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1. gad yagitz fT 3-8t wa-huwa da‘if [T 1-kalam

In Sibawayhi’s Kitdb we frequently mect qualificatory expressions referring
either to some linguistic data or the relevant grammatical rules. In a chapter dealing
with adverbial constructions shifted to the beginning of a sentence in the nominative
(ibtidd'an)'. The remainder of the scatence is built upon the inchoative (mabni
‘alayhi), there being in the second part a compulsory pronoun (the so called damir
‘@'id) which refers back to the inchoative and binds the two parts of the sentence
together. Without this pronoun the sentence cannot be considered as totally accept-
able. "It is weak but allowed to occur in poetry” - says Stbawayhi (Kitdb (B), I, 57):
"Ia yahsunu fT I-kaldm ‘an tag“ala I-fi'la mabniyyan ‘ald@ l-ismi wa-1a tadkura “aldmata
‘idmari I-‘awwali hattd tahruga min lafzi I-Fmdli [t I'awwal ... wa-lakinnahu qgad
yag'uzu fT3-8iri wa-huwa da‘ifun [i I-kalam. Qala 'Abii n-Nagm al-<Igii:

qad ‘asbahat 'ummu I-hiydri tadda®t * ‘alayya danban kulluhu tam ‘asna‘i.”

In this paper I will exemine two expressions: the special possibilities of poetry and
their relation to some linguistic usages considered extraordinary or weakly acceptable.

2. nahwa gawlika

The organization of linguistic data in Sthawayhi’s Kitdh is as follows:’

(i) Examples introduced by ddlika/nahwa gqawluka / (‘innaka) taqilu
/"ida qulta / ka-'annaka quita / (and some of the examples starting with 'in
quita) arc the cxamples belonging to the foundations of kaldm. These are
examples reflecting the basic rules.

U "bab ma yagrt mimmd yakinu zarfan hddd l-magrd”, SThawayhi, Kitab (11) I, 84,

? as- -Sirdf, explaining Sthawayhi's words, says the following (sec 'lbrahTm 1983:39-40 where he
quotes as-STrdfY from Durayd Muhammad 'Abd 5-5u°0d's unpublished doctoral dissertation, §arh as-
SWAfT tahqly wa-dirdsa): "ya'ni ‘annaka ‘idd ga“alta l-isma mubtada'an wa-ga"alta Iffla mbamn
fa-l-waghu ‘an wmzhira d-damia ladf ya'tdu 04 Lismi hawd }nohmga min lafzin yu“mila fihi |-
mwwalu yani ' hu qab ‘an taqilla: raydun darabt.” a3-S i's opinion (Tahsil 1, 57)
slightly differs from that of S‘Ihawaym because he considers the license to be the cIISIon of the pronoun
instead of the replacement of the accusative with the nominative: "yanbagf ‘an vakina qawluhu joullufm
lam 'asndfi wa-'in kdna qu hudifa 1-8a" ‘aquwd min gawlihi kullaku bi-n-nash wa-takinu d-danilra fihi
hadf al-hd’ id raf© kull”

® This presentation does not aim at exhaustiveness. I have picked these types from randomly selected
passages

* kama kana hailantu bi-sadrihi wa-sadr zayd wagh al-kaldm (1 1, 74); wa-“ald hadd I-hadd taqilu
<. fa-'th quita ... rafa‘ta li- ‘annaka .. ; ka-‘annaka qulia “ald t-taqdfin wa-t-ta'hiv .. (H 1, ".-‘B)
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(ii)* Examples that conform to the rule of tam (il but arc not used in specch.

@ii)®*  Uncertain (or tacitly rejected) examples of grammarians.
za‘ama

(iv) Examples taken [rom actual specch or at least not from grammarians.
gawl al-‘arab; qala I-<“arab

) Forms that are divergent from the basic rules but are still accepted (due to
frequent) usage.
hadafii / istagnaw / ‘awwadil ctc.

vi))  Forms that are not in general use and usually are of dialccts.
&
gdla ba“duhum, qawl ba‘d al-arab, gawl man yaqiil, lugat tamim etc.

(vii)’  Forms that are (sometimes) used in spcech but are considered bad or ugly.
in qulta / law quita ... kdna gabihan ctc.
wa-milla ddlika law kana hadd bi-manzilat ... la-ma gaza

(viii)  Qur’anic examples.
wa-mitla dalika qawiuhu “azza wa-galla (H I, 37).

(ix)'"  Poctic examples conforming to gencral usage and rules (kaldm).
wa-minhu gaw! as-§d@ir (H 1, 37).

5 1ol

md 'ah Cabdallahi za"ama I-Halll ‘annahu bi-manzilat qawlika: Say'un ‘ahsana
‘abdat."dm wa- dafm."ama ma'nd t-ta‘agfub. wa-hddd tam i fl wa-lam yutakallam biki (H 1, 72).

© See the example in the fn. to (ii).

7 wa-'in quita ... nasabta 'lld [T gawl man qdla ‘akalinf [-bardgn ‘aw tahmilubu “aid I-badal ...
ka- 'anna.kd quita ... (H 1, 78).

q‘dfa ba“duk dahabtu ¥-3dma (yuSabbihihu bi-I-mubl . wa-hddd fddd) = wa-mitla ddlika
gawlu S&ida b. Gu' a}y\a (H 1, 35); wa-gad yafilz darabtu wa- darﬂbanf zaydan li-'anna ba“dahum qad
yagdiu mard ra‘ayta ‘aw quita zaydan muntaligan w-ql'-wugﬁ matd ra ‘ayta ‘aw qulta zaydun mun{akqun.
mitla ddlika Ldawdz ... walwafiu ‘an taqlia; fa-'in quita darabani wa-darabm gqawmaka fa-fd'a
(HI, 7).

