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Abstract

Vowel Terminology as a Method for Dating Early Arabic
Grammatical Texts: A Case Study of Kitab al-jumal fi I-nahw

Katie M. Martins, M.A.

The University of Texas at Austin, 2014

Supervisor: Kristen E. Brustad

Kitab al-jumal fi I-nahw (KJN) is a short grammatical treatise dating back to
the early centuries of Arabic grammatical development. There is no consensus in
modern scholarship surrounding its authorship, or even the century in which it was
composed. The text is sometimes attributed to the famous 8t century grammarian
al-Khalil ibn Ahmad al-Farahidi, but this hypothesis is often rejected in favor of
attribution to lesser-known 10t century grammarian Ibn Shuqayr. Contemporary
attempts to date this text and identify its author have given inconclusive results,
largely due to issues with the methodology employed up to this point. In this thesis,
[ propose a new methodology for dating Arabic grammatical texts. This method
concerns the use of terminology to refer to vowels. The distinction between
declensional and non-declensional vowel terminology that remains in use today was
first introduced by Sibawayh in his Kitab, in which he states that the terms raf’, nasb,

jarr, and jazm are reserved for syntactically determined vowel endings, while damm,
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fath, kasr, and sukiin are used for vowels that are not related to syntax. In works
composed during the period before the Kitab, as I will illustrate, vowel terminology
is used in a disorganized and inconsistent fashion. In contrast, grammarians after
the Kitab adhere to Sibawayh’s distinction with remarkable consistency. Thus,
vowel terminology represents a clear dividing line between pre-Kitab (late 8th-early
9th centuries) and post-Kitab works (late 9th century and onwards) and is a valuable
method for dating texts. In this thesis, | will summarize the controversy surrounding
the provenance of KJN, demonstrate the advantages that the method of vowel
terminology has over the other approaches taken in contemporary scholarship in an
attempt to date the text, and present material from a wide range of grammatical
worKks in order to validate this approach. Finally, I will apply this method to KJN. The
results of this study show that the use of vowel terminology in KJN is much more
consistent with an earlier (8th century) dating of the text than with the later (10t

century) dating that has often been proposed.
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Notes on Transliteration

[ will use the following system for transliteration:

e L Zz

< b e
@t ¢ gh
& th - f

c J © 4

¢ h 4k

& kh J

> d ¢ om

3 dh S on
27 o

D) Z _
&2 S 2 w, u
& sh s »i
oe S ‘ a
o= d

Lt

Following Owens (2003), [ will omit the definite article in proper names. For

example, al-Khalil will appear simply as Khalil. Ibn al-Sarraj appears as Sarraj.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Kitab al-jumal fi I-nahw (KJN) is a short, relatively unsophisticated
grammatical treatise dating back to the first few centuries of the development of
Arabic grammar. The exact origin of the text remains shrouded in mystery—the
identity of its author and the century during which it was composed have been the
subject of debate for centuries. KJN is sometimes attributed to the famous 8t
century Basran grammarian Khalil ibn Ahmad al-Farahidi (d. 791), widely regarded
as one of the fathers of the Arabic linguistic sciences, but this hypothesis is more
often rejected in favor of attribution to the lesser known Baghdadi scholar Ibn
Shuqayr (d. 929), who lived two centuries later.

Because the provenance of KJN is uncertain, and because it is a minor work
relative to the Kitab of Sibawayh and the works of later grammarians Mubarrad and
Sarraj, for example, it has not been given sufficient attention by modern scholars.
However, since so few primary sources from the earliest days of Arabic grammatical
scholarship have survived, each extant text represents an important piece of the
puzzle of the history of the discipline, and KJN is no exception. Examining the text
from new angles in an attempt to shed light on its origins and to establish its
relationship to other works from the early period is an important step in

reconstructing the history of the Arabic grammatical tradition.



The results of previous attempts in contemporary scholarship to date the
text and to identify its author have been inconclusive, in part because the text has
not been widely studied, and in part due to the limitations of the methods that have
been used up to this point. This thesis aims to contribute to the debate by proposing
a new method for dating early grammatical texts in general, and by applying it to
KJN as a case study. The method I propose involves examining the use of vowel
terminology in order to estimate the time period during which a text was composed.
It has long been recognized that the terminological distinction between declensional
and non-declensional vowels was first introduced by Sibawayh in the late 8t
century—works that predate the Kitab do not make this distinction, whereas later
authors follow Sibawayh’s scheme for declensional vowel terminology with
remarkable consistency. Though this fact has been noted in contemporary
scholarship, no one has yet taken advantage of it as a way to date texts. As [ will
show, this approach has significant advantages over the other approaches found in
modern scholarship, and will give a new perspective on aspects of the early history
of Arabic grammar that are not yet well understood.

This thesis consists of seven chapters. In the present chapter, I will give an
overview of the controversy surrounding the authorship of KJN, and describe the
content, organization, and overall character of the text itself. In Chapter 2, I will
summarize and evaluate several of the previous attempts to determine its origin,

and discuss the advantages of using vowel terminology as a way to date texts. In



Chapters 3-5, I will present data from a wide range of texts from the 8th-10th
centuries to establish the validity of this new method, and to lay the groundwork for
the final two chapters, in which I will apply this method to KJN and discuss the
implications of this study. The results of this study suggest that the text was likely
composed in the early period, somewhere between the late 8th-early 9t century,
rather than during the lifetime of Ibn Shuqgayr, though they cannot conclusively

either confirm or reject its attribution to al-Khalil.

1.1 AUTHORSHIP: KHALIL OR IBN SHUQAYR?

There are currently two edited versions of the text: one published by Fakhr
al-Din al-Qabawa in 1985, under the title Kitab al-jumal fi I-nahw, with al-Khalil
listed as the author on the title page, and the other by Fa’iz Faris, published in 1987,
titled al-Muhalla and attributed to Ibn Shuqgayr. In this paper, I will use Qabawa’s
edition, as it is more thoroughly researched. This version draws from three
manuscripts. The earliest of the three, and the basis of Qabawa’s text, is from the
Aya Sofya Library in Istanbul and is dated 1204. This manuscript is entitled Kitab al-
jumal fi I-nahw and lists Khalil as the author. The second of the manuscripts is from
Dar al-Kutub in Cairo, dated 1324, and titled Wujiih al-nasb. Khalil is named as the
author, though the frequent attribution to Ibn Shuqayr is noted. The final
manuscript, from Bashir al-Agha Library in Istanbul, dates back to 1466, is also

attributed to Khalil, but is entitled Jumlat al-i‘rab.
The attribution of KJN to Khalil, if correct, would be significant, as Khalil is

one of the most prominent figures in the early history of Arabic grammar, and also
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because this would make KJN one of the earliest extant Arabic grammatical texts.
From the biographical literature, we know that Khalll was among the most
innovative thinkers of the latter half of the 8t century, with a wide-ranging intellect
and authoritative knowledge in a host of disciplines. He made essential
contributions in many aspects of the study of the language, and was a pioneer in the
fields of lexicography, metrics, phonology, music, and grammar. Sellheim, in his
entry in the Encyclopedia of Islam, refers to Khalil as the “real founder” of Arabic
philology, emphasizing his influence in the formation of the linguistic sciences.
Khalil’s status as a leading authority in the early history of Arabic is evidenced by
the overwhelming number of times Sibawayh cites him in the Kitab, by the
anecdotes in the biographical literature in which he is portrayed as an almost
mythical figure, and by the number of titles attributed to him—eight in the Fihrist of
Ibn al-Nadim (d. 995), and fifteen in the whole of the biographical literature, by
Talmon'’s countl.

In contrast, the medieval biographical literature contains little information
on Ibn Shuqgayr. We know that he was a grammarian living in Baghdad during the
era of Sarraj (d. 929). Sirafi (d. 987) reports that he mixed elements from both the
Basran and Kufan schools (Akhbar 81). According to Ibn al-Anbari (d. 1181), he had
a tendency to agree with Kufans on more issues than not (Nuzha 187). Ibn al-Nadim

attributes to him only three works: Kitab al-mukhtasar fi I-nahw, Kitab al-maqsur

1 See Talmon (1997), Carter (1998).
2 Talmon (1997) discusses this issue in detail, and lists some 40 modern works on Khalil and Kitab al- ‘Ayn.
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wa-I-mamdiid, and Kitab al-mudhakkar wa-I-mu’annath, none of which has survived
(Fihrist 91). Although Ibn Shuqgayr was one of the minor writers of his time, there is
some evidence of his status as an independent authority on the subject of grammar
in that period: prominent 10t century Baghdadi grammarian Zajjaji (d. 948) lists
Ibn Shugayr among his teachers, along with the likes of Zajjaj, Mazini and Sarr3j
(Idah 79). Though he is identified as a grammarian in many biographies, emphasis is
placed on his role as a transmitter of the works of al-Waqidi (d. 822), a historian of
early Islam, and collector of traditions. In fact, Suytti (Bughya 1: 302) makes no
mention of Ibn Shuqgayr as a grammarian (though he does list the titles of the three
grammatical works he composed) and instead focuses entirely on his role as a
transmitter of history.

The confusion surrounding the authorship of KJN dates back at least to the
first half of the 11t century, roughly a century after the death of Ibn Shugayr—the
earliest existing statement casting doubt on Khalil’s authorship comes from the
Tabagat of Ibn Mas‘ar (d. 1050), who says in his biography of Ibn Shugayr: “He has a
book that he called al-Jumal. Sometimes this book is attributed to Khalil, even
though it is one of [Ibn Shuqayr’s] works. He says in it: The nasb has forty aspects...”
(48-9). Ibn Mas‘ar’s Tabaqat seems to be the sole basis for later biographers’
attribution of KJN to Ibn Shuqayr. Both Yaqiit (d. 1228) and Suyuti (d. 1505) cite this
passage from Ibn Mas‘ar, though Suyti refers to the book as al-Muhalla, rather than

as al-Jumal. Interestingly, both biographers also list a Kitab al-jumal among the



works of Khalil. According to Talmon (1997: 42), when Qift1 (d. 1248) mentions the
mistaken attribution of book entitled Kitab al-‘awamil to Khalil, he is referring to
KJN (Inbah 1: 381).

The confusion is exacerbated by the fact that “books” in the early period of
Arabic grammatical development—from the late 8% century into the early 9t
century—were often transmitted orally, by the authors themselves, by their
students, or by other transmitters. The works were edited and amended by their
transmitters, and as a result, the texts themselves did not always have fixed forms
until after the death of their authors (Schoeler 2006: 35). It stands to reason, then,
that the titles of books from this period were not always chosen by the authors
themselves, but instead were given later by their transmitters. As a result, texts
from the early period were often known by multiple names. This is the case with
KJN, which Qabawa says in the introduction to his edition of the text was also known
by eight other names: al-Jumal, Jumal al-i‘rab, Wujtih al-nasb, al-Muhalla, Jumlat alat
al-i‘rab, Jumlat alat al-‘Arab, Jumlat alat al-tarab, and al-Nugat wa-I-shakl (KJN 8).
Moreover, Ryding (1998: 103) notes that there are three other works composed
between the 8t and 10t centuries that were also titled Kitab al-jumal fi I-nahw,
including one by Sarraj (d. 928), one by Zajjaji (d. 948), and a third by Ibn
Khalawayh (d. 980). However, Ibn Khalawayh'’s is the only one listed in the Fihrist,

which is the earliest source we have.



Just as there is disagreement among medieval Arabic biographers, there is no
real consensus among modern scholars about the true authorship of KJN. Most
contemporary scholars, including Versteegh, Baalbaki, Talmon, and Owens, discount
the attribution to Khalil in favor of the 10th century dating. Versteegh (1993: 20) and
Baalbaki (2008: 28) support the attribution of the text to Ibn Shugayr on the basis of
the presence of Kufan terminology in KJN. Talmon’s (1997: 42) position is not
entirely clear, though his statement “the puzzle how K al-Jumal came to be
recognized as Khalil’s is not yet solved” seems to imply that he does not support this
attribution. Schoeler (2006: 52), although he does not mention KJN specifically,
argues that Khalil could not have written a grammar book, which implies that he
would accept the hypothesis that Khalil could not have been the author of KJN.
Schoeler’s arguments are based on isolated passages from the biographical
literature, and on the absence of terms such as allafa “to write/compose” and ‘amila
“to produce,” which are traditionally associated with written works, in references to
Khalil's teachings. None of these arguments are based on a thorough,
comprehensive study of the text itself. Owens (1990: 179 ff) has done a more
systematic study of syntactic terminology throughout the text, and “provisionally”
accepts Ibn Shuqayr as the author. However, his belief that K]N could not have been
composed during the lifetime of Khalil is not convincingly supported by his data.

On the other hand, Ryding, the only Western scholar to devote an

independent study to KJN, is not convinced by the arguments for Ibn Shuqayr’s



authorship, and believes there is “sufficient supporting evidence” for the attribution
of Khalil (1992: 263; 1998: 105). However, her assumption that the attribution to
Khalil is valid is largely based on Qabawa’s introduction to the text, rather than on
an analysis of the work itself. I will discuss contemporary arguments on both sides

of the debate in more detail in Chapter 2.

1.2 KJN: ORGANIZATION AND CONTENTS

The text of KJN as published by Qabawa begins with a short introduction,
which states that the whole of Arabic syntax is composed of raf’, nasb, jarr, and jazm,
and that whoever understands these aspects will have “little need for many of the
other books on grammar” (KJN 33). The author of this introduction refers to a book
entitled the Mukhtasar which he claims to have composed previously—the
Mukhtasar is one of the titles attributed to Ibn Shuqayr in the Fihrist and in later
biographical works. However, this is not strong evidence for Ibn Shugayr’s
authorship of KJN. According to Schoeler, written texts had become more stabilized
by the 10t century, and were more often transmitted in a fixed form rather than
merely orally. This is in contrast with texts composed in the late 8th-early 9th
centuries, for which it is often difficult to differentiate the author’s original material
from material added by later redactors, in the transmission process (Schoeler 2006:
35-6).

Two other features of the introduction to KJN further indicate that it may

have been a later addition: the first is the use of the word jarr rather than khafd for
8



“genitive,” and the second is the presence of the term nahw with a technical meaning
of “syntax” or “grammar” (jami al-nahw fi I-raf* wa-I-nasb wa-I-jarr wa-I-jazm). Both
are surprising, in that the use of these two terms in the introduction differs from
their use throughout the rest of the text. In the body of the text, the author prefers
khafd over jarr to refer to i-endings by a substantial margin, though jarr does appear
in several instances later in the text. The presence of the word nahw with the
meaning of “syntax” or “grammar” is significant because this word did not acquire
its technical meaning until later. Carter (1985) provides a thorough examination of
the history of the meaning of the word, and concludes that nahw did not come to
mean “grammar” in a technical sense until the beginning of the 9t century, and that
even Sibawayh used nahw in a more general sense, to refer to “manner of speaking.”
Throughout the body of KJN, we do not find nahw in its technical sense.

Following the introduction, the beginning of the content portion of KJN
consists of explanations of the various aspects (wujiih) of the nasb, raf, khafd, and
jazm. Ryding (1998: 93) translates these terms as “accusative/subjunctive,”

» o«

“nominative/indicative,” “genitive/epenthetic,” and “apocopate,” respectively, in
accordance with their modern meanings. However, as [ will show in Chapter 3, those
terms did not exclusively refer to cases and moods until the second half of the 9th
century. In the earliest period of Arabic grammatical development, before the

widespread acceptance of Sibawayh’s Kitab, the terms nasb, raf’, khafd, and jazm

were used in a much looser sense, and could also refer to the a-, u-, i-, and zero-



vowels, regardless of their relationship to syntax. Hence, I will leave them in the
Arabic when translation would obscure the author’s intended meaning.

Following the explanation of the aspects of nasb, raf, khafd, and jazm is a
discussion of the meanings of various particles and letters (huriif). Qabawa’s edition
of the text concludes with two short chapters on the difference between the
conjunctive particles aw and am, and the use of ruwayda. These final two chapters,
like the introduction, were in all likelihood added by later transmitters—they are
stylistically inconsistent with the rest of the text, and Qabawa notes the striking
similarity between these chapters and part of the Ma‘ani al-huriif of al-Rumani (d.
984), which suggests that these two chapters might not have been included in the
original text of K]N but instead added in the transmission process (KJN 17).

The breakdown of the chapters in Qabawa’s edition of the text is as follows:

51 aspects of nasb

22 aspects of raf*

9 aspects of khafd

12 aspects of jazm

23 meanings of alif

31 meanings of lam

12 meanings of ha’

15 meanings of ta’

13 meanings of waw

12 meanings of lam alif
10 meanings of ma

7 meanings of fa’

10 meanings of ntin

4 meanings of ba’

9 meanings of ya’
(Explanation of ruwayda)
(Explanation of the difference between am and aw)

10



The chapters are short, averaging only 15-20 printed lines. The style of the text is
characterized by its minimal level of theoretical detail and its large number of
illustrative examples (shawahid)—it contains 368 verses from the Qur’an, 414
poetic verses, and one hadith. Some chapters contain only shawahid with no
theoretical explanation at all.

Among the most notable features of the text is the exceptionally large
number of categories the author invokes to explain form—51 for nasb, 22 for raf’, 9
for khafd, and 12 for jazm. Nouns and verbs are discussed together, rather than in
separate subsections. In his discussion of the aspects of nasb, for example, the
chapters on the accusative case in nouns are intermixed with chapters on the
subjunctive mood in verbs—and some chapters concern non-syntactic a-endings in
nouns, which have no connection to the accusative case, as I will show in Chapter 6.

