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introduction

From Legend to Discipline

The first twoArabic books everwritten are about language. One is the grammar

handbook al-Kitāb (“The Book”) by ʿAmr ibn ʿUthmān Sībawayhi (d. ca. 180/

796). The other is the dictionary Kitāb al-ʿAyn (“The Book of the Letter ʿAyn”),

authored by al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad al-Farāhīdī (d. 175/791), who devised a metic-

ulous system ensuring he included everything. Benefiting from the radical

nature of the Arabic language—where all words are built from a limited num-

ber of radicals, or root letters—he was able to list every possible combina-

tion of these letters.1 The phonetic order in which he arranged them was

also his own invention. Although he originally intended to use the alpha-

betical order (alif, bāʾ, tāʾ, etc.), he decided against it, as this would have

required starting with alif—a weak letter (ḥarf muʿtall) that posed challenges

for many later language scholars.2 Since he did not like the idea of skipping

alif to start with bāʾ, he decided to “probe” all letters and begin his dictionary

with those pronounced the farthest back in the throat, moving up until he

reached mīm at the front of the lips, leaving the weak letters and hamza for

last.3

As legend goes, after al-Khalīl’s death, the sole exemplar of his dictionary

was in the hands of his pupil al-Layth ibn al-Muẓaffar (d. 190/805), whose wife,

in a fit of jealousy, threw it into the fire. Al-Layth had onlymemorised half of it,

so when he frantically started to write downwhat he remembered, errors were

bound to creep in. This is, at least, how later scholars explain the book’s defects

despite the genius of its author.4

1 It is important to note that this approach warranted the inclusion of all roots but not of all

possible words derived from them. Moreover, roots that were theoretically possible but not

in use were listed asmuhmal (“disregarded”).

2 It is a topos of dictionary introductions to accuse one’s predecessors of having failed to

arrange the weak roots correctly. See, e.g., Abū Haṣan ʿAlī ibn Ismāʾīl Ibn Sīda, al-Mukhaṣṣaṣ,

vol. 1 (Beirut: Dār Iḥyā’ al-turāth al-ʿarabī, 1417/1996), 36; Abū al-Faḍl Jamāl al-DīnMuḥammad

ibn Mukarram Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, vol. 1 (Beirut: Dār Ṣādir, 1374/1955), 7.

3 See Abū ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad al-Farāhīdī, Kitāb al-ʿAyn, ed. Mahdī al-Makh-

zūmī and Ibrāhīm al-Sāmarrāʾī, vol. 1 (Baghdad: Dār al-Rashīd, 1980), 47–48.

4 See, e.g., the report in Ibn al-Muʿtazz’ (d. 296/909) Tabaqāt al-shuʿarāʾ, ed. ʿAbd al-Sattār

Aḥmad Farrāj (Cairo: Dār al-Maʿārif, 41981), 97–98. For a recent discussion of the authorship

of Kitāb al-ʿAyn, see Gregor Schoeler, “Wer ist der Verfasser des Kitāb al-‘Ain?,”Zeitschrift für

Arabische Linguistik 38 (2000): 15–45 and the literature cited by him.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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These later scholars in the field of language are the focus of this book. From

here, we will move out of the realm of legend to the fact-based discipline of

Arabic lexicography. My aim is twofold. First, I address students and scholars

of Arabic and Islamic Studies who wish to gain a better understanding of the

content of Arabic dictionaries. In our field today, dictionaries are often used

to provide a quick definition of an Arabic word as a preliminary to the actual

subject of research. Occasionally, entries frommultiple dictionaries are cited to

confirm that ameaninghas remained stable over centuries.However, such con-

clusions reflect a flawedunderstanding of the principles of Arabic lexicography

as they disregard the fact that lexicographers did not aim to reflect language

development over time but to gather and preserve a certain state of the lan-

guage. A dictionary entry may not even provide a definition. For a word that is

considered well-known, the wordmaʿrūf (“known”) might be used, or even its

abbreviationm. The rest of the entry could discuss other, less common mean-

ings or even simply list various plural forms of the word. How, then, should

such an entry be understood?My discussion of the functions and objectives of

Arabic lexicography in the post-formative period seeks to offer an explanation.

The second objective of this book is to explore what Arabic dictionaries

reveal about intellectual culture and knowledge production in their own time.

Interpreting the data in an entry involves going beyond the surface of the text

to disentangle its explicit and implicit references. If an author states that a cer-

tain definition is wrong, whose definition is he refuting? If he states that aword

is not a loanword, when was it ever claimed to be one? If so many comprehen-

sive dictionaries existed, why did scholars compile new ones? And why did an

author choose to combine the content of two—or five—specific earlier dictio-

naries, while excluding others?

Some of the answers to these questions can be found in the introductions of

thedictionaries,while others canbe traced in the authors’ biographies andoeu-

vres. One thing will soon become clear: in order to understand Arabic lexicog-

raphy, it will never suffice to examine just one dictionary. Instead, we need to

consider the entire tradition to find the throughline connecting the beginnings

of the discipline with its vast output in the post-formative period. Famous dic-

tionaries such as the seventh/thirteenth-century Lisān al-ʿarab (“TheTongue of

the Arabs”), the eighth/fourteenth-century al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ (“The Encom-

passing Ocean”), and the twelfth/eighteenth-century Tāj al-ʿarūs (“The Bridal

Crown”) are sourceswe still refer to today.Theypreserve thehistoric vocabulary

of Arabic poetry and Bedouin speech that would otherwise remain inacces-

sible to us. Aiming for comprehensiveness through clear alphabetical order,

they replaced earlier works that were either less thorough or less easy to use.

They also serve as the foundation for bilingual dictionaries compiled by Euro-
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pean orientalists, fromAntonioGiggi’s (d. ca. 1632)Thesaurus LinguaeArabicae

and Jacobus Golius’ (d. 1667) Lexicon Arabico-Latinum up to Edward William

Lane’s (d. 1876) AnArabic-English Dictionary—works that can only be properly

understood in light of the Arabic models they follow. Viewing Arabic dictio-

naries solely or primarily as tools, as orientalists have done, eventually led to

their discardment and replacementwith ‘modern,’ ‘historical’ dictionaries.5My

wish is that we try to understand and evaluate the Arabic dictionaries of the

post-formative period as works of scholarship and literature in their own right,

rather than as unwieldy, outdated tools for unlocking the contents of other dis-

ciplines.

This book focuses on the post-formative period of Arabic lexicography—

that is, the long stretch of time during which scholars built upon an estab-

lished corpus of authoritative texts. “Authoritative” here does not imply that

these texts were uncontested. On the contrary, they gave rise to fierce debate

about the correctness and completeness of their data, leading to a steady flow

of commentaries, supplements, refutations, re-arrangements, and other forms

of engagement. I use “authoritative” to indicate a consensus among scholars

of language on the suitability of these works as the basis for further discus-

sion.

Following Thomas Bauer, I use the terms “formative period” and “post-for-

mative period” to replace the fraught, outdated notions of “Middle Ages,” “clas-

sical,” and “post-classical.”6 Theword “formative” has the advantage of stressing

5 Compare the statement of Jörg Kraemer, “Studien zur altarabischen Lexikographie nach

Istanbuler und Berliner Handschriften,” Oriens 6 (1953): 201:

Die Bedeutung freilich, die noch vor hundert Jahren ein Lane ihnen beigemessen hat […],

besitzen sie fur uns heute nicht mehr. Denn es wird niemand mehr einfallen, ausschließ-

lich oder auch nur vorwiegend aus ihnen [the Arabic “national dictionaries,” as they are

termed inolderGerman scholarship] ein “neues”, praktischenZweckendienendesWörter-

buch herstellen zu wollen.

A discussion and critique of Arabic “Nationalwörterbücher” was part of the promotion of

the German orientalist lexicography projectWörterbuch der Klassischen Arabischen Sprache

(1957–2009), which was devised as a continuation and supplement of Lane’s An Arabic-

English Dictionary, and yielded the letters kāf and lām in forty fascicles before it was aban-

doned. The professed aimwas to compile a historical Belegwörterbuch reflecting actual usage,

for which a mere translation of the ossified content of the Arabic dictionaries would not

have sufficed. The most recent project envisaging a comprehensive historical dictionary is

the Doha Historical Dictionary of Arabic (2011–). See https://www.dohadictionary.org/about​

‑dictionary, accessed May 28, 2024.

6 For an exemplary critical evaluation of the term “post-classical” as used in Roger Allen and

Donald S. Richards, Arabic Literature in the Post-Classical Period (Cambridge: CambridgeUni-

https://www.dohadictionary.org/about-dictionary
https://www.dohadictionary.org/about-dictionary
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not the alleged character of a certain period but the processes active during that

period.7 It refers to the formation of the disciplines, in this case Arabic lexicog-

raphy, and the concomitant emergence of authoritative texts.We will examine

these processes of formation more closely below.

By contrast, the term “post-formative” does not tell us anything, except that

it indicates the period following the formative period. Indeed, we know lit-

tle regarding the developments in lexicography during this period, which was

long assumed to have yielded less “innovative,” less “original” scholarship, and

was therefore deemed less worthy of study. After decades of scholarship in

Arabic and Islamic Studies presupposing “stagnation” and “decline,” the post-

formative period is finally receiving more nuanced attention. Much of the

research carried out over the past decade has been driven, or at least partly

motivated, by the rationale of “countering the decline thesis.”8 Certain per-

ceived features of premodern literature and scholarship—“intellectual stagna-

tion,” a “lack of original thought”—have been questioned and refuted. Often,

this is achieved through a (re-)examination of the commentary tradition in

one particular field, and the contention that originality and innovation lie in

the selection of topics and themethods of dealing with amaster text.9 Another

way to questionperceived qualitative differences between the output of “classi-

cal” Islamic scholarship and that of later currents has been to point out devel-

opments and innovations in scholarly methods and focus areas, such as the

gradual shift from the oral-aural teacher-pupil relationship to individual read-

versity Press, 2006), see Thomas Bauer, “In Search of ‘Post-Classical’ Literature?: A Review

Article,”Mamlūk Studies Review 11, no. 2 (2007): 137–167.

7 See Thomas Bauer, Warum es kein islamisches Mittelalter gab: das Erbe der Antike und der

Orient (München: C.H. Beck, 2018), 112. While Bauer (154ff.) proposes to further divide the

long post-formative period into “frühe” or “erste Neuzeit” (ending around 1500) and “späte”

or “zweite Neuzeit” (ending around 1900), I see no reason for a further division on the basis

of the lexicographical sources discussed in this book.

8 For a critical account of the anti-decline movement, see Michael Cooperson, “The Abbasid

‘Golden Age’: An Excavation,” al-ʿUṣūr al-Wusṭā, no. 25 (2017): 41–65.

9 Focusing on commentaries are, among others, Asad Q. Ahmed, Palimpsests of Themselves:

Logic and Commentary in Postclassical Muslim South Asia, Berkeley Series in Postclassical

Islamic Scholarship 5 (Oakland: University of California Press, 2022) and Matthew B. Ingalls,

The Anonymity of a Commentator: Zakariyyā al-Anṣārī and the Rhetoric of Muslim Commen-

taries, suny Series in Islam (Albany: StateUniversity of NewYork Press, 2021). A (re‑)appraisal

of the genre of anthology is also carried out, e.g., by Bilal Orfali, The Anthologist’s Art: Abū

Manṣūr al-Thaʿālibī and His Yatīmat al-Dahr, Brill Studies in Middle Eastern Literatures 37

(Leiden: Brill, 2016), 4: “Modern scholars have begun to recognize, though, that the originality

of a particular anthology consists precisely in the choice and arrangement of the reproduced

texts, which together reveal the interests and objectives of the compiler.”
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ing practices.10 In the case of poetry, Thomas Bauer explained the changed

aesthetics of Mamluk poetry compared to Abbasid poetry as a shift from repre-

sentation to participation, i.e., a change in the social functions and audiences

of poetry.11 A recent strategy aiming to disprove the decline thesis is to observe

the trajectory of a given discipline over a millennium or longer, rather than

splitting it into shorter periods based mainly on the rise and fall of dynasties.12

However, the urge tomove away from the Aufstieg-Blüte-Verfall tripartition also

risks veering towards the other extreme: assuming that the texts produced dur-

ing a period no longer seen as declining must all possess a spark of innovation

and originality.13

This important and exciting development in the field—to examine the intel-

lectual production of the post-formative period on its own terms—has not

yet extended to the fields of Arabic lexicography and grammar. This may be

because these disciplines have traditionally been considered auxiliary and pre-

liminary to the ‘real work,’ making them less appealing to engage with. While

a few studies and book chapters have been devoted to individual dictionar-

ies such as the second/eighth-century Kitāb al-ʿAyn, the fourth/tenth-century

al-Ṣiḥāḥ, and the twelfth/eighteenth-century Tāj al-ʿarūs,14 no monographs or

extensive studies on Arabic dictionaries exist that question their production,

10 Khaled El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century. Scholarly Cur-

rents in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

2015), 97–128.

11 Thomas Bauer, “ ‘Ayna hādhā min al-Mutanabbī!’ Toward an Aesthetics of Mamluk Liter-

ature,”Mamlūk Studies Review 17 (2013): 5–22.

12 Joel Blecher, Said the Prophet of God: Hadith Commentary across a Millennium (Oakland,

CA: University of California Press, 2018); Garrett Davidson, Carrying on the Tradition: A

Social and Intellectual History of Hadith Transmission across a Thousand Years, Islamic

History and Civilization 160 (Leiden: Brill, 2020).

13 For a critical reflection on how the choice of a certain text as representative for a given

period affects our perception of this period, see Adam Talib, “Al-Ṣafadī, His Critics, and

the Drag of Philological Time,” Philological Encounters 4 (2019): 109–134. On the “anti-

decline” thesis inOttoman studies, see the Introduction inDana Sajdi, ed.,OttomanTulips,

OttomanCoffee. Leisure andLifestyle in the EighteenthCentury (London,NewYork: I.B.Tau-

ris, 2014).

14 StefanWild, Das Kitāb al-ʿAyn und die arabische Lexikographie (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,

1965); Muḥammad ʿAbd al-Ghafūr ʿAṭṭār, Muqaddamat al-Ṣiḥāḥ (Cairo: Dār al-kitāb al-

ʿarabī bi-Miṣr, 1385/1956); HāshimṬāhā Shallāsh, al-Zabīdī fī kitābihi Tāj al-ʿarūs (Baghdad:

Dār al-kitāb li-l-ṭibāʿa, 1401/1981). Stefan Reihmuth’s monograph,TheWorld of Murtaḍā al-

Zabīdī (1731–91). Life, Networks andWritings (Oxford: GibbMemorial Trust, 2009), devotes

a chapter to Tāj al-ʿarūs. Vivian Strotmann’s monograph on al-Fīrūzābādī, Majd al-Dīn al-

Fīrūzābādī (1329–1415). A Polymath on the Eve of the Early Modern Period (Leiden: Brill,

2015), provides some information on al-Qāmūs, but no deep analysis.
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context, and reception. The first modern overviews of Arabic lexicography,

Ḥusayn Naṣṣār’s al-Muʿjam al-ʿarabī (first edition 1956) and John Haywood’s

Arabic Lexicography: Its History, and Its Place in the General History of Lexi-

cography (1960),15 were recently superseded by Ramzi Baalbaki’s The Arabic

Lexicographical Tradition: From the Second/Eighth Century to the Twelfth/Eigh-

teenth Century (2014).16 Baalbaki’s magisterial survey of Arabic lexicography

provides a thorough discussion of the topics dealt with by Arabic lexicog-

raphers from the beginnings of the discipline until the twelfth/eighteenth-

century Tāj al-ʿarūs, which Baalbaki considers to be the last “classical” dictio-

nary.17 His assessment of many of the post-formative period dictionaries, such

as the eleventh/seventeenth-century works in the field of loanwords (muʿar-

rab), is that the level of scholarship of the formative period is not surpassed

by later authors, since they added little with regard to method or content.18

I would like to explore why a scholar would undertake the task of authoring

a dictionary under these circumstances. Challenging the current view of Ara-

bic lexicography, I will demonstrate how dictionaries from the post-formative

period advanced the field in significant ways.

1 The Return to Philology

A renewed interest in philology, the discipline of “how tomake sense of texts,”19

from a non-Eurocentric perspective has guided recent research into textual

practices in their various forms worldwide.20 Research on lexicography can

15 Ḥusayn Naṣṣār, al-Muʿjam al-ʿarabī. Nashaʾtuhu wa-taṭawwuruhu, 2nd ed., 2 vols (Cairo:

Dār Miṣr li-l-ṭibāʿa, 1968); John A. Haywood, Arabic Lexicography: Its History, and its Place

in the General History of Lexicography (Leiden: Brill, 1960).

16 Ramzi Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition. From the Second/Eighth Century

to the Twelfth/Eighteenth Century (Leiden: Brill, 2014), translated into Arabic as al-Turāth

al-muʿjamī al-ʿarabī min al-qarn al-thānī ḥattā al-qarn al-thānī ʿashar li-l-hijra (Doha: al-

Markaz al-ʿarabī li-l-abḥāth wa-dirāsat al-siyāsāt, 2019).

17 Baalbaki’s wording (The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 397) reveals the confusion that

can arise from terms such as “classical” and “medieval”: “In terms of chronology, al-Tāǧ is

not strictlymedieval, but it is certainly so in itsmethods, and crowns the “classical” period

of Arabic lexicographical writing as the most comprehensive lexicon in the tradition …”

18 Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 169.

19 Sheldon Pollock, “What Was Philology in Sanskrit?,” inWorld Philology, ed. Sheldon Pol-

lock, Benjamin A. Elman, and Ku-ming Kevin Chang (Cambridge,MA: Harvard University

Press, 2015), 114.

20 As witnessed, for instance, by the journal Philological Encounters which was founded in

2016 by IslamDayehwith the objective of a historical and philosophical critique of philol-
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also be viewed in line with the endeavour to centre a previously “marginalised”

philological practice.Muhsin J. al-Musawi recently argued for Arabic lexicogra-

phy as an important constituent of the “Medieval Islamic Republic of Letters,” a

“literaryworld-system inwhichArabic functions as thedominating language.”21

Al-Musawi applies the term “Republic of Letters,” more commonly used to

designate the early-modern network of European scholars corresponding in

Latin,22 to “argue against the widespread disparagement of the post-classical

Islamic era (medieval and premodern) as one of literary decadence, degen-

eration, and darkness.”23 Although invoking the nomenclature of a relatable

European phenomenon may help direct attention to Arabic-Islamic intellec-

tual culture, we do not require the term “Republic of Letters” to make sense

of the scholarly output in Arabic lexicography in the post-formative period.

Al-Musawi’s brief discussion of the wide dissemination of the fourth/tenth-

century dictionary al-Ṣiḥāḥ and its role in Persian and Turkish lexicography

underscores the function of “philology” in premodern Islamic culture and

refutes the decline thesis by re-evaluating the importance of “commentaries

and compendia.”24 But what does philology, in the form of lexicography, actu-

ally do?

A lexical explanation canbe the first step in the philological process of “mak-

ing sense of a text.”25 The meaning of a word “in general language” (lugha) is

givenbefore the commentatormoves to the technicalmeaning (iṣṭilāḥ) and fur-

ther elucidation. This means that ʿilm al-lugha, the discipline of lexicography

or lexicology,26 pervades the genre of commentary, the most productive text

ogy. See Islam Dayeh, “The Potential of World Philology,”Philological Encounters 1 (2016):

396–418. For a critique of philology as a colonial practice, see Siraj Ahmed, Archaeology

of Babel. The Colonial Foundation of the Humanities (Redwood City: Stanford University

Press, 2017).

21 Muhsin J. al-Musawi,TheMedieval Islamic Republic of Letters. Arabic Knowledge Construc-

tion (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2015), 9.

22 See Dirk van Miert, “What Was the Republic of Letters? A Brief Introduction to a Long

History,” Groniek 204/5 (2016): 269–286.

23 Al-Musawi, The Medieval Islamic Republic of Letters, 5.

24 Al-Musawi, The Medieval Islamic Republic of Letters, 89–103 and passim.

25 It includes establishing the correct reading, i.e., getting the morphology and vocalisation

right.

26 The word “lexicography” comes from the Greek λεξικόν [βιβλίον], “dictionary,” and γρά-

φειν, “to write.” Strictly speaking, it denotes solely the authoring of dictionaries, a highly

specialised discipline (cf. historiography, the authoring of history works). “Lexicology”

would be the correct English term for scholarly reflection on the lexicon (e.g., the dis-

cussion of a word in a commentary) that does not involve compiling a dictionary. For the

sake of readability, I use both terms throughout the study, while frequently leaving the
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type of the post-formative period. Lexical discussions and ‘name-dropping’ of

famous lexicographers feature prominently in the commentary tradition. The

dictionary serves as the commentator’s reference work, and a thorough knowl-

edge of lugha is required for any kind of scholarly activity. I will examine the

dynamics of this tradition in Chapter 1.

2 The End of the Formative Period

Before we turn to the post-formative period, we should briefly recall the pro-

cesses of the formative period. It was during the first four centuries of Islam

that all forms and questions of Arabic lexicography originated and fully devel-

oped. Although the first Arabic lexicon, the above-mentioned Kitāb al-ʿAyn,

may appear like a feat of individual genius, it also demonstrates that reflection

on language was highly developed by themiddle of the second/eighth century.

Wemay draw a parallel to Arabic poetry: the first written records already reflect

a centuries-old oral poetic tradition. In other words, the presence of a book

does not, by itself, indicate the beginning of a tradition; it is merely a written

document reflecting the state of a field at a certain point in time. (In the case

of poetry, second/eighth-century collections such as the Mufaḍḍaliyyāt were,

of course, far removed in time from the first oral presentation of their con-

tent). Kitāb al-ʿAyn and its counterpart in grammar, Sībawayhi’s Kitāb, display

an interest in language theory andphilology, whose beginnings are often traced

to the first century of Islam and ascribed to the grammarian Abū al-Aswad

al-Duʾalī (d. 69/688).27 While preserving the language of the environment in

which the Qurʾān was revealed was arguably an important objective of early

Arabic lexicography, not all its manifestations can be attributed to this aim.28

Arabic term [ʿilm al-]lugha untranslated, as it encompasses both activities and has the

advantage of brevity. In the literature, ‘ilm al-lugha is mostly translated as “lexicography,”

which (with the caveats above) can be accurate, though it is also sometimes mistrans-

lated as “linguistics.” To further complicate matters, lexicology is occasionally referred to

as “theoretical lexicography.” For a discussion of modern terminology and practice, see

R.H. Gouws, “Theoretical Lexicography and the International Journal of Lexicography,”

International Journal of Lexicography 25, no. 4 (2012): 450–463. Consequently, what I pur-

sue in this study could aptly be termed “metalexicography.”

27 See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 1–2.

28 Thomas Bauermakes and, tomymind, overstresses this point in the chapter “Sprachernst

undSprachspiel” of hisDieKultur derAmbiguität. Eine andereGeschichte des Islam (Berlin:

Verlag derWeltreligionen, 2011), 224–267. PeterWebb has argued that the fields of lexicog-

raphy and grammar fulfilled an important function for the Abbasid construction of Arab

identity. See Peter Webb, Imagining the Arabs: Arab Identity and the Rise of Islam (Edin-

burgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2016), 177 ff., 296–297.
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Fromthe second/eighth century onward,we find twodistinct types of dictio-

naries,mujannas andmubawwab. The terminology goes back to ʿAlī ibn Ismāʿīl

Ibn Sīda (d. 458/1066), the Andalusian lexicographer who wrote comprehen-

sive works of both types.29 Mujannas designates the alphabetically ordered

onomasiological lexica that encompass the vocabulary of the language, rep-

resented by Ibn Sīda’s own al-Muḥkam wa-l-muḥīṭ al-aʿzam (“The Masterly:

The Greatest Comprehensive Dictionary”), which indeed became one of the

most valued dictionaries of the formative period. Mubawwab refers to topical

or semasiological dictionaries that proceed from “meaning to sign”—from a

particular subject to allwords related to it.30Whilemost of the earlymubawwab

dictionarieswere shortmonographs addressing a single topic from theBedouin

environment, such as the horse, the camel, or rain—often without an obvi-

ous principle of internal arrangement—the genre culminated in al-Mukhaṣṣaṣ

(“The Specified”), Ibn Sīda’s systematic collection of semantic fields, progress-

ing from pregnancy and birth of the human being to its properties, food, flora,

fauna, and more.31

Both types of works show that the formative period of Arabic lexicography

was a playground in which different forms were tried and tested. Its main con-

cerns can be identified as data collection and arrangement of that data.

2.1 Data Collection

The material discussed in the mubawwab and mujannas dictionaries belongs

to the ʿarabiyya, or kalām al-ʿarab (“speech of the Arabs”), and is drawn from

four sources: Bedouin speech; poetry from a specific period, the so-called ʿuṣūr

al-iḥtijāj (“epochs of reliable usage”), which ended roughly in the second half of

the second/eighth century; the Qurʾān; and, to a lesser extent, ḥadīth (reports

on the sayings and deeds of the prophet Muḥammad).32 The process of iḥtijāj

(“providing proof”) requires that the usage of a certain word is supported by a

shāhid (lit. “witness”), a probative quotation often drawing from poetry. Thus,

well-known verses from famous poems, as well as isolated verses that were oth-

erwise unknown, could be transmitted over the centuries in their function as a

29 See the introduction to Ibn Sīda, al-Mukhaṣṣaṣ, 1:38 and Baalbaki,The Arabic Lexicograph-

ical Tradition, viii–ix.

30 See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 62.

31 The final volumes of the seventeen-partwork focus on grammatical phenomena, conclud-

ing with a discussion of the ninety-nine names of God.

32 See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 29–36. In the formative period, ḥadīth

has a less authoritative status, particularly in the field of grammar, as the reports were not

always transmitted verbatim. See also Chapter 1.
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shāhid. These quotations constituted a large part of the lemmata in most dic-

tionaries from both the formative and post-formative periods.

The actual use of certain words was corroborated by the living speech of

the Bedouin, whom language scholars from urban centres regularly visited.33

This practice lasted approximately until the end of the fourth/tenth century, by

which time Bedouin speech was deemed too corrupted by urban influence to

continue serving as a standard for corroborating correct usage.34 Consequently,

the corpus was effectively closed by the end of the fourth/tenth century, mean-

ing no further words could be admitted to kalām al-ʿarab. As a result, no new

material could find its way into the dictionaries, halting any further develop-

ment in the field of lexicography. The language was ossified, with subsequent

dictionaries merely repeating the data accumulated until the end of the for-

mative period. If this was the case, whywould lexicographers continue towrite

comprehensive dictionaries?Moreover, whywere loanwords and speech errors

such popular subjects of themubawwab treatises that continued to bewritten?

2.2 Arrangement of the Data

The second process that can be discerned in the formative period is the gradual

establishment of dictionary arrangement. Inmujannas dictionaries, alphabet-

ical order is most common, though “alphabetical” in Arabic lexicography could

take many different forms: by the first letter only; by the sequence of the first,

second, and third root letters; or by the so-called “rhyme order,” which starts

with the last root letter, then moves to the first, and finally to the remaining.

The rhyme order became the most widely used arrangement, largely due to

its adoption by Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād al-Jawharī (d. ca. 400/1010), the author of

Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya (“The Crown of Language and the Correct

Uses of Arabic”), better known as al-Ṣiḥāḥ (“The Correct Uses,” also vocalised

al-Ṣaḥāḥ).While al-Jawharī is often credited with inventing the rhyme order, it

is known that he, in fact, adopted it fromhis uncle Isḥāq ibn Ibrāhīm al-Fārābī’s

(d. 350/961) dictionary Dīwān al-adab (“Register of Learning”), and that not

33 See Zoltan Szombathy, “Fieldwork and Preconceptions: The Role of the Bedouin as Infor-

mants in Mediaeval Muslim Scholarly Culture (Second-Third/Eighth-Ninth Centuries),”

Der Islam 92, no. 1 (2015): 124–147, and Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 16–

29 for the process of “collecting data” from Bedouin informants and the problems this

posed.

34 Abū ʿUthmān ʿAmr ibn Baḥr al-Jāḥiẓ, al-Bayān wa-l-tabyīn, ed. ʿAbd al-SalāmMuḥammad

Hārun, 5th ed., vol. 1 (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khānjī bi-Miṣr, 1405/1985), 613. Incorrect use of

Arabic (laḥn, see Chapter 2) was a topic of concern from the time of the prophetMuḥam-

mad, as evidenced by the many anecdotes to this effect.
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even al-Fārābī was the first to use it.35 Nevertheless, the rhyme order is closely

associated with al-Jawharī, the author of al-Ṣiḥāḥ, and became the preferred

arrangement throughout the post-formative period. We will explore why this

was the case in Chapter 1.

The phonetic-permutative arrangement of al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad’s Kitāb al-

ʿAyn had practical drawbacks, such as an opaque phonetic order and the per-

mutative arrangement itself, which caused the initial chapters—especially

the very first, containing the letter ʿayn—to be far more voluminous than

the later ones, which contained the remaining letter combinations. Neverthe-

less, the arrangement of Kitāb al-ʿAyn was imitated more often than might be

expected,36 most famously in Ibn Sīda’s al-Muḥkam.

While the choice of arrangement was rarely a bone of contention, the place-

ment of the lemmata within this structure could become a point of criticism.

In the introduction to his Lisān al-ʿarab, Muḥammad ibn Mukarram al-Ifrīqī

al-Miṣrī, known as Ibn Manẓūr (d. 711/1311), pointed out the problems some

lexicographers faced in correctly arranging biradical words, geminated and

inverted roots, weak verbs, and quadri- and quinqueliteral roots. Conversely,

Ibn Manẓūr acknowledged that al-Jawharī made the best decisions regarding

the arrangement (waḍʿ, tartīb) of his dictionary, thoughnot in its content ( jamʿ,

“collection”).37 As we shall see, Ibn Manẓūr was neither the first nor the only

one to criticise the content of al-Ṣiḥāḥ. Whether the data collected in a dictio-

nary was correct remained a constant matter of debate among practitioners

of the craft. While the focus of formative-period lexicographers prior to al-

Jawharī was on collecting all spoken material, comparing notes and critiquing

colleagues was always part of the process.When the practice of visiting Arabic

speakers in the desert ended, the focus of lexicographical activity shifted to the

discussion of earlier dictionaries and assessing them as sources for compiling

newdictionaries. The discipline of lexicographymoved frombeing descriptive,

collectingwhatwas actually spoken, to prescriptive, reminding the readerwhat

should be spoken.

3 Aspects of adab

A dictionary is more than a reference work; an entry in a bulky lexicon or a lex-

icological treatise can educate and entertain simultaneously. Part of its appeal

35 See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 57.

36 See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 280ff.

37 See Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, 1:7.
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lies in the shawāhid, the probative quotations or proof texts that are an impor-

tant element of Arabic language scholarship. The use of a word is often corrob-

orated through a verse fromearly poetry or an anecdote from the Bedouin envi-

ronment. As we will see in lexicological treatises of the post-formative period,

poetry and anecdotes may have also functioned to help readers memorise key-

words. Moreover, dictionaries on speech errors and loanwords conveyed infor-

mation that could be used to make good impressions in literary and scholarly

gatherings, a feature I term the adab function of lexicography.

The concept of adab denotes good moral and social conduct, for which the

use of correct language and the display of erudition in various fields of learn-

ing are essential.38 Erudition is displayed throughmuḥāḍara (lit. “procuring”),

“having the apposite quotation at your fingertips.”39 Many lexicological trea-

tises of the post-formative period offer this kind of apposite quotation. I will

argue that gathering these andpresenting them to a readership of peer scholars

was a primary function. While the concept of adab has not yet been exten-

sively applied to the field of lexicography, there is a terminological connec-

tion that Wolfhart Heinrichs described as the “legitimate macro-application

of the term adab in the sense of ‘philology’.”40 In classifications of the sci-

ences, disciplines concerned with language and composition are referred to

as al-ʿulūm al-adabiyya, a term possibly used for the first time by Maḥmūd ibn

ʿUmar al-Zamakhsharī (d. 538/1144) in his treatise on Arabic metrics, al-Qisṭās

al-mustaqīm fī ʿilm al-ʿarūḍ (“The Even Balance in the Discipline of Metrics”).41

38 On the notion of adab from the fourth/tenth century onward, see Heinrichs, “The Clas-

sification of the Sciences and the Consolidation of Philology in Classical Islam,” in Cen-

tres of Learning: Learning and Location in Pre-Modern Europe and the Near East, ed. Jan

Willem Drijvers and Alasdair A. MacDonald (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 119–140. More recent

engagements with the concept of adab include Jaakko Hämeen-Anttila, “Adab a) Arabic,

Early Developments,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, three, ed. Kate Fleet et al. (Leiden: Brill,

2014), https://doi.org/10.1163/1573‑3912_ei3_COM_24178; Johannes Stephan, “Die Grenzen

des adab: Versuch über eine literaturhistorische Hermeneutik,” in Islam in der Moderne,

Moderne im Islam. Eine Festschrift für Reinhard Schulze zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Florian

Zemmin et al., Social, Economic and Political Studies of the Middle East and Asia 119

(Leiden: Brill, 2018), 397–422; Nuha Alshaar, “Reconstructing Adab in Islamic Studies,” in

Deconstructing Islamic Studies, ed. Majid Daneshgar and AaronW. Hughes, Mizan Series

4 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2020), 167–203.

39 See Wolfhart Heinrichs, “Review of The Cambridge History of Arabic Literature [vol. 2] by

Julia Ashtiany, T.M. Johnstone, J.D. Latham, R.B. Serjeant, G. Rex Smith,” al-ʿArabiyya 26

(1993): 130. Cf. also Orfali, The Anthologist’s Art, 1–3, who adopts and discusses Heinrichs’

understanding of adab for the field of literary anthology.

40 Heinrichs, “Review of The Cambridge History of Arabic Literature,” 130.

41 Heinrichs, “The Classification of the Sciences and the Consolidation of Philology in Clas-

sical Islam,” 121.

https://doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_COM_24178
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The first of twelve disciplines within al-ʿulūm al-adabiyya is ʿilm al-lugha, fol-

lowed by subfields of grammar, rhetoric, prosody, the composition of prose,

poetry, letters, and al-muḥāḍarāt (“discourses”).42 Al-Zamakhsharī also used

the word adab in the title of his lexicological treatise Muqaddimat al-adab

(“Preliminaries to adab”), which discusses nominal and verbal patterns.43 From

the sixth/twelfth century onward, al-ʿulūm al-adabiyya, “the adab disciplines,”

more or less subsumed the fields mentioned by al-Zamakhsharī: writing, read-

ing (specifically, correct reading of theQurʾān), lexicology,morphology, syntax,

rhetorical analysis, prose and poetry composition, as well as prosody. The term

ʿulūm-i edebīyewas also adopted in Ottoman Turkish with reference to the dis-

ciplines of the Arabic language.44

Arabic lexicography, then, is situated at the intersection of the socio-literary

and philological notion of adab. Some lexicological treatises, such as Abū

Muḥammad al-Qāsim ibn ʿAlī al-Ḥarīrī’s (d. 516/1122) Durrat al-ghawwāṣ fī

awhām al-khawāṣṣ (“The Diver’s Pearl on the Mistakes of the Elite”), which is

technically a work on speech errors, are a treasure trove of anecdotes. As I will

show in Chapters 2 and 3, several language scholars from the post-formative

period sought to adhere to the Horatian principle of miscere utile dulci, to edu-

cate andentertain simultaneously.Moreover, their displayedknowledgeof Ara-

bic literary history and philology confirmed their status as language specialists

and their own adab.

42 Jār Allāh al-Zamakhsharī, al-Qisṭās fī ʿilm al-ʿarūḍ, ed. Fakhr al-Dīn Fabāwa (Beirut: Mak-

tabat al-Maʿārif, 1410), 15–16. Al-Zamakhsharī lists 1) ʿilm al-lugha; 2) ʿilm al-abniya; 3)

ʿilm al-ishtiqāq; 4) ʿilm al-iʿrāb; 5) ʿilm al-maʿānī; 6) ʿilm al-bayān; 7) ʿilm al-ʿarūḍ; 8) ʿilm

al-qawāfī; 9) inshāʾ al-nathr; 10) qarḍ al-shiʿr; 11) ʿilm al-kitāba; 12) al-muḥāḍarāt. The dis-

ciplines are grouped according to their engagement with single words (lugha, abniya, and

ishtiqāq), compound expressions (iʿrāb, i.e., naḥw,maʿānī, bayān, ʿarūḍ, qawāfī) and entire

texts (nathr, shiʿr, kitāba,muḥāḍarāt).

43 This work has been widely studied as an Arabic-Persian-Turkic-(Mongolic) dictionary,

even though its polyglot character is likely a result of later additions. See Heinz Grotzfeld,

“Zamaḫšari’s ‘muqaddimat al-adab’, ein arabisch-persischesLexikon?,”Der Islam44 (1968):

250–253.

44 For instance, in the introductory tale toNevʿī’s (Yaḥyā ibn Pīr ʿAlī ibnNaṣūḥ [d. 1007/1599])

Ottoman encyclopaedia of the sciences Netāyic el-fünūn ve-meḥāsin el-mütun (“The Yield

of the Disciplines and the Merits of the Texts”). See Hülya Çelik and Adnan Kadrić, eds.,

‘The Yield of the Disciplines and theMerits of the Texts’: Nevʿī Efendi’s Encyclopaedia Netāyic

El-Fünūn = Nevʿī, Netāyic El-Fünūn ve Meḥāsin El-Mütūn, Texts on Popular Learning in

Early Modern Ottoman Times Volume 2 (Cambridge, MA: Department of Near Eastern

Languages and Civilizations, Harvard University, 2015), 164 / fol. 100v.
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4 The Boundaries of Language in the Post-formative Period

The intellectual, political, and social contexts of Mamluk and Ottoman rule

provide a gripping background for developments in language scholarship. On

the one hand, the appearance of ruling classes which spoke Turkic languages

put into question the hegemony of Arabic; on the other hand, the interaction

between languages obtained a more official, institutional character.

The output of treatises on speech errors (laḥn al-ʿāmma, “solecism of the

commoners”) and loanwords (muʿarrab, “Arabicised [words]”) increased dur-

ing this time, and the production of pedagogical tools for foreign language

acquisition was advanced. The interaction between Arabic and Turkish, rela-

tively more recent than that between Arabic and Persian, benefitted from the

earlier Arabic-Persian exchange. Both relationships share similarities in meth-

ods, genres, and even texts, includingmonolingual dictionaries thatwere trans-

lated and adapted into bilingual or even trilingual reference works. Bilingual

glossaries, compiled fromearly Islamic times onward, reflect increased interac-

tionbetween language communities, as evidencedby their growingproduction

andcirculation.The topics treated in thesebilingualworks—suchas the vocab-

ulary of the Qurʾān or Jalāl al-Dīn Rūmī’s (d. 672/1273) Mathnawī45—and their

set ups (e.g., fromArabic to Persian/Turkish or the otherway around) shed light

not only on the practical use of these languages but also on their cultural scope

and status. Authors on loanwords used their knowledge of other languages to

bolster their etymologies, while Arabic literary anthologists cited contempo-

rary Persian poetry and translated verses into Arabic.46

The close contact between Arabic, Persian, and Turkish within the Ottoman

Turkish language rendered the boundaries of each of these languages more

fluid—too fluid in the eyes of authors such as Kemalpaşazāde (d. 940/1534),

who warned against letting “widespread errors” creep into Arabic texts due to

the corrupting influence of Turkish.47 Increased contact with other language

45 For instance, al-Ḥusayn ibn Aḥmad al-Zawzāni’s (d. 486/1093–1094) Arabic-PersianTarju-

mān al-Qurʾān (“Interpreter of the Qurʾān”) and the Şāhidī İbrahim Dede’s (d. 957/1550)

Persian-Turkish Tuḥfe-i Shāhidī (“Şāhidī’s Gift”), a rhyming dictionary treating the vocab-

ulary of the Mathnawī.

46 As shown by Theo S. Beers, “The Treatment of Coeval Persian Poetry in Arabic Antholo-

gies of the Eleventh/Seventeenth Century: A Preliminary Study,” al-ʿUṣūr al-Wusṭā 28

(2020): 233–253 and idem, “Paths Crossing in Damascus: Familiarity with Persian among

Eleventh/Seventeenth-Century Arabic Literati,” Philological Encounters 7, no. 3–4 (2022):

238–267.

47 See Chapter 2, section 3.
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communities enhanced the need for more elaborate tools to furnish mutual

understanding, but also for guarding one’s own language from interference

by foreign ignoramuses. Lexicography in the post-formative period thus had

sociopolitical motivations that may not have been felt so urgently before. I

argue that lugha was a central subject of the learned debates among schol-

ars of different intellectual, cultural, and social backgrounds. The multieth-

nic and multilingual societies of the Mamluk and Ottoman empires offered

ample opportunity for debate, interaction, negotiation, and defence of the

Arabic language. Despite the prime rationale of safeguarding the established

corpus of the ʿarabiyya to “prevent its corruption,” scholars acknowledged the

inevitable changes resulting from language contact and development. They

used the framework of the canonical genres and texts of lexicography to dis-

cuss their own observations and to add new insights to the existing body of

material. This is most apparent in two key topics of lexicography, which will

be used as case studies in Chapters 2 and 3: solecism (laḥn al-ʿāmma) and

loanwords (muʿarrab). Both explore themes of living languagewhile remaining

firmly embedded in the commentary tradition. Each draws on a ‘classic,’ a pop-

ular work from the sixth/twelfth century: for laḥn al-ʿāmma, al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat

al-ghawwāṣ serves as a starting point of discussion. Formuʿarrab, Abū Manṣūr

Mawhūb ibn Aḥmad al-Jawālīqī’s (d. 540/1144) al-Muʿarrab min al-kalām al-

ʿajamī ʿalā ḥurūf al-muʿjam (“LoanwordDictionary inAlphabeticalOrder”) pro-

vides a theoretical framework.

In the following chapters, I will show how the lemmata of a dictionary func-

tioned as signposts for discussion and debate, for refuting or expanding upon

a received view, and how language scholars used the commentarial function of

the dictionary to bolster their own credibility as language scholars.
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chapter 1

The Dictionary as a Commentary

ّيأيِــفنِيدلاُدْجمَدََّمذُْم اسوماقلاِهِمْلِعِرُحبْأضِْيَفنِمِهِــمَاَ

ىَسومىَقْلأَنيحنِِئادَملاُرْحسِاهنَّأكيرَهْوَجلاحُاحصِتَبَهَذ

Ever since Majd al-Dīn supplied from the copious seas of his knowledge

the Qāmūs

al-Jawharī’s Ṣiḥāḥ vanished like sorcery in the cities when Moses threw

the staff

This anonymous distich, quoted by Jalāl al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Bakr

al-Suyūṭī (d. 911/1505) in al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā (“The Florid

on the Disciplines of Language and their Types”) and by ʿAbd al-Qādir ibn

Aḥmad al-Kawkabānī (d. 1207/1792) in Fulk al-Qāmūs (“The Ship to Navigate

the Ocean/Qāmūs”),1 suggests that one famous dictionary, Majd al-Dīn Mu-

ḥammad ibn Yaʿqūb al-Fīrūzābādī’s (d. 817/1415) al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ (“The En-

compassing Ocean”), ultimately superseded another famous dictionary, al-

Jawharī’s (d. ca. 400/1010) Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya (“The Crown of

Language and the Correct Uses of Arabic”), to the point that the latter dis-

appeared entirely. Together with ʿAlī ibn Ismāʿīl Ibn Sīda’s (d. 458/1066) al-

Muḥkam wa-l-muḥīṭ al-aʿẓam (“The Masterly: The Greatest Comprehensive

Dictionary”), al-Jawharī’s Ṣiḥāḥ was considered the best in its genre. Both dic-

tionaries were products of the late fourth/tenth century. Considering the lex-

icographical production of the post-formative period, why did later authors

make the effort to add their own dictionaries to those masterpieces? If all had

been said on thematter, why did established scholars keep returning to it? And

if the Qāmūs did indeed replace the Ṣiḥāḥ, as these verses suggest, then how

come the Ṣiḥāḥ remained so popular?

One part of the answer to this question, I will argue, lies in the controversies

that lexicographers of the post-formative period addressed; another part lies

in the objectives they pursued and the forms they adopted. In the first part of

this chapter, I will guide the reader through the different kinds of lexicographi-

1 Al-Suyūṭī, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā, 1:102–103; ʿAbd al-Qādir ibn Aḥmad al-

Kawkabānī, Fulk al-Qāmūs, ed. Ibrāhīm al-Samarrāʾī (Beirut: Dār al-Jīl, 1414/1994), 46.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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cal engagement in the post-formative period to show how these controversies,

objectives, and forms kept the genre alive and generated a vibrant intellec-

tual culture of language scholarship. I will also touch upon the practical role

of lugha as opposed to its theoretical treatment in dictionaries. For lexicog-

raphers, ʿilm al-lugha may have been an aim in and of itself, and one of the

possible scholarly paths toperennial fame.However,most of their audiencedid

not readdictionaries for the sheer funof it, but to apply the acquiredknowledge

to their own fields.Whatdid these scholars use knowledgeof lugha for, andhow

did they workwith it? The example of ḥadīth scholarship will illustrate the role

of dictionaries in knowledge production during the post-formative period.

To understand how Arabic lexicography worked, particularly in the post-

formative period, Iwill first sketch a somewhat broader picture of the prevalent

form of intellectual production during this period: the commentary. I argue

that all lexicographical activity can ultimately be understood as commentar-

ial activity, and that viewing it in that way is immensely helpful for accessing

the genre.

1 The Commentary Tradition

A commentary, in its broadest sense, is the interpretation of a text (often called

the master text, base text, or hypotext).2 A commentator selects keywords or

key phrases (lemmata)3 to comment upon because they find them ambigu-

ous, altogether unclear, or because they know that different opinions about the

interpretation circulate and they wish to collect these opinions, possibly to fol-

low up with their own position on the matter. In a stricter sense of the term, a

commentary discusses an entire master text, word by word or line by line.

In a definition proposed by Eric van Lit, any text that displays “structural tex-

tual correspondence” with a hypotext could be termed a commentary; it is this

definition that informs his use of the term “commentary tradition.” A commen-

tary sensu stricto is a hypertext that “shows structural textual correspondence

and contains the complete hypotext.” I propose an even broader definition: a

commentary is any text that shows “intentional textual correspondence” with

2 While commentary, like text, can of course be strictly oral, I focus here onwritten (reflections

of oral) commentary.

3 “Lemma” comes from Greek λαμβάνω, which means “to take;” a lemma is that which is taken

as a keyword. The equivalent term in Arabic lexicography would bemādda, the “material” of

a dictionary entry, meaning the actual keyword, or tarkīb, “structure,” signifying the root, the

basic form of a word.
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a hypotext. This definition includes all forms of engagement with a hypotext

that are common in lexicography.4

Commentary was the prevalent form of Arabic scholarly literature in the

post-formative period.5 Long regarded as the product of intellectual stagnation

anddecline, the commentary tradition has undergone a reassessment in recent

decades.6 In the field of Arabic and Islamic studies, scholars such asWalid Saleh

and AsadQ. Ahmed have argued that commentaries are by nomeans the prod-

uct of fossilised scholarly culture but rather reflect lively and complex debates

“in the margins” that deserve serious study.7 These debates can only be traced

through careful reading of the commentary or gloss (sharḥ/ḥāshiya) with the

master text (matn), analysing how a commentary interacts not only with the

4 See L.W.C. (Eric) Van Lit, “Commentary and Commentary Tradition. The Basic Terms for

Understanding Islamic Intellectual History,” midéo. Mélanges de l’Institut Dominicain

d’études Orientales 32 (2017): 3–26, https://journals.openedition.org/mideo/1580. Van Lit has

mainly philosophical commentaries in mind.

5 Most of the research on the genre of commentary has been done in the fields of classical

studies, Bible studies, and (classical) philosophy. Important theoretical work has been done

by Aleida and Jan Assmann: see the introduction of Jan Assmann and Burkhard Gladigow,

eds., Text und Kommentar, Beiträge zur Archäologie der literarischen Kommunikation iv

(München:Wilhelm FinkVerlag, 1995). As for the genre of commentary in the post-formative

period (or “Middle Ages,” if we use the term which is still applied to Europe), the focus has

mainly been on philosophy, in casu commentaries on Aristotle. Matthew Ingalls has done

great work summarising different types of commentaries and their functions. See Ingalls,The

Anonymity of a Commentator, chap. 1, and below.

6 See, for instance, Islam Dayeh, ed., Commentary Cultures: Technologies of Medieval Read-

ing, Special issue of Philological Encounters 3, no. 3 (2018); Robert Wisnovsky, “The Nature

and Scope of Arabic Philosophical Commentary in Post-classical (ca. 1100–1900ad) Islamic

Intellectual History: Some Preliminary Observations,” in Philosophy, Science and Exegesis in

Greek, Arabic and Latin Commentaries, ed. Peter Adamson, Han Baltussen, and M.W.F. Stone

(London: Institute of Classical Studies, School of Advance Study, 2004), 2:149–191. The fact

that commentaries reflect actual debates was noted in the field of rhetoric, for instance,

by William Smyth, “Controversy in a Tradition of Commentary: The Academic Legacy of al-

Sakkākī’s Miftāḥ al-ʿUlūm,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 112, no. 4 (1992): 589–597.

The importance of the commentary tradition for understanding reception processes in adab

is illustrated byMatthew L. Keegan, e.g., in “Throwing the Reins to the Reader: Hierarchy, Jur-

jānian Poetics, and al-Muṭarrizī’s Commentary on the Maqāmāt,” Journal of Abbasid Studies

5 (2018): 105–145.

7 Walid A. Saleh, “The Gloss as Intellectual History: The Ḥāshiyahs on al-Kashshāf,” Oriens 41,

no. 3–4 (2013): 217–259;AsadQ.Ahmed, “Post-Classical PhilosophicalCommentaries/Glosses:

Innovation in the Margins,” Oriens 41 (2013): 317–348. Also, Blecher, Said the Prophet of God,

13: “The first facet of this book’s methodological intervention is to challenge the notion that

the medium of commentary is merely a derivative and rarefied literary practice.” A succinct

overview of different recent understandings by scholars of Islamic Studies of the genre of

commentary in the post-formative period is given by Van Lit, “Commentary and Commen-

tary Tradition.”

https://journals.openedition.org/mideo/1580
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figure 1 Types of engagement with a master text

master text but also with other first-order commentaries (horizontally); or, in

case of a gloss,8 how it interacts with a commentary and a master text (ver-

tically) (see Figure 1).9 It has been noted that commentators and glossators

did not often explicitly mention whose opinions they were engaging with,10

which, as we will see in this chapter, may complicate analysis. This also indi-

cates that commentary was not simply about quoting and refuting one’s direct

predecessors but rather presupposed a thorough knowledge of the entire tra-

dition.

As for its form, a commentary is generally conceived as a work in its own

right, framed by an introduction and possibly also by a concluding statement.

Roughly, three forms of commentary can be distinguished: the running com-

mentary, which explains the master text word by word or line by line; the

8 TheGreek γλῶσσα, fromwhich “gloss” derives,means “tongue, speech” and “difficult word”

(i.e., in need of explanation).

9 The terms “first-order commentary,” “second-order commentary,” etc., are used by Robert

Wisnovsky, who studied the commentary tradition in the field of Arabic philosophy and

identified up to fifth-order commentaries. “Commentary” in this classification can, of

course, also indicate a gloss. SeeWisnovsky, “The Nature and Scope of Arabic Philosophi-

cal Commentary,” 158.

10 See Van Lit, “Commentary and Commentary Tradition.”
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lemmatic commentary, which picks out keywords or key phrases to comment

upon; and the interwoven commentary (sharḥ mamzūj), which integrates the

master text into the commentary.11

The introduction to a commentary often states the author’s reasons for pen-

ning the text. A motivation may be that no commentaries on the master text

in question yet existed, or that the commentator deemed the existing com-

mentaries insufficient. Often, the author claimed to write upon request, which

may also be the case when the commentary is written by the same author as

the master text (auto- or self-commentary).12 A commentary quotes the rel-

evant portions (lemmata) of the master text so that the reader may under-

stand the commentary without having to consult another book containing

the master text. In the manuscript book, the lemmata are often rubricated,

i.e., highlighted in red ink, or overlined with red or black ink. Conversely, a

gloss—a second-order engagement with the master text—is typically written

in the margin of a manuscript, referring directly to the passage next to it. In

early printed books, commentaries and glosses considered authoritative were

printed in the margins or added as footnotes to the master text or commen-

tary.13

A commonway of commentatingwas a layered treatment of the lemma: the

commentator would start with the lexical level (lugha/lafẓ), then move to the

11 For this distinction, see also Ingalls, The Anonymity of a Commentator, 15 ff. More on the

interwoven commentary (sharḥ mamzūj) below, in the discussion of Tāj al-ʿarūs. There

seems to be no Arabic technical term for the first two types of commentary (cf. Ingalls, 17

n. 27). Tomy knowledge, paraphrastic commentary, which summarises the purport of the

master text, is not found in Arabic language scholarship. Van Lit, Commentary and Com-

mentaryTradition,mentions the “paraphrasing” commentarybut seems tohave adifferent

definition of paraphrasing: “[It] usually cites the hypotext passage by passage, then after

each passage it goes over the passage again in almost identical language, here and there

changing, adding, or dropping something. Occasionally a larger expansion (or digression)

is included.”

12 Kevin Blankinship and Aglae Pizzone have discussed several motivations for penning a

self-commentary, including the protection of one’s own work from the appropriation by

others and the fear of incorrect interpretation. See Kevin Blankinship and Aglae Pizzone,

“Self-Commentary as Defensive Strategy in theWorks of JohnTzetzes (d. 1180ce) andAbū

al-ʿAlāʾ al-Maʿarrī (d. 1057ce),” Philological Encounters 8, no. 1 (2023): 1–37. According to

Assmann, self-commentary is “weniger eine Form der Rezeptionssteuerung als vielmehr

der Selbstinszenierung als ‘klassischer Autor’.” See Assmann and Gladigow, Text und Kom-

mentar, 19. This hypothesis must be tested for the many self-commentaries in the field of

Arabic philology (grammar and lexicography, for instance).

13 This practice continues until today, mainly in the field of tafsīr and ḥadīth commen-

taries.
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grammatical (iʿrāb) and semantic (maʿnā) levels; depending on the type of

text, these might be followed by ametaphorical level (majāz).14 Figure 2 shows

an example of glosses on the famous poem Bānat Suʿād by the poet Kaʿb ibn

Zuhayr (d. ca. 26/664). The example highlights three different levels of com-

mentary (al-alfāẓ, “the vocal forms,” iʿrāb, “inflection,” and al-ḥāṣil, “the pur-

port/meaning”), using a red caption for each of these levels.

1.1 Forms of Commentary

The commentary formmay not be what first comes to mind as a practical way

of engaging with word lists, which ultimately constitute the content of lexi-

cography. More practical forms would be the supplement (takmila, dhayl) or

abridgement (mukhtaṣar). Supplements are often regarded as essential addi-

tions to a master text. Cases in point are al-Takmila wa-l-dhayl wa-l-ṣila li-kitāb

Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya (“The Completion, Appendix and Continu-

ation to the Crown of Language and Correct Uses of Arabic”) by Raḍī al-Dīn

al-Ḥasan ibnMuḥammad al-Ṣaghānī (d. 650/1259) and theḤawāshī (“Glosses”,

also known as al-Tanbīh wa-l-īḍāḥ ʿammā waqaʿa fī al-Ṣiḥāḥ, “The Information

and Clarification on What is Going on in al-Ṣiḥāḥ”) by Abū Muḥammad ʿAbd

Allāh Ibn Barrī (d. 582/1187). Both supplement Ismāʿīl ibnḤammād al-Jawharī’s

(d. ca. 400/1010) Ṣiḥāḥ, and later authors cite them in conjunction with the

master text. A mukhtaṣar, on the other hand, can serve as a suitable replace-

ment of an unwieldy master text. In some narratives of the history of lexicog-

raphy, Abū BakrMuḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan al-Zubaydī’s (d. 379/989)Mukhtaṣar

14 An overview of this practice can be gleaned fromWilhelm Ahlwardt’s catalogues of Ara-

bic manuscripts in the Berlin State Library. In volumes 6 and 7, which gather manuscripts

of grammar, lexicography, and poetry, Ahlwardt describes many commentaries as explic-

itly distinguishing these different levels of explanation. This strategy was not only used in

commentating, but also in the act of reading itself, at least in the post-formative period.

