1154 SULEIMAN, Yasir. The notion ‘#/u in Arabic linguistic
thinking. The eariy Iskamic grammatical tradition.
Ed. Ramzi Baalbaki. Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007, (The
Formation of the Classical Islamic World, 36),
p.225-235.  [Originally published in British Society
Jor Middle Eastern Studies Bulletin (1988), pp.22-32.]
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clause as its complement, e.g.: ma yindiri rab
yistigil lo yibga, ‘it is not known if he is going to
resign or stay (Baghdad M)’; tteshab-li bab
kénet mesdiida ‘1 thought [lit. ‘it seemed to me’]
that the door was closed’ (Morocco). It is not
possible to determine whether the clause com-
plement should be seen as the subject (first
actant) to the verb or as an object complement
(second actant). Another construction difficult
to analyze is with the verb ‘to say’ in the mean-
ing ‘to call by name’: yangalbom ‘eylt ‘abdalla
‘they were called the family of ‘Abdallal’
(Jordan, Ajarma), where it is uncertain whether
the name should be seen as the subject to a verb
in a passive construction, or as a complement to
a subjectless verb.

6. THE CAUSATIVE/FACTITIVE (= 4)

The — causative is a productive category in all
known forms of Arabic. In the @rabiyya it is
usually marked by Form IV of the verb, which in
the perfect is characterized by a prefix’a- and in
the imperfect by the vowel-sequence u-i. A differ-
ence between the @rabiyya and the dialects is
that in the latter this form either is of low fre-
quency or absent altogether. It seems to be used
only in some dialects of the badawi-type. In-
stead, most dialects employ Form II as causative
to Form I. This usage is not unknown in the
‘arabiyya, but seems limited to some lexemes. As
in many other languages, the factitive in Arabic
has the property of often being the verbalization
not only of an adjective but also of a stative verb.
An adjective like kabir ‘big’, which may stand as
a predicate in a non-verbal sentence has a verbal
equivalent, which may replace a non-verbal sen-
tence with a finite verb, which is syntactically
intransitive (no second actant): kabur-, ‘to
be/become big’. In opposition to this stands a
factitive verb kabbar- ‘to make big’, which
implies the addition of a new first actant and the
transformation of the original one into a second
actant, i.e. an object (Retsé 1989:48~52). Both
Forms I and IV are used for both causative and
factitive in the @rabiyya, whereas most dialects
have Form II for both.
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In Arabic lexicography this term indicates ‘(a
word) having two mutually exclusive meanings’
(pl. *addad). The compilations concerning the
’addad pertain to the activity of collecting every
aspect of the Arabic language undertaken by
philologists from the end of 2nd/8th century
onwards. The case of the ’adddd, according to the
Arab philologists, is a particular instance of the
lexical category of the —> mustarak ‘the common
one’, i.e. homonymous polysemic words, such as
‘@yn ‘eye’, ‘source’, ‘coin’, and so on (cf. as-Suyaii
[d. 911/1505), Muzhir1, 369~386), which in this
particular case, have contradictory meanings,
e.g. jawn which means ‘white’ and ‘black’, or
jalal ‘momentous matter’ and ‘trifle’. Words of
this kind are few, according to Ibn al-Anbari ([d.
328/940] Addad 6); this author, too, explicitly
places the ’addad within the frame of the
homonymous polysemic words, which can be
understood only by means of their linguistic
(or, in poetry, literary) context (Ibn al°Anbari,
Addad 4—5). The first scholar to whom a Kitab
al?addad is ascribed is Qutrub (d. 206/821).
During the 3rd/gth century, several books on the
same subject are recorded, and of these at least
six have been edited. Works on ’addad have con-
tinued to be written till our time (cf. ’Ahmad
1989:53—57; Al Yasin [1985] reports a list of 33
authors). The great interest this issue raises
is explained by some scholars, such as Kamal
(1967:62), as a reply to the attacks coming in
particular from the SuGibites, who criticized the
Arabic language for exhibiting a phenomenon
leading to obscurity and misunderstanding (cf.
for instance Ibn al°Anbiri, ’Addad 1-2; Kofler
1931-1932:389).