The author rarely makes an explicit connection between constructions that
are closely related, or even syntactically identical, and makes seemingly no attempt
to generalize or to present a coherent syntactic theory. The aspects of nasb, raf;,
khafd, and jazm are classified by meaning, rather than by functional position or
governor, as was common in later works. For instance, the author presents the
accusative forms of madh “praise,” dhamm “blame,” tarahhum “mercy,” and ikhtisas
“distinction” in separate chapters, even though they are all explained by the same
syntactic phenomenon—the elision of the accusative governor a‘ni “I mean” (KJN

62).
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The author’s discussion of the accusative specifier is another prominent
example of syntactically identical forms being discussed separately. As Owens
(1990: 190) has noted, KJN distinguishes between two types of specifiers: tafsir on
one hand, which is reserved for accusatives after numbers, as in khamsiina rajulan
“fifty men” (KJN 45), and tamyiz on the other hand, which is used for structures such
as anta ahsanu l-nasi wajhan “you are the most handsome of men, in terms of your
face” (KJN 46). The common example ishta‘ala I-ra’su shayban “my hair turned
white” is traditionally analyzed as tamyiz by later grammarians and is discussed
along with these two constructions, but KJN does not include it in either the tafsir or
tamyiz category, instead placing it in a section of its own, under the heading “the
accusative (nasb) whose [grammatical] agent is its object and whose [grammatical]
object is its agent” (KJN 50). In contrast, Sibawayh makes explicit the syntactic
similarity between all of these constructions, placing them in the same category, as
do nearly all later grammarians.

Also illustrating the general lack of structural coherence and theoretical
development, as Owens (1990: 189) points out, is the fact that there are three
separate chapters on badal “apposition”: one in the section on nasb (KJN 100), again
in the chapter on khafd (KJN 186), and finally in the discussion of conditional verbs.
Although badal can also occur in the nominative case, KJN makes no mention of this,

and does not explicitly note the connection between the types of badal.
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Yet another distinguishing feature of KJN’s grammatical theory is the fact that
the author distinguishes between two classes of circumstantial accusatives: gat‘and
hal. He refers to accusative constructions of the type hadha I-rajulu waqifan “this
man exists standing” (KJN 38) as qat’, as distinct from hal, which he uses for
constructions like anta jalisan ahsanu minka qa’iman “you are better sitting than
you are standing” (KJN 40) and intalaqtu mashiyan “I left, walking” (KJN 41). These
two types of constructions are placed in one category, hdl, in major works from the
10th century.

The abundance of shawahid, the astonishingly large number of categories
invoked, and the relative lack of theoretical coherence indicate that the primary
purpose of the text was likely pedagogical, and that it was intended as a practical
handbook for usage, rather than as a comprehensive treatise on syntax. Owens
proposes that the author may have had a different, though complementary, purpose
in mind: that his interests “may have been more in the classification of the textual
examples themselves than in the grammatical framework used to accomplish this”
(1990: 190). The structure of KJN allows for the classification of a large number of
citations from the Qur’an and from poetry within a simple framework. It is plausible
that the purpose of the text was multifold and that it was intended both as a
pedagogical grammar aimed at an audience of non-gammarians, and as a work that
would preserve literary material and incorporate it within the framework of a basic

grammatical theory.
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In Chapter 2, I will summarize the various attempts that have been made
thus far to date KJN and to identify the author, which have given inconclusive
results. After discussing the limitations of these methods, I will show how vowel
terminology can be used as a method to date early grammatical texts, and discuss
the advantages of this approach over the other approaches found in contemporary

scholarship.
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Chapter 2: Methodology

Many approaches have been taken in an attempt to date texts from the early
centuries of the Arabic grammatical tradition. Several of these have been applied in
the particular context of KJN, and the collective results of these various approaches
are inconclusive. The evidence from some studies suggests that Ibn Shugayr is more
likely to have been the author, while the results of others seems to support Khalil’s
authorship. It is not entirely clear which of these approaches yields the most reliable
results in principle, and thus it is difficult to determine which of the conflicting
results bears more weight. In this chapter, I will discuss and evaluate three possible
approaches to determining the authorship of grammatical texts from the first few
centuries of Arabic grammatical development, with particular application to KJN. I
will then introduce vowel terminology as a new method for determining the time
period during which texts were composed, and discuss the advantages of this
method over the others [ present here.

The first of the three approaches I will discuss is the attempt to identify the
author directly by drawing upon surviving information about the potential authors
and their teachings; the second is to ascertain whether the content of the text is
more consistent with either the Basran or the Kufan tradition, and to make
inferences about its authorship on that basis; and the third approach is to compare

the text with a broad range of earlier and later texts whose provenance is not
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disputed, in order to try to determine the time period during which it was written.
Though all three of these approaches are essential components of a thorough
analysis, some are more reliable than others. I will demonstrate that the third
approach, that of comparing a text with earlier and later texts, is the most reliable of
the three, and I will argue that an analysis of declensional vowel terminology is a

particularly valuable way to carry out a study of this type.

2.1 THE DIRECT APPROACH

The first approach, when applied to KJN, amounts to making a direct
comparison of the content of the text with surviving information about the theories
of both potential authors: Khalill and Ibn Shugayr. Though appealing in its
conceptual simplicity, this approach is problematic for several reasons. First, we
have no information about the grammatical teachings of Ibn Shuqgayr. Ibn al-Nadim
lists three works attributed to Ibn Shuqayr: al-Mukhtasar fi I-nahw, al-Magqsir wa-I-
mamdud, and al-Mudhakkar wa-I-mu’annath (Fihrist 91). Unfortunately, none of
these has survived, and, to my knowledge, none of Ibn Shuqgayr’s teachings are
preserved in the texts of later grammarians. The biographical literature states only
that Ibn Shuqayr incorporated both Basran and Kufan ideas, and does not give
specifics, either about his terminology or his theories. Given that we have no
information at all regarding the grammatical teachings of Ibn Shuqayr, it is

impossible to gather direct evidence to support or refute his authorship of KJN.
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Gathering evidence to determine whether Khalil was the author is, in
principle, a much more viable task, given that a substantial amount of information
about Khalil’s grammatical teachings has been preserved in a variety of sources.
Perhaps the most valuable source of information about his grammatical theories is
the Kitab of Sibawayh. Sibawayh was a disciple of Khalil and relied heavily on his
teachings in the composition of the Kitab, as is evidenced by the fact that Khalil is
cited by name 608 times in the Kitab, more times than all other grammarians
combined. Much of the unattributed material in the Kitab is likely also from Khalil—
Ibn al-Anbari reports that every time Sibawayh says sa’altuhu “I asked him” or gala
“he said” without mentioning his source by name, he is referring to Khalil (Nuzha
45).

In addition to the testimony of the Kitab, evidence of Khalil's theories and
terminology can be gathered from the lexicon Kitab al-‘Ayn. Though Kitab al-‘Ayn is
not a grammatical text per se, it does contain several grammatical points, which
Talmon (1997) has collected and analyzed. Additional sources of information about
Khalil’s teachings include Khwarizm1’s (d. 993) Mafatih al-‘Ulim, which provides a
list of twenty-one phonological terms attributed to Khalil, and several
lexicographical works: al-Azhar?’s (d. 940) Tahdhib al-lugha, Ibn Sida’s (d. 1066)
Muhkam, and Ibn Manzir’s (d. 1312) Lisan al-‘Arab, all of which contain technical

vocabulary purportedly used by Khalil (Versteegh 1993: 16-19).
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Based on the abundance of information about Khalil’s teachings that is
reported in these sources, it would seem logical, as a starting point, to reconstruct
Khalil’s terminological system and theories of syntax and morphology based on
these reports, and to compare this with the content of KJN. However, although this
would be an essential part of a thorough, systematic study of the origin of KJN, this
approach alone is not sufficient. One drawback to this method is the questionable
reliability of some of the sources. For instance, there is much uncertainty
surrounding the attribution of Kitab al-‘Ayn to Khalil—many scholars, both medieval
and modern, have proposed that the text as we know it today was composed not by
Khalil himself, but instead by his student Layth, well after Khalil's death.2 According
to some of these theories, Khalil was the intellectual creator of the lexicon and
provided the outline of its general structure, but it was Layth who completed,
compiled, and redacted the work, drawing from several authorities, of which Khalil
was only one.

Even if we assume that Kitab al-‘Ayn generally reflects Khalil’s teachings and
can in a sense be truly attributed to him, the high probability that Layth and others
contributed to the work in some capacity renders it impossible to determine with
certainty whether any given theory was Khalil's own or whether it was added after

Khalil's death, either by Layth or by later redactors. This places any conclusions

2 Talmon (1997) discusses this issue in detail, and lists some 40 modern works on Khalil and Kitab al- ‘Ayn.
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about the authorship of KJN on the basis of a comparison with the terminology or
theoretical material of Kitab al-‘Ayn on shaky ground.

Another issue with this direct approach is that the sources of information
about Khalil’'s terminology are sometimes at variance with one another. For
instance, the phonological terms as reported in Khwarizm1’s list, in Kitab al-‘Ayn,
and in Lisan al-‘Arab are not found in Sibawayh’s quotations of Khalil. As for the
Kitab, it is possible, even probable, that Sibawayh rephrased arguments of other
grammarians in his own terms. Because grammatical teaching in that time period
was often transmitted orally rather than in written form, the transmitters had much
more liberty in their formulation of the teacher’s opinion, particularly regarding
terminology (Versteegh 1993: 36). Thus, Sibawayh’s Kitab should not be taken as a
fully reliable source for Khalil’s terminology.

Perhaps the biggest drawback of the direct approach is not a methodological
one, but a practical one: the pre-theoretical character of KJN itself, its terse style,
and the scattered nature of its content necessarily place limits on the viability of this
approach—many of the ideas attributed to Khalil in the Kitab of Sibawayh and in
Kitab al-‘Ayn are simply not discussed in KJN. Even if we assume the testimony of
Sibawayh'’s Kitab and Kitab al-‘Ayn to be perfectly reliable sources of information
about Khalil's grammatical teachings, the fact that KJN simply does not contain a
substantial amount of theoretical detail means that there is limited material for

comparison.
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These barriers to a direct examination of whether Khalil or Ibn Shuqayr is
the more likely author of KJN necessitate a less direct approach to solving the
mystery. One such approach would be to situate the text within the context of the

Basran and Kufan debate.

2.2 THE BASRAN-KUFAN APPROACH

Because Khalil is considered one of the fathers of the Basran school of
grammar, the presence in KJN of a significant fraction of canonical Kufan features,
either terminological or theoretical, could be considered evidence against his
authorship. A mixture of Basran and Kufan features would on first glance also
constitute positive evidence in support of KJN’s attribution to Ibn Shugayr, who is
reported to have had Kufan leanings. However, the value in such an approach
depends on the historical reality of the two schools and the extent to which the
dichotomy as represented in the later Arabic biographical literature and in surviving
grammatical sources reflects the true existence of two independent traditions in the
early period of grammatical development.

Medieval Arabic biographers make a sharp distinction between the two
schools. This is evident, for example, in the Tabagat of Zubaydi (d. 989) and in the
Fihrist, in which Basran and Kufan scholars are listed in separate sections. However,
contemporary scholarship has called into question the early existence of two

independent traditions. As this topic has been discussed at length in several places,
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[ will give only a brief summary of the various positions here.? The argument against
the existence of the two schools is stated most strongly in Weil's (1913)
introduction to the Insaf of Ibn al-Anbari, in which he argues that the Basran and
Kufan schools are a literary fiction invented in the generation after Mubarrad and
could not have possibly existed as distinct entities in the 8t century. Most modern
scholars more or less accept Weil’s conclusion. Carter (1973: 302) supports this
position without reservation, suggesting that 9t and 10t century grammarians used
the term “Kufan” as a blanket term to refer to all theories that were at variance with
their own thinking, or that differed from the teaching of Sibawayh. Baalbaki (2007)
takes a more ambiguous position, arguing that issues in the Insdf do often reflect
real differences in thinking between early grammarians, but that later scholars
exaggerated these differences and created the idea of schools by generalizing from
disputes among individual grammarians. Versteegh, originally a proponent of the
historical existence of the two schools (1977), later makes several interesting
observations about the early use of terminology that cast doubt upon the early
existence of the Basran and Kufan schools. Bernards (1997: 17) also believes that
the schools did not exist as such until the late 9t century, proposing that the
formation of the ideas of the Basran and Kufan schools coincided with the

consolidation of Sibawayh’s Kitab, a process mediated by Mubarrad.

3 See, for example, Versteegh (1977), Baalbaki (1981, 2007), Owens (1988, 1990. 1991), Carter (1973,
1999).
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Despite the considerable doubt surrounding the historical reality of the
Basran and Kufan schools, both medieval Arabic historians and contemporary
Western scholars have used this dichotomy as a method to date texts and to confirm
or refute hypotheses about their authorship. The fact that the terminological
differences between the two schools are by nature more easily identifiable than the
theoretical differences has led several scholars to examine syntactic terminology in
order to date texts. Versteegh and Baalbaki have used this approach with respect to
KJN. Versteegh (1993: 20) considers the presence of the Kufan terminology jahd
“negation” and khafd “genitive” in KJN not only as an argument against Khalil’s
authorship, but also as positive evidence supporting its attribution to Ibn Shuqayr,
as he is reported to have taken elements from both grammatical schools. Baalbaki
(2008: 28) makes a similar argument, though he notes the presence of the Kufan
term jahd in Kitab al-‘Ayn.

In addition to differences in terminology between the two schools, later
sources also record a number of grammatical points on which the Basrans and
Kufans are said to have been at variance with one another. I am not aware of any
existing study that applies this approach to KJN, so I will briefly consider the type of
results this method would produce. A prominent source of information about these
issues of controversy is Ibn al-Anbar?’s Insdf, in which he presents 121 points of
dispute and summarizes the positions of both schools. Thus, a logical approach in

trying to situate KJN within the context of the Basran-Kufan debate would be to
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examine its position on the issues presented in the Insaf. However, this approach
has several drawbacks. Here, we are again faced with the obstacle that KJN either
does not cover many of the relevant grammatical points at all, or covers them in
such little detail that it is difficult—in some cases, impossible—to identify the
author’s position on the issue. This fact alone rules out a comparison of KJN with a
large fraction of the issues presented in the Insdf, leaving us to draw conclusions
based on a very limited set of data.

A related problem for this method is that, in some cases, identification of
KJN’s position hinges on an interpretation of the author’s terminology. For instance,
in Mas’ala 14 (Insdf 86), Ibn al-Anbari reports that the Kufans consider ni‘ma “to be
good” and bi’sa “to be bad” to be nouns, whereas Basrans consider them to be verbs.
KJN (70) refers to them as hurif. If we interpret harf here to mean “particle”—as
opposed to noun or verb—then KJN’s position on this issue is unique, and does not
agree with either the Basran or Kufan position. However, if we interpret harf to
mean simply “word,” then it could refer either to nouns or verbs, and we cannot
determine whether KJN agrees with the Basrans or the Kufans.* Another commonly
cited point of debate between the two schools concerns the imperative form of the
verb, discussed in Mas’ala 75 (Insaf 414). Kufans consider the imperative form to be
governed; Basrans, in contrast, consider it a fixed form. KJN (190) uses the term

jazm to refer to the imperative, which, based on later grammarians’ use of this term

4 Owens (1990: 202) notes the use of harf with the meaning of “word.”
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to refer only to declensional endings, might suggest that KJN agrees with the Kufan
position. However, as we will see in Chapter 6, K]N often uses the term jazm to refer
to non-declensional endings, so it is difficult to determine whether the author of KJN
considers the imperative to be governed or not, and thus it is impossible to know
whether KJN agrees with the Kufan or Basran position.

On top of these practical difficulties, this approach faces the more serious
methodological issue that Ibn al-AnbarT’s presentation of the positions of the two
schools does not always reflect real differences between the grammarians
representing those schools. Baalbaki (1981: 22) cautions against using the Insaf to
make inferences about early grammatical development, partly on the basis of the
fact that Ibn al-Anbarl often oversimplifies the theories of grammarians, and
occasionally even blatantly misreports their views. Thus, it is important to
substantiate Ibn al-Anbar1’s reports by consulting primary texts.

So, this approach can really only be applied to issues on which KJN has a
clearly identifiable position and the controversy as presented in the Insdf can be
substantiated by surviving primary texts. The number of issues for which both of
these conditions obtain represents a small fraction of the 121 issues contained in
the Insaf; thus, the evidence resulting from this type of study will be circumstantial
at best.

Despite the circumstantial nature of this type of evidence, it should not be

ignored entirely. A cursory look reveals that KJN does agree with Farra’ and is at
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variance with Sibawayh and Mubarrad on several issues. One such issue concerns
the government of the Hijazi ma (Insaf 144): both Sibawayh (Kitab 1: 57) and
Mubarrad (Mugqtadab 4: 188) explain the accusative government of this particle by
virtue of its resemblance to laysa, whereas both Farra’ (Ma‘dni 2: 42) and the author
of KJN (93) claim that the accusative results from the deletion of a preposition.
Another issue on which KJN agrees with Farra’ involves the meaning of illa in a
verse of poetry from al-A‘sha. According to Ibn al-Anbari (Insaf 232), the Kufans
accept that illd can occur with the meaning of waw, and the Basrans reject this
meaning. Regarding this verse of poetry, both Sibawayh (Kitab 2: 334) and
Mubarrad (Muqtadab 4: 409) interpret illa as meaning ghayr. Farrd’ (Ma‘ani 1: 89)
and KJN (300) paraphrase illa as waw. While the presence of several Kufan features
in KJN, both theoretical and terminological, might cast some doubt on Khalil’'s
authorship, it does not constitute conclusive evidence either against Khalil's
authorship, or in favor of Ibn Shuqayr’s for reasons discussed above.

