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Introduction: A Language and
Its Secrets

Arabic has always been a puzzle to those who delve into its intricacies. A good
number of medieval Arabic grammar studies include the word ‘secret’ or
‘secrets’ in their title, that of the twelfth-century grammarian Al-Anbari,
for instance, PAsraar al-SArabiyya, ‘The Secrets of Arabic, or Ibn Jinni’s
(d. 1002), Sirr Sinaaat al-Plraab, ‘The Secret of the Craft of Grammar
(or Inflection)’. Others unlock its secrets, such as Sakkaki’s Miftaah
al-Uluwm, ‘The Key to the Sciences), and some, like the early tenth-century
grammarian Ibn Al-Sarraj’s Al-Usuwl fiy I-Nahw, “The Foundations of Gram-
mar’ describe the core of the language. Secrets abound no less so today than
1,000 years ago when Ibn Al-Sarraj was active. Indeed, as the modern linguis-
tic sciences expand, so too do the questions contemporary scholars ask of
the language.

It is a source of endless fascination, however, that many issues which press
on us today were equally addressed by the founders and early practitioners of
Arabic grammar as well. Through their genius arose a core of linguistic
thinking which was, in its theoretical underpinnings, significant in its own
right, but which also produced a descriptive corpus of great detail. This
corpus entices with its own secrets, one of which I seek to look into in this
book. One key in this instance comes from the nineteenth century in the form
of the comparative method, the secret, the form of Arabic spoken during and
before the Arabic-Islamic diaspora of the early Islamic era. To unravel it, it is
not only the early sources of Arabic, or Old Arabic as I term the collective
early sources, which are relevant, but also the vast fabric of contemporary
spoken Arabic, the Arabic dialects which have a central role to play. Bringing
the two sources together in a cooperative, rather than dichotomous, antag-
onistic fashion, as has been a tradition in Western Arabic studies, yields new
insights into the history of Arabic.
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1.1. Proto-Arabic, Basic Terms

The study of Arabic language history in the Western scholarly tradition does
not want for terminology. Old Arabic (Altarabisch), Neo- or New Arabic
(Neuarabisch), proto-Neo-Arabic, proto-peripheral Arabic, poetic koine
(Dichtersprache), and Middle Arabic are but some of the terms encountered.
To provide an initial orientation it is useful to outline my own basic vocabu-
lary used in describing historical varieties of Arabic. Note that I characterize a

number of ‘t}‘1e ft?llowing terms in a way different from their current use in
many Arabicist circles.

L Proto-:Arabic. The fundamental object of any historical linguistics is the
reconstruction of a proto-language. This is a well-known and established
concept which will be familiar to most readers, and which is not dependent
a5 a concept or as a method of application on the circumstances of any
individual lan.guage or language family. The initial goal of a historical treat-
ment of Arabic should be the reconstruction of a proto-language. Curiously,
among the many terms in the Western Arabicist tradition, proto-A.rabic is one’
relatively rarely encountered, though for present purposes it is the key obj
of study. sy oned
wozr.k P;: Sd(;‘;?i’::; Ar?bﬁc. Pre—dxa‘spo‘ric Al.'abic plays an important role in this
e sevorie o as A(; ows. Begmr%mg with the Arabic-Islamic expansion of
Middls B anl;ryfqo rztllt:s :rf:iicz:ralbl; spread \gith great speed throughout the

. ' - ‘hdicative dates are, for instance, Fustat
'(:S;l::c)l ifounded in 643, A.swan already reached by 641, Andalusia (Spaions
n 711, and Uzbekistan by 710. Arabic was suddenly spoken across

a latitud i i
e stretching from the western tip of Europe to the western border

of Chma Migx‘ations int: .
. . o these regions contin o -
Intensity in different regions at diﬁegl ntinued, to differing degrees of

3 rent periods, up to about th
;;riz;yt-hthh 2 large-scale Arabicization of the western Sahmae(;jIZir;;:::it:
the westercxf nSt:de)lan d lz?rge, but not dominant influxes of Arab speakers int(;
in south central Tulrieryeg(ls(:: (f’? un:}:nth‘smeemh centuries) and into Cilicia
. enteenth century), thi .
its . ury), this expansion

current l‘mrdc‘:rs' (see Appendix 1 for region-by-r]zp-On rOugl}ly reached
paring the linguistic results glon summaries). Com-

of thi; i . )
and the Arabic of the Lake Chag Lory. e O instance Usbekistan Arabic

common to the two,
unusual, are explain
common ori

be

¥) .
ed not by chance independent development but by

both in time and geography
n must be found at a time and

fmon ¢ gin. Given the great distance,
€n the two exemplified areas, this origj
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place when the ancestral populations were still together. This is pre-diasporic
times, the Arabic associated with it, pre-diasporic Arabic.

Pre-diasporic Arabic is chronologically situated. However, the exact limits
of its extent are at this point approximate. As an endpoint, I propose 790. This
in fact is a date well after the initial Arab-Islamic expansion. The significance
of this date is that it is when Sibawaih (d. 177/793, Islamic/Christian calendar)
was active as a linguist. To the extent that any results of reconstruction based
on contemporary dialects are comparable to Old Arabic sources, Sibawaih is
the best point of comparison, since he is the very earliest source (or, prob-
lematically, the variant Koranic reading tradition, which is a generation before
Sibawaih). Thus, Sibawaih is taken as an eyewitness to the pre-diasporic
varieties. This is, admittedly, a convenient fiction. Sibawaih himself, so far
as is known, never traveled personally in the Arabian peninsula and therefore
was never eyewitness to the pre-diasporic homeland of Arabic. He was a
native Persian speaker active in Basra who knew about varieties of Arabic
from individuals in the Basran diaspora. Nonetheless, nearly all tribal (e.g.
Qays, Banu Waa?il, Tamimi) and areal (e.g. Hijaz, Medina) designations
found in Sibawaih are situated in the Arabian peninsula, which allows the
fiction to be associated with pre-diasporic regions.

For the starting date one can use the initial Arab-Islamic expansion, which
began around 630. Kufa and Basra, for instance, were the first Islamic cities
founded in southern Iraq, in 16/636 and 17/638 respectively. Of course, an
Arab expansion into the lands bordering the Arabian peninsula had begun
well before Islamic times (Retsé 2003). However, as the summary in the
previous paragraph makes clear, it is only in Islamic times that the expansion
moved well outside of this area.

I therefore propose the period 630~790 as the era of pre-diasporic Arabic.
This is a terminus ad quem. A form reconstructed to this era in all likelihood
existed before as well. Further reconstruction is thereby implied, as will be
elaborated on below in this section. Eventually, moreover, it will be desirable
to relate results of linguistic reconstructions such as undertaken here, more
closely to population movements, as discussed at greater length in 1.4 below.

Pre-diasporic Arabic is a variety based on the results of reconstruction of
modern dialects. Not all such reconstruction of course leads to pre-diasporic
Arabic. A great deal of historical linguistic development occurred locally in
the post-diaspora era. What can be reconstructed as pre-diasporic can only be
established on a case-by-case consideration of data. While pre-diasporic
Arabic is a reconstructed variety, it is not necessarily a unitary variety. To
the contrary, it will often lead to the postulation of multiple pre-diasporic
forms. In Ch. 8, for instance, the 2MPL object suffix is reconstructed as *-kum
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~ * gt o * s . . .
p kur1 * {cu in the pre-diasporic period. This is not unexpected. Pre-
t}iasponc Arabic, rec.onstructed to a period between 630 and 790, is roughly of
013 s:rrnel:) Fhrf)nologlcal period as are the multifarious forms discussed in the
ta ic léterature (see next terminological point and sect. 1.2 below). A
reconstructed pre-diasporic Arabic e s t .
‘ ' xpands and compl -
tions found in this literature, plements the observa
M . . . .
o e;ilt(‘)feoelrc:glcaltly, X;ei)dlasponc Arabic does, however, add an interpretive
proto-Arabic and later varieties. In th
; . . ¢ model proposed h
o ' proposed here,
proto-Arabic derives from feconstruction based on Old Arabic sources, as

defined in the ;
next point, an, . . .
described hore. p d a reconstructed pre-diasporic Arabic, as

language his tOOdO;?ﬁicd .incorporation of contemporary dialects into Arabic
ry. This will be elaborated upon in sect. 1.3 below and else-

where. How: i g
nealy diﬁer:r\:ir,tat this poInt In our research I do not think it possible to
ate pre-diasporic from proto-Arabic on a priori grounds. A

leCOI'lStI llCted pl e‘dlaSPOI 1C fOI’l'I‘l COlﬂd tum out to be a plOto Al ab 1C f :

I would note
here that some chapters concentrate explicitly on a recon-

struction of pre-d; ; :

Chs. 2 and GP:: ‘j;ilspg}:lc Arabic, Ch. 5 in its entirety and for the most part

Arabic, and the deeper lovel op e * "SCOMStTUCtion both of pre-diasporic

latter treats o} pet eve .Ofp roto-Arabic, as do Chs. 3 and 4, though the
nly Old Arabic sources, Chapter 8 also present’s bot}? pre-

diasporic and
Proto-Arabic :
the former. reconstructions, though the weight there is on

' Another applicatio
f the termm ¢ .
to the language in the . n of ‘ T ‘Old Arabic’ is fo R
ew . : und in M .
branch of North Arabjan eiixg;::i}:l;::;esg which it js ;mesteda ngf;l:t::t:%g:ﬁ )E)Where povions
8 . . rabic with a sister

epigraphically. Ope feature diw.hmh is a group of diverse but closely
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tradition, which conceives of Old Arabic as a historical linguistic stage, as will
be elaborated in Ch. 2.

4. Classical Arabic, Modern Standard Arabic. From among these early
sources emerged a most enigmatic of chimeras, Classical Arabic. Whereas a
characterization, even a definition of Classical Arabic is normally a sine qua non
of scholarship on Arabic language history, I consciously avoid giving it any
explicit content, even if I refer to the entity at various places in this work. The
reason for this is that, as Corriente (1971, 1973, 1975, 1976; also Rabin 1955)
emphasized, Classical Arabic is the endpoint of a development within the
complex of varieties of Old Arabic. An adequate consideration of the forces
which brought Classical Arabic into existence belongs within a broader study of
historical Arabic sociolinguistics and this in turn requires a far more detailed
reading of the early sources, Sibawaih, Farra?, the Koranic reading tradition, the
early compilations of Arabic poetry, and so on, than is possible or necessary here.
It will be necessary for the sake of practical orientation to refer in places to a set,
normative variety of Arabic. For this I generally use either the so-called ‘Stand-
ard Arabic’ (or ‘Modern Standard Arabic’), a largely standardized form of the
Classical language which is taught in universities in the West, and which is close
to the language of contemporary journalism in the Arabic world.

5. Dialect. A final term I use with considerable hesitation and with a touch
of misgiving, and this is ‘dialect’. Problems accruing to the use of this term in
Old Arabic will be elaborated on in sect. 1.3 below. As far as contemporary
Arabic goes, I much prefer the designation, spoken Arabic. A modern dialect,
after all, is nothing more than the Arabic mother tongue. However, the well-
known circumstance of diglossia renders a simple equation of mother tongue
and dialect impossible. Contemporary spoken Arabic itself is a mixture of a
native dialect and the Standard Arabic which is learned in schools and used in
much of the Arabic media. T. F. Mitchell (1986) aptly termed this variety
Educated Spoken Arabic.

I argue that contemporary Arabic is an essential part of proto-Arabic
reconstruction. However, for this purpose it is not any part of spoken Arabic
which is relevant, but rather that part of it which is learned as the mother
tongue. In keeping with the Arabicist tradition, I term this the dialect.

1.2. The Early Sources

Arabic is blessed by a relatively large quantity of early material, in terms of
the history of Western scholarship, perhaps too much. The plenitude of
early material 1 suspect detracted from the need to incorporate later
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sources into a systematic histo i i
ry of Arabic, a po i
N point I elaborate on in the
Alth i i
caly asolllf:l ffhr::}t; contemporary evidence pertaining to Old Arabic exists as
oy lateou. t;entuw AD, the material is relatively rare and incomplete
until the eighth century. The very earliest materials are six epigraphic

said to constitute an indep
(see sect, 1.6.2 below).
Itis ‘only in the Islamic era that e
Assuming standard interpretations
c@ed mughaf, there was a written
n{c codex). However, this
with no short vowels m
consonants. An initj
Moreover,

arly sources of Arabic begin to abound.
of the history of the Koranic text, the so-
consmec;oclflmslnt by 652 at the latest (the Uthma-
el of only tl.xe b‘afest consonantal skeleton

> and even no diacritical points to distinguish
stance, are formally indistinguishable.
od do not exist, at best excerpts from

in the tradit . wels spelled out, becam ilable
atized and W:I?tgrf ﬁg;::l ot . Even these, however, are not ﬁlﬁya:;sl::m'
and so it jg not until thjs (;lar;t ththe e A A phujahid (d. 324/556)
in general acceasi, o er at ﬁXt?d, complete versions of the QurPaan are
version, byt rather soy $. 1bn Mujahid, moreover, set out not one fixed
(qaarip, pl. qurraar) o foach associated with an epo der

who f pomyrious reace

; ‘ ourished i
(e.g. Jazari) compiled versigps witheterlxnax:gefSLgrl::ncemury- e rencs

Ar;t};lic ‘mportant early source for interpreting Old
€ establishment of
alf of the cight, fixed Vversions of the QurPaan begmmng in the second

century wag
complemented by, and part of, an even more

Pment, name} th i
: e codificati
4N, and in 3 sepg,e inat Y] in one tion of Arabic grammar. This

histo .
: ry, the al-Kitag}, (‘The Book: of the great landmarks of linguistic
R nearly 1,009 densely wr; ) of the gtammarian Sibawaih (d
tten pages, Phonetic nooks and syntac(t'. 177/79'3);
ic crannie
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are explored in minute detail.2 Sibawaih’s importance in an interpretation of
language history will be apparent at many places in this book. A second great
contribution to early Arabic linguistic thought was the work of the Koranic
commentator FarraP (d. 207/822). In over 1,000 pages, FarraP commented on
many linguistic aspects of the QurPaan in a work bearing the title “The
Meanings of the Qurraan’.

These two works set the stage for a spate of philological activity on
grammar and lexicography by other linguists, a number of whom will be
introduced in subsequent chapters. Since, quite obviously, these earliest
grammarians had no preconceived model of a standard variety of Arabic,
there is found especially in their work a great number of observations on
various grammatical and phonological constructions and vocabulary. These
earliest sources themselves at times report on such an early diversity that even
in the Classical era the comparative method needs to be applied to reconstruct
a plausible source (see e.g. Ch. 7 on imala).

With an increasing standardization later grammarians, beginning around
the early fourth/tenth centuries, had little new to offer as far as variational
data goes, except for those with a penchant for gathering anecdotes and
observations from earlier sources (e.g. the tireless fifteenth-century grammar-
ian Suyuti). I leave these later sources largely untouched, as by and large they
repeat the variational observations of the earliest grammarians.>

There are two further early sources with which I do not deal. One is so-called
Middle Arabic, discussed in greater detail in the next chapter (sect. 2.3.3). Midd-
le Arabic texts begin to be relatively numerous in the tenth century. As I,
along with many other scholars today (see summary in Larcher 2001),
view these as having a literary Arabic as their basis, with various dialectal
intrusions, it is very difficult to integrate them casually into a consideration of
Arabic language history. The time will probably come when use will be made

2 Contrary to popular belief among some Arabicists (e.g. Mol 2003: 15), Koranic Arabic was not the
most important variety serving as a basis for Sibawaih’s analysis. This follows alone from the fact that
the linguistic form of the QurPaan was itself during Sibawaih’s lifetime still in the‘proc'es's of being fixed
according to the various parameters of the QiraaPaat tradition. An ade(!uate linguistic summary of
what sources were used by Sibawaih is so inextricably tied to his linguistic methodo!ogy that it is an
issue which, as an independent variable, needs to be treated in a separate work. To' give one concrete
indication of the relative unimportance of the Koranic text for Sibawaih’s grammar, in the fifteen pages
devoted to Pimaala (= imala), discussed in detail in Ch. 7 below (see particularly Table 7.1), the
QurPaan and the Koranic readers are hardly mentioned. ) _

3 Correlating later with earlier works in this regard is a separate ftudy in ar{d of itself; see g Ch.7
n. 13. In App. 3 I give one indication for how my assumption is subst.anuatef:l on the basis of a
comparison between Sibawail’s treatment of imala and that of Zamaxshari, who lived three and a half

centuries after Sibawaih.
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of them, but before that happens the Middle Arabic texts themselves will need
greater scrutiny and analysis.

T}‘le other is early Arabic poetry (pre-Islamic, early Islamic). There are
conmd\erable difficulties in gauging the authenticity and status of this ceuvre
(Blachére 1980: ch. 2 is a good summary of issues, complemented by Zwettler
1978 for'the orality factor). Not least is the fact that the collection and
systematization of the pre-Islamic and early Islamic poetry was part and
parcel of the same intellectual milieu that saw the systematization of grammar
and tl?e canonization of Koranic variants, namely the eighth and ninth
cbzrélt(ux;les. Ln 1fa\ct, most 'of today’s collections can be traced most directly
(d 213;; ;8c) (;\ alrs IIV}ng in the generation after Sibawaih, such as AsmaSi
ins.ight imo. A ate elghth-Fentury filter is again in place, which veils a direct
ey o ue mor; ancient eras. Nonetheless, or perhaps because of this
refe;red o ai :ge o. tlll(e .early poetry is quite uniform and is frequently
e poetic koine.* Some scholars equate Classical Arabic with

nguage of this poetry (Brockelmann 1908: 23; Fick 1950; Bellamy 198s). It

may be said that the Jan
be said guage of poetry represents o i i
coexisting with others of its era s b 1 reBter o varieny

Language History

The modern dialects hav, indi
e an indis . )
language history. This follows frompflll]esjl:)le' fo* in an account of Arabic

.Ideally the comparative method yields two
its da.ughters. The daughters are connected
linguistic rules, sometimes called
!anguage should describe the rule
its .da'ughter varieties. In Arabic
varieties. The question is,

basic units, a proto-language and
onne to the proto-language by a set of
aws. An adequate historical account of a

s by which a proto-language develops into

s the Contempora di
ial
whose daughters are they?ry ects are daughter

4 Fora contemporary linguisti
. ry linguistic audie .
particular} ¢ nce (see Kerswil] P
tion or ;lrtZr}ilx:g l:)ylvx?“? :ls the poetic koine does not demt:::;:x)'atl?le t:hm keine’in this context is mot a
o i -

180). It does have a stmc:er;m? vatants (though this is often zss O‘ZdCha

* The phrase ‘oth ural unity, though it is not clear that thi umed by scholars, Blachére 1980:
Brockelmanp’s i ers ?fm era’ should be seen a5 much S arose in a process of koinization.
he terms ‘trib:ll:? Slhcanon (1908: 24), poetic texts are at:fcssta ot

it ’ (D, .
sprache) as if it wer:?;;g;“lfihe der Stimme). Brockelmann describes g :
later period. This dichotomiza tfm Pre-Islamic times, information on hae I[:Oﬂl ¢ language (Dichtr-
h what 3 s
carly texts chronologically with ‘::1;5; mply false, as Blachere soberly observese ;T;rj)?lm ff;o?l :
- em of dating

e.g. Gilliot T Tecision is one whi
1990/1999, Rippin 198311999 on Koranic exgzi;um throughout the Islamic sciences (see

racteristics of simplifica-
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As Iwill argue throughout this book, there is little serious application of the
comparative method in an account of the historical development of contem-
porary spoken Arabic. I think three reasons play a role in this failure, all
of which have more to do with the sociopolitical status of the modern
dialects and the history of their treatment in the West than with linguistic
methodology.

The first concerns the relationship between Classical Arabic and the mod-
ern dialects, in particular the fact that the modern dialects have no official
legitimization in the Arabic world. To set the two on an equivalent basis,
which is what a dispassionate comparativist account must do, could be
interpreted as calling into question the asymmetric diglossic relationship
(Ferguson 1959a) between the high Classical (or Modern Standard) variety
and the low dialect.

A second reason I believe is simply one of convenience. The Classical
language offers a ready-made starting point for the summary of the history
of Arabic. Fiick’s prestigious Arabiya, discussed in the next chapter (sect.
2.3.2), offers a history of Arabic (subtitle, Untersuchungen zur arabischen
Sprach- und Stil geschichte [my emphasis]) which starts with the literary
language and makes little serious attempt to incorporate dialect material
(however defined, see Spitaler’s review of 1953). While the title speaks both
of language and stylistic history, it is in fact the latter which takes up the lion’s
share of the work.

A third reason combines two perspectives. The oldest detailed accounts of
Classical Arabic are undeniably older, by a range of some 1,000 years, than any
detailed accounts of the modern dialects. Coupled with this is an assumed
greater complexity of the Classical language relative to the dialects (see
e.g. Ferguson 1959b: 1.6.6 for further details). Linking these two perspectives,
it is a relatively easy step to interpret the modern dialects as the simplified
or even bastardized offspring of an older, more perfect Classical variety
{Mahdi 1984: 37).6

Taking these three perspectives in order critically and beginning with the
first, while comparing the dialects with the Classical language on an equal
footing would be relatively uncontroversial among many linguists, the
comparison might be misunderstood for cultural reasons. It may well be
assumed for instance that a declaration of linguistic equivalence (as it were)

6 Mahdi admonishes us to study the dialects in order that the negative inﬂ\.xenccs (sickflesses,
Pamraad) of the dialect on the standard language (fushaa) be eradicated. 'I.’hat is, one studies the
dialects not to shed light on the Arabic language as a whole, but rather to purify the standard. Where
Chejne’s (1969) ‘The Arabic Language’ mentions the dialects it is o.ften in a derogatory context (e.g.
84), though the discussion of language policy in the final chapters is balanced.
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is. tantamount to a statement of cultural and political equality between the
d‘lalects and the Classical language. Logically, however, linguistic reconstruc-
tion is independent of cultural and political considerations.

C(?nsidering the second point, convenience is no substitute for consistent
application of a well-tested methodology.” Just why few serious attempts have
b'een 'rnade to reconstruct proto-Arabic is ultimately a question for the
historian of Arabic and Semitic studies, One reason, I suspect, is the (under-
stanqable) preference among philologists for the written v:rord (Classical
A.rab1§) over the spoken (dialects). What is not written is not fully legitimate
Lullgulstlca.lly orientated comparative studies of Ar " :
oriental and Islamic studies,
tended to be dominated by

abic, and more generally
fl(:irl t{le first half of the twentieth century have
philologists.8 In more recent ears, since about
;i(;o,s ;}le(:ﬁnhzsi slt).een a remarkable gromh in interest inymodem dialectal
A[_Q‘Amb,'},},a? Thlec aslfects of Arabic (see €.g. part 2, 1987 of the journal
e theo.r o c;el,i owever, have been largely restricted to descriptive and
Tarning 1o oy thirggms_tlcs,' to the exclusion of comparative perspectives.
reconstmmton & ord E((:mt, it is Flear that th'e relative time of diachronic
e Cregoris & ng)aratmsts work with, rather than the absolute
sive souToes of j;nr ar. In terms of absolute time the earliest, exten-
These e c abic date. from the seventh or eighth centuries.
ar younger than the earliest sources for Akkadian, dating from

about 2500 Bc. No Semitici
. miticists, however, wi .
must be assumed to represent t - would argue that Akkadian therefore

8¢S, inter alia, that the younger (in absolute
an older inventory of Phonological elements
r.nphatic correspondences, Moscati et al.
dian. Relative to the ur-Semitic phono-

preserved older traits) than is Akka

.. dian. An s
principle ¢ : analogous argument appl
langﬂ;’ge: : ;zrciogl f aII;I:ion ]t)et:vheen the modern dialectsgand theaI(’ZI;l)a::ssiclarll

> N N or 0 . .
and/or interna] reconstructio € application of the comparative method

n
) one does not know whether a given trait in a

7 One of the few explicit atte; .

* 1 think this prejudice TIPS Is Cowan (1960) who concen :

Akkadian is the inél’i’?iéi bend e Lo instance, in Brockelmant:'iste(sl;srs;vfly on phonology.

writing, There is, howre. ngewa entf Semitic language. It j undeniably the9 17:‘6) contention that

Opposed to an “ndiﬁefent,iated 'Y Of proving that it s older than proto-Arabji oldest one att.est?d in

grounds, Diakonoff (1988: 24) Pmtmwﬁ? Semitic such as B ann o proto-Ethiopic {as

which would give adequ;t24 assumes 3 d_‘aleaal differentiation of Semi s o). On comparative

Akkadian, e time for 3 differentiated ancestor of Afabi:;lct:s h&l‘ly 35 40005000 BC,
ave arisen, paraile] to
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dialect is ‘older’ (in relative terms), ‘younger” or ‘equivalent’ to a comparable
trait in the Classical language.

Because it is so important, it is relevant here to consider three further
aspects of the term ‘Arabic dialect.

First, there is the issue of what constitutes information on an Arabic dialect.
In the contemporary era, I believe it fairly uncontroversial that the dialect is
simply the L1 of native speakers. These native varieties may be differentiated
by classical dialectological methods, using bundles of isoglosses to define
dialect areas. As may be gleaned from the previous discussion, it is far more
difficult to agree on what constitutes a ‘dialect’ in the classical era. A basic
problem in my view is that from the perspective of the on-site observers in the
late eighth and early ninth centuries, linguists such as Sibawaih and Farrar,
the dialect-Classical Arabic distinction did not exist as it came to be under-
stood by later linguists, such as Sarraj (d. 316/928) in the early tenth or by
modern (or fairly modern) observers such as Brockelmann or Fischer. Thus, a
feature which by modern, or even by tenth-century standards such as the
2FSG object suffix - [i, as in inna-[i ‘that-you.F is clearly ‘dialectal’ was not
conceived of as such by Sibawaih (II: 322; see sect. 8.7.4 below; Owens 2004).
This point is a very large issue which can only be sketched here. The issue of
Arabic historical sociolinguistics has yet to be dealt with systematically.
Without having the space to argue the point in detail, the position taken
here is that methodologically it is necessary to distinguish between linguistic
and sociolinguistic aspects of Arabic for purposes of interpreting Arabic
linguistic history. Linguistically 1 put all linguistic material, whether that
which became canonized in the classical language (the fushaa), or that
which may popularly be understood as dialectal, potentially® on a par for
purposes of reconstructing the language history. Sociolinguistically all var-
ieties are not equal, as many recent studies have shown. Sociolinguistic
prestige should not, however, imply precedence in interpreting language
history. As a terminological point, for reasons given in the next paragraph, I
use the term “varieties’ of Old Arabic, rather than ‘dialect’ of Old Arabic when
speaking of variants attested in old sources. _

Secondly, it is not possible to put material from Old Arabic on a par with
modern ones for basic descriptive reasons. As far as old varieties go, while
tantalizing bits and pieces of odd material from a variety of sources exist (e.g.
in Sibawaih, the Koranic reading tradition), there is nowhere near enough to
construct an old dialectology in the sense of having a relatively complete

% This caveat is important. A demonstrable innovation found in a modern dialect cannot be used to
reconstruct proto-Arabic.
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phonological and morphological account of discrete dialects.!® This is one
reason | prefer the term ‘varieties’ of Old Arabic.

To illustrate this point an example from Rabin (1951) may be adduced.
Rabin’s is the most detailed attempt to describe an Old Arabic dialect, which
he terms ‘ancient West Arabian’ It is clear, however, that his description,
admirable though it is, is not a comparative dialectology in a modern sense,
nor can it be as the sources for such an undertaking are simply not available.
What Rabin did was to sift through many Old Arabic sources, covering the
region from Medina into Yemen, and identify local variants distinct from
Classical Arabic. In Yemen, Medina, PAzd, Bakr, and Qays there is informa-
tion about the variant Yanta for ‘give’ (30, CA Paftaa), among Hudhail (east
of Mecca) and Taghlib (Iraq) about the weakening of an initial hamza
(glottal stop) to /w/ or /y/ (82), in the Hijaz about the disappearance of the
glottal stop (131). There is not a single feature, however,
ally described in the old literature in the form of a
critical perspective here is the same as the general one
comparative method: just as an historical linguistics requires at least the
attempt to apply the comparative method, so too does a dialectology require
systematic application of dialectological sampling methods. I should empha-
size that these critical remarks are not directed again
vational achievements of the Arabic grammarians b
assumption among some contem
is possible.

By contrast, there is today, fortunately,
modern dialects. This has important m,
present study. I begin the comparative
and work my way backwards,
because in the contemporary va
across all domains of grammar,

Thirdly, as already noted, the term ‘di
countries often carries a pejorative co
ition between ‘dialect’ vs. ‘Stan
so far as official recognition in
Old Arabic “di

which is systematic-
modern isogloss. The
for application of the

st the remarkable obser-
ut rather at the unstated
porary Arabicists that an old dialectology

a relative surfeit of information on
ethodological consequences in the
study with contemporary dialects
rather than going in the reverse direction,
rieties systematic sets of data can be compared

alect’ in the Arabsic tradition of Arabic
nnotation due to the modern oppos-

dard Arabic’. Only the latter js the ‘real’ Arabic
Arabic countries goes,
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modern l;,lilo::slmu}?n cly ignored by Aral::nqsts. Diem (1978: 138) for instance states that there are no
dubious assumption ihal:::g;ldy Cor;el:atj el Arbic gllect. This claim, however, makes the
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idea of finding detailed correlations.e d enough account ofold Arabic dialectology to entertain the
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negative one at that. This aspect of the term ‘Arabic dialect’ falls outside the
scope of the present book.

1.4. Scope of Work

The book falls within the broad domain of historical linguistics. The essential
element in historical linguistics is an application of the compaltative r.ne‘thod,
without which historical linguistics as we know it would not exist. Th1§ is one
of the great advances in the history of language studiés, in theory allowing one
to trace a branching differentiation of languages or dialects back to a common
ancestor. This is effected via reconstructing unitary proto-forms from differ-
entiated daughter varieties, via rules of change. To take a simple example .frOfn
the current work, all varieties of Arabic (aside from Creole and p}dgm
varieties) minimally mark the first person singular of the perfect verb with -t.

(1) Cairene Iraqi quitu Najdi  Nigerian Arabic
katab-t katab-tu  kitab-t katab ~ katab-t-x

Nigerian Arabic, and west Sudanic Arabic in general, ha_s an }lnusual vam;;uon
in this respect. The -t appears only before a suffix (to sm?phfy matters). Even
where the -t does not appear, however, its presence 1s felt by the str‘ess
attraction, explicable if it is assumed that -t is ’presenlt 1n‘ an un:i(e:rllylillg
representation, hence the contrast, 'katab ‘he wrote. vs. ka tc?b .I wrc?te. ee? y
the ‘loss’ of the final -t in certain contexts in Nigerian {\rablc isan innovation
in Arabic. This is apparent in two ways: all othe.r Yarfetles mam;an? aI;It., anfi 3
specific historical rule can be ascertained ‘explam?ng the lackq -tin 1§er:ae1d
Arabic. Looking at the matter in a reverse order is unnecess_ar‘lly comp calﬂd
and unrealistic: if the Nigerian Arabic situation were tl}e original, one ?o “
have to explain how a - came to appear in all contexts 1n all other vaGne 1: 3,
Arabic. On this basis a *-t (or *-tu) can be reconstruc.ted for the }S N'pe e
suffix. This proto-form is carried forward in rr‘lost dialects, but in Nigerian
Arabic it splits according to morpho-phonological context.

7\
t t~9

Roughly and glossing over many details (see (1) ir} sect.. 5.2.4), the rule for the
split is that -t — @ before # (see Ch. 6 n. 2 for discussion).

@Rt #
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It can be seen that via the comparative method contemporary variation can
often be explained as arising from a more uniform proto-variety. Chapters 7
and parts of 8 in particular exemplify this perspective of the comparative
method in greater detail.

However, in recent years limits to the application of the comparative
method have been pointed out or re-emphasized.!! Some components of
grammar probably do not lend themselves to an application of the method
to any considerable time depth (Owens 1996), while effects of intensive lan-
guage contact will often make an application of the method impossible (Durie
.:md Ros51996). In the present data as well, phenomena will be highlighted both
in contemporary dialects and in the Old Arabic sources which do not neces-
sanly‘yleld unambiguous proto-forms, or which clearly point to the existence
ofa h}gh degree of variation at the pre-diasporic level and perhaps at the proto-
Ar;ll)lc ?evel as well.‘ Chapters 2-6 and parts of 8 illustrate this perspective.

e }3‘8’1225;00?: f::g;sl oef a li‘ng}listic treatment of Arabic, it is a truism that
peoples b speat i Ii Sz)s r;:tl?::ltely lf)ound up .w1th'the l?lstor).' of the
important soure of st Pes o scho%arshlll) t.hls trulxsm yields an
wiitten reconds. o data. Particularly in societies lacking long-term
tons has been,usedcomparatlve method applied to contemporary popula-
relation between langfliigae t:xi)(; o rlelim'mmCt Popy lation r‘HOVCmentS- e
important debate in B ! POR ation movement, for instance, was an

antu history in the 1960s and early 1970s (see Guthrie

written records exist, the use of language as a
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n@g in pre-Islamic times (Blachére 1980: i; Retsd
o.ntmumg into the diaspora (e.g. Donner 1981).

aMIC era movements from the southwest Arabian
Syria, and the Euphrates are
de Jong 2000: 13). A major

an tribes, sometimes epony-
:(};g::n},{ a;d the north and east Arabian groupings of
abiy9a and Mudar). As Retss (2003: 24-102)

in Islamic ¢ i
n vl::mlc times became notoriously fickle, the subject
1ssitudes. It would therefore be naijve to expect

spread of Arabic tribes, begi
2003 for summaries) and

Already in the pre-Is
peninsula towards the ne

mously identified as Q
SAdnaan (also identif
shows, tribal affiliation
of contemporary polit
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anything like a one-to-one relation between dialect and tribe. In contempor-
ary times, there is relatively little linguistic import attached to the identically
named Banu Hassan of Mauritania and Beneesan (< Banu Hassan) of Borno
in Nigeria, even if it is plausible that both had a common ancestral origin in
the Nile valley. An association between pre-Islamic Arabic dialectology and
pre-Islamic tribal affiliation is an even riskier proposition. Names of groups
change in different ways from the dialects they speak. Nonetheless, leaving all
caveats aside, it may be suggested that if a comparative linguistic history of
Arabic working from pre-Islamic times up to the present is attempted, the
question can also be addressed of the extent to which the historically attested
tribal migrations correlate with historical linguistic reconstructions. The
current situation with Arabic comparative linguistic history, characterized
as it is by a few simple dichotomies (see below, sect. 1.6.7 and Ch. 2), can only
be improved on. I would suggest here that a far more detailed and systematic
linguistic reconstruction of Arabic will eventually allow one to countenance
closer correlations with historical movements and events documented in
written sources.

In short, scholars are further along in summarizing and interpreting the
written historical sources than the linguistic. I therefore concentrate exclu-
sively on the latter, emphasizing the direct and systematic links that can be
drawn between contemporary spoken Arabic and Old Arabic sources.

15. Language Change and Language Transmission

The relation between language and history sketched in the previous section is
closely related to another theme which has gained or regained the attention of
linguists in recent years, namely the conditions under which language is
transmitted from generation to generation. This issue figured prominently
as an assumption in the work of Thomason and Kaufman (1988), who assume
the unmarked situation to be a complete transmission of a ‘language’ from
one generation to another.

This question is obviously central to an understanding of the history of
Arabic, since it is a language which, in the course of its spread over a large
geographical expanse, has acquired many speakers via shift. At the outset I will
make clear that this is also a question, as with the general theme of the relation
between history and language sketched in the previous section, which will not
be dealt with in this book. There are two main reasons for this, both of which
derive from the observation that an automatic link between language change
and the way language is transmitted has not been established. One reason is

linguistic, the other extra-linguistic.
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Beginning with the first, there have been no attempts to establish constants
of change for languages as a whole. To be sure, there have been suggestions for
specific subcomponents of language, most notably lexical change in the well-
known theory of lexicostatistics developed by Morris Swadesh. As the articles
in the two volumes of Renfrew et al. (2000) indicate, however, there is no
consensus as to whether lexicostatistics is at all possible, some rejecting it
outright (e.g. Matisoff 2000), while others (e.g. Ehret 2000) claim validity for
it. Outside of the lexicon, beyond the banal observation that languages or
parts thereof may simplify, become more complex, or remain relatively
unchanged for relatively long periods of time, no predictive universals are
available which can even roughly indicate for a given period of time, what sort
of changes a language will be expected to undergo.12

.As' regards to extra-linguistic factors constitutive of the concept of trans-
mission, there are many involved. The number of speakers, degree of multi-
linguality, prestige relations among languages/speakers of the languages in
contact, and the nature of the socjal relations among the speakers of the
various l‘anguages, are but some of the relevant variables. Given enough
information on these variables, in some cases it is indeed possible to recon-
struct plausible developmental frameworks, as will be illustrated below. Gen-
erall?', however, such information is incomplete, at best, and even when it is
relatlw{ely complete automatic predictions do not follow.
e s oy e s
linguistic effects themselves, and Tovin o wsually LeBning vith th'e

. ' , moving from them to the social. This
iersg;ctlve was given explicit expression in the work of Thomason and
e o v g e, Y e
factors which g, . ed them to the broad sociolinguistic

. - upport the type of change documented. While this work

specific links of the type: gi Orre.lations may be recoverable, it offers few
: give inowict: . ; .
tic change 1. siven sociolinguistic configuration G expect linguis-

The problem may be sketched on the

extreme which indeed confirms a Lamarki basis of Arabic, beginning at an

an component of language, namely
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to a dominant lingua franca whose speakers, in any case, are of a higher and
largely inaccessible social status, and from this mix evolves a lingua franca of
the dominated multilingual population, the creole. A number of careful
sociohistorical studies, beginning with Chaudenson (1979), have documented
this relationship, and have shown that altering certain variables, .for instance
increasing the number of speakers of the dominant language, will affect the
creolization outcome. ‘

Arabic is among the languages with a contemporary creqle variety, and the
history of its formation in the southern Sudan of the nineteenth century
exhibits classic elements of creole formation. The language itself, ml%tually
unintelligible with Arabic, is simplified relative to any variety of Arabic (s.ee
sect. 1.6.4), and this simplification occurred in an environment of great soc¥al
upheaval.!3 The resulting creole Arabic which evolved was a symbol of a social
class midway between the dominant northern Egyptian/Sudanese and Euro-
peans on the one hand, and dominated tribal societies on the other (Owens
1997). o

At one extreme, therefore, the extra-linguistic components of trans.nnssmn
clearly and radically impinge on the form of language which i.s transrr%ltted, or
which evolves. Creole Arabic, however, is a small chapter in the history of
Arabic, which hardly is transferrable to other periods of its history (see Owe'ns
1989, 2002; Fischer 1995; Holes 1995: 19—24, vs. Versteegh 1984a). Interpretive
problems emerge when one looks at Arabic more br.oadl.y anfi when a further
attempt is made to establish either language or socio-historical setting as l::n
independent variable to determine universals of language change. I make }: is
point with a simple example. In Arabic dialects are basically foun(cllh t refe
paradigms of suffix pronominal marking. The most complete par:; ngm 1‘;
defined by the intersection of features, person, nl{mb?r (8G vs. PL) an
gender (M vs. F), as in Nigerian Arabic (3a). This .glves. ten contrastl\fe
forms. In a number of dialects (the current example is Cairene), gender 15
neutralized in the plural, reducing the forms Fo eight (3b). In some N:)rt )
African dialects (e.g. Djidjelli, Tunis, Susa) and in Maltese the gender contras
is also neutralized in the 2SG, reducing the forms to sev.en‘(3c).. I have chosen
the suffix pronouns as illustrative forms in order to distinguish all of these
varieties of Arabic from Creole Arabic, which has lost suffixes altogether (see
(5) in sect. 1.6.4).

mmended as historical descriptions of the

'* The works by Collins (1962, 1971, 1983) can be reco 2. 1996, 2001) has re-

tumultuous years of the southern Sudan up to inde.pendence. McWhorter (e.
emphasized the role of simplification in creole genesis.
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(3a) Nigerian Arabic (3b) Cairene (3¢) Susa (Tunisia)
SG PL SG PL SG PL
1 i -na -i -na -1 -na
2 M -ak -ku -ak -kum -ok -kum
F -ki -kan -ik 1] %) (4]
3 M -a -hum -u hum -u -hum
F -ha -hin -ha (1) -ha %)

Using this data as a model, two

Jsing th questions can be posed. The first is, given the
linguistic data,

.what can be deduced about the broad social forces which
supported the increasing morphological paradigm simplification. One com-
mon answer has been to adduce urbanization. Other important urban areas
u? the Mldd'le East such as Damascus and Jerusalem, have structural para-
dlgnl:: f1dent1cal to Cairene. However, this urbanization explanation hardly
::0(r | ol: Maltese, nor for many North African dialects with paradigms such

3¢). Furthermore, there are many rural areas (e.g. Anatolian dialects of

southern Turkey, Soukhne i . . ¢
dilects (e.g. Hofu, sce Agp. o) rp o =) 25 Well as Arabian peninsular

» @ quick response to
. . Already, however, this
.hnguistic variables, urbanization and con-
When is a ot for a precise historical account, is difficult to gauge.
ominant and when the other, and when and under what

introduces two independent extra-
tact, whose interaction,

given plausible explanatory status.
WhTilfl:irsleco_n(.i question is the inverse of the first:
mo::e p gilllzltico(r):;tca(;r:s; :lre expected?. This perspective is, for the linguist, a
gren mans variab,l s conﬁ.gurfmons, as noted above, are made up ofa

whose relative influence on language are often impon-

given social configurations,
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forms. Clearly, however, there is none. Nigerian Arabic maintains a maximally
contrastive paradigm, whereas Susa, illustrative of much of North Africa, is
maximally reductive. Note that it is not at all self-evident why Nigerian Arabic
should have maintained the contrasts. Arab society in this region has
absorbed a large number of non-Arabic speakers (shift to Arabic via contact).
Indeed, it is very plausible to assume that the Nigerian Arabic reflex of *t > d,
an emphatic, voiced, dental implosive, is due to contact with Fulfulde
speakers (and perhaps other languages), who have /d/. Of course, one
would want to examine the social structure of the community to determine
what factors favor ‘normal’ transmission. For the moment, however, such
ethno-historical information is lacking.

The data and issues sketched in this section, problematic though they are,
are nonetheless relatively well documented. To invoke the role of transmission
as a global factor in explaining change in the history of Arabic, beginning in
pre-diasporic times and moving to the present, is to add variables which, at
this stage in the study of the history of Arabic, are simply too numerous to
deal with within a macro-analysis of language history.! Beyond the many
imponderables noted here has to be added the further key variable of linguis-
tic reconstruction itself. What form of Arabic should be taken as an initial
input? Obviously it is an argument of this book that proto-Arabic itself is not
a pre-given entity, but rather one which needs to be argued for using, inter
alia, the comparative method.

To summarize this section, I do not believe that at this point linguistic and
extra-linguistic data on Arabic are sufficiently well understood to reconstruct
the role of transmission in Arabic language history. Relevant parameters
which can ameliorate this situation are known. As pointed out in the previqus
section, to a degree contemporary linguistic data can be correlated w_1th
historical texts; contemporary micro-linguistic studies, inevitably focusing
on the variable of variation, can be used to extrapolate back into earlier eras of
1anguage history (to this end see sect. 2.4.1.1), linguistic concePt§ such as
saliency or transparency can be applied at least as diagnostic heuristics. These
measures, however, are elements of an agenda for future research, not pre-
existing instruments which can be used without qualification to question the
arguments of the current work.

'* One reader points out that transmission as an independent factor has bee:h;egsltme(tih:nn t}llrex
current book: ‘a serious neglect of the transmission of the language. :Thene is almo: f:lhoe . ur%ent
the book on the effects of this transmission on the language structure...” The purpose 0

section is to clarify the reason for this neglect.
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1.6. A Critical Look at Some Truisms in Arabic Historical
Linguistics

In the following eight chapters I will develop my interpretation of certain
problems in Arabic historical linguistics. Within the large complex of issues
which make up Arabic historical linguistics, I believe there have developed a
set of truisms whose theoretical or descriptive basis is taken for granted.
I would like to take this opportunity to comment critically on a number of
statements and perspectives often encountered in works on Arabic historical
linguistics. Some, though not all, of these points are developed in greater
detail in the following chapters. Since scholars often have these truisms at
their disposal in their approach to interpreting the history of Arabic, I think it
relevant to mention even positions not directly germane to the issues in this

book, since I suspect they are part of the background noise, as it were, which
accompanies analysis of Arabic language history.

1.6.1. Mistaking a part for the whole

Differences between so-called Old Arabic and Neo
lished on the basis of partial differences onl
commented on in detail in Ch. 5,

-Arabic are often estab-
y. This point will be illustrated and

1.6.2. The future can be used to reconstr
what is found there: Classical A
what predecessor varieties were

uct the past, but it cannot dictate
rabic cannot be used to determine

This is a subtle point, not nec
of Arabic history, but often
approach will be found in Ch,
is indeed prominent among
Bellamy 1985. In this work,

essarily explicitly articulated in interpretations
present nonetheless. Again, criticisms of this
2 (seesect. 2.2.1). To confirm that this perspective
Western Arabicists, reference may be made to

the oldest surviving inscription of Arabic (AD

: aean script. Of course, it is unvoweled, and the
interpretation of many conso
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here. First, Bellamy explores only one assumption, that the text is in itandarci
Arabic. This should be in and of itself unacceptable even for the r.n(t)s
conservative of Arabicists. The construct Stand'ard Arab.lc .assume}ss, in e;
alia, a social milieu which, so far as we know, did not exist in 328. eyr(;:ri
this, a dispassionate comparative analysis—sho‘uld one assume oil ae }z) ori
grounds that a certain variety underlies the van('ety—l?ee,ds to explor her
assumptions, for instance that a certain ArabiF dialect 1s.nt e'qlually c:g:::s "
surate with Bellamy’s interpretation, or that using a certain dialect as
interpretation doesn’t also yield plausible re51‘11ts.. . i that the
Second, and more importantly, it simply is impossible to ;a;lm that the
language of the text is the same as tha.t of poetry. The lack ? $ :;t e
alone means that important comparative issues are opaque see ect. 3.4 X
There is for example no basis for assuming case or nur}atlon (seel; ) is. p.r(;b_,
and even the interpretation of the hamza (orthograpblcaﬁy a;l ar Following
lematic. A simple comparison I think renders the P]tfa s ?e:O.nS oy b
Larcher (20054), the orthography of the pre-Isla}mlc 1nsc1'11.>c1manuscriptS
compared to the unvoweled, unpointed maosaz'zfizf or ‘K?ramthat puscripts
(see Ch. 4). In these we know from the reading tradltl(;)nsan e
many ways in which individual words can be rendered an n;nt;’l RN
not correspond to the language of poetry.!® A barf: cpnsc;in B e of
many interpretations open. Reading the pre-Islamic inscrip
poetic Arabic is but one possibility out of many.

16.3. Reconstruction on the basis of a terminus ad quem is convenient, but it is
not comparative reconstruction . . s procedure the
This is related to the previous point. Whe‘reas in the ptreivriotl}l]ispone a proto-
future is projected as a whole backwards into the b this form attested
form is assumed (but not demonstrated), and given to-form. Recon-
variants are derived as a logical develoPrflent' frorp thz Proattested forms to
struction, however, proceeds in the opposite direction, from
Teconstruction of the proto-form. . ] nd (1940).
A case in point is the excellent and chall.engmgdworl; lz)fiflf:ei‘:) mpgritive
His is probably the most historically orientate W? the first half of the
linguistic sense found among Western Arab1c15t‘s 'Ot retation to a sign-
twentieth century. Birkeland (1940: 21-31) bases his Htl) e?i)ted here which will
ificant part on the work of Sibawaih. An example can be

) ile the hamza, missing in
15 For instance, imala (see Ch. 7) plays no significant role in poetry, while

some of the Qiraaraat, is represented in poetry.
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be of relevance in Ch. 8. Sibawaih (I1. 307 ff.) describes in greater or lesser
detail four different realizations of the pronunciation of words before pause,
or ‘pausal form’ as it is known in Arabic studies. These are rawm, Pifmaam,
tadfiyf and sukuwn. Very briefly, sukuwn is simply pronunciation without a
final vowel. tadSiyf is the pronunciation of a final consonant geminate, so
instead of the personal name, xaalid, one has the pronunciation xaalidd.
Rawm and Pifmaam are given greater attention by Sibawaih, and their
realization appears more subtle than the previous two pausal variants.
Pifmaam, Sibawaih says, applies only to the vowel -u, al-kitaab-y ‘the book.
It apparently has the realization of a voiceless or whispered vowel, as he
reports that a blind person could not ascertain ?j [maam, since it is realized
only visually by lip-rounding (see sect. 7.1.3 for more comprehensive phonetic
interpretation of this term). The phonetic

quality of rawm is not spelled out
in great detail by Sibawaih, though it appears to be a weakening of the
pronunciation of the final

-u and -i. It does not apply to final -a.

Birkeland assumes that the four realizations reflect differing stages in the
loss of originally present short final vowels. His main source of evidence for
this assumption comes from Poetic renditions in which a final short vowel can
be pronounced long (see sect. 8.1). Given this assumption,
stages leading to the complete loss of a short final vowel in

termed sukuwn. The stages are as follows, illustrating each with the stereo-

typed example, kaatib ‘writer, writing’. The suffixes -a, -u, -i mark accusative,
nominative, and genitive, respectively.

he reconstructs
pausal position,

(4) Development of pausal forms in Old Arabic,

a. Final short vowels, -u, -a,
b.

according to Birkeland

-i all present, kaatib-u, kaatib-a, kaatib-i
Development of rawm, giving full final
kaatib-a, kaatib-u/i

¢. Development of ?if maam, leading to
only by voiceless realization: kaatib-q,

Development of doubling of final consonant (tadfiyf) as
compensation for loss of final vowels: kaatibb

e. Al final vowels lost —
The logical problem involved in this summ
from Old Arabic sources which

ance of short fina] vowels in

-3, and reduced -u, -i.

-3, -i, with -u represented
kaatib-i, kaatib-y

sukuwn: kaatib

ary is that there is no evidence

sal pron vowels is equally attested in the earliest poetic
Tecitation literature (see Sibawaih II- 325,

: : ch. 507, see discussion in sect. 8.1).
Itis only reconstruction which can sanction one proto-
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thus equally plausible to assume the pausal forms (sukuwn) as origin.al ones,
and derive the full-vowel pronunciation as a later development. This is the
iti ued for here (see Ch. 3, 4). '

PO;{‘;‘;’;dj;gg Birkeland’s igve stages, it should first be ‘noted ’that Sibaw‘&lx)lh w?;
simply describing variants which he heard. All five .stages are foi1 Sil z\gﬁ )
synchronic variants, a point Birkeland (1940: 31.) in fact' concedes. *;
Birkeland did was to construct a plausible scenario by which the‘y could be
interpreted as historically successive. Beginning with. the assumption thatalall
vowels were originally present, Birkeland works his way down the scale,
eliminating the vowels one by one. Logical probl‘ems are apparentl,‘ hOW;\;;I;
Stages 4b and 4c essentially eliminate final -u, -i. Stagf: 4d, doubling o .
final consonant is interpreted as compensation for this loss. H'owever, f: ;j
explanation makes sense only if 4b and 4c were already accompanledfb)}" a ﬁnall
consonant doubling, which needs to be able to detect the presence of the fin
vowels. No evidence for this exists, however. . -

Interesting and often brilliant and challeng.ing thf)ugh Bl'rlffllan];i.sku;;ir(i
pretations are, they ultimately lack a comparative ba.SlS. Impl'1c1 y, Bir! ed "
assumes and reconstructs an idealized Classical Arablc', sometimes termed the
SArabiya, as the proto-form from which Old Arflblc Pausa% }3henor}1:en<)ircl
derives and deviates. This requires Birkeland turning Slba'walhs synchron
observations into historical stages. Since in most cases Birkeland .offers n:
independent justification of these stages, they are open to other interpre
ations (see Ch. 8, especially sect. 8.9).

1.6.4. The quick-fix syndrome ciated
The basic dichotomy of Old and New Arabic has ffequenﬂy been alssc:l e
with the assumption that as Arabic became “.’ldf’SPrezfd .;I:()il:gfound in
population of speakers, radical changes occurred in it. T};ls-l © ost radically
Fiick (1950) and Brockelmann (1908), among ?thers, anth 1s‘ mwhereby the
expressed in Versteegh’s (1984a) bold creohza‘tIOI.l hypo ;sn.s,_zation None
modern dialects passed through a stage of creolization or pt g.lm-ﬁcam. set of
of these authors, however, give a detailed account of WhOa;dSItinIl\Iew
language changes occurred marking the transition from ial have a great
As an indication that Old Arabic and the mod.ern di ect§ ular object
deal in common, in the following thr‘?e .paradxgms ; f‘hi)l?lfe’ aThe :irst
Pronouns are given, attached to or mOd.lfyu.lg the wotrh secon(i the set of
column in (s) is Classical Arabic (in nominative Case)’b s of the modem
Pronominal object suffixes as reconstructed on the 135112 t African Nubi
dialects (see Ch. 8), and the third Creole Arabic, namely Eas
(Wellens 2003: 52).
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(5) Nubi and varieties of Arabic

Classical reconstructed Nubi

Arabic Pre-diasporic

1 bayt-iy beet-i* be tayi ‘my house’

2M bayt-u-ka  beet-ka* or beet-k* be taki ‘your(.M)
house’

2F bayt-u-ki  beet-ki* etc.

3M bayt-u-hu  beet-hy* be 'to

(< ta uwo ‘of him’)
3F bayt-u-haa  beet-ha*

Whereas the reconstruction based on the
nearly identical to Standard Arabic,
and hardly could lead to the postulat
Arabic. Were radical restructuring i

modern dialects yields forms
the Nubi forms are entirely different
ion of a paradigm similar to Standard

nstrumental in a purported transition
from Old to Neo-Arabic, one would expect a development along the lines

of what occurred in Nubi: the suffix forms were lost altogether, and the
M-F contrast was lost. Even if a loss of case endings occurred in the

modern dialects (which 1 question), it would hardly constitute a case for
radical change.

1.6.5. Dialects are mistakes, not languages

This point was mentioned in 13 and need

. ' not be elaborated upon. Its
assumption, however, is lethal for 3 comparati

ve linguistics.

this line of thinking. Operating
ots of Classical Arabic, Ferguson
, the L(ow) variety, are simpler
an is the H(igh) classical lan-

his p9int by comparing Classical Arabic to
Arabic has interdentals, for instance, which
However,
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considerably more complex than Classical Arabic. Two examples from phon-
ology and two from morphology make this clear.

Phonology. In fact, Ferguson is very circumspect about offering generaliza-
tions about differences between H and L phonology, giving no broad sub-
stantive differences. Discussing grammatical structure (i.e. syntax and
morphology, 1959a: 333), Ferguson does suggest .that 'an L variety will be
simpler than the H. Extending the idea of simphﬁcatlop to phonology, as
far as Classical Arabic and the dialects go, there are clear 1nstances'where the
dialects are more complicated, for instance in having more of certain types of
phonemes or of having more syllable structure rules. o

Classical Arabic has four emphatic (phonemic) consonants Wthh' in Stfmd-
ard Arabic are conventionally represented as g, t, 4, and 3. Allophon{c variants
are excluded from the count.'s Nigerian Arabic has lost § due its loss of
interdental fricatives, but it has in addition to g, t, and d phonemic }, , and m
as well.

(6) gallab ‘he galloped’
gallab ‘he got angry’
karra ‘he tore’
karra ‘he dragged’
amm ‘uncle’
amm ‘mother’

Nigerian Arabic with six phonemic emphatics is j(hus? more C(?m.ple;(1 th‘an 1;

Classical Arabic. Many other dialects are like Ifhgenan Arabic in having

larger set of emphatics than does Classical Arabic. o
Nigerian Arabic, again like many other dialects, has a rul)e wl::gcl;;;ze;rt; ;:lt;

la/after a guttural consonant ([?, h, x, q], e.g. ahamar red’ < *Pa d

rule is lacking in Classical Arabic.

i i in conson-
18 In the Koranic reading tradition in particular one finds a..110pl30n1; Vl:‘;i"::a‘;fi:;?:;giﬁon) for
ants, especially emphatic [r] and []]. These are clearly systemat{zed in ltl e o our before an falor fu/
instance in Dani’s (d. 444/1053) Taysiyr (51-3), where the emphatic allop onets the {1] must occur), and
» s in al-galaah ‘prayer’ (Warsh variant, where after an emphatic cons‘;zi:ma or muvallata variants.
fadar-a (al-mawt) ‘precaution’ (against death). These are termed mufe Classical Arabic holds (if at
Ferguson's argument (1956) that emphatic | is a phoneme of what he terms tigate the issue in the Old
all) only for what he termed modern Classical Arabic. He does not inves liatic:s in the Old Arabic
Arabic literature. It can be suspected that the existence of aﬂophonlctemgve phonemes. Using the
literature probably masks the existence of these same sounds as con l'astma emphatic [1] and (1]
arguments developed elsewhere in this book, one could certainly ‘:;eilclon;t o dertake here. It should
Phonemes into pre-diasporic Arabic, an exercise which, however, [ wi nAr bic, for instance, [bl, [nl,
be noted that dialects too, have further emphatic allophones. In ngen; [i saas 'in rabad ‘he tied’ or
and other sounds empbhaticize in the neighborhood of other empha l:r;son witil Old Arabic goes,
fabanna ‘we tied’ (with d assimilation) so that as far as the current cox.'npts o Ol Axabic,
the dialects, in terms of °simple number, will have more emphatic vanian
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Morphology. Old Arabic has a single common form for the 1SG independ-
ent pronoun, Panaa ‘T In certain Tihama (coastal) Yemeni dialects, on the
other hand, the first person singular independent pronoun distinguishes a
M and F form (Behnstedt 1985: 31):
(7) analM

ani LE,

Old Arabic has a single prefix which can b

e prefixed before the imperfect verb,
namely the future marker sg-:

(8) yaktuby, ‘he writes’
sa-yaktubu ‘he will write’

Taking a very brief survey of Arabic dialects,
number of pre-verbal tense/aspect prefixes.

(9) yiktib ‘he should write’
bi-yiktib ‘he writes’
Ra-yiktib ‘he will write’

That Egyptian Arabic is simpler than Old Arabsic in its modal suffix system is
irrelevant to the present observation,'” which is that on a typological com-
parison, the Egyptian Arabic tense/aspect system of prefixes is more compli-

cated than that of Old Arabic. When one considers other dialects the situation

becomes even more complex. Western Libyan Arabic has a prefix bi- which
marks future,

in Cairene Arabic there are a

(10) bi-yimfi ‘he will go’

In Nigeria Arabic the distributi
interaction of phonological and
before a consonant-initial prefix

on of the prefix b- is complicated by an
syntactic factors. The prefix b- rarely occurs
> hence, the contrast:
(1) tu-ktub ‘you write’

b-u-ktub ‘he writes’

In what I have termed ‘n,

‘ On-control contexts), the prefix b-
all circumstances, 18

is disallowed under

(12) gul iktub said, he should write’

'7 Old Arabic has 3 three-wa indicati
. Y system of contrast, indj junctive, jussi B
@, yaktub. Egyptian has an undifferentiated C-final f:)nrmca;;(';rbs‘lb)“ncﬁ"e» P yakiub-u, yokiub
'* Non-control in the sense that the agent I i :

by a person or entity of higher authority, # novoliion in the matte,the action being controlled
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From this brief, very far from exhaustive exemplification of 'th? realization of
pre-verbal tense/aspect/mode markers in Arabic dialec‘ts it is clear that a
holistic, pan-dialectal description of the formal properties of t.hese marker’s
alone is considerably more complicated than that of Old Aral?lc. lferg-usoils
suggestion that ‘the grammatical structure of any given L variety is mmpz
than that of its corresponding H’ simply does not withstand even a casu

perusal of the literature on modern dialect phonology and 1‘norphology (see
also Belnap and Gee 1994: 146, on simplification of the classma}l language).

I would caution that the observations here do not automatically lead to ’a
historical account of their origin or their priority of origin. In fz‘ict, Fergt:son s
does not either. He simply assumed that the dialects were ‘younger z%nd
a prioristically linked this assumption to the .weak.ly illustrated assertion
that dialects developed in the direction of simplification.

1.6.7. Beware of simple dichotomies; a nice label is not necessarily a nice concept

There are four or five dichotomies which are invoked to characterize \.Iarle.n:
of Arabic, expressed variously in dialectal, sociolectal, strl.lctural, zr }Elsctosni .
terms. The most pernicious in my view is the O%d Arablc—Neo.- ra > m}; >
which is the subject of the next chapter. Others include bedml.ln-SC © I rlyc,
urban—rural, eastern Arabic vs. western Arabic,!® and 's_ynthetlc v anah};tch
(see sect. 3.4.3). Each of these labels deserves separate critical attegtlon,o\;v1 e
is outside the scope of this book (see sects. 3.5.3, 'ax.ld 1.6.6 algvflfl B
question of complication, simplification, and analyticity). I would, ’
m rief critical points. . _
aFki::sglri:letie econtemp OI;ary world it is relatively rare to find negt d}idm:r)e
mies such as an urban—rural split, and when the.y are four; rr: I\EI?, eria
geographically limited. Arabic is spoken from Borno n n01.'theaS ) ban %S a
to the Red Sea, for instance, and one is hard put to identily :;a‘tlrfrom t.he
rural variety in the entire region, a distance e:qulval‘enIi fto e in Iraq will
Mississippi River of the US to the east coast. A bedouin . e;;ys e in Chad
be associated with a very different dialect from a bedouin lifesty!
or Cameroon.

i ialects for purposes of
' Cowan's (1960: 4) division of Arabic dialects into western :ﬂnd i,f;e{;eadlc lecks undpe o by
Proto-Arabic reconstruction is a good example of how.an esser'm d),'egdialects e orinciple an el sy
2 prioristic dichotomies. My own work follows Cowan in allowing e s in this book show,
in proto-Arabic reconstruction along with Old Arabic sources. A;»l mdirzcﬂy T reiasporic Arabic
however, much historical phenomena in Arabic is reconstructible o D oy the rick of
Mandating N A v S the' eaSt:i‘:,e'ssions as they developed in the
Obscuring deeper historical relationships, which antedate dialect divi
Post-diasporic era.
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Secondly, once the dichotomies are in place, they tend to become hinges
upon which more is hung than they can hold. I have argued this point recently
in relation to the east-west dialect dichotomy (Owens 2003). The east-west
dialect split divides the Arabic dialectal world roughly at a boundary in
western Egypt or eastern Libya.2® One of the main traits sanctioning the
division is the expression of the 1PL imperfect verb.

(13a) nu-ktub : eastern ‘we write’

(13b) nu-ktub-u: western ‘we write*

All of North Africa, as well as Andalusia has (13b), while all of Asiatic Arabic
has (13a). The problem comes with Egypt, which has both (13a) and (13b). To
‘explain’ the status of (13b) in many Egyptian dialects, scholars have trad-
itionally resorted to a historical explanation: since North African Arabic has
(13b), any Egyptian dialects with (13b) must have been influenced by migra-
tions from North Africa (Woidich 1993: 354; Versteegh 1997: 162; Behnstedt
1998: 87). The problem with this explanation, however, is that no such
plausible migrations are attested, particularly when the following consider-
ation is brought into the equation. Western (13b) is also found throughout
Chadian Arabic, so any migration that brought (13b) to Egypt must have been
early enough, around 1500, for the form to be able also to spread into Chad.
A comprehensive consideration of the problem, considering both com-
parative linguistic and written historical sources leads to the conclusion that
(13b) in fact originated in Egypt and spread to North Africa from there.
.The overall problem illustrated here is that what was originally a simple
dialectological label took on the status of historical linguistic explanation:
‘North African’ or ‘western’ Arabjc is North African not only in a dialectolo-

gxcal sense, but without justification becomes North African in a historical
linguistic one as well.

Thirdly, I think these labels have beco
false sense of security to an understan
bedouin or sedentary and one’s work s

me so widespread that they convey a
ding of Arabic. Classify a dialect as

of mixed Arabic and creole Arabic,
originally rural varieties in urban ce
2005), language maintenance in the
non-Arab speakers into a populat

nters today (see Amara 2005; Miller
face of a widespread incorporation of
1on (attested in many parts of the

”lnfacx,evcnnadidcctl i ivision i
ored b2 “gum(zn <;g1cal concept the division is problematic, though this point may be
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western Sudanic region), not to mention many of the historical issues dealt
with in this book.

1.6.8. Peripheral dialects are not on an a priori basis irrelevant to language
interpretation

This is assumed in Fischer (1995). In comparative linguistics, as well as
historical cultural studies, it is a standard precept that innovations move in
waves and that it follows from this that older variants will frequently be found
in peripheral areas, as innovations take hold in the center (see Holes 1991 for
one application of this approach). In Chs. 3, 5, 6, and 7, features will be
discussed which are found in dialects outside the Arabian peninsula, certainly
peripheral by any traditional sense of the term, which point to forms which
must be reconstructed in pre-diasporic Arabic.

1.6.9. A truism which is indeed true: languages can be surprisingly conservative
in many respects

Consider the following two verb paradigms, one from Nigeria, the other from
Iraq.

(14) Iraqi Nigerian Arabic (imperfect)?!
5G
1 a-gbur ‘I bury’ a-ktub ‘I write), etc.
2M  ta-gbur ta-ktub
2F  ta-gbur-i ta-ktub-i
3M  i-gbur i-ktub
3F  ta-gbur ta-ktub
PL
1 ni-gbur na-ktub
2M  ta-gbur-aa ta-ktub-u
2F  ta-gbur-aa ta-ktub-an
3M  i-gbur-uu i-ktub-u
3F  i-gbur-aa i-ktub-an

To those not familiar with comparative Semitics, I think if one were to say that
the Paradigms represent an Iraqi variety and a variety of .ngenan Arabic, ;)lTe
reader would probably try to locate the Iraqgi variety in a modern Arabic
dialect. In fact, whereas the Nigerian Arabic paradigr'n comes from the year
2005, the Iraqi paradigm is not a variety of Arabic at all, but rather is

- L “hon- ’ context (see (11), (12) above
2! This illustrates the paradigm in what was termed the ‘non control’ ¢

and n. 18). In this context the prefix b- does not occur.
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Akkadian, from approximately 2500 BC. Nonetheless, the paradigms are
virt.ually identical in all respects: they have the same dimensions of morpho-
logical contrast, the morphemes are nearly of identical form, and their
sequence is the same, with a pre-verb stem prefix plus a suffix in the plural
and second person feminine singular. Of course, there is a major difference in
the meaning of the paradigms: in Akkadian the paradigm realizes a past tense
(preterite) whereas in Nigerian Arabic it is an imperfect. Nonetheless, given
the 4,500 years intervening between the two, it may safely be said that they
have the same origin, and that as far as the form goes, they have not
changed.22 Measured against such remarkable paradigm stability—there is
nowhere in language history where members of the same family can be
compared over such a long period of time as with the Semitic family—the
thrust of the present work that differences between Old Arabic and the
modern dialects are relatively minor is rendered added plausibility.

1.7. Summary of Chapters

'}11"1};5 boolf( deve!oped out of a series of articles which I had planned on the
diﬂ:r?;, :) Arz.ablc. Three of the chapters (3, 4, 5) have appeared in slightly
versions already. I decided to gather the remaining treatments

togeth i i
gether and shape them into a more cohesive form, reckoning that a repre-

sentation in one place would facilj
. acilitate an
tation. Nonetheless, overall development of argumen-

the original format of indivi i i
i i vidual articles will probabl
tp;:ek through in places, in an unedited repetition or in a rapid shift o bj )t,
tween chapters, P1C SIlt In subjec

The remainder of the book cons
concepts of Old Arabic and Neo

mplements the comparative historical, it

oncept - Neo-Arabic was introduced
nguistics became established in the West as a

2 Rassler (1950)
and NW Semitic |

Nigerian Arabic, where the so-
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Chapters 3 and 4 consider in detail the status of short case vowels in Old
Arabic. These have been the criterion par excellence taken to symbolize the
dichotomy between Old and Neo-Arabic, Neo-Arabic being identified as the
variety which has lost the vowels. It will be argued on the basis of old sources,
the Arabic grammarians and the Koranic reading tradition, that a good
argument can be made for there having been two varieties of proto-Arabic,
one with short case vowels, one without. It is suggested that the variety
without is the older.

The remaining chapters change the perspective from a primary focus on
Old Arabic, first to one in which the modern dialects are the main center of
attention, and then to one in which Old Arabic and the modern dialects are
given equal weight. This, it was suggested above, is a prerequisite for any
history of Arabic based on the comparative method, since a proto-form has to
be able to ‘explain’ the development of its daughters. A mere labeling of
elements as ‘old’ and ‘new’ explains nothing.

In Ch. 5 I argue for the importance of post-diasporic Arabic in interpreting
Arabic language history. This is the spoken Arabic which spread in the wake of
Arab-Islamic expansion which began in the seventh century. Four varieties
of Arabic outside of the Arabic peninsula are compared. Two are large dialect
areas, Mesopotamian and western Sudanic Arabic, while two are single
varieties, Shukriyya Arabic of the Sudan and Uzbekistan Arabic. It is argued
on the basis of a statistical treatment of forty-nine phonological and mor-
phological features that similarities between far-flung varieties, western Suda-
nic and Uzbekistan for instance, are indicative of pre-diasporic unities. "I.‘h:.it
is, post-diasporic varieties allow reconstruction of pre-diasporic linguistic
features. This same perspective is followed in Ch 6, where the development
of the basic imperfect verb is reconstructed on the basis of contemporary
dialectal data. )

Whereas Chs. 5 and 6 concentrate mainly on modern dialects, establishing
that they are a legitimate mechanism for reading the linguistic history of the
Past even with minimal help from older sources, in Chs. 7 and 8, and to a
degree in Ch. 6, I relate forms found in the contemporary dialects to their
realizations in Old Arabic. Chapter 7 is a detailed treatment of the phenom-
enon of Pimaala (= imala), the conditioned variant [ie] of the long.vowel
[aa]. It will be seen that there are striking identities, both P}}OI_‘CUC and
phonological, in the realization of Pimaala in Sibawaih’s des'cnptxon fr(}m
the late eighth century and three modern dialects, as well as in Andalusmn
Arabic. These similarities are used to work out a comparative lmgulstxc
history of the phenomenon. Finally, Ch. 8 begins with a reconstruction of
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pronominal object suffixes solely on the basis of a sample of forty-nine
modern dialects. The results of this reconstruction are then correlated with
the descriptive material found in Old Arabic. It is first shown that the
feconstruction, contrary to claims by some, yields no evidence for traces of
old case suffixes. Second, it is argued that the reconstructions based on the
contemporary dialects in all cases are readily interpretable as continuations of
or developments from forms attested in the Old Arabic literature.

The overall thrust of the final four chapters is to greatly narrow the

have analogues, often identical realization
the other hand, even features which ar.
literature can be reconstructed into
sect. 1.1 above, is chrono
the pre-diasporic era,
diasporic Arabic,

variable object tha

s, in the Old Arabic literature. On
€ not attested in the Old Arabic
pre-diasporic Arabic, which, as seen in
logically coincidental with Old Arabic. The Arabic of
both Old Arabic in the sense of sect. 1.1 above and pre-

again in the senge of sect. 1., €merges as a richer, more
n the Old Arabic-Neo-Arabic dj
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One implication of the approach advocated here is that our understfmd.ing
of Arabic language history is set for a period of uncerta.mty. Atomization
precedes synthesis. Analyses which may be equally plausible, but mutually
contradictory should be welcomed as pointing towards areas of future
research.
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Old Arabic, Neo-Arabic, and
Comparative Linguistics

2.1. A Method vs. a Logical Matrix

The hn‘guistic .history of Arabic is challenging in two special ways which
?;kes 1t rare, in one respect almost unique, among the world’s languages.
ese challenges have had both positive, and I will argue, negative conse-

quences for understanding the history of the language. ’
- f;s:v a;\)rrlﬁi f;)rem}?st, on the. posi'tive side Arabic is one of the few languages
i the wo lite:r w 1c(;1 a (?efalled linguistic description exists which is as old as
o e e ary an rellglqus text.s of the language. This literature goes back
morph()lg ) I:zntury and it deta%ls not only minute facets of phonology,
morpha Tghy synta)f, buF also gives interesting data on different linguistic
- the modern linguist thus meets not only linguistic forms, but also

descriptions and interpretati
linguists themachyrs Tpretations of these forms ag developed by the Arabic

the linguistic history of Arabic
half of the nineteenth century. In
nor bad. However, the linguistic
the general interest and develop-

;a:eﬁtrst published b.y August Schleicher in 1853, one
Ct. 2.2.2 below) introduced the idea of a ‘holistic

uistics during this period developed ;
inati eloped .
culminating two decades later ; ped its own methodo

year before Fleischer (s
Arabic’. Historical lip

001). The idea of a proto-language
I:ules of change, particularly phono-
Cise as new information from newly
ame available, During this same era,

was made ever more pre
-European languages bec

dialectology established that non-normative forms of speech were as legitimate
an object of study as a standard language (see e.g. Knoop 1982). An under-
standing of historical linguistics and dialectology grew coterminously with the
definition of historical relations among the Indo-European languages, or the
study of geographical variation within individual languages. The problem with
Arabic, as will be seen, is that the historical relation among varieties of Arabic
was basically fixed by the mid-nineteenth century, and thereafter impervious,
if not oblivious, to reinterpretation, up to the present day.!

The notion of language history in linguistics? did lead in the nineteenth
century to the postulation of language families other than Indo-European,
including the Semitic family (Hecker 1982: 6). Language families assume a
genetic relationship among all members, classically represented in a family
tree model. Genetic relationship is confirmed especially via application of the
comparative method, which above all uses retentions and shared innovations
to establish subfamilies (Harrison 2003: 232—9).3 It is assumed in this book
that a historical linguistic treatment of a language or group of languages

! This remark deserves a chapter in itself rather than a footnote, though takes the subject too far
afield for inclusion in the main text. In another domain of Arabic linguistics outside comparative
grammar, European Arabicist scholarship was also largely cut off from newer developments. in genexfal
linguistics. In its interpretation of the Arabic grammatical tradition, which today is recognized for its
theoretical coherency (see e.g. the collection of articles in Auroux et al. 2001), Eu.r(?pean scholafs at fh.e
turn of the nineteenth century were disparaging of it. The basis of their critfasm was an implicit
assumption of European cultural superiority founded in the universalistic claims of classncal Qrcek
learning. The Arabic grammatical tradition was particularistic and not based on logical pnncnpl.&.
Merx (1891: 16) reprimands the Arabic grammarians because ‘ils ignoraient .le falt que la grammaire
repose sur la logique’. Weil (1915: 383), anachronistically from today’s perspective, dlsnl{ss,ed the‘Ar'ablc
tradition because its strength lay ‘nur in der Entwicklung der grammatischen Theorie {my italics).
Weil further maintained that it was only the European tradition which was interested in language in
general (‘Sprache im allgemeinen, 385). This basically antagonistic attitude towards the. Arabic
linguistic tradition again contrasts dramatically with the then contemporary Indo-Europeanists. The
great, early figures in American linguistics for instance were often comparative Indo-Europeanists als;
well. Two significant examples are Dwight Whitney and Leonard Bloomfield, both of whom were we !
versed, inter alia, in the classical Sanskrit linguistic tradition. Bloomfield, one‘qf the founders o
Modern structural linguistics, in particular, openly expressed his debt to this tradmor} in f.ormulatmg
his own ideas of language structure (see Rogers 1987). The general point developed in thls fooﬁ{)tc,
which complements the argument of the current chapter, is that the early Western Arabicist tradition
was relatively distant from developments in general linguistics. _

* Of course, the idea that langusges can be in some way genetically Felated is mu_ch ol_der (cf. de.g. the
tenth-century Hebrew grammarian, Ibn Qureysh on Hebrew, Aramaic, and Arabic, Hirschfeld 1926).
Language history as a linguistic idea requires a methodological incorporation into l_angl.}age structure,
and this was systematized essentially in the nineteenth century when comparative lmgmﬁ}c: was
developed. The focus of this intellectual activity was Germany (see eg Jankowsky 2001; E f‘b“::h'
S":::l)- Not infrequently one and the same university (e.g. Leipzig) witnessed the presence 0

iticists/Arabicists and Indo-Euro scholars. )

* The postulation of genetic relart):::ship in chronological terms was an idea far a}llwaclt cgf i:
methodology to work out comparative details, i.e. the comparative method. Thbn Qureysh, ci
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requires both a clear statement of genetic relationship and at least the attempt
to apply the comparative method '

The idea of language history provides a powerful metaphor, which can
assume a life independent of the comparative method on which it is based;
Given a corpus of texts from different periods, very often clear ‘developments
can be discerned: Modern English derives from Middle English which derives
from Old English; New Egyptian from Middle from Old Egyptian. From a
comparatively well-documented language such as English it is known that
language periodization proceeds fitfully, as it were. There are periods when a
language undergoes relatively little change from generation to generation, and
others when a change can be rapid. In the period Ap 800-2000, which covers
approximately the same chronological time span as that discussed in this
chapter for Arabic, English has changed considerably, from Old English via
Middle English to Modern English. By contrast, a related Germanic language,
Icelandic, has changed little in the same period.5 Language history is thus
different from simple chronology. A language stage, as characterized by a set
of linguistic features, may last for a short period of chronological time, or for
a long period. Till today, of course, the factors, both linguistic and extra-

linguistic, influencing linguistic stability, are the object of study, as sketched in
sect. 1.5,

For linguistic study, an optimal situatio
a continuous span of time, in
Lacking a body of older texts,

n is when a language is attested over
a script that is fairly close to its spoken form.

minimally two stages can be reconstructed, the
contemporary and at least one earlier stage, based on reconstruction via

the comparative method and/or internal reconstruction. The history of

most language families in Africa, Asia, and the Americas is reconstructed on
this basis,

The sequence old/new or ol

d/middle/new (or modern) can assume the
status of an €xpectation rather

than an empirical object to be established via

n. 2, for instance, correctly ascertained the
Aramaic, Hebrew, and Arabic. H

genetic relationship between thr
form. Without a comparative

ee Semitic languages,
owever this did not lead to 2 historical linguistics in any recognizable
methodology, no historicat linguistics is possible.

evance can be dismissed,
s Glendening summarizes Icelandic thus; © oday is much as it was when Iceland was first
colonized, mainly from Norway, j

thousand year: 5 (1961 : 204) writes, ‘Icelandic inflection, for the greatest
> except for the following changes: (1) The levelling of *
the past tense, (3) the reduction of most subjunctive plural
3) the erosion of the middle voice distinctions’
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the comparative method. Once it is assumed that lang‘ll)ageid‘ier":}ll:ﬁ’ ::Zt(:i{
(middle)/new motif follows logically. One stage must hetO ay be termed a
However, in comparative linguistic terms, this is wha 511 tz exist for any
pre-theoretical logical matrix in that it may be‘expf‘!Ct'e ontent it has no
language, but so long as the stages lack specific hog'un'snffu cd in by plausible
substance. The logical matrix remains untested until it is eiod e
substance. It may happen, for instan'clt):i that over a long per
linguistic periodization is possible. ) . ic earl
" ol sugest hat an unesied ol st v aplid o iy
in the European study of the language in the Tnneteent‘ ;‘erm Zs conceptual-
reading of Arabic linguistic history has cont.mue'd to 1nt 1;) century Earopean
ization into the present.S As early as the m¥d-mneteerlA abic. The latter are
scholars dichotomized Arabic into Old Arabic and Neo-Arabic.
modern Arabic dialects.? . ounts,

th<El"he dichotomization of Arabic into Old. and'N'eW > faultgeizliw(ﬂ;’conce it
however. First, it mistakes chronology for hng‘.nsuc-?flsmrtyiinguistic stages of
was in place, it provided a framework for defining di ereri iy
Arabic on the basis of partial differences onlY (see. secl:S' t.er. ,A;-abic has in a

These points will be argued in five parts in this c ‘;P lis.tic’ Janguage (sce
sense two histories, one the literary language, one the ‘ho

. 1997: 47, 93) routinely
¢ As evidenced in the fact that textbook-like works on Arabic (e..g.3Voil;S)tZ;Sehak:9gf Old Arabic and
assume the Old-New dichotomy without diSCUSSlO‘t‘ileH ;lee(:szls{alects. Ferrando (2001:. 137),1“'}:;11:
Middle Arabic, with a e ot esy sumounding the Ol New oo i Avabic
El‘ll:r;;%o?x i??hzz;z“;o(:mulated, of whether Neo-ArabiC_ l:,as e l;:)fo:;;ncﬁsrzinaion as a grounded
also exis’ted (e.g. Spitaler 1953; see 242 below). The legitimacy . i
linguistic concept, however, ilsdn;t gugisct;::::(e)dn.ly in the Western Arabicist. traditioan ::;hb(e\;‘ezctee?gh for
he pervasiveness of me e _ale iters. Besides those cited in the previous P.a') ir Cohen (1972) for
asurvey of representative n?tlol;ld ev:rflor E'ngland), one can note Fleisch (19)74.;,:,1 ' rbutions are treated
E‘;ﬂ?:d;vf.ﬁfﬂ,'f"cﬁ‘lﬁia’?s}aeu (e Blaw), and American (e, FErgeoty SO0 Un M e Western
in e;ter detail in the l;resent chapter. Indeed, the distinction lsbe the pre-Islamic situation, all
trag;ﬁon that Cuvalay (1997: 6) writes, ‘No matter how they descri

. the occurrence of large-
theories of the development of the MA {modern Arabic] dialects acknowledge

A ; hich started
- Arabian peninsula, w
scale linguistic changes as a result of the spread of Arabic be)")lfe‘:ldfim the perspective of the current

> rob ive historical
with the Islamic conquests in the 7 century A.D. The p ibes does not have a comparative histori
work is that the consensus (Pijmaaf!) which Cuvalay describes N
- een
linguisti is. . Arabicists of the nineteen
Eu;;;:egz\‘:: as Pierre Larcher (p.c. June 2004) points out, E;J:f;::n languages. ‘On ne peut rien
century were s,tr ongly influenced by models of dev;i;)pmeen;l::qu»au date récente les orient;lhstes a;:aenst
A éen, si on oublie que ju from European languages.
s it o i Gy oo st was al pied B g the so-clled colloquil
atin e . int co j i
. tandpoint ¢ : e, just as Latin
ldzi : 20) held that ‘The correct s Arabic language, )
Eaﬁgiz;}gl:ris(ﬁxz iltg?:pr:::)ntsea later level in the development of the

Preceded the Romance languages.
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2.2..2). In sect. 2.2.1, I begin the discussion of periodization of Arabic on the
ba51s. of t}.xe literary language. The literary language is attested, inter alia, in the
i(;ltlaﬂed hnguistiF texts 9f the Arabic grammarians. A closer look at the;e texts
i g(;\sliesai) Ifu:}\lv dllfﬁa(lllt itisto achieYe a periodization of the language even on
s ol e I(:eose corpus of written descriptions. At the end of sect. 2.2,
s im.o .z, ho)l(iz?lne the atten%pt l?y Arabicists to incorporate the spoken
50 and ook ic coInceptuahzatlon of the language, beginning about
oo st OldgAr 1350. 1(1i sect. 2.4, t}.1e most serious attempt to define the
Py Dat,a - fr::) ic tallln Neo-Aral?lc, in linguistic terms is examined in
the Ao grammati:l edr.n.odern. d.lale.cts and the detailed descriptions of
distinguishing OL1 £ tradition W1ll indicate that most criteria proposed for
i g Vld from Neo-Arabic are faulty, due in part to the failure

quately to consider all the sources, In sects. 2.5 and 2.6, I briefly consider

two further logical matrices whi
which i )
langf‘age history. In sect. 2.5, o e been invoked to understand Arabi

2.2. Stages in Arabic

Two different strand i
i e $ can be discerned in the Old/New dichotomy, one

what I wil] term it .
teenth-centur)' German scholar Iflzsrz,h?rmblc’ fhe other to what the nine

as a holistic Arabic (Gesammtarabisch) fsec sect. 222 below) conceived of

2.2.1. Literary Arabic

(d. 207/8 i i
7/822) and Sibawaih (d. 177/793) respectively, so that

er element in the establishment of
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It is the following four elements which Fischer (1982: 37—45) defined as the
sources for Classical Arabic.

(1) Sources for Classical Arabic
Quran
poetry
early Paadaab literature®
grammatical treatises

Using the Classical period as a pivot, Fischer on the one hand defines a post-
classical era, the literary language of, approximately, 9001100, characterized
mainly by stylistic and lexicographic differences with the classical era. On the
other, he identifies a pre-classical Arabic, the period before the classical. While
Fischer recognizes the non-discrete nature of the periodization—elements of
one period may also appear in another—the system creates a neat triadic
division comparable to the old, middle, new linearization matrix, in which
language periodization replicates chronology.

Already here, however, there appear fundamental problems which are
peculiar to the nature of the Arabic sources which the system serves to
elucidate by its classification. Writing about the classical period, Fischer
(1982b: 44) notes that Sibawaih’s grammar marked the culmination of the
development of a standard Classical Arabic (‘markiert den Abschluss'der
Ausbildung einer klassisch-arabischen Standardsprache’).? At the same time,
for the characterization of pre-classical Arabic Fischer, rather than define the
variety in terms of linguistic attributes, refers the reader to Noldeke’s (1?97)
grammar of Classical Arabic. Néldeke’s grammar is replete with unclassical-
looking forms. It happens, however, that one of Noldeke’s important sources
for his grammar is none other than Sibawaih. Noldeke for instance (1§97: 14)’
notes the 3MSG object pronoun-(u)h, e.g. lam Padrib-uh ‘1 didn’t .hlt him
instead of-hu, Padrib-hu, is an alternative form discussed in Sibawalh‘ IL: 313
(see discussion in sect. 8.9). Sibawaih cannot at one and the same time be
the culmination of the classical period and a key source for the pre-classical

* 1t should be noted that the Paadaab literature was not a part of the linguistic data treate'd bY. t}fe
early grammarians. They used examples from the Qurfaan, from early poetry, from linguistic
informants, and from their own constructed examples. A problem with t.hc ?az}daab literature t1}51
that much, if not all of it, is available only in later versions, which quite possibly—in somefcasa mral
Certainty—were edited according to later stylistic norms (see Bosworth 1?89; La?ham 1%960 or kE::e "
discussion). Of course, a pre—Classical—Classical——post-Classical historical cham can be worl d o
for individual constructions. Larcher, for instance (2003: 189) argues that conditional sentences show a
Progressive simplification of verb forms in the condition and result clauses from what he terms pre-
Classical Arabic (QurPaan, poetry) to Classical to post-Classical Arabic.

