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Some preliminary remarks on Evkaf Musesi 1933,y af
Ibn ‘Arabr’s Fusis al-Hikamby the hand of
Sadr al-0On al-Qinawt

1.1bn Araly, the Fuyis and al-Qinawr

The Shaykh al-akbaiGfeatest master) Miy1 al-din lbn ‘Arabi (d. 1240/638),
as he was to be known later, is an Andalusian ®aster of Arabic language and
origins who needs very little presentatioffter leaving his native country, in which
the Reconquistaalthough far from being fully accomplished, wasthen a slow but
inexorable process, he travelled through northcaftand visited many cities of the
Middle East among which Cairo, Jerusalem, MeccaghBad, Konya and Damascus
without settling in any of them but for relativetyort periods. During his life long
journey he spread knowledge and spiritual lightuaed lively enthusiasm, bitter
criticism and open hostility from which he was shvay mighty men of power
whose friendship and esteem he gained throughxam@e of his devout life, un-
equalled insights and a uniquely original doctriegposition. His mystical and po-
etical literary work covered almost all of his liffhus amounting to hundreds of
books and treaties very different in sfze.

Apart from theFutzhat al-Makkiyya the best-known book he wrote is the
Fusis al-Hikam, which is also the most influential and controiaref his works.
Divided into 27 chapters, it deals with as manyppetsfrom the biblical and “Arab”
traditions and its contents started being the alpégolemic attacks from a very
early time® Maybe due to the far-sighted caution of its authecording to what has
been established, this book had mainly a restrict@dilation at the beginning of its

! Among the articles and books devoted to this subfme will refer to either the wide spread
biography by C. ADAS, Ibn ‘Arabr ou La quéte du Soufre Roudraris 1989, which has been trans-
lated in a number of languages, or the shorteeffattivelbn Arabi et le voyage sans retotaris
1996, by the same author.

2 A classical standard reference is OaHYA, Histoire et classification de I'ceuvre d’'lbn
‘Arabr, 2 voll., Damascus 1954,

¥ M. CHODKIEWICZ, Le procés posthume d’Ibn ‘Arghin F. DE JONG — B. RADTKE (EdSs.),|s-
lamic Mysticism Contestetleiden 1999, in particular pp. 98 ff.

M '{f MENHAEUT 1 «MEDIAEVAL SOPHIA», STUDI E RICERCHE SUI SAPERI MEDIEVALI
/20 \ fi“,l)l/ “;\, " ;&I)P“ﬂ Peer e-Review semestrale dell’Officina di Studi Medievali
www.mediaevalsophia.net 10 (luglio-dicembre 2011), pp. 196-207
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existence, but it quickly won fame after Ibn ‘Arabdeath, so that down the centu-
ries it has collected more than a hundred commiestarf different length and in
various languages, starting from the very firstegation of the master’s disciplés.
The unsurpassed interest of the contents of thk isoalso proved by a perhaps even
increasing contemporary attention from both thet&asworld and the Western
scholars which has led and is leading to devote to it ssidiranslatiorfsand either
interpretative or critical edition'ssome of which are currently on-going.

In addition to the huge amount of the author’'s amginality, the historical
process of development of the Sufi ordgtsyg) in the immediate subsequent pe-
riod and the political patronage of many Ottomdens) it is well established by now
that Ibn ‘Arald’s future intellectual fortune is largely due tceetlvork of mediation
afforded by his discipl8adr al-dn al-Qunawi (d. 1274/672)° who in his turn was to
be known at a certain stage as the Shaykh af-k&beat master}.The son of a very
close friend of Ibn ‘Arah) before composing, as an adult, a certain numbboaks
in which he explained the Akbarian doctrines bystating them into more philoso-
phical words, al-@nawl had been in his youth a promising disciple who had the
chance to serve many times as the master's secttais precisely during a set of
lectures that he found himself busy with a deli¢dagk, that is writing and emending
a very important manuscript completely devoted dettihe text that lbn ‘Aratre-
ceived — as the master himself stated in his peefdy the Prophet in a dream: «This
is the Book of thd~usis al-Hikam — would have said Miammad in the vision -,
take it and bring it to people so that they caneffiefrom it»** This manuscript was

“ Its first commentary was probably that of Ibn Sawgd (d. 1248/646), which is not complete
and, at least in the form in which we know it, cerrts the only fourth chapter of the book.

