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Abstract

This thesis gives partioular atiention to the Ugul of tho noted
gremmerien, Ibn al-Sexxraj, but some atiention is also given to the
Mugtadab of al-Mubarrad, his teacher, although this latter work is less
significant, This dissertation also providos a more general discussion
of gremmatiical thought as relevant maiterisl from the works>of earlier
and later scholars has algo been introduced.

Chapter I consisiz of an account of the history of Arabic gram—
matical thought up until the early 10th. century and special attention
is given to al-Mubarrad and Ibn al-Sarrej and their writings on grammar.

Chapter II deals with the methedicel and systemetic approach of
Ton al=8&rrzb to his cubject matier and zesecsen the significance of
this,

Chepter III deals with Ibn aleSameh°e discugsion of the regent
(“emil) and considers related questions.

Chapter IV is a discussion of agpects of gégég and igggiép two
important concepts in the methodology of the Arab gremmariens.

Chapter V looks specifically at how gixég detexmines the relation-
ship of agl and far®,

Chapter VI exemines how al=Mubarraed and Ibn al=Saxr§j approach
two specified topics, the temylz and the vorb of wonder (£i°l
al=taajjudb).

Chapter VII deals with Ibn a1=Sarij"s treatment of Kufan gram—=
matical thought and his use of the expression "the Baghdadis® is
considered, In addition, the question of Kufan influence on Ibn
al=Saerj is discussed,

Chapter VIII consists of an examination of material taken from
the gggl by Ibon Yatish and incorporated inte his commentary on the

Mufaggal of al-Zamakhshari,
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Compaxatively little atiention has becn given by scholars in the
Hest o the deteiled stully of the development of Arabic grammatical
thoughtel ¥hile they have been interested im {the érammatic@l tradition
of the Aiaﬁs;th@y havo lergely directed thelr offorts to preparing
editions of the classice of Arabic grommar, The first detailed European
gtudy of the Arabic graumaticel tradition is Gustav Fligel's work of

1862, Die grammatischen Schulom dex Arebexr, but this is cesentially an

account of tho lives and woxks of the graumaxiens based om the then
available biographicel sources and no atiention is given in it fo the
@tudy<of grammatical thought, The first proper study of grammaticel
thought by @ Western scholaw is the essay by Gotthold Weil which appears

in the Introduction to his odition of tho Kitdb al-ingaf of Ibn al—Anbari

vhich was published in 1913, 1 Tais essey remainsg important and other
later European scholaxrs who have given atitontion to Arabic grammeticel
thought can be secn to heve based themselves firmly omn the work of
Wedl, 2 .In the Middle Eagt useful studies have been made of the lives
and worksrof individual grammerians, 3 but more gemeral works on
grammeticel thought have toended to be biographical in nature and little
@mphésis hag been put on critically exemining the development of the
ideas and techmiques of the grammeriens, 4
;,Although there is considerable scope for wndertalking reseaxch on
the development of Arabic gremmatical thought there axe cexrtain limits

on wvhat can be done, This is becaunse there axe some guite considerable

g2p8 in the workas readily available of grammexians from the period
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between the time of Sibavayh in tho lete 8tk century end that of
a.1=z@mkh@miin the late 11th and carly 12th centuries, Many works
of thip perilod appear to be irrevoocably lost although manuscripts of
vorks thought to bo lost axe 8till being discovered enmd eatelogued.
Although ressarch into Axebic grammeticel thought is hindered by the
loss of much valuable materiel it has been greatly assisted in rocent
times by the_pﬁblication of further grammetical texts based both on
Jong=knowvmn ahd.newly discovered manuscripts,

The pgblic&tion of editions of the Mugtadab of al-Mubarred end
the Usul of his pupil, Tbm sl-Sarraj, is en importemt comtribution %o
making @&aily availeble the works of the early gremmariens. 5 Togethexr
these o voxrks provide much information about grammaticel studles im
the later 9th and eerly 10th cemturies which is a period to which up
wtil z®céntly littleo attention could xedlly be givem, Beocause of the
av&il@bility of these two vorks it is possible %o shovw hov the grammatical
scholexship of this pexticuler period relates to that of the leter
poriod of the famows classics of Axabic grammexr and to show how gxew—
maticel studies had progressed since the time of Sibau@yho Howevex,
in.this presgnt thesis attention is resiricted to the grammarisns?’
wozlk on gyntex and theix woxk on moxphology and phonology hes not been
talton into consideration, This step hes beem tekem to put necessary
limitetions on the scope of the thesis and cem be justified because
gyntax, éorph@logy9 and phomology are rather different branches of
linguisgtic study.

In the history of Arabiec grammetical ctudice the later 9th and
carly 10th centuries constitutc the period of al-Mubaxrad and his
immediate follovwers amongst whom vas Ibn al-Sarrazj. Yhile there axe
poaitive_reasons for taking the later 9th century as 2 point of deperture
thexe is an important, but negative veason for so doing, Because of

the astion of time the voxrks of scholars wvho flourished in the period
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botrecn SZT@DIEA cad al-lbarrad seon 1@@goly %0 hovo boem lest and
tholer condribution o seommaticel theught scm enly bo inperfostly lmewam
Lotor Oceondaxy GOURSeH., TROFO (w0 oxtomt works muslh
of cl-Hrzind videh vas tho cubjost of o commemtaxy by Tbm Jimad
cadl bno curvived threowga OO LOEY 6 but najer vorlko of grawnw
frern this poriod do mot appecx B0 bove swwvived.

Probably tho moot dmportont wemk of mrormar £renm tho poried
botoon tho Kiteb of STooragh end tho Fagtadab of al-lubarxod was tho
NsR’ 41 of ed=Alhfash al=Aveat (d. 830) vko wos o schelar vhooe viewo
Lrogquently quoted by leter greraswienso, 7 Ko maamweripts of thie
vorlk axe Yo Ei@m endl, indecd, thexo o ne evidencc that lato seheless
ko el-Suyatd (1445-1565) cmd “Abd el-07dfw al-Bosadrdl (1621-82) bod
0% €hoir dicpesal eeples ef dals work, %wads would to confizn thad
%io verk amenget othors of al-Alhfach’s was lest at o semparatively
ocaxly @nto, although emo of pupilo of Tbn al-Sawxnj, cl-Rwewmi,
YO0 & eerontaxy em 4%, ® I% do poooiblo by comsuliing socendoxy
cowseo0 ¥ Qosevor o views of & scholar likeo el-Aldbffosh en mavay
podnato even to £ind quotntiens from hic works, but thic ccumot be
cebotitete. Loz being ébl@ to eomsulé his voxles at Lirxet band whieh
dp vital for obtainlng o trvly asecuxste vicy ef the dovelepment of
o ntical thovght. Boeouso of this loge of woxrks of sehelexs like
od=Aldafach ¢ 1o nocessaxry in aticmpting ¥ teke wp im deotadl fwen
prinexy cewrecs the hiotery of srammatical thought afiex Szb@mwh &
ko o ptext vith tho verk of al=lfwberzad.

Alth@u@h the point just made eemotitutos & ceneviat negative
exgunent Lor telking the lateor paxt of tho 9th century as o point of
depawtese Lor tho preconts otudy, thexe axe moxo positive comeilderatiens
for GO d@ﬂm@o e Beorea sehool of grormaw, vhieh becemo thoe school
of Nwchie gremnar, mreechod ea importent otage lm ito develepment with
alShborred for, vhen ho moved from Beorsl te telke wp residense im
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of oEicin %o Baghdnd, Up watdl tho cwpivol of albebosrod in Boghdod
a0 @Eeormntiend cekeoel wvhish hed Llouwiokod thoxo voo thot of Kufdh
ol 46 hod leng boom ootoblichod im tho nokwepelis, Imdeod, tho
ocwliont Kefon grormericns of moto, al=Kiod’1 (d.804) cmd cl-Ferxd’
(6.822), botha oL ulfeh %o talo wp mosidomse im Boghded.
' By thoe lotor 9th ecntuxy thoe Kufea cekweel appoers te bavo beceome
penevaat @D@ifi@@ el vao ne longor produveing srammsvicas of tho L£ixnt
oxdor, Tantlab, tho groat Kulfen eoptorpercsy of ol-dinboarrad, vas with-
out dowbt @ digtinguiched scholewr but ho cawmot bo comsldorcd & grersanm-
dem of the seme stature &s his fomeus prodocessors, al-Kisgd'Y axd
el-Farra o Whén el-Mubexred sottled in Baghded an altermative tradition
of gremmar aﬁd philelogy besame reedily eccessible, Students were
attracted to the circlo of al-fiubarrad end the Basram school took
fixm root im Baghded and oventually comploicly ousted the Kufan school.

Another reason for taking the later 9%h comtury as a point of
doparture is that the leading gremmeriem of the period, al-Mubarred,
is chronologically the most distinguished Basran scholer after Sibawayh
vho gave particular attention to grammax, Sibawayh“s pupil, al-Alkhfash,
vas & noted and often quoted grammexien but he cemnot be seid evemn to
»approach~the rank of al-Mubarrad as @ philologist, Even if al-Mubarrad
vas a8 noted grammarian his reputation was esteblished by his great woxk
of a2dab, ‘@hé Kamil, end by his general standing s a philologist the
position of tho Basran school of grammar in particular must have been
imoesurably strengthened.

Whiie thore exe perticularly cleer xeasons for beginning & study
of gremmatical thought with the later 9th century, the poriod of
al-Mubarrad, terminating it with the eaxly 10%h ceatuxry, the period of
his @tndantsg ie somevhat more arbitraxy but is justified simply by
the noed to limit the scope of the study. Hovever, there are other

considerations for setiing such a limit, From emong the pupils of
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alfmbarrad this study glves attention %o the work of Tbn al-Sarraj
and, if al=§iﬁbarrad cenn be said to have inougurated & particular phase
inm the development of the Basran school, them his pupil, Ibn al-Sarraj,
brought 1t to a particular highpoint with his remowmed wexk, the Ugl.
A1=Mmbmr:advm most outstanding pupils vexe al-Zajjaj, vwhose work has
largely been loat, end Ibm al-Sarrzj, whosc major work on grarmar is
extgnto The grammatical woxlts of lesser grammarian pupils of al-Mubarrad
are also largely lost like those of al-Zajjej and im any case did not
attract much attention, In short, this meens that the vork of al-ibarred
and Ibmval=SarrEj form ‘ogether a convenient subject for a study vhich
covers the work on gresmmar of two gemerationms of scholaxs,

| Having expleined the period which this present study intends to
coveR, it is necessary % give some account of the prior histoxy of
the study of gremmer, In undertieking sush & reviey of {the histoxy of
Arebic grammatical thought the work of Sibawayh, vwhich is contained in
the géiégﬁ forms a oconvenmient and suitable starting poimt. Fiwrstly,
the Kitab, which was acclaimed as the "Qur’an of gresmmmax™®, % is the
eaxrlieat monuvment of the Basran grammaticel txadition and was a woxk
vhich vas universally praised for its excellence and had a decisive
{nflivence on the subsequent study of grammex, Secondly, knowvledge
of the gremmarians of the Basran school wh@ precedsd S?Lba.wﬁsyh is %o
be derived from vhat is recorded of their work im the Kitab because
- this book scems to have superceded at an esarly date the works of
proceding Basran scholaxs.

In conmsidering the further development of the Basran schcol in

the period between Sibawayh and al-Mubarred an importemt point which
emerges is that the Basran study of grammar vas comtinued and developed
by comparatively few speclalists, Sibamayh wvas succeeded by hig oldexr
contcmporary end pupil, al-Akhfesh al-Awse§ (d. 830), and he vas

succesded by his pupils, al-Jarmi (d. 840) and el-Mszini (4. 862), of
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vhom the latter was also 2 pupil of the formex, 0 mese two scholars
were succesded in turn by their pupil, al-Pubaxrrad. Al-Akhfash was
undoubtably @ more distinguished scholer tham his tvo pupils, al-Jarmi
and al%zinip end his vievs are very frequsnily quoted by latexr
authors. His most famous worly which ic often mentioned by nams, is the
Mesa'il. I% is apperent thed he wrote tvo works of that name, tho

Kitab al-masa il al-kebir and the Kitadb al-mesa’il al-saghir, but often

the two titles are not clearly distinguished and reference is made gimply

" 1% 18 recorded that Ibn al-Saxraj medo particular

to the Masa’4l,
use of the Mass il vhich is an indication of the esteem in vhich the.
vork wes held. 12 However, the Masa 1l dées not seem to have been
given the attention in later times vhich & work like the Usul of Ibn
el-Sexraj vas given and after a period of popularity it fell imto
disuse, Al-Alhfash’s pupils, al-Jaxmi and sl-Mazini, wvere scholars of
pote and their views are referred to by later scholars dbut ‘they had
the stature melither of their teachexr, al-Akhfash, noxr fax less of
_thé.’i.f pupil; al-luvbarrad, and no further mention of their work is
. necessary hexe.

 Abl 1-‘Abbas Muhemmed b, Yezid al-Pubarred (826-98) wes born in
Bﬁsr&h end a8 vas matural his training in the linguistic sciences teas
© in the Basran tradltion. i3 He began hisg grameatical training by
studying the Kiteb of Sibavayh under al-Jaxml and on this scholar's
death he continued his study of the vith al-Mazini. An eye-
wvitness account indicates that al-IMubarred distinguished himself even

' as & pupil studying under el-Mazinis 14

. 3
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A1=Mu$arrmd did not remain im Basrah dbut 2t some time moved to
Samorro vhich wvas thon tho seat of tho caliphal govermment, It is said
that the reason for his coming was that he was swmoned to settle &
dispute between tho caliph, al-Mutewalkil (847-61), and his woll-known
intimate, el-Feth b, Khagan, over & point of Qur’en vowelling. Be that
eg i% may, al-thubarrad did definitely move in court circles in Semaxra
but on the murder of the caliph, al-Mubarrad moved to Baghdad and appears
to have resided there until his death in 898,

A8 a result of his ereival in Baghdsd al-Muberrad’s depth of
knovledge became widely lmovm thexe and he begen to attract students
somevhat to the detriment of the Kufam scholar, Tha‘lab, 5 vho vas
at that tiés the leading philologist in Baghdad. On this matter there
ere, in parﬁicul&rp accounts of how aIQZajJEjD vho became an important
Basran schblax and who had up until then studisd under Tha‘lab, was

attracted to ml-Mubarred snd abandomed his studies with his old teachexs 16

,)9l*=‘> lAé&ﬂ=)Jﬁ‘Lh/aae5 L :Z?Lﬁﬁ)\ JBs
| g;egggkﬁ eadals kngg&J AN ARG £
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ey Mo @ Gudly das SP il

This account mekes clear the immediate impression which al-Mubarrad

rade on many who hoaxd him in discussion right from his earliest days
in Baghdad and it was from such auspicious beginnings that his career
in Baghdéd'developedo

Al-Mubarrad s most important woxk on grammar is the Mugtadab
vhich is discussed below., Apart from this work it is also worth

mentioning his Radd ‘ala Sibawaxh in which he criticised certain views

taken_by Sibauayho Thias woxrk has not survived but i1ts contents axe

mown from the Intigar of Ibn Wellad (d. 943) vhich is a refutation
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of al=tubarrad end & vindication of SZbawayho This work has suxvived
emd ‘Adimah, the editor of the Mugtadeb, makes use of it in his marginal
notes, 7 Al=Mubaxrad also wroto quite & number of works on grammax
apart from the two mentionod herc and many of them were dircctly
concerned with the study end elusidation of tho Kitzb of Sibewayh.
However,, these woxks have not survived amd do mot ssem €0 heve attracted
much attention on the part of later scholers, Thoy are only known as
titles and tae can be ascerteined from the biographical sources, 18

After the Kamil el-Mubarrad’'s most important work was his major
treatise on grammar, the MHugtadsb, vhich is in fact am carlier woxk
then the ;KE&;__:LJL_ a8 it is alluded to on ssveral cccasions in it, 9
It is clear that the Mugtedeb did not have the same high reputation of
a work like the Usul of Ibm al-Sarra) and it was not a gracmer which
later scholars often hed recourse %0, Howesver, it did have some
popularity for & period vhich is indicated by the fact that commentaries

20 1y al-Sevraj's pupil, AbE All al-Farisi,

vere writlen on it
wvroite & commentary amd al-Muberrad®’s own pupil, Ibm Durusiavayh, wrote
e ccmentéry vhich he dld not complete, 21 A commentexy was also done
by Tbn Badhizh (1055-1933) who was a Spanish scholar of Granada but &
comparatively minor scholex, although en esssiduous cormeniator om the
classics of grammar, 22 It is cleaxr that the Mugtadeb continued to be
used in Spainm aftexr the time of Ibm Badhish because the Spanish scholax,
Ton Kheyr (1108-79), lists it in his Fahressh as a work vhich had been
twensmitted down to his time, 23

A apecialised commentary om the Mugtadab has survived and that

is the Tafsir al-mass’il al-mushkileh £i swwal el-mugtadsb by Sa‘ld
b, Sa‘ld al-Fariql (d. 1001)o 2% In the Mugtadab there exe a mmber
of very complicated, but artificially comstructed sentences which were
used %o train students and in his commentary al-Fariqi undertakes %o

analyse and explain such sentences, °Ag.§malx hes incorporsied into his
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marginal notes those parts of this commentary which are stirictly
relevant to the text of the Mugtadab. It is clear from what al-Fariqi
writes in thé in‘_ﬁroduction to his commentary that the Mugtadab enjoyed
conagiderable pbpularity in the later 10th century amongst beginners
and those who had gone a 1ittle deeper into grammax. 25

However, the sort of commendatory remark about the Ugul of Ibn
al-Sarraj t{:ﬁieh can be found in the biographical sources cannot be
found in the case of the Mugtadebs; indeed, references to it tend to be
unfavoura.bléo- There is a story that on ome occasion in the presence
of Ibn al=Sarr§;j, one of his pupils compared al-}Mubaxrrad's Mugtadab
unfavourably with the Ugul ard Ibn al-Saxraj felt obliged to defend

his old teacher's reputations 20
s Jsedl QS S gl ) as e
I ol e sl i 5 I i
Pl A g8 2 (gt 00 L]
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There is also a rather derogatory remark about the Muqtadab

which Yaqut records AbG ‘Al al-Farisi as having mades 2/

%MBL@M@A&H}@ & ! Jb
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o . 5" , 20,
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This remark is nothing moxre than an attempt to belittle the value of

the Mugtadab and is really a rather fatuous comment because, as “Agﬁmah

notes, with respect to the point on which Abu ‘Ali al-Farisi did reputedly
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benefit from the Muqtadab, there is in fact no more information given
there than in the Kitab, 20
After recounting this remark Yaqut goes on to mention a general
reason why the Mugqtadab was not a work from which profit was derived:s 29
.3 e g
o . . .. . . .. £
al g LQ.? ‘{fﬁ‘éa e L2{¢*$J)B anhaﬁﬁi)icjfn oadl
“:. . . . ® . )
W ih s ols G¥S . g oA ol s e o WU
.ﬂ% %;‘J“‘)&?m
This is again simply a rather abusive remark at al-Mubarrad's expense
becauss he had the evident misfortune of being a teacher of the notorious

3 1n actusl fact, although Ibn al-Rawandl may

heretic Ibn al-Rawandi.
have studied the Mugtadab under al-Mubaxrrad there is no reason to
suppose that he had any great part in continuing the study of thie work
which would rather have been done by those scholars who wexre known as
grammaiianso

Although al=Mubarrad was recogniged as a grammarian this did
not result in a strong continuing interest in his works which was %o
_laat for many centuries. He did continue to be remembered as a
érammarian but later scholars contented themselves with merely citing
ﬁis'views which they ssem to have been awere of largely through secondary
iaQurcesa It is comparatively rare for_fhe later scholars Yo cite
'ai%Mubaxrad“s major work on grammar, the Mugtadab, although specific
references to it can be found.

As a grammar; the Mugtadeb is quite a large-scale work and in the
printed edition occupies four volumes, One of the very obvious
' charactéristics of this work is the lack of any systematic arrangement

of its chapters. In the Kitab the chapters on accidence and syntax are

to a large extent kept separate even if beyond this there is no clear
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@cheme fox msmging the malerial, Howevexr, in the Mugtedab there is
not even eny meparation of the chepters om accidence and syntex, On
this poimt it is worth moting that Ibm el-Serraj is specifically
described as giving tho material in the Ugul em excellent arrangement
end this may well indicate that previous vorks like the Mugtadsb and
the gi;tzab'veré felt to be somevhat deficient im this respect, 2 e
would teomd to suggest that thexe is no xeasen for supposing that the
rather hephszerd oxdexr of the chapters im the Pugftedab doss not
mpmeenf;‘ very much the original order in vhich al-Mubarrad composed
the work-o.:

Al}*khov.@ °A@Imh tekes the viev that tho menuscript on which he
bases his printed edition is complete,or vexry nearly so, it is worth
noting that al=Mubarrad ssems to neglect certain topics. There axe,

foxr exemple, no chapiers on the maef‘nl lebu or the maf'ul ma'ehu, but

apa:r% from this and disregarding the haphazexd arrangement of material,
the Mugtadab does cover at soms point most major topics usually diécuzased
in a @m&ro 33

The most importemi continuator of the work of al-lMubaxrad was higs
pupil, Ab: Bakr Muhammad b, al-Sari, generally knovn as Ibn al-Sexraj. 34
Although the date of the dsath of Ibm al-Saxraj is given as 316 A.H.
‘(9‘29 A,,Do)g there is no infoxmation on whem he weas borm. The editors
of his brief work om grammax, the &pjaz £ l=naby, E1=Chomémi aond
Damerdji, place his birth between the years 260-5 A.H. and this is based
on facts lmown about him, 35 Firstly, accoxdimg to an anecdote, Ibn
al-Sexraj ves present at the entry of the caliph, al-Muktafi, into
B@da& in 289 A.H, A% that time Ibn al-Sarraj wes in love with a slave
 gixl emd in some verses dvew a comparison between hexr and the pomp of
tho oaliphel procession, Secondly, and this seems a stronger argument,
~ he vas & pupil of al-lfubarraed who died in 285 A.H. and befors the death

of his teacher he had made a reputation for himself as a pupil of
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digtinction., As to tho plasces where he resided, 1t appears that Ibn
al-Sarraj, uhlike al-Mubarrad, spent all his life in Baghdad and the
editors of the ==ggg point out in this connection that Yaqut styles
him the “Baghdadi” and that anecdotes about him are set in Baghdad, 36

Ton alasefrzj received his philological training under al=Mubar§ad

and he became an outstandirg pupil, particulaxly favoured by his't@échers 51
<tibﬁb_2? Lew 28 S 5ol o 71Qjas)! |
@Zﬁag W 229 Wl Yol AN @ SESUA Y
U Slsly D12l wes L9

Thexe is no raéord thet Ibn a2l-Saxraj had any teacher other than
al=Mubarrad but the latier was such a distinsuished philologist that
g pupil would no doubt have received 2ll the training he needed from
him elone. Ton al-Serraj does not seem %o have studied under Tha'lab,
the great Kuféﬁ_eomtemporaxy of al-Mubarrad, although he probebly
could have if;hé had so wanted.

If alémnbagrad vas his omly attested teachexr, Ibn al-Sarraj wag,
et least, an associate of al=Zajj§jg a somevhat oldexr pupil of
al-Mubarrad. 58 There is & story recoxded of en occasion when Ibn
al=SaJm§J émd;al=2ajj£j vere together which throws light on the career

39

of tho former as a grammarian
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According to the tailpiece to this story Ibn al-Sarra)j was as good as
his word'ab@ went on to become the leading grammarian after the death

of al-Zajjaj.