® Fischer properly allows for a historical development even In the era
Arabic. See sect. 2.5 for a further type of modern matrix.

of what is termed here Old
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as woll.m The same objection applies to the other sources used by Noldeke.
He c1tos, for instance, various exceptional constructions found in the different
Koranic 'readings. The Koranic readings, however, are equally attested, at the
very earliest, only in the eighth century, i.e. in Fischer’s Classical era (see Ch. 4).
Though Néldeke did not yse him as a source, it can be noted that the same
3MSG object suffix variant is discussed by Farrap (L. 223, 388), who observes
that both bedouins (Arabs) and the Koranic readers SAagim (d. 118/736) and

Vh) variant in certain contexts.

not commi 11 ood it. In contrast to Fischer, Noldeke does
mmit himself on the question, whether the many exceptions to Clas-

zl;al .A:blc V\{hlch lle. noted are chronologically or comparatively prior to

fas}sllc Arabic, ThlS indeed is 3 far-reaching question requiring application
of t ¢ Comparative method to each individual feature. Lacking this, the
question needs to be left open whether the non-classical feature is older,

conte; i ) >

. mpo;ary with, €-8- 2 non-standard’ form which did not get classicized,
nower t‘ an, Classical Arabijc (ie. innovation)
With this last observation th,

e b : _ . . -
characterized by Fischer is take oy ot o dassical srary Arabic a

n a;"a)’, at least pending closer comparative
o . . .
sources cited in (1) aboye d:lr)i b CthnOlOglcally e Classical Arabic. Al

e eighth century, so chronologically
he classical period.

. ically possib} i
which has been established 081C Y p Ible entity, though not one
" 1Shed on comparative linguistic terms. The problem of

applying logic matrices t, .
language is added to the m(i)xf\rablc becomes much greater when the spoken

Germn i 568 st one hundred and ity rear o, The
sprache, i.c. ‘holistic ::d;?r, "o88ested that a “holistic language ((Gesammt-
to varieties of e lc.) could offer an all-inclusive linguistic umbrella
of Arabic which could be very different from one another

'° Unless one

assumes that ¢
references from ¢ ne

Not undertake. Sibawaih himself did
an acute observer of the Arabic around him. The

included
tided among the fourteen readers; see Gilliot 1990: 160. He is cited
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(1854/1968: 155).12 This holistic Arabic could be divided into three stages, Old
Arabic, Middle Arabic, and Neo-Arabic (Altarabisch, Mittelarabisch, Neuar-
abisch). Importantly, these three stages are definitional constructs. It would
appear that Fleischer conceived of them in chronological terms. The ﬁ'rst two
stages, Old Arabic and Middle Arabic, basically correspond to .Fxs‘cher s
Classical Arabic and post-Classical Arabic respectively. Old 'Arablc is the
language of the QurPaan, of poetry, and of the Arabic grammarians (Flelscher
1854: 154), while Middle Arabic is the literary language whlch'er.nerged in the
early Islamic era in the lands outside the Arabian peninsula (ibid.: 155). Neo-
Arabic is not characterized explicitly, though clearly Fleischer understood this
variety as the contemporary Arabic dialect. .
Thteykey element ofpthe lc’lllrrent exposition is that the logical matrix of ol
Arabic, Middle Arabic, Neo-Arabic is imposed by fiat, rather than established
on the basis of comparative linguistic practice. o ‘ i
My current critical introduction has a stringently .hngul,stl'c basxs Uo er-
standing the motivation and causes underlying Flelscllers initiative, 1; an
enterprise well outside the scope of the present book. This belongs proper );1 t(z
the history of Arabic studies in the West. It may be noted, hovyever, t ta
Fleischer’s model is in part an attempt to incorporate the modern dlalect‘s into
the total fabric of Arabic. He notes, for instance, that Neo-Arabic enjoys zl
serious status either among Arab nor among many Westem'soho.l:lrs (18;;15(;
154).13 Citing work by the Finnish Arabicist Wallin on Najdi dl;' etcltls,n ‘
suggests that Arabic peninsular dialects may be closer to Old Ara ;c' 1 a) s
commonly thought, perhaps being a direct descondant of those (18 bs :Ztile
In 1854, Arabic dialectology was very much in its infancy, anfl it m:)r' l:, o
risk of being generous, that Fleischer was using the term Neo-d \ a;ie Cltcs me
heuristic, a place-holder for the incorporation of the spoken di pects
Arabic studies, whose precise linguistic status was yet to be determined.

; i i hy which was
'* Fleischer’s ideas appear in the introduction to an art.lcle on 'Ara:tli;l:mt;oegl:geZwork being
originally published in 1854, republished in 1885 in a collection of hlSh al . c,ollection.
Teprinted in original format in 1968, Page references are therefore to the 10 3\ ® andard, work on the
** Unfortunately, a suspicion as justified today as it was 150 yeari ag .a . histony with Classical
Semitic languages, Moscati et al. (1980: 14) essen}iaﬂy stops Semitic languag
Arabic, modern dialects contributing nothing to it. . neuage than
'* Fleischer does not explain whegre he sees Wallin’s texts as closer to tll:t eCnl'«liS:CA:arla l)aicgsllrl;pt and
urban dialects. Wallin’s texts are from Najdi Arabic, songs and poetry w“_t tions do not necessarily
transcribed as Wallin says he heard them. Wallin notes, however, that ttl,l:' rear eandered e texts as
follow the usual phonology of the dialect, the typical ¢/ for instance being
and dz as q (sidig for sididz) (1851 10, 1852: 218). . . which was also
1s Fleisgh(e.r htllmseli.’ desczll)eds an opposition between a proper be:;:dum :s:ng‘ia agrlety developed by
the basis of Koranic Arabic and of the standard ‘Arabiyya, and a deb P slxl-lnma ry of a text which falls
Non-Muslims (1847: 155). This discussion takes place in the context of 2
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However, the fact remains that this early matrix is not linguistically based.
Moreover, in citing Wallin’s work on Saudi Arabian dialects, Fleischer allows
other, non-linguistic parameters to intrude into his interpretations. He sug-
gests that urban Neo-Arabic (stidtisches Neuarabisch) is further removed
from Old Arabic than are the Arabian dialects. From this observation it is
cl'ear that the Old Arabic — Neo-Arabic dichotomy is to be understood as a
historical linguistic development which, presumably, may show greater or
les'ser degree 9f innovation in Neo-Arabic. No comparative linguistic basis for
this assumption is provided, however, Moreover, a further non-linguistic
parameter, th'e urban-bedouin division obtrudes effortlessly into Fleischer’s
thmk1ﬁng, anticipating the imposition of other logical matrices onto an inter-
pretation of Arabic linguistic history (see sect. 1.6.7).

‘ Moreov_er, a brief look at Wallin’s work shows that Wallin himself judged
his b'edoum Najdi dialect according to its conformity or lack thereof to
Classical Arabic. Laa tadii§ ‘don’t let get lost’ appears in the text, ‘rather
than ‘the.grammatical laa tadi§’ (1851: 8), i.e. Wallin ‘corrects’ tl;e Najdi
flegatzv‘e Imperative to the Classical jussive form. The Najdi basic verb raad
;\’rvantdxs noted to occur rather than the grammatical [i.e. Classical Arabic]
a;;)‘:;r 1(:::; (;1)-fP;buu-k ‘)four father) with fixed stem Pabuu, is noted to
endings mue ZOt (;e abaak (in an accusative context) because ‘the old case
e specte‘d by the ‘contemporary Arabs’. It may be Wallin was
_>Ing reterence to Classical Arabic as an orientation to the reader. However,

within Blau’s genre of Middle ic, i
Arabic, i.e. one markeq iati
. s . . : arked by deviations fr. p i i
Middle and N;P:r::ble for introducing a number of key, if Problen(:ar;li e ArablY?3~ ing Old v
e 16, and bedouin ( pure) vs. urban (debased) ¢ concepts Including Old s
in (1858: 674) notes for instan .
_ : ce that th, i
gll::bs:c(?l Arabng HF 80¢s on 10 say that the case exeldc::e endmﬁs wever be heang o 0 he e of
man hort s 0 gs can, however, be heard among some bedouin

; . einigen Bedivinenstimmen’
are in fact epenthetic vowels, as will be seen in sect. 8 3; s:: a)l‘s:vg;t he terms case endings, however,
- .30 3.
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With these examples of Fischer and Fleischer, the groundwork is laid for
exemplifying the two main strands of Western interpretations of Arabic
linguistic history. The first strand is an adherence to a strict chronological
historical line. Neo-Arabic is not new because it is characterized by certain
innovations relative to Old Arabic, but simply because the dialects are
chronologically younger than Old Arabic. The second is an assumption that
Classical Arabic as defined by the sources in (1) above is the historical
standard for all further varieties of Arabic, be they literary varieties or the
development of modern dialects. Both assumptions present fundamental
impediments to a linguistic history of Arabic.

2.3. Arabic and the Dialects

In this section I introduce further interpretations of the history of Arabic. All
of them assume an Old-New dichotomy, while one, as with Fleischer above,
adds a middle variety as well. I should note that in this section I exemplify
important types of interpretation without embedding them in a broader
Arabicist intellectual history.

23.1. Brockelmann: Old to New without discussion

Carl Brockelmann is one of the most respected scholars in the history of
Semitic studies, his Grundrif,, published in 1908 and 1913 (vols. i, i1), to this
day being a fundamental reference work in the field. In the Grundrif BroFk-
elmann, while extensively cataloguing the Neo-Arabic reflexes of grammatlc?l
Categories, is virtually silent about their historical status, other than their
Post-Classical Arabic emergence. The term ‘Neo-Arabic’ (Neuarabisch) d.oe.s
Dot appear until p. 45, and then as an exemplification of a form. Neo-Arz‘ablc is
assumed, not defined or demonstrated. Earlier he notes that spoken dialects
are very poorly attested in the research literature before the nineteenth
Century (1908: 25). ‘
Brockelmann’s silence on the emergence of Neo-Arabic is very‘mufh. in
keeping with the classificatory character of the Grundrif, the extensive listing
f’f forms from the various Semitic languages being its great strength. In the
!ntroduction he explicitly states that for him reconstruction is a purely formal
€Xercise, reconstructed entities having no correlate in a real language (1908:
45, 35). Furthermore, the Semitic languages are so similar to one another,
that a geographically-based classification of the languages, presumably rz?tl_ler
than one based on shared innovation, is the best approach to summarlan'g
them (1903; 6). This approach coincides with his observation that the Semitic
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languages have experienced a great deal of close contact, speakers of one
Semitic language often shifting to another. The remark, though interesting,
remains an isolated aside, and in no way presages an interest in the effects of
language contact on language change.

In short, by 1908 the dichotomy Old-New Arabic is confirmed as an
organizational principle not in need of 2 comparative linguistic basis. Dis-

cussion of the comparative linguistic development of his Neo-Arabic out of
Old Arabic is therefore entirely absent from Brockelmann,

2.3.2. Fick: Old to New, pre-diaspora to post-diaspora

A book of considerable influence in Arabic linguistic studies was Fiick’s
Arabiyiia (1950). Tt is a work of great erudition, but one which is based mainly

on non-linguistic literary sources. Nonetheless, it offers an explanation of the

change in Arabic from Old to New. According to Fiick the intensive contact

between Arabs and non-Arabs in the first century of the Islamic conquests led
t0 a massive grammatical simplification. At the same time there developed a

class-based difference between an Arab upper class and a non-Arab lower and
middle class (1950: 5~7).

was in play. His evidence for this, how-
stionable, Relying, as noted, on literary
Bayaan wa al-Tabyiyn from the mid-ninth

(2) [Jariik-aat-naq S hawaaz-hq
ta-jii ta-kuyn?
Lit. Our partners in its
they come, so they are =
business partners ip, this

Admittedly without 2 con:
would be quite opaque.

wa [ariik-aat-na fi madaaPin-ha wa kamaa

Ahwaz and oyr partners in its MadaPin and as

The ordered animals were delivered by our
circumstance,

siderable degree of contextualization, the meaning
Grammatlcally, however, the sentence shows a high

i7 M H . ..
As in Fiick, v«'rl",no xt;ed a Cairo edition of Jahid. In my Beirut edition (p. 90) is found madaayin-ha
e ot i i s e v a5
i - nabiySy, iuuhihaa i
Mada’in send us these pack animals and we sell them‘;s th:yu ;u:)hlhaa Our partners in Abwaz and

dings in his trans}t
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degree of linguistic competence in Arabic, far too grea.t to present it as an
instance of pidginization. In particular, the morphology is coTnpleteI)" correct,
allowing for fariik-aat instead of furakaar, afld cor.nplex. Bemdes? thel.r correzt
personal prefixes, the two weak verbs occur in their correct con)ugfit;(l)n, :‘gx
the noun fariik has two suffixes, plural -aat followed by a pr.onomm suffix.
A universal mark of pidginization is a lack of morphologlcaI‘ str'uctur?, as
indeed has been attested in Arabic itself (Thomason and El-Gibali 198?, see
Owens 1997: 132, on a short tenth- century text; Smart_ 1990 (')n C;lﬂf Plfilg::
Arabic). Contrary to pidginization, it appears that one is de.almg erte :lvtlo "
relatively sophisticated L2 variety, though of course the data is p:;escel:l: ; s

through the filter of Jahid’s stereotypes, not metlculous}y recorded te Ar X

On the other hand, Fiick identifies a class-based varle'ty', non-{latlve a
lower and middle classes in the early Islamic empire striving asmduouslg t(;)
learn the Classical Arabic of the Arab upper class. The).' basxcaﬂybsuccriz teh ;
failing only to learn the case endings. This caseless variety then beca
basis for Arabic urban dialects. o '

This presentation is rather confusing and as a linguistic explanzlaltlog f(: g::
transition from Old to Neo-Arabic, unsatisfying. On the or;le ane t1ime ‘
course of the diaspora an abysmal pidgin developed, but ‘at the Gs.amn e
form of Arabic normal except for the loss of case endings. Give -
reliance on written sources, little better can be expected. B(?th ;urn;rltl)zuer
are correct in their own way, at least true to the sources, allo“.nng 0 )
characterization of L2 varieties as indicated in the dlnscusswn arout et
above. Fiick himself admits that ‘the specifics f’f this qeveilcl)p?:lin st
consequence of the lack of contemporary material are 'wrtll:lﬁdz’s hictonen]
(1950: 5). Ultimately, as with Fleischer 100 years before -}tlll,m’nl T oot of
linguistics rests on a logical matrix of Old vs. New, with only
linguistic substance to justify the dichotomy. ‘ o so summarize

Before moving to the next model, it is worthw%llle paPSh ugenced by Fick,
the opinion of two linguists who, if inde;fl not lc(hrectly in
developed ideas which are prominent in his work.

TheIf)irst is the well—knovf)n koine hypothesis of 'Ferg}lffoli _(IIS:S(?rb])(-O I:;:f;jg?l
argued that in the early Islamic military camps 2 51m1?11 ca 1(1) O o version
of Arabic occurred which heralded in the mf)de‘rr'l dxalecltl’ts.S rll( ] Fostat
(1950: 5) the military camps and early Islamic cities such b crved a5
(Cairo) saw the development of a common bedm.lm varety, ook this same
the basis of what became known as Classical Arabic. 13erg%1son0“uabic o
$ocial milieu to be the breeding ground for a common vzlmeat);ense, ergueons
simplified according to fourteen different parameters. i1 o extensively
treatment is the first, and till today one of the few attemp
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2.3.3. Blau: Old 1o Middle to New

The progression Olq to Mid
pretation, in which Middle Arab;

Classical’ Flej
ischer assumes, but does not demonstrate the transition from

Middle Arabic - : .

Arabic was offeret((i) bNe](c)) 1;:rab1c, A very different interpretation of Middle

and careful textya] ayna]s o Blau (1966, 1981, 1988, 2002). Based on extensive

personal and byg; ¥sis, Blau showed that there were many documents,
usiness letters, for instance, and many Christian and Jewish

Arabic sources Written |
. > €N In what he termed M; ) : ! .
basncally Classical ) Tmed Middle Arabic. While written in a
matrix .
dialects. The eayl; Atrix, they exhibited

Ic was the missing link in the transi-
g in the early Islamic era as the result of
) Arabic speakers (1981). Blau’s thesis can be

: same st
Essentially, these deviation sor't of deviations from a standard norm.
Interference frq . . » according t. ive, as
B m the diale g to perspective,
1.M’, in 100, Nights, Mahd;
** See Kaye 1976
koimution featur, oran early criticism, Abboyd-
L es, based on F, Hagsa”.ooa: 834 has umm
THSBIVINGS (2005: 24), Behnsted; o ‘:,(.‘9.591’)’ Cohen (197), ang 4Vexst:e§zo(d ool p¥0p01ise":
Pproach in defining 5 vidich (2005: 11-18) recent} 1984a). Despite tmpict
Purported old/ney, contrast, y reaffirmed the non-comparativist
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have studied Standard Arabic as a second language will be familiar with; for
instance, lam taquwliy-na ‘youw.F did not say, instead of taquwl-iy, with the
suffix-na wrongly maintained in the jussive verbal form (Blau 1966: 269). In
either case, Middle Arabic in these texts arises from a mixture of Standard
Arabic and a spoken dialect and is adventitious upon these varieties (see
Larcher 2001; Versteegh 2005 for summaries and overviews). Indeed, Blau
himself has tended to move Middle Arabic from the historical to the stylistic
realm (1982), no longer viewing Middle Arabic as a variety independent of
Classical Arabic/Arabic dialects.?® In his latest work (2002: 14) he writes that
‘Middle Arabic is the language of mediaeval Arabic texts in which classical,
post-classical, and often also Neo-Arabic and pseudo-correct elements alter-
nate quite freely.” It is primarily a style, not a historical stage.

2.4. Neo-Arabic and the Neo-German school

After well over a hundred years of logical classification, an attempt was finally
made to give linguistic content to the Old Arabic — New Arabic dichotomy. In
ch. 3 of the Handbuch der arabischen Dialekte a number of phonological and
morphological contrasts between the two are summarized.2® This summary
follows in the tradition of Ferguson (19595, see sect. 2.3.1 above) and Cohen
(1972), though the dialects rather than emerging in a sociolinguistic object, the
koine, ostensibly have the status of a comparative linguistic end product, Neo-
Arabic. Iwill devote the bulk of this chapter to a critical review of this summary,
as the very idea of Old vs. Neo-Arabic stands or falls as a linguistic concept on
the nature of the linguistic developments which are represented within it.

In all, Fischer and Jastrow discuss about twenty features. Rather than
Teview each in turn, I criticize the entire concept by grouping the features
into four types. A detailed discussion of representatives of each type will serve
to characterize the efficacy or lack thereof of the features. The features may be
characterized by the following four parameters.

** Holes (1995: 31) writes, ‘it is possible to discern a clear line of development from the wb;;'ss,t
Written Arabic ephemera (c.Ap 800) through medieval Middle Arabic texts to the modern colloqui ed
To my knowledge, there is no detailed published work which has demonstrated. such an assun]l)
development; as noted here, the current consensus is rather to view Middle Arabic as a stylistic y-'
Product. Against what can be termed the linear view of Middle Arabic development, Versteegh (zc})los.f
16) warns us not to “[t]egard them [Middle Arabic texts] as true reflections of the vemacfllar SPmko
the writers, but as “the tip of the iceberg” giving us a glimpse of what had talfen pla.ce in the spo :3
Speech’. There is in any case a general consensus that a great deal more aI'ltaiIYSls remains to be carri
out on Middle Arabic texts, which will shed further light on the two positions. ) )

™ Ashorter summary of the features is also found in Fischer’s chapter ‘Das Neuarablscl?efunirszgz

ialekte’ in the Grundriss (1982¢). The Handbuch remains a standard reference work for
dlalectology.
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The contrast characterizes some, but not all modern dialects.

. The contrast characterizes some, but not all varieties of Old Arabic.
The data are incomplete.

4. The contrast is valid, so far as our information goes.

w N

I.begi.n with the ﬁ'rst. The most common, and most difficult problem in my
View is that what is presented as an Old Arabic — Neo-Arabic dichotomy in

fact pertains only to some of the modern Arabic dialects. Others are identical
between Old Arabic and the modern dialects. In fac
example to disquali
Arabic-Neo-Arabic,

A case in point is a very fundamental element of phonology, the structure
of syllables.. In Old Arabic syllables with short vowels are CV and CVC (or
CVCC, Wthh‘ can be ignored here). According to Fischer and Jastrow (1980:
:o’e ;ed.l]}ii’ In Neo-Arabic the relations are quite different: short vowels in
kgtab s:' ables are reduced to 3 large degree’ Here they contrast Old Arabic

at vs. Damascene katbet ‘she wrote’. Damascene, along with many

dialects i
s in the Levant, reduce the unstressed vowel in an open syllable in the

structure *'CVCVC-vC —'CVCC-vC
i -VC. Th
high vowels are even more s eton than s o ones.

Fischer a1 usceptible to deletion than are low ones.
cene Arab N Iastrow,‘ however, are not contrasting Old Arabic with Damas-
I or Levantine Arabic, byt with Neo-Arabic, i.e. with all modern

their generalization is false. The case of short

t, it takes but one counter-
fy a feature as an example for the holistic dichotomy Old

stressed, pre- &

one emrg;ee s;rrt;ss(,l ia;lnd post-stress pf)Sltion as classifying parameters. At the

Werbeck 200 59 ﬁrieI;;st ‘SI}I,Ch as highland Yemen;j (Behnstedt 1985: 53—4;

‘he treats him), a,nd the B Sﬁ € was ha}?py’, yiayyinu ‘they look’, yi'Saaliguh

1988: 325, Iibisit ‘sh afartyya oasis (Behnstedt and Woidich 1985: 64-8,
e wore, finaam ‘you sleep’) where all short vowels are

had, Cameroon, northeast Nigeria) nearly all

vowels are kept j

sOmetimes (de:II)Jc:rllrclii;li1 ic:;tre:lt's’ o the oy Migh vowels in open syllsbles
o » 1a, .

(rijaal ‘men, sim;p ‘he h 3, on the consonanta] context) being deleted

iIt:ard, simip-o —, 'simpP-o ‘they heard’, but ‘fihim-0
vowels in stressed or re tress gt stems Najdi Arabic keeps all short

p deleting only those in post-stress
Vowels in post-stress open syllables
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are categorically deleted, 'sirig ‘he was robbed’ vs. 'sirig-aw — 'sirg-aw ‘they.M
were robbed’ (Ingham 1994a: 27, 33). In various northern qultu dialects of
Iraq, Syria, and Anatolia, high vowels in open syllables are always deleted,
r'jeel ‘men’ (Sasse 1971: 92 on Mardin in Anatolia), unless they follow CC-, in
which case they are maintained (yoktob-uun ‘they write’). The low vowel is
deleted only under certain conditions. In the reflexive (mutaawiq) prefix of
verbs stems V and VI, for example, it is deleted tqaatal ‘fight with® <
*taqaatal). In pre-stress open syllables in nouns and adjectives /a/may be
raised, mokeetib ‘office’<makaatib). In most other positions a low vowel is
retained, 'katabat ‘she wrote’. Moving to the extreme of deletion, in some
North African dialects any short vowel in an open syllable will be deleted. This
gives rise to stem alternations where the short vowel essentially has the
function of a place-holder to prevent the build-up of too many consonants,
k'tob ‘he wrote vs. 'katb-at “she wrote” (Caubet 1993: 31; see sects. 2.4.1 and
5.8.3 below).

These observations can be summarized on the following grid, using as
parameters occurrence of /a/in an open syllable, high vowel in pre-stress open
syllable and high vowel in post-stress open syllable. For purposes of present-
ing a simplified account, I do not include the Mardin forms like yoktobuun, as
this would entail expanding the conditions of occurrence where deletion does
or does not occur, nor a rule which raises an /a/to an /i/ in an open syllable in
some dialects.

In Table 2.1, a ‘4’ indicates that the vowel is maintained in the relevant
position, a ‘~” that it is deleted.

What is developed here in very rudimentary form is the idea that modern
dialects can be ranged along an implicational scale in regards to the th'ree
syllable structure parameters. Phonologically, maintenance of a short high
vowel in a post-stress open syllable implies maintenance of all short
high vowels in all positions. If an /a/is maintained variably (see below), then

TABLE 2.1. Basic vowel deletion in Arabic dialects

/al in open syllable pre-stress high V  post-stress high V

Highland Yemen + " '
Bahariyya + N 7
Western Sudanic Arabic + M T
Najdi + * -
Mardin +— _ -

Centra] Morocco -
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a high vowel will not be maint.
and so on.

Between Mardin and Central Morocco it may be expected that intermedi-

ate cases can be found, The “+/= for fa/in Mardin hides a somewhat
complicated situation, as llustrated

ained in pre-post-stress open syllable position,

into a number of finer Categories. All 1

Tepresentation that the modern dialects cannot be subsumed under a single
rubric such as Neo-Arabjc as far as short high vowels in open syllables go. At
very best (see below sect. 2.4.1.2, Old Arabic, and sect. 2.4.2), a contrast
between ‘Old Arabic’ and dialects can be drawn only for some dialects.
Moreover, as will be Seen, assuming that dialects at a certain point on the

® The 2FSG object suffix underwent the change in Neo-Arabic -ki — ik.

Many dialects, however, maintain invariable -ki (sect. 42, 1980: 3.4.3,

most qultu dialects of Mesopotamia, Uzbekistan, western Sudanic
Arabic; see sect. 8.7.4 below).

® Many Old Arabic words have g, changing to i in Neo-Arabic, e.g. man —

min/miin ‘who?’ or anta — inta ‘you MSG’ (ibid. 44, sect. 3.6). However,
as well (Eastern Libya, some Yemeni

man is found in many dialects2!
dialects, Horan, Bahariyya oasis i Egypt) as is antq (Tihama in Yemen,

some Omanj dialects),

Particularly close shared dialect his
are well enough established amon, th, t Arabic dj
rules defining 5 difference betwceﬁ ld and e e
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2.4.. 1vs. u, An interpretive case study

The question of short vowels provides a rich source of interpretive matertlji
Iwill discuss one aspect of Fischer and Jastrow’s proposed QA—NA corl;tras o
greater detail in order to illustrate the range of sources which can be ro(tilg
to bear on the issue of relations between Old Arabic sources and mo :;rel
dialects. They observe (ibid. 43, sect. 3.5) that_the opposxtl?n;)EWeenn;Z,Ubt_
short high vowels, is only weakly represented in I\.Ieo-Arablc. his is ucomrast
edly correct, and as they observe in many dialects there is hno contras
whatsoever, the two falling together in a common /a/ whose phone t:c o
ization is determined by consonantal context. For Mor'occan Aral 1;; o
instance, Heath (2002: 4-10) distinguishes three b.road dialect areasl.] n e
southern or Saharan dialect Old [i], [u], [a] merge in [9]. Howevelr_,I eta teh hort
vowels may be maintained in open syllables. For the. northerr? ty;l)les thoush e
Dot attempt a generalization relating to all vowels m'all posmlos t,)eing 0 e
does speak of extensive loss of short vowels,‘ all~hls exal'rlni eSis erE oo
vowels in open syllables. The central type, which is also t e ba ora droad
Moroccan koine, is similar to the northern type, except 1';1 arppaes s e
Mmany positions an old short vowel is simply lost altoge}tl Z ;*rican s
Twrite (southern na-ktab). In many grammars of Nort s
there is only one short vowel, represented in m‘ost gramm?rs instan,c b
value is determined by phonetic context. This is the case 01'6 o Dl
Caubet (1993: 23) for Moroccan Arabic,22 ar.ld Marga;s (15:3l s
(Algeria) has only /a/, whose value is again phonl(: Og:}ie S};lort e
Indeed, phonologically a case might even be m?de 1'tuJ at b ol ol
Some dialects is always determined by phonological eizv Owens 1580).
inate it from the grammar altogether at the abstract leve e.g;, o
There are two fundamental problems in Fischer and Iast;o s
of the short vowel situation, however. First as.in the o(;her d?izl :Cts' Secondly
above, [i] and [u] in fact are maintained in various mo l;mo e o
Fischer and Jastrow imply that [i] and [u] were i.l sta% e nge 1d sources,
Arabic. This does not stand up under close ex?mmfmon oter o o 1o
owever. Both these objections will be exemplified in %rea e e study
2411, I discuss modern sources, including the results t}e:oldgs o
conducted in Nigerian Arabic. In sect. 2.4.1.2, I tur;l ltoful S ot the basic
Before Proceeding to this discussion it may be e] P( ) represents Fischer
issue with the following developmental trees. Example (3

dy are not
hich, however, apparen

% Except that she recognizes two short vowels /o/and /u/, Wi

PhOnemically contrastive. She says /u/ is rare.
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and Jastrow’s proposal. Short vowels are stable and/or contrastive in Old
Arabic, while in Neo-Arabic they have changed in such a way that their
stability and contrastive value is reduced.

(3) Short high vowels (a)Fischer/Jastrow (b) present interpretation
Old Arabic short high vowels stable short high vowels stable/
unstable

Modern dialects unstable short high vowels stable/

unstable

(Old Arabic # Neo-Arabic  Old Arabic = Neo-Arabic (22 approximates to))

In comparative terms, Fischer and Jastrow describe an innovation which
distinguishes Old Arabic from Neo-Arabic. The question I pose here is
whether in fact an innovation has taken place which distinguishes Old Arabic
from all varieties of Neo-Arabic. If not, as in (3b), this feature must be

removed from the proposed set of factors constitutive of the differentiation
between Old and Neo-Arabic.

2.4.1.1. Modern short high vowels While there are dialects, some of them very
large, which exhibit rather dramatic short vowel loss, there are also many
which exhibit short vowel retention to one degree or another. There are
dialects with a phonemic contrast between the three, albeit only in closed
‘syllables. For eastern Libyan Arabic Mitchell (1960: 379) cites the contrast, higg
young camel, Hugg ‘look!’, Hagg ‘he looked’, and Fischer and Jastrow (1980:
§3—4) themselves note that there are dialects which retain all three vowels, for
Instance some dialects in Syria, Lebanon, and Yemen.

In many other dialects a free variation of sorts is reported for the occur-
rence of i/u in closed syllables. In the North Yemen language atlas there are a
nur.nber of entries where the same lexeme shows both [i] and [u] dialectal
variants. For instance, the word for ‘frog’ with various consonantal difference
is based on a stem like gifdaSah or difdayah (CVfdVC2-ah). In five of the
variants the.initial vowel is high [i] while in seven of them it is [u] (and two
{a]), eg. Qrfda?ah vs. JufSayd-ah or dufduyah (Behnstedt 1985: 203). In
Shukriyya Ar.al')lc in the Sudan [i] vs. [u] are lexically specified by Reichmuth
(1983: 59), hidim ‘clothes’ vs. kufur ‘unbelievers’ They are not phonemically
contrastive. In Uzbekistan Arabic different dialects may show a different
v<;1v‘vell1 in the §ame lexeme, mihitt ‘he puts’ (Jogari, vs. miliutt, Arabkhona
;Vir:]cmeli;l:g in theﬁ]Ogan dialect area), jifir ‘well’ (Jogari) vs. jufur (Djeinau,
Zimner 1;1 2002: 16). In 'many areas it therefore appears that [i] and [u]

Y be in a broadly-based dialectal free variation (some localities having one
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vowel in a lexeme, others the other), while in other areas [i] and [u] are non-
contrastive phonemically, but complementary on a lexically defined basis.

It will thus be instructive to look in greater detail at the behavior of [i] anc.
[u] in one Arabic dialect where the two vowels in both open and closed
syllables are very healthy. This will serve as one basis of comparison with the
situation in Old Arabic in sect. 2.4.1.2. The dialect illustrated is Nigerian
Arabic. While there are no phonemic contrasts between i-u, in closed syl-
lables,23 the two vowels have to be given phonemic status because it is not
predictable in which form a high vowel will occur, for instance in the
imperfect verbs, bi-tumm ‘he finishes’ vs. bi-limm ‘he gathers’ However, the
situation is far from clear-cut in that there is a large amount of lexical
variation, idiolectal, sociolectal, and dialectal. In general, given an [i] or an
[u] in a word, one will always find a lect where the same word will appear with
the other vowel.

(4) himirre ~ humurre ‘donkeys’
bitimm ~ butumm ‘he finishes’

To illustrate the situation in greater detail, I note the results of a brief survey
I carried out more than ten years ago. I drew up a list of i/u alternating words,
like those in (5), and elicited the form with the short high vowel. This may be
a singular noun, a plural noun, a perfect verb, or an imperfect verb. In (5) the
high vowel morphological forms elicited in the survey are given, along with
their non-high vowel counterpart. I use the /i/variant as standard illustrative
form only.

(5) high vowel non-high vowel
kitif ‘shoulder’ kataafe ‘shoulders’ [i] in SG noun
himirre ‘donkeys’ humaar ‘donkey’ [i] in PL noun
dirdir ‘wall’ daraadir ‘wall’ [i] in SG noun, noun is
loanword?4
kibir ‘he grew up’ bikubar ~ bikubur ‘he grows up’ [i] in
perfect verb

23 I the examples below it will be seen that one vowel occurs in a closed syllable, while the other
does not. In general in Nigerian Arabic vowel harmony obtains, so that an {i] ora {u] in one syllable
will imply the same vowel in another. 1 assume that it is the vowel in the closed syllable which
determines the vowel quality, though this is a theoretical question which does not need to be answered
in this exposition. For the very closely related Ndjamena Arabic, Pommerol (1999: 15) gives the
minimal pair jurr ‘pull’ vs. jirr ‘fermented millet” In Nigerian Arabic the latter is jiir.

2 Loanwords are adopted to the arbitrary alternation in the same way native words are. It may be
observed that Nigerian Arabs carry over the alternation into their L2 Hausa, for instance the word for
‘all’ may appear as both duk or dik. The first is standard Hausa.
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bilizz ‘he pushes’ lazza ‘he pushed’ [i] in imperfect verb,
doubled verb

jalas ‘he sat’ imperfect verb, normal
triliteral verb

bijibduuha ‘they pull it.P Jabadooha ‘they pulled it.F imperfect verb,

normal triliteral with object suffix

bijilis ‘he sits’

For the test, forty-six Nj

gerian Arabs were orally asked to fill in an answer.
Twenty-four were from

Maiduguri, twenty-two from various villages.”
Atotal of twenty-eight pairs were elicited. Theoretically, 1,288 answers should
have been elicited. In practice the number was considerably lower because,
particularly in villages, the test method was not always understood, and could
not .be completed for each test person. Moreover, for an answer which
required a plural noun, other plural forms were given than those with [i} or
{u]. For instance, besides himirre/humurre as a possible test answer for the
plural of himagy ‘donkey’, hamiir is another and was given by three respond-
ents. gazaal ‘gazelle, antelope’ had ten responses of gizlaan as plural, while

plural fo'r naar ‘fire’ was hard to elicit at all. In all there were 762 answer
tokens with either [i] or [u].

The test was carried out by setting up a fill-in frame, of the following type

(6) kan daraadiy katiiraat, keef taguula le waghig

If “walls” are many, how do you say it for one?
The expected answer ig ‘dirdir (or durdur).

hl.mzma jf'badooha hine amis hay gade kula humma dugut
hine = bijibduuhg (or bujubduuha)

vrh .
b Zy pulled it F here yesterday and again now they

(wall SG)

(are pulling it)

After a few trial runs
nominal and verh,] fr
the ora] blanks, Th
noted by me o, ap
Were not recorded.

€ words were chosen b,
> Tany others) coylq ap i
Present purposes the test re

with non-test items,

and running separate trials for
ames,

the sharper respondents had no problem filling in
€re were 18 nouns elicited, 10 verbs. The answers were
answer sheet Prepared for the questionnaire. The sessions
" experience that these (in
[u] in the same lexeme. For

2 Mbewa, Ambuda, Kirenawa, Magonari, Dala Ax3-
d in Owens (1ogg "€ (Dole), Lagaje (Dole), Abbari (Malls). The frs
racket, these last four, neighboring villages from the
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are 407 [i] tokens, 355 [u]. In addition, 72 tokens of [a] were recorded, which
I will not consider in detail.26 Looking more closely at the breakdoYm of the
forms, only two words returned no variation at all as far as the h{gh v(;)wel
quality goes (see Table 2.2). Otherwise, all other lexen'aes_ have both [.1] a'n.d[u]l
in their responses. In general, there is much less variation among indivi ua
verb forms than among nouns. The 5 verbs and 5 nouns with the least .1/u
variation are as follows. No summarizing statistical tests §uch as regression
analysis were run, though it appears by inspection that significant 1nﬂuenc1r.1g
factors could be the following. Phonologically velars favc.)r [u], alveolars [i].
Individual lexemes will tend towards [i] or [u], as the hst' shf)v'{s. Only one
noun has close to a 50 per cent split, kirkimme ‘pro_trusxop (i/u = 8/10).
Otherwise, the difference nearly always lies ata 2 : 1 ratio or hlgh?r. Finally, as
far as individual lexical patterns go, the fiSil verb form favors (i]. Hor.lew?r,
among nouns, no pattern-based generalizations are ev1d?nt. In the list in
Table 2.1, there are 4 fiSille plurals, 2 i-dominant, 2 ujd'omu‘lant. , .

None of these factors is categorical. The plural. lisinne tongues, for 1r11-
stance, composed entirely of alveolar consonan'ts, in the Maiduguri samp s
returns 12 lisinne, but 6 lusunne. The imperfect bikubar (or bukubur) returne
in the perfect 13 kibir vs. 16 kubur.

TABLE 2.2. i/u variation in Nigerian Arabic, selected lexemes

[i] {u]

Verb No. % No. %
limis ‘he touched’ 35 100 (:

bilizz ‘he pushes’ 40 97.5 .

simin ‘get fat’ 27 91 - o6
bugulub *gallop’ 2 ;
bijibduuha ‘they pull her’ 38 92.5

Noun 10 100
rukubbe ‘knees’ o X

dirdir ‘wall of house’ 36 37 .

ininne ‘reins’ 24 8(; "

lijimme ‘halters’ 32 > 86
rugubbe ‘necks’ 2

ese are [r] contexts, borf ‘mat,,

f th
% Four lexemes account for 54 of the 72 [3] tokens. Three o donne ‘ears’ (SG. daan).

i ‘ i hatic context,
korkomme ‘protusion’, ragobbe ‘necks) and one is an emp!
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TaBLE 2.3. Villages vs. Maiduguri

Maiduguri Villages
- e T
[i] 281 222
[u] 126 133

Note: df = 1 chi 8q = 3.5, p < .06

Turning briefly to the dialect and sociolectal distribution of the forms, the
following points are relevant.
‘ Cqmparing Maiduguri vs. villages, there is a tendency for the city to favor
(i], villages [u]. The breakdown is shown in Table 2.3.
For some lexemes the differences can be quite marked. The plural of kaab

(or kszab) ‘elbow’, for instance, is 18 : 1 in favor of kurubbe in villages, but
7 : 6 In favor of kiPibbe in Maiduguri.2”

Within Maiduguri all but one r
of neighborhood. Three nei;
respondents each: Gambary

espondent can be grouped by the parameter
ghborhoods are represented by at least four

Tabl LT » Gwange, and Dikkeceri. The results are in
able 2.4, this time including the realization [2]. Gambaru tends to be

populated by Arabs frOTn the western part of the Nigerian Arabic dialect
Tegion, Gwange and Dikkecer; from those from the east (which I have

TABLE 2.4. i/u in three Maiduguri neighborhoods
7 % TS7orhoods

w
Gambary 168 65 17
Gyvange 72 37 1
Dikkeceri 14 15 2
Nate.df:4,chisq=9,p<.o6

7 Looking m ) )
neighborhoo%is igr:hdosely at the Maiduguri data,

€ city, Gambary, Gwange, and Dikkeront dents came mainly from three different

it lsq. =71, df = Lp< '027). In general, Gwange
eas Gamp Bronts from what I term Bagirmi Arabic, which s an
In~my sample, nearly [ Gambary arivan is more populated by a western and northern dialect.
a dial 2ru respondents are from this area, A closer look at the [i [u] forms

lectal difference, carried over into Maid atthe {i] vs. [u
However, aidugu

other features) N ri (as indeed is th, for many
Bagirmi area to test ths idm the village sample there are 100 few vi 5 e case 10

ea. villages, in fact only one, from the
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called the Bagirmi area). However, the difficulty in drawing linkages based on
home area, or ancestry as I term it, is seen in a comparison w1t1'1 th‘e same
variable in naturally occurring data (recorded texts). In texts, which mc%ude
in part the speakers in the present sample, it is in fact the Gambaru area witha
higher proportion of [u], Gwange with higher [i] (Owens 1998a:‘143). ‘

The villages themselves tend to have balanced representations of i/u
(though in most villages only one person was asked). The m.ost extreme
differences are 14 [i] vs. 7 [u] (Mitene) and 13 [i] vs. 6 [u] (Kinyande). In
natural data, summarized in Owens (ibid.) i/u values in a sample of twenty-
two villages gave an almost even split of the two sounds. In three v'illa'ges more
than one person was questioned, Magonari with 4, Mule S'huwarl' with 3, and
Dala Axderi with 2. In Magonari, 4 individuals were questioned (i/u) 1: 5/7, 2:
8/3, 3: 5/8, 4: 11/5, the individual differences balancing into a 29/23 Sp‘llt. In
Mule Shuwari and Dala Axderi on the other hand, the [i] value predom'mated
considerably, 22/12 in Dala, 34/12 in Mule. This difference is. suggeftlve, as
Mule and Dala are neighboring villages directly south of Maiduguri on the
Dambua road, while Magonari is east of Maiduguri, close to the ac.imlmstra-
tive center of Mafa (= Muba). On the admittedly inafiequate basis of three
cases, one is tempted to speak of predominantly [i] v1nages vs. [u] v‘ﬂlzllge;,
perhaps even [i] regions vs. [u] regions. This suggestion 1s pL}t forward in lig t
of the argument advanced in this chapter, namely that the. [i] ~ [u] v?rlatlo.n
attested here essentially continues an alternation attesteq in .the pre-diasporic
era. To understand how such alternation could be maintained over .such a
long period, in such a broad geographical area, more detailed socio-dialectal
studies such as that sketched here are needed. ' o

This survey is indicative of a broad maintenance (?f short i/u va}rlatlon in
both nouns and verbs. The important overall point is th’flt bqth [1] and [?1]
despite their non-contrastive status are firmly embedded in ngerlar:i Aractlntc(;
and their presence in a given lexeme in a given speaker cannot be reduce
categorical grammatical or sociolinguistic rule.

2.4.1.2. Short high vowels in Old Arabic sources .TurniITg to the sxtuaatllon in
Classical Arabic, there are various indices which point to ar,l analogous
situation as in the modern dialects. That is, Fischer and ]a‘strow S chi:ac:)ei;-
ization of the opposition [i] vs. [u] as weakly de\{eloped ( schw(liach:e tstld
dung der Opposition i : 1, 1980: 43, sect. 3.5) applies to a larg.e egr e
Arabic as well. This becomes clear when evidence of four different type
considered. . .
1. Old Arabic. The first issue relates to distributional aspects o.f [;] z/lfnw
[u] in Old Arabic where it may be observed that there are relatively fe
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morphological patterns where short i/u are phonemically contrastive. In fact,
sucl.l Positions are limited to the initial syllable of words, and to the case
endings ~i ‘genitive’ -y ‘nominative’ (see {(17) below on this). Thus, one has
contrasts such as:
(7) misk ‘a sweet scent’

musk ‘avariciousness’

mask ‘skin’ (Qutrub, 26; Kisapi (Brockelmann 18¢8), 45)
(8) zijaaj ‘arrowheads’

zujaaj ‘glass’

zajaaj ‘type of clove’ (Qutrub, 19).

In a very few triliteral perfect verbs [i] and [u] are contrastive.

(9) xalaga ‘create’
xaliga ‘become soft, cooked’

xaluga ‘become worpy’ (Ibn Mangur, Lisaan, 10: 85-90)

Even for this last contrast j
n (g), : .
1940-2: viii. 60). Moreoy, (9). however, [il may vary freely with [u] (Kofler

Koranic Arabic, does not ftizlrl’dcahcoluémi (1966': 82')”in 2'1 e et
back shams bigh ‘ ear seman.tlc distinction based on front and

- His conclusion about the tri-valued
e les types de cette forme, nous
Ite que deux types: faSala et faSila, faSula
€ current interpretation this is to be
he stem vowel exhibited a contrast

betw, . g
een low [.a] and high (j/y] only. The phonetic front-back short high

of ‘the meaning of verb stemns. S;
ai i

P rﬁs ba'lsed‘on the [u]-[i] contrast. He does con

I Nazina ‘become sad’ vs. Hazang ©

therefore, fail to confirm the three-va]

In th ‘. A
1 Oher positions both ] anq [u] occur, byt they are defined by morpho-

ey ha i ) .
Y 1lave 1o indep endent phonemic (i.e. contrastive)

1SSue. 1 14} [ ' a I I

> S p Sltlons 1
]Ihe[ n mo: t nd uj are co
W ltll eaCh Other.

trast high and low vowels, as
sadden’ Two of the earliest sources,

(10) muSallim ‘teacher’
muSallam ‘taught’

(n) tasarruf qp ‘behavior.ACC’
tagarrafa ‘he behavegq’
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(12) Pahruf ‘letters’

PaAmar ‘red M’

In other cases, as with Nigerian Arabic, [i], [u] may be lexically specific,
without being phonemically contrastive.

(13) Paktubu ‘I write’

ParjiSu ‘1 return’28

In traditional phonological terms, therefore, the contrastive value of [i], [u] is

functionally limited.

Phonotactically, sequences of i...u never occur within lexical stems and

even across morpheme boundaries there is a tendency to avoid this sequence.
Thus the 3.MSG object pronoun-hu and 3.MPL object pronoun-hum often

(in the Classical sources both variants are attested) have the allomorphs -hi/-
him after an /i/(or palatal /y/).2®

(14) min bayt-i-hi < bayt-i-hu
from house-GEN.his
‘from his house’
yuPaddi-hi
return-it.M
‘who pays it back’ (Q 3: 75; Ibn Mujahid, 131)
quluwb-i-him
hearts-GEN-their.M
‘(over) their hearts’ (Q 2:7; Ibn Mujahid, 108)

The sequence u. .. i is restricted to passive verbs, fufila ‘it was done’ (see (16)

below).

2. Old Arabic sources, Sibawaih, Farra?. Turning to Classical sources, there
is both direct and indirect evidence for the ‘weak’ status of contrastive i/u. In
this section I rely on the fundamental work of Siba.waih ?nd Farrar.

Sibawaih is the greatest of Arabic linguists, his Kitaab in nearly 1,00(])) pagef
treating many points of Arabic in great detail. In the second‘ volun:;e '( eren
bourg edition) in particular, phonetic and phonology are dlscuss;: in many
places, including the status of short vowels (see also sect. 2.4.2 below).

2 Of course, in the imperfect verb the non-contrastive value of the root vowel is fur'thef; :)1;11:;1;;&2
by the tendency towards neutralization of vocalic contrast ar(;und guttural consonants in

h i y aPu ‘he reads’ etc. (Zamaxshari, 278). o . .-

a:n%?s[alsﬂ t‘l,laeh;;a::q V:Iaa’;ﬁl variant of the 2MPL -kim after /i/, bi-kim ‘with you.MPL, Sibawaih II

321. 23,
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Sibawaih notes that in some dialects (especially Tamimi, i.e. Najd, eastern
Arabic), both [i] and [u] are subject to deletion in open syllables.

(15) Yalima — Salma ‘he knew’ (IL: 399.2)
karuma — karma ‘he is honored’ (IL 277.22)
muntaliq-un — muntalg-un ‘leaving’

Interestingly, this applies to the passive verb as well,

(16) Susira — Susra ‘be pressed’.

In general, in his inimitable explanatory style, Sibawaih notes that the a-i/u or
i/u-a sequence is avoided for articulatory ease, the reduction of [i] or [u]
serving to avoid having to move the tongue quickly from a low to high or high
to low position. The u-i sequence (16) is considered by Sibawaih to be very
marked, and he notes that the passive verb is the only sequence in the
language where u-i is found within a lexeme (IL: 278.6).

There are two important points in this context. First, as in the modern
dialects, the open syllable is a position particularly conducive to vowel
reduction. Second, i/u fall within a common class of ‘short high vowels’
both in general subject to deletion in open syllables. In this respect they are
collectively opposed to the low vowel /al, which, although subject to deletion
as well (see (20)), is so only when four or more open syllables in sequence are
in play. This confirms the observation above that the primary short vowel
opposition runs along the low-high axis, a pattern that will be seen in the

following as well. Contrastive [i}~[u] on the other hand is of much weaker
functionality.

The weakly articulated contrast between [j]

i and [u] is further in evidence
in the case endings-u ‘nominative’

-1 ‘genitive’. T will deal with case vowels

recognized a realization of nominative-u
ffix, i.e. not in pausal position, in which the
This is termed ixtilaas, and is characterized by
vocalic quality (yusri§uwn al-laf9).

and genitive-i before ap object su
vowel contrast was neutralized.
a very rapid, indistinguishable

(17) min maPman-a-kq
‘from your havep’
yadrib-3-hag
‘he hits her (11: 324.19)
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This treatment of the nominative and genitive endings is also attested in the
Koranic reading tradition, and in fact is associated with the tradition of the
Basran, Abu SAmr ibn SAlaa? (= Abu Amr, Ibn Mujahid, 156; see sects. 4.2,
4.3) where it is given the general designation of taxfiyf ‘making light’. Notably,
Sibawaih also cites Abu Amr on this point (IL: 324.18). '

From this discussion it is clear that Sibawaih described varieties of Arfiblc
in which the phonemic functionality of [i] and [u] was severely curtaxl_ed.
Indeed, this extended to the two vowels in their prime morphological
guise, where even their case marking function could be neutralized. In some
cases Sibawaih identifies the variety with a dialect region, eastern Arabia,
while in others, as in the discussion of ixtilaas, he appears to present the
phenomena as widespread variants. In any case, the lack of a .well-p.roﬁled
contrastive function of short [i] and [u] was very well established in Old
Arabic, .

Comparable examples can be found in the second great early grammar;an%
Farra?, one of the eponymous founders of the so—ca}led Kufan schoo' 21
linguistics. In his MaSaaniy, for instance, he notes in various places free lexic
alternation between [i] and [u], as in Sijl ~ Gujl “calf’ (I: 382, also L: 227, 3;8,
IL: 122, 189, 236, etc.). Analogous to (16) above, he observes that Q 11: 28 has
two alternatives:

(183) Pa nulzimu-kumuw-haa

(18b) Pa nulzim-kumuw-haa
‘Shall we compel you (to accept) it’

In (18b) the indicative mode ending /u/ is simply ‘del.eted’- He ofers ?115
general observation that ‘they find a [u] after an [i] or a [i] aft'er 2 [ul (;rsathat
after a [u] or [i] after a [i] marked’ (II: 12). It is clear from his .examp e1 ,
Farra? limits his observations to sequences of two short high vowe Sles
Sequences of two or more open syllables, offering as fu‘rther exz(l)rrr;pwi]l’
rusul-un — rysl-yn ‘prophets’, yalizunuhum — yah'zunhurr.l (the‘t}:rinforms
bring them (no) grief’ (Q 21: 103), yuxabbirunaa — )’uxﬂlfblr-naa 1, the vowel
us’ That is, in a sequence CVCHCV, where H = a Sh(.m e VOW‘; ’
May be ‘deleted’ (in Farra?’s terminology, see also his IL: 137, 1.60 ' t
3. Didactic manuals. Indirect evidence for the We:dkly esml;hs}l;eilz(::cr;sas
ive value of [i] vs. [u] can be ascertained by the existence o a ﬁich lists of
Nutrub’s (d. 206/821) MuBalladaat. This is a short treatise in "Gl ful, fal
lexically contrastive examples are given, one each containing i), 11/, h
i k. It is notable here that the
Ples (7, 8) above are taken from this boo . d-initial CVCC
Majority of the examples, 44 out of 63, are of vowels in wor
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closed syllable position. The remainder are of initial CVCaa(C)a (as in (9)
above). Here it may be noteworthy that twelve of these latter examples have a
sonorant at C2.30

This short treatise falls into a ninth-century genre in which certain mor-
phological and phonological patterns were summarized in single works, often
in verse form. Sijistani is a longer work giving the contrast (or lack thereof)
between verbs in the faSala and PafSala forms,3! while Farra? deals extensively
with gender in his Mudakkar wa I-MuPanna®. This genre is also attested later;
Farrukhi (Al-Farruxi), for instance, in a later work (sixth—twelfth century),
where minimal pairs of d vs. g are illustrated. What is particular about these
books is that they appear to be aimed at an audience which is not familiar
with these contrasts. All three of these examples are of features which in the
modern dialects are dialectially restricted or which have completely disap-
peared, for instance the contrast of dvs. J (see sect. 2.4.5 below). Vollers (1906:
15), commenting on Koranic variation between Jand d, had already perceived
that this contrast was weakly established from its very first orthographic
appearance.

A genre which explicitly dealt with language errors was the lafin al-
Yawaamm, common speech errors of the educated (see Pellat 1960/1986;
Molan 1978; Larcher 200:: 593). The first work of this type was, reputedly,

very early, that of Kisa? (d. 183/798 or 189/804; Brockelmann 1898; see Fiick
1950: 50 for discussion of attribution). The title

misnomer, at least as far as Kisapi’s work goes. Fir
aqual error is pointed out. On P- 33, for instance, sets of correct forms are
given with the pattern faSuwl, habuwt ‘falling), saSuwd ‘rising), etc. One can
f)nly suppose that speakers incorrectly use fuSuwl in these words. Many of the
errors’ arein fact of a highly literary or learned type. In the first two pages, for

Instance, the first twelve errors noted are all words from the Quran, Harasta

you desired’ (12: 103, not Hharigta?). For present purposes what is interesting is

Fhat a great numbe.r of the errors, thirty-nine in all,’2 concern the short vowels
b, 3. On p. 45, misk/musk/mask, also cited in Qutrub, is given. Of these cases,

> in fact, is something of a
st, it is relatively rare that the

% ie. a pattern reminiscent of the so-called ¥ ich i
sonorant (Sommay ponscent vocste reed bukura’ syndrome, which inserts a vowel before a

> Shahin (2004: 9) lists five ninth- century titl, i iained oy this observation, however

between form I and IV verbs, es in addition to Sijistani dealing with the difference
** Included in these thirty-n; .
above, or individual words, ukem;:,.::;ﬂm“ references to general patterns, such as faSuwl! noted
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‘new.PL’ vs. judad ‘ancestors’ (p. 41). Further, of the eight i-u contrasts, seven
occur in closed syllables, e.g. sufr ‘brass’ vs. sifr ‘nothingness’ (43). As with
Sibawaih and Farra? (see sect. 2.4.1.2, above), the important contrast is low [a]
vs. high [i/u]. Direct [i] vs. [u] contrasts are limited, both in number and in
terms of position in a syllable.

In both these short works the contrastive distribution of i/u in Old Arabic is
seen to be limited and the inclusion of short vowels in this didactic genre
points to an early or original lack of salience of the contrast. This last
observation leaves unresolved the question whether Qutrub’s MuGaIIaQaat
reflects the breakdown of a 3-vowel contrast, or the attempt by grammarians
to take one variety which had the contrast and impose it thr01‘1ghout the
language-speaking community. The first perspective would celitaml.y be the
one favored by proponents of the Old/New dichotomy. Here, dldaj:tlc bool.<s
would be needed to instruct the rapidly expanding Arabic-speaking public
about correct Arabic. Beyond the objection that it is impossible to answer the
question of who the works were intended for, more fundamentally the ?vorks
stem from the very period when Old Arabic is purported to be aﬂ-dom}nant.
There simply are no detailed descriptions of Arabic before the gene'ratlox? of
Kisari, so any assumption about what previous generations spoke is conjec-
ture needing comparative linguistic support.

This basic chronological observation in my view serves to 51.1pport' .the
second perspective, that the didactic genre above all reflects the @POSltlon
of a norm on the basis of one or more varieties out of a number‘a.vallable- In
this variety, short i/u are phonemically contrastive in certain p051.t10ns. It can
also be assumed, however, that there were other varieties where i/u were not
Phonemically contrastive, similar to the situation in contemporary Nigerian
Arabic and various other modern dialects. ‘

4. An example from the Lisaan al-SArab. A rich source f’or 1&?x1cal mfgrmiz-
tion comes from the Arabic lexicograpers. Ibn Mangur’s Lisaan al-YArab,
written in the thirteenth century (Ibn Mandur, d. 711/ 13_11)» represents a
detailed culmination of this tradition, its sixteen volumes mcludl.ng 80,000
Toot-based entries (Haywood 1965: 81). Although late in chronologu;al te::l;
the leXi‘iographical tradition as embodied by Ibn Mangur wa§ onew 'Zre’ i
were, little got lost. Arabic lexicographers of later generations assih uousty
fecorded and summarized what their predecessors hafl done l')efo.re emti)

The entries are encyclopedic in scope, but wanting in orgmnon; Sso froen)l,
make for difficult reading. Typically a longer entry will C_omal? qu?r; rele-
Poetry, hadith, the Quran, and detailed grammatical dlscuss1ont.h b(:s e
vance of lexicography to the current discussion can be shown on the
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one entry, ii b b (vol. I: 289-96).33 The entry is nearly eight pages long, small
print and double columned, and by my count contains twenty-nine separate
lemmas. However, it is not always easy to say where one lemma begins and
another ends. Roughly it is divided into three parts. The first concerns the
meaning ‘love’, or as it is defined at the beginning of the entry, hubb, naqiyd
al-buyd ‘love, the opposite of hate’, This meaning runs for approximately four
Pages, whereupon a second general meaning al-Rabb: al-zar§ saviyran kaana
Paw kabiyran, ‘seed, large or small’ begins. After two pages other isolated
meanings continue the entry until its end.

The problem for the present issue begins at the very beginning of the
lemma, where as an alternative to hubb, a verbal noun which introduces
the entry, hibb is given as a free variant. The [i] alternative appears to be the
lesser-known one, since as soon as it is given, it is legitimitized as it were by a
poetic quotation,

In any case this is reminiscent of the i/u variation discussed in detail in sect.
2.4.1.1 for Nigerian Arabic. Furthermore, it is explicitly pointed out that the

verb Rabba is unusual (faadd) in that in form I its imperfect form only has a
variant with the vowel [i], yahibbu ‘he loves’, the only transitive doubled verb
of this type. Here again short high vowel quality must be explicitly noted (see
also Kisari’s Lahn, 33, for related remarks).34

By the same token, within this entry [i] and [u] are clearly contrastive, at
least in the apparently more common version of hubb ‘love, which can be

opposed, a page later, in a rather long discussion to Hibb ‘friend, companion,

anion is fiubb. This last is a fuSul plural, < Hubub, with

two identical consonants (e.g. as in the
passive of doubled verbs). Wright (1896-8/1977: 202) notes that fuSul plural
forms have an alternative fuSl, rusyl ~ rusl ‘prophets’ (see (19) above),
including CVCC forms like ladiyd, luds ‘pleasant.P1’.
This [i]/{u] vocalic contrast is ostensibly backed up by other entries, for
Instance on p. 295 al-h ubb, ‘a lar

8e pot; a word said to be derived from Persian
(Faarsi) Bunp, However, the further discussion of the meaning ‘seed’ (p. 293)
gives cause for caution here, The first entry for ‘seed” is habb ‘seeds’ (collect-
ive), SG. Rabba ‘one seed’ Citing the linguists/lexicographers Azhari, Jawhari,

. tified variously as a desert plant seed or an undo-
Mmesticated plant seed, opposed to Habb, applied, according to Jawhari,

. ipt, bbA) is in volume i because th i R
Le. the entry comes under ‘b’ " eevence ollows the orde Hadebs B

* Transitive doubled verbs are said to expect [u].
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a predecessor of Ibn Mandur in lexicography (d. 398/1007, author of the
$ahaah), only for domesticated food plant seeds (e.g.' wheat, barl.ey). The
;ingulative Habba is used for all meanings, both domestlcat'ed and wild plant
seeds. However, one source, Abu Hanifa, is cited as using hibba for any.plant,
Le. = Habb. Putting all these sources together, hibba and Habb, depe:ndm’g on
which source one uses, are in free variation in the general sense of ‘seed’ '

Summarizing over many details, the discussion gives the following
meanings.

(19) hubb ‘love; large pot; friends’
hibb ‘love; friend’
habb ‘seed, seed of a domestic food plant’
Hibba ‘seed, seed of a wild plant’

In some meanings the short vowels are contrastive, where.as in others they a}:e
not. This is if the entries are considered in their entirety. Based on the
citations for Ibn Mandur’s sources, the non-contrastive meanings are often
variants from different sources: Hibb ‘love’ comes from a lix?e of poetr.y andf
hibb in the sense of “friend’ from a hadith, Hibba the ‘seed’ mterpretatlon. o
Abu Hanifa. In both cases a lexical free variation effect is analogous to the i ~
U variation in Nigerian Arabic; the variation is free when enough sources are
considered. A
Looking at the matter from the other angle, a S‘CC'mm’le Socllld [l] :lsm[lll}],
minimal pair, for instance Aubb ‘large pot’ vs. hiibb ‘friend COl;i ‘?nrsee 'ar? a
through the compilation efforts of the lexicographers. fiubb ‘larg )from
Persian loanword®s could derive from a different ?Peefh Comm‘;l,uzyu the
that of hibp ‘friend’, attested particularly in the hadith 11terat}1re. ml ‘ );,mn_
contrast hibb ‘friend’ hubb ‘friends’ at the abstract mO‘l'PhOIOglcaltl)eve lsln his
contrastive (Hibb vs. hubub). A similar point pertains to (8) a o;r]e.reading
Koranic commentary to Q 24: 35 Farra? notes tbat Whﬂ,e tl}ef ge:}:; meaning
(ijtamaS al-qurraap) is zujaaj ‘glass’, both zijaaj .and “aad) orss’ lis zujaaj ~
are possible (qad yugaal) (II: 252). In the Koranic context, glan In the langer
Zijagj ~ zajaaj, the short vowels in non-contrastive free variation. meanings.’
lexicograPhical context the three forms also form contrastive

. . ive study of Asbaghi

* This word is not included among Persian loanwords in Amb.l e th: ;);t;;:saPP“e“z;y' Qafisheh
(1988). In Guif Arabic, a large earthenware waterpot is in fact hiibb (no

1997: 116, Holes 2001: 100). ‘

% The entry in the Lisaan for zjj (ii: 285-8) creates new pIOble’ms. .Ibr} r::;_neckcd bottles, zujaaj

BV Zagj = “arrowhen ds, old she camels, long-necked bottles, zajaa or in the modern Wehr or

long-necked bottles. Zajagj in Quirub's sense of cloves docs not P (1907 267). For the latter
the Muliy al-Muhiyt of the nine.teenth-centul’y lexicographer Bustani

Jur for the zVjaaj form
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What cannot be gauged is whether the contrastive meanings are associated
with a single speech community, or whether they represent a pan-dialectal
amalgam whose contrastiveness derives from the lexicographers’ compilation.
Looking at a more or less arbitrary sample of ten roots from volume I,
usually a given root shows a single high vowel value for those positions where
theoretically a phonemic contrast can occur. For instance, juzP ‘part’ (45),
always has [u], never [i], though theoretically an [i] could occur here. Hizb
‘group of people’ (308), on the other hand, always has [i]. Of the ten roots, five
have only [u] (kubb ‘cluster’, (695), kuf? ‘equal, similar’ (138), ruhib ‘breadth’
‘(413), and ujb ‘surprise’ (580) and three have only [i] (hizb as above, 5ib?
load’ (117), and sibb veil, screen, rope’ (456). Two show variation. Jirb~ farb
~ Jurb ‘drinking’ (487) appear to be free variant forms of the verbal noun (as
in Farra? I1: 282), like Kiubb ~ Hibb above. Xibb ‘rottenness, rough sea’ (342) is
like the total entry for hibb: some forms are in free variation, xabba ~ xibba ~
3cubba ‘dirt path’, while others are contrastive, xubb ‘a rag’ vs. xibb (as above,
rough Sea, rottenness’). This brief survey would indicate that for the majority
f)f roots [i] fmd [u] are lexically determined, but phonemically non-contrast-
ive. In a minority, basically free variation between [u] and [i] reigns, with
some meanings showing contrast via the different high vowels.
Adc.lressmg the problem from the perspective of the rich Arabic lexico-
graphical t.radition, the phonemic status of [i] and [u] is again seen to be
problematic. Even in those few positions where the two are potentially

;c:ntra;hve, t'here is indexical evidence which relativizes the importance of
die Jphonemic contrast. Overall the amalgam of forms found in Arabic
ctionaries is very much analogous to the a

algam of forms one can collect
from the modern dialects Phonemi e
- mIC contrasts (cf, i i
be found, but they are rare; "o {ck castern Libyan Arabic) can

lexically specified but ph i .
. phonemically non
contrastive roots are found (e.g. Shukriyya), and a degree of free variation is
attested (cf. Nigerian Arabic).

The discussion of the f.unctional status of [i] vs. [u] in the original Old
n has been detailed, though hardly exhaustive of
. € extent that the phonemic contrast existed, it is, as in
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the modern dialects, largely limited to closed syllables. There are ample
examples of deletion of the short high vowels in open syllables, figain a
phenomenon attested in the modern dialects. Viewing the dialects in their
entirety, it is hard to view the functionally restricted modern dialectal. real-
ization of short high vowels as qualitatively different from that attested in the
oldest Arabic sources.

2.4.2. Old Arabic itself is not unitary

Returning to the list at the beginning of sect. 2.4, the second problem, the
diverse character of Old Arabic, may be illustrated with an example taken
from the syllable structure rules discussed above. Fischer and Jastrow (1980:
40 sect. 3.3) note that Old Arabic allowed extended sequences of short open
syllables, as in li-Harakati-ka ‘for your.M movement. As noted above, tl‘xere
are modern dialects which also permit similar sequences, €.g. katabata ‘she
wrote it.M’ in Nigerian Arabic or 'bagarateh ‘his cow’ (Highland Yemen,
Behnstedt 1985: 63). If four is the upper limit in the dialects, as oppo§ed to
five in Old Arabic it is because there are no morphological patterns in the
dialects supporting more than a sequence of four open syllables. Ho.wever,
even in Old Arabic long sequences of short open syl}ables were subject to
reduction. Examples pertaining to short high vowels in open syllables have
already been introduced in sect. 2.4.1.2, above. In fact, sequences.of. shf)rt
vowels in general tended to be avoided. Discussing rules (?f assimilation
(Pidvaam), Sibawaih notes that in Hijazi Arabic, at a word juncture WI:;D
five open syllables result from the juxtaposition of two words, then un el:r
various conditions the final vowel of the first word will be deleted. Example
(20) illustrates a typical case.

(20) jaSala laka — jaSal laka (II: 455)

: ‘ > as I under-
Sibawai f five open syllables are ‘heavy, as _
and he e el voteng deeton of . In the Koranic reading

stand the « ’ iring deletion of a vowel. e .
tradition,t:lrxren;or-r::jlliz(idd }:zigidxaim al-kabiyr ‘major assirr.lilatxon describes
such ‘deletion’ (if indeed it was deletion, see Ch. 4) in detail. |

Sibawaih notes that within words constraints on sequences of Sh(.m vow;i;
Can be equally severe. Discussing the alternative forms of the Ob)ec_tcs;nal
Pronouns-kum ~ -kumuw and-hum ~ -humuw, he notes that the of
variant is preferable when the suffix -kumuw wo.uld produce a seQu::;:in .
four open syllables, thus (21a) rather than (21b), with the hyphen repre

a syllable boundary.
(212) ru-sy-lu-kum ‘your.MPL prophets, = 3 open syllables
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(21b) ru-su-lu-ku-muw = 4 open syllables

Here Sibawaih invokes the generalization that ‘obviously in their [Arabs’]
speech there is no noun with four open syllables’ (... Pa laa taraa Pannahu
laysa fi kalaamihim ism Salaa ParbaSat Pahiruf mutaharrik, II: 319. 19).

The problem here is not to formulate the si
attested in the modern dialects,
syllables,

tuation such that processes
in this case short vowel deletion in open
were already adumbrated or anticipated in Old Arabic. This mode of
reasoning is quite old. Noldeke, a great scholar of literary Arabic, for instance,
Notes examples of deletion of a case or mode vowel such as illustrated in sect.
2.4.1.2, above (1897: 10). His explanation, however, is to attribute such forms
to Arabs who had settled outside the Arabian peninsula, or to note that they
often occur in scatological verse. Neither observation carries comparative
linguistic weight, however.3” Why scatological verse should be more prone
to deletion of a case vowel is not elaborated upon. As far as the debased form
of ex-peninsula varieties g0, Noldeke’s thinking is based on an a prioristic
judgment. He nowhere offers sociolinguistic arguments for the proposition
that they should be more apt to loose case endings than Arabic in the
peninsula itself. Noldeke’s assumption may be that Arabic in the Arabian
Peninsula was or is inherently more conservative than diaspora varieties.
There is a simple counter-example to this assumption, however. Holes
(1991) shows that affrication of /k/ to [tf] or [ts] began in Central Arabia
and spread outwards from there (see sect. 8.7.1). T would add here, with

purposeful irony, that Néldeke had no misgivings using as one of his chief

sources for Old Arabic, Sibawaih, a man whose native language was not

Arabic, who himself was settled in Basra, one of the earliest Arab-Islamic
diasporic cities, who never so far as we know set foot in the Arabian penin-

sula, and who was dependent for his information on the very clientele who
Noldeke sees as speaking caseless Arabic.

As a general criticism, Noldeke’s explanation begs the question of what
the old language was. A similar problem of logic was already met above in
sect. 2.2. Pre-classical Arabic wag established using the same source as that for

are pre-, post-, or simply ‘Classical’ Similarly here.
7 As seen in e.g. (

e i dard,
poctey, thauss Ple yadrib-i-ka ~ yadrib.> ko, The vommep gerer OCSPFEad 8 he offersa stan

1 ¢ el-deletion variant is exemplified only in

iorf:)ghlzug]r: treatedu:n tll:lsame chapter, indeed in the Very next sentence after the li;ctilaas variant
. € sense they belong to 3 common cat in Sj ik’ i i

It could be that complete deletion was not -aregory in Sibawaih's pantheon of Arabic variants.

TS . as unus; o . . .
Amr’s Koranic recitation practice in sect, s ual as Noldeke assumes; see in this respect Abu
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. . .
If avoidance of sequences of short open syllables is p.art of Old Arﬁl')lc., alzi :
similar avoidance is found in some of the modern dialects, th'en.t is is n 1
feature that can be used to differentiate the two presumed varlet¥es. I}: 51mpnz
characterizes both. Of course, it can be shown that vowel redu.ct%on as g;) ‘
much further in some modern dialects (see Table 2.1), but th1§ is protp‘e;I Zo
part of the history of those dialects which evince such behavior, no
Arabic’ in general. . ‘ ‘

At this ioint it may be useful to illustrate the discussion w;lthbfuritsh(e)rf
developmental trees. In (22) vowel reduction is illustrated on the bas
the 3E.SG. verb form katabat ‘she wrote’.

(22) Vowel reduction
Pre diasporic Arabic CVCVCVC (katabat)

Modern dialects ~ CVCVCVC  CVCC -VC (katbat, Damascene etc.)
katabat NA etc.

This shows that some modern dialects continue the leen tﬁzel-l(ri;izgs:;
Arabic verbal paradigm, while others have innovfi ted, r.educ-lrtligc basis here for
vowel in the open syllable. It is clear that th'ere is no‘hngulst e areed in
differentiating ‘Old” from ‘Neo-’ Arabic, since no innova
many modern dialects. i

A related strategy in this regard is to observe that Neohir::) an attribute
identical to a certain feature in Old Arabic, but to explain thi trow (1980: 44)
of an Old Arabic dialect, not of Old Arabic.?® Fischer and Jastro

ic in fact is

i i those who have worked

** Asseen in sect. 1.3, the problem of Old Arabic ‘dlalecfs isa vexeg) ;Jf:ieml ztsa o e e e,
onold ‘dialects’ have observed (e.g. Kofler 1940: 64), thefe isno terlm e e o i perh.aps
which is hardly surprising since there was no systematic dxalectz oiy.i.azy e e apropriate
i o ot 5 vt e e o ochati,on (idiolect, sociolect, etc.),
wanslation. Juya can equally refer to a ‘variant’ without further ass
however. . )

The treatment of Old Arabic ‘dialects’ in the Westerr.x ht.eraturek_,_a '
itself. Kofler (1940~2), who is often cited as an authoritative wor: e o e diffcalt o e
Summary of many different Arabic linguists and authors whos;:l syss e Derenbourt edf,,)
his discussion of case, for instance (1942: 26-30), Kofler notes t ;z S o suffes are e
St e e el Savictly Cxa'mple) - er, here his reference derives from a
altogether, He classifies this as dialectal. Strictly spealqu, howle(v b,out o restment p e
I e age befor ?(oﬂer’s remark on Sibawaih’s poetic
However, in the same chapter (506) and on the very page bef(;reixﬁ e eyt (see ect. e
license (I: 324), Sibawaih has his discussion of Pifbaa§ an.d o comme'm oot a,ll et
ot e e autenal e thn e is nothing in Sibawaih’s language
Kofler dig not consider the latter forms as dialectal. However, ther

ik di n il: 324
t Sibawaih discusses 0
ch allows one to distinguish an evaluative difference between wha

like so many themes, a topic in
nd is significant—is a curious
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observe that modern dialects generally have i as the preformative vowel of the
imperfect verb

(23) t-i-ktib, n-i-ktib ‘you write, we write), etc.

This is not to be understood as an innovation, but as a continuation of an old
dialectal form which deviated from Classical Arabic (see Versteegh 1997: 42;
Larcher 2004; Larcher and Gilliot forthcoming, citing Farra?). For what it is
worth the observation is valid. However, if the modern dialects continue old
forms, wherever they are to be situated in Old Arabic (see below), there is no
basis for introducing them into a discussion which purports to differentiate

Old from Neo-Arabic, Lacking further comparative analysis, they simply can
be said to characterize both. This is illustrated in (24).3%

(24) 014 Arabic taktub  tickiub

Neo-Arabic t-a-ktub t-i-ktub

2.4.3. Lack of information

A third aspect of Fischer and Jastrow’s s

ummary is a problem which is still
very much with us today,

namely that generalizations are formed on the basis
of the data available. It s only in the 1980s that more intensive research in
Yemen for instance (cf. especially Behnstedt 1985, 1987: 5) turned up ‘old’
features thought lost in the dialects, the glottal stop (jaarat ‘she came’), a
contrast between reflexes of the emphatics *§ > J (Paxjar ‘green’) and *d >0
(%afm ‘bone’) or the word maa for ‘what?’ for instanée. Even so Fischer and

from II: 325. PifbaaS, for instance, is implicitly re i i i ih i ifies i
- ’ d cognized its
practitioners ‘as for those whe e, & PUcItly recognized as a variant, when Sibawaih identifies

ers 1fbaa§ (Pammaa alladiyn yufbiSuwna . . .). Regarding the
°°mPl.ﬂe .1oss of the case suffix, Sibawaih identifies the issue as, ‘and it is possible that they “delete”
A nominative or genitive in poetry’ (wa qad yajuwz Pan yusakkituw I-Barf al-marfuw§ wa l-majruwr fiy
case is closer to a ‘lectal’ form of some
is more in the wor fSTOUP of people. The complete loss of a case vowel, on the
> € nature o 1 i j ¥ -

characterization of Kofler as having 3 stylistic vanant (qad yajuwz). Holes’s (1995: 41 1. 15)

» -
3 Slmxlarly lehcl and JaStIOW s featulc 3.7-2 (1980: 45). oder n dla.leCtS dOUbled verbs ha
( ) In my

Old Arabic, doubled verbs have a normal inﬂection:azgt‘;:v'ﬁm Ireturned, like ban-eet ‘I built’. In

texts require considerabie discussion, but I would suggest that

epenthesis, radad-tu * returned’. The
{e.g. Sibawaih IL: 442, Farrap IL: ?) are, in fact, an OIq Arabic

the citations tagagsag-tu — taqassay-tu
reflex of -ayz.
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Jastrow’s summary basically left off the entire Sudanic dialect. region. (inter
alia, Carbou 1913; Lethem 1920; Trimingham 1946; Kaye 1976 bemg' avallabl.e),
a consideration of which adds to my category three criticisms. I think a point
will soon be reached where no ‘new’ old features are found, though the
general tendency resulting from empirical research since 1980 has been to
reduce further the set of features Fischer and Jastrow used to set Old Arabic
off from Neo-Arabic.

2.4.4. Valid differences o

This leads to point 4 in the list in 2.4, which is crl{cial for‘ those WlShlg%;" Seee
the dichotomy of Old Arabic/Neo-Arabic as a llngulstlcally grounded one.
In fact, there are a few instances in Fischer and Jastrow’s list Wh‘Ch'S“r‘fwe
the criticisms of points 1-3. I can identify four, represented as historical
developments.

(25) a. F. nominal suffix b. dual of V etc. -
OA _at, -aa, aa? (1980: 41, Sect. 3.4.2)  (1980: 46, Sect. 3.7.3) —aani, -aa
o
Dialect -at

d. Imperfect plural

¢. case/mode suffix —aun/uu (1980: 42,Sect. 3.44)

OA -u, -a, -i, @

/

Dialect @ -uun -uu

' ) tion may be raised
Before discussing these in greater detail, the general qléce; 1ioe ﬁning so broad

whether four quite heterogeneous features are adequate " Arabic.
and allegedly (flundamental a difference as that between Old a?;ih 2:(;:‘;;&1,
Turning to the features themselves, I will discuss only one oentzll type, and
(25). In my analysis (25b, c) are of a common developm s (25b) only.
therefore consideration of one serves for both. I therefore dlicus und in the
A fuller consideration of (252) requires considerable l?ac‘ grt(l);rn requires
analysis of final vowels and pausal phenomena, a:nd thl(si ?discuss aspects
detailed discussion (and criticism) of the work of B1r¥<elan d e on.
of this work in Ch. 8 below. Example (25d) I leave Mtl;Ol:;tll Ilrslf)dem dialects
Example (25b) represents the loss of the dual.. Nearly has a morpho-
‘ntinue a dual form in nouns. Classical Arabic, hOWCVef’_ ronouns as
logical dual in verbs, pronouns, demonstratives, and .relatl.V et pFischer and
Well, and these are not attested in the dialects. On this point,
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Jastrow’s own exposition is illuminating (1980: 46). They note that among
Semitic languages, Arabic is unique in having a fully ‘developed’ system of
dual marking, encompassing all nominal and verbal categories. They expli-
citly argue that (25b) is not a simplification in the modern dialects, but (it
appears) a retention of the original proto-Semitic situation, where the dual, if
indeed it is reconstructible to proto-Semitic (see Retsd 1995), is restricted to
the noun. This point is an important one for my interpretation of Arabic
language history. It shows that even if consistent differences between Old
Arabic, however defined, and the dialects are discernible—and it has been
seen here that there are in fact very few important ones—it does not auto-
matically follow that the reflexes borne by the modern dialects are necessarily
innovations. The modern dialect dual could in fact be ‘older’ in comparative
linguistic terms than is the dual in Old Arabic, whose spread to verbal

and other categories is to be seen as innovative. The situation can be sketched
as in (26).

(26)  (26) nominal dual {proto-Arabic)

(modern dialects) nominal dua] pronominal dual, verbal dual etc. (Classical Arabic)

In terms of our tree developments, in th
returns an interpretation ‘upside dowr’
note that I argue (see Chs. 3,

is case the comparative method
as it were from chronology. I would

4 below) that the same interpretation applies to
(25¢). The ‘caseless’ modern dialects in fact continue an older Semitic and

Afroasiatic feature. Note according to these two interpretations, the number

of differences between Neo-Arabic and a reconstructible proto-Arabic are
reduced by 50 per cent.

Aside from interpretive problems, the four features in (25) do not represent
a grammatically coherent developme

ntin the direction of the dialects, in that
they come somewhat haphazardly from different domains of grammar. Fur-
thermore, the citation of a difference which consistently distinguishes Old
from so-called Neo-Arabic does not

in a comparative sense, as argued in the previous paragraph.
In a later work ( 1995), Fischer attempted to work out the relations between

Old Arab'ic and Neo-Arabic in a more systematic and principled way. Rather
than derive the modern dialects directly from Old Arabic, as in the 1980
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model, Fischer establishes an intermediate category V‘fhiCh he terms protol;
Neo-Arabic, and exemplifies the construct wi?h the mdepende}rllt pronc:;lt_
series, perfect verb suffixes, and various question words. Hered. i'uSiSiShed
egories reminiscent of Brockelmann. Brockelmann (1908: 24) hIS Hrlxg e
between a poetic koine (Dichtersprache), in which he saw the orig from
Classical Arabic, and tribal dialects in the northern Ar.ablan l:gloniSrock.
which it appears he derives the modern dialects. A.s mentioned al ovlei,n e
elmann does not treat his Old/New dichotomy in a ComRarat(;VC | gment
manner, so one can only interpret how he saw the precise 1eve (f)};\ rabic.
Brockelmann does regret the fact that there are hardly exampsese 3 b
dialects (Vulgararabisch) from the Middle Agesz s0 one can ;)lligd]e Ages —
saw a development: Old Arabic dialects — Arabic dialects in Old Avsbe had
modern dialects, though this is speculation.® In any case, hich were two
dialects on the one hand and a classical Arabic on the other, whic

uite different entities for him. . n
! Fischer, however, develops a linguistically more soPhlSt}C?te;l syls;erlnn;:’;lal
the earlier work, as he is committed to recognizing explicit evih ’ roto-
states from Old Arabic to the modern 'dialects. More?r\llerl';coggitli’on of
Neo-Arabic stage is given a degree of ambiguous leﬁw?”t would appear to
the fact that various ‘typical’ modern dialectal forms mf ac-nstance is given as
have an old heritage. The third person F singular suffix, ordl' ms for OA (his
either -at or -it. In (27) 1 give Fischer’s (1995: 81) pa(r;‘i 8 to serve as the
terminology) and proto-Neo-Arabic perfect verb paradigm,

basis of discussion.

(27) 0A Proto Neo-Arabic

SG
1 katab-tu katab-tu, katab-t
2 M katab-ta katab-t

F katab-ti  katab-tii
3 M kataba  katab

F katab-at  katab-at, katab-it
PL

1 katab- naa katab-naa
2 M katab-tum  katab-tum, katab-tuy

i am-
T only from Suyutl, a gF )
“ COnveniem]y, Brockelmann finds evidence for Old Amblckg:::::’ s logically formed .develtzll:’
arian who also s late (d. 1505). It may be suggested that Broc ted him from using ?‘bawaul;
el matrices (Old—(Middle?)—New) conveniently pr_eve"m arative grammar, which wo
di " material (or other, e.g. the reading tradition) in his comp:
Ve complicated his data considerably.
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F katab-tunna katab-tin
3 M katab-uu katab-uu
F katab-na katab-an

What is above all striking is how similar OA and proto-Neo-Arabic are. In
fact, the differences are even exaggerated. Looking at more Arabic dialects, for
instance, 2MSG -ta (or in Yemen -ka in some highland regions), as noted by
Fischer, is attested in about fifteen locations in north and central Yemen, anq
T. Prochazka (1988: 27) leaves open the possibility that it is attested in SaUFil
Arabian Tihama as well. Similarly -nah 3FPL and - tunnah 2FPL is attested in
Ghaamid, (southern Hijaz, T. Prochazka 1988: 27). In the 3MSG. the ‘proto-
Neo-Arabic’ form in fact is identical to the pausal form of Old Arabic. This i§,
as I have noted above, an issue requiring separate treatment, but in this

context it does reduce on a prima facie basis the difference between Old
and proto-Neo-Arabic,

Looking at the Old Arabic sources,
suffixes -tunna and -nq are problemat
standard interpretations of the notion

it will be seen in sect. 8.9 that the 3FPL
ic representations in Old Arabic, given

of pausal position. It will be suggested
there, that Fischer’s proto-Neo-Arabic -an or -in is also plausible as a pre-

diasporic form, which takes the form into the Old Arabic era.

Even without considering the points raised in the previous two paragraphs,
on the basis of (27) alone there is no linguistic ground for differentiating Old
Arabic and proto-Neo-Arabic, as the two are largely identical. The linguist’s
Occam’s razor does not allow a distinction between Old Arabic and proto-
Neo-Arabic to be made. The critical conclusion here melds with that reached
above: were the concepts Old Arabic and Neo-Arabic not inherited baggage

from the nineteenth century, they would not be recognized as independent
entities in contemporary Arabic linguistics,

Arabic language history,
present-day Arabic realitj
encountered in a differen
today Arabic is marked
dichotomy,

the eighth and ninth centuries, is to project the
es back onto this early pe
t context amon
by a diglossic,
the same difference s disce
pretation, Sibawaih’s task for instance

riod. This approach was
g the truisms in Ch. 1 (sect. 1.6.2). If
high-low, Standard Arabic—dialect
™ned in the past as well. In this inter-
is seen as describing a ‘high form of
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: ] ial
Arabic’ (Al-Nassir 1993: 116). Sibawaih was, apparentlyéaw:lre of. :;1 c;lll:(%E; !
: ally concerned only wi
form of the language, but fundament : ; e
variety. This approach obviates the need for posing the_ d)lfﬁcuét q}(l;:;l(:,:r?
defining the diverse elements constitutive of Slbaw.alhs an blo o e Z
grammarians’ thinking: Sibawaih task is seen as apply'rmg :lilvalla e: rit o5t
i logical matrices, however,

redefined language corpus.*! Like other' ‘ e s
le:way the problem of understanding Arabic languag‘e history t;)y 1520£§§wa irh’s
key elements. First, the relative linguistic complexity ‘of A}rla }llc slibawaih -
day is ignored. Second, the sociolinguistic conte?(t in w. ic e oday
working is taken to be equivalent to that foun.d in Ara.blc ;otl;r;en s Lot
Thirdly, it is silent about the comparative historical relation be
native varieties of Arabic and older ones.

