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The Predicative Infinitive Construct in Phoenician and Punic

Abstract This study examines the prevalent predicative utilization of the infinitive construct
following the preposition [- (=I-+IC) in Phoenician, Punic and Neo-Punic. It compiles pred-
icative I-+IC constructions through the different historical phases of Phoenician, providing
a comprehensive insight into its use. Two distinct grammaticalization pathways of the [-+IC
construction are suggested: obligatory attachment of the preposition [- to the IC, and its transi-
tion from adverbial to predicative usage. The varied modal functions of the independent pred-
icative I-+IC construction are traced to these two primary processes. Widespread predicative
use of the [-+IC in Late Biblical Hebrew and Qumran Hebrew is believed to echo Phoenician
constructions—an outcome of the historically intensive language contact situation—underscor-
ing its central role within the Phoenician linguistic structure.

Keywords Phoenician, Punic, infinitive construct, predicative constructions, grammaticalization,
modality, language contact
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1 Introduction

This article addresses independent predicative uses of the infinitive construct
preceded by the preposition [- (‘to’) in Phoenician and Punic (I-+IC). Use of
this predicative [-+IC construction is consistently seen across the different
epochs of the Phoenician and Punic civilizations, encompassing diverse geo-
graphical regions where evidence of Phoenician or Punic language persists.
These [-+IC constructions have been addressed in the scholarly literature,
with particular focus on their function as predicates. It is, however, notable
that because of their prevalence and typicality in dependent roles, instanc-
es that should rightfully be construed as independent are often understood
to depend on a finite verb, albeit not always convincingly.! The most exten-
sive review of predicative [-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic is by
Krahmalkov (1987), which focuses on predicative [- + IC constructions serving
a future function. This present article aims to classify all instances of predic-
ative [- +IC constructions in a defined corpus, categorizing them according to
their modal functions and suggesting a grammaticalization process that leads
to those different functions.

Exploring Phoenician’s predicative use of I-+IC within its broader context,
this article begins by describing the process by which the preposition I- became
attached to the IC, suggesting that it is a grammaticalization process (section
1.1). It then demonstrates how the subordinated [- + IC becomes detached from
the main verb—a process in which the construction becomes an independent
predicative form (section 1.2). This phenomenon is then comprehensively re-
viewed from two perspectives: diachronic (from Phoenician to Neo-Punic) and
geographic (from the homeland to settlements across the Mediterranean, see
section 1.3). The article’s second and central part categorizes all predicative
[- +1IC constructions according to their modal functions (section 2). Its reflection
in Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH) and Qumran Hebrew (QH) is then examined,
suggesting profound Phoenician influence (section 3).2

1.1 Grammaticalization of the [- +IC construction

To understand more clearly the predicative use of the [-+IC construction, the
process it underwent in becoming a distinct construction must be addressed.
This section first addresses the preposition [-, and relying on typological evi-
dence, suggests that the allative and purposive functions of the preposition lead
to its inclusion within the [-+IC construction (section 1.1.1). This process is

! See Krahmalkov (1987: 76-79) for examples.
2 All biblical verses are from https://www.tanach.us/Tanach.xml. All biblical translations
are from the New Revised Standard Version Updated Edition (NRSVue).
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explained by using parameters of grammaticality (section 1.1.2), which support
the suggestion that it is a grammaticalization process. Then, the grammaticali-
zation process and mechanism are described (section 1.1.3).

1.1.1 The preposition I- as a part of the I-+IC construction

This construction consists of the preposition [-, followed by an IC. The preposi-
tion - is prevalent in West Semitic languages, and among its functions, it serves
as a prepositional complement, governed by a verb. Among the different prepo-
sitional complements that are introduced by [-, in many West Semitic languag-
es, it introduces allative® or purposive complements. As these functions of the
preposition [- are common in many West Semitic languages, they should be seen
as originating in Proto-West Semitic (Koehler and Baumgartner 1994-2000;
Huehnergard 2019: 67).*

Considering the preposition’s functions, a connection between [- and ICs is
predictable: in many languages from many different language families, the form
of the infinitive includes allative or purposive linguistic elements or remnants
of such elements.> This grammaticalization path is evident in many genetically
different languages (Kuteva et al. 2019: 49-50, 351-352). Such typological evi-
dence is significant, as it leads to an assumption that the allative and purposive
functions of the preposition [- were the source of the I- +IC construction and not
the preposition’s other functions.

1.1.2 The I- +1IC as a grammaticalized construction

The juxtaposition of the two formerly distinct elements was reanalyzed as a new
construction, in which the preposition [- was reanalyzed as an integral part of the
infinitive construction. The preposition I- becomes more dependent on obligatory
conventions laid down in grammar, and is therefore more grammatical.® Hence,
the preposition [- is considered to have undergone a grammaticalization process.
The grammaticality parameters suggested by Lehmann (2015: ch. 4) support this

3 The term allative refers in linguistics to a ‘type of inflection which expresses meaning of
motion “to” or “towards” a place’ (Crystal 2003: 19).

4 East Semitic probably does not possess a genetically related preposition with these func-
tions (von Soden 1995: 204-207).

5 Haspelmath (1989) provides numerous examples from different language families. Prom-
inent examples are English and German infinitives, which include the purposive to and zu,
respectively. For claims regarding a parallel construction in BH, see Fox (1984: 7-14); Driver
(1892: 275-276); Kautzsch (1910: 348); Joiion and Muraoka (2006: 405). For the use of purpo-
sive prepositions with infinitives in Semitic, see Huehnergard (2019: 64).

6 According to the definition given by Lehmann (2015: 130). A similar claim has been
made by Haspelmath (1989: 295-297) regarding the German infinitive.
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view, and two of them are presented: decrease in paradigmatic variability and
semantic bleaching.

First, the very frequent use of the preposition [- with the IC gradually made
it virtually obligatory, reducing the freedom of language users to choose other
prepositions from the paradigm.” With this new status, the [- preposition some-
times lost its original functions and merely served to mark the IC.® Such de-se-
manticization is a prominent feature of grammaticalized forms. This is seen in
adjacent Semitic languages and dialects such as Mishnaic Hebrew, in which the
other prepositions are attached to the [-+IC construction rather than the IC form
that contains no other prepositions—for example 2swr mlrhws ‘is forbidden to
wash’ (Berakhot 2, 6) rather than mrhws (Kutscher 1982: 126).°

This view of [-+IC as a unified grammaticalized construction suggests that it
is a distinct form whose function is not deducible from the morphemes of which
it consists. The construction’s uniqueness justifies limiting the scope of this article
to the I- +1C construction and excluding ICs without this preposition.

1.1.3 The grammaticalization mechanism

The grammaticalization process described in this section has already occurred, as
the grammaticalized form is evident in the earliest recorded Phoenician dialect.
Hence, the linguistic situation at the onset of the grammaticalization process
can only be assumed, and no example can be shown from that time. However,
the preposition [- in its allative and purposive function before an IC is evident
alongside its grammaticalized form.!° Therefore, the description of the grammati-
calization process in this section, builds on analysing the outcome of this process.

The onset of grammaticalization processes lies in the high frequency of an
element in a specific environment, in this case, the allative or purposive preposi-
tion [- followed by an IC. Following the high frequency, language users begin to

7 The high frequency of - with IC is witnessed in the recorded phases of Phoenician, and it is as-
sumed to reflect the situation in the unrecorded stage in which the grammaticalization process took
off. For the high frequency of I- with IC in Phoenician, see Friedrich and Rollig (1999: 193), where
it is claimed that the IC is always preceded by the [- preposition. In Krahmalkov (2001: 202-203),
38 IC occurrences are presented, 33 of them containing the I- preposition. For the decrease in para-
digmatic variability as a grammaticalization parameter, see Lehmann (2015: 146-152).

8 This can also be seen in BH, e.g. Joiion and Muraoka (2006: 406). For de-semanticization
as a parameter of grammaticalization, see Lehmann (2015: 134-141).

° This tendency is widespread in QH as well, for example confer the quote from BH in
which the verbal form was adapted to the late usage, with the use of the I-+IC construction,
whslty smry wpysty mlkswt ‘and I shall withdrawing my wool and flax in order not to cover her
nakedness’ (4Q166 ii 9) rather than mkswt. See Muraoka (2020: 118).

10 See Friedrich and Rollig (1999: 193-194). According to the principle of divergence,
a grammaticized form could coexist with the original form. See Hopper (1991: 24-25).
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reanalyze the construction, in this case, to see the preposition I- as marking the
IC and not as a functional preposition governed by the main verb. At this stage,
the interpretation of the preposition [- alternates between these two possibili-
ties. During the reanalysis stage, the construction appears in the same syntactic
and pragmatic environments as before, and hence, this stage inevitably involves
ambiguity.!! The following example from the fourth century BCE in Kition (pres-
ent-day Cyprus) demonstrates this stage, in which the preposition I- could be
interpreted in its allative meaning followed by an IC, or as an almost obligatory
element, simply marking the IC:

bms?nm ?bn wSzrnm hppym [2gd In mlhmt... wys? {In[m mh]nt 25 kty 12gd lm mlhmt
bmgm ?z (KAI 288:1-3):

When our enemies and their Paphian allies came (b- +1IC) to do (I- +IC) battle with
us... the army of the people of Kition came (gatal) forth against them to do (I- +1C)
battle with them at this place. (Krahmalkov 2001: 208)

Here, according to the original use of [, the inflected IC ms?nm and the finite
verb wys? (‘to come’)!? are followed by [-, which is itself followed by an IC 2gd (‘to
wage’), showing the direction or purpose of the main verb. According to the emerg-
ing interpretation of the preposition [, it merely marks the IC and is devoid of its
allative function in this context. Determining which interpretation was intended is
impossible, as ambiguity is a crucial part of the grammaticalization process.

The reanalysis is evident only when the construction is expanded to other
environments by analogy, environments in which the former interpretation is
impossible. This stage is evident, for example, in instances where the [-+IC does
not follow a verb, and therefore, the preposition [- could not be interpreted as
complementing a verb.

1.2 Grammaticalization of the predicative I- +IC construction

Following the reanalysis of the [-+IC as a unified construction, it went through
a grammaticalization process and began to assume predicative functions. Ambig-
uous use of the form is the onset of the grammaticalization process. Ambiguous
instances can theoretically be interpreted in two ways—the original adverbial
interpretation and the emerging predicative construal—an ambiguity resulting

11 On the role of ambiguous uses in initiating grammaticalization processes, see Hopper and
Traugott (2003: 49-52).

12 ms?nm is an IC followed by a pronominal suffix, which functions as a subject. For such
use of pronominal suffixes, see, e.g. Krahmalkov (2001: 206). This use of pronominal suffixes
following ICs in Phoenician and Punic deserves a separate treatment and is not discussed here.
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from the dwindling bond between the main verb and the I-+IC construction.
The following example shows one way in which the bond between a main verb
and a [- +IC construction can be diminished. It is from an inscription found in the
Carthage Tophet, most likely written in 406-405 BCE.

gr? Imlgrt ysp Slty ISlm wlyrhy bmgm [z] (KAI 302:6-7):

As for him who calls to Milqart, they shall continue (yigtol) to greet (I-+IC) him
and make him comfortable (I- +IC) in this city [Carthage]. (Krahmalkov 2000: 308)

Here, two [-+1IC constructions follow the finite verb ysp. The first, I$Im, should
be understood as dependent on the finite verb, meaning ‘continue to greet’. The
second [-+IC construction, wlyrhy ‘and make him comfortable’,'* however, can
be interpreted in two different ways: either dependent on or independent of the
finite verb. In the former, the waw connects the two [-+IC constructions as they
are on the same syntactic level. In contrast, in the latter, the second I- +IC and the
finite verb are on the same syntactic level, and it is these that the waw connects.
The ambiguous stage exemplified here allows reanalysis of the I-+IC construc-
tion as predicative. The end of this process is evident in the unambiguously pre-
dicative use of the [-+IC construction, presented in the following section.

1.3 Phoenician and Punic evidence of predicative I-+IC

The earliest recorded Phoenician stage, dated to the eleventh or tenth century
BCE, is from the ancient Phoenician city Byblos, on the western shores of pres-
ent-day Lebanon (Wilson-Wright 2019: 509-510). The Byblos vernacular had
several distinct linguistic features, which set it apart from other early Phoenician
dialects in the region (Krahmalkov 2001: 8-9). Following the Phoenician expan-
sion from coastal Lebanon to present-day Israel, Palestine and Egypt, Standard
Phoenician became the coastal language of the Levant (Krahmalkov 2001: 2). It
also found its way to present-day Greece, Cyprus, Italy and Turkey, where local
Phoenician dialects evolved (Rollig 2011: 473). With the continued spread of
the Phoenician empire, there is evidence of the language spanning the entire
Mediterranean Basin, including North Africa, with inscriptions from the city of
Carthage found in present-day Tunisia. These dialects continued to be used in this
area in later periods and were influenced by indigenous languages. They are re-
ferred to as Punic until the fall of Carthage in 146 BCE, and thereafter, until their

13 See Cohen (2005) and Mor (2019) on similar claims regarding the weakening of the bond
between the finite verb and the [-+IC construction in LBH and QH.

14 This [- +IC construction is followed by a pronominal suffix, which functions as an object. This
phenomenon in Phoenician and Punic deserves a separate treatment and is not discussed here.
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latest attestations around the fourth century AD, they are known as Late-Punic or
Neo-Punic (Rollig 2011: 473; Krahmalkov 2001: 10-15).

The examples that follow demonstrate predicative uses of I- +IC constructions
in various stages of Phoenician and Punic. The first shows a predicative [-+IC
in the Byblos dialect. The occurrence of predicative [-+IC constructions in the
language’s earliest recorded stage suggests that the process had already occurred
before Phoenician was recorded in writing. Alongside the new use of the con-
struction for predicative functions, it continued to serve in its earlier function as
a verb complementizer throughout all recorded stages of Phoenician and Punic.'®
The following example consists of a graffiti written on the shaft of King Ahiram’s
tomb in Byblos (present-day Lebanon) in the tenth century BCE, probably as
a routine warning against violating it.

ldSt hn ypd Ik tht zn (KAI 2:1-3):
Know (I-+IC) that you will pay for this.'®

The predicative I- +IC construction is also evident in this next example, in Stand-
ard Phoenician, probably written in the first century BCE and found in Greece.
Identifying the following [-+IC construction as predicative is relatively simple
since the main sentence has no other possible verbal form.

2yt r§t z lktb h?dmm 25 n$?m In §1 bt 2lm §1t msbt hrs (KAI 60:4-5):

The persons who were elected by us in charge of the temple shall inscribe (I-+1C)
this resolution on a gold stele. (Krahmalkov 2000: 131)

In the next example, found on a stele in the Carthage Tophet and probably writ-
ten between the third and second century BCE, the predicative I-+IC can be
discerned in Punic, spoken outside the motherland:

wkl 2§ Isr t ?bn z by py ?nk wby py 2dm bsmy wspt tnt pn bl brh 2dm h? (KAI 79:6-11):

As for anyone who shall remove (I-+IC) this stone without my permission or with-
out the permission of someone authorized by me, Tinnit-Phanebal shall condemn
that person. (Krahmalkov 2000: 348)

15 For the principle of divergence, see comment 10. When the two forms coexist, the fre-
quency of the emerging form does not necessarily increase with time compared to the original
form, and the frequency of the original form does not necessarily decrease over time.

16 Own translation. This example was read and translated differently by Krahmalkov and
KALI See below section 2.1.3, comment 28.
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The [- +1IC construction is most likely predicative since there is no other verb in
the relative clause opening with the relativizer 25.

Predicative [- +IC constructions are also seen in Neo-Punic, the latest recorded
stage of the language. The following example was found in Tripolitania, and was
written between the first and fourth century AD.

pSlmsqr... lgn?m wi?hy?... 25 lkn ?hr bbry?t (TRIP 10:1-4):

Macer built <this tomb > for his parents and for his brother. May <their> after-
life be (I- +1C) safe. (Krahmalkov 2000: 80; TRIP 10)

The abundance of predicative I-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic is
clear when considering the proportion of their independent as opposed to their
dependent uses. Fifty [-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic are found in
the corpus examined.!” In nineteen, they have their original function as a verb
complement. In ten, they are ambiguous, and can be interpreted as either de-
pendent on or independent of a finite verb. In twenty-one occurrences, the con-
struction should be understood as predicative and independent of a finite verb.
Independent use of the [-+IC construction thus comprises 42%-62%, depending
on how the ambiguities are construed. All examples are exhibited in the appendix
to this article and categorized, among other factors, by their interpretation as
dependent or independent.

As shown above, the predicative [- +IC construction is found in all geograph-
ical and chronological stages of Phoenician and Punic. Its abundance is shown
both by its span across the Mediterranean Basin over approximately 1,400 years
and by the higher percentage of predicative function compared with any other
function. This suggests that its predicative use was integral to the Phoenician
language, rooted in all its stages.

2 Modal uses of the predicative I- +IC construction

It is suggested above that the I- +IC construction resulted from a grammaticaliza-
tion process in which the preposition - and the IC became a single construction.
The [- bore functions of purpose, showing desire, and was therefore considered
modal. According to the principle of persistence,'® this function is expected to
imprint on the modal functions of the [- +IC construction. As this section shows,
all occurrences of the predicative I-+IC construction serve an array of modal

17 The corpus consists of KAI, NSI and TRIP. Poen and CIS were not systematically searched,
but their occurrences were collected from Krahmalkov (2000; 2001).

18 According to the principle of persistence, the meaning of a grammatical form reflects an
earlier meaning. See Hopper (1991: 28-30).
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functions, which are probably influenced by the modal meaning of the allative
or purposive I-.

The section is divided into two. The first (2.1) shows [-+IC constructions
that express deontic modality—attitude towards a potential future event (Palm-
er 2001: 8);!° the second (2.2) is of [-+IC constructions that express epistemic
modality—judgment of the factual status of the proposition in the realm of the
future (Palmer 2001: 8).%°

These two types of modality are not mutually exclusive, as some categories
demonstrate both. An example is the wish category, which is primarily concerned
with desiring an event to occur, while simultaneously expressing uncertainty as
it is yet to take place.?! Occurrences of predicative [- +IC constructions are classi-
fied below, according to their primary modal function.

