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Abstract: This study addresses the linguistic legitimacy of Qur’anic readings that are considered authentic in
terms of their chains of transmission, treating it as a central problematic. At the core of the text lies the thesis
that if a reading has a sound isnad, it must necessarily have a foundation in the Arabic language; and if a linguist
fails to establish this connection, the deficiency should be attributed to his own knowledge rather than to the
reading itself. The research subjects Ibn Mujahid—who systematized the seven canonical readings in the
history of qira’at—and critically examines his characterization of certain readings by the very imams he
selected as “error,” “misconception,” or “faulty recitation. Unlike similar studies in the literature, this article
does not confine itself to Ibn Mujahid’s critiques of the seven readings alone; it also incorporates criticisms
directed at the supplementary imams of the ten readings—such as Abti Ja‘far, Ya‘qiib, and Khalaf—as well as
figures like A ‘mash, thereby presenting a broader and more comprehensive perspective. Methodologically, the
study defends the readings rejected by Ibn Mujahid through technical arguments drawn from authoritative
grammarians, most notably Sibawayh and Ibn Jinni. One of the most notable aspects of the research is its
inquiry into Ibn Mujahid’s scholarly identity. The study emphasizes that Ibn Mujahid’s objections were
sometimes directed not at the readings themselves, but at flawed linguistic interpretations associated with them,
thereby aiming to provide conceptual clarity. In this respect, the study goes beyond mere cataloguing, offering
an analytical examination that demonstrates the linguistic validity of authentic readings through nahiv-based
evidence and contributes to the evaluation of Ibn Mujahid’s criticisms within a linguistic framework.
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Oz: Bu ¢alisma, rivayet zinciri agisindan sahih kabul edilen kirdatlerin dilbilimsel (nahiv) mesruiyetini temel
bir problematik olarak ele almaktadir. Metnin merkezinde, bir kirdatin senedi saglamsa onun mutlaka Arap
dilinde bir temelinin olmasi gerektigi ve bir dilbilimcinin bu bag1 kuramamasi durumunda kusuru kirdatte degil,
kendi birikiminde aramasi gerektigi tezi yer almaktadir. Caligma, kirdat tarihinde yedi kirdati sistemlestiren
fbn Miicahid’in, kendi sectigi imamlarin bazi okuyuslarini “galat”, ‘“vehim” veya “lahn” olarak
nitelendirmesini elestirel bir siizgecten gecirmektedir. Makale, literatiirdeki benzer ¢alismalardan farkli olarak
sadece Ibn Miicahid’in yedi kirdatle ilgili yaptig1 elestirileriyle sinirli kalmamus; on kiraati tamamlayan Eba
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Ca‘fer, Ya‘klib ve Halef gibi imamlarin yan1 sira A’mes gibi isimlerin kirdatlerine yoneltilen elestirlerini de
kapsamina dahil ederek daha genis ve biitiinciil bir perspektif sunmustur. Arastirmanm metodolojisi, ibn
Miicahid’in reddettigi vecihleri; basta Sibeveyh ve Ibn Cinni olmak iizere alanda otorite kabul edilen dilcilerin
arglimanlari iizerinden teknik olarak savunmaya dayanmaktadir. Caligmanin en dikkat ¢ekici yonlerinden biri
de ibn Miicahid’in dilci kimligine dair getirdigi sorgulamadir. Arastirma, Ibn Miicahid’in bazen kirdatin
kendisine degil, o kirdate yapilan hatali dilsel yoruma (veche) itiraz ettigini belirleyerek kavramsal bir netlik
saglamay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu yoniiyle caligma, yalnizca bir tespit faaliyetiyle sinirli kalmamakta; sahih
kirdatlerin dilsel mesruiyetini teknik nahiv delilleri iizerinden ortaya koyarak, elestirilerin dil agisindan
degerlendirilmesine katki saglayan analitik bir inceleme niteligi tagimaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kirat, ibn Miicahid, Nahiv, Elestiri, Dilsel Mesruiyet.
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Structured Abstract:

The relationship between the transmission and linguistic validity of Qur'anic readings stands as a
central problem in the history of Islamic sciences. This research, titled "The Linguistic References in Ibn
Mujahid’s Criticism of Authentic Qur’anic Readings," addresses this problematic by asserting that if a reading
is found to be authentic in its chain of transmission, it must inherently possess a technical linguistic basis within
the Arabic language. The core thesis of the work posits that when a grammarian fails to find a suitable linguistic
orientation for an authentic reading, the deficiency should be attributed to the grammarian’s own limited
expertise rather than to the reading itself. This is particularly crucial when dealing with mutawatir (consecutive)
or widely accepted readings, where labeling them as "weak" is fundamentally problematic. The study focuses
on the methodology of Ibn Mujahid (d. 324/936), the first scholar to systematize the "Seven Readings" in his
seminal work, Kitdb al-Sab‘a. While Ibn Mujahid performed a vital role in canonizing the most reliable
narrations and excluding those with weak chains or those contradicting the Uthmanic codex, he also introduced
a tradition of harsh linguistic criticism. Despite including certain imams in his first "tier" of readers—whom
he described as experts in grammar, linguistic nuances, and narration—he frequently labeled their specific
readings as "errors", "illusions", or ""grammatical mistakes". This research subjects these criticisms to a critical
filter, arguing that such labels are often misplaced.

A distinctive feature of this article is its expanded scope. Unlike existing literature, such as the works
of Cihat Celik, Millitan, or es-Samedi, which largely confine their analysis to the Seven Readings within Kitab
al-Sab ‘a, this study incorporates the Ten Readings (including Abu Ja‘far, Ya‘qub, and Khalaf) and other
authentic narrations like that of al-A‘mash. This broader perspective allows for a more holistic evaluation of
early linguistic criticism in the field of gira'at. The methodology employed in the research is a technical
refutation (refiitasyon) and defense (apologia). The author systematically identifies the specific verses and
readings criticized by Ibn Mujahid and defends them using the arguments of master grammarians such as
Sibawayh, Ibn Jinni, Abu Hayyén al-Andalsi, and Ibn Malik. For instance, Ibn Mujahid famously criticized
Ibn ‘Amir’s nasb (accusative) reading of the word "fa-yakiina" in several surahs, calling it a "linguistic error".
Ibn Mujahid argued that the fa here is conjunctive, not causative, and thus only the nominative case is
permissible. However, the article counters this by citing Abu Hayyan, who defended the reading based on the
principle of "relying on the surface form of the utterance". By treating the imperative "kun" as a trigger for a
response in the accusative, even if a logical cause-effect relationship is not strictly present, the reading finds
its legitimacy in the speech of eloquent Arabs and the poetry of Umar b. Abi Rabi'a. Similarly, the research
addresses Ibn Mujahid’s criticism of the reading of Asim (via Abu Bakr) in Surah al-Anfal (35), where the
subject is in the accusative (salatahum) and the predicate is in the nominative (muka'un). While Ibn Mujahid
followed the conventional rule that the subject should be definite and the predicate indefinite, the article uses
Ibn Jinni’s analysis to show that a collective noun can function similarly to a definite noun in such contexts,
especially in negative sentences. This linguistic nuance provides a "dirayah" basis for a reading that Ibn
Mujahid dismissed as a mistake. Another significant contribution of the study is its critical re-evaluation of Ibn
Mujahid’s own scholarly identity. The author argues that despite Ibn Mujahid’s undeniable authority in the
science of gira'at, he lacked deep expertise in the technicalities of grammar. This assertion is supported by the
fact that Ibn Mujahid is notably absent from the classical biographical dictionaries of grammarians (tabaqat)
authored by figures like Ibn Jinni or Abu Hayyan. By highlighting this gap, the article explains why Ibn
Mujahid’s criticisms were often viewed as limited or strictly literal by subsequent linguistic giants like Ibn
Jinni, who often remarked that while Ibn Mujahid was a great scholar in his field, he should have deferred to
others in matters he had not mastered. The article further clarifies a common conceptual confusion in the
literature by distinguishing between the reading itself and the linguistic interpretation assigned to it. It
demonstrates that Ibn Mujahid sometimes criticized not the transmitted sound of the reading, but the specific
grammatical justification provided for it. By resolving these nuances, the research reconstructs the linguistic
legitimacy of authentic readings through technical proofs, including the use of hidden particles, analogy, and
the principle of similarity. Ultimately, the work concludes that while Ibn Mujahid’s selection of the Seven
Readings was a historical turning point, his linguistic judgments were not always accurate. By defending the
readings of imams such as Ibn ‘Amir, Asim, and Abu Ja‘far against charges of lahn, the study reaffirms that
any reading with a sahih chain of transmission is fundamentally rooted in the eloquent usage of the Arabic
language. In doing so, it fills a major gap in the academic study of gira'at by shifting the focus from a mere
cataloging of criticisms to a rigorous, multidisciplinary defense of the Qur'anic text's linguistic diversity

Keywords: Qiraat, Ibn Mujahid, Syntax, Criticism, Linguistic Legitimacy.
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Résumé Structuré:

La relation entre la transmission des lectures coraniques et leur validité linguistique constitue une
problématique centrale dans I’histoire des sciences islamiques. Cette recherche, intitulée « Les références
linguistiques dans la critique des lectures coraniques authentiques chez Ibn Mujahid », aborde cette
problématique en soutenant que toute lecture dont la chaine de transmission est reconnue comme authentique
posséde nécessairement un fondement linguistique recevable au sein de la langue arabe. La thése centrale de
I’étude est que, lorsqu’un grammairien ne parvient pas a proposer une analyse linguistique adéquate d’une
lecture authentique, cette insuffisance doit étre attribuée aux limites de sa propre expertise plutdt qu’a la lecture
elle-méme. Cette question revét une importance particuliére dans le cas des lectures transmises par de multiples
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voies concordantes (mutawatir) ou largement regues et reconnues, pour lesquelles la qualification de « faibles
» pose un probléme fondamental. L’étude porte sur la méthodologie d’Ibn Mujahid (m. 324/936), premier
savant a avoir systématisé les « sept lectures » dans son ouvrage fondateur, le Kitab al-Sab ‘a. Si Ibn Mujahid
a joué un role essentiel dans la canonisation des transmissions les plus fiables et dans 1’exclusion de celles dont
les chaines étaient faibles ou qui contredisaient le codex ‘uthmanien, il a également instauré une tradition de
critique linguistique sévére. Bien qu’il ait classé certains imams parmi les lecteurs de la « premiére catégorie
», qu’il décrivait comme des spécialistes de la grammaire, des subtilités linguistiques et de la transmission, il
a fréquemment qualifié certaines de leurs lectures d’« erreurs », de « méprises » ou de « fautes grammaticales
». La présente recherche soumet ces appréciations a un examen critique et soutient que de telles qualifications
sont souvent injustifiées.

L’une des particularités de cet article réside dans 1’étendue de son champ d’investigation.
Contrairement aux travaux existants, notamment ceux de Cihat Celik, de Millitan ou d’es-Samedi, qui limitent
généralement leur analyse aux sept lectures consignées dans le Kitab al-Sab‘a, cette étude prend en
considération les dix lectures, y compris celles d’Abi Ja‘far, de Ya‘qub et de Khalaf, ainsi que d’autres
transmissions authentiques, telle celle d’al-A ‘mash. Cet élargissement permet une évaluation plus globale des
premicres critiques linguistiques dans le domaine des lectures coraniques (gira’at). La démarche
méthodologique associe la réfutation technique a la défense argumentée des lectures. L’auteur identifie
systématiquement les versets et les lectures critiqués par Ibn Mujahid, puis en établit la recevabilité en
mobilisant les arguments de grands grammairiens tels que Sibawayh, Ibn Jinni, Abti Hayyan al-Andalusi et Ibn
Malik.

Ainsi, Ibn Mujahid a notamment critiqué la lecture d’Ibn ‘Amir qui réalise la forme verbale fa-yakiina
au mode subjonctif (nasb) dans plusieurs sourates, la qualifiant d’« erreur linguistique ». Il considérait que la
particule fa@' y remplissait une fonction de coordination, et non une fonction causative, de sorte que seul
Iindicatif (raf”) était admissible. L’article réfute toutefois cette appréciation en invoquant I’analyse d’Abt
Hayyan, qui défendait cette lecture selon le principe consistant a « s’appuyer sur la forme apparente de 1’énoncé
». En traitant I’impératif kun comme une forme autorisant une proposition consécutive au subjonctif, méme en
I’absence d’une relation logique de cause a effet strictement établie, cette lecture trouve sa justification dans
I’usage des Arabes ¢loquents et dans la poésie de ‘Umar b. Abi Rabi'a.

De méme, la recherche examine la critique formulée par Ibn Mujahid a I’encontre de la lecture de
‘Asim, transmise par Abii Bakr, dans la sourate al-Anfal, au verset 35, ou salatahum apparait a I’accusatif et
muka 'un au nominatif. Cette construction attribue au premier terme la fonction de prédicat antéposé de kana
et au second celle de sujet postposé. Alors qu’Ibn Mujahid s’en tenait a la régle usuelle selon laquelle le sujet
doit étre défini et le prédicat indéfini, I’article s’appuie sur I’analyse d’Ibn Jinni pour montrer qu’un nom
collectif peut fonctionner de maniére analogue a un nom défini dans de tels contextes, particuliérement dans
les phrases négatives. Cette subtilité linguistique fournit un fondement relevant de I’analyse raisonnée (diraya)
a une lecture qu’Ibn Mujahid avait rejetée comme fautive.

Une autre contribution importante de 1’étude consiste en une réévaluation critique du profil
scientifique d’Ibn Mujahid lui-méme. L’auteur soutient que, malgré son autorité incontestable dans la science
des lectures coraniques, Ibn Mujahid ne possédait pas une expertise approfondie des aspects techniques de la
grammaire. Cette affirmation est étayée par son absence notable des répertoires biographiques classiques
consacrés aux grammairiens (tabagat), composés par des figures telles qu’Ibn Jinni ou Abti Hayyan. En
soulignant cet écart entre les domaines de compétence, 1’article explique pourquoi ses critiques ont souvent été
considérées comme limitées ou strictement littérales par de grands linguistes postérieurs, notamment Ibn JinnT.
Celui-ci faisait fréquemment observer que, tout en étant un éminent savant dans sa discipline, Ibn Mujahid
aurait dii s’en remettre a d’autres spécialistes pour les questions qu’il ne maitrisait pas.

L’article dissipe également une confusion conceptuelle récurrente dans la littérature en distinguant la
lecture elle-méme de I’interprétation linguistique qui lui est assignée. Il montre qu’lbn Mujahid critiquait
parfois non pas la réalisation phonique transmise de la lecture, mais la justification grammaticale particuliere
proposée pour I’expliquer. En clarifiant ces distinctions, la recherche rétablit la 1égitimité linguistique des
lectures authentiques au moyen de démonstrations techniques mobilisant notamment la restitution de particules
sous-entendues, le raisonnement analogique et le principe de similitude.
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L’étude conclut que, si la sélection des sept lectures par Ibn Mujahid a constitué un tournant
historique, ses jugements linguistiques n’étaient pas toujours exacts. En défendant les lectures d’imams tels
qu’Ibn ‘Amir, ‘Asim et Abil Ja‘far contre les accusations de faute grammaticale (lahn), elle réaffirme que toute
lecture reposant sur une chaine de transmission authentique (sahih) est fondamentalement ancrée dans 1’usage
¢loquent de la langue arabe. Elle comble ainsi une lacune importante dans 1’étude universitaire des lectures
coraniques en déplacant 1’attention d’un simple inventaire des critiques vers une défense rigoureuse et
pluridisciplinaire de la diversité linguistique du texte coranique.

Mots-clés : Lectures coraniques, Ibn Mujahid, syntaxe, critique, 1égitimité linguistique.

Resumen Estructurado:

La relacion entre la transmision de las lecturas cordnicas y su validez lingiiistica constituye una
problematica central en la historia de las ciencias islamicas. La presente investigacion, titulada «Los referentes
lingtiisticos en la critica de Ibn Mujahid a las lecturas coranicas auténticasy, aborda esta problematica partiendo
de la premisa de que toda lectura cuya cadena de transmision haya sido acreditada como auténtica debe poseer
necesariamente un fundamento técnico-lingiiistico en la lengua arabe. La tesis central del estudio sostiene que,
cuando un gramatico no logra encontrar una justificacion lingiiistica adecuada para una lectura auténtica, dicha
insuficiencia debe atribuirse a las limitaciones de su propia competencia, y no a la lectura en si. Esta cuestion
reviste especial importancia en el caso de las lecturas transmitidas por multiples vias concordantes (mutawatir)
o ampliamente aceptadas, cuya calificacion como «débiles» resulta fundamentalmente problematica. El estudio
se centra en la metodologia de Ibn Mujahid (m. 324/936), el primer erudito que sistematizé las «siete lecturas»
en su obra fundamental, el Kitab al-Sab ‘a. Si bien Ibn Mujahid desempefi6 un papel decisivo en la canonizacion
de las transmisiones mas fiables y en la exclusion de aquellas cuyas cadenas eran débiles o que contradecian
el codice ‘utmani, también instaurd una tradicion de critica lingiiistica severa. Pese a haber incluido a
determinados imanes en la «primera categoria» de lectores, a quienes describia como expertos en gramatica,
sutilezas lingiiisticas y transmision, califico con frecuencia algunas de sus lecturas como «erroresy,
«equivocaciones» o «incorrecciones gramaticales». La presente investigacion somete estos juicios a un examen
critico y sostiene que tales calificaciones resultan, a menudo, improcedentes.

Un rasgo distintivo de este articulo es la amplitud de su alcance. A diferencia de los estudios
existentes, como los de Cihat Celik, Millitan o es-Samedi, que circunscriben mayoritariamente su analisis a las
siete lecturas recogidas en el Kitab al-Sab ‘a, esta investigacion incorpora las diez lecturas, incluidas las de Abti
Ja'far, Ya“'qub y Khalaf, asi como otras transmisiones auténticas, entre ellas la de al-A ‘mash. Esta perspectiva
mas amplia permite una evaluacion integral de la critica lingiiistica temprana en el ambito de las lecturas
coranicas (qira at). La metodologia empleada combina la refutacion técnica con la defensa argumentada de las
lecturas. El autor identifica sistematicamente las aleyas y las lecturas especificas criticadas por Ibn Mujahid y
las defiende mediante los argumentos de grandes gramaticos, como Sibawayh, Ibn Jinni, Abii Hayyan al-
Andalusi e Ibn Malik.

Por ejemplo, Ibn Mujahid criticé6 de manera destacada la lectura de Ibn ‘Amir que presenta la forma
verbal fa-yakiina en subjuntivo (nasb) en varias suras, calificandola como un «error lingiiistico». Sostenia que
la particula fa’ desempefiaba en estos casos una funcioén coordinante, no causativa, por lo que Unicamente
resultaba admisible el indicativo (raf”). Sin embargo, el articulo rebate este juicio recurriendo a Abli Hayyan,
quien defendi6 la lectura basandose en el principio de «atenerse a la forma manifiesta del enunciado». Al
interpretar el imperativo kun como una forma que habilita una construccion de respuesta en subjuntivo, incluso
cuando no existe una relacion ldgica estricta de causa y efecto, la lectura encuentra su legitimidad en el uso de
los arabes elocuentes y en la poesia de ‘Umar b. Ab1 Rabi‘a.

