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Abstract

The lower text of San‘a’ 1 is at present the most important document for the
history of the Qur’an. As the only known extant copy from a textual tradition
beside the standard ‘Uthmanic one, it has the greatest potential of any known
manuscript to shed light on the early history of the scripture. Comparing it with
parallel textual traditions provides a unique window onto the initial state of the
text from which the different traditions emerged.The comparison settles a peren-
nial controversy about the date at which existing passages were joined together to
form the suras (chapters). Some ancient reports and modern scholars assign this
event to the reign of the third caliph and link it with his standardizing the text of
the Qur'an around AD 650. However, the analysis shows that the suras were
formed earlier. Furthermore, the manuscript sheds light on the manner in which
the text was transmitted. The inception of at least some Qur’anic textual tradi-
tions must have involved semi-oral transmission, most likely via hearers who
wrote down a text that was recited by the Prophet. This essay argues for these
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conclusions by considering the broad features of the text.The essay also presents
the edited text of the folios in the Dar al-Makhtutat, San‘a’, Yemen, in addition to
four folios that were auctioned abroad. A systematic analysis of all the variants is
postponed to future publications.

Introduction
The Manuscript and the Field of Qur’anic Studies

Scholarly approaches to the early history of the standard text of the
Qur’an can be enumerated in a broad and rough manner as follows:

There is the traditional account that is associated with most pre-
modern scholars. They held that the Prophet Muhammad (d. AD 632)
disseminated the Qur’an gradually. Some of his Companions compiled
copies of the scripture. These codices had differences. Motivated by the
differences and seeking uniformity among Muslims, the Caliph ‘Uthman
(d. AD 656), himself a Companion, established a standard version. He —
or, more precisely, a committee of Companions appointed by him — did so
by sending master copies of the Qur’an to different cities — codices that
themselves differed slightly in a small number of spots — and people in
turn made copies of them. In subsequent decades and centuries, this
standard text was read differently by different readers. For example,
they often vowelled and pointed the consonants differently, but many of
these readings — including those of the famous “Seven Readers”— ad-
hered to the undotted consonantal skeletal form of the original master
codices. Here, “skeletal form” requires explanation: one does not know
the spelling of every word in the original codices of ‘Uthman. For exam-
ple,in most cases it is not known whether the @ sound in the middle of a
word was represented by the letter alif. However, at the very least we
know the text at the “skeletal-morphemic”level.”

%) The Islamic scholarly tradition does not purport to have preserved the
spelling of every word in the codices sent out by ‘Uthman. Rather, Muslim tradi-
tion preserves the original ‘Uthmanic codices at least at the skeletal-morphemic
level, that is, with respect to features of the skeletal (unpointed) text that would
necessarily change a word or part of word (morpheme) into something else if
they were different. Some skeletal variations, such as different spellings of a
word, are not skeletal-morphemic because they do not necessarily change a
word. Moreover, differences in the way consonants are pointed may change a
word, but they are not skeletal-morphemic either since they do not change the
skeleton. Normally, a reading is said to differ from the standard ‘Uthmanic rasm
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It is convenient to call the adherents of this account “traditionalists”
The narrative continues to be fairly popular among the specialists in the
Muslim world, in part because most of them have not come to entertain
radical doubt about the broad outlines of early Islamic history. By con-
trast, scholars located in Europe and North America generally do not ac-
cept this account (which is not to say that they reject it). This is due to a
prevailing distrust in the literary sources on which it is founded. These
sources were compiled long after the events they describe, and the extent to
which they preserve truly early reports has been the subject of an evolving
academic debate.This Euro-American majority falls into two main groups.

The first group, a minority, consists of the “revisionists.” that is, those
who consider the traditional narrative as wrong. They reject the idea
that ‘Uthman attempted to fix the text, or they hold that there contin-
ued to be major changes in the standard text after ‘Uthman, or, in the
case of WANSBROUGH, they think it may be anachronistic to speak of
the Qur’an at the time of ‘Uthman in the first place, since the text coa-
lesced long after. Notable revisionists include John WANSBROUGH,
Patricia CRONE, Alfred-Louis de PREMARE, and David PowERs.? The
degree of textual stability that according to the traditional account had
been reached by ca. AD 650 was according to John WANSBROUGH at-
tained no earlier than the ninth century AD. Most revisionists are more
conservative in their dating, focusing on the reign of the Umayyad caliph
‘Abd al-Malik, that is, AH 65-86/ AD 685-705 as the date of textual final-
ity and/or canonization. Revisionists tend to support their views by
citing documentary evidence, Christian sources, and Muslim traditions.
Their use of the Muslim reports constitutes what they regard as judi-
cious reading between the lines, but what their opponents view as mar-
shaling cherry-picked, decontextualized, and misinterpreted reports.

The second group of scholars, the “skeptics.” is by far larger. Its
members likewise do not accept the traditional account, considering it
unreliable along with nearly every report in the Muslim literary sources

only if it changes both the skeleton and the word, that is, if the change is skeletal
and morphemic. All of this has been well-understood for many centuries and is
simply taken for granted in the way most Muslim Qur’an specialists have writ-
ten about the different readings (gira’at). (We are setting aside a caveat concern-
ing cases in which nonetheless the original ‘Uthmanic spelling or pointing is
knowable.)

%) For their contributions, see the Bibliography. P CRONE’S approach in her
1994 essay is different from the others we list (or from her 1977 work) in that
she provisionally suggests the late canonization of a largely stable text rather
than a late date for the attainment of textual stability.
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bearing on Islamic origins. But they do not subscribe to the theories of
the revisionists either, which they consider to be unsupported by the
evidence.The scholars in this group are agnostics, so to speak.They may
not assert that the standard text came into being or changed signifi-
cantly after Uthman, but they do not deny that it could have. They may
be adamant that they are not revisionists, but they are de facto revision-
ists in respect of their attitude towards the literary sources. They may be
called “skeptics” inasmuch as they are equally unconvinced by tradi-
tional and revisionist narratives. They tend to not publish much on
Islamic origins, since as skeptics they have few firm beliefs to write
about.This belies the fact that they form the larger group. An indication
of their size is given by what has not been published: in recent decades,
European and North-American academics have written relatively few
accounts of the initial decades of Islamic religion based on the literary
sources. Many academics have simply moved to later periods (focusing
on how the initial decades were remembered), other topics, or languages
other than Arabic.

There is also a minority among scholars in North America and
Europe who support key features of the traditional narrative as re-
counted above. They do not take all the reports in the later sources at
face value, but they believe that critical and detailed analysis of the lit-
erary evidence confirms elements of the traditional account. These
scholars have their counterparts in the Muslim world. Notable members
of this group include Michael Cook, Muhammad MUHAYSIN, and Ha-
rald MoTzKTI, the first one being a defector from the revisionist camp.*
One may call scholars who support the traditional account based on a
critical evaluation of the literary sources “neo-traditionalists” They are
traditionalists who argue for the traditional account rather than take it
for granted as a self-evident part of our scholarly heritage.”

We do not believe that this climate of disagreement reflects sheer
underdetermination of theory by evidence. This is not a case of takafu’

*) For their works on the Qur'an, see the Bibliography. For a brief discussion of
Muhaysin’s work, see Behnam SADEGHI, “Criteria for Emending the Text of the
Qur'an,” in Law and Tradition in Classical Islamic Thought, ed. Michael Cook, et al.
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, forthcoming, 2012). For a summary and discussion of
Cook’s work, see SADEGHI and BERGMANN, “The Codex.” 364,367-9.

5) The labels traditionalist, revisionist, skeptic, and neo-traditionalist are
merely convenient names for the four groups. We do not use these terms in their
literal senses or imply other associations. For example, we do not imply that the
traditionalists are attached to tradition or that the skeptics are philosophical
skeptics.
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al-adilla: the arguments for the different sides are not equal in strength.
We also do not believe that the relative size of each group of scholars
mirrors the quality of the evidence in its favor, or that the disagreements
will dissolve completely if very strong new evidence were to surface in
favor of a particular position, or that if a consensus were to emerge, that
would necessarily signify a lack of ambiguity in the evidence. Patterns of
human adherence to paradigms depend on sociological, psychological,
and other irrational factors as well as on the quality of the evidence.’
Nonetheless, it also goes without saying that any evidence that can po-
tentially shed further light on early Islam will be of great interest to
historians and may sway at least some of us.

The Qur’an under study is one such piece of evidence. San‘a’ 1 is a
palimpsest, that is, a manuscript of which the text,“lower writing,” was
erased by scraping or washing and then written over. Recycling parch-
ment in this manner was not uncommon. It was done, for example, for an
estimated 4.5% of manuscripts from the Latin West produced from AD
400 to AD 800," though one should not rashly generalize this figure since
the frequency of palimpsesting varied greatly depending on time and
place.” Beside San‘a’ 1, we know of several other Arabic palimpsests.”

%) The irrational factors have been famously emphasized in Thomas KUuHN,
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1970). In the field of Islamic studies, the irrational factors that affect whether
one accepts an author’s work include, for example, the eminence of the author,
the author’s religious background, whether scholars whom one admires agree
with the author, whether one’s mentors and peers agree with the author, whether
the author’s work agrees with the consensus, the author’s rhetorical strategies,
and whether the author’s positions match those of a particular academic, reli-
gious, philosophical, or ideological movement.

D) Georges DECLERCQ, “Introduction: Codices Rescripti in the Early Me-
dieval West in Early Medieval Palimpsests.” in Karly medieval palimpsests, ed.
Georges Declercq (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols Publishers, 2007),12.

8) DEcLERCQ. Introduction,”11-13.

’) There are two Arabic palimpsests in the Monastery of St. Catherine in the
Sinai Peninsula. They are discussed in Aziz S. AT1vA, Arabic Manuscripts of
Mount Sinai: A Hand-list of the Arabic Manuscripts and Scrolls Microfilmed at
the Library of the Monastery of St. Catherine, Mount Sinai (Baltimore: John Hop-
kins Press, 1955), 19, 24; and Aziz S. AT1YA,“The Monastery of St. Catherine and
the Mount Sinai Expedition,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society
96.5 (1952): 578-86. One palimpsest, no. 514, has five layers of text in three lan-
guages: two Arabic, two Syriac, and one Greek. Its top writing, consisting of a
Christian hagiography and the Book of Job,is“in the middle Kufic of the eighth
to early ninth century,” while its second layer, another Christian text, is “in ar-



6 Behnam Sadeghi and Mohsen Goudarzi

In San‘a’ 1, as with some other palimpsests, over time the residue of
the ink of the erased writing underwent chemical reactions, causing a
color change and hence the reemergence of the lower writing in a pale
brown or pale gray color. Color change is normal for metal-based ink.
Thus, a black ink may turn brown over time, and the traces of ink buried
deep in the parchment can bring an erased text back to life. Transition
metals like iron, copper, and zinc¢ are implicated in corrosion and color
change.mAll three metals are present in the inks of both layers of San‘a’ 1,

chaic Kufic of the first century of the Hijra, that is, seventh to eighth century
AD” (ATiva, Arabic Manuscripts of Mount Sinai, 19). The image of a folio
(ATivA, “Monastery of St. Catherine,” 584) shows that in the top writing the
verses are separated by a number of dots, a feature found in early Qur’ans.The
second Arabic palimpsest, no. 588, has three layers of Christian writing. The top
layer is in Arabic and dates from about the 10" century AD. Underneath, there is
a Syriac text. Underneath, “a third layer of Arabic could be traced in some
places”(AT1YA, Arabic Manuscripts of Mount Sinai,24).

There is a palimpsest in the University Library of Cambridge that has a
Qur’anic lower text in the Hijazi script. It is discussed in the following publica-
tions: Alphonse MiNGANA and Agnes S. LEWIS, Leaves from Three Ancient
Qurdns, Possibly Pre-‘Othmanic (Cambridge: University Press, 1914); Muham-
mad Mustafa al-A‘zami, The History of the Qur anic Text, 2" ed. (Riyadh: Azami
Publishing House, 2008), 342-5; Alba FEDELI, “Early Evidences of Variant
Readings in Qur’anic Manuscripts,” in Die dunklen Anfinge: Neue Forschungen
zur Entstehung und frihen Geschichte des Islam, ed. Karl-Heinz Ohlig et al.
(Berlin: Verlag Hans Schiler, 2007), 293-7; Alba FEDELI, “Mingana and the
Manuscript of Mrs. Agnes Smith Lewis, One Century Later,” Manuscripta Orien-
talia 11.3 (2005): 3—-7. Fedeli and al-A‘zami both find Mingana’s transcription
completely unreliable. Fedeli could verify only thirteen of thirty-seven readings
given by Mingana (FEDELI.“Mingana,” 7). In addition, Mingana’s characteriza-
tion of the text as“possibly pre-‘Othmanic”is unwarranted. (We came to know
of the following useful contribution too late to incorporate its contents about
the Cambridge and other palimpsests: Alba FEDELI,“The Digitization Project
of the Quranic Palimpsest, MS Cambridge University Library Or. 1287, and the
Verification of the Mingana-Lewis Edition: Where is Salam?.” Journal of Islamic
Manuscripts 2.1 (2011): 100-117.)

There are several other palimpsests in the Dar al-Makhtutat in San‘a’, all rela-
tively late, and all represented by no more than a few pages apiece (Ursula Dreib-
holz, interview, July 30, 3011). The picture of a page from one of them appears as
image 043020C.BMP in a CD published by the UNESCO. Both layers of text are
Qur’anic and seem later than the palimpsest under study in this essay, though the
lower writing looks like it could be as early as the late first century AH.

') Christoph KREKEL,“The Chemistry of Historical Iron Gall Inks.” Inter-
national Journal of Forensic Document Examiners 5 (1999): 54-8.
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though the lower ink has somewhat more copper and a much greater
quantity of zine than the upper one."'

Both layers of writing are Qur’ans, and each layer appears to have
once constituted a complete codex.'* The upper text is from the standard
textual tradition and was probably written sometime during the seventh
or the first half of the eighth century AD. With future advances in pale-
ography and the application of other methods, it may become possible to
obtain a more precise date than this. Its verse division pattern displays a

") The scientific analysis of the inks on the Stanford 2007 folio was con-
ducted by Uwe Bergmann.The details may be published separately. Cf. Behnam
SApEGHI and Uwe BERGMANN,“The Codex of a Companion of the Prophet
and the Qur’an of the Prophet,” Arabica 57.4 (2010): 348, 357.

") In addition to the writings corresponding to the putative full codices,
there are occasional interpolations by different hands. For example, an “upper
modifier”filled gaps in the upper writing where the text had faded.There is also a
hand (or possibly more than one hand) on a few folios that we call the “lower
modifier(s),” responsible for jottings that occasionally either modified the lower
writing or filled its gaps where the text had faded or been erased irremediably.
The lower modifier is black and was written with a narrower pen than all the
other scripts. It appears on folios 2, Stanford 2007, David 86/2003, 22 (possibly
different hand), and possibly 23. 1t dates from a period after the complete erasure
of the lower writing, the addition of the upper writing, and the resurfacing of the
lower writing. Four considerations establish this dating: First, the fact that the
writing is black proves that it does not belong to a reemerged text, since lower
writings in palimpsests come to light as pale brown or pale gray if they reappear
at all. This argument alone is conclusive. Second, Uwe Bergmann’s examination of
the Stanford 2007 folio has established that the lower modifier’s ink has no iron,
copper, or zinc, the transition metals responsible for corrosion and color change
over time (see above, footnotes 10 and 11), confirming that the script has not
resurfaced and thus was never erased to begin with.The ink appears to be based
on carbon and is thus relatively inert, invulnerable to corrosion-related color
change and more easily erased or worn out than metal-based ink.This considera-
tion, too, is conclusive by itself. Third, in terms of calligraphic style, width of the
pen stroke, and the chemical composition of the ink, the upper writing is much
closer to the lower writing than to the lower modifier, which again supports its
predating the lower modifier. Fourth, the lower modifier’s calligraphic style sug-
gests that it does not belong to the first two centuries AH. On folio 22, however,
the calligraphic style looks early: either this is a different hand, or it is the same
“lower modifier” hand as found on the other folios but is influenced here by the
Hijaz1 script it modified. Cf. SADEGHI and BERGMANN, “The Codex,” 3578,
especially footnote 12.
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marked affinity for the schemes reported for the Hijaz, but not precisely
enough to distinguish between Mecca and Medina. "

The lower Qur’an is of enormous interest because it is so far the only
manuscript that is known to be non-‘Uthmanic, that is, from a textual
tradition other than the standard one. One of us previously did a detailed
study of this codex based on four folios."* We now extend the analysis to
all the folios except one (of which the image we do not have). In this essay,
we focus on the broad features of the text, postponing to future publica-
tions a systematic textual analysis of all the variants. We shall argue below
that regardless of the date of the lower codex, the textual tradition to
which it belonged and the ‘Uthmanic tradition must have diverged some-
time before the spread of the ‘Uthmanic tradition in the mid-seventh cen-
tury AD.Therefore, comparing these two traditions opens a window onto
the earliest phase of the Qur’an’s history. We shall also argue, based on just
such a comparison, that, contrary to a common view, the existing pieces of
revelation were joined to form the suras prior to ‘Uthman’s famous and
fairly effective attempt to standardize the text.

The date of origin of the textual tradition to which the lower text be-
longs, of course, is a different matter than the date of the lower writing
itself. The lower writing, on paleographic and art-historical grounds, is
almost certainly from the seventh century AD, and probably not from the
latter part of that century. More precision may be obtained by radiocar-
bon dating, which assigns the parchment, and hence the lower codex, to
the period before AD 671 with a probability of 99% (before 661 with the
probability of 95.5%, and before 646 with a probability of 75%)."” This
makes it significantly earlier than the few other Qur’ans that have been
radiocarbon-dated.'® The manuscript was not written long before the

%) See Appendix 2. This conclusion was reached previously based on an
analysis of a more limited set of thirteen folios in SADEGHI and BERGMANN,
“The Codex,”377-83.

") SapEcHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex.”

) Radiocarbon dating was performed on a sample from the “Stanford
20077 folio. For the details, see SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,” 352—4.
On the assumption that the codex was not made a long time after the parchment
was prepared, see “The Codex,”354.

') Yasin DuTTON,“An Umayyad Fragment of the Qur'an and its Dating,’
Journal of Qur’'anic Studies 9.2 (2007): 57-87; Efim REzZvAN, “On the Dating of
an “Uthmanic Qur’an’ from St. Petersburg,” Manuscripta Orientalia 6.3 (2000):
19-22; Hans-Caspar Graf von BOTHMER, “Die Anfinge der Koranschreibung:
Kodikologische und kunsthistorische Beobachtungen an den Koranfragmenten
in Sanaa,” Magazin Forschung (Universitit des Saarlandes), 1 (1999):45.
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Prophet Muhammad’s death in AD 632, since it contains the ninth sura,
which includes some of the last passages he disseminated."”

The manuscript may be, from a textual-critical standpoint, the most
important one among those discovered in 1972 between the ceiling and
the roof of the Great Mosque of San‘a’.'® It seems that the other ones in
the collection, including the many others from the first century in the
Hijazi and Kufi scripts, may all belong to the standard tradition." The
collection includes some 12,000 Qur’anic parchment fragments. As of 1997,
all but 1500-2000 leaves or fragments were assigned to 926 distinct
Qur’anic manuscripts, none complete, and many containing only a few
folios. There are about 150 non-Qur’anic parchment fragments, and a large
number of fragments written on paper. Among the Qur’an manuscripts,
twenty-two are in the Hijazi script, and therefore are probably from the

') On the problems of the relative chronology and composition of the
Qur’an, see Behnam SADEGHI,“The Chronology of the Qur’an: A Stylometric
Research Program,” Arabica 58 (2011): 210-99. See that essay also for references
to the works of Theodor Noldeke and Mehdi Bazargan. For two different evalua-
tions of Noldeke's efforts, see Nicolai SINAT, “The Qur'an as Process,” in The
Qur’an in Context: Historical and Literary Investigations into the Qur’anic
Milieu, ed. Angelika Neuwirth, Nicolai Sinai, and Michael Marx (Leiden: Brill,
2010), 407-40; and Emmanuelle STEFANIDIS, “The Qur'an Made Linear: A
Study of the Geschichte des Qorans’ Chronological Reordering” Journal of
Qur’anic Studies 10.2 (2008): 1-22.

') This paragraph and the next one on the project to preserve the manu-
scripts are based on the following sources: BOTHMER,“Die Anfiinge der Koran-
schreibung,” 40-6; Ursula Dreibholz, telephone interview, July 30, 2011, and e-
mails dated July 20, August 3,4,8,10,and 27,2011; Bothmer, telephone interview,
August 26, 2011; Ursula DREIBHOLZ, Preserving a Treasure: The San‘a’ Manu-
seripts,” Museum International (UNESCO, Paris), No. 203 (Vol. 51, No. 3, 1999):
21-5; Ursula DREIBHOLZ, Treatment of Early Islamic Manuscript Fragments
on Parchment.” in The Conservation and Preservation of Islamic Manuscripts,
Proceedings of the Third Conference of al-Furgan Islamic Heritage Foundation,
ed. Yusuf Ibish et al. (London: al-Furqan Islamic Heritage Foundation,
1417/1996), 131-45; Claudia BRETTAR, “UdS: Neues Zentrum fiir Koranfor-
schung? Teil 1,7 Campus 29.3 (July 1999), http://www.uni-saarland.de/verwalt/
presse/campus/1999/3/20-UdS_neues_zentrum.html.

") In a response to a query from a historian, of which we were given a copy,
Gerd-Ridiger Puin wrote that the palimpsest is the only manuscript in the Dar
al-Makhtutat with significant textual variants. We are unable to verify this be-
cause, like everyone else, we are denied access to the microfilms prepared by
H. Bothmer, and because we have not been able to travel to San‘a’.The claim, how-
ever, is consistent with a few images published of other folios in the Hijaz script.
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first century AH (7" century and early 8" century AD).*" All but eight of
these twenty-two Hijazl manuscripts are in the “vertical format.” that is,
are longer in height than width. There are also many manuscripts in the
Kiufi seript,some of which are probably from the first century AH.

In 1980, a project was initiated to restore and preserve the parch-
ment manuscripts. It was launched under the auspices of the Yemeni
Department for Antiquities.The Cultural Section of the German Foreign
Ministry funded the work, providing 2.2 million German marks (about
1.1 million Euros). Albrecht Noth (University of Hamburg) was the di-
rector of the project. Work on the ground began in 1981 and continued

funding. Gerd-Riidiger Puin (University of Saarland) was the local di-
rector beginning with 1981. His involvement came to an end in 1985,
when Hans-Caspar Graf von Bothmer (University of Saarland) took over
as the local director. Bothmer left San‘a’in the following year, but con-
tinued to run the project from Germany, traveling to the site almost
every year. Beginning in 1982, Ursula Dreibholz served as the conserva-
tor for this project, and worked full time in San‘a” until the end of 1989.
She completed the restoration of the manuscripts. She also designed the
permanent storage, collated many parchment fragments to identify dis-
tinct Qur’anic manuscripts, and directed the Yemeni staff in the same
task.The manuscripts are located in the“House of Manuscripts,”the Dar
al-Makhtutat (DAM), in San‘a’, Yemen. After 1989, Bothmer would visit
the collection periodically. In the winter of 19967, he microfilmed all of
the parchment fragments that have been assigned to distinct Qur’anic
manuscripts. Of the remaining 1500-2000 fragments, he microfilmed a
group of 280. The microfilms are available in San‘a’ in the House of
Manuscripts.

Not all of the manuscript under study is in Yemen. The largest por-
tion is there, in the House of Manuscripts, bearing the catalog number
01-27.1. However, before the piles of manuscripts discovered in the
arand Mosque were secured, some folios must have been pilfered, as they
eventually found their way to auction houses abroad. Between 1992 and

) Puin wrote that there are about 90 Hijazi manuscripts (Gerd-Riidiger

Puin,“Observations on Early Qur'an Manuscripts in San‘a’,” in The Qur'an as
Text, ed. Stefan Wild (Leiden and New York: E.J. Brill, 1996), 108). This estimate
is wrong by a factor of four. Bothmer cites Puin’s error and corrects it, mention-
ing that the correct number is twenty-two (BoTHMER,”“Die Anfiinge der Koran-
schreibung,”46, footnote 28).
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2008. four folios from the palimpsest were auctioned in London. It is
convenient to refer to them as Christies 2008, Stanford 2007, David
86/2003, and Bonhams 2000.”' Because the label DAM 01-27.1 applies
only to the leaves located in the House of Manuscripts, it is necessary to
have a label for the entire manuscript that covers also the other four
folios and any others that may surface in future. We call the whole manu-
seript San‘a’ 1.

Scholars have not yet been granted access to the microfilms that
have been in the possession of Puin and Bothmer, nor has any author
traveled to San‘a’ and published a study using the microfilms or manu-
scripts there. As a result, the first public discussions of the lower text
were based on the images of the four folios that were auctioned in Lon-
don, and which therefore were readily available. Short entries in the auc-
tion house catalogs briefly addressed paleographic and art historical
aspects.” Subsequently, Sergio Noja NosEDA (who made an independ-
ent set of photos of the DAM 01-27.1 manuscript), Yasin DuTTON, and
Alba FEDELI announced the non-‘Uthmanic status of the folios they
examined.” Alba FEDELI published the first article discussing the
lower text. She focused on two folios (Bonhams 2000 and David 86/2003),
noted some important variants, and pointed out three variants that are
also reported as having been in certain Companion codices. She also has

2]) On the history of these folios, see SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Co-

dex.” 354-5. Even though the upper writing in the Stanford 2007 and David
86/2003 folios is in a different script, it is almost certain that these four folios
and the DAM 01-27.1 folios are from the same manuscript. The Stanford 2007
and David 86/2003 folios share a number of features with the other folios: the
size of the folios is the same, the same intricate and colored ten-verse markers
appear in the upper codex, and the lower modifier is found in Stanford 2007 and
David 86/2003 as well. The same script seems to be used in the lower codex, but
this provisional impression requires careful verification. It is apparent that
scribes took turns to write the upper codex, a common practice, about which see
SADEGHI and BERGMANN ,“The Codex.”357, and the references listed there.

22) See the references in SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,” 354 (foot-
notes 7 and 8), 360 (footnote 22).

23) Sergio NosEDA,“La Mia Visita a Sanaa e il Corano Palinsesto,” Istituto
Lombardo (Rendiconti Lett.) 137 (2003): 43-60; ANoNYMOUS, “The Qur’an:
Text, interpretation and translation’” 3rd Biannual SOAS Conference, October
16-17, 2003, Journal of Quranic Studies 6.1 (2003): 143-5 (mentioning DuT-
TON's paper, “Three Possibly pre-‘Uthmanic Folios of the Qur’an”); FEDELI,
“Early Evidences.”
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an article in Italian that mentions the 01-27.1 folios.”* An extended
study by Behnam SADEGHI focused on history, the role of orality, and
textual criticism.”

In 2007, S. Noja NosEDA and Christian ROBIN took an independent
set of pictures of DAM 01-27.1. It is conceivable that this stirred the
Puins, who had not published anything on the palimpsest since G.
Puin had become acquainted with it about twenty-six years earlier.
Beginning in 2008, nineteen years after all the parchment manuscripts
in San‘a’ had been restored, in three successive articles published at the
rate of one per year, Elisabeth PUIN (the wife of Gerd-Ridiger PUIN)
transcribed the lower text of three and a half folios (folios 2,5, 6A, and
20).* Her first essay (2008) mentioned the pictures taken“recently” by S.
Noja NosEDA and added that they might be published soon.” The tran-
scriptions are positive contributions, though the articles are not free
from errors.” In the third article (2010), she states views (not found in

2‘l) FeEpeL1,“Early Evidences.” For the contribution in Italian, see the Bib-

liography.
) SADEGHT and BERGMANN “The Codex.”
*%) Elisabeth Puin is an external lecturer in the Department of Evangelical

Theology in Saarland University in Saarbricken. Her publications are as fol-
lows: Elisabeth Puin,“Ein frither Koranpalimpsest aus San‘a’ (DAM 01-27.1),”
in Schlaglichter: Die beiden ersten islamischen Jahrhunderte, ed. Markus Grof} et
al. (Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2008), 461-93; Elisabeth Puin,“Ein friither Koranpa-
limpsest aus San‘a’ (DAM 01-27.1) — Teil 11,7 in Vom Koran zum Islam,ed. Mar-
kus Grof3 et al. (Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2009), 523-81; Elisabeth Puin,“Ein friiher
Koranpalimpsest aus San‘a” (DAM 01-27.1) — Teil III: Ein nicht-‘utmanischer
Koran.” in Die Entstehung einer Weltreligion 1: Von der koranischen Bewegung
zum Friihislam, ed. Markus Grof3 et al. (Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2010), 233-305.
These articles are not cited in SADEGHI and BERGMANN’s “Codex,” which was
completed in 2008 and modified and submitted for publication in 2009 before
the authors became aware of Elisabeth Puin’s 2008 essay.

27) E.Puin,“Koranpalimpsest [Teil 1],7462, footnote 2.

28) Among the errors in E. Puin’s work, three are particularly significant.
(1) The first one concerns the hand called “the lower modifier.” Preoccupied with
the theme of textual suppression, E. Puin misses the signs that the lower modi-
fier came after the upper text had been written and the lower writing had resur-
faced (see above, footnote 12). She asserts that the lower modifier’s jottings were
introduced before the lower text was fully erased and the upper text was written
(E.Puin,“Koranpalimpsest [Teil 1],"474;*Teil 11,”524;“Teil 111,"234-6,253).The
lower modifier occupies a prominent place in her discussion, signifying a “pro-
gressive canonization” of the text (“Teil 111,”235-6). (2) The second significant
error concerns what she takes to be the standard text of the Qur'an. When a
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her first two essays and presented without justification) that mirror the
conclusions of SADEGHI and BERGMANN's “Codex” essay. She thereby
moves away from the prevailing revisionist outlook of the authors in the
Inarah series in which her previous two articles appeared.™

word in a manuscript is spelled differently than it is in her Saudi Qur’an, she
calls that a “deviation from the standard text.” Needless to say, many spelling
variations in manuscripts do not match her Saudi Qur’an, and so her essays are
filled with statements like these:“even in the ... upper writing there are numer-
ous deviations from the standard text with respect to spelling” (“Koranpalimp-
sest [Teil 1] 462), and “the spelling variant of the defective alif occurs
frequently in Hijazl manuscripts” (“Teil 11,7 539). All of this points to a misun-
derstanding: she thinks that Muslim tradition has a “standard text” that pur-
ports to give the spelling of words in the original codices sent out by ‘Uthman.
She makes this explicit by referring to“the Standard text ... which according to
Muslim tradition reproduces the Qur’an in wording and spelling exactly as it
had been specified by the redaction of the caliph ‘Uthman”(“Teil 11,” 524). On
why this is wrong, see above, footnote 2. (3) The third notable error is her view
that David 86/2003 and Stanford 2007 are possibly not from the same manu-
seript as the other folios (“Teil I11.”248; 251, footnote 30; 258, footnote 38). On
this matter, see footnote 21, above.

25)) In her third article, “Teil 111, Elisabeth PUIN does not cite SADEGHI
and BERGMANN's “Codex” and does not include it in her bibliography. However,
she may have read it, at least in draft form, as she seems aware of its contents.
She mentions Stanford five times and correctly identifies the folio studied at
Stanford as the one formerly auctioned at Sotheby’s in1993.The study of that
folio at Stanford University was first mentioned in SADEGHI and BERG-
MANN's “Codex.” Indeed, she calls it the Stanford folio, a name that was given to
it in “The Codex.” E. PUIN mistakenly thinks that the folio is located perma-
nently at Stanford University (“Teil 111.”248), which may have led her to think
of its presence at Stanford as public knowledge, known independently of “The
Codex” essay. In fact, the folio was brought to Stanford only briefly for X-Ray
Fluorescence imaging. In any case, Sadeghi promptly sent G. Puin a copy of “The
Codex.”

