, at least) as well,
figures from the early and mid-2"%/8" century such as Abi ‘Amr ibn al-‘Ala’, Kisa'1 and Khalil;
but rather than associating with figures close to the Prophet (geographically or genealogically),
these figures were known for their direct contact with eloquent ‘arab (i.e., al-mawthiiq bi-
‘arabiyyatihim). Scholars in the late 2"%/8" century and for centuries afterwards were concerned
with the exact nature of these figures’ contact with the ‘arab; to them, it mattered from what
tribe the informant originated, what the informant’s motivations were (and if payment was
involved), whether the informant was encountered in the city (e.g., Basra or Baghdad) or in the

desert.?

This difference played out in the biographical material as well. To be sure, accounts of
these figures’ lives were shaped by later dogmatic considerations. The field of hadith criticism
was predicated upon the ability to determine the piety (and memory, manners, etc.) of early
transmitters. Likewise, there is a preoccupation in the later biographical sources with
demonstrating the piety of some early philologists. Nevertheless, how later sources described the
actual mechanics of these scholar’s acquisition of knowledge (ralab al- i/m) appear to reflect

practical considerations more than dogmatic ones. The collection of both %adith and the kalam

! Suyitt, Muzhir, 137ff.

146



al- ‘arab both required substantial travel (which is reflected in the biographical sources) but to
markedly distinct destinations. Thus, when later biographers were tasked with describing the
practices of early hadith transmitters, they found themselves describing urban and Islamic
manners; the measure of a scholar’s literacy, behavior in the market, or ability to lead prayer
arose in discussions of a transmitter’s qualifications.? The process of collecting the kalam al-
‘arab, on the other hand, is littered with anecdotes of ‘arab behaving in petty, unscrupulous
ways or carrying out some strange task necessitated by the harsh nature of their lives. The
roughness of the ‘arab (or, often when a pejorative connotation is intended, the a rab) is a motif
that extends beyond the field of Arabic philology. However, both this unique, desert-induced
roughness and ‘Arabiyyah are described as being a natural quality particular to the ‘arab. In the
following sections, we will examine how descriptions of the collection of hadith and kalam al-
‘arab differed in the 2"Y/8™ century on a practical and ethical level—and, further, that this
difference better justifies hadith’s absence from the early discussions of the grammar of

‘Arabiyyah.

2. The Philologians
Philologians saw a difference between eloquence that resulted from one’s natural
disposition and acquired eloquence. It was permissible to quote from those who possessed either,
albeit for the latter only if certain conditions were met. The natural ‘Arabiyyah belonged to a
specific class of ‘arab, though scholars of the 2"/8" century differed on who best exemplified
this disposition: Suyiiti, for example, reported that Abii ‘Amr considered the tribes living in the

region of Mt. Sarat (in the Hijaz) to be the most eloquent;® Khalil in the K. al- ‘4yn mentions the

2 E.g., Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Kifayah, 81ff.

8 Suyati, Muzhir, 2:410. g%l Jal a@-})ﬂi) Gudl ¢ yasll c—-aﬂ‘ el 5 gae sl JE ;W;‘i\ Jdag
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“Qa‘tn Nagr, or Nasr Qa‘in” as possibly the most eloquent of the ‘arab (yugalu afsahu al- ‘arabi
QOa ‘inu Nasrin aw Nasru Qa ‘nin);* Farra’, similar to Khalil, claims to have heard the Banii Asad
were the most eloquent of the ‘arab.® In none of these cases are we confronted with the
ideological argument, standard from the time of Ibn Faris® onwards, that the Quraysh were the
most eloquent of the ‘arab. Ostensibly, this is because they came into contact with all the tribes
during the Hajj, even before Islam, and adopted only the best features of their speech. The
consequence of this was that the Qur’an’s first audience was best situated to receive and
appreciate its linguistic splendor. This interpretation became widespread and remains to this day.
Early philologians, however, were less concerned with determining who was the most eloquent
than with recording and analyzing examples of eloquence, that is, defining the natural linguistic
disposition of the ‘arab. It is through this effort that a scholar acquired eloquence and could be

legitimately consulted or quoted.’

The picture painted by the later biographical of the early collection of Arabic linguistic
data reflects what we see in the sources from the 2"%/8™ century. Certainly, the details of the
events and opinions they record are not confirmed by contemporary extant sources. Additionally,
certain themes reoccur enough to suggest that they may be topoi. Nevertheless, we can discern a
shared ideology between the extant and later biographical sources: that the collection of

linguistic material directly from the ‘arab was methodologically distinct from the collection of

4 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 1:169.

S Farrd’, Ma ‘ant, 3:14.¢\sad o8 5 2l s & 5ii 1 58 ol (s Cinans 1 e, Farrd’’s point here is not to identify the
Banii Asad as particularly eloquent but rather his following remark on how this member of the ‘arab he heard did
not decline the name Asad.

6 Ibn Faris, Sahibi, 28.

7 Suyiitt, Muzhir, 1:143.
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other material (i.e., hadith, akhbar, gira’at etc.) and that this distinction was necessary for

legitimating linguistic data.

2.1. The Biographical Sources

The travels of several 2"Y/8™ century philologians feature prominently in the biographical
sources: namely, Abii ‘Amr, Khalil ibn Ahmad, and Kisa'1. These are substantial figures whose
reputations extend beyond the realm of philology; consequently, their biographies are shaped by
expectations associated with their non-philological studies. The figure of Khalil ibn Ahmad has
taken on such mythic proportions as to call into question the extent of his scholarship as
described by the later biographical tradition.® Gouttenoire has shown how the biographical
tradition employed the moral topos of Abti ‘Amr’s burning of his language notebooks as an act
of expiation, so to speak, in order to morally authenticate his Qur’anic reading;® the early
philologians were considered morally problematic (ahl al-azwa ), though Kisa'1’s habit of
drinking wine did not disqualify his reading. It is unlikely that these concerns were fully
operative during the 2"Y/8™" century—which is to say that a large amount of linguistic data from
Abi ‘Amr was transmitted in writing (demonstrable in both the K. al- ‘Ayn and Sibawayhi’s
Kitab) and Kisa'1’s reading was widely transmitted and evaluated on linguistic rather than moral
grounds. This is supported by Nasser’s dating of the beginning the moral evaluation of Qur’an

readers according to the standards of hadith criticism in the 47/10" century. Therefore, when

examining later biographical sources we must be careful with evaluations of character and

8 Talmon, Arabic Grammar, 44-51.

9 Marie-Andrée Gouttenoire, “Les Enjeux de ’Ecriture Biographique Relative Aux Savants Iragiens Du II/VIIE
Siécle et & Leur Transmission Du Fond Arabo-Bédouin: Le Cas de Aba ‘Amr b. Al'Ala’ (m. 154/770),” Bulletin
d’Etudes Orientales 57 (2006): 66f.

10 Jalal al-Din Suyiti, Bughyat al-wu ‘at fi tabagat al-lughawiyyin wa-al-nuhat, ed. Muhammad Abi 1-Fadl Ibrahtm
(Beirut: Al-Maktabah al-‘Asriyyah, 2003), 2:163.
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instead focus on the practical descriptions of the collection of linguistic data; whatever the moral
failings and qualms of a scholar, our sources place clear and consistent value in the shared

methodology of these scholars.

The term “methodology” here is be general so as not to convey anachronism, at least with
regards to the anthropological aspect of their endeavor (already in the 2"9/8" century a
sophisticated methodology of Arabic linguistics had emerged). We know little about their
“fieldwork,” so to speak, so it is difficult to fully state the extent of the ‘arab’s influence on their
linguistic methodology. Still, palpable importance is placed on direct conversation with the ‘arab
in their native environment; and we can speak to who they decided were the ‘arab whose speech

was attestable (al- ‘arab al-mawthiig bi-him/bi- ‘arabiyyatihim).

It seems unlikely that the ‘arab directly contributed to Arabic linguistics on the
methodological level, at least according to the extant works of the 2"Y/8™ century. Baalbaki,
among others,'! has convincingly shown the originality of Stbawayhi’s methodology and Talmon
has made a convincing case for an established Iragi school in the mid-2" century,*? though the
answer to how well defined and influential this school was requires further debate.®
Nevertheless, we encounter anecdotes where philologians interrogate the ‘arab on theoretical
aspects of their language. For example, Abt ‘Amr quizzes an “a rabi”’ about the etymology of
horses (an example of an Arabic plural noun without a morphologically related singular form or

verb):

11 Ramz1. Baalbaki, Legacy; Aryeh Levin, “The First Book of Arabic Dialectology: Sibawayhi’s Kitab,” Jerusalem
Studies in Arabic and Islam 23 (1999): 208-20; Aryeh Levin, “Sibawayhi’s Attitude to the Spoken Language,”
Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam, no. 17 (1994): 204—43; Amal Marogy, Kitab Sitbawayhi: Syntax and
Pragmatics (Leiden: Brill, 2010) These are all studies that attest to the originality and sophistication of the Kitab.
12 Rafael Talmon, Eighth Century Iragi-Grammar (Boston: Brill, 2003).

13 Baalbaki, Legacy, 21-23.
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Abi ‘Amr was asked about the etymology of the el b c4d 2y ald (Jodl) BELE o 5 e sl S
word “horses” (khayl) but he did not know it. An

a ‘rabi passed by and the questioner wanted to ask  «sie3 1 5 yae sl 43 JUb ¢zl e N1 J)pas Jiladl 3l (a2
him. So Abu ‘Amr said, “Let me, I can better

handle the question and am more knowledgeable.”  aux¥! BlEdl ool eV JlE callud el 5 4l guy Calall Ul
He asked him, and the a 7abi said “the etymology

of a name comes from the action of the named il ccnd e 0l 1 e sil) Cymy all ) Jad (0
thing.” The group didn’t know what the a rabi

meant, so they asked Abii ‘Amr about it and he Jeall b Al e Dbally L) cand 1 JlE i e g jae
said, “he was referring to “khuyala™ (proud,

wondrous things), which is [related to?] “khayl” 14 1) )55 oA Aia yall s Wil (5 3 YT ccanall
(gerund for khala, to do something well with care)

and wonder. Do you not see [that one says]: the

[horses, i.e., khayl] trotted proudly (khuyala’'a wa-

takabburan)

As the personal notebooks of these philologians did not survive, the majority of their
recorded encounters with the ‘arab either took place in urban areas and were observed by their
students or were recalled by the philologian at a later date in front of his students. What is
striking about this example is that it places terms into the mouth of an ‘arab that, at least at a
later date, carry a technical meaning; specifically, ism (name/noun/adjective), fi 7 (action/verb),
and musamma (named thing), all of which later assume discipline-specific connotations. While
possibly or even likely apocryphal, there is still an element to the scene painted here worth
considering. While it may seem unlikely that a random a ‘rabr in the 2"%/8" century would
employ sophisticated linguistic terminology (though we can’t discount that the terms were used
literally to mean simply “something named after what it does,” i.e., “ism musamma li-fi lihi”),
here is the idea that the ‘arab had an intimate understanding of their language that could reveal

facts not discerned by philologists in their urban circles.

14 Abti Bakr Muhammad ibn al-Hasan al-Zubaydi, Tabagat al-nahwiyyin wa-al-lughawiyyin, ed. Muhammad Abfi I-
Fadl Ibrahtm (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1984), 36.
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The same idea comes up in the famous debate between Kisa'1 and Sibawayhi, known as a
the “Hornet Issue” (al-mas ‘alah al-zunbiriyyah). Kisa'1, according to the audience, comes out
victorious as he can procure ‘arab who attest to his interpretation of a grammatical construction.
The biographical tradition, being inclined towards the Basrans, strove to vindicate Sibawayhi.
But to do so, they did not go after Kisa'1’s use of ‘arab to settle the debate but rather went after
his choice in ‘arab. While some claim Kisa'1 was intentionally deceptive and others that he was
ignorant, at no point to later scholars criticize Kisa'1 solely on a linguistic basis (e.g., using
analogous reasoning, giydas, to show it is an unnatural construct); Abti Barakat al-Anbari in the
Insaf fi masa’il al-khilaf bayna al-nahwiyyin al-basriyyin wa-l-kifiyyin (Fair treatment of issues
of difference between the grammarians of Basra and Kufa) offers a thorough giyas-based rebuttal
of the Kisa'1’s argument; but his argument is not that Kisa'1’s interpretation did not represent the
speech of the ‘arab, but rather that it represented an aberrant (shadhdh) dialect, a distinction he
treats as more significant than the accusations that Kisa'1 bribed his ‘arab to lie.!® Even in the
6"/12" century, Abii Barakat’s qiyas-based argument is employed to show what citing the right

‘arab would have produced and not a dismissal of Kisa'1’s use of ‘arab.

The biographical sources give the following geographical distribution of these figures’

“fieldwork™:
Abii ‘Amr ibn al-‘Ala’ Hijaz, Najd*®
Khalil ibn Ahmad Hijaz, Najd, Tihamah'’, environs of Basra'®

15 Abii Barakat ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad Al-Anbari, al-Insaf fi masa il al-khilaf bayna al-nahwiyyin al-
Basriyyin wa-al-Kiifiyyin, ed. Muhammad MuhyT al-Din ‘Abd al-Hamid (Beirut: Al-Maktabah al-‘Asriyyah, 2003),
2:577.

16 Jamal al-Din al-Qifti, Inbah al-Ruwat ‘ald anba’ al-Nuhat, ed. Muhammad Abii 1-Fadl Ibrahtm (Cairo: Dar al-
Fikr al-‘Arabi, 1982), 4:136.

' yaqiit, Mu jam al-"udaba’, 4:1738.
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Kisa'1 Hijaz, Najd, Tihamah, environs of Kufa, Basra,
and Baghdad.?

The inclusion of the Hijaz and Najd are logical for two reasons: first, that the Qur’an was
revealed in the Hijaz and would thus reflect its ‘Arabiyyah and, second, that these scholars
traveled through Najd when performing the Hajj. The sources quote these scholars on dialects of
tribes who dwelled outside this area but not to any degree that suggests their dialects formed a
fundamental part of the linguistic corpus of ‘Arabiyyah. Taghlib, for example, dwelled in
northern and south-eastern Mesopotamia—this put them in contact with Kufa and Basra, but
their dialect remains marginal, only quoted once in the K. al- ‘Ayn,! Kitab,?? and never in the
early Ma ‘anis of Farra’, Akhfash, Abti ‘Ubaydah. The same can be said of other Mesopotamian
tribes such as Bakr ibn Wa’il?® or Levantine tribes such as Ghassan,?* who are quoted sparingly.
According to my count, the “people of the Hijaz,” on the other hand, are mentioned more around
six dozen times in the Kitab and Farra’’s Ma ‘ani, two dozen times in the Kitab al- ‘Ayn, eighteen
times in Akhfash’s Ma ‘ani, and nine times in the Majaz al-Qur an (comparatively large, as
dialects do not feature as prominently in Abti ‘Ubaydah’s work). Tribes from Najd such as Asad
and Tamim are likewise quoted frequently. This evidence establishes, at a minimum, a

correlation between the areas in which early philologians were reputed to have travelled. It is

18 |bid., 3:1266. Account of a trip to al-Ahwaz.

19 Ibid., 4:1738.

20 Marzubani, Nir, 287.

21 al-Khalil ibn Ahmad, Kitab Al- ‘Ayn, 5:47.

22 Sibawayhi, al-Kitab., 3:95.

2 Al-Akhfash al-Awsat, Ma ‘ani L-Qur’an, 1:30; Sibawayhi, al-Kitab., 3:535, 4:107, 113, 197.

24 Abii ‘Ubaydah, Majdz Al-Qur’an, 1:148 (quotes a Ghassani poet but does not identify him as such).
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always possible that this was a latter back-projection. In the 4"/10" century Aba Mansiir al-
Azhari took pride in the ‘Arabiyyah he learned when help captive by Qarmatians from the Asad
tribe in East Arabic (a later example of the suspension of moral/dogmatic considerations when
accepting linguistic data).?® But then Ibn Jinni and his poet companion Mutanabbi both studied
‘Arabiyyah in northern Mesopotamia (the seat of their patron state, the Hamdanids), which lbn

Jinni notes was one of the few places where one could still find native speakers.?®

Travelling philologians are all said to have recorded a great quantity of the speech of the
‘arab in writing. Abt ‘Amr’s house was reported to have been piled high with books that housed
the speech of the ‘arab.?” Khalil was said to have Kisa'T said he expended 15 bottles of ink
recording the speech of the ‘arab.?® Khalil was not reported to have had “field notes,” though he
was reported to have written a work called K. al-Shawahid (Book of Attestations), which quite
possibly contained his records of the attestable speech of the ‘arab.?® These descriptions of the
philologians’ personal writings mirrors that described by Schoeler and Motzki with hadith
transmitters; burning one’s notebooks is a shared theme found in the biographical tradition of
both fields. However, we still know little about Khalil’s travels to the desert other than that they
were extensions of the kajj. Jahiz attributed the saying “Go learn grammar (nasw), for it is
beauty for the lowly and leaving it is ignoble for the honorable” to Khalil’s primary teacher

Sakhtiyani (d. 131/748); a jurist, hadith transmitter and wholly undefinable polymath of the early

% Azhari, Tahdhib, 1:8.

