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PREFACE

This study was begun in 1937, with a thesis on ‘Studies in Early Arabic
Dialects’ which I presented in 1939 for the degree of Ph.D. in the University
of London. At that time, under the influence of Vollers, I concentrated upon
the ‘Eastern Dialects’, and only later came to realize the special position of
the Western Dialects and the existence of the West-Arabian language, and
decided to present first this part of my researches. I hope to publish at a
later date my material on the Eastern Dialects and my lexicographical
collections.

When I began work upon my thesis, it was with the mental reservation
that I would abandon the subject if after three months I had not found
enough material to justify going on. I soon discovered that there was more
than could be digested in a lifetime. The matter presented here is therefore
no more than a selection of available data, and I could hope for no better
fate for this book than that it should rapidly become out of date. The great
potential importance of the pre-classical Arabic dialects for the study of
Arabic and of comparative grammar has in recent years been stressed by
such connoisseurs of the material as Kampffmeyer and Reckendorf. A
welcome revival of interest is proved by the appearance of the excellent
studies of the lamented Dr. H. Kofler and my fellow student of pre-war
years, Dr. Ibrahim Anis. The present volume proceeds on entirely different
lines of investigation and in some ways complements these two works.

It is an agreeable duty for me to thank all those who have given me help in
preparing this book. First and foremost I must mention Professor H. A. R.
Gibb, whose advice and encouragement accompanied my labours through
all stages. In the many hours he has so generously given to reading my suc-
cessive drafts and discussing my doubts and difficulties, many ideas were
born without my being able to say whether they were his or mine. His share
in the book is thus very large and real, though impossible to acknowledge in
detail.

Hardly less great is my debt of gratitude to Professor A. S. Tritton. As my
supervisor he guided me in my first halting steps, freely gave me valuable
hints from his wide reading, and restrained me from many a pitfall. For
valuable advice on points of detail I am much indebted to Professor W. R.
Firth, to Dr. A. F. L. Beeston, Dr. J. Schacht, Professor Marcel Cohen, and
Dr. F. Krenkow. I am very grateful to Professor G. R. Driver, Dr. R.
Serjeant, P. Edmund Beck, Professor J. Cantineau, and Dr. S. Glazer for
communicating to me, often at considerable cost of time and labour, and
allowing me to use, results of unpublished work of theirs.

I also thank the staffs of the Griffith Institute and the Bodleian Library in
Oxford, and the British Museum and School of Oriental and African Studies
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Library in London for their patience and kindness in facilitating my work,
and in particular the Library of the India Office for lending me twice for
lengthy periods the precious MS. of Ibn Malik’s Tashil.

I have used the transliteration recommended by the Royal Asiatic Society,
but have inserted hamza also in the initial position and noted ’alif
magqsira, when written with ya’, by the symbol &, which is not meant to
indicate anything about the phonetic character of that sound (cf. § 10 bb).
The common Classical “imala’ is indicated by #, the ‘Hijazi *imala’ (cf.
§ 10 x) by & As for tanwin and ta@> marbita, these have been omitted
wherever this would not have given rise to ambiguity. Hypothetical
‘proto-Arabian’ forms have been provided with the ending -u. To diminish
as far as possible the appearance of diacritical marks, I have omitted them in
names of the more common tribes. Colloquial words are spelled as I found
them in the sources.

With regard to Koran quotations I have followed recent usage in giving
first the verse numbers of Fliigel and then, if they differ, those of the Egyp-
tian Royal Koran. In dates the first number is, of course, the year of the
Hijra, the second the year A.D.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

This book is an attempt to evaluate from a comparative and geographical
point of view the data preserved by Arab philologists about the phonetics,
grammar, and syniax of a group of pre-literary Arabic dialects.

There is no need to justify the study of the ancient Arabic dialects. They
are likely to throw light not only upon Classical Arabic and the modern
colloquials, but also upon Semitic in general. Classical Arabic is remarkable
for its archaic character. How much more so should be the dialects that
preceded it in time and, if Classical Arabic were to any extent a mixed idiom,
represented a more direct line of development from proto-Semitic? If any-
thing has so far caused these dialects to receive little attention, it was not
lack of importance, but the impression one gained from the available
material, scattered, uncorrelated, and often contradictory as it was, that it
did not form a suitable basis for study. Freytag’s list (in his Einfiihrung,
pp- 65-125) must have convinced many that the field was sterile. The
excellent studies on points of detail which were undertaken subsequently
(cf. Bibliography 1) did not do much to change this attitude, and the rich
collection of material which we owe to the late Dr. H. Kofler’s astounding
industry and wide reading, is through its complete neglect of the geographi-
cal factor likely to discourage even further anyone who might have hoped to
utilize the data on the dialects. It is hoped that this investigation will con-
vince its readers, even if some of its conclusions should prove wrong in the
light of increased knowledge, that an analysis upon strictly geographical
lines produces results which make the study of the dialects worth while.

We owe to K. Vollers and C. Sarauw the discovery that the schematiza-
tion of all dialect differences into Hijaz and Tamim which we find in Arab
works corresponds to a real cleavage of the ancient dialects into an Eastern
and a Western group. They were not the only ones, but we know too little of
the others to take them into our consideration. The Eastern dialect group,
comprising Tamim, Rabi‘a, >Asad, ‘Uqail, Ghani and some other Qais
tribes, has a considerable number of distinctive features. Upon closer con-
sideration it appears that these are mostly comparatively recent linguistic
developments, and that basically the Eastern dialects are the same as the
Classical Arabic of the poets. Not so the dialects that were spoken along the
great watershed of the peninsula and on its western slope. The common
features of these dialects are less obvious—most of them became clear to me
only after I had studied the material for over five years—but affect much
more deeply the structure of the language. If we give due weight to the fact
that all we know about any Arabic dialect is only a dim reflection of some

1



2 ANCIENT WEST-ARABIAN

vague outlines, we shall admit that these dialects must have sounded to the
Arab from Najd like a foreign language. In some respects they exhibit
differences from Classical Arabic which go back to the proto-Semitic stage.
They are more archaic, i.e., they have not shared in developments through
which the latter idiom (or rather the dialects on which it is based) has passed.
In other matters they have developed in a different direction. These
developments are in several significant cases paralleled by developments in
Canaanite on the one hand and in South-Arabian on the other. These dialects
are what Arabic so conspicuously is not: a link between North-West
Semitic and South-West Semitic (in Leslau’s definition). Their character
corresponds thus to their geographical situation.

What seems to emerge from these data is a language which, while closely
related to Classical Arabic, has from very early times developed along
different lines and against a different background—in fact a different lan-
guage. I can as yet suggest no answer to the question whether this language
and Arabic have a common origin separating them from Canaanite and
South-Arabian—a kind of Ur-Arabisch—or whether they were separated
right from the proto-Semitic stage. Since Semitic dialects are so close to
each other, and there no doubt were many cross-influences, the question will
perhaps never be answered. Treating the new idiom provisionally as an
entirely separate entity, we may take a clue from the name South-Arabian,
and call it West-Arabian.

Even more difficult than the problem of the relation of West-Arabian to
Classical Arabic is that of its relation to the various idioms found in the
North-Arabian inscriptions: Lihyanic, Thamudic, Safatene, the language of
the en-Namara inscription, and the Arabic which influenced Nabataean
Aramaic. These dialects are taken together under the name of ‘proto-
Arabic’. This is a chronological term, and should not be taken to suggest
genetic connection between them. I have a feeling that one or another of
these idioms will turn out to belong to the West-Arabian group, with which
all of them are certainly related as well as with Arabic proper. For the
moment we have not the means, on either side, for making any comparison.

Apart from these possible appearances in writing, West-Arabian was a
non-literary language. Its speakers have left us no written monuments from
which we might attempt to reconstruct their history or culture. Linguistic
evidence in Yemen suggests that speakers of West-Arabian penetrated from
the north in waves. The spread of the name Tayyi® (cf. § 14 4) is an admit-
tedly very slight indication that at one time West-Arabians played a more
important role in the north. Arab tradition, which groups all West-Arabians
together, but jointly with other tribes, as ‘Yemenites’, claims on the con-
trary that these tribes emigrated northwards from the Yemen. A northern
origin would certainly supply the easiest explanation for the surprising
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similarities and parallelisms of West-Arabian with Canaanite. Further we
cannot go.

When West-Arabians began to produce a literature, they did so not in
their own language but in Classical Arabic. We give this name to the
language of pre-Islamic poetry, while we call its standardized form, which
was used as the international language in the Abbasid empire, Literary
Arabic. In chapter 3 the opinions of European and Moslem writers about
the origins of that language are summarized. It cannot be claimed that the
investigations in this book enable us to give a definite opinion. I can, how-
ever, offer a working hypothesis which has stood me in good stead in the
course of this research: Classical Arabic is based on one or several of the
dialects of Najd, perhaps in an archaic form. Najd was an area where
East-Arabians and West-Arabians met and mingled. In the west of the
region the Ghatafin and Hawazin dialects were strongly West-Arabian, in
the east those of Ghani and ‘Uqail clearly Eastern. Between them were
dialects which were possibly really mixed, with an Eastern basis, but of an
archaic character as compared with the Eastern group. Above all they
lacked the tendency to the reduction of short unstressed vowels so noticeable
in the Eastern dialects of Tamim and Rabi‘a. This area was thus neither
purely Eastern Arabic nor purely West-Arabian. It was the scene of various
attempts to transcend the tribal organization: the empire of the Kinda and
the Qais confederation. Here, apparently, Arabic poetry came into being.
Just as in Spain lyrical poetry carried everywhere the idiom of its Galician
cradle, so the new Arabic poetry spread together with the language in which
the first poems had been composed. In view of the mixed character of the
area it is likely to have been a compromise between Eastern Arabic and
West-Arabian right from the outset. In its phonetic character (fullness of
vocalization, absence of violent assimilation, etc.) it resembled more the
West-Arabian type; in its grammar more the Eastern Arabic. The needs of
poetical diction and of metre may have done something to shape it still
further.

Already before Islam this language was widely employed by poets whose
spoken language differed strongly from that of Najd. Some local varieties
developed, which admitted to a very limited degree features, especially
vocabulary, of non-Najdi dialects. The unity of the poetical language was
assured by the close cultural links which developed at the same time, and the
meeting of poets from many tribes at the courts of Hira and Ghassan and at
commercial and religious centres.

Such a local type of Classical Arabic was employed in the Hijaz for poetry
and perhaps also for writing in general. This is the idiom in which the
Koran was spoken and recorded. The pronunciation of the literary language
in the mouth of Hijazis was of course largely accommodated to their native

B



4 ANCIENT WEST-ARABIAN

dialect, to which Koran spelling is therefore a fairly reliable guide. In
morphology, on the other hand, an almost complete conformity with the
‘Arabiyya’ could be achieved; the few Hijazi forms, such as the triliteral
jussive and imperative of verbs med. gem., only appear sporadically. In
syntax the situation is more complicated. While the simpler rules of literary
Arabic are observed, the conflict between native and acquired speech habits
sometimes caused dislocation in more involved constructions, from which
we can discover the nature of the original Hijazi phrase. To a smaller extent
such features of West-Arabian can also be discerned in the style of the
Hijazi and Ta’i poets.

It would, however, be rash to conclude that every deviation from gram-
marians’ standards in Koran or Western poets is a pointer to West-Arabian
forms. At the present stage it is only with the help of express statements of
the ancient grammarians that we can recognize such survivals as West-
Arabian.

It is hardly necessary to stress that our approach is essentially different
from that of K. Vollers in his ‘Volkssprache und Schriftsprache im alten
Arabien’. He rejected the official text of the Koran as a grammarians’
fabrication and sought its original form in the non-canonical variant
readings. This reconstructed text he believed to be representative of a
‘popular language’, opposed to Classical Arabic above all by its lack of cases
and moods. I accept the Othmanic text as a true presentation of the language
Mohammed used, but believe that his literary diction contained some
elements of the spoken idiom of his milieu, which happens to be a specimen
of an otherwise lost language. As for the variant readings I hold that some of
them (not always those used by Hijazi readers) also preserve Hijazi dialect
features, in some cases even features which the Prophet would have
excluded from his own style as too dialectal. Which readings are of value to
us in this connection, is again a matter which can be decided only with the
help of the ancient philologists. As there are readings coloured with
Hijazi dialect, so there are others coloured with Eastern or with colloquial
features.

Thus we see our West-Arabian dialects only through the veil of the
literary Arabic used by their speakers But what of the dialects themselves?
Many features discussed in this book suggest that the Hijazi dialect was not
pure West-Arabian, but had undergone a profound influence of Arabic
dialects such as those on which Classical Arabic was founded. This influence
is more strongly discernible in the Hudhail dialect, but even in the Yemenite
dialects it is not completely absent. What we have is, therefore, West-
Arabian in course of dissolution, with forms rapidly succeeding each other in
ever closer approximation to Arabic. In fact the literary Arabic employed by
Muhammad and the vernacular of Mecca and Medina seem to have been
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merely different stages in the transition from West-Arabian to Arabic. It is
not unlikely that there were also individual variations in the degree to which
Arabic forms were accepted. For all these reasons we are well entitled to
believe that full-fledged West-Arabian was much more distinct from
Arabic, since even its broken-down remnants, visible only through mistakes
made in the use of Arabic, still betray such deep-going differences. We are
approximately in the position of a linguist who would attempt to recon-
struct the character of German from the mistakes made in the use of
English by semi-educated speakers of hybrid Pennsylvania ‘Dutch’.



Chapter 2
THE ARAB PHILOLOGISTS AND THE DIALECTS

a Since our investigation is in the first line based upon information
collected from the works of Arab philologists, we should try to gain some
insight into their methods and attitudes with regard to the non-literary
dialects. This will, among other things, show us how far we can trust their
data.

b Above all we must fully realize that to the Arab philologist the record-
ing of dialect data was a sideline, something that did not form part of his
proper business of codifying the laws of the Classical language. At best he
would exhibit them to impress readers with his learning, at worst he would
use them to prove some point utterly unconnected with them. Neither
approach made for exactitude. There were many further reasons for falsi-
fication of dialect data, which will be discussed in the following paragraphs.

¢ Several early philologists wrote works under the name kitab al-lughat,
or the like. None of those mentioned in the bibliographies has so far come to
light, so that we cannot say whether they were works on dialects or collec-
tions of rare words. The following are the titles known to me, in rough
chronological order:

1. Kitab al-lughat by Yunus b. Habib (d. 152/769 or 182/798), cf. Fihrist
ed. Fligel, p. 42.

2. Id. by Farra® (d. 207/822), cf. Fihrist, p. 67.

3. Id. by >Abi ‘Ubaida Ma‘mar b. Muthanna (d. 210/825), cf. bid. p. 54.

4. Id. by >Abi Zaid al->Ansari (d. 214/829), cf. ibid. p. 55.

5. Kitab lughat al-Qur’an, by the same, cf. Fliigel, Die grammatischen
Schulen, p. 72.

6. Kitab al-lughat, by >Asma‘i (d. 216/831), cf. Hajji Khalifa, v, 143.

7. Id., by Ibn Duraid (223/837-321/933), cf. Fliigel, op. ¢it., p. 103.

8. Id., by ‘Abdallah or “Umar az-Za‘farani or ad-Dami, cf. Fihrist, p. 84;
Yaqt, ’Irshad, vi, 47. The author, whose name shows him to have been a
native of Arabia, lived in the first half of the fourth/tenth century. Ibn
an-Nadim calls him ‘of recent date’.

9 Id., by Ibn Barri (d. 582/1187), quoted Lisan, xx, 194. The quotation
does not refer to dialect matter.

10. Kitdb as-sabab fi hasr lughat al-‘arab ‘Reasons for the restriction of the
Arabic dialects (or vocabulary?)’, by Husain b. Muhadhdhab al-Misri
(before 650/1252), cf. Suyuti, Bughyat al-wu‘at, p. 236, from the Mughrib
of Ibn Sa‘id.

11 (?). A kitab al-lughat is mentioned by Ibn Khalawaih (d. 370/980) in
his Kitab Laisa, ed. Shingiti, p. 42.
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d 12. We possess only one monograph on dialects. This is a treatise
ascribed to >Abii ‘Ubaid Qasim b. Sallam al-Herewi (d. 223/838), entitled
Risdla fi ma warada fi l-qur’ani min lughati l-gab@ili “Treatise on dialect
words in the Koran’. The work was published on the margin of the litho-
graphed edition of Dirini’s Taisir fi “ilm at-tafsir (Cairo 1310), and reprinted
on the margin of the Tafsir al-Jalalain (Cairo 1356). Suyiti, in his >Itqin
(p- 310), quotes extensively from a monograph (t@’lif mufrad') of >Abii
‘Ubaid on this subject. The quotations are largely identical with the material
of our Risala, but are arranged by dialects, while in the Risila the items are
in the order of the Koranic passages which they comment. Also, Suyut?
quotes authorities, while the printed text never mentions any. Perhaps both
the Risala and Suyiti’s quotations are drawn from a fuller work of our
author.

e The data in the Risala differ from those we find in the lexica. The latter
never seem to quote it by name, and only in very few cases give dialect
provenience to the same words. Where they do, they tend to confirm the
Risila. The Risala ascribes words to dialects that are never mentioned in
other works. The most surprising of these is the language of the Jurhum, a
tribe of the ‘Arab al-Bad’ida, on the coast near Mecca. Remnants of that
tribe were known to Muhammad al-Kalbi (d. 146/763; quoted by ’Azraqi,
> Akhbar Makka, ed. Wiistenfeld, p. 54; cf. Noldeke, Fiinf Mu‘allaqat, iii, 27,
n. 2). It is thus possible that >Aba ‘Ubaid, or his informant, still heard their
language spoken. The dialect meanings recorded in the Risila hardly ever
fit the passage they are supposed to elucidate, a circumstance which lends
some verisimilitude to the information. It is probable that further material is
to be found in >Abd “Ubaid’s unpublished Gharib al-musannaf.

f The authors of the monographs listed above were lexicographers;
Farra’ a representative of the Kufan school. The grammarians of the Basrian
school evinced little real interest in the dialects. Sibawaih mentions mainly
such usages as were permissible in Arabic as he conceived it. He subjects
these to the same giyds method as any other material. Since the dialects as
such meant nothing to him, he had no hesitation in reducing differences
largely to a schematic opposition of Hijaz and Tamim (which shows that he
clearly realized the distinction between West-Arabian and Arabic). Most of
the later grammarians had even less interest in the dialects, and omitted
even some details which Sibawaihi noted. It was only the later eclectic and
encyclopadist grammarians, such as >Astaribadi (d. 683/1287) and Suyuti
(d. 911/1505), who collected all dialect data they could find in order to
achieve completeness. Ibn Malik (d. 686/1287) appears to have had some
interest in dialects for their own sake. He mentions them frequently in the
Tashil, and even in the > Alfiyya. Perhaps it had already become fashion to be
expert in such linguistic curiosities. The commentators of Ibn Malik—Ibn
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‘Aqil, >Ushmiin?, and Suyiiti—are valuable secondary sources who have
preserved for us many data from lost works. One of these commentaries, the
mammoth work of >Abid Hayyan, is recommended by Qalqashandi (d.
821/1418) as the best source of information about the dialects (Subh
al-a‘sha, ii, 233). We may note in passing the curious fact that a knowledge
of such things was considered of value for a civil servant.2

8 The lexicographers were of course more interested in dialect words,
and not only in those that occurred in poetry. On what principle they in-
cluded such words, is impossible to make out. There certainly was no
attempt at being systematic. Ibn Duraid and Nashwan had a particular
delight in words of dialect origin, and included in their dictionaries especially
many Yemenite words. Yet Ibn Duraid rarely gives any material for his own
>Azdi dialect®. The commentators of Diwan Hudhail did not consult living
members of that tribe, which dwelt within easy reach of Mecca. The only
more or less systematic presentation of a dialect which ever existed, the
seventh volume of Hamdani’s Ik/il, devoted to the Himyaritic language, has
unfortunately been lost. Later lexicographers were not specifically interested
in dialect matter. Even the Lisan often omits such data from its quotations
of earlier works.

h Most of the dialect features treated in the grammars were those found
in literary sources and considered fasih, correct and elegant Arabic. These
were submitted to the same casuistic treatment as any other phenomena
of the literary language and were hedged in by rules of an entirely artificial
character. In some cases, as with the Ta’i dha ‘which’ (§ 14 v) this gram-
matical discussion led to the adoption of forms and constructions alien to
the dialect from which the words came. Other features were included
because they occurred in recognized poetry or in the Koran, and had
somehow to be accounted for. In these cases the grammarians are often
satisfied with the mere statement that ‘this is the author’s dialect’, or ‘this is
according to the dialect of . . .’. A third reason for quoting dialect usage was
that it sometimes supported some theory about the character of a literary
Arabic construction.

i Once it was recognized that a form which did not conform to the rules
of literary Arabic might be dialect, the temptation was at hand to seek here
an easy explanation for anything for which one could not account by the
rules one had made oneself. To give one example out of many: >Andalusi
(quoted by ’Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 117) believes to find in a verse
kai meaning kaifa ‘how’. He adds: ‘either this is the dialect of the poet, or
the -fa is dropped as a poetic license’. Any faint similarity to a known
dialect peculiarity is exploited, without considering the probability of
the author’s using that dialect. Thus phrases in the Diwin Hudhail are
explained from the Tamim dialect, etc. Even worse, ‘dialect words’ are freely
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invented to justify some theological idea or simply to find a meaning to a
Koranic phrase. Thus the letters . at the opening of Sura xxxvi are
said to represent yd sin, said to mean ‘o man’ in the dialect of Tayyi’, the
letters ab in Sura xx, to mean ‘o man’ or ‘o thou’ in the dialect of ‘Akk
(Baidawi, ii, 156; i, 591). The Greek loanword ’iglid ‘key’ is made into
Yemenite dialect because it occurs in a line of poetry ascribed to ‘Tubba®
(Lisan, iv, 368).

k Borrowing from different dialects was proffered as an explanation for
the ’addad, the words with two (real or imaginary) opposite meanings.
‘When a sound-complex (karf) has two incompatible meanings it is absurd
to believe that the Arabs should have used both simultaneously. These
words were employed by one tribe with one meaning and by another with
the second. Later on the tribes became acquainted with each other’s usage,
and mutual borrowing ensued’ (Ibn al->Anbari, ’Addad, p. 7). It was only a
step from this to the naive attitude expressed by >Aba ‘Amr b. al-‘Al@’
(d. 154/771), one of the founders of the Basrian school. Asked by the father
of the traditionist Ibn Naufal whether he accepted every usage of the
Bedouins as good Arabic, he replied in the negative, and declared: ‘I follow
the majority and call everything that cont:adicts my own view (ma khalafani)
dialect’ (Suyiti, Muzhir, i, 111, from Zubaidi, Tabaqat an-nahwiyyin). We
need not take the ‘majority’ criterion too seriously, as several usages current
among the majority of desert Arabs, such as the taltala (§ 6 ) were rejected
by the grammarians.

1 Apart from pure inventions of this kind, the tendency to account for
existing alternative constructions of Classical Arabic by means of dialects
led often to an unwarranted sharpening of differentiations. If a construction,
which was for any reason in discord with grammatical theory, could be
found in a dialect, or in texts by members of a tribe, it was often simply
declared a dialect usage. An instance of this is the use of a predicate with
generic /@, which because of its occurrence in the Koran was declared a
Hijaz dialect construction. From this the further conclusion was drawn that
it was used nowhere else, and when it was found in a poem by Hatim Ta’j,
that poet had ‘abandoned his own dialect’ (§ 13 ¢). The basic cause of such
confusions is the lack of a clear conception of the relation between Classical
Arabic and the dialects, cf. the next chapter.

m A fertile source of confusion is the homonymy of the word lugha. This
can mean 1. speech in general, 2. ordinary usage, as opposed to technical
language (istilah), 3. the Classical Arabic language, 4. lexicography, as
opposed to grammar and syntax, 5. a word, 6. a permissible alternative
expression, 7. a dialect, 8. a provincialism or dialect expression. Often an
earlier writer might say that a form was lugha fi ‘an alternative form for . . .’;
a laterauthor, quoting him, would substitute fz ba“d: I-lughat ‘in some dialect’,
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or vice versa. The restrictions placed by some writers on the use of lugha do
not make matters any clearer. E.g., >Astarabadi (Kifiya comm., ii, 31) in
discussing hula’i for ha’alad’i, says: ‘it is not a lugha, but a shortened form of
ha@’ul@s’. Apparently lugha does not mean a dialect form in this context, but
a form which cannot be derived from the normal one by simple phonetic
substitution. This is certainly not the usage generally followed.

n It is no wonder that some philologists lost sight of the fact that a
dialect is connected with an ethnic group. In Suyiti’s Jam*® al-jawami* (i, 37)
we find the following passage: ‘Some say that the treatment of diptote
nouns in prose as triptotes is the usage of the dialect of some Arabs. This
view originated with >Akhfash, who said that it was the dialect of the poets,
because by employing this as a poetic license they became so used to it that it
became current in their everyday speech.” One came even to talk of dialects
of Basra and Kufa, meaning the forms approved by Basrian and Kufan
grammarians (Kofler, WZKM, xlviii, 264). But those who realized more
clearly the implication of the term dialect were not always right in applying
it. Discussing Farrd’s view that mundhu is composed of min and the relative
dhi, Ibn Ya‘ish objects: all Arabs use mundhu, but only the Tayyi’ have
dhi. How can a word which all use have an element restricted to one
tribal dialect? (p. 1103). In spite of his logic, he was wrong, cf. § 13 pp.

0 A certain amount of our data on the dialects consists of the type of
linguistic oddities people like to attribute to their neighbours. While they
contain a core of truth, they are no doubt often exaggerated and misinter-
preted, like the popular versions of Welsh Il or the French belief that Ger-
mans say p for b and vice versa. Many dialects were known popularly by
nicknames taken from some striking feature, such as ghamghama, ‘aj‘aja,
‘ajrafiyya, rutta, etc. (cf. § 3 I and the index). Most of these, when analysed,
mean no more than ‘shouting’, ‘bellowing’, ‘moaning’, ‘talking gibberish’, or
similar kindly epithets (just as in Germany every region is accused by others
of ‘singing’). This was not good enough for the philologists, who sought to
narrow these vague terms down to some tangible grammatical detail.
Either they identified the name with some well-known dialect feature or,
where no suitable feature was known, they more or less invented one. The
‘an‘ana of Tamim was made to refer to the fact that that tribe said ‘an for
>an; therefore the ‘aj‘aja of Quda‘a and Tayyi’ must mean that they said ‘¢
for ‘7 (§ 14 m). These terms became the stock-in-trade of the popular
grammarian, and the whole approach to the dialects was centred around
them. A good account of the traditional values attributed to these names is
to be found in the article Al-lughat wal-lathaghdat by Pére Anastase in
Mashriq, vi, 529-536, 589-93.

P There were thus at the very source of the material with which we have
to deal many causes that tended to falsify and distort the data. Subsequent
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tradition, consisting in the copying of statements by each writer from his
predecessors, is also responsible for a good deal of uncertainty in our
knowledge of the dialects. On some occasions we find authors flatly con-
tradicting each other, both in the description of the phenomena and in their
attribution to specific tribes. Names of tribes that were similar in spelling or
sound often gave rise to confusion, especially as they seem to have meant
very little to even the early philologists. Freytag (Einfiihrung, p. 76) lists
features of the >Azd and >Asad dialects under one heading. Other confusions
that I have found occasionally are Hudhail and Hanzala (section of Tamim),
Tamim and Yaman. Such mistakes are not too frequent and can mostly be
easily discovered.

q Much more disturbing than this is for our purposes the tendency to
substitute a larger tribal grouping for a smaller one. Thus we often find the
names of sections of Tamim, whose dialects seem to have differed rather
strongly, replaced by Tamim; or Kinana, Khuza‘a, Medina, the ‘Aliya, etc.
by Hijaz. This is particularly annoying when such larger groupings cut
across important dialect boundaries, as in the case of Qais, which confedera-
tion included speakers of Western and Eastern dialects. An absurd case is
the use of ‘Yemenite dialect’ for tribes in various parts of Arabiawho claimed
a “Yemenite’ genealogy. The most frequent method is to group Western
usages under Hijaz and Eastern ones under Tamim. This was already
largely done by Sibawaihi. Suyiiti names the chapter of his Muzhir which
deals with the dialects (ii, 175-8): ‘Differences between the dialects of Hijaz
and Tamim’, although in his other works he is not prone to this schematiza-
tion. When one of the two type-dialects differed from Classical Arabic, the
Classical form was often simply attributed to the other. Because ma with the
predicate in the accusative is Hijazi, md with the nominative is called md
Tamimiyya (Ibn Malik, Tashil, f. 22 a). Because the Tamim inflected
halumma (§ 12 2), the uninflected halumma is made Hijazi dialect
(’Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 72).

r While realizing all these sources of error, and applying due criticism to
the information supplied by Arab sources, we must also beware of falling
into the opposite error of believing that the data are worthless. I hope to
have shown in this book that on the whole they fit into a coherent system of
geographical distribution. One must above all beware of rejecting a form
because it is unique. Often the seemingly absurd turns out to be well-
founded. D. H. Miiller in 1877 (Siidarabische Studien, p. 21) rejected the
‘Himyaritic’ i ‘not’ as ‘im Semitischen undenkbar’, while in fact it is one
of the best-authenticated features of southern Yemenite (cf. § 4 bb). There
is no doubt that we are in possession of a solid body of data derived from

observation. It remains to review the nature and provenience of these
data.
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s Many of our statements are framed in such a way as to imply personal
contact with dialect speakers. Phrases such as ‘I heard a man of the...
tribe say’, ‘I was told by a man of the . . . tribe that such-and-such was their
usage’, recur constantly. Often precise details are given about the informant’s
age, etc., or about the circumstances of meeting. An instructive example is
the following: “Abi ‘Ubaid (d. 223/838) reports from al-Hasan: we did not
know what al-’ar@’tk meant until we met a man from Yemen who told us
that his countrymen used the word ’arika to denote the canopy under
which the bridal bed is erected’ (Suyiti, *Itqan, p. 310). Another interesting
story is that of >Abi ‘Amr (d. 154/771) settling a point of dispute by sending
out two emissaries to test the reactions (laggana) of a Hijazi and a Tamimi to
a certain construction. Each insists on his own dialect usage and cannot be
brought by any means to admit that of the other (Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i,
227). This story actually is suspect, not only because it presupposes that
bedouins in the second century still spoke pure dialect, but also because
it savours too much of the idea that ‘a bedouin cannot make his tongue
utter a faulty expression’ (Khizana, ii, 130). We must confess the same
hesitation with regard to the dictum of Jarmi (d. 225/840): ‘I started
out from the moat of Kufa and travelled all the way to Mecca, but I
never heard anyone use other than the accusative in the construction
1drib >ayyahum afdalu ‘strike whichever of them is the most excellent’
(’Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 57).# This presupposes the general use
of the case endings in the late second century. There is little reason to
believe that these sayings do not derive from the persons to whom they
are attributed, or that they were not uttered with full sincerity. They
illustrate a point which is very important to our subject: that the tendency
to self-deception on linguistic matters was no less strong among ninth-
century Arabs than it is among present-day literary men and schoolmasters
in Europe and elsewhere.

t Much of the information on dialects was probably not collected in the
desert, but in the cities of Iraq from bedouins who lived there, and were
attached to the grammatical schools. Fliigel (Grammatische Schulen, p. 45
seq.) gives a list of such ‘native assistants’, most of them hailing from
Eastern tribes. The eagerness with which new arrivals from the desert were
met suggests that most of them soon lost their contact with living bedouin
speech (cf. Goldziher, JRAS, 1897, p. 326, note 1). These bedouins had a
reputation of providing, against suitable payment, any ‘information’ their
interlocutors desired (cf. Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 81; Taha Husain, Al->adab
al-jahili, p. 180). They would of course be particularly unreliable on matters
pertaining to dialects other than their own. It must be pointed out that
names of such bedouin informants hardly, if ever, appear in our data; but
they also are almost never mentioned in connection with Classical Arabic
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matters. It was obviously not required of the philologist to specify his
‘native’ source (cf. also § 3 ).

u Another source never mentioned, but probably of considerable im-
portance, were the traditions current in Arab families about their ancestral
speech, the linguistic peculiarities of aged relatives, and expressions current
in noble families proud of their tribal ancestry. Obviously this was not a very
reliable source of information, as the individuals concerned were under the
influence of the koiné spoken around them. It may, however, have contri-
buted towards throwing into relief the more salient features of the dialects.

v It would be difficult, if not impossible, to discover why the philologists
recorded just those dialect features they did. There is certainly no system in
it. They never considered dialects as forms of speech in their own right, but
as collections of curious deviations from the literary language. All their data
are measured on Classical Arabic, and we can often see quite clearly that
they failed to see anything that did not fall within the categories of that
idiom. But even if we grant this limitation, there is still a large amount of
dialect forms and usages of which we learn in an indirect way, which must
have struck the ear of any Arabic speaker and yet were not recorded. An
instructive example is the casual and misleading way in which an important
difference like the Himyaritic -ku for the first person sing. of the perfect is
mentioned—in a lexicon; the grammars never say a word about it (§ 5 7).
Perhaps one reason is that Arab philologists were not really interested in
what we should call accidence, a discipline which was covered adequately
neither by sarf nor by nahw. The net result is that we have a great deal of
information on minor points of dialect usage, but get only occasional
glimpses of the basic forms. We cannot reconstruct the complete paradigm
of any tense in any dialect; we can hardly say with certainty what a complete
word may have sounded like. The few glimpses we obtain prove that there
were profound differences, the full nature of which will probably never be
revealed to us.

w It cannot be strongly enough stressed that we do not possess a single
sentence in genuine dialect, apart from the Himyaritic material. The ex-
amples we find in our sources are no doubt in many cases constructed by the
grammarians, not taken from the mouth of dialect speakers. Where the
sentences were quoted from actual speech, only the essential word or words
were given in their original form and the rest remade according to the rules
of literary Arabic. We must remember that it was often impossible for the
Arabic script to express dialect sounds, just as it is inadequate to-day for
writing the colloquials. This process of ‘normalizing’ was continued by the
copyists.

X Apart from the examples of the philologists, we shall often have to deal
with verses from poets and with the Koran. Both of these are indirect
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sources that can only be used with great caution. They are literary Arabic
texts in which dialect features only enter as unintentional deviations from
the norm the authors set themselves. What we get is not pure dialect but a
compromise between dialect and Classical Arabic. Copyists and systematic
correction by philologists have in both types of text served to obscure still
further the character of che provincialisms in them. The dialect in these
texts plays a very similar role to that of the Canaanite language in the Tell
Amarna letters. The successful recovery of so many features of old Canaanite
from those letters should give us courage in dealing with the Arabic material.

¥ In the case of poetry there is the special problem of authenticity. It is
not much good basing linguistic conclusions on a verse which was not
written by a member of the tribe which the alleged poet represents. Perhaps
one day our knowledge of the dialects and of the provincial variations of
Classical Arabic will be sufficiently advanced to provide us with linguistic
criteria for judging the authenticity of a line or a poem. At piesent we can
accept material from poetry only as cumulative evidence,® and for that the
necessary preliminary studies are still lacking. One wishes that every editor
of early poetry would provide us with a careful study of his poet’s language
as Schwarz has done in his edition of ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a. Such a study is
not only of value to the advancement of Arabic linguistics as a whole, but
would place the edition itself on a much sounder basis. The verses quoted in
this volume, mostly the shawdhid used by the philologists themselves, are
meant to serve as examples, not as evidence for the existence of the pheno-
menon they illustrate. For that reason in most cases it does not matter much
whether they are genuine or not.

z The philologists speak invariably of fixed dialect units. These are rarely
localities (Mecca, Medina, T?'if) or small tribal sections (these especially in
the case of Tamim and ’Asad), but mostly either large tribes or tribal
confederations (Tamim, Qais) or large and ill-defined regions (Yemen,
Hijaz, Nejd, Tihama). Clearly we cannot satisfy the basic demand of
linguistic geography, which is to start with the locality as basis. Nor can we
draw isoglosses for different features. The investigations of linguistic
geography have shown that dialects as such hardly ever exist. Local speech
varies from village to village, and only occasionally one finds bundles of
isoglosses large enough to give the feeling of a linguistic boundary. The real
linguistic unit of the bedouin Arab was the kayy, the group of families living
together, often in closer contact with similar groups belonging to other
tribes than with the rest of its own tribe. There is no definite proof that the
tribe did constitute a linguistic unit. With regard to the larger geographical
units, it is often certain that linguistic boundaries ran across them. Yet we
cannot but accept the localization of our material as it is. Geographical
linguistics in Arabia has the additional peculiarity that the linguistic unit
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was not stationary, but moved often over quite large areas. The locations
given on our maps are therefore merely schematic indications. Some of
them are likely to be wrong even within the vague sense attached to them, as
we have no real geography of tribal Arabia.

aa We have fairly plentiful information only for three areas within
Arabia: Hijaz (probably only the holy cities), Yemen, and Tamim. For other
areas we have some information which permits us to recognize the general
character of the dialects spoken there. For the rest of the dialects of the
peninsula we have so little information that we must consider their language
totally unknown (cf. map no. 2). Fortunately, the West-Arabian dialects fall
entirely within the first and second categories. The gaps are, however,
painful enough. They include the Quda‘a tribes, who were in closest
contact with North-Semitic and cover the territory in which all proto-
Arabic inscriptions were found, so that we obtain no help for the better
understanding of these early documents. Worse than that, they include
nearly the whole of those Central-Arabian dialects which perhaps were the
basis of Classical Arabic. ‘The lack of interest displayed in these is all the
more astonishing as most of the important early poets hailed from this area.
Two explanations offer themselves, one that in the second to fourth
centuries it was not easy for townsmen to establish contact with bedouins in
this most nomadic part of Arabia, the other that just because these dialects
had produced Classical Arabic, their differences from it were not sufficiently
striking to attract notice.

NOTES

1 I correct in the text of the ’Itqin *akhrajahu for *akhraja. Without this emendation
the text seems to make little sense.

3 Owing to the troubled times, I have not been able to see this work.

3 Ibn Duraid, who lived in Basra, perhaps did not know the *Azd dialect at all, but
drew his information from the Yemenites with whom he associated.

4 We naturally hesitate to accept statements such as ‘mima and bi’sa take the
feminine ¢ in all dialects’ (Suyiti, Bahja, p. 81), and the like.

8 I.e. the more frequently a usage recurs in the work of a poet, the less likely its
appearance is to be due to accident or forgery.
ry



Chapter 3
VIEWS ON THE ORIGINS OF CLASSICAL ARABIC

Owing mainly to our scanty knowledge of the ancient dialects, all views on
the relations between them and Classical Arabic are guesses or working
hypotheses. Néldeke (Beitrige, p. 1-14 and Semit. Sprachen, 2nd ed.,
pp. 54-5) thought that differences between dialects spoken in the main part of
Arabia (Hijaz, Najd, and the Euphrates region) were small, and the literary
language based upon all of them equally. Guidi (Misc. ling. G. Ascoli,
Torino 1901, p. 323) believed Classical Arabic to be a mixture of dialects
spoken in Najd and adjoining regions, but not identical with any one of
them. Nallino (Scritti, vi, 188=Hilal, xxvi (1917) 47), who connected the
rise of Classical Arabic with the kingdom of Kinda, thought it was the collo-
quial of the Ma‘add tribes united in that state. Fischer (ZDMG, lix, 662,
note 4) held similarly that Classical Arabic was identical with one particular
dialect, but does not specify which.! Essentially the same is the view of
Hartmann (OLZ, xii, 23). Vollers (Voikssprache, p. 184) evolved the
hypothesis that Classical Arabic was based on the speech of bedouins in
Najd and Yamama, but much changed by the poets, while in the rest of
Arabia quite a different language, the ancestor of the modern Hadari
colloquials, was spoken; that the Koran was composed in that popular
Arabic and subsequently rewritten in Classical style. Brockelmann (GVG,
i, 23), as Wetzstein and others before him, claims that Classical Arabic
was never spoken in the form in which we know it; he does not discuss
its relation to the dialects. Landberg (Prov. et Dictons, i, xxvii) says
it was spoken ‘on ne sait quand’, but its grammatical form was largely
due to the work of the poets. >Anis (Lahajat, p. 28) also denies that
Classical Arabic was identical with any of the dialects. Margais (quoted by
Fleisch, Introduction p. 99) compares it with the artificial idiom of
Homer.

b A question sometimes confused with, but really quite distinct from
that of the origins of the Classical language is the role it played in the
linguistic set-up of pre-Islamic Arabia. Here there is substantial agreement
among European scholars that to most or all of those who employed it for
writing poetry, Classical Arabic was to some extent a foreign idiom which
had to be acquired. The situation among the ancient bedouins was in this
respect just the same as among the Arabs of our own days, who compose
their poetry in archaic and often extraneous dialects (cf. Socin, Diwan aus
Zentralarabien, iii, 71; Doughty, Travels, ii, 27; etc.). In settled areas this
language is often of a bedouin type (cf. Cantineau, Parlers, p. 4 note),
exactly as it was in Hijaz at the time of Muhammad.

17
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¢ There was just as substantial agreement among Moslem scholars, only
that they held the opposite view. For them literary Arabic was identical with
the spoken language of the bedouins. The nomad Arab was the final
arbiter of correct Arabic. He could not speak wrong Arabic even if he had
wanted to (cf. § 2 5). The less opportunity he had of acquiring a veneer of
civilization the better. ‘The best speakers of Arabic are those deepest in the
desert’ (afsahu l-‘arabi >abarruhum) says a proverb (Lisan, v, 119).2 The
philologist Farra® (d. 207/822) was rebuked by a bedouin for studying the
language with the famous Yanus b. Habib when he could have done so
much better in learning it from the” Asad bedouins who dwelt near his home
town (Noldeke, Beitrige, p. 5). >Aba Qildba al-Jarmi avers that the most
elegant speakers of Arabic he ever saw were some Harith bedouins he met at
Mecca (Mubarrad, Kamil, p. 434). The idea of bedouin fasaha is made the
subject of a literary genre in the >Amdli of >Isma‘il b. al-Qasim al-Qali
(d. 356/967). It seems that this view of the linguistic superiority of the
bedouin was the corollary of the theory which attributed everything that was
considered incorrect to the influence of foreign languages on the speech of
the settled population. This was part of the general idealization of early
Islamic society and corresponds to the romantic hankering after the primi-
tive in other urban societies. To some extent it was justified by the rich
speech of the bedouin and his natural rhetorical ability, and by the fact that a
tradition of Classical Arabic poetry still continued among the tribes for
some centuries, as is proved by the Diwan of Hudhail. But there can be
little doubt that the spoken language of the bedouin was different from the
Classical idiom. It is hard to understand that the scholars never seem to have
realized this. Perhaps they were able to abstract their minds from those
bedouins with whom they came in contact and to concentrate on some ideal
bedouin.? Even to-day the traveller in Arabia is told about tribes, some-
where in the centre of the peninsula, who still speak the purest Classical
Arabic. Whatever the reasons of this self-deception may have been, there is
no doubt that the basic identity of Classical Arabic with the everyday speech
of some Arabs was the guiding principle in the Arab scholar’s approach to
this question.

d With regard to the origin of Classical Arabic, the views of Arab scholars
were as divided as those of the Europeans. If we present these views here in
the form of a development, this must not be taken to imply that the various
stages followed each other chronologically and that one opinion was
abandoned as the other gained ground. I believe, though I have not enough
material to prove it, that the three schools of thought described in the
following paragraphs did in fact succeed each other within the space of one
or two generations during the third century of Islam. We learn about them
from much later works, where the three points of view are given side by



VIEWS ON THE ORIGINS OF CLASSICAL ARABIC 19

side, without any attempt at decision, so that later authors seem to hold
several opinions simultaneously. Each point of view was further developed
and we find it expressed in a form which may not be identical with that
which it had originally.

e At first it seems to have been a commonplace that the literary idiom as
used in the Koran contained elements of different dialects. >Aba ‘Ubaid
(d. 223/838), who in his Risila (cf. § 2 d) made a collection of such dialect
words, puts his view in the introduction to that work as follows: ‘parts of the
Koran were revealed in the dialect of Quraish, others in that of Hudhail,
others again in that of Hawizin, in that of Yemen, etc. Some dialects have a
greater share in the Koran than others’ (quoted Suyati, *Itqan, p. 110).4
>Abu Bakr al-Wasiti gives in his >Irshad fi l-qira’at al-‘ashr a list of fifty
dialects and eight foreign languages which contributed to the vocabulary of
the Koran (quoted Suyiti, >Itqan, p. 313).5 Ibn ‘Abdalbarr (d. 463/1071)
points out that some common features of the Koranic text, such as the
preservation of hamza, contradict what we know of the Hijaz dialect
(Suyiti, #bid.). Ibn an-Naqib considered this a proof for the uniqueness of
the holy book (’ijaz al-qur’an): ‘Othsr books were revealed only in the
language of the nation to whom they were addressed, while the Koran
contains words from all Arabic dialects, and from Greek, Persian, and
Ethiopic besides’ (Suydti, p. 316).

f A slight twist is given to this idea in a statement ascribed to Ibn
‘Abbas, in which he explains the seven ’ahruf in which the Koran is said to
have been revealed as seven dialect versions, five of them in the dialects of
the *a‘jaz Hawazin, one in that of Khuza‘a, and one in the Quraish dialect
(Tabari, Tafsir, i, 22). Presumably the versions in the other dialects were
lost and only that in the Quraish dialect preserved. In this way the statement
really represents the third school of thought, that equating literary Arabic
with the Quraish dialect. It may also be noted that all the dialects mentioned
in Ibn ‘Abbas’s statement are Hijazi.

8 While these views were mostly expressed with reference to the Koran,
they were no doubt held with regard to literary Arabic in general. Ibn Jinni
insists on the mixed character of Classical Arabic as the only rational ex-
planation of alternative forms and irregularities in the correspondence of
perfect and imperfect vocalizations (Khasa’is, i, 379). A similar view was
expressed by >Anbari with reference to the >addad (§ 2 k). In another pas-
sage (i, 253), however, Ibn Jinni claims that the differences between dialects
did not go very far. They differed only in details (fur#‘), not in essentials
(usal), and all dialect forms fit into the general grammatical system of the
language (lahu mina l-qiydsi wajhun).

h The popular idea of the origin of Classical Arabic among townsmen,
however, seems to have been that it was identical with the dialect of one

C
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tribe or a group of tribes. How little this was based on reality can be seen
from the wide divergence of opinion as to the identity of that tribe. Nearly
every tribe of the peninsula is said by some scholar to have been ’afsah
al-‘arab, ‘the best speakers of Arabic’. Perhaps, when we find an early
scholar like >Abi “Amr b. al-‘Al#’ (d. 154/771) asserting this of the Upper
Hawazin and Lower Tamim (Suyiti, *Itqan, p. 109), he did not mean that
they spoke the best Arabic, but that they were most expert in handling the
language of poetry, using fasik in its original sense of ‘eloquent’. The same
may be the meaning of the story (Tabari, Tafsir, i, 14) that the Prophet
arranged an inter-tribal contest in recitation and found that the Tamim
were most correct in the use of the case-endings (*a‘rabu l-gaumi). As poets
of that tribe played a prominent role in the literary movements of the first
century, such a judgment would have been fairly correct about the year 100.
The Thagif of T#’if, who were reckoned among the Upper Hawizin, appear
to have enjoyed a fairly general reputation for fasaha. This can only refer to
their literary skill, as their spoken language must have been of a purely
West-Arabian type. They were more urbanized than any of their neighbours
(cf. Lammens, T#'if, p. 181). 'The Caliph ‘Othman is said to have considered
the ideal team for achieving a correct text a man of Hudhail dictating to a
man of Thaqif (GQ, iii, 2, other version Ibn Faris, Sahibi, p. 28). That
means that for the inventors of this story the Hudhail counted as models
of correct literary usage and pronunciation, while the Thaqif were only
recognized for their skill in handling the pen. Even this reputation of the
Thaqif may have been artificially fostered for political reasons, so as to
give wider currency to Hajjaj’s revision of the Koran (cf. Blachére,
Introduction, p. 75).

i In the case of the Hudhail, we can see how this reputation for literary
correctness was later misunderstood as applying to the dialect. Muqaddasi
(’Ahsan at-taqasim, p. 97) says that ‘the dialect of Hudhail is the most
correct among all Arabs. After this comes the language of the two (?) Nejd,
then that of the remainder (sic) of Hijaz, except that of the >Ahqaf, for their
speech is savage’. This can hardly refer to Muqaddasi’s own time (c.
375/985). In view of the West-Arabian character of both the Hudhail and
Hijaz dialects, it would at no time have been correct. Kofler (WZKM,
xlvii, 64-5) gives a list of other tribes which were mentioned as ‘most
eloquent of the Arabs’.¢ Among these we may call attention to the passage in
Lisan (xvii, 225) where the palm, on the authority of ‘one of the learned’ is
given to the Nasgr Qu‘ain or Qu‘ain Nasr. There were sections called
Qu‘ain both in >Asad and Qais; neither of these seems to have been in any
way remarkable. One suspects the name stands for the tribe Whatsitsname,
and the statement is meant as a parody on those who searched Arabia for the
source of linguistic infallibility.
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k One of the strangest choices for the home of pure Arabic is the tribe
of Jarm, on the coast north of Hijaz, which belonged to the Quda‘a
confederacy.” In all probability these people spoke a dialect of a totally
aberrant type, perhaps closer to ‘proto-Arabic’ than to the Arabic we know.
They produced no poets of any fame and played no role in early Islamic
history, thought they ‘produced’ some later grammarians. Perhaps they
spoke a good Arabic because they had to learn it as a foreign language and
therefore had no provincialisms. The linguistic superiority of the Jarm is
the subject of an anecdote which is of some importance to our subject
because it illustrates the rise of the dogma which equated the literary
language with the Quraish dialect.

1 This anecdote occurs in Mubarrad (Kamil, p. 364), Hariri (Durra,
p. 114, ed. Thorbecke, p. 183), Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 156), and Ibn
‘Abdi Rabbihi (‘Iqd, i, 294). The following is the oldest version, that of the
Kimil: ‘One whom I do not count among our colleagues tells in the name of
> Asma‘i, who had it from Shu‘ba, who had it from Qatada, that Mu‘awiya
asked one day “who are those that speak the most correct Arabic?”” One of
his courtiers rose and said: ‘““The tribe which keeps away from the furatiyya
of Iraq, keeps to the right of the kashkasha of Tamim and to the left of the
kaskasa of Bakr, which does not have the ghamghama of Quda‘a, nor the
tumtumaniyya of Himyar”. Mu‘dwiya then asked ‘‘and who are they?”, to
which the courtier replied: “my own tribe, O Commander of the Faithful”.
Asked “of which tribe are you then?”’, he replied “I am of Jarm”. >Asma‘i
adds: Jarm are among those who speak the most correct Arabic.” So far the
version in the Kamil. The other versions add other faults: the ‘an‘ana of
Tamim, the taltala of Bahra’, the rutta and lakhlakhaniyya of Iraq, the
fashfasha of Taghlib, the tadajju‘ of Qais, and the ‘ajrafiyya of Dabba.
Some of the peculiarities are assigned to different tribes in different versions.

m The version of the Kiamil contains at least one deviation from what
must have been the original form of the story: the attribution of the
ghamghama to Quda‘a. In the T3j (ix, 6) it is attributed to Quraish (cf. also
§ 10 o). The versions of our story as given in Durra and ‘Iqd go farther.
They let the courtier reply ‘your tribe, O Commander of the Faithful,
speaks the best Arabic’. It is thus made to conform with the dogma which in
its most pointed form is reported by Pére Anastase (Mashriq, vi, 529): lam
yakun li-quraishin “aibun fi l-kalami, ‘Quraish had no flaw in their speech’.

n The steps which led to this reasoning are fairly clear. The Prophet was
>ummi, ‘illiterate’,® which to the Arab of later centuries was identical with
ignorance of literary Arabic. It was, therefore, out of the question that he
should have learnt it. Moreover, it would have been unworthy of the
Prophet to have spoken any but the best Arabic, or to have taken over the
language of anyone else, least of all the poets whom he despised. The theory
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fitted in well with the tendency to ascribe to Mecca a leading position in the
religious and literary life of Arabia before Islam.

o Khilid b. Salama states it as a commonplace that the Koran is in the
dialect of the Quraish (Tabari, Tafsir, i, 23). The same >Aba Bakr al-Wasiti
whom we have seen above (§ ¢) argue the mixed character of the Koranic
vocabulary, is quoted as saying that there are only three words in the Koran
that do not belong to the Quraish dialect,® otherwise the holy book is com-
posed entirely in that dialect ‘because it is smooth and clear, while the speech
of the Arabs (bedouins) is uncouth and full of unusual words’ (Suyiiti,
’Itqan, p. 314). >Abu 1-Laith as-Samarqandi applies the dialect criterion to
textual criticism: “‘When two different readings mean the same, Mohammed
can have uttered only one of them, but he permitted every tribe to read
according to their own usage. If someone should ask “since you say he used
only one variant, which one was it?”—we shall reply “the one that agrees
with the dialect of Quraish” ’ (Itqan, p. 193).

P Qalqashandi(Subh al-’a‘sha, ii, 233) states this view in such a way as to
bring out its ideological significance: ‘The Prophet spoke both in public and
in private the language of Quraish and of the settled population of Hijaz’.
The first caliphs are shown to us watching with jealous eyes lest the sacred
text should lose its dialect character. Muhammad al->Amir (on Mughni, i,
111) tells us that one day Ibn Mas“@d was reciting the Koran in the presence
of the caliph ‘Omar, and pronounced ‘attd for hatti (cf. § 8 0), according to
his own Hudhail dialect. The caliph rebuked hirr sharply: ‘the Koran was
not revealed in the Hudhail dialect, therefore teach the people according to
the dialect of Quraish’. Such anecdotes are numerous. According to Ibn
at-Tin (quoted by Suyiti, ‘Ttqan, p. 140), ‘Othman’s reason for instituting
his well-known revision of the sacred text was none other than that everyone
recited it according to his own dialect; ‘he therefore had one copy made,
arranged by Suras, in which the Quraish variants were selected as against
the other dialects. To justify this step he pointed out that the Book had been
revealed in that dialect.” According to Abulfeda (Annales, i, 264) ‘Othman
gave the following instructions: ‘If ye differ concerning any words in the
Koran, write down the version which agrees with the dialect of Quraish, for
in it the Koran was revealed’.

q The reason why the dialect of Quraish became the literary language of
all Arabs is most clearly expressed in a statement that seems to emanate
from Ibn Firis (d. 395/1005; Sahibi, p. 23) and is often quoted (here in the
form it has in Nisabiiri, Ghar#’ib al-Qur’an, i, 20): “The Quraish had of all
Arabs the best judgment in matters of accuracy in the choice of words; their
speech flowed most easily, they had the finest feeling for the language and
the greatest facility in expressing their thoughts. From their mouths the
classical language was recorded and their usage is the one to be followed.
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Their idiom was adopted among the Arabs by the Qais, Tamim, and *Asad.
These, therefore, are the principal sources of information. Their usage is to
be relied upon in questions of lexicography, syntax, and accidence. Besides
these, but to a lesser degree, the Hudhail, part of Kinana, and part of Tayy?®
may be considered. No persons belonging to any other tribe must be used as
sources of information. Under no circumstances is a settled Arab ever
accepted as an authority on matters of correct speech.” There is no need here
to discuss the inner contradictions of this view. Other writers describe how
this linguistic superiority of the Meccans arose from their frequent contacts
with speakers of other dialects during the pilgrimages and the fairs of
‘Ukaz (summarized in Sulaimin Bustani, *Iliyadhat Homeros mu‘arraba,
p- 109). This was the view generally held in the later middle ages and by
modern Arabs. Its consistent application drove Taha Husain in his > Adab
al-jahili to deny the existence of any pre-Islamic poetry by other than Hijazi
poets. When Vollers developed at the Oriental Congress in 1905 a theory
which contradicted this dogma, he was attacked by Moslem scholars as if he
had decried the basic tenets of Islam (cf. Volkssprache, p. 3). Yet, as we have
seen, quite different opinions were held by important Moslem authorities.

r There seems to have been some opposition to this glorification of the
Quraish dialect. As usual, it was clothed in the form of a hadith in which the
Prophet says: ’and *afsahu - “arabi baida >anni min Quraishin wa-nasha’tu fi
Bani Sa‘din (Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 105; Lisan, iv, 68). This, to my mind,
bears only one translation: ‘I would have been the most eloquent of all
Arabs, but for the fact that I was born in Quraish and grew up among the
Bani Sa‘d’ or perhaps: ‘I am the most eloquent of the Arabs, though I
was . ... Ibn Hishim ascribes to baida here the otherwise non-existing
meaning ‘because’.1?

s All these views were, however, held purely theoretically, and did not
exert any influence on the day-to-day approach of scholars to linguistic
questions. We never hear of any scholar who went to study Arabic in any of
its supposed homes or tried to emend poetry according to Koranic usage.
Even the respect for bedouin usage must be taken with a grain of salt. The
‘native assistants’ of the schools were most probably professional ruwdt. It
was the rdw? who transmitted literary Arabic usage from generation to
generation.!! Early philologists, such as Yinus and Khalil, clearly drew their
information from the ruwat, if they did not, as is quite likely, start their own
career as ruwdt. The great achievement of the first generations of philologists
was to combine and systematize the different local or tribal rawi traditions
and to harmonize them with the rather different type of literary Arabic used
in the Koran and in the Imperial chancelleries.

t Many of the statements discussed in the chapters dealing with the
Hijazi dialect betray that the philologists, in spite of their theoretical
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identification of Quraish dialect and literary Arabic, were quite aware of the
distinction between the two. They had no hesitation in ascribing exceptional
usages in the Koran to the Prophet’s dialect. If anything, they had a ten-
dency to go too far with this convenient method.

u Ibn >Abi Dawiid (Jeffery, Materials, Arabic text, p. 32 seq.) transmits
traditions according to which ‘Othman admitted that the Koran still con-
tained some dialect traits ‘but the Arabs would soon put them right’. May
we perhaps see in the ‘Arabs’ the Najdi bedouins, the guardians of the
poetical idiom, and in the dialect traits remnants of Hijazi provincialisms?
In fact ‘the Arabs’ did put the Koran right, at least to some extent, through
the influence of grammarians on the selection of reading variants.

NOTES

1 In the same note Fischer announced the impending publication of a lecture held
some years earlier on the subject of dialects and Classical Arabic. He seems not to have
carried out his intention. No article of this nature is listed in Plessner’s bibliography of
Fischer’s writings (Islamica, ii, 618-44).

2 *Anis (Lahajat, p. 33) lists the tribes whose language was not admitted as evidence
because of their contacts with the outside world: Quda‘a, Taghlib, Namir, Bakr. Anis
does not give his source. These tribes are indeed rarely mentioned in connection with
dialect material, but the same applies to several large tribes in inner Arabia.

3 How even the best-trained scholars can err in this respect, is illustrated by the
amusing case of Comte de Landberg, who heard (or ‘remembered’ some years later he
had heard) a girl of the Fahm tribe address him in the purest literary Arabic ‘mit allen
Vokalfinessen’ (Critica Arabica, p. 56; cf. Snouck Hurgronje, Verspreide Geschriften,
v, 129).

4 It is of some significance that the dialects enumerated are all West-Arabian. In the
material of the Risila, West-Arabian dialects predominate.

5 The same author held also the opposite view (cf. § o below).

¢ The reference to the Harith dialect is to be deleted (it refers to the story of Abi
Qilaba mentioned in § ¢ above).

7 Ibn Ya‘ish (p. 1246) implies that the Jarm mentioned here are not the Qudia‘a
tribe, but a section of Tayyi’. The existence of a Jarm within Tayyi’, by the way, opens
some vistas to the origins of that tribe.

8 This is how the word was understood from early times. On its true meaning in the
Koran, cf. Blachére, Introduction, p. 8.

® The words are: yunghidina (xvii, 53/51), mugqit (iv, 87/85), and sharrid (viii,
59/58).

10 One can also take wa-nasha’tu in the sense of fa-qad nasha’tu: ‘1 speak the best
Arabic, for though I was born in Quraish, yet I grew up among the Sa‘d’. The view that
Muhammad was sent to the Sa‘d in order to improve his Arabic is expressed by Ibn
Hishiam. Perhaps our story is drawn from the hadith preserved in the Nihdya of Ibn
Athir (ed. Cairo, i, 3) where Muhammad ascribes his ability to converse with ‘the
Arabs’ to his stay with the Banii Sa‘d. It is worth while noting that this hadith implies
that such speech was almost unintelligible to the townsmen of Mecca.

11 Substantially the same view, that the poets preserved the knowledge of an older
form of the language, is put forward by Landberg (Proverbes et Dictons, i, xxvii).



Chapter 4
YEMEN

a The Yemen is the most clearly defined of all regions of Arabia. Its
inhabitants differ from those of the rest of the peninsula in their physical
type as well as in their social structure. In Early Islamic times two further
factors contributed to make them feel different. The memory of the great
South-Arabian culture was still vivid, its monuments were still standing;
and some part of the population still spoke a language markedly different
from Arabic, called Himyaritic,! which was popularly believed to be identical
with the language of the inscriptions of the ancient kings. A great national
pride inspired the Yemenite antiquarians and philologists of the third and
fourth centuries to record the peculiar words and expressions current
among their compatriots. We are thus, at least from the lexicographical
aspect, better informed about the Yemenite than about any other dialect.
Moreover, the population of the country appears to have changed little since
the seventh century, so that we can ofien use features of present-day Yemen-
ite colloquials to elucidate the scanty data of the grammarians. Though far
from complete, the information contained in the works of the Comte de
Landberg, of Goitein, Mittwoch, and Rossi, gives us a clearer picture of
the speech of the Yemen than we possess of any other peninsular colloquial.

b The continuity of linguistic development and the attention the dialect
received from the philologists have also certain disadvantages for us. On the
whole it is not possible for us to decide whether any particular piece of
information refers to the time of the writer who gives it or to an earlier time.
Our sources tend to treat the language of the province as a unit, and often
quote as lughat ’ahl al-Yaman features that are elsewhere specified as
peculiar to Northern Yemenite dialects or to Himyaritic. It is hardly more
helpful if some word or form is referred to ‘some Yemenites’ (ba‘d ’ahl
al-Yaman). We can for the moment do nothing but treat all data for which
we possess no more detailed localization as referring to the Yemenite dialect
as a whole. In fact there is nothing to prove that there ever were any
features which marked all dialects in the province as against those outside,
or in other words, that there ever existed a Yemenite dialect. The little we
know of the Northern Yemenite dialects rather tends to suggest that there
was a continuous chain of dialects from south to north, without any clear
dividing line between Yemen and Hijaz. It is, therefore, quite likely that
some of the material treated in this chapter belongs really into the three next
chapters, Himyar, >Azd, and Northern Yemen.

¢ With the exception of features expressly described as Himyaritic, our
data for the Yemen betray little survival of South-Arabian forms. This seems
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to indicate that the pre-Arab substrate was very slight in the Arabic-speaking
districts. However, there is generally a paucity of grammatical, as corhpared
with lexicographical data. The Yemenite words we find in the dictionaries
are mostly of a very specialized and local character and hardly touch the
sphere of the basic vocabulary. All this points to the conclusion that the
philologists record for us the ‘literary’ Arabic as used by Yemenites, not
their local dialects. It is not impossible that these latter ones contained more
South-Arabian features.

d Though vocabulary does not fall within the purview of this volume, we
may mention here a small number of words common to the Yemenite or
‘Himyaritic’ dialect and to North-West-Semitic, because they may throw
light on the position of the dialect within the Semitic family. Some of these
words may be loans from South-Arabian, especially those referring to
activities of settled life. Others, however, may be common West-Arabian
words which fell out of use in the speech of the Hijaz. Perhaps, if we knew
more of the Tayyi> dialect, we might find some of these words there. The
Hebrew aspect of these equations has been treated more fully in the
Hebrew Melilah, ii, 252-55 (Manchester, 1946).

1. >aim ‘devil’ (shaitan) (cf. Tabari, Tarikh, i, 1040), Hebrew ’émim
‘prehistoric giants’ (Deut., ii, 10), *a@yom ‘gigantic’, >émah ‘terror’, Baby-
lonian #mu ‘dragon’ (for the last cf. [{ommel, Ethnologie, p. 665, note 4). In
South-Arabian as n. pr., CIH 434, line 10.

2. ba‘l ‘lord’ (Baidawi, ii, 177; >Abu ‘Ubaid, Risila, p. 155), cf. Hebrew
ba“al and cognates, also common in S.-Ar. and in Mehri (cf. Mordtmann,
Himyar., Inschr., p. 61), as well as in Ethiopic. In this sense the
word may have been borrowed by Muhammad from South-Arabian
(Koran, xxxvii, 125, Meccan, second period), but in the more frequent
meaning of ‘husband’ (e.g., xi, 72) it occurs also in poetry (e.g., the ‘Uqaili
Majniin Laila, Noldeke, Delectus, p. 6), and is perhaps a direct loan from
North-Semitic.

3. tilm ‘furrow’ (Nashwin, Extr., p. 14), Hebrew telem, Eth. telm, as
against Arabic talam (‘Targumic Aramaic tlama).

4. jafn ‘vine’ (’Azhari, quoted T4aj, ix, 162), Hebrew gephen and cognates,
also S.-Ar.

5. jathal, mijhal ‘stick for raking coals’ (Ibn Duraid, Jamhara, iii, 357;
Lisan, xiii, 138), perhaps connected with Hebrew gaheleth ‘live coal’, a word
without satisfactory etymology.

6. hasab ‘firewood’ (Farr® in Lisan, i, 310, to explain Koran, xxi, 98),
Hebrew hasabh ‘chop wood’ (Is., x, 15).

7. khabalihi ‘woe for him’, said when mentioning a fault of one who died
recently (Jamhara, i, 239), Aramaic (especially Western) hébhal ‘woe’ on
tombstones, etc.
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8. khashaf ‘thick clay’ (Jamhara, ii, 223), Biblical Aramaic hdsaph; in
other languages with sad. Particularly interesting, because the South-Sem.
forms, Eth. s@heb ‘clay’, and perhaps also S.-Ar. shf ‘throw up earthworks’,
Arabic sahfa ‘dish’, show transposition in addition to the §, and % for kh.

9. khasin ‘a small axe’ (Jamhara, ii, 227), Syriac hésind, Ass. khasinnu.?

10. khaldq ‘luck’ (six times in Koran, only in Medinean suras) is said by
>Abi ‘Ubaid (Risala, p. 143) to mean ‘portion’ in the Kinina dialect; cf.
Bibl. Aram. hdlaq, Hebrew héleq. As the phrase in Koran iii, 71/7 is identical
with the Mishnaic Hebrew expression >én ldhem héleq ba-‘olam hab-ba’, the
word, as used in the Koran, may be a loan from Jewish Aramaic.

11. rakhima ‘have tender feelings towards’ (Jambhara, ii, 214), Hebrew
rahém (Pi‘el) often used of parental love; S.-Ar. rkhm in the epithet of a
god (CIH 40, line 5) also in Thamudic n. pr. mrkhmt. Perhaps the S.-Ar.
rhmn and other forms of the root, which occur only in late inscriptions, are
borrowed there from North-Semitic.

12. raqada ‘to romp’ (Jambhara, ii, 253), Hebrew rdgadh and cognates.

13. rakana ‘to incline’ (Koran, xvii, 76/74) is said by >Aba ‘Ubaid
(Risala, p. 148) to be Kinina dialect; Mishnaic Hebrew harkén ‘incline one’s
head’.

14. shahaba ‘to hoe the ground’ (Jamhara, i, 223; Lisan, i, 467) may be
connected with Hebrew séhabhoth ‘rags’ (Jer., xxxviii, 11) and s@habh ‘tear
to pieces’ (ibid., xv, 3). We would thus have a root $hb ‘to tear’, different from
shb ‘to drag’ (Arabic, Hebrew, Ethiopic). Then the two Hebrew words just
quoted are written with Sa@mekh by error (on similar cases in the Bible, cf.
Gesenius, Grammar, § 6 k).

15. tashabbasa ‘to be intertwined’ (Jamhara, i, 291), Hebrew mishbésoth
‘intertwined gold-thread’.

16. ’ashatta (Koran, xxxviii, 22) and its verbal noun shatat, normally
translated as ‘to transgress’, is derived by >Abu ‘Ubaid (Risila, p. 151) from
shatta ‘to lie’ in the Khath‘am dialect. Cf. perhaps Hebrew Saté khazabh
(Ps., x1, 5) and $étim (Hos., v, 2), usually translated as ‘turning aside’, which
would thus mean ‘liars’.

17. saugam ‘sycamore’ (Jamhara, iii, 42), Chr. Pal. Aram. shogma,
Hebrew plur. shigmim.

18. sw’iya ‘to be soiled’, of clothes (Jambhara, i, 182), Hebrew béghadhim
$§8>im ‘filthy garments’ (Zech., iii, 3). In Arabic, with transposition, was’a.
19. taffal ‘dry mud’ (Jamhara, iii, 110), Jew. Aram. téphel ‘to smear’.

20. z’r ‘pillar’ (Jamhara, ii, 379), Mishn. Hebrew sir ‘door-hinge’, S.-Ar.
tgwr (RES. 2965, line 1, etc.).

21. ya‘zubu ‘is hidden (?) (Koran, x, 62/61) is said by *Abd “Ubaid
(Ris., p. 147) to mean ‘to leave’ in the Kinana dialect. Cf. Hebrew ‘azabh
‘to leave’, and cognates. (For Arabic cf. also Yahuda, ZAss., xvi, 250-8).
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22. ‘aziga ‘plain’ (Jamhara, iii, 6) is perhaps connected with the name of
the town ‘dzégah on the edge of the Judean plain. Perhaps also ‘azzégq
(Is., v, 2) means ‘to level’.

23. gafakha ‘to strike in the neck’ (Jamhara, ii, 236), Mishn. Hebrew
gaphah ‘to strike on the head’.

24, kurkir ‘deep river gorge’ (Jamhara, i, 147), cf. perhaps Hebrew
kikkar ha-yardén, usually explained as ‘(round) plain of the Jordan’.

25. mariyyun ‘lord’ in Himyaritic (Nashwian, Extr., p. 100), Bibl. Aram.
maré’, S.-Ar. mr’. Arabic ({)mru’ ‘man’, etc., differs both in form and
meaning.?

26. tanassama ‘to breathe’ (Jambhara, iii, 52), Hebrew nasham and cog-
nates. In Arabic ‘to blow’.

27. wathaba ‘to sit’ in Himyaritic (Nashwan, Extr., p. 113; Jamhara, i,
205, etc., and in many other places), Hebrew ydshabh and cognates. In
Arabic ‘to jump’.

28. wahar ‘blaze of the sun’ (Jamhara, ii, 422), Mandaic yéhar ‘to shine’,
Hebrew yahir ‘proud’ (cf. Noldcke, Neue Beitrige, p. 189).

Although some agreements with North-Semitic against Classical Arabic
can be produced for nearly every dialect, this list is too long to be taken as
mere coincidence. As is well known, Ethiopic, too, agrees in some points of
vocabulary with Hebrew against all other Semitic languages. As in so many
other points, Western South-Semitic proves in its vocabulary closer to
North-West Semitic than does the eastern branch of South-Semitic.

e For the vowel sounds of the Yemenite dialects we possess only some
scanty and ambiguous indirect evidence. *Imdla of long a seems to be rare in
present-day Yemenite colloquials; according to Rossi, (RSO, xvii, 469) it
does not occur south of San‘@’. Rossi (ibid., 234) makes no mention of &
becoming ¢ anywhere in the Yemen. Such a change is however said to occur
sporadically in the Hadramaut (Mordtmann, Siidar. Alt., p. 22, note 1;
Landberg, Arabica, v, 189, 206), in ‘Azzan (Landberg, Dathina, p. 295),
Shahha (Jayakar, BRASB, 1902, p. 263), Oman (Reinhardt, p. 95, 115), and
Zafar (Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii. 91). In the last-named region Rhodo-
kanakis ascribes it, with good reason, to Shahari influence. We have no trace
of @ being pronounced as ¢ in either Greek or Arabic transcriptions of
ancient S.-Ar. names, nor (in spite of Dillmann, Grammar, p. 147) does such
a change occur in the Ethiopic family of languages. The modern South-
Arabian languages, however, have this change quite regularly (Brockelmann,
GVG, i, 142). As d regularly became 4 in Canaanite, Western Aramaic,
and the Hijaz dialect (see § 10 s and map No. 12), we might feel tempted to
assume that it penetrated into South-Arabian from West-Arabian. The link
would have to be the old Yemenite dialect, and it is therefore of some
interest to know how 4 was sounded there.
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f A great many names of the first Islamic centuries, and later still in the
West, were formed with a suffix -#n. Kampfimeyer (ZDMG, liv, 634-40)
adduces arguments to show that it was a peculiarly Yemenite mode of
name-formation. Landberg (Dathina, p. 293 ff) suggests that -4n was none
but the South-Arabian definite article -d@n, which was pronounced -7 by
the Yemenite bearers of these names. In fact the form -dn for the South-
Arabian article -n is purely hypothetical. Kampfimeyer (loc. cit., p. 649)
thinks it was -#n in the nominative, -in in the genitive, and -@n in the ac-
cusative, and to prove this he points to the existence of names with the
endings -in and -@n besides those with -#n. As Himyaritic had no trace of the
old suffixed article it is rather improbable that these suffixes have anything
to do with it, and they should rather be compared with the many Hebrew
names ending in -dn, some of which may be caritative (diminutive), with the
Syriac diminutive suffixes -on and -in, and the hypocoristic -6 used with
names in modern Syrian colloquial (‘4bdé for Abdalléh, etc.).

g The absence of any express statement to the effect that long @ had an
o-like sound in Yemen is not a strong argument against assuming that it was
so. The Arab philologists were curiously ineffective in phonetic matters. We
shall see, when we come to deal with the same problem in the Hijaz, that
apart from one isolated general statement our main indication consists in a
special case where the pronunciation had affected the spelling, namely the
words of the type haydtun, zakatun, which were spelled in Koran MSS.
hywt and zkwt. Ibn Jinni (Sirr as-sini‘a, quoted Bravmann, Materialien,
p. 35) says that haydtun and zakatun were pronounced 35> and 3555 in
Yemen. We know definitely that in old tajwid these words, thus spelled,
were pronounced haydtun, zakitun, a fact which cannot have been unknown
to Ibn Jinni, and we therefore suspect that he means the same sound in his
statement about Yemen. Bravmann, however, reads hayawatun, zakawatun.
Not having access to the Sirr, I cannot judge whether the vowels are found
in MSS. If they are, this complicates the situation even more, as xakdtun is a
foreign word, Aramaic zak(k)othd, and hayatun is strongly suspect of being
one (cf. § 10 g). On the other hand, hayawatu and zakawatu arc thought to be
the proto-Semitic forms of nouns of this type, and thus the question boils
down to two separate problems: (a) was proto-Semitic -awa- preserved in
Yemen or reduced to either a (as in Classical Arabic) or 4; (b) were those
foreign words pronounced as in their original language, or were they (if we
accept the first alternative in question (a)) adapted to an existing native
pattern?

h Hamdani (Jazira, p. 135) states that the Bani Harb, one of the bedouin
tribes of southern Yemen, ‘had ’>imdla in all their speech’. Does Hamdani
mean to say that they, contrary to other inhabitants of the province, pro-
nounced long a as Z or the like? This would be interesting in that it would
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imply that otherwise >mala was unknown in Yemen, and would thus lend
some indirect support to the theory that @ might have tended towards 4.
But Hamdani may have meant something else by ’imala.

i The sound corresponding to Classical Arabic jim in the Yemenite
dialect is described as ‘between k and j’ (Jamhara, i, 5; Ibn Ya“ish, p. 1463).
Ibn Faris (Sahibi, p. 25) says it was between g, &, and j. Muqaddasi (’Ahsan
at-taqasim, p. 96, for Aden) describes the sound as kdf. Qari (Al-manih
al-fikriyya, p. 25) describes a sound mixed of k and j, in which the tongue
‘raises itself at the place where k is articulated’, which arises mostly in the
neighbourhood of a harf mahmiis. Bravmann, (Materialien, p. 49) argues
from this that the description of the Yemenite sound cannot apply to a g,
because a harf mahmiis is not voiced, and therefore the sound described by
Qari must be a voiceless one. It is improbable, however, that the sound
described by Qari is in any way connected with the Yemenite one. The
Yemenite sound must have been voiced, in any case. The description of it as
‘between’ j (as in English) and & probably means that it was articulated at a
place between those two, that is that it was a pure palatal, J. Such a sound is
still used in southern Yemen (Rossi, San’a, p. 2; RSO, xvii, 236). Rossi
describes it as a squeezed (schiacciato) g, aiinost gy; Maltzan (ZDMG, xxvii,
244) as ‘softer than g’. Cantineau (Parlers, p. 25 f) reports the same sound
from the north-Arabian bedouin colloquials of the Ruwala, ‘Aneze, and
Shammar. In all those colloquials j (which is a rather unstable sound)
alternates freely with g (as in English go).4 Some Yemenite dialects have
only g (Landberg, Dathina, p. xiii), so has the colloquial of Oman (Rein-
hardt, p. 4) and that of the ubiquitous SIéb (Cantineau, Parlers, p. 26). This
is, of course, the sound corresponding to jim in Modern South-Arabian and
Ethiopic languages. Perhaps the statement of Mugaddasi (in which we
should possibly read & , not &) refers to dialects of that type. The absence
of any express comparison with Persian gaf is rather strange.

k No mention is made in our sources of the weakening of ain into >alif,
s0 common in present-day Yemenite colloquials, and in ancient times in
the Tayyi’ dialect (cf. § 14 ¢). The same change occurs also in South-
Arabian inscriptions from the Hadramaut (cf. Philby, JRAS, 1945, p. 128).
As we shall see, the evidence for the Hijaz is also of a rather unobtrusive
character, so that the silence of the philologists on the Yemen does not
allow any conclusions to be drawn.