% ‘a-1a rtard ‘annaka law quita: kdna ‘insdnun haliman ‘aw kdna ragulun muntaliqan kunta tulbisu
.. wa-karahd ... wa-gad yagizu [T 355 wa-fT du'f min al-kaldm. hamalahum “ald ddiika ‘annaku [Tl
bi-mantzilat daraba ... wa-ddiika gaw! Hidds b. Zuhayr: # fa-'innaka Id webdIf ba“da hawlin * ‘a- zabyun
kdna 'ummaka ‘am himdru # (ism kdna nakira) (H 1, 48); wa-huwa qabih ‘an taf ala I-laft ka-l-wahid
ka-md taqilfu huwa 'aksanu |-fity@ni wa-'agmalu wa-'akramu banihi wa-'anbalufu (H 1, 80).

10 pala “Umar ibn 'Abi Rabf “a ... li-‘annahu ‘admara [ “dhir al-kaldm (H 1, T8); wa-gdla Imrv’
1-Qays ... fa-'innamd rafa*d li-'annahe (111, 79).
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(x)""  Poetic examples corresponding to (v), i.c. which are divergent from the main
rules but are evaluated neither with gabfh nor yaghiz.
wa-§a’'a ft &-3i'r min al-istignd’ ’afaddu min hdda (H 1, 74).

(x)"  Accepted examples of poetry which arc not considered to correspond to
kaldm forms but to forms from tribal dialects.

(xi))®  Forms unequivocally judged as bad (gabit) from the point of view of
kaldm, but are permitted in poetry (yagiz ff §-5°r), corresponding to (vii)
- these are the par excellence poclic licenses.

This grouping reflects the usual order of quoting the examples, i.e. first we find
those abstract quasi-examples that have alrcady been analyzed by the grammarians.
(These are, however, not necessarily speculative examples, they can also be simplificd
and formulated examplcs taken from the actual language.) A special group of them
is tamt11/za°ama which mcans possibilities provided by the rules but which do not
have counterparts in the spoken language." Then there are such abstract possibili-
ties which are discarded by the linguist (in a large number of cases this dismissal ref-
lects disputes and the rejection of other, unspecified grammatical views). Some of
these are introduced by law / ‘in . All these and many other things™ point to that
linguistics does not only (if at all) follow immediate practical aims but at the same
time, worthily of a good science, il is saturated with the fulfilment of purely theore-

" fa-lammd hadafit harf al-garr “amila Ifi%lu mida ddlika gawl al-Mutalammis: # 'dlaytu habba I-
“irdqi ...yurid: “ald habbi I-Yirdgi (H 1, 38). Tt is explained bul not evaluated. wa-ddiika gawlu Qays ibn
al-Hatiin wa-qad istaShada Sibawayhi bi-hadd I-bayt wa-md yalfhi mugawwiyan H-md f#dza min hadf
al-maf ‘Wl alladf huwa fadla (H 1, 74).

2 ladun bi-hazzi I-kaffi ya“situ mawuhu * fihi kamd “asala t-sariga t-ta‘labu ‘in Sita iqrasarta 'ild
I-maf “dl al-'awwal wa-'in 3i'ta tuadds Ha t-tdnt (H 1, 36).

B wa-qdla I-Farazdaq: # ‘a-sakrdnu kdna bna lmardgati 'id hagd * ‘a-sihrun kdna tibbak ‘am
Guminu # fa-hddd ‘in¥ddu ba“dikim wa-'aktaruhum yansubu s-sakrdna wa-yarfa‘u I-'dhira ald qarin
wa-btidd'in (H 1, 49). There is another solution: to avoid poetic license with an 'infdd that conforms to
al-kaldm . CI. in Imru' |-Qays's gastda: fo-lyawma ‘efrab gayra mustahqibin * ‘iman min Alldhi wa-1d
wdgili where ‘afrab is in the indicative but with sukdn. See e.g. Sthawayhi, Kitdb (H) 1V, 204; (B) I,
297; cf. as-STrafy, .far{l 11, 168; Jahn 1895-1900: 1/2, 42; 'Ibr8hTm 1983:64; Muhammad 1983:22-3 where
he cites an example for the use of this darira as hid in the gird'dt literature). This is either explained
as a license, or another variant containing no license is proposed with ‘asqd instead of ‘afrab (see e.g. Ton
Qutayba, Mugaddima 31 (bdb “uydb ai-3'r) where he seems to condemn grammarians for having re-
course to such 'faulty’ forms. Notwithstanding, he cites this 'faulty’ variant, i.e with a license in it, when
speaking about the poetry of Imru' 1-Qays in a later chapter (Tbn Quitayba, §i°r 42), For another example
of this type see the quotation in the fn. to (vii).

“ On tam il see Ayoub 1990. The difference between examples called tamt 7 and examples "md
yutakallamu bihi" may be compared, 1o a certain extent, to the difference of competence and performance
in modern linguistics, though the phrase "hddd ram 1" sometimes seems to have a negative connotation,
especially when used together with "za‘ama".

