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Abstract: In studies of early Qur’anic manuscripts, determining the provenance
of these manuscripts is a thorny issue because in most cases they lack endow-
ment notes or colophons. The reports in early Islamic sources regarding textual
variants of regional codices (masahif al-amsar) may contribute to find a solution
to this problem. A list of regional variants, mostly based on al-Dani’s al-Mugni",
can be found in NOLDEKE et al.’s The History of the Quran. However, as the
authors have stated, a comparison of some of the early Qur'anic manuscripts
in the Topkap1 Saray1 Museum with this table of masahif al-amsar variants indi-
cates that the traditional reports are unreliable for identifying the provenance of
Qur’anic manuscripts because none of these codices can be attributed to any par-
ticular region. The present article is an attempt to demonstrate that this problem
results from relying solely on the data provided by al-Dani and ignoring earlier
and more significant sources, such as al-Sijistani’s Kitab al-Masahif. It attempts
to provide a new and more precise classification of regional variants by reading
afresh the reports on the features of masahif al-amsar, taking into account the
sources which were not used by NOLDEKE et al., especially al-Sijistani’s Kitab
al-Masahif, thus making the list of masahif al-amsar variants more accurate,
thereby the variants of each of these early Qur’anic Codices tally more with the
reports preserved for the characteristics of one of the masahif al-amsar in literary
sources. As the texts of the surviving manuscripts are not of a diverse nature we
are able, with some certainty, to draw conclusions that substantiate the reports as
to the peculiarities of the mushafs of different cities.
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Introduction

According to the accounts attested in Islamic sources, aiming at establishing an
authorized standard version of the sacred text of the Qur’an, ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan
had copies of such an authorized text prepared and sent to major cities of Muslim
lands.! The number of the copies has been reported from four to nine. Accord-
ing to all these reports, except the mushaf that remained in Medina, copies were
sent to Basra, Kufa, and Syria.? However, according to some reports, a copy was
also sent to Mecca, Yemen, and Bahrain?® and even cities in Egypt and the city of
Algiers.* It is also said that the mushaf kept by ‘Uthman was different from that of
Medina,’ in which case another copy would be added to the mushafs of ‘Uthman.
There are various reports that there were disagreements between such mushafs as
to the addition or omission of a letter or two; for example, in Q 2:132 G:f‘55 were
attested in certain mushafs and (==l in others; and in Q 57:24 (&)l 34 41l and 41
@"J‘ were to be found in different regional mushafs.

In the reports on the regional masahif al-amsar features and their variants,
references have, at times, been made to the masahif variants of Hijaz, Syria
(Sham), and Iraq in general, and to those of Medina, Mecca (Hijaz), Kufa, and
Basra (Iraq) in particular where minor variants in the text of the Qur’an exceed
forty. However, mention has not been made in such reports as to the features
of the mushafs of Yemen, Bahrain, Egypt, and Algiers and their variants. There-
fore, the present article deals with the regional mushafs of Kufa, Basra (Iraq in
general), Medina, Mecca (Hijaz in general), and Syria. Certain features of ‘Uthman
ibn ‘Affan’s mushaf and even the differences between it and the mushaf of Medina
recorded in other reports® may corroborate the theory of discrepancies between
‘Uthman’s private mushaf and that of Medina.

Such reports on masahif variants are attested in different sources. In his
al-Fihrist, Ibn al-Nadim enumerates such books under the heading “Books Com-
piled on Masahif Variants” (al-Kutub al-mu’allafa fi ikhtilaf al-masahif)” among

1 al-Bukhari 1990, vol. 2, 100.

2 al-Dani 1978, 19.

3 Ibn al-Jazari, vol. 1, 7.

4 al-Ya‘qbi, vol. 2, 170.

5 al-Sijistani 1985, 46, 47.

6 Ibid.

7 These include: (1) al-Kisa’1’s Kitab Ikhtilaf masahif ahl al-Madina wa-ahl al-Kifa wa-ahl
al-Basra; (2) Khalaf ibn Hisham’s Ikhtilaf al-Masahif; (3) al-Mada’ini’s Ikhtilaf al-Masahif wa-jam*
al-Qur’an; (4) al-Farra’’s Ikhtilaf ahl al-Kifa wa’l-Basra wa’l-Sham fi ’l-Masahif; (5) Ibn Abi Dawad
al-Sijistani’s Kitab Ikhtilaf al-Masahif; (6) Ibn ‘Amir al-Yahsubi’s Kitab Ikhtilaf Masahif al-Sham
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which only Ibn Abi Dawid al-Sijistani’s (230-316/844-928) Kitab al-Masahif is
extant. The earliest reports on masahif variants, besides al-Sijistani’s, could be
found in Fada’il al-Qur’an by Aba ‘Ubayd Qasim ibn Sallam (151-224/774-838).
Another important source, extensively treating the masahif variants, is al-Mugni*
by Aba ‘Amr al-Dani, an Andalusian scholar who flourished in the fourth/tenth
and fifth/eleventh centuries. Besides al-Dani’s al-Muqni‘, other Andalusian
sources, such as al-Mahdawi’s Hija’ al-Masahif and Abt Dawaid Sulayman ibn
Najah’s Mukhtasar al-Tabyin li-Hija’ al-Tanzil, reveal similar features. Al-Dani
quotes extensively from the regional codices variants discussed in Abi ‘Ubayd’s
book, but he does not appear to have had access to al-Sijistani’s book. Other
sources, as Ibn Mujahid’s Kitab al-Sab‘ah, also provide useful data on the vari-
ants of regional mushafs, although not in discrete chapters. These sources mainly
discuss the orthographical conventions and/or the masahif variants of different
cities as transmitted by their distinguished Qur’an reciters. Such accounts, based
on transmission chains, are for the most part reported by compilers who at times
added their own observations of ancient mushafs which that extant in their times.

The clues in the early Islamic sources regarding textual variants of masahif
al-amsar may provide us with one of the most significant criteria for tracing the
origin of early Qur’anic manuscripts.® In addition, a study of different schools
of readings and verse numbering, orthographical styles, diacritical and vocali-
zation marks,’ and the like may contribute to finding a solution to this problem.
This article, however, concentrates on the accounts of textual variants of regional
codices (masahif al-amsar) attested in early Islamic sources.

The first point to be investigated is whether such variants are attested in the
early Qur’anic manuscripts dating from the first Islamic centuries. Granted that
such variants are substantiated in the manuscripts, we need to fathom the relia-
bility of the reports in which variants of regions are verified in any Qur’an man-

wa’l-Hijaz wa’l-Iraq; (7) Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Isfahani’s Ikhtilaf al-Masahif (Ibn
al-Nadim, 54).

8 For works that undertake such studies see, e.g. Y. DUTTON, An early mushaf according to the
reading of Ibn ‘Amir, Journal of Qur’anic Studies 3 (2001); Y. DUTTON, “Some Notes on The British
Library’s Oldest Qur’an Manuscript’ (Or. 2165)”, Journal of Qur’anic Studies, Vol. 6.1 (2004): 43-71.
Marijn VAN PUTTEN, “Arabe 334a. A Vocalized Kufic Quran in a Non-canonical Hijazi Reading”,
Journal of Islamic Manuscripts; Vol. 10.3 (2019): 327-375. Intisar A. RABB, “A Non-Canonical Read-
ing of the Qur’an: Recognition & Authenticity (The Himsi Reading)”, Journal of Qur’anic Studies,
Vol. 8.2 (2006): 84 -127.

9 See Alain GEORGE, “Coloured Dots and the Question of Regional Origins in Early Qur’ans
(Part1)”, Journal of Qur’anic Studies, Vol. 17.1 (2015):1-44 and idem, “Coloured Dots and the Ques-
tion of Regional Origins in Early Qur’ans (Part II)”, Journal of Qur’anic Studies, Vol. 17.2 (2015):
75-102.
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uscript. For instance, according to these reports, 38 in Q 4:66 was SUE in Syrian
mushafs. Given that such reports are reliable, it is expected that this instance,
along with other similar instances, are attested in every Syrian mushaf. And if it
be the case for all regions, the Islamic reports on masahif variants can be verified.
Therefore, an investigation of the regional variants attested in a certain manu-
script will localize its geographical provenance.

