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1 Introduction

This book investigates the basic tenets of the structural-functional approach of
Sibawaihi, and the establishment of the truth of his complete independence from
Greek Grammar, whenever a principal point of contrast is encountered. The
discussion is conducted with the aid of lengthy quotations from Sibawaihi’s
grammar book: al-Kitab. The researcher has provided English translations of
such quotations whenever deemed necessary. Most of the English renderings for
the Arabic linguistic terms are those of Howell (1883-1903) and Wright (1896-8).
In some cases, where it is felt that a new rendition is required to reflect the
originality of the source term, a literal translation is supplied by the researcher
after quoting the original Arabic text. The book will also compare certain
statements mentioned in al-Kitab with similar ones expressed by the authors of
the fundamental linguistic works in the twentieth century, as well as those

prevailing in the functionalist approaches.

It is important to remark here that owing to the highly advanced linguistic
thinking embodied in al-Kitab, its 1200-year-old statements have been found
approachable in terms of the linguistic values and standards of modern times

without doing injustice to them. One positive outcome of such a comparison has
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been getting at further evidence confirming the observations already made by a
very limited circle of Western linguists about the advanced and sound bases of
the description offered in al-Kitab (e.g., Carter: 1973, 1997; Edzard: 2000;
Lefranc and Tahhan, 1991; Levin: 1999).

For reasons related to the massive undertaking of al-Kitab, which offers the
most complete description of CA language, the discussion of the principles on
which its approach is based can only be selective, not exhaustive. Thus, the
following discussion will concentrate on just those basic linguistic issues that
have often been the subject of interest and debate in modern linguistics. Among
these are descriptive adequacy; data selection and analysis; grammaticality and
transitivity; levels of linguistic representation; information structure; time in
relation to tense; the theories of markedness, government, distinctive features,
speech act, and implicature; the use of tests in argumentation, and similar vital
issues. The overall aim is to do justice to Sibawaihi and his teacher al-Khalil by
highlighting their important contribution to the science of linguistics, a fact

rarely given its deserved recognition in Western books on general linguistics.

2 Sibawaihi and al-Khalil: A Brief Profile

Sibawaihi’s, whose full name is Abu-Bishr, or Abul-Hasan, ‘Amr ibn ‘Uthman
ibn Qanbar, is of Persian origin as his last name ‘Qanbar’ shows (Howell, 1883:
xxii). Persian too is his nickname ‘Sibawaiht’, by which has become known to the
world, and which still lives on in popular speech as the symbol of erudition
(Lefranc and Tahhan, 1991: 47-75). History books do not specify his exact date
of birth, nor do they agree about the year of his death. As a freedman of Banul-
Harith ibn Ka‘b, he came to the southern Iraqi city of Basra during the second
half of the 2™/8™ century to continue his education. First, he studied topics of

Islamic law under the tutorship of Aammad ibn Salama ibn Dinar (4167 AH),
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and was soon acknowledged to be ‘highly receptive’ (wlnesll: 11. 341). However,
learning Arabic as a second language, he publicly made a grammatical mistake
while copying the text of a Prophetic Tradition, an event that made him turn to
the study of Arabic Grammar (ulSls |: I. 263). This change of heart proved to
be very fortunate, for it induced him to join the circle of one of the greatest
linguistic geniuses of all times, al-Khalil ibn Ahmad al-Farahid1 (4. 100, 4. 175
AH).

Al-Khalll was an accomplished lexicographer, musicologist, prosodist,
phonologist, and grammarian. In addition, he was also actively engaged in many
other areas of practical research-work, such as the punctuation and
diacriticization of the Glorious Qur’an, the commentary on dialectical theology
and controversy, and the exposition of the techniques of chess and backgammon

(wsw9sxall: 1964: 48).

Besides al-Khalil’s tutorship, Sibawaihi attended lectures given by the greatest
masters of the time: >’Abd-‘Amr ibn al-‘Ala” (4. 145), Isa ibn ‘Umar (4.149), Abul-
Khattab al-’Akhfash al-’Akbar (4. 177), Yunus ibn Habib (4. 182), and Abu Zaid
Sa‘ld ibn ’Aus (d. 215). However, it is certain that his relationship with al-Khalil
had been the most influential as obviously reflected in Sibawaihi’s work: al-Kitab
(= The Book), which is said to have been authored ‘in order to give life to the science of

al-Khalil" (sa3)l, 1373: 77-8).

A few years after the death of his teacher al-Khalil, Sibawaihi died following his
return to his homeland at the age of about 40, around 180/796. He trusted al-
Kitab to one of his students, al-’Akhfash al-’Awsat (4. 211), who introduced it to
his own students and through them to one generation after another of the

students of linguistics.
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In constructing al-Kitab, Sibawaihi shows himself both a scholar of integrity, and
a grammarian of the first rate. The keenness he exhibits in acknowledging his
debt to al-Khalil does not prevent him from presenting himself as a capable and
free-minded linguist actively engaged in critical thinking and empirical research-
work. Occasionally, he is even seen justifiably in disagreement with al-Khalil
after a fair exposition of the teacher’s views (e.g. al-Kitab: 1. 361). Though the
role of al-Khalil constitutes an integral part of the entire work, it is certain that
the systematic organization of the book as a whole belongs to Sibawaihi, who

had a holistic concept of the entire undertaking (Carter et af, 2002: 3).

From the statements above, it becomes clear that the achievements of al-Khalil
and Sibawaihi are fused together as far as al-Kitab, the oldest CA grammar book,
is concerned, and that, in many cases, reference to one requires reference to the

other.

3 Characteristics of al-Kitab

Al-Kitab is a grammar book that shows how a linguistic theory can be
implemented in concrete terms to offer the most complete description of the
language. It does not attempt to offer the abstract formulation of the
components of the theory itself. Such a statement should not be construed to
involve downplaying the role of the theory itself since the making of a
description must involve the application of a certain theory to data, for there is
no theory-free description of data (Halliday, 1994: xii). Conversely, an adequate
theory is the one that can provide a complete and logically coherent analysis of
any data to which it is applied (Corder, 1975: 6). It is hoped that the ensuing
discussion will serve the purpose of showing the principles of such an adequate
theory. For the sake of easy reference, quotations from al-Kitab are serially

numbered, and since all are quoted from Haroun’s (1968-77) edition of al-Kitab
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in Cairo, the editor’s name will not be mentioned in the documentation of these

quotations.

3.1 Exhaustiveness and Consistency

3.1.1 Preliminaries

Al-Kitab remains up to the present time one of the most exhaustive descriptions
of Classical Arabic, if indeed not the most exhaustive one. From the very
beginning, the reader of the book can discern that what the author intends to
offer is nothing less than the entire ‘science of Arabic speech’ in its various
dialectal variations. In Sibawaihi’s time, the book was described as ‘a one-
thousand-page grammar book’ (.sélu—wll: 48). The single-volume edition of
Calcutta (1887) has 1104 pages. Haroun’s edition of 1968-77 in Cairo falls into
four volumes of a total of 1960 pages. Al-Kitab is organized in 553 sections of
variable length, all bearing evidence to its authot’s personal insight into the

nature of language and his analytical genius (Carter e a/. 2002: 2).

3.1.2 Method of Description

Al-Kitab adopts a top-bottom description of Arabic, which begins with seven
introductory chapters setting out the basic analytical concepts of his grammar
(including a general explication of the parts of speech and lexical relations), then
proceeds to examine syntax, morphology, and ends with phonology. In between,
the book discusses various important semantic and pragmatic aspects of speech
as will be seen in the following sections. Practically, nothing in the language is
left out without rigorous description, a fact which Saussure (1916: 44) was

thinking of when he expressed his belief that ‘language can be pictured in its
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totality’. This is why the renowned Arab grammarian, al-Mazini (,ss3lell) (d. 249
AH) is quoted to have said:

, eseiwnadd g a2y gzl (08 TuS LS Jowy 0l s ¢o
He who wants to write a big book on (Arabic) grammar after the book of Sibawaihi should be

ashamed (of himself)".

(778 poaidl )

The approach of analysis is descriptive, not prescriptive, since language is
described as it is, not as what it should be in accordance to personal preferences.
This fact has led Carter (1973: 146n) to remark that ¢ The Book itself is so
descriptive as to be useless as a prescriptive grammar’. Being the oldest CA
grammar book that has survived time, all later Arabic grammar books have been
more or less influenced by al-Kitab, and their authors have drawn in one way or
another on Sibawaihi’s views and used or developed his own terminology.
Besides its accomplished completeness, the type of authentic description and the
sound arguments presented in al-Kitab point to its author’s perfectionist bend.
Such perfectionism has induced one of the authorities in Arabic grammar, al-

Mubarrid (d. 285 AH) to proclaim that:

LSy « Layue (] 83k iab pglall (a8 aalanll Sl Ol clldg « aygum LS Jio pslall (o ple (8 LS Jas) ol
o ol aopd o gl V auguw
¢ There is no book in any science that can match Sibawaihi’s book. This is because all the books

written about any science necessarily require to be supplemented by the knowledge found in some

other books; however the one who has grasped Sibawaihi's book does not need any other
[grammar] book.’

(77 pgadl 1))

This conviction has been so firmly established that many of the great Arabic
grammarians have long since come to the inevitable conclusion that it is unwise
to disagree with Sibawaihi’s sound descriptions and arguments. In this respect, it

is curious to find out that none of the remarks of disagreement or the additions
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made by any of the commentators on al-Kitab has proved to be necessary or

justifiable.

3.1.3 Sibawaihi’s Concept of Grammar

The fact that al-Kitab deals with the various semantic, syntactic, morphological,
and phonological aspects of the language shows that for Sibawaihi, ¢=l = a-
Nahwu  (1.e. the Grammar) envelops nothing less than the entire ‘science of
Arabic speech’ (= au,el yo pdS)l Lo pde )(al-Kitab: 1. 12). This use of the term
grammar co-extensively with the study of the language as a whole is
certainly quite advanced for his time. The more so because the Arabic term for
grammar, (s=Jl), unlike its Greek counterpart, is not related to the study of letters
or /iterature, nor to written language, but to actual speech. As a common word,
(s=Jl) simply means ‘following the path’, while as linguistic term it denotes ‘the
description of the systematic way along which the speech of the native Arabs
went’. In other words, grammar encompasses the language as a whole. This
shows how the use of fortunate linguistic terms can lead to adequate description
of language, similar to that of the modern Chomskyan and the Hallidayan
approaches to grammar. Like Halliday, too, al-Khalil and Sibawaihi see grammar
to be precisely concerned with making statements about how the language-
speaker produces actual speech (or discourse), the latter linguistic unit being the
sole manifestation of language-in-use. In this respect, Saussure’s idealized
concept of langue (or the similar Chomskyan notion of competence) is
rejected in favour of the concrete speaker-based notion of parole. This
standpoint is systematically obtained in the entire body of al-Kitab, and is in
keeping with the modern view that it is impossible, in principle, to draw a
demarcation line between the system and the use of the system since the two are so

inextricably intertwined (Brown, 1984: 46). Therefore, all the statements made in
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al-Kitab conform to how language is used rather than conforming to some
abstract, non-extant and invented language forms whose chance of occurrence in

actual speech is practically nil.

The grammar of Sibawaihi and al-Khalil envisages morphology and syntax to be
inseparably related to each other on the one hand, and to semantics, on the
other. Among the semantic topics discussed are those of sense relations in the
language. These relations are briefly described in the Fourth Chapter of al-Kitab
in the following manner:
(3)
CplaAl CEDEA g ¢ Cpainall CIDIAY (pla8l) CENUA agadS (g o) ale], (Aleall RGN Gl 13
ool U ) I (5 S g Omrinal) DA g uRAN) GUESH g canl g rall
This chapter is about the relationship between the spoken forms and their
meanings.
Bear in mind that their speech involves (the use of) two different lexical items for
two different meanings, and the use of two different lexical items for one meaning,
and the use of two identical lexical items for two different meanings, as you shall

see later on, by Allah’s will...
(al-Kitab: I. 24)

In the discussion above, Sibawaihi’s differentiates between mononymy,
synonymy, and polysemy. He explicitly states that when two different meanings
are expressed in the language via two homophonous forms, then the two
identical homophones are not one and the same. Instead, they are two different
lexemes having the same speech form. This heralding view has become the
standard procedure now, prevailing in the fields of both lexicography and lexical

semantics.

In addition to the description of the various important semantic and pragmatic
aspects of the language as will be seen later on, the discussion of syntax takes up
the greatest space of al-Kitab, extending over some 1180 pages (I. 32 - III. 334).

Second in size falls the description of morphology, which is discussed over 726
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pages (III. 335 - IV. 431). The study of phonology, which is dealt with in fifty
pages (IV. 431-481), constitutes the final part of the book. Such an organization
reflects Sibawaihi’s definition of the domain of the science of Arabic Speech. It
is worth stating here that defining the limits of any science serves to avoid

inaccuracies and vague formulations of ideas that are likely to lead to confusion

(Duri¢, 1989: 10).

The following paragraphs aim at outlining the treatment of the three
components of the grammar above according to their sequential description in
al-Kitab. The discussion of certain other components that are accounted for are

dealt with in separate sections.

The syntactic part of al-Kitab is prefaced with the following generalization,
whose postulation provides the necessary basis for capturing all the possible

syntactic structures in CA:

)

4l el dindt Ob i

shy. Ao el g iatiall A D cpad T3y A alSiall a3y Vg ¢ JAYI e Lagha dal g iy Yia Laa g
(A1) 5o (AT o) g
LI B AT e B 0 sV andl () ol LaS ad) e Jrll S ¢ (A b Gaaky) Sl Jhag
paay e ) gling 138 oY ¢ ((adhaia fany Gy 5 o (Lillaia ) b (S) 1l gh o 1aml) A iay ()50 Laag
Loy La ) faiaal) zldals
This chapter is about the propping and the propped to.
These two parts are both obligatory in that each one of them requires the other, and the speaker
cannot omit any one of them. Examples of these include the enunciative noun and what is built on
it such as your saying: ( g1 abl 3c )[NP NP] and (g1 1ia)[NP NP].
A similar utterance is (abl e Saiy) [VP NP]. So, the verb requires the noun just as the inceptive
noun requires the second noun in the inchoative construction.
Of a similar rank to the inchoative construction is your saying (Lalkio alll 3c 0lS)
and (Jslnio Tay; &J)[VP NPacc NPyom] because in these constructions the first noun is in need of

what comes after it just like the inchoative is in need of what comes after it.
(al-Kitab: I. 23)
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Three pairs of key binary syntactic terms are introduced in the text above. The

first two are borrowed from the Classical Arabic register of building:(swat /

aJl swall)y AN (bl ol / ale MI) The third is categorial: (Jea)l/ o). Later on, the
discussion will show how Sibawaihi’s persistence in his systematic analysis of all
linguistic structures in terms of binary units is the forerunner for the modern
linguistic conviction that the dichotomous scale reflects one of the

fundamentals of language (Jakobson & Halle, 1950).

The first pair, which encompasses the basic general members of (at) and (-t
o), reflects Sibawaihi’s originality as a grammarian, and his expertise in dealing
with highly abstract constructs. In fact, the two members mentioned above can
be legitimately considered as one of the enduring contributions of Sibawaihi’s
and al-Khalil’s legacy to the general theory of linguistics since there is nothing
like them in the entire literature of Western linguistics, at least up to his time.
They are even fundamentally different from the modern concepts of:
topic/comment ot argument/predicate as will be shown later on. Both of Sibawaihi’s

terms are derived from the common root (4), and both are related to that

language of construction, where some structure is propped up by having it
supported with some other propping structure. The basic idea here is that all
utterances are structured in the same manner in which buildings are erected: a
foundation or a basis is laid first, on which the rest of the building is propped
up. The fact that this metaphor of building is invoked by al-Khalil and Sibawaihi
on the one hand and Saussure (1916: 115, 123, 183) on the other shows how the

structuralist linguists of all ages think in same terms.

For reasons related to the entrenchment of the grammatical notion of sentence in
modern linguistics, the discussion below replaces al-Khalil and Sibawaihi’s term

utterance by sentence though the Arabic equivalent for the western
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grammatical term: ‘sentence’ (i) is never used in al-Kitab. For a discussion of

this issue, see section (3.3.5).

The first term in (4) above, the propping element (441, has nothing to do with
the notion of the subject of the sentence since in the Arabic verbal sentence, ()

actually correlates with the verb, not the subject, as cleatly stated by Sibawaihi in
his discussion of the grammatical functions of the syntactic components in the
second of the two examples given above, which are reproduced hereunder in the

reverse order:

(7)

a. & e G Ay b. sl A 3
subject verb noun+pro noun
al-musnad ilaihi al-musnad al-musnad al-musnad

ilaihi
abdulla go (present) your brother abdulla
(go Abdullah) (Abdullah your brother)
Abdullah goes) Abdulla (is) your brother

The second member of the pair, (4! wdt), has nothing to do with the notion of
the predicate since the verb in all Arabic syntactic structures is realized as (wdy).
So, what is the grammatical meaning of («~4) and (d) wd))? The key to the

answer lies in the fact that the verbal element is not an obligatory part of all
sentences in Arabic as is the case in English, German, and French, for example.
Among the three types of the verbal, nominal, and adverbial indicative
sentences, only the first requires a verbal element as shown in the following
example:

2

Nominal Sentence Verbal Sentence Adverbial Sentence
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2. Ged) &) b all sla o S 3acaid) e
NP NP NP VP NP prrP

&
<

The three sentences above show that while the NP is an obligatory part in all
types of sentence, the VP is only found in the verbal sentence. In other words,
the NP is the central sentential element in Arabic, functioning as the minimal
common denominator. It occurs in all sentences, whether equative, ascriptive,

locative, possessive, intransitive, transitive, or assertive as shown in (3) below.

()

a. W& NP NP NP equative

b. al deaa NP NP ascriptive

c. = fpoull PP NP possessive

d. S Al A PP NP locative

c. ¥ pla VP NP intransitive

£, Leadlal) Alaal) Lol VP NP NP monotransitive
g. I palie laana &yl VP NP NP NP ditransitive
h. &) 3 gy éui VP NP NP NP NP tritransitive

i, Lay ijal) Esany VP NP NP NP assertive

To write a grammar for the sentences in (3) above, the general rewrite rule of
subject-predicate, or NP VP does not work since it accounts for sentences (3) e-
i, but not (3) a-d. On the other hand, the rewrite rule NP NP can account for
(3)a-b, but not the rest. In a nutshell, no single general rewrite rule can be
formulated to accurately account for the sentences (3) a-h above if the
grammarian confines himself to the representative constituents of such
categories as NP, VP, PP, or the subject-predicate formula. Handling these
grammatical categories with adequate exactitude, without losing touch with

reality requires six rewrite rules. If the rules are allowed to be applicable both
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from the right to the left and in the opposite direction (as is the case in Classical

Arabic), then three basic rules will be the minimum:

VP
S — JNP P
PP

However, a grammarian of Sibawaihi’s caliber can only be after a higher level of
generalization, without losing sight of the necessity of keeping in touch with the
solid ground. Such a level requires a single, general rewrite rule of the type:

S —XY

in order to account for the structures of all the sentences in (3) above. These two

highest-level XY sentence elements are al-Kitab’s (a«t) and (<l &l1), the propping

and the propped to, mentioned on page (I. 23-4) above, and (II. 78, 126). Arab

grammarians are accustomed to regard each one of them as (swa), which means:

the column or the pillar. In modern linguistic terms, these are the nuclear
constituents of the sentence (Lyons, 1968: 334). With the exception of the slight
difference in the application of these two terms to the nominal sentence alone,
the basic idea behind their grammatical import remains essentially the same for

all Arab grammarians. Sentence elements other than (swat) are called (aladh),

meaning: the surplus or extra (i.e., complement), though by no means always

optional.

Now comes the issue of defining these two terms. Sibawaihi’s exemplary
definition has as its criteria their being the two obligatory elements of speech.
Once the speaker utters any one of them, then the second has to follow;
otherwise, the whole structure collapses due to the lack of the necessary
propping pillar [cf. Halliday’s (1970: 161) likening of the theme to ‘the peg on
which the message is hung’ |. The grammatical relationship established between

these two elements is termed: (suwy), which means the propping up. So, (sws¥) is the
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grammatical relationship of affirming, negating, asking, or requiring Y from X.
Consequently, this relationship is assumed to be present in all types of sentences.
So, the sentence element Y, to whose referent is ascribed a certain X-attribute,

X-action, or X-occurrence (or such X is negated, asked of, or required), is

termed (a1 &bt), while the X-attribute, the X-occurrence, or the X-action ascribed

to, negated from, asked about, or required from Y is termed ().

In actual distributional terms, Sibawaihi calls the initial element in all Arabic
sentences ('), whether such element is nominal or verbal, while the second
nominal element (and the initial PP) is always (&} 4d). In formal terms, both of

these two elements occupy the sentence-slot which is typically characterized by

the nominative (independent) case of (&2)) (the /ifted or upright) in contrast with
the other major, extranuclear part of the sentence (dwdi=complement), which
always keeps the contrastive accusative case of (w—adl)(the set-up). Thus, the

various sentences constituents given in (3) above are all elegantly and uniformly

describable in terms of (swy1), as shown hereunder (X is wdi; and Y is ) ad):

“4)

a. Wy & NP NP NP XY equative

b. fab lesa NP NP XY ascriptive
C. > fpll PP NP YX  possessive
0. GiS A paal) PP NP YX locative

e. iy sla VP NP XY intransitive
f. St alaal) il VP NP NP XY transitive

0. i lreaa&ui, VP NP NP NP XY ditransitive
h. oad 53 galséu)l VP NP NP NP NP XY tritransitive
I Luycasliéaw; VP NP NP NP XY assertive

The fact that the binary terms: (4d) and («d) 441) can adequately account for the

basic (obligatory) structures of all the nine different sentences above (in addition
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to many more) clearly reflects their wide range of operationality, and the high
level of generalization they realize in grammatical description. Unfortunately,
these two terms are not found in the grammar books of the West, old or new,
prior to Mathesius® (1939: 171-4) introduction of the similar binary terms:
foundation and core which are replaced in current English writings of the
Prague linguists by the classical terms: theme and rheme. In addition to the

syntactic components above, the function of (a4} 4di) can be assumed by the
enunciatives of the defective verbs ( wasw JwsV), feisa-like functors (Lk ), and
inna-sisters (&) «s=f). As for (al), its function can be assumed by the subject, the

pro-agent (the subject of the passive sentence), the ungoverned inchoative, and
the inchoatives governed by the defective verbs (waiwi JusV), Jeisa-like functors
(ks leetli), inna-sisters (3 «iy=7), and the geno-negator /a (~=U a4t ¥). Accordingly,
the postulation of these two formal-functional theoretical constructs represents
the first structural reconstruction of the organization of speech in terms of siots
and fillers since they represent the basic slots available to be filled by the three
parts of speech (nouns, verbs, and articles). Moreover, they specify the
obligatory and optional sentence constituents (structural syntagmatic relations)
over and above those parts of speech that are selectable to fill in these slots
(systemic paradigmatic relations) as will be seen from their enumeration in the

following sections.

The description above clearly shows that Stbawaihi’s definition of the sentence is
strictly formal/functional. This approach is quite different from that of Thrax
who defines the sentence (/dgos) in notional terms as ‘the expression of a
complete thought’ (Robins, 1967: 33). It is also different from Aristotle’s
grammatical notions that were couched in logic, which compelled him ° to work
only with statements whose truth or falsity can be determined from present

experience’ alone (Dinneen, 1967: 82).
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The second pair of terms introduced by Sibawaihi in the text given on page (6) is

related to another type of grammatical relation called (sMx31). These two terms are
(la=d) and (sde &), and both are related to the information structure in the

speech as will be discussed separately in section (3.3.4).

3.1.4 Syntactic Component

Going back to the grammatical notion of (sw.y), it is important to mention here
that the exhaustiveness and consistency of al-Kitab are closely related to the
systematic description of all types of (s.y) from page (I. 330) to page (III. 334).
With the end of such description comes the end of the chapters in al-Kitab that
deal with syntax. In other words, the whole body of the syntax of Arabic is
coextensive with the description of the various syntactic structures involving
(swy) (henceforth: syntactic structuring ). Another outcome of such systematization is
the profound internal coherence of the huge syntactic component of al-Kitab,
that coherence which has not always been properly understood. This point will
be discussed by tracing the procedures followed by Sibawaihi in the presentation
of the syntactic component of al-Kitab, which takes up 1180 pages as mentioned

above.

The syntax of CA is organized into four major successive parts, all related to the
different syntactic components () occurring in the basic syntactic structures of
(swy). The first part discusses verbal structuring (I. 33-402). The second part
discusses the basic syntactic structuring of the noun, in its apparent (explicit),
perfect form (I. 403-11. 130). The third part describes the basic article-dependent

syntactic structures involving verb-like elements (II. 131-350). The fourth, and
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tinal, part presents the basic syntactic structures involving imperfect nominal forms

(IL. 350-111. 334). This organization can be diagrammed as follows:

WS35t

Syntactic Structuring

Pl ) sl 3Y) dazmy U1 sl A Y sl il sl
Defective-noun Acrticle-aided Perfect-noun Verb
Structuring Structuring Structuring Structuring

Figure (4) Sibawaihi’s Plan of the Syntactic Component in al-Kitab

So, adopting the discoursal notion of speech (%) as the highest unit of linguistic
analysis, Sibawaihi describes how all speech consists of structured utterances (JS0)
that are syntactically realized as instantiations of the structural relationship of
propping (s—%). Then, he divides his syntactic component into the four
interrelated subparts involving (-): verb, perfect noun, article-aided, and
defective-noun structuring. His top-bottom scale is comprised of the three
ranks of: speech, structured utterances, and a-musnad and al-musnad ilaii, wherein

each unit is related to the preceding one in a consist-of relationship.

The list below shows the types of syntactic structures that are discussed under

the heading of each of the four major subparts in figure (1) above.

L. Types of Verbal Structuring (The Verbal Element Plus the Nominal
Element Structured upon it)(I. 33-400)
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1. Types of Structuring by the Overt Verb (What Takes the
Nominative and the Accusative Case through the
Governance of the Overt Verb itself)(Summarized in

Chapter 8, p. 33, under the Rubric: (Jeuh wv)

a. Intransitive Verb

b. Monotransitive Vetrb

C. Verb Transiting to Cognate (Unrestricted)Object
d. Verb Transiting to Time

€. Verb Transiting to Place

f. Ditransitive Verb

g. Tritransitive

h. Ditransitive Passive Verb

— o

Monotransitive Verb Transiting to Circumstance (after the
Object)

j- Verb Transiting to Enunciative and Inchoative

2. Types of Structuring by those Elements that are Used Just Like the Verb,
Though they are Non-Verbs, nor Have the Latters’ Strength
a. Types of Structuring by those Elements that are Used Just Like
the Verb, Though they are not Verbs nor Have

the Latters’ Strength

b. Exclamation via the Verbal Pattern (Paradigm)of (1) af ‘ala

3.Symptoms in the Structuring of the Verbs and Verbals

a. Contest ( Dispensing )

b. Preoccupation

b.1. The Structuring of the Verb upon the Noun in the
Declaratives

b.1.1. The Structured upon is a Noun, Not an Adverb
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b.1.2. The Structured upon is an adverb
b.1.3. The Structured upon is Coindexed with a
Preceding Nominal Sentence with a Verb
b.1.4. The Structured upon is Coindexed with a
Preceding Sentence Where the Verb is
Structured upon the Noun or the Vice-Versa
b.2. The Structuring of the Verb upon the Noun in the
Interrogatives
b.2.1. Question
b.2.2. Verbs Made Accusative by the Question
Article () alif
b.2.3. Active an Passive Participles Made Accusative
by the Question Article () alif
b.3. The Structuring of the Verb upon the Noun in
Command, Prohibition, and Invocation
b.4. The Structuring of the Verb upon the Noun in
Negatives

C. Apposition

4. Structuring via those Elements which Act Like Verbs

a. Active Participle

b. Passive Participle

C. Infinitives

d. Assimilate (Epithet)

e. Superiority via the Paradigm of (i) af ‘a/
t. Relational Specificity

What is Similar to the Structure of : (" Sy ot psl g2

Specification of Number

19
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5. The Accusative by the Covert Verb

a. Verb Governance According to the Surface Structure, Rather
than the (Grammatical) Meaning of the Infinitive

b. Verb Governance According to the Surface Structure, Rather
than the (Grammatical) Meaning of the Adverb

C. Verb Governance According to the Surface Structure, Rather
than the (Grammatical) Meaning of the Manner Infinitival

d. Verb Governance According to the Surface Structure, Rather
than the (Grammatical) Meaning of the Infinitive Showing the Verb’s Type,

Number, or Prominence

0. Suspension (Relinquishing Verb Governance)
a. Suspension of Verbs

b. Suspension of Verbal Nouns

7. Structuring of Covert Verb

a. Suppression of the Normally Overt Verb
b. Suppression of the Normally Suppressed Verb
C. Suppression of the Normally Non-Overt Verb

8.The Accusative of Optional Overt and Covert Verbal

Nouns, and Quasi-Verbal Nouns (Nowen Actionis)

a. The Explicative and Specificative Accusative
b. The Circumstantial Accusative
C. The Assertive Accusative (Asserting Itself or its Precedent)

9.The Structuring of Noun-Like Infinitivals or Circumstantial
Nouns in Special Constructions

a. The Quasi-Infinitive in the Structure:( 14 1wl )
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b. The Noun in the Structure:( 1458 145" L)

C. The Nouns whose Singular Agrees with what Follows

d. Nouns that Price Definites where the Verb is Subsumed
(Covert)

e. Nouns that Price the Indefinites where the Verb is Overt

f. Determinate Adjectives in the Construction: (148 14wl )

g. Superlative Adjectives

I1. Types of the Structuring of the Overt Complete Noun and the States

of Making it Follow what Precedes it (1.403 - 11.130)

1.The Structuring of Locals and Temporals upon the
Enunciative

2. The Dragging if the Noun by Adjoining it with what
Precedes it

3. The Satellites (Epithets, Coordinates, and Appositives)

4. What Takes the Accusative Case, being a Circumstantial
Noun that Describes a Definite Noun Structured upon the

Enunciative

5. What Takes the Accusative Case, being a Circumstantial or

Other Noun, because it does not Describe what Precedes it

6. The Structuring of the Equative upon the Enunciative

I1I. Types of Structuring by Verb-Like Particles (II. 131-310)
1. The Five Special Verbal Structures
2. s (Kamm)

3. Vocation
4. Quasi-Vocation

5. Negation with la
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6. Exception

IV. Types of Structuring Defective Nouns (II. 350 - II1. 334 )
1. Markers of Overt Signaling

2. Incomplete Noun

3. Indeclinable Noun

4. Aplastic Nouns in Reported Speech

The lengthy list above allows drawing three conclusions about the various

syntactic manifestations of (swwy') in CA. The first of these, already stated above,

is that the latter concept is powerful enough to account for all the syntactic
structures in CA. The second conclusion naturally follows from the first premise,
in that once the general principle of organization is identified, the next logical
step 1s to arrange its various linguistic manifestations according to their relative

importance.