We welcome the new elements in Elisabeth PUuin’s third essay (“Teil 1117)
that parallel SADEGHI and BERGMANN's “Codex”: (1) In her first two essays,
E.PuinN did not use the label “non-‘Uthmanic,” nor discuss Companion codices,
the existence of which is questioned by skeptical and revisionist scholars. In
“The Codex,” SADEGHI explained why the lower writing corroborates the real-
ity of the Companion codices, and called the lower writing “non-‘Uthmanic,”
preferring it to the oft-used “pre-‘Uthmanic.” In her third essay, E. PUIN says
that the lower writing confirms the reality of the Companion codices, and like-
wise calls it “non-‘Uthmanic” (“Teil 111,” 233-7). (2) SADEGHI wrote that the
lower writing represents a codex other than those of Ibn Masud and Ubayy b.
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Elisabeth PuiN worked with inferior,“small and 6 X 6 photographs in
black and white, taken by Dr. Gerd-R. PUiN and Dr. Hans-Caspar Graf
von BorEMER”* This may explain why her transcriptions have, by our
count, forty-one errors. (Based on better photographs and ultraviolet
images, our edition includes new transcriptions of the three and a half
folios discussed by E.PUIN.) It is surprising that in the seventeen years
during which G. PUuiN had the opportunity to take (or have his col-
leagues take) adequate pictures of the palimpsest for his own use, he did
not do so.”' Although media interviews with G. PUIN over a decade ago

Ka'bh. E.PUIN says the same thing in her third article (“Teil I111,”235), but not in
her earlier essays. (3) SADEGHI argued at length that “orality played a role”
(“The Codex,” 344) in generating the differences between the lower writing and
the ‘Uthmanic Qur’an. In her third essay, E. PUIN says, without providing any
justification, that “oral tradition indeed played a role” (“Teil I11,”237). She had
not mentioned orality in the first two essays. (4) SADEGHI provided a detailed
classification of variants (“The Codex,” 417-36). K. PUIN does so in her third
essay,“Teil 1I1.” 262-76, but not in the first two. (5) E. PUIN mentions that the
upper and lower writing “seem to have been written ... perhaps in the same kind
of ink” (“Teil 1117, 241) without explaining how she could determine the kind of
ink. It is chemical analysis, as described in “The Codex,” 367-8, that reveals the
inks as alike in being metal-based, and as different from the non-metallic inks of
the lower modifier and upper modifier hands. (6) SADEGHT compared the sura
sequences in the folios with those reported for the codices of Ibn Mas‘ud and
Ubayy b. Ka‘b. E. PUIN does this in her third essay (“Teil I11,” 257) but not in
the earlier ones.

3“) Elisabeth Puin,“Koranpalimpsest [Teil 1],”461-2, footnote 2.

) In a written response to a query sent to him by a historian, of which we
were given a copy, G. Puin attributed the poor quality of the microfilm pictures
to obstacles erected by the Yemeni authorities, who, he stated, were not inter-
ested in the success of the documentation project. The problems caused by the
Yemenis are a common motif in media interviews given by G. Puin for stories
that suggest that the Yemenis sought to suppress evidence (see Andrew
Hicains,“The Lost Archive,” The Wall Street Journal, January 12, 2008; Toby
LESTER,"What is the Koran?,” The Atlantic Monthly (January 1999), 44;see also
the next footnote). It should be noted, however, that scholars who had much
more limited access to the manuscripts than G. Puin was granted, and much less
time, took much better photographs of the palimpsest. An ordinary camera
should suffice for taking adequate pictures. A more plausible explanation than
Yemeni obstructionism is that G. Puin did not seriously plan to study the lower
writing of the palimpsest in the 1980s and the 1990s and therefore did not try to
take, or have his colleagues take, adequate photographs. When eventually his
wife decided to transcribe the text in the late 00s, shortly after Noseda had
photographed the palimpsest, she had to rely on the pictures prepared by
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described him as “thrilled” about studying the San‘a’ texts and errone-
ously blamed the lack of published studies on the Yemeni authorities, it
seems that serious study of the lower writing of the palimpsest was not
on his agenda at that time.”

Textual-Critical and Historical Implications

Before the advent of the printing press, book manuscripts formed
lineages. Like animals and plants, they were subject to heredity and
mutation. Typically. a book manuscript was a copy of an earlier one,
which was in turn a copy of an even earlier one, and so forth. As a book
was copied, textual variants could arise that would be passed to its off-
spring.

The analogy with nature extends to questions of method. Biologists
usually learn about the past in two ways. One way is to find a specimen
that can be dated on external grounds, for example, by using radiocarbon
dating or other paleontological methods to establish the date of a fossil
(and,in rare cases, recoverable DNA within it). The equivalent in our field
is to find an old dated or datable manuscript or inscription. In the last
several decades, some scholars in the field of Islamic studies have come
to consider only such documentary sources as valid evidence for early

G. Puin and H. Bothmer in the previous decades.These may be fine for many of
the other manuscripts and for the upper writing of the palimpsest, but they are
inadequate for the lower writing.

) Relying on interviews with G. Puin, Toby Lester wrote:“detailed exami-
nation ... is something the Yemeni authorities have seemed reluctant to allow.”
Lester added that Puin and Bothmer “have been reluctant to publish partly
because ... they felt that the Yemeni authorities, if they realized the possible
implications of the discovery, might refuse them further access.” Lester adds that
the microfilming of the manuscripts was completed in 1997.“This means that
soon Von Bothmer, Puin, and other scholars will finally have a chance to scruti-
nize the texts and to publish their findings freely, a prospect that thrills Puin.”
Lester thus implies that, as of 1999, G. Puin had not had the opportunity to
“scrutinize the texts.” In fact, Puin had this opportunity since 1981 when he
began working with the manuscripts, or since 1989 when the restoration of the
parchment fragments was complete, or since early 1997 after the microfilms
were made. See LESTER,”What is the Koran?,”44. For (. Puin’s publications, see
below, footnotes 33 and 78. For the theme of Yemeni obstructionism, see the
previous footnote and the section below entitled, “The Media and Manus-
cripts.”
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Islam. Accordingly, their impression that there are not many early copies
of the Qur’an or other documentary evidence is one of the contributing
factors to the common pessimism in early Islamic studies about our abil-
ity to learn much about the first century or two of Islam. Setting aside
the revisionists’ and skeptics’ undervaluation of the potential of the late
literary sources, it is noteworthy that they do not always recognize that
the earliest manuscripts can be used to work one’s way back in time. Our
knowledge can extend to the period before the manuscripts.

This brings us to another method biologists use to learn about the
past. They begin with known organisms, modern ones and fossils, and
group similar ones together, forming hierarchies of clusters and sub-
clusters that correspond to trees of descent. By comparing sub-branches,
they are able to learn about the branches from which they must have
diverged. In this manner, they recursively work their ways back to earlier
stages, identifying ancient species and their characteristics or the ar-
chaic attributes of extant species. With a number of important caveats, a
similar method works in the study of manuscripts and is commonly used
in textual criticism. One may use textual variants to group manuscripts
into clusters corresponding to the branches of a family tree. One can also
compare the offspring to learn about the progenitors. In the case of
San‘a’ 1, this method is a more fruitful method of discovery than radio-
carbon dating, impressive as the results of radiocarbon dating may be.

As with other widely transmitted books, codices of the Qur’an fall
into clusters, called text types, when compared for textual similarity.™

#) Not everybody who has written on the San‘@manuscripts thinks in
terms of text types. For an approach that disregards the notion, see Gerd-
Riidiger PUIN,“Observations on Early Qur'an Manuscripts in San‘a’,” in The
Qur'an as Text, ed. Stefan Wild (Leiden and New York: E.J. Brill, 1996), 107-11.
In this article, G. Puin reaches a striking conclusion based on the discovery of
two variants. He writes,“In 19:62 [the] original g ¥ [ tasma® was later cor-
rected to la tasma‘una (instead of the usual la yasma ‘una). Instead of qul ja'a I-
haqqu in 34:49 we find 3~V s J8 qila ja’a [-hagqu.The systems of the seven, ten or
14 Qvra’at are, consequently, younger than the variants observed in San‘a’.” Puin
does not say whether these readings appear in just one manuscript apiece. If
they do, as seems likely, the only way in which his theory that these readings give
the original text could be sustained is for all the other manuscripts to represent
a later state of the text, an improbable scenario, and an impossible one if these
other manuscripts have variants of their own, which would make them the origi-
nal texts by Puin’s method.To avoid such contradictions, scholars normally take
a singular reading to be a relatively late development or a scribal error, unless it
oceurs in a branch of the textual tradition that is different from all the others,
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By far the best-known cluster is the standard one, called the ‘Uthmanic
text type. We give it this name as a label of convenience because early
Muslims believed that its ancestors were the manuscripts that the caliph
‘Uthman (d. AD 656) had sent to the main cities of the state sometime
around AD 650 as part of his attempt to establish a standard text. We
accept this early dating for the spread of the text type, and in this essay
we take it as a given. We do not provide an argument for it here, since one
of us has already done so in a previous essay on the basis of the work
done by Michael Cooxk, Yasin DuTrTON, Hossein MODARRESSI, and
other scholars.* Regardless of the date one assigns to its origin, it can-
not be denied that the ‘Uthmanic text type represents a distinct branch
of the textual tradition. That is so because it forms a genuine cluster:
the differences between the texts within the text type are small com-
pared to the texts outside it. The lower writing of San‘a’ 1 clearly falls
outside the standard text type. It belongs to a different text type, which
we call C-1.

The relatively small number and scope of the variations within
the standard (‘Uthmanic) text type entails a critical conclusion with

also unlikely in this case. (For the treatment of singular readings in New Testa-
ment scholarship, see the references cited in SADEGHT and BERGMANN,“The
Codex.”387-8, footnote 84. In some circumstances, pre-modern kadith specialists
also viewed singular features in hadith variants in a similar light.) Textual critics
usually begin by grouping texts into text types before evaluating what is early
and what is late. By contrast, Puin begins with the assumption that the stan-
dard reading is a corruption in every case in which there is some other reading in
any manuscript. He holds to this premise so firmly that even what is on the face
of it a scribal error is for him the original text: the second variant mentioned
above is a scribal error on the face of it since it does not fit the context. (On
scribal errors, see, e.g., Alba FEDELI,"A.Perg.2: A Non Palimpsest and the Cor-
rections in Qur'anic Manuscripts,” Manuscripta Orientalia 11.1 (2005): 20-7;
SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,” 372, footnote 53.) Furthermore, Puin
does not even allow for the possibility that a standard reading and a variant
reading could have at some point existed simultaneously: the standard one is for
him automatically a later corruption, hence his conclusion that the readings in
the gira’at literature are “younger [i.e., later| than the variants” he has men-
tioned.

3‘l) SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”364-70. Another indication, be-
side those given in the preceding reference, for the early date of the spread of the
‘Uthmanic textual tradition is the significant number of first-century ‘Uth-
manic manuseripts.
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important ramifications: the splitting off of the ‘Uthmanic and other
textual traditions occurred no later than the spread of the ‘Uthmanic
text type. The innumerable ‘Uthmanic manuscripts and the different
‘Uthmanic readings preserved in the literary sources provide a very
clear picture of the degree and types of change that could arise during
the period in which the “‘Uthmanic tradition flourished. These changes
are small enough in scope and few enough in number to be compatible
with written transmission or with dictation in which the result is
checked against the original. The standard tradition thus appears to
have achieved a high level of transmission fidelity already around the
mid-seventh century AD.This ‘Uthmanic cluster and the textual tradi-
tions that fall significantly outside it, such as the C-1 tradition to which
the lower writing belongs, must have parted ways prior to the prolifera-
tion of the ‘Uthmanic tradition. This conclusion depends on the premise
that once people began transmitting the scripture with a high level of
accuracy, as in written transmission, a drastic reversion did not occur to
a previous, less precise form of transmission, one that could have gener-
ated the differences of the sort seen between C-1 and the ‘Uthmanic text
type.This premise, although not certain, is highly probable. It is, for ex-
ample, natural to assume that once written transmission began, it con-
tinued. Incidentally, one can see a similar trend in New Testament manu-
scripts and hadith variants.”

The conclusion that C-1’s origin must have predated ca. AD 650 is
largely independent of the date of San‘a’ 1. For example, it would not be
invalidated if it were found that the lower San‘a’ 1 codex was produced,
say, in the eighth century AD.This codex would still be only a represen-
tative of a C-1 text type, and the late date of the manuscript would still
beg the question of when this textual tradition originated. The codex
would have shared a common ancestor with its contemporaneous
‘Uthmanic cousins, a progenitor which would have dated from before
the spread of the ‘Uthmanic tradition. Moreover, since the differences
between the C-1 text type and the ‘Uthmanic text type outstrip in
magnitude and number the range of differences expected to arise in the
period after ca. AD 650, most of these differences must have originated
before then.

Until recently,no Qur’an manuscript was known outside the ' Uthmanic
tradition. Non-‘Uthmanic Qur’ans were known only through descriptions

3'—') SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,” 396, footnote 103.
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of them in the literary sources. According to these accounts, some
Companions of the Prophet had compiled complete Qur'an codices of
their own. Three Companions are frequently named: Abdallah b. Mas‘ud,
Ubayy b. Ka‘b.and Abu Musa al-Ash‘ari.The variants of the codices of the
first two are reported, while almost nothing seems to be remembered
about the third. However, because the sources quoting these variants were
written a long time after the Prophet Muhammad, scholars such as John
WaNsBrOUGH and John BURTON took the position that the Compan-
ion codices never actually existed — they were concepts that allowed Mus-
lims to assign their interpretations to fictive versions of the scripture.”
These scholars saw the reported textual differences not as genuine vari-
ants of the sort that normally arise in the course of transmission, but as
instances of exegesis (or desired doctrines, for Burton) transformed into
scriptural text. This view is implausible for a number of reasons. A small
fraction of the variants do make a difference in meaning. But most vari-
ants do not affect the meaning significantly enough to warrant such a
theory. and many variants do not change the meaning at all. Furthermore,
most textual differences are candidates for being the products of assimila-
tion of parallels, harmonization to context, or simple omission — phenom-
ena that characterize genuine transmission.” The one reason that is most
relevant for our purposes, however, is that San‘a’ 1 constitutes direct
documentary evidence for the reality of the non-‘Uthmanic text types
that are usually referred to as “Companion codices.”

Table 1 gives a few examples, in English translation, in which C-1 dif-
fers from the standard text.” The C-1 type shares a number of variants

%) John BuwrTon, The Collection of the Quran (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1977), 228; John WANSBROUGH, Qur anic Studies (Amherst,
NY: Prometheus Books, 2004), 44-5, 203-5. Wansbrough’s book was originally
published in 1977.

) For the assimilation of parallels and harmonization to context in the
Jewish Bible, see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 2nd rev.
ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,2001),261-3. For the literature on the assimila-
tion of parallels and nearby terms in New Testament manuscripts, see the refer-
ences given in SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,” 388, footnotes 85 and
87. For assimilation of parallels and nearby terms generating differences be-
tween Companion codices, see SADEGHI and BERGMANN, “The Codex,” 388,
391-2,401-3. For a likely example of assimilation of parallels in the hadith lit-
erature, see Behnam SADEGHI, “The Traveling Tradition Test: A Method for
Dating Traditions,” Der Islam 85.1 (2008): 222.

) For a few other variants translated into English, see SADEGHI and
BERGMANN “The Codex,’355.
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with those reported for the codices of Abdallah b. Mas‘tud and Ubayy b.
Ka‘b, and these are listed in Appendix 1. These constitute a minority
among its variants, as C-1 does not share the vast majority of its vari-
ants with these codices. Nor are most of their variants found in C-1.Thus,
C-1 represents a text type of its own, a distinct“Companion codex.”*

C-1 confirms the reliability of much of what has been reported about
the other Companion codices not only because it shares some variants
with them, but also because its variants are of the same kinds as those
reported for those codices.” There are additions, omissions, transposi-
tions, and substitutions of entire words and sub-word elements (mor-
phemes). A large number of these variants involve “minor” elements of
language such as suffixes, prefixes, prepositions, and pronouns. Many
variants involve changes of person, tense, mood, or voice (passive or ac-
tive), or the use of different words having the same root.*' Furthermore,
the variants in C-1 and other Companion codices richly display the phe-
nomena of assimilation of parallels — whereby a scribe's writing of a
verse is affected by his or her memory of a similar verse elsewhere in the
Qur’an — and assimilation of nearby terms, whereby a scribe’s writing is
influenced by nearby expressions. The fact that all these features are
found both in the codex of Ibn Mas‘ud, as described by al-A‘mash, and in
C-1 establishes that the literary sources preserve information about
codices that actually existed. The question remains whether these real
codices originated at the time of the Companions, which is what early
Muslims recalled. A positive answer to this question is supported by tex-
tual criticism, as described above, which assigns the beginning of the C-1
text type to the period before the spread of the standard text type, that
is, before ca. AD 650. In sum, the “Companion” codices indeed existed at
the time of the Companions, as the literary sources maintain.

3$)) SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”344,360,390—4.

J'“) SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,” 345, 390—4. There is, however, a
conspicuous difference between C-1 and the codex of Ibn Mas‘ud: C-1 has a lot
more variants — by a rough estimate perhaps twenty-five times as many.

"y SapEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex.” 390-4, 389 (Table 6), 393 (Ta-
ble 7).
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Table 1. Examples of Major Variants

Variant description

The text of the standard
tradition

The text of the C-1
tradition

In Q 2.196,C-1 does not
have the word
ru usakum.

Do not shave your
heads until the offering
reaches its destination.

Do not shave until the
offering reaches its
destination.

In Q 2.196.C-1 has
Ja-in kana ahadun
instead of the standard
Ja-man kana.

If any of you be sick

Should one of you be
sick

In Q 2.196,C-1 has aw
nusukin instead of the
standard aw sadaqatin
aw nusukin.

fasting, or alms, or an

offering

fasting or an offering

In Q 2.201,C-1 has
wa-l-akhirati instead of
the standard hasanatan
wa-fv l-akhirati
hasanatan.

There are people who
say, “Our Lord, give us
in this world,”and they
have no portion in the
world to come.Then,
there are those who say,
“Our Lord, give us good
in this world and good
in the next.”

There are people who
say, “Our Lord, give us
in this world,”and they
have no portion in the
world to come.Then,
there are those who say,
“Our Lord, give us in
this world and the
next.”

In Q 63.7,C-1 has min
hawlihi after yanfaddi.

They are the ones who
say, “Do not spend
(alms) on those who are
with the Messenger of
God in order that they
may disperse.”

They are the ones who
say, “Do not spend
(alms) on those who are
with the Messenger of
God in order that they
may disperse from
around him.”

C-1, when combined with the other textual traditions, can shed light
on the state of the text from which they all descended, that is, the proto-
type disseminated by the Prophet Muhammad.The literary sources pro-
vide fairly systematic information about the codex of Ibn Mas‘ud, allow-
ing one to compare it with C-1 and the ‘Uthmanic text types. It emerges
that where the texts of Ibn Mas‘ud, C-1, and ‘Uthman disagree, usually
the ‘Uthmanic version is in the majority: that is, the ‘Uthmanic text
agrees with one of the others against the third. This is compatible with
two scenarios. First, the ‘Uthmanic text may be a hybrid formed on the
basis of a number of Companion codices (and, conceivably, partial codi-
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ces and free-standing copies of suras) in which preference was usually
given to the majority reading. This hybridity thesis happens to fit some
early Muslim reports about the formation of the text. Second, the ‘Uth-
manic Qur’an could have been a self-contained, existing codex like those
of Ibn Mas‘ud and C-1,the three text types being distinct descendants of
a common source, the Prophetic prototype. In this scenario, the fact that
the ‘Uthmanic text is usually in the majority suggests that it is overall a
better reproduction of the common source.” These broad, initial conclu-
sions may be refined or even significantly modified once we have fin-
ished the detailed study of all the variants and performed a statistical
comparison of C-1 and the ‘Uthmanic text.® As another refinement,
it may become necessary to come to terms with the fact that different
suras in a codex could have had different transmission histories before
they came to be incorporated in a Companion codex. As explained in a
previous essay, this likelihood arises since a Companion’s codex may have
taken different siras from different scribes.* This possibility now seems
particularly relevant, since, as compared to the other swras in C-1 found
in the fragment, sura 20 in C-1 shows a greater affinity to the codex of
Ubayy b. Ka‘h.*” Finally, one should investigate the extent to which the
variants may be due to the Prophet reciting different versions.*’
Analysis resolves a fundamental question about the early history of
the Qur’an: who joined the existing verses to form the suras (chapters)
and when? Many scholars and some early reports hold that this was
accomplished after the death of the Prophet by the committee that

*) SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex.” 343-436. We owe the hybridity

hypothesis to Michael Cook.

*) The work is in progress, and it involves comparing C-1’s text with the
‘Uthmanic Qur’an.The key question relating to the problem of textual priority
is whether one text type has significantly more “irreducible pluses” than the
other.A“plus”of a text type is a word or a phrase found in it that is missing from
the other text type (without some other word or phrase taking its place). It is
“irreducible”if it cannot be explained as an addition resulting from assimilation
of parallels or nearby terms. Having more irreducible pluses is a sign of textual
priority. Such an analysis was conducted previously on the variants in the four
folios of San‘a’l auctioned abroad (SADEGHI and BERGMANN, “The Codex.”
385-90, 399-405), but, obviously, the results might be different once all the folios
have been analyzed.

“) SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”404, footnote 115.

*) See Appendix 1.

J‘") SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”404, footnote 115.
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‘Uthman charged with the task of standardizing the Qur’an. Some other
early reports however indicate that this was done already by the Prophet
himself. This last view is now found to be better supported. It follows
from the fact that the ‘Uthmanic Qur’an, C-1, and the Companion codi-
ces generally have the same passages within the suras, that the suras
were fixed before these various textual traditions branched off, in par-
ticular before the spread of the ‘Uthmanic version. With only a few ex-
ceptions, the differences among the codices are at the level of mor-
phemes, words, and phrases — not at the level of sentences or verses. The
exceptions in C-1 include the very short consecutive verses 31 and 32 in
sura 20, which are three words long apiece, and which appear in C-1 in
reverse order. Literary sources record that these verses were also trans-
posed in the Codex of Ubayy b. Ka‘b.*” Another exception concerns verse
85 of sura 9, which is missing. At sixteen words, this omission is found to
be an outlier when compared to the sizes of other missing elements in
C-1, which are much shorter.The anomaly may be explained by the com-
mon phenomenon of parablepsis, a form of scribal error in which the eye
skips from one text to a similar text, in this case, from the instance of
una followed by a verse separator and the morpheme wa at the end of
verse 84 to the instance of una followed by a verse separator and the
morpheme wa at the end of verse 85.The conclusion that the suras were
constituted prior to the ‘Uthmanic text helps one assess the accuracy of
some early Muslim accounts. It disproves the reports that imply that it
was under ‘Uthman that the suras were assembled from the preserved
pieces of the revelation.*

There are some traditions about ‘Uthman’s team finding the last two
verses of sura 9 with a man named Khuzayma, or Abu Khuzayma, or Ibn
Khuzayma.* (-1 has these verses in the expected place. Since they are
also found in the Uthmanic Qur’an, and since it is not reported that any
Companion codex was without them, these verses must have belonged to
the prototype from which the C-1 and ‘Uthmanic text types emerged.
Therefore, one should not read too much into the report.

J'7) ‘Abd al-Latif al- KBHATIB, Mu jam al-gira’at (Damascus: Dar Sa‘d al-Din),
5:430.

*) For a summary of traditions suggesting that the suras were fixed only
after the Prophet’s death, see Hossein MODARRESSI, “Early Debates on the
Integrity of the Qur’an: A Brief Survey.” Studia Islamica 77 (1993): 8-13. Modar-
ressi questions their accuracy and calls them “extremely problematic”(p. 14).

) Mahmud RAMYAR, Tarikh-i Quran, 2nd ed. (Tehran: Amir Kabir, HS
1362/1983),313-6.
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The order in which the suras were put together is a different matter.
Different Companion codices had different sura sequences, indicating
that the order was not completely fixed at the time of the Prophet.”
This is supported by C-1. which adopts a non-standard sura order. In a
previous article, one of us mentioned three sura transitions found in the
lower writing, and subsequently another author mentioned two more.”
In Table 2 we present a complete table of the eleven sura transitions in
the extant folios of San‘a’ 1. (For convenience, in the table and elsewhere
in this article, the sura numbers give the ‘Uthmanic rank.) Al-A‘ZzAMI
has made the astute point that a non-standard sura transition does not
entail a non-standard Qur’an if it occurs in a pamphlet with a selection
of siiras.” However, the point does not apply to the lower writing: it cov-
ers too much of the Qur’an, including some of the largest suras;its word-
ing establishes its non-‘Uthmanic status; and its sura ordering is too
similar to those reported for other Companion codices.

One may make three observations about C-1's sura ordering. First,
some transitions are found only in Ubayy b. Ka‘b’s codex, others only in
Ibn Mas‘ud’s codex, and yet others in no reported sura ordering. Second,
the ordering is closer to those of Ibn Mas‘tid and Ubayy b. Ka‘b than to
that of ‘Uthman. This pattern is so strong that one would expect it to
hold in the lost remainder of the codex as well. Third, the ordering is
closer to the one reported for Ubayy b. Ka‘b than to that of Ibn Mas‘ud:
but the pattern is not strong enough and the sample size is not large
enough to provide an inkling of whether that was also the case in the
rest of the codex.

") SApEGHT and BERGMANN “The Codex,”409-10.

'y SapEcHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,” 393 (Table 8); E. Puin,“Teil I1.
256-1.

y Al-A‘zaMI, History, 77-81.
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Table 2. The sura orders in C-1, Ibn Mas ud, and Ubayy b. Ka'b. The numbers are
the ‘Uthmanic ranks. The sequences in the Fihrist of Ibn al-Nadvm and
the 1tqan of al-Suyuty differ due to errors in the transmission of the re-
ports about sura orders.

C-1 Ibn Mas‘ud Ubayy b.Ka‘b
11,8,9,19 Fihrist:®9,16,11,nine Filrist:>8,9,11,19

intervening suras, 8,19

Itqan: ot 9,16,11,fourteen Itqan: %6 8,9,11,19
intervening suras, 8,19

12,18 Fihrist:sura 18 is omitted;  Fihrist: 12,18
12 is followed by 17

Itqan:12,18,17 Ttqan:12,18

15,25 Fihrist: sura 15 is omitted Fihrist: 15, ten intervening suras, 25
Itgan:25,15 Itqan: sura 25 is omitted

20,21 Fihrist: sura 20 is omitted Fihrist: 20,21
Itgan:21,20 Itqan: 20,21

34,13 Fihrist: 13,34 Fihrist: 13, four intervening suras, 34
ltqan: 13,34 Itqan: 34, two intervening suras, 13

39,40 Fihrist: 39,40 Fihrist: 39, five intervening suras, 40
Itgan: 39,40 Itgan: 39, six intervening suras, 40

63,62,89,90 Fihrist:63,62,twenty-nine  Fihrist:63,62,65,89 (sura 90 is omit-
intervening suras,89,85,84, ted,unless la ugsimu refers to it
96,90 rather than to sura 75,in which case
it comes at eleven removes after
sura 89.)

Itgan: 63,62, twenty-seven  [tgan:63,62,66,89,90
intervening suras, 89,85, 84,
96,90

One report ascribes to‘Uthman’s team the decision to place sura 9 af-
ter sura 8, and to do so without inserting between them the basmala,“In

53) Ibn al-Nadim, Kutab al-Fihrist,ed. Rida Tajaddud (n.d. and n.p.), 29.

5J') Al-Suyuti, al-Itgan fi ‘wlum al-Qur’'an (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1416/1996),
1:176.

55) Ibn al-Nadim, al-Fihrist,29-30.

56) Al-Suyuti, al-Itqan, 1:175-6.
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the Name of God, the Compassionate, the Merciful,” a formula found at
the beginning of all the other swras.”” The evidence of San‘a’ 1 adds a
nuance to this claim.The transition point between suras 8 and 9 happens
to be part of the surviving fragments of the lower codex, and it lacks the
basmala like the ‘Uthmanic text. In putting sura 9 right after sura 8, the
manuscript agrees with the codices of ‘Uthman and Ubayy b. Ka‘b, but
not that of Ibn Mas‘td, which places sura 8 at many removes after sura 9.
It is unlikely, then, that the decision of ‘Uthman’s team was an innova-
tion.

As mentioned above, most of the differences between C-1 and the
other text types must have arisen at the branching off of the textual
traditions. This happened probably as the Prophet recited the text and a
Companion wrote it down. Purely written transmission can be dis-
counted due to the significance of the variants in number and nature.
Purely oral transmission can be ruled out, too, for several reasons. The
variations that arose in the hadith literature during the first century AH
provide a good idea of what to expect from purely oral transmission:
entire paragraphs would be worded differently, with additions, omissions,
and transpositions at the sentence and paragraph levels. The differences
seen in C-1, rather, compare to hadith variants arising in the late second
century AH, when the use of writing was common. (Against this, one
might object that the transmission of the Qur’an would have required a
high standard of memorization, and, therefore, perhaps memorization
could convey the text with precision. The objection is moot to a degree,
however, given that the C-1 variants show that the text was in fact not
transmitted precisely. Besides, the thousand or so pointing and vocaliza-
tion variants of the written ‘Uthmanic text highlight the fallibility of
oral transmission, and certain ‘Uthmanic variant readings presuppose a
written skeletal text that was on occasion read seemingly without a
memory of the spoken form: take “inda versus “tbad in Q 43.19, yaqussu
versus yaqdi in Q 6.57, and yusayyirukum versus yanshurukum in Q
10.22.) Another indication of the use of writing is that the textual vari-
ants in C-1, while numerous, remain the exception rather than the norm.
This holds even for “minor” elements of language, including particles,
prepositions, suffixes, etc.” Moreover, even a careful memorizer who re-
produces the words exactly is prone to getting the order of the verses
wrong; yet C-1 has the same verses and the same order of verses as the
standard Qur’an.

'Y RAMYAR, Tarikh-i Qur'an,429.
8) SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”385-90.

ST
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The frequency and nature of the variants indicate that the branching
off of the C-1 and the Uthmanic text types must have involved semi-oral
transmission, that is, some combination of written and oral transmission.
Ascertaining the precise manner in which orality and writing were com-
bined requires a considerable amount of research. For now, two different
hypotheses may be advanced. One theory would be that transmission
involved the reciting of the text and the simultaneous writing down of
the recitation by a Companion, but not precise, word-for-word dictation.
The variants indicate a recitation that was performed faster than a
hearer could take down with complete fidelity. The second theory would
be that a Companion with a good memory wrote down a swra not simul-
taneously with hearing it, but after the recitation had been complete, for
example, after he went home. He could have taken notes during the reci-
tation that would serve as a mnemonic.The use of such notes, the scribe’s
good memory, and his prior familiarity with the Qur’an may explain why
most of the text remained unchanged, even when it came to the relatively
small linguistic elements, while the time gap between the hearing and
writing would explain the differences that arose.

There are several possible explanations for why the leaves of the
original manuscript were reused to prepare a new one.The original codex
may have been worn out due to extensive use over a number of decades.
Just how quickly the pages were worn out would depend on how often
the manuscript was used, something that we are not in a position to
know. In addition, the orthographic and paleographic differences be-
tween the two layers are consistent with their being separated by a pe-
riod long enough for the codex to have been worn out: though both
scripts are Hijazi, the upper writing is more compact, uses more alifs,
and uses more dots for distinguishing the consonants.” Alternatively,
part of the lower codex may have been damaged in an accident. As a
third possibility, the fact that the lower writing belongs to a non-
‘Uthmanic textual tradition may have been the motive, since C-1 would
have become obsolete as the parallel ‘Uthmanic tradition came to be
regarded as the standard.These explanations, of course, are not mutually
exclusive.”

Some scholars will consider only a narrative of suppression. Indeed, it
is possible that the original owner(s) recycled the codex due to a prefer-
ence for the ‘Uthmanic version. However, this would not necessarily
mean that the scribe considered the lower writing wrong or illegitimate.