% Abii 1-Fath ‘Uthman Ibn Jinni, al-Khasa ’is (Cairo: al-Hay’ah al-Misriyah al-‘Ammabh lil-Kitab, 1986), 2:7.
27 a1-Qifr, Inbah, 4:133.

28 |bid., 2:258.

2 1bid., 1:381.
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2"9/8 century).*® Leaving aside the question of whether Sakhtiyani instructed his student to

study ‘Arabiyyah, this still seems an anachronistic projection of the later meaning of nazw. It is

an important question: what extent knowledge of ‘Arabiyyah was considered a prerequisite

among jurists and hadith transmitters. Sibawayhi was motivated to study grammar due to an

embarrassing solecism made in a hadith circle; he sought out instructors in Basra, namely Khalil.

Ru’asT instructed Farra’ to go to Basra and Baghdad to study with (and challenge) its luminaries.

Kisa’1’s has a similar story, which is worth mentioning in full:

The reason [Kisa'1 took up ‘Arabiyyah] is that he
came upon some folks from Habbar. He has
grown weary and said to them “I am at a loss
(‘ayaytu)” and they said, “You sit with us while
speaking solecisms?” Kisa'1 said, “What solecism
did I speak?” They said, “If you meant the foiling
some deception or confusion in the matter then
you say ‘ayaytu lightly [i.e., without the shaddah].
If you meant you were tired then you say

a ‘yaytu.” So he rejected this word/speech then got
up immediately and asked who taught grammar
(naw). They sent him to Ma‘adh al-Harra’. He
studied with him until he had learned all he could,
then he went to Basra where he met Khalil and
attended his lectures. One of the a rab said to
him, “You left the Asads of Kufa and its Tamims,
while they are the eloquent ones, and came to
Basra? So, he said to Khalil, “From where did you
get your knowledge?” [Khalil] said, “From the
deserts of the Hijaz, Najd, and Tihamah.” So
Khalil traveled about, using fifteen bottles of ink
recording [the speech] of the ‘arab in addition to
what he memorized.

B raed JU L a5 el (e p s ) ela il A
feuial Ca a8 $opali el 5 Lidlal sad | 5lE8 (e
Y il g Alall g Uil e )l i€ ) 1) 8
el J8 Gl (g ol S () 5 eliida Cupe Jib
alay o Jlad I3 6 5 8 (e ol 5 ALK 038 (g aild

A conie Lo adil a4 3l el el Mo ) o 8 ¢ saill
Al Jad il b Gala g Qi) (85 pad) ) 2 A
Ladic 5 leawi s 4d <N aul @S yi -l eV e da
Al ol e AN UG8 195 jadl ) i g Aaliadl)
g oA gy Slaall (53l s e 1B 9l clale
Ge AUl A ) s A5 pdie (el 81 S aa

31 Lia Le (5 g )

0 Jahiz, Bayan, 2:151. <yl Lan 48 5y cania sl Jlan 48 ¢ paill | galas 15 Siad) gl IS

81 al-Qift1, Inbah, 2:258.
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Though the location of the event is not mentioned by Qift1 (d. 646/1248), one would
assume it was in or near Kufa as the Habbartin sent him to study with the Kufan scholar Mu‘adh
al-Harra’. There are some expected traces of anti-Basran sentiment: Kisa’'1 is admonished by an
a ‘rabi no less for having left the eloquent ‘arab that dwelled around Kufa for Basra—to which
Kisa'1 responds by leaving Khalil and Basra to go to the desert to procure his own data. Talmon®2
and Dévényi®® have shown that Kisa'1’s grammatical methodology was distinct from
Sibawayhi’s, which at the very least affirms that Kisa'1 did not cleave to Khalil and his circle.
The biographical sources do not mention Sibawayhi travelling to the desert, though in the Kitab
he mentions hearing directly from the ‘arab, often with Khalil.** Still, STbawayhi’s role in the
grammatical tradition was not diminished by having studied only in Basra and Baghdad as the
Basran tradition had plenty of figures who had spent time in the desert—the Kitab’s debt to them
is plain. It is still worth mentioning that in the al-mas alah al-zunbiriyyah, if Kisa'1 was
disingenuous or just plain wrong in his selection of adjudicating ‘arab, he was seen by the
spectators in his debate with Sibawayhi as more familiar with the ‘arab than Sibawayhi. By the
late 2"%/8" century, linguistic scholarly circles in the amsar of Iraq centered around a figure or
pedigree with extensive experience in the desert—Sibawayhi belonged to Khalil’s and Kisa’1
headed his own. The figures of the early 3"/9" century quote these central figures freely and are
eager to cite them as a source whenever they can. Indeed, supporting a grammatical argument

with speech that can be traced back to the mouths of the ‘arab transcended the grammatical

schools, be they in their nascent, developing, matured, or anachronistically back-projected forms.

32 Talmon, Eighth Century Iragi-Grammar, 15.

3 Kinga Dévényi, “Al-Farra’ and al-Kisa'1: References to Grammarians and Qur’an Readers in the Ma‘ani 1-Qur’an
of al-Farra’,” The Arabist. Budapest Studies in Arabic 34 (1991): 159-71.

34 Baalbaki, Legacy, 152-53.
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2.2. The Extant Sources

Works from the 2"%/8™ century and early 3"/9" century are remarkedly consistent with
the style in which ‘arab informants are quoted. They are introduced most often anonymously,
though some are identified; they carry the same value as other shawahid, i.e., they are not
subordinate to other material and their recorded speech was even cause for debate; they are
quoted on every topic related to ‘Arabiyyah (e.g., grammar, phonology etc.) and the Arabic
language at large (e.g., rhetoric, literary themes, and customs and cultural practices). Personal
contact with the ‘arab was prized and the early literature and biographical material is littered
with anecdotes of early philologists’ dealings with the ‘arab (and a rab, as the term’s pejorative
sense had not yet become dominant ubiquitous). To show that this contact was a more significant
epistemological concern than transmission, let us consider what the early scholars themselves
said (i.e., extant works of the 2"/8" century) and what was later attributed or said of these

scholars.

It must be said once again and not for the last time that the extant sources that depict
contact with ‘arab are incredibly limited—from the 2"Y/8" century we have Khalil’s K. al- ‘4yn
and Stbawayhi’s Kitab and from the early 3/9™ century (at the latest) there is Akhfash and
Farra’’s Ma ‘ant and Abtu ‘Ubaydah’s Majaz. However, though the number of works is limited,
they contain a large number of greatly detailed references to contact with the ‘arab. A review of
a few examples from each is worthwhile and illustrative of the expected relationship between a

philologist and the ‘arab during the 2"9/8" century.

Khalil is one of the philologians who was said to have had extensive contact with the
‘arab, and this is clearly supported by the K. al- ‘Ayn. The general tone of reference towards the

‘arab is one of authoritative familiarity: discourse in the K. al- ‘Ayn, particularly when the ‘arab
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are involved, pivots on “they [i.e., the ‘arab] say” and “we hear/you see”; that is, a distinction
between the subject and observer—the ‘arab and the author/audience of the book—made clear
by a consistent third person-first/second person distinction. Commenting on a line of poetry
related to a discussion of names for various garments derived from d-r- ‘, Khalil states: “They
[the ‘arab] differentiate between the two [midra ‘ah and sirbal] because they are manufactured
differently and wish to simplify the matter logically, which they do with other like things.”®
This is especially the case when Khalil describes his own personal interactions with the ‘arab.
To explain the meaning of ‘ugr, he relates the following story: “I head an eloquent a rabi from
the people of Samman say: ‘Every opening between two things is an ‘ugr’ or ‘agr, (they are two
dialects)’ And he put his hands on the table legs as we were eating and said: ‘what is between
these two [legs] is an ‘ugr.””*® Similarly, the need for direct confirmation from the ‘arab
underwrites Khalil’s negative testimony. So, in an account of the morphology of “sillam,” Khalil
states: “Sillam: stones, | have not heard (lam asma ) its singular and | have not heard someone
make a singular out of it. Maybe it has been fixed in its plural meaning; maybe it was made
masculine. It [could be?] said (gila): its singular is silamah. [Someone] said: The time of the
deluge came when the stones were supple.”®” Khalil does not attribute the proverb at the end of

the passage (nor does Ibn Manzir in the Lisan); in a quotation preserved by Jawhart (d.

35 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 2:35.¢l03 sais () sleds SIS 5 ¢ glaial) b Slasy) 531 ) dailall b LaghaY Lagin 1858 i) J&

3 Ibid., 1:151. el e 4 gy olial B2 5 e sed S Om (5853508 08 s lalall JaT (e Lapead Tl sl Sunals 1 Jilal) J8
A g La 1l (5255 mi 5 Baial

3 Ibid., 7:265. :J8 el saianl 5 15 ¢ &5 Ly cdeleadl e ol L5 clad i ol Chmans V5 claaa) s e o1 65 jlaal) 12315
Gy #3013 Jadadl) (1a
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393/1003) in his Sahih, Abt ‘Ubadyah states “the ‘arab define it as “the time in which stones are

supple (al-hijaratu ratibatun, i.e., a long time ago before stones had hardened).”®

Sibawayhi’s language too demonstrates a significant amount of contact with the ‘arab, as
indicated by phrases like “sama ‘na min al- ‘arab” (we heard from the ‘arab) or “min afwah al-
‘arab” (from the mouths of the ‘arab).®® The Kitab preserves his teachers’ contact with the ‘arab
as well, particularly Ytinus ibn Habib (d. 182/798) and Khalil. We frequently encounter phrases
such as “Yiinus stated (za ‘ama)* that some of the ‘arab say...”*! or “Khalil stated, God have
mercy on him, that he heard one of the ‘arab say...” In some instances, Sibawayhi considers his

own experience with the ‘arab in comparison with those of his teachers:

Yiinus stated that “labbayka” is one word but it Lalll 138 e ela 4y canl 5 and il () (uigyac 5
comes in the construct form (idafah) like when

you say “ ‘alayka” Glle -oll i iyl b
Khalil stated that it is dual with [the same status

as] hawalayka (all around you). Because we have JRE LY cell ya 2 ja i Ll a1 a3

heard them [i.e., the ‘arab] say “labb [labb]” so
they decline it as they would “amsi” (yesterday)
or “ghaqi™* (crow’s caw) but in the function of

the accusative. And hawalayk has the status of . . .
hananayka. A ey Gl ga 5 i dria 9o (S15 (Bl 5 Gl (5 e

Ay B A" d & all Gany s i s

38 Abii 1-Fayd Muhammad ibn Muhammad al-Zabidi, 7aj al- ‘ariis min jawdhir al-gamiis, ed. ‘All Shir1 (Beirut: Dar
al-Fikr, 1994), 15:583.

39 Baalbaki, Legacy, 25-26.

%0 Fajjal argues that za ‘ama did not carry its later pejorative sense; this is convincing, as he points out its
widespread, non-pejorative use in hadith literature from the time. Fajjal, Irtikaz, 178-79.

4 Stbawayhi, al-Kitab., 2:27, 63, 65, 83, 112, 143, 184, 199, 205, 213, 276, 315, 319, 337, 355, 361, 411, 415. To
take just one volume of the Kitab as an example.

42 See Ibn Manzir, Lisan, 10:295 for possible vocalizations.
43 Strafi reports seeing lubb twice in one manuscript and once in another; two times supports the dual interpretation;

Abi Sa‘1d al-Hasan ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Sirafi, Shari Kitab Stbawayhi, ed. Ahmad Hasan al-Mahdali and ‘Al Sayyid
‘Alf (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Timiyah, 2008), 2:241.
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44 $lia
Sibawayhi uses the first-person plural “we heard” (sama ‘na) to refer to Khalil and
himself; it is unclear if this means that they both heard directly from the ‘arab in this instance or
whether Sibawayhi is co-assuming Khalil’s authority. At any rate, this is a clear example of how

an impasse in grammatical analysis is solved by appeal to the speech of the ‘arab (sama’ over
giyas, if you will, or, more accurately, giyas-supported sama ‘ over giyas alone). Even when there
is a multiplicity of grammatical interpretations, as in the following example, direct attestation of

the speech of the ‘arab is sought to justify this multiplicity.

As for “subbithan quddiisan rabba al-mala ikati A Jiay Gatld 5 )5 SO oy L 538 s g Lol
wa-l-rithi” (Gloried, Sacred Lord of the Angles

and Soul), it is not of the same status as subkana Al d e Sl canl gl g o sl Y el e
Allahi because subbiih and quddiis are isms

(~noun/adjective). Rather, it is like saying: “I K13e S gl e ylad 4 @ld g L gt L gas SO

remembered the Gloried Sacred [God].” It is as if
something occurred to someone, or he
remembered and he said: “subbizhan,” i.e., “I
remembered the Gloried (subbiihan).” like you ) R L i
say: “ahla dhaka” (people of such and such) when ~ J#) =83 :Jé S cady ol el da I S5 da l Caras
you heard a man recall another man with praise or )
contempt, as if he said, “I recalled the people of sdie jla " dihia A" da)ll S35 a dus a5Y el
such and such, because when the man thinks of

\'Jj &l dﬁ\ d)ﬂjLAS s\A_gg.u &LUS'J Lﬁ‘ s\A_gg.u dm

the other (jara dhikhu al-rajuli fi mantiqihi) it 2530 G a8l LS LD ¢ S8 f (Ldd SO -ad 8 A iay
acquires the status of “I remember so and so” or
“I remembered so and so.” It’s like when someone :J 5 JE A Jiay onie ALETY) Jla clidla 1 J &

recites [a poem] then say, “sadigan” (truthfully),

“recitation” takes on the status of “he said” (gala), . e . . A
then he says gala or ahla dhaka, and makes it S5 QA Laclie Jadl (Sl alaad i3 a5 sl
function with the verb that follows the one who is
saying or remembering. Likewise: subbiihan
quddisan is as if itself takes on the status of the
man who remembers or the reciter [of poetry] o sa tJ8 a3 SAN Al e Hlad Cua adinall 5 SIA
where he remembers then says “subbizhan

quddiisan,” i.e., “you recall the subbith (glorified) Ao s 5 S5 Lo Led Ladbia cla g < jS3 (g el 58
follow what it recalled and what occurred to it.

They cut off the verb because this phrase becomes b,
for them a substitute (badal) for “T glorified” Just

as one says “marhaban” instead of “Your land

greets and welcomes [you].”

d;)ﬂ\:d)hg"&)ba"méjo&sujﬁbﬁw;ﬂﬁ

% Stbawayhi, Kitab, 1:351.
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There are some ‘arab who put it in the nominative (s (e Yy adic s 2DISH 138 Y Jadll 5134
and say: subbithan quddiisan [rabba al-mala ikati

wa-I-rihi], and likewise say: “ahlu dhaka” and clal g Gl s (e Y b e QS LS,
“sadiqun,” by God [?]. All of this is in accordance
with what we have heard from the ‘arab in terms
of when they speak with the nominative or
accusative.

AN )] 9B 7 ga 158 adja (e gl e
Lo e 13 IS5 dll 5 3oba s &Id Jal 1 JE WS (7 5,015
Mgy lad ) 4 &IS58 O jal) linass
This passage touches on all the important topics of this chapter: contact with the ‘arab,
grammatical justification, and even hadith. What is most striking is that the hadith is given no
introduction whatsoever; it is merely preceded with “as for...” (amma). Though this hadith is
identified as a hadith in the Kitab al- ‘Ayn, it is also a common du ‘@’ used in prayer and would
possibly have been widely known to ‘arab and non- ‘arab alike. It is not presented in any way

that associates it with an individual or group in a manner that restricts its permissible versions.

The explanation that follows is a fascinating example of Sibawayhi’s focus on
pragmatics. While the term “pragmatics” in its current technical sense as a branch of linguistics
does not fully map to Stbawayhi’s methodology, important parallels have been observed, notably
by Marogy*® and Baalbaki.*” Marogy is correct in that Stbawayhi’s concept of istigamah
(correctness of speech) is not a formal description but rather an analysis of the speaker’s
intentions and the mechanisms by which the listener interprets the speech;* we see this in the
example above, where Sibawayhi reconstructs the intention of the speaker through the

grammatical lens of idmar (the interpreting mechanism for the listener). The pertinent point is

4 Sibawayhi, al-Kitab., 1:295.
4 Marogy, Kitab Sthawayhi, 200-201 (synopsis of her project).
47 Baalbaki, Legacy, 191-207.