Asimismo, la investigacion aborda la critica de Ibn Mujahid a la lectura de ‘Asim, transmitida por
Abii Bakr, en la aleya 35 de la sura al-Anfal, donde salatahum aparece en acusativo y mukd un en nominativo.
En esta construccion, el primer término funciona como predicado antepuesto de kana y el segundo como su
sujeto pospuesto. Mientras Ibn Mujahid se atenia a la regla convencional segun la cual el sujeto debe ser
definido y el predicado indefinido, el articulo recurre al analisis de Ibn Jinni para demostrar que un nombre
colectivo puede funcionar de manera analoga a un nombre definido en tales contextos, especialmente en
oraciones negativas. Este matiz lingiiistico proporciona un fundamento de analisis razonado (dird@ya) para una
lectura que Ibn Mujahid habia desestimado como errénea.
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Otra contribucion significativa del estudio consiste en la reevaluacion critica del propio perfil
académico de Ibn Mujahid. El autor sostiene que, pese a su indiscutible autoridad en la ciencia de las lecturas
coranicas, Ibn Mujahid carecia de un conocimiento profundo de los aspectos técnicos de la gramatica. Esta
afirmacion se apoya en su notable ausencia de los repertorios biograficos clasicos de gramaticos (fabagat)
elaborados por figuras como Ibn Jinni o AbGi Hayyan. Al poner de relieve esta diferencia entre ambitos de
especializacion, el articulo explica por qué destacados lingiiistas posteriores, como Ibn Jinni, consideraron con
frecuencia que sus criticas eran limitadas o excesivamente ceflidas a la literalidad. Ibn Jinnl sefialaba
reiteradamente que, aunque Ibn Mujahid era un gran erudito en su disciplina, deberia haber recurrido al criterio
de otros especialistas en las cuestiones que no dominaba.

El articulo aclara, ademas, una confusion conceptual habitual en la bibliografia mediante la distincion
entre la lectura propiamente dicha y la interpretacion lingiiistica que se le atribuye. Demuestra que, en
ocasiones, Ibn Mujahid no criticaba la realizacion fonica transmitida de la lectura, sino la justificacion
gramatical especifica propuesta para explicarla. Mediante la elucidacion de estos matices, la investigacion
restablece la legitimidad lingiiistica de las lecturas auténticas a través de pruebas técnicas que incluyen la
restitucion de particulas elididas, el razonamiento analdgico y el principio de semejanza.

En ultima instancia, el estudio concluye que, si bien la seleccion de las siete lecturas realizada por Ibn
Mujahid constituyd un punto de inflexion historico, sus juicios lingiiisticos no siempre fueron acertados. Al
defender las lecturas de imanes como Ibn ‘Amir, ‘Asim y Abii Ja‘far frente a las acusaciones de incorreccion
gramatical (lahn), la investigacion reafirma que toda lectura sustentada en una cadena de transmision auténtica
(sahih) esta fundamentalmente arraigada en el uso elocuente de la lengua arabe. De este modo, cubre una
laguna importante en el estudio académico de las lecturas coranicas al desplazar el foco desde la mera
catalogacion de las criticas hacia una defensa rigurosa y multidisciplinar de la diversidad lingiiistica del texto
coranico.

Palabras clave: Lecturas coranicas, Ibn Mujahid, sintaxis, critica, legitimidad lingiiistica.
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CTpyKTypHpOBaHHAs AHHOTALMSA:

CoOTHOLIIEHUE Tepelaul KOPaHHMYECKUX YTEHHH M UX SI3BIKOBOIl 0OOCHOBaHHOCTH IPEACTABISIET
co0oif OJHY W3 NEHTPATBHBIX MPOOJIeM B WCTOPHUH HWCIAMCKHMX HayK. HacTosmiee wccienoBaHue,
03ariaBlIeHHOC «JIMHTBHCTHYECKHE OCHOBAHUS KPUTHKH JIOCTOBEPHBIX KOpPaHWYeCKHX ureHmid y HOH
Mymkaxuna», paccMarpuBaeT 3Ty NpoOieMy, HCXOAs U3 IIOJO0XKEHHS, COIJIACHO KOTOPOMY 4YTEHHE,
JIOCTOBEPHOCTH LIENH Nepejadyi KOTOPOTO YCTaHOBJIEHA, HEIPEMEHHO UMEET COOTBETCTBYIOIEE 0OOCHOBAHHUE
B crcTeMe apalOckoro si3pika. OCHOBHOI Te3UC pabOTHI 3aKIIIOYAETCsl B TOM, UTO, €CIIM I'PAaMMATHUCT HE MOJXKET
MPE/IOKUTH HAJUIEXKAIITY IO JMHIBUCTHYECKYIO0 HHTEPIIPETALNIO JJOCTOBEPHOTO YTEHHMS, 3TO CBHJIETEIHCTBYET
00 OrpaHMYEHHOCTH €r0 COOCTBEHHOI KOMIIETEHIINH, a He 0 HeJoCTaTKe camoro uteHus. Ocoboe 3HaueHHE
JIAHHBII BOMIPOC MPUOOPETAET NPUMEHHUTENBHO K YTEHHUSIM, NTEPEAaHHbIM 110 MHOTOYHCIICHHBIM HE3aBHCHMbBIM
KaHaam (mymagamup), MO0 TOIYYIHUBIINM IIUPOKOE MPU3HAHKE, TOCKOIBKY KBAIH(HUKAIMS TAKUX YTCHUH
KaK «cHalBIX» SBIETCS MPHUHIHUNHANGHO MpobieMaTHdHOW. B 1meHTpe wuccienoBaHWs HaXOIUTCA
metonosiorus MoH Mymxkaxuna (ym. 324/936), mepBoro y4€HOTO, CHCTEMAaTU3HPOBABIIIETO «CEMb YTEHUI» B
cBoéM ocHoBomonaratoneM Tpyae «Knrtab ac-Cab‘a». Xora M6H Mymkaxua ceirpai BaXHEHIIYIO PONb B
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KaHOHM3aIMM Hambosiee HaN&KHBIX NPEJaHWi W HCKIIOYEHHH Iepefad co CladbIMH HEeIsIMH  JTHOO
MPOTHUBOPEYAIINX Y CMaHOBCKOMY KOAEKCY, OH TaKJKE ITOJIOKHII HA4aJI0 TPaJUINH KECTKOHN IMHTBUCTHICCKON
KpUTHKH. HecMOTpst Ha BKIIOYEHHE HEKOTOPHIX MMAMOB B «IIEPBYIO KaTETOPHIO» UYTELOB, KOTOPHIX OH
XapaKkTepnu30Bal KaK 3HATOKOB IPAMMATHKH, S3bIKOBBIX TOHKOCTEH W IEpenadu NpPEAaHui, OTACIbHBIE HX
YTEHHS OH HEPEIIKO KBATH(UIIMPOBA KaK «OIIHOKN», «3a0Iy KICHUS» MM «TPAMMaTHIECKUE HAPYIICHHD.
Hacrosmas paboTa moaBepraeTr 3TH ONEHKH KPUTHIECKOMY PAaCCMOTPEHHIO M YTBEPXKIAET, YTO MOAOOHbBIC
KBaNN(UKALIUK 324aCTyI0 HEOOOCHOBAHHBI.

OTnM4YuTEeNIEHOM 0COOEHHOCTBIO CTAThU SBJISIETCS PACIIMPEHHBIN 0XBAT HCCIlelyeMoro MaTepuana. B
OTIIMYHE OT CYLIECTBYIOIUX PabOT, B 4aCTHOCTU UccienoBaHuit Jxuxara Yenuka, Muinurana u ac-Camany,
NPEUMYIIECTBEHHO OIPaHUYMBAIONIMX aHAJIN3 CEMbIO UTCHMSMH, NpeicTaBieHHBIMH B «Kutab ac-Cab‘a»,
JTAaHHOE HCCIIe/IOBAaHUE OXBATHIBACT JIECSATh YTEHHH, BKItodas uteHust A0y [xa‘dapa, f‘kyba nu Xanada, a
TaKXke Jpyrue JOCTOBEpHBIE Nepelaun, HanpuMep nepeaady anb-A‘Mara. Takas pacmupeHHas IepcreKTuBa
MO3BOJNISIET AaTh Oojee IENOCTHYIO OLEHKY pPaHHEH JMHIBHCTHYECKOH KPUTHKHM B OOJAcTH HAyKd O
KOPaHWYECKUX YTEHMAX (Kupaam). METORONOTHS WCCIECIOBAHHUS COUYETAECT CHENHATbHOE JIMHIBHCTHUECKOE
OIIPOBEP)KEHHE C apTyMEHTHPOBAHHOW 3alIUTON YTEHHH. ABTOp IOCIEIOBATEIbHO BBISABIISICT KOHKPETHBIC
asThl ¥ BapUaHTHl YTEHHS, MojBeprummecs kputuke M6H Mymxaxuna, 1 000CHOBBIBAET UX NPABOMEPHOCTb,
OTIHPAsACh HA apPTYMEHTHI BBIIAIOMINXCS TPAMMATHCTOB, TakuxX kak Cubaseiixu, 10H [Ixunan, A0y XaiisH aib-
Anpanycu u 16H Manuk.

Tax, 1O6H Mymkaxu mojasepr U3BeCTHON KpuTHKe uTeHHe VMOH ‘AMupa, B KOTOPOM TJarojbHas
dopma fa-yakina B psge cyp ymoTrpebnsiercs B (opme HachH, COOTBETCTBYIOIICH COCIIAaraTelibHOMY
HaKJIOHEHUIO, U Ha3BaJl €ro «sI3bIKOBOH ommMOKoit». OH yTBepXkIall, YTO YacTHla ¢)a B JaHHOM Cilydae
BBINIOJIHSAET COYMHUTEIBbHYI0, a HE NPHUYMHHO-CIEJICTBEHHYIO (YHKIHMIO, BCJEICTBUE 4YEro AOIyCTUMa
UCKIIIOYUTENIbHO (opMa pagh’, COOTBETCTBYIOWIAas H3BbSABUTEIBHOMY HakJIOHEHHI0. OJIHAKO CTaThs
OIIPOBEPraeT 3Ty OLEHKY, oOpaluasch K aprymMeHtanun A0y XaiisHa, KOTOPBIN 3allyIlai JaHHOE YTCHHE Ha
OCHOBAaHHMHU INPUHINIA «OIOPHl Ha BHEIIHIOW (GopMy BBICKa3blBaHHA». Ecin moBemuTeNbHYIO (GopMmy kun
paccMaTpuBaTh Kak OCHOBaHHME I IMOCTAaHOBKH IOCIENYIOIIEro riarona B (OpMYy Hac6 B OTBETHOM
KOHCTPYKLHH, JaXe HPH OTCYTCTBHU CTPOTO BBIPQKCHHOH JIOTMYECKOH NMPUYMHHO-CICIACTBEHHOH CBS3H,
TaKoe YTCHHE IoJydaeT oOOCHOBaHHME B peud apaboB, NPH3HAHHON 00pa3LoOM KpacHOPEuWs, W B HO33UH
‘Ymapa nbH A6u Padu‘a.

AHaorH4HBIM 00pa30M HCCIIeZIOBaHIE paccMaTpuBaeT KpuTuky VIoH Mymkaxunom uyTeHus ‘Acuma
B nepenaue AOy Bakpa B 35-m asite cypel «Anb-AHbanby, tae saldtahum ynotpe0seTcss B BUHUTEIBHOM
najgexe, a mukd un — B UMCHMTEIBHOM. B naHHOW KOHCTPYKIMHM HEPBBIH KOMIIOHEHT BBICTYNAeT Kak
MPEeIIECTBYIOIIAs UMEHHAs YacTh CKa3yeMOoro Ipu kana, a BTOpOit — Kak ciefyroliee 3a Heit ums kana. Torna
kak VIoH My pKaxull NpUAEpKUBAJICS TPAJAULMOHHOTO MPaBUIIa, COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY CyOBEKT J0JIKEH ObITh
OTIpe/IeNEHHBIM, a IPeANKAT — HEONpeIeIEHHBIM, CTaThs HCHOIb3yeT aHanu3 VI6H J)KIHHH, 9TOORI TOKa3aTh,
YTO COOMpATEIHHOE CYNIECTBUTEILHOE B OAOOHBIX KOHTEKCTAaX, 0COOCHHO B OTPHULIATENBHBIX MPEIOKEHUSIX,
MOXeT (pyHKIMOHMPOBATH AHAJOTUYHO OINPEAEIEHHOMY MMEHH. DJTa S3bIKOBas OCOOEHHOCTh 0OecIeunBaeT
000CHOBaHHME C MO3MLMHA PAIMOHAIBFHOTO aHaIM3a (Oupas) A 4TeHus, koropoe MOH Mymkaxua oTBeprai
KakK OIMO0YHOE.

Emé ogHUM cyIecTBeHHBIM BKJIAZIOM HCCIIEAOBAHUS SBISICTCS KPUTHUYECKAs MIEPEOIIeHKa HAyYHOTO
npoduas camoro M6H Mymkaxuaa. ABTOp yTBEP)KIAeT, YTO, HECMOTpPS Ha €ro HEOCTIOPUMBIN aBTOPUTET B
HayKe 0 KOPaHMYECKHX YTEHUAX, OH He 00J1a/1a) TiTyO00KMMHU 3HAHUSAME CIEIIMAIbHBIX BOIPOCOB I'PaMMAaTHKH.
B monTBepxkIeHHE TaHHOTO TOJIOKEHWS IPHUBOAWUTCS TNpHMEYaTelIbHOE OTCYTCTBHE ero Ouorpadguu B
KJIACCHYECKHUX OMorpaduaeckux cBOJaX O rpaMMaTUCTax (mabakam), COCTABICHHBIX TAKUMH YIEHBIMH, KaK
N6n xuaan wim AOy Xaiisx. [lomuépkuBas 3T0 pasnuyme MeXIy OONACTSIMH KOMIIETEHIIMH, CTaThs
00BSICHSET, MOYEMy KPYITHBIC SI3BIKOBE/BI MOCIEAYIOMNX MOKOJICHNH, B 9acTHOCTH MOH J[XKnHHH, HEpeaKo
cuntaau KpuTuky MOH Mympkaxuna orpaHMYeHHON MO0 Ype3MEepHO INpHBS3aHHOW K OyKBanbHOW (opme
BeIpaxkeHust. IOH /I>KUHHU HEOZHOKpPATHO oTMevall, 4To, XoTst IOH My pkaxua ObUT BEIIAIOIIMMCS YIEHBIM B
cBoeil o0iacTH, B BOIpOCaxX, KOTOPHIMH OH HE OBJIaJIeNl B IOJHOH Mepe, eMy CleJoBajio oOparmaTtbes K
CYXKIEHUSIM JPYTUX CHELMAINCTOB.

Kpome Toro, craTbsi mposiCHsIET pacHpOCTPaHEHHOE B JIUTEpAType KOHLENTYallbHOE CMELICHHE,
pasrpaHM4MBas CaMO UYTEHHE U MpeUlaraéMylo s HEro JHHIBUCTUYECKYI HHTepnpeTanuto. OHa
MOKA3BIBACT, YTO B psize ciydaeB VIOH My/pkaxul KpHTHKOBAI HE TIepe1aBaeMylo 3BYKOBYIO ()OpMY UTEHUS,
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a KOHKPETHOE rpaMMaTHYeCKoe 000CHOBAHHUE, MPEUIOKECHHOE I €€ OOBSICHEHUS. Y TOUHSISI 3TH Pa3IHUMsL,
UCCJIC/IOBAaHUE BOCCTAHABIMBACT SI3BIKOBYIO OOOCHOBAaHHOCTH JOCTOBEPHBIX HYTEHHH IIOCPEICTBOM
CTEIUATbHBIX JI0KA3aTeNIbCTB, BKIIOYAIOUIMX PEKOHCTPYKIHUIO IMOAPAa3yMEBACMBIX YACTHI[, AHAJIOTHIO H
TIPUHITAI TTOJO0MS.

B xoneunoM cuére paboTa MPUXOINUT K BEIBOAY, YTO, XOTS OTOOp ceMu ureHuit MOoH Mymkaxumom
CTaJI UCTOPHUYECKUM TTOBOPOTHBIM MOMEHTOM, €Tr0 JMHTBUCTUYECKHE CYXKICHHS HE BCErza ObLIM BEPHBIMH.
3amuias YTeHus: TAKUX UMaMoB, Kak VIOH ‘Amup, ‘Acum n AGy xa‘dap, o 0OBUHEHU B rpaMMaTHYECKOM
HENpaBUILHOCTH (/IaXH), UCCIEAOBAaHNE BHOBB IOJATBEPIKIAET, UTO JIIOOOE YTEHHE C JIOCTOBEPHOM LETBIO
nepefauu (caxux) B CBOEH OCHOBE YKOPEHEHO B 00pa3lloBOM apaOCKOM clOBOyHOTpeOiaeHHu. TeM caMbIM
paboTa BOCHOJHSIET CYLIECTBEHHBIH MPOOEN B aKaJeMHUYEeCKOM HM3yYeHHH KOPaHMYECKUX UYTCHUWH, cMelas
UCCIIEIOBATENIbCKUM  aKIEHT C IPOCTOr0 TEPEeUUCICHHs KPUTUUECKUX 3aMEUaHU Ha CTPOrylo
MEXIUCIUIUIMHAPHYIO 3alIUTY SI3bIKOBOIO0 MHOI000pa3ys KOpaHUYECKOTO TeKCTa.