1 We might draw some conclusions on the sound of ‘ain in the west and
south from the statement that Yemen, >Azd, Hudhail, Medina, Sa‘d ibn
Bakr, and Qais said ’antd for ’a‘td ‘to give’ (Nashwin, Extr., p. 104;
Zamakhshari, F&’iq, p. 6; Lisan, xx, 206, etc.; map No. 3). At first sight it
appears as if ‘ain had somehow turned into 7 (or rather emphatic #) under
the influence of ¢. This presupposes that ‘ain normally had a nasal element
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in its articulation, which in certain contexts (e.g., immediately before some
consonants) might remain the only mark of this phoneme. Such a nasal
twang is quite audible with some Palestinian Arabs. In the Wadai colloquial
in Central Africa nasalization of vowels is the only remnant of etymological
‘ain (Kampffmeyer, MSOS, ii, 2, p. 200). In Zafir (southern Yemen) a
vowel is nasalized if it comes between ‘ain and n or m, though Rhodokanakis
(Dhofar, ii, 89) did not hear any nasal timbre in the “ain itself. Oriental Jews
use a strongly nasalized ‘ain in Hebrew. In Western European Sephardic,
the pharyngal element has been dropped, and the consonant is sounded like
ng in king (Luzzatto, Gramm. ebraica, Padova 1853, p. 99; but cf. also
Artom, Leshonenu, xv, 56). Bravmann (Materialien, p. 42), who thinks that
the origin of *antd is purely phonetical, maintains that the nasal timbre was
an inherent feature of the consonant from proto-Semitic times. However,
further consideration suggests non-phonetic explanation of ’antd. To-day
the form is used in Baghdad, Southern Iraq, the colloquial of Nablis in
Palestine (Bauer, Palest. Arabisch, p. 7), and among the ‘Aneze in the
Syrian desert (Wetzstein, ZDMG, xxii, 74, line 2, and 80, line 4, cf. #bid.,
p. 114—but not reported by Cantineau). In Yemen itself only forms with
‘ain are recorded: Central Yemen >6‘¢7 ‘give’ (Goitein, Jemenica, No. 711), in
the south ‘ata (Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 40), in Oman ‘afa ‘to bestow’
(Reinhardt, p. 244; ‘to give’ is fa). We must remember that only in Arabic
the root ‘¢y is commonly used with the meaning ‘to give’.5 Brockelmann
(GVG, ii, 309, Note 1) observes that the peculiar construction of *a¢d with
double accusative is due to its being a causative of ‘atd ‘to reach for’. The
latter verb occasionally is constructed with ’ild (Suyiti, Sharh shawahid
al-Mughni, p. 41). It then corresponds to Hebrew natah yadha el ‘stretch
one’s hand to’=‘to take’, which was contracted into Bibl. Heb. natal ‘to
lift’, Aramaic nétel. The whole situation in Arabic suggests that here ’antd,
the causative of natd, was the older word, which was in the East replaced by
a new formation from “atd, the synonym of natd, perhaps after the meaning
of natd had become too specialized. The connection of *atd and Hebrew
natah was first suggested by K. Vollers (ZDMG, xlix, 505). The new form
took some time to advance into the Western area. The old ’antd still occurs
in some hadith (cf. § 11 ¢) and in an utterance by a man of Ghani, a
dialect which in other respects belongs to the Eastern group (Bakri, Mu‘jam,
p. 540). Fell (ZDMG, liv, 235) argues that the root nty meant ‘to give rain’,
which may be a further reflection of the old usage. No doubt the similarity in
sound made it easier to replace >antd by >a‘td. A similar reason may be found
for the substitution of the root mtw ‘to come’ for nty both in Aramaic and in
Ethiopic. In Daniel, vii. 22 the Septuagint translates métd by £866n;8 in the
Elephantine papyrus Cowley No. 28, line 3, méta’ak means ‘was given to
thee’. In Ethiopic mat(f)awa means ‘to offer’, in Ambharic amatta ‘to give’.
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Possibly mtw means ‘to give presents’ in CIH, 397, line 6-7. We might see
an occurence of the same meaning in the Arabic’amtd z-zahra ‘give someone
an animal to ride’, from which the otherwise inexplicable matiyya ‘mount’ is
derived, originally ‘mount given (by a lord to his follower)’. Thus, a satis-
factory etymological explanation for the relationship between ’antd and
>a‘td can be given, and we can draw no inference as to the sound of ‘ain.

m In two roots we find alternation between dad and shin: “tllaud ‘jackal’
(Jambhara, iii, 93) appears also as ‘tllaush (ibid., iii, 61). Nashwan (Extr., p. 107)
gives both ndda and ndsha as ‘to carry’. All these forms are given as Yemenite.
In early Arabic both ddd and shin were lateral sounds (Bravmann, Materia-
lien, p. 53); dad is still articulated laterally by some Koran readers?
(Gairdner, Phonetics, p. 20, Note 4). Both are lateral sounds in modern
South-Arabian languages (Jahn, Mehrisprache, p. 4-5; Leslau, Lexique
Soqotri, p. 31), and dad in parts of Yemen (Landberg, Hadr., p. 637). The
alternation would thus have been quite casy. Of course we must not con-
clude from this that the contemporaries of Nashwan and Ibn Duraid still
sounded the two consonants as laterals: the alternations might have been
old-inherited or been due to dialect-mixture.®

n The Yemen is not included among the dialects in which hamza had
disappeared (cf. § 11 m). Yet the lexicographers record for the Yemen
instances of the second and third form of verbs prima hamzate with
instead of hamza, which can only be explained as wrong rederivations from
the imperfect: yu’ati > yuwati, thence wataitu ‘I obeyed’ for *ataitu (Taj, x,
10) similarly wakhadha ‘to reproach’ for >akhadha (Misbah, p. 14), wakhd ‘to
fraternize’ for >dkhd (Nashwan, Extr., p. 114), wdsd ‘to be generous’ for
>asd. The situation is analogous in present-day Yemen. On the one hand
hamza is clearly pronounced (Goitein, Jemenica, p. xii; Rossi, RSO, xvii,
235), on the other hand its omission and replacement by glide-sounds like
w and y is very common (Goitein, 7bid.). Rossi even cites forms like twakhkhar
=1a’akhkhara, itfawwal=tafa” ala, in which the original hamza never came
to stand between a and u, so that the w can be due only to the analogy of
other forms where it arose through phonetic causes.

o Ibn Duraid cites two cases in which Yemenite had fu‘al or fu*‘al for the
adjective pattern fa‘il: kubbar ‘old’ for kabir (Jamhara, i, 274; in Ishtiqiq,
p. 254: kubdr) and kuthar ‘much’ for kathir (Ishitqaq, p. 40). Ruzi¢ka (ZS,
X, 29) gives a list of cases where fu‘al alternates with fa‘il in Classical
Arabic. I have checked these with the lexica, but found no reference to the
Yemenite dialect. On the other hand nearly all the place names in that list
which can be located will be found to belong to the West-Arabian area:
Sulaim, Hijaz, Tayyi’, Oman, only a few in the Yemen. The form kubar is
still alive in the Meccan colloquial kubdriyye ‘upper class’ (Snouck
Hurgronje, Mekkanische Sprichwérter, p. 5). The use of fu‘al and fu‘al in
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West-Arabian is closely connected with that of the feminine fa‘ali (on
which cf. § 12 &), to which it forms a masculine. E.g., in the Mu‘allaga of
the Westerner (‘Amirite) Labid, line 52, the masculine dog-name sukham
appears by the side of the fem. kasabi (skhym and skhmn are South-Arabian
names, too). In Bukhari, Shurdt, § 15, one Meccan addresses another ’az
ghudaru ‘you traitor’, i.e., fu‘al is typical for vocative use, like fa‘ali. It may
have kept some of its vocative force in (?Western) names like ‘Umaru,
which to the Arab’s mind were ma‘dil, not in their normal pattern (cf.
Wright, 1, 245 C).

P In the well-known anecdote about the Arab who misunderstood the
Himyaritic wathaba (1bn Faris, Sahibi, p. 22; Lisan, ii, 291, etc.) the king of
Himyar is made to say laisa ‘“ndana “arabiyyat ‘there is no Arabic among us’.
It is further explained that in his language the feminine ending was not
dropped in pause. This is not necessarily a reminiscence of South-Arabian,
but an old feature of West-Arabian, also preserved in the Tayyi’ dialect in
the far north. It is not possible to say whether it existed only in Himyaritic
or also in other Yemenite dialects.

q Muqaddasi (c. 375/985) heard in Aden rijlatnuh ‘his two feet’,
yadainuh ‘his two hands’ for the common colloquial rijlah, etc. (>Ahsan
at-taqasim, p. 96). It may be nothing but analogical transfer of the -n- from
the absolute form, as is done in several colloquials in the sound masc.
plural (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 452). The Aden dialect is described by
Mugqaddasi as muwallad ‘new-fangled’, by which he perhaps means that the
inhabitants had but recently passed from South-Arabian to Arabic. Similar
forms are used occasionally ‘by semi-educated people’ in Oman, Egypt, and
Tlemsen (Brock., GVG, i, 456), and regularly at Baghdad and Mosul
(Barth, Pronominalbildung, p. 55), Zanzibar (Praetorius, ZDMG, xxxiv,
222), and by the Slit in southern Syria (Cantineau, Parlers, p. 73). All these
are colloquials which betray Yemenite influence in other respects. This
should make us beware of lightly dismissing the form as a solecism. But for
the remark of the non-philologist Muqaddasi we should know nothing of
the connection of the colloquial forms with the Yemen.

r The definite article of the Yemenite dialect was prefixed (a)m-.° The
evidence for the existence of this article in old times has been marshalled
by Landberg (Dathina, p 281-90) and Kampffmeyer (MSOS, iii, 2 p. 82)
and need not be repeated here. It may be mentioned as a curiosum that in
1866 Kremer (Stidarabische Sage, p. 34) could dismiss it as a mere figment of
the philologists, based on a dim recollection of the South-Arabian mimation
(sic; the mimation was, of course, the indefinite article). This form of the
article was in the third century used right up to the northern boundary of
Yemen (cf. Hamdani’s list, § 5 ¢). Nowadays it is still current in many local
forms of the Yemenite colloquial, cf. the list of places in Rossi (RSO, xvii,
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237), but often side by side with al- (Maltzan, ZDMG, xxvii, 245). In the
Central Yemen it seems to have disappeared; no trace of it is found in the
material of Goitein (Jemenica) and Mittwoch (Aus dem Jemen). Landberg
(Dathina, p. 283) says that it is almost constantly employed in zawamil
poetry, from which one might conclude that it belongs to the archaic
language of poetry rather than to that of everyday life. In Zafar the article
al- is used, but it is assimilated before b, f, and m (Rhodokanakis, Dhofar,
ii, 110), which can only mean that the article was there formerly am- and the
old assimilated forms were preserved in spite of the change (for a similar
case cf. the remarks on ’an mukhaffafa, § 13 g). Outside the Yemen proper,
am- is still used in Tihama (Glaser, Geschichte und Geographie Arabiens,
ii, 29), by bedouins at Mokha (Landberg, Dathina, p. 286), by the Murra,
north-west of the Empty Quarter (Philby, Geogr. Journal, Ixxxi, 10), and by
some Central-African bedouins (Kampffmeyer). As we are told that the
Tayyi’ also used the am- as article, we have here another old West-Arabian
feature which had been ousted from the Central West in the eighth century
and is now in course of vanishing from the Yemen. We can expect little
evidence for the early use of am- frc:n non-Arab sources. Landberg
(Dathina, p. 284) sees the article am- in classical transcriptions, such as
Ambisama (Ptolemy, § 396) and Mariaba Baramalacum. He analyses the
latter as Barr am-Malik, but Blau (ZDMG, xxv, 587), Sprenger (Alte
Geographie Arabiens, p. 156), and Néldeke (ZDMG, xxiii, 289) offer other
explanations of the name.

s Since the am- article is common West-Arabian, there is no point in
connecting it specifically with the forms of the article used in South-
Arabian. It seems, however, to be related to the Lihyanic article, which is
normally /- but before *alif and “ain regularly appears as hn- (cf. Winnett, A
study of Lihyanic, p. 16-18). There are also some instances of hn- before
other initial consonants (Blake, JAOS, Ixii, 117).1® Nashwan (quoted Miiller,
Siidar. Stud., p. 18; Landberg, Dathina, p. 282) says that some Yemenites
used an- instead of am-. Examples of this occur in Hamdini’s ‘Himyaritic
inscriptions’, where they are all before velar, guttural, or emphatic con-
sonants:!! an-hulm ‘the dream’ (cf. § 5 k), an-qushm ‘fresh vegetables’,
an-hind ‘India’ (Miiller, op. cit., p. 22), an-sarif ‘silver’, an-tamim (ibid.,
p. 17). The sentence which Philby quotes from the Murra has 76 an-khali.
Admittedly the material is not sufficient to state any definite rule; neither
can we see any evidence to the contrary in the cases where am-, not an-,
appears before those types of consonant, since obviously the copyists knew
nothing of the correct usage and ‘normalized’ spellings, as they no doubt did
in the innumerable quotations from the Yemenite dialect with the al-
article. Possibly the n before certain consonants was used only in part of the
dialect area, as Nashwin asserts, while others used m throughout. This in
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itself, together with the fact that we can hardly explain the appearance of n
before gutturals as assimilation, suggests that an- was the older form of the
article, which for some reasons unknown to us was replaced by am- (as it
was later on by al-), but for a while at least an- was preserved before con-
sonants in contact with which it had taken on a certain velar or emphatic
quality. This an- stands in the same relation to the Lihyanic han- as *inna to
Tayyi® hinna (cf. § 14 5s) and Hebrew hinnéh, or Arabic ’in, Hebrew ’im to
S.-Ar. hm, Aramaic hén. It is obviously related to the South-Arabian suffixed
article -n, which appears on some inscriptions from the Hadramaut as -An.

t Ibn Malik (quoted by Suydti, Jam®, i, 79) states that this am- was not
assimilated to dentals and sibilants in the way that Arabic al- is. This is
borne out by some independent quotations: a saying, attributed to the
Prophet,'? laisa mini m-birri m-siyamu fi m-safar ‘it is not part of piety to
fast during a journey’ (Musnad of Ibn Hanbal, v, 434, from Namir b.
Taulab); and a verse, said by Jauhari (Sahah, ii, 298) to be Himyaritic, but
Lisan, xx, 347 and elsewhere ascribed to Bujair b. Ghanama (‘Athama) of
Tayy?®, dhaka khalili wa-dhi yu‘atibuni/yarmi war@i bim-sahmi wam-salama
‘this is my friend and he who reproves me, who shoots in my defence with
arrow and slingstone’; further the sentence, probably a parody on the dialect,
am-shatkhu m-kubdaru daraba ra’sahu bil-‘aswi (sic, read perhaps bin-aswr)
‘the ancient old man hit his head with a stick’ (Jamhara, i, 275). Ibn
Hisham (Mughni, i, 47) says that ba‘du talabati I- Yaman (‘a student from
Yemen’ or ‘a student of things Yemenite’?) quoted to him a sentence,
khudhi r-rumha wa-rkubi m-faras ‘take the lance and mount the horse’, with
assimilation of the article before 7. He remarks that to his knowledge this
was rare in the Yemen. Perhaps it is a sign of the influence of Arabic usage
with regard to al-.

u Bustani (Muhit al-mubhit, i, 37) makes the astonishing statement that
this am- was used in conjunction with the nunation. The instances he quotes:
mant m-q@imun ‘who is the one who stands?” and man fi m-banin ‘who is in
the . . .?’, make the impression of having been taken from an ancient source.
As Kampftmeyer (ZDMG, liv, 632) remarks, Bustini was hardly the man to
invent such things. It is peculiar that both instances are questions, and in
both the word with the nunation comes in pause. Perhaps the original
statement was that in the Yemenite dialect words in pause (? in interrogative
clauses) received a nunation even if they had the definite article. Such a
nunation (nasalization of pausal vowel) is of course a phenomenon of
sentence-phonetics, not of morphology. A parallel phenomenon existed in
the Eastern dialect of Tamim (? and Qais, cf. De Goeje in Wright, ii,
369 C), where it was called tanwin at-tarannum. As we see clearly from the
explanations of Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 77 b) and >Astaribadi (Sharh al-
Kaifiya, i, 14) this is a nasalization, attached to verbs and nouns, which takes
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place in a vowel-ending verse (rawi mutlag) when the poetry is recited
without tarannum, i.e., without a cantillating protraction of the final vowel.
The nasalisation thus affected vowels standing in the pausal position,
where one was not accustomed to pronounce any vowels, and is on the same
plane as the hd’ as-sagt.*® A very similar nasal addition in pause is heard in
the >’Omur colloquial near Palmyra, e.g., bydtaka™ = buyitaka ‘your houses’,
dr6bom = darabii ‘they struck’ (Cantineau, Parlers, p. 18). In that colloquial
it seems to be connected with a weakening of etymological -z in pause (1bid.,
p. 21). It is not impossible that Bustani’s statement refers to a similar state of
affairs. I have heard gramophone records of Yemenite Koran recitation in
which the nasal timbre in pause is noticeable.

v The form ‘aswu ‘stick’, for ‘asa which occurs in the third quotation in
§ ¢, is said by Ibn Duraid (Jamhara, i, 275; Ishtiqaq, p. 34) to be customary
with ‘some Yemenites’. This no doubt goes back to the same original
*<gsawu as the Classical form, and resolves the triphthong by contraction, as
the Hudhail dialect does in *inyu for *ind (originally ’inayu) ‘hour of the
night’ (cf. § 8 #). In the Hudhail dialect ‘asd was treated differently (§ 8 #).
Our “aswu was then a local development of a common Arabic form. We do
not know whether other words of the same type were affected.

w Farra® in his Koran commentary (quoted by Beck, Orientalia, xv, 184)
says that kidhdhdab for takdhib, verbal noun of the second form (Koran,
Ixxviii, 28) is ‘a correct Yemenite form’, i.e., a form of Yemenite origin
considered correct in Classical Arabic. Baidiwi, ad loc., indeed says it is
‘generally permissible and widely used by correct speakers’. Nashwan
(Extr., p. 90) and Lisan (ii, 201, quoting Kisa’1), however, confirm the Yem-
enite character of the form. Since it occurs Koran 78, 28 (Meccan, first
period), the same form must have been current in Mecca, and perhaps was
generally West-Arabian. A special Hijazi variety may be indicated by the
statement (in Lisan, loc cit.) that ‘Ali pronounced kidhab, while <Asim and
the Medineans said kidhdhab. It is, in fact, the original Semitic pattern of
the infinitive of the second stem (Néldeke, Neue Beitr., p. 8) which was
ousted in Classical Arabic by the verbal noun of the lost stem taf‘ala (cf.
Hommel, Siidar. Chrest., p. 29). The fi“al infinitive is still current in
Central Yemen (Goitein, Jemenica, p. xxiii) and in Dathina (Landberg,
Dathina, p. 536).

X A statement by Nashwin’s son Muhammad (quoted by Rossi, RSO,
xvii, 249), gives this infinitive as well as two others, all still current in the
colloquial: fidl for the third stem (without the shortening seen in Classical
fi‘al) and tif<al (? read tifi*al) for the fifth stem (modern tifi““al).

y A particle am (or 'am) could be used with the imperfect (Hariri, Durra,
p. 114; Tij, viii, 194). The instances quoted are: am nahnu nadribu l-ham
‘we chop off heads’, and am nahnu nat‘amu t-ta‘am ‘we eat food’. It is
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difficult to see what influence, if any, the particle exerted on the meaning of
the tense. According to Landberg (Dathina, p. 283, note 3) the particle is
still employed in Yemen, though he does not say with what function. In
Central Yemen a prefixed a-, with doubling of the following consonant,
marks the future tense, the conditional, and imminent action (Goitein,
Jemenica, p. xix; Mittwoch, Aus dem Jemen, p. 54). This probably is our
am- with assimilation to the initial of the verb. Kampffmeyer (Verbal-
partikel, p. 36) sees in this am- the origin of the b- which in so many collo-
quials imparts to the imperfect the meaning of a present tense. This takes
the form m- before the first person plural. It may be of some significance
that Hariri has chosen the first plural for both examples. As for the origin of
am-, 1 find it difficult to agree with Hommel (Siidar. Chrest., p. 50), who
connects it with the Minaean conjunction b- ‘while’ (for instances see
Miiller, Epigr. Denkm., p. 46). Our particle seems to be related in the last
resort with Arabic *in, Hebrew *im ‘if’. The conditional particles of Semitic
appear to have been at first of a generally emphasizing nature; cf. Hebrew
hén ‘behold’ and Aramaic kén ‘if’, or the obvious connection between
Arabic ’in ‘if’ and ’inna ‘behold’ with its ‘alleviated’ form *in (cf. § 13 g). An
instructive parallel is Egyptian ir, which introduces both a casus pendens
(= Arabic >amma) and a conditional clause (Gardiner, Eg. Gram., § 150).
It is in no way unusual that such a generally emphasizing particle (and that
seems to be the force of am in Hariri’s sentences) should have developed
various temporal and modal functions. Another possibility is that am is
connected with the *¢mmala or >ummalé which the common people used
before an imperative (*Aba Hitim as-Sijistani—d. 250 H.—in Lisan, xx,
358). In a hadith quoted there (not found in the canonical works) the
Prophet says ’immala fa-hsini ’ilaihi ‘well then (?), treat him well’ (the
comment of the Lisin does not fit the sense, to my mind). In Syria a
particle ‘ammadl or ‘am is used with the imperfect to mark it as a present
tense (Driver, Gram., p. 114). There is no satisfactory explanation of it.
Could it be an etymologization of ¥ ammala? At any rate, >am seems to be to
>ammala as ‘am to ‘ammal.

z The following account of a spurious Yemenite feature is of interest as
an instance of the way in which material was falsified by preconceived
notions. Nashwian (Extr., p. 115) cites a verse: ma 2dla shaibanu shadidan
habasuh/hatta ’atahu qirnuhu fa-waqasuh ‘Shaiban ceased not creating
violent commotion until his match came and broke his neck’. Nashwin adds
that wagqasuh for waqasahu is ‘an incorrect form used by some Yemenites’. It
would be quite normal in a modern colloquial where fa‘ala has lost its final
vowel. The nominative habasuh for habasuhu, though permitted in ancient
poetry, is also common colloquial. We might thus see here an instance of
early Yemenite colloquial verse, were it not for Shingiti (ii, 208) who
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ascribes it to a woman of ‘Abdalqais, an Eastern tribe, and ’Azhari
(Tasrih, quoted by Howell, iv, 805) who says it was by a man of Lakhm.
The Lakhm, who were resident on the Euphrates since early times, most
probably spoke an Eastern dialect, but they claimed a ‘Yemenite’ genealogy.
Their language was therefore considered by Nashwian or his source as
Yemenite. This feature is most probably one of the Eastern dialects, whence
it was inherited by many colloquials. Properly speaking we have here a
manifestation of the pausal tendency called nagl, which was typical of the
Eastern dialects (cf. the marerial in Birkeland, Pausalformen, p. 55 and 60).
The >Azd dialect in Yemen had a different method of dealing with these
forms, cf. § 6 A.

aa The relative particle was dhi, without distinction of number and
gender (Nashwin, Extr., p. 39). A quotation slightly earlier than Nashwin
(d. 573/1178) is found in Baha’ al-Janadi (’Akhbar al-Qaramita fi 1-Yaman
in Tarikh al-Yaman, ed. H. C. Kay, London 1892, p. 147 relating to events
at the end of the 3rd/9th cent.), where a woman says dit bud min dhi hakam
al-’amir ‘there is no help (la budda) against what the governor decided’.
This dhiis still used in the region betweea Dhamar and Yarim (Rossi, San’a,
p- 23; RSO, xviii, 303), and in the western Hadramaut (Barth, Pronominal-
bildung, p. 159). It is also used in the colloquials of the Maghrib, where
Yemenite influence is strong. In other parts of the Yemen it has been
displaced by the Classical alladhi, which in old times had penetrated as far
as Hudhail (cf. § 8 y). However, the native form influenced alladhi so far
that it became invariable for gender and number (Mittwoch, Aus dem
Jemen, p. 59; Landberg, Dathina, p. 408). Invariable alladhi occurs also in
Hijazi texts, e.g. (Bukhari, Diyat, 22) qalia lilladhi wujida fihim ‘they said to
them among whom he was found’ (cf. also Tabari Glossary, s.v.). The
Moslem commentators (e.g., Baidawi) recognize this usage in khudtum
kalladhi khadi ‘ye hold discourses as those who held discourses’ (Koran,
ix, 70/69). That passage seems to read better if we take alladhi=ma*
‘... like their discourses’ (as does Zamakhshari), but we see that the com-
mentaries found nothing strange in alladhi for the plural. We may be
justified in taking this as evidence for the use of dhi as a relative particle also
in the Hijaz at a time not too far back. The West-Arabian Tayyi’ in the
north used dhi, corresponding to the archaic Hebrew common relative 24,
and there is some evidence that dh# was once current in Oman (cf. Brockel-
mann, GVG, i, 325). It therefore appears that the central and southern
West-Arabian dhi was secondary. It may be due to contamination with the
masculine demonstrative dhi (cf. § 7 tu), or to South-Arabian influence. We
do not know the vowels of South-Arabian dh. Ethiopic has za, but Mehri
has di, dé (cf. Maltzan, ZDMG, xxvii, 266), and a form with 7 is preserved
in Ethiopic z7°a ‘that of’, Amh. ya ‘which, who’. (Cf. map No 20),
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bb The quotation from Baha’ al-Janadi contains also the word d# ‘not’,
which Hamdani (quoted Miiller, Siidar. Studien, pp. 19 and 21) asserts to
be Himyaritic. Near Ta‘izz, in the southernmost part of Yemen, the nega-
tion ‘no’ is dou, da’, etc. (Rossi, RSO, xvii, 471). In South-Arabian in-
scriptions a particle written &> occurs in CIH, 540, line 66 and in CIH, 541,
of the year a.n. 543., line 50. The word is taken by Rhodokanakis and Conti
Rossini (Chrest., p. 124) as ‘already’, but Praetorius (ZDMG, liii, 16) took
it as a negation. That the word only appears in the last stages of South-
Arabian writing may indicate that it penetrated from the spoken language,
Himyaritic. It is not impossible that some other features of late Sabaean
may find their explanation from that side. The word, the very existence of
which was rejected as impossible by D. H. Miiller (cf. § 2 ) may belong to
the heritage from the Hamito-Semitic stage; witness the negation di used
in Sidamo, a Cushitic language of southern Ethiopia (Cerulli, Studi
Etiopici, ii, Roma 1938, p. 77).

cc The particle hattd ‘until’ was in the Yemen pronounced with ’imila,
i.e., hatté (Suyuti, Jam<, ii, 23). Apart from having only such a late source
for this, it is difficult to draw any conclusions from this statement. As we
shall see (§ 8 0), the development of hattd in West-Arabian was remarkable
in other respects. The Hijazi form, to judge from the spelling, must have
been hattai (cf. § 10 ee). The Hudhail ‘attd (?“attai) betrays contamination
with ‘ad(az), which therefore must have existed in the West Arabian area.
In Sabaean we find at first the form ‘d, and iu later texts ‘dy="‘adai. This
may have arisen under the influence of Arabic hattai. Could Yemenite
hatté in turn be due to the influence of the older Sabaean form, which was
perhaps ‘adé, cf. Assyrian adi?

NOTES
1 On Himyaritic, see next chapter.

2 The Talmudic lexicon ‘Arukh (ca. 1100), declares hazind ‘stick with metal knob’,
(Mishnah Kelim xiv, 2) to be a “Ta’ite’ word.

3 The Hudhail form for ‘man’ is said to have been mir’u (Sukkari in Lisan, i, 150,

with shdhid by *Abu Khirdash). Other Arabs are supposed to have used nom. mur’u,
gen. mir’i, acc. mar’a. Cf. also mr’lgys in Namira, and margaisi in the Kinda dial.

4 ’Anis (Lahajat, p. 77, without source) says that according to some the Yemenite
sound of jim was current in the Tayyi’ dialect. This fits in well with the present-day
Shammar usage.

8 Professor G. R. Driver drew my attention to the rendering 8woel for ya‘dteh in
Ps. Ixxxiv, 7. This would show that at least in one tradition of Hebrew, the root had the
same meaning as in Arabic.

¢ Cf. G. R. Driver, JBL, xv, 102,

? Cantineau (Horan, p. 101) describes it as ‘emphatic interdental fricative followed
by lateral offglide’.
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8 For an alleged alternance of the two consonants in the Rabi‘a dialect, cf. Kofler,
WZKM, xlvii, 92.

? For the sake of simplicity I write am- throughout. Probably the vowel was subject
to similar laws as that of al-. According to Maltzan (ZDMG, xxvii, 245) the article
has to-day no vowel even when the word stands by itself.

10 Blake objects on the ground that ‘one of the phonological peculiarities of South-
Semitic languages is the non-assimilation of 7 to the following consonant’. But n was

assimilated in South-Arabian (Héfner, Altsiidar. Gr., p. 25) and in the Hijaz dialect
and perhaps others as well (§ 11 gq).

11 The modern Yemenite bedouins call a young camel inferid= Classical farid
(Binder, WZKM, xlviii, 96). We may be tempted to take this as in-ferid < am-farid.
The m would be labio-dental as in German fiinf.

12 The Prophet was fond of using Yemenite expressions (cf. § 5 v) but one does not
see why he should have used the Yemenite article. Perhaps the whole saying, with its
somewhat odd syntax, was originally Yemenite.

13 Vollers (Volkssprache, p. 168) concluded from this irregular ‘nunation’ that the
system of 1‘rab had no meaning as applied to the Tamim dialect. This is as improbable
as the view of Birkeland (Pausalformen, p. 15) who drew from the same data the con-
clusion that the Tamim preserved nunation in pause longer than others.

14 J.e. of course md masdariyya="an. This use of the relative pronoun (=Hebrew

’dsher, Aramaic di) is common in early colloquial literature (cf. Goldziher, ZDMG,
xxxv, 523-4).



Chapter 5
HIMYAR

a The rise of the Himyar to the hegemony of the South-Arabian world
is still shrouded ip mygtery. Even their ancient name is not certain:
the Homéritae of Gdeek and Latin authors points to Humair, while the
Arabs know only the rare formation Himyar (which looks as if it were
moulded after Midyan). Mentioned first by Pliny (vi, 161) as a people
whom Aelius Gallus during his campaign (25 B.c.) found to be the largest
of the South-Arabian peoples,! they are placed by Claudius Ptolemaeus
(2nd cent. A.p.) into what is now the Aden protectorate and southern
Yemen. The authors of the inscription of Hisn al-Ghurab (a.p. 525) describe
their country as ‘land of the Himyar’, and their king as ‘king of the
Himyar’, themselves as Himyarites and ’Arhabites. Abrahia (a.n. 543)
claims the titles of the Sabaean dynasty, without any mention of Himyar
(CIH, 541, line 6-7), but his army consists only of ‘Abyssinians and
Himyarites’ (line 75). T'o the Arab writers all things South-Arabian were
‘Himyaritic’, no doubt because at the time of the spread of Islam this was
the term current among the population of Yemen. It is therefore only
natural to take all the Arabs say in connection with the Himyar as
referring to South-Arabians.

b When, therefore, we find Hamdani (d. 334,/946) quoting ‘Himyaritic’
inscriptions which bear little resemblance to South-Arabian, we cannot but
reject them as forgeries. So they no doubt are. Hamdani could read the
South-Arabian script to some extent, but he seems not to have known even
the simplest facts about grammar or common introductory formule. It is
for this reason not likely that he got the South-Arabian words he uses out of
inscriptions—how can we imagine him to find there words such as #ib ‘gold’
(Shahari tib), hg ‘like’?, and so on, with their correct meanings? He must,
then, have got them from oral sources, from a language that was spoken in
his own time and in his own milieu. How else can we explain his use of
grammatical forms, such as the first sing. (§ ¢ below), which agree with
Ethiopic and modern South-Arabian, but are never found in the inscrip-
tions? It was the colloquial language of his own time, which was called
Himyaritic by those who spoke it, and was unintelligible to the Arabs, that
Hamdani took to be the language in which the ancient ‘Musnads’ were
composed. We are therefore entitled to take his texts as documents of that
language.® Examination of Hamdini’s texts shows that it was basically an
Arabic dialect of the Yemenite type, but with some archaic features, and
with a great deal of South-Arabian loanwords. All this points to a population
which had been living in the country for a long time, probably the ‘rb

42
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mentioned already in Old-Sabaean inscriptions intermingled with the
remnants of South-Arabian peasantry.

¢ That for Hamdani Himyaritic was a living and familiar speech is
shown beyond doubt by his description of the linguistic state of affairs in
the country (Jazira, p. 134-6):

‘Dialects of the inhabitants of the Arabian peninsula. Shihr and
al-’Asa” do not speak correct Arabic. The Mahra speak a barbarous
tongue like foreigners. The people of Hadramaut do not speak correct
Arabic, but occasionally one finds among them some who can speak
correct Arabic. The best Arabic among them is spoken by the Kinda and
Hamdin and some of the Sadaf. Sarw Madhij, Ma’rib, Baihan, and
Harib speak correct Arabic. There is little in their speech that deviates
from it. Sarw Himyar and Ja‘da do not speak correct Arabic: there is
some trace of Himyaritic in their speech. They drawl and are prone to
elision. They say ya bnu m-‘amm ‘o cousin’ for ya bnu l-‘amm, and sima*
‘listen’ for zsma‘. Lahj, Ibyan, and Dathina speak a better (or: very good)
Arabic. The best Arabic among them is spoken by the ‘Amiri of Kinda
and the >Audi. The language of Aden is new-fangled (cf. § 4 ¢) and bad.
Some of its inhabitants are uncouth and boorish, except the educated
among them. There is not much wreng with the language of the Bani
Majid, the Bani Wagqid, and the >Ash‘ar. The lower Ma‘ifir talk a
barbarous language, the upper Ma‘afir are better than they. The Sakasik
are middling. The upland of the region of al-Kala® speaks an excellent
language, though there is in their speech some of the heaviness of the
Himyaritic language. The speech of the hill country is halting. The
dialects of Sahlan, Jaishan, Warakh, Khadir, Suhaib, and Badr are closely
allied to that of the Sarw Himyar. Yahdib and Ru‘ain speak a better
Arabic than Jublian. The language of Jublin is halting. From Haql Qatib
to Dhamar pure halting Himyaritic is spoken. The inhabitants of the
Sarat Madhij, such as those of Radmin and Qaran, and those of its
upland region, such as Rada, >Isbil, Kauman, al-Had3i, Qa’ifa and
Digrar speak correct Arabic. The inhabitants of upper Khaulan speak
almost correct Arabic. The inhabitants of Sahmar, Qard, al-Jibla, Mulh, of
upper Lahj, of Hamd, ‘Utuma, Watyah, Simh, >Anis, and >Alhan speak a
middling, rather corrupt, Arabic. Haraz, al->Akhrdj, Shumm, Madih,
al->Ahbiib, al-Jahadib, Sharaf >Aqyan, at-Tarf, Wadi, and al-Ma‘lal are
all of mixed speech, partly correct and partly corrupt. Some of them,
particularly the settled parts of those tribes, speak a language close to
halting Himyaritic. There is not much wrong with the speech of the
district of al->Ash‘ar, the district of ‘Akk, the Hakam b. Sa‘d in the valley
of the Tihama and their district, except for those among them that dwell
in villages. The Hashid part of Hamdan living in the Sarat Hamdan are
mixed, some speaking correct Arabic, such as the ‘Udhar, Hinwam, and
Hajiir, others a barbarous language, like some of the people of Qudam
and al-Jabar. The upland district of the Hamdan country is al-Baun,
including al-Mashriq and al-Khashab. Its language is Arabic mixed with
Himyaritic. Of the higher upland region of Hamdan, some parts speak
rather less than correct Arabic. The people of Khaiwin speak correct
Arabic, but much Himyaritic is spoken among them up to Sa‘da. The
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district of Sufyan b. >Arhab speaks correct Arabic, except for such things as
am-rajul ‘the man’, gayyid ba‘irdka ‘tie up thy two camels’ for ba‘iratka
(cf. § 7 f), and ra’aitu >akhawdka ‘1 saw thy sisters’ or ‘two brothers’ (cf.
§ 7 k). The article with m instead of / such as am-rajul, am-ba‘r, is also
used by the >Ash‘ar, the ‘Akk, some of the Hakam in the Tihdma, and the
‘Udhar. Matira, Nihm, Murhiba, Dhaiban, and those of the Balharith
that live in the Rahba, speak correct Arabic. Sanaf in the Upper Jauf does
not use correct Arabic. There is nothing wrong with the language of
Kharfan and ’Athifit. The inhabitants of the Jauf speak correct Arabic,
except for some of their clients from the Tihama who live among them.
The northern Nihm, Na‘man Murhiba, the outer Band Aliyyan, the
outer Sufyin, and the Shakir speak correct Arabic. In the district of
Wada‘a the Banu Harb have *imdla in all their speech (cf. § 4 ). The
Bana Sa‘d speak a better Arabic. From Dhamir to San‘a®> the Arabic is
middling. This is the district of Dhii Jura. Among the people of San‘@’
there are remnants (sic) of pure Arabic and elements (nubadh) of Himyari-
tic speech. The town of San‘@’ itself has a variety of dialects and idioms.
Every quarter has its own dialect, but those that live on the side of
Sha‘tb speak different from all the others. Shibim >Aqyin, the Masani®,
and Tukhld speak pure Himyaritic. The people of the upland of Khaulin
Sa‘da speak correct Arabic. The people of its gadd and its ghaur speak a
barbarous language. Good Arabic is spoken in the districts extending
from al-‘Ird in Wida‘a to Janb Fiyam, then onwards to Zubaid, to the
Banii Harith and the regions adjoining the district of Shakir in Nejran, on
to the country of Yam, the country of Sanhan, and the country of Nahd,
then the Bani ’Usama, ‘Anz, Khath‘am, Hilal, ‘Amir b. Rabi, the
Sarat of al-Hajr, Daus, Ghiamid, Yashkur, Fahm, Thaqif, Bajila, and the
Banii ‘Ali, except that the lower parts of the Sarit of those tribes lying
between the Sarat of Khaulan and T#’if speak an Arabic that is less
correct than that spoken in the upper parts. In al-‘Arid everyone speaks
correct Arabic, except the villagers. The same applies to Hijaz and lower
Nejd as far as Syria and Diyar Mudar and Diyar Rabi‘a (= Mesopotamia):
in all of these the inhabitants speak correct Arabic, except the villagers.

It is not quite clear on what criteria Hamdani based his good and bad
marks. Most of the dialects he mentions are not known in their present
form. The colloquial of Dathina, as described by Comte de Landberg, is
certainly very far removed from literary Arabic, yet it was considered
correct Arabic by Hamdani. The dialect of Hadramaut, which he puts into
a much lower category, is to-day no more different from literary Arabic than
is that of Dathina. This need not have been so in Hamdani’s time, since it is
likely that arabicization has been making some progress since then, owing to
new arrivals from the desert and to the effects of thirteen hundred years of
Moslem education.

d The general position at the beginning of the 4th/10th century can be
summed up thus: ‘Correct’ Arabic, i.e., a language approaching that of
Central-Arabian bedouins, was spoken in the upland regions east of the
Sarat and in a few other areas, particularly the extreme south. In the
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districts adjoining the uplands, i.e., the top and western slope of the Sarit,
dialects were current which Hamdani describes as middling (mutawassit) or
mixed (khulaitd). From the whole context this must mean dialects with
some admixture of Himyaritic. Some districts spoke idioms described as
barbarous (*aghtam). What that meant we may conclude from the inclusion
of Mehri among them: these were South-Arabian dialects. It is interesting
that Hamdani noticed no similarity between them and Himyaritic. Finally,
there are those districts in which the language either showed strong traces of
Himyaritic (tahmir), or was ‘halting’ (ta‘agqud, mu‘aqqad), i.e., had the
Himyaritic rhythm and intonation, and those where pure (mahd) ‘halting’
Himyaritic was spoken. The last-named were concentrated in two well-
defined areas: the central mountain area around San‘a’> and the southern
Sarat. Map No. 4 illustrates this distribution. The factors governing it can
be easily discerned: the mountain farmers spoke Himyaritic, the bedouins
‘correct’ Arabic. To the west of the Himyaritic-speaking area a broad
belt showed admixture of Arabic and Himyaritic, with a preponderance
of the latter in the villages. This was the part of the country which had
formerly spoken Himyaritic. At some time before the fourth century
the Arabic element had so much increased as to arabicize the Himyaritic
speakers.

e We have thus in Yemen two distinct groups of Arabic speakers, quite
apart from the bedouins in the east. One, obviously the older, is represented
by the Himyar and the ‘substrate’ population of the districts with mixed
language—whether these latter had originally been identical with the
Himyar or different from them—, the other consisted of Arabs speaking
dialects of the West-Arabian type, who lived as nomads or semi-nomads in
the hill-districts, where they seem to have been in close contact with the
older population. All signs point to the second group being a recent bedouin
wave from the north. The most likely time at which they could have arrived
is the early Islamic period, during which large numbers of Yemenite Arabs
emigrated into the conquered territories, thus making room for newcomers.
Some of the inhabitants of the mixed belt bear names of triics belonging to
northern Yemen, such as the Hamdan, but it is significant that Hamdani
speaks of districts rather than tribes in most cases, as if the people of those
regions had no tribal organization of any strength. This impression is con-
firmed by other data which show the country filled with small splinters of
tribes. It is impossible with our present data to say whether these Arab
immigrants merely moved from the poor lands of northern Yemen to the
rich south, or whether they came from farther north, from Hijaz or Central
Arabia. It is, however, important to note that the direction of this migration
is contrary to that which Arab tradition assumes, the migration of Yemenite
tribes to all parts of Arabia after the break of the Marib dam. Of course the
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two movements do not exclude each other. One might even say that the
immigration of the latter stratum was made possible by the depopulation of
the country after the first emigration. The argument against accepting
Arab tradition on that point is rather to be sought in the absence of any
distinguishing features of dialects of tribes considered Yemenites by the
genealogists as compared with Mudarite tribes in the same areas.

f The older, ‘Himyaritic’, stratum was no less mixed than the later,
‘Yemenite’ one. It has already been said that they may be identical with the
‘Arabs’ mentioned in Sabaean inscriptions, which gradually became inter-
mingled with the pure South-Arabian stock. We may note that the areas
indicated in our map as regions of pure Himyaritic are by no means identical
with the centres of South-Arabian culture (cf. the map of places where
inscriptions were found, in Beitrige zur Arabistik, etc., ed. R. Hartmann,
Leipzig 1944, p. 57). Whence those Arabs came, and in what relation they
stood to the West-Arabian tribes, we cannot say. Their original Arabic
speech bears some resemblance to West-Arabian rather than to the Eastern
dialects, but this impression may be due either to the archaic character of
both or to influence of West-Arabian «+n Himyaritic. If such features as the
k in the suffixes of the perfect singular (§ 7) were original in the speech of the
Himyaritic Arabs, then their language was very different indeed from that
of the West-Arabians.4

g Most of the Himyaritic-speaking area is outside the territory which is
assigned to the Homeritae by Greek and Latin authors. It is certain that with
the establishment of Himyar hegemony many people came to be called
Himyar who had before belonged to other groupings. But what about the
original Homeritae? Were they ‘Himyarites’ or pure South-Arabians? We
cannot conclude much from the fact that their kings used Sabaean in their
inscriptions, since even Ge’ez kings in Ethiopia did so, and such a procedure
was quite normal for the Orient (cf. also Brockelmann, GVG, i, 29). The
southern part of the old Himyar territory is counted by Hamdani among the
regions of pure Arabic, the rest, including the capital Zafar, in the area of
mixed language. Perhaps we may derive some indication from >Abraha’s
distinction of Abyssinians and Himyar on the one hand and ‘Arabs in
mountains and plain’ on the other (CIH 541, line 8), but such phrases in the
titles of kings often mean little and may be taken over from the titles of
predecessors.5 In any event it is quite likely that some Arabs were not
absorbed in the mixture which constituted the later Himyarite population.
More important is that the Sabaean inscriptions betray no feeling that the
Himyar were in any way foreign, but mention them in the same way as other
South-Arabian peoples, e.g., CIH 350 where they are called a shb just like
the author’s own people, the Hashid. But the South-Arabian layer in the
Himyarite state may have been very thin indeed, and the majority of the
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people may have been a mixture very similar to the Himyarites of Hamdani’s
day.

h Apart from the spurious inscriptions in Hamdani, we possess two short
texts in Himyaritic. One is a sentence said to have been spoken at Dhamir
by the mother of Wahb b. Munabbih before his birth in 34/654-5 (from
the history of San‘a’> by ‘Abdallah ‘Abbas ar-Razi, quoted by Landberg,
Arabica, v, 112): b oo Wl LAyS™ o ehly (approximately: ra’aiku
bi-n-hulm ka-waladku ibnan min tib) ‘1 saw in a (lit, the) dream that I gave
birth to a son of gold’.®

i The second text is a ditty which the soldiers of Yazid I sang when they
besieged Mecca in 72-3 H. It occurs in two apparently unconnected sources,
Baladhuri (ed. Ahlwardt, p. 48) and >Aba Zaid (Nawadir, p. 105) and is
often quoted in later works. (Cf. also N¢ldeke, Beitr. z. Poesie d. alten
Araber, 1864, p. 21; id., ZDMG, xxxviii, 413; Kampffmeyer, #bid., liv, 622).
’>Abii Zaid asserts that the author of the lines was a Himyarite. In Syria the
Yemenite element was particularly strong (cf. Kampffmeyer, MSOS, iii, 2,
p- 80 f and Sprenger, Alte Geogr. Arabiens, p. 295). We need of course not
take everything in these verses as pure Himyaritic: there is obviously some
admixture of Classical Arabic. The lines are:

yd bna Zubairin tala ma ‘asaika

wa-tala ma ‘annaikand (text: -tana) *tlaika

la-tahzananna bi-lladhi ’ataika

la-nadriban bi-saifina qafatka.

‘Son of Zubair, long hast thou been disloyal,

Long hast thou troubled us to come to thee.

Thou wilt be grieved for what thou hast committed
(or: what is coming to thee).

Yea, with our sword we shall cut off thy neck.’

These verses are a rich gallery of Himyaritic peculiarities, with some of
which we shall deal in the following paragraphs. Even if they should be
nothing but a parody on ‘Himyaritic’ speech, they still retain their value to
us in showing what other Arabs considered to be typical of it.

k The ‘inscriptions’ which Hamdani made up will be found in the tenth
volume of the ’Iklil and in Miiller’s ‘Burgen und Schlésser’ and ‘Studien’,
some of them in the volumes of the Répertoire d’épigraphie sémitique.
Beside these, we have the statements of philologists on the grammar
and lexicography of Himyaritic. They are not always easy to evaluate,
because some recur in other places as referring to Yemenite rather than
Himyaritic. While there is no doubt that the two had much in common,
we suspect that patriotic philologists often called words Himyaritic to lend
an aura of antiquity to them. Perhaps we shall one day recover the
seventh volume of Hamdani’s *Iklil, in which he dealt with the Himyaritic
language.
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1 Although to our feeling Himyaritic, as shown in the documents we
possess, was similar enough to Arabic, the Arabs considered it totally
unintelligible. Ibn Sallim (Tabaqat ash-Shu‘ara’, p. 4) says: ‘the language
of Himyar is not the same as ours, nor is their vocabulary identical with that
of the Arabs’. In 375/985, Muqaddasi (*Ahsan at-taqasim, p. 96) reported
that ‘there was in the region of Himyar a tribe of Arabs whose speech
cannot be understood’. The Arabs had a proverb, man dakhala Zafari
tahammara ‘he who goes to Zafir must speak Himyaritic’, to which an
anecdote was attached about the Arab envoy who understood thsb ‘sit down’
as jump’, and thus found his death (Hamdani, *Iklil, p. 39, etc.). Ibn Jinni
(Khasa’is, i, 392) states it as an accepted fact that ‘the language of Himyar
and the like of it are utterly different from the dialects of both Rabi‘a and
Mudar. Some of it may have intruded into the Arabic spoken by some, but
it sounds all wrong (yus@’u g-gannu bihi)’. Neither he nor al-Farisi could
make any sense out of a passage written in the dialect of Haurit (hardly the
place in Mesopotamia, Bakri, p. 79), which unfortunately he does not quote.

m The people mocked at Himyaritic by applying to it the designation
tumtumaniyya. This is variously explain=d as ‘a form of speech resembling
that of non-Arabs’ (*Ardabili, in de Sacy, Chrest. gram., p. 118; Ibn
Ya“ish, p. 1246; Ibn ‘Abdi Rabbihi, ‘Iqd, i, 294) or as ‘speech full of
unusual (munkara) words’ (Qamis, s.v.). Ibn Sida (Mukhassas, ii, 122)
explains timtim simply as ‘non-Arab’. The word timtim is used by ‘Antara of
a Yemenite (ed. ‘Inani, p. 212), but also of a Persian (ibid., xxvii, 2);
by ‘Imran b. Hittan of Abyssinians (’Aghani, xvi, 156, xxi, 12). For its
meaning we may compare Mishnaic Hebrew tamtém ‘to close’, tamtém
’eth hal-lébh ‘deprive of understanding’. Accordingly fimtim may have
meant at first ‘feeble-minded’ and then ‘barbarous’. To the philologist this
general term was too vague, and we therefore find Tha‘alibi (Figh al-lugha,
p. 107) restricting the name to a single feature, the use of the am- article.

n We get a more instructive indication in the term mu‘aqqgad ‘halting’
with which Hamdani describes both Himyaritic itself and the dialects
influenced by it. It seems that he means the same when he says that the
people of Sarw Himyar ‘drawl’ (yajurrina fi kalamihim). ‘Drawling’ in
general is due to the absence of stress accent, and was probably a feature of
West-Arabian altogether (cf. § 10 p). But South-Arabian must have had a
drawling of a much more pronounced character, which produced the two-
peak syllables of Minaean and other dialects (cf. Rhodokanakis, Studien, i,
12-56). It is this feature which was so noticeable about Himyaritic even to a
Yemenite like Hamdani.

o This is the place to mention two further general traits of this kind,
neither of which is specifically attributed to Himyaritic, but both of which
seem to have some bearing upon it. Suyiiti (Muzhir, i, 134) attributes to
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Yemenite Arabic as a whole a quality called shinshinna, which consists in
changing % into sk, as in labbaisha for labbaika. This is not, as in Eastern
Arabic, a contact-change of k before 7 (for the latter, cf. Barth, WZKM,
xxiv, 281 ff), but the non-conditional change of % into sk (not #sk) common in
modern South-Arabian (cf. Leslau, WZKM, xliv, 211). Final & becomes sk
in some cases in the colloquial of Hadramaut, e.g. ‘alésh= ‘alatka (Maltzan,
ZDMG, xxvii, 250). Indeed this sound change probably never occurred in
the Yemen. Mas‘idi (Murdj adh-dhahab, ed. Barbier de Meynard, i, 333)
ascribes it to the town of Shihr in Hadramaut, to-day surrounded by speakers
of South-Arabian. They say kal lash fi ma qulta li ‘can you do what you told
me?’ (for laka) and qulitu lash *an taj‘ala lladhi ma‘i fi lladhi ma‘ash ‘1 told
you to put my things with yours’ (for laka, ma‘aka). The sentences Mas‘Gdi
gives look like those taken from real life, but in their form are certainly not
original (cf. § 2 w). Suyiuti (quoted by Anastase, Mashriq, vi, 532) knows of a
trait called fashfashat Shihr, which he identifies with the use of sk for k.
However, neither shinshinna nor fashfasha seem to be obvious names for
such a sound-substitution. We cannot do much with shinshinna, for which
we can only compare shanshana ‘rustling’ (of paper, of new cloth), but
fashfasha means ‘to scatter’ (urine), and may perhaps have meant ‘to
splutter’. I suggest it is nothing but the next feature.

P The language of Shihr and of ‘Oman is said to have been marked by a
feature called lakhlakhaniyya (‘Tha‘dlibi, Figh al-lugha, p. 107)%. It is
explained that they said mdshallah instead of ma sha’a llah. This contraction,
which can be heard in any colloquial, would hardly have been worth noting.
The term must refer to something of a more general nature. The Yemenite
Ibn Duraid (quoted Mukhassas, ii, 123) applies it to the settled Arab who is
showing off (mutajahwar) and pretends to speak like a bedouin. In the story
in Mubarrad, Kamil, p. 364, the trait is ascribed to the language of the
Iraq, but no explanation is given. >Abi ‘Ubaida (d. 210/825) equates it
with ‘ujma ‘talking a foreign language’ (Lisan, iv, 20). The same is found in
the Qamis s.v., where it is added that lakhlakhdni means ‘speaking incorrect
Arabic’ (ghair fasih). In a line by Bu‘aith (Lisan, iv, 20) bani I-lakhlakh-
aniyydt seems to mean ‘sons of foreign women’. However, lakhkha fi
l-kalam means ‘to speak indistinctly’. In Mishnaic Hebrew lahlah means
‘to moisten’, and perhaps we have here nothing but a reference to the
indistinct consonants and many ‘liquid’ hissing sounds of South-Arabian
languages, which have earned them among Yemenite Arabs the name
‘language of birds’ (cf. Thomas, Four Strange Tongues, p. 7). It is not easy
to see how this description could be applied to the language of Oman.

q In many of our sources the use of the am- article (cf. § 4 7) is specifically
attributed to the language of Himyar. It also occurs in Hamdani’s ‘inscrip-
tions’ and in the saying of Wahb’s mother (cf. § ). But the existence of the
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same article in the Tayyi® dialect prevents us from assuming that am-
originated in Himyaritic and thence spread to the Arabic dialects. We must
wait for further clarification of the relation of the Arabic element in
Himyaritic to West-Arabian. In any event, as han- was used in the proto-
Arabian Lihyanic (cf. § 4 5), its occurence in Himyaritic does not constitute
any proof for the West-Arabian character of the latter.

r The first and second persons of the singular perfect had endings with &
instead of ¢, like Ethiopic and modern South-Arabian (cf. for the latter
Leslau, JAOS, Ixiii, 7). In the saying of the mother of Wahb b. Munabbih
we find waladku ‘1 bore’, r@’atku ‘I saw’. Similarly in ‘inscriptions’: hassanku
‘I fortified’, (’Iklil, p. 26), bahalku ‘I spoke’, cf. Eth. behla (ZDMG, xliv,
191). For the second person two instances in the ditty: ‘asatka ‘thou wast
disloyal’, *atatka (if this means ‘thou hast come’ rather than ‘it has come to
thee’). Such forms seem to be quite current to-day in the Yemenite country-
side, where they were first heard by Von Maltzan (ZDMG, xxv, 197 and
xxvii, 245). He found the ‘old South-Arabian verbal suffixes’ (sic) at Raima,
among the Yafi‘, Haushabi, Subaihi, Qumaishi, and Dhiyabi. Instances he
quotes are: kunk ‘I was’, qulkulek ‘I told thee’, kunk ‘thou wast’, kunki
‘they were’ (should be ‘ye were’), kinan ‘we were’ (but cf. § #). From a
Yafii he even heard ’akhadhkes ‘1 took it’=akhadhtuhd (with -s, as in
Mehri). Landberg (Dathina, p. 290) empbhatically denied all this, saying that
during a few hours’ stay at Raima he heard no such forms. However, Rossi
(RSO, xvii, 258) expressly notes such forms for the Raima district. He heard
them all along the Western slope of the Sarat (ibid., p. 261) i.e., practically in
the area over which Himyaritic speech extended in the fourth century.
Dr. Serjeant (as he kindly informed me by letter) noted k- suffixes in the
perfect from the Subaihi country and also from the Yarim district. The
survival of these forms, so alien to the forms of Arabic we know from else
where, is the strongest evidence for the truth of our theory about the
Himyaritic language. An instructive example of the way in which later
philologists treated the ancient dialects is the statement in the Lisin (xx,
330) about these forms, where it is simply said that ‘some Arabs occasionally
substitute & for #'.

s Were the Himyaritic suffixes borrowed from South-Arabian? It is rare
for such basic formative elements to be borrowed. Actually, the -ku of the
first person, being the oldest ascertainable Semitic form, must have existed
in the parent-language of Arabic as well, and its preservation in Himyaritic
may be due to the archaic character of that language, which thus would have
become separated from the rest of the Arabic area before the -ku suffix
became replaced by -tu. But -ka and the plur. -kun are certainly secondary
developments peculiar to South-Arabian® and Ethiopic. We do not know at
which place precisely the analogical substitution originated, but like most

E
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linguistic changes it must have spread from somewhere. The focus must
have been in South-Arabia, where, as we have seen, South-Arabians and
Arabs lived intermingled from ancient times. Linguistic innovations do not
always keep to linguistic boundaries: languages spoken in close proximity
tend often to pass through similar changes, as e.g., the Balkan languages (cf.
K. Sandfeld, Linguistique Balkanique, Paris 1930). The -ka, -kun suffixes in
South-Arabian and Himyaritic may thus be evidence of a Yemenite
Sprachgemeinschaft, rather than of loan.

t For the first plur. perfect, one of Hamdani’s ‘inscriptions’ has the form
hyw’n, ‘we lived’ (Miiller, Siidar. Studien, p. 17). However we are to read
this, it is evident that Hamdani wanted to indicate that the suffix did not have
a long vowel like the Arabic -nd. Von Maltzan heard kunan, which he
translates ‘we were’ (ZDMG, xxvii, 245). This would fit Hamdani’s form
well, which could then be read haywan (the ’alif serving perhaps only to
indicate the a in an unfamiliar position). But Maltzan also mistranslated the
form immediately preceding, kunki (cf. § ), and as Rossi (RSO, xvii, 259)
gives sdren as third plur. fem. (this is the normal form current all over
Yemen), and sirnd for the first plur., we must treat Maltzan’s statement with
suspicion. Perhaps the form in Hamdani had short -na, like Ethiopic, and
the alif is to be explained in some other way, but it may have resembled
Mehri ghalogen.

u There are thus considerable survivals of the ancient Himyaritic lan-
guage. Further research on the spot, including an investigation of the
language of the tribe who call themselves Himyar to-day, may bring to light
a good deal more. Landberg asserts that the colloquial of *Ibb and Jibla,
south of the ancient Zafar, has preserved many South-Arabian elements
(Arabica, v, 111).

v It is clear that it was from the Himyar that the northern Arabs learned
about South-Arabian civilization. South-Arabian words found in the Koran
and elsewhere passed first through Himyaritic, where they may have suffered
considerable changes. The value of such words for determining the vowels
of South-Arabian forms is therefore rather doubtful. On the other hand,
many words in Arabic which are generally considered loanwords from
Ethiopic may in fact come from Himyaritic. So may some of the originally
Aramaic words of religious content, such as tabit ‘ark’ (but cf. § 10 ), since
both Judaism and Christianity were strong among the Himyar. The Him-
yaritic language, in spite of its name for unintelligibility, seems to have been
known at Mecca, presumably owing to commercial contacts. The prophet
‘aimait beaucoup a se servir de mots Yémanites’ (Landberg, Dathina, p.
282). We have already mentioned the saying in Yemenite (Himyaritic?)
dialect concerning fasting (§ 4 £). Zaid b. Thabit (Lisan, xx, 206) reports that
‘T was with the Prophet, who dictated to me a letter, when a man entered.
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The Prophet said to him unfu, which means in Himyaritic “be silent”.’
Ibn al->A‘rabi (d. 231) is quoted (Lisan, #bid.) as remarking ‘the Prophet did
indeed honour the language of Himyar’. Of course, some of these stories
may be the inventions of Yemenite patriots. But the Yemenite and South-
Arabian words are facts, showing that the Meccans, if not Muhammad
personally, had learnt much from Yemen. It seems as if Yemenite words are
more frequent in the Suras of the Meccan period than in the Medinean
ones. This would fit into this picture. At Medina the Prophet was out of
living contact with Yemenites, and learnt his ideas about Biblical and other

matters from the local Jews, whose spiritual centre was Tiberias rather than
Zafar.

NOTES

1 According to Philby (JRAS, 1915, p. 125) the earliest inscription in which Himyar
is mentioned is CIH. 314, under ‘Ilushariha Yahdub, shortly before 115 B.c., when the
Hamdanid dynasty of Saba and Dha Raidan (cf. Hartmann, Arabische Frage, p. 148)
came into power. It is very strange indeed that no inscriptions by Himyarites from times
prior to that seem to have been found, though the old Himyar country is one of the
most easily accessible parts of the Yemen.

2 Nashwin (Extr., p. 29) gives hinj ‘like’ as a Himyaritic word.
p g

3 The first hesitating suggestion in that direction was made by Miiller (Siidarabische
Studien, p. 19). Landberg (Arabica, v, 111) proposed a view of the nature of Himyari-
tic which is substantially the same as that defended here, except that he stresses the
element of mixture a great deal more.

4 The Himyaritic Qasida and its commentary (cf. Hartmann, Arab. Frage, p. 319)
count the following tribes into Kahlan, the close brother-tribe of Himyar: Judham,
Lakhm, Tayyi’, Ash‘ar, Madhhij, Hamdan, Bajila, Khath‘am, *Azd. Discounting
some possible additions by genealogical fiction, this list may contain the names of some
groups which were closely connected with the Arabic substrate of the Himyar. It would
account for the special position of Tayyi’. Of course all the more northerly tribes would
have been thoroughly arabicized by later immigration.

5 The title is in all details identical with that of Sharahbi’il Ya‘fur in CIH. 540.

8 The word occurs in a tradition (Muslim, iii, 297), where it was not understood by
the commentators (cf. Goldziher, Muh. Studien, ii, 243).

?Kofler (WZKM, xlvii, 105) reads this lajlajaniyya, referring to Lisan, iii, 179.
There we find lajlaja I-lisanu ‘the tongue was numb’ and lajldj ‘indistinct of speech,
heavy-tongued’, but not lajlajaniyya. All sources 1 have seen (including Anastase,
Mashriq, vi, 535) have lakhlakhdniyya. For lajlaja cf. Mishnaic Hebrew and Syriac
laghlégh ‘speak haltingly, stammer’.

8 It must be stressed that no forms of the first and second person have ever been
found in South-Arabian inscriptions. We merely assume that the k-forms were
South-Arabian because they are found both in Ethiopic and in all modern South-
Arabian dialects.



Chapter 6
’AZD

a 'The >Azd dialect is but rarely mentioned where other Yemenite dialects
are specified. Even the >Azdi Ibn Duraid, with all his ancestral pride, rarely
mentions data from his own dialect. Yet the few data we get definitely place
the >Azd dialect apart from other Yemenite local idioms. It is still impossible
to say in which direction these peculiarities point.

b A special problem is the existence of two >Azd tribes: >Azd Sarat (>Azd
Shanu’a) and >Azd ‘Umaian. The modern colloquial of Oman is similar to
that of Yemen, and we have had, and still shall have, occasion to point out in
it survivals of the ancient central Yemenite dialect. For the language of
Oman in early Islamic times we have little information. Three words are
given as common to the dialects of Oman and Yemen: “tnab ‘wine’ (for
Yemen >Abi Hanifa in T43j, i, 400; for Oman cf. Jeffery, Materials, p. 49),
khamr ‘grapes’ (for Yemen >Abia Hanifa in T4j, iii, 187; for Oman ad-
Dahhik, quoted by Suyuti, >Itqan, p. 310 ="Abid ‘Ubaid, Risila, p. 149),1
and fataha ‘to give judgment’ (Nashwian, Extr., p. 82). The first two words
are somewhat doubtful, but the third is of great interest, as fataha has that
meaning in South-Arabian and Ethiopic, and must have come to the Oman
dialect from Yemen. The Omani words listed by Blau (ZDMG, xxvii, 319)
are of no help here. There is, however, one rather striking similarity between
the >Azd Shanu’a dialect and the language of some inhabitants of Oman (cf.
§ f below). Some of the data for >Azd may refer to Oman, but faute de mieux
we list them here under >Azd Shanu’a.

¢ The >Azd (distinct from Yemen) are listed among the dialects that use
>antd instead of *a‘td for ‘to give’ (cf. § 4 I).

d They are not mentioned in the list of >’Abu Zaid (Lisan, i, 14) among
the dialects that elide the hamza (cf. § 11 I). I do not think any importance
can be attached to this omission: probably they were for >Aba Zaid part of
Yemen.

e The dialect said “4sq ‘raceme of dates of poor quality’ (Jambhara, iii, 31,
MS. K only, from the ‘Ain of Khalil). This may be compared with the
common Arabic ““dhq ‘raceme of dates’. The dh would be replaced here by a
sibilant, 2, as in Ethiopic, Hebrew, and Accadian, and further the 2 assimi-
lated to g. However, Ibn Duraid quotes from the same dialect the word
mi‘dhar ‘veil’ (Jamhara, ii, 308; Ishtiqiq, p. 136), with a dh. This is not an
absolute proof, as Nashwin (Extr., p. 70) and ad-Dahhak (quoted by Suyiti,
>Itqan, p. 310), give the same word for Yemen, where the dk was preserved,
and still is (Goitein, Jemenica, p. xv), as it is also in Oman (Reinhardt, p. 4).
The spelling with dh for the >Azd dialect might thus be etymological. We
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cannot decide the question on the one instance of “sg because it might be a
contact change. Finally, we must consider the possibility that %sq is a dif-
ferent root and the similarity accidental. The Lisan (xii, 122) gives ‘asag
‘palm bough (‘urjin) of poor quality’ as a word of the >Asad dialect. We
must strongly suspect that *asadiyya is wrong for azdiyya (cf. on this con-
fusion Freytag, Einfilhrung, p. 76). Immediately after this the Lisan quotes
the Tahdhib of >Azhari: ““asag is a palm-bough, and “asaq is “darkness”, like
ghasaq.” However, ghasaq is also ‘refuse of wheat’, and one wonders whether
this is not="Azdi %sg, and an instance of the change of gh to ‘ain (cf.
Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 76). One sees what complications arise in any
attempt to evaluate lexicographical data for phonetics or grammar.

f Another difficulty in taking “sq as a purely phonetic development of
‘tdhq lies in the assimilation, which would then be posited, of = to s before q.
As we shall see (§ 11 a) there is good reason to believe that in West-Arabian
g was a voiced sound, as it is now in Yemen (cf. Goitein, Jemenica, p. xiv;
Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 77; Rossi, RSO, xvii, 235). In the >Azd dialect,
however, this phoneme seems to have had quite a different fate. Tabrizi
(comm. on Hamasa, p. 244) informs us that the >Azd Shanu’a pronounced
the name qu‘sis as ju‘sds. Palatalization of ¢ into tsh or s before front-vowels
is common in Central-Arabian bedouin colloquials (cf. Socin, Diwan, iii,
195), but this cannot apply to our instance, where g is followed by u. Only.
one parallel to this non-conditioned change of ¢ into j is known to me,
namely among the coastal tribes of Oman (Jayakar, BRASB, 1902, p. 653).
The j for g has survived in >Azd territory. At Hodeida some inhabitants of
the city and surrounding country pronounce so in some words, e.g. ja‘dda
for ga“ada ‘bed’, jadiri for the tribal name Qadiri (Rossi, RSO, xvii, 464). At
Zabid there is a tendency to pronounce j for g, as in julailat ‘a few’ =qalilat.
We may draw the inference that the old dialect usage has been given up under
the pressure of surrounding forms of speech. An old witness for palatalized
g is the word gat ‘celastrus edulis’, the drug plant of Yemen, which
appears as68), I+ ¢@t in the Ethiopic chronicle of ‘Amda S&yon (14th cent.;
ed. Perruchon, JA, 1889, p. 282, 1. 6). We may assume that the Arab im-
migrants to Ethiopia came largely from the coastal districts of Yemen. This
detail is a surprising confirmation of the link between the two >Azd tribes. It
is important to note that the assimilatory palatalization of g is restricted to
Central Arabian bedouins and their Syrian offshoots (cf. Cantineau, Parlers,
p- 33 seq.). We shall have further occasion to refer to their linguistic con-
nections with the West-Arabian group. It is highly probable that the non-
conditioned change in the >Azd dialect was preceded by a stage in which the
change took place only before front vowels. Cantineau (Parlers, p. 39;
Horan, p. 123) found with the recently settled bedouins of the Hauran a
tendency to turn the assimilatory palatalization of k (and ¢?) into an absolute
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one, i.e., to say not only di¢ ‘cock’, but also dyd¢ in the plural, instead of the
dyitk of the bedouins. The social conditions of the >Azd may have been
similar, and produced a similar disturbance of phonetic balance.

g Al-’Akhfash (the Middle, d. 221/836) reported that the >Azd Sarat
preserved in pause not only the -a of the accusative, but also the case-vowels
of the nominative and genitive, saying hddhd Zaidi ‘this is Zaid’ and hadha
‘Amri ‘this is “Amr’ (Sibawaihi, ii, 307; Ibn Ya‘ish, p. 1271). The -a of the
accusative, though not pronounced in any style of reading Arabic to-day,
was according to the grammarians dropped in pause only in the Rabi‘a
dialect in Mesopotamia (*Azhari, Tamrin at-tullab, p. 27; Suyiti, Bahja,
p- 17, both no doubt based on Ibn Malik’s view as incorporated in >Alfiyya,
line 79), and perhaps in context, along with the other case-vowels, in the
Tamim dialect in Najd and Yamama (>Abd ‘Amr, handed down by Ibn
Malik, quoted by Suyiti, JamS, i, 54, cf. additional evidence in Noldeke,
Zur Grammatik, p. 9). Koranic spelling, which no doubt reflects the Hijazi
usage of its time, shows that the -an in the accusative of triptote indefinite
nouns was in pause sounded as -d. The >Azd dialect, therefore, did the same
in the case of -un and -in, sounding them in pause as -@ and -i. This is
obviously connected with the custom of Nabataean inscriptions of spelling
Arabic proper names, whether triptote or diptote, whatever their case, and
whether provided with feminine ¢ or not, with a final w (Cantineau,
Nabatéen, ii, 165 ff.). An instance of this of a much earlier time is Nehemiah,
vi, 6, where the name of the Arab chieftain, who elsewhere appears as
geshem, is written gashmi (gshmw) in the context of an official document, at
first written no doubt in Aramaic.? The name is probably Arabic Fushamu
(cf. the Septuagint transcr. yooey), and therefore diptote. The custom of
writing Arabic names with @ was thus established as early as the middle of
the 5th century B.c. We must, therefore, envisage the possibility that in later
times it was kept up as a tradition, not as a rendering of contemporary
Arabic. In the almost entirely Arabic inscription of Al-Hijr of A.p. 267 (cf.
ZAss., xxii, 194; Rev. Bibl., 1908, p. 242; Comptes Rendus Ac. d. Inscr.,
1908, p. 270) we find k‘bw, ‘bdmnwtw (diptote genitive), *I-hjrw, and perhaps
(according to Chabot’s reading) gbrw (nom.) and >l-gbrw (acc.: Lidzbarski
read in both places gbwr), but hrtt =Harithatu and lgs (both in the genitive).
This inscription is particularly important because it has one line in
Thamudic: *n lgd bnt bdmnt (corresponding to lgs brt ‘bdmnwtw in the
Nabataean characters). One cannot help feeling that there is some incon-
sistency with regard to the -w.? Sixty years later, in the inscription of
An-Namara of A.p. 328 (Lidzbarski, Ephemeris, ii, 34), the (in Classical
Arabic) triptote names ‘Amr, Nizdr, Ma‘add, Mahdj are all written with
final w, though they are in oblique cases, but the diptote Shammar and the
determinate al-Qais have no w. We may thus assume that at some time
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between 400 B.c. and A.p. 300 a change occurred in the treatment of the
i‘rab vowels. We can identify it with the rise of the diptote declension and
the differentiation between determinate and indeterminate nouns. This was
reflected in the difference of spelling as it still is in the difference made
between “‘mrw =‘Amrun and ‘mr =“Umaru. But just as the w in “Amr does
not represent a sound, but is a conventional mark for something not ex-
pressed by w in any other context, so the differentiation observable in the
An-Namaira inscription may express something quite different than the
spelling suggests. That it does not represent a long u is obvious from the fact
that it stands with words in the genitive and accusative. But at some time in
history, when the spelling was first adopted, the w must have had a phonetic
value, namely -7, in the nominative, presumably in pause as well as in
context. Brockelmann (GVG, i, 460) suggests that the ’77a@b vowels were
anceps, elsewhere (zbid., i, 83) he claims the a of the accusative was
lengthened in pause. The whole conception of ‘anceps’ vowels is to-day
being abandoned (cf. Cantineau, BSL, xxxviii, 148), and it is becoming in-
creasingly clear that pausal forms mostly represent an older stage of the
language than context forms. The long vowels would obviously have been
shortened through the addition of -n, by which they came to stand in a closed
syllable, and in the status constructus, where they were mostly followed by
the definite article, i.e., again stood in a closed syllable. This shortening
process preceded that in the case of words determined by the definite
article. Last of all came the shortening, and finally the elision, of these
vowels in pause. The >Azd dialect thus represents an archaic state of things
which in the Syrian desert had perhaps passed away before A.p. 328. As the
Arabic substrate dialect of Nabataean and the language of king Imrulqais at
an-Namara probably belonged to the ‘proto-Arabian’ dialects, like the
Thamudic of the authors of the inscription of al-Hijr, this similarity may
lead us to surmise that the special position of the >Azd dialect within Yemen
was due to its being ‘proto-Arabian’. The >Azd would thus possibly belong
to the same group of early Arab settlers as the Himyar. The genealogy con-
necting the two (cf. note § 5 f) may thus contain a grain of truth. The
present-day colloquial of the old >Azd country, in Hodeida and part of the
Tihama, still pronounces nouns in the indeterminate state with a final -u:
they say burru ‘wheat’, but al-burr ‘the wheat’ (Rossi, RSO, xvii, 465; ibid.,
p. 264; Landberg, Langue arabe, p. 14, 16).

h The suffix-pronoun -Au could in the >Azd dialect be shortened in
context to - (Ibn Jinni in Lisan, xx, 367). Earlier evidence is available in
two verses quoted by Ibn Duraid as shawdhid for > Azdi words. In connection
with mifw ‘companion’ he quotes: fa-bittu (Lisan: galtu) lada I-baiti
l-harami >ukhiluhu/wa-mitwaya mushtdaqani lah ’arigani ‘I stayed all night
near the sanctuary, looking out for it (a thunderstorm), while my two
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companions were longing for it, lying awake’ (Jamhara, iii, 118). To lak he
remarks ‘thus is his dialect’. The poet’s name, given in the printed Jamhara
as Ya‘ld b. al->’Ahwal al-Shukri, is >Aghani, xix, 111 (where the dialect form
is eliminated by writing min shaugin lahu) given as al-Yashkuri. The
Yashkur b. ‘Amr were closely connected with Kinina. Another, anonymous,
verse is quoted in connection with fiima ‘ear of corn’ (Jamhara, iii, 160, from
the Kitab al-majiz of >Abu ‘Ubaida): wa-qdla rabi‘uhum lamma ’atana/
bi-kaffih fumatun >au fimatani ‘their scout said when he came to us with an
ear of corn or two in his hand’. Ibn Duraid adds: ‘the % of kaffik is without
vowel (khuffifa), thus is his dialect’. In contrast to the preceding verse, where
lahu would upset the metre, there is no necessity for the short form here; its
preservation must, therefore, rest on tradition. This shortening and elision
of the vowel of -hu after short vowel is contrary to the rules elaborated for
Arabic by Fischer (Haupt Memorial Volume, p. 402). but appears to be in
agreement with the rules for early Aramaic as stated by Cantineau (BSL,
xxxviii, 152). The >Azd were, however, not alone in this respect. Not only
were forms like this read by reputable Koran-readers: the Kufans Hamza
and >Abi ‘Amr, but also the Medinean *Abu Ja‘far (d. 130/748; Lisan, xx,
368), but we have it on the authority of al-Kisa’i (d. 189/805) that they were
used by the ‘Uqail and Kilab tribes in Najd and Yamama, who spoke
Eastern dialects (Lisan, xx, 367; cf. also >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 11).
Sibawaihi (ii, 313) quotes a verse* lampooning the ‘Anaza, then living in
Yamima (Hamdani, Jazira, p. 162, 172), now in the Syrian desert, in which
the same peculiarity is exhibited (cf. map No. 5). We can discount the
Koran-readings, especially as they are principally by Kufan readers, as
proof that the -k suffix was current anywhere else in West-Arabian. The
forms of the Lakhm or ‘Abdalqais dialect, falsely attributed to the Yemen
(cf. § 4 2), show that in other Eastern dialects the suffix form was -uh, cor-
responding to the -o(%) now found in most colloquials and to the -0 (archaic
-oh) of Hebrew. No clear principle can be discerned in the distribution of
the -k form. We do not know the vowel of the suffix in the proto-Arabian
dialects, but scattered as they are over disconnected parts of Arabia, the
places where the short form is used make the impression of being remnants
of a formerly solid territory. Outside Arabia, the only certain parallel is
Aramaic, with its -ék, developed out of -i& (Bauer-Leander, Gramm. d.
Bibl. Aram., p. 78). This arose by the addition of -4 to the status absolutus,
which, as we know from cuneiform transcriptions, ended in early times in -Z
(cf. Gordon, AfO, xii, 114, § 60).> A form very similar to the Aramaic: -e,
from -k, is used in Syrian and Palestinian Fellaheen colloquials (Driver,
Grammar, p. 28). Elsewhere forms of the type -ak are used, mostly in areas
where Yemenite influence is strong (Iraq, North-West Africa) and in some
parts of Yemen (Barth, Pronominalbildung, p. 50). A feature which may
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have more historical significance than we can at present ascertain, is the
distinction in certain colloquials between two forms for different styles. The
Zafar colloquial in Southern Yemen has mostly -a% in prose, but -uk in its
archaic quantitative poetry (Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 107). In Najd, on the
contrary, -uh appears in prose, -ak in poetry (Socin, Diwan, iii, § 148 ¢).8

i The prefixes of the a-imperfects of all stems had the vowel a (as in
Classical Arabic) in the dialects of the Hijaz, with some of the *a‘jaz Hawazin,
the >Azd Sarat, and part of Hudhail, while the dialects of Qais, Tamim,
>Asad, Rabi‘a, and the ‘‘@mmat al-‘arab’ had i in those prefixes (the so-
called Taltala), except for the third persons masculine °Abd ‘Amr in Lisin,
xx, 283, cf. map No. 6). Other sources restrict the area of the a-prefixes to
the Hijaz alone (cf. § 12 p). >Abu Zaid (quoted Lisan, loc. cit.) even said that
all proverbial sayings which originated from the Arabs should be pro-
nounced with i-prefixes. The i-prefixes occur also in Hebrew, Western
Aramaic, and Ugaritic. In the Quda‘a dialects, which bordered on the
Canaanite area, the third person also had 7, and there is reason to believe
that the whole differentiation between the prefixes of the two imperfect
types arose secondarily within a circumscribed area and spread through the
Quda‘a territory into the Eastern and Central Arabic dialects (cf. the present
writer’s article in Journal of Jewish Studies, i, 26). The a-prefixes were thus
old-inherited in Arabic, and their preservation in the >Azd dialect marks its
archaic state, not necessarily its West-Arabian origin. It may be noted here
that the omission of Yemen from the list does not necessarily mean that there
i-prefixes were used. We have no evidence either way, but it is probable that
it went with the rest of West-Arabian. The omission of Tayyi’, on the other
hand, may mean that that dialect, bordering on the Quda‘a area, had also
adopted the i-prefixes. These seem to have penetrated further during the
Middle Ages, but the differentiation is in most colloquials obscured by
phonetic factors. Further investigation on this point is necessary.

k We have a further confirmation of the use of a-prefixes in the *Azd
dialect. In connection with the reading nista“inu for nasta‘inu ‘we ask for
help’ (Koran, i, 4), Farrd’ is quoted by Suyiti (Muzhir, i, 152, from the
Figh al-lugha of Ibn Faris) as saying that the na- form was used only in
Quraish and ’Asad. The *Asad dialect is expressly included among those
which had z-prefixes, not only in >Aba ‘Amr’s list, but also by Farra> himself
(quoted Ibn Faris, Sahibi, p. 19, 23; also Ibn Hisham, Banat Su‘ad, p. 97;
Mufaddaliyyat, p. 20). Obviously we must read here >Azd instead of >Asad
(cf. § e above).