As Khaled El-Rouayheb (Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century, 111) has

pointed out, the reading instructions in a manual for students by the Ottoman court

astrologer Aḥmad ibn Luṭf AllāhMüneccimbāşı (d. 1113/1702) contained exactly these lev-

els:

On encountering a passage, [the student] should start by paying attention to its lan-

guage: lexically, morphologically, syntactically, semantically, and rhetorically. He

should then turn to the level of “second intentions” (al-maʿqūlāt al-thāniya), that is,

second-order concepts, which are the province of logic. He should pay attention to

what kind of definitions are being adduced, what kinds of propositions, and the logi-

cal structure of any arguments. In general, Müneccimbāşı noted, a student would find

the disciplines of logic and syntax to be especially helpful in his efforts to understand

demanding scholarly texts.
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figure 2 Glosses on Bānat Suʿād relating to al-alfāẓ and al-iʿrāb (on the right), and al-ḥāṣil (on the left).

According to a note on fol. 10b, the glosses were written in the year 833/1430. Berlin, Staatsbib-

liothek zu Berlin – pk, Landberg 873, fol. 4a
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al-ʿAyn (“Abridgement of al-ʿAyn”) replaced Kitāb al-ʿAyn.15 This goes to show

that derivative works can become part of the canon.

In my understanding of commentary and the commentary tradition, all

these engagements with a master text can be viewed as first-order commen-

taries (Figure 3).

figure 3 Forms of first-order commentaries

1.2 The Dictionary as a Commentary

It may seem counterintuitive to understand dictionaries as commentaries, but,

as I will showhere, their form is distinctly commentarial.We often think of dic-

tionaries as bulky volumes containing the entire lexicon of a given language.

However, arguably, the discipline of lugha arose from much more modest ori-

gins: the urgent need to explain obscurewords.16 This aetiology is supported by

the first Qurʾān commentaries which explained gharīb (“rare” or even hapax,

singular) expressions and figurative meanings of Qurʾanic words.17 It is also

15 Mukhtaṣar al-ʿAyn is mentioned in the book list of Ibn al-Akfānī (on which more below)

as an important concise treatment of lugha. See Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm Ibn al-Akfānī,

Irshād al-qāṣid ilā asnā al-maqāṣid, ed. ʿAbd al-Munʿim Muḥammad ʿUmar (Cairo: Dār

al-fikr al-ʿarabī, [1990]), 112.

16 For the notion of obscurity as a productive starting point for commentary, see Ineke

Sluiter, “Obscurity,” in Canonical Texts and Scholarly Practices: A Global Comparative Ap-

proach, ed. AnthonyGrafton andGlennW.Most (Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity Press,

2016), 34–51. Sluiter, studying Greco-Roman texts, suggests (46) “that the discourse of

obscuritymay bemore culturally andhistorically specific than Iwould have thoughtwhen

I began working on it.” I believe an investigation of the notion of “obscurity” in Arabic

commentary tradition may be just as worthwhile.

17 On gharīb in early Arabic lexicography, see Ramzi Baalbaki, “The Notion of gharīb in
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supported by the fact that commonly used words, when included in the dic-

tionaries, often did not receive a definition but were merely followed by the

word maʿrūf (“known”). One of the first dictionaries, Abū ʿAmr al-Shaybānī’s

(d. 206/821) Kitāb al-Jīm (“The Book of the Letter Jīm”), technically belongs

to the gharīb genre, as the author confines himself to discussing rare words

fromArabic dialects.18 In the seventh/thirteenth century, al-Ṣaghānī, the afore-

mentioned author of a takmila to al-Ṣiḥāḥ, also wrote several independent

dictionaries, the most voluminous of which was al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir wa-l-lubāb

al-fākhir (“The Abundant Floods and the Absolute Prime”). In its introduction,

al-Ṣaghānī provides a list of all his sources, starting with a number of gharīb

al-ḥadīth works—not because their authors come first (there is no alphabeti-

cal or chronological order), but because al-Ṣaghānī obviously considered rare

expressions from ḥadīth to be central for the conception of his dictionary.19 A

dictionary constitutes a selection of these lemmata, diligently plucked out of

the flower field of language—and the body of each entry serves as the com-

mentary.

Another argument for viewing dictionaries as commentaries is the fact that

they explicitly engage with one another. The introductions often set the stage:

authorsmentionpreviousworkswhose errors they intend to correct andwhose

omissions they aim to supplement. Even if an author does not explicitly name

his sources and objects of criticism in the introduction, any dictionary can still

be regarded as a commentary, as they all discuss multiple strands of a tradition

that had not been combined before (see Figure 4 for some examples; the titles

will be discussed later in this chapter).

Arabic Lexica,” Journal of Abbasid Studies 6, no. 2 (2019): 185–208. On the role of the

Companion Ibn ʿAbbās for gharīb, see Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition,

39–41. Another genre involved is that of aḍdād, words that can also mean their own

opposite. The earliest treatise on this subject, Kitāb al-Aḍdād of Muḥammad ibn al-

Mustanīr, known as Quṭrub (d. 206/821), shows that many of these words were taken

from the Qurʾān, and their antonymic meaning was contingent upon their context, e.g.,

in the case of ẓann, which, when said of God, cannot mean “guess,” because God’s knowl-

edge is always certain (yaqīn). Abū ʿAlī Muḥammad ibn al-Mustanīr Quṭrub, Kitāb al-

Aḍdād, ed. Ḥannā Ḥaddād (Riyadh: Dār al-ʿulūm li-l-ṭibāʿa wa-l-nashr, 1405/1984), 71–

73.

18 See Baalbaki, “The Notion of gharīb in Arabic Lexica,” 193. Baalbaki argues that al-Shaybā-

nī’s Kitāb al-Jīm is probably older than al-Khalīl’s Kitāb al-ʿAyn in The Arabic Lexicograph-

ical Tradition, 333.

19 Al-Ḥasan ibn Muḥammad al-Ṣaghānī, al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir wa-l-lubāb al-fākhir, ed. Pir Mu-

ḥammad Ḥasan, vol. 1 (Baghdad: al-Majmaʿ al-ʿilmī al-ʿirāqī, 1398/1978), 7.
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1.3 Functions of the Commentary Form

We can therefore understand lexicography as the practice of commentating

on words that require explanation, with the dictionary serving as a commen-

tary on those words. This is further evident from the structure and content

of a lemma in lexicography, which explains a word on a lexical, grammati-

cal, semantic, and metaphorical level—mirroring, as shown above, the ways

in which a commentary may discuss its lemmata.

I highlight this again because seeing a dictionary in this way can help better

understand the Arabic lexicographical tradition of the post-formative period

and its significance for intellectual history. This perspective helps us grasp how

this genre remained so vibrant even after the ‘classical’ dictionaries secured

their place in the canon. The commentary form provided multiple advantages

for lexicography. But what role did the dictionaries as commentaries play in

the post-formative period? I identify threemain functions: a) consolidating the

corpus, b) (re-)arranging content, and c) ensuring the transmission of content.

1.3.1 Consolidation of the Corpus

A discussion of critical points of disagreement between the authorities in

lugha of the formative period was needed to consolidate the Arabic lexicon.

As mentioned in the introduction, the possibility of ‘discovering’ new lexi-

cal items expired after the epochs of reliable usage (ʿuṣūr al-iḥtijāj).20 Among

the last lexicographers to obtain their material directly from Bedouin infor-

mants were Abū Manṣūr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Azharī (d. 370/980), the

author of Tahdhīb al-lugha (“TheRefinement of the Language”), and al-Jawharī,

the author of al-Ṣiḥāḥ.21 After the corpus was fixed, language specialists com-

pared between transmittedworks of lugha to establish the data and arguments

they foundmost convincing.22 Thismotive to compare and consolidate is what

drove the bulk of the commentaries written on certain dictionaries—mainly

those on al-Ṣiḥāḥ and al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ.

20 See my Introduction and Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 29–36.

21 Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 31.

22 Assmann has identified three important conditions for commentaries to emerge: a)

Schließung, i.e., closure or canonisation of the text to enable the process of commentat-

ing; b) semantische Verschiebung, i.e., a shift in the accessibility of a text’s interpretation

according to the reader’s context. This can, of course, be easily applied to the under-

standing of (pre-Islamic) Bedouin terminology within an urban context—and if this goes

for third/ninth-century Basra, it most certainly can hold true for eleventh/seventeenth-

century Istanbul as well; c) Hodegetik (“guidance”) undHermeneutik, i.e., oral instruction

in which a student recites the text and a teacher provides the commentary. See Assmann

and Gladigow, Text und Kommentar, 28–31.
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1.3.2 (Re-)Arrangement of Content

In tandem with the consolidation of material, new perspectives emerged as to

how much of the corpus should be presented and how it should be arranged.

To achieve this, the authors considered the users of their work, as can be

gleaned from texts on the classification of the disciplines that proliferated in

the post-formative period. The eighth/fourteenth-century scholar and physi-

cianMuḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm Ibn al-Akfānī (d. 749/1348) wrote a compendium

of the sciences entitled Irshād al-qāṣid ilā asnā al-maqāṣid (“Guiding the

Seeker to the Most Radiant Aim”). For each discipline, he lists examples of

its best books, categorising them into three types:mukhtaṣar (“abridgement”),

mutawassiṭ (“medium length book”), and mabsūṭ (“elaborate treatment”).23 It

stands to reason—as evidencedmost saliently in the introduction to al-Qāmūs

al-muḥīṭ (discussed further below)—that a lexicographer made a deliberate

choice for one of these formats, depending on how they wished their work to

be used and received. Even when the author aspired to create a multi-volume

work, they might opt for a shorter discussion.24

Another issue to be solved before a lexicographer could begin writing was

the question of arrangement. As mentioned in the Introduction, lexicogra-

phers of the post-formative period could choose between at least three dif-

ferent arrangements: rhyme order, alphabetical order by the first (root) let-

ter, and phonetic-permutative order. Although rhyme order was most popular

since al-Jawharī, relevant sources using other arrangements existed, such as

Ibn Sīda’s Muḥkam, which followed al-Khalīl’s phonetic-permutative arrange-

ment.25 Incorporating the content of such a dictionary into another structure

23 Ibn al-Akfānī, Irshād al-qāṣid ilā asnā al-maqāṣid, e.g., 111–112 on books of lugha.

24 Joel Blecher (Said the Prophet of God, 51) discusses this decision with respect to al-

Nawawī’s (d. 676/1277) commentary on Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim:

[…] Nawawī weighed his responsibility to serve the needs of the market against his

desire to devote himself entirely to the never-ending work of interpreting a sacralized

text, producing volumeafter volumeovermany years. In this case, Nawawī hadhis cake

and ate it too: he resigned himself towriting a “midsize commentary” (sharḥmutawas-

siṭ) but nevertheless produced a ten-volume work.

Considerations regarding size are also a topic of al-Zanjānī’s (d. 656/1258) Mukhtaṣar

Ṣiḥāḥ al-Jawharī. For the latter, seeWilhelm Ahlwardt, Verzeichniss der arabischen Hand-

schriften, vol. 6, Die Handschriftenverzeichnisse der Königlichen Bibliothek zu Berlin

(Berlin: A. Asher & Co., 1899), 233, No. 6943.

25 The suitability of the rhyme order was never put into question by critics of al-Qāmūs and

al-Ṣiḥāḥ. See, for instance, Ibn Maʿsūm, who praises their tartīb as “the most popular and

the most convenient,” ًالوانتبلطلادنعلهسأوًالوادتبيترتلارهشأ . See al-Sayyid ʿAlī Khān

Ṣadr al-Dīn ibn al-Amīr Niẓām al-Dīn Aḥmad IbnMaʿṣūm, al-Ṭirāz al-awwal wa-l-kanāz li-

mā ʿalayhi min lughat al-ʿarab al-muʿawwal, vol. 1 (Mashhad: Muʾassasat Āl al-bayt li-iḥyāʾ
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required a complete rearrangement of the lemmata—an intervention that also

involved decisions about the placement of certain roots. The choice of a spe-

cific arrangement was often explained and justified in the introduction and

paired with a critique of other arrangements.26

1.3.3 Concern for the Transmission of Content

Anothermotive for engagingwith earlier texts and the often verbatim incorpo-

rationof oldermaterial—which, tomymind, has not been stressed enough—is

the simple need to secure the (correct) transmission of the material. Manu-

script books were fragile carriers of information; in the case of multi-volume

dictionaries, they were also expensive and hard to come by. Moreover, their

content needed to be checked formisspellings and other errors by an expert. In

the introductionof al-ʿUbābal-zākhir, an instance of misspelling (taṣḥīf ) found

in another dictionary prompts al-Ṣaghānī to say: “I blame [the mistake] on an

error made by the copyists, not the specialists.”27 In the process of copying for

private use, asmany scholars did, they could also decide to rework the text into

a dictionary of their own. The most striking example is surely Ibn Manẓūr’s

(d. 711/1311) Lisān al-ʿarab, which constituted a five-in-one compilation of ear-

lier lexicographical sources.

The oral-aural instruction practice of the formative period also continued to

play a role in the transmission of (lexical) knowledge in later times. However,

while lexicographers such asMajd al-DīnMuḥammad ibnYaʿqūb al-Fīrūzābādī

(d. 817/1415), the author of al-Qāmūsal-muḥīṭ, certainly taught their ownworks,

they could not have collected all their data from oral instruction alone. It is

clear that they used manuscript copies for their own compilations. This is

demonstrated by the extensive, though often not exhaustive, lists of sources in

the introductions to some dictionaries, such as al-Ṣaghānī’s al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir

and,much later,MuḥammadMurtaḍā al-Zabīdī’s (d. 1205/1790)Tāj al-ʿarūsmin

jawāhir al-Qāmūs (“The Bridal Crown from the Jewels of theQāmūs/Ocean”).28

al-turāth, 1426/2005), 10. Ibn Maʿṣūm also says (16) that al-Khalīl and Ibn Sīda “deviated”

(shadhdha) in their use of the phonetic-permutative order.

26 For example, in Ibn Manẓūr’s Lisān al-ʿarab, for which see below.

27 Al-Ṣaghānī, al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir wa-l-lubāb al-fākhir, 1:19:

.نيـخسارلانمالنيـخسانلانمالإطلغلاىلعكلذتلمحامو

28 Regarding al-Ṣaghānī’s dictionary, Baalbaki (The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 382)

notes that

[t]he abundance of sources used by Ṣaġānī is not surprising given that, at a time when

the Bedouin fuṣaḥāʾ on whom earlier sources relied for correct usage were something

of the distant past, the only recourse authors had in their task of checking the validity

of data was the massive philological literature available to them.
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Al-Zabīdī’s list of sources even provides details on the status of the manu-

scripts (draft or fair copy) he had at his disposal and the libraries from which

he obtained them.29 Al-Ṣaghānī similarly devotes part of his introduction to

addressing incorrect riwāya (“transmission,” in this case also attribution) found

in some lines of poetry cited by the lexicographers al-Azharī, al-Jawharī, and

Aḥmad Ibn Fāris al-Rāzī (d. 395/1004), therefore using the framework of his

own new dictionary to amend the errors he found in others.30 Thus, in many

cases, transmission also entailed correction.

These three motives propelled the production of Arabic dictionaries during

the post-formative period. However, the situation wasmore complex. The field

of lexicography engagedwith awell-known andwidely circulated body of texts

and words, whose correctness had been confirmed in the fourth/tenth century

at the latest—it seemed there was nothing new to uncover. How, then, could

all these new dictionaries receive any attention? How did the lughawiyyūn of

the post-formative period ensure that their own texts were transmitted, circu-

lated, andmeaningfully engaged with? In the following section, we will look at

how lexicographers secured their place in posterity by equipping their work for

further engagement.

2 How to Invite Commentary

An author knows that the success of their book is only achieved through

engagement—that is, continued reception through transmission, which not

only involves oral transmission but also the physical act of copying, engage-

ment through commentary, controversy, etc. Regarding philosophical texts,

Asad Q. Ahmed argues that “the author of a lemma deliberately presents his

argument in a truncated and allusive form, so that it may serve as a prompt

for perpetuating a living philosophical dialectic.”31 Eric Van Lit takes issue with

this suggestion, stating that “[a]t best this is an interesting possibility that could

29 Muḥammad Murtaḍā al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs min jawāhir al-Qāmūs, ed. Muhammad Farāj

and ʿAbd al-Sattār Aḥmad, vol. 1 (Kuwait: Maṭbaʿat ḥukūmat al-Kuwayt, 1965), 5–9. While

to us today it seems hardly possible that one single person should have conceived and

compiled a multi-volume dictionary, we have no evidence of collaborative projects in the

field of premodern Arabic lexicography—unless, of course, one would want to view the

reception and incorporation of earlier material as a form of collaboration.

30 Al-Ṣaghānī, al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir wa-l-lubāb al-fākhir, 1:12 ff.

31 Ahmed, “Post-Classical Philosophical Commentaries/Glosses: Innovation in theMargins,”

320.
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be tested, but so far it has remained an unfounded notion.”32 While I cannot

assess the validity of this assertion for the field of philosophy, I find it applicable

to the discipline of lexicography in the post-formative period. It is reasonable

to assume that a scholar considers the reception of their text already during

the writing process.33 A prime example of a lexicographical text employing the

“truncated and allusive form” that Ahmed describes—practically begging for

explanation—is al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, the late eighth/fourteenth-century dictio-

nary we have already encountered a few times now. Its form, along with its

author’s justification for its form and size, make it particularly suited for com-

mentary and critique.

2.1 Keeping It Short: al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ

Born in the town of Kārizīn near Shīrāz on Ilkhanid territory in the year

729/1329, Majd al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn Yaʿqūb al-Fīrūzābādī studied in Shīrāz,

Wāṣiṭ, Baghdad, and Damascus. He later resided in Jerusalem, Mecca, and the

Yemen, where he became closely acquainted with the Rasūlid sultan al-Malik

al-Ashraf Ismāʿīl ibn ʿAbbās (r. 803/1377–927/1400). During this time, he served

as a qāḍī in Zabīd and married the sultan’s daughter.34

Al-Fīrūzābādī was a prolific writer, with his extant and lost works reflecting

contributions across disciplines that include adab, fiqh, ḥadīth, and lugha.35

However, the number of al-Fīrūzābādī’s works that strictly belong to the realm

of lugha surpasses his contributions to all other disciplines.36Vivian Strotmann

identifies twelve shorter, topical lexicological treatises among his work, includ-

ing Anwāʾ al-ghayth fī asmāʾ al-layth (“The Rainstorm on the Names of the

Lion”), al-Jalīs al-anīs fī asmāʾ al-khandarīs (“The Sociable Companion on the

Names of Old Wine”), and several treatises on muthallathāt, words that have

32 Van Lit, “Commentary and Commentary Tradition.”

33 This contradicts Assmann’s statement (Assmann and Gladigow, Text und Kommentar, 19),

which is more pertinent to belles-lettres:

In der Regel ist eine sprachliche Äußerung, z.B. ein Gedicht, nicht als “Text” gemeint;

es will Gegenstand jeglicher Art vonGenuß, Vergnügen, Belehrung und Bewunderung,

aber nicht philologischer Arbeit sein. Diese gehört in einen Horizont, der der sprach-

lichen Äußerung gegenüber sekundär und nachträglich ist.

34 For an exhaustive account of all available biographical data, see Strotmann, Majd al-Dīn

al-Fīrūzābādī, chap. 3. Al-Fīrūzābādī himself mentions Kārizīn as his birthplace in the

Qāmūs s.v. k-r-z.

35 Strotmann, Majd al-Dīn al-Fīrūzābādī, 171 ff.

36 Other works also had a strong linguistic component, such as al-Ishārāt ilā mā fī kutub al-

fiqh min al-asmāʾ wa-l-amākin wa-l-lughāt (“Pointing out the Names, Places, and Dialects

in the Books of fiqh”).
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three different meanings depending on their vocalisation with ḍamma, fatḥa,

or kasra.37

Al-Fīrūzābādī’s masterstroke is undoubtedly al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, the dictio-

nary that, according to the distich quoted at the outset of this chapter, ren-

dered al-Ṣiḥāḥ obsolete.38 In its introduction, the author explains the genesis

of al-Qāmūs: he began by writing a dictionary that combined the finest two

works in the field,39 Ibn Sīda’s al-Muḥkam and al-Ṣaghānī’s al-ʿUbāb al-zakhir.

Both lexica were appreciated for their comprehensiveness, but al-Fīrūzābādī

soon realised that compiling such a work would amount to a dictionary of

about sixty volumes, “which would render students unable to attain it; and

so I was asked to prioritise a concise book of the same arrangement.”40 If

we take this statement as more than a topos, it suggests that the author of

al-Qāmūs was requested to produce a mukhtaṣar of his originally intended

work. Moreover, it reflects his intention to make his work widely used. He

made deliberate pragmatic decisions to achieve concision and comprehen-

siveness. The result, as he terms it in the introduction, is an extract (khu-

lāṣa) of both dictionaries, condensing the initially devised sixty volumes into

two.

The most striking intervention al-Fīrūzābādī made, compared to the works

of his predecessors in the field, was undoubtedly the omission of shawāhid

(probative quotations or proof texts) from his entries. As noted, the need to

explain rare words was the rationale behind the early manifestations of Ara-

bic lexicography. To show how these words were used in context—and no

less importantly, to prove their usage—single or multiple lines of poetry were

37 See Strotmann, Majd al-Dīn al-Fīrūzābādī, 196ff.

38 According to Strotmann, the author beganwork on theQāmūswhen hewas in his thirties.

It existed in two versions, because it was reworked for “political reasons.” Strotmann,Majd

al-Dīn al-Fīrūzābādī, 72, 76:

The first edition of the Qāmūs was probably begun around the year 759/1357–1358. It

was half finished by the year 768/1366–1367 and concluded around 790/1388. The time

at which al-Fīrūzābādī began the second version is unknown. It is likely that this ver-

sion was concluded after the year 803/1400–1401.

That the question of the two versions occupied a premodern audience as well is appar-

ent, for instance, from al-Kawkabānī, Fulk al-Qāmūs, 49 ff. Al-Kawkabānīmentions twelve

lemmata that may be used to tell the first from the second version of the Qāmūs.

39 On this work, which had the title al-Lāmiʿ al-muʿallam al-ʿujāb al-jāmiʿ bayn al-Muḥkam

wa-l-ʿUbāb and of which allegedly five volumes were completed, see Strotmann, Majd al-

Dīn al-Fīrūzābādī, 72–74.

40 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:3:

.ماظنلاكلذىلعزيجوباتكميدقتتلئسوبالطلاهليصحتزجعيًارفسنيتسيفهتنمخينأريغ
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cited within a lemma. The inclusion of a host of verses in a dictionary also

served a practical function. Often the rhyme word was the rare word needing

explanation, because it might be recherché for the sake of rhyme or have an

unusual form for the sake of metre. On amanuscript page, lines of poetry were

set apart in the layout, mostly by marking them (e.g., with red dots, and/or

indenting them; see also Figure 7). They more easily caught the eye of the

reader than the surrounding running text and could thus function as a finding

aid.

The fact that al-Fīrūzābādī felt at ease deleting almost all of the shawāhid

demonstrates just howmuch the corpus of the ʿarabiyya had been established

by the eighth/fourteenth century. Quotations that had formerly served to prove

that a word belonged to kalām al-ʿarab were apparently no longer needed for

this purpose—at least in the view of the author of al-Qāmūs.41 By contrast,

Ibn Manẓūr, the author of Lisān al-ʿarab, who had completed his masterpiece

roughly a century earlier, chose to retain not only the shawāhid but all source

material, even at the cost of stark redundancy inmany lemmata. As wewill see

in subsequent chapters, later lexicographers also continued to retain poetry

quotations as a central feature of both comprehensive and specialised lexi-

cons.

Another method of saving space, as announced by al-Fīrūzābādī in his

muqaddima, was the introduction of new abbreviations. These included not

just themīm for meanings that are known (maʿrūf )—an abbreviation that was

already used by al-Jawharī—but also the letter ʿayn for mawḍiʿ (“place,” i.e., a

toponym), dāl for balad (“town”), tāʾ marbūṭa for qarya (“village”) and jīm for

jamʿ (“plural”).42 Al-Fīrūzābādī also announced his adoption of a consistent

method of mentioning regular feminine forms and verb vocalisation, all aimed

at saving space:

And among the novelties of its brevity and the elegant layout of its conci-

sion is the fact that, whenever Imention themasculine form, I follow it up

with the feminine by saying “and it is with hāʾ [i.e, tāʾ marbūṭa]” and I do

not repeat the form itself; andwhenever Imention themaṣdar exclusively

or the perfect without the imperfect, this means that the verb follows the

41 Al-Fīrūzābādī was not the first to delete the shawāhid. The bibliographerMuṣṭafa ibn ʿAbd

Allāh Ḥājjī Khalīfa (d. 1017/1657) mentions that Ibn al-Ṣāʾigh al-Dimashqī (d. 720/1320)

wrote a mukhtaṣar of al-Ṣiḥāḥ without the probative quotations. One could argue, how-

ever, that an abridgement fulfilled a different function than a comprehensive dictionary

such as al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ. See Ḥājjī Khalīfa, Kashf al-ẓunūn, 2:1072.

42 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:4.
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pattern of kataba [i.e., kataba—yaktubu] and if I mention the imperfect

without further qualification [i.e., of the vocalisation of the second root

letter], it follows the pattern of ḍaraba [i.e., ḍaraba—yaḍribu].43

This encoding of morphological information through the presentation of a

lemma was a novelty introduced to Arabic lexicography by al-Fīrūzābādī, re-

flecting how keen he was on achieving brevity. For the reader, however, this

innovation made reading the introduction (or studying it with a teacher, or

even reading a commentary on it) indispensable for using the dictionary. Al-

Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ is arguably the first and only Arabic dictionary that requires

such instruction. By omitting the need to spell out the vocalisation of verb

forms, the lemmata indeed became considerably shorter. A way to avoid spell-

ing out the vocalisation of a noun was to use words with well-known and

uncontested vocalisation as paradigms for the form explained in the lemma. A

random example is al-kurrāth: ka-rummān wa-kuttān, “al-kurrāth: [vocalised]

like rummān and kuttān.”44 The particle ka‑ places the form of a word in paral-

lel with a more familiar word; al-Jawharī used the longer expression mithāl …

to signal the same pattern.

The interventions al-Fīrūzābādī made to reduce the size of his dictionary

had an additional advantage for the reader: even comparatively longer entries

of al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, where one might look for a specific form or usage,

became much easier to navigate than those in other dictionaries. One exam-

ple suffices to illustrate the difference in proportions of the same lemma, ʾ-b-z,

between al-Ṣiḥāḥ (on the right) and al-Qāmūs (on the left):

43 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:4:

ءاهبيهويلوقبثنؤملااهتعبتأركذملاةغيصتركذاذإينأهراصقتعيصرتنسحوهراصتخاعيدبنمو

اذإوبتكلاثمىلعلعفلافعنامالويتآلانودبيضاملاوأًاقلطمردصملاتركذاذإو.ةغيصلاديعأالو

.برضلاثمىلعوهفدييقتالبهيتآتركذ

44 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:179, s.r. k-r-th. Similarly, in al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir al-Ṣaghā-

nī had indicated the vocalisation patterns of certainwordswith bi-wazn…(“of the pattern

of …”). See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 384.
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al-Qāmūs, s.r. زبأ al-Ṣiḥāh, s.r. زبأ

،ىزبأوًازوبأوًازبأزبأييبظلازبأ

.هودعيفقلطتوأ،بثو:ىزمجك

زبآةيبظو،يبظومسا:ىزبألاوأ

.زوبأوزابأوهف،هودعيفزفقيأ،زبأييبظلازبأ

:زجارلالاق

ّبَقَتعَْدصَِرفُْعلانمزٍاّبأَبَُّراي عَْمَتجْاف،هيلإِبُئذلاضََ

يفحارتسا:ناسنإلازبأو،زوبأوزابأو

زبأو،ةصفاعمتامو،ىضممث،هودع

ربصت:زوبأةبيجنو.هيلعىغب:هبحاصب

.ًابيجعًاربص

:رخآلاقو

ِزوُبأَىَرَكَونمًةَلالُعِزوكُنَبلََمَحتُحَْبصَدَْقل

ّنلادعبُحيرُت ّنلاِةَيادِجلاَةحارإِزوفْحَملاسَِفَ ِزوُفَ

،ميجلاب)زوكنبلمج(بلعثىلعهتأرق:ناسيكنبدمحمنسحلاوبألاق

ّىلعهذخأو نمةلالعهتيقس:لوقي.ليمأءاحلاىلإانأو:لاق.ءاحلابَ

كلذلعجف،حبصلاتقوهيلعراغأهنأينعيً،احوبصسرفودع

.هلًاحوبص

Even though al-Fīrūzābādī’s lemma is much shorter (38 words versus 78 words

in al-Ṣiḥāḥ), it contains more morphological information, such as the maṣ-

dar and derived nouns, and gives a broader range of meanings for abaza and

related nouns. (In this case, al-Fīrūzābādī opted not to omit the imperfect/per-

fect form, likely because abaza (“to jump”) is a hamzated verb.) By contrast,

al-Jawharī cites two different poets—whose names he does not mention but

who were probably easily identified by his audience—on the meaning of abāz

and abūz. He then clarifies the correct reading of ḥamala/jamala bni kūz with

a reference to the Baghdadī grammarian Abū al-Ḥasan Muḥammad Ibn Kīsān

(d. 299/912), who, in turn, cites his teacher Thaʿlab (d. 291/904). Al-Jawharī thus

provides an isnād here, though on a topic unrelated to the lemma itself. While

sharḥ of poetry quotations and other extraneous aspects was part and parcel of

a dictionary entry, al-Fīrūzābādī freed himself of the need to explain obscure

verses by leaving out the poetry altogether.45

The pithy prose of the Qāmūs puts into focus a function of the text that is

often neglected and somewhat difficult to imagine in the context of lexicogra-

phy: its use as a curricular text. It may seem far-fetched to think of the Qāmūs

45 The same lemma in Lisān al-ʿarab has 313 words, of which a large portion is devoted to

explaining rare words from the quoted poetry.
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as a schoolbook, but it certainly must have been taught; it can even be argued

that its language is a testimony to such use.46 Once again, Asad Q. Ahmed’s

observations on philosophy may serve as a useful template. Referring to an

eleventh/seventeenth-century treatise on logic, Sullam al-ʿulūm (“The Ladder

of the Disciplines”) by Muḥibb Allāh al-Bihārī (d. 1118/1707), Ahmed notes

that “[t]he allusive and packed language of the Sullam suggests that it was

very likely written as a curricular text, one whose lemmata were prompts

that allowed space for philosophical elaboration, exploration, dispute, and

controlled digressions in the teaching sessions.”47 Similarly, the “allusive and

packed language” of the Qāmūs allowed space for these functions. It is reason-

able to assume that many of the commentaries written on the Qāmūs were

(by)products of teaching and studying. In 2004, Robert Wisnovsky observed

that “the shorter an original text is, the more likely it is to attract the interest of

commentators,” and took a “guess at several reasons for this:”

(a) with short works there is much to decompress, in other words, much

exegetical work remains to be done; (b) underdetermined texts offer the

commentator greater opportunity to try out new ideas and arguments;

(c) short works are useful as introductory texts in school settings; (d)

commenting on a short work requires less of a commitment of time and

energy than commenting on a long work; (e) short works are easier to

transport when one goes on a study-abroad trip (riḥla fī ṭalab al-ʿilm); and

(f) short works are cheaper and quicker to copy than long treatises.48

The combination of comprehensiveness and concision, described as “on the

verge of rendering one incapable” (ʿan ḥadd al-iʿjāz),49 is an important aspect

46 We know that al-Fīrūzābādī taught at the Niẓāmiyya in Baghdad and later founded his

own schools in Mecca and Medina. See Strotmann, Majd al-Dīn al-Fīrūzābādī, 124 ff. One

famous student was the biographer Khalīl ibn Aybak al-Ṣafadī (d. 764/1363), who also

penned multiple lexicological treatises. See for a list of “further pupils” Strotmann, 126–

128. Ingalls points out that a mukhtaṣar was never meant to be read without a teacher.

Ingalls, The Anonymity of a Commentator, 16.

47 Ahmed, “Post-Classical Philosophical Commentaries/Glosses: Innovation in theMargins,”

323.

48 Wisnovsky, “The Nature and Scope of Arabic Philosophical Commentary,” 159.

49 This was the assessment of al-Zabīdī: “As his presentation was of the utmost succinct-

ness, and his succinctnesswas on the verge of rendering one incapable,men of knowledge

engaged with uncovering his obscurities and subtleties, thank God for their pursuit!” See

al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs, 1:2:

نملاجرهقئاقدوهضماوغفشكـلىدصت،زاجعإلادحنعهزاجيإوزاجيإلاةياغيفهزاربإناكاملو

.مهيعسهللاركش،ملعلالهأ
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that made the Qāmūs particularly attractive for later scholars.50 Its terseness,

while potentially obscure, became an asset rather than a hindrance to further

study. The Qāmūs-commentary of Muḥammad ibn Yaḥyā al-Qarāfī (d. 1008/

1600), an Egyptian jurist,51 was aptly called al-Qawl al-maʾnūs bi-fatḥ mugh-

laq al-Qāmūs (“The Intimate Talk on Unlocking the Qāmūs”).52 Its obscurity,

however, was by no means the only aspect that caught the attention of later

scholars.

2.2 Al-Qāmūs’ Claim to Superiority

In themiddle of his introduction, al-Fīrūzābādī mentions another pursuit, one

that was bound—and likely intended—to spark controversy. He realised that

people were appreciative of al-Jawharī’s Ṣiḥāḥ, even though its author had

“missed half of the language or more, either through omitting the lemma or

leaving out rare and deviating usages.”53 Consequently, he selected al-Ṣiḥāḥ to

behis object of engagement, noting that “despite the obvious errors and embar-

rassingmistakes inmost part of it, it is widely circulating and famous; teachers

50 The same was noted by Ingalls (The Anonymity of a Commentator, 156) regarding the pop-

ularity of two of Zakariyyā al-Anṣārī’s legal commentaries:

The Tuḥfat al-ṭullāb and the Fatḥ al-wahhāb stand as al-Anṣārī’s shortest complete

commentaries in substantive law, which, on the one hand, makes them particularly

useful in later teaching circles while creating, on the other, the need for subsequent

commentaries to unpack their pithy prose.

51 The eleventh/seventeenth-century biographer al-Muḥibbī does not enumerate al-Qarāfī’s

works because they are too many to count. See Muḥammad al-Amīn ibn Fadl Allah al-

Muḥibbī, Khulāṣat al-athar fī aʿyān al-qarn al-ḥādī ʿashar (Beirut: Dār Ṣādir, 1446/1986),

4:259.

52 The work is preserved, for instance at Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Pococke 221, https://​

www.fihrist.org.uk/catalog/manuscript_1439, and as Ḥāshiyat al-Qāmūs at Princeton,

Princeton University Library, MS Garrett no. 286H, http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/​

dcpz50h6380.

53 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:3:

امإ،رثكأوأةغللافصنهتافهنأريغ،كلذبريدجوهو،يرهوجلاحاحصىلعسانلالابقإتيأراملو

…ةدانلاةبيرغلايناعملاكرتبوأةداملالامهإب

Al-Fīrūzābādī’s critique of al-Jawharī—that he “missed half of the language or more”—

was taken up by al-Suyūṭī (al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā, 1:103) with regard to

the Qāmūs: هيلعًاليذمءزجيفاهعمجأىتحةغللابتكـليتعلاطمءانثأيفاهبترفظءايشأهتافدقف :

“He missed things I came across while studying the books of lugha, so I have collected

them in a section supplementing it.”

https://www.fihrist.org.uk/catalog/manuscript_1439
https://www.fihrist.org.uk/catalog/manuscript_1439
http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/dcpz50h6380
http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/dcpz50h6380
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rely on it for its transmitted content and proof texts.”54 This statement suggests

that al-Fīrūzābādī believed that the fame of his predecessor’s work could rub

off on his own dictionary through direct engagement. He sought to demon-

strate the superiority of the Qāmūs by “indicating with red ink the lemmata

that al-Jawharī had omitted” (see Figure 5 for an example).55

If one regards comprehensiveness as the main objective of a dictionary,

as al-Fīrūzābādī obviously did, his criticism of al-Jawharī is not unwarranted.

The title al-Ṣiḥāḥ (full title: Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya, “The Crown of

lugha and theCorrectUses of Arabic”) is indicative of method: al-Jawharī never

intended to include everything, but only that which he deemed correct.56 Of

course such an approach can lead to controversy, because, contrary to ḥadīth

studies, where the label ṣaḥīḥ is used for ḥadīthwhose trustworthiness is estab-

lished beyond doubt through an impeccable chain of transmission (isnād),

there is no such formal categorisation in lexicography; isnāds were indeed used

in the discipline, but not in a consistent manner.57 Al-Jawharī’s short introduc-

tion does not give us much to work with. His only reference to his method

of selection is that he “laid down in [the book] what [he] found to be cor-

rect from this language whose position was elevated by God.”58 In contrast,

54 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:4:

طالغألاوةحضاولاماهوألانماهبلاغيفامعم،ةيوغللابتكـلانيبنميرهوجلاباتكتصصتخاو

.هصوصنوهلوقنىلعنيسردملادامتعاوهصوصخبهراهتشاوهلوادتل،ةحضافلا

55 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:3: هيدلةلمهملاةداملاةرمحلابتبتكف
56 Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 281 notes that

[c]ontrary to al-Ṣaḥāḥ’s method, most later lexica […] aimed at exhaustiveness al-

though they followed its rhyme system of arrangement which only took into account

the order of the radicals in the root. Accordingly, Ǧawharī’s influence on the tradition

was primarily related to the formal aspect, rather than the essential feature of exclud-

ing incorrect or doubtfulmaterial, irrespective of the fact that he nowhere explains the

bases on which he relied in the choice of his material.

57 Examples include the frequent mention of an isnād for certain knowledge or for the

transmission of a certain book in Abū al-Ḥusayn Aḥmad Ibn Fāris’ al-Ṣāḥibī fī fiqh al-

lugha wa-sunan al-ʿarab fī kalāmihā or in the introduction of a book, such as in al-

Jawālīqī’s al-Muʿarrab min al-kalām al-aʿjamī ʿalā ḥurūf al-muʿjam (on which see Chap-

ter 3).

58 Abū Naṣr Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād al-Jawharī, Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya, ed. Aḥmad

ʿAbd al-Ghafūr ʿAṭṭār, 2nd ed. (Cairo: Dār al-kitāb al-ʿarabī bi-Miṣr, 1956), 33:

…اهتلزنمهللافرشيتلاةغللاهذهنميدنعحصامباتكلااذهيفتعدوأدقينإف

Contrasting this statement to the frequent assertionof AbūBakrMuḥammad ibnal-Ḥasan

Ibn Durayd (d. 321/933) in Jamharat al-lugha that he cannot confirm the correctness of a
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al-Fīrūzābādī, as apparent from both the title of his book and the introduc-

tion, wishes that his work encompasses the correct ( fuṣaḥ) as well as the rare

(shawārid) usages.59

By the time al-Fīrūzābādī voiced his criticism of al-Ṣiḥāḥ, the book had

already attained the status of a classic of lexicography. Its arrangement (the

so-called “rhyme order,” muqaffā60), in specific, had been widely lauded and

adoptedbymost lexicographers after the fourth/tenth century,most notably by

IbnManẓūr (see below) and, of course, by al-Fīrūzābādī himself.61Al-Ṣiḥāḥwas

first abridged and translated into Persian in the seventh/thirteenth century62

and later intoTurkish in the tenth/sixteenth century,63 serving as a template for

other bilingual dictionaries of the Arabic language. The debate over whether to

give preference to Ṣiḥāḥ or Qāmūs spilled over to Europe in the late sixteenth

century, when both dictionaries were ‘discovered’ by the first orientalists.64

Not only did al-Fīrūzābādī mark the lemmata that al-Jawharī had omitted,

he also took care to point out errors within individual entries, often with the

phrase wa-wahima l-Jawharī fī … (“and al-Jawharī was wrong in …”). As an

certain word, shows that al-Jawharī’s method was indeed to include only those words for

which he had first-hand proof. See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 26–27.

A list of Ibn Durayd’s “unsound” entries is given by al-Suyūṭī, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha

wa-anwāʿihā, 1:108ff.

59 Al-Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:3: … دراوشلاوحصفلانعًابرعم …

60 This is the term used, for instance, by Ibn al-Athīr in al-Nihāya fī gharīb al-ḥadīth wa-l-

athar, ed. Ṭāhir Aḥmad al-Zāwī and Maḥmūd Muḥammad al-Ṭannāḥī (Qum: Muʾassasat

Ismāʿīlīyān, 1364/1985), 1:8 ff.

61 This important feature, which distinguishes al-Fīrūzābādī’s most prized models al-Muḥ-

kam and al-ʿUbāb from his object of criticism al-Ṣiḥāḥ, is not explicitly mentioned in the

introduction of the Qāmūs. What al-Fīrūzābādī does mention about his arrangement is

the fact that he, contrary to al-Jawharī, clearly distinguishes between wāw and yāʾ (al-

Fīrūzābādī, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 1:4: ءايلانمواولاصيلختباتكلااذههبصتخااممسحأنمو ).

The question whether a root containing a ḥarf muʿtall belongs to the chapter wāw or yāʾ

was a matter that was sometimes solved by putting them in one chapter; al-Fīrūzābādī

wanted to settle this controversy by properly separating them.

62 Al-Ṣurāḥmin al-Ṣiḥāḥ (“The Clarity from al-Ṣiḥāḥ”) was compiled in 681/1282 inTurkestan

by the historiographer Cemal Ḳarşī (Abū al-Faḍl Jamāl al-Dīn Muḥammad, d. after 702/

1303). SeeMustafa Budak, “Cemâl-i Karşî,” in tdv İslâmAnsiklopedisi, 1993, https://islaman

siklopedisi.org.tr/cemal‑i‑karsi.

63 Ḥājji Khalīfa reports thatMuḥammad ibnMuṣṭafā el-Vānī (d. 1000/1592), knownasVanḳu-

lu, chose to translate the Ṣiḥāḥ because it was “widely acknowledged by the scholars who

mattered” (maqbūlanmusallaman ʿinda l-fuḥūl). See Ḥājjī Khalīfa, Kashf al-ẓunūn, 2:1023.

On Vanḳulu, see Mustafa S. Kaçalin, “Vankulu,” in tdv İslam Ansiklopedisi, 2012, https://​

islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/vankulu.

64 See Colinda Lindermann, “Al-Fīrūzābādī togatus: Arabische Wörterbücher in der euro-

päischen Frühmoderne,” Geschichte der Germanistik 51/52 (2017): 66–74.

https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/cemal-i-karsi
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/cemal-i-karsi
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/vankulu
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/vankulu


the dictionary as a commentary 39

figure 5 A copy of al-Qāmūs in which the lemmata “missing” from al-Ṣiḥāḥ are written

in red, whereas the lemmata also present in al-Ṣiḥāḥ are written in bold black.

Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – pk, Landberg 83, fol. 331b, copied 946/1540
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example, I cite the lemma ḥabanṭaʾ (“short and fat, big-bellied”) in al-Ṣiḥāḥ

and al-Qāmūs. The parts of the text marked in red are common to both lem-

mata:

al-Qāmūs, s.r. أبح al-Ṣiḥāḥ, s.r. طبح

ٌ:ئِطْنَبْحمُوىَطْنَبحَوٌةأََطْنَبحَوٌأَطْنَبحَلُُجَر

وأُ،هُفْوجَخََفَتْنا:أََطْنَبحْاو.نٌيِطَب،نٌيِمَسٌريصَِق

دعبِهِداريإيفيُّرَهْوَجلاَمِهووً،اظْيَغأَلَتمْا

.أطح:بِيكِْرَت

:زمهالبًاضيأىَطْنَبحَوٌةأََطْنَبحَوٌأَطْنَبحَلُُجَر

زمهيئِطْنَبْحُملاكلذكو،نطَبلامخضنٌيِمَسٌريصَِق

:ديزوبأ.ًاظيغئلتمملاوه:لاقو،زمهيالو

.هفوجختفنااذإ،لجرلاأطنبحا

The first point to note about this lemma is that eachdictionary lists it to a differ-

ent root: al-Jawharī considers it to be from the root ḥ-b-ṭ, whereas al-Fīrūzābādī

identifies the hamza as the third root letter. Al-Fīrūzābādī explicitly critiques

this an “error,” asserting that “al-Jawharī was wrong in citing it after the root ḥ-

ṭ-ʾ”—recall that in the rhyme order, ḥ-b-ṭ indeed comes after ḥ-ṭ-ʾ. Determining

a word’s correct root was, of course, a main task of a lexicographer and often

sparked serious controversy, especiallywith four- or five-root-letter-words, as in

this example. The rhyme order made it essential to identify the last root letter,

as it was the primary criterion for arrangement, followed by the first letter.

For our purpose, it is neither necessary nor desirable to establish which

author was “correct.” What matters is that al-Fīrūzābādī plainly stated where

he found al-Jawharī to bewrong—an intervention thatmotivated later authors

to engage with the Qāmūs through commentaries that focused on whether al-

Fīrūzābādī’s critique was justified. These works painstakingly examined each

of the alleged awhām wāḍiḥa and aghlāṭ fāḍiḥa attributed to al-Jawharī. By

explicitly pointing out his disagreements, al-Fīrūzābādī invited such scrutiny. A

recent study of his critique of al-Jawharī identifies a total of 373 points directed

at al-Ṣiḥāḥ, spanning morphology, semantics, spelling, probative quotations

and reliable transmission, al-Jawharī’s corrections (of older sources), and syn-

tax.65

65 See ʿĀmir Bāhir Asamīr al-Ḥiyālī, Abḥāth fī al-muʿjamiyya al-ʿarabiyya (Beirut: al-Dār al-

ʿarabiyya li-l-mawsūʿāt, 2015), 7–76, especially 14 ff. Some scholars attributed the errors in
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2.3 Counter-Criticism at al-Qāmūs

The question of who ‘got it right’ generated a significant body of texts. The first

was Jalāl al-Dīn al-Suyūṭī’sal-Ifṣāḥ fī zawāʾid al-Qāmūs ʿalā al-Ṣiḥāḥ (“The Frank

Statement Regarding the Qāmūs’ Additions to the Ṣiḥāḥ”).66 Treatises compar-

ing Ṣiḥāḥ andQāmūsproliferatedparticularly during the eleventh/seventeenth

and twelfth/eighteenth centuries. The phenomenon spanned the entire region

and period where Arabic served as the language of scholarship, as apparent

by the treatise al-Wishāḥ wa-tathqīf al-rimāḥ fī radd tawhīm al-Majd al-Ṣiḥāḥ

(“The Swordbelt and the StraightArrows inRefuting theAccusations of al-Majd

at al-Ṣiḥāḥ”) by themaghribī scholar ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn ʿAbd al-Azīz al-Tādilī

(d. ca. 1200/1785).67 How can we explain this phenomenon? One answer lies in

the context of education. The Ṣiḥāḥ vs. Qāmūs debate, which the Qāmūs insti-

gated, parallels scholarly controversies found in other fields of commentary

culture, such as rhetoric. Differences of opinion between a commentator and

the author of a master text were highlighted in subsequent commentary liter-

ature, becoming staples of debate in the classroom. In his analysis of the com-

mentaries arising from Yūsuf ibn Abī Bakr al-Sakkākī’s (d. 626/1229) rhetoric

manual Miftāḥ al-ʿulūm (“The Key to the Displines”), William Smyth observed

that

[t]he perceived dispute between the two authors was not simply an inter-

esting point to which the teacher might allude in class, but a topic which

students were obliged to memorize along with everything else.68 […]

Choosing a text in this environment meant something like taking sides,

and the competitive element must surely have added life to what was a

difficult and abstruse curriculum.69

al-Ṣiḥāḥ to the fact that its author died before he could finish it: in an attempt to fly, he

jumped off the roof of the Great Mosque in Nisapur with the wings of a door attached

to his arms. Al-Ḥiyālī puts forward the explanation that the lemmata these errors mainly

concern are those containingḥurūf al-dhalāqa (the liquidae, i.e., the “liquid consonants” b,

f, l, m, n, and r), which are especially prone to taṣḥīf (misspelling), as well as the hamzated

and weak letters. See al-Ḥiyālī, Abḥāth fī al-muʿjamiyya al-ʿarabiyya, 16.

66 Al-Suyūṭī’s treatise is not extant. See Ṭāhir S. Ḥammūda, Jalāl al-Dīn al-Suyūṭī: ʿAṣruhu

wa-ḥayātuhu wa-āthāruhu wa-juhūduhu fī al-dars al-lughawī (Beirut, 1989), 212.

67 Muḥammad ʿAṭṭār, Muqaddamat al-Ṣiḥāḥ, 176 lists eight such texts. Sukayna al-Kuḥlānī

mentions ten treatises comparing Ṣiḥāḥ and Qāmūs, see Sukayna bint ʿAbd Allāh ibn

Aḥmad al-Kuḥlānī, “Kitāb al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, taʾlīf Muḥammad

ibn Muṣṭafā Dāwūdzāda” (MA thesis, Mecca, Umm al-Qura University, 1417/1997), 15–16.

68 Smyth, “Controversy in a Tradition of Commentary,” 594.

69 Smyth, “Controversy in a Tradition of Commentary,” 596.
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The question of whether the Qāmūswas given preference over the Ṣiḥāḥmust

have fulfilled a similar function in themadrasa. From today’s perspective, see-

ing these commentaries as part of a lively debate instead of a dull repetition

of arguments (or even part of a “difficult and abstruse curriculum”) may help

us understand their popularity and the continued engagement with the same

topic.

The truncated and therefore often obscure lemmata of al-Qāmūswere noted

and criticised by the twelfth/eighteenth-century Yemeni grammarian al-Kaw-

kabānī, who authored a short treatise titled Fulk al-Qāmūs (“The Ship to Nav-

igate the Ocean/Qāmūs”). While the treatise offers practical tips for using the

Qāmūs, as promised by its title, it also indulges in criticism explaining why the

Qāmūs has not superseded the Ṣiḥāḥ, despite its popularity as evidenced by

the distich quoted at the outset of this chapter. Among the nine flaws (ʿuyūb)

of the Qāmūs al-Kawkabānī identifies, “the first is the fact that its author, God

have mercy on him, overdid it with concision, to the point that he added to it

puzzles and riddles that only few brilliant minds understand.”70 He clearly did

not consider al-Qāmūs better than al-Ṣiḥāḥ, arguing:

As for the Qāmūs: even if today people rely on it, they cannot attain the

status of one of those scholars. However, I have traced much of what al-

Majd [Majd al-Dīn al-Fīrūzābādī] and others have claimed that al-Jawharī

was wrong about—and I have found it to be correct.71

70 Al-Kawkabānī, Fulk al-Qāmūs, 44:

نمليلقلاالإهنماريثكمهفيالفزاغلألاوتايمعملابهقحلأىتحهيفزاجيإلايفغلابهللاهمحرهنألوألا

.ةداقنملاةعيبطلاوةداقولاةنطفلابابرأ

The nine flaws are: 1) Al-Fīrūzābādī overdid it with concision (al-ījāz); 2) he was unique

in including words that were not found in other dictionaries and which were too specific,

such as a fortress in Yemen (al-kawkabān) and a type of bread eatenwith laban (al-luḥūḥ);

3) For many loanwords, he only provided an etymology without any additional informa-

tion; 4) What is marked as maʿrūf by him may not be maʿrūf for most people, such as

plant names; 5) Gharīb is explained by even more obscure (aghrab) expressions—this is

a flaw also present in al-Ṣiḥāḥ and other books; 6) Al-Fīrūzābādī mixed upmajāz (“figura-

tive meaning”) and ḥaqīqa (“literal meaning”)—again, a flaw also present in other books;

7) He sometimes does not adhere to the principles he detailed in his introduction; 8) He

got the number of dārāt wrong (holes in the ground that were counted and named by

the Arabs, and apparently transmitted from dictionary to dictionary; al-Kawkabānī says

that al-ʿUbāb got them right); 9) He is not consistent in providing grammatical informa-

tion.

71 Al-Kawkabānī, Fulk al-Qāmūs, 32:
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This critique also serves to direct positive attention to the critic. Al-Kawkabānī

was not one to blindly follow his contemporaries; he critically engaged with

the content of the Qāmūs and compared it to the Ṣiḥāḥ, believing that a re-

assessment was in order.

According to al-Kawkabānī, the fact that al-Fīrūzābādī strongly criticised the

Ṣiḥāḥ in his introduction makes him even more culpable for the errors in the

Qāmūs:

He said that al-Jawharī overlooked half of the language or more, either

because he omitted the lemma or by leaving out the rare meanings in

Arabic. After such a statement he should not have omitted anything that

al-Jawharī did mention!72

2.4 Ottoman Engagement in the Debate Ṣiḥāḥ-Qāmūs

A few decades before al-Kawkabānī, in the centre of the Ottoman Empire,

another scholar countered the criticismof al-Fīrūzābādī.Muḥammad ibnMuṣ-

ṭafā ibn Kamāl ibn Dāwūd al-Rūmī, known in Turkish as Karadāvudzāde Meḥ-

med (d. 1169/1756), spent most of his life in Istanbul as a teacher, with a brief

period serving as a judge in Damascus.73 Karadāvudzāde wrote poetry in Turk-

ish, composed a Turkish commentary on Muḥammad al-Jazūlī’s (d. 870/1465)

famous prayer book Dalāʾil al-khayrāt (“Waymarks of Benefits”), authored an

Arabic treatise on Persian proverbs, and produced a commentary on Ibrāhīm

Ibn al-Ajdābī’s (d. 650/1077) popular treatise on synonyms, Kifāyat al-mutaḥaf-

fiẓ wa-nihāyat al-mutalaffiẓ fī al-lugha al-arabiyya (“The Mindful’s Sufficient

and the Articulate’s Ultimate on the Arabic Language”).74 Evidently versed

in the three languages of the Ottoman empire, he also contributed to the

Ṣiḥāḥ andQāmūs debate, writing a treatise entitled al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-

Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ (“The Picked-up Pearl on the Errors of al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ”). In

many entries, he shows how the errors of al-Ṣiḥāḥ caught by al-Fīrūzābādī had

امماريثكانعبتتانأىلعةمئألاكئلوأدحأةبترغلبنممهيفسيلفانرصعلهأهدمتعانإوسوماقلاامأو

.احيحصهاندجوفهيفمهويرهوجلانأهريغودجملاهاعدا

72 Al-Kawkabānī, Fulk al-Qāmūs, 34:

هيلعناكفةردانلاةيبرعلايناعملاكرتبوأةداملالامهإبامإرثكأوأةغللافصنيرهوجلاتافهنإلاقو

.يرهوجلاهركذائيشلمهيالنأمالكلااذهدعب

73 Al-Kuḥlānī, “Kitāb al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ,” [Study] 22.

74 Al-Kuḥlānī, “Kitāb al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ,” [Study] 26–27.
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already been identified by two earlier commentators of al-Ṣiḥāḥ, AbūMuḥam-

mad ʿAbd Allāh Ibn Barrī (d. 582/1187) and al-Ṣaghānī.75 This is a salient obser-

vation, as it detracts from the achievement of the author of al-Qāmūs, who

could be accused of neglecting to credit these earlier scholars with their origi-

nal corrections.

As mentioned earlier, dictionaries and their commentaries were a means of

gathering and preserving knowledge, even when this knowledge was not per-

tinent to the primary discussion or was anecdotal rather than strictly informa-

tional. An illustrative example is Karadāvudzāde’s lemma ḥabanṭaʾ, previously

discussed in the rendering of al-Jawharī and al-Fīrūzābādī, and which I now

cite from Karadāvudzāde’s treatise:

Ḥabanṭaʾa: al-Fīrūzābādī: “Ḥabanṭaʾtun and ḥabanṭā andmuḥbanṭiʾ: short

and fat. […] And iḥbanṭaʾa: his insides were inflated, or he was filled with

anger; and al-Jawharī was wrong in listing it after the lemma ḥ-ṭ-ʾ.” End of

quote.