2.1 Deontic modality

As indicated, the preposition [- primarily expresses direction and purpose, ab-
sorbed in the common use of the I- +IC construction. This usage expresses deontic
modality, as it concerns self-desire. It is from this initial function that the four
deontic modal uses of I-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic probably
emerged: wish, command, imperative and prohibitive. Use of I- +IC constructions
in these four functions likely results from their original allative and purposive
functions. The [-+IC construction’s wish function can be explained through its
looser bond with a governing verb (section 2.1.1); the command explained as
a specific kind of a wish (section 2.1.2); the imperative through expansion from
general use of commands to situation-specific scenarios (section 2.1.3); and the
prohibitive as negation of a command or an imperative (section 2.1.4).

2.1.1 Wish

Several clear examples show the [-+IC construction serving as a predicate ex-
pressing a wish (Friedrich and Rollig 1999: 194; Sola-Solé 1961: §97). In others,
it can be seen as a purposive [- followed by an IC with an alternative interpreta-
tion of the [-+IC construction as a predicate.?? In the following example, found
in Sidon (present-day Lebanon) and written in the fifth century BCE, both inter-
pretations are possible:

19 See also Jespersen (1924: 319-321).

20 The terms ‘deontic’ and ‘epistemic’ follow von Wright (1951: 1-2).

21 See Palmer (2001: 13).

22 Another demonstration of the I- +IC construction as ambiguously dependent or independ-
ent on a governing verb is given in section 1.2.
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wSd ytn In 2dn mlkm 2yt d?r wypy... wyspnnm St gbl ?rs lknnm Isdnm ISlm (KAI
14:18-20):

In addition, the Lord of Kings ceded to us Dor and Joppa, and we annexed them to
the territory of <our> land that they might belong (I- + IC; complement/wish) to
the Sidonians forever. (Krahmalkov 2000: 233)

In this translation, as well as in that of KAlii (p. 20), the I-+IC construction is de-
pendent on the finite verb wyspnnm and functions as an adverb, with a purposive
meaning. This example can, however, be theoretically understood as having two
predicates: the first is the finite verb wyspnnm, and the second is the I-+IC con-
struction. If so, it can be better translated as, ‘In addition, the Lord of Kings ceded
to us Dor and Joppa, and we annexed them to the territory of land, let them
belong to the Sidonians forever’.> Translated this way, the -+ IC construction is
a predicate expressing a wish.

As for the ambiguous interpretations of [-+IC constructions, reanalysis may
give them a predicative force of their own—leading by analogy to a clear-cut
predicative use of the [-+IC construction.?* The following example was found
in Karatepe (present-day Turkey) and written around 720 BCE. It comprises two
sentences, each conveying a wish. The first sentence does so with a verbal form
at sentence-initial position, whereas the second employs the [-+IC construction,
also at sentence-initial position, to convey the wish’s meaning.

wbrk bSl kr[n]trys 2yt 2ztwd hym wslm wSz 2dr §1 kl mlk ltty bSl krntrys wkl ?In qrt
[?ztwd ?rk ymm wrb $nt wrs?t nfmt wsz 2dr §1 kI mlk (KAI 26A 111:2-7):

May Baal-KRNTRYS bless Azatiwada with long life and prosperity and power great-
er than that of any king. May Baal-KRNTRYS and all the gods of the city give
(- +1C; wish) to Azatiwada many days and many years and a good old age and
power greater than that of any king. (Krahmalkov 2000: 362)%°

The interpretation of the [- +IC construction in this example is most probably un-
ambiguous. From a semantic point of view, interpreting the [-+IC as dependent
on the finite verb seems unlikely. Viewing the [-+IC as subordinated to the finite
verb would lead to an interpretation such as ‘may Baal-KRNTRYS bless to give’,
an interpretation that seems less plausible. The suggested interpretation leaves

% Own translation.

24 On analogy in grammaticalization processes, see Hopper and Traugott (2003: 63-69).

% The - +1C ltty is suffixed by a pronominal suffix which functions as a subject and is not
represented in the translation. The name Azatiwada is transliterated according to Hawkins
(2012: 58). For an interpretation of this [- +IC as a precative construction, see Barré (1983).



The Predicative Infinitive Construct in Phoenician and Punic 15

the [- +1IC as the sole verbal form in the second sentence, strongly supporting the
interpretation of its function as predicative.

2.1.2 Command

The wish modality shows desire that an event will happen, which can show de-
sire for other people to act, and can thus be seen as a command or a general
obligation. The following example, written in the first century BCE in Greece,
has no finite verb, and the [-+IC construction should, therefore, be interpreted
as predicative.

2yt r§t z lktb h?dmm 25 n§?m In 1 bt 2lm €It msbt hrs wytn?y bSrpt bt 2lm $n 25 (KAI
60:4-5):

The persons who were elected by us in charge of the temple shall inscribe (I- +IC;
command) this resolution on a gold stele and shall erect it in the temple portico.
(Krahmalkov 2000: 131)%

Laws often contain commands, and these examples belong in this section. The
situation to which the laws and regulations apply expresses epistemic modality,
and is discussed below in the relevant section (2.2).

2.1.3 Imperative

The preceding section shows the use of predicative [- +IC constructions with the
meaning of commands or general obligations. When the construction is addressed
to a second person and is more situation-specific, however, its function is con-
sidered imperative. Commands are generally less situation-specific and inflected
in the third person, whereas imperatives are more specific and inflected in the
second person. Since the IC is uninflected for person, it is often unclear whether
a specific -+ IC construction is a command or an imperative. Perhaps, therefore,
the imperative meaning of [-+IC constructions is considered rare in Phoenician
and Punic. In the next example, written in Byblos in the tenth century BCE, the
[-+1C construction is used as an imperative in the second person.

ldst hn ypd Ik tht zn (KAI 2:1-3):

Know (I-+IC; imperative) that you will pay for this.?”

26 Krahmalkov (1987) views this example, among others, as a periphrastic future. See sec-
tion 2.2.
27 Own translation.
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This warns against opening a grave, a standard admonition on tombstones
(compare with similar examples classified as prohibition in section 2.1.4, be-
low). While this phrase was read and translated differently in the literature,?® its
exact interpretation is not the main issue here, since the I-+IC construction is
considered imperative in all translations. The imperative function of the I-+1IC
construction in this example is clear because it contains a preposition inflected
in the second person Ik, setting it apart from the function of the command de-
scribed in the previous section.

2.1.4 Prohibition

Commands and imperatives demand for action to be taken, whereas prohibition
is the reverse, demanding that a specific action is not taken.?® The negative par-
ticle (2)bI*° followed by the I-+IC construction in a negative command or imper-
ative conveys prohibition.®! The prohibitive I-+IC construction is used several
times in Phoenician and Punic, mainly on sarcophagi, warning against opening
the coffin or disturbing the dead.*? The following example was found in France,
but was perhaps written in Carthage in the third century BCE.

gbr zybqt hkhn[t...] ?bl Ipth (KAI 70:3-4):

<this is> the tomb of ZYBQT the Priestess. Do not open (I-+IC; prohibition)
<it>! (Krahmalkov 2000: 28)

28 E.g. Krahmalkov (2000: 206) reads this sentence as IdSt hny bSlk tht zn.

2 Friedrich and Rollig (1999: 194) and Sola-Solé (1961: §100) address these two opposing
functions in relation to one another. Prohibition is often described as a ‘negative imperative’,
e.g. Zanuttini (1997: 105-154). The difference between the two concepts also lies in the re-
cipient: while imperatives are directed towards a second person, prohibition can be directed
towards both second or third person, therefore functioning as the negative equivalent of both
an imperative addressed to a second person, and a command addressed to a third party.

30 ?bl is analyzed as a juxtaposition of two negative particles: 2y-bl, see Friedrich and Rollig
(1999: 178). The common negative particle that serves in modal contexts is ?I, for example ?I ?I
tpth Slty w?l trgzn ‘do not open my sarcophagus and do not upset me’ (KAI 13: 3-4), see Pat-El
(2013: 48-49). Perhaps the infinitive is negated by (2)bl in those contexts due to its nominal
features.

31 In such clauses, the I-+IC forms are analyzed in the literature differently. In some, the
I-+1IC construction is not considered a predicate. Due to the close relation between prohibi-
tions, commands and imperatives, those occurrences are within the scope of this article.

32 A Similar use of the IC is also found in Jewish Aramaic wi? Impth ‘No one may open’. See
Mor (2015: 443).



The Predicative Infinitive Construct in Phoenician and Punic 17

2.2 Epistemic modality—the category of future

This section demonstrates [-+IC constructions whose primary role is expressing
epistemic modality related to the future. The future tense often expresses an at-
titude towards the sentence, and thus also conveys deontic meaning. Since it can
never be strictly factual, carrying notions of intention, prediction or belief, futurity
and modality are often difficult to distinguish (Lyons 1968: 310; 1977: 677). This
is shown by future markers deriving from modals, which can be discerned, for
example, in the English-language will and shall (Lyons 1968: 310). The epistemic
quality of the future tense, however, probably characterizes its function better than
the deontic, as the future always carries at least a certain level of irrealis and uncer-
tainty in referring to events that have not yet taken place. This expansion of [-+IC
construction’s function from deontic to epistemic is not surprising, as the use of the
same forms for both functions appears typologically in many languages.=*

Punic and Neo-Punic employ the [-+IC construction to signify the future. In
some cases, this use clearly conveys deontic meanings, and in others, it does not
convey an easily defined deontic meaning and is hence seen as a periphrastic fu-
ture. This section provides two examples of the [-+IC construction, one showing
and the other lacking a clear deontic expression. It will be shown that while Krah-
malkov (1987) emphasizes the use of this construction as a periphrastic future,
this use should be viewed as an extension of the deontic uses into more epistemic
functions of this construction. Here is an example in Punic, in which the future
is involved with both deontic and epistemic modalities. It is from an inscription
found in the Carthage Tophet, written around 406-405 BCE.

wkl 2dm] 25 lkp 2yt ?2mitnt z wiSkr wisbt y?ml yd[? (KAI 302:3-4):

As for any person who shall lay hands (I- + IC; Future) on this stele or shall disturb
(I- +IC; Future) or shall remove/destroy (I- +IC; future) it, his hand shall wither
(yigtoD)! (Krahmalkov 2000: 239)3*

The first part of the sentence is a relative clause comprising three - +IC construc-
tions anticipating possible interference to the stele. The contrasting second part is
a finite verb form, denoting the grave consequence of such action. Syntactically,
this sentence and others similarly structured are simple verbal sentences.®®> The
relative clause describes possible transgression, with the main clause a threat,
conveying the potential outcome of this wrongdoing. Such sentences semantical-

33 This has happened, for example, in English usage of must and may. See Palmer (2001: 7,
18, 86).

34 The reading follows CIS i 5510.

3 See similar examples in KAI 79:6-11, CIS i 3784 and CIS i 4937.
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ly resemble conditional sentences, with the preceding clauses conditioning the
clause which contains the warning. The [-+IC constructions may, therefore, be
considered as serving as the protasis of a conditional sentence.* From a deontic
perspective, actions described by [-+IC constructions are undesirable. From an
epistemic perspective, the first part of the sentence with the I- +IC constructions
is irrealis and will not necessarily happen.%”

In other examples, pinpointing the exact deontic or epistemic quality expressed
by the [-+IC construction is less straightforward. This next example comes from
the Marseille Tariff, a Punic inscription from the third century BCE that regulates
the distribution of sacrifices between those who bring them and the priests. The
action of sacrifice is conveyed by a [-+IC construction. It is in the future, and
hence shows some epistemic modality as its taking place is not definite, but it
shows less deontic modality than the examples demonstrated above.*

[$]1 bll wsl hlb wSl hib wSl kl zbh 25 2dm lzbh bmnh[t--] y[kn lkhnm] (KAI 69:14):

For mash or for fat or for milk or for any sacrifice that one shall make (I-+IC; fu-
ture) as a mnht-sacrifice, the priests shall receive [...]. (Krahmalkov 2000: 95)

It is possibly this example and others with fewer deontic qualities, that led Krah-
malkov (1987) to consider some [-+IC constructions as predicates that strictly
signify the future tense.* He defined this [-+IC construction’s function as either
an indicative or a periphrastic future,* and to show the [-+IC construction’s fu-
ture function, he used parallel examples in which it corresponds to an imperfect
finite verb. This comparison of parallel examples does not rule out the modal
overtones of the future function since the imperfect finite verb also serves a spec-
trum of modal functions. The modal overtones of the future function are, in fact,
evident in Krahmalkov’s article, with his translations of the [-+IC constructions
containing the word shall, in which the deontic nuance is present.

Krahmalkov’s claim that signifying the future is among the functions of the
[-+IC construction is indeed correct, although it should be refined in light of the
modal origin and overtones of these constructions. Viewing the future function of
the I- +IC construction as part of its modal scope is only possible when consider-
ing it alongside its other functions.

36 The future tense often carries conditioned features; see, e.g. Palmer (2001: 104).

37 This is referred to as Uéventualité in Sola-Solé (1961: §99).

38 In this example, the [-+IC construction describes the situation in which a law applies.

39 Krahmalkov (1987) sees all examples of the [-+ IC construction mentioned in this section,
among others, as indicatives or periphrastic futures.

40 See Krahmalkov (2001: 205-206) for the former term and Krahmalkov (1987) for the
latter.
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3 I- +1C constructions in BH and QH in light of contact with
Phoenician

As predicative [- + IC constructions are common not only in Phoenician and Punic
but also in LBH and QH, a possible connection between these languages deserves
attention. It is suggested here that predicative usage in these Hebrew stages is
influenced by language contact with Phoenician.

In CBH, [- +IC constructions are mainly used as verb complements, and are es-
pecially common with modal verbs of roots such as h-p-s ‘to will, to desire’, g-w-y
‘to want, expect’, b-g-§ ‘to seek’ and ?-b-y ‘to be willing’ (Kautzsch 1910: 350).
CBH also shows a grammaticalization process that combines the preposition
[- with the IC, resulting in a construction that primarily expresses modal func-
tions, like that suggested in Phoenician and Punic, above.*' This process is further
validated by the very frequent appearance of the preposition [- with the IC, com-
pared with the IC introduced by other prepositions or by none.*? The second stage
of this process, however, in which the [-+IC construction gains predicative func-
tion, does not occur in CBH, and any predicative role of the [-+IC construction
in CBH is restricted and marginal.** On the contrary, Predicative [- +IC are wide-
spread in LBH and QH and are found in all modal functions used in Phoenician.*

The predicative [-+IC construction in LBH and QH can theoretically be ex-
plained in one of three ways: (1) it is an inherited Canaanite feature; (2) it is
associated with unrelated inner development within each language;* or (3) it
is an outcome of language contact.*® The first explanation, a shared Canaanite
feature, should account for the phenomenon’s absence in CBH and must assume
that it was represented in spoken language but not in writing. The second of
these, inner Hebrew development, cannot be ruled out, as CBH consolidated the

41 See section 1.1 above.
42 For the frequency of [- with IC in BH, see Joiion and Muraoka (2006: 405), Waltke and
O’Connor (1990: 604); in QH, see Qimron (2018: 180-181).

s=_.5

4 For example, mwa iY'nnY Wy 2Xer latitti-16 basord (2 Sam. 4:10): ‘This was the reward
I gave him for his news’ (Driver 1892: 276).

4 See, e.g. Jolion and Muraoka (2006: 408); Waltke and O’Connor (1990: 611). See Cohen
(2005; 2013: 211-221) on the widespread use of I-+IC constructions to convey the deontic
function of wish, imperatives, commands, prohibitions and in the epistemic realm of the fu-
ture tense.

4 Ariel (2014) views the predicative use of the infinitive as stemming from the inclination
of LBH and QH to complex sentences and containing more subordinate clauses. When subordi-
nate [-+IC constructions are used more widely in more complex sentences, their reanalysis as
predicative is likelier.

6 As suggested in Cohen (2020: 3-8; 2023: 112-113). Mor (2019) compares the LBH con-
struction to that of Phoenician but does not claim Phoenician to be the source of this phenom-
enon in Hebrew.
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purposive - with an IC, and infinitives generally tend to take predicative roles.
However, as will be shown, language contact with Phoenician should be consid-
ered as a main factor in the development of this phenomenon in LBH and QH.

Hebrew has little motivation for utilizing a new predicative modal construc-
tion, as there are already two forms filling similar functions: the yigtol and the
waqatal.*” As the deontic and epistemic modal functions could be manifested with
both these forms, the emergence of a third competitive construction for the same
functions is redundant. Assuming an inner Hebrew development seems less plau-
sible, as it is difficult to find any motivation for the emergence of a competitive
form with such a functional correlation in modal meaning.

The language contact hypothesis seems likely, as (1) Hebrew did not possess
predicative [-+IC in earlier stages and Phoenician possessed this function in all
its recorded stages, (2) the modal domain is generally more susceptible to change
due to language contact,*® and (3) traces of Phoenician influence on LBH are ev-
ident in several language phenomena.*

In addition to the modal functions shared with Phoenician, LBH and QH show
a further development, using this construction to indicate the habitual present
and past.>® These habitual aspects should be seen as connected to the epistemic
modal realm, with the event’s occurrence at a specific time uncertain. If the LBH
and QH predicative [-+ IC construction should indeed be attributed to Phoenician
influence, its use expanded in these Hebrew stages beyond that in Phoenician. In
this case, the habitual function in LBH and QH should be considered a later sec-
ondary function. However, due to the scarcity of evidence and the heterogeneity
of the corpus, it is impossible to follow the expansion of the phenomenon in its
different stages.

It may seem as if such an expansion supports the explanation of the predic-
ative [- +IC as an inner Hebrew development, showing the independence of the
phenomenon from its Phoenician counterpart. However, it is also reasonable to
assume that only following the ‘borrowing’! of the predicative use of the [- +IC,

47 See Cohen (2013: 173-192) for yiqtol modal functions and Cohen (2013: 198-210) for
waqatal modal functions in LBH.

48 See, e.g. Matras (2007: 45-46; 2020: 202-203).

49 Other language phenomena that may be considered as resulting from contact with Phoe-
nician in these Hebrew language phases are, e.g. the use of the infinitive absolute and the intro-
duction of the relative pronoun $- alongside the CBH 25, as suggested in Cohen (2020: 8-13).