1 One ‘Taltala’ form is current in Classical Arabic, namely ’ikhdlu
‘methinks’. This was used in the Western dialects of Hudhail and Tayy?’,
and probably was not a Taltala form at all, but had another origin (cf. § 8 bb).
The >Asad dialect alone is said to have used ’akhdlu instead (Ibn Hishim,
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Banat Su‘dd, p. 96; Marziqi in T43j, vii, 313; Migbih, p. 277). Since the
>Asad, belonging to the Taltala area, would hardly have been likely to use
just this one non-Taltala form, it is to be suspected that through an old
scribal fault >Asad has come to stand for >Azd. This is all the more likely as
traces of akhalu can also be found in connection with the Hijaz. Whether
we consider *akhdlu an innovation on the analogy of the imperfect, or an
archaic form, the collocation of >Azd and Quraish makes geographical sense.
With Hudhail and Tayyi’> using the common Arabic *khdlu, however, the

situation within West-Arabian in this respect is somewhat complicated (cf.
map No. 7).

NOTES

1 The word khamyr ‘wine’ is probably of Aramaic origin, cf. Jeffery, Foreign Vocabu-
lary, p. 125.

? Bauer and Leander (Histor. Gramm., p. 525) cite two further instances, neither of
which is acceptable. Bokhrii (1 Chr., viii, 38) seems to be nothing but 6&khérd ‘his
firstborn’ (cf. the LXX and the following verse). The pointing of MT is due to the
desire to bring the number up to six—the sixth son (in LXX Aca) having been lost.
Melikhi (Neh., xii, 14) should be read (with kethib and LXX) mallikh(i). In any case,
both names are those of Jews.

3 Similar lack of consistency can be noticed already in the early Syriac inscriptions
(cf. Pognon, Inscr. sém. I, Paris 1907). Normally we have final w: Ma‘nti, Sharidi
(A.D. 73), Mugimi, Rahbii (A.p. 201). The last named is feminine and therefore would be
diptote. But in a connected group of texts (Nos. 3-5), Wa'il is written without w,
though in Sinaitic inscriptions it has w. To illustrate the confusion, one name is w’l br
mwtrw. In Palmyrene occasionally Ma‘ni without w. Cf. Néldeke, ZAss., xxi, 153.

¢ By Ziyad al-’Aamu, an Umayyad poet of ‘Amir, a client of the ‘Abdalqais.
5 A rather different view of the origin of the Aramaic form is proposed by Brockel-
mann (GVG, i, 312).

8 It might be considered whether, since -ih and -ah represent the genitive and
accusative, one should not take colloquial Arabic -uh, -oh (often with audible %) and
Hebrew -6(h) as representing the nominative -u-+# rather than as contractions of
-a(h)u, as Brockelmann does (cf. also Bauer-Leander, Histor. Gramm., p. 226).



Chapter 7
NORTHERN YEMEN

a The dialects spoken in the northern half of Yemen and in what is now
called Tihama and Asir have so many features in common that they form a
well-defined group, distinct both from central Yemenite to the south and
from the Hudhail-Hijaz group to the north, though they have close contacts
with both. Indeed, we shall see when dealing with the Hijaz that the philo-
logists often attributed Hijazi (Meccan) dialect features to the Kinana
dialect. We may, therefore, assume that the northern Yemenites were a
West-Arabian group recently arrived in those regions (whose former in-
habitants may well have been relations of the >Azd). They may be connected
with the Arab element that we identified (§ 5 ¢) as constituting the non-
Himyaritic part of the population of the areas with zahmir, or semi-
Himyaritic dialects. Hamdani in his Jazira mentions scattered groups of the
northern Yemenite tribes as far south as Hadramaut. Indeed, the existence
of some of the features described in this chapter in the modern collo quial of
Hadramaut suggests that the Arab population of that country was recruited
from the same wave as that which brought the north-Yemenite tribes. On
the other hand, certain features common to northern Yemen and Tayyi’
show that the north-Yemenite tribes immigrated there before the period
during which the central West-Arabian dialects of Hudhail and Hijaz were
subject to Eastern influence.

b The fullest list of tribes in this group (§ f below) mentions Kinana,
Harith, Khath‘am, Hamdan, ‘Anbar, Hujaim, Zubaid, Murid, and ‘Udhra.
Only the first four are mentioned with any frequency. This does not imply
that where only one or two of the dialects are mentioned the point in question
does not apply to all of them. It is also likely that some of the data given for
the Yemen or ‘some Yemenites’ do in fact refer only to this group. Pre-
Islamic references to these tribes are scarce and uncertain. The ‘sons of
Hamdan’ who play such an important role in Sabaean history certainly had
no direct connection with the Arab tribe (cf. Hartmann, Arab. Frage, p. 264).
Only the Dhi-Hamdan mentioned in the >Abraha inscription of A.p. 543
(CIH, 541, line 85) may possibly be identified with the latter. It is likely,
however, that the Arab Hamdan took their name from the South-Arabian
sha‘b, as the Arab Himyar did from the Homeritae. An interesting passage in
>Arhabi’s >Akhbar Mukhtira (quoted by Miiller, Sab. Denkmailer, p. 38,
note 1) tells how the Hamdan, bedouins living in hair tents, occupied at
first the high regions and fought the kings of Himyar (perhaps the South-
Arabian Hamdian barons) until they succeeded in settling in the Jauf. In a
letter of the Syrian bishop Simeon of Beth >Arshiam, referring to A.p. 524,
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the name of the then king of Najran is given as ‘Harith bar Ka‘b> (ed. Guidi,
Ac. dei Lincei, Rome 1881, p. 9 and p. 20, note 3), which is generally taken
as an early reference to the Harith tribe. In Glaser 1000A, line 9, krthw is
enumerated among various parts of dént =Dathina. Grohmann (in Rhodo-
kanakis, Altsab. Texte, p. 131) identifies this with a small group of Harith
tribesmen in this region which Hamdani mentions (Jazira, p. 81, 3). This
tribal splinter would thus have maintained itself for over 1000 years! But the
hrthw of Gl. 1000A are settled people, possessing towns and cultivated
valleys, and have probably no connection at all with the Balharith.

¢ The only information about consonant-phonemes in this region is a
note by Jumahi (in Diwin Hudhail, i, 73) that the Kinana, like the
Hudhail, said ydzi‘ahum ‘their protector’ instead of wazi‘ahum. The word
will be discussed later (§ 8 &) in its wider setting. We cannot say whether the
Kinana dialect also participated in the other changes affecting the semi-
vowels in the Hudhail dialect.

d The Harith said bagad ‘he remained’ for bagiya (Lisan, xviii, 83), and
fana for faniya ‘passed away’ (Lisan, xx, 23; the text is corrupt). They thus
had the change iya > a like the Tayyi’ (cf. § 14 7). This, although these verbs
were treated differently in Hijaz (§ 12 w), was probably an old West-Arabian
development shared with Canaanite (cf. Melilah, ii, 247).

e According to >Abu Zaid (Nawadir, p. 58) and Ibn Faris (Sahibi, p. 20),
ai was in the Harith dialect contracted into a sound written 4—which might
have been phonetic @ or &, but must have been felt to be quite distinct from
the ¢ into which this diphthong is normally contracted in the colloquials.
Instances given are ‘aldhd ‘upon her’ for ‘alaihd, and salam ‘alakum ‘peace
upon you’ for ‘alatkum. Khalil (quoted ’Astarabadi, Kifiya comm., ii, 124)
cites as dialect forms, without specifying their provenance, ’ilaka ‘to thee’
for ’tlaika, laddka ‘with thee’ for ladatka, and ‘aldka ‘upon thee’ for ‘alatka.
The modern Hadramaut colloquial contracts ai into &, e.g. &dad ‘also’ =
>aidan, ‘@n ‘eye’ =‘ain (Landberg, Arabica, iii, 38).! It is significant in this
connection that the Jewish colloquial of Central Yemen, which is one of the
few Arabic colloquials to preserve ai as a diphthong, at the same time also
occasionally contracts it into a or 4, e.g., wdn ‘where’, ‘an ‘the letter ‘ain’,
ma ’ilak ‘what has it to do with you?’ =’ilaik (Goitein, Jemenica, p. xvii).
Hebrew, too, reconstituted ai as against Canaanite ¢, e.g., Tell-Amarna
giezi, Hebrew gayis, and at the same time some Hebrew forms show con-
traction of ai into @ (Bauer-Leander, Histor. Gramm., p. 202). These may,
as Bauer and Leander suggest, be dialect forms, but on the analogy of
Jewish Yemenite we may also assume that the contraction to @ took place
facultatively under conditions not yet ascertained. In Jewish Palestinian
Aramaic, which often preserves a¢ as against other Aramaic dialects, con-
traction into 4 is not rare (cf. instances in Dalman, Gramm., p. 90). It is,
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therefore, not necessary to consider that Targumic Aramaic alghd ‘upon
her’ is due to assimilation, as Cantineau does (BSL, xxxviii, 160, note 1).
Indeed we have here a form corresponding precisely to those cited for the
Harith dialect. In the Harith dialect, too, not every ai need have been thus
contracted. Thus the form kila: discussed below (§ #) may really have been
pronounced with a7 in the dialect. We get nowhere any direct information as
to whether other north-Yemenite dialects had the same feature. Its existence
in present-day Hadramaut speaks for a wider extension. So does its inclusion
in the poem discussed in § % below, which does not seem to be specifically
aimed at Harith.

f The dual had in northern Yemen only one form for the nominative and
the oblique cases, namely -dni, in the construct state -a. The earliest in-
formation about this comes from al-Farra’ (d. 207/822) in his Koran com-
mentary (on xx, 63, quoted by Beck, Orientalia, xv, 181) who heard about it
from a man of ‘al->’Asad’ (should no doubt be al-’Azd, as >Asad never has
the article)? and quotes a line by an anonymous Harithi (the one beginning
fa-’atraga below, § k). Only the Harith are mentioned by *Abi Zaid
(Nawadir, p. 58), >Akhfash (in Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 37), Ibn Malik
(Tashil, f. 3 b), and ’Astarabadi (Kafiya comm., ii, 172). Lisan (xvi, 172)
adds Kinana. Hamdani (Jazira, p. 135) and Suytti (JamS, i, 21; >Itqan, p. 192)
have Harith, Kinana, and Khath‘am. The fullest list is Jam¢, i, 40, where
besides all the tribes enumerated in § b of this chapter the form is ascribed
to the Eastern dialects of Bakr ibn W2a’il and some clans of Rabi‘a. A
case of this appears also in a poem by the Tamimi Jarir (Lisan, xii, 35
quoted § 14 7).

¢ The same single form for all cases of the dual was also used by some
other tribes, who, however, coupled this with a different treatment of the
final vowel, either having always -ana (*Ushmini, i, 71; ’Astarabadi,
Kifiya comm., ii, 172) or inflecting the ending as a triptote rajulanu,
rajulani, rajulana, or -anun, etc., as some Arabs are supposed to have done
with the sound masculine plural (Sabban, i, 71). According to Howell (iv,
26) Ibn ‘Aqil ascribed this form to the Dabba, north-west of the Empty
Quarter. The word Dabba is not found in the printed texts of Ibn ‘Aqil. If
the localization is correct, we would obtain an area for the extension of the
single form in the dual which cuts across all dialect-group boundaries (cf.
map No. 8). Moreover, it is not unlikely that the -an: for the oblique dual
was also current in Hijaz (cf. § 12 m), though the evidence there is not
decisive. Among modern colloquials, only that of Hadramaut has -an for the
dual (in all cases of course)—it is not quite clear whether the vowel is pure @
or the & which appears as a contraction of az (cf. Landberg, Hadramaut, p.
352).3 The wide extension of the single form in the dual precludes any
thought that this was mere phonetic substitution of -ans for -aini in the
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oblique case. Rather, it bears out the opinion of Kaila (Z. Syntax d. in
verbaler Abhingigkeit stehenden Nomens, etc., Helsingfors, 1906, p. 10,
etc.) that the differentiation of cases in the Semitic dual and sound masculine
plural is a late innovation (against this view cf. Kampfimeyer, ZDMG, liv,
657, and Cuny, La catégorie du duel, Bruxelles, 1931, p. 13). For South-
Semitic this is confirmed by South-Arabian (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, i,
457). The use of -aini for the oblique cases of the dual is thus in Arabic a
comparatively late innovation which penetrated from the general direction
of the Syrian desert both into the West-Arabian and the Eastern areas, but
did not reach certain outlying dialects in both. The existence of such dis-
connected areas of older usage on the fringe of the territory of a language is a
well-known phenomenon of linguistic geography.

h For this, the best-attested peculiarity of northern Yemenite, we are also
in possession of a number of shawahid. Farra> quotes a sentence he heard: -
hadha khattu yada ’akhi ’a‘rifuhu ‘this is the script of my brother’s hands,
I know it well’ (cf. Orientalia, xv, 181). He further quotes an anonymous
verse (also >Ushmiini, i, 71): fa-’atraqa ’itraga sh-shujatc wa-lau ra’a/
masdghan li-nabahu sh-shuja‘u la-sammama ‘he lowered his head like a
shuja‘-snake, and had the sk. but seen a point of attack for its fangs, it
would have snapped’, with nabahu for nabaihi. This line is by the Eastern
Arab al-Mutalammis (I, 14, ed. Vollers, Beitr. z. Ass., v, p. 170). >Azhari is
quoted (T43j, viii, 369) as saying that Farra’ cited the line in this way,
according to an ‘ancient dialect of some Arabs’. This goes to support the
claim of Suydti that the usage was also Eastern. Another line was also first
cited by Farra’ (Sibawaihi, i, 27; Zajjiji, Jumal, p. 63, and in many other
places): ’idha mittu kana n-ndsu sinfani shamitun/wa->akharu miathnin
billadhi kuntu ’asna‘u ‘when I die, men will be of two classes, he who re-
joices at my misfortune and another who praises what I have accomplished’.
In the ensuing discussions the possibility of sinfani, for sinfaini, being a
dialect form is not mentioned anywhere, as far as I know. The third shdhid is
the line quoted by Ibn ‘Aqil, supposedly for the Dabba dialect (cf. § g):
‘uhibbu minki 1->anfa wal-‘aindna/wa-mankharaini (sic) >ashbaha z-zubyana ‘1
love your® nose and your eyes, and your nostrils resembling those of
gazelles’, with ‘ainana for ‘ainaini, and presumably originally mankharana
for mankharaini. Another anonymous line is quoted by Ibn Faris (Sahibi,
p- 20), with baina ’udhnahu for baina *udhnathi ‘between his ears’. Lastly,
there exists a series of verses, a veritable gallery of north-Yemenite peculiari-
ties, which was probably composed as a parody of those dialects. The first
source for it seems to be Khalil (d. 175/791), who cites it merely as typical
of the dialect of an unspecified group of ‘some Arabs’. Later >Abiu Zaid
(Nawadir, p. 58) ascribed it to a Yemenite; Jauhari (Sahah, ii, 522) to the
Harith dialect, but in another place to Ru’ba, of the Dabba tribe. There
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is nothing inherently impossible in connecting the lines with Dabba.
When *>Abi Hatim asked >Abia “Ubaida (d. 210/825) about them, the latter
answered: ‘Put dots over it (unqut ‘alaihi; to mark it as doubtful). This is a
fabrication of al-Mufaddal’ (Lisan, xix, 322). Even if Mufaddal invented
them, the lines have some value as showing what he (who died 170/787)
considered salient features of the dialect in question. As he was of Dabba
himself, they may really refer to the language of that tribe. The doggerel
occurs in many other places. I give here all the available lines; variants in
brackets:

>ayya qalusi rakibin taraha (qalisin rakiban)
shali ‘aldhunna fa-shul ‘aldha (tara; fa-tir)
wa-shdud bi-mathnai haqabin hiqgwaha (cf. § 8 r)

ndjiyatan wa-ndjiyan ’abaha (nddiyatan; nadiyan)®

’tnna >abdhd wa-’aba ’abahd

gad balagha fi I-majdi ghayataha
‘What do you think of her as a young she-camel for a rider?
They put their saddles upon them, put yours on her,

And tie with a double saddle strap her flanks—

Since she is swift and her sire was swift.

Verily her sire and her grandsire

Have reached the two pinnacles of noble breeding’.

i In literary Arabic kila ‘both’ is unchangeable when it is followed by a
noun, but has an oblique case kilai- when followed by a pronominal suffix.
In the Kinana dialect, according to Farrd’> (in the Vienna MS. of Ibn
Qutaiba, >Adab al-kitib, p. 285) it had also before a noun the form kilai in
the genitive, but remained kzld in the accusative. Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 3 b;
cf. >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., i, 32; Suyuti, Jam¢, i, 41) states that kilai was
used both for genitive and accusative, but this seems to be one of the
systematizing efforts of which Ibn Milik was so fond when dealing with
dialects. This appears to contradict all that has been said in the last para-
graphs about the dual in those dialects, but only if one takes kil@ (kilani) as a
true dual form (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 456; ii, 254). However, Sibawaihi
already analysed it as a singular of the form fi‘al. Ibn Hisham (Mughni, 1,
172) calls it ‘singular in form, dual in meaning’. In Ugaritic it is still a
singular, kPat (Gordon, Grammar, p. 34), but in Moabite (kl’y h’>§wh ‘the
two reservoirs’, Mesha“ 23) and Hebrew (kil’ayyim ‘two kinds’) it has a dual
ending attached to it, as in Ethiopic kel’¢”. The root is kI’ ‘to restrain’, the
first meaning of our word probably ‘yoke’. The normal fi‘al form of this
would of course be kila@’u(n), which in most dialects became kild(n) through
the usual confusion of ’alif mamdida and ’alif magsira (cf. especially for
West-Arabian § 10 ee). The genitive construct of this was kila@’i, the
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accusative kzl@>a. In a West Arabian dialect, where kamza was not pronoun-
ced, this became kilai and kilg, i.e., the Kinana forms. The diphthong, of
recent origin, was here preserved, even though older ai may have been con-
tracted (§ e above). These forms may have had a considerably wider extension
than our quotation indicates: as often, Kinana may stand for the Meccan and
Hijazi dialect. A pronunciation kilai for the word before nouns is attested by
the spelling—occasionally found—_K& for kila (Wright, ii, 214B). On the
other hand, some Arabs are reported to have said kila in the oblique case even
before pronouns (*Astarabadi, Kifiya comm., i, 32, from the Mughni, but
not in the ed. of the latter in my possession). These where the dialects where
the form with ’alif magqsiira was most firmly established. Since a kil@ with
*alif magsira would normally have -d, not -ai, before suffixes in Classical
Arabic, it may be that the kilai- before suffixes goes back to k#l@’f in all
Arabic dialects (perhaps by spread from the West-Arabian idioms) and was
preserved there through being in the middle of the word, while the more
independent form before nouns was changed in accordance with the usual
noun-patterns of the non-West-Arabian dialects.

k In the dialect of the Sufyan b. >Arhab, a clan of Hamdan dwelling
between Khaiwin and Sa‘da, one could hear the phrase ra’aitu >akhawdka
(Hamdani, Jazira, p. 134, cf. § 4 ¢). This admits of two interpretations. If we
take ’akhawaka as dual of >akh ‘brother’, we have another instance of the
oblique dual in -@, of which another example is given in the same line (cf.
§ g). What reason Hamdiani saw to note this common north-Yemenite
usage only in connection with an obscure group of bedouins, we cannot
know. But it is also possible that ’akhawdka is plural of >ukht ‘sister’, and
stands for *akhawataka. We shall see (§ 14 z) that the Tayyi> dropped the ¢
of the sound plural feminine in pause, and that similar forms are still current
in the Najd and Syria. The elision would have gone a good deal further
among the Bani Sufyan, since ¢ fell not only in context but even before
suffix. However, the whole statement is too ambiguous to be of any value
to us.

1 According to Ibn Ya‘ish (p. 62) the Harith dialect used ’aba, with the
indefinite article ’aban, instead of ’ab, ’abun, ’abii, etc., ‘father’. Ibn
Hishim (Mughni, i, 181) gives this as a form used by some Arabs, who also
said ’akhd for >akh ‘brother’. The forms occur in the doggerel quoted above
(§ #) and in a proverb mukrahun >akhaka la batalun ‘thy brother is compelled,
not a hero’ (Maidani, ed. Freytag, ii, 699; ed. Bulaq, ii, 2288). N¢ldeke
(ZDMG, xlix, 321) rejects *aba as a grammarian’s fancy, but similar forms
do occur in various types of colloquial Arabic of Yemenite antecedents. In
Hadramaut one says ba for *abu (Landberg, Arabica, iii, 81); the same form
is common in Persian, where it was no doubt imported by Arab immigrants
in early times. In Tlemsen we find khdi ‘my brother’, besides bits ‘my father’
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(Brockelmann, GVG, i, 331). In Palestine, one hears yd bdy: ‘o my father’ as
an interjection, similarly in central Yemen ya’beh (Goitein, Jemenica, p.
104). Ethiopic >abd as clerical title may be a loan from Aramaic, but Amharic
has abdyye ‘papa’ and abat ‘father’. The last-named form suggests that the
Koranic yd abati is also developed out of *aba. Mishnaic Hebrew has *abba
‘my father’, >immd ‘my mother’, used both as vocative and as ordinary
noun (e.g., Sanhedrin, iii, 2: ne’éman “alai >abba, ne’éman “alai >abhikha ‘1
trust my own father, I trust thy father’). It is hard to believe that such a
homely word should have been taken over from Aramaic (where ’abbd is the
status emphaticus).® What we have here are the frequent Arabic vocative
forms in -a (Wright, ii, 87D), representing most probably the proto-Semitic
vocative. The -4, since it often occurs in cases where ‘my’ is implied, was
understood to be equivalent to the suffix of the first singular, and sometimes
used without vocative meaning. E.g. the anonymous line containing the
words thumma >awi ’ild >'ummd ‘then 1 take refuge to my mother’ (‘Ainij, iv,
247 and elsewhere). Bauer and Leander (Histor. Gramm., p. 450) even
suggest that the long vowels in the inflection of ’ab, etc., were originally due
to false analogy from abd, understood as an accusative.

m The enlargement of biliteral roots with -a seems to have had wider
extension, to judge from the forms yada ‘hand’ (cf. perhaps Ethiopic
’edé-ka, etc.) and dama ‘blood’, said by Sibawaihi (quoted ’Astarabadi,
Kafiya comm., ii, 175) to belong to an unspecified dialect. In passing we
may mention another dialect variant of >ab and ’akh, unfortunately again
without localization: ’abb (Ibn Malik, Tashil, quoted Lane, p. 4a) and
>akhkh (Ibn al-Kalbi in Jambhara, i, 15). These recall the Aramaic emphatic
state *abba (cf. also the Mishnaic Hebrew forms cited above) and Hebrew
>ahim < *>ahhim (cf. Bauer-Leander, Histor. Gramm., p. 615).

n The Hamdan said instead of huwa, hiya ‘he, she’ hiwa, hiya (huwwa,
hiyya), with long vowel (Ibn Malik, Tashil, f. 8 b; >Astarabadi, Kifiya
comm., ii, 10, etc.; cf. Noldeke, Zur Gramm., p. 13). From poetical quota-
tions we learn that such forms were used over a rather wider area. Forms of
the type hiwe, hiye are current in many modern colloquials (e.g., Syria, cf.
Driver, Grammar, p. 25). It is not quite clear in what relation these stand to
the A and A7 used in many colloquials, among them that of central Yemen
(Mittwoch, Aus dem Jemen, p. 52, 58). On the other hand there seems to be
a definite connection between hdwa, hiya and the h#’a, hi’a of certain
colloquials (Iraq, Dathina, cf. Barth, Pronominalbildung, p. 16), of South-
Arabian, proto-Ethiopic (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, i, 303), and Hebrew. One
wonders whether the form, occurring as it does in a West-Arabian dialect, is
not hw’a with elision of the hamza (cf. § 11 bb).

o The contraction mil- for mina I- (or mini l-, cf. § 14 gg) ‘from the’,
occurs frequently in poetry from all parts of Arabia (cf. Brockelmann, GVG,
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i, 263; Schwarz, Umar, iv, 111). The Lisan (xvii, 312) gives it as permitted
form without any reference to dialect. However, Rafii (Tarikh, i, 139),
without indicating his source, says that this contraction was peculiar to the
dialects of Khath‘am and Zubaid. Perhaps they were used in those regions
in prose, too. The form is very rare in colloquials, but it does occur in
Oman (Reinhardt, p. 101) and in Aleppo (Driver, Grammar, p. 214).
Yemenite influence was strong in Syria (cf. § 5 ¢), and Oman has close
linguistic ties with the Yemenite Tihdma; the modern survivals thus bear
out Rifi‘I’s statement. The common poetic use of mil- needs some elucida-
tion. A form mina for min is ascribed to Quda‘a (Lihyani in Lisan, xvii, 31 1).
The common Arabic form of min before the article is mina I-, but Tayyi’ and
Kalb are reported to have used mini I- instead (Lisan, loc. cit.). We seem
here to be confronted with two regional forms, one which had an inherent
final vowel and admitted of no contraction, and another, taking before *alif
al-wasl the same neutral vowel as other words ending in a consonant, and
admitting of contraction, like the Hebrew min (Gesenius, Grammar, § 102
b)10. The extreme forms are localized at almost opposite corners of Arabia;
in the intervening area the contracted form is used only in poetry—a classic
instance of linguistic geography. We may not be far out, especially in view of
the Ilebrew connection, in considering the vowelless, contractable form as
West-Arabian. We shall find further cases of assimilated n in Hijaz
(§ 11 qq). >Abii ’Ishiq (az-Zajjaj; in Lisan, xvii, 312) gives “al for ‘ani [- ‘from
the’ as another possible contraction. This is, however, extremely rare in
texts. Cf. map No. 9.

P Inthe same context, and probably from the same source, Rifi‘i informs
us that the equally common poetic contraction ‘al for ‘ald I- ‘upon the’ had
its home in the Harith dialect. In contrast to mil-, al- is the rule in collo-
quials everywhere (cf. Fischer, ZDMG, lviii, 797; Brockelmann, GVG, i,
263, 497), but in only two dialects it gave rise to a new preposition ‘a for
‘ald: Oman (Reinhardt, p. 94 seq.) and Syria (Driver, Grammar, p. 214)—
the same that have preserved mil-. This again supports Rafi’s statement.
Of course, the reason for the rise of ‘al- and its wide popularity is quite
different than that for the origin of mil-. It is the tendency to haplology
(Brockelmann, GVG, i, § 97).1!

q The Kinana said na‘im ‘yes’ instead of na‘am (Ibn Malik, Tashil, f. 86
a; Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 145, etc.). In the Lisan (xvi, 69) an anecdote
about this is told on the authority of a man of Khath‘am. The form was
common West-Arabian, and is attested for Hudhail (§ 8 ¢) and Hijaz (§ 10 7).
It was so much felt to be a correct Western form that the Kufan Kisa’i read
so in the Koran (Suydati, JamS, ii, 76). This is of course the older form (cf.
ni‘ma < na‘tima, Hebrew na‘émi). It was preserved in West-Arabian because
of the absence of the tendency to vowel-harmony (cf. § 10 f).
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r No really satisfactory explanation has been given, to my knowledge, of
the adverbial idioms of the type dhata yaumin ‘one day’, dha sabihin ‘one
morning’ (on the various idioms of this kind, see Lisan, xx, 345, 347). The
remarkable thing about them is that the dhaq, etc., exercises no influence on
the meaning, the phrases being equivalent to yauman, etc. Similarly one can
say ‘ald dhati hidatihi or min dhi hidatihi instead of “ald hidatihi ‘by himself’.
I would suggest that dhg, etc., are here demonstrative elements, related to
the dha used in questions (Hebrew zeh; Gesenius, Grammar, § 136 ¢). They
were however associated in the mind of the Arab speaker not with dhd ‘this’,
but with dhi ‘possessor’. According to Sibawaihi (i, 95), the Khath‘am
dialect inflected this dhd like the noun dhd. He drew this conclusion from a
line by the Khath‘am poet >Anas b. Mudrik (or Mudrika, cf. Schawahid-
Indices, p. 60, or Nuhaik, cf. Sib. as quoted Lisan, iii, 333): ‘azamtu
‘ald >igamati dhi sabahin/li->amrin ma yusawwadu man yasidu. Sibawaihi
interprets: ‘I resolved upon staying one morning (before attacking), for the
chief is made chief for some purpose’. But—if we can place any reliance
upon context!>—‘one morning’ is too indefinite to make sense in this verse.
What is wanted is ‘that mcrning’, i.c. the one on which the battle was to
take place. Thus dh? would be a demonstrative pronoun of the masculine =
literary Arabic dhd,and it would lack the intervening definite article required
in Arabic.

8 To deal with the syntactic aspect first: we possess a parallel from the
colloquial of Zafar in Southern Yemen. There the demonstrative for both
genders is normally enclitic dhi, combined with the article: esh-shughal dhi
‘this business’ (Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 108). For ‘this is’ there is a special
masculine form, dhé. Twice, however, in R.’s texts dhé occurs adjectivally,
both times before the noun, and without the article: once before a common
noun in dhé mkan ‘this place’ (Rhodokanakis, i, 95, line 3), the other time
before a proper name in min dhé gefgéf etta dhi l-ugél ‘from Jefjef to al-Ujel’
(i, 96, line 12). The second case is remarkably like the Biblical Hebrew use of
zeh before proper names. An old instance of a similar construction comes
down in a ‘tradition’ concerning the Mahdji, in which there is an obvious
attempt at being ‘Yemenite’: yatla‘u ‘alaikum rajulun min dhi yamanin ‘ala
wajhihi mashatun min dhi malakin, which can to my mind be rendered only ‘a
man will appear to you from yonder Yemen, on whose face will be some
spittle of yonder angel’. Let it be noted that this is not a South-Arabian
construction: the South-Arabian dhn bytn corresponds exactly, except for
word order, with Biblical Hebrew hab-bayith haz-zeh, while the cases just
discussed correspond as closely to Mishnaic Hebrew bayith zeh ‘this house’.
There is some evidence of proclitic 2ek (also without intervening article) in
Mishnaic Hebrew, though the matter is still somewhat doubtful (instances
in Segal, Grammar, p. 201). However that may be, the existence of a
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construction of the demonstrative without article both in a Canaanite dialect
and in southern West-Arabian is too remarkable to be accidental. There are
no cases in Hijazi texts of this construction before common nouns, but a dhi
can in Hijazi poems be added at will to any proper name, often producing
grammatically abnormal constructions (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 145). According
to >Azhari (in Taj, x, 436) this ‘otiose dhi> (sic) was current in the speech of
the Qais and their neighbours. From Lisan, xx, 344, we learn that Dhd
Rumma, the poet, stated that in his native dialect one said qabbaha llahu dha
fa, which must mean ‘may God put that mouth to shame’. The ‘Adi were
reckoned among the Tamim, but dwelt far to the West of the main body of
that tribe. It seems thus that we can discern, underlying all these isolated
pieces of information, that West-Arabian said not hddha I-baitu but dh(i)
baitu or dh(i) baitun. Cf. map No. 10.

t Hebrew 2eh and Aramaic dén suggest proto-Semitic dké. In Eastern
Arabic this would have become dhd, as Hebrew nér became ndar (cf. § 10 aa)
—thus fully accounting for the normal Arabic form. In some, unfortunately
not specified, Arabic dialects dh@ was pronounced with *imala, i.e., dh& or
dhé (Sibawaihi, ii, 289; Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 160). The way in which
the statement is introduced in the sources suggests that these were not
dialects with general ’imala, therefore probably West-Arabian ones (cf.
§10g). The colloquials that have forms like dhé for the masculine are the ones
that most agree with Yemenite: Tlemsen, Egypt, Oman, and Yemenite ones,
such as Zafar and Dathina. In the strongly imalizing colloquials (hd)dha is
not affected, cf. e.g., Maltese da (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, i, 318; Barth,
Pronominalbildung, p. 116). Theoretically, therefore, the dhZ in our ex-
amples may be an attempt to write dhé. However, the Yemenite relative
pronoun dhi for Tayyi’ dhii (§ 4 aa) suggests that there was a demonstrative
dhi which attracted the relative in form. The same happened in Hebrew
where the analogy between relative zi# and demonstrative zek (fem. 20) led
to the latter being employed in many biblical passages instead of the former.
The Ethiopic 2¢ is of no help, as it might be shortened from dhé as well as
from dhi.

u A confirmation of Yemenite demonstrative dhi (dhé) may possibly be
found in another ‘tradition’ about the Mahdi (Lisan, xx, 338) where it is
said that he will be qurashiyyun yamanin laisa min dhi wa-1a dhi ‘a Quraishite
and Yemenite, being neither of dhi nor of dhi’. The explanation offered by
the Lisan is that dhd stands for the royal house of Himyar, i.e. names such
as Dhi Yazan and Dha Ru‘ain. That leaves the dhi unexplained. I would
like to suggest that the second part of the sentence means ‘being neither
(wholly) of the one nor (wholly) of the other’. The dhizmay be real Yemenite,
dhi . . . dhi having been dissimilated into dhi . . . dhi, or may be an error of
tradition. Perhaps the utterance was at one point understood to mean
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‘neither of those who say dhi (i.e., the Yemenites), nor of those who say dha
(i.e., the Tayyi’?)’—dhi being taken as the relative pronoun (§ 4 aa).

v If our analysis is correct, then the conclusions of Sibawaihi are a neat
instance of the shortcomings of the Arab philologists’ approach to the
dialects. However, Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 36 a) draws a truly bewildering
inference from Sibawaihi’s words: that the Khath‘am, alone among all
Arabs, did not employ dha and dhata in such constructions as dhata yaumin.
This is the only statement known to me which asserts that some form was
not found in a certain dialect. It presupposes a detailed inquiry such as was
certainly never undertaken.

w I do not know what to make of the statement of some (quoted by
>Anis, Lahajat, p. 99, without source) that the Harith said for the dual and
plural of the relative pronoun alladha and alladhi instead of alladhdni,
alladhina. Others ascribe the feature to part of Rabi‘a. Two shawdahid, both
with the dual, are by the Taghlibi *Akhtal and the Tamimi Farazdaq. They
may represent some poetic license (cf. Wright, Grammar, ii, 379C). In the
Harith dialect, if the information is correct, these forms may belong to the
range of transition forms Letween ii:: West-Arabian *allai and alladhina
(cf. § 8 2).

X According to Saffir (quoted by Ibn ‘Aqil, p. 121), the Harith dialect
made the predicate of a verbal clause agree with its subject in number (the
so-called lughat >akalini l-baraghith, cf. Wright, ii, 294C). The same usage
is found in Hijaz (§ 13 b) and Tayyi’ (§ 14 Ah), and is typically West-Arabian.

Yy The use of apocopate after lan, which is extremely rare (Reckendorf,
Syntax, p. 497) was by some considered a dialect feature (Ibn Malik, Tashil
as quoted Khizana, iv, 522; Suyiti, JamS, ii, 64). Of the few shawdhid cited
one comes from a poem which the Hamaisa ascribes to a woman of the
Harith tribe (Hamaisa, p. 496, line 1), the other: tammat'® fu’dduka lau
yahzunka ma sana‘at/’ihdd nis@i bani dhuhli bni shaibdna ‘may your heart
stop beating it if grieves you what a woman of the Band Dhuhl b. Shaiban
has done’ (Khizana, loc. cit.; Shinqiti, ii, 81) comes apparently from a
fakhr-poem of the Banu Shaibin, i.e. is of Yemenite origin. This may
entitle us, at least provisionally, to reckon this as a northern Yemenite usage.
Since the original sense of lau is desiderative (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, ii, 31),
there is some probability that the use of the apocopate with it is old, if not
original, in Arabic, and the Yemenite usage (or is it generally Western?) an
archaism. It is, indeed, the normal Arabic usage, indicative after lau, which
needs explaining.

NOTES

1 According to Hartmann (OLZ, xii, 28) this change is quite regular in the colloquial
of the Nugairl mountains in Syria.
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? Since the *Azdi reports this of another dialect, we may infer that his own dialect did
not have this form.

? The example given is ’aiddn ‘two handles’. Thus at least in some contexts ai is
preserved in the particular colloquial from which Landberg took this form.

4 It is by ‘Ujair b. ‘Abdallih as-Salali.
8 For this function of min, cf. Reckendorf, Syntax, § 137, 3 i (p. 258).

¢ In the Sahah (quoted Freytag, Einfiihrung, p. 79) this line is given as proof that the
‘Amir dialect changed d into j.

? The same ending is found in Eth. haqué ‘hip’ and ’edé-hii ‘his hand’. These two
words are singular, but it seems that the forms originally served for the dual and were
transferred to the singular when the category of the dual lapsed.

8 Both editions write ’akhitka, the grammars ’akhdka.

® True, the English schoolboy says pater and the Turk peder. But these two words
come from languages which in each case serve as a learned and polite idiom—which
Aramaic was not in its relation to Hebrew at that time (though it has become so in the
latest stages of Modern Hebrew).

10 Ethiopic has preserved both forms as emna and em-. The latter form makes one
wonder whether in fact the South-West Arabian form was not *mi rather than *min.

11 According to Hartmann {OLZ, ix, 578), ‘a occurs in the inscription of an-Namira
(in ‘kdy, line 2).

1% Professor Gibb suggests translating ‘I decided to stage a morning attack’ (literally
‘that of the morning’). If this rendering is accepted, the ensuing discussion largely falls
to the ground. However, apart from contradicting Sibawaihi, it presupposes that
’agdma had the meaning which it has in ’aqama s-salata ‘he held the prayers’. This
meaning is in my opinion borrowed from Jewish usage (cf. hégim miswah ‘he fulfilled a
commandment’, also Syriac ’agim shlamd ‘intone the Pax vobiscum’). If this line is
genuine (and its very difficulties prove that it is) it is difficult to belicve that Yemenite
bedouins should not only have borrowed but further developed such a technical usage.

12 Other reading tamat fu’ddaka . . . ‘a woman of the B. Dh. has enslaved your
heart, even if it grieves you what she has done’.



Chapter 8
HUDHAIL

a The Hudhail, though a large tribe, played a minor role in the political
and cultural events of the first Islamic centuries. Their language, however,
received a good deal of attention from the philologists. Although they did
not produce one first-rank poet, theirs is the only one of the many tribal
diwans that survived. Ibn Jinni wrote a special book about the poetry of
Hudhail (cf. Khasa’is, i, 130), which is unfortunately lost. No doubt it
mainly dealt with the language. The Hudhail had a name for using particu-
larly good Arabic (cf. § 3 &, 7). In fact, their dialect seems to have been
influenced by Eastern Arabic more strongly than any other West-Arabian
idiom. This points to extensive Eastern contacts. The undoubted existence
of a body of pre-Islamic Hudhali poetry in Classical Arabic points in the
same direction. The language of the poems was, of course, imported from
East-Arabia: it was their skill in using it which brought the Hudhail their
linguistic fame. At the same time the ~veryday speech of the tribe abscrbed
features of the colloquial speech of the Eastern tribes, which gave the dialect
its special place within West-Arabian.

b Basically, of course, there is no doubt that the Hudhail dialect was
West-Arabian. Not only does it share most West-Arabian characteristics,
but its known features fit precisely into its geographical position between
northern Yemen and Hijaz. Besides the grammatical features to be dealt
with in the course of this chapter, there are some lexical correspondences:
awwab ‘obedient’ for Hudhail, Kinana, and Qais (>Aba ‘Ubaid, Risila,
p. 156); thdgb ‘shining’ for Iludhail (Risala, p. 155; ’Itqan, p. 311)
and Kinana (Risala, p. 162); jadath ‘tomb’ for Hudhail (Risila, p. 155;
’Itqan, p. 311) and Tihama (Misbah, p. 144)—as against jadaf in Najd
(Misbah) or Qais and Tamim (Sharh Diwén al-Khansa’, Beirut 1890, p.
230); kharasa ‘to utter lies’ for Hudhail, Kinana, and Qais (Risila, p. 157;
’Itqan, p. 311), cf. perhaps Hebrew haras lashon (Exod., xi, T); faur ‘faces’ for
the same tribes (Risila, p. 143); rajd, rajja ‘to fear’ for Hudhail (Risila, p.
151, 157), Hudhail, Kinana, and Khuza“a (Sijistani, >Addad, p. 81), Tihima
(Baidawi, ii, 37); usl as plural (?) of ‘asal ‘honey’ for Hudhail, Kinana, and
Khuza‘a (Yaqat, Mu9am, iii, 655).

¢ The form na‘im for na‘am was current in the Hudhail and Kinana
dialects (Qastallani, iv, 204). It was a general West-Arabian form (cf. § 7 ¢
and § 10 7). Its presence here proves at any rate that the Hudhail dialect had
not become affected by the Eastern tendency towards vowel harmony. The
phonetic implications will be more fully discussed in § 10 f-n.1

d Nor did the Hudhail dialect follow those of the East in eliding short
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unstressed vowels. In the plurals of feminine segolate nouns of the type fa‘la
the Classical language inserts an a (fa‘alat), but not when the second
radical is w or y (cf. Wright, i, 193). The Hudhail dialect inserted the a in
that case, too, and said, e.g., jawazat ‘nuts’, from jauza (Ibn Milik, Tashil,
f. 6 a; Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 77; Fa’iq, i, 43, etc.). According to Suyuti
(JamS, i, 23) this was done only in nouns, not in adjectives. The independent
examples refer to nouns only. One is a line by a Hudhali poet in which a
male ostrich is described as ab# (’akhit) bayadatin ‘possessor of eggs’ (from
baida; ’Astarabadi, Kifiya comm., ii, 190; Lisan, viii, 393), the other a
reading by >A‘mash of Kufa in Koran, xxiv, 57: thalathu ‘awaratin ‘three
times of privacy’ (for ‘aurdtin), which Zamakhshari (Kashshaf, p. 960) says
is in Hudhail dialect. This, of course, must not be taken to mean that Z.
considered this a Hudhail reading, but that it agreed with what he knew to
be Hudhail usage. Ibn Khalawaih (Badi¢, p. 103) declares >A‘mash’s
reading to be in the Tamim dialect. We know from Zamakhshari (Muf.
p- 77) and Farra’ (on Koran, xiii, 7/6) that the Tamim elided the a in forms
like jamarat, which they pronounced jamrat ‘coals’. Perhaps Ibn Khalawaih
drew this conclusion from *>A‘mash’s tribal origins, or more likely, one of his
sources confused Hudhail with the Tamimi sub-tribe Hanzala. We shall
meet other examples of the same confusion. It is not clear whether the dialect
also had a in the sound plurals of fi‘/a and fu‘la. >Astarabadi (Kafiya comm.,
i1, 189) says that to ‘i ‘caravan’ there existed a plur. ‘Zyardt, used by ‘other
than Hudhail’. Should that mean ‘by the Hudhail and others™ Lihyani (in
Lisan, xvi, 59), commenting on the reading ni‘mat (ni‘amadt, ni‘imat) in
Koran, xxxi, 30/31, asserts that ni9mat was the Hijazi pronunciation.
Should ni‘emat have been that of the Hudhail and other West-Arabians,
since we may presume ni‘mat to have been an Eastern form? It is clear, in
any event, that the medial vowels in these plurals are very old in Arabic and
were lost to some extent in the form of language that became Classical
Arabic, and completely in the Eastern dialects. Thhey are normal in Hebrew
(malkah: mélakhoth) and existed in Old Aramaic, as in the plur. rugazé from
rugzd ‘wrath’ in an Aramaic text in cuneiform (cf. Gordon, AfO, xii, 114,
§ 64). In later Aramaic, the vowels having been elided as in Eastern Arabic,
their former presence can still be discerned by irregular spirantization
(Brockelmann, GVG, i, 430). Some instances exist also in Ethiopic. Here, as
elsewhere, West-Arabian proves to be more conservative than the Eastern
dialects, with Classical Arabic taking up an intermediate position.

e Another example of the preservation of an unstressed short vowel is
Hudhail ’zbin for ibn ‘son’? (Ibn Duraid, Ishtiqiaq, p. 108). The medial £
occurs in all those Semitic dialects that have the word (to the forms cited in
Brockelmann, GVG, i, 332, add Amorite Bina-ammi, Bauer, Ostkanaanier,
p. 15, and Minaean bhn =binu). The initial 7 is a difficulty, as it is not, like the
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¢ of the Classical torm bnu, phonetically justified. Vollers (Volkssprache,
p. 17) takes (z)bnu as the original Arabic form and the medial 7 of ibin as an
anaptyctic vowel like those of the Hebrew segolates. This follows his theory
that the ’‘r@b-vowels had disappeared at an early stage of the Arabic
language. Such anaptyctic vowels are indeed frequent in the modern
colloquial of Mecca (Snouck Hurgronje, Mekkanische Sprichwérter, p. 99)
and other colloquials. A form exactly like that in Hudhail, of course without
’i‘¢db, is current in modern Najd (Socin, Diwan, iii, 108). But there is no
evidence that the ancient Hudhail dialect had lost the *irdb. Rather we may
take *ibin as a compromise between Eastern (7)bnu (which, being mostly un-
stressed, had lost its vowel by Eastern sound-law) and Western *binu, the
existence of which would thus be proved.3

f The absence of vowel-harmony and vowel-elision mark the Hudhail
dialect as West-Arabian. Whatever may have been the nature of Eastern
influence on it, it certainly did not change its basic rhythmic pattern (cf.
§ 10 m, seq.).

¢ In >Abu Zaid’s list (Lisan, i, 14) Hudhail appears among the dialects
which did not sound the han:za (cf. niap No. 15). This is supported by
various forms cited from the dialect, which will be mentioned in the course
of the discussion of this phenomenon in the Hijaz dialect (cf. § 11/, seq.).

h Initial wu- becomes in the Hudhail dialect u-, initial wi>1.4 For the
first law I have only few instances: usdda ‘pillow’ for wusdda (Ibn Duraid,
Jambhara, ii, 267); Freytag (Einfiihrung, p. 83) cites two lines from the
Diwan Hudhail, containing ushk for wushk ‘speed’ and udd for wudd ‘love’;
the Medinean >Ubayy is said to have had in his codex wjihuhum ‘their
faces’ for wujihuhum in Koran, xxxix, 61/60 (Jeffery, Materials, p. 161).
Instances of wi > are more plentiful: sha@h ‘woman’s girdle’ for wishah (Ibn
Duraid, Ishtiqaq, p. 301; Jamhara, ii, 161), élda ‘children’ for wilda, i‘a
‘vessel’ for wi‘@, ig@ ‘protection’ for wigd (all Ibn Sikkit, Qalb, p. 57). The
same change is also found in the Hijazi poet Nabigha (xx, 26, cf. Lisan, i,
190) where ida> stands for wida’ ‘pretty ones’, and a line (quoted by Ibn
>A‘rabi in Lisan, iv, 458) with #jdan ‘feeling’ for wijdan, and finally in the
common Arabic érth for wirth ‘inheritance’.

i The change of wu- into u- is, of course, a result of the disappearance of
hamza. An u with a ‘soft on-glide’ (leiser Einsatz) is practically equivalent to
a wu-, w being merely an « in non-syllabic position. Therefore, when hamza
disappears (always or frequently), the difference between the two weakens in
the consciousness of the speaker. This has happened in many Arabic col-
loquials (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, i, 187), consequent upon the prevalence of
soft beginning of initial vowels in them (ibid., i, 45). Cantineau (Parlers, p.
42) observed in Syrian bedouin colloquials that hamza was preserved in the
initial position, as in ’edhen ‘ear’ =’udhn, ’0dhfer ‘nail’ =’ugfur, but no
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hamza was heard in words beginning with an u < wi, as usel ‘he arrived’ =
wisil (literary wasala) and wuldd ‘children’ =wildd. Cantineau’s treatment of
hamza is unsatisfactory, as he himself admits, but the observation may be
true enough: etymological kamza is facultative, but naturally appears in
careful speech, while (especially in careful speech) it does not appear in those
cases where etymological cognates keep the reminiscence of the w- alive
(usel: wagil; ulad: walad). We can actually make a reversal-test. The loan
word ugiyya ‘ounce’ was pronounced wugiyya in the dialect of the Bani
‘Amir near Medina (Qastallni, iv, 36).> This could only happen if the
hamza of >ugiyya was not pronounced.

k The change of wi- into i- is contrary to the tendency of the modern
colloquials, which change wi- into u- (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 187). It is only
intelligible on the assumption that wi- was first changed into yi-, and the
latter, by the same principle as wu >, into i-. However, we have no state-
ment or examples to prove that yi- became 7- in our dialect. In Ibn Jinni’s
statement on the generally permissible changes (see below), that of yi- into i-
is specifically excluded. It may for some unknown reason have been con-
sidered more vulgar than the other two changes.® A change of initial @ into y
is found only in North-West Semitic (Canaanite, Aramaic, and Ugaritic),
where it is, however, general, not only before . Of course, there, too, it may
have begun as a conditioned sound-change wi- >yi- and spread by analogy.
The question is, did the Hudhail dialect also change w into y before other
vowels? The only instance of this is ydzi‘ahum ‘their commander’ for
wdzi‘ahum in a poem by Husaib ad-Damri (Diwan Hudhail, i, 73),
expressly declared by Sukkari to be a dialect form of the Hudhail. Jumahi
in his scholion on the passage, however, says it is Kinana dialect.
As often, Kinana may stand for Western in general or Hijazi. The one
instance is insufficient for deciding the case, but makes it probable that the
change of w into y was more widespread than the philologists’ statements
allow.”

1 The Hijazi instances quoted above, though few, suggest that the
sound-changes we have discussed were generally West-Arabian. The
phonetic basis—not to say necessity—for them was provided everywhere by
the disappearance of hamza. The resemblance to Canaanite developments is
striking. In Hebrew wu- ‘and’ is pronounced u-; the prefix of the third
masc. imperf., yi-, was in the Middle Ages pronounced - (cf. also Arabic
>Ishaq from Hebrew Yishag), and some spellings in the old Testament text
suggest a widespread confusion between yi- and ’- (cf. Bergstrisser, Hebr.
Gramm., i, 104). The change of w- to y- has already been mentioned. It
would be strange if the same series of sound-changes had taken place in
North-West Semitic and the Hudhail dialect without any intervening
geographical link. Our impression is further strengthened when we find the

G
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philologists asserting that to change wu- to u- and wi- to ¢- (but not yi- to -)
is correct literary Arabic (Ibn Jinni, quoted >Ushmiini, iv, 222; >Abq 1-ala’
al-Ma‘arri, Risalat al-mala’ika, ed. Krachkovski, p. 6). Muradi (d. 749/1348)
is quoted by Sabban (ad >Ushmiini, loc. cit.) as stating that he had read in
some book that the change originated in the Hudhail dialect. This proves to
what extent these forms were accepted as correct by the grammarians. In
actual fact we find hardly any examples of the ‘Hudhail’ forms in normal
Classical Arabic. The view of the philologists can thus not be due to observa-
tion of literary usage. As it must have had some basis, we may seek it in their
knowledge that a large number of important dialects, to wit the West-
Arabian group, partook of this sound-law. There is certainly no evidence for
the contention of Vollers (Volkssprache, p. 43 f.) that this sound-change was
general Arabic, nay common Semitic. It belonged to one definite area of
Semitic, namely North-West Semitic plus West-Arabian. It is to some
extent paralleled by the fate of y- in Accadian, but the development of w- in
that language is quite different. Eastern Arabic, South-Arabian, and
Ethiopic maintain both w and y in every case; only Amharic arrived (for
similar reasons) at a development similar to that of the north-western
languages (Praetorius, Amhar. Sprache, p. 48).

m Some unspecified dialect (perhaps Eastern) changed both ya- and wa-
into a-, thus reproducing the fate of w- (and to some extent y-, cf. amu<
yaumu) in Accadian (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, i, 139). Thus we have araqan
‘blight’ for yaragan (Sahah, ii, 67) and alab ‘skin-helmets’ for yalab (Ibn
al-Muzaffar in Lisan, i, 210) ad for yad ‘hand’ (Lisan, xx, 303).8 In two cases
the change is Classical Arabic: >andtun ‘languid woman’, originally wandtun,
and the n. pr. fem. ’asma’, from wasma> ‘the beautiful one’. This is a
tendency contrary to that in the Hudhail dialect.

n An unspecified dialect said ’abina’u for >abyind’u, plural of bayyin
‘eloquent’ (Sibawaihi, quoted Mukhassas, ii, 112). This is a similar change,
but this time within the word. It is doubtful whether this has anything to do
with the Hudhail phenomena.

0 The Hudhali Ibn Mas‘Gd read in Koran, xii, 35, for hattd hinin, ‘until a
certain time’, ‘attd hinin (Jeffery, Materials, p. 49, etc.). The commentators
and grammarians say that this was according to Hudhail dialect usage (Ibn
Jinni, Muhtasab, p. 42; Ibn Mailik, Tashil, f. 57 b; Baidawi, i, 460, etc.).
Some late sources state it as a general rule that the Hudhail substituted ‘ain
for k (Styati, Muzhir, i, 133; ‘Aintabi, Qamis Turc., i, 284), but give few
examples other than ‘attd hinin. Yaziji (Seventh Or. Congress, ii, 77), how-
ever, presents us with a whole sentence in Hudhail dialect: al-la‘mu
I->a‘maru >a‘sanu mina l-la“mi l->abyads ‘red meat is better than white meat’.
As Yaziji never names his sources and is free with ‘examples’ found nowhere
else, we cannot but treat this with suspicion. Suyiti identifies the change of
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h into ‘ain with the fahfahat Hudhail mentioned in some works. The word
means hoarseness. Travellers in Arabia remark upon the continual hoarse-
ness of the bedouins, which is a consequence of the dewy mornings (e.g.,
Guarmani, Northern Nejd, p. 22), but it is difficult to see what the change of
h to ‘ain has to do with this. Indeed, Suyuti himself says elsewhere that the
term fahfaha refers to the change of % (not k) into ‘ain in the Hudhail
dialect (Iqtirdh, quoted by Bravmann, Materialien, p. 42). I have seen no
other mention of such a change. In any event it is most unlikely that fahfaha
is a name for either peculiarity of the dialect. The one available instance of
hattd hinin does not prove the existence of a general sound law, as it admits
of other explanations. We are not told anywhere that Ibn Mas‘ad read ‘attd
for hattd everywhere in the Koran. In our case the ‘ain may well be due to
dissimilation (this is the opinion of Bergstrisser in GQ, iii, 68). However,
all the cognate languages have ‘@iz in the word for ‘until’: South-Arabian ‘d,
‘dy (cf. § 4 cc), Hebrew ‘adh, “ddhé, etc. Though hatti may have no etymo-
logical connection with ‘ad(ai) (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, ii, 417), West-
Arabian, if only for geographical reasons, must have used ‘adaz at some time,
The Hudhail form would then be a cuinpromise between the two. In fact, a
similar form, ’etta, is to-day found in the colloquial of Zafar in southern
Yemen. This was identified with the Hudhail word by Vollers (ZAss., xxii,
226); there is, however, the difficulty about this that the Zafar dialect does
not elsewhere substitute ’alif for ‘ain (cf. Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 76).
Perhaps ’etta is a compromise between hattd and some cognate of Ethiopic
>eska. The form ‘attd may not have been restricted to Hudhail, but seems to
have been current in Southern Hijaz as well. According to a statement in the
Lisan (xix, 253, without source) it was also used at Ta’if.

p From Ibn Hishim (Mughnj, ii, 25) we learn that Ibn Mas‘d read in
the Koran naham ‘yes’ for na‘am®. This contradicts the statements which
report that the Hudhail said na‘ém for na‘am (cf. § ¢ above). However, this is
not the only case where Ibn Mas‘Gd reads 4 for ‘ain. Farra’ saw in Mas“Gd’s
codex that he wrote in Koran, ¢, 9, bulthira for bu‘thira ‘was laid bare’.
Farrd> heard the same reading from one of the Bani ’Asad (cf. Beck,
Orientalia, xv, 182). In this case the 2 may be due to assimilation to the
voiceless th. The inclusion of >Asad makes this even more probable, as we
have from Tamim, another Eastern tribe, such forms as mahhum for ma‘hum
‘with them’ (with Eastern ma* for ma‘a; Sibawaihi, ii, 462) and *ahhudul®
for ’a‘hadu ‘I make a covenant’ (Ibn Khilawaih, Badi¢, p. 125). But
this does not explain naham. There is a late statement to the effect that the
change of ‘ain to b was peculiar to the dialect of the Sa‘d ibn Bakr, north to
Medina (§ 11 d). If it were somewhat better attested, we might see in it a
local Medinean pronunciation which Ibn Mas‘Gd adopted into his reading.
In any event, we must beware of falling into Voller’s mistake of assuming
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that Koran readers lightly imported features of their native dialects into their
recitation. What they aimed at was either to be true to the way in which the
words had issued from the mouth of the Prophet, or to use correct Arabic.
The latter tendency, which was that of the Iraqi readers, was responsible for
the importation of some Eastern dialect traits into their readings, because
they considered these traits good Arabic. Ibn Mas‘ad’s readings betray no
dialect bias. Any grammatical irregularities in them are more likely to be due
to the fact that he, and the people from whose mouth he took down the text,
lived before the age of grammatical activity.

q There is thus no real evidence for a sound-change %< ‘ain in the
Hudhail dialect. There are some instances of such substitution from an arca
much further north. In a few Palestinian place names ‘ain appears for
Hebrew or Aramaic k, e.g., Bét “ur for Béth Horon, ‘Asur for Hasor, Zaniu*
for Zanoah (cf. Kampftmeyer, ZDPV, xv, 25), ‘Amta (in northern Trans-
jordan) for Hamtan, etc. There are, however, also some undoubted cases in
which pre-Arab aleph became “ain in such names (e.g., ‘4sqalan <> Ashqeélon,
Kafr ‘Ana<’ond, cf. Kampffmeyer, ZDPV, xv, 14). The latter change is
definitely attributed to the Eastern dialects. Tamim, >Asad, (Eastern) Qais,
‘Uqail are named in this connection (e.g., by Farra’ in Lisan, xvii, 168), but
also Quda‘a (Tha“dlibi, Figh al-lugha, p. 107). The latter is of particular
importance, because the Quda‘a bordered on Palestine for centuries. It is
not quite clear how far the sound-change affected those dialects. According
to Suyuti (Muzhir, i, 133) every initial hamza was changed, according to
>Ushmiini (iv, 212) even every hamza followed by a vowel. There are, in any
event, some lexicographical instances of the change, though the grammarians
never adduce any example except ‘an and ‘anna ‘that’ (where the Eastern
‘ain may be of other than phonetic origin).! In the speech of the local
Aramaic population k was pronounced the same as aleph (Dalman, Gramm.,
p. 57), so that the ‘ain in these names may be due to pharyngalization of
such alephs by Eastern Arabs. In any case the prevailing confusion of the
pharyngals in the local Aramaic makes any statement about correspondences
rather hazardous. Other, equally doubtful, cases may be found among the
words recorded in Talmudic literature as used in ‘Arabia’. These, as A.
Cohen (JQR, iii, 228) has shown, are taken from the Aramaic spoken by the
Jews of northern Hijaz, but may include some Arabic loanwords. In the
Palestinian Talmud, Sanhedrin, x, 2, a Midrash is motivated by the informa-
tion that ‘in Arabia’ they said ‘dtar for hdtar ‘to dig’. In literary Arabic
hatara does not mean this,!? so that it must in any case have been a local
form, about which we can hardly say anything!3. Similarly, we are told in
Tanhdma, Térimah, § 7, that in Arabia ‘to steal’ was gébha‘. Cohen (0p. cit.,
p. 233) derives this from Arabic gabbaha, but that can only mean ‘to make or
consider wicked’, and even gabuha ‘to be wicked’ never has the meaning of



HUDHAIL 87

stealing in normal Arabic. Nor does Arabic gaba‘a help much, in spite of its
diversity of meanings. There is no need to look for an Arabic etymology.
The Babylonian Talmud, Résh Hashanah, f. 2 a-b, has gabh‘an ‘robber’, a
word then already not fully understood. Qur gébha® is cognate to Arabic
qgabada ‘to seize’, and may be preserved in Syrian colloquial Arabic gaba“ ‘to
pull out’. The two cases cannot be used as argument. The only case in which
we really have “ain for k is when the Palestinian Bar Qappara addresses the
Babylonian Rabbi Hiyya playfully as ‘Iyyd, mocking at his Babylonian
Aramaic pronunciation (Bab. Talmud, Kerithath, 8 a).

r The fate of the pharyngals in the Hudhail dialect is thus not at all clear.
For all we know it may have largely lost the pharyngal articulation, and ¢
have become *alif and / > %, as in modern Yemenite colloquials to the south
and in the old Hijaz dialect to the north (cf. § 11 ¢, f). A certain indication of
weak pharyngal articulation may be seen in the absence of influence of
pharyngals on adjoining vowels. We shall meet such cases in the Hijaz
(§ 10 g, seq.). For Hudhail T have only higw ‘loins’ for hagw (T4, x, 95). The
form with # would be the original one, if the word is connected with Hebrew
héq (Barth, Etym. Studien, p. 61), bui Haupt (AJSL, xxvi, 227) compares
the Hebrew word with Arabic khdg ‘vulva’. On cither assumption the form
is difficult, since the Hebrew form points to *haig (Bauer-Leander, Hist.
Gramm., p. 202).1 Cf., however, the cases (§ 10 ) where the Najd dialects
have 7 for western a.

s Absence of the rounding influence of labial consonants is responsible
for the difference between Hudhail *imm and Classical *umm ‘mother’
(’Aghini, xxi, 43: in Jamhara, i, 20, as dialect form without mention of
Hudhail). The form *imm, yimm, is used in several Arabic colloquials, thus
proving that it was in ancient times not restricted to the Hudhail dialect.
The central Yemen colloquial uses to-day *umm (Goitein, Jemenica, p. 28),
but this, like other features of that dialect, may be of post-Islamic importa-
tion. Perhaps we should oppose West-Arabian and Canaanite *imm to East-
Arabian, Aramaic, and Accadian >umm (Mishnaic Hebrew *im is a technical
word and probably borrowed) as alternative Proto-Semitic forms.

t Instead of ‘asdya ‘my staff’ the Hudhail said ‘asayya, and similarly
gafayya ‘the nape of my neck’, hudayya ‘my guidance’, hawayya ‘my desire’.
The earliest witness to this is Ibn Habib (d. 245/859; in Lisan, xx, 249; cf.
further Zamakhshari, Mufagsal, p. 44; Tabrizi, Hamisa comm., p. 22;
Baidawi, i, 593; Ibn ‘Aqil, p. 354). The form is found in a line by >Abi
Dhu’aib (Diwan Hudhail, ii, No. 1, 7), but it is not restricted to that dialect.
‘Isa b. “‘Umar (d. 149) declares it to be Quraish dialect. It is common in
Koran readings. The Basrian grammarian Ibn >Abi *Ishaq al-Hadrami (d.
117/135) read in xx, 19, ‘asayya ‘my staff’, and in vi, 163/162 mahyayya ‘my
life’. The Basrian al-Hasan and others read in xii, 19, yd bushrayya ‘good
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news to me’ (where the textus receptus has bushrd). Some read in ii, 36/38
hudayya ‘my guidance’; this is the reading of the Samarkand codex (cf.
JAOS, Ixii, 183). Zamakhshari (Kashshaf, p. 646) tells us that in his own
time (he died at Mecca 538/1143) the people of the Sarit said in prayer ya
sayyidi wa-maulayya ‘my Lord and Master’. These forms belong to the
same paradigm as the Himyaritic gafaika ‘thy neck’ (§ 5 i) and the certainly
Western expressions labbaika ‘hail to thee’ and sa‘daika ‘good luck to thee’.
The old az, with which these nouns ended in proto-Semitic, is here preserv-
ed, as it is in Classical Arabic in ‘alaika, ‘alayya, etc. (cf. Sarauw, ZAss.,
xxi, 40). In the dialects outside West-Arabian the final @i of both nouns and
prepositions had become, according to a sound-law peculiar to those dialects,
first € and then, together with the common Semitic ¢, had coalesced with the
strongly imilized 4. In the nouns the @ of the absolute form spread by
analogy to the forms with suffixes, while in the prepositions the suffixed
forms kept their old vocalization. The difference is perhaps due to the cir-
cumstance that the prepositions never would appear in free final position,
and the change was transferred to their suffix-less forms by analogy after it
had existed for some time in the nouns. In West-Arabian the -a; was pre-
served as such in the free final position (cf. § 10 bb), and, therefore, there was
no ground for introducing 4 into the suffixed forms. We must, therefore,
assume that West-Arabian said not only ‘asayya, ‘asaika, but also *asaihit
(cf. § 10 f), *“asaiha, etc. Cases of different vocalization in West-Arabian
texts are of course no argument against this, as they are either proof of the
more thorough command of Classical Arabic on the part of the authors, or
the result of later correction. If we find in a poem by a Harithi (Hamsa, p.
22, line 2) the form hawdya ‘my longing’, this might well be evidence for the
change ai > a peculiar to that dialect (§ 7 e). >Astarabadi is no doubt right in
remarking that there is no similar ‘change’ in the dual: the Hudhail said
‘asayya, but khalildya ‘my two friends’ (Kafiya comm., i, 294). His remarks
would hardly have been necessary, but for the view held by the Arab
grammarians (e.g., Ibn Malik, Tashil, f. 61 ) that there was in ‘asayya
assimilation of the “alif’,18 which of course should affect every ’alif in the
same way.

u The indeterminate state of these words in the Hudhail dialect was
according to Ibn Duraid (Jamhara, iii, 488) ‘asan, gafan, just as in Classical
Arabic.

v The situation is somewhat complicated by the fact that some of the
nouns just discussed are from roots tertiz w. Both gafan and ‘asan are
spelled with final *alif. The verb belonging to qafan is qafa, yagqfi ‘to follow
closely’; from “asan we have ‘asautu ‘I struck with a stick’. In the Yemenite
dialect it was ‘aswun (§ 4 v). There was, however, also a verb ‘asattu and
‘asitu, which the lexicographers rather artificially distinguish from ‘asautu.
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Ibn Sida (in Lisan, xix, 294) calls ‘asaitu a dialect form of ‘asautu. This is the
common Arabic confusion of tertize w and y. Conversely, the common *inan
(with y) ‘hour of the night’, was in some dialect *nwun (Ibn >A%ibi in
Lisan, xviii, 52). On the evidence of ‘aswun we may identify that dialect as
Yemenite.

w The type *asaiun seems not to have been the only one taken by
these nouns 'The above-mentioned *inan ‘hour of the night’ appears as
’inyun in a line by the Hudhali al-Mutanakhkhil (Ibn Wallad, Magsiir
wa-mamdid, p 7; Lisan, loc cit). This corresponds to the Yemenite
‘aswun. It presupposes *’inayun, and was perhaps peculiar to some part of
Hudhail. The plural *an@ is said to be Hudhail dialect (’Aba “Ubaid, Ris.,
p. 143; Suyuti, ’Itqan, p. 311).

x In Koran, xi, 107/105 the Damascene Ibn ‘Amir (of Yemenite origin),
and the Kufans ‘Asim (of *Asad) and Hamza (of Taim) read yauma ya’ti
(Baidawi, i, 447). It is not possible to take ya’ti as jussive. Zamakhshari
(Kashshaf, p. 632) remarks that such forms are frequent in the Hudhail
dialect.!® In fact the shortening of final i is a well-established trait of the
dialect of Hijaz, and probably of West-Arabian as a whole, affecting also the
dialects of >Asad and Qais (cf. § 10 gg and map No. 13).

¥ The Hudhail dialect, in contrast to Yemen (§ 4 aa) and Tayyi’ (§ 14 v)
employed the common Arabic relative pronoun alladhi. A form alladh is
found twice in a line by an unknown Hudhali (Diwan Hudhail, i, 287) and in
another, also by an unknown Hudhali (Lisan, xx, 342; Khizana, ii, 498).
Al-Laith (Lisan, loc. cit.) says this is a form used by some Arabs, but
’Andalusi (quoted >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 40) denies this, asserting
that it is within the limits of poetic license. We know that poetic license
often reflects archaic or dialect usage. The relation between alladhi and
alladh is the same as between Biblical Hebrew hallazeh ‘this’ (Gen., xxiv, 65,
xxxvii, 19; both JE) and the more frequent kallaz. Barth (Pronom., p. 158)
argues that alladh is the older form, alladhi being due to the influence of
allati. But in a Western dialect like that of the Hudhail, alladk can be
accounted for by the West-Arabian shortening and elision of final 7. The
form alladhi was also used in Hijaz (§ 12 7) and may there have been subject
to the same shortening.

z For the plural of alladh(i) we are given two forms. Ibn ‘Aqil (p. 39)
and >Astarabadi (Kafiya comm.,, ii, 40) say the Hudhail use alladhiina for the
nominative (as against Classical Arabic alladhina for all cases). Zamakhshari
(Mufassal, p. 56) cites this as unspecified dialect. Ibn Hisham (Banat Su‘ad,
p. 81) says ‘either the ‘Uqail or the Hudhail use alladhiina, and the Hudhail
use all@’ina’. The matter seems decided by the shahid, attributed to the
‘Uqaili >Abt Harb al->A‘lam (cf. Schaw.-Indices, p. 53, b. 5), containing
alladhiina, thus leaving all@’#na as the form which was used by the Hudhail



90 ANCIENT WEST-ARABIAN

dialect. ‘Abti Hayyan (in his comm. on Ibn Mailik’s Tashil, quoted
Shinqiti, i, 58) asserts that all@’ina, oblique case alla’ina, was used by part
of Hudhail, though the shahid (Shaw-Ind. 52, b. 6) is quoted by Farra’
(Lisan xx, 342) and others without allusion to Hudhail. This curiously
resembles the all@’7 used for the plural in Hijaz (§ 12 ¢). Possibly all@’ina
is nothing but one stage in the transition from West-Arabian *’allai to
Classical Arabic alladhina.

aa In >Abid ‘Amr’s comprehensive statement on the vowel of the pre-
fixes of the a-imperfect (cf. § 6 # and map No. 6) it is said that the Hudhail
partly had a, like the Hijaz, partly ¢, like the Eastern dialects. This illustrates
the peculiar position of this dialect. The ¢-forms, of recent origin in the
East, had by >Aba “‘Amr’s time (d. 154) penetrated only part of the Hudhail
area, or were perhaps used concurrently with the old forms. The only
example for i-prefixes which we get for this dialect is, however, an erroneous
one. >Asma‘l (’Addad, p. 52, cf. Lisan, i, 386) quotes a line by Dukain ibn
Raja’ al-Fuqaimi (d. 103 u., cf. Yaqut, ’Irshad, iv, 200) in which the word
nirbabuhu ‘we rear him’, for narabbuhu, occurs. He declares that the 7 in the
prefix is according to the Hudhail dialect. Fuqaim, however, was a clan of
Hanzala, belonging thus to Tamim, and probably ‘Hudhail’ is a copyist’s
mistake. The really interesting thing in the word is not the prefix, but the
strong imperfect of med. gem., which reminds one of modern South-
Arabian and Ethiopic, and of the strong forms in the Hijazi jussive (§ 12 y).
A similar form occurs in a hadith of doubtful origin: lima ya‘ruruka ‘because
of what disgraces you’ (Zamakhshari, Fa’iq, ii, 67; Lisan, vi, 232). It may
have been current in some dialects, since it is allowed by poetic license
(Wright, ii, 378).

bb With regard to >tkhalu ‘methinks’, Marzuqi (as quoted by Taj, vii, 313)
says that this common Arabic form was of the Tayyi’ dialect. As quoted by
Freytag (Einfithrung, p. 82) he said that ’ikAdlu originated in Hudhail,
spread thence to Tayyi’, and then to all other dialects. We have mentioned
Marziqi’s further assertion, that only the ’Asad said ’akhdlu, and have
claimed this form for the >Azd (§ 6 /). It occurs also in Hijaz (§ 12 p). The
word is probably not a case of the Eastern imperfect with z-prefixes, but
entirely independent. Vollers (ZAss., xvii, 308) gives several instances in
which initial *a- before a velar or guttural consonant followed by 4 in the
next syllable was dissimilated, e.g., >tkhwan ‘brother’, ’thdd ‘one’ (fem. of
>ahad). All these cases can also be explained in some other way, but in their
entirety suggest a pattern for >khalu. The word, being used as a parenthesis,
was pronounced with very weak stress or none, and thus more exposed to
the action of phonetic tendencies. It is impossible to know what exactly
Marziiqi’s statement means, but it appears to imply that Hudhail and Tayyi’
had ’ikhalu, as opposed to neighbouring dialects.
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cc The Hudhail dialect used matd (or rather the West-Arabian form
matai) as a preposition (Ibn Malik, Tashil, f. 58 a; Ibn Hisham, Mughni, ii,
21; Asma‘i and Farrd’ in Lisan, xx, 364, etc.). According to the philologists
it was equivalent to bi-, wasta, and min ‘in, into, out of, from’. The meaning
‘into’ is exhibited in the stock example, first quoted by >Abt Zaid, wada‘tuhu
matd kummi ‘1 put it into my sleeve’. Ibn Hisham even says that matd was, in
other dialects too, a noun equivalent to wast ‘middle, inside’. All this appears
to be fancy. In the quotations from Hudhali poets it always means ‘from’:
>Abii Dhu’aib, xi, 8 (‘from the depths’); >Aba I-Muthallam, v, 3 (‘from her
flanks’—other reading lada); Sa‘ida b. Ju’ayya, ix, 6 (‘lightning from a heavy
cloud’); and a line by an unnamed poet in Lisan, loc. cit. (‘drunkenness from
wine’). This encourages us to compare this matd with the equally strange
Hebrew temporal preposition middé (? < *maddat) ‘since, from . .. to’, the
manifold constructions of which betray some uncertainty in handling it. It is
not possible to connect middé with kédhé ‘enough for, so that’, etc., as no
trace of the meaning of ‘enough’ can be detected in it. The equation is here
offered with all due reserve.

dd According to Farra’ (in Lisin, sx, 350), some Arabs used ’idhin with
the function of ’idh-dhdka ‘at that time’, like Hebrew ’4z. This is an
archaism, since the compound terms hina’idhin, etc. (list in Noldeke, Zur
Grammatik, p. 63) presuppose an earlier use of ’idhin in this way all over
Arabia. The only examples available come from Hudhali poets: >Abi
Dhu’aib (ed. Hell, xviii, 2) and Sa‘ida b. ‘Ajlan (Diwian Hudhail, xxvii, 13).
The Hudhail used also, according to Farra’, a compound of ’idhin not
known elsewhere, ’awdna’idhin, found in a line by Dakhil b. Harim
al-Hudhali (Diwan, 124, 11). Perhaps the implication is that awdn ‘time’
was a Hudhali or West-Arabian word.

ee In discussing Koran, Ixxxvi, 4, *in kullu nafsin lamma “alatha hafizun,
Farrd’ rather hesitatingly suggests that the Hudhail employ after *z ‘not’
lamma instead of *:lla ‘except’ (Orientalia, xv, 214). We shall discuss the *in
kullu . . . lamma construction later (§ 13 ¢). Farra’s suggestion does not help
to explain it, but may be based on some actual point of Hudhail usage, not
necessarily correctly understood.

ff The construction ’ammd ’anta barran fa-qtarib ‘if thou art pious,
approach’, gave the Arab grammarians great difficulties. Fischer (ZDMG,
Ixiii, 597-602) rejects it as a philologist’s invention. One dues not quite see
why the philologists should have invented such headaches for themselves.
There are only two shawahid. The first: *tmma >aqamta wa->amma ’anta
murtahilan /fa-llahu yakla’u ma ta’ti wa-md tadharu ‘whether thou remainest
or art about to depart, Allah guards what thou dost or dost not do’, is ascribed
to a Hudhali (cf. Schawahid-Indices, 90, b. 1). The other is generally said to
be by the Sulami ‘Abbas b. Mirdas, but in Broch’s Mufassal edition (p. 34,
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line 8) is said to be by a Hudhali. In the Khizana (ii, 81) this ascription is
attributed to a commentator of the Mufassal. Whether right or wrong, it
shows a tradition that this construction was Hudhail dialect. There is
certainly no cause to deny its existence. It fits in well with the use of accusa-
tive after >ammad in West-Arabian (cf. § 13 ¢c, seq.) .It would be attractive to
connect it with the West-Arabian *imma ‘if’ (§ 13 0o), with which it is in
parallelism in our first shahid.