And the shaykh Ibn Barrī said it is correct to mention ḥabanṭā in the

section ḥ-b-ṭ, “because the hamza is an augment, not part of the root; and

therefore, they say ḥabiṭa baṭnuhu (‘his stomach was bloated’) if it was

inflated, and likewise al-muḥbanṭiʾ, that is someonewith inflated insides.”

End of quote.

Al-Jawharī mentioned it there as well, but his mentioning it here after

the lemma ḥ-ṭ-ʾ is not correct. Al-Fīrūzābādī mentioned it there [under

ḥ-b-ṭ] as well. So go figure!

And Abū Zayd [al-Anṣārī] said: “[I asked] a Bedouin: ‘What does al-

muḥbanṭiʾmean?’

He said: ‘al-mutakaʾkiʾ.’

I asked: ‘What does al-mutakaʾkiʾmean?’

He said: ‘al-mutaʾazzif.’

I asked: ‘What does al-mutaʾazzif mean?’

He said: ‘You’re stupid!’ and went off.”

The shaykh Abū Ḥayyān [al-Gharnāṭī, d. 745/1344] said in al-Irtishāf :

“The school of Sībawayhi holds that the pattern afʿalnā is not transitive,

and Abū ʿUbayd [al-Qāsim ibn Sallām, d. 224/838] and Abū al-Fatḥ [Ibn

Jinnī] held that it may be transitive, as are aghrandā and asrandā.”76

75 E.g., in the entries ʾ-b-ʾ and ʾ-t-ʾ, see al-Kuḥlānī, “Kitāb al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-Qāmūs

al-muḥīṭ,” [Text] 4–5.

76 Al-Kuḥlānī, “Kitāb al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ,” [Text] 10–11:
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With the help of Ibn Barrī, Karadāvudzāde shows that al-Fīrūzābādī waswrong

in placing ḥabanṭaʾa in bāb al-hamza, expressing some indignation that al-

Fīrūzābādī also (additionally) listed it under ḥ-b-ṭ after criticising al-Jawharī

for doing the same. The lemma includes a funny story from the field work of

the lexicographer Saʿīd ibn Aws Abū Zayd al-Anṣārī (d. 214–215/830–831) and

details about the grammatical status of the verb pattern of ḥabanṭaʾa, drawn

from twoauthoritative grammarians.This inclusion shows thatKaradāvudzāde

held space in al-Durr al-laqīṭ to preserve and pass on such anecdotes, both to

sustain the Arabic linguistic tradition and to assert his own role, as a Turkish

poet and teacher from Istanbul, within it.77

Another Ottoman poet and qāḍī, Üveys bin Meḥmed (d. 1037/1628), also

known by his pen name Veysī,78 wrote a treatise titled Maraj al-baḥrayn fī

ajwibat iʿtirāḍāt al-Qāmūs ʿalā al-Jawharī (“The Rocking of the Two Seas: An-

swers to the Objections of theQāmūs to al-Jawharī”).79 In this work, Veysī com-

مهووً،اظيغألتماوأهفوجخفتنا:أطنبحاو]…[.نيمسريصق:ئطنبحموىطنبحوةأطنبح:يادبازوريفلا

.ىهتناأطحبيكرتدعبهداريإيفيرهوجلا

تسيلةدئازةزمهلانأل،طبحلصفيفىطنبحركذداريإهباوص:هللاهمحريربنباخيشلالاقو

.ىهتنا.هفوجخفتنملاوهوئطنبحملاكلذكو،خفتنااذإهنطبطبحليقاذهلو،ةيلصأب

هركذيدابازوريفلاوديجبسيلطبحبيكرتدعبانههركذنكـلً،اضيأكانههركذيرهوجلاو

.ربدتفًاضيأكانه

:تلق.فزأتملا:لاق؟ئكأكتملاام:تلق.ئكأكتملا:لاق؟ئطنبحملاام:يبارعأل]تلق[ديزوبألاقو

.رموينكرتو!قمحأتنأ:لاق؟فزأتملاام

وبأوديبعوبأبهذو،ىدعتيالىنلعفاءانبنأهيوبيسبهذمو:فاشترالايفنايحوبأخيشلالاقو

.ىدنرساوىدنرغا:كلذو،ىدعتيدقهنأىلإحتفلا

77 The anecdote is well known and attributed to the third/ninth-century grammarian Abū

ʿUthmānal-Māzinī in Lisān al-ʿarab, s.r.ḥ-b-ṭ-ʾ. The verb iḥbanṭā ismentionedbyAbūZayd

al-Anṣārī in Kitāb al-Nawādir (“Book of Rare Expressions”). See Saʿīd ibn AwsAbū Zayd al-

Anṣārī, Kitāb al-Nawādir, ed. Saʿīd al-Khūrī al-Shartūnī (Beirut: al-Maṭbaʿa al-kāthūlīkiyya

li-l-ābāʾ al-mursalīn al-yasūʿiyyīn, 1894), 198.

78 For his biography, see Ahmet Tunç Şen, “The Dream of a 17th-Century Ottoman Intel-

lectual: Veysî and His Habname” (MA thesis, Istanbul, Sabancı University, 2008), 24ff.;

Theodor Menzel and Edith G. Ambros, “Weysī,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition,

ed. P.J. Bearman et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 11:204–205.

79 Istanbul, Ragıp Paşa Kütüphane 1415. The manuscript, an autograph, has nomuqaddima;

it starts with the words abāʾ: qāla ṣāḥib al-Qāmūs al-abāʾa etc.—cf. the first lemma of the

Qāmūs: al-abāʾa.
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figure 6 Veysī’s Maraj al-baḥrayn: the lemma ḥabanṭā begins on the third from last line on fol. 6b. The

word aqūlu (“I say”) is rubricated and written larger (line 4 on fol. 7a). Istanbul, Süleymaniye

Yazma Eser Kütüphanesi, Ragıp Paşa 1415, fol. 6b–7a

pares the statements of al-Fīrūzābādī and al-Jawharī, offering his judgement

on their correctness. Like Karadāvudzāde after him, he refers to the ḥawāshī of

Ibn Barrī and the multiple works of al-Ṣaghānī on al-Ṣiḥāh to show that, when

al-Fīrūzābādī’s opinion was correct, it was often taken from al-Ṣaghānī. This

pattern is also evidenced in his lemma ḥabanṭā. Veysī first cites the Qāmūs,

then followswith his ownpositionwith aqūlu (marked in red ink, see Figure 6).

He states that “the author of theQāmūswas preceded in this [i.e., in suggesting

that the lemma be put under ḥ-ṭ-ʾ] by al-Ṣaghānī in Majmaʿ al-baḥrayn.”80

2.5 Tāj al-ʿarūs: The Commentary to End All Commentaries?

In 1188/1774, after fourteen years of work, the Egyptian lexicographer, biogra-

pher, and ḥadīth scholar Muḥammad Murtaḍā al-Zabīdī (d. 1205/1790) com-

80 See Veysī, Maraj al-baḥrayn, fol. 7a.
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pleted his Tāj al-ʿarūs min jawāhir al-Qāmūs (“The Bridal Crown from the Jew-

els of the Qāmūs/Ocean”).81 Spanning ten volumes,82 this dictionary was con-

ceived as a commentary (sharḥ) on al-Qāmūs. Consequently, al-Zabīdī referred

to al-Fīrūzābādī as al-muṣannif (“the author [of themaster text]”), as al-Qarāfī

had done in al-Qawl al-maʾnūs.83 In contrast, Veysī consistently referred to al-

Fīrūzābādī as ṣāḥib al-Qāmūs.

While Tāj al-ʿarūs was labelled a commentary by its author, the master text

of al-Qāmūs constituted only a very small part of the work. Highlighting the

re-insertion of the shawāhid as one of his objectives, al-Zabīdī extracted or

derived (mustamiddan, istimdād) all material deleted by al-Fīrūzābādī from a

wide array of sources that he listed in his introduction.84 The list begins with

al-Ṣiḥāḥ, of which he possessed an eight-volume copy in the hand of Yāqūt

al-Rūmī (d. 626/1229), the author of Muʿjam al-buldān—an authoritative and

often cited source for lexicographers. This copy, discovered in the library of

al-amir Uzbek, also contained the Ḥawāshī of Ibn Barrī and Abū Zakariyyāʾ

al-Tibrīzī.85 This example shows al-Zabīdī’s meticulous approach to citing his

sources, oftenmentioning their provenance.However, the book list in his intro-

duction is not exhaustive. Ḥāshim Shallāsh’s study of Tāj al-ʿarūs notes that

many more sources are hidden in the lemmata of the dictionary itself.86

In addition to incorporating material from other works to fill in the shawā-

hid, al-Zabīdī also supplemented (mustadrak, istidrāk) the lemmata of the

Qāmūs with meanings that al-Fīrūzābādī did not use. These definitions are

81 On Zabīdī’s life and his other writings, see Reichmuth, The World of Murtaḍā al-Zabīdī

(1731–91). The most comprehensive study of Tāj al-ʿarūs is Shallāsh, al-Zabīdī fī kitābihi Tāj

al-ʿarūs.

The ingenious title Tāj al-ʿarūs min jawāhir al-Qāmūs reflects the form of the inter-

woven commentary: the “gems found in the ocean/Qāmūs” are worked into the crown of

the bride. For further interpretation of the title, see Reichmuth, TheWorld of Murtaḍā al-

Zabīdī (1731–91), 227.

82 A completemanuscript copymentioned by Reichmuth comprises 10 volumes; in total, he

lists 9 exemplars (one of which contains only the introduction). See Reichmuth,TheWorld

of Murtaḍā al-Zabīdī (1731–91), 132.

83 See Princeton, PrincetonUniversity Library,MSGarrett 286H, passim. http://arks.princeto

n.edu/ark:/88435/dcpz50h6380.

84 Al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs, 1:5:

لصحو،هيلعيفوقوهلضفبىلاعتهللارسييتلابتكـلانمكلذًادمتسم،هلدهوشلاتايبأطاقتلاو…

…اهنعطئاسولابالةرشابملابتلقنو،اهنمهيلعدادمتسالا

85 Al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs, 1:5.

86 Shallāsh, al-Zabīdī fī kitābihi Tāj al-ʿarūs, 272–383.

http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/dcpz50h6380
http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/dcpz50h6380
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added at the end of each lemma to distinguish them from the commentary

portions of the lexicon.

The most striking feature of Tāj al-ʿarūs is that it was conceived as an inter-

woven commentary (sharḥ mamzūj), a method that grants the commentator

both control and freedom. As Matthew Ingalls has pointed out:

By weaving commentary into a base text, a commentator exercises a

unique measure of control over the latter text and is able to redeploy it

subtly into the interpretive direction of his choosing.87

This approach enables the author, while formally writing a commentary, to do

as he pleases with the master text. For instance, by adding a negation into a

sentence from the master text, he can turn its meaning around entirely while

still technically preserving the base material. As shown in Figure 7, the master

text is written in red ink (print editions usually put it in round brackets) and

accounts for only a very small portion of the entire text. Moreover, al-Zabīdī

often cuts the master text up into chunks of one or two words—a mere wāw

(“and”), for instance!—rendering it barely recognisable as originating from al-

Fīrūzābādī.

It seems as if themaster text could easily have been replacedwith al-Zabīdī’s

own words, but instead, he chose the much more complex form of interwoven

commentary.Why? Because themaster text functions as a familiar foundation,

a canonical, authoritative point of departure. The tradition is left intact while

its ‘deficiencies’ are addressed through commentary.88 In other words, main-

taining the master text in an interwoven commentary respects the tradition,

while also enabling space for discussion and even refutation.

As can easily be seen inFigure 7, the text of theQāmūs constitutes only a very

small quantitative portion of the many sources that make up Tāj al-ʿarūs. The

(relatively short) entry abaza, for instance, contains 284 words, of which the

Qāmūs’ text only accounts for 38, or 13%. Al-Zabīdī supplements everything

else with material from other sources, drawing significantly from al-Ṣaghānī

in this case. Using the Qāmūs as a template, even if only formally, allowed

al-Zabīdī to implicitly criticise al-Fīrūzābādī by subtly qualifying his state-

87 Ingalls, The Anonymity of a Commentator, 149.

88 Cf. Ingalls, The Anonymity of a Commentator, 151–152: “… ascribing authority to a canoni-

cal base text functions to preserve social efficiency and cohesion inasmuch as the canon’s

deficiencies can be sidestepped through commentary, thereby obviating the need to

reascribe authority elsewhere.”
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figure 7 Page from an (incomplete) manuscript copy of Tāj al-ʿarus. The rubri-

cated words indicate the master text, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ; poetry is

indented and marked with red dots. Leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek

Leipzig, Vollers 465, p. 307
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ments through commentary.89 This was the exact opposite approach to that

of al-Fīrūzābādī, who, when working with the Ṣiḥāḥ, explicitly stated wahima

l-Jawharī fī… (“al-Jawharī was wrong in …”), thereby consciously evoking con-

troversy.

Al-Zabīdī’s choice of interwoven commentary in conceiving his dictionary

made a much less polemical impression. By providing all the additional infor-

mation he could muster, al-Zabīdī obviated the need for readers to consult

other sources to understand and evaluate any given controversy—and, as we

have seen, there most certainly was one.

The author of Tāj al-ʿarūs could also have taken a less peaceable path, as

made clear by another work of his, written in tandemwith Tāj al-ʿarūs:90 a sec-

ond dictionary thatmore critically engaged the content of theQāmūs. The title

al-Takmila wa-l-dhayl wa-l-ṣila li-mā fāta ṣāḥib al-Qāmūs min al-lugha (“The

Supplement, Appendix, and Complement on What the Author of the Qāmūs

Missed of the Language”) is programmatic and, not coincidentally, modelled

onal-Ṣaghānī’sTakmila. In the introduction, al-Zabīdī boldly states that heused

red ink to mark al-Fīrūzābādī’s omissions, “just as he did with al-Jawharī.”91

2.6 After Tāj al-ʿarūs

The publication of al-Zabīdī’s giant, exhaustive commentary did not stop the

stream of commentaries on the Qāmūs. One famous example of further en-

gagement with the Arabic lexicographical tradition beyond Tāj al-ʿarūs and

on the Qāmūs in particular, is Aḥmad Fāris al-Shidyāq’s (d. 1887) al-Jāsūs ʿalā

al-Qāmūs (“The Spy Spying on the Qāmūs”). In twenty-four topics of critique

(naqd), al-Shidyāq points out the flaws of the Qāmūs, for instance, by accus-

ing al-Fīrūzābādī of “obscuring” (ibhām) definitions or expressions.92 Despite

the criticism that Nahḍa scholars directed at dictionaries of the post-formative

period, al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ in particular remained a central source for the

Nahḍa project of revitalising the Arabic language.93

89 This method is also used by al-Anṣārī: see Ingalls, The Anonymity of a Commentator,

149ff.

90 Reichmuth, TheWorld of Murtaḍā al-Zabīdī (1731–91), 134.

91 MuḥammadMurtaḍā al-Zabīdī, al-Takmila wa-l-dhayl wa-l-ṣila li-mā fāta ṣāḥib al-Qāmūs

min al-lugha, ed. Muṣṭafā Ḥijāzī, vol. 1 (Cairo: al-Hayʾa al-ʿāmma li-shuʾūn al-maṭābiʿ al-

amīriyya, 1406/1986), 71.

92 Aḥmad Fāris al-Shidyāq, al-Jāsūs ʿalā al-Qāmūs (Damascus: Dār al-nawādir, 1434/2013), 7.

93 Also see Nadia Bou Ali, “Collecting the Nation: Lexicography and National Pedagogy in

al-Nahda al-ʿArabiyya,” in Archives, Museums and Collecting Practices in the Modern Arab

World, ed. Sonja Mejcher-Atassi and John Pedro Schwartz (London–New York: Routledge,

2016), 33–56.
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As late as the early fourteenth/twentieth century, the Egyptian scholar and

book collector AḥmadTaymūr (d. 1348/1930) wrote a fifty-page treatise entitled

Taṣḥīḥ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ (“Correction of al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ”). It serves solely

to correct the errors of the Būlāq edition of the Qāmūs printed in 1303/1885–

1886, which, as Taymūr remarks, circulated widely and contained useful

glosses.94 Its popularity is the reason Taymūr deemed it necessary to write a

risāla on the edition’s errors, so that students would not be confused by them.

Taymūr’s treatise is a byproduct of his own study of the Qāmūs; in it, he gath-

ers his own marginal notes based on his collation of eight manuscripts of the

Qāmūs,95 in addition to incorporating a small number of observations from

other scholars.96Without going into further detail regarding the types of errors

Taymūr comments on, it is apparent that his work seamlessly carries the prac-

tice of premodern commentators on theQāmūs into the age of print.Moreover,

as IslamDayehhas shown, the page layout and the incorporation of glosses into

early printed dictionaries were adopted from textual practices of the manu-

script age.97

2.7 The Counterexample: Lisān al-ʿarab

To show just how much impact the chosen form and stated aims of a dic-

tionary could have on its subsequent reception, I will briefly discuss a coun-

terexample to al-Fīrūzābādī’sQāmūs. Roughly a century before theQāmūswas

completed, the Egyptian scholar Muḥammad ibn Mukarram al-Ifrīqī al-Miṣrī,

known as Ibn Manẓūr (d. 711/1311), wrote a comprehensive dictionary entitled

Lisān al-ʿarab (“The Tongue of the Arabs”).98 Today, it is as famous as al-Qāmūs

al-muḥīṭ, though it did not appear to have drawn nearly as much attention as

the Qāmūs did in the wake of its compilation. Why could this have been the

case?

94 AḥmadTaymūr,Taṣḥīḥ al-Qāmūsal-muḥīṭ (Cairo: al-Maṭbaʿa al-Salafiyya, 1343/1924–1925),

3. He did the same for the Būlāq print of Lisān al-ʿarab: Aḥmad Taymūr, Taṣḥīḥ Lisān al-

ʿarab, 2 vols (Cairo: Maṭbaʿat al-Jamāliyya 1334 [1915–1916] / al-Maṭbaʿa al-Salafiyya 1343

[1924–1925]).

95 Taymūr, Taṣḥīḥ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, 4.

96 One item is taken from the Indian scholar Muftī Muḥammad Saʿd Allāh al-Murādābādī’s

(fl. thirteenth/nineteenth century) treatise al-Qawl al-maʾnūs fī ṣifāt al-Qāmūs, whichwas

printed in India in 1287 (1870).

97 See Islam Dayeh, “From Taṣḥīḥ to Taḥqīq: Toward a History of the Arabic Critical Edition,”

Philological Encounters 4, no. 3–4 (2019): 245–299. Many early print editions were works

of lugha.

98 The date of completion as noted down by the author was 689/1290. See Baalbaki,The Ara-

bic Lexicographical Tradition, 385.



52 chapter 1

Ibn Manẓūr earned his living as a secretary in Cairo and a qāḍī in Tripoli.

Most of his literary production consisted of abridgements of larger works, such

as the famous poetry collection Kitāb al-Aghānī (“Book of Songs”) by Abū al-

Faraj al-Iṣfahānī (d. 356/967) and Ibn ʿAsākir’s (d. 571/1176) Tārīkh Dimashq

(“History of Damascus”).99 Lisān al-ʿarab, however, was not an abridgement;

it combined five earlier works into the largest Arabic lexicon ever. Rather than

discussing the number of volumes, which can differ immensely depending on

layout andwriting, it ismore illustrative to compare the number of roots; while

al-Ṣiḥāḥ contains 5,639 roots,100 Lisān al-ʿarab has 9,273.101

In contrast to al-Fīrūzābādī’s plan, Ibn Manẓūr’s stated objective was not to

compile awork that supersedes its sources, but rather to accurately reflect these

sources without adding anything of his own. While there is some polemic in

parts of the introduction, the author outlineshis selection criteria in adetached

and seemingly objective manner, without reference to his own achieve-

ments:

I realised that language scholars were of two types: those who did well in

collecting their material ( jamʿahu) and did not dowell in putting it down

(waḍʿahu), and those who were good at putting it down and not good at

collecting it. A good collection with a bad arrangement is of no benefit,

and a good arrangement of a bad collection is of no use.102

Waḍʿ, which Ibn Manẓūr later uses synonymously with tartīb (“arrangement”)

and which is equivalent to the word niẓām used by al-Fīrūzābādī, facilitates

the accessibility of material in the dictionary, while jamʿ refers to the com-

prehensiveness and correctness of the material itself. Following this general

statement, Ibn Manẓūr identifies the dictionaries he used and states his rea-

sons for picking these. Most of these authors have already been introduced in

the previous chapter:

99 See Ramzi Baalbaki, “Ibn Manẓūr,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, three, ed. Kate Fleet et al.

(Leiden: Brill, 2016), https://doi.org/10.1163/1573‑3912_ei3_COM_30632.

100 See ʿAlī ḤilmīMūsā, Dirāsa iḥṣāʾiyya li-judhūrMuʿjam al-Ṣiḥāḥ (bi-stikhdām al-kompyūtir)

(Kuwait: Jāmiʿat al-Kuwayt, 1973), 11.

101 See ʿAlīḤilmīMūsā and ʿAbdal-Ṣabūr Shāhīn,Dirāsa iḥṣāʾiyya li-judhūrMuʿjamTāj al-ʿarūs

(bi-stikhdām al-kompyūtir) (Kuwait: Jāmiʿat al-Kuwayt, 1973), 9. I have found no numbers

for the roots in al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ; they must be between Ṣiḥāḥ and Lisān.

102 Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, 1:7:

دجيملهنإفهعضوداجأنمامأو،هعضونسحيملهنإفهعمجنسحأنمامأ:نيلجرنيباهءاملعتيأرو

.عمجلاةءادرعمعضولاةداجإتعفنالو،عضولاةءاسإعمعمجلانسحدفيملف،هعمج

https://doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_COM_30632
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I have found in the books of lexicography none more comprehensive

(ajmal) thanTahdhīb al-lugha byAbūManṣūrMuḥammad ibnAḥmad al-

Azharī, and nonemore complete (akmal) than al-Muḥkam of Abū Ḥasan

ʿAlī ibn Ismāʿīl ibn Sīda al-Andalusī, God have mercy on both of them.

These two are among the exemplary (ummahāt) books of lexicography

with respect to critical examination (ʿalā al-taḥqīq), and they are like the

mountains on the way, but each of them is a goal extremely difficult to

attain, a spring on rough terrain, as if its author guided the people to a

well with fresh water and then pulled them away again, or sought out

a spring pasture and then blocked their access! He put in front what

should be in the back and vice versa, aimed for clarification but obfus-

cated, and confused the brain with respect to the biliteral, the geminated,

and the inverted;103 he squandered the mind as regards the weak, the

quadriliteral and the quinqueliteral, and lost sight of his objective. There-

fore, thepeopleneglectedbothworks and turnedaway from them; and for

lack of acceptance they were no longer found in the region, for no other

reason than their poor arrangement, and the confusion of sections and

chapters. And I have seen that Abū Naṣr Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād al-Jawharī

arranged his short work (mukhtaṣarahu) in an excellent manner, and the

ease of its arrangement gainedhimwide renownacross the desert and the

cities, making it light on the people so that they took it up and it became

more easily accessible to them; it began to circulate and to be transmit-

ted among them. However, it is like an atom in the air of language, like a

drop in its sea, and even if it is like a pearl in its stream, he nevertheless

made errors in punctuation, distorted the order of letters, and made ran-

dommistakes in inflection. And then it was singled out by the shaykh Ibn

Barrī, who followed its content and dictated his dictations on it, extract-

ing its errors and documenting its mistakes. I have asked God most high,

praise on him, for proper guidance in gathering this blessed book that

does not partake in the breadth of His grace and does not participate in

it. In it, I did not go beyondwhat was in these sources, and I ordered them

according to the order of the Ṣiḥāḥ in chapters and sections.104

103 Reference is to the different types of Arabic verbs. As mentioned before, the correct

arrangement of biliteral and geminated roots was a regular matter of disagreement. The

“inverted” (maqlūb) refers to qalb, interchanging root letters, while roughly retaining the

meaning.

104 Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, 1:7:

مكحملانملمكأالو،يرهزألادمحأنبدمحمروصنميبألةغللابيذهتنملمجأةغللابتكيفدجأملو
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I am quoting this passage at length because it illustrates Ibn Manẓūr’s assess-

ment and criticismof previous sources,which alignswithwhatwehave already

encountered regarding the reception of the Ṣiḥāḥ. IbnManẓūr also clarifies his

own criteria for good lexicography, mentioning the lexica that he considered

superior in terms of content: Abū Manṣūr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Azharī’s

(d. 370/981) Tahdhīb al-lugha and Ibn Sīda’s al-Muḥkam. The latter, as we have

seen, was considered a pinnacle of lexicography of the formative period. The

former was known because its author had spent some years in captivity among

Bedouin tribes, documenting correct usages. Similar to al-Jawharī’s Ṣiḥāḥ, the

author of Tahdhīb al-lugha aimed to includeonlymaterial hehimself hadheard

and verified through reliable sources.105 Bothal-Muḥkam andTahdhīb al-lugha,

however, were arranged according to al-Khalīl’s phonetic-permutative system.

It is no surprise, then, that while Ibn Manẓūr praised their content, he chose

al-Jawharī’s Ṣiḥāḥ as the model for the arrangement (waḍʿ) of Lisān al-ʿarab.

Lisān al-ʿarab is thus the result of a re-arrangement, reflecting one of

the objectives of post-formative lexicography discussed earlier. As IbnManẓūr

hints at in this passage, “arrangement” involves more than simply opting for a

certain alphabetical order; it requires the correct placement of roots that devi-

ate from the triliteral standard, as well as the categorisation of different kinds

،قيقحتلاىلعةغللابتكتاهمأنمامهو،هللاامهمحر،يسلدنألاةديسنبليعمسإنبيلعنسحلايبأل

نأكو،كلسملارعولهنموكلهملارسعبلطمامهنمالكنأريغ.قيرطللتاينثامهيلإةبسنلابامهادعامو

دصقومدقورخأدق؛هنممهعنموًاعبرمًىعرممهلداتراو،هنعمهالجوًابذعًادرومسانللعرشهعضاو

يعابرلاولتعملاوفيفللابركفلاددبو،بولقملاوفعاضملاويئانثلانيبنهذلاقرف.مجعأفبرعينأ

ولختامهيلعلابقإلامدعلدالبلاتداكوامهنعاوفرصناوامهرمأسانلالمهأف،بولطملاعاضفيسامخلاو

دامحنبليعمسإرصنابأتيأرو.بيوبتلاوليصفتلاطيلختو،بيترتلاءوسالإببسكلذلسيلو.امهنم

فخف،هرضتحموهيدابنيبفلديبأةرهشهعضوةلوهسبهرهشو،هرصتخمبيترتنسحأدقيرهوجلا

اهرحبيفوةرذلاكةغللاوجيفهنأريغ،هولوانتوهولوادتفهذخأممهيلعبرقو،هولوانتفهرمأسانلاىلع

هلحيتأف،فرصاميففزخوفرحوفحصدقكلذعموهوةردلاكاهرحنيفناكنإو،ةرطقلاك

هللاترختساف؛هـتاطلغلًاخرؤم،هتاطقسلًاجرخمهيلامأهيلعىلمأو،هيفامعبتتفيربنبدمحموبأخيشلا

امعهيفجرخأملو،كراشيالوهلضفةعسيفمهاسياليذلاكرابملاباتكلااذهعمجيفىلاعتوهناحبس

.لوصفلاوباوبألايفحاحصلابيترتهتبترو،لوصألاهذهيف

105 See Baalbaki’s discussion of Tahdhīb al-lugha inThe Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 311–

319.
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of weak verbs. The flaws in jamʿ that the Ṣiḥāḥ contained were not only coun-

terbalanced by the additional dictionaries Ibn Manẓūr used but also by the

emendations made by Ibn Barrī in his ḥawāshī (or Amālī, as they are referred

to here).106

In the body of his voluminous dictionary, IbnManẓūr combines his sources

to long lemmata, within which the structuring principle is not immediately

apparent. Contradicting opinions peacefully stand side by side, and discus-

sions of root extensionsmay precede a discussion of the word’s basic meaning.

There is no visible arrangement within these lemmata beyond a loose associ-

ation of related meanings. Comparing an entry in Lisān al-ʿarab with one in

the Qāmūs highlights the benefits of both approaches. By offering all available

forms, definitions, and probative quotations, as Lisān al-ʿarab aims to do, the

reader gains comprehensive knowledge of all uses of a certain root. However, if

she is looking for a specific form, she might find herself lost in the maze that a

lemma of Lisān al-ʿarab often becomes. Forms are not listed in the fixed order

we know and appreciate today;107 instead, verb forms and nouns derived from

them are mixed freely or by association. In his objective to truthfully record

the observations of his sources, Ibn Manẓūr often does not bother to group

together the data pertaining to the same form found in different sources, lead-

ing to the multiple appearance of the same form within a single lemma. This

lack of authorial intervention is deliberate. IbnManẓūr himself stresses the pri-

macy of the individual works upon which his dictionary is based and advises

his readers:

If you stumble upon something right or an error, something correct or a

defect, this is due to the original author, and praise and blame are for the

source that I have relied on. For I have transmitted from every source its

content, I have not changed anything, as it is said: “the sin rests on those

who change it” [Q 2:181], rather I have exercised care to cite the sources

literally, and I have not deviated from their text.108

106 Thiswork is also knownas al-Tanbīhwa-l-īḍāḥ ammāwaqaʿa fī al-Ṣiḥāḥ. For a recent study,

see Carlo Alberto Anzuini, “Ibn Barrī al-Miṣrī e il suo Kitāb al-Tanbīh,” Quaderni di Studi

Arabi 13 (2018): 191–216.

107 I.e., the root, followed by the forms that are constructed by geminating root letters and

adding augments; followed by the verbal nouns of these forms, and then by the active and

passive participles of these forms.

108 Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, 1:8:

يذلاهلصألهمذوهدمحولوألافنصملاىلعهتدهعفللخوأةحصوأللزوأباوصىلعهيففقونمو
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This serves as a direct exhortation to attribute any flaws of Lisān al-ʿarab to its

sources and not to its author, which is exactly what made a subsequent recep-

tion of Lisān al-ʿarab largely untraceable. Even when later lexicographers were

aware of Lisān al-ʿarab and could afford a copy of it,109 they preferred to cite

Ibn Manẓūr’s sources directly. This practice aligns with broader scholarly ten-

dencies in other disciplines. In ḥadīth scholarship, for example, studentswould

travel hundreds of miles to obtain a shorter isnād for their knowledge. Why,

then,would a lexicographer choose the longer chain of transmission (e.g., quot-

ing al-Jawharī via Ibn Manẓūr) when they could directly cite al-Jawharī? Most

lexicographers after IbnManẓūr seem to have bypassed Lisān al-ʿarab in favour

of its direct sources. Additionally, Ibn Manẓūr’s pre-emptive disclaimer in his

introduction, declaring that “praise and blame are for the source that I have

relied on,” likely dissuaded subsequent authors frompolemically engagingwith

his work like they would with al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ roughly a century later.

Nevertheless, it is difficult to imagine that the author of al-Qāmūs, who ini-

tially seemed to have had a similar plan in mind to that of Ibn Manẓūr, would

have intentionally disregarded Lisān al-ʿarab in his introduction.110 I would like

to contend that if Lisān had indeed been so famous and popular during the

time of al-Fīrūzābādī, he would have at least mentioned it in his introduction.

It is likely that our perception of Lisān al-ʿarab as extremely popular stems

from later accounts, particularly those of European lexicographers.111 Whether

al-Fīrūzābādī was aware of the work or chose to deliberately “overlook” it, he

was not the only scholarwho failed to acknowledge IbnManẓūr’s achievement.

For instance, Lisān al-ʿarab is neither mentioned by Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm

لب،نولدبينيذلاىلعهمثإامنإفلاقيفًائيشهنملدبأملوهنومضملصألكنمتلقنيننأل.لوعملاهيلع

.صنلانماهيفامريغمالكبهيفتفرصتاموصقلابلوصألالقنيفةنامألاتيدأ

109 InḤājjī Khalīfa’s account, a copy of the Lisān consisted of six large volumes. From theway

Ḥājjī Khalīfa discusses the work, it appears that he had not seen a copy himself: هيفليق
سوماقلاىلعةريثكتادايز . See Ḥājjī Khalīfa, Kashf al-ẓunūn, 2:1549.

110 Baalbaki (The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 393) cannot imagine that al-Fīrūzābādī

did not know Lisān al-ʿarab:

But it is unlikely that Fīrūzābādī could not have known of a famous lexicon such as

al-Lisān, which was authored about a century earlier. It is more conceivable that he

overlooked al-Lisān because it was not an original work, rather the result of themerger

of five earlier lexica, one of the most important of which was al-Muḥkam, from which

Fīrūzābādī derived much of his own material.

111 See, for instance, Helmut Gätje’s discussion of Lisān al-ʿarab as “das bekannte, häufig

benutzte Gesamtwörterbuch des Ibn Manzūr,” Gätje, “Arabische Lexikographie. Ein his-

torischer Überblick,” 119.
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Ibn al-Akfānī (d. 749/1348) in his book list of works of lugha,112 nor by ʿAbd

al-Raḥmān ibn Muḥammad Ibn Khaldūn (d. 808/1406) in his elaborate dis-

cussion of the discipline in the sixth book of the Muqaddima.113 While Lisān

al-ʿarab may be the first premodern dictionary that comes to mind for con-

temporary Arabic speakers and learners, it apparently did not always hold this

status. How widely known was Lisān al-ʿarab between the eighth/fourteenth

and eleventh/seventeenth centuries?

It is difficult to assess the popularity of Lisān al-ʿarab based on references in

other dictionaries andmentions in encyclopaedicworks. In al-Suyūṭī’s Bughyat

al-wuʿāt fī ṭabaqāt al-lughawiyyīn wa-l-nuḥāt (“The Advertent People’s Object

of Desire on the Generations of Lexicographers and Grammarians”), a work

specifically devoted to language scholars, the life and contributions of Ibn

Manẓūr occupy a single page.114 The exact same account is repeated by Aḥmad

ibnMuṣṭafā Ṭaşköprüzāde (d. 968/1561) in his encyclopaedia of the disciplines,

Miftāḥ al-saʿāda wa-miṣbāḥ al-siyāda fī mawḍūʿāt al-ʿulūm (“The Key to Happi-

ness and the Lamp to theMastery of the Topics of the Disciplines”), suggesting

that Ṭaşköprüzāde did not have personal knowledge of Lisān al-ʿarab.

The bibliographer Muṣṭafa ibn ʿAbd Allāh Ḥājjī Khalīfa (d. 1017/1657) was

familiar with Ibn Manẓūr’s dictionary, as apparent from its entry in Kashf al-

ẓunūn. In addition to citing the methodological passage from its introduc-

tion, Ḥājjī Khalīfa mentions that the theologian Muḥammad ibn Abī Sharīf

(d. 906/1500) saw an autograph of Lisān al-ʿarab in Cairo.115 This remark indi-

cates rarity rather than familiarity. Copies of bulky dictionaries may have been

difficult to come by on account of their size and price. The general view regard-

ing the circulation of premodern Arabic dictionaries is that “only with the

Qāmūs did copies proliferate to the extent that it might be called a best-

seller.”116 The difference in popularity between Qāmūs and Lisān seems to be

112 See Ibn al-Akfānī, Irshād al-qāṣid ilā asnā al-maqāṣid, 93 ff.

113 Ibn Khaldūn, al-Muqaddima: al-juzʾ al-awwal min Kitāb al-ʿIbar wa-dīwān al-mubtadā

wa-l-khabar fī ayyām al-ʿarab wa-l-ʿajam wa-l-barbar (Cairo: Maṭbaʿat al-Taqaddum, 1322/

1904), 453ff.

114 Jalāl al-DīnAbū al-Faḍl ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibnAbī Bakr al-Suyūṭī, Bughyat al-wuʿāt fī ṭabaqāt

al-lughawiyyinwa-l-nuḥāt, ed.MuḥammadAbū al-Faḍl Ibrāhīm, vol. 1 (Cairo:Maṭbaʿat ʿĪsā

al-Bābī al-Ḥalabī, 1384/1964), 248.

115 Ḥājjī Khalīfa, Kashf al-ẓunūn, 2:1550.

116 John A. Haywood, “The Entry in Medieval Arabic Monolingual Dictionaries,” in The His-

tory of Lexicography: Papers from the Dictionary Research Centre at Exeter, March 1986, ed.

R.R.K. Hartmann (Amsterdam–Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 1986),

110. The “almost proverbial saying” that there is aQāmūsmanuscript in every library in the

world, is mentioned by Strotmann, Majd al-Dīn al-Fīrūzābādī, 205 and n. 59.
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confirmed by the account of al-Fīrūzābādī in al-Suyūṭī’s Bughya, which is three

times longer than that of Ibn Manẓūr.117

If we examine the use of Lisān al-ʿarab as a source for other dictionaries

and treatises on lugha, it initially seems to be ignored. The earliest explicit

citation I found in lexicological treatises is in Veysī’s (d. 1037/1627) Maraj al-

baḥrayn (see above), which cites Lisān al-ʿarab to support al-Jawharī against

al-Fīrūzābādī—nearly three and a half centuries after the compilation of the

Lisān.118 References start to appearmore frequently thereafter. For instance, Ibn

Abī al-Surūr (d. after 1062/1652) quotes Lisān al-ʿarab in al-Qawl al-muqtaḍab

fīmāwāfaqa lughat ahlMiṣrmin lughāt al-ʿarab (“TheCondensed Statement on

theConcurrence of the Language of the People of Egyptwith theDialects of the

Arabs”) his mukhtaṣar of Yūsūf al-Maghribī’s dictionary Dafʿ al-iṣr ʿan kalām

ahl Miṣr (“Removing the Fetters from the Speech of the People of Cairo”).119

The earliest mujannas dictionary mentioning it, to my knowledge, is Aḥmad

IbnMaʿṣūmal-Madanī’s (d. 1120/1707)al-Ṭirāzal-awwalwa-l-kanāz li-mā ʿalayhi

min lughat al-ʿarab al-muʿawwal (“The Top-NotchTreasures of What is Reliable

in the Language of the Arabs”).120 Ibn Maʿṣūm, who was born in Medina but

spentmost of his life in India,121 wrote a dictionary intended to be comprehen-

sive, though it remained incomplete.122 His primary references were al-Qāmūs

and al-Ṣiḥāḥ, and his familiarity with Lisān al-ʿarab is apparent from the list of

sources he provided in the introduction to al-Ṭirāz al-awwal.123

Several explanations can account for this seeming lack of engagement with

Lisān al-ʿarab before the eleventh/seventeenth century: lexicographers may

simply not have known it, lacked access to it due to its size or cost, or con-

sciously opted for the shorter isnād. The immense popularity of al-Qāmūs al-

117 Al-Suyūṭī, Bughyat al-wuʿāt, 1:273–275.

118 Veysī, Maraj al-baḥrayn, fol. 4b.

119 See Chapter 2, section 4.3. Other works by Ibn Manẓūr were well-known and are refer-

enced in works on laḥn, e.g., by Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, see Chapter 2, section 2.

120 Ibn Maʿṣūm, al-Ṭirāz al-awwal, 1:9. Other comprehensive dictionaries mentioned are al-

Jamhara, al-Muḥkam, al-ʿUbāb, al-Tahdhīb, and Abū al-Ḥusayn Aḥmad Ibn Fāris’ (d. 395/

1004) al-Mujmal.

121 On Ibn Maʿṣūm, see Joseph E. Lowry, “Ibn Maʿṣūm,” in Essays in Arabic Literary Biog-

raphy 1350–1850, ed. Joseph E. Lowry and Devin J. Stewart, Mîzân. Studien zur Literatur

in der islamischen Welt (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2009), 174–184; Joseph E. Lowry, “Ibn

Maʿṣūm,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, three, ed.Kate Fleet et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2017), https://​

doi.org/10.1163/1573‑3912_ei3_COM_30639; Beers, “TheTreatment of Coeval PersianPoetry

in Arabic Anthologies,” 239–240.

122 Themodern edition has twelve volumes and two index volumes; the dictionary breaks off

with the root q-m-ṣ.

123 Ibn Maʿṣūm, al-Ṭirāz al-awwal, 1:10–11.

https://doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_COM_30639
https://doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_COM_30639
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muḥīṭprovides another potential reason for the dismissal of IbnManẓūr’s com-

pilation: unlike other dictionaries, Lisān al-ʿarab did not engage in polemics. It

neither critiqued or refuted its sources, instead listing the statements of five dif-

ferent lexicographers without expressing a preference for any of them. Unlike

al-Qāmūs, Lisān al-ʿarab simply did not instigate debate.

The introduction of Lisān al-ʿarabmakes it clear that its author believed that

the last word in Arabic lexicography had already been said by the fourth/tenth

century. His own contribution to the field was to not add material or to choose

sides, but rather collect and rearrange existing data. Ibn Manẓūr’s approach

to lexicography differed markedly from that of al-Fīrūzābādī in terms of for-

mat. While the latter chose to condense and contest the findings of his pre-

decessors, the former preferred to combine them to the point of redundancy

and contradiction within one lemma. Today, Lisān al-ʿarab remains one of the

best-knownArabicmonolingual dictionaries, offering users the convenience of

accessing five separate lexica in one place. Yet, the title Qāmūs, which is tech-

nically speaking a loanword from Greek meaning “ocean” (ὠκεανός), became

the preferred metonym for dictionary and is today used alongside the term

muʿjam.124

While the brevity of the Qāmūs ensured the book’s long-term circulation

and its author’s fame, Ibn Manẓūr had to wait for the age of print to secure

his deserved place on the bookshelves.

3 A Focus on ḥadīth

Early practices of Qurʾanic exegesis and ḥadīth commentary laid the founda-

tions for the lexicographical genres of gharīb al-ḥadīth and gharīb al-Qurʾān. As

mentioned in the Introduction, the desire to explain rare words was an impor-

tant motivation of early lexicographical activity. In the post-formative period,

however, the direction seems to change and comprehensive dictionaries are

increasingly assessed and valued for their treatment of ḥadīth. In this section,

I will explore how lexicographers and their critics evaluated the value and sig-

nificance of lexicography for the study of ḥadīth.

124 This is not only the case in Arabic, but also in languages of other Islamicate cultures, such

as Indonesian andMalay. It would be interesting to trace the point in time atwhich qāmūs

commonly acquired themeaning of “dictionary.” Al-Zabīdīmentions themeaning al-baḥr

and refers to the title of al-Fīrūzābādī’s work but does not go further than that. See al-

Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs, 16:401.When Aḥmad Fāris al-Shidyāq wrote al-Jāsūs ʿalā al-Qāmūs, he

was still referring to al-Fīrūzābādī’s work only.
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During the formative period, the incorporation of ḥadīth into the corpus

of the ʿarabiyya slowly increased. Reports on the sayings and deeds of the

Prophet Muḥammad did not initially enjoy the same status as the language

of the Qurʾān and pre-Islamic poetry. One reason was that ḥadīth was often

not quoted verbatim, as is apparent from the existence of the same ḥadīth—

in terms of content—in different wordings (matn). Moreover, transmitters of

ḥadīth, who were often non-native speakers of Arabic, did not qualify as infor-

mants for the validation of correct speech. Themuḥaddithūn’s requirement to

be ethically sound (ʿadl) and a reliable source (thiqa) pertained to their charac-

ters rather than their linguistic abilities. On the other hand, if Muḥammadwas

considered afṣaḥ al-ʿarab (“the most eloquent among the Arabs”), surely his

sayings should be part of the corpus of the ʿarabiyya. While its status for gram-

marians remained somewhat dubious,125ḥadīth gradually began tobe included

in dictionaries.126

3.1 Ḥadīth as an Asset of the Dictionary

The changing role of ḥadīth in the lexicographer’s corpus toward the end of

the formative period is apparent from a discussion found in al-Ṣaghānī’s al-

ʿUbāb al-zākhir. Al-Ṣaghānī criticised his predecessors’ dictionaries for failing

to indicate whether a quotation was from the Prophet himself or from a Com-

panion: “They said ‘in the ḥadīth,’ ” so he complained, “without distinguishing

between a prophetic ḥadīth and a saying of a Companion, or between a saying

of a Successor and that of a Companion. Sometimes they even equated a ḥadīth

with a proverb or a proverbwith a ḥadīth. Sometimes theywould say: ‘And they

said…,’ even though it came from the sound ḥadīth collections.”127 In response,

125 In grammar, ḥadīth was used from Muḥammad ibn ʿAbd Allāh Ibn Mālik (d. 672/1274)

onward. SeeAryeh Levin, “The Status of the Science of Grammar among Islamic Sciences,”

Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 29 (2004): 7.

126 Baalbaki (The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 72) distinguishes between the attitudes of

grammarians and lexicographers:

The grammarians and lexicographers obviously did not see eye to eye on whether this

state of affairs affected the valueofḤadīṯ as linguistic evidence, forwhereas early gram-

marians such as Sībawayhi (d. 180/796) only sparingly quotedḤadīṯ, lexicographers as

early asḪalīl (d. 175/791) cited itmuchmore frequently. […] In all cases, the existence of

a whole genre on ġarīb al-Ḥadīṯ proves that the lexicographers generally did not share

the early grammarians’ concerns regarding the way Ḥadīṯwas transmitted.

127 Al-Ṣaghānī, al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir, 1:2:

ىلعثيدحلاظفلاوقلطأامبرو.يعباتلانميباحصلاويباحصلانميوبنلاينيبمريغ،ثيدحلايف:اولاقو

.ثيداحألاحاحصنموهو،مهلوقو:اولاقامبرو،ثيدحلاىلعلثملاظفلو،لثملا
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the author of al-ʿUbāb intended to do better, emphasizing the subject of ḥadīth

in his introduction:

I have quoted the ḥadīth that contain rare meanings and difficult forms

in full and if there are several difficult forms in one ḥadīth, I have given

it in full and explained every form in its chapter and lemma, and I have

mentioned that the whole of the ḥadīth is mentioned in a given lemma,

so that the context of the ḥadīth is known and reference and lookup is

warranted.128

Note that al-ʿUbāb is a comprehensive (mujannas) dictionary, not a specialised

lexiconof ḥadīth. Nevertheless, al-Ṣaghānī underscores his thorough treatment

of ḥadīth, suggesting its significance as a major field of reference. An example

from the body of the dictionary illustrates what he means by his statement on

methodology. Let us examine the lemma ḥ-b-ṭ-ʾ, which we previously encoun-

tered in al-Qāmūs and al-Ṣiḥāḥ:

a ḥabanṭaʾun man and ḥabanṭaʾatun and ḥabanṭā, without hamza: short

and fat with a big belly, also muḥbanṭiʾun, either with or without hamza,

and they say: “he is filled with rage.” Abū Zayd said: The man iḥbanṭaʾa if

his insides are inflated, and from this comes the Prophet’s ḥadīth on the

miscarried fetus: “It remainsmuḥbanṭiʾ on the threshold of Paradise.” And

in anotherḥadīth: “Themiscarried fetuswill surely break off in anger from

its Lord; if He leads its parents into the Fire, it draws them by its umbili-

cal cord (bi-surarihi) so that they are led into Paradise,” i.e., it is upset with

Him; al-surar is that which the midwife cuts off from the navel.129

128 Al-Ṣaghānī, al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir, 1:2:

ظافلأةدعثيدحيفناكنإفًةافوتسمًةماتظافلألاةلكشملا،يناعملاةبيرغلاثيداحألاتدرسدقو

بيكرتيفروكذمثيدحلامامتنأتركذواهبيكرتواهبابيفاهنمةظفللكترسفوًةماتهبتيتأةلكشم

.ةداعإلاوراركتلانمؤيوثيدحلاقايسملعيل،اذك

129 Al-Ṣaghānī, al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir, 1:39:

زمهي،ئطنبحملاكلذكونطبلامخضنيمسريصقيأزمهالب،ىطنبحوةأطنبحوأطنبحلجر:أطبح

هللاىلصيبنلاثيدحهنموهفوجختفنااذإلجرلاأطنبحإ:ديزوبأ.ًاظيغئلتمملاوه:لاقيو،زمهيالو

لخدأنإهبرمغاريلطقسلانإ:رخآلاثيدحلايفو.ةنجلابابىلعًائطنبحملظي:طقسلايفملسوهيلع

.ةرسلانمةلباقلاهعطقتامررسلاو،هبضاغييأةنجلاامهلخديىتحهررسبامهربجيفرانلاهيوبأ
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Al-Ṣaghānī fulfils his promise of not only explaining the ḥadīthwith respect to

the lemma at hand but also by incorporating other related ḥadith and explain-

ing uncommon words within them—in this case al-surar. And indeed, the

ḥadīth “It remains muḥbanṭiʾ on the threshold of Paradise” is also quoted in

the lemma s-q-ṭ, where siqṭ is explained as meaning “miscarried fetus.” Nei-

ther al-Jawharī nor al-Fīrūzābādī included a ḥadīth in the lemma ḥ-ṭ-ʾ/ ḥ-b-

ṭ.130

The problemof confusing ḥadīthwith proverbs, asmentioned by al-Ṣaghānī,

may lie not in the negligence of certain lexicographers but rather in the devel-

opment of the word ḥadīth as a technical term. In al-Durr al-laqīṭ, a twelfth/

eighteenth-century treatise on the debate regarding the superiority of al-Qā-

mūs over al-Ṣiḥāḥ,131 Karadāvudzāde defends al-Jawharī against this critique of

confusing ḥadīthwith other statements:

Al-Fīrūzābādī said: “… and al-Jawharī waswrongwhen he said: ‘and in the

ḥadīth.’ ” End of quote.

It is possible to say that by ḥadīth hemeant the common speech of the

people, its status being like a proverb, as was his habit. That is also the

practice of al-Muṭarrizī in his book al-Mughrib: he doesn’t mean by it a

saying of the Prophet; so that the counterargument is the statement that

thosewere thewords of Aktham [a tribal chief] and not a ḥadīth, with the

definition of ḥadīth proper being the common and approved sayings of

the Companions and those of the generation after them, as the venerable

Shaykh ʿAlī (knownasMuṣannafak)mentioned in his commentary on the

Maṣābīḥ, wherehe said: “Themuḥaddithūnhave stated thatḥadīth are the

sayings, the doings and the legal decisions of the Companions and those

of the generation after them, and ḥadīth is more general than khabar and

athar, as khabarmeans thatwhich is transmitted from theProphet of God

and athar that which is transmitted from a Companion, and ḥadīth com-

prises both.”132

130 Al-Fīrūzābādī accused al-Jawharī of putting the lemma ḥabanṭaʾa under the wrong root,

namely ḥ-ṭ-ʾ. See above, Chapter 1, sections 2.2 and 2.4.

131 See above, Chapter 1, section 2.4.

132 Al-Kuḥlānī, “Kitāb al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ,” [Text] 15–16:

.ىهتنا.ثيدحلايفلاقفيرهوجلامهوو…:يدابازوريفلا

نديداذكو،هبأدوهامكلثملالحممهنيبلاحلا،لاودتملاسانلامالكثيدحلابدارأ:لاقينأنكميو

هيلعدريىتح،ملسوهبحصوهلآوهيلعهللاىلصيبنلاثيدحهبديريالو،برغملاهباتكيفيزرطملامامإلا
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This passage illustrates that a broader definition of the word ḥadīth could be

used to defend al-Jawharī against al-Fīrūzābādī’s accusations of errors—a def-

inition that had largely fallen out of use by the time of Karadāvudzāde. Rather

than siding with al-Fīrūzābādī and asserting that al-Jawharī had indeed misla-

belled a common saying as ḥadīth in the technical sense, Karadāvudzāde chose

to defend al-Jawharī. He corroborated his position by referencing the perspec-

tive presented in a highly popular dictionary of technical terms, al-Mughrib fī

tartīb al-Muʿrīb (“TheAmazingWork on theArrangement of al-Muʿrib”) byAbū

al-Fatḥ Nāṣir ibn ʿAbd al-Sayyid al-Muṭarrizī (d. 610/1213). Al-Mughribwas itself

a reworking of an earlier dictionary by the same scholar, al-Muʿrib fī gharīb

alfāẓ al-fuqahāʾ (“Clarifying the Rare Expressions of the Jurisprudents”), which

focused on legal terminology.

3.2 Integrating ḥadīth and lugha

In the ninth/fifteenth century, al-Suyūṭī notably applied ḥadīth terminology

and its scholarly practices to the discipline of lugha in his handbook of lan-

guage scholarship, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā. Across fifty chap-

ters, he described all aspects of the field in terms of ḥadīth terminology. The

chapters mostly contain quotations from earlier scholars, which al-Suyūṭī as-

sembled to form a coherent discussion of the discipline. Three centuries later,

al-Zabīdī summarised al-Muzhir’s section ādāb al-lughawī in his introduction

to Tāj al-ʿarūs:

Knowledge of the etiquette of the language specialist

There is an admonition in this. Al-Suyūṭī said in al-Muzhir: “The first

requirements are devotion and the examination of one’s intention, then

to make sure to gather from reliable sources, with persistence and perse-

verance, and to write down everything one has seen and heard, because

that is the most accurate, and to travel in pursuit of rare expressions

and useful lessons like the authorities did, and to occupy oneself with

memorising the poetry of the Arabs with an understanding of its adages,

امك،غئاسعئاشنيعباتلاوةباحصلامالكىلعثيدحلاقالطإنأعم،ثيدحلابسيلومثكألوقهنأب

نوثدحملاحرصدق:لاقثيححيباصملاحرشيفهللاهمحر)كفنصمبريهشلا(يلعخيشلالضافلاهركذ

ربـخلانممعأثيدحلاف،مهاتفومهراثآو،ناسحإبمهلنيعباتلاوةباحصلالاوقأىلعقلطيثيدحلانأب

،يباحصنعًايورمنوكيام:رثألاو،ملسوهيلعهللاىلصهللالوسرنعًايورمنوكيام:ربـخلاذإ،رثألاو

.امهلمشيثيدحلاو
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sermons, and moral lessons that may be relied on for explaining Qurʾān

and ḥadīth.”133

These requirements (which are only the beginning of a longer list) closely

resemble the behaviour rules for a good muḥaddith. By applying terminology

andmethod of ḥadīth scholarship—described by Ibn al-Athīr as “the noblest of

Islamic disciplines”134—to the field of lugha, its status was heightened, while

also highlighting how lugha functioned for ḥadīth studies.With the increasing

use of ḥadīth as a source for lexicography, the dictionary attained more rele-

vance for ḥadīth scholarship.

3.3 Ḥadīth in Lisān al-ʿarab

To illustrate the importance of ḥadīth in lexicography of the post-formative

period, we briefly return to Lisān al-ʿarab. IbnManẓūrmentioned four primary

sources in his introduction: al-Muḥkam, Tahdhīb al-lugha, and al-Ṣiḥāḥ with

Ibn Barrī’s Ḥawāshī. His fifth source was a work of gharīb al-ḥadīth: Abū al-

Saʿādāt al-Mubārak Ibn al-Athīr’s (d. 606/1210) al-Nihāya fī gharīb al-ḥadīth wa-

l-athar (“The Final Stop inḤadīth and Sayings of the Companions”). Unlike the

other sources, used because of their principles of collection or arrangement,

Ibn Manẓūr included this work to adorn (tawshīḥ) his entries with Prophetic

sayings:

And I aimed to adorn it with weighty reports and pretty traditions, to add

to the verses from the noble Qurʾān and the talk about themiracles of the

wise Book it contains, so that its necklace is embellished with an inlay of

their pearls, and its significance hinges on the verses, reports, traditions,

133 Al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs, 1:29–30:

يوغللابادآةفرعميف

ذخألايفىرحتلامث،ةينلاحيحصتوصالخإلاهمزلياملوأ:رهزملايفيطويسلالاق،هيبنتهيفو

يفلحريلو،هلطبضأكلذف،هعمسيوهآراملكبتكيلو،امهيلعةمزالملاوبأدلاعم،تاقثلانع

ظعاوموًامكحاهيفاممهفتعم،برعلاراعشأظفحبنتعيلو،ةمئألالحرامكدئاوفلاوبئارغلابلط

.ثيدحلاونآرقلاريسفتىلعاهبناعتسيًابادآو

134 Ibn al-Athīr, al-Nihāya fī gharīb al-ḥadīth wa-l-athar, 1:3: “The discipline of ḥadīth and

reports is among the noblest Islamic disciplines in terms of its standing, the best in terms

of renown, the most complete in terms of utility and the grandest in terms of reward.”