KiaoueBble cinoBa: kopaHudeckue uTteHms, MOH Mymkaxul, CHHTAKCHC, KPUTHKA, S3BIKOBAS
000CHOBAHHOCTb.
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fAYTaT 1 39 geliiee 39 aferd oW &1 SERu & § e ez (g ol fady affya
BT A1feV | 39 fquRid, oE 39 fordt & fa=eiwor & SMyR W gxIfdr ¢ fos U9 dauf &, faviva: fFiurers
It B, T AT S AT T P GHE SR R Tl ¢ | T8 W GEAdT 39 UTe &) faaeyul ume
TIRQAYOT (/3v7277) F1 3MUR UeH Sl ¢ o 5 gomfee A gl Sdte SRR fwar |

T HT TH 3 AEYU ANTGH W4 S5 Tonfee &1 fagd R &1 seiaids gdedid
81 TGH BT db o [ [HRrsid-na o S5 gonfeg ! FHidare ummfear & , HRUT b qAbIBI
gefl B 3! fa=IwsrdT e T8 2t | S RIAT & IHUH § I8 a2 TR fohan T ¢ b s9 fordlt sran sy,
T o fagrl gRT IR GAIHR0N & ARG Sia-1-TU8! (Fad7a) § 3§ Jollieg &1 I ST
U Uiy ¥ | fIRWS & 39 3icR Y Waifebd B §U R Y Bl § b 3ot Forell S WRadf o™
HIIFAGT = ST SHTeasi B urg: WA Srar Safie sy Tl AT 3§ T IR-SR g fewoft
R ¢ [ 39 geniee v & & et fagH srawy 3, fohg o fawal & 3% gof gerar e =1t o, 3o
I5 3 FA=IvR & Ta BT 319 1 A1y T

G U138 3R & 1T g Wil aren & o9 We w1fid e =y-wifg | vaferd ua
JAIRG Y B Ul WP ol |1 T8 T § b 33 gonfee ot ure & Tufid ea=rers & &t
ST gl B ¥, Sfewd IHb THA T Uqd [t fafRIy STaiUe ddb &1 SHTara= &d 31 37 Y&
Nl ! WY TR 3(eqg UTHIOIG UTe! &1 U Qe Y ddh-iep! YHIUN & A1y § Y: A Har
B 3TH 3EOTEd 3Tl &1 HedT, JreaTuiiRd de 3R U1 &1 Rigid Ifeifd g1

3fdd: amwﬁwﬁwy%%wﬁsagmﬁamwwwaﬁwww

Ui TS o1, 3% Htes F0fg Iea ucle a1 31 S§ SR, 3R SR 31q F3rhR o SHHI &

U761 & TR (S (7F) b 3R ¥ Gad B & oY adb TRdd Fa g¢ I8 MY I: ufquriea

HR1 & T UG (678) TONUI-Raa aTal YA TS Herd: 3Ra HINT & aryargul vamT § fAfed g1

U UBR, ST MY BT Hg, AT BT T G TR XA U GeTHR PR U6 Bt Uit fafdera

meﬁ? QAR Y SR R ST & auT Re1ard & SpTafiie Siead & Ue Hewyul
Rl

forsres: farvreid, 39 golfee, araufa=am, SiaaT, W dedl

Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bu calismanin amaci, ibn Miicahid’in sahih kabul edilen kirdatlere yonelttigi dilsel elestirileri
sistematik bicimde incelemek ve bu elestirilerin Arap dili agisindan gegerliligini sorgulamaktir. Literatiirdeki
mevcut arastirmalar, genellikle Ibn Miicahid’in Kitdbii’s-Seb ‘a adli eserinde yer alan yedi kirdat imamina
yonelik elestirilerle smirli kalmistir. Ancak bu yaklagim, kirdat ilminin bitiinciil yapisin1 ve on kirdati
tamamlayan diger imamlarin (Ebi Ca‘fer, Ya'qiib, Halef) veya A ‘mes gibi isimlerin rivayetlerini kapsam dis1
birakmaktadir. Calismamiz, bu boslugu doldurmay1 hedefleyerek yalnizca rivayet zincirinin sahihligini degil,
aynt zamanda dilsel mesruiyetin de sahih kirdatlerin ayrilmaz bir pargast oldugunu ortaya koymay1
amaglamaktadir. Boylece, Ibn Miicahid’in elestirilerinin metodolojik sinirlarin1 belirlemek ve sahih kiraatlerin
Arap dili agisindan dayanaklarin1 gdstermek suretiyle literatiire 6zgiin bir katki sunulmaktadir. Ayrica ¢alisma,
kirdatlerin yalnizca rivayet agisindan degil, dirayet (dilsel dayanak) agisindan da sahih kabul edilmesi
gerektigini vurgulayarak, kirdat ilmi arastirmalarinda yeni bir metodolojik c¢ergeve gelistirmeyi
hedeflemektedir. Bu yoniiyle arastirma hem klasik kaynaklarin yeniden degerlendirilmesine hem de modern
akademik tartigmalara katki saglamaktadir.

Arastirma, nitel arastirma deseninde yiiriitiilmiis olup temel veri kaynagini1 Ibn Miicahid’in Kitdbii’s-
Seb ‘a adl1 eseri ve kiraat literatiiriinde yer alan diger klasik kaynaklar (Sibeveyh, ibn Cinni, Ebci Hayyan, Ibn
Malik, Ibnii’l-Cezeri vb.) olusturmaktadir. Calismada oncelikle Tbn Miicahid’in elestiri yonelttigi kirdat
vecihleri tespit edilmis, ardindan bu vecihlerin Arap dili acisindan dayanaklart nahiv kurallar1 ve dil
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otoritelerinin goriisleri {izerinden analiz edilmistir. Inceleme siirecinde betimsel analiz ve karsilastirmali dil
coziimlemesi yontemleri kullanilmistir. Elestirilerin gerekgeleri ayrintili bigimde siiflandirilmis; 6rnegin
“galat”, “vehim” veya “lahn” gibi terminolojinin hangi baglamlarda kullanildig1 belirlenmistir. Ayrica ibn
Miicahid’in dilci kimligi, klasik biyografi kaynaklar1 (tabakat) izerinden sorgulanmis ve onun nahiv otoriteleri
arasinda yer almayiginin elestirilerinin niteligine etkisi tartisilmigtir. Bu yontem, yalnizca rivayetlerin isnad
yoniinii degil, ayn1 zamanda dilsel mesruiyetini de ortaya koymay1 hedefleyen disiplinlerarast bir yaklasimi
temsil etmektedir. Caligma ayrica literatiirdeki 6nceki arastirmalarla karsilagtirmali bir degerlendirme yaparak,
kapsamini genigletmis ve yalnizca yedi kirdatle siirli kalmayip on kirdati ve diger rivayetleri de inceleme
kapsamina almistir. Boylece arastirma hem tarihsel hem de dilbilimsel agidan daha biitiinciil bir ¢erceve
sunmaktadir.

Arastirmanin bulgulari, ibn Miicahid’in sahih kirdatlere yonelttigi elestirilerin ¢ogunlukla dilsel
yorum farkliliklarindan kaynaklandigini gostermektedir. Ornegin, ibn Amir’in “fa-yakina” lafzin1 mansib
okumasi, ibn Miicahid tarafindan “yanlis” ve “vehim” olarak nitelendirilmistir. Ancak Ebs Hayyan ve ibn
Cinni gibi nahiv otoriteleri, bu okuyusun Arap dilinde bilinen bir kaideye dayandigini ve fasih Araplarin
sozlerinde benzer kullanimlarin bulundugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu durum, Ibn Miicahid’in elestirisinin dilsel
acidan yetersiz oldugunu gostermektedir.

Benzer sekilde, Asim’in Enfal suresi 35. ayetindeki “salatahum” ve “muka‘un” okuyusu, ibn Miicahid
tarafindan nahiv acisindan hatali kabul edilmistir. Ancak ibn Cinni’nin analizi, topluluk isimlerinin belirli
isimler gibi islev gorebilecegini ve bu baglamda okuyusun sahih oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bulgular, ibn
Miicahid’in elestirilerinin ¢ogu zaman kirdatin kendisine degil, ona yapilan dilsel yoruma yonelik oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Arastirma ayrica, Ibn Miichid’in nahiv otoriteleri arasinda yer almamasimin elestirilerinin siirl
kalmasina yol a¢tigini ortaya koymustur. Klasik biyografi kaynaklarinda onun dilci kimligine dair bir kayit
bulunmamast, sonraki dil limlerinin elestirilerini daha giiclii kilmaktadir. Bu baglamda, ibn Miicahid’in sahih
kirdatlere yonelik elestirilerinin, sonraki donemlerde dilciler tarafindan sistematik bi¢cimde reddedildigi
goriilmektedir.

Bulgularin bir diger boyutu, literatiirdeki boslugu gostermektedir. Onceki calismalar yalnizca yedi
kirdat imamina odaklanirken, bu aragtirma on kirdat ve A‘mes gibi isimlerin rivayetlerini de kapsamina alarak
daha genis bir perspektif sunmaktadir. Bu yaklasim, kirdatlerin dilsel mesruiyetini biitiinciil bigimde
degerlendirmeyi miimkiin kilmistir. Ayrica ¢alismada, Ibn Miicahid’in elestiri terminolojisinin kavramsal
acidan netlestirilmesi saglanmig; “galat” ve “lahn” gibi nitelemelerin ¢ogu zaman rivayet degil, dilsel yorum
hatalarina igaret ettigi ortaya konmustur. Bu bulgu, kiraat literatiiriinde sik¢a goriilen kavramsal karisikliklari
gidermektedir.

Calisma, sahih kiraatlerin dilsel mesruiyetini ortaya koyarak Ibn Miicahid’in elestirilerinin smirl ve
¢ogu zaman isabetsiz oldugunu géstermektedir. Bulgular, sahih bir senede sahip olan kirdatin mutlaka Arap
dilinde bir dayanagi bulundugunu ve bu dayanagin nahiv otoriteleri tarafindan savunulabilecegini ortaya
koymustur. Bu sonug, kiratlerin yalnizca rivayet agisindan degil, ayni zamanda dirayet (dil) agisindan da sahih
kabul edilmesi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir.

Aragtirmanin literatiire katkisi, Ibn Miicahid’in elestirilerini yalmzca betimsel bir envanter olarak
sunmakla kalmayip, bu elestirilerin dilsel agidan yetersizligini teknik delillerle ortaya koymasidir. Boylece
calisma, kiraatlerin dilsel gesitliligini ve Arap dilindeki mesruiyetini savunan analitik bir cergeve gelistirmistir.
Ayrica, ibn Miicahid’in elestirilerinin bazen kirdatin kendisine degil, ona yapilan hatali yoruma ydnelik
oldugunu gdstermesi, literatiirdeki kavramsal karigiklig1 gidermektedir.

Sonug olarak, bu arastirma sahih kirdatlerin dilsel mesruiyetini sistematik bigimde ortaya koyarak,
Ibn Miicahid’in elestirilerinin simirlarim belirlemis ve kiraat ilmi ¢alismalarma 6zgiin bir katki sunmustur. Bu
bulgu, gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalar icin yeni bir metodolojik gergeve saglamaktadir. Ozellikle kiratlerin
dilsel dayanaklarinin daha ayrintili bicimde incelenmesi hem kirdat ilmi hem de Arap dili ¢aligmalari agisindan
onemli bir aragtirma alan1 agmaktadir. Calisma, kiraatlerin rivayet ve dirayet boyutlarini bir arada ele alarak,
Islami ilimler literatiiriinde daha kapsamli bir degerlendirme yapilmasina zemin hazirlamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kirat, ibn Miicahid, Nahiv, Elestiri, Dilsel Mesruiyet.
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Introduction

For a Qur’anic reading (gird a) to be accepted as authentic, certain fundamental principles
have been established by the authorities of this discipline. In the literature, three conditions are
identified as criteria for determining authenticity: the chain of transmission (isndd) must be sound,
the reading must—at least potentially—conform to the script of one of the codices sent by Caliph
‘Uthman to various regions, and it must correspond to a recognized aspect (wajh) of the Arabic
language (Mekki, t.y., s. 51; Cezeri, 2009, s. I/9). When these conditions are met, the reading is generally
considered authentic, even if it does not belong to the well-known seven or ten canonical readings
(Mekki, t.y., s. 90-91). Rejecting a reading that fulfills these criteria is not permissible, nor is it acceptable

to prefer one such reading over another (Ebti Abdillah Bedruddin Muhammed b. Bahadir b. Abdillah ez-Zerkesi,
1957, 1/339). In this context, the scholarly evaluation of the relationship between authenticity and renown is crucial for
understanding Ibn Mujahid’s (d. 324/936) position in the history of qira’at. The principle that a qira’a fulfilling the criteria
of authenticity cannot be rejected simply because it is not widely known, and that a renowned qira’a cannot be deemed
superior solely by virtue of its renown, is directly connected to the methodological choices Ibn Mujahid adopted in his
classification of the qira’at. Accordingly, the imams he highlighted in his Kita@b al-Sab ‘a and the scholarly rationale behind
these selections must be examined within the framework of the linguistic references of the qira’at.”

In his Kitdbu'’s-Seb ‘a, Ion Mujahid selected and preferred the following imams: Nafi‘ of
Medina (d. 169/785), Ibn Kathir of Mecca (d. 120/738), Ibn ‘Amir of Damascus (d. 118/736), Abii
‘Amr of Basra (d. 154/771), ‘Asim of Kufa (d. 127/745), Hamza (d. 156/773), and Kisa'1 (d. 189/805)
(ibn Miicahid, p. 18). The contribution of Ibn Mujahid’s work to the field of qird’at lies in its
surpassing the limitations of earlier compilations. Prior to him, many scholars had collected readings
and authored works (Suyti lists pre-Mujahid works on qira’at chronologically in his book; for details
see Suyuti, 1493, 1/253). However, those earlier works included readings that contradicted the codex
script or had weak chains of transmission. Ibn Mujahid’s achievement was to select the most reliable
among them. His classification of seven readings was based on chains transmitted by numerous
narrators and widely disseminated through the imams (Suyti, 1493, 1/275). In the introduction to
Kitdbu’s-Seb ‘a, Ibn Mujahid explained his preference for the seven readings by emphasizing the
quality of “imamate” in the imams who transmitted them, and he further categorized the qira’at
imams as follows:

First Tier: This tier consists of the imams to whom Qur’an memorizers in every region
referred. They were knowledgeable in i 7ab and qira’at variants, familiar with the subtleties of the
language and the meanings of words, capable of identifying flaws in readings, and able to critically
evaluate transmissions (ibn Mucahid, tsz, s. 45). This tier corresponds to the seven imams. Ibn Mujahid
listed them, along with their transmitters, under the heading “Qurra’ Imams, Their Lineages,
Teachers, and Students” (ibn Mucahid, tsz, s. 53).

Second Tier: According to Ibn Mujahid, the readers in this tier performed i 7ab correctly
and did not make mistakes, but they possessed no knowledge beyond i 7ab. He likened their situation
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to that of a Bedouin who speaks naturally in his own dialect but lacks the ability to adapt his speech
to another form (ibn Mucahid, tsz, s. 45).

Third Tier: This tier consisted of memorizers who merely transmitted what they had heard
from their teachers. They had no ability beyond repetition and lacked knowledge of i rab and other
linguistic elements (Ibn Mucéhid, tsz, s. 45).

Fourth Tier: Ibn Mujahid described this group as follows: “Some of them recite correctly
in terms of i rab, understand meanings, and know dialects; but they have no knowledge of qira’at,
differences, or transmissions. Thus, their knowledge of i 7@b may lead them to read with a letter
permissible in Arabic, yet one that no one has ever used in recitation before. In this way, they fall
into innovation” (Ibn Mucahid, tsz, s. 45).

In Kitdbu’s-Seb ‘a, Ibn Mujahid included numerous criticisms of readings and transmission routes, describing
some as “worthless,” “impermissible in Arabic,” “not acceptable as authentic qira’a,” and even as “lahn” (error). This
approach paved the way for later linguists to write works defending or justifying the various readings. Indeed, the weakness
of a reading in terms of transmission does not necessarily imply weakness in terms of linguistic validity (dirayah) (ibn
Cinni, ty, [/32-33). It is noteworthy that Ibn Mujahid sometimes selected a reading as more reliable among authentic
transmissions, yet later criticized the same reading in terms of performance (ed@). Considering the renowned memory,
precision, and deep knowledge of Arabic possessed by the seven imams, such criticism appears surprising. For example,
in evaluating Nafi“’s reading, it suffices to note that his teacher Abt Ja'far was a grammarian, and his transmitters Qaliin
and Warsh were likewise versed in grammar (Kifti, 1406, I/31). A similar case applies to Hamza, whose transmitter Kisa'1
was a leading representative of the Kufan grammatical school (Zehebi, 1988, X111/391, XIX/139). Particularly in the cases
of Ibn ‘Amir and Abli ‘Amr, whose memory, precision in choosing readings, and profound knowledge of Arabic were
widely praised (Cezeri, 2009, 1/425; Suyuti, 1493, 1/493), Ibn Mujahid’s criticisms seem striking.

ELNT3

Therefore, if a reading criticized by Ibn Mujahid can be shown to have a linguistic basis in
Arabic, it must be considered authentic. For this reason, the systematic identification of the readings
criticized by Ibn Mujahid—whether among the seven or the ten—and their evaluation in terms of
Arabic language, along with the demonstration of the flaws in his criticisms, emerges as a scholarly
necessity.

1. Literature Review

When examining the research conducted on this subject, it becomes evident that the number
of studies directly addressing it is quite limited. Within both Turkey and the wider Islamic world, the
works that focus specifically on this topic can be classified and evaluated as follows:

In Turkey, the study most directly related to our research is Cihat Celik’s article entitled “Ibn Miicdhid’in

Kitabii’s-Seb ‘a Adli Eserinde Galat Olarak Gérdiigii Kiraat Rivayetlerinin Tahlili” (Cihat Celik, 2025, ss. 507-523), which
overlaps closely with the subject matter of our investigation.

Looking at the Islamic world, several studies can be identified that bear direct resemblance
to our research. The first is by the Libyan scholar Muhammed al-Husayn Millitan, entitled “el-
Kird atu’l-Kur aniyyetu  Iskaliyyetii'n-Nakd: Kiwrdatun fi  Kitabi’s-Seb ‘ati  li-Ibn ~Miicahid”
(Muhammed el-Hiiseyin Halil Millitan, 2007, ss. 59-70). Another relevant work is by the Tunisian scholar
Abdulvahid es-Samedi, titled “Menhecu Nakdi’l-Kirdat ‘inde Seyhi’l-Mukri’in Ebii Bekr b. Miicahid
(6. 324 h.) min hilali Kitabihi es-Seb ‘a” (Abdiilvahid es-Samedi, 2020, ss. 31-58). Finally, we may cite the
study of the Mauritanian scholar Dr. es-Salim Muhammed Mahmiild Ahmed, “e/-Kirddtu’l-Leti
Hakeme Aleyha Ibn Mucahid bil-Galati evi’l-Hatai” (Salim, 1427, ss. 63-109).

Taken together, these studies differ from our research in several important respects. Both
Celik’s work and the others remain entirely confined to Ibn Mujahid’s criticisms of the seven
readings found in Kitdbii’s-Seb ‘a. By contrast, our study expands the scope beyond the seven
readings criticized in Kitdbii’s-Seb ‘a, incorporating readings not included in that work (such as the
qira’a of al-A‘mes) through other sources, and also addressing criticisms directed at the
supplementary imams of the ten readings—Abii Ja‘far, Ya'qub, and Khalaf. In this way, our research
provides a more comprehensive evaluation than previous studies.
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Furthermore, the aforementioned works primarily focus on identifying and classifying the
transmissions that Ibn Mujahid labeled as “galat” (error) or “hata” (mistake), with the main objective
of determining their number, sources, and isnad status. Our study, however, goes beyond mere
identification. It seeks to demonstrate the linguistic references of the readings that were subject to
criticism, thereby substantiating the principle that a reading authentic in terms of transmission must
also be authentic in terms of linguistic validity (dirayah).