5”) SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”358-60.
) SapEGHT and BERGMANN “The Codex,”370.
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Early traditions preserve a wide spectrum of attitudes towards the codi-
ces of Ibn Mas‘td and other Companions, some depreciatory, some adula-
tory, and some neutral. Many reports imply the legitimacy of Ibn
Mas‘tud’s codex or other Companion codices. Even some of the reports
that express preference for the standard text do so. However, we are
aware of only one report that denies the basic legitimacy and divine
origin of Ibn Mas‘tud’s codex. Kufans who held Ibn Mas‘ud (d.AH 33) in
high esteem quoted the statement from al-Hajjaj (d. 95). The latter was
notorious for his opposition to Ibn Mas“ud’s codex, and he was not re-
membered fondly for that in Kufa, where the local school of law saw Ibn
Mas‘ud as its founder, where Sulayman al-A‘mash (d. 147) continued to
recite Ibn Mas‘ud’s codex alongside the ‘Uthmanic text and transmit its
variants, and where important Qur'an reciters such as Ibrahim al-
Nakha (d. 96), Ibn Waththab (d. 103), Talha b. Musarrif (d. 112), al-
A‘mash (d. 147), and Hamza (d. 156) were influenced to varying degrees
by Ibn MasTd’s text type even when they were reciting Uthman’s text.""
On closer examination, the quotation from al-Hajjaj appears as a possi-
ble exaggeration by Kufan Qur’an reciters, fashioned to make al-Hajjaj
appear all the more outrageous.”

) For an example of Ibn Mas‘tud’s influence on*Uthmanic readings in Kufa,
see SADEGHI,“Criteria for Emending the Text of the Qur’an.”

%) The report was transmitted through the Kuafan Qur’an reciter Abu Bakr
b.Ayyash (d.AH 193) from the well-known Kufan Qur’'an specialists ‘Asim b. Abi
al-Najud (d. 128) and Sulayman al-A‘mash (d. 147). Here are two representative
versions: (Version 1) Ibn Mas‘ud “says (or thinks) that his Qur’an is from God.
By God, it is nothing but Bedouin rajaz poetry (ma hiya illa rajaz min rajaz al-
a‘rab); God almighty did not send it to his Prophet.” (Version 2) Ibn Mas‘ud “re-
cites the Qur’an, versifying it as the Bedouin recite rajaz poetry, and calls this
[reciting] the Qur’an (yagqra’w al-Qur’an rajzan ka-rajz al-a‘rab wa-yaqulu hadha
al-Qur’an).” See 1bn Asakir, Ta rikh madinat Dimashq, ed.Ali Shiri (Beirut: Dar
al-Fikr, 1415/1995). 12:159-62; Abu Dawud al-Sijistani, Sunan. ed. Sa‘ld
Muhammad al-Lahham (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1410/1990), 2:400.The first version
quoted above is surprising as it depicts Ibn Mas‘td’s codex as different in kind
from the ‘Uthmanic Qur’an. That goes against everything else that has been
related about that codex,including the detailed account provided by al-A‘mash,
whose authority this tradition invokes. (On al-A‘mash’s description of Ibn
Masud’s codex, see SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”391-3.) It is possi-
ble that this anomalous version adapts and embellishes the second version,
which says something quite different and less unexpected. In the second version
quoted above, the issue is not the contents of Ibn Mas‘ud’s codex, but rather the
manner in which he (and presumably his followers) recited the Qur’an. He is
accused of having recited it in the way a Bedouin would recite poetry, presuma-
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One idea that seems to have been in fairly wide circulation already in
the first century of Islam was that the Qur’an was revealed in Seven
Modes (sab‘at ahruf).” Translated from the language of metaphysics into
that of history, this notion entails that the Companion codices were all
legitimate despite their differences, as they ultimately represented what
the Prophet’s scribes wrote down, and as they all enjoyed the Prophet’s
endorsement. Such codical pluralism being an early notion, those who
sought to elevate the ‘Uthmanic version above the others could not sim-
ply declare the other codices non-Qur’anic. Some early scholars found a
solution by making use of an existing tradition that said that the

bly a sacrilege. Another version of al-Hajjaj’s speech transmitted through a
Basran isnad also suggests that the issue was the manner of recitation: it says
that Ibn Masud would “recite the Qur’an as if it were Bedouin rajaz poetry
(yaqra’w l-Qur’an ka-annahu rajaz al-a‘rab; Abu 1-Hasan al-Masadi, Muruj al-
dhahab, ed. Yusuf As‘ad Daghir, 2" ed. (Qum: Dar al-Hijra, 1409), 3:143). The
possibility that reciting the Qur’an like poetry was controversial is confirmed
by another Kufan tradition on the authority of Ibn Masud that discourages
reciting the Qur’an like poetry (wa-la tahudhdh I-Qur’an ka-hadhdh al-shi'r,
wa-la tanthuru nathr al-dagal, quoted in Ibn Abi Shayba, Musannaf, ed. Sa‘id al-
Lahham (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1409/1989), 7:186). A related point of controversy
was the chanting or singing of the Qur’an. See Muhammad b. Ya‘qub al-Kulayni,
al-Kaft, 4™ ed. (Tehran: Dar al-Kutub al-Islamiyya, HS 1365). 2:614; al-Suyuti,
Itgan, 1:243; M. TALBI1,"La qira’a bi-l-alhan,” Arabica 5 (1958): 183-90. (We owe
the last reference to Michael Cook.) In sum. one version of the report perhaps
rearranges the words of a more primitive version and in doing so exaggerates the
virulence of al-Hajjaj’s words, an unsurprising transformation given that the
tradition circulated in a milieu that was hostile to al-Hajjaj. If, however, one
considers the more audacious version as representing the original wording, then
it should be considered as hyperbole, since it goes against the available evidence.
63) Seven Modes (sab‘at ahruf) traditions include Prophetic and non-
Prophetic reports. For an overview of the matns and isnads of the Prophetic
hadiths, see ‘ABD AL-‘AzIz ‘ABD AL-FATTAH AL-QARY’, Hadith al-alruf al-
sab'a: dirasa li-isnadihi wa-matnihi wa-khtilaf al-ulama’ fv ma nahw wa-silatihi
bi-l-qira’at al-Qur'aniyya (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1423/2002), 9-41.‘Abd
al-Fattah’s work has the merit of including related traditions that do not use the
words sab‘at ahruf, and the demerit of excluding non-Prophetic athar. For the
English translation and brief discussion of a Seven Modes report that quotes
Ibn Mas‘ud instead of the Prophet, see SADEGHI and BERGMANN,“The Codex,”
412-3. A detailed analysis of the Seven Modes traditions needs to be conducted.
In the meantime, our impression is that the idea dates from the first century

AH.
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Prophet used to present the Qur’an to the angel Gabriel every year. They
linked these successive presentations with the different Companion co-
dices, and they said that the ‘Uthmanic text was the last presentation,
implying that it superseded the others.” The admirers of ITbn Masad
responded by pointing out that his reading would surely have been up-
dated if a text had been abrogated, or they reacted by simply making
Ibn MasTd’s Qur'an the final presentation.” Both sets of traditions
accepted that the Prophet introduced multiple versions of the Qur’an as
the text was updated annually, and both took it for granted that Com-
panion codices represented legitimate recordings of the revelations; they
disagreed only over which codex was the last version.

The codex of Ibn Mas‘ud eventually lost popularity. but codical plu-
ralism did not vanish altogether. Although many different interpreta-
tions of the “Seven Modes” arose over time, many scholars continued to
regard them as encompassing the Companion codices. Ibn al-Jazar1 (d.
AH 833) wrote that the majority of scholars held that the Seven Modes
are not limited to the master codices Uthman sent to the cities — that is
to say, they can include non-‘Uthmanic variants — and that they held the
‘Uthmanic codices to constitute precisely the Prophet’s “final presenta-
tion”® He thus found some Companion textual variants “acceptable’

9

(yugbal) even though he disapproved of reciting them in prayers. He

™) See, for example, Ibn Abi Shayba, Musannaf, 7:205; Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat
al-kubra (Beirut: Dar Sadir, 1968), 2:195; Muhammad b.'Abd Allah al-Hakim al-
Naysaburi, al-Mustadrak, ed. Yusuf al-Mar‘ashli, Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘rifa (n.d.),
2:230; Ahmad b.‘Ali al-Nasa'l, al-Sunan al-kubra, ed.'Abd al-Ghaffar al-Bandari
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyya, 1411/1991), 5:71-2; Jalal al-Din al-Suytuti,
al-Durr al-manthur fv l-tafsir bi-l-ma’thur (Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘rifa li-1-Tiba‘a
wa-1-Nashr, 1979), 1:106.

65) Ibn Abi Shayba, Musannaf, 7:205; al-Hakim al-Naysaburi, al-Mustadrak,
2:230; al-Suyuti, al-Durr al-manthur, 1:106.

66) Ibn al-Jazari writes, “Most scholars from earlier and more recent times
and the imams of the Muslims have held that these ‘Uthmanic codices contain
only that portion of the Seven Modes that fits their rasm” (wa-dhahaba jamahuvr
al-‘ulama’ min al-salaf wa-l-khalaf wa-a immat al-muslimin ila anna hadhihi
l-masahif al-‘uthmaniyya mushtamila ‘ala ma yahtamiluhu rasmuha min al-
ahruf al-sab‘a faqat), and adds that the ‘Uthmanic codices constitute precisely
the Prophet’s final presentation of the text to Gabriel. See Ibn al-Jazari,
al-Nashr fv l-qira’at al-‘ashr, ed. ‘All Muhammad al-Dabba‘ (Beirut: Dar al-
Kutub al-‘Ilmiyya.n.d.),31. I was led to this reference by a forthcoming essay of
Yasin DuTTON, entitled,”Orality, Literacy and the ‘Seven Ahruf’ Hadith.”
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mentions however that some other scholars did endorse the use of Com-
panion codices in worship.”” Many pre-modern scholars, if they were with
us today, might have looked reverentially at the lower writing’s variants
as instantiations of the Seven Modes while perhaps denying the text the
status of the ‘Uthmanic Qur’an in prayers. In sum, neither in early Islam
nor later did the preference for the standard text always entail a dis-
missal of the Companion codices.

The Media and Manuscripts

As much as we would like to disregard the media, it is difficult to do
so. Academic publications increasingly rely on them, and professors as-
sign newspaper articles for their classes. Moreover, it is instructive to
take note of the rumors that circulate among modern academics and the
journalistic articles that mirror and feed them. Stories, after all, spread
better if they capture the worldviews, hopes, and fears of their host
populations.

In the late 1990s, a narrative swept a number of Western universities,
and it can be epitomized by one word: suppression. One version was that
Yemen was prone to concealing the precious newly-discovered manu-
seripts in its possession, leading the Europeans who were restoring the
parchments to keep their secrets under wraps for the time being. One
journalist, Toby LESTER, asserted as much based on interviews with
G.Puin.™ He added that “detailed examination ... is something the

67 _ . , L. . .
") For Ibn al-Jazari’s views on the Seven Modes and legitimate recitations,

see Ibn al-Jazari, al-Nashr, 7-9, 14-15,26-8, 31-3. 44. He holds that any reading
is authoritative and belongs to the Seven if (¢) it is in good Arabic, (¢7) it does not
differ skeletally-morphemically from one of the ‘Uthmanic regional codices, and
(7¢7) it is transmitted soundly from individuals. If the reading does not fit the
‘Uthmanic text (khatt al-mushaf) but the other two conditions are satisfied, then
it is“accepted, but not recited”in rituals (p. 14). He writes that, unlike him, some
scholars permit the recitation of such Companion variants in ritual prayers,
while others take the middle ground by allowing their use in worship except in
the case of the Fatiha (pp. 13—4).This opens the door to the acceptability of some
non-‘Uthmanic variants even in his relatively restrictive approach, and he gives
as examples two acceptable Companion variants that differ significantly from
the ‘Uthmanic text at the phrase level. Cf. ‘ABD AL-‘Az1z AL-QART’, Hadith al-
ahruf al-sab‘a, 45-8.
%) Toby LESTER “What is the Koran? 44.
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Yemeni authorities have seemed reluctant to allow”™ A more forward
version of the motif had Yemen prevent the publication of manuscripts
outright. In any case, the narrative implied that European academics
had met the resistance and intolerance of people who are beholden to
religious dogma and unaccustomed to rational inquiry.

The media weaved the suppression motif within martyrologies and
harrowing tales of victimization.” Reports touching the San‘a’ manu-
scripts mentioned the Rushdie affair and the persecution of NASr
HAm1iD ABT ZAYD.” The New York Times presented as fact hearsay
about a Palestinian scholar of early Islam, Suliman Bashear, being
injured when his students threw him out of a second-story window.”
(Several people who were close to the late Bashear told us that the event
never happened. For example, BASHEAR’s wife, Dr. Lily FEIDY, in an
e-mail message dated August 14, 2011, wrote,“Please note that Suliman
was never attacked or injured by his students; nor was he physically
attacked by anybody else. I have been asked this question a million
times”). The New York Times made much of a book of Christoph Lux-
ENBERG being turned down by a publisher.” The Wall Street Journal
related an account narrated by (. PUIN about Yemen seizing the images
of the San‘a’ manuscripts that BOrHEMER had prepared.™ (In a tele-

GS)) Toby LESTER,“What is the Koran?,”44. See above, footnotes 31 and 32,
for assertions about Yemeni obstructionism.

T“) LESTER,“What is the Koran?”;Alexander STILLE,“Scholars are Quietly
Offering New Theories of the Koran,” The New York Times, March 2,2002; H1c-
GINS,“The Lost Archive.” Nicholas KrisToF, “Islam, Virgins, and Grapes,” The
New York Times, April 22, 2009; Nicholas KrisTOF, “Martyrs, Virgins, and
srapes,” The New York Times, August 4, 2004. With the exception of Higgins’
story, these articles celebrate revisionist scholarship.

7I) LEsTER,"What is the Koran?,”45,50. Compare to KR1sTOF,"Islam, Vir-
gins and Grapes.”

™) STILLE “Scholars are Quietly Offering New Theories of the Koran.”

™) STILLE “Scholars are Quietly Offering New Theories of the Koran.”Stille
assumes that publishers normally accept a book if there is some good scholar
somewhere who likes the book. Thus, the fact that there may be some scholars
who like Luxenberg’s book is for Stille proof of discrimination. Incidentally, one
of the scholars who, according to Stille, praised Luxenberg’s book is Patricia
Crone.Yet, in reference to the works by Giunter Liiling and Christoph Luxenberg,
Crone writes, “both books are open to so many scholarly objections (notably
amateurism in Luxenberg’s case) that they cannot be said to have done the field
much good” (Patricia CRONE,“What do we Actually Know about Mohammed?.”
http://www.opendemocracy.net/faith-europe_islam/mohammed_3866.jsp).

™ Hicae1ins,“The Lost Archive”
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phone interview on August 26, 2011, BOoTEMER called the account “ri-
diculous” and blamed the journalist). And the New York Times reported
that Euro-American academia is experiencing a chill due to Muslim
threats of violence.”

The narrative of oppression resonates with the self-image of academ-
ics as upholders of reason and with archetypical notions about the con-
flict between rationality and traditional religion, a clash that is most
commonly symbolized in modern culture by Galileos struggle with the
Church.” The suppression motif also seemed to resolve a conspicuous

) Stille writes that Muslim threats of violence have sent “a chill through
universities around the world” that has “affected non-Muslim scholars in West-
ern countries” (STILLE, “Scholars are Quietly Offering New Theories of the
Koran”). However, he does not mention any instance of a European or North
American university professor receiving a threat or being harmed. According to
an anonymous “researcher” in the U.S. whom he quotes, the situation is so bad
that “it’s not possible to say anything other than sugary nonsense about Islam.”
Yet, most academic publications are non-sugary, and some are even sensible.
Stille’s examples include the striking rumor about Bashear, beside Luxenberg’s
initial difficulty in finding a publisher. His picture of Euro-American scholar-
ship may not be real, but it probably accurately reflects the siege mentality of
some of his informants. Stille’s, Lester’s, Higgins’, and Kristof’s portrayals of the
state of scholarship in the Muslim world suffer from similar shortcomings.

™) The historian of skepticism, Richard Popkin, has highlighted how Euro-
pean skeptics selectively appropriated and imagined Galileo’s experience to
make it a symbol for an essential conflict between reason and religion. See Rich-
ard POPKIN,“Scepticism, Theology and the Scientific Revolution in the Seven-
teenth Century,” in Problems in the Philosophy of Science: Proceedings of the
International Colloguium in the Philosophy of Science, London, 1965, volume 3,
ed. Imre Lakatos et al. (Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing, 1968), 1-28. It
should be noted that while a general attitude of unease with religion best ex-
plains the wide acceptance of the media’s claims among academics, some of the
interlocutors target Islam in particular rather than religion in general. G. Puin,
for example, frames his work as a reaction against Muslim criticisms of Christi-
anity that focus on the textual issues of the (Gospels — an approach that was
made popular in the mid-1980s among English-speaking Muslim non-specialists
by a meagerly-trained charismatic speaker named Ahmed Deedat. Puin goes on
the counterattack with a tu quoque argument about textual corruption in the
Qur’an:*Muslims... like to quote the textual work that shows that the Bible has
a history and did not fall straight out of the sky, but until now the Koran has
been out of this discussion.The only way to break through this wall is to prove
that the Koran has a history too. The Sana’a fragments will help us do this”
(Puin, quoted in LESTER,"What Is the Koran?,"44).
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paradox: on the one hand, it was indicated that the San‘a” manuscripts
refuted core religious doctrines; on the other hand, it was not explained
how they did so, as nothing was revealed about the manuscripts beyond
the finding that there are variants, a banal observation from the stand-
point of traditional Muslim scholarship.” The mysterious information gap
was explained by putting the responsibility at the door of Yemen and its
presumed propensity for withholding purportedly embarrassing evidence.

The suppression narrative is inaccurate. It is true that G. Puin did
not share his photographs with scholars who asked for them, nor publish
a great deal on them himself,” but this was his personal choice (to which

) The journalists and some of their academic informants suggest that Mus-
lim scholars are unaware of textual variants. They disregard the dozens of vol-
umes written on variants and the textual-critical discussions about them in the
tafsir genre and other sources. They also imply that it is only Western scholars
who are now applying proper“analytical tools”to the Qur'an (KrisTor, “Islam,
Virgins, and Grapes”).The journalists disregard evidence that complicates their
narrative that modern scholarship has upended core Muslim beliefs. Those who
discuss both Wansbrough’s theories and early manuscripts do not draw the ele-
mentary inference that the latter refutes the former: they are interested in the
manuscripts only because they believe they refute traditional views. They also
do not note that the palimpsest undermines the modern theory that the Com-
panion codices were fictitious. Evidence is deemed interesting only when there is
at least a vague sense that it supports revisionist theories.

®) (.PuIN’s scholarly output on the San‘a’collection consists of three pub-
lications in which he says very little about the manuscripts and does not discuss
the palimpsest: Gerd-Ridiger PUIN,“Observations,” cited above in footnote 33;

rerd-Riidiger Puin, “Uber die Bedeutung der iltesten Koranfragmente aus

Sanaa (Jemen) fiir die Orthographiegeschichte des Korans,” Magazin Forschung,
Universitit des Saarlandes, 1 (1999): 37-40, 46; Gerd-Riidiger PUin,“Die Utopie
einer kritischen Koranedition,” in Schlaglichter: Die beiden ersten islamischen
Jahrhunderte,ed. Markus Grof} et al. (Berlin: Hans Schiler,2008),516-71.

In the first article, PUIN writes,“My observations do not claim to be either
new or unexpected, except for the last paragraph which discusses the different
arrangements of the Surahs” (p. 108).This refers to his idea that sura transitions
in the manuscripts that do not match the standard sura ordering point to non-
standard textual traditions. However, the author does not reveal any informa-
tion that can be used to evaluate the evidence (Are the manuscripts in question
early or late? Do their texts support a non-‘Uthmanic classification? Is there
any indication that the manuscripts constituted complete codices or simply
selections of suras?). For more on this article, see above, footnote 33.

G. PUuin’s second article focuses on the already well-known fact that in an-
cient orthography a tooth could signify the @ sound. He says that the tooth
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he was entitled), not the doing of Yemen. Furthermore, there was nothing
to prevent other scholars from going to Yemen to study the folios and
write about them.The manuscripts and microfilms remained available to
visitors. In 2007, Sergio Noja NoSEDA and his erstwhile student Mounir
ARBACH freely prepared images of the DAM 01-27.1 folios as part of a
project founded by Christian RoBIN. When we asked ROBIN whether
Yemen tried to hinder such work, he answered in the negative and told us

corresponding to the second 7 in Ibrahim and the ay in Shaytan were originally
pronounced as @, yielding Abraham and Satan, but that these pronunciations
were forgotten later. In fact, several reciters, including one of the Seven, the Syr-
ian Ibn ‘Amir (d. 118), read the name as Ibraham, as noted, for example, in al-
KHATIB, Mujam, 1:187, 2:600, which in any case does not prove that this was
the name in early seventh-century Mecca. In addition, Puin notes that the am-
biguity of the tooth means that the word ilak (4),“God,” could, in principle, be
spelled in the same way as the word ilayh («d)),“towards Him.”This leads him to
propose,“hypothetically” an emendation that replaces ¢layh with ilah in la ilaha
illa huwa ilayhi I-masvr (Q 40.3), which means,“There is no god but Him;to Him
is the journey” The substitution yields la ilaha illa huwa ilahw l-masir, which
means, “There is no god but Him, the god of destiny” Puin exclaims,“What a
beautiful Qur’anic sense! What a beautiful Biblical sense as compared to the
traditional interpretation!” But then he immediately rejects his hypothetical
proposal, stating,“the link between the word ‘destiny” and the preposition ila is
so well-established in many parallel passages of the Qur’an that one should
consider the interpretation ‘God of destiny” as a hasty conclusion.” Indeed, Puin
is right that the proposal is wrong (see Q 3.28, 24.42, 35.18, 5.18, 31.14, 42.15,
64.3,22.48,31.14,50.43,2.285,60.4).

Puin thus imagines an emendation to a verse that is fairly clear and
straightforward, expresses excitement about the proposed reading, and then
says that his proposal cannot be right. What might bring about such an
approach? The verse in question may be among those that Puin considers as
“incomprehensible” and hence in need of emendation. He avers that a large part
of the Qur’an “simply doesn’t make sense” (Puin, quoted in LESTER,“What is
the Koran?”54), and he holds that Muslims, too, think of much of the Qur’an as
meaningless. These premises have led to further conclusions:“This is what has
caused the traditional anxiety about translation. If the Koran is not compre-
hensible — if it can’t even be understood in Arabic — then it’s not translatable.
People fear that” (¢bid.). This theory features a key idea in Puin’s conceptual
repertoire, namely that of the suppression of embarrassing data: it attributes
the Muslims’ misgivings about translations to the fear that the scripture will be
exposed for the largely meaningless text they recognize it to be.

G. Puin’s third article, by way of new information, mentions some spelling
variations in the manuscripts.
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that they were granted greater access than would have been possible in
some European libraries. ROBIN and his colleagues have the blessing of
the Yemeni authorities to publish the images. We also asked Ursula
DrEIBHOLZ, the conservator for the restoration project, whether the
Yemeni authorities hampered research. She said no, and described the
Yemeni authorities as supportive.™

Moreover, other participants in the project in Yemen do not confirm
G. PUIN’s statement that Yemeni authorities “want to keep this thing
low-profile” or that “they don’t want it made public that there is work
being done at all”® Ursula DREIBHOLZ continued working on the pro-
ject in Yemen for four more years after the end of PUIN’s involvement.
She spent more time on the project than anybody else, and for the last
three years she was the only foreigner to work fulltime in the Dar al-
Makhtutat. She told us that Yemeni authorities “were very grateful” for
the work done by the foreigners. They were “proud” of their treasures,
and “they brought school children, university students, foreign delega-
tions, religious dignitaries, and heads of state, like Francois Mitterrand,
Gerhard Schroder, and Prince Klaus of the Netherlands, to see the col-
lection.”® Although the Yemeni authorities’ openness proved a boon to
scholarship, they were to be punished for it. The American media ampli-
fied the erroneous words of G. Puin, purveying a narrative that belittled
Yemen and misrepresented the work done there. The Arab press in turn
exaggerated the American story. The outcome was a media discourse in
Yemen borne of three stages of misrepresentation.This embarrassed the
Yemeni authorities responsible for the House of Manuscripts, and the
Head of the Antiquities Department had to defend before Parliament
the decision to bring in the foreigners.™

™) The only credible instance of obstruction of which we know was related

to us by Dreibholz: a librarian claimed to have lost the key (to the study room, if
we recall correctly) (Dreibholz, telephone interview, August 8, 2011). Bothmer
volunteered that the key remained “lost” for a week (Bothmer, telephone inter-
view, August 26, 2011). We have not interviewed the librarian, and, in any case,
this incident was an aberration.

%) PuIN, quoted in LESTER “What Is the Koran? 44,
DrEIBHOLZ, telephone interview, July 30,2011.
We rely on DREIBHOLZ for the controversy inside Yemen (telephone
interview, July 30,2011, and e-mail dated August 8,2011).

8])
82)
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A Note on the Edition

In late 2009, when we asked ROBIN for the photographs and the ul-
traviolent images of DAM 01-27.1, he agreed immediately and went
through some expense and trouble to make them available. The present
essay would not have been possible without Christian ROBIN's initiative
and his exemplary openness and generosity. This edition of the lower
writing of San‘a’ 1 is based on all the folios except one, namely folio 21 of
DAM 01-27.1, a picture of which we do not have. The folios are listed in

the following table.

Table 3. The Folios of San‘a’1

Name Lower Text Upper Text Surviving

Fraction
2A 2.87-2.96 6.149-6.159 (almost) all
2B 2.96-2.105 6.159-7.11

Stanford 2007 recto  2.191-2.196

2.265-2.271

(almost) all

Stanford 2007 verso  2.197-2.205

2.271-2.277

David 86/2003 recto ~ 2.206 - 2.217

2.277-2.282

(almost) all

David 86/2003 verso  2.217-2.223

2.282-2.286

Bonhams 2000 recto  5.41-5.48 4.33-4.43 (almost) all
Bonhams 2000 verso  5.48 -5.54 4.43-4.56

4A 11.105-11.112 14.32-14.41 less than %
4B 11.120-8.3 14.52-15.16

5A 8.73-9.7 16.73-16.89 (almost) all
5B 9.7-9.16 16.89-16.102

6A 9.17-9.26 16.102-16.118 (almost) all
6B 9.26-9.34 16.118-17.6

20A 9.70-9.81 30.26-30.40 more than %
20B 9.81-9.90 30.40-30.54

21A 9.106-9.113 31.24-32.4 ?

21B 9.114-9.120 32.4-32.20

22A 9.121-19.5 32.20-33.6 more than %
22B 19.6-19.29 33.6-33.18

23A 19.29-19.53 33.18-33.29 more than %
23B 19.54-19.74 33.30-33.37

7A 22.15-22.26 17.40-17.58 about %

7B 22.27-22.39 17.59-17.77
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31A 12.17-12.20 43.63-43.69 less than %
31B 12.27-12.31 43.89-44.11

32A 12.111-18.5 47.15-47.20 less than %
32B 18.15-18.18 47.32-48.2

13A 16.26-16.37 21.42-21.72 (almost) all
13B 16.37-16.59 21.72-21.92

14A 16.68 —16.69 21.111-22.1 less than 1/10
14B 16.78-16.79 22.15-22.16

9A 33.51-33.57 19.38 - 19.64 about %
9B 33.57-33.72 19.64-19.98

25A 39.25-39.36 37.38-37.59 less than %
25B 39.42-39.47 37.73-37.88

26A 39.51-39.70 37.102-37.134 less than %
26B 39.70-40.8 37.134-37.172

15A 20.23-20.61 25.10—-25.34 (almost) all
15B 20.61—-20.80 25.34—-25.59

30B 20.122-20.133 42.38-42.48 about %
30A 21.56-21.19 42.21-42.29

10A ?—-24.13 20.1-20.43 more than %
10B 24.13-24.23 20.44-20.74

11A 24.23-24.32 20.74-20.98 (almost) all
11B 24.32-24.40 20.98 -20.130

33A 34.13-34.23 55.16-56.4 about %
33B 34.23-34.33 56.5—-56.69

34A 34.40-34.47 57.1-57.10 about %
34B 13.1-13.5 57.16-57.22

35A 13.6-13.14 57.27-58.6 about %
35B 13.16 - 13.21 58.11-58.22

36A 13.25-13.31 59.1-59.10 about '
36B 13.33-13.40 59.14-60.1

16B 28.19-28.24 26.198 - 26.221 about 1/10
16A 28.30—28.35 26.155-26.176

28A 37.15-37.33 41.17-41.27 about 1/3
28B 37.43-37.68 41.33-41.43

29A 37.82-37.103 41.47-42.5 about 1/3
29B 37.118-37.144 42.10-42.16

18A 15.4-15.33 28.58 —28.74 (almost) all
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18B 15.33-15.74 28.74 - 28.86

19B 15.87-25.8 29.43 -29.54 about %

19A 25.14 -25.27 29.29-29.40

24A illegible 34.52-35.9 about %

24B 30.38 -30.50 35.10-35.18

3A illegible 9.112-9.115 less than 1/10
3B 35.39-35.49 9.124-9.127

Christies 2008 verso  63.1-62.11 5.3-5.9 (almost) all
Christies 2008 recto ~ 62.11-89-90.6 4.171-5.3

1A illegible 6.49-6.61 (almost) all
1B illegible 6.61-6.73

8A illegible 18.22 less than 1/10
8B illegible 18.32

12A illegible 21.16-21.19 less than 1/10
12B illegible 21.38-21.42

17A no guess 27.25-27.29 less than 1/10
17B no guess 27.46-27.49

27A illegible 38.73-38.75 less than 1/10
27B illegible 39.6

The order in which we transcribe the folios in our edition is given in
the above table,and it broadly follows the sura arrangement of the codex
of Ubayy b. Ka‘b as an approximation to that of C-1.The DAM 01-27.1
folios are designated by numbers referring to their order in the upper
text. When we cite a sura number, it refers to the ‘Uthmanic rank. When
we give a verse number, we follow the Kufan scheme used in most of the
Qur’ans printed in the Middle East.

Since they postdate the upper text, the lower modifier hand(s) that
are in black are not included in the edition.® By contrast, apparent in-
sertions or corrections that predate the upper writing or have a chance
of predating it are discussed in the footnotes. In particular, we discuss a
greenish seript that occasionally modifies the lower text. We are not sure
whether it came before or after the upper text.

In the case of the three and a half folios that were transcribed by
Elisabeth PUIN, despite numerous differences, our transcriptions and
commentary overlap with hers to a significant degree. Moreover, Alba
FEDELI has identified and discussed a number of important variants.

83, .
) On the lower modifier, see footnote 12 above.
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Rather than cite every instance of overlap with their works individually
in the footnotes, we have acknowledged their contributions in a collective
manner above, and we do so also here and in the Bibliography below.

Reading the lower writing is a difficult and tedious task, and errors
are inevitable. Pictures taken under a brighter light and with a higher
resolution than those we have used for the 01-27.1 folios should allow
more accurate readings. For these folios, ultraviolet photographs
proved very useful. The method that will achieve the highest accuracy
is X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) imaging, and one only hopes that some-
day it will be used for the entire manuscript. Uwe BERGMANN's appli-
cation of the technique to Stanford 2007 revealed features of the text
that are otherwise invisible, bringing to light the residues buried in the
parchment of iron, copper, and zine from the ink. For the Stanford 2007
and David 86/2003 folios, we had access to high-resolution, bright pho-
tographs. The images available to us for the Christies and Bonhams
folios are low-resolution. It is our hope that greater effort by other
scholars and better images yielding more accurate readings will render
this edition obsolete.

Symbols and Conventions

(X') The text is only partly visible, but enough is visible to give a
good reason for the reading X.