Now for a question, “What was Sibawaihi’s procedural criterion in the selection
of the components of his grammar according to their relative importance? > The
answer is his systematic use of the theory of markedness in putting first things
first. Accordingly, the description is planned to proceed from the unmarked
structures to the marked ones. This is why the description of the syntactic
structures involving the perfect verbs and nouns precedes those related to
imperfect verb-like and noun-like elements. Moreover, and within each
subsection, the description starts with the overt and typical structures to the
covert, less typical, and exceptional ones. As soon as all the syntactic realizations
of such schematized elements are methodologically accounted for, there remains
nothing in the syntax of CA to be described. In other words, Sibawaihi adapts
the general principle of preference that characterizes language-use by the

speakers to the requirements of presenting his grammar. It might be worth
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mentioning here that Sibawaihi’s systematic use of the theory of markedness at
all levels of description justifies attributing to him, together with his teacher al-
Khalil, the credit of initiating the whole of this theory, more than twelve
centuries before its reinstatement in modern linguistics. The issue of markedness

and preference will be the subject of section (3.3.3) and its subsections.

The systematicity mentioned above, though intuitively felt by many scholars
(e.g., Ibnul-Sarraj, 4. 316 AH; al-Anbari, 4577 AH; al-Saffar, 4.680 AH; Carter,
1972: 485; al-Hadithi, 1986:104...etc), was not specifically understood before it

was ingeniously unraveled by al-Bakka’ in 1986.

3.1.5 Morphological Component

After syntax comes the description of both derivational and inflectional
morphology, which constitutes the second major part of al-Kitab as stated
earlier. Each section in this part, as is the case in the other two parts, typically
begins with the statement of a general morphological-realization rule(s), followed
by examples for the application of such rule to the relevant parts of speech.
Again, the organization is always based on the principle of markedness to the
effect that the description and the examples given first are both typical and
applicable to the most frequent subclasses, followed by the less frequent, often
more complex, ones. Then the description moves to the cases where the
application of the previously stated rule(s) involve(s) certain morphological
modification(s) or non-application to some other speech (less typical and/or
frequent) forms. The list below summarizes the contents of this part of al-Kitab
in very broad lines:

L Nominal Relational Structuring (I11. 385-390)

1. General Rule
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2. The Addition of (s)iyy without Morphological Change
3. The Addition of (s)iyy with Change (i.c., Elision)

a. Analogous Change

b. Non-analogous Change

4. Relational Structuring where the Suffix (s)iyy is Dropped off

a. Nominal Ending in Long Vowels

b. Perfect (Sound) Plural

C. Dual Nouns

d. Fusional Compounds

e. Annexed Compound

f. Quotation

g. Plurals that Have no Singular Forms
h Compound Nouns

II. Dualization (III. 385-390)
1. General Rule
2. Non-Shortened and Non-Prolonged Lexical Items
a. Triliteral, Shortened Items
b. Quadrilitral Shortened Items

C. Items Having More than Four Radicals

III.  Pluralization (I11. 391-415)
1. Masculine Perfect Plurals
a. General Rule
b. Shortened Items
c. Prolonged Items
d. Unpluralizables
2. Feminine Perfect Plurals

a. General Rule

24
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b. Proper Nouns

C. Masculine Nouns Having Feminine Perfect Plural Forms

3. Broken Plurals

a. General Rules

b. Items not Admitting this Type of Plural

C. Annexed Items

d. Anomalous Plurals

IV.  Special Cases Concerning the Morphological Processes I, 1I, and 111
Above

1. Dualization of Vague Nouns Ending in Long Vowels

2. That which Undergoes Change when Annexed to Proper Nouns
3. Annexation of (:) ya’to Reduced Nouns

4. Annexation of All Nouns Ending in (st) ya’to the Former (:v) ya’
V.  Diminutive Formation (III. 415-496)

1. General Rules

2. Triliteral Forms

3. Quadriliteral Forms

4. Double Forms

5. Triliteral Forms

0. Augmented Quinqueliteral Forms

7. Forms Suffixed by the Feminine Functors (o5 5 wif)(alif and nin)

8. Diminutive Analogous with the Broken Plural

9. Diminutive Requiring the Deletion of the Augmentative Sounds (Triliteral
Forms)

10. Diminutive Requiring the Instatement of the Augmentative
Sounds

11. Diminutive Requiring the Deletion of the Augmentative
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Sounds (Quadriliteral Forms)
12. Diminutive Requiring the Deletion of the Initial Sound
13. Sisters of the Five (Quinqueliterals)
14. Sisters of the Two (Diliterals)

a. Forms whose First Radical is Dropped

b. Forms whose Second Radical is Dropped

C. Forms whose Third Radical is Dropped

15. Forms that End with the Feminine Particle (sv) ta’

16. Elliptical Forms

17. Forms Having Substitutive Radicals and Requiring the
Reinstatement of their Original Radicals

18. Forms Having Substitutive Radicals that do not Require the
Reinstatement of their Original Radicals

19. Forms that have Undergone Metathesis

20. Forms that End in Long Vowels

21. Compound Nouns

22. Curtailment in Diminutive (Softened Diminutive)

23. Feminine Forms

24. Diminutive which Follows no Specific Structure

25. Vague Nouns

26. Broken Plurals

VI.  Annexation of Jurative Particles (III. 496-504.)
1. General
2. Annexation of Substitutive Jurative articles

3. Annexation of Jurative Substitutive Preceding Avowal

VII. Deletion of Nunation in Prevalent Nouns (II1. 504-508)

1. General
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2. Mobilization of the Nunation in Prevalent Nouns

3. Annexation of the Single and Double (v5)nin to the Emphasized Verb

a. In Command

b. In Prohibition

C. In Avowal

d. In Invocation

e. In Interrogative

f. In Conditional with (W)7a

g. In Conditional with Particles Other than (W)7a

VIII. Dropping of the Emphatic (os) nan (I11. 508-521)
IX. Pause at the Single and Double (v5) nin (I11. 521-529)

1. Pause at the Single (¢5) nin Pause at the Single and Double (s5) nin in the

Dual Verb and Feminine Plural

2. Fixation of the Double and Single (v5) nan

3. Forms that do not Admit Nunation

X. Derivation of Reduplicated Verbs (I1I. 529-540)
1. General
2. Sound Verbs
3. Verbs Ending in Long Vowels
a. Verbs Ending with (o) ‘alif (Shortened Verbs)

b. Verbs Ending with (s) ya'(Reduced Verbs)

d. Verbs Ending with Prolonged (5#) Hemza (Prolonged Verbs)

XI. Hemza (5#) Annexation (I11. 541-550)

1. Full Realization of (:;#) hemza
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2. Lightening of (s#) hemza
3 Substituting of (:;#) hemza
XII.  Derivation of Number (II1. 557-567)

1. Cardinal Numbers
2. Ordinal Numbers

XIII. Forms (Paradigms) of Verbs and their Derivatives (IV. 5-431)
1. Derivation of Triliteral Verbs that Have no Long Vowels
a. General (i &5 ¢ Zaii— S ¢ Hai—Jx) fa‘ala-yafulu, fa‘ala-yafilu,
fa‘ala-yafalu Paradigms
b. Derivation Paradigms of Verbs
c. Symptom-Indicating Paradigms
€. (o> fa‘alan
f. (1) ‘af ‘ala
g. Paradigms of Attributes in Things

h.  Paradigms of Transitive Verbs
1. Paradigms of Intransitive Verbs
j- Paradigms of Verbal Nouns Ending with the Feminine-

Marker: (i) alif
k. Paradigm of (Js$) fz%/in Verbal Nouns

L. Paradigms of Nomina 1 icis
m.  Paradigms of Nowmina Speciei
3. Derivation of Triliteral Verbs Containing L.ong Vowels
a. Verbs whose First Radical is a Long Vowel
b. Verbs whose Second Radical is a Long Vowel
C. Verbs whose Third Radical is a Long Vowel
4. Derivation of Quadriliteral Verbs

a. The Paradigm of (4«f) ‘af ‘@la Versus (1) fa‘ala
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b. The Paradigm of (1%) fa‘“ala Versus (1) ‘af ‘ala
C. The Paradigm of ((s&) infa‘ala Versus (13)) ifta‘ala
d. The Paradigm of (1) fu%a Versus (&) fa‘altu

e. Addition of the Augmentative Speech Sounds to

the Paradigm of (&43) fa'altu
t. The Paradigm of (J«i.) “staf ‘ala
g. The Paradigm of (ys&)) 7fta‘ala

h. The Paradigm of e () if'aw'ala

1. That which does not Accept s/ () ifta‘ala

29

4. Verbal Nouns Derived from Triliteral Verbs to which the Augmentative

Sounds are Inserted

5. Infinitives Following Paradigms Other than those of the Verb
6. Shortened forms Annexed with the Feminine Particle to Substitute the
Dropped Sounds

7. Abundance-Indicating Paradigms of (43 fa'ala

8. Verbal Nouns Derived from Quadriliteral Verbs
9. Paradigms of Nowmina 1V icis
10.  Other Forms of Quadriliteral Verbs

XIV. Derivation of Locatives Nouns

1. Locative Nouns (General)

2. Locative Nouns Containing Long Vowels

a. Forms whose First Radical is a Long Vowel

b. Forms whose Second Radical is a Long Vowel

XV. Derivation of Names of Instruments

1. General
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2. Triliteral

3. Instrument Nouns whose Radicals are more than Three, etc.

The lengthy list above cites only a fraction of the morphological processes
described by Sibawaihi. The exhaustiveness achieved is both unprecedented and
unsurpassed as far as CA is concerned. All the possible morphological paradigms
of the different categories of the nouns and verbs and their subcategories are
described and amply exemplified. In cases where the morphological pattern
described has few exponents, Sibawaihi invariably offers all the lexical items
structured according to such pattern that are available in the language, without
forgetting to keep his readers informed about their frequency, and about the
categories of each of the said items. Hereunder is just one quotation out of
hundreds to this effect found in al-Kitab:

5)
V) Josl Y ¢ ol Yy . ponell Lot il 2S5 O ) Juadl N bl ¥y ¢ Jadl Yy ¢ J3adl Ny ¢ Jomdl SI 3 ol

by Jabr 52 ¢ ol

dViag | ..;:me,.aj‘3:\:36;,.4':\.&_4!\,@;454;&;,&6;,.4,«&@.Jﬁﬁ,@yw\)ww‘;(é&;g?)s@cﬁg
o Y1 i Yy ¢ JelB ddually e

L S Y e g ¢ B gy (JRB) o 0pSGy . Lage e Wy O LRy Bty el ¢ sE (el ) e 0550y

There are no lexical items in speech that are structured according to the paradigms of (J._=si),
(Ja=sl), (dlgsf), (Lpgéf), and (dl_oéf), unless you derive a broken plural according to these paradigms.
And there are no lexical items structured according to the paradigm of (f_p:lsf) and (J,,_glsf) except
for the plural items such as (Jsl=f) and (g.bll).
The paradigm of (Q_’e.iéf) occurs in nouns and epithets, though it is rare. Examples of nouns are
(2547) and (esil). In epithets, there is the example of (33i), which is a transform of (5317), and we
do not know any other examples but these two.
The paradigm (_sl=8]) occurs in (s;.=al) and (L,>1). Both of them are nouns, and we do not know
any other examples.
The paradigm of (_sJ=i) also occurs, but is rare, for we know one item only: (_sJa>i).

(al-Kitab: 1V. 247)
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As seen in the quotations above, the morphological description on the basis of
paradigms is made use of as a bridge to the study of lexis, and then to relating
lexical items to syntax. In other words, paradigms lead to the realizations of
lexical items, and the specification of the form classes of the latter leads to
syntax. Highly productive paradigms are specified as such, and representative
examples are offered. Less productive paradigms are meticulously indicated, and
sometimes a complete list of their exponents are given, together with their

meanings as is the case with (3437) in (5) above. Many of such rare exponents that

are described have passed unnoticed even by the most copious of CA
dictionaries (e.g. Haroun’s footnotes: IV. 12, 303). Theoretically possible, but
actually non-used paradigms are also pointed out. In addition, a statement is
made about the grammatical category of the exponents of each paradigm. Even
transitivity and intransitivity are shown to be paradigm-specific (e.g., al-Kitab:

IV.5). In this way, morphology is made to relate to syntax through lexis.

Over an above all this, lexis is also made to relate to semantics by the detection
of types of morphological motivations (morphemic symbolism). Al-Khalil and
Sibawaihi observe that the exponents of certain morphological patterns
(paradigms) are characterized by their indication of a certain common idea such
as that of movement, partition, fear, ailment, smell, voice, commotion,
disagreement, etc. Stbawaihi’s statement in this respect is that ‘the Arabs tend to
structure items that are similar in meaning according to a particular paradigm,
though not exclusively so’ (al-Kitab: IV. 12, 15). Sometimes, the same paradigm

is used for the realization of both members of bipolar antonyms such as
(voes/msd)[ugly/handsome],  (x5/s0)[small/large], and (ws/k8)[few/many], all
following the paradigm of /a7 (al-Kitab: IV. 30).
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Such degree of exhaustiveness has been unanimously acclaimed and
acknowledged by the authorities in Arabic Grammar up to the present time. One
representative statement to this effect is al-Aadith’s (1964: 19): * I have come to

the conclusion that the morphology we study at our institutes and universities, or that
which we read in the books of the scholars after Sibawaihi, is nothing but the morphology
of Sibawaihi himself, plus insignificant additions .

3.1.6 Morphophonemic Component

Next to morphology comes phonology. This section is actually preceded by
lengthy discussions of morphophonemics within the morphological component,
especially the sections extending from page 101 to 242 in the forth volume of al-
Kitab. Among the morphophonemic topics discussed are vowel harmony,
morphological haplology (dropping one of two consecutive morphs of identical
or similar form), vocalic change (vowel weakening, elongation,
diphthongalization, and intrusion), and consonantal and syllabic transformations.

Just one example will be given in this respect.
6)

Jedl Ob 1da
Brabl jad el Loy . (.. &3 ) 1 Sl Gl . g Lty ¢ el bl BV g 055 80 OF (sl
CoQidy iy on o 4
chnas Sl p Wi gy 03505 RSN CaIVlg Bad) o Lghedd 3yl 13) Lglad ol doud Lk oS dogata 30 SO o
Coda o 8 Y ¢ g aes Yy Sgaall
Sp0d) Syl doud Lgldy o ganze Spadl COlSTIBlg L L ASLLY sy 81adl  yle doud Lghd g 8,unSiie B0l CIIST13 g
Yy sl Yy ST nf Lyt i By 1 ol ke L ¢ s LSy ) 1 e i 850 IS L ST 5L

o ol U Vgadad o Cu Wglamd WL 8 Jgmeid SUB p o 15088 OF 190,505 ¢ jedl Lghol OF gy
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This is the chapter on glottality. Bear in mind that the glottal stop assumes three cases:
actualization, weakening, and substitution. Actualization is exemplified by (gara'tu)...and the
like. In weakening, the glottal stop becomes in-between, as I shall explain, by God’s will. Bear in
mind that a glottal stop followed and preceded by a fathah /a/ can willingly be rendered into
something between // and /a:/. In that case, while it is actualized, the sound is weakened,
concealed, and not completed since it is approximated to /a:/... If the glottal stop is followed by
kasra [i/, and is preceded by fathah /a/, it becomes something between /’/ and /i:/... And if the
glottal stop is followed by dhamma /u/ and preceded by fathah /a/, it becomes between/’/ and / u
/... Every glottal stop in contact with the glide that follows it is approximated to that glide. They
have been rendered in-between and not /a:/, /i:/, or /u:/ because they are originally glottal stops,
and lest that that entity will be lost. They have made them as such to indicate that glottality is
their primary origin...
(al-Kitab: III. 541-2)

3.1.7 Phonological Component

The phonological part is found in the last seven chapters of al-Kitab (IV. 565-
71), all entitled Tdgham (literary: fusion), meaning: assimilation. The description
of all the phonemes and allophones is given first by describing both the place
and manner of articulation for each and every phoneme. Among the
classificatory categories of phonemes that are meticulously described are
bilabials, dentals, labiodentals, nasals, trills, laterals, alveolars, palatals, velars,
pharyngeals, and laryngeals. The discussion unequivocally shows an advanced
understanding of the notion of phonetic distinctive features as will be seen.
Then comes the description of the various manifestations of partial and total
assimilation functioning at the segmental and suprasegmental levels in CA, as
well as phonological haplology. These topics will be discussed first before
rounding off this section with a word about the relationship between

exhaustiveness of al-Kitab and Sibawaihi’s consensus-based grammar.
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As usual, it is not surprising to see that many of the key concepts that are
claimed to have been originated by this or that Western phonologist actually
belong to al-Khalil and Sibawaihi. Among these concepts are the phoneme,
allophone, various phonological transformations, as well as those processes that

are typed in bold letters above.

The first paragraph of idgham reads as follows:
)

3¢ LR sgaa 9 g paga J)gal 5 b ) sga 5 L gagn 9 ¢ Lgan slia 5 ¢ Aoy ad) digall aae Gy 1aa
copillg ¢ plallyg e cpallg cslgl 5o itV g B agd : Boa Ggude g Anad An al) diga Juald Lgdba)
Ol g ¢ Uty challg e gl e addlg ¢ plall g ¢ Chmdll g ¢ asadlg ¢ aludally ¢ CALSI g ¢ LAY g ¢ £LAY
Lolslg e arall g sl g plillg ¢ JIAg ¢ pUAN g ¢ Gl g ¢ (g1 3N ¢ Aally ¢ slillg

9L 28588 8 g ¢ G pudial) g Aaal) (ra Lglual g ¢ 9RO g ay U (B g Aad (53
Alaf S AN Y 9 ¢ G O N Bagd) 5 ¢ ABBAN G0l s A g ¢ Y g AN Bel B B Cpuatid
voe pdl) Gl g ¢ IS 00 AN lall g ¢ anallS Al Gudd) g ¢ Buad

BeIB (B Cruntedi Vg ¢ Al e i (e A3 BB IS Y g Aduain i Uig e U A G g 0l (158
Alall g ¢ CpdllS Al anadlg ¢ SIS N sl g ¢ LS g anad) G AN CLSY b g pid) Y g ol A
L SUIS Al el g ¢ s LIS AN pUBN g ¢ S LIS Al sl g ¢ CpaadlS A1) Ll g ¢ Adaal)

This is the section of the number of Arabic phonemes, their places of articulation, those that are
voiced or voiceless and their states, and how they differ from each other. The primary Arabic
phonemes are twenty-nine in number: hamza, alif, ha, ‘ain, ha, kha, ghain, gaf, kaf, dhad, jim,
shin, ya, lam, ra, nan, dal, ta, sad, ta, zai, sin, dha, thal, 1a, ba, mim, and waw.
And they occur as thirty-five in number through the addition of those phonemes that are their
branches, whose origin are the first twenty-nine phonemes. These added phonemes are frequent
and acceptable; and are proper in Qur‘anic and poetry recitations. These are the light ndn, and the
in-between glottal stop, the alif that is strongly deflected, the shin that is like the jim, the sad that
is like the zaj, and the energizing a/i.
And they occur as forty-two in number in sounds that are not preferably acceptable, nor frequent
in the language of proper speakers. These (variants) are not preferable in the recitation of the
Qur’an nor in poetry: the k&f which is between jim and the 4&f, the jim which is similar to the shin,
the weak dhad, the sad which is like the sin, the {&”which is similar to &, the dha’which is similar
to the tha; and the ba’which is like the 7/a-

(al-Kitab: IV. 431-2)
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Sibawaihi arranges the primary CA phonemes according to the sequential order
of their successive points of articulation in the vocal tract, beginning with the
larynx (the glottal stop), and closing with the lips (mim /m/, and waw /W/), a
fact which reflects his systematic approach to linguistic description. Besides, the
text above offers the first record of a linguistic description of the allophones in
CA, or, most probably, in any language. Allophones are conceived of as
branches of the primary or original phonemes. When recurrent, then proper;
otherwise, not. As clearly specified in the quotation, the identification and the
description of these allophones are based on the contrastive pairing of similar

speech sounds.

Following the specification of all the available speech sounds, the latter are
described in terms of their manner and place of articulation. Sixteen places of
articulation are defined in the production of CA speech sounds. Like modern
phonologists, the vocal tract is divided into three main parts (cavities): the

laryngio-pharynxial part (31), the oral (buccal) part (&), and the nasal one
(w=2); and four articulatory regions are identified in the tongue (al-Kitab: IV.

433-4).

Ten of the primary phonemes are specified as voiceless (»se¢+ : Whispered),
while the other nineteen are voiced ( y# : sonorant). The use of the term whisper

in this respect is related to Sibawaihi’s method of detecting voicing and
devoicing in speech sounds. This unique method consists in his discovery of an
inherent relationship between the possibility of producing the speech sound in
whisper, and its voicing. Voiceless speech sounds can all be reproduced intact in
whisper, while voiced speech sounds become devoiced when produced in a low,

whispeting pitch. For example, if the voiced speech sound /d/ is articulated
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repeatedly: /d-0-d-d-d.../ at the normal level of sonority, then, this level is
gradually reduced to that of whisper, the speaker would eventually get at a point
of production in which the /d/ turns into a /t/ due to its loss of voicing.

Sibawaihi explains this linguistic phenomenon in the following manner:

(8)
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As for the whispered [i.e., voiceless] phoneme, this is a sound whose articulation in its point is
weakened to the effect that the (whispering) breath passes with it. You can recognize that if you
experiment by repeating the sound while the (whispering) breath is flowing. However, if you tried
that with the voiced phonemes, you would not be able to do so. For if you wanted to let the
whispering breath pass with the voiced phonemes you could only do that by raising your voice
through the intrusion of the phonemes of leniency and prolongation [= long vowels: a:, u:, i: ], or
their shorter variants [i.e., a, u, i ]; otherwise you can opt to making the (impossible-to-produce)
voiced phoneme mute (cannot be heard).
(al-Kitab: 1V. 434)

A less terse description attributed to Sibawaihi in this respect is found in a
manuscript containing al-Siraff’s unpublished commentary of al-Kitab. The latter
distinguished grammarian quotes directly from Sibawaihi’s student and the first
promulgator of al-Kitab, Abul-Hasan al-’Akhfash *Al-’Awsat. This text was first
found and translated into French by both Fleisch (1958) and Troupeau (1958).
Hereunder is its English translation from Arabic as rendered and interpolated by

Blanc (1967, 132):

Said Sibawaihi: What distinguishes the majhdra from the mahmdsa is that you cannot pronounce
the majhdra clearly unless it includes noise-from-the-chest [viz. Glottal tone or ‘voice’]. All the
majhdra are of this sort; the sound [that accompanies them] coming out of the chest and flowing

in the throat. However, the m and n have their sounds coming out of the chest and flowing into
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the throat AND the nasal cavity, so that what flows in the nasal cavity becomes a nasal twang that
mingles with what flows in the throat. This is shown by the fact that if you hold your nose and
pronounce either of these sounds, you will find them both distorted. As for the mahmadsa, their
sound comes from their points of articulation [only], and that is what brings out the sound. Their
contact [ 7'timad, lit. ‘pressing, leaning against '] is not like that of the majhira, and so the sound is
brought out of the mouth weakly. This is shown by the fact that if you speak softly, you whisper

these same consonants, something you cannot do with the majhdra.

Other types of speech sounds described are plosives with complete closure

(x+2)), open approximation (s=), and close approximation (s=) ;e x);
lateral (2~v), nasal (2 <sv), trill (,5U), non-consonantal (1), palatalized or
lidded (skV) consonants against open (non-palatalized)(~«t) ones (al-Kitab:
IV. 434-6).

Phonological thinking in terms of binary distinctive features is clearly described

in definitive terms, as is the case in the passage when Sibawaihi says that ‘without

palatalization, the ta’ turns into dal, the sad into sin, the dha’ into thal, while the dhad would

be out of speech since there is no other sound that has its (correlate) place of articulation ’ (al-
Kitab: Iv. 436). The statement above shows that the phonemic theory of al-Khalil
and Sibawaihi is based upon oppositional paradigmatic relations between sets of

correlated, contrastive series of phonemes.

Now that it has been established that Sibawaihi’s grammar proceeds from the
general to the specific, from syntax to morphology and phonology, one
important question needs to be asked: ‘How does this directionality compare
with that followed by the grammarians of Ancient Greece?” The answer is that
Sibawaihi’s method does not only run opposite to that of Greek grammarians,
but also to the whole legacy of Traditional Grammar in the West up to mid-

twentieth century as explained by Halliday in this excerpt.
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In the history of western linguistics, from its beginning in ancient Greece, this was the direction
that was taken: first the forms of the words were studied (morphology); then, in order to explain
the forms of words, grammarians explored the forms of sentences (syntax); and once the forms
had been established, the question was then posed: * what do these forms mean?’

(Halliday, 1994: xiv)

The discussion above, it is hoped, reflects the breadth, richness, and originality
of the description offered in al-Kitab. A pertinent question in this respect is:
‘how did Sibawaihi manage to attain such a degree of unsurpassed
exhaustiveness?”” A part from his personal talent and diligence, one extremely
important factor at play here is related to Sibawaihi’s cumulative-integrative
approach to both data collection and description. All utterances reported to be
heard from Arab speakers belonging to different tribes are accounted for. In
addition, Sibawaihi draws on popular proverbial sayings (41 instances), linguistic
evidence found in Qur’anic Verses (320 instances), frozen expressions (320),
poetry (1061 verse lines), and Prophetic Traditions (8 Sayings). Moreover, he
quotes and discusses grammatical viewpoints and dialectal varieties stated and
confirmed by at least ten grammarians and numerous ‘Reciters of al-Qur’an’, as
well as many other informants who had either predeceased him or were his
contemporaries. The most frequent reference is, of course, to his teacher: al-
Khalil (608 instances), then to Yunus ibn Habib (203 instances). Other
references include at least the following grammarians (whose date of death
ranges from 69 to 215 AH): Abul-’Aswad al-Du’alt (4 times), ‘Abdullah ibn Abi
Ishaq (9 times), Abu ‘Umar ibnul-‘Ala’ (52 times), ‘Isa ibn ‘Umar (22 times),
Abul-Khattab al-’Akhfash al-’Akbar (46 times), ’Abu-Zaid al-’Ansari (2 times),
and Marwan al-Nahwi (once). References are also made to Reciters of the
Glorious Qur’an: al-Hasan al-Bast1 (2 times), Haran ibn Masa (5 times), al-’A‘raj
(3 times), and al-’Asma‘ (2 times) (see Howell, 1883: vii, Part I; Reuschel, 1959:
18; Haroun’s edition of al-Kitab, 1968-77: V).
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All these references help the reader of al-Kitab to discern a unique pattern of
knowledge-accumulation, based upon the appreciation and discussion of all the
relevant findings of the grammarians who have died more than a century before
his birth. Such cumulative-integrative approach, that opts to seek consensus,
helps to make al-Kitab transcend above the drawbacks of ‘ancestor-hopping’,

which characterized most of the linguistic literature throughout the past century

(Beaugrande, 1991: 345).

3.1.8 In-Depth Analysis

Another important factor behind the exhaustiveness of al-Kitab can be
attributed to the fact that al-Khalil and Sibawaiht’s in-depth analysis of CA
speech cares to describe all the possible alternatives that are available to the
language user via this or that related structures by correlating forms with
functions. For the sake of economy, just one example will be given of such in-

depth analysis.
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This is the section of the verb where the last noun [in the utterance] is the appositive of the first,
and the appositive noun follows the inflection of the first noun - just like (ag_éa;i) [all] follows [the
inflected form of] its noun - and assumes the set-up case because it is an object.

Apposition occurs in your saying:

Qg 03pb alll auc Oyo
[VP(pass) NP(NOM) NP(NOM) and NP(NOM)]
Abdulla was hit his back and belly;
Sadls 3elall ay; Oy
[VP(pass) NP(NOM) NP(NOM) and NP(NOM)]
Zaid was hit his back and belly;
&g 05pk> 9,00 L8
[VP(pass) NP(NOM) NP(NOM) and NP(NOM)]
‘Amr was turned his back and belly;
Wi 5 LWl U3las
[VP(pass) NP(Pro) NP(NOM) and NP(NOM)]
we were rained our plain and mountain;
Juxll g Jplul Uilao
[VP(pass) NP(Pro) NP(NOM) and NP(NOM)]
we were rained the plain and mountain.
And if you wish, you can make it [the concordant last noun] assert the [first] noun as you assert it
with (uese=>1)[= all]. And if you wish, you can make the last noun assume the set-up case (instead
of the upright one). Thus, you say: (Sladl s 5eall 35 5yb), (Dhlls Joiull Uks), and ( oypb gyac LLd
ailyg), to mean ‘in the plain and mountain” and ‘on his back and belly’. However, they have
allowed themselves to make this [prepositional deletion] as they have done in their saying: ( «lss
weadl) (VSO) [I entered the house] to mean (I entered in the house). The regent here is the verb.
It is not the case that the noun assuming the set-up case here has the status of an adverbial since
it is not permissible to say: (aikus o;¢b ¢a wJ8) [he was turned his back and belly] to mean ( <
o,eb) [on his belly].
The Arabs have not rendered such a case permissible in utterances other than those containing
(the lexical items) (J-=Jls Je—dl)[the plain and mountain], and (okJls ,pb))[the back and belly].
Accordingly, it is impermissible to say (abl »c &1s5)[I entered Abdulla)]. So, deletion is permissible
in such cases only, just like the deletion of the preposition is only permissible before locatives like
those in the utterance (w.Jl wlss). So, the deletion has become special in these cases.