50 See Cohen (2005: 85-88; 2013: 221-227). For QH, see Qimron (2018: 383-384). Con-
versely, Muraoka (2020: 122-123) rejects the predicative interpretation of Qimron and rein-
terprets some of these instances as dependent on a finite verb or complementing a substantive.
Mor (2015: 445-446) suggests that the habitual meanings of the [-+IC stem from the appear-
ance of the construction in a sequence of verbal forms with a habitual meaning.

51 Following Matras (2020: 158), this term is used metaphorically to refer to the replication
of a linguistic structure.
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it was incorporated into the language and not considered foreign to it. When
the I- +IC constructions began to assume modal functions in Hebrew, they co-
alesced with two already existing forms assuming the same modal functions —
the yigtol and the waqatal. The key to understanding the habitual functions of
the predicative [-+IC constructions lies in the overlapping functions of these
three forms. As the I-+IC construction assumed some of the functions of yigtol
and waqatal due to Phoenician influence, the three forms were interchangeable
in some contexts, namely, they were in paradigmatic relation. This interchange-
ability is suggested to later expand to new environments, further extending the
paradigmatic relation of the three forms. This resulted in the expansion of the
[- +1C construction to another function of the yigtol and waqatal, i.e. the habit-
ual function.

waqatal
I-+IC yiqtol

CBH

deontic modality
epistemic modality

habitual

verb complement

L+IC

deontic modality
. epistemic modality /

Hebrew following

s habitual
Phoenician influence

verb complement

wagqatal
-+1C yiqtol

/deontic modality
' epistemic modality

verb complement habitual }

LBH & QH

Figure 1. The expansion of [-+IC’s functions in Hebrew

Understanding that predicative use of I-+IC constructions in LBH and QH is in-
fluenced by language contact is significant not only for the nature of LBH and QH
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but also for the linguistics of Phoenician itself. If this Phoenician usage left its
marks on the verbal systems of LBH and QH to such a degree, it was likely deeply
rooted in that language and integral to it.

Language contact, brought about by sociolinguistic interaction and histori-
cal processes, catalyzes the evolution of linguistic forms and structures. In this
context, the emergence of alternate linguistic forms, particularly in response to
external influences, reflects a dynamic interplay between linguistic systems. The
historical backdrop of language contact between Phoenicians and Hebrew speak-
ers during the Persian period in the southern regions of present-day Israel has
significant implications for our understanding of both languages, with its echoes
illuminating linguistic aspects of both Phoenician and Hebrew. Examination of
this historical resonance will surely provide insight into the dynamics of linguis-
tic borrowing, adaptation and influence between these two languages, enriching
our understanding of the linguistic dynamics of the Persian-era Levant.>?

4 Conclusion

The focus of this article is the examination of a possible grammaticalization pro-
cess observed in the predicative [-+IC construction within Phoenician and Punic
dialects. It additionally aimed at systematically categorizing all instances of its
use in these dialects according to modal function. It posits that the modal func-
tions exhibited by the [- +IC construction—both deontic (wish, command, imper-
ative and prohibition) and epistemic (future tense expressions) originated with
the purposive and allative functions inherent in the preposition [-.

Within the general framework of grammaticalization, where infinitive forms
begin to function as independent predicative forms, Phoenician is conspicuous in
both the depth and ubiquitousness of this process. Diachronically, this structure
abounds in Phoenician from its earliest dialectal stage (Byblos) through to its most
recent form (Neo-Punic), and is found throughout the vast geographic area where
Phoenician was spoken. As we have seen, its appearance in LBH syntax is yet fur-
ther evidence of the centrality of the predicative [- +IC construction in Phoenician.
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Abbreviations

BH Biblical Hebrew

Byb. the dialect of Byblos

CBH Classical Biblical Hebrew

CIS Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum
IC the infinitive construct

KAI Donner and Rollig (2002)

KAIii  Donner and Réllig (1968)

[-+IC the preposition I- followed by the infinitive construct
LBH Late Biblical Hebrew

NPu. Neo-Punic

NSI Cooke (1903)

Ph. Standard Phoenician

Poen Plautus and Ernout (1938)
Pu. Punic

QH Qumran Hebrew

TRIP Levi Della Vida and Amadasi (1987)
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Appendix

All examples are categorized according to their primary function. Within each
category, the examples are organized chronologically by the language stages:
Byb., Ph., Pu. and NPu. For each example, the place of origin, assumed dating
and reference details are provided in brackets. Within each language stage, the
examples are presented according to their source in the following order: KAI, CIS,
Poen, TRIP and NSI.

1 [-+IC constructions as verb complements

KAI 10:12-13 — kI mmlkt wkl ?dm 25 ysp IpSl mi?kt §lt mzbh zn [wSlt pt]h hrs zn wSlt
§rpt 2zt Sm ?nk yhwmlk mlk gbl [t5t 2t] S1<t> ml?kt h? (Byb., 5th-4th century BCE,
KALi: 11)

KAI 280:4-6 — wysp[t...] khwn ym [2gd Im mlhm[t] (Byb., 5th century BCE, Cross
1979: 40)

KAI 14:2 — dbr mlk 2smnSzr mlk sdnm 12mr (Ph., Sidon, 5th century BCE, KAlii: 19)
KAI 24:5-7 — kn bt 2by bmtkt mlkm 2drm wkl slh yd 1< h>lhm wkt byd mlkm km?s§
2klt zgn wlkm]?2s ?klt yd (Ph., Zincirli, 825 BCE, KAlii: 30)

KAI 26A 11:3-6 — wbmgmm 25 kn Ipnm nst¥m 2§ yst¢ ?dm llkt drk wbymty ?nk 25t
t<l>k lhdy dl plkm (Ph., Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26A 11:10-12 — k bl wrsp sprm slhn lbnt wbny ?nk bSbr bSl wbSbr rsp sprm (Ph.,
Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26C IV:14-16 — ?m 2dm 25 2dm $Sm 25 y?m/[r] Imht Sm ?ztwd bsml ?[lJm z wst Sm
(Ph., Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 60:1-2 — tm bd sdnym bn?spt IStr 2yt SmSbS§l bn mgn 25 ns? hnw §1 bt ?lm wfl
mbnt hsr bt 2lm (Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 60:6-7 — Imht lkn ydS hsdnym k yd§ hgw I$lm hlpt 2yt 2dmm 25 pSl msrt 2t pn gw
(Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 288:1-3 — bms?nm ?bn wSzrnm hppym 1[2gd In mlhmt... wys? SIn[m mh]nt ?5 kty
[?gd Im mlhmt bmgm ?z (Ph., Kition, 4th century BCE, Yon and Sznycer 1991: 803)
KAI 288:1-3 — bms?nm ?bn wSzrnm hppym [2gd In mlhmt... wys? Sln[m mh]nt
25 kty 12gd Im mlhmt bmgm ?z (Ph., Kition, 4th century BCE, Yon and Sznycer
1991: 803)

KAI 302:6-7 — gr? Imlgrt ysp Slty Islm wlyrhy bmgm [z] (Pu., Carthage, 406-405
BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 124:2-4 - bSlytn gqmd? 25 §1? bbn m?t mSqr bn gSy bktbt dbr? hbt sgfy bn hn? ks
IpSl whtm (NPu., Tripolitania, 53 CE, KAlii: 130)

KAI 126:2-4 — lmy Ipny ?2dr? ?lpqy wSm 2lpqy lpy m?2s? ?btm wm?sm bn/tm ytn? l€bd
bsp?t kl h§tm mzbh wp?dy p§l Imbmlktm btm (NPu., Tripolitania, 92 CE, KAIii: 131)
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KAI 163:1 - ?tm tsk? kntm ltt [2y? bSl 2bmsbt bn? ?2Im (NPu., Constantine, 2nd cen-
tury BCE, KAlii: 152-153)

CIS i 151:5-6 — k §bd? hmt [? th[n]t kmt bSss Ibntm Im (NPu., Sulci)>

Poen 935 - ys sidobrim chy fel yth chyl ys chon chen liful (NPu., theater play from
Rome, 200 BCE, Friedrich and Rollig 1999: 2)

Poen 945 — et cu/el comu con liful (NPu., theater play from Rome, 200 BCE, Frie-
drich and Rollig 1999: 2)

Poen 948 — Alem us duber limur (NPu., theater play from Rome, 200 BCE, Frie-
drich and Rollig 1999: 2)

2 Ambiguous cases of I- +IC constructions (verb complements or
predicates)

KAI 14:9-11 — wysgrnm h?lnm hqdsm 2t mmlkt 2dr 2§ msl bnm lgstnm 2yt mmlkt ?2m
2dm h? ?5 ypth it mskb z ?m 25 ys$? 2yt hlt z (Ph., Sidon, 5th century BCE, KAlii: 19)
KAI 14:18-20 — wid ytn In 2dn mlkm 2yt d?r wypy ?rst dgn h?drt ?$ bsd srn Imdt Ssmt
28 pSlt wyspnnm St gbl ?rs lknnm [sdnm [Slm (Ph., Sidon, 5h century BCE, KAlii: 19)
KAI 18:3-6 — 2t h$Sr z whdlht 25 | pSlt btklty bnt bst 180 [?dn mlkm 143 st [m sr lkny
ly Iskr wsm nfm (Ph., Umm el-Awamid, 132 BCE, KAlii: 26)

KAI 19:9-11 - km 25 bn 2yt kl 2hry [hmqds]m 25 b?rs lkn Im [[skr wsm n¥m €d] §lm
(Ph., MaSsiib, 222 BCE, KAlii: 27)

KAI 26A 1:17-18 — wbn ?nk hmyt bmgmm hmt I§btnm dnnym bnht lbnm (Ph., Kara-
tepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26A 11:11-15 — wbny ?nk bSbr bSl wbSbr rsp sprm bsb§ wbmnfm wbsbt nfmt wb-
nht Ib lkny msmr I[fmq 2dn wilbt mps (Ph., Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 302:6-7 — gr? Imligrt ysp Slty Islm wlyrhy bmgm [z] (Pu., Carthage, 406-405
BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 147:1-3 — hmzrh 25[p... wnlgd hSmm ndSr ndr?... [?2]§ [2tt h?l ?bbrktm 1[n]
(NPu., Maktar, 1st century AD, KAlii: 144 and Sznycer 1972: 30)%

KAI 172:1-4 - [1?]h]mlkt bn 2dnbS$l bn hmlkt hprt §l mytb ?rs? hslky Ibn2t t hmqds st
lhrbt I?1t t¥n? (NPu., Sulci, 1st century BCE, KAlii: 156 and Dillmann 1881)

CIS i 151:1-4 - Iplks khrhsy pSl t hmqr? ?st phly? ?gbr 2tm? bn mqr? lkn [? wl?mm
bsn? (NPu., Sulci)

53 Based on the literature at hand, we were unable to date this inscription.
54 According to the reading in Krahmalkov (2000: 127). When relying on the reading of KAI,
it is hard to determine whether it is a I- + IC construction.
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3 I-+1IC constructions as predicates

3.1 Wish

KAI 26A III:2-7 — wbrk bS1 kr[n]trys 2yt 2ztwd hym wslm wSz 2dr Sl kI mlk ltty bSl
krntrys wkl ?In qrt [2ztwd ?rk ymm wrb snt wrs?2t nfmt wSz ?2dr §1 kI mlk (Ph., Kara-
tepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26C III:16-1V:1 — wbrk bSl krntrys 2yt ?ztwd bhym wbslm wb$z ?2dr Sl kl mlk ltty
bSl krntrys [2ztwd ?rk ymm wrb $nt wrs?t n[S$]mt wiz ?dr §l kl mlk (Ph., Karatepe,
720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

3.2 Command

KAI 60:3-5 — 2yt rit z lktb h2dmm 25 n§?m In €1 bt ?lm Slt msbt hrs wytn?y bSrpt bt
2lm §n 25 (Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 60:3-6 — 2yt r§t z lktb h2dmm 25 ns?m In §1 bt 2lm §lt msbt hrs wytn?y bSrpt bt
2lm $n 25 lknt gw Srb €It msbt z ys?n bksp ?lm bSlsdn drkmnm 20 (Ph., Athens, 96
BCE, KAlii: 73)

CIS i 3917:2-3 — tn? sISm h?s 25 §1 hms?[...] rt IbSl hzbh ?m ltt lkhn 2yt [...] rt Sl
hzbh ?m ltt [...] (Pu., Carthage, 3rd—2nd century BCE, Davis 1863: 3)

CIS i 3917:2-3 — tn? $ISm h2s 2§ €1 hms?[...] rt IbSl hzbh ?m ltt lkhn 2yt [...] rt IbSl
hzbh ?m ltt [...] (Pu., Carthage, 3rd-2nd century BCE, Davis 1863: 3)

3.3 Imperative

KAI 2:1-3 - ldSt hn ypd Ik tht zn (Byb., 10th century BCE, KAlii: 2-4)

KAI 76B:8 — I$t §It hhdrt npt (Pu., Carthage, 4th-3rd century BCE, NSI: 44)

KAI 145 1:3-4 — wifm? ysb 2dmt [?2lm hqyds 1$?2t ?ht Smm btwb (NPu., Maktar, 1st
century AD, KAIii: 144 and Sznycer 1972: 30)

3.4 Prohibition

KAI 9A:5 - [?l tpth] §[lt hmskb] zn lrgz $smy (Byb., 5th-4th century BCE, KAlii:
10)

KAI 280:2 - bl Ipth §lt ?rn zn wlrgz $smy (Byb., 5th century BCE, Cross 1979: 40)
KAI 280:2 - bl Ipth It 2rn zn wlrgz $smy (Byb., 5th century BCE, Cross 1979: 40)
KAI 70:3-4 — gbr zybqt hkhn[t [] rbt [...]? bt $bd?Smn bn bSlytn bn §bd?Smn ?5t
bSlhn? mq[m] ?l[m] bn $bdmlqrt bn hmlkt bn $bd?smn 2bl Ipth (Pu., Avignon or
Carthage, 3rd century BCE, KAlii: 83, 87)
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3.5 Future

KAI 69:14 - [§]1 bll wSI hib wS1 hib wSl kl zbh ?S 2dm lzbh bmnh[t--] y[kn lkhnm]
(Pu., Marseille or Carthage, 3rd century BCE, KAlii: 83)

KAI 79:6-11 — wkl 2§ Isr t ?bn z by py ?nk wby py 2dm bSmy wspt tnt pn bl brh 2dm
h? (Pu., Carthage, 3rd-2nd century BCE, Roschinski 1988: 606)

KAI 302:3-4 — wkl ?2dm] 25 lkp 2yt ?mint z wiSkr wisbt y?ml yd[? (Pu., Carthage,
406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 302:3-4 — wkl 2dm] ?5 lkp 2yt ?mtnt z wlSkr wisbt y?ml yd[? (Pu., Carthage,
406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 302:3-4 — wkl 2dm] 25 lkp 2yt ?mint z wiSkr wlsbt y?ml yd[? (Pu., Carthage,
406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

CIS i 3784:1-3 — kl 25 Ignb t ?bn z bSlhmn yqsy? (Pu., Carthage, 3rd-2nd century
BCE)*>®

CIS i 4937:1-5 — w[kl] 2dm 25 Isr t mtnt z wspt tnt pnb§l brh ?2dm h? (Pu., Carthage,
3rd-2nd century BCE)%®

TRIP 10:1-4 - pSl mSqr hrds lqgn?m wi?hy? $yg? wikl ?§ lkn ?hr bbry?t (NPu., Trip-
olitania)®”

4 Doubtful examples of I-+IC constructions

KAI 9A:2 - bl tgm It 2rn Slt ?rn (Byb., 5th—4th century BCE, KAlii: 10)

KAI 60:6-8 — Imht lkn ydS hsdnym k yd$ hgw Islm hipt 2yt 2dmm 25 pSI msrt ?t pn gw
(Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 302:7 — [m]srt lgn? wkn [? hl wslm (Pu., Carthage, 406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov
1974: 171)

KAI 162:6 - lkn [? tfmt ?drt (NPu., Constantine, 2nd century BCE, KAlii: 152)
NSI 56:4 — ?m? Isrt snt hmsm (NPu., Cherchell)*®

% We dated this inscription as KAI 79 due to their similarity.

% We dated this inscription as KAI 79 due to their similarity.

57 Based on the literature at hand, we were unable to date this inscription.

58 This inscription is hard to date but might cautiously be attributed to the first century CE,
see Février (1952: 23).
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nian—are well-known in the history of Semitic languages. This article describes another pre-
viously undocumented Hebrew vocalisation system, the ‘Arabo-Tiberian system’, a sub-vari-
ant of the Tiberian system that appears only in Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts around the tenth
and eleventh centuries. In addition to the typical Tiberian vowel marks, the Arabo-Tiberian
system includes two loaned Babylonian signs, one for the vowel /u/ and another for /a/
(primarily in the diphthongs /aw/ and /ay/). This system never achieved the widespread
adoption or standardisation of other Hebrew and Arabic vowel systems, so it survives now
only in fragmentary evidence from the Cairo Genizah. This article describes the common
Arabo-Tiberian features in ten vocalised manuscripts and offers hypotheses for the system’s
origin and extinction.
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1 Introduction

The medieval history of Semitic languages is a history of scribes and scholars who
grappled with the ideal methods for recording vowels in their writing systems.
Traditionally, writers of Hebrew, Arabic, and Syriac left most vowels unwritten,
leaving the interpretation and pronunciation of their words partly up to their
readers. However, with the spread of Arabic as the medieval lingua franca of the
Middle East and North Africa, Jewish, Muslim, and Christian scribes sought new
ways to record the exact details of their liturgical recitation traditions, balanc-
ing desires for oral precision against the sacred authority of earlier, less-precise
written sources. They accomplished this task by an innovative policy of minimal

@ © 2025 The Author(s). This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
@ 7 Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted

use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.
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intervention: the insertion of small graphemes that could indicate vowel pho-
nemes at a writer’s discretion without modifying the consonantal text of a Bible
or Qur’an. Scholars now refer to the sets of graphemes invented for this purpose
as ‘vocalisation systems’.