[ X ] Some visible traces of ink are consistent with the reading X.
However, they may also be consistent with other readings.
Hence, the reading is conjectural.

| | The folio is physically present but there is barely any trace
of text. No letter of the alphabet is recognizable. The space
between the slashes is approximately proportional to the size
of the lacuna.

{ } The folio is physically missing. The space between the curly
brackets is approximately proportional to the size of the
lacuna.

(O  Verse division. The absence of this symbol normally does not
mean that a verse division is lacking in the lower text; it only
means that one is not visible.

~~~  Decoration.
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The Lower Text of San‘a’1

Folio 2 A (Q 2.87-2.96)

£ () ke Yo 5 ST o sal()// 120

{ RN O) Q=AY aE) 52 (02) N el=2) Y=]2(0) 1 (5) dw S L
{ J oSl () iz () /)] b
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84)

distinguishing marks for the letter ta .

41

O 0 9 N N B~ W NN =

NN N N N N N N = o e e e e e e e
~N N kA WD =, O 00N RN~ O

There are traces above the tooth that may belong to consonant-
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C @R s/ () B AR ) [He) o) W) 28
(MRS @) M1 () S =) 29

Folio 2 B (Q 2.96-2.105)

Les (=m0l VR oe P/ = 54) [N s[4}
T =] (5) 22 S (09) B O M0 s / /Y @I
G 3(8) A G2 (Yo (S)[=P=] e [4R/ /)

[O] a1 3[6] O)=]2) [5]4) 2 o) WO/ /{ )
A L] sk () 5 (YT oS /)
5O o (A (e W G (1) (D)Se (5) I) 1/ /4 }

saaal TV Qe [D](8)= Lo/ / [] (1) Y= 0 ) 2[1] {}

oS P2/ /1 [aee '/ /22 WE 51O 0)

ds) o [p]@) S W () o] (9)[=] Y [p]a ST (D)

I J[R] () we = O ()] pere W s (Y[2=e] 10

Y e Ssh (LI OQHE 1

oaa Sl o Gpasd VS Ll -]V 5 (Q) o 12

sabas ) 5 5o b | S 5 (o] S 13

O 0 9 N W A~ W NN =

) The illegible space before ka’ is too small for the grapheme )~ . Perhaps

the word is bi-munzihihe, which is reported for Ibn Mastud’s codex here.

%) The text seems to have wa-ma lahu bi-ghafilin ‘amma ya'maluna.

) There are two small, disc-shaped traces of ink above the tooth.The func-
tion of these dots is not clear.

) Another word is written slightly below the line, below wa-bushra.This
word appears to be huda. There is enough room before this word for wa, though
such a morpheme is not visible. It is not clear whether the scribe was adding the
putative huda to wa-bushra,or was trying to replace bushra with huda.

) The text might have an additional qul at the beginning of this verse.

") This word may be anbiya ‘ihi.

91y . S
) Since the last word in this line uses a second-person pronoun, the verb

here is also probably in the second person,i.e., @hadtum.

) The text seems to differ from the standard reading, because a visible ver-
tical stroke in the second half of the illegible part cannot belong to the word
Sfariqun. Maybe the text is ta ifatun instead of fariqun,in which case the vertical
line would belong to {a’.
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s T o ) /e 14
R b (x ) O] (e s e s e (5) 1S

Lo Lagaa ) salasa |5 (Q)[S](S)= S P(A)[=]/ /o(=>)[3] ! 16
o) AV UFle (e s/ /17

A oL Y sl )4y parle s(4a) 18
([<(e) 2l 5 perain ¥ 5[ o lo g salbass 5 19

Bla geo a ¥l pdleas pul G} 20

PO o[R! 28 S]] 4/ /oY /() 21
o all) @) () s s G/ S} 22
Vsl 0 W) L [O] 0 sl (=4S 5} 23
oV ) [/ o) VS (@) sl SV (P S/} 24

B pbQea e () e -] QR } 25

*) The illegible part is big enough to accommodate the standard text be-
tween yu allimuna and al-malakayn. However, the few remaining traces in this
part do not quite match the standard text. Specifically, the first word does not
seem to be al-nas (it might be al-yahud).

") The traces do not match ¥.The first letter is tooth-shaped (but may also
be ra’, or a lam the upper part of which is erased). The last letter may be mim
since there is a small horizontal line at the end that resembles the tail of a mim.

») The traces in the preceding illegible part are perplexing. The first letter
in this part is fa’, but it seems to be a later addition. It is written in a script
similar to that of the lower text, but appears in a slightly different color (with a
stronger green hue), and its shape suggests it has been inserted later. (Similar
additions appear in Folio 10 A (line 7) and Folio 11 B (line 14).) It is not clear if
the lower text initially had fitna or not. Traces of a consonant-distinguishing
mark for the letter ta’ (after fa’) suggest the text had fitna from the start, but
these traces too can be later additions (their color is not quite clear). One possi-
bility is that the text had mihna because the traces after the inserted fa’ con-
form to ha’. Muqatil b. Sulayman cites an exegetical tradition from al-Hasan al-
Basrl, who interprets fitna as mihna (See Muqatil b. Sulayman, Tafsir Mugatil b.
Sulayman,ed.Ahmad Farid (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-TImiyya, 2003), 1:69).

") The word is probably yadwrrani.

) Only a small portion of the upper part of this putative alif is visible: the
rest is covered by an upper text alif. The amount of space before this putative
alif and the traces suggest that the text cannot be la-bi’sa ma. It might be a
connected bi sama (Lewv).

) This verse separator has a special shape for marking the 100" verse.
") The illegible part preceding this alif is small, implying amanu instead of

annahum amani.
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S 51 [ 1] 5 S Of=] [}
0 Mo 0 /)1 ()] oS d m oo (S}
{3 A(0) 5[]/ /) 4(=a)= 0 Y /A

Folio Stanford 2007 Recto (Q 2.191-2.196)

{1/ /s> a) s sa[2]) /(=) /e [s]Ee() 5
WA /@) ST ) a s e

s | ie an 1021000 Y 5 Ji) ) e

sliale oS Slis o oS (Sl)ss/ /o e I ()

e (0O v s 52 S () o0)
bia o2 slie 5 () pny s /) [0] (O[]

AW Al Sas/ /() /(5=

e Yy gae M g G [ 4

Al el b a al V10 el (O) o /)
pSle g die | (e 5 paat e Al// 50

s Sile (5 e | L S ade (5)/ /e s

A1 sale | gall 1) () (1)

Yol s 21/ /(25 () 5 O ()" / /()
| pasdetl| 11 aSa L) s

108 s 15 (0) 107 nanal | o all§ 1196 /(3 ]
J[=] a1 01 alls jaal ) 5 eal )]

(AP b ) sela Y 55 36d 1 o s /a0
Pl S pladdas s a¢l)

") This word may be allakh.

101 . - . .
The few remaining traces in this part match 2 dsx,

') Only one dot is visible above the first tooth.

104 i -
Only one dot is visible above shin.

105 . - . L
’) The small space after mim suggests there is no alif here.

106 . . Lo
The word ahsinu does not seem to end with an alif.

)
)
)
'%) There does not seem to be an alif at the end of this word.
)
)
107)
)

A tooth is missing.
108)

to atimmu.

109 . s .
) There might have been a fa’ before alif.

26
27
28

O© 0 9 & »n K~ W D =

e e e e e e =
0 N N U kLN~ O

It cannot be ruled out that the scribe wrote agimu and then corrected it
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waedn(l) e dla g ba

J(=pans o2 e ) 1318 Seasi 5 | psea 4o

() /1)) e pmeiilaa/ /1 AV penn

/] gl 8 ) 1104l aias aas ol e

Al ple Sligian 513 An

{ Y /)5 panada ) Soal gl Sdo ()
OO0 S AV

Folio Stanford 2007 Verso (Q 2.197-2.205)

el O] o= /2 (Oper 1P () e ()
S I[]Y () /) 2 Y s Ofel//[5] <2 {1} L (Y)e
bsas psalllada jm el slams le (5) () )
O VIY 5L/ /s 56 sl ) ym )

o o5 () e () (1) ) gm0 | s Sidle (o
dealll) 5 Salacs jo e puale] )l

s/ TWSe 5 Sa) e all )

con o) s | (O) pleal | gl ales S )

AV 1Al e ) 5 e U] )

18 SSosa st V121 5 Qs )

2l 51 S LTS S aSalll) S

() [[]@) 2l s dsmge M /50 S0
SO 6l e 2 Y 2l sl o sal]

s A Y slall Galut L Jsnr e pgse
Caaiagd S 51O LW TGl ae Ya)a

25 Qe leall g pualll 54 S Y/

II())

distinguishing marks are visible above it.
i

llaha.
") This word might be ma dudat.

113
)

text is minhum, although there is more space than is needed for this word.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

O 00 I3 O N B~ W N ==

e e e s
AN L AW N = O

The third letter is probably tha’, even though only two consonant-

The text seems to be inna llaha instead of the standard wa-lamu anna

There is less room than expected for min al-nas. It is possible that the
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Bdam g samago] ) 2l /) S
ade a3 ol e saile a ) M e g
DSVl sale | 5 all )1 sas(l) 5t/ /

8 Sanas g W a5 MO G5 wss/
AV agun glualle gad ) [o 28] 8 (4)[4]
V25O [elasl V158 5/ plale ()
{111 5 L aual (a H Y ) (8 an J 5{ )

Folio David 86/2003 Recto (Q 2.206-2.217)

(Y /e e (YW Q)N (@R () eI A =] () 27/
/111 16m) 10 1) Ak 5 oo o (09 ) [ el
| H] 211 (e o] 3 1] (0 O (VA B () 5 18 ()
(5 2 [P ) Gd | o s ) ¥ 542 (S) e

110 () sele e [s] (2P oS U L) 2f=] ] & () 00 O f=1//14]

B [ 1 (SO 0191 (0 3) SRl s [O] w5 [ (=) 4)
V] ¥V [E3) 340 1 5 ) V1 ) 451 5 el (1 59

0 ) J 5 o [5] 4 1 0t [ (S 5 o) I O ]
] QRS O (3 0 5 Ol b2 (sl Gl s La Sf2] = )Y/

J] (09 3051 501 G631 00 (9) s 540) 30) 1 501 ()

[0 o e o ) 5 () #4815 (S} 5 [efes 509 [1]
<10 5 () ol o140 0 116 s 33 540 el ()

() s ) W1 (o) sl sl (D0 oo d 15 ()

D () > 351 0 0) Y] (993 (SH0m) 1) 5481 (hfs]
L) 1/ 1 o] 21 (001 5 0 () (3) U )

| ) 1 e e 360 (81545 () s e ()]

) [0 311 o oI/ L5 a1 a3 ) ()

II4) th

This verse separator has a special shape for marking the 200" verse.

llﬁ)

17
18
19
20
21
22
23

O 0 9 N D kWD =

e e e e e =
N N L AW~ O

The next line is only partially visible due to the fact that a horizontal

strip has been cut off from the bottom of the folio.The traces suggest that there

is inna before allah unlike the standard text. The last word on this partially

visible line seems to be al-fasad, followed by an end-of-verse marker.

”6) This ta’ has a tail similar to that of a final ayn.
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M Is](=0) S VR N sV lal) 5 Ll | (pgrsa p)Sd[—e] 18

77 Opam 0V (AW sems Ga ()2 ) ()t A 5 [5](w) 19

[ 1A o) [l b de o [S](ae)= ) (3) o) So s (W= [O <)) 7/ 20
11 (5) A=V O(=) ) 5 WIS R (1) s (o) (G O[] Y s () 21
/1 (5) dal) oSd(e) [S]S (O) pde (21 Gl /=] 0o M)/ /0 22

{3 DSV s eSP s (52) 5L 1 (0 (S0 e 5) e [S] 23
{321 =) [l s [P (6) @SR o] (oa sy /7 24

{ /(A2 )= d2 (0= [5] () o) (=P o(e) S [ 25
{3/ [O)/ A syl ) ST e ) [5]/ /{26

Folio David 86/2003 Verso (Q 2.217-2.223)

O /Y[ =2l (Yoe/ /I [21d) []/ /1208 () ]
o) 1 0) MaPes(w) VOV YIS [5] () )/ ol=2) S G-I 2

") Traces of a word are visible above SJuhi. Its first letter is fa’/qaf and its

second letter is a medial lam. It is not clear what this word is, or whether it be-
longs to the present or the previous line.

") The space here is not sufficient for sabil allah.The traces match sabilihi.

") The phrase wa-kufrun bihi is not present immediately before al-masjid.
Either it is missing or it (or a smaller phrase such as wa-kufrun) is written at the
beginning of the line, before wa-saddun.

%) There are traces before ‘ayn that resemble an isolated ra’ or an initial
mam. The traces might belong to a word that the scribe had initially written
here.

"1 The initial kaf might be preceded by a tooth.
) Traces of an alif are visible over nun. The alif has a darker, green hue
than the other characters. It is possible that the nun, a likely scribal error, was
corrected later.

%) A vertical stroke (possibly belonging to an alif) is visible in the middle
of the illegible part preceding nun, suggesting the text may differ from the stan-
dard reading.

Y In criticizing Fedeli, Sadeghi previously assumed that this nun belongs
to the word an in an dinihi. However, this is not certain. Nor is there any reason
for believing that @n dinihi is missing from the text as Fedeli assumed.The text
is largely illegible, and it is difficult to conclude much. See SADEGHI and
BERGMANN “The Codex,”363.
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Q| [K]/A 5112/ /
2251 (52 ) U 301 () 0 (5= Y@)[=1) e L]
A () 4f==] Lo [}~ 2 I 1(5)

1 (3) e () e 59) S/ o ] () [t () 15

Legl/= ) (5) 0 /10 () 5/ 5S) ) Lags dﬂ ()

IR I 0 /st (3 (9= (P =] 5 V(=) 02 oS (1)
(D) 03 LI ST 7 /1 S [A oms (SY) /5
12 (=P o (So Pl [ () M=) YT 5w (R () 10
A 15 el (52 D2 pr shlsi[u] 15 oo ()l (@ () 11
Yallle (P s (@had oo (Pt ) 12

R GEIERY 5O IS 2 e ({101 (Se 13
5SS o KD ] Y )2 (o) /14

s 3 () G(S) e 1) =) Y 5 SMpae 1 () 15

I J 1 (P 35 n (O m x a3l 5/ 16

O e > @ soW M o (le] v/ /17

B ] R (s AR sl ] 18

W] ()1 () & omand | oo S ) ™ (O] os/ /19
ok () V2l 0 DI@ERR ol Ofeans) 2P () /7 {20
|2l 1A (S ) Lom a p (R (O £} 21

O/ TTA Q) [ (SY=1/ /BN <) /11 /8y 22

O 0 9 N n A~ W

%) There is not enough room for the standard text between this point and
istaﬁ(i'ﬁ in the previous line.

g ') The verb jahadu is either absent or written after fo sabili llahi.
) There is perhaps insufficient room for — ¥.The text may be ayatihi.
])8) The morpheme Aum has a dark greenish hue similar to the alif on line 2.
") The traces and insufficient space suggest that the word li-l-nas is miss-
ing.

" 130 . . .
) It is not clear whether this verse starts with wa-.
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Folio Bonhams 2000 Recto (Q 5.41-5.48)

O () 5(6) 2 O=dl (Se)edpe sk ek {} ]
OIS = (PG smapas (D) o // (1) 2= el 2

U ree 0= () /715 (02) =2V () V [eled/ (5 le Pyl 3
(AL //e)/ fefws]/ /() s Vi [S] 5 o] Y 4

NG M e CO VA ) ALl B (O RISL

B/ o BP sl ([ 21E=) 7 /] P2 4058 6
GEOOBRE O e J[SAs) [ T
O NSO W@ Y (W] M2 sl O] () 0 () (9= 8
(1 s (10 31 () s () » Q13151 9

{ [ [ule ! (P 1] BNV B G 5/ / OR () b [eJfa 10
(11 [5u1a1) 300 pams S 30 (e ) 18/ / (O 11

[/[as] e ol e 5 Sls (oas (L 1 5] /()Y 5 12

[La]/ /(5 O 0 s LIS e S5 L) 4@ 1 () ) 13

[ RSOl ol e d ol (2 GMe) 14

[ 1O sl G (=Y s omll=] (0= 15

[ s () o) of=B s [0l (9 k16

/ /2] %) s 2=)=] ()™ ro 1T

S AN ]/ [P ] e 18

"1 The last letter might be a final @ instead.
") The letter before mim may be lam or a tooth-shaped letter. The letter af-
ter mim may be waw, fa’, qaf, or even dal. A vertical stroke is visible next. If it
belongs to a letter of this word, then the word cannot be bi-l-mu 'minin. However,

if it is a smudge or a corrected letter,then the word may be bi-l-mu minin.
") The first letter in the illegible part might be Aa’, in which case the word
may be thtadaw instead of aslamu.
") This waw has a slightly darker hue.
"%) There is less room than would normally be expected for a grapheme such as
P
'%%) The free space here is unusually large.
157 Considering the available space after the word juruh on the previous line,
there seems to be more room here than would be required for the standard text.
1% Apart from the traces of ink belonging to anzala, there are other traces.
There might be a waw slightly above the second grapheme. Perhaps the scribe
had initially written a different word here, such as awha. Alternatively, the extra

traces may be smudges.
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[ =] e ) Ge s 5O 0 PG e 19

/70 Gyt s ou W faa]/ [ (o) ]/ /) 20

JI L) s » s (dpas¥ 1/ (4 21

{0 o@D 2 () W]/ /am)e 22

MO 1S [8] 7/ 0 544) 32 () sl 4k a5 23

{ PRIl () [*]2 (ped)e d 2V e dos() Y1 24
{3 GO A () sE@) [l ($=) 25
{3/ B0/ /! {} 26

Folio Bonhams 2000 Verso (Q 5.48-5.54)

A Ola] /) ) /el /{}

d I o)== [R](=) & ()] [al-leo 5]/ /{}
lorSlabe ()= el s 1 (@==] (¥ 5) [+ /7

Vi) 5(d) [3] (=)[ee] (5) [ o] Llas [age] (D[S () //{ )
Yo S [ /(OIS 5() 3 (54) V[ ]d=ad) //{ )

ke [FE (D ) (@ = oI =D ) [R=) /7

OF] O o [#]has) [4]-2 [=//[S Y= Ss](@) [ (@)= SV /4
e [ 1 (@[=2] (¥ ) [A) 1 I [/ [ pe] ()] P [eS/(
&> () Ve [umrl= =) S [e] (0) VDT A= /43

(2 ) W i) 1 [510) [#] (0l <SP () 1] {}

oo [ () [sel(e) [ 2 oalf= pena]@) [ /{3

M sos)=]/ BN Y /OO Tos) A2 (o) W6 //
el O O 0l (59 [¢ 1A D) ) (09) [WS=] /-

O 0 9 N N A~ W NN =

e e S
w NN = O

') The distance between the initial lam and the za’ is unusually long.

%) This missing part is too small for the word akl, and the word seems to be
missing.

"1y This part at the beginning of the line appears empty, perhaps because
writing here would have interfered with the previous line.

A portion of the upper part of the text on this line is physically missing,
since a strip has been cut off from the top of the folio.

143,

hkum.

The traces and amount of space suggest fa-hkum instead of wa-ani
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[6 >l V() MO N [s2] Y () [#]=))/ /14
[ 1&=10 5 =] () [o=l/ /(s )) [l /YIS /7 1S
115121 s [Ble=) Y8 0V (o) /(=) / /16
[D]s(= o= ) a(e= )/ / 0 () [3] ' s Q=1 O/ /17
() [o]/ /2 lsfsa]o () )= O] (N [ 7 /18
(=l=l(=2e M= o) [ ] O/ /W1 719
[21G= 5) O (o) 1) [ees]/ (/A=Y 7O {3/ 20
Vsfas]@) Vo /T T O O] (o) 2 b 2]
V() [ Sl P e | o)/ /() V) /) 22
() Vo AV () Y=] () o] (o) ' (0 Me=Y2]/ /{0y 23
() st [an] () 0= [(S](=e) [2 2] // (0) £} 24
/@) 1 (=) M0 () L] )/ [e=1=) [ =] £} 25
(0 3) [2](==) [ (le) MRl )/ /] {y 26
[¥ 5@ D] 2 {27
Folio4A (Q11.105-11.112)
{ PO eV RN poo 1
{ YO DW= I3 poo2
{ y o1/ /{3 ol poo3
{ p 1O =K poo4
{ LR E R LUK poos
{ R R AR TS VA o6
{ pEWE T T poo 7
{ § (D2 o] ) [ 1) 14 yo8
") There is not enough room for all@hu an. Perhaps the scribe forgot to
h ]‘G'i{)m;i‘lle traces here do not quite match .
Hb) This word may be ruhama’.
1) Before the final alif, two vertical strokes are visible that may belong to a

lam and a za’.
148 . . . i
) The text may be man adhina lahu instead of bi-idhnihi.

")) This letter may be the nun of the word khalidin.
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{ F=1 /7 [=]N ¥ 9

{ }e[] /)7 yo 10

{ [V ST VAR } 11

{ }/ ARk ypoo12

{ yO) /=T yo 13
Folio 4 B (Q 11.120-123 — 8.1-3)

{ R } 1

{ j 7% sadke e { yoo2

{ P sP]E) o | } 3

{ YR 1 0) | yo4

{ Yoao M/ s } 5

{ AV EYMAON } 6

{ J(0e) [0 smael/a (o) 2 | yooT

{ }L O A [] ()= ~~o } 8

{ HO] Y (D) (D= | } 9

{ el yo 10

{ } (O [O] =) [51¢ poo

{ =l O (D) { 12

{ FP D Y el ;13

15“) There are traces before waw that resemble a tooth, which would not

match the standard text. Otherwise, this may be the conjunctive waw preceding
la tatghaw.

I51) This grapheme may belong to the word nuthabbitu.

I52) A horizontal line is visible here beneath dal. This line could belong to a
final ya .

153 - . -
) The text may be inna ma akwm muntazirun.

") The upper section of a vertical stroke is visible the lower part of which is
in the physically missing part.This stroke probably belongs to an alif.There are
two possibilities: First, there may be another alif after ayatina (there is enough
space for such an alif), in which case the word here may be izdadu. Second, a
tooth may come before the alif preceding the missing part, in which case the

word could be zidnahum.
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{ H=120 O o Vi poo14
{ b o les 51/ 1S

Folio 5A (Q8.73-75 — 9.1-7)

{3 G =[] 5 O oS [aes (0m) LY ) 2
{ b1V s ped [se] Lall) (D 21 5 (e )
{3 711 DIk o6 [U() e sal T o ST/
(Y1) 5/ /@) s on) s s/ {1 O (O

px /1IN ) 5 pSan Sl 5 ()2 oSan | 5] (D)
AV 1 () [T oS 2 o] (W [5] ) e(e)omn

156 @e—‘h‘—dhd&
e () [ 4a](=2) () [2]2 O [ P ) ) AV Al s
A AN sy 54l e (o) ) [D]e Al g Ju Y

e oY) smals S el ) e s (22) oo

[ O)a(e) o= o) () safod 5 s 1 4[] )
(©9' 5O LIER () el 101 ()4 35 5
(2o HEIE) SV AR s o sl o

O 0 9 AN D B~ W N =

e e T
W N = O

') The space between the beginning of the verse (alladhina) and the pre-

sent point seems larger than would be needed for yuqimiuna l-salata.

156 . . . .
") There is no decoration here, only a horizontal line.

') Pale traces of the grapheme ¥ and another grapheme ending in a final lam are
visible exactly above the word swra. These traces may belong to the word al-anfal.
Slightly above these traces are others that are not quite legible, but might belong to
another instance of the word sura.Therefore, the end of line 8 contains traces for three
words: al-anfal, sura, and another word that is also possibly sura.Traces of this latter
word and al-anfal are paler than those of the first instance of sura. Considering that
the next line begins with the grapheme Ju¥, the following conjectural scenario can
explain the situation at the end of line 8:The scribe first wrote the word al-anfal there,
forgetting to write sura. He then added the word sura to the text, slightly above al-
anfal. However, this made the text cluttered, so he erased both al-anfal and sura (ex-
plaining why they are pale), and wrote the phrase surat al-anfal anew, the J»¥ part
being written on line 9. He then wanted to write la taqul bi-smi llahi after this end-of-
sura caption, but mistook the Ju¥ of al-anfal (which was on line 9) with the graphically
identical l@ tagul. Therefore, he wrote bi-smi llahi immediately after this Ju¥. Conse-
quently, the text came to be short of one instance of JuY.
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{}JJ(u—‘S)M)[*](J)‘(u)Ad)JW(U)Uﬁ\“ 14
EHOVO T 0] Geed = (o)) o= 1= (O [+ [~ 15
{ }w*(J)‘M[‘*](J) [/ 709 A = D)) () [l 16
O/ (R (e o) BRIV O (@R =1 ()5 8 17

Vs sp() ol s s S [s]mn e S el 18

[T (P62 % (=R () 22 )n Ve[Safl(e) 19
//(\)@muu@u_um;[_,]m\m* 20

ST [l ORISR (/] e [] oY) e 21
(e@)‘}(ﬁ)”‘(ﬁ)e“(i) J[*“]A‘(J)e“ﬁhﬁe*’ 22

s dhall) sl (5) ) plglaa S 23

AHO /) el [sJlaee SOY I s() s 24

ST O U V() s e, ) Jae 25
oo PR ARV AE) [em)// e e 26
(=S 1 T (G Ye 2] { p e 27
{3 fe(e) "0 Sl } 28

Folio 5 B (Q 9.7-9.16)

md lye) myge Al 1Y 1 g {0 1

[0 O o o] () o 1M/ [e](sm) Ve /{0 2
1Y [ 5 ek 0V (S s O P 1 [ ) 3
p(m N L a(S)m sea paea Y s Y ) oSu g0 £} 4

o) sl Qoo 58I s (e s 2y 5

"%%) There is not enough space for s 25 and the traces do not match it.The

text may be thagqiftumuhum instead of wajadtumichum.

I59) This comparatively small ra” is written very close to the next letter (ha’)
and is slightly above the line, suggesting that the scribe had initially forgotten
to write it.

190 Although the missing part at the beginning of the line is rather large,
the text is not necessarily longer than the standard one.The previous line’s text
starts somewhat after the beginning of the line.The same could hold in the pre-
sent line.

') The illegible letter before kaf may be a tooth-shaped one instead of lam.
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0o 1 5 aemn U[o]ls Lias agaas | 5 4] ) gas]

LY O o stens ) 5018 La L g ) all | J()[]os
(el [els SR 51 [aa] (Y 591 U] 20 50
M) go slal 1) el 511250 pla g

Sl g 52 8 050 palas S )

5520150 0 [sHem Sl (Y1 Al (poas
kel sl s [p]e e 2 e ppan |

[Pl (0o)= 1Y ()= A2 /() V) Shase oS {1}

U] 2 0 GPRE] Y 1S5 Q) 0 Lo a1}
(59) 2 ds)eS s up speffe 11 (559)

AU ()2 e () d s Nz s (D=1 [s]a(2)

o 2 b e () (@) 5o o[ =S OV ) s 0 n /)
ple oS jean yan s eSoaLiall[I]
m;@u“ﬁeﬁ);*ﬂhc*—“-‘u

sl e e Al O su (5) a0 slolac

W3] (1) 819580 s 1 Q) s o[ =Jle 4

s (e o) s a1/ /{0 Y[R

JINT 14 o] Q)Y AR 0 5200 (1) 5 [l

O 0 she o (L)//a Al ] ganal 5 oue s {1}

Folio 6 A (Q 9.17-9.26)

[ e T4 e | s a1 S el G S L {1

{31 o) o] 1S 51/ A ] |

{ 1O 0sdm e [] Y1) (P

C1 O DI Y o sH 150U O] oo (4181 3 e
(I 51 ot (1Y 1 o 5401 i ] ) 2m

(3} () W19 Wiaden | O 0 (alad | o 55

:
")

ot
Sy

O 0 3 N

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

AN AW N =

Only one consonant-distinguishing mark is visible above the first tooth.
One consonant-distinguishing mark is visible above each tooth. Slightly

above these marks is an upper text grapheme that probably covers the second

mark of each tooth.
164)

sonant-distinguishing marks for the letter ta’.

There are traces above the tooth preceding mim that may belong to con-
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Vo s ) 5alll o) Ga(S) p ool ) an(w)al 1o see 7
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') The letters waw and alif are written in the small space available after

dal, suggesting that the scribe had not written them initially. This emendation is
wrong, however, as the plural jahadu does not agree with the singular pronoun
man preceding it. Perhaps the scribe conflated this word with the next verse’s
jahadi, which should be in plural.

') Tt seems a different word had been initially written in place of daraja.
One can see the remnants of an alif and another letter (possibly an initial lam)
exactly where the grapheme 4> is written.

") Traces that match the phrase ‘inda llahi are visible beneath the word
ula tka. Perhaps the scribe first wrote “nda llahv, but then erased it and wrote
wlatha in its place.

'%) Traces of an initial ayn are visible here. Perhaps the scribe began writing
ashiratukum, which is the next word, but then erased it and wrote azwajukum. In
other words, the scribe may have caught himself in the course of an inadvertent
omission.

') There are two strokes above the preceding tooth that might be conso-
nant-distinguishing marks for the letter tha’. The two strokes are not placed
vertically above each other;one is to the right and slightly lower than the other.
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") One can see traces matching an initial @ . In light of the first visible let-

ters on the next line, it seems the scribe initially attempted to write «—us here but
then changed his mind, erased what he had written, and wrote —> on the next
line. This suggests the folio was physically incomplete at the end of this line
already when the scribe was writing the text, because if the folio were complete,
it would have enough room for the grapheme «us.
' Nothing is written at the beginning of this line due to lack of space.
Space opens up further to the left due to the upward slope of the previous line.
17Z) The text seems to have al-sakinata instead of sakinatahu.
The legible letters on lines 25 and 26 (and also the first letters on side B)

suggest nothing was written on the triangle-shaped missing part of the folio.

173)

Therefore, this part of the folio was probably missing or damaged already when
the lower text was being written.

™) The traces at the beginning of this part do not quite match fa-la. The
second letter may be dal, kaf, or sad.