Earlier studies have shown that Ibn Mujahid used the term “galat” sometimes to denote faulty
transmissions attributed to the seven imams, and at other times to describe errors in pronunciation.
Yet their central concern has been whether these labels referred to the chain of transmission or to the
performance (eda). In contrast, our research treats Ibn Mujahid’s designations as misplaced technical
linguistic judgments, emphasizing that he occasionally objected not to the reading itself but to the
linguistic interpretation (wajh) attached to it. This methodological distinction sets our work apart
from previous scholarship.

In conclusion, the existing studies present Ibn Mujahid’s critical terminology within the
framework of Kitdbii’s-Seb‘a as descriptive inventories, essentially functioning as cataloguing
efforts. Our research, on the other hand, aims to reveal the insufficiency of Ibn Mujahid’s criticisms
from a linguistic perspective. By extending the analysis beyond the seven readings to include the ten
and their associated criticisms, we demonstrate the linguistic foundations of these readings and
thereby construct a holistic defense of their authenticity.

2. Ibn Mujahid’s Criticisms of the Seven Readings in Kitabu’s-Seb ‘a

It is surprising that Ibn Mujahid, after including certain reciters in his work, considered some
of their authentic readings or the transmissions of their narrators to be erroneous. As noted earlier,
according to his own classification, a reciter belonging to the first tier—if authentic—should have
his reading accepted even if transmitted alone. Thus, Ibn Mujahid’s criticism of such transmissions
is difficult to understand. Moreover, if the same reading was transmitted by other imams, its
acceptance should have been even stronger. This study examines the linguistic criticisms Ibn
Mujahid directed at certain readings deemed authentic. The reasons for his objections are explained,
and then the linguistic foundations of these readings are demonstrated through grammatical evidence
and examples, showing their legitimacy within Arabic.

a) Among the seven imams, Ibn Mujahid criticized Ibn ‘Amir’s reading of the verse
occurring three times in al-Baqara, Al ‘Imran, al-Nahl, and Ya Sin: “ 5,55 2% )4 G6 ” He condemned
the accusative (nasb) reading of the final word, describing it as “wrong, illusory, and linguistically
faulty” (ibn Mucahid, tsz, ss. 169, 206, 409). His reasoning rested on two points: first, that the accusative
reading was semantically incorrect; second, that it violated grammatical and qira’a principles.

According to Ibn Mujahid, reading “5:53” in the accusative is semantically flawed, since it

would mean: “He initiates the act of creation, and immediately it occurs.” In this interpretation, the
particle “fa” functions only as a conjunction, not as a causal marker. Thus, both verbs convey
certainty of occurrence, and the sentence should be understood as declarative rather than imperative,
requiring the nominative (marfii °) case (Sibeveyh, 1408, 1/38; Muberred, 1415, TI/17).

His grammatical objection was that accusative usage is permissible only under two
conditions: (1) when the verb is the response to an explicit or implied conditional clause, requiring

@, 8

the assumption of a hidden “o’; or (2) when the second verb differs in meaning or subject from the

first. Since Ibn ‘Amir’s reading met neither condition, Ibn Mujahid rejected it (Sibeveyh, 1408, I11/38-
41).

However, critics of Ibn Mujahid argue differently. First, the Qur'an was revealed in the
dialects of various Arab tribes, whose linguistic levels varied. Second, qira’a scholars established
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that a reading is authentic if it conforms to any recognized aspect of Arabic grammar, even if weak.
Dani stated: “The imams of gira’a did not always choose the most common or most analogical forms
in Arabic, but rather the most reliable transmissions. Once a narration is established, no grammatical
analogy or dialect can reject it, for qira’a is a Sunnah to be followed” (Dani, 1248, 1/51).

Ibnii’l-Cezeri likewise noted: “Many readings were rejected by grammarians, yet such
rejections were disregarded, as the leading imams unanimously accepted them” (Cezeri, 2009, 1/10). Abt
Hayyan al-Andalusi defended Ibn ‘Amir’s accusative reading by emphasizing reliance on the
apparent form of the utterance. He explained that since “:$” is an imperative, “5,55” may be treated

as its response, even if the logical cause-effect relation is absent. He cited examples from eloquent
Arab speech and poetry, such as the verse of ‘Umar b. Abi Rabi‘a: « ,lz\j 22 als flaibls Gad) AL Sl NEH
55 peetdy “I said to Janad: Take the sword and gird it firmly; and watch the sun set.” (Halebi, t.y., s.
355). Here, “—~” is grammatically treated as the response to “ " though semantically the sun’s
setting is not caused by looking. This shows that reliance on the apparent form can justify accusative
usage.

Ibn Malik (d. 672/1274) also supported the possibility of a hidden “of”” after “«),” allowing
the following verb to be accusative, a view attributed to the Kufan grammarians. For example: « G
CITRVEET REANIERS s > “It is but a blow from the lion, so it breaks his back.” Here, “aka? is read in
the accusative due to the assumed “o”” (Nu‘mani, 1419, 11/429). Thus, Ibn ‘Amir’s reading is linguistically
legitimate.

b) Ibn Mujahid reported that all imams read al-Anfal 35 as: «&.af 252 V) ol i o 38 Ly
with v‘sm” in the nominative and “%.53 :&4” in the accusative. However, ‘Asim, in the transmission
of Aba Bakr Shu'ba b. ‘Ayyash, read “25% 58 43” with “23%7 in the accusative and “%ai; 354 w
in the nominative. Ibn Mujahid cited al-A ‘mash’s remark: “If ‘Asim errs, then you err as well” (ibn
Mucahid, tsz, s. 305).

The issue is that the subject “.$5." appears indefinite, while the predicate “aasy 7 is
treated as definite. Grammarians generally prefer the subject to be definite, though Ibn Cinnt argued
that generic nouns often function like definites. He illustrated with: “oub aui i e =™ and “ ik co s

<UL 81,7 both meaning “T went out and there was a lion at the door.” Thus, he defended the

ER)

nominative reading of “s.s, 57 noting that in negative sentences, indefinite subjects are

acceptable. This supports the legitimacy of ‘Asim’s reading (ibn Cinni, 1386, 1/279).

Abii Mansiir al-Azhari (d. 370/980) also analyzed this difference, explaining that in ‘Asim’s
reading, the predicate was advanced and the subject delayed, while in the majority reading the subject
was nominative and the predicate accusative. Though he considered the latter more common, he
affirmed that ‘Asim’s transmission was authentic and linguistically valid (Ezheri, 1412, 1/439).

¢) In Yisuf 110, Ibn Mujahid noted that ‘Asim read “4.%5 3+ (357 as “ 355" with two niins, the
first with damma, the second with fatha, followed by “” with fatha. He labeled this reading “galat”
(ibn Mucahid, tsz, s. 352). Abli “All al-FarisT also criticized it, arguing that the final “s” could not be
accusative without a governing particle. Yet other grammarians, such as Sibeveyh, noted that verbs
following conditional clauses joined by “fa” or “wa” may be read in jussive, nominative, or
accusative (Sibeveyh, 1408, ss. 90-92). Thus, the reading has grammatical legitimacy, even if nominative
is preferred.
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d) Ibn Mujahid recorded that Ibn Kathir, via the transmission of Kunbul, read al- ‘4laq 7  of
1,7 without alif after the hamza, as “sl,.” He considered this erroneous, since the verb is defective and

its final radical was omitted without justification (ibn Mucahid, tsz, s. 692). Yet Abii Hayyan al-Andalust
defended the reading, citing parallels such as “sl»,” where alif is dropped, and “ ;" from “s3.”” He
argued that.

It is noteworthy that in his work, Ibn Mujahid transmitted this authentic reading from the
imam of qird’a, ‘Asim, through his transmitter Kunbul, yet subsequently declared it erroneous. The
reasoning behind this reading can be explained as follows: At first glance, what appears in this qira’a
is that the alif has been omitted and replaced with a fatha. The majority of qira’a scholars read the
expression “Ty & with an alif after the hamza, thereby preserving the final radical of the verb. In
contrast, in the reading transmitted by Kunbul and cited by Ibn Mujahid, the alif is omitted, resulting
in « GB”,

Abii Hayyan al-Andalusi criticized Ibn Mujahid’s judgment, arguing that instead of
dismissing the reading as incorrect, one should seek its justification. He provided several examples
as evidence. In his tafstr, Abii Hayyan explained the linguistic basis of this reading as follows:

e Inthe word “3,”, the alif is omitted, and this letter corresponds to the final radical of the
verb.

e In the verb “siy”, similar omission occurs in its imperfect form. Abdi Hayyan further noted
that Arabs would say: “iG sl 5 Jy aer U oLl (“A hardship befell the people; if you were
to see the people of Mecca...”). In this expression, the verb “ 5 is originally “s;”, from which
the alif has been omitted.

According to Abii Hayyan, such omissions are not based on strict analogy but are accepted
when transmitted authentically. He emphasized that qira’at are grounded both in the regular rules of
Arabic and in its anomalous usages. Therefore, if a reading is transmitted with a sound chain, it must

be accepted, even if it involves such irregularities (Eba Hayyan, 1420, X/508).
3. Ibn Mujahid’s Criticisms of the Seven Readings Transmitted OQutside Kitabu’s-Seb ‘a

Ibn Mujahid’s linguistic criticisms of authentic readings outside al-Seb ‘a fi’l-gira’at are
limited. In this context, only three examples are found: in the first, he criticized ‘Asim’s reading in
the transmission of al-Mufaddal, while in the other two cases he criticized readings of Ibn ‘Amir.
These can be listed as follows:

a) Al-Mufaddal transmitted from ‘Asim that in al-Bagara 2:234, he read the verb “0352”
with the initial ya’ in fatha, as “035%” (Dani, 1248, 11/915). Ibn Mujahid noted in his work: “Y, 1% u / It
is not to be read this way” (ibn Mucahid, tsz, s. 125). In ‘Asim’s reading, the word means “those who
cause death,” attributing the act of death directly to humans rather than to God. In other readings,

however, the verb appears in the passive form, meaning “those who are made to die,” attributing the
act to God or the Angel of Death.

The renowned grammarian Safadi (d. 764/1363), in his al-Wafi bi’l-wafayat, provides
important linguistic background for understanding Ibn Mujahid’s criticism. He explained that in the
phrase “Zs ;" (“Zayd was made to die”), the verb is in the passive form, since a person cannot cause

his own death. Thus, the agent must be God or one of the angels. Safadt described God as “3s3” (the
one who causes death) in the active participle form, and Zayd as “%530” (the one upon whom death
occurs) in the passive participle form. He even cited a report in which, at a funeral, someone asked a
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scholar: “Who is al-mutewaffi?” The scholar answered: “It is God.” But this was corrected to: “The
proper term is al-mutewaffa” (Safedi, 1420, 1/54).
Ibn Mujahid likewise treated “as” as an intransitive verb and based his criticism on this

linguistic reasoning. He argued that if taken literally, the expression would imply that humans cause
their own death, which is unacceptable both grammatically and theologically. His approach thus
overlaps with Safadi’s linguistic analysis, emphasizing the necessity of preserving the passive form.
However, Ibn Mujahid’s interpretation appears limited, as he reduced the possible semantic range of
the verb. In contrast, Ibn Cinni considered the reading valid, explaining it as a transitive verb with
an omitted object. He interpreted it as: “They completed their days, lives, or appointed terms.” The
omission of the object, when indicated by context, is common in the Qur’an and in eloquent Arabic
(fbn Cinni, 1386, I/125). Thus, while Ibn Mujahid restricted the reading, Ibn Cinni demonstrated its
legitimacy within Arabic usage.

b) According to Dani, Ibn ‘Amir read al-Hagqa 69:10, “’>% cl&5”, with the verb “tit”
(with shadda on the mim) instead of “&1&”" (Dani, 1248, IV/1655). Ibn Mujahid commented: s, Ls
9.l L / I do not know what this is” (ibn Cinni, 1386, 11/328).

This reading, transmitted from one of the seven imams, was dismissed by Ibn Mujahid. Ibn
Cinni, however, defended it, explaining that the verb is assigned to a second object. Normally, the
sentence could be: “ 253 5% W / We loaded our power onto the earth.” Here, “i5%” is the first
object, and “ >3 the second. When the first object is omitted, the second takes its place, yielding
“ 23 clsss | The earth was loaded.” He compared this to “a411y; i/ I clothed Zayd with a robe.”
If the first object is omitted, the second becomes the subject: “a41 «.i / I clothed the robe.” Such

shifts and omissions are common in Arabic, especially when context supports them. Ibn Cinni
concluded by remarking: “May God have mercy on Ibn Mujahid! He was a great scholar in his field,
but in matters outside his expertise he should have deferred” (ibn Cinni, 1419, 11/328-329).

¢) Dani reported that Ibn ‘Amir, through the transmission of Ayyiib b. Tamim (d. 198/814)
and Yahya b. Haris al-Zimari (d. 145/762), read al-Anbiya’ 21:109 and 110 as: “ 5,31 5)3” and “ &3
Zy }7 & JS/T”, pronouncing the final ya’ of “,sI” with fatha (Dani, 1248, 111/378).

Ibn Cinni explained Ibn Mujahid’s rejection of this reading by noting that the ya’ in “cs 2"
is the final radical of the verb, like the ya’ in “ " or “ =" As such, it functions as an inflectional
letter and should not be vocalized with fatha unless preceded by a governing particle. Since no such
particle exists here, Ibn Mujahid considered the reading erroneous.

Yet Ibn Cinni argued that this was not a simple mistake but a choice influenced by linguistic
analogy (shabah). He noted that the ya’ in “s,s” resembles the ya’ in possessive forms like “ >
and “,»” both ending with ya’ and carrying the first-person suffix. Thus, the fatha on “s,sI” can be

explained by analogy to these forms. He expanded this reasoning, recalling that Arabs sometimes
treated imperfect verbs as declinable due to their resemblance to nouns, and even allowed active
participles to function like verbs. In this context, when a hamza follows the ya’, as in “,1s” or “,sl”

the ya’ may be vocalized with fatha.

To strengthen his argument, Ibn Cinni cited further examples. He explained the reading of
“ilas” with hamza by analogy to “i..” and “i:~." He noted that Arabs exempted certain proper

names from normal declension rules, treating them like verb forms—for instance, “+~"" and “.-f”
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were analogized to “.si” and “2s3" Similarly, “ l..” was pluralized as “a..” treating its original

ya’ as if it were an added one. The omission of the ya’ in “ou~”” was explained by analogy to “ohs/ .7

Thus, Ibn Cinni demonstrated that analogical reasoning based on resemblance was common
in Arabic, and that qira’a variations should be understood within this framework. The fatha on the
ya’ in “s,»" is therefore linguistically defensible, grounded in established patterns of analogy in

Arabic (ibn Cinni, 1386, 11/68-69).
4. Ibn Mujahid’s Criticisms of the Readings that Supplement the Seven

Scholars have differed regarding the status of readings outside the seven. Over the course of
history, debate arose as to whether these readings should be considered authentic (sahih) or
anomalous (shdadh). The root of this disagreement lies in the conditions required for a reading to be
accepted. According to one view, a reading is only authentic if transmitted through tawatur (mass
transmission); readings that do not meet this condition are considered shddh, even if their chains of
transmission are sound (Zerkesi, 1957,1/318; Zurkani, 2008, I/308). Another view holds that even if a reading
does not reach the level of tawatur, the authenticity of its chain of transmission is sufficient for it to

be classified as authentic (Dani, 2005, 1/246; Mekki, t.y., ss. 51-52, 91; Cezeri, 2009, I/9; Ebt Same, 2003, ss. 171-
178).

The first view appears to have been dominant during the era of Ibn Cinni (the century after
Ibn Mujahid). Consequently, any reading not included by Ibn Mujahid in al-Seb ‘a fi’l-qira at was
considered shddh under this understanding (ibn Cinni, 1386, 1/32). Other scholars, however, did not
require tawatur as a condition, regarding a sound chain of transmission as sufficient. Thus, they
counted the readings that supplement the ten, and similar ones, among the authentic readings rather
than the anomalous. Ibn Cinni was the first to articulate this approach. He stated:

“We do not say this in order to legitimize opposition to the readings upon which Muslims in
the cities have agreed, nor to permit abandoning what reliable transmitters have conveyed. Our aim
is to show that the readings now called shadh actually possess strength, stand alongside authentic
transmissions, and share in the style of Arabic. Turning away from them does not mean belittling or
accusing them. God forbid! How could this be possible, when the transmission traces back to the
Messenger of God? God Almighty has said: ‘Whatever the Messenger gives you, take it’ (al-Hashr,
7). This ruling applies to both meanings and words. To accept it is to accept directly from the
Messenger himself. How then could it be permissible to reject such a transmission or to turn away
from it?”” (ibn Cinni, 1386, 1/32-33).

Ibn CinnT’s approach was later adopted by many qira’a scholars, and systematically
developed by authorities such as Ibnii’l-Cezeri. Ibnii’l-Cezeri stated:

“Some of the later scholars did not suffice with requiring a sound chain, but also stipulated
tawatur. They claimed that the Qur’an can only be established through tawatur, not through solitary
reports. What must not be overlooked is this: if tawarur is established in the transmission of a reading,
then conformity to the script or to Arabic grammar is not necessary. For once it is certain that the
readings were transmitted mutawatir from the Prophet, whether they conform or not, they must be
accepted as Qur’an. If we insist on tawatur for conflicting readings, then many readings transmitted
from the seven imams and others would be rejected and even nullified. I myself once inclined to this
view, but later its inconsistency became clear. The correctness of the opinions of both earlier and
later scholars was established.” (Cezeri, 2009, 1/13).

In fact, among the readings that supplement the seven, some examples were even considered
stronger in terms of chain and linguistic validity than the seven themselves. The great qira’a scholar
Huzeli (d. 460/1067) remarked:
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“Some later scholars said: If Ibn Mujahid had not placed Ibn ‘Amir among the seven, I would
have put Ya'qiib in his place.” (Huzeli, 1428, ss. 70-71).

Thus, the three readings that complete the ten rest upon sound chains of transmission. Some
scholars even went further, claiming that these readings reached the level of tawatur (Suyiti, 1493, 1/77;
Dimyati, 2006, s. 7). Outside the ten, one of the readings with a sound chain is that of al-A‘mash. This
reading, together with those that supplement the ten, is counted among the fourteen. Its authenticity,
and even its reaching tawatur, is supported by the statement of Ibn Mujahid’s student Aba Tahir b.
Ab1 Hashim:

“If our teacher Abti Bakr had not accepted him as one of the seven imams, his reading would
not have been considered valid. But the qira’a of Abi Muhammad Sulayman b. Mehran al-A ‘mash
was transmitted by reliable imams and conformed to the codex, and for this reason it was more
deserving than that of Ibn ‘Amir.” (Ebi Same, 1395, s. 162).