ً.ارجأاهمظعأوًاعفناهلمكأوًاركذاهنسحأوً،اردقةيمالسإلامولعلافرشأنمراثآلاوثيدحلاملع
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sayings, and poetry. And I saw that Abū al-Saʿādāt al-Mubārak Ibn al-Athīr

al-Jazarī had attained this with the Nihāya: he had crossed the finish line

in termsof excellence, except that hedidnot put thewords in their proper

place and did not distinguish between the augment (zāʾid) of the words

and their root (aṣlihā), so I put each of them in their place and provided

them with evidence.135

Al-Nihāya, then, is neither superior in its arrangement nor comprehensive in

its coverage of the Arabic language. Instead, it focuses on obscure expressions

within a relatively limited corpus and, as IbnManẓūr pointed out, even fails to

adhere to proper alphabetical order.Why, then, did the author of Lisān al-ʿarab

use Ibn al-Athīr’s material at all? The answer lies in his intent to supplement

his entries with ḥadīth quotations, which would lend them greater signifi-

cance (ḥalluhuwa-ʿaqduhu, lit. “theuntying and tying”). IbnManẓūr apparently

opined that his other sources did not contain sufficient ḥadīth to achieve this

aim.

Interestingly, the criticism IbnManẓūr directed at Ibn al-Athīr regarding his

arrangement of the lemmatamirrors a concern that Ibn al-Athīr himself voiced

in the introduction of his Nihāya. He complained that even students of ḥadīth

could not distinguish roots from their augments, which prompted him to list

some words under their prefixes to better accommodate ḥadīth scholars.136

3.4 Judging Dictionaries in Terms of Their Handling of ḥadīth

The role of lugha in ḥadīth studies in the post-formative period is also illus-

trated by criticism directed at lexicographers.When ḥadīth scholars looked up

rarewords in the dictionaries, they came acrossḥadīthmentionedby lexicogra-

phers, as in the exampleofmuḥbanṭiʾ above.This interaction is obviouslywhere

critique arose. Some critics of the Qāmūs stressed al-Fīrūzābādī’s treatment

of ḥadīth. Ḥājjī Khalīfa even said that al-Fīrūzābādī was ignorant of ḥadīth,

135 Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, 1:7–8:

مالكلاوميركـلانآرقلاتايآنمهيفامىلإًافاضم،راثآلاليمجورابخألاليلجبهحيشوتتدصقو

راثألاورابخألاوتايآلارادمىلعنوكيوهدقعاهرردعيصرتبىلحتيل،ميكحلاركذلاتازجعمىلع

كلذيفءاجدقيرزجلاريثألانبدمحمنبكرابملاتاداعسلاابأتيأرف؛هدقعوهلحراعشألاولاثمألاو

،اهلصأنماهفورحدئازىعارالواهلحميفتاملكلاعضيملهنأريغ،ةياغلادحةدوجلايفزواجوةياهنلاب

؛هناهربعمهترهظأوهناكميفاهنمًالكتعضوف

136 See Ibn al-Athīr, al-Nihāya fī gharīb al-ḥadīth wa-l-athar, 1:11. Cf. also Baalbaki, The Arabic

Lexicographical Tradition, 80–81.
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resulting in many incorrect isnāds.137 Conversely, in Fulk al-Qāmūs, al-Kawka-

bānī—who was otherwise quite critical of al-Fīrūzābādī—acknowledged the

utility of al-Qāmūs for ḥadīth science, devoting some discussion to explaining

why shorter works (mukhtaṣar) and versifications (naẓm) are more practical

than longer ones (muṭawwalāt), as they consolidate information that would

otherwise require searching across multiple entries. Nevertheless, he added,

“one cannot dispense with al-Qāmūs for the many priceless additions it con-

tainswhich are not found in otherworks, amongwhich is the accuratemention

of ḥadīth transmitters.”138

I have not found similar assessments of the utility of lugha for fields of

study other than ḥadīth. The focus on ḥadīth underscores that dictionaries

were expected to meet certain demands in this field or else risked criticism.

Lexicographers cleverly catered to these expectations by highlighting their ser-

vice to ḥadīth scholarship in their introductions, as seen in the introduction

of Lisān al-ʿarab. Another notable statement in this regard comes from Ibn

Maʿṣūm, a scholar and poet who traveled between the Hijaz and Hyderabad.139

Ibn Maʿṣūm’s dictionary, al-Ṭirāz al-awwal, would likely have been as bulky

as Lisān al-ʿarab, had the author completed it. The work did not make him

particularly famous—he is better known for a literary anthology of his contem-

poraries.140While IbnMaʿṣūm refers to theQāmūs in his introduction, al-Ṭirāz

al-awwal is not a commentary141 but an independent dictionary, albeit with

a pronounced focus: in his introduction, the author stresses the importance

of lugha for ḥadīth and outlines a structure for his lemmata that reflects this

importance: “I start each section of a chapter with the general and the specific

language in the Book, then I follow suit with the athar, then with technical

terms and proverbs.”142 The role of lugha in ḥadīth studies influenced the con-

ception, marketing, and reception of dictionaries in the post-formative period.

137 Ḥājjī Khalīfa, Kashf al-ẓunūn, 2:1310.

138 Al-Kawkabānī, Fulk al-Qāmūs, 52:

لاجرركذاهنمهاوسيفدجوتاليتّلاةسيفنلاتادايّزلانمهيفاملسوماقلانعىنغتسيالهّنإفكلذدعبو

.مهطبضعممهريغوثيدحلا

139 On his biography, see Lowry, “Ibn Maʿṣūm.”

140 Lowry, “Ibn Maʿṣūm,” 175.

141 However, IbnMaʿṣūm also wrote a treatise on the flaws of al-Qāmūs, titled Risāla fī aghlāṭ

al-Fīrūzābādī fī al-Qāmūs (“Treatise on the Mistakes of al-Fīrūzābādī in the Qāmūs”). See

Lowry, “Ibn Maʿṣūm,” 175.

142 Ibn Maʿṣūm, al-Ṭirāz al-awwal, 1:11:

،لثملافحلطصملامثرثألابرثألاىلعءيجأمث،باتكلابةصاخلامثةماعلاةغللاببابلانملصفلاأدبأينإف

…ةداجلاكلتكولسيفكبتشاوةداملايفعيمجلاكرتشااذإاذه
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4 Conclusion

…ىراجتتمثبوألكنمقابسلاليخهيلإبصنترامضمفينصتلانإف

The profession of compiling books is a course onto which racers from all

places enter to run against each other.143

When al-Zabīdī compared authoring a dictionary to competing in a horserace,

he focused on the author’s many rivals. Post-formative Arabic lexicography

is best understood within the context of its tradition, shaped by its authors

and works. Often, we can only grasp the full scope and objective of a dictio-

nary, as well as the issues discussed in individual lemmata, whenwe read them

alongside entries in earlier dictionaries. To fully understand a lemma, wemust

immerse ourselves in the tradition, identify the questions being debated and

negotiated, determine whose positions are being refuted, and discern what

exactly is at stake for the author.

To understand how Arabic lexicography worked, particularly in the post-

formative period, it is helpful to approach the genre as we would approach

a commentary. The keywords are the lemmata from the master text, which

consists of the entire lexicographical tradition or a selection of sources as

announced by the author in the introduction. The dictionary at hand can be

regarded as one out of many commentaries, engaging vertically with its mas-

ter text (or texts) and horizontally with other commentaries. This means that

premodern Arabic dictionaries are not for the uninitiated: often, they do not

even provide a definition of the word that is discussed. Entries can be like rid-

dles or puzzles.When al-Zabīdī compiled Tāj al-ʿarūs, he intended to solve this

puzzle, obviating the need for consulting earlier dictionaries by gathering all

available sources and weaving all strands of the tradition into one commen-

tary. Even this act, however, could not silence the debate instigated by the

Qāmūs.

As the first layer of commentary in any discipline was always at the lexical

level, the dictionary was indispensable to commentary culture. A significant

role for lugha lay in ḥadīth, with clever lexicographers highlighting the impor-

tance of their dictionaries for ḥadīth scholarship, which may also have to do

with the increasing use of ḥadīth as proof texts in post-formative lexicogra-

phy. Pragmatic considerations often prevailed in the choice of dictionary. The

handy format of theQāmūsmade it extremely popular, despite its oft-discussed

flaws. Widespread commentaries on the Qāmūs show how well the book was

143 Al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs, 1:1.
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used. These commentaries were the byproducts of critical engagement with

theQāmūs andother dictionaries, not only by lexicographers but also byḥadīth

scholars, jurists, and poets. The many treatises detailing and assessing its flaws

thus became the companions to the Qāmūs, just as the Ḥawāshī of Ibn Barrī

and the Takmila of al-Ṣaghānī had become the close companions to al-Ṣiḥāḥ.

A premodern reader would not consult just one Arabic dictionary while disre-

garding all others. This is something we should keep in mind today.

Viewing the dictionaries of the post-formative period as commentaries

makes it easier to understand their place in the tradition and to appreciate the

multiple functions of commentaries. For their authors, they served as a space to

assert authority, explore new ideas, and insert themselves into the ongoing tra-

dition. This last point will be developed further in the following chapter, which

deals with the lexicographical genre of treatises on laḥn al-ʿāmma, “speech

errors of the commoners.”
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chapter 2

Anthologies of Errors: Laḥn al-ʿāmma in the

Post-formative Period

When al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl al-Māzinī fell ill, a group of people came to

visit him.Oneof them,namedAbūṢāliḥ, said tohim: “MayGodmostHigh

wear away (masaḥa) what has befallen you.” Al-Naḍr responded: “Don’t

saymasaḥawith a sīn; saymaṣaḥawith a ṣād; this means ‘may Godmake

it go away and disperse it.’ Or haven’t you heard the poet say:

And when the wine has become foamy

the dross in it has gone and ceased”

The man replied: “Actually, in some cases the sīn substitutes the ṣād, as

they say ṣirāṭ and sirāṭ, and ṣaqr and saqr.” Then al-Nadr exclaimed: “Why,

you’re a ṣmart aṣṣ!”1

It seems there is nowayof stopping a scholar—even if he is sick or dying—from

debating language. The protagonist of this anecdote, al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl al-

Māzinī (d. 203/820), was a Basran grammarian, poet, and student of the famous

lexicographer al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad al-Farāhīdī (d. 175/791). The story recounted

here appears in the entry maṣaḥa of Abū Muḥammad al-Qāsim ibn ʿAlī al-

Ḥarīrī’s (d. 516/1122) collection of solecisms. Published under the title Durrat

1 Abū Muḥammad al-Qāsim ibn ʿAlī al-Ḥarīrī, Durrat al-ghawwās fī awhām al-khawāss (Con-

stantinople: Maṭbaʿat al-Jawāʾib, 1299 [1881]), 9:

حسمحلاصابأىنكيمهنملجرهللاقفهنودوعيموقهيلعلخدفضرمينزاملاليمشنبرضنلانأىكحيو

لوقتعمسامأهقرفوهللاهبهذأيأداصلابحصملقنكـلونيسلابحسملقتالهللاقفكبامىلاعتهللا

:رعاشلا

َخلْااَماَذإَِو حْصََمَواَهيِفُداَبزْإِلْالََفأَتَْدَبزْأَاَهيِفُرْم

رضنلاهللاقفرقسورقصوطارسلاوطارصلالاقيامكداصلانملدبتدقنيسلانإلجرلاهللاقف

.حلاسوبأاذإتنأف

The Arabic is a pun on the name of the visitor, Abū Ṣāliḥ, “father of Ṣāliḥ (“Righteous”):” when

al-Naḍr turns the ṣād into a sīn, he changes the meaning to Abū Sāliḥ, “father of the Shitter.”

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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al-ghawwāṣ fī awhām al-khawāṣṣ (“The Diver’s Pearl on the Mistakes of the

Elite”), it became a perennial favourite in the genre of books on speech errors,

known as laḥn al-ʿāmma, “solecisms of the commoners.”

By incorporating anecdotes into his treatise, al-Ḥarīrī revolutionised the

genre of laḥn, which, up until the sixth/twelfth century, had consisted largely

of word lists with brief explanations for each lemma. These anecdotes not only

increased the appeal of what was essentially a highly specialised genre but also

facilitated memorisation and circulation of the entries. By situating the cited

authorities in a historical narrative, including poetry quotations, and offering

a good pun, al-Ḥarīrī made the subject matter more engaging and accessible.

Later authors may not have surpassed al-Ḥarīrī’s linguistic ingenuity, but

they at least tried to benefit from the slipstream of this famous text by com-

menting, supplementing, abridging, or refuting it. His treatise therefore laid the

groundwork for a creative reworking of the source material that manifested in

various forms. As seen in the previous chapter, the “dictionary as commentary”

was not a mere repetition of authoritative sources, but rather a lively, and at

times polemical, engagement with them. While al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat al-ghawwāṣ

functioned as a master text from which a commentarial tradition on the topic

of laḥn emerged, it only provided the lemmata—the keywords that instigated

commentary. This chapter shows that the works responding to the Durra had

significant autonomy, developing distinct scopes and concerns.

1 Laḥn al-ʿāmma in the Post-formative Period

In this chapter, I trace the functions of laḥnworks in the post-formative period,

not by discussing themchronologically or individually—many arewell-known,

and more can be found in manuscript collections—but by examining how

their authors framed and focused their subject, engagedwith the tradition, and

introduced innovations. To understand the stakes in the field of laḥn al-ʿāmma,

it is helpful to first become acquainted with some of the concepts debated in

this subfield of lugha, often emerging as contrasting pairs: ʿarabī and muwal-

lad, “genuine Arabic” and “hybrid,” and ʿāmma and khāṣṣa, the “general” and

the “specific”—to mention some out of many options for translation.

Against this backdrop, I will highlight three aspects of laḥn works from

the post-formative period. First, I will show how al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat al-ghawwāṣ

served as a guiding thread through the history of laḥn and how its reception

created a common ground for understanding in the field, solidifying it as a

canonical text and a new starting point for the discussion of speech errors:

the canonisation of the Durra was by no means the last word on laḥn al-



anthologies of errors 71

ʿāmma. The second aspect of laḥn works in the post-formative period that I

wish to emphasise is the relevanceof their content and the extent towhich they

were informed by actual language use. The frequent references to “our time”

and “our region” in treatises on laḥn by the Ottoman historian Kemalpaşazāde

(d. 940/1534) and his contemporaries make it abundantly clear that the sole-

cisms contained in these treatises were not deadweight examples traditionally

passed down, but rather the result of observations on language change, even if

not framed as such. Thirdly, I will highlight a second approach to engagingwith

laḥn: deviations from the norm could be interpreted or “rebranded” as lughāt,

language variants. Authors would consult comprehensive dictionaries, mainly

al-Ṣiḥāḥ and al-Qāmūs, for evidence that a certain variation was part of the

corpus of the high language, the ʿarabiyya. This interpretation of current lan-

guage use reveals a desire to reconcile language change with the norm through

a mastery of the sources.

1.1 Distinguishing Deviation

Even in the early days of Arabic lexicography, scholars realised that the lan-

guage was changing: the Arabic spoken in their environment was no longer

the Arabic of the Qurʾān or pre-Islamic poetry. This development was generally

ascribed to a “corruption” of language through foreign influences—modern lin-

guistics would term this “language contact.” The purest Arabic was considered

to be that of theBedouinwho, unlike city dwellers,were not exposed to deterio-

rating influences. Al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl, the language specialist in the anecdote

opening this chapter, was one of many scholars who lived in the city andmade

field trips to study theArabic of the Bedouin. Born inMerv in present-dayTurk-

menistan, he was raised in Basra and, as the story goes, spent a long time in

the desert. The objective of such field work was to collect samples: in order to

identify incorrect language, the lexicographer needed to establish a corpus of

correct Arabic. Field workwas amethod used to corroborate the usage of a cer-

tain word, ideally in the form of probative quotations. The incentive to collect

speech samples was not to limit the language, but to encompass it—to collect

what was around, even if it was rare; the testimony of a Bedouin speaker could

affirm its correctness.

The linguistic knowledge that al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl gathered first-hand from

the second generation of the Prophet’s Companions and Bedouin informants

was passed on to later lexicographers. According to the biographer Yaʿqūb ibn

ʿAbd Allāh al-Ḥamawī, known as Yāqūt al-Rūmī (d. 626/1229), “he is a reliable

source who is cited for linguistic evidence in the Ṣiḥāḥ.”2

2 Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī al-Rūmī, Muʿjam al-udabāʾ. Irshād al-arīb ilā maʿrifat al-adīb, 2758: ةقثوه
.حاحصلايفهباوجتحاةجح
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Lexicographers were aware of the often quoted saying that the most elo-

quent (afṣaḥ) human being was the Prophet and that only the Prophet had

known all of the language.3 As discussed in the previous chapter, ḥadīth grad-

ually became an important source for language study, allowing many unusual

expressions (gharīb) to become part of the ʿarabiyya. The Qurʾān also provided

material for the study of language variation: language scholars accounted for

thewell-established variant readings of the text (qirāʾāt) by linking them topre-

Islamic dialects.4 These authoritative sources—Qurʾān, ḥadīth, and Bedouin

language—thus served not only to establish the norm, but also to condone

those rare forms that, at first glance, seemed to deviate from the norm. So, what

was left for the scholar of laḥn to discuss?

1.2 The Genre of laḥn Historically

The word laḥn initially denoted “a way of speaking” and acquired the mean-

ing of “melody” beginning in the fourth/tenth century.5 The notion of “speech

error” is present, at least, from the second/eighth century onward.6 Authors

of early treatises on laḥn, conceived and transmitted contemporaneously with

other genres of lexicography, arranged their catchwords starting with the

phrase lā taqul (“do not say …”), in the same manner as al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl

in the anecdote cited above. The word laḥn is used synonymously with ghalaṭ

(“error”) in the Kitāb of ʿAmr ibn ʿUthmān Sībawayhi (d. ca. 180/796).7 The ear-

liest extant list of speech errors was most likely written by Abū al-Ḥasan ʿAlī

3 As found in Muḥammad ibn Idrīs al-Shāfiʿī’s (d. 204/820) al-Risāla, ed. Aḥmad Muḥammad

Shākir (Beirut: al-Maktaba al-ʿilmiyya, 1990), 42, and quoted, for instance, by al-Suyūṭī and

al-Zabīdī: see al-Suyūṭī, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā, 1:65; al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs,

1:21.

4 E.g., as attested by reports about the Companion Abū al-ʿAbbās ʿAbdallāh Ibn ʿAbbās (d. 68/

687), an important transmitter of the Qurʾan, its interpretation, and ḥadīth. Several later

scholars collected these reports and the disputes between Ibn ʿAbbās and Nāfiʿ ibn al-Azraq

(d. 65/685) on Qurʾanic vocabulary, e.g., al-Suyūṭī in al-Itqān fī ʿulūm al-Qurʾān. One of these

collectionsof reportswasprintedas Ṣalāḥal-Dīn al-Munajjid, ed.,Kitābal-Lughāt fī al-Qurʾān.

Riwāyat Ibn Ḥasnūn al-Muqriʾ bi-isnādihi ilā Ibn ʿAbbās, 2nd ed. (Beirut: Dār al-kitāb al-jadīd,

1392/1972). See Andrew Rippin, “Ibn ʿAbbās’s al-lughāt fī ’l-Qurʾān,” Bulletin of the School of

Oriental and African Studies 44, no. 1 (1981): 15–25.

5 For a discussion of the meanings of laḥn and their relation to each other, see Manfred Ull-

mann,Wa-ḫairu l-ḥadīṯi mā kāna laḥnan.Mit einem Anhang von Rainer Degen: Bemerkungen

zu lḥn im Nordwestsemitischen (München: C.H. Beck, 1979).

6 However, according to ʿAbderrahman Hadj-Salah, “Lug̲h̲a,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Sec-

ond Edition, ed. C.E. Bosworth et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1983), 5:804, laḥn started “having a much

stronger sense and ultimately taking on, in the 3rd/9th century, the meaning of ‘incorrect-

ness.’ ”

7 Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 170.
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ibn Ḥamza al-Kisāʾī (d. 189/805), an important member of the Kufan school of

grammar.8 Under the titleMā talḥanu fīhi al-ʿawāmm (“Speech Errors the Com-

moners Commit”), he provides a list of contemporary solecisms, introduced by

thewords taqul (“say”)wa-lā taqul (“anddonot say”). They are neither arranged

alphabetically nor topically.9

Later authors of laḥn treatises often arranged their lemmata in a rough

alphabetical order, which suggests that the arrangement was made during the

writing process; it is possible that later copyists corrected and refined this

order.10 As we will see, laḥn works could also be arranged topically, with each

section containing examples of a specific type of solecism.These could include:

an error in the use of a verb form (often the exchange of the faʿala and afʿala

forms, and the use of infaʿala as a passive); a mistake caused by exchanging

one consonant for another (as in the anecdote about al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl); a

wrong plural form; incorrect gemination of a consonant (tashdīd) or omission

of a geminated consonant (takhfīf ); as well as the use of incorrect vocalisation

( fatḥa instead of ḍamma, etc.). Some mistakes are visible in writing, such as

the exchange of letters, especially undotted ones for dotted ones and vice versa.

However, many topics treated in laḥn treatises concern spoken, not written,

language: errors in vocalisation would not be visible from a written text only.

1.3 Laḥn andmuwallad

The reference for correct Arabic was the fixed corpus of texts from pre- and

early Islamic times, roughly up to the end of theUmayyad period (mid-second/

mid-eighth century). In lexicography, the terms ʿarabiyya or kalām al-ʿarab

were used to denote the language belonging to this corpus. It was always

referred to in the third person plural and past tense: they spoke in this way, they

used a givenword in a certainmanner. Therewas an obvious temporal distance

between the scholars who described the language and the people who used it.

8 Abū al-Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn Ḥamza ibn Bahman ibn Fayrūz al-Asadī al-Kisāʾī, Mā talḥanu fīhi

al-ʿawāmm, ed. Ramaḍān ʿAbd al-Tawwāb (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khānji, 1982).

9 Today, such lists still circulate, for instance, on Facebook and Twitter/X. One user gives a

list titled Akhṭāʾ shāʿiyya: qul wa-lā taqul, containing 20 “common errors” inModern Stan-

dard Arabic. See https://x.com/moj2200/status/1100831069627187200, February 27, 2019,

accessed October 1, 2024.

10 On this practice in Classical Antiquity and the European Middle Ages, see Ann Blair,

Too Much to Know: Managing Scholarly Information before the Modern Age (New Haven–

London: Yale University Press, 2010), 40:

[T]he compiler entered words on a sheet reserved for words beginning with that letter

in the order inwhich he encountered them, and the terms could be alphabetizedmore

carefully as the page was copied over a second time.

https://x.com/moj2200/status/1100831069627187200
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Textual evidence from poets who composed their texts after this era was

called muwallad. The Arabic term, which literally means “half-breed,” does

not in itself connote temporality or chronology, nor does it carry an intrin-

sic judgement—and, at least in language scholarship, it is not ethnically or

ideologically charged.11 A common linguistic rendition of the term would be

“neologism,” literally a “newword,” implyingopposition to “oldwords” that exist

within a fixed historical frame, separate from neologisms. The term, therefore,

refers to a word that was not used by the Arabs/Bedouin andwas coined later.12

The link to the perceived corruption of language becomes clear in a passage in

ʿAmr ibnBaḥr al-Jāḥiẓ’ (d. 255/868–869)Kitāb al-Ḥayawān (“Bookof Animals”),

in which he remarks on Arabs, Bedouin, andmuwalladūn:

The question which I do not shy away from and am not afraid to argue

about is that the ʿArab and Aʿrāb, both the nomadic and sedentary Arabs,

are generally better poets than those poets who live in towns and vil-

lages and are not of pure Arab stock among the new generation (min

al-muwallada wa-l-nābita).13

This narrative contrasts city dwellers with desert dwellers, suggesting that the

new generation of townspeople are not “pure” Arabs anymore.14 The poetry of

a muwallad poet thus cannot be used to corroborate ʿarabī language, and if

11 However, al-Khalīl uses the word in a negative sense in the context of the ‘forgery’ of lexi-

cological material, when he says in the introduction of his dictionary thatmuwalladāt are

not permissible in the speech of the Arabs. See al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad, Kitāb al-ʿAyn, 1:52, 53;

cf. Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 28.

12 P. Chalmeta andW.P. Heinrichs, “Muwallad,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed.

B. Lewis et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 7:807–808:

The term is partly due to a semantic extension of the wordmuwalladmeaning “not of

pureArab (Bedouin) stock” […] fromdenoting people to characterising their language,

and partly based on a figurative understanding of the literal meaning: “s.th. that is pro-

duced by making s.th. else give birth to it”, thus “a word newly derived from a known

root” or “a poetic motif extracted from a knownmotif.”

13 Abū ʿUthmān ʿAmr ibn Baḥr al-Jāḥiẓ, Kitāb al-Ḥayawān, ed. ʿAbd al-Salām Muḥammad

Hārūn, vol. 3 (Cairo: Muṣṭafā l-Bābī al-Ḥalabī, 1356), 130:

رئاسنمرضحلاوودبلاوبارعألاوبرعلاةماعنأاهيفةموصخلاباهأالواهنممشتحأاليتلاةيضقلاو

.ةتبانلاوةدلوملانمىرقلاوراصمألاءارعشنمرعشأبرعلا

14 On the construction of Arab identity by al-Jāḥiẓ, see alsoWebb, Imagining the Arabs, 189–

194.
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muwallad poetry is cited in lexicological treatises, this is always done with a

caveat.

The definition of muwallad in the introduction of Muḥammad Murtaḍā al-

Zabīdī’s (d. 1205/1790) monumental twelfth/eighteenth-century dictionary Tāj

al-ʿarūs adds yet another nuance:

As for the neologism, it is that which the muwalladūn created, whose

expressions are not deemed authoritative (lā yuḥtajju bi-alfāẓihim). The

difference between it and the fabricated (maṣnūʿ) is that he who fabri-

cates presents it as if it were pure Arabic while this is not the case. And in

Mukhtaṣar al-ʿAyn of al-Zubaydī [it says] that the muwallad in speech is

themodern (al-muḥdath); and in Dīwān al-adab of al-Fārābī it says: “This

is Arabic, and this is a neologism;” so it says in al-Muzhir.15

Al-Zabīdī provides this statement in the context of the question of forgery

or the permissibility of the use of certain words that are not attested in the

ʿarabiyya. Maṣnūʿ (“fabricated” or “forged”) material represents an illegitimate

category because its inventor provides a concocted ḥujja. The word ḥujja and

the verb iḥtajja are important: “to provide evidence” means to offer a probative

quotation (shāhid) from the corpus of the ʿarabiyya (i.e., from ʿuṣūr al-iḥtijāj,

“the epochs of reliable usage,” as Baalbaki translates the term). A quote from

muwallad poetry, however, may be used to demonstrate that a word ismuwal-

lad, not to presentmuwallad as ʿarabī.

It is clear from the above passage that al-Zabīdī assumes the reader knows

who the muwalladūn are. The passage also highlights the synonymy between

muwallad and muḥdath (“modern”), which generally refers to poets from the

Abbasid era onward.16 However, similar to the case of ḥadīth discussed in the

previous chapter, there appears to be a less strict application of the rule of

restriction to ʿuṣūr al-iḥtijāj in lexicography than in grammar. While the num-

ber of poetry quotations from the third/ninth century onward is negligible

15 Al-Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿarūs, 1:29:

هدرويعونصملانأعونصملانيبوهنيبقرفلاو،مهظافلأبجتحيالنيذلانودلوملاهثدحأاموهف،دلوملاامأو

،ثدحملا:مالكلانمدلوملانأيديبزللنيعلارصتخميفو،هفالخباذهو،حيصفيبرعهنأىلعهبحاص

.رهزملايفاذك،ةدلومهذهو،ةيبرعهذه:لاقييبارافللبدألاناويديفو

16 SeeG.J.H. vanGelder, “Muḥdath̲̲ūn,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. SecondEdition, ed. P.J. Bear-

man et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 12:637–640.
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compared to the pre- and early-Islamic shawāhid, some Abbasid poets are

cited for their linguistic genius. The most prominent example is Abū al-Ṭayyib

Aḥmad ibn al-Ḥusayn al-Mutanabbī (d. 354/965), whom we will encounter

below.17

1.4 Muwallad in Treatises on laḥn

The reference point for correct usage, and thus for detecting solecism, is the

ʿarabiyya. The poetry of themuwalladūn forms, as it were, a grey area between

correct and incorrect language use and can be cited to illustrate both. Laḥn

treatises make ample use of it.

An ambivalent attitude toward muwallad is expressed by the author of a

ninth/fifteenth century treatise on laḥn entitled al-Jumāna fī izālat al-raṭāna

(“The Pearl on the Elimination of Gibberish”).18 As far as I am aware, this is the

first time the author of a treatise on solecism explicitly provides a justification

for includingmuwallad poetry. In his introduction, he writes:

On these pages, I have mentioned the changes from the speech of the

Arabs that I am aware of; that which is often found in poetry and prose

and which everyone should know about. I have complemented it with

the correct names they failed tomention for the colloquial meanings and

the Arabic expressions; and I have therefore entitled it “The Pearl on the

Elimination of Gibberish.”

Do not hold against me that I have cited some poetry by the mod-

erns (muwalladīn), for I have quoted it not for attestation purposes (li-

l-istishhād) but to spice and to sweeten it. After all, some of what is men-

tioned in it is too widespread to require linguistic evidence.19

17 Baalbaki,The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 35–36 counted the instances of quotations

from Abbasid poets in Lisān al-ʿarab and found that, for instance, al-Mutanabbī is cited

eleven times. As Lisān al-ʿarab is a compilation, it would be helpful to know from which

work Ibn Manẓūr has taken these quotations.

18 The editor ascribes the treatises to a certain Ibn al-Imām and states that it describes

the dialect situation in ninth/fifteenth-century Tunisia. See Ḥasan Ḥusnī ʿAbd al-Wahhāb

al-Ṣamādaḥī, ed., al-Jumāna fī izālat al-raṭāna: baḥth fī lughat al-takhāṭub fī al-Andalus

wa-Tūnis li-baʿḍ ʿulamāʾ al-qarn al-tāsiʿ al-Hijrī (Cairo: Maṭbaʿat al-maʿhad al-Faransī li-

l-āthār al-sharqiyya, 1953). Cf. Ramadān ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, Laḥn al-ʿāmma wa-l-taṭawwur

al-lughawī (Cairo: Dār al-maʿārif bi-Miṣr, 1967), 276. It is the first time we find a work with

raṭāna (“gibberish,” “jabber”) in its title, a term already used by al-Jāḥiẓ for sūqī, “market-

place language.” See al-Jāḥiẓ, al-Bayān wa-l-tabyīn, 1:135; ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, Laḥn al-ʿāmma

wa-l-taṭawwur al-lughawī, 276–283.

19 Al-Ṣamādaḥī, al-Jumāna fī izālat al-raṭāna, 1:
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The author of al-Jumāna, who must have been from the Maghreb, frequently

and favourably quotes the Andalusian poet and literary critic Ḥāzim ibn Mu-

ḥammad al-Anṣārī al-Qarṭājannī (d. 684/1285) and other “moderns.”20 His in-

troduction provides both a reason and an apology for their inclusion. The fact

that authors of laḥn addedmuwallad poetry for probative quotations does not

imply that they started taking their inspiration from the “streets” (i.e., from

“popular” poetic genres written in dialect, such as the muwashshaḥ and the

mawāliyā). While the corpus of texts used as shawāhid is expanded, the cor-

pus of correct language does not expand simultaneously. This is shown in an

example from al-Jumāna where the author discusses the incorrect use of the

pluralmaghānī:

An example of this is that they say al-maghānī and mean al-aghānī, the

plural of ghany, which is “singing.” They are mistaken, for al-maghānī in

the speech of the Arabs are “dwellings,” the plural of maghnā, and it is

the place in which their people live, and correct would be to say aghānin

when “song” and “melody” are meant. A case of mentioning al-maghānī

are al-Mutanabbī’s words:

The dwellings of the valley of Bovan are the most pleasant

in the season of spring time

Ḥāzimmeant this when he said:

When you visit the dwellings with her, whoever sees her

makes the valley sacrifice its dwellings for her.

حبقيوهرودرابخألاوراعشألايفرثكيامم،برعلامالكنمريغاممينرضحاماهيفتركذقاروأهذهف

كلذلهتيمسو،ةيبرعلاظافلألاوةلوادتملايناعملايفةحيصفلاءامسألانمهولمهأامركذبهتفدرأو،هلهج

لبهبداهشتساللهقسنملانأل،نيدلوملارعشضعبهيفانداشنإبانيلعضرتعيالو.ةناطرلاةلازإيفةنامجلا

.هيلعدهشتسينأنمرهشأهيفركذامضعبذإ،ةيلحتوًاحيلمت

20 The author of al-Jumāna mainly quotes from Ḥāzim’s long rajaz panegyric al-Maqṣūra

which eulogises the Ḥafsid ruler al-Mustanṣir (r. 647/1249–675/1277), praising Ḥāzim in

several instances, e.g., withmāaḥsanamāwaqaʿa fī lafẓi shādin qawla Ḥāzim (25). He also

extols other “modern” poets, such as Abū al-Maḥāsin Muḥammad ibn Naṣr Ibn ʿUnayn

(d. 630/1233), lauding part of his poem in praise of Damascus (7): hādhā l-baytu wa-mā

baʿdahu ghāyatun fī l-iḥsān.
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It means the houses of the valley, and by “valley” he means the valley of

Bovan on Persian land, which is one of the places famous for its beauty

and the many trees and the streams and the many birds.21

The status of muwallad poetry in this treatise is evident from how the author

juxtaposes his sources: he cites a verse by al-Mutanabbī in tandemwith a verse

from Ḥāzim, suggesting that the language of Ḥāzim, despite his beingmuwal-

lad, could serve as a shāhid to kalām al-ʿarab just as much as al-Mutanabbī’s.

While the author argues that Ḥāzim’s maghānī al-shiʿb refers to the famous

poem by al-Mutanabbī, his comment on Ḥāzim’s verse also reveals that the

meaning of the wordmaghānī may not have been clear to contemporary read-

ers, precisely because its meaning shifted from the time of al-Mutanabbī to

their own.

Two centuries later, the qāḍī and literary anthologist Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad

ibnMuḥammad al-Khafājī (d. 1069/1659) wrote a work that, judging by its title,

belonged to the realmof loanwords (muʿarrab ordakhīl).22 In his Shifāʾ al-ghalīl

fīmā fī kalām al-ʿarab min al-dakhīl (“Quenching the Thirst on What Intruded

the Speech of the Arabs”), however, he also includesmuwallad and laḥnmate-

rial. In the introduction, al-Khafājī states that he has “included the section of

muwallad, which, up until now (ilā al-ān), was not documented in a book.”23

He returns to this statement later, saying:

21 Al-Ṣamādaḥī, al-Jumāna fī izālat al-raṭāna, 38:

،نوئطخيوتوصلايفبيرطتلاوهيذلاىنغعمجيناغألاىنعمىلإهبنوبهذييناغملامهلوقكلذنمو

يذلايفلاقينأباوصلاو،هلهأهبماقأيذلاناكملاوهو،ىنغمعمجلزانملابرعلاةغليفيناغملاامنإو

:يبنتملالوقيناغملاركذهيفعقواممو،نٍاغأتوصلاوىنغلاهبداري

نِامَزلانَِمعِيبَرلاِةَلِزنَمِبيناغَملايفًابيطبِعَشلايناغَم

:هلوقيفمزاحراشأاذهىلإو

اَدِفبِْعشِلايِناَغَماهَللَعْجيَاهَرَينَمًايِناَغَماَهِبىَشْغَت

ةروهشملانكامألانموهوسرافضرأبيذلاناّوببعشبعشلابهدارمو،بعشلالزانميأ

…رايطألاةرثكوهايملاقفدتوراجشألاةرثكونسحلاب

Also note that the content of the verse is explained, even though its exactmeaning has no

bearing on the question of laḥn.

22 Al-Khafājī and Shifāʾ al-ghalīlwill be discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

23 Shihāb al-DīnAḥmad ibnMuḥammadal-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl fīmā fī kalāmal-ʿarabmin

al-dakhīl, ed. Muḥammad Kashshāsh (Beirut: Dār al-kutub al-ʿilmiyya, 1997), 32.
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Know that, to enhance its utility, I mention in this book of mine what

some language specialists (baʿḍ ahl al-lugha) might mention, either be-

cause they fail to point out that it is muwallad—and the author of the

Qāmūs does this frequently, he even bases some of the dialect variants

(lughāt) on books of medicine, which is one of his grave errors—or

because they have not verified its meaning and it is a rare word that is

seldom used.24

Al-Khafājīmakes a sharpdistinctionbetweengeneral lexicography—thebooks

of ahl al-lugha—and his own work on loanwords, neologisms, and solecisms.

While general lexicography should only contain samples from the ʿarabiyya

(or at least make it clear if it does not), al-Khafājī collects muwallad. By the

eleventh/seventeenth century, it seems the genre of laḥn evolved from a con-

cise list of words that should not be used to a collection of curiosities.

2 A Genre of Its Own: Engagement with al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat

al-ghawwāṣ

The steady tradition of laḥn al-ʿāmma works from the second/eighth century

onward shows that Arabic language scholars never lost interest in the issue of

solecism. They explored it in independent treatises and discussed it in com-

mentaries. The continued presence of writings on the subject throughout the

history of Arabic philologymakes it unnecessary to speak of a ‘revival’ of works

on laḥn in the post-formative period. Instead, it stands to reason that one par-

ticular treatise marked a watershed in the genre: al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat al-ghawwāṣ

fī awhām al-khawāṣṣ did much to propel and intensify the interest in laḥn. In

the centuries following al-Ḥarīrī’s text, engagementwith laḥn almost invariably

took the formof a ‘reworking’ of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ. In this section, Iwill exam-

ine the impact of this treatise onmost of the laḥnworks thatwere subsequently

produced.

While earlier texts on laḥn couldbe regarded as somewhat dry and technical,

Durrat al-ghawwāṣ lures the reader right from its title, “The Diver’s pearl on the

24 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 45–46:

—دلومهنأىلعهيبنتلامهكرتلامإةغللالهأضعبهركذيدقامةدئافللًاميمتتاذهيباتكيفركذأينأملعا

هتاطقسنموهوبطلابتكىلعتاغللاضعبيفدمتعيهارتىتحًاريثكهلعفيسوماقلابحاصو

.لامعتسالاردانًابيرغهنوكـلامإوهانعماوققحيملمهنألامإو—ةحضافلا
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Errors of the Elite.” The intellectual elite (khāṣṣa) of language scholars deter-

mined and documented the boundaries between correct and incorrect speech.

The divide between an “in-group” or social elite and the rest of society is often

stated in Arabic with the terms khāṣṣa and ʿāmma, the “specific” and the “gen-

eral” or the “elite” and the “commoners”—adivision that pervaded all branches

of scholarship and all social practices, from jurisprudence to Sufism.25 It can be

seen both as an expression of social hierarchy and of “social interiority/exte-

riority” (i.e., the division between private and public space or “in-group and

out-group”).26

The question that arises from this division is:Who belongs to the ʿāmma and

who belongs to the khāṣṣa regarding solecism? Attempts have been made to

identify the social groups designated by these termswith reference to al-Jāḥiẓ’s

al-Bayān wa-l-tabyīn (“Clear Speech and Clarifying Speech”):

If you hear me mention the commoners (ʿawāmm), I do not mean the

peasants and the riffraff, the craftsmen or the merchants. Nor do I mean

the Kurds in the mountains or the inhabitants of the islands in the seas

[…]No, the communitiesworthy of mention are four out of all people: the

Arabs, the Persians, the Indians, and the Turks. The others are barbarians

or near-barbarians. As for the ʿawāmm from our religion and our denomi-

nation, our language, ourmanners (adabinā) and ourmorals (akhlāqinā),

they are the class whose intelligence andmorals are above those commu-

nities butwhodonot attain the level of the khāṣṣa amongus, even though

the khāṣṣa also contend for a class division among themselves.27

25 See ShahabAhmed,What Is Islam?The Importance of Being Islamic (Princeton, NJ: Prince-

ton University Press, 2016), 372–377; Thomas Herzog, “Mamluk (Popular) Culture. The

State of Research,” in Ubi Sumus? Quo Vademus? Mamluk Studies–State of the Art, ed.

Stephan Conermann, Mamluk Studies 3 (Göttingen: V&R Unipress, 2013), 133.

26 Cf. Ahmed,What Is Islam?, 385.

27 Al-Jāḥiẓ, al-Bayān wa-l-tabyīn, 1:137:

ًاضيأينعأتسلو،ةعابلاوعانصلاوةوشحلاونيحالفلاينعأتسلينإفماوعلاركذأينومتعمساذإو

،برعلا:عبرأسانلاعيمجنمنوروكذملاممألاامنإو]…[راحبلايفرئازجلاناكسو،لابجلايفداركألا

انبداوانتغلو،انتوعدوانتلملهأنمماوعلاامأو.جمهلاهابشأوجمهنوقابلاو.مورلاو،دنهلاو،سرافلاو

ةصاخلانأىلع،انمةصاخلاةلزنماوغلبيملوممألاكلتقوفاهقالخأواهلوقعيتلاةقبطلاف،انقالخأو

.ًاضيأتاقبطيفلضافتت

See also Charles Pellat, “Laḥn al-ʿāmma,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed.

C.E. Bosworth et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1986), 5:610; Mohammed A.J. Beg, “al-K̲h̲āṣṣa wa ’l-
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This passage highlights a division in more than two groups, with the ʿawāmm

below the level of the khāṣṣa, but still relevant as a reference point. Obvi-

ously, social strata in the third/ninth centuryweremore complex than a simple

dichotomy of khāṣṣa and ʿāmma28—al-Jāḥiẓ says as much when he mentions

that the khāṣṣa vie for a further division into classes. It is likely that the increas-

ingly fuzzy boundaries between the elite and upcoming “middle class” (which

would equal the ʿāmma in al-Jāḥiẓ’ definition of it) contributed to the desire

of the khāṣṣa to distinguish themselves more clearly. In any case, the self-

pronounced members of the khāṣṣa seemed content with these two terms.

The titles of the laḥnworks use the reference to al-ʿāmma to showwhat kind

of language al-khāṣṣa should avoid. In the late second/eighth century, al-Kisāʾī,

the first known author of a treatise devoted to laḥn, identified the beneficia-

ries of his treatise as ahl al-faṣāḥa (“those with a perfect command of Arabic,”

i.e., professional language scholars).29 A descendant of an Iranian family and

mawlā of the tribe of Banū Asad, al-Kisāʾī is said to have commenced his gram-

mar studies due to difficulties with Arabic.30 This may be a topos of Arabic

language scholarship: it is also reported that Sībawayhi had a speech defect.31

Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan al-Zubaydī (d. 379/989), an Andalusian

language scholar closely associated with the Umayyad caliphs on the Iberian

Peninsula, described his observations of language corruption. He speaks of

words which

the commoners among us corrupted or of which they changed the pro-

nunciation, or which they put in the wrong place, and in which most of

the elite followed them, so that even the poets included them in their

poetry, and they were used by prominent scribes and the highest court

servants in their letters, and they encountered them in their assemblies.32

ʿāmma,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed. E. van Donzel et al. (Leiden: Brill,

1977), 4: 1098–1100.

28 See Beg, “al-K̲h̲āṣṣa wa ’l-ʿāmma.”

29 Al-Kisāʾī, Mā talḥanu fīhi al-ʿawāmm, 99: . هتفرعمنمةحاصفلالهأنمدبالو
30 Rudolf Sellheim, “al-Kisāʾī,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed. C.E. Bosworth et

al. (Leiden: Brill, 1980), 5:174–175.

31 Kees Versteegh, “What’s it Like to Be a Persian? Sībawayhi’s Treatment of Loanwords,” in

The Foundations of Arabic Linguistics ii: Kitāb Sībawayhi: Interpretation andTransmission,

ed. Amal EleshaMarogy andKeesVersteegh, Studies in Semitic Languages and Linguistics

83 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 203.

32 Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Ḥasan ibn Madḥaj al-Zubaydī, Laḥn al-ʿawāmm, ed. Ramaḍān

ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, 2nd ed. (Cairo: Maktabat al-khānjī bi-l-Qāhira, 1420/2000), 62:
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Other authors also criticise the khāṣṣa and take their mistakes as a point of

departure for analysing speech errors, as al-Ḥarīrī does inDurrat al-ghawwāṣ.33

Besides referring to al-khawāṣṣ in his title, he states in his brief introduction

that the targets of his study are the high-ranking udabāʾ, who, despite their sta-

tus, rival the commoners in the mistakes they make in speaking and writing.34

Al-Ḥarīrī also professes the intention to entertain with anecdotes and true sto-

ries. The text itself provides 222 entries of awhām al-khāṣṣa, introducedmostly

with wa-yaqūlūna (“and they say”), wa-min awhāmihim (“among their errors

is”), and similar expressions. The entries discuss lexical questions, pronuncia-

tion, syntax, and orthography.

A factor accounting for the popularity of Durrat al-ghawwāṣmay have been

its author’s renown in the genre of the maqāma. Al-Ḥarīrī’s collection of fifty

Maqāmāt was considered the apex of the still young genre ever since its pub-

lication in the year 504/1111.35 This fame spread to the author’s philological

works, which also include a grammar treatise entitled Mulḥat al-iʿrāb (“The

Punchline of Inflection”). Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, written in Basra, was immedi-

ately received throughout the Arabic-speaking world. Scholars who penned

commentaries on al-Ḥarīrī’s text include Abū Manṣūr Mawhūb ibn Aḥmad

al-Jawālīqī (d. 540/1144) from Baghdad, Muḥammad ibn Abī Muḥammad Ibn

Ẓafar fromSicily (d. 565/1170), the Cairene commentator AbūMuḥammad ʿAbd

Allāh Ibn Barrī (d. 582/1187), and IbnManẓūr al-Ifrīqī (d. 711/1311), the author of

Lisān al-ʿarab.

ىتح،ةصاخلارثكأكلذىلعمهعباتو،هعضومريغهوعضووأ،هظفلاولاحأف،اندنعةماعلاهتدسفأدقامم

.مهلفاحميفهباوقالتو،مهلئاسريفةمدخلاةيلعو،باتكلاةلجهلمعتساو،مهراعشأءارعشلاهتنمض

Similarly in his introduction to Mukhtaṣar laḥn al-ʿawāmm: انماوعهدسفأاميفانفلأدقانك
انصاوخنمريثكو : “We have written downwhat our commoners andmany of our elite have

corrupted.” See al-Zubaydī, Laḥn al-ʿawāmm, 66.

33 Al-Ḥarīrī was not the first to address the khāṣṣa in the title of his treatise, but of earlier

texts only the titles survive. See Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 181.

34 Al-Ḥarīrī, Durrat al-ghawwās, 2:

نمطرفيامضعبيفةماعلااوهاضدقبدالاةمسباومسوتوبترلاةمنسأاومنستنمماريثكتيأرانأف

…مهمالك

35 Matthew L. Keegan, “Commentators, Collators, and Copyists: Interpreting Manuscript

Variation in the Exordiumof Al-Ḥarīrī’sMaqāmāt,” in ArabicHumanities, IslamicThought.

Essays inHonor of Everett K. Rowson, ed. Joseph E. Lowry and ShawkatM.Toorawa, Islamic

History and Civilization 141 (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 296.
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In the technical lexicographical sense, Durrat al-ghawwāṣ does not repre-

sent a new development in the genre of laḥn. Al-Ḥarīrī neither introduces a

newmethod or scope, nor does he systematically rearrange the entries. On the

contrary, he collects errors in a seemingly haphazardmanner, foregoing alpha-

betical order and linking them through association—an approach well estab-

lished in general lexicography. Many entries digress, often addressing more

than one error. Renowned for his literary ingenuity andmastery of the lexicon,

al-Ḥarīrī successfully combines the useful with the pleasurable, transforming a

word list into a work of adab. The anecdote in the introduction to this chapter

is just one example out of many. However, the Durra’s lack of internal arrange-

ment and al-Ḥarīrī’s self-confident discussion of cases that others considered

ambiguousmay have contributed evenmore than its rich anecdotal content to

the stream of commentaries that ensued.

2.1 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī and the Durra: radd and qabūl

One of the authors engaging intensively with Durrat al-ghawwāṣ was Raḍī

al-Dīn Abū ʿAbd Allāh Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm al-Ḥalabī, known as Ibn al-

Ḥanbalī (d. 971/1563),36 a prolific writer on ḥadīth, history, and poetry, and

well-versed inmedicine andmathematics. Born in Aleppo in 907/1501, he lived

through the transition from Mamluk to Ottoman rule in Syria. His local his-

tory, Durr al-ḥabab fī tārīkh aʿyān Ḥalab (“The Shining Pearls on the History

of the Notables of Aleppo”), which can also be read as a literary anthology

of his day, provides a lively picture of political, intellectual, and social life in

tenth/sixteenth-century Aleppo. The work highlights the importance of disci-

plines such as poetry, qirāʾāt, and fiqh, to name a few. Ibn al-Ḥanbalī received

his early education in Aleppo, later travelling to Damascus for further stud-

ies. Among his students was the prominent qāḍī Muḥibb al-Dīn (d. 1016/1608),

great-grandfather of famous eleventh/seventeenth-century historian Muḥam-

mad al-Amīn ibn Faḍl Allāh al-Muḥibbī (d. 1111/1699).37

In the introduction to his treatise on laḥn, ʿAqd al-khalāṣ fī naqd kalām al-

khawāṣṣ (“The Concise Conclusion on the Critique of the Elite’s Speech”), Ibn

al-Ḥanbalī presents the work as a sequel to his first laḥn treatise, which he

describes as an “extract” from al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat al-ghawwāṣ.38 ʿAqd al-khalāṣ is

36 The “Ḥanbalī” in his name comes from the affiliation of his forefathers—his grandfather

was aḤanbalī judge though Ibn al-Ḥanbalī himself was aḤanafī. See NihādḤassūbī Ṣāliḥ,

Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya maʿa taḥqīq kitābihi ʿAqd al-khalāṣ fī naqd kalām al-

khawāṣṣ (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-Risāla, 1407/1978), 23.

37 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 28–29.

38 He calls his first book, al-Durr al-multaqaṭ fī tabyīn al-ghalaṭ (“The Gathered Pearls on the
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divided into two sections: the first a refutation (radd) of “someof what al-Ḥarīrī

collected and referred to its origin,” and the second contains the statements of

al-Ḥarīrī with which Ibn al-Ḥanbalī agreed (qabūl).

The author proceeds according to the order of the Durra, introducing the

text of each respective entry of the Durra with the word jazama (“he [i.e., al-

Ḥarīrī] judged”) and then slightly abridging or altering the master text. Ibn

al-Ḥanbalī marks the departure from al-Ḥarīrī’s text with wa-aqūlu (“and I

say”), introducing the opinions of other authorities. These authorities not only

include earlier commentators of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, such as Ibn Barrī, but also

other lexicographers, mainly Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād al-Jawharī (d. ca. 400/1010)

andMajd al-DīnMuḥammad ibnYaʿqūb al-Fīrūzābādī (d. 817/1415). Their opin-

ions are compared and reconciled where possible, starting with the first entry

of the Durra, sāʾir:

Among their embarrassing errors (min awhāmihim al-fāḍiḥa) and plain

mistakes (aghlāṭihim al-wāḍiḥa) is the fact that they say: “The lot (sāʾir)

of the pilgrims arrived” and “the lot of the taxes were paid,” using sāʾir

as meaning “all” (al-jamīʿ) while in the speech of the Arabs it means “the

rest” (al-bāqī).39

While the issue itself is resolved quickly—the use of sāʾir for “all” is simply

incorrect—al-Ḥarīrī does not immediately proceed to the next topic. Instead,

he elaborates on the details. The quotation of a ḥadīth raises the question of

whether sāʾir refers to the largest or the smallest remainder of something. Al-

Ḥarīrī concludes that the consensus among the language scholars (ijmāʿ ahl

al-lugha) is that sāʾir can signify either the larger or smaller remainder.

This is where Ibn al-Ḥanbalī steps in. He begins by referencing the opin-

ions of the Durra’s commentators, Ibn Barrī and Ibn Manẓūr, who state that

sāʾir can mean both “all” and “the rest.” However, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī then cor-

rects this statement, arguing that Ibn Manẓūr misunderstood his source, Abū

ManṣūrMuḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Azharī’s (d. 370/980) dictionaryTahdhīb al-

Clarification of Error”), a “small piece” (nubdha) which he extracted (istakhrajtu) from

Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, see Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 169–170. According to

Ṣāliḥ (43), this work is lost.

39 Al-Ḥarīrī, Durrat al-ghawwās, 3:

نولمعتسيف.جارخلارئاسىفوتساوجاحلارئاسمدقنولوقيمهنأةحضاولامهطالغأوةحضافلامهماهوأنمف

.يقابلاىنعمببرعلامالكيفوهوعيمجلاىنعمبًارئاس
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lugha. To settle thematter, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī adduces the jurist and commentator

Zakariyyā ibn Muḥammad al-Anṣārī (d. 926/1520), citing the ḥadīth wa-sāʾiru

l-nāsi hamajun wa-l-hamaju fī l-nār—“all/the rest of man are riffraff and the

riffraff are in the fire.” In this context, the exact meaning of sāʾir is crucial. It

must mean “the rest,” as the scholar and the student are excluded from the cat-

egory of riffraff.40

Ibn al-Ḥanbalī then proceeds to quote al-Fīrūzābādī who, confident and

concise as ever, states that themeaning of sāʾir is “the rest,” dismissing the opin-

ion of others as tawahhum (“delusion”).41 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī then decides to opt for

the goldenmean: “You know that what confirms both statements is better than

what negates them; thus, one should rely on what is preponderant in both of

them.”42

The discussion continues, leading to amore fundamental question on termi-

nology, promptedby the opening sentence of the first entry in al-Ḥarīrī’sDurrat

al-ghawwāṣ: “Among their embarrassing errors (min awhāmihim al-fāḍiḥa) and

plainmistakes (aghlāṭihim al-wāḍiḥa) …” Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s comment highlights

a stylistic choice—rhyming parallelism of two synonymous terms—to insti-

gate a dialectical and philosophical discussion:

And if you said: “Al-Ḥarīrī uses both the expressions awhām and aghlāṭ; is

there a difference between them?” I would say:Wahmmay be compared

to ẓann, for wahm is believing what is less likely and ẓann is believing

what is preponderant, in contrast to doubt (shakk), which means there is

no inclination to either one of the sides, but vacillation. And from this, the

shortcoming of al-Jaʿbarī [the jurist Burhān al-Dīn al-Jaʿbarī, d. 732/1328]

is apparent, who said: “Wahm is the vacillation of themind in judging the

absent or the non-existent.” This may be equivalent to ghalaṭ here or in

the statement of Ibn Mujāhid that “murdafīn (Q 8:9) pronounced with a

fatḥa is wahm in one of two respects,” whereas what he means is ghalaṭ

as the statement says.43

40 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 172.

41 On the term tawahhum, see Ramzi Baalbaki, “Tawahhum: AnAmbiguous Concept in Early

ArabicGrammar,”Bulletin of the School of Oriental andAfrican Studies 45,2 (1982): 233–244.

42 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 173:

.امهيفحجارلاوهامىلعدمتعيلفامهيفننمريخنيلوقلاتبثمنأملعتتنأو

43 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 174–175:

دقمهولا:تلق؟امهنيبقرفنملهفطالغألاوماهوألايريرحلاةرابعنمىرتاميفعقو:تلقنإو
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While al-Ḥarīrī’s master text already addressed quite technical and subtle top-

ics, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s additions increase the level of detail, using the terminology

of uṣūl al- fiqh to introduce a level of terminological precision likely beyond

the original author’s intent. In this section of ʿAqd al-khalāṣ, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī

quotes additional ḥadīths to discuss the meaning of a certain word, highlight-

ing how the correct interpretation of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ entries often carries

legal implications.44

Importantly, the radd (lit. “response”) that Ibn al-Ḥanbalī devises in the first

section of his treatise is never an outright rejection or refutation of al-Ḥarīrī’s

statements, but a subtle qualification through the support of later authorities.