NOTES

1 Sibawaihi (ii, 458) quotes *Abii 1-Khattab as saying that ni‘ima for ni‘ma ‘how good’
was Hudhail dialect. This is not necessarily na‘“ma with vowel-harmony, but might be
an ‘Aufsprengung’ of ni‘ma. Still, the form is hardly Hudhail dialect, as the shahid
given is by Tarafa of the Eastern tribe of Bakr.

2 In Lisdn, xiv, 217, ascribed to Ibn Harma (d. 150/767), himself of Hudhail or
Kinana (cf. >Aghani iv, 102).

3 A very similar contaminated form is the early colloquial bint, abint ‘daughter’
(Hariri, Durra, ed. Thorbecke, p. 118), from bint and ibna.

4 Although, of course, these forms are written with hamza in the Arabic sources, I
am not marking the hamza, since the whole raison d’étre of the sound-change is its
elision.

5 Lisan (xx, 284) and T3j (x, 397) write lughatun ‘@Gmmiyyatun ‘vulgar form’ for
lughatun ‘a@miriyyatun. The phraseology of the T4j clearly shows that a dialect, not a
vulgarism is meant. The confusion is not infrequent.

¢ A parallel case may be seen in Modern Arabic reading style. Speakers who will
contract most ai into € will often refrain from contracting au into 6.

? Both Hebrew and Ugaritic have some words which did not change w into y. This
incomplete working of a sound-law is not uncommon as a phenomenon in linguistic
geography.

8 Freytag (Einfiihrung, p. 89) gives ad for yad as form of the dialect of Lihyin, whom
he calls a section of Hudhail. It seems more probable that the North-Arabian Lihyan of
the inscriptions are meant. Perhaps this change belonged to the later stages of ‘Proto-
Arabian’. I have not been able to trace Freytag’s source. Perhaps ad goes back to some
proto-Semitic form without y, cf. Canaanite badiu ‘in his hand’ (Amarna, 245, 35),
Ugaritic bd ‘in the hand of’, and Ethiopic ed.

% No such reading is quoted in his name in Jeffery’s Materials.

10 In gpite of the editor’s doubts, this reading, found in both MSS., must be the
right one, not his emendation ’akhadu, which in Tamim would have become *’thhadu
(§ 6 7). The Kufan Yahya b. Waththab read ’:‘hadu.

11> Anis (Lahajat, p. 7) says that the Egyptian bedouins (sukkan al-bawadi al-misriyya)
change hamza to ‘ain, but does not specify in what contexts. The Arab philologists
identify the change of hamza to ‘ain with ‘an‘anat Tamim, but this is much more
likely to have been some general characteristic of Tamim speech (cf. § 14 f). The verb
‘an‘ana means ‘to moan’, so that the name may have indicated some peculiar intonation.

12 The original meaning of the word, ‘to pierce’ (as in Hebrew) is reflected in the
phrase hatarahu ‘he stared at him’, abbreviated from hatarahu bi-‘ainaihi ‘he pierced
him with his eyes’. Compare the imagery often repeated in Arabic poetry, of the
beloved shooting arrows from her eyes, and Old Egyptian sti ‘to shoot; to stare’.

13 Possibly the verb is Hebrew, derived from Mishnaic ‘ether ‘pitchfork’.
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14 However, Ethiopic hag%é, haugé also has a.

15 For the Arab philologist, of course, & was a combination of a and alif, as i was one
of u and wdw.

16 In the line containing the words shtar land sawigan ‘buy us gruel’ (anon., Ibn
Ya“ish, p. 1320; Hamawi, Sharh shaw. al-Kashshaf, p. 95), for shtari, the fall of i has
nothing to do with the phenomenon discussed here. The form is said to be Tamim
dialect. What we have here is absorption of the short vowel by r. It is doubtful whether
this was restricted to any dialect. In Koran, xli, 29, Ibn Kathir, Ibn ‘Amir, Ya‘qab, and
’Abua Bakr, i.e., largely Hijazi readers and their followers, read ’arnd for ’aring ‘show
us’ (Baidawi). The Tamimi ’Aba ‘Amr, who was born at Mecca and lived in Basra,
read in Ixvii, 20, yansurkum for yansurukum, in vi, 109, yush ‘irkum for yush‘trukum, and
somewhere ya’murkum for ya’murukum (Shingiti, ii, 81). Similar phenomena, ascribed
to Tamim dialect, also occur with other liquids: yu‘allimhum and yal‘anhum (Ibn
Jinni, Muhtasab, p. 23).



Chapter 9
HIJAZ: INTRODUCTION

a Naturally enough, we are better informed about the Hijaz dialect than
about any other. Not only does the information of our sources flow more
richly, but we possess some texts which, though not written in Hijaz dialect,
yet exhibit some traits of it. There is some danger in this very plenty. We
may be inclined to take any peculiarity of a Hijazi text, whether it is due to
bad copying or great age, as a glimpse of the dialect, and the ancient
philologists were just as prone to this error. The population of Hijaz changed
considerably in the first centuries of Islam; the old dialect probably became
extinct in the cities and was replaced by a mixed colloquial similar to that
spoken in our days. No doubt the philologists often record the speech of
their contemporaries at Mecca or Medina as Hijaz dialect. It may be that
the impression we get of the Hijaz dialect as tending in many respects
towards the East rather than towards West-Arabian is due to this kind of
information and does not apply to the language the Prophet spoke. We are
gravely hindered by the almost complete lack of information about the
present-day rural speech of Hijaz, which may have preserved features of the
old dialect.

b The word hijaz ‘barrier’ was at first applicable to any part of the belt
between the coastal plain, or Tihama, and the uplands, or Najd. In practice
it meant the hijaz-country around Medina (cf. Lammens, L’Arabie occid.,
p- 300). The statement of >Asma‘i (in Yaqit, Mu$am, ii, 205), presumably
based on the usage of pre-Islamic poetry, may be considered typical for
pre-Imperial tradition. He excludes the coastal plain, but extends the coun-
try into the interior to include the territories of Sulaim, Hilal, and part of
Hawazin. The northern boundary runs from the point where the boundary
between the tribes of Khuzi‘a and Juhaina leaves the coastal plain, to
Shaghab and Badan, two places in the territory of Bali south of Teima (cf.
Hamdani, Jazira, p. 170). In Imperial times the province of Hijaz included
Mecca, T#@’if, and the rest of the Tihama as far south as the confines of
Hudbhail (cf. Néldeke, Beitrige, p. 11; Lammens, op. cit., p. 302). In view of
the constant parallelism between lughat Quraish and lughat >ahl al-Hijaz it
is clear that the philologists used the name in this later sense.! The bedouin
tribes of the interior were sometimes included in the Hijaz and at other times
among the Qais.

¢ Qasim b. Ma‘n is quoted in the Sahah (i, 33) as saying that the dialects
of Mecca and Medina were identical except for the word tabit ‘ark’, which
at Medina was pronounced t@bizk (cf. § 10 v). Schwarz (Umar, iv, 95, note 2)
rejects this statement as worthless because it refers to the pronunciation of

94



HIJAZ: INTRODUCTION 95

a foreign word; but this is just the point of Qasim’s observation: in all
essentials there was complete agreement. Actually Medina alone is men-
tioned several times in connection with dialect data. Qasim’s statement fits
in too well with the tendency of later times to identify the Hijaz dialect with
Classical Arabic (cf. § 3 m seq.). Of course he meant his words to apply only
to the usage with regard to Koran reading or religious terms.

d In fact the difference between Mecca and Medina must have been
considerable. Moreover both, having been seized by their inhabitants only
shortly before Islam, must to some extent have been foreign bodies in their
linguistic environment. The term lughat ’ahl al-Hijaz hides all this from us.
The frequent mention of the Kinina dialect with regard to peculiarities of
the Koran may give us some pointers to the idiom of Mecca. For Medina,
similar material seems to be contained in data given under the heading of
al-‘Aliya. This may at first have been identical with ‘awali l-madinati, a
group of villages situated 4-8 miles from Medina towards Najd (Qastallani,
iv, 271; Lisan, xix, 320). There was a group of Hawizin clans near Medina,
including the Sa‘d b. Bakr, Jusham b. Bakr, and Nasr b. Mu‘awiya, which
were called ’'a%jdx Hawaxin ‘tail-end of the Hawazin’ or ‘alyéd Hawazin
‘upper Hawiazin’ (Tabari, Tafsir, i, 23). We may perhaps render the last
term more freely as ‘Hawazin of the ‘Aliya’. For Jauhari (Sahah, ii, 521),
Ibn Duraid (Ishtiqaq, p. 34), and Yaqat (Muam, iii, 593) the ‘Aliya was
synonymous with the old Hijaz as described by >Asma‘i (§ ). >Azhari (in
Lisan, xix, 320) describes the ‘@liyat al-Hijaz as a spacious country, which
includes the Harrat Laila (in the territory of Dhubyan; Yaqit, ii, 250), the
Harrat Shauran (near ‘Aqiq; Yaqit, ii, 249) and the Harrat Sulaim (ibid.).
Vollers (Volkssprache, p. 6) similarly defines the region as the triangle
Medina—XKhaibar—‘Oneiza, i.e., the country south of Wadi Rumma. Still
wider is the definition of >Abta ‘Al (quoted Yaqut, loc. cit.), who says that it
covers ‘all the country beyond Wadi Rumma towards Mecca, including the
tribes “Ukl, Taim, part of Dabba, all ‘Amir, Bahila, part of >Asad, and
‘Abdallah b. Ghatafan’, i.e., South-western Nejd. For Mubarrad (Kimil,
p. 16) the term simply covers ‘the Quraish and their neighbours’, i.e., Imperial
Hijaz. It is strange that such early scholars were so vague about the meaning
of the term. We cannot go far wrong, in any event, if we take it as equivalent
to northern Hijaz.?2

e In the course of his statement about the hamza (Lisan, i, 14) >Abi Zaid
(d. 214/829) appears to draw a distinction between the speech of Hijaz
and that of Mecca and Medina, when he enumerates ‘the people of
Hijaz, Hudhail, and the people of Mecca and Medina’. Perhaps he took here
Hijaz in the sense of ‘Aliyat al-Hijaz. We are hardly justified in seeing in
this a distinction between the speech of the cities and that of the
countryside.
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f What we mainly get in our sources is, of course, the idiom of the holy
cities. The urban character of the Hijaz dialect is typified by the foreign
words which are given as peculiar to it, such as bitrig ‘patricius’ (T4aj, vi,
296), balas ‘saddlecloth’ from the Persian (Sahah, i, 443; Jambhara, i, 288,
iii, 500), firsik ‘peach’® (Jambhara, iii, 338).

g The Hijazis were proud of their native speech. This is illustrated by
anecdotes in which the aristocracy of Quraish are shown jealously defending
it against foreign mannerisms (§ 10 4, 7), and the people of Medina become
agressive in the face of correct Arabic (§ 11 II). These stories are obviously
tendentious, but may well contain a grain of truth. It cannot be accidental
that the Hijazi school of Koran readers often preserves Hijazi peculiarities
and tries to give them a greater prestige by attributing such readings to the
first Caliphs. We may have here the last echoes of the lost battle for the
West-Arabian language against the rising tide of an East-Arabian Classical
idiom backed up by grammarians with a veneration for bedouins and by the
glory of heathen bedouin poetry.

NOTES

1 A most peculiar view is expressed by some Hijazis in Lisdn, ii, 332, who say that the
region of al-Khabt lay ‘between Medina and the Hijaz’.

2 Kofler (WZKM, xlviii, 57) calls the ‘Aliya ‘a region where dwelt innumerable
fragments of scattered tribes’, and ascribes to its language a mixed character. This is
not borne out by the data.

3 The form represents Palestinian Jewish Aramaic pirsigd, pirseqd, rather than
Syriac parsayd. The loanwords discussed in § 10 ¢-v also exhibit a form that suggests
that they were taken from Palestinian rather than from Mesopotamian Aramaic.



Chapter 10
HIJAZ: THE VOWELS

a The most outstanding difference between the phonetics of the Eastern
dialects and West-Arabian is that in the former vowels are changed under
the influence of surrounding phonemes and of stress, while such influences
are almost wholly absent from West-Arabian. The latter preserves the fuller
forms found in cognate languages, such as Canaanite and Ethiopic. Classical
Arabic on the whole sides more with West-Arabian in this respect than with
the Eastern dialects. Since it exhibits this character in the oldest poetry,
where Hijazi influence is quite unthinkable, we can only attribute the pre-
servation of the full vowels to the archaic character of Classical Arabic, and
assign to the vowel elision of the Eastern dialects a comparatively late date.
In fact vowel elision in the colloquials does rarely go as far as it did, accord-
ing to the grammarians, in the ancient Eastern dialects. The influence of
surrounding phonemes on vowels, on the other hand, is in most colloquials
more pronounced.

b In the Eastern dialects unstressed 7 and u were elided, thus reducing
the patterns fil, fu‘ul to fil and fu‘l (Sibawaihi, ii, 198), fa‘il and fa‘ul to
fa“l (ibid. 277), the verbal forms faila to fa‘la (ibid.)—two examples in one
line: >Akhtal (ed. Salhani), 217, 17—, fa‘ula to fa‘la (Jeffery, R.S.0., xvi,
261), fu‘ila to fu‘la (Jamhara, ii, 329) or to fii‘la (Ibn Malik, Tashil, f. 31a).
The last case shows influence of the elided vowel on the one preceding it,
i.e., vowel harmony and subsequent elision. The same process produced
kilma for kalima ‘word’ (Ibn Jinni, Khasa’is, i, 25), sudga for saduqa
‘dowry’ (Misbah, p. 513), and forms like fikhdh for fakhidh ‘thigh’ (Lisan, v,
37) and ‘udd for ‘adud ‘elbow’ (Mukhassas, i, 163)—the two last ones not
considered dialect forms. All this is entirely absent from the Hijaz dialect.
Often the forms with full vowels are specifically introduced as belonging to
that dialect, even where both forms were current in Classical Arabic:
‘unuq for ‘unq ‘neck’ (Misbah, p. 622), dila® for dil* ‘rib’ (Taj, v, 433),
saduga (Misbah, p. 513) or suduga (Farra’ on Koran, xiii, 7/6) for sudqa,
yaumu l- jumu‘ati ‘Friday’, where the “Uqail said juma‘ati and the Tamim
jum‘ati (Farra” in Orientalia, xv, 186). The Tamimi form is read here by the
Kufan ’A‘mash, the Hijazi form by the Hijazi readers and the Kufan
¢Asim. In some cases only the Eastern form is common in Classical Arabic,
as in the case of Hijazi husun for husn ‘beauty’ (Baidawi, i, 70: non-canonical
reading in ii, 77/83). It cannot always be said that the Hijazi form is older
and the Eastern form produced by elision. As the instance of Arabic malik
and Hebrew malk- proves, there was a good deal of wavering between
segolate and bisyllabic noun forms in Semitic. For the same reason one
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cannot claim that the Hijaz dialect inserted vowels into forms whichoriginally
had none. Some Western poets indeed did so for the sake of the metre
(Schwarz, Umar, iv, 100 seq.), and the Meccan colloquial of to-day freely
produces anaptyctic vowels of this kind (Snouck Hurgronje, Mekkanische
Sprichwérter, p. 99). The same tendency may have existed in the old dialect,
but we have no proof for it.

c A special case are the plurals in -t of feminine segolates. The Eastern
dialects formed these by simply attaching -at to the stem, West-Arabian
with an additional vowel. The Classical language wavers, forming fa‘alat
from fa‘la, but omitting the a in the case of roots medize w and y, and
fi‘lat, fu‘lat from fi‘la and fu‘la, admitting however fi/lat and fi‘alat, etc., as
well. The Hijaz dialect had everywhere the three-syllable forms. Thus the
Hijazis said mathalat, sudugat (Farra’> on Koran, xiii, 7/6) and nzsmat
(Lihyani in Lisan, xvi, 59). The two latter forms seem to have been
peculiar to the Hijaz, other West-Arabian dialects saying ni‘amat and
sudaqat, like Hebrew kébhasoth from kibhsah and horabhoth from horbah
(cf. on this § 8 d).

d The absence of elision was noticed by >Aba ‘Ubaida (d. 210/825):
‘The Hijazis give full weight to every sound (yufakhkhimiina l-kalama
kullahu), except for ‘ashra “‘ten” which they shorten (yajziminahu). The
Najdis do not give full weight to sounds (yatrukiina t-tafkhima fi l-kalams)
except in this one word, which they pronounce ‘ashira’ (quoted by Suyiti,
Itqan, p. 220). In syntax fakhkhama means ‘to emphasize’, to make the
meaning quite clear (e.g., >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 5). It is again
applied in connection with the Hijazi dialect to the ‘pure’ a, unchanged by
*imala (cf. § p).! Obviously here something more than the mere retention of
vowels is meant, a process that is denoted by tathgil, as opposed to takhfif
(Farra’> on Koran, Ixii, 9, quoted Orientalia, xv, 186). There are many
stages of weakening and neutralization in unstressed vowels before the
vowel is completely elided. In the Hijaz dialect the unstressed short vowels
were given the same sound as the stressed ones. Hijazi Arabic would thus in
this respect have resembled American English, while the speech of Najd
resembled King’s English.

e We need not accept >Abu ‘Ubaida’s view that the case of ‘ashra forms
an exception to the Hijazi rule. The form he means is the one used in the
feminine numbers from 11 to 19. Here the Hijazis said ’ihdd ‘ashrata, etc.,
the Tamim and the people of Najd in general *ihdd ‘ashirata (Sibawaibh, ii,
176; Sahah, i, 364). Some Tamim said ’thdd ‘asharata (Suyuti, Muzhir, ii,
175). The Hijazi is considered the better form (*Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii,
150). Hebrew ‘esréh (in Babylonian pointing asroh) and Syriac ‘esré prove
that it was also the proto-Semitic form. The Tamimi ‘ashira has therefore
an anaptyctic vowel. The same is the case in Tamimi samura for Hijaz samra
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‘gum-acacia tree’ (Ibn Duraid, Ishtiqiq, p. 50), where however Classical
Arabic has adopted the Tamimi form. It is to be noted that in both cases the
anaptyctic vowel appears before 7, a consonant that seems to have exercised
a peculiar effect on vowels in Eastern Arabic (cf. § 12 £ and the note on
§ 8x). In this particular case we have a parallel from Accadian. There a
short vowel following upon a syllable with short vowel is normally elided,
but an a before 7 is not (Goctze, Orientalia, xv, 233-8). It seems that it was
found difficult to pronounce an r immediately after another consonant. In
Misbah, p. 1079, it is stated that in the >Asad dialect every noun of the
pattern fu‘l became fu‘ul, but the only examples given are ‘usr ‘difficulty’
and nusr ‘eagles’, which became “usur(un) and nusur(un). This may be merely
another example of anaptyxis with 7.2

f Another feature of the Eastern dialects is vowel-harmony, i.e., assimila-
tion of unstressed short vowels to the stressed ones. In the Tamim dialect
the feminine plural form fu‘ald was pronounced fa‘ald (Ibn Khalawaih,
Badi, p. 26). The tendency is particularly strong when only a laryngal
consonant (which required no adjustment of the buccal organs of articula-
tion) intervenes, as in Tamimi 72’7 for ro’7 ‘familiar spirit’ (Lihyani in Lisin,
xix, 10; Ibn Qutaiba, >Adab, p. 401), biir for bair ‘camel’ (T4j, iii, 52) and
so generally with fa‘il (Sibawaihi, ii, 274). In the Asad dialect fa- and wa-
‘and’ became fi- and wi- before ’/ (*Akhfash in Ibn Khalawaih, Badi®, p. 17).
Examples with other vowels: *urima for *ariima ‘origin’ (Mufaddaliyyat,
p- 254), hasad for hisad ‘harvest’ (Suyiiti, Muzhir, i, 176).3 The only
phenomenon of this kind in Classical Arabic is the assimilation of the
suffixes -h#, humii, and -hunna after 7 or y.* Incidentally, this is the only
known case in Arabic of progressive assimilation. Even this was more
radical in the Rabi‘a dialects, where it worked across a consonant, as in
minhimi ‘from them’ (Sibawaihi, i, 321) and with -kumd as well as -huma
(tbid.). In the Hijaz dialect even this modest amount of vowel harmony was
absent. There one said bi-ghulamihii, bi-ghulamihum, etc. (Sibawaihi, ii, 321).
The Hijazi readers read in Koran, xxviii, 81, bithi wabi-darthi ‘upon him
and his house’ (Ibn Jinni, Muhtasab, p. 57). The Kufan Hafs (pupil of
‘Asim) seems to have read in this manner fairly consistently (Suyiti,
Jam¢, i, 58).> Most readers found some compromise of their own. The
Kufan Hamza (of Taim, a tribe of the ‘Aliya) did not assimilate after pre-
positions, but always after nouns (’Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 12),
except when the pronoun came immediately before a hamzat al-wasl. Thus
he read in xx, 9/10 gdla li->ahlihu mkuthi. Some readers read with the third
pl. -humii, others -himiZ; only the Basrian >Abd ‘Amr read -hémi. All these
readings are found in Kufic codices, where sometimes both the Hijazi and
the Eastern reading are indicated by dots in different colours (Noldeke,

GQ,, Ist ed., p. 328). Kisa’i (d. 189,/805) heard an old man of the Hawazin
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use the forms without vowel harmony (Lisén, xx, 368). The insistence on his
age may imply that the younger generation of the tribe used the Eastern
forms.

¢ The influence of uvular, pharyngal, and emphatic consonants on
adjoining vowels was stronger in the East than in the Hijaz dialect. Of course
we have no means of discovering non-phonemic changes, such as & to d
(cf. Gairdner, Phonetics, p. 47), only those in which under the influence of
such consonants a different vowel-phoneme was substituted. The Classical
language again takes up a middle position, often having both the Western
and the Eastern forms. It is often impossible to ascertain from the lexica
which is to be considered the Classical form. I therefore give the forms in
the following simply as Hijaz and Tamim, etc., assuming that the alternative
forms were in each case used in the opposite dialect even where this is not
expressly mentioned.

h The following cases can be observed:

In the neighbourhood of guttural or uvular consonants the Eastern
dialects have an a where the Hijaz has u: Hijaz ‘ugru d-dari against Tamim
‘agru ‘main part of the house’ (’Asma‘i, *Addad, p. 5; Ibn Sikkit, >Addad,
p. 164), “Aliya yafrughu ‘he is at rest’ for yafraghu (Mufaddaliyyat, p. 281;
Mubarrad, Kimil, p. 16), luhd ‘grave-niche’ and rufgh ‘armpit’ against
Tamim lahd, rafgh (Rafi, Tarikh, i, 147), shuhd ‘unrefined honey’ against
Tamim shahd (Misbah; T3j, ii, 392), Hijaz juhd ‘effort’ for jahd (Misbah,
p. 176), zuhw ‘dates turning yellow’ for zahw (Sahah, ii, 490), Tamim
yajnahu ‘he inclines’ against Qais yajnuhu (T4, ii, 133), Bakr bakhl ‘avarice’
for bukhl (Ibn Khilawaihi, Badi¢, p. 26). For da‘f ‘weakness’ they said du‘f
‘in the language of the prophet’ (Misbah, p. 176). This information is no
doubt derived from a hadith in which Ibn ‘Omar relates that he pronounced
in Koran, xxx, 53/54 da‘f before the Prophet, and the latter corrected him
and told him to say duf (Baidawi, ii, 110). Only the two Kufans ‘Asim and
Hamza read here da‘f. The anecdote is interesting as it shows how the
authority of the Caliphs and the Prophet himself was invoked in aid of
Hijazi pronunciations. One would be inclined to take fugr ‘poverty’ for fagr
as Hijazi, but Laith (in Lisan, vi, 366) rejects it as lugha rad?’a ‘a bad dialect
form’ (or should we perhaps read ’azdiyya?). The people of Tihima said
‘udud ‘upper arm’ for ‘adud and ‘wjuz ‘posterior’ for ‘ajuz (’Abu Zaid in
Lisan, iv, 283). The Eastern form of ‘adud was ‘add (Sibawaihi, ii, 277).8
There are, however, also examples of the contrary relation: Hijaz za‘m, inf.
of za‘ama ‘to claim’ against Tamim zu‘m (Yunus in Lisan, xv, 156; T43j,
viii, 324). Perhaps this is a case of a against i, cf. next §.

i In view of the many instances of # against 4 it is strange that there are
almost none where Hijazi has ¢ against Eastern a under the same circum-
stances. The Quraish said na‘im for na‘am ‘yes’, as did the Hudhail (§ 8 ¢)
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and Kinina (§ 7 ¢). A man of Khath‘am noticed that the Prophet said
na‘tm, and the Caliph‘Omar is reported to have insisted on this form. One of
the Zubair family never heard the Quraish aristocrats use any other form
than this (Lisin, xvi, 69). The Tamim used ’akhdh as inf. of ’akhadha
instead of *tkhdh ('T4j, ii, 551).7 Conversely, the Hijaz dialect had lahya for
likya ‘beard’ (Zamakhshari, Kashshaf, p. 864). This is all the stranger as
several cases of 7 against a are reported for the dialect of Najd: nthy ‘rain-
pool’ for nahy (Khizana iii. 23; in Rafi‘, Tarikh, i, 147, nihy is attributed to
Tamim; in Lisan, xx, 219, it is merely said that ni/ahy means a rain-pool in
Najd), hijj ‘pilgraimage’ for hajj (Baidawi, i, 167; Jamhara, i, 49, with
shahid by the Tamimi Jarir), girr ‘ainan ‘be at rest’ for garri, read by some
in Koran, xix, 26 according to the dialect of Najd (Baidawi, i, 579). We may
add to this that the Qais dialects had 2% where the Hijaz had za‘m, inf. of
za‘ama—cf. preceding paragraph (Vollers, Volkssprache, p. 15, without
indication of source). Vollers (#bid.) concludes from these instances that in
the Najd dialect short @ was subject to *imala as much as long @, and that the
¢ in these words represented « or e. However, this is impossible; in each case
the a is in contact with sounds that prevent >imala, and by all analogies in
Semitic phonology a might have developed out of 7 in these words, but never
7 out of a. It is also impossible to know whether the ‘people of Najd’ are in
this case the Qais or the Tamim. Only further data can throw some light on
this curious inconsistency in the treatment of 7 and .8

k In a smaller number of cases the Hijazi dialect has 7 against Eastern u
in the neighbourhood of uvular and emphatic consonants, in most instances
combined with labials: Hijaz mishaf ‘codex’ against Tamim mushaf (Jamhara,
ii, 369; but ibid. ii, 162 mushaf is said to be ‘Aliya dialect), gidwa ‘model’
against Tamimi gudwa (Yazidi, quoted by Suyiiti, Muzhir, ii, 176), Hijaz
ginwdn ‘cluster of dates’, Kalb ginydn, Qais qunwdn, Tamim and Dabba
qunyan (Farrd’ in Taj, x, 304), Kinana gibilan against Tamim qubulan ‘face
to face’ (’Abi ‘Ubaid, Risila, p. 145—supported by the fact that the Kufans
read qubulan in xviii, 53/55), Tamim sukhriyyan ‘in slavery’, read xxiii,
112/110 by Nafi(!), Hamza, and Kisa’i for sikhriyyan (’Abi <Ubaid,
Risala, p. 156), rudwan for ridwan ‘goodwill’ (Yinus, quoted by Suyiti,
Muzhir, ii, 176), Hijazi ginya ‘flocks’ against Tamimi qunwa (ibid).®
Without the presence of uvulars or empbhatics, but with gutturals: Hijazi
“tdwa ‘peer’, ‘Ishwa, ‘firebrand’, swa ‘model’ against Tamimi forms with
(tbid.). In the Taj (x, 236), however, ‘udwa is attributed to the Quraish,
‘“tdwa to the Qais. With labial and r: Hijaz mirya ‘doubt’ against Tamim
murya (’Abt ‘Ubaid, Ris., p. 154, Yinus in Muzhir, ii, 176; in Koran, xi,
20/17 all canonical readers read mirya).

1 As against this, there are some instances in which the Hijaz dialect has u
as against Classical a: luma ‘redness of the lips’ for lama (Ibn Sida from
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al-Hijri, quoted T3j, x, 332), summ ‘poison’ for samm (Yinus in T3j, viii,
346), cf. Hebrew and Aramaic samm-. This tendency to turn a into « near a
labial is considerably more pronounced in all types of Palestinian Aramaic
(cf. Dalmann, Grammatik, p. 89; Néldeke, ZDMG, xxii, 455; id., Man-
ddische Gramm., p. 17) and in the Zafar colloquial in southern Yemen
(Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 94.)1° As in those idioms, ¢ is not influenced by
labials in the Hijaz—uide the examples cited in § & above—thus this dialect
contrasts with the East not by showing a stronger influence of labials, but a
weaker one. This is confirmed by the preservation of *imm as against *umm
in the Hudhail dialect (cf. § 8 s5). Actually samm ‘poison’ is probably a
loanword in Arabic (Frinkel, Fremdwérter, p. 262), and it is not impossible
that the # came in with the word from an Aramaic dialect of the Palestinian
type. Note that it is the ‘Aliya, the region closest to the Jewish territory in
Arabia, which had this form. Other dialects may have borrowed the word
from Syriac. In any event, these scanty examples give no grounds to assume,
with Schwarz (Umar, iv, 101) that the dialect ‘was somewhat inclined to
rounding vowels’. I know of no other instance of such a tendency. In fact, in
the passive perfect of medie w, where the Eastern dialects kept the lip-
rounding of #, the Hijaz gave it up (§ 12 ¢, u). The only case where the Hijaz
dialect has an # which cannot be explained by the influence of surrounding
sounds is dhukr for dhikr, inf. of dhakara ‘to remember’, quoted by Sibawaihi
without comment, but said to be Hijazi by Thabit, from al->’Ahmar (quoted
Taj, iii, 227).

m The difference between the Eastern dialects and Hijazi obviously
derives from a difference in rhythm.!! In the East the syllable had a more
definite unity, so that its elements influenced each other, and similarly there
was a force in the word which brought about the reduction and complete
elision of some vowels. Eastern Arabic thus sides with languages such as
English, German, and Russian. The type of accent possessed by these
languages is called an expiratory or stress accent.!? In Semitic, such an
accent existed in Hebrew, Aramaic; it also existed in ancient Egyptian. It is
typical for certain Arabic colloquials, such as the Syrian. The opposite,
non-expiratory type of accent can be heard in French, American English,
Indian languages, and Ambharic. To those accustomed to stress accent the
first impression is that the accent of such languages is constantly shifting,
since of course slight expiratory prominence is lent to syllables by factors
such as emphasis and sentence rhythm. Even elision of vowels is not un-
common in some languages without expiratory stress, but it is facultative
and may affect any syllable in the word. The general acoustic impression of
such languages varies. In some cases, as in French and Ambaric, the mode
of utterance appears to us crisp, almost staccato, in others, such as American
English, there is what we call a drawl. It cannot be sufficiently stressed that
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these are merely impressionist terms: we are moving on ground that has not
been satisfactorily investigated by modern phonetics. Changes from one
system of accent to the other are by no means uncommon. French still
shows ample evidence of the effects of a period with strong expiratory stress,
which supplanted at an earlier time the non-expiratory stress of Latin; in the
English of America and England we have an instance of different systems in
two closely allied dialects.

n Information about the accent of Arabic is scanty. The system according
to which Arabic is stressed by European scholars (Wright, i, 27) appears to
be of Syrian origin; a different system, based in a rather involved and
indirect manner on the colloquial, is used in Egypt. In Koranic recitation
‘nous n’avons pu remarquer un accent des mots. De temps en temps on
appuie sur une syllabe’ (Mayer Lambert, JA, 1897, ii, 407). In reading
literary Arabic in Morocco ‘wo man hier nicht eine Art Staccato hat oder die
Ultima betont, liegt der Ton durchaus auf der Paenultima’ (Kampffmeyer,
MSOS, xi, 2, p. 3). It may be assumed that the style of Koran recitation has
preserved some traces of Hijazi pronunciation. This is further confirmed by
the type of accent found in some colloquials of West-Arabian antecedents.
In Zanzibar ‘der Akzent trifft das Wort nur schwach und neigt dem
Wortende zu’ (Praetorius, ZDMG, xxxiv, 219). Similarly in the semi-
bedouin colloquial of Palmyra ‘les effets de I'accent sont peu claires, pour ne
pas dire inexistants’ (Cantineau, Palmyre, p 103.). Detailed investigations,
conducted in conjunction with an educated Egyptian by Mr. Firth, Professor
of Phonetics at London University, have, as he kindly informs me, led him
to the conclusion that the Cairene colloquial has no expiratory stress, only
‘grammatical prominence’. There are frequent elisions of vowels, voiceless
vowels, etc., especially in the rapid speech of women, but these may affect
‘stressed’ and long vowels as well as ‘unstressed’ and short ones. This
curious combination of non-expiratory stress and facultative elision is well
characterized by Goitein in discussing the stress of Jewish Central Yemenite
(Jemenica, p. xvii): ‘the stress of the word is largely determined by the
rhythm of the sentence and the emphasis accorded to its function within the
sentence. The principal rule that can be stated is that the accent tends to
withdraw as far as possible from the end of the word or the stress unit . . .
The same persons say at one time hisidu, at another hsfdu and on one occasion
hiisma and on another hsdma, or khdshaba and khshdba.13 Clearly it is not the
primary shift of accent which causes the elision of vowels, but on the
contrary the tendency to elide short vowels allows great latitude to vary the
stress of grammatically similar forms in the interests of emphasis or sentence-
rhythm.” That this is not specifically Jewish Yemenite, is shown by Rossi’s
less detailed statement (San’a, p. 8): “The position of the stress depends on
the emphasis of the utterance, on the position of the word within the
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sentence, and on the emphasis laid on the word’. The speech of the people of
Zafar is ‘abgehackt, ruckweise herausgestossen’ (Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii,
67). Facultative elision of vowels is frequent (ibid. 95-6). This particular
staccato quality seems to have been alien to the ‘Himyaritic’ speech of
ancient times, which is on the contrary described as ‘halting’ (mu‘aggad), we
should say ‘drawling’. This drawling quality is also evident in the Aden
colloquial. A significant description of this latter type of rhythm in the
colloquial of Haurin is given by J. Cantineau: ‘il s’agit d’un accent faible, un
peu trainant, dont la place n’est pas toujours facile 4 discerner—d’autant
moins que cette place est parfois sujette 4 hésitation pour les sujets parlants
eux-mémes’. (Horan, p. 184; more detailed description #bid. p. 190). Yet the
Hauran colloquial has lost unstressed 7 and , and in many cases 4, and is in
this respect similar to the neighbouring bedouin dialects which possess a
strong expiratory stress (Cantineau, Parlers, i, 67). This situation seems to
indicate language mixture in the past.

o This drawl seems to be meant by the term ghamghamat Quraish (T3j,
ix, 6). Mubarrad (Kamil, p. 364) explains this as ‘a manner of speech in
which the sounds are not clear’. In a line by the Hudhali ‘Abd Manaf b.
Raba‘ (Lisdn, xv, 341) it is used to describe the mumbling of a Christian
priest in prayer. No doubt it is connected with Mishnaic Hebrew gamgém, as
in méghamgém wé-qoré’ (Bab. Talm., Berakhoth, 22 b) ‘he reads rapidly,
without pronouncing distinctly’. It is possible that in West-Arabian the
consonants were not articulated with the same vigour as in Eastern Arabic,
but the description may as well apply to a type of rhythm lacking characteris-
tic peaks and valleys. In the story of the various Arabic dialects (§ 3 I) the
Kamil and the Lisan ascribe the ghamghama to Quda‘a, in accordance with
the tendency to glorify the speech of Mecca. The speech of the Quda‘a
seems to have been distinguished by a quality called ‘ajaja. This is identi-
fied ("Ushmiini, iv, 211) with the peculiarity that - became -, but that
sound-change is elsewhere attributed to Tayyi’, and may be altogether
‘mythical (cf. § 14 m). The verb ‘gjje means ‘to low’ and the verb ‘aj‘aja is a
synonym of ghamghama as applied to bovines. It is, therefore, very likely
that we have here another name for the same drawl, which thus would not be
restricted to West-Arabian dialects. The same inference may be drawn from
the term tadajju‘, applied to the dialect of Qais (Ibn Jinni, Khasa’is, i, 41 1),
which appears to mean something like ‘sloth, laziness of utterance’, i.e.,
again some form of drawl. The ‘ajrafiyyat Dabba (ibid.) perhaps belongs to a
different kind of phonetic description. It is explained by Ibn Sida (Lisan,
xi, 139) as faga“‘ur, a term which denoted an affected, drawling manner of
speaking (cf. Dozy, JA, 1869, ii, 172-3).

P It seems thus pretty well established that West-Arabian did not possess
an expiratory stress. This characteristic has come down to the colloquials
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now spoken on old West-Arabian territory and to some colloquials outside
Arabia which are connected with West-Arabian, but as the instance of
Maghribine Arabic shows, not to all. Classical Arabic sides with West-
Arabian where effects of accent are concerned,!* we may therefore assume
that the dialects on which it was based did not have expiratory stress either.
The Eastern dialects in which we find such a powerful stress accent must
have acquired it comparatively late. The investigation of the reasons for this
change of rhythmic behaviour may throw some light on the background of
those dialects. It may be pointed out that both in the case of French and
Teutonic, linguistic mixture has been suggested as the cause of similar
changes.

q Classical Arabic long a represents three proto-Semitic vowels: *g
(Aramaic @, Hebrew 6), *¢ (Hebrew ¢é), and in the final position *-a:
(Hebrew -at, -eh; Ethiopic -¢). In the Hijaz dialect these were still distin-
guished. The old @ was not, as in the East, ‘inclined’ towards & or ¢
(Sibawaihi, ii, 279, 282). The representatives of Hijazi tradition supported
their usage by a ‘hadith’: ‘the Koran was revealed with tafkhim’ (Suyuti,
’Ttqan, p. 220). Actually, it was not one of the Hijazis, but the Kufan
‘Asim who was most consistent in reading pure &, while the extreme
tendency to ’imadla is ascribed to his fellow townsman Hamza, of the Western
tribe of Taim (Ibn Ya‘ish, p.1252).15 The Hijazi 4 is described in the sources
as ‘the pure sounding of the ’alif’ (Dani, quoted Suyiti, ’Itqan, p. 216), or as
tafkhim or fakhama(Lisan xx.365). We have seen that tafkhim means no more
than clear, distinct, enunciation (cf. § d above). Dani (loc. cit.) distinguishes
the intermediate tafkhim (t. mutawassit) and the extreme form (t. shadid).
Jazari describes the latter as the kind of @ which is heard in Persia, particu-
larly in Khurasan, i.e., phonetic ¢ (Jazari, Nashr, ii, 29). According to him,
it was not permissible in Koranic recitation. But there was one case when
the tafkhim shadid, or as Makki (Nihaya, p. 31) calls it, *alif at-tafkhim, was
not only permissible, but was indicated in old codices by writing waw
instead of ’alif. This was the suffix-less form of feminine nouns ending in
ordinary Arabic spelling in’alif +ta@> marbita. Since Arabic words are spelled
as if in absolute pause,!® where the ¢ disappeared, the vowel indicated by w
was final and stressed. The list of nouns thus spelled includes all nouns
with @ before the feminine ending found in the Koran: saldh'? ‘prayer,’
hayah ‘life’, zakah ‘alms’, najah ‘deliverance’, ghadah ‘morning’, mishkah
‘lamp-niche’, mandh ‘the goddess Manat’. To these must be added ar-riba
(written |s,)1) ‘usury’.28 All of these have waw (3she etc.) in most old
codices, and in works on the spelling of the Koran, but in some Kufic
codices are written with ’alif (GQ, iii, 41) and are normally written so in
later Arabic. The accounts of the tajwid works leave no doubt that the final
syllable of these words was pronounced as an 4, not as au. Makki (loc. cit.)
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says it was a sound between 4 and #, and compares it with & in contact with
emphatic consonants, i.e., roughly the English vowel in what (cf. Gairdner,
Phonetics, p. 42). There is no reason to think that other words of the same
time, such as ghazah, rajah, would have been treated differently had they
occurred in the Koran (this is the view of Barth, Nominalbildung, p. 409).
Since some of the words enumerated are Arabic, we cannot argue that the ¢
represents a foreign sound in gsalah, zakah, hayah, and mishkah (from
Aramaic sélatha, zakhiatha, hayitha,'® and Ethiopic maskat?® respectively),
especially as in non-Koranic Arabic all these words are treated exactly alike.
The Kufan Kisa’i read mishkah with *tmala (Baidawi, ii, 23) and Zamakh-
shari prescribes *imala for ar-riba (Mufassal p. 160). In the spelling of the
Koran, ’alif, not waw is written when the words receive any suffixes: we
may assume that the & was then pronounced less like an 6.

r It remains to be discussed in what relation this ¢ stood to the 4-
phoneme. The native words of this type are from roots tertie w. Bravmann
Orientalia, ix, 51) maintains that they were of the pattern fa‘wa, and that
-wa became sometimes -0, and sometimes remained, as in Koranic najwa
‘high place’. But that means importing an unnecessary measure of phonetic
anarchy. Moreover, we should expect to find instances of fu‘ah and fi‘ah,
since fu‘wa and fi‘wa are so frequent. Finally, if wa became 4, we should
expect it to have become the same when before suffixes, or else to have
remained wa in that position. We must, therefore, keep to the old view which
saw in these nouns original fa‘awa forms (Barth, loc. cit.; Brockelmann,
GVG, i, 349). No fa‘awa nouns exist in Arabic: the triphthong was in all
positions reduced to 4, in the Hijaz dialect as elsewhere. An exact parallel to
this is the Southern English ‘par’ for power. There was no separate o-
phoneme in the Hijaz dialect. The spelling with wdw merely represents a
position-variety of the a-phoneme (namely, stressed and final) in which it
sounded more #-like than in any other position. By chance this coincides
with cases in which @ was developed from older awa. If @ sounded like ¢ in
this particularly prominent position, it must have been essentially a back-
vowel, like in English father. Probably it inclined towards &, though less
than in the final position, also in non-final stressed syllables. A confirmation
of this comes from a statement of Ibn Manzir (d. 711/1311)2! in the Lisan
(xv, 347): ‘Tafkhim in letters is the opposite of *imdla. > Alif at-tafkhim is the
sound between & and #, which one sometimes hears in salomun ‘alatkum and
goma zaidun. This is why salah, zakdh, and haydh are written with waw,
because the 4 in these words inclines towards #.’ Perhaps Ibn Manzir
describes here a usage of his own time, such as that of Koran readers. Or
should he, who was gadi at Tripolis in North Africa, have heard such pro-
nunciations in colloquials similar to that of rural Malta (cf. Brockelmann,

GVG, i, 142)?
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8 The ¢-like character of 4 in some modern South-Arabian languages and
its possible connections with West-Arabian have been discussed in § 4 e. To
the north, we have the well-known change of stressed @ to ¢ in the Canaanite
of Tell el-Amarna, in Hebrew, and in Phoenician (cf. Bergstrisser, Hebr.
Gramm,, i, 143), the pronunciation of @ as ¢ in Western Syriac, and the
change of tone-lengthened a into 6 in the Hebrew reading-style of Northern
Palestine between A.p. 100 and A.p. 350 (#bid., p. 59).22 The same shift
occurred in Egyptian (cf. Sethe, ZDMG, Ixxvii, 167; Gardiner, Grammar,
p. 427).% For early North-Western Arabic the pronunciation of @ as ¢ is
proved by the fact that in a number of Palestinian and Syrian names foreign
o is rendered by Arabic 4 (to the list in Fraenkel, Fremdwérter, p. xvii, add
Sulaiman =Syriac shélémon). The forcign 6 was identified by the local
Arabic speakers with their own stressed @ =0; other Arabs, knowing that the
0 of that dialect corresponded to their own @, then substituted the latter.
Long 4 is still pronounced as ¢ in some parts of northern Palestine (Berg-
strisser, Sprachatlas, p. 22) and in the north-Syrian mountains (Littmann,
Volkspoesie, p. 8). As the Arab population of these countries has changed
considerably since early Islamic times through immigration from the desert,
that pronunciation is likely to have been much more widespread in earlier
centuries. One might seriously consider whether the late Hebrew and
Syriac sound-changes mentioned above were not due to the influence of the
steadily increasing Arab population. The beginnings of Edessa, as is well
known, were closely bound up with Arab elements. Nearer to the Hijaz, we
have the frequent spellings with waw where @ would be expected in the
Nabataean inscriptions, both in Arabic names and in purely Aramaic words
(Cantineau, Le Nabatéen, i, 48), which go far beyond the occasional
appearances of ¢ for a (especially before n) in other Western Aramaic
dialects (Dalmann, Gramm., p. 89, 175). Guidi (Revue Biblique N.S., vii,
425) identified these as reflections of the language of the Nabataean Arabs,
and connected them with the Hijazi *alif at-tafkhim. These Arabs spoke, of
course, what we should call a Proto-Arabic dialect. In the Proto-Arabic
inscriptions proper, where long vowels are not written, no evidence for the
sound of 4 is available, but we may take freak spellings, such as Thamudic
mnwt ‘Manit’ (Ryckmans, Noms Propres, i, 19) and Safatene slwm =salam
(Dussaud-Macler, No. 11) as proofs that the pronunciation of @ as ¢ was not
strange to those idioms.24 To spell ¢ with a wdw was, of course, a usage due
to Aramaean scribes: to the Arabic-speaking Nabataean this 6 was part of
the @-phoneme. Like the waw at the end of nouns (§ 6 g) this foreign usage
was imitated by Arabs writing their own language, and finally dropped as
Arabic spelling came to stand on its own feet. The preservation of the
inorganic waw in the words under discussion is, perhaps, not entirely due
to the peculiar sound of the & in these words. It may go back to a period
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when the employment of *alif for expressing the long 4 in the middle of a
word was still unknown, and waw was kept on as a convenient means of
distinguishing -ah from the ordinary feminine ending. This is confirmed by

S5 _
the circumstance that, to my knowledge, no spellings such as dsw have
been found in codices.2®

t The Aramaic loanwords haydh, saldh, and zakah are remarkable in
another respect: that Aramaic -athd, -otha is represented by -dk, while its
normal representation in Arabic is -#¢, with ordinary ¢ and masculine gender
(cf. Fleischer, Kleinere Schriften, i, 172 seq.). These words are completely
arabicized, thus betraying their origin from a mazlieu in close contact with
Aramaic speakers, presumably Medina. Perhaps they do not represent forms
in -dtha at all, but the archaic status absolutus in -7 (Bauer-Leander, Bibl.
Aram., p. 244; Dalman, Gramm., p. 194) which may have remained alive in
the speech of Hijazi Jews longer than elsewhere. Colonial dialects often
preserve archaisms. A form like zakki, salo, had for the ear of the
Hijazi Arab great resemblance to native words like najo =najah. Another
method of adapting these words to Arabic patterns, which probably also
goes back to the absolute form, cin be seen in malkuwa =malakit
‘kingdom’ (malkhiitha) and jabaruwwa=jabarut ‘tyranny’ (Syr. gabhritha
‘violence’).

u A special problem is raised by ar-ribd ‘usury’. It corresponds neither
to Jewish Aramaic ribbithd, Syriac rébhithd, nor to Syriac rébhayad, and differs
from the other forms under discussion by not having the feminine ending.
Qastallani (iv, 26) says that some said rima for rzba. Should there have been
a confusion in Arabic between *r:bi from ribbitha ‘usury’ and *ramah from
ramyitha ‘swindle’> This would, perhaps, also account for the wide
application of ribd in Arabic, where it denotes every kind of unlawful sale
(Ibn Hajar, Fath al-Barj, 1v, 217).

v Our results permit us to account for the alleged Medinean o U for
tabiit ‘ark, box’ (Qasim b. Ma‘n in Sahah, i, 33; Ibn Jinni, Muhtasab, p. 25;
Ibn Khalawaihi, Badi¢, p. 15), which Néldeke (GQ, Ist ed., p. 211) called
‘an atrocious monstrosity’. That it would indeed be if we try to derive it
from Ethiopic tabdt. But that word, like the Arabic, comes from Jewish
Palestinian Aramaic tébhitha, tébhotha, itself a derivative of Hebrew
tébhah. The passage of ¢ into Arabic a can hardly be explained other than on
the assumption that the word passed first through the Hijaz dialect (cf. § #,
seq.). In Medina, tébhiitha became, according to rule, tabah, written as
always with a waw. In Mecca, meanwhile, the same word had been taken
over in the more ‘modern’ form t@bt, which was, according to Ibn Mujahid
(in Lisan, i, 227) used by everyone else (gir@’at an-nds), and was enforced by
the Meccan members of the ‘Koran Commission’ against the resistance of
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Zaid b. Thabit (GQ, ii, 57). Later Arab scholars, seeing the Medinean form
only in writing, failed to connect it with the well-known forms like saldh.
Ethiopic, then, must have received the word somehow via West-Arabian,
through channels as yet unknown to us. That tébhitha was known to
Medinean Jews seems to be confirmed by the occurrence of T'abit as name
of a Hijazi Jew in Ibn Hisham (p. 389; cf. Horovitz, Koranische Unter-
suchungen, p. 157).

w Lastly, the nouns we have discussed may give us a clue to the spelling
Iy for -a@’u, found in old codices (GQ, iii, 47). Bergstrisser (tbid.) proposes
that this stands for 3!, the waw being a glide for the hamza (cf. § 11 bb), i.e.,
-awu < @u and the second *alif an ’alif al-wigaya (Wright, i, 11). This runs
counter to the normal procedure of Koranic spelling of writing words as they
appear in pause. In that position -@’u would become -a (since the hamza was
elided in Hijaz), which could well be written with a waw. We should thus
read |sino as du‘afo=du‘afaCu) ‘weak ones’, |5l as ’anbd=anba(’u)
‘news’, etc. (cf. Vollers, Volkssprache, p. 103). The ’alif after the waw is
either ’alif al-wigaya or a reminiscence of etymological hamza. On the
assumption that the -@’u class had more or less coincided with the -@ (-ak)
types we can account for spellings before suffixes such as ’auliydhum =
>auliy@uhum ‘their associates’ (GQ, iii, 46). The spelling used in Kufic
codices, 3! (cf. ibid., p. 47, n. 1) may be an attempt to represent the Eastern
context-form -@u ( 51-), but the spelling used throughout medizval Arabic,
c| (where the hamza sign is, of course, a later addition) bears witness to our
suggested reading of the Hijazi form first mentioned, to which it stands in
the same relation as sD\w to oo,

x There is some evidence that Proto-Semitic possessed besides the three
vowels of Arabic a further long vowel, é&. The question of the existence of
such a sound has been the subject of violent discussion between Barth and
Fischer (cf. references in Sarauw, ZAss., xxi, 35-6). Some outstanding
modern authorities, such as Bauer-Leander (Histor. Gramm., p. 392) and
most recently F. R. Blake (JAOS, Ixv, 111) deny it emphatically. Others
accept it somewhat half-heartedly. Thus Brockelmann (GVG, i, 141) admits
that ¢ existed, but does not apply it in the discussion of the very phenomena
which led cthers to postulate such a phoneme. Bergstrasser (Hebr. Gramm.,
ii, 144) explains the intransitive hollow roots with the help of Proto-Semitic
é, but does not discuss the € among the Proto-Semitic vowels. On the whole
the evidence tends towards confirming that Proto-Semitic possessed an é.
There is nothing inherently improbable about a system which possesses
more long vowels than short ones. As opposed to the triangular system of
Classical Arabic long vowels:
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that of Proto-Semitic was quadrangular:

é a

i u
It is clear that in such a system 4 was a back-vowel, and that thus the
Hijazi-Canaanite ¢-like sound of @ proves to be inherited from the common
speech. We must further assume, on the basis of phonological parallelism,
that as @ was sounded closer (more like 6) in stressed open syllables, and as
pure open 4 in other positions, so € was only sounded as ¢ in open stressed
syllables, otherwise as Z. It was this fact that caused it ultimately to coincide
with & in Eastern Arabic into a phoneme with a range that varied from ¢ in
the neighbourhood of 7 or y, via Z and 4, to ¢ in the neighbourhood of
emphatics. The difficulty about this Proto-Semitic € is that so far it has been
traced only in forms of roots mediz and tertiz infirma and as a feminine
ending; moreover it is rather difficult to separate it from the ¢ which arose in
different languages through a variety of phonetic causes out of old 7, 4, and
at. Only West-Arabian possesses, as far as we know, no such é-phoneme of
secondary origin. If, therefore, it could be proved that a separate é&-phoneme
existed here, this would be a weighty argument in favour of those who con-
sider the sound Proto-Semitic.

y In the East the a of the third person perfect of hollow verbs was not
affected by ’imala. >Imala, even where it was demanded by the phonetic
surroundings, was prevented whenever the @ was in contact with an emphatic
or uvular consonant (Sibawaihi, ii, 285). In the Hijaz, there was no ’imdla in
any case (tbid., p. 279, 284, and § g). Yet just in the Hijaz some hollow verbs
were pronounced with “imala’, though several of them had as radicals
emphatics or uvulars: héba, khéfa ‘he feared’, téba ‘he was good’, séra ‘he
arrived’, and méta ‘he died’. One >Abu ’Ishaq (perhaps the Kufan Koran
Reader ‘Amr b. ‘Abdallih as-Sabi‘i, d. 132/750) heard the Hijazi poet
Kuthayyir ‘Azzata (d. 105/723) pronounce sdra as séra. Only some Hijazis
used these forms; perhaps the story of Kuthayyir allows us to infer that only
older people spoke thus (Sibawaihi, ii, 281). The Kufan Hamza read full
>imala ( =€) and the Medinean Nafi¢ *imalat baina baina (=) in the follow-
ing ten verbs: khéfa, téba, j&’a ‘he came’, shé’a ‘he wished’, zéda ‘he
increased’, réna ‘he overcame’, khéba ‘he failed’, héga ‘he encompassed’,
déqga ‘it was narrow’, zégha ‘he turned aside’ (GQ, iii, 198). Of Sibawaih’s
other verbs, haba and sdra do not occur in the Koran in relevant forms; the
omission of mdta from Hamza’s list is striking. Other Kufan and Damascene
readers read only some of these verbs with *imdla, while the remaining
readers from the Hijaz pronounced all of them with pure & (cf. Pretzl,
Islamica, vi, 322). Farra’ is quoted by Ibn Ya‘ish as saying (p. 1252): “The
people of the Hijaz have fatha in verbs such as sha’a, khifa, j@’a, and kdda,
and in verbs mediz waw or ya@’. He further says; and the majority of the
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people of Najd, namely Tamim, *Asad, and Qais, prefer (yasrina ild) kasra
in the verbs mediz y and in those mentioned, but fatha in verbs mediz w,
such as ¢dla and jala’. This author, who is generally well informed on dialect
matters, thus says the exact opposite of Sibawaihi. Since this statement
contradicts also all we know about Eastern ’imdla from other sources, one
suspects that some copyist, knowing of the connection of >smalawith Tamim,
simply transposed the dialect references. That the existence of two dia-
metrically opposed kinds of ’imdla produced some malaise, we can read
between the lines of the pronouncement of >Anbari (>Asrir al-‘arabiyya, p.
160, quoted by Fischer, ZDMG, lix, 667): ‘The ’émala is peculiar to the
people of Hijaz and their neighbours of Tamim and others’. Koranic
“imala’ was a difficulty for Koran readers, accustomed as they were to
Eastern assimilation ’/mdla. >AbG Hatim as Sijistani (d. 250/864; quoted
Suyiiti, >Itqan, p. 215) informs us that ‘the Kufans use as their guidance for
*imala the ya@’s which they find in the codices in place of *alifs. They thus
follow the spelling and read ’imala to fit in with those cases of ya”’. This
refers of course particularly to *alif maqgsira (which in the Hijaz was in any
case -ai, cf. § bb), but throws some light on the uncertainty readers felt on
_this point. This was no doubt the reason why Hijazi readers made no
attempt to read the ‘Hijazi ’imala’. Irregular spellings with y@ to indicate
the Hijazi ¢ did exist. Sijistani found ja’a spelled with medial y@ in Meccan
codices. ‘Asim al-Jahdari (d. 128/746) reports that t@ba was spelled with
y@ in ‘Othman’s model codex (GQ, iii, 40), and it can be seen spelled this
way in the Kufic codex of Samarqand (Jeffery, JAOS, Ixii, 186). Sibawaihi
(i1, 398) informs us that in an unspecified dialect kdda ‘he almost was’ and
zala ‘he ceased’ were pronounced with kasra, as if they were spelled with
y@ instead of ’alif. Vollers (Volkssprache, p. 102) takes these as further
instances of é-verbs, while Sarauw (ZAss., xxi, 41) insists that Sibawaihi
means that they were pronounced kida, zila, comparing them with Aramaic
mith = Arabic mata (Hijazi méta, Hebrew méth) and Biblical Aramaic rim
‘was high’. But the Babylonian Massora writes rém, and in Jewish Palestin-
ian Aramaic the fem. of mith is méthath (Dalmann, Gramm., p. 315). These
forms with 7 are, therefore, purely Aramaic developments (cf. also Noldeke,
Neue Beitr., p. 209), and there is no reason to reject Vollers’ view of the
Arabic forms. In Arabic grammatical terminology y@® was used with the
meaning of ’imala, cf. e.g., Suyiti (’Itqan, p. 220): ‘the *alif and the yad” are
considered equally admissible in Koran recitation, meaning by ’alif and y@
respectively tafkhim and ’imala’. Similarly Hamza and Kisad’i read in
Ixxxiii, 14, for »dna ‘he overcame’ (»j ‘with *imala’; i.e., the ya® denotes an ¢
here (Baidawi). The use of kasra for ’smala appears in the statement of
Farra’> quoted above. Spellings with y occur—partly in the same verbs as
those mentioned above—in the Safatene inscriptions, e.g., byt ‘he spent the
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night’ (cf. Colloquial Arabic yabat); syr ‘he travelled’, syd ‘he hunted’, myt
‘he died’ (cf. the discussion in Littmann, Safat. Inscr., p. xvii—xviii).2 What
exactly they mean in a script that does not normally express long medial
vowels, is difficult to say—perhaps the & was diphthongized into ai—but
whatever the Safatene sound was, it points to an earlier éin these verbs. The
reason why this spelling with ya> in the Hijaz, which may have come in as an
Aramaic writing habit, never appears to have taken proper hold in the
orthography, may be sought in the consciousness of the speakers that ¢ was
parallel to the 4-phoneme, not one of the class of narrow vowels comprising
7 and #. It may also be sought in another factor: the way in which Sibawaihi
states the matter, the exceptional course of adducing the pronunciation of a
named person, and the confusion in the treatment of ¢ by the Koran-readers
—all indicate that the distinction between ¢ and @ was maintained only by a
narrow minority of speakers, perhaps the older generation, or the population
of certain districts. Elsewhere in the Hijaz it was receding before the
Eastern usage, which represented both by a single phoneme.

z It appears thus to be definitely established that Hijazi (and with it pre-
sumably other West-Arabian dialccts) possessed a separate é-phoneme. This
does not necessarily mear that this phoneme was inherited from Proto-
Semitic. Brockelmann (GVG, i, 608) argues that kkéfa was formed in
analogy to khiftu, which latter form, truc to his triliteral hypothesis, he
explains as contraction of *khawiftu. This is for him all the casier as the only
evidence he quotes is the statement of Farra® (sec above) where the é-forms
are attributed to dialects possessing ’smala. Even there, however, such a
process is most improbable, since it would imply that imalized @ was felt to
be a separate phoneme, somehow related to 7 as @ was to i—but the whole
point about Eastern *imdla is that it was a combinatory variant of the @-
phoneme. For the Hijaz any argument based on ’imdla cannot apply. On the
other hand, if there were an independent é-phoneme in the Hijaz dialect, the
analogy suggested by Brockelmann could have been applied here, i.e.,
a: é=u:i, therefore: zurtu: khiftu =zdara : khéfa. However, if there were
such a purely phonetic analogy at work, it should have applied with greater
force to verbs of the type lintu : yalinu, but we hear nothing of a general rule
of this kind for the mediz y. Also, other evidence for ¢ in Hijazi being rather
scanty, our proof for it must rest mainly on the hollow verbs; we would thus,
if we accepted Brockelmann’s view, introduce a circular argument. The main
reason, however, for not accepting the view that ¢ in these verbs is an
internal Arabic development is the existence of similar forms in several
cognate languages. We need here discuss only the cognate forms of the verbs
we enumerated before. Of the fifteen verbs in question, I have not found any
cognates to-khdfa, sha’a, and haba. If j@’a is connected with Hebrew gas®
‘valley’ (cf. Noldeke, ZAss., xii, 3), we may note with interest that that
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word has the alternative forms gé> and ge’>, which are related to it like
Hebrew méth to Arabic mait, mayyit. Possibly hdga is connected with
Hebrew héq ‘bosom’ (especially as used in the phrase ‘in the bosom, in the
protection’), but cf. § 8 £. To rana “ald or bi- ‘overcome’ (sleep, drunkenness,
etc., overcoming a person) a cognate may be found in North-West Semitic
rim ‘be high’, from which Biblical Aramaic rém, rim is the perfect. An m is
often dissimilated in the vicinity of r, though mostly into b (cf. Brockelmann,
GVG, i, 226). Perhaps zdda is connected with Hebrew zédh ‘arrogant’. To
zdgha, cf. Syriac 2i¢ ‘trembling’.?? Some connect sara with Hebrew
histayyari (Josh., ix, 4) which is itself a doubtful form, and in any case use-
less for discovering the vocalization of the simple stem. To daga, compare
Targumic Aramaic ‘7q /i ‘I am in trouble’ (Ps., xxxi, 10); to t@ba Syriac tebh,
Biblical Aramaic ¢&’ébh. For kdda we have only the difficult Hebrew kidh
‘perdition’ (Job, xxi, 20). Finally, mdta has the best-attested cognates,
Hebrew méth, Aramaic mith. The evidence is thus not really full enough, but
in general seems to point to é-forms in Hebrew and Aramaic. Since these
forms have given much difficulty to grammarians, who have been able to
account for them only by assuming analogies of various kinds, but quite
different from those assumed in the case of Arabic, the easiest and most
natural way is after all to admit identity of the Arabic and North-West
Semitic forms, i.e. the existence of a Proto-Semitic &. We may imagine that
originally the hollow verbs had a transitive and an intransitive form of the
perfect, independently of whether they were medie w or mediz y, so that
there were four classes: (Ia) zara : yaziru; (Ib) shata : yashitu; (11a) méta :
yamatu, (1Ib) séra : yasaru (?yasiru). In the forms with suffixes, there being
no short e, class Ib-1Ib had &: shittu, mittu, sirtu. Gradually, however, the
difference between mediz w and mediz y gained in importance in all
languages and overshadowed the earlier opposition. In Eastern Arabic that
process was no doubt speeded up by the phonetic coalescence of a and é.
The West-Arabian forms have, as far as I can see, nothing to do with the
Ethiopic forms kéna, shéta, or the South-Arabian kwn, $ym, which contain a
consonantic element not present in Arabic. The intransitive character of the
verbs discussed here is not to be doubted. In the case of the mediz w roots
among them this is confirmed by the dg-imperfects. Only madta is treated in
Classical Arabic as a normal transitive verb, but the perfect mittu for muttu is
given as Hijaz dialect by >Aba ‘Ubaid (Ris., p. 155) and as Tayyi’ dialect by
Ibn Duraid (Jamhara, iii, 485), the imperfect ’amatu as Tayyi’ dialect
(Jamhara, ii, 29). The usage of Koran readers on this point is curiously
inconsistent. Hafs ‘an ‘Asim reads mittu in xix, 67/66 and xix, 23, but in the
second passage Ibn Kathir, >Abd ‘Amr, Ibn ‘Amir, and >Abd Bakr,, i.e.,
partly the very upholders of Hijazi tradition, read mu#tu. Iniii, 151-2/157-8
Hafs reads twice muttum, though Nafi, Hamza, and Kisa’i read mittum, yet
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in xxiii, 37/35 Hafs himself reads mittum. Elsewhere Hafs has 7. Apparently
no reader read consistently # in the perfect of mata.

aa There is some evidence that ¢, corresponding to Hebrew £, occurred
also in nouns. The Yemenite dialect had “imala’ in nar ‘fire’ (Lisan, vii, 101),
i.e. pronounced it nér, like Hebrew nér ‘light’. In connection with the
problem of zyl, etc. (§ y above) it is instructive to see that in the ensuing
discussion it is assumed as a matter of course that this pronunciation would
be noted ,, thus giving rise to a graphic confusion with ,& bi’r ‘well’.
I have so far found no statement that jar ‘client’ was anywhere pro-
nounced jér, (cf. Hebrew gér) but the inadmissibility of the argumentum e
stlentio is proved by the fact that the Yemenite pronunciation of ndr is
mentioned only apropos of a difficult hadith. Vollers (Volkssprache, p. 20)
saw another instance of ¢ in the statement of Suydti (Muzhir, ii, 176) that
qar ‘pitch’ was pronounced gir in Hijaz. He proposed to read gér. The word
is, however, borrowed (Fraenkel, Fremdwdrter, p. 150), and the probable
sources, Syriac gira and Hebrew gir ‘wall’ show 7, not ¢, and most likely
derive from Sumerian gir (cf. Landersdorfer, Sum. Sprachgut, p. 44). The
Eastern gar is difficult to explain. Possibly there was some confusion with a
borrowing from Palestinian Jewish Aramaic qéra ‘wax’, itself from Greek
kéros. The Eastern form appears in the name of the river Dhi Qar, in the
territory of Bakr b. Wa’il. Original € was also preserved in the demonstrative
pronoun dhd, which according to Sibawaihi (ii, 289) was in some unspecified
dialect pronounced with ’imala, i.e., dhé. This, as Barth has shown (Pro-
nominalbildung, p. 104) was the Proto-Semitic form. Sibawaihi states that
those who said dhé also said yadribé for yadriba ‘the two of them strike’ (cf.
§ ¢c below). In view of the occurrence of dhé in colloquials of a Yemenite
stamp (Dathina, Zafir, ‘Omain), it appears that the form must be claimed as
Western. The so-called otiose Hijazi dhi (cf. § 12 ¢) may represent dhé.

bb As is well known, final long a is often indicated in Arabic spelling by
ayd’ (in the following paragraphs written é). In the Arabic taught in Abbasid
schools the two kinds of final @ were not distinguished in any way (cf.
Fischer, ZDMG, lix, 665). Kufic Koran codices often write *alif instead of
this ya@> (GQ, iii, 39).28 Early Christian MSS. completely confuse the two
endings (Graf, Sprachgebrauch, p. 8) and in the colloquials they have
coincided with each other and with old -@u. Even the rich terminology of
Arabic grammar does not provide a separate name for the -d spelled with
y@, but calls it *alif maqsira, like the one written with >alif (Wright, i, 11B).
Fischer (loc. cit., 666) claims that the two types of @ rhyme freely in poetry.
This needs some qualification. In two of his three instances (ar-Ra‘q
an-Numairi, Hamasa, p. 660 and a man of Sulaim, >Aghani, xvi, 137) ’alif
magsiira of both types also rhymes with ’alif mamdiida, thus presupposing a
pronunciation quite different from Early Classical Arabic. A survey of
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Farazdaq, Jarir, and the six poets reveals that ’alif magsira never occurs as
sila, only once (Jarir, ed. Sawi, i) as rawi (against the rule in Wright, ii, 352),
but frequently as ridf before -ni and -Ad. In all cases where they occur the
two kinds of 4 rhyme freely, both in Eastern and Western poets. In the
Koran both kinds of 4 are frequent in rhymes, but with very rare exceptions
do not rhyme with each other (GQ, iii, 37). They rarely rhyme in the poetry
of ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 102). In official Koranic
orthography the two are meticulously kept apart, not only when final, but
contrary to later usage also before suffixes, except that *alif is written for ya’
occasionally before alif al-wasl and regularly after another ya’, the only
exceptions from this being the name Yahyd and suqydha ‘her watering’
(xci, 13) which rhymes with other words in -ghd. It is obvious that in Hijaz
-d was sounded differently from -4. Brockelmann (GVG, i, 619) and Berg-
strisser (GQ, iii, 37) assume that it was € or @. This offers some difficulty,
since we have it on good authority that also the final -4 of words written with
final ’alif, such as ghazd ‘he raided’, da‘a ‘he called’ and al-‘asha ‘the
evening’were pronounced with >#mdla in the Arabic taught in Iraq(Sibawaihi,
ii, 280),2? and on the other hand official tajwid did not recognize ’imala in
either final - or final -@ (Griinert, Imale, p. 529-32), although the Kufans
Hamza and Kisa’ read -¢ with ’#mala, except in particles, and Kisa’i also -a
(Pretzl, Islamica, vi, 320). The pronunciation nadéhu ‘he called him’
(iii, 33/9) is noted as a reading peculiar to Hamza and Kisa’i (Baidawi,
i, 154).

cc The solution to our problem is to be found in the express statement of
Sibawaihi (ii, 349), that in Hijaz and in some Qais dialects -4 was sounded as
-ai in such words as hublai ‘pregnant’, ’afai ‘adder’, and the place names
Sawarat, Qalahai, and Dafawai. In another place (ii, 314) Sibawaihi states,
without referring to the Hijaz dialect, that -@ was pronounced -ai in pause.
This led Sarauw (ZAss., xxi, 39) and Birkeland (Pausalformen p. 76) to
consider the ya> a pausal spelling and to maintain that the context form
could not have been anything but -¢é. Birkeland goes so far as to suggest that
hubli originally ended in -¢, but this became in pause -a7 on the analogy of
fatai, the pausal form of fatan < *fatayun. This view has to be corrected in
the light of Sibawaihi’s information (ii, 349) that the Fazara, a Central-
Arabian tribe in the neighbourhood of Medina, said in pause hublai but in
context M. This implies that this was not the usage of Hijaz, a fact which
might also have been deduced from the preservation of y@> before suffixes in
Koranic spelling. The spelling adopted by Sibawaihi also suggests that the
context form of the Fazira dialect was not hublé but hubla. We can now
understand why the two kinds of @ rhyme as 7idf even in the work of poets
belonging to Western Qais tribes, such as Nabigha and ‘Antara. Both seem
to have been pronounced with *imadla in certain dialects (cf. above). This
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*tmadla is marked by an inferior dot in Kufic manuscripts in ’annd ‘where’,
nasdrd ‘Christians’, just like the combinatory imdla in the first syllable of
kafirina (cf. Noldeke, GQ, Ist ed., p. 328). That this ’mala was not a
grammarian’s fancy is proved by cases like the reading *ésé for *asd ‘I mourn’
in vii, 91 /93 (Baidawi, i, 336) where the *imala in the first syllable is due to
the influence of the second. I cannot explain this phenomenon. Perhaps the
dialect pronunciation yadribé recorded by Sibawaihi (cf. § aa) may be taken
to indicate a general ’imdla of final -d.

dd In any case, we can accept it as proven that Central Arabian dialects
had -@ (-€) in context and -af in pause. The Hijazi dialect had -& through
dissimilation after y@”> and -¢ by monophthongization in closed syllables,
since we may assume that the spellings with *alif before hamzat al-wasl and
nunation represent dialect usage and those with y@> a normalized spelling
based on the more frequent forms without reduction. What happencd
phonctically was not contraction into é, but loss of the z-clement to avoid a
four-mora syllable (iltig@> as-sakinaini). In the Central dialects the develop-
ment no doubt began in the same way, but -a spread from the position before
Yalif al-wasl to all context-positions. In those (?Eastern) dialects which
determined later usage it spread further into the pausal position. The
earliest form was in any case -az. This was also preserved to some extent in
poetical and dialcct Hebrew (Bauer-Leander, Histor. Gramm., p. 203, 512),
while in most cases in normal Hebrew prose it was monophthongized into a
vowel that was sounded as open é (Seghol) when stressed, as closed é (Séré)
when unstressed.?® The Hijazi dialect is thus marked by conservativism in
this respect. The data about the declension of ‘asd in the Hudhail dialect
(§ 8 t) and the forms gqafaika =qafdka and ’ataika, if=’atdka, in the
Yemenite ditty (§ 5 7) leave little doubt that the same forms were current in
all West-Arabian dialects. We have even a small amount of outside evidence
for this. In Genesis Rabba, Ixxxvii, 1, Rabbi Levi (¢c. A.p. 300) is quoted as
saying that in ‘Arabia’ a young man is called 8*nd. This is probably to be
pronounced fataya, and is nothing but Hijazi fatai- with the Aramaic
article. The Syrian writer Isaac of Antioch, in a poem describing events of
¢. A.D. 457 (ed. Bickell, i, 210) renders the name of the Arab goddess ‘Uzzd
as “@zai. In the Sinaitic Nabataean inscriptions, however, which are earlier
than the second century A.n., the same word appears in the name R1Y>R1aY
‘abd al-‘uzza without the diphthongal element, thus proving that in certain
dialects the monophthongization had taken place quite early.3!

ee It must be made quite clear that, unless we choose to consider
Koranic orthography a realm of anarchy, every -d in the Koran must be read
-ai. The only exception is -@ before alif al-wasl, which is a pausal spelling
and should probably always be read -4, as in the few cases where alif is
written. The name Yahyd also was not only graphically distinct from
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nahyd ‘we live’.32 This is indicated by a tradition, quoted in Suyiti’s >Itqan
(p. 215) that the Bani Sa‘d, north of Medina, pronounced Yahyd with
Yimala, i.e., like other words ending in -@. The implication is that the
Medinese said Yahyai. The name itself seems to be a borrowing from a
Jewish hypocoristic form such as Yahat.

ff The consistent application of the reading -ai for -d in the verb leads to
some unexpected results. Imperfect forms like yardai are paralleled in
Hebrew by survivals in proper names such as Yahdai, Yahmai. What was
the apocopate of those imperfects? I have found in the Koran only the one
instance yarda-hu (xxxix, 9/7). This might be derived from yardai, by the
same process of monophthongization as in § dd, or the apocopate was
formed in that dialect not by phonetic reduction but on the analogy of
yabni, yaghzu. More difficult is the problem offered by the third sing. masc.
perf. banai ‘he built’, which will be discussed later (§ 12 v), as its origin
seems to be morphological rather than phonetic.

gg It will be noted that in West-Arabian nouns ending in -ai took
before suffixes the same forms as prepositions of that form. In Classical
Arabic, nouns and prepositions we-> treated differently. Both types of
Arabic had ’ilayya, ’ilaira, but while West-Arabian also had qafayya,
gafaika, Classical Arabic used the forms qafaya, gafaka. The reason for this
difference is, of course, that with nouns the form without suffixes was more
in the consciousness of the speaker than with prepositions.33 It would be
strange if this distinction had been strictly observed even throughout the
area where Classical Arabic developed. A reflection of some fluctuation may
be discerned in statements such as the one that the Kufans Hamza and
Kisa’i read matd, bald, >annd with ’tmdla, but had no ’imdla in hatta, ild,
‘ald, and ladd (Griinert, Imala, p. 530; Pretzl, Islamica, vi, 320). Yasuf b.
Husain al->Astarabadi (quoted by >Abta Hayyan, Minhaj, p. 242) reports on
the authority of one Ibn Migsam that some inhabitants of Najd and most
of the Yemenites pronounced hattd ‘until’ with >imala (cf. § 4 cc), which goes
to confirm that in normal Classical Arabic it was not so pronounced.

hh On the negative side we may note the absence of # (ya> bi-’ishmam
ad-damma) from the Hijazi vowel-system, cf. § 12 t-u. This vowel, which
existed in Central Arabic, had in the Hijaz become 7.

ii Both in Koran and Hadith, one finds frequently forms in which a long
final 7 is shortened or sometimes elided altogether (GQ, iii, 34). Even the
suffix of the first person singular could be affected by this. In the vocaliza-
tion, short 7 is usually indicated in such cases, but the Kufans and *Abd
‘Amr (?i.e., the Basrian, of Tamimi origin) read >akraman ‘he honoured me’
(Ixxxix, 15) and >ahdnan ‘he made me low’ (ibid., 16), both in pause. Similar
forms are frequently found in the poems of the Hijazi ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a
(Schwarz, Umar, iv, 98, 119; id., ZAss., xxx, 49). The whole phenomenon
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is a spread of pausal forms into context. It is fully discussed by Birkeland,
Pausalformen, pp. 20 seq., 68 seq., 78 seq.), whose rich collection of material
need not be repeated here. Undoubtedly it is a dialect phenomenon.
Zamakhshari ascribes the tendency to shorten long 7 in context to the Hud-
hail dialect (cf. § 8 x). No confirmation of a similar tendency is forthcoming
from any other West-Arabian dialect.3* On the other hand Sibawaihi (ii,
328) informs us that in the dialects of Qais and >Asad elision of final 7 and @
was so common that many speakers elided the -# of forms like gatali and
the -7 of yagdi in context, thus producing forms remarkably like those of
Syriac. It seems that this extreme weakness of long final vowels was
peculiar to the Central area——with which the >Asad dialect is often in close
agreement——and that perhaps the similarity with Syriac is not mere coinci-
dence, but points to similar tendencies in the speech of the Arab population
that went into the make-up of the Edessene community. It may refer to the
same dialects when Sibawaihi says (ii, 302) that some Arabs said in pause
trm, ughzg, ikhsh for irmi ‘throw’, ughzu ‘raid’, tkhsha ‘fear’. These forms
again point to the North-West, to the Hebrew jussives yibhen, yésht, etc.
The situation is quite different in these Central Arabian dialects from that in
the Hijaz, where -7 was not affected at all. It remains very questionable
whether any connection existed. The elision and reduction of -7 seems too
deeply engrained in the Hijazi dialect to consider it an effect of Central-
Arabian influence. Perhaps the tendency to shorten final long vowels was
inherited by all dialects of Arabia, but developed more consistently in the
Central area than in West-Arabian. [t also worked with varying force in
different grammatical contexts, as the ’i‘rab-vowels were shortened and
elided nearly everywhere, including -a in the East (cf. § 6 g).

kk The Central area and the Hijaz arc connected by the fact that the
Qais and Ilijjaz dialects used in context the forms hddhih(z), tih(z) ‘this’ (fem.)
while in the Eastern dialects the context forms were hadhi, etc., and the
pausal ones hadhih, etc. The h is, of course, ha@’ as-saqt, a purely pausal
phenomenon. It is possible that dhi and ti for the feminine demonstrative
pronoun were altogether forcign to West-Arabian (cf. § 12 f). In any event
they would have been pronounced in Hijaz, following the tendency to elide
-1, *hadh, etc.—cf. also the Hudhail form alladh (§ 8 y). 'T'his favoured the
spread of the pausal form into context. In fact, as hadhihi is the only form
that has real currency in Classical Arabic, it appears that it, and with it the
phonetic tendency that engendered it, was well established in the dialects
that served as basis for Classical Arabic. Perhaps the Hijaz dialect never
knew any form but hddhihi, since there was none other in the dialects from
which it received this type of demonstrative pronoun to replace its own td.
The Eastern form is preserved in a curious reading of Koran, ii, 33/5,
which represents a Tamimi version of a whole phrase: ld tigraba hadhi
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sh-shijrata for ld taqrabd hadhihi sh-shajarata ‘do not approach this tree’
(Baidawi, i, 52).