% See, for example, the prescription of n + gazm, and the use of 'in + mddr by Sthawayhi, as
noticed in Dévényi 1988:22-3, and note 28. Fven in the Bth century there is a significant gap between
the actual use of “arabiyya in prose and the theoretical rules and possibilities attested and allowed by the
grammarians.
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tical tasks.' The origin of everyday examples (taquilu I-arab, ctc.) cannot be defined
precisely, but most probably they reflect the views of ruwdt (the so-called "bedouins”)
who were in connection with the grammarians. Their opinion was strongly needed
also because the majority of linguists were of non-Arab origin. The two groups of
textual examples (or rather examples constituting a given "corpus”, since in their
transmission oral and written forms were of equal significance) are the Qur'an and
poetry. I do not wish to treat here the relationship of these two, but there are two
self-explaining facts: their ration in the Kitab'” and the fact that a lot of poetic lines
are used for the explanation of the Qur'an while the inverse is not typical. That the
majority of examples are from poctry is indisputable and at the same time it is also
the most ancient layer of linguistic material.'® Consequently, it cannot be considered
an unfounded assumption to say that nahw is primarily rooted in the analysis of
poems and their comparison (assuming as I do that the “arabiyya was primarily the

language of poetry).”
3. Three introductory chapters

The problem how to interpret deviance and variance in linguistic data which the
grammarians should be able to "handle” are treated in three introductory chapters
of Sibawayhi’s Kitdb. The first deals with accepted but accidental variants (‘a‘rdd);
the second evaluates the possible specch acts on a syntactic — scmantic basis; and the
third pays attention to a dclicate question: What to do with the great number of
forms collected in poetry which are (at least in the mirror of the grammatical rules)
ungrammatical or "weak",

3.1 bab ma yakiin [t I-lafz min al-'a‘rad

The key-word of the title is explaincd by as-Sirafi (Sarht 75 If.) in the following
way: "gawluhu ‘min al-’a‘rad’ ya'ni ma ya‘ridu ft I-kalam fa-yagrtu ‘ald gayri ma
yanbagf ’an yakiina “alayhi giydsuhu". These irregular or deviant forms arc explained
by Stbawayhi (Kitab (H) 1, 24-5) within his grammatical system by the expanded use
of three basic rules: elision (hadf, e.g. lam yaku, Id ’adri), exception (istignd’, e.g. they
use yada‘u but not wada‘a, instead of which faraka is in use) and compensation
(te‘'wid, e.g. ‘astd’a instead of ‘atd’a). But these forms cannot be the bases of

"'ﬂaia{ al-"Ahmar (Mugaddima 3) recognizes this fact when he complains ironically that grammatical
books are too long and exhaustive to be useful for the students and those thirsty for knowledge.

' There are more than 400 Qur'Snic and approximately 1050 poetic examples (mwdhid) in the Kitdb,
see Stbawayhi, Kitdb (H) V.(indices) and 'Tbr&him 1983:23-4, CI. al-HadTtT 1980:18,

'® On the importance or insignificance of the poetic fmwdhid in the books of the grammarians see an
interesting discussion in al-HadTiT 1980: 73-7, where the author falls viclim of a circular reasoning not
being able to decide between facts (the overwhelming employment of poetic examples) and theory (that
nahw had come into being for the requirements of Quranic exegesis or on the basis of the Qur'dnic text).

1 If we discard that the “arabiyya was a spoken language at the time of Muhammad or at any other
time, then we can that the beginnings of Arabic linguistic thinking go back partly to the diglossia
situation and partly to the custom of discussing and later on explaining poetry. Bul this, just as its
contrary, is only a hypothesis 1 do not want to treat here, and taking sides in this question is not
important from the point of view of the poetic licenses.
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analogical rules (giyds, sce as-Sirafi, Sarh 76-7) because they are simply coined on
the basis of similarity (fabbalithd says as-Siraff, ibid.). Perhaps it is not only a
coincidence that just the same word (ashih is used by Stbawayhi in explaining the
special license of poctic usage (though he himself does not use the root £b.% in
connection with 'a‘rdd al-lafz).

These forms could not be simply rcfused by the grammarians because of their
frequent usage.” Even so some crilics, perhaps from the Kufan side, felt that
Sibawayhi stigmatizes these data as being "Sudiid".® And their arguments are full
of Qur'anic gird'at which show the same grammatical phenomena. To silence the cri-
tical remarks as-Strafi (Sarh 78) used the explanation Sibawayhi himself had ap-
plied many times in his Book: "innamd ‘ardda Stbawayhi [ hada I-mawdi 'an
yubayyina ‘anna kat{ran min al-“arab allading lugatuhum ithdt al-yd’ ft mithi hada
yahdifinahd min 13 ‘adri wa-lugatuhum I& 'adri ", Thus - according to as-Siraff —
Sibawayhi only considered these words (e.g. /4 ‘adri, ld nastari etc.) accidental vari-
ants (‘a“rdd) in connection with a dialcct where otherwise the accepted forms are /a
‘adrT and !d naftart, that is, he did not want to decide between (significant) tribal
dialects or dialectal usages.

3.2 hada bab al-istigama min al-kaldm wa-l-'thdla

In this chapter STbawayhi characterizes specch acts according to their acceptabil-
ity on syntactico-semantic bases, applying threc distinctive features and some of their
combinations. The features or attributes are:

m 2 ()
+ (mustagim) + (hasan) + (gayr kadib)
— (muhat) — (qabih) — (kadib)

(1) selectional feature (syntactic deep structure)

(2) syntactic relations featurc (surface structure, e.g. word order)

(3) semantic feature

By combining these featurcs, Stbawayhi classifies speech acts or utterances into the
following five groups (not exploiting all the possibilitics):

(i) 1(+)"2(+) mustagiin/hasan

(ii) 1(=) muhal

(iii) 1(+)"3(=) ustagi/kadib

(iv) 1(+)"2(=) mustagiin/qabin

(v) 1(=)"3 (=) muhdl/kadib
Vex. as-STrlfl, .far{l T8: li-kagratihi fr kaldmihim; and 77 kat [T kaldmihinm.