Ibn al-Sarraj’s roputation as a seholar is firmly based on his
majoxr vork of grammar, the Ugul, Although this work did not become one
of the great classics of grammar that were in wide use in the later
Middle Ages, nevertheless, it was apparently quite widely used in the
centuries after its composition and remained & work well-kmowvm to
speciélist@ in grammex. The biographical sources make clear that the
ggél was -a work that vas well thought of although, because such sources
tend to take over much material directly from earlier works, it is not
e&éy to date from them the period when such commendatory remaxrks were
first made, With perhaps a shade of hyperbole, Yaqut records the remark
in preise of Ibn al-Sexraj's scholarship im the Upul: JL L Jo g
J y@slp‘ L P PP b&aﬁ 521, 4 pnother commondation of the Ugul

1s recorded by Yaqat in listing Ibn al-Sawraj's workss

Lood?t gm p Jpeoll LS oo dl o g
AUy Y oLl s gl ey oSl
% g Sl Sil gt ol s o s gos
nﬁfffaj; Y s, 9
Apart from such commendations of Tbn al-Sarraj and his scholaxship,
the continued use of the Egﬁi itself tegtifies to the high esteem in

vhich its author was held. However, it is not{ possible, due to the lack

of the necessary evidence, to give & complete account of the later
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history of the use of the Ugul but certain details can be given, First

42 The earlicst

of all; a number of commentaries om it were written,
commentery was composed by Tbn al-Sarraj's ovm pupil, el-Rusmmzni (909-
94), 43 fhe next ves done by Ibn Babshadh (d. 1077), an Esyptian
scholar of distinction, vwhose works had some popularity, 44 Tae next
two commentators axe echolaxs of the Islemic West, The first is Ibn
Badhish (1055-1133) who hes already been mentioned @s having written
a coment&ﬁy on the HMugtedsb. The second, who is the last attested
comméntatbéo- was the notable Horth African grammarianm, al-Jazuli
(d. cao 1209=19), 45 His teachexr was anotheor eminent Noxth African
scholar, Ibm Barri (1906=87), and 1% is recorded that in em hour of
need al-Jazull pewned his copy of the Usul which he had made himself
while studying the wozk uith Ibn Barxi. 4

Purther information on the use of the Ugwl in the Islemic West
comes from the Fabrasah of Ibn Khayr (1108=79) im which the work is
41 Tbn Khaye
glves two chaing of trencmission back to Ibm @l=8m§39 one® througn

listed as handed dowm fxrom genexration to generation,

Abu ‘A11 al-Farisi and the other thwoush al-Sirafl, the author of the
famous commentaxy on the @e 4 He also mentions el-Rummani’s
commentai-j on the g;q_@l; but does not provide @ chain of transmission,

From the ovidence of the commenteries written on the Ugul and of
the of Ibn Kheyr it is clear that the Ugul was in generel ﬁse
down to the 12th century amd in paxticular in the Islemic West, This
last poiht is supported by the fact that two of the four texis used
by aléﬁatlz in preparing his primted odition of the 1@. vere found in
North Africa. % After the time of Ibn al-Serrej’s pupil, al-Rummani,
it ie difficul't to trace the history of the use of the Ugul in the

Eastern Islamic world because ibe Kashf al-gzunun of Hajji Khalifeh

does not mention any further commentaries from that region, and there

are no sources of information for the East comparable with the Fahrasah
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of Ibn Khayr foxr Speim,
The @o however, did remain en important work and wes ono com-
gulted by eohqlar@ undertaking very detailled studics of gremmar,
Al-Suyuti (1445=1505) froquently citos Iba al-Sarraj im tho Ashbeh

va-l-naga'ir end in 1t quotos passages from the Ugul, 50 The Ugul is

also the earlicst work which &lmva\‘i'%i drave on in hig itreatise on
gramatical methodology, the Igtirih. °@ ‘Abd el-QEdir al-Beghdsdi
(1621=82) also found the Ugul velusble and in hic introduction to the

Kbizanat aloadab 1lists the Ugul es one of the works which he particularly

consultied. -52‘ It is of interest that it ie the eaxliest gresmex after
the Kitab in al-Baghdedi's list of works comsulted. It is also worth
noting here that Ibn Ya'Ich also fownd the Usul e valusble work, Thie
i because he tekes over material from the Ugul as it stends end works
it inte hi commentary on the Mufagsal of al-Zomxltheherl, This ie &
matter which will bo dealt with in dotail in a later chaptar, 53

The g@ has only been perily published in two volumes but,
fortunately, the published parts include all the sections of the work
dealing with syntax with vhich this thesis is par'ticularly concexrned.
The Ugul is a work in which the various chapters ave prescnted in &
coherent and well thought out mamner and the significence of this will
be discmsséd in a later chaptex, 54 A particular point about the
method of prossntation of the material in the Usul is that Ton al-Sarraj
tends to treat the variouws topics by having & seoction which constitutes
e basic discussion and & section constituting an additional discussion
of further points which he calls maesa 41, Thus, for instance, there
is the JWV_;J\ —\» vhich is followed by the ﬁfs—*«% Plee b
To a certein extent al-Mubarrad also uses the seme device im the
Mugtagab,

Among other works om grammer by Ibn al-Saxra) was a commentary

on the but this has not survived and never had the populerity of
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the later commentary on the Kitab by al-Sirafi. Another work on

grammar by Ibn al-Sarra) is theiJumal al-ugul which was also known as

the Kitab al-ugul al-paghix and is clearly an sbridgment of the Ugul. 56

There is also mention in the blographical sources of another work by
Ton al-Sarraj whose title has the consonantal skeleton Jﬂ—%\ , but
what this work is or what the correct vocalisation of this word is

57

cannot be:saido There is no reason to suppose that this is a work on
Sremmax cglled the Jumal vhich is to be differentiated from the above~

mentioned Jumal al-ugul, References to & work on grammar by Ibn

al-Sexraj called the Jumal would simply involve an abbreviation of the

fuller title Jumal al-usul,

. In the Ug@l Tbn al-Sarraj mentions a work celled simply the Jumal

and relates its contents and foxrmat to that of the Ugﬁ H 58
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It is recorded that al-Rummani wrote & commentary on the Jumal, 59

and a rather minor scholar called Ibn Humaydeh (1076-1155) wxrote a

€0 \1though little is

commentary on the verses cited in the Jumal.

lmovn about this scholax) the commentary by him is at least evidence

that the Jumal was in use up until the middle of the 12th century.
Apart from the Ugul, another work on grammar by Ibn al-Sarraj

1 This

has gurvived and been edited and this is called the Mﬁgazo 6
is a brief réeumé of Arabilic grammar and al-laaxri provides some

information on the wvriting of this works 62
ds ot ot glssdl o, g sl S
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This work had a. certaim popularity end is mentioncd by Ibm Khayr in
his Fahrasah and he gives the same two chains of itransmission back to
ite authorlwhigh he gives for the Ugul. %3 o Mujez wes also the
gubject of é'obmmemt&ry by al-Rummani and this work is again mentioned
by Tbn Khayx, 64
The only other Basran pupil of al-=fubarrad who can be ranked with
Tbn al-Serraj as o grammarian is al-Zajjzj (do 923) but he did not have

the lasting reputation of Ibn al-Sarraj mor were his writings held in

such high regaxrd. €5 However, his Ma'ani 1-Qur’sn did have a certain

popularity end wes a work which Ibn Khayr studied vith his teachers
and whose transmission chain he could trace back to al-Zajjaj. 66 He
vag the first pupil of al-Mubarrad after the latter arrived in Baghded,
and he seems to have been & particular intimate of his teacher because
anyons interested in becoming a pupil of al-Mubarrad first took up the
matter vith him, He vwas a much older man than Ibn sl-Sarraj end,
according %o al=Zubaydi9 he was over eighty wvhem he died vhich would
meke him probably some twenty yeers older, After the death of
al=Mubarrad it was he who became the senior Basran scholar and he was
recognised as the head of the Basran school, 61
The next most distinguished grammarien from among the pupils of
al-Mubarrad was Ibn Durustawayh (872=958) who wrote a number of grem—

matical works, é8 He was reckoned to hold very fixmly to the Basrem
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school and wrote & work called tho Radd ‘all Tha'lab i khiilad

@lmgmo in vhich vaa o reply %o Tha‘leb’s oxposition of tho differences

botweon the gresmatical schools, the Uthtilaf alnsbuivin. 69 Among
leager Bagren 'gfamari&nﬂ of this geoneratiom it is worth mentioning
the names of Mgbreman (do 956) whe vas e pupil of both al-Mubarrad and
al-Zajjaj, and ‘Ali b, Suleymen el-Alhfash al-Seghir (d. 928) who
studied both under the Basran, al-Muberred, and the Kufem, Tha'leb. 10
then the generatiom of Basran scholaxg who wore pupils of al-Mubaxrad
are takon into oongideration it is clear that thoy produced no othex
voxlk of gmmar vhich can compaxe in reputation with tho Uié_l: of Ibm
aJLcS&rrE;jo end :thil@ i confixrmod by the fast that no such work hes
survived, Tor thig xeaszon assessment of Basrem grammaticel thought
in the early 10th century must be firmly based on & study of the Usul.

'ﬂzié- tlfz@siss iz pertienlerly concexned with Basren gramastical
thought beq_gﬁse in the period under comsideration it reached an
impoxrtent stage in its development into the dominant school of Axabiec
grermmar, On the other hand, the rival school of Kufah was in decline
and vas meking no significamt advences in tho field of grammetical
thought, Kufen grammatical otudy consisted largely of giving attontion
%o the werks of past cl}ola.rs and there vas little new work of any
vitality, ﬁowever,, for the sake of completeness, it 1s necessary to
give some commiderstion to the higtoxry of tho Kufam school of gremmax
end $o take particular account of its state during the period considexsd
in the present study.

Although considerable work hes still to be done om the histoxry
of Kufan grammatical thought, with particulexr need for a study of the

M end lanr”a?@h of alaFmE»g certain gonersl judgments can be mads on

the davolopment' of the school, n It is clear that the omly Kufan

gcholers whoiwere gremmariens of note wexe al-Kisa i (d. 804) and
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al-Farra’ (do ca. 822), 12 Vhen individusl Kufen grammarians arc
particulerly mentioned it is these two scholaxrs who are singled out
on most vccasions, Outside the field of gremmer,al-Kisa’'i is best
remembered as the scholax vho esteblished one of the thres setis of
Kufan canonicel Qur’en readings., Al-Faxra is best remembexed as the

author of tho still extant and paxrtly published Me‘snl l-Qur’am, This

iz & vere«=by=vers®9 surah-by—surah commentary on the Qur am which is
predominantly concerned with grammar, This work wme held in high

repute and was used by sl-Baghdadi in the Khizfnat al-sdeb, 73

After el-Farra’ thero did not smerge any Kufen grammerian of
great note end this hed the coxresponding result thet Kufen grammstical
thought did not develop any fuxther, This placed it in an unfavourable
position to compete with the Basran school of grammaxr which j'continued
%o ba develoﬁéd by able scholars, The Kufen school zlso had a great
vealmess in th&‘b there wvas no Kufan work of grawmar vhich hed the
wndisputed authority of the Kitab of Sibawayh among the Basrans, This
last work was .inetmental in firmly esiablishing the posit:?.on‘ of the
Basxan mchoolo

In t}w history of the Basram school the later 9th mncll caxly 10th
centuries .c'qnatitute the period of al-Mubarrad and his pup:i_f‘!.a‘7 and
correspondingly in the history of the Kufen school ,the same time—span
constitutes the periocd of the outstending scholar, Tha‘labd, amd his
pupils, 4 While it cannot be denied that Tha'lad was a distinguished
philologist, 28 & grammarian he was much leoss them an egqual of
al-Mubarred, It appears that the main weakness of Tha‘lab as a gram—
marian wes that he had lesaxned his grammaxr by studying the works of his
Kufan predecessors and did not have much gptitude for reasoning things
out on his own, This is made clear by an account of his teaching style

as 1% a.ppeagfsed to his contemporaries: &
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Partfofiﬁhe reason vhy Tha‘lab did not become & good grammerian
was that he had not been trained up to the level of the best Basran
grammarians. Although he received a philological training from Kufan
teachers, Tha‘lab himself draws attention to his own persomal study of
the works of alaFarrabg 76 No doubt much of his grammatical knowledge
vas acquired in precisely this same way and he seemed to lack the
advantage of a fgally thorough gremratical training with a teacher,
There is evidgnée indicating that Tha‘lab studied grammer under Salmah
b, ‘Isim but this scholar cannot be renked with al-Mubarrad’s grammar
teachers, al=Jaim1 and al-Mazini, n Tha‘lab's lack of grammatical
training with paxticular regard to the Kiiégp vhich he did study although
it wan a Bésran work, is made clear by an anecdote. Tha‘lab’'s son-in-law,
who to his annoyanee used to go to al=Mubarrad to study the Kit&’b9 vas
asked why al-Mubarrad was more knowledgeabls on the Kitab than Tha‘lab,
and he answered that the former had studied it under scholars vhereas
the latter had studied it under himself. 78 It also seems to be the
case that in the main the Kufans regarded grammar as 2 subject which
was to be studied as an introduction to & general philological training
and they did not lay the emphasis on studying grammar for its own sake
vhich the Basraps did,

Although Thalaeb wrote several works on grammar these have not
survived, 13 He does co%er grammatical questions in his Magilis which
has survived; but this provides no real beasis for meking meaningful
comparisons with the output of the Basran school, 80 It is clear that
neither Tha“lab nor those of his pupils vho remained within the Kufan
tradition produced wvorks that were the equal of contemporery Basran

works, and this is8 confirmed by the fact that no such vorks have survived.
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For this reésonlth@ present study 1s ocentred on the Basran school,
although in &ﬂiatar chapter attention will be given to the Basxran
approach to Kﬁfan scholarship at this period. 81

After dealing with the Basran and Kufan schooles during the psriod
under sﬁudjpiﬁ is vorth noting that there were a number of scholaxrs who
vere pupiis of both al-Muberrad and The‘lab and in their work wers
reckoned_to have dratm both upon the grammatical traditions of the
Basrans ‘a‘zlnd of the Kufans. What this "mixing the two schools” meant
in pr&ctiée is difficult Yo assess because there are no relevant works
ext&nt_to form the basis for a judgmsnt, Such scholarse nover constituted
8 mep&#aﬁé school but were seen &s inclining moxc towards one school
than ﬁhe-othero The most important of these scholars vere Ibn Khayyat
(a. 9}?) and Ibn Kaysan (do 911), the latter of whom is reckoned by
&l=S§r;fZ to have beem with al=Zaijj the leading Basran scholaxrs after
the death of al-Mubarrad, although al-Sirafi points out that Ibn Kaysan
did Wmix the two schools®, 82 This eclectic approach seems to have been
a short=lived phenomenon and did not survive long beyond the generation
of thé pupils of the pupils of al-Mubarrad and Tha‘leb, and there is
no evidence that it had any profound effect on the development of the
meinstream Basran school,

A study of any Arab grammarian inevitably involves reference to
the works of other grammarians and some indication is now given of the
‘principle works referred to in the present study which were composed
.6uiside of ‘the period considered in this present study. In a detailed
 gsfudy of grammafical thought it is necessaxry to refer chiefly to the
more compendious works of grammaxr amnd for this reason little attemtion
is given to such small-gcals works as the well-known treatises of Ibn
Hisham, 83 The main earlier work which ls consulted in thia present
study s, of course, the Kitab of Sibewayh, Of later works particular

reference is made to the Sharh al-mufagsal of Tbn Ya‘ish, Although
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the profundity amd originmelity of this work is open to question it is
one which h&o boon widoly wsed in the Islamic world. As ovidence of
thic may be ofted tho vory frequent rofoxrences ¢o it im tho 5_@_&@_

va~l-naza’ir of &l=8w€iﬁo 84 Anothex work consulted is the cormentary

by el-Raqi al-Astarabadhl on the Kafiveh of Ibm HBajib. °° A compendious
work to which rsfersnce has also been mads but which is not 8o well-lmown

is the Manha] al-salik of the famous Spanish scholax, Abu Hayyan Athir
86

2l-Din, This work is a commentery om the Alfivah of Ibm Malil and
is pexrticularly useful because of the atiention givem to making clear
the viows of SZb&wa\yh and to relating the views of the Bagren end Kufan

scholaxrs &@ wvell as those of later scholars of the Islawmic West,
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Yaqut, vol, vii, p. 143,
qee E0I029 S VQ Ibn a1=R;Wa:ndIo

See AdimahD ppo TT-8., See also M. A, Maiman, Iqlid al-khizanah
(Lahore9 1927)9 8.V, Mugtadab,

See ppo 27=9 below,

See ‘Adimah, pp. T4-81.

For a comprehensive list of biographical sources on Ibn a1=Sarra3 see
Kahhalah, vol. x; po 19, In particular see al=gifti vol., iii,
PPo 145=9, Yaqut, vol. vii, pp. 9-12; al=Zubaydi, pp. 122-5.

Tbn al=Sarraj Mujaz fi l-nahw, ed. M. E1=Chouemi and B, Damerdji,
(Beirut, 19655 PP. 5-6., This particular work is subsequently referred
to by 1tB author's name and title together to distinguish it from

the g 1

Ibid.o 9 po 50

Tbn al-Nadim, p. 32. Also al-Qifti, vol. iii, p. 148. In 1. 4 of

this quotation the L,JﬂS of the Pihrist has been changed to the
o>\ of the Inbah,

For al%ZajjajI see Kahhalah, vol. i, p. 33,
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Ibn al—NadImp Po 62, Also alfqifti, vol, iii; p. 149. In 1, 4 of
this quotation the sK_.JY ,gisof the Fihrist has been changed to
the sKMJ 4 A4 <5 of the Inbah,

Yaqut, vol. vii, p. 10.

Ibide, pPs 10-1,

Hajji Khalifah, vol. i, po 111

For al-Rummani see Kab@élahg vol, viiy, p. 162,

For Ibn Babshadh see Kahhalah, vol. v, p. 32,

See E;i.2§ 8oV, alBDjazalio

See ibidg;'seva Ibn Barri.

Tbn Khéyr, pp. 307=8,

For al-Sirafi see Kahhalah, vol, iii, pp. 242-3.

Tvn éi;Sarrgjp vol, i, pp. 33-4.

A1=sﬁy3§{} Ashbah wa~l-naga ir, 4 vols. (Hyderabad, 1359-61 A.H.),
vol, i, PP 13; 28, 90, 143=4, 241, 268, 274, 322: vol. ii, pp. 11,
51, 795 8T, 90, 91, 131,

Idem, Igtirah (Hyderabad, 1359 A.H.), Pp. 6, 49.

‘Abd al=Qad1r al—Baghdadl, Khlzanat al=adab, 4 vols, (Beirut, n.d.),
vol, i, p. 8. Bee Maiman, s.v. Ugul

Seevppob166=79 below, Ibn Ya.‘fshv Sharh al-mufaggal, 10 vols.,
Cairo, n.d.

See’ppg'27=9 below.
Ibn‘al—ﬁadim, p. 62,

Yaqut, vol, vii, p. 11

Ibido

Ibnval=Sarr5j9 vol. ii, p. 271,
Al-Qifti, vol, ii, p. 295.
Yaqut, vol, vii, p. 40.

See @; 35 above,

Yaqut, vol. iii, pp. 13-4, See also al-Ma‘arri, Risalat al-ghufran,
ed, Bint al-Shati’ (Cairo, 1950), pp. 357-8.

Ibn Khayr, p. 310,

Ibid;,-’p° 316. See also al=Qif§§9 vol, ii, p. 295; Y;qﬁ%, vol, v,
pP. 281,
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See n, 38 above.
Ibn Kha.y]’.‘, ppo 64‘=5o

Tbn al-Nadim p. 603 a1~S§iéf{, Akhbar al=nahgiyih al=Ba§rI&£h
(Cairo, 19555, pp. 80=1,

See no. 21'éboveo
See Fleiach, p. 19,

For Mabr%man see Kahhalah, vol. x, p. 3073 for al-Akhfash al=$agh§r
see E.,I." , 8.v., al-=Akhfash,

Al-Farra’, Ma‘ani 1-Qur’an, 2 vols. published, Cairo, 1955= .

For al-Kisa i see Kahhalah, vol. vii, p. 843 for al-Farra’ see E.I. ,
8,V. al=Farra’,

o > =
See Maiman, s.v. Ma‘ani l-Qur an.

For Tha‘lab see Kahhalah, vol, ii, pp. 203-4.
Al-Qifti, vol. i, p. 1445 Yaqut, vol. i, p. 141,
Yaqut, vol. i, pp. 135, 140.

Al-Zubaydi, p. 150, See also Abi Tayyib, p, 96, For Salmah
b, ‘Agim see Kahhalah, vol. iv, pp. 240-1,

Al-Qifti, vol. i, pp. 144=5; al-Zubaydi, p. 156.

See Tbn al-Nadim, p. 74; al-Qifti, vol. i, pp. 150-13 Yaqut, vol. ii,
pr. 152=3.

Tha‘lab, Majalis Tha‘lab, 2 vols., Cairo, 1948-9.

See pps; 139=62 below.

or e =

Al-Sirafi, pp. 80-1. For Ibn Knayyat see E.I.2, s.v. Tbn Khayyats
for Ibn Kaysan see E.I%, s.v. Ibn Kaysan.

See ibid;; 8.v. Ibn Hisham,
See p. 180, n. 2 below,

Al-Agtarabadhi, Sharh al-kafiyah, 2 vols., Turkey (Istanbul?), n.d.

Abu Hayyan, Manha] al-salik, New Haven, Connecticut, 1947.
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CHAPTER II
CLASSIFICATION, ANALYSIS, AND DEFINITION

In the Kitab of Sibawayh 1little attention is given to axranging
the variou§_chaptera in a logical and systeratic mamner, Thexre axe,
of course, mény instances of chapters on related but separate topics
being grouped in a sequence, but there iz nothing truly comparable
with the ordersd presentation of subject matier to be found in later
works, This may well be due to the fact that the chapters of the Kitab
are largel#_érrang@d in the oxder in which Sibawayh happened to deal
with themoi Inﬁadditiono the Kitab is described in the biographical
sources aé'a.wqu unlike any previously written and its authoxr would
probably hévé been working without a2 convenient model foxr plamning the
lay-out of_his woxrk, 1 More imporxrtantly, it 1s recoxrded that Sibawayh
never taught:the Kitab to any of his students and this may well indicate
that by thg fim@ of his death Sibawayh may not have completed revising
and arrenging the work, 2

The next major extant work of a Basran grammarian is the Mugtadab
of al-Mubarrad and, as has been mentioned in the intﬁroductionD 3 this
grammar also lacks a logical and systematic axrangement of its vaxious
chapters, - However, the Ugul of Ibn‘a1=Sazréjg unlike the Kitab and the
Mugtadab, is a work which is axranged in a careful and planned manmer.
It seems sefe to assume that it is a charactexristic which different-
jates the ggﬁi from other preceding major works of grammar and this
vould apply even in the case of works which are no longsr extant. An
indicetion that this assumption is corract is provided by a passage

quoted by 51=Q1ft;s 4
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Withgfegard to the content of this passage it may also be mentioned
thaf”quEt writes of Ibh al=SarrEj in a passage previously quoted:

és&z;i/: e W29 @ poo ol PUSIPY

~ Before discussing further the passage quoted by al=Qifti from
al-Marzubani (&, 994),1t is worth noting that the tone of 1t does not
&@pear to be perticularly friendly towaxds Ibn al-Serraj. 6 The pessage
seemé to belittle his woxrk for it suggests that although he introduced
into the Ugul certain considerations draim fiom logic, the content itself
simply consists of material drawn from the Kitab which has been re-arranged.
In addition, there are certain influences from his attention to the
Masa il of al-Akhfash and Kufem grammatical thought, and deviations from
Basren norms are attributed, somewhat disparagingly, to the fact that
he was distracted from grammex by the study of music,

The passage suggests that Ibn al-Sarraj introduced into grammer

"what are called "divisions" (taqasim), The meening of this term is not
- completely clear but it seems to imply that al-Marzubani holds that
Ibn al-Sarraj was influenced by classification procedures used in

logic, 7 The term lafz, as 1% is used in this passage, would seem to
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mean thrasééiagy“o implying that Ibn al-Sarraj introduced into the
ggél the texminology used by the logiciens in their classification pro-
cedur@s° AA1though Ibn al-Sarraj gives considerable attention in the Egﬁi
%o classifying his material and arranges the work to take this into
account,,_n.ne;verthellesg9 he does not express himself in texms which could
be said to belong particularly ‘Yo the texminology of the classification
procedu:es of logic. The real force of al-Marzubani's remarks about
Thn al;Sarrzj"s approach would appear %0 be that in logic there are
procedﬁfga for classification and enzlysis, and in the Ugdl too there
is at@eﬁtion given to classification and anelysis which was accordingly
felt to have come about through the influence of logic., In a passage
quoted eerlier Ibn al-Sexraj confesses to having been distracted from
grammar by the study of music and logic, and Ibn Abi Ugaybi‘ah partic-—
u;;rly-mentions that Ibn a1=Sarij studied logic undex the philosopher,
al;Eéribio 8 This study of logic may well have contributed to meking
Ibﬁ §1=Sarr§3 methodical and systematic in his approach to his work as
'; grgmmariano

On the evidence from biographical sources it may be inferred

_.that Ibn al-Sarrej's work on classification and analysis in the Usul
'wﬁs'something that hed not been undertaken before and essentially

" represents an innovation on his paxt. This, however, is represented in

vthe passage quoted from al=QiftI as having come about through the influ-

'ence of logic and is not attributed to a desire simply to arrange the

Ugil in a systematic and coherent mamner which would have been & natural
advence for some grammarian to make in writing a grammar. That this

was an innovation on the part of Tbn al-Sarraj is supported by the

_ evident lack of systematic arrangement of material in earlier works like

the Kitab and the Mugtadaeb which has been already mentioned.
At various points in the Ugul Ibn al-Sarraj explains the order

in vhich he is dealing with the various topics to show that they are



30

9

being treatedAin a systematic manner. In particular, at the beglnning

of the gggiAfbn el-Saxraj states that he will present his meterial in

a convenient and well-ordered fashion and in the clearest possible

terms s 70
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It w;uld be unfair to treat this statement as simply expressing the
soréﬂaf éonventional claim vhich aﬁ author might make in the preface
of & worko Rathexr, it should be taken as a wholly justifiable claim,
p@rhaps implying in itself that previous works are somewhat defective
vith regard Yo arrangsment and claxrity of expression,.
In the Uil many examples can be found of Ibn al-Sarraj's attention
té'questions of classification and definition and a start will be made

-héré with his treatment of the nominative case. Before he discusses

the various uses of the nominative case Ibn al-Saxraj sets out what he

considers them to bes 11
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The main point of interest about the list itself is that Ibn al-Sarraj
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identifies & particulaxr use of the nominative omse which he calls the
‘ 12

muishabbah 'bi%l%f‘a'fil £1 1-lafyz or simply the mushabbah bi-l-£a ‘1l.