A list of regional variants mainly based on Abid ‘Amr al-Dani’s al-Mugni‘ fi
ma ‘rifat rasm masahif al-amsar is to be found in NOLDEKE et al.’s The History of
the Quran.'® Nevertheless, in this very book it is stated that the comparison made
between this list and a number of early mushafs in the Topkap1 Saray1 Museum,
namely codex 50385 and codex Medina 1a, proves unsatisfactory:

Based on works of Koranic subjects containing lists of orthographic and textual variants of
the individual amsar, theoretically it ought to be easy to determine the distribution of the
manuscripts among the main centres of Islamic culture. In practice, however, these criteria
turn out to be unreliable. The investigation of several complete Korans in the Topkap1 Saray1
Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi showed that nearly all codices are miscellaneous texts. So far, I have
come across only a single copy of the Koran, Saray 50386, which according to al-Dani’s list
of variants is to be identified as Medinan, but even this one has a non-Medinan variant in
stira Q 57:24. This would mean that it is methodologically wrong to desire to localize Koranic
fragments on the basis of single variants.™

The argument is well-founded, but where does the problem lie? Could it be claimed
that Muslim scholars’ reports on the variants attested in regional mushafs are
unfounded and incompatible with the realities of the mushafs? It will be demon-
strated below that the problem arises from total reliance on the data provided
by al-Dani. However, by taking into account earlier and more significant sources
like al-Sijistani’s Kitab al-Masahif, we can have a more reliable guide. We will see
that al-Sijistani’s reports in al-Masahif are in various instances in disagreement
with those of al-Dani’s in al-Mugni‘. Consequently, sometimes the circumstances
surrounding the mushafs of a given region, with regard to variants, may not be
clearly specified and the list of the variants attested in regional mushafs can be
different from that prepared on the basis of al-Dani’s reports. Based on all the
reports, attempts will be made below to make an assessment of the instances
agreed upon in all sources and to specify as to which variants the circumstances
surrounding the mushafs of different regions may be clearly identified. In cases of
disagreement on some other variants, the circumstances around certain regions

10 NOLDEKE 2013, 396-399.
11 Ibid., 601.
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are known, but those of others, resulting from contradictory reports, remain
unclear.

Even in cases of agreement between al-Sijistani’s and al-Dani’s accounts,
there are various approaches to the explanation of the peculiarities of mushafs.
In his first and most significant report, al-Dani considers each variant a pecu-
liarity of a mushaf of a region or two in contradistinction to other regions. This
approach was adopted by NOLDEKE et al. Nonetheless, al-Sijistani and Abi
‘Ubayd chose a different approach. For instance, in Q 3:133 al-Dani opts for | s Jlw
without a preceding waw as a peculiarity of the mushafs of Syria and the Hijaz,
while other mushafs unanimously had ! s= 5 and this peculiarity in the verse in
question could be found in the mushafs of Syria and the Hijaz (al-Dani, 106). It
may be inferred from al-Sijistan’s reports that | s=_ls was attested in the mushafs
of Syria and the Hijaz and the form !s_lss was attested in those of Iraq where
such mushafs had distinctive features differing from those of Syria and the Hijaz.
However, the present study aims at clarifying the question whether, with regard
to any variant, a clear picture of the mushafs of each region is reconstructible.

As mentioned above, NOLDEKE et al.’s list of masahif al-amsar variants
was primarily based on al-Dani’s al-Mugni*,*? ignoring the more significant and
earlier al-Masahif by al-Sijistani, perhaps because he did not have access to it. It
was based on this list of the regional variants of the mushafs that attempts were
made to discover an archetype of regional mushafs. The first attempt was made in
the book (The History of the Quran) itself, where it is assumed that the Medinan
mushaf was most likely the archetype.’* However, Michael Cook has recently
tried to reconstruct a stemma codicum and an archetype of the regional mushafs.
He concluded that the Kufan codex was probably the archetype of the codices
of Syria, Medina, and Basra.* Such attempts to discover an archetype based on
variants attested in mushafs do not fall within the purview of this article. Instead,
it focuses on a preceding stage, that is, providing a more precise list of variants
of regional mushafs.

To make an assessment of the merits of the new list, we will compare our
results with some manuscripts surviving from the earliest Islamic centuries. It

12 It is stated in the book that: “with recourse to those of Abii ‘Ubayd al-Qasim b. Sallam and
al-Mabani li-nazm al-ma‘ani” and also “As a safety check, the following odd variants have been
taken into consideration: al-Zamakhshari as well as the rather numerous references in Kashf
‘an wujith al-gira’at of Makki b. Abi Talib al-Qaysi (AHLWARDT, Verzeichnis, no. 578) further the
‘Agila and the Ithaf, and finally the works on variant readings since generally the gira’a are indic-
ative of the text of the home region of the respective reader.” (NOLDEKE 2013, 396, footnote 49)
13 NOLDEKE 2013, 399.

14 CooK 2004, 89-104.
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remains to be seen whether any particular and early mushaf may demonstrate
the peculiarities of a given region; for instance, may it show all the features of
Syrian, Kufan, or Medinan mushafs? Granted such a possibility, the veracity of
Muslim reports can be substantiated. Such a list may contribute to pinpointing
the provenance of a particular manuscript copy and, consequently, to discover
the archetype. However, it needs to be borne in mind that in our investigations
the readings of different reciters (gira’at) from a variety of regions will not be used
since masahif variants do not always correspond to different readings of reciters
from different regions; for instance, there are two different reading variants by
‘Asim ibn Abi al-Najid of Q 43:71, one narrated by Abfi Bakr Shu‘bah Ibn ‘Ayyash
(4335) corresponding to Iraqi mushafs and the other narrated by Hafs (4335) cor-
responding to those of Medina and Syria.” It is also emphasized by al-Dani in
his al-Mugni‘ that in some instances reciters from a certain region followed the
mushafs of other regions.'® Accordingly, regional readings will not be treated in
our discussion on masahif al-amsar.

In order to prepare a more precise list of masahif al-amsar variants, we may
begin with al-Sijistani’s Kitab al-Masahif, which was not used by NOLDEKE et al.,
and then proceed to scrutinize the reports in Abti ‘Ubayd’s Fada’il al-Qur’an and
al-Dani’s al-Mugni‘. An attempt will be made to investigate and unify the reports.
References will be made at times to the data provided by Ibn Mujahid in his Kitab
al-Sab ‘ah that deals with regional mushafs rather than variant readings (gira’at).

Al-Sijistanr’s Kitab al-Masahif

Al-Sijistani presents nine reports under the heading masahif al-amsar variants:

— Sl The first report, given on the authority of ‘Ali ibn Hamza al-Kisa’i, deals
with differences of the Medinan, Kufan and Basran mushafs, including the
differences of Medinan mushafs from those of the Iraqis (Kufans and Basrans)
in eleven instances. The Medinans and the Basrans share six instances that
differ from those of the Kufans.' Three instances are shared by the Kufans
and the Medinans, but they differ from the Basrans. Other instances are dis-
puted by the three groups.™®

15 Ibn Mujahid 1972, 588-589.

16 al-Dani 1978,117-118. )

17 It is mentioned tha} in Q 47:18 the mushafs of Kufa and Mecca ﬂ(ég-jiti) are in contrast to those of
Medina and Basra (%<6); however, nobody in Kufa recite it as (35).

18 al-Sijistani 1985, 49, 50
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- S2. In the second report, Khalid ibn Isma‘il al-Muhajir reports that he asked
Hamzah al-Zayyat: wasdla by (Q 4:36) had been recorded in our codices
instead of 2 )8\ 53 Jall5, Should I read it 13?” He replied: “Do not read it but as
L5;»19

— S3. In the third report on the authority of Khalid ibn Iyas and Sulayman
ibn Muslim, it is said that the Medinan reading differs from the mushaf of
‘Uthman in twelve instances. Of these twelve variants, eleven are the same as
those described in report S1 as differences of Medinans mushafs from those of
the Iraqis; and the other instance is that people of Hijaz record Js51in Q 5:53
without the preceding waw.*°

—  S4. According to the fourth report, ‘Amr ibn‘Uthman ibn Sa‘id ibn Kathir ibn
Dinar al-Himsi quotes his father as saying that the Qur’an reciters of Medina
were asked about the variants of their mushafs, and they replied that their
reading was identical with that of the Iraqis except for twelve instances
which are in harmony with the reading of the Syrians against that of the
Iragis. These variants are the same as those described in the above reports
(S3and S1).%

—  S5. The fifth report, again relayed through the same transmission chain as
the fourth report (S4) by ‘Amr ibn ‘Uthman ibn Sa‘id al-Himsi, enumerates
the same twelve instances reported by Medinan reciters as the variants of the
Syrians.?

- S6. In the sixth report on the authority of Sawada ibn Ziyad, the said twelve
variants (in S3, S4 and S5) along with five more, are reported as variants of
the Medinans in contrast to the Iraqis®® and one instance in Q 8:67 as the
peculiarity of the Syrians.**

— S7 In the seventh report, the exemplar copies of the Syrians and the people
of the Hijaz are compared with those of the Iragis. On the authority of Abt
al-Barhas(sh)am al-Himsi it is reported that 14 variants are shared by the
Syrians and the people of the Hijaz as against the reading of the Iraqgis. From
among these fourteen, six variants are cited in the previous reports and

19 Ibid., 51. This instance also mentioned in the first report S1 on the authority of al-Kisa’i where
he said that )4 13 was recorded in the mushafs of Kufa and some Kufans used to recite it AA
in the past, but today no one recites it except Sl @

20 Ibid., 51.

21 Ibid., 52.

22 Ibid., 52.

23 In this report, some of the characteristics that belong to Basra (such as the ones in 76:16;
23:87, 89 and 35:33) are mentioned as Iraqi characteristics.