Lists of the early edited works on *adddd are
found in Cohen (1961) and Weil (1960). Since
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then, other works have been edited, namely
those of ’Ab@i ‘Ubayd (d. 224/838), at-Tawwazi,
(d. 233/847), ’Abt t-Tayyib al-Lugawi (d. 351/
962), Ibn ad-Dahhin (d. 569/1174), and al-
Mun§i (d. 1001/1593); chapters on this topic
are found in general works on linguistic or
lexicographical questions, such as as-Suyuti’s
Muzhir (I, 387-402), which reports examples of
’addad taken not only from specific works but
also from very different literary sources.

Some of the works on ’addad, especially the
later ones, such as those of as-Sagani, Ibn ad-
Dahhin, or al-Mun$i, are mere lists of words
collected from previous sources, arranged in
alphabetical order, without $awdbid ‘textual evi-
dence’. Early works are also lists, but they pres-
ent extensive discussion of the meanings of
the words in their different poetic or Qur’anic
contexts. As-Sijistani (d. ca. 255/869) shows
(Addad 72.) clearly the turn of mind which gov-
erns these early compilations: to clarify to non-
Arab Muslims the exact meaning of each
Qur’znic passage. Since a Qur’anic passage must
have a dogmatically unambigwous meaning,
a verb such as danna cannot mean ‘to presume’
in those passages where an article of faith is con-
cerned, as in Q. 72/12, Q. 18/53, or Q. 69/20;
therefore, danna is given the didd meaning of
‘to doubt’ and ‘to be sure’ (cf. Ibn alAnbar,
’Addad 14-15; Kofler 1931-1932:391-392).

As’Al Yasin (r979:162) points out, later on a
trend to fill out the collections led authors to
include among the ’addad, all at the same level,
words which only for metaphorical or stylistic
reasons could be used with two opposite mean-
ings, or words coming from different readings of
the Qur’in (as-Sijistani, ’Adddd 203), or from
two different forms of a verb. Ibn al°Anbari dis-
agrees with Qutrub’s opinions, when the latter
lists among the ’addad words like rab® “dwelling’
and raba ‘quick pace’ (Ibn al-’Anbari, *Adddd
366) or xadimat an-na? [the lace of] the sandal
became cut’ and ’axdamiu-ba ‘I repaired it’
(Addad 371), because each of the two items has
its own single meaning; or words such as birfa
‘wealth’ and ‘poverty’, because the second
meaning is used only by the common people
(Addad 366).

According to Ibn Faris (d. 395/1004, Sdbibi
117) and Ibn Sida {(d. 458/1066, Muxassas X111,
259), there are ‘people’ (#ds) who deny the exis-
tence of the ’addad, and according to al-Jawaligi
(d. 539/1144, Sarb 251), who agrees with them,

ol 4 (el ook, 20600624

G

they are al-mubaqqigina ‘the experts’ in Arabic.
Ibn Faris, who affirms that he has written a book
refuting this opinion, does not mention them,
but we know from as-Suytti (Muzhir I, 396)
that Ibn Durustawayh (d. 346/957) composed
a work entitled ’Ibtal al-addad ‘Invalidation
of the ’addad’. According to Weil {1960), al-
Mubarrad (d. 286/900) also held this opinion,
but this author himself (M4 ttafaqa lafdu-bu wa-
xtalafa mand-bu 3-11) seems to accept the
common view, because he quotes, without men-
tioning the phenomenon of the ’addad, the usual
examples jalal, jawn, and danna.