This consiais of the subject of kang and analogous verbs and of the
subject of pér%iclea which behave like Eégg end the verb propexr and
this includes woxrds like the negative particle gé in the Hijazi uwsage,
Although other grammariens ook account of the uses of the nominative

case whicﬁ Ton al-Saxraj clessifies as mushsbbah bi-l-fa ‘i1, the

expression itself for this class scems to be particular to Ibn al-Sarraj.
0f the five uses of the nominative vhich Ibn al-Saxvaj lists, the

mubtada’ and the khabaexr will be considersd im the chapter on the regent

13

end neesd not bo discussed hexs, The other three uses of tho nomin-

ative case broadly cover what would be called in English the subject
of the verbs The first of these three classes is the fa il of which

Ton sl-Sarvaj offers the following definitions '
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This passage consiste of a definition of vhat a £§:§; is and an

explanation of vwhy the definition is worded as it is. The first point
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ndo in tho dofiniti@n 40 ¥hot for o moun to bo @ fa 4l it mugt follew
verb vhooe cubjoot 1% is beeausc, if the noun procedes tho vorb,

it 40 not @ fa'il but o mubtada’; this ic & point commonly mede clear

The second point medo in the definition is that
£or & noun to bo & fo il it mmst be the subject of & vorb in the amctive
voice (£1'1 alladhi buniye 1i-1-fa‘il). By this condition Ibn al-Sexraj
distinguiches botween the fa il (active subject) and the maf'Bl slladhi
lam yweewne fa ‘iluhu (pessive subject), On this point it may be ment-
ioned that Ibn Ya'lsh oxpressly criticises defimitions of the fa'il
vhioh are so worded as to diffeventiate 1t from the maf Wl glladhi lam
yuceswe €3 Slubus 10
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Tho thizd point vhich Ibn al-Saxraj mekes im his definition of
the géiéé-i@ that in defining vhother a noun is e fa'il or mot,no
distinction is to be made as to whether the noun ie & trus f£a il or
not. Tals stipulation axrises out of Ibn alcSarr§3°s clagsification of
vexbs into what ave truo verbs and what ave not. UYhat Ibn al-Sarra)
connideors aB true verbs will be dealt with later vhen discussing the
quaestion of the division of verbs into transitive end intransitive,
but i¢ io noecespary to discuss vexbe which exe not true vorbs in

denling with the f£a'il. Ibn al-Serraj's particuler classification of
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this sort of verb 1s not one which seems to be followed in later works
but it is of interest for illustrating problems which the term fa ‘il

itself presented to the grammarians. The verbs which are not real
verbs are of three typess 10
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The first class of unreal verb is illustrated by examples like
A&_} QLD o o ldl W , and /ﬁ Ps* . It would clearly be incor-

rect to describe the subject in eny of these axamples as & fz.‘il9 if
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dus regard is glven to the literal sense of that word. Indeed, Ibn
al-Saxra) observes that the f£a ‘il in such examples is really a maf‘ul.
However, iﬁzéould be incorrect to call the subject in these examples

the maf‘ul alladhi lem yusamma fa iluhu because this would imply that

there is a definable, though unspecified £a ‘il, when in fact the question
of the true géi;; is moxe one for philosophy oxr theolegy than cne for
the grammarians. Although it would be fair to call the fa ‘il “unreal®
foxr this,ieaaong there does not seem 0 be a strong case for classifying
the verbﬁ’themselves in the above examples as "unreal”, 17

The second class of unreal verb consists of gégg and analogous
verbs, It vas generally accepted by the grammarians that these wvexrbs
are not true verbs but resemble verbs in outvard form and behaviour
and b9cause of this they are called af‘al gégigah ox, less commonly,

18 Although Ibn al-Sarraj uwndertakes a classification

af‘al ‘ibazah,
of verb types to assist in explaining his definition of the fa i1, the
subqect of a verb like gggg is not strictly referred to by the gram-

mavians as & £3'1l but rather as the lsm kans. Ibn al-Sarraj himself,

a8 has been mentlioned, classifies it as & mushabbah bi-1-fa ‘il not as a

trugbgé;;io Abu Hayyen does point out, however, that the grammarians
do loosely refer to the subject and predicate of kana and analogous
verbs as the £a‘il and the maf'ul, 19

Ibn al=Sarij°s third.class of unreal vexrb is rather difficult
to define and the discussion of the examples which he gives is centred
on points of idiom and rhetoric rather than of grammar proper. The

‘ 29 . 2%, 5 -
..discussion of the example\&;La.LL*adgﬂ A involves the explanation of

an idiomatic way of speakingg and the discussion of the Qur ’anic =>j

o9 of

g=394742*=@ (@*9%2 J)' QyﬂEJV” involves explaining the force of
the rhetoric of the Qur’anic diction.
The introduction by Ibn al-Saxraj of a classification of the

various types of verb into his discussion of the fa il reflects the
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moxre gweneré.l problem created by the Axabic texrminology for the gram—
matical subject of a sentence. In English this problem does not rsally
exisge becam-me.@Athe s8ingle expression "subject" can be used in analysing
any type of sentence. The Arab grammarians called the subject of
nominal sentences the mubtada’, but the term _1'3.=‘il_ was only just one
poseible term for the subject of verbal sentences. The Arabic term
;ig will translate literally into English as "doer"™ ox “agent™ ox,
if an e:iéct technical expression is wanted, as "active subject". The
Aradb @gm@arians and, as the Usul shows, Ibn al-Sexraj in particular
verse a\iﬁéys to & greater or lesser degree sensitive to the undexlying
meening of the term i& and did not use it as a comprehenaive term
for the subject in verbal sentences.

'If; is clear that the subject of verbal sentences is not aluays
a QQ in the strict sense of a "doer™, as the sentence in the passive

. ’ 34
voice’ igv. 5 o _~2 illustrates, The grammarians considered that such

a éentence implies that someone struck Zayd, say ‘Amrs |, 5,05 e;»’j:g o
For bthe grammarians the term "Zayd®™ in the passive sentence is as much
the object of the action >f the verb as it is in the active sentence.
'Ac‘c_érdinglyg the subjeot of the passive sentence is called the maf‘ul

alladhi lam yusamme fa iluhu and this can be translated into English

as the "passive subject®, Because the Arab grammarisns felt that thewe
vas a real difference between the active and passive subject, Ibn

al=Saxrraj is careful to word his definition of when a noun is an active

- gubject in such a way as to differentiate it from the passive subject.

The use of the term @g as has been mentioned, is also unsuitable
 with regard to its underlying meaning of "doer” for the subject of kana

~ and snalogous verbs, and so the term ism is used as in ism kEna,g forxr
instance. Ibn al-Saxraj recognises that the use of the term @
without qualification for the subject of the verb éﬂﬁ and analogous

verbs is unsuitable. Accordingly, he calls it the mushabbah bi-1-fa il
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which might be ren&ered-iﬁto English as the "quasi active subject®,
The subject of Eégg end analogoue vexrbs 1s only one type of quasi activé
subject and a second type is formed by the subject of sentences intro-
duced by th@Aparticle EE in the Hijazi use together with other negative
particles héﬁg&ing similarly. 20 In an example like :ﬁl&k¥@=/u; (oS
vhere the negative particle follows the Tamimi uwsage, the senience
consists of a mubiada and a khabar and the prescnce of the negative
particle, which herxe has no power of govermment, does not affect the
construction, However, in an example like thQQéﬁa-%i) Lav the
negative p@xéidle in the Hijazi usage functioens like the verdb of negation
laysa, and'gécérdingly the subject of the sentence is, in the terminology
of Ibn al=Sérr§jg a quasl active subject just like the subject of the
verb laysa,

In the classification of types of verdb which Ibn al-Serraj under—
takes in his section on the g;i;; he divides verbs into two great
classess those vhich are true verbs and thoss vhich are not; end his
treatment of the latter class has been dealt with above in discussing
the géii;a His treatment of true verbs consists simply of a classific-
ation of vexrbs according to their trensitiviiy and intransitivity and
this i3 a subject vhich he discusses further in his chaptex on the
maf‘ul bihi° 21 The establishment of an exact classgification of verbs
according'tortheir transitivity and intramsitivity is a topic %o which
Ton al=Sa:ij-givea much more attention than is generally given in

later works like the Sharh al-mufagsal of Ibn Ya‘ish, Dealing in his

section on the fa'il with the further classification of true verbs Ibn

al-Serraj writess 22
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The division of verbs into transitive and intransitive is a vexry
basic one but Ibn al-Sarraj moes fuxrther by dividing the foxmer into
those which can be said to have a tangible effect on their direct
object and those of which this camnot be said., This distinction is
also made briefly by al-Muberrad in the Mugtadab. 25 In English to

distinguish between the £i‘l al-mu’aththix and the fi‘l ghayx

al-mu’aththir it would be neccessary to talk perhaps of "physical®™ and

mmentélwiverbao Ton Ya‘'ish also distinguishes between the two soxrts

of transitive verd using the texrm “ilZg vather than mu’aththir, Of

the transitive verb he writes: 24
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When Tbn al-Sarraj discusses the maf‘ul bihi he egain returns

%o the question of the classification of transitivity and iniransitivity

and he goes into further detail: 25
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Ibn al-Sarrej is, of course, inaccurate vhen he writes at the
beginning of the above passage that transitive verbs 1iQ;; g§‘>ka
Q=e9 J’)F’S becauseg 29 he mentions in the passage quoted previously,
not all tr&naitive verbs cen be said to have an effect on their direct
object. The way in vhich Ibn al-Saxrraj deals with the question of
trangitivity and intransitivity in vexrbs is of interest because he
conmiders,fhis to depend on whether ox not thelr respsctive infinitives
arc transitive. The Basran grammarians held that vexbs ere derived
from thei: respective infinitives which ares moxre basic than the verbs

themselves=and§ accordingly, Ibn al-Saerraj attributes a verb's pover

to govern @ direct object to the power of its infinitive so to do. Ibn

Yatish makes ﬁhis same point clear when he defines transitivitys 26
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In & later chapter the question of Ibn Ya‘ish's incorporation of

materigl from the Ugﬁl into his Sharh sal-mufaggal will be dealt with

in detail, 2T put it 1is vorth poting here that Ibn Ya'ish does seem

to be influenged in this passage by his reading of the =§é£o Just
1ike Ibn'a1=SaxIEJ he also makes the incoxrect statement that all
tranmiti&é verbs have an effect on their direct object., In addition,
Tbn Ya‘ish also uses the verb laga as a non-technical term to explain
the technical term ta‘adda end similerly he uses the idea of movement
(p&xakah)_in explaining tramsitivity. Howeverxr, Ibn Ya'ish's &nalyéis_
of tyﬁes}bf verb is not as thowough as that of Ibn al-Saxraj.

.'In‘the preceding paxrt of this chapter Ibn alnSarr§j°s clasggific=
a%ioh of the uses of the nominative case and the varieties of vexb has
been examined and it is also worth comsidering his classification of
th@vuses of the accusative case. Ibn al-Sarraj divides the various
uses of the acousative into a clase which can be called the maf‘El

and & class which can be called the mushabbgh bi=l-mef‘ul. 2° He draws

up a classification of the mushabbah bi-l-maf‘ul in a manner which is
very much his own, although other scholars do deal with various of the
conglderations which undexlie his classification. The gramarisns as

a vhele did consider that certain uses of the accusative case could

be classified as mafa 11, namely the maf‘ul muflag, maf‘il bihi, maf Gl

fihi, maf‘dl lahu, and the maf‘il ma‘shu, They also considered that

"other uses of the accusative resembled the maf‘ul but they did not go
aa far as formally putiing them into a class called the mushabbah
bi=l-maf‘nl, The term maf'‘ul translates into English as "object® and

the term mushabbah bi-l-maf‘ul could be tremslated as "quasi-object®,

just as Ibn al-Sexrraj's term mushabbah bi-1-fa ‘11 could be translated

. a8 "quagl active subject®.

According to Ibm al-Sarraj the mushabbah bi-l-maf’'ul divides up

into two classess 27
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The first of these two classes can be further divided into three
30

varieties:
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- The firet of these three types consists of the il and the temyiz.

Ton al-Sarraj does not explain vexy clearly inm the case of the hal

wvhy the accusative in outward form may represent what is nominative in

mea:iing9 and all he writes in explanation is: 3

S Ggahgkeé @fajab QL?;fi) ol SnS Bk@: ngghié
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- Ibn Ya'ish mekes the seme point much moxe cleexly when he explains why

the accusative of the hal cannot be said to bo a true maf‘uls 32
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However, i1t has to be said that the hel does not neccessarily

qualify the subject of the sentence and that the gehib al-hal may be some

other term. In the case of Ibn al=SarrEj this objection would appear
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to be met by the fact that he states that the class of mushabbah
bi-l-maf ‘ul 9121%0 which thé hal fallzsgis one in which the acousative in
outwerd form may be (’,sd> .5 ) nominative in meaning. However, the
point of claésifying the hal in this manner would seem to be to
distinguish the’ from the mafa il proper, rether than to give a
uwniversally va,lid description of it

The sacond variety of mushabbeh bi-l-maf‘ul where the accusative

in outwvard form is nomimative in meening and the regent governing it
is a vexdb »pi?op@rg is the accusative of the mo This description,
howvaver, dOé:Bg not apply to the use of the ;t_a_g@ in enumeration and
meamement@xié in the present discussion such usages are gpecifically

excluded, 2 In explanation of his classification Ibn al-Sarraj
34
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Although this analysis of tggliz a8 it stands supports Ibn

al=SarrZJ’s way of claessifying this particulaxr use of the accusative
case, it is an analysis which can appear over-simple when comparel with
that of later grammarians, Abu Hayyan, for instance, writes in the

Manhaj al—salik that the grammariens divide uses of the tamliz into
35

several categories:
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This passage provides a more highly developed analysis of tgggiz
constructions than Ibn al-Sarraj does, although Abu Hayyan does mention

that there are certain scholars who do mot accept the tamyzz manqﬁl min

al-maf‘ul .and some treat the tamyiz manqul min al-mudaf ae having the

meaning of an original fa'il vhich would accord with Ibm al-Sexraj‘s

36

analysis of'tgggiz constructions of this type. Even if tamyiz
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constructions are analysed along the lines laid down by later scholars,
the same point may be made as was made in the case of the hal, namely,

thet in the case of the mushabbah bi-l-maf‘ul the accusative in outvard

form may be nominative in meaning. However, there is mo evidence that
Ybn alaSmZJ would eamalyse the tﬂiz as other than standing in for
an implied fa'il,

The »two_ other types of mushabbah bi-l-maf‘ul of the class where

the accuea;tiée in outward form may be nominative in meaning are the
predicate of ié._nﬁ and anelogous verbs and the subject of inng and
analogoug pafiicleso 31 1% i3 clear why Ibn a,1=8m;;) does not considex
these 1o represent true mafs 11 and there is no need to disouss them
further here ,‘but they will be mentioned in a later chapter. 58

The second class of mushabbah bi-l-maf ‘Gl consists of only one

item and thj%.ls"_is the accusative used in exception after il=1§,. in positive
sentences and_-—;aa an alternative to the badal comstruction in negative
senténc@so 39 Tbn al-Sarraj describes tkis variety of mushabbeh
bi-l-maf‘ul ass cogeonbly g Al s Ball 8 Wb wopaidl o o0 L

é}-@_ruw ° 40 The meaning of the first part of this descxription
is clearon,gzjfsﬂﬂﬁ,é Kol g ead e gty U)L’ Lo , because it

gorves to dimfin@ish this type of mushabbah bi-l-maf‘ul fxrom all other

types. Ibn.ale»SmE;) does not suggest that the exceptive accusative
admits of _being interpreted as nominatilve in meaning unlike the othexr

types of mushabbah bi-l-maf‘ul., The second part of the descriptiom,

é}gju Qg;/fu gﬁawbp is somewhat less clear but can be explained
by ueing en illustration like la,“) _\)Sl A }BJB st'éo Here the term AJ
in the acéizaasﬁve is to be thought of as pert of what 18 denoted by the
texm fsz’)u' ;Lri the nominative until it is expressly excepted from it.
Tbn Ya'lish takes much the same consideration imto account when he
explaine vhy the texrm in the accusative after illa camnot be treated

41

ag a true maf‘ul:
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Howevéro the statement by Ibn al=Sarijpé?§jgg&bﬂﬁ o Ul

is only valid if the mustathna minhu is & texm in the nominative, but

the point of this remark may be to show that thexre is some affinity

between this mushabbah bi-l-maf‘ul end the others vhere the accusative

in outward;fbrm may be nominative in meaning.

In vhet has preceded, the work of Ibn al-Sexraj in classifying
and analysing &arious grammatical usages hag been oxamined and similax
to this in many vays is his attention to defining the parts of speech,
Hovever, in defining the parts of speech Ibn al=Sarraj talkes into
account considerations that are not purely grammatical, but which stem
rather from iogic° This is because one of the developments which came
to take flgceAin grammatical thought was that philosophy and, in paxi-
icular, iogié came to aexert am influence on the grammerians in their
outlook and the ways in which they explaimed various matiers. 42 One
particulﬁr'area in which logic was imfluential was in the definition
of the parts of speech. '

Whéth@f or not Arabic grammar owes %0 logic its {ripartite division
of the parté of speech into noun, verb, and particle does not matter
fox the>purpos@s of this present discussion, but what is of relevance
iz that the grammerians came to take into account what the logicians
hagd doné towarda defining the parts of speesch, The different types of
woxrd which~occur in speech were not felt to be something based purely
on the gnal&sis of the Arebic language. Al-Mubarred, for instance,
writess 43
PG gl V. sy e 2P, Job, ol USp MO
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In the 1ight bf'the idea of the universality of the tripartite division
of speech it is not unnatural that the grammerians should have drawn
on logic in discussing the parts of speech and their definition because
logic is a subject which claims universal validity and in it too the
partse of épe@éh and their definition are discussed.
In.theAgiﬁgg_Sibawayh doas not give a formal definition of the
. noun but ﬁéréiy givec some examples of nouns:hblsy Qﬁyége}%):ﬂﬁéﬁi)lé o 44
In the Mﬁgtg@&b al-Mubarrad goes into more deteil and offexrs the foll-
owing definition of the noun: 45 ‘
s dpa s e i Lbly GE L ol Dl Lol
Dol sl o9 WS kY Loy, gets wss
el Al oad e s o b I
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In defining a noun as that which can be made subject to a preposition,
alaMuBarrad produces & definition which is framed in purely grammatical
texms and this is a mode of dofinition of common occurence in works of
grém@aro
| Not all definitions of the noun axe of this oxder, Al=Sir;fI,
& pupil of Ibn a.l=-Sa.rrZ;)9 is quoted by Ibn Ya‘'ish as giving the following
definition of the moun which may be taken as typical of defimnitions by
later gremmarianss g\fmﬁ P W S 2= Js SJo g
@ﬂj;;? L;quﬁ o 46 This would translate as "a woxrd conveying a msaning
. in itself uncomnected with a specific time"”, Al-Zamakhshari similarly
writess ) SO oF 85,5 ETTO Wit o ase B8 Jo bo =l
and Tbn Ya'ish notes that most grammarisns would add the words leo}

-

éjgzgé? ° 41 From Ibn Ya‘ish's comments on &1=Sir;fz“s definition i¢

eperges that the wording of the definition establishes two differentiae

) (fagl) by vhich the noun is distinguished from the particle and the

 verb regpectively: 48



47
D Y i R P P R
- * . . $ .
rialpd9.ens 3 ool Jo o Sl P w21
oked) a4 = Ol Qe ‘Qgéuf? Obs ool o5
s . W, .8 . 3
el e § dha ol JledM oy slelol 4!
(GSafe 5l e sl b Jud Slaevl B
/ﬂ&i\&a Ok b MU &)92‘9&@5@} Q:gg ysﬂ Loy
Pl i Laly ool
Tbn el-Sarraj's basic definition of the noun iss 47
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Neithér here nor later in his discussion does Ibn a,l~=S&rij introduce
the idea that a noun is Lypulss 5 8= Js Joo 2ol vith e view to
différentiatimg between the noun and the partiecle but, rather, he is
ohiy concerned with differentiating betwesn the noun and the werb,
H'is use of the texm 2 J% is a way of expressing the idea behind the

phrase in later definitions Jeof Oloy LA s o, and this.

. is made clear by his justification of his definition: 2°

L9t (3 S 20 oo b o bes S Lils
Wiy Gleos 0o Js Jus Joddl o 31 geidl
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Ibn al=Sarr§;j does mention that the noun unlike the verb, does not

“indicate a notion in Q\/:“_ES’ u‘:a) , using the standard phrase of the

‘later definition, when he webuis an objection (often mentioned by the
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g*mxnmarians) 'to the g@nem,lly accepted definition of the noun and he

explains the word Jﬂf a8 i1f it would be unknown in this sense to
51

his resadexss
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The relation of Ibn as1=8m'§.,j"s approach to the definition of the
noun to the ideas of the logicians is not difficult to show, In the

Kitab a1=a1fzz al-musta’meleh £ l-mentlq el-Farabi defines the roun

L_‘}L 52 and this gort of definition can be séen as uliimately

stomming from_ Ariototle who writess ggﬁ }bﬂgy"@ Vo by &2
uh‘f’jﬁ ﬁ P 53 Alaz,aj:];,j,, an oldexr contemporary of Ibm al-Sarraj,

is recorded a8 having a definition of the noun which has a certain

(=]
(1

resemblance %o the soxrt which the logiciems put foxrwards %b&/a > pri
O Vs Glos b5 Jlo s L JL psdre . % aithougn this
definition can be sald to owe something to the ideas of logic, it does
not have a really close comnection and the presence of the terms &@A’c 0

fﬁs@.ﬁ?g and ul&é@ , tends to move the defimition away from the ideas
of the logiciesnso

Wheh discussing the definition of the moun in the Idah fi ‘ilal

wngwp al=Za;jJaji (8. ca. 949), who was a pupil of both al-Zajjaj end
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Tbn ale=Sa.m';L,j'9 mentions thet the grammerians and the logicians define
it in a diff@fént manner although some of the grammarisns inecline to
the logicians® view, Al-Zejjaji himself frames his own definition to

meet the needs of grammar but admits the validity of the logicians’®

definitions 55
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This passage confirme that by the time of al-Zajjajl some of the
gresmariane were taking over the logicians' definitions of the noun

although '-{:he majority appear to have based their definitions purely on

the needs of grammar. Although Ibn al~=Sij°e ideas on the definition
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of the poun a.re influenced by logic, yet they are not so profoundly
influenced as the sort of definition based on logic which al=-Zaij;j§
quotes above. However, it does appear from the evidence aveilable that
Ibn al-Sarraj was the first gremmarian who can be d@finiterA attested
as defining {:he"noun along lines laid down by the logicians.

The c‘iefinition of the verb is easier ito deal with because the
gremmarians ténd to discuss it in less detail, as 1s the case with the
definition of the perticle as well, However, S;.ba,wayh glves mors
attention to defining the verb than to defining the other two parts of

56
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Al though SZbgwayh"s view on the verb was discussed by the scholaxrs and
is importai;t _for indicating that he held the genseral view of the Basrans
that the ve'rb.‘iza derived from the infinitive, neverthélessv it has
1ittle direct bearing on the way in which the verb was defined by later
scholars,

As typicel of later definitions of the verb may be cited that by
Ibn Ya‘ishs @f\%@ Wéw&dw MJ{J{Q Jeall L:Lé
u\@f o 57 Ibn a.l«=Sa.rrZ;j"s definition of the vexrb largely coxrresponds
with this ‘exlcept that, a8 vas the case with the noun, he does not

include the exprcssion w S to distinguish the verb from the
58"
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Thie dsfinition by Ibn al-Sexrraj also links up with the ideas of the

particles
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logicianss al=FZerIV for instance, writes in definition of the verb

in the Kitab al-alfEgs oiloy s o oo s Jos 6o 2o aloid . >9
It is significént that Ibvn al=SarrZJ congiders that a verdb conveys both
a notion and a time. According to Ibnm Paris, al-Kisa’l had defined a
vorb ess ¢ bo)y 5 Jo be 60 but the vay Ibn al-Sarraj does so is
completely in accoxrdence with the practice in logic which is based on

Aristotle’s definition im On intexpretation (in the Arabic translation

of which thé verb is called kalimah, the usual texm of the logicians)s

TR &ng Jos be o Jus Yo opp 80N W 61

wvas the case Qith the noun, Ibn al=Sarij seems to be the first scholax

As

vho can b@_atfeﬂt@d a0 having defined the verb in a work of grammex
along the 1lines laid dovm by the logicians.

Unlike their definitions of the verb and the noun, the gremmerians'’
definitioné_qf the particle seem to be firmly based on theixr own ideas
and are unielated to the work of the logicians. Indeed, in logic iteelf
little ationtion was given to paris of spsech other than the vexb and
noun. Sibawayh defines the particle, which he calls oo=o® slp (5 &,
883 o5 VY (V«AL; D e sy L P, 62 In the Jumal al-Zajjaji
glves what vas to become the standaxrd definition of the particles&éjth

05 & QSM s Jo Yoo ®® Mithoush the stendsrd definition of
the partiéla wag in use by the time of al=Zajjzjfg Tbn alaSarr;j does
not mention it when discussing the particle., In definition of the

perticle Ibn a1=Sarij vrites: 64
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CHAPTER TIT
REGENTS, THEIR CILASSIFICATION, AND RELATED THEORY

One of the most important of the concepts used by the Arab gfam=-
marians ié'thét"of the ‘égilg a word which can be rendered into English
as "regent"ot"In definition of what a regent is Weil writes that it is
"to expresa-it in the way of the Arab grammarians a word, which, by the
syntactical influence which it exercises on a word that follows, causes
a grammatiéal alteration of the last syllable of the latter, i.e. a
change of'éaée:or mood " 1 Although the idea of the regent was basic
to the thouéhf of the Arab grammarians from the earliest times onward,
neverthelessgiéystematic discussions of this topic are comparatively
rare,

Among the various matters which Ibn al-Sarraj discusses at the
beginning of.the Ugul is the regent and this discussion woﬁld appear
to constifﬁte one of the earliest systematic treatments of it, 2 The

best known work devoted to the regent is the ‘Awamil alomi’ah of ‘Abd

a1=Q;hir alQJurjani (d. 1078) which was the subject of a number of late

commenta.:bies° 5 Prior to this Abu °Ali al-Farisi had written a work

on the regent although it plainly did not have the same success. 4

In the Ashbah wa-l-naza’ir of al-Suyuti there is a discussion of various
points connected with the regent in which the author draws heavily on
quotations cﬁi1ed from earlier works, 2

In hié discussion of the regent in the Hiil Ibn al-Sarraj class-
ifies the various regents according to whether they are nouns, verbs,

or particles and he further subdivides these three classes in the manner

shown in the accompanying table. 6 Amongst the particles he even includes
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TABLE 1

THE DIVISION OF THE PARTS OF SPEECH INTO REGENTS

ACCORDING TO IBN AL=SARRKJ'6

A Houns
1 The noun in the mubtada’ and khabar construction
2 Nouns with verbal regimen
i 'The active participle
ii The assimilated adjective
iii The infinitive
iv Nouns with verbal force (e.g. ruwayda)

3 Nouns with the regimen of particles (i.e. the mudaf in the
construct)

B  Verbs

C Particles
9 Particles governing nouns
i Prepésitions
ii lﬁg& and similar particles

2 Particles governing verbs (i.e. entailing the use of the

subjunctive and jussive moods)

3 Particles without regimen (e.g. interrogative particle a)
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TABLE 2

'TﬁE "HUNDRED REGENTS" ACCORDING TO AL-JURJANI 1

A The ‘awamil al-lafziyah (98)

a The ‘awamil al-sama ‘Iyah (91 regents in 13 classes)

Prepositiona (17)
inna and similar particles (6)

Qé and la functioning like laysa (2)

T T\ R

5APartic1es governing the accusative (7)
(,!’;29 illa, Lé-',a aya, haya, ay, ..a'_)
Particles governing the subjunctive (4)

Particles governing the jussive (5)

Particles governing the jussive used in conditional sentences (9)

® = o wu .