') There is not enough room for sawfa yughnikum, and the meager traces
do not match this phrase.The text may be fa-sa-yughnikum.

17) Assuming the putative i@’ in the middle of the line belongs to the word
hakim, and considering the traces in the next line, there might be more space
than is needed for the standard text.

") There is less room than expected for wa-la bi-l-yawmi. Perhaps the text
has wa-bi-l-yawmi instead.

') This letter probably belongs to the word rasuluhu.
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") This word is probably yattakhidhuna.

') The traces here do not quite match » o).

1) At the beginning of this part is a vertical line leaning to the right. It
probably does not belong to an initial /@m, which would lean to the left. Maybe
the text is an yabudu instead of li-yabudi.

') This word might be allah.

19%) Considering the traces and the amount of space, the text might be
li-yabudu llaha la ilaha illa huwa subhanahw wa-ta'ala. That is,it probably lacks
ilahan wahidan (having instead allah), but has an additional wa-taala after
subhanahu.

™) There is more space between this spot and ra’ in the previous line than
needed for usS.

') The traces at the beginning of this part do not match an yutfi’u. They
might belong to li-yutfiu.

'%%) The illegible part is too small for wa-ya ba Uahu illa an yutimma. More-
over, the first letter seems to be alif, not a tooth-shaped letter. The text could be
wa-llahu yutimmu nurahumutimmu nwrihi.

7Y Traces resembling an initial or medial Za  appear exactly above the
verse division marker. Perhaps the scribe initially forgot to put the verse divi-
sion marker and wrote huwa, but then erased huwa and added the marker.This is
not very probable, however, since there is enough room before this spot for a
verse division marker. Alternatively, the traces may belong to a special symbol
for designating the thirtieth verse. Or else, the traces may be smudges.

188 . .
) This wa- is probably non-standard.
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189) The traces before nun match the graphemes 2~ and (less likely) s,

Therefore, the word is probably ya khudhina.

" The placement of the graphemes in the last three lines suggests that the
triangular missing part of the folio at the bottom-right corner was missing or
damaged already when the lower text was being written.

" This word is probably fa-a‘adda.

%) There are traces above the second tooth that may belong to consonant-
distinguishing marks for the letter t@".

") There is not enough room for the phrase al-kuffara wa-l-mundafigin.The
text might lack either al-kuffar or al-munafigin. The limited space favors al-
kuffar, which is shorter.

") There is not enough room in this physically missing part for the stan-
dard text between qalu and hammii. Perhaps the phrase wa-kafaru bada islami-

him is absent.
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%) There are traces above the tooth that may belong to consonant-

distinguishing marks for the letter ta’.

%) There is not enough room for a final waw and an isolated nun. It seems
that the scribe wrote an accusative ending (in) here, but this was changed later,
since there are traces above the verse division marker that match the letter nun.
These traces are darker than the other characters and have a green hue.

") This verse division marker is placed above the previous letter. Since
there is little space between the previous and next letter, it seems the scribe
initially forgot to write the marker and added it later.

") The folio is partly missing here, but traces are visible that may belong to
nun and alif.

199) Nothing is written before this point due to lack of space. Space opens up
further to the left due to the upward slope of the previous line.

") Since this missing part has enough room for fariha,it is not clear what is
written on the last third of the last line of side A. Either the latter part of line 25
on side A was damaged already when the lower text was being written, and
therefore contains no text, or the text is longer than the standard one.

201 . S
) This word may be qa adi.
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202 _ . .
) The text seems to have been al-naru Jahannama,the definite article be-

ing a scribal error. There are traces after the alif of the definite article, placed
rather close to it, that might represent a nun or lam.These traces have a high
likelihood of being a smudge, but if not, then the putative letter may have been
part of a correction to inna nara or,less likely, qul naru.

%) Verse 85 is missing. The omission may represent a scribe’s eyes skipping
from the instance of una followed by a verse separator and the morpheme wa at
the end of verse 84 to the instance of una followed by a verse separator and the
morpheme wa at the end of verse 85.

204 . - _ _
) The letter after ha’is more similar to waw than mim.

*¥) There are no traces of the letter waw in this part, and there is not
enough space for s s either. There are traces that may belong to the letter jim
and others that match a final alif, but the space between them is rather large, as
if another letter were written between them.

%) The space after the putative mim is larger than is needed for ayn and
dhal. Perhaps the word is al-mutadhirun, which is reported here for Ibn MasTud

and Sa‘id b. Jubayr (al-KHATIB, Mujam, 3:436).
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) In this line, the text starts almost halfway through the line. The reason

why is that the previous line begins close to the bottom of the folio and gradu-
ally moves upward, freeing space for another line beneath it.

%) Traces in the illegible part after [am match < better than —sw. Perhaps
the word is li-yafqahu.

*™) The distance between ha’ and dal is large, suggesting another letter was
written between them. It is possible that the word is yahtadhirun, which is syn-
onymous with yahdharun.

20 A shape resembling a medial ayn is visible above and slightly to the
right of mim.This v-shaped figure may belong to a word the scribe had initially
written here.
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') This word is probably annatakum.

12y There are traces that match the word rabb, but the traces before the pu-
tative rabb do not match wa-huwa, nor is there enough room for it.

219 Writing before this point would have interfered with the text from the
previous two lines.

") It seems another letter, possibly ha’ or ayn, had initially been written in
place of lam.

) There is enough room between sin and mim for one letter. Moreover,
there are traces before the initial sin that match a tooth. Either the word is not
samiyyan, or the scribe had initially written another word (such as shabihan)
before replacing it with samiyyan.

216 Considering the traces, the missing parts in lines 2 and 3 might have had
ya Zakariyya inna and bi-Yahya lam najal lahu respectively.

) 1t seems the scribe initially wrote walad here, but then erased it and
wrote ghulam instead.

°1%) Considering the length of the physically missing part at the beginning of

the line, the text probably lacks the phrase wa-kanat imra’aty aqiran.
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219 .
) This word may be thumma.

220) The traces after mim are more similar to an initial or medial 2a’ than a
final one. Perhaps the scribe first wrote a medial ha’ but then tried to change it
to a final ha'.

*!) The tooth-shaped letter is followed by an alif or a lam. After this letter
are some traces that are below the line and may belong to a third or fourth let-
ter, perhaps a final k@’ or ghayn (these traces do not seem to belong to the next
line). It is possible that the scribe initially wrote (part of) a word here and
erased it later, since both the tooth-shaped letter and the traces after it are paler
than the adjacent words. Alternatively, these traces may constitute a word (e.g.
baligh). This second scenario is unlikely, however, since such a word should be in
the accusative, whereas the traces do not seem to include an accusative ending.

%) This alif is probably a scribal error.
) There are traces above the second tooth that may belong to consonant-
distinguishing marks for the letter t@ .

*%) A small dash, such as appears in end-of-verse symbols or consonant-
distinguishing marks,is visible slightly to the right of fa .

%) This alif may be preceded by one or two letters.
*6) The traces before l@m cannot belong to an initial gaf alone. They may be-
long to a fa’ and a gaf (in which case the word would be fa-galat), or to a gaf and
an alif (in which case the word would be qalat, spelled with alif).

*7) There is a small chance that the dash above the first tooth is a smudge
rather than a consonant-distinguishing mark.

%) Traces of a final ya’ are visible immediately after lam. It is not clear if
the scribe wrote @wlayya and changed it to alayhi or the other way around.
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) There are traces in the middle of this part that might belong to a lam.

There is also a long horizontal line with some traces above it — the line and the
traces match a final kaf.The word may be malak.

%) Tt is not clear if sin is preceded by a letter or not.
There are no traces of a fa” before the initial /am, and there is little free
space before lam.

*2) This word might be bi-dhi.
The missing part has enough room for three words. Therefore, the puta-

231
)

233
)

tive lam preceding this part probably belongs to the verb ja@lani from verse 30
(not the one in verse 31). If we take the barely visible letters preceding this lam
to belong to the word al-kitab, then it seems there is enough room between this
hypothetical al-kitab and wa-ja'alani for another word.The text might have wa-
l-hikma after al-kitab.

) Considering the presence of kana, it is possible that the text has kana [-
nasu in addition to the standard text. Ubayy b. Ka'b’s codex reportedly had this
phrase (al- KHATIB, Mujam,5:366).
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) If this letter is wa-, then perhaps the sentence preceding it is not inter-
rogative. It might be ya Ibrahimu anta raghibun ‘an alihaty.

%) This illegible part seems longer than needed for the standard text.
Traces of a horizontal line, visible at the beginning of this part (and even before
it, beneath la’in), might belong to a final ya’; yet the corresponding standard

text does not feature a final ya .

237) The traces conform to & as well.
%) The word in the preceding illegible part may be bashsharnahu.
) This line has more room than needed for the corresponding standard

text.Also, the traces do not match that text.
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24”) There is enough room between kana (on the previous line) and the end-
of-verse marker for approximately two words.

) If the first word of the verse is inna, the following word could be a verb
the object of which is Moses.

*2) The text does not seem to have qarrabnahu najiyyan.There might be an-
other phrase in its stead, for which see the previous footnote.

) The traces do not match either rasilan or nabiyyan. Also, the missing
and illegible parts together have more room than is needed for the phrase wa-

kana rasulan nabiyyan.
**) There is no trace of an end-of-verse marker after alif,and the proximity
of alif with the following letter suggests that perhaps there is no such marker

here.
) Some of the traces are consistent with aliyyan.

%) This word may be bi-l-ghayb.

**7) The letter before the tooth may be mim.The word may be mun imin, or,

less likely, muttakiin.
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58 [0l SIS [ 1 d e s Q9] 16
()= 5O s S 5 () U8 Lo 5 ST 3 [fw e s Sla/ /17

[ ) 50 (e e (Yo s 02 (0) Y () S [l(=)/ 18

5205 (O eho(e) A (Y I (42 () o) ¥ () [4]= [2=l] 19

Ao o (e 5L () (S) )21 ] Y[ (D) 20

5(d8) petala U1 oY) Sl Y51 O) o [] 21

3 (9 pelfoie) 5 [el(e) 2l e sl Q L) S [op 22

) 21 (0) S Ln (W)l IS 0o ) P (= (D) 20~/ /23
B1yla (5) Lo ew 51 efle OEP 6 O) FIEE] Ol S 24

b [S] o le 0S5 ()2 LI Y () SEI@ 0/ /25

O/ =112 Q) 152 [5] Pos(aal ) (2] () O Ofsase] 26

()
(15 D) [o)// AV Y= /() P2 pe)de N V3] 27
] () QL xoa () s\ s](@) M)W O [/ [1// {28
{ OO oW () ol (@oo) () /=) {29

%) This letter may be mim instead.

**) There are traces above the line after the initial ha’ that may belong to
consonant-distinguishing marks for the letter tha .

%) The traces after the tooth do not quite match ; they may belong to the
grapheme _0. This word may thus be la-nufrighanna, yielding, “We shall surely
pour out from every sect of them the most obstinate ones in rebellion against
the Beneficient.”

1 The last grapheme does not seem to be an independent predicate. There-
fore, the waw preceding it probably is not conjunctive.The waw and the following
grapheme probably form a single word, wasliyyan or, less likely due to lesser
conformance to the rhyme, wisaliyyan. It is noteworthy that the corresponding
word in the standard text puzzled the readers, who read it variously as stliyyan,
saliyyan or suliyyan. Ibn Mujahid said that this word was not known to him at
all (al-KHATIB, Mujam,5:384).

252 = : ;
") The presence of two teeth before nun instead of one is a scribal error.

253 . _ R N
*) There is not enough room after lam for the word al-zalimin. Considering
the remaining traces, the word here may be al-kuffar.

254 . - .

") In the middle of the illegible part, there are traces above the line that

may belong to consonant-distinguishing marks for the letter ta .



255)
256
)»
257
)»
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Folio 7A (Q 22.15-22.26)

U [0 () [o] o o { bl
[t/ / Wt (1) [ yo2

Ll [P S ()] Y] £ b3
GV 0! s e oe (s I poo4
[sael( ) 3)// [S1a)/A ) 5/ fsad ) yos
1Bl s 2 [P )=] Joms b6
5 A ()17 ()[R b7
S () 5 (10 ) 50 ;8
(Dl (1) 5 (Ol (1 5) /sl /4 b9
200/ 11/ J3) ayde oa T

Le (D)//[=1= 4001 o () 4B [#] /5774 Y
/73] = ) o) (o) msl@) PR e 12
[5[8] GRraa® S Eoe{ FQRIG s sS 13
SO s (e SR (B S @} ) EHEVAD) S 14
1) o] (@) VP S [/ VO M) = onl a5 15
[V )1/ Vsl 530 Ve n (e 16

[ ] 5V =] O) ) EN/ /{3 () [O] (@] ) 17
U] s L= (9) [l [0/ 6 o/ 1)/ /=B ]) 18

[ 1 o) () [ S5/ 0@ ™ =] (o le)s 19

This word may be dinihim.
This word may be taraw/yaraw.
The last letter may be dal or ba’. The word may be yukhbitu. Alterna-

tively, it is possible that the scribe mistakenly wrote 2w~ instead of 2w,

258)
259
")

This word may be al-shajar.
Considering the visible words on lines 8, 9, and 10, the missing part on

this line may contain the nouns al-nujum and al-dawabb as well as an additional

item.
26())

The traces here match an isolated ra’, but could also represent the be-

ginning of an isolated ba .

261)
riman.
262)
2()’3)
264)

The text may be fa-la mukrima lahu instead of fa-ma lahu min muk-

There are traces after @’ that might belong to a waw.
The text may be idha hammiu instead of the standard kullama aradu.
There are greenish traces here that may belong to an isolated waw or ra’.
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[']//»(})dﬂo)w[uw 052 5O/ /Op 20

J I L] SS I [BR(5) / fap ks 21
/IR0 (»)j <\) //(A)MA (5[ [Y e ce] 5 22

[ ) S @) ) s/ IO [A) =) 23

()1 [=] (O ) [/ e =) (e 2] 2/ /o) 24
SO e S YRIOR = VARYAR DW=

SV /O] ™ ) 56 O] & [S] /= Y) 01 26
G RV IR0V /01) 5 ofaad 1) 5 osial ) 27

Folio 7 B (Q 22.27-22.39)

{ FL@EUE [ W)/ [V o]/
{ H () O (@)= @)= (O8> (W=7 /
{ OV SEC TS RSTO R,

{ FEel//a ) ()5=]0 5) o2 Y (1) 4]/ 0n

{ } 5] e ) (5a)2(=) 5 O 20 ]

{ H 13 3) O () V(=) U/ 1 (59)

{ bl //a ya(ae) Al ps [ g]en

{ F) AN s)/(=) Y(2) S[=] ()=

{ b [ Y O L s () 1 ()

{ } (O] 77 A=) Yam) [S=) Al =] () o
{ FOP of=] (@) SR (#2710 se)= s )

{ F () o [52] (O Le)= (@) ) o]

['] = () ¢ Halke & olampe IV () a()e Yo)[=](=)

O 0 9 N D A~ W NN =

— e
w o= O

265) The text may have wa-saddu instead of wa-yasudduna.
*%) The hole in the parchment in front of wa- seems to have been there al-
ready, because the lower hand avoided it.

) The letter preceding nun may be mim or ayn.
%) This word may be ma dudat.
%) Considering the words on lines 2-5, the text may be wa-li-yashhadii
manafia lahum fi ayyamin madudatin wa-li-yadhkuru sma lahi ‘ala ma
razaqahum min bahimati l-anami wa-li-ya kulu minha wa-li-yutimu 1-ba’isa -

faqira.
270 . .
") This word may be yakhirru.

271 Z _. .
) The presence of ntn instead of ya might be a scribal error.
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(@) A { Y SO Y 1 IS 5 (D)ot 14

() s m [p1(6)2 [0 0] Y] o] () T 5 [ 15

[ 22) [5]40) | 561 (5) 21/ {3 5] 42 @51 5] @A) 16
VLY /[ O [0 13O o8psiadl s le 17

O ol s efem () { } sl 0 a5 /iG] (H) )/ 18
S e)lx(2) 0231 (5) [O] (0) A2) [elle)2/ /ma s) o [Aal] () 19
() sm (@) A @)/ /()) 5 S 2 Al D n 20

EP (Gpan ] (5) e () [AOS2] e Sf-]/ /513 21

D) 05 AR pJ(SI I m oS U3) i) [o] WS LI/AIH (0 5) 22
FOS1 5l 5 [3] Y 5 () sl 4l Y (AN 0 () 23

ST ) e I 11 5 M () s sl ] 24

O U (e)old) 1 /[l 5 02 5 (V) 15 Yaped | 0o o8I () 1/ 25
«ﬂ\u\[\]y[ﬂ(\uw\uc@m{} [s]0io[] 26

() 30 [0] 21 5O 5 (S [u] ) sfa] IS ey 27

W) 1/ A1 o] ) //(»/ / 28

Folio 31 A (Q 12.17-12.20)

{ y Lo =T ool

L A N S A GO R o2

{0 D[S D SP-IO | poo3

{3 OO =) WD/ AN /74 b4
{ 2255 (0 )/ (O ) L R () [oml= /) 5

{ PIofe] () [ ] M= (D s/ /(PO [P 6

{ o Qof)she Yo pffle [P () samas T

) The text here may be mansakan hum nasikihu.
%) The word following ummatun may be wahidatun.

This word is probably sawafina (8 s (pl. of safina 48ba). Alternatively, it
may be sawdafin <) sa, sawafiyan W sa, or a scribal error for sawafiya or sawafi

@‘y—a See al-KHATIB, al-Mujam,6:115-7.

274)

) The absence of nun is probably a scribal error.

") The area after » seems damaged.

") The text here seems to be yuqatiluna fv sabili llahi.
™) The alif might be connected to the previous letter, in which case the

word would be fa-arsalu instead of wa-arsalu.
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Folio 31 B (Q 12.17-12.31)

{ yoo
{ HO) /=)= J[a] /1 /14
{ FOOS[]E) [+ (09 |
{ HT (W () A=Y /] (59 (=) [o=] {
{0 AR (38) ) 00 () s [ /() [0] £
(&) = AL() ey T S](2) [l (@) 2T/ /
b 51 [A] 2 %a / /[2] (k) [O] (Q)[31) // {
Q1 (D sHEwa) [ @R A== { 3(s) /PP
G ARACIan Y S {

R e i e e el s o
O 0 9 &N »n A~ W NN~

Folio 32A (Q 12.111 - 18.1-5)

{ § () 2= [ ool

{ A C S O LN poo2

{ Hl=l = C) /(=] { poo3
{ FAD o) (A B () s 4

{ fo(xe e[ =) 5

{ P o) 2 WY1 () /D)6
7

{ H @) [S1E= () =7/

) The space between al-madina in the previous line and qad in the present

line is too small for the corresponding standard text. Perhaps the phrase
turawidu fataha ‘an nafsihi is absent.

%) In addition to the traces that may belong to the word hubb, there is a
small horizontal line slightly above the line, near the end of the word. The func-
tion of this line is not clear. It may belong to a letter initially written but subse-

quently erased.

1) The text may be qad shaghafaha hubbu fataha.

) The initial mim does not seem to be preceded by a tooth.
) The area preceding this point appears empty, perhaps because writing
here would have interfered with the previous line.

**) The area before this point may be empty, perhaps because writing here
would have interfered with the previous line.

) The text might have tafsil al-kitabi instead of tafsila kulli shayin.
%) The first letter in this illegible area might be an initial ayn,and the last

letter may be alif.The text may be @milu instead of ya'maluna.
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OOV Ly 8
{ pe S P9
{ R O po 10

~—

Folio 32 B (Q 18.15-18.18)

{ HY= s } 1

{ PRI o s [ ¥ 2

{ = 0 (0= ()¢ } 3

{ § o)/ AV s () } 4

{ pes e 1201 () | } 5

{ ]2 S (me 529) { } 6

(00 59l s(e9) 4 { yoo7

SO el s 5 } 8
st () [2e)/ Au (252 { } 9
[2]= /@) b (2= 3) [B]o () { yo 10
—ld () {3/ / [el(e)f=] = 5 | yoo 1

*7) The space available between li-yundhira from the previous line and the
present point is too small for the corresponding standard text. The phrase ma

lahum bihi min ilmin wa-la li-aba thim may be missing.
) If the preceding alif belongs to the word kadhiban, it should be noted
that there is no trace of an end-of-verse marker after alif, which is very close to

the letter that follows it.
) The particle illa is missing before allah. Perhaps the text has min duni
llaht instead of illa llaha.
290) Pale traces of two other letters are visible here: a dal (after waw), an alif
(immediately before dal). Perhaps the scribe initially wrote ! 2 here, forgetting
the initial alif of idha, but realized his mistake, deleted these two letters and

wrote tdha again.

291 L ..
) The text seems to have min dunihi in addition to the standard text.
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Folio 13 A (Q 16.26-16.37)

A 1@ 136 s) 5O @/ Q) [SVa
GRIO/ 12 PEYSY LY ASU =AY O O =1
/P IV @B ()2 /(=[N

(0 ) G W P OV B RS A (@) RSV )Y ) WA s 1 PO
[U] (\) [G]L 302(\) / / (d)/ /_’ 30]/ / (LA) 301)(}5/ /j | 299/ /A/ /(J)_‘ (\)
Q) [#177) s> () /7 (0) ey (2) Y )]/ /

W2 5) /1 (@ QRS (520) *PL)/ /(2) 0 (R el /2] () /4
[ ) 2 AO) /ST PE) &< (D) VT2 (W) [P se]/ /

0 N N L R W N~

) 1If the visible mim is part of the word al-qiyama, it is rather distant from

th

lam of the article.
25)3)

@

The putative waw and gaf do not seem to be connected. Therefore, this
word might be something other than tushaqquna.

*) The traces here do not quite match frhim.
The traces in the illegible part are compatible with al-huda.
The traces at the beginning of this illegible part match the grapheme s«
better than ¢ =,

*7) The presence of this dal establishes that the text differs from the stan-
dard reading. This dal might belong to the word al-adhab (the traces before dal

25)5)

25)6)

match lam and ayn). However, it is not clear what precedes this putative al-

adhab.
%) This putative mam might belong to the word al-yawm. Considering the
traces in the previous line, the text after al-%7/m may be inna l-su’a wa-l-adhaba

l-yawma ala l-kafirina.
299) Considering the initial tooth and the other traces, the text might have
yulquna instead of the standard fa-alqawi.

%) The illegible space after the initial lam is rather large for a medial sin.

%) The traces here do not quite match kunna (they are compatible with
nakun).
%) The letter alif suggests the text may have si'an instead of min su’in.

However, the illegible space before alif is rather large for the grapheme .
") The illegible space is small, suggesting this word may be fa-bi sa instead
of fa-la-bi'sa.

304 . . . -
) The available space here is rather small for li-lladhina.
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[ APOLS L @) I o] (VY)Y (0 ) [es (o 20) [ (=) * / 9
ORI =0 s) S=>2) ) =) [ O] 10
B0 o () [O/ [/« 4l () Sfa]() SIS P38/ 207 /1]
[ 1 LSVl ) 5l [a//m] 1000 5) o /A () /12

Wil (= [0] 'Y Vo [5] )[R [S8] /7 0 /G 1+[=] / /13

2] (SP S /(=) o= [w=]=?Y T[] () /[A] 14

/oINS P[P/ fall 4] (s) ) A <]/ /15

> 5V /e Ve / ] (W)[e)/ /=] (&) // G/ /BVI=/ 1 16

L1512 /18] () 21 (D[] 5 (O) /1 () ) /=)= () 2 /ME V= [el(e) 17
815/ 4o 52 /PO DY /()P o/ V()= {} 18

[ /le] d[a] 5 pele ()= (Q)[-]/ [SuVr )/ T8y 19
/1 (me ) )2 (YO 0] [22@) 37/ = Y]V s 1Y 20

509 Considering the traces at the end of the previous line, the text might

have li-man ‘amila followed by a noun such as al-salihati instead of the standard
li-lladhina ahsanu. However, the traces at the beginning of this line do not quite

match al-salihat.
%) The traces represented by this waw are close to the next word.Therefore,
this word may be wa-la-ni'ma or fa-la-ni'ma.
%7y This word may be khalidina.
%) This word may be fiha.
%) Tt is not clear whether another grapheme is written after alladhina or
not.
19 Tt seems the text has wa-qila instead of yaquluna.

Y The available space is rather large for ya’tiya. The word may be
ya tiyahum.

12 The letter preceding this illegible part is certainly not alif. It may be
kaf,in which case the text may have kafaru instead of ashraku.

) The traces are compatible with ashrakna.

3”) This word may be harramna.
3I's) This space is rather small for the phrase min shay’in nahnu. The text
might have skay an instead of min shay’in.

316 Considering the presence of waw here, this word may be al-rasul instead
of al-rusul.

1) There does not seem to be a definite article before the tooth preceding

this part, and there is not sufficient space there for an article.
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[ 1@ RAN D ks (051 0 s o ()Y ALY 21

[ ] [ () /e el 5/ IS Y 22

[ OIS (S () s /B2 o=] 5 (N1 /72 ]/ =)y 23
(Y0l e[S e sallfamo] 1 [s]/ /[Sd] { } 24

Folio 13 B (Q 16.37-16.59)

{3 /)Y a2 ) 5O [V [0=]/ /) ) / /
IR (o) [ SV =1/ 101 =07 =) /()

L&) [P [ eled o)/ /4] O () []Of= Y 011 @) / /

/=) 1[S]] 1 (S)/ 1 3BO)Ey=( ) 3 /

(ST /[ sy /0] fmm/ [ (OY V2T (Y W)/

M=a] o) /(AT /o /32520 53257 )/ /o] ()P /) [o s
[O1 (0 s/ () [2] /S (N / /1] Q) (V) 2P o) /() 53257 /3270
{3 (O Wk S/ 4] (5) O (0 DIE] (9= 0 © N 5) [1] 5 A= 0= [H] !
NSO VANV IV s = () [ S]G)/

O 0 9 N N kW N =

218 Perhaps fi umamin is followed by min qablikum.
%) There does not seem to be more than two teeth between ha’ and the pu-
tative waw.

%) This word may be fa-l-yasiri.
! There is no trace of an alif after wa'd, and there is not quite enough
room for it.

22 Considering the alif at the end of the previous line and the traces in this
part, the text may be ikhtalafu frhi instead of yakhtalifuna fehi.

) This word may be wa-li-yalamanna.