Several medieval Semitic vocalisation systems survived and still see regular
use today. By far the most widespread is the Arabic tashkil (‘marking’) system,
which emerged in the ninth century and has persisted relatively unchanged for
Arabic-script writing in multiple languages over the last millennium. The next
best known among scholars of Semitic languages is the Tiberian Hebrew niqqud
(‘pointing’) system, also invented around the ninth century for use in the Hebrew
Bible, but now standard for practically all Hebrew writing in the modern day.
Modern Syriac Christians still use two different medieval vocalisation systems,
mainly for Bibles and liturgical texts: the ‘Eastern’ dot system and the ‘Western’
letter-form system, which crystallised in the eighth and tenth centuries, respec-
tively (Segal 1953: 29-30; Coakley 2011: 307-325).

But for every vocalisation system that survived to the present day, there are
others that were abandoned, outcompeted, or simply forgotten as scribal prac-
tices changed over time. For example, the first Arabic vocalisation system was
the set of colour-coded (usually red) dots found in Qur’ans produced between
the eighth and tenth centuries CE. This system saw little adoption outside of
Qur’anic manuscripts, likely because the need for multiple ink colours made it
too expensive and inefficient for less prestigious texts (Abbott 1972: 7-8; George
2015: 13-14). Arabic traditionists also report a defunct system known as shakl
al-shir (‘the marking of poetry’) which may have been a precursor to the modern
Arabic tashkil signs during the ninth century (Posegay 2021b: 82-84). Similarly,
two other Hebrew nigqud systems—the Palestinian system and the Babylonian
system—fell out of use during a process known as ‘Tiberianisation’ between the
tenth and twelfth centuries.!

This article describes another defunct vocalisation system, one I have desig-
nated the ‘Arabo-Tiberian’ system, because it shares most of the graphemes of the
Tiberian vowel system and medieval Jewish scribes deployed it exclusively for
recording vowels in Judaeo-Arabic. This system appears to be a parallel devel-
opment with the standard Tiberian Hebrew system, first appearing in Classical
Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts of the tenth or eleventh century. In addition to the
typical Tiberian graphemes, it also includes two loaned signs, one for the vowel
/u/ and another variously for /a/ or the diphthongs /aw/ and /ay/. The Ara-
bo-Tiberian system never achieved the widespread adoption or standardisation of
other Hebrew and Arabic vowel systems, so it survives now only in fragmentary

1 Except in Yemen, where Hebrew vocalisers continued to employ the Babylonian nigqud.
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evidence, mostly manuscripts from the Cairo Genizah.? The following discussion
describes the common Arabo-Tiberian features in these manuscripts and offers
hypotheses for the system’s origin and extinction.

2 Features of the Arabo-Tiberian system
The following ten Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts are the focus of this study:

1. Cambridge, University Library, T-S Ar.29.185 (Proverbs, paper)?
Cambridge, University Library, T-S Ar.54.4 (commentary on Kings, paper)*

3. Cambridge, University Library, T-S D1.93 (glossary to Samuel, parch-
ment)

4. Cambridge, University Library, T-S NS 301.14 (unknown commentary
quoting biblical sources, parchment) (Shivtiel and Niessen 2006: no.
6309)

5. Cambridge, University Library, T-S NS 188.9 (Job, parchment)

6. Cambridge, University Library, T-S NS 285.155 (Ecclesiastes with com-
mentary, parchment)

7. London, British Library, OR 5562A.19 (Proverbs, parchment)

8. New York, Jewish Theological Seminary, ENA 2779.39 (Ecclesiastes,
parchment)

9. St. Petersburg, Russian National Library, EVR ARAB I 1151 (calendrical
text, paper)

10. Oxford, Bodleian Library, Heb. d.42.28-31 (rhyming commentary on
piyyut, parchment)

N

Most of these manuscripts are fragments of Biblical texts or texts otherwise rele-
vant to Jewish law. In other words, they are the work of professional scribes and
scholars, rather than popular or documentary material. All of them are written in
‘Classical’ Judaeo-Arabic, typified by a transliteration system that mimics Classi-
cal Arabic orthography with Hebrew characters on a one-to-one basis.® They can
be dated on the basis of their orthography and palaeography between the tenth
and twelfth centuries CE, with Bodleian Heb. d.42.28-31 likely being the oldest.

2 On the history of the Cairo Genizah as a source of manuscripts, see Reif (2000); Jefferson
(2022). For an overview of vocalised Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts, see Khan (2010).

3 Belongs with CUL T-S AS 168.2 and T-S AS 168.3.

4 Note that CUL T-S Ar.54.4 is two separate manuscripts. P1 and P2 are Hebrew liturgical
poetry with full standard Tiberian vocalisation. P3 and P4 are an unrelated Judaeo-Arabic
commentary on Second Kings 16-18 with isolated Arabo-Tiberian vocalisation. See Baker and
Polliack (2001: no. 7793).

5 On the differences between Classical Judaeo-Arabic and earlier ‘phonetic’ Judaeo-Arabic,
see Blau and Hopkins (1984: 9-27); Khan (2018); Lieberman (2022: 145-182).
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None contain an explicit date, so more precise dating is infeasible within the
scope of this study.

All Arabo-Tiberian vocalised manuscripts discovered thus far show familiarity
with the standard Tiberian vocalisation system, applying other Tiberian signs
sporadically to Judaeo-Arabic or Hebrew words. Additionally, all known Ara-
bo-Tiberian manuscripts employ a sign that does not appear in the standard Ti-
berian system for the vowel /u/ in Arabic words only. This sign is a supralinear
stroke that usually leans rightward. MS British Library OR 5562A.19, which is an
Arabic translation of Proverbs, is instructive here (Figure 1):

Figure 1. BL OR 5562A.19 1, line 12; al-hukama ‘the wise ones’

In the first syllable of this Arabic word, the oblique surpalinear stroke indicates
the short vowel /u/. If this vocaliser were using the standard Tiberian vocalisation
system—as is typical for most vocalised Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts—then we
would expect them to mark this syllable with the sublinear three-dot sign gibbus,
but they obviously do not. Nevertheless, the vocaliser clearly knows the standard
Tiberian system as well, as they apply it accurately in other Arabic words. For in-
stance, patah, hirig, and shewa signs mark /a/, /i/, and ¢ in mustasliman (Figure
2), alongside the oblique stroke for /u/.

Figure 2. BL OR 5562A.19 v, line 14; mustasliman ‘yielding’

All ten manuscripts in our corpus include this sign for /u/. It sometimes appears
more vertical than oblique, and it sometimes curves in a way that resembles the
Arabic damma sign (/u/) or the Hebrew letter vav, but these variations amount
to stylistic allographs of the same grapheme. They all represent the vowel /u/
(Figures 3-11).°

¢ In its vertical form, this sign can resemble to the Palestinian Hebrew sign for /a/ and,
in some cases, /2/ or /o/ (Dotan 2007: 625). Despite this resemblance, it is much more likely
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Figure 3. CUL T-S Ar.29.185 2v, line 4; wa-‘amquh ‘and its depth’

Figure 4. CUL T-S Ar.54.4 P3 1, line 12; wa-qult ‘and you said’

Figure 5. CUL T-S D1.93 2r, line 7; zalaltu ‘I slipped’

Figure 6. CUL T-S NS 301.14 1r, line 8; halatuh ‘his/its status’

Figure 7. CUL T-S NS 188.9 r, line 3; zulman ‘unjustly’

that the loaned signs in the Arabo-Tiberian system come from further east, given the one-to-one
correspondence with the Babylonian letter-form sign for /u/ and parallels found in vocalised
Judaeo-Persian manuscripts (see below).
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Figure 8. CUL T-S NS 285.155 r, line 8; baytuh ‘his house’

Figure 9. JTS ENA 2779.39 r, line 16; al-kull muhdaran ‘everything is settled’

Figure 11. Bodleian Heb. d.42.29 v, line 13; al-subiit ‘the Sabbaths’

The supralinear stroke for /u/ is most common in two contexts. The first is in
the initial syllable of nouns, especially participles that begin with a prefixed mim,
suggesting that such syllables were otherwise open to ambiguity for medieval
readers. The second context is in word-final syllables that contain the pronom-

7 This fragment is somewhat distinct in the corpus. The script style appears to be later (ca.
late eleventh/twelfth century) than the others. The vocaliser also included the Arabic shadda
sign to mark gemination and the dots of t@’ marbiita to mark the feminine nominal ending in
Judaeo-Arabic. It may represent a case where a vocaliser freely mixed signs from the Tiberian
nigqud and Arabic tashkil systems, rather than being an instance of the Arabo-Tiberian system.
For more on this manuscript, see Vidro (2021: 286).
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inal suffixes -hu/uh and -hum. In such cases, the marking of the vowel seems to
help indicate to the reader that the suffix is a distinct grammatical element from
the preceding word. In fact, for some vocalisers—particularly that of CUL T-S
Ar.29.185—the supralinear stroke appears to be the preferred sign for pronom-
inal suffixes even while the Tiberian gibbus marks /u/ elsewhere in the manu-
script. These use cases suggest that, similar to the Palestinian and Babylonian
vowel systems, Arabo-Tiberian vocalisers tended to apply vowel signs only spo-
radically to disambiguate vowels with grammatical import.

The second non-standard Arabo-Tiberian sign is an oblique pair of supralinear
dots that lean to the right. This sign is less common than the supralinear stroke
for /u/, appearing in only three of our ten manuscripts, and its function is less
consistent. In CUL T-S D1.93, it appears only before the letter yod, designating
the a-vowel in the diphthong /ay/. In Bodleian Heb. d.42.28-31, it appears only
before the letters yod and vav, designating the a-vowels in the diphthongs /ay/
and /aw/, respectively. In CUL T-S NS 285.155, it appears in multiple contexts
to represent /a/.

Figure 12. CUL T-S D1.93 1v, line 16; wa-gayr ‘and besides’®

Figure 14. Bodleian Heb. d.42.28 v, line 16; fawq/fawqa ‘over’

8 Note that the supralinear stroke on the gimel of this word is not a vowel sign, but rather
a diacritic marking that the gimel represents an Arabic gayn (as opposed to jim).
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Figure 15. CUL T-S NS 285.155 v, line 4; aw ‘or’

Figure 16. CUL T-S NS 285.155 r, line 6; tagdimat ‘presentation of’

Figure 17. CUL T-S NS 285.155 r, line 3; min gibal ‘by means of, through’

The common through-line is that this sign indicates a short a-vowel, phonetically
equivalent to the Tiberian patah and Arabic fatha. This fact is noteworthy because
its physical appearance—a supralinear pair of oblique rightward dots—is iden-
tical to the sign for /a/ in the Babylonian Hebrew ‘dot system’ of vowels (Khan
2013: 954). We will now take a closer look at the idiosyncrasies of these last two
manuscripts’ vocalisation. They suggest that the origin of the Arabo-Tiberian sys-
tem lies in the mixing of Tiberian and Babylonian vowel signs during the tenth-
and eleventh-century process of Masoretic ‘Tiberianisation’.’

Bodleian Heb. d.42.28-31 is four leaves of an Arabic commentary on a He-
brew piyyut poem, specifically the azharah known as Attah Hinhalta. The text
of this piyyut appears in the preceding two folios (Bodleian Heb. d.42.26-27),
where it is unvocalised.!® Written vowel signs only appear when the Arabic com-
mentary begins in Bodleian Heb. d.42.28, although from the first line, it is clear
that the vocalisation is irregular. At least two separate vocalisers applied vowel
signs to this manuscript. The first added only a handful of isolated Babylonian
letter-form signs (‘ayin for /a/, vay for /u/; Figures 18-19),!! and likely, the nu-

9 See Dotan (2007: 646).

10 A partial identification appears in Neubauer and Cowley (1906), Heb. d.42.26-31. The
full identification cited here comes from Nissim Sabato of the Friedberg Genizah Project’s
Judeo-Arabic Halakhic Literature team.

1 On the designation ‘letter-form’ for the various Semitic vocalisation systems that employ
miniaturised letters to mark vowels, see Posegay (2021a: 13, n. 4). On the letter-form Babylo-
nian signs, see Khan (2013: 954).
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merous oblique supralinear strokes in the manuscript that mark fricative forms
of Arabic letters (Figure 20). As an aside, this is the only Babylonian-vocalised
Judaeo-Arabic manuscript that I have ever encountered.!?

Figure 20: Bodleian Heb. d.42.29 r, line 1; tdkud ‘you take™®

The second, later vocaliser applied a form of the Arabo-Tiberian system, using the
oblique pair of supralinear dots that marks the /ay/ and /aw/ diphthongs (Fig-
ures 13-14) in addition to the standard Tiberian patah (/a/), hiriq (/i/), qibbus
(/u/), and shewa (usually /a/ or ).} These signs are sufficient to transliterate
any vocalised Classical Arabic text into Hebrew script on a one-to-one graphemic
basis, with patah, hiriq, qibbus, and shewa filling the roles of fatha, kasra, damma,
and sukiin, respectively. Consequently, this vocaliser did not often need the other
Tiberian vowel points, although the sign games appears rarely (e.g. Bodleian Heb.
d.42.29 v, line 2) for what is presumably a rounded backed a-vowel (approxi-

12 Thank you to Amir Ashur and Nadia Vidro for discussing this topic with me.

13 The supralinear strokes here are not vowel signs, but rather diacritics marking fricative
allophones of consonants (see also Figure 12).

4 On the quality of the Tiberian shewa in vocalised Judaeo-Arabic, see Khan (1992; 2010:
208-210); Posegay (2020: 38).
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mately /5/) that the Classical Arabic writing system has no explicit sign for (Khan
2020: 244; Al-Nassir 1993: 97, 103-104; Posegay 2021a: 187). This vocaliser was
also more consistent than the earlier Babylonian one, marking many more words.
The gibbus sign occurs by far the most frequently.

For our study, the most significant feature of this manuscript is a single word
that has been vocalised twice: al-subiit ‘Sabbaths’ (Figure 11). The original scribe
spelled this word defectively, so if left unvocalised, the most natural reading is
the much more common singular form al-sabt ‘Sabbath, Saturday’. The initial
Babylonian vocaliser clarified the two u-vowels by adding miniature supralinear
vav signs. This mark is the standard sign for /u/ in the Babylonian letter-form
system and is the most likely original source for the supralinear sign for /u/ in
the Arabo-Tiberian system, especially in its more vertical form (e.g. Figure 3). At
a later time, the Arabo-Tiberian vocaliser came across this word and—evidently
aware that their reader might not know the Babylonian signs—reinforced the
vowels of al-subiit with the standard Tiberian gibbus points. The final result is
a mixed form of the Arabo-Tiberian system, with the standard Tiberian signs
(including gibbus) and oblique supralinear diphthong dots of one vocaliser com-
plementing the Babylonian letter-form signs of another. This visual mixing of
different vowel systems in re-vocalised manuscripts was likely a key contextual
component in the creation of the Arabo-Tiberian system.

CUL T-S NS 285.155 is a small parchment fragment from a Judaeo-Arabic
translation and commentary on Ecclesiastes. Only about fifteen partial lines of
text survive, and while there are enough signs to tentatively reconstruct the man-
uscript’s vocalisation system, it is not certain that every sign the vocaliser would
have used has survived in the extant section. Only three discrete vowel signs
are present: the oblique supralinear stroke for /u/, the oblique pair of supra-
linear dots for /a/, and Tiberian hirig (/i/). Like every known Arabo-Tiberian
manuscript, the vocalisation is sporadic, but in theory, these three signs are the
minimum that a vocaliser would require to fully point a Judaeo-Arabic text. This
manuscript is unique because it is the only member of our corpus in which the
two-dot supralinear sign represents /a/ in non-diphthong contexts (Figures 16
and 17). It is thus plausible that this sign is a direct loan of the identical sign for
/a/ in the Babylonian dot system.

3 Relics of Tiberianisation

The process of ‘Tiberianisation’, by which the Tiberian vocalisation system grad-
ually replaced the Palestinian and Babylonian systems between the tenth and
twelfth centuries, is well known in Masoretic studies. The actual pronunciation
tradition of the Tiberian Masoretes never achieved widespread distribution, but
its perceived prestige conveyed a greater level of authority to their written vowel
signs than those of other vocalisation systems (Khan 2020: 85, 108). The Tiberian
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signs thus became the standard for nearly all written Hebrew (outside of Yemen)
by the end of the twelfth century, and we find numerous medieval Bibles with
‘non-standard Tiberian’ vocalisation (Dotan 2007: 642; Blapp 2017; Khan 2020:
129-132; Arrant 2020; Outhwaite 2020); that is, local Hebrew pronunciation
traditions that differed from the pronunciation tradition of the Tiberian Maso-
retes, but were nevertheless recorded using Tiberian vowel points. Such was the
authority of the Tiberian system that even Babylonian scribes began to transcribe
their local reading traditions with Tiberian signs. Manuscripts like Bodleian Heb.
d.42.28-31, originally given Babylonian vowels but re-vocalised with Tiberian
signs, are material evidence of this transitional period.’

At the same time that Tiberianisation was taking place, Arabic was replacing
Aramaic as the vernacular language of Middle Eastern Jewish communities. Arabic
thus became a key language of Masoretic scholarship (Khan 2020: 107, 117-121).
Transcribing the new scientific vernacular into Hebrew script presented problems
that Jewish scribes mitigated with innovations in diacritics and vocalisation. Yet
scribal customs for writing Judaeo-Arabic were also much less standardised than
those for writing Biblical Hebrew, resulting in multiple simultaneous methods for
solving these transcription problems. The best known case of diacritic pluriformity
in Judaeo-Arabic is how scribes differentiated the 22 letters of the Hebrew alpha-
bet, which are insufficient to represent all 28 Arabic letters on a one-to-one basis.
Some solved this issue with the Biblical Hebrew dagesh dot, which distinguish-
es between fricative and plosive allophones of Hebrew letters, allowing them to
approximate the sounds of additional Arabic consonants (Posegay 2020: 47-50;
Posegay and Arrant 2021: 270-271).1® More commonly, however, Judaeo-Arabic
scribes added new supralinear or sublinear diacritic dots to Hebrew letters to indi-
cate the Arabic consonants that did not have unique characters in Biblical Hebrew
(including fricatives like kha’, dhal, gayn, etc., as well as dad and za’). As we have
seen from some of the Arabo-Tiberian manuscripts, another strategy was to mark
fricative consonants with an oblique supralinear stroke (e.g. Figures 12 and 20).