(al-Kitab: I. 158-9)
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Three possible grammatical relations are contrastively described in (9) above:
apposition, assertion, and the object of preposition functioning as an adverbial.
In the first case, the inflection of the appositive noun follows that of its
antecedent noun, while the nouns in the second and third cases-the assertive and

the adverbial- assume the set up case due to the regency of the verb.

The recurrence of the expression ‘if you wish’ shows that Sibawaihi, like
Hartmann and Halliday, understands grammar as the description of linguistic
possibilities, or of the potentials offered by a set of alternative forms and

functional correlates, which determine the actual use (Hartmann, 1963: 220;

Halliday, 1985: 25, 49).

Such description cannot be carried out adequately without the discussion of
sense-sign or form-function relationship. In this instance, the same set-up case
obtains in both of the assertive and adverbial functions of the nominal form, i.e.

sub-category differentiation is functionally conditioned.

The set of possibilities offered by the grammar is not of a static membership.
Alternative choices can be broadened, as is the case of preposition-deletion in ( ;
sed s 35 o%). However, such widening is subject to what is grammatically
possible in the language. In this instance, the widened set of choice in the
realization or deletion of the preposition in Arabic is restricted to locative
objects, and that is why (c.dcdss) is permissible, while *(&.e&dss) is
impermissible. In addition, the deletion can be lexis-bound, and that is why it

correlates with the lexical items (L4 Jed), and (il <&), but not with other

similar conjuncts. A comparably similar case in English is the permissibility of

the expression: ‘to go home’, but not *to go school’.
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Given that the discussed forms function differently, the choice of this or that
member of the set is context dependent, and that is why the choice of the

utterance (sl o4b 5o <) does not satisty the function of indicating (s Je). In

other words, the use of the language in real events cannot be separated from the

speaker’s motivations.

Al-Khalil and Sibawaihi’s discussion through the use of grammatical tests or

asterisked utterances such as *(& . &lss) represents one of the important

characteristics of their in-depth analysis of the language. In fact, all the
generalizations made in al-Kitab stem from the meticulous testing of contrastive
forms in terms of their occurrence versus nonoccurrence (e.g. quotations in 3. 3.
5. 1). In this particular instance, the generalization made is that lexis-bound

forms are instances of the grammatical phenomenon of specialization: ( -La:=).

This concept, cleatly described and exemplified above, has become one of the
important explanative notions in modern linguistics, more often replaced by the

similar notion of idiomaticization (Chafe, 1970: 40f).

3.2 Grammatical Categories, Functions, and Terms

This section discusses Sitbawaihi’s classification of CA divisions (parts) of speech
first, then it relates this classification to functional categories and terms on the
one hand and to those of the Greek grammarians on the other. Sibawaihi opens
al-Kitab with the following section:
(10)
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This is the Section of the Science of (the Nature of) Words-in-Construction (Structured Words) in
Arabic:

Structured words are the noun, the verb, and the particle that conveys a [grammatical] function,
which is neither a noun nor a verb. (Examples of) the noun are rajulun [man+NOM], farasun
[mare+NOM], and Aa‘itun [wall+NOM]. As for verbs, these are derivatives taken from the sounds
of the infinitival happenings and are then structured to what had passed; what may occur, but has
not (yet); and what has taken place, but has not discontinued. Examples of structuring to what
had passed are:(go—w ) [heard (he)], (c.2s» ) [stayed (he)], and (35>) [acquired (he) good fame].
Examples of structuring to what has not taken place (yet) are your saying in the directive: (_a3i)
[go], ([J_f_‘%f) [kill], and (w,ol) [strike]; and when you inform [in the declarative]: ({J=&;) [kills],
(Laly) [goes), (L,a;) [strikes], ({Juss) [is killed], and (&) [is struck]. So is the structuring of
what has not discontinued after its occurrence when you [use the last five verbs to] inform. These
are the derivatives taken from the sounds of the infinitival nouns denoting happenings and they
have many paradigms, which we shall present by Allah’s will. As for the infinitival happenings,
these are exemplified by [such nouns as]: (&,-2l) [the striking+NOM], ({J=sll) [the killing+NOM],
and (io=xJl) [the praising+NOM]. As for those [parts] that come to convey a [grammatical]
function, and are neither noun nor verb, these are exemplified by (55) [then], (e—will ols) [jurative
waw], (aslbVl pV) [annexation /am], and the like.

(al-Kitab:I. 12)

In the quotation above, Sibawaihi sees grammar as the science of words-in-
construction (), not ‘the technical knowledge of letters’ as Thrax does
(Dinneen, 1967: 98, 102). Form classes are only definable when they occur in
uttered syntactic structures (words-in-construction) and that is why the sentential
case endings of his examples are given. CA form classes are divided into three,
not eight categories as done by Thrax, Palaemon, Donatus, and Priscianus. The
three categories recognized are those of noun, verb, and article. Sibawaihi’s
criterion for such classification is formal (morphological) and functional. His
resort to combining these two criteria is in keeping with the axiom that language

represents a fully formed functional system.
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The form class of noun is negatively defined: what is not verb or article is noun
since the former two categories are explicitly defined. Significantly, the three
examples of nouns (man, horse, and wall) are given in accordance with the modern
Person/Animacy Hierarchy:

Human > Animate > Inanimate

where the symbol > means ‘having priority over’ (Dik, 1997: 34-6).

Unlike the primary category of (—¥) noun, the category of (l4) verb is a

derivative form class, not a primary one. Verbs are speech forms derived from
the infinitival noun-forms such as ¢, [the striking], s [the killing], and i [the
praising] that denote a happening or an event. The derivation of verbs is carried
out by structuring it to denote a happening, and by attaching occurrence (tense)
markers to such nominal forms. While the distinctive features of verbs are
derivation and tense-indication, nouns are neither derivative nor tensed forms.
In contrast with the nouns and verbs, which function lexically, the article
functions as a grammatical form class, i.e. a function word. Such succinct

statement can hardly be expressed in shorter terms.

One pertinent question in this respect is how far Sibawaihi is justified in his
statement that verbs are derived from infinitival nouns, given that the
grammarians of the Kufi school claim that the opposite is the case: nouns are
derived from verbs. To begin with, Sibawaihi (following al-Khalil and his
predecessors) has noticed the fact that there are far more nouns in CA than
verbs. Such a fact entails that had so many nouns been derived from verbs, then
the number of verbs should be greater than nouns, which is not the case in CA.
In addition, while there are infinitival nouns for all verbs, there are no verbs for
thousands of CA nouns. Another motivation is, yet again, related to the

implications of the theory of markedness: nouns are more versatile, frequent,
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and fully inflected than verbs. When members of the latter category admit
inflections, they can only do so by assuming a form that is parallel to that of the
nouns. This theory was so deeply entrenched in the tradition of Classical Arabic
Grammar that the only inflected form of the verb, the imperfect, was (and is
still) called: (s 2v) the corresponding ot the parallel form of the noun due to its formal

symmetry with the archetypal form of the agentive noun. Such symmetry applies
to both the number of phonemes (consonants and vowels), and syllables, as

shown in the following example:

()

Imperfect Verb: &z y-a—dh-r—i-b-u

cvCccvCcyv
1 2 3

Agentive Noun: &yle dh-a-r-i—-b-u -n

cvcCcvcCc VvEe
1 2 3

Significantly, historical studies of Semitic languages conducted in the twentieth
century have indeed confirmed Sibawaihi’s statement above. Here is a translation

of a quotation from Bergstrasser about this issue:

A lot of the (Arabic) triliteral nouns are original (primary) too, especially the nouns
of substantial things that can be seen and touched. Some of these belong to
animals such as (o) [tiger], (wss) [wolf], (L) [deer]..; and to plants such as (wuc)
[grape], (e9=) [garlic]..; and to body parts such as (ul,) [head], (u.<) [eye];..as
well as other nouns such as (slo.w) [Sky], (guo—s) [sSun], ... .

All the nouns above are of Semitic origin and are found in all Semitic languages.
Three observations lead to the conclusion that these nouns and many others are
not derived from verbs.

First

In many cases the meanings of the nouns cannot possibly be derived from any verb
in the first place. Is it possible to derive nouns such as (<.s) [wolf], (09-8) [people],

(u0l,) [head], and (us,) [earth] from verbs? Could there be any verb older than
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such nouns and the like of them?
Second
Some of these nouns are completely different from the verbs that correspond to
them such as the noun (u'f\ll) [ear], for one cannot imagine this noun to have been
derived from the infinitival from (go—.J!) [hearing] since the two words do not share
any common phoneme. So is the case of the noun (.sl) etc.
Third
There is no relationships between the paradigms of these nouns and their
meanings, for we see that the nouns that share one semantic field have different
paradigms such as (,el) [bull], (Le=Jl)[donkey], (,-<)l) [eye], and (usVI)[eye]. Had
these nouns been derived from verbs, then each field of meaning should have
followed one particular paradigm, or at least few paradigms.

(Bergstrasser, 1929: 98-9)

The tripartite division of form classes in CA is attributed to the Fourth Caliph

’Ali (4. 40 AH), the Prophet Mohammed’s paternal cousin and son in law (_laz:

I. 4). It has proved to be one of the enduring accomplishments of CA grammar.
Its postulation requires a remarkably high level of abstraction, which is only
attainable through the simplification of the problem of the fuzziness and
complexity of the numerous speech forms in CA. More important, this
classification was neither borrowed from any previous models of analysis, nor
couched in philosophical pretentiousness. It was based upon pure linguistic
structuralism. Significantly, many twentieth-century linguists in the West have
independently arrived at the same results in their classification of the major
Arabic form classes. One notable attempt is that of Bishai (1978: 357) who

summarizes his findings in the following terms (emphasis added):

By segmentation and substitution, Arabic positionally free morphemes or clusters of
morphemes may be easily divided into three types of morphotagmemes. The first
class consists of those which join the definite article 7Za/- ‘the’ or could be
substituted for by those than join it. This class may be termed as ‘noun’
morphotagmemes. The second class consists of those which join certain

paradigmatic suffixes such as -fa, -fu, and -, and may be called ‘verb
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morphotagmemes’. The third class consists of those which do not join either type of
affixes and may be called ‘particle morphotagmemes’. Arab grammarians have rightly

classified Arab words into these three categories and called them 'divisions of speech’.

Besides its simplicity, economy, and high level of abstraction, the tripartite
division of parts of speech has appealed to many modern linguists in their
description of language parts of speech, including Halliday and Hasan who offer

the following diagram for the English word classes:

word classes

virb noun, aderb

nOanz adjective nunLeraI deteriner
(= substantive)

commJn noun Jroper ;Lronoun
(nounz)  noun

Figure (5) Halliday and Hasan’s (1976, 41) Classification of Word Classes in English

Similarly, Robert Longacre (1998: 80), in his article ‘Reshaping Linguistics’
observes that “Mary Haas has described the earlier grammars of American
Indian languages, especially those produced under her direction by graduate
students. It became almost traditional in the grammar of this period to group

somewhat loosely the words of a language into nouns, verbs, and particles.”

In addition to the three form classes, structured words are also analyzed in terms
of seventy-five function classes, each mapped into binary units, on the basis of
their grammatical equivalence and substitutability (Sa‘adeddin, 1980: 28). The
tollowing list gives just a fraction of the battery of syntactic functions discussed

by Sibawaihi:
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Jeeill / pa 8Ll Jedll « oSel jue (Sain [oSel pSeie « ay Bleioll / iisell « qio npioll /ospill (U

39320l / sall ¢ jaoill Jole / samoidl ¢ ol

The list above shows that the grammarians of CA, in order to cope with the
inherent indeterminacy and fuzziness of grammatical categories, have come to
the conclusion that observing the formal precision in this respect requires the
description to be based on a scale of many levels of generalization. At the
highest level, formal and functional commonalties give way to the tripartite
classification mentioned above. Within each class, sub-classification requires the
re-application of the same formal-functional criteria to achieve greater degrees of
delicacy, to the effect that once such recursive application ceases to be
applicable, all the niceties of the subcategories are exhaustively uncovered. In
addition to the precision and exhaustiveness achieved in an area couched with
substantial indeterminacy and fuzzy boundaries, this system attains a

recommendable degree of economy.

To clarify how this system works, one can cite the example of the form class of
noun. This class of CA includes at least nine subtypes of pure nouns, adjectives,
infinitives, participles, pronouns, demonstratives, relatives, numerals, and
adverbial nouns (nomina vasis). Within all these subclasses, the following form-
function general correspondences are linguistically manifested. Stripped of
annullers, those nouns (or nominals) that can stand alone as phrase-heads by
assuming the grammatical functions of ai-Zsnad (i.e. functioning as either a/-Musnad

or al-Musnad ilaii ) are always in the upright (nominative) case. Similar nominals
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functioning as surpluses (izd) always assume the set-up (accusative) case.

Nominals that occur in annexations (whether with other nouns or following a
preposition) assume the dragged (genitive) case. Nouns functioning as
appositives  (epithets, syndetic and serial explicatives, assertives, and
substitutions) always assume the same case as that of the head nouns, which they

modify.

Stripped of subjunctivals, verbs are primarily uninflected forms. Thus, the
imperative, imperfect (aorist) and perfect (past) verbs are not declinable, the first

assumes a guiescent (0:<..), the second a fatha (i~), while the third a dhamma (i-z)

ending. As for the particles, which serve the primary function of connecting

various sentential components, they all have uninflected forms (s:).

To sum up, the formal marker of the function of propping (stw31) is (=/))=the
upright case; of the surpluses (izi)(i.e., complements), (=) = the set up case; of
annexation (z:Y), (&) =the dragged case; while the non-nominal forms (verbs and

particles) are basically uninflected forms. Such are the powerful generalizations
made available by virtue of the systematic detection of form-function

correspondences in CA.

As for the use of terminology, there are no correspondences whatsoever
between the terms used in Sibawaihi’s Grammar, al-Kitab, (most of which are
functional or meaning-based in nature) and any other previous, non-Arabic
grammatical models of description. For example, while the term ‘verb’ is derived

from the Latin verbum, meaning ‘word’, the Arabic nearest equivalent term ()

has a formal-functional signification in that it simply means ‘act’ or ‘action’. So

does the nearest Arabic term for the ‘subject’ of the sentence, which is (Jew),
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meaning ‘the doer’ or ‘actant’, not the logic-based ‘thrown under’ as is the case in

Latin.

In addition, the different types of objects (lsul = patients) are expressed as cases

of semantic roles involving prepositional differentials (in, on, for, with, to...),
exactly as rediscovered by Fillmore’s ‘The case for case’ (1968). Thus, the direct

object is termed: (& Js-ill), the indirect object: (aW « s ), the causal object: (s
4=Y), the adverbs of place and time: (a® Jsi), the concomitant noun: (s Jsil), and

so on. The only type of object that cannot be replaced by a preposition is the
absolutive (cognate object) one, whose form is related to that of the same verb
of the sentence, such as ‘song’ in the English sentence: ‘die a miserable death’. 1t
is important to state here that these objects are all nouns that assume the set up
case, and are, therefore, only differentiable on functional, rather than formal

terms.

Such singularity and richness in terminology has induced Troupeau (1978) to
carry out a count of all the linguistic terms mentioned in al-Kitab, and he was
able to identify a total of (1820) terms which he classified into five categories,
after excluding (220) non-specialized ones. He found that the greatest number of
terms is related to Sibawaihi’s linguistic methodology, (650) in number; followed
by those related to general principles, totalling (390). Third and fourth in
frequency come the terms of morphology and phonology, (320) each; while
those related to grammatical structure are (250). In his refutation of the claim
made by some Orientalists that the ancient Arab Grammarians have borrowed
six terms from the Greek Grammarians, either directly or via Syriac grammar

books, Troupeau (ibid. 69) affirms:
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It is obvious that the ancient Arab Grammarians had a lot of grammatical terms
at their disposal. Therefore, it is impossible that they should have been in need

to borrow [those] few terms of foreign origin, whether Greek or Syriac.
(Translated from Arabic)
Troupeau (ibid. 70) concludes his study by saying:

Finally, I am of the opinion that the science of al-Nahwu [= Arabic Grammar] is
the most Arabic of all Islamic sciences, and is the farthest from foreign influence

during its first phase, and that is what I have tried to explain on the basis of

Sibawaih'’s Kitab — that famous book which is the oldest Arabic book of grammar.

(Translated from Arabic)

In a similarly vein, Firth (1957: 216) states that al-Khalil and Sibawaihi’s

grammar is independent of Latin and Indian counterparts (emphasis added):

What modern linguist would wish to find serious fault with the grammatical
outlines of Panini for Sanskrit, of Dionysius for Greek, of Donatus and Priscian for
Latin, or of Sibawaihi and Alkhalil for Arabic? Three very different systems, the
Ancient Indian, the Greco-Roman, the Arabic, owe some of their excellence to

their independence, to the absence of any international or universal dogma.

In terms of rank based on part-whole relation, the following hierarchy can be

clearly discerned about the described units of grammar in al-Kitab:

(speech) 531

(propping structure) sty

!

(words) S

(syllable) £ ) el 2 41

|
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(phoneme, non-syllable) st & 3

Figure (6) The Ranks of Grammar in al-Kitab

3.3 Markedness

Various definitions for the notion of linguistic markedness exist. The term refers
to the idea that some linguistic structures are ‘special’ or ‘less natural’ or less
‘basic’ than others. For example, the use of ‘break’ in ‘she broke my heart’ can be
considered marked in relation to the use of ‘break’ in ‘she broke a cup’ which is
unmarked (Ellis, 1994: 713). Many other oppositional binary terms have been
proposed in reference to this same principle by linguists of various strands such
as: light/heavy, normal or typical /atypical, salient/non-salient, general/specific,
dominant/non-dominant, optimal/non-optimal, prototypical/ non-prototypical,

prominent/non-prominent, core/periphery, etc.

Regardless of the terms used, this principle has proved to be extremely useful in
the identification, description, and formulation of powerful intralingual and
interlingual structural generalizations. Croft (1990: 64) considers markedness a
fundamental concept that underlies much of the work in language typology. All
linguistic models aiming at discovering cross-linguistic commonalties and
symmetries are essentially based on this theory (e.g. Greenberg, 19606;
Chomsky, 1981; Prince and Smolensky, 1993). Three main types of linguistic

evidence are identified as indicators of markedness (Croft, 1990: 64):

1. Structure: this concerns the presence or absence of a feature. For example,
plural can be considered more marked than singular because it typically involves

the addition of a morpheme.
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2. Behaviour: this concerns whether one element is grammatically more
‘versatile’ than another-the more versatile, the more unmarked. Versatility is
evident in the number of inflections a specific grammatical category possesses
(for example, singular third person has three forms in English-/e, she, and i~
whereas plural third person has only one-they). It can also be evident in the
number of syntactic context on which a specific grammatical element can occur
(for example, more constructions occur with the active voice than with the
passive voice).
3. Frequency: the unmarked value is likely to occur with greater frequency than
the marked value, both in actual use (i.e., in actual texts) and also in the world’s
languages.

Givon (1995: 28) adds a fourth criterion specified as follows:
4. Cognitive Complexity: the marked category tends to be cognitively more
complex - in terms of mental effort, attention demands, or processing time -than

the unmarked one.

According to Trask (1993: 167), “the terms marked and unmarked were apparently
introduced by Nikolai Trobetzkoy and Roman Jakobson, though the idea goes
well back into the nineteenth century”. Such statement is obviously uninformed
of Sibawaihi’s al-Kitab, nor of CA grammar works dating from the ninth century
onwards. Otherwise, the whole of the theory of markedness should have been

attributed to Sibawaihi and his teacher al-Khalil.

Significantly, al-Khalil was the one linguist who had meticulously unravelled the
fact that the principles of this theory underlie the structure of meter in Arabic
poetry. Accordingly, he rigorously formulated his quantitative system of all the
possible prosodic meters on the basis of the regular variations in the bipolar

opposition between (4,~4) mobile versus (5L quiescent sounds (i.e. non-syllables

versus syllables). To cover all the possible syllabic variations in meter, three
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minimal common denominators were identified: (...)[string: CVC/CVCV],(x)[peg:
CVCVC/CVCCV], and (w.u)[disjunct: CVCVCVC/CVCVCVCV]. Then he made use
of circles in which he plotted the first possible combinatorial alternation of his
self-discovered three minimal denominators above (using a dot for a non-syllable
and a small ring for a syllable). Through substitution and recursion, the next
possible alternation was plotted, and so on till the structure of all the possible
(used or unused) meters were exhaustively formulated, with the aid of additional
ten metric feet (Dhaif, 1968: 31; al-Hashimi, 1973: 5). This science, together with
all its battery of original terminology, has remained intact and uniquely
functional up to the present time. More significantly, the undetlying system
involved was both a genuinely generative one, and had universal implications in
that it proved to be empirically useful in describing the prosodic structures of

Hebrew, Persian, and even Turkish poems.

Al-Khalil and Sibawaihi’s explication and use of the theory of markedness is
characterized by the following properties:

A. The whole organization of al-Kitab is based on the theory of markedness
whereof the description systematically moves from the unmarked to the marked
structures and forms (cf. section: 3.3.1.2).

B. The theory is deployed at all levels of descriptive analysis: syntax,
morphology, and phonology as a means of explaining a wide range of structural
motivations.

C. The concept is seen as fundamentally multiple, gradient, relational,
hierarchical, and having a very broad scope of operationality. These
characteristics render such operationality interactive and in continuous tension.
Where one type of markedness stands in clash with some other type of a lower
rank, the highest-ranking unmarked form always wins out.

D. All the four types of markedness stated above are very clearly identified and

described, together with their numerous sub-types.
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E. The discovery of the existence of an implicational relationship that correlates
the value of markedness of the linguistic forms at the paradigmatic level with its
value at the syntagmatic level.

F. Markedness is seen as a synchronic phenomenon. Its values are strongly
dependent on the prevailing state of the language, to the effect that one marked
value at one time can become unmarked at another if its motivation is lost.

G. In view of the characteristics above, one can safely state that the theory of
markedness was not only originated by al-Khalil and Sibawaihi, but was also
developed to a level that far exceeds that attained in the description of any other

language, up to the present time.

The task of exemplifying and commenting on all the instances where this theory
is reverted to in al-Kitab needs a whole book since one can hardly come across a
page that does not make some mention or use of its principles. Therefore, this
section will concentrate on those quotations that serve to exemplify the seven
claims above, and justify attributing to Sibawaihi and his teacher al-Khalil the

credit of originating this theory in linguistics.

Among the first excerpts where this theory is applied and explained in al-Kitab is
the following quotation (I. 20-3), which discusses the marked/unmarked values
of word classes by relating such values to their syntactic behaviour (key relevant

terms in the original text are underlined):
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Bear in mind that certain parts of speech are heavier than others, for the verbs are heavier than
the nouns because the nouns are the primary [original] structures and are more completely
declinable. Accordingly, the verbs do not admit the nunation declension [nun-suffix addition]
whereas they undergo the deletions affected by the jussive and quiescent cases since the verbs

are derived from the nouns. You can also see that while the verb must co-occur with the noun for
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the realization of the [well-formed] speech, the noun can occur in [well-formed] speech without
the verb. Thus you say:

ligJ] alll [NP+NP+NP],

and:

gl abil aue [NP+NP+NP].

Bear in mind that nouns whose speech forms match the paradigm of the aorist [imperfect]
verb and its structure are all molded according to the way the latter’s heavy structures are spoken.
Hence, such forms as: (Gaul), (Gs—wi), G=31), and (Gawls) are hindered from admitting the
declensions of the lighter parts of speech since these nouns have the same structure as those of
the verbs: (wa3), and (‘el&l). Therefore, these heavier forms admit a fatha ending [in stead of the
usual kasra] when they occur in the dragged [genitive] position because their speech forms and
structures match those of the verb.

As for the epithets whose structures match the aorist verb, these forms are also weak [when

they occur without the noun] in your saying:

2548 poull (sl [VP+NP+NPLOC-+Adj],
Is,L Vi [Qpart+Neg+Adj],
Jwozs ‘o0 [VP+NP+Prep+Adj],

in that they are not as well-formed as:

398 >, il [VP+NP+NP +Adj],

T5,b lo VI [Qpart+Neg+NP+Adj],

Jwo> J=p 'w,y0 [VP+NP+Prep+NP+Adj],

[where the epithet occurs with the noun, not alone]. You can see here again that such speech
structures are not well-formed, just like the structures in which the aorist verb cannot stand alone
without the noun since the noun has precedence over the epithet as it does over the verb. Still, the
epithet can occur in the [verbal] paradigm of yafalu, expressing the meaning of the aorist verb as
is the case [in the utterance]: (I.u; &)Ls [J>, lia) and it can [just like the verb] cause the noun to
assume the set-up [accusative] case as you shall see by Allah’s will.

However, if the structure [that matches the paradigm of the aorist verb] is itself a noun, then
such structure is rendered lighter by the speaker as is the case with:("JS3i) and (‘w._isi) both of
which inflect when they are indefinite.

Forms that follow the paradigm of @fala and modify the noun are themselves nouns that
undergo functional change just like the verb that functions as an epithet. However, afala forms
like:(Gs—zg) do not function as epithets when they are nouns; they function as epithets only when
they are verbs.

Bear in mind that the indefinite nouns are lighter for the speakers than the definite ones, so

the first nouns are more completely declinable. This is because the indefinite forms are the primary
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[initial] forms to which the definite article is then added. Accordingly, most speech forms are
completely declinable when indefinite.

Bear in mind that the singular is more completely declinable than the plural because the
singular is the primary [initial] form. Accordingly, speakers do not completely inflect those plurals
that follow a paradigm that singular forms do not follow such as: (a>Luwo) and (pwilss).

Bear in mind that the masculine is lighter than the feminine because the masculine assumes
the primary [original] form, and is therefore, more completely declinable since the feminine forms
are derived from the masculine ones. You can see that the [general] word (ss—iJl) (the thing)
denotes whatever entity spoken about, regardless of its being masculine or feminine though this
word is masculine. So, the nunation is the mark that the speakers use for whatever they regard to
be more completely declinable and lighter in speech, while the non-nunation is their mark for what
they regard to be heavy, and we shall see what are completely declinable and what are not by
Allah’s will.

In addition, all diptote forms that admit [the definite article] a/ or are annexed [to other
nouns] take the dragged [genitive] case. So, given that these nouns admit what the inflected
nouns admit, then they assume the dragged case just like the completely inflected forms. As such
cases do not occur with the verbs, so the speakers do not add the nunation [suffix] to them.
Consequently, all forms of speech that are not completely inflected are parallel to the paradigm of
the verb. This is done to such forms because they are not as strong [completely declinable] as the
other forms, just like the verb which is not as strong [completely declinable] as the noun.

Bear in mind that in all the cases where the word-final sound is acquiescent in the upright
[nominal] case, such sound is deleted in the jussive case in order to differentiate between the
jussive case and the nominal one. So, they delete this last sound as they do with the short vowels
at the end of words and the ndn that marks duality and plurality as when you say:
px o) [NEG+Pres+VP(JUSS)],

‘324 oJ [NEG+Pres+VP(JUSS)],

Uiy o [ NEGH+Pres+VP(JUSS)],

where such forms have a quiescent ending in the upright case since you say:
vy [Pres+VP+ (he)],

952 [Pres+VP+ (he)], and

sty [Pres+VP+ (he)].

The quotation above clearly shows how the concept of markedness has been
developed into a remarkably powerful theory by Sibawaihi and al-Khalil. In fact
the whole of his grammar is based on the principles of this theory. It is used to

explain why certain parts of speech require to be derived from others; why
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certain speech forms are fully inflected while others are not; why certain speech
forms are required to co-occur with others; why certain utterances are possible,
impossible, more well-formed, or less well-formed. In brief, the theory of
markedness, which remained totally unknown to the Greek grammarians
(Troupeau, 1978), is systematically used in formulating powerful generalizations,
principles, and rules, and in explaining why the language is structured in the way
it is. In elucidating this theory, Sibawaihi resorts to oppositional dichotomies to
differentiate between the marked and the less marked structures. These
dichotomies can be listed as follows:

L. it ity — i

2. Jis [ Jg¥1- |

3. 0y oSG o[ SKaYI- LS s

4, R e
5. 0y [ 0
6. S [Jay

The seven pairs of contrastive terms above are meant to capture some of the
different specific cases of markedness. Instead of describing a certain structure
as being marked first and then showing in what way it is so, Stbawaihi preserves

a separate contrastive pair for each type of markedness.

3.3.1 First Binary Pair: < (& — cirl [ f&1

The first double pairs of such terms (Jiiu /cisiu, -cisi /48 ) are preserved to those
structures that show contrastive additions. Two observations are relevant here.

The first is that the pair (<ai/J&) (heavier/lighter) are used both as general cover
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terms and specific. Thus, all marked structures are specified first as being heavier
than the unmarked ones. Moreover, when one form is derived from another
some affixation, then the original form is described as being /ghter for the
speaker than the heavier derived form. The term heavy has been widely adopted
by modern linguists in relation to the marked value of forms. One example is
Haegeman and Gue’ron’s (1999: 221-4) use of the term heavy NP shift in
connection with the rightward movement of the direct object in certain English

sentences, in violation of its canonical position adjacent to the verb.

The second part with the pair of (Jiiw /diiw)(finds the form lighter /finds it heavy)
is used in relation to the speaker. Linguistic structures are not marked or
unmarked per se; it is the language speakers themselves who find certain forms
lighter than others because their production or comprehension requires more or
less efforts in fact render them so. Here, Sibawaihi relates his theory of
markedness to another theory of his own and that is the law of the least effort (cf.
Saussure, 1916: 148f, Sapir, 1921: 46, 64, 85) which is unambiguously and

repetitively stated in the quotation above.