%) This verse does not seem to begin with a waw.
%) Traces of an initial ha’[jvm are visible exactly where the initial ia’ is
written. Perhaps the scribe first wrote jahadu but then changed it to hajari.

26) This letter may be waw or fa’. However, the traces following it suggest
the text here is fi sabili llahi, which would require this letter to be fa’.
#T) This word may be mubawwa an.
%) The illegible part seems to begin with a tooth. However, the tooth-
shaped traces may also be part of a letter such as sad or kaf. The traces at the
end of this part resemble a final nun, but can also be part of a final sin/shin or

sad|dad.
%) This phrase may be la-mubawwa uhum or la-mathwahum fi l-akhirati
khayrun.
) This word may be rijalan,spelled as Sus .
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B[] D= 5] ) S (Y [s] <[/ () /(0 59H2(=) Y (@) ()
VIR0 5 e LTV () 120 11 (0) 5 S 2 SHE)P] (V) /(S A1)

11 () ¥ aemlen /] 51 0m 5 (V) e [ARE ) <)/ (0) [Sefd]
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V) 1 (5) Bs] /@) [ A W)[)) om0 Y (=] O /BN [5] 7/
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1 1(O) 03 () ¢ 51 (s 4[U] (ajod | e [5] [0]/ /

[ 1(0) 5 3mSR (502 ) Y1 s (= s [T (O[] <] ¥/

/1 (Q) SO/ [s] /=] 1121 M= D] o[ 1 (Q) 5/ N1/

V(o O L Q=Y /Y HUOREVIA) 11 ] (=) Y RN (B [O o] //
o

2] (e s/ TP (W) 40) [5] O (0) /= /T2 o/ LI Y

(o] ORI 0l T O) [l ) [/ 571 A0 [A1 (o= Y)
0 (=2 O Lo 3 S/ YA ) =) /() /41 () S8V (/=] / /=)
IESN =1/ ol ] =) (S0 /)

3Tl 1O <] )] /() Masie/ =]V s <[] O=) 5 01/ /
{ 3/ T @1 0o /=] PO 2 ) s (W

The traces match @wlayka better than the standard ilayka.

This word may be yamkuruna.

This word may be ya tiyannahum.

This word may be yusitbahum.

The traces following the tooth are more similar to &’ than kaf.

334
335

)
'333)
)
)
)

3¢ %l))

ginning of this line, the text may be a-lam yaraw/taraw.
337

338
)

kullaw.
339)

tween (s and the putative yastakbirun.
340)

possibly a tooth representing the long vowel a.
341

wrote huwa before ana.

342 _ .
) No waw seems to be written here.
343 . e g .
) It is not clear if alif is attached to the previous letter or not.
344 . I
) This word may be juz an.

77

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23
24
25

Considering the space available at the end of the previous line and be-

This word may be bi-l-ghuduww?, and the next word may be wa-l-asalt.
Considering the following words, the beginning of the verse may be wa-

Considering the context, the phrase li-llahi wa-la might be written be-
The initial lam and the putative ha’ seem to be separated by a letter,

Perhaps the scribe wanted to write innama ana llahw, but mistakenly
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(3O [s]/ ams] /=3 [41A) // st (5) O 0 (0) [D]= [R1/]S *Hle]
{1 Y= el [/ o 1= (02 [51 (O o) [se] / / {}

{ Y1767 (R 81RO [0l 0) [0 s/ AS s (5)/ /
() o0 G2 am] 23T // G /s (L) / /

Folio 14 A (Q 16.67-16.69)>*°

{ poo }
{ o] }
{ WSS = O 4 }
{ M) M=) o }

Folio 14 B (Q 16.77-16.79)

{ yoo H

{ § [eB=eld }
{ B S }

{ HENRAEI R H

Folio 9A (Q 33.51-33.57)

{0 ) W]/ e SV 65 5](= ) / fel4] (o) [09] ()= A=)

{1 (SR E) Y) <[ /=] [ela) 2=l =11 (Y= 5
Ps0l IE)Y sue e o (L)) 2K

(652 519) (2 D [olbm [AJ1) 5 GelS (=) 5 ) (W)= (=)=

() b 183 s (1) O L Lo 41 () S )

343) The traces match an ma as well.
#6) This word may be khizy.
347

)

kuhw instead of a-yumsikuhu.
348)

to a different part of the Qur’an.

349 . _
) The text may have al-basar instead of the standard al-absar.

35())

haps the scribe made a mistake and corrected it later.

26
27
28
29

AW N = N S S

wn kW N =

This word may be imma, in which case the text may have imma yumsi-

The meagerness of the text makes it difficult to rule out that it belongs

Traces of a lam are also visible at the beginning of this grapheme. Per-
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Saafe]) sl s ) (O daw )Y 5o

{ He (OS5 S)[e]=/ /SR e (V) Q)emen
{0 sl eI Ye) b O W) Lo ] S8

{ D' SHo sV ) =) s

{ J(©) e[](e) 2 [ VSR s (=) g ol e 10

O 0 3 N

{ Jmse Y 51 5 () L) piafal) 131 11

{ Y (5) (e [s] 2 # [O] WS S (9 o) 12
{ YAt/ S (@) (e) Y 13

{ Je)h | SIa(Qpaa ) s0e[U](d) 14

{ P20 (P Wes (e 15

{ Jodmeas 5 ()1 aS() Y 16

{ PV GIRR o) O e Al 5)2) 17

{ P (Oele gl J)mplallly 18

{ ] Y (soe I Y 5/ /e 19

{ W soe oI Pl (Wwsoee 20

{ HOR ST (CLDREE (Ch Ry

{ o) [ () [U] { V22

{ FO /M) [0 yo23
{ YoM V24

Folio 9 B (Q 33.57-33.72)

)1 (Q) [3] 2 » [/ AN [51(O) [P ) [=] {3
(222) 1 s()[S] e LJ/[2](= <)) 541 () o2 {

(@) /) e 4=) QL) W= 1] 5 (e ) Awpn ) ()
(=) 2 ()= [SIEP )= 5 S2) 5 S 5 )Y e

o2 e Ol ol e 2| (SH2 oesd)a (09) vele

| I N VS I

#1) The text may be wa-la bnayi, with the hamzat al-wasl having been

dropped and the hamza at the end turned into ya’. Softening (tashil) is reported
for the hamza at the end of the instance of abna’ that is followed by ikhwani-
hinna (al-KHATIB, Mufjam, 7:311). Alternatively, maybe the scribe wanted to
write banz, which is also a plural of ¢bn, but made a mistake and wrote alif before
ya’'.
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QY (=) ) (sl G O W) L1 () 5= (U S
pe(=) sl (2 0 ) () [2](2) [P [s]2 0 e (=P ()
Ylew o g5 sn[2] Y []() [ele= (S92 QA [o=] {3
S () () 2N @ Y o (L O M )
() 23 s (e ) o A o () [w] (O) )
de(ae) Wl o o (W SR [OTU) [
o]l (DAl Sa s ule) allh e | }

ped e s (OSSP oA o) }

sH oY) (et 0)4 }

sl (e (e (9> s [SRe)- }

s AL | (A1) ) (e { )

(Y=// 2 L(“) Lk (1) 5 b(wa)e (W) ) { }

oo o2l /Vel= () [/ /[0 Q1 I /[=10) / /4 §
wﬂ\t«M@)l(»us IESTRIET )
VT () 2 5 (1) 527/ [] 3 }

I IV fe[=] L le(2)> 5 A (2)//§ }
[clia(=) [O] (2 9 () /125 (5)[4] { }
P3O ek oe s 65 5 (94 }
N B A L (@D }
{ o0 ORI }

{ Yoo }

Folio 25 A (Q 39.25-39.36)

{ HOT (05 o)l ¥ cm {1}

{ JY) [ <] (H[=1Q) [] 7=/ A

{ F (o) WO =] (2P s

{ PR ) 2 (O 0) 5 S 2 pelal

{ F o) /A =] 1 (0) (o)

O 0 3 N

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

1
2
3
4
5

352 . _ . .
") The final nun is not separate from the previous letters, suggesting that

this word is al-munafiqin, which would be grammatically incorrect.
333

term.

This is an error of the hand generated by the assimilation of a nearby
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{ | YIS VA r AIE™ IR 3 6

I 1O1W /) el O) e/ (=) { } 7

O/ RO W) s } 8

[ =) =~ 18] () ¢ ) 9

IR 1O 121E9¢ ;o 10

{3/ AOZAVE poo 1

{3 PP =10/ /{ yoo12

{ YN S A A VA } 13

{ }oe (AN | 14
Folio 25 B (Q 39.42-39.47)

{ 1O &0/ =] (B ¥ 1

321 9) /(o) { ¥ 2

S Y] () /S (D { } 3

L) all 4(x)and (1) 0 ) Jof } 4

5O O 1) » 40 502 ] { yooos

{ M) Vo] s sallh o STa] )2 6

{ e s[A] Y 0 N () 7

{ }(m))olaa 8

{ ] s ()9

{ jllusSalae() {} 10

{ oA OQostef 11

{ VIOl (0 12

%) The text may have kadhalika najzv l-muhsinina instead of dhalika jaza u
l-muhsinina.

) The letter before mim might be ha’ instead, in which case this grapheme
may be part of the word yajziyahum.
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Folio 26 A (Q 39.51-39.70)

() O s s
[S]ER (LY (SHP 22
Y [ele[=](2) ) = |
boas g (P () /=4
Vs [AAD) S )Y s[=]-) /4
O o) [l p)= =] {
2L o) (D) / /|
Sy g d ()= 5 [O)
Vo (D=2 0m) () {
Q) v () u=) 0 S {
S/2 ] S ()
S| () Fe[=] (=)
o RV s /= (4
[elre> 2 =R () |
()= [l ()= |
S sl alll
< (s L YA
Qo) »a¥1af
(@) O\ OO
] (o S {
1 & O (0
A
() 4P O/ /4
=](=) (=) A ()4
P )I(=2) L= (9)={
UOMORICE

356)

line 2,the text may be wa-llahw instead of a-wa-lam yalamu anna llaha.

357)

be fa-nasitaha.
338

The text seems to have fihima instead of fi [-samawati wa-l-ards.

L B B S L N S N S S N A S

O© 0 9 & »n A~ W D o~

[ NS T NG T NG T NG R NG T NG T NG S T T o T e T S GG
AN W R WD = O O 0NN R W NN = O

Considering this letter and the length of the physically missing part of

The first tooth is preceded by a letter that might be sin. The word may
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ATBEE Y yoo27
/25 } 28
ds 359(&4).:4 { } 29

Folio 26 B (Q 39.70-75 — 40.1-8)

{ YoMl ]
{ PO V] S 2
{ 3 () /sll= () (O] () /1= 3
{ YOA0T ()= 4
{ =1 O/ ISP Gd= S
{ fow[o]e fe[s] 0 6
{ f SO =) T
{ PR Ja sl 8
{ Yo (e 9
{ == (e 10
{ FO Ul a1
{ MO M (= 12
{ Y025/ /HL 13
{ o) s [e](=) 14
{ B (e 15
{ Wiadl oy 16
{ V() [/ A 1T
{ VP11 18
{ f= S ] /=] 19
{ P ety 20
?59) The text may have utiyat instead of wuffiyat. Cf. Q 32.13.
%) The text may have al-nari instead of Jahannama.

361 A . .
) Considering the traces and the amount of space, there may be yundhi-

runakum ‘adhaba rabbikum instead of the standard text between minkum and
qali.

%) The last letter in this illegible part may be alif or lam.The text after
al-janna might be zumaran hatta idha jauha wa-qala lahum khazanatuha
udkhuluha salamun ‘alaykum tibtum frha khalidin.
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{ A=) () 21

{ YA/ ) [s=s] Y/ 22

{ VoY) PP 23

{ F O [ 24

{ Joesoy [A] 25

{ F I @ (R e] 26

{ Vi s4as 5/ 27

{ leo[ss) /28

{ JE) sel=O MoV /4 29

Folio 15 A (Q 20.23-20.61)

[ 10D 2SO [T Y] ¢/ /O] () =] Sy Tsys] ]
&N Oys O TS™ NITQ TV (P! IO [S1133) 2

(=) o [3](==)

A1 Q) O o) ) 1 3] @) TNV () O 1) [ O o/ 1B 3

(@) UIE]E

Bl 1Oy s ooV &/ =1 () O s O/ /=] 4
O/

[S1= 9 D[] (O ) / /)2 =) A=S] S VOV OS] S (S 2/ 5
(=)

N O ) A=) 156 ) { } ST RIER () O () [s~]/ /6
NV [N 5) [1]

[ [sl@) 42/ /) [ =] S/ IO N (Rl () o) o /) [ T
< RO [AB s/ /()" WIR 1 /7 3C) 1) AV () A [ 2]/

oo

) The missing part on line 22 has much more space than is needed for
al-haqq and fa-akhadhtuhum.

) The missing part on line 25 is rather small for the standard text between
wa-man and li-lladhina. Perhaps the phrase wa-yu 'minuna bihi is absent.

%) The text may have li-man f7 l-ardi instead of li-lladhina amanii.
306) Perhaps the text is kay nuriyaka instead of li-nuriyaka.
The first letter in the illegible part may be sad/dad or kaf.The last letter

may be ba’[ta’[tha’.
368

367)

This word may be taratan.
369 _. _
) The text seems to have lana instead of the standard /7.
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(Y]] G ) ol Bl el /s S 1Y /

(D[ J s)//[=2]

L)/ / [S] (ST @) /P12 SV TV (S BT
¥ 5)

(2 S [ a2BV Q) (SHGRV =720 I IS (51

(L)

[ ) [5] O ()= / YA A T s C VA NI Vi /

&/

GO 1Y PO CS) 1) D sl (<) [/ /14 (6]
NG JIS]

VST 2m o/ /A ([0 Y S12) /{3 Y 51 /i) / /[l /[t ]
TN A (B) [] o [ (S I PTO LT Q)

(WS & (O) o//[=]=

SaoY ] oL Y s { e o) [D]V/ /O T ORSY /)
S () e6(=) [2=] (D) L} =] Q= Q1 O ()R]
(L|

VAL TN O @O S A ) [
()=

(=W O [OsId (ST [S) =1 10/
[O] [~]

SHRROD LY« /Y /[a1E) [s W] /S B (O) oY Y/
Y\(u)

IO (2N (D] o /=N 17 IO
O VI el (S VA N T 1 (O VO RN Gy VA L WA 5 S VA
V1T O 1O IO &V <= 0] () [5 00 e 2] { W] )/ /
I IO SV BT OE 5] (D) [= Y] (S /(D=1

The text might have hina instead of idh.

This word may be tatawwafu.

This word may be fa-radadnaka.

The last letter in this part may be mim.

The text is probably wa-an instead of aw an.

The last letter in this part might be kaf.

The text might have ilayka an arsil instead of fa-arsil.
The text seems to have fa-ma instead of fa-man.
This ya’ may belong to fi (verse 52).

The text may have arsala instead of anzala.

There seems to be fa-akhraja instead of fa-akhrajna.

10

11

12

13

14
15

16
17

18

19

20

21
22
23
24



86 Behnam Sadeghi and Mohsen Goudarzi

@10 IO 11 Q) [ 21 (O) 1 [0V /5= ]/ /) /
HDTO1 O 1™ P2 I O [/ s
[5e S=V/E) [s] OV /Y /= 410/=) DY =/ (@) /
[21e) /7 [d8] (&) [/ [V <1 ) DT [l /s O V)Y
[O&V /B [ O) s/ AL 13 5[]
FNE s (@ =1/ T () [0 0] =) [V [ee2]
S VAR A s LN T O TR 5 | 21 A ©) VA

Folio 15 B (Q 20.61-20.80)

J@IN) @) ]V 12 s [2] (O] // [2] (5= )]
VOB (O ) A (1Yl 52 O 1] (5) o)/ [5] 1 [ [4]
(W 2 (5 Spm (0) ) U 52 Lt (0 9) [ (0 me) Y1012 1(4)

[1 ] o oS /(S ) spoan () ) L[] SR = )]

[ (= 529 1 (9 42) O HOLIE] () { =[] S/ ) a1 1) 5 )
J e () [ el 0T O] I 5 [ =] () () o)
Y ] ] () (40 (Y { Helme) [5] eleb)lla [1] 2
S (N ] (=) O e () [0l 519 O o)
[tol/ () < {3 [] ()] [ IO 02 O (e Y1 o Sy
[osm oasd] ) A1)/ /Y37 /[ (D 3/ [2S1 s)(ae Y] 155
DU Hale O] (<Y U/ () OO ()

) O sl 32305 AT <G 1 /() () [5] 7 [1/] o A
1A S) [SI0) / /(0 630) [ () 1 (0 B)2] /) ) P2

This word may be a-ataytana.

This part may contain bi-sihrika.

The last letter in this part may be kaf.

The text may be ya waylakum.

The text may have ifkan instead of the standard kadhiban.

This word may be sthrihim.

Considering the amount of space, the word khifah may be missing.
This word may be amilu.

23.117,28.37,and 30.45.
.sm) The text may be fa-alga ma ma'ahu.
#2) The scribe has copied gala twice.

25
26
27
28
29
30
31

O© 0 9 & »n A~ W NN o~

e e
W NN = O

This word might be innahu. See the parallels in Q 6.21, 6.135, 10.17,
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SO I= V(B (Y O) 0 (G Eal] /P (=) 14

I TG A=EO) [e] G AT (@2l /Y () SEH=) oo [e]H 15
S/ R = I (D QO =]/ /() = Y= 16

[ {e=1() /15 (OPa() 6 [0 ) [s <SP o ™PUE) e (] 17

I e sV e 2] () [sl(eae)// [](2) ) (o=9) / /(=) 18

P4 MSTO) e 5] O=R1=) Y=) L] R O)1) oV ek 19

O {1 SRR OO Gl () o= AR () 5™/ ) Y 5) 20
We)/[2 = sal{ }[¥] o=62) [4R [0] O[] e s3] == o) 2 (V20 /1] 21

o/ /O [ =] 3=) B (G () LU=/ /1O ) /[¥]s 22

(=) s QY [0 =] (=) O ORF </ LIS M @rd /123
PGP IO I Y (o) [ ol 2 (Oe=) [C [ / /= Y] () 24
Y [ el 11} Pefs A= s () / /) [ 25
=102/ /) D] A [ =YW=/ 1 26

[s1/ Mee] ]/ T (0 [el(@) =Rl o [s= 2]/ / [s] 27
[TV Sea) [l s/ =l =l 28

Folio 30 B (Q 20.122-20.133)

{ y/ / 1
{ FORIQI ) ) 2
{ +/ [ (¥) [s] JI= 3
{ f o] ) S e () e 4
{ SV flss] (@) S
{ YA = O = 6
) This word may be atana.
1 This word is probably saharna/sabharna.
) The text may have inna qad uhiya ilayna in addition to the standard

text. Cf. Q 20.48.
) This putative alif may be disconnected from the previous letter,in which
case the previous letter would be wa-.
7y The text seems to have fa-awhayna instead of wa-lagad awhayna.
%) Considering the traces, the text might have ihbitu minha ajman instead
of thbita minha jamian. Also, the phrase ba'dukum li-ba'din ‘aduwwun is either

missing or precedes the putative ihbitiu.
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{ 1 T2@) 5[] ) Vo) 1/

{ Y= (@) 5) o) s /~]

{ } (1] a(Sasn 5} 2 O (a2 0) 5

{ H=Tafs] 7 AS) Y 5O [5] (o)

{ HOUL ] ((Sa) 4 [Bla Y(2) /o PO )

{ Y13 ) [P A) de

{ H 1= (9) 5 () of=] (SHE1E) /[el/A ) [=s] b
{ F Lo sl Ve [ 2] s [N 9) /) [elel=]e

{ 1) 3O =) [ () [D1==) S/ [6] ) [2] 3
{ FT9E) [0 0] (SH=1) Y/ /() [x])= [5]1 }

{ PO s s O sV S F Y A=

Folio 30A (Q 21.5-21.19)

NACO VA
2 (e /e {
(] () ['] (S [/
(S 1 () S )/ 4
Lo (p)r(B) o i {
(5) (=) e W(=)// 8 (22) o/ {
O e)le /() ) (=) {
[41// (02 U(=) et oS () |
Yo s)ola 2 b (L) // {
s[=]E )= Ye)//(=) [e]a V2 ] 1 /4
G/ T[] OO )/
Dl LS (9 (O] 53] ¢
Pafa](=)/ /2y () /) /]

o e e e e e e e e e e e

This word may be ajalan.
400 . . .
This word may be fa-stabir.
401

) The text might be li-l-birri wa-l-taqwa (cf. Q 5.2 and 58.9).

“%) The text might be wa-hadha kitabun anzalna alaykum.

7

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

O 0 N N N A~ W NN =

—
w NN = O

The text appears to have li-hukmi rabbika instead of ‘wla ma yaquluna.
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Wle]//[=] [« s] o= 0¥ ) 5= e/ | yoo14
(V) =] (= (V) ) sed =] o () § yoo1s
[V /(DR =) [e=)/ b (=) /| y 16
O] J AN/ 1) [ [T/ A yoo17
{ ) sdl 20 [ 5 O 0 /Mpan { pooI18
Folio 10A (Q ? — 24.1-13)
/14 +/ /M A } 1
/14 Jrommm s { H 2
114 HR [ oo e O } 3
114 &) 2 Sl o] (29) (L)1 } 4
/14 a5 JS (5 N
/14 i) ke SO ) 6
! 1) i al b/ e 500 7
110 F (O W) 4P o) (40) 8
() =10 YO0 &l e AV 5 (38 o) 51 4(2) 9
oI S[O] (o) [P { M [SEE e (0> 58 () 10
sl /oe]lO[=]) 5[=] (1) e sadlg e 11
[pee] (22) Y/ /¥ s eala ua aa galalal 12
CAOY N/ ] aaSA gl Tl (pagw) 13
(5O m) o))l mla() 51 (=) =] 14
]IV el (@) spens0lose 0 15

" No text seems to be written before the present point, as writing here

would have interfered with the previous line.

) This tooth looks like an insertion. Also, the grapheme us seems to have
been added after the mum that follows s«. These additions have the same thick-
ness and curvature as the usual script, but have a dark greenish hue. The word
may have been mu 'minun before these changes. It is less certain what the modi-
fier wished to turn this word into. In light of the addition of a tooth before the
initial s, the first guess would be bi-mu’'minin. But the greenish traces that
follow the second mim conform to us better than they do to uu. Perhaps the
modifier conflated the first mim with waw (due to not seeing the waw that fol-
lows it), and tried to make the remaining legible traces conform to the word
tu ' minuna.
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WA )/ /(W) < (=) ol =1 o X9)/ [(5) 16
/1 (YHS o () [«)/ [Vl ) [4]saadt 5O o aal 17
{30 )/ /[ (1) N /() O om I 18
{31 1O 5@ o) S () //1 4L (<) 2w 19

{ 3Bl [2=]@) ] oS o) lele Al e 20

{ oSk ol (v ) s Se]dlll dme 21

{ 1o s{} -Gl ndisd(lal 22
{ WeSIh/ J[a] G [e] ) O dsae Sad 23
{3 @) A 2) dR] 5P e 0 ()Y o) Y 24
{3 A0 eke 0l d /03 /Y ]S 25
{0 3B (@GR o) [A]  obe/ faas) 26

{ Y SO USRI OS] ) fs] 27

Folio 10 B (Q 24.13-24.23)

{30 70V 4 ¢ LY 1
YT / VA2

{ }eomV¥igluof }411 3

{ Helde) = Yy 4
{} LS 2 b[5]() //{ A EI RN 5
(2= 5 5) Yo)p 4 } () o] 6

(L) [p]-le o sasman s { PG el 7
o I[2](8) Sama ) { JE=] W/ 8
baludd | 11/ G ()Y () 9

406 S . _
) The traces match both inni and innani.

“7) This alif has a dark green hue like the tooth at the beginning of line 7.

4“8) The traces here could also represent four teeth, in which case the word
would be tnsan.

%) The missing and illegible parts together can accommodate no more than
four letters. Therefore, minhum is probably missing.

J'm) This alif might be the last letter of bi-l-shuhada’, although the illegible

part preceding it seems rather small for the grapheme gl

411 .
) The traces here do not quite conform to 2s=;they are closer to 2.
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AV 5] STl 5 O) (Ghe s S/ /
s ) O L] ] 31 0) /(o)
o8] (D) pibe 1 [l [a] 1 [0] () [

Y o () 5 A (15) () Y] () [0/ /
s 5 3 [ASe A1 st ¥ (55 O) 6 (59
Dkt @S0 (SGo)/ /Do)
(0 sl g o [5] o | 5 aa] Vs { )
Y35 () () [t () b [0 [oba]{ }
| e 550 o) [ Al 5 5 (Sl {3 1§
| (5) s e ) 1B S (5 1) /11 ¢
(B2l Y SV LY 5 O e oom {
sl S[R] 11 s e () ) (A 5
St () ) ] 2 (O e )5 S
SIS ) G sifani] Y1) smaad {

o[ Vm o 31 5 O el)(2) 50 s= AU ()

| (s (O 1 ) a1 @R}

[ S S S

Folio 11 A (Q 24.23-24.32)

(O /()1 [2] e [52 0~ Y] (5) Y==] 2V ()
[elel> 0V 5 el 21 5060 2 []] pgele o 2 50

(O [#PE] 21 () # O 0 o) 9 Sl (3) sl //

{31 O sl () (e)l=1= 2 (p)e=2 ]2 s (2 9) U ()
[l s[]ad )5 Q=] ) SE-] ) [P ()]
{3710 51 o(nb) il |5 canlall ) gl )

(3 O [l LE /1 (5) 2 Ae) [eed 0 o v lae 0 5 e

412)

would be li-yatabayyana.

%) This word could be yagdhifina.
414
)

word may be al-mutasaddiqati.
415
long to two graphemes than one. Specifically, they might belong to -d!.

416 . .
) This word may be ajr.

91

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

~N N bW -

There might be another tooth before this nun, in which case the word

There is enough room in the illegible area before dal for two letters. The

The pale traces in the illegible part preceding mim are more likely to be-
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{371 s (o s[ala ) o ) sales o] L ) 5] 8

M/ (=) [[lA) oY) O o s S S jn oS3 9

[0 (D20 { ol u2 sln) sla xSl [3alas 10

DV /ST @R 01 8 i s ) s D] () Vi (1) 11

| sefafe [2] () 2 o o) [lA Q) o [sflem () 12

L osan oo alll 1S (@ (] 2 (Y= (3 13

(0 sh)/as sod parl ot/ faff (O) 1o/ MO o ()8~ 14

[ () V/ o) [V 0/ /ST () S fes s /2 15

[5.8] Gl 5 1o [oaan | G opoa2] e [52]) S5O () 16
o= (=) (5) Ye[=e] //[6](2) V/ YV Oe]/ /= 0] o= o= Y [5] M(e)~ 17
L3500 Y () o0 0@) [ Y 5 0= sl=fa o) o) )/ /18
{5 Ce[=P P s)m oo o ped L) ) el 50 19
) v [ (W= s o s S oe) 20

O] (= oYY 51} e ] 1@ s oe) s 21

PR u@)! ()bl 51 da 1) 22

PO/ S () Ty Vo [ s]e eV (5) / /[B) 23

¥ [5] e s A gl A G (IR 24

5 0(=) D os (@)= e pled fels] L L OS] DI 25

S e nan) U () () 1[5 /26

Y Sl 5O o sslu S[=]() 21y /0 27

OO G (S =1 (O] [l /1 /@Y [s] 2 O[aa]{ )= 51 3 28

417 . . . .
) The use of the masculine pronoun here is a scribal error.

The traces preceding the putative mim do not quite conform to ~—.
The traces after the tooth match a medial ha’ better than a medial aymn.

Perhaps the scribe made a mistake and wrote s here.
420
)

418
)

419
)

There is probably one letter between the first lam and (@', because they
are not very close to each other. The second illegible part contains one letter
which can be fa’ or gaf or any of the tooth-shaped letters. Maybe the scribe
wanted to write al-{ifl, but conflated it with al-wildan, writing an extra s\. The
gap between the first lam and ta’ may also be explained by this scenario: the
scribe first wrote a dal (belonging to al-wildan) after this lam but then erased it
and wrote {a’ slightly after this dal.

J'21) The nun seems to be connected to a letter before it, and the traces before
nun conform to = better than to sw.

1422 . . .
) The text here might be ba duhum ba'dan.
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Folio 11 B (Q 24.32-24.40)

Vs aba(s) Geall g (O V6] S0 0) {0
(s ¥ 0 [ 21 oo 5 O e s () 2
| [5] 4demf) (09) 4D (@) s (IS)e o [0] 3
5= () /Do len (RSP () /2= -] 2 4
o sk |5 (1) o) pes malfe] 01 o0 (S[] S
) pSffms) s SN (Al I aSe ) Hlee 6
Ho=) ooV sfrsflluans g LT () T OIV/(O) {F 7
A=) A () efofer (S)oes (W) dle ()} 8
() [S)E 2 () QRF Q) e o 0) s 0 () 9
O el ()5l ()[4] 5 2 (O)[4] ()= ()] AV (e U] 5 10
SassfS] () [0 2] (B o s (N I/ [5] = sl Heal/{y 11
S [ 1 5t () ot gmad s (e leo(®) /1 12
[51(=)= 048 (0m) o (W) 02 3(2) (=5 0 () [S] SUe)/ 13
Jo e PN len Halaaa] je (V) s40 Y/ 14
sy sualll(B) e @) v obaa(g) /15
el [0] (O[=1A) /= Y) [1] (/A < J(m)d ()Y [0l 16
PN R R [ RN ) RN (5 R/ ) K (@) FET @) YA S S
[;]}wuwc@)mw/'t(«)usm{} 18
o e Y 5o [/ (repele ¥ din 5 daY /) 19
SN [ (=P o) V524 d) 1S () 20
Q) Mal ¥V s o s {1/ [SREV=] ] 2o s 21
[ (@5 s) ) shee o) O] 140 [ped] 2 /22
423) The traces before ra’ match 2 better than —es,
%) The last letter looks more like a final ba ‘Jta’[tha’ than a final fa’.

%) 1t seems that the scribe forgot to write this 7@’ initially, as it is written
slightly above the line, in the small space available between the last letter of
ghafur and the ha’ of rahim.

426) There are three small marks above the mim, arranged vertically on top
of one another. They resemble the dashes used for distinguishing consonants or
separating verses.The lowest dash overlaps with mam.Their function is not clear.
J'27) This word appears to have been == at first, as the horizontal traces of a
final ya’ are visible beneath the initial tooth and sad. However, the word was
modified to Lsan by adding a tooth and alif at its end. These modifications
appear greenish, similar to those seen in other folios (e.g. folio 10 A, line 7).

J'28) The traces match s~ better than s~
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(O] (=) b s n 5[] 2 all) () [ha(s) 23
[ ot () DS [el(e)lee 115 [0S () [/ 1] 24
] 5 (W o la ) ) e [ (WD) 25

(&[] (O] (5) ) 42 2 (29 (D) (/) 26
[ @) 0o 2 QDS 51 O =W/ AN 27
CO BRI Dl o B X

Folio 33 Recto (Q 34.13-34.23)

{15 A jlaled bl

I R (CO PP B § o1 0) I poo2

{ HORIOE = { 32O J[*]{}J‘(d)//{ poo3
{ WD =02l YN [21= 23 [2] ()] (=] poo4

{0} o@ =)= 0= VIR PN o] (Do shf=]= 1]/ / { poos
V=T O BIEEO) /71RO W) [<1 /13 () 227 M) 0 (S ) yo 6
Je Ol [4])  [eel[Se] () /AL /S ARG 0 /T

{3V 76 5] //(5—') (177121 () =] ¥/ [[dae{} 8

{3 V= o1 R [1 O Q) [2=]1 (9 [ (5) / 9
(EHEIE (u*)//[éaé] M/ 711y /7y 10

{0 A A () [Ol (@ =1 )/ /sl A=)/ 7 1

U WA T 10N [l 1 DO RIS el 12
LI N O ) A 1P VA © RANS S SR
{V RFROBIORIE R, A poo4

%) This letter might be connected to the previous letter,in which case they
would form the grapheme se.

) 1t seems that the scribe initially forgot to write mim but added it later.
1) The scribe has left the beginning of the line empty to avoid interfering
with the previous line.

432) The traces do not match min.The first letter is round, but does not seem
to be mim (it might be waw or fa’/qaf). The second letter might be ha .

) If this ra’ belongs to qudur, the following alif may be a scribal error.
%) The text may have something like wa-hum kanu ya'maluna lahu hawlan
in addition to the standard reading.

) This word may be yu allimuhum,the subject of which could be Sulayman.
%) The text may have an shimalin wa-yaminin.
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{ Vo o]/ /w1 /o oI5

( ! / (o) /{ yo 16

ROy " b
=YY " b
VO ) /] ol / " P
B 1 O 0 (5 9 Ay
CH DI () ) ey 2
(v /f } S
el b A

Folio 33 Verso (Q 34.23-34.33)

{ VooN Y oyl
O Y Y SIODSY ) 2
MO O L) @GR A 3
U] ) [P Y] S (O] Ol SO=10 ) / /(@) 1+ 4
{ VIl e ) B Q) 0 (G s lee J] Y sle () 5
AN [ /0)1dE) i ) (a5 M)y /6

[ S () AP [51(8) 38 (D2 S) m Al en(al) /f 7

51/ <2 [9E o YUY VS 1 (G5 QB )8
()t 1QM0 5o Y UM OHEE s ) 9

“7T) The text seems to have fv shakkin minha instead of minha fv shakkin.

The text might have wa-lladhina yaduna/taduna instead of qul idwu

lHadhina za amtum.
439)

438
)

The text might be wa-inna wa-iyyakum la-imma ala hudan.

%) This word may be rabbuna.

441 - . . .
) Considering the amount of space before this word, the phrase thumma
yaftahu baynana may be missing.

) A small dash above the tooth means that perhaps ta’is pointed.

% The traces before mim match S better than —S.
) This word may be yashkuruna or yatafakkaruna.
) The first letter in the preceding illegible part may be waw or fa’/qaf. This

word may be wa-qila or fa-qila.
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{3 (&) O[O0 =) G} 10

{0 IO 0GRI) Y51/ /(M=) oy 1

{ b ol=ls BUE Y 5 ) L)) oy 12

{ e Y O A VA S el O O X poo13
{ VNN [ 5]/ faaff(an) V2 (R (D) D [s]//= { } 14