2.6. The Arabic Tradition

; i iefly the
Before moving to the conclusion I think it ap.p.roprlate to I}?ecr}l,t:o;oz:i p:rt o
analytic basis of the Arabic grammatical tradmonr upon vg Siln  hoterm
this chapter draws. In general a historical per:spe.:ctlve is nil s Ifr “bic morpho-
Pagl ‘source, root, underlying form, which is 1mp01‘1:1 lurce okin to deep
logical theory (Owens 2000) usually refers to a logic thsoverb ’q  lahe said’
Structure in earlier forms of generative grammar. Thusd e " v general rule
is said to have the Pagl gawala, with the fO@ qaala. etrll:;t gowala s istor-
converting an aWV sequence to aa. There is no claim
ically anterior to gaala, however. )

The gfammariaqns were certainly aware of the nf)tlon oé; e hanbya
the issue was treated within the framework of‘a logical mgzil  fecussion by the
Sfstematic methodology. This may be exemplified .thr<;iu.s + synoptic attempt
late grammarian Suyuti (d. 1504). Suyuti’s al—Iqtlfat_lt }:ad developed in the
‘o distill principles of Arabic linguistic theory as 11 nt to cite Suyuti in
Previous seven centuries (see Suleiman 1999)- _It 1s re evther nearly al threads
this context, despite his late date, because he })rmgS togtf;1 « origin of language
of previous Arabic theory in one work. Discussing — like Payna ‘where’
Br-5), Suyuti adduces the example of non—dechne‘d nou "l are o fected as
and kam ‘h:)w many’. Nouns in Standard Arabic usu

hange. However,

.. ces. Hoffiz
. i summarizing senten
" Early Arabic language history is frequently dispatched Tl::i::vtimes, ‘the Arabic Lan gua-gz:;a;
(1995:15) for instance, states as a matter of fact that since pre-Is £ Arabic’ That this is 2 proje

L o . itten,
ed in two forms, Literary Arabic. .. and the f:olloqulall ctha;z:e is, strictly speaking, noﬁr;la‘:;;‘e
of later circumstances onto pre-Islamic times is apparent. 1he terpretations of the oral
.tefa")' CEWTe attested from the pre-Islamic period itself, otl}‘,lzel;‘turr;)-

which, o seen in Ch.y, sect. 1.2, derives largely from the nin
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nomlnz.itive, accusative, and genitive, theoretically kam-un, kam-an, kam-in
rest)ectlvel}f. kam, however, has no inflection, being invariai)ly kam. ,
enigsfzgl(c) fztr?g:atlcalftheory f:ach w9rd cle%ss has certain unmarked prop-
lck s s ose of nouns is case inflection. Should a subclass of nouns
o ba‘lp rt)f, a reason for this lack needs to be found, in order to
ance in the system (Versteegh 1977). One of the reasons for the

lack of i ion i :
inflection in kam was said to be because of its frequent use (kafrat

al-istiSmaal), Thi . .
to certain frequerllsﬂ‘;,jis a general explanatory device applied elsewhere as well

occurring word forms which failed to show an expected
1o ‘i
giscﬁg Ifi,in ial:n yaku 1t was not’ for lam yakun). In the case of kam the
i oy et ey<l)(nd tl.ns explan‘ation to speculation whether ‘frequent use’
Frequent usp; };he at :izm in fact orlg.inally had a full inflection, kam-un, etc.
sion e e r}l) reduced it. Su?'ugl allows this as a possibility. The explan-
o prfash’ iso:x}'lever, f9ﬂow1ng t}}e solution of the ninth-century gram-
ot A word,s ot :li(t1 ;:t Its very origin, Arabs had realized that kam and
the cane anrord 1}11 e frequently used, and they therefore did away with
The o rgn a(:q these \_~ords even before they could be used.

tat pu Tix is e-\nden‘t here in two ways. First, the very supposition
Case endings is derived from the observation that in the

unmarked instan

Is a noun therefocri’ :aOuns hell)ve case endings: nouns have case endings, karm
. ? m can be ass o

evidence supporting umed once to have had case. No linguistic

the i
adduced, however. Seco dasssump_flon of a former case ending presence is
: nd, uyutt's preferred solution equally rests on logical

word classes, in certain

ammati i4s .
both perspect 8t atical positions will lack case endings. From

ives there i inowicts
tive, that a change kams_ :‘10 linguistic sense, from a contemporary perspec-
n (etc.)—kam can be countenanced in Suyuti’s

account (see Bohas and Guj
oo Guillaume 1984; Larcher 2005b, for further discus-

At the risk of soundj ical

to say that a hist::i(ci;ln glif,()le-mfcal’ It is no criticism of the Arabic tradition
According to the deﬁnitiorlgu;StI-C Perspective was lacking in their theory.
linguistics exists only when t}? historical linguistics adopted here, historical
and this method did pot existeucI?triIl1 It)harative method is systematically applied,

Arabic tradit ¢ nineteenth i
(Owens 1982;02111? elsewhere, in the realm of forcr:;usry. '{Ihe e o o t};:

, . c m

probably sv:lct}}:out_ 2 highly developedy?he;:ellli;% riiﬁl:rest
2 rich source of data, only a small part of

I ;hu}xlk it inconceivable that
which is treated
€re, could have beep, gathered and systematized. Indeed
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Ithink the descriptive and theoretical achievement of the Arabic grammarians
is enhanced when compared to the inconsistent and unsystematic attempts of
modern Western scholars to develop a coherent account of Arabic language
history against the backdrop of a badly applied comparative linguistics.

27. Conclusion

The conclusion is a sobering one. Put simply, after over one hundred and fifty
vears of Western research on the language, there is no meaningful compara-
tive linguistic history of Arabic. The distinction Old Arabic—Neo-Arabic was
postulated on the basis of a logical matrix, not one grounded in comparative
linguistic theory. The Western Arabicist tradition has either accepted the
distinction as the working basis for Arabic language history without reflection
(e.g. Brockelmann) or has allowed often incisive and pointed comparative
linguistic observations (as frequently in Fischer and Jastrow 1980; Fischer
1995) to be pressed into the Old Arabic—Neo-Arabic mold in which it does
not fit.s2

Clearly the problem today does not lie in the lack of data. The last forty
years have given us a wealth of dialectal data, which, as seen above, can be
correlated with data from the Old Arabic era, and also can be used to expand
upon our knowledge of proto-Arabic. '

Itis clear that in the present exposition modern Arabic dialects are given a
much more important role in the interpretation of Arabic linguistic hxst9w
than is usually the case. In part, this is simply a rectification of past 'pr:ilctlce.
As seen, Arabic dialects have largely been excluded from this sub disaph.ne by
fiat. Arabic linguistic history, however, is no more coterminous with a 'hlstor’y
of Arabic dialects than it is with a history of the Classical language. Flelsc‘her s
goal of a holistic Arabic is as cogent today as it was 150 years ago. It will be
reached, however, only with the basis of a grounded linguistic methodology, and
this involves, inter alia, a principled exposition of relations between mo<‘iern
sources and whatever old ones that areavailable. In thebroad scenar‘io described
here, Arabic is better conceptualized not as a simple linear dichotomous

i ted
2 T}, R . . . . : tlers (1906) was essentially shou
ere are of cour: voices in this paradigm. Vo A
se dissenting vo P 5 to Vollers’s account 1n his introduc-

down, first by the then contemporary Arab tradition (according .

tion of the presentation of hpi)s threysis in Algiers, 1906: 3), and later by his German t;?f;g:;i
(e..g. Néldeke 1910). Rabin states simply that, ‘The modern colloquial here [Yemen] continues e ancen
dialect (1960/1986: 564). Unfortunately, this statement is not backed up by more.concr'ete e)c(legp e i;’
and it is not clear whether Rabin considers other dialects not to continfxe his anae_ﬂt i et.‘tts;mrk of
t}fey don’t, what criteria are set to distinguish the different cases. There'ls also the signiican aradi
Birkelang (1940) on pausal forms which unusually for someone working in the Olleede; o
3pplies principles of comparative linguistics. This is discussed in greater detail in sects. 8.1and 8.9.
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development, the Old vs. Neo split, but rather as a multiply-branching bush,
wl:lose stem represents the language 1,300 years ago. Parts of the bush main-
tain a structure barely distinguishable from its source—in linguistic terms
parts in which an Old-New dichotomization is wholly irrelevant. Other parts
of the bush are marked by striking differences, differences which distinguish
them as much from other parts of the appendages as from the stem. It is a

complex organism which resists a simple description in terms of a dichotom-
ous structure.

In the following six chapters through case studies based both on Old Arabic
and modern dialect sour

and mo ces I further exemplify the irrelevance of the Old-
ew dichotomy for understanding Arabic linguistic history and at the

same tm'le the need to approach the subject from a comparative linguistic
perspective,

Case and Proto-Arabic

It is a fundamental precept of comparative and historical linguistics that
genealogical affiliation can only be established on the basis of concrete
linguistic features, the more central the feature the more important for
classificatory purposes. While there is no absolute consensus a‘bout .how a
central linguistic feature can be identified, it can be taken as axiomatic that
long-term reconstruction and classification rests most fundamentally on
phonological and morphological criteria. Of these two, Hetzron (1976b) has
argued that it is the morphological which is the most important because
morphology represents the level of grammar that is both more complex ar}d
more arbitrary in the sense that the sound-meaning dyad has no natural basis.
Precisely this arbitrariness ensures that morphological correspondences are
relatively unlikely to be due to chance. i

Though Hetzron’s principles of genetic classification were surely colore iky
his experience in comparative Semitic and Afroasiatic, where there are st; l-
ing morphological correspondences to be found between languages.m e ty
separated both geographically and diachronically (see exax.nple (14)dmb:)ecd .
1.6.9 above), his principle of morphological precedenc.e, as it can beh 111 .eal,
may be taken as a general working hypothesis. Ungquestionably, morpl o oglce
case belongs potentially to the basic morphological elements of a angf;uagil .
Whether morphological case belongs to the basic elements ofa lmguage ;I:) dy
is, of course, a question requiring the application of the compaxatlveh me Oto_.
In Niger-Congo, for example, case apparently does not belong to t le pr o
language, whereas in Indo-European it is a key element of the proto- angfu ge
(Antilla 1972: 366). In Afroasiatic, to which Arabic belongs, the statusg Iclaz :
in the proto-language is, as yet, undecided. Nonetheless, the assxillmpS (I)n o
 case system within at least some branches of the language fam })l', fe e
in particular (Moscati et al. 1980), has had consequences both for

samuel of the ten or so Niger-Congo
1990: 115). My colleagues at
Congo, inform me

! Inan overview of Niger-Congo languages edited by Bendor- king (
es, only the [joid languages appear to have some case marking tl Niger-
Bayreuth, Gudrun Miche and Carl Hoffman, both with long experience in Nig
that it js very unlikely that case belongs to the proto-language.
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conceptualization of relations within Semitic and for the reconstruction of
the proto-language for the entire family. Given the as yet uncertain status of
morphological case at the phylum level, I believe a critical appraisal of its
status at all genealogical levels to be appropriate. Within this perspective in
this chapter, I seek to elucidate the interplay between case conceptualization
and the reconstruction of one proto-variety, namely Arabic. Given the im-
portance of Arabic within Semitic, conclusions reached regarding this lan-
guage will have consequences for the subfamily and beyond, as I will attempt
to show.

The chapter consists of five parts. Insect. 3.2, I briefly review the status of case
in the various branches of Afroasiatic. Here it will be seen that a case system is
not self-evidently a property of the entire phylum. In sect. 3.3, [ turn to casein
Classical Arabic, inter alja considering the descriptive work of Sibawaih, who as
has been seen, was instrumental in defining the nature of Classical Arabic.
Finally, in sects. 3.4 and 3-5, I consider the evidence for case in the modern
Arabic dialects, addressing in particular the question of whether the dialects
shouldbeseen as beingthe offspring ofa case-bearing variety, and if not whether
caseless varieties are innovative or go back to a caseless form of proto-Semitic.

3.1. Introduction

Probably the most prominent difference between Old Arabic, however
deﬁn?d in the past literature, and modern dialects, the one at the head of
950 2, see sect. 2.3.2 above; Fischer 19824: 83;
‘ mode inflectional system. It is thus time to turn
to a detailed consideration of this Phenomenon in the debate about the
relationship between O}q Arabic, proto-Arabic, and the modern dialects.

I'will concentrate_ exclusively on the central feature of Arabic case marking,
short-vowel noming] inflection,
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other two, Egyptian (suffix only) and Chadic (prefix only) }{ave conjuga\t;qns
with clear correspondences to one or the other .(see e.g. Rossler 1950; f;)lg:
1987; Diakonoff 1988). It is therefore equally striking tbat only two of.the ve

branches, Semitic and Cushitic, have languages with morpholog1ca¥ case
systems. Even within these two branches there is a good deal f)f Vérla}tll'(t)'lé
among individual languages, and the question of the extent to which Cus i 1e
case corresponds to Semitic is far from clear. In sect. 3.2.1,.1 .brleﬂy summariz

the situation for Cushitic, and in sect. 3.2.2, that for Semitic.

3.2.1. Case in Cushitic

While many of the Cushitic languages have case systems, it is by no f:le;‘;:
clear that they derive from a proto-Cushitic case system: ?uch a prOiJ(:; with
been put forward by Sasse (1984) where ;1 prgt:)-Cushltlc case syste
nominative opposed to accusative is postulated.

Against thif ?‘osco (1993, in the spirit of Casteﬂin(? 19.78: 40) has argueset:;t
the origin of many Cushitic nominative markers lies in a foct}; m?'g;s the.
Tosco’s argument is based on both universal and formal considerations,
main f; ich are as follows. )

Firstea:)t;1 :llles }(:2 Vr:l(:ies (as have a number of scholar-S be.f ore h1r'n.) t'hat t}:_:
ominative-absolutive (roughly = accusative) distinction in Cusll;mc rllsuzlt)) .
logically odd since it is the nominative which is the mar.ked.fofm )1'1al icall
of criteria. It is the nominative noun, for example, which is morphologically
marked (see (1) vs. (2)),* e.g. Oromo.

ificatory questions

? Lassume a very traditional Afroasiatic family tree, w.ell aware that gﬁre[: et ;?;Srlii‘:t zgmem of
atali levels. I do not think, at this point, that such questions bear crucially
case, however. . ort vowels,

Berber and Chadic do not have case. Since Egyptian °nhograi}:,y dldﬁfrﬁn‘ irfmcral;h::de:'s (1975)
whether or not ancient Egyptian had a case system is_d‘fﬁc“h to X i:l behavior of verbal forms is
attempt to reconstruct ancient Egyptian cases on the basis of the functlominative -u, accusative -a) is
on the right track, his attribution of formal values to them (e.g. no onsonantal text with short
Speculative at best, at worst no more than the filling in of an Egyptian ¢ t reconstruct a case system
vocalic values taken over from Classical Arabic. Petracek (1988: 40) does no
for ancient £ tian, .

? Sasse leaszf open the possibility that other cases might be rec;:; tabove all, apparently, by its
Proposes an ‘abstract’ proto-Afroasiatic case system, d.lmaen a ~ @, though how this system
abstractness, Formally there was an opposition between i ~ u vs.t_in detaii. Diakonoff’s reconstruc-
worked functionally at the proto-Afroasiatic stage is not sPelleﬁ Oﬂe is open to all the criticisms of
tion rests largely on data from Semitic and Cushlt?c, 3f'ld erf(cm Furthermore, his entire recon-
POstulating a proto-Cushitic case system contained in this Sed.l ‘that the proto-language was an
Struction of Afroasiatic case is based on the dubious assumption his claims for Beja, Sidamo, and
CTgative one. His claim (1988: 59) that Oromo (and simil arly, 1 suspe(?i)y is mysterious (see Owens 1985).
Ometo) is an ergative language (or has traces of an ergative S)'Stt!m't em, the subject of the intransitive

* Greenberg (1978: g5, universal 38) notes that if there is a o sy)s ’
verb will be marked by the least marked case (also Croft 1990: 104).

ructible. Diakonoff (1988: 60)
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(1) nami¢é-i ni-dufe
man-NOM  pre v-came
‘The man came’

(2) namitéa arke
man (ABS) saw
‘He saw the man’

The unmarked absolutive serves as the basis for further inflections, cf. genitive
(ka) namiéé-ga “of the man’ Furthermore, the nominative has a more
restricted distribution, limited only to the subject, and is far less frequent in
he Cushitic nominative has close affinities to gram-
maticalized topics.
Reviewing the literature on Cushitic languages, Tosco further shows that a

suffix -7 throughout the branch, e.g. Highland East Cushitic (e.g. Sidamo min-i
‘house-i’, Central Cushitic (Awngi -ki), is found which marks not only
subjects but other topicalized constituents as well. Where -7 has been graﬂ}'
maticalized as 3 subject marker other markers develop as topicalizers. An -n s
particularly common in this function, as perhaps exhibited in the Harar
Oromo.
(3) namiéia-n arke

man-topic saw

T saw the maz.

Relating the Cushitic data to Semitic, it js furthermore noteworthy that Sasse’s
reconstruction, nominative *-i/-u, absolutive *-a does not self-evidently
correspond to the three-valued Semitic system. In fact, as Tosco shows, the

f)nly widespread nominative-like (Tosco’s topicalizer) inflection on full nouns

ominative’ y is found throughout Cushitic, though a
pal.'t of the article or demonstrative, not as a nominal affix (e.g. Oromo kuni
thxs-NOM’, vs. kana ‘this

- -ABS’).6 Moreover, Cushitic case marking is, unlike
Semitic, overwhelmingly (Ce

Oror.no are exceptional) phrase final. In Somali, for instance, where the
Nominative subject js gen

. . erally shown by lowering a tone from H to L, one
has in absolutive case, nin ‘man’ —, NOM nin, but NOM nin-ku ‘the man’

. s 11'1 a l;umber f’f Highland If.ast Cushitic languages ( Hudson 1976: 253 ff.) the nominative (or topic)
o(:rma :: ﬂ (;,ni(:'l?glca!ly-dﬂemuned Telative to the absolute form; if the absolute ends in a front vowel
- -4 if in

€Monstrative systery js neither particularly unified, nor do
ding Classical Arabi d ian, Von Soden
1969: 47) show case differentiation jn i (Moscati et 4], lglsco?l;lm)rfxost tages of Akkadian
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where the determiner assumes the low tor;g, all(;)w91§7g 1131:) tc;;;—:tsts:r;n;t 1:;
absolutive form with high tone (Saeed 1987: 133). tten
Err:lr(n ?lﬂ(se((ilushitic data to Semitic case would have to account Eo:h81g(§1;§li;?z
structural mismatches. To these problems can be ad.ded t}}llat' o Ogels e
genitive, which neither Sasse nor Tosco mt'egrate into their m \
cognizant of the special problems accompanying the task. brasing and
To summarize this section, while it is c‘ertalnly corr:(t, ;f)ar;;t)ain ne ene
changing Sasse’s (1984: 11) formulation slightly, to §pef oat(;ves oushie
endings as bearing ‘a striking resemblance to certain form tlé;;t o
Afroasiatic branches), it does not appear possible, at this l;i)rcl)ll(ntt abe O;Sible) "
these directly to Semitic case markers. Even assuming a 0 fcaI:e e,
would not automatically follow that it would be @ade in te;‘ms CouShitié) o
given that it is only the Semitic branch (.followmg Tosgo or o fouch
unequivocally has a proto-case system, 1.t ‘would not le( j-lslr(i' et oype.
system developed at the proto-stage Semitic out of marke

3-2.2. Semitic case

i itic. The
It is not my purpose here to review the l.iterature on }clase 1)1(1t tS;r:lstelst o
situation in Arabic will be reviewed in detail anyway 1:11 the ne
For present purposes two basic points need to be ma et.' e accusative -a
First, although a three-valued case system (n'o‘mmil 1V m;nority of well-
genitive -7) can be reconstructed for proto-Semltlf, OMY aati et tripartite
attested Semitic languages have it. Moreover, assuming oscd Southwest sub-
classification of Semitic into Northeast, Northwes_t, arl b oobbranch. The
branches, caseless languages (or dialects) are'attested n ef?er 1000 BC the case
earlier stages of Akkadian (Northeast) had it, th"“g}; tahe Northwest Semitic
System showed clear signs of breaking down.” Mostho am, only Ugaritics
languages did not have case (Hebrew, Aramaic, Phone ’

S tion (1969: 80) that even
7 The outside observer may be slightly disquieted by Von Szgf;s :al:f—rmv:rking system occur. He’
in Old Assyrian and Ol Babylonian exceptions to the expect: (?). A dloser study of such ‘errors
attributes these to orthographic errors or to ‘bad pronunciation (f). .
wo i i - rably have case systems.
°ul§v2:1 le::;etjggtgs are not unified about which Semitic lmguagz: S;Z::,grll-nstdatayto reconstruct case
Rabin (1969: 161) in a minority opinion, cautions that t_heff-‘ lcsmn the attested case-bearing Semitic
SYMtax in Ugaritic and hence does not include Ugaritic among sed to Weninger’s 1993 <.)ne), but
languages. He has a two-valued case system f?r G:?‘isz. (a’segyplgzlogicauy with the Akkadian abso-
would apparently rather identify the GoSaz @ ll'Ommat“"_ecal ‘Arabic -u (1969: 196). Some mm.icm
lutive (ie, lack of morphological case) than with Class:iaril developed an object case, s"@mamsg
Ethiopian Semitic languages (e.g. Amharic -n) have secon tioz that proto-Hebrew had case is ba
sensitive to definiteness features. Barth’s (1898: 594) assumg only case (i.e. no parallel caseless v?rle'ty,
Crucially on the assumption that proto-St;r:ii:i:rltli‘gle C;‘ls: ::v o it Z; clear that one could no more justify
S€e sect. 3.5). Reading between the lines o ) »
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and Eblaitic (probably) possessing it. The situation with Ugaritic in this respect
is not very satisfying, as the onlydirect evidence for case endings comes from the
word-final symbol for the glottal stop. In Gordon’s (1965) lexicon, these amount
to barely ten noun lexemes from which the entire case system must be con-
structed. It is noteworthy that neither Rabin (1969, see n. 8 above) nor Petricek
(1988: 39) Hist Ugaritic among the case-bearing Semitic languages. Among the
Southwest Semitic languages Classical Arabic has it, though GaSoz (in chrono-
?ogical terms attested some 350—500 years earlier) probably did not, at least not
In a way which self-evidently corresponds with the three-valued proto-Semitic
system. The modern Ethiopic Semitic languages do not have it (seen. 8),nordo
Fhe modern Arabic dialects. The modern South Arabian languages do not have
it, while the situation for epigraphic South Arabic is unclear due to the script.
From a distributional perspective one can approach the problem in two
ways. First, it can be assumed that the Cases are original and lost in those
vane'ti_es where not attested. This, of course, is the approach taken by most
'Serr'nncists (e.g. Moscati et al. 1980: 94), and could be said to be supported
indirectly at least by the situation in Akkadian where the breakdown of a case
system is diachronically attested. A second approach would be to view the
~caseless situation as original, the Akkadian and Classical Arabic system as
Innovative. This is problematic in view of the fact that Akkadian is the oldest
of the languages in absolute terms, and that the case system in the two
!anguages 1 in general terms comparable. It is unlikely that the two innovated
in the same way independently of each other, and if they did not, a common

ongin pushes the case system back into the proto-stage. A third solution is

that the proto-language had two systems (two dialects as it were), one with

zﬁsai;t;n; x:::ut. I will F)e developing this perspective in the rest of 'fhis
bt . i moment, it suffices to note that postulating a caseless variety

Proto-Semitic stage is supported by family-internal distributional facts,
namely the broad range of Semitic languages which do not have case systems
(to turn the argument introduced in the previous point on its head), and the

ar m . . - i i
N gu ans of the previous section, where it was seen that Semitic case, within
0astatic, is probably innovative,
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Second, it can be noted that in the Semitic languages. with a case syste}rln
there are contexts where, in synchronic terms, the system 1s neutralized. Int rz
Akkadian genitive relation, the possessed noun d.oes not bear case (;)rba[;pe: X
in the so-called absolute form) before a nominal possessor, an ;o.rn :
pronominal possessor generally only when the possessed noun ends 1
vowel (Von Soden 1969: 82 ff., 189 ff.).

(4) beel-© biit-i-m
master-@ house GEN-M ’
‘master (@ = “absolute” case) of the house
affas-su

wife-his

In Classical Arabic the neutralization, at least in tra'd%tional ac.countsf( S}fe ;elitcs-
16.3, 3.3.2.3), occurs in pausal position. Besides raising quesnor?t}?este ceaseless
tional centrality of case in Semitic (see sects. 3.3.1), the presence ° hological case
contexts suggests that even those Semitic lanuages'w1th n;lorp furtier case-
systems possessed traces of the caseless variety. I will touch on )
related comparative aspects of Semitic below (sec.ts. 3.3.3 3.}111.2, 3.r5e .consment
Brief though the remarks in the present section are, t eyi : Rabin 1969:
enough to underscore Petricek’s conclusion (19‘88: 41, seeﬂa S?ructured e
191), based on comparative Afroasiatic data, that ‘the robus Yz‘Die ragnant
system of Semitic can be regarded as a Sem.mc 1nnovat1f)n dﬁrfeF; wir als
gebildete Struktur des Kasussytems im Semitlscher? (-4 -1, '“)h ver there
eine semitische Innovation ansehen.). If this point is accepLe(i’ (():i:xet S,emitic
emerges a further Semitic-internal issue, namely at wha Ift represented
itself developed a case system, and whether this developme e rest of
the ancestor of all Semitic languages or only some Of.thentl-' 0; of the issue
this chapter I will attempt to show that a detailed consxder:_a i o vering the
for proto-Arabic will provide one important component in
question.

3.3. Classical Arabic

. is a clear
It should by now be becoming clear that the assmptlon tha:etrl::ri o
distinction between those Semitic languages Wlt}11(1casterasifsthan the former,
without, the latter possessing, in this respect, an oh ei <tbooks (e.g. Moscati
is perhaps not so unproblematic as repre.sented n the ethe status of case in
et al. 1980; Fischer 19824). In this section I examxlne ect. 3.3.1, | summarize
Classical Arabic in greater detail, using two sources. in Sthe. d;:bate about Old
the work of Corriente, not adequately integrated into
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Arabic, perhaps because his views about case in Old Arabic are somewhat
iconoclastic and perhaps because Corriente himself did not follow his own
ideas to a further logical conclusion. In sect. 3.2, I turn to the grammarian
who, if not the founder of Classical Arabic, doubtlessly played a more pivotal
role in explicitly defining its form than any other individual, namely the
eighth-century grammarian Sibawaih, in order to gain a more precise insigl.lt
into the nature of the Classical Arabic which he defined. This account will
initiate the comparison between the Classical language and the modern

dialects, a necessary step in the discussion of Blau’s theory deriving the
modern dialects from the Classical language.
A work which took a philolo

gical perspective a diachronic step deeper is
Diem’s (

1973) study of case endings in the Arabic words found in the Aramaic
inscriptions of the Arabs of Nabataea in southern Jordan, dating from abox.lt
100 BC.? Diem shows that Arabic personal names found in the inscriptions dl'd
not show traces of a living case system. If Diem’s interpretation of the data is
correct, it would mean that the oldest written evidence of Arabic is character-

ized by a linguistic trait, the lack of functional case endings, which is otherwise

i
said to be a characteristic par excellence of Neo-Arabic (see sect. 3.2.2).

3.3.1. Corriente

In a series of articles (1971, 1973, 1975,
Arabic stood at the end of 2 developme
or less fixed form was due in large pa

1976), Corriente argued that Classical
nt, and that its crystalization in a more
rt to the efforts of the Arabic grammar-
ians. Many of the points he makes relate to the case system. These include
evidence of two main sorts, linguistic internal interpretations, and an exam-
ination of the philological record.

The first perspective is prominent in his 1971 article where Corriente
showed that the functional yield of Classical Arabic cases—roughly those
contexts where a difference of meaning can be effected by a change of case

alone—is vanishingly low. While one may agree with Blau (1988: 268) that

as¢ systems generally have a high degree of redundancy, the point stands that
Arabic case is functi

onally not deeply integrated into the grammar. The case
forms, furthermore, are not well integrated into the morphology (1971: 47)-
They are marked by a lack of allomorphy, exceptionlessly tacked on to the
end of the word, with little morpho-phonological interaction with either

® The Nabataean Arabs used Aramaic as their liter. i i ites: ‘Es wurde Zu
. ary variety. Diem (1973: 237) writes: ‘Es wur
zeigen versucht, dass das Nabatiisch-Arabische schon i das Kasussystem
des itischen, a e " on im ersten Jahrhundert v. Chr.

this vari i tion of
historical reconstruction, variety of Arabic ever had case becomes a ques
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i .To
the stems they are suffixed to or :flllek items w}n;l;ur:;e};bfhzl;?f:;?s?]:th’fO
i added that fact that unlike many la . ) ;
:'}:rsi:tjzr]::l rules based on animacy and/or deﬁr.nteness. Morte;)verrl,o j; isrf::ilvlel;
the previous chapter (sect. 2.4.1.2, Old Arabic sour'cesc)l,. eo O e
genitive contrast, u/’i, may be pho(;l OIP%FEiYﬁI:)e;t:;EZC‘;as;?c:I norms found

i article Corriente cites deviati _ ‘ : et

in il;r}il:)su?zferses of the Kitab al-Aghani, including an 1nﬂectlor;al)ly ;Ill;/::;t:ll;
dual (1975: 52, cf. Rabin 1951: 173, also, of course, QtfrPaan Czc(:r.ri:n,t o exeian,
of cases (1975: 57), or their complete absence (1975: 60). o Middle Arabic
ation for this phenomenon, as well as for the developmenb‘ formed in pre.
out of Old Arabic, was to postulate a caseless form of Arall\I llc) aven (1976: 85
Islamic times along the northwest Arabi'c borderland_;rll eiters This aricty
expanding on Diem 1973). Associated with .commera dc‘n the’a&ermath o
of Arabic would have quickly acquired prestige status *lmf : the development
the early Islamic Arabic diaspora served as a modeh 0he e ot break
of caseless Middle Arabic in urban contexts. Note t a.t i o of the
with Blau completely, in that he sees the caseless varieties arising
border contacts. e 2 caseless

The present study agrees with Corriente on tbe need to rrie;;)egsnlxlfere .
form of Arabic existing contemporaneously' with case vaUJate ;1 imple link
can be taken with his account is the readiness to P‘;ft) 2nd the modern
between one variety of Old Arabic (Nab-ataean.Ara 1cwﬂ1 . o ovident
dialects. The difficulties in drawing such a simple linkage . this book. As a
in the discussion in sects. 3.4 and 3.5, as well as elsewhzrihlat integrating the
general introductory remark, however, it may be note bic will yield res ults
modern dialects into the reconstruction of proto-Ara 'lt'es defined by the
which do not self-evidently replicate the. linguistic ent éaseless Nabataean
Arabic grammarians, or by the epigraphic recordd(e'ii s of the comparative
Arabic). This follows from the different methods and go resently, and from
method and of the Arabic grammariz?ns to Yvhom Idt‘i\mﬁﬁl e aruction of
the very fragmentary nature of the eplgraphlc-recocrl iinition of each of these
Proto-Arabic requires independent and detailed de

i r picture.
components, before they are put together into a larger p

3.3.2. Sibawaih . ammatical
Barring a full-scale study of all the material'to be. fo.lmfhznﬁilslt giixstance are
treatises, the reasons for concentrating on Sibawaih in aragon of detail and
self-evident. His Kitaab is, even by modern Sta.ndardsc’i aclI:lrit;’; of style). More
completeness (if not necessarily of organization an ammar where a large
importantly, it is arguably the only comprehensive gr
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E;(i);doefd e):;lvl\zlstl‘less observations of actual linguistic usage are systematically
later trea.tises ;\SI(? Ottlioldeny chat lnterestir?g material is to be found in the
degree on Sib.awailrllef ¢ ‘;lss’ later grammarians were dependent to a large
of a more or less cl ordt e simple reason that the 4rabiyya came to consist
vations on the cont:rsxf set of data by the tenth century,10 rendering obser-
Turning to Sibawaih, there. spoken language superfluous (see below).
mind when interpreti , h-ere are two aspects of his work which may be kept in
was COnfrontedrlI: . ng his obser\.ratlons on Arabic. The first is that Sibawaih
inimitable style toywhfnﬁslS of variant forms which he evaluated in his own
those written a f,ter 0 1 g turn presently. By and large, in the later grammars,
excluded altogether e end of thfz ninth century, the variant forms were either
Sarraj; Ibn YaSish) e ;l:ated in the more detailed grammars (e.g. Ibn Al-
was added. it was n::l ili a;:nda to the general rules. If the rare, new material
ages/tribes contempo, rray ways .by re':feren‘ce to forms recorded from person-
The second poirll)t r ?COUS with Sibawaih or before. !

wards the linguistic d:tztesht'o bt may be termed Sibawaih’s attitude to-
1990: 131 for criticisms) h which he des_cnbed, Carter (1973: 146; see Ditters
the ‘prescriptivism’ of | ta * contrasted Sibawaih’s ‘descriptivist’ approach with
the previous paragra ha efﬂgrammanans. This contrast of styles, as noted in
what sort of data is alIl)ox’v;ebl ects a genera.l Teorientation in the definition of
however, what is to be v e in the deﬁnlthn of the Arabiyya. It is not clear,
Carter does not elaborateerStOOd i descnP tivism, whose characterization
important to defining his thee. Understanding Sibawaih on this point is
the sort of raw linguisgti 13 t eorétlcal'hngUiStiC thinking, to comprehending
{0 us, and to informin Cuatafwhlch h1§ de‘tailed observations make accessible
grammars generally areg ds ol the motivations for and mechanisms by which
ant point that the gramm:v‘e oped. Baalbaki (1990: 18) has made the import-
‘not content themselve rians, confronted by a mass of linguistic data, were

s with a purely descriptive exposition of linguistic

'® The work of the Jexj
have to be excepted N exicographers, for which there are relati
3 : ! tivel .. .
word to the lexilzon m::le cl}inhke grammar, lexicography deals Vl/:ftl): zf:lw critical modern studies, mzy
changes the entj Y changes the lexicon in the way th : open-ended system. Adding 2
I thi re grammar, Y that adding a rule to the grammar potentially
S respect the anal, ; .
:;’;‘:Ptt_ual breakthroughs a(;tge’;‘:lht: ::‘:thhlsc::y of At;?bic linguistic thinking breaks down. There were
ol 1y ,) 1 . . .
mofphophonology and syntax, such as Pl’agr::t;s?s i ZT&S of thinking adjacent to the core
semantics.
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Before beginning this exposition, however, it is relevant to mention that the
very terminology of case marking among the grammarians may bear on the
question of the existence of case in Old Arabic. The two oldest grammatical
works, one (Sibawaih’s) definitely from the end of the eighth century, the
other equally old or only slightly younger, utilized case form as a central
formal criteria for organizing their exposition of syntactic structures. Gram-
mars and case-marking go hand in hand in the history of Arabic grammatical
theory. Xalaf al-PAhimar’s Mugaddima fiy I-Nahiw is a short, practical gram-
mar (see Owens 1990: ch. 9), whereas Sibawaih’s Kitaab is one of the most
detailed grammars of Arabic ever written. Sibawaih in particular goes to
considerable pains at the very beginning of his grammar (I: 2.1 ff., see Baalbaki
1990) to functionally distinguish lexically determined from syntactically de-
termined short vowels, the latter of course being the case markers. Sibawaih’s

terminology is thus:

(sa) Short vowel terminology in Sibawaih
lexical  morpho-syntactic phonetic value

damma raf9 u
fatha na§b a
kasra jarr i

ifferentiated vowels was pre-
differentiated for
s terminology

It appears that the “discovery’ of functionally-d
ceded by a time when the same terminology was used un
vowels of both types. Such a system is still in evidence in Farrar”
(Owens 1990: 159; Talmon 2003).

(sb) Short vowel terminology in Farra?

lexical morpho-syntactic phonetic value
damma ~ raf§ raf§ u
fatha ~ nasb  nasb a
kasra ~ xafd xafd i

e used to describe the phonetic
ther’ (I: 6) is described
on early Arabic

In Farra? the morphosyntactic values also ar
values of lexical vowels, so that the vowel in Pumm ‘mo
as raf9.12 This supposition finds support in Versteegh's study

2 That Farra’s terminolo gy should be the ‘older’, though he lived a generation after Slbawalhl ‘(im
absolute time!), may be explained by Talmon’s theory (e.g. 1990, 2003) that Farra? .reprmnted ano er
grammatical tradition than did Sibawaih. I would tend to accept Farrar’s expla.nauon for the variant -4
of al-Bamd-i lillaahi (I: 3) among some Bedouins, that the nominative is assimilated to the following l-z
of - within the compound-like unit that has arisen due to “frequency of use’ Nonetheless, the exlamP;
illustrateg (1) the convenience of not having a distinctive terminology for case vs. lexical vowels, an
(2) the non-case functional value of final nominal vowels among at least some groups of speakers.
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grammatical theory. He shows (1993b: 125) that the Koranic exegete
Muhammad al-Kalbi (d. 145/763), who lived a generation before Sibawaih,
used the term damm for a u vowel ‘within a word’, as an ‘ending’ (Versteegh
does not specify what sort here), and for a nunated noun. nagb is used for a
lexical vowel g, an ending, and for nunation, and similarly for the other terms
on the lists in ().

Rather than consider the data in terms of their implications for an under-
standing of the development of Arabic linguistic theory, which has been one
interest in such data to date, they may be interpreted in terms of the present
question of the status of case endings in the history of the language. In these
terms it appears that Sibawaih made explicit two aspects of vocalic variation,
one lexically, the other morpho-syntactically determined, which existed in the
language he described,
What may be asked here is whether the variation and imprecise distinction
between lexical and morpho-syntactic vowels found in Farra? and other early
linguists and commentators doesn’t originate in the fact that there were
actually varieties of Arabic which Farra? studied where vocalic variation at
the end of words did not represent case endings, i.e. were caseless varieties of
Arabic. Under such circumstances a consistently differentiating terminology
would, of course, have been unnecessary. Farrar’s ‘imprecise’ terminology
would thus not reflect a less differentiated grammatical thinking than Siba-
waih’s, but rather its application to a different data base. This perspective is
admittedly speculative, though the idea of relating early terminological prob-
lems to actual language forms, should be pursued further.13

33-2.1. Anexample The following example will serve both as an introduction

to Sibawaih.’s treatment of case in Classical Arabic, and to the way in which he
processe_ed linguistic data, Starting from ch. 24 (I: 31ff.) Sibawaih considers
some fairly complex data in which he is concerned to define the case form of a

fopic and{or agent noun (see Khan 1988: 25 ff. for discussion). A basic contrast
is shown in (6a) vs. (6b).

(6a) zayd-un lagiy-tu  Pax-ag-hy (I: 32.16)
Zayd-NOM  met-] brother-ACC-his
‘As for Zayd, T found his brother’

(6b) zayd-an
Zayd-ACC
‘As for Zayd, I found his brother’

lagiy-tu Paxaa-hy (I: 32.20)

3 One thinks €.g. of the meanin ignati ;
g of the designations for linguisti ieti iti luva,
4awl (Versteegh 1993 91, 99 ff.) in the developgn e hotion of oo icties/entiies, Kalaam,

ment of the notion of an ‘Arabiyya.
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‘Zayd’ can equally appear in nominative or accusative f(:)rm her;.te:;/etr;
Sibawaih a simple descriptivist he would p¥esumably hav? eef:n co fent 10
note that a topic can appear in nominative or accusative orr?l,al in e
variation. Such a statement appears to account for most of' the topic wion
structures which Sibawaih discusses in this and the following chsa'gterzsi.ih <
an approach is quite foreign to his method'ology, l"nowever. F:lr Sl i::lv lie,s o
variation is simply ‘free’ because every variant which he cz;( og o t[iJve >
own conceptual interpretation. In the present exampl_e, bo'f hnog'nler e
accusative cases are justified by a series of a‘nalogles with o lari,zation o
structures and paraphrases with examples which allow a regu
us structural elements. ' .

apiirf}lﬂge;?r?rrl?lioof ch. 31 (I: 31. 17 ff.) Sibawaih explairll)s the following pairs
of examples (where (7a) corresponds to (6a), (7b) to (6 ))-

(7a) zayd-un darab-tu-hu
Zayd-NOM  hit-I-him
‘As for Zayd, I hit him’.

(7b) zayd-an darab-tu-hu
Zayd-ACC
‘Zayd, 1 hit him’

. i opic
Example (7a) contains a nominative noun in the ,func?tosr::oifmtenlz“
(mubtadaP), with the verb structurally set against the tOPlc;;tive in Zayd is
(mabniyy Yalaa I-mubtada?, see Levin 1985). Here the nOminativelY marked.
©xplained by the general property that topics a1¢ PO tr o e
In (7b) the problem is to explain the accusative .m ?;Y f’ the same value as
does by assuming an implicit verb (Pigmaar al fil - 32 (= (darabtu) zaydan
the main verb which governs the accusative In Zayd (= (4

darabtuhy). -referential
o Sibawai:x then proceeds to more complex examples. wherebt.hetci‘: :::;r(ed by
Pronoun is detached from the verb, first .vx‘rhere the dx:ieC; o ;:Si 4 hir), then
a preposition (zayd-un/an marartu bihl. As for Zaye I I;o (7a), as a topic
to the set in (6). Example (6a) is explamet‘i analog_o usy e problematic be-
(nominative) + comment structure. That in (6b) is m((’lr-r:; semantic link
cause in contrast to (7b) there does not appear to be ° 10 obvious sense in
between the topicalized noun and the main verb, There 1s :;,e topic, Zayd. To
which the action of ‘hitting’ can be directly related to pIC

the later ‘xabar’ Levin (1985: 302)

. iate translation of .
'* The term ‘comment’ is a more appropriate trans mplete’. For brevity’s sake Luse the

; ntence €O
translates Sibawaih’s term as ‘the part which makes the se
shorter term ‘comment’.
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explain these structures Sibawaih invokes a new principle, namely that ‘if the
action falls on the object containing a co-referential pronoun it is as if the
action falls on the object itself> (I: 32. 17). This semantic equivalence carries
over to a morpho-syntactic one, where the topicalized noun assumes the same
case form as the item it is linked with. In (6b), for instance, the co-referential
pronoun -hu links Paxaa- to zaydan. Since Paxaa- is accusative, so too can
zayd be.!s This principle is invoked a number of times to explain ever more
complex structures in the succeeding pages (particularly I: 42).

Examples such as these from Sibawaih can be repeated many times over.
I'will come back to them presently, noting only for the moment that what is
important here is that an example cited by Sibawaih always has to be inte-
grated into his linguistic thinking. Sibawaih cites (6a) with minimal comment
because for Sibawaih its structure is clear. When he moves to (6b) he is
confronted by a new structural state of affairs which requires new principles,
new explanations. What happens, however, when he meets structures which
he finds clearly wrong? In fact this happens relatively infrequently.16 It is true,
as Carter (1973) points out, that Sibawaih does have an evaluative vocabulary
which allows him to rank the acceptability of one structure against another.
When he uses it, however, it is usually to recommend a over b, without
re)ecFing b altogether. In the present example, for instance, he says that the
nominative (7a) is ‘better’ (. 32.22). Clearly, however, he makes this judgment
of the grammatical merits of each structure, i.e. in terms of the
ch he evaluates them in the first place.

' Nonetheless, it is important for Present purposes to know if Sibawaih sets
th:;g:i :g }t:se :llicscepte.lble. One positive answer to this question can be illuf-
cussion of pausal forms, which will be referred to further 1n

Sect. 3.2.3. Sibawaih (II: 309, ch. 495) notes that it may happen in -CC# final
nouns (particularly with sonorants as the fina] C apparently) that in pausal
Position the genitive or nominative case markers are not deleted but rather by
iinfroc‘ess of what may be termed ‘case epenthesis’ form a final CVC syllable.
NN i 78 ) o ) ks
solong s the e - He adds, however, that this is possible o y
g structure meets acceptable word structure constraints.

¥ Sibawaih m,
g‘:::‘;hat stral Brammatically affected by a verb, without bearing 2

ed in it. Thus one might say, ‘I honored him as you
other’ (I . > Ys r 7
‘himy’ who js honored,( wl'-:2 ) whete the hOnopng 1s equal in both actions, though in the first it is
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Sidl- ‘equal’, may undergo genitive case epenthesis, §idil#, but in the nomina-
tive this is impossible, *idul, because ‘they [bedouins] hav? no words (.)f
structure fiful’ (II: 309. 20). Here the non-occurre.nce of particular forms is
apparently confirmed not in terms of what Sibawaih observed or tested, but
rather in terms of the violation of his own general rule. .

What should by now be clear is that there is no pure data to be f01.md in
Sibawaih. Everything he observes and writes about is filtered '.chrough h'xs own
grammatical thinking. One salutary effect of this is that it was this ver);
systematization of linguistic facts which helped him to prodl'Jce a 'work o
extraordinary detail. In examples (6)—(7) discussed zjlbove, Sibawaih stailts
with basic N-V-Obj structures, moves to N-V-prep-Obj stryctures? and finally
to N-V-Obj-possessor pro structures, with each step tackling a slightly more
complex case. His description is partly carried along and expanded by the very
logic of his grammatical thinking. L

(%I‘his is nft to say, however, thgat Sibawaih had noi regard for the lmgutst61c):
facts provided to him from his various sources. thmk'examples such as ( )
and (7) can be understood in the following way. Sibawaih was presente.d wit
raw data, and this was that the topic noun varies freely between nom'matlve
and accusative case. He accepted both forms, but on terms of hls‘fowtn}
theoretical making. It was Sibawaih’s achievement to 1ntegr.ate theSfE ac 1;
into a more or less coherent whole (the definitive interpretatfon of’ Slbawa'
remains to be written), in this case through such concepts as ‘topic’, mabniyy
Salaa al- a?, co-referentiality, and so on. o

At the rsr::rl::atciime one hasto assu?;e that there are many elements othrablcf
which were outside the scope of Sibawaih’s cognizance. Some of t ese,t of
course, are due to the mundane fact that Sibawaih was mortal, the amour;l )
observations he could make finite. Other elements, how?ver, h».vollilld ui:t‘i,:
escaped Sibawaih’s notice because they could not be fitted mtof 1; ngstem_
thinking (Baalbaki 1990: 22). This is a necessary coro‘llary o 't e SIZ e
drivenness of his methodology. As seen above, Sibawaih on prl.r‘liclp' o
out forms such as * §idul. It is therefore possible if such forms di ;fSCOllld
they would have been observed by him. Caseless forms of Arabi
similarly have been outside his purview.

e free
33.2.2. Stable cases, free variation While it is improper t‘}’l s?:;kr:riains
variation of case within a Sibawaihian analytic fra'mework, ; e()king beyond
that this effectively is what he documents in many instances. LO e
the topic construction, there are many examples of what;m e bove
Variation in case form discussed in the Kitaab. .In fa.ct,.the l1sccuoncemed 9
around (6)~(7) is typical of Sibawaih’s exposition, intimately
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define the proper case forms. Full proof of this is a task'beyond Fhe confines of
the present exposition. What can be offered here is a brief overview of the type
of case variation Sibawaih dealt with, based on a review of the first 100 pages
of the Kitaab, just under a quarter of book I. In these 100 page.s, roughly t}z
following topics are dealt with (initial pages of topics are given): gener

concepts (1), transitivity (10), negative in laysa and maa (18),‘ left noun
dislocation (tanaazus, 28), extraposition (31-64) arranged accord'mg to t}tpe
of predicate and predicational type, extraposition in inahenal.)le-.llke
constructions (64), governance of participles, verbal nouns, and adjectives

(70), extension of function (ittisaa¥ and i [tivaal, p. 90; Owens 1990: 251 ff.).
In the following I will excerpt a rep

resentative example, summarizing
Sibawaih’s comment on each example.

(8a) maa Sabdu llaahi Pax-aa-ka ~ Pax-uu-ka
‘Abdullahi is not your brother’, (I: 21.20) o
Usual = nominative, accusative — dialectal usage, maa al-hijaazi
(8b) darab-tu wq daraba-niy zayd-un ~ zayd-an

hit-I and hit-me Zayd-NOM ~ ACC
‘I hit (Zayd) and Zayd hit me’, (I: 28.18)

Nominative better because of Proximity to second verb, which logically
Tequires a nominative agent. Accusative also allowable.

(8¢) Pa zayd-an ~ zayd-un  Pantq daarib-u-hy

Q Zayd-a you  hit-NOM-him

‘As for Zayd, are you going to ~ have you hit him’? (: 45.30)
Accusative correlates with verb-like i
nominative with nominal-like perfe
much more detailed and co
predicates, as in (6), (7).

mperfect meaning of active participle,
ctive meaning. This example follows thael
mplicated instances of extraposition with verb:

(8d) Sabd-a ~ Sabd.y, laahi fa-drib-hy
Abdallah-ACC ~ NOM  s0-hit-him
‘Abdallah, so just hit him’, (I: 58.12)

Accusative is preferred, sin
tionals, questions) imply a
Nonetheless, contexts can b

ce marked modal sentences (imperatives, CO.ndi'
verbal predicate (which governs the accusative).
e found (as here) allowing nominative as well.
(8¢) duriba Sabdy llaahi  §ahr-y-hy ~ dahr-a-hy

hit Abdallah back-NOM ~. ACC-his
‘Abdullahi was hit on his back’ (I: 68.9)
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i i brought
Nominative, as badal or tawkiyd, accusative as nominal c‘o'mpl?;x;?:; 5:;1 ngh i)
into direct g)overnance of the verb, with implied preposition J
into :
like daxaltu I-bayt-a ~ fiy I-bayt-i.

i -1 I: 81.1)
ji i i d-in  wa  Yamr-in/an
8f) Sajib-tu min  darbi  zay e e
(8f) suiprised—l from hitting Zayd-GEN and A,m(rIC;fll)
‘I was surprised by the beating of Zayd and Amr’. (I: 81.

i i of an under-
Genitive in Amr by agreement with Zayd, accusative by virtue
stood verb (daraba) Samran.

; - Siyf-an
(8g) duriba bihi  darb-un daSiyf-un ~ gla}rlliit ;Z;{‘; Cl}g
hit byt hittingNOM weak-NOM ~ wngACC
‘A weak blow was hit with it ~ It was hit a weak blow .

) . : oice is free as
In passives without an expressed underlying direct ObJeCt(’)tt:c;e tC: agent. In this
to which of a range of further complements can be promr no complement is
case, either the verbal noun is promoted (NOM), o
o b .t e s
observed variation. It may be due to dialec.t Yar;}itel?:gi(c Sf ’Sibawaih’s own
frequently ( (8b), (8d)~(8g)) it is embedded within ih ranks the alternatives
grammatical formulations. In some instances Sll-)avtlalothers both variants are
by some measure of relative appropriate{‘ess’ while u;le example is not of free
of equal value. In one case it may be objected thaf t or nominative in zayd
variation at all, since in (8c) the use °_f accusa'tlve While the point of this
Presumably correlates with a difference in meanl.rtls; relevant here to draw a
section does not stand or fall on such examples, it i e may read between the
distinction between what Sibawaih said, and wh;t- onredilection (and task) of
lines of his pronouncements. In particular, given 'lstf(thou gh certainly not in
Systematizing the language, one may at certain P-OH:eallY a part of the Arabic as
general) question whether what is systematized l:hre language as idealized by
spoken in the eighth century, as opposed tobl were more ready than th.e
Sibawaih and other grammarians, who p.rol.)a '};ns among competing vari-
Population at large to concretize su?tle dlstlnCtll linguistic (a5 opposed to
ants whose origin was not necessarily of a pure Ycase, taken as a whole, ‘free
Stylistic, sociolinguistic or dialectal) nature. If:h any roduct of Sibawaih’s obser-
variation’ is an adequate characterization of the Pthat the variation would be
vations in (6)—(8). This does not mean, qf Cm.lrse’lf To the contrary, as th.e
conceived of in such terms by Sibawaih hlms;c.h variant for Sibawaih is
explanatory notes are intended to make clear,

associated with its own structural logic.
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It does not appear that the variation in the case system points to an
impending breakdown. Sibawaih is too specific about which forms are
uniquely correct in many contexts, and too specific about the implications
of choosing one variant or another to lend such speculation any weight.
Taken as a whole, however, the variation does point to a system with an
inner dynamic and flexibility, a variation which grew out of variegated his-

torical developments. It could even have evolved out of a non-case system
(see sect. 3.3.2.3).

It can be noted here,
clear structural tenden
involves the accusati
observation,

before moving on to the next point, that there is a
¢y in the variation, namely that most case variation
ve as one of the two alternatives. Expanding on this
it is fair to say that the accusative is the unmarked term rela-
tive to frequency of functional occurrence. The only positions which are
unequivocally not accusative are objects of prepositions and possessors
(= genitive), comments, topics when the comment is not a verb, and agents
in VS (verbal) sentences (=nominative). Otherwise (the various objects,
tamyiyz, Haal, even subjects after the Pinna class of complementizers) sen-

tence constituents take accusative, or vary freely in accusative with another
case form (as in examples above).

3.3-2.3. Pausal and context forms Probably the greatest degree of variation
(of any type) associated with a single functional position is that relating to
Pausal forms. Sibawaih devotes most of the twenty-eight pages between
II: 302-30 to its explicit description, as well as various references to it in
other parts of his work. It is clear that for Sibawaih pausal context is not
simply a nominal ste minus the indefinite and case suffixes, but rather a
position engendering Phonological changes of various sorts.l” A basic

summary is found in Ch. 1, sect. 1. 6. 3. The topic is potentially important,
because it has been assumed by many scholars (N6ldeke 1897: 10; Brockelmann
1908: 462; Birkeland 1952: g;

Fleisch 1974; 23; Blau 1981: 3; Diem 1991; 303) that
the modern caseless dialects derive from the Classical Arabic pausal forms.
Naively perhaps, it may be examined here whether in fact a one-to-one
correlation may be discerned in Sibawaih’s characterization of pausal forms
the modern dialects. This question adumbrates a
&@er one which will be €xamined in even greater detail below in sect. 3.4.1
and in Ch. g, namely whether reflexes of old case endings can be found in the

“ ”th'“ Wi'.h many of hi§ concepts, Sibawaih does not define what he means by pause and context. The
ct that he includes topics among the ‘pausal’ chapters which are not obviously descriptions of pausal

phenomenon, €.8- the Assad and Tamim; realization of - i for _k; 2FSG object suffix (ch. 504, see sect.
8.7.4), means that 5 closer look a awaih is appropriate

t these concepts in Sib
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modern dialects. In both instances the perspective is the same, nar_nely :;
enquire into which ways the modern dialects can be shown to continue
develop from the language as described in the O.ld Arablc. sources. ! (wa)
Concentrating here on those chapters Whl‘Ch expl}catefpausa e
forms,1® it emerges that much of what Sibawaih desc.rlbes or }Fa?sﬁ pin
nomena is not immediately relatable to the mode.rn diaiects. The ;) ::;rlidgl
typology, without answering definitively the question of 'the exter;lt ) which
there is a direct link between pausal forms in Sibawaih and the m dern
dialects, at least defines where the problems lie. The. t)r.pology consis slar
two main parameters. One relates to Sibawaih’s descrlpt}c).n of a l}:(a)l:;l)cihe
phenomenon as being a property of context or pausal position (0{) ih,and
other to the extent of distribution of the phenomeflon, both in Sibawa and
in the modern dialects. I will illustrate these points here 'by means O an
informal scale, at whose initial point no obvious connection bf:tweer;airl
dialects the Sibawaih’s description exists and at whose end point a y
lausible relation may be postulated. N o '
’ 211Onl?':he one extrerrzre thcz’e are many parts of Sibawaih’s description g:,?;i};
have no relevance to the current question because th.ey have nol oof o
reflexes in the modern dialects. Perhaps the most obvious 'e)'(amphe e
sort is the fate of the case vowels themselves. In pausal posmort) alt(eegfn ont
simply disappear. Rather, the pausal position -they occu1}'l at mazmlnt i
different values (ch. 494), as described briefly in Ch. 1. T‘ e 1mp't ANy
that since the case vowels do not occur in the mO(‘iern dlalects? i 1;1 " e;; e
to draw connections between Sibawaih’s description and their refle
modern dialects. ‘ ) centl
Moving up the scale, a second type pertains to word.—ﬁnalg)a;aa:pa;l); Oug}):
when written with the alif maqsuwra. Sibawaih notes (II: 31;;}0 e
most Arabs pronounce it in pause as -aa, the Qays ch;x;;geects o l}’a,nc (o6 50)
~ hublay ‘pregnant’ (see sect. 7.1). Among modern di p';naala o reh
notes that a final feminine -a irregularly undergoes. all e this
Baghdadi Arabic, Heblee ‘pregnant’ being among.the l?acsﬂ,awaih e e
happens. The -aa — -ay/-ee change is frequent n.elther or e Qape pause
modern dialects. While there may be a §onnectlor.1 ll)le.tweer:mhk -
form and the Baghdadi example, definitive proof is lghlj;rabs’ uploy case
A third instance is where Sibawaih notes that ;o‘r};l:kr D ot
epenthesis in pausal position, e.g. bakru# — bakur .

ed above (ch. 490-504, 507) which deal

'® There are fourteen chapters in the page range atably nowhere to be found a more detailed

i b:
exclusively or extensively with pausal forms. There is S in Sibawaih.
description of pausal phenomena in Classical Arabic
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interesting than the previous one in two directions. On the one hand for the
Classical language, Sibawaih does not appear to place such severe restrictions
on the Arabs who use the form. On the other for the modern dialects, as
will be seen in sect. 3.4.2 below (18), under certain interpretations it can be
related to fairly widespread contemporary phenomena. Very briefly, many
modern dialects have a rule inserting an epenthetic vowel before a sonorant
(e.g. -1, -I) consonant (see Ch. 6). Interestingly, all Sibawaih’s examples,
admittedly only seven in all, have a sonorant, -r, -I, or -m as the final
consonant. Uncharacteristically, if sonority is indeed a conditioning factor,
Sibawaih does not state a phonological environment respective of the final
consonant, though he does explicitly note (II: 310. 5) that the process does not
occur when a semi-vowel occurs as C, (e.g. zayd, Sawn). Even if the sonority
condition plays a role in Sibawaih, a difference exists with the modern
dialects, where, as will be seen, the rule applies anywhere in a word, not
only finally as in Sibawaih. Certainly the present example potentially repre-
sents a more general correspondence between the modern dialects and Siba-
waih’s treatment of pausal phenomena than the case discussed in the previous
paragraph. The correspondence is not complete, however, so there will always
be a risk in drawing definitive conclusions.

In a fourth set of cases correspondences can be drawn between modern
dialects and a variety of pausal alternatives, or even with context forms.
Sibawaih, for example (ch. 500) says that the pausal form of nominative
and genitive nominals of the form faaSiy may be raami#, raamiy#, or raam#
‘has thrown’.!® The modern dialects have raami here, or perhaps raamiy, the
choice between the short -i or long -iy being one of phonological theory
(see n. 27), but not the pausal raam. On the other hand, the definite context
forms also have -1, al-raamiy, so they could also have been a ‘source’ for the

modern dialectal forms. In this Case correspondences between some of Siba-

foih’s morphological alternatives and modern dialects are close to perfect, but
still too ambiguous to decide

‘ on a definite correspondence. In this category,
Instances can be cited where it is Sibawaih’s context form which provides the
clearest link to the modern dialects. Such a case is found among the Tamim
(IL: 314. 14), who in the F. near demonstrative have haadih in pause,?° but
haat’hy_m context. In modern dialects haadi(y) ‘this. F is very common.

I think that the examples are Tepresentative of a general predicament,
however, namely that in only rare cases can an unequivocal connection be

: Carter (1990) suggests that the last form is rare.
<:ont=;f;h f:‘:;’: later (IL: 322. 15) Sibawaih reports from a reliable source that some Arabs have haadih as 2
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drawn between Sibawaih’s description of pausal forms generally, 1.e.b 1110; onl};
those relating to the treatment of the final case.vowel, .and.co.mparal e o:hrr;t
in modern dialects. Even when such connections e?ilst, it is rare y soil 1
they would explain anything but a part of modern dlalec'fal forms. ilm ’a:hye,
one would like to know why often only certain Arabs ( some of t em[,j e
Qays, Tamim, etc.) have forms analogous to‘ the moder.n dlalecltla..l nl(:nis.ov; 1
these problems have been given more serious attention, I :1 1f 1s Whely]'
selective to argue that the modern dialects arose fron? pausth oillnzi ,a n
the main piece of evidence supporting this position in Slba‘?lal WO vow};{; o
to be that only one of four alternativel \;vlays (g, pronouncing case

ausal position is by deleting the vowel altogether. ‘ -
’ Besicfes interpreti)\"e problems of the above kind, t.here is :1 I?OI;; rrx;qrten\t'ﬁe
cal argument against assuming that Classical Arablc. pausal for A
forerunners of the dialectal caseless forms. Acc.ordmg to .Slbawa} ;spin 2
forms should occur only before pause. He mentions at vano:s p(:)ltna e
discussion that the peculiarities which he describes for them c;) r;alin}; Py o
forms in connected speech (wagl, e.g. II: 302. 8, 306. 5, 313. 12?)-l B e
are with written texts there is no way to measure yvhere precisely palu s wert
placed in the Classical language, at least not 1n non-p;)letlc sz rer; o
certainly must be assumed to be the purported model of the mo

re in spoken
ancestor. To get an idea about how frequent pauses actually a p

lallg"age l used f . .

NE Nigeria. The texts are transcribed with a Since this material is
pauses are explicitly marked, wherever they o.ccur- .H.l bout how many
computerized it is an easy matter to get a ba.sm‘ Stausnc. : from five texts
pauses there are in each text. Table 1 gives basic mformatlz) . ords.2!

about the number of pauses relative to the total number of words.

TABLE 3.1, .
d/pause ratio
Text no. Number of words Number of pauses word’p
11
1 2,460 598 2-57
2 6,287 Zgi 4.21
1,.

3 532 .
4 57252 1,325 ; ?)?
5 3,455 689 ‘

y 5.09
Average

i Nigerian Arabs.
21 All five texts are informal conversations recorded between Nig
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The ratio of 5:1 means that on average, only one word in five occurs before

a pause. Four words in five do not. Assuming this ratio to be generally

Tepresentative of spoken Arabic, it is clear that most words do not occur in

Pausal contexts, and by extrapolation that in Classical Arabic the non-pausal

forms in normal speech would have considerably outnumbered the pausal. To

argue that the modern dialects grew out of the pausal forms of the Classical
language is to say that forms which are a relatively small minority became the
standard for the further development of the language. This I think is a priori
problematic. A popular refinement on the pausal origin hypothesis is specu-
lative. This would have it (e.g. Corriente 1976: 84; Blau 1988: 9) that under the
influence of foreign language learners, even in the Classical language the
pausal forms began to be used for the non-pausal. Strictly speaking the idea
is unverifiable; Sibawaih gives no intimation of such a process, and there are
no modern analogies, in Arabic at least, by which to be guided. Trying to
reconstruct the presumed process, lack of motivation is a stumbling block.

Judging by the complex morphology of modern Arabic dialects (see sect.
1.6.6), it appears that non-Arabs learned complex Arabic morphology and
phonology and made it into their native language apparently with little
problem. Why should they have had such a problem with the cases? Moreover,
what was really dropped were short final vowels, among which were found the
cases. Even in the unlikely situation that the cases were too difficult for non-
Arabs to learn, conceptual difficulty can certainly not be invoked to explain
the disappearance of, say the -a from Payna ‘where’,

. The hypothesis which | am developing avoids these mental gymnastics,
Since it is (roughly—see sect. 35 for more refined discussion) claimed that the
dialects descend from a variety which never did have case endings.
ing on to the modern dialects, | would like to mention one well-
zation of Sibawaih, which he treated, inter alia, among the
pausal forms. This is the Opposition between the high vowels i, u vs. the low
vowel 4, in particular the relative stability of the latter against the former. This
was docomented at some length in sect, 2.4.1.2. Thus the high vowels are
dele‘ted 10 open syllables in CaCi/uC-v forms, both nouns and verbs, e.g
;f;’g:;“i ‘; klabd: un ‘liver’,)?aglu'd-un = Saddun‘upper arm’ (I1: 317. 17, 320.6),

. alma he knew’, Yusira — Yusra ‘it was squeezed’ (II: 277. 22), Vs-
]cfmal—un (*jamlun), Similarly, as is wel] known, when indefinite, whereas the
l}gvgvhv‘:‘::;l case markero, “4 (NOM) and -i (GEN) are deleted in pause, the

-an (ACC) is lengthened to .44, It is precisely in this lack of

r the origins of the Arabic case system
t case in Semitic, where it exists, 1S
May represent an older state of affairs

.(proceeding on the assumption tha
Innovative). This pausal alteration
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where an -a(a) suffix (as seen above, representing the 'unr.narke;l cea;iet i\l,r;
Arabic) was opposed to a bare nominal stem ((D).. The nomn;la.tll\lle ar:e ignserted
vowels may then have developed out of epenthetic vowels whic tvi:ic s
in particular contexts.22 One can cite for aoalogous morpho-syqr)l)a e
in related languages, the GoSoz opposition -a-@ (genitive-0),
Berber construct-independent (unmarked, u-0) stote contrast;. ‘< as old or
Having developed the thesis that a caseloss variety of Aratllce o philo
older than one possessing case, on the basis of the comparz} 3'1 . haper 1o
logical record, it will be the main task of the second part ((;'alects el
bring evidence to bear on the question from the olode}rln 1 " .of e in
lead to the development of a general model defining the gen
Arabic.

3.4. The Modern Dialects

. i ined
In the previous three sections the status of case in p‘roto—Arfit]iDClc ::; et)}int‘reat-
in the light of comparative Afroasiatic, comparative Sfrmhl t}’,esis was devel-
ment of case among the earliest Arabic gr'arnmanans. . ee o
oped that a caseless variety of Arabic is prior to 2 casfe -has ast, it is now time
Having considered the issue from the perspective 0 thetpli };t they shed on
to look to the present, to the modern dialects, to Seec‘lﬁ', 1a tsgdescend from a
the thesis. In particular, to claim that the modern dia gsstributed that they
caseless ancestor implies that the relevant forms are so di

i t. Its
and it should be emphasized is not crucial to the argumen

* This suggestion is speculative, (again speculative) considerations. Mauro

overall plausibility may be heightened by the. following morphemic material to be reinterpreted
Tosco (p.c.) points out that it is relatively unlikely for non qi to this, it can be pointed out that
with a morphemic value, as the present suggestion entails. To reply cons,tructed later (sect. 8.7.6) as
the 3MSG object suffix variant -u found in many modern dialects lsitrlfations where it is very common
being precisely a former epenthetic vowel. Furthermore, there arizmic value in another, namely via
for non-morphemic material in one language to acquire morp on-morphemic ki- becomes in the
language contact. A standard example is Arabic kitaab, where nlass marker, hence pl. vi-tabu. The
Swahili loanword ki-tabu identified with the Swohxh ki- noutf’ f)uns (see e.g. Krumm 1940 52&‘),' It
Process is quite regular and is not restricted to th}s one class o irllar rocess did not occur, introducing
cannot be ruled out (though proof is equally elusn{ﬁ) thata Sm:\kka [:i jan text of 853 BC. Actual contact
Case into Arabic. The oldest mention ofa:‘e ‘Arfa bs,-oltsofrl’oﬂr:bz: very likely occurred. It coll:-l d ,:}ll(il:;?:;
i speakers of proto- VR ic (or Arabic-
o o o e o i
bilinguals) reinterpreted the original Arabic epenthetic vowels as ca

i in Hebrew). (See sect. 3.5 on
o e o e o (pernap? ?dverat;l;ll’elzsb:t‘ween the distribut.ion of case
coexistence of case and caseless varieties, and sect. 4.2 (13) for p e e ctons

that proto- : 5 A
suffixes and epenthetic vowels.) Trop?;: $999):;%]$::tfa n wzst Semitic. Taking this suggestion in
absolute case -a, which fell together with the acc

rker vs. @,
igi one of an absolute marke:
i o momineie o dem Lt 0. Oﬂﬁl I‘:uglasslcal Arabic the absolutive case
with the nOminat’ive/ genitive contrast developing out of @, an

developing into the accusative.
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could not have descended from the Classical Arabic as described by Sibawaih.
'will attempt to motivate this claim from two perspectives. In sect. 3.4.1, |
summarize the distribution of elements which possibly point to traces of case,
and in sect. 3.4.2, address aspects of the question of syllabic reorganization
which is implied by the loss of the final short vowels.

3.4.1. Case traces?

Blau (1981: 167) identifies certain dialectal elements which he suggests are
traces of a now defunct case system. It is appropriate to look at each in detail
in order to determine to what extent it is necessary to derive them from old
case markers. Blau considers three candidates. | summarize two cases here,

while a third is treated only cursorily at this point, being the subject of
detailed treatment in Ch. g,

The first of these is a suffix -
dialects, e.g. vasb-an (vagbin i
(despite his wish to the contra

an appearing on a small set of forms in many
n some dialects) in ¥asb-an Sann-u ‘he must
1Y)’ taqriyb-an ‘almost’. This appears to go back
to the adverbial usage of the accusative, However, these cases are so lexically
restricted that no far—reaching conclusions can be drawn from them. Some
may be borrowed from the standard language, and if they are relics of

something old, it is hard to conclude from the isolated examples that they
are survivals of a case system (see n. 22),
The second of these

is a nominal suffix, again -an or -in, which appears in
various dialects.23 The

suffix is dialectally more widespread than often as-

Panish Arabic (= -an, Corriente 1977: 122; Ferrando
2000), throughout the Sudanic Arabic dialects (= -an, Owens 19934: 111, 140,

144; Reichmuth 1983: on Shukriyya in eastern Sudan), in Najdi (central and
€astern Saudi Arabia) Arabic (=-in, Ingham 19944: 47 ff.), Tihama Arabic in
Yemen (= -u, -un, Behnsted 1985: 60), in Uzbekistan/Afghanistan Arabic (= -in
Ingham 1994b: 47; Fischer 1961 on Uzbekistan Arabic).2¢ This suffix is formally
similar to the Classica] Arabic indefinite nominal suffix, which varies accord-

Ing to case as -un, -qn, -in, nominative, accusative, genitive. For reasons given
below, I term it the ‘linker’ -n in the dialects (see n. 28).

:: idf(;;t of Blaw’s examples (198;: 191-200) fall in this category,
Afghanistan ic is a nineteenth-cen offsh, i i thus be
combined with it, The explanation for the o o vt an Arsbic, and i

v . 2 ppearance of a low vowel -an or high vowel -in/-u(n) is not
self-evident, In Sudanic Arabic the -an form seems to be linked to the consistent low-vowel value of
Tihama i e;; verbal FPL S“_fﬁx& ~an, preformative vowels of verbs, definite article. In Najdi and
suﬂ\amﬂix Arabic, Owever, paradigms often occur with both high and low values, e.g. Najdi verbal FPL

appears as both -in anq ~an dependi B on verb class to which it is suffixed,
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i i i din
The formal similarity carries over in an interesting fashion }tlo notun;I ie;eria rg1
i i e to

i i I restrict my observations her '
in long vowels. For the dialects, trict 1 e
Arabicg, as detailed information on this point from othe.r are'as ;s ll(z:n Viwel
Old Arabic, nouns are customarily represented‘ as e’ndlng 1rt .dangc o
when written with a final -aa or -iy, as in Yasaa ‘stick;, hudac‘z gui t,fr nd
qaadiy judge’. When a pronominal suffix is added the length is apparen

the orthography.

(9) Sagsaa-ka ‘your stick’ ‘ ’
qaadiy-hum ‘their.M judge

L. h
When the indefinite - is added the final vowel is said to be shortened, thoug
a final -aa is still written orthographically long.

(10) Yasa-n ‘a stick’
qaadi-n ‘a judge’ final

There are thus two kinds of suffix, those which preserve d}llzllle:i:;;t_l:xeeutral
vowel, or subject to interpretation (see n. 27 below), l;ng(t)ld Arabic indefinite
final vowel, and those which shorten a long vowel. The
suffix represents the latter type. e Nigerian

In Nilg)erian Arabic the basic situation is identical, th(lufh ﬁf;i vofvel as
Arabic, as well as for all other dialects I w?lﬂd represﬁenal vowel is length-
length-neutral.2s When a pronominal suffix is added a fin lacement: a first
ened. The difference in length is confirmed by the stres‘:)i }i)s stressed in this
heavy syllable (-VCC or -VVC) from the el-ld of the Vlvor ened syllable.
dialect, and when a suffix is added stress shifts to the ength

b

[ M €S

(1) lu'sunne ‘tongues’ vs. lusunnee-hin ‘the}r.F tg;lfrl; >
ga'naagi ‘drums’ vs. ganaagii-hum ‘theitM

i it does not draw stress.
The linker - n does not induce vowel lengthening, andsoitd

(12) bagar amay-aat?s lu'sunne-n  xu u}rl:PL
cows having. FPL tongues-n rough.
‘rough-tongued cows’ )
raajil abu  ga'naagi-n katnr—a;;
man having drums-n many.F

>
‘a man with many drums

> epr as identical to the
_ in lu'sunne ‘tongues’ strikes me ol is
% In Nigerian Arabic, acoustically the final vowel in lu le. When a suffix is added, the vow!

; vailab) >
Iefof beher ‘river, lake’. No instrumental ftudl.cs area:em in the stress shift. ¢, as well as
lengthened, lusun'nee-ku ‘your.PL tongues, as is app uding mahanaat and amanaa

. iative marker, incl
% There are many variants of this associative
amayaat.
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The parallel in the received pronunciation of Arabic qaadiy/qaadi-n and the
Nigerian Arab pronunciation of ganaagii/ganaagi-n is noteworthy. In the
non-suffix form the final vowel in qaadiy/ganaagi is relatively tense. When
the -n is added, it becomes laxer, (1], [qaadm], | ganaagin).

The similarity between the Old Arabic indefinite suffix and Nigerian Arabic
linker is as follows. In both Old Arabic and Nigerian Arabic (and all other
Arabic dialects), pronominal suffixes induce vowel length on a final vowel.
The indefinite/linker -7 induces a shorter, laxer pronunciation of the final
vowel in the two varietjes.2”

Despite the formal similarities between the two suffixes, and although in
most studies it is referred to as an indefinite marker or by the terminology of
the Arabic grammarians, tanwiyn, and is usually assumed to derive from an
old case marker (Blau 1981; Holes 1990: 43; Diem 1991), close inspection shows

that it has quite different grammatical properties and a related, but in detail

different linguistic history. Differences relate both to form and function. First,
the entire - Vp sequence is

a single morpheme, appearing and disappearing as
a unit. Second, the vowe] has a single value, -1, U, OT -a according to dialect.

This is not a commutable case system. Third, it is always optional. While it

occurs only with indefinite nouns, it cannot be said to mark indefiniteness (as

-n does in Classical Arabic) because inde

article. Fourth, its primary function
ominal relationship between an indefinite noun+

modifier.28 Thijg usage is attested consistently in all the dialects cited (though

I have no text examples for the Tihama) and in fact js the only one common

to all, as the following examples show.

(13a) Spanish Arabic (Corrient
muslim-iin-an litaaf
Muslim-PL-p bad
‘bad Muslims’

€ 1977: 121)

¥ A topic which | touch on in this work though do not deal with Systematically is the status of the
length of final vowels i Old Arabic and the dialects, Itis possible to view the vowel-final Old Arabic
forms such as 9aadiy and hudggq ag length-neutral, In nouns a lexical final vowel is non-contrastive.
The contrast short vs, long would emerge in this view only when a suffix js added, as in (9) vs. (10). The
1ssue of final vowe] length is bound up with questions of underlying vowel length which in turn implies
taking a stance on issues of theoretical phonological import, which are too far removed from the
Ppurposes of this book for Systematic treatment here.

N ”t Fol‘lowing Croft’s (1990: 18) comparative typological terminology, it can be termed a ‘linker’ or
gature”
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(13b) Sudanic Arabic, Shukriyya 1nE Sudan (Reichmuth 1983: 190)
ba-jii-k wakt-an  gariib
I-come-you time-n  near
‘Tl come to you soon’

(13c) Najdi Arabic (Ingham 1994a: 49)
kalmit-in rimy-at
word-n  thrown-F
‘a word thrown down’

(13d) Afghanistan Arabic (Ingham 1994b: 115)
Rintit-in  Ramra
wheat-n  red
‘red grains of wheat’

; i —in
While the distribution of this suffix is not pr.ecisely the saf;nxee ;n:rl,ll;ii)le::oun,
Spanish and Nigerian Arabic, for example, it may befSll urrence variable—it
in Najdi to noun and adjective—and its frequency o occle bt in Najdi and
disappears from Spanish Arabic in later texts, for examf i’stics e common
Shukriyya Arabic it occurs frequently—its baS.IC character ation phenomena
to all its dialectal occurrences. So-called 1.1unat10n an(fiu I::gi)nally and seman-
in Semitic language do not have enough in commont ct a common proto-
tically to allow Moscati et al. (1980: 96) to reconstru t another function,
Semitic indefinite form. The present data suggests that )-,f,us es served by
namely nominal linkage, has to be added to the vari
Semitic final - Vi nasal suffixes. o ion, it is reason-
I 2 point which will be epeated i the Fo o e immedintely
able to reconstruct the nominal linker *- Vn. mt.o a fon_lzl?asporic Arabic in the
predating the variety described by Sibawaih, i.e. pre de geographic distribu-
terminology adopted here. This follows fr0.rn the v engon It appears in the
tion of a relatively uniform morpho-syntactic pl:lenom robz;,bl)’ brought into
catliest forms of Spanish Arabic, which means it was Ii)ved into the Sudanic
Andalusia in the eighth century. Though Arabs ﬁrs'tb:; which migrated into
area only after 1300, they derive basically from tril reasingly marginalized
Egypt in the seventh and eighth centuries and were lnf:lrther South (see sect.
from the eighth century onwids.anifgll:::;ctla;v f: relatively recent, d;tilr(lig
-2.2.2 and Owens 2003). Arabic in . from Uzbeki-
?rom the nigeteenth century, its SPCalfefS ha"‘“tg mg‘;fr:;;(? 5.2.2.3). There
Stan, where they have lived since the eighth cen ur);Yemen since pre-Islamic
have been Arabs in central Saudi Arabia and parts 0 xisted in one variety of
times. It thus appears that this common feasture ea at the beginning of the
Arabic no later than the time of the Arabic diaspor
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Islamic era. Within the context of the general discussion in this section, note

that there is no necessity for deriving the - V1 forms from Classical Arabic case
marker + indefinite marker.

Since my interpretation of th

€ origin of these - Vn forms is at variance with
Blau’s, a digression comparing

To be fair to Blau (1981, written originally in 1965), important sources on the
distribution of the - v (Corriente 1977; Reichmuth 1983; Owens 1993b) were
not available to him (though Carbou 1913 on Chadian Arabic is an older
source) and so the current criticisms are based on a wider data base. In
particular, Blau compared only three varieties, various Arabian peninsular
varieties, Uzbekistan Arabic, and Jewish Middle Arabic. Nonetheless, on
grounds of principle, doubts can be raised about Blau’s 2 prioristic conclusion
that ‘It seems improbable that the dialects of Central Asia, at the beginning,

opment that affected the modern Bedouin
od example of truisms pre-empting linguistic

that only two of the groups using -V, Najdi
(central Arabia) and the various Sudanic area speakers, are in some sense
‘Bedouin’, while three, Andalusia, Uzbekistan/Afgan, and Tihama, are not.

A third set of forms which has been assumed to represent case relics are the

vowels which appear with, or have become part of certain pronominal object
suffixes, namely the following,

(14) -ak 2MSG, -ik 2FSG, -u/-a sMsG

Thus for Egyptian Arabic Birkeland (1955: 12, 19) sees the a/i in the second
person forms as relics of the accusative and genitive suffixes, respectively, the
4 a nominative, It wijl be

: nor seen in Ch. § that there is little to recommend in
identifying case remnants in
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3.4.2. Epenthesis, final short vowels, stems

. is
The loss of the final vocalic case markers, accorfilng to %r(]):s(t)?;;tlsgg(f):tio;
theory, had consequences for syllable structure (Fl.scllller anels e teted i
Blau 1981: 3). Coupled with a tendency of Sltlort hig ‘l,)owic reorganization of
open syllables (see sects. 2.4.1.2 and 3.2.3), this lf’d toa asf epenthetic vowels
syllable structure in Neo-Arabic in whic}'1 the mse.:rtallO;lI:bicP the majority of
plays a significant role. This is because, like Classic str;int disallowing
dialects have maintained a basic syllable stru-ctureh cogl d — Neo-Arabic
sequences of three consonants. Thus, assuming t* ; b-V-haa (V = case)
model for the moment, given a nominal‘ form like *ka nacceptable CC-ha
‘her dog), the loss of the case vowel in dlalects‘ leads tohu e are gonerally owo
structures. As Fischer and Jastrow (1980: 41) P_omt (,)Ut’ ! le epenthetic vowel.
solutions to this problem, both involving the msertlc;ln 0 vovil (underlined)
In eastern Libyan Arabic, for example, thf’ epel?t et.lc ian Arabic between
comes between the first two consonants, kalgb'-ha: in Niger o to that used in
the last two, kalba-ha. Note that the first solutlo‘n is Comlzia’r(Kitaab IL: ch. s60),
the Classical lang—uage, e.g. radd-tu— radgfl-t_u I ret}lrne rative of these forms,
while the second is also attested in Sibawaih in the impe below).
rudd + haa — rudd-a-haa ‘return her’ (II: 163, see n. 31 of the phenomena of
In this section I would like to make a general. overview “he question of the
epenthesis and stem structure, as it bears directly 0;11 forms. This data will
Presumed origin of the modern dialects from 01(% quhs 6 will be the mainstay
also be one basis of the discussion in Ch. _8, and in .f he imperfect verb.
of a historical interpretation of the sYnal_’lc. stru C:n;ie .(:1 the dialects. The first,
Two basic types of epenthesis can be distinguished 1 consonantal sequence.
illustrated in the previous paragraph, is dependent dOI.l most dialects,?® the
As mentioned, *CCC sequences are not allowe tuilll ustrated. I will term
constraint being lifted in one of the two ways jus sequence of consonants,
this linear epenthesis, since it depends on the lmeél:lil 6‘%
rather than on consonant quality (see below and Ch. 6).

{15) Linear epenthesis ity), galb-ha —
(159) CCCc — cacC (2 = epenthetic vowel; see below for quality), g

galib-ha o beart
(1sb) CCC — CCoC galb-ha — galb-a-ha ‘her

: affect the present
d Algeria, do not
- . . ialects of Morocco an Jopment or one
* The SIgmﬁcantt}lexcept;llor{s, ‘hl;eor;l;:lz’ ,%zjc constraint is either a seconiiarghdcg'e b(g:m- n many
i ion, since in them the liftin, . 1 further i
Whi:l:s :::sts l:li:) llx:e included in the Pf°t°‘lan3“é’gc,’ :lsucins the same epenthetic effect, e.g. Eastern
in
dialects a final pause, #, has the same status as a

Libya kabf# — kabif.
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It should be noted here that in a few dialects, e.g. Najdi (Ingham 19944: 17) a
sequence of VVC-C word internally induces the same epenthesis effect, beet-
hum — beeti-hum ‘their house’ i.e. CCC ~ VVCC — C/VVCaC.

In very general terms—here and elsewhere I am summarizing the variants
in broad strokes—the (152) solution is found, inter alia, in eastern Libyan
Arabic,3° rura] Iraqi, Horan (northern Jordan), most Egyptian dialects south
of Asyut, and the eastern Nile delta (Behnsted and Woidich 1985: 56), and i'n
the Shukriyya dialect of the Sudan (Reichmuth 1983: 70). The (15b) solution is
employed in most Egyptian dialects north of Asyut, Chadian and Nigerian
Arabic, Najdi Arabic, and most Yemeni dialects,

The epenthetic vowel js usually a high vowel whose precise value, front,
back or mid, is determined by consonantal context. In a few dialects, includ-
ing WSA and Cairene, the value of the epenthetic vowel is determined by the
hature of the following consonant formed by the pronominal suffix. There are

three epenthetic vowe] values, [i, u, a]. [u] occurs before a suffix with [u], [a]
occurs before -ha and otherwise [i] occurs,31

(16) WSA and Cairene
galb-u-hum “their.M heart’ (Cairene has 7, Palbuhum, etc. here)
galb-u-ky
galb-a-ha
galb-i-hin
galb-i-ki
galb-i-ng

In addition, it can be noted i

N passing, there are dialects which allow
sequences of three consonants.

(7). galb-kum (Najdi, also Rosenhouse 1984: 72 in certain conditions in
Galilee)

A second type of epenthesis js dependent on the quality of consonants. This is

less widespread than the first type, though is still found in most parts of the
Arabic-speaking world. Two main subtypes can be distinguished here. The

the ‘gahawq syndrome;, the eponymous gahawa

1 ‘h‘_“k it likely that all modern North African dialects employ a variant of this solution.
*! An identica| ruje with a part the epenthetic insertion contexts is attested in Sibawaih (II: 163,
d.'l, 409‘)- Discussing the imperative of doubled verbs which have a third person singular object suffix,
Sl.bawaxh Rotes that non-Hijazj speakers add a vowe] between verb and stem. The vowel is harmonic
with that of the pronoming] suffix, 5o that one has rudd-a-haa ‘teturn it.F’ and rudd-u-hu ‘return it M.
That the vowe] is epenthetic, not functional, is clear from j

o ) the Hijazi alternative, urdud-haa, where the
Hijazi segmentation (essenn'ally (14a) above)

it of i i i llowin,
‘coffee’ having the prototypical trait of inserting a low vowel in the fo g
sequence. It may be termed guttural epenthesis.