® Something which, more in general, the whole comiutbn ‘Arati's work has experienced
since the end of the 19th century, as first notioghodkiewicz who speaks of an «Akbarian renais-
sance» (see M.HODKIEWICZ, The Diffusion of Ibn ‘Aralys Doctring in «Journal of the Muhyiddin
Ibn ‘Arabi Society»9 (1991), p. 57 and n. 51).

® Either in the Western and Eastern languages.

" The earliest standard editions of the text appkareCairo in 1252 h. and Istanbul in 1897
(for detailed bibliographical references seeMEs, s.v.lbn ‘Arabr, in Encyclopaediaof Islam 2(elec-
tronic version)). ‘AffT’s critical edition (M.IBN ‘ARABI, Fusis al-Hikam, A. ‘Afifi (Ed.), [Cairo] Bei-
rut 1946, p. 21) was originally composed in 1946 &as been reprinted many times. It is based on
three later manuscripts, the earliest of which slateck to 788 h.

® See J. CaRK, Early Best-sellers in the Akbarian Traditioin «Journal of the Muhyiddin Ibn
‘Arabi Society»33 (2003), pp. 22-23.

° 0. BENAISSA, The Diffusion of the Akbarian Teaching in Iran dyithe 13th and 14th centu-
ries, in «Journal of the Muhyiddin Ibn ‘Arabi Societ26 (1999), p. 90.

19 A complete extended biography is still missingt haw discoveries have been achieved
about al-@nawr’s life, the places he visited and the people hg Wwaontactwith. For an enlightening
and updated account of his life, see 1akK, Towards a Biography afadr al-dn al-Qinaw, in
«Journal of the Muhyiddin Ibn ‘Arabi Societ#® (2011), pp. 1-34.

1 This well-known passage from the introduction baen translated many times, and is found
on f. 1v of the manuscript under scrutiny.
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to be recorded in more recent days as Evkaf Mu#23>? and is the object of this
preliminary examination.

2. The certificates and annotations on the manuscript

Beside the quality of the quite readable handwgitiBvkaf Musesi 1933 dis-
plays more of its valugvhen attentively reading the general annotatida$igat),
the audition certificatessémi’ at) and the marginal notebdlaghat) irregularly seen
on its leaves.

The general annotations and the audition certégatre to be found in both f.
1r and f. 78r. As for the first leaf, f. 1r, whialmthe existing binding follows an odd
folio of a different colour bearing no page numbers the title page. It contains
many annotations that are clearly in a differenmtdvariting from one another. The
lower part of the leak entirely covered with one long annotation. laisommentary
on the virtues of th&atisat al-kitzb (the first chapter of the Koran), in the light of
some basic teachings of lbn ‘Afahimself. Seen the topic dealt with, it was proba-
bly meant to be a kind of ultimately brief compandiof the Shaykh’s doctrines, but
it has little value from the actual point of viewWtbis communication. The same goes
for two other annotations which appear on the upaet of the same leaf, the first
one of which is on the top left margin, whereas sbeond one runs about the title,
from the middle left margin to the top of the paged then down to the middle right
margin again.

Much more interesting from our point of view areifenarginalia also appear-
ing on the upper half of this page. The first onéut the full title of the book, which
is usually known in the abridged versidfufis al-Hikam). Here the title is fully vo-
calised and written on two lines in a bigger anderextended scriptkitab fusiis al-
hikam wa khsizs al-kalim» (lit. meaning: «The Book of the Bezels of the tdiss
and the Peculiarity of the Words»).

Immediately below the title, a paragraph clearlgted the authorship of the
book. It reads: irsh?’ sayyidi-nz wa-shaykhi-a al-imam al-‘alim al-rasikh al-fard
al-muzaqqiq muyr al-millat wa’l-din ahz ‘abd alldh muzammad bin ‘ail bin al-
‘arabr al-fa’' 1 al-hatimi al-andalus radiya allah ‘an-hu wa-at/a-hu» (meaning: «The
composition of our patron and master, the leadher khower, the profoundly estab-
lished in knowledge, the singular, the one whoimth the Truth, the one who re-
vivifies the community and the traditidn Aba ‘Abd Allah Muhammad bin ‘At bin

L2Eyll bibliographical details are given at the erfidhis article.
3The title of “revitalizer of the tradition” was tmecome standard at a very early stage, but, as
we see here, this is not the only form attestatiéermanuscripts when the author was still in life.
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al-‘Arabi al-Ta’1 al-Hatimt al-Andalug, may God be pleased with him and make him
satisfied»):*

Underneath, one can read two more statements,gsetha most important of
the whole pagé> The first one testifies the name of the transmiifehe text, i.e. the
one who actually wrote those pageswayat sadr al-ddh muzammad bin igaq bin
muiammad al-gnaw ‘an-ni»*° (meaning: «Transmission 8&dr al-dn Muhammad
bin Ishaq bin Muthammad al-Qnawl according to my [the Master’s] authority»).