Expressions entailing tamyiz (4)
(numerals 11~99, kam, kadha, ka ayyin)

-9 Nouns with verbal force (asma’ al-af‘al) (9)

(governing the accusative:- ruwayda, balha dﬁnaka, ‘alayka
9 9 9

hayyahal, Qé; governing the nominative:~ hayhat, shattan,

sar‘an)
10 kana and similar verbs (13)
11 Verbs of appropinquation (4)
12 Verbs of praise and blame (4)
13  Verbs of doubt and certainty (7)

b The ‘awamil al-giyasiyah (7 regents)

The verb

The assimilated adjective

The active participle

passive participle

The infinitive

The first element (mudaf) in the construct

The first element (mumazxiz) in the tggzzi construction

-~ O WU BN N -
=
o

B The ‘amilan al-ma‘nawiyan (2 regents)

1 Regent of the mubtada® and khabar, i.e. ibtida’
2 Regent of the imperfect tense, i.e. its taking the position of

a noun without an express substantive regent
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those which do not function as regents at all, For the purposes of
comparison a table has also been drawn up listing the "hundred regents"
according to»al—Jurjéni"s reckoning so that this scholar's approach may
be compared with that of Tbn al-Sarraj. 7 The approach of al=SuyﬁtI

to the regent in the Ashbah wa—l-naga ir is completely different to

that of Tbn al-Sarraj because the latter aims at providing a classific-
ation of the regents while the former aims mainly at setting down various
rules as to how the regents function,

'The ‘Awamil alemi’ah of al-Jurjani is an extremely terse réesume

of the grammatical regents in Arabic and is so constructed as to yield
a total number of one hundred regents. One of the main points about
al=Jurj£n1"s clagsification is that there are two broad types of regent,

the ‘amil lafgi and the ‘amil ma‘nowi and these two terms may be trans—

lated aé‘ﬂverbal regent" and *notional regent"., In explanation of these

two terms Weil writes: "Two kinds of regentia are distinguished, one

which can be recognized externally (lafgi) and one which is only to be

supposed logically, but which is not expressed (ma‘nawi)." 9 Al=Jurjani's

furthef classification of the verbal regents into the two classes of

Eiﬁéii and gixésf does not find its way into the standard grammars of

Arabiqo' If a regent is sama‘i it is a lexically definable term such

as the breposition bi, but if it is gixasi it represents a class of

terms such as the verb whose constituents camnot be exhaustively defined.
One of the main differences between Ibn al=Sarr5j's treatment of

the regent and that of al-Jurjani is that the former makes no reference

to nptional regents and verbal regents. Later grammarians like al=Zamakhe

shari make use of these expressions but they are ones which seem to post—

date the time of Ibn al-Sarraj and are used neither by Sibawayh in the

Eiﬁég nor by al-=Mubarrad in the Mugtadab. 10

All regents except two are classified as verbal regents and these

 two are ibtida and the regent governing the imperfect indicative verb.
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In the Ugul ibtida is not specifically called a ma‘na, a form of
expression which in itself would prepare the way for the formal division
of regents into verbal and notional, However, the idea that lﬁiigé’
is specificaily a Egigé does appear in the Jumal of al=Zajjéjig a

pupil of Ibn al-Sarraj: "

wl ¥ ﬂ;g Jﬁié Iy é;;bcfo %jgz%gﬂ r?ﬁeégaggi rvﬁsl
a%wg in BIVPL yu=59-“»%% @,»ﬁaf° 9%%5 Ao | sl
.égg&b) o= Dl 3%;4?@ AN éibeﬁ gﬁ‘;ﬁ
qJ';n%é> %dk;?ggy Q;? MWop JeleN ols, oo any
o%%{)»@%%/@%@éﬂftﬁj&Qﬁﬁw

pbs of Lponl poin B polidls Joidl Uy

In the commentary on the Jumal by a1=Jurj£nf“s contemporary, Ibn

Babshadh (d. 1077), ibtida’ is discussed using the sort of terms found

in al=Jurj£n§“s classification: 12

& F6 oo o2 EREUISER NNV R
ool ole® | ool W55, Jpondl
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fwsw.\)ba Jomo= aladly Jols sl vl
b n&%ﬂg

Like the Ugul, the Sharh al-jumal of Ibn Babshadh is a work intended

for beginners and, accordingly, it seems probable that Tbn al=-Sarraj
would have referred to notional and verbal regents if this classification
had been current in his day for these expresgions did become a basic

part of grammatical terminology.
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If the'éoﬁcept of the notional regent is taken to be one which
only developed after the time of al-Mubarrad and Ibn al=Sarraj, then
statements made by Abu Hayyin about views which al—Mpbarrad is sajd to
have held must have an element of anachronism about them, One view
which a1=Mgbérrad is said to have held about why the mubtada’ is in
the nominativé‘is:;%iémug}cﬂﬁﬁd' e ﬁﬁeﬁ%)P 2§Q;,l; and similarly
for the khabar: %Ml cﬁ}oﬂﬁ-)”uﬂgﬁ)lﬁ EJ‘IUO ¥ In the Muq tadab
al=-Mubarrad writes on why the mubtada’ is in the nominatives 14
HIPCINE PPEF FEIPEIES N FER 93 Lols
Js? 229, 0p8 delosdl (o L sl g o LD
]
If a1=MubarradAhad been in the habit of using the expression "verbal
regent® as a contrast to "notional regent" one would have_expected him
to have introduced the expression here,
The other notional regent which the grammarians recognised was
the regentvgovérning the imperfect indicative. On this point al-=Zamakh-
shari writés:f15 A
.@ﬁi»oﬁéde——é” o s oo Jolas gLVl & oo
=2 5929 A Snd as95 9 5oh) Wi
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Ibn al=Safr5j's explanation of the same point is:
--i's‘ $ \fn M&BW o0 . n
&SJVQ‘;Q” e S D 2593%@ . E?JJQ LJgL;
by ° “ " " . .8
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Tlere there is no mention of the idea of a notional regént and the term
ma‘na itselfl ddes not appear and the same applies to al-Mubarrad's

treatment of the point in the Muqtadab. 17

Apart from thig Ibhn
al-Sarraj's explanation is very similar to that of the later scholar,
al=ZamakhsharI, and for this reason it seems probable that the former
would have indicated that the regent is notional if that expression
had beenfcurrent in his day,

Ih'discussing the idea of notional and verbal regents feférence
has been made to ;g;igé’ and the nominal sentence, and this requires
some further consideration, In defining the noun's power to act as a
regent Ibn al-Sarraj makes a tripartite division into the noun acting
in tﬁe'mubtada’ and khabar construction, the noun acting as a verb, and
the'nohn acting as a particle, 18 In the case of the first and the
fhird-éf these classes the validity of the classification depends on
the particular views of Ibn al-Sarraj to which all grammarians do not
subacribe. On the noun in the first of these three classes, that in

19

the mubtada’ and khabar construction, Ibn al-Sarraj writess
DB Lo REUS L o D) G Jeotd o D
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In this passage Ibn al-Sarraj does not explain exactly how one

noun acts as a regent on another in the mubtada’ and khabar construction
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but, rather, héAwrites that the mubtada’ is put into the nominative by
the very act of functioning as a mubtada’, which is the concept of
122;2&” although he does not call it such here; the khabar is put into
the nominative by the act of functioning as a predicate. This, however,
does not ihﬁblve one noun acting on another. A satisfactory explanation
of the contention that one noun acts on another in this construction
is given when.Ibn al-Sarraj gives special attention to the mubtada’ at
‘a later point in the Ugul: 20
JldB1 oy olor DU Jolas S un L it
M
Q\:JD@? @L&sﬁ {j’ wWﬂ o8 9 @9}"9
5 D9 o 0t e gedhl 000> 4 Taree
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This passage gives an explanation of Ibn a1=Sarraj°s view that in the
mubtada’ and”kﬁabar construction one noun acts as a regent on another
because he states here that the mubtada’®, which is a nouny; together
with ibtida’ act as the regent of the khabar,

If this-is taken as the explanation of how one noun acts on
another in this conatruction, this type of noun regent only exists
providing fhét-it is accepted that the mubtada’ aqts as a regent on the
khabax, Thi§ view was rejected by scholars like Ibn al-Anbari and Ibn
Ya‘ish who held that the khabar was put into the nominative by ibtida’
21

alone, acting, to be sure, through the medium of the mubtada’ . In

criticism of the view which Ibn al=Sarrgj among others takesjand in

defence of'his‘own vieu, Ibn Ya‘ish writess
‘ 3 . = .
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This passage from Ibn Ya‘ish provides an excellent example of how

grammatical fhinking could become more complex, In the ggﬁi Ibn
a1=Sarf5j simply puts forward his view about the nature of the regent
determining the case of the khabar and does not feél compelled to justify
it. Lgtef grammariansp however, thought more deeply about the point
and wereAéble to offer reasoned critiques of views like that of Ibn
al=Sarr5j.aﬁd put forward in their place more subtly formulated views.
As Has been mentioned above the existence of the third type of
noun regent which Tbn al—Sarraj classifies also depends on the way in
which a particular construction is explained. This type consists of
nouns w%th the governing power of particles and in fact this refers to
the consfructo Ibn al=Sarr5j states that the construct either indicates

possession and is equivalent to the use of the particle li, or it



64
indicates of what sort a particular thing is and is equivalent to the
use of the-pérticle min, 25 In the course of discussing the latter case
Ibn a1=SarrEj specifies exactly what the regent is when he explains the

. w ., e W, M
relationship of the expressions - 22 and P o o2 e 24
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Howe?ef;'this type of noun regent does not exist if the view of

certain later scholars on the regent governing the genitive in the

congtruct is followed, Ihn Ya‘Ish for instance, when analysing the
Ga
00 w 5

expressions %\,/ /.%As and fau; writess 2
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Tbn a1=smaj follows the view of Sibawayh in holding that the first

element in an idafah construction puts the second into the genitive,

and he considers that this construction simply conveys the meaning of

either of the particles li or min. 26 The view taken by Ibn ¥a‘ish isg,
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however, rathef more subtle involving the use of tagdir so that the
idafah consffﬁétion is seen not merely as conveying the meaning of either
1i or min but the term in the genitive itself owes its grammatical case
to these notional particles., Again, this is a case of later grammarians
putting forward more complex grammatical explanations,

The second major class of regent specified by ibn al-SarrEj in
the Eiﬁi coﬁéiéts of the verb and his treatment of the verb as a regent
deserves cohéiderationo In explanation of the verb's power of government

27

Tbn al-Sarraj writes:
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What ié'of note about this explanation of tlie verb's power of
government is that Ibn al-Sarrzj explains the principle which determines
the use of the accusative case, which is a grammatical case particularly
to be explained by the governing power of the verb, When Ibn al-Sarraj
details the various uses of the accusative at a later point in the Egﬁi

he again refers to what determines the use of this case:

" [y )
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The second class of accusative usage listed in this passage is in fact
the accusative of the ﬁéﬂliz used in counting and measuring and it is
treated by’Iph a1=Sarraj as different because it is not an accusafive
usage dependénf'on the verb,
In theéé passages Ibn a1=Sarréj sets out the idea that the ﬁse
of the accusative is generally to be explained by the fact that it is
not essential for the formation of semantically complete utterances,
In_a sentence like ljﬁfﬁ JY) g%ufég the essential part according to
this principle is at) E%j%@ because this is an expression which in
itaelf is sémantically complete, Similarly in sentences 11k9&¢&k4£aa
E{,$ %,, and \‘351) Ju/ “hb the use of the accusative to express
the tamliz,and the hal respectively is to be explained by the fact tha£
<A:) gye%dis and J:; UL% are in themselves semantically complete
utterances;.while the terms in the accusative serve only to provide
added information° On various occasions Ibn a1=Sarraj refers to this
"formal redﬁn&éncj" of the accusative by calling it a fadlah and this
term is aiéo used by later grammarians and is further discussed later
in this cﬁaptero 29 |
of éoursep omitting terms in the accusative in this way is purely
an analytical device of the grammarians énd they can be considered only
as “formally" redundant because they are not redundant in any real sense.
The principle of the formal redundancy of accusative terms is based on
the fact that a verb and its subject are sufficient in themselves to
form meaningful utterances, and Tbn al-Sarraj refers to this By using
the expression &}sﬁdg ngéJ“ sl ), However, it is to be noted

that not all uses of the accusative can possibly be considered as
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formally redundént because in certain constructions the accusative is
used to expfess what'is the subjectvor predicate of the sentence., This
point will be given further consideration in discussing the approach
of later grammarians to formal redundancy.

When>dealing with the various uses of the accusative individually
- Tbn a1=Sarr;j‘specifically refers to the concept of formal redundancy
when dealiﬁg with the hal and the use of the accusative in exceptive
sentences, The passage relating to the Eél is cited later in the chapter
when dealing with another point, but itvis worth giving some consider-
ation at this point to Ibn al-Sarraj's treatment of the use of the
accusative in exceptive sentences because certain aspects are of interest
when considering the idea of formal redundancy, In introducing his

30

discussion of exceptive sentences Ibn al-Sarraj writes:
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In th;s passage Ibn al-Sarraj likens the term in the accusative

after illa to the maf‘uGl and this implies that it is dependent for its

grammatical case on the regimen of the verb, In commenting on the

expression ,?;EQ" éyb% he makes this specific: 31
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Ibn alnSarr;j here draws attention to the principle of the formal
redundancy of the accusative by making the point, which in terms of this

principle is valid but in practice is meaningless, that were it possible
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to'introducé_a term like ,A:} after fﬁ»é)nggﬂL% without also
introducing fhe exceptive particle; then the term would have to go into
the accusativeol This particular line of argument seems to be peculiar
to Ibn al-Sarraj.

The later grammarians followed Ibn al-Sarraj in holding that the
term in the accusative after illa owed its case to the regimen of the
verb acfing through the medium of the exceptive particle; However, this
view only:seems to have developed in the course of time. 1In the Kiiéﬁ
Szbawayh déals with the question of the regent by quoting the view of
al-Khalil that the regent governing the accusative is the discourse
(kalgm) preceding the particle ;l;é and there is no mention thét it is
the verb itself in the preceding discourse which is the regent, 32
This:&iew is in accord with Sibawayh's view that the regent acting on

the maf‘ul ma‘ahu is the preceding discourse, whereas the 1ater Basrans

came to the view that it was the verb itself in the preceding discourse

that was the regent, 33
However, there were other views on the question of the regent

governing the accusative after ;;;éo Al=Mubarrad is recorded as having

held the view, which is associated with the Kufan school, that the particle

illa itself is the regent on the grounds that it replaces an expression

$ . B
like <«s~*!or¢s®!, That he held this view is confirmed by the
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Although he holds this view about the regent al-Mubarrad accepts
35

that the accusative after illa is to be explained by formal redundancy:
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Ibn a1=Sarr;j'does refer to the idea that illa can be related to the
e B
expression -g;séz&”” but he simply uses this as zn analogy and does

36

not use itbas a formal explanation of the use of the accusative:
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One partibular variety of exceptive sentence in which the particle
illa occurs twice followed by two different terms enables Tbn al-Sarraj

37

to confirm the general principle of formal redundancys
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This représénts a neat way of proving the principle of formal redundancy
and it is perhaps indicative of the attention which Tbn al-Sarraj gives
to this question that other grammarians do not seem to have put this
constructiqn to the same use. Al-Mubarrad, for instance, simply takes
the view fhaé after the double illé one of the terms is in the nominative

due to the regimen of the verb and the other is in the accusative in
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accordance with the principle accepted by the grammarians that the term
after illa goés into the accusative unless there is a specific reason

why this should not happenz 38
o S . s . o
%G&A’ ugﬁ.ﬂ;ﬁga‘c)i As ) .E)SE MUQDL& LDJMJ

_W.WMB-»@J > uﬁ,‘,usazgiﬁiﬁ
el 5] D eVl Stk Gl asls
H? 3a-.‘... ,Ql%ﬁj')h : u-“ @@SL' .H

o oo 5 s3 AL Y 5@9

Tbn al-Sarraj gives particular attention to the idea that the
accusative is to be seen as formally redundant but, although this idea
was;éccepted by later grammarians, it is not set out with the same
degreé'of prominence, However, later scholars did give further consid-
eration to this question and coined the term “umdah to serve as an
nntonfm to the term fadlah which, as has been mentioned, is found in

the Ugul, Al-Astarabadhi using these two terms writes: 39
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The term ‘umdah covers those uses of the nominative and the

accusative such as the mubtada’, khabar, fé‘ilg subject of inna, and

the predicate of kana, which are the basic elements in creating meaningful
sentences, The term fadlah covers those uses of the accusative which

can be seen ag formally redundant and is even used by later authors

like al-Astarabadhi and Abu Heyyan to cover uses of the genitive.

In explaining the meaning of the term ‘umdah al-pstarabadhi mentions

that it covers the subject of inna and the predicate of 5égg because

these uses of the accusative have an affinity with uses of the nominative
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and cannot be»likened to those uses of the accusative which afe to be
explained by formal redundancy. 1In defining the term ‘Eﬂﬂﬂh in this
way al-Astarabadhi introduces a consideration which is not taken into
account by Tbn al-Sarraj because the latter does not make the point
clear théf'not all uses of the accusative can reasonably be explained
by formai redundancy,

It has heen mentioned that later writers do not seem to give the
question of the semantic redundancy of the accusative quite the degree
of bromiﬁence which it has in the Ugul, Al-Astarabadhi, in fact,
introduéés the idea when discussing why in arranging a grammar the uses
of tﬁé ﬁominative case are treated before those of the other grammatical

41

cases, and the same applies to Ibn Ya‘ish who writes:
Slasd b o LRl g a0 eud ST etsl

HE 5 G Lo Sansdlp Ao pite W) L5 D
1G5 52 aMEI1 Y8 ad Lo low Loy by

Tbn Ya‘ish does subsequently go into the question of formal redundancy
invmore detail but this is in fact connected with his discussion of why
the fa ‘il is in the nominative, and in the course of this he explains
th the "strong"vowel dammah is used for the nominative and the "weak"

vovel fathah is used for the accusatives 42
ol Jposolls 3sb) @il (plb L] Jsla]
s Joill py e € 1)) S5k ool asoa)
598 oy S sl g ais Josllslisio |
Osle 9o a o Jsms 5l ¢ 2 wlassey abesr
émw.»}@fgﬂ IPRVEL TNy
Jood o s LS aslos F’?y"fj? Jelodl b i

u}laﬁ Q”p, nwué‘,.../@y{&@ﬁ&@f% Ve

e
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It is possible to relate the view of later grammarians like Tbn
al-Sarraj regarding the function of the accusative case to an idea
suggested in the Eiiéﬁ of Sibawa,yh° In the Kiﬁéh Sibawayh relates many
uses of fhe accusative case to its use with the numerals 11=99 and he

refers to this by the stock phrase ¢ishrun dirham, The ideas under-

lying Sibéwayh's frequent reference to this expression are outside the

scope Qf:this present study, 43 but one particular use of the accusative

which he likens to that with ‘ishrun dirham is treated in a way which
can be related to the ideas of the later grammarians about formal
redunc}ancy° However, Sibawayh does not give any definite expression
to the‘idea that the use of the accusative case is in general to be
explainéd by formal redundancy., The particular usage in question is

44

as follows:
®
LI ° . . . . (1] g
Ef&xﬁfkélﬂ °l£?g6¢9 ﬁiyl) b &56)32>: FFfJBFQ Lol
. . . " . e S)
&%gwﬁ&@éwf%ppﬂwﬁwu
Dy et (B0 st 1 gl Ll g
S ST LI VORI S YO P RS | PR R0 T E R I I
LJG:»LALV’/;JB @):@ (S. rlw“ a&'@ 0 .&;ﬁ.’%l
The gist of Sibawayh's argument here is that the example @54')
i)/,L) )b is a semantically complete utterance consisting of mubtada’
and khabar, and because of this the additional element which amplifies
the meaning ig vut into the accusative., Here SIbawayh uses the verb
<;}£¥;ﬁ5 which Ihn a1=5arr5j also uses in presenting the principle

of formal redundancy. Although this particular instance can be used

to show how the ideas of later grammarians on the use of the accusative
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can be traced back to Sibawayhg nevertheless, there does not appear
to be another instance in the Klﬁéh of a similar correspondence. Tt
would appear that the idea of formal redundancy with regard to the
accusative case only properly developed after the time of Sihuwath
Al-Mubarrad does make passing reference in the Mugtadab to this idea
but unlike Ibn alearrgj he lays no great emphasis on it, 45

If ihe principle of formal redundancy explains uses of the accus=
ative case there is another, but subordinate, consideration., This is,
that glthough the part of a sentence which consists of a verb and its
subject is formally complete, nevertheless, it presupposes certain terms
which are all put into the accusative, In describing the circumstances

46

in whidh the accusative is used Ibn al-Sarraj writes:
a /.u

oot Gl s S § i o35 ol S

mw&eﬁnw} U%g%”éﬁﬂ”ﬁybd@@“

K}Agfﬂf)@ _)4‘:;\—.4?99 HMW 2l

(underlining mine) . S E}ﬁ)=9 Qbfi‘ﬁ Q‘=f£§?

Althpugh Ibn al-Sarraj particularly uses here the idea of formal
rédﬁndancy to account for the use of the accusative case, he also makes
the point that a formally complete utterance contains a "suggestion®
(dalil) of terms in the accusative.

According %o this principle with regard to a sentence like

Lfvﬁ J%J w2 , although the expression Ji) @%H;ég is in itself

formally complete, nevertheless, it does contain within itself a
F"suggestion" of a term in the accusative to come which in this instance
is specifically Lﬁfs o Clearly, all transitive verbs when used in
‘sentences involve the “guggestion" of a direct object in the aqcusative

whether or not it is expressly mentioned. Indeed; when Ibn al-Sarraj

defines the intransitive verb he specifically mentions the absence of
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such a "suggeglion",
Ibn al-Sarraj again introduces the notion of a “suggeation" when

he discusses the hal: 47
Ly :W»QD'}%'Q JUEI C g I LS
%@"ﬁ"h"& J%M B, LS, N
W\ﬁgby flg’ twf@uﬂwé L,
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«J\@é" Caod 55 O35 Ol G W, Caes

k};&ﬂj Qjﬂggpﬁ ;;ﬂ

The argument that a verb involves the "suggestion" of a Egl is
logically sound but is clearly more abstract than saying that a trans-
itive verb involves the "suggestion" of a direct object. The idea that
the vérb involves the "suggestion“ of texms in the accusative can be

found in other authors, and al=Suyﬁt§ quotes the Sharh al-mufaggal of

al-Sakhawi (1163=1245) on the resemblance of the hal to the maf‘ul bihi

and there the same point is made as is done in the passage above from

the 1 g s 49

D2 ol § (Mo ay Joandl LD Lo
B S o, &;wf*@ el B;}éo%@ sl K

Jpeedly U1 o unly &s’bby@_gw de 9 o902
JEWL Yol Juss |0 sle (o

When dealins with the maf‘ul ma‘ahu,after having dealt with the

maf ‘ul 1ahu,Ibn al=Sarraj arain draws on the idea of the verb involving

' R . 50
a "suggestion" of terms in the accusative: -
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Ibn Ya‘iéh introduces this same consideration when he explains why the

preposition 1i which is used with the maf‘ul lahu may be omitted but

not the conjunction wa which is used with the maf‘ul ma‘ahus 51

ol ol oo dr el D0 Jo oy
Joo I o D OV Wi oo Jooebl fe D5
dﬁ'bﬂ }sué .L;HQ%QJ > sy @Jdgﬁ%w
Jo0 o JS P 5 s A Dl M Jads B

.@%@L@,ﬂgs’l ygfw J u% &ﬁ %ﬂ) 1““""

In this passage it is worth noting Ibn Ya‘ish's remarks
3 1) . L . ]
Hs"u/» slo= W Jp02e o Job JEI oy L L
ceenids 9 (220 D1 3ad Join v J5ledl 51 e S

Although this specifically refers to the maf‘ul lahu it confirms that
in general the capacity of a verb to presuppose certain accusative
usages is not affected by their being expressly mentioned cr not,

It is clear that a verb can only involve the "suggestion" of
certain types of accusative expression and the grammarians particularly

note that the verb does not involve the "suggestion" of a maf‘ul ma‘ahu,

Only a transitive verb can have a ®suggestion” of a direct object.
Two other uses of the accusative which the verb presupposesgand which

the grammars specifically mention9are the hal and the maf‘ul lahu but
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other uses-cbuld clearly be added., In works of grammar later than the
E@l the id(f;a that the verb presupposes certain uses of the accusative
is not giver;_ any particular prominence and only appears incidently,
whereas in-the ligul Tbn al-Sarraj refers to it in explaining the verb's
power of goVeinment and in enumerating the uses of the accusative as
well as introducing it as appropriate at other points., Something
similar to the later more developed idea of the verb involving a
"suggestion" of certain accusative usages can be found in the E;ﬁég of
- : i T .
Sibawayh_ﬁhen the point whether a sentence like (al;;J| ;;¢%;§ 2 1is

like oneAwith an accusative of place is discussed: 52
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EGIQQ, s.v. ‘amil (G. Weil).
Tbn al-Serraj, vol. i, pp. 55-60.