* as-Steats, Sark 78: fa- in qala qd'itun: lima hass Sbawayhi hada I-harf bi-3-3udid.

L Stbaweayhi. as is reflected in the whole book, tries to be very cautious and unbiased in the ques-
tion of different tribal and dialectal usages. For the question how Basran grammarians generally relied
on some tribal dialects and tribal reciters, excluding others, sce al-SAzzawT 1978; esp. 38 fT.

There are some accepted dialectal featurcs which, though it is not stated clearly, more or less "re-
main within® the concept of kaldm in some weli-defined fields, mainly in pause eg. final gemination (as
in sabsabbd, Sibawayhi, Kitab (H) 1, 29) and in the case of the shortening of final vowels (al-gddi, al-
muhtadi; of. Carter 1990). If they are employed in other territories of the language (tafbffan) then it
can only be a special fawdz for the poet, this is the case c.g. if the previous examples are used in was/
instead of wagf (sabsabbd "... Jahn 1895-1900: 1/2 30) and (gadi Bagdad Jahn 1895-1900; 1/2 39.40).
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For us primarily the mustagim hasan vs. mustaqim gabih pair is interesting (it is
also in the forefront of the interest of nahw), since the kaldm counterparts of the po-
etic licenses are mainly described as such.

3.3 hada bab ma yahtamil as-$i'r

Let us examine the short introductory chapter of Sthawayhi's Kitab (H I, 26ff)
where he treats the question of poems. From among the short general chapters in
connection with the evaluation of linguistic data it is the most important since these
few pages, even according to Sibawayhi, relatc to a lot of data.” It does not give
an intensive definition, but a survey with examples of linguistic phenomena permitted
in poetry but not elsewhere. Here Stbawayhi calls our attention to that not all the
poetic examples (§awdhid) can be utilized in the coursc of the formation of gram-
matical rules. The authority of a grammatical rule (giyds) is kaldm (not defined). He
does not really defines the scope of the extra-possibilitics of poetry, nor docs he give
a clue why poetry enjoys these possibilitics. STbawayhi enumerates the basic phenc-
mena together with an illustration of one or two examples:

sarf md Id yansarif

hadf ma Id yuhdaf

rubbamd maddii [al-magqsiir]

wa-gad yablugiina bi-l-mu‘talli I-'asla (yugnina [Fl-wasl “ald hdlihi fi l-wagf)

yahtamiliina qubh al-kaldm hdttd yada“ithu f7 gayri mawdi'ihi

ga“alil bi-manzilat gayrihi
This does not mean, however, that the special allowances or possibilitics of poetry
(or rather the pocts) would be inexplicable and unaccountable for. Since during the
enumeration he points out that these show two types of regular divergence from
nahw:

1.) tadbih, i.e. recourse to the principle of similarity (uiabbiliing bimd qad
hudifa [ft I-kalam] wa-st‘mila mahdiifan), which in other words means that, quite
wrongly from the point of vicw of grammar, they extend or change the sphere of au-
thority of a rule, but for some reason or other this has to be accepted [rom the poet.
This reason may most probably be that these lines of poetry exist, they are pro-
pagated and the grammarrian’s work is to describe and not to judge the data from
a normative point of view.” Besides tafbih and its derivatives the term manzila is
used for the explanation of licenses, e.g. Stbawayhi, Kitgh (H) I, 31-2: ga’ahi md
Id yagrt ft I-kaldm ‘ilid zarfan bi-manzilat gayrihi min al-'asmd’ (min sawd'ing, min
sawd'ikd).”

2 wa-ma yagilzu fT £5i ‘aktane min ‘an ‘adkuratut laka hdhund (SThawayhi, Kitdb (H) 1, 32, (B)
1, 13).
2 On normativity see Dévényi 1991. For a treatment of kaldm see Talmon 1988,

5 The relationship of taibik and manzila may best be characterized by that of the general rule and
concrete morphological or phonological form. For the meaning of manzifa see Versieegh 1978.
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2.) Bringing a form back to its origin(al form) (vablugina bihi al-‘asla, or at
other places: ‘agrawhu “ald I-’asl: Sthawayhi, Kitab (H) III, 312-3, (B) 11 58-9).*

The poet according Lo Sibawayhi does not only have Lhe possibility (vagiz) to
use deviant forms but sometimes he is also compelled (yudtam) to have recourse to
them. The use of two forms is not separated sharply, generally we have to do mainly
with possibilities rather than constraint (idtirar). However, it is important to em-
phasize that SThawayhi never uscs the word danira itsclf, although later it became
the popular term for poetic license.” Neverthcless, he uscs the verbal form, the

et al-HadTtT 1980:112 (1. This was called later ar-radd 'ild I- ‘asl, But for Sthawayhi it does not
mean the same as for later grammarians. He uses it only in a narrower sense, and so it can be considered
to be a special case of tafbfk. Eg. the form rddid does not mean a return (rug) to the original, but
the kasra gets back to this form through its comparison to the many existing faif forms. It means that
a (theoretically existing) original form *rddid is a necessary but not sufficient condition. If such forms
did not actually exist (like gdfis), then the kasra would not get back to this form either. This is repre-
sented by Muhammad (1983:50) as follows: rddid = rddd »  rddid

gatic

danib ete.
So it means that rddd is made similar to galis, without simply returning to a (theoretically existing)
original. :