11 In Hijazi poets we frequently find -iya at the end of perfect forms being
treated as one syllable. A case where nasiya ‘he forgot’ rhymes with -7 shows
that such forms were pronounced nasi, bali (cf. Schwarz, Umar, iv, 99),
There are also comparatively frequent cases of -7ya being reduced to -7 and
-uwa to -# in the subjunctive. It is nowhere said that this is a dialect
feature, nor do forms of this type occur in the Koran.3 The a of the
accusative after y or w is frequently elided by poets of all tribes. It is, how-
ever, remarkable that we hear nothing in connection with Iijaz of the con-
traction bald, nasa@ which existed both to the north in the Tayyi’ dialect and
to the south in Northern Yemenite, and by its connections with T{cbrew
proves to be an old West-Arabian development (cf. § 14 &). This places the
Hijazi forms into a different light. Perhaps one may suggest that they are due
to purely grammatical analogy with the equally striking innovation banai for
bana (cf. § 12 v). The form nasi may well be the origin of the common
colloquial sz (cf. further § 12 w). Cf., however, § 11 cc.

mm To sum up, we can represert the vowel system of the Hijaz dialect
in the following figure:

SHORT LonG
a

~E oy
INEET

DIPHTHONGS
ar an

All these were continuations of similar Proto-Semitic sounds. L.ong 7 may
in some cases stand in place of a 7 of some older stage of the Arabic language.
In certain circumstances (closed syllable, dissimilation) az became 4.3¢

nn A number of contractions of vowels appear where vowels were
brought in contact through the disappearance of the glottal stop. These
changes will be discussed in § 11 b seq.

NOTES
1 The term mufakhkham is to-day used for the ‘emphatic’ consonants. I cannot say
how old this usage is, but it seems to me to be derived from the fact that the ’alif
at-tafkhim occurs regularly in the vicinity of emphatic consonants. In Iraq tafkhim is
still employed to characterize the Baghdadi’s final @, which is slightly less é-like than
elsewhere.

2 Kofler (WZKM, xlviii, 260) adduces a further instance of this, without the presence
of r, namely Hijazi wasma for wasima ‘indigo-plant’. However, his source (Lisan, xvi,
123) says exactly the opposite: Hijazi wasa/ima (with tathqil) and the rest wasma (with
takhfif).

3 Kofler (WZKM, xlviii, 262) takes hasdd as the Hijazi form, hisdd as that of the
Tamim dialect, and quotes besides a number of other cases in which the Hijazi dialect
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has fa‘al while that of Tamim has fi/u‘al, mainly from Ibn Qutaiba’s ’Adab al-katib.
In those sources, however, the variant forms are not ascribed to definite dialects.
The Lisdn does not mention dialect differences in any of these cases, except for rasas
‘lead’, for which it gives rigds as a vulgar form.

4 Barth (Pronominalbildung p. 49) denies that this is a case of vowel-harmony, but
thinks the vowel of -Ai is on the analogy of proto-Semitic -hinna. This may well be so,
but the fact remains that the distribution of the two sets of suffixes is governed by
vowel-harmony.

8 But not according to Danti (cf. Pretzl, Islamica, vi 297).

8 The dialects of that region may have had a tenaency to replace the pattern fa‘/ by
fu‘ul. The form nujud for najd ‘upland’ is by *Akhfash (Yaqat, Mu9am, iv, 745; Lisan,
iv, 421) declared to be Hudhail dialect, by >Asma‘i (Lisan, iv, 425) dialect of Hijaz and
Hudhail. In T3j, ii, 509 the Hudhail form is given as najud.

? A Yemenite instance of the same phenomenon is girya for garya ‘village’ (’Azhari in
Lisan, xx, 37), cf. Hebrew giryah.

8 Perbaps this difference in the treatment of the two vowels is due to some inherent
phonological difference between them which has also caused them to be treated
differently in the final position, 7 being shortened but not u (c€. § Il).

® The alternations of w and y, and u and ¢ in qunwa and qunwan are apparently
connected. The same seems to have been the case with kulya ‘kidney’, in the Yemen
dialect kulwa (Lisan, xx, 94), the latter being the common form in Syrian colloquials.
The pronunciation kilwa, against which Ibn Sikkit (d. 243/875) warns (Lisan ibid.),
is continued by Palestinian and Haurani delwa (Cantineau, Horén, p. 115). The original
opposition may have been kulwa : kilya, but to which dialects did these belong? (Cf.
also § 11 &.)

10 In the Quda‘a dialect sim ‘name’ became sum (Lihyani in Lisan, xix, 126), cf.
Palestinian Aramaic shum. The form seems to have been used further east, too, since
the usm recorded ibid. for the dialect of ‘Amr b. Tamim must go back to *sumu.

11 °Anis (Lahajat p. 56) comes fromn a study of consonant assimilation to a similar
conclusion that Hijazi Arabic was spoken more slowly and deliberately. The ‘drawling’
type of non-expiratory stress rhythm makes of course the impression of slowness;
hence the nicknames discussed later on. However, it is apparently the stress, not the
speed of utterance that causes the phenomena of assimilation and elision.

12 A, Meillet (La méthode comparative, p. 88-9) states that languages in which
unstressed a is treated differently from unstressed u or ¢ had ‘length-stress’, not in-
tensity-stress. This would of course apply to Eastern Arabic and many colloquials. It is
not quite clear to me on what data Meillet’s statement is based. In any case our notions
of the nature of stress are so limited that the difference may be a merely verbal one.

13 Note that in this colloquial the vowel before the stress is elided, not as in the ancient
Eastern dialects the one following the stress.

14 The concept of stress isunknown to the Arab grammarians, cf. Schaade, Sibawaihi’s
Lautlehre, p. 28.

15 The most extensive treatment of the ’imdla of the Eastern type is Griinert, Die
Iméfla, der Umlaut des Arabischen, Sitzungsber. d. Wiener Ak. d. Wiss., phil.-hist.
K. Ixxxi (1875), 447-542. Griinert’s discussion is largely based on Suyiti. Cf. also
Pretzl, Islamica, vi 318-25 (older tajwid literature).

16 On this principle cf. Noldeke (Beitrige, p. 7) and Fischer (Haupt Memorial
Volume, p. 402, note 1 and Islamica, iii, 52).

17 In the following examples % represents td@> marbiita.

18 Zamakhshari says in the Kashshaf (p. 179) that the spelling represents the pro-
nunciation of those who pronounced ribd with tafkhim. In the Mufassal (p. 160) he
prescribes ’imala of the 4.
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19 Sarauw (ZAss, xxi, 43) denies that the word could have been borrowed, ‘since the
Arabs must at any rate have lived’. We might with the same argument claim exist as an
Anglo-Saxon word. The native Arabic words were ‘umr and ‘aish. Actually hayawdn
‘animal(s)’ is derived from the plural of the same Aramaic word (haydithd or héwthd)
in the sense of ‘living being’.

*% The derivation is Néldeke’s (Neue Beitrige, p. 51). I do not feel at all happy about
it, but would rather suggest that the Ethiopic word was borrowed from Hijazi Arabic,
and the latter took it from the Aramaic of the Arabian Jews who might have used the
Hebrew maskith (Ezek., viii, 12) in that sense. The Targum renders hadhrey maskitho
‘the alcove of his bedchamber’, the LXX ‘his hidden bedchamber’. From this one could
easily derive for maskith the meaning ‘alcove, niche’, thence ‘window-niche’. The use of
Hebrew words with a learned allusion is familiar from Yiddish and Yemenite Jewish
Arabic.

21 It is strange that the author of the Lisin should mention himself by name, but I
know of no other person so called. Farrd’s family name seems to have been Ibn
Manzur, but why should such a well-known man suddenly be referred to in this
cryptic way?

22 According to Kahle (Cairo Geniza, p. 52) the change of gdmes into an é-like sound
occurred in Palestinian Hebrew at the same time as in Western Syriac, both in the
7-8 century A.p. This dating, if correct, would fit even Ltetter with the theory of an
Arab origin of the sound-change, falling as it does immediately after the conquest.

33 It is of course impossible to maintain any longer the theory of Praetorius (ZDMG,
liv, 369) that the Canaanite shift @> 6 wa: due to the existence of a non-Semitic sub-
strate. If a substrate were necessary to account for such phonetic changes we should
rather assume one in the case of Eastern Arabic fronted .

24 The oldest instance of stressed @> 6 in an Arabic dialect may be the name of the
Midianite priest Yithro, Moses’ father-in-law, if it is really the same as Yithrd xan>,
the name of an Ishmaelite (?) in 2 Sam., xvii, 25 (cf. Meyer, Die Israeliten und ihre
Nachbarstimme, p. 324). If the Midianite dialect really had undergone this sound-
change, it took place in Northern West-Arabian about the same time as in Canaanite.

%8 Perhaps we might use this Hijazi peculiarity also to account for the strange gayyim
‘eternal’, derived from Aramaic qayyam. The Koranic spelling should then be taken as
denoting *gayyom. A reminiscence of this may be found in a statement by Farra’ on
Koran, iii, 12: ‘Ibn Mas‘ad and the Caliph ‘Omar read gayyam instead of gayytim;
though both were considered correct Hijazi dialect, gayydm was more commonly used’.
It is, however, also possible that the Aramaic dialect from which the form was taken over
had labialized the 4 to #, or that it pronounced long @ as &, as the Yemenite Jews do
to-day.

¢ In Safatene ‘wr ‘was blind’ and hwr ‘went’= ‘awira, hawira, the w may have
remained consonantal because of the neighbouring . In Hebrew, wis consonantal before
7 in hawar, Arabic hawira ‘to be white’, and before gutturals in ggwa*“ ‘to die’, sdwah ‘to
shout’, etc.

7 Aramaic had apparently two roots zw*; one < zwgh ‘to move away’ (e.g., Mishnah,
Aboth, v, 22), and the other related to z‘z* ‘to tremble’. The two, of course, influenced
each other.

28 There seems to have been some wavering in pronunciation even in Kufa. Farra’
tells us that the Kufans read in vi, 63 for ’anjaitand ‘thou hast delivered us’, Loooei
(="anjaina or ’anjéna), and insists that they wrote it accordingly, though some of their
codices spelled the word with ’alif (Beck, Orientalia, xvi, 355). Since long 4 was in
Kufa subject to *imdla, both spellings could be sounded ’anjénd.

% >Imdla of d in hubld is prescribed by Sibawaihi (ii, 281). Kofler (WZKM, xlvii,
235) asserts that ramd was not pronounced with ’imadla, but I do not know whence he
derives this information.
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20 Tn Hebrew, as in Arabic, the -ai of the oblique dual was not treated in the same
way as the type of -af just discussed: instead of being monophthongized, it was pre-
served when stressed and contracted into ey when unstressed.

31 Another of case this is probably the name of the Nabataean God ®17 written
in Arabic sources Dha sh-shard. If Ed. Meyer (Die Israeliten und ihre Nachbarstimme,
p. 269) is right in combining the name with the Biblical Sarai, this provides even clearer
evidence for ai > d in the language of the Nabataean Arabs. One wonders, by the way,
whether the change of Sdrai into Sard(h) (Gen., xvii, 15), recognized by some scholars
as a purely phonetic change, does not signify reception into another tribal group,
where -ai had become -d. Even Abraham could similarly be explained as the form which
’abram would take in a dialect with two-peak syllables as in Minaean and occasionally in
Aramaic (rehet < *rdz and beheth < *bath, GVG, i, 53, are hollow roots like ram!).

32 While ’ahyd and nahya are written with ’alif, vahya as a verbal form is written

with yd‘. T would suggest that this is due to purely graphic confusion with the
proper name.

3% No differentiation of this kind seems to have existed in Hebrew. The irregularities

in the inflection of nouns like mar’eh are best explained either as remnants of the

inflection of nouns originally ending in -7, such as baneh, or as analogies on nouns from
strong roots.

“4 The Sahah (ii, 569) says that some Arabs shortened final -7 in nouns when these
had the definite article, as i tiwdlu [-’aidi ‘with long hands’. It is not certain whether
this refers to our dialects. The shdhid is by a poet of ’Asad, i.e., one of the tribes men-
tioned in this connection.

38 Kofler (WZKM, xlviii, 78) suggests that in fact the expression of modus had been
lost in these forms owing to the shortening of 7 and #, and that the waw and ya’ were
only ‘an orthographic reminiscence’. There is hardly enough ground for such a con-
struction of the facts.

38 While Classical Arabic possesses no true diphthongs (Cantineau, BSL, xliii, 127),
West-Arabian «ai is a true monophonematic diphthong, on a par with the long vowels.
When shortened, the opposition @:ui is neutralized to a.



Chapter 11
HIJAZ: THE CONSONANTS

a Our information about the consonants of the dialect is scanty. It is still
doubtful how far we may take the rules of early tajwid as being representa-
tive of Hijazi pronunciation. It differs from Hijazi in its treatment of kamza
(cf. § Il below) and may have differed in many other respects. Thus the
¢ of early tajwid was a voiced uvular plosive (cf. Vollers, Ninth Or. Congr.,
i1, 138) as it is to-day in bedouin colloquials and those descended from them
and in Central Yemenite (Goitein, Jemenica, p. xiv; Rossi, San’a, p. 2). For
Hijazi colloquial T know only the statement of Maltzan, on hearsay, that the
‘gaf ‘arebi’ was used at Mecca (ZDMG, xxvii, 243). In an Arabic-Tigrigna
vocabulary in Ethiopic characters, published by Littmann (ZAss., xxi, 57-
90) the Arabic ¢df is almost invariably transliterated by Fthiopic gaml. The
Arabic in the vocabulary is presumably that of merchants from Hijaz. A
proof for gaf in ancient times might be found in the form gass ‘gypsum,
whitewash’ said by Ibn Durustawa® (in Suyati, Muzhir, i, 162) to have
been used in the Hijaz for common Arabic jass (Ibn Sida, in Lisin, viii, 345,
says the Hijazi form was qassa or ¢issa). This would be a proof that Hijazi
qaf was voiced, but only if we derive the word from Syriac gessé (and the
latter from Greek gypson). However, the word in this form probably comes
from South-Arabia, where it has ¢af (gaf) to-day (Rossi, San’a, p. 211) and
had it in the Middle Ages (Hamdani, *Iklil, p. 29). In a South-Arabian
inscription at Wadi Rukhaila the words gyrm wgsm ‘lime and plaster’ appear
(Stark, JRAS, 1939, plate 7; Ryckmans, Muséon, lii, 313). It is possible that
the forms with g, as in Syriac and Mishnaic Hebrew (Mishnah, Migwaoth,
xi, 2) are the older ones. In this case the ¢ in South Arabia is due to distant
assimilation (on this cf. GVG, i, 166), and the Hijazi form is borrowed from
Yemen. As it received its ¢ there, it cannot assist us in determining the
sound of Hijazi ¢df. In the Tamim dialect ¢ was sounded intermediate be-
tween qdf and kaf, articulated against the uvula and ‘thick’ (taghlizu).! This
Tamimi sound is represented by the letter kaf (Jamhara, i, 5; Ibn Faris,
Sahibi, p. 25). This way of pronouncing qdf was called gdf al-ma‘qida
‘tied ¢’. In the dictionaries there appears a number of cases where the
Tamim dialect had kdf instead of ¢af. This presupposes that the two were
phonetically similar. All this leads to the conclusion that the ¢af of the
Eastern dialects was voiceless (phonetic g) like that of the modern Hadari
colloquials of Syria, Egypt, etc. The modern Iraqi colloquial has a voiced
qaf, however, and must have had one at an early date because in some cases
Aramaic g is represented in Iraqi place names by ¢, e.g., Bdgiddri (near
Baghdad: Yaqat, Muam, i, 475) from Bé Gédharé, Greek Gadara, and
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Bagirdé (with ’imala), or Qarda (Yaqit, i, 476) from Garda. The poet
Bashshar b. Burd (d. 167/783) transcribes the Aramaic word gamla ‘camel’
in one of his poems as gaml (Jawiliqi, Mu‘arrab, p. 67). This is difficult to
explain in view of what we said about the Eastern gdf. However, there are
other signs that the Iraqi dialect was at some time deeply influenced by
bedouin dialects of a Western type. We may, in view of the fact that the
bedouin dialects and the Yemenite colloquial of our days have voiced ¢af,
assume that the gdf of West-Arabian was also voiced, although so far no
evidence is available for ancient times. The voiced ¢af of tajwid would then
be a true continuation of the Prophet’s own pronunciation. But as tajwid
rarely represents a pure Hijazi tradition (cf. the hamza and the vowels), the
voiced ¢df must have been used outside the Hijaz as well, especially in those
archaic Najdi dialects which provided the basis of Classical Arabic. The
voiceless sound used in the Eastern dialects can, therefore, not have been
old-inherited. However, the ‘emphatics’ were originally neutral as regards
voice (cf. further the note § 144) and were variously fixed in the different
dialects. The voiceless ¢ of Aramaic may have been a contributory factor in
turning the Eastern g¢df into a voiceless sound.

b Vollers (ZDMG, xlix, 4935) observed that wherever gaf is voiced in
Arabic, jim has a palatal articulation. We might add that dialects with a
voiceless gaf show a similar tendency to palatalize kdf, a tendency which was
not unknown to the ancient Eastern dialects (cf. the discussion of the
‘Kashkasha’ by Barth, WZKM, xxiv, 281 seq.). The jim of early tajwid cannot
have been the pure palatal j, as that sound was specially noted in connection
with the dialect of Yemen (cf. § 4 7). Maltzan (ZDMG, xxvii, 243) heard the
Hijazi jim pronounced ‘soft, like French dj’. In the Arabic-Tigrigna vocabu-
lary Arabic jim is transliterated as zhai "W, not as djent ', so that any sound
like y is excluded (Littmann, ZAss., xxi, 52). Kampflmeyer (ZDPV, xv, 18)
quotes an oral communication of Socin’s that in parts of Hijaz jim is
sounded like g, but there is nothing to prove that this pronunciation is old.

¢ Data for the pharyngals are confusing. In view of what has been said in
§ 4 1, we can rule out *antd for >a‘td as evidence for the sound of ‘ain. In the
statement on the extension of that form Medina and Sa‘d b. Bakr, but not
Mecca, are mentioned. In the Koran a‘td is frequent, but I know of only
one case in which ’antd was read for it, namely cviii, 1, where >Ubayy’s
codex was said to have had *antaindka, which was also read by the Yemenite,
later Basrian, Ibn as-Samaifa‘and theolder BasrianHasan (Jeffery, Materials,
p. 180). We can hardly attach much importance to the fact that this is one of
the earliest Suras; it would be difficult to believe that the Prophet learnt only
later on that ’a‘td was the correct form.

d A very late source (“Aintabi, Qamis Turc., i, 284) states that the Sa‘d
b. Bakr, north of Medina, pronounced na‘am ‘yes’ as naham. Ibn Malik
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(Tashil, f. 86 b) gives the same without specifying the dialect. We have seen
that the Hudhali Ibn Mas‘dd is said to have used that pronunciation (Ibn
Hisham, Mughni, ii, 25, cf. § 8 p). As in Mecca the word was pronounced
na‘im (cf. § 10 ), this naham may have been a local form of Medina and
district. The Shammar of the Jezira, a tribe that claims to be descended
from the Tayyi’, say hata instead of ‘ata (Montagne, ‘Contes’, BEOIFD,
p- 75, quoted by Cantineau, Parlers, p. 145). Cantineau connects this with
hat ‘givel’, but it may also be explained as the result of a double sound-
change: ‘ata > hata and then k weakened to  (cf. § f below).

e ’Azhari (in 'T3j, x, 12) assigns to the Hijaz dialect the forms *ddd ‘he
helped’ and ista’dd ‘he asked for help’, for a‘dé, ista‘dd. The shahid is by the
Tayyi® poet Tirimmah (xlviii, 8), and there is better evidence for the de-
pharyngalization of ‘ain in that dialect (cf. § 14 g). This does not exclude
that it was current in Hijaz, as results from some hadith quotations of
>Azhari. Maltzan (ZDMG, xxvii, 244) heard ‘ain pronounced like hamza in
the neighbourhood of Hodeida, in the Yemenite Tihama; at San‘a’, too,
‘ain is rather weak (Rossi, San’a, p. 4). The occurrence of de-pharyngalized
‘ain both at the southern and the northern extremity of the West-Arabian
area rather strongly suggests that it was an inherent tendency of the language.
As against this, the Eastern dialects are said to have changed hamza in
certain cases into ‘ain (references in § 8 ¢). The only instance which is at all
well attested is ‘an for *an and ‘anna for >anna, and in this case it is difficult
to say which form is earlier, since both the conjunction *an and the preposi-
tion ‘an are without cognates. It may be that *an is nothing but a de-
pharyngalized, unstressed, version of ‘an. For the transition of meaning,
one need only compare Assyrian sha ‘of’ and Phoenician and Hebrew sha,
she ‘that’ (also ‘who, which’). This, however, would imply extension of the
de-pharyngalizing tendency as far east as the dialects which formed the
basis of Classical Arabic.

f We have fuller evidence for a similar weakening of % in Hijaz. Ibn
Duraid (Jamhara, ii, 377) states it in a general way, giving as an example
Hijazi madaha for madaha ‘to praise’ and a report that the Prophet said
wathaka for waihaka ‘woe to thee’. Mubarrad (Kamil, p. 517), however, says
this change took place in the dialect of Sa‘d b. Zaid Manit. Two MSS.
of the Kamil add Lakhm. The latter seems to be nothing but the usual gibe
at the ‘Nabataeans’, with whom the Lakhm in Hira lived in close association.
The ‘Sa‘d’ may originally have been the Sa‘d b. Bakr in the Northern Hijaz,
and the other reading due to copyists. In Southern Yemen % is almost
completely devoid of pharyngal friction (Landberg, Hadramout, p. 253;
Arabica, v, 77, 281; Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 75).

g Inaline by Samau’al b. ‘Adiya’ (ed. Cheikho, iii, 12, quoted by >Abi
Zaid, Nawadir, p. 104; Lisan, ii, 332) a word khabit occurs in rhyme.
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>Asma‘i took this to be the same as khabith ‘repulsive’ and concluded from it
that the Jews of Khaibar prounonced t4 as t. He admits that Khalil (d. 175/
791) denied ever having heard of such a trait in that dialect. The author of
the Lisin suggests reading khatit ‘contemptible’. There is nothing in-
herently improbable in the assumption that the Jews, who presumably
spoke, or had recently spoken, Aramaic, confused th and ¢. The instance
given, however, cannot be used to prove this. In the final position the ¢
would have been pronounced th in Aramaic, too, and in any event khabit is a
good Arabic word, perhaps one peculiar to the Hijaz dialect. The form
mukhbit ‘lowly’ occurs Koran, xxii, 35/34; a desert region in Hijaz is called
al-Khabt ‘the depression’. The same root recurs in the Palestinian locality
Habhta (Aphtha in Josephus).2 There is thus no difficulty in admitting that
khabit means ‘lowly’.

h Farra’ (in Lisan, xiii, 74) states that the form ban for bal ‘but’—which
others, such as Ibn Jinni, considered Classical Arabic—was current in the
dialects of Sa‘d and Kalb (in T4j, ix, 145, Quda‘a for Kalb). In a separate
statement he adds that he heard people of the Qais tribe Bahila say la ban for
la bal. 'This dissimilation may have occurred in a wider area and only in
those two dialects the dissimilated form gained more extensive currency (cf.
Tigrignaand Moroccan Arabic ne for la ‘to’, Brockelmann, GVG, i, 227, 224).

i In a line by >A‘sha (ed. Geyer, xix, 1) the verbal noun of khawisa ‘to
have deep-set eyes’ is khais instead of khaus. It is not impossible that the
verb had in the Hijaz dialect become khayisa or khésa (cf. § 10 ), or this
may be an instance of the general confusion of au and ai of which we shall
have examples in the Tayyi’ dialect (§ 14 #).3 >Abu 1->’Aswad (d. 69/188)
heard Ibn “‘Umar use hauthu for haithu ‘where’ (Lisan, ii, 444). However,
Mufaddal (in Lisan, viii, 300) accounts for this form by saying that in the
Hijaz -awwd- became -ayyd- by substitution (mu‘dqaba). As instances he
cites sayyam for sawwam ‘keen on fasting’® and sayydgh for sawwagh ‘gold-
smith’. The latter word is given as a Hijazi form also by Jauhari (Sahabh, i,
6).5 In Jewish Palestinian Aramaic all verbs mediz w have yy instead of ww
in the intensive conjugation (Dalman, Gramm., p. 316): this is the consistent
application of a process which turned already at a very carly date gawwém
‘to maintain’ into gayyém, the form that appears in the Elephantine Papyri,
Biblical Aramaic, Late Biblical Hebrew, and Syriac. Just as Schwarz
(Umar, iv, 102) explains that the Hijazi forms are due to analogy with
mediz y, so does Brockelmann (GVG, i, 616) with the Aramaic ones. In
Aramaic, however, the verbs medie y—-always rare—were disappearing
altogether, and therefore unlikely to exert any attraction on roots mediz w.
The Arab philologists were thus right in considering the change as a purely
phonological one. We have thus a further late development common to
Palestine and West-Arabia.®
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k According to Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 108) feminines of the form fu‘ld
from roots tertiz w, when not used as elatives, turn the w into y, except for
isolated cases such as hulwd ‘adorned’ in all dialects and quswd ‘extreme’ in
all dialects except that of Tamim. The form quswd is specifically assigned to
the Hijaz dialect by Farrad’ (in Lisan, xx, 44, cf. also Ibn Qutaiba, >Adab,
p. 626; Ibn “Aqil, p. 371), perhaps because it occurs in the Koran (viii,
43/42). The Koran, however, also contains cases of y, as dunyad, ‘ulyad, etc.
The reason for the substitution outside the Hijaz—if indeed the w is specifi-
cally Hijazi—was perhaps phonetical, as other instances of vacillation be-
tween w and y after a consonant can be found. In the case of khuswa:
khugya ‘testicle’ and kulya: kulwa ‘kidney’, the fact that Syrian bedouin
colloquials have khéswa, éolwa (Cantineau, Parlers, p. 15, 222) may lead us
to assign the w-forms to West-Arabian. This is not necessarily contradicted
by Hijazi ginya ‘flock’ as against Tamimi quawa (Yanus in Suyati, Muzhir,
ii, 176: the lexica also give the forms ginwa and qunya). It seems that, while
Eastern Arabic had qnw, West-Arabian had ¢ny, like Hebrew, Aramaic,
South Arabian, and Ethiopic. The Hudhali Sakhr al-Ghayy (Lisan, xx, 64)
used qunyan, which looks like a loan-word. Instances for the verb ¢gny in the
Lisan (ibid.) are all from Western sources (Hadith, Hatim T3’i, Tammahi).

1 The most celebrated feature of the Hijaz dialect is the disappearance of
the hamza, or glottal stop. Since it is responsible for the only real difficulties
of Arabic spelling and pronunciation, this sound-change has received a great
deal of attention. Apart from the work of Arab philologists, the following
European works deserve mention: Weil, ZAss., xix, 1-63 (material from
grammarians), Schwarz, Umar, pp. 103-9 (Hijazi poetry), id., ZAss., xxx,
46-59 (spellings in Koran codices), Bergstrisser in GQ, iii, 43-9 (official
Koran orthography), Vollers, Volkssprache, pp. 83-96 (various sources),
Wetzstein, ZDMG, xxii, 168-74 (a bedouin colloquial), Pretzl, Islamica, vi,
303-18 (tajwid). The present writer attempted in Comptes Rendus du
GLECS, iii, 77-9 to explain the facts phonetically, with illustrations from
experimental work on Modern Hebrew, where the same change is now taking
place. Much of the complication of the problem derives from the super-
position of Eastern pronunciation upon a Western spelling, with sub-
sequent modifications in both, which has produced our modern spelling.
The same thing, a not always consistent attempt to introduce full sounding
of the glottal stop into a consonant spelling that betrays a pronunciation
which had lost that sound, is responsible for some peculiarities of Biblical
Hebrew vocalization (cf. Bergstrisser, Hebr. Gramm., i, 89-93).

m Every Semitic dialect shows signs of this tendency to dispense with
the glottal stop, though only in Aramaic can we observe that it disappeared
as completely as in West-Arabian.” Eastern Arabic, as described by the
philologists® was extremely conservative in this respect; it is rivalled only by
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Ugaritic. Nevertheless, even there hamza was elided in yugtilu < *yu’aqtilu
and in allah < al-’ilh (cf. Schwarz, Umar, iv, 103). In the Tamim dialect
*yar’d (Hebrew yir’eh) ‘he sees’ became yard, as elsewhere (Sibawaihi, ii,
37), and they dropped final hamza after a vowel in pause (ibid., 311). All
dialects except that of Tamim elided the second of two kamzas separated
only by a short vowel,® lengthening that vowel where the hamza came
directly before a consonant (Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 167); some unspeci-
fied dialect lengthened the vowel, but still articulated the hamza (ibid.). Yet
just on this point of agreement between dialects the grammarians’ views
differed. The form ’a’imma, plur. of *imam ‘guide’, which Sibawaihi re-
jected in favour of >ayimma, was adopted by all Kufan readers. The usage of
the best later MSS. does not ‘alleviate’ the hamza even in such cases. Older
Koranic orthography displays a notable lack of consistency (GQ, iii, 45).
Contractions affecting initial vowels, as in lawanna for lau >anna, are found
in Eastern poets; yala for ya >ala (Wright, ii, 153B)!° is the only form found
anywhere. If our principle is correct that poetic license mirrors actual usage,
then hamza was less firm in the Eastern dialects than the grammarians want
us to believe. As for West-Arabian, there is no doubt that hamza had dis-
appeared over the whole area. >Abta Zaid (in Lisan, i, 14) limits the elision
of hamza to ‘the people of Hijaz, Hudhail, Mecca, and Medina’. Im-
mediately afterwards he adds some of the ‘Banii ‘Ajlin of Qais’,!! though the
Qais are said to have preserved the hamza (Jarabardi, quoted Howell, iv,
930) or even to have turned it occasionally into ‘ain (Suyiti, Muzhir, i, 133).
>Azhari (quoted Howell, iv, 824) says that part of Tayyi” did not pronounce
the glottal stop. We have found indications of its disappearance in the
Yemenite dialect (§ 4 7). Cf. map. No. 14.

n The general statements of the grammarians all show clearly that hamza
had completely disappeared as a phoneme, not merely become weakened in
articulation: The Tamim always pronounce the hamza, the Hijazis only
when they are forced (‘Isa b. “‘Umar in Lisin, i, 14); the people of Hijaz find
it difficult to sound even one hamza—let alone two consecutive ones
(Sibawaihi, ii, 172); the Hijazis do not articulate the glottal stop (Sahah, i,
402); hamza has no place in the dialect of Quraish (laisa min lughati Q.)
(Ibn >Athir in T3j, x, 128), etc. This does not mean that they did not sound a
glottal stop before vowels in the absolute initial position (ibtid@’). That they
did so is stated expressly by Ibn Faris (Sahibi, p. 71) and by Jazari (Nashr, i,
422). Within the sentence, of course, this glottal stop disappeared (cf.
>Astaribadi, quoted Howell, iv, 930 and Jarabardi, #bid., p. 940).

o Of course the Hijazis were able to pronounce a glottal stop just as much
as an Englishman is, but since it was not a phoneme of their language they
would misplace it when they made an effort to pronounce it. This is what is
sometimes called over-correctness. Hijazi poets often treat hamzat al-was
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like hamzat al-qat* (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 109). That this was not mere poetic
license (Wright, ii, 377A), but unfamiliarity with correct usage, is proved by
the fact that the substitution hardly ever affects the article, which was the
most obvious and frequent of the words with *alif al-wasl. The Hijazis said
nabi’un instead of mabiyyun ‘prophet’, bari’a for bariyya ‘creation’
(Sibawaihi, ii, 175); the Hijazi Nafi¢ was the only reader who read ’anb’@u
for anbiyd’u ‘prophets’ (Baidawi, i, 73). The two words were of foreign
origin (Jeffery, Foreign Vocabulary, p. 276, 76) and presumably reached
Arabic in their Aramaic forms, without hamzas.

P The Arab grammarians do not speak of the disappearance of the glottal
stop and its consequences, but of alleviation (takhfif), in which they dis-
tinguish various grades: elision (hadhf), replacement by w or y (’ibdal), or
transformation into hamzat baina baina (Weil, ZAss., xix, 16). Their termin-
ology could only operate with consonant letters. From our point of view it
is sounder to consider the various happenings as due to the meeting of
sounds previously separated by the hamza. In particular, the fall of hamza
created diphthongs unknown to Arabic, of which the language had somehow
to get rid. We thus classify our phenomena according to the position of the
elided hamza relative to adjoining vowels and consonants. We need not
consider its place within the word, since initial and final hamza were treated
the same as medial ones, except at the absolute beginning or end of an
utterance. It is quite possible that differences in sound-development were
caused by the position of the elided hamza with relation to word stress, but I
have so far found no evidence of this.

q Where hamza had stood between a consonant and a vowel, its elision
caused no change except the displacement of the syllable boundary, as in
qi-ra for gir-’a ‘pestilence’ (*’Asma‘i, >Addad, p. 5); qu-ran for qur->an
(Nisabiiri, Ghar@’ib, i, 31). This is the same as what happened in Christian
Palestinian Aramaic (cf. Noldeke, ZDMG, xxii, 466), Biblical and Modern
Hebrew (cf. Rabin, Melilah, ii, 248), aad in the colloquials (e.g., mara <
mar’a ‘woman’, Rhodokanakis, Dhofar, ii, 74). In Koran spelling the
original hamza is not indicated in most cases, e.g., yasamu (xli, 49), tasami
(i1, 282) for yas’amu, tas’amit; mashamatun (lvi, 9) for mash’amatun; yanauna
(vi, 26) for yan’auna; tajara (xxiii, 67/65) for taj’ari; and the frequent
*afidatun ‘hearts’ for ’af’idatun, yasalu ‘he asks’, for yas’alu, etc., and
malakun ‘angel’ for mal’akun. With the article an ’alif is normally written—
no doubt because the form without article was present in the mind of the
scribe—but there are cases such as ’ashabu laikati i) ©beol for ashabu
l->aikati ‘people of the forest” (xxxviii, 12/13). However, nash’atun is twice
(xxix, 19/20; 1vi, 62) spelled with an alif, sLii. As far as I know this is the
only case in the Koran of a post-consonantal hamza being followed by the
feminine ending. Apparently the form is to be read nashatun. Zamakhshari
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(Mufassal, p. 165) tells us that some dialects ‘other than that of Hijaz’ said
al-mara for al-mar’a ‘the woman’ and al-kamd for al-kam’a ‘the truffles’.
The shahid given is attributed to the Iraqi townsman Kumait, of Tamimi
origin.!? The Tunis colloquial also has mra ‘woman’, which however appears
to be transformed on the analogy of the pattern of rdd, from rid@ (Stumme,
Grammar, p. 49). Perhaps the ancient form is also due to the tendency to
avoid an unusual pattern. Other instances of lengthening are doubtful.
‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a has in one line taddbani for tad’abani ‘ye two strive’
(Schwarz, iv, 106), but this probably re-derived from Hijazi daba for da’aba.
For the form malak for mal’ak ‘angel’ there is no evidence earlier than the
7th/13th century (cf. Boneschi, JAOS, Ixv, 109).

r Where hamza was elided before the *i‘rab-vowel, it was not expressed
in writing, since in pause the vowel would also fall off. Thus rid>u ‘assis-
tance’, Hijazi ridu, would become in pause 7zd (>Astaribadi, quoted Howell,
iv, 801). The Tamim dialect preserved the hamza in pause through either
transposing the case-vowel before it: ar-ridw’, gen. ar-rids’, acc. ar-rida’, or
in some dialects, inserting a neutral vowel before the Aamza which took the
colour of the stress vowel: ar-rids’ in all cases (Sibawaihi, ii, 312; cf. Birke-
land, Pausalformen, p. 61). With final hamza Arabic orthography preserved
Koranic usage, although in the body of the word it introduced the letter
>alif to indicate the place of the hamza before a: 4l for Koranic 4eiius etc.

s The only exception from our rule regarding hamza after consonant is
where that consonant was = or y. In those cases the consonant was doubled:
>awwanta for >au ’anta ‘or thou’, ra’aitu ghulamayyabika for ghulamai > abika
‘I saw the two servants of thy father’ (Sibawaihi, ii, 175-6). The latter
phrase was heard by >Abu Zaid among the Bani “Ajlan of Qais (Lisan, i, 14,
cf. § m above). Another example may be hudayya for huda’a,the diminutive
of hid’a ‘kite’ ’Abt Hatim in Lisan, i, 47, cf. also § ee below). The same
process took place in the colloquial of Zafar, where hamza is still largely
preserved, e.g., nawwe =naw’a ‘cloud’, hayye =hai’a ‘shape’ (Rhodokanakis,
Dhofar, ii, 74).13 Cantineau (BEO, i, 92) suggests that the same change
would account for the Aramaic emphatic state of the plur. -ayya, from
*-ay’d (as in the singular malkd from *malka->a). The hamza was in all these
cases assimilated to the preceding semi-vowel. Such a change would, of
course, have taken place before the complete disappearance of hamza.

t In Koranic readings there are also cases of assimilation of hamza to
other consonants preceding it.}4 In viii, 24, some read al-marri for al-mar’i
‘of the man’; in xv, 44, the Medinean Zuhri read juzzun for juz’un ‘a share’.
Both are not pausal. Zamakhshari (Kashshaf, p. 720) considers these as
cases of pausal doubling (Wright,ii,369A) transferred into context,although
he, like all other grammarians, holds that pausal doubling cannot apply in
words ending in hamza (Mufassal, p. 161). In Hijaz, there was of course no
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hamza at the end of these words. It is more likely that the two words repre-
sent attempts to adapt the forms *maru, *juzu to more normal patterns (cf.
>abb, >akhkh, § T m and marah, nashah, § ¢ above). However, none of these
explanations can apply in the case of tarriyya (besides tariyya) for tar’iyya
‘last trace of menstrual blood’, which is not described as dialect form (Laith
in Lisan, xix, 10). This word, however, appears to be foreign, from Mishnaic
r&tyyah ‘a single flow of blood, an attack of gonorrheea’.15 It is doubtful
whether any of these instances have anything to do with the Hijaz dialect.

u Where a hamza stood between a vowel and a consonant, closing a
syllable, the vowel was lengthened and the hamza disappeared, as shown by
Koranic orthography. The number of more was thus preserved (Arabic
rhythm belongs to the ‘more-counting’ variety, cf. Trubetzkoy, Grundziige
der Phonologie, p. 174; Cantineau, BSL, xliii, 128). The long vowels
resulting from this rhyme freely with original long vowels (Schwarz, Umar,
1v, 109). The ’alif denoting the lengthened a was omitted in the spelling of
old codices in the same way as original @ (GQ, iii, 33). Few cases are men-
tioned in the lexica. One is jina for ju’na ‘leather bag’ (Yinus in Suyiti,
Muzhir, ii, 176; Ibn Qarqil in T43j, ix, 159), but Jauhari (Sahah, ii, 364)
knows nothing of ju’na, only jina.'® In the central Yemenite colloquial a
vowel preceding hamza before consonant is lengthened, though the hamza is
still pronounced (Goitein, Jemenica, p. xiii). Similarly, a becomes d in
Ethiopic before vowelless gutturals. This may help to account for the
anomaly of Hebrew, where the vowel in words like *ra’s became a and sub-
sequently 4 at a very early date (rushunu in Tell el-Amarna), and yet the
>aleph is written in 76sh, son, etc. There is no need to assume that the *aleph
was elided simultaneously with or before the lengthening. We may be
justified in assuming the sameorder of events in Hijazi Arabic: first lengthen-
ing of the vowel with preservation of the hamza, then fall of the hamza,
leaving only the long vowel. The term ‘compensatory lengthening’ thus does
not apply in this case.

v For assimilation of hamza to a semivowel following it, there is only the
one instance of ruyyd for ru’ya ‘dream’ (Zamakhshari, Kashshaf, p. 641;
Kisa’1 in Lisan, xix, 9). Zamakhshari considers this form vulgar (‘@mmiyya)
and Farra’ (in Lisian, loc. cit.) admits it only in conversation (f7 l-kalam), not
in Koran reading. It is, however, the pronunciation on which the Koranic
spelling L is based. There was also a form riyyd (>’Akhfash in Lisin, loc.
cit.), not said to belong to any dialect. In view of the fact that the oldest form
appears to have been 7iiyya (so in Lisdn), and the Hijaz dialect changed i
into 7 in the hollow verbs (§ 12 ), it seems probable that riyyd was the real
Hijazi form. In the Canaanite area the same word, apparently with the same
contraction, is found in ryt ‘spectacle’ in the Moabite Mesha“ stele (line 12),
which we therefore ought to read riyyat.1? In the case of riyyu for r’yu
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‘sight’, which is the reading of the Medineans in Koran, xix, 75/74 and
occurs in a hadith (Lisan, xix, 7), we cannot decide whether it represents
ri-yu, with the ordinary lengthening of the vowel, or riy-yu, with assimila-
tion. There are, again, some instances of assimilation of hamza to other con-
sonants. It seems well established with the ¢ of the eighth conjugation. The
Kufan ‘Asim read in ii, 283 alladhi-ttumina for alladhi-’tumina ‘“who was
trusted’ (Zamakhshari, Kashshaf, p. 184); the form occurs in early prose
(Tabari Glossary, p. cxx). Zamakhshari (loc. cit.) cites ittazara ‘to put on an
’tzar’ as a vulgar form. In the case of ittakhadha ‘he took for himself’ the
assimilation is admitted in Classical Arabic: the secondary root takhidha
derived from it is said to be Hudhail dial. (Farisi, Diw. Hudh. i, 86).!8 Such
forms are very rare in the colloquials, e.g., mummin =mw’min ‘believer in
Syrian bedouin colloquial (Wetzstein, ZDMG, xxii, 172). Isolated instances
are found in Accadian, Aramaic, and Ethiopic (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, i,
§ 56, 64). They may be more frequent in the Koran than we suspect. The
Kufic codex of Samarqand spells shi’tuma ‘ye two wanted’ (ii, 33/35) laxs
(Jeftery and Mendelsohn, JAOS, Ixii, 183). This may stand for shittuma.
Perhaps the very frequent occasions on which ’alif is omitted in *akhta’na,
ta’wil, etc. (GQ, iii, 33), may hide further cases. Early Christian Arabic also
writes ittamara ‘planned’, ittamana ‘was entrusted’ (Graf, Sprachgebrauch,
p. 18).1°

w Where hamza was preceded and followed by the same short vowel,
these were contracted into the corresponding length, as in sala for sa’ala ‘he
asked’ (for Hijaz, Baidawi, i, 552, ii, 355; for Hudhail, T4j, vii, 365). It is not
quite clear what happened if the sound-complex would have come to stand
in a closed syllable, where Arabic avoided long vowels. In poetry such
contractions seem to produce short vowels, as in wailu (waili) >ummihi >
watlummihi ‘woe to his mother’. All cases quoted by Schwarz (Umar, iv,
107) concern initial syllables, however, where the example of the *alif al-
wasl may have led to simple elision of the initial vowel. The Koranic
orthography writes sa’altum with an *alif. In a hadith (Bukhari, Diyat, 21;
Qastallani, x, 65) we find *antum for >a’antum ‘did ye’. The Hijazis, accord-
ing to the Lisan (xix, 5) even said *ara’aita for the common ’araita ‘tell me’.
On its spelling in the Koran there are conflicting traditions (GQ, iii, 44).
Though the form may be derived from the particle ¥’arai ‘behold’ (Barth,
Sprachw. Unters., ii, 27 seq.; Marcel Cohen, Expression du temps, p. 89) it
was clearly looked upon by the Hijazi readers as a form of ra’d and treated
accordingly. These, however, were not ordinary long vowels. >Abii Zaid (in
Lisan, xix, 7) says that in ra’aitu ‘if one wishes to elide the hamza, one
pronounces the ’alif without giving it full weight (bi-ghairi *ishl 7in), but
does not let the hamza disappear altogether’. What seems to be implied is a
two-peak stress, or distribution of the long @ over two syllables. This is the
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same as the hamzat baina baina (§ bb below) but is nowhere called by this
name. Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 166) lays down the use of hamzat baina
baina even for sa’ala, admitting contraction as an alternative, but does not
mention our case. A special case is ka’ayyin ‘how many’. The form kayin
appears in a line by the Tamimi Jarir (I, ix, 4), but the Lisin (xvii, 255)
quotes a line with kdyin and the Western mil- for mina I- (§ 7 0), and the
Meccan Ibn Kathir read k@’in or kayin in iii, 140/6. Other examples come
from Labid (ix, 2), a Hanafi, i.e., an Easterner (Hamisa of Buhturi, p- 18,
line 1). It is in any event not proved that kdyin is a Western form. The
Meccan Ibn Mubhaisin read ka’ai (Suyiti, JamS, ii, 76). I cannot account for
the relation between the three forms. Other cases are not available so far.

X Where hamza was preceded by a short vowel and followed by the cor-
responding long vowel, the two were contracted into one length, as in
Jibril for Jibr’il ('Taj, iii, 84), ris for ru’ias ‘heads’ in a line of Qais b.
Khatim (Ibn Duraid, Ishtiqaq, p.68).2 In the vocalization of the Koran two
vowels are written, but we should read only one, e.g., khdtina for the fre-
quent khat’ina ‘sinners’, in lv, 24 munshat for munsha’at ‘lofty ones’ (cf.
GQ, iii, 44, 45), and of course 7as for ri’is. The contracted syllables were in
Hijazi poems counted as one length (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 107).

y Inthe comparatively rare casc, occurring only with @, where hamza was
preceded by a long vowel and followed by the corresponding short one as in
s@ala ‘he inquired’ (cf. further § k& below), two ways were possible. One,
vouchsafed by the grammarians, was to keep both vowels apart, without any
contraction or glide, as two prosodic syllables (Lisan, i, 196). What separated
them was a hiatus, the intention of a sound (fi n-niyya: Ibn Ya‘ish, p. 1308),
not a sound (cf. Schaade, Sibaw. Lautlehre, p. 32; Bravmann, Materialien,
p. 93). No wonder the grammarians found- it impossible to describe the
sound (Weil, ZAss., xix, 19). We shall find this entity, the so-called hamzat
baina baina, again in a number of contexts. It is doubtful whether this
hamzat baina baina really belongs to Hijazi pronunciation. While the
Koranic spellings with *alif might possibly represent it, the two syllables are
often counted as one in Hijazi poetry (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 108), thus show-
ing that to the feeling of the Hijazi speaker they had completely coalesced.
The difference is in fact only one of degree. In modern colloquial Hebrew
such complexes are pronounced with a steeply falling tone, and it is often
impossible to say whether one has heard one vowel or two, the first with the
high pitch of a stressed syllable, the second with the low pitch of an un-
stressed one (cf. Rabin, GLECS, iii, 78). The contracted vowels are con-
demned as vulgar by Ibn Qutaiba (>Adab al-Katib, p. 394).

z Since the hamzat baina baina was the nearest thing to a real hamza that
the Hijaz dialect possessed, it was presumably the ‘sound’ Hijazi speakers
used when they spoke carefully and tried to avoid the contractions and glides
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of their dialect. In the effort to sound clearly vowels otherwise contracted,
they seem occasionally to have lengthened short vowels preceding a hamza,
and treated them in prosody as lengths (cf. Schwarz, Umar, p. 174; ZAss.,
xxix, 50). Traces of similar tendencies exist in Koranic spelling, but the
resulting spellings seem to have been misapplied (cf. GQ, iii, 48 seq.). We
have here another instance of over-correctness (cf. § o above).

aa There are no examples of hamza with the same long vowel before and
after it in Hijazi texts. Schwarz (Umar, iv, 109) adduces yatarayana ‘they
pretend before each other’,2! but this is not a phonetic transformation of
yatara’and, but derived from the Hijazi third conjugation rd@yd (Lisan, xix,
8), which is re-formed from the imperf. yur@’i >yurayi (cf. § 4 p). The
Christian Arabic girayat for gira’at (Graf, Sprachgebrauch, p. 19) arose in
the same way.

bb If the vowels flanking the hamza were different, various treatments of
the resulting complexes existed side by side. The most common ones were to
keep them separate with hamzat baina baina or to insert a glide between
them. Observation of modern Hebrew again teaches that these are merely
differences of degree, with innumerable gradations between them. The
existence of the same alternatives in Central Yemenite colloquial has been
observed by Goitein (Jemenica, p. xiii). The main factor is speed of utter-
ance: the slower it is the less audible the glide. The nature of the glide is
determined by the narrower vowel: between a and u it is w, between a and ¢
it is y. Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 166) declares that the glide develops only
in u-a, i-a, but not in a-u, a-i. This is a very fine phonetic observation, fully
borne out by kymograms of Modern Hebrew. Yet the notations of Hijazi
pronunciations write y and w in the latter case, too, as there were no other
signs available, e.g., hinayidhin for hina’idhin ‘at that time’ (Ibn Khalawaih,
Badi, p. 151) and Ibn ‘Abbas’s reading in iv, 141/142, yurawiina for
yur@ina ‘they pretend’ (Jeffery, p. 197). The word boundary was of course
not respected in actual pronunciation, as in ’agriyabaka for ’aqri® ’abaka
‘teach thy father the Koran’ (Sibawaihi, ii, 172). In the Koran such spellings
are rare, but they do occur in phrases which may have been felt to form a
close unity, as yabnawumma sz for ya bna >umma ‘son of my mother’
(xx, 95/94). The spelling with glide is applied without exception in the
Koran: later usage has changed nothing except in setting a hamza over the
glide-sound. Examples of pronunciations with glide are collected by
Jarabardi (in Howell, iv, 940) and by Schwarz (Umar, iv, 106). It is not clear
what glide developed between 7 and u. The form sila (Koran, ii, 102/8)is not
a phonetic development of suyila < su’ila, but is the normal Hijazi passive of
the Hijazi verb sala=sa’ala. The spelling 0954w ‘scoffers’ for mustah-
zt’una (Koran, ii, 13 /4) may either represent mustahziwiina or mustahzina.
>Akhfash read yastahziyiina (passim; Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 166).
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cc The reading mustahzina is an instance of another treatment of these
complexes: absorption of the short vowel by the long one, or in some cases
the second short vowel by the first short one. Thus we are told that sa’ilun
‘asking’ (Koran, Ixx, 1) was written sdlun in the codices of >Ubayy and 1bn
Mas‘id (Jeffery, Materials, p. 173). The Hudhali >’Abi Dhu’aib (Diwan, vi,
26) uses radun for r@idun ‘scout’. The author of the Lisan (iv, 169) asserts
that this was a frequent formation in that dialect. It is likely that some of the
participles of the form g¢al from verbs mediz hamzatz and mediz w/y,
which Noldeke collected (Neue Beitrige, p. 210-15), are to be explained in
this way, especially where they are taken from Western texts. Similar forms
are occasionally encountered in colloquials, particularly with participles that
have lost association with their verbs. Such irregular and facultative
contractions are particularly frequent at the end of words, also when followed
by pronominal suffixes: kaya for haya’u ‘shame’, baha for bahd’i ‘splendour’
(the case vowels secured by poetical context), 2aji for taji’u ‘she will come’,
satunbini for satunbi’uni ‘she will tell me’, shaniki for shani’uki ‘who hates
thee’ (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 107-8; further cases, all Western, in Noldeke,
Zur Gramm., p. 6). It seems that with the last two words there were inter-
mediate forms *satunbiyuni and *shaniyuki, which were wrongly analysed
into satunbi-uni (iy=t)and shani-uki, so that in fact here too the longer vowel
absorbed the short one. This would offer a possibility to account for bali =
baliya (but see § 12w), namely baliyabeing analysed as bali-a and contracted.
Since hamza did not exist in the dialect it did not make any difference
whether a given form ever had hamza or not. On the strength of the poetical
examples, we should read ($38%ws =yastahz’u ‘he mocks’ (Koran, ii, 14/15)
as yastahzi, etc. This, in fact, is nothing but the same tendency which in
common Arabic reduced *al-qddiyu to al-gadi and perhaps *yarmiyu to
yarmi, while leaving the open vowel in al-gadiya, yarmiya intact. Schwarz
(Umar, iv, 99) claims that the contraction of -fya into -i is common in
Arabic poems—a matter I have not been able to check. It may be remarked
than an accentuation like tunbiyuni, shaniyuki, yastahziyu—in fact the
position of the stress in the corresponding Hebrew words—would be partic-
ularly favourable to such a development. Unfortunately, we have so far no
other data enabling us to study the place of the accent in our dialect, as
distinct from its nature (on which see § 10 #). Cf. further the form ’adfihu
for *adfi’ihu ‘warm him’ (§ mm below). Ibn >Athir (in T3j, x, 128) calls these
contractions irregular (shddhdh) and stresses that the correct pronunciation
is with hamzat baina baina. It is obvious that the contractions must have
jarred on the ears of an Eastern Arab: they were perhaps the main incentive
for the vigour with which the hamza was imposed upon the Koran text.

dd Final -@’7 was contracted into a diphthong spelled *alif-ya>. Thus Ibn
Kathir read in Koran, xix, 5 wardy for wara’7;?? the Hijazis read in several
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places shurakdy for shuraka’t ‘my rivals’ (Ibn Khalawaih, Badi¢, p. 72); the
Basrian >Abu >Amr read allay for all@’i, the rel. pron. plur. (but see § 12 7).
The diphthongal character of the spelling seems to be the point of a remark
in the treatise edited by de Sacy (Notices et Extraits, ix, 67 =Barb, Hamze,
p. 35) that the ya@’ at the end of these words is not the carrier of the hamza,
but a notation for the 7. Similar contractions have been noted by Wetzstein
in Syrian bedouin colloquials: ’asmady =’asmai’ ‘my names’, deraybak =
qar@’ibaka ‘thy relatives’, n@dymin =nd’imin ‘sleepers’ (ZDMG, xxii, 170),
and also exist in Mishnaic Hebrew, e.g., nay for 6’ ‘beauty’ (from nd’eh,
formed on the pattern of holi). From words like shuraka’, this type of pro-
nominal suffix spread to words ending in ’alif magsira written with alif.
Nafi‘ read vi, 163/162 mahyay for mahydya ‘my life’23 (Baidawi; >Astarabadi,
Kafiya comm., i, 295). It is possible that these forms were the point of
departure for the pronominal suffix -yz after long vowels and diphthongs
(cf. § 12 d). The ouly contraction of this type in the middle of the word I
have so far found is the reading of Ibn “Abbas in Ixx, 1, sailun for s@’ilun
‘one who asks’ (Zamakhshari, Kashshaf, p. 1525). This way of dealing with
the complex @’f or @¢ recurs in other Semitic languages, e.g., Christian
Palestinian Aramaic shdylin ‘they ask’ for sha’élin (Noldeke, ZDMG, xxii,
467), Ethiopic ’aidug for >a@’(¢)dug ‘ass’ (Mittwoch, Tradit. Aussprache, p. 13)
and the pronunciation of Hebrew in Eastern Europe: maisé for ma’dse awyn)
‘story’. Since here ai is clearly the reduction of gy to a normal diphthong,
one wonders whether the same change did nou affect also those words where
-dy came to stand in final position, so that in actual fact they sounded wara,
shurakai, allai.®* This surmise is further supported by the frequent spelling
s for sha? ‘thing’ (GQ, iii, 49). This may have owed its popularity to the
desire to obviate the pronunciation shi,%® but must have had some roots in
accepted spelling standards. In xxi, 35/4, afa’in ‘if then’ is spelled :»Ul,
where again the ’alif can only indicate ai. For some reason the spelling
>alif-ya@> was also used to express 2’a, i’a, and other combinations (GQ, loc.
cit.) so that in the end it was dropped altogether. It seems that -@’u was
similarly reduced to au, as in Hijazi hidau for hida’u ‘kites’ (Lisan, i, 47) and
hidhau for hidh@u ‘sandal’ (Zamakhshari, Fa’iq, i, 114). Contrary to -ai for
-@’1, these Hijazi endings could not appear in a spelling based upon pausal
forms; for this reason we also prefer to find another explanation for spellings
like lsaxs for du‘afa’u (cf. § 10 w). Similar contractions appear in Iraqi
haula, Spanish haulin for h@>ul@’i ‘these’ (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 319). Both
dialects have Western associations.

ee Contrary to the habit of Koranic orthography of showing only pausal
pronunciations, the genitive of words ending in ’alif mamdiida is in some
cases written with a y@> (GQ, iii, 46). I do not believe that this represents a
mere graphic departure from the norm; then we should expect similar cases
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with waw for the nominative, but apart from the doubtful plur. -@u (§ 10 w,
11 dd) these are not forthcoming. It is more probable that the -a7 with which
these forms ended was taken to be the *alif magsira (é). The paradigms of
nouns in 4 and in alif mamdida in the dialect ran thus:
>afd ‘snake’: al-af‘ai al-af‘a al-af ‘ai
ind@’un ‘vessel’: al-inau al-inai al-ina

This partial coincidence made it easy for nouns to pass from one class into
the other. Where the Nejd dialects had shird ‘bargain’, the Hijaz had
shir@u (or rather shirau), for milt@u ‘pericranium’, on the other hand, it
said miltai (Waqidi in Lisan, xx, 114),28 for Tamim zind’u ‘adultery’ zinai
(Lihyani in Lisan, xix, 79; Sahah, ii, 489). In the last case the statements are
borne out by the spelling of the Koran, while the Eastern form occurs in
lines by Farazdaq and Nibigha al-Ja‘di quoted in the Lisin. On ’#la’%,
>tilat, cf. § 12 1. The confusion became most complete in Tayyi’ (cf. § 14 ee).
Strangely enough, the same changes and confusions do not apply to nouns
ending in -@’(un). Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 161) states that the Hijazis
pronounce kala’u ‘fresh herbage’ in pause as kala in all three cases, while
others say kalau for the nominative, kalai for the genitive, and kala tor the
accusative. This is fully confirmed by the Koran where al-mala’u (vii. 58/60)
‘the nobles’, mala’un (xi, 40/38), al-mala’i (ii, 247/246), and al-mala’a
(xxviii, 19/20) are all spelled (al-)mala 2\J!; the same applies to the different
forms of naba’un ‘report’. All these are, of course, pausal spellings: the
actual pronunciation must have been malau, malai, etc. What happened in
the case of the nunated form mala’un we have no way of knowing.

ff Though we have so far tried to keep to purely phonetic developments,
we have had to mention some analogical formations. These are particularly
widespread in the verb, where the attraction of accustomed patterns
(‘Systemzwang’) is greatest and speakers naturally tended to fit the divergent
forms into existing verbal classes. Thus from the imperfects yuwakkidu <
ywakkidu, yisidu < yw’sidu, yukifu <yw’kifu the w spread into the other
parts of the paradigm, so that the Hijazis also said wakkada for >akkada ‘he
fastened’ (Suyiti, Muzhir, ii, 177), ’ausada for ’dsada ‘he bolted’, and
>aukafa for ’dkafa ‘he saddled’, cf. Hebrew ’ukkaph ‘saddle’ (Lihyani in
Lisan, x, 351). Similar w-forms from prime ’aleph existed in the dialects of
Yemen (§ 4 n) and Tayyi’ (§ 14 7). They are much in evidence in the collo-
quials (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 590) without our being able to say at present
whether these forms were inherited from West-Arabian or newly formed
when the colloquials lost the hamza.

gg Instead of sa’altu, the Hijaz dialect formed siltu, etc., after the third
person sala < sa’ala. In the imperf., yasalu derives directly from yas’alu.
This seems to have been taken as analogous to yadharu, etc. (Wright, i,
79C), since the imperative was sal, not *isal <is’al. These forms occur in
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poetry from all tribes, though they never became as fully established as the
hamza-less yard from ra’d (Sibawaihi, ii, 175; Néldeke, Zur Grammatik,
p- 6). Only early Christian Arabic MSS. take the further step of fitting the
imperfect to the perfect: they write sal# for the plur. imperative (Vollers,
Volkssprache, p. 88; Graf, Sprachgebrauch, p. 18).27 This is perhaps not un-
connected with the fact that Christian Palestinian Aramaic completely
turned this verb into a medi w: imperf. yéshol, imperative shol (Noldeke,
ZDMG, xxii, 466; Schulthess, Gramm., p. 66). In the Koran the imperative
and imperfect of this verb never have *alif, but the perfect forms with con-
sonant affixes (sa’altum, sa’altuka, sa’altahum, etc.) are invariably spelled
with an ’alif, indicating presumably hamzat baina baina (§ ¥ above). One
suspects that the spelling with *alif is applied so consistently to guard against
the vulgar dialect forms siltum, etc. In the colloquials sa’ala is still largely
conjugated as if the hamza were there (Driver, Grammar, p. 83). We can say
nothing about the treatment of other verbs mediz hamzatz.28 No perfect of
any med. hamz. of the pattern fa‘ala appears in the Koran. The forms of
ya’isa ‘to despair’, where spelled in that way, are not genuine Hijazi. In that
dialect the root appeared as ’ayisa, imperf. ydyasu, 10th conjugation
istdayasa (Ibn Khilawaih, Badi®, p. 65). This is confirmed by the spelling of
old codices (GQ, iii, 49-50).

hh One must beware of ascribing the confusion of verbs tertiz hamzatze
with verbs tertize infirma2® to the disappearance of hamza alone. Forms
after the pattern of tertize y@ from hamzated roots are not uncommon in the
work of Eastern poets (Schwarz, Umar iv, 107; Wright ii, 375-6). Vollers
(Volkssprache, p. 86) gives a long list of roots in which the two classes are
constantly confused. In the colloquials the two classes coincide even in
regions where hamza is fairly well preserved. Actually, the Hijazis seem to
have kept them apart as well as anyone else. The spelling of the Koran, in its
own way, keeps them distinct. ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a only substitutes y-
forms for hamza-forms in the imperfect (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 107). Forms
like gardtu for gara’tu ‘I read’ (Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 165) are Hijazi
pronunciations of the normal classical forms (which may have been identical
with those of the dialect).

ii Of special interest is the conjugation of 7a’d ‘to see’ and #a’d ‘to move
away’. These verbs apparently lost their hamza before the final -@ had
become -ai in the dialect (cf. § 12 v) and therefore retained the form rd, nd,
which is that of Koranic spelling. Verses quoted in Lisan, xix, 3-4 suggest
that these forms were also used outside the Hijaz. These forms were drawn
into the pattern of the mediz y and pronounced 7a’a, na’a, with hamzat
baina baina. The Hijazi character of these forms is proved by their appear-
ance in lines by the Khuza‘i Kuthayyir and the Medinean Qais b. al-
Khatim, and by the statement of Laith that the only form of ra’d with



HIJAZ: THE CONSONANTS 143

alleviation of the kamza actually used is r@’a (Lisin, xix, 17), cf. also
Néldeke, Zur Gramm., p. 6. Perhaps we should read the Koranic |y, U
(GQ, iii, 39) ré’a and na’a. The Damascene Ibn ‘Amir, often a representa-
tive of Hijazi usage, read nd’a in vii, 83. The perfect of this r@’a we would
expect to be *ritu, like jitu <j’tu. Such a form, 7itu ‘I think’, is indeed cited
by Laith (Lisan, xix, 17), though without reference to any dialect. In the
ensuing discussion it is equated with 7#’itu, and by Thaalibi with *uritu ‘I
was shown’, but most probably is nothing but ra’aity ‘I think’. In old
codices spellings like ;pa ) for ra@’aitum occur (GQ, iii, 44), while normalized
Koranic orthography, as exhibited in the ‘Royal Koran’, invariably spells
forms with consonantal affixes with medial >alif, whether they are of the verb
ra’d (e.g., xii, 31, xx, 942, xxxiii, 19, lix, 21) or of ’ara’aita, etc., ‘just con-
sider’, where only the Hijazis are said to have sounded *alif (cf. § w above).
The Lisan gives some lines of poetry with raitu for ra’aitu, one of them by
the Basrian grammarian *Abt 1-’Aswad ad-Du’ali. who hardly intended to
write Hijazi dialect. I would suggest reading <l as raitu, the *alif being
inserted here to guard against the pronunciation ritu, just as it was inserted
in sa(a)ltu to prevent the reading :fltu (§ gg) and in shai to prevent the
pronunciation shi (§ dd). The imperfect was in Hijaz, as everywhere, yarai
(forms with hamza are quoted by the lexica, but I have not been able to
place them geographically), the imperative ra, fem. rai, dual raya, plur. rau,
fem. raina, while the Tamim said ira, etc. (Lisan, xix, 5). The imperative
na, etc., is given as common Arabic, though some said in’a (Lisin, xx, 171).

kk In view of the general disappearance of hamza in the Hijaz dialect, it
seems strange to find attributed to it forms in which a common Arabic, old-
inherited ya@> or waw was turned into hamza. We are told that the Hijazis
said ‘aba’a for ‘abdya ‘cloak’, sal@>a for salaya ‘forehead’, siha’a for sihaya
‘capsule’, ‘agd®a for ‘agdya ‘a kind of lizard’3? (Ibn Sikkit, Qalb, p. 56),
and dha’d for dhawd ‘to wither’ (Qali, in Suyiti, Muzhir, i, 30, 274).
Further forms of this type are ghazd’a ‘tracing of genealogy’, siga’a ‘giving
of water’, istiga’a ‘request for water’, istima’a ‘gazelle-hunt’ (>Astaribadi,
Kifiya comm., ii, 163). None of these latter forms is attributed to any
dialect, nor does any of the authorities quoted in the discussion of this point
in Lisan, xix, 302 seq. even consider the possibility of the forms with hamza
being dialect. The word sigaya ‘giving of water, drinking-vessel’ occurs
twice in the Koran and is both times spelled with ya’, but in ix, 19, some
read oliw, which, though Baidawi takes it as sugah ‘givers of water’, may in
fact be based on an old spelling siga’a. The attribution to the Hijaz rests thus
entirely on the testimony of Ibn Sikkit. Vollers is certainly not right in
claiming that the kamza is original in these forms (Volkssprache, p. 96),
since cognate words, where available, confirm the y; e.g., for ‘abdya
Hebrew ‘abheh ‘thick’, Ethiopic ‘abiy ‘big’. Schwarz (ZAss., xxx, 51) thinks
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that the hamza represents a two-peak stress. This is no doubt correct, but
does not explain the disappearance of the y. There is a remarkable parallel to
this phenomenon in Mishnaic Hebrew, where the elision of hamza was
about as complete as in the Hijaz. In one form of that idiom (it is not clear
whether that form was limited to a region, viz., Babylonia, or to a period)
intervocalic y before the stress became ’aleph, as in hora’ah for horayah
‘instruction’, rammda’iith for rammdyiith ‘trickery’, ha’u for hayi ‘they were’
(Ginsberg, MGW], Ixxvii, 416; Porath, #bid., 1xxviii, 306). A similar process
seems to exist also in Amharic, where the word for ‘twenty’, written Aéydq,
haya, is pronounced Aa’a (Praetorius, Amhar. Sprache, p. 54). The *aleph in
Mishnaic Hebrew does, of course, not stand for a glottal stop, but for a
hiatus or two-peak stress. This is neatly illustrated by a spelling in a MS.
with Babylonian pointing of Mishnah Berakhoth, v, 2 (HUCA, x, 202).

for hodhaah: 173, The scribe at first felt this to be hodhdh, but in point-
ing became doubtful and provided two a-signs. In fact he writes the same
word immediately afterwards with an ’aleph. 1 suggest that these forms are
born out of the uncertainty created by a state of language in which hiatus and
glide constantly appeared in closely related forms, or even in the same form.
Thus the Hijazi dialect had badiya for badi’a ‘to approach’, and from this
formed a new verbal noun, bidaya (T3j, i, 42). The verbal noun of badi’a
was, however, bida’a, Hijazi bida or bidda; the two forms are likely to have
been used side by side. Perhaps the real point of departure was the forms
with a-7, a-u, where either a glide or hamzat baina baina could be pro-
nounced (cf. § bb above), only that we do not hear much of substitution of
‘hamza’ for y, w in those cases becausc they had no real representation in
spelling. One such case appears to be the reading tara’inna for tarayinna <
*tarai-inna ‘thou wilt see’ (xix, 26). The colloquials have mostly the
Eastern forms with y, but the Syrian bedouins say ‘abah, with suffixes
‘abati, etc. (Wetzstein, ZDMG, xxii, 173), which is the logical development
of ‘abd’a.

11 After the orthography of the Koran had become fully established, the
hamza was introduced into the pronunciation and finally into the writing of
the sacred text under the influence of a Classical Arabic pronunciation based
on Eastern speech. While the introduction of the hamza sign was done by
grammarians and with absolute consistency, the adoption of the hamza in
reading-style was by no means consistent, but represents various shades of
compromise. No reader pronounced every hamza; although Hijazi readers
on the whole were more inclined to omit the hamza, none of them omitted it
everywhere (GQ, iit, 51, n. 1). The introduction of the hamza seems to have
met with some opposition. The arguments were, as often, clothed in the
form of hadith. One story asserts that the Prophet rebuked a man, who
addressed him as nab?’u llahi, 3! with the words ‘do not screech’ (I tanbir) in
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pronouncing my name’ (Suyiti, >Itqan, p. 231; cf. Ibn Jinni, Khasa’is, i,
388). Another statement (#bid.) informs us that ‘neither the Prophet, nor
>Abt Bakr, nor ‘Omar, nor the Caliphs ever sounded the hamza’. As late as
the time of al-Mahdi (158-68/775-85) the Kufan grammarian Kisa’i is said
to have drawn upon himself the wrath of the Medinean populace by reciting
the Koran with hamza in public service (T3j, iii, 553). There is, however,
another version of the story (Yaqut, Irshad, v, 186), that the reason was that
he pronounced di‘dfan (Koran, iv, 10) with ’imala. It is possible that the
term nabra ‘screeching’, which denotes the full sounding of the hamza, was
at first employed by Hijazis as a term of contempt (cf. also ga‘yd ‘roaring’,
the older Massoretic term for the secondary stress, Bauer-Leander, Histor.
Gramm., p. 155). Those who gave in to the demands of the grammarians
advanced similar arguments. A hadith attributed to ‘Ali asserts that ‘the
Koran was revealed in the language of Quraish, who do not sound the
hamza. Had not Gabriel revealed the hamza to the Prophet, we would not
sound it’ (Rafiq, Tarikh, i, 104). More realistic is a statement attributed to
Nafi (d. 169/785), the champion of Hijazi reading and law tradition. When
asked about the correct pronunciation of words like 2’7, dha’b (cf. § u above),
he replied: ‘If the ‘arabiyya (i.e., the rules of Classical Arabic) demands a
hamza in them, pronounce them with hamza’ (Dhahabi, quoted GQ, iii,
139). Sounding the hamza seems to have become a matter of fashion, and
considered a feature specific to Koran recitation. The well-known reader,
Hamza of Kufa (d. 158/775), himself of the Western tribe of Taim, found it
necessary to warn against overdoing hamza and madd (over-lengthening of
long vowels) in recitation (Tashkopriizade, quoted by Fliigel, Fihrist, ii, 20).

mm This feature of the Hijaz dialect is the subject of many anecdotes,
of which we shall mention here only two, because of their special interest. A
tradition in the name of >Abt Bekr tells of a prisoner who was brought be-
fore the Prophet, trembling with cold. The Prophet said ’adfi’ihu ‘warm
him’, but pronounced it *adfithu (§ cc above). The soldiers understood this
as ‘kill him’, and did so (Jambhara, i, 74).32 In another tradition the original
linguistic point is spoilt in the version in which we have it (Bukhari,
>Atsma |; Qastallani, viii, 210). >Abi Huraira meets ‘Omar in the street
‘and I asked him to teach me the reading of a verse (istagra’tuhu >ayatan)’.
‘Omar takes him in, explains the verse, and lets him go, but immediately he
has left the house he collapses with hunger. In the version of >Abii Nu‘aim,
>Abi Huraira says ’agri>ni ‘teach me some Koran.” No doubt the original
point here was that A.H. said ’agrini ‘give me some food’ and Omar under-
stands ’aqrini =’aqri’ni ‘teach me’. Similar stories may be hidden behind
other hadiths.

nn We learn from Dini (who was in Mecca in 397/1007) and Ibn
Matrih (quoted by Bravmann, Materialien, p. 105-6) that the Hijazis
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velarized the / in the neighbourhood of emphatic consonants. This is called
tafkhim al-lam.® In modern Arabic pronunciation this velarized [ is
regularly heard in Allah (cf. Gairdner, Phonetics, p. 19). Since only in the
Hijaz a4 in final position had the timbre associated with a near emphatic
consonants, we may consider the holy cities the home of this pronunciation.
It agrees with this that according to Tha“alibi (quoted by Bravmann) only
the Egyptians and Maghribis pronounced the / with taghliz in words other
than Allah.