Since Ibn Mujahid did not concern himself with readings outside the seven, his work contains
no grammatical criticisms of them. However, he did criticize one of the ten imams, Aba Ja‘far, for
his reading of Hiid 11:81: “a2 -3 Jy o 5 55 2 1 & 37 He objected to the reading of the verb “s,i”
with the final ya’ vocalized in fatha, saying: “It is not permissible for the ya’ to be vocalized here”
(fbn Cinni, 1386, 1/320). Ibn Mujahid considered this grammatically incorrect, since in his view there
was no element to govern the verb in the accusative, and thus it should be nominative, as in the
majority reading.

Ibn Cinni, however, argued that Abt Ja“far’s accusative reading was linguistically sound. He
explained that in the verse, the verb “s,” is preceded by the explicit noun “>&” In Arabic, in such

[T

constructions, it is permissible to read the imperfect verb in the accusative by assuming a hidden “of

3

in reference to the preceding noun. Thus, “ss7” is construed as dependent on “s5” and the expression

is understood as: “aus o5 4 Gl o158 S 4 of ¢7. The same grammatical principle is seen in al-Shiira
42:51: “Nouy by of Sl sl oo ol Lmg V1 bl 4l OF 2 05 Ly Here, the verb “ L.,” is read in the accusative,

dependent on the preceding noun “ba s” (ibn Cinni, 1386, 1/326).
Conclusion

The fact that Ibn Mujahid directed grammatical criticisms at some of the authentic readings
that he himself selected and systematized initially appears methodologically difficult to explain.
However, this study has demonstrated that Ibn Mujahid’s criticisms were not fully accurate from a
linguistic perspective. The research has shown that several of the readings he criticized actually
possess strong linguistic foundations within the eloquent usage of Arabic, the classical poetic
tradition, and the authentic oral heritage. This suggests that although Ibn Mujahid was one of the
foremost authorities in the science of qira’at, his expertise in linguistics was limited. In particular,
his lack of deep specialization in grammar (nahw) and dirayah weakened the scholarly consistency
of his criticisms and gave the impression that they did not encompass the full scope of linguistic
legitimacy.

Moreover, some of the readings of the seven imams that Ibn Mujahid criticized may not have
reached him in their entirety, which led him to reject them. DanT later collected these transmissions
in his Jami * al-Bayan. Although Ibn Mujahid’s sevenfold system was subsequently accepted by later
qira’a scholars, over time figures such as Ya‘'qub al-Hadrami and Sulayman b. Mehran al-A‘mash
were considered more deserving of inclusion among the seven than Kisa’1, Hamza, or Ibn ‘Amir.
Some scholars accepted the three readings that complete the ten as mutawatir alongside the seven,
while others judged them not to have reached the level of the seven but nevertheless did not classify
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them as shadh. In later periods, certain readings that came to be regarded as shadh were in fact
considered mutawatir by the imams of qira’a. The reading of al-A ‘mash is one such example.

Qira’a scholars established that one of the conditions for a reading to be accepted is its
conformity to at least one aspect of Arabic grammar. Even if that aspect is weak, it is sufficient. A
reading is not validated by being the most eloquent or the most analogically strong; it suffices that it
conforms to one of the recognized dialects of Arabic. Among the Arabs there were tribes whose
speech was not considered the most eloquent, yet their dialects were still accepted. The fact that Ibn
Mujahid is not mentioned in works of grammar as an authority contributed to the perception of his
limited competence in the field of linguistics. This is further confirmed by the absence of his name
in the biographical dictionaries of grammarians compiled by great scholars such as Ibn Cinnt and
Abii Hayyan.

Thus, the readings that Ibn Mujahid judged weak from a grammatical perspective are in fact
authentic, since they conform to the eloquent or correct speech of the Arabs. This study has subjected
Ibn Mujahid’s criticisms of certain authentic readings to technical scrutiny, reinforcing the thesis that
any reading authentic in terms of transmission must also possess linguistic legitimacy. The findings
demonstrate that the readings Ibn Mujahid labeled as “galat,” “vehim,” or “lahn” actually have strong
counterparts in the subtleties of the Arabic language, its poetic heritage, and its grammatical rules.

The contributions of this study to the literature can be summarized in several key points.
First, it reconstructs the balance between transmission (riwayah) and linguistic validity (dirayah)
within the science of qira’at. Whereas Ibn Mujahid, influenced by traditional grammarians,
sometimes judged authentic readings as “weak” in his attempt to align them with existing
grammatical rules, this study argues that the inability to linguistically justify an authentic reading
should not be attributed to the reading itself but rather to the methodological limitations of the
grammatical school to which the critic belonged and to the gaps in his own scholarly expertise.

Second, the finding that Ibn Mujahid’s criticisms were sometimes directed not at the readings
themselves but at the faulty linguistic interpretations (wujith) attached to them provides conceptual
clarity and resolves confusion in the literature. Third, while previous studies generally presented Ibn
Mujahid’s criticisms of authentic readings within the framework of Kitdbu’s-Seb ‘a and confined
themselves to descriptive or statistical analysis of the seven readings, this study has gone further. It
has examined not only the seven but also some of the ten readings criticized by Ibn Mujahid (such
as those of Abii Ja‘far, Ya‘quib, and Khalaf), as well as the reading of al-A ‘mash, thereby revealing
their linguistic foundations and offering a more comprehensive perspective than earlier research.

Based on the principle that every authentic reading conforms to a recognized aspect of
Arabic, this study has demonstrated the validity of that principle through concrete linguistic evidence.
In conclusion, this modest work has shown that the legitimacy of certain authentic readings criticized
by Ibn Mujahid is not limited to their transmission but is also firmly grounded in linguistic reasoning.
It thus establishes that the authenticity of qira’at can and should be defended holistically, both in
terms of transmission and in terms of linguistic validity.
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Ibn Miicahid’in Elestirdigi Sahih Kiraatlerin Dilsel Referanslar

Giris

Bir kiraatin sahih olarak kabul edilebilmesi i¢in, bizatihi bu ilmin otoriteleri tarafindan sahih
kiraat tespit kriterleri belirlenmistir. Literatiirde meshur ii¢ kirdat kriteri olarak bilinen sartlar
sunlardir: Kirdatin senedinin sahih olmasi, ihtimalen de olsa Hz. Osman’in cesitli beldelere
gonderdigi Mushaflardan birinin hattina uygun olmasi ve Arap dilinin bir vechine uymasi (Mekki s.
51; Tbnii’l-Cezerd, ts, 1/9). Bir kirdat biinyesinde bu kriterleri barindiriyorsa, sdz konusu kirdat meshur
yedi veya on kiraat disinda olsa bile, o kiraat sahih olarak kabul edilmistir. (Mekki, s. 90-91). Sirf meshur
olmasi sebebiyle bir kirdat, sahihlik agisindan ayni derecede sahih olan ancak meshur olmayan bir
kiraate iistiin tutulamaz (Zerkesi, 1957, 1/339). Bu baglamda, kiraatlerin sahihlik 6l¢iitleri ile meshurluk
arasindaki iliskinin ilmi zeminde nasil degerlendirildigi, Ibn Miicahid’in (6. 324/936) kiraat
tarihindeki konumunu anlamak agisindan 6nem arz etmektedir. Zira sahihlik kriterlerini tagiyan bir
kiraatin sirf meshur olmamasi sebebiyle reddedilemeyecegi gibi, meshur olan kiraatlerin de yalnizca
meshurluk vasfi dolayisiyla {istiin tutulamayacag: yoniindeki yaklagim, Ibn Miicahid’in kirdatleri
tasnif ederken benimsedigi metodolojik tercihlerle dogrudan irtibatlidir. Bu noktada onun Kitdbu ’s-
Seb ‘a’sinda One ¢ikardig1 imamlar ve bu tercihin ilmi gerekgeleri, kiraatlerin dilsel referanslar
baglaminda ayrica incelenmelidir.

Ibn Miicahid’in Kitdbu's-Seb’a’sinda secip tercih ettigi imamlar sunlardir: Medineli Nafi‘
(6. 169/785), Mekkeli ibn Kesir (6. 120/738), Samli ibn Amir (6. 118/736), Basrali Eba Amr (6.
154/771), Kifelilerden Asim (6. 127/745), Hamza (6. 156/773), Kisai (6. 189/805) (ibn Miicahid, s. 18).
Ibn Miicahid’in s6z konusu eserinin kirdat alamna katkisi, kendisinden &nceki calismalarm
sinirliliklarini agmasiyla 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Soyle ki: Ondan 6nce bir¢ok alim kirdatleri toplamis ve
eserler vermisti (Suyiti eserinde kiraat alaninda Ibn Miicahid éncesi eserleri kronolojik olarak siralamaistir. Ayrintili
bilgi i¢in bkz., Suyfti, 1493, 1/253). Ancak bu eserlerde mushafin yazimina aykir diisen veya isnadi zayif
rivayetler de yer almaktaydi. Ibn Miicahid’in yaptig1 ise bu rivayetler arasindan en giivenilir
olanlarin1 segmek olmustur. Zira onun yedili kiraat tasnifi, rivayet zincirlerinin ¢ok sayida ravi
tarafindan aktarilmasi ve imamlar araciligiyla yaygin bigimde nakledilmesi esasina dayaniyordu
(Suydti, 1493, 1/275). Ibn Miicahid, Kitdbu'’s-Seb’a’sinin mukaddimesinde yedi kirdati tercih etme
sebebini s6z konusu kiraatleri rivayet eden imamlardaki “imamet” vasfiyla agiklamig, bunun yaninda
kiraat imamlari su sekilde bir siniflandirmaya tabi tutmustur:

Birinci Tabaka: ibn MiicAhid’e gore bu tabaka, Kur’an-1 Kerim hafizlarinin her beldede
kendilerine bagvurduklart imamlar tabakasidir. Onlar, i‘rab ve kirdat vecihlerini bilen, dilin
inceliklerine ve kelimelerin anlamlarina vakif olan, kirdatlerdeki kusurlar1 géren ve rivayetleri tenkit
edebilen kimselerdir (ibn Miicahid, s. 45). ibn Miicahidin tarifini yapti§1 bu tabaka, yedi imamin
tabakasidir. Zira ibn Miicahid onlar1 ve onlardan rivayet eden ravileri “Kurrd Imamlar, Soylari,
Hocalari, Talebeleri” adl1 baslik altinda zikretmistir (Bkz., Ibn Miicahid, s. 53).
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Ikinci Tabaka: Tbn Miicahid’e gore bu tabakadaki okuyucularin ayirt edici 6zelligi, onlarin
kiraat esnasinda i‘rab1 dogru uygulamalar1 ve hata etmemeleridir; ancak bununla birlikte o, i‘rab
disinda herhangi bir bilgiye sahip olmadiklarin1 da belirtmektedir. Ona gére bu tabakadakilerin
durumu, kendi diliyle okuyan ve dilini baska bir sekle doniistiirmeye giicii yetmeyen bedevinin haline

benzemektedir ki, bedevinin konusmasi dogal olup bu okuyus onun tabiatina iglemistir (ibn Miicahid,
s. 45).

Ugiincii Tabaka: Bu tabaka hafizlar tabakasi olup, kendilerinden ders aldiklar1 hocalarindan
isittiklerini nakledenlerdir. Ibn Miicahid’e gore bunlarin 6grendiklerini tekrar etmekten baska bir
yetileri yoktur; irab1 ve diger dil bilgisi unsurlarini da bilmezler (ibn Miicahid, s. 45).

Dérdiincii Tabaka: Ibn Miicahid, bu tabakada olanlar i¢in eserinde su ifadeleri kullanmistir;
“Onlardan bazilar kirdatini irab agisindan dogru yapar, manalart kavrar ve lehgeleri bilir; fakat
kardatler, ihtilaflar ve rivayetler hakkinda bilgisi yoktur. Bu nedenle irab bilgisi, onu Arap¢ada caiz
olan bir harfle okumaya sevk edebilir ki, bu harfle ge¢miste kimse okumamustir. Boylece bidatgi
konumuna diigser” (ibn Miicahid, s. 46).

Ibn Miicahid’in Kitdbu's-seb’a adli eserinde birgok kirdat veya rivayet yollar1 hakkinda
tenkitler yer almakta, bazilar1 i¢in “higbir deger tasimadig1”, “Arapca agisindan caiz olmadig1”,
“kirdat olarak sahih kabul edilemeyecegi” ve hatta “lahn” oldugu seklinde degerlendirmeler
yapilmistir. Bu yaklagim, daha sonraki donemde bazi dil alimlerinin kirdatlerin farkli yonlerini ele
alarak onlar1 savunmaya veya gerek¢elendirmeye yonelik eserler kaleme almalarinin 6niinii agmustir.
Nitekim genel kabul goren yaklasim, bir kirdatin rivayet yoniinden zayif olmasinin, onun dirayet
bakimindan da zayif oldugu anlamma gelmedigi yoniindedir (ibn Cinni, 1/32-33). Ibn Miicahid’in,
rivayetleri ve tarikleri arasinda ittifak veya ihtilaf bulunan sahih kirdatler arasindan se¢im yaparken,
digerlerine nazaran daha giivenilir gordiigii bir kirdati tercih ederek zikrettikten sonra, yine ayni
kiraati elestirmesi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Zira kirdat-i seb‘a imamlarinin hafiza giici, titizligi ve Arap diline
dair derin bilgileriyle tanindiklar1 g6z oniinde bulunduruldugunda, bu tiir bir tenkit sasirtict

goriinmektedir (Ornegin kirdat imamlarindan Nafi’nin kiraatini degerlendirmek igin, hocasi Eb{i Ca’fer’in nahiv alimi
olmasi ve ondan rivayet eden Kaliin ile Vers’in de ayni sekilde nahivci olmalari bu konuda yeterlidir. Konuyla ilgili ayrmtili
bilgi i¢in bkz., Kifti, 1406, 1/31; Benzer durum kirdat imami1 Hamza i¢in de gegerlidir. Zira onun ravilerden biri olan Kisai,
Kafe nahiv ekoliiniin 6nde gelen temsilcilerindendir. Ayrintili bilgi i¢in bkz., Zehebi, 1993, XIII/391, XIX/139).

Ozellikle kiraat-i seb‘a imamlarindan ibn ‘Amir ve Eba ‘Amr’in hafiza giicii, kirdat tercihlerindeki
titizlikleri ve Arap dili konusundaki derin bilgileriyle meshur olduklart gbéz Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda (Alimlerin bu iki kirdat imamu hakkinda yaptiklar1 viicii sézler igin bkz., ibnii’l-Cezeri, 1/425;
Suyiiti, 1/493), bu tiir bir tenkit sasirtic1 bir durum arz etmektedir. Dolayisiyla ibn Miicahid’in hatal
gordiigii bir kiraat vechinin, Arap dilinde kendisine dayanak teskil eden bir dilsel gerek¢e bulmasi,
o kiraatin sahih kabul edilmesi gerektigini gostermektedir. Bu nedenle, ibn Miicahid’in elestiriye
konu ettigi kirdatlerin -yedi, on ve bunlarin disindaki sahih kirdatler- sistematik bicimde tespit
edilmesi, her birinin Arap dili agisindan degerlendirilmesi ve yoneltilen tenkitlerin hatali yonlerinin
ortaya konulmasi ilm1 bir gereklilik olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

1. Arastirmaya Dair Literatiir Degerlendirmesi

Konuyla ilgili yapilan arasgtirmalara bakildiginda bunlarin ¢ok simirhi sayida oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ulkemizde ve Islam diinyasinda konuya dogrudan odaklanan c¢alismalar
incelendiginde, bunlar su sekilde tasnif edilip degerlendirilebilir: Oncelikle iilkemizde konuyla ilgili
calismalara bakildiginda ¢alismamizla dogrudan ilgili olarak Cihat Celik’in “/bn Miicahid in
Kitabii’s-Seb ‘a Adl Eserinde Galat Olarak Goérdiigii Kiraat Rivayetlerinin Tahlili” (Cihat Celik, 2025,
ss. 507-523) baslikl1 makalesi, arastirma konumuzla dogrudan &rtiisen bir nitelik tasimaktadir. islam
diinyasina baktigimizda literatiirde arastirma konumuzla dogrudan benzesen birkag ¢alisma oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bunlarm ilki Libyali akademisyen Muhammed el-Hiiseyin Millitan’in kaleminden
cikan “el-Kird ‘dtu’l-Kur aniyyetu Iskdliyyetii'n-Nakd: Kirdatun fi Kitabi’s-Seb ‘ati li-Ibn Miicahid.”
adli makaledir (Bkz., Millitan, 2007, ss. 59-70). Bir diger ¢aligma ise Tunuslu akademisyen Abdulvahid
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es-Samedi’nin kaleme aldig1 “Menhecu Nakdi’l-Kiradt ‘inde Seyhi’l-Mukri’in Ebii Bekr b. Miicdhid
(6. 324 h.) min hilali Kitabihi es-Seb‘a” isimli makalesidir (Samedi, 2020, ss. 31-58). Son olarak
Moritanya’li akademisyen Dr. es-Salim Muhammed Mahmiid Ahmed’in kaleminden ¢ikan “el-
Kirddtu’l-Leti Hakeme Aleyha Ibn Mucahid bil-Galati evi’l-Hatai” (Salim, 1427, ss. 63-109) adli
calismay1 da o6rnek olarak verilebilir.

Yukarida incelenen c¢aligmalar bir biitiin olarak degerlendirildiginde, aragtirmamizdan
ayrilan yonleri su sekilde tespit edilmistir: Gerek Celig’in makalesi ve gerekse de diger ¢alismalar
tamamen Ibn Miichid’in Kitdbii’s-Seb’a adli eserinde yer alan yedi kirat ile ilgili yaptig
elestirileriyle sinirli kalmistir. Calismamiz, kapsami genisleterek konuyu yalnizca Ibn Miicahid’in
Kitabii’s-Seb ‘a’sinda elestirdigi yedi kirdat rivayetleriyle sinirli tutmamis; ayni zamanda bu eserde
yer almayan kirdatlere (6rnegin on dort kirdat icinde yer alan A‘mes kiraati) yonelik elestirilerini
diger kaynaklar lizerinden inceleme alanina dahil etmis ve bunun yan sira yedi kiraati tamamlayan
on kiraatten olan Ebl Ca‘fer, Ya‘kuib ve Halef kiraatlerine yoneltilen elestirileri de kapsama alarak
bu yoniiyle diger calismalardan daha biitiinciil bir degerlendirme ortaya koymustur. Yine bahsi gegen
calismalar, ibn Miicahid’in Kitdbii’s-Seb ‘a adli eserinde “galat” ve “hata” olarak nitelendirdigi
rivayetlerin tespit ve tasnifine odaklanmis; temel amag¢ olarak da bu nitelemelerin sayisini,
kaynaklarini ve isnad durumlarini ortaya koymayr hedeflemistir. Calismaniz ise bir tespit
calismasinin 6tesine gecerek dogrudan elestiri konusu yapilan sahih kirdatlerin dilsel referanslarini
vererek bir nevi rivayet agisindan sahih olan bir kirdatin mutlaka dirayet (dil) agisindan da sahih
oldugu yargisim gerekcelendirmeyi amaglamaktadir. Onceki calismalar, Ibn Miicahid’in “galat”
kavramini kimi zaman yedi imama isnat edilen hatali rivayetleri, kimi zaman ise telaffuz yanlislarin
ifade etmek icin kullandigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bununla birlikte bu ¢aligmalarin asil odak noktasi,
s6z konusu elestiri lafizlarmin senede mi yoksa edaya mi iliskin oldugunun belirlenmesidir.
Calismaniz ise Ibn Miicahid’in séz konusu nitelemelerini zayif dilsel gerekceler olarak
degerlendirmekte; ayrica onun kimi zaman dogrudan kiraati degil, o kirdate dair yapilan dilsel
yorumu (veche) elestirdigini ortaya koyarak, mevcut c¢aligmalardan metodolojik acidan
ayrigmaktadir.