24 1bid., 53, 54.
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eight variants are new.”® There are four variants peculiar to the Syrians and
against the Iraqis.?®

—  S8. In the eighth report, after quoting Mubashir ibn ‘Ubayd as stating that
the mushafs of Iraq have @uS-« unlike the mushafs of Syria and the Hijaz, it is
said “I did not hear anybody except Mubashir saying this.” Then it continued
the Hadith of Abi al-Barhas(sh)am al-Himsi in which thirteen instances are
reported where there is a difference between the mushafs of the Syrians and
people of the Hijaz on the one hand, and the exemplar codex of the Iraqis
on the other.” Five of the instances mentioned in this report are among the
twelve variants said in S3, S4, S5, and S6.%

A comparison has been made so far between mushafs of the Iraqis and other
mushafs. It seems that the mushaf of the Hijazi people*®and that of the Syrians are
mainly similar except for a few instances peculiar to that of the Syrians.

—  S9. The ninth report is slightly different. It begins with the two variants of the
mushaf of Mecca as against Basra on the authority of Aba Hatim al-Sijistani,
and proceeds to enumerate nine differences between the mushafs of Kufa and
Basra.>®

—  S10. The last report transmitted on the authority of ‘Ali ibn Hamza al-Kisa’i
treats the same instances as in S1, shared by the Basrans and the Medinans
and differ from those of the Kufans and instances shared by the Kufans and
the Medinans and differ from those of the Basrans.? But in addition to these,
it reports a peculiarity in Medinan mushafs in Q 43:68 which states that ste
is recorded in the mushafs of Medina.*?

25 Ibid., 54, 55.

26 One of the instances peculiar to the Syrians (Q 8:67) is also reported in the sixth report S6.
27 In one case (Q 39:64), it is said that in the mushafs of Syria and Hijaz @ 5}’53 is recorded and
the same is recorded in the mushaf of the Iraqis.

28 Ibid., 55, 56.

29 Some reports have “Medina” instead of “Hijaz.”

30 Ibid., 57.

31 It seems that the instance in Q 76:16 here is wrongly mentioned as shared by Medinans and
Basrans mushafs; however, in S1 and as we will see in other books it is known as a peculiarity of
the Basrans mushafs. The instance in Q 4:36 contrary to S1 states that Sl <2 was recorded in
the mushafs of Kufa.

32 Ibid., 58.
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Abu ‘Ubayd’s Fada’il al-Qur’an

In his Fada@’il al-Qur’an Abi ‘Ubayd narrates three reports detailing the variants
of masahif al-amsar:

Al. According to the first report, on the authority of Isma‘l ibn Ja‘far
al-Mada’ini, the mushafs of the Iraqis and the people of the Hijaz*® include
twelve variants.>* Eleven instances out of twelve, enumerated by Abu
‘Ubayd, are repeated in the first report S1 and all those twelve instances are
in the S3, S4, S5, and S6 accounts of Kitab al-Masahif.

A2. In the second report Abii ‘Ubayd, on the authority of ibn ‘Amir al-Yahsubi
as well as Abu Darda‘, enumerates 28 variants between the mushafs of the
Syrians and that of the Iraqis and proceeds to state that some of such instances
are shared by the Syrians and the Medinans, but there are instances that are
not shared. However, he does not specify which variants are shared by the
mushafs of the Hijaz* but he enumerates ten instances (Q 3:133; Q 5:53, 54; Q
9:107; Q 18:36; Q 26:217; Q 40:26; Q 42:30; Q 57:24; Q 91:15) here as differences
between the mushafs of the Syrians and that of the Iragis which he enumer-
ated earlier in Al as differences between the mushafs of the people of the
Hijaz and that of the Iraqis.

Except for three instances (Q 7:90; Q 10:96 and Q 27:67), the rest are also known
from Kitab al-Masahif.

A3. Abii ‘Ubayd, having enumerated the variants of the mushafs of the Hijaz
and also the differences between the variants of the mushafs of the Syrians
and those of the Iraqis, touches, in the third report, upon the differences
between the mushafs of the Iraqis, that is, those of Kufa and Basra. There are
only five instances of such variants.3®

Al-Danr’s al-Mugni*

Abt ‘Amr al-Dani discussed the variants of masahif al-amsar in a chapter entitled
“The Variants of the Mushafs of the Peoples of the Hijaz, Iraq, and Syria Copied

33 However, “the people of Hijaz” substitute “the Medinans” in the text of the report when men-
tion is made of the variants.

34 Abi ‘Ubayd 1995, vol. 2, 156.

35 Ibid., vol. 2, 158-160.

36 Ibid., vol. 2, 161.
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from the Exemplar with [their] Additions and Omissions” (bab dhikr ma ikhtalafat
fihi masahif ahl al-Hijaz wa’l- ‘Iraq wa’l-Sham al-muntasakha min al-imam bi-l-zi-
yada wa’l-nugsan). As may be seen, the majority of the reports in Kitab al-Masahif
and Fada’il al-Qur’an are primarily concerned with the differences between the
mushafs of Hijaz and Syria on the one side, and those of Iraq on the other. Such an
approach is not adopted in al-Dani’s reports in his al-Mugni‘. Al-Dani is not par-
ticularly interested in making comparisons between mushafs; rather, he pursues

the features of a particular mushaf and regards a variant as a peculiarity of a

mushaf or two in contrast to other mushafs.

— D1. His most important and detailed report lacks the transmission chain
recounted on the authority of various anonymous masters. He simply says:
hadha al-bab sami‘nahu min ghayr wahid min shuyiikhina. In this report,
he further mentions the peculiarities of masahif al-amsar>’Al-Dani incor-
porates additions that are not to be found in the two books al-Masahif and
Fada’il al-Qur’an.

— D2. Having completed his detailed report, al-Dani repeats Ab@i ‘Ubayd’s first
report (A1) relayed from Isma‘il ibn Ja‘far al-Mada’ini by his own transmission
chain from Abi ‘Ubayd regarding the twelve points of divergence between
the people of Hijaz and the Iraqis.*®

— D3. Then, in another report he enumerates again the seven variants of the
mushaf of Mecca on the authority of Ibn Mujahid that he had mentioned
earlier in D1.%°

— D4. He repeats Abii ‘Ubayd’s second report (A2) by his own transmission
chain from Abtwi ‘Ubayd about the peculiarities of the mushafs of the Syrians.
Although he states that there are 28 variants, he enumerates only 27 variants
and omits one in Q 7:90.4°

— D5, He reports, on the authority of Abii ‘Ubayd, five differences between
the mushafs of Kufa and Basra corresponding to the third report in Fada’il
al-Qur’an (A3).4

37 al-Dani 1978,106-112.
38 Ibid., 112-114.

39 Ibid., 114.

40 Ibid., 114-116.

41 Ibid., 116.
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— Dé6. Al-Dani further narrates a report on the authority of those who had seen
the mushaf of Malik ibn Anas’ grandfather*? that had been copied when the
mushafs of ‘Uthman had been transcribed.*?

— D7 Al-Dani then refers to a report on the authority of Nafi‘ al-Madani about
two features of the exemplar (Imam) mushaf.**

— D8. Al-Dani’s quoting of Abii Hatim shows some peculiarities of the mushafs
of different cities.* In this report, only one instance in Q 4:171 is exactly in
accordance with the report quoted by al-Sijistani from Aba Hatim (S9). Com-
pared to al-Sijistani’s report, the case in Q 9:100 with &ia3 &« a5, instead
of being mentioned as a peculiarity of Meccan mugshafs, says that a3 s A5
without (»is one of the peculiarities of the mushafs of the people of Hims that
‘Uthman sent to Syria. He then quotes four other features of the mushafs of
Hims (Syria) that are not mentioned in S9.

— D9. Al-Dani’s last report, narrated on the authority of Abii Haywa al-Shami,
shows three peculiarities of the mushafs of Syria.*®

The Exemplar (Imam) Mushaf or ‘Uthman ibn
‘Affan’s Mushaf

The above mentioned reports occasionally refer to an exemplar (imam) mushaf,
otherwise identified as ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan’s mushaf. What is intended by either
of these two terms is ambiguous. In his al-Masahif, al-Sijistani reports the same
twelve variants between the mushafs of the Medinans and those of the Iraqis (in
S3, S4, S5, S6 and Al) as the variants between the mushafs of the Medinans and
‘Uthman’s mushaf.*” It seems that the exemplar (imam) mushaf is most similar to
the Iraqi mushaf. Further, quotations like “I saw thus in the exemplar, the mushaf
of ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan (kadhalika raytuha fi al-imam mushaf ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan),
are attested in some reports in al-Mugni‘ that compare the peculiarities of the
mushafs of a certain region with ‘Uthman’s mushaf.*® Three instances in al-Mugni*

42 For more information on mushaf of Malik ibn Anas’ grandfather, see Cook, Michael
1999-2000, 93-105.

43 al-Dani 1978, 116.

44 Loc. cit.

45 Ibid., 116-117.

46 Ibid., 117.

47 al-Sijistani 1985, 46, 47.