7 The origin of the word danlra is usually brought into connection with jurisprudence, cf. al-
Haditl 1980:93-4. Versteegh (1977:25, [n 42) connects the term danlra with necessitas found in the
classical literature. as-Strifi, who uses exclusively this word in commenting on SThawayhi's Kitdb wrote
a long chapter (amounting 10 a short book) on this topic under the heading danira (for a linguistic
analysis of as-STréfT's collection see Ivényi in print). This word, the usual term for poctic licenses up
o our days, docs not occur in the Kitdb, but occurs four times in the Madnt -Qur'dn of al-Farrd' (I,
125: N4 f 577 li-dandradihi; 1, 162: 'ilta fr danfrat a-fi‘r; 1, 35: wa-hdda fr $-57r yagiz fi-danlrat
al-gawdff; and 11, 321: li-darirar af-§7r), according to Dévényi (Farrd'-index, under preparation).
Stbawayhi, however, uses other derivations of the same word: udiurra/ yudtarru and idiirdr. as-Steafl
(Jahn 1895-1900: 12, 27-55; as-STrafy, Sarh 11, 95-256) gives a complete definition of the word, the
essence of which is that the poet employs license (danira) to preserve the proper metric arrangement
of the verse: af-¥r .. ustugiza fihi li-tagqwim waznihi min ziydda wa-nagsdn wa-gayr ddlika md 14
yustagdzu fT i-kaldm mithufue. But he adds in the end (not leaving doubt about what is the most
important thing for a nafwf) that a wrong usage of the "rdb cannot be considered to be dantra: laysa
[t Say'in min ad-dardrati raf “u mansilhin wa-1d nasbu mahfitdin wa-1d lafrun yakinu I-mutakallimu
[ihi ldhinan wa-matd wugida hddd T -5 kdna sdqitan mutiarahan wa-lam yadhul fv bab darirati
-5 (Jahn 1895-1900: 1/2, 27). From later times three compendia have become known on poetic licenses:
Ibn “Usflir's Dard'ir, al-Oazziz's Md yagiz and al-'AlGsT's Dard'ir. Rhetoricians and literary critics
also treated the problem of poetic licenses, see e.g. Ibn Ra&lq, “Usmda: “bdb ar-rithas fT 3-5r",

European Arabists have considerably neglected the treatment of this phenomenon. For some
references see (in chronological order) Birkeland 1940:29, 106; Rabin 1951:89, 131 and 1955:30-1; Fleisch
1961:276-80 and 1968:38-40; Corricnte 1976:70 [f; Zwettler 1978:106, 110-1, 171, 177 n.41; and Fischer (ed.)
1982:42. The only valuable European consideration in this field is due to Wright (1898-99: 11, 373-90) who

gives a rather taxonomic but nevertheless compreh pr ion of the theme,
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masdar and the participle, even if not very numerously.” Tt means that, though not
exclusively, he uses the concept itself, but does not use the term created from it.”
Besides a long list of verses he has only two short sentences in the form of a quasi-
definition:

(1) yagitz T §-8iri md I yaditz fT I-kaldm
This contains two important points:

(i) the possibility (yahtamil in the title of the chapter, while here yafiiz)

(ii) and the contrasting of §i7 and kaldm (whatever this latter means at
Sibawayhi).

The field of poetic freedom is quite large, almost unlimited. There is only onc
thing restricting it: Even if poets do not employ the rclevant rules, they have to em-
ploy some grammatical rules (wagh): wa-laysa $ay” yudtamina Yilayhi illd wa-hum
yuhawiling bihi waghan. It is only this point that grammarians are intercsted in —
the actual linguistic data can be divergent from what is considered to be regular, but
the system of rules cannot be injured.®

(2) laysa Say’ yudtarriina ‘ilayhi 'illd wa-hum yuhdwiliina bihi waghan.

This also contains two impaortant points:
(i) The poct acts (can act) under constraint. Stbawayhi mentions here idtirar"

i According to Troupeau (1976:128) these forms are used 77, 13 and 6 times respectively, although
his data at least in connection with idrirdr are inaccurate, because he does not mention the first occur-
rence 1 found to be at 1, 72 (cd. Derenbourg = (B) I, 86 = (H) I, 169) and that makes altogether 14
occurrences.

® Later grammarians in general became more rigid in their approach lo these dard'ir, so e.g. we find
al-Mubarrad saying (Kdmil 1, 213): laysa ‘ahad min an-nahwiyyin al-mufanifin yudts mitla hada ft
d-danira li-‘annahu ‘idd muwwina I-ism lam yauagil bii d-damit. For SToawayhi, these poctic licenses
became acceptable as far as they can be explained with his methods. He says e.g. wa-ma‘ndhd
munawwana 'aw gayr wana sawd’ [i-' hu law §dza [T Lkaldm ‘aw udnirra ¥ir fa-gala
taldtaun ‘abwaban kdna ma“ndhu mand taldtat: ‘abwdbin. His two methods used in explaining licenses
are the very same methods which he uses in establishing correlations between the forms of the accepted
speech, al-kaldm: 1.) ta¥bili and 2.) bringing back a form to its ‘asl. But this 'as! differs basically from
the ‘asl of later grammarians. as-Strdfl: sarf md Id yansarif wa-huwa iz [T kulli I-'asmd” muttarid
fma ki-'anna I-asmd’ Casluhd s-sarf wa-dulull at-tamwin alayhd (or: radda l-kaldm ‘ild ‘asfihd).
Sthawayhi's ‘asf is a form which the kaldm left for some good reason and to which the poetic (or
dialectal) form now returns such as danint instead of dannid.

e A Dévényi 1991 arguing for the rule-normativity of Arabic grammar versus its data-normativity.