The insightful statement made by Sibawaihi in the quotation above is that
some heavier forms are denied certain inflections simply because admitting such
inflections would render them heavily non-oppositional (non-differential). This
is especially true of those parts of speech whose paradigms assume structures
typical of some other different parts of speech as when the nouns or epithets
follow the paradigms of the incomplete verb, which is in itself heavier than those
of the noun from which it is derived. In other words, the heavier form has a
marked value because it does not admit certain more usual inflectional forms
that are admitted by the contrastive unmarked forms. Accordingly, such marked
forms involve lesser structure as is the case with the epithet (va=f) which does

not admit the noun-specific nunation case (*asl). A comparable case in
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English would be the two contrastive forms: from/fro where the latter (i.e. fro) is
the marked form, occurring only in the expression 7o and fro, though it involves a
lesser structure. Such ingenious statement reveals Sibawaihi’s awareness of the
hierarchical functionality of marked forms in that frequency has precedence over
extra structure when they stand in tension with each other. Conversely, where a
form of an extra structure is more frequent, both these two parameters will
collaborate to the definition of the marked value of these forms. Hence,
markedness is a relational principle that is realized in accordance with state of

affairs prevalent in the language.

To illustrate how the capability of nouns to admit the typical (more frequent)
nunation case renders them less marked, Sibawaihi likens function-related
morphosyntactic values of markedness to another functional type of
markedness: a lexico-semantic one. His example is related to what is now called:
generic masculine (Spolsky, 1998: 38). In a typically built-in remark, Sibawaihi
cites how the zero-sign gender of the lexical item (sd) (the thing) is masculine,
though it can be used as a general word to refer to both masculine and feminine
entities alike. On the other hand, the overtly indicated feminine gender cannot
be used to indicate generic gender. Such status assigns to the masculine gender in
CA an unmarked value due to both lesser contrastive structure and referential

generality. Greenberg (1966) makes a similar statement eleven centuries after

Sibawaihi.

As the zero-marked masculine form is generic, so the zero-admissibility of the
nunation inflection is the typical indicator of unmarked non-nominal forms. This
value of unmarkedness is additionally confirmed by the fact that the secondary
feminine form is derived from the primary zero-signed masculine form; a point

which is discussed in the following sections.
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3.3.2 Second Pair: Ji / Js¥1 - 45

The members of the second binary pair (M / Jds¥ -d-8) (precedent,
primary/derivative) refer to the primary/basic unmarked forms from which the
secondary marked forms are derived. According to Sibawaihi, the nouns are the
basic forms from which the verbs are derived, at least because there are more
nouns in the language than verbs. Consequently, the nouns have typical,
unmarked forms, while the verbs have marked ones (syntagmatic behaviour).
Here the theory of markedness is used in the description and establishment of
the parts of speech (paradigmatic relations). This issue has already been

discussed in section (3.3.2) and will be revisited in (3.3.5).

3.3.3 Third Pait: o, ;& d L/ SOY] - 15GE wisf

The members of the third pair (oo oSa4dpud /oSl Lissadi)  (stronger,
strongest/not as strong as) are related to purely morphosyntactic forms of
markedness. Parts of speech that do not assume all the usual inflectional forms
are specified as being not as firm as, or inherently less strong, than the other stronger
forms, and are therefore less completely declinable. Similar to al-Khalil and
Sibawaihi, Jespersen (1924: 339) uses the term stronger in explaining the clash
between conflicting grammatical tendencies. This point is discussed later on in

this section.

Here again, Sibawaihi makes a statement about the interaction between
frequency and extra structuring. While the indefinite nouns have lesser structures
than the definite ones, since the latter have the definite article added to them, the

indefinite nouns are also less marked because the majority of these nouns are
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perfectly declinable. Here the extra structure effected through the addition of the
definite article at the beginning of nouns renders them less declinable. The c/ash
established between the extra structures added to the beginning and at the end of
words is resolved in favor of the latter forms, resulting in a majority of perfectly

declinable structures.

3.3.4 Fourth Pair: cixs /

The fourth pair (dsa/ ¢ws) (good/weak) relate the theory of markedness to
the concept of the well-formedness of sentences, which is another major
linguistic contribution made by al-Khalil and Sibawaihi. It is worth mentioning
here that Sibawaihi avoids using the ambiguous grammatical term: sentence
(M in Arabic) in preference of the more accurate term (»1): utterance, or speech
(i.e. communicative speech)(ct. Saussure, 1916: 124; Pike, 1967: 147, 484). Here
again the notion of well-formedness of speech is conceived of as a gradient one.
Thus, a sentence of the type: [VP+NP+PP]( dsax é,) is described as weak in
comparison with the well-formed sentence:(dse Jax &) [VP+NP+PP+NPJ.
The weak sentence means: I passed by a handsome, which is obviously ambiguous in
that it does not tell who is the handsome person that the speaker has passed by.
This means that the sentence requires the occurrence of the noun which the
epithet (d#») modifies. In English, such a sentence would be ungrammatical
since an epithet cannot be preceded by a preposition, nor by an indefinite article
as is the case with the noun. In Arabic, it is syntactically well-formed, but
functionally odd since it upgrades the epithet (J=2) to the function of the noun
(i.e. assigns to it a higher rank in the hierarchy of markedness). This is a possible
measure in that, categorially, epithets and nouns are grouped together since the

epithets admit all the inflections of nouns and behave just like nouns, such as
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being precedable by prepositions. Consequently, epithets in Arabic can only be

differentiated from nouns on functional grounds, not categorial ones.

Now all these remarks are, strictly speaking, purely syntactic in nature, and seem
to have nothing to do with the theory of markedness. In order to get at the
interplay between this theory and the well-formedness of utterances, the
grammarian has to have a wider perspective of the working of the language as a
whole, and to correlate the markedness of the structures of all the possible

sentences with the markedness of all the parts of speech in the language.

In contrast with the eight parts of speech of the Greek and Latin grammarians,
Arabic grammarians formally recognize only three: (~¥) the noun, (41 verb, and
(e+) article. Nouns are conceived of as the original unmarked forms, verbs are
the secondary marked forms derived from the nouns, while the articles serve the
sole function of relating sentence parts together. Put along a cline of
markedness, the nouns are the unmarked category, the verbs are more marked,
while the articles are the most marked forms since the latter cannot stand alone,
are much fewer in number, and are totally uninflected (aplastic). When these
three categories are correlated with the possible sentence constituents, the far-
sighted grammarian can discover a remarkable correlation between the degree of
markedness by which each category is characterized (a paradigmatic relation)
and its selection or contribution in the formation of well-formed sentences (a

syntagmatic relation).

Sibawaihi’s approach in this respect is reflected in Saussure’s (1916: 137)
statement that each linguistic item needs to be considered not in isolation but in
relation to the whole system of other items of which it forms a part since a
language is a system of systems. Broadly speaking, CA well-formed sentences fall

into two kinds: nominal and verbal. A nominal sentence consists of two nouns,
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while the verbal sentence has a minimal constituency of a verb plus a noun. In
both of these two types, the noun is the obligatory constituent. Since the articles
cannot stand on their own as main parts of the sentence, their contribution in
sentential structure is strictly related to modifying the other two major parts of
speech: the nouns and the verbs. This leaves us with the last two categories:
nouns and verbs. While a well-formed sentence can be built out of two
successive nouns, two successive verbs cannot make up a well-formed one. In
other words, all well-formed sentences in CA require at least one nominal form.
If the sentence is a nominal one and begins with a noun, then it should contain
another noun; if it is a verbal one and begins with a verb, then it should also
contain a noun. In short, while the noun is an obligatory part of all sentences,
the verb is not. Consequently, there is a correlation between the degree of
markedness of the formal categories of noun and verb and the scope of their
contribution to the formulation of well-formed sentences. The less marked
category of noun is an obligatory part of all sentences, while the more marked
category of verb is only optional and is required to co-occur with the unmarked

one that acts as the minimal obligatory sentential constituent.

Sibawaihi projects the gradient principle of grammaticality to the relative
principle of markedness so that when the relative principle of markedness ceases
to be operational, the sentence becomes ungrammatical. In other words, once
the degree of the sentence’s well-formedness stands off-line the given hierarchy
of permissible marked forms, the sentence is then deemed not to be well-
formed. Here another hierarchy becomes functional and that is the hierarchy of

the degree of the markedness of the non-well-formed sentences.

3.3.5 Fifth Pair: 55 ¥/ 055
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The fifth pair of (0s&¥/uss)(can/cannot exist) establishes the relevance of the
theory of markedness to the functional subparts of the category noun (..v). This
is strictly related to both the functionality and the grammaticality and non-
grammaticality of formal categories and sentences. Sibawaihi explains that within
the category of noun, pure nouns are unmarked, while their subcategory of
epithet is marked and this is why the sentence (d»:&334) is functionally weak.
Morteover, the epithet can both function as a verb and assume the latter’s formal
paradigm yafalu. The marked epithet of the last paradigm, while versatile
enough to assume the form and function of the verb, canmnot be upgraded to
function as the unmarked noun occurring after prepositions and indefinite
declensions. In contrast, nouns following a verbal paradigm such as (X ) retain
their nominal function (i.e. cannot be downgraded) and cannot function as
epithets, whereas the verbs of the same paradigm can. In addition, both nominal
and verbal well-formed sentences cannot be built up without nouns. Such is the

interplay between markedness and formal and functional well-formedness.

3.3.6. Sixth Pair: S.it1/J=sY

The sixth pair (<al/jasy)(affixation/deletion) is related to the relationship
between the annexation and the deletion of forms on the one hand and
markedness on the other. Firstly, minimal form classes stripped off any additions
are specified as unmarked. Thus, the indefinite noun is lighter (less marked) than
the definite one, the masculine is lighter than the feminine, and the singular is
lighter than the plural since the heavier forms admit the additional grammatical
categories of definiteness, gender, and number. Secondly, In Arabic, the article
of definiteness a/is added at the beginning of the nouns while the inflections of
gender and person are added to the end. However, the imperfectly declinable

forms that do not admit the dragged case (,+) when indefinite become less
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marked whenever the definite article is annexed to them since their new forms
allow them to admit this case. Here we are in front of two simultaneous but
clashing types of markedness: one form is rendered marked through the
annexation of the definite article and unmarked through the same cause that
makes it typically inflected. In other words, the added article of definiteness
makes the already marked diptote-noun a more marked one as far as both the
declinability and definiteness are concerned. But since such an addition changes
the same noun from a diptote to a completely inflected one, this makes it less
marked as far as typical inflections are concerned, though indeed more marked

than the definite triptote-nouns (i.e. markedness is a relative phenomenon).

3.3.7 Seventh Pair: (X5 . /o35

The last contrastive pair of (s sul/pds)(speech/non-speech) are strongly related to
the fifth pair (cs$¥/0s8). Sibawaihi terms a completely ungrammatical sentence as
simply being not a speech since it does not actually occur in the speakers’ normal
utterances. Here the value of markedness is not a matter of more or less but of

either this or that.

Before closing this discussion, a word requires to be said about the existence of
tension or clash between the morphological markers of grammatical categories as
seen by al-Khalil and Sibawaihi. This is yet another one of their many important
contributions to the theory of linguistics; the more so because this concept has
been correlated to that of markedness. In fact, the functioning of the principle of
markedness can only be identified through the formal results manifested in
consequence of the dash among the various values of markedness. In other
words, the concept of dash is the driving force that underlies the functionality of

markedness.
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In the quotation above, an explanation is given for how the clash between the
upright and the jussive cases is resolved. In CA, aorist verbs ending in one of the
three long vowel sounds |4 #, and 4] cannot show the inflectional marker [#] of
the nominative case. Consequently, these verbs keep the quiescent inflection (i.e.
zero sign) in the nominative case. The clash occurs because this same inflection
(i.e. the quiescent) is also the general marker of the jussive case in these verbs. In
order to differentiate between the markers of these two different cases, this
specific set of verbs undergo vowel weakening where the long vowels above are
changed into short ones: [z #, and 4. Consequently, this set of verbs has an
inherently marked (unusual) morphological form in both the upright and the
jussive cases, while the resolution of the formal clash between their inflectional
markers causes the marked value of the jussive case to be higher than the upright

one.

The lengthy discussion above was needed to account for just one quotation from
al-Kitab. The question is: ‘how many volumes are required to comment on the
whole of it?” The answer to this important question awaits new specialized
research. What should be stressed here is that the previous discussion of some
aspects of the theory of markedness in al-Kitab does not do justice to al-Khalil
and Sibawaihi, for there is barely a page in the whole book that does not make
an explicit or implicit mention of it. To make up for this deficit, the following
sub-sections attempt to outline the basic principles and uses of the theory of
markedness in al-Kitab. This outline will concentrate upon the role of the three
principles of markedness: basicaiity (original, or primary forms), frequency
(consensus, recurrence), and analogy (regular, standard). It will also touch upon

the use of these principles in explaining linguistic motivation, and well-formedness.

3.3.8 Basic Forms
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As has seen before, Sibawaihi uses the notion of the basic (i.e., primary, or
original) form to explain why the form class of noun in Arabic is lighter, more
completely inflected, and has precedence over both verbs and epithets in its
function as the obligatory part of sentences. Frequently, this principle is used in
making general linguistic statements or supporting various arguments about why
certain linguistic structures are well-formed, possible, have a certain grammatical
behaviour, or belong to a certain form class. The following paraphrased passages

are self-explanatory in this respect.

1. Primary State: A deleted part of speech, if operant, functions equally in
affecting the (&) wpright (nominative), (—=i) set up (accusative), and the (L))
dragged (genitive) cases.

Argument: A preposed object having the set-up case in a sentence cannot be
claimed to be governed by the postposed verb in that same sentence if such a
verb can only function transitively via a preposition. For, if it were so, then that
object of preposition should assume the dragged case, not the actual set up one,

due to the presence of the preposition.
) calee |13 9, ALl g Y1) s W ASY 0T o A Ay g Jadl) Vg Apaly L) (4g Csa T3 1) 1 JB 1Y) 4l e 5 cpad
Mo BN gl g Al dle oo g A Al e L
(al-Kitab: 1. 49)

2. Primary State: A deleted preposition cannot remain operative (regent).
Argument: A verb that can only function transitively through a preposition

cannot be deleted.

Mode Sh s S () Bl QD e alg L. seda Y el disa Y s dian W) Jear Y Slad el o Jsaa Y "

(al-Kitab: 1. 54)

3. Primary State: An operative verb should occur at the sentence initial position.
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Argument: The postposed verb (o£) and its sisters are inoperative because

whenever the speech is prolonged, the postposed constituent becomes weaker.

", Jadll Ulae 1) palil) Cinds 23S JUa LalS ASY |, Jas 13) Taiea Jadll ¢ 6% o)) aadl g Jua¥I™
(al-Kitab: 1. 61)

4. Primary State: The admittance of prefix fa’in the apodosis (the main clause)
of all conditional sentences.
Argument: The article “amma functions to indicate a conditional clause because

it always co-occurs with £2°

"¢ Tal Ll da 3y (sl of o YT ((Blaiad o el (e 05 Laga dl) ) Jsly S g1 5ad) na Lgah (Laf) Ll
(al-Kitab: 1. 312)

5. Primary State: All deviant nouns (nouns turned from their original form to
another) are not completely inflected (i.e. diptote) Argument: Deviant nouns

(s dalc gud casl e are diptotes.

Slags (Al 58 3 el (8 Ol gana Lagd) 5 LS Laa 5 oS Luasd Lol Laghlucil g Lagh pua (10 pgacia Ladld (U35 ) 5 (e Ll 5"
", dual) g Laa gl s
(al-Kitab: I11. 223)

6. Primary State: A noun cannot be formally characterized with both initial
augmentative sounds and the paradigms of the verb.

Argument: Nouns that begin with initial augmentative sounds but do not follow
the paradigms of the verbs (e.g. @i «uis « qulul ceulal Jare completely inflected

forms.
(O sy ) o (s il g3l Ll gl A 0sSs O (e b aie slan) Jual G
(al-Kitab: I11. 197)
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7. Primary State: Completely inflectional form classes are the more capable
categories that can fill in a larger set of slots.

Argument: Nouns that are incapable of functioning in all the slots other nouns
can fill are marked forms such as the noun (&#) (which cannot occur after a
preposition) in comparison with the relatively less marked noun (««s) (which can

occur after a preposition).

Jsfi ¢ o dia Lgade JA5 Lgd) (5 8 YT ¢ LISl Wil LY (i) 110 Ld (an o cllad) o (ak 4o dia):) gl L) agd) aldel o
" oSalll 138 ST Y () g ¢ Ay el (o Ja s <) 1 JsEg ¢ (laany):
(al-Kitab: III. 268)

8. Primary State: Only a noun can follow a preposition.
Argument: A preposition-like form (e.g. s )is a noun since it can be preceded

by another preposition.

Cra Ciidagh) 1 580 LaS (Aule (e Cudagl) 1 Jsh (a uadl (e Unan ¢ gl gal) S 3 LS8A 5 ((358) Ajias (1) @) Las
", (43‘95
(al-Kitab: II1. 268)

9. Primary State: The Arabs never give two proper names to a single entity.
Argument: In case two adjacent proper names co-occur, both referring to one
entity, then the second noun is an annexed, epithet-like form that modifies the

first noun; not a second referent noun to the same entity.

(sl 2B 488 (B 13R) (S S 108 ) 1 UG ALY g SR (uigag g as (ol J5% s g LAY ) 4Bl 3 jhay 13 s0e il 1)
OY ¢ B0 o) s (Ad8) cadgi ol (L 1An) cuth 1) Lga i N A jeal) i Y ¢ 4D jaa (AE) culay Laild (Aay 4 1R)
oo Vgal) b o 3 4 e (0% L) cilad)

13a) ; igh iy« Joldll g (uisng 9ae ol J5B sh 5 ciuaslls JAY) o Laaaaf 5 2 ke ilidaallg ¢ ciliaay 3 jdal) il 13
Lol sl ¢ ¢ J¥l g 5p L sdta 12n Lo Lail g ciliaally Ciliaal) ol (o IS g o (08 L Ady Al 2 138 ) 5 (Ranas 039 45
) ALl ¢ AN Uua g Ladda] (195 9 ¢ cilidan 3 pda AT ¢ Ciliaa ; Ladaal Glad Ja sl 5% O slamll) de adg sl
ML as g dandl) Jual 13g8 (0 9ee sl ) 5 (e sl ) 2 g sa g AyiSll

(al-Kitab: I11. 294)
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10. Primary State: Every waw sound occurring at form-initial position is a
primary , not an augmentative sound.
Argument: The initial waw in the words (Jis) and (#1s8s) is an original sound, not

an augmentative one.

MY (JURLANY A 3iay Lt B (gl o) Jrad W e L3S (S g sl g, Tasl gl AW (olal ) OF ¢ hadl (i e gl gl ((JiELg) Laldn

(al-Kitab: TV. 315)

11. Primary State: Arabic speech has no fa%ili word paradigm.
Argument: The alif /a:/ sound in the base of the two forms (bské) and (s is

an original sound, not an additive one.

¢ (A1) ¢ ISy dda Jay Y La iy 9 o)l by La Ada (5GER () ghaf) @ J g0 ALY (Jo gad) L) Apinad (o gdaf) Lal g
S (Je ) g ((land) aDSN (B ud AV Ada (i al (g (e ) dlliSy (cle ) A Lallg (sl ¢ ol Y
(al-Kitab: IV. 311)

12. Primary State: (a) Arabic disallows form-classes beginning with an
augmentative mim except for those nouns that follow the paradigms of their
verbs. (b) Arabic disallows two successive augmentative sounds in nouns or
epithets that do not follow the paradigms of their verbs.

Argument: The mim sound in (Gxie ) is NOt augmentative.

Cra s lad) W) Y g Ay ) iy Al Y B 308 i jad) (i (ha 4 (sl ) cadma () LY G jad) (il (e 4 analld (Ginda ) Wi
e ol Al cilial) B Y g sland) B AL Y ATY A (aall) 155 DB (Ol ClS Gl g« (guata) @ s Ledladi
Lailde daa s Baly 31 Wany & ol Lgd i (A (A 8 3agd) O ) 138 (8 (i3 ol ol () g 001 OB s Lgdgh (B By jal) Juad)
e (omie): A ey ((Baiaie)

(al-Kitab: IV. 309)

13. Primary State: When the plural-indicating suffix za’clashes with the feminine-
indicating suffix za’ the plural-indicating morpheme stays while the feminine-
indicating morpheme is deleted.

Argument: The feminine noun («&) has the plural form (aty), not (* <),
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5 ¢ Letia Cpma ol e ¢ plgd) Culii Y LaS peand) sl aoe il W Cuili £l gl J8 (g (i) ¢ JsBE Ja o Laad S 130 Al et
$ JoR0 Jay el (Cain) QS g (@ld ) ¢ J ol Eudlil) o5 clBal) (Cnd) o Sy Cuan ol L Ll 13 Jelad Y (@l ) g (cia)elli
1 (lia)

(al-Kitab: III. 406)

14. Primary State: A) The third person singular pronoun (s+) does not function
as a distinctive pronoun (a pronoun of separation) unless it is followed by a
definite noun. B) A pronoun cannot function as an epithet for an overt noun.

Argument: A) The pronoun (s») in (die »s s lalghile) IS not separative, but

inchoative. B) The same pronoun above cannot be an epithet in the Qur’anic

verse: (3dimad, Bl el ).

", &b aal) Apdi La gl A8 ra lhamy L (6% ia Sluad (65 0 Gy Y (92) Ol "
(al-Kitab: I1. 392)

s ) A5y 9a Ladl ¢ Suad sl (e a8 Iasl GBI L)+ agd o B () O
(al-Kitab: II. 395)

2 el IS U8 gl ¢ gliall ddua Lin W \gdray (e Liall (Bl g Adua (98 i, dba Uin W (0) o (ulipe j B
M aadie Lgad) g (e Gud A ¢ ) L Al W A Shoia Uia Ly (98 ) B (Al ga 4l 2y &) )
(al-Kitab: II. 390)

15. Primary State: The order of the suffixed pronouns in one VP proceeds from
the nearest to the farthest.
Argument: The order of the suffixed pronouns is: the pronoun of the speaker

tirst, the pronoun of the addressee next, then the pronoun of the absent third.

Omgaill G8) ) 4 Al Y gl 548 (A gale ) JUBS A g quiladly Ty gf ((ASUae ) JUBB Auadi 38 lliially Ty
" A 0l e gall 130 (B alSal) o 0 A0 S L o gl
(al-Kitab: II. 363-4)

16. Primary State: A proper noun does not function as an epithet.
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Argument: Since (@) in (i3 ddicyl; ¢ ¢l) is more specific than (s3) then the
specific noun (44i) does not function as an epithet, just as the proper noun ()

does not function as an epithet.

Yo (V) o gadl (AA) Y (1) A ¢ 09 Vg (o1 AT ey M) 0 ) 1 JB (e ALAT 138 ) 1 JB Crag"
Mol A 55 Y (143) O OB 00 Ahea 41 58
(al-Kitab: 11.149)

3.3.9 Frequency

As a natural language grammar book, al-Kitab oftener than not informs its
reader about the level of the prevalence of the description given, and whether it
is based on consensus, majority, or minority use. Again the theory of
markedness, as realized by frequencies of use, is deployed to make statements
about the degree of the well-formedness of speech. However, Sibawaihi never
loses sight of the inherently possible tension between this value and the other
marked values. Before giving some of the relevant quotations about frequency, it
might be a good idea to give just one translated example for the interplay
between the frequencies of use, original state, and the acceptability of

abbreviated forms as described by Sibawaihi in the following quotation:

(12)
(ehtos) pagal ¥) : ol . ( Sotesy Yy 1n ) llgh elddg . JAhI At oo 5 @godIS 3 43S0 Jondlh e DS O 1
ol JsB a3 ey 1 aesy o olgn ail e 0 5 U ARy o) elomsn) 8280 (Siless @agl Yg) 1 ST -
(159 LogdS slael ) JUB S SN o I3 |3 OIS Jadll 83 859 ¢ foriualy ogodS' (3 2573 55 16 ¢ (1,85 LoglS)
() yLghl 4 &S 398 1im OF Y1 ¢ (B Tyof o 5 ait):cdd LB . (Tuaold 1ol O b awt) - 4138 aISHN o 3 ...
Blry 2515 iy L) 1 oS’ Bl ¢« 1 g oo 3 oSG 2500wl Jo¥1 S B 15 S o 83 L

This is the section of (the speech) where the verb is omitted due to its high frequency in their

speech to the effect that it has assumed the rank of a ‘proverbial’ speech.



75

Hussain Alwan Hussain, Basic Linguistic Tenets of Sibawaihi, 2004, Baghdad, Iraq

This occurs in your saying (cLiloc; Vg lia ), meaning (cllac; pdgil Yo)[ Where the VP (osgsl) is not
deleted]... However, [the latter utterance]( cbloc; sagil Vo) does not occur in speech because of the
high frequency of the deleted form in the speakers’ speech, and because the addressee can infer
from the circumstances he is in that the speaker is prohibiting him from making [false] claims...
Another similar case is the ‘proverbial’ ( T, ejs LogaS) which has become so recurrent and
established that the original mentioning of the verb fell into disuse and this [verbless structure] has
become equal to your saying ( 1,eig lagalS  silaci ) .
Parallel to that in speech is his (the speaker’s) utterance (laols Tl w0\ L aiil) , which realizes your
saying (Iio T,el ol ¢ al) though you may make the verb overt in this utterance. I have mentioned
this [utterance] to you in order to put it as a clarifying example for the former [ones] because such
utterances have become so frequent in their speech that they have assumed the rank of a
‘proverb’, so they
omit as they omit in the utterance: (U=, psJiS <l ) .

(al-Kitab: I. 280-4)

As typical of Sibawaihi’s theory-laden description, the discontinuous quotation
(12) above puts forward the following arguments. Firstly, high frequency of use
motivates the emergence of abbreviated utterances to the effect that such
utterances become frozen and the initially undeleted forms fall into disuse. Such
a process transforms these utterances from their original status as freely
structured utterances consisting of many elements into ‘blocked’ utterances
whose parts become inseparably bound together. As a result, it undergoes a

change in its rank (d3) from a multiple-element structure into a one-element
structure of a new status similar to that of a single form class (Jw) derived from

another.

Secondly, this diachronic process, motivated by frequency, is a continuous one,
and that is why there are other parallel utterances in the language where the

deleted verb can be retained, as is the case with the utterance (ot 1.0 o3 «51). The

latter form is undergoing a diachronic state of dynamic evolution whose
synchronic realization at the time of Sibawaihi makes it occupy the rank between

those utterances of totally undeletable elements and those totally unrecoverable
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‘blocked” ones. In order to elucidate this process, Sibawaihi juxtaposes these

related examples which clarify each other.

Third, as for the pertinent question of why this process affects some of the
frequent utterances only by transforming them to such a rank, the suggested
answer here is that the context of situation collaborates with the impact of
frequency to bring about such a change. Deletions are more likely to occur in the
elements that are contextually recoverable for the sake of economy. The
invocation of the notion of the context of situation (which assumes the status of
common knowledge in all Arabic Grammar books from the ninth century AD
onwards) hints at a third important factor etfecting the acceptability of deleting
speech forms and that is the necessity of avoiding ambiguity. If the context of
situation in which such utterances are exchanged allows for disambiguation, then
the process of ‘blocking’ is consolidated, especially because it involves less effort.
This is, then, why the speaker and hearer are mentioned in the quotation. Ten
centuries after Sibawaihi, another great grammarian also mentions them in his

description of this same grammatical phenomenon, which he labels ‘formulas’

If, then, free expressions are defined as expressions created on the spur of the
moment after a certain type which has come into existence in the speaker’s
subconsciousness as a result of his having heard many sentences possessing some
trait or traits in common, it follows that the distinction between them and formulas
cannot always be discovered except through a fairly close analysis; to the hearer
the two stand at first on the same footing, and accordingly formulas can and do
play a great part in the formation of types in the minds of speakers, the more so as
many of them are of very frequent occurrence.

(Jespersen, 1924, 20)

Fourth, Sibawaihi always explicitly specifies that the deleted elements in all the
examples given (and in many more provided by him but are not mentioned here

for the sake of economy) are the verbs. A cursory look at the deleted structures
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in Sibawaihi’s examples shows that the verbs spoken of are only the main deleted
elements, and that, in the instances cited, the deleted constituents are in fact a
whole verbal sentence which is comprised of a head verb plus its covert subject

[((¢D) ms0 )in the first example, and the head verb plus a (§)O (k<) in the second

example|. If so, why then mention the verb only? The obvious answer is that
Sibawaihi is speaking here in categorial terms, and that the verbs mentioned are
conceived of as complex VP nodes, each dominating a V, plus one or two of its
dependent sister NPs. This is exactly the way the generativists analyze the VP
node in their Standard PS-rules. In addition, Sibawaihi’s analytical system does
not consider the ‘word’ as the basic unit of speech organization, which is in line
with the fact that in actual communication language users resort to multi-word

units that have functional autonomy within the ongoing discourse to speed up

processing (Ellis, 1994: 96).

Fifth, what is the motivation behind offering Sibawaihi’s last example of: (

S psds’ el Lywhose  deleted element is neither specified nor explained? The

answer lies in one of the unique characteristics of Sibawaihi’s methodology in
presenting his grammar. In order to relate the different manifestations of
essentially the same grammatical phenomena (verb deletion in this instance) that
require to be described in his book in separate previous sections, he re-mentions
in the second occasion an utterance previously described by him in the first
occasion as a reminder. In all such cases, the re-mentioned utterance in the
tfollowing occasion is considered as an exemplar of the preceding phenomenon.

So, to get at the import of the last example (3, 55" &4, L) the reader is required to

revert to the relevant section in which it is first mentioned: page (224) of the

same volume in this instance. This point is re-discussed in section (3.3.12).