Guttural epenthesis ' "
(18a) CguC — CyueaC (gutturals = h, 1, 9, 2, x, ¥, in some dialects (e.g. q
(18b) *gahwa — gahawa ‘coffee’

i i .6.6),
This is found, inter alia, in Najdi Arabic, Sudanic Arab&c ((:Je;1 s(e};t:h:] Sie(it
eastern Libyan Arabic, Egyptian Arabic around Asyut a}rll ; et
and Woidich 198s: 45), and rural Iraqi dialects (l?ut not oft Nfrsog);}zamia)'
Hijazi, most Yemeni dialects, and most qultu dlaleFts o 'de p 1;; seoence.
Adifferent subtype of consonantal environment is provided by

Sonorant epenthesis

(192) CCionorans — CaC (sonorant = I, r, n, sometimes w, 3, m)
(19b) bajri — bajori ‘1 run’ (Nigerian Arabic)

. : nomena

This has already been alluded to above in the dlsC}Jssxon (l)f paizZ::*tI;};ebefore X
in Sibawaih, sect. 3.2.3 above. Here an epentbetlc v owealx.s in Najdi Arabic,
sonorant. This is attested in different realizations, mte.rd‘ I;l,l 5: 47 £5), the
much of Egypt south of Cairo (Behnstedt and o ;‘: Ar:bié (Corriente
Tihama region of Yemen (Behnstedt 1984: 49.)’ Spi?:llscts such as eastern
1977: 72), and Chadian and Nigerian Arab,lc’ Dld ; meni, the Arabic of
Libyan, Cairene and most of the Nile delta, h}ghlan 1 . t do’n0t treat such
Uzbekistan, and urban Baghdadi do not have it, or at leas
clusters any differently from other consonant Clu;tetl:s' vowels often come in

What is interesting to note is that the epent, N glassical Arabic. In fact,
Precisely the position where case vowels occur in fore-suffixal epenthesis
taking a broad reading of Sibawaih, the occurrence (}; pdistribution of case
in Najdi Arabic mirrors in surprising fashion t y rules, outlined above
vowels. This results from the following two epenthetic g
in (15b, 18). bt sonorant
(20) VV/CCC — VV/CCaC, CCoonorans — C2C (note that s

epenthesis takes precedence if the 2 rule’s CO';]f;l,laL wail-ha ‘her
been-ham — beena-ham ‘between them, rajl-ha L

husband’ (exampl;s from Ingham 1995).

Ihe l)road . . . ]
€] elltlleSIS i 2 a]ld .2.3.
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Looking at nominal forms with a C-initial pronominal suffix, the contexts
where linear epenthesis (14) will occur,32 it happens that in this dialect the
only forms where epenthesis does not occur are those with an a as the final
stem vowel, e.g, baSad-hum ‘some of them’.33 Generally speaking it appears
that a reasonably long stretch of speech will contain a majority of forms with
one typical epenthetic vowel or another before C-initial pronominal suffixes.
To verify this, I counted all forms of noun + C-initial pronominal suffix in the
six Rwala (northern Najdi) texts of Ingham (1995). There are a total of twenty-
nine nouns with C-initial pronominal suffixes, twenty-one of these undergo-
ing one of the two epenthesis rules,> only eight lacking them. In other words,
this dialect of Arabic tends to mimic Classical Arabic in the distribution of
noun stem final vowel before C-initial consonantal suffixes: where Classical
Arabic has a case vowel, this dialect tends to have an epenthetic one. The
relatively frequent occurrence of the -in linker further imparts a ‘classical’
flavor to this variety.

I'am not, I should perhaps emphasize,
Classical Arabic are in reality epenthetic
contrast between the two,

intimating that the case vowels of
vowels. Besides the clear functional
the parallel only works before C-initial object
at a wider comparative context, however, it is
Dot unreasonable to relate these dialectal epenthetic vowels to similar phe-
nomena found in other Semitic languages, e.g. in GoSaz and Hebrew, where a
connecting vowel may occur before pronominal suffixes (Weninger 1993: 13, 35

€.8. Sasm-g-yq ‘my bone’, Blay 1976: 67, suusg-ka ‘your m horse’). While such

vowels are often interpreted as relics of an old case system (Blau 1976: 67), the

Present interpretation would Suggest that they are the ‘relic’ of an ur-Semitic
probably less disputable is that proto-Semitic had
penthesis operating in the context CC# — CoCH.

in different branches of Semitic, cf. the Akkadian

32 mit: M
. 1\\?1:1“{1}?1 Pronominal su}’ﬁxes, such as 15g -i do not create the context for epenthesis.
ote that these are precisely sequences where 5 case vowel, should one occur, would appear inan
open syllable in the context CVCVoase-CVC, e jabal-y-hygm ‘theirM mountain’ In the Old Arabic
(e{xar_r;a;::ses from Slb.a“.lalh and Farrap ilustrating ejther short high vowel deletion or a murmur vowel
C!‘lecv-)csrznutnaanon, the deleted/murmureq vowel (underlined in the following) is typically in a
not occur in (Klw:; (1:,“ - 24.1.2, Old Arabjic sources). In other words, insertion does

those contexts where deletion/murmur does characterize certain Old Arabic
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universality of epenthesis rules in Semitic, as opposed to the onlzos::?:‘i
appearance of case systems, lends greater C}'edence to my suggefs 1 o
that the Classical Arabic case system grew in part at least out of epen
Ph;‘:f:;;ré to the major theme of this section, looking at the (1lst.t'lbu::0‘:’1i ;)hf
epenthetic rules among the dialects, one is led to the same conc usul)]nf e
the linker *- V1 discussed in sect. 3.4.1, namely that each of th.e epenthetic lt’heir
is represented in such a spread of modern dialec?s that the}g (‘)irlbglnsyitl:;waih
diverse guises, must be at least as old as the Arabiyya describe alye enthesi;
that is, eighth century or older. For instance: t'he common gutﬂ;ru ifs ki
rule of Spanish, Nigerian, Tihama, and Najdi Arabic, but egy }i'ms ot
highland Yemen, Cairene, eastern Libyan, and u.rt?an Baghda :il_f’o i the
its presence and its lack, at the time of the original Islamic 1as;:mhe5is e
seventh/eighth centuries; similarly, with cluster and sop(?ran; ;P enthe.tic
this is the case, however, one does not have to seek Fhe origin o ht T ep; R
rules as the result of syllabification changes assc.>c1ated with t ethtzs;is .
vowels, including final case vowels, in Old Arabic. Rat.her, ;pe? s point
Teconstructed as part of pre-diasporic and proto-Arabic. I develop

further in Chs. 6 and 8.

3.4.3. Dialects vs. linguistic features

As mentioned in sects. 1.6.7 and 2.3.3, Blau (1981t 198§) %'las' devleilc.)pe;lnizi rg:ﬁ::
for the development of Arabic, attractive for its llngu1§t1c 51ml£) c1tg' o ot
socio-historical plausibility. Pre-Islamic Old .Arabl'c, s'po en b}:m ecoun
tribes, was transformed during the early Islamlc.pe':rlod in acrll d\lerrabiC oy
where Arabs mixed with foreign learners of Arabic 'mt(;:r aMi se thetic:type
linguistic reflex of this transformation was a .Sh.lft <r)tm taatytnhis o 1o
language to an analytic type (Blau 2002: 16). It is importan orpiologica
look at what is understood by these terms, concentraFm? Zns tthfouowing
and syntactic features.?> Blau’s inventory of features 1fntch u features -
(1981: 3—4). I would note that the list replicates s?me of the ; e s of
in Fischer and Jastrow’s account of Neo-Arabic features. o e Bhars
completeness, and because some of the features are _n‘ew, oy
entire list here. The following, moreover, ex‘tends my cnthttlleletic oty
labeling (sect. 1.6.7), to another binary pair qf terms, ‘:IYH Also. in contrast
which is well established in the Western Arabicist vc.)cab‘ ary.liddy, i he
to the critique of the Old/New dyad of Ch. 2 which is exp

L how, intuitively the
% Blau includes phonological features as well, though it is hard to see
OPPposition analytic vs. synthetic is to be applied to them.
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realm of historical linguistics, the current discussion being based on a purely
structural dichotomy adds another critical dimension to the debate.‘ .
Leaving aside problems in the definition of syntheticity and analyticity (§ee
Rets 1994: 335; Cuvalay 1997: 19), the list is open to criticisms of two major
types, both of which were dealt with in some detail in the previous chaptfr.
On the one hand, some analytic features are in fact well attested in Old Arabic,
in the sense that they are described in some detail in Sibawaih.‘ The full
agreement in VS sentences, for instance, is in evidence in Sibawaih’s stOfk
example Pakaluw-niy il-baraayiy9 ‘The lice ate me up’ (e.g. I 411). As Levin
(1989) explains, Sibawaih does not condemn this as substandard usage,
though Levin does suggest that it is a minority usage (1989: 60). In such a
case it is hard to see the dialects as representing a radically new development.
On the other hand, most of the other features establish a contrast qnly
between Classical Arabic and some modern dialects, While Blau recognizes
this, the methodological problems related to this have not been emphasized
enough. Regarding the list in Table 3.2, some of the features such as the
comparative expressed by ‘more’ (e.g. in Chadian Arabic) are quite rare
among the dialects, The analytic genitive may be given special attention,
since it is a favorite distinguishing point between the Old and Neo-Arabic
(e.g Versteegh 1993a: 69). Here, discussion of this feature in terms of analy-
ticity or simplification often misses at three points. First, Classical Arabic does
have an analytic genitive, namely in the form of the prepositions Ji ‘for’ and
min ‘“from’ Classical grammarians even regarded /i as the ‘Pasl’ of the dir.ect
genitive (Owens 1990: 14 ff.), though this is a theory-internal question bearing
only indirectly on the linguistic function of the ¢
so-called analytic genitive, marked by an independent morpheme is in nearly
all dialects but an alternative to the direct genitive. The choice between the
two is more a lexical, semantic, stylistic, and pragmatic matter than a question
of historical replacement of one by the other (e.g. Owens 1993b: 65; 2002;

onstruction. Second, the

TABLE 32. Analytic vs. synthetic features, Blay

Synthetic Analytic

— Amic

Cases and moods

No cases
VS, partial verb agreement VS, verb-subject agreement
Piddaafa, direct genitive Analytic genitive

Comparative adjective Comparative expressed by ‘more’
Dual

Decreasing use of dual
No internal passive
Negative only by maa

Internal passive
lam + imperfect
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Eksell 1995: 66). Furthermore, S. Prochazka (2002: .153‘) reports ;};?t (;n iiﬂ;lj;
Arabic in south-central Turkey only the sy.nthetlc is .use?..ﬁ dlfr ,m e
dialects the analytic genitive can hardly be said to b? asimplt i er(;rnd.gender
contrary, it is usually marked by a morpheme agreemng in n‘um licated” than
with the head noun, and hence is morphologically more ‘complic
ical Arabic analytic genitive in [i. . )
theltci::isrslizailhat a few iterr);ts oj the list do distingui§h Classical Arablchf:er:llsﬂil;
dialects. The dual in dialects is restricted exclusively to nouns, ﬁvw}lether
Classical Arabic it occurs on adjectives, pronouns, Yerbs, etc. ef\s wet h.etidty o
they suffice to define broad varieties of languages in 'terrlI:S 0r :VYiI:)us hapter,
analyticity is doubtful, however. Moreover, as seen in t e po o
the historical question of priority of the dual form§ remains op in. and this
Blau’s list is more striking for a fatal methodolf)glcal shortcom bi; oy 5
is that his dichotomization is no dichotomiz_atlon at @, or i,t‘ o et
dichotomization based on the a priori abstractlon,' Classical Aral hlctic/.analytic
But what is the basis for making this abstraction., if not t(};e st)l'ntoei dentify he
traits he assigns to each group? Blau has no way indepen henfo);e oing discus-
very entities he is trying to distinguish. It is clear from tf:he ) ri e e, the
sion that no such general criteria are to be found. Somed (')stin ek two groaps
analytic genitive, have little basis in fact. Others 40 notd IC 1as§il<l;al Arabe, for
in the way Blau would want. Nigerian Arabic an djectives, Najdi Arabic
example, share the property of having comparative adjec s étc I return to
and Classical Arabic the property of having internal P;;S“;’:V; o on which
this point presently. It may then be asked whether the sufficient to justify
genuinely do distinguish two varieties of lz.mguagle areent (see Ch. 2). The
drawing far-reaching conclusions about the1¥ developm o o the one
problem becomes more acute when one c01?51ders alr)gluItT}l;nkeY ture in the
advanced in the present chapter that what is pl'-Obad'yhotomy which can be
Synthetic—analytic contrast, case vs. non—case', is a 1c' O ba trait i
reconstructed into proto-Arabic, and hence did not aris
Ie- or post-Islamic times. contrast
’ The cI(’)nclusions reached in the previous- cha[>t¢Il't :2 st}sl:eglilziv.vz that on
is equally applicable to the an alytic/synt‘h ete O-Ili.' Old and Neo-Arabic is
close inspection the list of elements dlstmg_ms ing in any given instance
Perhaps useful as a typology of traits Wth'h may ough the lst as such
distinguish the Classical language from the dlalzcrtsl’)ic as historical concepts.
does not justify the conceptions of Old.am-i Neer da fine a structure contrast
Similarly here, Blau’s synthetic/analytic hSt. may feN o-Arabic. There are far
between some varieties of Old and some v.anene(si o R :S - wseful analytic tool.
too many exceptions, however, to maintain the dya
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3.5. Case and Caseless Arabic

The. suggestion that modern Arabic dialects are the descendent of a caseless
variety Is not entirely new. As early as Vollers? it was proposed that pre-
diasporic caseless varieties of Arabic existed, and that these represent the
anceftor(s) of the modern dialects (see Spitaler 1953; Diem 1973, 1991;%
Rets6 1994; and Corriente 1975, 1976). All these scholars, however, assume
th:.at at some point in the prehistory of Arabic a unique case-variety ancestor
existed. The present proposal is a qualitatively different interpretation of the
devel'opme.nt of Arabic, however, in arguing that there was a variety of proto-
Arabic which never had morphological case in its history. Lately Zaborski
(1995) and Ret§6 (1995) have argued, convincingly in my opinion, that there
ared ve}xlnc‘)us traits in t,he modern Arabic dialects, notably pronominal forms
iivr;l icth :rﬁ::g:dyalilwhlch preserve old Semitic or proto-Afroasiatic forms
froich are eomgtn'l tﬁe Classical langu:?ge. This latter work is important, for
been e egd " etric gure out of what in comparative Semitics has too often
ending wih Clasa‘oar;ezlm'en}s:onal Structure beginning with Akkadian and
oo o usm : hablc. Adding .the modern Arabic dialects creates a
s arcxl'le with at least two dimensions in the sense that develop-
ot g t}::lsms from proto-Semitic may move directly from the
o structuri o e moderp dialects, bypassing Classical Arabic completely.
potentially grve e.m}fo.ral in the sense that evidence from any point in it
emphaczed, nsight into older stages of the family history. It has to be

©d that privileging on a Priori, non-linguistic grounds any variety

(or varieties) for
purposes of rec i : . .
the historical reality onstruction will more likely than not distort

** His highly original .
chapter. ginal work was published in 1906 It will be discussed in greater detail in the next

*7 Diem (1991) assumes that .
at the modern dialects descend ultimately from a case variety, but that

already in pre-diasporic ¢
POTIC tim ..
closely related. s caseless varieties had emerged, to which the modern dialects are most

This perspective is signj . !
dev. C!Opment, an alt Pective is significant in that Dlel’?l recognizes that if this is the historical

never was a ‘need’ for the case system, it is 2
 disappearance, that a trait which the system
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Figure 3.1 is a working sketch of development of case in Arabic.

Old Arabic here refers to the oldest form of Arabic attested in descriptive
detail, dated to the seventh/eighth centuries (see sect. 3.1). I suggest in a
number of places in this book (sect. 2.4.1.2, Old Arabic sources; Ch. 4; sect.
8.1) that caseless varieties can be inferred in this period via interpretation of
concepts such as ixtilaas. So-called Middle Arabic texts are perhaps charac-
terized by interference from this variety (as early as the seventh century, Diem
1984: 268). It must be assumed on the comparative evidence adduced above
that in the Old Arabic period caseless varieties existed.>®

The designation of the original proto-Semitic nominal as C-@ means that it
does not possess case. Whether it had suffixes marking other relational
phenomena, such as an -a (cf. -a as an adverbial marker, as in Hebrew and
Classical Arabic, or -a as a genitive/object marker, as in GaSoz, or-a as
absolutive as in n. 22) out of which the case system developed is an indct-
pendent question. It is assumed that case marking in Semitic is a younger trait
than nominals lacking case marking on the basis of the Afroasiatic evidence
(sect. 3.2.1). Proto-Arabic had both the ‘original’ caseless nominals, and tl?e
case-marking of certain other Semitic languages (sect. 3.3.2). Proto-Arabic
here is a reconstructed form which can be dated only in relative terms. The
direct evidence that it has case appears only in the seventh and‘eighth
centuries, particularly with Sibawaih’s detailed grammar. At some pc_nnt, the
rightward pointing arrow in Fig. 3.1 is not meant as pointing to a specific c_late,
the case-variety of the spoken language emerged with the caseless. The direct
evidence that proto-Arabic does not have case, barring Diem’s work‘ (sect.
3.1.2) which defines a date of around 100 BC, comes from the modern dialects.

Old Arabic: 7th/8th century modern dialects

Proto-Semitic Proto-Arabic
C-G\n:minals - CO- (C-2) 7 ¢
C-case » C-case > C-case

C-case = final case-marked nominals, C-& = no

FIGURE 31. Proto-Arabic case

oy . 5 f th
* It s logically possible, but on comparative grounds vanishingly unlikely, that at the time of the

Arabic diaspora in the early Islamic period, case marking sudd.enly. disappeared )ustk:fo‘t:o$§
€xpansion began. This would (1) contradict Blau’s own hYPOlhes{s’ since ﬂ?e case r‘r:arl gand (2)
have to have disappeared before large-scale mixture with non-Arabic pgpulangnslto: 5 :;d e e
would require that the different epenthesis rules, particularly (152, b), immediately wf rms for all
Place of the vowelless forms. Postulating such a sequence of events could save ;:a;‘ee gompamjve
va:ities of Old Arabic, though at the cost of suspending normal application o

method.
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Since caseless forms can be comparatively reconstructed at least as early as the
seventh/eighth centuries, from the time of the Arabic diaspora, they are
minimally as old as the case-Arabic described by Sibawaih, and hence can
be projected into proto-Arabic as well.

Note that Fig. 3.1 represents one linguistic feature in two manifestations,
case and non-case. It is not a model for the development of modern dialects as
awhole. It is, it should be emphasized, no more than a rough working model
for the development of Arabic. Only with the detailed analysis of bundles of
traits will a generally valid picture emerge. Even then the model will fail to
encode relevant aspects of the language development. In particular, it would
be wrong, when one starts integrating further linguistic traits into the model,
to expect automatically to find large bundles of features correlating with the
case and caseless varieties respectively (see Table 3.2). It will be difficult, if not
impossible, linguistically to reconstruct discrete entities, dialects, sociolects or
whatever, where the magical speakers of Classical Arabic will be found; nor is
it necessarily to be expected that the proto-Arabic split into case and caseless
varieties will yield dialectal entities corresponding directly with the modern
dialects. 40

This I think follows from the nature of Classical Arabic, or more accurately,
the nature of Sibawaih’s linguistic thinking. The role of Sibawaih in defining
Classical Arabic cannot, I believe, be overemphasized. But as seen above in
sect. 3.3.2, Classical Arabic for Sibawaih is as much a way of thinking about

. as broad and flexible, containing as many
sometimes conflicting (see (6), (7)) linguistic features as Sibawaih’s own
linguistic rationalizations, his own linguistic theory, allow him to incorporate.
It is thus in one sense inaccurate to speak of Classical Arabic as an entity

defined by unique, mutually exclusive structures. It is, referring again to

Baalbaki (1990), the means by which many entities were joined within a
discrete, though flexible whole.

Before concluding this chapter I would like to expand on this point, since
the suggestion that a language can simultaneously have both case and caseless

) 4 Even reconstructing the history of a very few modern dialectal features is a much more
intractable undertaking than most Arabicists would probably care to admit. For example, Diem
(1991) argues that those modern dialects with the linker -V suffix (see (13)) tend to be those with
the guttural epenthesis rule (18), on the basis of which correspondence Diem draws various diachronic

Najdi and Sudanic Arabic (though Shukriyya is not
> are also gahawq (guttural epenthesis) dialects, whereas three of the - Vn dialects are

Afghanistan, according to Ingham’s text 1994b: 115). From the reverse angle,

eastern I:ibyan Arabic and some Upper Egyptian varieties around Asyut and Luxor have guttural
epenthesis but no -Vn. Diem’s use of cultural (‘bed,

description of [ins o ouin dialects, Nomadendialekte’) concepts in the
escription of linguistic constructs, unfortunately a sanctioned practice in Arabic linguistics, serves to
make sound reconstruction even harder,
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varieties may strike many Semiticists as odd. Howeve'r, theFiSrl:{t;geiSftll(;rile rl;
piausible, if not indeed necessary, hﬁ? tmh tzv:xils)te;:slpczcszl‘;esss. forms’ of Arabic
sect. 3.2 above, see n. 10) is correct that ther
a(ls earfy as 100 BC, it necessarily follows th:}: at liis;txliletz\:ileizsloz :dc 2::11:52
00, a period of almost a millennium, there .
3a;)i:etiesp of the language. Clearly, one cannf)t‘put an z;bsolu;e i:::tiltorr; 1(133
how long the coexistence occurred, though if it lasted for 9oo y
n extremely stable sort. ] .

ha;z;eji (:tf ; useful to lz’)ok at modern dialectal and soc1olect?1tanoalfog<l)e§rtsz
determine whether diametrically opposed.feaFures can coiﬂ; (-mg -
many examples can be found, of which I will cite onl).’ two. long long geo-
dialects can be found quite striking differ.ences coe)us.tlnt ﬁn stegdt’s atlas of
graphical borders. Excellent examples of this are found in Be morphologicl
Yemeni Arabic where, for instance, Tihama dialects lgchng arkerli’i trctand
feminine plural and having the suffix -t as perfect sul?)ect ;tn;, o emeni
second person forms (katab-t ‘1 wrote’, 1985: 16, 125)115“ n;'ect with k (katab-k
forms possessing the feminine plural anc? rr}arklpgt esu JS o of different
T wrote’). Equally striking is the soc1ohn.glllStlc cse)ﬂ caking neighbors,
varieties side by side in the same urbar} settings. Aral 1cl-spuse ceeentially twe
in the city of Maiduguri in northeast nger.la, for'e}_(anlllp ° igrants from west-
systems of marking verbal mode. A minority, originally mig le, gaal yamfi
ern Chad, have no verbal mode markers, so that_, for exa,m;f r; S ommonly
means either ‘he said that he was going"or “he said (tio f’o.ts) (s)ubjunctive by
indicative is marked by a b- prefix (familiar 1’} ma.ny blatewceer; indicative gaal
its lack, so that a morphological minime?l pal.r ex15tsl 3 Fihe said to g0, As
bim[i‘he said that he was going’ and subjunctive g ysnihough there are no
might be expected, there is individual S})Cfiker varatio 6wens 1995, 19984).41
indications that one or the other variant is dying Ou,t ( linguistic features,

Looking at the postulation of two opposed c(.)ex1(51t$8 toligists of Arabic
case and caseless, in terms analogous to data W hich 1f tflce two varieties over
have been describing for years makes the c?emsten(;?e Y atic than it might be
a very long period of time look less exotic and. rar(xllid die out, and it may
portrayed. Of course, at some point the case endings

: itatively different
- tion i n is of a qualitatively
, _t/-k variation in Yeme _ umes. The
4 .c.) has pointed out that the -t/ Jless hypothesis ass
sort frhcl){:: I:l)u;r osrce(s)e(npc:/z)absenie of a feature, which is wh‘at the Calse/ f)alfse (and yrfxany more such cases
Nigerian ArabliJc indicative/subjunctive, however is preclsel)’t;n: :rfe) and the neutralization of h:lllF
H being anothe: ’ ; erceptually
; of -Vn in sect. 3.4.1 . show is that perceptu
zz;ﬂd bte .cne:; thel Orcalcuirx:e;:renen is similar. What the -t/-l.c vanantls)e d;)ubject to a stable variation
pl’omineriil vareiafic‘;‘n among central morphological categories may

ERRE T
which has endured well over 1,000 years.
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well be that the acquisition of many new native spea.kers'of Arabic in the
period following the Islamic diaspora did play a role in tipping the‘advantage
towards the caseless variety. Proving this in linguistic terms w1ll.be very
difficult, however.42 I any case, a look at the striking mixtures of. hngt{lstlc
features which one finds in today’s modern dialects suggests that it is unllkfly
in former times that there was a neat correlation between say, dialects W.lth
€ases, retention of FPL, retention of dual, etc. as opposed to those which
lacked these features, It i more likely that these features, in their presence élIl,d
absence, moved about somewhat independently of each other, as Rabin’s
(1951) study Suggests. Indeed, Sibawaih’s task can be seen partly as one of
corraling these disparate elements into a single conceptual whole, with the
Case-variety given particular attention by him. In such a situation, however,

certainly not the entire edifice of Old Arabic.

To conclude, in this chapter I have attem
hypothesis of Proto-Arabic by arg
language history, from Afroasiatic,
to the modern dialects (and back),
that when this is done evidence for
time, it has been suggested that loc
one particular form of Q14 Arabic

pted to expand on the caseless
uing that evidence from all stages of the
into Semitic, through the Arabiyya, down
have to be integrated in a full account, and
the hypothesis is quite strong. At thef same
alizing the source of this caseless variety in
remains an open, perhaps impossible task.
the argument that a more active incorp-

42 Itis commonly accepted, for example, that the Arabic culture of Chad and northeast Nigeria was
strongly influenced by Fulanj

i culture, and that jt i likely that Fulani-Arab contact led in man);

the advantage of Arabjc (Braukimper 1993). Nonetheless, the Arabic 0
northeast Nigerian maintains many conservative traits, including a fully functioning FPL morpho-
logical paradigm and the -y |;

. . :. 1 i rs
T suffix summarized in sect. 3.4.1. Intensive contact with foreigne
alone does not imply simplification,

4

Al-Idgham al-Kabiyr and Case
Endings

. . the Arabic

Observations about linguistic variants in Arabic Sredaswc:i ?;ost (though
grammatical tradition itself, perhaps even Older: " el:ld, regard as the oldest
not all, see Wansbrough 1977) students of Arabic W.Ot not in one fixed form,
extensive Arabic document, namely the QufPaan, exis Iswill continue with my
but rather in a set of variant versions. In ‘thlS .‘:hagtter, the seventh and eighth
interpretation of the form of Arabic as it existe ,alnnt versions.
centuries by recourse to a discussiOr‘l of these vari Arabicist tradition, it has

As seen in the previous chapter, in thef westerbn. or Old Arabic possessing
been a standard practice to contrast Clas§1cal Arz; 1 historical perspective, as
case endings with the caseless modern dlalectf- n ;ion between two varieties
argued for in Ch. 3, it is not at all clear that a distin be postulated as consti-
of Arabic, one with case, another Wit}}()“t case, t;aen rimeval variety which at
tuting successive varieties, the cilse-vanety being the p ;
some point evolved into a caseless one. . ies, however, reveals

I: bIr)i(;f look into the history of Western .Arabltc S:E?sle:uestion once held
that a more nuanced and differentiated atgtl:}c)le I(:turY the German scholar
Sway. In particular, at the turn of the twentie P cen was originally composed
Karl Vollers (1906: 165) proposed that the ,Qur aa entation on this point is
in a variety without case endings. Vollefs s arfhurtn the QurPaan was revealed
embedded in a larger one in which he claimed ;5 from Classical Arabic. In
in a west Arabian dialect differing in many respe rPaan, this variety was later
what he regarded as the official vers?on of the ‘StZd basically with an eastern
replaced by a more prestigious variety, associ
Arabian djalect. ) the Koranic revelation and .latel'

Vollers’s historical interpretation of the gh bold, is, as has been pointed
femodeling according to classical norms, t.hou d his thesis is weakened by a
out in a number of places, difficult to verify, ar;’the variant readings. In fac‘t,
humber of factual errors regarding the Stat}l:st:ver reason, did not base his
it should be pointed out, Vollers, for wha!
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argument on a detailed reading of the Qiraaraat, but rather drew on a range
of sources including lexicography, grammar, and excerpts from the QiraaPaat
themselves,

Despite any shortcomings, however, his linguistic interpretation of the state
of Arabic in the early seventh century was remarkably prescient. Moreover,
I will attempt to show, his assumption that there was a Koranic variant
without case ending receives partial support from the Koranic reading trad-
ition itself. I present this evidence here. The present chapter may be read in
conjunction with Kahle’s (1948) summary of a manuscript written perhaps by
a ﬁfth-century scholar named al-Maliki, in which various Hadith are cited,
pointing directly and indirectly to the practice of reading the Qurraan
without case endings.

The caseless variety of Koranic reading was associated with the tradition of
the Basran Koranic reader and grammarian Abu SAmr ibn GAlaa? (hence-
forth, Abu Amr), one of the seven ‘received” QurPaan readers canonized in
Ibn Mujahid’s (d. 324/936) al-Sabs fiy I-QiraaPaat. Abu Amr died in 770, and
hence if the tradition associated with him is true, it would mean that a
tradition with a caseless variety is as old as traditions with case endings.
Recall that the original written Koranic text, the mughaf, was unvoweled
(and unpointed), and that it is precisely the QiraaPaat which give the
permitted range of varjants in rendering a complete oral interpretation of
the text. Among the different reading versions, none of Ibn Mujahid’s seven
has any officially sanctioned precedence over any of the others (when or where
the eponymous reader flourished is irrelevant), so should any of them be
Proven to sanction a caseless reading, the caseless reading is as ‘old’ as any
other.!

This point is doubtlessly not lost on Koranic scholars, Arabicists, and
Orientalists of a persuasion other than Vollers’s. To accept Vollers’s position
would require a fundamental rethinking, inter alia, of the status of caseless vs.
case forms of Arabic, Indeed, already in 1906 in the preface to his book, Vollers
decried the intolerant scepticism to which he was subjected when he pre-
sented his thesis to Arab scholars in Algiers. For Western Arabicists, the

criticisms of the distinguished Theodor Néldeke (1910) were probably of
greater importance.2

! In fact, after Ibn Mujahid further com
further subvariant, the
tional readings’, see Ber,
12, or 14 series. The lin

1 plete versions were summarized, and there developed 2
fon-canonical variants’ (rough translation of fawaadd al-giraaPaat ‘excep-
gstraer 1933: 15), which are well-known variants which did not it into the 7,10,
guistic and exegetical basis of these variants itself requires separate attention.

esa fe‘.v scholars have implicitly (Corriente 1971) or explicitly (Zwettler 1978:
» though in my view ultimately inconclusive evaluation, of the Noldeke tradition.
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Certain criticisms by Néldeke are correct. Vollers, f‘0f instance, 'oppozetsh a
received version against the QiraaPaat, which is a n.nsmterpre‘tatlolil o N I.e
entire concept of the variant readings (see above)..3. 'Ijhls obser\'flltcllolr(l, to::leou;
hardly invalidates Vollers’s thesis, and further cnt1c1s“ms by N(})1 ‘ eke ' rllltin u
to be surprisingly weak for a scholar of his stature. Noldeke, while pocll ! gi :
the existence of the al-Pidvaam al-kabiyr4 tradition, never exp}ore its sig
nificance for Vollers’s thesis. This was the practice as'soc1ated \A{lth Abu 1.\mr
(and perhaps Kisari) of allowing inter-word assim‘ile‘xtlon accordxilg to I\;';lr:;ll(x:
conditions, which will be discussed in greater detail in sect. 4'.2'be o}\:'r. oldeke
simply remarked that (as of 1910 of course) the works'descrlblr;gt }Eelfradition’
reading tradition were not available (or lost?. The existence o radivon
even if only rumored or reported upon, WlthOl'lt concrete ;:lxemp'ection 0%
could have given Néldeke cause for circumspection, rat}.ler t a;: l:?d ton o
its significance. Furthermore, Noldeke was aware tha‘t Slbav‘val wien
on inter-word assimilation,’ even if Sibawaih never linked it to a pa feular
Koranic tradition, so the question of the existence.: of the pbiréozel;{ n i
classical times would presumably not have been an issue for No a;: .ness e
than assume an air of caution, however, Noldeke displayed adze fo;z e it
rejecting Vollers’s thesis which carried him beyond the bounds o
academic judgment.

- snstli alten;
Der Orientale neigt dazu, den feierlichen Vortrag lTelh'ger Texte lilunsltlliil ;Ecghesﬁtberaﬂ
das taten auch die Juden und die Syrer. Aber die wirkliche Sprache 4 seine gliubigen
durch. Und das I8t sich mit Sicherheit sagen: hétten der Prop h;t l:jr;tion davon nicht
Zeitgenossen den Koran ohne I'rab gesprochen, so wire die Tra
spurlos untergegangen. (1910: 2) o cant] Tews
The Oriental is inclined to intone holy texts with artificial pomp. ':hteib[laentc)leehni:1]dI the
and Syrians did the same. Nonetheless, the true language is percep

HlOugh a misinte; con abic studies. Allen (1998: 51),
i i ontemporary Ar
isi lpretatlon all too prevalent jiad

i of ‘establishing a single
intended as a standard textbook on Arabic literature, descn'bes t}:;elzr‘(:::;so o e T
Written version of them as the canonical source and fiecltahnngi;tsaﬁon o a Volers il
ignores the entire Islamic QiraaPaat tradition, representing e_scal o O eicons o nearly
1906 with one received version opposed to various non-canon

i llers’s time. R .
one hundred years ago are as relevant here as-thley V;e:emu:/;ﬁ vee:'bal noun is used for the designation,
* Pidyaam = form IV verbal noun; alternatively a fo

iddivaam, : i i f substance. Noldeke, ‘fol'

> E"e: here Noldeke errs in points of editorial detail and mttf’:lirgf; the Derenbourg edition
instance alludes to ch. 564 as Sibawaih’s chapter on Pidsaam, rd assimilation not until ch. 566.
discussion of Pidvaam does not begin until ch. 565, and u‘lte;:cousses exactly the same linguistic
More seriously, Noldeke appears to assume that Sibawaih

mption is correct only, as
conditions relating to al-Pidvaam al-kabiyr as did Abu Amr. aSlu::oa: t‘*::;s\:rlels»l.J This, however, is an
will be argued, if Abu Amr’s rendition basically lacks fin

assumption which Noldeke argued against.
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facade. And one can therefore say with certainty,
ions had articulated the QurPaan without case
have disappeared without a trace.

that if the Prophet and his compan-
endings, such a tradition would not

The problem here is that Noldeke’s conclusion (how could the tradition have
disappeared?) is not supported by anything but Néldeke’s own (rhetorically
embellished) belief in its correctness. I would draw attention to four points in
Noldeke’s claim. First, Néldeke would appear to assume that the Qiraaraat
faithfully reproduced Muhammad’s actual speech. Perhaps he is only
responding to the logic of Vollers’s own assumptions in this regard, though
it is highly questionable that a tradition codified some 80160 years after the
death of the Prophet could have, or would have even attempted to, preserve
Muhammad’s own Pronunciation with perfect accuracy (see Beck’s series in
Orientalia, beginning 1945 for an introduction to some of the relevant issues).
This leads to the second point. If the reading tradition in fact represented
decentralized, locally defined alternatives to Koranic recitation, then there
should on an a priori basis be no contradiction in finding that one of these
traditions had a caseless variety as its basis. Noldeke’s (and Vollers’s) mistake
was to associate this variety with the person of the Prophet.

Third, Noldeke I believe misconstrues the symbolic importance of a
Caseless variety of Arabic in the reading tradition. T will argue below that
the Abu Amr tradition, in fact, should be inte
variety, though nowhere in the Qi
this variety represented as o

teristic of the Aby Amr tradition, however, is not lack of case endings, but
presence of assimilation, T

sence his is why the term al-fidxaam al-kabiyr ‘major
assimilation’ eventually (see n. 5) became associated with it (rather than, say

Pilyaa? al-pig raab). Recalling that by tradition the reading practices are prior
to. the grammatical, the lack of stigmatization of the Abu Amr tradition, a
Stigmatization might have been e

: ' Xpected given its caseless character, is due to
1ts establishment before what ma

; y be termed the ‘ideology of PiSraal’ became
established in the Islamic tradit

: 1on. In the early history of Islam, Pifraab
s_lmply did not have the normative force which the grammarians later estab-
lished for it (see Larcher, forthcoming @, Larcher and Guillot 2005b).

Fourth, and finally, I would Tepeat the point alluded to above, that given
N(’il(.ieke’s cognizance of the Abu Amr tradition, his appeal to argumentation
ex silentio, i.e. lack of concrete texts implying non-existence of the tradition
itself, was, in 1910, to say the least, dangerous,

To this point the discussion points p

i erhaps to interesting ideological issues
in the conceptualization of early Arabj

<, but thus far not to concrete linguistic
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inguisti en applied.
ones, or at least, not ones for which concrete linguistic datnb}.las l;);:e h: Ezion_
Clea;ly, therefore, the existence of a trad%tional work.descrtlt iI11ngthe unction-
ing of al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr is of crucial importance in putting
on a concrete linguistic footing.$

4. Sharh Tayyibat al-Nashr: A Fifteenth-Century Treatise on
Koranic Variants

. k in the
Such a document is provided by the Sha‘rﬁ Layyibat alif\]’:;:;ya (V}::rrlceforth,
variant reading (QiraaPaat) tradition written by IbnM ahammad L. Dabbaa$
Jazari) and commentated by a modern scholar, Ali Mu s

. work is about
(henceforth, DabbaS). Jazari died in 833/1429 in Pamasciiz?rlf with detailed
330 pages 101108) consisting of rhymed verse wntterli tzxts the meat of the
explanation by DabbaS. As is the nature of Suc[ shoul)d note one condi-
explanation lies in the commentary (sharh). Here ly, for the most part on
tional caveat to the following analysis. It fest's, nam;,eyzssumed that Dabbas’s
Dabba’s amplification of Jazari’s text. Whﬂe it mayI b ot confirmed all of
interpretation is correct and faithful to }ns sources, dieval QiraaPaat texts.”
them independently myself, on the basis of Otherhmi“harﬁ Tayyibat al-Nashr
The editor Anis Mahra appropriately places t ?d to have studied twelve
within the Koranic reading tradition. Jazar is Salk deals with ten different
different Koranic variants, and in the present YV(})lrIbn Mujahid’s basic seven
ones, as follows.® The first seven are ?d.entlcal wnt‘oned traditions.
reading traditions, the last three additional, sancti

i ition is limited among Koranic
i I-kabiyr tradition is ety
: implies that the al-Pidvaam al-kabiyr tra s L i
e (.1934. o ll-npl?e;id :imself did not mention it. His m_fo}?:ilz 1a e maatut,
comert nmmg,that o M“éa d and more recent edition of Ibn Mu]a. i Tt (DarD ataat
;‘;lnec{' gh;fe(dlm; Orf;::aiﬁ :12 introduction to the al-Pidvaam al-kabiyr (p.
awqi Dayf (1972),

. in the manuscript
: hich he found in o
his chapt this subject on the basis of non-consecutive pages Wi alogous to the practice 1n later
is chapter on this su an

Paan), ot ic
and ordered them before al-Baqara (Se°°“‘3ﬂ;h3f::f§:£;;m that al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr is a topi
works on the Qiraaraat (like Dani). It wo

i in the Qiraa?aat literature. ) N
o Mot oo et et UZP(O)? ;?;Yltlzlam among the seven received schoo

sahi i i treatmen - ditions defined in the
7. fbn Mujahid summarizes d)lg-:ie:x:la:d inter-word, basically under, d::e‘:::lenlt reads as follows:
Roting that {\bu Amr (I;,P' ;,T;isxc generalization relating to Abu m ab), and assimilate the first
(S harls Tayyibat al(-il\{as r;he vowel of the first consonant (Pask‘;nq different words and of the‘ same
Abu Ame ‘Yould coon if the consonants were both V"Y"ele . mﬂ about what he means by ‘of th,e
pattorm (ol 1 sccond, lﬁ'd)’ Tbn Mujahid does not go into deta catment is found in Dabba¥’s
pattern (Salaa miBaal nf/aahlt o Mujahid says about Abu Amr’s tr
same pattern. Much of what It ic variants, exceptional
summary of al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr. ) for information about the Staflda“:(:)(‘::;l:e;t, and various other
® See §Abd A (8 17 e eading tradition and the written Kor
variants, the relations| P € "
basic points regarding the variant readings.
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TABLE 4.1. Koranic readers

Reader Place Date of death
—_— | akordan
Nafi Medina 169/785
Ibn Kathir Mecca 120/737
Abu 4mr Basra 154/770
Ibn Amir Damascus 118/736
Asim Kufa 127/745
Hamza Kufa 156/772
Kisapi Kufa 189/804
Abu Jafar Medina 130/748
Ya'qub Basra 205/820
Bazzar Baghdad 229/843

For the most part, the first 150 pages are taken up with general topics, for
instance the treatment of the vocalization of the 3MSG object pronoun hu
(66 ff., see sect. 8.9 below), length of vowels (71 f£.), deletion of hamza (77 f£.),
imala (115 ff,, see Ch. 7}, r (raaP muraqqaqa, 133 ff., see sect. 1.6.6 above), /
(laam muraqqaqa 139 ff.), pausal phenomena (141 fT,, see sect. 1.6.3.) and final
-y (148 ff.). Starting at P- 168 individual topics relating to each chapter are
successively treated, beginning with al-baqara, except for the first chapter (al-
faatihia) treated earlier (48 ff.). The readers and the chain of transmission
associated with each are summarized at the very beginning of the work.

Its. overall structure appears to represent an orthodox treatment of variant
reading issues. As with Ibn Mujahid, for instance, general issues are treated
: Occupy more space than in Ibn Mujahid), and the linguistic
Issues themselves are basically identical, Jazari/DabbaS'’s treatment of 3MSG -hu
to that of Ibn Mujahid (130~2), for instance.
Among the varjoys topics, two types of assimilation are distinguished in
the Sharh Tayyibat al-Nashr, ittle or ‘minor’ and ‘big’ or ‘major’. Both types
deal Primarily with assimilation across word boundaries. Little assimilation
(106-13), al-Pidyaam al-saxiyr, describes assimilation when a word ends in a
cox?so'rlant (prepositions, and particles such as hql, qad), while big, or ‘major’
assimilation al-Pidyagm 4 -kabiyr, bigger also in the detail with which it is
trea.ted (5.4—66), describes assimilation when g short final vowel is left off.®
Ma)or assimilation is the first topic treated in detail because, Dabba$ explains,
1t occurs at the very beginning of the QurPaan in: o

® In practical terms
vowel, then applyin
argument of the ch

2 Ch.Oic.e must .be made, when describing assimilation, to speak of deleting a
g assimilation (as in Mujahid), or to assume that no vowel is there to delete (the
apter). In the examples cited | represent final vowels simply because this mode of
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(1) al-raliiym-i malik-i — al-rahiym malik-i (1: 2)
art-merciful -GEN master-GEN
‘Most merciful, Master. .. (I: 3/4)10

Both types of assimilation pertain to complete assimilation, the pronunci-
ation of two consonants (Harfaan) as one. The different grades of asmmll'atl.on
treated by the grammarians (e.g. Sibawaih chs. 565-9) are thus not distin-

ished here. .
guilt;ough major assimilation is given prominenc‘e in t‘he Sharh Z‘a}.fy'tbat ctll—
Nashr, in fact being one of the longest thematic SEECthIlS in the bf)ok, hlt 1}53 nota
widespread phenomenon among the readers. It is associated w1‘th the | ;srin
reader Abu Amr via his interpreter, Suwsi. It may also be associated with the
Kufan Kisa?i through his interpreter Duri (54). ‘ . _—

The tradition relating to major assimilation is not a unitary one, t azrg !
specific names are cited only inconsistently. Dabba% for exarr%ple spe }:)
some of the followers of major assimilation (Paghaab al-ridyaam) who
assimilate in a certain (jussive) context, while others do not (56). Lat;r de
refers to the ‘readers of assimilation” (ruwaat al—.P'idn‘zam). 01? t}'xe othe; ngh’
regarding the phrase al-rarfs-u fayban onl?f §u51 is said to aS-SlI:lﬂat; f) ctze-dr o
Jayban ‘the head (glistening) of white hair (‘1?: 4) (5‘8)..It is also | ted that
certain readers outside the assimilation tradition assum.late cer?am or ;
excerpts (61-s), that Hamza, for example, assimilated.t. in fourfmst‘anicle;st.i 02
one comment (63) it is noted that among curren.t practltl(?ners o ‘atss(limvocallic
a phonetic realization is preferred where a §hght, undlfferenttlaz o
trace (a weakening quality, rawm, see Sibawaih II: 307, see selc -1 l3 above)
is left between the assimilated sounds, whereas among the classica
(al-qudamaaP) complete assimilation was preferred.

4.2. Linguistic Attributes of ‘Major Assimilation

Though dealing basically with similar ph?nomena, m?pr‘esstxo;;;tlt;tﬂg,h ;}:;
linguistic treatment of the variant readings is more sophlstlc: e n the Shart
Tayyibat al-Nashr than in Ibn Mujahid’s tenth-century pro ;)lt:'pm.ﬁm)logy "
évidence in the treatment of major assimilatior.x. The technic fe pinology i
compatible with the sophisticated linguistic treatment of a

i f inconsistency in
Tepresentation will be familiar to the informed reader. Although fheffu:ss:gei‘:e; rl:;resenting the
the mode of representation, the reader should take the discussion -

Propased analysis of the Abu Ame radition. chapter and verse. Many are unique

. : ing to
' The Koranic citations in Jazari are not specified according arbitrary passage from the QurPaan
collocations, but some are not, and for these I have chosen an

which matches Jazari’s citation.
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(Pid¥aam) in the standard grammars, and further technical terminology is
introduced appropriate to its status in the Koranic variants. Thus, at the very
beginning of his chapter three conditions are distinguished, that involving
two identical consonants (mutamaa@alaan) such as the two ms in (1) above,
two with the same place (muxraj) of articulation such as 0-0, and two which
are close in terms of place/manner of articulation, such as 6-¢.

It is further in evidence in the interaction of major assimilation with
general linguistic rules. This may be illustrated in the interpretation (57) of
the fragment Paal(a) luwtin ‘Lot’s people’, which is noted to occur four times
in the QurPaan (e.g. 27. 56, 54. 33). The practitioners of major assimilation
(Paghaab al-Pidyaam) are divided as to whether assimilation (— Paal luwtin)
is applicable here. Those who do not accept it would appear to argue that the
form Paal has undergone too many morpho-phonological changes (illa, two

prior to idyaam) to allow a further one, namely major assimilation. The
sequence of rules would be:

(2) Pahl(a) (luwtin) Base form (Pagl)
— Parl(a) ( luwtin) transformation (qalb) of hto P
— Paal(a) (luwtin) change ( badal) of PaP to Paa
— Paal ( luwtin) major assimilation,

Thg interpretive problems surrounding this derivation fall squarely within
mainstream Arabic phonological discourse,

Regarding the status of major assimilation it is stated that it is sanctioned to
a;?ply unless rules specifically forbid it from doing so, i.e. that assimilation is,
within its tradition, the unmarked option. An important question is what, if

any, the status of the ‘underlying’ final vowels is. In Jazari/Dabba$ no explicit

menti_on' is made of this point. Ibn Mujahid (116) specifically says that when
two similar consonants (Yalaa miBaal

waallid) in two words meet, that the

s as basic. From a procedural and pedagogical
ctive is to be expected. Ibn Mujahid’s work,
Was severely practical and compilatory, largely devoid of discussion
of theoretical issues, even if hig work assumes a basic knowledge of Arabic

that one can describe the starting

pont of view, such a perspe
however,

al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr are stated in
d lexical terms. Phonologically, for
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assimilation is not favored when the short vowel occurs after two.co.rllsc?nantsf
(of which the geminate condition is a special ca.se).. Thus the assimil atlt(?n (;l
the n of nalinu laka — nahl laka ‘we for you’) is singled out as exception
ccurs after a consonant (i.e. Cn). .

be;\jll;i';}tll(l)‘i;h?)nologicaﬂy assimilation is said not to a’pi;;ly”.to the ag::el:“;;
pronoun -tu, as in xalaqtu tiynan ‘I created fro.m‘ mud’,*2 while a num
lexical exceptions are stated, illustrated inter al.la fn s‘ect. 4.3 b‘et:ow‘. Ceord

With a few exceptions (see below) major assimilation describes (;n te) word
assimilation governed by various phonological contexts. P;ls r;lote ! ,: a(ﬁy ;nd
opposition to minor assimilation, all cases 1_nvol.ve \.NOI'dS whic no A
in a short vowel. Note that the relevant distinguishing chara‘cterlst.lc 121 pel
a short vowel, not a morpho-phonological category such as mﬂelctlon hx:s)\:})
(PiSraab) or fixed lexical vowel (binaar). One thus finds exa;l[.) es S?; has 13
and (4) treated in the same paragraph, under the same con ;txolns fassimia,
tion of }, r, 58), though the first case involves the absence of a lexi

(-a), the latter of a genitive inflectional -i.

(3) qaala rabb-u-kum — qaar rabbukum

said  God- NOM-your
‘he (Moses) said your God...” (26: 26)

(4) Pilaa sabiyl-i  rabbi-ka  — Pilaa sabiyr rabbika
to way-GEN  God-your
‘on the way of your Lord’ (16: 125)

i . e It with
The categories of consonants allowing major assimilation ?rehjre: By far
sequentially (56—61), and will be summarized n.on-'exhaustxve yh‘Ch m a7 be
the largest class concerns the progressive asmmﬂago-r;soifnt/d, .
assimilated to a following: 5, 8, 4, 4 4 [, 6, z s and J

(5) yakaad-u sanan barqi-hi — yakaas sanan. ..

be near-IND flash lightning—hi’s
‘the flash of his lightning nearly..." (24: 43)

and ], r, as in (4) above and in

(6) Pathar-u lakum — Pathal lakum :
‘(they are) purer than you..." 11: 78.
tion are d- [, k-q (see below), 3-

Further consonant sequences allowing assimila (3) above) lexically restricted.

s/s/j, j-t and b-m. A number of these are (as

e ‘original’ consonants appear.

i is Pi th
! The terminological opposite of Pidvaam is Pighaar, where ) in one fragment (57)-

oo -ta (ie. -t alone
12 Though even here, some readers assimilate the -#a (i.e. use
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b assimilates to m, for instance, only in the word yu3addibu ‘he punishes’ (e.g.
2: 284), as in yuSaddim man ‘he punishes whomever’. n may be assimilated in
certain words. )

Generally major assimilation occurs in contexts where the high vowels i,
u occur (ie. in the non-al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr tradition). In sequences of
aal/ra+ Ir, for example, assimilation is allowed only in the verb gaala ('see
(3) above); sequences of Cda do not allow assimilation of d unless explicitly
sanctioned, and so on.

The unmarked direction of assimilation appears to be progressive (ﬁr'st
consonant assimilating to second), which accounts for the opposite effects in

(3) and (6) above. There are cases, however, of regressive assimilation (second
to first), as in

(7) xalagaka — xalag-qa
‘(who) created you’ (18: 37).

It would appear that the nature of
unmarked case being progressive a
ants occur where other precedence
in (7)), though the issue is not
examples to generalize.

In a few cases intra-word assimilation is treated within this category. This
pertains Particularly to the 2MSG ob

ject suffix -ka, illustrated in (7) above.
What is not mentioned at all is the issue which most directly concerns the
namely the argument that a Koranic reading tradition

the consonants plays a role here, with the
ssimilation, unless certain sets of conson-
factors are operative (q over k for instance,
discussed explicitly, and there are too few

nomena as well, hence the j
(3, 6 vs. 7) within the sa
It is relevant to note
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deleted a short [i] or [u] completely at the end of the verb, before a suffix. The
tradition to be sure is, not unusually, contradictory here. Ot.her repgrt; sa)r'
only that he weakens a final vowel. It is clear, in any case, that in the A lll ‘:)r;e
tradition, more so even than elsewhere, a short final vowel was of negligi
functional status.

4.3. Interpretive Summary

Onspin s s rom the rsn dicusio i e iy f U
al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr, major assimilation trefd{tlon.' Iazzfrll'lc)z. a rp; o
topic as an uncontroversial one and embed }t ina llnngt}C ‘Sco;‘lar (sef'n. .
above) which clearly reflects a long associatlon_ with A.rab{c g}'gfalnce
for Ibn Mujahid). Néldeke was premature to ignore its S:S'u e 'articular
That said, there remain interpretive problems in embe g it P varieties
tradition into an understanding of the form of Old Arabic in tiolns of protO"
an understanding of which is a prerequisite for t%le reconstbruc RN
Arabic. I will begin by outlining positions which mayI t}e;i ok a plausible
advocated by others and work my way towards what
reading of the facts allows. ] . . bu
Before proceeding, I should note that I believe a fuller dlictuhs:mr]ofl:: 1; a
Amr tradition will require, inter alia, a representatlont}‘:an onff) to elucidate
contemporary phonological framework, perhaps more sum ti;)ns concern-
the question from different perspectives. Furthermore, asthe bzsis of which is
ing Old Arabic syllable structure and stress are relevaxillt,d il texts,
not always readily discernible even in the.more .deFa y gtraditiorl is about
I would reiterate, in any case, that the me?)or assn'mlatll(;ln - fomited role (see
phonology, morpho-phonological constraints playing only that understand-
discussion above concerning the perfe.:ct verb sufﬁ).( -ttu)’rz(t)ation.
ing the tradition requires a phonologlcau_y sounfi .1n e_rp enerally silent about
As noted above, the al-?idyaam al-kabiyr tradlnonhls t:ibsence of which is
the underlying status of the final s.hort .vowel:' ' inight argue that even
necessary to trigger assimilation. A literalist rea mgl are present in under-
in the tradition of major assimilation the sl-}ort vowels wl;ere assimilation
lying structure in all instances and deleted in those Cz:13¢=,elseting the vowel (8a),
occurs. Such an interpretation requires two rulef: one sent the rules linearly,
the second assimilating the consonant (8b). 1 WIH repr;he subscript ¢, repre-
in the manner of the medieval Arabic grammarians.
sents an assimilable consonant.

(8a) Cp,-Vy#C,, — Cpa#C,a
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(Sb) Cla#Cza - Czacza

Example (8a) says that short high vowels are deleted word finally (ignoring
limiting conditions described above), while (8b) is the assimilation rule
proper (assuming assimilation only between the requisite consonants, the
subscript ‘a” marks assimilable consonants). The rules must apply sequen-
tially. Logically (8b) cannot precede (8a), since (8a) creates the environment
for assimilation to operate. Example (8a) is thus in a feeding relation to (8b),
which can be represented ‘(8a) — (8b)’ What is linguistically odd about
this is that (8a) applies only in those cases where (8b) does, that is, that it
must anticipate (8b) before (8b) has operated. Within the Arabic morpho-
phonological tradition where rules work sequentially such a formal represen-
tation is unusual (though perhaps not unique).

As discussed in sect. 4.2 above, the al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr tradition as
described by Jazari/Dabba is embedded in a well-articulated Arabic phono-
logical tradition of analysis. It is relevant, therefore, briefly to consider
assimilation in this tradition, | use Sibawaih as the basis of discussion. Having
lived but one generation after Abu Amr and having consulted him on
linguistic issues, he can be assumed to have dealt with a variety of Arabic
similar to that described by Abu Amr.

As I interpret Sibawaih’s treatment of assimilation, rules of the type (8a)
followed by (8b) do not exist. As might be expected, however, there are
interpretive problems. Rules of the type (8b), assimilation across a word

boundary, are described in considerable detail by Sibawaih (II: chs. 566-9)-
Though inter-word assimilation is no in hi i imilati

accounted for by (8b), without the n

One excep‘tion, involving V-final Pertains to cases where the con-
Sonants on either side of the word

1ants on el boundary are the same. Here cross-word
assimilation is allowed, as in

words,

(9) jaSala #la-kq — Ja%al laka ‘he made for you’ (II: 455.21).
Sibawaih sets preferences here,
the consonants are identical,
breaks up a long series of Open syllab]

however, in particular allowing this only when

ring it when the deletion of the vowel
€s, in this case five (see sect. 2.4.2 (21) )-

e o Sevant o note that Sibawaib' lst of assimatiop possibilities differs in detail from Jazaris.
While Jazari, for example, allows assimilation of ] 4. , (e.g. (6) above), Sibawaih does not (II: 461. 6).
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i is a case
He also gives a few examples of deletion even where the deleted vowel is a ¢
ending, as in

(10) Bawb-u bakrin — Bawb bakrin ‘Bakr’s cloth’ (II: 457.18).

Whether cases such as these count as assimilation (as I have pri(l)v1as;(i)sr:sili)s'
termed it) is debatable, however, as a gemina.te consonarllI necess:ﬁ ythe i
soon as the two identical consonants are ?uxtaposed.l F(‘)irf; : );,dfy iyden_
exhaustively accounted for by (8a), appropriately formulate (8;; eowed
tical consonants, so there is no need to postulate the sequence

bylfizl)ging at the problem from the perspectiv? of (8a), while e(;lzleon (;i lz: :::ir}:
high vowel in an open syllable within a word is not unattfest; im;)g.a pawai
Il: 277, Salima — Salma ‘learn’), such cases do not fee o 2
assimilation rule such as (8b). As in (9), ‘(10) 'sequences o wo icentie
consonants on either side of the vowel will'nge rise to a gemlirll:ileation onant
though as with (9), (10) there is no need to invoke an e)ftr:; is;s

the gemination arises as soon as the vowel deletes, as in (11).

(11) yagtatil — yagtitil — (yaqttil) — yaqittil® ‘combat’ (IL: 459. 3)

For Sibawaih, then (8a) applies within word's, and betweeg vl;lolrl(lil; :rlee); “jrlletﬁ
the two consonants are identical; (8b) applies ac;(())stshzor ° ’

i i ich two consonants abut on one a . .
b, while (50 an 8b) aremeeded asindependent ieh hete B
evidence that they should be construed i'n a f.eedmg relriltlm(l;f ‘:}118 type 8a — 8b
(8a) feeding into the input of (8b). This belflg so, a rule - Aba aont reading
would, in Classical Arabic phonology, be unique to the on (12).16
tradition. The situation can be summarized as a scala, as in (12).

(12a) C;-V,,#C; — C;C; (Sibawaih)
(12b) Cj4-Vi#Caa — C2,Cq (Abu Amr)
(12¢) C#C—-CC(®

s ing the consonants
1 As an alternative to assimilation, there is also always the possibility of keeping
1 . . e f vowel
separate with a murmur vowel (lea“a; to be interpreted by Sibawaih in terms 0
ilt titil would appear . : e is not stated
mﬁnﬁggﬁarﬁef:r::ga?x:;eﬁq the g and tt is an epcr;theﬂc ‘)’“e- The third stag
- : T, p.C.)- ) _
explicitly by Sibawaih, though may be assumed (Orin Gens e( P } (= (8a)) as prior to (12) (= (8b))-
16 ] . dispense with one argument in favor of postulating (122 £ tanwiyn in Arabic script, namely
is woul ’SPTI the line of N6ldeke’s explanation for the lack o valrln suggest that the basis of
s would R iting tradition are pausal forms. One could concells Hyowever, while this would
that the b:n‘isl()t: thea‘::eui pausal forms, those without fma.l short vovnrca‘.:com-lt for the assimilation,
E?:nﬁor t::l (l’ax:k of the short vowels, it hardly could simultaneously assimil

which, logically, requires lack of pause.
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iiinjfrﬁr(tuaé-l-s desFrlbed by Sibawaih; (12b), implying (12a) as well, is the
ety presrean tlti(\)rll::1 m}:erpreted as in Ibn Mujahid with a final vowel under-
(7 ngly presen .EX rtl er step_w‘ould .be (12¢), with final high vowels present
e for.m amp ; (12¢) is identical to (8b), except that it is taken as the
o (sa))gWhﬂe,(ilot 'ependent on the deletion of a final short high vowel
e know. il ozc.z'ls not described as a general case in the literature, so far
o ;)rovm pt }Sll ion oper‘l for reconstruction, as I will outline presently.
e altemafiv ¢ non-existence of 8a — 8b is logically impossible, a
P bl aterna ¢ 1s readily available. Rather than assume the presence of
s which must be deleted, a counter-assumption is that in this

vowels present in the first place. This is
rmulation is implicit in the very existence

.. . te, see Ch. 7) i . ..
genitive endmg (e.g. daati qarier- 7) in the context aar-i, where —i is a

rea.dix?g of the Abu Arnr tradition l:n:ffofjmg. rt_:St,’ Q 23: 50). Using a literal
assimilation to those described b;' (8a,cbo) (ill(xln;; tll:vl;)h;:t[anc;s of inter-word
= 23, elow).

them in contexts wh
€1
(12¢). te C#C sequences would p, -presence, introducing

t ihitad
ot be prohibited, ie. the set of contexts defined by
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discussed here under the rubric of major assimilation. For instance, he was
said to use Pifmaam (see sects. 7.1.3 below and 1.6.3), apparently even word
internally. I represent Pifmaam here as an epenthetic vowel, as in Qan
PasliRatokum ‘of your arms’ (Qg: 102) and in yuSallimohum (‘instruct them’
Q2: 129, see discussion at sect. 2.4.1.2, Old Arabic sources). In general, as seen
at the end of sect. 4.2, Ibn Mujahid (157) reports that the Abu Amr tradition is
known for the ‘weakening’ (taxfiyf) of various elements (especially short
vowels and the glottal stop). How far this generalization goes is a matter of
interpretation, one logical endpoint, weakening in all contexts, being outlined
in this chapter.

Second, it may be asked, if the al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr tradition had as its base
forms words without short vowels, why there should exist a distinction
between major and minor assimilation. Minor assimilation, after all, expli-
citly has as base form C-final words. There are three considerations here.

First, it appears that minor assimilation was common to all variants, so
it would have been confusing to assimilate a tradition practiced by only
some of the readers, the al-Pidsaam al-kabiyr, to the al-Pidsaam al-saxiyr.
In other words, even if the phonological phenomena were identical, the
fact that the al-Pidvaam al-kabiyr marked two traditions, assured it of a
conceptually distinct status. Second, it may be assumed that V-final forms
would have been taken as the standard, if only on a formal basis. Major
assimilation lacks vowels present elsewhere in the reading tradition outside
Abu Amr (and perhaps, Kisa?i), hence the need for a special designation of
this phenomenon.

Third, the possibility may be held open that there were, in fact, vowels
appearing word finally in the Abu Amr tradition. This is the case in those
instances where assimilation (8b) occurs. After his description of the contexts
where assimilation is allowed, Jazari (61) notes that as an alternative to
complete assimilation, one may instead pronounce a vowel-like element,
either rawm ‘labialization’ or Pifmaam ‘rounding and fronting’ (see sect.
1.6.3). An alternative to (3), for instance, would be something like

(13) qaala rabb-u-kum — qaar” rabbukum.!®

rawm neutralizes morphological marking (in both Sibawaih and Abu Amr).

In what way Pifmaam does is an issue beyond the confines of this chapter.
Evaluating the status of these vowel-like qualities within both the reac.i-

ing and grammatical traditions, what I suggest is that they are epenthetic

Pifmaam are favored by the post-classical generation

18 As noted above (end of sect. 4.1), rawm and : c tio:
diachronic variable into the interpretation of assimi-

(al-mutaPaxxariyn), which introduces a further,
lation.
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insertions in the C#C context, not weakenings of erstwhile case or lexical
vowels. I would furthermore suggest that such insertions might occur in any
C#C context, not only those where they alternate paradigmatically with assimi-
lation. This would align the al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr tradition with the observa-
tions of Qutrub, summarized below, and it would imply that even in the al-
Pidvaam al-kabiyr tradition the status of word-final consonants would have
been different from the al-Pidyaam al-sayiyr, where no epenthesis occurred.

Note that formally this suggestion is compatible with (8b) above. In the
interpretation advocated here, for inter-word vowel deletion (8a) does not
exist so far as the variety used by Abu Amr goes,’® hence (8b) can operate
directly. Such vowels as do occur word finally (other than those morpho-
logically determined, like vocalized pronominal suffixes) are added by rule
and thus, not having underlying status do not need to be deleted. Rather than
(8) above, I would suggest instead that (14) describes the status of final vowels
and inter-word assimilation in the al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr tradition.

(143) Cla#Cz - C, C, (: old (

8b), with assimilation under appropriate
conditions)

(14b) C,#C, — G 2 # C2 (5 = vowel-like element)2o

A third objection is that apart from the short vowels, case is also represented

in Fhe two long-vowel suffix forms, - ywng NOM and -iyna ACC/GEN, as well
as in the dual suffixes (see sect, 2.4.4 for discussion of these). These are also
part of.the .Abu Amr tradition. At this point the inference from the current
discussion is that the Abu Amr tradition has a case-marking system thus:
(15) Short vowels

- accusative/adverbial vs, @ ora
Long vowels

~Uwna nominative vs -iyng accusative/genitive,
Nouns fall into declensions,
Arabic case contrast.
. Of course, even in the QurPaan
Instance of neutralization of the no
Koranic rhyme 3 fing] -
Taking a leaf from Kah]

only one of which has the traditional Classical

(Q20.63 ) there is one generally accepted
minative/accusative contrast. Moreover, in
uwna can be equivalent to a final -iyna (Bell 1958: 69)-
e (1948) and Wansbrough (1977), one might see in the

19 BecauSe th e
the two consona:::s f:e lilgeglt;z]a]‘,'owels 0 delete. Example (8a) operates for Sibawaih, but only when

would assume that in the Abu Amr tradition,

. - . the stricture on maint f the high vowel in
al-faqqu ka-man in reality is a condition inserting an epenthetic vowel inc:acnée #% sequeilclc.
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Abu Amr tradition the remnants of a once more widespread tradition, whose
bare traces are still visible, but whose substance was superseded by a different
interpretation of Arabic grammar. Scholarly inquiry along these lines leads to
the heart of Arabic historical sociolinguistics. o

I would argue that nearly one hundred years after. the pu‘b'hcatlo.n .Of
Vollers’s work, his suggestion that al-Pidvaam al-kabiyr tralexofl within
Koranic variants has as its basis a caseless variety of Arabic is indeed a
plausible approach to understanding this tradition. Indeed, against Voller§,
I place this variety among the canonical variants themselves. The quamc
variants thus encompassed both varieties. Taken alone, students of the history
of the Arabic language, to the extent that it is accepted at a‘ll, may not be
particularly impressed by this conclusion. However, when‘lt is linked to
further, related phenomena, its significance is enhanced c'on51.derably.

First, it can be recalled that the early ninth-century linguist Qutrub had
suggested that the final short vowels were non-function:?l. Versteegh (1983)
devotes a well-researched article to Qutrub’s position, which was o?pc?sed to
that of linguists such as Sibawaih. Versteegh seeks to e}fplain Qujgrub shv1ews in
philosophical terms. A simpler explanation is re.adlly accessible, ovxl'ev;r.
When Qutrub spoke of the morphological inconsistency of. short volwe_s,all e
was simply referring (in contemporary terminology? to their phonologically
determined nature. He observed varieties of Arabic where the final sh'ort
vowels had, as with the major assimilation tradition, no morphological
value, but rather were phonologically determined.! .

Secol;dt, there are vagous indiations in the works of the_ earhe'st grammar-
ians, Sibawaih and Farra?, that case did not play a role in varieties of Old
Arabic in certain functionally restricted domains (see previous two cha.ptzr.s).

Third, as seen in the previous chapter, approaching modern Ara‘!nc 1fa;
lectology as comparative historical grammar leads to the re.con(sitructng: “(:i .
caseless variety of proto-Arabic. In other words, recopstructlop ove da s wih
the attestation of a caseless variety of Old Arab}c, as ewdeqczl tm e
al-Pidvaam al-kabiyr tradition. In this instance, philology recapitulates
torical reconstruction based on comparative dialectology. e that

Before moving on to my concluding rel'narks, I ‘?IOL_lld empdia;on oot
the interpretation advocated here, while situated within a tra

interpretation of Qutrub

. i ion to this. The
2 1 am indebted to Ignacio Ferrando for calling my attention to his ideas at second hand

g . this issue we have
runs inst e difficulties due to the fact that’ on * s to base
only, lflrl:'):;g Z};aj:e(‘;;rdaaﬁ: 70-1). In favor of Versteegh's account is the fact thki:i ?_::’::’ ?ﬁpf:;:u of my
his arguments again;t the systematicity of the case (Pfraab) on case-mal;i £ word.s have a purely
interpretation is Qutrub’s overall conclusion that the vowels at the end o

phonological character.
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elaborated by Vollers, draws quite different conclusions and has different
implications both for the interpretation of the history of Arabic and for the
Qiraaraat tradition. For Vollers the coexistence of case and caseless forms of
Arabic was interpreted as primarily a stylistic difference, high, literary (case)
vs. low, vernacular (caseless), secondarily as a dialectal one, east (Najd = case)
vs. west (Hijaz = caseless). Vollers was quite content to see the case variety as
historically primary (169). His major, and most controversial conclusion was
that the QurPaan was remodeled so that Mohammed’s original caseless
(Hijazi) revelatory style was refashioned in the name of literary correctness
on a case-based (eastern) variety.22
My purposes are strictly linguistic and are based on the methodology of the
comparative method. With Vollers, it is argued that case and caseless forms
coexisted in the eighth century, but against Vollers, there is no decisive
linguistic evidence to assume that the case forms are historically primary,
even if the argument for a prestige differential is compelling. It follows from
this that there is no contradiction in having coexisting Koranic variants, about
which no conclusions can be drawn as to historical anteriority. Indeed,

the current interpretation of the
al-Pidyaam al-kabiyr tradition provides further evidence that Old Arabic case

* Though I believe it more fruitful to pursue the idea that the caseless variety is original. Orin
Gensler (p.c.), while seeing the plausibilj

: lausibility of Ppostulating case and caseless varieties of Arabic into the
proto-language, woul'd still see the case variety as inherited from proto-Semitic, given the corres-
pondence of the Arabic system with that of Akkadian and Ugaritic. He also points out that one might

work' on the basis of an intermediate number of cases in a proto-stage, a vs. i/u for instance, which is
certainly a further line of investigation worth following,

23 Vers.teegh’s studies (19935, 1999) have thus far revealed no elaborate, sophisticated pre-Sibwaihian
grammatical works or school

s. Iwould, in an case, speak of ifi . L nly in the
tenth century (Owens 1990). y Peak of a unified normative tradition o y

Pre-Diasporic Arabic in the
Diaspora: A Statistical Approach
to Arabic Language History

5.1. Introduction

The importance of the modern dialects for an under'standmg ;)efd t:l:vl:;ia:lllz
language was stressed in the introductory'chap'ter and mco:lpor;I ot to incorp.
ways into historical linguistic interprete}tlons in Chs. 2 amf 1 N
orate this information systematically into an ?lccount o Ira :}C,is c}glapter
history is to write half a history of the Aral?lc lan.guagei)'r’l 25 explained
I more explicitly develop the construct ‘Rre-dlaSPorlc Arabic, arieties.
in 1.1, an idea which relies on an examination _of p.ost-chhasl;'onc s o be
Before proceeding, the role of dialectology in -hls‘tonc;l‘ .mglCl; e o
briefly commented upon. Dialectology as a .llngulstlc tradition e
as a counterfoil to historical linguistics. Dlal.ectok?gy re(iulresaidy;:i o
spatial or socio-spatial starting point. Weddlng dialecto ogZOblem A
linguistics is of course possible, though here intrudes fa P dialect, it might
may be termed ‘reification’. Tracing the de.velOPment‘ ora arai)le say to
be assumed that a dialect is a complete, discrete entltyl,'l c:)izg e
a building, which moves relatively changelesf thrtilui ver se.t of features
assumption there is a temptation to staf't with whate et the same
one has used to define the dialect in question, and tf’ assm sonance with
set of features will cohere through time, each changing in con:
the others. — ective
This may not be the case, however. Indeed, from a hxs:t)z;?i :;;ZI;C o
one has to begin with the assumption that each Compon(ej-fferent rate from
each feature has its own history: lexis changes at ?n all and so on. The
phonology, verbal morphology diffefendy from nomnd ’Kaufman’s (1988)
recognition of this is what lies behind Thomasol-lnadifferent components
attempt at typologies of potential rates of change 1

of grammar.
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. r’f)l;fhfa(clt ;ha? dialects do no't change in a coherent, uniform fashion leads to
. odological and practical quandary. To do justice to the historical

ie;:)(}il;)‘fv:::’ ’ ;‘;:é:iizuftures will cl?ange a little, others a lot, others not at all.
individual feamupen w }}: not possible to reconstruct the large numbers of
one has a great deal ofctir:;e tc uSto’mafﬂY used in defining a dialect, unless
Siﬂ;ply the history of a dialec 2 one’s disposal. Historical dialectology is not
ort

constral:::ste':z,; &::a?:ledtwo factors which allow one to circumvent practical
which allows the avera, ee ?ee ot least. The first is the advent of the computer,
which complex data cagn bl: gm:'; to Create relatively large data bases with
second is the reality o Conte;:ln yzed Into manageable units quickly. The

-onemporary dialects for certain languages, Arabic
ISt.OHcal inferences which may be drawn from them.
ative language by about 250 million in an unbroken

opulati . . .
northern Iraq, SOUt}Il)eri E ons had moved in opposite directions, say into
wholly lost. These two f; BYPL, or Chad, contact between them was largely or

. actors can be used in historica] interpretation.

ese » 2 relatively large number of linguistic
logical and twent}'-fo:lrslzlact)1 Stl;s Program. [ use forty-nine, twenty-five phono-
at opposing ends of . Arrg ologlca.l. These features are chosen from dialects
tions in particular wip p, abic-speaking world, under the premiss that reten-
iginal di Wil be due to a common inheritance dating back to the
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zbekistan ¥
N JogaM

olig)
Baskintg/

Afghanistan

/\Q_
Mar 1. Sample points, Middle Eastern dialects

these two regions took separate paths of migration and would have remained
out of contact with each other. It will emerge, however, that the two areas
differ rather dramatically in terms of their dialect coherency, at least as
measured by the features chosen here, and this coherency difference itself
calls for historical reflection. Second, it will be suggested that the large-scale
statistical comparison does at a certain point have to give way to th.e recon-
struction of individual linguistic features as a way of reconstructing pre-
diasporic Arabic. I single out two features for greater scrutiny in this resp.ect,
complementing the statistical approach with a close reading of the philo-
logical evidence. o
Initially, therefore, two separate issues inform this chapter. One is dialec-
tological, the other historical and comparative. It may in fact a'ppea)r that
I have contradicted myself, above arguing that the concept of ‘(Iila.lect con-
ceived of as a coherent unit is antithetical to historical linguistic interpret-
ation, but here suggesting that dialectal units are legitimate .elen'xents in
historical linguistics. This apparent contradiction, however, w1ll dlsappear
once the statistical treatment gives the dialectal units internally differentiated
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e v L

Djidjelli

0

-

Mauritania

Mar 2. North African sample points

character. Ultimately, it will emerge that contemporary dialectology con-

verges with reconstruction to vield a defensible historical interpretation
about the nature of pre-diasporic Arabic,

Before moving on,

Africa o o arge dialect areas, Traditionally, for instance, North
€a1s said to be marked by the presence of the feature for the 1PL imperfect

verb. n. . L . .
.b,)n u, fls In n-ukutb-y ‘we Write), vs. n- in eastern dialects, n-uktub ‘we
write. Even if such 3 charact

tion, it does not follow that ¢
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Sample points underlined: mads
Cultural-historical regions in italics: Bornu

’gamanrasset

Port Sudan

Central African
Republic

MaP 3. Western Sudanic Arabic

to be identified by their component parts. These 'componen.t p'ilrts ;onzlr.:»tf(())rf
(1) the different individual dialects and (2) the different variables chos
comparison. o '

Apset of linguistic data coded for nume-rical a.nalysm is fra;ulgiixlt uvlilttllcl
methodological and interpretive problems, mcludmfg choice c?d tg e
variables, choice of dialects, interpretation of allo-v:?rlants, consi .er;i’?dual
sociolinguistic variables, and assignment of numerical COdeZ t;) 1ne 1w dual
cases. In the final analysis each linguistic variable ha§ to b? code cfm I gfave
another, and there may be no optimal formula for d.omg this. Thel('le:t(:)rier,ldicate
attempted to elucidate the reasonsslehinc.l mty coding system, an
some of the many interpretive problems in it. _

The chapter is)(,iividzs into eight parts. Sectic?n 52 mtrOfiu.c.e::l tl.'letgatz:ee:;c:
dialects used; sect. 5.3 presents the basic Sta.tIStICS and.mm 1nh}'[:0rical
results. Here it will be seen that the statistics l'{elp onefltateha inlterduc_
interpretation, but that a more precise interpretation requires the
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tion of further types of data. This is done in sect. 5.4, where two specific
features are discussed in greater detail and general conclusions relating to the
interpretation of Arabic linguistic history are drawn on the basis of the overall
data. Section 5.5 sums up the main points of the chapter. The rest of th‘e
chapter essentially has the status of an appendix in which the linguistic basis
of the statistics are elucidated. In sect. 5.6 further applications of the data bank
pertaining to questions of language contact and change are presented in a
series of seven short hypotheses. In sects. 5.7 and 5.8 problems of methodology

and coding are discussed. In Appendix 2 can be found a list of the variables
and the coding of each is briefly illustrated.

5.2. Dialects, Procedure, Initial Results

The realization of forty-nine linguistic variables, all from phonology an.d
morphology, have been compared between two dialect areas, Mesopotamia

and the western Sudanic area, and in addition as a control, to Uzbekistan with
Shukriyya Arabjc (see sect. 5.2.2 and Maps 1, 3).

5-2.1. Linguistic varigbles

The variables are all basic elements in the grammar of the dialects, the realization
of t or g, the realization (or lack thereof) of short vowels in open syllables (see
sect. 2.4.1), the realization of the 1SG person suffix in perfect verbs, the realiza-

rfect verb, and so on. Even the most

a case. There are many methodological

and theoretical issues connected with the
choice of these variables,

and their individua] realizations in the different

5.2.2. The dialects

Turning to the choice of dialect areas,
noted above, | compare two modern
course of the Arabijc diaspora that ac

four considerations are in play. First, as
dialect areas which were settled in the
companied the spread of Islam. Second,
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the areas lie in different directions, so t'hat it ftis ltr}lllﬂi(relli)t’i:ilzi:;zifogzso E::c:)r;
significant movement between these regions after the | migrations out of
Arabia. In general, common features should be due.to co criance
f original expansion, or before. Third, areas are .co p

sz?l?clhfh:e:;ar:ughly% are msz;cched in size: the.se are Me§01:iotar;1: Zr:(li ::z
western Sudanic area. The Mesopotamian area is here limited to " (;1{ e
bordering area of southern Turkey (Anatolia). Iraq h?s an aieonl ! sr;,au
square miles, while the Arabic-speaking areas of Anatolia cove : )i's sma
area. The native Arabic-speaking population in these tw)o ;re:he s about
11,500,000 in Iraq and 400,000 in Turkey (Et}.mologue 2003 b -); exking bl
Sudanic area, I understand the western extenS}on f)f the Arabic E:) hing bel
beginning in Kordofan and stretching'int(_) Nigeria (?weni) ;gcgﬁad.is e
the sample to Chad, Cameroon, and Nigeria. The tota area e e
square miles; Arabic is spoken as a native language onlyf in, app:hat s oo
southern third of the country. Pomme.rol (1997: 9) est.u}rllateosuld N
cent of the population are native Arabic spe:akers, which w emeg ea popu
lation of about 700,000 native speakers. It is ful:ther }r’e]()ir:; I Nigora and i
language in the small finger of Cameroon separating (il a) B e
Nigeria in about half of Bornu (69,436 square miles). o though it s
number of native Arabic speakers in these areas varydv;nha‘):,e o
probably not more than 500,000 speakers. Arz?b nomad: have now move®
south into Adamawa State, though their extension ‘the're is pot documentee
In all, very approximately, the area where Afablc 1; ts};:e o
language in WSA is perhaps 250,000 square miles an

j ver 1,000,000. ‘ -
Sp:)klf;tsl:,u :tn(a)inim’al constraint on the choi‘ce of d1alectsdvi:lilsiSthtel:1 :\;aolijlzgrti)_'
of material covering all of the linguistic v'anables. Beyox} eaCh, P
son was limited to the same number of dlalect.s?mples in o the et
overweighted one area or the other would vitiate some e
advanced in sect. 5.3. Practically these two consxderatlofls n; o e anderrenre.
the number of descriptions available, th; Mesopotamian

ile the WSA is overrepresented. - A nine
se?tﬁ(:vvev}tlllsl:d nine sample points for Mesopotafma (see _setcitc. ai.z.ozr.llj)p:rabﬂity.
for WSA (see sect. 5.2.2.2). This allows for a direct st::Flosnauy eprentativ
Alternatively one could attempt to construc';upcrl:n::g elographical e the
:i'mples' - th;n;:;uilzie;: f'IP',l'?(:-:en‘l vs:;rlsc,l constitute alternative statistical

0 regions or .
approagc}hes’ which wde:iOtdattt\:rmpf:l:?h(ei:v sliZlic}zreiszekistan Arabic and
ically adde ° : nction

Shflklzl;;a sit\rrztl:fcl (ea);tem Sudan on the Atbara River). These two fu
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?:ta contro_l both in terms of defining dialect areas, and in terms of a historical
erpretation of the data. For historical linguistics Uzbekistan Arabic, as will

Zmerge, is of.particular importance, as it became cut off from the rest of the
rabic-speaking world at a very early date.

;z-:-i)- A;I;S?potamlan area  The Mesopotamian area was defined as a dialect
dubbirz’ thiu;: tl}?)llalncl(1964). He distinguished two large dialect groupings,
il meins . 'd’e ge'tu group (here gultu) and the golot (here gilit). Quitu
between the t:val /’ *;Hd represents a form in which the characteristic differences
in a short, com?r’locil :\’Ii):g/ and-tu vs.-t for the 1SG perfect verb suffix, are found
angl}‘ssr;’lsesitﬁztean?lan area, thanks in large part to the work of Otto Jastrow
far as the gulty (Si’;; one of the better-described Arabic dialect areas, at least as
dialects inf o fo 1alects go. A recent work (Talay 1999: 15) divides the quitu
Euphrates gro ur g;oups, the Anatolian, the Kurdistan, the Tigris, and the
present pu g : Sueps. hese.are e'ssentia.lly geographically based, but serve for
the Anatolil;pn rf) 38 ag orler}tzttlon. The current sample has three members of
1978), and Masdin (5o o (= Kozluk group, Jastrow 1973), St (Jastrow
tated dialectiealy (] asse 1971). The Anatolian group is itself quite differen-
members of diffz astrow 1978: ch. 1), and the three dialects used here are all
Euphrates grou ??I].t.’ parallel groups. The sample has two members of the
ively) and t%vo o[f)the '111‘t apd Khaweetn?, Khan 1997, and Talay 1999, respect-
Abu Haidar 1991). Th lg‘n‘s SToup (Christian and Jewish Baghdadi, Blanc 1964;
and in the literat. e gilit dialects are under-represented, both in this sample
(Blanc 1964 MaI:i;(eam general. I have used the Muslim dialect of Baghdad
scribed espe’cial]y by I;Zii;agj%he S;l;thezn Mesopotamian dialect as de-

Blanc’s s - > 1982) and Q. Mahdi (1985).
relevant to(;lamf(nary‘of the introduction of these two djalects into Iraq is still

j Y 1\ 204:169). The ancestors of qultu speakers constituted the first
100 Into Mesopotamia, beginning in the seventh

. tenth century, i
central Ty, in the face of a breakdown of
1zed government control, Iraq began increasingly to be settled by

nomadic gro
historical iqﬂzf,’c;v g;’ > apparently are associated with the gili¢ dialect. This
in contemporary i :1llgratlon explains the current distribution of dialects
uninhabited rura] ag;as o read of gilit-speakers (1) populated previously
(3) fragmented the Qult;-(Z) probably assimilated many qultu dialects, and
Iraq and Anatolia usuall speaking areas. Qult”'speaking islands in northern
this later migrati o,n th 4 ur_bﬁn-based, would have been left unaffected by
lished as an Iragj J; » ough it s c.lear that a gilit-variety has become estab-
47ingua franca which in Iraq at least continues to spread into

Pre-Diasporic Arabic in the Diaspora 145

qultu dialects (see 5.8.4). I should note that while in Iraq the qultu dialects may
be regarded as the older of the two, this does not imply that qultu dialects are,
in terms of the global history of Arabic, older than the gilit. They are simply
older in this area.