48 al-Dani 1978, 106.
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confirm the peculiarities of the mushafs of Iraq that had earlier been attributed
by al-Sijistani to ‘Uthman’s mushaf: Dels O 5 (Q 40:26);4° u,—\ﬂ\ 3» 4l (Q 57:24); and
a5 Y5 (Q 91:15).5° Further, quoting five instances from Abu ‘Ubayd, he reports his
observations on the imam mushaf, from which three instances are in contradic-
tion to al-Sijistani’s reports. One of these instances is not attested in al-Sijistani’s
reports and another instance is confirmed by al-Sijistani as well. These instances
are the following:

1. Asin the mushafs of Syria and Medina, Q 2:132 in the mugshaf of ‘Uthman has
=331 whereas this does not correspond to al-Sijistani’s report according to
which, similar to the mushafs of Iraq, the mushaf of ‘Uthman reads (=<3

2. Similar to the mushafs of Syria and Medina, 3<% in Q 5:54 has two dals,*
whereas it does not correspond to al-Sijistani’s report according to which,
similar to the mushafs of Iragis, the mushaf of ‘Uthman has one dal <'x.

3. Similar to the mushafs of Medina and Syria, 45335 in Q 43:71 is recorded with
two ha’s,” which does not correspond to al-Sijistani’s report according to
which, similar to the mushafs of Iraq, the mushaf of ‘Uthman reads (i,

4. The form 41l is recorded without alif in the verses Q 23:87, 89 in the mushaf of
‘Uthman.>* This instance was also mentioned by al-Sijistani.”®

5. Similar to the mushaf of Syrians, the verse Q 55:12 is recorded in ‘Uthman’s
mushaf as: —iaxll3,56 However, this instance is not mentioned by al-Sijistani.

Assessment of Regional Mushaf Variants Reports

A comparison of the reports contained in al-Masahif, Fada’il al-Qur’an, and
al-Mugni“ will lead to the following conclusions:

In thirteen variants, the feature of the mushafs of Iraq is in contrast to those
of Syria and Hijaz (shared between the two): Q 2:132; Q 3:133; Q 5:53, 54; Q 9:107;
Q 18:36; Q 26:217; Q 40:26; Q 42:30; Q 43:68; Q 43:71; Q 57:24; and Q 91:15. All these
instances are considered by NOLDEKE as representing a peculiarity of Medina and

49 Ibid., 110.

50 Ibid., 116.

51 Ibid., 106.

52 Ibid., 107.

53 Ibid., 111.

54 Ibid., 109.

55 al-Sijistani 1985,47.
56 al-Dani 1978, 112.



DE GRUYTER Whence Come Quran Manuscripts? = 371

Damascus against the others.>” Except for one case in Q 40:26 where he, following
al-Dani, believes that &) 3 is a Kufan peculiarity.®® Aba ‘Ubayd, however, regards
it as a peculiarity of Iraqi mushafs (Kufa and Basra) in general terms, and it is
also considered as a peculiarity of the mushafs of Kufa and Basra by al-Sijistani.
Accordingly, the present author, unlike NOLDEKE, regards it as a peculiarity of the
mushafs of Iraq (Kufa and Basra).

It is certain that in these thirteen instances the mushafs of Iraq do not corre-
spond to the mushafs of Medina and Syria; however, rather than Medina, mention
is made of Hijaz in reports S7 and S8. Abli ‘Ubayd’s former report opens with
the statement that the variants of the mushafs of Hijaz and Syria are different
from those of Iraq. Granted that the variants are attested in the mushafs of Hijaz,
that is, those of Mecca and Medina, the mushafs of Iraq are different from those
of Mecca, Medina, and Syria; and compared with the mushafs of other regions,
those of Iraq demonstrate peculiarities. It is to be noted that in his Kitab al-Sab‘a,
Ibn Mujahid independently presents material as to the mushafs of Mecca. He
maintains that some of those instances, for example, Q 9:107; Q 57:24 and Q 91:15,
are shared by the mushafs of Mecca and Iraq,*® but he believes that some other
instances, for example, Q 5:53 and Q 18:36, are peculiar to the mushafs of Iraq
different from those of Mecca, Medina, and Syria.®® Therefore, we are not certain
about other instances attested in the mushafs of Mecca.

We are facing a particular situation with regards to another set of twelve var-
iants (Q 2:116; Q 3:184; Q 6:137; Q 7:3, 43, 75, 141, 195; Q 40:21; Q 55:12, 78; Q 57:10).
Some of these variants are referred to by al-Sijistani in report no. 7 (57) and some
others are attested in report no. 8 (S8); both being on the authority of Aba al-Bar-
has(sh)am al-Himsi as the peculiarities of the Iraqi mushafs, in contrast to those
of Syria and Hijaz (shared between the two); whereas in the second report, pre-
sented in Fada’il al-Qur’an, it is mentioned as a peculiarity of the mushafs of Syria.
It was mentioned above that in the opening of his report Abii ‘Ubayd emphasizes
that some of such instances are shared by the Syrians and the Medinans, but
there are instances that they do not share; however, he does not precisely specify
which variants are shared by the mushafs of Hijaz.** Abt ‘Ubayd’s report is incor-
porated in al-Dani’s fourth report (D4). Similarly, these instances are attested in
the latter’s first report (D1) as peculiarities of the mushafs of Syria. Two other

57 NOLDEKE considers the variant in Q 18:36 to be a peculiarity of Medina, Mecca, and Damas-
cus against the others.

58 NOLDEKE 2013, 396-399.

59 Ibn Mujahid 1972, 318, 627, 689.

60 Ibid., 245, 390.

61 Abi ‘Ubayd 1995, vol. 2, 158-160.
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instances (Q 7:195 and Q 57:10) from among those twelve instances are not attested
in Abl ‘Ubayd’s report (A2), but they are to be found in al-Dani’s first report (D1).

For instance, according to al-Sijistani’s report (S7), the mushafs of Iraq read
3491585 in Q 2:116; that is, their peculiarity is that they have a waw preceding ) 18,
Abu ‘Ubayd, nevertheless, in his report (A2) considers 343 1,8 without waw as a
peculiarity of the mushafs of Syria. The same report is to be found in al-Dani’s D4.
Such peculiarities of various regions may not be easily verified, since, granted
the validity of al-Sijistani’s report, we need to acknowledge that 35%) ‘;3\5, without
waw was shared by all the mushafs copied in Syria and Hijaz (Mecca and Medina),
and the form 3331 53 was exceptionally attested in the mushafs of Iraq. According
to Abii ‘Ubayd and al-Dani, however, 331,08 without waw was only attested in
Syrian mushafs. It is specified in both reports that 151& and 1545 were attested in
Syrian and Iraqi mushafs, respectively, but the forms used in the mushafs of Hijaz
are unknown. It is reported by al-Sijistani that the mushafs of Hijaz were similar
to those of Syria, but al-Dani reports that the mushafs of Hijaz were similar to
those of Iraq. It is not precisely specified by Abii ‘Ubayd whether such a feature
was shared by the mushafs of Syria and Hijaz. Therefore, we do not have a clear
picture of the mushafs of Hijaz. The same is true of the twelve instances of vari-
ants. As a result, based on an assessment of such reports, it may be stated that we
have solely a clear picture of the mushafs of Iraq and Syria, but such clarity is not
attested in those variants as reflected in the mushafs of Hijaz. Further, we do not
precisely know whether the mushafs of Hijaz were similar to those of Iraq; and
those of Syria had but a unique variant, or the variant was shared by Syria and
Hijaz and that variant was a peculiarity of the mushafs of Iraq. However, NOLDEKE
et al. lists eleven instances, from among the twelve instances, of the peculiarities
of the mushafs of Syria, but as to Q 7:195, the variant is missing in his list.

An assessment of the reports indicates that four variants (Q 4:66; Q 6:32; Q
8:67; Q 10:22) are peculiarities of the mushafs of Syria; however, the variant in Q
10:22 may not be readily considered a peculiarity of the mushafs of Syria since it is
also reported that Hajjaj ibn Yasuf’s reformist measures included changing & s
to &%, So, one may not ignore the possibility that, as a result of antedating
such reforms, some mushafs had &35, In his second report (A2), Abi ‘Ubayd
reckons the instance in Q 27:67 (\-"31 with two nuns) as a peculiarity of the mushafs
of Syria and the same report is quoted by al-Dani from Aba “‘Ubayd (D4).©3 He also
considers |55 &l Sl J6 without preceding waw in Q 7:90 as a peculiarity of

62 al-Sijistani 1985, 59.
63 This instance is not recorded in NOLDEKE’s list.
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the mushafs of Syria,% but this instance is not known from Kitab al-Masahif and
al-Muqgni‘. Besides the six variants in question, two others (Q 18:77 [©3530 with
two lams],® Q 74:33 [ 2313 instead of R ijee), only according to al-Dani (D8 and
D9), were peculiarities of the mushafs of Syria.®”

Based on a single report (D8), narrated by al-Dani, os¥ (without ya’ (in
Q 12:50% is a variant peculiar to Medina.®®