The next two lines are both in the same handwritamgl have clearly been at-
tested as being written by Ibn ‘Amahimself by M. Chodkiewicz! They read as fol-
lows:

«Qara’a ‘alayya tadha al-kitzb min awwali-hi ila akhiri-hi al-walad al-‘arif al-

mukaqqiq al-mashi#i al-sadr al-munawwar al-diit muzammad bin i8zq bin
muzammad al-gnawi malik hadha al-kitab, wa-adhina la-huifi- hadith bi-hi ‘an-r,

wa-kataba munshi'u-hu mhammad ibn al-‘arab fr ghurrat junzda algkhira sanat
thalathin wa-sittimi’at»

(meaning: «This book was réédo me from its beginning to its end by the somr, th
gnostic, the one who attained the Truth, whosetdbeside open [to the divine ray],
whose essence is enlightened,lidinmad bin Isag bin Mthammad al-@naw,

[he is] the possessor of this book and he heaftbih my exposition. Its author
Muhammad ibn al-‘Arabwrote [this] on the Lof Jumzda Il of year 630»).

As it appears, these reports give no account opdssibility that, when read
back to the author, the book was recited in frdrgroaudience larger than the master
himself, as also was used at that time. This is¢lason why for a certain time this
manuscript was thought to be the object of indigidtlasses or readifg.It is only
perusing the last page of the text (f. 78r) that ocan discover that the manuscript on
the contrary was read in front of a small circlefafowers. Indeed, the names of
seven more people (beside the author and the y@rberecorded in a lonsami’
certificate, immediately below the colophon. Bdikge notes are interesting.

As for the colophon, it asserts that the commentthe text, which are written
on the margins (we will go back to them later oyevannotated by Miammad bin
Ishaq, i.e. the scribe, in his handtarama al-kigb wa’l-kamd [i’l-lgh ‘ala kull Aal,
‘allaga-hu mwammad bin i8aq bi-khari-hi” (meaning: “The book is completed,

% Hirtenstein (S. HRTENSTEIN, Manuscripts of Ibn ‘Arabs works in «Journal of the Muhyid-
din Ibn ‘Arabi Society» 41 (2007), pp. 109-129) tyagen a list of Ibn ‘Araibs titles which appeared
in the earliest manuscripts.

!> The statements are also encircled with an irredine.

'® The original Arabic is, here and later on, in &edgve form, and where necessary has been
corrected according to modern orthography.

" M. GHURAB, Shaw Fusis al-hikam (Notes et commentairgsin «Studia Islamica»6
(1992), p. 180 (Chodkiewicz’s reply).

'¥1n the Arabic text the verb is in the active form.

9. ARk, Early Best-sellers., cit., pp. 33-34, n. 34.
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and praise be to God in any condition.iMmmad bin Isaq annotated it in his own
handwriting»).

The last portion of text of the page, apart from mharginal notes, is the 8-line
long record of readingsé&na’ certificate). Due to a sudden change in the acyurhc
the handwriting, this paragraph is probably the nubsllenging one of the whole
manuscript. Recognition of its meaning is anywageasial to know more about the
codex. It was M. Chodkiewicz who first discoverean® details contained in it when
he succeeded in grasping its overall contents.t@&kieis not immediately clear in all
its parts, and needs an exhaustively attentive edion, but the core points are the
following:

- a list of witnesses (lines 1-7),
- the set where the reading took place (lines 7-8),
- the date when the whole process was completed§gJine

The list of the witnesses who attended all theisasof readinggami‘a jant
hadha al-kitab) is the following®

1) Zayn al-dn Yasuf bin Ibahim al-Shafi* 7

2) ‘Ala’ al-din Muhammad bin Sharaf alrd ‘Abd al-Qadir bin ‘Abd al-Khalig bin
Khalil al-lmadt