5.2.2.2. Western Sudanic Arabic The western Sudanic area is much more
sparsely described, and some of the literature available is problematic in its
interpretation. Two works of high quality are Roth (1979, also 1972) for
Abbeche Arabic and Zeltner and Tourneux (1986) for a dialect spoken either
in far western Chad or in Cameroon. The authors are not explicit on the point,
though they note that the phonology of the dialect they describe (identified by
tribe, wulaad Peeli, not place) is identical to that of Zeltner and Fournier
(1971). This was a description of a Cameroonian Arabic dialect.? Beyond these
two, I have relied on my own data. This consists of a wide range of samples
from Nigerian Arabic, as well as specifically elicited information from
speakers from Chad. For Nigeria, I exclusively use samples from villages. The
largest conglomeration of Arabic speakers is found in Maiduguri, a city of
500,000 inhabitants, with perhaps 50,000 native Arabic speakers. They
come from different dialectal backgrounds, however, so it is not possible to
speak of a characteristic Arabic dialect of Maiduguri (see Owens 1999 for
sociolinguistic basis of this situation). From Nigeria, I use the village of
Kirenawa, located on the southwest side of Lake Chad. Lake Chad expands
and contracts, and whereas as late as the 1970s Kirenawa was on the lake, today
it is well inland. A second Nigerian village is Mada. While this is less than 100
kilometers away, it lies in what I term the northern Bagirmi dialect area, quite
distinct linguistically in certain ways from Kirenawa. The final village is Aajiri,
near the town of Banki which lies on the border between Nigeria and
Cameroon. It is taken as a representative of the southern Bagirmi area. To
these five samples I added four from Chad via elicitation. Two of these were
gathered at the border town of Banki, which has a large cattle market every
Wednesday and Thursday. Most of the cattle sold there are driven across
Chad, through Cameroon to Banki over a period of one to three months, and
sold to cattle dealers who transport the cattle via truck to southern Nigeria.
Speakers of various Chadian dialects can therefore be found there on any

2 The epicenter of the Uleed Eeli tribe is located on either side of the Chari River, which separates
Cameroon from Chad. One work which I explicitly do not use is Abu-Absi (1995). Though pubhsl.led
recently, it is an antiquated work based on the author’s work with .Chadian_s in t'he USA some thirty
Years ago. The bibliography cites no works after 1984. The grammarlltself deviates in many points from
better descriptions, and it is not clear exactly what variety it describes.
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market day, speakers whose home is Chad. The speakers presented here are
one fro.m Atia (AtiaI), and one a nomad born south of Umm Hajar who lives
nomadlca.ll?' between Umm Hajar and Am Timan. Two other interviews were
conducted in Maiduguri, again from speakers who had recently arrived from
Ch:?d. One of these is from Am Timan, the other a nomad from outside Atia
(Atia II, see Map 3).
‘ It may be noted that Arabic was introduced into the western Sudanic region
:1] the late fourteenth century by nomads who, at the behest of the Mameluke
m €rs, spread out of Ul?per‘ Egypt. It is, however, noteworthy, that although
ere are clear and specific isoglosses linking WSA Arabic and that of Upper

Egypt, it is impossible to establish a dj ink i
- ialectal link 1 i ;
dialect or dialect region of Egypt, e in any detail with any single

521231 U-Zbekismn and Shukriyya Finally, two further dialects have been
ls?lcd u ed1 in the comparisor'l. One is Shukriyya Arabic spoken in the eastern
‘Ara;l)r'l N ong the. Atba_ra Rlve.r (Reichmuth 1983) and the other Uzbekistan

IC, as described in the village of Jogari, near Bukhara to the northeast

(see Fischer 1961; Versteegh 1984b; Derelj 1999; Zimmermann 2002). There

f:)ust, unfortun:'itel » N0 detailed dialect surveys of Uzbekistan Arabic. What

oints to considerable dialect variability. It is therefore

; mind that what is used here i t i ic of
one village, Jogari (also ‘Jugari’ and ‘Djogari’). 7o theUsbekisan Arsbice

of glr;tr)scto’izﬁ:: Lt:l;f 1n Uzbekistan in the early eighth century in the wake
porary Turkmenistan ans(;)x]ana’ t_he area north of the Oxus river in contem-
became cut off f; an UZI_)C stan: When Arab speakers in this region

om the maijn Arablc-speaking regions is an important,

though
though so far as I know, unanswered question.> Barthold (1962) writes that
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this very isolation makes Uzbekistan an interesting source for divining the
form of early Arabic. The status of Uzbekistan Arabic plays a major role in the
discussion and argumentation in Ch. 4.

For Shukriyya Arabic, there are no reliable historical accounts for when the
ancestors of the Shukriyya Arabs left Upper Egypt for the Sudan or when they
settled in their current location. Reichmuth (1983: 2) suggests that they have
been there at least since 1800. At the same time, he concludes (29) that no
direct relation with an extant Egyptian Arabic dialect is discernible, though
many similarities are found with various varieties in Egypt.* This is similar to
the situation with the relation between the WSA area and Egypt (Owens
19934, 2003), and it may be that my conclusions for the WSA area are
extendable to the Shukriyya area as well: the WSA and Shukriyya dialects,
and indeed the Arabic dialects of the Sudanic region in general, filtered into
the region via Egypt. Their Arabic, therefore reflects earlier forms found in
Upper Egypt, some of which have since disappeared in this homeland region,
as well as innovations and mixtures which arose via contact in the Sudanic
region itself.

5.2.3. Procedure
Each linguistic variable was given as many values as it has realizations in the
data. The variable 1SG perfect verb suffix, for instance, has two values, either-
ti, as in gol-tu ‘I said’ (e.g. Christian Baghdad) or-t, gil-it (Muslim Baghdad).
These two values were arbitrarily (see sect. 5.7.1 below) given the values ‘v’ and
‘2’ The variable 1SG perfect suffix implies only the contrast—tu vs.—t. Oth?r
aspects of variation relating to this suffix, for instance whether an epenthetic
vowel is inserted before the- ¢ (as in the gilit dialect), or whether the 1SG suffix
has the alternative morpho-phonological realization of @, as in Kirenawa (gul
‘Isaid’), are coded in other variables, since they are accounted for by different
rules (see discussion in sects. 5.8.2, 5.8.6). The number of variants range
between 2 (as here) and 5 (for the realization of d). ‘
Simple sets of statistics were produced (using SPSS) by aggregatlflg the
individual values according to variable and according to dialect groupings of
different kinds.

* De Jong (2002: 358) considers the ‘Ababda, a group which lives to tl:ne nmrth of the Sh}llxknyya arl:d
extend into southern Egypt, to be a northern extension of the Shukn.yy?, 1pﬂuenccd, owever;i “):
Upper Egyptian Arabic. He does not discuss the question whether .Lhe similarities to Upper Egyp .
Arabic are due to later contact, or whether the group is a missing link of sorts between Egyptian an:

Sudanese Arabic.
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5.2.4. Inheritance and independent change

There are many methodological and interpretive issues relating to individual
variables, so many in fact that I have summarized the major issues in sects. 5.7
and 5.8, after the presentation of the main findings and arguments. There is
one interpretive issue which I think should be discussed before the statistical
findings are presented, however. A core issue in addressing a question in
historical linguistics is whether similar or identical forms in related varieties
(be they languages or dialects) are similar because of inheritance or because of
chance change. This is a question with no all-encompassing answer, though
for some linguistic variables the answer is easier than for others. For instance,
throughout the WSA area is found a rule (simplifying matters somewhat)
deleting the suffix -f of the 1 or 2MSG perfect verb, after C- and not before a -

V (see (1) in sect. 1.4. This produces paradigmatic contrasts such as the
following:

(1) gul ‘you said’ vs. mafee-t ‘you went’
ka'tab ‘I, you wrote’ vs. ka'tab-t-a ‘you wrote it.M’

ka'tab maktuub T/you wrote a letter’ vs. ka'tab-t al-maktuub ‘Ifyou
wrote the letter’s

This rule is found in all nine WS

A dialects sampled. It is so unique among
Arabic dialects (and indeed, whe

n looked at in detail, rather odd in general
linguistic terms) that it js safe to say that it originated only once before the
ancestral speakers of WSA spread out over their current distribution. In cases
such as these, I would surmise that the innovation took place in Upper Egypt,
before the spread of Arabs into the WSA area. The alternative, that it origin-
ated independently in the different dialects of this region, and only in these,
may be discarded. Innovations such as these I term historically contingent
ones, as they occurred at one point in history, and did not repeat themselves.
At the other extreme js 3 feature such as loss of emphatic consonants. This

is found in Uzbekistan, and in some Chadian dialects (e.g. Abbeche). There
these developments are independent events. First, the

al one in the WSA area. Nigeria has emphasis, for
obably, a specific one even in

* The al- of the direct object licenses the - i the second example;

t-less form in the first, its absence in the DO requires the

¢ In Uzbekistan, for instance, Tajik and Uzbek; in Abbeche Maba,
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which could well have been lost in the course of second !an.guage leam‘mg.
This latter point, of course, has to be read as one establlshlqg a plausnblei
though not a necessary cause. Uzbekistan Arabic has not lost 1ts.phefryngez.1
consonants, which are structurally comparable to the emphatics in their
typological rarity, and there are many dialects in the WSA area which h:lve
maintained emphatics, even though, it may be assume.d, in these 7there as
been a good deal of assimilation of originally non—A'ra‘blc speakers.

Even ostensibly clear cases can become problematic in a bro.ader corx;)para-f
tive perspective. I would assume that the loss of Pharyngeals in a number o
WSA sample points, for instance, is a region-speafic dev§lopment. Howev;:]r,
the WSA shares with the Tihama (Yemen, Saudi Arabia coastal area) the
change ¢ — P (Tihama maintains £, however), so. it cannot be rulled out
with complete certainty that the change in the W.SA is partly ancest;a .d .

Even more problematic are those cases in which changes may be due t
one factor in one context, to another in another. For instance, WSA, in
agreement in this case with the entire Sudanic regif:mr for most lex;emf:s tl;:
the change *d — d, dahab — dahab ‘gold’ As t%ns is attested 01(1i yhmt the
Sudanic region, and as it is historically contingent, it may be assumed t S i
the result of an innovation in the pre-WSA diasporic population in plper
Egypt. Elsewhere in the present data d may remain 5 .(Mesopotamgan gi ;t)‘;
may become fricative z (Daragozii, Uzbekistan), v (Surt)f or me}gh ec;);ll a
(Jewish Baghdadi = JB, Christian Baghdadi = CB, Uzl?eklstan). f: c 'Ighe
to d and z are also attested elsewhere (e.g. often d in Nc?rth A ;ca).t The
widespread d value of this variable could thus .ha.lve arisen by mdepenl :ed -
d changes. In this perspective, reflexes of original "‘6 could be expla e in
terms of a single change in the case of the reflex in the WSA alrtea(,iialects
independent developments in the case of North .Afrlca and thc(ei q(t; u ac to.

In other cases, changes which could plausibly be regar e' as due
independent innovation, when looked at in a bro?d'e.r perspectlve;hp ob'ec)tl
are not. A case in point is the deletion of the ‘mm)al -h fr(.)m‘ ; ?r}: (Jsee
pronouns after a consonant -ha ‘hers, -hum ‘th?lr.M > and —h;: t el ;\rabic
feature Ap 2.2.66 and sect. 8.6.4 for detailed dlscus§10n). O en 13' e
dialects word final -h is lost (cf. the word for ‘face’ Cairene wif, Ma}: r11ne oo
Nigerian wic, etc. <wujh), so one could argue that Fh.e curirlr(eint fh :t fmong
specific instance of a more general one. Noneth'eless, it is st .ngoncemrated
Arabic dialects this particular variant in the object pronouns 1s ¢

. lained as a
7 The realization of t as ¢ in a number of WSA dialects, for instance, rgal{ :E?}:;:’g;::‘; close
combination of Fulfulde imE)losive o with the emphasis of t. The Fulani and Ar
contact for hundreds of years in the region.
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in two areas, namely among the quity dialects of Mesopotamia and parts of
Syria and in the Sudanic area. Moreover, wherever it occurs, underlying stresf
rules are not affected. Thus in Nigerian Arabic, ‘faham-a ‘he understood it.M

is distinguished by stress from fa'ham-a ‘he understood it. F < fa'ham-ha with
normal stress assignment to the first heavy syllable from the end of the word.
The phenomenon is little attested, at least in the prevailing literature, in the
Arabian peninsula® and North Africa, for instance. In this case if one arguf:S
that it is natural development, one has to answer why it is so little attesteq n
the majority of dialects. I take this to be an argument for the historical
contingency of the development.
The rest of this section will be devoted to a discussion of the origin of the

milarities and differences used in sect. 5.3. In my judgment most of the fOrtY_'
nine variables which I treat represent historically contingent events. That is,.lf
they are attested in two different dialects it is evidence of a common origin in
respect of this one feature. The few features which I think more likely due to
independent development are,

with areas from the present sample where they
are attested:

si

(2) Variables whose common values may be due to independent innovation
Loss of emphasis (Abbeche, Uzbekistan)

Loss of pharyngeals h/5 (WSA)

Loss of feminine plural (Abbeche, most qultu dialects).

Two which may be due in some case
to a single historical event are:

(3)

$ to independent development, in others

*3 — d (Sudanic area)
Some cases of § — d/z

(Uzbekistan, some qultu dialects)
00—t (non-Bagirmi

WSA, some quity dialects).

er Semitic languages. Akkadian, Modern Hebrew,

and Ethio-Semitic for instance, all attest the logs of pharyngeals, strengthen-
ing the case for independent dev,

elopment, Invoking Hetzron again (1976b, see
ch. 3), one may view morphological cognation as having greater weight for
purposes of comparative feconstruction, since such cognation implies both
phonological and arbitrary se

. _ mantic relationship. As will be seen, morpho-
logical cognation is well attested in the current sample.

* Occasionally in southern Gulf Arabic ang in a few areas in Yemen; Behnstedt 1985: 87.
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. ion of
One might want to exclude these features from any con51der(zlitleosnnot
i ever, do
historical relationship (see sect. 5.4.4 below). Doing so, how
materially affect the present conclusions.

5.2.5. Describing the variables in plain language

-Arabic is

It is the logic of the comparative method tha't a reconstruc;ed i:-zgc/}jriz -~y
needed to ‘explain’ developments observe‘d o contemP:) 1r ars); not in adequate
Such a proto-Arabic entity does not yet exist, however, lz)i et boted forms. in
detail. Nonetheless, statements have to be ..made 2 g;: dian Arabic kabiir
different dialects, for instance the form .(Jc'z‘CuC, as in aonstructe d proto-
"big} Hiit kbi; and Muslim Baghdadi cibi. Lacking a econstructed proto-
form, and not wanting to conjure up such on the Stl;:zt one is talking about
methodologically neutral convention is ne?ded to say s, even if the proto-
reflexes of the same assumed proto-form in all three Ca}Sler’efore it is assumed
form itself is not necessarily available. Conve.ntlonally, t ; e \;Vhile cognate
that in cognate sets, as here, a proto-form is r?con;tmdescri}.)tion into plain
sets are the basic unit of comparison, tran.Sposmgbt : derstood as assuming
English sometimes entails f;;;m 1;lati0nl:a‘;;glrchfcf;min:t:rrllce, might be said to

icular proto-form. The form avin,. ‘otion appears
iimI:ilrl;ttain’ thep vowel /a/, kbiir to de{et? it. Th1§ malilnil’i :f g;;il?i)tur(;cofsl:mc'
to imply that kabiir is retentive, kbiir innovative. fal:a biifhasn’t been inserted
tion, however, there is nothing to say that the /a/o
in original *kbiir. . ions about
" Zzlgvsir;fbe seen, little in the argumentat‘lon depen;ls on :;?::l}fet;: e o
which forms, if any, are identical to a possible pr‘oto-l ovramn,ce will be explicitly
of proto-forms is crucial, as in sect. 5.4, Fhelr redet eibe the variants
spelled out. In the meantime, the form}ﬂ ation use -t(})lout necessarily being
of individual variables will be descr‘iptlv'el)f clear, :'cltive
descriptively pure from a historical linguistic persp .

5.3. Statistical Results and their Meaning

i he range of
The basic results are first presented in tables. Tabfle 5.1_ngi1r:':sv;riables‘gThe
standard deviations (SDs) and the mean§ for the ortyi T . o
means and SDs are calculated as follows. First, 'the. n.leazl aleulated or coch
of the forty-nine variables individually. The mc.hv1du hx:lan s and SDs are
then aggregated and divided by the total forty-nine so tha

. . ive to proto-Arabic.
o as innovative relative
% Certainly the form kbiir is to be seen
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TaBLE 5.1. Means and standard deviations for 49 variables

Mean of aggregated SDs

Mean of individual variables
WSA 1.68 .15
Mesopotamia 1.58 .39
Uzbekistan 1.46
Shukriyya 1.38

SD is obtained. Since Uzbekistan and Shukriyya have a single value, they have
no standard deviation.

The important statistic in Table 5115 the means of the aggregated standard
deviations. It is clear here that WSA with a lower mean of SD is a far more
compact, less variable dialect than Mesopotamia. According to the measures
here, it is more of a coherent dialect than is Mesopotamia. The standard
deviation is a more telling statistic here than the mean, since it would not
change, even if the values of individual variables were changed around.
For instance, *k is given a value of T} *c of 2> Reversing these values so that
*k =2’ and *¢ = ¢’ would not alter the fact that WSA has no deviation at all
in this variable. In the current coding system it is uniformally ‘1) therefore an

SD = o; if the values were reversed it would be categorically ‘2, with an SD
of 0.10

In Table 5.2, all forty-
by summing the standa
variation in WSA is le
features treated.

Table 5.3 repeats Table 5.1 except that th,
logical (N = 25) and morphological (N = 24) classes,

These statistics show that phonology and morphology contribute approxi-
mately equally to the differences betw

; . ¢en WSA and Mesopotomia. In par-
ticular, the considerably larger SD of Mesopotamian Arabic found when all

nine variables are combined into one super variable
rd deviations. In these terms jt may be said that the
ss than half that of Mesopotamian Arabic, for the

e features are divided into phono-

TABLE 5.2. Sum of standard deviations

WSA 7.9
Mesopotamia 19.7
_— 7

1% For information, thirty-three of the forty-
one has 5 values, ove,

goes, ten have th,

nine variables are bivalued. Of the remaining sixteen,

four have 4, and eleven have 3. Of the sixteen multi-valued variables, as far as WSA
€ same value (hence an Sp of1).
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TABLE 53. Means and standard deviations for 49 variables,

phonology and morphology
Phonology Morphology
Standard Standa}rd
Mean deviation Mean deviation
WSA 1.72 .21 1.70 10
Mesopotamia 1.62 .45 1.54 33
Uzbekistan 1.58 1.34
Shukriyya 1.40 135

features are classed together reappears in the phonological and morphological
Sul")l"cl?en;pe(})(rtl::; tables are relevant to the discussion in sect. 5.4. Ig tl:;:le glse
WSA and Mesopotamia dialect areas are comPared to two spect ec ¢ elserelte‘i
the Shukriyya in the eastern Sudan and Uzbekistan. As thes? :.renr II):OI ted
by a single variant they themselves have no standard d?v1a 1;) .mre fese
statistics, in Table 5.4 I have compared the value of a ngilnMeio ¢ o ihe
Shukriyya or Uzbekistan dialect to the mean of t.he WSA an e b;;e i
ones, and noted to which mean it is nearer. For instance, fqr :lan; -ect4sufﬁx
2.2.45), insertion of a long -aa- before a verbal prczn’oriur.l ;)t iz) WA
(katab-aa-ha ‘he wrote it, ‘’ = no insertion of ad, 2 = inse ni;n) A
has a value of 1.62, all other areas a value of ‘" (i.e. uniformly .no mcsle loser. o
terms of this feature, Shukriyya and Uzbekist‘am are cotr)1151dere , ;dividua]
Mesopotamia than they are to WSA. According to Tal n;: 541,1 o tegands
features of WSA/Mesopotamia in the sample are ab(?ut evenly sp
to their relative proximity to Uzbekistan .and Shuknyya.t 4 that dividing the
Without presenting the statistics here, it can a1§0 be note L i
features between phonology and morphology yields a smrlld i
Table 5.4, analogous to the difference between Tables 5.1 and 5.3.

Table 5.5 looks at the same data from a similar perspective as Table 5.4.

. opotamian
A count is made comparing how many times the WSA and Mesop

TABLE 5.4. Number of variables for which t}}e means of WSA or
Mesopotamia are closer to Uzbekistan/Shukriyya

Closer to WSA  Closer to Mesopotamia

3 ties
22
Uzbekistan 24 3 ties

o
Shukriyya 26 2
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TaBLE 55. Identical means, WSA and Mesopotamia compared to
Uzbekistan, Shukriyya

WSA Mesopotamia
-_— " YesOpotamia
Uzbekistan 19 13
Shukriyya 22 14

dialect areas have exactly the same score (
linguistic value) as Uzbekistan and Shukri

5.4 is subject to technical interpretive problems discussed in sect. 5.8, prob-
lems which Table s.5 circumvents simply by counting only values which are
identical. For instance, variable 12, absence/presence of word-internal imala
(WSA = 1.00, Mesopotamia = 1.63, Uzbekistan = 1.00, Shukriyya = 1.00) is

counted as being identical for WSA, Uzbekistan, and Shukriyya.
These two tables show that looking beyond the WSA and Mesopotamian
borders for longer-range relatives, geographical proximity by no means guar-
4 kistan in particular is quite close to WSA, in

same mean value implying same
yya. The mean score used in Table

criterion, Shukriyya and Mes

Opotamia are as close to each other as are
Uzbekistan and Mesopotamia,

The final table of statistics dismantles the Mesopotamian dialects into
component parts. The justification for this is that, as seen above, the area is

quitu dialects (N =3), non-
2), Baghdad quity dialects (N=2), and
nt classification is based on reigning dialecto-

Baghdad quity dialects (N=
gilit dialects (N = 2). The prese

deviation.
Table 5.6 has surprises of a
perspective, WSA remains a strikingly cohe

even though it has more than three times as many members as any other

Broup on this list and covers 5 much wider geographical area. It has, for
instance, a lower SD thap, the three Anatolian qultu dialects.

A more important Point for present Purposes is the coherency of the dialect

areas as represented by the ranking of means, The qultu dialects of Mesopo-
tamia are split in two, as it were,

g not by the gilit dialects of Mesopotamia but
by Shukriyya and Uzbekistan Arabic, The Anatolian quity dialects are closer
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TaBLE 56. Mesopotamian subdialects

Mean of SDs
icabl

Dialect or subdialect area Mean (where applicable)
Non-Baghdad qultu (N = 2) 1.31 ;26
Baghdad qultu (N = 2) 1.32
Shukriyya 1.36
Uzbekistan 1.4 Y
Gilit (N = 2) 1.21 "
Anatolia quitu (N = 3) 1.6:; »
WSA (N =9) 1.

to WSA than they are to the other Mes?potamian subdlaie:lt:;SUZbeletan
Arabic falls close to the middle of the entire r'ange 9f 'mian - . resented
The main ‘problem’ which emerges from t}.ns sta‘tlstlca frl;lm arlZ P remely
in Tables 5.1-5.6 resides in the Mesopotamlan‘dlalfects. : eg'ﬁen ey
splintered, and are, under the premisses set out in this stu t)('), ach ot Why
similar to dialects geographically far removed as they airli rocide i a complos
should this be so? As a linguistic problem the answefr : oo e to linguistic
of causes: change through language conhtact, lac‘k of ¢ ; gs e
isolation and other causes, independent 1nnovat19n, a:ilia,l :Cts PIt s Tast
diasporic variety, characteristics of the foundmg‘ eate;t dotsil 1 touch
historical component which I will c?nce‘ntrate on61;1eig;w
on other questions in summary fashion s 'Se'Ct.hs'. ical l.lypothesis centered
At this point it is relevant to suggest an initial histori o aach other,
on the two dialects which are geographically most re;ncl)l o ense distance.
Uzbekistan and the western Sudanic. area. Because 0 tf;.cusmg o
both spatial and diachronic, separating the two areas, e Tt hiorical
these two dialects brings to the fore'g.round thg lkrlnp be significant.
explanations in accounting for similarities, should they

i i d WSA
The statistical similarities between Us?eh(s)t;;x: :;::fo:nlocated
-diasp ,
Arabic are due to a commc.)n pre
probably on the Arabian pensinsula.

i i ted without

i sis can be met with scepticism, as it has been sta ]

z(il:ﬂlzngzl;zssion of the linguistic variables them'seglees(.i "(Ii'il;z; Zrzn s

answers to this. First, the logic of the method does 3 eS e the coding

for developing hypotheses and the numbers are only a;tem oce he lst third

system and statistical test used. l}ls fzgoa: :)};et ;:‘i;lsltgez O The watistics in
of this chapter is devoted to explica



156 Pre-Diasporic Arabic in the Diaspora

fact. are quite basic; I eschew the use of more advanced techniques until the
basic approach is tested and the data base is expanded, however. Given these
caveats, the. hypothesis is commensurate with what little is known about the
soc1al. and' linguistic identity of the expanding Arabic groups. It is historically
{)Jlall)xsltli)le in that populations of Arabs are known to have moved into both
eifzgh:h Sct::t jnd E)SYI_)E in Son‘xe cases Poth via the Syrian desert. In the early
Upper Egyptr}l;’ X }rle“:;tance Qaysites” are .reported to have been settled in
reported amony e Sml::i)fyad rulers (Lems' 1970: 176). Qays is also a tribe
Transoxiana (Agha 1 O- ers of Qutayba ibn Muslim, the conqueror of
WSA area. a reglimi 999: 217). Of course, the Egyptian migration is, for the
It is no; rIc’)vabl 1;:1')’ Stopplng pomnt.1!

the same Pspulati 0(; OI}I:_ t}}:e wf'ltten sources at our disposal whether it was
in the other Howcvei V\; lic Sp!lt, one moving in one direction, one moving
language can b 118 Rrec1se1y a str ength of comparative linguistics that
: ge can be used to eluqdate earlier migrations. Unless the high degree of
ce independent development, it has to be assumed

comes out in the end t_lmatf:ly of individual cases and variables. While what
individual, well-deﬁne;s a single number, the number itself is dependent on
component parts, When the statistics quantitatively

gg
suggest a Ielatloll betw een tWO UIlltS, 1t 1Isa relat]on deﬁlled across a g

At the same ti i -
e while the statistics may be suggestive of significant

groupings, the ultimate linoyict:
' nguistic te i istori 1 .
is the comparative method fnud re st for measuring historical relationship

Xact tri iorati
dan. It is, however, ¢] nt:al fuigrations out of the Arabian peninsula, down the
Qays, at least in Egyptian genealogies > clear that elements whe are usually reckoned to be part of
Instance, states that the Mamelukegl ar;nv;e::hf al-ft of these Migrations, MacMichael (1967: 183—4) for
Sudan in 1286 H : X ch made a major ; s 5
these three gro‘fztz;n;:, inter alia, Banu Hilal, Banu Kan; a:iio;{al;:iciu rsxg " into Dongola in northern
. Eme sprle!:fi :-lnport:nt Qaysites who had settled in Upa;;erzgcm t( 1’%16: ) hast;;i entlfi;d
grouping of tribes f g in different directions, Juhayna, for i BYPt. There are other tri
ound throughout the Sudanic regj Instance, is eponymous for a large

eastward into Iraq (Kufa) at the beginni gion. The same tribe is mentioned spreading

Ba . ning of the Islam;
sra) served as staging areas for the subsequent zo;:::s: ;??rq uatsd(Dobemke,rstl:nsn 228). Kufa (and
an and Uzbeki .
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reconstruction of individual forms. One does not reconstruct a dialect or an
entity such as “Neo-Arabic’ but rather individual linguistic features, which are
subsequently interpreted as forming larger units, such as dialects.

It is in this spirit that in the next section I consider two linguistic variables
in detail which bear on the relations between the varieties discussed in this
section, in particular on the relation between Uzbekistan Arabic and that of
the other regions.

5.4. Interpretations

The statistics become more interesting when the comparatively detailed
coverage of the WSA and Mesopotamian areas are used as a basis of com-
parison for other dialects.

5.4.1. Uzbekistan Arabic

In recent years a certain amount of attention has been directed towards
Uzbekistan Arabic, both in terms of its dialectological and historical status.
Whereas this status has usually been discussed in terms of its relations to
Mesopotamian Arabic, Behnstedt (2000: 145) going so far as to claim it has its
origins there, I have emphasized geographically long-range associations, in
particular with Nigerian Arabic (Owens 1998a: 72).

The statistics in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 would support both associations. How-
ever, Behnstedt’s peremptory dismissal of the Nigerian connection in favor ofa
Mesopotamian one cannot be upheld in the face of them: Uzbekistan
Arabic has more variables close to values of WSA than to Mesopotamia, and
its mean values, though globally considerably closer to Mesopotamia than to
WSA (Tables 5.1 and 5.3), do not align with a single Mesopotamian subgroup
(Table s.6).

An initial conclusion is that the present statistical comparison does not
contradict my suggestion of a special relationship between WSA and Uzbeki-
stan. However, the statistical summary read as pure numbers is neutral as to
historical interpretation. Similarities and differences may be due to common
inheritance or to shared or divergent innovations. Given that the current set
does comprise fundamental phonological and morphological features,‘ they
do give a broad basis of comparison. The WSA area is testimony to thxs.. Its
relative uniformity can plausibly be related in part at least to its hist(?rl_cal
roots (see above). By the same token, the fact that the WSA area does exhibit a
good number of similarities to Uzbekistan encourages a closer look at the

two varieties.
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.Tl.lrnﬁng to this question, Behnstedt says that Uzbekistan Arabic has its
origins in Mesopotamian Arabic. To this point I have not treated historical
linguistic questions systematically, so in a sense, what I have presented and
what Behnstedt asserts have no direct connection with each other. However,
Behnstedt himself does not show how Uzbekistan Arabic arose from Meso-
potamianz so his assumption of direct genetic affiliation is unsupported.

In making his claim, Behnstedt refers to Jastrow’s work (without a specific
referer?ce, however). In fact, Jastrow (1998) does treat the relation between
Uzbctklstan Arabic and Mesopotamian Arabic in historical linguistic terms,
and. In a more differentiated and detailed way than does Behnstedt. Jastrow
beglgs by noting that in looking for relationships between Mesopotamian
Arab¥c and dialects outside the area, one should not consider Mesopotamian
Arabic globally. Rather, he divides it into the familiar qultu and gilit dialects,
an'd proceeds, initially at least, in the same way that data has been organized in
t}.us Fha[?ter. He draws historical inferences on the basis of contemporary
glstrlbutlons of variables, though with considerably fewer than in the current
‘ ;lt;l r;et. In Table 5.7, Iastrow’.s data (1928: 177) is reproduced in the first three

ns, representing Uzbekistan Arabic, qultu dialects (Q), and gilit dialects
(G).. In addition, I have added my own data from Nigerian Arabic.1z The
variables used in the comparison are copied from Jastrow. The ones identical

TABLE 57. Uzbekistan Arabic compared to other dialects: 7 variables

Uz Q G Nig
Imperfect endings-iin, uun (Ap 2.2.52);

M. F plural (Ap 2./30) A "
inker-in*
.2FSG-ki (Ap 2.2.62) Y:: no no yes
internal passive* ¥ yes no yes
1SG perfect-tu (Ap 2.2.44) 23 no yes no
qaaf (Ap 2.1.1) yes no no
Shared traits: yes yes no no

Uz-Q 47

Uz-G:2/7

Uz - Nig: 5/7

wrote’) in the ton of linker-in. The

() .
he Mesopotamian gilit dialects in internal passive (e.g. iktib ‘it was written’ vs, kitab

Baghdad and some southern Iragi, do not have it_‘m:t  quite variable. Many dialects e.g. Muslim

'2 Except for the feminjne plural which is

WSA instead of Nigerian Avabie not universal in the WsA area, I could equally have used
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to those used in my statistics are identified by the variable number in my data
(see sect. 5.7). I have added one variable to Jastrow’s list, namely the realiza-
tion of ‘qaaf’, as this is, traditionally, one of the constitutive variables distin-
guishing the quitu and gilit dialects.

Below the table I have counted how many features of similarity there are
between Uzbekistan Arabic and the other varieties.

Even more strikingly than in my own data, this abbreviated list confirms
that a prima facie case can be made for linking Nigerian Arabic with Uzbeki-
stan. It furthermore confirms the heterogeneous nature of the Mesopotamian
area; the gilit dialects in this reckoning have only two features in common
with Uzbekistan Arabic. .

At this point it is time to move beyond tabular listings. Methodological
clarification is needed, however. For Jastrow, Table 5.7 is not so much a
taxonomic listing as a statement about historical relation. He says that. his
list is based on ‘old characteristics’ (‘altertumliche Merkmale’). The idea
appears to be that the variables listed in the comparison represent features
going back to Old Arabic or proto-Arabic (see below), or at least, to a stage of
Arabic before certain innovations occurred in the Mesopotamian dialect area.

As it stands, however, Table 5.7 is no more a statement of historical relations
than are the forty-nine variables in my data. Lacking an explicit demonstra-
tion of which features on the list are old or proto-forms there runs the danger
of claiming or assuming one feature to be older than another in a comparative
linguistic sense, while in fact there is no linguistic basis for the ass?umptlon.
A case in point pertains to a further element in Jastrow’s presentation.

5.4.2. What is not attested in writing is not necessarily non-existent

As I noted, the statistics in sect. 5.3 are useful as general direction markers.
Shared features which are relatively rare are a valuable diagnostic for estab-
lishing historical relationship. Thus, the fact that (1) above is shared among all
WSA dialects is significant not only for its limitation to the WSA area, but also
in its status as a morphologically unusual linguistic feature. Such unusual
events are unlikely to be produced more than once. '
Interesting in the present context is a feature shared between Uzbekistan
Arabic and some WSA dialects (the Bagirmi dialects) whose chance of
independent origin is quite small.!? _
Roughly speaking, in Arabic dialects there are three ff)rms of an active
participle with pronominal object suffixes. The three different forms are

13 The feature was not included in the sample as for a number of the dialects data is missing in the
sources used.
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contrastive in the FSG. In all varieties the non-suffixal feminine takes the
regular FSG adjectival suffix -a or -¢, the vowel quality depending on harmony
rules, if any, prevailing in the local dialect.

Turning to the object suffix forms, in one widespread alternative (e.g.
Cairene, non-Bagirmi WSA dialects) the object suffix is suffixed to the E
participle form marked by -ee, or -aa, which otherwise is the FSG adjectival
marker (see (4a)). Ina second, when a pronominal object suffix is added to a
feminine form the feminine participle takes the morpho-phonological alter-
native -it, otherwise used in a genitive construction (see (4b) ). This is found
for instance in eastern Libyan Arabic and in many Arabian peninsula dialects.

The third alternative is to add an intrusive suffix -in- or -inn- on either the

MSG or FSG form whenever a pronominal object suffix is added, as in (4c),
using Bagirmi Arabic form

S as examples in column (4c¢).
(4) a b
MSG  kaatib-ha kaatib-ha
ESG  kaatb-ee- ha kaatb-it-

C

kaatb-in-he ‘he has written it.F’
ta  kaatb-in-he ‘she has written it.F’

The third alternative (4¢) is by far the least common, 1t is found only in
relatively small, isolated areas, so far reported only in Oman and western
Hadramaut, Bahrain (among Shia Baharna), the Emirates (Holes 1990: 48, 58,
219), Uzbekistan, Khorasan (Seeger 2002: 635), and Bagirmi Arabic in the
WSA area. There are differences between its form and use in these areas. In
Uzbekistan Arabic the first Person pronominal object suffix added to an active
participle marks the subject of the sentence, as in (5) (see sect. 8.7.5).
(5a) zorb-in-naa-kum

hit-IN-we-you.MPL

‘we have hit you’,

In all other areas only one pronominal object is allowed, and it marks the

object. In Oman the intrusive -in is suffixed to the gender/number markers of
the participle,
(sb) gaarb-it-n-if

hit-F-IN—you.FSG

‘she has hit you.F’

daarb-aat-inp-; 1l

hit-FPL—IN-you_FSG

‘they.F have hit you.F (etc,, Reinhardt 1972 (1894): 139).

In Bagirmi the' fntrusive -in is suffixed directly to the participle stem,
thereby Neutralizing gender and number contrasts, (hi) daarb-in-he ‘(she)
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has hit her’, identical to masculine, hu daarb-in-he ‘(he) has hit ¥1er’. Appar—f
ently with first and second person subjects, number afld gender dlffereni)es o
the participle stem are neutralized in Uzbekistan Arab{c as wel'l (cf. (sa)a ove,f
where the plural suffix -iin would be expected), z?nfi in Da.thm'a northeast od
Aden, de Landberg (1909: 723) reports that a femml_ne subject is usually use
with the masculine participle, not with the feminine forrr} when an —in ik
object is added. In Bahrain Shia -in is added only_to a singular .parfxcllp e
(either to the M or F form). It may also be noted that in many Suéamc dlz'i ?c;s
outside of the Bagirmi area, an intrusive -in is added to‘ the active pa}alr.m}:‘l.p e
feminine plural form, as in Shukriyya daarb-aat-ann-u ‘they.F have hit him
or Kirenawa daarb-aat-inn-a (same meaning). I assume a common (as yet,
i igin for this latter feature. N '

unxhp;ilgei?r)):;f;nt for present purposes is the qbseryation that it is 'ur‘lhkel()i'
that so unusual and specific a feature as the intrusive -in could have onﬁme}:e's
independently in four or five geographically separated areas. Formally 1b1
similar or identical in these areas, and in some of them ‘gender/m.lm et
differences are neutralized through its insertion. It is plausible to t{l?kt in
terms of common place of origin, with the presen'f'day geogra;.)h.lcaF lllso ‘r;
butions being accounted for by migration out of this pla‘ce.: ofl o;}gln. izn) -
ing Rets6 (1988: 88, see Barth 1910/1972): 1-18 for origina 1s§uss en;n-
common origin, however, could only be somewhere on the A}rla 1ariepr)n in.
sula, so far as the present-day evidence allows us to deduce, on t e easte and
northeastern littoral, and it would have had to have been pre-dlasponc(i e
diasporic Arabic, however, is contemporary 'with wt}at Idhave }tlerrr:?n o
Arabic. To my knowledge, the intrusive -in is mentioned now fI:t O
Arabic, either by a grammarian or in a Koranic reat'img tr'admon. aoss not
exist as a written, attested form. Nor can it be derlve.d via g-ramma ic e
from an Old Arabic form or forms, as Rets6 (1988) agamst varlc)_u;l sugges ;lc))ed
demonstrates. Yet simple principles of reconstruction, as br1;:1 yn:lscr bed
here, require its presence as a proto-form in the seventh or eight :cees gl';arly
a contemporary of all varieties mentioned in early wnt;;n sotu:1 “ .describe
then, Old Arabic as described in old sources fioes n.ot exhaustively cscrioe
the forms of Arabic which were spoken during this era. The cfomps aihve
method based inter alia on a consideration of' n?odem dialects, force U o
reconstruct further forms into the era.!* This is illustrated on l\;lapf4,r b
the modern attestations of the intrusive -in on the pamct:P & :ninsula,
reconstruction in pre-diasporic Arabic, probably on the Arabian p

. . et -mof
14 Note that the same argument was applied in sect. 3.4.1 in the interpretation that the linker -n o
ote a ¢ I3 - -, .
modern dialects does not derive from the Old Arabic indefinite tanwiyn.
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Pre-Diaspora
Arabic

Mar 4. Reconstruction bas

ed on modern dialects of pre-diasporic *-in in participal
forms

On the map, the year of most recent attestation for each dialect is noted, s

well as the dates of settlement and and/or first intrusion of Arabic speakers to
the areas where the -in forms are attested.

5.4.3. New is not new until proven new
Jastrow seeks to demonstra

\ te that the Mesopotamian qultu dialects have
collectively undergone certaj

: 1 innovations. This explains why Mesopotamian
quitu dialects differ in certain respects from Uzbekistan Arabic: whereas
Uzbekistan Arabic has retained archaic features, the quitu dialects in their
post-diasporic phase innovated.

A case n point is the phenomenon of imal, (Ap 2.1.12). Imala will be
treated in much greater detai] jn Ch. 7, so here I will be very brief. Imala is 2
type of vowel harmony or assimilation, where 2 long aa changes to ie or eein

the presence of an iin 2 neighboring syll.
ble. ds of
contemporary Arabic djale g syllable. Though rare by the standar

. ctology, it was . highly
salient phenomenon, 8Y: apparently at an earlier era a high!

Pre-Diasporic Arabic in the Diaspora 163

Imala is one of the features Jastrow cites as representing a post-diasporl‘c
innovation characteristic of the Mesopotamian qultu dial.ec':ts. He uses this
observation to argue that ‘Uzbekistan Arabic did not partllgpa.te in either of
the waves of innovation of the two [dialects, i.e. qultw/gilit]; it displays the
innovations of neither the qultu nor the gilit dialects’

Imala, however, is not a post-diasporic innovation and therefore the qultu
dialects cannot be said to have innovated the feature. This can be seen on two
counts. First, imala is described in great detail in the oldest detailed Sf)urce
which exists for Classical Arabic, Sibawaih’s Kitaab (II: 279—94‘). Imala in the
Old Arabic classical tradition is, moreover, at least a generation older tha'n
Sibawaih. In the QiraaPaat literature of Ibn Mujahid (146-52) we find ";l)
particular that Kisa?i (Sibawaih’s contemporary) and A.bu SAmr Ibrll illskllal:
(d. 154/770, see Ch. 4) were two readers who usc?d imala regulardy. threl
Mujahid summarizes the QurPaan recitation practices of seven rea ers, he
earliest of whom Ibn SAamir (d. 118/736) lived in the ﬁrsF half of the eight
century. It may be assumed that imalawas not'ir¥no'vative with them, (ll)utt l:ti:e;
that they used a phonological trait whose origin is older, as yet }rm a eXiana)
comparative linguistic sense. Arabs began settling in I.szek{stan ( radnS(t) gana)
after 710. In terms of chronological time, therefore_, imala is at}tleste areasonS
contemporary with the Arabic settlement of Uzbekistan. For whatever casons
Uzbekistan Arabic does not have imala, one can be excluded, namely y
imala did not exist at the time of the original Arab settlement of the countl('iy.‘
is not the case that it is only after Arabs were comfortabl)f ensconce :;1
Transoxiana that elsewhere in the Arabic-speaking wor.ld that llma.la e}r:iergelt .

This is the first reason imala cannot be regarded as 1nnovat1v‘e in bt e qu 01;
dialects. The second argument relates to the contemporary distri clilt{onthe
imala in Arabic dialects. As will be seen in Ch. 7 imala is foun 1;1 the
Mesopotamian qultu dialects, eastern Libya:n A_rablc, and Maltelsle, axrln e
well attested in Andalusian Arabic. The distribution of the safne Pf en'oin The
in such widely separated areas points to a single commogj 5101:; (Z) r?r'liatéd e
simplest explanation is that imala of the presept-da}y e d'rectig;ns Thi
pre-diasporic Arabia, and spread from th.ere in different di e m., b
indicates a pre-diasporic origin, i.e. one which can be reconstru
than the seventh century. ) o

The comparative datli?lg of imala impinges ox} the presle):pt filsi;u:f)x?nr; 1:1e 3;:
following way. Jastrow has argued that Uzbekistan Arabic is

i i the other hand frequently are men-
i S, Hamza, Ibn SAamir, and GAasim on ‘ . ' e
tio:edlb“ l:ha(:iucy:;hr;‘a;g not generally use imala, though all may use iton oc;m:;lr,l,(eﬁ. 4;; )11 :)’ (e
Kufan ra:ader Hamza is said to use imala in Pamaata (Pamieta) whf) granted e; uﬁ(si ). ,
even than that of NaafiS and Abu SAmr (?Pafadd min Pimaalat Pabiy SAmr wa .
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older than the qultu and gilir dial
found in Uzbekistan, Lookin.
terized, however, shows that i
establish the relative age of

ects of Iraq in that it has innovations not
g closely at how this one ‘innovation’ is charac-
mala is a variable which in fact cannot be used to
Uzbekistan vs. Mesopotamian qultu Arabic, since
imala can be reconstructed into pre-diasporic Arabic, The crucial point is a
methodological one, Whereas Jastrow interprets the list in Table 5.7 in terms
of historical change, without an unequivocal standard by which to measure
the change, no historical linguistic interpretation js possible.

To conclude this section, the fact that in the present sample the gilit
dialects, Uzbekistan and WSA, have no imala would constitute one small
indication of very old affilia

tion between these varieties, despite the great
geographical distance separa

ting them. Note that in this respect Uzbekistan
Arabic stands no closer to the gilit dialects than it does to WSA.

bic in pre-diasporic times, and both point
to a relatively profound dialect differentiation present at that early era. Imala

arly coexistent, as were various ways of marking

participles, marking linkage between Toun and modifier (see sect. 3.4.1), and

$0 on. The broader implication ig that diversity found today among the
Arabic dialects can mirror diversity already present in pre-diasporic times.

It is clear, of course, that there have been innovations, sometimes striking

ones, since the Arab diaspora of the seventh and eighth centuries. Pinpointing
them, however, s problemati

C. Itis beyond the scope of the present chapter to
look at each of the forty-ni ed here on a case-by-case basis,
though eventually such a detailed treatment is necessary. Being brief, I believe
that only the following elements are self-evidently post-diasporic innovations
in western Sudanic Arab

ic. I will not treat Mesopotamian Arabic here, for as
entiated history

than does WsA.
(6) Apparent Innovations ip WSA

Phonology (features Ap 2.1.3/4/7/8/9/10; see 5.7 for discussion of
Interpretive problems)

H>h,9>p5> d/d, 0> s, 0>d,t()e d,

' The question mark Pertains to the voice ¢] ih, ¢i

° estio : cment of the proto-form, In Sibawaih, ¢ is classed as
ma]h.uwr, wlych is argua.bly descriptive of 5 voiced sound, I any case, the implosivenﬁ; of the WSA
area is certainly nnovative and may be due to contact with Fulfulde, '

features Ap 2.2.44/53/54/72) ‘ ' |
Morphf()l? g/};IE/Ie erfect verb suffix in certain contexts (as 1-n (1) e;i);)tvirb
Los‘i’o o u ‘VI;e’ in imperfect verb, 3FSG form of weak imper
n-Tyn-...-

to
ical features are harder
: ber of phonologica
d in sect. 5.2.4, 2 num - i ter, than are
Ast Sugg:s:es to the shared vs. independent mnova';:'ofil pﬁr:}?elephonological
interpre d shift,
i t for the ¢ > ¢ )
f the morphological. Excep N rked character
n}llOSt (e)s involvelzl element of simpllﬁcatl(,)n - lOssl(f)rf'aaf(ril\?es less common
'C':n(gloss of emphasis, pharyngealization, mterd.enta ic b sl role here.
lillc dental or alveolar stops). Universal tendencies .certil.n z;ft a set, 1 would
t a}ll"lhat said, however, all other features inc!uded int }I,Sa e im this
argue, are c;ndidates for pre-diasporic Arabic."” NOtea; into deeper proto-
lat%(er,set forms which at some point wou.ld 1;1 1531;112; of Standard Arabic v.
i for instance is the re ' din six
forms. Feature Ap 2.1.6 is g attested in
‘IL\nr?/l\)/lSCA this has various reflexes, though the most cox;]l:;onis leo attested in
of nine sample points. In the present Sam(f l~e the Iliern I‘\I/IesOpotamia. Out-
. . .tiOIl) and 1n sou ints in
i especially in final posi sample points
fi}clll;ktrlig: a(refs itis };ound in the former Nort}_l Yemznagi: eon thi Euphrates
. . long, continuou hnstedt
85: 44), in Syria In a Aleppo (Behnste
ﬁ?hnsmgztziflgt}’ ’the Turkish border, and WCStW.a rd )toand E’: Mauritanian
Ve'r ’ 2) among the Arab of Bahrain (Holes 1987: 36), ously over and over
Ausbic Assumir%g this reflex did not innovate Spo?tar;esingle pre-diasporic
agr:in :the broad distribution of the varianF Speaks C:Y > g occurred among
i i ic level the innovatio rside
ioi lder pre-diasporic . : n moved ou
o A an Of spefkers Populations with both variants the
some groups o .

the peninsula. -
The important point, however, is om0
outside Arabia speaks for a reconstr.ucll o in (6
population as well. All features not Inc u ey
i vari )
I believe are candidates for a pre-dlasporlljmemation. o
justification depends on Case_b);-case o eption, 8 none of the innovations in
; i exc ) ! hat any
hat with possibly one ex: i h means tha
Iv.vo‘ﬂhd zgtle)ettween WSA and Uzbekistan Arall)lc, wh;c6 e would be
r s,
'(g) 1ts' chafeatures shared between the two (see Tables 5.4
identi

retentions.

hat the broad distribution of q< :
f the form in the pre—.dxas'por;1
) above, thirty-mne 1.n all,
though of course ultimate

‘dnift’ i itic languages,
i due to ‘dnift’ in Sem
ints out that there are other features which may be
17" A reader points ouf

g : de"elopl“e“t of the so- yt i Ct.
here, see able 3.2 1N se
3 called analytic Senitive (I.lot documcnted € l T o |
| .3 As algued in 3.4.3 however this feature is not self—ewdently- a newiten(fiency Iil iAra.h ¢, both O d
- )' o . , : . l (d in Uzbekistan Arabic. Of course,
| d hi Baglrml Arabic in the SAareaandl
89> sis mdesprea bothin W

this could also be due to common inheritance.
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5.5. The interpretation of Arabic linguistic history

The di L . .

n etﬁlscusswfn in the previous two subsections may be seen as complement-

i i ! ae l1)1lse (:'the statistics in the following way. The statistics provide, as it
» @ blunt instrument for suggesting where significant relationships lie. As

raw d i
g ata, tl}lley do not automatically reveal why dialect areas are similar or
erent, whether because of chance convergence

borrowing, change due to contact and

common in:::ﬁ;’it::n T(ilue to simplification or analogical formation, or to
interesting to look for'fu EY can hOWCVCI.‘, help identify where it might be
are at play. Thas, & rther ev¥de‘nce which helps disentangle what elements
(Tables 5.4 -5 ) U,Zbeykione statls.tlcal measure of similarity and difference
to Mesop(;t a;ni’an Arabs'tarzr ‘;‘Iablc_ turns out to be as similar to WSA as it is
due to independent in 'c. “hese similarities, moreover, are most likely not
shared by these two v. novation (see sect. 5.4.3). Looking further to features
participial c0nStmCtioanetl;s, it tu.r1.1s out that both have a highly contingent
sharedness of this featn’ Whose origin goes back to pre-diasporic Arabic. The
diasporic population ufehcan. only be explained in terms of an original pre-
Arabian peninsula t]-:vlt th%s f eature in their language moving out of the
extremity of the A’rabiecrf SP;:mg» one crentually settling in the eastern
end. In this case, statistic:pe d 7 world, t.'he other at an extreme western
Ple';lhent each other in a rat;I:,r fofi(zln::;; ction of the participial forms cor-
e statistic . ’
lingllisticall)' Pzwﬁ:rrftl}llle;mo(::l'l provide the basis for other, interesting, if not
Arabic only as a controln: cees- 1 hi.we’ for instance, included Shukriyya
Uzbekistan Arabic. The s tg oup t? provide a counterfoil for the emphasis on
has no noteworth}; affini atlSt-lis 0 Table 5.4, however, suggest that Shukriyya
Arabic. I do not think thitsy iwlt W-SA Ar_at'ﬁc as compared to Mesopotamian
of present-day Arabic dja] $ statistical trivia. Rather, it suggests that the form
nine variables) is as or eve cts (as, of course, measured in the current forty-
geographical proximity. Ineg.arilore dePendent on inheritance than it is on
evidence here for 2 ‘Sud‘anic ;re;t (zloglcal terms, there is, in fact, no strong
Mesopotamian.!® The histori :1 1c (as_ I tf’rm it) contrasting as a whole with
where, historically, did the g;f linguist is challenged here on two fronts:
coterritorial contact hind : erenc(?s come from and to what extent does
Lurking behind the diesrcsr :’ibet dialect (_iifferentiation (see sect. 5.6)?

statistics and reconstructio:su:)rfl :f ﬂ?e m(.iiVid_uﬁfl variables used in the
pecific linguistic forms is the more

19 Even less s0 Behnsted 5
; t . .
Arabia). s (2000: 145) facile Categorization of Sudanic Arabic as Hijazi (Saudi
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fundamental issue of how, generally, Arabic linguistic history is to be con-
ceptualized.

Essentially there are two interpretive approaches, which were contrasted at
length in Ch. 2. To recapitulate, one, developed mainly in Germany in the
nineteenth century, is to regard Classical Arabic, conventionally termed Old
Arabic (Altarabisch) as the ur-ancestor of the contemporary dialects, also
known as Neo-Arabic (Neuarabisch, e.g. Brockelmann 1908; Blau 1988, 2002:
16; Fischer 1995). Jastrow’s model follows this tradition. He assumes (rather
than demonstrates) a division between old and new or innovative structures,
and on this basis works out a historical linguistics. Thus, imala is assumed to
be innovative or newer than non-imala varieties, and so Uzbekistan Arabic,
which lacks imala, can be considered an older variety, relative to Old Arabic,
than are the quitu dialects of Iraq, which have the innovative imala.

The problem with this approach is not in its basic logic. In some respects
Jastrow’s interpretations are certainly correct. The change of r —v, charac-
teristic of a few Iraqi qultu dialects (see Ap 2.1.13) is undoubtedly innovative
for those dialects which have it. The problem lies in the assumption of what
the ancestral variety is.

A second approach is to assume no predefined ancestral version, and to
develop one according to customary principles of comparative linguistics.
I have suggested that the second position is little developed among Arabi-
cists,20 and so what I have presented here represents only basic spadework. It
leads to a reconstruction of pre-diasporic Arabic which is considerably more
complex than traditionally assumed. The complexity in part, as seen in the
discussion in the previous three chapters is already attested in some detail in
the oldest texts, and in part it follows from a simple reconstruction of forms
based on the distribution of post-diasporic elements, such as the intrusive -in
treated in sect. 5.4.2. It can also lead to the postulation of forms which may
even contradict aspects of Classical Arabic as described by the Arabic gram-
marians, for instance the postulation of caseless variety as the proto-ancestor
of a case-based variety (Chs. 3, 4).

As will be evident from the preceding discussion, the
here by no means leads to the reconstruction of a unitary pro

position argued for
to-Arabic

which I define here are, in the contemporary state of Arabic
only the first has much currency. This is unfortunate, as
but at the same time highly orthodox and
Among its best-known representatives are

20 The two general, opposing positions
linguistics, relatively poorly profiled. In fact,
I believe it may be associated with a highly scholarly,
Testrictive interpretation of Arabic linguistic history. :
Brockelmann, Néldeke, and Fiick. What today s little appreciated is that contemporanes of Brockel-

man and Néldeke such as Vollers, de Landberg, and later Kahle arg'ued fo.r a brf)ader reading of w}‘:la‘;
the ‘Arabiyya was. Even if 1 would not agree in all detailed interpretations with this latter group, | wo

see my position as reviving their perspectives.
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located somewhere in the Arabian peninsula or in a neighboring area. By the
same token, it does not preclude it either. It does argue for a stepwise
reconstruction process, working first back to the pre-diasporic varieties of
Arabic. Moving backwards beyond these varieties is a task left unaddressed
here, though obviously is a desideratum for further research.

The problem treated in this chapter is not new. Indeed, it was summarized
over a thousand years ago by Ibn al-Nadim (d. 954) writing about the origin
of Arabic orthography in his Fihrist: 7. ‘and each [pre-Islamic] tribe had its
linguistic variety which distinguished it and by whi
which are a part of the original (Pagl) variety’

In a recent compendious survey of the term ‘Sarab’ and its congeners in
classical sources, Retsé suggests that the Classical language itself, as embodied
in pre-Islamic poetry, had died out before Islam, and that it existed not in one

form but rather as ‘several ‘languages of the Arabs® in pre-Islamic Arabia’
(2003: 595).

The thrust of this chapter is sympathetic to these two perspectives. It is to
suggest that old diversity is ofte

n directly reflected in contemporary diversity,
and that contemporary diversity can be used both to reconstruct old diversity,
and to explain contemporary diversity through the ultimately simplifying
procedure of the comparative linguistic method. This can take place even in
the absence of confirmation in old, classical sources. From this vantage point,
modern scholarship has a further tool to discern what the Pagl of Arabic is.

With this section ends the general discussion of the relation between a
satistical summary of contemporary Arabic dialects, reconstruction, and
the interpretation of the history of Arabic. In the next three sections
I discuss individual problems in the interpretation of the linguistic features,

ch it was recognized, all of

5.6. Statistics, Reconstruction, Hypothesis Testing
oncentrated on the relation between the statistics
orical Teconstruction, the statistics can be invoked

provide, for example,
notions of what sho
remains a primary

an overview of what is out there,
uld or should not fit together. In
function of the statistics,

shorn of preconceived
this respect, and this
it provides a general classificatory
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framework for understanding the diversity and unity of Arabic dialects in
i ary form.
the’ll‘;lzoﬁ.ln:'(t?}?llrxi)xrltgpretation of the statistics belongs to a di'ffere'nt c9nceptu:}
order. One of the most important is to relate th?m toa ‘hlstor}cal 1;1te.rprei_
ation of the development of Arabic. The stfltistlcs.prowde Prlmz; alc)lii Z;fld
dence for a significant relationship between, inter alia, Uzbel_ustanb t:een n
WSA. This provides one lead in looking for other c.or.mec.tlons eb en s
two areas. In fact, as seen in sect. 5.4.2, other, non—tr1v1a! links ca}rll :1 s ren;
Still, without a precise, feature-by—feature‘reconstructlon o.f t :10 I1leedoes
linguistic variables, the citation of quantita‘tlvelY.based groupings
not prove anything as far as historical relationship goes. d with
Even if the statistics do not provide pr(?of of relatlonsh;)p, ctollll(f)w o
reconstruction they are helpful in formulating hypo.thej;:s a 0}:) Row Aree
spread. A global interpretation, based on the foregoing 1scu;s;abi,c_speaking
pre-diasporic Arabic was quite heterogene(?us, and tbat as e
groups migrated outside the Arabian .penmﬁula‘begmmng'Ons .
century, different varieties became dominant in dl'fferent regi tl.]e o
who settled Uzbekistan and those who made their way down e
ultimately migrated into the western Sudanic area may well have de
re-diasporic group. L
th;:rr:;dpthis genllral pirspective, the statistics give 'm51ght mt(:; rtrlllzrslz :31::5:5
of developments in Arabic linguistic history. I mention sever; o
ily in the form of open-ended hypotheses. These points z;re c ey mv only
discussion of language spread, contact, and cha.ngcf, t giltligon e
rarely stated explicitly in the Arabic dialectologica tr:ll exc.l e el
hypotheses are neither exhaustive, nor are they mutu by bl
otherwise stated the brief exemplifications relate to the o se:sfaa O a1 the
5.1-5.6 that the WSA area is, statistically a more homogeneo

Mesopotamian.

i i i f its
Hi The homogeneity of a dialect area is a direct reflection othan
us
age of settlement. Newly settled areas are more homogeneo
older ones.

i it was settled
WSA is more homogeneous than the Mesopotamian because it

considerably later.

i ions more likely than relics.
H2 Low percentage forms are innovations they are PrObably

If they only are found in neighboring dialects,
innovations.
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Jastrow’s example of *r — vy fits here. It is found in only two dialects in the

sample, contiguous ones, Jewish and Christian Baghdadi. This feature is
certainly an innovation.

H3 The homogenei

ty of a dialect area is a function of the life style
of its inhabitants.

Because Arabic culture in th
influenced by a nomadic and se
facilitated (relative to the Meso
development of marked dialect

€ WSA area has historically been strongl'y
mi-nomadic lifestyle, intercommunication is
potamian area), and this militates against the
differences.

H4 The homogeneity of a dialect area is a function of its geog-
raphy. It should be ¢

ecalled here that it is only in the course of the
twentieth century that modern communication, roads, bridges,
etc. have tended to level natural geographical boundaries.

in the Bagirmi dialect area,
months a year, villages are
Bagirmi area in fact is 4 ve
Mesopotamia at least, mo
region where the greatest

where during the rainy season, for four or five
effectively cut off from the outer world. The
ry distinct dialect area within WSA. In northemn

untains hinder communication, and it is in this
diversity is found.

one way for the Current data. I would suggest that minority
speakers will tend to maintajn differences, whereas speakers living

a franca variety will tend towards
ted features when these differ from
be added, there are social factors
ia (Owens 20014: 442 n. 28).2!

where there is 2 related lingy
koinization and loss of inherj

This hypothesis would appear to be substantiated by the qultu dialects,
where m

. inority traits such as q and imalg are maintained. Moreover, com-
paring Anatoljan qulty vs, northern Iraqi qultu dialects would appear to

ack of population exchange between originally ““i“,z
i and Hs, geography and soci
do appear broadly to correlate with diversity.
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. i traits (e,
further substantiate it: Iragi quitu dialects are 1nﬂuencclt.drll){sf;l;t ;r:g:l(() wg;
k> q > g) to a far greater degree than are the.Ana‘lto 1af \ Oke;l 4below).
This hypothesis was a major object of my 1nv.est1g}a1t'1<;lnitowap; e tha
Maiduguri (19984, also quantitatively based), 1'n whic! ey
the lack of a city-wide koine (and inversely, mam?ex?ant;1 o

a direct reflection of the minority status of Arabic in .

. it
Hé The homogeneity of a dialect area is 'deper.lder.lt .uI;(;rrlitle ;
peripherality or centrality. Peripheral areas will maintain in
categories longer than central areas.

i significant
So far as the current data base goes, WSA and Uzbekistan show sig
imilarities. ious Hs. One might
Smr;‘his hypothesis, however, is closely related to th? pre v:gzseﬁesctive feature,
prefer to say that it is not peripherality as such Whll:_h : favors maintenance.
but rather the minority status of the Spﬁfakers e ct: Uzbekistan Arabic
Moreover, the hypothesis is contradicted in one r?spe d‘ialect than to WSA.
shows gre,ater similarity to the more central ShUkr(;yyai heral are difficult to
Furthermore, non-circular definitions ofcentr‘al e pwhat does it mean
develop. Is %emen more central than ng?la?l Iefzici,;s;ttested in Sibawaih,
intai FSG suffix -if, alr .k What
when Yemen maintains the 2 ' Standard Arabic -k
o i -ki, identical to Sta X . d
whereas Nigerian Arabic has S ive? Peripherality an
non-circulag arguments are there that if s mnovattl}‘:ee socialpsciences (e.g.
centrality are, I believe, designations taken lc?ver &? rc: only with considerable
L . lied in linguisti
Political Science) which can be app
circumspection.

ed as a
Hy Phonology is more variable than morph.oi)olgyt or‘,(:rl;;:iso e
historical proposition, phonology is more liable to
change than is morphology.

PP in Table 5.3,
I think one of the more intriguing statistics 1S foun:ii ;xrllor;hology are com-
means and standard deviations of the'pht(;lnosllc;gg),firllle phonological variables
Mesopotamia, the )
pared. For both WSA and logical. .
# considerably higher than that Oggetn:zlq:: Oszilport Hetzron’s point tlllat
i ation would te i logy. It also
bt Fhlsb:tt;seiri‘;dex of ancient sharedness j(han Is pl:}(::tosofnye of the
fnofghoizgy N a;,u'ks of a reader for Oxford University Presrsl £ it directs this
Justifies ferterr;es could be independent innovations, eve
common featu

tendency towards phonology.

where the
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5.7. Three Caveats

Three structural problems can be noted in the interpretation of the statistics.

5.7.1. Innovations

The statistics are a representation of contemporary Arabic. Ideally one would
‘s:’)aroltntocill:\:ii) Sllilll:;r statistics from varieties of Arabic in 1800, 1500, 1200, and
accou;l ting Ir‘:S };,n eélCl; f)f sources for spoken Arabic precludes such detailed
more dissi;nilaf Wiili 1t may be assumed that Arabic dialects are becoming
innovations. An ot time al‘ld th‘at the present statistics include many
the reflex of.’*h and *Soushc-ase.m pomF are variables 3 and 4. These describe
these are innovation, : W“;Ch o WSA is mostly h and ? (see Ap 2.1.3, 4). That
Jahar ‘monthy o le';s, in ‘ SA ’1s shown by the contrast in Bagirmi Arabic of
in WSA h. Howerer, the indioa In these forms *h and *h have fallen together
the different vowel ; a;- indication ofa‘former pharyngeal i is left behind in
after *h. Ancestral qua 'ty: Low 4@ remained low after *h, but was raised to ¢
The statis t.e ° rh Bagirmi Arabic must have had *h at some point.
contrast withlcrsllos(:v:i;;er’ by t_he‘lr very logic, will in this respect show WSA to
have retained « €r varieties of contemporary Arabic, which of course
ained *h.
This poi .
historicaﬁ ilnntte;?izsi‘c)oresn;hé necessity of using the statistics as a tool of
struction. If, as su. estnd0 V\)/, in the context of a plausible attempt at recon-
ical affinity, the dgagta e't’ d SA and Uzbekistan Arabic have a special histor-
separating the two con? ed here would allow one to remove one statistic
absence (WSA) of haernporary reflexes, namely presence (Uzbekistan) vs.
Statistics help indicafe nrytngiéllls. Mor'eover, looked at in these terms the
contemporary dialect 3 0 ob y what innovations have occurred in a given
spread. The WSA area hza, ut also the degree to which innovations have
the change is close t : mean (1.86) for this variable which indicates that
€ t0 complete in the region (2 = uniform h/?).

5.7.2. Minority forms

many dialect descriptions no information is given on the form. It would be a
major mistake to ignore it, however.

In sect. 5.8.5 below are mentioned forms which are attested sporadically in
my WSA data, always in texts, but which, so far as my experience in explicit
elicitation of data goes, does not occur regularly. Unfortunately, even the best-
researched dialect areas have gaps. Precisely in regard to the question of the
spread of a given form, and its status as to retention or innovation, such
minority forms may have an important interpretive role to play. The sporadic
presence of a final imala form in verb, majfe ‘he went, suggests a link to
Tripolitanian mfe, the Daaxila oasis in Egypt (Behnstedt and Woidich 198s:
281) and to various Persian Gulf dialects (T. Prochazka 1981: 37).

5.7.3. What features are criterial?

A final caveat is not to lose sight of the fact that the statistics as I have
developed them here are non-weighted. Each feature is of equal status as far
as numerical calculations go. It is above all this aspect of statistics which
perhaps will make philologically orientated Arabicists wary. One could add
a feature, for instance, for the realization of *s. This is one of the most stable
of all phonemes in Arabic (discounting assimilation for voicing, emphasis,
and other regular allophonic effects). Were it added, it would have the same
numerical weight as the realization of the 15G perfect verb suffix as -tu or-t,
a variable of greater significance than is *s. Why, however, is the 1SG suffix
more significant? Dialectologists would simply intuitively regard it as such.
Even statistically one could work out a justification for according it greater
significance.

Each value of a variable could be given a variation index, for instance, ranging
between 0 and 100. The index is formed by dividing the number of cases by the
number of different realizations of a variable and multiplying by the percentage
of each variety in the sample. So far as the present data goes, were *senteredasa
variable it would have a value of 100, indicating that *s is realized as /s/in all
varieties. The 1SG perfect suffix, on the other hand, has a value of -tu = 33 per
cent, -t = 67 per cent (8.2.40). For purposes of dialect comparison it is the more
heterogeneous variables which are the more interesting.

5.8. Problems in Coding

In this section I would like to discuss a num
have no solution, but which, at the same time,
materially affect the main results of the present analysi

ber of problems which, in a sense,
in all probability do not
s. | add the proviso
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‘in all probability’ because, since they are problems, their significance cannot
be accurately gauged until they have been solved, or at least, worked on to a
greater extent than what I have done. Furthermore, there are problems whose

solution is fairly obvious, but which, for lack of more detailed data, are
impossible to implement at the present time.

5.8.1. Coding values

The statistical summary relies on a numerical coding practice whose basis is,
to a broad degree, arbitrary. It is hoped that this very arbitrariness, however,
guards against skewing the results in one direction or another.

Statistics distinguishes between ordinal, interval, and nominal coding
scales. Interval are those which measure the extent to which a case has a
certain fixed property; ordinal define the relative order a set of cases have of
a certain property, and nominal are those in which cases are defined to have a
certain property in an arbitrary, though explicit way. The present statistics,
like much found in language phenomena, are of a nominal order: they
measure no fixed property, and the assignment of a number to one exponent
or another is arbitrary. I have, however, followed certain guidelines in assign-
ing values to the different cases: 4’ js a form close to or identical with
Standard Arabic; thus, between the two 2FSG object pronoun forms -ki and
-1k, I have coded -ki with 1} -ik with 2’ I should emphasize that in according
Sta.nd'ard Arabic the value 4’ [ am not making a statement of historical origin.
This is simply an arbitrary starting point, which provides an orientation for
any dialect. Note furthermore that use Standard Arabic and not a presumed
plassical Arabic as the hinge. Classical Arabic as seen in sect. 1.1 above is an
ter] hus I codify the form CaCVV, as in kabiir with 1} as
this is the same as Standard Arabic. It is also broadly identical to Classical
Arab?c. However, if taking Sibawaih as a source for the language, Classical

‘Cti\.re form fiSiyl e.g. sifiyd ‘happy’ (Kitaab 11: 274), $0

e Standard Arabic form -ka is of no help.
ed variables to allow for s

plit categories, which are
mber (see below). In CC-C sequence in nouns there
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are three outcomes in the current data, as illustrated in (7). In (7a and b) ag
epenthetic vowel is inserted between either the first and second or second an
third consonants.

(7a) CaC-C, akl-na —  akal-na ‘our food’
(7b) CCa-C, aklo-na
(7¢) CC-C aklna

Some dialects (e.g. JB) have only (7a), some (WSA) have r{1ainly (7b), and )0 n;
(Uzbekistan) appears to have (7c). In addition some dialects have (723. 1
some contexts, (7c) in others. Mardin, for instance, ha§‘(7a) when ’C lsda
sonorant, as in the example, otherwise (7¢c), as in kalb—k1' your.F dog’ I code
these ‘both/and’ dialects with a half point. In order for th1§ t? work, howe\}"er,
(7a) and (7¢) need to be numerically contiguous, fo in tl.ns mstan‘ce (1\743) d?;
the value 1}, (7c) the value ‘2, and (7b) the value ‘3’ In this reckoning Mar

ts a score of ‘L5 (see Ap 2.1.23). .

* Isve:'otclld note ti:t as rrf)ore dialects are added to the data bank, and'fbgth/
and’ dialects fill in gaps, this system would probably break down (e.gl. dl bte e‘;?
emerged a dialect with both (7a) and (7b), the value between wo:1 o con-,
which is already occupied by (7¢)). For present purposes, however,
tradictions arise.

Beyond these three points I use my own intuitior%s t<? (?ne extearllt or z?go:;;
While different codings would result in different. individual v. t}l;les, 1riable )
cases they would not alter my final analysis. For instance, taked. f; V:m o rr;
emphatic ¢. ‘1’ is the Standard pronunciation ¢ (note a‘rguaz'ly. 1 ;(I;Sive em-
Sibawaih’s description of t as majhuura), ‘?.’ t‘h’e-varlant d (lmphatic o
phatic), found in various WSA dialects, while ‘3’ is t, a non—er(;q;)i e
found again in the WSA area, and in Uzbekistan. %y I have coded d intains a
to Standard Arabic than t is: (1) d is still emphatic and (2-) 1:1 ?;:n results
systematic contrast to tin its dialects, whereas the de—emphalfllseha en if the
in a phoneme merger. Still, it is relevant to see what. wonl 1esfnt - the
coding for ‘2’ and 3’ here were reversed. The dxfferen‘ce is only ;" e have
status of Uzbekistan Arabic. All the Mesopotamian dialects in t1 j s;m:m ares
£ and most of the WSA have ¢ though some have ¢ or t. Table 5.8 comp.

coding values. .
th?l";fes Tr:fi Zﬁftetto is the sgame, when Uzbekistan is compared to Mesof::te‘;‘?i
and the WSA area. In both cases it is closer to WSA. The effec’i}is grt " aosign
the first manner of coding than for the second, though_ Othe‘; a:t consider
Uzbekistan Arabic to Mesopotamian or to WSA Arabic, I do n
‘degree of difference’ as a relevant variable.
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TABLE 5.8. *t coded two ways

Lt=9d=t="3(asin present data) 2 t=1d=3t="2

Mesopotamia g x 1 = 9/9 =1 Mesopotamia 9 x 1 = 9/9 =1
WSA8Xx2+1x3=19/9 =121 WSA1x2+8x3=25/9=27
Uzbekistan = 3 Uzbekistan = 2

5.8.2. Hierarchicalized variables

Linguistic variables, particularly phonological and morphological ones, may
often be hierarchicalized. ‘Emphasis’ is a more general category than its
instantiations in individual consonants, £, g, and so on. There is an implica-
tional relationship such that if a dialect lacks empbhasis, it lacks £ J and all
other emphatic consonants. The reverse does not hold. A dialect may lack a
given emphatic consonant, say emphatic §, but still may have other emphatic
ones (e.g. sor ).

Itis preferable to oppose dialects according to their most general parameter
of contrast. Abbeche Arabic, for instance, should be opposed to Nigerian
Arabic (all dialects), on the basis of non-emphatic vs. emphatic. This pro-
duces one feature of contrast. Another basis of comparison would be to
OPpose each consonant which realizes such as opposition. On this basis,
Nigerian Arabic, with phonemic 4, g, 5, 5 L and m would differ in six ways
from Abbeche Arabic dt sl m).

I have followed neither accounting practice completely. The clear param-
eter of difference described in the previous paragraph is muddied through the
following circumstance, Consonants in the emphatic series may differ not
only in terms of emphasis, but also in terms of other phonetic contrasts. To
continue the example from the beginning of this section, the alveolar plosive
not only contrasts in terms of emphasis, but also in terms of buccal pressure, d
(implosive) vs, £ I judge this latter to be an important parameter character-

izing many WSA dialects, However, once the ¢l vs. ¢ contrast is included, s0
too must ¢ (non-emphatic variant), s

ince a number of dialects have this reflex
for SA ¢
The practice which | have followed
alone is not included as a parameter
(basal ‘onion’, Nigeria) and s
since, so far as the present dat
of difference implied by the
is implied in the contrast,

here is that a difference in emphasis
of contrast. The difference between §
(basal, Abbeche), for example, is not included,
a goes, there are no further phonetic parameters
§ - § contrast. As soon as another difference
however, individual emphatic phonemes aré
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included. The Abbeche Arabic reflex ¢ for SA tis therefore inch‘1ded, since SA t
also differs in terms of the explosive/implosive contrast d?scrlb?d above.

Note that the same principle applies to morphological differences. In
many dialects the 2 and 3PL object pronoun forms h;.ive -n ratl(lie.rlth:tn; —‘r’:,
-kun, -hun ‘your.PL, their.PL’ (e.g. many Mesopotamian qu'ltu ia ecks , VS.
-kum, -hum (see sect. 8.7.3). To the extent that -hun always 1mp11e§ ~kun, or
the other way around, there would be no ground§ for. recogrilzln.gthtfv:r)l
separate variables here. Indeed, there are no dialects in th1§ sample v;ln_k
in one of the forms and -# in the other. However, there are dialects w1t ku }1ln
the 2PL, so a three-set -kum, -kun, -ku series has to be coded. This is, in tP E
present analysis, different from the t\;/o-way -hum, -hun contrast, so the 2/3

as separate variables.

foirzl»izii(f,n;:;;:ps, beppossible to organize the analysis in‘a mo‘rei subtle \Z;)I':
based on the following observation. Among the forty-nine dla.ectsl, a_ e
form -kun always implies - hun, whereas either -kum or -ka alw:ays 1mpS yo B
(there are no -ku/hun dialects). In this respect my clz‘ismﬁcatlon errh " the
side of caution in making a coding distinction. 'As it turnskout, tcl ehrun e
dialects in Syria, not included in the data bank, with ku (czlr(-i 'o) :;:ils fun o
hin (Behnstedt 1991: 243), so caution indeed has been rewarded in > cas .has
more and more details about Arabic dialects become known, experie
shown that what can occur, will occur, sorgeplace' ch 1 do not explicitly

Of course, other considerations are implied here, vtlh¥ch I 0 no xp n
address. For instance, | would tend to recognize distinctions motre tl}x:e e
realm of inflectional morphology than in phonf)logy. To return to he
difference noted above, I think it unlikely that a dlalec.t shoulg turn up
only this distinction occurs, but not in f)ther emphatic §oun s.WhiCh leave

There are, however, issues within this broad thematic aread e
unresolved. One, for instance, pertains to the cle‘15s of seFopd an Cuh:e o
plural forms. Some dialects have morphologically dlStll’:iCt rtrlllaese e o
feminine forms, while others do not. Among thosef that o,the F)Ii)ri oo
of the FPL may be variable. In Bagirmi Arabic, for mstanc;, p ; N
suffix is -han, whereas in Kirenawa, as in qlost'areas of (.?ha f}llle » ;‘151 par;son,
-hin. 1 have not incorporated this vocalic difference 1ntoh i
since the variation cannot be applied in a broad \yayl ;(;) It (Z o thzse .
area: few Mesopotamian dialects have a morphologica o On-el);]phatic o
extreme south). This case is analogous to the emphatic n e param.
trast discussed above. In this instance, however, [ recog(ril.l:fzrenc);s e
eter, morphological FPL, yes or no. This means thajt any di e e effoct i
exponence of FPL forms are not considered. In this one 1r;h  Mosoporarmian
slightly to increase the homogeneity of the WSA area vs.



178 Pre-Diasporic Arabic in the Diaspora

area. However, one would have to compare variation within a category in area

A with a non-existent category in area B.22 The issue is noted as a problem.

5.8.3. One rule or two, one case or two

A similar problem relates to the status of certain phenomena as linked or
independent, in linguistic terms, one rule or two. A case in point is the status
of a short vowel in pre-stress Position in (reconstructed) open syllables,
exemplified in (2) in sect. 2.4. In many dialects one needs but a single rule
to account for all occurrences, or more accurately non-occurrences: short

vowels do not occur in the context *CV'CVV. The quality of the vowels is
irrelevant:

(8) JB, Hiit etc.: kbiiv/kbiir, kleeb < *kabiir, kilaab ‘big, dogs’

In fewer dialects the vowel may be maintained in both contexts.

(9) Kirenawa: kabiir, kilaab

So far as these two sets of data go, and indeed the rules generalize to cover a
variety such as JB in its entirety, a single rule accounts for the occurrence or
nion-occurrence of all short vowels in open, pre-stress syllables. On the basis
of these cases the present statistics need only a single variable with two values:
short vowel] maintained or short vowel deleted (or not allowed).

Further data, however, indicates that the two cases do not always go hand in
hand. In particular, there are a good number of dialects allowing a short low
vowel, or reflex thereof, in an Open pre-stressed syllable, but not a short high
vowel.

(10) MB: cibiir, cleeb ‘dogs’
Khaweetna: cabiir, clegp,

phenomenon), but not deleted, whil

lS)i)l;)hrt high vowels, however, are categorically deleted in pre-stress position in

. her data, two variables need to be recognized for
vowels in pre-stressed open syllables, one for short high, and one for short low
vowels (see discussion around Table 2.1 in sect. 2.4). Moreover, even this

inimizing the variation within WSA by ignoring this feature, 3
comparable category would. be the suffixal <opular pronouns (Jastrow 1978: 131 ff.), which are unique
tured by a ‘yes/no’ feature), and which within this group are
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differentiation is not adequate. In the Anatolian qultu dia}lects a short lo.w
vowel will often be maintained, either as a or as 2 in nominal forms, butfm
derived verb forms the a is lost. In Siirt (Jastrow 1978: 62) one hasli bc;r
instance, ka'leem-i ‘my word, with 4 maintained in the pr?-stress open 1sy fa he
but in the same dialect t'qaatal ‘quarrel’ (<taqaatal) with the vowel o lt z
derivational prefix ta- lost. Variable (17) is th.erefore phrased to cover ;):dyto
short a in the pattern CaCii(C). Separate variables .apparently are nee
cover the reflexes of short a in different morphf)logxcal forms. . e
In general in cases of doubt I over-ditferentlate.o.r over-spe;{f); éa\é:c_v.
There is, for instance, an important variable‘ pe.rtammg to rrll)e 1}:: e
sequences. This occurs, inter alia, in the b.aSlC imperfect velr w erI: o
suffix is added. Prototypical variants are ytktu'b-u (no vowe rea;ra ngd ent)
vs. yikitbu.2* Potentially comparable n'ommal forms ;r.e bo;xt et
the feminine singulative suffix -it (zib'dit-u vs. zibitt-u 1; tl;rs O,n o
the interpretation of the variants here is c?mpllcated b).' two fac or.deletion
one hand in Mesopotamian Arabic in partlcula'r the mamtenantc;e hort hioh
of the short high vowel interacts with stress.(whlch ma_xy prote;’; thestort e’
vowel). On the other hand, the situation in other dialects ( 1gntS A
in general, see Ch. 6) is influenced by the n?ture of the consona s involvec:
which makes a simple rule formulation difficult. At tll;us st;lgee in & ores
investigation, I limit the alternation to verbs only, where
fairly clear.2¢

5.8.4. Variation: morphophondogical and sociolinguistic

There arebasically two types of variation in language, llngtflsn}cl:al‘l:l :;(:13;:_“1
and sociolinguistically explicable. Both types are present in t. erl  theoretically
The linguistic variation is, traditionally, the bet'te_r known a allo-variation
better accounted for. In basic linguistic parlance, it is knf) wln ZZ the following:
(allomorph/allophone). Examples from the present data mc(::(l; T+ or fuf before
The preformative vowel of verb: Abbeche = { a/ befor‘e o /a/ before verb
CV, ya-mrug ‘he leaves, yu-murgu ‘they leave’s Sh}lkn ” —owel (yafrab‘he
stems with /a/ as stem vowel, /i/ before verbs with high stem v
drinks’ vs. yuktub ‘he writes’).

. . . { the imperfed verb. . logical.
2: lsee oy 6.:;(1);? e;ﬂ ;:uiltmlm;::lezt data as morphophonological rather than phonolog:
n any ins )

; be broken up by
Jastrow (1978: 88—92) for instance reports that in nouns CC# o cradl w:\lnﬁ in 3;1'? the -t of 2MSG is
an epenthgeZic. vowel in Anatolian qultu dialects, e.g. Siirt mahad ‘cra d;sis e cases a distinction
not accompanied by epenthesis, nomt ‘you slept’ Ir’l‘)s"”m of ef
has to be drawn, inter alia, between nouns and verbs.
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The 2FSG object suffix. In a number of dialects, -ki after a long vowel, -ik
otherwise (similarly 3MSG objects suffix, either -u/-hu or -u/-nu in same
contexts).25

A slightly different variation concerns the 3MSG object suffix. Generally it
has a basic allomorphic variation between -V (usually either -u or -a) and -CV
(either -nu or -hu), the latter after a long vowel (as in the immediately
preceding -ki/ik). What is distinctive here are the allomorphic variants -hu/
nu. Within the dialects with the -y suffix I distinguish further as to whether
they take -nu or -hu after VV-. These instances differ from the preceding in
that there are no dialects where only -nu/hu occur.

I have categorized these variants as having mid values. For instance, -ki has
a value of 1} -ik a value of 2’ If a dialect has a conditioned -ki/ik variation it
has the score of ‘1.5’

A more difficult problem to handle is the issue of sociolinguistic variation, in
part be.cause it only rarely is systematically investigated. Dialects, however,
mc:reasmgly are coming into contact, often under the influence of regional
koines, and undergoing change as a result of this contact. Pure dialects in the
sense that only a minimal amount of non-linguistically conditioned variation
occurs are becoming rarer. Such variation is often remarked upon obliquely but
unsystematically in standard dialect descriptions. Talay (1999: 30) for instance,
notes that Khaweetna (Iraq quitu) has many occurrences of /g/ in loanwords
from other Arabic varieties, While he suggests that / g/ enters the dialect via
loanvtords,’ rath?r than via substitution of native dialect words, he has both
fg;q/;tfin(s?;;ﬁ n/q/.) and ba»(vwac_zg :thief’ (with ‘bedouin’ /g/), indicating

: g itself into ‘native vocabulary as well. Remarking on the
15:;1:1;1;‘::;:;2“; Khan (1997: 56) notes tha.t in his recordings, the gilft Igl is
conditioned in coma lit; - at-)(;ut- y bedou.11‘1. The alternation g~q Is thl;z
and situational and IZliscc‘;v e femca1 conditioning plays an important role
dialectology which s stenlllz:ts'e aflcmrs e relevant. Ideally one »‘vould V-vaflt :
In Owens (xoua ch,ys) o ;cd. a}l' takes into ac.count quantlltatlv.e ‘vana.tloﬂ-
variables into percentiles S0 ltheCt ;nap's’ for instance, Whld'l leldf? bln?ry
rural Nigerian Arabjc for’ th ab for fnstance, the 5a mpling points 107

€ preformative vowel /a ~ i/(see Ap 2.2.51) are

# Other variables here j
. ¢ include CC# i : .
Kirenawa, for instance, 5 nouns (viewed in synchronic, syllable-structure terms). In

onsonant cluster is allowed where C1 js sonorant (kalb ‘dog’), otherwise

CVC#, laham * > i
! sec;nndn;eatth. In CB only CaC s allowed, kalib, whereas in JB CC# is categorically allowed,
s the stem vowel of CCVC-V imperfect verbs, for which see Ch. 6.

26 In Arabi iolinguisti ; L
¢ sociolinguistics lexical conditioning has been relatively well studied for the influence of

Standard Arabic on s ken Arabi
of dialect contact, hopv::CVer, abic (e.g Abdul Jawad 1981; Holes 1987); it is equally relevant to the study
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given as categorically 4, categorically i or as falling somewhere in between. The
contrasts, moreover, are based on statistically distinctive differences. Lacking
such quantitative data, however, one is left to make judgment calls about how to
represent the linguistic variation. Based on the discussion in Khan and Talay,
for instance, I consider both dialects to have both /q/and /g/, marked with
a score of “15°. On the other hand for a parallel variable which is spread from
the dominant gilit dialect, it appears that whereas Khaweetna has both /k/and
/c/(< *k), Hiit has only /k/.27

Ideally features should be coded with differentiated sociolinguistic and
lexically marked features.