Since neither the direct approach nor the Basran vs. Kufan approach yields
conclusive results, I will turn to the third and final approach I will discuss in this
chapter—that of comparing the text with grammatical works from the earlier and
later periods, respectively, to attempt to determine the approximate time period of

its composition.
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2.3 THE EARLY-LATE APPROACH

Several approaches to attempting to distinguish between early and late
grammatical texts can be found in contemporary scholarship. These approaches
include looking at the authorities cited in these texts, comparing syntactic
terminology to the terminology found in earlier and later works, and examining the
general structure and organization of the works.

Ryding (1998: 101) argues for an earlier dating of KJN based on the
authorities cited in the text. She notes that KJN contains only a small number of
citations of other grammarians, including Sibawayh, Farra’, Abu ‘Amr ibn al-Ala’,
Nasr ibn “Asim, and Yuinus ibn Habib. Sibawayh and Farra’ are each mentioned only
once. She takes the paucity of citations of grammarians as evidence supporting an
8th century dating of KJN, and its authorship by Khalil. However, Baalbaki (2008: 28)
comments on the anachronistic mention of Ibn Durayd (d. 933), which Ryding
overlooks. This would be evidence against the hypothesis that KJN was written in
the early period. Baalbaki also notes that Khalil himself is quoted in KJN, which leads
him to the conclusion that Ibn Shuqgayr was more likely to have been the author.
However, it is not uncommon for texts to include citations of their purported
authors. If we were to take this as evidence against Khalil’s authorship of KJN, we
would have to call into question the provenance of a number of other texts whose

authorship is not traditionally disputed. As this shows, the authorities cited in KJN
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can be taken to suggest either an earlier or later dating; thus, evidence of this type is
inconclusive.

Owens has attempted to use syntactic terminology and concepts to date KJN.
He concludes that “there are certain themes and terminology that, so far as we
know, emerged only in the last half of the ninth century. KJN contains these traits;
therefore it must stem from this era or afterwards” (1990: 201). This conclusion is
overly simplistic and seems to be based primarily on only two features of KJN: one is
the presence of the term tamyiz (accusative specifier), which is commonly supposed
to have been introduced by Mubarrad in the second half of the 9t century; the other
is the discussion of a criterion for identifying nouns, which Owens claims originates
with Ibn Kaysan and Lughda in the 10t century. Owens argues that, though it is
theoretically possible that K]N was the innovator, it is highly unlikely that terms and
concepts that were influential parts of the later grammatical tradition could have
stemmed from a relatively unsophisticated text like KJN. While it is true that such
influential terminology is unlikely to have originated from a minor work, it is
possible that this terminology was part of an early independent tradition. It is also
possible that, even if the term tamyiz was not introduced until the 9t century, it was
not present in the original text of KJN but was a later addition. In short, Owens’
argument for a 10% century dating of KJN is not based on a systematic study of

syntactic terminology, and he gives limited evidence to support his conclusion.
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Another approach to dating grammatical works is to examine their general
structure and organization, as later works generally have a much more systematic
structure than earlier works. Owens (1990: 181) comments on the unsophisticated
nature of KJN, its short chapters, and the large number of individual grammatical
categories the author employs to account for syntactic constructions, with
seemingly no attempt to generalize between categories that are similar.
Interestingly, Owens admits that the structure and organization of KJN bears more
similarity to the Muqaddima fi I-nahw, which he believes dates back to the first half
of the 9t century, than it does to 10t century works (1990: 189). Though Owens
supports a later dating of KJN based on the evidence presented above, he recognizes
that relatively unorganized, unsophisticated texts are more consistent with the early
period than with the later period. Thus, the structure of KJN would suggest an
earlier dating. Ryding’s argument based on the grammarians cited in KJN, and
Owens’ arguments based on syntactic terminology and concepts, and on structure
and organization, lead to opposing conclusions.

As I have demonstrated so far in this chapter, all of the approaches that have
been taken in contemporary scholarship to determine the authorship of KJN face
serious obstacles. Thus, I will introduce a new method for dating grammatical texts,
demonstrate the advantages this method has over the other approaches I have

discussed in this chapter, and apply this method to KJN. As an alternative to the
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approaches I have discussed up to this point, I will focus on the use of vowel

terminology, which forms a sharp dividing line between earlier and later texts.

2.4 A NEW APPROACH: VOWEL TERMINOLOGY

In the system of vowel terminology that eventually came into general
acceptance, and remains in use today, there is a clear distinction between two sets
of terminology: the declensional set (raf, nasb, khafd/jarr, and jazm), which is
reserved for syntactically determined vowels, and the non-declensional set (damm,
fath, kasr, and sukiin/wagqf), which is used for fixed vowels. However, the system as
we know it today has not always been in use. In the earliest extant works, as [ will
show in Chapter 3, we find no evidence of any terminological distinction at all—the
two sets of terms are used seemingly interchangeably. Terminological use in works
that were roughly contemporary with Sibawayh’s Kitab suggests that there might
have been various attempts in the late 8th-early 9th centuries to systematize
terminology, which were adhered to with varying levels of consistency, and which
bear some similarity to the current system but are not identical with it. In Chapter 4,
[ will show that Sibawayh’s Kitab marks the first clear statement of a distinction
between the two contrasting sets of terminology, and not until the period after the
widespread acceptance of the Kitab was this distinction consistently applied. I will
demonstrate in Chapter 5 that, beginning in the second half of the 9t century, the
terms raf’, nasb, khafd/jarr, and jazm are consistently used only to refer to case and

mood markers, and damm, fath, kasr, and sukiin/waqf are used for non-syntactic
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vowels. To the best of my knowledge, though the evolution of vowel terminology has
been fairly well documented, no one has yet taken advantage of this as a tool to date
grammatical works.

This method has several important advantages over the other methods
discussed in this chapter. First, the interpretation of the evidence resulting from an
examination of vowel terminology does not depend on tenuous assumptions about
the historical reality of the Basran and Kufan schools of grammatical thought.
Second, because the system of vowel terminology forms an integral part of the fabric
of a grammatical text, as it is interwoven with syntactic theory, it would have been
much more difficult for later authors to amend this aspect of the text. Third, vowel
terminology, though intertwined with syntactic theory, can be examined
independently of the theory itself, which means that this method can be used to date
texts that are relatively theoretically unsophisticated. It also broadens the range of
sources that we can use for comparison, as this method does not require texts to
have a well-developed grammatical theory at all—it requires only that they contain
terminology to refer to vowels. Thus, we can draw evidence from texts such as
lexicons and exegetical works that do not have a strong grammatical focus. A fourth
advantage of a study based on vowel terminology is that it can be carried out more
systematically than studies that are based on a small set of syntactic terminology.
Finally, in the case of K]N, this approach is more manageable in scope than a direct

comparison of the text with Sibawayh'’s citations of Khalil.
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Chapter 3: Vowel Terminology in the Pre-Kitab Era

In order to demonstrate the inconsistency in the use of vowel terminology
during the early period, I will cite passages from several works of the late 8th-early
oth centuries that illustrate the use of declensional terminology in non-syntactic
contexts. I include works from the early 9t century in this chapter because,
although Sibawayh worked in the late 8t century, his Kitab was not universally
accepted as the primary work of grammar on which all later works were based until
sometime around the middle of the 9t century, a process mediated by Mubarrad’s
retraction of his criticism of Sibawayh (Bernards 1997: 17). Thus, although some of
the works I will discuss here may have been composed after the Kitab, their use of
vowel terminology reflects the prevailing trends of pre-Kitab era. I will present data
from seven texts: the Tafsir of Ibn al-Kalbi (d. 763), the Majaz of Abu ‘Ubayda (d.
822), the Ma‘ani al-Qur’an and the ‘Artud of Akhfash (d. 830 or 835), the Ma‘ani al-
Qur’an of Farra’ (d. 822), Kitab al-‘Ayn. and Muqaddima fi I-nahw, which is attributed
(likely erroneously) to Khalaf al-Ahmar (d. 796).

As a point of clarification, I will use the term “declensional” in this chapter to
refer to the set of terms raf’, nasb, jarr/khafd, and jazm, and “non-declensional” to
refer to damm, fath, kasr, and sukiin/waqf. As we know, the former set eventually
came to refer only to syntactically determined vowel endings, while the latter set

came to be used for lexically determined vowels, or otherwise syntactically
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irrelevant vowels. As [ will illustrate in this chapter, the distinction between
declensional and non-declensional vowel terminology did not exist, at least not in
any well-defined sense, in the period before the Kitab came into general acceptance.
From the 8t century until the mid-9t century, we often find raf;, nasb, jarr/khafd,
and jazm used to refer to non-syntactic vowels. For simplicity, [ will use the term
“declensional” to encompass the changeable endings both of nouns and verbs,
following Versteegh (1997), though in English this term is technically reserved for

the inflection of nouns.

3.1 THE TAFSIR OF IBN AL-KALBI

The Tafsir of Kufan exegete Ibn al-Kalbi is of particular interest to this study,
as it was composed in the middle of the 8th century, possibly making it the earliest
extant text that contains terminology to refer to vowels. Thus, we can gather from it
important information about the use of these terms during the earliest stages of the
development of grammar as a science. The use of vowel terminology in Ibn al-KalbT’s
Tafsir has been statistically analyzed by Versteegh (1993: 125 ff), who notes that
there seems to be no distinction at all between the two sets of terminology.
Versteegh concludes from this, very plausibly, that the terms raf’, nasb, jarr/khafd,
and jazm, which eventually came to refer to the grammatical cases and moods,
originated merely as synonyms for vowels irrespective of their position in words or

their relationship to syntax.
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A notable feature of Ibn al-Kalb1’s terminology is his indiscriminate use of
declensional and non-declensional terminology to refer to internal vowels. For the
sixteen word-internal i-vowels surveyed by Versteegh, Ibn al-Kalbi uses khafd for
eight of them, and kasr for eight. The i-vowel of mukhlisina “sincere in faith” is
referred to as khafd, but the i-vowel of mufritina “abused” is called kasr. Of eighteen
internal a-vowels, nasb occurs fifteen times, while fath occurs only three times. The
term nasb appears in reference to the first a-vowel of hasad “harvest,” while fath is
used for the initial vowel of ammarna. The term damm is used for all eleven internal
u-vowels included in Versteegh’'s study. However, this term also appears in
declensional contexts. For example, damm, rather than raf, refers to the
syntactically determined ending of thamrun “fruit.” Versteegh has not noted any
instances of the non-declensional terms sukiin or wagqf, but the term jazm, which
later came to refer only to syntactically determined zero-endings, refers to the

internal unvowelled sin in a-fa-hasbu.

3.2 KITAB AL-‘AYN

Kitab al-‘Ayn, as it is a multi-volume lexicon, contains a large number of
references to vowels in a variety of syntactic and non-syntactic contexts, and thus is
a particularly good source of data for systematic study. As I have discussed in
Chapter 2, there is significant reason to doubt that Kitab al-‘Ayn was composed by
Khalil himself, and it is more likely that Layth was the true author. However, the

confusion surrounding the authorship of this text does not invalidate the fact that it
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is a valuable source of information about early terminological use—even if Kitab al-
‘Ayn was composed by Layth and not by Khalil, there is no doubt that this work
stems from a period prior to the general acceptance of Sibawayh'’s Kitab.

Talmon (1997: 194-7) presents an analysis of vowel terminology in Kitab al-
‘Ayn, based on 128 occurrences, and the data from his study suggest that the author
of Kitab al-‘Ayn did not have a coherent system for distinguishing between the two
sets of terms. As Talmon notes, the text contains non-declensional terminology in
reference to syntactic vowels in a wide range of contexts, both word-internal and
word-final.

Kitab al-‘Ayn contains abundant examples of declensional terminology for
lexically determined vowels. In discussing contrasting vocalizations of certain
words, the author frequently uses declensional terminology to refer to internal
vowels. For instance, raf" is used to refer to the internal u-vowel in the passive lam

yuda“ “he was not left”:

V) Gy ol il i€ e D pd )l abiond & il ;e AN al 1gs) (s

D)
And whoever recites: lam yuda“ with the meaning of lam yutrak “he
was not left,” his course is to [pronounce the ya’ with a] u-vowel (raf")
without the weak letter, as when you say lam yudrab illa zayd “no one
was struck but Zayd” (K. al-‘Ayn 2: 224).

The declensional term raf" is also used to describe the internal u-vowels in diiban (a

type of camel), and ‘uqr “center”:
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"Ll sl wd g (e peias, Ol Jaadl 1l sall

The dawban is an old camel...and there are those who pronounce it
diiban, with a u-vowel (yarfa“) (K. al-‘Ayn 7: 50).

aill 5 @il Il ie 5 lall e 5l

It is pronounced: ‘uqr al-dar “the center of the house” and ‘aqr al-dar
with a u-vowel (raf") and an a-vowel (nasb) (K. al-‘Ayn 1: 150).

The declensional root j-z-m also appears in word-internal contexts to refer to
unvowelled consonants. For example, the author uses majziim to refer to the
unvowelled ra’in ‘ard “width”:

Jshll A il g e ()

‘ard without a vowel (majziim): width (K. al-‘Ayn 1: 271).

Further illustrating the inconsistent use of terminology in this period, there
are several instances in Kitab al-‘Ayn in which the same internal vowel is described
with both declensional and non-declensional terms within the same passage. In the
entry on jinaza “funeral,” for example, the author states that the jim can be vocalized
either with an a-vowel (nasb) or an i-vowel (jarr); three lines later, the same i-vowel
is referred to as kasr:

L a5 aandl Cualy 3 5la)
al-jandaza “funeral” with an a-vowel (nasb) on the jim, or an i-vowel

(jarr) (K. al-‘Ayn 6:70)

Duall 53 5kall
al-jindza “funeral” with an i-vowel (kasr) on the first consonant (K. al-‘Ayn

6:70)
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In the variant pronunciations Glw and ‘ulw “elevation,” khafd is contrasted with raf".
In the same passage, however, the initial consonant in the related noun ‘lya is called
maksur:

it s Cpedl ad i odlel o i S Sl

The ‘ulw/ilw of everything is its highest point. You can pronounce the
‘ayn either with the u-vowel (tarfa‘) or the i-vowel (takhfid) (K. al-‘Ayn
2: 246).

(Cpnl) 5 5uSa agasd e oYV 5a 5 Ll Jal (e ngsl (i) e (e Dl
Ais Aled e

Somebody from the ‘lya of the people means [somebody] from the

noble class. Those are [called] the ilya of their people. The ‘ayn takes

an i-vowel (maksiira) on the pattern of fi‘la (K. al-‘Ayn 2: 246).

This supports the Versteegh’s hypothesis that raf’, nasb, and jarr/khafd were
synonymous with damm, nasb, and kasr in the early period. Further evidence for this
is the fact that declensional and non-declensional terms often occur together in
mixed sets in Kitab al-‘Ayn. In contrasting khinna’b and khunna’ba, for example, the

author refers to the vocalization of the kha’ as maksir in the former, but raf in the

latter:

‘dl-\f—@ea.aaj\}& JW cuj.\j\ KXW celall J)“S_A “—’t’édﬁ_)j
Y sk g5 68 3en sl dns @335 (sl @) elad) AR

A man who is khinna’b, with an i-vowel (makstr) on the kha’ and a
shadda on the ntin, and a hamza: he is heavyset. Khunna’ba, with a u-
vowel on the kha’ (raf) and a shadda on the niin, and a hamza after it,
itis the end of the nose (K. al-‘Ayn 4: 278).
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In the entry on the root n-kh-b, we find the non-declensional term maksiira, along

with the declensional terms majriira and mansiiba to refer to internal vowels:

i) Qpaiall iy 5 ) suSa clall (aad) e siie (e (8 QA5 da s
Bl oLl 5 4y gaia Al 53 )5 e (53l

>

A man who is nakhib is faint-hearted from cowardliness. The kha
takes an i-vowel (makstira). The cowardly man is called nikhabb; the
niin takes an i-vowel (majrira), the kha’ takes an a-vowel (manstiba),
and the ba’ takes a shadda (K. al-‘Ayn 4: 278).
In the entry on siya‘ the author states that the sin can be vocalized either with a
(nasb) or i (kasr):

sl g caaill cpnd) (A sag sl sl cplall o Gaadly elink e Ll

Siya‘means “to coat with plaster, clay, or tar” . .. the sin can take an a-
vowel (nasb) or an i-vowel (kasr) (K. al-‘Ayn 2:203).

The terms nasb and kasr appear as a set in the discussion of the word masahha and
its variant pronunciation masihha:
sl e e abiall uai g daian s (Aalaz Al )

Fasting is health-giving (masahha, or masihha) and the a-vowel (nasb)
is preferable to the i-vowel (kasr) (K. al-Ayn 3:14).

In addition to this mixed use of declensional and non-declensional
terminology to refer to internal vowels, Kitab al-‘Ayn also shows inconsistency in
terminological use for non-syntactic vowel endings. We often find declensional
terminology used to refer to fixed endings, including the i-ending of nouns on the
pattern fa‘ali, and the endings of indeclinable nouns such as qablu “before,” ba‘du

“after,” al-ana “now,” and ayna “where.”
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Nouns on the pattern fa‘ali do not decline, and their i-ending does not change
with respect to a governor. In Kitab al-‘Ayn, this i-ending is sometimes referred to
with the declensional term jarr, and other times with the non-declensional kasr. For
example, the root j-r-r is used for the ending of hadhari “beware,” but kasr is used
for the ending of nazali “descend”:

s labe )l e s
SOV PN PN FLNGEN
hadhari min armahina hadhari “beware of our spears, beware!”

[hadhari] takes an i-ending (jurrat) due to the unvowelled ending
(jazm) of the imperative (K. al-‘Ayn 3: 199).