3) ‘Imad al-dn Muhammad, son of the Shaykh

4) Muwaffaq al-dn Abd’l-Qasim Ahmad bin ‘Ali Ibrahim al-Ishhlt al-Qay$

5) Sayf al-dn ‘Al1 bin ‘Abd al-Nar al-Humayi

6) Tad al-din Abi Muhammad bin ‘Abd al-Raman bin Muhammad bin ‘At al-
LalT, a companion of the Shaykh

7) Taj al-din ‘Abbas bin ‘Umar al-Rbi‘ al-Ansari

8) the scribe himself, Miammad bin Ikag bin Muhammad bin Yisuf bin ‘Al

It should also be pointed out that the last two eswrare connected to some
more information: the former is said to be the sxaf/a-dhilika bi-qgira’at taj al-
din), while the latter was at the same time a listemat a reader in his turn. As for
the asserted context and time in which the auditieami') occurred, they were the
Shaykh’s lecturesnfajlis) at the time when he was in Damascus, being magda
that the set of the reading sessions was compleitbth the month oflJumida | of
year 630.

What has been said so far is probably enough te havdea of the situation in
which this manuscript was produced. Neverthelessiesadditional information can
be achieved by perusing the notes written on thegim& of a certain number of
pages. The notes worth of interest are at leastwoxof them being collected on the

% Given the great irregularity of the handwritingstlist, which tries to complete the one sup-
plied by the MIAS, is to be considered a workingbthesis.

! He was the addressee of tit7b nasab al-khirgaaccording to one of the manuscripts (Ya-
hya Efendi 2415) (C. BDAS, Ibn ‘Arabr ou La quéte du Soufre Roygé., p. 179, n. 1).
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same last page of the corpus of the text (f. 78d) faur more being scattered in dif-
ferent folia?* The notes are quite alike each other, conveyingero less the same
meaning, but what they differ in from one anothemmainly the expressions there
used. Being collation notebdlaghat), these records inform the readettud point in
which the public reading or collation was interrght but also provide information
on the methods applied to check and emend thétéxthis case, the process of re-
vision was double. The first way was reading the e front of the master, to have
the manuscript lesson corrected by him. This metiddch seen theanmi' certifi-
cate on f. 1r is no news, is attested in the twiesof f. 78r. Here, beside confirming
the date already given, the reviser (or possibdyrdvisers, as the notes seem to be in
two different inks and handwriting8)used expressions such abakagha san#an
wa-tashihan ‘ala al-shaykk or <alagha ‘aan wa-qi’atan [...] bayna yaday
sayyidi-riz al-mwannif li-hadha al-kitab» (respectively meaning that «[the process of
revision] reached [the end of the text] by way oliion and correction under the
guidance of the master» and «by way of presentatioyugh public recitation and
reading [...] in front of our master, the author listbook»)*

The second way used for assessing the exactnéss tfxt was more basically
its emendation on the basis of a previous writtgmycof the same book. This way
might seem to be less intriguing than the previmes, given that it is the most com-
mon attested in the history of emendation of Arabigt also Western, manuscripts.
On the contrary, it is very interesting in our caa®it conceals an undeniable under-
lying fact which is the existence of a manuscrifticlh had been composed before
this one and was written in Ibn ‘Aré® hand?® The notes of this second group ap-
pear coherent in their meaning, even if the texmas always completely legible.
They say as follows:

f. 10v: [...] «mug@balat ma‘a al-al alladhi bi-khati-hi, [...] bi-qgira’at muzammad
bin ishaq ‘ala al-munshi’ li-hzdha al-kitab radiya allah ‘an-hu, wa-sami‘a bi’'l-qit’at
al-madhigrat [...] al-kitab ila hura al-shaykh [...] ‘ala al-shaykh réya allah ‘an-
hu»

(meaning: «[...] the collation with the original whids in his handwriting, [...] by
way of reading on the part of Mammadbin Ishaq to the composer of this book, may
God be pleased with him. The Shaykh [...] has ligieioethe aforementioned reading

2 The one on f. 77v is hardly readable, due to #ue that the paper is cut. Therefore it seems
of little use at the moment.

% See A. QCEK, Arabic Manuscripts. A Vademecum for Readeesden 2009, pp. 65-68.{.
Collation notes and marks

24 A more thorough inspection is required on thisipoi

%5 A. GACEK (Arabic Manuscripts.,.cit., p. 67) gives a list of technical expressions used
these circumstances and their English translation.