5.8.5. How many variants should be recognized?

I think there really is no obvious place to stop a survey of this kind. The
temptation is to continue adding as much detail as possible. A broader survey
will certainly account for a greater degree of variation than that represen.ted
here. Two aspects of this problem can be briefly cited. First, greater attention
could be given to morpho-phonological and allophonic variation. For in-
stance, the verbal 3FSG suffix is given as -at for WSA, yet there is a widespread
alternative with weak middle verbs before V-initial suffixes, namely-t, jaab-at
‘she brought’ vs. jaab-t-a ‘she brought it.M’. Such alternation specific to w.eak
middle verbs is fairly rare among Arabic dialects, hence its broad dlstrlbuFlon
in the WSA is significant and worthy of classificatory note. At the same time,
it is morpho-phonologically restricted, and for this reason I do not 1nclufle it
in this survey.2 A detailed look at the grammars I have used. as the basis of
this survey will reveal a number of comparable forms which I. have .not
included. Such second-order variables, as they can be termed, will await a
more detailed treatment. . . .

A second type of feature worthy of note here is that which in a given dialect
is rare, yet potentially of significance in understanding the spread of certain
forms on a pan-Arabic basis. To mention two examples here, very OCC“Slonallly
there are found in Nigerian Arabic weak-final 3MSG forms of the type mafe

Khaweetna is a dialect still in situ, constantly

27 : iable is at play here. .
Though again another variable is at play whereas Hiit was recorded among Jewish Arab

exposed to influences from surrounding Iragi dialects,
emigrants residing in Beersheva, Israel.

28 In fact, the values of the 3FSG perfect sud P
eastern Libyan Arabic and Alawitan Hatay and Cilicia, : ith-
iktib-iet-ih)y‘she wrote it, Hatay qgatl-iit-u ‘she hit him, in southern lvlies.opot(amle;l;he —t’d;:blles,oﬁfg
att-a ‘she wrote it’ (urban), in Cairene it attracts irregular stress, dara'b-it-ak she1 ;l)’oe‘; ,for 1 t‘g_"t after
purely phonologically determined variants, Nigerian Arabic has thfee_segmenta a]‘: ﬁuaj high-.V by
hollow verbs before a V-initial suffix, as in faaf-t-ak ‘she saw you, o a:fter . h . M’
before a V-initial suffix, lig-it-a ‘she got it.M’, otherwise -at, lig-at-hum she got them.M.

ffix before a vocalic suffix is a small chapter_in itself. In
for instance, it lengthens, ELA iktib-aat-a (or
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‘he went’ I have never elicited them, though they do occasionally crop up in

texts from the Bagirmi dialect area, They are also found in Tripolitanian
Arabic, Daaxila, and some Gulf dialects. A similar case is the imperfect of
stem II verbs, where occasionally ablaut stems such as bi-diffin ‘cover with
earth’ are found. Such ablaut forms are the normal ones in Uzbekistan Arabic
and are found in Upper Egypt as well (Behnstedt and Woidich 1985: 226).
These might be interpreted as remnant forms brought originally from Upper
Egypt: these forms spread from Upper Egypt and became established in
Tripoli, but not, ultimately, in the WSA area 20

My point in citing this second class of occurrences which are not treated in
these statistics is to remind one that it may be the unusual, rare form, but one
which appears to link up with similar or identical forms located far afield, that
help to determine the historical status of a feature. Ablaut imperfect verb
stems are rare, historically contingent developments, Rather than interpret
their presence in three widely separated areas as due to independent innov-
ation, it is more likely they go back to common point of origin.

5.8.6. Structural, not lexical features in the index
The data used here jg larg
structure), not lexijcal, Thu
111) has CaCy stems (Yom

ely structural (phonological and morphological
s, when it is noted that Khaweetna (Talay 12993
-yit ‘she became blind’), the point of identity with,

Similarly, in regards to CVCCy nouns, both WSA and various qultu dialects

1, CVCaC# the value 2’ and dialects which
have both classes of nouns get the middle ‘15" Note, however, that the precise
rules that sanctjon the CVCoC# forms are different in the two areas. In the
WSA area, one has CVCaC, unless C. is a sonorant, in which case the CVCC#
form occurs (dgrp ‘road’ vs. digin ‘beard’). In the Daragozii qultu dialect
(Jastrow 1973: 78-9, also in Mardin, Sasge 1971: 78) CVCoC# is required if Cs is
asonorant Aajor ‘stone’ v, dahf ‘young donkey’, Again, more detail is needed

* Though cf. the
in the WSA area.

20 It appears that Khaweetna has largel . ) o the
tmnsitivc/intranstive Parameter. 8ely regularized the low vs. high stems according

verbal noun of second stem verbs, ti-diffin ‘covering with earth’, which is common
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ificati radict
to distinguish the two, though the current classification does not cont
basic facts of the two cases.

5.8.7. Other points . o

Opposing forms within a variable are minimally contrasltlve. T:c;s I:oizilszsg;
type of hierarchical relation (sect. 5.8.2), though phonoT<l)1gy :ﬁnimaj P it ot
are not logically hierarchizable relative to each other.l e ninimal point e
contrast in the 2FSG object suffix is whether the vowe occ(lile O
the consonant (-ik vs. -ki).)In theset;]erms no;::;:zz tlsi:n: onelogial one
and CB -ik (post-C form), since the ¢ ~ ‘ i
accounted fo(rpelsewhere (see Ap 2.1.2). Should there be a di)afk:itc:;u::e s
2FSG object, but no other forms with ¢ (I am not axare fouch i,n e
object suffix in this case would be given a separate value, a

would not be accountable for under oth?r rule's. ace ealiations. It might
The variants of variables are opposed in their surfac

i d Shuk-
be argued that Kirenawa buktubu (with n.lamtenan}cle Oft;t::; I:Z ziderlymg
riyya bukutbu (with deletion and epenthesm,. Ch. 6) have it
form and therefore are not to be differ?nnatec'l. Ho;«revrfa,Ce o D e
differentiation can be made, either at an inspection o sua e forme o o
here) or in terms of application of rules (Shukriyya app

Kirenawa does not).



Nigerian Arabic and Reconstruction
of the Imperfect Verb

It was argued in the Previous chapter that there is dialectal data, non-.eXJStel'lt
in Old Arabic sources, which forces reconstructions into the pre-diasporic
era. This data is found equally in so-called core areas as well as in geograPI}’
ically peripheral regions. In this chapter, I provide a further illustration of this

state of affairs. The starting point is again a ‘peripheral’ di%.lleCt) Nigerlifel
Arabic. T begin by outlining the synchronic facts, These, it will be seen, a
pivotal to understanding the wider hist

ory of the imperfect verb in Arabic.
6.1. The Basic Imperfect Verb
The scope of this analysis is restricted
nalyses {e.g. Owens 1993b) alternatio
(1) burgud ‘he lies down’
burugd-an ‘they.F lie down’

to the basic imperfect stem. In earlier
ns such as the following:

were analyzed as follows:

(2) burgud basic stem, with the st
3) burgud-an

burgd-an deletion of /u/ in an open syllable

burugd-an epenthetic insertion of [a] to break up a prohibited CCC
sequence.

em vowel /u/ lexically determined

This analysis follows 4 phonolo
(196

gical tradition going back at least to Mitchell’s
0) classic analys

hesis in eastern Libyan Arabic.
rfect verb

is of epent

(4) ELA epenthesis in impe:
yiktib-u base form
yiktb-u deletion of short hi
unacceptable CCC

yikitbu epenthetic insertion to break up resulting CCC sequence

gh vowel in open syllable, producing

The Imperfect Verb 185

dialects (see list
i i ks for a great many '
i i justments, this analysis wor ‘ ; e e o
‘W1th‘ arcky Zgz)‘; r?ncluding many North African dlale::ts, rtr;am}; : ryizties’ o
I Klza;ls k}ics Shul’qiyya in the eastern Sudan and m;r;y algyp
c > 3 o r .
Frr::?;ncle ien Upper Egypt and the northern Stl‘naltlcff ihoe Nigerian Arabic data
: i inspection :
i lier analysis, closer insp : b scen
Agal?;ttriyd?;s not work particularly well for t?ns ;'Iz:letr}; s e 1o
s d'afferent modeling of the imperfect verb in I\ inpother A
tha(i at l ding the diachronic development of the ve
understan |
| i i different
e we?' b: 32) Nigerian Arabic was described a(s h;i)vmg four
ens (1993b: ‘ o)
ty;:s(());vrules of epenthesis (introduced in Ch. 3, (17)

(5) CCC — CaCC burgd-an — burugdan (as in (3))

6 . - “e g >
( ) p ntheSiS Ccson CQCSOn,
sonorant epe > — btltll — blt"u he fOIds Whele

=/r, 1, m, n, w/ ) e * guttural
Sonorjllt /l;hesis CoutC — CgutdC, biPrif —biParif ‘he knows g
(7) guttural epen » Lgu
- )4, h, t/and Q9= [a] . , L morpheme
(8) cc/Xcq CCa-C, fif-t-ha — [ifta-ha ‘I saw her, where
8 — — =\
boundary

i ially reduced
these rules can be simplified and essentially
As will be shown now,
to two,

-C — CCa-C (= (8)) .
29))C§CC CaC,,,, Sonority epenthesis (= (5)-(7))-
10 son SOn>

hree

. sequences of t

(9), inserts an epenthetic VO?Vel '}v}}:'enocc?lrs in particular

The first r‘ﬂe’. o ross morpheme boundaries. This ched. This configura-

consonants arlsf;xacbeginning with a consonant are ?ttz} s so does not

. s ! )

“.’hen object sul e'n the perfect verb and n nommtawith again in sect. 6.3

tion occu}:s on yeiliate problem. The rule will be me

concern the imm . jall
entially

. . e, (10), resides €ss
bel";')l‘:, 'hozg\c’:fcion for collapsing (5)(7) into OI'IZ;II wo(rk The following dat;
€jus ted in previ ) ing forms wit

. e than presented in pre omparing fo

ma better‘ data covgr:iive paradigms are mdla.lte.d-sy iﬁixre,s I use the 3FPL

is illustrative. The le' itial suffixes. For the V-initi 1 ect or object marker)

and without vowel-in owel-initial suffix (whether subj rbs with the V-initial

suffix -an, though any Ve unsuffixed verbs, in (11b) thf:i:fess forms in (11a) are

would suffice. In (112) arted that equivalent to the. > ha vields biParif-ha ‘he

suffix. It may alsf) :f nofﬁxes For instance, bifarif + ha y

forms with C-initial su o weling.

knows her’, with no change in the stem vo g
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(11a)

L ‘budufun ‘he buries’
buzugul ‘he throws’
busufun ‘he is quiet’
buduxul ‘he enters’

ii. 'biharij ‘he quarrels’
"butubuz ‘he cuts off (plant)’
‘busubug ‘he finishes first’
‘budubuz ‘he slaps on back’
bukubus ‘he attacks’
‘buduguf ‘he crashes into’
bijibid ‘he pulls’
budurud ‘he chases’

i, 'bungul ‘he moves’
"bungul ‘it falls out of 4 socket’
‘bulbuk ‘he pounds’
‘bufsul ‘it separates’
‘bufzur ‘he stretches s.t.
‘bibdan ‘it spoils’
‘bustur ‘he covers’
"buktub ‘he writes’
‘bugduf ‘he trimg’

easiest to begin with the suffixless fo
suffixless forms each verb

the stem vowel, The contra
A high vowel can be either [i] or [u]
partly phonologically determin.

ed, according to the conditio
sect. 2.4.1.1.

(11b)

budufun-an
bu'zugul-an
bu'sufun-an
buduxul-an
bi'harj-an
bu'tubz-an
bu'subg-an
bu'dubz-an
bukubs-an
bu'dugf-an
bijibd-an
bu'durd-an
"bungul-an
‘bunsul-an
‘bulbuk-an
"bufsul-an
bufzur-an
‘bibdan-an
"bustur-an
‘buktub-an
‘bugduf-an

erstanding the alternations observed in (11). It is

, in sequence of increasing sonon_'it}'.
hierarchy, nasals, liquids, and glides
differentiation,
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sonorit
thetic vowel is inserted if C, is less sonorant than C,. The y
epenthe

hierarchy is:

(12) Extended sonority hierarchy, Nigerian Arabic

1. 1, 1, m, n, w: liquids and nasals
. b, f: bilabials o l
s, $, J: voiceless, aveolar (alveopalatal), fricatives
.k, °g’ j: velars, alveopalatal | el

ro _

S g:l alve(zrlljll:r, (:;2:; « decreasing sonority
. B h, g x: velar, u )

wop e

[=))

i ows.
The entire system can be summarized as foll

(13) Extended sonority hierarchy and epent}?ems e than
for C,C,, then C,aC, if C, is lower on hierachy rantl)
12> o
(less sonorant) 6 > 5 > 4 > 3 > 2 > 1 (more son

. . X
i is inserted if C, is less sonoran
thetic vowel is inser . ' "
sequence C,C,, an epen s e snora
:Ea:lec the epenchtic vowel is /a/after a guttural,d f)ther::d ‘S Sectg.h2 o
(front (:r back, [i/u] depending on harmonic fgtors tlssc(lggo- A
, i icates what Clemen : /
at this rule replica 0; 287, 0 o
i’[wmﬂd n(c)itslet:nemann) terms the syllable contact law, whtx}clh : ates that
: cluster sonorant tha .
ds to be more <
1, the first consonant ten be m o
Cc}l"cil:;:iidate how the system works, ‘minimal palrsmc}a:etic summe e
from the list, where the presence or absence of an ;ltp;l e o
frgz the son,ority relationship of the consonants. The

epenthesis while the second does not.

i | will relatively
i hat an epenthetic vowel wil N
i up, which means ¢ i the deletion of the 1
i in the second k"WCSt 'son;’s:rtza%;:n }r)nay be part of the ex?lar:lt:on ::;Y ;c not themselves
rarely be insertgd before it. Thl;] ioerian o weerern Sudanic Arablc,. l e:es ey arc ot themmches
g 'Su‘ﬁixes’l(nsee g) in sect. 1.4). The lack of epcﬂtlzjesllestiz:
suffixed, *f ‘fjt — fi ’fal I S::v making it a more prominen_t .target fo:-n ele to be sure at this time where
and renders it t;:on;; ie a;e ot onough examples of /jfin my samp ”
I would note that there i ever. . ity of the
exactly it belongs. It is no higher than :ivozl :’6};()).wone line of explanatlon tt:osl' ;}:1; :fnl)iiegual gesture.
* Adapting observations ‘;rlz;nt oh::ppon penthesis might be in té gn;i;erfn“ g g
alveolars and dentals (coron Javs, by comparison, are slow. The  difere gestb:nr: cen bigd he
coonals have 2 fast geszlfe., \;C, is ;hus one between a slow-fast and a fas
cuts’ vs. buduguf ‘he crashes into

consonant gllll this case; iti the preczdmg
its i the formant transitions on
the slow” . . extends its influence Ol:l ’ ; ‘
l'“‘slt onal ionnan.ts(./of.the l ) o i ical f.({rmam transitions WthhA help
l, : lu/, thereby interfermg with the typy p o v : .
i /d./ With ’an epcnthetic vowel between /d/and y. this nterference is avo! ded
i lcnnf' Y the fOllOng .
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(14) bugufun vs. bufsul: s-f epenthicizes, but not f-g
buduguf vs. bugduf d-g but not g-d
budubuz vs. bubdan d-b but not b-d
budubuz vs. bubzur d-b but not b-z
bukubsan vs. busubug k-b but not b-g

The examples from column (11b) can be understood in the same rule com-
plex, except that here a further variable is added, namely that the stem vowel
(the vowel before the final -C) occurs in an open syllable. Using a very
descriptive format, a further rule can be stated: delete the stem vowel in an

open syllable, unless this leads to a violation of the sonority hierarchy.
For instance, in

(15) ‘busufun, bu'sufun-an

the singular form inserts because /s/ is lower than /f/. When a V-initial suffix is
added placing the final stem in an open syllable, the stem /u/ is not deleted,
since /f/is less sonorant than /n/on the hierarchy. By contrast, in

(16) 'bukubus, bukubsan

the stem vowel /u/ does delete in the plural, since /b/ is above /s/ on the

hierarchy. The epenthetic vowel between /k/and /b/remains, since /k/ is lower
than /b/. In

(17) buktub, buktub-an

there is no insertion anywhere, since /k/ is more sonorant than /t/. In the
plural the /u/ is not deleted in an open syllable, since /t/ is less sonorant than
/b/, and hence requires a vowel separator. In (11), sets i. and iii. have no
fleletion, since C, is less sonorant than C,. Set ii. does have deletion, since C;
is more sonorant than C,.

Sonority makes itself felt in further phonological alternations. In the
following perfect-imperfect pairs, where the perfect verb has k-s as the first
two consonants, converting this to the imperfect would theoretically involve
placing {k/ next to /s/. /k/ is below /s/ on the sonority hierarchy, so an
epenthetic vowel would be inserted. Instead, sequences of k-s (and others of
the /s/class) metathesize in the imperfect, resulting in:

(18) kasar ‘he broke’ biskar, biskar-an (instead of *bikasar)
kafa or kafah ‘he opened’  bifki, bifk-an.

A similar explanation lies behind

(19) waagif ‘standing), waafg-e ‘standing. F’
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Here the open syllable deletion rule applies, but on the metathesized f-g
sequence.

It can be seen how the interplay of epenthesis as defined by the sonority
hierarchy along with the deletion of a short vowel in an open syllable, as in
(16), produces the effect which was described in (1)-(3) above.

6.2. Historical Significance

To introduce this section, it can be noted that there is a degree of variation
attested in certain forms. A detailed quantitative treatment of the alternation,
burgud ‘he lies down, burgud-an ~ burugd-an is found in Owens (1998a: 29).
While burugdan is not expected from the sonority hierarchy, in fact its tokens in
an extensive text count outnumber the unepentheticized burgudan. Also, I have
noted that while buskutan ‘they.F are quiet’ is the normal form, conforming to
the sonority hierarchy, in one village busuktan (etc.) was regularly observed. In
both these cases the exception moves in the same direction, namely that the
epentheticized form becomes categorical, regardless of sonority context. Epen-
thesis occurs where a sequence of three consonants, CCC, arises.

I will ignore these two ‘exceptions’ for present purposes, because so far as
the Nigerian Arabic data goes they represent isolated cases. Nonetheless, they
serve as an introduction to the main theme of this section, name}y the
historical development of epentheticized forms. The basic argument .1s that
already in some pre-diasporic varieties sonorant-determined epentheS{s gave
way to what I term linearly determined epenthesis. As in the examples cited in
the previous paragraph, sonority gives way to consonantal sequence, as the
determinant of epenthesis. ' )

The starting point of this discussion is an article ‘by Kiparsky (2003) in
which he offers a tripartite division of Arabic dialects into -VC, C-, and -CV-
dialects.* His treatment covers many types of syllabification pheno@epa,. not
only those exhibited in the imperfect verb, to which this chapter is .hmltled.
I'will summarize it only to the extent that it impinges on the current historical
problem. Neither C-nor -VC dialects allow a short high vowel in an open
syllable, hence *CV is prohibited. As far as the verb goesf in syn.chromc term?
this constraint produces alternations such as the following (as in (4) above):

(20) yiktib
(a) yiktib-u
(b) yiktb-u
(c) yikitb-u.

4 See Watson (ms.) for criticisms of many of the linkages suggested in Kiparsky’s article.
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As with Nigerian Arabic, the input is a verb with a VC# stem. When a vowel-
initial suffix is added, a disallowed CV syllable (1i-) is produced (20a). The
vowel deletes (20b). This leads to another unacceptable situation, namely a
CCC, ktb, syllable. To alleviate this problem an epenthetic vowel is introduce'd
between the first two consonants (20c). As already noted, in many Arabic
dialects this rule is categorical when the stem vowel is high.

C-dialects, as Kiparsky notes, are similar to -VC dialects, in that they ha\{e
(20). After high vowel deletion, however, the resulting CCC sequence ‘IS
allowed. Kiparsky includes here both most North African dialects, and certain
Arabian peninsular dialects, particularly southern Hijazi (see (21) below). As

will be seen below, this synchronic class of C-dialects collapses historically
different developments.

CV-dialects, finally,
Examples are many Ye
Ch. 2, Table 2.1.

What I would like to su
situation is the key to un
as in Table 6.1.

There are four tiers in Table 6.1. It will
one (level d), as it describes the relati

Beginning on the left, three different va
reconstructed into

Classical Arabic,
no rules at all wh
epenthesis,

The ancestor of various southern
ation. Here a short high vowel is d

essentially maintain a stem vowel in all position‘S-
meni dialects and Bahariyya in Egypt, as described in

ggest here is that the contemporary Nigerian Ar?bic
derstanding a development which may be described

be easiest to begin with the bottom
ve chronology of actual varieties.
rieties are identified. All of them are
Pre-diasporic times, The first position is represented by
and by the ancestor of various modern varieties. These have
ich affect the imperfect stem, neither rules of deletion nor of

Hijazi dialects represents a second situ-

eleted in an open syllable. There is, however,
no epenthesis, as CCC Sequences are tolerated. This produces imperfect verb

Paradigmatic contrasts such as in (21), where low vowels are maintained in
open syllables, high vowels deleted.

TABLE 6.1. Basic imperfect stem: relative chronology of stem change

- Non-linearly determined Linearly determined
. Stem constraint

No stem constraint
- No epenthesis or epenthesis by sonority Regular epenthesis )
- *Proto-NA > NA>  ElAetc > (7) North African
*Proto-Southern Hijazi

CA, *proto-Yemeni etc.

an o
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(21) tuktub tuktb-iin ‘you.F write’ (T. Prochazka 1988: 32, 35)
tafrab tafrab-iin ‘you.F drink

PO ioer i approximate
A third situation is sonorant epenthesis, with ngeilan ﬁ:;lzg:segzi with the
i i below that sonorant epe ;
living reflex. It will be argued ] e generalized
mostg sonorant consonants, essentially as in (6) above, fln(; l')ec:i:; irabic. The
from there to the situation which is currently atte‘sted n 1§e from an earlier
orant hierarchy of Nigerian Arabic thus derives direc y o
on X e itself.
i roto-variety, but is not an exact relic of the original SIFuafthtn re: either they
’ Up to Nige’rian Arabic all the varieties share one basflc eatu f they do, 2
1 1 r1 >
i tion to their basic form o :
o phonological perturba nces which
m'lie;g? :riag Arabicg it is not stems but rather consonant seque
with Nig > X '
omain of epenthesis. . ule which is
are\/:’?telldELA on thep other hand, there emerges a phonologlé;léc_v Unlike
eneralized t’O all high-vowel stems: CCVC-V Che-mgt;s toroceSs. I therefore
Ig\ligerian Arabic, consonant quality play.s no .IOIC . de sr:)lely on linear se-
call it linearly determined cpenthesis 5“;1536“ :ii'ep’:lr; t;e dialects and proto-
i d c in Table 6.1 divi : q
nces of consonants. Tiers 2 an \ s linearly base
g:reieties according to whether or not the imperfect verb ha
i i fa
epenthesis. thesis grew directly out o
-type epenthesis § . h
ropose that the ELA type rant hierarchy
NiI evrvi::(tiy;)e- ft is clear from the list in (w) that thii S:tn (ihe same time
int?-oduces a large number of epenthetic vowels, ana -V initial suffix is
sanctions a large number of vowel deletions Yvhex:d ® ioms from oncs
adrfll(;d Speakers generalized the insertion/dele-tlon tel'fels governed by the
) ; tal constraints, to ones go h
i d by specific consonan : inputs, for the
zleégglgszvir:;ce oyf cI:)nsonants and vowels. From the dl:eil:ill : iii),became
forms vn'?hout a vowel-initial suffix, a pa_ttem of th;!l tyr;ttem in (b ii) did.
th and in those with a vowel-initial Suﬂ.iX’ e 3 termined epenthesis
eTI}]no?: process of generalization in favor of hnearly-dence cited in the first
couldahavz become dominant is suPPOl't_ed by th? e.w}; erian Arabic such a
h of this section, that on a variational basis in Nig
paragraph o > o
‘shift’ is observable.? _ ) ted in this form only in Nigerian
Since the sonority hierarchy in (12) is a-ttes © as the endpoint of a
a dlI:)ther western Sudanic dialects, it is to be ?eenoric times. It may be
c:ntinuous development which began in p.re-dtllisphi erarchy began at the
further suggested that the input for expanding the

in eastern
to completion to reach a _system sn.xc}} a:a e
gh vowel quality in Nigerian Arabic in
directed variation.

5 This is not to suggest that t.he sh%ft wﬂfl :1:;:( gl(:i
Libyan Arabic. As seen in the discussion o o
there appear to be strong social factors suppo
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extremes of the hierarchy, step 1 and step 6. Note that these two contexts have
already been introduced as general phenomena in Arabic dialects (sect. 3.4.2,
e.g. (.17), (18)). Step 1, insertion of an epenthetic vowel before a liquid or nasal,
as w111‘be reiterated in sect. 6.4 below, is a process already described by
Sibawaih. Step 6, so far as I know, is not attested in the Old Arabic Literature.
In. the modern dialectological literature, it represents a phenomenon so
W1<‘1espread that it has a fixed designation, namely the ‘gahawa’ syndrome.
This refers to the /h/in the word for ‘coffee’, a letter which is eponymous for
Z?aﬁeiztt:;a:a?o;s?nant c(las in (12)').. After a guttural consonant, in many
. s inserte (e.g.l Najdi, Sc?uthern Jordanian and the Sinaitic
o » most dialects of the entire Sudanic region, Iraqi gilit dialects, eastern
ibya, see sect. 1.6.6). From this wide distribution it may be surmised that it is
? p)re—dlasponc event. There is thus very strong evidence that steps 1 and 6 in
sfgg::r;l :(t)ltl}rlljs eutl‘: fairly large number of pre-diasporic varieties. I would
thesis which penoy 0 c(;)r.ltexts repres‘en'ted initial models for sonorant epen-
contempors g - t}ZC in some varletle_s to other contexts, resulting in the
e nr;'te tha:ltlofrn in Nigerian Afablc.(and western Sudanic in general).
castern Libyan A Om a comparative historical basis I am not saying that
Nigerian Ao Rathc, 0}: the rule. of epenthesis in ELA, developed from
oped out of 5 SO-nori er]; the generahzefl linearly determined epenthesis devel-
of linearly bosss ty- a‘sed epenthesis. It could be that the ancestral variety
y base epenthe:qs developed from a more impoverished version of a

lative. What is arguedarils ltrlllzgzt)}; ﬂ;\?ugh- at this P Oir.lt such thinking is specu-
the ancestral s . e lge'nan Ar.ablc situation today is closer to
ety of the ELA than is ELA itself, and it is in this sense that

Nigerian Arabic is th i :
epenthesis. ¢ key to interpr eting the development of a linearly based

From the relative dating of the rules
of‘ the forms in (12). Epenthesis base
mined epenthesis, Linearly determine.

follows the pre-diasporic provenance
d on sonority preceded linearly deter-

) d epenthesis is found i ia, i
east ) - i und today, inter alia, in
astern Libyan Arabic and in the dialects of southern Jordan, t)l,le Negev and

the rt . .y

the rslgla?t?:ﬁs;lnilt littoral (see de J 0ng 2000: 190, 229, 516). De Jong notes that

and present-d. ects can l?e dated to pre-Islamic times, Assuming the ancient
2y populations to be related linguistically, it would follow that

The .
o Cm:)i(:]ct N:tatus of North African dialects in this historical typology is
- My guess (hence the question mark) is that they derive from an
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ELA-type epenthesis. However, since the high-low vowel contrast was lost in
most North African varieties, it affects all stems. Note that in this respect it
contrasts with southern Hijazi, where the low-vowel stems are stable (see
(21)). Otherwise, both southern Hijazi and North African allow CCC-V
stems.6 Whether there is a residual southern Hijazi element in the North
African data is an issue requiring separate study. Given the current recon-
structions, the southern Hijazi type is pre-diasporic, and therefore could have
served as a pool for the North African forms.

6.3. Epenthesis

In all varieties of Arabic situations may arise where a rule of linear epenthesis
is needed. This does not pertain to the imperfect stem. It does, however, apply
to the perfect verb, in the configuration:

(22) Stem-t-OBJ, t = 1, 2 MSG subject suffix where object is -C initial.
Given:

(23) [if-t ‘I saw’

if a C-initial suffix is added, a CCC sequence will result.

(24) [fif-t-ha ‘I saw her’

In southern Hijazi, which as seen allows CCC sequences, no further action
need be taken (e.g. Jarabthum ‘I hit them.M’, T. Prochazka 1988: 185). In both
Najdi and Nigerian Arabic, on the other hand, the sequence needs to be
broken up, *CCC being disallowed. A vowel is inserted between the second
and third consonants, giving,

(25) [ift-aha ‘1 saw her’ (see (15) in Ch. 3).
CVC-CV-CV

In principle the vowel could have been inserted between the ﬁ.rst two con-
sonants, This is not the insertion of choice. Militating against this position of
insertion are the following. This insertion is typically found'with .the suffix -t
In the Nigerian sonority system, /t/ is low on the list, hence insertion befor.e it
would be disfavored but insertion after it favored. Furthermore, tl}e res'ultmg
CV-syllable (ta) produces only minimal disruption to the syllabxﬁ’catlor} c?f
the basic stem. The CVC stem (fif) is not affected by the epenthesis. This is

$ Though it is often reported in the literature that a very short epenthetic vowel will appear in a
C°CC-V sequence.
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represented in tier b in Table 6.1. Up to
constraint which does not allow generali
ancestral varieties of Yemeni etc,

Nigerian Arabic there is effectively a
zed epenthesis in a verb stem. In CA,
and in southern Hijazi no epenthesis at all
occurs or is allowed in the stem. In Nigerian Arabic, epenthesis occurs, but it
refers to consonantal quality, not an abstract notion of stem. There is thus a
rough isomorphy between the morphological stem and the stem syllable
structure, and the morphological suffix and the suffix syllable structure: a
stem is represented in a syllable and the suffixes by their syllables.

A syllabification of the type [ifitha, on the other hand, breaks up the stem
Jif into two syllables, Ji-fit, CV-CVC. Here, and in the ELA-type syllabifica-
tion of the imperfect verb (see (20) and (26), (27) below), the rules are purely
phonological, so no constraints based on the construct ‘stem’ are relevant.

That the ELA system confirms the purely phonological nature of epenthesis
can be seen in its solution to the current pre

(26) [if-it-ha,

dicament:

Here the epenthesis betwee

n the first two consonants parallels the
epenthesis in

(27) yikith-u
‘they write’

which as seen above,
this system epenthesi
out, since the insert

(28) *fifti-ha

is based purely on consonantal sequence. Of course, I
s as in Nigerjan Arabic or northern Najdi Arabic is ruled
on would create an open syllable.

6.4. The Old Arabic Evidence

I have proposed three Teconstructed forms of the imperfect verb which all
date into the pre-diasporic era, Each of them finds identical or analogous
reflexes in the Old Arabic literature, though to differing degrees. As noted in

. epenthesis is characteristic of Classical Arabic.
pelenon of a high vowel leading to a ccC sequence is not attested as such
in the Qld Arabic literature, However, as seen in Ch. 2, deletion of a short high
vowel in an open syllable, simjlar to (21), is well attested. It may be SuggeSted
that the southern Hijazi f i

S0 is attested in Olq Arabic, particulary in Sibawaih-
where it was seen that Sibawaih describes

. i ed
as an alternative to bakr-‘Bakr-NOM, baku.r, with tf};e ca:}elev;)xle;:;elgles
before the final stem consonant. It can be 1nfer‘red Orils o ihe context
which Sibawaih supplies, that‘ the ePent'hesira(l))?cctule (12) are also the
CCiiquid/nasal- Liquids and nasals in the Nigerian inted out in sect. 3.3.2.1, the
most sonorant consonants of the set, and as poi tura syndrome (bukura,
epenthesis before a liquid or nasal, the SO_Can?d o ;radi):llects generally.
the word for ‘tomorrow’), is fairly widespread in A.ra l(;hat the three recon-

It can thus be said with a high degree of certalflti’. ature, or, if they are
structed forms are also adumbrated in the Old Arablfﬂ;tierr; the,m. ,Of course,
not, comparative evidence argues strongly for pOStthesis iave a much more
high vowel deletion and even more, sonorant ep;n o in the current
circumscribed role in the Old Arabic accounts than enZ however. As often
reconstructions. This is ancillary to thfe current arguncltice,d by definition on
emphasized in this work, reconstruction can be Era e have an internal
whatever data source allows it’l - 'til'e rse;::tcist ;rrlemY judgment what is

e endent of other linguistic sources. ) lomment each
::rllllfllzg ll: (tillei)t reconstruction and attestation in Sibawaih comp

other at all in issues of rather small detail.

. i bal Mode
6.5. The Reconstructions and the Classical Arabic Ver
Endings : historical
As a final issue in this chapter, it is relevant to consider the hi

Vi assical Arabic verb
status of the mode endings on the imperfect' erb. ;I'hei Cgls 51ar . ]
i i t of inﬂectlonal ndings m ked bY hort
parallels the noun in having a se

vowels.

(29) yaktub-u ‘he writes-IND’ ’
yaktub-a ‘he writes—SUB]U}\ICTWE
yaktub ‘he writes-JUSSIVE

- nctive by -a, and the jussive by Q.
The ind.icative verb is rria:‘(t’-ﬁ)’;‘;;::‘;sz})’s::; vovz,el m arkings ;,:,e ;h;o\::rrl’),
oo vith th? casedsysstfmc’ling the genesis of the forms .m the cr:djgm). Thin
gi;y:c? 0(22? (lﬁ)uir; eCl’h 8 for parallel situation c;g :Om;?zlv%zrel = both the
S ) . . e addition !
follows frorr'l' th.e fol;ov}:ingicczr:isige::&‘i‘t;r; systems triggel:s, :rh lil;hth:ocvj::
soutl'.lern' Hijazi an t etent? ally triggers the deletion of a s gin o rigger-
Thougerian Arabic Il):')c sources which mention the mode etx;1 rfc > nacted
There al:e no :())lc(i;:raS; far as the old sources go at least, the
ing such a p .
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southern Hijazi and Nigerian Arabic types have to be seen as parallel to and
independent of a variety with verbal mode endings.

As for the ‘no deletion, no epenthesis’ type, the presence of mode endings
in Classical Arabic cannot be related linguistically to the absence of mode

endings in the modern typological equivalent (equivalent in the sense that a
short high vowel is maintained in the stem under all conditions). There is no
relation because there is no logical causal connection: the mode endings could
once have existed on the ancestral variety,

but there is no historical linguistic
trace allowing such an inference to be made.”

7 The present chapter skirts around further epenthetic phenomena, such as the CA rule, radd-tu —
radadtu ‘I returned), and requires a complete treatment of stress.

Imala

i 1d

In the final two chapters, I draw on data frpm both mzdel;?ccii)all;ztess.and ¢)
Arabic sources. In each chapter, I begin with the Old ? O i

Arguably, the most complicated treatment o.f a slu ()i;ala A
relation to variational properties is that of ‘the sz;zra a tzhe A;abic erm 1
The term is Sibawaih’s and like much termln.ol(.)gy' om rabic fracltion
has been taken over in the modern Arabistic htera}t}ure. g e
‘inclining, bending to’. Essentially imala involves .the c :r;lgewm ROV
an ee—like’value in the context of an /i/ ina precedlng or fo 0l fojn L
will be seen, the examples Sibawaih gives are often identica
the modern dialects which have imala, e.g.:

(1) kilieb ‘dogs’ (II: 279.21)
masiejid ‘mosques’ (I1: 279.11).

i in Si ih’s termin-
Imala involves a long /aa/, medial or final, a;lld }llt C?n,nif‘llcs}ib:x";’?: o siricted.
: though this is ore |

d to short /a/ as well, > olves a

(I)rlr(z)g; ‘()):‘ ?iigile/aa/o and /a/ treated in comparative Perspficvt:";(::l‘s’ £ the

prohibitively large data set. In this chapter, the CQmlerZ t long /aal, with

work are served by a concentration on th}f me;d;air::la 1 describing Siba-

ion i 1.3 where I treat short /a - 1D des ¢ final
on?h?xceptlon:;‘ 05; ?r;uZl(lz 3I do, however, occasionally describe imala o

waih’s summa , I do,

i ih’ ic linguistic thinking.
long -aa, as it allows elucidation of Sibawaih’s systematic ling

7.1. Imala in Old Arabic

7-1.1. Phonetics and phonology o ntradictory rules pertaining to
Before st mmarizing thf tjilillogi;tsogtitrlnlg:s to ascertain its Phonetica rfzrgn:t
V\{here _zmala oronr la as a type of assimilation (7 idyaam), ?ompvoicing.
Slbaw.al}? de.scnbes - anzznam to another in terms (?f empha51§l) o: Ty
i aSSlmllatl?n Of'm;le cod by a following or preceding i. He desc¥1 © of /aal is
Th? logi 2418 ass;ltx;)leatt;ngu)’e in which the phonetic configuration

an inclination o
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made to resemble and approach that of /i/ (IL: 279.16). Most Western scholars
(e.g. Jastrow 1978; Levin 1998) who have worked on imala-dialects have not
interpreted Sibawaih’s description of the sound phonetically. They merely
refer to it as imala. As phonetics is an important aspect of any linguistic
reconstruction, however, some attention needs to be given to this issue.
Schaade (1911: 23) represents it with the German umlaut [4], which would
imply a front [a]. He does not explain his orthography, however. Similarly, al-
Nassir (1993: 92) suggesting only that the value of imala lies somewhere
between [ee] and [eg], conventionally uses the symbol [ee]. He does not
recognize a diphthongal value for it. Fleisch’s interpretation is treated briefly
in sect. 7.3.4 below.

Griinert (1875), although an early treatment among Western Arabicists, is a
good one. Unlike some contemporary Arabicists (see sect. 7.3.4), he recognizes
the close connection between classical imala and all the then-known modern
dialectal varieties (Andalusia, Lebanon, Syria, Malta,
Sicilian sources, 1875; 453
above), Griinert attemp
imala. Unfortunately he
and in the tradition o

even noting evidence in old
).! Again in contrast to most contemporary sources (see
ts a very specific phonetic interpretation for classical
bases his interpretation on post-Sibawahian texts only,
f his compatriots (see Ch. 2), does not apply the
comparative method to the contemporary dialectal sources.? The description
of imala in later texts is quite unitary. Zamaxshari serves as an example.
Zamaxshari says (Mufassal 335) that ‘You incline an [aa] towards a [y] (tumiyl
al-Palif nahw al-yaap). Crucially, Griinert recognizes in this formulation a
diphthongal value. However, there is nothing in it which specifies an

! Griinert (1875: 453) specifically relat

. es the imala of the Arabic grammarians to North African
dialects, citing the forms biib and Iisiin (

= Isiin if at all correct). This would imply the ,'mala-inducfd

reflex for *[aa]. Marqais (1977) is an i
where imala is expected (i.e. on the b.
{aa], e.g. kaan (*he was’ p-7,
edition of Marcais’s studies

asis of comparison with other imala-dialects), his examples have

Isaan ‘tongue’ p. ng, Omaanya ‘eight’ p. 174). Similarly, Caubet in her

: on the Arabic of Fezzan (Southwest Libya) gives a low vowel, non-
diphthongal reflex for these words (Marqais 2001: 162, 2212, 255). .

North Africa does have the change *{ay] > lii], as in biit ‘house’ < bayt, but as will be discussed.m

relating this change to Sibawaih’s classical description of imala is quite

state that imala is found in Central Tunisian dialects, though g_i"“ ne

. He justifies his view through a prioristic assump t'ions
~case argumentation (‘what occurs to every language under similar conditions,

modification), ‘wie das bei jeder Sprache unter denselben Vorbedingungen der
us immer mehr modificiert’).

which undergo vowel
Fall ist, der Vocalism
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on-glide [ia] or an off-glide [ai]. Griinert, vxritl}out dlscussllon, gptzrifo:i (‘;l::
latter (1875: 465). To be fair, reading Zamaxsh.arx and other z?tte)r _ess Wip:h o0
linearly, this is probably the most neutral.readmg. Zamax;harl :rincould b
[aa] which you incline towards a [y]. Loglcal.ly, bowever, t ; rev o
o developed | Valueﬂig ;he ?eg:;?elzltg.t}ll\i]: :oll?ltallready indicate
interpretation developed in detail below is ¢ t, this . ‘
irliatrgamaxshari’s reaging is based pureltri ona }Shllolto(g;:z;lcrt?ﬁl:s roai t:l: ;Z::i:
hose who developed such), no . tet]
?:’:::pi(e)tralt)ii)srid ;:n:axshari’s imala description is treated in more detail in
ndix 3. ' ]
Apg: cim;arison, Sibawaih, probably not by f:hance, used : ;;f::li\:e Vjﬁ;nr]’
lation, ‘the [aa] is inclined (imalized) if there is a consonan ; b betrars no
(fa-al-Palif tumaal Pidaa kaan baSdahaa I‘.larf maksuwr... ). his betrays nd
bias for on-glide or off-glide value. To decide bet»'veer} the tfwt(;1 e anative
material may be adduced, along with an application o
mit:ft)l'clli.s section, I first suggest a phone:ilc interpr:f:et:tion of the imala of long
i ic distributional properties. . .
/aa"?hteher;l(s)lrllrerrirclazziiulﬁil:ndi;n:;lala carf) bep interpreted as a high rfz;:h[r:ﬁ
diphthol;g: the tongue begins in the positiqn of [i] ;rd ﬁ?:e; :;ew?mala .
under the influence of an [i] in a neighboring syll.a e. T o (e
attested even earlier than Sibawaih in the. I(oran;(c fr:: r1e ai[ e S
Ch. 4). In fact, it is associated above all with the'b u B e o took as
ibn §Alaa?, the main protagonist of Ch. 4 whom ;SJ Ie(ll“/va?i o oo been
an authority on Arabic (Talmon 2003: 43-7) and al- Isla)l ,Mu‘aahid e
met above (see sect. 2.4.1.2, Didactic manuals). Irll crllbefo)r it ae in
represented as the orthographic mark of a kasra place b, 7o)
‘one who envies’aula, this token attribute.d to {\bu Amr e of kasra) written
In Sibawaih imala is signaled by a straight lm'e (]?ﬂ tyg n divens phonetic
beneath the line, similarly placed before jthe alif, g; alsid, e Purther
reading of these phonetic signs gives the. diphthongs e Kisagi's reading of
in the reading tradition, Dani (49) descn.bes Ab.l.l A:gr'n the (o] of the [k-
the imala of the -aa in kaafiriyn (= heﬁnyn) as ‘imalizing at 1 Dawriy fathat
|’ (wa Pamaala Abu SAmr wa al-Kisaariy j:rttln EZ;:;); e toment, the
. mm ‘al_klaaﬁ?:rlealitg: s:)f):tn\lrzsvel fa/(fathia) whicl.l comes befl';)erlz ;l:)e
:ili?': al%fili:t;:::l’izv: Taking ‘imalize’ as an j-like pronunciation (see )
is sai .

) . kasra is usually
. ; Griinert (1875: 488), a

o . . uscripts described by

3 Similarly in the hand-written man

placed before the alif.
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this gives the form kiafiriyn. This falling diphthong is basically the phonetic

shape assumed here for Sibawaih’s imala valye.4
Furthermore, as will be seen, emphatic and guttural consonants such as lqf
are imala inhibitors, They favor the maintenance of /aal as /aa/.

(2) qaa%id ‘standing’

In the Arabic terminology imala is often referred to as a kasra = /i/ quality,

whereas the lack of imalg is referred to as a nagb = /a/ quality.5 As is well

known, gutturals also have a lowering effect on imperfect verbs, so that as a
rule verbs with a guttural (x, ¥, g, §, B, P) at C, or C, will tend to have /a/,

rather than /i/ or /u/ as stem vowel (Sibawaih II: 270, Ch. 470). In both

instances the gutturals tend to favor a low, [a] -quality in the following vowel.*
The important point for phoneti

¢ interpretation is that for imala the guttural
consonant can be seen as inhibiting the high-falling diphthong at the begin-
ning of the vowel, j.e, because i

mala is a high falling diphthong, the tongue
raising is prevented in the guttural context,

An alternatjve interpretation would h,

ave imala as a low rising diphthong,
[ai]. The main problem wi

th this interpretation is that this gives a value
identical with the already existent diphthong [ay], as in bayt ‘house, and
Sibawaih nowhere draws attention to any similarity between the two sounds.
To the contrary, he appears to emphasize the unique phonetic character of
imala. Furthermore, in chapter after the discussion of imala, Sibawaih
discusses the case of certain Arabs (he names some Qays and Lafazaara)
who change a final long /aa/ to /ay/ in pausal position.

(3) Hhublag — hublay
‘pregnant’ (II: 314. 8)

This is a clear change of a lon

8 /aa/ to a rising diphthong, but Sibawaih does
not include it in the catego

1y of imala. Were the imala similar to /ay/, one

shifted variant, as described by Labov. Labov (1994: 116) notes that
i i iphthongal value, imala falls within this category of
etic change [=2] — [ia] (ibid. 126, 135) is, alone, very
imala variant of /aa/. In the Arabic case, however, in
: e nditioned variant. There are other vowel shifts attested,
for instance 4y — ee, summarized in various sections in 7-3 below, though this appears largely to
> iscussion would take one outside the immediate subject of
this chapter.

* This terminology recalls the early

honeti ignation for [a] (see e.g-
Versteegh 19935 125 ff. on the early exegetical tradition).y " phonetic deignation for [
¢ Though the status of [h] and

e [9] is problematic. In §;
inhibitors. There are dialects, however, €.g. Maltese, where

use of nasb purel

bawaihi they are not among the imala
*[5] is an imala inhibitor.
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imilari in thi ere is a
might have expected here mention of similarity. In fact, in this case th
minimal contrast with the alternative

(4) hublaa — hublie (287. 18).

.. , and
Example (4) is an alternative imala realization of the final -c'za olf H;l;ll:rae i:rle
is disfussed among the various issues in the cha‘ipters? on ima a.b differen;
therefore, two realizations for the final -aa, Pr?fCtlc'ed) 1t app?rsciist);n siched
roups 'I:he crucial point is that the imala realization has t‘o e \ dgas ]
t%r omPa- different realization, a difference which can be interprete
. . [ay] (Qaysi realization). ) D dto
(m;zlf}zizsreéa)rl]d(as Zvﬂl be seen below in sect. 7.2, dialects }:nthhm:;lz ct;l;n o
o i he contention that the dir
hthong ay. This supports the co ) .
freserventllcl)iifem in t(ihey two cases is quite different, different articulatory
ongue
being involved. .  the
m(;‘\,f;nel;n:;oiri dialects do not have a monophthongil' ;eﬂeonf [l)ri:a(lI‘;LA)
o - ing diphthong. In eastern Libyan Ara Y
1 always a hlgh falhng dlp e . : lv [ie s
;ealiillzila(;ncésthe pzrlonetic value of imala is [ie] and in Maltesi vacrll(())SL;s t):) [t h]e
[(:‘;] etc., always higher to lower. I take th-e ELA- vai::iell E)e e}: anded upon
inter,pret;tion of Sibawait' descriptior[‘, a] pm?ht w}::(l)lnica] imali value.
i ec
i low, and therefore use [1e 'fls ) .. otin
" f\e s g .2.12 lLeo(r)letic remark, in the Koranic reading tradition (tbmelsg }rlexf]erred
Sib S ath)laceI:'tain readers or certain readings of imala are ;omet;r: o Land 1]
' av:':a between’ (bayna bayna).” This is said to be a value .et\éve re closely,
’E(I)bals Il\i[1 'zhici 145), though unfortunately it is not specified mo
n u’ ) > . A
I return to this terminology fn :elCt 7gjrsbevlv(;:le I concentrate in the rest of
i distributional matters, while & CORCE i ible
h.T umng n(::Nists?leslof phonological distribution, it is ultu(;latel.):) ;Z:is‘s/ari-
no . i soci
:olZeS;;t'::e the linguistic treatment from dialectological an
ation, as will be seen. h of aa. Imala does not affect a
i ih imala is basically an allomorp . hence not in
1 fn Slbav:;ﬁl ;;7 or /u/ rather than /i/ occurs in the co:ltlext,r : :errl]ted o
on8 e > or in Paajur ‘baked brick’. It is also usually pﬁ wf musta
taabal cor.lanier ?);text of the so-called ‘raised’ consona;lt; (t urrus (1I: Ch
occurring in the ¢ i d gutturals, 4, x, ¥, 9, 4, b, of & (11: L.
, c the emphatics and gu e . Ch. 481), 2
iliya), Whlsz.l:cird/er/ may act as a imala-inhibitor as well f(‘Illc,oking4at o
480). In a . ;11;) ;,tum to in sect. 7.1.3 below. Another wz:iy f;) oing 50 by
context whic . : say that /aa/ imalizes unless prevente o$nte B
phenofntllfmi):hl';it(i)ng Zonsonants (Cantineau 1960: 96—7, Corri
one of the inhi

has degrees of imala where some imala is stronger than others (see Ch.
7 The reading tradition also has degr
5 . 16).
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Levin (1998: 77-80) summarizes the context of Sibawaih’s imala in three
main categories (C = category).

Ci. In the context of an [i], as in (1). This may be termed allophonic imala.
C2. Lexically conditioned: when a weak medial verb has an [i] in the
paradigm. In these verbs imala can occur even in the context of an
inhibiting consonant, as in xief ‘he feared’ (cf. xif-tu ‘I feared’, for the [i]

in the paradigm). Other verbs cited here include taab ‘be good’ and
haab “fear’ (1I: 281. 13).

C3. Weak medial nouns, so lon

g as no inhibiting consonant occurs, as in
bieb ‘door’, nies ‘people’.

(C3), it should be noted, is Levin’s observation, correct I should add. Sibawaih
(IL: 285) views these as exceptional (faad3), a point taken up in sect. 7.3.3
below. It should also be born in mind that (C1) and (C3) serve as reference to
types of imala that are also found in modern dialects, discussed in sect. 7.2.

In fact, the situation is more complicated than represented in (C1)—(C3),
both linguistically and dialectally/idiolectally.
First, individual sounds have idiosyncratic effects,
waih devotes an entire chapter (481,
of /t/on imala. As always,

in particular /r/. Siba-
31/2 pages in all) to describing the effect
there is a great deal of detail, which will be pared
down to the essentials, as relevant to a later comparison with eastern Libyan
Arabic (sect. 7.2.2), Sibawaih’s basic observation is that an /r/ before /aa/ is an
imala inhibitor, whereas an /r/ after /aal tends to favor it.# As usual, there
must be an /i/in the environment to induce imala.

(5) Himier-i-k ‘donkey-GEN—your.M’ (I: 290. 5)

Vs.

(6) firaaf-i ‘bedding.GEN’
raafid ‘directing’ (IL: 289. 20)

In regard to himier-i-ka it is interesting that Sibawaih considers this to be
equivalent to faSaalil plural noun, i.e. with the suffixes -i-k conceived of as

urn to this point in sect. 7-2.2 below.

Th_ough less common than (6), the imala-abetting effect of pre-r /aa/ can
even induce imalg after 4 guttural sound.

(7) qierib ‘nearing’
tierid ‘chasing’ (I1; 290. 6)

® Post-aa /r/ as imala abettor is also treated in the QiraaPaar tradition (Ibn Mujahid, 147, 149-50)-
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The /aa/ need not immediately precede the /r/, as in
(8) kiefir ‘unbeliever’.

im-
With an initial guttural sound, however, the /r/ génerally must come;ome
mediately after the /aa/, though even here imala is attested among

speakers.
(9) qaadir ‘able’ more often than giedir (II: 291. 12)

In terms of frequency of imalization, and leaving off further details, Sibawaih
gives the following hierarchy of imala in the context of /r/.

(10) Given an imala-inducing environment:
raa, ier > Gier > GaaCir
G = guttural consonant

Imala does not occur after /r/, does occur before it, can occur leir:nhaf;:/r iz;
guttural consonant, and generally does not occur after a guttural if the
j t to /aa/. . . .
noiS:;iJ(ilecse I(lCz()) above, describing word-final imala, Sibawaih riotes/tl;eit ti}tle;z
is a tendency for a final /aa/ to imalize, even if the stem hasno/ 1{ or 9y fi:w ,H X
in dafie ‘h:ycalled’ < daSawa and Yafie ‘show dim-mgi’xtecliness Tl Seathe v He
notes that such /w/ final nouns and verbs undergo( t;na a ec)a se the vas
her than /w/ (II: 280. 10} a ‘
jority of weak final verbs have /y/ rat cause
iiia]r(:erai?; (f)o::,ns the passive of verbs, where even /w/ -ﬁilal .verbs ha\:i zcuy;sed
the paradigm (,dui'iya ‘he was called’). Further complications are
e pa
. . il
bellgv:thermore the three categories identified by Lev1'n’arde. not sr;;;ezsfathz
mutlilally exclu;ive. This can be exemplifed in Sibawaih’s discus

i t the
imala of weak-medial nouns (II: 282). It should be emphasized tha

i ifferent cases, all of
following discussion is representative of a number of d

which display a great deal of internal v‘ariat‘ion. o i contexts, a5 i ().
i ih notes that some speakers imalize /aa /in ’ s in ().

ictmting oo in the following it is relevant to introduce briefly

Y h some of the imala variants. fI'he

Sibawaih says use the variant

Anticipating sect. 7.1.2, ‘ ‘
groups whom Sibawaih associated wx; o
designation ‘group’ identifies the people Wi

in question.

(1) bi-l-miel-i cen
ith-the-wealth- g
;(t)iipt'h;a:luw ‘they (unspecified people) said’ (II: 282. 1)
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This practice would seem to correspond to (1) above, as he gives the non-
pausal variant (12):

(12) bi-l-maal
‘with the wealth’

group: minhum man yadSuw daalika f l-wagqf Salaa haalihi [i.e. in
imala form because of genitive context] wa minhum man yangibu fiy
I-wagf (I1: 282. 11), ‘among them are those who leave the form in pausal

position as it is in context, and those who leave it as /aa/ in all
circumstances’ (see (13) below)

where lacking the conditionin:

g force of /i/, the /aa/ of maal remains in its
non-imalg state.

However, Sibawaih 80¢s on to note that th,
see above) who imalize even when
occur, in the context of pause,

(13) bi-I-miel
group: as in (12)

ere are also those (minhum man,
the conditioning genitive suffix does not

Sibawaih, who always searched for parallels to help understand a given
observation (see Owens 2005) Suggests that the deleted -i suffix still has

imalizing force. He cites as a precedent the active participle variant of weak-
final participles, such as

(14) miefiy ~ mief ~ maq[
‘walking’

The active participle has in addition to its ‘usual’ variant miefiy or maafiy a
variant without the fing] -1y (see Carter 1990) and here an imala variant is
attested, even though the conditioning -y jg deleted.

In this set of examples it appears that Sibawaih is basically talking about the
same group of speakers, though this is not explicitly spelled out. If this is so,
then there are among these speakers those who conform to (C1), i.e. speakers
who have the usage (Cz) and (C3), and those, who, in Sibawaih’s description,
conform to (C1), and to yet another category, namely:

(C4) imalain a n0n-imala context, op the basis of a lexicalized genitive, as
in (13).

However, even this Summary does not cover

all cases. In a later chapter
(IL: ch. 479, 285) he notes the further variant:
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(15) haadaa mielun )
“This i alth’ (II: 285. 11 e o
grlrﬂz:pl'sv:;eqaala naas yuwBaq bi-Garabiyyatihim ‘people whose Arabic is

reliable’

. . . o
This is an unconditioned imala, as indeed Sibawaih gf:;tles,o :g:;ar::zai sgr?he
from the stem mwl, with /w/ rather tha'n Iyl as meh1. C nsona! d,o e e
context does not have an-i suffix. Siba.lwalh explains this ctaesm 5 e oo o
discussed above: /y/ tends to predominate over /Vl\ll/ asa :her conso
forms associated with /y/ stems spread analogically Lo o e oroblem
In Levin’s classification this is a case of (C3). The 1? Ca;;es e
however, is whether (11), (13), and (14) are in fact sep:erieng thé While (19) s
treated in a separate chapter from (13), thF grorl:pin e e soxiolin.
identified so vaguely that one cannot say with cel :(ai ‘SZI ot grsten deta]
guistic groups one is dealing with. This problem is 1es e I e e
below. Linguistically, one can represent the three cas

i imala:
moving from most imala to least ima

j imala in all cases) N
" : }l;?‘;ari?elm zfell)‘:rl' 5;’1_:;' maal-un (imala in non-pausal and pausal genitive
. bi-l-miel-i, bi-lI-miel, '
t with nominative suffix) ' . |
Z?Il]trenxit;lniovs bi-I-maal (imala before surface -i, otherwise /aa/ )
c. bi-l- -ivs.

d. bi-I-maal-i (never imala)

. ierarchy, with imala general-
~(1'6) looks very like'a' Cha:ilg(el-éucl)-ptr: %:erslsortly-z;ll'lditionec)i’ (16a) variant of ;rsl
G 50 i o
ongin ) . i cise data 1s la .
vas the situation Sibawa‘:;:" l?ise(:::f;;l;lﬁ’t a;fpSriebawaih’s various des;;(iptio;esr,
can extrapolate & g rlllt of the fact that Sibawaih’s goal was tf) make th‘
one should not losc sig can construct a case for Sibawaih 1dc?allzlng is
out of cbaos, and otI}llz expense of ignoring alternative explanatlorlls. _
grammatlcal_rules a; llow up this point with two furt‘her e'xa{np e;: e )

. I wo.uld fike to ooi)ne Arabs imalize miet < maau.z he filed. Ort;nhas);
Slbawa'lh o thatl: ve this lexeme should not imallze', since maz e
pocording to ('CZ) adf)al consonant (cf. mawt, ‘death’). beawa}h ra‘Il(()i-ed’ in
le)'dcal fwl > i mehl e Arabs who do imalize miet a.lso say mit-tu . alai "
t:ls oy rfIOttln;‘; eﬂl?l:)th:ie an /i/ in the overall paradigm (wa hum alladiyn
the pertect, 1.e.

). While there are modern dialects with /i/ as the perfect
’). e

yaquwluwna ‘mittu d this is the usual form

j ttu) an
vowel (Nigerian Arabic mit), most have /u/ (mu )
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in Classical Arabic.® Of course, Sibawaih’s linkage (see below), i.e. all who
imalize actually have /i/ as the perfect vowel, may be correct. On the other
hand, given the variation described below, it is equally plausible that Sibawaih
is idealizing his grammatical rule to the case of a verb which in fact should not
have imala, i.e. some Arabs do indeed say miet, but these could be those who
say mut-tu. Given the information at our disposal, it could equally be that the
imalization of miet is of the same category of the unconditioned imala of bieb,
discussed below. Sibawaih interprets the matter in another way, however,
since he, like any good linguist, is above all concerned to explain as many
variants as possible according to a general rule.

A similar point pertains to Sibawaih’s observation that maal is sensitive to

the influence of an /i/ in a preceding word. He notes that those who use maal
in pausal context (= (13) above)

(17) bi-l-maal

can imalize when an /i/ occurs in a preceding word,

(18) li-zayd-in miel
to-Zayd-GEN wealth
‘Zayd has money’.

Again, this may be the actual situation. But it is equally possible that Sibawaih
has observed a speaker who always uses imala in this word (as in (15)?-
Sibawaih, however, ascribes to him the conditioned imala, since this is
explicable by phonological rule.

The cautionary note I am introducing here is that while Sibawaih’s obse'r—
vations were certainly cogent as far as they pertained to the usage of certain
individuals, in a few cases groups of individuals, Sibawaih, unlike present-day
linguists, did not have at his disposal models for describing language Variatiof’
as a general or group-based phenomenon, nor did he develop them. 10 There 15
no way of controlling in his descriptions who uses which variants to what
extent, though it is clear that the use of imala cuts across all segments of the
speech community (see sect. 7.1.2 below). For this reason (16) is an interesting
Summary of what forms did occur, but cannot be used to draw detailed
inferences about how the language was developing in the late eighth century.

What one can say is that imala was 3 very widespread phenomenon with 2
plethora of conditioning factors,

1: In the Lisaarf al-SArab (2: 91) the variant mittu is given, based on Sibawaih.
In contrast,. 1 2 certain manner, to the QiraaPaat, the Koranic reading tradition which at least
made an exhaustive listing of variants ordered 3gainst various readers and chains of transmission.

Imala 207

7.1.2. Imala: a variationist’s dream

How confusing the situation was is attested directly by Sibawaih.

Know that not everyone who imalizes the /aa/ agrees with others of .the Arabs wh9 do
so. Rather, each one of the two groups might differ from the oth.er, in t}fat one mxgl?t
use /aa/ [in a word?] where his neighbor imalizes, while he will 1ma'hze .wher:r his
neighbor uses /aa/. Similarly, someone who [basically?] has /aa/ will (.ilﬂl.fr? om
another who [basically?] has /aa/, in a way similar to those w’ho [basncahy.]hus.e
imala. So if you should encounter an Arab with such forms, don t‘ assumel lt at he is
simply mixing up forms. Rather, that is how the matter stands. (II: 284. 1)

Sibawaih’s style is obscure in certain respects here (as often_ ftelsewhere) ;nd
I have edited in words (marked with a question mark) to faahtatg an under-
standing of the text. In any case, his observation is fully consistent w;:h the t ;ta:
asitis presented. To give some quick examples here, regaxfdmg (Cl)}; j sa?: that
many Tamim and others do not use it at all (281: 4). Previously he a salH“a:;i
none of the Hijaz use it, so it may be surmised tha‘t (C1) is a non- fl;t "
application, though variable. (C2) on the ot.her hand, is usecli_I lzy §ons1e V:)e e
Hijaz’ (281. 12). biyyie§ ‘seller’ may be imalized, but many.b 1)az.1},1 a well as
many Arabs do not apply the imalato it (281. 21). In_gen?ral Si av}:ai t 111(5) s that
nies ‘people’ and miel ‘wealth’ (see (13) above) may 1m.allzc}e1, butt :ds (1C g
regarded as exceptional and most Arabs do not imalize these wo " I.Gtaab.

What characterizes this topic, more than perhap§ any other in z ~ n;
however, is the extent to which Sibawaih points tf) hnkage's betweenA i erieC i’
groups. This was met in the discussion of miet ~ mit abo:;. usteyp. .
formulation is to observe that those speakers who say fO@ x,l sI(: us tyh,ird
the above example, those who use /i{)in the perfect also use imala i

e weak medial verb. . o

perASl(;rilnffa)lrlr,nthoef ;tilscussion of imala is ma‘rlfed by Slbawall; ; freqt::z):) :,etf:;::;
to various groups of speakers, or to individual e)fp.erts. hese ilcluStrated med
‘social identities. What one traditionally term:ll dlz.ilecrtiS, ::,Sfau S grop.
previous paragraph, in fact represent 9nly asm m:ﬁlo ttZu 2 e Broup
based references. Individual grammarians figure hardly at all, ond ihe Foranic
readers are not well represented.!? By far the largest groups a

which Fleisch himself cites, Fleisch’s statement if i'ncomPrehensﬂ?le:
o 2 condit ed imala, there exists an unconditioned imala which
O e ¢ recognized as such and have forced into the
ie::i‘rlleg r:s) the means to discriminate precisely between the

Y ¢ , ional) t
’ (Fleisch 1961: 1162). Besides the passage quoted, Sibawaih's category of ‘faadd’, (exceptional) to
two’ €1sch 1961: 11 .

i ituation Fleisch summarizes.
ies * * takes cognizance precisely of the situation .
describe the imala of nies peolilte' d i:(:hc wnding tradition. Sibawaih doe; note tﬁax the l((ﬁ.m;'c
4 o 22(9(:2) oy ;lus..;e ?,:Eza in verbs where the medial consonant is /y/, as in xaaf (II: 281,
readers (unnamed Saamma

'1 In the light of this passage,
‘In the writer’s opinion, in addition to a
is widely used, which Arab grammarian
framework of the first, without, however,
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(9Arab), and the grammar-internal groups marked by linkages. In all I have
Founted fifty references to groups of speakers who are referred to with an
independent noun or pronoun. The figures are presented in Table 7.1. Plural
verb forms alone, such as gaal-uw ‘they said;, often referring to bedouins, are
flot counted. With the table I include an index, formed of the total social
identities divided by the pages per topic.

By way of comparison, I also counted references to social identities in the
c}.lapFer's on noun modifiers which themselves govern a complement (marartu
bi rajulin muxaalitin Salayhi daaPun ‘1 passed a man afflicted with an illness,
see Carter 1972). This is a topic which covers twelve pages and hence is
roughly comparable in length to the fifteen pages in which imala is discussed.

There. are two striking differences between the social identities found in the
two Foplcs, one guantitative, the other qualitative. For present purposes the
g;lst is th'e more important, though I will first comment briefly on the second.
waiehsectlo?t on noun modiﬁers'deals with syntactic matters, which in Siba-

are often subject to analogical reasoning. In these particular chapters he

TABLE 7.1. Social identities in the chapters on imala, Sibawaih II: 279-94

Entitie
H
? Ahl al-hijaz
Tamim :
P Asad :
Qays 1
Al-§ = i 1
Xamaamma (consensus) of Koranic readers 2
Abu ? Ishaaq* 1
Bedouins, (al-SArab) 1
Those of reliable Arabic 5
‘those who say X..."” (man :
gaala x/alladi
Many people (naas kafiyr) oma gealuw ) )
People (qawm) 1
Some of them (baSduhum) 4
These (hafulaap) ° :
The two groups X
Total: 15 ,
Index s
3.3
* A Basran K i d
‘become’ (l(itzlabolrla.'nzlsc1)r,ea er, d. 129/746 (or 117/735). He is reported to have heard xiefa ‘fear’ as siera

see n. 9). Dani (48)
than. the number Sigm ;ht::ilt)}\lxeter:ige:h}{amu {one of the seven) used imala in ten verbs, more
medial consonant must be 72 ¢ readers. All these follow Sibawaih’s rule whereby the
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TABLE 7.2. Social identities, noun modifiers (Sibawaih I: 195-207)

Entities Observations

—
=

Bedouins

Xalil

Yunus

Grammarians (nahwiyyuwn)

Qlysaa

Common language (kalaam al-naas)
Those who say x (linkages)

Total: 7

Index

QW = = N W N

N
EN

takes issue with a number of other opinions on various constructions, and
therefore almost half the social identities cited are grammarians (see Talmon
2003: 48, 57). There appears to be a lower need to cite native speakers, since
here matters of correctness are decided by grammatical rules. Clearly, it is a
question of general import beyond the scope of this chapter, what the relation
is between social identities and individual grammatical topics.

In the discussion of imala, on the other hand, Sibawaih is confronted with
various usages by native speakers, which he appears to record faithfully, even
if, as suggested above, he probably idealizes the homogeneity of the fo.rms' in
regards to individual speakers or groups of speakers. As far as the r'eahzatlon
of phonological forms goes, he cannot reject them on the basis of false
grammatical reasoning. At best, and this is to his enduring empirical credit,
he can note them as exceptional ( faadd). ’

As far as the actual count goes, there are both a larger number of social
identities and observations for imala, overproportional to the number of pages
in the two topics (fifteen for imala, twelve for modifiers). The lower index for
imala indicates that Sibawaih was noting linguistic variation on a finer scale for
imala than for the nominal modifiers in that he invoked a larger number of
entities to account for a larger number of observations. The high number f’f
linkages indicates a complex web of phonologifaI dependex‘lcy, at least .m
Sibawaih’s way of thinking, and it is probably this ph(.)nologlcal .complexuy
which underlines Sibawaih’s invocation of many grouping categories.

7.1.3. Imala of short /a/

Before leaving Sibawaih a
is necessary to consider th
inter alia, with imala of short /a/ (II: 293,

nd turning to the situation in the modern dialects, it
e last chapter of the section on imala, which deals,
ch. 482). The general theme of the
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'chapter concerns the imala of an /aa/ or /a/ before an /t/. An /r/ has an imaliz-
ing effect on a preceding /aa/ or /a/. Rather than min matar-in, for instance,
one has matier-in. The diphthong, however, is not indicated as long.13
‘Among the. forms cited are xieyr < xayr ‘better’ and Yieyr < Yayr ‘insult’ As
will be seen in sect. 3.2 below, the phonetic interpretation of this form is

1mportan.t, so it .is relevant to look at Sibawaih’s description in greater detail.
He adds in relation to these two examples:

(Q2) ‘and you don’t sniff them, because otherwise it would disappear in the

Iyl [of xayr}, just as an /i/ does’ (fa-lam tufmim liPannahaa taxfaa maSal-
yaaP kamaa Panna al-kasra fiy l-yaa? Paxfaa).

This phonetic description is somewhat difficult for the use of two technical
terms‘_ Pafamma ‘give the phonetic coloring to, lit. smell, sniff’, is generally
used in form IV, with the verbal noun 2i [maam. Paxfaa is ‘hide’ Discussion of

each is necessary.
thr '(19741 485) ginfS as a translation of Pifmaam the pronunciation of a
(Si(i):ilnc:wuts}; ae:ricfe,:f [i]. This is qmy a partial translation. In Sibawaih, two
?ifmaam ali - wiﬂllj mr;lam are discernible. In the first, Sibawaih discusses
Al thers o f(g,ur d'ffot er pausal phenomena in chapter 494 (II: 307). I.n
termed Pif 1erent ways to effect a pausal form. One of these is
maam. As noted in sect. 1.6.3, it appears that Pifmaam is realized

as a voiceless inati : i
ness of a final nominative /u/. This can be seen in two places. First,

Sibawaih i .
notes that Pifmaam occurs only in the nominative, not genitive or

5 g S o
which would s o oii, eu is ready a round v?wel, and the case er?dmg
genitive. This, howcon: Canl'Wlsi1 unro%lnded vowel into a rounded vowel is the
explains that i > cannot have Pif maam. Second, Sibawaih very carefully

€1 one uses ?ifmaam, it is only a visible feature, not an

audible one; if ;
recognize i you were to do Pifmaam before a blind person he would not

In other cont j i
e her. e}xts Pi f r'naa'm Is used to describe lip rounding. This occurs in
100 of passivization, for instance in the example:

(19) Puxzilyg < Puxziya
1t was attacked’, 447. 6 (also II: 280, 10, II: 398. 4)

-Pimaala natiw gl kasr, . . Ty
. i -kasra, as title), without specifying the /r/
ment of imala in a cop dsf;arle;ial later grammarians Systematized and summarizedsgibawajh's treat-
i i ompariso(:unéstl:: e nothing new as far as its workings go. In App. 3, I show
cen Sibawaih’s treatment of imala and that of Zamaxshari.
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where Sibawaih suggests that the lip rounding of the vowel before /y/, which
in the passive model should be [i], is due to the fact that the stem vazaa/
yaxzuw is originally a /w/ final verb. This has to be seen as a different usage
from the first, as the vowel is in non-pausal position.

In passing it can be noted that Pifmaam is also used elsewhere in the larger
Arabic grammatical tradition. In Ibn Mujahid (105), for instance, the quality
of the the /s/ in siraat ‘way’ (Q 1.5) is discussed in which four variants are
noted, [s, s, z, Pifmaam). The first three are values represented in the normal
Arabic script. The last is said to be a value between § and z.

The term Pifmaam is used to designate a medial value, this usage derivable
from its original etymology. A sound has the scent of something else, without
being that.

Turning to the second term, Sibawaih uses the stem Paxfaa ‘be hidden’ in
various forms, adjectival xafiyy ‘hidden; xafaa? ‘hiddenness), Paxfaa ‘more
hidden;, etc. (see Troupeau 1976: 84). It has a complex of meanings, in a
phonological sense related to the idea that some sounds are inherently
less perceptible or less salient than others. These are in particular /aa/, /iy/,
Juw/, /h/, and /n/. Additionally, Paxfaa describes a process whereby a sound
may (1) not appear, as when an underlying /i/ does not appear between two ys,
as in PaRiyya < Pafiyiya ‘she camel’s private parts’ (pl. of Rayyaar, 1L: 431. 9,
Lisaan 14: 219), (2) have a moric value, but not necessarily a vocalic realizatio
n,!4 as in totanaajaw ‘you speak together secretly’ (II: 457. 10), an alternative to
ttanaajaw, and (3) assimilate to another, as when an /n/ is said to assimilate to
oral consonants (II: 464. 24). In the last case, it appears that xafaaP is an al
ternative to Pidyaam ‘assimilation’ when the assimilated consonant has the
property of xafaar.

Having briefly considered Sibawaih’s technical terminology, I return to the
interpretation of bi-xieyr in (Q 2) above. The term Pifmaam remains prob-
lematic. It could be that Sibawaih is saying that the imalized short /a/, here
given the phonetic interpretation [ie], does not have a'rounded vowe! (lam
yufmam), i.e. not bi-xiieyr. What would remain unexplained, hov-«'ever, is why
Pifmaam in the sense of lip rounding would be mentioned in this context at
all, since Pifmaam in this sense usually occurs only whep an [u] or a /w/ is
somewhere in the paradigm, to induce the round%ng, as in (19). In any case,
should an Pifmaam quality be contemplated here, it cannot occur because the

14 In this context, the property of taxfiyya is qualified with “w“h the weight of a short vowel (bi-
zinat I-mutaliarrik), i.e. a vowel is ‘hidden’, but it still has metrical weight.
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li] value which ari i i

Do rises from the imala is so close to the /y/ that no Pifmaam is

an‘I) t\}m'lz:lid note in passing Fhat if this interpretation is plausible, it would be
rgument for the [ie] quality of imala as opposed to [ai] or [ei]. The

latter would gj :
give a geminate y, xaiyr — L. . ]
nowhere hints at. Y, xayr = xayyr, which is a value Sibawaih

7-2. Imala in the Modern Dialects

In this i .
Today tlsleecr20: , IﬂiUmmanZe the reflexes of imala in the modern dialects.
castern Libos rill alree S€parate areas with reflexes of word-internal imala,
addition irza’la ta, and the quitu dialects of Mesopotamian Arabic. In
this will ’3150 be \.Nasl well i‘lttest.ed in the Arabic of Spain (Andalusia), and
southern Ira wﬂljnc uded in this summary. One further related reflex from
While th ! fl also be summarized in this section
ere ; . g
always differ on Pe:f:t: (f)fl :i"ilaﬂu} alll four locations are broadly similar, they
etau. Imala is summari i iti
of occurrence and for phonetic refle zed according to conditions

Before beginni .
Imala can be lex: €rn-day imala.
logical origin ;}i:§2ilaz:‘ alloI? hom?_ While lexical imala often has a phono-
a comparable context nedina blStor ical perspective, it is irregular in that
imala. Allophonic imaln a paradigmatically related word will not display
between imala and ima?’ 10 n the other hand shows a regular alternation
indeed will be met witha_bejs forms. (C1) is a classic example of this, and
productive imala (e.g, Bla clow. Allophonic imala has often been termed
of productivity. As W1ll tl:c 1964: 47). However, there are various degrees
largely restricted to th © See.n » Mesopotamian imala, for instance, i
e allophonic conditioning element of the plural suffix

un. EL“ lﬂlala, on tlle Othel hand) 18 unIeStIICtedl> al-lop ll: > ’

I prefer not to use th; : .

‘dogs’ (ELA) is Sorltltﬁ(::rmlno!qu’ as 1t implies that the imala of, say, klieb

This may or may not hay ?ndmoned differently from that of nies ‘people’

sect. 7.3.2). However, th € ocen the case historically ((C1) vs. (C3) above, see
b the two can be subsumed under a common rule (imalize

unless an inhibit;
1ting f;
§ factor occurs) and hence can be conceptualized as a single

phenomenon i -1
» Something the - imgqjy formulation prohibits
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7.2.1. Andalusia
For Spain, Corriente (1977: 22) simply formulates imala in the converse way
from Sibawaih (type (C1)). Sibawaih takes the non-imala form as the input,
and specifies conditions where it occurs. Corriente says that in Andalusia the
unmarked case is for imala to occur, ‘whenever this tendency (imala) was not
checked by inhibiting factors’. As seen above, Sibawaih was describing a
speech community where imala and non-imala varieties existed side by
side. In Corriente’s Andalusian data, apparently, the imala variant had be-
come so widespread that it was easier to note exceptions than to give rules for
imala. For the inhibiting factors Corriente refers the reader to Cantineau’s
summary of imala, which are basically those of (C1) above. It thus appears
that Andalusian Arabic and the classical description are similar.

In Spanish Arabic the value of imala is generally /ee/, though /ii/ also
occurs. Both varieties are attested throughout the existence of Arabic in
Spain, though it appears that the /ii/ variant became more common in later

sources.

(20) yibede ‘worship’ (< Yibaada)

moneeda [almoneda] ‘auction’
niis ‘people’ (Ferrando, p.c., citing Pedro de Alcala, early fifteenth

century, < naas)
kiin ‘he was’ (Corriente 1977: 24 n. 6, < kaan)

Corriente (1977: 23 n. 3) also notes examples of imala occasionally occurring
in inhibiting contexts.
(21) ribeete ‘strip’ < ribaata

magqeem ‘holy place’ < maqaam
As far as the diphthong ay goes, it is generally maintained as ay in Spanish
Arabic (Corriente 1977: 29).

(22) al-gagr-ayn
‘the two castles’

7.2.2. Eastern Libyan Arabic

In eastern Libyan Arabic conditions for im
above. Emphatic consonants and an /a/envir
wise a long /aa/ is realized as [ie].1®

ala are very like those in (C1)
onment prevent imala. Other-

15 In Owens (1984) imala in Benghazi Arabic is described as a palatalization of the preceding

consonant, followed by a low front vowel, ii3”aa ‘near him’
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(23) iCaa or aaCi — e

Mitchell (1975: 52-7) offers a detailed discussion of sometimes singular con-
ditions for imala, but by and large it can be said that inhibiting contexts are
emphatics, /x/ and /¥/ and following /a/.
(24) No change

a. taalif ‘leaving

b.

C. atfaal-hin their.F. children

d. baal-kam look out.MPL’ biel-ik ‘look out.FSG’ (Mitchell 1975: 56)
e. saamah ‘he forgave’ siemihi ‘forgive!’

f. mooz-aat ‘banana-pr’ mooz-iet-ik ‘your.F bananas’
(Owens 1980: 42)

Pimaala
miefi ‘going’
misie3id ‘mosques’

This imala is allophonic in that the occurrence of imala is conditioned by the
suffixation of an imala-inducing front vowel, as in (24d) and (24f). Mitchell
(}975: 52) notes that the allophony is sensitive to the status both of a poten-
tially inhibiting consonant, and to the morphological status of the following
front vowel, Emphatics and gutturals always inhibit (24¢).

'I“he behavior of /r/ in ELA is interesting, because it allows a direct com-
parison with Sibawaih’s detajled description of /t/ in imala (see (10)). Distil-
ling ever along discussion, the four main conditions in Mitchell regarding /t/
and imalain ELA may be summarized thus: /r/ does not inhibit if a following

/i/ is in the same stem as the /aa/, but if it is in a suffix it does.16
Before /aa/a /r/ is an imala inhibitor,

(25) raami ‘having thrown’

An /aa/ before 1/ allows

. - imala (in Sibawaih’s terms, is an imala abettor),
provided the /i/ is within t

he word stem,
(26) dieri ‘take care of!’ (< daari)

A word-final post-aa It/ is an imalg inhibitor,

(27) uh maar ‘donkey’
daar ‘house’

16 1 5
Mitchell gives the further example siemifi-ih ‘he forgave him’ < saamali + -ih, where the /a/of the
la“') /i/ in an open syllable, by regular phonological rule in the dialect.
imala may be compared o in the long /aa/, The effects of 3 Phonological rule in turn induciﬂgf
. 2 orm e 'SUpPOrt. ACC’ < Simaad-aa, cited as a variant 0
some people, where th, i . 4 i
suffi o oy ¢ initial /i/ induces imaql, of the following /aa/, and this in turn of the accusative
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Imala does not work across morpheme boundaries, so that given (26), if a
suffix such as -1 ‘my’ is added, no imala is induced, in contrast to (24d, ).

(28) daar-i ‘my house’

Summarizing these contexts:

(29) raa, aar#, ieri
What is noteworthy is that broadly speaking two of the t‘hree. context; are
comparable to Sibawaih’s observations on /r/ 1mflla summarized in /(1(;)) a %\:e.
An /aa/ in post /1/ position does not imalize while an /ea/ before /r/ does.
main difference is that an /aa/ before /r/ does r.lo,t 1mahz.e in ELA across
morpheme boundaries, which it does in Sibawaxhe desc.rlptlon.. Hlowever,
even here it was noted that Sibawaih conceived of ﬁImIErllf as a single sterr:i.
This is a somewhat mysterious classification. Perhaps Slbaw:cnh expected
imala not to occur across a morpheme boun.dary here, as in EPA, ant
therefore assumed that a type of post-morphemic phonolo_gwal realfntivn::n
was needed to explain the imala of aar. In t.hese terms, the dlffererﬁci be een
ELA and Sibawaih’s description in this third respect woul'd t;:i :\ a ;r::ali iy
waily’s variety aar-i realigns to aari eﬂowing——» ieri, whereas in no realig
-i remains aar-i. ‘
mellrllt g&u:rsr;:l(:z ?)Zl;rs only in stressed syllables, so alternations such as the

following are found.
(30) kitab-na ‘we wrote’ kitab—‘nie—hin“we wrote them.F
sa'amili-li ‘forgive me’ siemiRt ‘forgive
Lacking inhibiting consonants, imala will occur in monosyllabic nouns ((C3)
above).
(31) nies ‘people’
bieb ‘door’

Ihe dlplltll()llg ay 18 elﬂler nlaultauled) paI tlculall’ aftel a gU[tulal conson-
or arld thlS 1S more common mn xlghaZl) nxonop}lthOIIglzed to ee.
ant . . . Be
> »

(32) Sayn ‘eye’
beet ‘house’
7.2.3. Malta
In general Maltese imala is s

emphatic consonants, imala-

ELA. Maltese is dialectally diverse, so ! ! ‘
1973: 53-6) and then briefly consider dialect differences.

imilar to that of ELA, except that, having lo.st
induced *aa has a wider distribution thafl' in
so I begin with standard Maltese (Aquilina
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Imala is realized as [is)], represented as ‘ie’ in Maltese orthography.

(33) *baab > bieb ‘door’
Oalaaba > tlieta ‘three’
banaat > (2binaat) > bniet ‘girls’
xaddaam > haddiem ‘workman’
kaan > kien ‘he wag’

Asin ELA, the diphthongal realization occurs o
unstressed the vowel shortens to [i] or [e],
(34) bniedem ‘man), but bnedm-iin ‘men’

bi'rik-t I blessed’, ' biark-u ‘they blessed, n-'biorek ‘I bless’
(Vanhove 1993; 28).

nly in stressed syllables. When

When final /a/ is unstressed it does

not imalize. If a suffix is added, lengthen-
ing the /aa/, it does.

(35) ktib-na, ‘we wrote), ktib-nie-

hum ‘we wrote them’
sewa ‘he did’, swie-I-

a ‘it cost her’ < sewaq-I-ha (Aquilina 1973: 56)
Maltese has lost the classic inhibi
trace of a former em
This pertains to 7,17
Imala inhibition a
context preceded

were culled from B

ting contexts of imala. Nonetheless, one
phatic context, ¥ or x is the lack of imala in the vowel.
etymological emphatic consonants, ¥, and x and also §.
ppears particularly strong when the former inhibiting

*aa.18 Unless otherwise stated, the following examples
org and Azzopardi-Alexander 1997.

(36) dyaar ‘houses’ < diyaar (Aquilina 1973: 22,
Paali ‘expensive’ < ¥aali (ibid. 22, 43)
rhaam ‘marble’ < rxaam (Ambros 1998: 26, 34)
sfaar-u ‘they got yellow’ < sfarr (Vanhove 1993: 29)
am ‘he swam’ < Saam (gham)
il-Rames ‘the fifth’ < il-xaamis
sittaf 16” < sittaa [
ndafa ‘cleanliness’ < ndaafa
sa’‘he drove’ < saaq or saaq

In addition the suffix
dalik-an ‘laughing’

43)

-an < *aan does not undergo imala.

17 Presumably *1, see Schabert 1976: 51.

". SChabe‘f' (1976: 46) explicitly observes that etymological /aa/before § imalizes, i-ee-t ‘sitting’ <
PaaSid, even in the context of etymological emphati

Cs, *taaSam > tiam ‘taste,
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. . RN ¢exts,
Nonetheless, imala may still occur in etymologically inhibiting con

(37) tiela? ‘going up’ < gaali.?
riePed ‘sleeping’ < raaqid
sieP ‘leg’ < saaq (cf. above)
Piet ‘staying’ < gaa%id

i-Alex-
In recent textbooks describing Standard Maltese (Blgrgtf‘:: (:}Zizr:l)gl?zr(iis stated
der 1997: 305; Ambros 1998: 24) the dominant realizati b while Borg and
::l[ii] Ambros notes that [ia] is heard in SlOVY, careful speech, fral contexts.
AzzoI;ardi-Alexander give this realization in_ open, PE:SC'
However, Vanhove (1993) notes the usual realization as 't;Jation appears to
Turning to Maltese dialectology, the Standard Ml-?hese;isrll istand, Malta, as
reflect closely the dialect of the N ?Stemde;ls(:eflifnt(;g) describe the dialect-
described in SChabiirtiill:ng).C?(()lzu(:.hr’;flll:ncontexts of occurrence (_)f imz;la .are;
f)log){ of thefseas)i1 ndard I\,/[altese. In their description ofj 1ndxv1d.ual eszaa
enical o lor‘ :alized either as a diphthong along the lines of'[ls],[o]r zr ;
reflexes, imala l;r describe it, in the region of cardinal vowFl 1 [1]3 2[e ors
l[)u]rel‘rlxogleel,fzcl)slltovf:n?ng are given words with various phonetic realization
g].

different Gozo dialects.