Call 1 sl e usll o J1 3 J1 3 g

It is said: nazali nazali, with an i-ending (kasr), meaning “go down to
the battle” (K. al-‘Ayn 7: 367).

He also uses the declensional terms raf* and majrir to describe the u-ending of the

indeclinable nouns qablu “before” and ba‘du “after,” and the u- and i-endings of qatt:

J el Jie dyle Y aby o5 Jad 4ty Lo 15 o alall 2391 0l Lad L
A

As for gattu, it means “never” in the past tense. You say ma ra’aytuhu
qattu “1 have never seen him,” and it takes a u-vowel (raf®) because it
represents an extreme, like qablu “before” and ba‘du “after” (K. al-‘Ayn
5:14).

O B3 5 a4l ohad Laa gy e W) aae Lo spaiage 8 (o) Tadl) Ll

As for qgatti that is in the context of ma a‘taytuhu illa ‘ishrina dirhaman
qatti “I have not given him save twenty dirhams,” [qatti] takes an i-
ending (majrira) in order to distinguish between time and number

(K. al-‘Ayn 5: 14).

38



Similarly, al-ana “now” takes an a-ending regardless of syntactic position.
The author of Kitab al-‘Ayn notes that the ending of al-ana is invariant with respect

to government, but refers to this a-ending with declensional terminology:

Gt Coalls L sa¥ls SIS L 05 Sl Aeball ok adld oY) Ll
oy g iy Y g B Dl iy el 8 oSty Y A8y 5 caaill 5 sl
o Al Glay Vg 8 pan Y

As for al-dna, it corresponds to the time in which the speech or action

occurs ... The Arabs pronounce it with an a-ending (tansubuhu) in the

genitive (jarr), accusative (nasb), and nominative (raf") cases, because

it is not declinable in morphology, it does not have a dual or a plural

form, or a diminutive. It does not inflect, and nothing can be annexed

to it (K. al-‘Ayn 8: 404).
Like al-ana, the a-ending of ayna “where” is fixed and does not change with respect
to grammatical case. The root n-s-b is used in Kitab al-‘Ayn to refer to this vowel as
well:

LS lall B Latie (5808 S0l 158 AT (g iy 20l

Ayna: a location in place. You say ayna fulan? “where is so and so?” It

takes an a-ending (muntasiban) in all grammatical cases (K. al-‘Ayn 8:

404).
As these examples demonstrate, Kitab al-‘Ayn does not show evidence of a coherent
system of terminology for differentiating between syntactic vowels and other

vowels—we often find declensional terminology used in reference to internal

vowels and non-syntactic final vowels.
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3.3 FARRA”'S MAANT

The Ma‘ani al-Qur’an of Farrd’ is the major Kufan exegetical work from the
early period, and though it is a Qur'anic commentary, it has a strong grammatical
focus and shows evidence of a fairly coherent grammatical system. Thus, the fact
that it does not have a well-developed system of vowel terminology is significant,
because it shows that inconsistency in terminological use was not restricted to
lexicographers and exegetes whose works did not focus on grammar.

Owens (1990: 159), Talmon (2003: 243-4), and Versteegh (1993: 126) have
commented on the use of vowel terminology in the Ma‘ani of Farra’, though none of
these studies constitutes a statistical survey of the data. The lexicon of Kinberg
(1996) is the most systematic study of terminological use in the Ma‘ani. Kinberg has
collected all instances of each vowel term in the Ma‘anr, and his study reveals that
Farrd’, unlike some of his predecessors, did in fact recognize some distinction
between the two sets of terms, but that this system differs significantly from
Sibawayh’s. In this way, Farra”s Ma‘ani represents an intermediate stage in the
development of systematic vowel terminology in the Arabic grammatical tradition.

Unlike the Tafsir of Ibn al-Kalbi, in which the two sets of terms are used
interchangeably, Farra’ does not use non-declensional terminology to refer to vowel
endings that are syntactically determined. For example, the u-ending marking
nominative case or indicative mood is always referred to as raf* rather than damm.

In this sense, Farra”s system matches Sibawayh’s. However, the two systems differ
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in that Farrd’ uses, e.g.,, both raff and damm to refer to u-vowels that are not
syntactically determined, whereas Sibawayh and later grammarians use only damm

for non-syntactic u-endings. Table 1 summarizes the use of vowel terminology in the

Ma‘ant:
Phonological Value Declensional | Non-declensional
u raf* damm or raf*
a nasb fath or nasb
i khafd kasr or khafd
2 jazm jazm or suktn

Table 1: Vowel terminology of Farra’

Like Kitab al-‘Ayn, Farra”s commentary contains many instances of
declensional terminology referring to internal vowels. Because Kinberg (1996) has
studied this thoroughly and has collected all instances of vowel terminology in the
Ma‘ani, I will give only a few representative examples here. In the following passage,
Farra’ uses the declensional term raf® to describe the internal vowel in wujdikum
“your means/wealth,” in Q 65: 6:

"B e Gl ad ) e s "aSan " e )l @iy e el A gand i

The readers have agreed on the u-vocalization (raf?) of the waw in

wujdikum, and on the u-vocalization (raf) of the gaf in qudir (Ma‘ani

3:164).

The a-vowel in darr “harm” is described as nasb rather than fath:
agie 2af ad 5 al g alall Caaiy ) oS3 el Y e o) 58l adial
The readers have agreed on la amliku lakum darran “It is not in my

power to cause you harm” with a-vocalization (nasb) of the dad, and
none of them pronounced it with a u-vowel (raf) (Ma‘ani 3: 195).
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Farra® sometimes uses declensional and non-declensional terminology to refer to
the same vowel, seemingly without preference whatsoever. For example, raf* and
damm are both used in the same sentence to refer to the u-vowel of sii’, as a variant

pronunciation of saw’ “evil”:

1l S o) e ) @) Cas L ) o) Tl e S 5 A0 2 e
"o g 1 el sl IS L Al B 8 aaall aia G gan Vs caldall 5 D1 il agale
Bia Gy Baa day 10 @l am Y e gl Gl gl " ald 8 Y

é@ﬁc;)\d\Y}u\m‘;ﬁ@Mmu;yﬂwh

Whoever says da’irat al-saw’ “an evil turn of fortune” intends it as a
masdar...and whoever places a u-vowel (rafa‘a) on the sin makes it a
noun, like when you say ‘alayhim da’irat al-bala’ wa-I-‘adhab “Upon
them is a turn of punishment and tribulation.” The u-vowel (damm)
on the sin is not permissible in ma kana abiika mra’a saw’ “Your father
was not a man of evil” or in wa-zanantum zanna I-saw’ “You assumed

an evil assumption” . . . saw’ here does not have the meaning of
punishment or tribulation, so it can take a u-vowel (yudamm) (Ma‘ani
1: 450).

In his discussion of the variant pronunciations of yakhtafu in yakadu I-barqu
yakhtafu absarahum “The lightning almost snatches away their sight” (Q 2: 20),
Farra’ uses the roots j-z-m and s-k-n indiscriminately to refer to internal unvowelled
consonants. I quote this passage at length, as it also illustrates the interchangeable
use of k-s-r and kh-f-d to refer to i-vowels:

Clal a@.a.aa_tj .JJ.J.uuS\J ;\Aj\j ;L\S\ —lal "eAJLAAJ‘ u.b;_\" \_)3.1 ;\Jﬂ\j
;laj\j ;L\S\ )...ns.i MJ . u_da;_x" d}ﬂ.\& ;u\ .J.J.m.\j ;u\ uAS;_ij ;Ld\

CA;:\S ;M‘J ;\Aj\ uS...u.\‘L\.\.J.AM dA‘ ;\_)3 uA UAMJ ."tJLA.I" djm .J.L.u.\j
| 5g_1\_)x:\ Ju alé "uk;_\ B e Lala, ul_-n_a" Jsad Sl m

MJ;.\A cnls J} ;\Aj\ ‘_Aj dac 24l

5 1 have translated i‘rdb here simply as “vowel,” since it is clear that in this context, it cannot mean
“declensional ending.” Though beyond the scope of this thesis, it is interesting to note that the word
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The readers read yakhattifu absarahum with an a-vowel (nasb) on the
ya’ and the kha’, and with a shadda. Some of them pronounce the ya’
with an a-vowel (yansub) and the kha’ with an i-vowel (yakhfid), and a
shadda on the ta’, so they say yakhittifu. Others of them pronounce the
ya’ and the kha’ with an i-vowel (yaksir) and a shadda, so they say
yikhittifu. Some of the readers of Medina pronounce the kha’ and the
ta’ without a vowel (yusakkin), so there are two consecutive
unvowelled consonants, and they say yakhttifu. As for those who say
yakhattifu, they have moved the vowel (irab) of the geminate ta’ to
the kha’, as it was unvowelled (munjazima) (Ma‘ani 1:17-8).

Like Kitab al-‘Ayn, the Ma‘ani also uses declensional terminology to refer to
word-final vowels that are not related to case or mood, but instead are determined
by phonology or morphology. These encompass nouns on the pattern fa‘dli,
indeclinable nouns such as al-ana “now,” fixed particles, and epenthetic vowels.

In a passage explaining the ending of the exclamatory hayhat, Farrd’
compares this word to daraki “overtake” and nazari “wait” and refers to the final i-

vowel as khafd:

Jad Ll Gaaddy e copadl (i OY LagilS 8 ol i g cilgaa Ao i 1308
i g @l 5o Al yian & jlad oCuilill ol o Ll e @l

If you pause at hayhat, you pause at the ta’ in both of them, because
some of the Arabs put an i-vowel (yakhfid) on the ta’, which indicates
that it is not a feminine ta’, and so it becomes analogous to daraki and
nazari (Ma‘ani 2: 235).

i‘rab developed its technical meaning over time, and that it was originally used with a range of non-
technical meanings. Versteegh (1993: 128) notes that Ibn al-Kalbi uses this word to mean “speaking
Arabic correctly.” The development of the technical meaning of i‘rab, along with terms for other
concepts that are essential to the distinction between declensional and non-declensional vowels,
goes hand in hand with the systematization of the scheme of declensional terminology, and thus
would be an interesting topic for further research.
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Similarly, the declensional root kh-f-d is used to refer to the non-declensional i-

ending of the noun amsi “yesterday”:

He placed the definite article on amsi “yesterday,” then he left it with
the i-ending (makhfiid), according to its original form (Ma‘ani 1: 468).

In the next passage, Farra’ speculates that al-ana takes a fixed a-ending by virtue of
its similarity to the past-tense verb paradigm fa‘ala, which always ends in an a-

vowel. He uses the term nasb to refer to this fixed vowel:

@Ml 5 V) Lale calanl (i of &ll o ;&}w@mi Y Claa s )

If you want, you can take the origin of al-ana to be ana laka an tafal

“it is time for you to do.” You have placed alif lam on it, then you have

left it on the pattern fa‘ala, and given it an a-ending (nasb) from the a-

ending (nasb) of fa‘ala (Ma‘ani 1: 468).

Farra’ uses both declensional and non-declensional terminology to refer to
epenthetic vowels, which are determined purely phonologically and have no
relation to syntax, and thus are referred to only with non-declensional terminology
in the post-Kitab era. In discussing the final i-vowel on fi in a line of poetry, he uses
the root kh-f-d rather than k-s-r. He compares this vowel to the epenthetic final

vowels of mudhu and mudhi, for which he uses the terms raf® and khafd. Both nasb

and fath appear in this passage to refer to the default vowels in these words:

paiddd Sl (e (il Lee sgd Lagaa Gl ey Gl AT (e oLl (il
Ly asall Mo ) ol sl st agdl 5 8 W) il 8 Jual A IS ) 5 clegia AY)
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He pronounced the ya’ in fiyyi with an i-vowel (khafada). If [the ya’]
were a sound consonant, there would be two consecutive unvowelled
consonants (sakinayn), so the last of the two is pronounced with an i-
vowel (yukhfad), even though it takes an a-vowel (fath) in its default
form. Don’t you see that they say: lam arahu mudhu l-yawm, and
mudhi I-yawm. The u-vowel (raf) on the dhal is the more common
form, because it is the default vowel of mudh, and the i-vowel (khafd)
is permissible. Similarly for the ya’ in masrakhiyy. It takes an i-vowel
(khufidat) despite the fact that its default vowel is an a-vowel (nasb)
(Ma‘ani 2: 76).
A particularly surprising use of the declensional root nasb to refer to the a-vowel on

the conjunctive particle waw, which, unlike several of the examples above, is not

related to any process of phonological or morphological change:

b cuad g alediay) Qll Lle clanl Calae hg Y sl e caal
Sla a gl

This waw takes an a-ending (tunsab) because it is a conjunctive waw

upon which the interrogative alif has entered, and it is not aw, the

waw of which is unvowelled (sakina) (Ma‘ani 1: 98).
These examples illustrate that, although the Ma‘ani clearly shows that Farra’
recognized some distinction between syntactic and non-syntactic vowels, his

terminological use regarding non-declensional vowels differs substantially from

that of Sibawayh and later authors.

3.4 MUQADDIMA FI L-NAHW

The Muqaddima fi I-nahw is attributed to 8t century scholar Khalaf al-Ahmar

(d. 796). The validity of this attribution is far from certain, but, regardless of its
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authorship, Owens (1990: 180 ff) argues convincingly that the text itself is pre-850.
The vowel terminology found in this text does not display the same degree of
randomness found in Ibn al-Kalbi, suggesting that its author might have recognized,
at least to some degree, a distinction between syntactically relevant vowels and
other vowels. However, the text contains several significant instances of
terminological inconsistency, illustrating that even if scholars in the early period
were beginning to recognize the importance of this distinction, a terminological
scheme to capture this distinction had not yet been fully developed or widely
adopted.

I have not noted any instances of declensional terminology to refer to
internal vowels in the Mugaddima. This might suggest that the author adhered to a
system similar to that of Sibawayh in some respects, but given the brevity of the text
and the paucity of references to vowels, this is impossible to prove.

The author of the Muqaddima fi I-nahw acknowledges that the u-ending of
qattu “never” is fixed, yet uses the root r-f-“to describe it:

llia 8 cul ) Lo 15 e e Lty o jal) 4ild o1 IS

Similarly, qattu: The Arabs have fixed it with a u-ending (raf"), you

say: md ra‘aytu qattu mithlaka “I have never seen anybody like you”

(Mugaddima 92-3).

The noun amsi “yesterday” is vocalized with a final i-vowel regardless of

syntactic position. The author explicitly recognizes that this is a fixed ending, and

refers to it with the declensional term khafd:
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Similarly for all [endings] that the Arabs have fixed, and that do
not change as the result of a particle, or of anything else, as in

amsi, which takes an i-ending (makhfiid) always” (Muqaddima
91).

3.5 ABU ‘UBAYDA AND AKHFASH

The exegetical works of Abi ‘Ubayda and Akhfash are among the few extant
Basran works from the early period that contain grammatical terminology. It has
been suggested that the distinction in vowel terminology represents a divide
between the Basran and Kufan schools, rather than a difference between earlier and
later periods. Versteegh (1993: 127), for example, proposes that the inconsistency
in terminological use in the Kufan school persisted for quite some time, whereas this
distinction was part of the Basran system from an early date. He believes that Abu
‘Ubayda never deviates from this terminological distinction. However, this is not
the case. Talmon (2003: 240) has noted a number of instances of inconsistency in
the works of Akhfash and Abu ‘Ubayda. In addition to Talmon’s data, I have counted
several other examples of inconsistency in both of these works. This suggests that
the inconsistent use of vowel terminology was a widespread phenomenon in texts
composed in the pre-Kitab period, rather than a characteristic of a particular school.

It does seem to be the case that Akhfash and Abtu ‘Ubayda do adhere to some
system of declensional terminology, far more so than do Farra’ and the author of

Kitab al-‘Ayn. 1 have not found any instances in the Majaz in which declensional
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terminology appears in a word-internal context, apart from the single example
noted by Talmon. This may also be the case in the Ma‘ani, though I have not been
able to do a thorough reading of that text. Regardless of whether the system of Abu
‘Ubayda and Akhfash bears similarity to that of Sibawayh, the fact that these early
Basran exegetical works contain significant inconsistencies in use of vowel
terminology that are not present in texts composed during the post-Kitab period
suggests that, even if the distinction between the two sets of terms was coming to be
recognized in the early period, it had not yet been well-established and was not
consistently applied until the late ninth century.

Talmon (2003: 240-1) notes one instance each in Abu ‘Ubayda’s Majaz and
Akhfash’s ‘Arid of declensional terminology referring to internal vowels. The data
from Abi ‘Ubayda concerns the internal u-vowel in ghurf (a type of tree):

Glb ad yy Al 5 e sl Gy el pall die Jasi o i 2l

The ghurf tree is a tree from which sieves are made. Abu ‘Amr al-
Hudhali pronounced it with a u-vowel (yarfa) (Majaz 1:138).

In the ‘Arid, Akhfash uses both declensional and non-declensional terminology in
sets to refer to internal vowels in his explanation of the difference between

unvowelled (sakin) consonants and vowelled (mutaharrik) consonants:

A Vs cual Vs ad 4 Gl (A Cagisall ga Cag all e SL) G aled
C}&ji‘)‘}u&}iejm&éé)ﬂ\ui..."J_)g" C«‘JJ"‘)AQ"&AF
u)ﬁnj H)_‘SHJ n)ﬁu "L’)A-.’

Know that the unvowelled [consonant] is that which is paused after
and does not carry u (raf’), a (nasb), or i (jarr), as in the mim of ‘amr
and the ra’ of bard . . . as for the vowelled [consonant], each one has a
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u-vowel (madmiim), i-vowel (makstr), or a-vowel (maftih) like the
ba’in kubar, kabir, and kabar (‘Arud 136).