It is in this context of Babylonian Tiberianisation and Judaeo-Arabic diacritic
innovation that the Arabo-Tiberian system likely took shape. Judaeo-Arabic texts
may not have been subject to the same perceived Tiberian authoritativeness as
Hebrew texts, so it may not have been inevitable that scribes would adopt the
standard Tiberian system to vocalise Judaeo-Arabic. Moreover, despite adopting
Tiberian signs to vocalise their Bibles, Tiberianising scribes of the late tenth and
eleventh centuries still knew the old Babylonian vowel systems and had ample
opportunity to adapt them to improve their Judaeo-Arabic transcriptions. I thus
hypothesise that the Arabo-Tiberian signs for /u/ and (especially in diphthongs)

15 See Khan (2020: 109, esp. n. 134). The same phenomenon is attested in Palestinian-vocal-
ised manuscripts (Blapp 2013).
16 See also Blau (2002).
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/a/ were both originally Babylonian vowel signs that saw continued use after
Tiberianisation for a specific reason: signs which disambiguate the language of
a word, not just its vowels, provide additional utility to a writer.

It is likely that Jewish scribes quickly—perhaps immediately—identified the
Babylonian letter-form vav sign for /u/ as equivalent to the standard Arabic let-
ter-form waw sign (i.e. damma) for the same vowel.’” As a result, it was a logical
choice to include in a new vowel system contrived specifically for writing their (Ju-
daeo-)Arabic vernacular. The particular utility of this new system was that its use
would unambiguously mark a Hebrew-script word as Arabic. The vav/damma sign
(/u/) could thus be preferable to the standard Tiberian gibbus sign for /u/, as qibbus
failed to make explicit the language of an ambiguous vocalised word. The oblique
pair of supralinear dots (i.e. /a/) from the defunct Babylonian dot system likewise
became the first sign for /a/ in the Arabo-Tiberian system. It was phonologically
identical to the Tiberian patah, but it disambiguated the language of a marked
word. It also (perhaps just coincidentally) shared the same supralinear position
and oblique orientation as the Arabic tashkil sign for /a/ (i.e. fatha). Finally, the
sublinear Tiberian hireq dot became the sign for /i/ in the new vowel system, again
(perhaps just coincidentally) sharing the same position as the Arabic tashkil sign for
/i/ (i.e. kasra), as well as the Arabic red dot sign for /i/. These three signs (for /u/,
/a/, and /i/) are the form of the Arabo-Tiberian system apparently attested in CUL
T-S NS 285.155 (Figures 8, 15-17 above). Since these three signs are the minimum
needed to transcribe the three cardinal vowels of Classical Arabic,'® I suspect that
this is also the original form of the Arabo-Tiberian system.

However, this basic system clearly did not achieve widespread use, as evi-
denced by the multiple variants in our corpus that include the rest of the Tiberi-
an vowel points while restricting or not containing the oblique dots for /a/. As
discussed above, most of our manuscripts only use the Tiberian patah and shewa
to mark /a/ in Judaeo-Arabic, and two of the three that use the oblique dots for
/a/ (T-S D1.93 and Bodl. Heb. d.42.28-31) restrict them to marking diphthongs
(/aw/, /ay/).'° This restricted usage suggests the sign may have had some al-
ternative utility that allowed it to exist alongside standard Tiberian patah, at

17 The Arabic tashkil signs (fatha, kasra, damma) are first attested in the ninth century
(George 2015: 13-14; Posegay 2021b: 82-85).

18 Recall that all the manuscripts in our corpus follow the ‘Classical’ system of Judaeo-Ara-
bic transcription.

19 After reading an earlier draft of this paper, Nadia Vidro began sending me classmarks of
more manuscripts in which she observed Arabo-Tiberian signs (e.g. T-S Ar.24.29, T-S Ar.28.138,
and MS Alliance Israélite Universelle, VIIL.E.35). I received T-S Ar.28.138 late in the production
of this article, but it is worth highlighting here. It is a biblical commentary that employs only
three vowel signs in Judaeo-Arabic: a supralinear stroke for /u/, a sublinear dot (i.e Tiberian
hiriq) for /i/, and an oblique pair of supralinear dots for /a/ before yod and vav in the /ay/ and
/aw/ diphthongs.
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least for a short time. For instance, it may have been valuable to have a vowel
sign that marked the letters ya@’ or waw as consonants, signalling to the reader
that they should not be read as matres lectionis.?® It might also be that the use of
the Babylonian sign for /a/ meant to approximate the sounds of monophthong-
ised vowels pronounced in place of historical diphthongs, such as /e/ instead of
/ay/, or /3/ instead of /aw/. Regardless, we need data from more Arabo-Tiberian
vocalised manuscripts before we can draw any definitive conclusions about the
development and fate of these dots.

While this reconstruction of the Arabo-Tiberian system is speculative, the
re-adaptation of Babylonian vowel signs to vocalise a non-Hebrew language tran-
scribed in Hebrew characters is actually not unprecedented.?! Shaul Shaked has
identified a similar phenomenon in MS CUL T-S K24.16, a hybrid Judaeo-Per-
sian/Arabic letter from the pre-Mongol period. In this letter, the Arabic text is
written in Arabic characters while the Persian text is written in Hebrew charac-
ters. The (Judaeo-)Persian is vocalised with what Shaked posits are a system of
signs inspired by the Babylonian vowels. He documents two familiar marks in
this adapted system:

Two dots placed next to each other in a nearly horizontal fashion, with
a slight slant downwards towards the left, indicate a simple vowel (or some-
times diphthong?) é(y) in words and particles such as né (line 3 and several other
occurrences), hem (line 5), meé (the durative verbal particle, line 8), -¢ (the indica-
tor of the indefinite, ya-ye vahdat) in tis-¢ (line 4), dang-¢ (line 6), also kunéd (line
9, impv. 2nd person pl.) .. .. Two dots placed vertically one on top of the other
indicate the vowel a, e.g. $(a)vad (lines 3, 4). The same sign occurs also on top of
the vav in ’ptwry (line 5), a word of uncertain derivation and meaning; it may have
been meant to be a short vertical stroke, as the sign occurring over the vay in royas
(line 10), obast (although it looks like an elongated dot; line 8) [emphasis mine].
(Shaked 2010: 327-328)

The first sign, which Shaked hypothesises represents either /&/ or a diphthong,
is nearly identical to the pair of dots that we have shown to represent /a/, espe-
cially in diphthongs, in some Arabo-Tiberian manuscripts. Both versions of the
sign are likely inspired by the signs for /a/ and /e/ in the Babylonian dot system
of vowels (Khan 2013: 954). Meanwhile the second sign, a short vertical stroke

20 Another Genizah biblical manuscript, consisting of the fragments T-S Ar.28.170 and T-S
Ar.27.60, has several instances of the oblique two-dot sign fulfilling this function to mark conso-
nantal yod; see Kantor (2025: 753 nn. 7-8, 756 n. 11). I suspect this usage is a further restriction
of the Arabo-Tiberian/Babylonian vowel sign as pure Tiberian vocalisation became ever more
dominant among Arabic-speaking Jewish writers.

21 T know, I couldn’t believe it either.
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above vav which Shaked interprets as /6/, is the same as the Arabo-Tiberian
stroke for /u/, a direct loan from the Babylonian letter-form system.

One might wonder why the Judaeo-Persian vocaliser did not simply use the
standard Babylonian or Tiberian system to vocalise Persian, but I would suggest
the same hypothesis as for the Arabo-Tiberian system: signs which disambigu-
ate the language of a word, not just its vowels, can provide additional utility to
a writer. In this case, the unique vowel system indicates to the reader that the Ju-
daeo-Persian words should not be interpreted as Hebrew. Shaked even mentions
a similar phenomenon later in his study. In one notable twelfth-century letter
(CUL T-S 8J19.28), the scribe writes primarily in Judaeo-Arabic, but intersperses
it with Judaeo-Persian phrases. Because both languages are transliterated in the
same (Hebrew) script, the scribe adds supralinear dots to differentiate Persian
words from the surrounding Arabic text (Shaked 2010: 325). These dots do not
represent vowels at all, but they demonstrate that the disambiguation of languag-
es via diacritics was a potentially desirable feature for a medieval Hebrew-script
writing system. Analogous diacritic dots are also attested in mixed Hebrew/Ju-
daeo-Arabic manuscripts. For example, CUL T-S 8K12 is a fragment from the
conclusion of Sa‘adya Gaon’s poetic dictionary, Egron.?* In this manuscript, pairs
of supralinear diacritic dots mark individual Hebrew words within the running
Judaeo-Arabic text (e.g. T-S 8K12 r, lines 6-7).

Because Judaeo-Arabic scribes readily interpreted the Babylonian/Arabo-Ti-
berian sign for /u/ as equivalent—functionally and graphically—to Arabic
damma, it was the most logical sign available to disambiguate the language of
a vocalised Judaeo-Arabic word. This property is the most likely explanation for
why that sign seems to have seen more widespread and prolonged use than the
Arabo-Tiberian dots for /a/. We must also consider that while the oblique dots
for /a/ were in direct competition with the Tiberian patah,? the Arabo-Tiberian
sign for /u/ only competed with Tiberian gibbus. Despite its frequent utility in
marking Judaeo-Arabic passive forms, gibbus is, objectively, the worst Tiberian
vowel sign.2* To vocalise a letter with gibbus, a Hebrew writer must stop moving
right-to-left, fully reverse their direction of motion, and place three* sublinear
dots leaning downward to the right.?® This reversal was less of an issue when
producing fully vocalised manuscripts, such as formal Bible codices, where the

22 On the Egron, see Brody (2016: 79-84).

2 One of the greatest vowel signs of all time.

24 Some people may say that this is just an opinion’. Those people would be wrong.

% Nobody has time for three dots. The Tiberian gibbus (/u/), Tiberian segol (/¢/), and Pal-
estinian holem (/o/) are the only vowel signs in any medieval Hebrew, Arabic, Syriac, or Sa-
maritan vocalisation system that consist of three dots. All other signs are one dot, two dots, or
combinations of strokes.

2 Qibbus also makes little sense with the internal phonetic logic of the Tiberian vowel scale
(Posegay 2021c: 70-71).



The Arabo-Tiberian Vocalisation System... 45

work of the scribe (the sofer) and the vocaliser (i.e. the nagdan) often occurred in
successive stages. By contrast, the sporadic vocalisation common in Judaeo-Ar-
abic manuscripts is more likely to have been added continuously by the person
producing the consonants as they noticed ambiguous words. For such scribes,
a single supralinear stroke, either fully vertical or leaning slightly downwards in
the direction of writing, would have been more efficient than gibbus.
Unfortunately for Arabo-Tiberian vocalisers, there were two more influential
systems on the rise. By the end of the twelfth century, when practically all Jewish
communities had adopted the standard Tiberian vowel signs, anyone using an ob-
scure Tiberian sub-variant likely only caused confusion. In a sense, Judaeo-Arabic
itself became Tiberianised.?” At the same time, the standard Arabic tashkil system
had superseded the cumbersome system of Qur’anic red dots, resulting in a sin-
gle, standardised vocalisation system as Arabic became the majority language of
Jewish communities in Iraq, Palestine, and Egypt. As memory of the Babylonian
vocalisation system faded and its miniature vav sign was reinterpreted as the
Arabic damma (compare damma with the signs in Figures 6, 8, and 10 above), it
became natural for some vocalisers to deploy the full Arabic tashkil system when
pointing Judaeo-Arabic. Manuscripts attesting this combination of Hebrew letters
with Arabic vowel signs are likewise extant from the Cairo Genizah, for instance:*

Figure 21. CUL Lewis-Gibson Arabic 2.85 3v, line 8; rabbakum ‘your (pl.) Lord’

4 Conclusion: Tiberian variants

The ten Genizah manuscripts in our corpus reveal a novel variant of the Tiberian
vowel system that is exclusive to Judaeo-Arabic (and perhaps Judaeo-Persian)
texts. We thus designate it the ‘Arabo-Tiberian’ system. This system is typified
by the use of a supralinear stroke that indicates the vowel /u/ and, less often,
an oblique pair of dots that represent /a/, especially in diphthongs. It is likely
that both of these signs are loaned graphemes from Babylonian Hebrew vowel

% To some degree, I suspect this happened because diligent vocalisers realised the expan-
sive Tiberian graphemic inventory (sufficient for seven vowel phonemes) provided a more ef-
fective system for recording Arabic vowel sounds that Jewish Arabic-speakers pronounced, but
which had no distinct graphemes in the Classical Arabic script (only three vowel signs). See
Posegay (2020; 2025).

2 See also Vidro (2018).
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systems that medieval vocalisers repurposed between the tenth and twelfth cen-
turies, during the process of ‘Tiberianisation’. The Arabo-Tiberian system was
never widely adopted, but it was not without utility, signalling to readers that
they should interpret (Judaeo-)Arabic text as explicitly not Hebrew. Its lack of
a distinct identity, however, led to its disappearance in approximately the twelfth
century as the standard Tiberian system gained near-universal authority in Jew-
ish communities. At the same time, the Arabic tashkil system achieved wide-
spread acceptance for Arabic-script writing and was even sometimes deployed
to vocalise Judaeo-Arabic, further diluting the Arabo-Tiberian system’s utility in
marking languages. This development was likely the final nail in the coffin for
the system. Interestingly, it may be that Jewish vocalisers also found that leaving
Judaeo-Arabic text unvocalised was sufficient to mark its language. It is typical,
for instance, for manuscripts of bilingual (Hebrew/Judaeo-Arabic) and trilingual
(Hebrew/Aramaic/Judaeo-Arabic) Bibles to include fully vocalised Hebrew and
Aramaic passages alongside an unvocalised Judaeo-Arabic translation.?® In gener-
al, fully-vocalised Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts in any genre are exceedingly rare.

While the standard Tiberian vowel points eventually supplanted other writ-
ten Hebrew vocalisation systems, pluriformity was still the rule during the pe-
riod when the Arabo-Tiberian system was in use. Tiberianisation also affected
Palestinian and Babylonian vocalisers as they adjusted to the rising authority
of the new system. Rather than simply switching to Tiberian signs, some Pal-
estinian vocalisers adopted a new vowel sign equivalent to Tiberian games /5/,
allowing them to better imitate the more prestigious system (Dotan 2007: 625;
Saenz-Badillos 1996: 88-89; Kantor 2023: 34-35).%° Conversely, some vocalisers
adopted the Tiberian system but retained the Palestinian sign for /o/, rather than
using the Tiberian holem (Dotan 2007: 633). For Judaeo-Arabic specifically, it
is likely that the standard Tiberian, Arabo-Tiberian, and Arabic tashkil systems
saw parallel use between different regions based on sociocultural and linguistic
factors, most of which we still do not have sufficient evidence to determine.
It is plausible, for instance, that the Arabo-Tiberian system was more popular
among Jews in Iraq, Iran, and Yemen who had previously used Babylonian vowel
systems before switching to Tiberian (Khan 2013: 953-954). Overall, it seems
that there may have been more contact between Hebrew vocalisers and Arabic
vocalisation during the Tiberianisation process than is apparent from Hebrew
and Aramaic Masoretic sources. We note that besides the Arabo-Tiberian system,
Samaritan vocalisers also adopted the Arabic damma sign to represent /u/ in their
vowel system (Dotan 2007: 647), and numerous Judaeo-Arabic masoretic trea-
tises demonstrate knowledge of Arabic grammatical and phonological theories
in their analysis of Tiberian vowels (Posegay 2021a: 285-304). More examples

2 E.g. MSS CUL T-S B1.3, CUL T-S B1.17, CUL T-S B1.25, etc.
30 See Phillips (2022: 61-98).
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of the Arabo-Tiberian system and better localisation (through palaeography and
codicology) of known Arabo-Tiberian manuscripts will further illuminate these
phenomena.
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Abstract This paper examines the typologically rare phenomenon of grammatical gender dis-
tinction in first-person singular pronouns, focusing on Tocharian A and Yemeni Arabic dialects.
Neither language inherited this feature—it is absent from common Indo-European and common
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Je est un autre.
Arthur Rimbaud, French poet,
spent part of 1880 in Aden

1 Typological prelude

According to data from the typology database Grambank (Skirgard et al. 2023,
Feature GB197), 30 out of 2186 languages studied—just about 1.37%—express
a gender distinction in the first-person pronoun. Even this already small number
overstates the phenomenon as studied here, since it includes languages in which
gender is marked only in non-singular forms. Slovenian, for instance, distinguish-
es between plural mf vs. mé for mixed-gender or all-male groups versus all-female
groups (Corbett 1991: 129; Cysouw 2003: 319; Plank and Schellinger 1997: 72).
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Functionally, this asymmetry makes perfect sense:

Assuming that the speaker is visible to his or her addressees, why should he or
she bother to tell them his or her own gender? In the 1st person non-singular, on
the other hand, reference is being made by the speaker to others not necessarily
visible rather than to only him- or herself, and maybe someone might be obliged
to know of which gender these associates of his or hers are. (Plank and Schellinger
1997: 65)!

In fact, I was able to verify a gender distinction in the singular pronoun for only
12 of the languages surveyed in Grambank—just 0.55%.2 Curiously, neither of
the two languages at the focus of this study appears on that list: Tocharian A (sec-
tion 2) and the cluster of Arabic dialects spoken in Yemen’s western coastal re-
gions (section 3). These two languages were selected because, unlike most others,
they come from well-researched language families with a great deal of historical
depth. The following sections compare how this rare phenomenon emerges in
each case from three perspectives:

1. From which ancestral forms were the different pronoun forms inherited
or newly derived? (2.1 / 3.1)

2. What social conditions or general sociolinguistic trends may have en-
couraged the emergence of this distinction? (2.2 / 3.2)

3. Are there indications that contact with adstrate or substrate languages
contributed to the development of gender distinction? (2.3 / 3.3)

Tocharian A Arabic dialects of the Tihameh
1s | nds m. / fiuk f. ’ana m. / ’ani f.
2s | tu ’anta m. / ’anti f.
3s | sdm m. / sam f. / tdm n. hiim. / hi f.