Many medieval Arab scholars, without deny-
ing a phenomenon which in their opinion does
not lead to ambiguity, owing to the particular
structure of Arabic language (Ibn al’Anbari,
’Addad 1-3), and which on the contrary shows
its extensiveness and offers multifarious means
of achieving a literary expression, emphasize the
origin or the formation of the ’addad and state
that the original meaning of a didd was often
one and the same, because the basic rule of the
language is that each nominatum has its partic-
ular noun (Ibn al-Anbari, *Adddd 8). Talab
(d. 291/904), for instance, says (Ibn al-‘Anbarj,
’Addad 16) concerning danna that it indicates
‘an inner speech’, which may prove to be true, so
that the verb may receive the meaning ‘to be
sure of’, or ‘to be uncertain’, hence the meaning
‘to doubt’. The book gives many examples of
this kind, e.g., (Addad 8) about sarim ‘day’ and
‘night’ and (Addad 27) about qur’ ‘menstrua-
tion’ and ‘state of purity [from a menstrua-
tion]’. Al-Jawaliqi (Sarb 251) quotes Ta‘lab’s
remarks of the same genre, concerning zal% ‘ele-
vated ground’ and ‘depressed ground’ and jawn
‘white’ and ‘black’, and throughout his chapter
on this question (Sarp 251-257) al-Jawaligi
tries to demonstrate that words considered
to have contradictory meanings do not in fact
have them.

Another argument lending support to those
who are inclined to view one meaning only at the
origin of a didd, is pointed out by those who
remark that sometimes the two opposite mean-
ings were attested in the dialect of two different
Arab tribes and that they were combined after-
wards, e.g. musdyih, which means ‘who strives
[in fighting]’ in the dialect of Hudayl and ‘cau-
tious, fearing’ in Najd (Ibn as-Sikkit [d. ca.
244/858), ’Addad, 193; see as-Sijistani, ’Addad
125; al-Asma¥ [d. 213/828], *Adddd 39), or
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ADAT “particle,” Arabic word corresponding to
the Persian abzar which is used as a technical term in
logic (manteq), grammar (dastiir), and rhetoric (ma ‘ani
o bayan).

Logic. Writers on logic class the particle as one of
the three parts of speech. A particle does not, in itself,
possess a complete or independent meaning. Its mean-
ing only becomes clear when it is joined to another
‘word, as in the case of bar and az, in contrast to the
noun/adjective (esm) and verb (kalema, fe“l), each of
which possesses an independent meaning. Some writers
have considered the term adar as synonymous with harf’
in the context of grammar (sarf o nahw) and have either
employed the latter term or applied both words indif-
ferently (Tahdnavi, Kassaf-e estelahat-e fonun, 2 vols.,
Calcutta, 1862; Ebn Sina, Resala-ye manteq in Danes-
nama, ed. M. Mo ‘In and M. Meskat, Tehran, 1331
$./1952, p. 29; K'4ja Nasir-al-din Tiisi, Asas al-eqtebas,
ed. Modarres Razawi, Tehran, 1326 §./1947, pp. 14-15;
Dorrat al-tdj, ed. M. Meskat, Ist ed., I, 1320 §./1941,
p. 19). Nevertheless, there is some distinction between
the use of adat in logic and that of Aarf in Arabic and
Persian grammar. For example, logicians have regarded
the Persian connective verbs ast, biid, and Sod and the
Arabic defective verbs kana and sara as examples of
adar, considering them as not possessing complete
meanings in themselves. Kdna and bid, the Arabic
pronoun howa, and Persian ast/hast, which are used in
clauses containing three terms such as i daneSmand ast
or Zaydon howa ‘alemon, are regarded as the link
between subject and predicate (rabet-e mahmil be
mawzi ©). Similarly, in logic the Arabic word eda is
considered a particle, because it links the following to
the preceeding term. whereas in syntax it is termed a
noun of condition (esm-e Sart)

Grammar. In Arabic grammar, we find the use of
both adat and harf, the latter being of two types:
indeclinable or alphabetical particles (horif-e mabani
or alefba’1)—which fall outside the range of our dis-
cussion—and rhetorical particles (horiif-e ma “ani). In
grammar, the rhetorical particle is approximately
equivalent to the adar in logic, designating a word
whose meaning becomes clear only by the addition of
another word or phrase, such as fa, tomma, or enna.
In Arabic grammatical usage, the term harf is more
common, although adat is occasionally used, sometimes
as an equivalent of harf, sometimes with the meaning
of word (kalema) in general.