An assessment of the reports demonstrates that there exists a Kufan peculi-
arity in Q 6:63 (Gad); Q 36:35 (1), and in Q 46:15 (GLud)) where the mushafs of
Kufa are in contrast to those of Medina and Basra. In Q 47:18, the mushafs of Kufa
and Mecca (35) are in contrast to those of Medina and Basra (xxL).7° Two vari-
ants are attested as the peculiarities of the mushafs of Mecca in contrast to other
mushafs: Q 9:100 (&3 Ge s 23" and Q 4:17172.(4d ss0)Besides this variant, al-Dant,
quoting Ibn Mujahid, refers to other pecgliarities in the mushafs of Mecca as to
Q 21:30 (&2 &); Q 25:25 (U55); Q 27:21 (), and Q 28:37 (254 097 that are not
mentioned by Abtl ‘Ubayd and al-Sijistani. Since all these instances are reported
by al-Dani on the authority of Ibn Mujahid, all these variants attested in Ibn
Mujahid’s al-Sab‘a are considered as Ibn Kathir’s readings that are peculiarities
of the mushafs of Mecca.”™

In Q 35:33 and Q 76:16, the mushafs of Basra show peculiarities in contrast to
Kufa and Medina. Two extra alifs in Q 23:87, 89 are indicative of a peculiarity that
is in contrast to the mushafs of Kufa, Medina, and Syria. However, the addition
of these two alifs to 41, besides being reported as a peculiarity of the mushafs of

64 This instance is not recorded in NOLDEKE’s list.

65 The reading <5300 with two lams is not attributed to any of the seven anonymous Qur’an
readers in al-Sab‘a.

66 There is no reference by Ibn Mujahid as to a reading by an extra alif attributed to any of the
seven anonymous Qur’an readers.

67 These two instances are not recorded in NOLDEKE’s list.

68 This instance is also not recorded in NOLDEKE’s list.

69 al-Dani 1978, 116.

70 This instance is considered as disputed in NOLDEKE’s list (398). Also, it is stated by al-Si-
jistani that nobody in Kufa recite it as (eeah)

71 This is also considered by Ibn Mujahid to be a peculiarity of the mushafs of Mecca (Ibn
Mujahid, 317).

72 ltis to be noted that the instance attested in Q 4:171 is not to be found in NOLDEKE et al.’s list
but t}le four instances that are only recorded in al-Dani’s list: Q 21:30 (02 ;ﬁ); Q25:25 (J3¥); Q 27:21
(), and Q 28:37 (L 52 J5). (NOLDEKE 397, 398).

73 Two more instances mentioned by al-Dani; nevertheless, I don’t consider the instance in Q
17:93 (H&il J8) as variants but simply a rasm difference as to the deletion or retention of medial
alif. Furthermore, Q 17:93 (&&3l J) along with 18:95 (@&) are disputed instances.

74 Ibn Mujahid 1972, 428, 464, 479, 494.
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Basra, are considered in some reports to be the reformist measures adopted by
tory or ambiguous reports in Q 4:36; Q 18:95; and Q 39:64 as to the above variants
fail tohprovide a clear depiction; however, as to Q 39:64, NOLDEKE et al. consider
55546 in the list of variants a peculiarity of the mushafs of Syria;”” also concern-
ing Q 18:95, he regards @-&« as a peculiarity of Meccan mushafs.”® The disputed
instances are briefly demonstrated in Table 1.

Tab. 1: Contradictory or ambiguous reports in Q 39:64; Q 18:95; Q 4:36

- Kitab al-Masahif - al-Mugni* - al-Sab‘a
Q4:36 - Kufa il 3(S1,S2) - Some Kufan mushafs
- Kufa 50 3 (510) Sl 2 (D1)
Q18:95 — Syriaand I:Iijéz";& - Mecca ‘;jx'%:iéagainstthe - &ajs only Ibn Kathir's
against Iraq s 7? (S8) others £z (D1) reading and it was like-
wise in the mushafs of
Mecca (400)
Q39:64 - Syriaand Hijaz @;)AL — Syria sl against - Disputed reading. There
and Iraq as well /46 the others 56 (D1) is no mention of the
(S8) mushafs (563).

The instances in Q 10:96 (L4 / &xK), Q 17:93 (U8 / J8), Q 13:42 (K& / 14, Q
21:4 (5 / 08) and Q 23:112, 114 (% / J8) are not considered here as variants since
addition or omission of the medial alif is orthographical and widely attested in
similar instances in mushafs.

The list of textual variants of regional codices (masahif al-amsar) are briefly
demonstrated in Table 2.

75 al-Sijistani 1985, 59.

76 al-Dani 1978, 109.

77 NOLDEKE 2013, 398.

78 Ibid., 397.

79 In his edition of Kitab al-Masahif, based on two manuscripts of the Zahiriyya and Chester
Beatty Libraries, Muhibb al-Din ‘Abd al-Subhan Wa‘iz (Dar al-Basa’ir al-Islamiyya al-Ula, 2002,
272) says that the form @&, representing the mushafs of Iraq, is attested in the Chester Beatty
manuscript.



Tab. 2: The list of textual variants of regional codices

Iraq Hijaz Syria Imam N6ldeke et al. ’s The History of
the Quran
Kufa Basra Medina Mecca Q
1 Q2116 &3 hay &3 4hay &3 40a &3 40a &3 0a Damascus ! sl the rest | sla5
/(57,A2?) /(57,A2?)
389 Mg 385 s
2 Q2:132 (a5 (a3 lsasls lsasls lasls sa53  Medina and Damascus (siasis
(57) (al-SijistanT)  The rest (s=35
a3
(al-Dan1)
lkasls
(Noldeke)
3 Q3:133 15 s 15 s 158 s 58 g 125 Medina and Damascus
(S7) (al-Sijistant) s
5o The rest s s
(Noldeke)
4  Q3:184 S5 S5 A3 (S7,A27) ):ilb S Damascus !)Jijb
/ (S7,A22) By The rest _:3ll
A
5  Q4:66 OuB Ol S Damascus Syl
The rest J:
6 Qu4:a71 L) Al
(59 (D8, S9)
7 Q5:53 U555 U5 U5k U5 U5k Js&5 Damascus, Medina and Mecca
(D1, S7, Ibn (al-Sijistant) Jss

Mujahid, 245)

The rest I

d3LANAD 34
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Tab. 2 (continued)

Iraq Hijaz Syria Imam Noldeke et al. ’s The History of
the Quran
Kufa Basra Medina Mecca Q
8 Q5:54 % 55 2575 25% 255 5% Medina and Damascus 25
(s7) (al-Sijistani) The rest 3’
255
(al-Dan1)
255
(Noldeke)
9 Q6:32 S O Damascus i3
The rest 5l
10 Q663 usd e e Kufa (Gad) Gl
The rest The rest Ll
’.:-:: ’.i
11 Q6:137 LSS F LW FELSW FELW HELSR Damascus S
/ (57, A2?) / (57, A2?) The rest 2 585%
By By
12 Q73 O RE O3 RE HsR% b R¥g SR Damascus CJ?,‘);S &
/(57,A22) /(57,A2?) The rest &8
RIS RIS
13 Q7:43 B By (57,A2)%L  (57,A2) KL El Damascus X
B/ B/ The rest i &
14 Q7:75 Gl S oe b SEhos cad S s RRB PG LA T Damascus J%3
[Py [P [Pyt [Pt [P The rest J&
/ (57, A2?) / (57,A27)
Sl S 06 Sl S 06
b;:s';a | ‘}J:S':.e |

9.€
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Tab. 2 (continued)

Iraq Hijaz Syria Imam Néldeke et al. ’s The History of
the Quran
Kufa Basra Medina Mecca Qu
15 Q7:90 G S g
1558
(without waw)
(A2)
"I;he rest
2 S 35
158
16 Q714 e Al B A Al Damascus (Sl (K123
/(57,A27) /(57,A2?) The rest pSassl (81523
s R
17 Q7:195 QA8 RIS | (S7) 538 | (S7) Ssi8 EFEE
;u:\a,s QJ:‘:‘,S
18 Q8:67 sl A Al
19  Q9:100 i g8l Eaibe s A3 (D) Lisi Al Mecca &l (e Al The rest
(59) (59,D1,D3) 335 g A
20 Q9:107 il il &l / (57) & el &¥5  Medina and Damascus &l
Sl (al-SijistanT) The rest (sl
(Ibn Mujahid,
318)
2 Q o Al Rk Damascus &5
10:22% &% The rest The rest &5

d3LANAD 34
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Tab. 2 (continued)

Hijaz Syria Imam Noldeke et al. ’s The History of
th ra
Kufa Basra Medina Mecca e Quran
22 Q12:50 o8
<58 The rest
(D7)
23 Q18:36 [P e (EVEN (EVEN [EVE) &e Medina, Mecca & Damascus
(57, 1bn (al-Sijistani) & the rest i
Muijahid, 390)
24 Q18:77 R
&3 The rest
(&A43y)
(D8, D9)
25 Q21:30 Sl Mecca 2 & /
The rest The rest 2 &3l
(DD) &3l
26 Q237  dodde woda PP PP NPES Aol Basrall
898 (S8) (al-Dani, The rest4ll
al-Sijistani)
27 Q25:25 J5E Mecca J3%
The rest The rest 35
(D1) I3