1 See also Cysouw (2003: 319): ‘It is fairly uncommon for reference to the speaker to dis-
tinguish gender’.

2 These are Shabo (m. tipy, f. tana) (Kibebe Tsehay Taye 2015: 162), Hadza (m. ’ono, f. ’o-
noko) (Sands 2013: 112) and Laal (m. jd, f. ji) (Lionnet 2010: 9) in Africa, as well as Thai (m.
phom, f. (di)chdn) (Smyth 2002: 39), S6 (m. gkua?, f. gko?) (Lerthirunwong 1980: 139), Tengger
Javanese (m. (r)eyang, f. isun) (Conners 2008: 43), and Japanese (m. boku, f. atashi, common
wata(ku)shi) (Hinds 1986: 239) in East Asia, and Rikbaktsa (m. uta, f. ikra) (de Jesus Silva 2011:
52), Ofayé (m. a, f. ag™) (das Dores de Oliveira 2006: 197), Fulnié (m. owe, f. 0:s0) (da Costa
1999: [161]), Tsafiki (m. la, f. chike/tse) (Dickinson 2002: 65), and Cocama-Cocamilla (m. ta,
f. etse/tsa) (Vallejos Yopan 2010: 201) in South America.
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Tocharian A Arabic dialects of the Tihameh
1p | was ’thna
2p | yas ’antun m. / ’antin f.
3p | cemm. / tom f. hun m. / hin f.

Table 1. The independent personal pronouns in Tocharian A (Krause and Thomas 1960:
162) and the Arabic dialects of the Yemeni coastal plain (Tihameh) based on informants
from around Bagil (Diem 1973: 65, 68)

2 Tocharian A

The two Tocharian languages (A and B) form an independent branch of the In-
do-European language family. They are attested on written records from the 6th—
8th centuries in the northwest of present-day China (Xinjiang). Tocharian A (also
called East Tocharian, henceforth TA) originates from the area around the Turfan
and QaraSahr oases on the edge of the Taklamakan desert (Krause and Thomas
1960: 37).2

The majority of texts in Tocharian are of Buddhist content, often translat-
ed from Sanskrit or Middle Indic originals. The following excerpt, taken from
a fragment of the Saddanta-Jataka (Carling, Pinault, and Malzahn 2014), offers
a compelling illustration of grammatical gender distinctions in the first-person
singular pronoun. In this passage, King Mahendrasena addresses his daughter
Bhadra, whom he intends to marry off—unsure whom to choose as a suitable
husband for her.

(1) cas nds [...] tpdr starnkam lyma aleyam sanwemyo (A 66 al)
‘[...] I was sitting in the palace above with [my] cheeks in the palm of [my] hand.’

Ultimately, Bhadra resolves the matter herself, choosing a husband according to
her own will:

(2) (td)my(o) fiuk p(e)nu [...] sfi mdnwa pats yammar (A 66 bl)
‘(There)fore I, too, will choose a husband for myself [...], according to [my] own will’

The contrast between the forms nds and fiuk—the former masculine, the latter
feminine—reflects a switch in grammatical gender aligned with the speaker’s

identity.

3 See Fortson (2010) for a short introduction to the Tocharian languages.
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2.1 Historical phonology

The Tocharian system presented in Table 1 distinguishes gender in the first-per-
son singular and third-person pronouns. The language most closely related to TA,
Tocharian B, as well as the other ancient Indo-European languages, make this
distinction in the third-person pronouns only. A system like that of TA is typo-
logically unique.*

It is highly unlikely that such a system was inherited, meaning it existed in the
proto-stages—Proto-Tocharian and even Proto-Indo-European—vanished in all
other Indo-European languages, and was only preserved in TA (Bross 2022: 86).
The gender distinction in TA’s first-person singular is therefore an innovation. But
what are the Proto-Indo-European (PIE) antecedents of these two-word forms?

The reconstruction of these forms remains, as summarized by Bross (2022: 80)
in reviewing Adams, Winter, and Kim, ‘as thorny a thicket of morphology and
phonology as one can find’ and results in ‘no satisfactory analysis’ of the forms,
which are ‘scarcely less baffling today than they were a century ago’.

Nonetheless, the most widely accepted view should be presented here.> It sug-
gests that the TA masculine form nds (which corresponds to the Tocharian B form
for both genders) derives from a combination of the old accusative of the first
person PIE *me (cf. Latin mé, Greek me) and the particle PIE *ge (cf. Greek ge,
Slavic Ze),® while the TA feminine form nuk results from a contamination of the
old nominative of the first person PIE *ego with the oblique (i.e., non-nominative)
case forms, which in Tocharian begin with 7i-.

Schematically (taken from Bross 2022: 83):

PIE Acc. *me-ge — PToch. *fiasa — TB 7as (m./f.),
TA nds (m.)
PIE Nom. *eg0 — PToch. *fiaku — TA fuk (f.)

Here, fi- arises from the palatalization of *m before the front vowel *e, while
§ reflects a palatalized *g in the same environment. By contrast, the k in fiuk con-
tinues *g in a non-palatalizing context.

4 See Bross (2022: 88): ‘Genus in der 1. Person Singular des Personalpronomens ist an sich
schon sehr auflergewdhnlich, aber fiir die paradigmatische Struktur des Osttocharischen sind
keine typologischen Parallelen bekannt’, because ‘if [gendered pronouns] are found in 1st,
which is rare, they will normally also be there in 2nd and 3rd’ (Aikhenvald 2000: 252).

5 See Bross (2022: 79-85) for an overview of all reconstructions.

6 Cf. also German mich, which is derived from the same formation.
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2.2 Sociolinguistics

In this reconstruction, the key question remains: how did the case distinction be-
tween nominative and accusative develop into a gender distinction between fem-
inine and masculine? Given that TA has been extinct for over a thousand years
and the surviving texts provide no direct evidence on the genesis of this gender
difference, any explanation must remain speculative.

One possible explanation is that these forms reflect a generalization of tenden-
cies towards different case usage in men’s and women’s speech. A parallel example
is found in English, where speakers differ in their use of nominative and accusative
pronouns after the copula, such as It is I vs. It is me. The former—more traditional—
nominative form is considered a ‘high-register variant’, often characterized as an
‘overly careful, priggish [...] way of talking—a style that tends to be stereotyped in
the popular mind as a female characteristic’ (Jasanoff 1989: 136). This aligns with
sociolinguistic findings that women ‘allowing for other factors such as social class,
ethnic group and age, [...] on average use forms which more closely approach
those of the standard variety [...] than those used by men’ (Trudgill 2000: 70).

Thus, after the case distinction between nominative and accusative collapsed
in TA pronouns, both forms may have coexisted in free variation. In men’s speech,
the innovative form prevailed—eventually becoming the masculine pronoun—
while in women’s speech, the conservative form was retained (Trudgill 2000:
77-78) and hypercorrectively extended even to accusative contexts.”

Additionally, Jasanoff (1989: 139) suggests that this grammaticalization pro-
cess may have been influenced by contact with neighboring Tibeto-Burman lan-
guages, known for their extensive pronominal differentiation by gender and so-
cial register.

2.3 Language contact

According to Jasanoff (1989: 139), Tibetan distinguishes first-person singular
pronouns by gender, using k’o-wo (m.) and k’o-mo (f.), while Burmese has po-
liteness-based distinctions such as cufito (m., lit. ‘royal slave’) and cuamd (f., lit.
‘female slave’). These connections with Tibeto-Burman have first been noticed by
Hermann (1922: 309).

However, more recent studies indicate that the Tibetan distinction is based on
social deixis rather than gender, and the Burmese forms function more as hon-
orifics rather than true personal pronouns. Furthermore, no plausible scenario
for sustained contact between Tocharian and Tibeto-Burman languages has been

7 The tendency toward hypercorrection aligns with the observation that ‘many societies
seem to expect a higher level of adherence to social norms—better behaviour—from women
than they do from men’ (Trudgill 2000: 73).
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demonstrated (Bross 2022: 86-87), but see Ivanov (2008: 588-89) for further
linguistic parallels between Tocharian and Tibetan.

While it remains possible that areal factors or influence from an unknown
language contributed to the emergence of gender distinction in TA, no concrete
evidence supports this hypothesis (Bross 2022: 87).

3 Yemeni Arabic dialects

As early as the 19th century, gender distinction in the first-person singular pro-
noun was documented for Hadramaut Arabic (van den Berg 1886: 248-249).%
However, more recent research has shown that this phenomenon is not limited
to Hadramaut. Behnstedt (1985; 2016) found that the distinction extends across
most of Yemen’s western coastal region of Yemen (regions B and C in figure 1),
including major cities such as Ibb and Aden.’

One illustrative example comes from the Jewish dialect of Giblih, spo-
ken south of Ibb (Shachmon 2022: 184). In this exchange, a girl is speak-
ing to her father. Her use of the feminine-marked form of the first-person
singular pronoun (ani) stands in contrast to her father’s masculine-marked
form (ana):

(3) ani sa-rwi-be ya-bah, ma sa-tiktaser
‘T will fill it [the pot] with water, dad, it will not break’

However, the pot breaks, and her father responds:

(4) ana qulk°lik ya binti, qulk“lik $a-tiksiri, ma samma‘tinis
‘T had told you, my daughter, I had told you you might break it, but you did not
listen to me’

3.1 Historical phonology

When Arabic dialects show deviations from the standard language in the pro-
nominal system, it is usually the elimination of gender distinctions in the 2nd
and 3rd person plural (Hachimi 2006: 161). The presence of an additional gender

8 Brockelmann (1908 1: 297) attributed this distinction uniquely to Hadramaut Arabic
among all Semitic languages.

° The same gender distinction is said to occur—spatially separated—in individual Shiite
dialects in Bahrain (Isaksson 1999: 60). However, further information, evidence, and sources
for this are lacking.
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First person pronoun, independent and suffix
[ ] A'sg. and, -(m)i (m./£); pl. -na

[ ] B sg. ana (m.), ani (£.), -()i; pl. -na

[] Csg. and, -na (m.), ani, -ni (£.); pl. -(n)ihna
B ss ani -(Wi(m/f)

.
oSan‘a’ Ma’rib

o Yarim

Ibb o al-Bayda’

o Ta‘izz

Figure 1. Distribution of gender distinction in the first-person singular pronoun in
western Yemen (map based on Behnstedt and Woidich 2010: 151). Region A (white) has
no gender distinction in the 1st person, region B (light grey) has a gender distinction in
the independent pronoun but not in the suffix pronoun, region C (darker) has a gender
distinction in both the independent pronoun and the suffix pronoun
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distinction in the first-person singular pronoun in Yemeni dialects—considered
among the most conservative varieties of Arabic (Behnstedt and Woidich 2010:
15, 24)—raises the question of whether this feature is inherited from Proto-Se-
mitic or Proto-Afroasiatic, or whether it is a more recent innovation.

As already discussed in relation to Tocharian A (2.1), for such a typologically
rare feature, it is more likely to be an innovation within the current area of oc-
currence. If the formal difference had been inherited from older Arabic, it would
have had to have been eliminated in all dialects from Mauritania to Afghanistan
before the beginning of written records, without leaving any traces. If it were in-
herited from Proto-Semitic or Proto-Afroasiatic, the question arises why no other
Semitic or Afroasiatic language distinguishes between a masculine and feminine
pronoun of the 1st person singular.!°

Brockelmann (1908: 1:297)—followed by Diem (1973: 68) and Werbeck
(2001: 64)—therefore proposed that this distinction arose through paradigmatic
analogy:

’ana:’anta = x:’anti

The idea is that speakers extended the pattern seen in the second-person singu-
lar—’anta (m.) vs. ’anti (f.)—to the first person. Since ’ana resembles anta, a new
feminine form (’ani) could have arisen by analogy to maintain gender symmetry
across the paradigm.

3.2 Sociolinguistics

The ‘Arab-Islamic [...] notion of space dichotomy’, which assigns men to the pub-
lic sphere and women to the private sphere (Sadiqi 2011), is reflected in differ-
ences between men’s and women’s speech (Behnstedt and Woidich 2010: 60).!!
However, these differences run counter to the tendency observed in TA (2.2),
where women’s speech generally aligns more closely with the prestige variety. In
the Arab world, ‘women who are denied education and/or travel will obviously
not use more standard forms than men’ (Trudgill 2000: 73).!? As a result, women
often retain nonstandard forms, making female speech more conservative than

10 See Takacs (2011: 10) and Appleyard (2011: 44) for an overview of the personal pro-
nouns of Afroasiatic languages.

11 See Al-Wer (2014), Bassiouney (2020), and Vicente (2021) for examples.

12 See also Isaksson (1999: 60): ‘the habit of the women referring to themselves with ’ani is
regarded as an uneducated behaviour’.
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male speech (Behnstedt and Woidich 2010: 60),'* while men tend to adopt more
standard-like forms.*

However, Modern Standard Arabic does not function as the prestige variety in
this case, ‘nor does it have a normative effect on the structure of variation in spo-
ken Arabic in the core domains of phonology, morphology, and syntax’ (Al-Wer
2014: 402). Instead, this role is primarily taken by supralocal forms, such as the
dialect spoken in the capital city.

Although no dedicated sociolinguistic studies have been conducted on the
’ana vs. ’ani distinction, the above-mentioned trends allow for certain predic-
tions: Since the first-person singular pronoun is ’ana in both Standard Arabic
and in the dialect of the capital, San‘@’ (cf. Figure 1), the form ’ana would be
expected to become the gendered form used by men. Meanwhile, an older, local
form ani, which deviates from the standard, would be expected to stabilize in
women’s speech.

3.3 Language contact

For a distinction like “ana vs. ’ani to become established through the sociolinguis-
tic processes described above, both forms must have previously existed in free
variation. This raises the question of chronology and the origin of the form °ani:
where was it first present, and where did it come from?

Insights into the historical distribution of a linguistic form can often be derived
from the shape of its isogloss (cf. Figure 1). In the case of the first-person singular
pronoun, a funnel shape can be observed pointing towards San‘@, extending from
the flat coastal plain (Tihamah) into the highlands. The extent appears to be pri-
marily determined by valleys, meaning that Tihamah residents originally settled
in these easily accessible areas or migrated there. The key question is whether we
are looking at a ‘funnel’—that is, °ana (m.) and ani (f.) advancing into the ’ana
region—or, conversely, whether two ‘wedges’ of >ana are penetrating into an area
that originally featured both ’ana and ’ani (Behnstedt and Woidich 2010: 150).
Below, I present three possible explanations.

13 See also Isaksson (1999: 60). According to the ‘Gender Paradox’ noted by Labov (2006 2:
280), innovative forms—when there isn’t a top-down prescribed standard—are actually more
common among women than men. However, it seems that the form °ani aligns well with con-
servative Bedouin and pre-Arabic forms (see below), which may suggest that this ‘Gender Par-
adox’ doesn’t fully apply in this particular context.

14 Cf. Sadiqi (2011): ‘one could probably say that the standard form of the language is usu-
ally felt to be more associated with men than with women’.
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Scenario 1: Bedouin Arabic

The origin of the feminine form °ani could lie in the Bedouin dialects where
the first-person singular pronoun appears as ’ani/’ane with final ’imala (fronting)
(Rosenhouse 2006: 263). This form is also found in Yemen in the dialects around
Sa‘dah and Marib, where it is used for both genders (cf. Figure 1). The current
spread could be explained by the hypothesis that the Bedouin form °ani was once
used throughout western Yemen but was gradually displaced by °ana, the form
used in dialects of northern Arabian origin.'> As the form °ana spread and gained
prestige, it was reinforced in men’s speech, while the older local form ’ani in-
creasingly became restricted to women’s speech.

Meanwhile, in the coastal dialects (region C), which had less contact with the
dialects exclusively using ’ana (region A), a further case of analogical leveling
took place: Women who used °ani for ‘I’ also used darabni to mean ‘he hit me,’
while men, using ana for ‘I,” formed the equivalent phrase as darabna (Behnstedt
and Woidich 2010: 172). However, in region B, while speakers adopted the in-
novative form °ani for the first-person singular feminine pronoun, they retained
the older suffix pronoun -ni for both genders, under the influence of neighboring
dialects in region A.

Scenario 2: Cushitic

Looking westward across the Red Sea and southward along the opposite coast
of the Gulf of Aden, we find several East Cushitic languages, such as Rendille,
Oromo, and Sidaama, where the first-person singular pronoun for both genders is
also ani (Appleyard 2011: 44). It is conceivable that the older Yemeni form ’ani
was influenced by an ancient Cushitic substrate.’® During the Arabization of the
region, this older form °ani might have initially coexisted with the newly intro-
duced Arabic prestige form °ana because of phonetic similarity.

Over time, the gender distinction between ’ana and ’ani may have emerged
along the sociolinguistic patterns described above. In region C, the distinction
was then analogically extended to suffix pronouns, while in region B, the com-
mon suffix pronoun was retained under the influence of adjacent region A.

15 The areas east of the isogloss are substantially influenced by North Arabian dialects
(Behnstedt and Woidich 2010: 182).

16 Militarév (1984) identified a Cushitic-like substrate in the Modern South Arabian lan-
guages (Blazek 2013: 2-3). The Cushitic-speaking population had later emigrated to Ethiopia or
been assimilated by the Semitic-speaking population.
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Scenario 3: Himyaritic

While traces of Cushitic influence in Yemeni dialects are difficult to pinpoint,
remnants of pre-Arabic Semitic languages are more clearly identifiable (Wat-
son 2018: 332-33). Like older Himyaritic, some Yemeni dialects show perfect
endings with k instead of the usual t. katabku instead of katabtu (Behnstedt and
Woidich 2010: 156-157; Watson 2018: 321-322), cf. the form qulkik in section
3. A similar case might apply to the form °ani. In fact, the form is attested in Him-
yaritic (Robin 1991: 107):

(5) ani Daybaga’ bint Nawf di Saqr bin di Muratid ...
‘I, Daybaga, daughter of Nawf of éaqr, son of Muratid ...’