The use of declensional terminology in the works of these two authors extends to
non-syntactic final vowels. Abi ‘Ubayda, in the Majaz, explains the difference
between the dual form sinwan-i and the plural form sinwan-un, which have the same
consonantal skeleton, and are homophones when pronounced without final vowels.
He states that the dual form is distinguished from the plural form by the fact that the
former takes an i-ending regardless of grammatical case, whereas the latter declines

fully. He uses the declensional term majrira to refer to this fixed i-vowel:

oalls cuailly ad)ll aiase (550 O (Ol sia QU gia aal g
cuaill aldyy a4 g st 2le¥ls S Gl sha Cald atzan 1A (@Y ¢S

s &l
Its singular is sinwun and the dual is sinwani. The niuin takes an i-
ending (majrira) in the nominative (raf®), accusative (nasb), and
genitive (jarr). If you make it plural, you say sinwanun kathirun. The

inflection of the ntin [of the plural]: the [declensional] a-ending (nasb,
u-ending (raf"), and i-ending (jarr) enter upon it (Majaz 1: 322).

Akhfash in his Ma‘ani describes the affirmative particle lam, which always takes an
a-vowel, as mansub:

s Ol O

This lam is the lam of emphasis, and it takes an a-vowel (mansiiba)
and occurs on the noun of inna when there is something separating
the noun from inna (Ma‘ani 116).

Akhfash, like Farra’, occasionally uses declensional terminology to refer to endings

of past tense verbs. As we will see in Chapter 5, Sibawayh and later grammarians
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use only non-declensional terminology in this context. This example concerns the

zero-ending of the feminine verb tabbat, which is referred to as jazm:

Lal s i pim g alplm s gmd o g sgd Jadll 8 cailS 13 Cigall 25 ()Y e C0
e 8 RKha Jzd Y - sike 5gd (g4l g8
[The ending of] tabbat is vowelless (jazm) because the feminine ta’,
when it is on a verb, is vowelless (jazm), as in daraba “he struck” and
darabat “she struck.” As for when he says tabba, it takes an a-ending
(maftiih) because it is a masculine verb in the past tense (Ma‘ani 588).
In addition to this data from Talmon (2003), I have found several other instances of
declensional terminology referring to non-syntactic vowels in both the Ma‘ani and
the Majaz. In the Ma‘ani, For example, Akhfash uses the root n-s-b in reference to the
a-vowel on the particle lamma “when”:

M‘M}eﬁ\@}&ﬁcnw"wdw‘s

One of them says lamma, making it heavier, and putting an a-vowel
(nasaba) on the Iam and doubling the mim (Ma‘ani 514).

A particularly interesting use of declensional terminology in the Ma‘ani concerns a
zero-ending that is determined purely phonologically. In the sentence ja’at rusulna
“our messengers came,” rusul is the agent of the verb, and thus is in the nominative
case and would ordinarily take a u-ending, but this vowel is sometimes
unpronounced, not as a result of syntax but rather as a result of a phonological
principle by which a vowel may be omitted in pronunciation when its inclusion
would result in several consecutive vowelled consonants. Akhfash uses the root j-z-

m to refer to this zero-ending:
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[ have heard some of the Arabs say ja’at rusulnd “our messengers came.”
They pronounced the lam without a vowel (jazama) because of the
abundance of vowels (Ma‘ani 99).
A similar example concerns the lam in wa-I-takun “and let there be” as a variant
pronunciation of wa-li-takun. Akhfash uses the term jazm to refer to this unvowelled
lam:
Lol 2 agians o 53 1Sl

wa-I-takun: some of them also pronounce the lam without a vowel
(jazama) (Ma‘dni 228).

In his discussion of inna Illaha rabbi wa-rabbukum “Indeed, Allah is my Lord and
your Lord” in Q 3: 51, Akhfash mentions that some reciters read anna rather than
inna, and refers to the initial a-vowel as nasb:
"y e A Gl S g e cuaid O agaiany J g e laiy) e Gl

Inna introduces the subject, and some of them say anna with an a-vowel

(nasaba) by analogy with wa-ji’tukum bi-anna llaha rabbi wa-rabbukum

(Ma‘ani 221).
[ have noted four instances of inconsistency in the Majaz of Abli ‘Ubayda, in addition
to the data I have presented from Talmon. One of them concerns the letters ha’ mim,
known as fawadtih, that constitute the opening verse of Surat Ghafir. Ordinarily, these
opening letters are considered merely as unvowelled consonants, but if instead they
are taken together to form a noun, this noun may decline according to functional

position. Abii ‘Ubayda uses the term majzima in this passage to refer to these

letters:
51



e W) Al A g el Coal) o2 (e oo By s Cugans 13)

If a siira is named by unvowelled letters (majziima), [these letters] can
take declensional endings (Majaz 2: 194).

In another passage, we find the declensional jarr in a set with the non-declensional
fath. This occurs in reference to ‘amm in the vocative construction ya bna ‘ammi,
which is sometimes pronounced with a short vowel ending rather than with the
pronominal ya’. When the ya’, is omitted, the final mim in ‘amm can take either an i-
vowel or an a-vowel, which Abi ‘Ubayda refers to with j-r-r and f-t-h, respectively:
RSTSNRVEN  PRVICEIRVISEN

Some of them have pronounced it with an i-ending (jarraha), and others
have pronounced it with an a-ending (fatahaha) (Majaz 2: 26).

He also uses the term jarr to refer to the non-syntactic ending of the imperative
masasi “touch” in a verse of poetry, and compares this ending to the fixed i-ending of
several other nouns on the pattern fa‘ali:
J1 s alda 5 ol (5 o 5 yal AV Cual puaga (3 585 (st s D
It takes an i-ending (jarr) without tanwin even though it is in the

position of the accusative (nasb), because it follows the pattern of
qatami, hadhami, and nazali (Majaz 2: 27).

Finally, he employs the root r-f-“in reference to the fixed u-ending of ba‘du “after”:
e Y (poii i g s e 2

Ba‘du takes a u-ending (marfii) without tanwin, because it refers to an
extremity (Majaz 2: 140).
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We have seen in this chapter that the use of vowel terminology in the pre-
Kitab period was chaotic, and that declensional terms were often used
interchangeably with non-declensional terms in non-syntactic contexts. In Ibn al-
Kalbi's Tafsir, the earliest text considered in this chapter, there seems to be no
terminological distinction at all between syntactic and non-syntactic vowels,
suggesting that raf’, nasb, jarr/khafd and jazm originated as synonyms for damm,
fath, kasr and suktin/wagqf, respectively. This also seems to be the case in Kitab al-
‘Ayn. The Basran scholars Abu ‘Ubayda and Akhfash, and the author of the
Muqaddima fi I-nahw, may have recognized two distinct sets of terminology, but all
of their works nonetheless betray a lack of consistent adherence to a well-defined
system. The Ma‘ani of Farra’ does show evidence of some attempt to systematize
declensional vowel terminology, more so than the other texts discussed in this
chapter, but Farra”s system, as we have seen, differs in important ways from that of
Sibawayh. In the next chapter, I will look at passages from Sibawayh’s Kitab, which
marks the beginning of what would become widespread acceptance of the
declensional scheme that remains in use today, and represents a sharp dividing line

between the early and late periods.
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Chapter 4: Vowel Terminology in Sibawayh's Kitab

In Sibawayh’s Kitab, we find the first explicit acknowledgement of a
distinction between terms for declensional vowels and those for non-declensional
vowels. Sibawayh’s remarkably consistent adherence to this distinction throughout
the text is in stark contrast with the chaotic use of vowel terminology in the 8t
century and early 9% century, which we saw in Chapter 3. The Kitab marks the
beginning of the systematization in use of declensional terminology that continues
in the works of virtually all later grammarians. Of course, the Kitab was a seminal
work in the history of Arabic grammar for many reasons, and Sibawayh'’s status as
an innovator is certainly not limited to the realm of terminology—he introduced
and refined a large number of grammatical concepts, synthesized earlier ideas, and
the structure and scope of the Kitab set the precedent for later works. Although
Sibawayh made many essential contributions to the Arabic grammatical tradition at
nearly every level of the study of language, his introduction of the terminological
distinction between declensional and non-declensional vowels is undeniably among
his most important contributions to the study of grammar. This has been widely
recognized by contemporary scholars, including Versteegh (1997: 45), who states
that Sibawayh’s systematization of the declensional scheme is his “most essential
innovation,” and Baalbaki (2008: 86), who considers this distinction to be one of the
two “most fundamental axioms” of Sibawayh’s grammatical theory, along with the

tripartite division of speech. Particularly significant to the present study is
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Baalbaki’s observation that “[Sibawayh’s] terminology represents a significant
departure from earlier usage. In particular, his systematization of the declensional
scheme is in sharp contrast with the earlier lack of distinction between declensional
vowels and other vowels” (2008: 32). Sibawayh’s systematization of the scheme for
vowel terminology constitutes the clearest divide between early and late works, as
the contrast between the use of vowel terminology between the pre-Kitab and post-
Kitab periods is notably sharper than the contrast in syntactic and phonetic
terminology.

In this chapter, I will present several passages from the Kitab that highlight
the clarity with which Sibawayh conceives of this distinction, and I will show that
the examples that Sibawayh uses to illustrate the application of this distinction are
the very same examples for which earlier grammarians used terminology in an
inconsistent manner.

The distinction between two sets of vowel terminology is presented in the
second chapter of the Kitab, preceded only by the famous first chapter in which
Sibawayh divides all of speech into noun (ism), verb (fil) and particle (harf). The
fact that Sibawayh makes this distinction in the opening treatise to the Kitab,
commonly referred to as the Risala, which contains fundamental concepts that set
the stage for the remainder of the book, indicates that the terminological scheme for
declensional vowels is a crucial part of his syntactic theory. Versteegh (1997: 44)

has suggested that this opening part of the text is where Sibawayh introduces the
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innovations that he himself had introduced to the study of grammar, which further
strengthens the hypothesis that no well-defined terminological system for vowels
existed before the Kitab. It is also notable that Sibawayh does not quote any other
grammarians in this part of the text, since Sibawayh cites his predecessors on nearly
every page throughout the remainder of the Kitab.

In the beginning of the second chapter of the Kitab, Sibawayh presents all of
the vowel terminology and articulates the distinction between the two contrasting
sets of terms, and gives examples of their proper use. He goes on to discuss the
inflection of nouns and verbs in the dual and plural, and then discusses theoretical
issues related to concepts that are integral to the phenomenon of inflection, such as
resemblance (mudara‘a) and lightness (khiffa).

Sibawayh begins his chapter on the vowel endings of words by listing the
eight terms that refer to vowel endings. He presents the two constituent sets of
terminology as standing in contrast to one another—raf’, nasb, jarr, and jazm on one
hand, and damm, fath, kasr, and wagqf on the other—and groups the terms into pairs
according to pronunciation. The terms raf* and damm are presented as a pair, as
they share the phonetic value u, and similarly for the pairs nasb and fath, both
pronounced as a, jarr and kasr, pronounced as i, and jazm and wagqf, which refer to

unvowelled consonants:
Lal) G alSD AN s lae L 12

M\}éﬂ\jceﬁ\j;cﬁj\jﬁ\jg—\mﬂ\&:J@@w&gﬁ@j
;L.A.\nﬁujm\mj\m‘@m@w\gg)@\c&jugjnj).u&\}

56



‘e.a'aj\j cﬁ)&\ él.ls‘} 6.3;\}4:\5 ).uﬁ\j );j\j ch\j &g)@m‘ &éﬁl‘}
a8 gl g a 3all g

This is the chapter on the paths of the endings of words in Arabic

[The endings of words] follow eight [possible] paths: the
accusative/subjunctive a-ending (nasb), the genitive i-ending (jarr),
the nominative/indicative u-ending (raf’), the jussive zero-ending
(jazm); and the [non-declensional] a-ending (fath), u-ending (damm),
i-ending (kasr), and zero-ending (wagqf). These eight endings are
grouped into four pairs according to pronunciation: the
accusative/subjunctive a-ending (nasb) and the [non-declensional] a-
ending (fath) are phonetically identical, as are the genitive i-ending
(jarr) and the [non-declensional] i-ending (kasr), the
nominative/indicative u-ending (rafY) and the [non-declensional] u-
ending (damm), and the jussive zero-ending (jazm) and the [non-
declensional] zero-ending (wagqf) (Kitab 1:13).6

Immediately following this passage, Sibawayh gives the reason for the
distinction he made in the previous paragraph, explaining that he has divided the
eight terms into two contrasting sets in order to distinguish between syntactically
determined vowel endings and other endings. The former are determined by a
governor (‘amil) and thus can change with a change in syntactic context, whereas

the latter are fixed regardless of syntactic context:

6 Versteegh has interpreted this passage twice (1977: 19, 1997: 36-7), and neither interpretation is quite
accurate. The first is a complete misreading of the text— Versteegh reads Sibawayh’s mention of four pairs
of vowels as referring to the phonetic correspondence between long and short vowels, for example
between the short a-vowel fatha and the long a-vowel alif, rather than to declensional and non-
declensional vowels. Versteegh later acknowledged this error, but his 1997 translation is still
problematic. He translates raf’, nasb, jarr, and jazm as “nominative,” “accusative,” “genitive,” and
“apocopate,” respectively. This is problematic for several reasons. One is that Sibawayh is not
referring to abstract grammatical cases, but rather to the vowels that canonically instantiate these
cases. Sibawayh here is discussing the declension not only of nouns, which inflect for case, but also
verbs, which inflect for mood. Thus, for example, nasb as used in this passage refers not only to the
accusative a-ending of nouns but also to the subjunctive a-ending of verbs. A bigger issue with
Versteegh’s 1997 translation is that he interprets lafz with its alternative meaning, “formal,” rather
than “pronunciation,” which is clearly the meaning Sibawayh intends in this passage.
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[ have mentioned eight endings in order to distinguish between, on

the one hand, [words] that take one of these four [phonetic values] as

the result of the action of a governor—and every one of these

[endings] is changeable—and [endings] that are fixed on the final

consonant (harf) and do not change with respect to any governor

(Kitab 1: 13).

Then, he classifies words according to whether they take inflectional endings,
which are determined by government, or whether their endings are fixed, and
invariant with respect to the action of a governor. The inflected class encompasses
only the regular, fully declinable (mutamakkin) nouns, and the imperfect (mudari)
verbs.” Thus, the declensional terms raf’, nasb, jarr, and jazm are only appropriate in

these two contexts, while the non-declensional terms damm, fath, kasr, and

suktin/wagqf are used in all other contexts:

slawd e ¥l g el Cayoal asally cauailly ally ol
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Osills el g e Ul 55 hagd)
[The terms] raf;, jarr, nasb, and jazm are exclusive to consonants of

declension. Consonants of declension occur only on fully declinable
nouns and on verbs that resemble active participles and that begin

7 The term muddri‘ eventually became a technical term to refer to what is termed in Western
grammar as the imperfect verb. This later technical usage evolved from its original, more general
meaning of “resemblance.” The concept of resemblance is crucial to the distinction between syntactic
and non-syntactic vowels, as the nature of verbs is to take fixed endings, and only those verbs that
resemble nouns inflect for mood. The imperfect verbs are the only verbs that bear resemblance to
nouns, and thus are the only verbs whose endings are declensional. I sometimes translate this word
as “imperfect,” and sometimes with its literal meaning of “resemblance,” according to the context in
which it appears.
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with one of the four derivational letters: hamza, ta’, ya’ or niun (Kitab
1:13).

Sibawayh illustrates the proper use of these four terms, raf’, nasb, jarr, and
jazm, by systematically providing examples of each of them as they apply to
declinable nouns and to imperfect verbs. He states that the declensional a-ending
(nasb) marks the accusative case in nouns, as in ra’aytu Zayd-an “I saw Zayd,” and
the subjunctive mood in imperfect verbs, as in lan yafala “he will not do”; the
declensional u-ending (raf) is for the nominative case in nouns, as in hadha Zayd-
un “This is Zayd,” and the indicative mood in verbs, as in sa-yaf alu “he will do”; the
declensional i-ending (jarr) marks the genitive case in nouns, as in marartu bi-
Zayd-in “1 passed by Zayd.” Because verbs are never inflected with an i-vowel, the
term jarr can never refer to verb endings.® The declensional zero-ending (jazm)
occurs only on jussive verbs, as in lam yaf al “he did not do” and never on nouns, as
nouns have no analog of the jussive mood (Kitab 1: 14).

In contrast with raf, nasb, jarr, and jazm, the terms fath, damm, kasr, and
wagqf are for non-syntactically determined endings, which, as Sibawayh states, occur
in three contexts: nouns that do not fully inflect (al-asma’ ghayr al-mutamakkina),

verbs other than the imperfect (i.e. perfect verbs and imperatives), and particles:

8 Verbs can end in an i-vowel for phonological reasons, as in the epenthetic i-ending to prevent two
consecutive unvowelled consonants, or for morphological reasons, as in the jussive form of verbs
with weak third radicals. However, these are not syntactically determined endings and thus the
declensional term jarr is not appropriate in these contexts. As we saw in Chapter 3, Farra’ used jarr
in this context.
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As for [the terms] fath, kasr, damm and waqf, [they are] for
indeclinable nouns that resemble, in their opinion, meaningful
[words] that are neither nouns nor verbs and serve to indicate
meaning, such as [the future marker] sawfa and [the perfect marker]

qad; for verbs that do not decline like the imperfect; and for [words]

that are neither nouns nor verbs and serve only to indicate meaning

(Kitab 1:14).