48 Marogy, Kitab Sibawayhi, T4f.
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that for Stbawayhi, the speaker must be from among the ‘arab as the purpose of his book, in
Marogy’s convincing analysis, is to represent ‘Arabiyyah as a process particular to the ‘arab. So,
this hadith, if it were even considered as such by Sibawayhi, his audience, or whomever he heard
this from, is not presented as a fixed form that must be grammatically justified but rather as a
common phrase with several forms justified by attested usage by the ‘arab in accordance with

their intentionality.

Grammarians from the generation following Sibawayhi (i.e., Akhfash, Abii ‘Ubaydah,
Farra’) do not demonstrate the same level of interest as Sibawayhi in the pragmatic aspects of
language. To be sure, none of their extant works are straightforward treatments of grammar like
Sibawayhi’s Kitab; perhaps Akhfash’s Magayis fi [-nahw or Farra’’s K. al-Hudiid were
influenced by Sibawayhi’s methodology but we simply can’t know without seeing these works
(even if quoted in later works). Nevertheless, in their extant works, particularly those on the
Qur’an, their descriptions of the speech of the ‘arab that demonstrate the essentiality of direct

contact with the ‘arab.

In their Ma ‘ant, Akhfash*® and Farra > frequently cite the ‘arab’s readings of the Qur’an
and both mention having heard these readings directly. It is not entirely clear that these qualified
as gira at in the technical sense, i.e., qualified for liturgical use. Both use the term gira at al-
‘arab (or some variation), which we find with readings attributed to eponymous readers like
Kisa’1 and Ibn Mas ‘id. However, that references to the “readings of the ‘arab” are general and
that there are no readings associated with individual a ‘rab or tribes shows that there was no

sense of systematizing or formalization (i.e., ikhtiyar) associated with these readings; they were

9 E.g., Akhfash, Ma ‘ant, 1:11, 27, 46, 51, 89, 92, 110, 202, 318, 350, 2:216, 219, 407, 469.

S E.g., Farra’, Ma ‘ani, 1:2, 42, 49, 239, 252, 299, 306, 398, 2:26, 95, 342, 3:145.
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not to be prescribed but rather consulted. For example, Farra” and Akhfash discussed the
variations of al-hamd(u/a/i) I-/iah from the Fatihah found among the speech of the ‘arab. Yet
neither presents these variations as possible readings but rather as a jumping off point for
linguistic discussions (the phenomenon of proximal sound change for Farra’ and an overview of
declension for Akhfash). Indeed, in these works, and those of later scholars, we don’t encounter
any eponymous reader among the ‘arab, nor to we encounter any tribal reading (e.g., gira ‘at
Tamim, or gira ‘at Hudhayl); Farra’ makes a passing reference to the ‘arab “writing in the
masahif” (wa-qad katabat fi I-masahif), but only regarding the writing of the alif and waw.
Nevertheless, Akhfash and Farra’ grant the ‘arab a significant linguistic (if not liturgical)
authority that can be contemporaneously and instantly demonstrated. This is illustrated by the

following example:

And the verse: “Do not let [the hatred of a people] Vs ioiee Y5 s 0 am Wl 8 Sy Vg il
drive you to injustice...”

Yahya ibn Waththab and A ‘mash read it as /a oS yay o)l Be) iy cayall 2S5 e yal e (aSia
yujrimannakum, from ajramtu—however the

speech of the ‘arab and the gira ah of the qurra’ ol QU a g an oSileny Y g 2 ppesill ola oLl iy

is yajramannakum with a fathah on the ya’. There
is the tafsir “Don’t be burdened by a people.”
Farra’ stated: I heard the ‘arab say, “So and so is
the jartmah of his people,” by which they mean i ) )
he is the provider for his people, meaning he goes Vi lie L el s el Sy tpga e A alaY
out and “yajramuhum,” i.e., acquires for them.

aualS 2y sy e day ja N 158 el Carans g

The meaning between the two is close: “don’t let SL) ) sladi o p R Uk oSSy
people acquire for you that which makes you do
evil.”

Here, Farra’ argues in favor of a certain reading based on a comparison to the speech of
the ‘arab. There are a few additional takeaways: first, that Farra’ sets two non-canonical readers
(A‘mash and Yahya ibn Waththab) against an undefined body of readers (gira ‘at al-qurra’) and

the speech of the ‘arab, setting up the latter two groups as purveyors of the correct version. And

51 1bid., 1:299.
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while Farra’ uses kalam al- ‘arab (Speech of the ‘arab) instead of gira at al- ‘arab (reading of the
‘arab), grouping this along with the gira at al-qurra’ indicates that this, according to Farra’, was
how some ‘arab recited this verse. Second, the discussion of the speech of the ‘arab is preceded
by a quick reference to tafsir—while the phrasing here is not the more common “ja a fi I-tafsir”
(i.e., itis claimed in the field tafsir), which Farra’ uses to indicate the non-philological tradition
of Qur’anic exegesis of the 2"Y/8™ century, this likely points to the ¢afsz tradition as Akhfash
similarly provides it as an example of paraphrastic exegesis®? and it is found in this form in
Mugqatil’s Tafsir.5® No linguistic argumentation is attributed to “tafs7r,” which is standard
practice in Farra’ and Akhfash’s Ma ‘anrt; there is no indication that they saw the zafsir tradition
as embodying or even referring to ‘Arabiyyah. Ultimately, Farra’ manages to balance lexical and
morphological consideration with respect to both the exegetical and philological traditions by
acknowledging that there are multiple meanings to the verbal stem j-r-m; he unites these
meanings, however, by citing an idiom of ‘Arabiyyah that he had heard personally that connotes

both meanings.

The last early scholar worth mentioning is Abi ‘Ubaydah, though he directly quotes the
‘arab and their dialects only a handful of times. ®* However, his explicitly states in his
introduction that the framework of inquiry presupposes that the language of the Qur’an is built
upon the linguistic habits of the ‘arab. And, while he may not attest to personal contact with the
‘arab, the frequency with which he cites the experiences of others demonstrates its essentiality.

Abl ‘Amr is by far the most cited authority in the Majaz and the nature of these citations

52 Akhfash, Ma ‘ani, 1:272.
53 Mugqatil, Tafsir, 1:457.

% Abi ‘Ubaydah, Majaz, 2:22, 23, 170, 208.
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demonstrates that Abii ‘Amr’s own grammatical theory was fundamental to Abii ‘Ubaydah’s.>®
Yiinus ibn Habib is also frequently cited; Qiftt and Zubaydi report that Abii “Ubaydah said of
Yiinus that “the only knowledge he had is what he saw with his own eyes.”*® It should also be
remembered that Abi ‘Ubaydah was a renowned transmitter of poetry who was said to have
extensive contact with poets from among the ‘arab—in one report, Aba ‘Ubaydah along with
Abi ‘Amr and Yunus debated the etymology of the ‘arabri rajiz Ru’bah (a discussion which
includes comparison of eloguence to genealogy). Thus, while there is little in the Majaz that
attests to direct sourcing from the ‘arab on Abti ‘Ubaydah’s part, the work and his biography
give us no reason to think he valued artificial analysis of language over direct citation of the

‘arab.

Early philologians were keen on pointing out when other scholars were not properly
citing the ‘arab or ignoring them altogether. Khalil spoke of the nakarir (purveyors of non-
organic linguistic forms)>’who purposefully created linguistic forms that cannot be found in the
speech of the ‘arab.®® There are the nakwiyyiin who, in Stbawayhi’s Kitab, are depicted as those
who produce analogous speech not heard among the ‘arab.®® Sibawayhi grants that these
scholars employ some form of methodology, but he does not depict it as one grounded in the
speech of ‘arab but rather overly reliant on analogy (qiyas). Farra’ too refers to the nahwiyyiin,

according to Talmon’s observations, when “he considers his own contribution innovative with

%5 Talmon, Eighth Century Iragi-Grammar, 106f.

% al-QiftT, Inbah, 4:74: G ol 5L V) ale - (i g Sing sdie Sy ol Bane sl Jds,
57 Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 28.

%8 Khalil, ‘Ayn, 1:53.

59 Stbawayhi, Kitab, 2:364: 4xca g0 s (8 2SN | gaiia g o jall 4 IS5 Wl o puld o 5 o0 Lol
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respect to them.”®® While Talmon is also right in observing that it is “impossible to conclude
how authoritative are the anonymous figures against whom Farra’ addresses himself...,”%" it
should be noted that the citations of the naswiyyiin he provides from Sibawayhi’s Kitab and
Farra’’s Ma ‘ant do not engage the speech of the ‘arab but rather tend to portray questionable or
contentious analogous reasoning—in short, there is no indication that these anonymous

grammarians had sufficient (or even notable) contact with the ‘arab.

In this section, we have shown that direct contact with the ‘arab (real or alleged) to be a
fundamental and indispensable aspect of the early study of Arabic linguistics. This is consistent
across the evidence taken from extant works and from the biographical tradition. Furthermore,
the leading authorities from this period (i.e., Abii ‘Amr, Khalil, Kisa'1) spent a significant
amount of time in the desert collecting linguistic data. In the eyes of their students and peers,
they were legitimate conduits to the ‘arab and could be cited as readily. While they travelled to
cities for their studies as well, it was the same cities in Iraq (Baghdad, Basra, Kufa), mostly. We
find stray references to travels to Syria (Abii ‘Amr died in Syria,®? and there some accounts of
Kisa'1 traveling to Syria).®® Additionally, references to a Medinese/Hijazi school of grammar in
Sibawayhi’s Kitab and Farra’’s Ma ‘ant are indicative of linguistic scholarship outside of Irag—it
is unclear if these two scholars became acquainted with this school during their travels (we don’t

have any information on either of them performing the £ajj, though there is no reason to assume

8 Talmon, Eighth Century Iragi-Grammar, 19.
&1 Ibid.
82 Qiftt, Inbah, 4:135.

8 Abii I-Khayr Shams al-Din al-Jazari, Ghayat al-nihayah fi tabaqat al-qurra’ (Cairo: Maktabat Ibn Taymiyyah,
[n.d.]), 1:405.
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they didn’t) or if they met Medinese/Hijazi scholars in Iraq.®* With only seven mentions in the
Kitab (four of which refer to readings rather than grammatical interpretations)® and two
mentions in the Ma ‘ani (but with around one hundred references to the gira at of Medina),® it’s
next to impossible to speak to the sophistication of this school and its relation to the ‘arab.
Whatever the status of a Medinese school at the time, it is apparent that Iraqi philologians did not
feel it necessary to travel to Medina to consult its scholars. While their goal may have been to
describe and record the linguistic environment of the Qur’an’s revelation, geographical
proximity to the site of the revelation was not qualifying unto itself and personal piety was not a
prerequisite for relating linguistic material; contact with the ‘arab was essential. With the
collection, recording, and transmission of hadith, on the other hand, we find that the matter was

quite different.

3. The Muhaddithin
Though references to eloquence (fasahah) and the a ‘rab can be found in the hadith
literature (i.e., hadith collections, manuals, biographical dictionaries, etc.), they are qualitatively
different from their depictions in philological contexts. First, a rab is substantially more
common than ‘arab in hadith literature when describing someone of a semi-nomadic background
(both are found in philological works, but ‘arabi and ‘arab are decisively more frequent). Where
eloquence for a hadith transmitter is a distinguishing (and favored) feature, it is an indispensable

quality for a language informant. And while we find references to the a rab in hadith literature,

64 Rafael Talmon, “An Eighth-Century Grammatical School in Medina: The Collection and Evaluation of the
Available Material,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London 48, no. 2 (1985):
227.

% Ibid., 226-27.

66 Farra’, Ma ‘ani, 1:358, 2:81.
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they are few and far between and do not impart the prestige found in philological scholarship.
And, finally, early hadith literature does not demonstrate serious engagement with philological
scholarship. To be sure, there are as few sources for the development of hadith scholarship in the
2"9/8t century as there are sources for the development of grammar. When we speak of
references to a rab and eloguence, we mean references in works from a century or more after
these references ostensibly took place. But our argument does not rest on these being accurate,
but rather that they reflect the scale of importance of ‘Arabiyyah and the a rab in hadith
scholarship. References to eloquent transmitters supports there having been figures who
delivered hadith with proper ‘Arabiyyah, but the paucity of references to the a rab is indicative

of its marginal importance in establishing the reliability of a transmitter.

Here is where it is tempting to incline towards the Abii Hayyan thesis, as this sounds like
another way of saying “there were too many foreigners transmitting hadith non-verbatim.” But
there is an important distinction to be made: as our work in the previous chapters has shown,
philologians demonstrated significant flexibility with the syntax and declension of poetry and the
Qur’an—thus, their concerns would not have been about change at this level (which occurred
during the transmission of any material) but about the lack of involvement of those who would
make sure any changes were in line with correct ‘Arabiyyah. True, there were a lot of ‘ajam
transmitting Zadith (there were many of ‘arab stock too, if not exactly a semi-nomadic desert
dweller). But there were ‘ajam among the philologians, only these ‘ajam had extensive contact
with the ‘arab or mentors who had done so. This may appear an argumentum ad ignorantiam in
that we are arguing from a lack of a ‘rab among the transmitters. But it must be remembered that
the issue is one of scale, that awareness of philological concerns about the transmission of hadith

did not reach a level that would have resulted in a total embargo—that is, that sadith transmitters
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simply did not have the linguistic and cultural cachet that was the legitimating factor in Arabic

philology.

In the final pages of this dissertation, we will do the following: 1) show that the a rab are
of marginal importance in the biographical literature; 2) that while there was an appreciation of
eloquence among hadith scholars (and a common trait of the biggest figures), it is far from a
requisite qualification; and 3) that 2"%/8" century works on hadith or Islamic law display a
general interest in the study of ‘Arabiyyah but no sense of methodology or program of
implementation. However, hadiths were beginning to emerge at this time that addressed issues
related to the language of the ‘arab and the Qur’an. We will conclude the chapter with a review
of what the hadith corpus had to say about its own language and that of Islam in general—this is,
so0 to speak, a preview of where the study of the philology of Aadith in the centuries that follow

will take us.

3.1. Did the a ‘rab transmit hadith? (Not really)

Hypothetically, the presence of a rab among the hadith transmitters would support Abi
Hayyan’s thesis over this dissertation’s thesis. If there were transmitters who could render a
hadith in proper ‘Arabiyyah, then it is plausible that his zadith was rejected not because it was
improper ‘Arabiyyah but because it didn’t reflect the original ‘Arabiyyah of the Prophet, i.e., was
still transmitted non-verbatim. But there are very few a rab mentioned in hadith literature. When
they are mentioned, it is not with reverence (sometimes the opposite). The value placed on
association with the desert is, at best, incidental—from the perspective of language, that is. We
find in the biographical literature descriptions of scholars’ “knowledge of the ‘arab” (‘ilm bi-I-
‘arab), which can apply to knowledge of their language but is also used for knowledge of their

poetry in general, habits, histories (ayyam, battles) etc., this being a useful auxiliary tool to the
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study of Islamic law. But, at we shall see, descriptions of important kadith and legal scholars’

knowledge of the ‘arab is decidedly non-linguistic.

To determine the importance of the a rab in hadith transmission, | compared references
to the a rab in the biographical literature to the most frequently cited kadith collections from the
2nd/gth_5t/11% centuries. That is, for the latter, | searched Ibn Abi Hatim’s al-Jark wa-al-ta ‘dil
(Impugning and justifying [the men of hadith), Ibn Hibban’s Thigar®” (The Trustworthy) and
Majrithin®® (The Impugned), and Ibn Hajar’s Tagrib al-Tahdhib (Approximation of [Mizz1’s] (d.
742/1341) Revision),% Tahdhib al-Tahdhib (Revision [Mizzi’s Revision), and Ta il al-manfa ‘ah
(The Hastening of Advantage)’® and for a ‘rabi and its variations (i.e., with definite article,
preceded by conjunctions and particles, other morphologies based on the root etc.). | then ran
searches for the names associated with the a rab (both those found in the previously mentioned
collections and Ibn Nadim’s list of a @b informants in the Fihrist)* in dozens of hadith
collections, including the Sikah, from the time of Malik (2"%/8™ century) to Bayhiq (5"/11"

century). This produced the following conclusions:

1) Most hadith transmitters who are called a rabr come from the generation of the

sahabah, followed by the tabi un, and the tabi i I-tabi ‘in (companions of the Prophet, those that

57 Abii Hatim Muhammad Ibn Hibban, al-Thigat (Hyderabad: Da’irat al-Ma ‘arif al- ‘Uthmaniyyah, 1973).

8 Abii Hatim Muhammad Ibn Hibban, Kitab Al-Majrithin Min al-Muhaddithin Wa-al-Du ‘afa’ Wa-al-Matritkin, ed.
Mahmid Ibrahim Zayid (Allepo: Dar al-Wa'y, 1396).