The dialectic structure (in qulta …, qultu) reflects a discussion that could have

actually taken place in a classroom setting or a learned circle. Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s

wide range of references from fiqh, ḥadīth and tafsīr shows the significance of

al-Ḥarīrī’s treatise and of getting language right—not just in language schol-

arship, but in all disciplines. The master text serves as an invitation to explore

new questions that are not explicitly raised by it.

Ibn al-Ḥanbalī not only discusses the terminological distinction between

wahm and ghalaṭ, but also engages the ʿāmma/khāṣṣa dichotomy. In the ques-

tion of whether the spelling and/or pronunciation shaḥāthor shaḥādh for “beg-

gar” is correct, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī cites theQāmūs, where shaḥāth is classified as an

error of the ʿāmma, and then argues:

The statement of the author of theQāmūs that shaḥāth for shaḥādh is an

error of the commoners does not contradict the fact that al-Ḥarīrī listed it

as an error of the elite, for it is possible that both groups equally commit

the error.45

الهنإفكشلافالخبحجارلاداقتعالانظلاو،حوجرملاداقتعالامهولانأاملنظلاةلباقميفقلطي

مهولانإ:لاقثيحيربعجلاروصقرهظيانههنمو.ددرتلاوهلب،نيفرطلانمدحاولهيفحيجرت

حتفنإدهاجمنبالوقيفعقوامكوانهامكطلغلاهبًادارمقلطيدقو.همدعبئاغلامكحلايفنهذلاددرت

.هبحيرصتلاعقوامكطلغلاهبهدارمنإفمهوليبقنيهجودحأيفنيفدرملاد

44 E.g., the discussion on the exact meaning of mutawātir, for which also the opinions of

jurists such as al-Jāribirdī (d. 746/1345) are quoted. See Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-

lughawiyya, 177.

45 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 337:

نحلنميريرحلادنعهنوكيفانيالوهوماوعلانحلنمذاحشللثاحشلاوسوماقلابحاصلوقو

.ًاعمناقيرفلاهيفنحلينأزاوجلصاوخلا
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This suggests that Ibn al-Ḥanbalī viewed al-Ḥarīrī’s treatise as a true reflection

of the speech errors of the elite, and that he also differentiates between the two

groups. This may also explain why themany (older) treatises bearing al-ʿāmma

in their titles are not cited as authorities in Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s work.

2.2 Taking a Joke Seriously

Within his systematic approach of addressing all entries of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ

with either radd or qabūl, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī also examines al-Ḥarīrī’s anecdote

about al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl regarding the question of whether the expression

maṣaḥa llāhu mā bika, uttered when visiting an ill person, should be written

with sīn or ṣād. He cites al-Ḥarīrī up to the punchline, where Abū Ṣāliḥ turns

into Abū Sāliḥ, then continues with his own radd, which deserves to be cited

in full:

And I say: Correct ismasaḥa llāhu mā bikawith a sīn, and this is what al-

Harawī [Abū ʿUbayd al-Qāsim ibn Sallām (d. 401/1011)] mentioned in his

well-known Book of the Two Gharībs. He said: “They say:masaḥa llāhumā

bikameaning ‘may he wash it from you and cleanse you from sins,’ and as

for his statement: ‘Correct ismaṣaḥa with a ṣād,’ this is an error, because

maṣaḥa is a verb that is only made transitive with bāʾ [i.e., the preposi-

tion bi-]. They say:maṣaḥtu bi-shayʾ, meaning ‘I went off with it.’ And if it

were with a ṣād, one would say: maṣaḥa llāhu bi-mā bika, meaning ‘May

he make it go away,’ or it is made transitive with hamza [i.e., through the

fourth verb form], and then you say: amṣaḥa llāhu mā bika.” All this is

what Ibn Barrī said.

Contrary to what he took from the Book of the Two Gharībs is that what

others took from Abū Zayd [al-Anṣārī (d. 215/830)]: “that al-masḥ in the

speech of the Arabs is washing or wiping” and contrary to what he took

from the Book of the Two Gharībs is that which others took from his asser-

tion that maṣaḥa is only made transitive with bāʾ on account of what

al-Naḍr cited, to the effect that it is not correct, bolstered bywhat hemen-

tioned.And the account of al-Jawharī is also “maṣaḥtu bi-l-shayʾ: I went off

with it,” and the claim of the man about the firmness (aṣāla) of the ṣād

in ṣirāṭ and ṣaqr is correct according to al-Jawharī, who said: “Al-ṣaqr is

the bird that is written with ṣād, and it may be written with sīn, because

they often exchange the ṣād for a sīn if the word contains a qāf or a ṭāʾ

or a ghayn or a khāʾ as in: al-ṣudgh, al-ṣimākh, and al-ṣirāṭ.” The Mukhtār

of al-Jaʿbarī and others assert the firmness of the sīn in al-sirāṭ as well as

the claim that the substitution of sīnwith ṣād is the dialect of Quraysh in

every sīn that is followed by the four letters mentioned above.
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This is supported by the statement of the author of theTashīl [Muḥam-

mad ibn ʿAbd Allāh Ibn Mālik (d. 672/1274)]: “And the ṣād is substituted

with the sīn as permitted by dialect, if a ghayn or a khāʾ or a qāf or a ṭāʾ

comes after it, and even if there are one or two letters in between, the

permission remains,” except that his statement “by dialect” seems to indi-

cate that this is an unknown dialect, and it cannot refer to the dialect of

Quraysh because that is well-attested.

And if you said: “If the sīn in al-sirāṭ belongs to the root, thenwhat is its

etymology?” I would say: from sariṭtu al-ṭaʿām, meaning I swallowed the

food, as if they named the road after understanding from it that it swal-

lows those who take it; or because they swallow it, just like they named

the word “bite:” either because it swallows them up or they swallow it up,

and this is like they said: “Who knows the land, kills it and it kills whodoes

not know it.” And Abū Tammām’s words to this effect are the best:

The desert protected him after he had for a long time

protected it while the rain poured heavily.46

46 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 183–184:

:لاقي:لاقنيبيرغلاباتكبفورعملاهباتكيفيورهلاركذاذكو،نيسلابكبامهللاحسمباوصلا:لوقأو

نأل،طلغفداصلابحصمباوصلانإ:هلوقامأوبونذلانمكرهطوكنعلسغيأكبامهللاحسم

:كبامبهللاحصم:ليقلداصلابناكولف.هبتبهذ:ءيشلابتحصملاقي.ءابلابالإىدعتياللعفحصم

.يربنباهتمربهلاق.كبامهللاحصمأ:لوقتفةزمهلابهيدعتوأ،هبهذأيأ

ًالسغنوكيبرعلامالكيفحسملانأديزيبأنعهريغهلقنامنيبيرغلاباتكنمهلقنامدضعيو

ءابلابالإىدعتيالحصمنأبهمزجنعهريغهلقنامنيبيرغلاباتكنمهلقنامدضعيوًاحسمنوكيو

تبهذ:ءيشبتحصمًاضيأيرهوجلاةياكحو.هركذامىلعًادهاشحلصيملىتحرضنلاهدشنأاميفًةموزل

يذلارئاطلارقصلا:لاقهنأكلذو،يرهوجلادنعةحيحصرقصوطارصلاداصةلاصألجرلاىوعدوهب

نيغوأءاطوأفاقةملكلايفناكاذإًانيسداصلانوبلقياماريثكمهنألنيسلابءاجامبرو،هبداصي

نأىوعدو،طارسلايفنيسلاةلاصأهريغويربعجلاراتخموطارصلاوخامصلاوغدصلا:لثمءاخوأ

.ةروكذملاةعبرألافرحألااهدعبنيسلكيفشيرقةغلًاداصنيسلالادبإ

وأءاخوأنيغاهدعبعقونإةغلىلعًازاوجنيسلانمداصلالدبتو:ليهستلابحاصلوقهيوقيو

ريغةغللاهذهنأبرعشيداكيةغلىلعهلوقنأالإ،قابزاوجلاف،نافرحوأفرحلصفنإو،ءاطوأفاق

؟هقاقتشااذامفًالصأطارسلانيستناكاذإتلقنإف.ةروهشماهنألةيشرقلايهنوكتالف،ةروهشم
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This is a particularly fascinating passage, not just because the technical elab-

oration might make the reader forget the punchline—which was, in fact, the

whole point of al-Ḥarīrī’s rendition. The entry in ʿAqd al-khalāṣ has very little

to do with the original anecdote in the Durra, instead the author transforms it

into a discussion of the validity and compatibility of various opinions regard-

ing the permissibility of substituting ṣād for sīn in certain words. To support

his position that masaḥa is with sīn, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī cites the language schol-

ars Abū ʿUbayd al-Ḥarawī, Ibn Barrī, Abū Zayd al-Anṣārī, al-Jawharī, IbnMālik,

and, again, the jurist Burhān al-Dīn al-Jaʿbarī, thus enriching the debate with

a conclusive judgement supported by authors who wrote before and after al-

Ḥarīrī. The discussion takes on a dynamic of its own, where the original lemma

functions merely as a peg upon which a range of associated topics are hung.47

This approach can also be observed in several other lemmata, such aswhen the

author beginswith al-Ḥarīrī’s entry dastūr, but then swiftlymoves on to discuss

other loanwords, the grammar of a probative verse, the name Baghdad, and so

on.48 Similarly, the issue of a comparative form (ism tafḍīl) taken from a verb is

extended over two pages.49

Overall, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s elaboration on the text of al-Ḥarīrī can be char-

acterised as a synopsis of the commentaries that emerged after the publi-

cation of the Durra. The names of Ibn Barrī and the Qāmūs are prominent,

but also included are references to Badr al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn Abī Bakr al-

Damāmīnī’s (d. 827/1424) commentary on ʿAbd Allāh ibn Yūsuf Ibn Hishām’s

(d. 761/1359) Mughnī al-Labīb.50 Regarding questions on loanwords (such as

dastūr or sawsan), al-Jawālīqī’s al-Muʿarrabmin al-kalāmal-ʿajamī ʿalā ḥurūf al-

muʿjam (“Loanword Dictionary in Alphabetical Order”) is an important source

bolstering Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s critique of theDurra. At times, the discussionmoves

to entirely different domains than lugha, like when, for instance, the subject of

مهنأوأ،هيكـلاسعلتبيهنأهنممهمهفىلعهبقيرطلااومسمهنأكهتعلتبارسكـلابماعطلاتطرسنم:تلق

،اهملاعًاضرألتقاولاقامكاذهو،هنومقتليمهنألوأمهمقتليهنألامإ:ًامقلاومسامكاذهو،هنوعلتبيمم

)ليوط(:ماقملااذهيفمامتيبألوقبنسحأو،اهلهاجضرأتلتقو

ءامواهاعرًةبقحناكامدعبيفايَفلاهْتعَر
ُ
هُبكاسلّهنَينزملا

47 The word sirāṭ is today commonly acknowledged to be a loanword (from Latin strata, cf.

Dutch “straat” and German “Straße”) but nevertheless, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s etymology may

have been considered plausible and creative.

48 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 224–227.

49 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 231–232.

50 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 244–245.
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diminutive forms raises the question of whether Bedouin really ate lizards, as

commonly claimed.51

ʿAqd al-khalāṣ retains the order of entries of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, with the

exception that in the first section, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī omits the lemmata he agrees

with, choosing to discuss them in the second section. This section, entitled

Fīmā ajmalahu al-Ḥarīrī wa-faṣṣalahu (“On al-Ḥarīrī’s general and detailed

statements”), follows the same procedure and mostly employs the same

sources, but this time for the lemmata in which Ibn al-Ḥanbalī agrees with

al-Ḥarīrī’s opinions and even defends him against conflicting views.52 This sec-

tion includes even more additions from Ibn al-Ḥanbalī himself, in addition

to observations and clarifications taken from earlier texts, such as al-Ḥarīrī’s

grammar poem Mulḥat al-iʿrāb53 and the Maqāmāt and its commentaries.54

Ibn al-Ḥanbalī adds contemporary observations, such as when he states that

“the people of our times” (ahl zamāninā) pronounce a word in a certain way,

considering it to be a dialectal variant (lugha) supported by ʿAlī ibn al-Mubārak

al-Liḥyānī, a lexicographer from the second/eighth century.55

Central to this part of the book are attestations from the Qurʾān for which

different variant readings (qirāʾāt) are adduced.56 As in the first section, ḥadīth

also plays a role in discussing and confirming themeaning of a word. The point

of reference remains the “speech of the Arabs,” which is attested by quotations

from early grammarians such as al-Kisāʾī, Thaʿlab, al-Layth, and others. Here,

however, the author also uses later and (near-)contemporary evidence, quot-

ing, for instance, al-Fīrūzābādī’s treatise on words that can be written with sīn

or shīn.57 He adds a verse of his ownmaking that plays on different forms of the

verb zāra,58 in addition to some entertaining poetry, such as in the discussion

of the form of the ism āla (nomen instrumenti), which contains a lovely shāhid

from an otherwise unnamedmuwallad poet:

A fan that waves away all worries

during three months it’s essential:

51 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 246–247.

52 E.g., in case of failing support by al-Jawharī, see Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya,

304.

53 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 341.

54 E.g., Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 291, 299.

55 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 285.

56 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 307.

57 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 315.

58 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 286.
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June, July and August;

in September, God makes it dispensable59

Or when he cites a love poem to attest the use of the verb lasaʿa (“sting”) for a

snake bite:

I was bitten in the liver by the snake of love

and there is neither a doctor nor a healer for it

except for the loved one I fell for

his saliva is my incantation and my antidote60

2.3 From radd to dhayl

In his second extant treatise engaging with the Durra, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī takes a

different approach. Titled Sahm al-alḥāẓ fī wahm al-alfāẓ (“The Sharp Look

at Erroneous Expressions”),61 it serves as a supplement (dhayl) to Durrat al-

ghawwāṣ, “as a reminder tomybrothers and an instruction tomy friends.”62The

treaties comprises 133 entries, forming a concise list of speech errors and their

correct forms, organised not alphabetically or in any other discernible order,

but by association.

We are reminded of the discussion on the subtle difference between wahm

and ghalaṭ in ʿAqd al-khalāṣ fī naqd kalām al-khawāṣṣ, when Ibn al-Ḥanbalī

alludes to al-Ḥarīrī’s text and terminology by opening the first lemma with

the words: wa-mimmā wahimū fīhi wa-ghaliṭū …63 Most mistakes addressed

in this work concern spelling (notably taṣḥīf, the incorrect dotting of let-

ters) and vocalisation (such as the unnecessary use of the tāʾ marbūṭa end-

ing) alongside similar errors. These errors are identified primarily by referenc-

59 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 322–323:

رِمو
ْ
اــهنِْمدَُّــبالٍرُــهْشأُةثالَثمٍَّهلَُّكحُوَّرُتٍةحَو

اهنَْعهللاينْغُيلَوليأيفَوبٌآوُزوــمتونٌارــيزَح

60 Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī al-lughawiyya, 333:

ّيحَتَْعَسَلدَْق يقارالَواهَلبٌيبطَالويدبكىَوَهلاُةَ

يــقايرَتويتَيْقُرهقيرَفهِــبتُفِْغشُيذلابَيبَحلاالإِ

61 ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, Laḥn al-ʿāmmawa-l-taṭawwur al-lughawī, 211; Ṣāliḥ, Juhūd Ibn al-Ḥanbalī

al-lughawiyya, 40, 51.

62 Muḥammad Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Sahm al-alḥāẓ fī wahm al-alfāẓ, ed. Ḥātim Ṣāliḥ al-Ḍāmin,

2nd ed. (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-Risāla, 1415/1985), 24.

63 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Sahm al-alḥāẓ fī wahm al-alfāẓ, 24.
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ing al-Fīrūzābādī and al-Jawālīqī, with many of the words under discussion

being loanwords. Other references are drawn from ʿAbdallāh ibn Muslim Ibn

Qutayba’s (d. 276/889) Adab al-kātib.

Compared to Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s other treatise, Sahmal-alḥāẓ allowsmuch less

room for discussion and contradiction. The author simply states facts in the

form of a list, only rarely elaborating on individual lemmata—for instance,

when the opinion of al-Jawharī on the vocalisation of the plural of jadīd con-

tradicts that of Ibn Qutayba.64 In this work, whenever Ibn al-Ḥanbalī finds

conflicting statements by al-Fīrūzābādī and al-Jawharī, he prefers the opinion

in the Qāmūs over that in the Ṣiḥāḥ. The entries become increasingly spe-

cific toward the end of the treatise, often concerning the pronunciation of the

namesof villages aroundAleppoorplants andherbs, suggesting that the author

wasdrawing frompersonal observation as abasis for his treatise.Thenumber of

shawāhid is quite small, with only thirty-three poetry quotations in 131 entries.

All in all, the adab quality of the treatise is quite limited. Nevertheless, we find

awitty anecdote involving a pun on the verb kasara (meaning “to break” aswell

as “to vocalise with i”) in the entry qannīna/qinnīna (“bottle”):

And among these [errors] is al-qannīna, with a fatḥa on the qāf, for that

in which you put drinks. It is actually with a kasra, as it is told that a man

said to a language specialist (lughawī): “Take this qannīna (“bottle”),” with

a fatḥaon theqāf. He snappedat him saying: “Break it!”meaning “vocalise

it with kasra.” He assumed he wanted him to break the bottle, threw it to

the ground and broke it.65

While this jokemight only amuse a group of linguists, it is representative of the

tradition in which such anecdotes often function to emphasise an outsider’s

ignorance about getting language right and the technicalities involved in cor-

recting errors.66

64 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Sahm al-alḥāẓ fī wahm al-alfāẓ, 35.

65 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Sahm al-alḥāẓ fī wahm al-alfāẓ, 57:

لاقًالجرنأىكحيىتح،اهرسكبيهامنإو.بارشلاهيفلعجيامل،فاقلاحتفبةنيّنَقلا:كلذنمو

هنمديريهنأنظف.اهفاقرسكايأ،اهرسكا:ًالئاقهيلإردابف،فاقلاحتفو،ةنينقلاهذهذخ:يوغلل

.اهرسكفضرألاىلعهدينماهدَّه،اهسفنةنينقلارسك

66 Up until today, anecdotes abound that play on the intricacies of the Arabic language and

its terminology. If someone asks you how you are doing (Kayf al-ḥāl?), youmay also inter-

pret this question as “What form does the circumstantial adverb (ḥāl) have?” and answer
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Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s treatise Sahm al-alḥāẓ fī wahm al-alfāẓ resembles the laḥn

works of the formative period—a simple list of lexical anomalies and their cor-

rect forms. However, as with many of these works, there is always a lemma

that catches the eye, to which the author has devoted more than the average

amount of space. Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s entry on the name of the Greek mathemati-

cian Euclid is a case in point. The author starts by quoting the lemma Ūqlīdis

from the Qāmūs, which mentions the seemingly common “error” of referring

to the book of Euclid by the name of its author. Ibn al-Ḥanbalī then adds his

own observation:

And the reason for the confusion of the two is the elision of the wāw,

not the fact that it was made the name of the book, because it is often

regarded equivalent to the book by thisman byway of metonymy, as with

manybooks that are equivalent to the names of their authors. And the use

of Iqlīdis without the wāw proliferates in the speech of the muwalladūn,

up to the point that it has become a widespread error (ghalaṭ mashhūr).

And so it is found in the words of one of them:

His face is surrounded by the shape of beauty

as if Iqlīdis speaks through it

his cheeks are symmetrical, his mole

is a point on it and its shape is triangular67

What first catches the eye is the use of muwallad poetry: while the source is

not given (the editor identified it as a verse by the Andalusian poet Ibn Jābir al-

Ḍarīr, d. 780/1378), Ibn al-Ḥanbalī mentions that it is a muwallad verse. Once

again, it is not used to account for correct use but to explain contemporary use.

The second important point in this passage is the connection of the muwal-

ladūn to the “widespread error.”

with the equally ambiguous dāʾiman manṣūb: “Always in the accusative (naṣb)” or “Con-

stantly in a state of deception.”

67 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Sahm al-alḥāẓ fī wahm al-alfāẓ, 26:

قيرطبًاريتكلجرلااذهباتكىلعقلطأدقهنأل،باتكمساهلعجالواولافذحهايإهطيلغتهجوو

نيدلوملامالكيفواولانودبسديلقالامعتسارثكدقلو.اهيعضاوءامسأاهيلعقلطأةريثكبتكك،زاجملا

:مهضعبلوقيفعقوامهنمو.روهشملاطلغلاليبقنمناكىتح

ثُدََّــحَتَيًاــسديلْقإِهِــبنَّأَــكَُهُهجَْوِةحالملالِاكشْأِبطٌيحمُ

ّلَثُملكْشَلكَْشلاوةَطقُْنِهِبُهُــلاخوءاوــتساطّخَُهضُراعَف ثَُ
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In the Ottoman period, the expression ghalaṭ mashhūr (Tr. galaṭ-ı meşhur)

was commonly used to refer specifically to Arabic (and Persian) words that had

been modified to adapt to Turkish pronunciation.68 As we will see below, the

term is attested in other laḥn treatises from this period as well.

2.4 A Commentary in the ‘Classical’ Sense

Ibn al-Ḥanbalī turned Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, the text he was inspired by, into two

newand independent laḥn treatises: one infusedwith apolemical element, and

the other serving as a supplement that expanded on the findings of al-Ḥarīrī in

the same associative way as the master text.

Amore familiar approach to the content of the Durra is found in thework of

the Egyptian qāḍī and adīb Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad al-Khafājī.

Born in Cairo around 978/1571,69 he began his studies with his maternal uncle

before travelling to the Hijaz to perform the hajj and continue his education.

Upon returning to Egypt, he journeyed to the Ottoman capital to advance his

career, ultimately becoming qāḍī ʿaskar of Rumelia. However, when his many

ensuing positions failed to culminate in the position of shaykh al-islām, the

chief mufti of the Empire, he grew embittered and took to criticising the offici-

ating shaykh al-islām in a famousmaqāma.70 Al-Khafājī spent the last years of

68 GünayAlpay, “G̲h̲alaṭāt-iMesh̲̲hūre,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. SecondEdition, ed. B. Lewis

et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1965), 2:997. The term still has the connotation of “idiomatic expres-

sion.” See Francis Joseph Steingass, AComprehensive Persian-English Dictionary: Including

the Arabic Words and Phrases to Be Met with in Persian Literature, Being Johnson and

Richardson’s Persian, Arabic, and English Dictionary, 6th ed. (London: Routledge & Kegan

Paul, 1977), s.v. ghalaṭ ʿawām (mashhūr): “A received abuse, an idiomatical expression,

or mode of speech currently used, though erroneous, a slang term;” J.W. Redhouse, Red-

house’s Turkish Dictionary, 2nd ed. (London: Bernard Quaritch, 1880), s.v. ghalaṭ meşhur:

“an erroneous expression commonly used;” Julius Theodor Zenker, Türkisch-arabisch-

persisches Handwörterbuch (Leipzig: W. Engelmann, 1862), s.v. galat-i mešhûr: “ein zum

Sprachgebrauch gewordener Fehler.” The word is used in Arabic by Ibn al-Ḥanbalī and

the anonymous author (d. after 998/1590) of the laḥn treatise Tanbīh al-anām fī tawjīh

al-kalām, on which see the next section; in Turkish, for instance, by the Ottoman traveller

Evliya Çelebi (d. 1095/1684) in his Seyahatname (“Book of Travels”). SeeHakanT. Karateke,

ed., Evliyā Çelebī’s Journey from Bursa to the Dardanelles and Edirne: From the Fifth Book of

the Seyāḥatnāme (Leiden: Brill, 2013), e.g., 69.

69 Al-Khafājī’s birth date is derived from al-Muḥibbī’s statement that he was over ninety

years old when he died in the year 1069/1659. See Muḥammad al-Amīn ibn Fadl Allah al-

Muḥibbī, Khulāṣat al-athar fī aʿyān al-qarn al-ḥādī ʿashar (Beirut: Dār Ṣādir, 1446/1986),

1:343; Geert Jan Van Gelder, “Shihāb al-Dīn al-Khafājī,” in Essays in Arabic Literary Biogra-

phy 1350–1850, ed. Joseph E. Lowry and Devin J. Stewart (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2009),

252.

70 Van Gelder, “Shihāb al-Dīn al-Khafājī;” Rifa’at ‘Ali Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the Modern
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his life teaching andwriting in Cairo. His literary anthology Rayḥānat al-alibbāʾ

wa-zahrat ḥayāt ad-dunyā (“The Basil of the Bright and the Flower of Earthly

Life”), reflects his biography, arranging the poets of his time by region andmir-

roring the stations of his own career.

In contrast to Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s treatises, al-Khafājī’s Sharḥ Durrat al-ghaw-

wāṣ is a ‘classical’ commentary, offering a lexical, linguistic, and literary analysis

of the entire master text, starting with the details of al-Ḥarīrī’s introduction.71

Even the name of Muḥammad, as mentioned in the taṣliyya, is singled out for

linguistic analysis.72 After praising the author of the master text through sev-

eral plays on the word “pearl,” al-Khafājī explains his reasons for engaging with

the Durra:

… I took the key to its lock and opened the gates of its difficulties, for I saw

that he attacked the venerable forebears andoffered a pearl containing an

oyster shell on a stagnating market.73

Al-Khafājī’s aim is the standard objective of sharḥ: explaining obscure and dif-

ficult elements of the master text. He seems to suggest that al-Ḥarīrī’s text was

neither appropriate (“a pearl containing an oyster shell”) nor well-suited for its

audience (“on a stagnating market”).

In the body of the text, the author systematically breaks down al-Ḥarīrī’s

lemmata by arranging the levels of information of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ into dif-

ferent aspects or facets (awjuh) and then structuring his commentary accord-

ingly. Probably the most elaborate entry is the first, on the meaning of sāʾir,

which is arranged in three awjuh, the first of which is further subdivided into

wajhān (“two facets”). In contrast to Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, who restricted his com-

State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth Centuries (Albany, NY: State University

of New York Press, 1991), 25. For a study of this Maqāma Rūmiyya, see Ghayde Ghraowi,

“Losing the Plot in Seventeenth-Century Istanbul: Satire and Sociability in the Maqāma

Rūmiyya,”Philological Encounters 7, no. 3–4 (2022): 268–298.

71 Al-Khafājī’s commentary on Durrat al-ghawwāṣ was printed as a supplement to the mas-

ter text in the Istanbul edition of 1299/1888. More recently, it was edited together with the

commentaries of Ibn Barrī, Ibn Ẓafar, and al-Jawālīqī, in Durrat al-ghawwās wa-sharhuhā

wa-ḥawāshīhā wa-takmilatuhā, ed. ʿAbd al-Ḥafīẓ Farghalli ʿAlī al-Qarnī (Beirut–Cairo: Dār

al-Jīl / Maktabat al-Turāth al-islāmī, 1417/1996).

72 Al-Khafājī, Sharḥ Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, 39.

73 Al-Khafājī, Sharḥ Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, 33–34:

قوسيفهضرعوفلسلاىلعهنعطتيأراملفاهلكشمباوبأتحتفواهلفقمحاتفمتذخأىتح…

.فدصاهفوجيفةردداسكـلا
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ments to the central laḥn-related issue by adding opinions on the shades of

meaning of sāʾir, al-Khafājī creates entirely new keywords and proceeds to

highlight those. One example is his discussion on the identity of Ghaylān ibn

Salama, the Companion mentioned in the ḥadīth that corroborated the use of

sāʾir in the sense of “the rest.” Al-Khafājī supplements the full nameof theCom-

panion as well as the outcome of the historical situation reflected in the ḥadīth

as discussed by the fuqahāʾ.74

Like other authors who engaged with al-Ḥarīrī’s text, al-Khafājī draws on

earlier authorities such as Ibn Qutayba and al-Jawharī to bolster his claims.

However, the information he provides is not limited to the realm of language,

generating a commentary that strives to answer all questions that might arise

while reading themaster text. For instance, while al-Ḥarīrī does not specify the

identity of baʿḍ al-aʿrāb (“a Bedouin”) he cites, al-Khafājī assigns a name, traces

it to its sources, and supplements it by citing from this poet and others.75 Poetry

quotations, including those by al-Khafājī himself, occupy a lot of space in this

commentary, which is unsurprising given his ambitions as a poet and a literary

anthologist.

This commentary on Durrat al-ghawwāṣ therefore has a different character

than the laḥn treatises by Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, who rearranged and expanded al-

Ḥarīrī’s material while largely limiting himself to the discussion of laḥn proper.

In contrast, al-Khafājī’s commentary encompasses the full range of the Durra’s

content, including its introduction. It is not a text focused on laḥn but rather

a literary commentary on a literary text. Such engagement was only possible

because the master text had an adab quality, which was uncommon in laḥn

treatises before al-Ḥarīrī.

What unites the scholars referencing al-Ḥarīrī is their wish to add to, con-

tradict, or confirm the text of the Durra, thereby placing their works within a

philological tradition that goes beyond the mere listing of speech errors. Their

texts connect with adab in the way of which al-Ḥarīrī’s text was the first and

most excellent example.

2.5 Durrat al-ghawwāṣ as a Subtext in Tanbīh al-anām fī tawjīh

al-kalām

While the connection to al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat al-ghawwāṣ is explicitly acknowl-

edged in the works discussed above, we find that the Durra permeates all laḥn

treatises from thepost-formative period.The late tenth/sixteenth-century epis-

74 Al-Khafājī, Sharḥ Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, 47–61.

75 Al-Khafājī, Sharḥ Durrat al-ghawwāṣ, 169–170.
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tleTanbīh al-anām fī tawjīh al-kalām (“The Instructionof Mankind in theDirec-

tion of Speech”) also begins with an entry referring directly to al-Ḥarīrī, but it

does not present itself as a reworking of the text. The author of this epistle

is unknown, and the colophon designates the text as an excerpt from a now-

lost laḥn work, Nafāʾis ʿarāʾis al-kalām (“The Jewels of the Brides of Speech”),

written by Muṣṭafā ibn Muḥammad al-Burūsawī Khusrawzāde (d. 998/1590),

also known as Bursalı Ḫüsrevzāde. This work was composed in 992/1584 while

Ḫüsrevzādewas teaching at themadrasaof SultanOrhan inMazbūra, inNorth-

western Syria.76

Ḫüsrevzāde was a poet, teacher, and a qāḍī in Tripoli, Syria.77 He is also

known as the author of another work on language, Majmaʿ al-ʿibārāt ʿalā

afṣaḥ al-lughāt (“The Collection of Expressions on the Most Eloquent of Lan-

guages”).78The text of Tanbīh al-anām fī tawjīh al-kalām survives in amulti-text

manuscript copy, bound between two works: Durrat al-ghawwāṣ79 and a copy

of the laḥn treatise al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalat al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh by Kemalpaşazāde

(discussed further below).80

The first entry concerns the correct plural form of arḍ, for which al-Ḥarīrī is

adduced as an authority.81 Even though theDurra is cited a few times,Tanbīh al-

anām fī tawjīh al-kalām is not a commentary onDurrat al-ghawwāṣ. Apart from

referring to the allegedmodel ormaster text of Ḫüsrevzāde,82 itmost frequently

draws from the Ṣiḥāḥ83 and theQāmūs,84 in addition to al-Jawālīqī,85 the gram-

76 Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – pk, Petermann ii 450, fol. 128–140. The title Tanbīh

al-anām fī tawjīh al-kalām is apparent only from the inside of the cover. Ahlwardt esti-

mates that the textwas copied around 1120/1708. SeeAhlwardt,Verzeichniss der arabischen

Handschriften, 6:315–316 (No. 7099); Carl Brockelmann,History of the ArabicWrittenTradi-

tion, trans. Joep Lameer, vol. 2 (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 493.While Ahlwardt and Brockelmann

mention Ḫüsrevzāde as the author, the scribe/author refers to this work only as a selec-

tion (intakhabtuhā) from Ḫüsrevzāde’s Nafāʾis al-ʿarāʾis. Also see ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, Laḥn

al-ʿāmmawa-l-taṭawwur al-lughawī, 301–302,who furthermorementions an Istanbul copy

of Taqwīm al-lisān of Ibn al-Jawzī also falsely ascribed to Ḫüsrevzāde. Cf. Pellat, “Laḥn al-

ʿāmma,” 609.

77 See İncinur Atik Gürbüz, “Husrevî, Husrev-Zâde Mustafâ,” in Türk Edebiyatı İsimler Sözlü-

ğü, 2013, http://teis.yesevi.edu.tr/madde‑detay/husrevi‑husrevzade‑mustafa.

78 Brockelmann, History of the Arabic Written Tradition, 2017, 2:493.

79 Fol. 1a–127b: a neat copy with a few marginal notes in a different hand. According to the

colophon, this text was copied on the 23rd of Shawwāl of the year 1141 [1729].

80 Fol. 141a–148b: in a different hand and a smaller script than the two other texts, not dated.

81 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 128b.

82 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 128b, 134a.

83 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 129a. He also quotes Isḥāq ibn Ibrāhīm al-Fārābī’s (d. 350/961) Dīwān

al-adab (fol. 129b).

84 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 129a.

85 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 131a, 133b.

http://teis.yesevi.edu.tr/madde-detay/husrevi-husrevzade-mustafa
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marian ʿUthmān ibn ʿUmar Ibn al-Ḥājib’s (d. 646/1249) Kāfiya,86 Aḥmad Ibn

Fāris al-Rāzī’s (d. 395/1004) al-Ṣāḥibī fī fiqh al-lugha, Ibn Qutayba’s Adab al-

kātib,87 and authors from thepost-formative period, such as Saʿd ad-DīnMasʿūd

ibn ʿUmar al-Taftāzānī (d. 792/1390),88 al-Suyūṭī,89 and the Ottoman shaykh al-

islām Ebüssuūd Efendi (d. 982/1574).90

Each entry begins with the correct expression. The author then cites a rel-

evant authority, carefully quoting and, in most cases, marking the end of the

quote with intahā. He contrasts these authoritative expressions with the incor-

rect use of al-ʿāmma, al-nās, al-ʿāmma al-suflā (“the lower commoners”),91 and

also al-khawāṣṣ. Often, the difference between incorrect and correct language

use lies simply in the voweling of the word or the plural construction. The

entries cover a diverse range of topics, including toponyms, proper names, and

a few proverbs. Poetry quotations only appear twice, and there are no long,

entertaining anecdotes, with the exception of a half-page on the biblical figure

ʿŪj ibn ʿAnāq (King Og), known by commoners as ʿŪj ibn ʿUnq.92

The author does not limit his discussion to speech errors alone but broadens

the concept of ghalaṭ to encompass scholarly errors in general. An example is

found in the discussion regardingwhich legal scholar is referred to by the name

of Tāj al-Sharīʿa:

Tāj al-Sharīʿa: Most erudite men claim that the author of the Wiqāya

is Tāj al-Sharīʿa. They do not know that it is in fact Burhān al-Sharīʿa.

Among the people falsely claiming this is themullah known as Ibn Kamāl

Bāshā [Kemalpaşazāde], the author of al-Iṣlāḥ and al-Īḍāḥ,93 in which he

mentioned him with this title in every instance he refuted the author

of the Wiqāya, saying “refutation of Tāj al-Sharīʿa,” but that is not cor-

rect, because the name of the author of the Wiqāya and his title is in

fact Burhān al-Sharīʿa. The given name of Tāj al-Sharīʿa is ʿUmar and they

86 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 192a.

87 E.g., Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 130b.

88 Namely, his commentary on al-Zamakhsharī’s al-Kashshāf, see Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 134a.

89 All on one page: Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 130b.

90 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 131a. The author also refers to the work al-Durar wa-l-ghurar by Ḫüs-

revzāde’s grandfather Mullā Khusraw (fol. 132a, 134a). On Ebüssuūd, see Ahmet Akgün-

düz, “Ebüssuûd Efendi,” in tdv İslâmAnsiklopedisi, 1994, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/​

ebussuud‑efendi.

91 Only once, Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 134b.

92 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 135b.

93 The work in question is titled Īḍāḥ al-Iṣlāḥ and is a commentary on Kemalpaşazāde’s own

al-Iṣlāḥ fī al-fiqh; see Brockelmann, History of the Arabic Written Tradition, 2:531.

https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/ebussuud-efendi
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/ebussuud-efendi


anthologies of errors 99

are brothers, sons of Ṣadr al-Sharīʿa the Elder, and the grandfathers of the

commentator on theWiqāya, Ṣadr al-Sharīʿa ii, except that Tāj al-Sharīʿa

is his grandfather on his mother’s side and Ṣadr al-Sharīʿa ii is ʿUbayd

Allāh ibnMasʿūd ibnTāj al-Sharīʿa. This issue, which I have verified, is also

explicitly mentioned in some books in detail, and it is also understood

from Ṣadr al-Sharīʿa’s own words in the introduction to his commentary

(dībājat sharḥihi) on theWiqāya.94

The confusion is understandable given the family relations and the similarity

of the honorific titles involved. The text mentioned in this passage, Wiqāyat

al-riwāya fī masāʾil al-Hidāya (“The Protection of the Tradition on the Ques-

tions of al-Hidāya”), is an abridgement by mentioned jurist Burhān al-Sharīʿa

al-Maḥbūbī (d. 680/1281) of the Ḥanafī fiqh work al-Hidāya (“The Guidance”)

by Burhān al-Dīn ʿAlī ibn Abī Bakr al-Marghīnānī (d. 593/1197).95 The Hidāya, a

self-commentary of al-Marghīnānī on his Ḥanafī textbook Bidāyat al-mubtadī

(“The Beginner’s Beginning”)was a staple in jurisprudence, as evidenced by the

many extant commentaries on it. The author of this laḥn text not only corrects

a mistake made by Kemalpaşazāde96 but also brings the reader’s attention to

his own engagement with al-Hidāya.

In a few instances, the author of Tanbīh al-anām fī tawjīh al-kalām refers

to what “the people in the lands of the Turks” (al-ʿāmma fī diyār al-Rūm)97 or

“the Turkish commoners” (ʿawāmm al-Rūm)98 say, andmentions that the word

94 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 130a:

ةلمجنموةعيرشلاناهربهنأاورديملوةعيرشلاجاتةياقولابحاصنأءالضفلارثكأمعز:ةعيرشلاجات

اذهبهركذثيححاضيإلاوحالصإلابحاصاشابلامكنباريهشلاىلوملادسافلامعزلااذهباحصأ

بحاصمسانإفكلذكسيلوةعيرشلاجاتىلعدرلاقوةياقولابحاصىلعدريلحملكيفناونعلا

نادجومدقألاةعيرشلاردصلنانباوناوخإامهورمعةعيرشلاجاتمساوةعيرشلاناهربهبقلوةياقولا

هللاديبعيناثلاةعيرشلاردصفمألالبقنمهدجةعيرشلاجاتنأالإيناثلاةعيرشلاردصةياقولاحراشل

اضيأموهفموليصفتلاىلعبتكـلاضعبيفهبحرصمهتققحيذلااذهوةعيرشلاجاتنبدوعسمنب

.ةياقوللهحرشةجابيديفةعيرشلاردصمالكسفننم

On theWiqāya, see also Carl Brockelmann, History of the Arabic Written Tradition, 1:407.

95 See Brockelmann, History of the Arabic Written Tradition, 1:405f.

96 On another occasion, the author corrects Kemalpaşazāde (Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 131b), but

he also adduces him as an example of correct usage (fol. 137b, 139b).

97 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 132b.

98 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 139b.
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qār means “snow” in Turkish ( fī l-līsāni l-turkī).99 He also employs the expres-

sion ghalaṭ mashhūr, previously encountered in Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s treatise Sahm

al-alḥāẓ.100 The references to diyārunā hādhā and zamānunā hādhā101 show

that the author is concerned with actual language usage under Ottoman rule.

While the exact time and place of this excerpt’s compilation remains unclear,

it is safe to say that it reflects language use in the time of Ḫüsrevzāde, the late

tenth/sixteenth century. It could be regarded as a supplement to the Durra and

Kemalpaşazāde’s Tanbīh, the two other texts in this multiple-text manuscript.

3 From the Classic to the Contemporary: ghalaṭ mashhūr

While relying on staples of speech errors, post-formative period authors on

laḥn updated their discussions by adding contemporary observations and ex-

pressing their anxieties about the state of the Arabic language. This tendency

is most clearly observed in the treatise of Kemalpaşazāde. As previously noted,

the term ghalaṭmashhūr—anerror that has become sowidespread that it can-

not be banned—features prominently. The debate surrounding such solecisms

revolved around the question of whether they could be deemed permissible or

not. Whatever the outcome to this question, speech errors needed to be iden-

tified and discussed.

3.1 Kemalpaşazāde as a Language Scholar

Ibn Kamāl Bāshā (d. 940/1534), more commonly known by his Turkish name

Kemalpaşazāde, authored a number of treatises on ḥadīth, law, philology, logic,

philosophy, and adab, among other subjects. Manuscripts of these works are

widespread in libraries throughout the formerOttoman Empire and Europe.102

Born into a family of province governors, possibly fromTokat, he was expected

to follow in their footsteps and pursue a career in politics and administration.

However, he preferred the path of an ʿālim, a decision inspired during a mil-

itary campaign with sultan Bayezid ii. Witnessing the great respect afforded

to a man despite his poor appearance—Molla Luṭfī (d. 900/1495), teacher at

the Dār al-ḥadīth in Edirne—Kemalpaşazāde realised that his prospects in the

99 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 136a.

100 Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 134a.

101 E.g., Tanbīh al-anām, fol. 134b.

102 For an overview, see Çiftçioğlu Nihal Atsız, “Kemalpaşa-oğlu’nun eserleri,” Şarkiyat Mec-

muası 6 (1966): 71–112 and idem, “Kemalpaşa-oğlu’nun eserleri,” Şarkiyat Mecmuası 7

(1972): 83–135.
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army paled compared to the rank of Molla Luṭfī, and thus devoted himself to

studying under him.103

Kemalpaşazāde later taught in Edirne, an important station in the career of

the Ottoman ʿālim. As army judge (qāḍī ʿaskar) of Anatolia, he joined Sultan

Selim i (r. 1512–1520) on his Egyptian campaign in 922/1516. Although he was

dismissed half a year later, he was soon reinstated.104 His career reached its

pinnacle in 932/1525–1526 with his appointment as shaykh al-islām, a post he

held until his death in 940/1534.105

Kemalpaşazāde’swritten output contains over twohundredworks inArabic,

Turkish, and Persian. Among these, his most prestigious isTevārīh-i Āl-i Osmān

(“History of the Ottomans”), written in Turkish for Sultan Bayezid ii. His politi-

cal activity is apparent from fatāwā and rasāʾil, which condoned the teachings

of Ibn ʿArabī—highly esteemed by theOttomans—and in pamphlets opposing

the Safavid ruler Shāh Ismāʾīl and theQizilbash.He compiled anArabic-Persian

dictionary, Muḥīṭ al-lughāt (“Sea of Languages”), and is credited with translat-

ing several works from Arabic and Persian into Turkish. Additionally, he wrote

a Turkish dīwān.

Kemalpaşazāde’s choice of working languages often corresponds with the

subject matter, adhering to the convention of aligning fields of study with

their traditional languages. Even as a scholar fluent in all three literary lan-

guages of the Ottoman empire, he did not cross this boundary. Moreover,

his writings show that he displayed his knowledge and mastery of these lan-

guages by regularly re-establishing and fortifying the distinctions between

them through discussions of language and linguistics. Notably, his writings on

the Persian languagemerit attention. Kemalpaşazādewrote a handbook of Per-

sian homonyms, synonyms, and antonyms with Turkish explanations, as well

as the first Persian grammar handbook written in Arabic.106

Kemalpaşazāde’s views on theArabic language reveal not only a solid knowl-

edge of its tradition but also a critical engagement with contemporary lan-

103 See Richard C. Repp, The Müfti of Istanbul: A Study in the Development of the Ottoman

Learned Hierarchy (London: Ithaca Press for the Board of the Faculty of Oriental Studies,

Oxford University, 1986), 227.

104 Repp, The Müfti of Istanbul, 231.

105 V.L. Ménage, “Kemāl Pash̲̲a-Zāde,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed. E. van

Donzel et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1976), 4:880; Repp, The Müfti of Istanbul, 224–239.

106 For Kemalpaşazāde’s output in Persian, see further Murat Umut Inan, “Imperial Ambi-

tions, Mystical Aspirations: Persian Learning in the Ottoman World,” in The Persianate

World. The Frontiers of a Eurasian Lingua Franca, ed. Nile Green (Oakland, CA: University

of California Press, 2019), 83–84.
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guagedevelopment.Of his 183writings inArabic, twenty-one focus on language

and grammar, though not exclusively of Arabic; many engage the relationships

between the languages of the Ottoman empire. A short treatise, Fī faḍīlat al-

lisān al-Fārisī ʿalā al-alsina siwā al-lisān al-ʿArabī (“On the Precedence of the

PersianTongueoverAllOther LanguagesExceptArabic”), provides anoverview

of the geographical extent of the Persian lands, preceded by a discussion on

legal opinions regarding whether a ritual prayer (ṣalāt) spoken in Persian is

valid.107 This exploration provides a foundation for discussing the linguistic

realities of some of the empire’s subjects. The precedence of Persian is further

supported by a ḥadīth, which asserts that the language spoken in Paradise is

courtly Persian (al-fārisiyya al-dāriyya).108

3.2 Widespread Errors

In the introduction to his treatise on laḥn, al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-

nabīh (“The Instruction Regarding the Errors of the Ignorant and the Alert”),

Kemalpaşazāde underscores the importance of correct speech for correct un-

derstanding, referencing the Qurʾān to support his argument. In flowery lan-

guage, he laments widespread errors, attributing them to negligence, habit, or

lack of familiarity with language. Kemalpaşazāde complains that

we live in a time in which justice has disappeared and deviation has

drawn near, knowledge has dried up, and ignorance has overflowed. The

exalted is put down and the lowly is exalted, refinement is considered

a flaw and knowledge a disaster. Obstinacy is a trait of character and

whims and pleasures are pursued. Numerous are the circles engaging in

dispute, pitching the tents of dialectical debate by day and by night. I

have learnt the most abominable speech, the most detestable, bitter and

painful, through the wide circulation of errors and the cases of confusion

in the clear Arabic language—the ladder to the religious sciences, the

mark of those who claim to comprehend the disciplines and have mas-

tered it. And they said after a long-winded speech: “But the widespread

solecism (al-ghalaṭ al-mashhūr) is most correct (afṣaḥ).” But I said: “Real-

ity has been obscured from you by the image of reality. Rather, it is most

107 R. Brunschvig, “Kemâl Pâshâzâde et le persan,” in Mélanges d’Orientalisme offerts à Henri

Massé (Teheran: Imprimerie de l’université, 1963), 54–56; Aḥmad ibn Sulaymān IbnKamāl

Paşa, “Fī faḍīlat al-lisān al-Fārisī ʿalā al-alsina siwā al-lisān al-ʿArabī,” in Rasāʾil İbn-i Kemāl,

ed. Ahmet Cevdet (Constantinople:Maṭbaʿat iqdāmbi-dār al-khilāfa al-ʿuliya, 1316 [1898]),

2:210.

108 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, “Fī faḍīlat al-lisān al-Fārisī ʿalā al-alsina siwā al-lisān al-ʿArabī,” 210.
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disgraceful (afḍaḥ), because the eloquent error, if there is such a thing, is

nothing less than what themuwalladūn use.”109

Kemalpaşazāde draws a dark picture of the language standard of his time,

which cannot merely be attributed to the topos of fasād al-zamān, however

common in Arabic literature.110 His claim carries an urgency that we have not

encountered in earlier laḥn al-ʿāmma treatises. His reference to professional

disputes in dialectics (al-qīl wa-l-qāl) shows the immediacy of his complaint.

He is, as he puts it, fighting against a trend that has long since spread and that

is, to make matters worse, defended by its proponents with the argument that

“an error that gains currency” is no longer an error. It is the view of language as

a naturally evolving phenomenon that Kemalpaşazāde acts against.

The expression of urgency is complemented bynew terminologywithwhich

Kemalpaşazāde tailors the long-standing tradition of literature on solecism to

reflect the conditions of his time. In the title of his work, he neither uses the

word laḥn nor wahm, but chooses ghalaṭ, which he expands to ghalaṭ mashhūr

in the introduction.

Kemalpaşazāde is also the first author to categorise types of errors.111 After

his introductory rant aimed at his contemporaries, he identifies three distinct

classes (aqsām) of errors:

1. Errors that are permitted by some of the language experts, either generally

or in certain cases.

109 Aḥmad ibn Sulaymān Ibn Kamāl Paşa, al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh, ed. Mu-

ḥammad Sawāʿī (Damascus: Institut Français d’Études Arabes de Damas, 1994), 49–50:

عضو.ضافولهجلارافوضاغوملعلاراغو.فاستعالاهيفلبقأوفاصنإلاهيفربدأنامزيفنحنذإ

ىوهلاووهللاواعابطدانعلاوبئاصملانمملعلاوبياعملانمهيفلضفلادع.عيضولاهيفعفروعيفرلاهيف

عظفأوىهدأبطخيأتملعف،راهنلاوليللالاقلاوليقلامايخعفتراولادجلاهيفعقودانمكواعاطم

نيبنيدلامولعبتارمةاقرم،نيبملايبرعلاناسللايفطيلاختلاعوقووطيلاغألاعويشنمعجوأورمأو

متبجح:تلقف.حصفأروهشملاطلغلانإ:اولاطأنأدعباولاقف.ىلوطاديهيفمهلنأوالومشمولعلايفنيعدملا

هلمعتسينأنملقأالف،نوكينأحصنإ،حيصفلاطلغلانأل،حضفأوهلب،لاحلاةروصبلاحلانع

.نودلوملا

110 Geert Jan Van Gelder, “Good Times, Bad Times: Opinions on fasād az-zamān, the Corrup-

tion of Time,” in Inḥiṭāṭ—the Decline Paradigm: its Influence and Persistence in theWriting

of Arab Cultural History, ed. Syrinx von Hees (Würzburg: Ergon Verlag, 2017), 111–130.

111 A similar concern for taqsīm (ordering in classes) can be seen in his treatise on loanwords,

see Chapter 3, section 3.
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2. Errors that are not permitted by any language expert, but which are wide-

spread among authors.

3. Errors that are not permitted by any language expert and that are only com-

mitted by the illiterate.112

Kemalpaşazāde gives examples of the first two types of errors with references

to al-Ṣiḥāḥ and al-Qāmūs. He then explains that those committing the first

two types should be excused, whereas the third type has no root or basis (lā

aṣla lahu wa-lā mustanad) and is either pure concoction or taḥrīf (corrupting

alteration of the text).113 The notion of “being excused” for an error appears in

the lemmata themselves: for example, in the entry al-īwān, mispronounced by

commoners as al-aywān, the author notes that “this may be excused because

the people in our region adopted this word from the Persians, and in their

speech, it has a fatḥa on the first letter.”114

All lemmata in al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh follow a similar pat-

tern: they first state the correct form, followedbya short descriptionof the error

made by a group of people mostly identified as al-ʿawāmm or al-nās. The cor-

rect form is given again and explained, corroborated with references to mainly

al-Jawharī, al-Fīrūzābādī, or aʾimmat al-lugha in general. In particular, the first

lemmata feature several distichs by the author himself. They seem to function

as mnemonic rhymes that help his audience remember the correct forms, as

seen in this example concluding the entry discussing the proper verbal noun

of the verb “to disapprove” (abā), al-ibāʾ, not al-ībāʾ:

The esteemed ignoramus is not concerned

whether he speaks incorrectly or correctly.

But he who has a sound mind

has disapproved; disapproves strongly, and is disapproving115

112 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh, 54:

لهأنيبعاشنكـلومهنمدحأهزوجيملمسقو،لوحألانملاحيفوأاقلطمناسللالهأهزوجمسق

.مالكلايفهلةربخالنمالإهلامعتساالودحأهزوجيملمسقو،هلامعتسافينصتلا

113 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh, 59.

114 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh, 63:

.مهناسليفةزمهلاحوتفموهومجعلاءانبأنمةملكلاهذهاونقلتاهدالبلهأنأبراذتعالانكميو

115 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh, 60:

باوصّلابمْأاطَخلابقِطْنَيأَيلابيالُرّقوملالهَجلاوخأ

ءاــبإِيــبأيىــبأٌمــيلسلٌــقَْعُهَــلنَماّمأو
ً
يــبآوــهف
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The types of errors in the alphabetical word list—morphology, conjugation,

phonetics—are similar to the ones discussed in earlier laḥn treatises. The new

quality of this work, however, lies in the puns and harsh comments Kemal-

paşazāde directs at the scholars of his time. A nice example is the word tar-

jama (“translation”), which, according to Kemalpaşazāde, is erroneously pro-

nounced tarjima or tarjuma:116

Widespread among the people are those who put a ḍamma on the jīm,

which is an error. I even heard this pronunciation from one of the exem-

plary scholars and reproached him for that. He then gave it a long thought

and changed his mind to it being of the pattern tafʿila, like tabṣira—I felt

embarrassed and wished I had never asked him about it!117

The text contains many more remarks in this fashion. Kemalpaşazāde clearly

aims to entertain highbrow readers by providing cynical comments that make

fun of common, careless language users. The popularity of al-Tanbīh may be

explained partly by its content and the author’s presentation, and partly by its

conciseness, which facilitated copying and circulation.118

Such versesmaybe cited onoccasionof hearing someonemake thismistake, analogous to,

for instance, the German saying “Wer ‘Brauchen’ ohne ‘zu’ gebraucht, braucht ‘Brauchen’

gar nicht zu gebrauchen” (“Whoever uses the verb ‘brauchen’ (‘need’) without the con-

junction ‘zu’ (‘to’), shouldn’t be using ‘brauchen’ in the first place”).

116 An influence fromPersian rather thanArabic is discerniblehere. SeeFerencCsirkés, “Turk-

ish/Turkic Books of Poetry, Turkish and Persian Lexicography: The Politics of Language

under Bayezid ii,” in Treasures of Knowledge: An Inventory of the Ottoman Palace Library

(1502/3–1503/4), vol. 1 (Leiden: Brill, 2019), 708, n. 121:

For example, the Ottoman Turkish word tercüme (“translation”), with a labial vowel

in the second syllable, clearly reflects a Persian antecedent, tarjuma, and not Arabic

tarjamawith an illabial vowel in the same position.

117 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, al-Tanbīh ʿalā ghalaṭ al-jāhil wa-l-nabīh, 68–69:

ريكنلاتددشفليثامألاضعبنمةظفللاهذهتعمسدقو.أطخميجلامضنمسانلانيبعاشامو

.اهنعهلأسأملينأتددووتييحتساف،ةرصبتلاكةلعفتلانزوباهنأبهيأرىدأمث،اليوطركفف،هيلع

118 Kemalpaşazāde’s objective to instruct and to entertain must have hit a nerve with his

audience, as attested by the many copies of this work that are today found in libraries all

over the world. Brockelmann counts twelve copies in Berlin, Munich, Uppsala, and other

libraries. See Brockelmann, History of the Arabic Written Tradition and Supplement 2:699.

ʿAbdal-Tawwāb,whodescribesal-Tanbīh as themost popular bookof laḥnal-ʿāmma,men-

tions two other manuscripts with divergent titles, see ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, Laḥn al-ʿāmma

wa-l-taṭawwur al-lughawī, 328. Atsız, in his overview of works of Kemalpaşazāde that are

held by the Süleymaniye, lists fifty-six copies: see Atsız, “Kemalpaşa-oğlu’nun eserleri,”

1972, 129–130 (no. 194).
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3.3 ʿAlī ibn Bālī, the Durra, and theWidespread Error

A scholar familiar with Kemalpaşazāde’s treatise was ʿAlī ibn Bālī al-Qusṭanṭīnī

(d. 992/1584), also known as Manq ʿAlī, who was born in Alanya and grew

up in Constantinople. Among his works is a supplement on Aḥmad Ṭaşkö-

prüzāde’s (d. 968/1561) biographical dictionary of Ottoman ʿulamāʾ, al-Shaqāʾiq

al-nuʿmāniyya fī ʿulamāʾ al-dawla al-ʿuthmāniyya (“The Red Anemones on the

Scholars of the Ottoman Empire”),119 entitled al-ʿIqd al-manẓūm fī dhikr afāḍil

al-Rūm (“The Strung Necklace on the Distinguished Scholars of Rūm”).Writing

a biographical dictionary onOttoman scholars inArabicdemonstratedmastery

of Arabicwhile simultaneously acknowledging the importance of theOttoman

scholarly class.120

ʿAlī ibn Bālī’s laḥn treatise Khayr al-kalām fī al-taqaṣṣī ʿan aghlāṭ al-ʿawāmm

(“The Best of Speech: a Critical Examination of the Errors of the Common-

ers”) contains 223 short entries arranged according to the first letter of each

lexeme.121 As in Kemalpaşazāde’s treatise, the title mentions the term ghalaṭ,

not laḥn. At the end of the work, Ibn Bālī states that he wrote it in the year

978 (1570–1571) in three days.122 The author’s aim seems to have been to write

a quick and simple guide to avoid common mistakes, compiled from popular

sources.