8.¢
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Tab. 2 (continued)

Iraq Hijaz Syria Imam Néldeke et al. ’s The History of
the Quran
Kufa Basra Medina Mecca Qu
28 Q26:217 K Ky K Ka ) XK55 Medina and Damascus J85%
(S8) (al-Sijistant)  The rest (855
29 Qa7:21 - Mecca sl
- The rest The rest &l
(Y
30 Q27:67 )
The rest
(GslGshy W
(A2, D4)
31 Q28:37 lish (& Mecca J&
The rest The rest J&
(D1) (oasa D5
32 Q35:33 Vi i 1
33  Q36:35 &l lee Al Kufa &l
The rest 4ile
34 Q40:21 FATR PAT / K 34 K 3 &L, A5 Damascus & 3
i/ (58,A27) / (58,A27) The rest seie 33

d3LANAD 34
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Tab. 2 (continued)

Iraq Hijaz Syria Imam Noldeke et al. ’s The History of
th ra
Kufa Basra Medina Mecca e Quran
35  Q40:26 SPGB G G5 (58) kil B B Kufadl sl
(al-Sijistani) Therest &l s
36 Q42:30 s Ld Ly Ly Gy Lé  Medina and Damascus W
(S8) (al-Sijistani) The rest L
37 Q43:68 e e @l gl @l
(S8)
38  Q43:71 st (s 4 4 438 =5 Medina and Damascus 4
(S8) (al-SijistanT) The rest s
4 e
(al-Dan1)
(Noldeke)
39 Qu46:15 [EY] [EHES [FES Kufa bl
The rest Giid
40 Q47:18 egd‘-’ ed—”"-' el aell Disputed
41  Q55:12 lazdl ) Calaxdl 5 Calaxiild Calaxild calaxild alsll Damascus 15
/(58,A27) /(58,A27) (al-Dani) The rest s
caladl Caladl

08¢

eluplyep ey
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Tab. 2 (continued)

Iraq Hijaz Syria Imam Néldeke et al. ’s The History of
the Quran
Kufa Basra Medina Mecca Q
42 Q55:78 Jladi g Jolab g a8 sl sl Damascus s*
/ (S8,A2?7) ©2/ (S8,A27) The rest (52
bl e I
43 Q57:10 & S T B ) S S Damascus &
The rest 3&
44 Q57:24 AR Ay Gl 5 Ay Ll A /(s8) Ll 4—“‘ Ll aly AR Ay Medina and Damascus Ll Ay
Gl 5h Al (al-Sijistan?) The rest (&l 54 4l
(Ibn Mujahid,
627)
45  Q74:33 8y
The rest
(D8) 3
46 Q76:16 15258 825505 152058 83) 058
47 Q91:15 E ) - E - H EH HECRH Gli3Y5  Medina and Damascus S
GV /(S8) (al-SijistanT) The rest Y5
(Ibn Mujahid,
689)

82 The second one without alif. But al-Dani, elsewhere points out that in the old mushafs of Basra the second one was also with alif.(al-Dani, 1978, 46)
83 loc. cit.
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Facts Reflected in Early Quranic Manuscripts

The new list is to be compared with some of the early surviving mushafs contain-
ing considerable parts of the text of the Qur’an in order to see the extent to which
the list may contribute to our pursuit of the earliest Qur’an manuscripts.

To this end, all the variants need to be individually studied in minute detail.
Later corrections and various writing styles must also be considered. In investi-
gating the variants, we need to examine the correspondences of the variants in
question to the mushafs of a particular region, and in cases where we do not pre-
cisely know how was that variant written in the mushafs of a certain region, for
example, as to the twelve instances which may not be identified in considering
the mushafs of Hijaz, we may safely say that a given variant corresponds to the
mushafs of Syria and the manuscript may not be of Iraqi provenance or vice versa.

Let us begin with the mushaf Medina 1a of the Topkapi Saray1 Museum, one
of the cases used in NOLDEKE et al.’s The History of the Quran as indicative of the
inadequacy of the lists of variants in masahif al-amsar for determining the origin
of the Qur’an manuscripts. According to the authors, the verses Q 2:116; Q 3:133;%
Q10:22; Q 40:21; Q 55:12, 78; and Q 57:10 are all based on the text of the mushaf of
Syria. The mushafs of Syria and Medina share the variants in the verses Q 3:133;
Q 5:53-54; Q 9:107; Q 18:36; Q 26:217; Q 42:30; Q 43:71; Q 57:24; and Q 91:15. Once in
Q 18:95 the codex has a Meccan peculiarity. The variant in Q 6:63 may be peculiar
to Kufa. In contrast, six variants of the mushafs of Syria in Q 4:66; Q 6:32, 137;
Q 39:64; and Q 7:75, 141 are not attested in this manuscript. The verse Q 6:137 has
&% rather than g-«-ﬂs)u or »;‘5)» Accordingly, the Mushaf Medina 1 may not be
attributed to any particular region.®

“It can safely be said that the codex belongs to the inner circle formed by the groups of Medina,
Damascus, and Mecca, but on the basis of the lists it is not possible to be more specific.”®

We may proceed to pursue this codex and examine the expected variants of
regional mushafs based on the material contained in the book. The items in Q
2:116; Q 40:21; Q 55:12, 78; and Q 57:10 that the author considers as characteristics
of Syrian mushafs as well as Q 6:137; Q 7:75; and Q 7:141 are among the items as to
which we lack precise information about the qualities of the mushafs of Hijaz. Q
10:22 is one of those cases that may be related to subsequent reformist measures.

84 The instance Q 3:133 is mistakenly mentioned here because it is mentioned later as a variant
shared by Syrians and Medinans.

85 NOLDEKE 2013, 601, 602.

86 Ihid., 602.
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As the authors have stated, the variants in the verses Q 3:133; Q 5:53-54; Q
9:107; Q 18:36; Q 26:217; Q 42:30; Q 43:71; Q 57:24; and Q 91:15 are shared by Syrian
and Medinan mushafs and differ from those of Iraq. Accordingly, it can be safely
said that the text of the manuscript is not of Iraqi provenance. The authors are
not certain as to the peculiarity of the mushafs of Kufa attested in Q 6:63, but they
hesitatingly say that it may be Kufan. Q 18:95; and Q 39:64 are instances which
we cannot be certain of its being a Meccan or Syrian peculiarity because of con-
tradictory or ambiguous reports.” The lack of the peculiarities of the mushafs of
Syria in Q 4:66; and Q 6:32 indicates that this manuscript cannot be Syrian. The
only possibility is that it may be of Hijazi provenance.

A manuscript entitled Saray Medina 1a can be accessed online on the Corpus
Coranicum’s website;*® however, it is not clear if this is the same manuscript that
is mentioned in the book. The folios include Q 2:116; Q 3:133; and Q 5:53-54 do not
exist on the website. Furthermore, some of the features mentioned for the manu-
script Saray Medina 1a in the book are different from what can be seen in the man-
uscript Saray Medina 1a of the Corpus Coranicum website. According to the book,
the variants in Q 10:22; Q 40:21; and Q 55:12, 78 should be in accordance with
Syria, while these items on the website are: &5 aeie 35l Calaall 5 and gl @3,
respectively. None of them concur with the mushafs of Syria. Case Q 6:63, which
the book doubtfully calls Kufi, can be clearly seen as L (Fig. 1), which indi-
cates that the mushaf is not Kufan; rather, it represents the peculiarities attested
in Medinan or Basran mushafs.

g W
ch )‘_‘1’&13- 52

Fig. 1: %23 in Q 6:63 in Saray Medina 1a.

None of the cases in this manuscript are against its Hijazi origin. While there are
instances which prove that the manuscript does not have the characteristics of
Syria, Kufa, or Basra, &3 in Q 9:107; s in Q 18:36; (858 in Q 26:217; el & 5in
Q 40:26; & in Q 42:30; e in Q 43:68; 4435 in Q 43:71; &30 A in Q 57:24; and &
ili3in Q 91:15 indicate that this codex does not correspond to the mushafs of Iraq.
Eailin Q 6:63; 4ike in Q 36:35; and Wi in Q 46:15 revgal that the manuscript lacks
the peculiarities of the mushafs of Kufa. There is %G in Q 47:18 that corresponds
to the mushafs of Medina and Basra but it is dissimilar to those of Mecca and Kufa.

87 See Table 1.
88 https://corpuscoranicum.de/handschriften/index/sure/006/vers/060/handschrift/56
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However, ':,) 5 in Q 76:16; 153 in Q 35:33; and 435 Sl 8% in the verses Q 23:87,
89 show that the manuscript also lacks the peculiarities of the mushafs of Basra.
The instances as to which we have no precise information nor do we know much
about the qualities of the mushafs of Hijaz are transcribed as: &% in Q 6:137;
& L in Q 7:43; &3R50 / O5’R5? in Q 7:3;% 15 5%8 (i) Sl 06 in Q 7:75; K&ail in Q
7:141; 05ASin Q 7:195; séie 351 in Q 40:21; ciiaall 5d in Q 55:12; & 53 in Q 55:78; and
&in Q57:10.