8 Abi 1-Fadl Ahmad ibn ‘Ali Ibn Hajar, Tagrib al-Tahdhib, ed. Muhammad ‘Awwamah (Syria: Dar al-Rashid,
1986).

0 Abii I-Fadl Ahmad ibn ‘Ali Ibn Hajar and Ikram Allah Imdad al-Haqq, 7a jil al-manfa ‘ah (Beirut: Dar al-
Basha’ir, 1996).

"L Abii 1-Faraj Muhammad ibn al-Ishaq Ibn al-Nadim, al-Fihrist, ed. Ibrahim Ramadan (Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘rifah,
1997), 70.
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followed, and those that followed those that followed, i.e., to the end of the Umayyad period).
There are a few from the 2nd century, but they are mentioned as students of important figures
like Hasan al-Basri and Shu‘bah; there are only a handful mentioned from the 3rd/9th century
onwards. It is difficult to draw conclusions about this distribution—there were only around two
dozen figures (out of tens of thousands) who came up in my searches. It is worth observing,
however, that if association with the a ‘rab was a legitimating factory it was not back projected
on the first generations of transmitters—what we observe instead in the back projection of isnads
is the tendency to latch on to figures specifically legitimated by personal or family connections—

e.g., Zuhri> ‘Urwah ibn Zubayr-> ‘A’ishah.”?

2) The moral stature of these figures (e.g., Zuhri, ‘Urwah, ‘A’ishah) differs substantially
from the a ‘rab, of their time and long after. The a rab were gradually acclimated to Islam, if we
are to believe the reports of frustrated companions of the Prophet and early Islamic leaders
lecturing the @ 7ab on their now prohibited practices.” Even references to their eloquence, so

familiar to philology, are entirely absent here.

3) Most references to the a ‘rab are brief and the vast majority of the a #ab mentioned are
either unknown (majhil) or transmitted only a handful of kadith. The purported sakabr Asmar
ibn Mudarris (fl. 1st/7th century, sahdbi) and his daughter ‘Aqilah are both described as a rabi’™

and are ascribed a single kadith.” One transmitter referred to as an a ‘rabi, Salim ibn Mutir (fl.

2 Schoeler, G., “‘Urwa-b. al-Zubayr,” in: Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition, Edited by: P. Bearman, Th.
Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W.P. Heinrichs. And Lecker, M., “al-Zuhri,” in: Encyclopaedia of Islam,
Second Edition, Edited by: P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W.P. Heinrichs

8 E.g., stopping an a ‘rabt from peeing in the mosque (Malik ibn Anas, Muwayta’, 1:64; al-Bukhari, Sakih, 1:54.)
7 Ibn Ab1 Hatim, Jarh, 2:343.

5 |bn Hajar, Tahdhib, 1:338.
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147" century, tabi 7), was described as “rejected due to how little he transmitted” (munkar ‘ala
qillat riwayatihi).”® Bistam ibn al-Nadr (fl. 15%/71-2"9/8" century) transmitted a hadith from an
anonymous «a ‘rabi , but it is the only hadith ascribed to him.”” Of the over two-dozen figures I’ve
found who are called a ‘rabr or transmitted from an anonymous a rabi, only two transmitted a
significant quantity of zadith: ‘Awf al-A ‘rabi (fl. mid-2"%/8" century) and Abi Sa‘id ibn al-

A‘rabi (d. 340/952).

‘Awf was a student of Shu‘bah’s and is counted among the thigat.”® While not a central
figure, he transmitted a significant number of iadith and appears in isnads in the musannafs of
‘Abd al-Razzaq’® and Ibn Abi Shaybah® and the sunan of Abii Dawud® and Nisa’'1.%2 We have
little information about his origins or tribal affiliations; though, Ibn Sa‘d describes him as a
mawla of Tay’ and Dhahabi says decisively that he is “not an a rabz.” These are the only two
references to his origin aside from his lagab; if he is indeed from among the a ‘rab then our

sources did not feel that detail adds to his profile as a hadith transmitter. Similarly, Abi Sa‘id is

7 |bn Hibban, Majrithin, 1:354.

" Ibn Abi Hatim, Jarf, 2:414; 1bn Hibban, Thigat, 6:111.

78 |bn Hibban, Thigat, 7:296; Ibn Abi Hatim, Jarh, 7:15.

9 Abi Bakr ‘Abd al-Razzaq, ed., al-Musannaf ([India]: Al-Majlis al-‘Tlm1, 1403), 10:11.

8 Abi Bakr Ibn Abi Shaybah, al-Musannaf, ed. Kamal Yusuf al-Hit (Riyad: Maktabat al-Rushd, 1409), 1:131,
6:222.

81 Abli Dawud Sulayman ibn al-Ash‘ath, Sunan (Beirut: Al-Maktabah al-* Asriyyah, ca1985), 1:209.

82 Abii ‘Abd al-Rahman Ahmad ibn Shu‘ayb al-Nisa’'1, al-Sunan al-kubrd, ed. Hasan ‘Abd al-Mun‘im Shibli (Beirut:
Mu’assasat al-Risalah, 2001), 2:119, 6:325.
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also decidedly not portrayed as an a rabrz; in fact, it is his Sufism that garners the most

attention.8?

In some of the biographical literature dedicated to the philologians, there are accounts of
non-philologians excelling in knowledge of poetry and ‘arab history and culture. Shafi‘1 (d.
204/820) was reported to have taught poetry. Asma‘1, for example, reported that he studied the
poetry of Shanfara with Shafi‘T and was said to have studied the poetry of Hudhayl with a “man
from the Al Muttalib by the name of Ibn Idris [al-Shafi ‘T].”® The famous 3'%/9"" century historian
Zubayr ibn Bakkar traced his knowledge to Shafi‘1, who taught Zubayr’s uncle about the poetry
and battles of the ‘arab.®® Shafi‘T’s travels and studies make him unique among scholars of the
late 2"%/8" century. First, his riklat extended to both the desert (badiyah) and the cities around
the Islamic empire. He is described as first pursuing knowledge of “poetry, the battles of the
‘arab (ayyam al-nas, lit. days of the people) and adab” before pursuing figh (which he took up
only after being admonished for pursuing the “childish” topic of poetry).8® His travels to the
desert were limited according to the biographical sources, only to the territory of Hudhayl around
Mecca.®” His travels to study Zadith and figh were much more widespread. He read the Muwayta’
with Malik at an early age, travelled through Yemen where he served as governor, studied with
the Hanaff jurist Shaybani (while remaining, for the time, a Maliki) in Baghdad and then to

Egypt where he settled, taught, and formed his own school. Shafi‘T is an exceptional figure, and

8 Yiisuf ibn Quzaghli Sibt ibn al-Jawzi, Tadhkirat khawdss al-ummah fi khasa is al-a’immah, ed. ‘Amir al-Najjar
(Cairo: Maktabat al-Thaqafah al-Diniyyah, 2006), 3:852.

8 Suyiit, Muzhir, 1:126.

8 Abu Bakr Ahmad ibn al-Husayn al-Bayhiqi, Mandgqib Al-Shafi i, ed. Al-Sayyid Ahmad Saqr (Cairo: Maktabat
Dar al-Turath, 1970), 2:45.

% 1bid., 1:96.

8 1bid., 1:100.
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his knowledge of the ‘arab features prominently in his biography. However, references to his
knowledge of the ‘arab are limited to the poetry of Hudhayl and battles and histories (primarily

Hudhayl, though it is implied he studied other tribes).

The biographies of other early important hadith scholars and jurists do not feature
encounters with the ‘arab like seen with Shafi‘1. Malik was a resident of Medina and thus in the
proximity of the eloquent ‘arab of the Hijaz; but his biography centers on his activity in Medina
and how this afforded him access to members of the Prophet’s household and other key figures
in hadith transmission associated with the city. The same can be said of earlier figures like
‘Urwah ibn Zubayr and ZuhrT; from the time of the Prophet’s death until the time of Shafi‘T and
beyond, living in Mecca and Medina afforded a prestige derived from proximity to the Prophet,
his companions, and their descendants. When travelling for the sake of gathering Aadith became
a widespread practice, cities were the targets of scholars. Khatib al-Baghdadi’s work, al-Riklah fi
ralab al-hadith (Travels in Search of Hadith)® is full such travel stories: Abii 1-Darda’ relating a
hadith to someone who came to him in Damascus from Medina;® Sha‘bi (d. 103/723) is said to
have visited several cities to verify the veracity of a single iadith;*° even the extensive travels of
Abu Hatim al-Razi, who lived at a time by which hadith had become widely known in the town
and desert, are limited to the cities (Mecca, Medina, Sala, Fustat, Tabariyyah, Jerusalem,

Damascus, Homs, Antakya, Tarsus, Baysan, Raqqa, Baghdad).91

8 Abii Bakr Ahmad ibn ‘Ali Al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, al-Riklah fi tfalab al-hadith, ed. Nir al-Din ‘Atar (Beirut: Dar
al-Kutub al- ‘Timiyyah, 1395).

8 1bid., 78.
% 1bid., 153.

% 1bid., 213.
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Baghdadi’s work is consistent in this respect: hadith scholars focused on cities in their
travels. This is even purportedly the case for the sakabah, whom Baghdadi reports were already
interested in collecting and comparing hadith as they scattered across the conquered lands.

Interestingly, one sakabr is called an a ‘rabr during his travels:

...from Jabir ibn ‘Abd Allah, who said, “I heard latal fe o Ji5 fe duaa 3L 06 ) e o) s G
of a hadith from one of the Prophet’s companions. . )

So, | bought a camel and loaded it up for travel | adle A8 ) s E5EE alg adle 0 a1 ol
traveled to him for a month before I arrived to a ) .
misr.” [Jabir continued], “A black slave-boy came G Z 038108 Hlas duadd s 150 ad) S & 34
out to me, and I said, ‘Ask so-and-so if | may ] ] )
enter.” So, he entered and said, ‘There is an a rabi O 0 (A3 06 (M e J G e Al 2Nie
at the door asking for permission to enter.” He ) ) )
replied, ‘Go out to him and ask him ‘who are (08 el a A b call) 7 2AL 0 il ol G2
you?’” [Jabir] said, “Tell him its Jabir ibn ‘Abd ] S
Allah.” He went out to [Jabir] and each clung to S8 a5 ) 7 038 106 bl die &) e T8 5AT AT
his companion. He said, “What brought you?”” and

[Jabir] replied, “I hear that you relate a hadith Euan JB ([11410a] & ela b 08 106 Aalia Wiie 2005
from God’s messenger on Qisas (revenge killing). ) ) )

I don’t know anyone who has memorized it by adle ) e B J gl B 4y duaad ol i
except you. | would love for you to recall it to ) ) ) o )
me.” He said, “Yes, I heard the God’s messenger i HSIN ) Eaals aie adaady 1aad Alef g ¢ aliaill
say...”

92 O abug adle s e A1 05 G e -0

There are two points worth noting: first, that the journey is to and from an urban center.
Jabir ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Ansari was a member of the Khazraj tribe and a native of Medina (the
likely starting point of the journey) and in other versions of this story (where Jabir is not called
an a ‘rab) his destination is an urban center (misr) in Sham.* This is the case for stories of the
travels of the rest of the sakabah in Baghdadi’s work. Moreover, it aligns with the dominant
narrative of Islam’s early years: The Prophet’s companions spread out among the amsar taking
Islam with them. In our comparison of works of jark wa-ta ‘dil and hadith collections, we did not

find evidence of a companion settling down with a specific group of a rab and relating hadith to

%2 1bid., 113.

% 1bid., 110.
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them (whereas this was quite common in Islam’s emerging urban centers). This is all to say that
even if the companions themselves spoke a version of attestable ‘Arabiyyah, it was almost
immediately transferred to a linguistically diverse urban environment. To be sure, for the first
few decades of their history the amsar were populated by conglomerates of ‘arab tribes. But,
assuming language behaved back then as it does today, their dialects would begin influencing
one another immediately; not to mention the effect of the sizeable settlements of Persians and
Arameans by the end of the century in said amsar. As mentioned above, most of the a rab
mentioned in the biographical dictionaries are from the 157" century—by the end of the 2"9/g®"

century the a rab are absent from these travel stories.

The second point worth noticing is that the report makes a point of mentioning that a
black slave-boy (ghulam aswad) called Jabir an a rabi. Ethnic perceptions are very much based
on their context—time and place most of all—and the fact that this is a report about the 157
century recorded in the 5"/11™ century seriously complicates matters. The term a ‘rabr varies in
terms of who it describes and the extent of its pejorative connotations (ghulam aswad is more
stable). It should not necessarily be taken to mean the Jabir, a lifelong resident of Medina, was
considered an a ‘rabr in the sense of being a semi-nomadic desert dwelling with all the uncouth
trimmings (though he may have appeared as much to the slave boy after a month’s travel). Thus,
references to the a rab among the early generations in hadith literature should not be taken to
necessarily reflect the meaning of « rab known to the philologians of the late 2"%/8" century. On
the other hand, the @ ‘rab found in hadith, though, who encountered the Prophet and his
companions do resemble the a rab described by philologians—that is, they are an “other,”

different from the ‘arab of cities even like Mecca and Medina, whose customs and behaviors
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haven’t always caught up with new Islamic norms.®* This is all to say that not only are there very
few references to the a rab in hadith literature, but also these references do not all employ a rab

in the same way.

The hadith literature shows that the a rab contributed little to sadith transmission in the
18Y7-2"9/8t" centuries. They are mentioned sporadically, those who are mentioned transmitted
very little, and the semantic chronology of the term a ‘rabr is itself problematic. While Shafi‘1
was said to have traveled to study with Hudhayl, he is only reported to have taught poetry and
history and not grammar or lexicography. Shafi‘1 is also unique in this respect as we do not find
other non-philologians—transmitter, jurists or otherwise—travelling to the desert at that time.
Instead, reports of travels in search of hadith are set in urban centers going back to the time of
the companions. While the content of Zadith still represented ‘Arabiyyah, culturally and

linguistically speaking, its handlers did not.

3.2. But weren’t a lot of the early muhaddithin fasth? (Of course!)
Despite the absence of authentic ‘arab or a ‘rab transmitters, there were still many who
were described as fasih (eloquent). This is true of Malik,* Shafi‘T,”® Awza ‘1%’ Hammad ibn

Salamah,® Hasan al-Bast7,% and Abii Mushir.1%° These scholars represent a fair geographic

% Resto, The Arabs in Antiquity: Their History from the Assyrians to the Umayyads, 82f.

% al-Bayhiqi, Managib, 2:41.

% |bid., 1:226, 2:49, 176, 177, 237, 251, 258, 267.

9 Abi 1-Fadl Muhammad ibn Mukram Ibn Manziir, Mukhtasar Tarikh Dimashg, ed. Rihiyyah al-Nahhas, Riyad
‘Abd al-Hamid Murad, and Muhammad Muti* (Damascus: Dar al-Fikr li-I-Taba‘ah wa-al-Tawzi' wa-al-Nashr,
1984), 14:315.

% Abii ‘Abd Allah Muhammad ibn Ahmad al-Dhahabi, Siyar a lam Al-Nubala’ (Cairo: Dar al-Hadith, 2006), 7:107.
% |bn Hibban, Thigat, 4:122.

100 Tbn Abi Hatim, Jark, 1:287.
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distribution as well, each with adequate overlap with the domain of the eloquent ‘arab. This
prompts the question: if the ‘arab were fasiiz and the musaddithin were fasih, then why would
philologians take from one but not the other? The answer is that eloquence was a natural state of
the ‘arab but only an interpretive tool for the mukaddithiin. The grammar of what an ‘arab said
could be mapped to other speech but all an eloquent mu/addith could do was repeat what he
heard or alter it to make it grammatical—to be sure, philologians did this too, but they had the
advantage of hearing their material directly from the ‘arab whereas the mukaddith heard it from
another mukaddith. This can be demonstrated by a quick examination of reports of hadith
scholar’s eloquence (they are short and few) as well as a look at how philologians looked at the

language of hadith scholars.

Most references to scholars’ eloquence in the biographical dictionaries come at the end of
their entry, one in a list of laudatory adjectives along the lines of: [he was] “brilliant in
‘Arabiyyah, knowledgeable, eloquent and well-spoken”® or “he was from the notable
Mmuhaddithiin, perceptive in language (lughat, dialects?), eloquent and articulate.”*°? For the most
part there are few details that tie their eloquence to practice. However, several of the
muhaddithiin who are described as fasik are also described as having studied Arabiyyah, namely
Hammad ibn Salamah (who also taught)'%® and Shafi‘1.1% The early 3'9/9" century grammarian

Mazini (d. 247/862) is quoted as stating “Shafi 1 is a hujjah (lit. proof but here meaning

101 Abii ‘Abd Allah Muhammad ibn Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd al-Hadi, Tabagat ‘ulama’ al-hadith, ed. Akram al-Biishi and
Ibrahim al-Zaybaq (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risalah, 1996), 1:308.

102 Jalal al-Din al-Suyiitt, Tabagat al-huffaz (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Timiyyah, 1403), 462.
103 al-Zubaydi, Tabagat, 51.