2. ibn Miicahid’in Kitabii’s- Seb‘a’sinda Yer Verdigi Yedi Kirdate Yonelttigi
Elestirileri

Ibn Miicahid’in, eserine sahih kapsaminda dahil ettikten sonra bazi kurrdlarin sahih
kirdatlerini veya ravilerinin rivayetlerini hatali saymasi dikkat cekici bir durumdur. Zira Ibn
Miicahid’in, eserinde birinci tabakada tanimladigi 6zelliklere sahip bir kurranin rivayette tek basina
kalsa dahi —sahih olmak kaydiyla— naklettigi kiraatin kabul edilmesi gerektigini belirtmesine
ragmen, ayni tiirden rivayetleri elestirmesi tutarli goriinmemektedir. Zira Ibn Miicahid’in
metodolojisine gore, bir kirdat bagka imamlar tarafindan da rivayet edilmisse, bu durum onun
kabuliinii daha da giiglendirmeliydi. Bu arastirma, ibn Miicahid’in kendisinin segip sahih kabul ettigi
kiraatlere yonelttigi dilsel elestirileri incelemektedir. Calismada, elestirilerin gerekgeleri
aciklanmakta; ardindan bu kiraatlerin Arap dilindeki temelleri, dilsel deliller ve drnekler araciligiyla
ortaya konularak, onlarin Arapga agisindan dayanaklar1 gosterilmektedir.

a) Ibn Miicahid yedi kirdat imamindan ibn Amir’in Bakara, Ali Imran, Nahl ve Yasin
surelerinde ii¢ yerde gegen “ 5,55 254 1,4 GG 7 ayetinin sonunu nasb ile okumasini elestirmekte ve bu
okuyus hakkinda; “yanlis, vehim ve Arapg¢a agisindan hatalidir.” tabirini kullanmistir (Sirasiyla bkz.,
ibn Miicahid, s. 169, 206, 409). Ibn Miicahid’in sdz konusu okuyusu hatali saymasinin gerekgesine
bakildiginda bunun iki temele dayandig1 goriilmektedir. Birincisi, onun nasb ile olan kiraati anlam
bakimindan hatali bulmasi, ikincisi ise bu okuyusu kirdat teknigi (nahiv ve kirdat usulii) agisindan
hatali gérmesidir.
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fbn Miicahid’e gére ‘455" lafzimin mansiib okunmasi anlam yoniinden hatalidir. Zira bu
okuyusta climlenin takdiri ‘O, bir seyi meydana getirir; o sey de derhal meydana gelir’ seklindedir.
Bu baglamda ‘c.~ fiiliyle yaratma fiili baslatilmakta, ‘w.~s’ fiiliyle ise bu yaratma fiilinin

gerceklesmesi kesinlik kazanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla ‘fa’ harfi burada sebep edati degil, yalnizca atif
edat1 olarak kullanilmistir. Bu kullanim, iki fiil arasinda anlam bakimindan bir farklilik
bulunmadigini1 gostermekte ve her iki fiilin de gerceklesmesi kesin kabul edilmektedir. Bunun delili,
ikinci fiilin birinci fiile dogrudan atfedilebilmesidir. Boylece ciimle emir veya ingai bir ifade degil,
bilakis haberi bir ciimle olarak degerlendirilmekte, bu sebeple s6z konusu kelimenin dogru irab

seklinin yalnizca merfi olmasi gerektigi ileri siiriilmektedir (Bkz., Sibeveyh, 1408, 1/38; Miiberred, 1415,
11/17).

Ibn Mucahid’in mansub okuyusu dilsel yonden elestirisinin temelinde su husus yatmaktadir:
Araplarin yaygin kullanimina gore nasb ancak iki sartla caizdir. Birincisi, manstb fiilin ya
zikredilmis ya da takdir edilmis bir sartin cevabi olmasidir. Bu durumda fiilin bagina gizli bir ‘o

takdir edilir; zira fiil dogrudan bir isim iizerine atfedilemez. Dolayisiyla ikinci fiilden 6nce ‘of” takdir

edilerek, onun masdar-1 miievvel héline getirilmesi gerekir ki, bu da agik bir mastara atif yapilabilsin.
Ancak ibn Amir’in kirdatinde durum boyle degildir. ikinci sart ise, ikinci fiilin birinci fiilden anlam
veya fail bakimindan farkli olmasidir. Eger her iki fiil anlam ve fail bakimindan ayni ise, nasb caiz
degildir (Bkz., Sibeveyh, I11/38-41).

Ibn Miicahid’in nasb kiraatini hatali saymasina karsu ileri siiriilen dilsel gerekgeler, sahih ve
saglam nitelikte delillerdir. Bunlardan ilki, sudur: Kur’an-1 Kerim’in, Arap kabilelerinin her birinin
diliyle nazil oldugu hususu bilinmektedir. Bunun temel amaci, insanlara kiraat esnasinda kolaylik
saglamak ve Kur’an’in zikir i¢in erisilebilirligini temin etmektir. Bununla birlikte, Araplarin fesahat
bakimindan ayn1 seviyede bulunmadiklari tarihi ve dilbilimsel agidan sabittir. Kabileler arasinda dil
hususunda belirgin farkliliklar mevcuttur: Bazilarinin dili en fasih kabul edilmis, bazilarmin dili
fasih, bazilarimin dili sahih, bazilarinin ise zayif goriilmiistiir. Bu olgu, klasik kaynaklarda da agik¢a
ortaya konmus olup, ayrica izaha ihtiyag duymayacak derecede bilinen bir gergektir. ibn Miicahid’in
s0z konusu kiraati elestirmesine kars1 yapilan elestirinin ikinci yonii sudur: Kiraat alimlerinin ortaya
koydugu tizere, sahih bir kirdatin temel sartlarindan biri Arap diline, 6zellikle nahiv agisindan,
herhangi bir yonden de olsa uygunluk gostermesidir. Bu uygunluk zayif bir ihtimal iizerine kurulmus
olsa dahi, sahihlik i¢in yeterli kabul edilmistir. Dani konuyla ilgili sdyle demistir:

“Kirdat imamlar:, Kur’an harflerinde Arap dilinde en yaygin olami veya Arap¢a ’da en
kiyash olant esas almamusg, bilakis rivayet agisindan en saglam ve nakil bakimindan en sahih olan
esas almiglardwr. Bir rivayet sabit oldugunda, onu hi¢hir dil kiyasi veya yaygin bir lehge reddedemez.

Ctinkii kirdat, uyulmasi gereken bir siinnettir, kabul edilmesi ve ona yonelinmesi gerekir” (Dani, 1248,
Us1).

Ibnii’l-Cezeri de eserinde konuyla ilgili sdyle demistir:

“Nice lardat vardir ki bazi nahivciler veya pek ¢oklari tarafindan reddedilmistir; ancak
onlarin reddi dikkate alinmamug, bilakis selefin onde gelen imamlari ittifakla bu kirdatleri kabul
etmislerdir” (Bkz., ibnii’l-Cezeri, 1/10).

Eba Hayyan el-Endelasi (6. 745/1344), tefsirinde ibn Amir’in okudugu mansup kiraati
savunurken, 6zellikle lafzin zahirine dayanma ilkesini 6ne ¢ikarmistir. S6yle ki; ona gére mansup
kirdatte anlamdan ziyade lafzin sekli dikkate alinmuistir. EbG Hayyan, ibn Amir’in mansub
okuyusunun temelinde Arap dilinde bilinen bir nahiv kaidesine dayandigindan bahisle, “C&” lafzinin
emir sigastyla geldigi i¢in ardindan gelen “555” ifadesinin emir cevabi gibi degerlendirildigini ve
bu sebeple mansup okundugunu belirtmistir. Ancak o bu yorumda bulunurken her ne kadar s6z
konusu lafizlarda hakiki emir-cevap tertibi tam olarak gergeklesmese de Arap dilinde lafzin zahirine
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dayanarak mansup kullanimlarin bulundugunu ve bunun fasih Araplarin sozlerinde goriildiiglinii
belirtmistir. Ibn Hayyan, degerlendirmesinin sonunda ise Ibn Atiyye’nin, Ahmed b. MiisA’dan naklen
Ibn Amir’in kiraatinin ‘lahn’ oldugunu, ancak bu goriisiin hatali oldugunu belirttikten sonra soyle
demistir:

“Cuinkii bu kirdat, yedi kirdatten biridir ve miitevdtir olarak nakledilmigtir. Ayrica bu, Ibn
Amir’in kwrdatidir; kendisi Arap olup dilde hata yapmas: diisiiniilemez. Ustelik Kisdi nin de bazi
yerlerde ayni sekilde okudugu bilinmektedir. Kisai ise Arap dili konusunda Kiifelilerin imamidir.
Dolayisiyla bu kardati ‘lahn’ olarak nitelemek, en ¢irkin ve giinaha sokan hatalardan biridir. Béyle
bir iddia sahibini kiifre siiriikler; ¢iinkii bu, Allahin Kitabt 'ndan tevatiirle nakledildigi bilinen bir
hususa yonelik bir ta’n (iftira ve saldiry) anlamina gelir” (Ebd Hayyan, 1420, 1/586).

Goriildigii iizere, ibn Miicahid’in ibn Amir’in mansub okuyusunu elestirisinin arka
planinda, mansup fiil ancak sart-cevap iligkisiyle mesru olur kaidesi yatmaktadir. Yani emirden sonra
gelen fiilin fa harfiyle mansup olabilmesi igin, bu yapinin bir sart-cevap iliskisi kurmasi gerekir. Sart
climlesi ile cevap ciimlesi ayni fiil ve ayni failde birlestiginde, bu yap1 nahiv agisindan imkansiz
kabul edilmektedir. Ciinkii sartin gerceklesmesiyle cevabin meydana gelmesi arasinda mantiksal bir
ayrim bulunmasi gerekir. Fiil ve failin ayn1 olmasi durumunda bu ayrim ortadan kalkar ve sart ile
cevap 0zdeslesir. Dolayisiyla boyle bir durumda mansup okuma gecersiz sayilmis, sart-cevap iliskisi
nahiv kaideleri ger¢evesinde sahih goriilmemistir. Dolayisiyla ibn Amir’in mansup kirdatinde bu sart
gerceklesmedigi icin, ibn Miicahid bunu nahiv acisindan elestirmistir. Ancak yukarida goriildiigii
iizere, Eb Hayyan’in ibn Amir’in mansup kirdatini savunurken 6ne ¢ikardig1 temel nokta, anlamdan
ziyade lafzin zahirinin dikkate alindig1 argiimaniydi. Aslinda onun bu yaklagimi, temelde mansub
kiraatin dilsel mesruiyetini saglamaya yonelik bilingli bir tercih olup, bunun yaninda Arap siirinde
de karsiligi bulunan bir tercihtir. Ornegin, meshur sair Omer b. Ebi Rabia el-Mahziimi’nin (.
93/711-12) divan’inda gegen su beyit bu duruma gok agik bir drnektir: « sz & ikl o 12 sl E1E

S i) 5 “Ben de Cendd’a dedim ki: ‘Kilici al ve onu stkica kusan; giinesin batisina dikkat et”
(Halebi, t.y., s. 355). Burada dikkat edilmesi gereken nokta sudur: Beyitte gecen ‘o’ fiili, ‘ k0 fiilinin
cevabi olarak lafza gore kabul edilmistir. Ancak anlam agisindan bdyle bir bag kurulamaz; ¢iinkii
giinesin batisi, Cenad’in ona bakmasiyla gerceklesmez. Yani fiiller arasindaki iliski, mantiksal bir
sebep-sonug bagina degil, sadece lafzin zahirine dayali bir nahiv tertibine oturtulmustur.

Biiyiik dil alimi Ibn Malik’te (6. 672/1274), “.” ile yapilan hasrin ardindan gizli bir “”
harfinin takdir edilerek sonraki fiilin mansup kilinabilecegini s6ylemis ve bunu Kiife nahivcilerin
goriisiine dayandirmistir. Bu kaideden olmak tizere nakledilen “5:b s aod o i & L£\ / O, ancak

aslandan bir darbedir; dyle ki onun sirtin1 kirar.” ifadesinde “.£” fiilinin mansup okunmasi, soz
konusu gizli “3 takdirine dayanmaktadir (Bkz., Nu‘mani, 1419, 11/429). Dolayistyla ibn Amir’in mansup
kiraati, ayn1 nahivsel zemine dayandirilarak temellendirilmektedir. Mansup kiréat, bir yandan lafzin
zahirine dayanma yontemine, diger yandan ise Kife nahivcilerinin ‘Wi)> sonrasinda gizli bir ‘&)
takdirini caiz goren kaidesine istinat ettirilmek suretiyle, Arap dilinde fasih bir kullanim olarak
mesruiyet kazanmaktadir.
b) Ibn Miicahid, eserinde kiriat imamlarinin hepsinin Enfal stiresinin 35. ayetinde gegen * U3
<l s #5288 7 kisminda kanenin ismini “ 5% 7 seklinde ref ile, © &t 5K y/" kisminda kanenin
haberini ise ise “ 55 ¢4 seklinde mansup olarak okuduklarini aktarmistir. Kirdat imami Asim’mn
Ebl Bekr Su‘be b. ‘Ayyas rivayetiyle ayeti 5% 5843 seklinde kanenin ismini mansup, illa edatindan
sonra gelen ‘ .. 3185 ¥ kismini ise merfu okumustur. Tbn Miicahid, Asim’dan rivayet edilen kiraati

sened zinciriyle aktarirken A‘mes’in bu okuyus hakkinda: ‘Eger Asim hata yapiyorsa, sen de hata
yaparsin’ (ibn Miicahid, 305) sOziinii nakletmistir.
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S6z konusu kiraatin dilsel referanslarina bakildiginda ilk olarak su hususlar s6ylenebilir:
Ayette miibteda konumundaki ‘.#3>" kelimesi nekre olarak gelmis, buna karsilik haber olan
w12y ise marife kabul edilmistir. Oysa nahiv kaidesine gore miibteda genellikle marife olmalidir.
Ikinci olarak, miibtedanin nekre gelmesi nahiz acisindan ancak yeni bir anlam veya fayda
sagladiginda caizdir (ibn Akil, 1400, I/315/316; Tbn Hisam, 1429, s. 165). Ancak biiyiik dilci Ibn Cinni (6.
392/1002), dilde her ne kadar fasih ve en dogru olanin miibtedanin marife olmasi gerektigini sdylese
de nekire cins ismin cogu zaman marife ile aym anlami verdigini de belirtmistir. Bu baglamda Ibn
Cinni, “oUb T8 o= / Ciktim, kapida bir aslan vardr” ve “ oWy w81 36 e = / Ciktim, kapida aslan
vardi” orneklerini zikrederek her iki ifadenin ayni anlama geldigini, yani belirli bir aslanin degil, bu
tiirden bir varligin kastedildigini belirtir. Bu dil mantigima dayanan ibn Cinni, ayette gegen “a..as5 o1

/ 1slik ve el ¢irpma” kelimelerinin merfii okunmasinin caiz oldugunu savunmustur. Ciinkii burada
belirli bir fiil degil, bu tiirden bir davranigin ibadet yerine konulmus olmasi s6z konusudur. Ayrica
[bn Cinni, bu kirdatin “du1 6 o5 / Kardesin ayaktaydi” veya “sut i o/ Baban oturuyordu” gibi
orneklerle ayni hiikkme girmedigini 6zellikle vurgulamigtir. Ona goére bu Orneklerde miibteda

R

makaminda kullanilan “.s6” ve “_J-" kelimelerinde cinsiyet anlami bulunmazken, “:.” ve “aias

kelimeleri ise cins isimlerdir. Yine ona gore kane ve benzeri fiillerin isminde nekre kullanimi olumlu
climlelerde giizel gériinmezken, olumsuz climlelerde ise bu caiz goriilmiistiir. Bu noktada Ibn Cinni,
“eli B 0L} 08"/ Highir insan senden daha haywli olmad:” drnegini vermekte ve bunun dogru bir

kullanim oldugunu belirtirken, “cl s+ olus) 08 / Bir insan senden daha haywli oldu” ifadesinin ise

caiz olmadigmi belirtmistir (Ayrntih agiklamalar igin bkz., ibn Cinni, 1386, 1/279). Dolayisiyla Asim’m
kiraatinde oldugu gibi olumsuzluk edatiyla birlikte geldiginde, kanenin isminde nekre kullanim
giiclenmekte ve glizel kabul edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla bunlarin nekire ve marife kullanimlar1 anlam
bakimindan birbirine yaklagsmakta ve bu da s6z konusu kirdatin dil agisindan mesruiyetini
desteklemektedir.

Meshur dil alimi EblG Mansir el-Ezheri (6. 370/980) de s6z konusu kirdat farkliligini dilsel
agidan degerlendirerek iki ihtimalden bahsetmistir. Ona gore kirdat imami Asim’m o O Loy

seklinde gelen manstb kiraatinde kanenin haberi 6ne alinmus, ‘ %25 58 Y) kismi ise merfdi okunarak
kanenin ismi ise tehir edilmistir. Buna karsilik diger kirdat imamlarinin okuyuslarinda ise “ o5

9
o 7 ifadesi merfi olarak kanenin ismi, “ :< ¥| 7 lafz1 ise mansiib olarak haber konumuna

yerlesmigtir. Ezheri, her ne kadar bu ikinci ihtimalin Arap dilinde daha uygun oldugunu ve kiraat
imamlarinin cogunlugunun bu goriisii benimsedigini belirtse de Astm’in fasih bir ravi oldugunu, harfi
cogu zaman iki vecih iizere okudugunu ve yalnizca isittigini naklettigini, ayrica bu okuyusun Arapca
agisindan sahih bir vechinin bulundugunu ifade ederek bu okuyusun dilsel bir temeli yaninda sened
yoniinden de saglam oldugunu belirtmistir (Ezheri, 1412, 1/439).