00 The Hijazi (? dialect or readers) did not assimilate the final / of a word
to a following 7, as in hal ra’aita (Sibawaihi, ii, 67). It is doubtful whether
we can draw from this any conclusions concerning the articulation of either
sound.

pp In the eighth conjugation of roots beginning with a dh, dh-t are
mutually assimilated in the Hijaz into dd. This is the form found in the
Koran (muddakir in liv, 15, etc.) and in ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a (xliv, 1). In
the >Asad dialect, on the other hand, this becomes idhdhakara (Tabari,
Tafsir, xxvii, 56; Farra’ on Koran, liv, 15). In the printed Tabari we find Ibn
Mas“iid quoted as saying that the Prophet pronounced idhdhakara; this is a
printer’s error and is given correctly as iddakara in the Lisin (v, 376). The
form dikr ‘remembrance’ for dhikr is ascribed to the Rabi‘a tribes, the north-
eastern neighbours of >Asad.?* In spite of the Arab philologists, who con-
sider this a wrong re-derivation from i¢ddakara, this is perhaps nothing but
an early colloquial form in the mouth of tribes who lived intermingled with
an Aramaic-speaking population.

qq The rules for the spelling of the Koran given by Nisabiri (Ghara’ib, i,
31) decree that in several cases niin before another consonant must not be
written. The cases are: linangura ‘that we may see’ (x, 15/14), fanunjiya
‘that we may deliver’ (xii, 110), nunji ‘we shall deliver’ (xxi, 88), lanansuru
‘we shall assist’ (x1, 54/)51). Only fanunjiya and nunji have been found
spelled thus in MSS. (GQ, iii, 51). The Kairene ‘Royal Koran’, founded on
the teaching of al-Kharraz (cf. GQ, iii, 273), writes the first fanujjiya, with
tashdid, the second nuji, with a nin placed above the jim. As the consonant
following the nin is in each case a dental or palatal, we may assume that the
niin was assimilated to it: linagzura, etc. Schwarz (ZAss., xxx, 48) compares
this with a phenomenon described by Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 189) as the
hidden or alleviated nin. This is mentioned among other products of partial
assimilation, such as 2k for sh and # for §, and is described as ‘a humming in
the nasal cavity’ (ghunna fi I-khaishiim). The only example given is ‘anka
‘from thee’. There is little doubt that Zamakhshari is here describing the
velar ng (p) in king. The velar nasal has a more pronounced nasal timbre than
dental #, and is often in popular works called the ‘nasal #’. In modern
tajwid the term nin al-ghunna is applied to the palatal z () before y, which
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is mostly accompanied by strong nasalization of the preceding vowel
(Gairdner, Phonetics, p. 56). Schwarz is, however, going too far in identify-
ing the ‘hidden n#n’ simply with nasalization. In consequence of this view he
reads 4&, which in a poem by ‘Omar appears for the female name Hind, as
hid (Umar, iv, 112). That word is much more probably Aid, i.e., a pausal
form of hiddun, with the n assimilated. On the other hand the superposed n
in nu]z may really express nazalisation. All these phenomena are not specifi-
cally designated as Hijazi. Not so with subul (should we read subbul?) which
the author of the T4j (vii, 366) asserts is Hijaz dialect for sunbul ‘ears of
corn’. However, the Turkish Qamis (ii, 240) quotes from the Raud al-
’unuf of ‘Abdarrahmin b. ‘Abdallah as-Suhaili (d. 581/1185) a statement
that ‘the Hijazis considered the n in sunbul additional to the root and there-
fore said in the plur. asbal, while the Tamim said sanabila. The Hamdin
said subitla.’ This might perhaps be understood to imply that the Hijazis
said in the sing. subul. It may be remarked that the Lisan knows nothing of
dialect differences with regard to this word.

rr In the second and third persons plural imperfect with the pronoun
suffixes -ni and -nd the -ua- of the form itself is often elided in texts of
Hijazi origin by haplology, e.g., sa-yafqidini for sa-yafqidinani ‘they will
miss me’ (Bukhari, Shahdadat, 15), la-tusaddiqunni for la-tusaddiqunnani ‘ye
shall believe me’ (ibid.), an energicus form. This is frequent in hadith and
sira (Barth, ZDMG, lix, 165, 642). The only example with the third plural
feminine perfect is falaini for falainani ‘they picked my lice’ in a line of
‘Amr b. Ma“‘dikarib (Mufaddaliyyat, p. 78). Tabrizi (Hamasa, p. 110) and
Mufaddal (loc. cit.) say expressly that this was Hijazi usage. This haplology
is frequent in the readings of the Medinean Nifi¢ (Fischer, ZDMG, lix, 449).

s8s On the ocher hand the Hijazi Koran readers assimilated the ¢ of the
imperfects of the fifth and sixth conjugations with #-prefixes to the first
radical, as in taqqattalu for tatagattalu, while the Kufan readers in this case
read tagattalu with haplology (Tabari, Tafsir, v, 56). It will be noted that
both readings are based on the same consonant text. We may assume that
the Hijazi reading corresponded to the intention of the scribes who put
down the forms, and that therefore the forms themselves are Hijazi dialect,
The assimilation presupposes the elision of the vowel of reflexive ta-.
which is the rule in the colloquials of the settled population (Brockelmann,
GVG, i, 530). In the camel-bedouin dialects of the Shammar and Ruwila,
however, the ta- has preserved its vowel: tehedder ‘he discarded’, imperf.
itehedder (Cantineau, Parlers, p. 189, 190). So it has in the central-Arabian
colloquials (Socin, Diwan, iii, 155). There are thus two problems: why forms
with assimilation appear only after z-suffixes, and why just those modern
bedouin colloquials which are in other respects so closely related to West-
Arabian, have forms with full za-, which according to the statement of

T
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Tabari we should assign to the Eastern dialects. A further problem is
offered by the forms used by the Kufans. Were these forms with haplology
normal in Classical Arabic or the Eastern dialects, or do they merely con-
stitute attempts at reading the Koranic spellings without the offensive
assimilation?3® There is also the problem of al-muddaththir ‘he who wraps
himself’ (Ixxiv, 1), for al-mutadaththir. None of the philologists discussing
this suggests that it is dialect, yet it scems to have been felt not to be quite
correct. One way out was the non-canonical reading al-mudaththir in the
second conjugation, which changes the meaning. The originality of the
fifth conjugation is confirmed by the ‘pre-‘Othmanic’ reading (>Ubayy and
>A‘mash) al-mutadaththir (Jeffery, Materials, p. 174).

tt Something like partial haplology seems to cxist in the form #s¢@‘a for
istatd‘a ‘to be able’, said to be Hijazi (Ibn Jinni, Khasa’is, i, 269). 'The re-
markable thing about this is that the £, not the ¢, has fallen out, thus allowing
the root to become obscured. Ibn Jinni’s statement is all the stranger as in
the Koran, which after all we should suppose represented Hijazi usage in
this matter, there appears once ist@iZ, with ¢ (xviii, 96/97). According to
Baidawi, some pronounced this Zs¢td@i. This gives us a key to the problem of
ista‘a: since s and ¢ could not stand next to each other without some assimila-
tion, the speakerhad to choosebetween #std‘a, which obscured the formation,
and ista‘a, which obscured the root. In the discussion of these forms in
the Lisin (x, 112 seq.) no one raises the possibility of their being dialect.
Not even the bricf quotation from Ibn Jinni mentions this idea. We can
probably dismiss the reading of Hamza az-Zayyat, isttd‘a,as a grammarian’s
invention.

NOTES
14.e. emphatic; c.f. § nn.

2 Cf. also the Hebrew hdbhittim ‘flat cakes’ (connected with the Arabic root in the
Hebrew lexicon of Brown, Driver, and Briggs, s.v.).

3 Muhammad is said to have used in prayer hail for haul ‘power’ (Lisan, xiii, 143,
208).

4 So in the lexica. The other form given there, suwwdm, has an u due to the influence
of the adjoining consonants (cf. § 10 /).

§ Farra’ (in Lisan, xv, 406) also recognizes sayydgh as Hijazi dialect, but analyses it
as a fai ‘@l form (saiwdgh > sayydgh) and asserts that the Hijazis use this form ‘more than
any other’ (’ahlu l-Hijazi *aktharu shai’in qaulan lil-fai‘ali min dhawati th-thalatha). It
is not clear to me what this means. The context might imply that fai‘al was used in
Hijaz more than fai‘il, but the example of sawwdgh excludes this.

¢ With all reserve I would like to suggest that this may also explain why South-
Arabian quwl ‘prince’ is in Arabic gail. Perhaps qwl is gawwadl ‘speaker’ (cf. Hebrew
ndghidh ‘prince’ from higgidh ‘to speak’). In West-Arabian this would have become
qayydl. It would still remain to be explained how gayydl became qail, pl. ’aqyal,
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7 To the material found in the comparative grammars, add now also the observation
of E. Ullendorff (not yet published), that in Tigrigna there is an increasing tendency to
do away with the glottal stop within words, which is beginning to influence the spelling.

8 One suspects that even the Eastern dialects did not preserve the hamza as fully as
the grammarians pretend. It is certainly remarkable that none of the colloquials, with
all their vigorous enunciation, has done so.

® On the difficult Safatene spellings ’mr, ’sd, cf. Littmann, Safaitic Inscriptions,
p. xiii.

10 Barth (Sprachwiss, Untersuch, ii, 38-42) advances rather weighty arguments
against this etymology.

"' T know of no group of this name. Should there be an error for (Qais) ‘Ailan?

2 According to Ibn Ya‘ish (p. 1307) Farra’ and Kisd’i permitted this substitution
in Classical Arabic, so that we may perhaps be entitled to ascribe it to some Eastern
dialect. Sibawaihi (ii, 175), though with some doubt, implies however that yasalu for
yas’alu was used in the same dialects as siltu (§ gg).

13 The same may be true of the Haurdn colloquial. The only iastances Cantineau
(Horln, p. 140) gives for assimilation of post-consonantal hamza, are daww =dauw’
‘light’ and fayy, fayye —fai’, fui’a ‘shadow’.

"' In Aramaic this type of assimilation is not only common in the ettaph‘al torm==

*t>aph‘al, but in Jewish Babylonian Araniaic also in the ethpa‘al of primae aleph roots,
e.g., ittaggure ittagur ‘they profited’ (Bab. Talm., Abodah Zarah, 2 b).

15 The ta- may be due to association with the verbal noun of the second conjugation.
Maltzan (ZDMG, xxvii, 245) has however noticed a similar addition of ta- in Yemenite
colloquial: terds for rds, etc. I remember having seen cases in the iexica. Perhaps, as
most cases seem to involve words beginning with sun-letters, this is nothing but the
feminine construct ending of some word placed before it: ... et er-rds>teras (cf.
English a napron> an apron). Cf. also Palestinian colloquial talhami as gentilic of
Beét (il-)lahm (Stephen, JPOS, xiii, 235).

18 For intrusive hamsa after long vowel (especially with @) cf. § 14 7.
17 According to Prof. Ryckmans, this word comes from rwy and means ‘offering’.

'8 In Koran, xviii, 76/77, the Meccans Mujahid, Ibn ‘Abbas, and the Basrian ’Aba
‘Amr b. al-‘Ald’ read la-takhidhta for la-ttakhadhta. The regular form is rejected by
Tha‘libi as contrary to the intention of the text. *Aba Zaid read la-takhadhta, ap-
parently a compromise (Lisan, v, 6). According to Baidawi it was Ibn Kathir and the
‘two Basrians’ who read la-takhidhta. In xviii, 61,60 the *alif is written in fa-ttakhadha,
and apparently no one read fa-takhidha.

19 Such assimilations occur sporadically in cognate languages e.g., Hebrew
makkaoleth < ma’kéleth ‘food stuff’, said to be a loan from Phoenician (Rosenrauch,
Revue Biblique, lv, 77).

20 In the Diwan (ed. Kowalski, no. iv, 17) the verse is amended to eliminate ris.

1 S0 in iv, 109. The text of the Diwan has bitarabana.

22 His gird’a is given by Zamakhshari as wardya, by Ibn Khalawaih (Badi®, p. 83) as
ward’i. Both say he read bil-qasr.

2 [t is mahyd, not mahyd, because of the 3 (§ 10 bb). The possibility of the confusion
of ’alif mamdiida and -d is an additional proof that the latter was in Hijaz not pro-
nounced -é.

24 Perhaps tair ‘a bird’ in Koran iii, 43/9, where Hamza reads td’tr, is a similar
contraction for the latter. In Sanskrit, d and 7 are in Sandhi contracted to é (=ai),
not di.
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28 The ’aish ‘what’ so common in hadith and colloquials is a perfectly regular form
—for the Hijazi dialect. It is ’ai-shi with the 7 elided in accordance with § 10 gg.

6 The word is first spelled miltd in the Lisdn, and immediately after in a quotation,
miltd.

#7 See note on § g.

28 Such an example might be ndsha, yaniishu ‘to fetch’, as compared with na’asha,
yan’ashu, but no one says the former is Hijazi dialect. Farra’ (in Lisan, viii, 254) only
suggests that the Hijazis read in xxxiv, 51/52, tanawushu ‘fetching’ because they derived
it from ndsha, not from na’asha. In any case tandawushu was also read by the Basrian
’Abu ‘Amr and the Kufans.

2 So always in early Christian Arabic (Graf, Sprachgebrauch, p. 19).

30 In Taj, x, 247, the last word is assigned to the ‘Aliya dialect.

31 This was not an Eastern form, but one used in Hijaz (cf. § o above).

32 For other versions see Kofler, WZKM, xlvii, 103.

33 It is interesting that in colloquials with general tafkhim of consonants it is just
that is less subject to tafkhim than others (cf. Cantineau, Horan, p. 107).

3¢ Cf. also the discussion in Kofler, WZKM, xlvii, 86.

35 Bravmann (Monde Oriental, xxxii, 16) advances a theory according to which
haplological ellipsis of a syllable was always preceded by elision of a vowel, e.g.,
falainani < *falainni < falaini. For taqattalu < tataqattalu Bravmann is forced to assume
the improbable intermediate stage *ttaqgattalu. The development tagqattalu runs
altogether counter to his theory. It is not clear to me whether there is any connection

between the phenomena here described and the ‘great iddigham’ (cf. Pretzl, Islamica,
vi, 295).



Chapter 12
HIJAZ: MORPHOLOGY

a The independent pronoun of the first singular had in Hijaz the form
>ana in context and ’and in pause (Suyiti, Jam, i, 60), as it had in most
Arabic dialects (Lisan, xvi, 179). This contrasts with the Tamim dialect
(i.e., the Eastern dialects in general ?), where *and was used in context as
well (Ibn Malik, Tashil, f. 8 b, etc.). Actually, >and is found in context in the
poetry of Westerners, such as ‘Antara, >A‘sha, Ka‘b, ‘Omar (Noldeke, Zur
Gramm., p. 14). The relation between the two forms is not at all clear. One
would expect shortening in the pausal form: the latter would, in the nature
of things, be extremely rare. Perhaps these were originally disparate forms.?
Long final @ is found in Accadian, Hebrew, Aramaic, Egyptian, short a in
Ethiopic. To these two must be added ’dna in the Quda‘a dialect (Ibn
Malik, loc. cit.; Ibn Ya‘ish, p. 414), in Syrian bedouin dialects (Cantineau,
Parlers, p. 70), in Tlemsen, in Malta, in Tigrigna, and in modern Eastern
Aramaic. The Mishnaic Hebrew *ani ‘we’ (invariably with gamés in pointed
MSS.) seems to belong to the same complex. koranic spelling confirms that
the pausal form had long @ in the Hijaz.

b 'The suflix-pronouns of the third person, -hii, -hum, -hunna, and -huma,
did not become -4, etc., after 7 and y (cf. § 10 f).

¢ In the “Aliya dialect the a of the suflix-pronoun of the second person
singular masculine was not elided in pause. While other Arabs said lak ‘to
thee’, ‘alatk ‘upon thee’, fi darik ‘in thy house’, the people of the “Aliya said
lakah, ‘alatkah, fi darikah (’Abu Zaid, Nawiadir, p. 171). Since the hd
as-saqt often represents a length (pace Birkeland, Pausalformen, p. 31), we
may conclude that -ka was long in that dialect, as it was in  Massoretic
Hebrew.? Some Arabs lengthened the vowel of -ka and -ki before further
suffixes, as in ’a‘taitukahu ‘I gave him to thee’ (Sibawaihi, quoted by
>Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 11). As often, the older form was here
preserved in non-final position. The same distribution exists in Ethiopic.

d It is possible that the Classical Arabic rule with regard to the suffix of
the first singular: -7 after short, -ya after long vowel or diphthong, was not
observed in Hijaz. In Koran, xiv, 27/22 the Kufans >A‘mash and Yahya or
Hamza read ma ’antum bi-musrikhiyy: ‘you cannot assist me’ for musrikhiyya
(Farra’, quoted Beck, Orientalia, xv, 190; also Zamakhshari, Kashshaf, p.
704, 849). Banna’ (quoted by Farra’) calls this a dialect form. Farra’ then
cites a line (which Zamakhshari calls shir majhil ‘an untrustworthy poem’):
qala lahd hal laki ya ta fiyyi/qalat lahu ma >anta bilmardiyy: ‘he said to her,
you there, do you like me? She answered, you are not the one who pleases
me.’ >Astaribadi (Kifiya comm., i, 295) says this is in the dialect of the
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Yarba®, a branch of the Hanzala, who belonged to Tamim. However, we
shall find that ¢4 is a distinctly West-Arabian form of the feminine demon-
strative pronoun.® In a line by the Westerner Nabigha Dhubyiani (i, 4)
tradition reads ‘alayyi for ‘alayya (Suyuti, Jam¢, ii, 53). The two Basrians
Hasan (Kashshaf, p. 849) and >Abia ‘Amr (*Ushmiini, ii, 211) read in Koran,
xx, 19/18, asayi for ‘asaya ‘my staff’, where the true West-Arabian reading
1s ‘asayya (§ 8 t). The material is really insuflicient to decide whether
the -yi is West-Arabian or Eastern. The colloquials have largely -yi after
long vowels, as in ‘ashdyi ‘my supper’, kursiyi ‘my chair’ (cf. Driver,
Grammar, p. 30). Possibly the whole feature is early colloquial rather
than dialect.

e In Hijazi poetry a particle dhi (dhé, cf. § 10 aa at end) could be added to
proper names at will and without influencing meaning in any way (Schwarz,
Umar, iv, 145). In some cases it would produce grammatically impossible
constructions if taken as genitive of dhu ‘possessor’ (e.g. ‘Omar, poem
cxxxvii, 2, cclviii, 5).4 According to >Azhari (in T43j, x, 436) ‘otiose dhi’ was
common in the speech of Qais and neighbouring tribes. In fact this is
probably nothing but the Yemenite demonstrative pronoun dhi (cf. § 7 s),
which had become obsolete in Hijaz except with proper names (cf. the
occurences with proper names in Zafar and Hebrew, loc. cit.). In normal
Hijazi speech it had been replaced by the Eastern dhd. As a last remnant of
the former dhi we may consider the facts that dha for hadha occurs very fre-
quently in hadith, that Hijazi poets often insert other words between hd and
dha (Schwarz, Umar, iv, 120), and that the Hijazis used huwa dha ‘there he
is’ instead of hd huwa dha (>Anbari in Lisan, xx, 341)°. In the account of the
negotiations at Hudaibiyya (Bukhari, Shurit, 15), where the dialogue is in
a style markedly different from that of the narrative, and therefore pre-
sumably has some Hijazi features, we find a most illuminating passage:
‘Urwa b. Mas‘id talks to the Prophet, and is interrupted by >Aba Bakr. He
asks man dha ‘who is this?’. Then Mughira hits him, and he asks again man
hadha ‘and who is that now?’. If this can be taken as typical, we obtain a
distinction between dhd and hadha much like that of hadha and dhdka in
Classical Arabic.

f The feminine form of the demonstrative, which was in strict Classical
Arabic hadhi in context, hddhih in pause, seems to have been borrowed into
the Hijazi dialect only in the pausal form hddhih, which was here also used in
context (Sibawaihi, ii, 314; cf. Birkeland, Pausalformen, p. 94 and Fischer,
Islamica, iii, 47). The original West-Arabian form may have been ta, still
current in the Tayyi’ dialect (§ 14 ), or 7, which appears in the phrase
kaifa tikum ‘how are you there?’ used by the Prophet in addressing ‘A’isha
(Bukhari, Shahadat, 15). The inscription of an-Namaira has ty =ti or tai.
However, td appears also in poems, not only of the Westerner Nabigha, but
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also of the Taghlibi Qutami (talika for tilka; in Diwan, xiii, 28, hadhihi)
and of Ka‘b al-Ghanawi (hata for hadhihi), all in Lisan, xx, 341.6

g The plural of the demonstrative pronoun is said to have been *ild in
the Tamim dialect, but >#l@’i in Hijaz (Ibn ‘Aqil, p. 36 and later comms. on
the Alfiyya). The statement of the *Alfiyya runs: ‘use (19! as a demonstra-
tive pronoun for the plural, but <Ys! is better (walmaddu >auld)’. It seems
that Ibn ‘Aqil’s attribution of *ul@i to the Hijaz is mainly based on its
occurrence in the Koran. There the form is spelled Y5/, indicating a pausal
form *ala. However, *@la’i in context would have been pronounced in the
Hijaz >dulay (cf. § 11 dd), and one wonders why the -y disappeared in pause.
The spelling Jel in the Tamim dialect could not be read other than >ula
(§ 10 bb), and is in fact meaningless unless it reflects the spelling of some
dialect where final -a/ was still pronounced. The cognate forms, Hebrew
élleh, cte., all point to a proto-Semitic’ *ullaz (cf. Barth, Pronominalbildung,
p- 119).7 Classical *@la@’i does not fit in with the forms of the cognate lan-
guages (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 318). T would suggest that it arose by the
same process that produced the Koranic reading (ii, 15/16) ishtara’a
d-dalalata for ishtarau d-dalilata ‘the: acquired error’, i.c., the developinent
of a double-peak stress and breaking up of a diphthong in order to avoid
a doubly closed unstressed syllable.® The Koran reading is said to be
according to the usage of the Qais? dialect (Ibn Jinni, Muhtasab, p. 20), and
it is quite likely that *l@’i also arose in that area and thence penetrated into
Classical Arabic. We have seen that in the Qais area (Fazira) final -ai was
preserved in pause, but reduced to -€ in context, a process which started
most probably before hamzat al-wasl (§ 10 cc). Since ’dlai stood in Arabic
normally before the article, i.e., hamzat al-wasl, the form used in that posi-
tion was likely to spread to all positions. That *alai became *dl@’i, not *ile,
may be due to its having arisen in a part of the Qais area other than Fazira,
and that there -az was treated differently; or contraction and two-peak-stress
may have been possible throughout those dialects.1? Some of the Qais dialects
may have had the form *alé, corresponding to the >nili ascribed by Ibn ‘Aqil
to the Tamim dialect. It is quite possible that ld was used in some Eastern
dialects, as Ibn “Aqil says. It does not seem to be particularly frequent in
poetry from that part of Arabia. In the Hijaz *’#lai would become ’ila
(written with alif) before hamszat al-wasl (GQ, iii, 36, cf. § 10 bb), and here,
as in the Central-Arabian dialects, that form spread to cases where no
hamzat al-wasl followed, as in ha >antum >ala(’i) tuhibbinahum ‘those men,
ye love them’ (iii, 115/119) and in @la(’i) ‘ali ’athari (xx, 86/84). It was an
easy matter for the Moslem massoretes to turn this ’#/d into the Classical
form by adding a hamza sign. A further indication for reading the Koranic
spelling ’7ld and not >4il@’1 seems to me to lie in the fact that it is throughout
the Koran spelled with long i (“ishb@”). The length of the first syllable is
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said by ’Astarabadi (Kafiya comm., ii, 31) to be merely ‘a permitted variant’.
Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 56) does not even mention that it can be short or
long. In poetry the u is almost invariably short, even with the Hijazi ‘Omar
(Schwarz, Umar, iv, 120). The long and short « are not merely accidental
variants, but the long u represents an ‘Ersatzdehnung’ for the double !
found in the cognate languages. The ‘Eastern’ and Hijazi *ilai were, of
course, stressed on the first syllable, but in *ul@’; the stress was drawn on to
the long a and the first syllable shortened, as in gital for gital, (cf. Brockel-
mann, GVG, i, 76). The # in the spelling *ala’ (Wright, i, 265B) is thus
merely a Koranic reminiscence, but in the Koran it must have represented
actual pronunciation, i.e., *i#ld < ilai. Another form of proto-Semitic’ *ullai
was used in Hijaz as relative pronoun, cf. § 7 below. It goes to confirm our
view about the older form of *ul@’i that *ul@’ika ‘those’ is in good Korans
(e.g., the ‘Royal Koran’) invariably spelled without *alif, with a consistency
that strongly suggests that it was pronounced ’ulaitka. In early Christian
MSS., where the *alif is normally used to indicate long 4, this word is mostly
written without *alif (cf. Graf, Sprachgebrauch, p. 16).

h >Ushmini (i, 120) claims that the Hijaz dialect used dhdlika as demon-
strative for the remote object, while the Tamim used dhdka. This is
apparently based on the observation that the Koran has only dhdlika, but
does not seem to be correct. A number of the quotations for dhdka collected
by Reckendorf (Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 414-6) come trom Westerners;
it also occurs in a line supposed to be in Tayyi> dialect (cf. § 4 ¢, second
quotation). The same *Ushmiini (i, 122) also considers hundlika ‘there’ a
Hijazi form, as against the more common hundka, basing himself again on
the Koran.

i From the evidence we possess it results that the Hijaz dialect used for
the relative pronoun of the singular not the Western dhi, dhii (§4 aa, 14 v), but
the Classical Arabic alladhi, like the Hudhail dialect (§ 8 y). For the feminine
plural, however, instead of the various forms appearing in poetry, the Koran
employs only a form written J! (GQ, iii, 32) and pointed all@’i. This
corresponds to a Hijazi alldy or allai (§ 11 dd); such was the reading of the
Basrian >Abt ‘Amr, and of al-Bazzi, rawi of the Meccan Ibn Kathir. >Abi
‘Amr (d. 154/771) confirms that this was the way the Quraish pronounced
the word. Warsh, rawi of the Medinean Nifi¢, read in Ixv, 4, allayi, ap-
parently a cross between the Hijazi form and the spelling-pronunciation (all
from >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 41). There is nothing inherently
feminine in the form, and it seems to have served for the masculine as well.
The Syrian grammarian >Akhfash (d. 291/904), rawi of the Damascene Ibn
‘Amir, read in ii, 226 wall@’; yw’liina ‘and those who forswear’ for lilladhina
yw’liina. This allay, allai, however, seems to be none other than the demon-
strative *ullai used as a relative. The form alla’éna, ascribed—probably
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rightly—to the Hudhail dialect (cf. § 8 z), may be one stage in the transi-
tion of the Central West-Arabian dialects from allai to alladhina. Another
step of the same transition (not necessarily West-Arabian) can be seen in the
forms al->uld, al-’ul@’i for the same, used almost exclusively in poetry
(Brockelmann, GVG, i, 324). Here the article was added because it was felt
that al- was the first element of alladhi, etc. It appears extremely doubtful to
me that al- in alladhi is identical with the article, though this is the opinion
both of Barth (Pronominalbidung, p. 157) and of Reckendorf (Syntakt.
Verhiltn., p. 601). Both find it difficult to account for the element -la-. It
seems to me that alladhi cannot be separated from the Hebrew hallazeh
‘this’ and the Ambharic ’ellazih, ‘these’. The latter is clearly ’ella =*’ullai
plus *dhik. The singular and plural forms of the demonstrative are here
combined, as in colloquial Arabic hddhol=hddh->ala. Tt appears that at
some point in the history of Arabic ’ullai came to be used also as a singular
relative pronoun. The common colloquial illz, ellz, etc., is probably derived
directly from it.1! According to the grammarians alla’u (Callau, cf. § 11 ee)
could be used in Classical Arabic for the singular. Subsequently this *ullaz
was replaced by the synonym alladsii. Perhaps the reason is that (?by
contamination with the article) *ullai had become reduced after vowel-
ending words to lai, lla (cf. la in Mesopotamia, /i in Yemen; Brockelmann,
loc. ¢it.), and thus was felt to have too little body. It is possible that at first
alladhi was used for singular and plural, like ’ullai (cf. Brockelmann, GVG,
ii, 565): the use of alladhi for both numbers in Yemen (§ 4 aa) may possibly
(there are other ways of accounting for it) be due to the new form having
reached Yemen just at that stage. The extension of the use of *ullai to the
singular and the ensuing developments have nothing to do with the Hijaz
dialect. They belong to the dialects on which the Classical language was
based. The Central or East-Arabian origin of alladhi is shown by the second
a: this was reduced from 4 in a dialect where final -az had become -4. In the
Hijaz, we assume, dhi served for the singular before the arrival of alladhi,
and (a)llay, (a)llai for the plural.

k Names and appellatives of the form fa‘dli were treated as indeclinable
in Hijaz, while they were diptote in the East (Sibawaihi, ii, 37; Mubarrad,
Kamil, p. 269). Except for a small part of the Tamim area, however (Ibn
Milik, Tashil, f. 79 b), those nouns which ended in » were treated as in-
declinable in the East, too. >Astarabadi (Kafiya comm., i, 46) explains that in
-ari the @ had become strongly imalized, 2 or rather that the r had taken an -
colouring. In any case the exception proves that the diptote flexion of these
nouns in the East was secondary and of recent origin. In spite of the
similarity of these names to infinitives used as imperatives like nazdli, we are
hardly justified in analysing all these names as original commands (cf.
Brockelmann, GVG, i, 345), nor can we, as B. also proposes, identify them
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with the feminine fa‘al adjective of Arabic and Ethiopic, since this has
normal inflection. The variety of objects named or nicknamed with nouns of
this form is considerable, including men, women, places, and male and
female animals (>Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 78). Vollers (ZAss., xxii, 223)
collected a list of place names of this pattern, most of which appear to
belong to Yemen and neighbourhood. It is significant that the Arabs con-
sidered fa‘ali a feminine of fu‘dl (cf. § 4 o). The latter, when used in proper
names, was diptote, as were names of foreign origin, and was not considered
a proper Arabic noun pattern, but substituted (ma‘dul) for the fa‘il parti-
ciple. If we combine this with the appearance of fu‘dl for fa‘il in Yemenite
Arabic (§ 4 0) and with the fact that fa“ali appears in Ethiopic as a masculine
participle, we can hardly avoid the conclusion that fa‘ali was of Yemenite, or
rather South-Arabian origin and identical with Ethiopic fa‘dli, the final
vowel being shortened in accordance with § 10 7z. The rather half-hearted
specialization of fa‘dli for the feminine gender may have taken place under
the influence of the existing feminine adjective pattern fa‘al.

1 Sibawaihi (ii, 39) informs us that the Hijaz dialect treated ’ams:
‘yesterday’ as an undeclinable particle, while the Eastern dialects declined it.
What this came to is shown by the shahid: they said mudh >amsu ‘since
yesterday’. In spite of the statements of grammarians to the contrary,
Jauhari (Sahah, i, 440) is no doubt right in saying that all Arabs declined the
word when used with full nominal force. Even the Tamim did not have an
accusative >amsa, though some people treated it ¢s a full diptote (Ibn Malik,
Tashil, f. 38 a) the ‘Uqail even as triptote when used as a noun (’Abt Zaid,
Lisan, xx, 340-1). Some Arabs used ’amsa for ’amsi (Ibn Hisham in T3j,
iv, 97). The cognate languages do not help us with regard to the final vowel.
It seems that the word was used in different parts of Arabia with different
adverbial endings.

m There is some probability that at least in the dialect of Mecca (i.e.,
the Tihama region of Hijaz) the dual had only one form for nominative and
oblique cases, as in the northern Yemen (cf. § 7 f seq.). This was tentatively
suggested by Ibn Hishim (Mughni, i, 37) as a solution to the Koranic crux
*inna hadhani la-sahirani ‘verily these two are sorcerers’ (xx, 66/63). The
correct oblique dual in -aini is used elsewhere in the Koran, in conformity
with Classical usage. In this one passage, however, another dialect peculiarity
came into play, the use of the accusative for the predicate of a nominal clause
introduced by ’inna (§ 13 m). The dialect form of the sentence would have
been ’inna hadhani (acc.) la-sd@hirani (acc.) Mere substitution of literary for
dialect forms would have produced: ’inna hadhaini la-sahiraini, equaliy
incorrect. A Hijazi speaker wishing to speak correctly had to remind himself
not to make the adjustment of -@ni to -aini in the second word. Through a
psychological process well known to everyone who learns a foreign language,
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the author of that reading overshot the mark and refrained from making that
adjustment already in the first word, thus producing involuntarily the pure
dialect version. Our ascription of oblique -@ni to the dialect does not rest on
this inference alone. In Bukhiri, > Adhan, 145, the Krehl edition reads *inna
rijlayya ld tahmilani ‘my two feet do not carry me’, but >Aba 1-Waqt—-
usually a stickler for grammatical correctness—and Ibn ‘Asikir read ’inna
rijlaya (Qastallani, ii, 126). Another tradition is quoted by >Astarabadi in the
form ‘every new-born child is born with the natural religion’ (‘ald I-fitrati)
hattd yakianu ’abawahu lladhdni yuhawwidanihi ’>au yunassiranihi ‘so that it is
his parents that make him a Jew or Christian’ (Kafiya comm., ii, 27). As
predicate of kana we should expect alladhaini (but cf. § 13 n). >Ushmani (i,
71) quotes a tradition ld@ witrani fi lailatin ‘there are no two witr-prayers in
one night’ (Musnad Ibn Hanbal, iv, 23, line 21). Here again there should
be accusative after generic /a.

n The Khuza‘a dialect had lika, etc. instead of laka ‘to thee’ (Ibn Malik,
Tashil, f. 56 b). According to Lihyani (quoted by Rafi‘i, Tarikh, i, 144)
other dialects used the same form. It is probable that the common Arabic /i
before nouns was substituted tor la- under the influence of bi- (Brockelmann,
GVG, i, 495). In some West-Arabian dialects the analogy affected the rest of
the paradigm. The Quda‘a dialects are reported to have had not only lihi,
but also bahu, i.e., complete inversion of the two inflections (Kisd’iin Ibn
Jinni, Khasa’is, 1, 395, 411). A ba- before sufhixes lies at the back of certain
developments in Syrian bedouin and Hadari dialects (Cantineau, Parlers,
p- 208), i.e., in the old Quda‘a area. It is somewhat improbable, though, that
li- and ba- should simply have changed places. Kisa’l’s statement looks
rather like a jocular distortion by neighbouring tribes, the truth being either
that the Quda‘a said bahu, or that the inflection of the two particles haa
become mutually assimilated, as in Hebrew (Bauer-Leander, Histor
Gramm., p. 636).

o Ibn Duraid (Ishtiqaq, p. 40) states that the Hijazis, contrary to the rule
(Wright, i, 58C) formed from fadila ‘to be gallant’ the imperf. yafdulu. The
only other case of this he asserts to be hadira, yahduru ‘to be at hand’—
which he does not designate as Hijazi. Actually there are several more such
verbs (cf. Wright, loc. cit. ; Brockelmann, GVG, i, 546; for possible reasons
of a phonetic nature cf. G. R. Driver, Problems of the Hebrew Verbal
System, p. 64). Sam<ni (? the Koran commentator, d. 489/1096) referring
to a statement of some older grammarians that in actual usage the imperfect
of any fa‘ila verb may be of the patterns yaf‘ilu or yaf‘ulu, confirms this,
saying that he himself heard such forms from bedouins in Yemen and
Hijaz (’Anbari, Nuzhat al->alibba’, p. 459). I have not been able to as-
certain whether similar forms are still current in that area. Perhaps the
complete absence of any rules for the imperfect vowel in Maghrebine Arabic
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(Brockelmann, GVG, i, 547) is to be connected with the large-scale im-
migration of Hijazi and West-Najdi bedouins into the Maghrib shortly after
the time of Sam“ni. In any case it appears that a tendency which was
incipient in the third/ninth century in the West-Arabian area had fully
developed in the fifth/eleventh. It was a tendency which had reached
considerable proportions in North-Semitic (East and West) at a much
earlier date.

P The prefixes of the a-imperfect had in the Hijaz the vowel a. This
matter has been fully discussed in § 6 . We may add here that according to
Sibawaihi (ii, 275), Ibn Hisham (Banat Su‘ad, p. 97), and >Astarabadi
(Kifiya comm., ii, 229) Hijaz was the only region where these prefixes had
not the vowel #; however, the statement of >Aba “‘Amr (cf. loc. cit.) is no
doubt nearer to the facts. In the canonic readings of the Koran only a-
prefixes are found, but among the shddhdh-readings some i-prefixes occur
(collected by Vollers, Volkssprache, p. 129). A curious feature of these is
that they appear in groups. Thus a number of shadhdh-readings in ii, 33 /34
makes up a whole phrase in Tamim dialect: la tigraba hadhi sh-shijra ‘do not
go near this tree’. In xi, 115/113 two taltala forms occur in one verse: ld
tirkand ‘do not incline’ and fa-timassukum ‘and it will touch you’.

q In the intransitive verbs prima w the w joins in the Hijazi dialect with
the a-prefix into au: yaujalu ‘he fears’, yauja‘u ‘he feels pain’. The Tamim
dialect with its 7-prefixes assimilated the w: yijalu, yija‘u. Some Qais dialects
(i.e., the Western ones, who had no ‘taltala’) used a form with lengthening
of the a, as if from prima hamzatae: ydjalu, ydja‘u (Sibawaihi, ii, 276;
>Anbari in Mufaddaliyyat, p. 540; Jambhara, ii, 105). The form of the Qais
dialect appears as yalaghani ‘they lap’ in the Hijazi poet Ibn Qais ar-
Rugqayyat (Ixi, 29)12 and as /4 tajal in a variant of Koran, xv, 53 for la taujal
‘fear not’. In a line by a Tamimi poet (Naqa’id, i, 168, line 7) we find
fayaija‘a ‘that he feel pain’: this is perhaps a mixed form. Another reading of
the same Koran passage has /a tijal, and some read yilaghani in the line by
Ibn Qais. These are the forms commonly used in the colloquials both with -
and with a-imperfects.1* The u of those forms is hardly a contraction of
au,'® but arose in some Eastern dialect other than Tamim, where 74 in
*yiwjalu became # in conformity with § ¢ below. The Qais forms with 4,
again spread over both types of imperfect, are to-day heard in Malta, Iraq,
and above all in Najd (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 599).

r In the eighth conjugation of verbs prime w the standard language
assimilates the @ to the ¢, as in ittazara, yattaziru ‘to commit a crime’. In the
Hijaz dialect the prefix vowel is said to have been lengthened instead:
’itazara, yataziru, mitazir (Mubarrad, Kamil, p. 100), yatazinu ‘he is equal’,
yata‘idina ‘they threaten each other’ (Ibn Jinni, Khasa’is, i, 414). Forms of
the eighth conjugation of this class are very few in the Koran. Those that



HIJAZ: MORPHOLOGY 159

occur exhibit gemination of the t: ittasaga ‘is full’ (Ixxxiv, 18) and the
frequent ittagd ‘to fear’. One feels that the forms with lengthening in the
eighth and the first form (ydjalu, etc.) were considered unsuitable for
literary use. The whole is probably part of the confusion which existed in
this dialect between roots primz hamzate and prima w (cf. § 11 ff).

s For a discussion of the intransitive perfect of mediz w/y cf. § 10 y seq.
The Hijazi dialect also had mitnd for mutna ‘we died’ ’Aba ‘Ubaid, Risila,
p. 155). Most readers follow Hijazi usage. Hafs ‘an ‘Asim (the Egyptian
Royal Koran) has mattu, etc., almost everywhere. In xix, 23 the Meccan Ibn
Kathir, the Damascene Ibn ‘Amir, and >Abi Bakr—just those who normally
represent Hijazi tradition—read muttu. Baidawi cites no variants to i-forms
in xxi, 35/34, xxiii, 84/82, xxiii, 37/35. The only examples of u in the gira’a
of Hafs are two occurences of muttum in two successive verses (iii, 151/157
seq.), another instance of Eastern peculiarities coming in batches (cf. § p
above). In this particular case the # may also be due to vowel-harmony,
which, as we have seen (§ 10 f, seq.) had no place in Hijaz dialect. The
Hijazi form is here upheld by the Medinean Nafi¢ and the Kufans Hamza
and Kisa’i.

t The forms of the passive perfect media w with vocalic affixes had in pre-
classical Arabic three forms: sita ‘(fluids) were whipped together’ in Hijaz,
siita (kasra bi->ishmam ad-damma) in the Qais dialects and part of >Asad, and
sita in the dialects of Tamim and of Faq‘as and Dabr, reckoned among the
fusah@u bani > Asad (Ibn Hishim, Banat Su‘ad, p. 69).2® Farra’ (in Lisan,
xiv, 92) only says that the >Asad said either gila or gila for the passive of ‘to
say’. In the Koran all cases of passive mediz w are spelled with 7 (gila, ghida
in xi, 46 /44, si’a in xi, 79/77, etc.). Baidawi records no variants. The Kufan
Kisa’i, however, read in each case i (GQ, iii, 198). Apparently the Classical
language adopted the forms with &, but with the Hijazi spelling; in the
mouth of Easterners and Westerners, who had no # in their own dialects, the
spelling-pronunciation won the day. The forms with # are considered un-
classical (Suyti, Bahja, p. 46). The Hijazi forms agree with Biblical Aramaic
§im ‘was placed’ (Ezra, iv, 19, etc.) and with the doubtful zirti ‘I was
detested’ (?, gloss to ‘I was hated’) in the Tell Amarna letters (127, 34). The
Tamim forms are paralleled by the Hebrew passive participle mal ‘circum-
cised’, etc., 17and by the odd Biblical Aramaic §#math (Dan.,vi, 18), rejected
as Hebraism by Bauer-Leander (Gramm. Bibl.-Aram., p. 145). It is thus
possible that the two extreme forms are of disparate origin; in this case it
would be rather difficult to account for the i of the central area. We must,
therefore, for the present keep to the old view that siita was developed from
*suyita, and i became i in the West and # in the East. By assuming this
sound-law we gain an explanation for some other phenomena (§ ¢ above and

§ u below).
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u The passive participle of the first conjugation of mediz y takes in the
Hijaz dialect the form madin, in the dialect of Tamim the form madyin'®
(Ibn Jinni, Muhtasab, p. 28; id., Mughtasab, p. 3, 23; Ibn Malik, Tashil, f.
109 a; Ibn Ya‘ish, p. 1419). The Tamim form is that most usual in the
colloquials (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 609). The only form of this type in the
Koran is mahil ‘heaped up’ (Ixxiii, 14), where Baidawi registers no variants.
The Hijazi form no doubt goes back to *madiin < *madiun < *madyin with
the same sound-change as in the preceding paragraph. The Central-
Arabian dialects may have preserved this madiin, though we hear nothing
about it. The frequent occurence of madin and similar forms in Classical
Arabic texts suggests that this was so. The Tamim form need not necessarily
be the old Ur-arabisch one, but may be an analogical new-formation for
*madun. This view is supported by the existence of parallel new-formations
from medie w, such as maqwid ‘led’ for magqiid, which are not specifically
ascribed to any dialect, but may be Eastern (Ibn Jinni, Mughtasab, p. 3).

v The third singular masculine. perfect of transitive verbs tertie y is
spelled like the nouns with ’«lif magsira (@), which, as we have seen, rep-
resents -az (§ 10 bb). It rhymes with them, both alone and when followed by
suffix-pronouns, but never with forms of tertiz w. Brockelmann (GVG, i,
619) suggests that both ended in -4, but the @ was ‘coloured’ to agree with
the diphthong of the forms with affixes: banaitu, therefore banz, but
ghazautu, therefore ghaza. Such ‘colouring’ is a phonological impossibility,
and would moreover force us to assume that final -a7 sometimes stood for
-&. In view of the rhymes we must take it that the form & was pronounced
banat, i.e., that the vocalization of the forms with suffixes was bodily trans-
ferred to the third singular. That this was a secondary process can be seen
both from the feminine banat and from the contracted forms 7@ ‘he saw’, na
‘he moved’ (§ 11 #), where the connection with the tertiz y class was broken
before the Proto-Semitic *-d of that class had changed to -ai. It is highly
probable that we ought to read the Sabaean (not Minaean) forms with final
w and y in the same manner talau, banai. In Ethiopic these were further
assimilated to the strong verb as talawa, banaya, but in Tigrigna the older
forms are still preserved as talo, bane (Leslau, Documents Tigrigna, p. 117).
The same forms as in Hijazi are indicated by the spelling of Safatene, ’ataz,
banai (Littmann, Safaitic Inscr., p. xiv). There, the y disappears before -zl
in theophoric names, thus indicating an older stage in which these verbs still
ended in -a.1? We may thus take it that the -ai forms of the perfect developed
at a very early period in ‘Proto-Arabic’, in West-Arabian, and in South-
Arabian. The verbs tertize w did not develop in the same manner in West-
Arabian, perhaps because ghazau ‘he raided’ would have given rise to
confusion with ghazau ‘they raided’. Only in South-Arabian were the verbs
tertizz wdw drawn into the same process.



HIJAZ: MORPHOLOGY 161

w In northern Yemen (§ 7 d) and in Tayyi’ (§ 14 7) verbs of the type
bagiya became baga. In view of the existence of the same change in Hebrew,
we must consider this a common West-Arabian development, though not
one common to West-Arabian and Proto-Arabic, as shown by the Safatene
fny ‘passed away’, which can only be read faniya. In all probability the
Hijaz dialect also possessed at one time the form baga. This occurs in a
well-attested variant by Ibn at-Tin to a hadith (Bukhari, Musdgat, 9, cf.
Qastallani, iv, 202) where he reads raga for ragiya ‘he went up’.?® Such forms
may have been used in part of Hijaz. In Hijazi poetry one finds forms of the
type bagiya frequently treated as two syllables instead of three, but they
rhyme with words in -7 (cf. § 10 Il). Such a form may also be ’ukhfi ‘is
hidden’, read by Hamza and Ya‘qdb in xxxii, 17 for ’ukhfiya; while else-
where an -a was added to conform with Classical Arabic grammar, the
Iijazi dialect form could in this case be justified as the first singular imper-
fect active. Do we have here the Classical form with the final -a elided as
happens in poetry occasionally with the a of accusative and subjunctive after
-1? A case of such elision occurs in a hadith (Bukhari, Buya*, 98, Qastallani,
iv, 100) where all except the purist >Aba Dharr read ishtaraitu baqaran
wa-rd‘tha ‘1 bought some cattle and its shepherd’, instead of the expected
ra‘iyaha. 'The phonetic explanation, presupposing that the Classical Arabic
forms had become current in the Hijaz, is possibly confirmed by the fact
that the feminine active participle of tertiz y, in the Tayy1’ dialect rddatun
(§ 14 7) appears in the Koran in its Classical Arabic form: rddiyatun, etc.
(Ixxxviii, 9-12), rhyming with other words of the pattern fa“/latun. Yet we
must consider the possibility that bagi in the Hijaz was not derived from
bagiya, but formed on the analogy of bagitu as banai was on that of banaitu.
It may be instructive to tabulate again the different paradigms of the
defective verbs in our dialect:

First sing. perf.: banaitu bagitu ghazautu
Third sing. perf.: banat baqi ghaza (ghazo, § 10 7r)
Imperf.: yabn(i) (§ 1011)  yabqai (§ 10 dd) yaghzi

x For the passive participle of the verbs tertizz y we have the curious
statement of Farra’ (on Koran, xix, 56/55, in the Nuru Osmaniyye MS. only)
that instead of mardiyyun one said in Hijaz marduwwun,t hough no one read
so in the Koran.

y The imperative and apocopate of verbs mediz geminatz were in the
Hijaz dialect formed on the pattern of the strong verb, e.g., imlal ‘be weary’,
urdud ‘repel’ (Sibawaihi, ii, 162; Mubarrad, Kamil, p. 192). This was so not
only in the first conjugation, but also in the third (Ibn Ya‘ish, p. 1324) and in
the ninth (Ibn Jinni, Khasa’is, i, 269), and presumably in all others. These
forms were probably general West-Arabian. In a line by the Hudhali *Abd
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Kabir, lam yuhlali ‘was not untied’ occurs in rhyme, in conformity with the
usage of Hijaz (Hamasa, p. 38). Tabrizi remarks on this ‘this is Tamim
dialect’. But the Tamim dialect was quite different, as we shall see immedi-
ately. This seems to be another case of the confusion between Hudhail and
Hanzala; Tabrizi may have preserved in this garbled form a statement to the
effect that the triliteral forms were of the Hudhail dialect. In the East
biliteral forms were used everywhere, but the dialects differed with regard to
the final vowel. This was at first neutral (2), being merely there to avoid the
meeting of three consonants. In *Asad and part of Tamim it was heard as a
when followed by hamzat al-wasl, as i otherwise (Sibawaihi, ii, 162). The
Qais dialects of Ghani, Ka‘b, and ‘Uqail had invariably -¢: firri, malli, ruddi
(Sibawaihi, loc. cit.; Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 168). Some Tamimis
harmonized the neutral vowel with the stem-vowel: firri, malla, ruddu
(Sibawaihi). There is a great deal of contradiction in statements made by
other authors, which need not be discussed here. The important point is
that Eastern Arabic said firr(?), West-Arabian (z)frir. The West-Arabian
usage is quite isolated. Those of the cognate languages which possess
triliteral forms for the impetfect of the med. gem. use these also for the
indicative. Mehri, which has both types, uses the uncontracted forms for the
indicative,?! the contracted ones in the form which corresponds to the
Arabic apocopate. The occurrence of the various forms in literature gives
little support to their assignation to West and East. In the Koran we have
yartadid (1i, 214/217) but also yartadda (v, 59/54) ‘he revolts’; yushagiqi
llaha (viii, 13), but also yushdqqi llaha (lix, 4) ‘sets himself against God’. To
none of these have I found any variants. In ii, 282, Hafs reads la yudarra ‘let
him not be harmed’, but a formidable array of early Hijazi readers: ‘Umar,
Fath, Ibn ‘Abbas, Ibn Mas‘dd, >Aban b. ‘Uthman, ‘Tkrima, Dahhak,
>Ubayy, but also the Basrian Hasan, are quoted in support of the reading lg
yudarar (Zamakshari, Kashshaf, p. 184; Jeffery, Materials, p. 30, 121). We
shall hardly follow the opinion of Ibn Malik (quoted Suyiti, *Itqan, p. 314)
who concluded from the existence of both types in the Koran that the Holy
Book was revealed partly in the dialect of Hijaz and partly in that of Tamim.
The same mixture of forms is found in the poems of ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a
(Schwarz, Umar, iv, 124), but also in Eastern poets. In poets, both Eastern
and Western, there are also to be found uncontracted forms of the indicative
which remind one of South-Arabian, Ethiopic, or Accadian. It appears,
therefore, that both ways of forming the imperative and apocopate must
have been current together over a part of Arabia and were inherited simul-
taneously by Classical Arabic. It may be right that towards the edges of the
Arab peninsula there lay areas where the one or the other was preferred or
even used exclusively.

z Ibn Mailik (Tashil, f. 90 b) claims that kalumma ‘come on!’, when used
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by the Hijazis in that form, was an exception to the usage of their dialect.
We shall hardly agree with that, as we do not analyse the word as 44 plus the
imperative of an imaginary verb lamma. Ibn Jinni (Khasa’is, i, 173) goes so
far as to suggest that originally the word was ulmum in the Hijaz. While
these are grammarians’ fancies, it is interesting to note that the Tamim and
the rest of Nejd inflected this original interjection like an imperative
(Sibawaihi, quoted Lisan, xvi, 101), i.e., said halummi to a woman, halummii
to several people, and halmumna (according to Farrd’, in >Astaribadi,
Kifiya comm., ii, 73: halummanna or halummina) to several women. Accord-
ing to Ibn Sikkit and Laith (Lisan, loc. cit.) only the Bani Sa‘d (b. Tamim,
not the Sa‘d b. Bakr near Medina) inflected halumma. We may take it that
the Hijaz dialect did not inflect Aalumma. In Koran, vi, 151/150 and xxxiii,
18, halumma is addressed to several persons. No variants are cited by
Baidawi.

aa In the dialect of Sulaim, on the confines of Hijaz, the endings of the
perfect of medizx geminata verbs were affixed to a biliteral base. (Ibn Malik,
Tashil, f. 90 b). Examples of this are given by other sources, as giltu for
galiltu ‘I did all day’ (Misbah, p. 1062) and ’ahabtu for *ahbabtu (Lihyani in
Lisan, i, 281). Ibn Malik appears to imply that the dialect of Hijaz proper
used triliteral forms, but the Misbah attributes giltu to Hijaz and zaltu to the
dialect of the ‘Amir, the neighbours of Sulaim (the latter also in a line by an
*>Azdi, cf. § 6 & beginning). In the Koran we find only biliteral forms of
galla. The canonical readers read these with a: zalta (xx, 97) and galtum (lvi,
65). Ibn Mas‘ad, Yahya b. Ya‘mar, and Qatada read z:lta; >Abi Haiwa and
perhaps Ibn Mas‘ad ziltum. Only >Ubayy read zaliltu, only Jahdari
zaliltum (Jeffery, Materials, pp. 61, 97, 147). Of other geminate verbs of the
pattern fa‘ila, such as hassa ‘to feel’, massa ‘to touch’, there are no relevant
forms in the Koran. Of fa‘ala verbs there are only triliteral forms, e.g.,
shagagna ‘we split’ (Ixxx, 26), madadna ‘we stretched’ (xv, 19), apparently
without biliteral variants. The material is too scarce for any conclusions.
Biliteral forms seem to have enjoyed further extension in Central Arabia.
The ‘Uqail, who often appear together with the Qais tribes Ghani and
Kilab, are said to have used giltu in poetry, though it was not of their
dialect (’Abu Zaid, quoted by Ibn Jinni, Khasa’is, i, 387). In the east, the
Bakr dialect had a different type of biliteral form, with a vowel intervening
between stem and ending, raddatu ‘I gave back’, marrand ‘we passed’
(Sibawaihi, ii, 164).22 The a possibly denotes here no more than a neutral
glide-vowel: marrand. Once this vowel existed it gave rise to a tendency
towards fitting the verbs into a vowel-ending scheme. Some Arabs said
raddatu (Astarabadi, Kifiya comm., ii, 73). This and the form raddaitu,
which is fully assimilated to the tertie infirme, are the patterns used in the
colloquials (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 634).23 Cf. also map No. 16.

M
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NOTES

1 In older Syriac we find gdtelnd < qatel dna ‘1 kill’, but gdlén < qalé dnd ‘I roast’, with
the two forms distributed according to a purely rhythmical principle.

2 In the consonant text of the Bible the suffix -k@ often has a final 2. One wonders
whether this is not related to the hd’ as-saqt in the Arabic form just discussed. Between
300 B.c. and 700 A.D. a form -ak persistently appears in Hebrew (cf. Kahle, Geniza,
p. 100), pointing perhaps to a dialect difference within Hebrew, since -ka reappears in
the Tiberian tradition.

3 Cf., however, § x.
4 As recorded in ’Aghdni viii. 141; the Diwan reads bilmamriikhi.

5 Hariri (Durra, p. 49) reports this as an Iraqi vulgarism. One ’Aba Bakr (Lisan,
loc. cit., thinks >Anbari must have made a mistake. The full correct plural form
appears Koran, iii, 115/9.

8 In a story describing pre-Islamic customs at Medina, however, dhih is used for the
feminine (Bukhari, Harth, 12).

7 Barth writes ulld, as he believed ’alif magsiira to have been pronounced .

8 The hamza is, of course, hamzat baina baina (§ 11 y). Such a hamza for intervocalic
w or y is not infrequent in Classical Arabic, e.g., g@’ul ‘garrulous’ (root qwl), qd’im
‘standing’, etc. Cf. § 11 kk.

® More precisely, Ghani. That dialect is said to bave replaced most verbs tertiz
w/y by tertiz hamz. This process must have star‘ed from the third pl. perf.—if the
whole statement is not an unwarranted generalization from that form. Farrd’ (in
Lisan, i, 10) calls this kamzat at-tawahhum, ‘hamza through false analogy’.

10 The ‘Uqail dialect is said to have used hd’ul@’in (L.ane, p. 947 b). This may be
another attempt to have a form that could stand both before single consonant and
hamzat al-wagl.

11 Barth thought /i arose from alladhi by attrition (Zerreibung). No such process is
proved for Arabic; and Barth’s idea was rightly rejected by such eminent dialect experts
as Kampffmeyer and Oestrup (cf. Brockelmann, GVG, i, 324).

12 The r-phoneme is almost entirely isolated in the phonological system of Arabic
(cf. Cantineau, BSL,, xliii, 122). 'This may partly account for its phonetic peculiarities,
especially the absorption of vowel-colouring, which is also evident in pausal phenomena
(cf. also Pretzl, Islamica, vi, 323).

13 Also ascribed to the Ta@’T poet Abu Zubaid (cf. Kofler, WZKM, xlvii, 128).

14 T'he vocalization of the imperfect forms of prima: w in modern colloquials is a
very complicated subject. Frequently several forms are used side by side in one locality
(Cantineau, Horfin, p. 234). Perhaps in ancient Arabia, too, several forms co-existed in
some dialects.

15 Cases of au becoming i are rare outside the Maghrib (Brockelmann, GVG, i, 191).
Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 108 ) attributes the change of initial *au > *4, as in flad < ’aulad
‘children’, to the Tamim dialect. This would not affect our case, as the Tamim said in
any case ’Zalu < *’iwjalu.

16 Kofler (WZKM, xlviii, 73, without indication of source) claims that # was used in
the dialects of Dubair, Faq‘as, Hudhail, Dabba, and some Tamim, # by some Qais and
most *Asad. The form bii‘a ‘was sold’ occurs in a line by the Tamimi Ru’ba (Appendix,
xiv, 3), as reported by Kisa’i (in. Suyiti, Sh. sh. al-Mughni, p. 277) and Ibn *A‘rabi
(Ibn Yatish, p. 976). The Diwan has bi‘a.

17 Brockelmann (GVG, i, 613), and more cautiously Bauer-Leander (Hist. Gramm.,
p. 393) explain this as contraction of *mawil. It seems more natural to take it as a
participle assimilated to the perfect, like méth.
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18 Tt is, however, also found in a line by the Westerner ‘Abbés b. Mirdés of Sulaim
(quoted Howell, iv, 1503).

19 I ittmann thinks that verbs terti® w became tertize ¥ in Safatene, as in Hebrew.
The only instance is ngy ‘he escaped’, which is intransitive and may therefore have been
*nagiwa, which became *nagiya through purely phonetical causes.

20 Another case may be the early Christian Arabic ghashd=ghashiya (Graf, Sprach-
gebrauch, p. 9).

21 Sych forms are found in Classical poetry (Wright, ii, 378, Ibn ’Athir in Lisdn,
vi, 232). In the Lisdn a hadith is quoted where the Caliph ‘Omar says ya‘ruruka for
ya‘urruka ‘it affects thee’. This form may be due to the phonetic peculiarities of 7.

22 Sjc, not marrdna (as Brockelmann writes GVG, i, 633). Similar forms appear in
early Christian Arabic: <9, La| (Graf, Sprachgebrauch, p. 17). In view of the
Bakri forms we should read waddat(u), >ahabband, and not waddét, *ahabbéna, which
would in all probability have been spelled with y.

23 According to T4j, vii, 411, the Tamim said dililtu for daliltu, with vowel-harmony
(§ 10 f). This at any rate suggests that the Tamim dialect used triliteral forms. It is
doubtful whether the statement is reliable, as it gives triliteral forms also for Najd and
Hijaz.



Chapter 13
HIJAZ: SYNTAX

a According to a statement by al-Yazidi (quoted by Suyuti, Muzhir, ii,
177) the words tamr ‘dates’, burr ‘wheat’, sha‘ir ‘barley’, busr ‘fresh dates’
were feminine in the Hijaz dialect, masculine with the Tamim. All these
words are accepted in the Lisdan as masculines, without any mention of their
being feminine anywhere. In a line by the Hudhali al-Mutanakhkhil (ii, 1),
burr appears with a masculine adjective secured by the rhyme. According to
>Akhfash (in Lisan, xii, 9) the words tarig ‘way’, sirat ‘road’, sabil ‘path’,
suq ‘bazaar’, zuqaq ‘lane’, kall@’ ‘sheltered bay’ (name of the sig of Basra)
were feminine in Hijaz and masculine in Tamim. In the Koran tarig has a
masculine adjective in xlvi, 29/30, sirat in numerous passages, sabil in xv,
76. According to Farra’, the name of the measure sa¢ was feminine in the
Hijaz dialect, masculine in >Asad and Najd, but some ’Asadis used the
feminine (Misbah, s.v.). The related suwa* ‘cup’ in Koran, xii, 72 is mas-
culine. In a note on the margin of Mubarrad’s Kamil (p. 666, Leyden MS.)
Ibn Sikkit is quoted as saying that ‘unug ‘neck’ is feminine in Hijaz and
masculine in the >Asad dialect.! The Misbah (p. 1087) quotes Sijistani as
saying that the word is generally (’aghlab) treated as masculine. The same
(’Addad, p. 75) says that nakhl ‘palm trees’ was feminine in Hijaz, masculine
everywhere else. In the Koran nakhl is feminine, but in liv, 20 masculine in
rhyme. Ibn Mailik (Tashil, f. 88 b) says that in the Hijaz all collective
nouns with nomina unitatis in -atun, such as tamr, were treated as
feminines, in the Tamim and Najd dialects as masculines. However,
>Astarabadi (Kafiya comm., ii, 162) says that such nouns were masculine
in Hijaz, feminine everywhere else. This is certainly not right, and
may be a mere copyist’s error. The general trend of the evidence is that
certain classes of words were still feminine in Hijaz, but in the East and in
Classical Arabic, therefore partly also in the language of the Koran, had
followed the pull of the tendency to make gender conform with pattern. The
evidence of the cognate languages only partly supports the view that the
Hijazi usage is more conservative. Hebrew tamar ‘date’ is feminine in
Mishnaic usage (cf. Mishnah, Tebul Yom, iii, 6), though Hebrew baser,
Syriac besré ‘sour grapes’ are masculine; Hebrew §é“orah, ‘barley’, like Syriac
tamréthd, may be nomina unitatis. Hebrew derekh ‘way’ is masculine and
feminine, sheébhil ‘path’ and shiig ‘market’ are masculine in Mishnaic Hebrew
and Aramaic. For ‘unug we may compare Jewish Palestinian Aramaic
‘ungéthd ‘neck’, and perhaps the feminine Syriac ‘¢ndgad ‘sucker, branch’.
Hebrew nahal, Syriac nahlad ‘valley, gorge’ are masculine. Some of the
Hijazi words may have become feminine because partly synonymous with
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words originally feminine, but this in itself would bear witness to the
strength of the feminine character in these words not outwardly marked
as such.?

b Sibawaihi (i, 4, 202-3) repeatedly condemns the error of making the
predicate of a verbal clause agree in number with a plural subject (the
lughat >akalini l-baraghith, Wright, ii, 294C). He admits, however, that
‘some Arabs’ spoke thus. >Astaribadi (Kifiya comm., i, 88) regards it as a
dialect feature, but does not specify which dialect. However, Saffar (quoted
by Ibn ‘Aqil, p. 121) ascribes it to the Hudhail dialect, and Khafji (comm.,
on the Durra, p. 152) to the dialect of Tayyi’ (cf. § 7w and 14 Ak). The in-
stances of this construction which were collected by Noldeke (Zur Gramm.,
p. 78), Brockelmann (GVG, ii, 174) and Reckendorf (Syntax, p. 25) are
largely from Hijazi sources. It is very interesting that the one known
occurrence of it in the poetry of Farazdaq (Ixi, 5) is in a lampoon against the
Dabba. Farazdaq occasionally uses features of his opponents’ dialects to
ridicule them; thus it is possible that the Dabba dialect observed the same
rule of agreement. This dialect was not of the West-Arabian group. Since
the agreement with regard to number is the normal procedure of the cognate
languages and of the colloquials, it seems as if the strict observance of the
rule that the verb of a verbal sentence must be in the singular was a
peculiarity of those dialects that formed the base of Classical Arabic.

¢ The Hijazis said mabriran ma’jiiran ‘may your action be accepted and
rewarded’ while the Tamim dialect used the nominative (Lisén, v, 117). The
Tamim also said bu‘dun lahu wa-suhqun ‘may he be far removed and des-
troyed’ instead of the common bu‘dan lahu ('T4dj, ii, 303; not in Lisan). The
exclamatory accusative and nominative alternate a good deal in Arabic
idioms, and perhaps these instances (if at all correct) are nothing but local
fixations of floating usage; but they may conceal basic differences in case
usage unknown to us.

d Numerals from 3 to 10, when employed as appositions with suffix-
pronouns appended, were in the Hijaz in the accusative, in Tamim in the
case of the nouns to which they belonged, e.g., >atauni thalithatahum ‘they
came to me, the three of them’, in Tamim thalathatuhum (Sibawaihi, i, 157;
Sahah, i, 130, etc.). No instances of this seem to occur in the Koran. The
Arab philologists analysed the Hijazi accusative, in accordance with their
system, as a hal (Wright, i, 1 16D). We should rather take it as an attributive
accusative (cf. Reckendorf, Syntax, p. 114). It is doubtful whether we can
conclude from this one construction that the attributive accusative was more
alive in the Hijaz than elsewhere.

e Under conditions which we shall investigate in the next sections the
sentence-particles ’inna, ’anna, etc. could appear in the ‘alleviated’
(mukhaffafa) forms ’in, *an. Thereby they lose their rection and their ism
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will appear not in the accusative, but in the nominative. Some Arabs,
however, put the ism in the accusative with the alleviated forms (Sibawaihi, i,
244, on the authority of ‘one whom we trust’; Ibn Jinni in Lisin, xvi, 175;
Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 137). The Kufan grammarians denied that this
was possible (Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 22), but Farra’ admitted pronominal
suffixes after the alleviated forms (T4j, ix, 128). Laith (Lisan, loc.c it.)
asserts that in the usage of Hijaz the accusative could be employed after the
alleviated forms. In the nature of things, as the ism of ’inna, etc., will hardly
ever appear in rhyme, it is difficult to prove or disprove this. In the Koran
alleviated ’in appears before substantives only in the phrase ’in kull*/ n
(kullu nafsin) lam(m)a(n), which from the context seems to mean something
like ‘verily all together’; the commentators’ views about it differ considerably
(cf. also § 8 ee), but most take here ’in as alleviated *inna. Perhaps the phrase
was a dialect idiom. It runs ’in kullu(n) in xxxvi, 32/31 and lxxxvi, 4, in each
case without variants reading accusative. In xi, 113/111 most readers have
nominative, but the Hijazi readers had kullan.® The poetical examples with
suffix pronouns suggest that the accusative was used after the alleviated
forms. These are: a line with lau >anki =lau >annaki ‘if thou’ (Zamakhshari,
Mufassal, p. 138); one containing twice *anku ‘that thou’ by the Hudhaliyya
‘Amra bint ‘Ajlan (Diwan Hudhail, cxii, 17%); one with ’inkah =’innaka
‘behold thou’ by the >Asadi al->Uqaishir (Ibn Qutaiba, Shi‘r, p. 354, line 3).
The *in is here associated with the long a in -ka@ which forms a feature of the
“Aliya dialect (§ 12 ¢). The only clear case of a noun in accusative with *in
that 1 have so far found, however, comes from a Western source, namely a
hadith. In Bukhiri, Hiba, 6, the version of Yunini reads ’in nisa’aka
yanshudnaka lldha ‘behold, thy wives adjure thee by God’. The spelling
#Jelus can only be read as accusative. Qastallani (iv, 341) seems to have had
some doubts about this construction as he finds it necessary to point out that
this indeed is the text of that version (laisa fiha ghairuha).

f Admittedly this is hardly enough to prove the truth of Laith’s state-
ment. However, it may well be that its real meaning is that the alleviated
forms as such were at home in the Ilijaz, where they were employed with
their full rection. Indeed, elsewhere they may not have been used at all or
with wrong rection (cf. the case of md, § [ below): the restrictions placed
upon them by the Kufan grammarians may have been of a purely theoretical
nature. To decide this it is necessary to examine the cases in which these
alleviated forms are used. As far as I know, no rule has ever been given. It
would be strange if *in and *an, which normally had functions of their own,
could at the whim of the speaker have replaced *tnna and >anna. We must of
course beware of drawing into our discussions those cases in which condi-
tional ’in was followed by la- and was for that reason mechanically analysed
as alleviated ’in. Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 138) does this in two Koran
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passages (xii, 3; vii, 100/102) where the context definitely demands ‘if’.
There are borderline cases where one cannot decide whether ’iz is ‘behold’,
‘if’, or ‘not’, as the line of the >Asadi ‘Abid (i, 4): ’in buddilat >ahluhd
wuhdshan® ‘verily/if its inhabitants have been changed for wild beasts’,$ or
that of ‘Atika bint Zaid of ‘Adi:’ in gatalta la-Musliman/wajabat “alatka
‘ugubatu l-muta‘ammidi ‘verily /if thou hast killed Muslim, thou must pay the
fine of the intentional killer’.? It is not without good reason that Ibn Malik
(’Alfiyya 191; cf. >Ushmiini, i, 229) insists that where there is no la-, ’in
must have a garina, a word in the context to clarify its function. If we ignore
such cases, we can come to some definite conclusions about ’in, etc.: they
can stand not only for the ‘full’ forms alone, but also for the full forms with
pronominal suffixes, especially the damir ash-sha’n (so already Ibn Mailik,
>Alfiyya, 193) before % and other velars, before #, and before negations (or
before ). The following instances could probably be much augmented.

g Before k: in kidta =innaka kidta ‘thou nearly didst’ (Koran, xxxvii,
54/56); ’an kullu=’anna kulla (Khansa’, p. 77, line 8); bi-’an kullu =
bi->anna kulla (Hassan b. Thabit, p. 99, line 12); >an kilana =anna kilaind
(‘Amr b. Jabir al-Hanafi, Hamisa of Buhturi, photogr. ed., p. 32, line 5);
ka->an kashhun =ka->anna kashhan (Nibigha al-Ja‘di, Jamharat >ashr al-
‘arab, p. 146, line 3 from end); >an kullu =>anna kulla (’Abi Tilib in Ibn
Hisham, Sira, p. 249, line 15); *in kana =’innahu kana (Ibn Sa‘d I1IB, p. 13,
line 12, p. 41, line 7; IVA, 45, line 25; the Caliph ‘Omar in >Aghani, ix, 146,
line 3 from end; ‘A’isha in Bukhari Saum, 24; “‘Uthmin in Bukhari, Fada’il
13); ’in kunnd =’innand kunna (Ka‘b b. Zuhair in >Aghani, ix, 146); ’in
kadat =’innaha kddat (Mu‘awiya b. Mihsan al-Kindi in Tabari, Annales, i,
1019, line 5); ’in kuntu =’inni kuntu (Ibn Sa‘d IIB, p. 130, line 16); the three
examples with suffix pronouns in the last section.

Before other velars and j: ka-’an jadwalun (the >Asadi ‘Abid, ix, 3); ’an
Jurhun=>anna jurhan (the ‘Absi Dubai‘a in ‘Amir, ed. Lyall, xxxiva, 5);
bi->an qaumukum =bi->anna gaumakum (Mufaddaliyyat, ix, 30); ka-’an
gharbun =ka->anna gharban (the Tamimi ‘Alqama, Ahlwardt, Six Poets,
xiii, 8); ka->an gabasun =ka->anna qabasan (the Tamimi Mujamma* b. Hilal,
Hamasa, p. 344). Before gad with perfect, >an frequently stands for >annahu
(Reckendorf, Syntax, p. 126). In Koran, xxiv, 7 and 9, for *anna la‘nata . . .
’anna ghadaba, Nafi‘ and the Basrian Ya‘qib read ’an la‘natu, and Nafi¢
>an ghadiba llahu =’annahu ghadiba.

We may add here that, though the Kufans did not allow accusative after the
alleviated forms, >Akhfash and the Kufans permitted against the opinion of
the Basrian® phrases such as ’in gama la-Zaidun and *in qa‘ada la-Zaidun
‘behold it was Zaid who stood up’, ‘behold it was Zaid who sat’ (>Ushmiini,
i, 230). There is nothing remarkable in the choice of the first example, but it
is unusual for Arab grammarians to give a second example unless this adds
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something significant to the first. In this case it is certainly odd that the
second example should also have a verb beginning with gdf. Perhaps this is
some dim recollection of a Kufan statement permitting iz for *innahu before
uvulars.

h Before n: the instance from Bukhiri in § e at end (Hiba, 6), and
’in nagunnuka =’tnnand nagunnuka (Koran, xxvi, 186). Before I: the
Koranic reading *an la‘natu, cf. preceding paragraph (xxiv, 7); wa->an lawi
stagamu la-’asqainahum =wa->annana (Koran, Ixxii, 16); ’an lau nash@u =
>annand (Koran, vii, 98/100). Ibn Malik (’Alfiyya, 195) says wa-qalilun
dhikru lau, which I take to mean that ‘alleviated *an but rarely occurs before
lau. >Ushmiini (i, 231), however, says it means that the grammarians rarely
mention lau in this connection, although he asserts it is frequently found
with alleviated ’an in the speech of the Arabs.

Before negations: ka’an lam (Koran, x, 25/24; Ibn Waqqas of Harith,
quoted Howell, iv, 1577); *an laisa (Koran, liii, 40/39); >an lan (Koran, xc,
5); >an with generic ld (Harith b. Wa‘la of Dhuhl, Hamaisa, p. 97; Huraith b.
Jabir of Tamim, Hamasa, p. 182; Tarafa of Bakr, ed. Ahlwardt, xiii, 16); >an
with adverbial /g ’Aba Mihjan of Thaqif, ed. Landberg, p. 72). Mention
must also be made of the extremely common *«lla, which stands as often for
>anna ld and >annahu 1q as for >an la. For ma I have found only one instance:
>an ma land dhanbun ‘that we have no guilt’ (‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a, ccxii, 5).
This makes it look as if the essential element here is the initial /, not the
negation.