104 al-Bayhiqt, Managib, 1:97.
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attestable) for us in grammar.”1% Mazini studied with Shafi‘T and we find him transmitting some
of Shafi‘T’s legal and exegetical statements,'% but nothing of grammatical value. The reader

A ‘mash, who also transmitted hadith, is noted as a polymath and eloquent.*®” Hammad is
reported to have said, “Whosoever commits a solecism [when relating] my hadith has lied about
me,” % and “One who studies hadith but not grammar is like a donkey loaded with an empty
grain bag.”*% He also taught Yinus ibn Habib ‘Arabiyyah—and Sibawayhi decided to learn
‘Arabiyyah after being admonished by Hammad for improperly reciting a hadith, though
Sibawayhi went elsewhere for his education. Hammad is an outlier; no other muiaddith is
reported to have taught ‘Arabiyyah. As mentioned above, Shafi‘T taught in the ancillary fields of
‘arab history and poetry, but not ‘Arabiyyah itself. Ultimately, the eloquence of these scholars
did not give them standing in philological circles, apart from Hammad though his linguistic

prestige came not from studying hadith.

Early works of philology offer some clues regarding the linguistic backgrounds of hadith
transmitters. The Ma ‘ani I-Qur’an of Farra’ and Akhfash both frequently mention the lexical
knowledge of the mufassirin (exegetes), who drew from the hadith corpus in their interpretations
of the Qur’an; but only Farra’ refers directly to the mukaddithiin. Two are truly illuminating and

deserve to be quoted full:

105 | bid., 2:44.

106 Abii Ja‘far Ahmad ibn Muhammd al-Nahhas, ‘Umdat al-kuttab, ed. Bassam ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Jabi (Dar Ibn
Hazm, 2004), 47, 201, 295, 426; Ibn Jinni, Khasa 'is, 1:206.

107 Abii 1-Hasan Ahmad ibn ‘Abd Allah al-‘1jIi, al-Thigat (Mecca: Dar al-Baz, 1984), 204.

108 Abii 1-Sa‘1d al-Hasan ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Sirafi, Akhbar al-nahwiyyin al-Basriyyin, ed. Taha Muhammad al-Zayni
and Muhammad ‘Abd al-Mun ‘im Khafaji (Cairo: Muhammad ‘Abd al-Mun ‘im, 1373), 35.

109 al-Qift1, Inbah, 1:364.
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And the verse: The people of paradise that day (8 (e Gl g | jise i N gy diall Claal) 14l 58
will have the best abodes and finest resting places.

[Farra’] said: Some of the mukaddithiin related Gl Cacai 8 Gl s (e & i 41 (35 50 (iandl) (g
that He finishes judgement of humanity in the half

of the day then places the people of paradise in Al ull Ul Jals daad) 8 daad) Jal Jid a5
paradise and the people of hellfire in hellfire. That

is [the reference in] “best abodes and finest and agd aaial 13) 23USN Jal s (Dlia Guunl s | e 333
resting places.” The ahl al-kalam (theologians), if

an idiot and rational man gather before them, Jicl Yy Gala 1) el 13 1) g gy o 15 i o) Jile
would not find it permissive to say, “This is the

dumber of the two” or “the more rational of the il Galilad W)l 1) Jied 138 1058 Y o sl sl 5 ¢l )
two,” for they say, “We do not say, ‘This is the

more rational of the two’ unless the two are Jand (1 e pa) il 8 Cimas By dalia o Laaaa]

rational but one more so than the other.” I’'ve

heard the verse “khayrun mustagarran” where the Wl Jal jEiae 8 Gal s ¢ Sl Jal e ) jEiee | i daad) Jal
people of paradise are made to have “better

abodes” than the people of fire; but there is M0,k (ha lld Cajels 5l e o o
nothing good about the abode of the people of

hellfire, so know that this is an error on the part of

these two.

This is the earliest reference to the mukaddithun and the ahl al-kalam in a work on
Arabic linguistics that | have found. However, in addition to being a work of linguistics, it is also
an exegesis of the Qur’an, which makes the reference more at home. In this passage, Farra’ uses
a piece of exegetical information taken from the mukaddithiin to contextualize the verse (that the
people of paradise and hellfire will be placed in their abodes on the day of judgement). This is
then followed by his account of how the ahl al-kalam conceive, on a semantic and logical level,
of comparatives and superlatives (ism tafdil in later grammatical terminology). Taken together,
they solve a grammatical problem, i.e., why are mustagarr and maqil in the accusative? Farra’’s
answer, from what | can discern, is that since the verse refers to the abodes of the people of
paradise who have been judged worthy (details from the mukaddithiin) and a comparative
shouldn’t compare two classes of people (stupid vs. rational->resident of paradise vs. resident of

hellfire, according to the ahl al-kalam), then semantically speaking the verse means the residents

10 Farra’, Ma ‘ant, 2:266.
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of paradise will have the “best abodes” rather than “better abodes than the people of hellfire.”

The latter interpretation is implied by the reading “kayran mustagarran,” which Farra’ rejects.

Grammatical thinking is ascribed to the ahl al-kalam, albeit on their terms, but not to the

mukaddithiin. However, in another location in the Ma ‘ant, Farra’ refers to the fusaha” among the

muhaddithiin when explaining the language of the verse “Muttaki ina ‘ald furush bata ’inuha min

istabrag” (Leaning upon cushions stuffed with brocade, Rahman: 54)

And the verse, “Leaning upon cushions stuffed
with brocade.”

istabrag: thick brocade. Bazanah (inside/belly)
could mean zaharah (outside/back). Zaharah is
bazanah in the speech of the ‘arab, because each
could be a side, so the ‘arab could say: This is the
back of the sky, and this is belly of the sky, for the
exterior which you see.

[Farra’] said: One of the eloquent muhaddithiin
related to me that Ibn Zubayr condemned the
murder of ‘Uthman, God’s mercy upon him, and
said, “They attacked him like thieves from behind
the village. God killed them totally, and whoever
escaped did so under the belly of the stars.”

He means: they fled at night, and changed the
backs of the stars to their bellies, and that is
permissible according to what I’ve told you.

GO (e el (308 e isia Al i

68 leda il (685 35 ez lpall (e Bale Le 1G5 pusy)

38 Lagie 2al s JS (o @l g e pall 23S 8 Ay 3 jledall
Ohas 138 5 colandl jeda 138 1 yad) 8 35 da s o5

o i 53l Lajallal sl

A g ) Ol e Gfianad) slanad any a5
Al £l e pasalllS dle | ga jA 1 Dl des ) Glale

1S sy i e L o Lo GRS S 1 ngli
e il @lldg (bghy SISl ) geda Jaad Sl g8 1y

114, o il L

Here, Farra’ grants the mukaddithiin a modicum of insight: the hadith they related

features an idiomatic usage of inside vs. outside. It is important that Farra’ marked his source as

“one of the eloquent mukaddithiin.” The problem the hadith solves is introduced as an aspect of

the kalam al- ‘arab, their natural speech. This may be only one reference, but it is the only

111 1hid., 3:118.
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reference we have from a philologian from this time to linguistic abilities of the mukaddithiin.
Since the problem was tied to the natural speech of the ‘arab, it mattered that these mukaddithiin
understood this natural speech, which is implied by their designation as fusaka . This passage
alone does not speak to Farra'’s concerns about non-faszz transmitters, whether he feared they
faltered in transmission or performance of the hadith. At a minimum, however, it does show
eloguence was a qualification for the mukaddithiin in matters related to the natural speech of the
‘arab. However, Farra’’s Ma ‘ant [-Qur an is unique; it incorporates many different disciplines
and, unlike Akhfash’s Ma ‘ani or Abt ‘Ubaydah’s Majaz or Sibawayhi’s Kitab, features many
hadith, albeit for mostly exegetical and lexicographical reasons and only occasionally for
grammar. We have, therefore, very little evidence from the 2"%/8" century about the linguistic
qualifications of hadith scholars; with the exception of Shafi ‘1, who wrote on the role of

‘Arabiyyah in scholarship in both the Risalah and the K. al-"Umm.

3.3. Shafi‘1and ‘Arabiyyah

Shati‘1 does not employ grammatical terminology or methodology in his works, at least
in a way that reflects Iragi practice in the 2"9/8"-3"4/9™ centuries. However, there is still a
significant amount of information on the position of ‘Arabiyyah in his hermeneutics and his
attitude towards scholars of ‘Arabiyyah; this is most clear in a section in his Risalah on

‘Arabiyyah in which he states the following positions:

1) The Qur‘an was revealed entirely in Arabic. This means both that there were no
foreign words in the Qur’an and that there were no words the ‘arab found difficult. He supports

this contention simply, stating that ‘Arabiyyah is the vastest language
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structurally/methodologically speaking (awsa * al-lughat madhaban) with the largest vocabulary

(aktharuha alfazan).''?

2) He compares the study of ‘Arabiyyah to the study of Zadith; This is not a comparison
of methodology—his point is rather to show that intense interpersonal study is required of
scholars of both disciplines. He is quite clear in that ‘Arabiyyah can only be obtained from the
‘arab and that, “[o]nly those who have received it from the Arabs know it, and no one shares in
it with them unless he has depended on them to learn it. Whoever receives it from them becomes
one of the speakers of their language.”*!3 Also, Shafi ‘1 states that ‘Arabiyyah was more
accessible in his time than the study of hadith, stating, “Knowledge of the majority of the
language among the majority of the Arabs is more common than knowledge of the majority of

Prophetic practices among the majority of scholars.”!4

3) Shafi‘T viewed knowledge of ‘Arabiyyah as a prerequisite for the study of kadith and

the sunnah. A short quotation is worth quoting in full:

Regarding hadith-reports that seem inconsistent F suda Ll V5 Zi Ll e QYo Y 3l AaBd) Gl
and which themselves do not indicate that
abrogation has occurred, all the Prophet’s 458 GO Y maia G585 54 0yl K,

commands agree with each other and valid,
without any contradiction between them. God’s
Emissary was an Arabic speaker and a native
Arab. The Arabs might say something in an
unrestricted

way and intend it to apply unrestrictedly, or e L
unrestrictedly and intend it to apply in a restrictive 15,138 8 Al J e (s 4l
way, as | have previously explained to you

regarding the Book of God and accounts of the

Ny Gle Ol 5 8 ¢ I 5 oLl 2oe dl Ogme s

112 Shafi¢ 1, Epistle, 35.
13 |bid., 37 Ll Jal (s sed Leia 4l (a5 clgin dalad 3 Lgnsl (o V) 48 S350 Y 5 clgie 4l (e V) 4ulny Y 5 (Lowry s translation).
14 1pid., 24 sladall 8 cd) JSTale (ge el ol ST 8 (lalll ST le 5 (Lowry’s translation).

15 1bid., 157.
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practices of His Emissary. (Lowry’s Translation)

Here, Shafi‘1 draws a connection between language use, language analysis, and the
textual hermeneutics of his legal approach. Concerning language use, Shafi‘T states the
equivalence between the Prophet and the ‘arab (Rasilu Allahi ‘arabiyyu [-lisani wa-l-dari); this
allows him to analyze the speech of both in the same terms: restricted (kAdss) and unrestricted
(‘@mm). The Prophet’s speech had restricted and unrestricted legal applications, just as the
speech of the ‘arab had restricted and unrestricted meaning (the terms mugayyad and mutlaq
became the standard in the context of semantics). We are not given specific examples, but it can
be said in general that Shafi‘1 depicts legal and linguistic analysis as the synthetic product of a
shared original principle; this is supported by his statement, “No one may reason by analogy
unless he knows the prior practices, the opinions of the forebears, the people’s consensus, their

legal disagreements, and the Arabic language.”*®

These examples offer the most detailed look at the role of philologians and the study of
‘Arabiyyah in the eyes of hadith scholars during the 2"Y/8™ century. It is an limited look, as we
are dealing with a single scholar (and an innovative one, at that!) and thus cannot speak to the
larger situation, let alone the situation in Iraq where the discipline of philology as we know it
was emerging. Early Hanafl works do not take up philological subjects; Muhammad ibn al-
Hasan al-Shaybani (d. 189/805) mentions ‘Arabiyyah in the context of prayer or the performance
of other verbal duties,'!’ but there is no discussion of what constitutes ‘Arabiyyah or how much

one needs to know for prayer vs. scholarship. At any rate, in early works of there is no evidence

116 | bid., 365 wad) Sl 5 cagddial g ¢ il g laaf s el a5 ¢l (po Al oime Ly Talle ()5S (i i o 8 068 Y,

117 Muhammad ibn al-Hasan al-Shaybani, al-Asl al-ma ‘riif bi-l-mabsiit, ed. Abii 1-Wafa al-Afghani (Karachi: Idarat
al-Qur’an wa-al- Ulam al-Islamiyyah, 1966), 1:219, 2:357.
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of a true philological analysis based on an established or even emerging methodology in works

of early Islamic jurisprudence.

Early hadith scholarship, by which we mean the collections of Zadith that emerged in the
2"/8t century, does not reflect on the nature of the language of the corpus. Shaybani’s
discussion of what language may be used in prayer is based on the opinions of jurists and not
supported by hadith (which is characteristic of Hanafi thought at the time). Among 2"9/8™"
century collections of hadith, 1 have found a statement attributed to ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab
encouraging “mutual understanding in ‘Arabiyyah,”!® or encouraging “deep learning of religion,
mastering expressing what one sees, and learning ‘Arabiyyah,”'® or telling those speaking a
foreign language around the Ka‘bah to speak ‘Arabiyyah.'?° But there is no treatment of the
Arabic language that extends beyond extolling its virtues and the necessity of performing Islam’s
verbal customs in it. This changes rapidly in the 3'%/9" century, when a significant quantity of
hadith were recorded that not only address the nature of the Arabic language but position the
hadith corpus as a unique linguistic cypher of the Qur’an specifically and ‘Arabiyyah in general.
Let us finish this dissertation, then with a review of these hadith, for their emergence at the turn
of the century is indicative of the consequence of the kadith corpus’s growing importance and

the pressure this began to exert at the turn of the century.

118 Ma‘mar, Jami ‘, 11:213.
119 “Abd al-Razzaq, Musannaf, 4:323.

120 1hid., 5:496.
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4. Views on ‘Arabiyyah in the Hadith Corpus

The Qur’an itself states explicitly that it is in Arabic (or, to our philologians’ term,
‘Arabiyyah).?! Muslims going back to the time of the Prophet were keenly aware of the
importance of the revelation being in Arabic (or, according to the philologians, ‘Arabiyyah). That
the Prophet spoke Arabic (or, according to the philologians, ‘Arabiyyah) is frankly self-evident;
no scholar to my knowledge, apart from a few modern revisionists,'? has claimed he spoke
another language or even a less prestigious dialect of ‘Arabiyyah. There was no dogmatic
pressure to demonstrate that the Prophet spoke ‘Arabiyyah; there was, however, pressure to
demonstrate that the Prophet spoke the most eloquent form(s)*?® of ‘Arabiyyah. The hadith
wherein the Prophet proclaims that “I am the most eloquent of the Arabs” was early. It is found
in Ibn Hisham’s (d. 218/833) recension of Ibn Ishaq’s (d. 151/769) biography of the Prophet,
likely written in the mid-2"%/8™ century. Over the next century, many hadith were recorded that
featured the Prophet’s prowess in and opinions about ‘Arabiyyah. Let us consider, then, the
implications and reception of these hadiths in Islamic scholarship (philological and otherwise) in

the 3'4/9™ century.

121 See Q Ahgaf 12; Yiisuf 2, Shu‘ara’ 195; Zukhruf 3; Taha 113; Fussilat 3; Ra‘d 37; Zumar 28; Shiira 7 (variously

qur anan/lisanan/hukman ‘arabiyyan.

122 Some scholars have asserted that Islam’s origins were non-Arab (e.g., Cook/Crone, Hagarism, op. cit.), which
would imply that there was either no Muhammad to speak ‘Arabiyyah or that, if he indeed existed, he lived where he
would have spoken something other than ‘Arabiyyah (Aramaic or a less prestigious dialect of Arabic, perhaps). See
also Luxemburg’s claim that much of the Qur’an was written in Syriac, see Christoph Luxenberg, The Syro-Aramaic
Reading of the Koran: A Contribution to the Decoding of the Language of the Koran (Berlin: H. Schiler, 2007).