The form &% in Q 6:137 corresponds neither to the mushafs of Syria (2638 5%)
nor to those of Iraq (& 5$3%) (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2: The form &83% in Q 6:137 in Saray Medina 1a.

132 Gl Siall 083 in Q 7:90; () with one lam in Q 8:67; & s in Q 10:22;%° &:i&din
Q 18:77; Ul in Q 27:67; and; %3 3 in Q 74:33 indicate that this mushaf lacks the
variant particular to the mushafs of Syria.

545 in Q 21:30; 0% in Q 25:25; il in Q 27:21; (555 J83in Q 28:37; and &biin
Q 47:18 indicate the mushaf is not Meccan.

The verse Q 9:100 has &3 s a3 and the ¢« has been whitened and its vacancy
is visible (Fig. 3) as to which two possibilities may be suggested:

89 Traces of correction can be seen in Q 7: 3 and it is not clear what the original state of the
version was.
90 Traces of correction can be seen here.
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EVESYSS L

Fig. 3: The {« has been faded away in Q 9:100 in Saray Medina 1a

First, the copyist had transcribed 433 &« s 35 but he later corrected his mistake
by obliterating the (. This mistake may have occurred due to the frequent repe-
tition of the phrase W&iai & sa3 in the Qur'an. As the scribe has done elsewhere
in a case that has nothing to do with regional variants in Q 10:2, first mistakenly
wrote J%3 and then the waw was erased (Fig. 4).

' ’ l' I | -

Fig. 4: The s has been deleted in 10:2 in Saray Medina 1a

Second, the manuscript originally had a3 i« 5,33 but a corrector might have
erased the ¢». The former and the latter suggestions are indicative of a Medinan
and a Meccan provenance, respectively. Since the other Meccan characteristics
are not attested in this manuscript, it seems that the first possibility is more fea-
sible. Accordingly, in spite of the fact that Saray Medina 1a has multiple different
hands, the Hijazi, or more specifically, Medinan provenance of this manuscript
lies within the bounds of possibility. Other codices that are similarly considered
to belong to the Hijazi, or more specifically Medinan provenance, will probably
show similar characteristics.

We may proceed with perusing the codex attributed to ‘Uthman Bin ‘Affan in
the Topkap1 Saray1 Museum®* and examining the expected variants of regional
mushafs. All variants of masahif al-amsar are to be found in this codex.

91 Facsimile edition of this manuscript has been prepared by Dr. Tayyar ALTIKULAG: ALTIKU-
LAG, Tayyar (2007), Al-Mushaf al-Sharif: Attributed to ‘Uthman Bin ‘Affan (The Copy at the Top-
kapi Palace Museum), Organization of the Islamic Conference Research Centre for Islamic His-
tory, Art and Culture: Istanbul.
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The twelve instances as to that we lack precise information about the quali-
ties of the mushafs of Hijaz are transcribed as: 333 15185 in Q 2:116; » 250 in Q 3:184;
2855 in Q 6:137; u;)smen B s in Q7:43; 15588 G Sl 06 in Q 7:75; RG]
in Q 7:141; o538 in Q 7:19; 44 351 in Q 40:21; calazll s in Q 55:12; JYA) «2in Q 55:78;
and X in Q 57:10. Ten of these twelve items are attested in Saray Medina 1a and
they are written in exactly the same way. It should be noted that the form &% in
Q 6:137, exactly like Saray Medina 1a, corresponds neither to the mushaf of Syria
(%3%55) nor to that of Iraq (3 ;\S )u) 348 without final alif in the verse Q 4:66; )l
with two lam in Q 6:32; 155 {3l S 983 in Q7:90; £ with one lam in Q 8:67; &:333
in Q 18:77; Usl in Q 27:67; and 33 Jl in Q 74:33 indicate that this mushaf lacks the
variant particular to the mushafs of Syria. In Q 10:22, the form eS)uu is seemingly
transcribed Which is said to be a peculiarity of the mushafs of Syria or it might
and it was later changed to eS S by Ha]]a] ibn Yasuf. Accordingly, this peculiarity
may not be attributed with certitude to Syria.* (asl3in Q 2:132; 1 )i in Q 3:133;
35 in Q 5:53; 255 with two dals in Q 5:54; &l in Q 9:107; iisin Q 18:36; Ksin Q
26:217; )@-Luu‘JmQ40 26; W in Q 42:30; s2te in Q 43: 68; 415 in Q 43:71; and &)
g,ud\ in Q 57:24 indicate that this codex does not correspond to the mushafs of Iraq.
Later corrections can be seen in this codex. Attempts have been made to make it
consistent with the Iraqi mushafs. For example, Q 3:133 originally has no waw,
corresponding to the mushafs of Syria and Medina but a waw has been added
thereto by a later hand (Fig. 5).

Fig. 5: The waw in Q 3:133 has been added by a later hand in the codex attributed to ‘Uthman in
the Topkapi Sarayl Museum

92 This form is also attested in other manuscripts of Hijazi provenance, e.g., MS No. 18 of Astan-i
Quds.
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Verse Q 5:53 had first been copied in the style of the mushafs of Hijaz and
Syria, but the waw was added by a later hand (Fig. 6), thus changing it to a mushaf
of Iraq (Js%3). So, the original manuscript is to be attributed to Hijaz or Syria.”®

Fig. 6: The waw in Q 5:53 has been added by a later hand.

Furthermore, il in Q 6:63; 4k in Q 36:35; and WA in Q 46:15 indicate that the
mushaf is not Kufan, but it represents the peculiarities attested in Medinan or
Basran mushafs. However, Dag‘}z in Q 76:16 and bbi in Q 35:33 demonstrate that
the manuscript lacks the peculiarities of the mushafs of Basra. The verses Q 23:87,
89 do not correspond to the mushafs of Basra and later corrections were not made
to them. Meccan peculiarities are not to be found in &35 _33in Q 9:100 and J & 3f
in Q 21:30; 445 in Q 4:171; <l in Q 27:21; L& 5 085 in Q 28:37; and U5 in Q 25:25.
There is %26 in Q 47:18 that corresponds to the mushafs of Medina and Basra but
it is dissimilar to those of Mecca and Kufa. It was mentioned above that the man-
uscript generally shows no peculiarities of the mushafs of Iraq.

The observations and analyses above lead us to the conclusion that this
mushaf was originally of Medinan provenance. The only instance going against
the Medinan provenance of the manuscript is <43 ¥3 in Q 91:15 that represents
the peculiarities of the mushafs of Iraq or possibly those of Mecca (Fig. 7).>* Never-
theless, the space between <s and ¥ could have been erased and the fa’ changed to
s, thus changing it to a mushaf of Iraq. Therefore, this mushaf of the Qur’an, based
on our list, is Medinan, probably except for one instance in Q 91:15.

93 The later addition of waw preceding Js% is not recorded by ALTIKULAC in the table of the
variants of the mushafs.
94 Considering that, according to Ibn Mujahid (689), the Meccan and Iraqi mushafs read <33 Y5,



388 — AlaVahidnia DE GRUYTER

-
.
P L o+

"v’

SRI%R gg wmf ﬁ,; i:

Fig. 7: Sla3¥5in Q 91:15

Another codex examined presently is manuscript No. 18 and another part No. 4116
in Mashhad, Iran, which is one of the oldest Qur’an manuscripts in the Library of
the Astan-i Quds-i Radawi whose transcription is attributed to ‘Ali ibn abi Talib.
Numerous variants of masahif al-amsar are found in it. KARIMI-NIA showed that
the Codex Mashhad generally corresponds to Medinan mushafs.>

Just as in the previous two manuscripts, there are many subsequent correc-
tions in this manuscript to convert it into Iraqi. For instance, in the verse Q 3:133,
)5 J lacks the introductory waw that corresponds to the mushafs of Syria and
Hijaz. However, the waw was added by a later hand to make it correspond to the
mushafs of Iraq (Fig. 8).

A—'. ‘ 2
A % Lk

Fig. 8: The waw in Q 3:133 has been added by a later hand in manuscript No. 18 of Astan-i
Quds-i Radawl.

95 See Morteza KARIMI-N1A, “A New Document in the Early History of the Qur’an, Codex Mash-
had, an ‘Uthmanic Text of the Qur’an in Ibn Mas‘Gd’s Arrangement of Stiras”, Journal of Islamic
Manuscripts, Volume 10 (2019): Issue 3 (Nov 2019): 292-326.
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In the verse Q 5:53, Js& is not preceded by the waw that corresponds to the
mushafs of Syria and Hijaz, even though the waw was added by a later hand
(Fig. 9).

ke ILI .

Fig. 9: The waw in Q 5:53 has been added by a later hand in manuscript No. 18 of Astan-i Quds-i
Radaw.

The verse Q 9:107 has u-ni\ without waw and corresponds to the mushafs of Syria
and Hijaz. The waw was added by a later hand (Fig. 10).