As he did for the declensional terms, Sibawayh systematically presents
examples of the application of each of the non-declensional terms damm, fath, kasr,
and wagqf. The term fath is used for the fixed a-endings of the uninflected nouns
haytha (a variant of haythu “where”), ayna “where” and kayfa “how,” perfect verbs,
such as daraba “he struck,” and particles, such as the future tense marker sawfa and
the conjunction thumma. The term kasr refers to the fixed i-endings of nouns on the
pattern fa‘ali, and the genitive particles li- and bi-, as in li-Zaydin “for Zayd” and bi-
Zaydin “with Zayd.” The term damm is used for the fixed u-endings of the uninflected
words haythu “where,” gablu “before,” and ba‘du “after,” and mundhu “since.” The
unvowelled final consonants of the nouns man “who,” kam “how many,” and qat
“only” imperative verbs, such as idrib “strike,” and the fixed particles min, hal, the
negative particle bal, and the perfect marker qad. In Chapter 3, we saw that

grammarians from the late 8th-mid 9t centuries use declensional terminology to

refer to many of these fixed endings.
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Table 2 summarizes Sibawayh'’s terminology for vowels:

Phonological Value Declensional Non-declensional
u raf* damm
a nasb fath
i jar kasr
17 jazm wagqf

Table 2: Sibawayh’s vowel terminology

Though Sibawayh is remarkably consistent in maintaining this
terminological distinction throughout the text—his consistency is all the more
remarkable given the massive size of the Kitab—Talmon (2003: 241) has counted
fourteen instances in which Sibawayh deviates from his own system and uses
declensional terminology to refer to vowels that are not syntactically determined.
Talmon attempts to explain some of these apparent inconsistencies by suggesting
that Sibawayh may have understood irab as referring not only to syntactically
induced processes of change, but also to more general vowel change, related to
phonological or morphological processes. For example, Sibawayh uses the verb
yujzamu to refer to the fixed pronominal ending in a‘taytukum “1 gave you” while
discussing the shift from a‘taytukumiihu “1 gave you (pl.) it” to a‘taytukum dhak “I
gave you (pl.) that,” which involves the deletion of an epenthetic vowel, resulting in
an unvowelled mim. In another passage, the verb jazamii is used for the unvowelled
Iam in lam yalduh “he did not bear him,” which results from the phonological
process of change from its original form, lam yalidhu, in which the lam takes an i-

vowel. Talmon explains Sibawayh’s use of nasb to refer to the final a-vowel of the
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perfect verbs ‘alima “he learned” and dhahaba “he left” by suggesting that Sibawayh
may have adhered to an early theory that the contrast between the a-ending of the
perfect and the u-ending of the imperfect was a significant declensional feature. I
believe that this is highly unlikely, because, as we saw earlier in this chapter,
Sibawayh clearly states that the only inflected verbs are the imperfect verbs. Perfect
verbs, such as ‘alima and dhahaba, are excluded from the class of inflected verbs.

Though Sibawayh’s use of declensional terminology in contexts involving
phonological change can be somewhat plausibly explained, other inconsistencies in
Sibawayh’s use of terminology cannot be explained away in this manner. For
example, in one passage, Sibawayh uses the term raf* to refer to the fixed u-ending
of gablu, which does not result from any process of phonological change. This
directly contradicts his own statement in the passage quoted above, in which he
says that damm, and not raf’, is the proper term for the ending of gablu. On several
occasions, Sibawayh formulates the well-known rule preventing two consecutive
unvowelled consonants (iltiga’ al-sakinayn) as la yanjazimu harfdani. The occurrence
of two consecutive unvowelled consonants does not result from any process of
change, and thus, according to Sibawayh’s own system, the non-declensional root s-
k-n is the proper term in this context.

Despite the fact that Sibawayh’s use of vowel terminology in the Kitab is not
perfectly consistent, it is undeniable that he had a clear conception of a distinction

between declensional and non-declensional vowels, and that the vast majority of his
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terminological usage throughout the text is consistent with this distinction. There is
in fact no need to explain away the small fraction of his terminology that is not
consistent with the distinction—the fourteen cases that Talmon discusses in which
Sibawayh'’s use of vowel terminology deviates from his own system do not indicate
lack of clarity in his conceptual distinction between declensional and non-
declensional vowels; rather, these instances serve to emphasize Sibawayh'’s role as
an innovator. Because he was the first to introduce this declensional scheme, it is
almost inevitable that he (or the “publishers” of the Kitab) would, on a few
occasions, use terminology in the manner in which it was commonly used by most
grammarians of his time.

In this chapter, I have illustrated the clear distinction between declensional
and non-declensional vowel terminology as presented in Sibawayh’s Kitab, and
highlighted the contrast between Sibawayh'’s systematization of this terminology on
the one hand, and the lack of systematization in the works of his predecessors, on
the other. In Chapter 5, I will present passages from several grammatical texts
composed during the century following the Kitab, and show that grammarians in the
late 9th — early 10t centuries adhere to Sibawayh’s terminological distinction with
overwhelming consistency. This will further demonstrate the sharp contrast
between the confusion surrounding the use of vowel terminology in the pre-Kitab

period, and its rigid systematization in the centuries following the Kitab. This clear

63



contrast reaffirms the validity of examining vowel terminology as a method for

dating grammatical works.
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Chapter 5: Vowel Terminology in the Post-Kitab Era

There is a dramatic difference between vowel terminology as it was used in
the late 8th-early 9t centuries, before the Sibawayhian tradition had been well
established, and the terminological system we find after the widespread acceptance
of the Kitab. As I have shown in Chapter 3, vowel terminology in the early period of
the development of Arabic grammatical theory was characterized by inconsistency
and lack of systematization. In Chapter 4, I have shown that Sibawayh set the
precedent for the clear distinction between the two sets of vowel terminology. In
this chapter, I will show that grammarians in the post-Kitab era adhere to
Sibawayh'’s distinction, regardless of their affiliation with any particular school of
grammatical thought.

[ will illustrate the use of vowel in the post-Kitab era by presenting evidence
from the works of four grammarians: two of them, the Mugtadab of Mubarrad (d.
898) and the Ustiil fi I-nahw of Sarraj (d. 929), are Basran works, and the other two,
the Jumal of Zajjaji (d. 949), and the Muwaffaqi fi I-nahw of Ibn Kaysan (d. 932),
belong to the so-called Baghdad school, which was characterized by an eclectic
mixture of Basran and Kufan features.

Mubarrad and Sarraj are considered the most prominent representatives of
the Basran school in the 9t and 10t centuries, respectively, so it is perhaps not
surprising that they follow Sibawayh’s conceptual and terminological distinction

between declensional and non-declensional vowels, as they also closely follow the
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Kitab on issues of syntactic theory in general. Nonetheless, the clarity with which
both of these authors present the distinction, and their status as teachers of many
other grammarians of their time, implies that this terminological distinction was
widely recognized in the late 9th-early 10t centuries.

The consistency we find in the use of vowel terminology in the works of
Zajjaji and Ibn Kaysan indicates that the recognition of this distinction was not
unique to the Basran school, as both of these grammarians belong to the Baghdad
school and incorporate a mixture of Basran and Kufan ideas. Ibn Kaysan employs a
wide range of Kufan terms, including jahd for negation, as opposed to the Basran
term nafi, and nasaq for conjunction, in contrast with the Basran ‘atf. He prefers the
Kufan term kindaya for pronouns over its Basran counterpart damir, and refers to the
active participle with the Kufan al-fi‘l al-da’im rather than the Basran ism al-fa‘il. The
fact that both Zajjaji and Ibn Kasyan adhere to Sibawayh’s system of vowel
terminology with remarkable consistency, despite their theoretical differences with
the Kitab, further supports that vowel terminology represents a dividing line
between the early and late periods.

Ibn Kaysan’s strict adherence to Sibawayh’s terminological distinction is
particularly significant in light of the ways in which his work differs from all of the
other works discussed in this chapter. His Muwaffaqi fi I-nahw holds a less
prominent position in the history of Arabic grammar than do the other three works,

which suggests that the distinction between the two sets of vowel terminology was
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recognized even by minor—and dissenting—writers in the 10% century. Unlike
Mubarrad’s Muqtadab and Sarraj’s Usul, which are multi-volume texts intended to
give a comprehensive theoretical account of the entirety of Arabic grammar, Ibn
Kaysan’'s Muwaffaqi fi I-nahw is a short handbook, a mere 18 pages long in the
published version, giving a concise, accessible overview of the fundamentals of
usage, and illustrating points only with constructed examples, rather than with the
abundance of Qur’anic verses and lines of poetry that characterize many of the
major works of grammar.

[ will treat each of these four works individually, and will quote several
passages from each of them at length in order to illustrate the clarity of the
distinction between declensional and non-declensional terminology as it was
understood in the late 9th-early 10th centuries, and also to highlight the didactic

manner in which this distinction is presented in texts from this period.

5.1 MUBARRAD’S MUQTADAB

In the very first chapter of the Muqtadab, immediately following the
tripartite division of speech into noun (ism), verb (fil), and particle (harf), Mubarrad
discusses the difference between fully declinable (mu‘rab) words and fixed
(mabniyy) words, and distinguishes between the two complementary sets of vowel
terms. As we saw in Sibawayh, the fact that Mubarrad makes this distinction at the
very beginning of the Muqtadab suggests that he considers it to be a fundamental

part of his grammatical theory. In his explication of the three grammatical cases of
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nouns, Mubarrad uses the terms raf’, nasb, and jarr to refer to the abstract cases of
nominative, accusative, and genitive, respectively, in contrast with damm, fath and

kasr, which refer to the vowels that canonically mark those cases:
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The declension (irab) of nouns is of three types: the nominative (raf’),
accusative (nasb), and genitive (jarr). As for the nominative of
singular declinable nouns that are not weak, it is [marked with] a u-
vowel (damm), as when you say Zaydun, ‘Amrun, and ‘Abdullah. The
accusative is [marked] with an a-vowel (fath), as when you say
Zaydan, ‘Amran, and ‘Abdallah. Its genitive is [marked] with an i-vowel
(kasra), as when you say Zaydin, ‘Amrin, and ‘Abdillah (Muqtadab
1:142).

He states that the terms marfii;, mansiib, majrir, and majziim are reserved for
syntactically determined vowel endings, whereas their non-declensional

counterparts madmium, maftith, maksiir, and mawqiif are used for fixed endings:
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These vowels are called by these names [only] when something is
fully declinable (mu‘rab), and if it is fixed (mabniyy) and does not
change from one vowel to another, like: haythu “where,” qablu
“before,” ba‘du “after,” it is called madmiim and not marfii‘, because it
does not change from the u-ending (damm). Ayna and kayfa are called
maftith and not mansib, because they do not change from the a-
ending (fath). Words like [the demonstrative pronoun] hd‘ulaf,
hadhari “beware,” and amsi “yesterday” are maksir and they are not
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called majrir, because they do not change from the i-ending (kasr).

Similarly, min “from,” [the interrogative particle] hal, and bal “rather”

are called mawqiif and not majziim, because they do not change from

the zero-ending (Mugtadab 1: 142).

Many of the examples that Mubarrad gives of mabniyy nouns in the above passage,
including haythu, qablu, ba‘du, kayfa, hadhadri, and amsi, are the very same words for
which the pre-Kitab grammarians often used declensional terminology, as | have
illustrated in Chapter 3.

Though Mubarrad does not explicitly discuss terminology regarding the
inflectional endings of verbs in this chapter, and does not give specific examples of
the proper application of terminology for verb endings, he does make a categorial
distinction between those verbs whose endings are determined by syntactic
position and those whose endings are fixed. Here, he follows Sibawayh in that he
considers only imperfect verbs to be inflected, whereas perfect verbs and
imperatives take fixed endings:
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Know that the inflectional endings (i‘rab) only enter upon verbs due
to their resemblance to nouns, and if not for that, it would not be
necessary for anything among them to decline. That is because nouns
are what are [inherently] declinable, and everything other than nouns
ends up like them [nouns]. Those are verbs and particles. The only
verbs that resemble nouns are those to which are added the four
derivational letters that the non-past verbs need, although they refer
to two tenses: present and future (Mugqtadab 2: 1).
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Accordingly, he refers to the endings of imperfect verbs throughout the text using
the set of terms raf’, nasb, and jazm, and uses damm, fath, and sukiin to refer to the
non-syntactically determined vowel endings of perfect verbs and imperatives. As we
saw in Chapter 3, this is in contrast with Farra’s use of the term nasb to refer to the
fixed ending of the paradigmatic perfect form fa‘ala, and Akhfash’s use of the term
jazm to refer to the fixed zero-ending of the feminine verb tabbat. I will return to
this point in Chapter 6, as the use of declensional terminology to refer to the endings

of perfect verbs is a salient feature of KJN.

5.2 SARRA)’S USUL

Like Sibawayh and Mubarrad, Sarraj discusses the difference between the
declinable (mu‘rab) and the indeclinable (mabniyy) at the beginning of the Usiil,
preceded only by his explanation of the properties division of speech into noun
(ism), verb (fi‘l), and particle (harf). In this passage on the inflection of singular
nouns, Sarraj makes an explicit distinction between the two sets of vowel
terminology, and states the set of terms marfii, mansiib, and majriur is only

appropriate for vowels of declension:
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9 The text reads fa-in kana mafhiiman, This seems to be a printing error. I have corrected mafhiiman
to madmiiman.
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Declensional endings (irab) are that which attach to the singular,
sound, regularly declinable nouns and are [expressed with] three
vowels: u (damm), a (fath) and i (kasr). If the u-vowel (damma) is a
declensional ending that enters upon the ends of nouns and verbs and
is changeable, it is called raf’, if the a-vowel (fatha) is like that, it is
called nasb, and if the i-vowel (kasra) is like that, it is called khafd or
jarr ... If the vowels are fixed, the noun is called mabniyy. If it takes
the u-ending (madmiim), as in mundhu “since” it is called madmiim
and is not called marfi, in order to distinguish between [the non-
declensional] and the declensional; if it takes the a-ending (maftih)
like ayna “where” it is called maftith and not mansub; if it takes the i-
ending (makstr) like amsi “yesterday” and Hadhami [the nickname of
a womanl], it is called makstir and not majrur (Usil 1: 45).

As with Mubarrad’s examples in the Muqgtadab, many of the examples that Sarr3j
gives in these two passages are the same indeclinable words for which the early
authors discussed in Chapter 3 use declensional terminology, or a mixture of the
two sets of terms.

After clarifying the proper use of terminology for the vowel endings of nouns,
Sarraj discusses the endings of verbs. Here again, he makes a clear distinction
between the two sets of terminology. The set damm, fath, and iskan refers to the u-,
a-, and zero-vowels in a general sense, and only when these vowels represent
inflectional endings can they be called raf’, nasb, and jazm:
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As for the inflectional endings (i‘rab) that are on the singular

imperfect verb, the u-ending (damma) is called raf’, the a-ending

(fatha) [is called] nasb, and the zero-ending (iskan) [is called] jazm. 1
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have clarified to you that the inflected (mu‘rab) verbs are those which
begin with the derivational letters ta’, niin, ya’, and alif (Ustl 1: 47).

Sarraj makes a categorial distinction between inflected and uninflected verbs. In
agreement with Sibawayh and Mubarrad, he states that only those verbs which
resemble nouns (i.e. imperfect verbs) take inflectional endings, while the two other
forms of verbs—the perfect and the imperative—take fixed endings:
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As for the inflectional endings (irab) that occur in verbs, we have
explained that they only occur in those that resemble nouns, and all
other verbs are uninflected. The uninflected (mabniyy) verbs are
divided into two types: one type is fixed with a zero-ending (sukiin),
as the zero-ending is the default of all indeclinable words, like [the
imperatives] idrib “strike,” uqtul “kill,” dahrij “roll,” and intaliq
“depart” ... The second type is fixed with an a-ending (fath), and that
is all perfect verbs, regardless of whether their composing consonants
are few or many, like daraba “he struck,” istakhraja “he took out,” and
intalaga “he departed,” and so forth (Usil 1:51).

These passages from Mubarrad and Sarraj demonstrate the clarity with which
grammarians in the post-Kitab era present the distinction between the two sets of
vowel terminology. The works of the two grammarians of the so-called Baghdadi
school, Zajjajt and Ibn Kaysan, will show that Sibawayh’s declensional scheme was
adopted even by grammarians who do not follow the Kitab on many theoretical

issues in syntax.
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5.3 ZA)A)'S JuMAL

Zajjaj1 begins his chapter on declensional endings by making a categorial
distinction between inflectional and non-inflectional vowels. In agreement with
Sibawayh, Zajjaji considers only the fully declinable (mutamakkin) nouns, and the
imperfect (mudari) verbs to take inflectional endings, whereas the endings of all

other words are fixed:

gu@,&d\j.,,@;&\ﬂ\dpgoﬁiﬁugﬂ\qi#\
a1 YIS DS e oy VL adle dalsall Jsaay o Al

Know that the inflected (mu‘rab) is that whose ending changes
with the effect of a governor on it . .. and the uninflected
(mabniyy) is that whose ending does not change because of any
effect of a governor upon it ... Nothing in the whole of speech
inflects except for the declinable noun and the imperfect verb.
The rest of speech is fixed (mabniyy), and not inflected (mu‘rab)
(Jumal 260).

Zajjaji then enumerates the four possible endings of fixed nouns, stating that nouns
can end in u-, a-, i-, or zero-vowels, and uses the non-declensional set of terms
damm, fath, kasr, and waqf to describe these fixed endings. Like Sibawayh,
Mubarrad, and Sarraj, he clarifies that the declensional terms marfii mansib,
majrir, and majzium refer only to the endings of governed nouns, and are not used

for nouns whose endings are fixed:
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Nouns are fixed in four ways: with a u-ending (damm), an a-ending
(fath), an i-ending (kasr) and a zero-ending (wagqf). Those that are
fixed with a u-ending (damm) are haythu “where,” qablu “before,”
ba‘du “after,” qattu “never,” awwalu “first” and the vocative of singular
proper nouns, as in ya Zaydu, ya ‘Amru, and ya Ja‘faru. Words that
resemble those are called madmim, and not marfii‘, because marfi*
refers to what is governed by a governor, and similarly for majrir and
mansiib—they are only used to refer to that which is governed. As for
what is not governed by a governor, it is fixed (mabniyy), and it is
called madmiim, maftiith, makstr, or mawqiif, to differentiate between
the declinable (mu‘rab) and the indeclinable (mabniyy) (Jumal 262-3).