(6) ani Sam‘a* bint di Muratid ...
‘I, Sam‘a, daughter of Muratid ...’

Since these attestations refer to women using ani, Behnstedt and Woidich (2010:
150) suggest that this form had already been grammaticalized as a feminine pro-
noun in Himyaritic. However, this conclusion is premature, as no corresponding
masculine pronoun with a different vocalization has been recorded. It is possible
that ani was used for both genders (as in Hebrew).!”

If we compare the geographic distribution of the ’ana vs. ’ani distinction with
the remnants of Himyaritic-speaking areas documented in the 10th century by
Al-Hamdani (cf. Figure 2), we find overlaps. He reported that Himyaritic or Ar-
abic mixed with Himyaritic was still spoken in the highlands at that time (Behn-
stedt and Woidich 2010: 24).

While these areas lie somewhat further east than present-day dialect regions
B and C, this discrepancy could be due to Al-Hamdani’s focus on general linguistic
evaluation rather than specific dialect features. If he primarily interacted with men,
he may not have encountered the feminine °ani form at all. Thus, the °ana vs. ’ani
split may have already existed in regions that he considered speaking ‘good Arabic’.

On the other hand, if Al-Hamdani’s account is accurate, the gender distinction
must have emerged over subsequent centuries—following the processes described
for scenarios 1 and 2—spreading westward with further generalizations while being
displaced in the east by dialects using ’ana (cf. Behnstedt and Woidich 2010: 150).

Due to the limited historical documentation of dialect variation in Yemen,
it is difficult to determine the exact origins of the form ’ani. Among the three
proposed hypotheses, Cushitic influence appears the least likely, as it assumes an
exceptional degree of longevity and stability for the “ani form. If there was indeed

17 None of the other studies on Himyaritic (Rabin 1951; Robin 1991; 2006) mention a gen-
der distinction in the first-person singular pronoun.
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First person pronoun, independent and suffix
[ ] A'sg. and, -(n)i (m./£.); pl. -na

|:| B sg. and (m.), ani (f.), -(n)i; pl. -na

[] Csg. and, -nd (m.), ani, -ni (£.); pl. -(n)ihna
B sg o -Wim/f)

o al-Bayda’

Figure 2. Distribution of Himyaritic language remnants (H) and Himyaritic-influenced
Arabic (AH), bad Arabic (bA) or unintelligible speech (gutm) in the 10th century
according to Al-Hamdani (10th c.), overlayed over Figure 1 (map based on Behnstedt
and Woidich 2010: 157; Robin 1991: 83)
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a Cushitic substrate, it would likely have left only faint traces in today’s Arabic
dialects and would almost certainly not have affected the pronominal system—
one of the most resistant parts of a language to borrowing (Tadmor 2009: 67).

It remains unclear whether ani originated from a Bedouin dialect with ’imala,
from Himyaritic, or from an interaction between both influences. In any case, this
raises a broader question: Why have distinctions between older forms and more
recent dialectal forms, as well as between the forms of substrate languages (e.g.,
Aramaic, Coptic, Tamazight) and Arabic, not been similarly grammaticalized into
gendered forms in other Arabic dialects?

4 Conclusion

While the phonological history of the two pronominal forms in Tocharian A re-
mains unresolved, certain explanatory approaches align well with established
sociolinguistic patterns. The collapse of case distinctions in pronouns led to the
generalization of the accusative form in men’s speech, while women’s speech re-
tained the older nominative form—at times even extending it hypercorrectively.
Although regional contact influences that might have contributed to this distinc-
tion cannot be ruled out, there is no concrete evidence for them.

The gender-specific forms of the first-person singular pronoun in Yemeni Ara-
bic dialects likely emerged from the competition between an older local form ’ani
and a supralocal ’ana, in line with broader sociolinguistic trends observed in the
Arab world. The precise origins of ani remain unclear—whether it stems from
a Bedouin Arabic dialect, from pre-Islamic Himyaritic, or from an interaction
between the two. Nevertheless, the gender distinction in the first-person pronoun
fits neatly into a broader pattern of proportional analogy with the second-person
pronouns.
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Abstract In 1915, J. Frazer’s The Golden Bough identified a core motif in ancient Mediterra-
nean religions: the ritual sacrifice of a vegetation deity, often embodied in grain, to ensure
the renewal of the agricultural cycle. Traditional Mediterranean threshing methods used by
Arab peasants in Palestine until the 1950s-1960s involved trampling the grain and beating it
with stones and pitchforks for days to separate it from the straw and chaff, a laborious process
that evoked dismemberment. This article presents a text recorded in Kokab Abu-1-Hgja, an
Arab Muslim village in the western Lower Galilee, in 2018, accompanied by transcription,
translation, and linguistic notes addressing some salient linguistic aspects. The text represents
a specimen of agricultural narrative, that is, a description of traditional farming activities,
specifically the reaping and threshing of grain. The text was narrated in a variety of the tradi-
tional rural Muslim dialect of Kokab Abu-1-Hé&ja by a woman who was seventy-five years old
at the time this article was written.

Keywords Palestinian Arabic, rural Muslim Arabic, Western Lower Galilean Arabic, agricultural
narratives, Arabic dialectology

1 Introduction

In 1915, anthropologist J. Frazer published The Golden Bough, a seminal study
of the development of religions from agricultural myths in the Mediterranean
world. In it, he identifies a fundamental motif that recurs in ancient Mediterra-
nean religions: the sacrifice of a vegetation deity or spirit, particularly of grain,
a fundamental dietary component, to ensure the continuation of the annual ag-
ricultural cycle. Knowledge of cultivation and crop-processing methods in the
traditional preindustrial world helps us understand the network of symbols and
associations underlying the spiritual development of Mediterranean civilizations.
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In this regard, the memories of previous generations, who lived traditional lives,
preserving the practices, customs, technologies, and tools of the pre-modern
world, are particularly valuable. The conservative traditional peasant society of
Palestine offers a unique lens through which to view the deep layers of the past.

The present article focuses on the traditional narrative of agricultural practices
in the Galilee. The text under analysis was narrated in the Western Lower Galile-
an Arabic dialect of Kokab Abu-1-Hgja! and constitutes a case study centered on
wheat threshing. Wheat threshing was a pivotal event in the agricultural cycle of
Mediterranean societies. In the western Lower Galilean cultural milieu, it appears
culturally structured, codified, and transmitted through narrative. In particular,
the present study addresses linguistic, stylistic, and thematic aspects of the narra-
tion of traditional agricultural life.

The defining feature of this narrative content, namely, the representation of
traditional agricultural activities, lies in its continuity over an immemorial period
of time (Grant 1907; Howes 2022; Kloppenborg 2006; Palmer et al. 1881-1889)
and in its perception, at the moment of narration, as belonging to an irrevocably
bygone world, fundamentally distinct from the present. The Arab population of
the Galilee born in the 1950s and 1960s constitutes the last generation to have
directly experienced the transition from a traditional to a modern way of life (Sof-
fer 1983). This transition coincided with the modernization of agricultural tech-
niques and the industrialization of production processes promoted by the then
newly established State of Israel. The narrators thus stand as the last witnesses to
a bygone era endowed with profound symbolic, identity-related, and ultimately
political significance (Irving 2023). Goal of this paper is to highlight the impor-
tance of traditional agricultural narratives for their linguistic, social, and cultural
merit in the Arabic-speaking Galilean society.

As described below, in the traditional methods of wheat threshing used by
Arab peasants in Palestine until the 1960s, the grain was trampled and shaken for
days with stones and pitchforks to separate it from the straw and chaff, a process
that evoked the symbolic association with the dismemberment of the ear of grain.
In the traditional dialects of central Italy, threshing is referred to as battitura
‘beating’, and the act of separating the wheat grains from the ears is called battere
il grano ‘to beat the grain’.

In recent decades, technological advancement and the resulting lifestyle chang-
es have accelerated significantly, starting with younger generations in industri-
alized countries and gradually reaching across geographic distances, peripheral
communities, social classes, and older age groups. Consequently, the preservation
of the linguistic and dialectal heritage of traditional societies has become an in-
creasingly urgent task and an ever more difficult challenge.

! The name of the village is transcribed as pronounced in the local dialect.
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For the Palestinian rural society, the establishment of the State of Israel marked
a sudden and rapid modernization of lifestyle, accompanied in many cases by
displacement and transfer of land to kibbutzim for modern intensive agriculture
(Jayyusi 2007). As a result, traditional economic activities were largely disrupt-
ed, surviving only on a very limited scale.

The text presented in this study was recorded approximately eight years ago.
The female speaker was the then sixty-six-year-old matriarch of a large family in
Kokab Abu-1-HEja, an Arab Muslim village located in the western Lower Galilee,
along Road 784, approximately twenty kilometers east of Haifa and just north of
Kafr Manda. The informant lived separately from her husband, who had taken
a second wife, an arrangement that was both religiously and socially permitted,
yet commonly stigmatized and generally poorly tolerated by the first wife.

According to the village inhabitants’ oral history and traditional genealogies,
the Arabic type spoken by this woman is representative of the original local rural
variety, in which OA *j is pronounced as the voiced, post-alveolar fricative con-
sonant [3], as attested by BergstrdBer (1915: Tafel XXII), and the final *imala of
feminine nouns peaks on the [i] vowel in non-emphatic environments (Behnstedt
and Geva-Kleinberger 2019: 18, 20).

In Section 6, the features of the traditional spoken variety of Kokab Abu-
1-Hgja that emerge from the selected text are highlighted. It is important to
note, in this regard, that the territory of Kokab Abu-1-Héja is home to contigu-
ous sub-varieties distinguished by some significant isoglosses, as shown by the
data presented in Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger’s atlas (2019). For instance,
among other features, some residents pronounce OA *j as the voiced affricate
[&] (Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger 2019: 14, 32), the final ’imala of feminine
nouns exhibits various degrees and phonetical patterns of distribution (Behn-
stedt and Geva-Kleinberger 2019: 18, 20, 46, 54), while the internal ’imala (Abo
Mokh and Davis 2018; Levin 1971) is absent from this variety, and the use of
helping vowels in nouns between C, and C, oscillates between zero, [e], and [i]
(Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger 2019: 44, 72, 86, 90). The affricate pronunci-
ation of OA *j is locally attributed to the influence of Bedouin varieties (Dashti
et al. 2015).

2 Palestinian agricultural narratives

The text presented in this article belongs to a genre that has gained wide popular-
ity among elderly Palestinians in recent decades: agricultural narrative (Shahin
1995; 1999; Sirhan 2014). Generally intended for a foreign or young audience,
the agricultural narrative describes the daily activities of pre-modern times re-
lated to farming, animal husbandry, and household tasks in the social and geo-
graphical contexts of rural village life. These narratives evoke tools, implements,
actions, and practices that are not familiar to foreign and/or young listeners.
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This genre developed over the past century across the country, probably initially
driven by the ethnographic interest of travelers and researchers, such as ‘Abbiid
(1933), Baldenspreger (1980), Bauer (1926), Burckhardt (1822), Dalmann (1939),
Haefeli (1939), Rogers (1989), Schmidt and Kahle (1918), Spoer and Haddad
(1928), Stephan (1925), Thilo (1937), and von Miilinen (1908).2 Agricultural narra-
tive gained significant momentum after 1948 as part of a trend of preserving Pales-
tinian traditions as marks of identity and evidence of the community’s relationship
to the territory (‘Abbas 1989; al-Bargiiti 2001; Farsun 2004; Halloun 1991; Kanaana
1994; Lubani, 2018; Sarhan 1989). For the Arabs of Mandatory Palestine, the es-
tablishment of the State of Israel marked the beginning of the Nakba, a devastating
defeat, for most of them associated with the loss of their lands and original settle-
ments, as well as the rapid modernization of their way of life (Swedenburg 1990).

In the memory of elderly individuals, including those born in the years im-
mediately following 1948, the narration of traditional life is closely linked to
the recollection and testimony of everyday experiences as well as the social and
political conditions that characterized the period before the Nakba, yet free of
explicit political references. The past is generally described without interpre-
tation and indulgence in comparative judgment concerning the present unless
explicitly prompted by the audience. These narratives retrace the shared habits
and activities that everyone engaged in: they are consistently told in the third
person plural: ‘they used to do’, sometimes connected to an explicit, collective
subject such as ‘the people’ (an-nds), but also interpretable as an impersonal
form: ‘everyone used to do’, or ‘one used to do’, which developed in Hebrew as
well (Halevy 2020; Notarius 2021).

Especially when narrated by women, as these texts often are, the storytell-
ing acquires a rhythmic, almost chant-like quality reminiscent of a memorized
recitation. As Abu-Lughod (1986) notes regarding narratives of traditional life
among Bedouin women, the use of the third-person plural and the recurrence of
stereotyped actions result in the effacement of the individual ‘I’, evoking a collec-
tive identity rooted in a vanished, yet timeless, past. The past seems to be called
upon almost ritually as a mythical time, while the rhythm of the recitation signals
that both narrator and audience are being transported into another dimension,
parallel to and distinct from the present. In general, the onset of the narration
and of the journey into an alternate time is marked by a sharply rising intona-
tion at the onset, namely, on the first stressed syllable of the initial word, which
is usually short, monosyllabic, or bisyllabic (such as kan, in the excerpt below),
and by a long pause following the first sentence, which introduces the thematic
framework of the narration, as in the text presented here. As the transcription
demonstrates, the chant-like rhythm is achieved through prosodic devices such

2 On the impact of foreign scholarship on locals’ perceptions and descriptions of customs
see Geva-Kleinberger (2025); Geva-Kleinberger and Ben-Artzi (2013).
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as frequent and emphasized pauses, vowel lengthening in pausa, and a marked
downward intonation contour of the utterances.

Originally emerging from antiquarian and documentary interests, agricultur-
al narrative is a genre common to all rural and semi-nomadic societies of the
southern Levant, particularly those within the borders of present-day Israel. Over
the past several decades, this genre, based on interviews with elders, has been
a subject of interest in Palestinian scholarly and intellectual communities, giving
rise to a substantial body of literature on it in Arabic and other languages, rang-
ing from academic to amateur work.® This literature focuses on the surveying
and preservation of customs, practices, and associated linguistic features, and is
driven by the desire to safeguard the historical and identity-based connection to
traditional territories (Sa’di and Abu-Lughod 2007; Sayigh 1979).

Rural traditions and the bond with the land, as the horizon of pre-modern
life, have not remained only the topoi of folkloric records and narrative of re-
sistance; rather, associated with youth and transfigured into a timeless Eden,
they have recently inspired literary biographies with reflective and lyrical
tones. An example is Ahmad Agbaria’s novel Apricot Season (2025), known as
Onat ha-Mismisim in the Hebrew original. Even the title signals that this is a sto-
ry set in a place where nature and culture are deeply intertwined. The apricot
tree evokes the mythical fruit of Paradise—its short season igniting longing
and desire for it. Apricot Season belongs to the local literary genre of ‘returns’,
much like Ghassan Kanafani’s ‘@’id °ila Hayfa [Returning to Haifa] (1969). Just as
Kanafani imagined a protagonist coming back after years of exile to find Haifa
altered and unrecognizable, Agbaria, too, envisions a return: after many years,
Tarek comes back to ’Umm al-Fahm, only to find that the rural village has
grown, yet, like many Palestinian villages reclassified as cities, it has evolved
into a fragmented and dystopic space—lacking a true urban center or coherent
infrastructure, defined instead by sprawling, unreadable zones.

The traditional Palestinian agricultural narrative genre discussed in this article
is linguistically realized in local sub-varieties, shaped by the specific features of
regional dialects. Particularly relevant are local differences in the lexicon used to
describe objects and activities, as well as in the structure of narrative discourse—
such as the use of verbal tense and aspect—as shown in Section 6.

3 Rural Galilean Arabic dialects: Focus on the Western Lower
Galilean Muslim facies

The linguistic landscape of Palestine, with special focus on the historical region
of the Galilee, has long been a focal point of scholarship on dialectal Arabic

(Barthélemy 1935ff; Bergstrdaf3er 1915; Cantineau 1938; Christie 1901; Driver

3 For a survey, see Cerqueglini (2023b).
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1925; Elihay 1974; Geva-Kleinberger 2004a; Greenfield 1978; Grotzfeld 1980;
Henkin and Abu-Rabiah 2023; Hopkins 2012; Piamenta 1966; Schumacher 1887;
Seeger 2009-2022; von Miilinen 1908). In particular, the customs, practices, and
speech of Galilean peasants have been the subject of detailed investigation, due
to their perceived social and cultural continuity with Aramaic and Canaanite
communities up to Late Antiquity and the Islamization of the Levant (Bauer 1926;
1957; Blau 1960; Cerqueglini 2023a; Dalman 1939; Geva-Kleinberg 2018; Ha-
layqa 2014; Hopkins 1995; Levin 1987; Neishtadt 2015).

Moreover, the Galilee, situated at the crossroads between Mediterranean ports
and the major markets of Palestine, Syria, and Lebanon and close to the holy
sites of various religions and denominations, has long attracted sectarian com-
munities and religious groups, as evidenced by the numerous tombs of saints,
prophets, and men of faith scattered throughout the region (Canaan 1924). As
a result of these historical dynamics, the area hosts a kaleidoscope of dialects
that vary according to sociological type in sedentary urban and rural, Bedouin,
and Bedouinized varieties (Palva 2008; Rosenhouse 1969; 1984; 2008; Sonnen
1952; von Oppenheim 1943; Zu‘bi 2014; 2022), following traditional sociolin-
guistic classification (Cadora 1985; Jastrow 2013; Palva 2012; Prochéazka 2021).
According to religious affiliation (Holes 1995), the Galilean Arabic dialects are
divided into Muslim, Christian, Jewish, and Druze (Bassal 2008; Blanc 1953; Ge-
va-Kleinberger 2000; 2004a; 2004b; 2009; 2010; 2012; Hanauer 1935).