See Héjj{ Khalifah, vol, ii, p. 1179. For al-Jurjani see Kahhalah,
vol, v, po 310, The Arabic text of the ‘Awamil al-mi’ah is contained
in an appendix to A. Lockett, Mi'ut Amil and Shurhoo Mi'‘'ut Amil,
Calcutta, 1814,

See Hajji Khalifah, vol. ii, p. 1179,
Al-Suyuti, Ashbah, vol. i, pp. 241=56,

This table is based on the material in Ibn al=Sarr5j9 vol, i,
pP. 55=60,

This table is based on the text of the °‘Awamil al-mi’ah contained
in the work by Lockett cited in n., 3 above,

Sez n. 5 above,
EoIo2g s.v. ‘amil (G. Weil).

See Ibn Ya‘ish, vol, i, pp. 83-4: vol. vii, pp. 12-3.
:Al=Zajj;j§9 Jumal, p. 48,

"I, M., Rejab, "A critical edition of Sharh al-Jumal 1i al-Zajjaji
by Ibn Babshad" (Ph.D dissertation, University of St. Andrews,
Dec. 1975), p. 182, For Ibn Babshadh see Kahhalah, vol. Vv, pP. 32,
Abu Hayyan, p. 38.

Al-Mubarrad, vol., iv, p. 126,

ibn Ya'ish, vol. vii, p. 12,

Tbn al-Sarraj, vol. ii, p. 151,

_A1=Mubarrad9 vol, ii, p. 5.

Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, pp. 55-8.

Tbid., Do 55.

Ibid., pp. 62-33 see also pp. 65 and 279.

Tbn al-Anbari, Insaf, p. 23; Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. i, p. 85.

Ibn Ya‘ish, vol, i, p. &5,

Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, pp. 56-T.

Tbid.y po 57. In 1. 4 of this passage 5| has been substituted for
I5] in the printed text.
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Ibn Ya ‘ish, vol, ii, pp. 117.
Sibawayh, vol, i, p. 2093 see also E.I.,z9 8.V, idafah.
Ibn a1=Sarraj, vol. i, p. 58,
Tbid., pe 189,
Ivid., ﬁp, 8% and 10235 vol. ii, pp. 124, 251, and 252,
Ibid., vol. i, p. 342,
Ibid., pp. 342-3.
Sibawayh, vol. i, pp. 360 and 369,
Tbide, Pe.150s
A1=Mubé_i'1;ad9 vol. iv, p. 390,
Ibid.; po 396,
Ibn al—Sarr;j, vol., i, p. 343,
Ibides po 345.

Al-Mubarrad, vol. iv, p. 424. See also Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. ii,
PP 92=3,

A1-Astér£b5dh§9 vol, i, p. T0.
Ibid.s Abu Hayyan, p. 130,

Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. i, p. 75.
Ibid.

See M, G. Carter, "'Twenty dirhams' in the Kitab of Sibawayhi",
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 35 (1972),

pp- 485=97.

Sibawayh, vol. i, p. 207,

A1=Mﬁbarrad, vol, iii, p. 1163 vol. iv, p. 396.
Ibn'al—Sarrajv vol., i, p. 58; see also p. 189,
Ibid.; pp. 81-2, Passage quoted p. 36 above.
Ibides po 258

Ai;sujﬁti, Ashbah; vol, ii, p. 190,
Ibn3éi=Sarr5j9 vol, i, p. 257,

Tbn Ya‘ish, vol. ii, p. 53.

Sibamayh, vol, i, p. 16.
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CBAPTER IV
THE USE OF QIYKS AND TAQQER

One of the most important terms used by the Arab grammarians in
their gtudy of grammar is the term giyas. As a simple definition of
iyas, which would translate literally into English as "analogy", it
may be said that a language has established rules of phonology, morph-
ology, and syntax, and it is the principle of giyas at work which
ensures that in general these rules are followed, It is this idea to

which Tbn al-nbari refers when he writess |
O e VLl 3 e ) T s
rﬂé‘ﬁgg':@aubgﬁ gkfgﬂikgﬁﬁ.eyﬁk%s %ﬁgékégn
el p VS 5 | e e b s B I L
P O PRI £
A very simple example from morphology of the use of the term giyas

is found when Ibn al-Sarraj defines the varieties of grammatical anomaly

~ which occur:

Do) 3 i s el s le o 28 Lo aio
20t amlos s b b S | s o) o)
Lo pob s Sladol s wliiw | o Sl ) gl
Jeo ) L5 slp o35 QUL 1sn B o
o e o) st Lo

The grammarians® understanding of gigés is in fact often best

11lustrated in their discussions of situations where they consider that
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the demands of giyas are disregarded in actual usage., Ibn al-Sarraj,

for instance, notes that there are certain aspects of the use of

3

conjunctions to which the normal rules of usage do not applys
oW Lote s LAY Cdesdl § ol b &0 el s
s 13 ;)@H;u!fb Jos Dot WD S mer®
PP G o B Lo slao, rasls s WeRS
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Tn the example = asls O of g &;«L}; Jbr oo Thn

al-Sarraj holds that there is a rule of usage which should have applied
and, if it had been followed, the construction would have been s I
oﬂp.fbv»ﬂ-;;s[él) @agﬁ f;b‘}&/ » Although giyas , as the gram-
marians understand it;, may dictate that a usage conform with certain
rules, this does not always happen in practice, This particular
construction is anomalous in the view of the grammarians Jjust as the

verb ibﬂéfﬁgl in the passage quoted previously is morphologically
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anomalous, 'queverg there is this difference that the form of this
verb cannot-bé applied to other verbs at will, whereas this construction
can be used where neccessary. Although this construction may oppose
what giyas dictates, it can itself be described as giyas because it is
a construction to be followed or,as the grammarians would sayBthggf\iLio

The;grammarians would observe and explain Siléi at work in the
Arabic .language butgparticularly in the field of syntaxythey could also
activel& put giyas to work to determine what was or was not correct in
respect df usages and constructions which, although unattested in use,
were felt to be consistent with attested usage., By the operation of
ﬂlléi the basic rules of usage derived from the simplest constructions
would consistently govern how the language was used in more complex
constrﬁctionsv and this assisted the grammarians in determining what
was or was not correct in respect of unattested usages and constructions,
This. active use of the principle of gilég is of particular interest and
will be discussed in some detail.

Already by the late 3rd century A.H. the work of the grammarians
was to a large extent to explain, rework, and develop the material on
“the Arabic language contained in the writings of the earliest authorities
of whom the most important by a very long way was Sibawayho. No further
basic research seems to have been done by way of consulting reputable
informants, and the only activity that approximated to basic research
was the continued study of early written sources such as the Qur’an
Aand the material recorded in collections of poetry and proverbs, which
was undertaken with a view to extracting further information on usage.
Tbn al-Sarraj himself makes clear that by his time the study of grammar

was essentially derivatives 4

%zcﬁé%z ﬂlﬁg (£J§9=;’Aa ﬁoig;i é)% a fff)i Larij‘pagﬁjp
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Even if grammatical studies were very solidly based on the work
of the early séholars,there was scope for the later grammarians to
apply giyas in dealing with usages and constructions which were not
covered in thé works of the early scholars and on which no information
could be fbund by studying the diction of the Qur’an and early poetry.
On this point-Ibn al=Sarraj makes a remark of general significance when
discussing Oné‘ particular usage: @‘}Q . 5@@” éLfé Z@’ rJ l.,)ls
LJ)LBQ)‘Cgl Qdas cj% Z This is; of course, similar to the practice in
Islamic jurisprudence where giyas (analogy) is applied in situations
for which the Qur’an, sunnah, and consensus of the scholars (ijma‘) do
not provide.
One of the questions discussed by Ibn al-Sarraj in which the
application of gixég is important is . that of word order with the verb

kana. JIbn al-Sarraj considers that word order with kana can be related

to that which is permissible with the mubtada® and khabar constructions é

fw»“cf ﬂ)”w L»LOW F;Lsu
Mﬁ%ﬂ"””d}ﬁ@—@"u“)h '8 2lp sp® 2Ll
e o Ldas o wwﬂuwwk
ML&ALWW DM ped s Lo L1s )L,@@%@

2514 Q!{,@‘@ﬁjn@ el Lidllaie Ky, bl
25 1 ol s e sls KB G ass, Lapl
25 h WS LB el I 1 S g s

P85 L5 1as GK5 Jled Dl gl 8
i

The possible permutations of word order with simple sentences
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are quite easy to grasp but the question of possible word order with
kana when it has more complex predicates,is rather more involved and
Ibn al-Sarraj gives it considerable attention. It is worth noting at
this point that the Arab grammarians often deal with questions of word
. [
order under the heading of Jﬁ:%laﬂ Z?CM%&JD which is an exnre351on

7

best translated into English as "inversion", The Arabic expression
itself envisages terms being put either before or after their normal
position in é*éentencea According to Ibn al-Sarraj inversion can be
carried out Qhen Eégg has complex predicates in exactly the same way

as it is with simple predicates, as long as the integrity of the

predicate is maintained: 8

cg%)%@@g@ SED) g gty gasdis

0 » W

L}MM osal s JpiS o5 53 gL so041 Ll
L5035, Sdado ol S5yl ) O
agls oYy oY s oo OF et %

B Ldls oo ap e sl 80, LS Ll

osts o2l ) e, loeg B WD yER Al

éJL,ﬁE) .,) ‘fgﬁ /ﬁj @Jhbh ®/p:) gg ag/ (JE;’ 4A¢af
o Cadas 55 s 8 O o gt
921551Q§ C;,E; AN ERNY ,,‘f?g@ @;ffe%‘Q/hég;fs{
ebto 22 y;bztmwjow
A a

s Bllado S 25D JEo Jlad allop dis

In addition to the sort of change of word order envisaged above,

Ibn al=Sarraj further states that the subject of kana can be made to

precede the verb and at the same time this can also be done to the

9

predicate:

8 ° 2 Iy . . [T 4
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Although hel does not mention the point Ibn al-Sarraj is now discussing
changes of structure with reference to a model sentence of the type @B
e },;l Y » whereas previously the modei gsentence was of tﬁe
type (s lloso @};ﬂ ,A:f; o8 . This raises the question of the alter-

native wayé of constructing the predicate of the mbdel sentence ug
Qﬁgdg;za @ﬁgﬁ.?Af) o In the Jumal al-Zajjaji notes that one may say
E;ﬁky;a @ég\z%j(QEfg @ZQS Lo Moo a%) égér, and@&ﬂ&é@.aTJ Q;E;
@;%% o 10 Although this is a point worth consideration Ibn al=Sarr5j
himself does not discuss it, but if it is permissible to say J.z )
Qg 9)%3 s there would seem to be no reason for disallowing this
congtruction were the predicate ~o to be changed to '@ﬁ%sn
pllesive oressl (3ot

The whole exercise of laying down possible word order with kana

where itspredicate is complex is clearly based on the application of
g}lé_s_ because many of the alternatives are tortuous and could hardly
be supported from attested usage. Even for some of the most simple
changes Ibn al-Sarraj has to rely on giyas as is the case with @}-{sh
th. utg %‘lﬁ which he treats as analogous to Jij @5 Llles
a completely acceptable construction, It is while discussing this
point that Ibn al-Sarraj makes the general remark about the scope of

giyas quoted earlier: "

o- 9 g0 $ " “
P e oD lar,a oEFpB el pos Jlbs
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The t&pe of change in normal word order with kana which is
discussed here'appears to have been a particular concern of Ibn al-=Sarraj
because later grammarians like Ibn Ya®ish are more interested in
examining Eéﬂg together with analogous verbs to establish which simple
changes of word order are permissible with each verb. 12 However, the
only other verb apart from kana which Ibn al-Sarraj discusses in this
respect is laysa. 13 |

Another example of the application of giyas by Ibn al-Serraj is
found in his discussion of the use with the verb zanna and analogous
verbs of the pronoun which the Basrans generally called the ggﬂig

al-sha’n or damir al—qgisgahs 14

109, 2ls oDl A1 ) @llido dobl s

RETPCTISECPIFPNCS THETIAR
«fa\a;-{nw t dl‘fi‘” &j)ﬁ,ﬁ.@fﬁg

o@,.»_/eJD o L5 g0 wods 9‘9%51@)0):,;

It is of interest that Ibn al-Sarraj refers to the Xufan technical
term majhﬁl as if there was no corresponding Basran term available to
him, 15 The use here of the word giggah does not seem to have any

connection with the technical term damir al-giggah but is used simply

as a feminine noun in contrast to the masculine nouns amr and khabar,

Ibn al-Sarraj's sanctioning of the use of the feminine pronoun in

the example %‘Lé Jf} L%;;;zglé is governed solely by the application

of gixﬁs gince he concedes that it is an unattested usage. Of course,
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in certain constructions a feminine pronoun is normally found as is
the case with inna/anna when there is a term following of feminine
gender End this is illustrated by the Qur'anic phrase Lé;;; iS Lé:};

5 o0%0® ,

5 .lA . 16

In tracing the basis of Ibn al-Sarraj's reasoning it is possible

to treat a sentence like fg\g J:j tearnto in which the nominative
follows the pronoun as similar to one like L%!§ \;3; ails in
which the accusative follows the pronoun, because in the latter case
there iz a view that the feminine pronoun is possible although in this

17

particular instance a slightly different line of arpument is used:

" "
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However, this passage occurs before Ibn al-Sarraj turns to the
censtruction f\g J&; \6§;;4J§ and a usage which the Kufans permit,
and which Ibn a1=Sarr;j mentions directly after proposing this con-
struction, has a more close connection with the application of Qiléi

here:
g . . . ' ws.
o5y Jopstl ety Lpime® sers D12
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It is clear why the Kufans permit the use of both the masculine and
the feminine pronoun here because the masculine can be seen as repre=
genting the basic usage in the construction while the feminine occurs
as a result of a very natural attraction of gender., However, Ibn

a1=Sarr;j's sanctioning of the construction g?l;_).) lﬁ;;;a;Lﬁ is

somewhat different from this because he holds that the feminine pronoun
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owes its gender to the purely notional term giggah,

WYhile dealing with the same matter in the Sharh al-kafiyah

al-Agtarabadhi also writes that putting the pronoun into the feminine,
evaen if the following clause does not relate to & term of feminine
gender, is suppowted by giyas end is based on the gender of the notional
texm g;gggggAalthough such a usage is unattested. 1 Furthermore,
&1=Astar5b§dh§.expresses the view that if the clause after the pronoun
does in fact relate to something of feminine gender, the pronoun itself
is feminine out of regard for the notional term giggah, aithough in
these circumstances an attraction of gender between the pronoun and

the feminine term imn the following clause is apposite: 20

et SO QY assr s el a0 e s
2e0) Sido b as bl o) § G 15] Sead)]
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The grammariansbalso took the view which corresponds to this that even
where the masculine pronoun relates tova magsculine term in the following
clause, it still takes 1ts gender from a notional texrm like khabar. 21
This last paragraph makes clear the view of the later grammarians

on the gender of the damir al-sha’n and, although Ibn al-Sarraj does

not put forwaxd this view in such a precise and explicit manner, it is

clear that he held that the gender of the damir al=-sha’n is determined

by something notional and not with reference to the following clause,
Ibn a1=Sarraj does give considerable information on the earlier stages

of the discussion of the question of the gender of the damir al-sha’m,

and it may well be that he was the first to propose that on the basis
of giyas the construction ?%\5 ai; l$£;;é£5 is permissible,

An example of the application of giyas in a very marked way is
provided by relative clause predication, In their grammars both

al-Mubarrad and Ibn almSarraj give considerable attention to recasting
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sentences so that they consist of a relative clause which is introduced
'by the relative pronoun gglggbi or the definite article and which is
predicated of an element in the original senterice, 22 By this procedure
a simple sentence like %”Jj > becomes Ju‘.» AD > @.}M or

22y can 1 and this is known aa fﬂ% &;\AS}&Q-@;J)&? )L%@.;DM
of which a suitable English translation would be "relative clause predic— -
ation”, As.a result of the changes in the example given the original
verbal sentence.becomes a nominal one with a mubtada’ and a fa ‘il sadd

masadd al=khabar,

Relative clause predication does not stand out as a subject which
requires a great deal of attention but it was one to which early gram-
marians in particular applied themselves. Ibn Ya‘ish gives soﬁe
attention to this topic but he does not examine it in thé depth which

23 The later grammarian, al=Astaf§b£&hip does,

Ibn almSarr;j does,
however, go iﬁto some detall on relative clause predicétiono 24 1t
seems to be the caée that later grammars give some attention to this
subjeet but, essenfiallyD it had really been of interest to earlier
grammarians, although there remained some residual interest in it.
It is evident that an important aspect of the original interest in
relative clause predication was the training of students of grammar
and, although Ibn almSarrEj does not expressly say this, he does
repeatedly use the phrase ”;jﬁi>%:gAJ k}ﬁg é;}é which would seem to
indicate that it was an exercise which someone might require another
to do, 25, Relative clause predication was not a topic with which
Sibawayh was concerned but it was rathexr a subject to which later
scholars turned, In the Ugul al-Mazini is frequently cited on this
topic as if he were someone very much connected with its study. 26
One of the simplest forms of verbal sentence is one of the type
¢Aa) L%&éb 5» and by the process of relative clause predication

this can be converted to _ ) cam o @M and 'Af" %@3‘})” o As well

(1]
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as sentences iike this in the singular, sentences in the dual and plural
were also conéidered and the neccessary changes made which this operation
dictates, _The grammatical analysis which Ibn al-Sarraj gives for the
changes wﬁich are made to the simple sentence ,A:/ o > can be

taken as similar to that given for equivalent changes made to more

27

complicated sentencess
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Although relative clause predication is in essence a theoretical
exercige it does have a practical aspect because there is certainly a
difference in emphasis between ,A;/ e > and A:) can -.><.‘5 I
However, Ibn al-Sarraj does not consider this point and treats the

subject purely as a mechanical exercise. Al-Astarabadhi does draw
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attention to this point and explains how the sentence ﬂ/\:j Chs 0
and i) Qo8 5 ! differ in emphasiss 2 o
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Various problems of usage arise in the course of discussion of
relative clause predication and these have to be dealt with by the use
of grammatical reasoningo.. One such question which Ibn al-Sarraj
discusses is whether it is admissible o say )5 obl %LZ\JH on
the analogy of A% pus, gs\bﬁﬂ . 29
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necaugé a subject like relative clause predication involves to

a large extent discussion of constructions which are grammatically

possgible but which are often rather barbarous, there is considerable
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scope for the use of grammatical reasoning to prescribe what is
permissible since attested usage is of little help., The reasoning
employed can be somewhat involved as is the case with Ibn al-Sarraj's
discussion of the validity of the construction | p ﬂp.{su ole el
Dt 30
TSR RN ABIPRBEY o5l FLN: J b
Jh e DA L1t QU 055 o o8 B
fwb IV St o p ot Jos Lot U %«Lé o
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When relative clause predication is applied to verbs which

: govern more than one direct object even the most basic changes raise
points of usage. If the sentence Lg@d») JUJ 0JU'4L~£ (;kLSl is

7 recast so that the woxd fci@,»«> has the rest of the sentence
predicated of it, Ibn al=Sarra}j argues that giléi calls for the intro-
duction of a pronoun prefixed by the particle ili into the resulting

31

sentence rather than framing it in other ways:

&é%@ﬂ gﬂb r@/)éffaf@“
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When Ibn al-Sarraj discusses relative clause predication with
the infinitivé,the essentially artificial nature of this whole procedure
becomes very ciear from the way in which one particular point is
discussed and this is very revealing of the methodology of the Arab
gramnarianso ibn a1=Sarr5j permits relative clause predication with
the infinitive so that for instance, ﬂ‘kﬂdA,g L%f%@ ;:eiJseﬁ can
become ii&;” :;94"@ Wf@@ﬂn , and QJ}A.%N &f,ﬂ ;%ﬁ_ can
become &}?%Pﬂefa,=ﬁ LLB %fa)LzAJBO However, Ibn al-Sarraj does not
allow relative clause predication with the hal and for this reason he
does not allow it with certain infinitives and other expressions which

33

are grammatically analysed as representing the hal construction:
L N g F I el
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The criterion used to reject relative predication with infinitives

in hal constructions is that such usages are basically anomalous and
cannot be eubject to changes which can validly be applied to regular
constructions., If relative clause predication is possible with infin-
itives there would seem to be no real reason why it should not be
admissible when the infinitive is analysed as a hal, even if those uses
of the hal where the term is indefinite cannot logically be made stbject
to this proceess. This confirms that the grammatical methodology which
Tbn al=Sarr£j employs does not take into account whether constructions
thrown up by-felative clause predication are likely to occur in practice
but, rather, whether they are admissible on the basis of considerations
dictated by purely formal grammatical analysis.

Altheugh the Arab gremmarians would explain vgﬁiLé..g at work in the
Arabic 1anguage and would also actively make use of giyas, nevertheless
there were<censtructions and usages which seemed to fall outside the
working of g;légo In dealing with such situations the grammarians would
employ what is called tagdir and it has, as Weil points out; a strong
connection with giyas, although it is used in a variety of ways. 34

In spite of the fact that the idea of tagdir is very important
in the thought of the Arab grammarians, no attempt was made by them to
define the term and the various aspects of its use., Thus, although it
is convenient and legitimate to talk about Egggig as a definable aspect
of grammatical methodology, it would be incorrect to say that it was

a technical term of the same order as for instance the term ‘amil.
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The grammarians make use of the actual word tagdir in expressions like
°°'4ﬁ:*;3 %ﬁﬁ o YWimplying...", and °..J<<;é;)h9 , "what is

implied iso;a"c They do not use the word in the sense of a precisely
defined prdcéﬁqre which they would apply in certain situations,
Although it is convenient to talk of "the Arab grammarians® use of
jgggixﬁ when discussing their methodology, it must be remembered that
while the grammarians certainly had their methodology they contented
themselves with simply applying it in practice and they did not feel
a need to diécuss its techniques in general., For this reason the
expression fagdfr is not used ag a strictly dcfined methodological
term and, iﬁdeed9 there are many discussions of points in which the
word Egggig or its derivatives is not employed but in which the gram=
matical reasoning could be classified as tagdiro

Many Arabic constructions were treated hy the grammarians as
being moré'oi less elliptic and by the use of tggdir they could remove
this elliptic element through changing the sentence structure and
adding explenatory elements, and thereby assisting the process of
grammatical analysis, Describing tagdif Weil writes: "Er #ndexrt den
Wortlaut der Ueberlieferung, indem er eine Umstellung oder Erginzung
vornimmt, und schnell hat er den neuen Text in Einklang mit irgend
einer der erlaubten Analogien gebrachto" 35

Whers tagdir was of great importance was in the analysing of
constructions which occur in poetry and the grammarians used it to seek
acceptable explanations for usages which seemed to violate the established
rules of grammar. Many such usages could be justified by tagdir
although others simply had to be classed as anomalous and defying any
grammatical e#planationo An example of this use of tagdir occurs when
ITbn al=Sarr5j_discusses inversion-with the verb gégg although he does

not employ_thg word tagdir itself or any of its derivatives: 36
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According to Ibn al-Sarraj a construction 1ikeééﬁisgg nl‘ka) Q,E{

is admissiblé if a term like amr, hadith0 or qiggah is implied after

kana which is & device that the Arab grammarians considered analogous

to the explicit damir al-sha’'n, 31 In support of this usage Thn

a1=Sarr5j also cites a verse into which such a notional term must be
introduced to allow a grammatically sound analysis. Wis approach to
this question is rather different from that of Sibawayh in the Kitab, -0
The lattef puts forward: the idea of a suppressed term with certain

usages of kana so as to exnlain the syntax of a number of verses of

poetry including the one cited above, but he does not consider it’
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admissible to form sentences like 2> U Qgcég “ﬂa», Q;E( on the

analogy of these purely poetical usages. 39

The notion of tagd{r can be used in a manner which seems strained
even allowing for the methodology of the Arab grammarians. An example
of this occurs in Ibn al-Sarraj's discussion of the question of inversion

of an attribute and the term which it qualifies: 40
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In this passage Ibn al-Sarraj first takes the view that it is
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inadmissible to change the construction Y.lels J§ L Joo sd-“ At
to tﬁL Q}g) QJUB AnS _yp;\ﬁi@ because this violates the rule that
an attribute predicated of a term cannot govern anything preceding
that term, The Kufans, however, permit this construction by taking
the view that the term J«Dj) is to be disregarded, but Ibn al-Sarraj
considers it incorrect to do this. Nevertheless, he does procede to
permit the construction if the word J%) is treated as a badal,
although in doi‘ngs,so he in effect withdraws his previous contention
that the construction is inadmissible and he goes hack on the general
rule which he laid down governing the positioning of terms grammatically
dependent on an attribute,

The concept of tgtﬁr is particularly used in the discussion of
constructioﬁs in which the speaker's intentions are seen as dictating
how precis‘el'y}he expresses himself., This often involves consideration
of differencéé of expression which have little or no effect on meaning,
Thia is illustrated in the discussion, wh%ch Tbn al-Sarraj quotes from
al-Mazini, of the sentence KJ@_)) IL»} &Z”J-—eﬁ (Pﬁ which, by the

process of relative clause predication, can be changed to _a.$ w.,éﬂ
oD N )
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According to al=M5zinI, if in relative clause predication the
inseparable pronoun is used attached to the participle this is done on
the "implication" of the use of the pronoun object with the verb proper,
but if the inseparable pronoun prefixed by the particle ixg is intro-
duced later on in the sentence this is done on the "implication”™ of the
position thaé'the substantive for which it stands would have occupied.