(38) wiat ‘valley’, weet, uéeeg (zlz-ja‘:aadl

Isiin ‘tongue’, Iseen (87 is

tliete ‘thfee’, tliite, tleete, teste (93) < Oalaaba -
Aquilina and Isserlin state §104): Malte ‘
ponding realisation in t'he range od
(though it is found in Standa{r
alizations are variously [ii},

Commenting on the diphth'ong ie,
spelling frequently features ie, but a corres
[ie] is rarely found in Gozitan pronunciation 0
Maltese).’ They go on to note that the common
e], [eg], or [i1]. o .
y 'I]‘hc[e di]phthong ay is generally maintained in Maltese

hern Mesopotamia, Cyprus ) across
74 .NOﬂ dina wﬁie band of dialects stretching from ?orthg:rrl;asgus nd
Ima'la is foun lian Arabic dialects, northern Syria as ar as § ending in
the isolated Anato thern Turkey including Hatay province, an ed et
Leb:.inon, cen.tral Soqu rus. It is usually associated w1th the so- A
:i}}zllsolatefd ::::1 :i: th)(;lzlgh there are some dialects with [q] as
1alects o ’

. . . )'
i al af in the region Which dO nOt have "”ala (e.g Hllt, Kha” 1997
ClaSSIC qa

9 4 g neral
AS LCVHI 1 8 l)() t Out dle ""ala ContCXtS mn thlS area 1in ge

9 . 8 nts »

are llke 0se 0O tlle Ort "al COIldlthlllIl
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environment may have been subsequently lost. In kleeb ‘dogs, for instance, the
§hon high vowel has been elided, but presumably after it had induced imala
in the following vowel, kilaab > kileeb > kleeb. The realization of the imalized
/aa/ is either /ee/ or /ii/. A representative set of examples is as follows, taking
examples from Jewish and Christian Baghdad (= JB, CB respectively), Mardin

in Ane.lt(')l.ia (Sasse 1971), Cilicia (S. Prochazka 2002}, and the Cypriot dialect of
Kormikiti (Borg 1985) as examples.

(39) ' JB CB Mardin  Cilicia Cyprus
kilaab ‘dogs’ kliib  kleeb  kleeb kleeb  klep
miizaan ‘scale’ miziin  mizeen mizan
naas ‘people’ niis nees nees nees nes
Bamaaniya ‘eight’  Omiini  tmeen; Omeenye tmeeni xmenye
OalaaBa ‘three’ flaa®i tlaati  Gale tlaati  tlaxe

In general, imala inhibitors are the usual em
/¥/, 19/, and /r/. However,
dialect, worthy of an ind

phatic consonants, as well as /x/,
there are many individual variations according to

ividual study. It will suffice here to note some

Pat?elh'ns of va.rlation in the realization or not of imala, as well as to note
individual lexical variation,

ancci) 2]1the]:v h(.)le,‘ Cypriot Arabic displays a robust system of historical lexical
t' C‘:’IP onic imala (Eorg 1985: 54-63). However, there are regular excep-
1ons. Class 3 verbs, for instance, do not have imalg in the imperfect, pi-safed

he helps’ (96). There are also irregular exceptions. The participial pattern

CaaCi . .
aCiC has members both with and without imala. In some instances the

no - . - » . o 1
n imala variants go back to old inhibiting consonants, e.g. emphatics,
which have been lost in the

 lost dialect, e.g. fater ‘smart’ < faatir. In other
zises, ?;)wever, 'hls'tonca.l inhibiting factors may play no role{ qe"ti’e ‘passing’
imZ;’:};gﬁigflmﬂaﬂY In Mardin and other Anatolian qultu dialects usually
Jastrow 1978: 66)Colntf3xi;is ay alloy imala, qeefid ‘standing’ (Sasse 1971: 215;
clase s w eal; ﬁn ¢ cian Arabic, S. Prochazka (2002: 47, 88) notes that in
in other class I]: verbs never _undergo imala, ydaawi ‘he heals) and that
pecfoct and im3 V:fr s some have 1‘mala in the imperfect only, some in the
related oo ysaall’; /;Ct,l a};lflhothers I none, yqeerib/qeerib ‘he is related/was
cation of g alah ‘he reCf)ncﬂes/reconciled’.w Similar irregular appli-

ol imala is found in nominal patterns, e.g. minxeel ‘sieve’ with imala

desoi . o s
espite the /x/ vs. min [aar ‘saw’ without, In JB and CB, Blanc (44) notes that

19 'rh' H . . R
Syrian lalxjssllltaugaena(:lna’sl?lsf:‘)cf lrzep)l-lcat“ th.e overall situation for form III verbs described in Behnstedt’s
have imala only in the lm7perg : some dialects .have no imala, saafar/ysaafir ‘he traveled/travels’, others

ect, saalali/yseclili he reconciled;, others only imala, seelali/yseelib.
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neither variety has imala in class 3 verbs, asaameli ‘1 forgive’ All in all a broad
tendency is for imala to occur in what are historically imala (non-inhibiting)
contexts, and for imala to intrude into inhibiting contexts on an irregular
basis (see Jastrow 1978: 63—70 for more examples). The example of the word ‘3’
in (39) underscores the lexical irregularity of the imala process in this region.
In Maltese ‘3’ undergoes imala as expected, tlieta ‘three’ (Borg and Azzopardi-
Alexander 1997: 356). At the same time, it is a consistent exception in the
Mesopotamian region.2¢

Another source of irregularity is the realization of imala as /ee/ or /ii/. In
most Mesopotamian dialects it is /ee/. In a few, for instance JB, its usual. reflex
is /ii/, but in the active participle of form I verbs has ee, weeqef ‘standing.

Looking at the region as a whole, allophonic imala as found in Maltese and
ELA does not occur, where imala and non-imala forms co-vary on a fully
automatic basis. The exemplification of class 3 verbs above illustrates .th%s
point. In CB and JB no imala occurs in form 3 imperfect verbs, though this is
a classical conditioning context, in other dialects imala m'ay extend to the
perfect, though this is not an imala context, and in others imala may oceur,
according to the standard rule as it were, in the imperfect only. Apparf:ntly in
the dialects in this region the only inflectional suffix which regularly induces
imala is the plural suffix -iin (e.g. najjaar, ndjjeer-in ‘carpenters, Sasse 1971: 99,
of. sect. 7.2.2 for ELA, with object suffixes inducing imala).2!

The diphthong ay is usually maintained in the more northerly qultu

dialects.

(40) bayt ‘house’ (Jastrow 1978: 78, for Aazex) ‘
rm-ayt ‘1 threw’ (Mardin, Sasse 1971: 165, Cypriot, Borg 1985: 89)

In the more southerly ones it may be realized as ee (Blanc 1964: 50; Jastrow

1978: 79).
(41) CB beet, rmeet

7.2.5. Southern Mesopotamia and other areas
In southern Mesopotamia an imala-like form is found as the reflex of the

diphthong *ay.

(42) biet < *bayt, ‘house’, mifiet ‘I went < mafayt

) there are only about twenty individual sample points out of

20 n Behnstedt's Syrian atlas (1997: 585 Qaleedi etc., and one large area, Quariiteen, northeast of

567 with imala in the word ‘3, e.g. teetd,

D . . . .
a;‘na;:susi (1971: 55) reports that in Mardin the FSG imperfect verb suffix doe‘s. mducte imala, tnam
‘youM sleep’?ls. tnem-in ‘you.F sleep’. Jastrow, however, observes only tnaam-iin (1978: 69).
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So far as I know, these forms, little discussed apart from Ingham (1982: 80),
are not considered imala reflexes. They have, however, the same phonetic
reflex as ELA imala and they play a role in the analytical discussion in sect. 7.3
below.

Outside of these five regions, there are no reflexes of word-internal imala.
As far as the diphthong ay goes, its most common reflex is probably ee, beet
‘house’ (the entire Sudanic region, most of Egypt), though ay (bayt) is still
maintained (most qulty dialects, Najdi, most northern Yemen). In a number

of dialects it falls together with i (e.g. most Tunisian, Algerian, and Moroccan
dialects).

7-3. Reconstruction

In these summarizing sections, I will consider a reconstruction of imala in
Arabic from two perspectives. First, I will work out lines of development for
each of the four dialects where imala occurs. Thereafter, I will bring the results
of this endeavor into line with the earlier description of Sibawaih and present

an overall synthesis. In the following I begin with the simpler cases and move
to the more complex.

7:3.1. Individual dialect reflexes

Before beginning it will be useful to refer to the contexts where imala does or
does not occur by a single binary term. In general there are two broad
categories of imalg inhibitors, a low vowel and an emphatic or guttural
context. This conditioning difference is evident in ELA today (see sect.
7.2.2). A high, front context on the other hand favors imala, the vowel [i]
and consonants not marked by the feature of emphasis or backness. I will use
the contrast palatal-non-palatal to represent this broad class of differences.
Palatal contexts (high vowel, non-back, non-emphatic consonants) favor
imala, non-palatal ones (low vowel, back, and emphatic consonants) do not.

I'begin with ELA, as it is the simplest to describe, [ie] is an allophone of /aa/,
which occurs in hon-guttural contexts, non -4 contexts. A negative formula-

t1.<)n, r}ot in palatal contexts’ seems to be the most appropriate, as what
&baw:nh termed exceptional imalg in forms such as nies ‘people’ are covered
in the statement. Gutturals are /x,

: ¥, emphatics (sometimes including 1)/>
while an -a context is one where a long /aa/ is followed by /a/, or a back vowel.
This is probably close to the original situation, as the dialect was brought
t(; t.he faLA area. There is no need to Teconstruct intermediate phonetic values
of ima
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aa

non-palatal

ie aa

Figure 71. Eastern Libyan Arabic imala

In Andalusian Arabic, the context is similar to ELA, though apparent}y
there is less detail in the written texts at our disp(.)sal', so that it can blf sa}lld
with certainty only that the guttural context inhib%ts 1‘mala. Phonetlce y t ;
situation is more complicated as there are two realizations, [ee] and [ii], a.n
neither of these are identical to the original reconstructefi vz?lued [1e3.
A development such as the following needs to be.p'roposedi‘w.lthA[ 1ed] 1 l:;zr-l
oping into [ee] or [ii]. This looks like an uncopd1t1f>ned sp 1th mb nisaof i
Arabic. A progressive development might be ur?aglne(_i on t et atstested he
changes attested in Maltese (Fig. 7.3 below). Smce_ [ie] is nc;) a sed in
Andalusian Arabic texts (Ferrando, May 2004, p.c.), it needs to be postu

d form. _
B ;nriflziitsreu:}t; situation gets more complicated for two reasons.dflrst,h:;l
phonetic values of imala are attested in one dialect or al.lother. Secon ); \:'m "
emphasis was lost, imala was still a livi'ng .p‘hf)netlc Pr.oaless, tst?lr acl) mer
inhibiting emphatic contexts became non-lnhlbltlpg. Orlgmah gtuhismric g
texts, however, remained inhibitors. Furthermore, 1't appears tha
was an inhibitor. The situation can be sk‘etched as in Fig. 7.3.‘;Jlll R

Finally, the situation in Mesopotamian A.rab¥c is essenltl th); e i
Andalusian, except for one important complication, namely

aa

non- atal

. aa
1€

\

FIGURE 7.2. Andalusian imala

it
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aa

non-p , including [}

fe aa

loss of emphasis

(original guttural)
aa

ie €E ee ii etc.
FIGURE 7.3. Maltese imala

for ay di i .

e S;’ r:::SCl}llssed in sect. 7-2.5. T'assume that it is no coincidence that precisely

describedp onetic reflex as imala should appear in precisely the area Sibawaih
1,200 years ago. What is anomalous, of course, is its very different

. - . . F. - ‘th the Ile
.
lechal dlStIlbUtloll- Ill lg- 7.4) ay 1s represented as COIlVeIglllg w1

7-3.2. A synthesis

Given t )

well as tlilee(l)):)ﬂ:lp il;rel:lw e-el.l bOt,h the realization and the contexts of imala, as

it is clear froma hS .ar‘mes with Sibawaih’s description of imala (see below)
a linguistic perspective that imala is not to be reconstructed as

non-palatal

*ie

ee\

FIGURE 7.4. Mesopotamian imglg
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arising in four separate events. Except for the ay > *ie change, the Andalusian
tree (Fig. 7.2), for instance, is a clone of the Mesopotamian one. Rather, one is
dealing with a pre-diasporic phenomenon which happened once, and was
spread from a central point to Andalusia, ELA, Maltese, and the Mesopota-
mian qultu dialects. I outline this development in Fig. 7.5.

I assume that at some stage proto-Arabic had no imala, though I have
presented no evidence in favor of this, and at this point in our research at
least, nothing depends on this assumption. While I have argued that Siba-
waih’s description of the imala variant is [ie], I have also included the other
variants among them as well. These are to be understood as unattested in
the early grammatical literature, but nonetheless reconstructible imala vari-
ants. They are reconstructible to Sibawaih’s time, which is what I term pre-
diasporic Arabic, since the variants [ee] and [ii] are found in Andalusia and
Malta, and in the qultu Mesopotamian dialects. Parallel, independent devel-
opment may be ruled out. Furthermore, the qultu dialects themselves are
spread throughout a number of discontinuous areas, and have apparently
been out of contact with each other for some time, yet the imala reflex is fairly
uniform throughout the region. Further and rather speculatively, one might
relate the monophthongal realization [ee] to the ‘intermediate imald (bayna
bayna) noted in sect. 7.1.1. This is found in the Koranic reading tradition, and
indicates that there was more than one rendition of imala, at least by the time
Ibn Mujahid had compiled his work. Unfortunately, the phonetic description
of the bayna bayna form is not specific enough for firm conclusions to be
drawn. ELA, as well as the [ie] variant of Standard Maltese, are the same as
Sibawaih’s phonetic variant.

It is assumed that the original imala variant was [ie]. This either remained
lie], or monophthongized to [ee] or [ii]. In the latter instance imala falls
together with /ii/, as in JB kliib ‘dogs’ < klaab and ktiir < ktiir. In the former it
usually forms a new phoneme, as the diphthong ay is usually maintained

Pre-Sibawaih ie aa ay

N\

Sibawaih (pre diasporic) ie et ee, i etc.

FIGURE 7.5. Itnala, a synthesis
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where ee imala occurs (Andalusia, the more northerly Mesopotamian quliu
dialects). In some dialects ee < imala merges with ee < ay, as in CB kleeb <
klaab and beet < bayt. Given that this merger is mostly attested in Iraq and
Syria where imala dialects are in close contact with dominant imala-less
dialects with the ay > ee change, it is probably best to regard the latter as a

later borrowing or substrate-induced shift into a dialect originally with ay.
More work needs to be done to confirm this.

(43) *bayt> bayt>  beet (Muslim Baghdad, borrowing influence)
klieb > kleeb

Note that in ELA, while ay > eeis spreading in the dialect, it remains distinct
from imala, which has the reflex [ie].

As far as the monophthongization process to [ii] or [ee] goes, the detailed
Phonetic observations of Aquilina et al. for Maltese are instructive. All their
dip'hthongal variants have a high to low tongue movement, but in some
variants the movement is slight, e.g. mid-high to mid-open [eg]. This perhaps
indicates that monophthongization proceeded in stages, reducing gradually

from a saliently-differentiated diphthong [ie] as in ELA, to [ee] and then
finally to [ee].

It may be necessa

1 Ty to put in another step in historical derivation between
[ie] and the vario

us Sibawaih-era reflexes, namely (1) a conditioned imala,
followed by (2) an unconditioned one. Conditioned or allophonic imala
wm?ld be the original reflex, followed by a spread to unconditioned contexts
(fis in (C3) above). By Sibawaih’s time, conditioned and unconditioned clearly
lived side by side.
. The most problematic aspect of the reconstruction is the [ie] reflex of *ay
n southern Mesopotamia (e.g. biet ‘house’). Very tentatively, this can be seen
as a .reﬂex of Sibawaih’s short falimala discussed in sect. 7.1.3 above. A
mentioned above, I assume it is not a coincidence that this is the recon-
structed and attested imala valye., The problem is how to account for its
historical relation to imala.
ref'}l;l;c;s s;)t:thfrn‘ Mesqpotamian dialect (otherwise) does not have imala
ref d. s relation tlo Ifnala can be assessed in two ways. First, ay would have
m Sr;gl)eawv:;;l'xi szr::l:u [le]hm [ie], as in xieyr, discussed in sect. 7.1.3 above. Imala
e o | ]oP onuf process (‘Cl), so speakers would always have had
merged el ,-:,a 1 in tl}elr repertoire. That group of speakers who had
i ith di: ain Lle] could subsequently have come into close contact
o those not have imala. They would have converted their imala
p Into non-allophonic [aa], while maintaining the imala variant of
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aa (kaatib) ay (xayr)
aa ie (xier, kietib)
aa aa (kaatib)  ie (xier)

FiGURE 7.6.

ay. These are the speakers of the southern Mesopotamian dialect described by
Ingham. This can be sketched as follows: . '
While this accounts for the present-day facts, as it were, there is no
independent evidence for it, and it involves the merger of ay and imala,
followed by their demerger. Such an explanation woulfi probably be ruled
out on a priori grounds, lexical demerger being an unllkely‘ process (Labov
1994: 33-5), but for the fact that imala is allophonic, not lexical. Whlle there
are no variational studies on the matter, it has been observed that imala and
non-imala usages can reside in the same speaker (sect. ‘7.1.2). 1 observed (1980)
that Mitchell (1975) described an imala operati\{e in more coptexts than
I described for Benghazi Arabic. Thus, de—imallzatl‘on alonet is not qnly
plausible, but in fragmented ways, actually atteste.d. Since the fmala of xieyr
would not have been allophonic, there being no 1mala‘—non-1mala altgma—
tion associated with these forms, they could have survived an allophonically
de-imalization of the dialect.?? .
baie(()ioi:ll;r:i analogies elsewhere in the history of Arabic dialects, c<l)ntetn'1-
porary variational studies attest to a part of the de'merger process, at least in
local contexts. As is well known, many Arabic dialects throughout‘eats:rterri
Arabia, Jordan, Syria, and Israel have undergone the change k> ¢ 1(;1( c;n)
contexts, kammal > cammal in Jordanian (see sect. 8.7..1). Abdel-]afﬂa 19d1
observes in urban areas a tendency for ¢ to re-merge with k, estsentlal;y unP /c:
the influence of what Abdel-Jawad sees as a doml'nant prestige Ivdagemt ‘
This can be compared to the suggested remerger of ie > aa. It wotuf r :f:sr:ii :
complete parallel if the remerger would go to cgmpletlon, excep ot Faresd
in a certain morphological pattern, or a certain morghem«;, es. nq le.
suffix -ic. This of course is not yet attested, though is at least in princip

conceivable.

i al near mergers, with subse-
th subsequent demergers as a‘ctu iear 3 1 sub
2 Latfov trez.lts.aPParent‘ mel'_g;l;s) “'n['herse is not adequate phonetic detail e}thtr in the hxston;?l
'iluen::I dlﬁ‘?reg‘ﬂat:)(:‘l:e&mg di ale'cts (e.g. southern Mesopotamia, eastern Libya) to follow up this
record or in the ¢

possibility at this time.
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Note that this account feeds into the further development of the
diphthong to ii (see above). It could be that [ie] was a stage in the develop-
ment of North African biit etc., the de-diphthongization of biit running
parallel to the de-diphthongization of imala.?* Such an analysis would

imply that imala was an ancestor of more dialects than where it is found in
present-day Arabic.

7-3-3. The reconstruction and Sibawaih

By and large the reconstruction of imala based on application of the com-
parative method to attested post-Old Arabic variants reproduces the same

phenomenon as that described in Sibawaih. The main points of identity are as
follows.

L /aa/ is realized as [ie] or a related value

1. Imala is conditioned by an /i/ in a neighboring syllable.
HI. This value is inhibited in the context of emphatic consonants and
gutturals /x/, /¥/, /q/ and sometimes /1],
IV. The phenomenon is not completely regular: many lexical and morpho-
logical pattern exceptions occur.
In addition,

there are points of difference which distinguish Sibawaih’s imala
from one or

more of the four dialects where imala is attested today.
V. The class of inhibitors may differ.

VL The realization may be [ee], [ii], or various other values (as in Maltese).
VIL. According to Sibawaik’s description, there are types of imala for which
there is no direct correspondence in the dialects, ( C2) for instance.

In this section I expand upon points V-VII.

Regarding V, in Maltese *q inhibits imala (sce sect, 7.2.3). Given that *4 as
an inhibiting consonant is attested only in Maltese it should probably be seen
as a local innovation relatj

Ve to tree 5 (Fig. 7.5). Whether this local innovation
took place in Malta or

- ave noted above that the reconstruction of the pure
z?a‘;el variants follows from the widespread distribution of imala in today’s
ects.

 As pointed out in n. 1 above, this was alread i : on the
basis of false lexical correspondences. Y suggested by Griinert (1875 453), though

# Given that it is only in Malt
mmnnovation. However, given the
traditionally belongs, it is a na
the class [x, ¥, q] to others.
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As for VII, one has to distinguish between Siba‘waih asa theoretlccial hl:rg,:::t
and Sibawaih as a field linguist, who was trKlrl;gSitco Parzz:gltn:; ;t;awaih’)s'
ations in his grammatical description. asic Sibawaih
:)::lf:dology is thatgno observation shoulddgotuner):gle:itlsr:;(tiI(l:();zzl;e\a:1 :it ESC 13:;
his approach that one needs to u d (C
;}l;z::nstie;(:“gﬁl: verypfcutely observed that the ba§ic condxtxorzlg;g) fa;;io;::
imala was an [i] in a syllable preceding or foliowmg an [aa] .
inhibiting effect of various consonants. ]
no:)e:szlll's;'z;:naﬂy, iowever, imala in the Basra of his day was ifo{x::} 7{)3)}3:2{)
ing out of its basic realization. Phonetica!ly the_ change [1}(:]t - Lol can
already be postulated. Distributionally Slba.walh notesT :1 'a's L occurs even
when no conditioning [i] context is present in a word. . is ;1 2 principles o
Sibawaih, as indeed it would be for any lir.lgulst true to his l(:rt et sla iples o
accounting for data in a principled fashion. ’Observ’uzg t(ba e
even in back contexts, as in xiefa ‘he feared’ and gteh a ‘be g[ ) el;ewhere "
solved the contradiction by observing that s'uch verbs have aII:l et
the paradigm (e.g. xiftu 1 feared’). With Fleisch (1961) Iwcl)u .ca{glr e fable
is involved here is something beyonq regular, phc)‘no.ogl Af:'er P every
variation, and that Sibawaih’s explanation 1s unc.onvmc(;ng(.i e e
verb min’imally has an [i] in the passive form (fu‘hla).. Indee ‘,h is is perheps
i i uld accommodate irregular verbal imala with less p oolem
why §1bawalh nom al imala, since nouns do not always have cogn.ate o h.
that;l1 lrrefgil]ﬂsaczgzvrvn}t:re in the paradigm. It is clear, howe\(er, ;hat S:)b;v?tl thl:
e is 1 ar in the qu
rather overwhelmed by whatdhe’tot;:erf:eriil ;I'rhlisnls efrllfi i o }(}is e
a:::)milnal forms such as bieb (< bwb) and .rnaal
medial /w/, not /y/, are :lifnpl)l; exce:l;u;lr:l
i i valued theoretical accountability above : :
il{fsa ?sag;lcli::etdsgb::l?cl;i r;l::goﬁzation. Interestilnggy, ;’be;e‘i;r;?srﬁycgf;f;g:
i jorati ab1 >
ered exc.eptional, but are not qug?:i ?b,:er::::ieoﬁs qca te}; e (Ca) and (?3)
or the Like). In he oo e 51 il’s solution to the problem of accounting

tood as Sibawa : ) i mar
;\bove cantb(ei:alll ccl)efriariation within a relatively simple rule t;;fglegrriﬂmes -
’ v
or.ahgzea ot allow for such contemporary C’onstm.ds a.; uld be regarded
v‘t’l-ltlc t'ca(l)le , rI:Epresentable realizations. Sibawaih's solution sho
statistically

. sati tions without
ly clever way of integrating variational observa
as an extremel o e ts.
iously compromising basic linguistic precep on an interpretation of
seovsy st bserved in Sibawaih obviously bears : P be that
The vanauqn othser;odem dialects. An initial perspective wo
the variation in the

ects ituati initiated durin
the modern dial continues a situation already initiate g
variation in the mode

beginning of sect. 7.1.2,
observation that imala in '
(< mwl), both from roots with a
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tsii);:r:;hpz ::g.i I:Itlsthg sallne time, local .devc?lopments reflected in regulariza-

imala_inhibiting C(,m teve opment of lexical irregularities, or the expansion of

el nhibitn agr A fexts as noted. for Maltese above, certainly must have

pecurred cation of these Issues, however, requires a much closer
1cal treatment of development in individual dialects.

7-3-4. European Arabicists’ accounts of imala

The historical i : .
divided ::;C ativénzzggi?;:)n of imala among Arabicists can be roughly
In
betmeen thy coegory ate treatments which basically recognize the identit
identities are alwar, 1c iimfala anc? thfit. found in the modern dialects. These
on, and not generZthzte or the 1nd1\{1dual dialect the researcher is working
the specific dialectale to the overall history of Arabic, understandably, given
Arabic, Aquilina and r;atur? of these works. Corriente (1977) for Spanish
(1985) and other racs s}slerhn (1981) for Maltese, Levin (1998, 2002), Borg
this regard. archers for Mesopotamian Arabic can be mentioned in
The seco ;
not mentior;dt ;:te ttlf::sc? where the writers for one reason or another simply do
and Azzopardi-Alexailiven phenomenon is related to Old Arabic imala (Borg
larly critical in this re efil-g 97 and Ambros 1998, both for Maltese). Particu-
Without argumentation, the the summary of Fischer and Jastrow (1980: 55)-
unconditioned develo > they assume that imala in Malta and Spain was an
Sibawaih.25 In mose thl:;rnnent, not related to the imala of Mesopotamia or of
ch. 479 which explicitly m::‘ place (1978: 66, 1980), Jastrow misses Sibawail’s
forms. Furthermore Fisch 1oned the unconditioned imala of nies and other
was of a different S’tatus ;rr and'IaStrofv observe that imala in Mesopotamia
Mesopotamian qulty dial om imala in Maltese (for instance), in that in
in Malta imala does n :CIS it leads to a phonemicization of /ee/, whereas
statement i, howens. ot ead to the creation of a new phoneme. This
, (1) incorrect and (2), for historical purposes, irrelevant.

gn n(t)p-emphatic contexts. Such fronting is found i
onting can lead to [ie] or [id i
haag ¢ « ii]. That is to say, dialects with [ i -
Lor ::v eyr bgi ‘z:ecrilll:'ﬁ:efg process of imalization fror:lv:}lxtehh[';:l;t;)? o ﬂ:;:ixample e
y ident al '
ntity of form between Mesopotamian imalaa:ndl, f:’t instance Andalusian

(both have {ii} and e, .
historical fact that th[ei obnes), and the near identity of basic conditioning contexts, and the basic
out of the sam - - ’ .

conditions basicall e demographic milieu, the onus of proof is

surely on those who w"alf:lglaspora evolved
ould see two completely

4 y the same phenom, Y '_“dePCndent developments to show under what

them to be different. €Non arose mdependently. Fischer and Jastrow merely claim
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It is incorrect because the variant [ie] in Maltese is a ‘new’ phoneme (cf. the
contrast sie? ‘leg’ vs. saaP ‘drive’ in (36), (37) above). It is irrelevant because
for historical purposes it is not the synchronic status of imala which is crucial,
but rather the systematic similarity and/or difference between purported
stages in linguistic history. As argued here, in both the C1 category of
Sibawaih’s Old Arabic and in ELA (sect. 7.2.2) imala is allophonic, condi-
tioned by broadly the same conditions, as well as sharing the same form. ELA
simply continues the Old Arabic imala as described by Sibawaih. Indeed, a
systematic allophonic similarity can provide cogent evidence of close rela-
tionship, since conditioning contexts need to be maintained over long periods
of time.

Finally, I would note that few scholars have dealt with the question of the

phonetic value of imala in Sibawaih. Most simply term it imala, as if it were
was an acute phonetician, and he

an abstract entity. Sibawaih, however,
on of imala, as described above,

attempts a specific phonetic characterizati
even if ultimately his description is not completely unambiguous. Old Arabic
imala did have a specific form, and using the comparative method and

drawing correlations with Sibawaih’s description, a specific ur-form can be
reconstructed. I have suggested *[ie], which is also the same as the realization
of imala in ELA and some Maltese varieties (as well as, paradoxically, the
reflex of *ay in southern Mesopotamian dialects). This reconstruction is
commensurate with Sibawaih’s phonetic description, orthographic practice,
e.g. in the QiraPaat tradition, with the observation that imala and the other "a’
diphthong [ay] are different phenomena, with realizations in n'1.0dem dia-
lects, and the phonetic logic of deriving the widely attested [ii} and [eci]
variants historically from *[ie]. Fleisch (1961: 1162) does suggest pho.nenc
realization for Sibawail’s imala, giving [e] or [4]. These two are distinguished
as strong vs. weak imala, a distinction probably referring to the bayna ba}'/na
realization in the QiraaPaat tradition. The problem with Fleisch’s suggesnon
recapitulates that often found in the Western Arabicist tradition. It 1s'base.d
Sibawaih’s text, without working through the impli-
cations of the interpretation for the history of the grammar as a whole.
A simple problem is, given *[el, how does one get ELA imala [1e]‘ on the
one hand and [ii] on the other? To my knowledge, no Western Arabicist has

addressed the issue.

simply on a reading of



Bound Object Pronoun Reconstruction 231

Suffix Pronouns and
Reconstruction

8.1. Pausal and Context Forms and Case Endings

As discussed i

of Ph0nolodgzlaje;ct)sr-ml'6'3 and 3.3.2.3, every Classical Arabic word has two sets
Traditionally, non-pa S,alo: ¢ pausal (waqf), the other non-pausal (was))-
short final vowels ’11‘)hus ' forms are fully inflected, while pausal forms lack
endings on nomil.lals ZS:: dlnductlie, but' are not limited to, the grammatical case
for the non-pausal forms I;:,Ot}f endings °n.Verbs. In (1), the translations are
the suffix morpheme are lost. € pausal variants the differences indicated by

(1) Non-pausal anSal

b;z};t—un bayt ‘house-NOM’
Z - a}"t-u al-bayt ‘the house-NOM’
?Z-m . bayt ‘house-GEN’
Zl:bayt-t al-bayt ‘the house-GEN’
ayt-a al-bayt ‘the house-ACC’
;aktub-u yaktub ‘he writes-IND’
ayna Payn ‘where?’
etc.
Anexceptionis the i i i
by ot e indefinite accusative case, which in pausal form has along-a3,

as the ‘original’ ones. The
(Noldeke 1897: 10).

Problems in thi
18 ass 3 .
Umption were raised in sect. 3.3.2.3, where it was pointed

out that actual evidence ;
nce in an = . : !
from a stage where bo th nony Post-"Old Arabic variety showing the transition

alone is exiguous and alwa s -pau§a] and pausal forms existed to pausal forms
ys ambiguous at best. In this section, I continue the

discussion begun in Ch. 3. A logical and key question is whether pausal or
context forms are basic. Note that on an a priori basis there is no way to
decide which is basic. Viewed as alternative synchronic realizations, they are
simply conditioned alternates. Arguments need to be advanced motivating
one or the other as basic, on a comparative basis.

Harris Birkeland (1940) made the most detailed study of pausal forms in
Arabic. For Birkeland, the non-pausal forms are historically antecedent and as
seen in sect. 1.6.3 he worked out a set of steps by which pausal forms came into
being. He points out that in Old Arabic poetry one alternative of pausal
position, defined as (half-) line-final position, was to recite a final vowel long.
This is termed tarannum ‘reciting, chanting’ In (2), the well-known opening
half-line (fatr) of the MuSallaga of Imr al-Qays, the genitive suffix -i on
manzil-i is lengthened to manzil-iy.

(2) gifaa nabki min dikraa Habiybin wa manzil-iy
‘Let us stop to bewail the memory of my lover and her abode’

(Sibawaih II: 325)

This, he says, is only possible if the relevant short vowels were at some stage in
the proto-history ‘there’ to be lengthened in what came to be pausal position.

Sibawaih, who is the oldest explicit source in the matter, in fact notes three
ways of pronouncing the final syllable in poetry. One is vowel length, as
illustrated in (2), a second is to drop the final short vowel.

(3) ... manzil#

A third, attributed to the Tamim, is to close the line with an invariable -n, as in

(4) ...yaa abataa Salla-ka Paw Sasaa-ka-n#

‘O father your wish or your fear’ (Sibawaih II: 326, trans. follows Lisaan

11: 473).

This is a purely phonologi
added to the 2MSG possessive pronoun

indefinite tanwin. . '

There is, as already noted in sect. 1.6.3, no indication m'the Old Arabic
literature that the full vowel pausal version as in (2) is historically the oldest.
As I explained in that chapter, Sibawaih’s description of pausal phenomena in

poetic recitation is not amenable to an internal reconstruction that leads to

postulation of the non-pausal forms as basic. Logically, the possibility needs
to be considered, as outlined in Ch. 3 above, that the non-'pausal forms are
basic. The evidence for this is found precisely in the extensive pausal system

cal reflex of pausal position, since in (4) the -nis
-ka, which of course cannot bear an
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documented by Sibawaih and others, summarized briefly in sect. 1.6.3, and in
the phenomenon of ixtilaas, discussed in sect. 2.4.1.2, old Arabic sources, and
tamtiyt/Pifbaa9 (see below).

I'would therefore like to adduce the following point in further support of
my position, based on data from Old Arabic, and devote the greater part of
this chapter, beginning with sect. 8.2, to the search for traces of short vowel
case suffixes among contemporary Arabic dialects.

Concerning the lengthened pre-pausal vowel in (2), vowel lengthening of
/i and /u/is also noted in non-pausal position. Sibawaih (II: 324) terms the
phenomenon tamtiyt ‘pulling, lengthening’ or ?i [baa§ ‘satiating’. It applies to
a /i/ or /u/. Instead of manzil-i-ka ‘your abode’ the genitive -i can be lengtl{-
ened. Importantly, in (sa) the genitive -7 is not in pausal position, as it is
protected by the final -kg,

(5a) manzil-iy-ka

tamtiyt would appear to produce a final vowel parallel to the long vowel
version of poetic pause, as in ((2) = (sb)).

(sb) ... manzil-iy
For metrical purposes, however,
vowel pre-suffix, as in (sa).

Just as lengthening of a case sy
position, so too does shortening. I

there is no motivation lengthening a final

ffix occurs in pausal and non-pausal

n pausal position in poetry, two of the
three recitational styles involve Creating a final -C, either by closing the

syllable with an -n, as in (4), or by deleting the final vowel as in (3). In non-
pausal position Sibawaih notes that parallel to and opposed to tamiyt

(lengthening), a final -i or -y can be reduced to a murmur vowel. This is
termed ixtilggs.1

(6a) mangzil->-kq

Further, in poet

Ty Sibawaih cites instances where the case vowel is deleted
altogether.

some examples). This ‘weakening’ phenomenon is also attest, d in th i ing tendencics

. taxfiyf or lightening ‘
attributed to Abu SAmr, discussed in greater det il § bove, AL i atical
and reading traditions for | & atlin Ch. 4 above. Al in all, terms in the gramm:

engthening of a short vowel include tiyt, itmaam, and wasl
(these last two used only for word-final position), wel include PifbaaS, tamtiyy, i
are ixtilaas and taxfiyf

Other termino) while those for shortening or reduction t(;lf ‘l“ah‘;z
er terminology ; : e VO
quality of a reduced vowel. ology such as Pifmaam and rawm further specify

Bound Object Pronoun Reconstruction 233

i min mifrazi
6b) ...wa qad badaa han-ki min mi .
( ‘and your private parts showed from your skirt

(instead of han-u-ki with nominative -u) (Sibawaih II: l32ds, :,e:j L;s;:zon ‘:Zl.eiiwo)r.
It thus emerges that the contrast between a vowese'bawaih,s e
neutralized [i] — [u] contrast noun runs throug_h.out b1 el
both in what is traditionally termed. pausal I‘))oesxstlllc::r,nal:ized in ron-paee
i o C(;nspirz(i):zails :;:ZZE‘;T&I‘?&Z z::e vowels -i and -u were universally
tam?}’{ otthr:I:vgo‘:.lld be no need to lengthen them. .Tamgiyg can thusdl:ei;eir:) :
l:::sié to highlight what normally is non-distinctive. In other words,

rt high case
al position there normally was no contrast between the short hig
paus

Vt i i h.S tat f
VOWC]S. l \' (0] terw ]lt to this state O

L on to
affairs. I thus consider ixtilaasto be a no.r.mal .pronurlllcu:‘l)(;r;; j}; extensio
the verse-final position, the pausal 'rendmon is eqll.ltaC Zmd e e Birkcland,
I can note two objections to this mterpretatloni o P eending:
that ixtilaas may simply reﬂec‘t a later stage osft ;hi,l :;nri ai:gl e g
hav'e becor'ne ind'is'ﬁnd" a:hﬁirli;l:nlicsl?gffe nc;minative/genitiye . contrast' :i
aggm:tdﬂ;: 51251:11:13r§ization of the -u/i contrast in the ixtilaas varia
reflecte

IefleCts t = tIaStlve tatu he h gh OwelS )3
S S Of t 1 \f n t]le ( :laSSl( al
Ile general non-con

jonal load of the
language, as documented extensively in Ch. 2. The weak function

: i 1,1973), is merely
Ch. 3 by Corriente (197 ) |
ings, documented as seen In . wels in general.
Casegnd%ngs of the lack of functional contrfa.st in sh((i)rt \l/(()) " intoga fully
i ed;j)ln the short high vowels in Arabic neverl evelop
Historically, the ) . ical terms.
contrastivey system, either in lexical or n}], gztrzarz:ariant does not need to be
. : isti tive)t € 1
istorical linguistic perspec . rther arguments in
. o h;:do:ls the regﬂuex of a case system breakfng dow‘;koelll that ag:mctional
mFerpre adduced in sects. 8.2-8.8. Itis @ore 1kely owel developed,
this respect areen what was originally a single high Shogsvdeve]oped o
contrast t?etfxlﬂe nced by phonological context, afld that t :1 ty which was the
probablybln " nominative and genitive case In that va
contrast between

basis of Classical Arabic.

ed conclusion that no spoken
er's (1972: 145) broaxflly argued ¢ e e
2 While having much stPate}g’ fo;vZev;cit:the e i poctry Slllilt e::z‘;);ﬂe Co s
variety at the time of Mohammed or ly grammatical sources dm not pem: L enguage. The
Zoetier o imel’Pfe‘aﬁo“.ba“d."“ ea:-‘foesem only in a poetic register, oand Koranic rendition (see
P g n i u'.lﬂem:: winted outinthis work A po(;t:the other hand, it is hard to
problem goes in two dx_rectlonS- mzoth of a functioning case systelr_n._ e o ther detailed
Ch. 4) can be found ev:ldte;:ce eaf;)‘ry e arians were eing on a living
deny that Sibawaih and the

grammatical observations.
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The second objection is that this interpretation flies in the face of received
interpretations of pausal phenomena. Here, however, a careful reading of the
original texts is detailed enough description of both a case and caseless
rendition of forms to throw the question of which is original into the
interpretive arena of comparative linguistics.

In the rest of this chapter I introduce further considerations into this

debate, which continues the search begun in sect. 3.4 for traces of case endings
in dialectal forms.

8.2. Suffix Pronouns and Case Endings

The relevance of the preceding discussion to the main theme of this
chapter resides in a simple observation. Were a case variety the basis of the
modern Arabic dialects, one would expect some residue of the former case
endings in some part of paradigms somewhere. There is one obvious place
to look, namely in the position before the object suffix pronouns. Object
suffix pronouns are suffixed to the case ending of a noun or to a verb, to
create a possessive construction in the case of nouns, a direct object with

verbs. Examples are given in (7) (see e.g. (5) in sect. 1.6.4 for more complete
paradigm).

(7) bayt-u-ka ‘house-NOM-your.M’ ‘your house’

bayt-u-ki ‘house-NOM-your.F, ‘your house’
yusaaSid-u-ka ‘help-IND-you.M’, ‘he helps youM’

The positions before the object suffixes, here the nominative -u and the verbal
indicative ending -u, by definition are non-pausal, and hence in theory would
be protected from the pausal reduction. An analogy with another morpho-
logical alternation in Arabic will help elucidate this inference. As described in
sects. 1.4 (1) and 5.2.4 (1), in western Sudanic Arabic the first person perfect
suffix is ‘protected’ from deletion when a suffix pronoun is added, as (8b).

(8a) ka'tab-@ ‘1 wrote’ vs.
(8b) ka'tab-t-a ‘I wrote it’

It is reasonable to ask whether in an analogous non-pausal, non-word final
protected position the case suffixes did not at least leave traces of their alleged
former presence behind. The central question I will discuss in this chapter 1S

whether there are not traces of case endings to be found in such protecte d
positions.
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8.3. Pronominal Suffixes, Case Endings and Epenthetic Vowels
in Dialects

‘This idea in fact has been put forward by prominent Arabicis.ts, {ncluccillr}g
Birkeland himself3 In discussing the presence of the .vowe.:ls hlghhghte‘ in
boldface in the following paradigm from Cairene Al"ablC, Blrkelan.d (1952: 12,
19) suggests that they derive from the three case endings, -u, -2, -1.

(9) rigl-u-hum ‘their leg’
rigl-a-ha ‘her leg’
rigl-i-na ‘our leg’

As will be seen in sect. 8.7 below, there is an obvio_us and regu‘lar phox}olo]glc;:
explanation for these vowels as epenthetic inser’qonsz Here 1th may s;:};; t)ilon
noted that Birkeland offers no independent r'notlvatnon for fﬁ;s e)fr;;] ana n(;
other than, implicitly, the phonetic identity with CA case su hoe:l.d here s o
obvious explanation, for instance, as to why the‘ gemtl\: -1 sl o e
preserved before -na, -u before - hum, nor d(?es Birkelan ‘e)q; at S
endings were converted to non-morphological epenthetic ; at \2 v s e
Another excellent Arabicist who suggested that eper‘lt eti e
remnants of case endings was Cantineau (1937: 180). His suggest1

i i ia (tribes
in a discussion of dialects in northeast Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Syria (tri

i in this i is explan-
of the SAnazi confederation) pronominal suffixes, in this instance his exp

j ffix:
ation for the alternation -ak ~ -k of the 2MSG object su

(10a) raas-ak ‘your head’
(10b) bgar-at-k ‘your cow”

° 1l
Cantineau assumes that the -@ of (10a) is the remnant ofa ;ase :'ow;:el (::)_);: e
de flexion), which in (10b) gets reduced after a short syllable, at-a

th Cantineau’s explanation forthe-ak~ -k

var emik ditwﬂlbe inStructive to dwell on these.
1ati i ant, ar

First, similar to the problem with Birkeland’s account of the e;;)e;x:{:iet;
Vowlerlss ’i; Cairene Arabig, it is not explained wl}y the accus;a’(:’riet Qat; hould be
maintained to the exclusion of the other flexional vowels uffix

Second, given an underlying form such as bgarat-ak or perhaps *bagarat-ak,

ini i -a is deleted, not
Cantineau offers no general rule explaining why the ultimate -a is delete

i he other
the penultimate (yielding *bgart-ak). As will be seen below, on the O

3 . . 16.
3 A!ld ch Cadl T than ly ( 3)1 h.2n
mu €] him Walh“ 1858 67 dlSCuSSCd br leﬂy in Cl
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hand, assuming the historical epentheticity of -a renders the distribution of
the vowels susceptible to explanation by general rule.

Thirdly and finally, the SAnazi dialect described by Cantineau has a general
constraint preventing sequences of two open syllables. Thus, bagar ‘cattle’ may
occur, but *bagar-ih is impossible. In this case, the vowel of the first syllable is
el.ided, giving bgar-ih > bgir-ih ‘his cattle’ The vowel-initial pronominal suffix
-ih induces the initial vowel reduction. If -a were a remnant accusative case

§ufﬁx, one would expect that the effect of adding -a to the stem would have
induced the elision of the stem bagar, as in (11).

(11) bagar-a
*bgar-a

After loss of the case suffixes in pausal form, this should give stems like
(12) bgar.

These are not attested in this dialect, however.
Of course, one could say that the sequence of events was as follows:
S1. Case suffixes: bagar-a
S2. Loss of case suffixes: bagar

§3. Inception of 2 open syllable constraint: bagar, bagar-ih— bgar-ih.

g'};s explains why the.ostensibly identical forms in (S1) and (S3) yield
dif erent results. (S1) existed when (83) did not. However, if this is the case,
2 is unslear how the vowel in (10a) could historically be a reduced case vowel.
ccordu‘lg to (S1)~(S3) all case vowels need to have been deleted from the

system, in order to explain (S3).
sugngil; f;lri]:erlsn:l a:ld.Cantir{eau, therefore, the assumption that non-stem
e g ocalc tahen. 1s1‘a re‘s1due of a short case vowel becomes problem-
e 3 e 11nllp 1cations of the assumption are thought through
ystemat fou};;d :net ehess, 'fhe hypothesis may be held open that case traces
this chapter I wi omewhere in stem or suffixal material. In the remainder of
pter I will attempt a reconstruction of the object suffix pronouns, in

order i iti
orde :10 ascertain definitively whether some aspects of the reconstructed
$ do not in fact go back to case vowels 4
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8.4. Syllable Structure

In order to understand a reconstruction of pronominal forms based on their
form and distribution in the modern Arabic dialects, basic syllable structure
rules found in the dialects need to be referred to. Various dialects, of course,
are characterized by different rules. Three rules need to be cited. The first
relating to epenthetic vowel insertion was already summarized in sect. 3.4.2
(examples (14), (15)) and so need be repeated here in skeletal form only.

(13) Linear epenthesis
(133) CCC — CaCC (a = epenthetic vowel), galb-na — galib-na ‘our heart’
(13b) CCC — CCaC, galbna — galbi-na

A second widespread rule raises a low vowel in an open syllable.

(14) Low vowel raising
kabiir — kibiir ‘big’
katab — kitab ‘he wrote’
A third rule is a constraint allowing only one open syllable. Given two open

syllables in sequence, either the first will be deleted, or, depending on mor-

pheme and dialect, the second syllable will be altered in some way. This rule

was met in S2 above.

(15) Open syllable structure constraint
katab-at — ktib-at ‘she wrote’
bagara — bgura ‘a cow’

Note here that the second syllable is raised before the open syllable, according

to the previous (14).

8.5. A Data Survey

i sis the object pron '
lerletc}:l;;o;lilr?c;ﬂ ;;gafyr:g accordin:; to parameters described in the fiolloxlﬂm{gf
sections. The data points are indicated on Maps 1-3 (139-41) 'an(li t(};ed ?ta gxse.
listed in Appendix 4. In some instances dialects have bef:nfmc u ‘e -orav:i;l:
perceived comparative value, even though not enough information ::r vl
able about them foracomparison alongeveryparame.ter(e.g Khorasan Arabic).
o—four data points per country, depend-

Mostly, however, I strove to have twi ' point .
ingon ,its size and intuitively perceived dialectal diversity. Yemen, for instance,

ouns from forty-nine dialects were
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thgugh geographically small, is extremely diverse dialectally, so four data
pmflts are included for it. In some cases I generalized to dialect areas, so that
for instance Nigeria, Cameroon, and Chad, three countries, have in total only
four sample points, as the Arabic spoken in this region belongs to one dialect
area. These forty-nine dialects serve as the raw data from which a set of
rtlzconstructed forms will be derived. In the process of reconstruction, I will in
g)ic‘lclfsfs :}1;1}?: :o secondar‘y de.velopments in certain dialects. However, the main
echstructlon 1s to derive for each pronoun a form or in some
cases, forms, which Plausibly needs to be postulated into pre-diasporic Arabic.
Th;;e reconstructed forms will then be examined for traces of case suffixes.
ShoulflT:tgzll:figl;g)},;:rndlpmdud’ and immediate goal of this reconstruction
on contemporary dialee.t n ISEC'(S- 3-5—7', I reconstruct object pronouns bas'ed
Old Arabie: or assumedc s only. Th(lere 1s no dependence on Classical Arabic,
and 5.6 tha’t foime }llaroto—Arablc forms. In fact, it will be seen in sects. 8.8
suffix **-hunna e I;Ch are often assumed to be proto-Arabic, e.g. the 3FPL
Unless otherari -8- Behnstedt 1991: 235) .themselves are problematic.

) fierwise stated, the reconstruction itself is understood to be that of
%ﬁ-dlasp oric Arabic (see sect. 11). The **’ thus mea
perllin‘::lsa S::g :(;-oci:: 5 to be a varie?y or varieties found in the Arabian
A dmittedly, the S;m llIelg t:ilrfeas at 'the tl‘me of the Arabic-Islamic expansion.
adequate for g detailzd r:c 01’ty~n1f1e dialects, though relatively large, is not
sample would lead to a onstrucn(?n’ and I would fully expect that a larger

However, the e mo:le comp.hcated set of reconstructions.
Rather, minimall IJ' I goal of this exercise is not reconstruction per se.
Y, L intend to show that whatever detailed reconstructions

. . 3
ns ‘pre-diasporic form.

Itis, however, int i
) > Interesting to correla ion wi
the relatively rich descrion te the results of the reconstruction with
tradition in o i
moders diale:seirst:ot;e??]ne th;a1 extent to which reconstruction based on
. atible with eyewitnes i ighth
century. This is done in sect. g 9 ” * observations from the cigh
I should note i e
tion of Pre-diasI:l(:Erlitcufl e cases it is interesting to go beyond a reconstruc-
when the inet entomtzs to PrOtO-.Arabic ones. This is done in particular
fument of comparative reconstruction’ leads to a fairly

* As opposed to
cases where the reco i
t nstructio;
such as substrat.e effects, which entails 5 digressi n of a
contact, as outlined for instance in sect, 8.6 6 in(:;: i
. 8.6. e

proto-form also involves ancillary problems
o the historical circumstances of the groups in
discussion of the 3MPL object suffix.
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unambiguous reconstruction. In these cases the proto-form will be identified
as ‘proto-Arabic’ and marked with a double asterisk.

Before beginning, for orientation I give a sample paradigm from Standard
Arabic of the SG and PL suffix pronouns.

(16) SG PL
1 -iy, -nily -naa
oM -ka -kum
2F  -ki -kunna
sM  -hu -hum
3F  -haa -hunna

In the 1SG, -iy is suffixed to nouns and prepositions while -niy is suffixed to
verbs.

8.6. Unproblematic Cases, Some Easy Generalizations

A number of analytic parameters are unproblematic. The following pronom-
inal forms, for instance, show little or no variation. In the following, to the left
of the equals sign I place the Standard Arabic rendition of the suffix for ease of
reference, not as a claim of historical origin. Note that general phenomena
such as generalizations on the FPL (sect. 8.6.3) are factored out and treated in

individual sections.

8.6.1. 15G
18G, -iy, niy = *-i, *'-i, *-ni

All forty-nine sample points have the same segmental form fo‘r the 1SG
object pronoun. The only variation is the different stress. In most d.nalec'ts the
suffix is not stressed. In five it is. Four of these are the sample points in the
western Sudanic Arabic region. In Chadian Arabic both nominal and verbal
object suffix are stressed, in Nigerian only the nominal. Were the sFressed
version restricted only to the WSA region, they would be seen as an innov-
ation, the unstressed variant being reconstructed as the proto-form. HoYvever,
the Bdul dialect in southern Jordan (Petra) also has the same stress, and in fact
stressed 1SG forms are found throughout the Sinai and into northeast Egypt
(de Jong 2000, Behnstedt and Woidich 1985). The WSA forms probably are
related to these, i.e. ancestral speakers of stressed 1§G t‘"or‘ms broke away, some
eventually migrating into the WSA area. Since the S.mal dxale'cts are quite old-.—
de Jong (2000: 13) states that their speakers settled in the region in pre-Islamic
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times—the two variants, stressed and unstressed, can be reconstructed into
pre-diasporic Arabic.6

8.6.2. 1Pl
1PL naa = -*na

All but two sample points have the 1PL form as -na. Khorasan and Oman
have -ne. The raising of /a/is quite common in Arabic. Extensive discussion of
one aspect of this process is found in Ch. 6 on imala. In the present data, raising
of the 3FSG suffix -ha to -he is also attested, in Hofuf, Bagirmi Arabic, and
th.)rasan (see next point). Oman has -ha. It is therefore possible that the -ne
variant is old. However, there is otherwise little support for reconstructing a
unitary proto-split, say joining the ancestors of Khorasan and Oman Arabic
.(*na — na/ne), at least not in this data. It is equally possible that -ne arose
independently in each area, by analogy to other a — e changes. The systematic-
ne, -he forms in Khorasan are certainly significant, though at this point can be
regarded as a local analogical leveling. Note that since there is almost no

varlatlllon on this point, the starred *-na can be taken as a proto-Arabic form
as well.

8.6.3. Feminine plural

The remaining persons may or may not have a distinct feminine plural.
FPL as a morphological category is found throughout the Arabic-speaking
wor‘ld. If a variant has it, it has it throughout the grammatical system (e.g:
subject marking on verb, object marking in pronouns, FPL demonstratives,
et.c.). Loss .of mor}.)ho.logical FPL is to be regarded as innovative. Those
d{alects which retain it are as follows, also indicated on Maps 1-3. In all
nineteen sample points have morphological FPL, 40 per cent of the sample:
Khartoum, Shukriyya, eastern Libya, northern Israel, Ajarma, Bdul, Najdi,

Abu Dhabi, Rwala, Oman, Basra, San’a, Al-Nadhir, Suwwadiyye, al-Mudawwar,
Uzbekistan, Khorasan, Bagirmi, Nigeria,

¢ Ananonymous reader for OUP

which would make & cace for oo points out that Hebrew as well stresses the final - iyof the1SG suffix,

. allel development. 1 N ds to
consider the eff P . In general, however, Semitic linguistics needs
could have ::t:r::losil:;guag.e contact anc} shfﬁ when parallel features are found. A feature, for instancé,
variety onwards. A str. mc\('ian_enfes (.’fArabxc via contact or contact abetted by shift, and spread from that
3 -1 lor instance, could have entered a variety of Arabic in southern Jordanor

the Sinai via shift i

this fea :.;en “f::ﬁr:‘xzigeb“}”‘speaklng Population contact in this case being historically plausibles

howevetrm, seuch 2 develo g oninto th.e WSA area. For purposes of the time frame covered in this books
pment would indeed link WSA with the southern Jordanian/Sinaitic varieties,

since the original point of entry would have been southern Jordan or the Sinai
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8.6.4. Dropping the h, -*h, *0
Three suffixes begin with *h, 3FSG - haa, 3MPL - hum, and 3FPL -hunna (using
Standard Arabic here as a citation form). The 3MSG form is treated separ-
ately. In a number of dialects the initial -h may be dropped. Two general
patterns which pertain to all h-initial suffixes may be summarized here.

In many Mesopotamian dialects the presence of -h is phonologically con-
ditioned, at least as represented in the grammars. Christian Baghdadi may be
taken as typical.

(17) -ha, -hum after V-, katab-uu-ha ‘they wrote it.F’
-a, -um after C-, katab-a ‘he wrote it.F’

Dialects represented with this pattern in the sample are Cypriot, Aazex,
Mardin, CB, JB, Tripoli (Lebanon), Khorasan, Uzbekistan, Teerib (Syria). In
Daragézii (Jastrow 1973) -h deletion has gone so far that it occurs in all
contexts, even after a vowel (e.g. katab-uu-a), so the h-less forms are com-
pletely generalized. Roth-Laly (1979: 161), writing about Abbeche Arabic in
Chad, also represents -h deletion as a conditioned variant, as in (i7). In
addition, two dialects, al-Mudawwar in Yemen and Andalusia have h-less
forms in the 3FSG only.

In the current sample, twenty dialects have -h deletion as a categorical or
variable phenomenon. As is often the case with variable phenomena, precise
conditions governing the variation are more complex than a simple distribu-
tion such as (17) describes. Example (17) does capture the basic situation in
WSA as well. However, more precise variable data may be introduced here.
Analyzing a 400,000 word corpus of Nigerian Arabic (personal data), 4,995
tokens of -k deletion are found. The most basic contexts are as (17), aftera V-
and after a C-. Examples of forms and their percentages in the corpus are
given in (18). In the examples, the 3FSG -ha suffixed to a form of the verb
katab “write’ is used for basic illustration, though the phenomenon applies
equally to -hum and -hin/han. Note that in addition to simple presence or
absence of an /h/, the /h/can also be completely assimilated to a preceding
obstruent, devoicing a voiceless consonant. I note the statistic for this cat-
egory without further comment (Table 8.1). .

It is interesting to note that -h deletion occurs even 1n th.e presence of
epenthetic vowel insertion, as in (18¢, < katab-t-a-ha wher.e -a-is epenthetic).

As a broad percentage of all cases, the h-deletion rules in WSA follow th.e
categorical rule in (17), though there is a good deal of leakage. In (18b) /h/is

more frequently maintained than deleted after V-. The same tendency

is discernible in (18a), though even here -h is maintained more than it is
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TaBLE 8.1. Deletion and assimilation of pronominal-A in Nigerian Arabic

-h No h- Assimilated -h
(a) C- katab-ha: 3,020 katab
13 -a: 1,842 katap-pa: 421
(b) v- katab-00-ha: 5,225 katab-o0-a: 2,725 PP

(c) CC- katabt-a-ha: 85 katabt-a-a*: 428

* The sequence of two a’s is

ronounced wi 31 or aa i i
separate identiy p th a HL tone contour, i or 4a, which clearly gives each vowel a

deletec.l. However, the distribution shows a significant association, with
-h.mamtained significantly more often after a V-than after a C- (p < .000,
chi sq =171, df = 1).

_It would. not be surprising to find that in a corpus analysis of Mesopota-
mian Arablc variation of the kind in (18) is not also found, though for our
h1stor%cal purposes this point is not essential.” As far as the historical inter-
p.retatlon goes, pre-diasporic Arabic may be reconstructed as having both
dialects where -4 is always maintained, and those where -k was deleted. This
follows from the basic correspondence between qultu Mesopotamian Arabic

or? thF one hand and WSA on the other. Such identical phenomenon do not
arise independently,

It may also be noted that Sibawa
‘hidden’ consonant (xafiyy,
/h/ was deleted. Citing Xal
the speakers say rudd-
reinforce a pre-diaspo

In the Mesopotam
ment, namely the s
Historically stress sh
Arabic for instance

ih’s description of /h/ as a ‘transparent’ or
see 7.1.3) may describe a state of affairs in which
il, Sibawaih says that the form rudd-a-haa is as if
aa, without an /h/ present (II: 163. 15). This would
IIC reconstruction of both h-and h-less suffixes.

ian dialects -h deletion is related to another develop-
hift of stress to the syllable before the object suffix.
ift is conditioned by a -CC sequence, so that in Nigerian
there is a contrast between:

(18a) ‘katab-a ‘he wrote it.M’

(18b) ka tab-ha ‘he wrote it.F

With deletion of -h, the only dif j
suffix after a consonant is Y difference between the 3MSG and 3FSG object

the stress placement.
(19) ka tab-a ‘he wrote it.F

These rules of stress

1 ST .
mian Arabic, Mesop placement are identical in WSA and in the Mesopota-

otamian Arabic has taken the stress shift a step further,

7 In a quantitative stugd i i
y of the id - i .
documents a varigbje oo o ofl _;nat‘l.tcearl h-deletion rule in Damascene Arabic, Ismail (2004) also

a consonant,
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shifting stress to all pre-object suffix stem syllables, even when the object
suffix begins with a vowel. For instance, the 15G object suffix (nominal) is
unstressed -i. In Mardin, normally addition of a V-initial syllable to a"CVCVC
form has no effect on stress, 'CVCVC-V, as in ‘baqar ‘cattle’, 'baqar-a ‘one cow”
When an object suffix is added, however, stress uniformally shifts to the pre-
pronominal suffix, no matter what its phonological shape.

(20) baqar-i ‘my cattle’
bagar-u ‘his cattle’
bagar-a ‘her cattle’ (< ba'qar-ha, note, minimally contrastive with
'bagara ‘one cow’) etc.

What apparently happened is that once the V-initial suffixes deriving from
initial *-h became stressed, the stress shift was generalized to all V-initial
pronominal suffixes. .

Excepting Uzbekistan Arabic, this pre-pronominal stress shift is found
throughout the Mesopotamian area, but it does not occur in WSA. It there-
fore should be regarded as innovative in the Mesopotamian area.

In the following three subsections the three third person object pronouns
with initial h-are discussed, the factor of presence or absence of h-being
largely factored out of the discussion, it having been treated here.

8.6.5. 3ESG
3FSG -haa = *ha/*he

There are three variants of the 3FSG in the data, -ha (43 tokens), -he(4), apd -
a(h) (3).8 The forms without -a are due to h-deletion discus§ed in the previous
section, though interestingly one of the dialects without h- is al-Mudawwar in
Yemen. The forms with -he are found in Khorasan, mentioned in sect. 8.6.2
Hofuf, and al-Mudawwar. In addition, -he occurs as a

above, Bahariyya, .
- [e] in the Bagirmi dialect of WSA, as in

conditioned variant after a front [i] or

(21)

bagar-ha

beet-he.®
Given the wide, if relatively rare distribution of the -he variant, I r(?contmct
both variants into pre-diasporic Arabic. Independent dev.elopment in Baha.r-
iyya in Egypt, Khorasan in eastern Iran, al-Mudawwar in Yemen, Hofuf in

8 The form -ee from al-Mudawwar (Yemen) is counted twice here, once for -ee and once for

lac:“;l: t’}ll—xs dialect the distribution -he of the 3FSG suffix parallels t'i}e v(ar‘iam -e of the 3MSG suffix,
beet-e ‘his house’ and the variant -¢ of the FSG adjective suffix, kabiir-e ‘big.F.
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Saudi Arabia, and Bagirmi in Chad/Cameroon/Nigeria is unlikely. It is per-
haps tied to the imala phenomenon, discussed in Ch. 7. Sibawaih explicitly
cites imala forms of the 3FSG suffix, as in Pan yanziSa-hie ‘that he take itF
out’ (II: 282. 21). A complete treatment of imala including final -aa would
shed more light on the issue. Furthermore, as seen in sect. 7.1.3, /h/ was
observed by Sibawaih to be a ‘transparent’ consonant (xafiyy) which allows

harmonic influence from a preceding front vowel. This is the same condition-
ing factor as behind the Bagirmi forms.

8.6.6. 3.MPL
-hum = *hum/*hun

The 3MPL essentially has two forms, -hVm (thirty-eight cases) and -hVn
(eleven). The vowel is usually /u/, though it may also be /i/ or /o/, in one case
in the sample (Soukhne) /a/. It is tempting to see the -n variant as a local
development characterizing many of the dialects in the Syrian and northern
Mesopotamian area. All but twe of the -n sites in the current sample are from
this area. Indeed, it has been proposed that the -hVn variant arose via contact
and shift with Aramaic, which has the PL suffix - hon (Brockelmann 1908: 310).
Responding to this suggestion, Diem (1973) proposes an Arabic-internal
df:velopment in which the masculine pronoun shifts its original -m to -7,
Via analogy to the feminine form, -hunna.

B.ehnstedt (1991), on the other hand, observes differences between the
realization of -n-final pronouns in Yemen and in the Mesopotamian/Syrian
area. He suggests that the masculine -n forms in the Mesopotamian/
Syrian area could have been influenced by an Aramaic substrate. He adduces

in this respect the Aleppo hinnen ‘they’, which he compares to MaSlula

Aramaic (Syria) hinnun/hinnen ‘they M/F’, The final -1, in particular points
to Aramaic influence, For Yemen,

Neither Diem nor Behnstedt take
Arabic in the Sudan, Given the mo
there is no general ruje which conve

account of the -n variant in Shukriyya
rphological specificity of this feature—

. . rts an /m/ to an /n/ in Shukriyya Arabic—
a unitary source is most likely. This in turn implies that the innovation,

‘whatever its source, occurred once and spread. There are two possibilities: it
innovated in the Syrio-Mesopotamian area and spread into the Arabian
peninsula and into the Sudan, or in the Arabian peninsula and from there
Into the other two regions. The general trend of migration argues for the latter,
though here, as elsewhere, corroborating evidence needs to be worked out. In
the first case the -hVn development could be a post-diasporic development.
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In the second -hVn would be a pre-diasporic development, originating in
Yemen (Tihama in particular) and spreading from there.

8.6.7. 3.EPL

= *hin/*han .
3FPAI;,n}$::i] 2bove},1 orﬁly nineteen of the dialect sampl'es have a fe'mlnm*ehplur?l.
Seventeen of these have -hin, two have -han. I?espl.te the rarity of ar, its
distribution in Bagirmi (WSA) and al~Suwwad1yy:‘a in Ye.men suggest it n;a)a'
have a common origin, which would be pre-d'lasporlc. The status o
geminate -nn, as in Standard Arabic, is discussed in sect. 8.9 below.

8.7. More Difficult Cases

The following reconstructions are more complicated.

8.7.1. k ~ c variation in second person forms . o
The second person pronouns have an initial .k- or k.-hke ;:llemetni.i ! ens gA pere
this consonant displays the k ~ ¢ alterne.mon which ¢ arac ;ﬁica Arabic
dialects as a whole. Many dialects, incluf:hng all of those in frica tn [hi
sample, have invariable k-. Eastern Arabian, éouthern MesloE)(;ization,mle,
danian, Israeli, Palestinian, and Syrian Arabic have a pala(aee ion e
whereby, historically k — ¢ [tf] or ts befor,e e?'fror.x‘t v?we ! :r’ Johnstone
1963, 1967; Holes, 1991) as in ceef < keef ‘how, diic (diits) rotoaS o
palatalization often generalizes to the,t other velfir conS(‘)‘nag ) T},le o
e e dzid?m;:'n, zii‘fiaeiml;izjﬁzzicjz pheno'menon and
variants of *-k are part of this : zatio
therefore will not be treated as a separate var’lable in t};s s;zz::;xt e
In some cases, k — c generalizes outside of its ba51cdpha contes ;he n e
Soukhne (Syria) 2PL -cu. What probably happene ered e oo
alatal form, -ci generalized lexically throughox.lt the secon per: ] un
p atd' I(I)l c% 2MSG -ac, as happened in certain other dialects in the reg
?I?:)it}llim’ rural Palestinian, see Abdel-Jawad 1?181). .
In the following four sections, I faft?r out the mo
tion, using a simple realization with ‘K.

general k ~ calterna-

8.7.2. 2F.PL

2FPL kunna = *-kin/*kan
For the second person forms de
M > F) in the interest of summarizing t

I depart from the previous order ( SQ > I?L,
he easiest cases first. This begins with
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the 2FPL, which is either -kin or -kan, Variation between /i/ and /a/ was
already met in the 3FPL. Contrary to what might be expected, a far larger
n}xmber of sample points have /a/ in this form than in the 3FPL, seven of the
nineteen. Both of the -han 3FPL dialects have -kan as well, so an implication
goes from -han > -kan. In this instance, given the rarity of -han, one could

. p naen n dlfferent areas, b,

8.7.3. 2M.PL
kum = *kum/*kun/*ku

8‘62l ;:),vzl;:llz;_lfun }lls fully lsom.orphic with the sSMPL variant -hun (sect.
vice ;/er.sa (th $ ILI this sampl‘e with -hun as 3MPL have -kun as 2MPL, and
therefore co Ougth.agalqst this see sect. 5.8.2). The discussion around -hun
Four of the ‘s’gs 't;f Vla(irlant, .MOSt sample points (thirty-three) have -kum.
Jordan as well as Soukh 1, o ¢ WSA area. However, the Bdul dialect in
independent inn 0 Khne in Syria have -ku (-cu in the case of Soukhne), 50
ificant i 10vation can be ruled out. The -ku variant is a second sign-

sogloss linking the WSA area with the Bdul, the first being the stressed

1SG obj i
. .ob)ect .sufﬁx (see 8.6.1), which strengthens the case of WSA speakers
aving specific ancestral links with those of Bdul

8.7.4. 2ESG

ki ;h*_ik/*ki (pre-diasporic), proto-Arabic **-ki
e ini
cated, ::cmharl: ng three forms, 2FSG, 2MSG, and 3MSG are the most compli-
The recons:}um_ng detailed individual attention. I begin with the 2FSG.
ruction of the 2FSG object suffix entails two main problems,

one the final vowe] -j
in turn, ¢! -1and one the form of the consonant. I will deal with these

As far as th,
e syllable structure goes there are three forms, -Ci (thirteen

attestations), - :
PrOnOminal) fofnggltl:tuyz;,;: ‘.C (two). Four dialects have no distinctive 2FSG
Talmoudi 1980: 73, 148; Diid: tﬁi Borg and Azzopardi-Alexander 1997: 1953 Sus:
250, 325; see sect. ; 5) ’a nﬁ Jelli: Margais 1956: 155, 436; and Tunis: Singer 1980
As indicated in the; se’cti 1;1 one the d.ata is apparently lacking (Andalusia)-
proto-form. This form :ln }(:admg’ -ki is also the same as the reconstructed
form. The basic ar o 3Ppefls to be the same as the Standard Arabic
gument for **-Ci as the proto-form s that this form is not

otherwise derivable vi
accounted thus: 3 general rule. The form -iC on the other hand can be
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The -ki form in many dialects when suffixed to CC-requires insertion of an
epenthetic vowel. As seen in sect. 3.4.2 ((14), (15)) this vowel will harmonically
be [i] before -ki.

(22) galb-i-ki ‘your.F heart’

Given the proto-form *galb-i-ki, the final -i was lost in the majority of dialects
(or only once in the proto-ancestor of these dialects) yielding galb-i-k.
Subsequent to this, what was originally an epenthetic vowel was reinterpreted
as the vowel of the suffix, -ik. The vowel of the -ik variant is thus an original
epenthetic vowel, not an original case vowel as Birkeland and others would
have it.

The following argues for this interpretation. First there are dialects, two in
the present sample, where the 2FSG is simply -C, as in Rwala.

(23) galb-its ‘your.F heart’ (with *ki — ts palatalization as in sect. 8.7.1)

Rwala along with other northeastern Arabian peninsular dialects, has the
following distribution of epenthetic vowels (Ingham 1994a: 17):

(24) Epenthesis rule, northeast Arabian peninsular dialects

CCC —CC-2-C fift-c — [ift-ic ‘T saw you.F’
VVCC — VVC-3-C rijaal-c — rijaal-ic ‘your.F men.

In these dialects a three-consonant sequence is equivalent to a long vowel plus
two consonants, an equivalence also found sporadically elsewhere, as in the

Bagirmi dialect of WSA. After VC sequences no epenthesis occurs.

(25) min-c ‘from you.F’

According to the present analysis, these dialects represent an inter.mediate
stage between those dialects which exclusively have -ki, an epenthetic 'vowel
being inserted before it under appropriate circumstances, and those dialects
where the epenthetic vowel has been reinterpreted as a part of the 2FS§ suffix.
The final {i] has been lost in these dialects (see below), but a short [i] before
the suffix is still epenthetic. .

A second argument pertains to allomorphic variation in the 2FSG suffix.
A number of dialects have the alternative forms -k ~ -ki. The form -ki occurs

after a long vowel and before a further suffix, as in Cairene.

(26) [aaf-ik ‘he saw you.F’

Jaaf-uu-ki ‘they saw you.F’
Jaaf-kii-{ ‘he did not see you.F’
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Dial i .
C)I’P:icot: “thh one or both of these distributions of the 2FSG include Baskinta
mainter;a aw1fte Turkey, 'D.amascus, and Shukriyya. Given original -kj, the)
COmplem:;:a(;ythe f;llnal [i] in these dialects can be accounted for by appe)al to
conditioning: N
no further suffix is added. 78: The final -/i/ is lost only after a C-, so long as
Third, i
accoJ;(tié;r;ogrei?i;al a.fter a vow ,el no dialect has a 2FSG with -ik. This fact is
voel s e [i] was originally epenthetic. It is not inserted after a long
The general Ii ' I}O(; a context for epenthetic vowel insertion (see (24)).
ne of development can be represented in four steps as follows.

1 2 3 4
(@27) ki —()-ki° —(i)-k —-ik

Some dialect .
kiinall Cg;;)((tvrscﬁilM680potamlan qultu, Uzbekistan) maintain the original
» others only the consonant (Najdi, step 3), while in most the

original epenthetic vowel [j :
(step 4). ¢l [i] has been reinterpreted as a part of the morpheme

Why the final [i .
i] was lost in ; .
answered dEﬁnitively some dialects but not in others cannot be

LA : .

syllables, whether fiod number of dialects with -ki are fairly tolerant of open

dialects in the sampl : f b)t short high or short low vowels. All four WSA
P’¢, for instance, have -ki and are liberal in allowing high

vowels in
Arabic, anilpiﬁesyflilzgiefii(:le:ctse'a. 2.4.11). The Bahariyya dialect, Uzbekistan
tolerance for -ki may thus be a gIeI:]J: an are the same in this regard. The

However, ma : al reflection for tolerance of a CV syllable.
according to then\z,a?ii:?e q.ultu dialects have -kj invariably, and others )}Ilave it
vowels in open s}’llablon In (26), and these do not readily tolerate short high
tolerant of open sYllabel& By the same token, dialects in Yemen are very
consonant, according to eBs’ hyet on%y three sample points have -ki after a
Arabian peninsula afe fai ]e nstedt’s atlas (198s: 83). In general those of the
the sample (Qauz) has j:-r y tolerant ,Of open syllables, and yet only one in
the form of the 2FSG sy fﬁ; .I_IOWeVeI:, in the case of many peninsular dialects
8.7.1 and discussed below, lSS ij]on-lp ¥1cated by affrication, summarized in sect
throughout North Africa .ht > 1t 15 noticeable that invariable -ik is found
vowels, while in man ’V; Osevarleties tend to avoid open syllables with short
finally after a long vgw‘g mV\;'ha—leas’. as noted above, -ki occurs only word-
readily allows V(i ( ? '51- T}-lls Is a context, in these dialects, which

€.8. raami ‘having thrown’). Otherwise here, and in the

' To the extent th
; at epenthetic
discussion in sect. 3.4.2. It is probab} vowels themselves should not be part of proto-Arabic; see

allomorphij : R Y more accura
rphic variants: *-ki ~ *.i; _, . Dk s ik te to represent the first two stages as contemporary:

North African varieties, there is a strong tendency to end the word with a
closed syllable, which the -ik form provides. The maintenance of the recon-
structed proto-form may thus be broadly correlated with syllable structure
rules, though working out details is beyond the scope of this book.!!
Turning to the affrication of the suffix, this may be reconstructed as follows:

(28) -ki— (ci— ()c— ic

= Jim fio S

As noted above, affrication of the 2FSG suffix is part of a general affrication
tendency found in northern Arabian dialects and those adjacent to this area.
A full reconstruction cannot therefore be carried out here, though the reader
can be referred to Holes (1991) for a detailed proposal.!2 The affricated forms

in any case would indicate an earlier -ki.

11 | count the Qauz form -kyas -CV (T. Prochazka 1988: 126, 140). A crosstabs correlation shows the
clear tendency for -ki dialects to allow short open syllables. For this, I correlated two variables from the
data set. One is the form of the 2FSG object pronoun, in which there are two classes, forms with final -
i, and those without (i.e. -ik etc.). Affrication and other variables were ignored. The second variable is
the form of a CaCaC verb when a suffix is added which begins with a vowel. The 3FSG suffix - Vt was
chosen as the representative V-initial suffix. This potentially creates a sequences of two open syliables.
In Nigerian Arabic the sequence stands, katab + at = katabat ‘she wrote’. In Najdi Arabic the sequence
is not allowed and the first vowel is deleted, = iktib-at ‘she wrote’ (see (15) above). Here as well other
factors such as the raising of a low vowel in an open syllable and affrication are ignored. Generalizing
across a number of further variables (see below), the correlation is as follows. The first column
represents dialects where a sequence of CaCa is allowed to stand, while the second represents those

in which reduction is called for.
katab-at  katb-at/iktib-at/kitb-it etc.
-ki 10 3
-ik 13 18
df, chisq = 4.5, p <.034

The correlation gives the following results. On the one hand the 2FSG -ki form also favors the

maintenance of short low vowels in open syllables, as exemplified in the 3F5G perfect verb form. -ik
forms are distributed between the syllable-structure types. In a chi square test, the two factors reach
significance, indicating that the two variables, form of 2FSG suffix and maintenance of open synables
(as exemplified in 3FSG perfect verb from) are not independent factors. I would note that the dlalcc.:ts
which do not allow two open syllables in sequence in these verb forms, a m{mber 'of 'subcategones
exist. In some (e.g. Damascus) the second syllable is reduced (katabat — kat-bit), while in others (e.g.
Najdi) the first is (katabat — ktibat). 1 also included North African dla'lects, wbere t}.le perfect verb
does not usually display a high-low stem vowel contrast. A more precise consxdefanon f’{ relevant
factors, from a statistical perspective, is outside the scope of this work, however. 1 did not include the
four dialects where there is no distinction at all between a M/F form in the second person (Malta,
Djidjelli, Susa, Tunis). The 2FSG in Andalusia is unclear. ' ‘ o .

12 The fact that affricated variants are rarely found outside the Arabian peninsula and its immediate
vicinity to the north—only Khorasan has -ic outside this region in the present sample-—may be one
support for Holes’s (1991: 671), reconstruction of the phenomenon only to the cleven!h century, w!.nch
would make it post-diasporic. The diasporic populations would have already established affrication-

less varieties.
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The affricated forms, therefore, usually indicate an earlier *i, which in any
case is reconstructed as a part of the proto-form.

It may be noted in passing that however old the change in (28) is, the
affrication and the loss of final [i] apparently occurred at about the same time,
as there are dialects with -ki and -¢ (reconstructing *ci) as well those with -ik
and -ic. There is also a dialect in the sample with -ci, namely Soukhne in Syria.
As this dialect occurs along the qultu—gilit dialect boundary, it may be that the
-¢i in this case arose in part via contact between original gilit - ic speakers and
quitu -ki speakers (see Behnstedt 1994: 114).

A final set of forms found in four peninsular dialects (Hofuf, Oman, San’a,

-Suwwadiyya) have -if as the 2FSG suffix. These forms are cognate with the
form - fi discussed at some length by Sibawaih.!3 In (28) this line of develop-

ment is represented as parallel to that of the affricate variant. The - fi variant is
attested only in Sibawaih,

In this pronoun I have indicated
tion of both -ki and -ik indica
older proto-stage I assume—ki,

two reconstructions. The wide distribu-
tes a pre-diasporic provenance of both. At the
for reasons given above.

8.7.5. 2M.SG
-ka, 2MSG, *-k/*_ka = proto-Arabic **k or **ka
There are two consonantal variants in the data, one [k], and in one case the
affricated variant [c], [ts], etc. (see sect. 8.7.1). The affricated variant -ic occurs
only in Soukhne, and would be explained as a general, local leveling of the
second person suffixes in favor of [c], (see sect. 8.7.4 above). This is a local
post-diasporic development.14
As far as the vowel goes, the majority of the dialects, thirty-four in total,
have /a/, -ak (-acin one case as noted). Four sample points have -k, all in the

Arabian peninsula, mainly the eastern part, Hofuf, Rwala, Najdi. The remain-
ing eleven have -jk.

J this case suggest two alternative pre-diasporic forms, both *-k and *-k4,

and as a proto-form either *-k or *-ka, but not both. Both solutions involve

steps more arbitrary than have hitherto been encountered in the current
pronominal reconstructions,

The easier solution is to assume
development of the

development as the F

*ka as the proto-form. Given this, the
most widespread form, -ak, follows the same line of
SG -ik, given in (27) above.,

** The Old Arabic varian

¢ *kif and its possible congeners in Yemeni Arabic are discussed in Watson
fll992). She suggests that -J derives at an earlier stage from -ki. There are a number of views on this,
owever.

1e . . .
Also attested ip other Levantine varieties, such as some rural Palestinian dialects.
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(29) *ka — *a-ka — -ak

i i in the
The [a] before the prefix was originally an epenthfetlc }\:owel 1?;e:itce<i (;‘r:’el ©
is instance the value [a] for the epenthe . .
same contexts as (27). In this ins ath hic
itself a reconstructed form, as there are no contemporary varletlesr z:mth his
value of epenthetic vowel in this context. However, the c‘onteme;;oi i gs?cauy
digm in sect. 3.4.2 ((15), (16)) indicates that the epenthetic \;?wh s e Y
hagrmonic with the vowel of the pronominallmorpherlrllel, t\:)/ t;lce lcl)l:s of [ of
then lost, paralle
have been -[a]. The final {a] was ! - a5
‘t’:lougd inine -ki in many dialects. The epenthetic vowel was reinterpreted
e fem -
art of the 2MSG suffix. ) stion. In
P This derivation is possibly supported by one dlalectaltz:)sie;vconstmc-
Uzbekistan Arabic there exists what was etymologically a par Em T bt
tion in which the original object suffixes came to represer¥ ;n zahg,( SG. A
form of this construction was the subject of sect. 5'4{'2(;,, : neows expression of
ject. This same constructi
erefore represent a subject. : he same
;afiht}; biect ang object via pronouns, in the first and second pekrs?m:}ie e
otsu -akis .
object prJonoun series being used for both. In (30) the suffix -a

(30) zoorb-in-ak bagara ‘you.M hit the cow

i ia -ni i , the 2MSG
In (31), the object is represented pronominally via -ni. In this case

suffix, otherwise -ak, takes the form -akaa-

(31) hint zoorb-in-ak-aa-ni .
“You.M hit me’ (Zimmerman 2002: 93).

- w p nts
u-ld b that the aa thh appears bef re a p nomi } rese
It CO e (8] TONO nal ()b ect repre

the reconstructed [a] of *ka. ith this. First, when a Subject-Object
o interpretive problems with this. ’ the subject
There are tw ted in this construction by two pronouns,

sequence is represen ffixed the 2MPL is -kum,

always ends in a long vowel. Thus, whereas uns:a iy
when a further suffix is added the form -kuu app

. b-in-kum
hint zorb
6 y(l)rlll lll\'lPL hit-in-you.MPL
“You.MPL have hit’

hintu zorb-in-kuu-nii .
oY “You have hit me’ (Zimmerman 2002: 96) _—
ion i istan Arabic third person plu
i truction in Uzbekistan tird | ral sobject
o o the com ;;Jgical sound plural suffixes, -1n, -1. Her;ﬁ:falx:  when 2
2"25 us;'thci zgf;inx is added, an -aa may appear before the su.
rther obje

-aa appears to be optional.
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(34a) haloo zorb-iin-aa-ha
they hit-PL-aa-her
‘They have hit her’

(34b) halaan zorb-aat-aa-hum
“They.F have hit them’ (Zimmerman 2002: 97-8)

Whereas in the masculine form (34a) the -aa is conceivably etymological -a of
*-iina, in (34b) it has no correspondence in Old Arabic. Looking at ((30)-
(34)), there is thus clearly a morpho-phonological constraint operative,
militating against a C-C sequence at the subject—object suffix boundary. -aa
insertion alleviates this sequence. Given this synchronic situation, the
-aa which is inserted could derive from etymological -ka, -iina, but it could
equally stem from a later morpho-phonological rule specific to Uzbekistan
Arabic which alleviates C~C sequences, as stated.

While *ka works perfectly for those contemporary dialects with -ak as the
2MSG suffix, it is problematic in other cases.

In four dialects, all in the northeast Arabian peninsula, the 2MSG is -k alone.
Parallel to the 2FSG suffix in these dialects (all affricated -c), an epenthetic
vowel is inserted after VVC- or CC-. Example (35) replicates (24) exactly.

(35) Epenthesis rule, northeast Arabian dialects, 2MSG
CCC  CCw-C  fiffk Jift-ik ‘I saw youMSG’
VVCC VvVC-a-C siyuuf-k  — siyuuf-ik ‘your.MSG. swords’
vs. min-k ‘from you.MSG’
It is of course possible that the [a]
Uup an epenthetic vowel as needed,
far as I can tell. It can equally be p
porary forms as in (35), that the o

was lost, and the suffix -k was left, to pick
There is no evidence for or against this as
roposed, however, on the basis of contem-
riginal suffix was *-k alone. This obviates the
need for arbitrarily ‘deleting’ the fina] -a, and it replicates the contemporary
situation in the above four dialects, Furthermore, most qultu dialects have the
2MSG form -k, all in fact in the present sample (Cypriot, Aazex, Mardin,
Daragézii). In addition, Bahariyya has -ik. This form is explicable as the
2MSG reflex in exactly the same way the phonetically identically, though

morpholf’gically distinctive reflex -tk of the 2FSG is derived (see (27)). The
epenthle;tlc vowel [i] in (35) became reinterpreted as a part of the 2MSG suffix,
now -ik.1s

!> From the regj
you.M anywhere,
in close juncture t
be morphologiz

on can be foupd examples such as, Jqw Jarab-ka fi mokaan if it (a small bullet) hits
The morphemic form s darab-k ‘it hit you’, with the 2 added as an epenthetic vowel

O Prevent a CCC sequence, The ko gives a vocalic model for a -CV suffix, which could
ed by analogy to the reconstructed FSG **.k;.
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It should also be noted that the pausal form -k 2MSG' is notefi in Slbav;/ealil:;
bi-hukm-i-k ‘by your judgment’ (II: 304. 18). Inte‘:restmgly, .’}(ns ;?(:l:n‘iou]d
the genitive formally replicates the allomorph.emlc.form -1 vtvt;d sl
appear after two consonants in northeast Arabla!n dialects, as st .ae 4 istic.
In passing, it hardly needs repeating that tbere is no comparha 1venm§:-i «
justification for seeing the modern variant -ik as arising 'from the g'ted verit
pausal form -k. Note also that there are a number of. msta.nzlcs ci ed in thi
book where modern dialectal attestations are fqrmally identic t((i)':7f atione In
Sibawaih, even if the underlying rules accounting for thc?m are llu ferent (sce
e.g. in Ch. 3 (19) and n. 31). This mutual shadowing requires reso

el of proto-reconstruction. . . .
deiﬁe;lael‘lly NorI:h African varieties (Fez, 'I"ripop, Mzabf, TunlsZ; tt)};; ]t;o;r:r i vt:;
common second person masculine/femin'm‘e smg.ular orm f o e
from the 2MSG -ak > ik, not from original -ik. IlileOF Mot
varieties a short low vowel in an unstressed closed syllable 1s .