{ HAE) L1/ 7/ (=] O[]V Ales] OD A1/ 15
{ YOIV [ e S S S {16
{ 3/ IDSTUS) P (D {17

{ ARG FO) TRV )RVIE=) 1 o) G 18
{ 1% oy I G Iy 7 19

t Y AU MNERdEY Y 20

t Y I yood 21

Folio 34 Recto (Q 34.40—-34.47)

{ }// 451y 1
{ oG 2

{ a)/ S 3

{ HARICO R/

{ 0 el S
{ % /6
{ }/ /T
{ R G /8

446) There is a small chance that the letter preceding dal is ayn.The illegible

part preceding mim may contain one or two letters. There are also traces there
above the line that resemble lam. Perhaps the scribe added lakum to the text later.

7Y The traces match gulbl better than ¢ selhl,
%) The text may have yulqi ba duhum.
) The letter before dad may be ayn. It seems that the scribe made a mis-
take and wrote @ayn before dad instead of after it.

%) The presence of this alif suggests that the text is different from the
standard reading.

1 This grapheme may belong to a-ha ula’.
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{ PPy S/ )9

{ Volal J@A=)R(0e0) N 10

{ VR O (o s T

{ } Y ) [O L= () [96) 7 yoo12

{ Jer 2 2 (5) W) () ()= yoo13

{ HEONBYRC VA ® LS poo4

{ YR )/ { yo 15
Folio 34 Verso (Q 13.1-13.5)

~{ } 1

;u(ﬁ) ) { } 2

BN (®) VA ' 3

(s A(0) [eld pooo4

[<]=H ! o yoos

[/ <14 ;o6

o= D] Y1 yoo7

[} Lo)[=]e H } 8

] ) o 55 IS ;o9

{} )Y (o) yo 10

{0 =l 0 52 OB [o=] () Y { poo 1

{0 ) o sl [H] smadsd (1) P yoo12

452 \ . . . . . o . . e
) Considering the traces on the neighbouring lines, this instance of kafaru
does not seem to belong to verse 43. Maybe verse 44 features alladhina kafari.

4]2) It is not clear if this mim is initial, medial, final, or isolated.

%) The text may have fa-amlaytu li-lladhina kadhdhabii/kafari in addition
to the standard reading.

%) The traces before alif match -« better than <.
95 Nothing is written before this point, since writing here would have inter-
fered with the previous line.

) Considering the legible words, the text might have wa-jawla fiha min
kully l-thamaraty wa-anbatalwa-ja'ala fiha min kulli zawjaynt thnaynt instead

of the standard text between al-nahar and yughshz.
458 I L g .
*®) The phrase wa-jannatun min anabin might follow wa-zar‘un rather than

precede it.
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{ O [ple)ra(==) deass) 52 poo13
{ fo (ol ¥ S/ Q)= poo4
{ § Sl T eed] 2 [ pooLs

Folio 35 Recto (Q 13.6-13.14)

{ H®)

{ j

{ }460\}

{ F O [o=](=)

{ YO (O ) ()= { } [

{ H (3 O (Dl () A=

{ AN OYACD S VAR

{ A O (O VA

{ o)) o) 1 [](0) /{3 A= )
{ FO) s [ 7 ORIE) [e] /4-)
{ % s ()2 [0

{ YN [E) Q) s

{ Jald ) (o) 5 baala

{ FRIEHER 50 ()=

{ GO O N I

O© 0 9 &N »n A~ W D =

—_— = = =
A WO = O

) This word may be mitna.
100) Assuming that the visible letters on line 2 belong to al-igab (verse 6),
the letters on the present line cannot belong to kafaru, which is only two words
away, unless kafaru appears in a different place than it does in the standard text.
Also, lines 2 and 3 have less room than expected for the text between al-‘igab and

taghid (verse 8).

) Considering the traces on the next line, the text following mu aqqibat
may be min khalfihi wa-min bayni yadayhi or even a longer phrase such as min
khalfihi wa-ragibun min bayni yadayhi, which is reported for Ibn ‘Abbas (al-

KuATIB, Mujam,4:394).
) The text may have yarqubunahu instead of yalhfazunahu.
J'()3) The following missing part is rather small for the standard text between

bi-gawmin and min walin.
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{ HE AR poo 16
{ FEIED € poou

Folio 35 Verso (Q 13.16-13.21)

/14 } 1

@ =l M elt yoo2

F P el ) [21E yoo3

(DR (D] O[] Y 2] § yoo4

/L AER] OM=17 ) [ WIE Y () [+ HEN

{3 OEHO ) (@) o i HEN

O () s yoo7

J=ke (¥ ) 4[] T = )= } 8

(@I Ge)=R )/ /{ poo9

o= Y (1) U yo 10

e (S 51 5404 s g } 11

Q) [l () []=) [s 214 12

# oS [S] o yoo13

(IR AN S R ) e 14

{ U ypoo1s

{ Hel@)/ y 16
Folio 36 Recto (Q 13.25-13.31)

{ HRAOZION } 1

{ AR N ©) A QR poo2

{ YO [ 7L 3 1= ) yo3

{ §[e] o> Y () [f] (D4 yoo4

**) The text is uncertain. It might have yastakhrijuhu or li-yastakhrijuhu as
a plus. Alternatively, it may have la-yastakhrijuhu instead of la-ftadaw bihi.

*%) The first and second lam might be connected, in which case this word
may be allah.

J'66) This word may be farthu (verse 26).
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{ HES S S GT0) yoood
A S VIO G A G SR 6
(SO VY T B sy T
Mee IV =TT TR s [ s /O o) () 8
(O YA R S T O S ©) L B G o Bl
ORI, 1] o] V() /(Y 10
{3 /4 yO/OETO A Ly 1T
{ V /{ H[de]/ /12
{ b=l e D) Lo/ 3/ /13
[ YA A WA (C) TR 1 /14
{ V1 7y Vol [AYEG 1S
{ Y1/ /4 ol R 16
£ v /MH MLy 1T

Folio 36 Verso (Q 13.33-13.40)
{ } [ W/ § 1
{ Jlelad) £ el yoo2
{ EETC FOTRRTON (@) RO TR S
{ AR VA VAR B) IO S
{ JI =] s A yoos
U Wil SO TS yo6

467 .. . . . . .
') The missing and illegible areas before this word are much larger than is

needed for qad khalat min.

0% Assuming that the grapheme near the end of the previous line is [@, the
visible mam here might belong to tusibuhum or bi-ma. However, the space be-
tween the putative /@ and the present point is too small for the standard text
between la and tustbuhum. Perhaps the text has zalamu (which features mim)
instead of kafaru, a reading reported for Ibn Mastud and Mujahid (al-KHATIB,
Mujam,4:427).

09 Assuming that the putative fa” at the end of line 2 belongs to fa-ma, the
missing parts at the end of line 2 and beginning of line 3 have much more space
than is needed for the remainder of verse 33.

me) The text might have ukuluha wa-zilluha da imun.
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{ 1o QNI NI e 5 ) 1}

{3 (S (0) s (SYAVD 2 ) {31 D) [P Y
W =S [aal/ SYIE) {3 /() /a1 (3 o)
O1(<) o 1 =1 (=] T )}/ T 7/
S PP A 3/ ANONES

(O sl = /1 3/ 1 QIL=1//
{OHERO [oke [S)E 3/ IR
/ /1 3/ Iy VIS
oL/ /{ y/ /{ }
(dyA«ty 3/ /=) {3
/== 5 { YDAV

W) /14 p/ [

{ el A L O

Folio 16 Verso (Q 28.19-28.24)

{ Yo 5¢
{ s xm) an 2
B OLEE
(D) e ()] //{
/1P 5 (Q) usbd ()¢
M () o [3](e) ¢
[4]« ) (4)de s
{ ol 0 ox) ()
{ =) o )

S S N L SV N N SN

101

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

O 0 9 N N kA~ W N =

) The traces here might belong to an alif,in which case the text may have
utw instead of ataynahum.
) The additional text may begin with kullun yadu ... 1la janbihi[janibihi.

473)

fore ha’ may be lam instead of ba .
474y

ters.

The traces before ha” do not quite match = 1. Specifically, the letter be-

The horizontal line between [am and the tooth is darker than the other let-
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{ 3] (@4 }
{ (s }

Folio 16 Recto (Q 28.30—-28.35)

{ SIS

{ J B S)[e]

{ F () d=9) ) o (59)2

{ PP (=2) of2] < ()=
{ jams Sl aa(aa)

{ Hel o S s

{ Jo o () O ) -
{ Hal A1}
{ ) V2 ==]{ }

{ HCEE S C R
{ J ()1 )

Folio 28 Recto (Q 37.15-37.33)

{ 3O IV OO ol J 1) ()}
(Ol /11 /5'Q o) IOV (WEklE)
(DO { 1) os Aok semde ()
e E U VAR W) (GO Sl I3 AL TR R

(@ /O 1 11d=l{ 31 (=) 1) O A () S/

IO VIE) L 3T s Q)o@ =
11121 (9 4 SR O] s (M) S L

/ /1 el 1 o I ()2

475 . - .
”) This word may be qamisika.

The text may have muldarun instead of yanzurun.

476
477 . e _

") This word may be ibathi.
478

column verse separator symbols used in this folio.

10
11

O 0 N N N A~ W NN =

—_—
—_ O

0 9 N L kAW~

The space between the putative nun and mum is rather small for the two-
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A YO 1 (5) s ¥ Sk (O 0 Y

{ 3 [ Y2 (O) o (M= /(=)
{ U ICO AR )

{ AR CE) S yeY

{ H=HST & (Ol (09)

{ HEO=1 (=) /d

{ HI=1 (9 [O ol (52)

Folio 28 Verso (Q 37.43-37.68)

(pete B[O JORRe 0 [l OF )P ()= f )
{} 5= &[=12) Y () o= /e S (Wa)[=)/  /[=](=)[= ol o= (-]
O < =) [l [Bl)= () sl Q=10 /{ 1) [¥] 5d

{3 Ue) e(e)an(=) d2 () O (0 e o)/ 3= IS Ol / /
2 Qo rdoleludr{ Ho o= 0a)2E)
SRS s =R Q) =l {0 o) d

et () 0[] ()] ! (et / / } =) V(=)

o s [22]E©) ol AL d () ¢ v/ ()

o> (Yo 5 O (U ) ) o ST YY) [0 O]
01 (O %) A== U)o 5 () { HOYASI[ES
FIRl@)=1e ! (92 =10 (O] }

e S[=1{ A e /] () ['] 4
o [2] Ha=] 11 (b= Y/ /4
(O] W) A [ §
Vel (O) o 5B/ 1

(P> = [0] 1 ¢

S S N S,

Folio 29 Recto (Q 37.82-37.103)
{ HAT () Y/ fase) e 01 5O v 2 Y ()
{ Pl s/ /() POV O ple clasas {1}

479)

which is reported for Ibn Mas‘ud (al-KHATIB, Mu jam,8:20).

103

9
10
11
12
13
14
15

O 0 N9 N N kWD =

e e e e
AN A W N = O

1
2

This word may be tanasarun (with the alif spelled) or tatanasarun,
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{ PR A () 52 8) ' O o s 2=t )

{ § I/l o) O (RN (= 2 SR ) |

{ =] B sl=Te { el ) 1 (o) // { }
{ FHSI=1Y I3 /1] et S

{ WRRUY /(=) ped /[ //(u)

{ o= (o) [*](4)*(—') 1B [O1// 5= )

{ WO IOV OO 3

{ VIO 52N L e

{ IO a2 eI HO op-te)

{ W) Q) omdea) ) () on

{ F () o0 e [or ) ) /e

{ $I e )= (V] Sa(=) 2

{ FU ) ()

{ + /

Folio 29 Verso (Q 37.118-37.144)

{ 1S 250N /o= }

{1350 0(9) 2 5ul=] (59 KE) [PP] 1/ (O A=) 11 }
{ =1 51 ) b [o]me (O e 1 O ()11 }

3O/ /BIER 2O el sV (0 }

{ M =10 (O {} (50 25U o }
{3/ O] 22 [O1 /EH ) @IS b }
SO [UEPEVE T @8 O Y [O a7/ }
SOSILI=EE] (e @) O 77 o~ () }
S[OTO =1/ I (9= 22 () 018 }

1O TODO Ll [E O { }

b e { 3e0) O o /=] 1 /() { }

L5 [O Gl Heae] (e(D[=]// { }

ol 5 [T oA [} ) € }

480
)

have kadhalika instead of inna kadhalika.

O 0 9 N DN kA~ W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

O 0 9 N »n A~ W NN =

—_ = =
w N = O

Considering the amount of space before the putative dal, the text may
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O 5s [elefl2 [ o] sl b4
O (e [ 5] = O RE
/s (o)) I boo16

Folio 18 A (Q 15.4-15.33)

{1/ IO 1@ O eS/ el s T/ /4y 1

{3 [ (1) 31 (Y= L) 2 O os o/ [ 5 O[els] 2

{3 21 0 (O) [FERER L L= LW OO o s)[O [ 3™ /3

{1 SO s (e YIS [ = U= [O1 O 1o 4

HEYIY () S P D =] o (W (O[O o)A 1 3V () [s]= 5
{}ha=)

(el s (Q)uP sV em G (SHH) eI 500 6

{} WSS U aC N [#] (VI sms0e T

{JY Ve ls s s0) s Y/ [Q) /LIE)IA) st 8

{} o e Glb)[=]e e ) (O (W) L /ed(e) (@R S5O (I 9

{1} smmap o db o SOl IR Qo 10

{1 50O =] SN s (0) s O[] 2D N @ UERS GO V™, 11

{}esdlo om0 (V) O () [U] o S e llas)s 12

{ 12 ()Y 2e 020V 1 () O (U felgmamuls 13

{31 5 (Q) 0[]/ (39) s e dS e le /) 5 (o 5) D] o)) 14

[s]W (O ™ /() O U=1 () 2 (P e o 5 (Ume L[] ST 15
{30

{1 0V5O0 e e D] @YV pl) s s waYY9) Y 16

{} s [olelasd ) () U= ) L [E](@ 5P o N L) 17

ORI ) 5/ ) s (@ om b 5O of[=~] (P [/ O] () > 18
{} [OEY

*1) The traces here match al-qur'an better than al-dhikr.
) A horizontal line is visible beneath fa’ and the tooth. Perhaps the scribe
first wrote f7 here but then changed it to fihi.

%) There is no trace of a waw after ra’, nor is there enough room for a letter.
stJ') The traces here match ma better than in.
) 1t seems the scribe made a mistake here, writing one tooth instead of
two at the beginning of the word.

J'86) It is not clear if a tooth precedes the initial ha’ or not.
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1 a5 (159 (0) ()]0 Ad O] 15O (0 5o 1 19
{3 5O e [P ] 1/ia soanfl) S5/ /15O 0 [ 20
(15O 0 e U] o deslia (e oY () () /3O 21
(IS0 0215 (O) [o] o) 510 o) (D2 e/ s al) | 22
() (0 spn Lon n J(eaiom o (1) D] [l / /() Sl 23
(1ol () 50 o) [)(9) ot 5w s (1) /2 24

CHRL Y Q) g () [pe] DS Sl 2mas [O] 2 25
Sl (bt (e O o [0 (@ (0= () [/ 26
1) AR Q) [l 1) oo [0] 5 () [ 27

Folio 18 B (Q 15.33-15.74)

{3 /2 (03 [2] 2O 0 s (b Q)fo doaJlm o/ ol [
E(Q) o) Ve s AN )al Sile 1 5 (O) s (0) S8}

O OEH 0 (Or B 6 s ¢ 5o S |
DY/ T () B O sl o) A1 s ()

o) Y1 O) o] Vot 2 Y 5 0m () Y ) o) o )

5 20 1051 ) () WY/ by 30 D) Gl | (e (S ) }
D () e ¥ 0] Y ) e S (0 4’”(?)«-’{ }

(1O s/ QO] 1 [ 300 e o) (5 O) o] 11 }
() o ot o1 01 O [ (w)»(m//mo» (d)S{}

O bt s e b a1 O e s (i 31 Q0 [}
532 (@l O o (@ lee b (o s oo o) b pes PO (11

O© 0 9 &N »n A~ W D =

—_
(=]

*7) The traces before 2@’ do not quite match an initial mim followed by a
tooth.They match one mim, or two teeth,or a lam and a tooth.

%) Tt is not clear if this alif is connected to a letter before it or not.
) 1t seems the scribe initially forgot to write @la here, since it is written
slightly above the line,in the small space available between sirat and mustaqim.

) The letter niin may be pointed, as there is a small dash inside it.

491 . . . .
) This word may be minhum, in which case the sentence would be awk-
ward, or @layhim,in which case this would be a scribal error, since alayhim ap-

pears again after laka.
) This word may be sabil.
) The shape of this alif suggests it is not part of a la. Perhaps the text has

ma here.
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CIE 22 015 (Q) ey AN/ =B O L= {12

(e 15l 321 O i plsfea) e (@5 (O) el { ) 13

L) d@) #1580 (s 5 Saa ) 1 @) | s(D=H } 14
sl 0V o G/ s J (O) (e (P S mu[W] {15

) M U2 LS () VU2 Q) 0 5 e WPles MSPI{ 16
O olsPeap (¥ 44 soabm e [5] B O o=l {17
N T O R (O St

VIO el oa e b1 B AWV e snee/ /[l } 19
E POl e § e e (9) {20
PSS I 1B (OQ) 0 (s K9 e (RO U [1]{ ) 21
SO (02 (bl s oalb St 5O 0 MR (07 / {22
SHO=Y sed) 2 2 e s M U R SB[ 23
Al () O usmlbicnn) panl sl o)/ /{} 24

M 5O pnrang gfb]ae ¥ o pagls R YISI[S{} 25

(215 (O) 0 s(ma)a S a Js (O U s f/[Sfsan ad 1/ /{26
(V) 2 d O WP Ue) Seud 511 SO o mdeall () 27

[ e [N ol (e S @R O ol S [o] SN} 28
e/ RV (/] (5 O Y2 e [Hln()al o s /1) 29

Folio 19 B (Q 15.87-99 — 25.1-8)

e N UISIOR
[rel=] 0 () Y s [el{
W/ ST (O *¥0me) 5
[ 0] G O) W==] 0 () = f
V) /(g 22) e O o skens {

R e ol e
[, TR SO 'S T NS I

) The letter nain may be pointed, as there is a small dash above the tooth.

) The final alif is rather pale except its base. Maybe the scribe erased it.
) Tt seems the scribe initially wrote waw at the end of this grapheme, but
changed it to ra later.

“7) There is no trace of a tooth before ha . This word may be sukrihim, which
is reported for al-A'mash here (al-KHATIB, Mujam,4:577).

498 _ _
) The text seems to have nadhirun mubinun.
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o s | S[)ST VO o /S y 6

11 [5] O (0) sabe s sfs](2 o) V(o) { yoo 7

(SIS () =2 Qo s/ /() [SH yo 8

71O (Ol N S L) S =] b9

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN { yo 10

C) /=1 1D AN S]] O @1 yoo1

< sad () [SIO] (D s 31OV O ()1 yoo12

IS [0/ [3] ™1 A 5] (¥) 5 (4)[=)//mm 2 P[] 13

Yad (PG (5) ue! sl (9)4 } 14

{31 ()oY 5o ()Y 5L e P08[a] 204 yoo 15

{} 4@ 2O [SI® D@ o) | yo 16

O©N o/ 17O 5Y=) =2 (O) o () ¢ P yoo17
3

[3] 2 S (4e) ] ()= e[~18 1 O (0)d o 18

{1V O UE ()2 /D)) [l s AV 4] yo19

{ ORI () del S () Ol 5 () ¢ yo20

{ 1O AT GPos=) Y oy -

{ O MERAO[S5]1O) »x yoo22

{ 1001 AR e st yo 23

) Tt is not clear whether the initial mim is preceded by a tooth or not.

500 . . .
") Tt is not clear whether something is written here.There are traces at the

beginning that might belong to an alif.
) This word may be @la.in which case the word al-furgan is probably writ-

ten after abdihi.
502 o e .
™) The missing part on this line is bigger than is needed for the phrase
wa-l-ardi wa-lam. Perhaps the text has an additional phrase, such as wa-ma

baynahuma, after wa-l-ardi.
) The phrase wa-lam yakun lahu sharilun fi l-mulki appears to be miss-
ing.
) This physically missing part would have had room for about three words.
Perhaps here the text has yakhluguna shay’an wa-la.
505) It is not clear if mim is preceded by a letter or not.
5“6) The distance between za and lam is rather long, but it is not clear if a

letter is written between them.
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Folio 19A (Q 25.14-25.27)

{ I CUE 1

{ A IE) 2

{ Yo (€ (O)V [He=e) /) 3

{ WessQYsumlye) 4

{ } o ufe]a@lhalanl 5

{ b gl ) 6

{ FOY) s e S5 5 e 7

{ RO Lsrkg) 985 S 8

{ JOp s QP Y sl e I, 9

{ JUL] () s O DR© ™1 10
{ foekllpe S L ueyl 11

{ o) ) 4 pord ppans Lla(2) 5 12

{ YN 5 K e AV 5O (1) seme 13

{ Hop (5 5o | 3 Al 0 1 ) 14
{ PV (09 e [5) 5OV oSV (o= { ) 15
{ H0) S (s ) s 51 5 e (sl 2 16
{ PO 1) sala adfafas o) o) AL} 17
{ FOOsepual ) puse Gl { ) 18

{ PO/ sl I s} 19

{ Jo) sl o= 2BV S O o ) 20
{ powenile B (O () 21

) The physically missing part of the previous line would have had room

for about four words, hardly enough for the standard text before sarfan. Perhaps

the phrase bi-ma taquluna is missing.

%) One can see a pale, horizontal line touching alif. Perhaps the scribe first
wrote a final ba” here but then erased its tail and added an alif instead.

209 Considering the visible words, the physically missing part may have con-
tained la narju liga’a llahi hatta, or la nu 'minu laka hatta.

1% There is no writing in this line before this point, perhaps since it would

have interfered with the previous line.
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Folio 24 Verso (Q 30.38-30.50)

() [/ AV o1 (5) oSf=]{

AT (=5 () s (U0 [+
[dsa] () 2V [ D1/G) =)
(D] 0 or e 1] 5

/) ) [ S5 DY

=) el (=) [
sl /e () O
Okl 1) 5/ /1 0 9= §
TAEER s 31 /20 [
(o= ()5 O

{ HO) S a(e)=)2 o] o
{1770 d2 7 S)e(2) 5

{ e )RR e O o = [
{WHIRQ o] Ae) /) /4
O VA O A

@1 RO 1 =) 11

T 2 (SHEE () ¢ DM
) [V 1O/Q) [s) 194

[pel/ /)T 0) |

O N G EIE

2 s1/7771@) [O o
OGS/ /8 [ /=1

O 0 9 O »n A~ W N~

—_
—_ O

S N N T = i e e R oA =2V C RSVl
[N I NS I e e e e e T
— O O 0 9 N R W

N
\S)

') The text seems to have ya‘malin instead of wmilii.

%) The text might have fa-aqumu awjuhakum or fa-agimu wajhakum
(Ubayy b. Ka'b reportedly had awjuhakum instead of wujuhakum in Q 4.43 (al-

KHATIB, Mujam,2:81)).
513y m i L

) The phrase an ya tiya appears to be missing.
™) The text may have fi [-bahr in addition to the standard reading.
515

) The text may have huwa instead of allahu.
516
)

The text might have fa-yabsutuhu fiv l-sama @ kisafan.
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{eclr Y A 23
0/ [ 1 24
{111 SR () HEA

Folio 3 Verso (Q 35.39-35.40)

{ [ } 1

{ AL } 2

{ Fer o)) /)= } 3
{ o) [s]2a=]/ I } 4

{ Vs /) al /] v

{ @[] W) [=1S P Te] (< } 6
{ P2l [ [pel=/ /4 } 7

Folio Christies 2008 Verso (Q 63.1-11 — 62.1-11)

PN 5y /o [l )/ SYS N[O G /RO Q) /O A [p] 1
/]

I I (0) ) el 54 s 5 S ala[ ] (4P () [0 (D )[~] o

/1 ee[=] V) (s 2] ) 5 1m0 4)//(3) ()] 1) 5231 () 0 5 S

J 1) 522/ Vel 5 (Q[E1E) ) 0 e L ST (2D o) sle/ /1 5218 (e

[ Naxa] S ss /(0 ) O o se( V) a5t e LS/ 3 ag sl e akae 5201

/1O [l o dsma o/ /2 (1S) ofe]) 5/} (o ) 3 522001 5 pffamen |

[O) 0] 52 () o 14 [L/A) P2VI[] 51/ X) V2 5] /o)) () el aam
/181121 (5)

Osdaiagn H (e[~ (5)/  ARIAVD Y /RN RO @ 8
(P2 3)

~N O W

') This letter might belong to @layhim.in which case min qablihi would be
missing.

%) The text may have anzalna ‘alayhim instead of ataynahum.
%) The text may have shahidu instead of galu nashhaduw.

%) The text seems to have thumma zdadi kufran in addition to the stan-
dard reading.

521 . . _
") This word may be fa-hdharwhum.
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AV xS o)) o]/ R[] sl MV S G) (S

[pe]!

| () O/ /31 (o O A o (1] el Y [ ]
/e

s[<l/ Aol o~ () 4[] (9= oo sl (D= 1] 1 d 5w/ /=[]
[o=] DY ()

P la(=) oM [0l G20 1O (0 se) /() os(=)d) o () o[S] 5
D[RR/ /4

SR s dsfx] A ] 21/[=]=) o [V A1 5 () ¥ I Y er) =] of=] ¥ (Vo)
! /[4]

| ASLl[] Y1 (s /3 e (O D) 0 s (3 i) () o510
[%]d 59)

[T O [ele 7 ALY /A2 [dr]ss ()] 5 [H) S 2 (=) /ST A/ (0Y) 5

Q=197 /s [=1/ AP S/ /[ho] (2o ke [ O o]
)

(O [Pt} U= 0] S 1] 5 [ s (2 /2] o) 150 (2 )Y
[ > » () 5

[+] 3[a] O 0 M1/ W] /(=) D1 5[ P fam o) ()[-] Yo/ /4L
/] (s el)

T e @ LY
[ Jas AN

1) S/ [om 0] (V)2 e (52 [5] Ol 1) o2 o il s O] e /8
(5) /(2

() /A1 pee Y ] (O ¥V 2 [/ [3]1(Q) S [ S/ )
(el

I ()2 [00] () 'S 01/ [@ISIEN Y5/ /510 ) wlef=] 5 /iG)/S
OBI=)

/il ] O L T ™ 3 1o TG ] () s
O =/ () » O

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

’*%) The illegible part preceding wdaw is rather large for the grapheme —.
Moreover, there are traces at its beginning that might belong to an alif. There

may be an aw in addition to the standard text.

?*%) This word may be akhkhartana asin Q 4.77.
) This word may be wa-akuna.

?*) This word may be yajia.

?%%) The text might be wa-akharina minhum min ba'dihim.
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[elbsd | (sl (15 3) IRV () [/ (=] 7 / [ 4]V (D [=](=) S [3]
NN (@)

Pafam] =] [ /2] =R e [ 0] /O A o) A
[o](=2) ! 2(=)

O [p s s 2 Y (@A) s[4/ /[ [#206S) 7 /(@) e/ A() I

PRl W VWS [e]=) [D] ()1 (5 2) o (RY /o] <Py
Y

s pan J () O/ /[ m/(S N/ [P sai() WG/ [ oee [U](>)

b sal 101 (o) [O (/[<RHBR b e A1)V 5 [alef/ =] ) (e 2 H[as] // )

Vs [l /AN Mo [PV [0 5] 2 e ()52 )/ e (4)=[<] (0) // o /s A
o (e}

3312 () [ (V) DN eV /[0] ster// [p]//s (\)//4[ ]

35 (PP /EPE) [ /) s [2 4]af 2] e) [51(= W)= 7 s)/=( W/

/213 (O[] O () sl (@=[=S] (0 ) /R [ @] 2 [l ‘\ [ :/ (o]
[-]

WsalWV ()l el s2( )/ [om DY (M ®) V 5/ /(Yoo sbal {

SVl (s L)) A TSI S48 () 5 S {1}
{10 [5¢]®

Folio Christies 2008 Recto (Q 62.11 — 89.1-30 — 90.1-6)

[ =]V O T > ] RN =T

1) =1 B0 /) [PE] (o) [P s DskelR /7 [ole /- /
s [4a]an(]) o s [4]ans [/
F s o= &) AV ) ST (0 / /

(S 2721 da O oV SN (YA S[O SR DV )/

[e] 5V O =Y ()= 5 (D2 [=S]/ /[P 1/(O) Mas s [ [ehe
SOy MV vy QP afa]d) 1= () 2

[¢ 2] ()= SOV 1 (O) /) AL =Pl sl ) [ )

527 . . —_ .
") This word may be bi-l-salati.
528 g e
") This dal is unusually long and therefore resembles an initial kaf.
The letters after mum might be x.

530

)
20)
)

)

verse 6).

113

24

25

26
27

28
29
30

31
32
33

34
35

® N N LN AW~

The verse seems to begin with aw tara (paralleling a-lam tara from
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Vsl QRIS () [O =)/ N sl (=] O s 9
ROZIE

WOV (@) ) [] s [ S [peM ) 0V /10

(] o [l VR (o] (D V= () AW/ 1

D) /) sl onl 1V 1 S[£2](2) [&]@)[=] // [+ S/ 12

O o]V () /()22 1 5] Ide) ] [735532@) /() [RG=]/ 13
() el Nl // (S)=l= Y 57 ol [1] o/ /(&Y 14
(=) OV /YIS </ NV OS] (ws)/ /[Sa]// 15

O o/ D =SSP /O e bs I 16

(= (&) a5 [ [2a V/(sa) Ske(d) | 5 S // s (5) (O) YS] 17

IOV = () s (O (V) VS Hs/ [[o] ] [plfelm e 18

[<] (=Y (e 2/ (Sl [ 2]/ /I [kl (w) S 19
Ne() [=1// (=) VI s [el= () Y () ) M=)V 7 [31=) 20

[O] 4= o) / /(=) [0] Se o=V O [4)) /b V95 o) [ [oe]d 21
| M afales/ 2 (O) Ml S () 5) /[ [xle 2]/ /70 22

HEV VI ] s e O™y 1Q-P(s) 23

=)/ N sQEWN/ B IO W a] 24

IO Q1 16O) HE )Y 531 1 31 (O) IR am 25

(s Sy AR [ e d o[/ IS =]/ /~{ } 26

1) The traces match | 5 as well.

The word following wa- may be a verb, the object of which could be the
pronoun hu referring to al-insan.The penultimate letter of this word may be an

.')3:5)

initial 2@ , a medial ‘ayn,or a tooth-shaped letter.

’) This letter may be fa’ instead.
) Perhaps no verse separator was written here, since there is not quite
enough room for the type of two-column separator used in this folio.

) This word may be al-amina, which is reported for Ubayy b. Ka'b here
(al-KBATIB, Mujjam,10:432).

%) Tt is not clear whether this alif is preceded by fa-.
7Y The text after khatima may be al-fajri wa-layalin ashrin.

538) The traces after ¥ match s better than s). The text may be read as la-

ugsimu or la ugsimu.
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Folio 17 Recto (=)™

{ O Pl
{ [N ) 2

{ 3= YOI po3
{ j(2)= S poo4

Folio 17 Verso (-)

{ yHalle poool

{ }Rb () [l yoo2
{ } 2ab//(=) { poo3

{ fo(=) oo poo4

{ jle oo

Appendix 1: On the Lower Text

The following table identifies readings ascribed to the Companions
and other authorities that match a non-standard reading in the lower
text. The following abbreviations are used: MQ = al-KHATIB, Mujam
al-Qira’at; KM = Ibn Abi Dawud, Kitab al-Masahif (Beirut: Dar
al-Basha’ir al-Islamiyya, 2002); IM-A = the reading of Ibn Mas‘ud
according to the report of al-A‘mash quoted in KM, 1:302-38.

In the cases of Q 2.96,9.90, 19.24, and 90.1, the corresponding foot-
notes in the edited text explain how the lower text differs from the stan-
dard one.The variants in Q 2.217,2.222, and 5.45 have been mentioned
already in FEDELL,“Early Evidences,”293-316.

) Due to the meager amount of text, we have not yet identified the pas-
sage.
%) The letter before alif may be ha’ or a tooth-shaped one.
>y Either ayn and dal are connected or a tooth-shaped letter is between
them.
) This word may be bi-sultan or a conjugation of istata a.
5J'3) It is not clear whether 2a” and ta” are connected or not.This word may be

habitat, ahatat, ahattu, or khitab, among other things.
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¢ g
2 2
; __9 LowerText Standard Readings Similar to the Lower Text
l;% S Text
2.96, [J®) A=) ala Ubayy b. Ka'b: ala l-hayati (MQ, 1:156).
2A:28 /(=) (o) hayatin
N [/
/)=
2.96, [4]>/ /= bi- Ibn Mas‘ud: be-munzihiht (MQ, 1:156).
2B:1 muzahzi-
hihi
2.98, (D5 Mikala ITbn Muhaysin: Mikayl (MQ,1:160).This word has
2B:6 been read in many ways, but Ibn Muhaysin’s read-
ing is the only one compatible with the rasm in C-1.
2.105, s wa-la Al-A'mash:wa-la l-mushrikuna (MQ, 1:169).
2B:26 (S l-mush-
rikina
2217, Je(u)= [s] qitalin fthi Ibn MasTd, Ibn ‘Abbas, Tkrima, al-A‘'mash, al-
David *)[=]~ Rabi': an gitalin fihi (MQ,1:298). IM-A: an qitalin
r:25 Sihi (KM, 1:307).
2222, [/ {} (O[] fa-tazilul- Ibn MasTd and Anas:wa-la tagrabu l-nisa’a fi
David W)/ wisa’afrl-  mabidihinna wa-taziluhunna hatta yatatahharna
v:19 @ (Y mabadi (MQ,1:308-9).
V)/(sans) wa-la
(= taqrabu-
L] =]~ hunna
o hatta
yathurna
2222, [Dl(e)k[=]- yathurna  The reading yataiahharna is reported for Ibn
David U MasTd,Anas,and Ubayy b. Kab, while yattahharna

v:20

is reported for Hamza, al-Kisa'1,"Asim (via Abu
Bakr and al-Mufaddal), al-A‘mash, al-Jahdar1, Ibn
Muhaysin,and Khalaf (MQ, 1:308).

5.45, [W)/ /() wa- Ubayy b. Ka'b:wa-anzala llahw alac Bani Israila
Bonh. | (=)= (=) katabna (MQ,2:278).
r:13 dom alayhim
548, [+~ s=] shiratan  Anearly Basran who apparently hat shari‘atan in
Bonh. his own copy of the Qur‘an accused al-Hajjaj of
vi4 having “changed”the Qur’an and written the