Zajjaji gives examples of nouns that take fixed endings. Nouns that take a

fixed i-ending (kasr) are amsi “yesterday,” the demonstrative pronoun ha’uld’i, and
nouns on the pattern fa‘ali. Those that take a fixed a-ending (fath) include ayna
“where,” kayfa “how,” and thamma “therefore.” Those whose final consonant is

always unvowelled include man “who,” kam “how many,” and gat “only.” Zajjaji does

not discuss nouns with fixed u-endings in this passage.

After discussing the vowel endings of nouns, Zajjaji turns to the fixed

endings of verbs. Verbs can take two types of fixed endings: the a-vowel (fath), as in
perfect verbs, or the zero-vowel (wagqf), as in imperatives. He clarifies that
declensional terminology is only appropriate for governed verbs, and thus that

perfect verbs and imperatives, respectively, are referred to as maftith and mawqiif,

rather than mansub and majzium:
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Verbs are fixed in two ways: with a zero-ending (wagf) or an a-ending
(fath). Those that are fixed with a zero-ending (wagqf) are the second
person [masculine singular] imperative, when it is without lam, as in:
idhhab “go,” irkab “ride,” qum “stand,” and uq‘ud “sit,” and so forth.
They are called mawqiif, and not majziim, because no jussive governor
enters upon them to place them in the jussive mood. Those that are
fixed with an a-ending (fath) are the [third person masculine singular]
perfect verbs, as in gama “he stood,” ga‘ada “he sat,” intalaga “he
departed,” and istakhraja “he took out,” and so forth. They are called
maftiith, and not manstib, because no governor acts upon them to place
them in the subjunctive mood, as we have mentioned to you (Jumal
264).

Zajjaji then discusses particles, whose endings are never declensional, and can
be fixed in one of four ways: with an a-vowel (fath), a zero-vowel (wagqf), an i-vowel

(kasr), or a u-vowel (damm):
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As for particles, they are fixed in four ways: with the a-ending (fath),
the zero-ending (wagqf), the i-ending (kasr), or the u-ending (damm),
as nouns are fixed. Those that are fixed with an a-ending (fath) are
[particles] inna, lakinna, la‘alla, layta, thumma, [the future marker]
sawfa, the sin that indicates future tense, the conjunctive waw, and the
conjunctive fa’. Those that are fixed with a zero-ending (wagqf) are [the
past tense negative particle] lam, [the future negative particle] lan,
min “from,” bal “rather” and [the interrogative particle] hal. Those that
are fixed with an i-ending (kasr) are two, as in li-Zaydin “for Zayd,”
and bi-Zaydin “with Zayd,” and no particles are fixed with an i-ending

(kasr) except the genitive governors ba’ and lam. Only one particle is
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fixed with a u-ending (damm), and it is mundhu “since,” as in ma
ra’aytuhu mundhu yawmayn “I have not seen him in two days” (Jumal
265).

Despite the clarity of the terminological distinction in the passages I have
quoted from Mubarrad, Sarraj, and Zajjaji, it is possible that these three works do
contain some instances of inconsistency throughout the text and do not adhere
perfectly to the distinction in every instance. As these are extensive works, a
comprehensive examination of their use of vowel terminology is beyond the scope
of this project. Even if there are some inconsistencies, it is undeniable that the

terminological distinction was respected to a much greater degree in this later

period than it was in the earlier period.1?

5.4 IBN KAYSAN’S MUWAFFAQI

Though Ibn Kaysan does not make an explicit distinction between the two
sets of vowel terminology of the didactic type found in the works of Mubarrad,
Sarraj, and Zajjaji, he nonetheless maintains consistent use throughout the text of
the raf, nasb, khafd, and jazm set to refer only to endings he considers to be
declensional, and the damm, fath, kasr, and sukiin/waqf set to refer to word-internal
vowels and non-syntactically determined final vowels. I have not noted a single

instance in which he deviates from this distinction. The consistency of Ibn Kaysan'’s

10 The editor of the Mugtadab states that Mubarrad does deviate from this distinction and sometimes
uses declensional terminology to refer to fixed endings. The editor cites as an example an instance in
which Mubarrad refers to the ha’in fiha as makhfid. This does not in fact constitute an inconsistency
in terminological use. Although the vowel on the ha’ is fixed, Mubarrad is using makhfiid here not to
refer to the vowel itself (which is an a-vowel and not an i), but instead to refer to the grammatical
case of the pronoun, which is governed in the genitive (khafd) by fi (Muqtadab 142).
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adherence to Sibawayh’s declensional scheme is particularly significant in light of
the ways in which the Muwaffaqi differs stylistically from the other works discussed
in this chapter.

He makes the same categorial distinction between inflected and uninflected
nouns and verbs that Sibawayh, Mubarrad, Sarraj, and Zajjaji make, stating that only
the fully declinable noun and the imperfect verb are inflected, while the rest of

speech is fixed:
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Nothing inflects in speech except the regularly declinable
(mutamakkin) noun and the imperfect verb, which begins with ya’, ta’,
nin, or alif . . . and the rest of speech is fixed, and its vowels and
endings do not change (Muwaffaqi 106).

Like the other authors discussed in this chapter, Ibn Kaysan gives examples of nouns
whose endings are fixed:
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As for what is fixed and does not decline, it is like kam “how many,”
min “from,” ayna “where,” kayfa “how,” [the demonstrative noun]
ha’uld’i, [the woman’s name] Hadhami, haythu “where,” and mundhu
“since.” Its ending does not change because it is not declinable
(Muwaffaqi 113).
In his discussion of past tense verbs, he uses the non-declensional terms fath for
those that end in an a-vowel (the third person masculine singular), and wagqf and s-

k-n for those that are unvowelled (e.g. the first person singular). This contrasts with

Farra”s and Akhfash’s occasional use of declensional terminology to refer to fixed
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verb endings. In this passage, Ibn Kaysan differentiates the past tense verbs, which

do not inflect, from the imperfect verbs, which inflect for mood:
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Verbs can be past tense, and they are fixed with an a-ending (fath), as
in gama “he stood,” dhahaba “he left,” and ‘alima “he learned,” and
when they are fixed with a zero-ending (wagqf), like dhahabtu “I left,”
and ‘alimtu “I learned” [the Arabs] do not like so many [consecutive]
vowels, so they pronounce them without a vowel (sakkaniiha). And
[verbs] can be imperfect, and inflect in the indicative (raf),
subjunctive (nasb), and jussive (jazm), as in yaqimu “he stands,”
ya‘lamu “he knows,” yadhhabu “he goes,” and yugbilu “he approaches.”
They are always indicative (raf), except when a particle governing the
subjunctive (nasb) or jussive (jazm) (Muwaffaqi 108).

In his explanation of the forms of nouns in the vocative, Ibn Kaysan uses the

declensional terms marfii‘ and mansiib to refer to the u- and a- endings, respectively:
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The vocative is of four types: two of them are nominative (marfii‘ani),
and two are accusative (mansiibani). Every noun without a descriptor,
and not in a construct, is nominative (raf") without tanwin, as in ya
Zaydu, ya ‘Amru, ya Zaydani, ya ‘Amrani, ya Zayduna, and ya ‘Amruna.
When it is preceded by ya ayyuha, it is nominative (raf’), and that is
the vocative of nouns with the definite article, as in ya ayyuha I-rajulu,
and ya ayyatuha I-mar’atu. Every annexed noun is accusative (nasb) in
the vocative, as in ya ‘Abdallahi, ya sahiba Il-farasi, and ya ghulamay
Zaydin. Every indefinite with a descriptor is accusative (nasb) with
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tanwin [as in] ya rajulan ‘aliman, ya rajulan fi I-dar, and ya qawman
salihina (Muwaffaqi 109).

The other works discussed in this chapter use the non-declensional terminology
damm and fath for endings of the vocative. However, this does not represent an
inconsistency in Ibn Kaysan'’s terminological use, but rather a theoretical difference
regarding whether nouns in the vocative are governed or fixed. Ibn al-Anbari states
that Kufans believe vocative nouns to be inflected, whereas Basrans view them as
fixed (Insaf 275). Because we know from the biographical literature that Ibn Kaysan
took elements from both schools (see, for example, the Inbah 3: 58), it is likely that
he uses declensional terminology for the vocative because he views these nouns as
governed in the nominative or accusative, and that he was not using declensional
terminology for vowels he viewed as fixed.

The passages I have presented in this chapter show that, although there is
some amount of variation among 9t and 10t century grammatical works regarding
style, mode of presentation, syntactic terminology, and a number of minor
theoretical issues, the clear distinction between two sets of vowel terminology is a
common thread that ties these later works together, and separates them from texts
that pre-date Sibawayh'’s Kitab. In the next chapter, I will illustrate the application of
vowel terminology as a method for dating texts by examining the terminology found
in KJN, and comparing it to the terminological use in the pre- and post-Kitab eras to

come to a conclusion about the time period during which the text was composed.

79



Chapter 6: Vowel Terminology in KJN

As we have seen, the system of terminology that is used today to refer to
word-final vowels evolved gradually throughout the 8t century and culminated
with Sibawayh'’s distinction as presented in the Kitab, which achieved widespread
acceptance by the end of the 9t century. Ibn al-Kalbi’s use of the terms raf’, nasb,
jarr, and jazm as synonyms for damm, fath, kasr, and wagqf, regardless of syntactic
context, suggests that the declensional set of terms originated simply as alternative
terminology for vowels in general. During the late 8th-early 9t centuries, there
seem to have been various efforts to systematize terminology. For example, Farra’
made a terminological distinction between syntactically determined vowels, which
he referred to with raf, nasb, khafd, and jazm, and lexically determined vowels, for
which he used both sets of terminology seemingly interchangeably Though Farrd’
did have a terminological system, it does not match the system of Sibawayh. This
suggests a gradual development of the final system.

An exhaustive survey of all instances of vowel terminology in KJN reveals
that the author’s use of declensional and non-declensional terminology is much
more consistent with the earlier period than with the later period. Unlike Ibn al-
Kalbi’s Tafsir, KJN shows some evidence of a terminological system. However, the
system of KJN differs from Sibawayh’s system, and that of later grammarians. This
constitutes a strong argument in support of the hypothesis that K]N was composed
sometime during the late 8% - early 9th century, roughly in the lifetime of Khalil,
rather than during Ibn Shuqgayr’s lifetime, in the 10t century.

Unlike the works of Sibawayh, Mubarrad, Sarraj, and Zajjaji, K]N does not

contain an explicit distinction between two sets of terminology. Nonetheless, the

80



text shows evidence of a fairly well-defined terminological system. In contrast with
Sibawayh’s system, however, the primary distinction in KJN is between internal and
external vowels, rather than between syntactic and non-syntactic vowels. For
internal vowels, only the set damm, fath, kasr, and sukiin is used in KJN, whereas for
final vowels, we find raf, nasb, khafd/jarr, and jazm both for fixed endings and

declensional endings. The distribution of vowel terminology in KJN is summarized

in Table 3:
Phonological Internal External Vowels
Value Vowels Declensional Non-declensional
u damm raf* raf or damm
a fath nasb nasb or fath
i kasr khafd/jarr khafd/jarr or kasr
|2} suktn jazm jazm or sukiin/waqf

Table 3: Vowel terminology in KJN
As this table shows, the author does acknowledge some difference between
syntactic and non-syntactic final vowels: for the former, he uses only raf;, nasb,
khafd/jarr, and jazm; for the latter, he uses both sets of terms without any apparent
distinction. KJN’s exclusive use of the non-declensional set of terms to refer to
internal vowels constitutes an important difference between KJN’s system and the
system of Farra’, who, as we saw in Chapter 3, sometimes uses declensional
terminology in word-internal contexts. In this sense, K]N’s system represents a sort
of intermediate stage between Farra’ and Sibawayh, although the hypothesis that
the declensional scheme developed in this fashion would be impossible to prove.
However, KJN’s system differs from Sibawayh’s system in that KJN often uses raf,

nasb, khafd, and jazm for final vowels that are not syntactically determined, whereas
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Sibawayh and later authors use only damm, fath, kasr, and sukiin/wagqf for fixed final
vowels, with very few exceptions.

[ will present examples of KJN’s use of vowel terminology in a variety of
word-final contexts. This will demonstrate the author’s interchangeable use of
declensional and non-declensional terminology for external vowels, which is the
most notable feature of vowel terminology in KJN, and which highlights the
similarity this text bears to the early texts discussed in Chapter 3.

KJN contains one chapter each for fixed u-, a-, i-, and zero-endings, which are
referred to as raf’, nasb, khafd, and jazm, respectively. In these chapters, the author
explicitly recognizes these endings as non-syntactic. Like the pre-Kitab era works
discussed in Chapter 3, KJN uses a mix of declensional and non-declensional
terminology to refer to fixed endings. In the chapter on the fixed a-ending, which he
refers to as nasb, the author gives as examples past tense verbs on the pattern fa‘ala,

the particles inna, layta “if only,” and la‘alla “maybe,” and the noun ayna “where”:
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The fixed a-ending (nasb) is that which the Arabs have fixed, among
the [words whose endings] do not change, like the past tense verb,
and the words!! innaq, layta, la‘alla, ayna, and so forth (KJN 85).

Later in the text, in contrast with the passage quoted above, the author refers to the

final a-vowel on ayna and layta as fath. This occurs as part of a discussion about the

11T am translating harf here as “word” rather than “particle” because of the inclusion of the noun ayna.
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origin of final vowels on particles, which take a zero-ending unless a final vowel is

necessary to prevent two consecutive unvowelled consonants:
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When the consonant (harf) in the middle of the word is unvowelled, it
is vowelled with an a-vowel (fath), in order to prevent two
consecutive unvowelled consonants, like in ayna, kayfa, layta, anna,
haytha and so forth (KJN 149).

In his discussion of nouns involving annexation, like khamsata ‘ashara “fifteen,”
which take an a-ending regardless of syntactic position, he employs both nasbh and
fath:
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The a-ending (nasb) of a noun with the status of two nouns is like
when they say: atani khamsata ‘ashara rajulan “fifteen men came to
me,” marartu bi-khamsata ‘ashara rajulan “1 passed by fifteen men,”
and darabtu khamsata ‘ashara rajulan “I struck fifteen men.” The
nominative (raf’), accusative (nasb) and genitive (khafd) have the
same status, because [khamsata ‘ashara] is one noun with the status
of two nouns, one of which is annexed to the other, so the a-ending
(fatha), which is the lightest of the vowels, becomes necessary (KJN
56).

Later in the same chapter, nasb refers to Ba‘labakka in a verse of poetry from Imru’
al-Qays:

He pronounced Ba‘labakka with an a-ending (nasaba) because it is
one noun with the status of two nouns (KJN 57).
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Elsewhere in the text, however, the author refers to the a-ending of the relative
pronoun alladhina, which he classifies as one noun with the status of two, along with

khamsata ‘ashara and Ba‘labakka, as both nasb and fatha within the same line:

A Laaaal 2ia (aanl 4 iy Ll o glea s Ui "l e 10l ) ) san 1308
maill e )Gy Y5 S el caal il daal) e il AY)

When they make it plural, they add a nun to alladhi and they make it
one noun with the status of two nouns, one of which is annexed to
other, then the a-ending (fatha), which is the lightest of the vowels, is
required. Alladhina does not change to anything other than the a-
ending (nasb) (KJN 161-2).

In the chapter on words that take a fixed u-ending, which he refers to as raf’, the
author gives haythu “where,” qattu “never,” qablu “before,” and ba‘du “after” as
examples. In the same passage, he discusses the dialectal variant haytha, in contrast
with haythu. He uses the non-declensional terminology maftiih and madmiima to

refer to these final vowels:

ey U8 A s US e bl e ol Y Jai s Eua Jie il ga )l
S ) Gaalf daill Y il "Eual aguany A iy A e LIS 1)
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The fixed u-ending (raf): like haythu “where” and gqattu “never.”
These two do not change from the u-ending (raf") in any circumstance.
Similarly: qablu “before” and ba‘du “after,” when they indicate
extremes. In the variant of some of them, [they say] haytha with an a-
ending (fath), because the a-vowel (fatha) is the lightest of the vowels.
Whatever takes an a-ending (maftih), it is by analogy. As for what
takes the u-ending (madmiima) ... (KJN 148).

12 The remainder of this sentence is missing from the manuscripts.
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In the chapter on words whose unvowelled final consonants are not syntactically
determined, the declensional term jazm is used to refer to man “who,” ma “what,”
and the negative particle lam:

A a G s Y Lealadl g als Ly (g Jie iy o all

The fixed zero-ending (jazm): like man “who,” ma “what,” [the

negative particle] lam, and so forth. It does not change to a vowel

(KJN 205).
However, in another passage on particles that take fixed zero-endings, we find the
root s-k-n, rather than j-z-m, to describe this ending. In this passage, the author
explicitly acknowledges that this ending is not determined syntactically, explaining

that particles cannot occupy the functional positions that nouns can occupy, and

thus cannot take declensional endings:

ol rad sla a0 Laily L Gay by oS5 dals pa e el
13 e Y aland s of Y gmia ol Sleld ()5S anly
That is like: na‘am “yes,” ajal “certainly,” kam “how many,” [the
interrogative particle] hal and min “from.” They pronounced each of
them without a vowel (sakkaniihu), because they are particles (harf)
that add meaning, and they are not nouns that can act as agents or
objects, or be annexed and thus take declensional endings (KJN 149).
Later in the text, the author discusses dialectal variants of the third person singular

pronoun huwa, noting the alternative pronunciations hti and huwwa. He uses the

non-declensional term taskin to describe the unvowelled waw in the first variant,

13 Min is vowelled as man in the text. I am reading it as min because man, as a noun, can occur in the
positions mentioned in this passage.
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and compares it to man, which he had referred to in the passage quoted above as
jazm:
A3 oLl 5 ey e Jlie e an Al aild il oy " sa" JE (e Ll 5

As for whoever says huw with an unvowelled waw (taskin) they have
formed it based on min “from,” ‘an “away” and so forth (KJN 267).