3 Stbawayhi uses a great many times the term idrrdr and even more times yadilz [T 3-8, but
does not differentiate sharply between the two. There are only a few cases where he states that some ir-
regularities of poetry are unnecessary because there was no idtirdr for the poel. Otherwise he uses the
two without special rulcs. Later on this gave risc to a long lasting debate and discussion concerning
whether the poet’s being in a position of necessity (10 manditha lahi) is an unavoidable prerequisite of
the danira or not (on whether Sthawayhi considered necessity as a prerequisite for using licenses or
not see e.g. 'Ibr3him 1983: 41-45). Once the grammarians had given a deviant linguistic form the siatus
of darilra it could be used in poetry without further necessity. The former view was held e.g. by Ibn
Malik (see c.g. Ibn AqTl, Sarh 1, 156-8) while the second one by the so called gumbdr (or: gumiilr
al-basriyyin) i.c. the majority, it was considered (and is still considered) as the consensus (see Ibn al-
‘Anbird, Insdf 151, 316, 522; Ibn Ya'ig, .§ar.{r 11, 144; al-‘Aldst, Dard'ir 6, al-IladTtT 1980:100-4;
'IbrEhTm 1983:31 T; cf. al-FlasOn 1983:7 IT).

This view is reflected in Tbn “Usfiir's definition (Dard'ir 6) where he gives all in all the same
definition as as-STrafl, leaving out, however, as-STr3(T's clause concerning Trdb and putting in a new
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without giving any explanation as to its nature, but from this sentence we can assume
that it was a well-known notion at that time, and even that there could be some dis-
cussions about it among grammarians (or grammarians, poets and rdwis),

(ii) The poet’s constraints or rather possibilities have their limits, this is the
wagh, which in a much simplified way means that the linguistic phenomenon under
question (even if it belongs to an acknowledged dialect) is regarded regular in a cer-
tain environment or context (e.g. in wagf or in wasl etc)), but it is not in this en-
vironment that it occurs in the given poem (in was/ instead of waqf or the other way
around).*

This restriction is very important, since by it the sphere of the grammar’s and
grammarian’s authority is secondarily extended over the deviant poetic material,
which is, nevertheless, for some reason or other deemed acceptable.®

Furthermore, grammarians were (and became in the century after Sibawayhi
even more) sensitive for 'i'7db-faults not to occur among licenses.® There is an in-
teresting and well known case showing how grammarians made efforts to keep up
right “'rdb endings in poetry. The somewhat extraordinary forms bakur/an-naqur and
bakir (instead of bakru(n)/an-nagru and bakri(n) respectively) are allowed by
Sibawayhi® This demma and fatha are considered as 'i'rab endings shifted from
the end of the word to the place of the sukin. He does not, however, allow bakar
(instead of bakran), because the indefinite accusative (nasb) ending is not to be lost
even in pause. Similarly, Sugur(d) and gilid(d) are not regarded as such and are
handled and explained differently because these plus vowels before the last consonant
do not reflect 'i'rdb (though from a strictly linguistic point of view the two phenom-
ena seem to be very similar to cach other).

What does it mean then that the poet "yulidwilu waghan” or what was said earli-
er that with radd ’ild I-’as! or tasbih he creates forms which "yagiiz [T §-5i" but "ld
yagiz ft l-kalam"? There is no answer, and in the first part there are no allusions
cither, to the question where the poet gets his permission from and why he is in need

sentence: udturra 3-5dCir ‘aw lam yudtarr. And he gives an explanation which fits well into the methods
of Arab grammarians: li-‘annahu ft mawdi® ‘ullifar fihi d-dard'ir, it is a customary place for darra.
From this time on there is no need to distinguish between "necessity” and "possibility”, the two notions
(which were even originally, a1 SThawayhi, very much connected) now fell completely together.

2 Stoawayhi (Kirdb (H) 1, 85), in discussing the verse * ‘alayya danban kullihu lam ‘asna‘i* - cited
above - remarks that this usage, although "weak”, cannot be regarded simply a phenomenon of the poetry
since it oecurs outside poetry too, and in the same (linguistic) environment: “fa-hddd da®if wa-huwa bi-
manzilatihi fT gayr al-3r". SirdAfl comments is as follows ('TbrahTm 1983:3940, where he cites
STrafl from 'Abdl s-Sudd’s dissertation quoted carlicr): "wa-fuwa ma‘a qubhihi gd'iz fT l-kaldm".

* From collected and recognized poetry which was accepted as such, but could not be fitted into
grammatical rules.

% Although the words denoting linguistic fault or false usage (fahn, hata’, etc.) rarely occur in the
Kitdb, which fact, too, points to the basically descriptive character of his grammar.

* See Stbawayhi, Kitdb (H) IV, 1734; (B) 11, 284; ad-Santamard, Tahsi 11, 340; on the Kufan and
Basran controversy on this issue see Ibn al-'Anbard, Insdf 11, 731-6, N°® 106.
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to turn to such special solutions.* But we can reverse the question and ask whether
it is really the poet who does all this (yaruddu / yuSabbihu / yuhdwilu)? 1s it rather
not the grammarian who attaches to the nahw the linguistic data that he could not
primarily embrace?”

4, yagitz [T $-5i'r wa-ld yagiiz [T lalam

The following question arises in connection with the role of poetic Sawdhid in
Arabic grammar: How did they evaluate and on what basis did they select the poetic
examples in the first century of grammar when we cannot speak of a normalized Ara-
bic language and a normative grammar. In a simpler way: if nalw relies (as I believe)
mainly on poetic examples in the evaluation of “arabiyya, then how does it say which
are the poems or poetic lines that have to be excluded (totally rejected or marked
as special) at the definition of the foundations of “arabiyva.® So poems provide the
basis for al-“arabiyya, some poetic examples are, however, still discarded from "good
Arabic” and these can enter only with special "permits”, i.e. licentia.