To summarize, the quotation above defines the interrelationship between

markedness induced by primary states, frequency, and blocked structures on the
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one hand, and the utterance acceptability and ease of production and
comprehension on the other. In modern linguistic parlance, such interrelatedness

can be reformulated in the following terms:
State (1) Primary Markedness
In the utterance A, if the obligatory member X is overt, then A is unmarked; if covert,
then A is marked. In both cases, the utterance is grammatical (occurs in speech):
Overt X = Unmarked Value (Grammatical)
Covert X = Marked Value (Grammatical).
State (2) Frequency Markedness
In the utterance A, if the obligatory member X becomes frequently covert, then A with
covert X is unmarked, and A with an overt X is marked. In both cases the utterance is
grammatical (occurs in speech):
Overt X = Marked Value (Grammatical)
Covert X = Unmarked Value (Grammatical).
State (3) Blocked Markedness
In the utterance A, if the member X is obligatorily covert, then A with an overt X is
ungrammatically marked (does not occur in speech):
Overt X = Markedly Ungrammatical

Covert X = Unmarked (Grammatical).

In the reformulation above, State (2) is the opposite of State (1), while State (3)
launches a totally new situation wherein the Overt X renders the utterance

ungrammatical.

Now the discussion turns to types of frequencies described by Sibawaihi. The
first type can be termed unanimous use (or disuse) as expressed in the

following translated quotations from al-Kitab:

(13)
NS B el A e ST 1A
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And this is too frequent to be described in the speech of Arabs.
(al-Kitab: II. 102)
(14)
(253) 55 ) ) U ey o glan g 0 ghind ¢ agadlS B JE AT D g ¢ Cpppli by dad 5 ad) JSB 5ol S 13) 2 dall Ll
"Agdl L g
As for the non-compound (proper) noun in the vocative, all Arabs assign to it the upright case
without nunation. This is because such a noun has became so frequent in their speech that they
deleted the nunation and assigned to these nouns the rank of Ejaculation (Interjection) such as
(=s>), and other similar forms.
(al-Kitab: II. 185)
(15)
JAU il 1Y) Addal) ¢ adad ol 2 A3 OB Ggal) g Ay @A (Bl Ady A da s Gy ) s dsiy Adl a1 ae S 0y "
(chaDha ghe el 0 da g Eipa ) 9 (Sl p Bk Jan Giypa) s Al B gad gl Baluady i3 13) 8 gau gl i g Cpp g
", Omeadll g quadl asan CIAY) 5 (aad) 1 iy O el aa YA ©
And if one (speaker) argues that he says: (#h4sywlhllasda &, w) in which he differentiates
between the nunated an non-nunated noun, the reply is: ‘Don’t you know that in case the epithet
belongs to the first noun then nunation and non-nunation are the same even when you want to
drop the nunation just as when you say: (€Ul a3 Ja : & 4) or when you say: <lul a S da e ) )
(<2 sle ?" Accordingly, he has no alternative but to say ‘yes’, or else he would violate (the
speech of) all the Arabs and grammarians.
(al-Kitab: II. 19)
(16)
chal) e B | (o ia) ) g (@dag)y (@) s sad ey dalg pidaga G (A Jadl) AT S of claaili g "
M) o (e ald pAY)
Reduplication consists in a verb ending with two sounds, both produced from the same place (of
articulation) such as: (<)) , (<3a5) and (<__4al). However, if the last of the two sounds becomes
mobile (turned into a syllable through the addition of a short vowel), then the Arabs are
unanimous in assimilating (fusing) these two sounds.
(al-Kitab: III. 529)
(17)
13 B el o al 5 (8 Auad) BEIS g gal) Al b igladl Jaa g ) Gl ((plesa Tl JS B Uil il ) ¢ sty
"R J B Y Aale Vgl (8 Al gy g Aalay (B (e e JSB 1R 5. g gall
And you can only say: (skw zlua JS Lili el ) by making their forms in their slot just like that of 4wes)
( %= . No other place shows a similar structure. This is the opinion of all those whose authority
and (the authenticity of) their report from the Arabs we trust, and, to my knowledge, it is the
opinion of al-Khalll.
(al-Kitab: III. 303)
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(18)
83 Lal laa Lgiias () ol g Ladaad ¢y gidiy (gadatl) JaT ol AalS (ha Laga Ban) g JS cullS 5 VEIY 13) 03 Jagd) oo aleig
" LoRaTh (e AN ) Gurdl adS (e uth ¢ Baal gl (et Slaad) Jaf S Las ¢ el
Know that when two glottal stops co-occur adjacent to each other, and each is a part of a different
word, then those who realize glottal stops in their speech dilute (reduce the weight) of one of
them because they find the full realization of both too heavy for the reasons that I have told you
before, just like the inhabitants of al-Hijaz find it too heavy to produce the single glottal stop.
Accordingly, in no Arab speech are both of the two adjacent glottal stops realized.
(al-Kitab: III. 548-9)
(19)
m (el oo op Laily o (Aalpea T ) 1 Sy 55 Y1 Bl ) e Gl
All the Arabs (without exception) say: ( 4l Lt ) which is derived from (< L),
(al-Kitab: III. 460)
(20)
" Ada olitam La day 4RI g Gl Ll g ¢ JulAd) J g8 el 83 g g
What I have mentioned to you is said by al-Khalil, and we have seen afterwards that (the speech
of) the Arabs agree with it.
(al-Kitab: 117, II)
(21)
M) g oaisg - Al das - A (e slinaw il 038 (ha slidia g La pan 4"
And all that we have described of these languages (dialects) we have heard it from al-Khalll (may
Allah’s grant him mercy), and Ydnus, and the Arabs.
(al-Kitab: II. 214)
(22)
"l Aale J @ sa 5 cualll (uldll ) :dﬁé(?@#‘ﬂiﬁﬁéé&) s oo Adllag

And I asked him (i.e. al-Khalil) about the utterance (S &souo <lin gi=> pS slc), and he replied: the

analogous form is the set-up case, which is what all (the Arab people) say.
(al-Kitab: II. 160)

The second type of frequency is described as (=T) (more recurrent), or ()

(recurrent, abundant) as shown in the following selected examples:
(23)
") gay egadly Q) ST 58 g @3 ) ar gl (2 L e W ) SN a8 o b g U
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And among those epithets that have got deviant forms are those found in the utterance lis)

( > Lb ;== since the normal form is the upright case, which is what the majority and the most

eloguent of Arabs say, and is the analogous form.
(al-Kitab: I. 436 )
(24)
ad LG Sl ol Eige of Jgrkan b of Jpobmal alool Lo iyt 3 (353 ) 5 (o1ds) ¢ 98 (JIaD) sldl glo ot OIST1305 "

b g sldlly Foally Sl Jre Jgdae b Bgpman slidl e e SN OY 4 paas O

If the noun is structured according to the paradigm of /a'@/i such as the nouns ( xli>)and )
(9;,@3and you do not know whether it is a transformed one or not, whether masculine or
feminine, then according to analogy, you make it a declinable one because the majority of nouns
following this structure are declinable, non-transformed ones such as: (wlaill), (2MWall), (
sbuwall), and (U1 ).

(al-Kitab: III. 280)
(25)

G @ (00)3 ( Jad 01 L) Slgh 3 A 3 (01) WS 5 clgaletl 5 () Uiiod Jadll s @1 (01) 5 51381 (2) W 5"
f o Jods Blal o oty B ol a3 By 3 odn O &3 5 (gl ) 5 (55 ) Woa : bapienas G g (o) (oo
" sl) Olakdl 05 O S5 ¢ S o dlerd ga By B

As for the conditional (v]) and the subjunctival (ui), both have the same status as that of (<) and
the likes of it. So is the non-functional (vl) in your saying ( J= ol L), and (o) which has the
meaning of (Lo). All these you derive their diminutive by saying: * this is (.suc) and (sul). The case
is so because these articles have one deleted phoneme of unascertained identity. Therefore, you
assume that the deleted phoneme is the same as that which is deleted in the majority of similar
cases, and the majority reveals that this deleted phoneme
is actually the ya’//iz/].

( (al-Kitab: III. 454)

(26)
wo) s (W) 5 (WIS i) 8 i3y (ged ) o el WS (I ) o BS5 U jolian am el 3y "

w@;:_‘ul\g.(l3\.@&‘_,‘@‘15‘.,),&&&.&):\};&\;\.»\.&9(:,.».4.-\):\,5\5\.5(),&:4\):\,3\35...(’\,»\zw

u. 4-:15'
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The verbal-noun forms of the items we have mentioned follow the paradigm of (Jlss), while
others follow the paradigm of (Jg=9) such as your saying (UIis awis), (LS auwus) and ( acus>
Ulx>)... There are in their speech such forms as (,9sidl) and (>g—==JI). But these few examples
are rare ones that require to be learnt by heart from the speech of Arabs without drawing
analogies on them since analogy (in derivation) is based upon the most recurrent cases.

(al-Kitab: IV. 6-7)
(27)

Wy 3L JS7) 1 B (0 gy el hag (Ol Lgheady B0 0a ) guams 5t By (ol Lghedy BBU 0da )+ sl "
Min OF (o Lghoaady 280 04 ) 5 ¢ (papds iy 3LE JS7) amglly . . (@l U Ay 3L IS) ¢ oy L1 (g

".qﬂ\ﬁd\é.\éf?\@j\j4‘,0\3&5\}:&5(,@%‘;’}:{?

And you say (uleil, lelead g 486 oin). However some speakers may say (olsil, lpliss ¢ a8l 0is), Which is
similar to the utterance (pa,n Ldxws 8Ls JS) made by some speakers who intend to say ( sLa JS
pd,% Lo dxws)... The normal forms are (pew,x L) alxwy 8Le JS) and (oasily Lliad g a8 0iw),
which are more recurrent in their speech and are the analogues forms, while the other forms are
only spoken by some of the Arabs.

(al-Kitab: II. 82)
(28)

‘;ajryﬁfgﬁ_i‘;ajww\sj;ejéafmﬁevutjgﬂ*ﬂt,;yj(Z,ui)u.w. O3] (e ) & ) il A3 "

u's&‘

Arab speakers are in disagreement about () when followed by the continuative a/if other than
the alif and /am. Some speakers utter it with a kasra in accordance with the analogous form,
which is more recurrent in their speech and is the good form.
(al-Kitab: IV. 145)

(29)

Tl e g xS Je g O G St LagSTOT U s A8 By fallg "
As for the adverbs, we have seen that the majority of them are masculine when diminutive. So
they follow the rule of the majority of cases, and according to the forms of their corresponding

[non-diminutive] adverbs.
(al-Kitab: III. 267)

Similar to the term (7) and () are the other two indicators of frequency used
in al-Kitab: (s;e)[widespread (and straight or regular)], and (<J¢) [major in

number].
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(30)

3 g A M Of sy B o) 1 B pdk dho g JB € (st Dy b ) 1 JB 3] g8 6 b ol e @b i ¢ el

G ot IS el Tl g0 0 sl 8 30 ol JS0T 3 0 ) 1B € (Ot sl i) ) £ Wi 000 Y b i s

osberd Jadll of el aisp Lo Wjag pass Jlo 1ol 38 sl 3 35ke JS'E 3 36T Wb Tyg 2 05 (il ) e
" adpg 15 ,ke OIST1B) adey

So I said to al-Khalil, ‘What is the upright form in his saying (JuskJI 3;; 1) due to?’ He replied, * It is
an epithet to an upright noun.” Then I said,' Given that you have said that this upright noun
occupies the set up position, then why does its epithet not assume this positional case as it does in
the utterance (&asVl gl axsl)?’
He replied, ‘Because all single nouns in the vocative utterances always assume the upright case,
whereas not every noun that occupies the position of (_usl) assumes the dragged case. So, when
the upright case became the more widely used case for vocative single nouns, these have
acquired in the speakers the same status as that of the noun that assumes the upright case due to
its occurrence in the utterance-initial position or to a preceding verb. Accordingly, the speakers
made the epithet of this single noun assume the same case as that of the noun it modifies.’
(al-Kitab: II. 183)
(31)

éﬂ\d}&d.\,ﬂ@:ﬁ ‘ﬂhhij... W’ﬂ\dﬁf&“s)}h“d.\gdﬁjﬁ&ﬂdfﬁéb)fa.ad.\J\B"

() () 5 (Sl ) () s E A By e g

So, substitution (in loan words) is widespread in all the (foreign) phonemes that are not Arabic
by replacing them with the nearest equivalent phoneme in Arabic... As for the foreign phonemes
that are not regularly replaced, these are of the phonemes that are already found in Arabic
such as the phoneme seen in (J.ol,w) and ‘ain in (J.clow]).

(al-Kitab: 1V. 36)
(32)

) 5 (Lag3yuB) : oded elidg (SB): oo () spf (8035)) 1 oo (U100 ) 1 Wb s B3 han copall A OF ety
"&by B &t

Let it be known to you that there is a wide spread language of the Arabs where the forms of the

paradigm (J.s5) for such verbs as (ws»,) are actually derived according to the derivation of the
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paradigm of (=) for such verbs as (<) as is the case in their saying ( 5,), (3a0), and (&5
J3\W,), and (&db).
(al-Kitab: 1V. 222-3)

(33)
(D) el e § W B0 (k) sl dy (Pl ) 9 (ol ) b (B3R Jaay !
Just like their saying (<a), they say (usl,») and (eli_w), but they do not say ((swiw). So the

most frequent paradigm used in these cases is not (_slss).
(al-Kitab: III. 649)

Last but not least come the two terms: ()0 & J8) [infrequent in speech], and ()

[least in frequency]. Hereunder are a few examples for the use of both of these
terms:
(34)
"o gy (B CSS) 1196y Ll oo b Wi (A1) 196 IS B gay (JiaB) s e 05y 5"
And it occurs according to the paradigm (.;J__‘;Eg_'g), which is infrequent in speech. The speakers of
Arabic utter the form of (_s-,0Jl) according to the testimony of Abul-Khattab from the Arabs. And
they say (s1S,5 wSgS), which is an epithet.

(al-Kitab: 1IV. 268)

(35)
Lot el 56 gl ! ) ¢ daledd 1 ST g ¢ B oy (oot ) 0B (s U ) ¢ gl Ly o aif ol sy "
ll.(

Al-Khalil claims that he has heard one Arab saying (Lw <U Ji6 st Ul L), which is infrequent but
is analogous with the utterance (Gew el 5 opsl w0l ).

(al-Kitab: II. 404)
(36)

By (poe—o ) (o ) 1P i By« S5 55 a0y (b ) e & i) 15 S5 03y "

(e ) i Sy (G ) ¢ (5 )
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And the speakers of Arabic have relinquished change in forming the relational form of such nouns
as (aau>) which is slightly odd, so they have derived ((so.lw) from (ao.l_w) and derived (s <)
from (8,.0c), but Ylnus has said ' This is infrequent and bad'.

(al-Kitab: III. 339)
(37)

" gl g 1938 (Rl (5335 ) 1 1 el il A (5,33 ) LB "

As for (s,83), the Arabs are not unanimous in their use of it, for there occurs in their speech ( ois
&wl 5385 ) with nunation, which is the least frequent form.
(al-Kitab: III. 211)
(38)
T S B (sle ) ad Cond al W5 Jag L OF Glot”
Let it be known to you that what is rendered like the status of a noun without A& [in the
derivation of curtailed (o330) forms] is less frequent in the speech of Arabs.
(al-Kitab: II. 250)
(39)
Radall 1gadl L&) g ¢ (o553 ) 1y i s JB e (9 BTN ¢ JUBYY) (09354 ) 1 Oalal Lub 0T Ogyla 5 kS iy
(s ) JB e JB ey . ... (s1A1) doiad Vgaad (50 1 5)) ¢ 190 LaSTc A5G Ja¥ 363 29 1357 o il
"L oull 81 1y
I was informed by al-Khalil and Haroun that some people say (..9355) (al-’Anfal, Verse: 9). So,
those who say this form mean to say (.,..9.550). Here, they let the second dhamma follows the first
one when they intervocalize according to the Meccan reading of this verse as they do in the
utterance (s L 3,). So, they use the second dhamma because the initial r& has this dhamma

also...And those who say this structure also say (..liis), but this is the rarest of /anguages
(al-Kitab: 1V. 444)

3.3.10 Standard and Regular Forms
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Sibawaihi uses the term (&) to mean standard, or analogous form though the
meaning of regularity is also subsumed in the terms (sk), (I 4>), (IS oy ), (o)
and (&) mentioned above. The term (&) itself has also been mentioned in

the previous quotations numbered (22-3), (24), (26), (27), (28), and (35), so there
is no need to exemplify its use again here. The important thing in all these
examples is that they unequivocally state that standard forms are almost always

related to the most frequent ones, and that is why the term (&) co-occurs in

connection with the other frequency-indicating terms. However, Sibawaihi is
also careful enough to elucidate cases where the most frequent form is an
irregular one as stated in the following quotation:
(40)
(Edes ) 9 (EAE ) 3 (sU)) ol WS Wbl (Jakh) 5 (k) & Bjedt s OF ol O a1 o1 0859 "
,@u&sﬂ\a‘s@iby}\my(gﬁi);qgg(s}@\)\,s.u,@g,cduyg
Al-Khalil has claimed that the standard [analogous] form should have been the realization of the
glottal stop in [the verbs derived according to] the paradigms of (J=s), and (J=s), and their
sisters as is the td’realized in all the cases derived according to the paradigms of (<ud=s5) and
(&dela). However, they deleted the glottal stop as far as the paradigm (U_Eéi) is concerned in this
respect. Consequently, such [elided, irregular] form became the most frequent one because the

realization of the glottal stop was too heavy for them.
(al-Kitab: 1V. 279)

So, here again the clash between the value of regularity and economy, or ease of
production, has been settled in favour of the easier-to-produce form because the
last constraint has a higher ranking. The concept that the higher ranking
constraint wins out in the competition for surfacing (introduced to linguistics
first by al-Khalil and Sibawaihi) has become one of the basic tenets in Preference
Theory (Vennemann, 1983, 1988), as well as the Optimality Theory (McCarthy
and Prince, 1994). This point will be discussed in section (3.3.8).
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The contrasting term for standard in Arabic is (3.%) [= odd or irregular], which

also appears in quotation (26) above in connection with the motivation of the
unchanged relational forms derived from the quinqueliteral proper nouns whose
third phoneme is a ya’ Herein are a few more quotations of this same term:

(41)
58 oW 3 311y ok of (Sl b ) ¢l e (Ml T b ) - (gt G Mlai ogd ) 1 Uy
And he says (seaw 8 das) pgsd L) meaning (liass 3> ppad L) as he does when meaning( ¥

e ._,ub) or the like, for the irregular forms are numerous in their speech.
(al-Kitab: II. 115)

(42)
() 5 (Ent)y (L) c el g ¢ S Eppe i G S 5 3L ) gl s oy
This grammar is only odd, and its origin is Arabic and frequent such as your saying (&wausi),
(Cwsmso), and, (Skb).
(al-Kitab: IV. 422)
(43)

<.(9L§\)y5\.‘.\.¢(\}:&.ﬁ)é(;\.ﬂ\)&i\.ﬁf(&#f)j.w‘dfa,(w:@ ;:)j(wﬁb}”zf/':)j(@%):w}é&%"
b Caadl la Sy . (Cw) é\.@ﬂj;@\.&b%\.&-\qﬁ(é}?):é&b\}ﬁdc&%@&#&i@f\j)bi

ok S g

This occurs in your saying (&), (Gaudas), (Gaass)-- from (éuasdl) — and (walel) just like the
phoneme t3’in (|9.i§_:ui) is a substitute for the ya’since they were after a lighter and a more
distinguishable sound as they have done in ('a.lﬁ) whose substitute is odd here, having the same
status as that of (&uw). However, reduplication [instead of substitution] in all these cases is [quite]
Arabic, frequent, and good.
(al-Kitab: IV. 424)

(44)

L ST W 1y () ol ) w3 p 5 18T (EH) e i ¢ () 4 Sy o gy

And if you name a man by ((_...;ji), and then you want to derive its diminutive form, you say (-LUJI)
As you see, you restructure it according to the paradigm of (J.E::éi), and to the structure of the
most frequent similar form in the speech of Arabs.

(al-Kitab: III. 431)
(45)
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:\}!\5#‘?1 c(‘fﬁjjﬂj@ﬁ)j(g@éiy)Z&SJ Sl G et @ cads Y Y ;@WJA&WJw&\ Ly "
) Ol Yy ¢ S o (sl ) 4 (051 ) et ¢ () 1 156 LS ALY g 0getS G Sl L 3 (531 Y)

"G aoe G (Y b
As for the verbs, no (final) phoneme can be deleted from them in all the cases when this verb is a
continuative one, such as (suadl V), (sai 98), (912 98), (o od). However, there occurs in their
speech the elided form (337 V)[instead of (@ST V)] when spoken in separation. This is because this
from has become frequent in their speech though it is odd. A similar case occurs in their
utterance (XL »J) wherein the final deleted phoneme of nénis likened to the final [deleted] ya’[of
the verbs above] when quiescent. However, they do not say (J>,JI 3 oJ) because it [=the verb]

(&)] is in a continuative [non-junctural] position.
(al-Kitab: IV. 184)

The few quotations above show how objective is al-Khalil and Sibawaihi’s
attitude towards odd, non-analogous forms that are accepted as manifestations
of the actual state of language, an expression which is explicitly mentioned
several times by Sibawaihi: (...g w1 S J odn) [THis is the state of the speech of Arabs
regarding. . .] (al-Kitab: IV. 431). The judgements they pronounce are never based
upon personal bias or dogmatic preferences, but upon what can occur in speech
and how frequent such occurrence is. In addition, they are always after
explaining why such and such a state of affair takes place, avails, or otherwise
retracts in use by mentioning the functional motivations at play, as briefly

discussed in the next section.

3.4 Information Structure

Al-Kitab dedicates many passages to the description of the interrelationship
between grammatical structure and information structure in CA utterances, most
probably for the first time in linguistic history. In many of such passages,

Sibawaihi is keen to discuss the requirements of both of the two participants in
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the communicative event: the speaker and the hearer. Before letting al-Kitab
speak for itself in this respect, a word about the terminology used is felt to be

necessary first.

As mentioned in (3.3.1.3 & 3.3.1.4), there are two basic types of CA sentences,
or utterances in Stbawaihi’s terms: the nominal sentence and the verbal one, both
being the informational-functional realization of the formal structure of al-
’Isnad. The nominal sentence consists of a minimum of two constituents that

are termed by al-Khalil and Sibawaihi: () [ie., ‘the inchoative’], and (+)[i.e.,

‘the enunciative’]. The first term means, literally: ‘what is begun with ’, while
the second one: ‘the piece of news’. Since the last term clearly indicates that the

information supplied by the enunciative (»+) is new, hence the word ‘news’, the
inchoative (), then, conveys old, given, or contextually shared information.

Consequently, the unmarked linear informational structure of the CA nominal

sentence is:(lwl ), followed by ( »41).

The syntactic structure of the second type of sentence, which is the verbal one,
requires a minimal constituency of two syntactic elements too, albeit of a

different grammatical nature: the verb (J4), plus the subject (lswi). The first

term literally means ‘the act’ or ‘action’, while the second means ‘the doer or
‘actant’. As the main verb in the utterance always conveys new information, the
subject, then, conveys the old or already known information. This is partly
reflected in the grammar of CA by the possibility of dropping the contextually
retrievable subject in all such sentences. The Arabic grammarians call such

understood subjects ‘veiled doer (7 Jsi). Contrary to the nominal sentence,

the unmarked informational structure of the verbal sentence beginning with an
intransitive verb is that of new (verb) followed by old (subject) information. The

same applies to the sentence with a transitive verb which shares with its object(s)
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in delivering the new information, too. But this is not the whole story as seen in
these three quotations from al-Kitab:
(40)
Sy ¢ opd § oyl LS Liga iyl dll b . Ty il de 3o - S S 5 Jgade 4} ad ol ) Jo Al b 1a
WS Ladlll g foldll i 5 Joadhl candd OB . W) o ad) s Jarde AY B canaiil 5 ¢ B 4 SRS WS4y Oy
3m‘]3LJ4ﬁ\&:;ci:Jﬁgj ladie g syl Lo Tge 4 o)l ) Y ¢ dll e Ty Cpoo - Sllgd Sldg « JoW1 & s pr
o2 5 b oal Wl Ul Ogedly U WIS S g 90 g ¢ Lo b 060 OF Ladll) o OISE b L el G T35 OIS0
Cpblin g pdleg lad LIS'O) 5 ¢ 3wl
This is the section of the doer whose verb extends to a patient. Such is your saying ( il e Uy
o) [VSO]. Here the doer: (alil 5uc) is in the upright case as it is in the utterance (abl fuc Lad)
[VS], and you have caused [the verb] (L,-») to be occupied with it exactly as you have made
(w23) [V]. And (3;) [O] assumes the set up case because it is a patient to which the act of the
doer has overreached. If you front the patient and postpose the doer as in your saying: ( Tau; Lo
all a.c) [VOS], each pronounced item keeps the same inflection as it does in the first case. This is
because your intention with the patient when postposed is the same as that when it is preposed,
and you did not intend to cause the verb to be occupied with what immediately follows it even
when the patient is extraposed in the utterance. Accordingly, the statement of this utterance
requires the fronting of the patient, and such a structure is Arabic and frequent. It is as if the case
that the speakers front what they consider to be more important for mentioning and what
preoccupies them, though both of the doer and the patient are important and relevant for them.
(al-Kitab: I. 34)
(47)
50y o WY S Y BBl (O1) 4 RS @B B e 53,5 [(0) Qb Tl ia 9131 & plety
toag . ((pllase ) Je) B 13 clun ¥l G Logd i (O) 8 LR 5 ¢ Ol Olend WY () Jory Opp) 1ld 38 ud
M Loy b o af T o3 ol ol e ¥ ¢ (B Lok 01) 5 ¢ (gl 3y O) : ligd by 1 ST 4 2 e¥y
P 130 fany B Suis alhs siis Bgjae ga L Sl B (dyy O) 1B 136 . (4 A Tuyy L) 1 el B
550 OS0) 5 Jadll 8 Bgis 940 ¢ Bdaal) Lol a3l O Jlaxy LB (Lol OI) S 131 . Cnode Lo oo diodel b (Laok>)
g[);:gg.‘um;uw.;j‘ﬁﬁ\y@umﬂﬁoiwyj‘giqaiaqm(gz))ji(;cx,cg):wou.wq

C o U g OF 198 53 ¢ Al 8 e sl
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(Goo ol Ju5 05 0) 5 ((Laok of duj 05 Tgudal ) 1 Jais ¢ oo o) i 131 (Tallasa el 35 0S) + Qs 55
okl 38 Do abld e By 5o oo g o8 ale aSTois By 5o o g o8 s 0) & gy ) 9 ) gt
e

VY ¢ el S (Tllase 2oy 08°) of (Lo Bt 0 1 b o8 IS o5 9T 8,51 gmg ¢ ol w8 050 16 T ¥
G 398 4By . el 1s 42 0680 W T B Al tghatt 5 el ad 16 sty OF 198, ¢ 1S Bls) Wil G 085 O (Sind
IS e i (B )

Bear in mind in this connection [i.e. the use of defective verb 4Gna to introduce the nominal
sentence], that if it occurs that you have an unknown (i.e. indefinite) plus a known (i.e. definite)
noun, then the place that immediately follows k&na should be the known noun. Such is the
defining characteristic of the utterance because the two [i.e. the inchoative and the enunciative]
are the same [i.e. equative and/ or attributive], and do not have the same status of ( J=, u,o
11,;)[VSO] because they [i.e., the subject (U=, : @ man) and the object ( .; : Zaid, a proper noun)]
are different entities. Moreover, these two constituents [i.e. the definite and indefinite nouns] have
the same status as that of your saying (s aio alll ic) [NPiger NP2ing]. SO, you begin your utterance
with the more known noun, then you give the news. This is the case when you say (Leu> 3u; 0lS)
[AUX NP; ger NP5 ing], and (5u; Loud> wlS) [AUX NP, NP,], regardless of your fronting or delaying the
enunciative or the inchoative since the case here is the same as that which I have described to you
in your saying (all 3. Tau; 50)[VSO]. When you say (5u; uls) [AUX NP; «f], then you have begun
your utterance with what is known by the hearer as it is known to you, so the hearer will wait to
hear the piece of news [NP,]. And when you say after that (Lo.>) [NP,] (to complete your
utterance), then you have imparted to him that piece of information which you know. But if you
say (Lad> 0lS) [AUX NP, inge], then the hearer will wait till you let him be informed of the acquirer
of this epithet. Here this acquirer is the one entity that is really started with though it is delayed in
the utterance. But if you say (jeud> ulS) or (=, uls) [AUX NP (inqer)], then you have begun your
utterance with what is unknown. However, it is not straight to begin your speech with what is
unknown since such a measure does not make the speaker attain the same state of knowledge as
that of yours. So, they (the speakers of the language) have shunned from approaching such
ambiguity.