(36) kammil ‘he finished’ < kammal

The normally unstressed -ak would regulafl)' riil:e. t(:i ; :I(c) ::tcll;; t;:)e; S:::e[ e
for the 2MSG reconstruction “K 15 : ’
Otf'fe};edll?:l(;tltzmAsoin (29), its origin would be seen as eﬁnfthe:;. l};:::e;:;
. ’ i ds to ound.
ivati as opposed to [i] nee
m(l)ltll(‘l,iuon f:;.l tt}cl)ea‘:,;lll:)eg;in]rith thi final vowel of mdepen'dent prc?tr;lo;x;x;ée:%l;
(2:(;4 ; t: 2;pilzzti, as well as appeal to an avoidance factor: all dlal;c.ts xbi Gk
. SG -ak.16 The [a] value would be a default value to 1saf N gubitral
h;ée ?i)Mct -gﬁx. However, whereas here one avoidsf the proble;x oft Zs arW " ry
jlelet(i)oieofst;lnal [a], the resultant vowel [a] of -ak is partly arbitrary .

rule.

8.7.6. 3M.SG.
hu = *-hu, possibly also *Vhu

i i structe: .
o ﬁlt?ltsl:l fﬁfx lsi?u?zlecini:;grzlc;nsuﬁix -ki. No contemporary dialects have
8.7.4, wi e fem

i like Mardin and Aazax
i i ever, a few quitu dialects .
1n'var1able -h'u_ Th;rue :f{tirh: ‘l:’)ng vowel and dialects with -hu bferf:re_ ;(nzt}iekri
w‘gxﬂ(‘zvana:)t -This parallels the alternation of the 2FSG sufhx,
su airene).

noted in (26).

< hm,
(37) Jaaf-uu-hu ‘they saw him .
Jaaf-uu-huu-{ ‘they didn’t see him

d using procedures already found in

ik
i _jk and -ak have fallen together in -i
ican dialects where -ik an
16 Except of course those North African
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In a few dialects, -4 alone appears after a long vowel, as in Najdi and Hofuf.
(38) faaf-uu-h

That there was an [h] i .
-x after a long v:w[el_] in the suffix is confirmed by the Cypriot Arabic variant

(39) faaf-uu-x

In Cypriot Arabic, *h regularly is realized as /x/.

Most dialects have -4 alone. Th
‘ - These would be explained by th i
the second person singular chains in (27) and (3},(5?3. ey the same hainss

(40) *hu — (Whu — uh — w7

Under this i ;
1S Interpretation, the -u of these suffixes is an epenthetic vowel

etymologiCally 18 Note that i ..
. at in this interpretation th. i i
e -
be taken as the proto-form as well p hu variant might also

Five di > .
variant -iie;s:aﬁ:;?a, San’a, Bahaimyya, Najdi, and Suwwadiyye have the
both -ih and -ah 01 ton, easter.n Libyan Arabic, according to Mitchell has

Eleven dialects.i Itllf explanation for this variant will be given below.
him’. These includi1 W;:ample havea low vowel, -a, as in WSA Jaaf-a‘he saw
Khorasan, so the ext ’ ELA, and Mesopotamian gilit, and Abu Dhabi and
These might be e le.:nsmn of the feature argues for pre-diasporic status.
dialects there exis}t? ained as a special consonantal harmony rule. In many
sonant induces a a so-called gahawa syndrome in which a guttural con-

$ @ low vowel epenthetic vowel after it (see sect. 3.4.2 (17)).

(41) gahwa — gahawa ‘coffee’

This chain Iesembles h Nishio (1986)y who similart Y reconstructs Ob}CCt pron

forms. Nishio (1986: u)e::ch:sslt:":}? £ .ClaSSICfﬂ Arabic. He deals only with the two third person singular
dialects (e.g. Shammar) is §guh/h f[;ulflmEdlate peestor of SMSG forms in various northern Arabian
epenthesis) vs. -hy (without). Inuf:act tshwouh‘i a!mOSt be comparable to my second stage, -ubu (with
¥anam-? ‘his sheep’ No epenthesis i : e-chau? m (_40) runs into a problem in the context -VC, as in
(I assume the stress without argur:l;s pre-dlaed in this context, so the form *hu is expected, ya'nam-hu
context all dialects go back to 3 -v o) However, such.a reflex is unattested. Instead, in this
Shammar ¥ nem-o, etc, In the suffix, e.g. WSA vanam-a ‘his sheep, ELA uy'nim.-ih or ux"m'm-av
rule. I le.rave' this context open Ze:;x::);cl:;m;’ t},]e Vowel-i.niﬁa] suffix is p;ovidcd by a vowel epenthesis
out which is crucial to this chapter, namel.y t‘;::‘:;:‘fs::]“;;::{:iigfoPosedy l:’t‘il; one canbe ruled
a case suffix.

18 It does not ap .
. pear possible t. s .
7:6.4). Given the pre-diasporic e }:’ assimilate this form to the h-deletion third person pronouns (sect.

: -nu, - .

that man.y.dlalects which do not haveut;'i‘i‘f;;:tcii;herg]su:ﬁla by deleting the - h. A major problem is
in thi € ose in Morocco, Mauritania, Algeria,
in this samp] . co, Mauritania, Alg
necessary to postulate the -4 deletion only .ﬁ :l’l:(;;dl;(s:af’;:et,hhaw the 3MSG suffix -u. It would be
em.
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In (41), the /h/ induces insertion of /a/ after it (similarly ahamar < ahimar ‘red’,
biSarif < biSrif ‘he knows’ etc.). It could be that in this case the following -h
induces insertion of the epenthetic vowel [a] rather than [u], as in (42).

(42) *hu — a-hu— ah — a

One problem with this suggestion is that in attested contemporary dialects,
the epenthetic vowel is either harmonic with the vowel of the suffix, or has the
default value [i]. As an alternative, one could reconstruct two variants of the
3MSG, one a high vowel, one a low. One small piece of evidence in favor of
this perspective comes from eastern Libyan Arabic. This has two variants, -ih
after a high vowel/non-guttural consonant and -ah or -a after a low vowel/
guttural consonant. ELA is one of a number of dialects where [i] and [a]
alternate morpho-phonemically elsewhere as well, for instance harmonically
with the vowel of the stem. In the following, for instance, the preformative

vowel has the values [a] or [i] according to the stem vowel.

(43a) t-a-[rab ‘she drinks’
(43b) t-i-ktib ‘she writes’
re-diasporic Arabic, which 1 believe to be the

), it could be that the epenthetic
(Rwala, Bahariyya, etc.)

If this alternation goes back to p
case (see sect. 2.4.2 (25) for related evidence
vowel was determined harmonically, some varieties
then generalizing -ih, others, as above, -4, and ELA maintaining both.

(44) (a)Cgut‘h - (a)Cgut‘a‘h

(i/u)C-h — (i/u)C-i-h
Under this interpretation there are two 3MSG pre-diasporic forms,'distm-
guished primarily by epenthetic vowel rule. One form, -hu, 1x?duFes
the epenthetic vowel [u], as in (40). The other, eitl'{er "f“ or -h, is tied
to the rule (44). Final vowel length is not dealt with in this book (see Ch.

3 nn. 25, 27).

8.8. Case Traces?

In the following table for a general orientation the results of the reconstruc-

tion of pronominal suffix forms into pre-diasporic times, ba:sed on dial‘ectal
evidence is compared to the forms in Classical Arabic. I put in bold variants

which are identical in Classical Arabic and the current independent recon-

struction based on modern dialects.
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(45) Classical Arabic Reconstruction on basis of comparative dialectal

evidence
1
SG
-1y, -niy -i, ni, 'i
PL. -naa na
2
MSG. -ka ka or k
F -ki ki
PL
M -kum kum/ku
F -kunna kin/kan
3
SG
M -hu hu
F -haa ha/he
PL
M -hum hum/hun
F -hunna hin/han

Note 1. In -
n -CVC pronouns, a reconstruction of V, rather than specifying a

particular vowel quality, or of CH
. ’ C, where H = 3 hi :
approprate. As described in Ch. 2, the short hi 2 high vowel, is perhaps

non-contrastive and often in free variatio
modern dialects, Fina] vowe
book (see Ch. 3 nn. 25, 27).

Noteo. .

Not:z3 z ?;;t‘l;;(;g: Srtajlgzls range ﬁ.'om °Utrig%lt identity to minor difference.
has a final -na (-kunna/m rence 1s In t%le feminine plural forms, where CA
relativized : -unna), lacking in the dialects. This difference will be
In thi considerably in sect, 8.9 below, however.

n this i P .

wels which T e erert 10 discuss in detil the historical status of the
the object pron 4 nt_ etic, Whlfh either occur in various contexts before

. ouns, as in the third person plural forms, or have been

of .
the suffix, as in the second person singular forms

nation both in classical sources and in
I length is not dealt with systematically in this

In the Arabicist iti
. tradition, as alrea . . .
Cantineau and Birkeland in s:: dy noted above in the discussion of

. Ct. 8.2, one ass :
of say 2F -ik . > umption has been that the vowels
least};o Br:)cliglilzr: (i are formet inflctional vowels. This idea goes back at
n (1908: 309). As noted already in a number of places, the
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existence of case vowels in Old Arabic and their ‘loss’ in Neo-Arabic has been
used as a prime structural marker of the difference between the two varieties.
However, there are few convincing instances of traces of these vowels in the
dialects. Such would be expected if a case-variety was at all an ancestor of the
modern dialects. The suffix pronouns therefore are an important test case.
The question here is in what sense the relevant vowels are in fact a missing link
between Old Arabic and Neo-Arabic.

Problems relating to this interpretation have already been alluded to in sect.
8.2. In this section I will outline five reasons why the reconstruction of
pronominal suffixes argues for an epenthetic vowel status, either in a syn-
chronic or in a synchronic and diachronic sense. They have no etymological
relationship to an original case vowel. Furthermore, there is, in general, no
evidence from the protected stem + object suffix position which shows a trace
of a case vowel. All discussion here relates to data discussed above already, so 1
will be perfunctory. The main argumentation refers to reconstructed forms,
those which can be taken back to pre-diasporic Arabic.

1. -h deletion and assimilation. In the third person forms in many dialects
the initial -k (-hu, ha, hum, hin) is lost in various contexts. Most frequently,
they are lost after a consonant, maintained after a vowel. Obviously, the post-
consonant deletion is explicable only in a system where there is no intervening
vowel, which the case marker is (see paradigm in (7) above). Since the h-
deletion varieties are reconstructed back to pre-diasporic Arabic, it follows
that this variety lacked the case inflectional vowel. A similar argument applies
to those cases where an -k is assimilated to a preceding voiceless consonant
(not discussed extensively in this chapter).

2. Stem form change. This argument has been explained above, in the
discussion of Cantineau’s observations. Cantineau assumes that the /a/of the
2MSG -ak is a remnant of the accusative case. However, in the SAnaza dialect
in the form bgar-at-k ‘your cow’ from *bagarat-a-ka, t}}ere is no .explanation
as to why the syllabification has the outcome which it does, with the first
vowel and the case vowel but not the other vowels deleted.

3. Epenthesis. The epenthesis rules needed to ac'counT for the appearance
of vowels before object suffixes are in many dialects identical to those in other

contexts. In the eastern Libyan dialect, for instance, there is a general rule

which inserts a vowel in a CCC context, as CCC — CoCC. This is illustrated in

sect. 8.4 above, as well as in Chs. 3 and 6.

(46) galb-na — galib-na ‘our heart’
yi-ktb-u — yikitbu ‘they.M write’
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T'hlS rul'e has a wide distribution among dialects, suggesting that it is a pre-
dlas.po‘rlc relic which acted on caseless forms.

S.1m1.larly, a number of Arabian peninsular dialects have an epenthetic rule
Whl.Ch is sens.ltive only to the quantity of the final stem syllable. For all suffixes
beginning with a consonant (-k, -G, ~ha, -na, -kum, -cin, hum, -hin) the rule is:

(47) %nsert an epenthetic vowel after VVC- or CC- stems, otherwise do not
insert.

This yields, for instance, the contrast,

(48) rijaal-ic ‘your.F men’
bugar-c ‘your.F cattle’

':lll’; P:IOnological basis of the rule is clear, and I think it would be linguistic-
rverse t . A st
Case[;uﬁix.se 0 suggest that the [i] of -ic is somehow a remnant of a genitive

Y
ac:()un(t)::ielf ha];m ony- The form of the epenthetic vowels are adequately
or by simple rules of vowel harmony or assimilation. The value

[i] vs. [a] int s .
pronor£1i]n 3 Sllll;ii(?llomng 1s straightforwardly a function of the vowel of the

(49) darb-i-ki ‘your.F road’ (Nigeri i
. Nigerian Arab
darb-a-ha ‘her road’ ’ e

There i .
(-ajrse l:;ix;o Ir)lee.d.to see in these the remnants of 2 genitive (-7) or an accusative
befors a 2};5 Gosfmng such would lead to the question, why a genitive survives
Ch. 3, alread ~Org)Md 2n accusative before a 3FSG. As pointed out in n. 31 in
vowei harmg;:;l d;t:r‘:;_lh E:ln identical rule of epenthetic vowel insertion with
Ch. 409). ined by the pronominal suffix can be found (IL: 163
imi-rp(i:tl;\t"ersion of epenthetic vowel status. In the 2FSG, 2MSG (under one
original ep?:t;; :f‘d 3MSG object reconstructions it was posulated that an
noun suffix In; ol ]:?ecame morphologized as part of the object pro-

- ‘R fact, according to the reconstruction chain in (40), the 3MSG

There . .

Pheno:nr;:h: eu'cmc.l,almp oints in these five phenomena. (1) Some of the

a vowel beforeqa lri'ﬁsx tion to a vowelless stem for their realization, (2)
suffix can be exhaustively explained as an epenthetic vowel,
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and (3) there is no need to see in these epenthetic vowels the remnants of a
case suffix origin, nor is there any evidence from reconstruction that the
epenthetic vowels derive from old case markers. In short, there is nothing in
a comparative study of the origin of the dialectal object pronoun suffixes

which hints at case traces.

8.9. Harris Birkeland and Old Arabic Object Pronoun
Reconstruction

It is appropriate to end this chapter by returning to Birkeland’s ideas. Birke-
land reconstructs only the object pronouns to the extent that they are
problematic within the Old Arabic literature. Four forms he deals with are
relevant to the current discussion. In these Birkeland follows August Fischer
(1926) and others (e.g. Reckendorf 1895/1967): 390; Brockelmann 1908: 309—
10) assuming the following proto-forms. It should be noted, however, that
A. Fischer, whom Birkeland most heavily relied on, can hardly be said to have
reconstructed anything, While his 1926 article has a wealth of observations
from a panoply of Old Arabic sources, his conclusion (1926: 402) has more the
character of a census than a reconstruction. He writes, for instance that ‘hu
generally was realized as huw (‘hu lautete im allgemeinen hut/). That more
sources cite huu than -hu or another variant is hardly criterial in the com-
parative method, however. In any case, Birkeland assumes the following
proto-forms, which are also often assumed today (e.g. Fischer 1972: 126).

(50) *-huw 3MSG"®
*-hiy 3FSG
*_humuw 3MPL
*_kumuw 3FPL

Birkeland derives variant forms as later developments. There is a problem in
this approach, however, when the issue is limited to .the Old Arabic sou}'ces.
The basic problem is that the set of forms in (50) is not the only variants
attested in the classical literature, which means that (50) is a reconstruction

which itself needs to be justified.

nstruction from Arabian peninsula dialects reconstructs an
allomorphic 3MSG object suffix *hu/huu, the former after CV, the latter after cve orfct:‘fv, g‘sh(e;
reconstruction of this form, however, appears motivated by a parallel reconstruction of elg,

form -halhaa. 1 will not go into details here, other than to note that whereas for the 3FSG Ia ;l}gth
allomorphy may be needed to account for developments in some dialects (e.g. Shammar ]m;' -ah ‘her
camel’ < -ha vs. dreboo-ha ‘they struck her’ < -haa, Nishio 1986: 7), no such parallel paradigms are

found for the 3MSG suffix.

19 Nishio (1986: 13) on the basis of reco
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forI gfegm A:IhSeG d1;c15319n h‘ere.witl'l the 3G forms. There are three forms noted
. ,z > . a asx'c dlstr1b1‘1t10n for these, found for instance in Farra?
¢ + 223) and in the eraaP?at literature (Ibn Mujahid, 130), are described as

eing in complementary distribution, -hu and -huw: -hu occurs after a long

vowel, -huw after a short vowel or consonant.
(51) daraba-huw ‘he hit him’,
Salay-hiy ‘on him’

VS.

(52) Pabaa-hu ‘his father’
xuduw-hu ‘take. MPL-him’ (Sibawaih II: 318, ch. 502)
This distribution is often re

Sibawaih, however,
that the short form a

Pfesented as Classical Arabic par excellence.
zotes variants here. Besides (52), he notes (II: 318. 13)
as well, even if the full ‘;:)a lon,”g' rowel as.in Pagaabat-hu ‘she hit hin’ is ‘Arabic’
fact appears to b .rm( imaam) is better here. The complementarity in

Pears to be a variable phenomenon. In Pausal position only the short

forms are reported by Sj i
y Sibawaih, th it i
are -hu or -k or both (IL: 313. 9, 319.(;l;,gh 1 Is not always clear whether they

Farra? notes a further 3MSG alternative in

and al-PASmash, where the form ends i 1 the Koranic readings of GAasim

(I: 223, also I: 388).
(53) Paxaa-h ‘his brother’

Th .
ere are also bedouins who realize the Pronoun with -4 after a vowel.
(54) darab-tu-p
‘T hit him’,

Farra? further p
otes that there . . L.
ably use the form - hu, never - 2::3 bedouins who, it may be inferred, invari-
In the QiragPagt i i
Qiraa?aat literature Ibn Mujahid’s basic, which is to say initial

summary is essentially like S; ih’
realization as in (51) riferr:dstl:awalhs ((51), (52)), with the short vowel

sect. 8.1). However, Ibn Mujahid

have th izatj
¢ realization - hy, yarg.py, ‘should see him’ and others who have -, like

SAsim and Ibn Amr.
° » yara-h .
always to have recited with (237). Ibn Kathir on the other hand is reported

. al - .
forget it’ In the QiraaPaat litera(t)ng t};‘ W, e.8. Pansaaniy-huw ‘he made me
ure, therefore, all variant
s are attested.
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For the two plural forms in (50), Sibawaih notes that in context position
there is free variation (kunta bi-l-xiyaar Pin fiPta hadafta wa Pin [iPta
Pa0Obatta, II: 319. 8).

(55) Salay-kumuw ~ Palay-kum maal ‘You.MPL have wealth’
laday-himiy ~ laday-him maal

Sibawaih explains here that the -uw or -iy may avoid a short variant, -kumu, -
humu, since one motivation for using the -m final form is to avoid sequences
of open syllables, and retaining a short vowel at the end would be counter-
productive to this purpose (see Ch. 2 (21)). However, should the need for a
short vowel occur, a -u or, harmonically, an -i will be appended. From
Sibawaih’s examples the need arises when in context a sequence of three
consonants would otherwise occur. In the following, the final -u is considered
a shortened form of -humuw, not an epenthetic vowel.

(56) Salay-himu l-maal ‘they owe money’

In the QiraaPaat as well both V-final and m-final forms vary (Ibn Mujahid,
108-12).

Before coming to a general conclusion, it is relevant to discuss remaining
object pronominal forms, even if these were not explicitly dealt with
by Birkeland. These are the feminine plural forms and the second person

singular:

(57) -kunna 2FPL
-hunna 3FPL
-ka 2MSG
-ki 2FSG.

As noted above in sect. 8.8, in regards to the feminine plural forms, the
reconstruction in the dialect forms (see sect. 8.6.7), appears to differ slightly
from Sibawaih’s forms, represented in (57). However, this difference needs to
be relativized. In most dialects with a feminine plural, there are no or few

s where a further morpheme can be added to an object pronoun.
en not to be those which suffix a

ook at the comparable FPL subject
depending on dialect. In WSA it is
doubles, as in

context
Dialects with the FPL, for instance, happ
negative - [ at the end of a word. One can |
suffix on verbs, however, either -in or -an,
-an. When a further vowel-initial suffix is added, the [n]

Nigerian Arabic,

(s8) katab-an ‘they.F wrote’
katab-an-n-a ‘they.F wrote it M
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The [n] also geminates before a direct object beginning with the definite
article:

(59) Pirf-ann aj-jaar
know-FPL DEF-neighbor
‘They know the neighbor’
fihim-ann al-kalaam
understood-FPL DEF-matter
‘They.F understood the matter’

Such forms are comparable to the CA FPL object suffix forms - kunna, -hunna
in having a geminate -nn,
In Old Arabic the pausal status of the FPL forms are somewhat puzzling.

According to standard interpretation, in pausal position the final short /a/
should be lost (see (1) above).

(60a) bayt-u-kunna# — bayt-u-kunn# ‘your.FPL house’
(60b) bayt-u-hunna# — bayt-u-hunn#

This, however, produces an unacc
pausal position, -nn#

Sibawaih does note via example that the verbal subject 2FPL - tunna may in
Pause appear before an intrusive - h.

eptable double consonant sequence in pre-

(61) dahab-tunng-phs ‘you.FPL. went’ (IL: 303. 7)

This certainly generalizes to the object suffix -kunna as well, not explicitly
mentioned in Sibawaih, Nonetheless, Sibawaih also notes that many Arabs do
not add an -4 in Pausal position. In this case (57a, b) are particularly
problematic. It could be that the pausal forms here maintain the final -4,
though this seems unlikely given Sibawaih’s specific mention of the -h alter-
native, which effectively takes a pausal position and makes it non-pausal. If
the final -a is elided, as noted, a CC# sequence arises. However, nn# is not
allowed, so the expected pausal forms probably would give -kun, hun. These
are essentially identical to the suffixes reconstructed here (sects. 8.6.7, 8.7.2).2°

I? or the two second person singular forms Sibawaih notes the following
varnants:
(62) 2MSG: -ka, -kaa-, -k

2FSG: -ki, -kii-, Ji, kif.

20 Alternatively, a CC# sequence induc is, as i i i dd# —
urdud# (Sibawaih 11 162).  cpenthesis, as in the ‘mperative of doubled verbs, ru
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_ka and -ki are non-pausal forms and correspond to Standard Arabic. -kaa
and -kii occur among some Arabs before a pronominal suffix:

(63) Pu-Stiy-kaa-haa
‘I-give-youM-it.F’
‘I give you it.F’
Pultiy-kii-hi
I give you.F-it M’ (IL: 323. 17).

i i iant as well:
Sibawaih cites pre-pronominal variants with the short variant

(64) PaStaa-ka-niy
‘He gave you.M me’ (I: 355. 19).

. i he Tamim
The two feminine variants - fiand -kif are noted as vanant;'am(;:iit teh e cause
and Banu Assad (II: 322, ch. 504; see sect. 8.7.4 above). In lsiiub ) }i decire to
for these forms, Sibawaih notes that - fiand -kif are motivated by line form is
distinguish between the M and F forms in patse THC}T ;hel m;:: against the
R . L. H that elsw y
i - is point is elliptic. It seems to 1mply that .
reath:li :zlel: g)l:l;fuse _ka and -ki do not fall together in pause, but that in
ener » lizati -T.
tghis dialect they would, but for Fhe e mist;:cr:izfxti};i;:t 2l!f)ol{ed at as a group,
in point of the discussion in thi , lopment,
b"?cf m:cl)rrlul))uns are exceptional to Birkeland’s Purpzﬂesoie\::):ils are
o}: reb}I') in pausal position long vowels are shortened, 3 punna, it may
whe S -
_ki -ka, -kurma, an
. Regarding the short vowels in K, . bic gram-
gelit;g I::’tged thagt. in fact there were varants desal'lbef1 y t::i:g Teft iir tact
€1 1;pin which these vowels are not deleted at :all, t e-a S en forms
maljla]: the rules of pause. If normal pausal behavior is assumed,
agains Sl
i i . 8.6.7 are implied. s ion in (50) is
tke thOSF mt'se;t with ihe long vowels in Birkeland’s reconstr}lc_tl(;r‘x e;?cflslm),x e
T}ie sltl:ia ;ﬁ its own way. Birkeland himself in his charactenst(:.csg—gl) o
prob ema ; d the problem and devoted an entire chapter.( 1940: b As
el rec'ogmi'ethe 3MSG *-huw. Context -huw should give ns;i toeg)ver even in
l.eahzatl(mohowever besides -hu, -h is attested as wt?ll- uss:; ) re’lation o
o abov;;w altem;tes with -hu according to.mei:]l - lanation envisages
??n;e}((;’z)_) Birkeland’s (1940: 90) comparative historical exp
51), .

three stages, thus:

(65) 1. *huw
2a. huw after V
2b. hu after VV .
3. dialect split, some diale
giving -h.

cts take 2b as basis of all pausal forms,
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Thl? is a logical possibility, of course, but there is no independent motivation
for it. On the basis of stage 2, there should be pausal forms in -hu. Birkeland
however, takes the form in 3, - to be the normal pausal form. Taking 2b as the:
source, this gives the expected pausal form. Since, however, 2a, 2b, and 3 areall
contemporary, Birkeland has to appeal to the deus ex machina of multiple
coemstl.ng dialects; otherwise one would expect a pausal symmetry, -hu/l;
paralleling the context symmetry -huw/hu. Such a pausal symmetry is no-
wherfe described in the grammars or Koranic commentaries, however. The
Arabic grfimmarians, according to Birkeland, therefore took a dialect as their
norm which uniformly generalized 2b as the basis of pausal forms.

As by now should be familiar, other explanations for the development of

for{ns attested in the classical literature should be entertained. The easiest one,
which I would adopt, in fact is as follows:

(66) 1. *hu
2a. huw after short vowel
2b. hu after long vowel
2¢. hin pause.

Give1‘1 a proto-form *hu, the variants -huw, - hu and -h follow by rule. Note
that it is even possible to begin with the pausal form:

(67) 1. *h
2a. huw after short vowel
2b. hu after long vowel
2¢. hin pause.

The only preference for (66) over
/u/ in (67).
. The independent evidence which I
is that (66) is the same reconst
dialects yields (
Arabic sources,
would indicate
and this in turn
is a more likely
Furthermore

(67) resides in the need to specify the vowel

pffer in favor of (66) over (65) and (67)
see sect. 8.7.6) \r,“Ctlon which a consideration of modern
especially a'cl.o  very probably a much closer look at old
how wides reailert}thdy of the variants of the Koranic readers,
would shefl Py el{ong and shf)rt vowel variants in fact are,
proto-form. I her ight on the issue of whether *hu or *huw
. in a re cex'nn t Zcurrem study, in any case, *hu is preferred.
entirely on comparative § sudy Hass'elbach (2004), basing her sources
proto-Semitic object emitic excluding Arabic dialects, concludes that
this position is th}e cofrre(;?ouns ere short, except for the 1SG, 1PL, 3FSG. If
in certain respects oot would again suggest that Arabic dialects are

pects more ‘archaic’ in a proto-Semitic context than is Classical
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Arabic, and at the same time confirm that evidence from the dialects is
directly relevant to proto-Semitic reconstruction.

Before closing this chapter, I should point out that the interpretation of
Arabic history advocated here is at its core very close to that expressed by Carl
Vollers (1892: 154) over a hundred years ago. Basing his argument on Arabic
phonetics, he suggested, As regards the vulgar Arabic, it is very probable that
it is an older layer than the classical language, and that therefore the classical
Arabic is, from the phonetic point of view, the youngest prehistoric offshoot
of the Semitic stock.’ Vollers, to my knowledge, never developed his argument
in a more detail than this, and like his contemporaries he did not work out his
argument in the framework of a rigorous comparative methodology, in
particular not indicating what the older vulgar Arabic phonetic stock was as
compared to Classical Arabic. Moreover, the bulk of the argumentation in the
present work only allows the conclusion that modern dialects often maintain
features which either are identical with forms attested somewhere in Old
Arabic but for whatever reason are not necessarily recognized as being part of
Classical Arabic, or allow reconstruction into the pre-diasporic era. No claims
are made about the ancientness of ‘vulgar Arabic’ vs. ‘Classical Arabic}

h in any case are dangerously a prioristic from a comparativist
o be the case that interpretations of

holarship were once more variegated

constructs whic
perspective. Nonetheless, it appears t
Arabic language history in Western sc
and nuanced than they are today.



Summary and Epilogue

:f':: Lnal.n hfngulstlc P(?mts of this work can be represented in three categories.
what 131311:"(; tte}rlren 'd:ire}el is the c.ompafative .historical relation between Arabic in
only the i ed the pre-diasporic period and the present-day dialects. I list

y the issues which have been dealt with in detail. There is no point in

presentmg a longer list of potential supporting evidence so long as the
comparative arguments are outstanding.

9-1. Reconstruction and Continuity with Old Arabic

In th

Someevfzsiztc.ateg(f)ry are phenomena which essentially are identical in at least

Old Anabic llis o contefnporary_ Arabic and Old Arabic. As will be recalled,

around 650—8 m):r;lermmology is the corpus of written attestations between
50-850. There are four main topics which fall into this category:

o Variation i .
pzziit::: Elﬁ:hc;rt 'hﬁlh ;owels: contrastive if at all only in restricted
8 n lexic; termi ;
e y determined (Ch. 2);
e suffix object pronouns (Ch. 8);
® reconstruction of imperfect verb (Ch. 6)

The conclusi : )

e r:iltlis;onsr f(:;' this Fategor?', it should be recalled, were reached by

and coHelatiﬁgptfl;Slasp OSC An_lblc solely on the basis of the modern dialects,

cach case. reo s fih results with t.he earliest grammatical descriptions. In
) Ot the reconstruction dovetailed nicely with early descrip-

tlo}ls) t-hou tlle COIICSpODdellCC 1s also b
the case Of tlle ullpel feCt ver-

2. Reconstructible form i
' s not identical t i
comparative basis, at least as old: ? attested O] Arablc buon ®

® intrusive -in, linker -n (Chs. 3, 5);
® many features discussed in Ch, 5.
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The elements in this category are solely artefacts of reconstruction. However,
given the very wide contemporary distribution of the features, at an extreme
attested both in Nigerian Arabic and in the Arabic of Uzbekistan, independent
parallel development can in most instances with certainty be ruled out. Pre-
diasporic Arabic thereby becomes an object characterized by a good deal more
variation than is found Old Arabic alone.

3. Discontinuity with some varieties of Old Arabic

e lack of case endings (Chs. 3, 4).

This class has elements of the first two. The universal lack of case endings in
the contemporary dialects is as the second category; indications that the short
vowel case endings were not a robust system in Old Arabic, however, allows an
e first category. Moreover, the short vowel case

interpretation as with th
han the same short vowels with

endings are phonologically nothing more t

restricted contrastive status. .
Certainly the conclusions of these three categories can be graded for their

adherence both to a result commensurate with an application of the com-
parative method and to an interpretation of the given phenomenon in Old
Arabic sources. In this sense for instance, the interpretation of imalagiven here
I believe is a relatively clear issue. On the other hand, my reading of the'e case
endings though compatible with comparative arguments, is less certain, in
particular because an explanation for how case evolved remains to be worked

out. However, the conclusions of the book do not stand or fall on the reading

of one issue. The overall argument that a comparative linguistic interpretation

of the Arabic language is possible only in the light of a serious integration of
contemporary dialect sources transcends judgment on a single topic.

9.2. Epilogue
What I have presented is less definitive account of the history of Arabic
than a way of thinking about it. In my view, there are far too many open

questions to expect a comprehensive account now or any fime soon. Ff’“r
broad domains of research 1 think need to be integrated into a historical

interpretation.
First, any resul
basis of the current work, will need

ts from an internal reconstruction of Arabic, which is F}?e
to be integrated into broader Semitic
-Arabic was in fact caseless, what does that imply for

Or is the evidence from proto-Semitic in fact so
nts in Ch. 3 and elsewhere) that case 1s a

comparisons. If proto
comparative Semitic?
overwhelming (against the argume



268 Summary and Epilogue

proto-category, and if this is so, how would this be reconciled with the
argument advanced here (sect. 3.4, Chs. 4 and 8) that there is no internal
ev1de.nce for a transition from a case to a caseless variety of Arabic? The point
here is t(? ?ecognize that different sources, different languages will claim their
own individual histories, as it were, and that a broader comparative treatment
flee.ds. to be open to the many nuances and imponderables internal to the
individual languages whose linguistic history they explain.
Second, though I have attempted in my dialect surveys, for instance in Chs.
5 al?d 8, to be broad and representative, they are by no means detailed enough.
Ultl'mately there can be no reasonable synthesis of Arabic language history
until far.more historical comparative studies are carried out on individual
featur.es in individual dialects and dialect areas.
foiilc;r:ln};)o 11: WZIlllg‘be ?btuse to §la'im that no significant changes are to be
o edgf abic dialects, j[‘hls. 1s a perspective which I have purposely
of thiszok’ . ;l)l’ttr\lo reasons. First is .the strategic one: it is a major argument
on of Ak a rab1c1sfs have avoided a linguistically realistic representa-
. tlo 4 abic lapguage history because of the facile assumption that Arabic
b:ic;,u lclho‘tomlzes into Old and Neo-Arabic, These, 1 have argued, are
o onYm;)gl::tl, not comp.arative linguistic categories. It is a provisional
as historicalpc ha;exprefsefi ina number of places in this work, that as soon
cited 23 proof ofi;s w1tl‘11r.1 a dialect are identified, that such changes will be
addressing the | e Vfal.lley.of the .Old/New difference as a whole. By not
approach). this Ssueb l0 1n_d1v1d1_1a1 dialect change (see Kusters 2003 for this
linguistics 7can bpro em 1s avoided and broader issues in Arabic historical
changes hove 1 }e) confronted. S.eco‘nd, and this follows from the first point,
25 peted om(; be worked. ou't md.lvidually for individual dialects. However,
however, g, Ovel:, studlf:s in this direction are broadly absent. Eventually,
historica’l freatma : e?r'er ! d'ea abqut what proto-Arabic is, and a better
oped and inte ain:ic') individual dialects, individual histories can be devel-
Finally, o lagsrt eo' mt(l) th.e br(‘)ader fabric of Arabic language history.
develoPiI;g a hisforlin:] thl-nk . 8 @ special challenge to Arabicists, namely
questions such as whc sociolinguistics of the language. Crucial here are
sources they used who ‘;mte cary Arabic grammar, why they wrote it, what
sources were not ’useg E T e shese sources, what they made of them, what
and preservation of Aral:?e;ea' 91, category 2 above) and how the teaching
extremely pertinent (o lt;e e;zlgslt)ie:r.l These and other issues will.prove to Pe
of why there may be discrepancies

between linguisti
gUIStIC reconstructi .
sources. ction such as developed here and Old Arabic
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The language continues to hold its secrets. The insights of linguists are as
relevant today as they were over 1,000 years ago, when the ninth-century legal
scholar and contemporary of Farra?, ShafiSi (d. 204/820) stated, ‘Paghaab al-
Sarabiyya jinn al-Puns, yubsiruuna maa laa yubsiru yayruhum)! ‘Scholars of
Arabic are the spirits among men; they perceive what others don’t’

1 Astutely noted in Versteegh (1989: 291). Versteegh (p.c.) himself has the quotation from Nabia
Abbot, Studies in Arabic Literary Papyri, iii. 34, from ‘Adab al-Shafi’i. In the Lisaan (6:13) Pins is ‘man,
mankind’. The variant Puns is rare, but noted with the meaning, ‘opposite of savagery, roughness’ An
alternative translation would be ‘the spirits of civilized society’ Jinn can also be ‘devils



Appendix 1. Dialects Cited

In this appendix is found a listing of all the dialects cited, in particular those used in
the two surveys in Chs. 5 and 8. A short commentary is also included which specifies
the time of first Arab migration to the given region and when, if this should be
different, Arabicization became dominant. The dialect labels are basic heuristics only.
It was seen especially in Ch. 5 that geographical labels often hide longer-range
historical relationships among dialects and an overlapping of varieties caused by
migrations at different periods, post-migration contact, and so on.

The dialects listed here are entered on Maps 1-3. On the maps, those descriptions
which are represented by a single location (village or city) are represented by a point,
while those which represent an area (e.g. Najdi) are represented by name over the
approximate area of the dialect.

Western Sudanic Arabic (Map 3)

I term the Arabic established in the Lake Chad area beginning in the late fourteenth
century ‘western Sudanic Arabic. Dialectically, it includes the Arabic of northeast
Nigeria, Cameroon, and Chad, as well as Darfur and Kordofan in the Sudan. This is
not to be confused with the area of western Sudan, which in Islamic history practice
refers to Mauritania and adjoining regions. In Nigeria it is still expanding, as nomadic
Arabs continue their spread, so that there now exist permanent Arab villages in
Adamawa state, south of Borno.
Included in samples are:
Bagirmi Arabic
Mada
Aajiri
Western Nigerian Arabic
Kirenawa
Abbeche
Ndjamena
Amm Timan (2)
Umm Hajar (2, nomads)

Arabic of the Sudan (Map 3)

Arabic was brought to the Sudan permanently in the same invasion which brought the
Arabs to the Lake Chad region. The date customarily cited is 1317, as that was wl}en
the northern Nubian kingdom of Mariis was defeated by a Mameluke force, setting
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the stage for the rapid expansion of Arabs directly south and west. The Shukriyya
settled in their current home along the Atbara River by the eighteenth century. They
apparently have affinities with Arabs in the eastern Egyptian desert (de Jong 2002).
Included in samples are:

Shukriyya

Khartoum

Egypt (Map 1)

Pre-Islamic dialects were present in Sinaj (see below). Arabic spread throughout Egypt
with the Islamic conquest. Fustat at the site of present-day Cairo was founded in 640/1
and Aswan was reached by 630. Until about 900 the large Coptic population main-
tained their own language, but thereafter a gradual language loss set in. Upper Egypt
in particular was an important demographic staging area from which large-scale
populations moved both into North Africa (e.g. the Banu Hilal) and into the Sudanic
region to the south. Included in samples are:

Cairene Arabic

Bahariyya Arabic (western desert oasis)

Nile Valley (SaSiid)

Libya (Map 1)

Arabic was first introduced wi

Libya was strongly Arabicj

beginning about 104o.
Eastern Libyan Arabic
Tripoli (western)
Gharyan (western)

th the Islamic conquest, beginning about 640. Western
zed with the Banu Hilal invasion from Upper Egypt,

Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, Mauritania (Map 2)

Along w.ith Libya, Arabicization proceeded in these regions basically in two waves.
The earlier one was the original Arab-Islamic conquest, completed by the end of the
seventh Century. At this point Arabic was largely confined to urban areas. A more

century a large group of their descendants were settled in the
.central Moroccan coastal area, which greatly increased the number of Arabic speakers
in Morocco. The Arabicization of Mauritania began in the fourteenth century with the
arval of the eponymous Banu MaSqil and accelerated considerably in the fifteenth

and sixteenth centuries (Catherine Taine-Cheikh, p.c. November 200 4 (Taine-Cheikh,
forthcoming)).

Appendix 1. Dialects Cited 273

Fez (Morocco)
Mauritania
Mzab (Algeria)
Djidjelli (Algeria)
Susa (Tunisia)
Tunis

Andalusia (Map 2)

i i til
Andalusia was first invaded in 711, and Arabic was spoken as a native language ur:he
the sixteenth century (Ferrando p.c., November 2004). Documents at.tleztmg <
or
Arabic dialect become available in the tenth century, though the most detailed rep

are relatively late in the fifteenth.

Maltese (Map 1)

i the
Established either late ninth century or eleventh century, it was cut off from
Arabic-speaking world by the end of the eleventh century.

Jordan, Syria, Israel, Palestine, Lebanon (Map 1)

. . ions of
Arabs had spread throughout this region, pamclulz?rlyhmto 1::2 fdtﬁeer;r:;g-ll(:]x;sm o
ia, i ic times. It was largely in the wa
dan and Syria, in pre-Islamic times ! ‘ re Arab-lslamie
1(;:1 a:e:ts hoy:ever, that Arabic displaced Aramaic on a large scalfe:as;s :; ) ie nother
ton:ue of’ most speakers of the region. The northern region of Sy

i f the region
; ; i otamian type. The part o
shades dialectically fnto 2 north:l?: IliIAeegs:\? desert and into southern jordan and

running from the Sinai, across he Sinai

ite di lived in t
northwest Saudi Arabia is dialectally quite different. Ara;bs have livi
continuously since the third century BC (de Jong 2000: 13).

Tripoli (Lebanon)

Baskinta (Lebanon)

Soukhne (Syria)

Teerib (Syria)

Damascus

Ajarma (Jordan)

Bduul of Petra (southern Jordan)
Galilee (northern Israel)

Cypriot Arabic (Map 1 o iti in northern Cyprus,
ic i ken by a small Maronite community in Ko"ma.k‘tl g:)n01985~ 5, 6). The

Arablc is spo ey en the ninth and twelfth centuries (Borg ; b ,d s

which was established betwe 2004: 1) whose work is based o

: ion comes from Borg (2004: 1) ! ived in the
most vecent lfnfon:aé;(;)r:iot Maronites. Before the invasion of 1974 they liv
community of 1,30
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village of Kormakiti in northern Cyprus, but thereafter most migrated south of the
armistice line,

Mesopotamian Arabic (Map 1)

This designates the varieties found in Iraq, parts of northern Syria, and Turkey.
Cypriot Arabic as well can be reckoned as belonging to this dialect area. It is
characterized by two broad dialect types (see Ch. 5). The first, the qultu dialects, are
the ﬁr.st to have been brought to the region in the immediate aftermath of the Arab-
Islamic conquests. The second, the gilit dialects, arrived later, beginning around
AD 1,000 0T 1,100, probably pushing in from either the Arabian peninsula or from
Jordan (Blanc 1964: 1). The dialect of the pre-Islamic tribes who lived in southern Irag,
such as the Tanukh, has not been speculated upon to my knowledge. More sharply
than fn many regions of the Arabic world, the different dialects in this area are often
as?soaated with confessional differences. It should be noted, however, that some of the
dlalects. ar.e dying out. The Jewish dialect of Hiit, for instance, is attested only through
a de;cnptlon carried out in Israel of the diasporic population from that city (Khan
1997).

In Iraq:

Jewish Baghdadi

Christian Baghdadi

Muslim Baghdadi

Basra and other areas in southern Iraq

Hiit

Khaweetna

In Anatolia:

Siirt

Daragézii

Mardin

Aazex

South Central Turkey (Map 1)

Arabic was first broy,
of Mersin, Adana,
essentially a contin

ght to this area of south central Turkey (in and around the cities
and Tarsus) in the seventeenth century, from Hatay. It is thus

uation of the varieties of that area (S. Prochazka 2002).
Hatay (Alawite dialect)
Cilicia

Hatay essentially continues the dialect complex of northern Syria (Arnold 1998).
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Uzbekistan and Khorasan (Map 1)

Settled in the early eighth century and cut off from the broader Arabic dialect world by
the beginning of the ninth, Uzbekistan represents an important Sprachinsel. While
often characterized as Mesopotamian, as discussed in Ch. 5, Uzbekistan in fact shares
significant affinities with dialects in a number of regions. The Jogari dialect spoken
near Bukhara is used here.

The Arabic of Khorasan is known through a single description (Seeger 2002). It has
interesting affinities to Uzbekistan Arabic, as well as some remarkable traits of its own
(e.g. a complete *s — 0 shift in some dialects).

Arabian peninsula (Map 1)

The pre-Islamic Arabian peninsula knew a number of languages, the closely related
North Arabian type which includes the ancestor of Arabic (Macdonald 2000), as well
as various South Arabian languages, five of which are still spoken today. No significant
work has been done to discern evidence of language contact and shift among the
historical populations, and there is not even agreement upon where the ancestral
homeland of Arabic is. Petracek (1988), for instance, locates it in the region north of
the peninsula in modern Jordan and Iraq, whereas Retso (2003: 37, 48—s1) would
appear to suggest the Arabian peninsula itself, between Yemen and Mecca., or perhaps
an area northwest of Medina (al-qura al-Sarabiyya). Throughout the history of the
peninsula there have been a large number of population movements both to the n_orth
and to the south. It appears that in the immediate pre-Islamic era the dominate
movement was already out of Yemen towards the north, due to t.he effect. of dryer
conditions (Caskel 1960/1986: 528). With the Islamic expar.lsion, emigration }ncreased
considerably. Within the Arabian peninsula there contmuefi to occur significant
population movements, for instance from the central ..Ar'fxblan peninsula towards
Bahrain and the trucial coast, and thence into Oman (Wilkinson 1987: 76).

Oman
Abu Dhabi
Saudi Arabia
Rwala (northern Najd)
Najdi
Hofuf
Qauz

Yemen
SanSaa?
As-Suwwaadiyyeh
an-Nadhiir
Al-Mudawwar



Appendix.z. Summary of Variables,
Mesopotamia, Western Sudanic Region,
Uzbekistan, Shukriyya

1. Th i .
ese variables are referred to in the text under Ap 2.1 for phonology or Ap 2.2 for

morphol .
o idrsn t(i)ﬁ(;iyiﬁl?; t}clle number in brackets, which is the number by which the variable
has gaps in th ¢ data bank. /k/for instance is sect, 2.1.2. The numbering sometimes
U“xgllP nt}tl € sequence, these being left for related features
ess i . .
Otherwise specified, the suffixal elements in the data do not themselves have

another suffix. The addition
: of furthe i '
types, which is not accounted for herer. P ofen induces Homorphy of e

2.1. Phonology

(1) qaaf (reflex of SA /
4/); 1. q, bagar ¢ : i i
k: kalib: CB, 3. ¢ [tf]: caliqb. I\:I(S]ar Fotle’ Mardin 2. b b Knemm. G

to area, however,

(3, 4) /h//S/;1. laliam, ‘meat’, baaSa

L. laham, gaSad ‘he stayed; & ‘shesold; 2. laham, baaPat: Kirenawa. (5) *ha/Sa;

- 2. *lehem ‘meat’, *geSed: Bagirmi
N the Bagirmi area proto *ha/§a ra;
5 0) b e araise to *he/Se. Subsequent to this raising of /a/to /e/,
(6) vl x:x ¢ .
rreston :lsizi dwzzll}c.e ;vIB,lz. 9: qasal: Kirenawa, 3. x: xasal Abbeche, 4. G (=[d]
Chady, (3 oy, ;e ar stf)p Or injective) Gasak Awlad Eli (Cameroon/
3.d, daba(h) ‘sla)lu .hte’ > :[I;aﬁ slaughter’: Hiit, 2. 7, zahab ‘go’: Daragdzi,
ghter’: Abbeche, 4. d, daba(h): Kirenawa, 5. v, vahab ‘go’: Siirt.

(8) 16/51. 0, Blagfa ¢
y 1. O, three’: H.. :
faafe: Siirt t, 2. 1, talaata: Kirenawa, 3. s, salaasa: Aajiri, 4. £,

Thi
his correspondence applies to basjc vocabulary.

(9) 19/;1. 3, dall © .
o v;h;:l; Sirienma(llni ﬁut, 2 d: dahar back’; Kirenawa, 3. 7: zahar: Daragézil,
Abbeche, (11) Re;xliz;)t' bl gt(:t.ua’y (i.t flew’: JB, 2. ¢ daar. cK;renawa, 3. t: taar:
1on of iim’ 1 j, Jjimal ‘camel’; (MB), 2.y, yimal: (southern

Mesopotamia). (12) Word.;
. . ord-inte ; . .
Kirenawa, 2. Imala, keetib; CB mal imala 1. No imala, kaatib ‘has written’:
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The imala in the Mesopotamian area has two degrees, with some dialects (e.g. ]B)

having a further raising to i in some forms (e.g. nominal but not participial, klitb

‘dogs’).

(13) 1; 1. 1, baarid ‘cold’: Kirenawa, 2. ¥, beexid: CB. (14) CCVC-V (verb); 1. CCVC-V,
bu-ktub-u ‘they write’: Kirenawa, 2. CoCC-V ykitb-uun: Hiit, 3. CCC-V: yikth-o
Daragézii.

Jastrow (1973: 27) considers the stem /a/in the Daragdzii form taftalie ‘you.F. open’ to
be an epenthetic vowel. This creates an interpretive problem. In terms of underlying
form this would be classified in category ‘3 but in surface realization as ‘1" I have

classified it as ‘3"

(15) CC-C (verb) 1. CaC-C, jibot-hum ‘I brought them’: MB, 2. CC-C, jabtna: ‘you
brought us’: Khaweetna, 3. CC3-C, jibt-u-hum: Kirenawa
(17) CaCii; 1. CaCii, kabiir: Kirenawa, 2. CCii, kbiir: Hiit, 3. CiCii, cibiir MB

Sasse (1971: 238) notes that both (1) and (2) occur in Mardin, nadiif ‘clean; gbiir ‘big}
on a lexically (i.e. irregular) governed basis.

(18) CaCa(C); 1. CaCa(C), katab ‘he wrote’, bagar ‘cattle’ Abbeche, 2. CiCa(C),
citab, bugar: MB. (19) CaCaC-V (verb); 1. CaCaC-V, katab-at ‘she wrote’:
Kirenawa, 2. CiCC-V, kitb-at: MB, 3. CaCC-V, katb-it: JB. (20) CaCaC-C(V)
(verb); 1. CaCaC-C, katab-tu ‘1 wrote’: Mardin, 2. CCaC-C, ktab-it. Hiit, 3.
CiCaC-C, kitab-t. MB (or ktab-t). (21) CiCaaC; 1. CiCaaC, kilaab ‘dogs™:
Kirenawa, 2. CCaaC, klaab: Hiit. (22) CVCC# (noun); 1. CVCC, axt ‘sister: B,
2. CVCVC, uxut: MB. (23) CC-C (noun); 1. CaC-C, calib-hum ‘their dog’: MB,
2. CC-C: kalb-ki: ‘your.F dog’: Mardin, 3. CC-3C: kalb-uhum: ‘their dog’
Kirenawa

(24) CgyCa gahwa (guttural = x, ¥, 4 < %, S B hP)
CguaCa gahawa: Kirenawa. (26) CVCV(C) stress; 1

Kirenawa, 2. CV'CVC, ba'gar. Aajiri. (27) Emphasis;
taay ‘it flew’: CB, 2. No emphatic consonants, taar. Abbeche

1. CguCa, gahwa: Mardin, 2.
. 'CVCVC, 'bagar ‘cattle’:
1. Emphatic consonants,

2.2. Morphology
buktub-an ‘they F. write: Kirenawa, 2. no, ykith-u
conjugations, low vs. high vowel (perfect
ktab-1t ‘1

(30) feminine plural; 1. yes,
(common plural): MB. (31) two verb , '
verb); 1. yes, katab-tu /kbay-tu ‘they E. I wrote/I grew’: CB, 2. no;!

wrote), lbas-it ‘I wore’> MB

. .. . wel
The two conjugations are characterized by an opposition between a high stem vo

and a low stem vowel.

(40) First person singular perfect suffix; 1. -tu, katab-tu ‘1 wrote’: CB, 2. -4, keab-it:

MB
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I have not included the variant -eet whi i
| -eet which occurs in some southern Me tami
dialects (e.g. Shatt al-Arab), kitb-eet ‘] wrote’. oronm

(41) i/[ FSdG perfect suffix; 1. -at, katab-at ‘she wrote’: Kirenawa, 2. -it, katab-it
ardin. (42) 2 plural perfect suffix; 1. -tum, ktab-tum ‘you PL wrote’: MB, 2.
-tun, katab-tun: Mardin, 3. -tu, katab-tu: Kirenawa, 4. -to, Daragézii

The variant - i
e aﬂnell.nt tfzw f(.)u‘nd 1n southern Mesopotamia is included under value ‘4’ here. In
agozu -to is minimally contrastive with the 1SG perfect suffix -tu

(43) 3 masculine plur.al; (non-suffixed form) 1. -u, katab-u: ‘they wrote’: Khaweetna,
2. -0, katab-o: Kirenawa, 3. -aw, katb-gw: Hiit

In some giltu dialects, b i i
s dilu d s, before a pronominal suffix the variant -aw may appear, katab-o

(44) 1SG perfect’sufﬁx; -tor (t); 1. always -t (or -tu), katab-tu: Mardin, 2. -t
morphologically conditioned, ka'tab ‘I wrote’: Kirenawa

The conditioning factor for (2) is complicated. (see Owens 19935 104)

(45) verb C-aa-object suffix; 1. no, katab-ha ‘he wrote it.F: Kirenawa, 2. yes,

kat b- -, . < ,
a/i-a “‘“ ha, f ﬂflf aa-fla he saw her’: Abbeche. (51) preformative vowel a, i or
5 1. a: yaktub ‘he writes), 2. i, yiktub: Kirenawa

There i s .
such). ‘i‘;ethfl(r’ed;:l::;s in a;hls sam'ple with only /a/(southern Borno Arabic does have
the stem vowel. Oth o(; ues, 4, 4, the quality is usually determined by harmony with

- Vther distributions are possible, however. In Umm Hajar in Chad, for

instance, i i i
inst writ,es’o;)c‘t;s in open syllab!es while a occurs in closed, t-i-bii§ ‘she sells’, t-a-ktub
- V1alects with both i and a have a value of ‘15’

(52) imperfect suffixes (wi ;
without object suffixes): 1. - e ‘ .o,
MB, 2. -u, -j, yiktub-u: Kirenawa $); 1. -uun, -iin, yikitb-uun ‘they write’:

Siirt has a speci .

this as 1.5, S?;j;?tsl:ceze_d f(orrg: w‘th‘:u’t -n, yankssjuu ‘they were broken’, I have coded

all other dialects whichrzi coding =2), but in its special stress is differentiated from

coding of ‘3’ Before suffix, [ ot have -n. Alternatively, one could give it a separate
€s, in some dialects (many Anatolian giltu) the n is deleted,

Mardin yiktub-yy-hg ‘th ..
. ey write it.F’, A, ;
variants of suffixes with a further attachselt;ostsdﬁixm sect. 86 1do not usually catalogue

(53) 1 singular imperfect; 1. g-
The 15G prefix is 4-

> a-ktub ‘T write’ Kirenawa, 2. n1-, n-uktub: Abbeche

- In the indicative jt will often be prefixed with b-, ba-ktub.

(54) :\g:):illeugg;rlgect; L 1~ n-uktub ‘we write’: Kirenawa, 2. n- . .. -u, n-uktub-u:
one form, -4iny :l:m(;;lk -determm‘ ed imperfect suffixes in strong verb 1. Only
' 7" 13kbax-uun ‘you.PL grow, MB, 2. Two forms, high or
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low vowel -i, -e/-u, o, determined by stem vowel (see 6.2 (21)): tiktub-u ‘you.PL
write, tigdar-o, ‘you.PL cut), Kirenawa. (61) 1 singular object suffix on noun 1.
-1 (unstressed), 'beet-i ‘my house’: CB, 2. '-1i, beet-i: Abbeche

Nigerian is distinguished from Chadian Arabic in that in Nigerian Arabic the verbal
object suffix -ni is not stressed, whereas it is in Chadian. This difference is not

catalogued.

(62) 2 E.SG object suffix; 1. -ik, beet-ik ‘your house’: CB (after C-), 2. -ki, beet-ki:
Kirenawa

A number of dialects (e.g. CB) have both variants on a conditioned basis, e.g. -ki after

a long vowel, otherwise -ik.

(63) 2 M.PL object suffix 1. -kum, beet-kum ‘your PL. house’ MB, 2. -kun, beeti-kun:
Mardin, 3. -ku, beet-ku: Kirenawa. (64) 3 PL object suffix; 1. -hum, beet-hum ‘their
house’: Hiit, 2. -hun, beet-hun: Mardin

Ido not classify according to the vowel of this suffix, which can be distinctively front
or back. In Hiit it is in fact [-him]; similarly, for the preceding 2M.PL suffix.

(65) 3 M.SG. object suffix; 1. -u, beet-u ‘his house’: Hiit, 1.2. -u, VV-nu, katab-uu-nu
‘they wrote it, CB, 1.3. -u, VV-hu, ijiib-uu-hu ‘they bring him’: Mardin, 2. -a,
beet-a: Kirenawa

Bagirmi Arabic has -e after a front vowel (beet-¢), otherwise -a. This variable is an
exception to my practice of not treating post-suffix allomorphy. However, the a}lo.-
morph u ~ nu ~ hu is defined by any vowel, not only a suffix vowel, eg. Yafaa-nu ‘his
supper’. Variants with the -nu ~ hu post-vocalic allomorph are given a per cent
classification which is closer to 1’ than to 2, since the component vowel -u is c‘lose’r
to -u than to -a. After a vowel, dialects classified here as ‘1’ or ‘2’ both have the va.nant .
(stress shift and length), e.g. 9afaa ‘his supper’ (both Hiit and Kirenawa, allowing for
pharyngeal change).

(66) H-deletion from object pronouns; 1. no h-deletion: beet-hum “their house’:
Khaweetna, 2. h-deletion: beet-urm: Kirenawa
the deletion of the /h/. For example in
letely disappeared, so that even aftera
[ ate it.F, This variant has not been

There is a large amount of variability in
Daragézii in Turkey the /h/ has apparently comp
vowel only the h-less form occurs, €.g. kol-tuu-a
given a different coding.

initial object pronouns; 1. no shift, ‘masak-a ‘l}e grabbed
him’: Kirenawa, 2. shift: masak-u Mardin. (68) Form of 2MSG object

‘ ? -i _ik (Siirt). (71)
. -ak, beet-ak ‘your house (MB), 2. -ik, beet-i
l 4 tamma ‘he finished’: Kirenawa, 2. CaCC, tamm:
Vt, -0/u, nis-at ‘she forgot: Kirenawa,

(67) Stress shift before V-

pronoun;
Doubled verbs 3MSG; 1. CaCCa,
CB. (72) weak final verb, vowel suffix; 1. -
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i (al)y-Vt, m;}:-st: Mardin. (73) Initial vowel of imperfect of aCaC verbs; 1. prefix
a, yaaxud ‘he takes’: Kirenawa, 2. prefix + oo, yooxud or yooxuz Uzbekistan

Dialects used in survey (number represents the code):

Western Sudanic Arabic: 1. Kir ; ; jiri i
Tirhr:lan; 6. Umm Hajar; 7. Abbe:chz;n :Tvli’tiz. I?/;ai::iléaml; o Wl el 5. Amm
Bagh(:;:(fi()(t;:lidgglalelct s.ubgrou_p as in Table 5.4 given in brackets): 10. Christian
A gd. qu tu),. 1. Jewish Baghdadi (Baghdad qultu); 12. Muslim Baghdadi
3 13. Mardin (Anatolia); 14. Daragozii (Anatolia); 15. Siirt (Anatolia); 16. Kha-

weetna (non-Baghdadi gulty): ii i
s (o gh quitu); 18. Hiit (non-Baghdadi qultu); 19. southern Mesopo-

30. Uzbekistan; 31. Shukriyya.

Appendix 3. Imala in Zamaxshari

It is a general and important issue to determine the degree to which post-Sibawaihian
grammarians added significantly to the phonological, morphological, and syntactic
data base of Classical Arabic. In this issue I agree with the observation of Carter
(1999), that the data base was largely closed after Sibawaih, or shortly thereafter.
The extent to which later grammarians depended on the description of Sibawaih is,
however, an empirical question which, as always, needs to be worked out on a case-by-
case basis. While studies such as Alhawary (2003), which summarizes the method-

ology of how early grammarians worked on the basis of reports compiled by later

grammarians are interesting, an essential metric is a comparison between the material

found in Sibawaih (or Farra? or other early grammarians) and later ones. Alhawary
(2003: 14), for example, in reporting on Tbn Jinni’s (d. 392/1002) elicitation techniques
would imply that Ibn Jinni was actually extracting new information. The example he
gives, however, an elicitation frame built around darabtu Paxaa-ka ‘T hit your brother’,
clearly cannot add information about Arabic which by Ibn Jinni's day was not already
well known. Ultimately, the only way to know the extent to which Ibn Jinni added new
interpretations about Arabic based on new facts is to compare his examples and his
analyses thereof, with those of his predecessors.

In this short appendix, I make such a short data comparison,
of imala, discussed in Ch. 7. Phonological phenomena have a physical basi
the perspective of this work, can be given a concrete articulatory interpretation, even
on the basis of phonetic descriptions from the classical period. It will therefor.e be
apparent whether later grammarians merely mimicked the phenomenon as described
by Sibawaih on the basis of his written description, or whether they refined them and
added their own interpretations based on actual aural observations.

In these terms, a comparison between Sibawaih’s description of imala and thaf 9{
Zamaxshari (d. 538/1154) clearly indicates that the former is the case. Zamaxshari in
this instance adds little to Sibawaih’s observations, and in fact it may be suspected
that he based his analyses on written philology rather than on first-hand aurfal
observations, which was a hallmark of Sibawaih’s methodology. A summary will
make this clear. .

Zamaxshari divides his description (pp- 335-8) into fourteen subcategones._ That
Zamaxshari basically takes over Sibawaih's description is first of all apparent in the
description of imala conditioning factors, even allowing for the faq that in the two
and a half pages Zamaxshari clearly cannot treat the Phenomer{on in any».vhere near
the detail of Sibawaih’s fifteen pages. Zamaxshari, for instance, smgl.es outin separate
subsections imala in suffixes (such as 3FSG-haa), context-determined tma‘Ia in .bx-
baabihi ‘with his door, the harmonic nature of imala in Simaadaa (|Simiedie])

based on the example
s which, in
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‘support’, the imala-inhibiting effects of raised consonants, the effects of /r/ on imala,
imala of short [a), and the imala in hollow verbs such as xaaf ‘he feared’. There is only
one class, the particles, singled out by Zamaxshari which Sibawaih did not render
prominent as a class. All in all Zamaxshari’s fourteen subcategories give an adequate
overview of imala, though aspects of imala prominent in Sibawaih are filtered out of
Zamaxshari’s description. For instance, there is no mention of imala as an individual
variational phenomenon. If Zamaxshari was interpreting written words rather than
oral signals, this is not surprising,

Zamaxshari’s dependence on Sibawaih is fu
illustrating imala. He cites abou
with short [a]. Of these,
by Sibawaih. Eighty per

rthermore clear in his choice of lexemes
t 110 individual lexemes, most with long [aa], four
twenty-three are not found in Sibawaih, the rest already cited
cent of the actual words used to illustrate imala are therefore
identical. I assume that Zamaxshari’s naaqif is a printing mistake for Sibawaih’s (II:
286) naafiq ‘marketable’ Eight, or one-third of the non-cited total, are found in the
longest set of lexemes, comprising forty-four examples in all, namely the context of
raised consonants which inhibit imala, examples such as Yaarid ‘obstruction’ and
tullaab “students’ Another seven not found in Sibawaih are in the class of particles
(e.g. Yalaa ‘on, Pidag if’), as noted above not singled out as a separate imala
subcategory in Sibawaih, In identifying this imala subcategory Zamaxshari probably
follows Mubarrad (d. 285/898; I11: 52).

Zamaxshari is therefore clearly dependent upon Sibawaih for his general phono-
logical and lexica] description of imala. The one issue of interest is that noted at the
beginm'ng of Ch. 7, namely that Zamaxshari perhaps gives imala a different phonetic
value from Sibawaih. If this is the case, it could be because Zamaxshari was dependent
on Si ier grammarians’) written description, which Zamaxshari
interpreted as [ai] (if this is correct; see discussion in sect. 7.1). Alternatively it could
ed a twelfth-century imala norm which was [ai),
om the eastern Arabijc region (Iran), closest to
value [ee]. It may be that what is interpreted in
lia] had died out in the eastern region, and that

Appendix 4. List of object pronouns used
in reconstructions in Chapter 8

TABLE A1
LaF
variety SG1 SG2M SG2F SGsM SG3F PLi PLaM PL2F PIM ,P 3
i ku kan  hum hin
igeri ii ak ki low vowel ha na
;. ;SV:S:::i Nigeria :: ak ki low vowel ha na ku kan :z'r: han
3 ngjamena ii ak ki low vowel ha na :: : pum -
4 Abbeche ii ak k] low vowel :: :: S
S ganoum : " 'lk \ h na kun kan hun  hin
6 Shukriya 1 ak §k u h: makn pun
7 Egypt, Cairo i ak 1k u na moxem pam
S o i :kk ;(li 31 he na kum — hum  —
. ) k hum  hin
. gaa?t:lny};bya i ak ik low vowel ha  na tam :n bum b
" ipoli i ik ik low vowel ha na kum hum - —
1 E:lg;l,zm i ak ik lowvowel ha na :u: — hmo -
. i na ku —
B3 Junis i i _ . :: na kum — hum —
14 Susa : lk _ :: ha na kum — hum  —
15  Dijidjelli, Algeria i lk - e m Z hm —
16 Mzab, Algeria i ik ik u b o o
17 Fez i ik lk u h: N em —  hum —
18 Mauritania i ak ik u i m kem —  hum —
19 Andalusia i ak — u b N om hom  —
20 Maltese i ik . . ha na kon <cn hon —
2 Oyeror : x lk . ha na kam «cn hum hin
22 North Israel i ak ic u o N an —  hun —
2 Baskina : " lk . ha na kon -  hun —
24 Tripoli, Lebanon i  ak ik u e kem —  hom  —
25  Damascus i ak lk 0 o e cu - ham  —
26 Soukhne i ac a u b e m hun  —
27 Teerib i " lk . ha na kum — hum —
28 Christian Baghdad i i E :: b km — :u: —
. - . -
29 Jewish Baghdad ; ic low vowel ha na kum )
i : hum hin
30 Muslim Baghdad i : i lowvowel ha na kum in hum i
31 Basra ! . ki u a na kun ; -
32 Daragozu, Turk 1 ‘k i u ha na kun — hun -
33 Mardin i lk L u ha na kun —_— un
34 Aazex i ik i . ha na kin @ — :m -
. : "
35 Alawite, Antakya 1 ak y . ha na kum lgn hu i
i i ak ne kum an um !
36 Uzbekistan ! ! low vowel e : hum  hin
37 Khorasan i ak ic Jowvowel ha na kum kin humhin
38  Abu Dhabi i &k I ha ne kum kin hi
39 Oman i ak ish f’xh ha na kum an hum h?
jdi i k ¢ p na kum kin  hum in
40 Najdi . h ha
41 Rwala ik
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TABLE A1 (cont.)

variety

42 Qauz

43 Hofuf

44 San’a

45 an-Nadhiir

46 As-Suwwaadiyyeh
47 Al-Mudawwar
48 Bdul, Jordan

49 Ajarma, (Balga)
50 Classical

SG1 SG2M SGz2F SG3M

i
i
i
i
i
i
il

i
i

FrEsbregr~

ky
ish
ish
icr
ish
ik
ki
ic

ki

vh or ih and ah ha
uh or ih and ah he

ih ha
o ha
ih ha
u ee
uh or ih and ah ha
o ha
hu haa

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

kun
kum
kum
kum
kum
kum
ku

kum

naa kum

- hun

— hum
kin hum
tsin him

kan  hum
kin hum
kin hum

cin hum
kunna hum

SG3F PLi PL2M PL2F PL3M PL3F

hin
hin
han
hin
hin
hin
hunna
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t 19
Blocked by stem constrain '
Case vowels interpreted as epenthetic
vowels 2356
Guttural 109, 185, 192 .
In 2FSG and 2MSG object suffix 247,
2523
In Old Arabic 194—5
Linear 107, 184—5,.190—1., '237
Linear epenthesis in Najdi
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Mesopotamia 217-9
Southern Mesopotamia, imal,-
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Shukriyya 1517
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linker ~n

Object suffixes 18, 106, 237-65; se€ also

pausal forms .

Birkeland’s reconstructions
criticized 259—65
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Proto Neo-Arabic 73

158,

—inon

rawm “|abialization” 22,133
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Arnold 274

‘Asim/iAa§im/A§irn 40, 124, 260

A§°ma§i 8

PAxfash 76

Azhari 64

Azzopardi-Alexander 21617, 219,
228, 246

Baalbaki 88-9, 93, 116

Banu Hassan 15 see also Beneesan
Banu MaSqil 272

Barth 161

Barthold 146

Bazzar 124

Beck 122

Behnstedt 26, 28, 48, 52, 67, 70, 102,
108—9, 117, 157-8, 165, 173, 177, 182,
238—9, 244, 248, 250

Bell 134

Bellamy 6, 8, 201

Belnap 27

Beneesan see Banu Hassan

Birkeland 21-3, 71, 96, 106, 231, 233,
235—6, 247, 256, 259, 261, 263—4

Blachére 8,14

Blanc, Haim 97, 108, 144, 212, 218-19, 274

Blau, Joshua 46-7, 80, 86-7, 96,100, 102,
104, 106-7, 110—3, 167

Bohas 76

Borg 216-19, 228, 246, 273

Brockelmann 8, 11, 23, 43—4, 58, 62, 73,
77> 96, 167, 244, 256, 259

Brugmann 34

Cantineau 201, 213, 235—6, 256—7

Caskel 275

Carbou 71, 106

Carter 88, 92, 204, 208, 281

Castellino 81

Caubet 49, 51

Chaudenson 17

Chouémi 58

Clements 187

Cohen 47

Corriente 5, 85—7, 100, 102, 104,
114, 201, 213, 228, 233

Cuvalay 112

106, 109,

Dabba§/Al-Dabbaa$ 123-6, 12930
Dani 199

Dereli 146

Diakonoff 81
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Diem 86-7, 96, 104, 114-5,
117, 244

Ditters 88

Donner 14

Doss 46

Duri 125

Durie 14

Dussaud 20

Ehret 16
Eksell 113
El-Gibali 44

Farra? 5,7, 11, 38, 40, 59, 61-3, 65—6, 70,
89—90, 135, 260, 269, 281

Farrukhi/Al-Farruxi 62

Ferguson 9, 24—, 27, 45~7

Ferrando 102, 221, 273

Fischer, A. 259

Fischer, W. 11, 17, 29, 39—41, 43, 468,
50-2, 57, 67, 69-74, 77, 80, 85,102,
107, 111, 146, 259

Fleisch 96, 198, 227, 229

Fleischer 34, 38, 403, 45-6, 77

Fournier 145

Fiick 8-9, 23, 443, 62, 80

Gee 27
Gordon 83
Greenberg 14
Griinert 198-9
Guillaume 76
Guillot 70, 122
Guthrie 14

Hamza 1245

Harrison 35

Hasselbach 264

Haywood 63

Heath 51

Hecker 35

Hetzron 79, 82, 106, 150, 171

Holes 17, 29, 68, 104, 160, 165, 245, 249

Ibn Al-Mugqaffa§ 38

Ibn Al-Nadim 168

Ibn Al-Sarraj 1, 88

Ibn Jinni 1, 281

Ibn Kathir 124, 260

Ibn Mangur s8, 63, 65

Ibn Mujahid/Mujahid 6, 38, 59, 61, 120,
122—6, 128-9, 132-3, 163, 199, 201,
211, 223, 260

Ibn Muslim 156

Ibn YaSish 88

Ibn ‘Amir/Ibn YAamir 124, 163, 260

Imr Al-Qays 23

Ingham 49, 102, 105, 108-10, 144, 220,
225, 247

Isserlin 217, 228

Slysaa 209

Jahi§ 44-5
Jankowsky 34

Jastrow 47-8, 50-2, 57, 67, 69~72, 77,107,
111, 144, 146, 158—9, 162—4, 167, 170,

179, 182, 198, 218—9, 228, 241, 277
Jawhari 64
Jazari/Ibn Al-Jazariy 6, 122—4, 126,
129-30, 133
Johnstone 245
Jong de 14, 192, 239, 272-3

Kahle 120, 134

Kaufman 1516, 137

Kaye 1

Khan 90, 144, 1801, 217, 274

Kiparsky 18s, 189—g0

Kisari 58, 63—4, 121, 124~5, 133, 163, 199
Kofler s8

Koop 35

Kusters 268

Labov 225
Landberg de 161

Larcher 6-~7, 21, 47, 62, 70, 76, 122
Lethem 71

Index of Personal Names 31

Levin 91, 112, 198, 202, 205, 217, 228
Lewis 156

Macdonald 275

Mahdi 9, 46

Mahra 123

Malaika 144

Margais 51, 246
Matisoff 16

May 221

Miller 28

Mitchell s, 52, 184, 214, 225, 254
Molan 62

Moscati 10, 79, 835, 105
Mubarrad 282

Murray 187

Nafi 124
Nassir 198
Noldeke 3940, 68, 96, 1202, 129, 230

Osthoff 34

Owens 11, 14, 17-18, 28, 44, 51, 57, 75—6;
89, 94, 102, 105—6, 112, 117, 143,
145-7, 157, 170, 180, 184-5, 189,
204, 214, 225, 278

Pellat 62

Petracek 84-s, 275
Pommerol 143

Prochazka, S. 113, 218, 274
Prochazka, T. 74, 173, 191, 193
Puin 6

ngrub 58, 61-3, 1345

Rabin s, 12, 845, 87, 18
Reckendorf 259

Reichmuth 52, 102, 105—6, 108, 146=7
Renfrew 16

Retsd 3, 14, 72, 112, 114, 161, 168, 275
Rosenhouse 108

Ross 14

Rossler 81
Roth/Roth-Laly 145, 241

Saeed 83

Sakkaki 1

Sarraj 11

Sasse 49, 81-3, 144, 182, 21819, 277

Schaade 198

Schabert 217

Schleicher 34

Seeger 160, 275

Shafigi 269

Sibawaih 3, 5-8, 11, 21-3, 31, 38—9, 58-61,
63, 67-8, 74-5, 80, 86-100, 102,
105, 107, 109, 11112, 115-16, 118,
121, 125, 1303, 135, 163, 171,
174-5, 192, 1945, 197-215, 217,
220, 222—4, 226—9, 231-3,
242, 244, 250, 253, 258,
260-3, 281-2

Singer 246

Smart 44

Soden von 85, 110

Spitaler 9, 114

Suleimann 75

Susi 125

Suyugi 7, 75—6

Swadesh 16

Taine-Cheikh 272

Talay 144, 180-82
Talmon 89, 199, 209
Talmoudi 246
Thomason 15-16, 45, 137
Tosco 81-3

Tourneux 145
Trimingham 71
Troupeau 211

Vanhove 216-17
Vennemann 187
Versteegh 17, 23, 28, 467, 70, 76, 8990,

112, 135, 146
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Voigt 81
Vollers 62, 114, 11922, 135-6, 265

Wallin 41—

Wansbrough 19, 134

Wehr 210

Wellens 23

Weninger 110

Werbeck 48

Wilkinson 275

Woidich 28, 48, 1089, 173, 182, 239
Wright 64

Xalil 208, 209, 242

Ya‘qub 124
Yunus 209

Zaborski 114

Zamaxshari 198—9, 281—2
Zeltner 145

Zimmermann 52, 146, 251-2
Zwettler 8

Index of Arabic dialect names,
languages and language families

Aajiri 276-7, 280
Aazex 139, 219, 241, 2523, 274, 283

Abbeche Arabic 141, 145, 148, 150, 1767,

179, 182, 241, 271, 276—80

Abu Dhabi 254

Afghanistan Arabic 102, 105, 106

Afroasiatic 72, 7980, 83-5, 101, 115, 118

PAh] Al-hijaz 208

Ajarma 240, 273, 284

Akkadian 10, 30, 83-5, 110, 114, 150

Alawite 283

Alawite Turkey 248, 274

Algerian 220

Al-Mudawwar 139, 2401, 243, 275, 284

Al-Nadhir 240 see also An-Nadhiir

Anatolian 18, 217

Anatolian Qiltu 278

Anatolian Qultu 144, 154—5, 1701, 179
218

SAnaza Dialect 236, 257

Ancient West Arabian 12

Andalusian Arabic 31, 163, 213, 221, 223

An-Nadhiir 139, 275, 284; see also Al-
Nadhir

Arabian Peninsular Dialects 18, 41, 160,
190, 258

SArabiya 23

Arabkhona 52

Aramaic 83, 86, 110, 244, 273

Asiatic Arabic 28

As-Suwwadiyya 139, 240, 245 250, 275
284

Awngi 82

Bagirmi Arabic 145, 15961, 170, 172 177
276, 279

182, 240, 2435, 247> 271,

Bahariyya Arabic 48-50, 139, 190, 243,
248, 252, 2545, 272

Bantu 14

Banu Assad 263

Baskinta 139, 248, 273

Bdul Dialect 139, 239—40, 246, 248, 273,
284

Benghazi Arabic 215, 225

Berber 80, 101

Cairene Arabic 13, 17-18, 24, 26, 108, 149,
160, 235, 247, 253, 272

Cameroonian Arabic 145

Central Cushitic 82

Central Morocco 49-50

Chadian Arabic 28, 106, 108-9, 112, 145,
148, 151, 239, 279

Chadic 80-1

Christian Baghdadi 144, 147, 149, 170,
218-19, 224, 241, 274, 276-7,
279-80, 283

Cilician Arabic 13, 218

Classical Arabic 5, 8, 9-12, 20, 23-5, 32,
39-43 45, 47, 57 68, 70-3, 8o,
84-6, 90, 96, 98-100, 102,
1047, 10916, 119, 131, 134, 163,
167, 174, 190, 194—6, 206, 230,
233, 235, 238, 255-6, 260, 262,
2645, 281, 284

Creole 13,167, 23, 28

Cushitic 803

Cypriot Arabic 218-19, 241, 248, 252, 254,
273-4, 283

Daaxila 182
Damascene Arabic 48, 69
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Daragozii 139, 144, 149, 182, 241, 252, 274,
276—-80, 283; see also Kozluk
Group

Djeinau 52

Djidjelli 17, 531, 246

East African Nubi 23—4

Eastern Arabian 245

Eastern Arabic 60

Eastern Libyan Arabic 52, 66, 107-11, 139,
160, 163, 184, 190—4, 201-2, 21216
21921, 223-24, 229, 2545, 257,
272

Eblaitic 84

Egyptian Arabic 26, 28, 81, 106, 109, 147,
185

English 15

Ethiopic Semitic Languages 84, 150

>

Faarisi 64
Fulfulde 19
Fushaa 11

Galilee 108, 139, 273
German 198
Germanic 36
GaSaz 84, 101, 110, 115
Ghaamid 74
Gharyan 139, 272
Gilit/Galat, Quitu dialects 49, 109, 1445,
147, 14950, 154~5, 1589, 162—64,
1701, 181-2, 219—20, 223, 248, 250,
252-3, 274, 278, 280, 282
Baghdad Qultu 1545, 280
Euphrates Quitu 144
Iraqi Gilit 164, 192
Iraqgi Quitu 13, 164, 167, 171, 180
Kurdistan Qultu 144
Mesopotamian Gilit 149, 154, 254
Mesopotamian Qulitu 154, 162—4, 177,
212, 2234, 228, 242, 248

Non-Baghdadi Qultu Dialects 1545,
280

Northern Iraqi Qultu 170
Tigris Qultu 144

Gozitan 217

Gulf Dialects 182

Gulf Pidgin Arabic 44

Hatay 139
Hebrew 83, 110, 115
Highland East Cushitic 82
Highland Yemeni 489, 67, 109, 111
Hiit 139, 144, 151, 178, 181, 217, 27680
Hijazi Arabic 67, 109, 136, 190, 193, 207
Hofuf 18, 139, 240, 243, 250, 254,

275, 284
Holistic Arabic 34, 38, 401, 77
Horan 50, 108

Icelandic 36
Indo-European 34-3, 79

Iraqi 29, 1089, 185
Israeli 245

Jewish Baghdadi 97, 144, 149, 170, 175,
178, 21819, 223, 241, 274, 2767,
283

Jewish Hiit 274

Jewish Middle Arabic 106

Jogari 52, 139, 275

Jordanian 225, 245

Khaweetna 139, 144, 178, 1802, 274,
277-80

Khorasan Arabic 139, 237, 240, 243, 254,
275

Kirenawa 276-80

Koine 47, 171; see also poetic koine

Koranic Arabic 58

Kozluk Group 144; see also
Daragozii

Levantine Arabic 48
Lingua Franca 17
Literary Arabic 38

Index of Arabic dialect names 315

Mada 280

Maltese 1718, 139, 163, 201, 21517, 219,
221—4, 226, 228—9, 273, 283

Mardin 49-50, 139, 144, 149, 175, 182,
218-19, 241, 243, 252-3; 274,
276-80, 283

Mauritanian Arabic 165

MaSlula Aramaic 244

Mesopotamian 31, 140, 1529, 164, 166,
169, 171, 175—7, 179, 212, 219, 221~3,
228, 241-2, 2745

Middle Arabic 7-8, 41, 467, 87, 111, 115

Middle Egyptian 36

Middle English 36

Modern English 36

Modern Hebrew 150

Modern Standard Arabic 5, 9

Morrocan Arabic 51, 220

Morrocan Koine 51

Muslim Baghdadi 144, 147, 151, 224, 274,
276-80, 283

Nabataean Arabic 20, 87

Najdi Arabic 13, 41-2, 48-9; 60, 102,
1056, 108-11, 113, 136, 139, 19294
220, 240, 248, 250, 254, 271 275
283

Neo-Arabic 2, 20, 24, 27, 30-2, 34, 378
41—8, 502, 6974 77-8, 86, 107,
111-13, 1567, 167, 185, 190, 257>
268

New Arabic 2, 23, 47, 78, 111, 113, 268; see
also Neo-Arabic

New Egyptian 36

Nigerian Arabic 13, 17-19 25—6, 29-30
51, 53, 557> 59 637, 10375 1079
111, 113, 145, 14950 1579 171,176,
179—81, 1845, 187, 18996, 205,
239, 241~2, 258 261, 2§7, 279

Non-Bagirmi Western Sudanic
Arabic 150, 160

North African 17-18, 28, 49, 51 185, 190>
192-3, 226, 253

Northeast Arabian Dialects 252-3

Northeastern Arabian Peninsular
Dialects 247

Northern Arabian Dialects 249, 275

Northern Mesopotamian 273

Northern Rural Palestinian 245

Northern Sinaitic Littoral 185

Old Arabic 2, 4-6, 11-12,14-15, 20, 22—4,
26—7) 30-2, 34, 37'—8) 41_87 50-3,
57> 59> 61, 63, 66—74, 77-8, 80,
86-7, 89, 97, 103—4, 107, 111-13,
115, 118-19, 129, 133 135-6, 159, 161,
163, 167, 184, 192, 1945 197,
228-9, 2312, 238, 252, 257, 259,
262, 2648, 282

Old Egyptian 36

Old English 36

Old Semitic 114

Oman Arabic 50, 240, 250

Qromo 81-2

Palestinian 245

Peninsular Dialects 248, 250

Persian 65

Persian Gulf Dialects 173

Phoenecian 83

Pidgin Arabic 13

Poetic Arabic 21 .

Poetic Koine 2, 73; €€ also Koine

Post-Classical Arabic 41 43, 46-7

Post-Diasporic Arabic 31,137

Post-Old Arabic 226, 230

Pre-Classical Arabic 39-40 68

Pre-Classical Literary Arabic 40

Pre-Diasporic Arabic 2—4 14 24 29
31-2, 69, 105, 114 137> 13940,
161-7, 169, 223, 238, 240> 242-3

5y 255, 257 266"’7 )

Pre-lslazr:ic Koine 32; see alfo poetic

koine and Pre-Islamic Poetry

Pre-Islamic Old Arabic 11
Pre-Islamic Poetry 20, 38
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Pre-Western Sudanic Arabic 149

Proto-Afroasiatic 114

Proto-Arabic 2, 4-3, 10, 14, 19, 31, 72, 775
80, 85, 87, 101, 111, 11316, 118, 129,
135, 151, 159, 165, 167—8, 223,
238—40, 267-8

Proto-Cushitic 81

Proto-Neo-Arabic 2, 73—4

Proto-Nigerian Arabic 190

Proto-Peripheral Arabic 2

Proto-Semitic 72, 80, 83—4, 105, 110,
114-15, 2645, 267

Proto-Southern Hijazi 190

Proto-Yemeni 190

Qauz 139, 248, 275, 284
Qaysi 2001, 208

Rwala 110, 240, 247, 250, 2545, 275, 283

Saharan Dialect 51

.i .’;"J ‘ »,»-:v
SanSaaP 250, 254, 275, 289{; S A ‘\/ :

Saudi Arabian 42 w2 £

Saudi Arabian Tihama 748, Yy

Semitic 10, 30, 35, 43—4, 72, 79:85;;:i6'()~1,
105, 11011, 115, 118, 150, 2645, 267

ShaEE Al-Arab 278

Shukriyya Arabic 31, 52, 66, 102, 105, 108,
141, 143, 1467, 1525, 161, 165—6,
171, 179, 183, 185, 240, 244, 248,
272, 280

Sidamo 82

Siirt 139, 144, 149, 179, 274, 276, 279—80

Sinai Dialects 192, 239

Somali 82

Soukhne 18, 139, 2446, 250, 273, 283

South Arabian Languages 84, 275

Southern Borno Arabic 278

Southern Hijazi Dialects 190, 193-6

Southern Jordanian 192

Southern Mesopotamian (Dialects) 144,
165, 2245, 229, 245, 278, 280

Spanish Arabic 102, 1045, 109, 111, 213,
228

Standard Arabic s, 12, 201, 24-5, 38,
467, 745, 165, 171, 174—7, 239,
241, 245—6, 263, 276

Standard Classical Arabic 39

Standard Maltese 217, 223

Sudanic Arabic Dialects 71, 102, 105, 108,
161, 166

Susa 179, 246

Syrian Arabic 185, 245

Tamimi 60, 98—9, 2078, 263

Teerib 139, 241, 273, 283

Tihama 149, 245

Tihama Yemeni 26, 50, 102, 104, 106, 109,
111, 117

Tripolitanian 139, 173, 182

Tunisian 17, 220

Ugaritic 83—4

Upper Egypt Dialect 146

Urban Baghdadi 109, 111

Urban Neo-Arabic 42

Ur-Semitic 110

Uzbekistan Arabic 31, 50, 52, 102, 106,
109, 142—4, 146—7, 149—50, 152-5,
157—67, 169, 1712, 175—6, 182, 243,
248, 2512, 267, 275, 280

Vulgar Arabic 265

Western Arabic 28

Western Libyan Arabic 26

Western Nigerian Arabic 271

Western Sudanic Arabic 13, 31, 48—50,
108, 140, 14550, 152—7, 159—60,
164—6, 169—73, 175—6, 181, 1912,
234, 239, 241-3, 245-8, 254, 261,
271, 280

Yemeni 109, 117, 190, 194, 244
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