It is al-kaldm in relation to which gawdz a$-§i‘r or later danira is defined as
something basically different from al-kaldm. It scems at first sight (or rather it is sug-
gested by later grammarians and some modern publications) to be a static notion, re-
ferring to an almost homogeneous and stable linguistic state. In this case we would

u Knowing the tribal-cc I role of pre-Islamic poctry, and especially in case of the forms that
are more archaic than the 6th century qasida, namely e.g. radaz and sag “ it would be highly peculiar
to suppose that the poet would individually depart from the linguistic expectations of his community,
whether they relate to the spoken idiom, the tribal language, or to a sol (poetic) language. For a con-
nection between rafaz and dard'ir see “Abdarra’of 1977:117 ff.

37 Reading the Arab grammarians’ works onc can never know whether a tribal dialect or the usage
of one group of the Arabs deviates (rom a really existing Arabjc koiné or it is only an average or
common part of the different tribal usages on which the grammarians base their rules. How could such
pocts of the gdhiliyya as LabTd or Imru' 1-Qays have wanted to aim at a wagh, ie. a regular form of
kaldm (recognized by the linguists as such) which may not have existed at all. There are two conceptions
L ing the linguistic situation in pre-1 ic times: the “arabiyya was either a spoken language or a
high variant of the spoken tribal dialects. In the first case it could not be uniform, in the second it could
only be based on the poems and so it would be difficult to understand how so many poems could contain
"deviant” forms — and deviant from what.

* One may answer to my guestion by simply saying that on the basis of cveryday usage or on the
basis of introspection, inner knowledge of the language. But why then the poctic Sawdhid in the books
of grammar? And we also know that Arabic grammar was rom the very beginning corpus orientated and
to a large extent descriptive. As concerning everyday usage, even if “arabiyya had been a spoken language
in the 8th century (even among the bedouins), they could not speak one and the same variant of this
language. What was the basis of selection among data coming from various sources then? What linguistic
feeling provided the basis for the distinction; what were the phenomena considered to be restricted to
poetry? At the same tine we have to take into consideration that the “arabiyya did not and could not be
absolutely different in all of its aspects from the spoken language, but only in certain special features
(which, nevertheless, seemed decisive for the grammarians), and so they could rely upon the native
speakers’ linguistic instinct as well. We know from later sources many stories telling us which tribes were
considered reliable in their usage by the Basrans or the Kufans, but in my opinion it belongs more to the
domain of social history than to the history of language and linguistics. This, at the same time, provides
a possibility for total dismissal, as well, though STbawayhi does not furnish a lot of examples for it. He,
as we shall see, is very lenient and avoids categorical decisions.
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have kaldm on the one hand and some anomalies called qad yagiz [t §5Tr (ie. li-
censes, dard'ir) on the other hand, which are allowed in poems but considered as sec-
ondary to kal@m. The poet, for some reason or another, makes use of these deviant
forms, which are allowed to him, but his decision seems to be arbitrary and indivi-
dually motivated. This formula can be largely debated after analyzing SThawayhi’s
book.

What is then kaldm at STbawayhi? It is surely not prose as is gencrally conceived
by as-STrafi” and later authors. To cite only some examples: Id yadilz [T l-kalam
illd ff §-3i°r; or at al-Farrd’ (Ma'dnf 1, 126) mitldhu min al-kaldm ST 55 katir.
In these examples kalam is a general category, which partly overlaps §ir, while $ir
forms part of kaldm, but there are some places in poetry, which cannot be whole-
heartedly called kaldm - these are the licenses. Even those are not always altogether
rejected as non-kaldm (sometimes qualified as galil or qabil), but it is said oc-
casionally that this or that linguistic solution of the poetry cannot be accepted as
kaldm, Id yagiz fT I-kalam."

If we really want to understand the meaning of the kaldm concept in this carly
period Arabic linguistics we have to take into consideration all of its occurrences and
should try to understand why the grammarians did not use different words for the
different "meanings” of one and the same category (and I think not only of kaldm,
but many other terms as well, such as ‘atqal, 'ahaff, ziydda, nags etc.). In respect of
poetic licenses it is not only the general term al-kaldm that is significant but also its
modified variants: fi kaldmihim (where hum means a tribe or group of people and
not al-“arab); fi katdm ba'd al-‘arab; kaldm man yaqiil or qawl man yaqil. In these
cases kaldrn means variant or dialect or something like that - although one feels
throughout the book that kaldm always means one and the same thing - only in a
very vague, indefinite way: (in a smaller or larger community) acceptable speech. So
kalam has manyfold usage, it has only two main references:

1.) When operating inside language: acceptable speech act of any length.
2) \Yhe.n refering to an ourside level: an acceplable linguistic form of a commu-
nity.!

Now let us take again kaldmulum (as contrasted with al-kaldm), gawl ba"d al-
‘arab, ete, which always rcfer to dialects (or language variants other than al-kaldm).
The occurrence of thesc terms are usually accompanied by qualifications such as
katir vs. qalil or hasan vs. da“if/qabili and last but not least fadd. And it is at
these points that we read: wa-lakin yagiz [i §-§i'r. E.g. qalil fi I-kalam; [T kaldm

* To be exact, as-STrdfl, too considers kaldm 1o be a general category when he speaks about (.far{:
11, 95) kaldm manzim / kaldm mannlr.

“ Bven in cases when ¥ir and kaldm are opposed to one another (yadilz [ £-5°r wa-1d yagilz [T
I-kaldm) it is better not to use the word prose in translating kaldm (for a more detailed account of kaldm
2and related terms and the question of their translatability see Ivényi 1992). Anyhow, in the early Abbasid
period when Stbawayhi's grammar was in formation one cannot really see what should be understood
under prose — certainly not the religious literature which is referred to as Qur'dn, qird'dt, and hadit.