synonym shir ‘atan instead. On a discussion of the
report about al-Hajjaj,see Sadeghi and Berg-
mann, “Codex.” 365, footnote 36; c¢f. MQ, 2:286.
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¢ g
2 3
; __9 LowerText Standard Readings Similar to the Lower Text
l;% S Text
5.54, [kle] afizzatin Ibn Masud: ghulaza 'a; al-Mawardi: ghuluzin (MQ,
Bonh. 2:294)
v:26
8.2, [<]° (L) wajilat Ibn Mas'ud: fariqat; Ubayy b. Ka'b: fazi at (MQ,
4B:12 3:258).
9.90, / /<13 al- Ibn Mas‘tud and Sa‘id b. Jubayr: al-mu tadhiruna
20B:22 o s [L] muadh- (MQ.3:436).
dhiruna
9.126, () //[s]' a-wa-la Al-A'mash: a-wa-lam taraw|yaraw;Ibn Mastud: a-
22A:13 3 yarawna wa-lam tara (MQ,3:482). IM-A: a-wa-lam
taraftara (KM, 1:318).
19.19, < li-ahaba Abu ‘Amr:li-nahaba; Ibn MasTd, Ubayy b. Ka'b,
22B:15 (oY), and several other readers had li-yahaba (MQ,
5:348-9).
19.21, (/A= » 5 huwa The reading wa-huwa alayya hayyinun is re-
22B:17 u(=R alayya ported for al-Hasan al-Basri for Q 19.9 (MQ,
hayyinun — 5:344).
19.23, sl //(«e) fa-aja’aha  Ubayy b. Ka'b: fa-lamma aja ahalja aha (MQ,
22B:19 5:350).
19.24, el [32(2) fa-nadaha  1bn ‘Abbas: fa-nadaha malakun min tahtiha (MQ,
22B:20  / /&= min tahtiha  5:353).
19.26, (%) [s](~=) sawman Anas b. Malik: sacwman wa-sumtan and sawman
22B:24  (L)[wsa 5] sumtan; Ubayy b. Ka'b:sawman sumtan:Anas,
Ubayy. Ibn Mas‘ud,and Abu Razin al-"Uqayli:
sumtan (MQ,5:359).
19.34, oS () alladhi fihi  Ubayy b. Kab:alladhi kana l-nasu fiki yamta-
23A:6 { } yamtaruna  runa (MQ,5:366).
[

19.59,

c_zjl[-a]“ al-@*al&ta

Ibn Mas‘ud, al-Hasan, Abu Razin al-‘Uqayli, al-

23B:9 Dahhak,and Ibn Migsam: al-salawat (MQ,5:376).
19.63. 0N tilka l- al-A'mash: nurithuha instead of nurithu (MQ,
23B:15 & jannatu 5:378).
laty nu-
rithu
19.67, K (=)» yadhkuru  Ubayy b. Kab and Abu I-Mutawakkil: yatadhak-
23B:21 karu;Ibn Kathir,Abu ‘Amr, Hamza, al-Kisa’i,

Khalaf,Abu Ja'far,and Ya'qub: yadhdhakkaru
(MQ,5:382).




118

Behnam Sadeghi and Mohsen Goudarzi

)
2 2
; __9 LowerText Standard Readings Similar to the Lower Text
l;% S Text
22.23, [s1/ £ 5 wa- Ibn Kathir,Ab@ ‘Amr, Ibn ‘Amir, Hamza, al-
7A:19 lw’luan Kisa’1, Talha, Ibn Waththab, al-A‘mash, Warsh, al-
Hasan:wa-lu’lu’in (MQ,6:97).
22.35, o)) 5 wa-l- Ibn Mas'ud, al-A'mash, and Ibn Muhaysin (via
7B:18 OO mugimi l-  al-Bazzi):wa-l-muqimina l-salata; wa-l-mugimina
o [shal] salati [-salati is also reported by al-Ukbari (MQ, 6:113).
22.36, U(=2) = sawaffa Ibn Mas‘ud, Ibn ‘Abbas, Ibn ‘Umar, Ibrahim,
7B:20 (S a) Qatada, Mujahid, Ata’, al-Dahhak, al-Kalbi, al-
A'mash,and Abtu Ja'far: sawafina (MQ,6:116).
22.39, 1S ] yugata- Abu ‘Amr, Ibn Kathir,'Asim (via Abu Bakr),
7B:28 s[2] (L) luna Hamza, al-Kisa'1, Khalaf, and Ya'qub: yuqatiluna
V//(=)[~] (MQ,6:121).
RE)
18.16, Vous[2){ } dllallaha  Tbn Masud:min duni lahi,min dunina (MQ,
32B:2 @ 5:161).
16.37, /[>~0]'[s] intahris  Al-NakhaT:wa-in tahras (MQ,4:627).
13A: o=/
24
16.38, (2=) [s] wadan Al-Dahhak:wadun (MQ,4:630).
13B:2
16.44, A [5] wa-l- The reading bi-l-zuburi instead of wa-l-zuburi is
13B: )y zuburi reported in Q 3.184 for the codices of the Sham
10 and the following readers: Ibn ‘Abbas, Ibn ‘Amir,
Ibn Dhakwan, Hisham,and al-Hulwani (MQ,
1:638).
33.51, sV (W)= bi-ma Ibn Mas‘ud: bi-ma wtina (MQ,7:304). IM-A:bi-ma
9A:4 u(=) atayta- utima (KM, 1:330).
hunna
33.53. s yastahyt The majority have read yastahy, which is com-
9A:13 () patible with the lower text’s spelling, and is con-

sidered a Hijazi pronunciation (lugha), whereas
Ibn Kathir, Ibn Muhaysin,Ya'qub and Mujahid
have read yastahi, which is considered a Tamim1
way of reading this word (MQ,1:67;7:310).
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¢ o

5.5

; __9 LowerText Standard Readings Similar to the Lower Text

l;% = Text

33.67, J/[~d)// al-sabila  Ibn Mastd reportedly had da-d! here, o5l in

9B:18 verse 10 and s« in verse 66 (MQ,7:257).The
following Kufan and Basran readers also report-
edly did not pronounce the final alif either in
waqf or wasl for verses 10,66, and 67: Hamza,
Abtu ‘Amr, al-Jahdari, Ya'qub, and al-A'mash
(MQ,7:256). IM-A: al-rasula (KM, 1:330).

20.31, /()= 3] ushdud Ubayy b. Kab:ashrikhu fi amrt O wa-shdud bihi

15A:4 V()[R bihi azre azrt (MQ,5:430).

O s O wa-ash-
! =]V (5) rikhu fi
s oo [*] amry
©)

20.40, () fa- Ubayy b. Ka'b: fa-radadnaka (MQ,5:434).

15A:10 (N[=] rajanaka

20.63, YVylalYw) inhadhani Ubayy b. Kab:ma hadhani/hadha illa sahirani,in

15B:3 (v oa) la-sahirani dhanilhadhani illa sahirani,in dhani la-sahirant;
Ibn Mas‘td:in dhani/hadhani illa sahirant,an
hadhani illa sahirani, inna dhayni|dhani la-
sahirant (MQ,5:452-3).

20.63, (L) 2 () wa- Ibn Mas'ud, Ubayy b. Ka'b,Abdallah b."Amr,Abu

156B:3  Y(=p)[X]= yadhhaba Raja’ al-Utaridi:wa-yadhhaba bi-l-tariqati

J)ER bi-tars- (MQ,5:453).
[4](= qatikumu
l-muthla

20.128, /()= (D) 3! a-fa-lam Ibn Mas‘ud: a-wa-lam yahdi (MQ,5:512).

30B:8 ! yahdi

24.27, ) sdw\[]s halla Ibn ‘Abbas and Ibn Mastud: hatta tusallimu/yusa-

1TA:8  s[aJa ) e fasta’nisu limu ala ahliha wa-tasta dhinu|wa-yasta dhinu,

| 52 () wa-tusal-  Ibn ‘Abbas and Ubayy b. Ka'b: hatta tusallimu

limu ‘ala

ahliha

aw tasta nisw; Ubayy b. Ka'b: hatta yusallimu
wa-yasta dhinu, hatta tasta dhinu lakum. In addi-
tion to Ibn ‘Abbas, Ibn Mastd, and Ubayy b.
Ka'b, the readers al-A'mash and Sa‘id b. Jubayr
also reportedly had tasta dhinu instead of

tasta nisu. Ibn "Abbas reportedly said that
tasta’nisit was the result of a scribal error
(MQ.6:252—4).
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; __9 LowerText Standard Readings Similar to the Lower Text
l;% S Text
2431, (W[ % ma yukh-  Tbn Masad: ma surra min zinatihinna
11A:25 Jue fina min (MQ,6:259).
k(=) zinate-
24.31, e ayyuha Abtu ‘Amr, al-Kisa’t, and Ya'qub: ayyuha
11A:26 (MQ,6:260).
34.14, /{ } fa-lamma  Ibn Mas‘ud reportedly had wa-hum yad abuna
33A:5  Ssk[2]2[]/ kharra lahw hawlan in addition to the standard text.Al-
[»] AY o tabayya-  Tabar gives the following reading for Ibn Mas‘ad:
VIR Y nati SJa-makathu yad abuna lahu min ba'di mawtihi
L)~ l-jinnu hawlan kamilan (Jami al-bayan,19:242). The
V/[=]=(=)= following reading featuring hawlan is also re-
u=) ported for Ibn Mas'tud, Ibn ‘Abbas, and Ibn Shan-
nabudh:tabayyanati l-insu anna l-jinna law kanu
yalamuna l-ghayba ma labithu hawlan
(MQ,7:350).
3424, [s1Y=)// wa-inna Ubayy b. Ka'b:wa-inna aw/jwa iyyakum la-imma
33B:3 DY awiyya-  ala hudan;wa-inna aw iyyakum imma ala hudan
LW (Y kum laala (MQ,7:370-1).
() 1/{ hudan
13.11,  [<) /[2])(=) muaqqi- Ibn ‘Abbas,Abu ‘Abdallah: mu aqqibatun min
35A:8 Yo batun min  khalfihi wa-raqibun min bayni yadayhi;Ibn
A== { bayni ‘Abbas and Ubayy b. Ka'b:mu agqibatun min
yadayhi bayni yadayhi wa-raqibun min khalfihi. Ibn
wa-min ‘Abbas: mu aqqibatun min bayni yadayhi
khalfihi wa-ruqaba w min khalfihi (MQ,4:394).
37.25, //(5) »aw tandsa- Ibn Mas‘tud and Khalid: tatanasaruna
28A:9 runa (MQ,8:20).
37.56 o s(==)0 la-turdine  Tbn Masud: la-tughwini (MQ,8:31).
28B:8
1554, /) s 2o a-bash- Al-A'mash and al-A'raj: bashshartumuni
18B:15 shartu- (MQ,4:562).

muni
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Z 2
; £ LowerText Standard Readings Similar to the Lower Text
=
2= Text
15.66, \Y—=le(s) wa-qaday- Tbn MasTud:wa-qadayna ilayhi dhalika l-amra
18B: VSN[V nailayhi  wa-quina lahu inna dabira ha vla’s magiuun
24 A0l s =Y dhalika (MQ.4:573).
Y & » l-amra
¢ s[klee anna
dabira
haula’i
maqiuun
15.72, [N() sakratihim  Al-A'mash: sukrihim (MQ,4:577).
18B: (p)»
28
25.19, No{ } fa-ma Ibn Mas'ud: fa-ma yastatsuna laka/lakwm; Ubayy
19A:8 B = tastatiuna  b.Ka'b:fa-ma/fa-la yastatvuna laka; al-A'mash:
sarfan Ja-ma yastatvuna lakum (MQ, 6:334).
25.25, P nuzzila Ubayy b. Ka'b:nazalati/nuzzilati/tanazzalati/
19A: SAld lmala’i-  tunazzaluftatanazzalu l-mala’ikatu; Tbn Masad:
19 katu nazalati I-mala’ikatu; Abu ‘Amr: tanazzalu/
tunazzilu l-mala thatu (MQ, 6:342—4).
30.43, ¢ } fa-aqim Ubayy b. Ka'b reportedly had awjuhakum instead
24B: (E)e(=>) 5 wajhaka of wujuhakwm in Q 4.43 (MQ,2:81).
12
30.49, @1{ } alayhim Ibn Mas‘ud: alayhim la-mublisina
24B:25  J/=Q)//[«} min (MQ,7:170).
qablihi
la-mubli-
stna
63.7, V== hatta The phrase hatta yanfaddu min hawlihi appears
Chris. |V [sh=[2]~ yanfaddu in areport about the sha n al-nuzul of this verse,
v:11 ] (5> e and is ascribed to Ibn Mas'ud and Zayd b. Arqam.
Ibn Hajar questions the ascription to Ibn
Masud’s codex (MQ,9:474-5).
63.10, o[l fe-assad-  Ibn Mastd, Ubayy b. Kab,and Sa‘id b. Jubayr:
Chris. daga Ja-atasaddagqu (MQ,9:478).
v:17
63.10, [0] //[S] 5 wa-akun  The reading wa-akuna is reported for Ibn Masud,
Chris. Ubayy b. Ka'b,and all the readers except for Ibn
v:17 Kathir, Nafi‘, Tbn ‘Amir,'Asim, Hamza, and al-

Kis@'1.‘Ubayd b. ‘Umayr:wa-akunu (MQ,9:479-80).
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£ 2
2=
s .S  LowerText Standard Readings Similar to the Lower Text
s 5
l(g S Text
89.27, L) -] yaay- Zayd b."Alt:ya ayyuha (MQ,10:431).
Chris. yaluha
v:20

89.27, / /[l al-nafsu Ubayy b. Ka'b: al-nafsu l-aminatu l-mutma in-
Chris. [abal )/ o l-mutma-  natw,al-aminatu -mutma innatu (MQ, 10:432).
v:20 [/ innatu

89.28, Sa ) arjivila Ubayy b. Ka'b:utv rabbaki (MQ,10:433).

Chris. rabbiki

r:21
90.1, [¢)/ /Y laugsimu  Ibn Kathir al-Hasan, al-A'mash, Tkrima, Muja-
Chris. hid, Abt ‘Imran,Abt 1-Aliya: la-ugsimu (MQ,
r:24 10:437).

Appendix 2: On the Upper Text

At a number of points, the upper text differs with every codex described
in the literary sources in adding or omitting a verse division. Its unique
additions are as follows: Q 2.267 (tunfiquna), 2.285 (wa-l-mu 'minuna), 6.157
(yasdifuna), 32.22 (al-mujrimina), 33.35 (wa-l-sabirina). The last two end-
ings might be scribal errors. Its unique omissions are as follows: Q 33.4,
55.44,55.46,55.47,55.48,56.41,56.43.The four omissions in sura 55 all occur
in folio 33A, lines 17-8.These two lines are much more compact than usual
and contain no visible verse endings. It seems the scribe initially forgot to
write part of the text, and thus later deleted these two lines and rewrote the
text compactly so as to make it fit.The verse endings may have been omit-
ted to save space.

The following table gives the disputed verse divisions in the upper
text based on the works by al-Dani and SPITALER (for which see the
Bibliography). When there are different reports about a city, Spitaler
labels them (a), (b), (c), etc. We imitate him. We use the following abbre-
viations:Y = there is a verse division; N = there is no verse division; M =
Medina;C = Mecca; K = Kufa; B = Basra; D = Damascus; H = Hims.
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Disputed Verse Division E Cities like the Upper Text Cities unlike the
g Upper Text

2.282 (wa-la shahidun) N M,K,B,C(a),D,H C (b)

4.44 (al-sabila) N B.CM K,D.H

5.1 (al-uqudi) Y B,C,M1,M2,D,H K

6.66 (bi-wakilin) N B,C;M1,M2,D,H K

6.73 (fa-yakunu) Y B,C,M1,M2,D,H K

6.161 (mustagimin) Y B,C,M1,M2,D,H K

7.1 (ALMS) N B,C;M1,M2,D,H K

14.33 (wa-l-nahara) Y K.C,MI1,M2,D H B

19.41 (Ibrahima) Y CM2 K,B,M1,D,H

19.75 (maddan) Y B,C,M1,M2,D,H K

20.1 (TH) N B,C,MI1,M2,D,H K

20.33 (kathiran) Y K.,C.M1,M2,D H B

20.34 (kathiran) Y K,C,M1,M2,D,H B

20.39 (fv l-yammsa) N K,B,C,MI1,M2,D H

20.39 (minni) Y CMI,M2,D,H K,B

20.40 (tahzana) N K.,B,C,M1,M2,H (a) D, H (c)

20.40 (futunan) N K,C,MI1,M2 B.D.H

20.40 (madyana) N K,B,C,M1,M2,H (a) D, H (¢)

20.41 (li-nafsv) N B,C,MI1,M2 K,D/H

20.77 (Musa) N K,B,C,MI,M2,H (a,c) D, H (e)

20.78 (ma ghashiya- N B,C,M1,M2,D,H K

hum)

20.86 (asifan) Y CMI,H K,B,M2,D

20.86 (hasanan) N K,B,C,M1,D (a,b,¢),H M2,D (d),H (e)
(a,c)

20.87 (al-Samiriyyw) Y K,B,CMI1,D(a,b),H (a,¢) M2,D (c,d),H (b,d,e)

20.88 (Musa) N K,B,M2,D,H C, M1

20.88 (fa-nasiya) Y K.,B,M2,D H C,M1

20.89 (qawlan) N K,B,C,M1,D (a,d),H (a,e, M2,D (b,c),H (b,d)
e)

20.92 (dallw) N B,C;M1,M2,D,H K

20.95 (Samiriyyw) Y K.,B,CMI1,M2.D(a.c,d),H D (b)andH (b)
(a,c,e)

20.106 (safsafan) N CMI,M2 K,B,D,H

20.123 (hudan) Y B,C,M1,M2,D H (b) K,H (a,c,e)
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Disputed Verse Division E Cities like the Upper Text Cities unlike the
g Upper Text
20.124 (dankan) N K.,B,C,M1,M2,D.H (e) H (a,b,c)
21.66 (yadurrukum) N B,C,M1,M2,D,H K
29.29 (al-sabila) Y CMI,M2,H K,B.D
35.7 (shadidun) N K,C,MI1,M2 B,D,H
55.35 (narin) N K.,B,DH C,M1,M2
55.43 (al-mujrimuna) N B K,C,M1,M2,D,H
56.8 (fa-ashabu Y B.,C,M1,M2,D H K
l-maymanati)
56.15 (mawdunatin) Y K.,C,M1,M2 H (a) B.D,H (b)
56.18 (wa-abariqa) Y C M2 K,B,M1.D.H
56.22 (nun) N B,C,M2,D,H K, M1
56.25 (ta thiman) N CM1 K,B,M2,D,H
56.27 (wa-ashabu Y B,CMI1,DH K, M2
l-yamini)
56.35 (insha’an) Y K,C,M1,M2,D H B
56.47 (yaquluna) N K,B,M1,M2,D C.H
56.48 (al-awwaluna) Y K.B,C,M1,M2,D H
56.49 (wa-l-akhirina) N M2,DH K,B,C,M1
56.50 (la-majmuuna) N K,B,C,M1 M2, D.H

The upper text has a number of unique skeletal-morphemic features.
It has »SSLull instead of S8l (Q 16.116), S s instead of s (Q
20.86), and )5 instead of V54 (Q 33.14). There are also a number of
unique morphemic (pointing) features, such as nadhra wkum in Q 42.11.
There are also skeletal-morphemic features that match some cities but
not others. These are given in the following table:
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=
Q -
E g Upper Text Cities like Upper Cities unlike Upper Text
LA Text
=]
6.63 anjaytana (W) All the other Kufa: anjana (L)
cities
7.3 tadhakkaruna All the other Sham: yatadhakkaruna
(0sS) cities (O3 8Yy)
25.25  wa-nuzzila (3 3) All the other Mececa: wa-nunazzilu (J315)
cities
43.68  ©2Lw but the final Medina, Sham Kiufa, Basra, and maybe
ya looks like a later Mecca: ya ‘ibadi (A=)
addition
47.18  an ta’tiyahum ( O Mecca, and All the other cities:in
pe1) maybe Kufa ta’tihim (285 &)
55.78  dhi l-jalali () 2)  All the other Sham: dhu l-jalali (A 53)
cities
Bibliography

‘ABD AL-‘Az1z ‘ABD AL-FATTAH AL-QARYI’. Hadith al-abruf al-sab‘a: dirasa
li-isnadih wa-matnih wa-ikhtilaf al-‘wlama’ fi manah wa-silatih bi-l-qira’at
al-Qur aniyya. Beirut: Mu’ assasat al-Risala li-1-Tiba‘a wa-1-Nashr wa-1-Tawzi",
1423/2002.

Abu Dawtd, Sulayman b. al-Ash‘ath al-Sijistani. Sunan Abi Dawud. 2 vols.
Edited by Sa‘id Muhammad al-Lahham. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1410/1990.

AxoNxymMOUS,“The Qur'an: Text, Interpretation and Translation’ 3rd Biannual
SOAS Conference, October 16-17, 2003, Journal of Quranic Studies 6.1
(2003): 143-5.

AT1iva, Aziz S.“The Monastery of St. Catherine and the Mount Sinai Expedi-
tion.” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 96.5 (1952): 578-86.

ATivA, Aziz S. Arabic Manuscripts of Mount Sinai: A Hand-list of the Arabic
Manuscripts and Scrolls Microfilmed at the Library of the Monastery of
St. Catherine, Mount Sinai. Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1955.

A‘zaMI, Muhammad Mustafa al-, The History of the Qur'anic Teaxt, 2™ .
Riyadh:Azami Publishing House, 2008.

BorHMER, Hans-Caspar Graf von. “Die Anfiinge der Koranschreibung: Kodi-
kologische und kunsthistorische Beobachtungen an den Koranfragmenten in
Sanaa,” Magazin Forschung (Universitit des Saarlandes), 1 (1999):40-6.

BrETTAR, Claudia.“UdS: Neues Zentrum fiir Koranforschung? Teil 1.” Campus
29.3 (July 1999), http://www.uni-saarland.de/verwalt/presse/campus/1999/
3/20-UdS_neues_zentrum.html.

BurtToN, John. The Collection of the Qur’an. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1977.



126 Behnam Sadeghi and Mohsen Goudarzi

Cook, Michael. “The Stemma of the Regional Codices of the Koran.” Graeco-
Arabica 9-10 (2004): 89-104.

Coox, Michael.“A Koranic Codex Inherited by Malik from his Grandfather.” In
Proceedings of the Sixth International Congress on Graeco-Oriental and Afri-
can Studies, Graeco-Arabica. Edited by Vassilios Christides and Theodore
Papadopoullos, VII-VIII, Nicosia, 7-8 (1999-2000): 93-105.

CroONE, Patricia and Michael Coox. Hagarism:The Making of the Islamic World.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977.

CroONE, Patricia. “Two Legal Problems Bearing on the Early History of the
Qur’'an.” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 18 (1994): 1-37.

CrONE, Patricia. “What do we Actually Know about Mohmammed?” open-
Democracy (http://www.opendemocracy.net/faith-europe_islam/mohammed
_3866.jsp).

Dani, AbuAmr‘Uthman b. Sa‘id al-. Al-Bayan fi ‘add ay al-Qur’an. Kuwait: Dar
al-Nashr, 1414/1994.

DEcLERCQ, Georges. “Introduction: Codices Rescripti in the Early Medieval
West in Early Medieval Palimpsests” In Early Medieval Palimpsests. Edited
by Georges Declercq, 7-22.Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols Publishers, 2007.

DrEIBHOLZ, Ursula.“Preserving a Treasure: The Sana’a Manuscripts.” Museum
International (UNESCO, Paris), No. 203 (Vol.51,No.3,1999):21-5.

DrEIBHOLZ, Ursula. “Treatment of Early Islamic Manuscript Fragments on
Parchment.” In The Conservation and Preservation of Islamic Manuscripts,
Proceedings of the Third Conference of al-Furqan Islamic Heritage Founda-
tion. Edited by Yusuf Ibish and George Atiyeh, 131-45. London: al-Furqan
Islamic Heritage Foundation, 1417/1996.

FeEDELI, Alba.“Early Evidences of Variant Readings in Qur’anic Manuscripts.”
In Die dunklen Anfinge: Neue Forschungen zur Entstehung und frihen Ge-
schichte des Islam, edited by Karl-Heinz Ohlig and Gerd-Riidiger Puin, 293—
316. Berlin: Verlag Hans Schiler, 2007.

FeEDELI, Alba. “Mingana and the Manuscript of Mrs. Agnes Smith Lewis, One
Century Later” Manuscripta Orientalia 11.3 (2005): 3—-7.

FEDELI, Alba. “I Manoscritti di Sanaa: Fogli Sparsi che Diventano Corani.”
Quaderni di Acme 101 (2008): 25—48.

FEDELI, Alba. “A.Perg.2: A Non Palimpsest and the Corrections in Qur’anic
Manuscripts.” Manuscripta Orientalia 11.1 (2005): 20-7.

FEDELI, Alba.“The Digitization Project of the Qur’anic Palimpsest, MS Cam-
bridge University Library Or. 1287, and the Verification of the Mingana-
Lewis Edition: Where is Salam?” Journal of Islamic Manuscripts 2.1 (2011):
100-117.

Hakim al-Naysaburl, Muhammad b.Abd Allah b. Hamduya al-. 4[-Mustadrak. 4 vols.
Edited by Yusuf’Abd al-Rahman al-Mar‘ashli, Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘rifa (n.d.).

Hiceins,Andrew.“The Lost Archive.” The Wall Street Journal, January 12,2008.

Ibn Abi Dawud. Kitab al-Masahif.5 vols. 2nd ed. Edited by Muhibb al-Din Wa‘iz.
Beirut: Dar al-Basha’ir al-Islamiyya, 1423/2002.

Ibn Abi Shayba, Abu Bakr Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. Ibrahim b. ‘Uthman.



San‘a’1 and the Origins of the Qur’an 127

Musannaf I1bn Abv Shayba fv al-ahadith wa-l-athar. Edited by Sa‘id al-Lahham.
8 vols. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1409/1989.

Ibn‘Asakir,Abu I-Qasim All b. al-Hasan b. Hibat Allah. Ta rikh madinat Dimashq.
70 vols. Edited by Al Shirl. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1415/1995.

Ibn al-Jazari,Abu al-Khayr Muhammad b. Muhammad al-Dimashqi. Al-nashr fu
al-qira’at al-‘ashr. 2 vols. Edited by ‘Ali Muhammad al-Dabba‘. Beirut: Dar
al-Kutub al-'Ilmiyya. (n.d.).

Ibn al-Nadim, Abu I-Faraj Muhammad b. Ab1 Ya'qub Ishaq, Kitab al-Fihrist.
Edited by RidaTajaddud (n.p.and n.d.).

Ibn Sa‘d, Abu ‘Abd Allah Muhammad. Al-Tabaqat al-kubra. 8 vols. Beirut: Dar
Sadir, 1968.

KuaATIB,Abd al-Latif Muhammad al-. Mujam al-qira’at. 11 vols. Damascus: Dar
Sa‘d al-Din, 1422/2002.

KrREKEL, Christoph.“The Chemistry of Historical Iron Gall Inks.” International
Journal of Forensic Document Examiners 5 (1999):54-8.

KrisToF, Nicholas.“Martyrs, Virgins, and Grapes.” The New York Times, August
4,2004.

KrisToF, Nicholas.“Islam, Virgins, and Grapes.” The New York Times, April 22,
2009.

KurN,Thomas. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2" ed. Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1970.

Kulayni, Muhammad b. Ya‘qub al-. al-Kaft, 4" ed. 8 vols. Tehran: Dar al-Kutub
al-Islamiyya. HS 1365.

LESTER,Toby.“What is the Koran?” The Atlantic Monthly, January 1999, 43-56.

Mas‘udi, Abu al-Hasan ‘Ali b. al-Husayn b.Ali al-. Muruj al-dhahab wa-ma‘adin
al-jawhar. Second printing, edited by Yusuf As‘ad Daghir. Qum: Dar al-Hijra,
1409.

MiNGANA, Alphonse and Agnes S. LEWIS. Leaves from Three Ancient Qurdns,
Possibly Pre-"Othmanic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914.

MoDpARRESSI, Hossein.“Early Debates on the Integrity of the Qur’an: A Brief
Survey.” Studia Islamica 77 (1993):5-39.

Morzki1, Harald.“The Collection of the Qur’an: A Reconsideration of Western
Views in Light of Recent Methodological Developments.” Der Islam 78
(2001): 1-34.

MunaysinN, Muhammad Salim. Al-Fath al-rabbani fi ‘alagat al-qira’at bi-l-rasm al-
‘Uthmani. Saudi Arabia: Jami‘at al-Imam Muhammad b. Sa‘td al-Islamiyya,
1415/1994.

Mugqatil b. Sulayman. Tafsir. 3 vols. Edited by Ahmad Farid. Beirut: Dar al-
Kutub al-‘Ilmiyya, 1424/2003.

Nasa’i,Ahmad b.‘Ali b. Shu‘ayb al-. 4{-Sunan al-kubra. 6 vols. Edited by ‘Abd al-
Ghaffar Sulayman al-Bandari. Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyya, 1411/1991.

NosEDA, Sergio.”La Mia Visita a Sanaa e il Corano Palinsesto.” Istituto Lombar-
do (Rendiconti Lett.) 137 (2003): 43—60.

Popkin, Richard. “Scepticism, Theology and the Scientific Revolution in the
Seventeenth Century.” In Problems in the Philosophy of Science: Proceedings



128 Behnam Sadeghi and Mohsen Goudarzi

of the International Colloqguium in the Philosophy of Science, London, 1965,
volume 3, edited by Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave, 1-28. Amsterdam:
North-Holland Publishing, 1968.

Powgrs, David. Muhammad is not the Father of any of Your Men: The Making of
the Last Prophet. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2009.

PREMARE, Alfred-Louis de.“Abd al-Malik b. Marwan et le Processus de Consti-
tution du Coran.” In Die dunklen Anfinge: Neue Forschungen zur Entstehung
und frichen Geschichte des Islam, edited by Karl-Heinz Ohlig and Gerd-
Riudiger Puin, 179-210. Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2007.

PrREMARE, Alfred-Louis de. Les fondations de lislam: Entre écriture et histoire.
Paris: Le Seuil, 2002.

Puin, Elisabeth. “Ein friher Koranpalimpsest aus San‘a’ (DAM 01-27.1)." In
Schlaglichter: Die beiden ersten islamischen Jahrhunderte, edited by Markus
Grofl and Karl-Heinz Ohlig, 461-93. Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2008.

Puin, Elisabeth.“Ein frither Koranpalimpsest aus San‘a’ (DAM 01-27.1) — Teil
117 In Vom Koran zum Islam, edited by Markus Grofl and Karl-Heinz Ohlig,
523-81. Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2009.

Puin, Elisabeth.“Ein frither Koranpalimpsest aus San‘a’ (DAM 01-27.1) — Teil
I11: Ein nicht-‘utmanischer Koran.” In Die Entstehung einer Weltreligion I:

‘on der koranischen Bewegung zum Friihislam, edited by Markus Grof3 and
Karl-Heinz Ohlig, 233-305. Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2010.

Puin, Gerd-Riidiger.“Observations on Early Qur'an Manuscripts in San‘a’.” In
The Qur'an as Text, edited by Stefan Wild, 107-111. Leiden and New York:
E.J. Brill, 1996.

Puin, Gerd-Riidiger. “Uber die Bedeutung der iltesten Koranfragmente aus
Sanaa (Jemen) fiir die Orthographiegeschichte des Korans.” Magazin For-
schung, Universitdit des Saarlandes 1 (1999):37-40,46.

Puin, Gerd-Riidiger.“Die Utopie einer kritischen Koranedition.” In Schlaglich-
ter: Die beiden ersten islamischen Jahrhunderte, edited by Markus Grol3 and
Karl-Heinz Ohlig, 516-71. Berlin: Hans Schiler, 2008.

RAMYAR, Mahmud. Tartkh-i Qur’an,2nd ed.Tehran: Amir Kabir, HS 1362/1983.

SADEGHI, Behnam.“The Traveling Tradition Test: A Method for Dating Tradi-
tions.” Der Islam 85.1 (2008): 203—42.

SADEGHI, Behnam, and Uwe BERGMANN.“The Codex of a Companion of the
Prophet and the Qur’an of the Prophet.” Arabica 57.4 (2010): 343-436.

SADEGHI, Behnam.“The Chronology of the Qur'an: A Stylometric Research
Program.” Arabica 58.4 (2011):210-99.

SADEGHI, Behnam.“Criteria for Emending the Text of the Qur'an.” In Law and
Tradition in Classical Islamic Thought, edited by Michael Cook, et al. New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, forthcoming 2012.

S1iNAT, Nicolai.“The Qur'an as Process” In The Qur’an in Context: Historical
and Literary Investigations tnto the Qur'anic Miliew, edited by Angelika
Neuwirth, Nicolai Sinai, and Michael Marx, 407—40. Leiden: Brill,2010.

SPITALER, Anton. Die Verszihlung des Koran nach islamischer Uberlieferung.
Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1935.



San‘a’1 and the Origins of the Qur’an 129

STEFANIDIS, Emmanuelle.“The Qur’an Made Linear: A Study of the Geschichte
des Qordns’ Chronological Reordering,” Journal of Qur’anic Studies 10.2
(2008): 1-22.

Suytti, Jalal al-Din ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Bakr al-. Al-Durr al-manthur fi al-
tafsvr bi-l-ma’thur. 6 vols. Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘rifa li-1-Tiba‘a wa-1-Nashr, 1979.

Suyuti, Jalal al-Din ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Ab1 Bakr al-. Al-Ttqan fv ‘ulum al-Qur'an.
2 vols. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1416/1996.

Tabari, Abu Ja‘far Muhammad b. Jarir al-. Jami® al-bayan ‘an ta'wil ay
al-Qur’an. 30 vols. Edited by Sidqi Jamil al-‘Attar. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr
li-I-Tiba‘a wa-I-Nashr wa-1-Tawz1*, 1415/1995.

TarLBI,M.“La gira’a bi-l-alhan.” Arabica 5 (1958): 183-90.

Tov, Emanuel. Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 2nd rev. ed. Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2001.

WANSBROUGH, John. Qur'anic Studies: Sources and Methods of Seriptural In-
terpretation. Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2004.