%6 This piece of information is interesting espegidlécause the copy referred to is not existent
anymore.
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[...] of the book up to this point under the guidarafethe Shaykh, may God be
pleased with him»).

The understanding of this fragmentary report ipstpd by the subsequent notes:

f. 25r: «balagha saman I'l-shaykh ab iskaq bi-qgira’at muzammad bin iBaq ‘ala
shaykhi-@ al-munshi’ li-hidhi al-kitgb radiya alladh ‘an-hu, wa-balaghat al-
mugzbalat bi-asl al-shaykh alladfibi-khasi-hi bayna yaday-hi raiya allah ‘an-hu»

(meaning: «[the revision] has reached [this poiytjway of the listening of Shaykh
Abt Ishaq to the reading on the part of Kammad bin [saq under the guidance of
our Shaykh, the composer of this book, may Godleased with him. And [also] the
emendation with the Shaykh’s original which is is8 handwriting has attained [this
point] in his presence, may God be pleased withshim

f. 35v: «balagha tghihan ma'a al al-shaykh wa-saman [...] abr iskaq bi-qira’at
murammad bin iBaq ‘alad shaykhi-hi al-munshi’ rdiya allzh ‘an-hu»

(meaning: «[the revision] has reached [this pobt]way of emendation with the
Shaykh'’s original and by way of the listening [...b#Ishaq to the reading on the part
of Muhammad bin Isaq under the guidance of his Shaykh, the composay,@od be
pleased with him»).

Beside the complexity of interpretation due to faps, these notes raise the
problemof the correct attribution of the name of the tliais mysterious figure of
Abt Ishaqg, which is referred to twice. Is that another ndordbn ‘Arali, or does it
refer to someone else? As for the first hypothaesis, unlikely, especially because
none of the manuscripts or chronicles known toagsrsto testify thikunya On the
other hand, one should say that the name Iakaq occurs at least once in one of al-
Qunawr’s well-known books,al-Nafakat al-llahiyya?’ In this text, in which al-
Qunawi makes reference to and elaborates some of thecalyskperiences he went
through in a period of over thirty years, the auttallects the letters he addressed to
friends and prominent personalities of his timdasIspecifically one of the address-
ees here mentioned who happens to have the namésidn. Not many details are
given about him, but from the titles which precdudle name, it is apparent that he
must have been an eminent figure of the time, adela® companion of the mastér.
Anyway, also this second hypothesis needs to baused because it immediately
leaps to one’s eyes that this name is not mentionéte list given in the finadani*

(f. 78r), where the completion of the whole procest reading/audition
(gir@’at/sami’), emendation téshih) and annotationtd’liq) is finally recorded.
Might it have happened that a supposed outstarfdjoge such as that of Ablshaq

" The place and date of publication are Beirut 2007.
8 50 despite the fact that the letter is almoshatend of the book and has the general title
«Another writing to one of the brothers».
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was forgotten or passed over in silence in thd Stetement? The answer may lie in
the expression there used, i.e. «... listened tgrdaaling of] thiswhole book», thus
implying only a limited attendance of the illustuoguest to the gatherings.

There is one more thing one should draw their otkention to, when studying
these annotations, that is the distance at whiep éippear from one another. Indeed,
their distribution is quite irregular, the first@ieing on f. 10v, the second one on f.
25r, the third one on f. 35v and the last ones.at8f, as we have seen. If the scribe
has not neglected to note them down in one or meocasions, that would mean that
the whole text was read in only four sessions)dakeof which extending for over 42
leaves (more than a half of the entire book). Hyigothesis, however theoretically
not impossible, seems extreme. It might be expthioely on the basis of sudden
hurry, which in its turn might be possibly justdidy lbn ‘Arati and his disciples’
geographical instability. This may also explain tather things: one is the sudden
change in the quality and legibility of the handwag of the last audition certificate,
and the other is the disappearance of the secopdirvamendation, i.e. the confron-
tation against the Shaykh’s original manuscripg, tiention of which, one will have
noticed that, do not occur in the two notes of lds folio. On the other hand, it
might be possible that in the second half of thdegathe scribe omitted to note down
the listening reports, but in this case one shaodd to try to explain why. So the
question might be: did this change in attitude $yngorrespond to a change in the
person who undertoathe task for the second part of the text, befoaitey the in-
cumbency to al-@rawi again in the very end?