Al Stbawayhian categories behave in this peculiar way: ziydda / naqs ~ hadf — ‘ahaff / ‘aigal
‘afbah, or the explanation of phenomena within kaldm and for the connection of phenomena outside
kaldm with kaldm. All have twofold references and are very vague — but there are no equivalents in
European languages. So we do not feel inclined to translate them in many different ways.
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ba“d al-arab - wa-yagiz fl §-5i'r (and sometimes: ‘inda idlirar; ’idd udurra). So now
we are at the source of these special itimaldt or idtirarat (later called dard’ir). Ac-
cording to SThawayhi these are forms, mainly coming from those dialects or speech
variants, which are not altogether accepted by the grammarians or by those on whom
this Yigma” had been founded.

Later sources are not eager to mention how dantra is connected to dialectal vari-
ations but they are not always silent on this issue either. Danira or in Sbawayhi’s
language md yagiz fT 55 then sheds light on the making of “arabiyya. Making —
not in that much disputed way that they had invented forms but in gathering ma-
terials, deciding on their evaluation and selecting among them kaldm forms, separ-
ating them from existing but not totally acceptable speech forms or variants. These
are called galil or 3ddd, but could they be really galil if they occurred in the dialect
of a whole tribe or tribes? They are surely not individual variants (it is not said about
them and we can assure of this by ourselves, comparing them to the dialectal forms
of our days) and they are not called faults (lahn /hata’) cither. But there are limits
to the possibilities of $ir. Sibawayhi says: 'a-ld tard 'annahu 1 yagiiz laka ‘an
tagila: lam ya‘lam an-nds land masra® fa-tahdifa i-'alifa li-'anna hdda Ia yakiin fT
I-kaldm fa-huwa fT l-qawdft 1 yakiin. It is possible, however, to elide the verbal
plural -&: sami‘tu minman yarwi hadd 3-§i‘ra min al-arab yunSiduhu: .... ma sana’
instead of sana‘d.

There is just one interesling question which 1 would like to point out. Why is
there a sharp difference in the handling of gdfiya and the other parts of the verse?
I think first of all of the question of the so called poetic pause.** Stbawayhi does
not call them ihtimal af-3ir, he simply says: it is used in ‘inddd. as-Sirdfi, on the
other hand, classifies the endings of the so called gdfiya mutlaga as "possibilities” of
dard'ir of the poetry while later danira handbooks return to Sibawayhi's standpoint
and do not mention the lengthened vowels as dard'ir. So it cannot be said (which is
often said in the relevant Arabic literature) that danira is the differentiating factor
between the language of prose and poetry. But why is gdfiya mutlaga not considered
danira or something specially permitted, although it contradicts the grammarians’
principles? The reason scems to be its general acceptance. Here we can see the
limits of the grammarians’ activities — they simply could not and did not want to
refuse widely accepted forms, whereas in case of the peculiarity of a single dialect or
dialect group they can have their voice, evaluating it, but permitting its use in poetry -
which anyhow did exist without them as well.

5. yagitz fT §i'r wa-huwa qalil [t kalamihim

The poetic licenses (i.c. md yagiz f 3-5i‘r, or dard’ir) can be shown to occur al-
most always together with expressions relerring to dialectal usages (kaldmuhum,
gqawluhum, lugat man yaqiil) and evaluating words such as walil, Id taktur, §add, and
all this shows that STbawayhi was well aware of the sources of some poctic deviances

2 For Stbawayhi's views see Kirdb (1) 1V, 202-16 on al-'Bbd” and wudith al-qawdff [t I-'infdd.
Cf. Wright 1896-98: 11, 368-73; Fleisch 1961:190-3.
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from the accepted speech, kaldm, these were good Arabic (mainly spoken) forms ex-
cluded from al-kaldm by 'igmd” but still acknowledged as valid in poetry.

There are two scales or factors according to which one judged poetry and any
other linguistic material at that time:

(i) An inner scale — how they fit into the system of grammatical rules (wagh/
giyds) that was formed on the basis of linguistic material of different origin.

(if) An outside scale — whether there is an 'igmd* regarding their acceptability.
The correlation between dialectal features and the usage of poetry may be presented
in the following simple way:

variant type linguistic form

dialectal features (i) acceptable

(but not necessarily used for giyds)

(i) not acceptable
(galil, gqabih, da“if or laysa min al-kaldam)
acceptable (i.e. possible)

usage of poetry

(iii) acceptable
(characteristic of a dialect other than the author’s
of the poem)

(iv) (still) acceptable (though it differs not only
from the usage of al-kaldm, but from that of the
author’s dialect too, i.e., not employed in the
appropriatc cnvironment)

Finally, I would like to return to the title of my paper: qad yagitz fr ¥-3ir. We
can notice that Stbawayhi’s remarks concerning the language of poetry and poetic
data in general are always expressed in a modal language, which means the prefixa-
tion of gad in most of the cases to the cvaluating sentence, e.g. gad yagiiz fr $-5i°r
wa-fT duf min al-kaldm (Kitab (H) 1, 48). Similar expressions are: wa-qad yurfa®
hada fi lugat bant tamim (Kitab (H) 1, 384); wa-qad takiin fi §-3ir: hada hétim
tay’ ... mustakrahan (Kitagh (H) 11, 24). On the contrary, he is always decisive in
judging an utterance in respect to kaldim, or evaluating a grammatical quasi-example
beginning with gawluka, taqul, and the like, or deciding what is to be considered
wagh al-kaldm, i.e. a correct usage based on a grammatical rule.
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