Fig. 10: The waw in Q 9:107 has been added by a later hand in manuscript No. 18 of Astan-i
Quds-i Radawr.

The instances as to which we have no precise information about the qualities of
the mushafs of Hijaz are transcribed as: 24 X2l in Q 40: 21; 38515 in Q 2:116; )4)5‘
in Q 3:184; &5%% in Q 7:3; B Ly in Q 7:43; 15/&E Gdd) S 36 in Q 7:75; LEadl jn
Q 7:141; and ¢3S in Q 7:195. They correspond exactly to the Saray Medina 1a and
the codex attributed to ‘Uthman Bin ‘Affan in the Topkap: Saray1 Museum. The
only difference with the two previous manuscripts is in Q 57:10 (3%).

Just like Saray Medina 1a, the verse Q 9:100 has &3 &« 523 and the word
o= has been obliterated (Fig. 11). Here again two possibilities may be suggested.
However, this is not going against the Hijazi provenance of the manuscript; it can
only be effective in determining whether the version is Meccan or Medinan. Con-
sidering that none of the Meccan peculiarities are attested here, this manuscript
is probably of Medinan provenance.
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Fig. 11: The &« in Q 9:100 has been quite faded away.

We saw that these three manuscripts, which — according to Table 2 — probably
belong to Medina, show very similar characteristics. Interestingly enough, even
at Q 18:95, the form G\-\S-« is attested in all three.

The qualities of the mushafs of Iraq and Syria are much more accurate in the
reports compared to the mushafs of the Hijaz. Therefore, it should be much easier
to identify the Iraqi and Syrian mushafs. For example, all the peculiarities of the
mushafs of Iraq are well represented in the codex attributed to ‘Uthman Bin ‘Affan
in the Turkish and Islamic Arts Museum in Istanbul®® and none of the peculiari-
ties of the mushafs of Syria and Medina are attested in this mushaf.>”

38315085 in Q 2:116; Za35 in Q 2:132; 15 s in Q 3:133; 43 in Q 3:184; A in
Q 4:66; 415 in Q 4:171; U551 Q 5:53; E2in Q 5:54; HAin Q 6:32; #3<5%in Q 6:137;
O58%1in Q 7:3; & s in Q 7:43; 15585 Gl all 38 in Q 7:75; 054 in Q 7:195; &l in
Q 8:67; &3 523 in Q 9:100; &al5in Q 9:107; K5 in Q 10:22; 55 in Q 12:505 L@M
in Q 18:36; u-\a-de1877 % dslin Q 21:30; d}mQ2525 K55in Q 26:217; @-uU
in Q 27:21; &l in Q 27:67; (s 5 Jé5in Q 28:37; e@#mem 21; Jg-la-'u‘J‘anltO 26;
L in Q 42:30; e in Q 43:68; ““1nQ4371 a@—u"LmQ4718 umalbdanSSIZ
JNa0 53 in Q 55:78; JS1nQ5710 @uﬂ 5 4lllin Q 57: 22 533 |in Q 74:33; and <la3 Vs
in Q 91:15 demonstrate that no Meccan, Medinan, or Syrian peculiarity is repre-
sented in this manuscript.

It may be safely argued that the manuscript is of Iraqi provenance, but none
of the peculiarities of the mushafs of Kufa are attested in Q 6:63; Q 36:35; Q 46:15;
and Q 47:18, and the said instances appear as ail; 4ile; Uid; and b thus corre-
sponding to the mushafs of Basra. Further Basran peculiarities are represented in
this manuscript: 41l &t s with alif in Q 23:87, 89; 35 without alifin Q 35:33; and
x5 without alif in Q 76:16; so it is certainly of Basran provenance.

96 Facsimile edition of this manuscript has been prepared by Dr. Tayyar ALTIKULAG: ALTIKU-
LAG, Tayyar (2007), Hz. Osman’a Nisbet Edilen Mushaf-I Serif (Tiirk ve Islim Eserleri Miizesi
Niishas1), Volumes I and II, islam Arastirmalar1 Merkezi (ISAM): Istanbul (Turkey).

97 This manuscript represents all the variants of masahif al-amsar, except for the instance in
Q 7:141, whose folio was later replaced.
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Conclusion

Following the efforts made to determine the origin of the early Qur’an manu-
scripts, we have shown that by making the list of masahif al-amsar variants more
accurate (i.e., by combining reports from all sources, discarding incomprehen-
sible, contradictory, and isolated reports), the variants of each of these early
Qur’anic codices would tally more with the reports preserved for the character-
istics of one of the masahif al-amsar in literary sources. Based on a new list of
regional variants, it was suggested that the texts of the surviving manuscripts
are clearly indicative of a particular region; and this therefore provides us with
a powerful tool for determining the provenance of early Qur’an manuscripts. In
addition, it proves the reliability of the reports recorded in literary sources.

According to the above-depicted table of masahif al-amsar variants, 47 such
variants are attested in surviving reports; nevertheless, the precise qualities of
all of the masahif al-amsar are not identified in every said variant. The mushafs
of Iraq (Kufa and Basra) are more elaborately described and their variants are
readily identified. The qualities of the mushafs of Iraq are evident in almost every
variant. The differences between Kufan and Basran mushafs are also reported.
The mushafs of Iraq in general (Kufa and Basra) have thirteen peculiarities com-
pared to other mushafs (in: Q 2:132; Q 3:133; Q 5:53, 54; Q 9:107; Q 18:36; Q 26:217;
Q 40:26; Q 42:30; Q 43:68; Q 43:71; Q 57:24; and Q 91:15). The mushafs of Kufa (in:
Q 6:63; Q 36:35; Q 46:15; and Q 47:18°%) and Basra (in: Q 35:33; Q 76:16; and Q 23:87,
89) each have 4 or 3 more peculiarities in addition to thirteen peculiarities.

The qualities of the mushafs of Syria in the treatment of disputed instances,
except for four instances that we are not certain about, are evident because these
four instances are only based on a single account (Q 27:67; Q 7:90; Q 18:77 and Q
74:33). But the same is not found in the mushafs of Hijaz, that is, those of Meccan
and Medinan provenance. We have little information about the mushafs of Mecca.
The name of Mecca is less used compared to Iraq, Syria, and Medina, and in many
cases no information is available. However, rather than Medina, mention is made
of Hijaz in some reports, and if the validity of using this term is ascertained we
can consider Hijaz as Mecca and Medina. There are also variants that are listed
based on a single account as the peculiarities of the mushafs of Mecca and Medina
(Q 12:50 for Medina and Q 21:30; Q 25:25; Q 27:21; and Q 28:37 for Mecca).

This new list, in turn, can be made even more accurate and plausible by stud-
ying more codices and comparing them with each other. For example, the qual-

98 In Q 47:18 the mushafs of Kufa and Mecca (ag-lfif') are in contrast to those of Medina and Basra
(),
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ities of the mushafs of Hijaz as to the twelve instances that we lack precise infor-
mation about can be determined in this way, thus we will get a clearer picture
of the differences between the regional codices. If it is established that each of
these items are shared between the Iraqi and Hijazi mushafs, a peculiarity will
be added to the peculiarities of the mushafs of Syria that we mentioned earlier
(Q 4:66; Q 6:32; Q 8:67; Q 10:22; Q 27:67; Q 7:90; Q 18:77; and Q 74:33),*° and if it
turns out that any of these items is shared between Syria and Hijaz, a peculiarity
will be added to those of the Iraqi mushafs.

If more codices are studied, it may also be possible to determine how valid the
single reports are. For instance, it can be seen that a Medinan peculiarity based
on a single report narrated by al-Dani ¢ 55! (without ya’) in Q 12:50 is not attested
in any of the three Medinan manuscripts studied here. As another example,
1588 Gl S J6 without the preceding waw in Q 7:90, which was considered only
by Abti ‘Ubayd as a peculiarity of the mushafs of Syria, is not attested in Syrian
mushafs such as Arabe.328a or Or.2165. However, only by studying a large number
of copies can one make a definite comment on these cases. In any event, one
can see that the mushafs of Syria and Iraq, with 36 differences, have the highest
degree of disagreement among them (of course, this is so if we accept 4 Syrian
peculiarities as being based on a single report, otherwise it would come down to
32).

Studying the surviving early Qur’an manuscripts may help depict the trend
towards the Iraqi manuscripts and the peculiarities reported on the ‘Uthmanic
exemplar (imam) mushaf wherein later additions were made to standardize
earlier manuscripts that more closely resembled the mushafs of Iraq. There-
fore, one may assume that the mushafs of Iraq were gradually established as the
standard mushaf used by copyists. This new list still awaits refutation and cor-
roboration, and comparing it with other manuscripts may contribute to shedding
further light on this issue.

Acknowledgements: [ would like to thank Mehdy Shaddel and Marijn van Putten
for giving valuable input on an earlier version of this paper.

99 Of course, it should be kept in mind that there are still four questionable instances because
they are only based on a single account (Q 27:67; Q 7:90; Q 18:77; and Q 74:33).
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