In his introduction, Ibn Bālī does not explicitly state the provenance of the

expressions he discusses in his treatise but declares that he took them from

the books on language variants and epistles of the reliable scholars, which

were written as a reply to those who committed an error in their speech

and rode the camel of deviation in the desert of delusion.123

119 See Barbara Flemming, “Ṭash̲̲köprüzāde,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed.

P.J. Bearman et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 10:351–352; Abdurrahman Atçil, Scholars and Sul-

tans in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017),

10–11.

120 See alsoGürzatKami, “Understanding a Sixteenth-CenturyOttomanScholar-Burocrat: Ali

b. Bali (1527–1584) and his Biographical Dictionary” (MA thesis, İstanbul Şehir Universite,

2015), 85.

121 The procedure of taking the first letter instead of the first radical is not common in works

of laḥn, but well known frommuʿarrabworks.

122 According to the editor, the autograph manuscript used for the edition is the only extant

copy of the work. See ʿAlī Ibn Bālī al-Qusṭanṭīnī, Khayr al-kalām fī taqassī ʿan aghlāṭ al-

ʿawāmm, ed. Ḥātim Ṣāliḥ al-Dāmin, 2nd ed. (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-risāla, 1403/1983), 8–9.

123 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 15:

همالكيفبكترانمىلعدرلايفتفنصيتلا،تاقثلاةمئألالئاسروتاغللابتكنماهتدروأتاملك

…ططشلاةيطمماهوالاحصاحصيفبكروطلغلا
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The authorities cited by Ibn Bālī include al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, al-Ṣiḥāḥ, and al-

Zubaydī’s Mukhtār al-Ṣiḥāḥ. Ibn Bālī uses the terms muʿarrab and muwallad

to categorise some words, but only in quotations of earlier authors, such as al-

Aṣmaʿī’s assessment of an (incorrect) plural of ḥāja, ḥawāʾij, as muwallad.124

Ibn Bālī’s text is obviously an abridgement of those older authors’ observations,

reducing their stories to a simple statement of the error in a single sentence.

This also explains why the entire work contains only six shawāhid.

Ibn Bālī does integrate his own observations into the entries. The text opens

with a discussion of the word ibn as treated by al-Ḥarīrī, quoting a slightly

abridged and paraphrased version of the corresponding entry in Durrat al-

ghawwāṣ.125 The summary of al-Ḥarīrī’s discussion of the five cases in which

the alif of ibn should not be omitted but written is followed by two additional

cases mentioned by al-Ṣafadī. Ibn Bālī then adds his own observation on the

usage of this word:

I say: widespread in our region is an ugly error (laḥn qabīḥ) that is not

accepted by the commoners nor by most of the elite, namely, that they

do not pronounce the ending of the proper name coming before ibn, and

they put a kasra on the bāʾ and do not pronounce the ending.126

The content of this remark mirrors that in Kemalpaşazāde’s al-Tanbīh, but it

is not a literal quotation. The error described here refers to the pronunciation

of نب as bin, the Turkish form of ibn as part of proper names. Again, received

knowledge, as discussed by al-Ḥarīrī in the sixth/twelfth century, is updated by

a reference to diyārunā, “our region.”127

Many of the entries focus on the correct vocalisation of toponyms and

proper names, such as al-Zamakhsharī,128 Sībawayhi,129 and Ibn Jinnī (who is

124 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 28.

125 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 15–16; cf. al-Ḥarīrī, Durrat al-ghawwās, 125–126.

126 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 16:

ظفللبقامنونكسيمهنأوهو،ةصاخلارثكأوةماعلادنعملسيالحيبقنحلانرايديفعاشدقو:لوقأ

.هرخآنونكسيو،هءابنورسكيو،ملعلانمنبالا

127 One could look into the question of whether a ‘regional focus’ in laḥn followed a broader

trend of an increased regional focus in other genres, such as geography and history, during

the post-formative period.

128 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 34.

129 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 36.
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allegedly mispronounced as Ibn Jannī), as well as Greek scholars such as and

Ptolemy and Euclid (for whom Ibn Bālī cites the Qāmūs but not the verse we

read with Ibn al-Ḥanbalī).130 On closer consideration, the types of words that

are discussed are indeed significant. The treatment of Turkish toponyms, for

example, connects the Ottoman empire with the Arabic linguistic tradition:

achieving consensus on the correct spelling of Turkish cities in Arabic served

to integrate them into the Arabic language.131 Additionally, with respect to the

names and terminology of scholarship and science, correct pronunciation and

grammatical use are the primary indicators that a speaker is knowledgeable in

front of his peers, the fellow experts on a topic. Ibn Bālī specifically intends to

educate on such matters.

A striking feature of the text is Ibn Bālī’s use of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ. The refer-

ences to al-Ḥarīrī are somany that we could almost consider this work another

commentary on Durrat al-ghawwāṣ. However, the order of the discussion is

determined by the alphabetic arrangement of Khayr al-kalām, and there is,

in fact, not much commentating going on. Ibn Bālī abridges the Durra’s lem-

mata and reduces their anecdotal riches to a simple statement introducedwith

qāla l-Ḥarīrī followed by qāla ayḍan…, etc.132 In some cases, Ibn Bālī splits the

content of one lemma from the Durra into three separate entries.133Most of al-

Ḥarīrī’s statements are taken at face value and not further remarked upon. Ibn

Bālī’s engagement with the master text can thus be summed up as a rearrange-

ment, which we identified in the previous chapter as one of the objectives of

lexicography in the post-formative period.

An exception to Ibn Bālī’s close adherence to al-Ḥarīrī is the lemma sāʾir,

which was the first entry in Durrat al-ghawwāṣ. Ibn Bālī’s starting point for this

lemma, however, is not al-Ḥarīrī but an “error” attributed to the lexicographer

al-Jawharī:

Al-Jawharī mentions the word sāʾir in [the lemma] s-y-r as having the

meaning “all,” after he mentioned it under s-ʾ-r as having the meaning of

“the rest.” People were keen to point out his error, among them were al-

Ḥarīrī and al-Zubaydī and Ibn Hishām, when he said: “I do not know one

130 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 24.

131 The questions discussed are whether the Ottoman cities of Alaniya and Malaṭiya have

tashdīd of the yāʾ (the answer is no, as it is not a nisba-ending) and what the correct

spelling of Rhodes is: Rudūs or Rūdus. Rhodes had been conquered by the Ottomans in

929/1522.

132 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 17.

133 See, e.g., Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 31–32.
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language scholar who said that it means “all” except for the author of the

Ṣiḥāḥ and this is an error.” AndMollaḤasanÇelebi,mayGodgivehis spirit

rest, transmitted from a language scholar in his gloss on the Talwīj that it

means “all,” and he said: “The truth is that both meanings are attested by

the language.” And in the Qāmūs: “Sāʾir means ‘the rest,’ not ‘all,’ as many

people believe, even though it may be used in this sense, such as in the

words of al-Aḥwaṣ:

Her bosom turned soft for us as sleep hit all guards”134

Ibn Bālī shows his knowledge of the tradition by not only identifying the error

but also aligning himself with major language scholars in tracing its origin.

He then introduces the perspective of a contemporary scholar, the ʿālim and

adīb Ḥasan Çelebi, known as Kınalızāde (d. 1012/1604),135 to reconcile the dif-

fering opinions. References to Ottoman scholars are present in Khayr al-kalām,

albeit infrequently; one notable instance concerns a verse by Ebüssuūd in the

lemma al-maʾtam.136 By engaging with the lemma sāʾir, Ibn Bālī positions him-

self within a ‘tradition within the tradition’ that extends beyond books of laḥn

to poetry commentaries and anthologies.137

134 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 34–35:

مهنم،هتئطختبسانلاجهلو.يقابلاىنعمبرأسيفهركذدعبعيمجلاىنعمبريسيفرئاسظفليرهوجلاركذ

بحاصالإعيمجلاىنعمباهنأركذةغللاةمئأنمًادحأملعأال:لاقثيحماشهنباويديبزلاويريرحلا

هنإجيولتلاةيشاحيفةغللاةمئأضعبنعهحورهللاحوريبلجنسحىلوملالقنو.مهووهوحاحصلا

مهوتامكعيمجلااليقابلارئاسلاو:سوماقلايفو.ةغلتباثنيينعملاالكنأقحلاو:لاقمث،عيمجلاىنعمب

:صوحألالوقهنموهللمعتسيدقوأ،تاعامج

َجَف َلُةَبابُلانَلاهَتل سِارُحلاَرِئاسُموَنلاَذَقَوام

135 Kınalızāde was a pupil of Ebüssuūd Efendi and a teacher in Bursa, Istanbul, Aleppo, and

Cairo, among other places. See Mustafa Isen, “Kınalızâde Hasan Çelebi,” in tdv İslâm

Ansiklopedisi, 2022, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/kinalizade‑hasan‑celebi.

136 Ibn Bālī, Khayr al-kalām, 49. Ebüssuūd also engaged in laḥn: several copies of a Turkish

two-folio treatise entitled Saḳaṭātu’l-ʿavām (“Lapses of the Commoners”) can be found

in Istanbul, see, e.g., Süleymaniye Yazma Eser Kütüphanesi, Esad Efendi 3597, fol. 72a–

72b.

137 E.g., the ‘topos’ of discussing the meaning of sāʾir is also found in al-Damāmīnī’s super-

commentary on al-Ṣafadī’s commentary on the famous poem Lāmiyyat al-ʿajam by the

Seljuk secretary Muʾayyid al-Dīn al-Ṭughrāʾī (d. 514/1120). See Badr al-Dīn al-Damāmīnī,

Nuzūl al-ghayth, ed. Muhannad Aḥmad Ḥasan (Baghdad: Dīwān al-waqf al-sunnī, 2010),

279. There is no doubt that many more instances can be found.

https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/kinalizade-hasan-celebi
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4 Benevolent Approaches to laḥn

While the “widespread error” may be common, it remains an error. Kemal-

paşazāde’s tone leaves no room for reconciling correct language with spoken

language; his stance toward laḥn is unequivocally condemning. Ibn Bālī speaks

of laḥn qabīḥ, “an ugly solecism.” In other laḥn treatises, a more differentiated

approach is adopted. These works turn the argument on its head: rather than

list common errors in order to avoid them, their objective is to corroborate the

use of seemingly incorrect expressions by tracing them back to the high lan-

guage,mostly topre-Islamicdialects andQurʾanic variant readings,which serve

as sound shawāhid for attesting variants in living speech, even if these variants

lack an actual historical connection to them in terms of language development.

4.1 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s Baḥr al-ʿawwām

These two approaches to laḥn—one condemning and the othermore differen-

tiated—could even be adopted by the same author. After engaging intensively

with Durrat al-ghawwāṣ in ʿAqd al-khalāṣ and Sahm al-alḥāz, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī,

theAleppinehistorianpreviouslymentioned,wrote anotherwork on language,

Baḥr al-ʿawwām fīmā aṣāba fīhi l-ʿawāmm (“The Swimmer’s Ocean onWhat the

Commoners Got Right”). In this text, the author refrains from treating expres-

sions that deviate from standard language as laḥn; instead, he views them as

lughāt, or dialectal variants, thus categorising them as correct speech.

In Baḥr al-ʿawwām, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī scrutinises the judgement of his prede-

cessors. Rather than following al-Jawharī’s opinion, he critically examines the

Ṣiḥāḥ and foregrounds the expertise of later authors. His defence of the lan-

guage of the ʿāmma is supported by authorities from the post-formative period,

such as Ibn Khaṭīb al-Dahsha (d. 834/1431), as well as by direct critics of al-

Jawharī. A case in point is the passage in which the hamza/yāʾ-substitution

in verbs with a hamza as a third radical is discussed, a common feature of

dialect:

And one example of this is the fact that they say: Awmaytu (“I pointed”).

Al-Ṣaghānī, who is one of those who came after al-Jawharī but was ahead

of him in relating much of what had escaped him, said: “Awmaytu is like

awmaʾtu.” And as he said what he said, it is of no consequence that al-

Jawharī said: “Awmaʾtu at him: ‘I pointed,’ and do not say awmaytu.”

And if you said: “Perhaps he objected to it because it is a bad dialect

variant (lugha radīʾa), not because it is not attested in dialect,” I would

say: It seems that for him it was not attested in dialect, as he followed up

with wamaʾtu ilayhi, amaʾ, wamaʾ, and quoted:
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and she only made a gesture (wamaʾ) with her eyebrows

For him, like awmaytu is also tawaḍḍaytu, for he said: “wa-tawaḍḍaʾtu (‘I

cleansed myself ’) for prayer. Do not say: tawaḍḍaytu. Some of them say

it.” I swear that by this “some” he means “some of the pure Arabs,” so that

his rejection of saying tawaḍḍaytu is because it differs from the dialect

(lugha) of the majority of them.138

According to al-Jawharī, some of the Arabs said tawaḍḍaytu, which means it

is attested in kalām al-ʿarab and therefore technically correct.While al-Jawharī

rejects this variant, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī uses its attestation inBedouin speech to sup-

port the variant awmaytu, in which the same shift from hamza to yāʾ occurs.

By closely reading lexicographers of the formative age, it became possible to

widen the range of correct language without violating the boundaries of the

ʿarabiyya. It became a matter of verifying the sources (taḥqīq) and accepting

later sources if they were correct. Ibn al-Ḥanbalī cites the opinion of Raḍī

al-Dīn al-Ḥasan ibn Muḥammad al-Ṣaghānī (d. 650/1259), who, though later

(taʾakhkhara) than al-Jawharī, led the way (taqaddama) in mentioning aspects

al-Jawharī overlooked.

By questioning prominent opinions and citing alternative views, Ibn al-

Ḥanbalī provides evidence for the correctness of a total of 223 colloquial ex-

pressions. He converts the pejorative notion of laḥn into the neutral or even

favourable, linguistically valuable lugha. Through this approach, he justifies

138 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām fīmā aṣāba fīhi al-ʿawāmm, ed. Shaʿbān Ṣalāḥ (Cairo: Dār

Gharīb, 2007), 111–113:

هنأ،هيلعهتافاممريثكةياكحبمدقتويرهوجلانعرخأتنمموهويناغصلانعف.تيموأ:مهلوقكلذنمو

لقتالو،ترشأهيلإتأموأ:يرهوجلالوقبةربعالفلاقاملاقثيحو.تأموألثمتيموأ:لاق

.تيموأ

تبثيملهنأرهاظلا:تلق.ةغللايفتبثيملهنوكـلال،ةئيدرةغلهنوكـلكلذنعىهنهلعل:تلقنإف

:دشنأو،أموأمأهيلإتأموو:هلوقبكلذبقعهنأةنيرقبةغللايفهدنع

ّلإَناكامَف بِجِاَوَحلْاِباهؤمَواَ

.هلوقيمهضعبو،تيضوتلقتالو،ةالصللتأضوتو:لاقهنأكلذو،تيضوتهدنعتيموألثمو

هنوكـلتيضوتلاقينأنعهيهننوكيف،صلخلابرعلاضعبضعبلااذهبهدارمنوكينأالإمهللا

.مهنمنيرثكألاةغللافلاخم



112 chapter 2

a wide range of dialectal phenomena, such as the vocalisation of imperfect

verb forms (tiʿlam for taʿlam),139 the elision of the nūn in the afʿāl al-khamsa

(yafʿalū for yafʿalūna),140 the pronunciation of the female second person verb

or pronoun forms with a long ī,141 the absence of case endings in general, the

pronunciation of ʿinda (“at”) as ʿanda (even ʿunda is attested in the lughāt),142

and five different lughāt for anā (“I”).143 This suggests—though not explicitly

stating—that fuṣḥā is simply one collection of variants among many.

To account for the correctness of commoners’ expressions, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī

introduces a new category to laḥn and lugha. The expression fulān asharrumin

fulān (“So-and-so is ‘badder’ than so-and-so”) is described as shādhdh (“weak,

rare”)—a term also used for the classification of ḥadīth—and not a case of

laḥn.144 He also employs the term al-mashhūr, the “widespread,”145 suggesting

that the spread of a linguistic phenomenon serves as proof of its correctness.

Anotherdevice Ibnal-Ḥanbalī uses to justify the languageuseof the ʿawāmm

is inversion of the argument, as in the case of dastūr (“register”). According

to al-Ḥarīrī, the word should be pronounced dustūr to align with the patterns

(abniya) of Arab speech. Following Ibn Barrī, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī counters this argu-

ment by highlighting exceptions to this rule. Exceptions that were formerly

regarded as exceptions are nowused to back up the pronunciation of common-

ers.146

The most obvious difference compared to Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s other extant

works is that Baḥr al-ʿawwām is not a reworking of Durrat al-ghawwāṣ. Al-

though it contains quite a few references to al-Ḥarīrī, especially in the second

half, and heavily relies on Ibn Barrī’s and Ibn Manẓūr’s commentaries on the

Durra, Baḥr al-ʿawwām is an independent work with a programme of its own.

The entries are neither arranged according to a master text nor is there any

discernible alphabetical order. It is conceivable that during the research for

his two earlier books, Ibn al-Ḥanbalī stumbled upon expressions he initially

139 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 103.

140 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 133.

141 E.g., Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 163.

142 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 128.

143 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 176.

144 Al-Suyūṭī distinguishes between shādhdh fī al-qiyās and shādhdh fī al-istiʿmāl; the oppo-

site is muṭṭarid (“steady,” “uninterrupted”). See al-Suyūṭī, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-

anwāʿihā, 1:226ff.

145 E.g., Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 191, 227.

146 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 204–205. One may be reminded of Ibn Khālawayhi’s

(d. 370/908) book of linguistic exceptions Kitāb Laysa fī kalām al-ʿarab (“Book of Expres-

sions not Found in the Speech of the Arabs”).
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thought incorrect, but which his sources justified as lugha in kalām al-ʿarab.

His last treatise collects these examples of colloquial expressions regarded as

correct on account of their appearance in Qurʾān, ḥadīth (such as in the case of

ʿaṭshāna, “thirsty”),147 and/or their attestation by leading grammarians and lex-

icographers. The focus on vocalisation and endings, which are not marked in

written texts, suggests that the discussionmainly considers speech errors rather

than errors in writing. The impression that the author collected the errors from

his own environment is confirmedbyhis explicitmention that he “heard” given

expressions.148

4.2 Yūsuf al-Maghribī and the “First Dialect Dictionary”

No other work of laḥn is as replete with personal experience as the late tenth-

/sixteenth-century Dafʿ al-iṣr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr (“Removing the Fetters from

the Speech of the People of Cairo”).149 This work presents an alphabetical word

list interspersed with a surprising amount of autobiographical detail, from

which we learn that the author, Yūsuf al-Maghribī (d. 1019/1611), as a young

man decided to attend al-Azhar, the famous centre of learning, and become

well-versed in language and religion. Defying his uncles, his custodians and

manufacturers of sword beltswho disapproved of scholarship, he secretly stud-

ied grammar.When they did not return from a business trip to the Sudan, Yūsuf

sold their shop, purchased books, andwent to al-Azhar.150 This narrative begins

in the introduction and is woven throughout the lemmata of his book, deemed

the first dictionary of the Egyptian dialect.151

Dafʿ al-iṣr distinguishes itself from the laḥn treatises discussed above in two

key respects: it is longer andmore comprehensive,152 and the author adheres to

a clearmethod concerning his sources and objective, which becomes apparent

in the opening lines of the introduction:

147 Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 99.

148 Such as in the entry tatar: Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Baḥr al-ʿawwām, 251.

149 Also sometimes rendered as Rafʿ al-iṣr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr (“Lifting the Fetters from the

Language of the People of Egypt”). Initially, the title of the work was al-Faḍl al-ʿāmm

wa-Qāmūs al-ʿawāmm, “The Benefit for All and the Dictionary/Qāmus of the Common

People.” This title was erased by al-Maghribī in the only extant manuscript, the auto-

graph. See Zack, “Egyptian Arabic in the Seventeenth Century. Part one: Study of Yūsuf

al-Maġribī’s Dafʿ al-iṣr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr,” 21 ff.

150 Yūsuf al-Maghribī, Dafʿ al-isr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr, ed. Liesbeth Zack (Utrecht: Universiteit

van Utrecht, 2009), fol. 70a ff.

151 See Nelly Hanna, “History fromBelow, Dictionary fromBelow,” in Innovation in Islam. Tra-

ditions and Contributions, ed. Mehran Kamrava (Berkeley: University of California Press,

2011), 85–97.

152 The edition contains 1406 lemmata, but its basis is a manuscript from which 110 folios
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Its objective is to clarify expressions that appear to be incorrect but are in

fact correct, as well as words that appear sound but with which sensible

people do not agree. It is arranged according to the alphabetical order of

the Qāmūs. It soothes the heart and brings joy to the soul through out-

standing poetry and delightful anecdotes, which I heard from the ʿulamāʾ

and observed from the beaming intellects of intellectuals or obtained

from books or from thought written in gold and usefully arranged pol-

ysemes in Arabic, remarking on what comes from Persian and fromTurk-

ish …153

Like Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, al-Maghribī wants to show that words used in colloquial

language are in fact correct. However, unlike Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, who draws on

various sources, al-Maghribī relies solely on the Qāmūs. The result—a list of

condoned colloquial expressions—is the same: an ‘apologetic’ corroboration

of the ʿāmmiyya through high language.154

Al-Fīrūzābādī’s Qāmūs serves as the main authority and structuring princi-

ple for al-Maghribī’s work. The lemmata are arranged according to rhyme order

(last radical–first radical–middle radicals), and the book is divided into abwāb

(chapters) and fuṣūl (sections), highlighting its comprehensive nature. Many

of the laḥn treatises previously discussed either had no alphabetical structure

or adhered only to the first letter of each word.

The lemma sirwāl exemplifies how al-Maghribī links the entry in theQāmūs

to the contemporary usage that forms the subject of Dafʿ al-iṣr:

are missing: the editor thus estimates that the original number of entries must have been

around 2560. See Zack, “Egyptian Arabic in the Seventeenth Century,” 24.

153 Al-Maghribī, Dafʿ al-isr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr, fol. 1a:

هيلعامقفاوتملواهتحصرهظتتاملكوباوصاهنألاحلاواهئاطخبرهاظلامكحيظافلانايبهيفدصقهنإف

نمسوفنلاةجهبورودصلاءافشىلعالمتشمسوماقلابيترتءاجهلافورحىلعابترمبابلألاووذ

يفهبترفظوأءامهفلاماهفأسومشنمهتيلتجأوءاملعلانمهتعمساممةقئارفئاطلوةقئافراعشأ

هيبنتلاوةيبرعلاةكرتشملاظافلألانمرسيتاميناعممظنوبهذلابمسرياممةركفلاهبتحمسوأبتكـلا

…ةيكرتلاوةيسرافلانمءيشىلع

On fol. 2a the author mentions that he will use the Qāmūs and al-Ṣaghānī’s ʿUbāb, but

according to Zack, he does not actually use the latter in the extant part of the book. See

Zack, “Egyptian Arabic in the Seventeenth Century,” 28.

154 On account of this method, Nelly Hanna terms Yūsuf al-Maghribī’s methodology in writ-

ing his dictionary “innovative.” See Nelly Hanna, Ottoman Egypt and the Emergence of the

ModernWorld 1500–1800 (Cairo, New York: The American University in Cairo Press, 2014),

55.
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They say of “underpants” sirwāl and this is correct. “The plural is sarāwīl

and the plural of this is sarāwīlāt, Persian, arabicised. It may be treated as

masculine and the singular is said to be sirwāla as well as sirwīl, vocalised

with i. It is the only word of the pattern fiʿwīl, and al-sarāwīn with n is

dialect, and al-shirwāl is also dialect. sarwaltuhu: I dressed him with it

and then he was dressed (tasarwala) with sarāwīl. ḥamāmamusarwala: a

pigeonwith feathers on its legs. And farasmusarwal: a horsewhosewhite

socks exceed the upper forelegs and the thighs.” End of quote.

Now, does the arabicisation/full declension concern sirwāl and its plu-

ral only, or everything, and from what was it arabicised? When he men-

tions shirwāl with sh as a second dialect form, he does not say that it is

arabicised/fully declined.

And their saying shirwālwith shīn is another variation […]and it is used

today among the Turks and it is like bunduq and funduq: both are Arabic,

used among the Turks is funduq.155

The text from the second sentence up to “end of quote” is a lengthy excerpt

from the Qāmūs, followed by al-Maghribī’s direct commentary and questions.

Although he appears to quote the Qāmūs verbatim, he slightly modifies the

entry: the Qāmūs lists the catchword as sarāwīl, but al-Maghribī identifies

sarāwīl as the plural and sarāwīlāt as the plural’s plural to account for the

actual use of sirwāl. After the quotation, Maghribī poses a question address-

ing the missing pieces of information in the Qāmūs’ entry. Sirwāl or rather

sarāwīl (derived fromPersian shalwār)wasused in earlyArabic,with Sībawayhi

citing it as a loanword (muʿarrab).156 Al-Maghribī, however, connects it to con-

temporary use by Ottoman Turks, whose pronunciation with shīn is obviously

155 Al-Maghribī, Dafʿ al-isr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr, fol. 80a–b:

دقوةبرعمةيسرافتاليوارسىلعيهوليوارسىلععمجت.حيحصوهولاورسسابللايفنولوقيو

ةغلنونلابنيوارسلاواهريغليوعفمالكلايفسيلونهرسكبليورسليقوةلاورسدرفملاليقوركذت

سرفوشيراهيلجريفةلورسمةمامحولورستفاهايإهتسبلألورستفهتلورسوةغلاضيألاورشلاو

وأطقفهعمجولاورسلايفبيرعتلالهرظنافىهتنانيذخفلاونيدضعلاهليجحتضايبزواجلورسم

رعيذلاامولكلايف
ّ

لثماذهوماورالانيبنالاةلمعتسميهوةيناثةغلنيشلابلاورشهلوقوهنمب

.قدنفماورالانيبلمعتسملاويبرعامهلكقدنفوقدنب

156 Abū Bishr ʿAmr ibn ʿUthmān Sībawayhi, al-Kitāb, ed. ʿAbd al-Salām Muḥammad Hārūn

(Cairo: al-Hayʾa al-miṣriyya al-ʿāmma li-l-kitāb, 1977), 3:229.
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influenced by the (original) Persian form. His main interest lies in this form, as

it mirrors the usage he heard on the streets and wants to account for.

This method is consistently applied throughout the work: relevant sections

of the Qāmūs are cited and adapted to align with the colloquial expressions

under discussion. By using a comprehensive dictionary as the basis for a laḥn

dictionary, al-Maghribī underscores the authoritative function of his work.

In addition to its linguistic role, Dafʿ al-iṣr also serves other needs. Al-

Maghribī includes long, personal anecdotes and contemporary poetry, such as

his own mawāwīl—four-line epigrams of which the verses often rhyme in the

same form (alfāẓ mushtaraka, polysemes)—to play on the different meanings

discussed in the entry. These poems may likely have served a similar function

to those of Kemalpaşazāde: to bememorised and cited inmajālis. They elevate

Dafʿ al-iṣr into awork of adab, oscillating between an anthology of (contempo-

rary) poetry andabiographical dictionary filledwith anecdotes about the social

environment of late tenth/sixteenth-century Cairo. The dictionary/lexicologi-

cal treatise format serves as a framework that facilitates the understanding and

acceptance of al-Maghribī’s modifications of the genre.

4.3 An Abridgement of Dafʿ al-iṣr

We do not know much about the subsequent reception of Yūsuf al-Maghribī’s

Dafʿ al-iṣr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr, but we do know that, eventually, the autograph

copy found its way into the hands of Egyptian historian Ibn Abī al-Surūr al-

Bakrī (d. after 1062/1652),157 the “most important chronicler of early Ottoman

Egypt down to the middle of the eleventh/seventeenth century.”158 This manu-

script served as the basis of the abridgement al-Qawl al-muqtaḍab fīmāwāfaqa

lughat ahlMiṣrmin lughāt al-ʿarab (“The Condensed Statement on the Concur-

rence of the Language of the People of Egypt with the Dialects of the Arabs”),

which he wrote in 1057/1647.159

157 The autograph, the only extant manuscript, probably was a draft (musawwada). See Zack,

“Egyptian Arabic in the Seventeenth Century,” 23–24.

158 Adam Sabra, “al-Bakrī, Ibn Abī l-Surūr,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, three, ed. Kate Fleet et

al. (Leiden: Brill, 2019), https://doi.org/10.1163/1573‑3912_ei3_COM_25170. See also Abdul-

KarimRafeq, “IbnAbi ’l-Surūr andHisWorks,”Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African

Studies 38, no. 1 (1975): 29.

159 ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, Laḥn al-ʿāmma wa-l-taṭawwur al-lughawī, 304–309 does not mention

Yūsuf al-Maghribī’sDafʿ al-iṣr in a separate chapter, probably because themanuscript was

not available to him (the facsimile edition is from 1968), but he doesmention that al-Qawl

al-muqtaḍab is an abridgement of this text, and can be characterised as a work of laḥn al-

ʿāmma, although not “directly,” and remarks that it deviates slightly from the objective of

laḥn al-ʿāmma literature.

https://doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_COM_25170
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Ibn Abī al-Surūr begins by praising the author of the master text; the only

criticism he offers is that it was too long, which is why he provides an abridge-

ment that retains the alphabetical order of the Qāmūs and Dafʿ al-iṣr.160 The

work contains 1034 entries, while Dafʿ al-iṣr, in its entirety, likely contained

around 2500 entries. The lemma sirwāl, cited above from al-Maghribī’s text,

provides an example of how the entries of Dafʿ al-iṣr are shortened:

And they say: sirwāl and this is known, and it is linguistically correct. The

plural is sarāwīlāt (Persian, arabicised).161

IbnAbī al-Surūr’s intervention does not leavemuch of al-Maghribī’s text intact.

Does thismean that the author of al-Qawl al-muqtaḍabmissed thepoint of Dafʿ

al-iṣr? By omitting al-Maghribī’s novel information and anecdotes, Ibn Abī al-

Surūr reduces the work to a mere list of colloquial expressions endorsed by

al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ. Apparently, this was exactly his objective: to create a con-

cise list of Egyptian expressions that comply with lughāt al-ʿarab, which he

likely regarded as the main function of al-Maghribī’s master text—elevating

the Egyptian dialect by linking it to the venerable ʿarabiyya.

By removing the anecdotes and reducing the content to plain linguistic data,

al-Qawl al-muqṭadab became easier tomemorise and copy thanDafʿ al-iṣr. The

text is extant in twomanuscript copies fromwhich the printed text was edited.

The printed edition also incorporates the glosses of one of the scribes of these

manuscripts, a certain Ibn al-Wakīl, who owned the autograph of Dafʿ al-iṣr at

the beginning of the twelfth/eighteenth century.162 He reinserted some of the

lemmata that had been omitted by Ibn Abī al-Surūr “because the self is fond

of every strange and new word (li-anna l-nafsa mūlaʿatun bi-kulli gharībin wa-

jadīd).”163 This means that some of the 1034 entries of the printed edition were

not selected by IbnAbī al-Surūr, but by Ibn al-Wakīl.164 The additions, however,

are mostly limited to the catchword and a single short sentence.

160 Muḥammad IbnAbī al-Surūr al-Bakrī al-Siddiqī, al-Qawl al-muqtaḍab fīmāwāfaqa lughat

ahl Misr min lughāt al-ʿarab, ed. Ibrāhīm Sālim and Ibrāhīm al-Abyarī, Turāthunā (Cairo:

al-Muʾassasa al-Miṣriyya al-ʿāmma li-l-taʾlīf wa-l-tarjama, 1962), 81–82.

161 Ibn Abī al-Surūr, al-Qawl al-muqtaḍab, 397–398:

.)ةبرعمةيسراف(تاليوارسىلععمجي.يوغلحيحصوهوفورعموهولاورس:نولوقيو

162 Zack, “Egyptian Arabic in the Seventeenth Century,” 21 ff.

163 Ibn Abī al-Surūr, al-Qawl al-muqtaḍab, 7; ʿAbd al-Tawwāb, Laḥn al-ʿāmma wa-l-taṭawwur

al-lughawī, 305.

164 E.g., entries no. 7 (barr, “outside of”), 13 (ḥashāk, “except for you”), etc.
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As mentioned in Chapter 1, one interesting aspect of al-Qawl al-muqtaḍab

is that it could historically be one of the first works of lexicography that refers

directly to Lisān al-ʿarab in its entries. Most earlier works cited the authorities

used in Lisān al-ʿarab but did not directly mention Ibn Manẓūr’s compilation.

IbnAbī al-Surūr cites it in eleven entries, such as in the lemma ʿīla (“family”).165

The corresponding entry in Dafʿ al-iṣr did not cite Lisān al-ʿarab.166 This indi-

cates that by the time Ibn Abī al-Surūr was writing—or at least, to him—Lisān

al-ʿarab had become a quotable authority.

5 Conclusion

Uncoincidentally, the lexicographical genres most popular in the trilingual

Ottoman environment were those dealing with deviations from the Arabic

norm. This was the field in which a scholar could gain a reputation as a lan-

guage expert. Compiling a treatise on laḥn elevated its author to the highest

level of expertise and set him apart from the ʿāmma or even the khāṣṣa who

committed laḥn. The discussion of names of famous scholars and the termi-

nology of scholarship and science in laḥn treatises suggests that concern for

one’s reputation and public imagewas likely amotivation for writing and read-

ing such texts.

In this chapter, we have seen that the engagement with laḥn in the post-

formative period took different forms than it had before. While the first laḥn

al-ʿāmma treatises were simple word lists following the formula “do not say

x, say y,” in the sixth/twelfth century, al-Ḥarīrī updated the genre by present-

ing his treatise as a work of adab. Subsequent authors of laḥn dealt with this

innovation in various ways: they aimed to trim down the content of al-Ḥarīrī’s

Durra to match the format of early treatises, while adding examples from

other sources and personal observation, as ʿAlī ibn Bālī did; they rearranged

the material; and/or they engaged with the Durra in a critical fashion, as Ibn

al-Ḥanbalī. These interventions—ikhtiṣār, (“abridgement”), tartīb (“arrange-

ment”), and radd (“refutation”)—exemplify the engagement with Arabic lex-

icography in the post-formative period and the broader commentary culture.

This chapter has shown that, rather than presenting a mere repetition of

earlier insights, these treatises contained contemporary examples alongside

classics of laḥn.While searching for deviations from the norm, language schol-

165 Ibn Abī al-Surūr, al-Qawl al-muqtaḍab, 400.

166 Al-Maghribī, Dafʿ al-isr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr, fol. 84b.
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ars discovered new sources, such as muwallad poetry, as seen in al-Jumāna fī

izālat al-raṭāna.

There were also new, creative ways of dealing with existing material. Schol-

ars like Ibn al-Ḥanbalī and Yūsuf al-Maghribī tried to ascribe perceived sole-

cisms to variants within the high language. It is plausible that Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s

treatise Baḥr al-ʿawwām fīmā aṣāba al-ʿawāmm was the result of his research

into errors and that, upon reflection, the errors were reclassified. Yūsuf al-

Maghribī proceeded in a similar manner: by consulting the Qāmūs and subtly

adapting its content to align with his objective, he smoothed out the discrep-

ancies between colloquial Egyptian and high language, while entertaining his

audience in a manner reminiscent of al-Ḥarīrī. That both Durrat al-ghawwāṣ

andDafʿ al-iṣrwere subsequently abridged and stripped of their adab elements

indicates a continued demand for concise word lists to help the literate classes

identify and avoid errors.

Kemalpaşazāde also recognised theneed for clear distinctions between right

and wrong in language: his stated objective was to help his peers avoid embar-

rassing mistakes. Like his predecessors, Kemalpaşazāde supported his discus-

sion of laḥn with a moral assessment, viewing the disregard with which the

language was treated as a sign of “our times.”

For all these projects, the underlying template was the laḥn treatise and the

discussion of laḥn in general lexicography of the formative period. The fervour

withwhichDurrat al-ghawwāṣwas adopted as a starting point for discussion—

often straying quickly from themaster text—has parallels in the commentaries

on the Ṣiḥāḥ or Qāmūs discussed in the previous chapter. Indeed, it mirrors

the way commentaries in various genres would initially reference their master

texts only briefly before developing into nearly independent works. Themaster

text occasions the commentary, abridgement, or supplement. It legitimises the

commentary and perhaps even contributes to its popularity, but the commen-

tary unequivocally stands as a text in its own right.

In our evaluation of the commentary tradition of the post-formative period,

the autonomy of the texts engaging with ‘classical’ texts has long been disre-

garded, particularly in the field of language. Yes, eleventh/seventeenth-century

authors were still commenting on sixth/twelfth-century texts. However, the

commentary, abridgement, or supplement pursues its ownobjectives and func-

tions within its own unique historical and social context. Its mere existence

implies a critique of and a departure from the master text. In the case of laḥn

treatises, the commentary form may address the same errors recorded from

the second/eighth century onward, but it also reflects the genre’s development,

offering an assessment of the current situation and a catalogue of contempo-

rary errors.
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chapter 3

The Social Life of Loanwords: Five Hundred Years

of taʿrīb

From the late nineteenth century onward, language academies were estab-

lished in several Arabic-speaking countries to direct and control the moderni-

sation of the Arabic language, equipping it formodern science and journalism,

coining scientific terminology, and reining in the proliferation of loanwords

for newly introduced objects and concepts.1 Language academies devised sev-

eral methods and rules to achieve this aim. The four most important means of

introducing new terminology were: deriving a new word from an existing root,

extending the original meaning of the Arabic word metaphorically (al-waḍʿ bi-

l-majāz), reviving archaic vocabulary (gharīb al-lugha) to signify new concepts,

and paraphrasing/translating themeaning of a concept (al-ishtiqāq al-maʿnawī

or al-ishtiqāq bi-l-tarjama).2 This approach is howwords likemuḥarrik (“motor,

engine,” from the second form ḥarraka, “to set into movement”), qiṭār (“train,”

historically used for a camel train), and takyīf al-hawāʾ (a translation/para-

phrase of the term “air conditioning”) became part of the modern Arabic stan-

dard language.3

The scholars charged with this task could look back upon a millennium of

engagement with loanwords in Arabic. They drew on the principles of qiyās

(analogy) discussed by the earliest Arabic grammarians. The process of “mak-

ing the non-Arabic Arabic,” or “Arabicisation,” taʿrīb, is a concept as old as

the first Arabic dictionary, al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad al-Farāhīdī’s (d. 175/791) Kitāb

al-ʿAyn, and the first Arabic grammar book, ʿAmr ibn ʿUthmān Sībawayhi’s

(d. ca. 180/796) Kitāb. Sībawayhi was the first to summarise the principles of

taʿrīb, while al-Khalīl used the termsmuʿarrab and dakhīl to indicate loanwords

in his dictionary. In the sixth/twelfth century, AbūManṣūrMawhūb ibnAḥmad

1 On the establishment and functions of Arabic language academies, see Mohammed Sawaie,

“Language Academies,” in Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics, ed. Kees Ver-

steegh (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 2:634–642.

2 Jaroslav Stetkevych,TheModern Arabic Literary Language. Lexical and Stylistic Developments,

reprint of the 1970 edition, Georgetown University Classics in Arabic Language and Linguis-

tics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), 18.

3 These and other examples can be found in Stetkevych,TheModern Arabic Literary Language,

chap. 1.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


the social life of loanwords 121

al-Jawālīqī (d. 540/1144) expanded Sībawayhi’s theory and compiled the first

specialised dictionary of loanwords. In subsequent centuries, scholars dis-

cussed loanword theory and provided examples that often amounted to new

loanword dictionaries.

Arabic language scholars prior to the late nineteenth century did not have

the same concerns as members of the Arabic language academies. Al-Khalīl,

Sībawayhi, and their successors had other puzzles to solve: How could it be that

the Qurʾān contained words of non-Arabic origin, while it referred to itself as

being “in clear Arabic speech” (bi-lisānin ʿarabiyyin mubīn)?4 Where did these

loanwords come from? How could we recognise and deal with them as loan-

words?What are the rules formaking anon-ArabicwordArabic?Whathappens

if the word in the source language contains the letter p, which is not found in

theArabic alphabet?What happens if thisworddoes not fit the patterns of Ara-

bic? Can one derive a verb from an Arabicised noun? Can a loanword be fully

inflected or should it be a diptote (mamnūʿ min al-ṣarf ), so that the language

user may know it is not originally Arabic? Loanwords prompted fundamental

discussions about the nature and boundaries of the Arabic language. We see

the reflections of these debates in the lemmata of comprehensive dictionar-

ies and in treatises on loanword theory and practice, which proliferated in the

post-formative period.

In the previous chapter, I outlined different ways in which scholars engaged

with laḥn al-ʿāmma and pointed out the relevance of the genre for language

scholarship in the post-formative period. In this chapter, I will discuss the

treatment of taʿrīb, loanword adaptation, and muʿarrabāt, loanwords, during

the same period. Like laḥn al-āmma, this subject (re-)gained focused atten-

tion from lexicographers through a work written in the sixth/twelfth century,

which then became themost important source and inspiration for subsequent

engagement. What al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat al-ghawwāṣ did for laḥn, al-Jawālīqī’s al-

Muʿarrabmin al-kalāmal-aʿjamī ʿalā ḥurūf al-muʿjam (“TheAlphabetical List of

Loanwords fromForeignSpeech”) did for taʿrīb—it representedboth thepinna-

cle of the discipline up to its author’s time and the starting point for its further

trajectory.

After a brief introduction to the terminology of taʿrīb, which relates closely

to that of laḥn, I will summarise loanword theory up to al-Jawālīqī and point

4 Cf. Q 12:2, 20:113, 39:28, 41:3, 42:7, 43:3: ًايبرعًانآرق ; Q 13:37: ًايبرعًامكح ; Q 16:103, 26:195: يبرعناسل

نيبم ; Q 46:12: ًايبرعًاناسل . For a concise discussion of lisān in the Qurʾān, see Pierre Larcher,

“Language, Concept Of,” in Encyclopaedia of the Qurʾān, ed. Jane Dammen McAuliffe, vol. 3

(Leiden: Brill, 2003), 108–109.
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out its relevance before moving on to the developments of the post-formative

period.Wewill see that, analogous to laḥn al-ʿāmma, loanword theory retained

its basis in the tradition while, subtly or not, being updated to reflect the lin-

guistic conditions of the Ottoman environment. While adhering to canonised

rules and terminology, therewas space for neologisms and ‘modern’ poetry, and

lemmatawere expanded to include samples of contemporary languageuse that

the consumers of language scholarship—a constantly increasing, multilingual

crowd—could relate to.

1 TaʿrībHistorically

The term taʿrīb, “making Arab(ic), Arabicisation,” specifically refers to incorpo-

rating foreign words into the Arabic language. According to al-Jawharī, taʿrīb (a

second form of the noun ʿarab)5 and iʿrāb (fourth form) share the same mean-

ing.6 Students of Arabic know the term iʿrāb as inflection—specifically, the

case endings that words in Modern Standard Arabic and Classical Arabic take

to mark their syntactical function. In contrast, Arabic dialects do not display

these endings. By the second/eighth century, students had to actively acquire

knowledge of these syntactical markers, as they were not inherently contained

in their mother tongue. Using case endings correctly was part and parcel of

mastery of the ʿarabiyya, the high language: mistakes in iʿrāb were a cause for

mockery among language experts. Many of themasāʾil naḥwiyya, the historical

and literary disputes between grammarians, revolve aroundquestions of inflec-

tion.7Moreover, as the historian ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibnMuḥammad Ibn Khaldūn

(d. 808/1406) pointed out in the Muqaddima (“Introduction to History”), lack

of knowledge of iʿrāb entailed the risk of misunderstanding the language of the

Qurʾān and ḥadīth:

TheQurʾānwas revealed in [Arabic], and ḥadīthwas transmitted in it, and

these two are the roots of religion. It was feared that, as a result of the dis-

5 The noun ʿarab has the connotation of “speaking eloquently,” the opposite is ʿajam, which

bothmeans “foreign” and “having a speech impediment.” Khalīl ibn Aḥmad al-Farāhīdī, Kitāb

al-ʿAyn, vol. 1, s.v. ʿ-j-m.

6 Al-Jawharī, Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya, s.v. ʿ-r-b:

رع:لوقت،اهجاهنمىلعبرعلاهبهوفتتنأيمجعألامسالابيرعت
ّ
.ًاضيأهتبرعأوبرعلاهتب

7 As, for instance, the much-discussed masʾala zunbūriyya (“Question of the Hornet”): see

Joshua Blau, “The Role of the Bedouins as Arbiters in Linguistic Questions and the Masʾala

az-zunbūriyya,” Journal of Semitic Studies 8 (1963): 42–51.
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appearance of the language inwhich theywere revealed, they themselves

might be forgotten and no longer be understood. Therefore, it was neces-

sary to document its rules, establish its parameters (waḍʿmaqāyīsihi), and

extract its laws. It thus became a science (ʿilm) with subdivisions, chap-

ters, premises, and problems. The scholars who cultivated that science

called it grammar (naḥw) and the craft of Arabic (ṣināʿat al-ʿarabiyya). It

became a memorised art and a documented discipline, a ladder to the

understanding of the Book of God and the Sunna of his Prophet.8

This explains the synonymy of taʿrīb and iʿrāb: making a word Arabic essen-

tially meant to subject it to the rules of inflection and the patterns of Arabic

speech, so as to fully incorporate it into the Arabic language. Sībawayhi identi-

fied several forms of “loanword adaptation,” as taʿrībwould be called inmodern

linguistics:9

[…] Sometimes they changed (ghayyarū) its state from its state in the for-

eign language by appending (alḥaqū) to theArabic the non-Arabic letters,

they substituted (abdalū) the position of the Arabic letter for another and

changed the voweling and the position of the augment […] They did this

by appending to their patterns or by not appending, through change, sub-

stitution, augmentation and deletion, whenever change was necessary.

Sometimes they left the word as it was if its letters were also their letters,

whether it fitted their pattern or not. And sometimes they changed the

letter that was not among their letters but did not change it from its pat-

tern in Persian.10

8 Ibn Khaldūn, al-Muqaddima, 462:

ماهفألاقالغناوامهيسانتيشخونيدلاالصأامهوهتغلبًالوقنميوبنلاثيدحلاوهبًالزنتمنآرقلاناكو

هنيناوقطابنتساوهسيياقمعضووهماكحأنيودتىلإجيتحافهبالزنتيذلاناسللانادقفبامهنع

ًاظوفحمًانفحبصأو.ةيبرعلاةعانصووحنلاملعبهلهأهامسلئاسموتامدقموباوبأولوصفاذاملعراصو

.هلوسرةنسوهللاباتكمهفىلإًاملسوًابوتكمًاملعو

My translation of Ibn Khaldūn is loosely based on Franz Rosenthal’s translation: Ibn Khal-

dûn, The Muqaddimah. An Introduction to History, trans. Franz Rosenthal, 2nd ed., 3 vols.,

Bollingen Series, xliii (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1967).

9 See Christian Uffmann, “Loanword Adaptation,” in The Oxford Handbook of Historical

Phonology, ed. Patrick Honeybone and Joseph Salmons (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

2015), 644–666.

10 Sībawayhi, al-Kitāb, 4:305–307:
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Technical termsare important here, as theywere takenupand specifiedby later

scholars. Taʿrīb firstly involves taghyīr (“change”) of letters, in case the original

letters are not part of theArabic alphabet. For example, Persian pe and čemight

change into Arabic fāʾ or bāʾ, and jīm or kāf, respectively. Secondly, taʿrībmay

include ilḥāq, which translates as “appending”—changing the original form of

a word in analogy (qiyās) to Arabic word structures (abniya).11 A classic exam-

ple, cited by Sībawayhi and subsequent authors, is dirham, which is said to have

be appended from Persian diram tomatch the pattern of the Arabic word hijraʿ

(“long,” “slender,” said of a dog). Ibdāl (“modification”) involves substituting one

letter for another to better align with Arabic language patterns, as seen when

Persian muhandiz becomes Arabic muhandis (“architect” or “geometrician”).

Finally, ziyāda and ḥadhf refer to the addition or deletion of long vowels, which

further adapt a word to fit Arabic word patterns.

Perhaps even more important than the technical terms and the processes

that are described is the way Sībawayhi formulated his statement. The third

person perfect tense—“they changed, they substituted”—denotes a temporal

distance between the author of al-Kitāb and the people he is referring to, the

speakers of the ʿarabiyya, whomweencountered in theprevious chapters as the

source of the reference corpus, the thiqāt (reliable informants of Arabic usage).

Sībawayhi’s useof theperfect tense suggests that taʿrībwasaprocess of thepast,

implying that no new words could enter the corpus of muʿarrabāt. However,

processes of loanword adaptation did not stop after the ʿuṣūr al-iḥtijāj. Words

coined later, either from Arabic roots or foreign terms, were distinguished by

the termmuwallad, “neologism,” which referred to the creations of themuwal-

ladūn ormuḥdathūn, the “moderns.”12

If no new muʿarrabāt could enter the language after roughly the middle

of the second/eighth century, then why did language scholars in the post-

formative period continue to engage the subject of taʿrīb at all? Why did they

write dictionaries and theoretical treatises on loanwords? What motivated

ناكماولدبأف،ةيبرعلافورحلاريغةيبرعلابمهقاحلإعمةيمجعألايفهلاحنعهلاحاوريغامبرو]…[

قحلأامباذاولعفدقو]…[.،ةدايزلاناكماولدبأوةكرحلااوريغو،هريغًايبرعبرعللوهيذلافرحلا

ىلعمسالااوكرتامبرو.رييغتلاهمزليامل،فذحلاوةدايزلاولادبإلاورييغتلانم،قحليملامومهئانبب

نمسيليذلافرحلااوريغامبرو]…[نكيملوأمهئانبىلعناك،مهفورحنمهفورحتناكاذإهلاح

…ةيسرافلايفهئانبنعاوريغيملومهفورح

11 On the concept of ilḥāq, see Ramzi Baalbaki, “Ilḥāq as a Morphological Tool in Arabic

Grammar,” Journal of Arabic and Islamic Studies 4 (2001–2002): 1–26.

12 For a discussion of the termmuwallad, see Chapter 2, section 1.3.
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them to distinguish betweenmuʿarrab andmuwallad? How did they interpret

the existing corpus, and what functions did they ascribe to their work with it?

These are the questions I aim to answer in this chapter.

One caveat is in order: while the output of premodern Arabic language

scholars in the field of taʿrībwas an impressive intellectual achievement, these

scholars did not always correctly identify loanwords or attribute them to their

actual source language. For example, in the anecdote about al-Naḍr ibn Shu-

mayl mentioned in the previous chapter, the ninth/fifteenth-century scholar

Ibn al-Ḥanbalī attempted to derive the word ṣirāṭ from an Arabic root, while

other scholars recognised that it came from Latin [via] strata, “paved road.”13

Modern editors of Arabic texts on laḥn and muʿarrab often point out such

formal errors.14 My objective, however, is not to assess the accuracy of the the-

oretical framework of taʿrīb and its application, but to show how this theory

functioned and evolved within a discourse on language that spanned half a

millennium.

1.1 Loanword Anxiety

It is told that Abū ʿAlī said: “I saw Abū Bakr turning over this word again

and again: būṣī, to find an etymology, and I said: ‘Where are you heading?

It is Persian! For it is “Buzīd” and that is the name of our grandfather.’ He

added: ‘And it means “unblemished”.’ Then Abū Bakr said: ‘You have reas-

sured me.’ ”15

13 Al-Jawālīqī does notmention ṣirāṭ except in a quotation implying that it is anArabicword.

See Abū Manṣūr Mawhūb ibn Aḥmad al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab min al-kalām al-aʿjamī ʿalā

ḥurūf al-muʿjam, ed. F. ʿAbd al-Raḥīm (Damascus: Dār al-qalam, 1410/1990), 155. Al-Munshī

(see below) tells us that it is from Rūmiyya. See Sulaymān ibn Ibrāhīm al-ʿĀyid, ed., Risāla-

tān fī al-muʿarrab li-Ibn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī (Mecca, 1407/1986), 130.

14 See, for instance, the introduction to Muḥammad al-Amīn ibn Fadl Allāh al-Muḥibbī,

Qaṣd al-sabīl fīmā fī al-lugha al-ʿarabiyya min al-dakhīl, ed. ʿUthmān Muḥammad al-Sīnī

(Riyadh: Maktabat al-tawba, 1415/1994), 1:94. On the other hand, in the nineteenth cen-

tury, Eduard Sachau explicitly stated that he edited al-Jawālīqī’s Muʿarrab on account of

its significance for literary history: “nicht die Aussicht, in demWerkewesentliche Beiträge

für die etymologische Forschung unserer Zeit zu geben, sondern die literärgeschichtliche

Bedeutung desselben hat es mir der Herausgabe würdig erscheinen lassen.” Eduard

Sachau, ed., Ǵawâlîḳî’s Almuʿarrab nach der Leydener Handschrift mit Erläuterungen her-

ausgegeben (Leipzig: W. Engelmann, 1867), vii.

15 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 91–92:

امنإ.ةيسرافاهنإ؟بهذتنيأ:تلقفاهقتشيليصوبةظفللاهذهريديركبابأتيأر:لاقيلعيبأنعيكحو

.ينعتجرف:ركبوبألاقفملاسلاهانعمو:لاق.اندجمساوهوديزوبوه
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This anecdote shows how keen grammarians were to distinguish foreign words

or loanwords from Arabic words. The attempt to connect the word būṣī to an

Arabic root is deflected by the grammarian Abū ʿAlī’s explanation that it orig-

inates from Persian, a solution that seemed to ease the concerns of his inter-

locutor, Abū Bakr, who was apparently troubled by this puzzle.16 But why was

this such a hot topic?

The anecdote is cited by Abū Manṣūr Mawhūb al-Jawālīqī, whom we en-

countered in the previous chapter as one of the commentators on Durrat al-

ghawwāṣ. Marking the end of the formative phase of loanword theory, his dic-

tionary al-Muʿarrab min al-kalām al-aʿjamī ʿalā ḥurūf al-muʿjam was the first

monograph on loanwords outside of the Qurʾān and became the template for

subsequent works on taʿrīb.

Al-Jawālīqī was a language scholar by profession. A long-time pupil and suc-

cessor of Yaḥyā ibn ʿAlī al-Tibrīzī (d. 502/1109), he taught adab at the Niẓā-

miyya in Baghdad, the first madrasa established by the Seljuk vizier Niẓām

al-Mulk (d. 485/1092). In the introduction to al-Muʿarrab, al-Jawālīqī addresses

themost important topics of loanword theory, quoting important scholars and

their statements, or rather aphorisms, on the subject. His ten-page introduc-

tion covers critical areas of loanword theory, including its scope and signif-

icance, the discussion of loanwords in the Qurʾān, and the rules governing

taʿrīb.

1.2 Scope and Relevance of Loanword Theory

In the first line of his introduction, al-Jawālīqī defines his corpus:

In this bookwemention the foreignwords that were spoken by the Arabs,

uttered in the glorious Qurʾān, found in the reports of the Prophet, peace

be upon him, the Companions, and the generation after them, may God

be pleased with them, and mentioned by the Arabs in their poetry and

history, in order to discern the foreign from the pure Arabic.17

16 Abū ʿAlī may be the Basran grammarian known as Abū ʿAlī al-Fārisī (d. 377/987); who Abū

Bakr refers to is unclear to me: probably neither to Abū Bakr Ibn al-Sarrāj (d. 316/928) nor

Abū Bakr Muḥammad Ibn al-Anbārī (d. 328/940).