In a class by themselves are the cases where *an is followed by a quotation,
as in ’dkhiru da‘wdhum >ant I-hamdu li-llahi ‘their last cry is: praise be to
God’ (Koran, x, 11/10), similarly Koran, iv, 139/140; xxvii, 8. Other cases
defy classification: >an halikun kullu (by the Bahili >A‘sha, Sibawaihi, i, 243);
an *udhnd="anna ’udhnai (the Tamimi Farazdaq, Naq@’id, li, 65% ’an
>amintu and ’an tahbitina, (both by the Hijazi Qasim b. Ma‘n, ‘Aini,
Maqasid, ii, 297); *ini llahu (Yahya b. Naufal al-Yamani in Ibn Qutaiba,
Shi‘r, p. 465, line 16); *ini I-hagqu (anon., >Ushmuni, i, 229), *in Malikun
(anon., 1bid.); *an yu‘ammaliina (anon., ‘Aini, ii, 294); ’in yakadu (Koran,
Ixviii, 51) and the proverb ’in tazinuka la-nafsuka wa-’in tashinuka la-
hiyah ‘it is thine own soul that makes thee beautiful and it that makes
thee ugly’ (Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 138; perhaps one should read ’illa
for la-, and ya-). In some of these ’n and ’an may not be the alleviated
particles.

i To explain this distribution of the alleviated forms, we may start out by
accepting Reckendorf’s view that ’in and ’an are the earlier forms, from
which ’nna and ’anna developed under certain conditions (Syntakt.
Verhiltnisse, p. 354). The old forms, however, remained in combinations
where the n had become changed by phonetic causes: to 77 as in king before
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velars, assimilated before /, and perhaps before m; possibly it had also be-
come palatalp (as in oignon) before j and y.® The new forms *snna and *anna,
however, gradually penetrated also into these combinations; both formations
could be used for a while side by side, and this led also to some uncertainty
in their use which produced the unclassifiable instances. As an interesting
parallel we might adduce the Hebrew imperfect of roots prime n. The n was
assimilated to the following consonant (yinpol > yippol). The assimilation did
not take place in roots where n was followed by a guttural (where gemination
was impossible)!? and, less consistently, in roots with g, ¢, 5, and 2 (but not
5, §) as second radical. The reason there is probably in the case of g and ¢
that n had already become 7. For § and 2, see below under saufa.

k Ibn Malik (’Alfiyya 194) gives an explanation along syntactical lines:
‘when the khabar of ’an is a verb, and not a curse or blessing or an unin-
flected verb, then it is best to separate them by gad or a negation, or sa-,
saufa, or lau.’ This partly covers our own rule, and in any event does not
exclude it. The cases which remain unexplained by our rule cannot be
accounted for by Ibn Malik’s either.

For sa- and saufa there are sone early instances: ’an sa-yakiinu (Koran,
Ixxiii, 2011); 2a‘ama Il-Farazdaqu ’an sa-yaqtulu ‘Farazdaq asserts he is
going to kill’ (Jarir, ed. Sawi, p. 348, line 3); >an saufa ya’ti kullu ma quddira
‘that everything that is decreed will come’ (anon., Suyiti, Sharh Shawahid
al-Mughni, p. 280). It is possible that the two particles could intervene
between ’an and its predicate (but then we should read subjunctive).
Perhaps the key is given by the Hebrew parallel above, where s and =z
restrain assimilation. I cannot say what change n might have undergone
before s, but it may have differed in some way.

Many of our examples come from Western sources, but there are also
some undoubtedly Eastern ones. We cannot claim to have established that
there is anything specifically Western in the alleviated forms. I hope, how-
ever, to have shown that these fossil forms are of some interest.

1 Special conditions appear to attach to ka-’an ‘as if’. It appears more
frequently than *in and *an before initial consonants other than those men-
tioned. There is some difference of opinion as to whether it exercises rection,
and which case it governs. Sibawaihi quotes an anonymous line: ka-’an
thadyahu huqqdni ‘as if its two breasts were two wooden bowls’, adding
that Khalil insisted that thadyahu was nominative (i, 242). Khalil takes the
same attitude with regard to a line quoted immediately before this: ka-’an
gabyatun ta‘ti *ili warigi s-salam ‘as if a gazelle stretched itself towards the
yellow mimosa’ (by some Yashkuri, i.e., a Yemenite, cf. Schawahid-
Indices, p. 220, a, 26), but Zamakhshari heard it recited with gabyatun,
zabyatin, or zabyatan—which makes one feel that Khalil was simply laying
down the law. Suyti (JamS, ii, 18) knows only gabyatin, and quotes the line
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as an example of intrusive *an. There seems indeed to have been some con-
fusion between ka->an and ka-. One cannot read anything but the accusative
in the line of Ru’ba (Appendix, iv, 3): ka->an waridaihi rish@u khulub ‘as
if its jugular veins were palm-ropes’. There is no suggestion here of Hijazi
dialect.

m Ibn Hisham (Mughni, i, 35) says that the Hijazi dialect put both the
subject (ism) and the predicate of a nominal clause introduced by ’inna,
’anna, etc., into the accusative. He quotes a hadith: ’inna qa‘ra jahannama
sab‘ina kharifan ‘verily the bottom of hell is seventy years’ journey deep’
(=Muslim, Janna 31, etc., but all printed texts have the nominative
sab“iina), and a line by ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a (not found in his Diwan); end-
ing: *inna hurrdsana *usuda ‘verily our guardians are lions’. >Ushmiini (1, 214)
quotes further a line by “Ajjaj (Appendix, xxxiii, 1) ya@ laita >ayyama s-siba
rawdji‘a ‘would that the days of youth came back’ and one by Muhammad
b. Dhu’aib al-‘Umani (or by >Abi Nukhaila, cf. Khizana, iv, 292) with
double accusative after ka’anna. It has been shown (§ 12 m) that this
peculiarity may help us to solve the difficulty of *inna hadhani la-sahirdni
(Koran, xx, 66/63). >Ushmiini quotes Ibn Sida and others as saying that this
construction of the ‘sisters of */nna’ was current in some dialect, although
according to Sabban ad loc. most grammarians reject it altogether. We may
accept Ibn Hisham’s view that it was West-Arabian. Since it was so obviously
un-Classical we need not wonder that it is so rarely found. As fcr lasta, the
double accusative was accepted as correct in Classical Arabic (cf. Fleischer,
Kl. Schr., i, 467 seq.; Reckendorf, Syntax, p. 124 note). This serves to con-
firm the existence of the Hijazi construction, which thus merely carried to its
conclusion a tendency found in other forms of Arabic, viz., to assimilate the
government of the sisters of *inna to the af‘al al-qalb (Wright, ii, 48 seq.)
with which they were apparently felt to have some connection. Indeed, if de
Goeje (in a note on Wright, ii, 83) is right, then laita < ra’aita has gone along
the opposite course, from the ’af“al al-qalb to the sentence-particles. That
feeling of the Arabic speaker is crystallized in the grammarians’ term for
these particles, al-hurif al-mutashabbiha bil-fi‘l ‘verb-like particles’.

n As against this, Khalil (quoted by Sibawaihi, i, 242) states that some
Arabs put the #sm of *inna in the nominative. He gives an example, *inna bika
Zaidun ma’khidhun, which means perhaps ‘Zaid is enthralled by thee’, and
where *inna may be no more than ‘yes’. The poetical quotations immediately
following have not *inna, but ka’an. The whole looks rather like an attempt
to account for *inna hadhdni la-sahirani (Koran, xx, 66,/63; cf. last section).

0 The predicate of kdna is sometimes found to be in the nominative in-
stead of the accusative (cf. Néldeke, Zur Gramm., p. 38; Schwarz, Umar, iv,
137; Reckendorf, Syntax, p. 97). The majority of the instances quoted is of
Hijazi origin.?! An instance from hadith, where the nominative is secured by
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the spelling, is Bukhari, Magalim, 25: kdna dhalika sh-shahru tis‘un wa-
‘“shritna ‘that month was twenty-nine days’. Qastallani (iv, 274) remarks
that cases of this kind are frequent in hadith. Another case, secured by
rhyme, is the line ascribed to >Umm “Aqil, the wife of >Abi Tilib, of course
a Hijazi: *anta takinu majidun nabilun/’idha tahubbu sham’alun balilun ‘thou
wilt be generous and noble when a damp north wind blows’ (Ibn “Aqil, p.
77, Shingqiti, i, 89). The takinu is here taken by the Arab grammarians as
z@’ida, but this is most improbable and makes little sense. In this respect the
Hijaz dialect (if the construction was dialect) differs not only from Classical
Arabic, but also from Ethiopic and modern South-Arabian (cf. Brockel-
mann, GVG, ii, 357). We must hold against it those cases in which the
subject of non-copulative kdna (kana t-tammatu) appears to be in the accusa-
tive, e.g., ’illd *an takiina tijaratan ‘but let there be some trade’ (Koran, iv,
33/29;13 >in kanat ’illa sathatan wahidatan ‘there was only one cry’ (xxxvi,
28/29); >idha kana hina I-‘asri ‘when it was the time of the evening-prayer’
(Bukhari, ’Ijara, 11, cf. Qastallani, iv, 133). This is frequent in Ethiopic
(cf. Brockelmann, GVG, ii, 357) and may have been common in West-
Arabian. The uncertainty thus produced with regard to the subject of non-
copulative kana may easily have led to a similar uncertainty with regard
to the predicative of the copula.

p One of the best-known syntactical features of the Hijaz dialect is that it
used md (and to a smaller extent /4 and *in) in nominal clauses with the force
and rection of laisa. This ma Hijaziyya was discussed in detail by Sibawaihi
(i, 21-3) and by every subsequent Arabic grammarian. Neverthcless, we are
neither certain about the frequency of its employment in the Ilijaz, nor
about its origins. According to Ibn Hishim (Mughni, ii, 6) it was also
employed in Tihima and Najd, while Jauhari (Sahah, ii, 577) expressly
denies that it was employed in Najd. As that region was inhabited by
West-Arabian tribes as well as by Easterners, both may be right. It is not at
all frequent in Hijazi sources. I have found only one instance in ‘Omar b.
>Abi Rabi‘a (cexii, 2, where however the edition has the nominative), and
three in the Koran. Two of these are quoted by Sibawaihi (i, 22): ma hadha
basharan ‘this one is not a mortal’ (xii, 31) and md hunna >ummahdatihim ‘they
are not their mothers’ (lviii, 2). Sibawaihi adds that the Tamim, except those
who knew the official spelling, pronounced these with the nominative. It
appears, however, that this was not only a matter of ignorance. The Hudhali
Ibn Mas‘ad is said to have read nominative in the first verse (Jeffery,
Materials, p. 49). In the second verse ‘Asim, one of the canonical rcaders,
read nominative (but his rawi Hafs has the accusative), and Ibn Mas‘ad,
Rabi¢ b. Khuthaim, and >Aba Mijlaz read bi->ummahatihim (Jeftery, p. 99,
307). The third case: ma minkum min ’ahadin ‘anhu hajizina ‘not one of
you can shield against it’ (Ixix, 47; no variants), is not mentioned by the
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grammarians, perhaps because they took it as kdl. The construction of ma
with bi- (§ ¢ below) is frequent in the Koran (Bergstrisser, Verneinungs-
partikeln, p. 35).

q We have not much better evidence for the ma with the nominative,
called by the grammarians ma Tamimiyya. This is unanimously declared to
be more in agreement with grammatical theory (’agyas), but Ibn Ya‘ish
remarks (p. 132) that the ma Hijaziyya is more clegant (’afsah). >Asma‘i
(quoted by Ibn Ya‘ish, p. 133) stated that he never heard ma used with the
accusative in bedouin poctry. It may be noted that he did not say that he
‘heard’ ma used with the nominative. There are, however, some early
instances in which the nominative is secured by the rhyme: wa-ma kullu man
talgi bi-dhalika “alimun ‘not everyone you meet is aware of this’ (the
Tamimi ‘Afif b. Mundhir in >Aghini, xiv, 46); wa-ma kullu ma fi n-nafsi li
minka mugharun ‘not all I feel with regard to thee is evident’ (an anonymous
>Asadi in Ilamasa, p. 618; Yaquat, Mu9am, iii, 805); ma kull: ma yahwdi
mriw’un huwa n@iluhu ‘not all a man desires he will achieve’ (the Bakri
Tarafa, ed. Ahlwardt, xiii, 20). In all three cases the construction is rather
involved; the distance between ma and its nredicate might be adduced as
reason for the nominative. Since, however, all three are by Eastern Arabs we
must let them stand, until further evidence appears, as proof that the
Eastern dialects used ma with the nominative.!4 It seems therefore that we
must read in Farazdaq (II, ed. Hell, No. 628, line 28) not as the edition
has: ma’ahadun min Qaisi ‘Ailana fakhiran ‘alaihi ‘not one of Qais “Ailan is
nobler than he’, but fakhirun; and in the sentence ma ’ana muw’akhidh"| ka
bi-shar’in taqiluhu ‘1 shall not punish thee for anything thou sayest’ spoken
by the Hijazi Sa‘d (Tabari, Annales, i, 2316) mw’akhidhaka (Ibn Hisham, in
the parallel passage, reads bi-). The line of the Hawazin poet Simma al-
Qushairi CAghani, v, 127): fa-ma hasanun >an ta’tiya l->amra . . .’ it is not
right that thou shouldst approach the matter . . .’, should perhaps be read
with the accusative hasanan, in view of the West-Arabian character of the
Hawizin dialect. We hardly know which to read in Imrulqais (ed. Ahlwardt,
Appendix xviii, 43) wa-ma hadha shataratu la‘tbin ‘this is not the skilful
game of a chess-player’ and (ibid., 24 =xix, 19) ma >antum qabilun wa-ma
khawal ‘ye are neither tribe nor maternal uncles’ (one would expect wa-1a),
as we do not know to which grouping the Kinda dialect belonged.

r The grammarians lay down a number of cases in which even in the
Hijaz dialect ma was followed by the nominative, or as they put it, mad was
prevented from exercising its rection. Most of these seem to be based on the
theory which required ma to have less full rection than laisa, the principal
member of the class.!® The Arab writers themselves admit that most of
these rules are constantly broken. The eclectic grammarian Ibn ‘Abdanniir
(MS. Bodl. Uri 1079, f. 96 b) retains only two of them: that the predicate
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must not precede the subject and that no ’lla ‘except’ must intervene
between ma and its predicate (Id yantaqidu n-nafyu). The most interesting
case of violation of the first rule is a line by Farazdaq (ix, 34): fa->asbahd qad
>a‘ada llahu ni‘matahum/’idh hum quraishun wa->idh mda mithlahum basharun
‘thus God made their prosperity permanent, since they are Quraish and
since no mortal is like them’. Some read here the accusative in mithlahum
(Sibawaihi, 1, 2218); as lectio difficilior this is no doubt better. Ibn ‘Abd-
anniir explains that Farazdaq wanted to caricature the Hijaz dialect and
erred through ignorance of true Hijazi usage. The poem is however, per-
fectly serious, and we should rather agree with Zajjaj (quoted Khizana, ii,
130) who says ‘true, Farazdaq was a Tamimi, but he was also a Moslem and
had read the Koran’. In fact Farazdaq’s language is by no means of a pure
Eastern character, and he probably used the ma Hijaziyya as a form of
Classical Arabic—without, of course, being aware of grammarians’ stric-
tures made after his time.?

s The second rule of Ibn ‘Abdanniir is of some importance, since we
should expect the predicate of ma after ’illa to behave the same as without
’illa if the accusative after md is a real feature of the language. In the case of
generic /@, the noun excepted by means of ’illa is not in the accusative, but
in the nominative. The reason is, of course, that the accusative after this ld is
the old case of exclamation, not the normal accusative case (cf. Reckendorf,
Syntax, p. 503 and § w below). With regard to the exceptive sentence in
which the major term is expressed (istithna® muitasil), Sibawaihi (i, 317)
says that both in Hijazi and T'amimi usage the minor term is in the nomina-
tive, as in md *anta bi-sha’in ’1lla shai’un la@ yu‘ba’u bihi ‘you are nothing but
a thing no one takes any notice of’. With laisa the minor term is in the
accusative in the Hijaz dialect, cf. also § 2 below. In sentences where the
major term is not expressed, i.e., where the excepted word is grammatically
directly dependent on md (istithna@®> mufarragh), the grammarians’ ruling is
no less strictly observed. The predicate is in the nominative not only in
verses by Central or East-Arabian poets (‘Alqama, xiii, 13; Tarafa, supple-
ment, v, 8; Shanfara, Lamiyya 9; Jarir, ed. Sawi, p. 41, line 4 in rhyme), but
also on numerous occasions in the Koran, where md with accusative object is
so rare (cf. Bergstrisser, Verneinungspartikeln, p. 35). The grammars cite
two instances where the predicate is in the accusative and secured by rhyme.
One is: mad d-dahru ’illa manjaniinan bi->ahlihi/wa-ma sahibu l-hajati *illa
mu‘adhdhaban ‘fate is but a wheel for those concerned with it, and he who is
in need is nothing but tortured’. This line is ascribed to an anonymous
>Asadi or Sa‘di, in the latter case a Hijazi (cf. Schawahid-Indices, p. 33, b,
8). The first hemistich is quoted in this form by >Astarabadi (Kafiya comm.,
i, 267), without the md by Ibn Hisham (Mughni, i, 69). The second instance
is cited on Farra’s authority (in >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., i, 237) in support
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of his theory that *#lld can govern the accusative in any context: yutalibuni
‘ammi thamanina ndqatan/wa-md li ya ‘afra’u ’illa thamaniy@ ‘my uncle
demands from me eighty camels, but I, o ‘Afra, have only eight’. Possibly
thamaniya should here be taken as subject and /i as predicate. Baghdadi
(Khizina, ii, 31) ascribes the poem to the ‘Udhri ‘Urwa b. Hizam, i.e., a
Westerner, but says it is wrongly quoted and should end ghaira thaméni(n).
t The Arab grammarians’ opinion was that md governed the accusative in
Hijaz dialect becauseits function in the nominal clause resembled that of laisa.
Reckendorf (Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 331) saw the reasonin its general character
as copula and consequent similarity to laisa. Actually the accusative after
laisa (which is of nominal origin'® and can serve also as a verbal negation,
like md, cf. Noldeke, Zur Gramm., p. 89) is not much easier to under-
stand than that after ma.!® Whichever negation has the priority, it is certain
that the point at which the action of analogy set in first was the construction
with bi- instead of the accusative. In the Koran, as elsewhere, it is a good
deal more frequent than the ma with the accusative or nominative. In con-
trast to the other two constructions it was current throughout Arabia. The
question whether the md bi- construction was to be identified with the
Hijazi or “T'amimi’ md, exercised the minds of the Arab grammarians a good
deal. Sibawaihi (i, 317) and Ibn Malik denied that it had any connection
with the construction of md with the accusative, while >Abta ‘Ali al-Farisi
and Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 36) held that only those who use md with the
accusative could also use it with bi- (’Ushmini, i, 203). The latter view was
held by Baidawi (ii, 317). The discussion was on a purely theoretical level.
>Ushmiini strikes a more realistic note by remarking that ma. .. bi- is
common in the work of Tamimi poets. A survey of the Six Poets produces
curious results. It occurs once only in the poems of the Westerner Nabigha
(xvii, 16) and the same in those of the Easterner (Bakri) Tarafa (iv, 98). I
have not traced any occurrences in the poems of the Westerners ‘Antara and
Zuhair and the Tamimi ‘Alqama. Since no cases of md with nominative or
accusative are found in their work, this means that they did not use ma in
nominal clauses at all. The only poet who uses ma bi- with any frequency is
Imrulqais (xvii, 1, 18; xxiv, 4; lii, 59; Ix, 2). In the poem Suppl. xviii of that
poet, two cases of the construction without bi- occur (cf. § g at end), but it is
doubtful whether that piece is genuine. Farra’ (quoted Khizana, ii, 134)
states that many of the people of Najd put the predicate of a nominal clause
negated by md in the genitive when it was preceded by bi-, otherwise in the
nominative. It is not clear what we should infer from this for the practice of
the remaining Najdis: did they, as Ibn Hisham taught (cf. § p above) employ
the accusative, or should we take it, by combining the statements of Farra’
and of Jauhari (ibid.), that they did not know the use of md in nominal
clauses? The latter would fit in with the statistics referred to just now.
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u The negation ’in appears to be mainly West-Arabian, if one can judge
from the instances collected by Néldeke (Neue Beitrige, p. 21; Zur Gramm.,
p. 89) and Reckendorf (Syntax, p. 45). Sibawaihi and Farra’ declare that in
nominal clauses the predicate after ’in is in the nominative, Mubarrad and
Kisa’i that it is in the accusative (Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 143; fuller Ibn
Hishim, Mughni, i, 22).2° No dialect is mentioned, but Ibn Hishim says
that the accusative is heard among the people of the ‘Aliya, as in: ’in
>ahadun khairan min ’ahadin ’illa bil-“dfiya ‘no one person is better than
another except by the grace of God’ or ’in dhalika nafi‘aka wa-la darraka
‘this is neither good nor bad for you’. The accusative occurs in two anony-
mous verses: ’in huwa mustauliyan ‘ald >ahadin ‘he has no power over
anyone’, where the accusative is secured by the metre (*Astariabadi, Kifiya
comm., i, 270 =Khizana, ii, 143) and ’ini l-mar’u maitan bi-nqid@’i hayatihi
‘a man does not die with the expiry of his life’ (‘Aini, Maqasid, ii, 145). In
the Koran negative ’in occurs only in association with *illa (vi, 29; vii,
154/155, etc.) with the predicate always in the nominative (cf. the remarks
in § s above). An accusative after ’in occurs, according to Baidawi and Ibn
Hisham (Mughni, i, 22) in a variant reading of the Kufan Sa‘id b. Jubair
(d. 94/713) in vii, 193/194: ’ini lladhina tad‘ina min dina llahi “ibadan
>amthal®| kum ‘those whom ye call upon besides God are not servants like
yourselves’. The right way to the appreciation of this reading was indicated
by >Aba Hayyan (quoted Khizana, ii, 146)%! who declares it to be a case of the
contamination of two readings (fandqud al-qir@atairi). Slightly improving
upon >Abu Hayyan, we may reconstruct those two readings as follows:
() ’inna ladhina . .. ‘tbadan ’amthdalakum ‘verily those whom ... are
servants like yourselves’, i.e., the same as the standard reading, but with the
Hijazi peculiarity discussed in § m above; and (b) *ini lladhina . . . “ibddun
>amthalukum, where ’in is probably ‘alleviated’ ’in with the meaning of
inna (cf. § e above). It could have been taken as such in the conflated
reading but for the grammarians’ theory that alleviated ’in cannot exercise
rection. To take ’in as negation does not make much sense, and in any event
the reading cannot serve as evidence for the case after it. The existence of
accusative after in does not seem to agree with the rule, acknowledged by
all, that ma ’in cannot govern the accusative. However, there is a shdhid for
accusative after ma ’in which makes the impression of being genuine: banz
ghuddnata md ’in ’antumu dhahaban |/ wa-1d saraifan waldkin ’antumu
l-khazafu ‘o Bani Ghudana, ye are neither gold nor silver, but ye are clay’
(’Astarabadi, Kifiya comm., i, 267 =Khizana, ii, 124, from Ibn Sikkit). The
Bani Ghudina were a clan of Tamim, but the word saraif (so Khizina)
‘silver’ is of South-Arabian origin, suggesting an author from South-West
Arabia. While no instances of *2n with bi- are available, there is one of mad ’in
with bi- in a line by the Hudhali Mutanakhkhil (ed. Hell, iv,1).
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v Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 36, cf. ibid., p. 16) informs us that in the
Hijaz dialect also /@ was construed like laisa. He lays down a number of
rules resembling those about the ma Hijaziyya, with the additional restric-
tion that both subject and predicate must be indeterminate. Ibn Mailik and
his commentators follow Zamakhshari. Sibawaihi (i, 22) gives this rather
disapprovingly as the opinion of some. >Astarabadi twice (Kafiya comm., i,
112, 266) denies the possibility of this construction, against the author of the
Kaifiya itself, who admitted it as shddhdh. Ibn “Adqil (p. 82) claims that the
Tamim used /@ in nominal clauses with nominative of the predicate. The
construction with the accusative does not occur in the Koran. There lg
occurs in nominal clauses only in co-ordination, where it replaces other
negations (xxxi, 32/33; xxxvi, 40; Ix, 10; cix, 3-5); the predicate is in each
case in the nominative, apparently without any variant readings. It might be
said that /d is in these cases equivalent to laisa, but it certainly has not
inherited the construction of the latter. We do not know whether to read
nominative or accusative in the verse of ‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a (ccxii, 4) la
d-daru jami‘at”| ,n wa-lau jama‘at . .. ‘the house shall not contain us together,
and if it did . . .”. However, in the lire of his f-!low Westerner, Hatim Ta’i:
fa-la sahwun wa-la l-ghaimu j@*idu ‘there is neither clear sky nor does the
cloud rain generously’ (xxxix, 2), the nominative is secured by the
rhyme. The /ld is in both cases due to co-ordination, as it is in the two
shawahid >Ushmini (i, 204) quotes for the use of the accusative: fa‘azzi
fa-la sha’un ‘ald I->ardi bagiya/wa-la wazarun mimma qadi llahu wagiya
‘take courage, for nothing is permanent on earth and no fortress will guard
from the decree of God’ (anon.) and: wa-hallat sawdda l-qalbi l ’ana
baghiya/siwahad wa-la ‘an hubbiha mutardkhiya ‘she has settled in the core of
the heart; I neither desire another nor let off loving her’ (ascribed to the
Easterner Nibigha al-Ja‘di). Both this verse and the one by ‘Omar are
against the rule of Zamakhshari demanding indeterminate subject. The
evidence, if anything, is rather against assigning the accusative to the Hijaz.
It is to be noted that the predicate is in each of the cases hitherto cited,
except Koran, Ix, 10, a participle. This makes it difficult not to connect the
Arabic construction with the Mishnaic Hebrew usage of employing l6
instead of ’eyn before participles (Segal, Grammar, p. 162). In Mishnaic
Hebrew, too, this is specially frequent where negatived participles are co-
ordinated. The usage may in both languages have arisen first from the many
cases in which participles are co-ordinated with finite verb-forms (as in all
the Koranic instances). As for the accusative, the verses in which it occurs
are too uncertain to prove its existence. We should rather rely on the cases in
the Koran where the absence of variants suggests that in early times the
accusative was not used in such cases. The use of /g in nominal clauses is of
different origin and has a different function from the use of md and ’in.22 We

AT
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must exclude from the discussion of this feature instances where the /7 is
only apparently a copula, but in fact generic /g, as in the line of Sa‘d b.
Milik of Bakr (Hamasa, p. 250, line 4) which ends fa->and bnu Qaisin la
barahu—a passage much discussed by Arab philologists. We best translate,
with Sibawaihi (i, 310): ‘I am the son of Qais—there is no fleeing’. In the
same cycle of poems we find a line by the Bakri Murra b. Dhuhl ‘if thou hast
started a war against me’ fa-la wakalun wa-la raththu s-silahi. Noldeke
(Delectus, p. 41) translates ‘then I am neither a coward nor one with worn-
out weapons’, but perhaps one should rather take it as: ‘(then have no hopes,
for in my tribe) there is neither a coward nor...’. In both these cases
nominative after generic /d is found, as occasionally in poetry (cf. Recken-
dorf, Syntax, p. 119). The same is probably true for: nasartuka ’idh la
sahibun ghaira khadhilin ‘1 assisted thee when there was no friend other than
a faithless one’ (anon., Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 195), where ghatra is pre-
position. It is also doubtful whether we should include among the cases of
la@ in nominal clauses those in which the subject is a dependent clause, as la
‘alatkum ’an 1d taf‘ali ‘it will be no sin for you not to do it’ (Bukhari,
Qadar, 4; cf. Qastallanj, ix, 351). In Biblical Hebrew /6 was similarly em-
ployed for ’eyn when the subject was an infinitive, e.g., ld tdbh heydth
ha->adham l&bhaddé ‘it is not good for man to be alone’ (Gen., ii, 18), or I
nakhon la‘dsoth keén ‘it is not proper to do so’ (Ex., viii, 22).

w According to Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 15) the Iijaz dialect could
introduce a predicate into a clause with generic /4, as in 1a rajula fi l-baiti
‘there is no man in the house’, while the Tamim dialect could not have a
predicate, i.e., they could only say la rajula ‘there is no man’. >Astarabadi
(Kafiya comm., i, 112) confirms that Zamakhshari was the originator of this
observation. Apparently it is based on the fact that in the Koran generic la
very rarely appears without predicate, except in a few set phrases (cf.
Bergstrisser, Verneinungspartikeln, p. 57). The statement was challenged
by Juzili, who modified it by saying that the Tamim dialect could have an
adverbial predicate, but not an adjectival one, and by >Andalusi, who com-
ments: ‘I do not know whence he took this information. Perhaps he derived
it by analogy. The truth is that the Tamim must elide the predicate when it
is an answer to a question or a garina of some other kind points to it. If there
is none, then the predicate must appear with the Tamim just as in the
Hijaz’ (’Astarabadi, loc. cit.). The purely theoretical character of the whole
discussion is illustrated by Zamakhshari’s remark on a line in the diwan of
Hatim T#@’1 (No. 50, line 6): wa-l@ karima mina l-wildani masbithu ‘and no
noble born of children is given a morning drink’, that Hatim must have
given up the usage of his own dialect for that of Hijaz.23 Predicate after ld
occurs in Farazdaq, >Akhtal, and other Eastern poets, but it may have been
rarer there than in the West. The construction without predicate is, of
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course, the older, since the accusative was originally exclamatory (Noldeke,
Zur Gramm., p. 47; Reckendorf, Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 343). In the way in
which it is used in the Koran, the generic negation did not differ in function
from clauses with laisa or ma. This gives some substance to the assumption
that the generic /@ arose in some other part of Arabia—where it continued to
serve in its original exclamatory function—and was imported to Hijaz as a
Classical Arabic form.

x In negative exceptive clauses in which the minor term belongs to a
different logical category from the major term, as ‘no man rose, only a
donkey’ (istithn@ munqati©),? the Hijaz dialect is said to have employed the
accusative for the minor term, while in the Tamim dialect it was in which-
ever case the major term happened to be (Sibawaihi, i, 319). The Hijazi
construction occurs in Koran, iv, 156/157: mad lahum biki min “ilmin *illa
ttibd‘a z-ganni ‘they have no knowledge concerning Him, only following
their conjectures’ and xcii, 19-20: wa-ma li->ahadin “indahu min ni‘matin
tujza ’illa btigh@’a wajhi rabbihi ‘no one has done any good to him which
requires recompense, but seeking the face of his Lord’.25 It also occurs in a
line ascribed to the Sulami ‘Abbas b. Mirdas (Ibn Hisham, Sira, p- 865,
line 8): wa-lam yakun /bind l-khaufu ’illd raghbatan wa-tahazzuman ‘there
was no fear in us, only desire and preparedness’. The instances for the
nominative come all from Eastern sources: a Bakri (Hamasa, p- 249, line 2 in
rhyme); an >Asadi (Tabari, Ann. i, 1952, line 6, dto.); the Taghlibi>Akhtal (ed.
Salhani, i, 2); the Numairi Jirin al- ‘Aud (ed. Cairo 1350, p. 52); the
Tamimi Farazdaq (ed. Boucher, Ixiii, 33). Sibawaihi (i, 320) quotes a few
lines in which either case can be read, remarking that the Hijazis read them
with accusative, the Tamimis with nominative.

y It is, however, doubtful whether the distinction between istithna
mungati‘ and muttasil was really the decisive factor in this connection.
According to Sibawaihi (i, 318) the minor term in any negative exceptive
clause with *#lld might in one dialect ‘whose Arabic is trustworthy’ stand in
the accusative, as in md marartu bi->ahadin *illa Zaidan ‘1 passed no one
except Zaid’, which is of course muttasil. Cases of the accusative occur in the
Koran: iv, 49/46; iv, 69/66 (reading of Ibn ‘Amir); x, 98; xi, 83/81 (all
except Ibn Kathir and *Aba ‘Amr); xi, 118/116. In all of them, except iv,
49/46 the major term is expressed. This construction did not meet with the
approval of the grammarians. Baidawi calls the majority reading in xi, 83/81
less elegant (ghair al->afsah); Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 31) gets out of the
dilemma by attaching *#lld to an earlier positive clause (so that the accusative
would be correct). The truth is probably that the real distinction in Hijazi
lay not between #stithn@ muttasil and mungati®, but between these two to-
gether and éstithna® mufarragh, and that even this distinction was sometimes
neglected, the tendency being to have always accusativeafter *illd. >Astarabadi
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(Kafiya comm., i, 228) replaces Sibawaihi’s classification by an even more
complicated one into cases where the major term can be omitted without
affecting the meaning, in which case the Tamim make the minor term agree
with it in case, and those in which it cannot be omitted, and where
the Tamim too must have the accusative. As example for the second he
gives Koran, xi, 45/43: la ‘asima l-yauma min >amri llahi *illd man rahima
‘there is no protector to-day from the decree of God except (a protector
for) those upon whom He has mercy’ (where the case of man cannot be
discerned).

z The m nor term in an exceptive clause negated by laisa or negative
kana was put in the accusative in the Hijaz dialect CAbid ‘Amr b. al-‘Ala’,
quoted by Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 227). These thus differ from the Hijazi
ma (cf. § s above). Cases of this occur in Koran (viii, 35; x, 20/19%¢) and
Sira (Ibn Hisham, p. 383, line 20; Tabari, Annales, i, 1035, line 3). >Aba
‘Amr adds that the Tamim used in such cases the nominative, saying e.g.,
laisa t-tibu ’illa l-misku ‘perfume is none but musk’. His contemporary,
Tsd b. “Umar, was so amazed at this assertion that he confirmed it by direct
inquiry from a Tamimi (cf. § 2 s). However, the Tamimi poet >Aus b.
Hajar (v, 1) is quoted by Sibawaihi (i, 317) as shahid for the accusative after
laisa . . . illa. This may mean no more than that the Tamimi construction
was only used in Tamimi speech, not when members of that tribe employed
Classical Arabic. If Hijazi Arabic was more persistent in using the accusative
in the case of laisa, why did it give up the accusative after md . . . ’#lla? The
answer lies perhaps in the purely accidental point that the instances with ma
are almost always istithna® mufarragh, while those with laisa, etc., normally
express the major term, and therefore are drawn into the tendency men-
tioned in the last paragraph.?”

aa In a hadith (Ibn Sa‘d, IVB, 46, line 7) the Prophet says: >Usamatu
>ahabbu n-ndsi’ilayya ma hdsha Fatimata. This is mostly explained as: Usama
is the dearest to me of all men, not excepting Fatima’. In the version of
Tabrini the words wa-l@ ghairahd ‘nor anyone else’, are added to make this
quite unmistakable. Ibn Milik (quoted by Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 109) takes
md hdshd as meaning the same as hashd ‘except’, adding that it might have
been so employed ‘in the language of the Prophet’. Ibn Mailik here contradicts
his own statement (’Alfiyya, 331) that hdsha must not be accompanied by mad.
His commentator >*Ushmiini (ii, 127) prohibits a phrase like gama l-qaumu
ma hasha Zaidan ‘the people rose except Zaid’: but that is just the phrase
which Ibn Mailik adduces in the Mughni quotation to prove his point, adding
that it is sometimes used (gad yugdlu). Ibn Hisham and >Ushmini cite as
further evidence a line by the Taghlibi >Akhtal (p. 164, line 10): ra’aitu
n-ndsa md hasha Quraishan/fa->innd nahnu >afdaluhum fa‘alan ‘1 have seen
the people, except for Quraish, and we are the most excellent among them in
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deeds’. It seems to me that >Akhtal really meant ‘not excepting’. In any
event there seems to be no ground for assigning this usage to Hijaz.

bb This hdsha was originally a noun followed by the genitive (cf.
Reckendorf, Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 426). The tendency of Arabic is to bring
it into line with the verbal phrases ma khald, ma ‘add, by adding mad, as in the
last paragraph, and by putting the noun after it in the accusative. The latter
usage is not recognized by Sibawaihi, and given rather hesitantly by
Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 31) on the authority of Mubarrad. >Ushmiini
(cf. last par.) cites an imposing array of scholars who admit the accusative
after hasha. The available shawdhid point to the East: >Akhtal (cf. above) and
the ’Asadi Jumaih (Mufaddaliyyat, cix, 4).

cc Besides the ordinary compound sentence (jumla dhat wajhaini),
Arabic possessed two other ways of lending emphasis to a clause by extra-
posing one of its elements: 28 The first is by means of >ammd, which stresses
the non-extraposed part, cf. Zamakhshari (quoted by Ibn Hisham, Mughni,
1, 54): ‘If you wish to emphasize ‘Zaid is going’ and to stress that he is
definitely going or contemplates going, being firmly decided on it, then you
must say *ammd Zaidun fa-dhahibun’. The word following >ammd is a one-
term existential clause, and therefore in the nominative (cf. Reckendorf,
Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 309). The second way is by placing the extraposed
word before the clause in its original case, as in *iyydka nabudu ‘Thee we
worship’ (Koran, i, 5). The minor clause may be introduced by fa-, as
Allaha fa-‘bud ‘serve God' (Koran, xxxix, 66). As will be seen from the
examples, this second construction strongly emphasizes the extraposed
word. The two types were subsequently confused, and words after >amma
(always with fa-) were put in the accusative, when their place within the
minor clause would have required that case. Thus we find fa-’amma
l-yatima fa-la taghar ‘do not wrong the orphan’, etc. (xciii, 9-10); and xli,
16/17 where Ibn ‘Abbas, >A‘mash, and Ibn ’Abi ’Ishiq read ’amma
Thamidan fa-hadainghum ‘Thamid we guided aright’. This is especially
common in commands and imprecations (Sibawaihi, i, 58), and does not
seem connected with any particular dialect. There are, however, cases
where *amma is followed by the accusative whatever the virtual case of the
noun within the minor clause, and where the dialects differ. Sibawaihi (i,
162-5) discusses such cases at great length. His exposition is far from clear
and operates with logical categories which seem to have little bearing on the
syntactical distinctions. I sum up as well as I can:

dd In cases such as ammd “ilman fa-‘alimun ‘as to knowledge, he is
knowledgeable’ or *amma lman fa-la ‘slmun “indahu ‘as for knowledge, he
has no knowledge’, where the extraposed noun is an indeterminate verbal
noun, the accusative was the rule, only the Tamim used the nominative,
though even in their dialect the accusative was considered more correct.
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An example of the accusative is a phrase ascribed to a man of Harith
(Hamasa, p. 25, line 21): >amma qatlan fa-lastu qgatilan ‘as for killing, I am
not a killer’.

ee In the case of amma I-ilmu fa-alimun ‘as for knowledge, he is know-
ledgeable’, with a determinate verbal noun,? the Hijaz dialect had either
accusative or nominative, the Tamim always nominative. An example is in a
line by a Makhziimi, i.e., Hijazi (cf. Schawahid-Indices, p. 24, q, 1): >amma
l-gital®|, fa-la gitala ladaikum ‘as for fighting, you have no fight in you’.

ff When the extraposed noun was concrete, as in >ammd “abidun fa-dha
‘abidin, or >ammd l-“abidu fa-dhi ‘abidin, both meaning ‘as for slaves, he is a
possessor of slaves’, all dialects had the nominative. Sibawaihi claims to have
heard from ‘the Arabs’ the phrase: *amma bnu Muzaniyyatin fa->ana bnu
Muzaniyyatin ‘as for being the son of a Muzaina woman, I am the son of a
Muzaina woman’. Since the Muzaina were in close contact with Medina (cf.
Kowalski, Kais ibn al-Khatim, p. xiv, n. 1) we may take this as a sentence
spoken by a Hijazi. Yinus (quoted Sib., p. 164) knew of some Arabs who
employed the accusative in this construction.

88 The next class is described by Sibawaihi as sifat ‘adjectives’, but the
term seems to be taken in a rather wide sense. The model is >amma “aliman
fa-‘alimun ‘as for being knowledgeable, he is knowledgeable’. Here all
dialects have accusative. Sibawaihi cites one example with a substantive:
*ammd sadigan musdfiyan fa-laisa bi sadigin musdfin ‘as for being a sincere
friend, he is not a sincere friend’. The same applies-—in spite of the parti-
cipial pattern of jabin—to: *amma jabiyan fa-ld ‘as for being a tax-gatherer,
no’ (Baladhuri, Futih, p. 303). The adjectival character is stronger in:
>amma sadiran fa-wasiquhu jamilun ‘as for one who returns from battle, his
booty is fine’ (the Taghlibi Qutami, vii, 5). One could, however, take the
accusative as circumstantial: ‘as for when he returns . . .’.

hh Sibawaihi analyses the accusatives variously as hal and tamyiz. This is
accepted by Reckendorf (Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 793). It seems more likely
that the accusative spread analogically from those cases where it was justified
by the virtual place of the extraposed word. Thus the prototype of >amma
“‘tlman fa-‘alimun is huwa “alimun “tlman. Sibawaihi uses this criterion him-
self when he rejects *amma ‘abidan fa-dhii “abidin on the ground that one
cannot say huwa r-rajulu ‘abidan. Later philologists abandoned the elaborate
classification of Sibawaihi. Zamakhshari in the Mufassal does not touch
upon the matter. Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 43a) only says that the accusative in
>ammd ‘ilman fa-‘alimun is Hijaz dialect, but the Hijazis also employed the
nominative. >Ushmini (iv, 34) does not mention dialect differences and
treats ’ammda I-“abida fa-dhi “abidin (the construction which Sibawaihi bans)
and >amma Quraishan fa->and >afdaluhum ‘as for Quraish, I am their most
excellent one’ as cases of sama“ (usage not covered by grammatical theory).
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In his comment he practically rejects Sibawaihi’s explanation of these
constructions.

ii The word ‘asd ‘perhaps’ has in Classical Arabic two constructions, one
without inflection (‘ald t-tajrid): ar-rajuldani ‘asd ’an yaf‘ald, and one in
which it agrees in gender and number with the subject: ar-rajulani ‘asaya’an
yaf‘ala. Sibawaihi (i, 426) assigns them to different dialects, which he does
not specify. Baidawi (ii, 263) says the inflected form is Hijaz dialect, the
uninflected one Tamim dialect; Suyuti (Bahja, p. 33) maintains the opposite.
In the Koran uninflected ‘asd occurs with plural or dual subject in ii, 213/
216 and xlix, 11; in the latter passage the Hudhali Ibn Mas‘id and the
Medinean >Ubayy read ‘asau, ‘asaina (Jeffery, Materials, p. 93, 304). In
both passages ‘asd occurs twice, in disjunctive co-ordination. This may have
contributed to the choice of the uninflected form. Inflected ‘asd also occurs
twice: hal ‘asaitum . ..’an tufsidi ‘will ye perchance . .. cause mischief’
(xlvii, 24/22) and hal ‘asaitum . . .’alla tugatilia ‘will ye perchance . . . not
fight’ (ii, 247/246). The meaning ‘perchance’ is not satisfactory: one would
want something like ‘dare’. 'T'his may well have been the original meaning of
the verb. Nafi¢ reads in xlvii, 24/22 “asitum {:r ‘asaitum. This is identical in
sound with “asiya, a dialect form of ‘asd, ya‘sit ‘to be or become big, strong’
(Lisan, xix, 283). The connecting link is ‘to be able’ (for the transition of
meaning cf. Eth. kehla,Bibl. Aram. khl ‘be able’, Arabic kahala ‘be mature’).30
> Astarabadi (Kafiya comm., ii, 303) quotes two cases where ‘asd is followed
not by >an but by a noun: ‘asaitu s@’iman, literally ‘1 have strength to fast’
and the proverb ‘asd l-ghuwairu >ab’usan ‘a small cave may bring great
evils’ (cf. Lisan, vi, 344).3! The uninflected ‘asd is an exact parallel to the
Mishnaic Hebrew yakhol ‘perhaps’ =ydakhol ‘he is able’, e.g., yakhal
tagéphah “alaw mishnatho ‘maybe his study is too hard for him’ (Aboth, iii,
8). In both cases we have here the rare phenomenon in Semitic of a truly
impersonal verb. Onc feels that there must be more than accidental simila-
rity here. The use of the uninflected form must have arisen somewhere in
Arabia (perhaps in an area in contact with later Hebrew) and spread, though
it did not supersede the older personal construction. Whether this centre of
radiation was Ilijaz, we cannot say.

kk Lihyani ('T3j, i, 626), quoting Kisa’i and >Asma‘, states that the use
of asyndetic object clauses with the verb in the indicative after verbs of
wishing and commanding was current (lugha fashiya) in Hijaz. Ibn >Athir
(quoted ibid.) adds that it is frequent in the works of Shafi?. The prose
examples quoted (Reckendorf, Syntax, p. 383; Brockelmann, GVG, ii, 525,
etc.) come all from Western sources: Koran, xxxix, 64; ii, 77-78/83-84
(where Ibn Mas‘Gd possibly read apocopate, cf. Jeffery Materials, p. 27),
hadith, sira, a prose utterance of a Hudhail poet (FHamasa, p. 40, line 22).
Instances from poetry come also from the East: >A‘sha of Bahila (iv, 30-1);
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the Bakri Tarafa (iv, 54).32 Sibawaihi (i, 40) does not speak of dialect, but says
the construction was hardly ever used in speech. This remark is significant,
as he was mainly in contact with Arabs from Eastern tribes. The asyndetic
construction was obviously the older one. In West-Arabian it continued in
everyday speech, while in the East it was only used as an archaism (‘poetic
license’) in poetry. The colloquials followed in this respect West-Arabian
usage.

11 According to Sibawaihi (i, 401) one could also use the apocopate in
asyndetic object clauses after verbs of command. He quotes as proof: qul . . .
yugimi s-salata ‘tell . .. that they should hold prayers’ (Koran, xiv, 36/
31).3 We may add qul . .. yaghfirii ‘tell . . . they should forgive’ (xlv, 13/
14); kallimi rasila llahi yukallim . . . ‘speak to the Prophet he should speak
... (Bukhari, Hiba, 8); wa-d‘u “tbada lldhi ya’ti madadan ‘call on the ser-
vants of God they should come to help’ (a Khuza in Ibn Hisham, Sira,
p. 806, line 4), etc. It will be seen that the verbs employed are not specific
words of command. But for the use of the apocopate, there would be no
indication of jussive meaning. Reckendorf (Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 62)
observes ‘an increasing dependence of the apocopate on the syntactical
relation, strongly approaching the situation in conditional clauses’. There is
in fact nothing to stop us from taking these as cases of ordinary conditional
clauses with an imperative as protasis (jawabu ’amrin, cf. Reckendorf,
Syntax, p. 492), without assuming any clision (as does Wright, ii, 38A).
They are parallel to phrases like >amarahu fa-fa‘ala ‘he told him to do it’,
lit. ‘he told him and he did it’; >amara requires an object as much as gdla.
There is nothing specifically Hijazi in these constructions, though all the
examples given above come from Hijazi sources.

mm The Hijazi dialect seems to have employed the indicative for the
apocopate even where no verb of saying or commanding was present.
Farra’ (cf. Orientalia, xv, 182) adduces as examples of this: *innd zayanna
s-sam@’a . . . ld yassama‘ina ‘we adorned the sky . . . so that they should not
listen’ (Koran, xxxvii, 6-8), and kadhalika salaknahu . . . l@ yw’minina bihi
‘and thus we have introduced it...so that they will not believe in it’
(xxvi, 200-201). He states that la stands here for ’an Id, and that the
Hijazis only used in such cases the indicative while others used the apocopate.

nn Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 147) says that some Arabs used the indica-
tive even after an. The Meccans Mujahid or Ibn Mubhaigin read so in ii,
233: arada > an yutimmu r-rida‘ata ‘he wants the suckling to be completed’,
where the others read yutimma. Another example is a line by the Thaqafi
>Abil Mihjan: >akhdfu . . . >an la >adhiiquha (in rhyme) ‘I fear . . . I shall not
taste it’ (Tabari, Annales, i, 2316). Perhaps we ought not to take indicative
after *an as a feature of the Hijaz dialect, but rather say that these Hijazis,
being accustomed to asyndetic clauses with the indicative, occasionally used
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the indicative in the unfamiliar *an-clause as well. In the case of the Koran-
reading, there may have been tandqud al-gir@atain, conflation of two
readings: ’ardda yutimmu and ’ardda an yutimma. In an anonymous line
(Khizina, iii, 559): *an tagra’ani . . . wa->an 1a tush‘ird ‘that ye call . . . and
that ye let no one notice’, there may be no more than poetic license. Ru’asi
(quoted by Suyiiti, JamS, ii, 3) states that ‘the fusahd@® among the Arabs use
the subjunctive after *an, below (dina) them are some who use the indica-
tive, and below those some that use the apocopate’. The use of the apocopate
is ascribed by Lihyani (quoted by Ibn Hisham, Mughni, i, 29) to the Bani
Sabbah of Dabba. It seems to have been more widespread in East-Central
Arabia. One case of it is in a line by Imrulqais (iv, 40),% another in a line by
the “Udhri Jamil (Shingiti, ii, 3). Lihyani (in Suyiti, JamS, ii, 4) goes on to
say that some Arabs have the apocopate after lan, a construction permitted
for literary usage by Ibn al->A‘rabi. In Shingiti (ii, 4) Lihyani is quoted as
saying that some Arabs yujzimiina n-nawdsiba wa-yunsibiina l-jawazim ‘use
the subjunctive where others use the apocopate and vice versa’. It must be
pointed out that in the two shawahid the apocopate is not dependent on
verbs of command, so that the construction there is not to be identified with
that discussed in § /I above. Perhaps those dialects had no subjunctive, but
employed the apocopate in dependent clauses, like Ethiopic.

00 Though the Arab grammarians refused to admit it (cf. Ibn Hisham,
Mughni, i, 59), there is little doubt that >imma served as simple ‘if’ in Arabic.
It is the cognate of Ethiopic ’emma.3® The examples collected in various
grammars are exclusively Western: Koran (xix, 26 & fr.), >Aswad b. Ya‘fur
of Nahshal (Mufaddaliyyat, p. 451); the Ta’1 Jabir b. Ralan (Hamasa, p. 300,
line 1); Hassan b. Thabit (xiii, 14); the Western Qaisis ‘Antara (ii, 22) and
Labid (xlvii, 19), etc. We may thus claim the form for West-Arabian.
Whether ’in was also genuine West-Arabian or imported along with
Classical Arabic is impossible to say. In the instances quoted the indicative
is used.

PP According to >Akhfash (quoted by >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 118)
only the Hijaz knew mundhu ‘since’, while mudh was used both in Hijaz and
elsewhere. The Koran contains no instance of either. A form mindhu is
independently attested for some part of the Sulaim dialect by ’Aba
Hayyan (Manbhaj, f. 1724). He also quotes Lihyini as saying that the Bani
‘Abid of Ghani said mudhu (cf. also *Astarabadi, loc. cit.). This looks like a
compromise between Eastern mudh and Western mi/undhu, as does also
midhu, ascribed to ‘Ukl. A form mudhi before hamzat al-wasl is said to be
used by some.

qq There seem to have been also differences with regard to the rection of
this particle. The Kufan grammarians are quoted by >Abii Hayyan as saying
that the *Asad and Tamim used the nominative after mudh (Lihyini adds
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Dabba, Ribab, ‘Abid, and Sulaim) while the Muzaina, Ghatafin, ‘Amir’
and the neighbouring Qais tribes used the genitive (cf. map No. 17)-
’>Akhfash says Hijaz used the genitive, Tamim the nominative. It is
impossible to say how this information is related to the distinctions
between the use of nominative and genitive drawn by the grammarians (cf.
Wright, ii, 173), but it seems that the latter are rather artificial. Reckendorf
(Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 237) analyses ra’aituhu mundhu (=min-dhi)
yaumani as ‘I saw him; from that it is two days’. Accepting the identification
of dhi with the demonstrative, I should prefer to connect its use in mundhu
with the zeh employed with expressions of time in Biblical Hebrew (cf.
Gesenius, Grammar, p. 443) and to translate ‘I saw him from—it is two
days’ as in Hebrew (Gen., xxvii, 36) ‘he hath supplanted me—it is two
times’. In phrases like mundhu yaumu l-jum‘ati ‘since Friday’ the original
function is obscured and the way prepared towards equating mundhu with
min and construing it with the genitive.36 If the Western dialects have thus
deviated from the earlier syntactical construction of the particle, they did
keep the older form. Indeed it appears to me that even the Eastern form can
be explained most easily as having arisen ::nder West-Arabian phonetic
conditions. The Eastern form of the demonstrative pronoun was dhd, which
hardly could have been reduced to -dh or -dhii, but in West-Arabian it had
the form dhi (cf. § 7 u, 12 ¢), which could in the normal phonetic develop-
ment (§ 10 #) be reduced to dhi. The resulting *mindhi was transformed to
mundhi through the influence of the labials, and the final 7, being a neutral
vowel (as it could be elided altogether) was assimilated. Again by a law so far
observed only in the West (§ 11 gq) mundh(u) became mudhdh(u), and this
became mudh by simplification of final gemination. These changes may have
taken place in those Qais dialects which we have already seen as home of
certain developments of Classical Arabic, and reached the literary language
of the East in this form.

rr Insupplementary questions with man meaning ‘which’ the Hijazis put
the noun following man in the same case as in the original statement. Thus,
on being told ra’aitu Zaidan ‘1 saw Zaid’, a Hijazi might inquire man
Zaidan ‘Zaid who?’, while other Arabs would presumably have said man
Zaidun (Sibawaihi, i, 356). This is an interesting observation of colloquial
usage which it will hardly be possible to check from our literary sources.
Sibawaihi asserts that only proper names could be so treated, but >Astarabadi
(Kafiya comm., ii, 63) quotes a statement of Yinus, handed down by
Mubarrad and not found at any rate in the printed Sibawaihi, that one could
also say man *akhd Zaidin ‘Zaid’s brother who?’

ss Rafi‘i (Tarikh, i, 145) says that the inflected man used mainly in
supplementary questions: mani, mani, mand, manina, etc. (cf. Wright, i,
275) was used in the Hijaz dialect. Unfortunately he does not quote his
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source. If correct, this would connect the Hijaz dialect with Ethiopic
mannd acc. manna and Accadian minu.3” Forms with - are still used as
subject-forms in colloquials, e.g., >dnu by Palestinian Fellahin, mdnu in
Aleppo (Driver, Grammar, p. 38).

NOTES

1 On the other hand ‘Abu Zaid (Lisan, iv, 386) asserts that the Tihama dialect forms
‘udud, ‘ujuz (cf. § 10 h) are always masculine, while the Classical ‘adud, ‘ajuz can be
either gender.

? Ibn ’Athir (in Lisén, i, 380) alleges that dhahab ‘gold’ was feminine in the Hijaz
dialect. But this is mere assumption (cf. ’Azhari, ibid.) due to failure to recognize
attraction in Koran, ix, 34.

# Sibawaihi: the Medineans; Ibn Hisham: the Meccans, Medineans, and ’Aba Bakr;
Baidawi: Nafi, Ibn Kathir, and ‘Aba Bakr. Ibn Mas ‘Gd read *in kullun illd, as all do in
xxxviii, 13/14 (Jeffery, Materials, p. 48; other readings ib., p. 137, 344).

¢ So in Ibn Ya ‘ish (p. 1131); in the Diwan rewritten so that both have disappeared.

8 Unless otherwise indicated by the spelling, I am mechanically writing the nomina-
tive in the quotations now following; of course they may have been written with the
intention of accusative.

¢ Lyall, in his translation, takes ’in as conditional particle, Reckendorf (Syntax,
p. 129) as alleviated ’in.

7 The context suggests that ’in is conditional; Zamakhshari (Mufassal, p. 138) takes it
as alleviated ’in because of the la-.

8 In this line: ’ataghdabu ’an "udhnd Qutaibata huzzatd / jihdran wa-lam taghdab
li-qatli bni Hazimin ‘art thou wroth that the ears of Qutaiba were notched publicly, and
art not wroth at the murder of Ibn Hazim?’, ’Asma‘i and the Kufans take ’an as a
conditional particle, others read *in; Mubarrad takes it as ’an mukhaffafa. Here we have
a clear case of nominative after the alleviated forms.

® Assimilation before %, g, and j is accepted as normal by Sibawaihi (ii, 465).

10 This shows that the assimilation of 7 in the roots Iz 7 took place at a very late time,
after the gutturals had lost the ability to be doubled. The latter development is itself
rather late (cf. Sievers, Metrische Studien, i, 300; Bergstrisser, Hebr. Gramm.,, i, 152).
This is also proved by the preservation of # in cases like linpal (Bergstr., ib., 108) where

the shéwa disappeared rather late. In the imperfect niph‘al the n was assimilated much
earlier.

1 Here the preceding phrase ‘alima *allan tahsihi ‘he knows that you will not count
it right’ may have exerted some influence.

12 The nominative in the line by Farazdaq: fa-lau kunta Dabbiyyan ‘arafta qirabati/
walakinna zanfiyyun ‘agimu l-mashdfiri ‘if thou wert a Dabbi, thou wouldst recognize
me as a relative, but (thou art) a negro with thick lips’ (ed. Sawi, i, 262), is not of this
kind. The second hemistich is a one-term nominal clause. However, in a similar line by
the Bahili *A‘sha (ed. Geyer, clxxxvi=Sibawaihi, i, 243) the accusative appears by
attraction.

12 Only the Kufans take here kdna as tamma.

4 Fischer (ZDMG, Ixi, 936 and Ixiii, 597) cites further cases from Mutanabbi and
Magqgqari, but they are too late to prove anything.

18 Reckendorf (Syntakt. Verhiltn., p. 331) calls these rules ‘a veritable exhibition-
piece of medieval scholasticism’.
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18 As quoted by ’Astaribadi (Kafiya comm., i, 267) and Khizdna (ii, 130); in the
editions the words wa-ba‘du n-ndsi yansibiina mithlahum, or the like, have fallen out.

17 Baghdadi (Khizana, ii, 130) denies that Farazdaq could have committed a solecism
because ‘a bedouin cannot make his tongue pronounce a wrong form’,

18 Only the Dabba dialect made laisa into a normal verb by conjugating lustu or
listu (Taj, iv, 244).

19 The derivation of md from the interrogative pronoun (Reckendorf, Syntakt.
Verhiltn., p. 83) makes little sense in nominal clauses. Perhaps it is to be connected
with the Egyptian ‘negative verb’ imi, and its verbal rection explained as a last remnant
of its origin. Hebrew mah serves to express prohibitions (Cant., v, 8, viii, 4; Ecclus.,
xiii, 2, xxxii, 4), just like Eg. m (cf. Garainer, Grammar, p. 260). (I wish to use this
opportunity to thank Professor G. R. Driver for pointing out to me the existence of
negative mah in Hebrew).

30 In ‘Aini (Magqisid, ii, 145) this has become a controversy between Basrians and
Kufans.

21 In the Manhaj, p. 65-6, the verse is mentioned, but the explanation quoted is
not given.

22 There are instances of /d . .. bi- (though there are none of ’in. .. bi-): twice in
co-ordination in a line by Isma‘il b. Yasiar an-Nasa’i, a contemporary of ‘Abdalmalik
(’Aghini, iv, 118, line 6), and without co-ordination in a line by Hutai’a (Ixviii, 5=
ZDMG, xlvii, 77).

23 In the notes appended to the Diwii. the line is ::ot given as Hatim’s, but as made
by a man of the Banti Nabit of Medina—which makes the remark even more pointless.

24 It has thus the same function as Mishnaic Hebrew and Syriac ’elld ‘but’, German
sondern.

28 The verse l@ ya‘lamu man fi s-samdwati wal-’ardi l-ghaiba ’illd llahu ‘no one in
heaven and earth knows the Hidden except God’ (xxvii, 66-65) is taken by Ibn Malik
(quoted Khizina, ii, 134) as an example of the Tamimi usage in the mouth of a Hijazi.
But surely the reasons for taking it as istithn@’ munqati are purely theological.

26 For Koran, xxxvi, 28,29, cf. § p above.

2 The only case with istithnd’ mufarragh and accusative is Koran, xvii, 95/93.
Though a rhetorical question, it was perhaps conceived as a real question and has
therefore the regular accusative.

28] will be forgiven for using the term extraposition (originated by Jespersen)
rather than casus pendcns, nominative absolute, etc., which suggest quite wrong
conceptions.

29 There was no doubt some subtle differcnce of meaning which we cannot appreciate.

% We may compare Hebrew h4°il, which means ‘begin, comply, dare’, etc. All these
meanings seem to go back to ‘to be able’, and the word to be a cognate of the Hudhail
dialect word ’ald ‘to be able’ (Ibn Duraid, Jamhara, i, 188). Cf. Melilah, ii, 253.

31 I, spite of the objections of Brockelmann (GVG, ii, 514, n. 1) and the difficulty of
the relation of the sibilants, it seems worth while to reconsider whether ‘asd is not
connected with Hebrew ‘ds@h (which perhaps at first also meant ‘to have strength to’).

82 This line, which is given Wright, ii, 27A as example of the subjunctive in asyndetic
clauses, is cited with the indicative by Baidawi (i, 70), Sibawaihi, and Tabrizi (Famasa,
p. 438). Cf. De Goeje’s note on Wright.

33 Baidawi gives a rather artificial explanation in order to avoid admitting the
construction.

3¢ Quoted with ya’tind by the grammars (cf. Shingiti, ii, 3) and Yaqat (i, 160); in
the Diwan corrected into ya’tiya.
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38 Probably also of Hebrew ’im. If this had been original *’im, it would have become
*’em. The absence of lengthening cannot be due to its being proclitic: the other two
instances of this adduced by Bergstrisser (Gramm., i, 148), min and ‘m, are in in-
flection minn- and ““mm-. Perhaps *immd and (h)in were originally disparate, and only
contaminated in course of time.

36 The next stage would be to replace mundhu by min. This happened in a line by the
Westerner Zuhair (iv, 1; but some consider it forged, cf. Schawahid-Indices, p. 105, a,
23). The substitution was carried out in the colloquial of Hariri’s time (cf. Durra, ed.

Thorbecke, p. 76) and is complete in the colloquials of to-day (Brockelmann, GVG, ii,
542).

37 In Ugaritic the word for who is written my. As y must be a consonant, this points
to its having been inflected: miyu, miyi, miyd. Gordon’s reconstruction miyd (Grammar,
p. 32) for the nominative appears to have little support from forms in cognate languages.



Chapter 14
TAYYD

a The Tayyi® were not a considerable tribe at the time of the Prophet. In
their home, the region of the present-day Ha’il, they were cut off from the
Fertile Crescent by the Nefud desert and their political contacts were
principally with the tribes of Najd, such as the Tamim clan of Yarba®,
whom they fought at Rijlat at-Tais. Yet it was the Tayyi> who supplied
to Syrians, Babylonian Jews, and Persians the name for the whole of the
Arab race (cf. also Bailey, JRAS., 1939, 89). This suggests that in earlier
times their area was much larger and covered part of the territory of
the later Quda‘a tribes. If this was so we might expect to find some traces
of this both in the language of those tribes and in the topography.
Unfortunately we know very little of the dialects of the Quda‘a, who, in
the words of Lammens (Arabie Occidentale, p. 308) ‘appear to have lived
outside the general development of the peninsula, one might almost say
outside Arab life’. Some of the known features, however, connect the
Quda‘a with Tayy?’, others, such as the taltala, with tribes still further
east; in such cases the Tayyi’ may have acted as link. Of place names
suggesting a connection I have only the one instance of al->auddtu, in the
territory of Kalb (Néldeke, Zur Gramm., p. 23). If this is the same as
al->audiyatu ‘the Wadis’, then it shows a sound change typical for the
Tayyi’ dialect (cf. § ¢ below), and might be taken as evidence of earlier
Tayyi’> occupation.

b Genealogically the Tayyi’ are counted among the Yemenite tribes, and
the usual accounts were given of their emigration from Yemen. Their
former home was to have been located in the Yemenite Jauf, i.e., near the
Northern Yemenite tribes, with whose language the Tayyi® dialect shows
some affinities. These can of course be explained in this way, but one might
also say that both dialects have preserved older West-Arabian features which
were given up by the Hudhail and Hijaz dialects, which were more in
contact with Najd.! About the previous inhabitants of the Tayyi’ country,
two traditions existed. The more common one was that the Tayyi’ expelled
the *Asad (cf. Caussin de Perceval, Essai sur I’histoire des Arabes avant
I'Islam, i, 103). The other is preserved by Yaqit (Mujam, i, 127): the former
inhabitants of the Jabala Tayyi’in were called Suhir. The Tayyi’ overcame
them, but took over their language, so that the Tayyi’ dialect is the
language of Suhar. The name occurs as name of towns in Oman and in
Yemen;? in the latter country, near Sa‘da, there was also a tribe of that name
(Hamdani, Jazira, p. 119). In Yaqat (iii, 368) it is said that the Suhir were
part of Quda‘a, and they are identified with various tribes of that group. The
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idea of a linguistic ‘substrate’ is rather striking, but may perhaps explain
some of the peculiarities of the dialect.

¢ The Shammar bedouins, who inhabit the Tayyi’ area to-day, consider
themselves descendants of that tribe. Little is known of their speech. The
few items of information collected by Cantineau (Parlers, p. 230 seq.), do not
on the whole suggest a close connection, except possibly for the trait
discussed in § f below. Further investigation of the Shammar colloquial
would in any case be highly desirable.

d Vollers (Volkssprache, p. 7) says that the Tayyi’ dialect was not in-
cluded among those constituting the ‘“Arabiyya’. Noldeke (Neue Beitrige,
p. 5, n. 1) asserts that it was always included. The dialect figures in the list of
‘correct’ dialects by the philosopher Alfarabi®, though it is last in the list.
That the Tayyi’ took part in the literary movement which carried the
Classical Arabic language is proved by the comparatively large number of
pre-Islamic Ta’1 poets, whose works the philologists unquestioningly
accepted as evidence for correct usage. The dialect shares with Hijazi the
distinction of having one of its peculiar features, the dhii Ta’iyya (§ v below)
admitted as a provincial variety of correct Arabic.

e Ibn Qutiyya (Libro dei verbi, p. 5) reports that the Tayyi’ had tawassu*
mina l-lughdt, which may either mean ‘a profusion of dialects’ or ‘a profusion
of dialect peculiarities’. It is impossible to make anything of this statement
in its isolation.

f A general description of the character of the Tayyi’> dialect may be
concealed in the term qu¢‘a. This is said in Lisian (x, 159) to denote a
propensity for violent shortenings of words in the vocative, such as yad >aba
l-haka for ya ’aba l-hakami. Such tarkhim forms were however found in
poetry of all tribes, and there is nothing in Tayyi’ poetry to suggest any
greater tendency in this direction. In non-Tayyi> poets such forms are
found, at least by the philologists, also outside the vocative. Thus the Lisian
(xx, 162) mentions al-mand for al-mandzilu in a line of al->Akhtal’s and
al-hama for al-hamdamu in one by al-‘Ajjaj. Moreover, the statement in the
Lisin adds that al-qut‘a is something like the ‘an‘ana of the Tamim dialect.
The latter term is mostly applied by the grammarians to a tendency of
making ’alif sound like ‘ain, but probably refers to some more general
phonetic feature (cf. § 8 g). The Shammar colloquial of our day exhibits a
tendency to weaken and elide final ¢, m, n, [, r, and y (Cantineau, Parlers,
p. 230), thus depriving a great number of words of their final consonant.
Such a procedure might well be called ‘the cutting-off’. It is perhaps not
accidental that the one example quoted by the Lisin should have a final m.
This feature may possibly also explain the development described in
§ 2 below. In the Yemenite colloquial final m, n, and [/ are weakened
(Rossi, RSO, xvii, 236). Perhaps we are here faced with another common



TAYYI® 195

West-Arabian feature. One difficulty is to understand how the qut‘a tallies
with the preservation of the feminine - (§ ¥ below).

g There is no evidence that the Tayyi’ dialect shared the tendencies of
the Eastern dialects for elision of short vowels, assimilation, and vowel-
harmony, due to the peculiar nature of Eastern Arabic stress (cf. § 10 m).
Actually it can be observed that these tendencies are weaker in the dialect of
>Asad, the closest neighbours of Tayyi’, than e.g. in the Tamim dialect.
Thus no instances of vowel-elision ever seem to be recorded for this dialect.
Still, the absence of these features fits in well with the generally West-
Arabian character of the Tayyi’ dialect.?

h The lesser phonetic unity of the word in the Tayyi’ dialect is also
proved by the statement of a Ta’i, said to have been Hatim (Hatim, No. iii):
laarsii wa-la >atama‘dadu. This is explained in the commentary as ‘I do
not say zaqar for saqar and zirat for sirat, and I do not pretend to be of
Ma‘add’. This substitution of 2 for s in the neighbourhood of- -not in
contact with-——an emphatic is generally declared to be a peculiarity of the
dialect of Kalb (Zamakhshari, Muf., p. 177; Lisan, vi, 37). Exactly the same
change is still found in the colloquial of Palmyvi.  on ancient Kalb territory,
where saqf ‘roof’ is pronounced zagqf, sagife ‘lintel’ is zaqife, and even the
sad of the bedouin loanword gamas (¢ =¢) becomes z in gamaz “to gallop’. In
contact with ¢, on the other hand, & becomes s, as in sqoq < zugaq ‘lane’
(Cantincau, Dialecte arabe de Palmyre, p. 50 seq.). A pointer to the explana-
tion of this phenomenon is given in the colloquial of the north-Trans-
jordanian town of es-Salt, where in the neighbourhood of emphatics the
difference between s, 2, and s is suspended: sirat, sirat, or sirat ‘way’; zaqar,
saqar, or saqgar ‘hellfire’, etc. (Littmann, Volkspoesie, p. 4). The principle at
work here is the phonological tendency, so well observed by Cantineau at
Palmyra and in the Syrian desert (Dialecte arabe de Palmyre, p. 39 seq.)
which makes the whole word either emphatic or non-emphatic, and in the
first case turns all consonants into emphatic ones (such dialects have a
complete set of emphatic® consonants covering all places of articulation). In
the dialect of the Banii 1-‘Anbar b. Tamim this had given rise to forms such
as suq for siaq ‘market’, sawiq for sawiq ‘gruel’ (Ibn Sikkit, Qalb, p. 42;
Jambhara, iii, 44). The last form is also recorded for the Bani ‘Amr b.
Tamim (Yinus, quoted by Ibn Sallim, Tabagqat, p. 12). In point of fact such
forms were much more widespread, as evidenced by the widely used sirat
for sirat< Latin strata. Khalil (quoted by Qastallani, iv, 3) states that in
correct Arabic every sdad preceding a qdf in the same word could alternate
with sin. In the Kalb dialect another factor came into play: that sad was a
voiced sound.” The existence of voiced sd@d in some dialects is attested by
Ibn Khalawaih (quoted Rafi‘i, Tarikh, i, 109). An s which became emphatic
in this dialect would thus at the same time have had to become voiced. There

o
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are some difficult points in this connection: Why did the tendency affect s
rather than other consonants? Why did it, at least according to the philolo-
gists, operate with ¢gdf more than with other emphatics? Finally, if the sdd of
the Kalb dialect was voiced, it became unvoiced somewhere in the history of
the modern colloquials of that region. Why, then, did the z created by the
velarization of s lose its emphatic character rather than its voice, and thus
become dissociated from the old §? Whatever answer we may give to these
questions, there is little doubt that the sound-change is connected with the
greater unity of the word created by the expiratory accent, and that its
absence in the old Tayyi’ dialect is significant.’

i While we know nothing about the simple vowel-sounds of the dialect,
we are surprisingly well informed about the sound change Zya > @, no doubt
mainly for the reason that Tayyi’ poets used such forms, and that they
could not be tacitly corrected because of the metre. Sibawaihi (ii, 317)
mentions ruda® for rudiya ‘was well received’ and nuha for nuhiya ‘was
prohibited’ as permitted Classical forms, and knows nothing of their con-
nection with the Tayyi’. In later works the forms are unanimously ascribed
to the Tayyi’ dialect. Instances are too numerous to permit enumeration in
full. E.g., rudd in a line by Zaid al-Khail, secured by the rhyme (Jamhara, ii,
143); wala for waliya ‘was near’ (Mufaddaliyyat, p. 767); baqa for bagiya
‘remained’ in a line by Zaid al-Khail (JRAS, 1907, p. 859); rada for radiya
‘was pleased’ (Ilamasa comm., p. 77).1° The @ was shortened in the feminine,
as in bunat ‘was built’ in a line by an anonymous T#@’1 (Hamasa, p. 77);
bagat ‘remained’ (Sahah, ii, 448). The same change took place in the
feminine of participles, and participial forms, e.g., khagatun for khagiyatun
fem. of khdazin ‘compact’ (Lisan, xviii, 254); ndsatun for ndsiyatun ‘forelock’,
cf. Mishnaic Hebrew ndsah ‘hair, down’®! (’Aba ‘Ubaid, Gharibal-musannaf,
quoted Suyiti, Muzhir, i, 141; Ibn Sida in Lisan, xx, 200 with shahid by
Huraith b. ‘Annab); badatun ‘desert-dwellers’ and garatun ‘village-dwellers’
(Lisan, xx, 38, 200); jaratun for jariyatun ‘girl’ (Farra’ in Lisan, xx, 268). Of
non-participialnominal forms I know only of the one, tausdatun for tausiyatun
‘testament’, verbal noun of the second conjugation (Farra’, ibid.). To this we
may add the *auddtu mentioned in § a above.

k Forms of this type are by no means restricted to the Tayyi’ dialect
alone. This is stated in a general way by Ibn Sallam (Tabaqat, p. 12): ‘baga
and fanda . . . are forms of the Tayyi’ dialect. The Arabs used them in their
speech, but in the Tayyi’ dialect they are more common’. It is very doubtful
whether we can accept it in this general way. It is perhaps not astonishing to
find the same change in forms used by poets of the Muzaina tribe, the
neighbours of Tayyi’, though reckoned among the Quda‘a. Thus Ma‘n b.
>Aus uses ’ukhld ‘was reserved’ (ed. Schwarz, vii, 1),12 and Zuhair uses fand
‘passed away’ (Ibn Sallam, Tabaqat, p. 12). The Muzaina dialect may have
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shared the same phonetic development. As we never hear that this sound
change took place in the Qais dialects or in Najd it is, however, surprising to
find similar forms in the work of poets from the other extremity of Najd.
Thus Tufail al-Ghanawi uses nuhd ‘is stopped’ (Sibawaihi, ii, 317, not in his
Diwan), and fand ‘passed away’ (JRAS, 1907, p. 859). The Kindi Imrulqais,
one of the earliest poets known to us, uses in one line (xxix, 2) the form
bandtun ‘cleaving to the string’, of a bow: this is generally explained as
standing for baniyatun. This poet is said to have spent some time in Tayyi®
territory, but it is most unlikely that he should on that occasion have picked
up the local speech. The unanimity of our sources in ascribing the sound-
change to Tayyi’ hardly permits us the assumption that it had taken place
all over Najd. The only conclusion remaining to us is that right at the very
outset of Classical Arabic poetry the Tayyi’ form had become recognized as
a provincial alternative which could be used as poctic license. This speaks
for attributing to Tayyi’ an important place in the formation of the early
‘arabiyya. The sound-change itself seems not to have been restricted to
Tayyi’, however, but to have been common to the northern half of West-
Arabian.!® At least we are told on good authority that the same change had
taken place in the Harith dialect in northern Yemen (§ 7 d). The Hijaz
dialect may have possessed the same form, but it was replaced by bagi (cf.
§ 12 w)." The sound change was common to northern West-Arabian and
Canaanite, where we find in Hebrew bdndh< *bdniyatu as feminine of
boneh < baniyu. This sound-change offers also in my opinion the least forced
explanation for the fact that the third singular masculine perfect is represent-
ed in Hebrew not by the expected *band < band, but by bandh; so already in
the Tell Amarna letters gabd ‘he said’, lagd ‘he took’. In all other persons the
verbs tertie yodh were in Hebrew throughout conjugated after the pattern of
the neuter, so already in Tell Amarna baniti, lagiti (cf. Bohl, Sprache der
Amarnabriefe, p. 47). There is no reason why only the third singular should
in all verbs have the active form. If *baniya became bana after the change
@> o had ceased to operate, it is easy to account for the final d of the form. It
seems to me that this explanation offers some advantages as against the ones
based on analogy, found in the existing grammars. For a more detailed dis-
cussion of the Hebrew side of the problem, see Melilah, ii, 247 seq. In
Hebrew there are also occasional forms with consonantal yédh, such as
bokhiyah (Thr., i, 16).15 These may be due to analogy, but may also
represent the usage of a part of the Hebrew-speaking area where the sound-
change had not taken place, or the non-Canaanite element if we accept the
idea of Hebrew as a mixed language. In any event, the change is dateable in
Canaanite, as both in the third singular masculine perfect and in the
feminine participle it must have taken place after the cessation of the first
change of @to 6 (cf. § 105), i.e., certainly after West-Arabian and Canaanite
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had begun to emerge as separate languages. We must therefore assume that
part at least of the West-Arabians remained in close enough contact with
speakers of Canaanite to be affected by a sound-change which took place
within that language. This is not the place to work out the historical implica-
tions of this, especially as it affects the darkest part of Arab history. Cf. map
No. 18.