123 Muslim scholars have either stated he spoke the Meccan dialect, which itself was ostensibly an amalgam of the
most eloquent dialects, or that he spoke a variety of dialects.
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4.1.Recitation of the Qur’'an
4.1.1. A ribii I-Qur’an (“Clearly recite the Qur’an”)

There are variations of this hadith found in works from the 3/9™" century attributed to the
Prophet, Abt Bakr (d.13/634), ‘Umar ibn Khattab (d. 23/644), Ibn Mas‘td (d. 32/650), and
Ubayy ibn Ka‘b (d. 30/648) to name but a few. In each, the meaning of a 7ibi (or, variously,

u ‘riba, i rab, etc.) is the same. If this hadith were originally composed with the grammatical
meaning “speak with full case-endings” in mind, it would be rightly tempting to dismiss its
authenticity. The grammatical meaning of i #ab would have been anachronistic during the time
of the Prophet, when the meaning of i ¥ab more likely meant “speaking clearly full
pronunciation.”*?* Nevertheless, the task of this dissertation is not to determine the authenticity
of any given hadith; what matters is what scholars of the 39/9™ century, when this hadith is first

recorded, thought it meant. First, let us review a few variations of this hadith:

The Prophet: a8l 2 ) guuadll g 558l ) g sl Clearly recite!? the Qur’an and
grasp its strange [lexical] uses
Ibn Mas‘iid: e 4l ol @l V5 el Clearly recite the Qur’an, for it
is Arabic
Abt Bakr: Lial of (e A Cal &0 el Y To clearly recite a verse is
il dearer to me than memorizing
one.
‘Umar ibn al-Khattab: Osalzi WS o jall Gl je) 1 salad  Learn the clear recitation of the
4daéa Qur’an just as you’ve learned to
memorize it.
‘Umar ibn al-Khattab: ) sediiy e ald o ) Is,el  Clearly recite the Qur’an for it is

i) Arabic and learn the sunnah.

124 1bn Manzir, Lisan, 1:588.

125 This translation of i @b was chosen for its simplicity, and that it does not commit to an early or later meaning.
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The addition of “iltamisii ghara ’ibahu” (“‘grasp its strange [lexical] uses”) in the hadith
above attributed to the Prophet points to a philological meaning. “Garib” at that time had taken
the technical meaning of “strange or uncommon word”’; many lexical works with gharib in the
title had been produced by the early 3'%/9™ century.'? Ibn Mas‘Gd’s is interesting in that he
describes the Qur’an as ‘arabi, just as the Qur’an describes itself. While ‘arabi in the Qur’an is
most understood to mean “Arabic,” it should also be understood in opposition to ‘ajam (foreign
or unclear).*?” The latter interpretation could apply to Ibn Mas ‘Tid’s statement as well. However,
in the 3'9/9™ century it was largely understood as “Arabic.”*?® Abii Bakr and ‘Umar’s statements
are straightforward endorsements of what was felt in the 39/9" century to be the requirements for
proper liturgical recitation of the Qur’an. Taken together, these statements reinforce the idea that
the Qur’an must be recited according to the laws of ‘Arabiyyah, at least from a 3/9" century
perspective. This was, and continued to be, the prevailing position of specialists in gira at and
non-specialists, though this rule, while certainly operative,*?® was not fully articulated until lbn

Mujadid’s work on the Seven Readings.!%®

Such hadiths became widespread after the 39/9™ century in a large variety of works.
During the 39/9™ century, however, | have only been able to find them in works of fada il al-
Qur an (“virtues of the Qur’an), specifically the chapters on this topic in larger collections like

Ibn Abi Shaybah’s (d. 239/849) Musannaf*®! and Sa‘id ibn Mansiir’s (d. 227/842) Sunan'® or

126 Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 36-45.

127 peter Webb, Imagining the Arabs (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2016), 118-19.
128 |pn Manzir, Lisan, 1:588.

129 Ansari, Abit Zakariyd al-Farra’, 297.

130 Nasser, Transmission, 45-65.

131 Ibn Abt Shaybah, Musannaf, 6:116.
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independent works like Abii ‘Ubayd’s (d. 224/838) Kitab Fada’il al-Qur’an.*>® The Qur’an’s
“virtues” according to these works include (in addition to proper recitation according to the rules
of ‘Arabiyyah) accounting for its formation as a codex, proper demeanor during recitation (e.g.,
volume of one’s voice, crying during recitation, how to hold the book properly etc.), liturgical
performance, and teaching the Qur’an to non-Muslims. These hadith, however, are strikingly
absent from the chapters on the fada il al-Qur’an in Bukhari (d. 256/870) and Muslim’s (d.

261/275) canonical hadith collections.

Paul Kahle, based on a passage attributed to Farra” found in a document recovered from
the Cairo Geniza,3* argued that these hadiths indicate that the Qur’an was originally recited in
its Meccan environment without case endings, and it was rather the work of philologians that
introduced i 7ab to Qur’an recitation. The passage contains some variations on this sadith and a
synopsis of the early linguistic history of the Quraysh (i.e., that they created their own dialect by
visiting the nomadic tribes of the environs of Mecca, or through marriage to the women from
these tribes). However, the passage is preserved in a 6™ century manuscript that is not a work
attributed to Farra’. Furthermore, the descriptions of linguistic situation in Mecca during the time

of the Prophet share many parallels with Ibn Faris’s description in his Sahibi fi figh al-lughah but

132 Abii ‘Uthman Sa‘id ibn Mansiir, Sunan Sa ‘id Ibn Mansiir, ed. Habib al-Rahman al-A ‘zami ([India]: Dar al-
Salafiyyah, 1982), 1:146-49, 2:270-72.

133 Al-Qasim ibn Sallam Aba ‘Ubayd, Fada ‘il al-Qur’an ([Morocco]: Al-Mamlakah al-Maghribiyyah — Wazarat al-
Awqaf wa-al-Shu’an al-Islamiyyah, 1995), 2:177ff.

134 paul Kahle, “The Qur’an and the ‘Arabiya,” in Ignace Goldziher Memorial Volume, ed. Samuel Léwinger and
Joseph Somogyi, vol. Part | (Budapest, n.d.), 163-82; Paul Kahle, The Cairo Geniza (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1959), 115-17; Paul Kahle, “The Arabic Readers of the Koran,” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 8, no. 2 (April
1949): 65-71.
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does not match his treatment of dialects in the Ma ‘ant I-Qur an.*®® And, finally, these hadiths
should not be taken as conclusive evidence that the Qur’an was not read without i 7a@b by a
significant percentage of Muslims leading up to Farra’’s time; to be sure, there is nothing
illogical in the conclusion that these hadiths indicate that some Muslims were not reading with
full i ‘rab. It is plausible that, if these hadiths are indeed authentic, the Prophet and his
companions directed such statements to these tribes. It is also plausible that, authentic or not,
such hadiths were employed to legitimate the activity of philologists, i.e., the linguistic
investigation of the Qur’an. While the latter feels more plausible to this author, the important
point here is that 1) these hadith tell us that philologians felt it necessary to stress the importance
of the Qur’an to their audience and 2) that sadith had the authority to prescribe how the Qur’an

is treated and utilized, in linguistic matters and otherwise.

4.1.2. Nazala I-Qur anu ‘ala sab ‘ati ahruf (“The Qur’an was revealed in seven
modes”l?)ﬁ)

This is a very significant and famous hadith, known as the sab ‘at ahruf (seven modes)
hadith, which serves as the primary justification for the Qur’an’s variant readings. The keyword
in this hadith is ahruf (sing. harf), whose translation is problematic. Nasser has offered the best
translation: “mode.” While Nasser is correct in stating that any translation of this term is a
speculation as we are not entirely sure of what sarf (singular of akruf) meant at the time of the
Prophet, there is plenty of evidence from the 3rd/9th century that supports this translation, chief

among which is Abii ‘Ubayd’s commentary on the hadith.**’ Shady Nasser has provided a

135 Larcher sees this as evidence that the idea predates Ibn Faris, but he does not compare it to Farra’’s position in
the Ma ‘ant; Pierre Larcher, “D’Ibn Faris a al-Farra’: Ou, Un Retour Aux Sources Sur La Luga al-Fusha,” Asiatische
Studien/Etudes Asiatiques 59, no. 3 (2005): 797-814.

136 See Nasser, Transmission, 15.

137 Abi ‘Ubayd, Fada'il, 2:178.
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thorough analysis of the background and function of this hadith, which we can summarize as

follows: the earliest extant sources to include this kadith date to the last quarter of the 2"%/8"

century and the reliability of the isnads'® potentially date the hadith to the last quarter of the

187" century. The following variants of this hadith, all attributed to the Prophet, are worth

review as well:
1 The Qur’an was revealed in seven modes.
2 This Qur’an was revealed in seven modes,
so do not quarrel about it. To do so is
disbelief.
3 This Qur’an was revealed in seven modes.

Whatever you’ve recited is correct. so do
not quarrel about it. To do so is disbelief.

4 I met Gabriel at Ahjar al-Mira’ and said:
Oh Gabriel, | was sent to an illiterate*®
community. Man, woman, slave boy, slave
girl, even the old man could not read at all.
So [Gabriel] said: the Qur’an was revealed
in seven modes.

5 From ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab: He said: 1
heard Hisham ibn Hakim ibn Hizam
reading Siuirat al-Furqan in a different way
than | recite it, and [different than] how the
Prophet, peace be upon him, read it to me.
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138 According to Harold Motzki’s methodology as employed by Nasser; Nasser, The Transmission of the Variant

Readings of the Qur’an, 18.

139 Abii ‘Ubayd, Fada'il, 2:163.
140 1bid., 2:166.

141 1bid., 2:167.

142 1bid.

143 While the term “ummi” has been posited to mean “without scripture,” by the end of the 3™ century it was largely
understood to signify illiterate; see Tabari, Tafsir, 2:259 and 23:371-2.
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| grabbed him by his cloak and took himto ) 43 &ia 38 cay 5 EAAT (gl o8 Al alle 4 s
the Prophet, peace be upon him, and said: |

heard this man recite Surat al-Furqan Eads ) AL PELRA L ?L, 5 anle S GLA A J s
differently than how you recite it to me. T

S0, the Prophet said [to Hisham]: “Recite,”
and he recited the recitation | had heard
from him. The Prophet, peace upon him,
said: “As such it was revealed,” then he
said to me: “Recite,” so I recited and he

LBy G R e e ol 5 5 105 15
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said: “As such it was revealed, for the 1 (D58 58y 1 B A ¢ qd S 1Sy el
Qur’an was revealed in seven modes, . . .
recite that which is feasible.” @A) A e J5 a1 ) &l il 1%y,

L4, Dl L Al | 53 88

Taken together, these hadiths provide a clear picture of, at a minimum, a 3"/9" century
perspective of the Qur’an’s original linguistic environment. First, is that the Prophet
communicated to his community that God permitted linguistic diversity in the Revelation.
Specifically, as intimated by the simple statement “whatever you’ve recited is correct” (#3), that
the Qur’an’s original audience possessed an inherent linguistic agency that resulted in a correct
recitation so long as the reciter relied on his or her natural impulses. To deny or argue about this
is disbelief (# 2, 3). That the Prophet describes his community as “illiterate” (“ummiyyah,” #4) is
significant because it underscores this individual linguistic agency; his community did not recite
the Qur’an correctly because they were able to read a standardized version but rather because
their main interaction with it was oral and aural, placing the importance of linguistic
performance rather than linguistic analysis. ‘Umar’s story (#5) is particularly fascinating because
it shows the Prophet simultaneously permitting two disparate readings. To be sure, these hadith
do not offer any clues as to the extent of permitted differences. As well shall see, philologians of

the 3'/9" century took it upon themselves to define the permissible from the impermissible.

144 1bid., 2:163.
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Consider Abu ‘Ubayd’s rather self-confident remarks on these hadith (they are all found in his

Fada il al-Qur’an):

We only see the Preserved* as the seven because
they are well-known. The meaning of those seven
is not that one mode (Aarf) is in seven ways. This
is something not present. But for us [it means]
that it was revealed in seven different Arabic
dialects (lughat...min lughat al- ‘arab) in all the
Qur’an. One mode is one tribe’s dialect, and the
second from another one, and the third from and
likewise until seven.

These hadiths that mention tribes and proofs of
their speech clarifies of the meaning of the seven
modes that they are dialects. Some people corrupt
this meaning [by basing it on] another hadith: The
Qur’an was revealed in seven: permitted (kalal)
and forbidden (haram), mukzkam and
mutashabihat [i.e., clear and ambiguous verse],
news of what came before you and what will
come after, and proverbs” Abii ‘Ubaydah said: I
know this kadith, | have heard arguments [in its
favor] from Layth, [who heard it] from ‘Uqayl,
from Ibn Shihab, from Salamah ibn Abi Salamah,
from his father, who raised it [to the Prophet]. But
this [hadith] is related to the other. Rather, the
meaning of “the Qur’an was revealed in seven” is
seven features, or seven qualities. As for, the
hadith on the sab ‘at ahruf, akruf can only mean
dialects. This interpretation is clear in the hadith
itself. Do you not see how ‘Umar said: “I heard
Hisham ibn Hakim read Sirat al-Furgan
differently than I?”” And the same with Ubayy ibn
Ka‘b when he differed with another person in
recitation; and ‘Abd Allah [Ibn Mas‘td]
difference with another, and likewise the hadith of
‘Umar ibn al-*As. Do you not see that their
differences are in the aspects and modes in which
utterances differ? As for interpretation (of the
hadith), they do not differ on it, the hadith of
‘Abd Allah (Ibn Mas ‘@id) clarifies it.
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1451 .e., the Qur’an (see al-law/ al-mafiiz, the “preserved tablet,” a name given to the Qur’an).

146 Abii ‘Ubayd, Fada'il, 2:168.
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Abi “‘Ubayd was both a prominent philologian and jurist, and this opinion reflects his
expertise in both fields. This passage also demonstrates that Abii “Ubayd felt that the hadiths
should be taken together to define his contemporaries’ approach to the language of the Qur’an.
His assertiveness is also noteworthy: e.g., “As for interpretation (of the hadith), they do not
differ on it, the hadith of ‘Abd Allah (Ibn Mas‘td) clarifies it.” Of course, there was substantial
differences on the meaning and authenticity of this hadith, the most obvious of which was the
Shi‘T rejection of the sab ‘at ahruf tradition.}*® Nevertheless, what we know about Abii ‘Ubayd
suggests that his opinions were fairly noncontentious among the ahl al-Sunnah wa-I-jama ‘ah.
Ahmad ibn Hanbal was said to have disapproved of Abt ‘Ubayd’s interest in Farra’’s Ma ‘ani but

this is the most significant disapproval to appear in the biographical sources.**°

Abt ‘Ubayd’s Fada il differs from other works/chapters from the 39/9™" century in that

he supports the principle of the sab ‘at ahruf with hadiths that specifically mention the dialects

147 1bid., 2:175.
148 Nasser, Transmission, 31-32.
149 Muhammad ibn ‘Ali al-Dawadi, Tabagat al-mufassirin, ed. ‘Abd al-Salam ‘Abd al-Mun‘im (Beirut: Dar al-

Kutub al-Tlmiyyah, 2002), 1:105; see also Baghdadi, Tarikh, 12:403 (Baghdadi claims Aba ‘Ubayd did not finish
the work because he died).
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that comprise the seven modes. The hadiths he cites exclusively mention tribes from the Western
Arabia: Quraysh, Khuza“ah, Sa‘d ibn Bakr, Jashm ibn Bakr (originally part of Taghlib, but
migrated to Arabia during the 6™ century), Nasr ibn Mu‘awiyah, Thagqif, and Hudhay].*>
However, even a cursory examination of grammatical texts from this time shows that while
many philologians expressed their admiration of these tribes’ dialects, the amount of linguistic
data attributed to them is disproportionately small—often, philologians consulted the poetry of
tribes from Najd and the semi-nomadic ‘arab who frequented Kufa and (more often) Basra. This
contradiction is a feature of Arabic philology throughout its history: to analyze the West Arabian
‘Arabiyyah of the Qur’an, philologians used data drawn from central and north-east Arabia.
Moving past this contradiction was made possible by the content of these hadiths, which

describe the linguistic environment of Qur’an’s revelation as initially confused but flexible.

4.1.3. Sa-tugayyimuhu al- ‘arab (“The ‘Arab will set it straight™)

It is reported that when “Uthman was presented with some of the first copies of the
Qur’an, he found some ungrammatical passages (huriif min al-lahn); but he was not worried, and
instead told those he tasked with compiling the Qur’an the following: “Don’t change it, the ‘Arab
will change it.” Or, alternatively, “They will i‘rab (sa-tu ribuha) it according to their language. If
the scribe is from Thaqif and the one who dictates it from Hudhayl, you won’t find [these
errors].”*>! Most attribute this statement to ‘Uthman, though it has also been attributed to the
Prophet.®? It is a question worth asking if this was ever taken as license for the ‘Uthmanic script

to break the rules of ‘Arabiyyah. This hadith is often cited in the context of one specific verse of

150 Abi ‘Ubayd, Fada il, 2:169-70.

151 Jalal al-Din Suyitt, al-Itgan fi ‘uliim al-Qur’an, ed. Muhammad Abii 1-Fadl Ibrahim (Cairo: al-Hay’ah al-
Misriyah al-‘Ammah lil-Kitab, 1974), 2:320.