¢) [bn Miicahid, Yusuf siresi 110. ayetinde “sL: 3 557 ifadesinde gegen “ 557 filini, imam
Asim’m iki nun harfiyle olmak iizere ilkini dammeli, ikincisini fethali, ardindan gelen ya harfini ise
fetha ile “ %" seklinde okudugunu kaydetmektedir. Bu okuyus, Asim’dan Hafs ve ondan da

Hiibeyra rivayetiyle aktarilmistir. bn Miicahid, Asim’1n s6z konusu kirdati hakkinda hakkinda: “Bu
okuyus galattir” ifadesini kullanmistir (ibn Mucahid, ty, s. 352). Ibn Miicahid’in s6z konusu okuyusu
hatali saymasinin dilsel arka planina bakildiginda, sunlar sdylenebilir: Biiyiik nahiv alimi Ebl Ali
el-Farisi (0. 377/987), Hiibeyra’nin rivayet ettigi okuyusu dilsel agidan degerlendirmis ve bu kiraati
hatali bulmustur. Ona gore s6z konusu kirdatte muzari fiilin sonundaki ya harfinin nasb edilmesi igin
gerekli bir unsur (nasib) bulunmamaktadir. Oysaki Arap dilinde muzari fiilin nasb edilebilmesi,
mutlaka bir nasib edatinin varligina baglidir. Bu ayette boyle bir unsur mevcut olmadigindan Farisi,
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“ 557 seklindeki okuyusun dil kurallar1 agisindan tipki Ibn Miicahid gibi gegerli bulmamistir (Farisi,
1413, 1V/447).

Meseleye daha tafsilath bakildiginda, Ibn Miicahid ve talebesi Ebii Ali el-Farisi’nin soz
konusu kiraati hatali saymalar1 dilsel a¢idan uygun degildir. Zira nahiv kaidesi geregi, sart
climlesinden sonra fa veya vav ile baglanan muzari fiil, {i¢ farkli sekilde cezm, ref ve nasb ile i‘rab
edilerek okunabilmektedir (Bkz., Ibn Serric, t.y., I1/179; Ezheri, 1421, 11/409). Bu durumun bir 6rnegi Bakara
stiresi 284. ayetinde agikga goriilmektedir. Soyle ki: Tlgili ayete bakildigi zaman :s; 3 Slass G 153 O3

Wag 24 2 g 3K 58 T KT ifadesinde gegen s ve ¢
vecihle olmak iizere cezm, ref ve nasb ile nakledilmistir. Ozellikle séz konusu ayetin nasb kiraati,
Sibeveyh tarafindan rivayet edilmis olup (Sibeveyh, 1408, 111/90), onun nakli bu kirdatin dilsel yonden
sahihligini teyit etmeye kéfidir. Her ne kadar en uygun goriis muzari fiilin merfl (ref) olmas1 yoniinde
olsa da sart climlesine atfedilen muzari fiilde hem ref hem de mansib (nasb) irabinin caiz oldugu
kabul edilmektedir. Bu hiikiim, sart edatinin cezmedici olup olmamasindan bagimsiz olarak
gecerliligini siirdiirmektedir. Ayetin baglamina gore en uygun vecih ref kabul edilse de sart cevabina
atfedilen muzari fiilde hem ref hem de nasb caiz olup, bu hiikiim, sart edatinin cezmedici olup
olmamasina bakilmaksizin gecerlidir (Ayrintili agiklamalar igin bkz., Sibeveyh, 1408, 111/92). Dolayisiyla ibn
Miicahid ve Ebt Ali el-Farisi’nin bu kiraati hatali saymalari, dilsel agidan tartismaya agik bir hiikiim
olarak orta yerde durmaktadir.

3

<" fiillerinin sonu, rivayetlerde ii¢

3

d) Ibn Miicahid, Kunbiil rivayetiyle olmak iizere Ibn Kesir’in Alak sfiresi 7. ayette gecen “ of
3, ifadesini hemzeden sonra elifsiz olarak, “«;” kelimesinin vezninden olmak tizere “sf,” seklinde
okudugunu kaydetmektedir. Ona gére bu okuyus hatalidir; zira fiil mazi olup nakis bir fiildir ve son
harfi (lam) hazfedilmistir. Boyle bir hazif i¢in dilbilgisel bir gerekce de bulunmamaktadir. Ibn
Miicahid konunun devaminda ise soyle demistir: “Bu yanhstir; ¢iinkii “ol, ”kelimesi, .z " gibi

hem imdleli hem de imadlesiz olarak okunabilmektedir” (ion Mucahid, ty, s. 692).

fbn Miicahid’in kirdat imami Asimdan ravisi Kunbiil kanaliyla gelen bu sahih kirati
nakledip ardindan hatali saymasi dikkat gekicidir. S6z konusu kirdatin dilsel referanslarina
bakildiginda sunlar sdylenebilir: Ilk olarak bu kirdatte elif yerine fetha ile iktifa edildigidir. Cogunluk
kiraat Alimleri “s7; 5 ifadesini hemzeden sonra elifile, yani fiilin son harfini koruyarak okumuslardur.

Buna karsilik, Ibn Miicahid’in Kunbul rivayetiyle naklettigi kirdatte goriildiigii iizere elif hazfedilmis
ve “l” seklinde okunmustur. ibn Miicahid’in bu kiraati hatali gérmesini elestiren Ebti Hayyan el-
Endelisi, s6z konusu kiraati yanlig saymak yerine ona bir gerekge aramak gerektigini belirtmekte ve
delil olarak bazi oOrnekler zikretmektedir. Ebl Hayyan bu kiraati dilsel agidan su sekilde
gerekcelendirmektedir:

. “aley” kelimesinde de elif hazfedilmis olup bu harf fiilin son harfine tekabiil
etmektedir.
. “sf,” fiilinin muzarisinde de benzer bir hazif gorilir. EbG Hayyan konunun

devaminda Araplarin i sl 5 Jy aer W olof / Insanlara bir sikint1 isabet etti; eger Mekke halkini

@ 3

gorseydin.” sdziinde “ ;7 fiilinin aslinin “s;” oldugunu, bu kelimeden de elif harfinin hazfedildigini

belirtmektedir. Ona gore bu tiir hazifler kiyasa dayali degildir; rivayet sahih olarak nakledilmisse,
kabul edilmesi gerekir. Zira kirdatler Arap dilinin hem kaideli hem de sdz kullanimlarina
dayanmaktadir (Ebt Hayyan, 1420, X/508).
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3. Ibn Miicahid’in Kitdbii’s-Seb ‘a’s1 Disinda Aktarllan Yedi Kirdat Rivayetlerine
Yonelik Elestirileri

Ibn Miicahid’in, es-Seb ‘a fi’l-kird’at disinda sahih kirdatlere yonelik dilsel acidan yaptig
elestiriler sinirlidir. Bu baglamda yaptigimiz arastirmada sadece ii¢ drnege rastladik: ilkinde, ibn
Miicahid kiraat imami Asim’1n el-Mufaddal rivayetiyle aktarilan kiraatini elestirirken, diger iki yerde
ise Ibn Amir’in kirdatini tenkit etmistir. Bunlar maddeler halinde soyle siralanabilir:

a) Mufaddal, Asim’dan rivayetle onun Bakara suresi 234. ayetinde gegen “{»:<;vg 55558 oly”
ifadesindeki ¢35 fiilinin bagindaki ya harfini fetha ile 03%5% seklinde okudugunu aktarmistir (Dani,
1248, 11/915). ibn Miicahid ise eserinde bu okuyus hakkinda, “w i Ys / Onunla okunmaz.” notunu

diismiistiir (ibn Mucahid, ty, s. 125). Asim’n kiraatine bakildiginda ilgili kelimenin manas1 malum siga
ile “vefat edenler” olarak gelmekte, vefat fiilinin faili Allah disinda dogrudan insana nispet
edilmektedir. Diger kirdatlerde ise kelime mechul sigayla “vefat edilenler” seklinde gelmekte, failin
fiili ya Allah’a ya da 6liim melegine nispet edilmektedir.

Meshur nahiv alimi Safedi (6. 764/1363), el-Vafi bi'l-vefeyat adli eserinde yaptigi
degerlendirmelerle Ibn Miicahid’in kirdat elestirilerini anlamak icin 6nemli bir dilsel arka plan
sunmaktadir. SOyle ki: Safedi, vefat kelimesini incelerken, “; &5 / Zeyd vefat ettirildi” ifadesinde

vefat fiilinin mechul sigayla degerlendirildigini sdylemektedir. Buna gerekce olarak ta insanin kendi
nefsinin vefatim gerceklestiremeyecegini, dolayisiyla vefat fiilinin faili olarak Allah Teédld veya
meleklerden birinin kabul edilmesi gerektigini belirtmistir. Safedi, vefat fiilini ele alirken Allah
Teala’yr “3:30” seklinde ism-i fail vezninde, (vefat1 gergeklestiren fail olarak) tanimlar. Buna karsilik

Zeyd’i ise “&:0” seklinde ism-i mef*Ql vezninde (vefati gergeklesen olarak) nitelendirir. Safedi,
meselenin sonunda sdyle bir rivayete yer vermektedir:

“Bir cenazeye katilan kimsenin bir dlime “Kimdir el-mutevaffi?” diye sordugu, dlimin ise
“Allah Teald’dwr” cevabimi verdigi aktarilir. Ancak bu ifade yanhs anlasilmis ve hatanin

diizeltilmesiyle birlikte “Dogru olan, ‘el-mutavaffa’ demektir.” seklinde tashih edilmistir” (Bkz.,
Safedi, 1420, 1/54).

Ibn Miicahid de bu noktada, “a” fiilini lazim/gegissiz fiil olarak degerlendirmis ve bu

kiraate yonelik elestirisini s6z konusu dilsel gerekceye dayandirmistir. Ona gore lafzin zahirine bagh
kalindiginda insanin kendi 6liimiinii ger¢eklestirdigi gibi yanlis bir anlam ortaya ¢ikmaktadir ki bu,
nahiv acisindan da itikadi acidan da kabul edilemezdir. Dolayisiyla Ibn Miicahid’in yaklagima,
Safedi’nin dilsel ¢oziimlemesiyle dogrudan ortligmekte; kirdat rivayetlerinin dilsel temele
oturtulmas1 gerektigini ve mechul siganin korunmasmin zaruretini ortaya koymaktadir. Ibn
Miicahid’in ilgili kirdate yonelik degerlendirmesi, metnin dilsel imkanlarini biitiiniiyle ortaya
koymaktan ziyade simirli bir yoruma dayandigi goriilmektedir. S6yle ki: Onun “0s85%” fiilini
lazimi/gecisli bir fiil olarak kabul etmesi, kirdatin muhtemel anlam alanlarin1 daraltmig
goriinmektedir. Oysa bu fiil, baglam dikkate alindiginda mahzuf bir mef*lile yonelen miiteaddi fiil
olarak anlagilabilir. Nitekim ibn Cinni, Ibn Miicahid’in reddettigi bu kirdati dogru ve caiz gérmiis;
bunun mef*lliin hazfi esasina dayandigini belirtmistir. Ona gore ifade, “Onlar giinlerini, 6miirlerini
veya ecellerini tamamladilar” anlamina gelir. Arap dilinde mef*iliin hazfi, zellikle baglamin buna
delalet ettigi durumlarda, Kur’an’da ve fasih Arapc¢ada sikca rastlanan bir kullanimdir (ibn Cinni, 1386,
1/125). Sonug olarak, ibn Miicahid’in yaklasini kiraat rivayetlerini dilsel bir temele oturtma cabasiyla
sinirl kalmis; buna karsilik Ibn Cinni, séz konusu kiraatin Arap dilinin imkanlar1 ¢ergevesinde mesru
ve kabul edilebilir oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

b) Dani’nin aktardigina gore kirdat imamlarindan Ibn Amir, Hakka stresi 10. ayette gegen

73099

“o81 cl&5” ifadesindeki “&14” fiilini farkl bir sekilde okumus ve kelimedeki mim harfini tesdidli
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olarak “&f*” seklinde kirdat etmistir (Dani, 1248, Iv/1655). ibn Miicahid ise bu rivayeti

degerlendirirken: “%is L 50 Ly / Bunun ne oldugunu bilmiyorum” diyerek sagkinligini ifade etmistir
(ibn Cinni, 1386, 11/328).

Ibn Miicahid’in kendi ifadesiyle “Bunun ne oldugunu bilmiyorum” dedigi kiraat, yedi kiraat
imamindan biri olan Ibn Amir’in rivayetiyle nakledilmistir. Ibn Cinni, Ibn Miicahid’in bu kiraati
elestirmesini dogru bulmamis ve s6z konusu kirdatin agik bir dilsel dayanaga sahip oldugunu
belirtmistir. ibn Cinni’ye gore “_»% <i*” ifadesinde fiil, ikinci mef*iile isnat edilmistir. Normalde
ciimle “2N &% W%s / Biz kudretimizi yeryiiziine yiikledik” seklinde kurulabilirdi. Burada “ts,s”
birinci mef*al, “ 2,3 ise ikinci mef*tldiir. Ancak birinci mef*al hazfedildiginde, ikinci mef*il onun
yerine gegirilmis ve fiil ona isnat edilmistir. Boylece “ 2,31 <133/ Yeryiizii yiiklendi” seklinde ifade
edilmistir. Ona gore bu kullanimin benzeri, “a41 1, «dl / Ben Zeyd e ciibbe giydirdim” drneginde de
vardir. Bu ciimle de mef*illerin yer degistirmesiyle agiklanabilir. SOyle ki: Birinci mef*iliin hazfi
halinde ikinci mef*l onun yerine geger ve “i4 ..l / Ciibbe giydirdim” denilir. Arap dilinde bu tiir
mef il kaydirmalar ve hazifleri, 6zellikle baglamin delélet etti§i durumlarda, Kur’an’da ve fasih
Arapga’da yaygin bir kullanimdir. Konunun sonunda ise Ibn Cinni, Ibn Miicahid’in s6z konusu
kiraate yaptigi olumsuz yorumu elestirme sadedinde sozlerini soyle sonlandirmustir: “Allah 1bn
Miicahid’e rahmet etsin! O, kendi konumunda biiyiik bir dlimdi; fakat maharet gostermedigi
hususlarda teslimiyetle davranirdy” (ibn Cinni, 1419, 11/328-329).

¢) Dani, ibn Amir’in, Eyyab b. Temim (6 198/814) ve onun da Yahya b. Haris ez-Zimari (6.
145/762) rivayetiyle ( Eyytib b. Temim, kirdatini ibn Amir’in gézde talebesi olan Yahya b. Haris’ten almistir. ibn
Amir’in meshur iki ravisi olan Hisdm ve ibn Zekvan ise kirdatlerini dogrudan ibn Amir’den degil onun talebesi Eyyiib b.

Temimi’den almislardir. Ayrintili bilgi igin bk., Zehebi, 1988, ss. 63, 89; Tbnii’l-Cezeri, 1427, 1/172), Enbiya slresi
109. ayette gegen “ilal )31 3j3” ve 110. ayette gegen “cuff 31 137 ifadelerini okurken, her iki yerdeki
“s»” fiilini ya harfini fetha ile telaffuz ettigini aktarmakta ve Ibn Miicahid’in bu okuyusu yanlis
buldugunu belirtmektedir (Dani, 1248, 111/373). Ibn Cinni, Ibn Miicahid’in s6z konusu kirdati
elestirmesine karsilik, bu okuyusun dilsel gerekgelerini sdyle agiklamaktadir: O, “g,s” kelimesindeki
ya’nin fiilin son harfi konumunda oldugunu belirtir. Bu harf, tipk1 “ " ve “ =" kelimelerindeki ya

gibi i‘rab harfi kabul edilir. Dolayisiyla onun fetha ile harekelenmesi i¢in herhangi bir dilsel gerekge
bulunmadigini, ¢iinkii fiilden 6nce nasb edici bir unsur mevcut olmadiginmi ifade etmistir. Ibn
Cinni’ye gore bu okuyus, siradan bir hata degil, belirli bir siipheye dayali bir tercihtir (ibn Cinni, 1386,
11/68).

Ibn Cinni, Ibn Miicahid’in bu kirdati elestirisini naklettikten sonra, bu okuyusun siradan bir
yanlis olmadigim, Arap dilinde benzerlikten dogan bir slipheye dayandigini ileri stirmiistiir. Ona gore
“s kelimesindeki y4, fiilin son harfi hiikkmiinde olmakla birlikte, miitekellim zamirini tagiyan

“ 7 ve “gi” kelimelerindeki ya’ya benzemektedir. Bu benzerlik hem kelimenin sonunun ayni

harfle bitmesi hem de miitekellim i¢in zamir barindirmasi bakimindan dilde karsilik bulmaktadir.
Dolayistyla “,sI” deki ya’nin fetha ile okunmasi, nahiv agisindan dogrudan gerek¢elendirilemese de

Arap dilinde goriilen analoji ve sebeh kaidesiyle agiklanabilir. Ibn Cinni bu goriisiinii daha genis bir
dilsel gerceveye oturtur. Araplarin aslinda mebni olan muzari fiili isme benzerliginden dolayr mu‘rab
kildiklarini, hatta benzerligi tamamlamak i¢in ism-i faile fiil gibi amel yetkisi verdiklerini hatirlatir.
Bu baglamda “s,>” kelimesindeki ya’dan sonra hemze geldiginde ya fetha ile okunmus, ayni sekilde

“s” kelimesindeki ya’dan sonra da hemze bulundugu i¢in fetha ile harekelenmistir. ibn Cinni, bu
durumu Ibn Miicahid’e cevap olarak sdyle temellendirir: “ s kelimesinde gizli bir zamir vardir; bu

zamir fail olsa da kelimenin sonu, zamir bulunan bir kelimenin sonuna benzer. Tipk1 “ 5" ve “s)s”

Turkish Studies — Language and Literature, 21(01)



The Linguistic References in Ibn Mujahid’s Criticism of Authentic Qur’anic Readings 1641

kelimelerinde oldugu gibi, her ikisi de ya ile bitmekte ve miitekellim i¢in bir zamir tagimaktadir. Bu
benzerlik sebebiyle “«,s” deki ya, “ S” ve “s57 deki ya gibi fetha ile okunmustur (ibn Cinni, 1386,
11/68).

Ibn Cinni bu yaklasimmi giiclendirmek icin Arap dilinden cesitli 6rnekler zikretmistir.