1 The change iya>a seems not to have been the only one affecting y
between vowels. According to Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 77a) the y@ of the
imperfect suffix, if preceded by a, was dropped before the niin energicum.
This means apparently that tardayinna, the energicus of tardaina ‘thou (f)
desirest’, became tardanna. In fact the only instance of such a change that I
know is la-tughninna for la-tughniyanna ‘thou art sufficient’ in a line by
Huraith b. “Annab (Shinqiti, ii, 45). There we would have a case of iya>i
with shortening in closed syllable. However, if the suggestion put forward in
§ dd below, according to which 7 in the imperfect of tertiz: y became 4 in the
dialect, is correct, the word in question should be read la-tughnanna, from
*la-tughnayinna, and would bear out Ibn Malik. Only further instances can
decide what is right here.

m According to Farrd’ (in T4aj, ii, 2) the dialects of Tayyi> and part of
>Asad turn y into j in the neighbourhood of “ain. Others (also Lisan, iii, 144)
ascribe this sound-change only to the Quda‘a. The stock example is hddha
ra‘ijja kharaja ma‘yj for hadha ra‘iyya kharaja ma‘i ‘this herdsman of mine
went out with me’. It will be noticed that in 7a‘jja it is a geminated inter-
vocalic consonantal y which becomes jj, in ma‘ there is no y at all (except in
Arabic writing), but a long 7 becomes somehow #j under the influence of ‘ain.
This feature is nearly everywhere confused with a well-attested sound-
change of the Tamim dialect: iyy->jj-, as in ’ijal for *iyyal ‘mountain
goat’, Fugaimijjun for Fugaimiyyun ‘member of the Fuqaim clan of Hangala’
(Sibawaihi, ii, 314, 342; Sahah, i, 141, etc. and § 8 ¢). This hardening of
yy'8 may also have occurred in the more westerly dialects mentioned, but it
is very doubtful if they ever had the change connected with ‘ain. It seems
rather as if this was guessed from the word ‘aj‘aja which was used todescribe
some characteristic of the Quda‘a dialect. In the Lisan passage, the ‘aj‘aja is
said to be similar to the ‘an‘ana of Tamim, which has been discussed above
(§ f)- Just as the latter term originally described the general impression
Tamim speech made upon critical neighbours, and the philologists guessed
that it meant the change of ’an to ‘an, so ‘aj‘aja must have been a general
term. Since ‘@jja means ‘to shout’, it most likely denotes some peculiarity of
Quda‘a intonation. Farra’ is the only one to apply the term to Tayyi’.
Perhaps he really had in mind the change iyy->ijj- and guessed that
‘aj‘aja referred to it. It remains very doubtful whether we can take Farra’s
statement as evidence that the change of yy- to #jj- occurred in Tayyi’.17
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n The Tayyi’ said hauthu instead of haithu ‘where’ (Lihyani in Lisan, ii,
444; Ibn Hishim, Mughni, i, 116; in some sources the form is declared to
be Tamimi) and ’aunuq for ’ainug ‘she-camels’ (Safadi, Lamiyya-comm.,
ii, 41). Against this the dialect had mahaitu for mahautu ‘I erased’ (Lisan,
xx, 139). We can neither conclude from this that the tertiz waw and the
tertiz ya had coincided in this dialect as they did in Hebrew, nor that a:
and au were confused. The form hauthu, as well as other irregularities with
w and y, occur in the Hijaz dialect (cf. § 11 ¢). On hublau for hubld see below
(§ ee).

0 Various cases of substitution of b for m and vice versa are attributed to
this dialect. They said habaltu for hamaltu ‘I carried’ (Maidani, quoted
Freytag, Einfiihrung, p. 98) and majaha for bajaha ‘to rejoice’ (Briu in
Enc. Islam, iv, 62418). The same confusion is more commonly attributed to
the dialect of the Bakr or of the Mazin b. Bakr (e.g. al-Fasiin T4j, 1, 142) and
forms the subject of anecdotes (e.g. >Aghani, viii, 136). It occurs in South-
Arabian (as in bn for min), in Amharic (Praetorius, Amh. Spr., p. 57), and in
Mishnaic Hebrew (Segal, Diqdiq leshon ha-Mishnah, p. 38), e.g. Yabhneh
—lauia. Kofler (WZKM, xlvii, 71) gives a list of cases in Arabic not
referred specifically to any dialect. Perhaps the change was not dialectal at
all; certainly it was not carried through consistently in any dialect. Its
special connection with Mazin b. Bakr may derive from their employing the
dissimilated phrase ba smuk for ma smuk ‘what is thy name’, which in the
form bismak is heard to-day at San‘a (Rossi, San’a, p. 8).

p The Arab philologists say that the Tayyi’ turned ss and s into s¢, s,
because the Tayyi’ said tast for tass ‘cup’ (Farra’ in $Sahah, i, 124) and last
for lass ‘robber’ (ibid. and Lihyaniin Lisan, viii, 356), the latter form being
used also by some Medineans. There is of course no sound-change here,
but the two forms are nearer to the original words in the languages from
which these words were borrowed: Persian dast and Greek léstés. In the
Tayyi®> dialect these more archaic forms may bear witness to the time
when that tribe was still in close contact with the non-Arab world.

q There are some instances of ‘ain becoming ’alif. Farra’ (quoted by Ibn
Sikkit, Qalb, p. 24) gives this as a general rule for the dialect and quotes as
instances da’ni ‘permit me’ and ta’dlahu ‘He is exalted’. >Azhari (in T3j, x,
12) knows nothing of the existence of this change in the Tayyi’ dialect, and
ascribes ’a’da ‘he assisted’ and similar forms to the Hijaz dialect. However,
the shahid he quotes, containing the form yu’dihim ‘he helps them’ is by the
Ta’i poet Tirimmah (xlviii, 8). We have found de-pharyngalization of ‘ain in
Hijaz (§ 11 €) and elsewhere, and recognized it as a typical feature of West-
Arabian. No information is available on the fate of 4 in the dialect.

r Whether this de-pharyngalized ‘ain was pronounced as a glottal stop or
simply disappeared depends of course on the fate of original hamza in this
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dialect. On this >Azhari (Tasrih, quoted Howell, iv, 824) says that some of
the tribe sounded the hamza, others did not. One doubts whether this
statement is the result of observations carried out on the spot. Indirect
evidence is contradictory. On the one hand there is wdkhd for >akhd ‘to
fraternize’ (Nashwin, Extracts, p. 114) which presupposes the elision of
intervocalic hamza (cf. § 11 ff). On the other there is in su’dad for sidad
‘authority’ (Ibn Duraid, Ishtiqaq, p. 130) a hamza not belonging to the root.
Such an intrusive hamza was one of the features of the neighbouring
Quda‘a dialect of Kalb, where one said da’abba for dabba ‘beast of burden’
and sha’abba for shabba ‘young woman’ (’Abd Zaid in Lisan, i, 14; Ibn
Ya4sh, p. 1326). The hamza sign there does not necessarily represent a
glottal stop, but may be an indication of a two-peak syllable which arose
through the difficulty of pronouncing a long vowel in a closed syllable. This
phonetic reason for the rise of the ’alif does not apply in sidad. We may
compare this to a phenomenon found by Rhodokanakis in the Zafar collo-
quial (Dhofar, ii, 89). There a word like sh@jd‘ may facultatively be pro-
nounced sha@’agd‘. The factor which led in this case to the development of a
two-peak syllable was the desire to preserve the length of the 4 against the
tendency to shorten a long unstressed vowel. If this is the explanation of the
Tayyi’ su’dad it would make it neccssary to assume that the word was
stressed s#’udddu, not as in Classical Arabic, stdadu. There is, however,
quite a number of data suggesting the insertion of unorganic hamza in long
syllables even where it is not possible to assume shift of stress. The dialect of
Kab‘az (sic) is reported to have pronounced sa’q instead of sag ‘leg’ (Mu-
khassas, ii, 52).1? In the Lisan (xii, 35) the passage dealing with this form
appears to be corrupt, which is a pity, as apparently a dialect was specified
there. In that passage a line by Jarir (which I have not traced) is quoted in
the form ’ahabbu l-mw’qidani (cf. § 7 f) ’ilatka mw’sa ‘the one of the two
kindlers of fire (mizqidant) dearer to Thee is Miisa’.2° In Koran, liii, 51 /50
Niafi¢ and >Abid ‘Amr are said to have read ‘@dani lu’ld instead of ‘adani
Pild 39V 1 5le “the first ‘Ad’ (Baidawi). Baidawi (ii, 187) dealing with su’q for
siq ‘legs’ says that the hamza is ‘because of the damam that precedes it’,
i.e., that the tendency for replacing long vowels by short vowel plus glottal
stop was more pronounced with &. However, in the colloquial of San‘@” it is
d, not i, which shows this tendency, as in ma’l for mal (Rossi, RSO, xvii,
234). The whole seems to be a phenomenon of intonation. One is vividly
reminded of Danish and Latvian, where a glottal stop (the stod) replaces
certain tones of cognate languages.

s Ibn Sikkit (quoted by Rafi‘i, Tarikh, i, 138) claims that kamza some-
times became % in the Tayyi’ dialect. As instances he quotes kin for ’in ‘if’
and lahinnaka for la’innaka ‘verily thou art’. The former is also given by
other authorities, but not attributed to the Tayyi’ dialect (Qutrub in Lisan,
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xvi, 178; Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 175), the second is mentioned by
Sibawaihi (quoted Lisan, xvi, 173) with the curious remark that ‘not all
Arabs say so’. It is difficult to say whether we can speak here of a sound-
change. The word for ‘if’ has an initial /# in Ugaritic (Gordon, Grammar,
p- 91), in Biblical Aramaic, in Minaean, and in Qatabanian; the word cor-
responding to Arabic ’inna in Hebrew is hinneh. There seems to be no con-
sistent principle in the way the forms with *alif and 4 are distributed over
the various languages. It is however interesting to see the Tayyi’ dialect
agree with North-Semitic in this respect.

t The suffix pronoun of the third feminine singular is in pause -ak, in
context -ha@ (Jamhara, i, 234). The shahid is by ‘Amir b. Juwain: fa-lam *ara
mithlaha khubdthata wdjidin®'/wa-nahnahtu nafsi ba‘da ma kidtu >af‘alah
‘Never have I seen a vile act like this committed in rage, but I checked
myself when I had nearly committed it’. The form mithlahd is secured by
the metre (zawil). The distribution of the two forms confirms the theory of
Brockelmann (GVG, i, 312) that Hebrew -@k is of pausal origin. Of the
modern colloquials of N.W.-Arabia, the ‘small nomads’ have kept the form
-hd, the Shammar and other camel-bedouins have -ah, while one section of
the Khawalid, that living in T'ransjordan, has -ah after consonant, -hq after
vowel (Cantineau, Parlers, p. 78, 182). Those bedouins which we may
consider most closely connected with Tayyi’ have thus inherited the old
pausal form. In the inscription of an-Namara, *[‘rb klh ‘all Arabs’ apparently
also represents al-‘araba kullah.

u The feminine of the demonstrative was in the Tayyi’ dialect ¢4, not the
Eastern Arabic hddhihi (cf. § 12 f). Although ta was also used in other parts
of Arabia, it is expressly stated to be the Tayyi’ dialect form by >Abt “‘Ubaid
(quoted by Freytag, Einleitung, p. 100). It may be noted that the authors of
the inscription of an-Namara used ty =?i or tai, not ta.

v The relative pronoun of the dialect was dhii. The earliest mention of it
is by Farra’ (in Lisan, xx, 348) and by the slightly younger Sijistini (quoted
Rafi‘i, Tarikh, i, 140). While Sijistani, Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 11 ), and most
others (cf. >Astarabadi, Kafiya comm., ii, 41) assert that the one form dhu
was used for all numbers, genders, and cases,?? others maintain that it was
inflected partly or altogether like dhii meaning ‘possessor’. Farra’ tells of a
beggar in a mosque at Kufa who used dhatu for the feminine (Howell, i, 588),
and quotes a line of poetry (by the Tamimi Ru’ba, App. Ixx, 1) with
dhawdtu for the feminine plural (Lisin, xx, 348). He suggests that various
parts of Tayyi> might have had different usages in this respect, and this is
the line followed in the eclectic grammars. The truth appears to be that
originally dhii was used for all genders and numbers, like the Hebrew z4
corresponding to it. By the time our records set in it had fallen out of use and
was confused with dh# ‘possessor’ in the same way as the archaic Hebrew 2
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was confused with zek ‘this’ (cf. Barth, Pronominalbildung, p. 153). In the
inscription of an-Namira, dhd is employed as relative : dw ’sr ’ltg =dha
>asara >al-tdja ‘who tied on the crown’. In the Hejr inscription of A.p. 267
d appears to be used as relative pronoun in the phrase: mn y‘yr &’ ‘ly mnh =
man yughayyir dha (?) ‘aliya minhu ‘whoever destroys that of it which is
above ground (or: written above it, cf. Lidzbarski, ZAss., xxii, 195). This &’
is written just like the demonstrative &’ in line 8; if we are right in our
rendering, then the same confusion has happened here as in Hebrew.

w The use of dhii as relative particle again brings the Tayyi” dialect into
clear connection with at least one of the constituent elements of the Hebrew
language. Since Hebrew 21 is poetical and archaic, it may be presumed, if
we accept the mixture theory, to derive from the non-Canaanite side.
Borrowing is improbable; the form must go back to the period before the
separation of West-Arabian and that other language. However, the Tayyi’
dialect is the only part of West-Arabian that possesses the pronoun in this
form. In the south it appears in the form dhi, which is probably of a
secondary character (cf. § 4 aa), especially as there is some evidence of the
former existence of dh# in Oman. In Central and Eastern Arabic we have
alladhi, which presupposes the existence of simple dhi at some point (cf.
also § 127). In this way Eastern Arabic links up with Aramaic, where 2i < dhi
is the oldest attainable form. We have thus an isogloss between Canaanite
and Aramaic clearly continued through the Arabian peninsula (cf. map. No.
20).

x The definite article was am-, as at the other extremity of the West-
Arabian area (Nashwan, Extracts, p. 39; Zamakhshari, Mufassal, p. 169,
174, etc.).2? A verse by Bujair b. ‘Atama (or ‘Athma) of Baulan, which is
quoted in Lisan, xx, 347 as shahid for dhi, contains the forms am-sahmu and
am-salama. For full discussion cf. § 4 x.

y According to Saghani (in T4j, vi, 65) the ¢ of the feminine ending was in,
this dialect preserved in pause. The parallel passages in Sahah (ii, 15) and
Lisén (x, 383) mention the preservation of ¢ as a lugha, but do not connect it
with Tayyi’. The shahid, where al-hajafat ‘the leather shield’ appears in
rhyme, is ascribed to a poet named Su’r adh-Dhi’b, about whom I could not
discover anything. Another poem, ascribed to >Abi n-Najm al-Ijli (Lisén,
xx, 361)—at any rate not a Ta’i—has several nouns with -a¢ in rhyme, but
betrays itself as a joke by the form mat for mah, ma ‘what’. Proof for the
connection of this feature with Tayyi’ is thus weak. It is better attested for
the far south (§ 4 p). In some of the north-western dialects ¢ must have been
preserved, since it appears regularly in Greek and Latin transcriptions of
Arabic names made before 300 A.p., as Dumatha, Sabbatha, Maiphath,
Odenathus (Vollers, Volkssprache, p. 158), Borechath = Buraika (Wadding-
ton, No. 2396) and in Nabataean spellings (cf. Cantineau, Nabatéen, i, 171).
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The Syriac and Byzantine authors of the fifth to seventh centuries, on the
other hand, transcribe the Arabic feminine ending as -a (Noldeke, Haus
Gafna, p. 6, note 3). One is strongly tempted to connect this with the ousting
of Tayyi in this region by the Quda‘a, but the material is really too scanty
for any such conclusion.

z As against the possible preservation of singular -at, the ¢ of the
feminine plural ending -a¢ was dropped in pause (Qutrub in Zamakhshari,
Mufagsal, p. 176). This phenomenon is well attested in certain bedouin
colloquials of the Syrian desert and Najd (Wetzstein, ZDMG, xxii, 182;
Socin, Diwan, iii, 107; especially Cantineau, Parlers, p. 20). The purely
phonetic character of the change is revealed by the position in the colloquial
of the N‘¢m in eastern Syria, where the ¢ is weak, but audible, and with the
Shammar, the alleged descendants of the Tayyi’, where the ais followed by a
weak y, e.g., ébgara® =bagarat, just as in the feminine singular perfect
ktob”a” =katabat (Cantineau, p. 133). It is in those colloquials part of the
general weakening of certain final consonants, which we have (§ f above) also
suspected to have been observed in the ancient Tayyi’® dialect.2¢ For the
possibility of the same phenomenon in the south, cf. § 7 k.

aa We have no information as to whether the Tayyi’ dialect had in the
prefixes of the a-imperfect , like the east, or a, like the west (cf. § 6 7, 12 p).
If our theory that the use of the i-prefixes developed in the Canaanite area
and spread thence eastward into Arabia (cf. Journal of Jewish Studies, i, 26)
is correct, it would not be unreasonable to assume tha* the Tayyi’ dialect
was affected, or indeed acted as transmitter of the new forms. It is, however,
extremely doubtful whether we may adduce in favour of this the statement
of Marziqi (quoted T3j, vii, 313) that the form *ikhdlu ‘methinks’ originated
in the dialect of Tayyi’. This form, which was used all over Arabia, probably
has nothing to do with the i-prefixes or taltala (cf. further § 8 bb).

bb The conjugation of intransitive verbs media w is of an archaic
pattern, as in Hijaz (cf. 12 5). The Tayyi’ said mittu for muttu ‘I died’
(Jamhara, ii, 29) and ma dimtu for ma dumtu ‘as long as 1 last’ (ibid., iii, 485).
The form mittu occurs in the T#1 poet Tirimmah (i, 16). While the Hijaz
dialect, as far as we know, had to these the imperfects yamiitu, yadiimu, the
Tayyi’ also had the corresponding imperfects yamatu, yadamu (cf. Jamhara,
iii, 485). In the case of yamatu, Brockelmann (GVG, i, 608) believes that the
d was restored by analogy, as the verb has  in all other Semitic dialects, but
it may just as well be that the more archaic dialects of West-Arabian had
preserved the form yamatu. It is used in several modern colloquials (e.g.,
Syria, cf. Driver, Grammar, p. 91). Ibn Ya‘ish (p. 1257) states that the a-
imperfect of mediz w was pronounced with *imala. Though he mentions no
dialect in this connection, this could hardly be the ordinary combinatory
imdla of the Eastern dialects, as no 7 is present. I would suggest that these
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forms, yamétu, yadému, etc., were current in some West-Arabian dialects,
and were due to analogy with the perfect, which was there méta, déma (cf.
§ 10 y seq.). The full analogy of the pairs qumtu : yaqimu and zidtu : yazidu
should have produced mittu : *yamitu. The yamétu described by Ibn
Ya“ish is a compromise between this and the @ required by the grammatical
systern, which can only be understood through the presence of a perfect
méta. We may assume that the € in the third person existed in Tayyi’, as in
the other Western dialects.

cc The sound-change 7ya>a discussed in § 7 above transformed the
paradigm of the perfect of intransitive verbs tertiz infirmz, which ran in this
dialect bagitu, bagita, baqd, baqat. The form bagat for the third feminine
singular is attested by grammarians and found in poetry. It is all the
stranger to find an early authority like Lihyani declaring that the Tayyi’
form was lagayat, corresponding to common lagiyat. This occurs in a line of
an unnamed T3’ (Lisan, iv, 184): lam talqga khailun qablaha ma lagayat /min
ghibbi hajiratin wa-sairin mus’adi ‘no horses ever suffered what they suffered
from extreme midday-heat and strenuous journey’. There follows the gloss:
‘he means to say lagiyat, this is Tayy:’> dialeci . The verb-form must have
been preserved here by tradition, as nothing would prevent reading
lagiyat. 1t is curiously similar to the Hebrew hapax legomenon hasayah
(Ps. lvii, 2), which is just as difficult to account for. Without further data it is
not possible to say whether one should really take it as a form of the Tayyi’
dialect. One should also take into account the odd *amsajat for >amsat, which
presupposes >amsayat (cf. the note on § 14 m).

dd The verb gala, qald ‘to dislike’ had in the Tayyi’ dialect the imperfect
yaqla, yaqli (Lisan, xx, 59; Suyiti, Sh. Shaw. Mughni, p. 83). The shahid for
yaqldin the Lisan is anonymous; the verse with yaqli is by >Abi Muhammad
al-Faq‘asi, of the neighbouring tribe of >Asad. This could be easily ex-
plained on the assumption that Tayyi’> gald stood for galiya; such a form is
indeed recorded for Classical Arabic by several authorities in the Lisin
passage. However, Ibn Malik (Tashil, f. 71 b) states that ‘all except the
Tayyi’ had kasrd in the imperfect of verbs tertize y4> in which the second
radical was not a guttural’. I cannot see any other meaning to this than that,
where others said band : yabni, the Tayyi’ said band : yabnd, or rather in
accordance with Westernusage (§ 10 ff)banai : yabnai. This is less surprising
than it seems, since there are also some traces in Hebrewof a similargenerali-
zation of the intransitive type. The imperfect without affixes, —yibhneh,
yirseh—may go back to *yibnai, *yirdai as much as to *yibni, *yirdi (cf.
Bauer-Leander, Hist. Gramm., p. 407), but tibhkeyndh for the third plural
feminine can only be derived from *#ibkaina. The few cases of forms with y
preserved before suffixes show (in pause) all a: tibh‘aGyan ‘ye will seek’,
ye’éthayi ‘they will come’, ye’éthayéni ‘he comes to me’, although their



208 ANCIENT WEST-ARABIAN

Arabic cognates have i-imperfects. In the proper names in Ya/i- from such
roots, which no doubt represent often archaic forms of the imperfect (cf.
Gees, AJSL, xxvii, 305 seq., and Rabin, Journal of Jewish Studies, i, 23)
final 7 occurs in compounds (as Ya‘dsi’él, Yahzi’él, Yir’iyyah), but d or ai
in names not followed by a theophoric element: Yahdai, Ya‘dnai, Yimndh,
Yishwah, Ye‘dai, etc. The only exception to this is Yishwi, which however
appears in the Septuagint as Iessai. The Arabic cognates of the roots
contained in these names have mostly i-imperfects. It is therefore not
entirely out of the question that Hebrew did at one stage transform not
only the perfect but also the imperfect of the transitive verbs tertie y
after the intransitive pattern. This lends some plausibility to Ibn Malik’s
statement. If our argument is accepted, we would have here another
instance of close similarity between a West-Arabian dialect and Hebrew
in a development that certainly took place after the two languages had
become separate.

ee Three forms are given in onr sources for the Tayyi’ equivalent of
words of the type hubld: some said hublai, others hublau, both without
making a difference between pausal and context form (Sibawaihi, ii, 314);
those of Tayyi’ who sounded the hamza pronounced hubla’ in pause
(*Azhari, Tasrih, quoted by Howell, iv, 824). The effect of the disappearance
of hamza on the inflection of nouns in -ai and -@u has been discussed in
§ 11 ee. After a noun like *ind’, owing to the fall of hamza, had taken in the
genitive the form *inai and in the nominative ’inau, hublai was drawn into
the same paradigm. Some parts of the Tayyi’ area may have retained the
nominative as sole form, others the genitive, or Sibawaihi’s informant,
having heard such words sometimes in the one case and sometimes in the
other, came to the conclusion that different T3’i speakers used different
forms. It is quite likely that in those districts where hamza was at least
partly preserved the -aZ nouns were similarly attracted into the paradigm of
those with -a’.

ff According to Ibn Qitiyya (Libro dei Verbi, p. 5) the Tayyi’ dialect
formed the masdar mimi of verbs primz w on the pattern maf<al. Thus it had
mau‘ad for mau‘id ‘promise’ and mauzan for mauzin ‘weighing’. This must
be combined with another piece of information, given by Ibn Malik (Tashil,
f. 75 a), that the rule according to which nomina loci of concave verbs with
sound third radical have the pattern maf‘7l, applies in all dialects except that
of Tayyi’. According to Ibn Malik, then, the Tayyi’ said mauda® for maudi*
‘place’, etc. There seems to have been some principle of vowel-harmony or
rhythm at work which favoured the sequence mau.a. as against mau.i.

g8 The Tayyi’ and Kalb said mini before >alif al-wasl instead of mina

(Lihyani in Lisan, xvii, 311). For further discussion of the form of min,
see § 7 o.
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hh The Tayyi’, like the other West-Arabian dialects (cf. §13 b) made the

predicate of a verbal clause agree in number with its subject (Khafiji,
Sharh Durrat al-ghawwis, p. 152),

NOTES

t If we accept the idea that the West-Arabians migrated in several waves from the
north to their historical habitations, we might even say that the north-Yemenite tribes,
being the last wave of immigrants in that province, ought to show linguistic affinities
with the Tayyi’, who stayed nearest the original home. The existence of some Tayyi’ in

northern Yemen (cf. Wellhausen, Reste arab. Heidentums, p. 129) can be due to some
of the tribe having taken part in that migration.

¥ This is the place where the Suhdri garments were made. It may be the shr mention-

ed in the South-Arabian inscription CIH. 407, line 19, of the time of Shammar
Yubhar ‘ish.

3 Ir} Al-’alfﬁz'wal-hl.xrﬁf, quoted Suyati, Iqtirah (Hyderabad ed. p. 19). His opinion
on this matter is particularly interesting, since it presumably is that of the educated
non-philologist. He grants only part of T. the seal of correctness.

.‘ -’Anis (Lahajat, p. 7) gives a list of districts in Egypt whose dialects are known for
eliding final consonants in pause. Further specification would be desirable, but the
feature agrees well with the generally Western characte: of the Egyptian colloquial.

5-Koﬂer (WZKM, xlviii, 264) quotes one example of vowel-harmony: T4’ Sudis as
against Yememte Sadits (Lisan, vii, 410); but this is a clan name which may have been
formed independently in each area, not, as K. thinks, the word for ‘cloak’.

¢ Cantineau (Horan, p. 86) makes a distinction between these mufakhkham sounds
and true emphatics.

7 The sound of & was, of course, in ancient Arabic that of an emphatic dh, as is
still demanded in tajwid, not the 2 of modern Egyptian pronunciation. It may be noted
here that in older Arabic each emphatic consonant corresponded to a pair of non-
emphatic ones, one of which was voiced and the other voiceless: t—d—t¢; s—z—sF;

th——dh—-—L; and (probably) sh—I—_2 (cf. § 4 m). It was therefore of no phonological
significance whether the emphatic sound was produced with or without voice. This is
why L can be a voiced sound in modern Yemenite colloquial and (3 voiced in most
bedouin colloquials. (Cf. the detailed discussion by Cantineau, BSL, xliii, 111-12),

® Similar processes may explain the fact that Assyrian sinqu ‘chains’ was taken over
into Hebrew and Aramaic as =zigqim, zangd. If sinqu is cognate to Arabic dank
‘straitness’ and Hebrew sinég ‘pillory, prison’, we would have all three alternatives as
in Arabic; but perhaps the cognate is Arabic shanaqa ‘to strangle’. It is possible that
the prothetic ’a of *dzigqim (Jer., xl, 1, 4) points to an effort to reproduce an unfamiliar
sound, viz., *2.

® The vowel resulting from this contraction is in our sources spelled sometimes -d
and at others -d. Since d was 1n this dialect probably pronounced ai, as well as for other
reasons, it 18 practically certain that -d is the cortect form and -4 written through
analogy with band and similar forms. In what follows I write -4 throughout.

1% An instructive instance of how the philologists managed to get rid of dialect forms
is a line Jamhara, i, 32 in which sugd ‘was given to drink’ occurs. In Lisan, i, 465 the
line is so reconstructed that the active sagd appears instead.

11 Cf. Mishnah Hullin, iii, 4 and Bab. Talmud Shabbath, f. 28 b. In Biblical Hebrew
the word means ‘pinion-feather’. The root ngy is of course connected with Hebrew
ngs, Targumic Aramaic nys ‘to sprout’.
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12 So Brockelmann (GVG, i, 619) - who writes *uhld - against the edition and Lisdn
(xviii, 261), who have ’akhld.

13 Tt speaks for our theory that the forms in -4 have completely replaced those in -iya
in the Maghrib, where West-Arabian influence is strong, and have to some extent done
so in Egypt, Iraq, and Spain, dialects with many West-Arabian elements (cf. Brockel-
mann, GVG, i, 621).

14 As far as I know, no noun-forms exhibiting this sound-change have been found in
texts of Hijazi origin. This does not imply that such forms were not used in the dialect.

15 On Hebrew hdsdyah, cf. § cc below.

16 Tt is hardly necessary to point out that y and j are very close in articulation. Cf.
Spanish jo=yo ‘I’, North-German tya=ja ‘yes’, and in the Semitic field rejim for
reyim ‘high’, etc., in the Massawa dialect of Tigre (Littmann, ZAss, xiii, 149). Some
unknown Arabic dialect seems also, like Tigre, to have hardened single intervocalic y
into j. Ibn Ya‘ish (p. 1390) quotes from ’Abu Zaid an anonymous line: hattd ’idha
>amsajat wa-"amsajd *until she and the two of them reached the evening’, for ’amsat,
’amsayd. The consonantal y, which *’amsayat must have had at one time, is not the
same as that in Tayyi’ lagayat (§ cc below), but reminds one of South-Arabian.

17 On the sound of jim in Tayyi’, cf. the note on § 4 i.
18 The Lisdn (iii. 425) gives majjal ‘boastful’ as a form of the Yeminite dialect.

19 The Meccan Ibn Kathir read in xxvii, 44 ‘an sa’qaiha ‘from her legs’ for sdqaiha,
and in xxxviii, 32/33 bis-su’qi ‘on the legs’ CAbu ‘Amr read bis-su’iuqi), and in xlviii, 29
‘alé su’qihi ‘on its stems’, but apparently nowhere sa’q for sdq. Baidawi thinks the
hamza in su’q is because of the @, and was thence transferred to sa’qatha. Hebrew
shdq shows no aleph.

20 Lisan, xv, 315 we are told that the Dabbi ‘Ajjaj said ‘a’lamun for ‘alamun ‘world’
and kha’tamun for khatamun ‘seal’, but his son Ru’ba did not share this pronunciation.
Perhaps we might see here a peculiarity of the older speakers of the Dabba dialect.

21 T have emended from the Jambhara’s khubdsata ‘spoils’. Suyuti (Sh. sh. al-
Mughni) has hubdsata ‘injustice’. Most texts, including Sibawaihi (i. 129), read
khubasata wahidin, which leaves the second hemistich in the air.

22 We find Ta’is using dhi for the genitive in verse in Hamasa, p. 515, line 6 and in
prose, tbid., p. 148, line 20.

23 A most peculiar use occurs in the oath of a Ta’i in Hamaisa, p. 148, line 20,
wa-dhii baituhu bi-sama’ ‘whose dwelling is in heaven’. We should expect bim-sama’ or
bis-sama’. Is this perhaps some kind of Aramaic formula (dé-bhéthéh bi-shmayyad). It is
certainly odd that such a form should have survived the vicissitudes of copying.

24 According to *Ushmini (iv, 160) the Tayyi’ also said haihd for haihat ‘come on’.
This would support our view that the change was purely phonetical, if one did not

suspect that *Ushmiini’s statement rests on apriori grounds, not on tradition.



ADDENDA

p. ix, Bibliography: Hammuda, ‘Abdalwahhab: Al-qira’at wal-lahajat, Cairo, 1948. An
important contribution to the problems discussed by Vollers. It uses extensively the
Koran commentary of >Aba Hayyan (on whom cf. p. 8), to which I have so far had no
access, and which seems to contain many new data.

p. 7, §4: In 1946 Salahaddin Munajjad published a ‘Kitib al-lughit fi 1-Qur’an on the
authority of ‘Abdallah b. Hasanain’, which is largely identical with our Risila. I hope
to deal with the various versions of this list in another publication.

p. 27, No. 9. Cf. further G. Furlani, Rassegna di Studi Etiopici, vi, 1-11, The word
may also occur in Hebrew if the emendation in 2 Sam. xxiii, 8 is right (cf. Driver,
Notes on . . . Samuel, p. 364).

p. 84, § m: An old example for this may be Assyrian andqati ‘‘she-camels”, if from a
Proto-Arabian *yandgdt ‘‘suckling ones” (cf. Gen. xxxii, 16)=Arabic ’ainuq, cf.
Zimmern, Akkad. Fremdworter, etc. (1915), p. 50.

p. 87, § s: Nahhas (d. 338) ascribes this to “many of Hawazin and Hudhail” (Aba
Hayyan, quoted Hammauda, p. 28).

p. 96, § f: Cf. further J. Fiick, Arabiya (1950), p. 10.

p. 125: A story of the time of Ma’miin (ca. 200/815), told by Tabari, Tarikh, iii, 1148,
treats it as common knowledge that the substitution of & for ¢ took place only in the
Himyar dialect.

p. 126, §¢: Tibrizi (d. 502/1108) claims that *antd is inherited from the ‘Arab al-‘Ariba,
the prehistoric inhabitants of Hijaz (’Abu Hayyan, quoted Hammuda, p. 123). Does
this perhaps mean the original West-Arabians?

p. 142, § gg: The form na’a is in fact ascribed to the dialects of Hawazin, Kinana,
Hudhail, and many Medineans (’Aba Shama, ’Ibraz al-ma‘ani, p. 379, quoted by
Hammuda, p. 28).

p. 158, § r: Perhaps this formation started from the perfect, where *iutazara> *iitazara
> itazara in accordance with § ¢, and then the long vowel was extended to the other
tenses by analogy.

p- 165, No. 2: The spelling -kdh is the rule in the Dead Sea Scrolls, which also contain
such interesting archaisms as h#’ah, hi’ah, ‘“he, she”, cf. Ugaritic, South-Arabian,
and Spanish Arabic hawat, hiyat.

p. 194, § e: The Ta’i Huraith b. ‘Annab (Hamasa p. 650) accuses the T3a’i clan Bani
Thu‘al of speaking a language unintelligible to other people.

p. 202, line 9: According to Hammuada, p. 122, quoting (directly?) from >Abu Zaid’s
Kitab al-hamz, the dialect was not Kalb, but Kilab. If correct, this would connect up
with the change au>a’u in closed syllable reported for the neighbouring dialect of
Ghani (p. 153). The transformation of Ydjiij wa-Majij into Ya’jij wa-Ma’jiy is, on
the other hand, ascribed to the ’Asad, the neighbours of Tayyi’ (Farra’ in Abu
Hayyin, quoted Hammida, p. 125). This is exactly the same change as in Tayyi’
su’dad.
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Index 1

DIALECT WORDS AND FORMS

Note: ain is treated as last letter of the alphabet. Hamza, and the
difference between 4 and d, are ignored. Sk, s, etc., are separate from the

simple letters.

’abi, ’aban, 70
’abati, 71

’abb, 71

’abini’u, 84

’ad, 84

’adi, 127, 201
’adfihu, 145
>afai, 116
’ahabtu, 163
’ahhadu, 85

*aim, 26

’akha, 70

’akhaluy, 61, 90
’akhawaka, 70
’akhdh, 101
’akhkh, 71

’al3, 91

’alab, 84

alladh, 89
alladha, 77
alladhi, 89, 155, 204
alladhi (pl.), 39, 77
alladhiina, 89, 155
alla’i, 89, 154
alla’tina, 89

allay, 154

’am, 37

am-, 34, 50, 204
’amaitu, 114
’amma, 91, 183-4
’amsajat, 207, 210
’amsi, 156

’amti, 33

*an, 168, 186

an-, 35

’ana, ’ana, 151
’ana’, 89
*anbi’a’u, 133
*anbo, 110

’anna, 173

’antd, 31-3, 54, 126
’agiama, 78
*ara’aita, 136
*araqin, 84
*arika, 12

’arnd, 93

*asbal, 147
*ashatta, 27

*a‘td, 32
al->’Audatu, 193, 196
*aukafa, 141
’aunuq, 201
*ausada, 141
*awana’idhin, 91
>awwib, 79
’awwanta, 134
’ayimma, 131
’ayisa, 142
badatun, 196
badiya, 144
baha, 139
bakhl, 100
balas, 96

bali, 121

ban, 129

banai, 160
banatun, 197
baqa, 65, 161, 196
baqat, 196, 207
baqi, 161, 197
bari’a, 133

ba smuk, 201
bayadat, 80
ba‘, 26

bidaya, 144
binu, 81

bi‘ir, 99

bitriq, 96

bi‘a, 165
bu‘dun lahu, 168
buhthira, 85
bunat, 196
burr, 167

busr, 167

da’abba, 202
daba, 134
dama, 71
da’ni, 201
dikr, 146
dimtu, 206
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da, 11, 40

dha’i, 143

dhahab, 190

dhalika, 154

dhe, 76, 115

dhi (dem.), 75, 152, 165,
189

dhi (rel.), 39, 204

dha, 76, 189, 203, 210

dhukr, 102

Dafawai, 116

déqa, 111, 114

dila‘, 97

dililtu, 166

du‘afs, 110, 140

du‘f, 100

8se, 117

fana, 65, 196, 197
fataha, 54
fatai, 117

faur, 79
fikhdh, 97
firri, 162
firsik, 96

fiyyi, 151
fama, 59
Fuqaimijj, 199
fuqr, 100

ghadoh, 105
ghashi, 166
ghudaru, 34

hadh, 120

hadhi, 120, 152
haiha, 210
halmumna, 163
halumma, 11, 162

. ha’uld’in, 165

hawayya, 87
héba, 111
Hid, 147
hin, 202
hiya, 71
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hudayya, 87
hala’i, 10
hunailika, 154
hawa, 71

huwa dha, 152
habaltu, 201
hajafat, 205
hail, 148
hasha, 182
hasab, 26
hasad, 99, 121
hatté, 40
hauthu, 129, 201
haya, 139
hayoh, 29, 105
héqa, 111, 114
hidau, 140
hidhau, 140
hijj, 101
hinayidhin, 138
hinj, 53

hiqw, 87
hubla, 116
hubla’, 208
hublai, 116, 208
hublau, 208
hudayya, 134
husun, 97

ibin, 80

’idhin, 91

ida’, 81

’ihdé ‘ashrata, 98
fjalu, 165

ijdan, 81

iijal, 199
>ikhalu, 90, 206
ilda, 81

ikhsh, 120

imlal, 161

’imm, 87, 102
’imma, 71, 92, 187
’immala, 38

’in (=inna), 38, 168
’in (neg.), 178
in’a, 143

’inna, 173

’inw, 89

’iny, 37, 89

iqad’, 81

’iqlid, 9

ir’a, 143

irm, 120
istdyasa, 142
ista’dd, 127
ista ‘a, 148

ANCIENT WEST-ARABIAN

ishah, 81
ishtar, 93
ishtara’u, 153
itazara, 158
ittamana, 136
ittamara, 136
ittazara, 136
ia’, 81

jadath, 79
jafn, 26
jaihal, 26
jamrat, 80
jaratun, 196
jawazat, 80
je’a, 111,113
Jibril, 137
juhd, 100
jumu‘a, 97
jina, 135
Ju‘sas, 55

ka’an, 172, 173
kai, 8

kala, 141

kalla’, 167
kamah, 134
kana, 173
kayin, 137
kéda, 112, 114
kidhab, kidhdhab, 37
kila, kilai, 67
kilma, 97
kilwa, 122
kubir, kubbar, 33
kulwa, 122, 130
kurkar, 28
kuthir, 33
khabalihi, 26
khabit, 127
khaisg, 129
khalaqg, 27
khamr, 54
kharasa, 79
khashaf, 27
khasin, 27
kha’tam, 210
khazatun, 196
khéba, 111
khéfa, 111
khuswa, 130

1a, 179, 180
labbaisha, 50
lahinnaka, 202
lahya, 101

lamma, 91
lan, 187
laqayat, 207
last, 201
lau, 77

lika, 157
listu, 191
luhd, 100
luma, 101
lustu, 191

ma, 11, 174, 191

mabriran ma’jaran, 168

madaha, 127
madin, madyan, 160
mahaitu, 201
mai hasha, 182
mahhum, 85
majaha, 201
majjah, 210
malak, 133
malak, 134
malli, 162
man, 139
mandh, 105
maniu, 189
maqwiud, 160
marah, 134
marduww, 161
mariyy, 28
marrana, 163
mashallah, 50
mat, 205

mati, 91
mathalat, 98
matiyya, 33
mauda‘, 208
mauzan, 208
mau‘ad, 208
ma*, 85

ma‘ij, 199
méta, 111, 114, 207
mijhal, 26
mil-, 71, 137
miltai, 140, 150
mina, 73
mindhi, 187
minhimi, 99
mini, 73, 208
mir’, 40

mirya, 101
mishkoh, 105, 123
migshaf, 101
mittu, 114, 159, 206
mitw, 57
mi‘dhir, 54



mudh, mudhu, 187
mundhu, 187
mugqit, 24

mur’, 40

murya, 101
musrikhiyyi, 153

na, na’a, 142, 160
nabi’, 133, 144
nada, 33
naghada, 24
naham, 85, 126
najoh, 105
najud, 122
nakhl, 167
nasi, 121
nasha, 33
nasatun, 196
natd, 32

na‘im, 73, 79, 100
nér, 115

nihy, 101
nirbabuhu, 90
nista ‘inu, 61
ni‘ima, 92
ni‘imat, 80, 98
nuha, 196, 197
nujud, 122
nusur, 99

qafakha, 28
qafayya, 87

qala, 207
Qalahai, 116
qaritu, 142
qass, 125
qaratun, 196
qatal (=qatalq), 120
qayyam, qayyam, 123
gibilan, 101
qidwa, 101
ginwan, 101
qinya, 101, 130
qinyin, 101

qir, 115

qira, 133
qirdyat, 138
qirri, 101

qirya, 122

qissa, 125

qoma, 106
qubulan, 101
qunwa, 101, 130
qunwin, 101
qunyin, 101, 130
quran, 133

quswi, 130

rd, ra’a, 142, 160
rad, 139
raddatu, raddatu, 163
rada, 196

raitu, 143

raja, 79

rakana, 27
rakhima, 27
raqa, 161
raqada, 27

rayd, 138

ra‘ijja, 199
réna, 111, 112, 114
ribs, 105

ri’i, 99
rijlainuh, 34
rigas, 122

ritu, 143

riyy, 135-6
riyya, 135
ruddi, 162

ruda, 196
rudwin, 101
rufgh, 100

rias, 137

ruyya, 135

sabil, 161
sadas, 209
sala, 136, 138
salom, 106
samra, 98
sa’q, 202
satunbini, 139
sauqam, 27
siha’a, 143
sila, 138

siltu, 141
siqa’a, 143
sirat, 167

sita, 159
subul, subiila, 147
su’dad, 202
sudis, 209
sukhriyyan, 101
sum, 122
summ, 102
suq, 167

su’q, 202, 210
siita, suta, 159
sha’abba, 202
shahaba, 27
shaniki, 139
sharrada, 24

DIALECT WORDS AND FORMS

shatta, 27
sha‘ir, 167
shé’a, 111
shi, 140
shijra, 121
shirau, 141
shuhd, 100
saduqa, 97
sala’a, 143
saloh, 105
saraif, 178
Sawarai, 116
sawiq, 195
sayyagh, 129, 148
sayyam, 129
sa¢, 167
séra, 111, 114
sudqa, 97
suduqa, 97
su’iya, 27
saq, 195
suwa“, 167

ta, 120, 152, 203
ta’alahu, 201
taboh, 94, 109
taji, 139
takhidha, 136, 149
talam, 26

tamr, 167
tanassama, 28
tardanna, 199
tarriyya, 135
tashabbasa, 27
tausatun, 196
tikum, 152
tilm, 26

tiqraba, 120
thaqib, 79

taffal, 27

tariq, 167

tast, 201

téba, 111, 114
tiwalu 1-’aidi, 124

udd, 81
ughz, 120
ujahuhum, 81
’ukhfi, 161
’ukhla, 196
*ald, 153
’ulad, 165
ala’i, 153
’ala’in, 165
*ummalg, 38
untu, 53

215
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urdud, 161
’urtima, 99
usida, 81
usm, 122
ushk, 81

wahar, 28
waihaka, 127
wakkada, 141
wikhi, 33, 202
wakhadha, 33
wali, 196
wagqasuh, 38
wisd, 33
wasama, wasima, 121
wasi’a, 27
watd, 33
wathaba, 28, 34
wuqiyya, 83

yabnai, 207
yada, 71
yadainuh, 34
yadamu, 206
yadribé, 115, 117
yafdulu, 157
yajalu, 158
yamatu, 206
yamétu, 207
yaqd, 120

ANCIENT WEST-ARABIAN

yaqla, yaqli, 207
yari, 131, 143
yar’i, 143
yasalu, 133, 141
yasin, 9

ya’ti, 89

yézi‘ahum, 65, 83

ya‘ruruka, 90
yijalu, 158

zakoh, 29, 105
zaqar, 195
za‘m, 100
zéda, 111, 114
zégha, 111, 114
zinai, 141
zirat, 195
zi‘m, 101
zuhw, 100
zuqaq, 167
zaltu, 163
ziltu, 163
zi’r, 27

‘aba’a, 143
‘adai, 85
‘add, 100
‘al-, 73
‘alaha, 65
‘a’lam, 210

‘alayyi, 152
‘an, 86, 127
‘anna, 86, 127
‘asd, 185

‘asaq, 55
‘asiya, 185
‘ashra, 98
‘asaitu, 89
‘asayya, 87, 152
‘asw, 37, 88
“attd, 22, 40, 84
‘azaba, 27
‘aziqa, 28
‘azd’a, 143

‘illaud, 33
‘idwa, 101
‘inab, 54
‘isq, 54
‘iswa, 101
‘ishwa, 101
‘iyarat, 80

‘udd, 97

<udud, 100, 190
‘ujuz, 100, 190
‘unuq, 97, 167

‘uqr, 100

‘usl, 79

‘usur, 99
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COLLOQUIAL ARABIC WORDS AND PHRASES

abint, 92

®da, 65
’aidin, 78
’aish, 150
*akhadhkes, 51
alladhi, 39
’anta, 32

*anu, 190
’asmay, 140

ba, 70

bayi, 71

Bét ‘ir, 86
bismak, 201
bai, 70
burru, 57
byiatakam, 37

Ceraybak, 140
&o6lwa, 122, 130

da, 76

da’, 40
dou, 40
dyuag, 56
dhe, 75, 76
dhi, 75
daww, 149
drobom, 37

ebgaray, 206
‘edhen, 81
’etta, 85

fayy, fayye, 149
gamaz, 149

hadhsl, 155
hata, 127

haula, haulin, 140

hayye, 134

hi’a, hiye, 71
ha’a, hawe, 71

ibin, 81
ibint, 92

illi, 155, 165
’imm, 87
inferid, 41
itfawwal, 133
ithedder, 147

Jadiri, 55
ja‘dda, 55
julailat, 55

Kafr ‘Ana, 86
ktobway, 206
kubiriyye, 33
kanan, 51
kunk, 51
kunkd, 51
khai, 70
khoswa, 130

li, 155

ma ilak, 65
ma’l, 202
manu, 190
mara, 133

mil-, 73

min, ‘since’, 192
mra, 134
mummin, 136

nawwe, 134
naymin, 140
ne, 129
nisi, 121

*6dhfer, 81
%, 32
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gaba“, 87
qulkulek, 51

raddait, 163
rda, 134

saraen, 52
sirna, 52
sqdq, 195
sha’aga‘, 202

talhami, 149
tehedder, 147
teras, 149
twakhkhar, 33
ta, 32

>alad, 83
usel, 83

wan, 65

ya’bazh, 71
yabat, 113
yimm, 87

Zanu*, 86
zaqf, zaqife, 195

‘a, ‘al-, 73
‘abah, 144
‘@en, 65
‘alésh, 50
‘am, 38
‘ammal, 38
‘Amta, 86
‘an, 65
‘Asqalin, 86
‘Asur, 86
‘ata, 32



‘Abdalqais, 39, 59

‘Abid, 187, 189

‘Aden, 34

*Ahqaf, 20

’A jaz Hawazin, 19, 61, 95

‘Ajlan, 131

<Aliya, 95, 100, 101, 150,
151, 169, 178

‘Amir, 78, 83, 189

‘Amr b. Tamim, 122, 195

‘Anaza, 59

‘Anbar, 64, 195

’Asad, 11, 18, 23, 55, 61,
67, 85, 86, 89, 90, 99,
112, 120, 159, 162, 165,
167, 187, 195, 199

'Azd, 8, 11, 31, 54-63, 67,
100

Bahila, 129

Bahra’, 21

Bakr, 21, 24, 67, 100, 163,
201

Dabba, 21, 67, 68, 101,
104, 165, 168, 187, 189,
191, 210

Dabr, 159

Dhuhl b. Shaibén, 77

Dubair, 165

Faq‘as, 159, 165
Fazara, 116, 153
Fuqaim, 90

Ghani, 3, 32, 162, 163, 165
Ghatafan, 3, 189

Hadramaut, 31, 36

Hamdan, 64, 71, 147

Hanzala, 11, 80, 90, 162

Harb, 29

Harith, 18, 64, 67, 70, 73,
71,197

Haurit, 49

Hawizin, 3, 19, 99

Hijaz, 4, 7, 16, 20, 28, 31,
61, 73, 77, 89, 90, 94—
192, 197, 201

Himyar, 13, 21, 25, 28, 34,
40, 42-53

Index III
DIALECTS

Hudhalil, 4, 11, 19, 20, 23,
31, 37, 40, 61, 63, 65, 73,
70-93, 100, 102, 120,
122, 131, 136, 139, 165,
168

Hujaim, 64

‘Iraq, 21
Jarm, 21, 24

Ka‘b, 162

Kab‘az, 202

Kalb, 73, 101, 129, 195,
202, 208

Khaibar, 129

Khath‘am, 27, 64, 67, 73,
75, 71, 101

Khuza‘a, 19, 79, 157

Kilab, 59, 163

Kinana, 23, 27, 64, 65, 67,
79, 83, 95, 101

Kinda, 175

Lakhm, 39, 59, 127
Lihyan, 92
Lower Tamim, 20

Mizin b. Bakr, 201

Mecca, 131, 156

Medina, 31, 126, 127, 131,
201

Murid, 64

Muzaina, 184, 189, 196

Najd, 3, 17, 20, 79, 98,
101, 119, 126, 141, 163,
166, 167, 174, 177, 197

Namir, 24

‘Oman, 50, 54

Qais, 21, 23, 31, 34, 61, 76,
79, 86, 89, 100, 101, 104,
112, 116, 120, 131, 152,
153, 158, 159, 165, 189

Qu‘ain, 20

Qudi‘a, 10, 16, 21, 24, 61,
73, 86, 104, 122, 129,
157, 193, 199
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Quraish, 19, 21, 22, 61, 87,
100, 131

Rabi‘a, 3, 40, 61, 67, 77,
99, 146
Ribab, 189

Sabbah, 187

Sa‘d b. Bakr, 23, 24, 31,
85, 119, 126, 127, 129

Sa‘d b. Zaid Manat, 127,
163

Sarit, 88

Shaiban, 77

Shihr, 50

Sufyin b, *Arhab, 70

Sulaim, 163, 187, 189

Taghlib, 21, 24

Tamim, 3, 7, 8, 10, 11, 16,
21, 23, 36, 56, 61, 67, 79,
80, 85, 86, 93, 97, 98, 99,
100, 101, 112, 125, 130,
131, 134, 141, 143, 147,
151, 153, 154, 155, 158,
159, 160, 162, 165, 166,
167, 168, 174, 179, 180,
181, 182, 183, 184, 185,
187, 189, 199

Tayyi’, 9, 10, 23, 31, 34,
35, 51, 61, 63, 65, 73, 76,
77, 89, 90, 104, 114, 121,
129, 131, 141, 152, 154,
161, 168, 193-210

Thagif, 20, 85

Tihama, 79, 100, 174, 190

‘Udhra, 64

‘Ukl, 187

‘Ulya Hawazin, 20

‘Uqail, 3, 59, 86, 89, 97,
156, 162, 163, 165

Yarba®, 152

Yemen, 4, 8, 11, 16, 19,
25-53, 54, 64-78, 88, 89,
115, 119, 122, 141, 152,
157, 209, 210

Zubaid, 64, 73
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II, 13/14, 138
14/15, 139
15/16, 153

33/35, 120, 136, 158

36/38, 88
77/83, 97, 185
102/8, 138
213/6, 185
214/7, 162
226, 154

233, 186

247/6, 141, 185

282, 133, 162
283, 136

111, 12, 123
33/9, 116
43/9, 149
71/, 27

115/9, 153, 165

140/6, 137

151/7, 114, 159

1V, 10, 145
33/20, 174
49/46, 181
69/66, 181
87/85, 24
139/40, 171
141/2, 138
156/17, 181

V, 59/54, 162

VI, 26, 133
63, 123
109, 93
151/0, 163
163/2, 87, 140

VII, 58/60, 141

83, 143
91/93, 117
98,/100, 171
100/2, 170
193/4, 178

VIII, 13, 162

24, 134
35, 182
59/58, 24
96/97, 148

IX, 19, 143
34, 190
70/69, 39

X, 11 10, 171

13, 14, 146

Index IV
KORAN PASSAGES

X, 20/19, 182
25/24, 171
62/61, 27
98, 181

X1, 20/17, 101

40/38, 141
45/43, 182
46,44, 159
79/717, 159
83/81, 181
107/6, 89
113/1, 169
115/3, 158
118/6, 181
XII, 3, 170
19, 87
31,174
35, 84
72, 167
110, 146
XIII, 7/6, 97, C8
XIV, 227/22, 151
36/31, 186
XV, 19, 163
44, 134
53, 158
76, 167
XVII, 53/51, 24
76/4, 27
XVIII, 53/55, 101
61/60, 149
76/77, 149
XIX, 5, 139
23, 114, 159

26, 101, 144, 187

67/66, 114

75/74, 136
XX, 1,9

9/10, 99

19/18, 87, 152

19, 87

66,63, 156, 173

86,/84, 153
95,94, 138
97, 163

XXI, 35/34, 140, 159

88, 146
XXII, 35/34, 129

XXIII, 37/35, 115, 159

XXIV, 17,9, 170, 171
57, 80
XXVI, 186, 171
200, 186
XXVII, 44, 210
66,65, 191
XXVIII, 19/20, 141
81, 99
XXIX, 19/20, 133
XXX, 53/54, 100
XXXI, 30/31, 80
32/33, 179
XXXII, 17, 161
XXXIII, 18, 163
XXXIV, 51/52, 150
XXXVI, 28/29, 174, 191
32/31, 169
40, 179
XXXVII, 8,186
54/56, 170
125, 26
XXXVIII, 12/13, 133
13/14, 190
22, 27
32/33, 210
XXXIX, 9/7, 119
61/60, 81
64, 185
66, 183
XL, 54/51, 146
XLI, 16/17, 183
29, 93
49, 133
XLV, 13/14, 186
XLVI, 29/30, 167
XLVII, 24/22, 185
XLVIII, 29, 210
XLIX, 11, 185
LIII, 40/39, 171
50/51, 202
LIV, 15, 146
20, 167
LV, 24, 137
LVI, 9,133
62, 133
65, 163
LVIIL, 2, 174
LIX, 4,162
LX 10,179

67/65, 133
84/82, 159
112/10, 101
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LXV, 4, 154
LXVII, 20, 93
LXVIII, 51, 171



220

LXIX, 47, 174
LXX, 1, 139, 140
LXXII, 16, 171
LXXIII, 14, 160
20, 172
LXXIV, 1, 148
LXXVIII, 28, 37
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LXXX, 26, 163
LXXXIII, 14, 112
LXXXIV, 18, 159

LXXXVI, 4, 91, 169
LXXXVIII, 9-12, 161

LXXXIX, 15, 119
186, 119

XC, 5, 171

XCI, 13,116
XCII, 19-20, 181
XCIII, 9-10, 183
C, 9,85

CVIII, 1, 126
CIX, 3-5, 179
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a<u, 100
a<wa, ya, 84
a, 28, 105-19
i <ai, 65, 88
i<<awa, 29, 106
i<e, 113
i<iya, 65, 196
‘Abbas b. Mirdas, 91, 166, 181
‘Abid, 170
’Aba 1-’Aswad, 143
>Aba Dhu’aib, 87, 91, 139
’Abi Harb, 89
’Abu Kabir, 162
’Aba Mihjan, 171, 186
’Abt Muhammad al-Faq ‘asi, 207
’Abi [-Muthallam, 91
*’Aba Najm, 205
*Aba Nukhaila, 173
>Abu T1ilib, 170
’Abi Zubaid, 165
Accadian, 26, 27, 40, 54, 84, 99, 127, 136,
151, 162, 190, 209
accent, see stress
accusative, attributive, 168
v exclamatory, 168
. predicative, 91
*addid, 9
adverbs, 73, 75, 71, 78, 91, 137
‘Afif b. Mundhir, 175
’aghtam, 45
agreement, 77, 168, 209
’ahruf, 19
ai<a’i, 70, 141
ai<a’i, 140
ai <au, 120, 201
a’i <ai, 153
“ain, 31
‘aj‘aja, 10, 104, 199
“Ajjaj, 194, 210
‘ajrafiyya, 21, 104
>Akhtal, 77, 180, 181, 182, 194
Aleppo colloquial, 73, 190
%alif for short a, 140, 142, 143
,, mamdada, 110, 115, 140
,, maqsura, 115, 160, 165
,, at-tafkhim, 105, 106
‘Alqama, 170, 176, 177
““alleviated” ’in, ’an, 168
Ambisama, 35
Ambharic, 32, 39, 84, 144, 155, 201
‘Amir b. Juwain, 203
Amorite, 80

‘Amr b. Jabir, 170
»» b.Ma‘dikarib, 147
‘Amra bint ‘Ajlan, 169
analogy, 129, 141
‘an‘ana, 10, 21, 92, 194, 199
anaptyctic vowels, 81, 92, 97, 99
’Anas b, Mudrik, 75
‘Anaza colloquial, 31, 32
anceps vowels, 57
‘Antara, 116, 151, 177, 187
apocopate, 77, 119, 186, 187
Aramaic, 26, 28, 38, 59, 63, 71, 76, 83,
102, 106, 112, 123, 126, 130,
136, 151, 167, 204, 209; see
also Mandaic, Nabataean,
Palmyrene, Syriac
" Biblical, 27-8, 32,
129, 159, 185, 203
" Babylonian, 87, 149
’ Egyptian, 32, 129
” Maodern, 151
' 0Old, 80
' Palestinian, 102, 122
Christian, 27, 133,
140, 142
Jewish, 27, 65, 86,
96, 109, 112,
115, 129, 167
" Targumic, 26, 67, 114
' Western, 61
article, Lihyanic, 35
» South-Arabian, 29
»»  West-Arabian, 34, 50, 204
*A‘sha, 120, 151, 171, 185, 190
assimilation, 31, 85, 146, 171
’Aswad b. Ya‘fur, 187
‘Atika bint Zaid, 170
au<ai, 129, 201
au<a’u, 141
a’u<au, 153
a’u, spelling of, 110
’Aus b. Hajar, 182
ayya <awwid, 129
‘Azzan colloquial, 28

112, 114,

”» %)

b<m, 201

Baghdad colloquial, 32, 34
Bashshir b. Burd, 126
bedouin informants, 12
Bujair b. ‘Atama, 36, 204

¢ <k, 55, 126
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¢<q, 55

Cairo colloquial, 103

Canaanite, 2, 15, 28, 65, 83, 92; see also
Hebrew, Moabite, Phoenician, Tell
Amarna

case-endings, 56, 57

Central African colloquial, 35; see also
Wadai

Central Arabian colloquial, 55, 147; see
also ‘Anaza, Murra, Najd, Ruwila,
Shammar, Sleb

Christian Arabic MSS., 115, 136, 138,
142, 150, 154, 166

colouring of vowels, 160

compensatory lengthening, 135, 154

compromise forms, 81

conditional clause, 77, 91, 186

conjunctions, 99, 127, 129, 186, 187

consecutive clause, 186

consonant sounds, 31-3, 54-5, 125-9, 195

copula 173, 177, 180

dad, 33

Dakhil b. Haram, 91

Dathina colloquial, 37, 44, 71, 76

dd <dht, 146

de-pharyngalization, 31, 87, 127, 201

dh, 54

dhi, “otiose”, 76

Dhiyabi colloquial, 51

Dhia Rumma, 76

dha Ta’iyya, 194

diminutive, 29, 134

diphthongs, 65, 88, 116, 129, 140, 153,
159, 160, 201

diptotes, 10, 57, 155

dissimilation, 85, 201

distant assimilation, 125, 195

drawl, 49, 104

dual, 67, 156

Dubai‘a, 170

Dukain b. Raja’, 90

& 76, 110-5

Egyptian, ancient, 38, 92, 102, 107, 151,
191

Egyptian colloquial Arabic, 34, 76, 92,
125, 146, 209, 210, see also Cairo

elision of vowels, 80, 97-9, 119-20

emphatic consonants, 33, 55, 100, 105,
111, 126, 209

emphatic particles, 37, 168-73, 183-5

Ethiopic, 19, 26, 27, 28, 32, 39, 51, 53, 54,
55, 69, 71, 76, 78, 84, 85, 90, 92, 93,
106, 109, 114, 135, 136, 140, 143, 151,
156, 162, 174, 185, 190
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exceptive construction, 91, 176, 181
exclamations, 162
extraposition, 183, 191

fa‘ali, 34, 155

fahfaha, 85

Farazdaq, 77, 116, 141, 168, 171,
176, 180, 181, 190, 191

fashfasha, 21, 50

feminine ending -ah, 29, 109

175,

’ -ai, 116, 208
’ -atu, 34, 195, 205
-uwatu, 109

fu‘al, fu'al, 33, 156

g, 31

g<q, 125

gaf ‘arebi, 125
gender, 167

generic 13, 180

ghaliz, 125
ghamghama, 21, 104
ghunna, 146
glide-sounds, 137, 138
glottal stop, see hamza
Greek, 9, 19, 115, 125, 201

h<’, 202
h<h, 127
h< 85
ha’ as-sakt, 151 165
hadhf 133
Hadith, 39, 53, 90, 119, 127, 130, 136,
145, 147, 150, 152, 157, 161, 169, 170,
173, 174, 180, 182, 185, 186
Hadramaut colloquial, 28, 39, 44, 65, 67,
70
Hadramitic, 31
Hamdani, 42
hamza, 33, 54, 81, 83, 86, 13045, 201-2
hamzat baina baina, 133, 137, 139, 165
» at-tawahhum, 165
, al-wasl, 131
haplology, 73, 147, 148, 150
Harith b. Wa“la, 171
Hassan b. Thabit, 170, 187
Hatim T3°1, 130, 179, 180, 195
Haurién colloquial, 55, 104, 149
Haushabi colloquial, 51
Hebrew, Biblical, 26-8, 32, 38, 54, 61,
63, 65, 69, 71, 73, 75, 76, 80,
83, 85, 87, 89, 91, 98, 102,
107, 113, 114, 115, 117, 119,
120, 123, 127, 129, 130, 133,
141, 143, 148, 149, 151, 155,



GENERAL INDEX

Hebrew, Biblical, 159, 165, 167, 171, 180,
189, 190, 191, 192, 197, 203,
204, 207-8, 209
»  Mishnaic, 27-8, 49, 53, 75, 78,
87, 92, 104, 125, 135, 140,
144, 151, 167, 179, 185, 191,
196, 201
»  Modern, 130, 133, 137, 138, 140
Hijaz colloquial, 126; see also Necca
al-Hijr inscription, 56, 205
Hodeida colloquial, 55, 57, 127
Homeritae, 42, 47
Huraith b. ‘Annab, 196, 199
,, b.Jabir, 171
al-huraf al-mutashabbiha bil-fil, 173
Husaib ad-Damri, 83
Hutai’a, 191
hypocoristic names, 29

i<a, 90, 101
i<wi, 81
i<yi, 83, 84
i shortened, 89, 119-20
i<iya, 121, 161
i<iyu(i’u), 139
i<i, 121, 159, 160
’Ibb colloquial, 52
’ibdal, 133
Ibn Harma, 92
Ibn Qais ar-Ruqayyat, 158
ibtida’, 131
4§ <9, 104, 199
’tkhalu, 90
Yimala, 28, 29, 76, 101, 105, 111, 116, 119,
123
imperfect, prefixes, 61, 90, 158, 206
. suffixes, 44, 147, 199
’ vowels, 157
Imrulqais, 175, 177, 187, 197
indicative, 185, 186
interrogative clauses, 36
intigad an-nafy, 176
intrusive hamza, 202
‘Iraq colloquial, modern, 32, 71, 125, 158,
210, see also Baghdad,
Mesopotamia, Mosul
" mediaeval, 50, 92, 165,
192
ishba*, 136, 153
’ishmam, 159 (see also i)
’Isma‘il b. Yasar, 191
istithna’, 176, 181
i<aq,55
Jabir b. Ralan, 187
Jamil, 187
Jarir, 101, 116, 137, 172, 176, 202
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Jews in Arabia, language of, 86, 109, 110,
117, 119, 123, 129

Jibla colloquial, 52

jim, 31, 126

Jiran al-‘Aud, 181

i <yy, 199

Jumaih, 183

Jurhum, 7

k<q, 125
Ka‘b al-Ghanawi, 153
»» b.Zubhair, 151, 170
kana t-tamma, 174
kashkasha, 21, 126
kaskasa, 21
Khansa’, 170
Khawalid colloquial, 203
kila, 69
Koran codices, 88, 99, 105, 110, 112, 117,
123, 130, 136, 139, 154
,» language of, 3, 4, 19, 37, 53, 56,
71, 110, 119, 130, 131, 141, 142,
153, 159, 161, 162, 167, 176,
178, 180, 181, 182, 187
,, readings, 4, 59, 80, 81, 85-6, 87,
97, 99, 105, 111, 114, 119, 123,
126, 133, 134, 136, 138, 143,
144, 147, 149, 153, 154, 158,
159, 162, 163, 174, 178, 182,
183, 185, 186, 190, 202, 210
,, recitation, 103
Kumait, 134
Kuthayyir ‘Azza, 142

1, velarized, 146

labials, influence of, 87, 101-2, 189

Labid, 137, 187

laisa, 177

lajlajaniyya, 53

lakhlakhaniyya, 21, 50

lagyana, 12

laryngal consonants, influence of, 99

lateral consonants, 33, 146

lexicographical correspondences,
54, 79, 96

Lihyanic, 2, 35, 51, 92

lugha, 6,9
»  ‘ammiyya, 92, 122, 135, 137
,, radi’a, 100

lughat ’akalani 1-baraghith, 77, 168, 209

m<b, 201

ma Hijaziyya, 174

»» Tamimiyya, 175

Maghrib colloquial, 39, 105, 146, 157,
210; see also Morocco, Spanish
Tlemsen, Tunis

26-8,
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Maltese colloquial, 76, 106, 151, 158

Ma‘n b. ’Aus, 196

Mandaic, 28

Mariaba Baramalacum, 35

magdar mimi, 208

Meccan colloquial, 33, 81, 97, 125

Mehri, 26, 39, 43, 52, 162

Mesopotamian colloquial, 155

Midianite, 123

Minaean, 38, 49, 80, 203

misunderstandings, 49, 145

Moabite, 69, 135

Mokha colloquial, 35

morae, 135

Moroccan colloquial, 129

Mosul colloquial, 34

mu‘dqaba, 129

mu‘aqqgad, 49

Mu‘Gwiya b. Mihsan, 170

Muhammad, the Prophet, 21, 22, 23, 24,
36, 38, 41, 52, 100, 101,
126, 144, 145, 152, 182

. b. Dhu’aib, 173

Mujamma*‘b. Hilal, 170

mukhaffaf, 168

Murra colloquial, 35

Murra b. Dhuhl, 180

“musnads”’, 35, 42, 50, 51

Mutalammis, 68

Mutanabbi, 190

Mutanakhkhil, 89, 167

muwallad, 34

n assimilated, 73, 1467, 189, 190

,» emphatic, 31

,» palatal, velar, 146, 172

n<l, 129

n<* 31

Nabataean Aramaic, 2, 56, 107, 117, 205

Nibigha Dhubyani, 81, 116, 152, 177

»  Ja‘di, 141,170, 179

Nablas colloquial, 32

nabra, 145

Najd colloquial, 61, 81, 158, 206; see also
Central Arabia

an-Namadra inscription, 2, 56, 78, 152,
203, 204

nasalization, 37, 147

negations, 40, 174-81, 182

N<ém colloquial, 206

neutral vowel, 162, 163, 189

nominal clause, 91, 173-81

noun patterns, 33, 37, 97, 99, 100, 130,
134, 148, 155

nouns, biliteral, 70-1, 80, 122
,, from weak roots, 29, 37, 69, 87-9,
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106, 115, 117, 119, 122, 129,
130, 141, 143, 196

numerals, 98, 168

niin khafiyya, 146

nunation, see tanwin

Nusairi colloquial, 77

0<a, 28, 105-10

object clauses, asyndetic, 185, 186

‘Oman colloquial, 28, 31, 32, 34, 39, 54,
55, 73, 76, 204; see also Zanzibar

‘Omar b. >Abi Rabi‘a, 116, 119, 121, 134,
138, 139, 142, 146, 147, 151, 152, 154,
162, 171, 173, 174, 179

‘Omiir colloquial, 37

orthography, 56-7, 105-6, 110, 112, 115,
116, 131, 136, 138, 139, 140, 141, 144,
146, 153

over-correctness, 133, 138, 145

palatal sounds, 31, 126, 199

Palestinian colloquial Arabic, 32, 59, 71,
86, 107, 122, 149, 190; see also Nablas

Palmyra colloquial Arabic, 103, 195

Palmyrene Aramaic, 63

participle, passive, 160, 161

passive, 159

pausal phenomena, 36, 39, 41, 105, 116,
120, 134, 165, 205-6, 209

perfect, suffixes, 51, 52, 120

Persian, 19, 70, 96, 201

Phoenician, 107, 127, 149

plural, broken, 99
,, sound fem., 70, 80, 98, 206
» ’ ,, of segolates, 80, 97
' ,, masc., 67

poetical idiom, 17, 61, 73, 136

poetic license, 10, 77, 89, 90, 98, 133, 186,
194

prepositions, 40, 65, 71, 84, 91, 119, 187,
189, 208

pronominal suffixes, 1st sing., 119, 139-
40, 151-2

2nd sing. masc., 151

3rd sing. masc., 38,

. »

57, 99,
151
”» ”» » » fe’n-: 203
” ”» » plur" gg
pronouns, demonstrative, 75, 120, 152-4,
203
' interrogative, 189

” personal, 71, 151
., relative, 39, 77, 89, 140, 155,
203-4
prosody, 137, 138
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Proto-Arabic (Urarabisch) 2, 59, 107
proverbs, 49, 70, 171, 178, 185

qaf, 55,125

,,» al-ma‘qada, 125
Qais b. al-Khatim, 137, 142
qarina, 170, 180
Qisim b. Ma‘n, 171
Qatabanian, 203
Qumaishi colloquial, 51
qut‘a, 194
Qutami, 153, 184

r, influence of, 93, 99, 155, 165, 166
Raima colloquial, 51

ar-Ri‘q, 115

rasa, 195

rhyme, 115-6

rr<li, 146

Ru’ba, 68, 165, 173, 203

rutta, 21

Ruwila colloquial, 31, 147

s<s, 195
Sabaean, 160
,, late, 40
Sa‘d b. Malik, 180
Safatene, 2, 107, 112, 123, 149, 160, 161,
166
Sa‘ida b. ‘Ajlan, 91
,» Ju’ayya, 91

Sakhr al-Ghayy, 130

ag-Salt colloquial, 195

Samau’al b. ‘Adiya’, 127

San ‘@’ colloquial, 127, 201, 202

sandhi, 117, 134, 138, 146, 149, 153

semi-vowels, 80, 81-4, 98, 106, 129, 165

sentence-particles, 168, 173

Septuagint, 32, 40, 56, 63, 208

shin, 33

Shafi4, 185

Shahari, 42

Shahha colloquial, 28

Shammar colloquial, 31, 127, 147, 104

203, 206

Shanfari, 176

shinshinna, 50

Sidamo, 40

Simma al-Qushairi, 175

Sleb colloquial, 31

Slat colloquial, 34

South-Arabian, ancient, 25, 26, 29, 33,
34, 40, 51, 53, 68, 71, 75, 84, 85,
114, 125, 162, 178, 201, 210; see
also Hadramitic, Minaean, Qata-
banian, Sabaean
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South-Arabian, modern, 28, 31, 51, 53,
90, 107, 148, 173; see
also Mehri, Shahari

Spanish colloquial Arabic, 140, 210

stress, 49, 102-4, 122, 133, 139, 154, 195,

202 )
» two-peak, 49, 136, 144, 202
Subaihi colloquial, 51
substrate, 45, 123, 194
Suhar, 193
Su’r adh-Dhi’b, 205
Syriac, 27, 53, 63, 78, 98, 102, 107, 114,
115, 120, 125, 129, 165, 167, 191

Syrian colloquial, 29, 38, 59, 71, 81, 87,
96, 102, 107, 125, 130, 144, 151, 157,
206; see also Aleppo, Haurin, Khaw-
alid, N‘ém, Nusairi, ‘Omiir, Palestine,
Palmyra, Ruwila, as-Salt, Slat

t elided in pause, 206

t<th, 129

ta‘aqqud, 45

tadajju’, 21 104

tafkhint, 98, 105, 106, 121, 209

taghliz, 146

tahmir, 45

tajrid, 185

tajwid, 29, 105, 116, 125, 126, 146, 209

takhfif, 59, 98, 133

Talmud, Arabian words in, 40, 86, 117;.
see also Jews in Arabia

taltala, 21, 61, 158, 193, 206

Tammahi, 130

tandqud al-qira’atain, 178, 187

tanwin, 36
' at-tarannum, 36

taga“‘ur, 104

Tarafa, 92, 171, 175, 176, 177, 186

tarannum, 37

tarkhim, 194

tathqil, 98

tawassu®, 194

te- before nouns, 149

Tell Amarna Canaanite, 65, 92, 107, 135,
159, 197

Thamudic, 2, 27, 56, 107

Tigre, 210

Tigrigna, 125, 126, 129, 149, 151, 160

Tihama colloquial, 35, 57; see also
Hodeida

timtim, 49

Tirimmah, 127, 201

Tlemsen colloquial, 34, 70, 76, 151

transcriptions, 205-6

triphthongs, 29, 106, 143

tsh, see &



226 ANCIENT WEST-ARABIAN

"Tufail al-Ghanawi, 197
tumtumaniyya, 21, 49
Tunis colloquial, 134

u<i, 101

u<wi, 83

u<wuy, 81

0, elision of, 120
u<au, 165

u, 119, 135, 159, 160
Ugaritic, 61, 69, 83, 92, 131, 192, 203
‘Ujair b. ‘Abdallah, 78
Umm ‘Aqil, 174

“0n, suffix, 29
‘Uqaishir, 169

‘Urwa b. Hizam, 177

verbs, 5th and 6th conj., 147

» 8thconj., 136, 146, 148, 158

,» impersonal, 185

» mediz geminate, 90, 161, 163
hamzate, 139, 141, 142

” »”

’” »

142, 159, 160, 206
»»  prime hamzata, 136, 141
» » infirme, 158, 165, 208
»  tertie hamzate, 142, 144

. »» infirme, 65, 89, 117, 119,
120, 121, 139, 142, 160,

165, 196, 207
verbal nouns, 37, 144

verses emended by editors 59, 153, 165,

174, 177, 190, 191, 209
vocative, 34, 71, 194

vowel harmony, 73, 79, 92, 99, 208, 209
,» sounds, 28-31, 76, 105, 107, 110,

111,119
»» System, 111, 122

vowels, influence of consonants on, 87,

100

w as orthographic device, 56, 107, 124
w<’ 138

infirme, 111, 113, 129, 139,

w<y, 130

ww<w’, 134

Wadai colloquial, 32

Wahb b. Munabbili’s mother, 48
weakening of final consonants, 37, 194

y expressing &, 112, 115

y<’, 138

y<w, 65, 83, 130

yy<’y, 135

yy<ww, 129

yy<<y’, 134

Yafii colloquial, 51

Yahyi b. Naufal, 171

Ya‘la b. >Ahwal, 59

Yarim colloquial, 51

Yemenite colloquial, 31, 34, 37, 38, 39,

40, 54, 55, 59, 87, 103, 125,
127, 135, 138, 149, 155, 104,
209; see also ‘Azzan, Dathina,
Dhiyabi, Hadramaut, Hau-
shabi, Hodeida, ’Ibb, Jibla,
Mokha, Qumaishi, Raima,
San‘a’, Shahha, Subaihi, Ti-
hima, Yarim, Zabid, Zafar

' Jewish colloquial, 65, 71, 103

z<dh, 54
z<s, 195
z<s, 195
z, 209

Zabid colloquial, 55

Zafar colloquial, 28, 31, 35, 61, 75, 76, 85,
102, 104, 133, 202

Zaid al-Khail, 196

Zanzibar colloquial, 34, 103

Ziyad al-’A jam, 63

Zuhair, 177,

192, 196

<<, 127, 201
<<, 86, 92, 127, 131

‘<h, 85

‘<h, 84, 86,

87

*<y,w, 143, 165
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