Another-example of the use of tagdff involving a purely notional
distinction is found in Ibn al-Sarraj's discussion of the expression

\gs9 =P, From the standpoint of grammatical analysis this

construction can be looked upon as either representing the use of the
tamxiz or as analogous to the use of the active participle governing
the direct’;oﬁjéct° According to Ibn al=Sarr5j the analysis édopted

42

has a certain grammatical consequence:
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Here Ihn:al—Sarraj draws the rather notional but not inconsistent

conclusion that if the accusative in the expression L&%{Q L;=¢*é£l is

used on the "implication™ of the tamlfz the expression ‘%4?$J'@;£&¥£l
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isinadmissible, but if the accusative is used on the "implication"
of a correspohdence with the active participle followed by the direct
object the expression iL?3J|4Qﬂ~‘. is admissible. ‘'The approach

A’

adopted here seems to be peculiar to Ibn al-Sarraj.
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CHAPTER V

‘Q;YAS AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF ASL AND FARC

One of the effects of what the grammarians saw as giyas at work
in the grammar of Arabic was that grammatical phenomena which can be
considered a8 similar tend to be governed by similar rules, At its
simplest this often states little more than the obvious and, for example,
1s seen in thé view of the grammarians that the passive subject is put
into the nominative because it resembles the active subject in its
function, or in the view that the active participle resembles the verb
in its ééwer of regimen because it is derived from the verb, Although
at this leéel this aspect of giyas is quite obvious, it can be extended
and is éeen by the grammerians to operate in a more involved manner.

An examplé of this is the view of the grammarians that theré is a
relatidnship between the particle inna and the transitive verb due to
the fact that both govern the nominative and the a¢cusativea Although
this would appear to be a purely coincidental similarity the grammarians
did not treat it as such.

When a resemblance between two grammatical phenomena was observed
the grammarians would procede to identify which of the two it was that
the other had come to resemble. They would describe the basic phenomenon
as the agl and the other which had come to resemble it as a far‘. This
same reiationship of apl and far® was also considered to exist in respect
of a single phenomen;n if it had both a primary and a secondary aspect,

For instance, the use of the particle wa as a conjunction proper was

seen as its primary use (agl), whereas its use with the maf‘ul ma‘ahu

was seen as a secondary use (far‘), Similarly, the use of the particle
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fa as a conjunction was seen as its primary use, whereas its use with
the verb in thé.subjunctive on the implication of 2 suppressed particle
an was seen as a secondary uss. When an English translation of the terms
agl and far‘ is required,it 1s neccessary to resort to expressions like
"ground-form" and "by-form" respectively, although in certain instances
the terms can be translated as "primary usage" and "secondary usage".

In the grammatical writings particularly of later scholars the
terms agl and far¢ are frequently employed and for a discussion of the

theory behind their use it is neccessary to turn to the Luma‘¢ al-adillah

of Ibn aleAﬁbErIe 1 In this work he explains that it is ggxég which
underlies {he relationship Between 28l and far® and, indeed, his
discusaién of'g;xég deals largely with how it determines the relationship
between ggl and far® and he gives scant attention to other aspects of

giyas. This is reflected in the vay in which he defines giyis: 2
,J_—;i C,U'/.,Q“‘_' o syls sldsdl as 5o
A o Jt b g0 Jor s Y. G
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Tn the Iuma® al-adillah much of Ibn al-Anbari's discussion of

giyas in grammar consists of a very literal application to it of the

techniques of q;yas in figh in all its intricacies, However, this falls

outside of the scope of this present study because such an approach is
largely irrelevant to actual grammatical practice. The influence of

figh can of course be seen in.the definitions of gilas quoted above,

Inspite of the influence of figh, Ibn al-Anbari's discussion, in its

more fundamental aspects, of how gixas governs the relationship of agl

and far¢ is worth quoting to explain this relationship: 5
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The particular example given here to illustrate Ibn al-Anbari's explan=
ation of the mechanics of giyas is a rather simple and obvious one but
the exercise shows how the relationship of agl and far® could be

rationalised, although here the influence of giyas in figh is strong.

The operation of gixég is very important where the °‘illah involved
is what the grammarians called tashbih and the relationship of agl and
;ggf of the verb and the particle inna provides one of the best examples
of such a relationship based on tashbih because it is an example to

4

which the grammarians gave particular attention. Ibn al-Sarraj
observes that inna and analogous particles resemble the verb because
~they all govern the nominative and the accusative and he considers it
significant that these particles end in an indeclinable fathah like
:the perfect tense of the verb. > Although Sibawayh makes clear the
resemblance of these particles to the ver@ihe does not mention this
formal consideration, but this point was picked up by the later gram-

marians who also considered significant in this respect the use of

the nun al=wiq£xah with inna and similar particles,
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Tbn al-Sarraj deals very briefly with the relationship to the
verb of inné and analogous particles:
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Ibn Ya.‘fshD however, deals with this question much more fully: 8
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In the passage from the Ugul Ihn al-Sarraj states that the verb
differs from inna because in the case of the latter the term in the
accusative must precede the one in the nominative, as if thereby a
distinction is drawn between particle and verb, However, in an earlier
passage in the Ugul he states more definitely that it is the mark of
differentiation between them, 9 Ibn al-Sarraj does not introduce the

terms agl and far® into the above discuasion but Ibn Ya®ish does

establish a relationship of agl and far® between the verb and inna.
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The grammarians came to hold the view that the far®in comparison

to the agl ia'Subject to certain restrictions in its usage and al-Suyﬁti

gathers together a number of examples of this in the Ashbah wa-l-naza’ir: 10

In the case of inna Ibn Ya‘ish observes that its inferior status as a
far® is manifest in the fact that with it the term in the accusative
mist precede the term in the nominative, inasmuch as with the ver)h the
precedency of the term in the nominative over the term in the accusative
embodies the agl whereas the placing of the accusative in front of the
nominative embodies a far®, Ibn al-Sarraj simply treats the word order
with inna as a mark of differentiation but Ibn Ya‘ish treats it as the
sign of the lower status of the far® with regard to the agl.

‘Although the use of the terms agl and far® to describe such a
relafionéhip as was felt to exist between the verb and inna is not found
in thé 5;353 of Siba.wayhp the use of these terms represents a develop-
ment of certain ideas about grammatical relationships to be found in
the Kitab, Although Ibn al-Sarraj does not make the point in a definite
manner that inna is inferior in status to the verb, a fact which Ibn
Ya‘ish attributes to the nature of the relationship of agl and far©,

this point is made by al-Khalil in the Kitabs '
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In considering the relationship between inna and the verb

al=Kha111 takes the view that with inna the nominative cannot be made
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to precede the accusative because there are certain restrictions on
its use in comparison with the verb and these serve as a means of
differentiation between them. The idea behind this is that when some-
thing resembles something else in the way in which it functions, there
is a certain force at play which prevents a complete assimilation with
regard to their respective rules of use, and this acts to maintain
their separate ldentity. In this connection al-Khalil compares the

verb laysa with ma al-hijaziyah. In the Hijazl use of the negative

particle gé it becomes assimilated to the verb of negation, laysa,
because it takes its predicate in the accusative case. However, there
are certain-reétrictione on this use of Qé which do not apply to the
verb la sagkémbng which is the condition that the subject must precede
the predicaté°-12 In short, it may be said that in the passage from
the Eliég quoted lere may be seen the basis of the later idea that the
far® is inferior in status to its agl,

Although the discussion of inna in the Ugul does not give much
information on contemporary grammatical theorising about its relation=
ship to the verb, considerable detail on this topic can be found in the

slightly later iganr‘ilal al=nahw of al—ZajjngO This is found in the

courss of a discussion of the varieties of ¢illah which occur in Arabic
grammar and -this is illustrated predominantly through reference to the

13

particle inna. Al-Zajjaji classifies the varieties of €illah as
being three, of which the latter two have particular relevance to the
present discussion. The first variety of €illah is made up of the

€ilal al-ta®limiyah which relate to the established rules of grammar
14

which a teacher would set forth to his pupils:
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The second variety of ‘illah arises from the grammarians’ explan-

ations of points like the relationship of inna to the verb: '~
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It has been mentioned above that Ibn al-Anbari particularly defines

&

gixég in terms of how it underlies the relationship of agl and far®

and it is of interest that al-Zajjaji should describe as an ‘illah

giIQSEiah the ‘illah which he considers to govern what is in fact a

reiationship of this type, although he does not expressly mention this

here, B
The third variety of “illgﬂ takes up as it were where the second

variety leaves offs 16
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In itself al-Zajjaji's discussion of this ‘illah is an indication
of the high stage of development which grammatical theory had reached
by the first half of the 10th century. In this passage al—ZajjéjI uses
the termé'agl and far‘ not with reference to the relationship itself
of inna to the verb but to the fact that placing the subject before the
object-in a verbal sentence represents the agl, whereas placing the

object before the subject represents a far‘, This point was also made

by Ibn Ya‘ish in the passage from the Sharh al-mufagsal quoted earlier,
_ gal

Al-Zajj;jI indicates that he will answer the questions which the passage
quoted above and its continuation raise but unfortunately he does not
in fact'do 80, It would have been of some interest to know his precise

answer to his own question:
52 A aboie ke dels i Lg Laselget Vs
PPN TRNVERIY PR PR P B9 PR 5
RIVER VS U"’L” L_;‘)' J-@i)\g')’)éy))lf
However, it seems clear that the answer would have been very similar

to that which could be given by consulting the passage quoted from
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Ibn Ya“ish: that through this is manifest the inferiority of the far®

to the agl. -

Before considering further the sort of relationship which can be
described as that of agl end far’, it is of value to consider what use
Ton al=Sarraj makes of these two terms occuring together. In analysing
the constrﬁction Lé.lgﬁ :}»440 » which has already been discussed, Ibn

al-Sarraj uses the terms agl and far®: 17
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Ibn al=Sarr£j considers the analysis of the construction \.@.99 :‘,.‘.Ll
as a m to represent the agl, whereas the analysis based on an
affinity to the construction _\A.g») ._._,»,L'g.)\, to which the Aformer con-
struction has been assimilated, represents a far®. This use of the

texrms agl and far‘ does not involve the strict technical meaning

discussed in this chapter.
Another instance of the use of the terms agl and far® is found

when Ibn a1=Sarr5j discusses possible alternative word order for the
sentence fz% Lm}.;\j asllo’, Ains 18
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Here a predicate which consists of a single term is seen as more basic
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than one which consists of a sentence complete in itself. Althourh
Ibn al-Sarraj uses the terms agl and far® in this connection, these
terms again are not used in a strict tephnical sense,
Ibn al=Sarr§j also uses the terms ugul and gggﬁa in the course
of a discuésiop of the rather rare use in positive statements of the

fa’ al—sababzyéh: 19
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The meaning of the general remark on ugul and furu‘ as it applies
in this particular instance is that the use of the particle fa purely
as a conjunction represents the agl, whereas its use with the subjunctive

represents. a far®; and it is better to go beyond the normal use with the
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fa’ al—sababiyah because the use of the subjunctive clearly marks its

function, whereas fa used simply for conjunction does not have an
analogous accompanying marker of its purpose. In this context the
terms agl andvgggf are used as strict technical terms unlike their use
in the two preceding instances cited,

From an examination of the occasions on which Ibn a1=Sarr§j uses
the expressions agl and far® it is clear that he makes little use of
them in thé diécussion of relationships which later grammarians would
define in termé of an agl and far®. However, in his discussion of
certain questions he does refer to a point which the grammarians took
to be a principle involved in the relationship of agl and gg;f. It
has been mentioned above that the view was taken that a far® is
inferior in status to its agl and this inferiority is manifest in
certain restfictions on the use of the far® which do not apply to the
agl, In fhe Usul there are some examples of this line of thought,
although it is not eixpressly put forward in terms of the relationship

of agl and far®,

When discussing the position of the maf‘ul ma‘ahu in the sentence

Ibn al-Sarraj writes: 20
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In the Ashbah wa~l-nagae ’ir al—Suyﬁ@i quotes JTbn ‘Uqfﬁr on the same
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question in the course of discussing the point that furu® are inferior

in status to uguls 21
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Although Ibn al-Sarraj uses the term agl in the passage from the

Ugﬁl he does not introduce the term far* to describe the special use

of the conjunction wa with the maf‘ul ma‘ahu. However, the word agl

ie used in a way which would lead on to the use of the word far®, as

the quotatiqn»from Ibn ‘Ugfﬁr shows, This scholar uses these expressions

to refer to the primary and a secondary function of the conjunction wa.
Tbn al=Sarrgj takes the view that the position of the maf‘ul

ma ‘ahu in the sentence is very firmly defined because the particle wa

is basically used for conjunction and the element which it is used to

add on, naturally, follows what it is added on to. In dealiné with the

same point Ibﬁ ‘Ugfﬁr states that there are restrictions put on the

position of the maf‘al ma ‘ahu because the accompanying particle wa

functions as a far® in relation to its use as a conjunction proper which

represents the agl. Accordingly, there are such restrictions because

furu* do not have the range of permitted use which characterises ugul.
Althdugh Ibn al-Sarraj gives a practical explanation of why the

maf‘ul ma‘ahu- should be restricted in the_position it may take in the

sentence, it is apparent that he does take what is tantamount to the
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more theoretical view of Ibn ‘Ugfﬁr but he expresses it in somewhat
different terms:
' . 5 .
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The general principle stated here that a usage which is to be seen as
an extension of a more basic usage is subject to restrictions whieh do
not apply to the basic usage, is again taken up by Ibn a1=Sarr5j when

~i

he discusses the use of the fa’ al-sababiyah and the subjunctive: 22
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It has been mentioned earlier that the use of the particle fa with the
subjunctive is considered by Ibn al-Sarraj to be an extension (far®)

of its basic use (asl) as a conjunction and in this context the general
remark about such extended usages indicates that the verb following fa
must be in the subjunctive because this alone marks the special function
of the particle.

In fhe above passage from the Ugul the phraseology used in
describing usages which are extensions of more basic usages is of
interest, The use of the expression | _,3lo lods—e c;»ﬁ})ﬁ may be
compared with that of the expression sl Vs °r°_)1 used by

Ibn al-Sarraj in connection with the maf‘ul ma‘ahu, The verbs garrafa,

tagarrafa, and their derivatives are commonly used by the grammarians
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in discussing the relationship of agl and far‘, and in the above passage
Tbn al=Sarraj uses the verb garrafa in making the point that a usage
which is an éxtenaion of a more basic usage has certain restrictions
placed on it which do not apply to the basic usage ( o,Q)~n< fJ ).
Although questions of agl and far‘ are not discussed as such in the
Eiﬁég of.Sibawayh0 the verb garrafa is used in the sense referred to
here because al-Khalil states in a passage quoted earlier when he deals
with the point that with inna and analogous particles the nominative
s -

cannot be made to precede the accusative: ggi;uls ‘_éﬁs & Y,

gjlshbibiu 25 In the passage quoted above from the Usul Ibn al-Sarraj
also likens extended usages which have certain restrictions placed on
them to the set expressions of proverbs and this is a comparison often
made by ihe grammarianso24

By-the 10th century the grammarians were discussing relationships

of agl and far® but it is unclear in what precise stages the grammarians
developed their ideas on this subject. As has been mentioned, the
subject is not one which is dealt with in the K;iéh although it did
develop out of ideas present in that work. In the Eiﬁl Ibn a1=Sarr§j
does give some attention to what are relationships of agl and far® but
he rarely”uses these terms themselves, and al-Mubarrad in the Mugtadab
shows no interest at all in this topic. It seems likely that at the
time of Ibn al-Sarraj relationships of agl and far‘ were treated as a
rather theoretical subject and discussion of it did not intrude to any

great extent into general works of grammar. Indeed, it is from a

theoretical work from this period, the igah ¢ilal al-nahw of al—Zajj;ji9

that some idea can be obtained about the stage of development of gram-

matical theory in this field as it affects the particle inna.
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CHAPTER VI
THE TAMYEZ AND THE VERB OF WONDER

In the preceding chapters attention has been concentrated on the
techniques and procedures of the Arab grammexrians but in this chapter
a different approach will be followed by way of contrast and an exam—
ination will Be made of the way in which two specific topics of Axabic
grammar are freated° As it would be impossible Yo examine every topic
dealt with in the grammars’attention will be given in this chapter to
the igggig and the verb of wonder, Although in the previous chapters
various grammatical topics have been touched on when dealing with the
techniquesiand theory of the grammarians, nevertheless, by a more
detailed examination of specific topics a different perspective on tte

vork of the grammarians can be obtained.

Tamyiz

It is curious that although there are a number of uses of the
accusative which are clearly analogous and which are generally known
as the t Ez, Sibawayh does not have a texrm to cover such uses of the
accusative;'inspite of the fact that he does discuss several of them.
Indeed, in the Eiiég there is no unified discussion of usages which

could be seen as involving tgﬂliéa 1 Although there is no term for

tgggzz in the Kitab, the term mufassir is used in the Ma‘ani 1-Qur’&n

of al-Farra’ who was a pupil of Sibawayh's Kufan contemporary, al-Kisa’i. 2

In the Mugaddimah £i l-nahw of the Basran scholaxr, Khalaf alaAbmar

(d. 796), the expression uu! - «Z}@J ~ol3I i5 used for the noun

functioning as a tgggzz with the numbers 11=99 and this term is clearly
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based on the fact that a noun in the singular is here used for what is
plural in meening. > However, this expression, which is limited to one
particular use of the t izp was not generally accepted and by the time
of a1=Mubérrad the familiar and more comprehensive expression Eggliﬁ
vas in use together with other less important terms like l&giiﬁ and
tafelr. 4

Sibawayh's basic discussion of constructions which would be
recognised as being examples of the tamyiz is actually found in his
chapter oﬁ the assimilated adjective (gifah mushabbah) and this deserves
some expianationo Sibawayh conslidered that the assimilated adjective
could be treated as similer to the active participle because both could
be conneétéd with another noun through annexation or through governing

»
it in the accusative as in the expressions —— &{)L; thMJ\ d B

4
7o

and L*jl ‘;JL&QH& L;J>9 JLA“JL% o > Now, it has already been mentioned
in a previous chapter that the grammarians considered that the con—
struction \%%” dﬂ¢L‘ could be explained both as a iggxig construction
and as é construction similar to the use of the active participle in
expressions like.)lgp woladl, 6 This, therefore, explains why con-
structions which later grammarians considered to involve the Eggg;g
are discussed by éibawayh in his chapter on the assimilated adjective.
It is worth mentioning that when Ibn al-Sarraj deals wifh the
igggigvin the ggil he adopts a format different from that found in other
grammers because his discussion of the ggggig is split into two separate
parts which do not run consecutively. 1 One chapter on the lgglig
deals with constructions whére the regent is a verb or its equivalent
and thése are the majority of ggggig conatructions. The other chapter
deals with the use of the ggggzg in enumeration and measuring. This
division is based on the fact that in the former case the iggxig is

dependent on a formally complete utterance like many other uses of the

accusative, a2 hasg been explained in an earlier chapter, 8 whereas in
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the latter.caaé the jﬂi& is dependent simply on the noun which precedes
it. A
In dealing with m the later scholars tried to define exactly
vhat it is and al=-ZamakhsharZD for instance, begins his discussion of

it by giving a comprehensive definition of it:
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Al-Mubarrad, on the other hand, defines the L%Iz_ in a far more cursory
way a,n‘d"only illustrates his definition in terms of its use with the
numbexs 1199z s aisiMys M5y asn oo \,V"M,JL G ollews
s ouists Lo o es s
not attempt to provide a real definition of the ‘ng;l-_z_a

Ibn al-Sarraj for his part does

One of the points which needs some attention in discussing the
M‘ is the question of the use of singular and plural nouns,
Al=Mubarrad turns to this point after discussing M—_z: constructions

of the type Li.,,s (,-L‘J\ °/°5' a..,e-j when he moves on to discuss the

related expression |i..s (LI orl ot 1
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After his owm discussion of this point Ibm al-Sarraj quotes from
this passage but his own explenation of the occasions on which it is

possible to use the plural in the tggxiz ig based on using the regent

as the exiterions 12
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Here Ibn al-Sarraj lays down somewhat more incisively the principle
vhich ie to be followed although he adds the quotation from al-Mubarrad
to provide further detail.
In his supplementary section on the temylz with a verbal regent
Ibn al=Sarraj introduces further discussion of this question when he

quotes al-Mubarrad on a point of grammasr in the Qur’an: 13
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Although the question of numbexr with the M_ is in essence relatively
simple to understand, the grammarians still took a lot of trouble to
explain it exactly. 14

"-Another point which comes up in discussions of the iﬁ}:ﬁ is under
whatfciréumatances a term in the accusative functioning as a ggglig may
be rebléced by the same term,but in the genitive governed by the prepos=
ition min. Sibawayh refers briefly to this usage but does not supply

any specific rules: 15
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Al-Mubarrad, on the other hand, attempts to provide a precise

rule for when the preposition min can be used: 16
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In his section on the use of the tﬂiz in measurements Ibn

a,lmSarij appears to borrow from this passage but adds an explanation

of what precisely is meant: 7
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In the’. Usul Ibn al-Sarraj also twice quotes a passage by

al-Mubarrad on the use of min but it would appear to be derived from

a work other than the Mugtadab. This passage does not lay down a rule

for the use of min but attempts to explain the reason for its use: 18
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In the Mufagsal al-Zamakhshari makes no reference to the use of
min instead of the igglzg and what Ibn Ya‘ish writes is not particularly
useful, 9 The latter does make the point that min can separate the
hal from the iéﬁliﬁ and in doing this he incorporates without attrib-

ution into his own work part of the above passage which Ibn al-Sarraj

quotes ffom al-Mubarrad, Later discussion of the use of min,such as

is found in the Manhaj al-salik of Ab Hayyan cannot be directly related
to what:is found in earlier works because, as has been mentioned in an
earlier chapter, the grammarians eventually classified uses of the
ggglig according to how the various constructions could be analysed,
and this influenced their discussion of the use of min, 20
| Al=-Mubarrad was wvell=known for his readiness to depart from the
g:ﬁmmatical views of Szbawayh and one of the points where he does so
is in permitting the plecing of the iﬁﬁliﬁ in front of the wverb which

acts as its regent: 21
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In his Nagd kitab Sibawayh which is quoted by Ibn Wallad,

al-Mubarrad criticises Sibawayh"s view for being inconsistent and

considers his own view to be supported by gixaa end attested usage:s 22
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In his discussion of temyiz Ibn al-Sarraj mentions the view of
al-lfubaxrrad on this question but he does not make his own view clear
at this point. However, he rejects this usage later on in the Ugul
in the chapter on inversion where he bases his vieﬁ on Szbawayh“s
analysis of the nature of the Eggxigg 23
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Tbn Ya‘ish takes the same view but éxpressea himgself in a rather

more technical manners 24
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When dealing with the question of placing the hal at the beginning
of the sentence Ibn al-Sexrraj writes that the Basrans treat it like
the gggligg and this would indicate that the general view of the Basrans
of this period was that the tamyiz could be placed at the beginning of
the sentence when the regent is a verb. 25 Tbn al:SarrEj9 however,
does not take this view and later scholars like Ibn al-Anbari and Ibn
Ya‘ish consider the view which he takes to be the true Basran one. 26
In fact, there was alvays a division of opinlion among Basran scholars

on this point. 21

Verb of wonder

The par%icular approach of the grammarians to the verb of wonder
(£ic1 alata‘aﬁjub) led them to examine certain theoretical questions
which their approach itself entalled., No single grammarian {treats the
theoretiéal questions raised by the verb of wonder in an exhaustive
manner and there is a varying emphasis in the works of grammar on the
differeni questions. It is of interest to see how al-Mubarrad and Ibn
al-Sarraj deal with thie subject and to compare their approach with
that of later grammarianso

In dealing with the theoretical aspects of the grammarians’
approach to the verb of wonder it is particularly worth remembering
that the approach of the Arab scholars was rather different from that
vhich a scholar today might adopt. The latter might look at the verb

of wonder in a manner similar to Wright who,in explanation of the
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examples Lu,l}w’ﬁ L. and Py :)—éli)u,writesg 28

\
The first formula literally meanss: what has made Zeid excellent?

can anything make him more excellent than he is? The seconds make

Z. excellent (if you can,~~you cannot make him more excellent than

he is)svof9 more literally: try (your ability at) making excellent

upon (<) 2&id.