152 Farra’, Ma ‘anr, 2:183.
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the Qur’an: Inna hadhani la-sahirani (“These two are magicians”). The problem here is that the
verse breaks a standard rule of not just the reified ‘Arabiyyah that philologians expected from the
Qur’an. Hadhani is in the nominative case whereas it should be in the accusative as it is the
subject of the nominal sentence that follows the particle inna (which changes the subject of the
sentence from the nominative to the accusative). If rendered grammatically, it should be
hadhayni instead. However, the grammatical reading is a minority among the canonical seven,
which is indicative of the extent to which many felt it necessary to adhere to the ‘Uthmanic

script. Let us consider the position of a few prominent philologists on the matter:

To explain why some readers went against the “Uthmanic script for Hadhani, Farra’
quotes a slightly different version of this iadith (but attributes it to the Prophet) and another

hadith on the same subject attributed to ‘A’ishah:

His statement: {/nna Hadhani la-sahirani ) i o) 8l ad Calin) 28 (o)) yalual Glda o)) :al g
The readers differ in this. Some say: It is

ungrammatical, but we pass over it so as not to LU el Ml agle aai UL (al o8 caguiany
contradict the Book [i.e., ‘Uthmanic script]. AbQi

I-*Abbas [Tha‘lab] told us: Muhammad [ibn ?] JU o Al G JU dese Uida JU Gulaall oof Uina

told us: Farra’ said: Abti Mu‘awiyah al-Darir
heard from Hashim ibn al-Zubayr, who heard it
from his father who heard from ‘A’ishah that she
was asked about the verse in [Siirat] al-Nisa’: PR e .
Lakini al-rasikhi fi ilmi min-hum...wa-1- O eluatlh 34l sh o Dl Ledl Adlle (o 40l (e
mugimina al-salata (“But those of him well-

grounded in knowledge. ..and those who perform Al e 5 (ahall (pafiall 5 | agie alall (A () il )
prayers”) and about the verse in [Siirat] al-
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are guided, and the apostates (sabi ‘iina)) and the Uad < 138 AT ol b renllas $O) Al s o)) Al g8

verse: Inna Hadhani la-sahirani. She said, “Oh
son of my brother, this is an error of the scribe.”
Abt ‘Amr [ibn al-*Ala’] read it: Inna hadhayni la-
sahirani. He justified this with that which had
come down to him from the companions of the
Prophet that he said: “In the Mushaf is a solecism.
The ‘Arab will straighten it out.”

Farra’ said: I don’t wish to go against the Book
[i.e., ‘Uthmanic codex]. And some read it: In
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Farra’ here commits to the ‘Uthmanic script without condemning those readings that
contradict it. Notice that in quoting ‘A’ishah, Farra’ points out that there are several other verses
in the Qur’an that are in their strict adherence to the ‘Uthmanic script ungrammatical. !> ‘A’ishah
attributes this to scribal error, which, accompanied by the Prophet’s statement that the ‘Arab will
sort it out, implies that it is permissible to read it in accordance in one’s own natural Arabic (or,
in the case of 3'9/9™ century philologians, according to the permissible dialectal variants that fall
within the category of ‘Arabiyyah). But Farra’ is wary of doing so or advising others to do so,
and he is also wary of speaking against the practice; he rather presents it as a matter of personal
conviction (la ashtahi... “I do not wish to contradict the Book™). This sets him apart from his

contemporaries.

Abi ‘Ubaydah is position on this verse in the Majaz is more concrete, his approval of
multiple readings more readily apparent. He attributes the grammatical reading to three readers,
one canonical (Abd ‘Amr) and two non-canonical, Yinus ibn Habib (d. 183/798) and ‘Isa ibn
‘Umar (d. 149/766). However, he follows this with an interesting statement: “It is written
“hadhani,” as the Book is wont to add or subtract [letters], but the pronunciation [hddhayni] is
correct.” But then he offers an interesting dialectal justification for the ungrammatical reading,
citing Akhfash al-Akbar who claimed to have heard the tribe Kinanah (“za ‘ama...annahu sami ‘a

qgawman min bani Kananah) put the subject and predicate of inna in the nominative.

153 1bid.

154 ) Ma’idah: 162 and Taha: 69.
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Additionally, unlike Farra’, Abti “Ubaydah cites several lines of poetry to support the
ungrammatical readings.’® He cites “eloquent pilgrims,”**® whose pronunciation of the talbiyah
is similarly ungrammatical.'®” There is a far greater effort on the part of Abii ‘Ubaydah to justify
the reading that contradicts the ‘Uthmanic script than what we find with Farra’. Akhfash al-
Awsat adds little to this discussion in his Ma ‘ani, only addressing problems with the particle
inna (i.e., in vs. inna; whether it functions as an emphatic, conditional (it does not here), or

exceptive particle);**® his take does not add to this discussion.

Over a half-century later, Ibn Qutaybah (d. 276/889) felt it necessary to address an entire
chapter in his Ta 'wil Mushkil al-Qur an (Interpreting Problematic [Passages/Concepts] of the
Qur’an) to “Allegations of Solecism in the Qur’an.”**® ‘Uthman’s dismissal of solecism and
‘A’ishah’s identification of three ungrammatical passages in the ‘Uthmanic codex posed a
special problem for Ibn Qutaybah. As such, he devotes an entire chapter of his to the issue. He
attributes reasoning to the readers not found in earlier sources; in his telling, Abii ‘Amr and
Yiinus, “blamed the scribe just as ‘A’ishah had.”*®® As for the reason behind the persistence of
the ‘Uthmanic codex, Ibn Qutaybah notes that ‘Asim*® recited the verse grammatically but did

not change the script because Hajjaj had charged him and Najiyah ibn Ramh with destroying all

155 Abii ‘Ubaydah, Majaz, 2:22.

156 1bid., 2:23: Cmemall (e slaaidll,

157 1pid. Inna al-hamda wa-al-ni ‘mata laka=inna al-hamdu wa-al-ni ‘matu laka.
18 Akhfash, Ma ‘ani, 1:120-21.

159 |bn Qutaybah, Mushkil, 36—45 calll e (A e edl Lo,

160 |bid., 37.

161 1bid., 40.
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non-‘Uthmanic codices (after they had bought it for 60 dirhams from its owner).'%? He cites
Ubayy’s codex as an example of a script that represented the grammatical. Yet, he also presents a
justification of the ungrammaticality of the “Uthmanic codes in a lengthy discussion of how
frequency of use leads to the leveling of case endings.'®® Nevertheless, this is a state of confusion
with which Ibn Qutaybah was comfortable. He shows that there was an acceptance of a general
unevenness in the script and argues that it was not a problem during the time of the Prophet due
to the Qur’an’s audience’s knowledge of ‘Arabiyyah. It was only after generations lived in the
amsar away from this linguistic environment, only after non-native speakers started reciting the

Qur’an that, according to Ibn Qutaybah, the script became an issue.'®*

Ultimately, the problem of the script was not one of dogma but of ideology. Variations
didn’t have as much an effect on the semantics of the Qur’an but did threaten its classification as
the paragon of ‘Arabiyyah. However, the hadith corpus provided an out: it gave the Qur’an’s

audience license to differ on minor linguistic matters, and scholars were happy to do so.

4.2. The Prophet’s Eloquence

This is a fascinating topic that cannot be fully addressed in this dissertation; it is a matter
of the Prophet’s speech as adab and balaghah, literature and rhetoric. Fortunately, the task at
hand is not to define the literary and rhetorical features of the Prophet’s speech in collections
from the 3'9/9" century. Rather, the pertinent point for our purposes is that portions the hadith

corpus presented itself in a literary manner—meaning, that the contents of the hadith itself

162 |bid., 37.
163 While | do not wish to imply that Ibn Qutaybah, or anyone else of his time, comprehended this grammatical
change as “leveling” in its modern linguistic usage, Ibn Qutaybah and other philologians demonstrate remarkable

awareness of the natural process of language change.

164 |bn Qutaybah, Mushkil, 42.
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address the splendor of its language. To be sure, the vast majority of sadith do not fall in this
category; hadith was valued for expressing its legal content succinctly and directly. Hadith—as
dogmatic, theological, and legal commentary on the Islam—was by and large clearer and more
direct than the Qur’an. Further research on this matter should do its best to date some of the more
famous hadiths of eloquence (we will review a few shortly). Early hadith collections, such as
Malik’s Muwatta’, feature hadiths primarily concerned with legal and theological matters; we do
not know if the hadiths in this section were in circulation at that time but not included in such
collections because they did not serve said collections intended purpose, or if they first appeared

in the 3'9/9™ century as interest in hadith as literature arose.

Indeed, there is a marked increase in the reception of hadith as literature in the 3'4/9™
century. Jahiz, in his book of Arabic literary criticism al-Bayan wa-|-tabyin (Statement and
Expression), gushes with praise for the Prophet’s speech; he refers to the Prophet speech as “of
greatest general use with the most specific wording.”*% Ibn Mu‘tazz’s (d. 247/861) Kitab al-
Badi ‘ (Book of “Literary Innovation”),*®® a watershed moment in the history of Arabic rhetoric
and literary criticism, prominently features hadith.*®” Hadith comprises the first and one of the
more significant chapters in Mubarrad’s seminal literary collection al-Kamil fi [-lughah wa-I-
adab (The Complete [Collection] of [Arabic] Language and Literature).'®® By the end of the

century, the literary contours of the hadith corpus and been clearly set forth, if not fully defined.

165 a|-Jahiz, Bayan, 2:13-14 Uil amdl ¥ 5 cladi e Jad 23185 Gulil) gansy o,

186 Badr “ is exceeding hard to translate here; it connotes rhetoric, but this is an early work that predates the word
badr ’s terminological specification. It loosely means something new, but 1bn al-Mu‘tazz argues in this work that
these “new” literary tropes, ascribed to the mukdathin (innovative poets of the early Abbasid era), can actually be
found in pre-Islamic poetry, hadith, and the Qur’an.

187 Abii I-‘Abbas ‘Abd Allah Ibn al-Mu tazz, al-Badi  fi I-badi ‘, ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Mun‘im Khafaji (Beirut:
Dar al-J1l, 1988), 73, 77, 108, 124.

168 Mubarrad, Kamil, 1:7-10.
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A couple examples will clarify some of the expectations held be scholars at that time. This first is

taken from Tha‘lab’s Majalis (Sessions/Lectures):

Abii I-°Abbas [Tha‘lab] told us: Ibn A ‘rabi told
us: One day the Prophet, peace upon him, was
sitting with his companions when a cloud rose up.
Someone said to him: "Oh, Messenger of God."
This is a cloud. The Prophet said: “What do you
think of its gawa id?” They said: “How lovely it
is, how strong and solid.” He said: “What do you
think of its riza?” They said: “How lovely it is,
and firmly round.” He said: “What do you think
of its bawasiq?” They said: “How lovely it is,
how strong and erect it is.” He said, “What do you
think of its lightning? Is it bright or dim, or does it
cut [through the cloud]?” They said: “It cuts.” So,
he said: “This is [a cloud bringing] and abundance
of rain (haya).” They said, “Oh Messenger of
God, how eloguent you are! We have never seen
anyone more eloquent than you.” He replied:
“Nothing stops me [from being eloquent]. The
Qur’an was revealed in my language, in clear
Arabic.”

[Tha‘lab] said: Qawa ‘id is its lower portion, the
rika is its middle, its greatest portion. The
bawasiq are its highest portions. When lightning
flies about from side to side, up from the top, then
there is no doubt that rain is coming. When
lightning comes from the bottom rain might not
come.

A Jsmny Ly 108 ol e ) Gl W culaad) sl Was
L 13) Aglaal ae Ll 9 3 s g agle 4l s
A J gy 0 Alas 038 el J gy b 20 cdlan
Lol L o) 5ll8 Slane ) 58 ()5 5 S taluy adle ) La
231 5 Lgtuaal Lo 21 58 Slala ) (558 CaiSh JUB LSl 2l
250 5 Lehal Lo o) I8 Sleindl g0 0y g 5 oS - JlE g5 )il
Gl ol Lk o L s T el i S 1 J8 Lgialdin
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There are two notable aspects to Prophet’s eloquence as viewed from the 3'/9™ century:

first, it represented a lexical precision that necessitated additional explanation. Moreover, the
nature of this precision is cultural, meaning that it originates from the very linguistic and natural
environment of the ‘arab. The rare words used here are particular to clouds; riza here refers to
the bulbous midsection of a cloud (likely a cumulonimbus based on the descriptions above and in

the Lisan) but its other uses are distinct to ‘arab culture as well (e.g., the rounded millstone used

189 Tha‘lab, Majalis, 454-55.
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by the ‘arab, camel chest). 1"® And, while bawasiq (pl. bdsig) at its base level signifies “high” or
“tall,” citations in early lexicons specifically refer to date palms, clouds, and social capital. 17*
These word does not appear to have been in common usage during the 3"/9" century and are
treated, with great respect, as archaisms. Second, the hadith itself identifies the Prophet’s speech
as eloquent. This is common. Ibn ‘Abbas was reported to have said, “Nothing has brought me
joy like what the Prophet wrote to “Ali ibn Abi Talib: If a man is brought joy by that which does
not exist, then it will pass him by. He will mourn for that which he cannot have. Make that which
brings you sadness and joy that which brings you close to God.” 1’2 * Ali ibn Abi Talib is reported
to have said: “I heard no Arabic word from the ‘arab that | had not heard from the Prophet,
peace upon him. And I heard him say, “He died the death of the nose,”*”® which I had never
heard from the ‘arab before.” The marvel is widespread and consistent; it also had a profound

effect upon the attitudes of philologians. Let us close this section with a commentary on a hadith

provided by Mubarrad in his treatise on rhetoric:

All of this [discussion about the virtues of poetry] NS (.\g_';y peie Juadll 5 Jana (puona oY 58 JS3
is fine and good. Their virtue comes from them

bejng speech. But what is all of this in comparison i J sy J 58 (e 41S 138 o (S5 Jimall ) mgiand
with the Prophet’s statement: “Peace suffices as

the malady.” TR en . P

Look at this speech; there is nothing superfluous, ol Aedludly A el e Ul o
nothing left out. The meaning is overextended nor
too brief. Look at its splendor, its majesty; He
said, “Peace suffices as the malady.” What better ) X
exhortation is there? What reproach weightier in il ja g aialad I il g die pealy Vg Simall Jshay
the heart? This speech if greater than can be
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170 |pn Manzar, Lisan, 14:314.
11 |bid., 10:20. See also Q Qaf:10.

172 Tha'lab, Majalis, 1980, 155. 4 A om0 e () A8 WIS i alis g e il e dll J s ) 2DIS 2y 23S s i L
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173 |t was related that the ‘arab of the Jahiliyyah believed your soul left your body from your wounds (if you die in
battle) or your nose (if you die with no visible injury).lbn Manztr, Mukhtasar Tarikh Dimashgq, 9:38.
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described or essence fully encompassed. Rt 5 edae o 22S Lﬁ‘té ”? el Al S J g8
b ecia g asly o o Jaal 2SI 138 ) € 351 )
174 J 84S
Mubarrad’s statement here represents the culmination of a process that began perhaps as
early as the time of the Prophet. At the end of the 3'%/9" century, Mubarrad articulated a
hierarchy that placed hadith only second to the Qur’an.!”® This had significance beyond the
3"/9" century—this hierarchy is operative, for example, in works on the i jaz al-Qur’an such
those by Bagqillani (d. 402/1013) and ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Jurjani (d. 471/1078).17® With this in
mind, we may make the following statements about the kadith corpus’s reflection ‘Arabiyyah of
the Qur’an and the Prophet: both exhibit a dialectal diversity that was natural and acceptable
during the revelation; it remained acceptable as long as the linguistic and cultural background
Qur’an’s original audience remained the dominant linguistic and cultural background of the
Muslim community; consequentially, philologians felt that the Muslim community’s separation
from this background affected its understanding of the Qur’an and hadith, leading to efforts such

as that by Tha‘lab above to clarify and contextualize their content.

5. Conclusion

In this chapter, we have accomplished two tasks: the first, we have demonstrated that the
acquisition of knowledge in the fields of hadith and philology differed on a fundamental level, to
the extent that there could not have been a crossover in methodology that would have allowed

philologians to freely quote the material of hadith transmitters. Second, we have reviewed a

174 Mubarrad, Balaghah, 90.
175 |bid., 91-92.

176 The Prophet’s speech figures prominently in both works, is analyzed and praised for its linguistic splendor, and
serves as a cypher for some of aspects of the Ash‘arT take on the Qur’'an’s inimitability.
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series of hadith that touch on aspects of the language of the Qur’an and ‘Arabiyyah in general
that were first recorded in the 399" century, portending the coming shift in hadith s linguistic

role in Islamic thought.