However, you may say (Lallie JJghll 35 ols) [AUX NPy ger (N+A) NP, ineer] When you want to avoid
the ambiguity that can arise from the existence of two persons having the one name of (3;). And
you ask (Loul> of 35 0LS lpaawl) [QuesArt NP, indef AUX NP ger OF NP5 ing] @and (Caeo ol 3o ols Wa )
[QuesArt NP, inger AUX NP 4r OF NP, inq] by attributing the epithets [i.e. NP,] to (5.;) [NP 1 4] Since

you have to ask the hearer about the news [enunciation] of what is known to him just as you have
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to inform him about the news [enunciation] of what is known to you. So, what (the utterance) is
begun with is that which is known.
Speech is not started by what can cause ambiguity, which is the unknown (noun). That is why
when you say (Leds> Slas| 0LS)[AUX NPjinger NP inger] (@ man was wise), or (Lalkio 2=, ulS) [AUX
NP1inder NP2 inder] (@ man was setting out), you make your speech ambiguous since the existence of
someone in this world having such attributes is not something unusually unbelievable. So, they
have avoided starting their speech with what can cause ambiguity like the one arising from making
the known entity the news [enunciation], which is ambiguous. However, such a measure might be
permissible in poetry or in weak speech...
(al-Kitab: I. 47-8)
(48)
Uijiae daf (S La g ¢ i ) i daf LS La g ¢ ellia daf LS Lo sl g8 D g3 <L 5 S8l oAb i by 13a
bliall O ¢ 4B gh gl 5 o Adla S (B (19 OF AT O il G B S (o Ugh JLAY) (id Laily e
N Jia daled o ) glisg 8

¢ G (Lo b D8 T e Sy S @l gl ddga (LS Al 5l 108 B uth Lald Ja ) oS cll 1)
IS ¥ ASY ¢ Ging ol (MMl agd B Ja ) OIS cll glg Algay 3B g ¢ JT I o Aalal o ) gliag 8 43y

LGl ey sl 13 Jlad 0B e 058 Ol JBle (S ¢
This is the section where you inform (enunciate) of the indefinite noun with another indefinite
noun such as your saying (clioe 5> 0lS b), (clio Lus 351 0lS L) and (clde U yzo 551 0ls L) [Neg Aux
NP NP PP]. Such enunciation becomes proper for the indefinite noun if you intend to rule out the
existence of things equal or superior to him, because the addressee might need to be informed as
such.
And if you say (Lals 71>, ols)[Aux NP NP], {there was a man going}, then this utterance does not
contribute to tell the addressee anything that is unknown to him. And if you say ( oM JI o0 =, 08
Lw,8) [Aux NP PP NP NP], {there was a man belonging to so-and-so clan who was a knight}, then
this utterance is proper because the addressee might require to be told that such a state is related
to (vMs JI) {so- and-so a clan} of which he might have been unaware. And if you say ( J—=, vl
Wle po s8) [Aux NP PP NPI{ there was a man in a clan who was wise}, then this utterance is not
proper because it is not unusual to find someone who is wise and belongs to certain a clan. Such is
the status of the proper and improper utterances.

(al-Kitab: I. 54)

Quotation (46) above describes object NP-movement or fronting as a
grammatical phenomenon serving the function of highlighting or focussing the

most important piece of information in the utterance. This phenomenon allows
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the fronting of the highlighted object NP and retaining its accusative case. In
other words, such fronting does not affect the inflectional form of the object
NP; or its grammatical function as the object of the utterance, not its subject.
Given that the unmarked structure of such an utterance is that of VSO, the VOS
structure, though marked, is frequent and proper for the realization of the

function involved.

In (47), the difference between the semantic structure of the nominal and the
transitive verbal sentence is defined in terms of the relationship between the two
NPs found in both. In the nominal sentence this relationship is that of equation

or endocentricity: (+~:2) or (s» ), while in the verbal sentence it is of
difference or exocentricity: (k= . ). In the first case, the initial NP has to be a

definite one when the sentence is in the affirmative. In other words, the bare
nominal sentence has to begin with some given or old information followed by
the new (indefinite) information, otherwise it would be not only ambiguous,
but also ungrammatical. This means that the given-new criterion has its principal
application in determining the syntactic structure of the nominal sentence in CA, contrary
to the statement made by Lyons (1968: 336) that such a case cannot occur
‘possibly in all languages’. In addition, the known information has to be specific
enough to allow cognitive identification or differentiation, and that is why the

sentence (L~ Sl 085™)[a man was wise] 1s improper since its non-specificity makes

it disfunctional in communicating any new information, i.e., it is uninformative.

When one of defective verbs is made to precede the two basic elements of the
nominal sentence, the sentence remains essentially a nominal, not a verbal one.

This explains why the sentence (Lu>3;05)[Aux NP NP] has a different
functional structure than that of (iv; 1=, &2)[VP NP NP), though both have the

same formal structure.
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Quotation (48) shows how the negative sentence can begin with an indefinite
noun in case the functional relation sought is that of the superlative degree of
comparison, which is specific enough for differential identification. In this and
other similar cases, while the functional-formal rule of not starting the nominal
sentence with an indefinite noun is suspended, the informational rule of
communicating certain new knowledge (ssw) obtains, and that is why the
sentence (Lusli M8 Il 3a, 0S) is improper, while (SBle o583 da) 0LS) s,
Accordingly, al-Khalil and Sibawaihi consider informativity (W) to be the one

principal factor behind the acceptability of all speech.

The discussion conducted so far clarifies the fact that al-Khalil and Sibawaihi
recognize three interrelated, but different structures (S) in the grammar of all
utterances: a syntactic structure (SS), functional structure (=relational)(FS), and
an informational structure (IS) one as shown in Table (2) and (3).

Table (2) Three Types of Grammatical Structure (Nominal Sentence)

Al e gl

v

Syntactic Structure (SS) Musnad Musnad "Tlaihi

Functional Structure (FS) | Inchoative | Enunciative

Information Structure (IS) | Given New

Table (3) Three Types of Grammatical Structure (1erbal Sentence)

2 Je i
Syntactic Structure (SS) Musnad | Musnad ’Tlaihi

Functional Structure (FS) | Act Actor Acted Upon (Goal)
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(Doer)

Information Structure (IS) New Given New

In view of the preceding discussion, it is fair to say the structures shown in
Table (2) and (3), which were first discovered and meticulously described by al-
Khalil and Sibawaihi, were then rediscovered and developed by Danes in his

well-known article in TI.P 7 (1964: 225-240) and Halliday (1974: 43-53).

1.3.5 Grammaticality, Objectivity, and Natural Language

Grammar

This section discusses Sibawaihi’s concept of how language should be described,
what kind of data should be used, how grammaticality requires to be stated, and

what the objectives of grammar are.

Sibawaihi tells his readers in the very first section of al-Kitab (I. 12) that the

subject of his book is SIMply: (i o oS0 L ks ) yi.e. ‘the science of structured words

in Arabic’, not the art that deals with ‘the technical knowledge of the language used
by poets and writers’ as Thrax does (Dinneen, 1967: 98). In presenting his
organized knowledge of Arabic speech, Sibawaihi does not conceive of the
objectives of grammar as the ‘explanation of the principal poetic tropes’, nor the
‘preservation and explanation of glosses and mythological examples’. More
importantly, ‘the critical consideration of the composition of poets’ is not
considered as the ‘nobler part’ of his job as Thrax does, rather, it is defined in
terms of poetic deviation from normal speech. Language is understood as a
flexible and dynamic social phenomenon whose standards are different from

those of poetry as shall be seen.
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The basic rule followed in determining grammatical utterances is whether or not
such utterances are extant in speech. Therefore what exists in speech is described
as grammatical while what does not exist is judged as non-grammatical. This is

why Sibawaihi terms totally ungrammatical utterances as being non-utterances:. (-
L) or (L ). In addition to his total dependence on what is heard or used,
Sibawaihi considers (s.—d=hearing) to supersede analogy. Thus perfectly

analogous (regular) forms that are not heard or used are completely disallowed.
Such objective positivism is typical of al-Kitab. The following are just three
exemplary quotations in this respect.
(49)
anos 4 Y (LIRS )0 398 ¥y () of (JA3) of (JR) (o OTLe JS o 85 ((J1b) O ety
"opgld Yy Caart Logd opd ik pans OF V) ¥ Ol 0

Let it be known to you that derivation in accordance with the paradigm fa'd//is allowable in all the
nouns that are structured in accordance with the paradigms fa'ala, fa'ula, fa'ila. However, such
derivation is not permissible from those nouns that have the initial paradigm of afa/tu for we have
not heard such derivation from those nouns that are the sisters of the quadriliteral unless you hear
some examples [first] and then you would consider it permissible due to your actually hearing it,
and you are not free to violate this (rule).

(al-Kitab: III. 280)

(30)

Lol s oplaiy  Lopl sag S 325 o2 2 1 1983 cLalall 156 LS 3542 L5 Bl ¢ B gay b S 1 150y "
P Pl V) ke 2f V139 . 00U o 1gnts o 2 1 15 LSl 1Sy das i g2g Tadss basing
".t:)mj\mojjm;—\éﬂjcwj&-é‘fjc&mé\hj .Ll&gi?é.guajgasﬂ.gdjiﬁm:g:\jnéj.iw

And they (the Arabs) say ghariya, yaghra, ghara, and he is gharin, while al-ghard’is a

deviant form in ending with a glottal stop just like adhdhima’. And they say radhiya, yardha, and
he is radhin and it is al-ridha. Similar to it is sakhi{a, yaskhatu, and he is sakhit. They made the
phoneme r&’followed by the short vowel kasra just like the noun a/-shabi’, and such structure must
never be said without prior hearing it... As for a/-ghira;, this is a deviant form... such structures
require to be attested for by hearing them spoken, otherwise they must not be ventured since their

analogous forms could only be derived after hearing their [actual] existence in speech [first].
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(al-Kitab: III. 538-9)
G
"lals J1 il Ll T LS el i ¢ pandly Y1 ol B SIS (g Lo Gl ¢ 68 o ((J4D ) G Cubillly "

Analogous forms following the paradigm of /a'in are those that we have just mentioned. Forms
other than those mentioned are not known unless they are heard first, then their analogs are
sought.

(al-Kitab: III. 568)

So, permissible structures are only those that are actually used by the language
speakers and heard by the addresses. Theoretically possible analogous forms that
are not used are disallowed since these are alien to the actual state of the

language, and the probability of their occurrence in speech is null.

As for those utterances that are in use, their Grammaticality is described as a

multi-faceted, and a relative matter that requires to be dealt with in accordance

with the prevalent social and dialectal standards of communicative speech. In the

sixth chapter of al-Kitab (I. 25-6), Sibawaihi makes the first introduction of his

conception of the notion of grammaticality:

(52)

QU2 52 Loy ¢ a5 ¢ oS s 3 ¢ I (e aioms ared . A1 g 2SI 0 Dol S

Ay 1 Sl Jgid 5% <adlS” J51 Gais 016 Jt Wy . T Ehalig bl Blagl - g ) i) LB . S

Candgn pb 3l aias OB Al falinad) il . 0pfy o) Bl Euphy ¢ 1 Ed D gl SSUN Gl iy . sl
ol ) 2o D8 g+ Jyis 0 OISI QU1 el . 1la olobly ¢ sl Ty (S5 ¢ Ty 381 Gl 4

This is the section about the communicativity (straightness) and implausibility in speech.

Speech can be communicative (straight) and proper, implausible, communicative (straight) but
false, communicative (straight) but improper, and implausible and false.

As for the proper and communicative, this is your saying: ( gusl cLssl ) [I came to you yesterday]
and (¢ =slw) [1 shall come to you tomorrow].

As for the implausible, this occurs when you contradict the beginning of your speech with its end
when you say: (Tae i)/ came to you tomorrow] and  (uwsl clslw) [ shall come to you

yesterday].
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As for the communicative but false, this occurs in your saying: (J=Jl &des)[ [ fifted the mountain)
and (G=Jl sl &) [1 drank the water of the sea] and so on.

As for the communicative but improper, this is your placing what you say in the wrong position as
in your saying: (eul, Iay; 48) [surely Zaid (ACC) saw (I)] and (bl Ty sS) [so that Zaid (ACC)
comes to you] and the like of these.

As for the implausible and false, this is your saying guel ,=Jl slo ol Weuw) [ shall drink the water

of the sea yesterday].

In the quotation above, six terms of grammaticality are specified. These are by
no means the only categories introduced and explained in al-Kitab as will be seen
later on in this section, though they represent the major exponential categories

of grammaticality. Put on a scale, the following hierarchy can be obtained:

—— Communicative (Straight) and Proper (Good)
—— Implausible
L Communicative (Straight) but False

— Communicative but Improper (Bad)

— Implausible and False

Figure (7) Sibawaihi’s Hierarchy of Grammaticality

In the following paragraphs, the proposed definition for each of the six terms
above is given first, then the motivation behind such definitions are discussed,

together with their exemplification in al-Kitab.

At the highest level there are those CA utterances that are both communicative
(straight) and proper (good) as lexically signalled by the last two epithets. According
to Sibawaihi, the criterion for being straight is the informativity of the utterance and
its non-ambiguity. Straight utterances are those that are intelligibly structured in
accordance with the social norms of language use in communicative events.
Sibawaihi considers the quality of speech-informativity to be hearer-centered in

that it guarantees that the language used fulfils the function of communication,
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and this is the speaker’s job in the first place as will be seen. Straightness of
speech is not independent of proper structuring of speech elements, and that is
why the epithet straight co-occurs with proper in the quotation above and

elsewhere in al-Kitab.

The quality of being proper/impropet is determined by the extent to which the
units of the utterance satisfy the three requirements of proper structural slot
tilling: order, distribution, and functions. Observing such requirements is detrimental
to grammaticality, though an utterance can be grammatical without being
informative if it lacks the other correlated qualities of straightness, plausibility,

and truth conditions as described hereunder.

Plausibility and implausibility are related to the absence or presence of self-
contradiction in the utterances, while the terms true and false describe the
requirement that the information conveyed in the utterance should conform to

conceivable states of affairs and shared world knowledge.

As mentioned above, Sibawaihi considers totally ungrammatical (=non-

informative) utterances as being non-utterances. (L5 ) or (Las < {). This is

because language is usually used for transmitting the speaket’s meaning in the
first place, and the failure to intelligibly do so means that the utterance is
rendered non-functional and non-communicative since the state of affairs does
not undergo the intended change in consequence of its performance. A similar
idea is expressed by Hartmann (1963: 230) who considers ungrammatical

utterances as not belonging to the language.

Going back to the definitions given to Sibawaihi’s six qualities of grammaticality,
it is felt here that letting al-Kitab speak for itself is the best way of defining the

terms used. Such a measure is indispensable with in any objective explanation of



100
Hussain Alwan Hussain, Basic Linguistic Tenets of Sibawaihi, 2004, Baghdad, Iraq

Sibawaihi’s approach to grammar. The more so because Sibawaihi is not as much
interested in presenting a theory of how language should be adequately described
as in showing how this academic goal can actually be successfully fulfilled.
Therefore, many of his exemplified but unexplained terms can only be

adequately understood by referring to his book, not to his exegetes.

Hereunder are some extracts from al-Kitab where the term straight (ws)is

described:
(33)
Wb 5) 1 b N3 b ¢ o ad d peltens 68 drge 5b § ogmiy 3 OSI) b Oghesst 5
(Jlo o3k LolBg) a3USUN 1 5 (pgs 3pekalt Isb e Lo

And they (the poets) tolerate certain improper utterances so that they can place them in positions

other than their proper ones since the produced utterances remain still straight and complete,

such as the one who says: “And scarcely a union upon rejection continues”, for which the (proper)
speech is: “And scarcely a union continues (upon rejection)”.

(al-Kitab: 1. 31)

(54)

LBl 8 e ChUL 4 S35 b s e 5 35Sl o8 Cblbl 8 O it ¥

It is not straight to make the enunciative in your utterance an indefinite (indeterminate) entity
since such an utterance would not make the addressee attain the same status of knowledge as
that of yours.

(al-Kitab: 1. 48)

(35)
ad Jasd Lo ad OF ¢ pud 3 O3 pitned § LaSc ot ¥ ¥ ¢ (DU 0T Ty oy ¢ yloo ) e Ty W) ¢ Jgii OF 5% Y
- ased) B o e 55 31 by 00 . )

And it is not permissive for you to say “Not Zaid [ACC] Abdulla [NOM] hitting [ACC]” nor ™ Not
Zaid [ACC] I [NOM] killing [ACC]” since such structure is not straight, as it were not straight

with kana and /aisa, to put the regimen before the regent. However, if you put the enunciative in
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the upright [nominative] case, then it is proper to interpret it in accordance with (the norms of
the) language of the tribe of Temim.
(al-Kitab: I. 71)
(56)
w%ngéc(:ﬁP)\ujcMi:}__?)\ujc}}.—.—*:}_—.?)\;\_..a) : C,....._E}...Jj
(&t gy in) s Jgm ¥ L &l s,
If you say ™ This (is) a man good”, ™ This (is) a man better”, and “This (is) a man father”, the
speech is neither straight nor proper. So is the case with ayyu (what). You do not say “This
(is) a man what”.
(al-Kitab: II. 25)
(57)
B O oo Tps Sry ool) ol ¥t Jpig (e 2 ey )) 1 I OF ety W T .S G I3 85 (38
C @ b (s Ty Sy BT Y)
And the evidence that makes abandoning that in the indefinite (i.e., indeterminate) noun stronger
is that it is not straight if you say: ™ A man [NOM] (is) better [NOM] than you”. And he [al-Khalil]
says “to say 'I think a man [ACC] better [ACC] than you’ is not straight, but if you say * I do not

think any man [ACC] (is) better [ACC] than you’, then this is good and communicative (reaching).
(al-Kitab: II. 397)

The five quotations above unequivocally show that the epithet straight is used
by Sibawaihi to denote grammatical but non-communicative utterances, while
improper ones involve deviations in the utterance’s distributional relations. Non-
communicative utterances are exemplified by: (Lte & LeTug L) | (6 Ty u) | )
(o 2lomy Vs, (il oy 1) | (Of 2oy 1im) | (6l oy 1in ) ) (Sl T Sy o80) , and (&l 5+ 21, ) which
are all uninformative since they lack referential specificity (= are ambiguous).
Such lack renders them nonfunctional in the context of situation since they make
no contribution to the hearer’s knowledge. In four of the quotations above, the
epithet straight co-occurs with propet, (.~~) good (+=) or improper (x3), two
of which (53 & 55) denoting the observation of proper slot-filling while the last

two (56 & 57) show distributional deviation. Significantly, such deviation also
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causes non-informativity (non-straightness), and that is why the two epithets

straight and improper tend to co-occur.

Quotation (55) makes a significant reference to the language of the tribe of Temim.
Such references to acceptable dialectal variations are typical in al-Kitab, which is
considered by Levin (1999) to be 7he First Book of Arabic Dialectology. Temim is one
of the big Arab tribes whose dialect shows certain differences from the standard
dialect of al-Hijaz. It is worth mentioning here that Sibawaihi uses the term

language (:+)) in reference to prevalent dialectal variations, not dialect (i=4). Such a

terminology cleatly indicates that al-Khalill and Sibawaihi consider dialectal
variations to be given social facts that require to be accounted for as acceptable
forms of social language use. No comparably objective attitude could be found
in the preceding Greco-Latin books of grammar, or in Indian ones, nor indeed
in the whole anteceding legacy of the Traditional Grammars in the West, all
idealizing certain dialects on the expense of others. This clearly shows how al-
Khalll and Sibawaihi’s linguistic theory is neither based upon dogmatic
preferences, nor upon any form of data idealization. Rather, it is based upon the
description of natural language use; upon how language actually is, not how it

should be. This point will be discussed later on in this section.

Going back to Sibawaihi’s taxonomy of grammaticality, the third important term
plausible can well be considered to be the first treatment in grammar books of
the idea of selection restrictions introduced by Chomsky. Consequently,
Sibawaihi’s implausible utterance: ‘7 came to see you tomorrow tepresents the
spiritual forerunner of the Chomskian nonsensical sentences: ‘Colourless green ideas

sleep furiously ’, and ‘Sincerity may frighten the boy...” (Chomsky, 1965: 63f).

As said before, the six terms of grammaticality mentioned above are

supplemented by a host of other terms that are more or less related to certain
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manifestations of the linguistic phenomena described above. Among these

contrastive terms are the following (arranged according to frequency):

(Jw Y [Jw) [ said/not said ], (5> x&/5>) [ allowed/disallowed ], (ss=7/ar)

[ good/better |, (s [canz) [ weak/strong |, (Jessws pé [ Jorzws) [ used/not used |,

(e ¥ /&) occurs/does not occur], (/eSeus) [ disfavoured/wide-spread and
straight ],( 5ks /4 ) [ far-fetched/frequent |, (a oS doly Juf fa oS0 ¥V 5 Lx0)
[simulation and not spoken/simulation though not spoken], (3L /Lk)
[rate/deviant], (15 /css) [ bad/worse ], (o4 Wes /L) [ wrong/mistaken
/solecism ], (¢wsi/cws)[defective/more defective], (= 1al) [commoner/bettet],

and last but not least (3 .~ -4/ 4>) [ standard speech/non-standard speech].

Of special interest is the pair (e plSis o 0l § Juios /4w plSa Vs Jiws) [simulation and not
uttered/simulation, though not uttered] which deserve some further discussion
here. The term (J.uws) occurs in eighteen occasions in al-Kitab, always followed
by the clause (4, plsi, V). In all those occasions, this term refers to some abstract,
initial structure, which is known as deep structure in modern linguistics, serving
as the basis for some other more concrete structure, now termed surface
structure by the generativists, as stated in the following three quotations:

(58)

T o 1303 s 1 Tten ) 48 0580 Loy 3T o 0Bl o Tots o1 a2 050 1o o Vs

PPN PRt AN PR P FOW- R KV O S Y SR P JOW:|

This is the section about (the structures in which) the noun is built upon the verb whether fronted
or backposed, and about (the structures in which) the verb is built upon the noun...
And if you choose the set-up (accusative) case in the utterance (olsi vl Tay;)[Zaid (ACC) I met his
brother], then it is as if the speaker had said (olsl wous) Tay; cww V), [I contacted Zaid I met his

brother], but this is simulation and it is not spoken.
(al-Kitab: I. 83)
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(59)
Ty 1 s Al oy oy L - Sl by . oylgb) Jamnnd! 18 Jadl) jlad) o joluabl pr iy o 0 1
) Doy ¢ L M S+ B Ll Jadll Jloz) o ¢ agde of d ged (ST S 15) ageil Log lid Cunaiy Wily L L . .
WS Jadll Ll oo Yoy ophar 89 Ll Joadll Sl )y . iy a o anlosy 1 JSB . s 4 el < sy (40
Migs Al 2,8 e Y T e Gl e JULI Vs s 0 b & gly Y o sl Loy L Lyl e Yy 1 e

CPSCOR PHE

This is the section of those infinitival forms that assume the set up (accusative) case owing to the
deletion of the verb whose mentioning is disused

This occurs in your saying (Li_w) [watering] and (Lic,) [caring] and your saying (&) [failing],
(1,-85) [bad-smelling], and (lca>) [causing-a-famine]. All these infinitival forms [cognate objects]
and the like assume the set up case when a certain person is mentioned and you want to invoke to
or against him by deleting the verb. It is as if you had said (Lé_w alll Jliw)[VSOcos: Watered you
God a watering = may God grant you plenty of water](L.c, ( alll ) Jle,), [VSOcos : cared you God a
caring = may God bestow a great care upon you] and (& alll slus) [VSOcog : failed you God a
failing = may God bring upon you a great failure]. So, all the former forms and the like assume the
set up case because of this. The verb has been cancelled here because the speakers have made
these expressions (the infinitival forms) substitute for the mentioning of the verb as they made the
infinitival form (*,i=J| ) [caution] stands for the verb (,i>) [be cautious]... So expressions of this
type that do not contain the verb are given the set up case. It is as if you had made the infinitival
form (1,g») [misery] stand for (alil &J,,) [made misery you God = May God make you miserable],
though the latter form is simulation and does not occur in speech.

(Al-Kitab: I. 311-2)
(60)

2 YAl b el o e &Y Coay L O 1
ngﬁqu\ﬁieﬂhw».wgf\h:éﬂs&j.i&W\h:&S&g.ﬁﬂﬁ)a\h:dﬂmej

.4{«&‘2‘2’5‘}#\1@3. ry @f}azd\én\i@.. LA

This is the section of those forms that assume the set up case because they are neither
part of the noun that antecedes it, nor are equative.

An example of such forms is (Ujs p,s lia) [this is a dirham weight = this (item) weighs a dirham]
and (la> www> lia) [this a noble very = this is a very noble man]. Another example is (  su,c lis

a.w>) [this an Arabic descent his = this man is of an Arabic descent]. This has been told to us by
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Abul-Khattab from trustful Arabs. It is as if he had said (sLeiS| s, 98) [this an Arab true = this
man is a true Arab], but this is simulation and is not mentioned in speech.
(al-Kitab: II. 118)

Accordingly, the level of simulation is envisaged by Sibawaihi to be an abstract
underlying structure that provides the basis for certain transforms that have
become instated in actual speech to the effect that that the initial structures no
longer occur in actual speech. As in mathematics and psychiatry, the main reason
behind the postulation of such simulative structure is functional in that it allows
for powerful explanation of the uncommon properties of structure. This point

will be further discussed in section (3.3.11).

Going back to the varieties of CA that are acknowledged as acceptable standard
languages despite the fact that they show certain deviations from the language of
al-Hijaz, it is worth to say here that such an attitude is quite an advanced one
even in terms of modern standards. In contrast with the just two social standards
of British and American English acknowledged as acceptable varieties by Quirk
et al (1985: 33), Sibawaihi and his teachers acknowledge and accept at least
twelve standards of CA /anguages. For besides the language of al-Hijaz (or more
widely of Banid-Bakr), Al-Khalil and Sibawaihi acknowledge the acceptability of
special structures in the /anguages of the following eleven Arab tribes without any
reservation except for their frequency: Temim, Qais, Asad, Jayyi; Fuzara, Band-Sulaim,
Banid-Sa'd, Azdul-Surdt, Ka'b, Ghaniy, and even Khath'am as expressed in the following
quotations.
(61)
Bt A gt AR 25 (3355 Y) 5 ( 35) ¢ 1w e &yl Jal o OF (il & 53 055 ale sy’

The reason why the last phoneme in the double similar ones is rendered quiescent is that the
inhabitants of al- Hijaz realize the second phoneme [quiescent] in the jussive case for they say
urdud and /4 tardud, which is the old, proper language.

(al-Kitab: 1V. 473)
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(62)
S 15R81 LS jlnd ol A1) ad oof 5 5Ly Ogine 4d ol (g jlnd) Jal OB (4l ) 05T O'Le LB
"8l LY Al g dglndly ()
As for verbs ending in r&; the inhabitants of al-Hijaz and (the speakers) of Banu-Temim are in
agreement since Banu-Temim choose (here) the language of the inhabitants of al-Hijaz, which is

the original, old language.
(al-Kitab:III. 278)

(63)
LG s ) el g sl ¢ A B A Al Gt 3 s Y A et S 83 b a1 O) e sy w7
Syl e g8 e 73 0Ly

That assimilation in what I mentioned to you is better can be proven to you by the fact that there
are no five successive mobile sounds in poetry such as your saying ja'alalaka and the realization in
all this is good Hijazi Arabic.

(al-Kitab: 1V. 437)
(64)

S 3Pl A g jlnd) JaY W g (€l ) i (s f Ol

And if you do not assimilate and say halraaita,[instead of harraaita ],then this is
in accordance with a language of the inhabitants of al-Hijaz, and it is a permissible
Arabic.
(al-Kitab: 1V. 457)
(65)

@rh cslal) i NSy (L) 9 (5) : Upsogler (&5 5 0045 03))) : Oalsls Jlg oS4 o Ll OF b1 085"
M oSl 5 eanty sl ol a3 oS3 LS

Al-Khalil claims that some people from the tribe of Bakr bin W&'il say ‘raddana, maddana, and
raddatd by rendering them in the same state of radda and madda. The same change applies to all
verbs ending in two successively reiterated sounds as I have mentioned to you in the language of
the inhabitants of al-Hijaz and the others and those from the tribe of Bakr.

(al-Kitab: III. 535)
(66)

"

G 25 R daly B o agd Lasl sy ¢ oof gy by (Ogarly ) I BL) 9 (Lo 52) : Oglsh "
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They say (Lo g )and (wge>l, all (J| U] ) and they are Bant-Temim, and such expressions are
also said by some people belonging to the tribe of Qais and Asad whose Arabic is acceptable.
(al-Kitab: IV. 125)
(67)
() b i LS 0y B G (sB1) Laga B b o ety Slndt ol Uy
As for the inhabitants of al-tiijaz and others from Qais, They make it end with Aa”in juncture just
like the tribe of Tayyi’ who end it with y&",
(al-Kitab: IV. 182)
(68)

SAMS Ay ed e by By AR 8 llad) g Joldl L

We were told by al-Khalll and Abul-Khattab that such [an expression] is a language used by the
tribe of Fuzara and some people from Qais, but it is infrequent.

(al-Kitab: IV. 181)
(69)

)J_ue?\(é,.ké) q\gO}lﬁém&wﬁ(.Jej(..@;&gﬁ‘5.'?34qﬂ\ybbbl_sfﬁmﬂbj_gw|ﬁirﬂj"

Abul-Khattab claims, and I have asked him about this subject many a time, that some Arabs from

Band Sulaim, whose Arabic is trustful, render the entire grammar of (&J8) just like that of (wuib).
(al-Kitab: 1. 124)

(70)

(51) 5 (eladt) 19250 Tty Ll oplar (Gspoms 5 suiapt Sypm ) 9 ¢ (3o 1 ) 2 Ol B1madt 251 OF ol g iy
S A g WS

Abul-Khattab claims that the members of the tribe of Azdul-Surat say (sau;lis) and o sai &) )
(«s,oxs by standardizing and rendering them (the final short vowels) into the longer vowels of y&’
and waw just like their realization (of the longer vowel) of a/if.

(al-Kitab: 1V. 167)
(71)

"B ol Wgadoge &1l duis Y LB 3 (sW)) O (ae) ) Oghbe @80 daw 2 0 0 ey "

As for some people from Bani Sa'd, they replace the final sound of y&’with that of jim in juncture
because the y3’is faint. So, they substitute it with the most distinctive sound.