17 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 91:

رابخأيفدرووديجملانآرقلاهبقطنويمجعالامالكلانمبرعلاهبتملكتامهيفركذنباتكلااذه

اهراعشايفبرعلاهتركذونيعمجأمهيلعهللاناوضرنيعباتلاوةباحصلاوملسوهيلعهللاىلصلوسرلا

.حيرصلانمليخدلافرعيلاهرابخأو
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The primary focus is on distinguishing foreign elements from pure Arabic

speech. Al-Jawālīqī explains the significance of differentiating between foreign

and Arabic words:

In this knowledge lies a significant benefit, namely, to beware of the

derived (al-mushtaqq) and not to attribute something that belongs to the

language of the Arabs to the language of the non-Arabs.18 Abū Bakr Ibn

al-Sarrāj said in his treatise on derivation (ishtiqāq) in the Chapter “That

which the Observer should Heed and Beware of in Derivation:” “He has

to exert utmost caution not to derive in the language of the Arabs from

something that belongs to the language of the non-Arabs, because that

would be like claiming that a bird is the offspring of a whale.”19

Scholars focused onmuʿarrab are concerned with preventing incorrect deriva-

tion. Ishtiqāq, which literally means “splitting” but is often rendered as “ety-

mology” and, more accurately, as “derivation,” is the discipline that engages the

connection between form and meaning in Arabic words.20 To understand a

word’s meaning, one must first analyse its form and trace it back to the cor-

rect root. “Claiming that a bird gave birth to a whale” encapsulates Abū Bakr’s

concern in the anecdote above, as he sought the correct derivation of būṣī.21

By al-Jawālīqī’s time, ishtiqāq had developed into a distinct field within Ara-

bic language scholarship. Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Sirrī Ibn al-Sarrāj (d. 316/

18 I translate lughat al-ʿajam here as “language of the non-Arabs.” Most often, as in Sīb-

awayhi’s definition of taʿrīb quoted above, Persian is the implied reference language.

19 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 91:

.مجعلاةغلنمءيشلبرعلاةغلنمًائيشلعجيالفقتشملاسرتـحينأيهوةليلجةدئافكلذةفرعميفف

هاقوتينأقاقتشالايفرظانلاىلعبجيامبابيفقاقتشالايفهتلاسريفجارسلانبركبوبألاقدقف

نوكيف،مجعلاةغلنمءيشلبرعلاةغلنمقتشينأرذحلالكهنمرذحينأيغبنيامم:هنمسرتـحيو

.توحلادلوريطلانأىعدانمةلزنمب

Cf. Abū BakrMuḥammad ibn al-Sirrī Ibn al-Sarrāj, Risālat al-Ishtiqāq, ed. Muḥammad ʿAlī

al-Darwīsh and Musṭafā al-Mudrī (Damascus, 1972), 31.

20 See Abdellah Chekayri, “Ištiqāq,” in Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics

(Leiden: Brill, 2011), ed. KeesVersteegh, https://doi.org/10.1163/1570‑6699_eall_EALL_COM​

_vol2_0058; H. Fleisch, “Ish̲̲tiḳāḳ,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed. E. van

Donzel et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1973), 4:122–123.

21 Cf. Chekayri, “Ištiqāq:” “Some Arab grammarians consider the semantic relationship be-

tween the root and its derived forms to be crucial. Only when the semantic relationship

is satisfied are derived forms regarded as belonging to this root.”

https://doi.org/10.1163/1570-6699_eall_EALL_COM_vol2_0058
https://doi.org/10.1163/1570-6699_eall_EALL_COM_vol2_0058
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928), whom Jawālīqī cites here, was famous for his systematic approach to

grammar. A saying went that “grammar was crazy until Ibn al-Sarrāj came and

made sense of it.”22 In his Risālat al-Ishtiqāq (“Epistle on Derivation”), Ibn al-

Sarrāj summarises ishtiqāq in a dialectical fashion, asking and answering ques-

tions about the topic.23 He explains that ishtiqāq is like forging a ring or an

earring out of gold—although they look different (al-ṣuwaru mukhtalifa), they

are of the same kind ( jins).24 The purpose of ishtiqāq, Ibn al-Sarrāj notes, is to

facilitate the ittisāʿ of the Arabic language, especially for poetry. The concept of

ittisāʿ or tawassuʿ (“extension, latitude”25) is loosely related to taʿrīb and laḥn. It

was employed by Sībawayhi to designate language uses that, while not strictly

lexically/grammatically correct, extended the boundaries of language.26 We

will see this concept resurface in later discussions of taʿrīb.

1.3 Loanwords in the Qurʾān

The next question addressed in the introduction to al-Muʿarrab concerns the

presence of loanwords in the Qurʾān. By the time al-Jawālīqī was writing, con-

sensus had emerged on a central issue in the study of loanwords: Can the

Qurʾān contain foreignwordswhile proclaiming itself an “ArabicQurʾān”? Early

in his book, al-Jawālīqī acknowledges the presence of loanwords in the Qurʾān

when he refers to “the foreignwords that were spoken by the Arabs and uttered

in the glorious Qurʾān.” This had been a subject of debate in the early stages of

Arabic philology. Al-Jawālīqī summarises the conflicting views of the philolo-

gists Abū ʿUbaydaMaʿmar ibn al-Muthannā (d. 209/824–825) andhis pupil Abū

ʿUbayd al-Qāsim ibn Sallām (d. 224/838):

Scholars have different opinions on the question of loanwords in the

Qurʾān. Some of them have said: The Book of God most High does not

22 Ibn al-Sarrāj, Risālat al-Ishtiqāq, 15: جارسلانباهلقعىتحًانونجموحنلالازام:هيفاولاقدقف .

23 He alsomentions that he has written an alphabetical dictionary Kitāb al-Ishtiqāq, but this

is not extant. See Ibn al-Sarrāj, Risālat al-Ishtiqāq, 40.

24 Ibn al-Sarrāj, Risālat al-Ishtiqāq, 20.

25 See Kees Versteegh, “Freedom of the Speaker? Ittisāʿ and Related Concepts in Arabic

Grammar,” in Studies in the History of Arabic Grammar ii. Proceedings of the 2nd Sympo-

siumon theHistory of ArabicGrammar,Nijmegen, 27April–1May 1987, ed.MichaelG.Carter

and Kees Versteegh (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1990), 281–293.

26 Versteegh, 283: “… ittisāʿ is used for the process by which a word is placed beyond its

proper boundaries, as an extension of its normal domain.” On the concept of ittisāʿ, see

also Avigail Noy, “Reading Poetry with Sībawayhi: Ittisāʿ/Saʿat al-Kalām and Metaphori-

cal Thinking in the Kitāb,” in From Sībawayhi to ʾAḥmad Ḥasan Al-Zayyāt: New Angles on

the Arabic Linguistic Tradition, ed. Beata Sheyhatovitch and Almog Kasher (Leiden: Brill,

2020), 37–90.
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contain anything other than Arabic. More than one person has reported

to me from al-Ḥasan ibn Aḥmad from Daʿlaj from ʿAlī ibn ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz

from Abū ʿUbayd, who said: “I heard Abū ʿUbayda say: ‘Who claims that

there is anything in the Qurʾān in a tongue other than Arabic is commit-

ting a sin.’ And he corroborated this with the words of God most High:

‘For we havemade it an Arabic Qurʾān.’ ” Abū ʿUbayd said: “And it is trans-

mitted from Ibn ʿAbbās and Mujāhid and ʿIkrima and others about a lot

of words that they are from a tongue other than Arabic, such as sijjīl and

al-mishkāt and al-yamm and al-Ṭūr and abārīq and istabraq and others.”

And these people are more knowledgeable in interpretation (taʾwīl) than

Abū ʿUbayda, but they came to this conclusion, and he came to a different

conclusion. Both of them are correct, God willing: that is because these

words are originally from another tongue than Arabic—and they were

talking about the origin. Then the Arabs used them in their speech and

Arabicised them so that they became Arabic through their Arabicisation.

And they are Arabic per their current state, foreign per their origin. This

statement confirms both groups.27

It seems that the matter was settled for al-Jawālīqī. As we will see, the dictum

that the aṣl of these words is foreign but their ḥāl is Arabic was also deemed

conclusive by later authors. However, this did not keep them from discussing

whichwords exactlywere loanwords.Toprovideproof that aword in theQurʾān

was a loanword, an isnād going back to a Companion or an early grammar-

ian was typically provided. Outside of scripture, manymore lexical borrowings

were circulating, but these could not always be verified with a chain of trans-

mission. How could these loanwords be identified?

27 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 92:

ريغنمءيشهيفسيلىلاعتهللاباتك:مهضعبلاقف.ملعلالهأهيففلتخادقفنآرقلايفهنمدروامامأف

تعمس:لاقديبعيبأنعزيزعلادبعنبيلعنعجلعدنعدمحأنبنسحلانعدحاوريغينربخأ.ةيبرعلا

:ىلاعتهلوقبجتحاو.لوقلاهللاىلعمظعأدقفةيبرعلاىوسًاناسلنآرقلايفنأمعزنم:لوقيةديبعابأ

هنأةريثكفرحأيفمهريغوةميركعودهجموسابعنبانعيورو:ديبعوبألاق.ًايبرعًانآرقهانلعجانإ

ليوأتلابملعأءالؤهف.كلذريغوقربتساوقيرابأوروطلاوميلاوةاكشملاوليجسلثمبرعلاناسلريغنم

نأكلذوهللاءاشنإبيصمامهالكو.هريغىلإاذهبهذوبهذمىلإاوبهذمهنكـلو،ةديبعيبأنم

هتبرعفاهتنسلأببرعلاهباوظفلمث.لصألاىلعكئلوأاولاقفلصألايفبرعلاناسلريغبفورحلاهذه

.ًاعيمجنيقيرفلاقدصيلوقلااذهف.لصألاةيمجعأ،لاحلايفةيبرعيهف.هايإاهبيرعتبًايبرعراصف
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1.4 Al-Jawālīqī’s Rules of taʿrīb

In the introduction to al-Muʿarrab, al-Jawālīqī proceeds to outline practical

means of identifying and categorising loanwords. Two main principles apply:

Arabicised words are either fully inflected or mamnūʿ min al-ṣarf, and they

either take the definite article or they do not. If they do not take the definite

article (as in the proper namesMūsā and ʿĪsā) they remain “foreign” (aʿjamī).28

Following Sībawayhi, al-Jawālīqī observes that foreign words could be altered

when Arabicised, such as by substituting foreign letters with Arabic letters:

Of the letters they change, it is the onewhich is between jīm and kāf [če]:

sometimes they make it a jīm and sometimes a kāf and sometimes a qāf,

as the qāf is close to the kāf. They say: kurbaj, and some of them say: qur-

baq. Abū ʿAmr said: “I heard al-Aṣmaʿī say: ‘That is the place of which they

say kurbak (“tavern”).’ He said: ‘They mean: kurbaj. Sālim ibn Qaḥfān said

of qurbaq:

She did not drink after leaving the tavern

of a drink other than the gush of clouds’ ”29

The example shows how loanwords, due to their foreignness, were prone to

variation in pronunciation and spelling (e.g., kurbaj, qurbaq, kurbak). We en-

countered this phenomenon in the previous chapter: instances of laḥn often

concerned loanwords and (foreign) proper names. Other examples al-Jawālīqī

provides for different kinds of loanword adaptation are taken directly from Sī-

bawayhi, such as dirham, dīnār, Isḥāq, Khurāsān, etc.

In the following section of the introduction, al-Jawālīqī outlines the Ara-

bic letters that cannot coexist in a genuine Arabic word, helping to identify

words of foreign origin. These phonetic rules were not invented by al-Jawālīqī

but based on principles already discussed by scholars like al-Khalīl and Ibn

al-Sarrāj, among others. The general idea was that the points of articulation

(makhraj, pl. makhārij) of the letters in a word should be distant from one

28 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 93.

29 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 94–95:

هولعجامبروًافاكهولعجامبروًاميجهولعجامبرو،فاكلاوميجلانيبناكامفورحلانماوريغاممف

وه:لوقييعمصألاتعمس:ورمعوبألاق.قبرق:لوقيمهضعبوجبرك:اولاق.فاقلانمفاكلابرقلًافاق

:قبرقيفنافحقنبملاسلاق.جبرك:نوديري:لاق.كبركهللاقيعضوم

قَِفدْأَلاِءاجَنلاِريَغِةَبْرُشنِمقَِبْرُقلايِِّوطََدعَبتَْبِرَشام
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another, not close. The speech of the Arabs allowed for beautiful combina-

tions, not ugly ones.30 The “ugliness” (qubḥ) of certain letter combinations thus

helps to identifymuʿarrabāt, since they do not occur in genuine Arabic words.

Al-Jawālīqī, for instance, mentions that the letter combination jīm and qāf in

a word indicates its foreign origin. Some of these rules presume a thorough

knowledge of phonetics:

If you encounter a quinqueliteral or quadriliteral without one or two let-

ters from the liquid consonants (ḥurūf al-dhalāqa), know that it is not of

their speech, such as ʿaqjash and ḥuẓāʾij and the like.31

Rules such as these can have exceptions. Later authors were of the opinion

that al-Jawālīqī had failed to mention some of these exceptions. The general

principles he introduced were based on examples he was familiar with: the

foundation of this discipline is samāʿ, authoritative transmission. This is why

al-Jawālīqī says:

None of the reliable sources (al-thiqāt) have reported anArabicword con-

sisting of a bāʾ and a sīn and a tāʾ. If this occurs in a word, it has entered

from outside.32

The emphasis on reliable transmission is also apparent in the dictionary en-

tries, which are often attributed to a named authority, if not accompanied by

an isnād.

Al-Jawālīqī’s al-Muʿarrab represents the culmination of engagement with

loanwords in the formative period. The dictionary itself contains around 745

words, 130 of which are proper names and toponyms. These words are ordered

alphabetically by their first letter, as non-Arabic words do not follow the root

30 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 101: “As for the patterns of the Arabs, themost beautiful are those

built from letters that have points of articulation that are far apart.” اهنسحأفبرعلاةلثمأامأف

جراخملاةدعابتملافورحلانمينبام See also Ibn al-Sarrāj, Risālat al-Ishtiqāq, 34: “Know that

when thepoints of articulation are far apart, the combination is good,when they are close,

it is ugly.” حبقبراقتاذإو،فيلأتلانسحفورحلاجرخمدعابتاذإهنأملعا

31 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 101:

مهمالكنمسيلهنأملعافةقالذلافورحنمنيفرحوأفرحريغبيعابروأيسامخلاثمكءاجاذإف

.كلذوحنوجئاظحوشجقعلثم

32 Al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 100:

.ليخديهفةملكيفكلذءاجاذإف.ءاتونيسوءابنمةينبمةيبرعةملكتاقثلانمدحأكحيملو
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principle and cannot be arranged by the root letter. Many of the lemmata are

sourced from the comprehensive dictionaries Jamharat al-lugha (“TheMass of

Language”) by Abū BakrMuḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan Ibn Durayd (d. 321/933) and

Tahdhīb al-lugha by Abū Manṣūr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Azharī (d. 370/

980).33 The entries are frequently concluded with a line or two of poetry, con-

firming the usage of a foreign word in Arabic. This structure mirrors that of

comprehensive dictionaries, where poetry quotations are often used to mark

the entry in the layout. Sometimes, al-Jawālīqī specifies the source language of

a word; at other times, he confesses uncertainty about its origin. Most words

are categorised as eithermuʿarrab (Arabicised) or aʿjamī (foreign).

2 From al-Jawālīqī to al-Muḥibbī: Loanwords in the Post-formative

Period

Al-Jawālīqī provided both a theoretical introduction and its practical applica-

tion in a single book, yet he did not have the last word on the subject. On the

contrary, his work became a template for subsequent discussions. Some of his

successors chose to focus on the theory, while others wrote their ownmuʿarrab

dictionaries. Some included loanword theorywithin their larger compendia, as

Jalāl al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibnAbī Bakr al-Suyūṭī (d. 911/1505) did in al-Muzhir

fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā. In the following sections, I will discuss the most

prominent loanword treatises of the post-formative period and demonstrate

how they expanded the theory and practice of al-Jawālīqī.

2.1 Al-Suyūtī on Loanword Theory and Practice

In al-Muzhir, his handbook of the discipline of lugha, al-Suyūṭī systemati-

cally addresses all aspects of the discipline by transferring concepts of ḥadīth

terminology, such as ṣaḥīḥ (“sound”) and mutawātir (“concurrently transmit-

ted”), into discussions of language phenomena. He provides a comprehensive

overview of the state of lugha in the ninth/fifteenth century, drawing on awide

range of sources. al-Suyūṭī devotes three sections to discussing expressions that

have entered the Arabic language from the outside, distinguishing not only

between muʿarrab and muwallad, but also introducing the category of alfāẓ

islamiyya (“Islamic expressions”).

In the chapter on muʿarrab, al-Suyūṭī lists seven principles for recognis-

ing the non-Arabicness (ʿujma) of a word. The first is “transmission [as non-

33 According to the editor F. ʿAbd al-Raḥīm; see al-Jawālīqī, al-Muʿarrab, 7.
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Arabic] by one of the authorities of the ʿarabiyya.”34 The remaining principles

focus on word structure: “departure from the patterns of Arabic nouns, such

as ibraysam,” and specific letter combinations that al-Jawālīqī also listed. These

include: nūn followed by rāʾ (narjis, “narcissus”), a zāy after a dāl at the end of

a word (muhandiz), ṣād and jīm in one word (ṣawlajān, “sceptre”), and jīm and

qāf in one word (manjanīq, “ballista”). The last criterion, alsomentioned by al-

Jawālīqī and cited above, is the absenceof ḥurūf al-dhalāqa (liquid consonants)

in words with four or five radicals.35

The prominence of “transmission by one of the authorities of the ʿarabiyya”

confirms that samāʿ—and, ideally, a chain of transmission—is themost impor-

tant criterion for deciding whether a word is muʿarrab. This criterion, while

already implied in al-Jawālīqī’s discussion, is made explicit by al-Suyūṭī.

Isnāds play a significant role in al-Suyūṭī’s treatment of loanwords in the

Qurʾān as well. Al-Jawālīqī did not specifically focus on the occurrence of loan-

words in the Qurʾān in his Muʿarrab, suggesting it was not a contentious issue

for him, and the question remained unresolved.36 Al-Suyūṭī wrote two treatises

addressing this topic. In the first, al-Mutawakkilī fīmā warada fī al-Qurʾān bi-l-

lughāt al-Ḥabashiyya wa-l-Fārisiyya wa-l-Rūmiyya wa-l-Hindiyya wa-l-Siryāniy-

ya wa-l-ʿIbrāniyya wa-l-Nabaṭiyya wa-l-Qibṭiyya wa-l-Turkiyya wa-l-Zanjiyya wa-

l-Barbariyya (“The Book Dedicated to al-Mutawakkil bi-llāh ConcerningWords

from the Ethiopian, Persian, Greek, Sanskrit, Syriac, Hebrew, Nabatean, Cop-

tic, Turkic, Zanjī, and Berber languages in the Qurʾān”), he topically orders the

foreign words in the Qurʾān according to their language of origin. Some words

are listed under more than one language, such as the mysterious letters ṭāhā,

which are under Ethiopian and Syriac, and firdaws, underGreek andNabatean.

To assert that aQurʾānicword is indeed a loanword, al-Suyūṭī gives one ormore

isnāds by referencing a Companion, often Ibn ʿAbbās.37

34 Al-Suyūṭī, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā, 1:270:

.ةيبرعلاةمئأدحأكلذلقنينأبلقنلااهدحأ.هوجوبمسالاةمجعفرعت:ةيبرعلاةمئألاق:لصف

35 Al-Suyūṭī, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā, 1:270.

36 In fact, the exact number of loanwords in the Qurʾān is still a matter of debate for

which the Arabic sources and methods of modern linguistics are adduced. See Catherine

Pennacchio, “Lexical Borrowing in the Qur’ān: The Problematic Aspects of Arthur Jef-

fery’s List,” trans. Judith Grumbach, Bulletin Du Centre de Recherche Français à Jérusalem,

no. 22 (2011), http://journals.openedition.org/bcrfj/6643, and the literature referenced by

her.

37 There is, however, also a reference not going back further than al-Jawālīqī’s Muʿarrab.

See Jalāl al-Dīn Abū al-Faḍl ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Bakr al-Suyūṭī, al-Mutawakkilī fīmā

warada fī al-Qurʾān bi-l-lughāt al-Ḥabashiyya wa-l-Fārisiyya wa-l-Rūmiyya wa-l-Hindiyya

http://journals.openedition.org/bcrfj/6643
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Al-Suyūṭī’s second treatise onmuʿarrab in the Qurʾān, titled al-Muhadhdhab

fīmā waqaʿa fī al-Qurʾān min al-muʿarrab (“The Refined on Loanwords in the

Qurʾān”), shares similar content with al-Mutawakkilī but is ordered alphabeti-

cally rather than topically by foreign language. In the introduction, the author

summarises different perspectives on the issue of loanwords in the Qurʾān,38

providing a more comprehensive overview than al-Jawālīqī’s introduction to

al-Muʿarrab. Al-Suyūṭī addresses the religious implications of the issue while

also demonstrating the philological flexibility with which these questions are

resolved. He cites the fifth/eleventh-century mufassir Abū Isḥāq al-Thaʿlibī

(d. 427/1035) who, on the basis of a ḥadīth, inverted the argument by stating

that “there exists no language in theworld that is not in theQurʾān.”39 The pres-

ence of loanwords in theBook is thus linked to the concept of iʿjāz—thehuman

incapacity to emulate its style—and loanwords are assessed as necessary stylis-

tic elements that cannot be replaced by Arabic equivalents.40

2.2 Loanword Theory Revisited: Kemalpaşazāde

Around the same time al-Suyūṭī was collecting views and examples of muʿar-

rab, Kemalpaşazāde (d. 940/1534) was also engaging with the issue. Fluent in

Persian, Arabic, and Turkish, he must have been acutely aware of the linguistic

processes atworkwhenPersianwords entered theArabic lexicon,Arabicwords

infiltrated Turkish vocabulary, and so forth. His contributions to the develop-

ment of Ottoman Turkish, by writing history and poetry in Turkish, helped

shape it into a literary language. As a scholar interested in laḥn and language

in general, and as a shaykh al-Islam who authored short lexicological treatises

with a connection to legal science, Kemalpaşazāde also explored the origins

of the concepts he worked with. This is evident in his writing on the meaning

and definition of zindīq (“unbeliever, atheist”).41 It is worth recalling that the

wa-l-Siryāniyya wa-l-ʿIbrāniyya wa-l-Nabaṭiyya wa-l-Qibṭiyya wa-l-Turkiyya wa-l-Zanjiyya

wa-l-Barbariyya, ed. ʿAbd al-Karīm al-Zubaydī (Beirut: Dār al-balāgha, 1988), 7, 9.

38 Jalāl al-Dīn Abū al-Faḍl ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Bakr al-Suyūṭī, “al-Muhadhdhab fīmā

waqaʿa fī al-Qurʾānmin al-muʿarrab,” in Rasāʾil fī al-fiqhwa-l-lugha, ed. ʿAbdAllāh al-Jabūrī

(Beirut: Dār al-gharb al-islāmī, 1982), 191 ff.

39 Al-Suyūṭī, “al-Muhadhdhab fīmā waqaʿa fī al-Qurʾān min al-muʿarrab,” 194.

40 In aquotation from IbnFāris’al-Ṣāḥibī fī fiqh al-lugha; see al-Suyūṭī, “al-Muhadhdhab fīmā

waqaʿa fī al-Qurʾān min al-muʿarrab,” 195.

41 Aḥmad ibn Sulaymān Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Rasāʾil İbn-i Kemāl, ed. Ahmet Cevdet, vol. 2 (Istan-

bul: Maṭbaʿat iqdām bi-dār al-khilāfa al-ʿuliya, 1316 [1898]), 240–249. The term is also dis-

cussed by al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 165–166.
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first step of commentary, broadly speaking, involves the lexical explanation of

a word, with etymology being just one aspect.

On the subject of muʿarrab, Kemalpaşazāde wrote a treatise entitled al-

Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya (“Epistle on the Validation of the

Arabicisation of the Foreign Word”).42 Unlike the works discussed above, Ke-

malpaşazāde’s treatise does not provide an alphabetical word list. So what is

his objective in writing on loanwords? The term taḥqīq in the title is indica-

tive of his stance: in the context of premodern scientific method, it refers to

the process of “carrying out original personal investigation of a givenmatter by

the methods of rational syllogistic reasoning.”43 We will explore how Kemal-

paşazāde’s approachdiverges fromearlier discussions ofmuʿarrab andwhether

he also addressesmuwallad in his treatment.

The work’s point of departure is the proposition that words considered to

be muʿarrab must be verified. Kemalpaşazāde sets out to provide a detailed

description of the categories of taʿrīb (tafṣīl aqsāmihi) and to demonstrate how

to distinguishmuʿarrabāt from similar but, in fact, unrelatedwords. He empha-

sises that this a subtle (daqīq) undertaking, seldom receiving attention, since

the Arabs incorporate foreign words into their speech (tajʿaluhā juzʾan min

al-kalām) either after Arabicising them or even before, leaving them in their

original form.44Notably, Kemalpaşazāde talks about kalāmal-ʿarabbut situates

loanword adaptations in the present (tastaʿmilu, tajʿalu), rather than a remote

past. It seems that for this scholar, the taḥqīq of taʿrīb was an ongoing process,

42 Muḥammad Sawāʿī mentions two other titles referring to loanwords: Risāla fī al-kalimāt

al-muʿarraba and Risāla fī jawāz al-tawassuʿ fī kalām al-ʿarab. See Aḥmad ibn Sulaymān

IbnKamāl Paşa,Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalimaal-aʿjamiyya, ed.MuḥammadSawāʿī (Dam-

ascus: Institut Français de Damas, 1991), 13–14. The first treatise may be an alternative

title for the Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya discussed here—cf. the different

titles Wilhelm Ahlwardt mentions for what is in large parts the same treatise: al-Risāla

al-taʿrībiyya and Risāla fī taḥqīq aṣl al-taʿrīb wa-tafṣīl baʿḍ al-muʿarrabāt (see Ahlwardt,

Verzeichniss der arabischen Handschriften, 6:319–320). The second work mentioned by

Sawāʿī is also known under the title Risāla fī anna al-tawassuʿ shāʾiʿ fī lughat al-ʿarab: the

short technical treatise (two and a half folios) discusses examples of nouns (ism) func-

tioning as adjectives (ṣifa).

43 Ahmed,What Is Islam?, 339.

44 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 46–47:

هنإفهنمسيلوهبهاشيامعهزييمتوهماسقأليصفتوةيمجعألاةملكلابيرعتقيقحتيفةبترمةلاسرلاهذهف

كلذكبيرعتلادعبمالكلانمًاءزجاهلعجتوةيمجعألاةملكلالمعتستامكبرعلانألكلذوًادجقيقد

.هلبقنم]هنم[ًاءزجاهلعجتواهلمعتست
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with a method that enabled the reader to verify for herself whether taʿrīb was

at play in the cases she examined.

By tafṣīl aqsāmihi (“detailing its division”), Kemalpaşazāde refers to the types

of Arabicised words we have already seen discussed by Sībawayhi. He delves

deeper by distinguishing four categories: a) no change (taghyīr, in the sense of

the substitution of letters and change of ḥarakāt, the vowels on consonants)

and no ilḥāq (“appending” to the patterns of Arabic); b) no change, and the

word is alreadymulḥaqa; c) change, but no ilḥāq; and d) both change and ilḥāq.

Kemalpaşazāde uses four classic examples to illustrate these different cate-

gories: a) Khurāsān, b) khurram, c) ājurr, and d) dirham. He then examines

several scholars’ definitions of taʿrīb to see how they relate to these categories.

His choice of authorities extends beyond the familiar names of the formative

period, starting with the view of IbnUmmQāsim (d. 749/1348), a commentator

on Ibn Mālik’s Alfiyya, who classified foreign words into three categories (by

combining Kemalpaşazāde’s first two categories).

Central to this discussion are the definitions of taʿrīb by two authorities that

previously did not occupy prominent positions: al-Zamakhsharī’s Qurʾān com-

mentary al-Kashshāf and al-Jawharī’s al-Ṣiḥāḥ. From al-Kashshāf, a comment

on Sūrat al-Dukhān (Q 44:53) is cited in the context of the loanwords sundus

(“silk brocade”) and istabraq (“brocade”) in the Qurʾān. Al-Zamakhsharī states

that

The meaning of taʿrīb is that it [i.e., a word] is made Arabic by freely

employing it (al-taṣarruf fīhi), by modifying its course, and by adjusting

it to the rules of iʿrāb.45

The term taṣarruf (translated here as “freely employing”) had already been

used in Kitāb al-ʿAyn to describe the principle of root permutation (also known

as qalb).46 Al-Zamakhsharī most probably uses it in a broader, yet still techni-

cal, sense: taṣarrafa is to subject a word to the full range of Arabic grammar

rules, implying that it can take the definite article and is not mamnūʿ min al-

ṣarf.

45 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya. Cf. Abū al-Qāsim Jār Allāh

Maḥmūd ibn ʿUmar al-Zamakhsharī, al-Kashshāf ʿan ḥaqāʾiq al-tanzīl wa-ʿuyūn al-aqāwil

fī wujūh al-taʾwīl (Cairo: Mustafā al-Bābī al-Halabi, 1385/1966), 3:507:

.بارعإلاهجوأىلعهئارجإو،هجاهنمنعهرييغتو،هيففرصتلابًايبرعلعجيُنأبيرعتلاىنعم

46 IbnKamāl Paşa,Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalimaal-aʿjamiyya, 47–48; cf. Sībawayhi,al-Kitāb,

4:303–307. Cf. Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 292.
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The definition by al-Jawharī, which Kemalpaşazāde cites from the lemma

ʿ-r-b in the Ṣiḥāḥ, is very broad: “Taʿrīb of a foreign word is that the Arabs

use it according to their own course/method (minhāj).”47 Through the exam-

ple shaṭranj (“chess”), taken from al-Ḥarīrī’s laḥn treatise Durrat al-ghawāṣṣ,

Kemalpaşazāde illustrates the principle of taʿrīb through qiyās, analogy: the

correct formwould be shiṭranj, since the pattern faʿlall does not exist in Arabic,

whereas fiʿlall does. Therefore, the pronunciation should be “appended to the

pattern of jirdaḥl, which means ‘a heavy camel.’ ”48

Kemalpaşazāde elaborates further by quoting Durrat al-ghawwāṣ on the

question of whether the word shiṭranj should be written with sīn or shīn.49

Here, discussions of laḥn and muʿarrab begin to overlap. The confusion over

the correct vocalisation of a word or—in this case, whether to write it with

a dotted or undotted letter (muʿjam or muhmal), which we have encoun-

tered as topics of laḥn al-ʿāmma, was often directly related to the status of

these words as loanwords.50 In this case, al-Ḥarīrī used the question of sīn

versus shīn in the word shiṭranj to suggest derivation from an existing Arabic

root:

And itmaybepossible to say shiṭranjwith adotted shīn to allow for deriva-

tion from al-mushāṭara (“sharing”) and to pronounce it with an undotted

sīn to allow it to be derived from al-tasṭīr (“lining up”), used for mobilisa-

tion of an army.51

Kemalpaşazāde objects to this, asserting that deriving (ishtiqāq) loanwords

from Arabic roots is not possible.52 He then proceeds to present his own ety-

mology for the word shiṭranj, deriving it from Persian ṣadrang, meaning “a

hundred ruses.”53

47 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 53; al-Jawharī, Tāj al-lugha

wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya, 1:179:

.اهجاهنمىلعبرعلاهب]هوفتت[نأيمجعألامسالابيرعت

48 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 56.

49 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 58.

50 Cf. the discussion of Greek andTurkish proper names and toponymsby IbnBālī, seeChap-

ter 2, section 3.3.

51 Al-Ḥarīrī, Durrat al-ghawwās, 80:

زاوجلةلمهملانيسلابلاقينإوةرطاشملانمهقاقتشازاوجلةمجعملانيشلابلاقينأجنرطشلايفزوجيدقو

.ةيبعتلادنعريطستلانمقتشانوكينأ
52 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 60.

53 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 63 ff.
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Kemalpaşazāde also drewupon literary commentaries to buttress his discus-

sion of muʿarrabāt, such as a commentary on Abū al-ʿAlāʾ al-Maʿarrī’s (d. 449/

1057) poetry collection Saqṭ al-zand (“The Spark of the Fire Stick”) on the word

khurram,54 and a sharḥ of the Dīwān of al-Mutanabbī on the word shiṭranj.

Literary commentaries provided a valuable source for such specific matters

of lugha, including the discussion of loanwords. Moreover, Kemalpaşazāde

demonstrates his broad knowledge of Arabic literature by incorporating these

literary sources.

Kemalpaşazāde proceeds to discuss the three remaining types of loanword

adaptation. He uses muhandis as an example of a loanword that was not

appended (mulḥaq) by the Arabs because it already conformed to their pat-

terns; only the original consonant z in muhandiz was adapted to fit Arabic

phonological rules, which do not allow a z after a d.55 He then assesses a num-

ber of muʿarrabāt that conform to this principle, such as zindīq, barīd, dasht,

and kanīsa. This group, according to Kemalpaşazāde, is neither included in al-

Jawharī’s nor in al-Zamakhsharī’s definitions.56 Inhis discussionof thesewords,

he focuses on etymology, selecting from several cited opinions the one he con-

siders most probable—an assessment informed by his knowledge of Persian.

As shawāhid for the original Persian words from which the loanwords derive,

Kemalpaşazāde cites poets such as Niẓāmī and Firdawsī, thus modifying the

function of probative quotations to corroborate the use of a foreign word in

the context of its source language.

Kemalpaşazāde concludes his treatise with the observation that the phe-

nomenon he just described alsoworks the otherway around,mentioning some

Arabic words used in Persian to illustrate this point.57When necessary, he also

refers to Turkish, such as when explaining the origin of the name of Samar-

qand (stating it is from Turkish kent, “city”).58 He sometimes takes it too far, as

exemplified by his etymology siyāsa, which he explains as a combination of the

Persian se (“three”) and the Mongol yasa (“order”). This etymology, enriched

with a nice anecdote that may explains its persistent transmission, suggests

that Genghis Khan coined the termwhen he divided his realm into three parts

for his three sons.59

54 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 52.

55 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 68.

56 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 125 ff.

57 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 142.

58 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 96 citing Ibn Khallikān.

59 Ibn Kamāl Paşa, Risāla fī taḥqīq taʿrīb al-kalima al-aʿjamiyya, 99–100. As a source for this
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Similar to his treatment of laḥn al-ʿāmma, which he ‘updated’ and ani-

mated with verses and witty remarks, here too, Kemalpaşazāde offers a stylisti-

cally innovative framework for discussing a linguistic phenomenon. His novel

method involves presenting prominent examples of muʿarrabāt and their crit-

ical examination by several philologists, extending beyond the major lexicog-

raphers. He links the treatment of individual lexemes to a broader conceptual

discussion by filtering definitions ofmuʿarrab from lexica, grammars, and com-

mentaries. One downside to this approach is that the reader does not learn

more about themuwalladāt current in Kemalpaşazāde’s time, as the examples

he cites are ‘classics’ of muʿarrab. Nevertheless, he adds a contemporary touch

to his discussion by presenting it as a practical means to distinguish (tamyīz)

Arabic from non-Arabic words. Kemalpaşazāde’s accomplishment is a concise

and clear overview of the state of the field, bolstered by his sound knowledge

of Persian and Turkish.

2.3 The Loanword Dictionary of al-Munshī al-Aqḥiṣārī

Roughly half a century later, Muḥammad ibn Badr al-Dīn al-Aqḥiṣārī Muḥyī

al-Dīn al-Munshī (d. 1001/1592) wrote a short taʿrīb dictionary with a theo-

retical introduction, al-Risāla fī al-taʿrīb (“Epistle on Loanword Adaptation”).

Al-Munshī, a “leading scholar of tafsīr,”60 became shaykh al-ḥaram al-nabawī

inMedina in 982/1574 and died inMecca.61 His main works are in lexicography.

Among them are a Kitāb al-aḍdād (a treatise on enantionyms, words that can

have two diametrically opposed meanings) and a dictionary that explains 775

Persian words.62

His Risāla fī al-taʿrīb begins with what the author calls amuqaddima fī ilqāʾ

al-taʿrīb tahdhīb min al-laḥn, “an introduction to taʿrīb as a means of purifying

speech of solecism.” It lays out al-Jawharī’s definition of taʿrīb, followed by the

Companions’ statements on the matter (Ibn ʿAbbās and others, also cited by

al-Jawālīqī). Al-Munshī enumerates the seven criteria for determining whether

a word is muʿarrab, which we also read in al-Suyūṭī’s Muzhir.63 The body of

the text consists of an alphabetical list of loanwords (again, ordered by letters,

story, Kemalpaşazāde gives Jamāl al-Dīn Yūsuf Ibn Taghrībirdī’s (d. 874/1470) history work

al-Nujūm al-zāhira fī mulūk Miṣr wa-l-Qāhira, which he himself had translated into Turk-

ish.

60 Walid Saleh, “The Qur’an Commentary of al-Bayḍāwī: A History of Anwār al-Tanzīl,” Jour-

nal of Qur’anic Studies 25, no. 1 (2021): 89.

61 See Muḥammad al-Amīn ibn Fadl Allah al-Muḥibbī, Khulāṣat al-athar fī aʿyān al-qarn al-

ḥādī ʿashar, vol. 3 (Beirut: Dār ṣādir, 1446/1986), 400–401.

62 Brockelmann, History of the Arabic Written Tradition, 2:514 and Suppl. 2, 677.

63 Al-ʿĀyid, Risālatān fī al-muʿarrab li-Bn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī, 131.
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not radicals), including words from the Qurʾān and from other, later contexts,

such as asṭurlāb (“astrolabe”)64 and al-ifranja (“the Franks”).65 Some entries

are literally taken from Kemalpaşazāde’s treatise66 but without reference to

him. Among the authorities who are mentioned by name are ʿAbdallāh ibn

Muslim Ibn Qutayba (d. 276/889), Abū Manṣūr ʿAbd al-Malik ibn Muḥammad

al-Thaʿālibī (d. 429/1039), al-Jawharī, al-Jawālīqī,Majd al-DīnAḥmad ibnYaʿqūb

al-Fīrūzābādī (d. 817/1415), and al-Suyūṭī. Interestingly, there are no probative

quotations except for someverses by thepre-Islamicpoet al-Aʿshā (d. ca. 7/629).

Another feature that sets al-Munshī’s text apart from other treatises on taʿrīb is

the fact that, in themajority of lemmata, he gives not only the source language

or the original word a loanword derives from, but also a short definition. Al-

Munshī even explains the word al-sukkar (“sugar”) as “that which is gathered

from cane juice.”67 This work could thus be regarded as a compact glossary of

loanwords, mainly from Persian, that occur in Arabic.68 The level of detail and

accuracy of the author’s explanations is illustrated by the following example:

al-faylasūf : lover of wisdom, Arabicised from fīlasūfā, and fīlāmeans the

lover and sūfā is wisdom, and from this al-falsafa is derived, just as al-

safasṭā is derived from sūfisṭā meaning vain wisdom (“sophistry”) and

from this comes asṭā in Turkish.69

The treatise of al-Munshī thus presents an intermediate form between the

short treatise of Kemalpaşazāde and the elaborate dictionaries of al-Khafājī

and al-Muḥibbī, which will be discussed in the remainder of this chapter. It

shows that there was an interest in loanwords that went beyond the enumera-

tion ofmuʿarrabāt thatwerewell known since al-Jawālīqī’s dictionary: the topic

64 Al-ʿĀyid, Risālatān fī al-muʿarrab li-Bn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī, 135.

65 Al-ʿĀyid, Risālatān fī al-muʿarrab li-Bn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī, 138.

66 Such as al-bādhiq, see al-ʿĀyid, Risālatān fī al-muʿarrab li-Bn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī, 140; al-

sabāṭ: 162.

67 Al-ʿĀyid, Risālatān fī al-muʿarrab li-Bn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī, 165.

68 Al-Munshī differentiates betweenmuʿarrab andmuwallad only in one entry (ṭājan or ṭay-

jan, “frying pan”), calling itmuwallad on account of the fact that jīm and ṭāʾ do not occur

together in Arabic words: al-ʿĀyid, Risālatān fī al-muʿarrab li-Bn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī, 175.

Al-Munshī also uses the term dakhīl, for instance in the entry al-qānūn (185). It is most

likely synonymous tomuʿarrab.

69 Al-ʿĀyid, Risālatān fī al-muʿarrab li-Bn Kamāl wa-l-Munshī, 184:

تقتشاهنمو،ةمكحلايهافوسوبحملاوهاليفوافوساليفهلصابرعم،ةمكحلابحم:فوسليفلا

.يكرتلاباطساهنمةفرخزملاةمكحلاهانعماطسفوسنمةطسفسلاتقتشاامكةفسلفلا
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was keenly debated by scholars in all parts of the Ottoman empire. The follow-

ing loanword dictionaries will help to explain this interest.

3 Loanwords as Pretext

Qaṣṭal: a neologism (muwallad), which the later authors (al-mutaʾakhkhi-

rūn) Arabicised; it is Arabicised from kastāna which means “chestnut.”

The Egyptians call it Abū Farwa (“the fur-coated”). The poet says:

How lovely is the chestnut stripped of its husk

shortly after it dried in the trees

as if it were the white faces of the Slavs

showing the wrinkles of old age70

This lemma, qaṣṭal (“chestnut”), appears in the eleventh/seventeenth-century

loanword dictionary of Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad al-Khafājī (d. 1069/1659). The

entry presents loanword theory and practice in a nutshell: the word qaṣṭal is

identified asmuwallad, coined by themutaʾakhkhirūn, a term denoting authors

from the post-formative period. To explain the meaning of qaṣṭal, al-Khafājī

uses shāh ballūṭ, its Persian name. He also gives a contemporary Egyptian

synonym for chestnut: Abū farwa, “the one with the fur,” which graphically

describes the edible chestnut orCastanea sativa. The Latin etymology castanea

(or Spanish castaña) is also given, with a final verse ofmuwallad poetry to illus-

trate the use and meaning of the word qaṣṭal.71

In the eleventh/seventeenth century two eminent scholars, al-Khafājī from

Cairo and al-Muḥibbī from Damascus, penned the next voluminous loanword

70 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 251:

نم[لاقةورفوبأرصملهأهيمستو.طولبهاشيهوهناتسكبرعموهو،نورخأتملاهبرعدلوم:لَطصَْق

:]حرسنملا

ّبحَاَي ّرَجُملالَُطصَْقلااذَ ِرجََشلايففِافَجلاِدِيَعُبِرْشِقنِمُدَ

ّنأََك ِرَــبكِـلاشَُــمْرَكَتاــهيفَوضِيَــبلاِةَــبِلاَقصَّلاُهــجُوْأَُهــَ

71 The poet is not mentioned. A variant of the verse is found in Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn

ʿAbd al-Wahhāb al-Nuwayrī’s (d. 733/1333) encyclopaedia Nihāyat al-arab fī funūn al-adab,

see Nihāyat al-arab fī funūn al-adab, ed. Yaḥyā al-Shāmī, vol. 11 (Beirut: Dār al-kutub al-

ʿilmiyya, 1424/2004), 64.
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dictionaries after al-Jawālīqī. They both referenced al-Muʿarrab. In fact, al-

Khafājī integrated large portions of the introduction of al-Muʿarrab—its ten-

page summary on the state of loanword theory in the sixth/twelfth century—

into themuqaddima of his ownwork, thus emphasising continuity. The Dama-

scene historian Muḥammad al-Amīn ibn Faḍl Allāh al-Muḥibbī (d. 1111/1699)

copied from and built on al-Khafājī’s dictionary. But the word qaṣṭal, which

receives elaborate treatment in al-Khafājī’s dictionary, did not feature in al-

Jawālīqī’s book. What had happened in those five centuries after al-Muʿarrab?

3.1 (Re-)introducing dakhīl

At first glance, al-Jawālīqī’s al-Muʿarrab is the model for both al-Khafājī’s and

al-Muḥibbī’s dictionaries. The superficial association with this model has ob-

scured to modern scholarship the actual programmes of these later works and

seemingly confirmed the impression of scholarly stagnation during the Mam-

luk and Ottoman periods.72 A closer look at the content of these loanword

dictionaries, however, will shed new light on their authors’ intentions.

It may be argued that the innovative spirit of both works lies already in their

titles. Al-Khafājī’s loanword dictionary is entitled Shifāʾ al-ghalīl fīmā fī kalām

al-ʿarabmin al-dakhīl (“Quenching the Thirst on IntrusiveWords in the Speech

of the Arabs”). Al-Muḥibbī’s lexicon which, as we shall see, is strongly inspired

by al-Khafājī’s, carries a similar title:Qaṣd al-sabīl fīmā fī kalām al-ʿarabmin al-

dakhīl (“TheGoal of theWay on IntrusiveWords in the Speech of the Arabs”).73

Both use the word dakhīl in their titles.

The term dakhīl was already employed by al-Khalīl in Kitāb al-ʿAyn to mark

expressions that did not conform to the patterns of Arabic andwere “intrusive,”

to translate dakhīl literally. Al-Khalīl seems to use the term to designate words

that do not conform to the structures (abniya) of Arabic.74 From the entries

in which the expression dakhīl muʿarrab is used, we may infer that muʿarrab

72 For instance, Eduard Sachau reached the erroneous conclusion that Shifāʾ al-ghalīl is a

“meagre excerpt” from al-Muʿarrab. See Sachau, Ǵawâlîḳî’s Almuʿarrab nach der Leydener

Handschrift mit Erläuterungen herausgegeben, vi.

73 The title element Qaṣd al-sabīl is a reference to Q 16:9, apparently used frequently in

eleventh/seventeenth-century scholarship, for example by al-Muḥibbī’s contemporary

Ibrāhīm al-Kūrānī (d. 1101/1689). Shifāʾ al-ghalīl was also regularly used in titles, mainly

of religious works.

74 Versteegh, “What’s It like to Be a Persian? Sībawayhi’s Treatment of Loanwords,” 211: “The

general impression one gains from the Kitāb al-ʿayn is that such words, deriving from for-

eign languages, are not part of the Arabic language, even though Arabs sometimes use

them.”
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refers to the process of Arabicisation of a dakhīl word. Al-Khafājī was not the

first author to employ the term dakhīl in the title of a work of muʿarrab. In the

ninth/fifteenth century, ʿAbd Allāh ibn Aḥmad al-Bishbīshī (d. 820/1417) wrote

a supplement on al-Jawālīqī’s al-Muʿarrab under the title of al-Tadhyīl wa-l-

takmīl li-mā ustuʿmila min al-lafẓ al-dakhīl (“The Supplement and Completion

of What is Used of the Intrusive Expressions”), that rearranged the lemmata of

al-Jawālīqī’s book in full alphabetical order.75

On the other hand, al-Khafājī and al-Muḥibbī both also reference kalām al-

ʿarab in the titles of their dictionaries: what do they mean by this? Al-Khafājī

uses the first pages of his introduction to explain to his readers what he wishes

to incorporate into his dictionary: his primary source is al-Jawālīqī, the “best of

the authors who have written on the subject,” but who nevertheless “did not

distinguish between the husk and the pit.”76 Thus, he anchors his work in a

longstanding tradition, while intending to emend the errors of his predecessor

al-Jawālīqī. Al-Khafājī then turns to the topic of muwallad and states that with

Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, he is the first to includemuwallad, which, up until then (ilā al-

ān), had not been documented in a book.77 He also defines it:muwallad is what

was Arabicised by the mutaʾakhkhirūn, “later authors,”78 and is often found in

works of “wisdom and medicine”—meaning the Graeco-Arabic tradition. He

returns to this, saying:

Know that to enhance its utility, Imention in this bookof minewhat some

of the lexicographersmightmention, either because theydonotpoint out

75 SeeBaalbaki,TheArabic LexicographicalTradition, 165–166. Al-Bishbīshī alsowrote awork

titled Jāmiʿ al-taʿrīb bi-l-ṭarīq al-qarīb (“GatheringTaʿrīb along the Short Route”). However,

a well-sounding rhyming titlemay have played a role in the choice for the term dakhīl, too.

76 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 32:

الإبابلااذهيففنصاملجأهحوتفةداعسلالزانميفلزجأوهحورهللاحورروصنميبأباتكو…

…بابللاورشقلاهيفزيميملهنأ

Al-Khafājī onlymentions al-Jawālīqī’s name in the introduction toal-Shifāʾ, not in the lem-

mata.

77 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 32:

تدروأدقو،باقنلاهتاردخمهوجونععفريملو،باتكيفنوديملنآلاىلإوهودلوملامسقهيلإتممضو

…دجنوةماهتدوهعركذتةيبدأفئاطلو،درلاودقنلانمءيشعم،رطاخلاحرشيو،مظانلارسيامهنم

78 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 33:

مهعبتيسوماقلابحاصوبطلاوةمكحلابتكيفهلثمعقيامًاريثكوًادلومدعينورخأتملاهبرعامف
.اذهىلعهيبنتريغنم
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that it is muwallad—and the author of the Qāmūs does this frequently,

he even bases some of the variants (lughāt) on books of medicine, which

is one of his grave errors—or because they have not verified its meaning

and it is a rare word that is seldom used.79

When al-Jawālīqī used Ibn Durayd’s Jamharat al-lugha and al-Azharī’s Tahdhīb

al-lugha, he did not complain that their authors had includedmuʿarrab in their

dictionaries, because those loanwords were considered part of the Arabic lex-

icon. The case of muwallad is different: if it is mentioned in a dictionary, the

author should at least point out that it is a neologism, and not mix it with gen-

uineArabicwords. One of al-Khafājī’s objectives in Shifāʾ al-ghalīl is apparently

to mark neologisms to clearly distinguish them from the “speech of the Arabs.”

To achieve this, he mines al-Qāmūs and other sources for neologisms.

The boundary between muʿarrab and muwallad was vital in upholding the

position of muʿarrab in the Qurʾān: if muʿarrab and muwallad had been on a

par, this would have infringed the special status of loanwords in the Qurʾān,

namely as “foreign in their origin, but Arabic in their current state.” One would

therefore findmuwalladāt included rather in treatises on laḥn, since issueswith

them often concerned mispronunciation (mainly of the ḥarakāt), as with the

names Euclid and Ptolemy, or the names of Turkish cities. But as the problem

of mispronunciation was connected to their being a proper name of foreign

origin, they might just as well be included in a work on dakhīl, which is what

al-Khafājī and al-Muḥibbī chose to do.80

In the remainder of the introduction, al-Khafājī repeats the principles of

Arabicisation from Persian that are familiar to readers of Sībawayhi, and con-

tinues to cite al-Jawālīqī, but also ʿAmr ibn Baḥr al-Jāḥiẓ’ (d. 255/868–869)

al-Bayān wa-l-tabyīn on language contact between Arabic and Persian.81 Al-

Khafājī adds a ḥadīth to support his remark that the Arabs “played with [Ara-

79 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 45–46:

—دلومهنأىلعهيبنتلامهكرتلامإةغللالهأضعبهركذيدقامةدئافللًاميمتتاذهيباتكيفركذأينأملعا

هتاطقسنموهوبطلابتكىلعتاغللاضعبيفدمتعيهارتىتحًاريثكهلعفيسوماقلابحاصو

.لامعتسالاردانًابيرغهنوكـلامأوهانعماوققحيملمهنألامإو—ةحضافلا

See also Chapter 2, section 1.4.

80 Cf. Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 162:

The term muwallad, however, is usually reserved for post-classical neologisms. […] It

is therefore not surprising thatmuwalladmaterial only modestly features inmuʿarrab

works (apart perhaps from the books of Ḫafāǧī and Muḥibbī […]), and is normally

quoted in books on solecism (laḥn al-ʿāmma).

81 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 35–36.
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bicised words] a lot and used them in an endearing way, as when the Prophet

said: Ashkanb dard [‘Is your stomach hurting?’ in Persian] This was transmit-

ted by Muslim.”82 This divergence from al-Jawālīqī’s introduction shows that

al-Khafājī did not simply copy his model, but added new elements to the theo-

retical framework. One of his observations is that the concurrence of jīm and

qāf in aword can point to one of two causes, namely that it is either Arabicised

(muʿarrab) or onomatopoetic (ḥikāyat ṣawt). Al-Khafājī gives examples of the

first ( juwāliq, “sack,” of which the name al-Jawālīqī, “sack seller,” derives) and

the second category ( jananbalaq, “the sound of the door”).83

In line with his objective to include muwallad, Khafājī does not restrict

his theoretical section to theorists from the formative period, but also quotes

verses from contemporary poets such as ʿAbd al-Barr ibn ʿAbd al-Qādir al-ʿAwfī

al-Fayyūmī (d. 1071/1661), a friend of al-Khafājī’s.84 Moreover, he intersperses

the body of the dictionary with shawāhid by Mamluk and Ottoman-era poets,

including his own poetry.

3.2 The Programme of al-Khafājī’s Shifāʾ al-ghalīl

Like al-Muʿarrab, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl is arranged alphabetically according to the

first letter of the word. Within the chapters, however, the words are not fur-

ther arranged—neither by their roots, nor by the alphabetical order of their

actual letters.85 Al-Shifāʾ is comprised of 1389 lemmata, almost twice as many

as al-Muʿarrab. But as we will see, it would be wrong to assume that al-Khafājī

simply added some 600 entries to al-Jawālīqī’s text.

One of the changes al-Khafājī made to his model was the addition of a short

chapter on the ligature lā before the yāʾ. He quotes Ibn Jinnī on the correct

pronunciation of the particle lā and then discusses two sayings beginning with

the negating particle lā: lā yushbihu l-ʿunwānu mā fī l-kitāb (“The title does not

match the book”) and lā arkabu l-baḥr (“I do not sail the sea”). Neither of these

82 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 39:

.ملسمهاور.دردبنكشامالسلاهيلعلاقامكفطلتلاليبسىلعهولمعتساامبروًاريثكهبنوبعليمهو

83 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 38. Al-Jawālīqī did not mention this example in the intro-

duction to his dictionary, whereas he did list juwāliq as a muʿarrab. See al-Jawālīqī, al-

Muʿarrab, 251. Al-Khafājī probably took this example from al-Muzhir: see al-Suyūṭī, al-

Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā, 1:271.

84 Al-Muḥibbī mentions him as a scholar and an eloquent poet, who studied in Mecca,

Damacus, Aleppo, and Istanbul. See al-Muḥibbī, Khulāṣat al-athar fī aʿyān al-qarn al-ḥādī

ʿashar, 2:291–298.

85 According to the editor of Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, Kashshāsh, thewords are arranged “according to

their pronunciation,” but if so, this is not done consistently. See al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl,

27.
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sayings contain amuʿarrab ormuwallad word. In the first case, al-Khafājī uses

the occasion to cite another two proverbs that have the same meaning; in the

second case, he includes a nice line of poetry to corroborate the saying.86

The editor of Shifāʾ al-ghalīl indexes fifty-five entries as amthāl (“pro-

verbs”).87 Al-Khafājī’s criterion for selection seems to have been the entertain-

ing aspect of the entries. These entries also point to the author’s interest in

describing language use of his time and relating contemporary expressions to

the standard language, much like Yūsuf al-Maghribī did half a century earlier

in his dictionary of colloquial Egyptian, Dafʿ al-iṣr ʿan kalām ahl Miṣr.

Al-Khafājī’s use of biographical and geographical dictionaries, along with

the adab encyclopaedia Nihāyat al-arab fī funūn al-adab (“The Ultimate Ambi-

tion in the Arts of Erudition”)88 of Aḥmad ibn ʿAbd al-Wahhāb al-Nuwayrī

(d. 733/1333), illustrates the wide scope of his work. The author’s interest in

solecism and dialectal variants is apparent from the topical dictionaries he ref-

erences, including the works of AbūManṣūrMuḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Azharī

(d. 370/980) and Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad Ibn Hishām al-Lakhmī (d. 577/1181)

on the dialect of al-Andalus, Abū Ḥafṣ ʿUmar Ibn Makkī al-Ṣiqillī (d. 501/1107)

on the dialect of Sicily, and several gharīb works. He makes explicit reference

to authors of comprehensive dictionaries such as al-Fīrūzābādī (36 times), al-

Jawharī (5), Ibn Sīda (6), and also refers to Ibn Manẓūr’s (d. 711/1311) Lisān

al-ʿarab (3 times).

In Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, some lemmata begin by spelling out the pronunciation,

such as in the form bi-fatḥi l-hamzati wa-sukūni l-qāfi wa-kasri l-sīni wa-mīmi

baʿdahā ʾalif (“with a fatḥa on the hamza and a sukūn on the qāf and a

kasra on the sīn and a mīm after which is an alif ”).89 This was especially

important as the form of certain dakhīl expressions did not follow Arabic pat-

terns, making it impossible to deduce their vocalisation from analogous forms.

86 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 316:

:لاق.ءاسنلانعلدعينمل:رحبلابكرأال

ّنكَِـلَوَرحَْبلابُكَرْأَال لِحِاسلايفهِللاقَزِْربُُلطْأَيِنَ

I do not sail the sea: [said] about one who abstains from women. He said:

I do not sail the sea, I rather strive to attain God’s blessing on the shore

87 Kashshāsh notes that the author “in the conception of dakhīl expands the single keyword

to expressions and sayings that were current in his time.” See al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl,

28.

88 The title’s translation is taken from Elias Muhanna’s edition of the work: Shihab al-Din al-

Nuwayri,TheUltimate Ambition in the Arts of Erudition: A Compendium of Knowledge from

the Classical IslamicWorld, ed., trans., and intr. Elias Muhanna (NewYork: Penguin Books,

2016).

89 S.v. aqsimā (“raisin juice”), see al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 57.
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Secondly, the word is either explained or marked asmaʿrūf (often denoted by

m). As I explained in the Introduction,Arabic lexicography concentratedon the

unusual, gharīb, rather than the well-established, maʿrūf. We may recall that

themain objective of al-Jawālīqī’s dictionarywas to collect loanwords and trace

them to their origin, not to provide a definition. Thirdly, a word is identified as

eithermuʿarrabormuwallad, sometimes followedby the foreignword it derives

fromor the name of the source language, such as aʿjamī (“foreign” or “Persian”),

fārisī (“Persian”), or bi-lughat al-ḥabasha (“in the language of Abyssinia”). The

lemma is concluded with a probative prose or verse quotation, attributed to its

author.

This standard structure is present in only aminority of entries. Inmost cases,

the author prefers to provide anecdotal details about a keyword rather than fol-

low a consistent structure for the lemma. Some chapters (bāb) are introduced

with general remarks on the letter itself. For example, in the chapter yāʾ, al-

Khafājī comments on the writing of a yāʾ in verb forms where a kasrawould be

correct:

The muwalladūn add the yāʾ in the second person feminine and say

instead of ḍarabtihi ḍarabtīhi. I have said (qultu) that this is a dialectal

variant of Rabīʿa but it is bad. Similarly, they add an alif to the fatḥa and

kāf of the pronoun and say qumtā and innakā. The poet said:

You targeted him (ramaytīhi) and aimed and the shot did not miss

And this resembles what is said in the commentary on the Tashīl. They

also exchange the alif before the possessive pronoun yāʾ and say mawlī

instead ofmawlāyā. I have said that this is a dialect variant of Ḥimyar and

al-Ḥasan read “Yā bushrī.”90 Al-Zamakhsharī said: “I have heard the peo-

ple of the hills say ‘Yā sīdī ’ and ‘Yā mawlī.’ ” End of quote.91

90 A variant reading of Q 12:19.

91 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 317:

.ةيدراهنكـلةعيبرلةغليهتلق.هيتبرضهتبرضعضومنولوقيفةثنؤملاباطخيفءاينوديزينودلوملا

]جزهلانم[:رعاشلالاقاكنإواتمقنولوقيفًافلأهفاكوريمضلاةحتفنولصياذكو

ّرلاتِأََطخْأَاَمَفتَدْصَْقأََفِهيِتْيَمَر ْهَيمَْ

.يلومىالوميفنولوقيفهيفءايملكتملاءايلبقفلألانوبلقيو.ليهستلاحرشيفاذكعابشأوهو

ايويديساينولوقيتاورسلالهأتعمس:يرشخمزلالاق.يرشباينسحلاأرقوريمحةغليهتلق

.ـهايلوم
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This is an example of an error that entered the written language under the

influence of dialect, where the feminine ending ‑i is pronounced ‑ī.92 Notably,

al-Khafājī attributes this pronunciation to pre-Islamic Arabian tribes, as some

authors on laḥn might have done.93 With qultu he also inserts his own teach-

ings. The dictionary reads more like a collection of anecdotes than a word list.

One can thus say that al-Jawālīqī’s al-Muʿarrab functions only as a template

for Shifāʾ al-ghalīl. Anchoring his work in the tradition, al-Khafājī consciously

introduces this model with the first words of his muqaddima and the subse-

quent theoretical discussion. In the body of the dictionary, al-Jawālīqī’s influ-

ence is hardly recognisable. Al-Khafājī does not engage in a direct critique or

commentary of al-Muʿarrab, nor does he follow the lemmata offered by al-

Jawālīqī. Instead, he opens up the form of the loanword dictionary to new

content, broadening its scope to a host of words and expressions he consid-

ers dakhīl, imported into the Arabic language in various ways. Even though he

discussesmany instances of solecism, compared to works of laḥn al-ʿāmma, al-

Khafājī rarely assesses an entry as falling outside of the Arabic lexicon. By and

large, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl is descriptive, not normative. What strikes the reader are

the extremely diverse pieces of knowledge the book contains. From the ety-

mology of bimāristān (“hospital”) and the founder of that institution,94 to the

provenance of the colloquial barrā (“outside”),95 and the correct construction

of a conditional clause startingwith law,96 thework is a collection of errors and

curiosities encountered in books and conversations—an adabwork asmuch as

a dictionary.

Are there any further characteristics of al-Shifāʾ that can be explained by

the author’s time and environment? Al-Khafājī often adduces his source in the

format qālahuX, “X said this,” inwhichX can be a sixth/twelfth-century author-

ity, as an addition to a quotation that would otherwise remain unmarked. This

illustrates al-Khafājī’s reliance on written sources rather than personal teach-

ing, as there is no chain of transmission linking him to most of the authorities

he cites.

As in al-Muʿarrab, many expressions derive from Persian. The ample occur-

rence of Persian words in the book cannot solely be attributed to its model;

92 Cf., for instance, Jérôme Lentin, “Normes orthographiques en moyen arabe: Sur la nota-

tion du vocalisme bref,” inMixed Arabic andMiddle Arabic: Diachrony and Synchrony, ed.

Liesbeth Zack and Arie Schippers (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 215.

93 See Chapter 2 on laḥn, specifically Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s treatise Baḥr al-ʿawwām fīmā aṣāba

fīhi l-ʿawāmm.

94 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 99.

95 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 94.

96 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 265.



the social life of loanwords 149

it is also indicative of the Ottoman environment. A parallel can be drawn to

the appearance of Arabic-Persian bilingual dictionaries in the ninth/fifteenth-

century Ottoman Empire. Ferenc Csirkés notes that bilingual dictionaries

facilitated the addition of Arabic vocabulary elements to Persian, or rath-

er, they aided the interpretation of new vocabulary that was being incor-

porated into the language. These works also represented a scholarly need

to monitor and control the process of vocabulary borrowing.97

Taking into consideration the large number of Persian words present in Shifāʾ

al-ghalīl, it is tempting to suggest that a similar process is at play here. The

author simply took the Persian words prevalent in his own time and incorpo-

rated them into a format that was universally acknowledged as the authori-

tative loanword dictionary of Arabic. This not only provided the reader with

anecdotes about words and expressions that they might not have been famil-

iar with, but also helped to gain acceptance for these words, which were still

in the process of entering Arabic scholarly vocabulary.We are reminded of the

work of the Arabic Language Academies at the turn of the twentieth century.

The language scholar al-Khafājī assumed the role of an authority on this new

vocabulary, acting as a language academy member avant la lettre.

3.3 Al-Muḥibbī’s Notion of dakhīl

Muḥammadal-Amīn ibnFaḍlAllāh ibnMuḥibbAllāh ibnMuḥammadMuḥibb

al-Dīn, knownas al-Muḥibbī,was themost prolificmember of a renowned fam-

ily of scholars.98 He was born in Damascus in 1061/1651. His father Faḍl Allāh

(d. 1082/1671) attended al-Khafājī’s classes in Istanbul and may have acquired

a copy of Shifāʾ al-ghalīl as well as al-Khafājī’s literary anthology Rayḥānat al-

alibbāʾ wa-zahrat ḥayāt ad-dunyā (“The Basil of the Sensible and the Flower

of Earthly Life”) from the author. In any case, Muḥammad al-Muḥibbī was

well-acquaintedwith and inspired by bothworks. Hewrote a supplement to al-

Rayḥāna and reworked al-Shifāʾ.99 Today, al-Muḥibbī is particularly known for

97 Csirkés, “Turkish/Turkic Books of Poetry, Turkish and Persian Lexicography,” 696.

98 Carl Brockelmann, “al-Muḥibbī,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam. Second Edition, ed. C.E. Bos-

worth et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 7:469–470; FerdinandWüstenfeldt, Die Gelehrten-Familie

Muḥibbí in Damascus und ihre Zeitgenossen im xi. (xvii.) Jahrhundert, Abhandlungen der

Königlichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen 31 (Göttingen: Dieterichsche

Verlags-Buchhandlung, 1884).

99 Al-Muḥibbī’s supplement to al-Khafājī’s literary anthology is titled Nafḥat al-Rayḥāna wa-

rashḥat ṭilāʾ al-ḥāna (“The Fragrance of Basil/al-Rayḥāna and the Trickling Wine of the

Tavern”).
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his biographical dictionary of the scholars of his time,Khulāṣat al-athar fī aʿyān

al-qarn al-ḥādī ʿashar (“The Quintessence of the Legacy on the Celebrities of

theEleventhCentury”), a rich sourceon the intellectual life of the eleventh/sev-

enteenth century.

In the introduction to his loanword dictionary Qaṣd al-sabīl fīmā fī kalām

al-ʿarab min al-dakhīl, al-Muḥibbī declares his intent to supplement the work

of his predecessors, who did not “fully bring to an end their intentions.”100

He specifically mentions al-Jawālīqī, al-Khafājī, and al-Qāḍī al-Anṭākī (d. 1100/

1689).101 Al-Muḥibbī criticises al-Khafājī for contenting himself with what

came to hismind, rather than addressing all that should be said on the topic.102

The professed objective is not a slavish emulation of the master text but a crit-

ical discussion of its content.

Al-Muḥibbī’s loanword dictionary is significantly more voluminous than al-

Khafājī’s. The editor of Qaṣd al-sabīl suggests that the extant manuscript is an

incompletemubayyaḍaof thedraftmanuscript, as it ends at the lettermīmwith

the lemmaMaqadūniya. Baalbaki attributed the increase in volume compared

to Shifāʾ al-ghalīl to al-Muḥibbī’s inclusion of numerous words not directly per-

taining to the topic, such as proper names, in what he described as “a clear

attempt at inflating the book’s content.”103 If, however, we consider that al-

Khafājī and al-Muḥibbīmight have had other intentions thanmerely reproduc-

ing or “inflating” al-Muʿarrab, it becomes necessary to examine the text more

closely to uncover these intentions.

Al-Muḥibbī’s sources suggest that his programme was even more compre-

hensive than al-Khafājī’s. For instance, he draws from al-Suyūṭī’s treatise al-

Muhadhdhab for loanwords in the Qurʾān,104 which were not covered by al-

Jawālīqī’s book, and Ibn al-Athīr’sNihāya for rarewords from ḥadīth. Al-Muḥib-

100 Al-Muḥibbī, Qaṣd al-sabīl, 1:103.

101 The Istanbul qāḍī Muṣṭafā ibn al-Ḥājj al-Anṭākī, also known as Ramzī, is mentioned by al-

Muḥibbī as one of his predecessors who “missed the mark in writing on muʿarrab.” The

editor of Qaṣd al-sabīl, al-Ṣīnī, could not establish any resemblances between al-Anṭākī’s

Naqd al-lisān wa-ʿaqd al-ḥisān fī asmāʾ al-muʿarrabāt and Qaṣd al-sabīl. See al-Muḥibbī,

Qaṣd al-sabīl, 1:96.

102 Al-Muḥibbī, Qaṣd al-sabīl, 1:104.

103 Baalbaki, The Arabic Lexicographical Tradition, 169: “Even a word such as Ǧāhiliyya or

an expression such as al-ṣaḥīḥ min al-Ḥadīṯ (correct or reliable prophetic traditions) are

listed as entries, in a clear attempt at inflating the book’s content.”

104 According to the editor of Qaṣd al-sabīl, al-Muḥibbī incorporated all loanwords men-

tioned in al-Muhadhdhab fīmā waqaʿa fī al-Qurʾān min al-muʿarrab into his dictionary.

Al-Muḥibbī, Qaṣd al-sabīl, 1:97. Neither al-Jawālīqī nor al-Khafājī systematically took into

account Qurʾanic loanwords.
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bī therefore updates al-Jawālīqī’s al-Muʿarrab by incorporating other sources

from the post-formative period, providing the service of consolidating previ-

ously scattered content into one volume, reflecting the state of the field in his

own time.

But how do we explain his inclusion of expressions that, at first glance, do

not appear as muʿarrab, muwallad, or laḥn? Take, for instance, the lemma al-

jāhiliyya, which initially seems perfectly Arabic:

al-jāhiliyya: In the Kitāb Laysa of Ibn Khālawayhi: an expression that was

coined in Islam for the period before themission [of the prophetMuḥam-

mad].105

Wemust read carefully to understandwhy al-Muḥibbī considered al-jāhiliyya a

dakhīl word. The Baghdad grammarian and exegete al-Ḥusayn ibn Aḥmad Ibn

Khālawayhi’s (d. 370/980) Kitāb Laysa fī kalām al-ʿarab (“Book of Expressions

not Found in the Speech of the Arabs”), referenced by al-Muḥibbī, is a gem of

the formativephaseof Arabic lexicography, collecting expressions andnominal

patterns (abniya) that were not used in the speech of the Arabs. Unfortunately,

the modern edition of Kitāb Laysa does not include an entry for jāhiliyya.106

However, Ibn Khālawayhi’s statement, as quoted by al-Muḥibbī, indicates that

the word was coined in Islam, alongside another helpful source: al-Suyūṭī’s al-

Muzhir. Al-Suyūṭī provides the exact same example under alfāẓ islāmiyya.107

Just as the language of fiqhwas coined in Islam as religious and legal terminol-

ogy, the term al-jāhiliyya could only exist after the fact of, and in contrast to,

Islam. It is neithermuʿarrab—because it derives from an Arabic root ( j-h-l, “to

not know”)—normuwallad, as it was coined in ʿuṣūr al-iḥtijāj and not by later

poets.

The entry al-jāhiliyya inQaṣd al-sabīlmirrors dialogues between authorities

in establishing the boundaries of the ʿarabiyya. While the inclusion of terms

such as al-jāhiliyya or al-ṣaḥīḥ min al-ḥadīth in a dakhīl dictionary may puz-

zle modern scholars, it likely did not strike the readers of al-Muḥibbī’s work

as odd or misplaced. This is because, if we consider the loanword dictionar-

105 Al-Muḥibbī, Qaṣd al-sabīl, 1:367:

.ةثعبلالبقناكيذلانمزللمالسإلايفثدحظفل:هيولاخنبالسيلباتكيف:ةيلهاجلا

106 Al-Ḥusayn ibn Aḥmad Ibn Khālawayhi, Laysa fī kalām al-ʿarab, ed. Aḥmad ʿAbd al-Ghafūr

ʿAṭṭār, 2nd ed. (Mecca, 1399/1979).

107 Al-Suyūṭī, al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā, 1:294–303. Suyūṭī (301) mentions al-

jāhiliyya citing the exact same passage from Ibn Khālawayhi.
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ies discussed in this chapter, they were undoubtedly familiar with the devel-

opment and expansion of the concept of dakhīl during the post-formative

period.

The inclusion of technical terminology in works of lugha developed during

the post-formative period. In the fourth/tenth century, the poet and secretary

Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Khwārizmī (d. 387/997) observed a lacuna in the

lexicographical tradition. In his Mafātīḥ al-ʿulūm (“Keys to the Sciences”), a

compendium of technical terms for scribes, he observed that scientific termi-

nology was entirely absent from books devoted to the discipline of lugha, leav-

ing language scholars unprepared to engage with scientific and philosophical

texts.108This chapter illustrates that language scholarship in the post-formative

period increasingly recognised the need to define and debate technical terms,

a trend reflected in lexicological treatises on dakhīl.

3.4 The Social Life of Loanwords

Like laḥn treatises, loanword dictionaries provided a space for both edification

and entertainment. In some cases, the connection between linguistics and lit-

erature, as well as scholarship and social contexts, becomes apparent, offering

a glimpse into the lexicographer’s workshop and the role that discussions of

language and poetry played in a scholar’s life. A notable example is al-Khafājī’s

lemma ghurāb (lit. “raven”):

ghurāb: [said] of a type of ships that is widespread in the poetry of the

muḥdathūn, especially those from the Maghreb. I do not know whether

it is a metonymy (tashbīh) or a translation error. Ibn as-Sāʿātī [d. ca. 604/

1207] said:

108 Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Khwārizmī, Mafātīḥ al-ʿulūm (Cairo: Idārat al-ṭibāʿa al-muni-

riyya, 1342), 2:

[this book] contains the concepts and terms circulating in every generation of schol-

ars, which are lacking in most of the books that are devoted to the discipline of lugha,

so that the distinguished language scholar, when studying one of the books that have

been written on topics of the sciences or philosophy of which he knows nothing, does

not understand a word of it, as if he were a barbarous illiterate at the sight of it.

اهلجنموأاهنمتلخيتلا،تاحالطصالاوتاعضاوملانمءاملعلانمةقبطلكنيبامًانمضتم…

يفتفنصيتلابتكـلانمًاباتكلمأتاذإبدألايفزربملايوغللانأىتح،ةغللاملعلةرصاحلابتكـلا

دنعمتغألايمألاكناكوهنمًائيشمهفيملةعانصلاكلتنمًاردصادشنكيملوةمكحلاومولعلاباوبأ

.هيفهرظن
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I sailed the sea of the Turks which was like a racecourse

the waves you’d think were horses running

Howmany black ghurāb in the flock

were flying there on white wings

and Ibn Abī Ḥajala [d. 776/1374] said:

Their ghurāb, black and white their sails

make their blue enemy turn pale

and I have said:

And while departing I had enough of it

oh, howmany more departures and ghurāb!

As for the ghurāb in the words of al-Aʿshā [d. ca. 7/629]:

And I do not ask of you what you would not know

if the ghurāb of ignorance fell from you

His [al-Aʿshā’s] commentators said: “The ghurāb is the extent of some-

thing, i.e., the extent of your ignorance has gone and the extent of your

knowledge has taken its place.” And it is said: “The ghurāb of ignorance

is his ignorance, just like you say ‘the bird of ignorance.’ ” And it is said:

“The raven of ignorance is black hair.” End of quote. Themuwalladūn call

the catamite a ghurāb, i.e., he secretly commits a disgraceful act on his

brother, and this is a form of metonymy.109

109 Al-Khafājī, Shifāʾ al-ghalīl, 221–222:

طلغوأهيبشتلاىلعوهلهيردأالو.ةبراغملااميسالنيثدحملاراعشأيفروهشمنفسلانمعونل:بارغ

:]لماكلانم[يتاعاسلانبالاق.ةمجرتلايف

َحكََوْهَومِورلاَرْحبَتُْبكَِرَو ضُــكُْرَتًاداَــيجُِهُــبَسْحتَجُْوَــملاَوٍةَــبْل

رُغنِْممَْك
َ
ضُـَـيبأَحٌاـَـنجَِهـِـبُرــيِطَيِهــيِفَدَوسْأَِةَعيِطَقْلِلبٍا

:]لماكلانم[ةلجحيبأنبالاقو

رِغ
ْ
ّرــَـفصَْياــهعِوُلُقضٌــيِبَوٌدوسُاَهُناَب قَُرزْأَلاوُُّدــَـعلانَّــُـهنِْمُ

:]طيسبلاعلخمنم[تلقو
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Al-Khafājī cites the verses and sayings he knows on the lemma ghurāb, includ-

ing lines of his own poetry. The range of quoted poetry spans the period from

the first century before Islam to al-Khafājī’s own time, encompassing both

ʿarabī andmuwallad poetry as part of a continuous tradition connected by the

loanword discussed. This gives the impression of a work of adab rather than a

dictionary. It is plausible that one motivation for collecting and studying these

loanwords was to flaunt them in social gatherings.110

Now, if we move to Qaṣd al-sabīl, we again see that al-Muḥibbī repeats al-

Khafājī’s entry without mentioning him. Additionally, he mentions the usage

of the word ghurāb in mystical terminology, as “the universal body,” as the first

part of his entry.111 This knowledge is taken from al-Sayyid al-Sharīf al-Jurjānī’s

(d. 816/1415) Kitāb al-Taʿrīfāt, one of the first dictionaries of scientific terminol-

ogy from philosophy, grammar, law, and other disciplines.112 Both al-Muḥibbī

and al-Khafājī seem to have striven for a comprehensive discussion of the fig-

urative uses of the word ghurāb.

The word is also mentioned in al-Muḥibbī’s biographical dictionary Khu-

lāṣat al-athar fī aʿyān al-qarn al-ḥādī ʿashar, an excellent display of language

debate at play in a different context. In the biography of a good friend, the

Damascene scholar ʿAbd al-Bāqī ibn Aḥmad ibn al-Sammān (d. 1088/1677),

al-Muḥibbī shares the story behind the entry ghurāb in his loanword dictio-

nary:

One day I made a trip on the sea with him in a boat, and we headed

towards the place known as Beşiktaş. On that occasion I recited to him

the words of Ibn Malaṭiya:

بِاَرـــُـغلاَونِـــْـيَبلاِبفَـــْـيكََفيِــناَفكَاَــمنِْــيَبلايِــفَناــكََو

:]طيسبلانم[ىشعألالوقيفبارغامأو

رُغكَْنَعَناَكنْإُِهُكِردُْتتَسَْلًائْيشَكَُباَلِطاَمَو
َ
اَعَقَودَْقلِهَْجلابُا

.ىهتنا.دوسألارعشلالهجلابارغ:ليقو.لهجلارئاطلاقيامكهلهجلهجلابارغ:هحارشلاق

.ةيانكلانموهوهيخأةأوسيراوييأًابارغنوبأملانومسينودلوملاو

110 The notion of knowledge as social capital in scholarly gatherings is elaborated in Pfeifer,

Empire of Salons and Blecher, Said the Prophet of God.

111 Al-Muḥibbī, Qaṣd al-sabīl, 2:313.

112 ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad al-Jurjānī, Kitāb al-taʿrīfāt maʿa fihrist; taʿrīfāt wa-muṣṭalaḥāt lugha-

wiyya wa-fiqhiyya wa-falsafiyya jumiʿat min ummahāt al-kutub al-falsafiyya wa-l-fiqhiyya

wa-l-lughawiyya wa-ruttibat ʿalā ḥurūf al-hijāʾ min al-alif ilā al-yāʾ (Beirut: Maktabat Lub-

nān, 1978).
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And the boat, I saw it floating stretching over the surface of the sea

its form resembling a bird spreading its wings over the water

Then my companion went on to enumerate the different types of ships

and their names, until he mentioned ghurāb, which is a large ship that

moves with rudders. On this he cited Ibn al-Sāʿātī:

Yes, I sailed the sea which was like a racecourse

the waves you’d think were horses running

Howmany black ravens in the flock

were flying there on white wings

Then hementioned tome that some people wrongly think that the name

of this typeof ship, ghurāb, is translated fromTurkish, because their name

for it is qādirġa, and they think qādirġa means raven in Turkish. And he

who erroneously assumes that it is a translation based on the close simi-

larity of the words, does not know that what he said is wrong. Rather, the

reason that the name is fitting is the fact that it resembles a raven because

it is black, and the rudders resemble wings. This is correct. And then I saw

this in Shihāb al-Khafājī’s his book Ṭirāz al-majālis, where you can look it

up if you like.113

113 Al-Muḥibbī, Khulāṣat al-athar fī aʿyān al-qarn al-ḥādī ʿashar, 2:272:

نبالوفةبسانملابهتدشنأفشاطكشببفورعملاناكملاىلإانهجوتوقروزيفًامويرحبلاهعمتبكرو
:ةيطلم

ءَامْأَدَرهْظَىِطْمُتدَْقَواَمِئاَعُهُتْرَصْبأَقََروَْزَو

ّنأَك ءاَملاَىلَعِهْيحَاَنجَدََّمَرِــئاطَِهِلكْشَيِفُهَ

ريسييذلاليوطلابكرملاوهوبارغلاركذىتحاهئامسأونفسلاعاونأدادعتىلإةبحاصملاترجنامث

:يتاعاسلانبالوقهيفدشنأففيداجملاب

َحكََوْهَوَرحَْبلاتُْبكَِردَْقَلَو ضُكُْرَتًادايجُِهُبَسْحتَجُْوَملاَوٍةَبْل

رُغنِْممَْك
َ
ضَُــيبأَحٌاَــنجَِهِــبُرــيِطَيِهيِفَدَوسْأَِةَعيِطَقْلِلبٍا

نألةيكرتلابهمسانعمجرتمبارغلابنفسلانمعونلااذهةيمستنأمهوتسانلاضعبنأيلركذمث

براقتلمهوهنوكنممجرتملاىلعريكنلامهوتملاماقأولاق.بارغلاةيكرتلابوهوةغرداقمهدنعاهمسا

هبشواهداوسلبارغلابتهبشاهنأةيمستلايفةبسانملاهجولبمهولاوههلاقامنأرديملواقافتاظافلألا

نإهعجارفسلاجملازارطهباتكيفيجافخلاباهشللمالكلااذهتيأرمثنسحوهوةحنجألابفيداجملا
.تئش
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While al-Muḥibbī incorrectly identifies the source (Ṭirāz al-majālis, “The Fine

Fleur of the Gatherings,” is a collection of al-Khafājī’s lectures), he accurately

attributes the etymology of ghurāb to al-Khafājī. More importantly, this lemma

illustrates that subjects of etymology—and language more broadly—were not

confined to the lemmata of commentaries but were also discussed on boat

trips, at picnics, and in gatherings. Similar to Yūsuf al-Maghribī’s documen-

tation of speech errors in scholarly circles, al-Muḥibbī reveals that loanwords

were a gratifying topic of conversation throughwhich a scholar could flaunt his

mastery of the Arabic language.

4 Conclusion

Even though laḥn al-ʿāmma and muʿarrab presented distinct genres of writ-

ing, they both contributed to a broader engagement with processes of lan-

guage change—changes that were not always explicitly acknowledged and

were sometimes outright condemned. However, as we observed in the previ-

ous chapter, scholars did recognise these processes and endeavoured to explain

and even justify them in various ways.

In the post-formative period, the topic of taʿrīb displays parallels to laḥn

al-ʿāmma. Loanwords were prone to mispronunciation as they deviated from

the structures of the Arabic language, sometimes resulting in the circulation of

multiple ‘versions’ of proper nouns or technical terms. In the absence of a lan-

guage academy that could rein in these deviations, language scholars viewed

themselves as the arbiters of language use. They collected laḥn,muʿarrab, and

muwallad in treatises on dakhīl, adding categories such as lafẓ islamī for further

differentiation. Additionally, they contested and corrected authoritative dictio-

naries such as al-Qāmūs and al-Ṣiḥāḥ by extracting words that had not been

previously identified asmuwallad. Through the dynamics of the commentarial

form, they consolidated authoritative knowledge, discussed and (re-)arranged

it, ensuring the transmissionof fivehundredyears of loanword theory andprac-

tice to future generations.

Like laḥn, the engagement with taʿrīb was not merely an exercise in lin-

guistics for its own sake; it directly impacted the scholar’s everyday life and

reputation. The technical terms and sayings in loanword dictionaries often

emerged from scholarly debates in the majlis or from learned conversations

during boat trips on the Bosporus, and often returned to these settings. The

eleventh/seventeenth-century dakhīl dictionary is a work of adab that illus-

trates how language issues were deeply intertwined with culture and ethics.
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Conclusion

Even under constant competition and pressure from foreign languages, inter-

nal criticism, and national and local variants, the Arabic language, al-lugha

al-ʿarabiyya al-fuṣḥā, has retained its revered status and widespread use. This

resilience is largely due to the unrelenting efforts of the post-formative period

language scholars discussed in this book. Their aim was to guard the ʿara-

biyya while simultaneously accounting for the developments they witnessed

in their own time, retroactively integrating these in the tradition. As in other

fields of Arabic-Islamic scholarship, engagement with ʿilm al-lugha in the post-

formative period involved honouring, negotiating, and updating the state of

field. Consequently, it is a subject of study that deserves continued pursuit—

not merely to refute the decline paradigm, but to delve into a vibrant intellec-

tual space filled with puns, anecdotes, and clever observations.

The role of the discipline of lugha in Arabic scholarship during the post-

formative period is far more significant than previously acknowledged. Lan-

guage forms the foundation of any scholarly discussion: it is the first step in

each lemma of the commentary. Within commentary culture, language schol-

arship pervades all disciplines.

TheArabic lexicon—the ʿarabiyya or kalāmal-ʿarab collected during the for-

mative period—may appear static, but is not without contestation. The many

dictionaries, treatises, and commentaries produced during the post-formative

period, with their prima facie adherence to tradition, have often beenmistaken

for lacking intellectual engagement. Reading dictionaries as commentaries is

beneficial for understanding their functions and for appreciating their ongoing

engagement with texts that might seem obsolete. The various types of com-

mentary are all present in the field of lugha, providing valuable insight into the

broader processes of knowledge production during the post-formative period

at large.

As explained in Chapter 1, one of the factors driving the commentary tra-

dition was the need to make texts physically available through copying. This

process also involvedoptimising the content, arrangement, and thus theusabil-

ity of a lexicon. Scholars of the post-formative period generally acknowledged

that the ʿarabiyya was an edifice that had been built ages before their time.

Their desire to redecorate a room, plaster a wall, or complain about the other

tenants is expressed in commentaries and treatises. These repairs could take

the form of a supplement, an alphabetical (re-)arrangement, or a refutation,

among others. Using the form of the interwoven commentary, Muḥammad

Murtaḍā al-Zabīdī built a skyscraper atop an old building: he collected all avail-

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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able sources to create an encyclopaedic treatment of the history of Arabic

lexicography—a millennium of language scholarship. The commentary form

was used to anchor individual innovations present in any work of lughawithin

their shared tradition.

As I have shown in Chapters 2 and 3, two genres of Arabic lexicographywere

particularly suited at discussing language change and guarding the bound-

aries of Arabic without abandoning the paradigm established in the formative

period. The fields of laḥn al-ʿāmma andmuʿarrab thrived in the post-formative

period by building on earlier observations, providing an overview of estab-

lished opinions, and then subtly departing from them through nuanced argu-

mentation. Certain texts were highlighted as reference points but were also

subject to refutation or reworking. I have argued that, despite the significant

influence of the ‘master texts,’ the lexicological treatises of the post-formative

period should be regarded as independent works offering new perspectives on

established phenomena of lugha. A notable example is the incorporation of

shawāhid, or proof texts, from the muwalladūn—poets who wrote after the

“epochs of reliable usage.” Someauthors explicitly addressed their choice to use

“modern poetry” in their dictionaries and found creative ways to justify this.

In laḥn treatises, muwallad poetry served to corroborate actual usage, just as

earlier poetry had testified to correct usage. Another approach to reconciling

tradition with contemporary observations was to classify deviations from the

ʿarabiyya as legitimate variants, as Yūsuf al-Maghribī did for Egyptian. By ref-

erencing colloquial speech to al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ, he may have helped elevate

the status of the dialect—and uplifted the spirits of his readers.

Reading dictionaries as commentaries also means acknowledging the vari-

ous creative ways in which scholars engaged with a master text like al-Ḥarīrī’s

Durrat al-ghawwāṣ. One could argue that Durrat al-ghawwāṣ triggered the

same impulses to explain, rework, rearrange, and/or refute as al-Qāmūs al-

muḥīṭ did. Scholars in the Ottoman heartland were as keen to demonstrate

their mastery of the Arabic language as their colleagues who were brought up

in ‘moreArabic’ environments.Wemust not forget that even in eleventh/seven-

teenth-century Cairo, everyday speech was far removed from the ʿarabiyya,

with Turkish serving as the language of administration. The condemnation of

speech errors in Arabic was meant for scholars to distinguish themselves from

their less eloquent peers. We have observed that laḥn al-ʿāmma, “solecism of

the commoners,” is always laḥn al-khāṣṣa, “solecism of the scholarly elite.”

Muʿarrabāt, loanwords, provide another perspective on the ʿarabiyya and

the processes of language change. The discussion of loanwords in Arabic is

as old as the Qurʾān and is grounded on a theoretical framework established

in early-Islamic times. As loanwords exist on the fringes of the ʿarabiyya, they
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have always been, and continue to be, subject to debate and theorisation. Sim-

ilar to the genre of laḥn al-ʿāmma, the correct pronunciation and spelling of

loanwords are discussed and compared toword patterns found in the ʿarabiyya.

Loanwords often circulate in learned society, and, like avoiding laḥn, their

proper use constitutes social capital. Works on muʿarrab, laḥn, and dakhīl fre-

quently included what wewould callmuṣṭalaḥ, or “technical terminology,” and

served as spaces for negotiating its boundaries and content. Several authors

discussed in this book have reflected on terminology, such as Karadāvudzāde

defending al-Jawharī’s use of the word ḥadīth in a general sense (Chapter 1), al-

Munshī explaining the etymology of faylasūf, or al-Muḥibbī including ṣaḥīḥ in

his loanworddictionaryQaṣdal-sabīl (Chapter 3).The concept of dakhīloffered

a forum for discussing technical language—a space that, over the course of

the post-formative period, was increasingly provided by technical dictionaries,

such as al-Sharīf al-Jurjānī’s Kitāb al-Taʿrīfāt, from which al-Muḥibbī quotes.

While the genre of muʿarrab remained cognisable and relatable, its frame-

work was filled with entirely new content during the post-formative period.

First of all, the theory—formulated during the formative period and sum-

marised by al-Jawālīqī in the sixth/twelfth century—was further discussed and

expanded by al-Suyūṭī and Kemalpaşazāde around the turn of the tenth/six-

teenth century. A century later, the framework of muʿarrab was invoked not

only to extract loanwords fromolder dictionaries but also to incorporate neolo-

gisms (muwallad) and solecism (laḥn) into books of dakhil (“intrusive words”).

The numerous anecdotes and poetry quotations suggest that these texts

should be viewed as adabmanuals rather than reference works. I have argued

that, in post-formative period Arabic lexicography, the adab component—the

role of ‘educating while entertaining’ and providing apt quotations for schol-

arly gatherings—should not be underestimated when accounting for the con-

tinued popularity and reception of lughaworks. References to linguistic issues

in biographical dictionaries and literary anthologies, which have been cursorily

discussed in this book, confirm the significance of lugha in social-intellectual

gatherings. To supplement the findings of this study and situate them within

a broader social context, we can consider authors from other, more literary

genres who address language issues. For example, the eleventh/seventeenth-

century Egyptian Yūsuf ibn Muḥammad al-Shirbīnī (fl. second half of the

eleventh/seventeenth century), whose parody on a commentary by the title of

Hazz al-quḥūf bi-sharḥ qaṣīd Abī Shādūf (“Brains Confounded by the Ode of

AbuShaduf Expounded,” inHumphreyDavies’masterful translation), is replete

with references to Arabic lexicography, particularly to al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ.1 Al-

1 Yūsuf ibn Muḥammad al-Shirbīnī, Brains Confounded by the Ode of Abu Shaduf Expounded
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Shirbīnī’s puns on verbal patterns and the lingo of language specialists indi-

cate that the peculiarities of Arabic lexicography were well-known features of

scholarly culture, about which one could joke.

In his recent monograph, Ahmed El Shamsy discusses the state of Arabo-

Islamic scholarship at the beginning of the nineteenth century. He states that

the contents of private libraries and the works cited in the writings of post-

classical authors indicate that

at least in seventeenth- to nineteenth-century Egypt and Syria, Muslim

scholars were familiar with a surprisingly narrow range of scholarly liter-

ature, most of it written within three centuries of their lifetimes.2

To be sure, a span of three centuries is not a “narrow range of scholarly litera-

ture,” especially compared to present times, in which a book may become out-

datedwithin amere twenty years.Moreover, the very nature of this literature—

building on and engaging with older texts—ensured that it covered a span of

time and a body of work far broader than these three centuries, extending back

a full millennium. El Shamsy suggests that “ ‘post-classical’ thought is so called

because its central feature was its sidelining of the classical textual corpus.”3 I

hope to have shown in this book that the “classical textual corpus” was never

sidelined; rather, it remained at the heart of engagement and debate. This fact

cannot be fully gleaned from the number of extant manuscript copies of Kitāb

al-ʿAyn or other dictionaries in today’s library collections. The centrality of the

“classical” corpus can only be discovered by looking inside the post-formative

period texts themselves, by examining the authors’ explicit statements about

their ownpositionswith regard to the ‘classics,’ and by exploring how they cited

and evaluated the positions of their predecessors.

Onekey functionof a commentarywas topreserve amaster text, often focus-

ing on the portions deemed most relevant by the author. At the same time,

a commentary, re-arrangement, or a new compilation of older works could

update or even supersede the ‘classics,’ whichmade the copying of a standalone

master text less pressing or even superfluous. Even if physical copies of foun-

= Hazz al-quḥūf bi-sharḥ qaṣīd Abī Shādūf, trans. Humphrey Davies, 2 vols, Library of Arabic

Literature (New York: New York University Press, 2016).

2 Ahmed El Shamsy, Rediscovering the Islamic Classics: How Editors and Print Culture Trans-

formed an Intellectual Tradition (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2020), 31.

3 El-Shamsy, Rediscovering the Islamic Classics, 7. He (31) defines the scope of the post-classical

period as the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries; the classical period comprises the ninth to

fifteenth centuries.
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dational texts were rare, they were well-preserved in cultural memory and in

the intellectual efforts of individual scholars. The major texts of the forma-

tive period remained ubiquitous in post-formative period works. Nineteenth-

century Arabic knowledge, therefore, was not confined to a few centuries, but

rather spanned an entiremillennium: figures like Sībawayhi or Ibn ʿAbbāswere

always present as points of reference.

For lugha, as formost other disciplines, engagementwith the texts of the for-

mative periodwas an essential prerequisite for scholarly activity. The entries of

a dictionary, the very words under discussion, connect early linguistic endeav-

ours with commentary culture of the post-formative period, creating a thread

that reaches through the Nahḍa into modern debates on the Arabic language.

To fully make sense of a lemma in a premodern Arabic dictionary, the reader

must be aware of this tradition. Only then can the dictionaries fully reveal the

breadth of their authors’ knowledge and the scope of their creativity.
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Abstract— صخلم

سيسأتلادعبامرصعيفةيبرعلاةيمجعملا:ةيملعلاحورشلاةفاقثوةيبرعلامجاعملا

عساتلانينرقلانيباميأ،سيسأتلادعبامرصعيفهتفيظووةغللاملعرودثحبلااذهلوانتي

تاشقانملاىلعةديدجةرظنمدقيو،)داليمللرشعنماثلاورشعثلاثلانينرقلا(ةرجهللرشعيناثلاو

ةيمهأثحبلاشقاني.ةمدقتملاعجارملابمهيعونمةقلطنملاو،نيرخأتملانييوغللانيبةدقعنملاةيركفلا

يكولمملانيرصعلايفقيقدلكشباهريوطتوةيبرعلاةغللالقنيفةددحمةئيهوذيبدأفنصكمجعملا

ةساردو،ةيحاننمهاوتحمدقنوعيسوتلنتملانعجرخيحرشكمجعملاةءارقلالخنم.ينامثعلاو

ملعةيمهأثحبلاحضوي،ةيناثةيحاننمتابرعملاوةماعلانحليعوضوميفلئاسرلاوبتكـلاةلاح

مالكةنودمةدايزةيناكمإةياهنوجاجتحالاروصعةياهندعبىتح،ةيركفلاوةيملعلاةئيبلايفةغللا

لكشبةيملعلاحورشلاةفاقثلويوغللاجاتنإللًاديدجًامهفباتكلااذهمدقي،يلاتلاب.اهعمبرعلا

.ماع

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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Doha Historical Dictionary of Arabic 3n5

Durrat al-ghawwāṣ fī awhām al-khawāṣṣ

69–70, 79–83, 126

as a master text 70, 82, 94

as a work of adab 13, 83

form and content 83

reference to 107, 108

supplement to 91

Durr al-ḥabab fī tārīkh aʿyān Ḥalab 83

al-Durr al-laqīṭ fī aghlāṭ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ
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Ebüssuūd Efendi 98, 109
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Firdawsī 138

al-Fīrūzābādī, Majd al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn

Yaʿqūb passim

life and works 30–31

Fulk al-Qāmūs 16, 42, 66

Giggi, Antonio 3

Golius, Jacobus 3

Ḥājjī Khalīfa, Muṣṭafa ibn ʿAbd Allāh 32n41,

38n63, 56n109, 57, 65

al-Ḥarīrī, Abū Muḥammad al-Qāsim ibn ʿAlī

13, 69, 79

Ḥawāshī Ibn Barrī 21, 46, 47

Ḥāzim ibn Muḥammad al-Anṣārī al-

Qarṭājannī 77
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Ḫüsrevzāde 97
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Ibn Abī al-Surūr al-Bakrī 58, 116–118

Ibn al-Ajdābī, Ibrāhīm 43
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Ibn al-Athīr, Abū al-Saʿādāt al-Mubārak 64
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life and works 106

Ibn Barrī, Abū Muḥammad ʿAbd Allāh 21,

44, 47, 53, 55, 64, 82, 87

Ibn Dāwūd al-Rūmī, Muḥammad ibn

Muṣṭafā ibn Kamāl

see Karadāvudzāde Meḥmed

Ibn Durayd, Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-

Ḥasan 132

Ibn al-Ḥanbalī, Raḍī al-Dīn Abū ʿAbd Allāh

Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm al-Ḥalabī 83–

94, 110–113

life and works 83

Ibn Hishām al-Lakhmī, Muḥammad ibn

Aḥmad 146

Ibn Hishām, ʿAbd Allāh ibn Yūsuf 89
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112n146, 151

Ibn Khaldūn, Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Muḥam-

mad 122, 123n8

Ibn Maʿṣūm al-Madanī, Aḥmad 27n25, 58,

66

Ibn Makkī al-Ṣiqillī, Abū Ḥafṣ ʿUmar 146

Ibn Manẓūr, Muḥammad ibn Mukarram al-

Ifrīqī al-Miṣrī 11, 51–59, 64–65, 82, 84

life and works 52

Ibn Qutayba, ʿAbd Allāh ibn Muslim 92, 96,

98, 140
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Ibn al-Sarrāj, Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Sirrī

127

Ibn Sīda, ʿAlī ibn Ismāʿīl 9, 16, 27, 54

Ibn Taghrībirdī, Jamāl al-Dīn Yūsuf 139n59

Ibn al-Wakīl 117
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Muḥammad 82
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106

Irshād al-qāṣid ilā asnā al-maqāṣid 27

al-Irtishāf 44

al-Jāḥiẓ, ʿAmr ibn Baḥr 74, 80

al-Jalīs al-anīs fī asmāʾ al-khandarīs 30

Jamāl Qarshī 38n62

Jamharat al-lugha 37n58, 132

al-Jāsūs ʿalā al-Qāmūs 50

al-Jawālīqī, Abū Manṣūr Mawhūb ibn Aḥmad

15, 82, 121

life and works 126

al-Jawharī, Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād passim

al-Jazūlī, Muḥammad 43

al-Jumāna fī izālat al-raṭāna 76–78, 119

Kaʿb ibn Zuhayr 21

al-Kāfiya 98

Karadāvudzāde Meḥmed 43–45

al-Kashshāf ʿan ḥaqāʾiq al-tanzīl wa-ʿuyūn

al-aqāwil fī wujūh al-taʾwīl 136

al-Kawkabānī, ʿAbd al-Qādir ibn Aḥmad 16,

31n38, 42–43, 66

Kemalpaşazāde 14, 97, 98, 100–105, 138–140

as a multilingual scholar 101

life and works 100–102

on laḥn 102

on loanwords 135

al-Khafājī, Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn

Muḥammad 78–79, 94–96, 141–149, 150,

152–156
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see Ḫüsrevzāde

al-Khwārizmī, Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad 152
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Kitāb al-Aghānī 52
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Kitāb al-Ḥayawān 74
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Kitāb al-Nawādir 45n77
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al-Layth ibn al-Muẓaffar 1, 90
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reference to 118, 146
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arrangement of 11, 27

as a source for al-Qāmūs 31
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Mukhtaṣar al-ʿAyn 23, 75
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lughāt al-Ḥabashiyya etc. 133

al-Muzhir fī ʿulūm al-lugha wa-anwāʿihā 16,

36n53, 38, 63, 132

al-Naḍr ibn Shumayl 69, 71, 87

Nafāʾis ʿarāʾis al-kalām 97
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obscurity of 42
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role in the Nahḍa 50
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al-Shaqāʾiq al-nuʿmāniyya fī ʿulamāʾ al-dawla

al-ʿuthmāniyya 106
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arrangement of 145
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structure of the lemmata 146
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al-Shirbīnī, Yūsuf ibn Muḥammad 159
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al-Ṣiḥāḥ passim

as a source for Durrat al-ghawwāṣ 84

as a source for Tāj al-ʿarūs 47

comparison with al-Qāmūs 41–42

criticism of 36–40

errors in 43

number of roots 52

praise of 53

reference to 146
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translation 38

al-Ṣurāḥ min al-Ṣiḥāḥ 38n62

al-Suyūṭī, Jalāl al-Dīn 16, 36n53, 38, 41, 57,

63, 132–134, 151

al-Tadhyīl wa-l-takmīl li-mā ustuʿmila min

al-lafẓ al-dakhīl 143

Tahdhīb al-lugha 26, 54, 85, 132, 144

al-Tādilī, ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn ʿAbd al-Azīz

41

al-Taftāzānī, Saʿd ad-Dīn Masʿūd ibn ʿUmar

98

Tāj al-ʿarūs min jawāhir al-Qāmūs 28–29,

35n49, 46–50, 63, 67, 75

Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya

see al-Ṣiḥāḥ
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102–105
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al-Tanbīh wa-l-īḍāḥ ʿammā waqaʿa fī al-Ṣiḥāḥ

see Ḥawāshī Ibn Barrī

Tārīkh Dimashq 52

Taṣḥīḥ al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ 51

Ṭaşköprüzāde, Aḥmad ibn Muṣṭafā 57, 106

Taymūr, Aḥmad 51

Tevārīh-i Āl-i Osmān 101

Thesaurus Linguae Arabicae 3

al-Thaʿālibī, Abū Manṣūr ʿAbd al-Malik 140

al-Ṭirāz al-awwal wa-l-kanāz li-mā ʿalayhi

min lughat al-ʿarab al-muʿawwal 58, 66

Ṭirāz al-majālis 156

al-ʿUbāb al-zākhir wa-l-lubāb al-fākhir 24,

28–29, 31, 60–62

Üveys bin Meḥmed

see Veysī

Veysī 45, 58

Wiqāyat al-riwāya fī masāʾil al-Hidāya 99

al-Wishāḥ wa-tathqīf al-rimāḥ fī radd tawhīm

al-Majd al-Ṣiḥāḥ 41

Wörterbuch der Klassischen Arabischen

Sprache 3n5

Yaḥyā ibn ʿAlī al-Tibrīzī 126

Yāqūt al-Rūmī 47, 71

al-Zabīdī, MuḥammadMurtaḍā 28–29, 46–

50, 63, 67, 75

al-Zamakhsharī, Maḥmūd ibn ʿUmar 12–13,

136

al-Zubaydī, Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-

Ḥasan 21, 75, 81
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as a function of lexicography 12–13, 148,

154
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alfāẓ islāmiyya 132, 151

ʿāmma

see laḥn al-ʿāmma

al-ʿāmma al-suflā 98

ʿāmmiyya

see colloquial language

ʿarabiyya 9, 15, 60, 72, 73, 75, 122, 124

boundaries of 111, 151

establishment of 32

arrangement

alphabetical 27

phonetic-permutative 27, 54

rhyme order 10, 27, 38, 114

Bedouin informants 26

Bedouin speech 10

colloquial language 114, 117

commentary 7, 17–59

definition 17

in the post-formative period 18

interwoven 20, 48

lemmatic 20

levels of 20

running 19

self- or auto-commentary 20

types of 19

dakhīl 120, 140n68, 152
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decline 4–5, 103

see also periodisation

dhayl 21, 91

fasād al-zamān 103

galaṭ-ı meşhur

see al-ghalaṭ al-mashhūr

ghalaṭ 72, 98, 103, 106

as a technical term 85

al-ghalaṭ al-mashhūr 94, 100, 102–103

gharīb 23, 23n17, 59, 72, 120

ḥadīth 67, 112

as a shāhid 90

as a source for lugha 9, 60, 72, 113

as a technical term 62

in post-formative period lexicography

64

terminology 132

ḥikāyat ṣawt 145

ḥujja 75

hypertext 17

see also commentary

hypotext 17

see alsomaster text

iʿjāz 134

iʿrāb 21, 122, 136

ibdāl 124

iḥtijāj 9

ijmāʿ 84

ikhtiṣār 118

ilḥāq 124, 136

ʿilm al-lugha 7, 8n26, 13

ishtiqāq 120, 127, 137

isnād 34, 56, 58, 129, 131

role in lugha 37, 133

ittisāʿ 128

jamʿ 52

kalām al-ʿarab 9, 73, 113, 143

see also ʿarabiyya

khāṣṣa 79–82, 81, 86, 98

laḥn al-ʿāmma 14, 69–119

as permissible dialect variant 111

definition 72

different approaches to 110

inclusion in dakhīl treatises 78

parallels tomuʿarrab 159

language contact 14, 71, 144

lemma 17

loanword derivation 120

see also ishtiqāq

loanwords

see muʿarrab



index of subjects and terms 183

maʿrūf 2, 24, 32, 42n70, 147

mabsūṭ 27

mamnūʿ min al-ṣarf 121, 130, 136

maṣnūʿ 75

master text 17–21, 119

matn 18

muʿarrab 6, 120–161

criteria for 139

in comprehensive dictionaries 144

parallels to laḥn 137, 156

principles of 132

mubawwab 9

muḥdath

see muwallad

muḥdathūn

see muwalladūn

mujannas 9, 10, 61

mukhtaṣar 21, 27

muqaffā 38

see also arrangement: rhyme order

muṣannif 47

mustadrak 47

muṣṭalaḥ 7, 159

mutaʾakhkhirūn 141, 143

mutawassiṭ 27

muṭawwal 66

muwallad 73–79, 107, 124, 140n68, 141, 143

ambivalent attitude to 76–77

as a shāhid 76, 90, 119

in comprehensive dictionaries 144

in laḥn 93

inclusion in dakhīl treatises 78, 143–144

muwalladūn 74, 93, 103, 124

Nahḍa 161

naẓm 66

periodisation 3–6

Persian 14, 138, 144, 148

phonetic-permutative arrangement 11

poetry

mnemonic function 116

see also shāhid

post-classical 3, 7, 160

post-formative period 3

see also periodisation

qirāʾāt 72, 83, 90, 110

qiyās 120, 124, 137

radd 84, 86, 118

shādhdh 112

shāhid 47, 75, 107, 110, 138

definition 9

frommuwallad poetry 145

function of 12, 31

sharḥ

see commentary

solecism 15

see also laḥn al-ʿāmma

taʿrīb 120–132, 136, 139

taḥrīf 104

takmila 21

tartīb 11, 52, 118

taṣarruf 136

taṣḥīf 28, 91

thiqa 60, 124, 131

Turkish 12, 14, 108

al-ʿulūm al-adabiyya 12

ʿuṣūr al-iḥtijāj 9, 26, 75, 124, 151

variant readings

see qirāʾāt

wahm 85




	Front Cover
	‎Half-Title Page
	‎Series Title Page
	‎Title Page
	‎Copyright Page
	‎Contents
	‎Acknowledgements
	‎Figures
	‎Note on Transliteration and Translation
	‎Introduction. From Legend to Discipline
	‎1. The Return to Philology
	‎2. The End of the Formative Period
	‎2.1. Data Collection
	‎2.2. Arrangement of the Data

	‎3. Aspects of adab
	‎4. The Boundaries of Language in the Post-formative Period

	‎Chapter 1. The Dictionary as a Commentary
	‎1. The Commentary Tradition
	‎1.1. Forms of Commentary
	‎1.2. The Dictionary as a Commentary
	‎1.3. Functions of the Commentary Form

	‎2. How to Invite Commentary
	‎2.1. Keeping It Short: al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ
	‎2.2. Al-Qāmūs’ Claim to Superiority
	‎2.3. Counter-Criticism at al-Qāmūs
	‎2.4. Ottoman Engagement in the Debate Ṣiḥāḥ-Qāmūs
	‎2.5. Tāj al-ʿarūs: The Commentary to End All Commentaries?
	‎2.6. After Tāj al-ʿarūs
	‎2.7. The Counterexample: Lisān al-ʿarab

	‎3. A Focus on ḥadīth
	‎3.1. Ḥadīth as an Asset of the Dictionary
	‎3.2. Integrating ḥadīth and lugha
	‎3.3. Ḥadīth in Lisān al-ʿarab
	‎3.4. Judging Dictionaries in Terms of Their Handling of ḥadīth

	‎4. Conclusion

	‎Chapter 2. Anthologies of Errors: Laḥn al-ʿāmma in the Post-formative Period
	‎1. Laḥn al-ʿāmma in the Post-formative Period
	‎1.1. Distinguishing Deviation
	‎1.2. The Genre of laḥn Historically
	‎1.3. Laḥn and muwallad
	‎1.4. Muwallad in Treatises on laḥn

	‎2. A Genre of Its Own: Engagement with al-Ḥarīrī’s Durrat al-ghawwāṣ
	‎2.1. Ibn al-Ḥanbalī and the Durra: radd and qabūl
	‎2.2. Taking a Joke Seriously
	‎2.3. From radd to dhayl
	‎2.4. A Commentary in the ‘Classical’ Sense
	‎2.5. Durrat al-ghawwāṣ as a Subtext in Tanbīh al-anām fī tawjīh al-kalām

	‎3. From the Classic to the Contemporary: ghalaṭ mashhūr
	‎3.1. Kemalpaşazāde as a Language Scholar
	‎3.2. Widespread Errors
	‎3.3. ʿAlī ibn Bālī, the Durra, and the Widespread Error

	‎4. Benevolent Approaches to laḥn
	‎4.1. Ibn al-Ḥanbalī’s Baḥr al-ʿawwām
	‎4.2. Yūsuf al-Maghribī and the “First Dialect Dictionary”
	‎4.3. An Abridgement of Dafʿ al-iṣr

	‎5. Conclusion

	‎Chapter 3. The Social Life of Loanwords: Five Hundred Years of taʿrīb
	‎1. Taʿrīb Historically
	‎1.1. Loanword Anxiety
	‎1.2. Scope and Relevance of Loanword Theory
	‎1.3. Loanwords in the Qurʾān
	‎1.4. Al-Jawālīqī’s Rules of taʿrīb

	‎2. From al-Jawālīqī to al-Muḥibbī: Loanwords in the Post-formative Period
	‎2.1. Al-Suyūtī on Loanword Theory and Practice
	‎2.2. Loanword Theory Revisited: Kemalpaşazāde
	‎2.3. The Loanword Dictionary of al-Munshī al-Aqḥiṣārī

	‎3. Loanwords as Pretext
	‎3.1. (Re-)introducing dakhīl
	‎3.2. The Programme of al-Khafājī’s Shifāʾ al-ghalīl
	‎3.3. Al-Muḥibbī’s Notion of dakhīl
	‎3.4. The Social Life of Loanwords

	‎4. Conclusion

	‎Conclusion
	‎Abstract — ‮ملخص‬‎
	‎Bibliography
	‎Index of Names and Works
	‎Index of Subjects and Terms
	Back Cover