The term jazm is also used to describe words with final unvowelled consonants in
pausal contexts:
RO JUC S PRRVG TGN SERVL P Y PRI FRCRT- PR\ RPN
The zero-ending (jazm) in contexts of pause (wagqf, iskan), like when
they say ra’aytu Zayd “1 saw Zayd” and rakibtu faras “I rode a horse”

(KJN 204).

e sl 108 OSE gl s ol el e e e Y AS a3 a el
b Lo Al e Y1 AS a e

The zero-ending (jazm) because of the dislocation of the declensional

vowel ending to [the consonant] that is before it is when they say:

hadha abu bakir “This is Abu Bakr” and hadha abii ‘amir “This is Abu

‘Amr.” He moved the vowel to what follows it (KJN 205).

We also find declensional terminology in reference to the endings of
geminate verbs in the jussive mood. These endings arise from phonological
processes, rather than syntactic processes; thus, Sibawayh and later grammarians
refer to them with non-declensional terminology. The author of KJN discusses the

jussive verb yamtut “to extend” and its alternative form yamutta, and refers to this

a-ending as nasb. In explaining the variant endings of the apocopate forms of
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geminate verbs in general, the author uses the declensional terminology raf® and

nasb to refer to the u- and a-endings, respectively:

er_a\l.ds "hlha s jlaey Cumaill e g_\m.a‘u\ Y| .e)';j\‘du nLA:,u e
BV 4 sm JBl 138 e S Lo IS 5 el Sl qaai sl b oL

[The verb] yamutta is in the jussive mood (jazm), except that it takes

an a-ending (nasaba) due to gemination, and its underlying form is

yamtut. When one ta’ is assimilated to the other, it takes an a-ending

(nasaba) due to gemination. Everything that follows this pattern can

take the u-ending (raf") or the a-ending (nasb) (KJN 196).

In the chapter on nouns with a fixed i-ending, the term khafd is used
for nouns on the pattern fa‘ali, whose endings are not syntactically

determined:

o2 Js ¥ Y Gl ol aliag Jis o alkad Jia cdudy (sl
o e ) midll e eland)

The fixed i-ending: like qatami, daraki, nazali, hadhamibadadi, and
raqgashi. These nouns do not change from the i-ending (khafd) to
anything else (KJN 178).
Elsewhere in the text, we find terminology in mixed sets to refer to nouns on this
pattern. Several lines after the above passage, the term kasr appears in reference to
the final i-vowel of tamari “a lofty place” in a verse of poetry. In the Qawala
manuscript, the variant reading tamara is included, and the a-ending is called nasb:

il jleb JUy s pusll Ml J18

He said tamari with an i-ending (kasr), and it is [also] pronounced
tamadra with an a-ending (nasb) (KJN 180).
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Other indeclinable nouns with i-endings discussed in the text include the plural
demonstrative pronoun ha’ula’i and amsi “yesterday.” In the author’s explanation of
the derivation of the relative pronoun alladhi from dhii, he compares the fixed ya’ in

alladhi to the fixed i-ending (kasra) of ha’uld’i:

Y38 85 sl oo LS Ll a3l gy peill 23U 5 YD 53 e ) glanf
AagJS 4

Then they placed the definite article on dhii, and the ya’ became
obligatory, like the i-ending (kasra) in ha’ula’i is obligatory in every
aspect (KJN 161).

In contrast with the use of the non-declensional k-s-r to refer to ha’ula’i above, the

declensional kh-f-d appears in reference to the fixed i-ending of amsi:

e s el G5 S e Lesy el (IS5 4t

Amsi also always takes an i-ending (makhfiid), as an agent or an

object. You say: ataytuhu amsi “I reached him yesterday,” dhahaba

amsi bi-ma fihi “Yesterday has gone, with whatever was in it,” kana

amsi yawman mubdrakan “Yesterday was a blessed day,” and inna

amsi yawmun mubarakun “Yesterday was indeed a blessed day” (KJN

181).

Another interesting use of declensional terminology in non-syntactic
contexts concerns the shortened form of nouns in the vocative. The author
comments on the apocopate form Hari, shortened from Harithu, in a verse of poetry
by Zuhayr ibn Abi Sulma. He refers to the internal i-vowel in Harithu with the non-
declensional root k-s-r, but uses kh-f-d for the i-vowel in Hari, which has become

external by the deletion of the final consonant, but is not syntactically relevant. This

further illustrates that the primary terminological distinction in KJN is between
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internal and external vowels, rather than between syntactic and non-syntactic
vowels:
Y e 5y suSa el N el g el a2 58 G jla ol i Y s mid

He placed an i-ending (khafada) on Hari because he meant: ya
Harithu. He apocopated the tha’ and left the ra’ with its i-vowel
(makstira) according to its original form (KJN 138).
Several lines later, in the same chapter, the non-declensional term maftiiha is used
to refer to Marwa as the apocopate form of Marwanu in a verse from al-Farazdagq:

Yl e dagida o gl & g3 )yl sal

He meant: ya Marwanu. He left the waw with its a-vowel (maftiiha)
according to its original form (KJN 138).

A distinguishing feature of the vowel terminology in KJN is the consistent use
of declensional terminology to refer to the endings of past tense verbs. As we saw in
Chapter 3, Farra’ uses nasb to refer to the a-ending of the pattern fa‘ala, and Akhfash
refers to the unvowelled final consonant of the verb tabbat with the declensional
root j-z-m. Though Talmon (2003: 242) has noted one isolated instance in which
Sibawayh uses the declensional root n-s-b in regard to past tense verb endings, this
is not common in the Kitab and is not characteristic of post-Kitab terminological use.
Thus, KJN’s frequent, almost exclusive use of declensional terminology to refer to
these endings is a feature that clearly sets it apart from 10t century works.

In the discussion of words with fixed a-endings, as we saw earlier in this

chapter, the author refers to the a-ending of the third person masculine singular
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fa‘ala as nasb. This occurs in several other places throughout the text, for example in
reference to sha’a “he willed” in a verse from al-Aswad ibn Ya‘far:
3l (s 45Y Jady o g (ale Jad 45y L o

He placed an a-ending (nasaba) on sha’a “he willed,” because it is a

past tense verb, and he placed a zero-ending (jazama) on yafal

because it is the apodosis of a conditional (KJN 201).
The past tense verb gala “he said,” from a verse by Zuhayr ibn Ab1 Sulma3, is referred
to as mansub, in contrast with the imperfect yaqiilu “he says,” which is referred to as
marfi©

ajﬁf‘;;\&_\wwuﬂdﬁam

The meaning [of yaqiilu “he says”] is qgala “he said.” It changed from
an a-ending (manstib) to a u-ending (marfii) (KJN 202).

In commenting on a line of poetry from ‘Ubayd Allah ibn al-Hurr, he notes the poet’s
use of the masculine ta’ajjaja “burned (intr.)” when the expected form of the verb
would be ta’gjjajat, in gender agreement with its feminine agent, nar “fire.” The term
nasb is used to refer to the final a-vowel of ta‘ajjaja:

Candli ol s bai @i 18

He said ta’ajjaja “burned (intr.)” with an a-ending (nasb), rather than
ta’ajjajat (KJN 197).

Elsewhere in the text, the author uses declensional terminology for other
past tense verb conjugations as well. This occurs systematically in his discussion of
the vowels on the suffixal pronoun ta’ in the singular forms of the first person,

second person masculine, and third person feminine conjugations. The fixed u-
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ending of the first person singular verb in the past tense, as in ana kharajtu “1 left,” is
called raf, and never damm:

LY £l Camd ) Cudac iy Camd s ety ciaja rJ s gl @by sl £l
Ll ol

The ta’ of the first person always takes a u-ending (raf’). You say:
kharajtu “I left,” dhahabtu “1 went,” and a‘taytu “I gave.” You placed a
u-vowel (rafa‘ta) on the ta’ because it is the ta’ of the first person
(KJN 277).

The a-ending of the second person masculine singular, as in in anta kharajta “you
(m.s.) left,” is called nasb, rather than fath:

Cudae | ol cuad cuil e A @il cJ s8Il caat - KA Glalad) el
AlSoda 4 LUl s

The ta’ of the second person masculine singular always takes an a-
ending (nasb). You say: anta kharajta “you (m.s.) left,” anta dhahabta
“you (m.s.) went,” and anta a‘tayta “you (m.s.) gave.” You placed an a-
vowel (nasabta) on the ta’in all of these (KJN 278).

Similarly, the unvowelled final consonant in the third person feminine singular, as in
hiya kharajat “she left” is referred to with the declensional term jazm, rather than

suktin or wagf:

call Leliain 138 i g cuiada g Caa A Jie ddal La ja () oS5 il Jad ol
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The ta’ of the third person singular feminine verb always takes a
zero-ending (jazm), as in kharajat “she left,” za‘anat “she departed,”
and gamat “she stood.” When the definite article follows it, it takes an
i-ending (kusirat). You say: kharajat-i I-mar’a “the woman left.” You
give the ta’ and i-ending (kasarta) [to prevent] two consecutive
unvowelled consonants. Every unvowelled consonant (majziim wa-
sakin), if it becomes vowelled, it is with an i-vowel (khafd) (KJN 275).
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Also of note in this passage is the author’s use of both kh-f-d and k-s-r to describe the
epenthetic i-vowel that is added to the end of these verbs when they are followed by
the definite article, though this vowel is phonologically determined rather than
syntactically determined. Farra’, as we saw in Chapter 3, also uses the declensional
root kh-f-d to refer to this type of ending.

Unlike for the other conjugations discussed so far, KJN does not use
declensional terminology in reference to the i-ending of the second person feminine
singular, as in anta kharajti “you (f.s.) left.” Instead, he refers to this ending as kasr:

by el ccund el cia A el J i Tl S i sall Adalia £

The ta’ of the second person feminine singular always takes an i-

ending (kasr). You say: anti kharajti “you (f.s. left)” anti dhahabti “you

(f.s.) went” and anti ra’ayti “you (f.s.) saw” (KJN 278).

This may be related to the fact that verbs do not have an analog of the genitive case,
in that the i-ending of verbs is never syntactically determined, just as nouns do not
have an analog of the jussive mood. However, this is only speculative, as it difficult
to determine with certainty due to the limited instances of vowel terminology in
reference to this conjugation.

Throughout the entire text of KJN, I have noted only two exceptions to the
terminological system as I have presented it in Table 3. Both involve the use of
declensional terminology to refer to internal vowels. The first concerns the final

vowel of the noun Shahanshah in a line of poetry from al-A‘sha. The final vowel of
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this word is phonologically determined—it matches the medial vowel on the

following verb. The author refers to this vowel as raf’, nasb, or khafd:

oL “d)ﬂ . é-} 1 a',‘jcj)wuga_}ub\ﬁ"omu UAC-L@J\ blﬁj
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This ha’ in Shahanshah follows [the medial vowel] of what comes after
it, whether it is a u-vowel (raf’), an a-vowel (nasb), or an i-vowel
(khafd). You say Shahanshahu dkhul “O King, enter,” Shahanshdha
dhhab “0O King, go,” and Shahanshahi drib “O King, strike.” In pause,
you say Shahanshah (KJN 57).

The second exception concerns the initial vowel of the particles inna and anna. In
the following passage, the initial i-vowel of inna is referred to with the non-
declensional root k-s-r, but for the initial a-vowel of anna, both the declensional n-s-

b and the non-declensional f-t-h are used:

Gl ols "G @l Gus "EIM sa e cdsal 13 23U s2a
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This lam, when it enters upon the predicate of inna/anna, the
alif of inna takes an i-vowel (kusirat), and if [inna/anna] comes
in the middle of speech, [the alif] of anna takes an a-vowel
(intasabat) . . . You place an a-vowel (fatahta) on anna when it
comes in the middle of speech . . . You place an i-vowel
(kasarta) on the alif of inna due to the lam of the predicate. If
not for that, it would take an a-vowel (maftiih) because it
comes in the middle of speech (KJN 251-2).

In the Bashir al-Agha manuscript, the declensional intasabat in this passage is
replaced with the non-declensional fatahta. This could be the result of a later

transmitter in the post-Kitab era “correcting” the author’s use of terminology that
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did not adhere to Sibawayh’s system. This would further support the hypothesis
that KJN was composed in an earlier period.

The passages quoted in this chapter demonstrate the similarity KJN bears to
the works composed in the pre-Kitab era. The author’s use of the two sets of
terminology without any apparent distinction in external, non-declensional contexts
is reminiscent of the terminological use in Kitab al-‘Ayn and the Ma‘ant of Farra’. The
fact that KJN does not contain declensional terminology in reference to internal
vowels, with the exception of the two passages just mentioned, shows that the
author does have some conception of a distinction between declensional vowels and
other vowels. However, the terminological system in KJN differs significantly from
Sibawayh'’s system, as we have seen from the author’s discussion of past tense verb

endings, and of vowels in other word-final non-declensional contexts.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

These results strongly suggest that KJN was composed sometime between
the late 8th — early 9th centuries. This result is at variance with the conclusions of
Owens, Versteegh, and Baalbaki, who all believe the book to have been written in
the 10t century, and support the attribution of KJN to Ibn Shuqayr. This study
cannot conclusively support Ryding’s belief in the validity of KJN’s attribution to
Khalil, though it does not at all rule out that possibility—the surviving information
about Khalil’s use of vowel terminology is limited, and is not a sufficient basis on
which to draw reliable conclusions. A comparison of the theoretical content of KJN
with Sibawayh’s citations of Khalil in the Kitab would be a next step in an attempt to
determine whether Khalil could have authored KJN. Such a study has yet to be
performed.

While an internal analysis of the text, of the type I have proposed in this
thesis, is the most reliable way to determine the time period of its composition, we
might substantiate the results of this study by situating the text in its historical
context. It is important to consider the fact that KJN has survived to the present day
despite its lack of theoretical sophistication. Given that there were much more
comprehensive grammatical texts in existence by the 10% century, for example
those of Mubarrad, Sarraj, and Zajjaji, it is somewhat surprising that a work of such
a disorganized nature would be preserved. One possible reason for its preservation

would be its importance as a historical document—if indeed it was composed
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during the 8t century, this would undoubtedly make it one of the earliest Arabic
grammar books ever written, giving it tremendous value from a historical
standpoint. If Khalil was the true author, this would only add to KJN’s value as a
piece of the early history of the Islamic sciences.

If we are going to accept the 8t century dating, regardless of the validity of
the attribution to Khalil, we must answer the question of how and why KJN came to
be associated with the name of Ibn Shuqgayr. It is plausible that Ibn Shugayr was a
transmitter of the text and that he used it as a resource in his teaching, which would
explain the biographers’ connection of his name with KJN. As has been discussed,
the value of the text in the 10* century would most likely not have been in its
theoretical content, but rather in its historical relevance, and possibly in the fact that
it contains a substantial amount of poetic material. Although Ibn Shuqayr was
certainly a grammarian, as is evidenced by the titles of the other works attributed to
him, and by the fact that Zajjaji lists him as one of his teachers, many biographers
place more emphasis on his role as a transmitter of history. Poetry was of course an
integral part of the early history not only of the Arabic language itself, but also an
integral part of the transmission of the oral history of pre-Islamic and early Islamic
times. Thus, it would make sense on this basis that Ibn Shuqayr would have
transmitted KJN, and may have been one of few well-known scholars in his time to

have done so.
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The tendency for medieval biographers to attribute works to prominent
sholars in the early history of linguistic sciences may cast doubt on Khalil’s
authorship, but it is worth considering the possibility that Khalil did in fact compose
the text. The question then arises, why later biographers would hesitate to attribute
it to him. The answer to this question may lie in historians’ tendency to accept and
promote particular ideologies. A prominent example of this tendency concerns the
Basran and Kufan schools—later grammarians and biographers did not simply
report information on early grammarians and their theories; they also helped create
the very idea of the schools themselves. As Khalil is identified as a Basran
grammarian, partly by virtue of his connection with Sibawayh, the fact that KJN
contains a significant amount of Kufan features might lead biographers to either
doubt Khalil’s authorship, or to choose not to attribute the text to him.

As early as the late 9t century, Khalil’s image as a figure of almost mythic
proportions had already begun to solidify. Certainly by the time of Ibn Mas‘ar in the
early 11t century—the earliest surviving record of the attribution of KJN to Ibn
Shuqayr—Khalil was recognized as one of the founders of the discipline, and his
status as not only a leading authority on many aspects of Arabic linguistic sciences,
but also as a man of impeccable character was unquestioned. Attributing to him a
grammatical work of such scattered nature as KJN might weaken this image, and

also call into question the extent of his true contributions to the Kitab of Sibawayh.
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Finally, in this thesis, I have focused on KJN as a case study in order to
illustrate how vowel terminology can be a valuable method for determining the time
period during which grammatical texts were composed, but this method is more
broadly applicable, and has the potential to bring a new perspective to our

understanding of the development of Arabic grammar as a science.
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