3. Dating the text

What is clear is that perusing the annotationswifaE Musesi 1933 allows and
is enough to establish the period when the mamuisitself was read and emended.
But does it tell us anything about the compositdthe work, i.e. thé&usiis as such,
in its original copy, its history and the timing $ at least initial dissemination?
Surely, it helps establish some milestones and ftome get some interesting pieces
of information: 1) at least two manuscripts werdtien while lbn ‘Arabh was in
life?®; 2) one of those manuscripts was in the Shayldklar's handwriting whereas
the other was in his secretary’s; 3) the one writig Ibn ‘Arald had been written be-
fore the process of emendation of Evkaf Musesi 19%8ted; 4) i.e. the original
manuscript had been written before the montbuofizda | of year 630.

So, recapitulating, we have two reference datesclhwhre respectively the
terminus post querandterminus ante querfor the redaction of the original copy.
These dates are found either in the text of thek lwwan the apparatus supplied by
the manuscript:

29 0. YAHYA (Histoire et classification.,.cit., I, p. 241) lists another manuscript which he
states was written in Ibn ‘Arab lifetime, but it seems to be a later copy ratthan an original.
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DATE FACT CONTEXT PLACE SOURCE
End of Input for writing Vision of the | Damascus EM 1933, f.
Muharram the Fusis al-Hikam | Prophetin Ibn 1v (mugaddima
(the first according to what | ‘Arabt’'s dream
month) of was inspired in the
year 627 dream
Jumzda | Writing, reading Shaykh'’s Damascus EM 1933, f. 1r
(the fifth and emendation gflectures in front (short sana* cer-
month) of Qunawvi’'s manuscript| of a restricted tificate), and f.
630 circle of disci- 78r (long sami'
ples certificate and
first marginal col-
lation note)

However, beside that, from the information avaiabl the manuscript, it is
impossible to state when the original text wag fi@mposed, the night of the vision
of the Prophet being but the initial input whichyr@ may not be immediately fol-
lowed by the execution of the order. Therefore,akact time of the first writing re-
mains unknown in absence of the original copy or external witnesses. As it was
pointed out, one decisive, possibly ultimate inlaoa may be found in th&ihris
which lbn ‘Arall addressed to ali@aw in the same year of 627. The edition of this
text, listing the works the Shaykh al-akbar hadtemn up to that moment, is awaited
in a reliable critical editions on the basis ofatsginaf® since decades, other earlier
edition$® being carried out on later copies giving lists ethare not coherent with
one another.

In conclusion, the analysis of the marginal notes @ther annotations is useful
to collect much information on the circumstancesvirich the manuscript was writ-
ten and to throw some lights on or to confirm dstaf Ibn’ Araly’s life, teaching or
stays in the period when the manuscript was congbdSeme other circumstances
are to be better cleared up according with extemf@rences. We have left them in
the shape of alternative hypotheses, whose reso|utianscending the aim of this
brief communication, will hopefully be achieveddbgh more in-depth research.

%0 Yusuf Aga 5624, pp. 378-388.
31 Namely those of K. ‘AvWAD (1954-55) and A. ‘AIFI (1955) (for full references see OAY
HYA, Histoire et classification., cit., I, p. 238).
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4. A synthetic description of the manuscript Evkaf 844933

At the end of these notes, we are now able to @inere precise description of
the manuscript, according to the criteria outlibgdAdam Gace¥.

Transmission

*  According to what stated in the audition certifeegt. 1r) and other
annotations (f. 78r) the text was written $gdr al-dn al-Qinawl and read be-
fore the author, Ab'Abd Allah Muhammad lbn al-‘Arab The text was signed
by the author, as proved by teami* certificate of f. 1r, which is recognized
(Chodkiewicz) as being written in the author's hand

« A part from the aforementioned certificate, thettmsxnot a holo-
graph. In fact, besides being read in front of arally emended by the author,
according to some marginal annotations (ff. 10v, &% 35v), the text was col-
lected with the original manuscrips() which was in the author’s handwriting.
Therefore, as far as it is known, despite not beirg original exemplar, this
manuscript is theetustissimugthe most ancient copy actually available).

Preliminary Data

. Ms. number: Evkaf Musesi 1933, in Turk-Islam EserlMizesi
(Museum of Turkish and Islamic Art), Istanbul.

. Catalogues: Osman Yahydistoire et classification de I'ceuvre d'lbn
'‘Arabr, Damas 1964, p. 240, vol. .