(al-Kitab: IV. 182)
(72)
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@ S Sy (U 2l ) s dland e S e 02115 S 0 2l '
Some Arabs make the final sound always followed by Kasra by giving it the same status as that of )
( U=l u,ol. Of those who use this Kasra are the tribe of Ka'b and Ghaniyy.
(al-Kitab: III. 534)
(73)
) Bylde i i) 3 slor B T V) Q0 o8 g Sy LT (gl 13 e ) Jals (80 13 ) sl 53) 5"
o B e Tl @3 LB e Cwie ¢ e e oy DBy ¢ g 0580 O el Bt iy (B 13 ) 5 (3 td
"L ad yes il oda
As for ( zl—o 93) , this has the same status as that of ( 6, wl3). You say (gleo wls a_de o w). We
have been informed of this by Yunus, from (the speech of) Arabs. However we have also been
informed about a language that belongs to the tribe of Khath'am which uses forms different from
that of ( 8,0 wl3) and ( alJ wls ) though good Arabic has the latter forms. One poet from Khath'am
has (been reported to have) said (zl-o &5 40| s le &oje)... SO, according to this language, the
upright case is allowable.
(al-Kitab: 1. 226-7)
The criteria used in acknowledging these languages are, again, based to the two
standards of markedness: primacy (originality) and frequency, with the last
criterion having a dominant role. Thus, the language of al-Hijaz, though being

the original and older variety, is not considered more prestigious in those

grammatical uses that are of rarer frequencies as shown in (74) below:

(74)
o3y Jold N3y ) 3 (co0) OsRES Gl Jal o Jlnd Sl e Tugh OF Laly 8"

We were told that some people from al-Hijaz do not delete the glottal stop in words such as ( ¢sw)
and ( as,,), but this is infrequent and not good.
(al-Kitab: II. 170)

As for Sibawaihi’s attitude towards poetry, this is defined by his recognition of
the fact that poets resort to several types of deviations for the sake of meeting

the requirements of meter and rhyme in what is called: poetic necessity. In the
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seventh chapter of his book, Sibawaihi has the following words to say under the
rubric of: What can be Tolerated in Poetry (emphasis added):
(75)

ggein « oy Y b Bpvo 0 IS 358 Y Lo aid) 398 il ol mdd) Joxgt Lo OL Lda

s rdg o Bgdd Jaaraly BdS U8 LG wiggety Bt Yo Bl | clel LT LS elel LY sl (0 By s

OY Lals ol 0,551 OF o ST atdl 3 358 g . Lgmg a O3l3l% 49 Y1 &) Cgplacal

LA el O Jid Lad I3 g ¢ B avrge Via

This is the section of what can be tolerated in Poetry
Let it be known by you that there are allowances in poetry that are disallowed in speech
such as the declination of uninflected nouns by likening them with the uninflected nouns since both
are nouns, and the deletion of what cannot be deleted by likening them with what can be deleted
and are used as such...
And they try out whatever measure they find to be necessary. In fact what is allowable in poetry
is too much to be mentioned all here since this is a place for general facts and we are going to
clarify this in the forthcoming places by Allah’s will.

(al-Kitab: 1. 26, 32)

Two important standpoints seem obvious from the quotation above. The first is
that the grammar of poetry manifests a variety of grammatical structures that
deviate from those of ordinary speech. The second is that poets resort to such
deviations in order to satisfy the requirements of poetic language. In other
words, the grammar of ordinary speech is different from that of poetry since the
requirements of poetic language necessitate deviations. These two linguistic facts
were only recognized and discussed by the linguists and stylisticians of the
twentieth century (c.f. the concept of foregrounding as deviation from the
standard norm introduced by Mukafovsky, 1932). Before the advent of modern
linguistics, the language of poetry was revered and idealized as the manifestation
of what language ought to be and what grammar is required to describe. Instead
of considering the language of poetry the best or purest variety that requires to

be accounted for by the grammarian, Sibawaihi dismisses it as deviant and warns
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that deviations that are acceptable in poetic language are disallowed in normal
speech. In other words, grammar is conceived of as being primarily concerned

with accounting for natural speech, not literature.

1.3.6 Functional Motivation

One of the characteristics of CA Grammarians is their pioneering work on the
interplay between form and function under the rubric of (u.), which means
causes, reasons, or what is better known now in the linguistic literature as motivation.
Underlying such work was the belief that form-function pairing constitutes an

empirical linguistic reality and can, therefore, have a fruitful explanatory power.

According to Ibin Jinni (4. 302, 4393 AH), the first CA Grammarian who
worked in this field was Abu-‘Amr Ibnul ‘Ala’ (4. 70, 4. 154 AH) (al-Khasa’is:
249, I). Ibin Jinni quotes al-’Asma‘ to have reported his teacher Ibnul ‘Ala’ to
have said:

"?.}ww.ﬁcvﬂ:J@?é\fs\wz:J}Bf:d&ﬁ(u}éx’@‘éWQ;\r, b}dé%)d}éﬂ\w‘ﬁr)w"

I heard a man from Yemen say:

Ll s sl L S5 Mr. So & So is negligent. He received my letter but despised it.

[NP (NOM) + NP (NOM)]. [VP (FEM) + Pro +NP + COOR +VP (FEM) + Pro + Pro]

[wherein the feminine case is assigned to verbs related to the normally masculine Object NP (S

= the letter)]. So I asked him, * Do you say (gt «:1=)?’, and he said, * Yes, is it not a paper?’

In the quotation above, the grammarian, keen to observe speech as heard when
uttered by his informant, asks the speaker whether it is his habit to use the

feminine case with the normally masculine noun (o0 = the letter). The

informant answers affirmatively, and explains that his cause for such use is that
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the noun in question () is actually a piece of paper (x~-), which is feminine,
not masculine. Here, the grammarian was expecting formal agreement (concord)
in gender, while the speaker opted for a notional (semantic) one. A comparably
similar concord occurs in English number system, when collective nouns (e.g.
family, committee, etc.) are either followed by a singular be-form (when meant as a

single body), or a plural one (when meant as consisting of many members).

The study of functional motivation in phonology, morphology, and syntax was
systematically furthered and developed by al-Khalil, the genius student of ‘Amr
Ibnul-‘Al2’. Unfortunately, no written work in this field has survived, though al-
Kitab, indeed, abounds in quotations from al-Khalil’s description of functional
motivations. Later, this field of research was perfected, and whole books were

written about (s~ ¢ s =causes or causality in grammar). In fact, one can safely

state that the perfection the study of functional motivations has attained in CA
Grammar exceeds anything achieved in this field in the West up to its
rediscovery by the linguists who have launched OT in the nineties of the last

century (Prince and Smolensky, 1993).

The first book about functional motivations in grammar that has reached us, that
of az-Zajjaji (d. 340 AH), quotes al-Khalil to have explained his position

regarding functional motivations in the following manner:

o e jiat ol BIsT Cpall oo 4 o goudl 3 U8 Hamy 301 Ml e Jale dll ady aal o ) O) L gt am W 35D
bl Sdlzsly . Lgs wsgﬁgob&uﬁsgeay oS &B1ge Cdjegc Weolby gnomw o s ol O) 1 JUBD Sl
oy e M3 3 ik (5,5) o e Sin S5 0y ¢ el S g ) el ST 00 s aille W ke il s

gy el ool b of Bl p b Lgil BaS- sl v ad aludily alladl Lee ol daSs Tyl S

Wy Oplasy o o[ ] een 1085 1087 E) 1S 1l b ) 1 Lgan g B e 1§ S ) Ve iy LS ¢ ot

s ) aad 0S5 O Jilrg ¢ Hdt J53 G 1 a LayS3 501 iall Gl fod ) (3L 4SO 0585 OF Hlomd . S ket
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Jolall 4,53 & 31 a el o aalle U Ale (58 o OB, W Als 055 OF Jaxt Jor 1 1da 0,83 L0 &ll3 O ) ¢ il
s ol

Some of our scholars have reported that al-Khalil, may Allah bestow mercy upon him, was asked
about the causes he makes in grammar, and the question was, “Did you take them from the Arabs,
or did you invent them yourself?”

Al-Khalil answered,' The Arabs spoke in accordance with their nature and conventions, they knew
the places of their speech, and the causes of their speech were instated in their minds, though
these causes were not reported of them. As for me, I put forward what I assume these causes to
be. So, in case I hit the target, then that is what I am after. But if there are some causes other
than those of mine, then my position is similar to that of a wise man who enters a perfectly
structured house that is wondrously organized and compartmentalized. Now, this expert knows for
sure that the architect of this house is a wise man on the basis of true information, or obvious
evidence, and sound argumentation. So, whenever this expert investigates some part of the house,
he says, * the architect had made this structure for such and such a purpose, or for this or that
cause’, which conforms with what he thinks to be proper and deems to be probable. Now, it is
possible that the architect of the house had actually made this or that part for the same purpose
mentioned by the expert, who has entered the house. However, it is also possible that what the
architect had in mind when he constructed those parts was some other cause, though the cause
mentioned by the expert is also a potential one. So, if the grammarians are aware of certain
causes other than those that I have put forward for the grammar, and they think their counter-
causes are more adequate to the subject of explanation than mine, then let them put these causes
forward.

(az-Zaijjaji, al-'Idhahu fi ‘Ilalin-Nahwi: 66)

Six conclusions can be drawn from the quotation above. Firstly, al-Khalil
understands functional motivations to be probable, but potential factors that
bring about certain final states. Secondly, these motivations have cognitive
bases in the collective mind of language speakers. Thirdly, language is
understood as having an unequivocally genius structure, and, fourthly, this
structure serves certain discoverable purposes. Fifthly, native speakers use the
knowledge of their language intuitively and naturally to fulfil these purposes
according to the prevalent social conventions and linguistic context of

situation. Finally, differences about the feasibility of the proposed
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functions are understandable, but those that have higher explanatory power

are liable to win out.

All the functional motivations put forward by Al-Khalil and Sibawaihi have their
basis on the theory of markedness and have bipolar manifestations. In addition,
they unravel themselves as clashing but dynamic points of attraction of variable
strength. In (3.3.3), the discussion dealt with just seven of such bipolar values:
(wsi/dal), (0o Y/ 0ssy), (Jus / JoWI), (opme oS0s @ pud/SoM), (s fors>), (@il /dssM) and (puy
L\s o\Ms). The two other marked and grammatical values of (Jiso/prtis), (us/ou>)

are discussed in the subsections of (3.3.3).

In addition to these wvalues, numerous other functional motivations are

mentioned on every page in al-Kitab. Among these are the following pairs:

) ¢ (Joddl [ oSl ) ¢ (glasad f 3l s [ 3lsdt )  (3smg)) o [ 39gl) ) ¢ (Jlamen) A/ Jlamc1 3,5
(amidl 3979 pds [ deyliall ol 8Ll ) ¢ (akool d) s o) 3y [ Jdll) ¢ (Cslaianl pitsf slitaal ) ¢ (dr ) pas [ Az

() [ o) (ALb ] g ) (sl ol Ol [ alsd) 5 1) (Bl pis | Sl )
frequent/infrequent, existent/non-existent, permissible/impermissible,
preferred/dispreferred, needful/non-needful, deletion or substitution/ non-
deletion or non-substitution, transformed / detransformed,

similarity/dissimilarity, catachresis/non-catachresis, ambiguation/

disambiguation, contrastive/ discontrastive, stability/change.

In every case where one of these terms is used, it serves to explain why this or
that form occurs or not, why more that one form occurs for one function, which
brings us closer to understanding how form interact with function and help to
shape each other. Simultaneously occurring forms are ranked according to their
frequency, usability, and permissibility. Such an approach has been rediscovered

and adopted now by a number of the most recent and influential linguistic
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schools in the West, especially Optimality Theory (OT). The latter approach,
which is acknowledged even by its opponents as to have swept the field of, at
least, phonological research, use the term constraints to denote functional
motivations (Newmeyer, 2000: 2). At the core of this theory is the governing of
the interaction of universal constraints by their strict ranking on a language-

specific basis.

As mentioned in Chapter Two, OT postulates a generator (GEN) capable of
describing all possible linguistic structures or content (the ‘input’ ). Selection of
structures as the ‘output’ of particular grammars is determined by the relative
strength of the members of a universal, but minimally violable, set of ranked
constraints (CON). Such selection process, the optimization function, which minimizes
the maximum constraint violation, is called evaluation (EVAL) (Bresnan, 2001: 2).
Optimal form selection is carried out by postulating that for each underlying
form (input) there is a surface form (output;) which is the candidate from the
set:
{candidate,, candidate,,...,candidate_}

that best satisfies the constraint ranking (Rosenthall, 1994: 10).

The brief description above shows that OT shares with al-Khalil and Sibawaihi
their acceptance of the basic tenets of: i) markedness, ii) the latter’s hierarchical
nature, iii) the clash among marked values, and iv) the violability of constraints.
This sharing of basic concepts is not coincidental, it reflects the rediscovery of
the viability and the high explanatory power of the sound linguistic principles
discovered and explicitly stated first in al-Kitab, as well as the solid grounds and
utility of the functional creed in linguistic research throughout the history of
linguistics. This fact has recently been acknowledged by Edzard (2000: 63) who

states (emphasis added):
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The central idea of Optimality Theory is that surface forms of language reflect

|"

resolutions of conflicts between competing constraints. A surface form is “optima
if it incurs the least serious violations of a set of constraints, taking into account
their hierarchical ranking. Languages differ in the ranking of constraints, and any
violations must be minimal. Sibawaihi's presentation and discussion of
contemporary Arabic data, in phonetics, phonology, and elsewhere, is in
harmony with these principles. It illustrates and supports an
explanatory approach to Arabic morphophonology in terms of
naturalness and preference theory in general, and of Optimality Theory

in particular.

1.3.7 Transitivity

Arab grammarians use the term (), which means passing over or

trespassing, to refer to the syntactic relation of transitivity. Unlike English, the
opposite phenomenon of intransitivity is not negatively denominated in CA

grammar, but has it own special term of (.5;1), meaning the verb’s tendency to

stick to the subject. Intransitive verbs are described in al-Kitab (IV. 47) as

‘structures structured not to pass over the doet’ (= sw 38 ¥ «.d &f). The formal

definition offered here is a distributional one since Arabic is essentially a VSO
language, and as such, the transitive verb has to pass over the following subject

to any nominal structure that can occur after it.

Al-Khalil and Sibawaihi’s do not restrict the concept of transitivity to object-
NPs, but see it as a function of all verbs, active or passive, as well as all
nominative operants. The mentioning of the term operants is crucial here since
all the utterance’s constituents to which the operant transits assume the
accusative case, except the passive object or the deputy agent, which assumes the
nominative case of the agent it deputizes. In this particular case, distributional

constraints, in terms of the positional value, rule over functional ones, causing
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the fronted object-NP in the passive utterance to take up the positional
inflection of the actual doer (subject) rather than that of its own (al-Kitab: II. 33-
45). Putting aside this special case, the syntactic fact that all the nominal
structures to which the operants pass on assume the accusative case allows
correlating the concept of transitivity to that of government. Al-Kitab adopts
this particular approach throughout the description by considering all the
accusative nominal forms in the utterance, other than operant and the doer, as
being under the reach of the transitive operant. Such a generalized view allows
the relational phenomenon of transitivity to apply to cognate objects, time and
place nominals, state denotatives, specificatives, exceptives, and concomitant and
causative subjects. Moreover, when the intransitive verb passes on to any of the
functional categories above, then it becomes a transitive one (al-Kitab: 1. 34-6,
44, 204-5, 294-7, 330-1, 369, 372-5). The following continuous quotation
explains some of the facts above about al-Kitab’s view of the transitivity of the
intransitive verbs:
76)

W5) Sl 0) 5 T L i e ST 1 Y ¢ e o (o) OB gt 1) sty o1 csitasy Y i)l 3T s
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Wy . (Cnioknd Ja8) 5 ¢ (59w 8ukad Aad) g ¢ (Al QLA ) ds Cad) Sigd clldg ¢ [ Cladll sa9 Lo e J3 48 (2d)
(gl amy) g ¢ (shomal Joxil) g ¢ (sLad @) ad) -l b . ann Ty 05 g i by [ ] 5,00 & Jos st G s
Ykl b OF LaSc ano g d Log ase s L (o &Y (Cond) Slgh o8 ¢ Oy 1) (subamyy . o df () alad o opio &Y
Loglad § ot 0 (1ud ndl) g ¢ (ool Eadd) gy ¢ (e oiadioms) 3 - (e o) Mgd Sy . Bt 53y o
Jls Ol Tt adad o sl Lo ) csibanyg . Sl ol o 5 o3 (573 3l LS OLJ1 ol o 5 o5 ST 358 2 B0
Codd) g eds 5 (Olad O uS Wil Wl LaSTo ST § 01y LS &oud-t O oo b (Aad) 5 (Cnd) JUB 131 Y ¢ oLl
o cdy ¥ ¥l § Loy OISl ) say LS A1 3 1By OIS J) cotang . (L L o) 5 ¢ (Badt
¢ adie O ol CBgl Wit sl Ladd L e oo ay a9 OLeg¥l 3 CBg 13 O eS¢ oty OISGe ay 2t Vg« ST &

o3 3 el ¥l OS0) Ay Jad b SLYL Jals L8 Y
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Bear in mind that the verb that does not pass over to the agent, can pass over to the verbal noun
denoting the happening (the cognate object) which is derived from (the same) verb since this
noun is mentioned in speech for the purpose of referring to the event. Thus you can see, your
saying (a5 18 = (he) did go) has the same status as that of your saying (&las ase ols 48 =there
was a going from him). And when you say (ail ic &,» =Abdulla hit), the hearer will not know
whether the patient is (3,; =this particular person) or (s,oc =that particular person), nor does your
utterance refer to any particular affected entity. This is contrary to the state of verb (a5 = went)
which refers to a particular action of going in your saying (s, Slaidl al e Las), (2ed
sow da28), and (wiasd 1<8). SO, given that the intransitive verb governs the action indicated by the
nominal form derived from its verb, then it also governs the verbal noun that occurs once or twice,
plus all sorts of verbal nouns that represent one specific type of the action indicated by the verb
itself. Examples of such related verbal nouns are (slas,all 1s8), (slowall Josil), and (s,igall g>)), all
indicating one sort of the same action derived from the verb.
The intransitive verb also passes over to time, such as your saying (a5 = ( he went) because the
verb itself is structured to that action that passes and what does not. So, if the speaker says
(Ca3), then this is a proof that the happening has occurred in the past time. And when he says
(Lai=w =( he ) will go) then this is a proof that the action will occur in the future. So, the
structure of the verb has of itself the indication of what has occurred and what has not, as well as
its indication of the action in the first place. So you say (iu,p— 128 =he stayed two months),
(orre—i 228 w=he will stay two months),  (Lunl &oas =I went yesterday), and (e waslw =I
shall go to morrow) by opting not to render them as adverbials. And the intransitive verb can
possibly pass over to any of the temporal nouns, as it does to all verbal nouns (cognate objects).
The intransitive verb also passes over to what is derived from its phonological structure to indicate
a noun for a place or to a place. This is because if the speaker says (L.a3= went) or (38 = sat),
then one would know that there is a particular place for the action, just like his knowing of the
going. This occurs in your saying (ausedl waioell cuss) and (Tows Ludso cowd)...
In addition, the intransitive verb can transit to what is a measure in places as does to what is a
measure in times. This is because the action is a time that occurs in some place, and is not
restricted of any one place, just like it is @ measure in some time and in not restricted to any
particular time. So when the place became like a measure in time, it behaved like the latter since
you can do in places what you can do in times, though the latter are stronger.

(al-Kitab: I. 34-6)

Depending on their type, transitive verbs can reach over not only to the
accusative structures stated above, but also to one, two, or three object-NPs (al-

Kitab: 1. 33-43). In case the double objects cannot be construed to constitute a
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nominal sentence when stripped off the initial VS, then one of the multiple
objects is deletable, otherwise, they are non-omissible (al-Kitab: 1. 40-43).
Transitive verbs are of two types: strong, self-transitive verbs; and less strong,
non-self-transitive verbs that require the mediation of a preposition for their
transitive action (al-Kitab: 1. 93, 157, 160, 175). All verbs that are followed by
object-NPs are considered to be transitive ones, even the members of the

defective set of verbs known as (i1 y 05 = kdna and its sisters) that are followed by

the two constituent of the nominal sentence: the inchoative and enunciative (al-

Kitab: I11. 169).

The syntactic relation of transitivity, like that of government, is not restricted to
verbal sentence since the nominal ones also transit to object-NPs such as the
active participle and the passive participle as is the case in the sentence (a0 aJ

sasall g2l G0,0) [PP NP | oy NP o NP PP] (al-Kitab: . 355).

It is unfortunate that CA grammarians after al-Khalill and Sibawaihi have
resorted to narrowing the scope of transitivity by excluding the grammatical
relations obtaining in utterances with such paradigmatic groups of functionally
specialized verbs as (Lgilgsl 9 0lS = kdna and its sisters), (au,laell JLssl = verbs of
appropinquation), (sL=)Jl Jssl = verbs of hope), and (gs,—idl JLsdl = verbs of
starting) from its cycle of functionality. Their narrowing also excludes choices
made from such paradigmatic systems of adverbial nouns, exceptives, and
specificatives, a measure which highly impoverishes the explanation power of

transitivity as envisaged in al-Kitab.

1.3.8 Time and Tense

It has been mentioned in (3.3.2) that the first section of al-Kitab defines the

temporal references of verb forms as that of the present, past, and future.
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Sibawaihi’s exact terms in this respect are “the structuring to what is happening
and has not terminated yet”( ghsio ;¢ LS o8 LoJ L), “the structuring to what has
passed” (swae Lo :Lidl), and “the structuring to what will happen but has not
happened yet” (g pds vss, LaJ :LJl). Here, the use of the term structure (literally:
building) confirms the fact that Sibawaihi is describing first those temporal
references that are strictly signalled by the formal (morphological) markers of the
verb-form itself. Statement to this effect are repeated in many passages of al-
Kitab, such as this one:

@

Ol oo Johisd Lad 4S5 &F e s aild (Lbdics) JB 131 9 ¢ SLojl oo ias Lagd Soudl OF o s 5 (Cb3) J 1316
(S gy e Y ad Of LS ame jag f Lo g dae Lo Oly add

If the speaker says (La3) [went], then this is a proof that the event occurred in what has passed

8 = 9_- _

in time, and if he says (Lal_w) (will go), then this is a proof that the event will take place in
future time. So, the form of the verb tells about what had passed and what has not, over and
above its telling about the occurrence of an event.

(al-Kitab: I. 35)

In the quotation above and elsewhere, Sibawaihi unequivocally asserts that
temporal reference is inherent to the verb as a form class, i.e. its tense. This
assertion is restated in the passage he dedicates for the explanation of why verb
transitivity to temporal adverbials is stronger than spatial ones:
(78)
2 g sl 2y 8 W Oly 4 OF LeSTc By 50 Ol e ¢ 2 f Lo g die oo b o5 Joadl) O (ogbf Lo & Joab )
IR

The functioning of verb in time is stronger because the verb is structured to what has passed of
this time and what has not passed. In it is expressed when the action has occurred as well as the
happening of the action itself.

(al-Kitab: I 36)
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Besides the expression of time via morphological markers, the tensed verb,
together with the infinitival forms of the active participle and the passive
participle, can refer to temporal relations by virtue of their linguistic
environment, either through adverbials or specialized time-indicating articles (al-
Kitab: I. 216-230). In such modes of time-relation, the one and same verb-form
can be made to indicate a variety of possible temporal relations, whether past,
present, or future as shown in the following subsections. However, when a clash
occurs between a relational temporal indicator and the tense form of the verb,

then the utterance becomes implausible such as:(T. elf) [T came to you tomorrow]
and (- &5l [1 shall come to you yesterday] (al-Kitab: 1. 25). In other words, the rules

of grammaticality allow tense indicators to supersede textual indicators of time
by imposing certain constraints on the range of possible time span expressed via

these indicators.

1.3.8.1 Past Form

In addition to its usual reference to past events, this verb form can be used with

certain textual indicators of time to express past perfect, present perfect, and
future time. Verbs in the past tense form can indicate distant past when

preceded by the defective verb (os57- kana: was) tollowing or after the verb
asserter (w =verily), as is the case in this verse line:
KPS U ) P LU dlall 2 o5 W8

He had already tucked up his garments for prayer when you stood for him at the

mosque’s door.

In contractual speech acts, the past form of the verb indicates the present time

as when the speaker says (tw =I sold, meaning “done”, or “I agree to your
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bidding price, and so, you’ve got yourself a deal”). The same rule applies to oaths

such as the one beginning with (4 «6.25) (al-Kitab: II1. 105-6).

Futurity expressed via this verb form can be realized, among other structures, in

invocations, conditionals, and negation by (¥), (v), and (v) such as in the
utterance: (ebw ki L <5 J)(even if you visited him, he won’t give his accord to you)

(al-Kitab: III. 108-9).

1.3.8.2 Present Form

Sibawaihi’s description of the usual meaning of this verb form, which follows the

paradigm of yaf ‘alu, is “when the speaker says (i~ s») ‘he does’, this means that

he is in a state of doing” (al-Kitab: III. 117). However, this form can be used to
refer to the future, past, and past perfect temporal relations. For example, in

negative forms with (¥), the verb indicates futurity. In this respect al-Kitab states
that “the negative paradigm of (isf ¥ = I do not do) negates the speaket’s
utterance (i~ = I do) where the verb has not occurred yet” (al-Kitab: 1. 92).

Other occasions that make the aorist verb indicate the future include cases where

this verb is suffixed by assertive nunation, prefixed by (J) of avowal, in

conditionals and promises, and when it occurs in the jussive case, or is preceded
by (cv) and all its sisters except (-); (), (), (), and (¢3) (al-Kitab: 1. 9, 45, 73;
I1I. 8, 19-20, 24, 30, 111f; IV. 229).

1.3.8.3 Imperative Form

Unlike the other two previous forms, textual temporal indictors cannot cause

this specialized verb form to indicate any time other than that of the future.
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1.3.8.4 Time and Tense: Conclusion

The quotations and discussion above testify to the fact that Sibawaihi and al-
Khalil unambiguously draw a demarcation line between formal reference to time
and the relational or textual one. In the first case, CA offers just three tenses,
while in the second case, there are many more possible expressions of time. Such
differentiation clearly shows how unjustified Wright was in his claim that (italics

added):

The Arabian Grammarians themselves have not, however, succeeded in keeping this important
point [ie., relational indication of time] distinctly in view, but have given an undue importance to
the idea of time, in connection with the verbal forms, by their division of it into the past (s—oloJl),
the present (Jl=JI or ,»l=Jl ), and the future (J.aiwwoll), the first of which they assign to the Perfect
and the other two to the Imperfect.

(Wright, 1933: 51)

Wright’s statement above does not only show the author’s failure to acquaint
himself with such an important grammar book as al-Kitab, but also his
preference for reductionism since it does not mention the tense of the
imperative form of the Arabic verb which is, obviously, neither perfect nor

imperfect, but future (al-Kitab: 1. 12).

1.3.9 Government

The theory of government, besides that of markedness, is central to the grammar

of CA. Following the terminology of al-Kitab, it is better known in Arabic as (.
L) ‘the theory of the operant or controller” which was originated by al-Khalil

(Dhaif, 1979: 38). The essence of this theory is that the constituents of the
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utterance co-engage in certain dependency relations according to which the

governing clement (L =regent, operant) causes its governed element(s) (Jsesl

=regimen) to assume certain inflectional form(s) due to the syntactic office of

government (L L), Within this triangular structural relationship, a change in

one type of governor (henceforth: operant) always causes certain formal change

in some case or mode form of the governees.

The explanatory power of this theory in CA cannot be overestimated since it
accounts for the entire system at play behind all the inflectional forms of the
constituents in utterances of the language. In such utterances, the nominal form
can assume one of three cases: i) the upright (-#, called raf), ii) the set-up (-a,
nasb), and iii) the dragged case (-, jarr). The verb can also have one of three cases:
i) the upright (-#, raf*), ii) the set-up or subjunctive case (-, nasbh), and iii) the
curtailed or jussive case (-g, jazz). Put together, there are four cases in CA, two
are shared by the noun and verb (raf* and nash), one restricted to the noun (jarr),
and one restricted to the verb (jazm). According to al-Khalil’s theory of
government, all the four cases (called I%74b =inflection) above are the result of
the effect of certain syntactic operants that are markers of the grammatical
relationship of dependency. The facts above are described in the following
excerpt from al-Kitab (emphasis added):
(79)
3 Sl el 5 padlly cpily @301 5 P15 el ot L B e 6 (8 5 el o S 215l g8 s
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This is the section of the pathways of the inflections of the structured words in Arabic. These
follow eight pathways (or streams): the set-up, the dragged, the upright, and the curtailed
(apocopative, jussive); and al-fath (-a), adhdham (-u), al-kasr (-i'), and al-wagqgf (-2).

These eight pathways are correlated in the pronounced items with four (binary) classes: the set-up
and al-fath constitute one class in spoken elements, so do the dragged and a/-kasr, the upright
and adhdham, the curtailed and a/-wagf.
I have mentioned eight pathways to you in order to differentiate between those cases where the
four types of inflections occur due to the effect of the operant, all of which being impermanent
cases, and those where the structuring to one of these inflections is permanent, and is not due to
the effect of the operant. Each operant has a certain type of inflectional effect that is called the
phonemes of inflection.
So, the upright, dragged, set-up, and curtailed cases are restricted to the inflection phonemes that
occur in completely inflected nouns (strong nouns), and the aorist (imperfect) verbs that have a
symmetrical structure to that of the active participles...
The set-up case occurs in nouns such as the utterance (1aw; <ul,). So does the dragged case ( «,,»
M), and the upright (3u; lis). Nouns do not admit the curtailed case because they are strong,
and because they admit the nunation case. So, given that the nunation case is deletable, the
speakers did not add up to its deletion the deletion of its inflection phoneme.
The set-up case occurs in verbs such as the utterance (J-=s2s oJ). So does the upright case
(UJ=su—w), and the curtailed on (J<=ss oJ). Verbs do not admit the dragged case just as the nouns
do not admit the curtailed case because dragging enters the annexation that replaces the
nunation, and such a case does not occur in verbs.

(al-Kitab: I. 13-4)

The operant can be a noun, a verb, or an article; though the verb is the strongest
since it ‘stands in poverty’ by virtue of indicating an event that requires a
participant, a time, a place, and a reason. In addition, the operant can be
concrete or abstract. The first has a phonological realization, the second is

distributional such as the upright case of the aorist verb effectuated by its taking
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up the position of the initial noun in the utterance (al-Kitab: 1. 34). Moreover,
the operant can be explicit or implicit such as the subjunctive article anmna, which

operates whether explicit or not (ibid. II. 99f, 153f).