The Arab grammarians did not attempt to interpret an expression
such as h)g) dfuuj L.  as having the literal sense of "What has made
Zayd excellent?"9 but representing, in fact, a standard formula foxr
expressing wonder or astonishment. Rather, the majority of the Basrans
followed and expanded the very briefly expressed view of al-Khalil
which Sibauayh cltes in commenting on the expression _ ¢ Qjeh>1 La

. ”
w
a5 22
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Although this view was accepted by the majority of the Basrans it is
worth noting that there was a minority view held by the Kufan,
al-Farra’, and the Basran, Ibn Durustawayh, that the term ma used in
expressions iike b Pl L is, in fact, interrogative and this
would appsar to be a more reasonable explanation as has been mentioned, 30
A1=Mﬁﬁa;rad begins his discussion of the verb of wonder by

explaining how the example | _. LQJ»PT L. is to be parsed: 3
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The explanation that ma replaces the term shay’ was not accepted by

those who held that gé must have a clause dependent on it (gilah) when

used in senses other than its interrogative and conditional senses, but
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al-Mubarrad argues that this view is mistaken: 32
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That the t>erx:n ma is to be interpreted as héving an understood gilah

is a view that was held by certain of the Kufansg and is, according to
33

34

Ibn Ya‘ish, the most generally accepted view attiributed to al-Akhfash,

Al-Mubarrad does explain this view but he does not specify who held it:
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Al=Mubarrad also takes up the question of why an expression of

. s
the form . (el L. should convey the idea of wonder and astonish-=
35

ment:

R TR P B PN i B PN I TP T



128
s P o Yo B s L s
db)))—? J ,_}w ('.'A:) L;,w.f»si U»-' sl g5 (g M D
LS WS o pded G SR Vs Ball g e
e elines, 1S ki) (e Dt s
,,»3 bhiad obb) . w)wi/&—* P> WD e
Lol D sE i W e ol o Liees
”u‘"gi—“’ s LI db.aL—b.\)) —n :;\J'I P J_s / s
TSRS DFES RS r,a»ul;@/e O et G
G st AL U Lals 555 Lot} crd]
Jlas sl S Yoo Gmas Ol 0D el
oy s Lpoet b s 2 U OL) s
S o ST G
In this passage al-Mubarrad makes the point that the verb of
vonder is esa‘ehtially a formulaic expression with a special meaning
associated with it., Although S:-Lbawayh does not go :into detail on
questions of theory connected with the verb of wonder, the line of
argument which 79.1=Mubarrad employs in the above passage can be found

36

in the Kitab used in other circumstances. When dealing with the

same point Ibn al-Serraj makes use of an analogy often employed by the
grammarians ‘because he likens the verb of wonder to proverbs which, as
set expressions, have am effinity with the formulae iused for expressing

37

wvonder,

' When he deals with theory connected with the verb of wonder Ibn
al=-Sarr£;j is much more concise than al-Mubarrad and, although he holds
the same views, there are differences in the arguments which he uses.
In explanation of how the verb of wonder is to be interpreted he
38

vritess
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In this passage Ibn al-Saxraj introduces several analogies to
suppoﬁt the contention that the texrm gé is indefinite when used with
thé verb of wonder., The analogy drawn from the expression \4fog3!

‘ cy&éi is also discussed by al-Mubarrad who goes into more detail, 39
'iﬂn al=Sarr£j by way of analogy also makes use of the expression‘SJPijt
‘and this analogy is also used by Ibn Ya‘ish in a slightly different
form: 40
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In a later passage Ibn Ya‘ish also makes use of the proverb which Ibn
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al-Sarraj citéég b 1 Y f.., , "'Tis an evildoer that makes a
dog growlo"-d'1
The view of the Arab grammarians on the nature of the verb of
wonder has been compared above with that which scholars today would
take and a‘point which Ibn al=SarrEj makes throws particular light on
the vieﬁfof_the majority of Aradb scholars: 42
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Ibn aleSarrgj takes the view that a sentence which contains a vert of
wonder is8 a proposition admitting of truth or falsity. However,
according to the modern interpretation a sentence like ﬂ)%? g,«Lpﬁ L.
would be seen @as having the outwerd foxm of a question and could not
admit of truth or falsity. Even if the meaning of such a sentence is
taken into account, which in English idiom would be "How excellent
Zayd is!", the sentence is rather an exclamation or am ejaculation and
nqtla proposition, However, for Ibn al-Sarraj there is no question
that a2 sentence like &Aj) Lruhkﬁ Lo is not a proposition because
its underlying meaning is B)ij drﬁJi ’cf; which clearly admits of
being true oxr false,
Ibn Ya'ish tekes this same consideration into account when
" discussing how the verb of wonder formed on the pattern ‘J:jﬁ ;inﬁwf
iz to be analysed. The view of the majority of grammarians was that
the verb of wonder formed on this pattern is not in fact an imperative

43 A1=Zamakhshari criticises

but simply assumes the outward form of it
this view as arbitrary and prefers to follow the view of al=Zaijj
that the verb is a true imperative, Commenting on the sentence

< A
/Ldﬂ ,ﬁ/r' he writes: 44
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Ibn Ya‘ishg however, criticises this view on several counts and this
includes the comsideration that a sentence containing a verb of wonder

forms a propositions 45
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One of the rules wh}ch the grammarians lay down in dealing with
the verb of wonder is that it can only be formed from verbs with a
eimple triliteral root and, accordingly, cannot be formed from quedri-
literals éﬁd'from augmented forms of the vexrb, Although both
al-Mubarrad and Ibn al-Sarraj set down this rule, nevertheless, they
have to account for expressiqns like fDLVJJoLbJJ L and e)),ﬁ Lo
PPN | where the verb §f vonder is based on the sense of fourth
form verbso‘_Sibawayh does q;ntion briefly that the verb of wonder
can be formed from the four?h form of the verb but he does not elaborate
on this, 46 Later scholargi hovever, did not accept that the verb of
vonder could be formed at éill from the fourth form of the verb. a1
Neither alaﬁubarradnéx'lbn al»Sarr;j satisfactorily account for
expressions like the two quoted above, Ibn alaSarr;jg for instance,

48

vritess
hetams — ol Loatdls s BB Jb L

G e 1om s g B A Ly — ey
sy JrLS 5] shen Uaos Jebl OB L3150

Y350 73 PIPP PRSI VIS RN 7Y PR PY VS



132
A1=Mubarfad expands on this approach but his whole argument based

on analogy‘is rather weak and not really to the point: 49
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 Hére al-Mubarrad beses his argument on unsatisfactory analogies which
: aré dravn [rom what are really debatable points of lexicography. 50
Both al-Mubarrad and Ibn almSaxr;j attempt %o explain anomalous
formation of the wverb of wonder but they offer no consistent explanation
of this, Ibn Ya‘ish on the other hand puts forward a rather simple

and obvious explanation: o1
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Although Ibn Ya‘ish cites Sibawayh in gupport of his view, it seems
cleaxr thét the latter does permit the verd of wonder to be formed
regularli from the fourth form of the verb and al-Astarabadhi states
sp@cificéily that thig is the view of S?Lba,wayho 52
Although al-Mubarrad, Ibn al-Sarraj, and Ibn Ya‘ish admit the
possibility of forming the verb of wonder from the fourth form of the
verb, a later grammerian like Abu Hayyan algo lists examples of the

verb of wonder foxrmed anomalously from augmented forms of the verb

other than the fourths -
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 The appearance of such usages in later works may be due to the fact
~that further study of early poetry had revealed them, oxr they may
represent usages current in the language but which were so anomalous
in the eyes of earlier grammarians that they ignored them.

From time to time in works of Arabic grammar there are discussions

of points which are in a broad sense theological in nature and in
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aleuba.rrad"s' chapter on the verb of wonder certain such points are
discussed in detaile An examination of his treatment of such questions
provides excevl.lent examples of his rather discursive style and his
tendency to digress. The standard Basran explanation of the verb of
wonder is capable of produciné some theological argument and al-Mubarrad

deals with this points *%
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Although aléMﬁbarrad does not say so the point which gives rise to the
above discugéién is in fact one of the Kufan objections to the Basran
explanation of the verb of wonder. 25
Another point which raises difficulties of a theological nature,
and which 51=Mubarrad discusses,is the apparent use in the Qur’an of
the verb of wonder with reference to the state of mind of God himself,

' >
When discussing the verb of wonder of the pattern - . b |
al=Mubarrad writess 56
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Sibawayh, vol. i, pp. 104-8, 298-300.

Al-Faxra ', vol, i, pp. 79, 2256,

Khalaf al-Ahmar see Kahhalah, vol., iv, p. 104,
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See Ton Ya‘ish, vol, ii, po 70

See art, cited p. 78, n., 43 above.

See pp. 98-9 above,

Khalaf al-Ahmer, Mugaddimah f£i l-nahw (Demascus, 1961), p. 58.- For

Tbn al-Serraj, vol, i, pp. 268-76, 375-82;5 see also pp. 189, 374=5.

Seg‘ppb 65=73 above,

Tbn Ya‘Ish, vol. i1, po 70.

AiQMubarradg vol, iii, p. 32,

Tbide, Po 34o

Ibn al-Sarraj, volo. i, po 269,

Ibido, PP. 274=5.

See al-Astarabadhi, vol. i, pp. 216-22,
_SEbawayh9 vol. i, p. 299,

Al-Mubarrad, vol. iii, p. 353 see also p. 67,
Tbn al-Saxraj, vol. i, pp. 378-9.

Ibid., pPp. 2734, 376-T-

Tbn Ya‘ish, vol, ii, p. 73. See also p. 181, n. 21
Abu Hayyan, p. 226, See p. 43 above,
Al-Mubaxrad, vol. iii, pp. 36=T.

Tbid., po 36, no 2.
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Tbn al-Sarraj, vol., ii, p. 238. See also Sibawayh, vol. i, p.

Ton Ya‘ish, vol, ii, p. T4.

Tbn al-Sarraj, vol. i, po 261.

Ton a.1=Anb5ri9 Ingaf, pp. 351=33 Ibn Ya‘fshg vol, ii, pp. T3=4.

See Abu Hayyan, pp. 228-30.

Wright, vol, i, p. 96C.

105,
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Abu Hayyan, p. 370; see also Ibn Ya‘ish, vol., vii, p. 149,
Al-Mubarrad, vol. iv, p. 173.
Tbid. :

Abu Hayyé:n,, P. 3703 Tbn Ya‘i_.sh,, vol. vii, p. 1493 Tbn al-Sarraj,
vol, i, p. 116,

Al=-Mubarrad, vol. iv, p. 177.
Ibidoglpo 1753 see also p. 177.
See SZBawayh, vol, i, p. 419,
Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, p. 116,

Ibide, po 115, In 1. 10 of this passage /1)J has been substituted
for <= in the printed text.

Al=Mubarrad, vol. iv, pp. 174-5.

Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. vii, p. 142,
Toid., p. 146.

Ibn alﬁSafrEjv vol. 1, pp. 114-5.
See Abﬁ gdyy5n, Po 3713 Ibn Ya®ish, vol. vii, p, 148.
Tbn Ya:‘-j..sh, vol, vii, p. 147.

Ibid., po 148.

Sibaﬁayh,, .volo i, po 37,

See Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. vii, pp. 146=T7,
Ibn al;Sarrgjg vol, i, po 116,
Al-Mubarrad, vol. iv, pp. 178-80,
See ibid., editor's notes.

Tbn Ya‘ish, vol. vii, p. 144,

SIbawayh, vol., i, p. 37: vol. ii; pp. 251-23 al—Astarabgdhi,
vol, ii, p. 308,

Abu Hayyan, p. 347. See also Wright, vol. i, p. 99B.

A1=Mubarradv vol. iv, pp. 176=T. 1Ll 8-10 of this passage are some-
what difficult to understand although the general point is quite clear.

See Ibn al-Anbari, Ingaf, p. 67.

Al=Mubarrad, vol. iv, pp. 1834,



139

CHAPTER VIIX
THE U§ﬁL AND THE KUFAN SCHOOL OF GRAMMAR
The Kufans

The Eﬂﬁ; of Ibn al-Sarraj represents the earliest extant Basran
gsource of information on the Kufan school, Although the Kufan school
was in existence by the time of Sibawayh there i8 no reference in the
Eﬁiék to the views of Kufan scholars and the next major Basran grammar,
the Mugtadab of al-Mubarrad, only mentions the Kufans by name once. 1
However, in the gggl the grammatical views of the Kufans and their
leading sohol@rsp al-Kisa’i and al-Farra’, are frequently mentioned and
commented upon. Although the Egég is the earliest Basran source of
infoxrmation 6n the Kufans, Kufan visws on many questions of grammaxr

can be obteined from an actual Kufan souxrce, the Ma‘anl l-Qur’an of

al-Faxrrae 2 Howevexr, this does not detract from the value of the Ugﬁl
as an early source for Kufan grammatical thought because it provides

much information that cannot be found in the Ma‘ani l-gur’an,

In his Introduction to the Kitab al-ingaf Weil observes that the

points at 1ssue betwesn the two schools of Basrah and Kufah are portrayed
in this work as they aeppeared to the grammarians of Tbn al-Anbari ‘s day. 3
For this reason the study of much earlier works provides information
about the differences between the Basrans and Kufans when the issues

were 8till being debated. In fact, the Ugul of Ibn al-Sarraj is a
product of the period when the first monographs were composed which

dealt with the points at issue between the schools, and to which the

later works of al-‘Ukbari and Ibn al-Anbari are almost certainly
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indebted, 4 These first monographs seem to have been completely lost
and for this reason the Egﬁl is the only work from the same period
which deals with points at issue between the schools,

However0 the Egﬁl is a work primerily intended for students of
grammar at an early stage in their studies and for this reason it does
not provide the detailed information on disputes between the Basrans
and Kuféns which specialised treatises would have provided, Neverthe=
less, if is 8till of value to compare the information about the views
of the Kufans which is found in the Ugul with that which is to be found
in laﬁei sources,

'Ah examination of the material about the Kufans contained in the
Ugul aléo permits a check to be made on the accuracy of later sources,
although it must be said that the simple facts concerning the main
points where the Kufans differed from the Basrans were too well known
for that to be inaccurately r@cor&édo The principal sources of inform-

ation on the Kufan school have been the Kitab al=ing£f of ITbn a1=AnbafI

and the Sharh al-mufagsal of Ibn Ya‘ish but to a large extent these

two works only cover the main questions on which the Kufans had their
own view, However, the Ugul provides information on the views of the
Kufans and their leading scholars, a1=Kis£>; and al-Farre’, on many

points which the two former woxrks do not deal with., It is also worth

mentioning in this connection that the Mamhaj al-salik of Abu Hayyan

;s another work which records the views of the Kufans on meny points
vhich are not usually mentioned in other works, but it is a very much
later work than the Ugul.

The attitude towards the Kufan school of scholars who lived long

after its heyday is well-known from works like the Kitab al-ingaf of

Ibn al-Anbari in which criticisms of the Kufans and their ideas abound.
In the Igtirég al=Suyﬁ§I gathers a selection of views on the Kufan

school which are more or less severely critical but he does begin with



141

a balanced appraisal of the strengths and weaknesses of the Basrans and

5

Kufans respectively based on the consensus view of the scholars:
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As this passage shows the Arab grammarians were often critical of
usages which the Kufans allowed and in this Ibn a1=Saxr£j was no
exception; 'Fo: Tbn al-Sarraj and for all the Basran grammarians the
twin foundations on which grammatical studies wexe based were sama ©
(attested usage) and giyas (analogy), and with regard to these two

principles Ibn al-Sarraj criticises usages which the Kufans allow.

In discussing the use of the damif al-sha’n in sentences of the

type é!ﬁ i 4. Js Tbn al-Sarraj observes that the Kufans put
the partici’plé9 which they call the f£i‘l da’im, into the accusative
if it is placed adjacent to the pronouns
5 v . , . hd 1 ! .
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Unfortunately, Ibn al-Sarraj does not give any reason why the Kufans
pexrmit this usage and he abruptly rejects it as inconsistent with

gix;s and not founded upon pama  and he offers no further explanation
of this,

Another Kufan usage which Ibn al-Sarraj rejects for the same
reasons is the use of the definite article with the hal in a construction
of the type .&;Lgt? s s~ —a construction which the Kufans
parsé in aAdifferent way than the Basrans dos [
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On another occasion Ibn al-Sarraj attacks thelkﬁfans for not being
able to differéntiate between the parts of speech and for not having
a2 proper appreqiation of what is common in speech .and what is unusual,
This criticism is made after Ibn al-Sarraj has given a Kufan list of

prepositions and it is worth quoting the list to show how unfair on

occasions Basran criticisms of the Kufans could be: 8
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Tbn al=Sarraj criticises the Kufans here because the list purports
to be one 6£ partic1e=prepositions (huruf al-khafd) but contains many
noun=prepositions (@urﬁf) and he implies that the Kufans do not know
the difference betwsen particle and noun., However, there is evefy |
evidence that the term harf was used in a more general sense than just
to mcan particle and could apply as hére to a noun or even to a verb, 9
The -strictest of Basran grammarians may have avoided using the term
haxf loosely-fgr any part of speech but it is not a sign of Incompetence
as a gr&mmariaﬁ not to do so, The second criticism which Ibn al=Sarraj
levels against the Kufans on the basis of the above list is that they
confuse whai is rare and unusual in speech with what is normal and
current, .Although the list may contain some expressions of infrequent
occurrence:tﬁéy are lexically sound and would merft.inclusion in any
account of‘#fabic prepositions which aime at completeﬁesso

One point at issue between the Kufans and the Basrans was that
the former pexrmitted the formation of the elative from- the réots b=y=4
and g:g;g'whefeas the latter did not and treated them like all othexr
roots denofing coloux, 1c To justify their view the Kufans would cite
evidentiary verses but the Basrans conside;ed that such verses constit-
uted no aﬁtﬁofity fox the usage but merely represented a poetic licence
vhich was not to be followed, In the Ugul Ibn al-Sarraj mentions one
such verse and he relates al-Mubarrad's view both on the verse and on

the sort of scholars who use such verses as grammatical evidence:
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Although tfili-s- particular criticism is not directed against the Kufans
by name it is very much in the spirit of the criticisms which the
Basrans made of the Kufans and the usage in particular which leads to
the gene'ral‘ criticism of unsound scholarship is one allowed by the
Kufans, N
As has been shown, in the Ugul Ibn al-Serraj relates and criticises
usages allbﬁed by the Kufans but he does not usually provide deteiled

information on the issues between the Basrans and Kufans of the type

vhich can be found in the Kitab al-ingaf of Ibn al-Anbari. However,

this is not always the case as is the case with the dispute over

whether sentences of the type ULzb Py Py :,! are

admissible. When dealing with the particle inna Ibn al-Sarraj writes: 12
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From this pa,séage it emerges that al-Kisa i from among the Kufans
supports a usage of the type Olels 5,05 L«y O 2 o
Ibn élmSmaj undexrtakes to refute the types of usage supportéd
in this passage at a later point in the Usul in the course of his
chapter on tﬁ»lﬂ Je ,__;_k,__ng o After discussing the alternative
constructions Asls Vo, %‘Lgﬁ-a &) and sl 35 f?u‘—' o)

he tﬁms to the construction 9 o5 )thdi A,) ole 135
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Al though Ibn’aIQSarraj gives considerable attention to refuting Kufan
usages of the type UL PP Py 5}' , there are various other
aspects to this issue but in his actual refutation Ibn al-Sarraj is
very thoroﬁgh¢ 1

Anot'her'i-of the points at issue between the Basrans and Kufans

was whether it is permissible to say 'V . 1, 2l lsl . This

is a question discussed by Ibn al-Anbari in the Kitab alainqgg‘but in
his notes Weil is not.able to cite any alternative sources of information

on this point, 15 However, in the Ugnl Ibn al-Sarraj deals with this

questions
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Although Ibn al-Anbari devotes a little more space to this question
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he in fact add@zlittla to what Ibn al—Sarrgj writes but rather expands
his subject matter to suit his format in presenting the Basran=Kufan

controversieli,
It seems clear that Ibn al-Sarraj did take an interest in devel-
oping the sort of detailed arguments ageinst Kufan views which can be

found recorded in the Kitab al-insaf, although the Ugul itself does

not give any detail on this., One of the most prominent controversies
betweén thé two schools wes whether the vexrb is derived fyrom the infin—

itive or vica-versa. The Basrans took the foxrmer view and the Kufans

the latier. In the Igah ®ilal al-nahw of al-Zajjaji there is a section

devoted to this question and he attributes one of the arguments in

favour of the Basran poasition to Ibn al=Sarr§jz 16
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It is of interest by way of comparison to cite Ibn al-Anbari's

treatment of the same line of argument in defenee of the Basran

positions |7
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In his treatment of the point Ibn al-Anbari does not mention the name:
of Ibn al-Serraj and this illustrates the tendency of lafer writers to
obscuréathe individval esontribution of earliex scholars to grammatical
thouéﬁtaf It is also of interest to note how the later scholar treats
the érgument° With Ibn a;=3arr£j the line of argument is based purely
on 1iﬁguistic consideratﬁgns but with Ibn al=Anbari it assumes a pseudo=
philosophical veneer because he draws on logic to liken the various.

foxms of the infinitive to the genera of the logicians,

The Baghdadis

As well as making reference to the famous grammatical schools of
the Basrans and the Kufans, the Arab writers on grammar also refer from

18 From the evidence

time to time to & group called the Baghdadis,
gvailable it is clear that if the expression "the Baghdadis" ig not %o
be understood merely as an alternative name for the Kufans, it must
:efer to a group of scholars closely connected in outlook with the

Kufan school, Evidence can be brought forward for the view that the
expression "the Baghdadis®™ is no more than an alternative name for the

- Kufans and this evidence may seem conclusive, but on further examination
the identification of the Baghdadis does not appear to be such a simple
: matter.

In the Mugtadab al-Mubarrad does not mention the Baghdadis at all

and, indeed, a solitary reference to the Kufans is the only occasion
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on which he mentions by name a party of grammarians othexr than the

Basrans. 19 .Ibn Qutaybah, an exact contemporary of al-Mubarrad,

mentions thevBaghdadis four times in the Adab al=katib but the Baghdadis

are the onl& group of grammarians mentioned in this work other than the
Basrans and, from Ibn Qutaybah's use of the term, it must be understood
as a simple alternative name for the Kufans. 20 Since the leading
Kufan scholars were by residence intimately associated with Baghdad
and its iAtellectual life, it is not unnatural that they should also
take theii_‘-nghxe from that city.

Two'bf:the occasions on which the Baghdadis are mentioned by Ibn

Qutaybah are of perticuler interest: 21
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In the first passage one of the leading Kufam scholars, al-Farra’, is
expressly described as one of the Baghdadis which would mean that those
Ibn Qutaybah calls the Baghdadis are in fact the Kufans. In the second
passage ihe‘derivation of the word insan is discussed and certain of
the Baghdaﬁié-are said to oppose the Basrams, buf in the discussion of

this point in the Kitab al-Ingaf it is the Kufans who oppose the Basran
.

view,

If the Adab al-katib is a work which supports the view that the
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Kufans and-tﬂe.Baghdadis are one and the same group of scholars, there
is information in other works which would lead to a rejection of this
view., In tﬁevgigl there are a number of references to the Baghdadis
apart from the much more frequent references to the Kufans and it does
appeaxr from this work that some distinction is drawm between the two
groups, ?3 A discussion of a number of the occasions on which the
Baghdadis.ére referred to provides a further opportunity to considexr
the treafmgnt-in the Ugul of the views of grammariens outaidé of the
Basran tradition.