. Language: Arabic; Subject: Mysticism.

Composition (Text)

. Title: Kitab Fusis al-Hikam wa-Khuyis al-Kalim (f. 1r)
. Place of composition: Damascus (f. 78xm');

. Date of compositionJumzda | 630 h. (ff. 1r and 78rsami’, first
marginal collation note)

e Author: {Muhyi al-millat wa’l-din} Aba ‘Abd Allah Muhammad
ibn ‘Al1ibn al-‘Aralx al-Ta'1 al-Hatimi al-Andalus (f. 1r; passin)

%2 The present description is based on the excediemtned copy of the original manuscript
that was kindly provided by the Muhyiddin Ibn *‘AiaBociety and accompanied by a concise infor-
mative sheet. Despite being absolutely clear, aslextronic version, it is nevertheless not sugfiti
to supply all the information here expected, whieln be revealed only by the original paper version.
As a consequence, this description will be completbere necessary as soon as one will be able to
refer to the original, which has not been posdibleonsult thus far.

% A. GACEK, Arabic Manuscripts., cit., pp. 333-337.
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Writing Surfaces/Supports

. Paper, three different colours: coral red (quirés™ and sandy
brown (quires 7-10" for the text, white for external folia (beginnimed end

papers)

Textblock

. Dimension of the page: information not availabl¢hat moment

e Written area: 21 lines per page

. Page layout: one single column per page

. No apparent rulings or pricking around the text

. Foliation/Pagination: order in the book: 1 / 1 ;lide i+la-
78a(+53bis)+ii ; numeration system: Hindu-Arabionters, written at a later
date, probably by a cataloguer, in the left-hangengorner of the page

e  Quires and Quire signatures: F2%3%4% 5% 6% 788" 0% 10" %+i+i,
the quire number is written on the top left margirthe first folio of each quire,
apart from the first one, in the following shapal-rabi‘a min fusizs al-hikan

. Catchwords: one or rarely two words written horizadly on their
own on each folio, below the last line; not enctbsa surroundings. Ff.
9,18,26,28,32,36,45 have no catchwords; on ff. 4,31,53a(=bis),67 the writ-
ing is slightly sloping. The catchwords line is kiarand more irregular and un-
certain than that of the text.

Scripts/Hands

Ink

. Number of hands: the principal body of text invavalways the
same one hand; some of the emendations seem tlvensifferent hands than
the text and are in different colours. The coloptsowritten in a different script,
sensibly less accurate, and with almost no letbantmg.

. Type of script: a Persian-style script, quite cleanrifless. The title
and chapter headings are written in bold charaetetlsusing a larger script.

. Letter-pointing: presence of diacritical points Unded dots), al-
though partial,

*  Vocalisation: the text is not vocalized (very fewceptions); the
chapter headings are vocalized; the vocalisatiam tise same colour as the text.
Shaddaappears rarelylif of prolongationwasla andhamzaare omitted.

. The text is monochrome in black ink.

. The emendations are in three different colours, @adally in dif-
ferent hands. There are three groups: 1) same rcalwdi hand as the text; 2)
darker black colour in a thinner line, and a maregular and uncertain hand
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than the text; 3) red ink, thinner line and app#yedifferent hand than the text
(this last group occurs mainly but not only in #ezond part of the codex).

. Seen the two final marginal annotations (f. 78rg €mendations of
at least group 1 and 2 should be considered aderemt apparatus dictated by
the author himself.

Painted Decoration and lllustration

. There are no decorated pieces, either in the tekt the marginal
notes, no illustrations, no decorated borders tistaruse of coloured inks.

Bookbinding:

. The bookbinding is not the original one (if any).d of the same
size as the textblock.

Transmission of the Text

. Several notes and annotations on the title pagdastgpages attest
that this copy was highly evaluated, and much stidnd copied throughout the
centuries. Despite not being holograph, the texalimost unanimously ac-
counted as theptimusby the tradition.

State of Preservation:

. The state of preservation of the manuscript is gobe text is easily
readable, but for some notes and annotations. \Wibeneadable, the latter are
affected by the cut or consumption of the papeh@edges of the folia (possi-
bly the clearest example is given by the margink df). There are evidences of
recent restoration, especially in the initial skedost of the folia show dam-
ages due to moths and humidity, but these do fiettahe quality and legibility
of the text.
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