Among the philologians, we find both in the biographical material and extant works from
the 2"Y/8™ century stresses contact with the ‘arab as the primary legitimating factor in Arabic
philology. Even the earliest biographical material is consistent in emphasizing this contact; many
of the key figures of 2"9/8" century philology were recorded to have traveled to just the right
places in order to have been exposed to the right varieties of ‘Arabiyyah. The purported founders
of the purported Basran and Kufan schools, Khalil and Kisa'1 respectively, were both said to
have travelled extensively in the deserts collecting the speech of the ‘arab. While it may be
tempting to call these back projections (later scholars of both schools had a vested interest in
legitimating their forefathers), this is fully supported by the extent sources. Both Khalil and
Kisa'1 are quoted speaking of their interactions with the ‘arab. And the authors of these works
(i.e., Sibawayhi, Farra’, Akhfash, and Abii ‘Ubaydah) spoke of their own interactions with the
‘arab, though they did not happen to describe extensive travels a la Kisa'1, Khalil, and Aba
‘Amr. There are some references to some of these scholars having studied hadith; but while there
is no reason to suspect that these scholars did not, in fact, study kadith, the early biographical
literature must not have felt it significant as we do not find detailed accounts of their non-
philological studies until centuries later. Additionally, apart from Farra’’s Ma ‘ani, the early
works simply do not feature much material related to fadith studies, be it methodological or the

citation of hadith itself.

By contrast, the biographical material and early extant literature associated with the study

of hadith is does not engage the philology of the Arabic language. It does not acknowledge a
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distinct ‘Arabiyyah; it may be assumed, but it is not discussed. The « rab (or ‘arab) are hardly
represented among hadith transmitters—those that we find largely lived in the first century and
we know very little about them. They certainly would not have been available to the philologians
of the 2"9/8™" century. Again, apart from Farra’’s Ma ‘ani, there is no overlap between the
authorities quoted in works on ‘Arabiyyah and the authorities of hadith studies in the 2"Y/8"
century (e.g., Sibawayhi does not quote his sadith teacher, Hammad ibn Salamah). Shafi‘t
represents a minor exception to this; his biography features travel into the desert in the style of
the philologians. Yet, he was only said to have taught poetry and history (ayyam, akhbar) and his
own works feature only rudimentary references to principles that, at his time, were being fleshed
out in Iraq. Shafi‘f, like Farra’, marks a departure from the norms of the 2"9/8"" century; in their
works we see the beginnings of the disciplinary synthesis that defined Islamic scholarship in the

3"/9t century.

The hadiths we reviewed speak to this synthesis. They authorize the efforts of the
philologians while simultaneously granting themselves the authority to do so. There were hadiths
that implored reciters of the Qur’an to do so according to the rules being established (i.e., 4 ribii
I-Qur’an); there were hadiths that justified the plurality of readings of the Qur’an that were of
such interest to the philologians; and there were those hadith the purpose of whose transmission
could only be to preserve the splendor of the Prophet’s speech—hadiths that easily entered the
corpus of attestable linguistic consulted by philologians of Arabic to this day. The review of
these hadiths has been to draw our attention to the shift at the end of the 2"%/8™ century: these
hadiths are not found in 2"Y/8™ century works (with the single exception that found its way into
Farra’’s Ma ‘ani) but rapidly spread in the 3"9/9" century. And it is with this shift in mind that we

begin our final review of the research presented over the past two hundred pages.
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CONCLUSION

There is a dissonance between the prevalent laudatory view of the Prophet’s speech and
its marginal status in early Arabic philology. From at least the 2"%/8™ century, he has been
described as “the most eloquent of the ‘arab,” and eloquent speech from the Prophet’s time
served as the basis for the formation of normative Arabic grammar from the 2"%/8" century
onward. Yet, extant works of Arabic grammar from the early period rarely cite the speech of the
Prophet. By contrast, early works of Arabic lexicography abound with hadith. In the first
chapter, we reviewed several theories that have been set forth to explain this contradiction, and
many speak to real issues concerning the emergence Arabic grammar as a distinct discipline in
the 2"9/8™" century. However, these theories project an anachronistic understanding on the 2"9/g™"
century of Islamic scholarship. As we have shown, Arabic scholarship from this time did not
center on issues of transmission but rather favored an ideology of origin that placed the speech of
desert-dwelling, semi-nomadic ‘arab above that of the urban populations of the early Islamic

empire who transmitted hadith.

This dissertation is fundamentally a reevaluation of the 8""/14™ century Andalusian
scholar Abt Hayyan’s thesis for the absence of Zadith in early discussions of Arabic grammar:
that early grammarians were concerned with the effects of non-verbatim transmission (al-
riwayah bi-1-ma ‘na, as opposed to verbatim transmission, al-riwayah bi-1-lafz), often by non-

native speakers of Arabic (i.e., ‘ajam, Persians). The argument goes that oral transmission of
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hadith had so severely affected its linguistic integrity that it could not be cited as the authentic
‘Arabiyyah of the Prophet Muhammad. Though it is certainly true that oral transmission of
hadith affected its linguistic content, it is not a sufficient explanation for a total absence of hadith
in early works of Arabic grammar. Pre-Islamic poetry and the gira ‘at were similarly affected by
oral transmission. To be sure, poetic meter and the fixed ‘Uthmanic script of the Qur’an made
the wholesale reconfiguration of word-order extremely difficult; but this did not prevent
grammarians from engaging in contentious debates that pivoted on which transmission one
accepted (not to mention the fact that as an inflectional language, word order in Arabiccan be
highly variable and thus of less significance in the overall configuration of the language). The
effects of non-verbatim transmission had a significant impact on morphology and phonetics, yet
hadith figure prominently in lexicography. Early works of Arabic philology simply do not

support the contention that early Arabic philologists were overly concerned with transmission.

To understand why hadith did not hold a place of prominence in grammar in the 2"Y/8"
century, we need to separate the attitudes towards transmission in first centuries of Islamic
history from the more refined methodologies that emerged after the 41/10™ century. While
transmission was certainly a concern in the 2"%/8™ century, scholars from this time lacked the
critical apparatus that later scholars took for granted; there was no isnad criticism, there were no
biographical dictionaries to check transmitters reputation, no Aadith collections, dictionaries, or
histories to compare variants. Indeed, as we have seen the problems that prompted the creation of
said apparatus were latent in the transmission of all ancient Arabic material—#hadith, history,
poetry, and prose alike. Furthermore, many of the problems inherent in transmission at the time
were linguistic in nature, i.e., the process of oral transmission changed the exact wording of a

given statement. Nevertheless, in the 2"9/8" century, isnad criticism was only beginning to
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emerge in the fields of iadith transmission while isnads were largely absent from philology. For
hadith, this was a matter of prestige derived from connection to the Prophet; the most important
hadith transmitters of the first century were associated with the family and companions of the
Prophet; for grammar, it was a matter of prestige derived from linguistic identity (i.e., linguistic
material was attributed to a class of ‘arab whose speech still represented the linguistic
environment of the Qur’an’s revelation). Thus, the absence of hadith in early works of Arabic
grammar should not be considered a problem of methodology—i.e., grammarians dismissing the
methodology of hadith scholars—but the consequence of specialization in certain material (i.e.,

the speech of the ‘arab vs. a collection of statements collected by a given scholar).

In Chapter 2, we compared attitudes towards the philological problems associated with
the transmission of hadith to those of Arabic poetry and the gira ‘at. We found that grammarians
could not have disqualified hadith based on linguistic standards of transmission that both poetry
and the gira at to meet. While changes in word order were rare though not unheard of, we find
significant variations at the inflectional and morphological level—which is significant given that
discussions of inflection (i rab) and morphology (sarf) make up the bulk of the extant works on
non-lexicographical works of Arabic philology. This, added to the fact that, like with hadith,
there were many Persian transmitters of poetry and known forgers, makes concerns about the
fidelity of transmission an unlikely cause of hadith’s absence. In fact, we find that grammatical
differences that resulted from transmission served as enduring catalysts in multi-generational
debates. With this in mind, we proposed a new hypothesis: that it was hadith that was
marginalized by its association with urban scholars, as opposed to the ‘arab whose natural

speech served as the foundation to the study of ‘Arabiyyah.
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In Chapter 3, we demonstrated the centrality of ‘arab speech to the study of ‘Arabiyyah.
This was done through, first, an analysis of how 2"%/8" century philologians defined the scope of
‘Arabiyyah, linguistically and geographically speaking. Despite later, ideologically inspired
declarations that the Quraysh were the most eloguent of the ‘arab and that the Qur’an was
revealed in their dialect, references to the dialects of semi-nomadic tribes of Hijaz (e.g.,
Hudhayl) and Najd (e.g., Tamim) dominate these works. We then showed how philologians were
able to portray poetry, the gira’at and hadith as representative of ‘Arabiyyah. They were able to
find poetry and the gira at recited among the ‘arab (though there is no one gira ah of an
individual from the ‘arab or a tribe)—not as much with hadith. We find some citations (ascribed
and otherwise) in Stbawayhi’s Kitab for grammatical and morphological purposes and some in
Khalil’s Kitab al- ‘Ayn that explain morphology. Ultimately, their numbers in the 2"%/8™ century
are low. This is less the case with Farra’’s Ma ‘ani I-Qur an, which makes increased use of
hadith compared to the Kitab. Farra’ has no qualms citing hadith for any linguistic purpose,
particularly when it is of exegetical value. But exegetical is the keyword here: four out of every
five hadith cited in his Ma ‘ani serves an exegetical as opposed to linguistic purpose. Farra’’s

Ma ‘ani thus marks a point of departure for iadith in philology rather than a culmination.

In Chapter 4, | tested my hypothesis by comparing the methodologies of data collection
of grammarians and hadith transmitters. This investigation showed that the main point of
divergence between the two is the latter gathered their data from a variety of Arab and non-Arab
urban centers whereas the former restricted their data collection to specific ‘arab tribes in
specific geographies. The extant philological works from the time show a clear dependence on
personal contact with the ‘arab—i.e., the observation of speech—whether it be direct contact on

the part of the author or quoted from a teacher. This was observed in the biographical sources (in
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which both the Kufan and Basran schools were given their original legitimation through the
extensive travels of their alleged founders) as well as in the extant sources. We find the situation
to be different in the study of hadith, among both transmitters and jurists. There are very few
references to hadith transmitters among the ‘arab/a rab in the biographical literature. The
references we find are mostly to individuals in the first generations of Muslims, and these figures
transmitted very few hadiths. There are next to none in the 2"9/8t" century, and the only one who
transmitted any quantity of adith is lauded as Shu‘bah’s associate more so than his ‘arab
origins. References to the eloquence (fasahah) of hadith transmitters is perfunctory and adds
little to nothing to our knowledge of their familiarity with the study of ‘Arabiyyah—it certainly
does not imply that they studied with the eloquent ‘arab (al-fusaka’ min al- ‘arab). With one
exception: al-Shafi ‘1. The biographical sources relate that he studied poetry and ‘Arabiyyah with
the Hudhayl tribe; some philologians were said to have studied with him. Nevertheless, his
discussions of ‘Arabiyyah and its relevance to the study of law do not utilize and grammatical
methodology or terminology—Shafi 7, it seems, is content with underscoring the importance of
studying ‘Arabiyyah from the ‘arab without reference to how or what one may learn. However,
Shafi ‘1, like Farra’, still marks a departure from the scholarly methods of the 2"%/8™" century; even
his cursory references to ‘Arabiyyah stand out in the field of jurisprudence in the 2"%/8™" century.
Ultimately, we do not find the legitimating qualities required by philologists and found among
the ‘arab in the scholarship of hadith transmission and Islamic law. It was important to review
hadiths on the language of the Qur’an and ‘Arabiyyah in general to mark the 39/9" century as an
inflection point for the role of hadith in Arabic philology and set it apart from the attitudes of the
2"/8t century. These hadith and others like them provided the justification not only for its own

entry into Arabic philology but justification for the use Arabic philology in religious scholarship.
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Though this dissertation has focused on one very specific problem (lack of citation of
hadith in early Arabic grammar), its implications are far reaching. We have touched upon the
origin of the grammatical schools, the nature of the gira 'at, the philology of transmission and
concept of a “fixed text” in the 2"/8" century. A few comments on where our findings may take

us in each of these areas is warranted.

| have avoided engaging the debate about the origins and nature of the Basran and Kufan
schools because we do not have an extant Kufan text from the 2"9/8" century. Farra’ should be
considered a 2"Y/8™" century scholar because, having died in 207/822, that is when he studied and
spent most of his years teaching. However, his attitude towards kadith represents a significant
departure from what we see in the Kitab. The Ma ‘ani was described as unigue and innovative
text by 3'%/9™ century scholars, which suggests that similar earlier Kufan works that were
available then likely differed in content and methodology. Indeed, Farra’’s teachers are said to
have written Ma ‘ant, as did his contemporaries Akhfash and Abii ‘Ubaydah. Without having
these works, however, it is impossible to determine if Farra’ was wholly original and innovative
or whether use of hadith was common among his teachers (the biographical literature does not
record this). To further our understanding of this issue, we need a deeper understanding of the
origins and development of figh and Zadith transmission in Kufa as compared to Basra and the
involvement of reported philologians in this development. It is possible, and indeed necessary, to
study the work of later scholars and compare their affiliation to attitudes towards hadith citation.

This task, however, is beyond the scope of this dissertation.

Our study also has some significant implications for the gira ‘at, particularly regarding
those attributed to the Prophet in Farra’’s Ma ‘ani I-Qur 'an. We have observed significant

flexibility with the gira at on the level of phonetics, morphology, voweling and inflection. To be
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sure, very few of these variations changed the meaning of the Qur’an in any way that struck at its
dogmatic or theological heart. But the notion of the Qur’an as a fixed text differs from era to era,
and we are still trying to understand what the attitudes were in the 2"%/8" century. References to
qira’at of the Prophet that existed outside the system of readers (some of which were considered
anomalous or even countered the ‘Uthmanic script) beg the question: did scholars of the 2"%/8"-
3"/9" centuries (i.e., pre-Ibn Mujahid) understand the gira at as originating from the Prophet or
as informed renditions of specialists? This is still an open question, but it is worth noting that
non-‘Uthmanic codices and isolated readings held more agency in Farra’’s Ma ‘ani than what is
observed a century later. Unfortunately, we do not have another source on the gira at from this
time, though there are a few from the 3'%/9™" century and quite a large number from the 4™/10%
century onwards. To progress further on this topic, one would have to trawl these works for data
on the 2"Y/8™ century and compare and amalgamate it, very skeptically. That is, the currently
available step forward in this area is to reconstruct the attitudes of Farra’’s contemporaries

towards the gira at and then study them in light of the Ma ‘ani (and vice versa).

Finally, I argue that what we have observed should change how we talk about texts in the
2"9/8™ century being “fixed,” particularly in the early part of the century. The ubiquity of hadith
and isnads throughout the history of Islamic scholarship is misleading because its ubiquity does
not extend all the way back to its origins. Certainly, hadith criticism employed the isnad early
(early 2"9/8™ century in extent works, late 1%/7™ century according to the tradition); but it was
only a partial application compared to the complex apparatus it became in the following
centuries. The question that arises, then, is this: to what extent were the hadith, the gira at, and
poetry legitimated by an examination of transmission (i.e., be it linguistic or an isnad) and to

what extent was it legitimated by the personal authority of the transmitters. Later scholars
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approached this issue in their discussions of tawatur, where the use of the isnad is central. But if
knowledge of isnads was not ubiquitous enough to epistemically support a single kadith, then
how was an acolyte to be sure of the knowledge of his teachers. The stories of riklat fi ralab al-
‘ilm show scholars travelling to ascertain the authenticity of a hadith based on their interactions
with its transmitter—not merely a confirmation of the isnad but a confirmation of character of
the transmitter. To further our understanding of this issue would require an extensive cross-
disciplinary comparison of scholarly travels in the first two centuries, one immediately
complicated by a reliance on later sources. We have provided a starting point for such a study

but, unfortunately, there was not time to pursue it further in this dissertation.

The next problem that follows our refutation of Abii Hayyan’s thesis is how hadith
entered and spread throughout Arabic philology in the 3%/9" century. Farra’’s Ma ‘ani has given
us many clues. In this work, we see a concerted effort on the part of Farra’ to balance and
reconcile the semantics of the Qur’an as suggested by linguistic analysis and the semantics
suggested by the narrative-exegetical tradition. The latter part is heavily associated with hadith
and suggests that the study of exegesis and Qur’anic hermeneutics (an increasingly philological
endeavor from the 3'%/9™ century onwards) contributed to hadith’s rising importance in
philological circles. Such a study requires the identification of all zadith in philological works in
the 3'4/9™ century and analysis of the purposes of their citation and the nature of the discussions
into which they are entered (e.g., hadith used in gharib al-Qur’an vs. Qur’an quotes in gharib al-
hadith works; a dissection of Ibn Qutaybah’s Ta 'wil mushkil al-Qur’an; hadith’s role in

philological analysis of abrogation in the Qur’an).
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