On one occaesion wvhen Ibn al-Saxraj mentions the Baghdadis he
does identify them with the Kufan school., The grammarians do not
considenﬁéentences in which there iz a use of two relative pronouns
followihgkeéch other to be supported by attested usage, although such
ﬂentenceq are constructed as an exercise., Dealing with this point Tbn

a1=SarrEj writesg 24
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In this passage Ibn al-Sarraj mentions "the Baghdadis who follow the
Kufans", How this is to be interpreted is not quite clear for either
it conld refer to & group of Baghdadis who follow the Kufans or it could
mean that the Baghdadis in general follow the Kufans,
On another occasion in the Ugul the Kufans and the Baghdadis are

mentioned side by sides 25
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The point dealt with here is the grammatical analysis of sentences

contaipihg wvhat the grammariesns call in al-mukhaffafah which is followed

by lam al-farigah, 26 At the beginning of the passage the Kufans and

the Baghdadis are grouped together as if they were two distinet parties
ofbgfaﬁmarians with similar views on the point under discussion. The
oh1§ two scholars mentioned by name are al-Kisa’i and al-Faxra® who are
in_fgct Kufan scholars.

| On certain occasions Ibn a1=Sarr§j does follow the Baghdedis in
,theii views. When discussing the verb of wonder one of the questions
vhich the grammarians turn to is the use with it of various auxiliary
':verbsa In the Ugal Ibn al-Sarraj discusses admissible use of certain

Faﬁkiliary verbs after the verb of wonder: 21
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- Unfortunately, Ibn al-Sarraj does not give any m;¥e information on the

usage vhich he and the Baghdadis permit, The use of kana alone from

among verbs of its type after the verb of wonder is a usage which is
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generally Icec-o:gnised by the grammarians, and on this Ibn Ya‘ish
writes: 28
‘_}9-9)'(9:‘\4;9 J—sLQ/ujﬂ L_):D“‘uu_.\ (5’,9 _/‘—‘A)
Another example of a Baghdadi view being accepted is seen in a
discussion of the vowelling of '.'_.?, where Ibn al-Saxraj quotes
al-Mubarrad ﬂho‘ gives the Baghdadi view which he accepts as being

based on giyas: 29
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On this point Abu Hayyan has some interesting information in the Manhsj
a,l=s£likg in commenting on the view of Ibn Malik that after an oath
:)! » when unaccompanied by the particle la, may be vowelled both as

inna and emn‘a.‘J he writess >0
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It should be noted that although this passage from the Manhaj
al-salik :ex'pressly deals with Eﬂ unaccompanied by the paxticle la,
the same is the case with the passage from the Ugul as the example

shows, even if this is not expressly stated. When &) was used in
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oaths and the particle ;g'followed the voweliingviggg was accepted
without contrbversyo Although Abu Hayyan mentions the views of the
two 1eading Kufan echolarsphe does not mention thevKufans as a group
but he gives the view of the Baghdadis as does the Usul. Ibn al-Sarraj,
quoting alﬁﬁuﬁarrado merely states that the Baghdadis favour the use
of anna, but Abu Hayyan adds that they found the use of inna acceptable;
Although al-Mubarrad favours the Baghdadi view, Ibn al-Sarraj writes
earlier in,fhe Eggi that the vowelling inna is to be used at all times
in oathsp'and this would agree with what is the best Basran view, 31

Al%hough al-Mubarrad accepts the Baghdadi view on this occasion,
Ibn el-Serraj does quote al-Mubarrad being highly critical of the
Baghdadi view of the nature and power of government of the exceptive

particle illas 52
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The view quoted hexe on the nature of ;;;é and its power of government

is described in later works like the Kitab al-ingaf as a Kufan view held

by al-Farra’ in particular. 33 Al-Mubaxrrad ‘s attack on this position
is based on the fact that it is quite obviously inconsistent, whereas

in the Kitab al-ingaf Ibn al-Anbari's attack is rather more formal and

theoreticsls ¢
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Kufan influences on the Usul

In a previous chapter & passag@‘has been cited from Yiqﬁt in
which he quotes al-Marzubani who considers that Ibn al-Sarraj derived
. the contents of the Usul from the Kitab of Sibawayh, “although he relied
| in it on the Masa il of al-Akhfash and on Kufan ideas and opposed
Basran principles in many mattersoo;o" 35 The idea that Ibn al-Sarraj
is indebted in the Usal to Kufan gramatical thought is patently
untrue because a study of this woxrk leads to no other conclusion than

that Tbn al-Sarraj was a scholar firmly within the Basran tradition,
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However, théré.are indications thét'Ibn al-Sarraj was not uninfluenced
by Kufan grahm&tical thought,
When demonstrative pronouns are used to begin sentences and are
followed by a noun a further element may be added and treated as a hal
as in \}ﬁ}; 3)9_'_;?\ | 2% , although the final element may equally

36

correctly Be,put into the nominative. Ton a1=Sarr£j°s discussion
of sentencési&f.this type seems on certain points %o Ee'influehced by
the Kufans' approach to this topic. After explaining wh& it is
neccessary to use an accusative of the hal alone in a sentence of the
type ‘jﬁf;;c (Jatfle bi» in whicﬁ a proper noun follows the demon-
37

strative, Ibn al-Sarraj continues:
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Thé particular attention given to the sort of sentences discussed
in thié'pasaage and the prescribing of the accusative in them seems to
stem fi6m the Kufan approach to sentences introduced by the demonstrative
pfonoﬁh; . The use of the accusative in the examples in the above passage
was called-ﬁgggig by the Kufans, ggggig is the use of the demonstrative
pronounbwith the same governing force as gégi and; accoxrding to Tha‘la,b9
the use is so0 called because the demonstrative pronoun is made %o
"aﬁprﬁximate" to the verb kana, 38 e tagrib is a purely Kufan concept
and wée not recognised by the Basrans it is worth quoting a discussion

of it'ﬁy Abu anyan although he does not mention the sort of sentence
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to be explained by taqrib which are mentioned in the above passage

from the g 1s 39
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In the passage from the Hgii quoted previouély the first type
of sentehée-for which Ibn al=Sarr;j prescribes the use of the accusative
are ones. 1ike e /O,Uﬂ 15> and asJlb WJJ o2® in which the
subject ié:é ﬁnique entity. From the standpoint of normal Basran
grammatiéal analysis such sentences would not be mentioned for special
considerétioﬂ because the last element could be put into the nominative
or accusative at will depending on whether it is tréated as a hal or
not, 40 'The.second type of sentence mentioned by'Ibn al-Saxrraj for
which he,pﬁéécribes the use of the accusative are those introduced by
the demoﬁétrétive pronown in which something is affirmed in one partic—
ular insiaﬁce but is gemerally applicable to the class into which the
thing it is affirmed of falls, as in the examples L go .. Ii»
and u;ﬁ ;., o2d) o im» , Again, from the standpoint of normal
Basran anélysia such sentences would not consfitute a class needing
special.cbns}iderationo

Ibn al-Sarraj’s special treatment of the above two types of

sentence seems to have its basis in the Kufan concept of tagrib ag a
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discussion of the demonstrative pronoun by al-Farra’ in the MaSani

1~Qur’an shows: M
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It is 61égr from the above passage that Ibn al-Sarraj makes use
of Kufan grammétical discussion although he does not mention the term
tagrib in this connection. However, he does mention the concept of
Eggrzb when discussing the construction LZR; 15 o Lo where the
particle hé is followed first by a personal and then by a demonstrative

pronoun, and he also gives an indication of what tggrzb iss 42
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Another of the concepts to which the Kufan grammarians make

reference to explain certain points of grammar is the notion of garf

or khilaf, This explanation is used on various occasions by al-Farra’

in the Ma'ani 1-Qur’an and when he introduces the notion of garf for

the first time he writes: 42
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For the Kufans a common explanation based on meaning could be

found for certain uses of the accusative and subjunctive and they

called thié factor garf or khilaf., 44 However, in such cases the
Basrans didtﬁéi resort to the abstract idea that it was the meaning
which governédAthe use of the subjunctive or accusative and they
produced rather more concrete explanations of what the regent is,

Ibn a1=Anbar19 for instance, in the Kitab al-ingaf firmly rejects the
45

idea of g___ in all its applications,
Ibn'aléSarraj makes no reference to the term garf when discussing

the main iypes of usage which the Kufans explained by this concept. 46

For instance, he explains the use of the subjunctive after conjunctions

like wa ahd fa as being due to the action of an understood, but unexpressed

particle an and this fully accords with the normal Basran explanation. 41

However, in discussing conditional sentences TIbn al-Sarraj refers to

a particuia%'use of the subjunctive and states that the Kufans call it

sarf and hé himself goes on to make specific use of the term in explaining

4%

further airﬁ'ilfir uses of the subjunciive:
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In thié'passage two similar uses of the subjunctive are introduced,
one related fé a verb forming part of the protasis of a conditional
sentence and fhe other related to a verb linking up with the apodasise
0f the flrst use Ibn al—Sa.rraj gives two examples, 3 _)__:T um—é.@ (eL UL
and 22;:ﬂ~ sz_4h£§ f@@é QJL » where both sentences convey rathoer
the same meahiﬁg and the second difers only by lacking the conjunction
wa. The usé.éf the subjunctive does appear slightly unusual in these

sentences and the mood expected instead would be the indicative

functioning as a 251, if the meaning which Ibn a1=Sarr£j intends were
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to be conveyed., However, this usage can be related to another which
is mentionedriﬁ Arabic grammars.

In His discussion of the subjunctive Wright states that it is
employed with the conjunction wa "when the governed verb expresses an
act subordinate to, but simultaneous with, the act expressed by the
previoué-clauseon 49 Among the examples given are some which have a
strong resemblance to the present usage:
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The other use of the subjunctive which Ibn al-=Sarraj mentions
2

12}

and describes as sarf occurs in sentences like _,»13 iJJ A5
/ﬁ‘“u” e, oot . This is in fact an attested use of the
aubjunctive because when the verb in the ﬁrotasis of a conditional
aéntence is in the jussive and there follows another verb connected
to it by fa or wa, this second verb cah be put into the subjunctive
instead of the jussive, >0
topic was of sufficient interssit to al=Astaf£b5&h§ for him to quote
| the passage with certain slight changes when discussing in the Sharh
>al=k5filah the possible moods of a verb joined by a conjunction to a
 conditiona1 senteﬁceo o1
Although Thn al=Sarr£j adopts the term garf it would appear that
he does so only because it is a convenient term and he does not put

forward the Kufan view that garf is a concept which explains uses of

the subjunctive, In the passage quoted from the Ugﬁl it may well be

Ibtn al=Sarraj’s treatment of this particular
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that Ibn al-Sarraj adopts the term garf because in this instance he is

particularly indebted to a Kufan source.
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Notes to Chapter VII

1

i

TN

I

REBERBRR

I

Al=-Mubarrad, vol, ii, p. 155.
See p. 26, n, 71 above,
Weil, p. 48,

A1=‘Ukbér1 Masa il alukhilgfg Aleppo, n.d, The present writer has
been unable to obtain a copy of this work for consultation,

Al-Suyuti, Iotirah, po 84. In 1. 12 of this passage _zs!s1
has been substituted for the incomprehensible = !o—sIl of the_

original. For this change see A, M. Salman, Al-Suyuti a1=nahw1
(Baghdad; 1976), p. 238.

Tbn al-Sarraj, vol. i, p. 219.

Ibid., po 267

Tbido, pp. 246-T-

See Khélaf:a1=Abmaro ppe 41=2, 65, 67-83 al-Zajjaji, Jumal, p. 53.

Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. vi, pp. 93-4: vol, vii, pp. 146=T; Abu Hayyan,
Po 3760

Ibn a}=Sarr539 vol. i, pp. 122-3, Passage quoted by al’=SuyﬁigI_9
Igtirah; p. 29. ’

Ton al-Sarraj, vol. i, pp. 312=3,
Ibidog‘ volo iig ppo 64=50
See also Tbn al-Anbari, Ingaf, pp. 85-7; al-Astarabadhi, vol. ii,

PP. 354=5; Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. viii, pp. 66-=70; al-Farra’, vol, i,
ppo 31 0"'1 -0

Thn al-Anbari, Ingaf, pp. 79-803 Weil, pp. 136-73 Ibn al-Sarraj,
vol, 1i, p. 244,

Al-Zajjaji, Idah, p. 59.
Ton al-Anbari, Insaf, p. 104.

See A, I, Shalabi, Abu °All al-Farisi (Cairo, 1958), pp. 445-T.

See n, 1 above.

Tbn Qutaybah, Adab al-katib (Leiden, 1900), pv. 299, 390, 5%, 637.

Ibid., pp. 390, 637.
Tbn a1=Anbéri, Ingaf, pp. 341-2.

Tbn al=Sarra3, vol. i, pp. 126, 313, 316, 339, 352, 367, 370, 396
vol, ii, p. 374.
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Ibid., vol, -ii, p. 374. Passage quoted by al-Baghdadi, vol. ii,
P 530.

Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, p. 316.
See Wright, vol, i, p. 283Bs vol, ii, p. 81C.

Ibn alnsarrg.j9 vol, iy pp. 126=T., In 1. 1 of this passage ,L) has
been substituted for ! in the printed text.

Tbn Ya‘ish, vol, vii, p. 150,
Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, p. 339,
Abu Hayyan, p. 75.

Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, p. 318, See also al-Zajjaji, Jumal, pp. 70=13
Wright? vol. ii, p. 1753 Howell, pt. iii, pp. 392, 398.

Ibn alésgfrajp vol, i, pp. 367-8,

Ibn al-Anbari, Ingaf, pp. 118-223 Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. ii, pp. 76=T.
Ibn a1=Anb5ri, Ingaf, p. 121,

See p; 28 above,

Sibawayh, vol. i, pp. 256-613 Ibn Ya‘'ish, vol. ii, pp. 56-9;
Wright, vol. ii, p. 278A.

Tbn al-Sarraj, vol. i, p. 180.

Tha®lab, Majalis Tha‘lab, 2 vols., (Cairo, 1948-9), vol, ii,
PPo 227=8° ’

Abu Haxyan9 PP. 198=9. See also ibid., p. 53, 1=Suyutip Ham®¢

al-havami®, 2 vols. (Beirut, n.d.), vol. ii, p. 1133 Mahdl Makhzumi,

Madrasat Kufah (Cairo, 1958)9 PP. 320-1,

See Sibawayh vol, i, pp. 258-60; Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. ii, p. 58,

A1=Farra s Vvol, i, p, 12, In this passage the word fi‘l appears

in the sense of the Kufan expression f£i‘l da’im which is their term
for the participle., In this passage al-Farra’ also refers to the
Kufan view that the mubtada’ puts the khabar into the nominative
and vice=versa.

Ibn ale-Sarrajp vol, iy, po 181, Al=Farra’ does not mention this
use of tagrib in the passage quoted above but Tha “lab does mention

it in his Majalis, vol. i, p. 54.
A1=Farf5°g vol. i, ppo 33=4. See also ibid. pp. 276, 292.

See Mo Go. Carter, "Sarf et pilaf, contribution a 1'histoire de la
grammaire arabe", Arabica 20 (1973), pp. 292-304.

Tbn al-Anbari, Ingaf, pp. 108-12, 229=32°
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Ibn al=Sapr5j, vol, i, pp. 253-7: vol. ii, pp. 159-061,
Tbid., vol. ii, p. 159.
Ibid., pp.e'- 197-8.
Wright, vol. ii, p. 32,
Tbid., pp. 40-1,

Al-Astarabadhi, vol. ii, p. 261,
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CHAPTER VITI
IBN YASISH AND THE USUL OF IBN AL-SARRAJ

The Mufasgal of al-Zamakhshari like so many of the concise works
of the Arab grammarians calls for a commentary to assist those using
it B0 as td;clear up any problems which the very terseness of the work
nay create:aﬁdvalso to provide valuable and often neccessary additional
information on topics which are only briefly mentioned. In the case
of the Mufgggai this need was met by many scholars who undertook to
write commentaries on it,but the one which has found most favour is that
of Abu 1—B$qa” Tbn Ya‘Ish (1158-1245). | Although its publication both
in the Mi&dle East and in Europe have led to its wide use in recent
times, iteflbng—etanding popularity in the mediaeQaI Islamic world is
clear from tﬁé’éonstant references to it in the paées of the Ashbah

wa~l-naga 'ir of al-Suyuti and of the Khizanat al-adab of ‘Abd al-Qadir
2

al-Baghdadi.
Although Ibn Ya‘ish's commentary is such a famous work it is not
one whose qﬁality is indisputable and meny who use it would agree with
J. W, Fdck's judgment on its author that "his style is verbose and some-
times elovenlfo" 3 If the quality of this work has been called into

queationpitsvclaims to originality have also been éhallenged° When

comparing the Sharh al-kafiyah of al-Astarabadhi with the Sharh
al-mufaggal of Ibn Ya‘ish, H.Fleisch writes: "Il est plus difficile a
comprendre qu’Ibn Ya‘Iso Mais quand on connagtra les sources de
celui-ci, il ést probable qu'il appara?tra comme un diligent copieur,
peu originalaa 4 As a concrete example of this Fleisch refers the

reader to a study by G. Troupesau of al-Sirafi's commentary on the
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chapter of Sibawayh“s 5;3@2 dealing with phonetics. In giving the
resuita of‘hié.study of this material Troupeau writes: "Ces renseigne-
ments nous etaient parvenus, en partie, dans le commentaire tardif
d'Ibn Ya'is qui les avait repris a son compte, sans mentionner éa

w D

SOUrCessooo

If the Ugul of Ibn al-Sarraj is studied together with the Sharh
al-mufaggal of Ibn Ya‘Ishpit becomes clear that the former work is one
of the sources used in writing the latter because Ibn Ya‘ish incorporates
into his oﬁn work a numbex of passages from the Ugul exactly as they
stand and doéabhot acknowledge the fact. The discussion in this chapter
of some of the parallel passages not only sexrves the purpose of estab-
lishing exactly how Ibn Ya‘ish used the Ugul but it also gives an
0pportunit& to.examine parts of it which a later grammarian found to
be of interest and which are often good examples of Ibn al-Sarraj's
thought. |

In this study of Tbn Ya‘Ish's use of the Ugul the parallel
passages have been presented side by eide with on oécasionsyadditional
material precéding or following to make their respective contexts
clear, but this extra material has been separated from the adjacent
column by a double vertical line., The break between any such additional
material andltﬁe parallel passage which it precedes or follows has been
shown by sets of dots. Where the parallel passages diverge slightly
they have both been underlined with a broken line but where the diver-
gence is mbre substantial they have been underlined with a continuous
line. 1If either of the texts omits material contained in the other
the omission has been shown by square=bracketing the consequent gap in
the other text, and the additional material has been underlined ini
accoxrdance with the principle just mentioned. ILirrors or omissions

affecting the sense in the printed text of the Usul have been corrected



from ths r®1®vént pasBags in the Sharh al-mufaggal,
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Such correctionn

or additions have been enclosed in arrow-shaped brackets and are

explained in the notes.

One topic where Ibn Ya‘ish has made particular use of the Ugﬁl

is the hal.

Ibn al-Sarraj begins his discussion of the hal by stating

that thejgég together with the tamyiz constitute the class of mushabbah

bi=1=maf‘ﬁivwhose regent is a true verb.

He then explains why the

hal is-pﬁt into the accusative and this consists of showing how the

general theory of accusative usages which he has explained earlier

relates to the QE . Tbn Ya‘ish works this explanatory passage into

his treatment of the question why the hal is not a true maf‘ul but

7

only resembles it
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Immediately efter this passage from the Usul Ibn al-Sarraj
expleins why the hal is so called and Ibn Ya‘ish makes use of this
passage at the begiming of his commentary on al-Zamakhshari's treat-

ment of the hal. Preceding this Ibn Ya‘Ish gives his own explanation

of vhat tho hgl iss 8

5 Wis Jposll 5T Sl &85 ass SIS sl
4%(@;3\ O A ot 1o PR VE { RSV
JU o @ I s Az podls . Vsls oM i) s
o & g Ol gllels. il oin g =DV 2odds
e e LK elo il e g3 SUB 156, S
o Dbl oo LS Wl bt s cdis | bl a8
RN P fﬂ—?‘»—@'&

To this explanation Ibn Ya‘ish adds the passage from the Usuls 3
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After this explanation.of the term Qé; Ibn al-Sarraj goes on to
define what sort of description the gél may provide and he states that
it may not-be_ an innate quality but only a transient one. Ibn Ya ‘ish
incorporateé'fhis point into his commentary on al§ZamakhsharI"s remark
that the hal has an affinity to the garf and he himself states moxe

1OIn

precisely that it is particularly related to the garf of time.
teking over this passage Ibn Ya‘ish compresses the examples given in

it by ma.king the various hals apply to one subject whereas Ibn &1='-Sa.rr§j

has three _’_di_f-fejrent subjectss i
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Ton >a1-'=-S‘a;rij next turns to the question of the indefiniténess |
of the hal and he explains that the hal must be indefinite because it
simply serves to convey extra information, whereas if the definite
article were prefixed to it it would bgcome an epithet differentiating
the noun it qualifies from something else. Ibn al-Sarraj then goes on
to specify in detail the difference between the hal and the adjective
and Ibn Ya iah incorporates a considerable paxrt of this discussion into
hig own treatnent of this point. This occurs in the broader context
of his diséuséion of the verb as the regent governing the accusative
of the Lazs‘ 12 . | |
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After completing his discussion of this question Ibn al-Sarraj
turns tp the:point that the hal may refer both to the subject and the
object of é.éehtenceo Here Ibn Ya‘ish again draws on the wording of
the Ugul wﬁeﬁ'he criticises what he considers to be a weakness of

expression in al-Zamakhshari's treatment of the points 13
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One of the standard qéestiona which the grammaiians discuss in 7
dealing wiih_fhe hal is thgfambigu@us,sentence ) o an) JL~:%,
L/‘,&;é4 ;.° Ibn Ya‘isﬂ"s treatment of this point consists of

little more ﬁhan a repetition of the relevant passage from the Usul:s 14
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.~ Although Ibn Ya‘'ish's debt to the Usul is particularly noticeable

in his‘treatment of the hal, other borrowings of material can be noted
as, for instance, in his discussion of exceptive sentences. Ibn
al—Sa:rgj starts his chapter on exceptive sentences by discuassing the
use of the accusative case in positive exceptive sentences when it
follows the particle illa, 5 pfter this he attempts to define what
illa resembles in its function and when Ibn Ya‘ish explains the nature
of exception he incorporates this material from the Ugul, First of
all Tbn Ya'ish writess 16 |
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On to this passage Ibn Ya‘iIsh grafts the extract from the Usuls 17
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Tbn Ya‘ish also draws on the Ugﬁl for material on the points of

issue between the Basrans and Kufans and this is seen in his discussion

of . the dispute over the regent of the khabar of inna and similar

pérficles: 18
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In drawing on this passage from the Ugul Ibn Ya‘ish is led to
contradict himself by reproducing a passage which contains a view
held by cértain Basrans which he has previously rejected. This comes
about beéaﬁSe‘Ibn al-Sarraj amongst others holds the view that the
khabar is'puf‘into the nominative by the joint action of ibtida  and
the mubtada’ and the above passage from the Ugul confirms this. 19

Howeverg'Ibn Ya‘ish reJects this view as unsound when he deals with the
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mubtada’ and the khabar and prefers the view that it is ibtida alone
which is the regent, although acting through the medium of the
mubtada’, 20

The faét that Ibn Ya‘ish incorporates material from the Ugul
into his own‘work is in itself a somewhat oblique testimony to the
place given to Ibn al=Sarraj’'s grammatical writings, although the use
maede of it by writers like al-Suyuti and °‘Abd al-Qadir al-Baghdadi,
with all due acknowledgement, provides a more open testimony to the
worth of the scholarship of Ibn al-Sarraj. If Ibn Ya‘ish had drawn
on the !gglitb.a greater extent than he in fact does, it would have
been poaaibxe to say that he did so simply to save himself work in
writing his éommentary on the Mufaggal, but the fact that his use of
the Ugul is more selective leads one to assume that he made use of it
because of:its intrinsic merits., However, there axe ciearly passages
which havé beén copied simply to suit the ease of the writer and not
because théy offer particularly fine grammatical analyses or material
not readily.obtainable elsewhere,

Althbugh extensive reading of the Mufaggal commentary of Ibn
Ya‘ish and the Ugul specifically with a view to discovering further
parallel passages will undoubtably yield further results, the preceding

survey giﬁeélén idea of how Ibn Ya‘ish is indebted to the Ugﬁlo 21
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Notes to Chapter VIIX

J In addition to the Ceiro edition used in preparing this present
study (see p. 25, n. 53 above), there is also Ibn Ya‘ish, Shaxh
al=mufaggal, 2 vols., ed. G, Jahn, Leipzig, 1882-6,

N>

See al=Suyﬁti, Ashbah, vol. i, pp. 28, 30, 49, 52, 55, 61, 62, €8,
70, 85, 89, 90, 95, 96, 993 vol. i, pp. 22, 27, 33, _34, 37, 40,
45, 59, 61, 743 Maiman, s.v, Mufaggal, sharh Ton Ya‘ish,

3 E.I.%, s.v. Ton Ya‘ieh (J. W. Fdek),

4 Fleiseh; pp., 41=2, n. 2,

5 G ’I‘roupeau9 Le commentaire d'al-Sirafi sur le chapitre 565 du Kitab
de Sibaw hi, Arabica (5) 1958, p. 179.

jon

Soe pp. 40=5 abovs,

1 Ibn al=Saxra39 volo, i, p. 2583 Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. ii, p. 55. In
11, 9-10 of the passage from the Usil ololis Jesll slisiwl
has been substituted for ey Jolid) slis20 | ‘and this agrees
with the text of the Mufaggal and with Ibn al-Saxrraj's uwsual texmin-
ology as in the U gg o ¥ol, i, ppo 58, 189, 342, 345, In 1, 14 of
the passage from the Ugul sz has been changed to the ﬁgJLEE of

the Mufaggal,
Ibn Ya‘ish, vol, 1i, p. 55.

joo

9 Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, p. 2585 Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. ii, p. 55
10 Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. ii, p. 55.

ﬂ

Ibn &1=Saxr§jo vol, i, pp. 258=93 Ibn Ya‘ ish vol, ii, pp. 55=6
In 1. 7 of the passage from the Ugil the term Jsol which is absent
from the printed text has been added to make sense of the passasgs.

b
=3

i

Tbn al-Saxraj, volo i, po 2593 Ibn Ya' IshD vol, ii, po 57o Inl, 6
of the passage from the Usul the words aswall Lﬂ are absent from
the printed text,

IR

Tbn al-Serraj, vol. i, pp. 259-60; Ibn Ya“ish, vol. ii, po 56.

R k&

Ton al=Sexraj, vol. i, po 2643 Ibn Ya‘ish, vol, ii, po 56. In 1, 5
of the passage from the Usul Lp._.s] has been substituted for WS sl o

Tbn al=Sarraj, vol. i, pp. 342=3°

Ton Ya‘ish, vol, 1i, pp. 756,

Ibn al-Sarraj, vol. i, o 3433 Ibn Ya‘lsh, vol, ii, p. 76
Tbn el-Sarraj, vol, i, pp. 278-9; Ibn Ya‘ish, vol. 1, p. 102,

Ibn al-Sarraj, volo i, p. 63. See also pp. 61=3 above.

Bk Rk

Ton Ye‘ish, vol, 1, po 85,
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21 For further parallel passages observed in the preparation of this
present study sees

a Tbn al=Sarzaj, vol. i, pp. 67-8 veeraad) il ,l)u—'—uf"b
Ton Ya‘lsh, vol. 4, p. 87 VS (RUUIA BN POV e B
_ /
b Tbn al-Saxraj, vol. i, pp. 118-9 _Q:_';'thi ages ... L ) LOLE_e
Iom Y’a"i-shp volo. vii, p. 148 RS )‘q cs .ol o A0
- . 2 . w
¢ Tbn al-Sarra), vol. i, p. 136 ()-b/",a—f’) £ Jbos
Tbn Ya‘ish, vol. viii, pp. 129-30 A 530 e08 ) s
d Tbn al-Sarraj, vols ip ppo 2734 . Jlo00 8 .ot OF ...

Ton Ya‘ish, vol. ii, po. T3 . ,d\\;\ o 5o 8 MLOJ)

Although Ibn Ya‘ish draws material from the Ugul without reference

to its source, he does on occasions mention the name of Ibn al-Sexra]
when recounting the latier’s viewsem various matiers, e.g. Sharh
al-mufegsal, vol, i, pp. 22, 1298 vol, ii, p. 543 vol., vii, p., 993
vol, viii, p. 38 wol. ix, p. 104,
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