The general office of the regents is not absolute, but gradient. It oscillates
between the strong, multiple effect (e.g., full transitive verbs, annullers, and
subjunctives); the weakly, context- dependent effect (e.g., semi-laisa articles); and
the non-operative elements (e.g., the two future-indicating articles of saufa and
sin)(ibid. 14-5). This shows how the theory of markedness is not only operative

here, but also strongly interacts with the range of government functionality.

Government is also subject to semantic roles (preoccupation), clash, c-command

(proximity), cancellation, and suspension as described in the following

quotations.

(80)
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This is the section about the noun that is structured upon the verb whether preposed or
postposed, and about the verb which is structured upon the noun. So, when you structure the
noun upon the verb you say (I.; &u,0)[VSO]. This is the standard sequence because you mean to
make the verb the operant, and to make the noun sylleptic [=loaded] upon it, as is ( A, o
T,ac)[VSO] the standard sequence where you make the noun (5.;)[S] the first element with which
the verb is loaded. But if you front the noun (before the verb), such as your saying (T

&u0)[OVS], then this sequence is as Arabic and proper as the previous sequence is...
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So, if you structure the verb upon the noun you say (ai;-» 3.,;) [NP; VP NP2 Pro;] by making (the
dependent pronoun) Aa’ suffixed to the verb. This is because what you mean in your making it
structured upon the verb is that the verb occupies the position of (the infinitival noun) (_lkio)
when you say (s lhie dlil a.c). So the verb here takes such a position, and assumes its upright case
because of it. Accordingly, when you say (dlil 1<), you mean to assign this position to it; and you
structure the verb upon it and make the doer [NP] have the upright case due to its inception.
But if you wish, you can say (&, 1s;)(0VSO;) wherein the initial noun (I.;) assumes the set up
case due to the government of a covert verb which is understandable from the occurrence of the
same verb after it. Here, it is as if you have said (aw,s Tay; &y 0)[V' S 05 V'S Opro](hit I Zaid hit I
him = I hit Zaid, I hit him), but the speakers of Arabic do not make the initial verb [&,,.»] overt in
such utterances since they substitute it with its replacive one. So, the initial set-up noun [l.;] is
structured upon a covert verb.

(al-Kitab: I. 80-1)
81
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This is the section of the doer and goal where each acts upon its doer in the same way that the
doer acts upon it, and other similar cases. This occurs in your saying (3u; wsw,o 9 &u,o)[V (S;) and
V 0; S] [hit (I) and was hit I Zaid = I hit and was hit by Zaid], (Tou; wuys 9 i)V Ojand V S; O]
(hit me and I hit Zaid) where you load the noun upon the verb that precedes it. So, the operant in
such utterance is just one of the two verbs. As for the grammatical function, it can be the case that
the first verb is known to have happened, but it is not possible to subject the same noun to the
government of both the upright and the set-up case. Now, the verb that precedes the noun (Zaid)
is a better candidate to be the operant because of its closer proximity, and because it does not
cancel any grammatical function. The addressee here knows that the first verb has happened to
(Zaid) just like the sequence: ( a5 )30 9 8)3a; &ilu™> )[V'S O (PP pro) and O (PP NP)] [angered I
in heart his and heart Zaid = I angered his heart and Zaid’s heart] is the standard sequence
where the dragged case occurs in the first noun, and the preposition ba’is closer to the noun than

the verb, and does not contradict any grammatical function. Accordingly, the speakers have made
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the two affected nouns inflect in the same dragged case as they have taken the same set-up case
in the first example.
(al-Kitab: 1. 73-4)
(82)
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When the Arabs make certain covert element operant, then such an element assumes the same
effect that it does when overt, by bringing about the dragged, set-up, or upright case. You say: ( s
aL)[dragged], intending (oL, &,); and you say: (I.y;)[set up], intending (T.y; eluke); and you say:
(UM pD[upright], intending (JMpJI 1aD). So, all these covert elements assume the same governing
effect they do when overt.

(al-Kitab: 1. 106)

(83)
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Jadht 85 0F 331 O (S Ladld Tuk3) Ciaiay oS iz 1gd (o1 ST T) + Slgd Sl3 g ¢ ckast 13) 4l Cano

- e 13) Tz
This is the section of the verbs that are either made to govern, or their governing effect is
cancelled. These are (&uib), (Cu—ws), (wds), (wuy )f), (culy), (&nc;), together with their other
derivative verbal forms. When these verbs are used as operants, they behave like [the verbs]
(&uly), (&uno) and (&odacl) in their government in statements, questions and everything, as well as
in the structuring of their complements [S, O, Adv) upon the first element in the utterance. Such is
the case in your saying: (lelkis Ta; o bl), (Lals Toc obl), (sl bl Ty;) and (JUI Eoac) Troc). And if
you want to cancel their governing effect, you say (Zals obl alil i), (Joxi I 1ia) and (s, Lossd
2Joul). So, whenever the utterance gets longer, then the postpositioning of the verb becomes less
proper if you want this verb to be operant. This is the case of [the expression] (bl i 1ay;) which
is as weak as your saying (&u,o Lails Tay;) because the standard sequence is to make the verb the

initial element in the utterance if you want this verb to be operant.
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(al-Kitab: I. 118-20)
(84)
Wl 858 gy ol o (bl ol & I 1 ot ) JB &1 S AT e (bl il Sopl) G (o) OF Sl 085
s (221) 9 () dgef ) sgal) g e

Al-Khalll claims that (p_ﬁ) in the utterance (/s p.p' & ,-ol) is reported speech, and that it is as if
the speaker who produces this utterance means to say (;asl p_p“l aJ Jls; sl w,wol). As for Ydnus,
he claims that this structure has the same status as that of (all Jg_w,) cL5| ap_wi), and that [the
imperative verb] (w,ol) is suspended [from its governing effect].

(al-Kitab: II. 400)

Certain prepositions and articles whose grammatical function as slot-fillers is
neutral in the utterance represent one important manifestation of government in

CA. All these non-slot fillers, such as (&), (v), (¢), and (o)), retain their semantic

function as augmentative in the utterance, but not their governing agency.

Sibawaihi terms them (s+) (otiose), but carefully specifies their significant

semantic function (al-Kitab: IV. 221).

1.3.10 Pragmatics

Being primarily concerned with the function of utterances in the context of
situation, al-Kitab offers numerous descriptive passages discussing the use of the
utterance as a communicative activity defined with reference to the intentions of
the interlocutors. This topic is now studied under the rubric of pragmatic
aspects of speech that addresses the basic question of ‘What is it to use
language?” (Verschueren, 1995: 21). Though the central concern is that of the
description of speech from the grammatical point of view, the functionalist
approach of al-Khalil and Sibawaihi to speech leads them to make astonishingly
advanced statements about the relationship between speaking and doing in the

communicative context of situation. The results they have arrived at through
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functional structuralism in this field conform with those obtained through
philosophical contemplation in the twentieth century about the role of the
utterance in relation to the behaviour of speaker and hearer in interpersonal
communication. In the ensuing discussion only two pragmatic insights of al-
Khalill and Sibawaihi will be touched upon, speech act theory, and the

differentiation between the utterance meaning and the speaker’s meaning.

Austin (1962: 62) has asserted that in saying anything one is performing some
kind of speech act since all utterances are analysable as beginning with the
performative prefix: “I state that...”. Essentially the same assertion is stated in
al-Kitab (cf. I. 291) when al-Khalil and Sibawaihi argue that all speech initially
began with a vocation starting with the performative prefix: “I call...”, which
was then elided due to its high frequency in speech and contextual recoverability:
(85)
Pt 4535 OF 91 cotadt Tl SO Jgf OY 5 ¢ oga¥S" (3 a0 1y [Jg¥) g1 o cpgsdl B (6T 1n 1gled )
é‘ﬂei@iﬁm\,'s;\,¢c¢ydfg}J3‘£\a65}§W‘w;@\Jh£q‘&e%jidjfﬂé‘w¢w\ggy
cee P@ﬁ%é js’ﬁ\ C)jéig "9
They have resorted to this (i.e. the deletion of the nunation from the first noun following the
vocative article and its deleted vocative verb) due to its high frequency in their speech. This is
because the initial expression in all speech is vocation unless you dispense with the vocation by
substituting it with the addressee’s coming to you. So, the first element in every one of your
utterances is vocation (i.e. the vocative article and its verb) with which you make your addressee
coordinate with you. But when these vocative utterances became too frequent, and were the first
in all contexts of verbal situations, the speakers have resorted to clip them out from the utterance

for the sake of economy since they tend to delete the more frequent elements in speech.
(al-Kitab: II. 208)

One of the reasons behind al-Khalil and Sibawaihi’s interest in speech acts is
purely structural in that it is related to their theory of government in the first

place. In CA, the operative verb causes all its objective elements (iL2#) to assume
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the set-up, or accusative case. Thus, the unmarked sequence of utterances
involving elements other than the action (verb) and its doer (subject) is VS
(0,0,05; c..). Given that Arabic is a pro-drop language, so when the utterance-
initial verb is deleted in certain speech acts, only the objective nominals in the
accusative case remain as the first elements in the utterance, leaving the VS
clause out. Accordingly, the grammarian has to account for such utterances by
considering the initial accusative nominals to be the objective and/or adverbial
complements of certain deleted VS clause. As the S element in this clause is
normally the first person singular (the speaker), there remains the problem of

deciding upon what the actual deleted verb is. However, the assumption (..

of the exact deleted verb cannot be made without the careful study of the
pragmatic use of the utterance itself in the possible contexts of situation, as well

as the analysis of the communicative intentions of the speakers themselves.

Al-Khalill and Sibawaihi conduct such a study of the utterance-initial
performative clause under the rubric of:((stebl forsdl 12 of) dloszal 50 Ledh Loz)), which
is literally translatable as “the conscientious deletion of the verb whose surfacing
in the utterance is disused”. The arguments put forward in the quotation above
and elsewhere are quite similar to those of Gazdar’s (1979: 18), who is of the
opinion that every sentence has a performative clause in deep structure whose
subject is the first person singular. Similar too is his claim that this clause is
always the highest one and is deletable since the accusative case of the initial
nominal elements of the utterance is the result of their dependency upon the
elided VS clause.

(86)

L) B 13 GY s Yo ¢ (1) 5 (1) 5 (1) siv 3 oen (dpl) s ¢ (4 s iyl ¢ 1) ¢ JUB S (d) A ) 1 JB 131
) (B01Y) 1 ol Jgd Jadlly 2l e Yy oyl (1) OF 5 Jadll o sy 31 o iy 2 5 oy ST oo (0D

...(‘}.ai o1 y) e
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So, if the speaker says (alill 3.c L)[Lo, Abdulla], then it is as if he said (alil 1< .\__,)f . ) [Lo, T mean
(or want) Abdulla] in which he deletes the clause (, )f) [I mean], and where the vocative article (L,)
(etc.) replaces it. The proof that the vocative noun assumes the set-up case due to the deleted
verb and that the vocative article replaces this verb is found in the Arabs’ saying (2JUj] L)[Lo, you]
which is actually your saying (wasl 0] L)[Lo, I mean youl].
(al-Kitab: I. 291)

In invocation, warning, well wishing, and similar speech acts the deleted subject
is Allah, in the first case, and you in the other cases. So it is inaccurate to

assume that the deleted subject in all speech acts is always the first person

singular pronoun. In fact the omitted subject can be any entity spoken about:

(87)
(955 (L i gy ey Gt N s, o)lgh) Jemad) 18 el jled) o p3lall e e b b Vs
] Segs Lie 80 i+ el S Jadl) jlosl o ¢ ake of 4 Cogoutd 5ea S5 13) ageal Lag Mia sy W1y . . . By
Loz e e anlaly e 4S8 T W wkisy L [ 4
Seng B IS o Joy A 1R SISy . G e Yoy G et LS il i1 e Y ophar o8Y Lala fadl) Ji51 )
LA ey [W]

This is the section of the infinitives that assume the set-up case due to the deletion of the verb
whose surfacing is disused. This occurs in your saying (i), (Le;) and (&..3) ...and the like. All
these infinitives and the like of them assume the set-up case when some certain person is
mentioned in speech and this reference occasions your invocation to or against him by deleting the
verb. Here, it is as if you say: (Wi &l Jlaw), (L& [ abl ] dlege), and (&3 &bl okss)..
(al-Kitab: I. 311)
(88)

Db (GN) Cdsaf 0B . e 4l Loy  Yiizg (L ellB Gl 58 X @) pelall 2 el e s b b la
T Jad o T 0ke asl g« Yoty T 40 cliaboly 80 el + JB iS¢ J331 U1 B Lo pnsS” iga W ponds S0« I 135

This is the section of those nouns that follow the path of the invocative infinitive. This occurs in
your saying (U33), (Vi=), and the like. And if you insert (2U) (to you) in your utterance, you say:(L3

&J). The explanation of such utterances is the same as that of the first section. It is as if the
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speaker has said (U, &l elo3)l), (Vaus &l clo3l), (U alll elosbl), and (Vaus &bl clasbl), or their likes of
the verbs.

(al-Kitab: 1. 314)
(89)

%&&3 : w&k]lf&r& Dl sl . QM‘J‘L&?:&UJQ@‘&;@J@%L&;’JL Jia
. [’L‘VA SU3 ci:.hj ¢ ’L&JZ

This is the section of those adjectives that follow the path of the invocative nominals. This is your
saying (U,s lud) which is similar to your saying (Lu,s i ol &35) or (Lus s oliw).

(al-Kitab: I. 316)

Omissible verbs in Arabic are of two types: those discussed so far, which are
obligatorily deleted, and those that the context of the situation (both the verbal
interaction and the communicative activity shared) allows their optional deletion.
As is the case in the first type, the specification of what verb is omitted in the
second type requires the analysis of the speech acts involved on the basis of the
intentions of the interlocutors in the context of situation. In other words, to get

at their illocutionary force.

Needless to say, such a study is both grammatical and pragmatic in nature as

seen in the following quotations, which are self-explanatory:

©0)

3 (14) B elI3 . badll lladl e i Lo IO Coale 13] 0yt Jamdl Jadl) ol e g1 5 a1 on sy e b M

Sas 13) 6T (1) + ks oy 4 Lokl O ales o 4d 58\ oS ol 51 220 51 0,05 Sy iy T 3y ¢ (ah) 5 (105)
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By sl oy Of asd Ldly ¢ [y ] g g c ¥ Il S el i ) Ly

(P55 Yy Trae aaly Ty ol 1 JUB ¢ Jadll (o ool Lo slos Y1 odn 3 gl 65 Oy . gl (g of c sl i of [ 501 ]

OB Yy ) oy ¢ gl

This is the section of those types of directives and prohibitives that follow the path (i.e. grammar)
of deleting the verb whose surfacing is used (normal). Such deletion occurs when you are aware

that the man (your interlocutor) can make up for the deleted verb on the strength of your
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utterance. This occurs in your saying (I.;) [Zaid: Oacl, (I-oc) [Omar: O.], and (a_wl,) [his head:
O.c] when you see a man beating or insulting or killing another man. Accordingly, you find the
action he is doing to be sufficient, and you do not utter his action, but you say (l;)[Zaid: Oac]
meaning: ‘direct your action against Zaid'. Or you see a man saying ‘I beat the evilest of men’, so
you say (In;)[Zaid: O.c]. Or you see a person talking, then he cuts his speech short, so you
say(<liya>) [your speech: O] where you substitute the verb by the addressee’s knowledge that he
is being asked to continue relating his information.
As for prohibition, this occurs in warnings such as your saying (3_wVl 3_wVI)(the lion, the lion), (
Hlazdl 5la=dl) (the wall, the wall) and  (Lswall ) (the boy, the boy). Here you warn the addressee
against the danger of approaching the threatening wall (which is aslant), or the lion, or riding
behind the boy. However, if the speaker wishes, he can surface these deleted verbs by saying
‘Beat Zaid’, ‘Insult Omar’, ‘Don’t ride behind the boy’, ‘Beware the wall’, or ‘Do not draw close to
the lion".
(al-Kitab: I. 253-4)

oD

g 3 ol (-1 gy Lgmpme Slory iy 131 ¢ Sligd 3y gty oY 18 O oylgh] Jomnd) Jadl) 4 ey Lo U L

P (PR CCRNVFERCNERTTH gy IR JOVS JUW S WES (RS COROR Ty es
This is the section of the deletion of the verb whose surfacing is normal in utterances that are
neither directive nor prohibitive. This occurs when you see a person travelling in the route of the
pilgrims, intentionally wearing the clothes of a pilgrim, then you say (a.=sJl w,9 @So)[Mecca, by
God]. This is because you have come to the conclusion that he wants to go to Mecca, so your
speech means ‘This man wants to go to Mecca by God'.
(al-Kitab: 1. 257)

After identifying the specific verbs of the two types involved, al-Kitab groups

them into two major classes: (=15 ki) [the necessitive verbs] and (6 Jodd
) [the non-necessitive verbs](al-Kitab: 1. 99, 434; 1I1. 8, 24, 101, 509, 513; IV.

232). The members of the second class of verbs are characterized by their
optional occurrence, and are subclassified into eight groups according to what is
now known as their illocutionary force: conditionals, directives, prohibitives,
vocatives, interrogatives, wishes, requests, and urgings. All other types of non-

negative verbs are necessitive ones that must occur in the utterance.
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In many occasions, al-Kitab discusses the difference between ‘what is said” (i.e.,
the purely linguistic content of the utterance), and ‘what is implicated’ (in the
Gricean sense)(Grice, 1976; 1978). Such distinction, better known in the
literature as the distinction between linguistic meaning and speaker’s meaning has proved to
be very fruitful in challenging the proposed philosophical analysis of various
epistemological, logical, and ethical terms such as ‘looks’, ‘knows’, ‘or’, and
‘cood’. Kiripke (1977: 268) has illustrated how the extravagant claims of
philosophers, such as Russell’s (1905) theory of description, can be avoided by
invoking the distinction between the semantic reference and speaker’s reference
to show how that the difference between referential and attributive uses of
definite descriptions is actually a pragmatic issue. This distinction, attributed to
Strawson (1950), is explicitly stated in al-Kitab as seen in the following passages:
92)

Sy 388 by o (e 5 (USS SB S5 O 5 (U 1ha) Jas OF 050y ¢ AleS (55 OF 0S5 A ((r 1 1ka) B 13)

When you say (J=,JI lia)[this is the man], it might be the case that you are referring to the man’s
perfection. It might also be the case that you say ({J=,JI lia)[this is the man] to refer to every
male person who speaks and walks on two, and so he is a man.
(al-Kitab: II. 94)
93)
Lrg 5 ¢ (ol g Mo e rgp « Cngmy o andp (ol et Wa) s ol am O 13085 8
(e oy Ma) lgd Wi ¢ 8,50 1) Blize jlad ¢ 550 oy Lo o it o
They have claimed that some Arabs say ({5 o< &l 1ia) [this is Ibnu-Irs coming NOM]. The
nominative case of ( ywje () is attributable to two meanings. The first is similar to that of 1; lia)
({0 [this is Zaid coming], while the second is that the speaker has made what follows it

indefinite, and so it became annexed to an indefinite noun, just like your saying ({slaio (>, li).
(al-Kitab: II. 97)

In (93) above, the difference between one utterance and the other is not
structural but intentional in that it is entirely related to the speaker’s meaning.

Thus, the utterance (i~} 1is) can refer to a certain perfect man, or to the
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prototype of any man, in accordance to the speakers intention in the context of

situation. Similarly, the utterance (4 .z 5/ iis) can refer either to a determinate

person whose name is 7bnu 'Irs, or to an indefinite person in the state of

coming; i.c., the prototype of any person coming.

3.11 Levels of Syntactic Structures

When two utterances express similar propositional content, al-Kitab does not
stipulate that any one of them is derived from the other by way of some
transformation rule, as the earlier generativists did (Harris, 1952; Chomsky,
1957). In such a case, the relationship between the two is defined as that of
equality in meaning. Sibawaihi’s term in this respect is that ‘utterance A has
the same status (¥3), or meaning (415 sa4) as that of structure B’.
©4)

(3 are OIS uB) N gd Wk (Card UB) Sl gd OF 55 Y
You can certainly see that your saying (C.a5 s8)[AssPart V(S) = verily went (he)] has the same
status as your saying (Llas auo wls a8) [AssPart AUXpast PP NP = verily was from him going (
verily, there was a going from him)].

(al-Kitab: I. 34)
©5)
Ty SgnS) Jadiy . ity anbl OY aded ol S () &y ) sty ¢ Jamdll 1ia jold Yy (Tugy Sy ) Jols it o5
il el OIS0l Aty o) 08 Cgalt iz J5H 08 (Sd) 5518 38 (U Ay o) Jslsy ¢ 5T gnde ) slowsd (g
L Jeud

You can certainly see that you say (I &uyo) [VSOace = hit I Zaidaee, I hit Zaid] without your
passing over this last patient [Zaid]; and you say (5. w,o)[Pass. VP NPyom, was hit Zaidyoy = Zaid
was hit] where the verb does not pass over the patient because the meaning is the same. And you

say (Lgs Tow; &gwS)[(VSO1 acc Oz acc)(dressed I Zaid a dress = I dressed Zaid a dress)] where you

pass over the first patient to a second one. However, you say (Uss 3u; swS) [(Pass.VP NPyom NP
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acc) (was dressed Zaidyoy a dress = Zaid was dressed a dress)] without passing over the patient
(wsJl) because the preceding [nominative] noun has the same status as that of the set-up noun
[the first accusative patient () in (Lsi i &swsS)], and the meaning is the same though its
uttered form is that of the subject [the nominative (3.;)].

(al-Kitab: I. 42-3)

Of particular interest is text (94) since it tackles the now-famous passive- active
transformation, not as a derivation of one structure from another, but as the
same meaning being expressed by two different structures. Passive constructions
in CA require the accusative patient of the active sentence to take up the
nominative case, acting as a pro-agent. Here lies the first motivation behind
considering the two structures formally different, but semantically similar. The
second motivation is that utterances in CA are not structured to the passive
voice unless the speaker is intent on agent-deletion; either because such an agent
is well known and needs not to be mentioned, or totally unknown, or is known
but the speaker does not want to mention him. Such an agent deletion makes the
passive utterance have a lesser syntactic and informative structure than the active
one. In this case, the serviceable information structure dictates the speaket’s

choice of one syntactic structure rather than the other.

Besides the case of two different structures that express the same meaning, al-
Kitab differentiates between two related levels of syntactic representation: the
uttered structure and the meaning structure. Sibawaihi’s corresponding
Arabic terms for these two structures are (ki §) and (s @), respectively.

(©0)

¢S) Jldt Jsd o s O s b . jlas Y 5 581 5 oIS egsles (pal) 3 Y Bl G fndl) Jlasd b 1
G Giosll e deo) ot U 5 (Ologs dole der) Jslid ¢ Y1 5 pLasil oon Al OpSB UL O Jb b (45) 5 (Sicke v

.J&\jcws\daﬂj‘(;&nﬁ

This is the section of using the verb according to the uttered structure rather than the meaning

due to the speakers’ extension of speech, and for brevity and economy. Of such cases is the one in
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which you say, after hearing the question:(§ awle J0 pS) [ow much was hunted on it ], ( a0
Ulogs ade)[ VP puss PP NP = hunted on it two days]. The question word (oS) [flow much/many] is
not an adverbial in this utterance but is used according to what I have mentioned to you about the
extension and brevity. Here your answer means (G aog- 9 Gux>gdl aude ao) [the beasts were
hunted on it for two days], but the first utterance has been extended and made briefer.
(al-Kitab: I. 211)
O7)

Sie Wy (ke Y)Jjﬁw‘&&\uﬁdﬂa‘éﬂur@@au&\o‘ﬂ,ﬂumxi,@agox:u\,ﬂ.aiéu

(e b Y) wl o b bl
Arab speakers suppress what was primarily overt for the sake of making speech lighter, and
because the addressee knows what is meant. So, in such cases, it [the suppressed utterance]
acquires the status of a proverb [idiom] as in your saying (ede V)[no on you]. Here the

addressee knows that what you mean is (elde Ll V)[NO harm on you = don't worry].
(Al-Kitab: I. 224)

It is obvious that the two levels of syntactic structure and meaning structure
roughly correspond to TG’s surface and deep structure (later: the modified D-
structure and S-structure)(Horrocks, 1987: 98, Radford, 1988: 456). Al-Kitab
describes the relationship between the two as that of spell-out since the second
structure lexicalizes all the suppressed components in the first structure.
However, Sibawaihi knew that it was unwise to stipulate that one structure is the
basic and the other is its transform simply because of the linguistic
phenomenon of idiomaticization which renders the spelt-out structure no longer
acceptable after its currency (c.f. 3.3.5). In other words, the meaning structure in
such cases turns into a purely abstract structure that serves the sole purpose of
grammatical description. As seen in quotations (58-60), Sibawaihi calls such

structure (« & Y 5 jx)[simulation that does not occur in speech].

3.12 Coherence
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In (3.3.1.2), it was mentioned that the organization of al-Kitab is based on the
top-bottom description of the language; starting with syntax, then moving to
morphology, and closing with phonology. This plan is essentially a speaker-
oriented one, starting with meaning and closing with phonation. Books of
grammar in the West — Thrax (100 BC) of Ancient Greek, Priscian (6™ century
AD) of Latin, and Jespersen (1933) of English — typically follow the opposite
direction, though Thrax does not deal with syntax (Dinneen, 1967: 95-105). It
has also been shown in (3.3.3) that Sibawaihi anchors his description upon the
theory of markedness by making the discussion proceed from the general to the
particular, from whole to part, and from the prototypical structures to the
atypical ones (e.g. al-Kitab: 1. 12-3, 33; III. 385; IV. 43). A third technique
prevalent in al-Kitab constitutes in the juxtaposition of the different
manifestations of related, or similar, grammatical phenomena, as briefly
discussed in (3.3.1.4). Cleatly, these three procedures systematize the description,

and add coherence to it.

Coherence in al-Kitab is also enhanced by virtue of a fourth technique: the
selection of an exemplar for each particular structure, which is reiterated
throughout the discussion whenever deemed contextually necessary as a sort of
cross-reference. The presumable expectation here is that the learner of the
grammar starts his study of al-Kitab on a step by step progression from the
beginning till the end, and gets acquainted with each exemplar in the process of
learning. That is why the learner or the researcher who does not start from the
beginning of al-Kitab may encounter an exemplar that looks as if it were out of
context. One instance of such a case has already been mentioned in the
discussion of quotation number (12), and hereunder is another one, cited for the

sake of confirmation since it succinctly elucidates all the four techniques above:

(¥8)
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This is the section of exception with the particle (V) ['illd = but, or except ].

Bear in mind that the noun following (‘//ia ) takes one of two cases. In the first case, you let the
name (following 7/&) keep the same inflectional endings that it has before your adding of ( 7/ ) to
it .This is similar to the case when you add ( V) [/& = not] in your saying (sMow V 9 L>,0 V) Wherein
you keep the inflection of the noun as it was before your addition. The same is the case with ( 7/a

), though it occurs in the utterance to perform a certain grammatical function as does ( /3).
In the second case the noun after ( '//i@) is exclusive of what is added to it and is governed by the
preceding (/g ), just like the regimen of (ug,—ic)[twenty] in your saying ( Los,s vy, e =twenty

dirhams).
(al-Kitab: II. 310)

The text above starts by stating the general rule of exception with the exceptive
particle (V))(7/g). In CA, exception as a grammatical function has its particular
formal correlates, and is not — like in English — a matter of using prepositions
like except or but before the excluded nouns. Sibawaihi begins his discussion by
stating the general rule in the first line: two cases. The particular grammatical

manifestations of this rule are then described in nineteen successive pages (11

310-19).

After the general rule, Sibawaihi explains that in the first case the noun to which
the particle (V|)(7/4) is added remains morphologically unchanged. Then he
juxtaposes this case with the similar case, previously discussed on page (295) of
the same volume, according to which it was shown that the negative particle
(V)(/5) is added to the utterance without changing the morphological form of the

noun after it. Here, Sibawaihi does not forget to assert that the non-operative
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particles (V)(/&) and (V|)(7& ) both serve to carry out a specific grammatical

function: negation in the former and exception in the latter.

In the second case, the added particle of (V|)(’illd ) causes the noun after it to
assume the set-up case because this noun is not equative with the other noun
that occurs before (M))(’i#G ). This issue is discussed on page (II. 319), and is
exemplified by the utterance (T,Lo> V| 351 Lpd L) wherein (74) is followed by the
noun (I, le>) in the accusative case because this noun stands in an exocentric
relation with the remainder of the utterance (a1 pd L), which is a complete, self-
sufficient clause. Sibawaihi’s term for the distributional relation of exocentricity

is (a2 Jo5 & bny) ‘exclusive of what 1s added to it’. Another more widely used term

in al-Kitab to denote this relationship is (sa sa V 5), meaning ‘the two constituents
are not the same’. Having explained the second case, Sibawaihi reminds the
reader of a similar previous case wherein the first element is operative upon the
second, and the two also engage in an exocentric relationship. To such cross-
reference lies the import of the exemplar of (Lea,s vg,—ic), in which the first
constituent (us,ic) causes the second constituent (Las,s) to assume the set up
case, because it is exclusive of it, in what is known as (wuadl 1), the accusative

of nunation, discussed on page (II. 118) and elsewhere in al-Kitab.

Sibawaihi’s approach of juxtaposing contrastive structures and relations has

induced Carter (1978) to trace the use of (low,> vgyisc) as one particular exemplar

of coherent integration of different, but related, grammatical relations in al-
Kitab. His study discusses at least (22) instances where this expression is used by
Sibawaihi, gives their context, and shows both their explanatory and integrative

functions. Carter’s conclusion in this respect is that: ‘Western researchers are known to

have misunderstood Sibawaihi due to their failure to appreciate the import of [the exemplar]

(lad,> Vg uinc).’
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4 Conclusion

It is hoped that the discussion conducted so far has provided concrete textual
evidence validating the hypothesis that reads:

‘The linguistic thinking in al-Kitab has no relationship, whatsoever, with the linguistic
tradition of Ancient Greek, and is quite more advanced than its Grecian counterpart’.
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