Ornegin o, “_stas” kelimesinin hemze ile okunmasini, “i.=.” kelimesindeki illet harfinin “ii-.”

kelimesindeki illet harfine benzetilmesiyle agiklamustir. Ibn Cinni, Araplar’in bazi 6zel isimleri
normalde uygulanmasi gereken cekim kurallarindan muaf tuttuklarini ve onlart fiil kaliplarina

113 £99

benzeterek farkli bir sekilde kullandiklarini da 6rnek gostermektedir. Bu baglamda “aa~” ve “s .l
kelimelerinin ¢ekimden muaf tutulmasi, onlarin “2si” ve “2»3” gibi fiil kaliplarina benzetilmesiyle

gerekcelendirilmistir. Ibn Cinni’ye gére bu tiir uygulamalar, Arap dilinde benzerlik (sebeh) kaidesi
cercevesinde olagan kabul edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla “«,s” kelimesindeki ya’nin fetha ile okunmasi

da ayni dilsel analojiye dayali olarak anlagilmalidir. Ayrica “ l...”” kelimesi, aslinda kokteki ya’s1 asli
olmasina ragmen, “J~” kalibindaki zdid ya gibi muamele goérmiis ve “i..i” seklinde
cogullastirilmistir. Bunun yaninda “ous.” kelimesindeki ya’nin diisiiriilmesi de “o1;s/ 4" 6rneginde

oldugu gibi zaid yé muamelesiyle aglklanmlstlr (Konu hakkinda ayrmtili agiklamalar i¢in bk., bn Cinni, 1386,
11/68-69). Dolayisiyla Ibn Cinni, bu tiir ornekleri zikrederek Arap dilinde benzerlikten dogan
analojilerin olagan oldugunu ve kiraat farkliliklarinin bu baglamda anlasilabilecegini gdstermistir.

4. ibn Miicahid’in Yedi Kiraati Ona Tamamlayan Rivayetlere Yonelttigi Elestirileri

Alimler, yedi kirdatin digindaki kiraatlerin hiikkmii konusunda ihtilafa diismiislerdir. Tarihsel
stire¢ i¢inde bu kirdatlerin sahih mi yoksa saz mi1 oldugu tartisilmistir. S6z konusu ihtilafin sebebi,
kabul edilen kiratin sartlariyla ilgilidir: Bir goriise gore kiraat ancak tevatiir yoluyla nakledilmigse
sahih kabul edilirken, bu sart1 saglamayan kirdatler ise isnatlar1 sahih olsa bile tevatiir seviyesine
ulagsmadik¢a saz kabul edilmistir (Zerkesi, tsz., /318; Muhammed Abdulazim ez-Zurkani, tsz., 1/308). Diger
gorlise gore tevatiir sartint saglamayan kirdatlerin isnadinin sahih olmasi, o kirdatin sahih
kategorisinde kabul edilmesi i¢in yeterli goriilmiistiir (Dani, 2005, 1/246; Mekki, t.y., ss. 51-52, 91; Ibnii’l-
Cezeri, 2009, 1/9; Ebi Same, 2003, ss. 171-178). Birinci goriisii benimseyenler, [bn Cinni’nin yasadig1
donemde (Ibn Miicahid’den sonraki asir) hakim anlayis olarak goriinmektedir. Bu nedenle, Ibn
Miicahid’in es-Seb ‘a fi’l-kird dt kitabina almadig1 her kirdat bu anlayisin bir sonucu olarak saz kabul
edilmistir (ibn Cinni, 1386, I/32). Baz1 alimler, bir kirdatin gegerli olmasi igin tevatiir sartini aramamis,
isnadinin sahih olmasmi yeterli bulmustur. Bu nedenle on kirdati tamamlayan rivayetleri ve
benzerlerini $az degil, sahih kirdatler arasinda saymuslardir. Bu yaklasimu ilk ortaya koyan Ibn Cinni
olmustur. O bu konuda sdyle demistir:

“Biz bunu, sehirlerde yasayan Miisliimanlarin tizerinde ittifak ettikleri kiraatlere muhalefeti
mesru gormek veya giivenilir ravilerin aktardiklarini terk etmeyi caiz saymak icin soylemiyoruz.
Amacimiz, bugiin sdz diye adlandwrilan kirdatlerin ashinda gii¢lii bir yonii bulundugunu, sahih
rivayetlerle yan yana durdugunu ve Arapcamin iislubundan pay aldigini gostermektir. Béylece
onlardan yiiz cevirmenin, onlari kiiciimsemek veya itham etmek anlamina gelmedigini ortaya koymak
istiyoruz. Allah korusun! Bu nasil miimkiin olabilir ki, rivayet onu Resillullah’a dayandirmaktadir.
Allah Tedld da “Peygamber size ne verdiyse onu alin’ (Hasr, 7) buyurmustur. Bu hiikiim hem
anlamlar hem de lafizlar i¢in genel bir kuraldir. Onu almak, bizzat Resilullah tan almak demektir.

O halde boyle bir rivayeti reddetmek ve ondan uzak durmak nasul caiz olabilir? ” (fbn Cinni, 1386, 11/32-
33).

Ibn Cinni’nin bu yaklasimi, kendisinden sonra gelen kirdat Alimlerinin mithim bir kismi
tarafindan da benimsenmis; 6zellikle de Ibnii’1-Cezeri gibi otorite kabul edilen isimler tarafindan
sistematik bi¢cimde gelistirilmistir. Ibnii’l-Cezeri konuyla ilgili s6yle demektedir:
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“Miiteahhirun dlimlerinden bir kismi, bu konuda sadece senedin sahih olmasi sartiyla
yetinmeyip, tevatiirii sart kosmuslardir. Kur’an’in ahad rivayetlerle degil, ancak tevatiirle sabit
olacagim iddia etmiglerdir. Bu meselede gozden kacirilmamas: gereken sey sudur: Gergekten
kirdatin naklinde tevatiir sabitse, onun Resmi hatta ve Arap diline uymasina gerek yoktur. Ciinkii
muhtelif kirdatlerin Hz. Peygamber’den miitevatir olarak geldiginin sabit olmasi ister hatta uysun
ister uymasin zariri ve kesin bilgi verdiginden dolayi, bunlarin Kur’dn olarak kabul edilmesi gerekir.
Eger birbirine muhalif olan kiraatlerde biz tevdtiirii sart kosarsak, o zaman su malum yedi imamdan
ve digerlerinden gelen cesitli kiraatlerin bir¢ogu kabul edilmez ve hatta bunlar yok sayilir. Bir zaman
once ben de bu goriise meyletmistim. Sonradan bu goriigiin tutarsizligi zahir oldu. Bu konuda selef
ve halef dlimlerinin gériislerinin dogrulugu ortaya ¢ikti” (Ibnii’l-Cezeri, 2009, 1/13). Bu yaklagimin
yaninda, yedi kirdati ona tamamlayan rivayetler arasinda bazi drneklerin isnad ve dil agisindan yedi
kiraatten daha kuvvetli oldugu bile kabul edilmistir. Biiyiik kirdat alimi Huzeli (6. 460/1067) de bu
konuda soyle demistir: “Bazi miiteahhir alimler demistir ki: Eger Ibn Miicahid, yedi kirdat arasinda
Ibn Amir’i éne ¢ikarmamus olsaydi, onun yerine Ya ‘kith 'u koyardim” (Huzeli, 1428, ss. 70-71).

Dolayisiyla, on kirdati tamamlayan i kirdat sahih isnada dayanmaktadir. Hatta baz1 alimler,
bununla da yetinmeyerek bu kiraatlerin tevatiir derecesine ulastigini sdylemislerdir. (Suyati, 1493, 1/77;
Dimyati, 2006, s. 7). On kiraat disinda sahih isnada sahip rivayetlerden biri de A‘mes’in kiraatidir. Bu
kiraat, on kirdati tamamlayan rivayetlerle birlikte on dort kirdat arasinda yer alir. Onun kiraatinin
sahihligi, hatta tevatiir derecesine ulastiginin delili, ibn Miicahid’in talebesi Eb( Tahir b. Ebi
Hasim’in su soziidiir:

“Eger hocamiz Ebii Bekir onu yedi imamdan biri olarak kabul etmemis olsaydi, kirdatinin
isnadi makbul sayilmazdi. Ancak Ebii Muhammed Siileyman b. Mehran el-A ‘mes’in kirdati, giivenilir
imamlar tarafindan nakledilmis ve mushafla uyumlu oldugu icin, bu hususta Ibn Amir’den daha layik
goriiliirdii” (Ebi Same, 1395, s. 162).

Yukaridaki hakikatler 1s1ginda Ibn Miicahid’in yedi kirdat diginda biraktigi on kiraat
rivayetlerinin, isnadlan tipki yedi kirdat gibi sahih olduklar1 i¢in sdz degil sahih kabul edilmesi
gerektigi cok agiktir. Nitekim sonraki dénemde Ibn Mihran en-Nisabiiri (6. 381/992), yediye eklenen
{ic kirdati sahih kiraatler arasinda zikretmis ve bunlarin da tipki Ibn Miicahid’in sectigi yedi kiraat
gibi miitevatir seviyesinde oldugunu belirtmistir. Dolayistyla Ibn Miicahid’in yediye eklenen iig
kiraati reddetmesi, donemin hakim anlayisinin bir yansimasi olmakla birlikte, ilmi agidan bu
rivayetlerin sahihligini ortadan kaldirmamaktadir.

Ibn Miicahid, yedi kiraat disindaki rivayetlerle ilgilenmedigi igin, bu kiraatler hakkinda nahiv
yoniinden yaptig1 elestirilere eserinde rastlamak miimkiin olmamistir. Ancak biz onun on kiraat
rivayetlerine dair yaptig1 elestirilerini ibn Cinni’nin eserinde gérmekteyiz. ibn Cinni, Ibn Miicahid’in
on kiraat rivayetlerine dair yaptig1 elestirilerine eserinde sadece bir yerde deginmistir. Soyle ki:ibn
Miicahid, on kiraat imamindan biri olan Ebd Ca‘fer’in Had sdresi 81. ayetindeki * 57 3f 55 35, 4 & §
xa2 & 1) ifadesinde gegen ‘¢, fiilinin sonundaki ya harfini fetha ile okumasim elestirmis, bu
konuda; “Burada yd harfinin harekelenmesi caiz degildir” demistir (ibn Cinni, 1386, 1/320). Ibn
Miicahid, s6z konusu kelimenin fetha ile okumasini nahiv agisindan dogru bulmamaistir. Zira ona
gore bu fiili nasb edecek bir unsur bulunmadigindan, kirdat merfii olmalidir; nitekim ¢ogunlugun
kiraati de bu yondedir.

Ibn Cinni, Ebii Ca‘fer’in mansup kirdatinin dilsel agidan herhangi bir kusur tasimadigim
belirtmektedir. Zira ilgili ayette “s,” fiilinden dnce agik bir mastar olan (s#) lafz1 bulunmaktadir.

[T

Arap dilinde bu tiir yapilarda, mastara atfen muzari fiilin gizli bir “o” ile mansub okunmasi caizdir.
of
s o8 A6 oss S 17 seklinde anlasilir. Ayni nahiv kurali, $trd stresi 51. ayetteki © «l of 2 o'Ly

113 e E) < 113

Bu durumda “s7” fiili, mastar “s5” kelimesine atfedilerek mansub kabul edilir. Béylece ifade
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Voo, o of ol sl o o Ly Y1 &7 Orneginde de goriilmektedir; burada “J..” fiili kendisinden once

gegen ve mastar olan “u~,” lafzina atfedilerek mansub okunmustur (Bk., ibn Cinni, 1386, 1/326).

Sonug¢

Ibn Miicahid’in, bizzat kendisinin segip sistemlestirdigi sahih kiraatlerden bazilarma yonelik
nahvi elestirilerde bulunmus olmasi, ilk bakista metodolojik a¢idan izahi gii¢ bir durum olarak
goriinmektedir. Bununla birlikte, ¢alismada Ibn Miicahid’in s6z konusu elestirilerinde dilbilimsel
acidan tam bir isabet gosteremedigi ortaya konmustur. Zira arastirmada ibn Miicahid’in elestiri
konusu yaptig1 baz1 sahih kiraatlerin, Arap dilinin fasih kullanim 6rnekleri, klasik siir gelenegi ve
otantik sozIii mirasi icerisinde saglam dilsel dayanaklara sahip olduklar1 sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bu
durum, ibn Miicahid’in kirat ilminin énde gelen otoritelerinden biri olmasina ragmen, dilbilimsel
birikim agisindan smirli bir yetkinlige sahip olmasiyla agiklanabilir. Ozellikle nahiv ve dirayet
boyutunda derinlemesine bir uzmanliga sahip olmamasi, onun sahih kiraatlere yonelttigi elestirilerin
ilm1 tutarliligini zayiflatmis ve bu elestirilerin, dilsel mesruiyetin biitiin yonlerini kusatmadigi
izlenimini dogurmustur. Bunun yaninda Ibn Miicahid’in elestiri konusu yaptig1 kirdat-i seb‘a
imamlarinin okuduklar1 bazi kirdat vecihlerinin kendisine ulasmamis olmasi da onun s6z konusu
rivayetleri elestirisiyle sonuglanmis olup, Dani sozii edilen rivayetleri Cami ‘u’l-Beydn adli eserinde
toplamistir. Onun tercih edip sistemlestirdigi yedili kiraat sistemi, her ne kadar daha sonra gelen
kiraat alimlerinin de kabuliine mazhar olmussa da tarihsel siire¢ i¢inde onun kendi sistemi iginde yer
vermedigi Ya kiib el-Hadrami ve Siileyman b. Mehran el-A ‘mes gibi isimler, Kisai, Hamza veya Ibn
Amir yerine yedi imam arasinda sayilmaya daha layik goriilmiistir. Bazi alimler, on kirdati
tamamlayan ii¢ kiraati yedi kiraatle birlikte miitevatir kabul etmis; bazilar1 ise onlar yedi kirdat
seviyesine ulagmamis gérmiis, fakat sz saymamislardir. Sonraki donemlerde saz kabul edilen bazi
kiraatler, kirdat imamlarinin nezdinde ashinda miitevatir sayilmistir. Ornegin A ‘mes’in kirdati bu
tiirdendir. Kiraat alimleri, bir kirdatin kabul sartlarindan birini onun bir nahiv ydniine uygunlugu
olarak belirlemiglerdir. Bu yon zayif da olsa yeterlidir. Kirdat, en fasih veya en giiclii kiyasa dayali
olana gore sabit olmaz; Arap lehgelerinden birine uygun olmasi yeterlidir. Araplar arasinda dili
makbul olmayan kabileler de vardi. ibn Miicahid’in eserlerde nahiv ilminde bir otorite olarak
gecmemesi, onun dil alanindaki yetkinliginin sinirl goriilmesine yol agmis, bu durum Ibn Cinni ve
Ebi Hayyan gibi biiyiik dil alimlerinin nahiv ve dil tabakati eserlerinde ona yer vermemeleriyle
somutlasmistir. ibn Miicahid’in nahiv a¢isindan zayif gordiigii kiraatler, aslinda Araplarin fasih veya
sahih sozlerine uygun olduklar i¢in sahih kirdatlerdir. Calisma, kirdat ilminin sistematiklesme
siirecindeki en merkezi kisilerinden biri olan ibn Miicahid’in, baz1 sahih kiraat vecihlerine yonelttigi
nahvi elestirilerini teknik bir siizgegten gecirmis, rivayet agisindan sahih olan bir kiraatin dirayet
acisindan da mutlaka dilsel bir mesruiyete sahip oldugu tezini, somut drneklerle tahkim etmistir. Bu
baglamda ulasilan bulgular, ibn Miicahid’in “galat”, “vehim” veya “lahn” olarak nitelendirdigi
vecihlerin, aslinda Arap dilinin inceliklerinde, onun siir mirasinda ve nahiv kaidelerinde giiclii
karsiliklar1 oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Calismanin bulgulari literatiire birkac temel noktada 6nemli
katkilar sunmaktadir. Birincisi, ¢caligma boyunca kirdat ilmindeki rivayet-dirayet dengesi yeniden
insa edilmistir. Geleneksel nahivcilerden etkilenen Ibn Miicahid’in baz1 sahih kirdatleri mevcut dil
kurallarina uydurma ¢abasiyla onlari zaman zaman ‘zayif’ sayma egilimine karsin, bu ¢aligma sahih
bir kirdatin dilsel agidan temellendirilememesini kirdatin kusuru olarak degil; onu elestiren dil
aliminin bagli bulundugu nahiv ekoliiniin yontemsel sinirlari ve kendi ilmi birikimindeki
eksikliklerle agiklamaktadir. Tkincisi, ibn Miicahid’in elestirilerinin bazen kiraatin kendisine degil, o
kiraate yapilan hatali dilsel yoruma (veche) yonelik oldugu tespiti, literatiirdeki kavram kargasasini
giderecek nitelikte bir netlik saglamistir. Yine konuyla ilgili yapilan onceki c¢alismalar, genel
anlamda Ibn Miicahid’in baz1 sahih kiraatlere yonelik elestirilerini Kitdbii’s-Seb ‘a gergevesinde ve
yalmzca yedi kiraat sinirlart iginde istatistiksel ya da betimsel bicimde sunmakla yetinirken, bu
calisma ise Ibn Miicahid’in yedi kirdat yaninda elestirdigi bazi on kiraat rivayetlerini (Eba Ca‘fer,
Ya‘kub, Halef) ve ayrica A‘mes gibi isimlerin okuyuslarin1 da inceleyerek, bu rivayetlerin dilsel

www.turkishstudies.net/language



1644 Servet Kilig

dayanaklarini ortaya koymus ve diger arastirmalara nispetle daha kapsamli ve biitiinciil bir perspektif
gelistirmigtir. Her sahih kirdat, Arap dilinin sahih kabul edilen bir vechine uyar prensibinden
hareketle bu ¢alisma, bu hakikati sahih dilsel referanslarla ortaya koyarak s6z konusu prensibin
gecerliligini ispatlamistir. Sonug olarak bu miitevazi ¢aligma elestiriye konu bazi sahih kirdatlerin
mesruiyetini  yalnizca rivayet boyutuyla simirh  birakmayip, dirayet (dilsel) yoniiyle de
temellendirmistir. Boylece kirdatlerin sahihliginin hem rivayet hem de dirayet agisindan biitiinciil bir

sekilde savunulabilecegini ortaya koymustur.
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ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi

Yazar(lar), bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel aragtirma ve yayin etigi
ilkelerine uygun olarak hazirlandigimi beyan eder. Makale daha once herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamis olup baska bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
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Calismada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bi¢imde atiflanmistir.
Yazar(lar), caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon igermedigini;
arastirma bulgularinin bilimsel diirtistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan eder.

Yazar Katkisi

Tim yazarlar ¢aligmanin tasarlanmasi, yiirlitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin hazirlanmasina
onemli Olclide katki saglamistir. Tiim yazarlar makalenin son halini okuyup onaylamis ve
yayimlanmasini kabul etmistir.

Cikar Catismasi

Yazar(lar), bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini
beyan eder.

Finansal Destek

Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

Yapay Zeka Kullamim Beyani

Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla simirli 6lglide yararlanilmig olabilir. Yapay zeka
araglar tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri yazar(lar) tarafindan dikkatle kontrol
edilmistir. Yapay zekad araclari calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, arastirma tasariminin,
analizlerinin veya akademik sonuglarimin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin
icerigine iliskin tiim akademik sorumluluk yazar(lar)a aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler

Yazar(lar), telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigim ve
calismanin herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan eder.

Yazar Onay1

Tiim yazarlar makalenin son halini okuduklarini, onayladiklarini ve yayimlanmasini kabul
ettiklerini beyan eder.
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