As an example of the use of adat in place of harf,
we may note the substitution of adat moSabbaha
be'l-fe ‘I (verblike particle) for harf mosabbaha be'l-fe “1.
Thus, Ebn ‘Aqil writes on the adar moSabbaha be“l-fe*:
“These particles (adawar) are all horif and are six in
number” (Sarh Ebn “ Aqil, Cairo, 1956, 1, p. 573). Adat
is not strictly equivalent to harf but, rather, to kalema
in general; however it is used to refer to words similar
to those signified by the term harf. Included in this
concept are those particles which render the apocopated
verb. These are of two kinds: those which apocopate

a single verb (all of which are horiif: the imperative

lam, the la of negation, lam, and the lammd of negation)
and those which apocopate two verbs (i.e., en, man,
ma, mahma, ay, mattd, ed, annd, and haytama). Of these
latter, en is a harf, the remainder are esm. Adat is,
therefore, used in Arabic grammar at times for harf
and at times for esm; the latter use occurs often in
phrases implying the involvement of several gram-
matical elements, e.g., adat jazem fe“l, which includes
horilf (en, lam, lamma) and asma@ (man, ma).

Even where words that apocopate the verb belong
to the category of esm, they are incomplete in meaning
whenever they govern two verbs. In such circumstances,
these elements must be joined to a clause (jomla). In
this case, therefore, although Ebn Malek and Ebn “Aqil
have regarded these as esms (ibid., p. 285), they do not,
in fact, possess independent meanings; their character
is, rather, somewhat similar to that of the horif, and
they can be termed harf or quasi-harf.

In the description of the Persian language, the terms
adat and adawat are more frequent in the old grammars,
which were influenced by Arabic theories of speech and
syntax. In modern grammars their use has declined;
some grammarians do not use them at all (P. Kanlari,
Dastir-e zaban-e farsi, Tehran, 1976; K. Far§idvard,
Dastiir-e emriiz, Tehran, 1348 §./1969). In some gram-
mars, adat does not occur as a basic term but is used
in a secondary sense. When used, adat has various
meanings, including kalema, harf, suffix (pasvand),
prefix (pisvand), connective verb (ast, nist, hast, bud),
interjection (sawt), adverb (gayd), adverbial comple-
ment (motammem-e qaydr), and indirect object {maf* /-
e be-waseta).

One main difference is noticeable between harf and
addt in Arabic syntax and in Persian grammars based
on Arabic modeis. In Arabic syatax, the defoctive verbs
and the pronoun howa when used as an auxiliary verb
(e.g., Zaydon howa “alemon) are not considered adawat,
whereas in the Persian grammars such words are
regarded as both horif and adawat. The Persians also
regard many suffixes as both horiif and adawar (see
Kanlari, Dastir; Hajji Mohammad Mohyi-al-din,
Tahqig al-qawanin, n.p., n.d.; Najm-al-Gani Rampiri,
Nahj al-adab, India, 1919; Mirza Habib Esfahani,
Dabestan-e parsi, Istanbul, 1308/1890-91). But in
Arabic, which employs derivation from roots rather
than from stems and has few suffixes, these elements
are not regarded as horilf or adawat. One of the first
to describe the Persian suffixes as horiif was Sams-al-din
Mohammad b. Qays Razi, who called -asa, -giin and
similar endings harf (al-Mo ‘jam fi ma‘ayir as<ar
al-‘ajam, ed. Modarres Razawi, Tehran, 1314 S$./1935,
pp. 154ff), and it may be conjectured that later
lexicographers and grammarians followed him in
calling these elements horif.

Persian and Arabic syntax also contrast in another
respect. In some of the old Persian grammars, nouns,
interrogative adjectives (sefat-e porsesi), pronominal
suffixes (ama@ er-e mottasel), and many interjections
are regarded as forif. But in Arabic the interrogative
particles (except for hal and a) are nouns (esm), as are
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