In addition to these historical and sociological classifications of dialects, the
Galilee is further divided into geographical sub-areas (Behnstedt and Woidich
2005; 2011; Talmon 2002). The classification proposed by Blanc (1953) and
Rosenhouse (1969) distinguishes between the Upper and Lower Galilee, with the
dividing line running at the latitude of the village of Sahnin. Recent studies have
also identified elements of differentiation between the dialects of the western
and eastern Galilee, the latter being contiguous with and closely related to the
Arabic varieties spoken in the Mutallat and Palestinian territories beyond the
border (Cerqueglini 2023b; Jastrow 2004; Palva 1984; Prochazka 2021; Zu‘bi
2021a). The recently published atlas, authored by Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberg-
er (2019), offers valuable insights into the Galilee’s overall dialectal landscape
and its principal diagnostic isoglosses.

Certain regional and communal dialectal varieties of Galilee have received
considerable attention from specialized scholarship. Examples include dialects
of the Jezreel Valley and the Galilean area contiguous to the Mutallat (Cerque-
glini 2023b; Prochédzka 2021; Zu‘bi 2021), dialects of Nazareth and its region
(Havelova 2000; Nevo 2006; Zu‘bi 2014), local Bedouin dialects (Rosenhouse
1980; 1982; 1984; Belinkov 2014), Jewish (Geva-Kleinberger 2004b; 2009) and
Druze dialects (Geva-Kleinberger 2010; 2012; Marom and Geva-Kleinberger
2006-2010), more or less Bedouinized sedentary dialects (Rosenhouse 1969;
Rosenhouse and Abu Dahoud 2017), urban coastal dialects (Geva-Kleiberger
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and Tavor 2003; Jastrow 2009), and the rural Christian dialect of the south-
western Galilee (Abuhab 2025; Bassal 2008; Shehade 1995; 2024). In contrast,
the rural Muslim dialect spoken in the southwestern Galilee, specifically in the
Mediterranean hinterland where Kokab is located, has remained comparatively
underexplored.

4 Tenses, aspects, and rhythms of the agricultural narrative

The text presented below in transcription and translation was audio-recorded by
the narrator’s daughter in their home in Kokab Abu-1-Hgja. The narrator, then
sixty-six years old, recalled having participated in the agricultural activities de-
scribed during her early youth, as was customary for women of her generation
and those before her. This detail is particularly significant from the perspective of
textual analysis: the text is narrated in the third-person masculine, using the plu-
ral pronoun ‘they’. Such a choice may suggest that the narrator had not personal-
ly taken part in the events described. However, we know this is not the case here.
The use of the third-person masculine plural in this local variety may function
as an impersonal form—akin to the Hebrew construction—through which collec-
tive memory of the past is framed and the narrator’s ‘ego’ fades. Alternatively, it
may serve as a rhetorical device that functionally distances the narrator from the
events being narrated.

In addition to the use of the third-person masculine plural person, other
strategies typical of the agricultural narrative style rely on the use of the suffix
conjugation (katab/rikib) and the plain prefix conjugation (yuktub, yiglib, yib‘at).
The b- prefix conjugation (byuktub, byiglib, byib‘at), generally associated with
the present tense and certain modal nuances, is not attested in this text. The
vocalization of verbal stems for both the suffix and prefix conjugations varies
according to root phonological pattern and stem vowel. In the case of the prefix
conjugation, the stem vowel influences the vocalization of the personal prefix,
similarly to what is described for the Muslim rural dialect of Sahnin, which
lies only two kilometers northeast of Kokab Abu-1-H&ja (Rosenhouse 1969). It
should be noted that the overwhelmingly dominant form—both in agricultural
narrative, which recounts routinely repeated actions situated in a time other
than the present, and more generally in past event narration in the dialect of
Kokab Abu-l-Heja—is the simple prefix conjugation, without the b- prefix, not
the suffix conjugation.

As Cerqueglini (2023b) notes regarding the dialect of Baka 1-Garbiyye, the use
of suffix conjugation does not correspond straightforwardly to the expression of
past tense. In any case, the use of verbal strategies for tense/aspect/mood mark-
ing across discourse styles seems to vary even within sedentary rural Galilean
varieties, and their investigation is still in its infancy. For example, ‘Umar et al.
(2021) note that in the eastern Galilean variety of Kafr Kanna, suffix conjugation
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is very common in the narration of past events, especially personal or autobio-
graphical, and is found more frequently than prefix conjugation forms. It should
be emphasized that prefix conjugation, also known as imperfective according to
the grammatical tradition of Classical Arabic, is similarly used to express habitual
or repeated actions. Therefore, in the description of seasonal agricultural tasks
and activities, these forms may occur more frequently than in autobiographical
narratives, where one would expect to find events that occurred only once, and
are punctual or occasional.

From a broader survey and personal observations of the dialect of Kokab Abu-
I-Héja, it appears that the suffix conjugation form serves aspectual and modal
functions similar, but not identical, to those described for Negev Bedouin dia-
lects (Henkin 2021). Deeper speculation on the time/aspect system is deferred
to a dedicated discussion, as different discourse and narrative styles and genres
should be included. The participle appears here solely in an idiomatic expression
in the text. Unfortunately, despite the extensive body of studies and grammat-
ical descriptions of Palestinian Arabic dialects, there is still a lack of reference
research on the interface between syntax, semantics, and pragmatics in the tense-
mood-aspect systems.

The text opens with the use of the auxiliary kan ‘to be’, lexicalized in the
third-person masculine singular and shortened to kan, preceding the prefix verbal
form conjugated in the third person plural. The narrative structure suggests that
the use of the auxiliary kan signals a temporal stylistic marker that frames the
entire narration in the past, as will be discussed in Section 6.

Another stylistic feature that characterizes agricultural narratives and con-
tributes to the creation of a solemn, mythical, and timeless atmosphere is the
chant-like cadence, achieved through prosodic devices analyzed in Section 6.
This chant-like rhythm is typical of women’s narratives concerning collective
activities in traditional life, not only in the Galilee, but also among the Bedouins
(Abu-Lughod 1986). Beyond the use of the imperfect, which marks the repetition
of actions over time, the chant-like cadence symbolically evokes the unchanging
return of the narrated actions—year after year, and from one generation to the
next—thus representing the natural cycle of the seasons and the collective tasks
that unfolded within them.

5 The text

The text describes the harvesting of wheat, its threshing, and its preparation for
storage. The wheat was harvested, loaded onto camels in bundles, and brought
to the threshing floor. There, it was stacked into a heap at the center. From the
heap, it was gradually scattered around, and a horse would walk in circles, drag-
ging behind it a wooden board embedded with stones, threshing the wheat and
separating the grains from the ears and straw. As the horse moved around the
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heap, the wheat on the ground was turned over with pitchforks so it would be
beaten on all sides. This process lasted up to a week.

In the transcription, the sign || marks a long pause or the end of a prosodic
unit, while | marks a shorter, internal pause. The long pause is translated into
English as a full stop, while the short pause is translated as a comma. The trans-
lation reflects the rhythm of the original language.

For prosodic reasons, some etymologically long vowels are shortened, as in
light and auxiliary verbs, which form a single stress unit with the main verb. In
some cases, the new forms lose their accent, as the prosodic accent falls on the
main verb. In other cases, as in the verbs of the type C, = w/y, the thematic
vowel is shortened, but the accent is retained for phono-syntactic reasons. In
these cases, the shortened vowel is written with an accent, e.g., line 2: yirtthu
yuhusdithin ‘they went to harvest them’. Such prosodic shortenings occur general-
ly in the spoken language of this region. Other common prosodic shortening phe-
nomena include the reduction of unstressed long vowels in word-final position,
as in the third person plural forms of the perfect and imperfect verbs—a feature
shared by the sedentary dialects of the area. More specific prosodic phenomena
are related to intonational contour and depend on syntactic and pragmatic con-
text and expressive needs.

Unfortunately, at the time of writing, no descriptions are available even of
the basic prosodic system of the dialect of Kokab Abu-1-Héja (declarative, inter-
rogative, exclamative sentences, etc.), as is the case for the vast majority of di-
alects in the area. There are, however, some valuable studies on pre-pausal and
pausal forms (Shachmon 2011; Zu‘bi 2021b) in Palestinian Arabic varieties and
on specific functions of intonation (thematization, focalization, etc.) in Eastern
Arabic varieties (El Zarqa et al. 2024; Jaradat 2018), but these are based on
data sets that do not specifically pertain to the traditional rural varieties of
western Lower Galilee. The pre-pausal lowering mentioned by Shachmon and
Faust (2017) does not seem to be realized in the traditional dialect of Kokab
Abu-1-Héja. The only study to date that offers an analysis of prosodic units, their
phonological and morphological effects, and their functions within a genre of
traditional narrative (fairy tale) in a Palestinian Arabic variety is Cerqueglini
(2023b). However, that study pertains to the dialect of Baka 1-Garbiyye, located
in the north-central Mutallat region.

In the text presented here, the intonational contour affects words placed at
the end of prosodic units or pausa. Pausal forms are realized through an extra
lengthening of the last long vowel, e.g., line 4 bé:dar || vs. line 5 bédar ‘threshing
floor’. The symbol : represents prosodic lengthening.

Accents are also used when stress is heard in a position different from the ex-
pected, as in the case of h-dl-faras, in which the definite article is accented rather
than the word, according to a rule affecting a restricted set of words in some
Bedouin dialects (Henkin 2010; Rosenhouse 1984).
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kan yizra‘u ha-l-qamha:t |

w-yirtthu yuhusdithin héka b-mandjil ‘ala idé:hin |

w-yihammlithin ‘aj-jmal |

w-yijibithin ‘ala l-bé:dar ||

ya‘malu hék bédar yisahislich |

w-yijibithin ‘ala j-jmal ||

w-yihuttithin ‘ala ha-l-béxdar |

yisiru hék yifirdithin | da:yir ma yindar |

w-ya‘malu ta‘tiir b-in-nuss ||

yijibu ha-l-lith bi... min hasab | w-yihuttu min tiht...

yigaddhii | w-yhuttu hsawi min tihit | ‘asan yina“im l-qass |

w-yijibu h-dl-faras | w-yurbutitha hék yhutti-l-ha ‘ala ragbatha hay L-...
tab‘at il-lich |

w-yistru yuburmu yuburmu yuburmu yuburmu ta-tin‘am ||

w-yigubbitha ‘a-janib | yisiru yijibu $-Sab | yiqilbitha ta-tin‘am n-naha t-tanyi |
’issa | ba‘d ma tin‘am | yigimitha ‘a-janib | w-yihuttu mn-l-kiim uhra da:yir
ma yindar |

w-yiballSu yomen tlati jim‘a w-hinni yuburmu b-h-dl-faras ‘ala ha-l-lich |
‘ala lith ha-l-hasab |

They used to sow the wheat grains.

They would go to harvest them like that, with sickles, by hand.

And they would load them onto camels.

And they would bring them to the threshing floor.

They made a threshing floor, and they slid it down over there.

They brought them (the grains) on camelback.

They placed them on the threshing floor.

They distributed them all around.

And they made a pile in the middle.

They would bring a board made of wood and put it on its underside...
they drilled it and placed gravel underneath so that the straw would soften.
Then they would bring the mare, tie her, and place that ... of the board
around her neck.

Then they would go around and around and around until the other side
became soft.

They would put it aside and bring the Sa%ib and turn it until the other
side softened.

So once it softened, they moved it aside and again spread part of the pile
in all directions.

They initiated a period of two days, three days, a week, of going around
with the mare at the board...

on the wooden board.
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6 Comments

Line 1: The text begins with the auxiliary verb kan ‘to be’, whose originally long
vowel is shortened for prosodic reasons. This auxiliary verb—Ilexicalized in the
third-person singular—precedes the verbal form of the prefix conjugation yizra‘u,
conjugated in the third-person masculine plural, which bears the main prosodic
stress of the entire verbal construction. The historical -i morpheme of the third per-
son plural is regularly shortened when the verbal form does not carry any suffixes.

The object of the sowing is ha-I-gamha:t. In the word gamhat, plural of gamh
and gamha/i (Seeger 2022 2: 1028), the long a in the final syllable is further elon-
gated for prosodic reasons, marking a pause. This phenomenon is common to all
pause cases in the text, e.g., line 2: ide:hin ‘their hands’.

The definite article in ha-I-gqamha:t is preceded by the shortened form of the
deictic adjective hada ‘this’ (msg), lexicalized as ha- and attached to the article.
Some words appear with two types of definite article: il- and ha-l-, the latter in-
cluding the abbreviated deictic, e.g., line 4 ‘ala I-bé:dar ‘on the threshing floor’ vs.
line 7 ‘ala ha-lI-bé:dar ‘on the threshing floor’; line 10 ha-I-lith ‘the wooden board’
vs. line 12 tab‘at il-lith ‘of the wooden board’ vs. line 16 ‘ala ha-l-lith ‘on the
wooden board’. Some words only appear with ha-l-, as in line 12 h-dl-faras and
line 16 b-h-dl-faras. The transcription h-dl-faras (instead of hd-I-faras) preserves
the Bedouin stressed definite article dl-. The stressed article is attested in Bedouin
dialects in a restricted set of words (like faras and walad) (Shawarbah 2017). In
some local rural dialects, the word faras ‘mare’ probably entered as a foreign
word from the Bedouin cultural sphere. The vocalisation of the definite article al-
is a clear sign of the Bedouin origin of this word. Indeed, the definite article ap-
pears as il-/l- in local rural dialects. The function governing the distribution of d/
il- vs. ha-l-, if one exists, remains unclear. They seem fully synonymous. A propos,
in lines 16 and 17 the narrator repeats a word in order to correct herself: in line
16 she says ‘ala ha-I-lich ‘on the board’, and in line 17 she says ‘ala lith ha-lI-hasab
‘on the wooden board’. It is interesting to note that the two constructions are
perceived as equivalent, and that in line 17, ha- has been morphologized as part
of the definite article and placed between the two members of the construct state.

Line 2: The long vowel of the phraseological verb ‘to go’ is shortened, but it is
still accented w-yirtthu ‘(and) they went’. The word yuhusdithin shows the insertion
of a help vowel in the verbal stem, similar to the thematic vowel and the vowel of
the prefix between C and C,. The verbal forms conjugated in the 3mpl preserve the
final -ii before the suffixed object form -hin ‘them’ (Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger
2019: 196). The suffix -hin is also used as a possessive pronoun for 3pl ‘their’ (mas-
culine and feminine) as shown in ‘ala idéhin ‘by (their) hand(s)’.

The adverb héka ‘like that, in this way’ is characteristic of this dialect, as re-
ported by Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger (2019: 224). This form alternates in
this village variety with hék in line 5.
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The word manadijil ‘sickles’ is the plural of the local form minjal, as elicited from
the same narrator. The mi- vocalization of the nominal prefix in the singular form
is in line with the data reported by Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger (2019: 54).

Line 3: In the word ‘gj-jmal, lit. ‘onto camels’, i.e., ‘on camelback’, the -I- in the
preposition ‘ala is assimilated into the following word’s initial j-. It is not a resid-
ual part of any definite article, as is evident comparing it with the expression ‘ala
j-jmal ‘on camelback’ (lit. ‘onto the camels’) at the end of line 6.

Line 4: The word bédar, ‘threshing floor’, appears for the first time in this line.*

Line 5: The personal prefixes of the prefix conjugation for verbs C, = ¢ in the
first form are regularly vocalized in -a-, as shown in ya‘malu. In the verb yisahislith,
with extra lengthening of the last long, stressed syllable in pausa, a short final aspi-
ration is audible, represented by the -h, stretching back to the original form of the
3msg suffixed pronoun. In this Galilean variety, the final aspiration for the 3msg
suffixed object is not audible in regular non-pausal contexts. In regular, non-pausal
contexts, the presence of the 3msg suffixed object is signaled only by the stress on
the final 3mpl ending -u (< *i), as well attested also from other rural varieties in
the region. The verb sahsal/yisahsil come from the quadrilateral root shsl, translated
by Seeger (2022: 1 584) as ‘ebnen, eben machen’.

Line 8: In the phraseological verb yisiru, the thematic vowel is not prosodically
shortened as the main verb is separated from the phraseological verb by the ad-
verb hék. The verb yifirdithin ‘they distributed them (the grains)’ shows that the
internal pausa does not cause extra lengthening of the last stressed long vowel.
The expression dayir ma yindar means lit. ‘circling (msg) all around as it circles’.
The participle dayir is the only active participle found in the text. The vowel
-a- is further lengthened to signify the extensive duration of the described action
iconically.® The prefix conjugation of the seventh form yindar, a middle/intran-
sitive voice, is interesting for morphological and prosodical reasons. Behnstedt
and Geva-Kleinberger (2019: 331-333) note certain pronunciation instabilities
related to forms VII and VIII of the verb, which yield different outcomes across
various Galilee sub-regions. The examples they provide concern sound verbs. In
the case presented here, the verb involves C, = w, yet its behavior is unexpected.
According to the expected prosodic pattern, the -a- in yindar should be further
lengthened to -a:-. In practice, however, it is not, and the stress appears instead to
be retracted onto the prefix, yindar ||. The same idiomatic expression is repeated
in the same prosodic context in line 15.°

4 For a detailed discussion of the etymology and distribution of this word in connection
with other terms related to threshing and recorded among farmers in Galilee and related dia-
lects, see Bassal (2007; 2012), Geva-Kleinberger (2018), and al-Hurtib (2015).

5 See Henkin (2010) for a discussion of iconic lengthening in Bedouin dialects.

¢ For a comparative overview on pausal forms, see Hoberman (2011), Shachmon and Faust
(2017), and Zu‘bi (2017).
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Line 9: At this point, we encounter the word ta‘tiir, which the informant ex-
plained as meaning ‘heap’ or ‘pile’. The informant’s daughter added that the
meaning of the word might derive from its similarity to tartiir, a common Arabic
word that indicates a pointed, conical hat. The word tartiir is reported by Seeger
(2022 2: 742) as ‘blod, unter dem Pantoffel stehend; Pantoffelheld’ and ‘eine art
Kopfbedeckung’. Seeger also proposes to relate this word to tantiir/a ‘Miitze’ (See-
ger 2022 2: 763), probably connected with the meaning expressed here.

Line 10: This is the first mention of the wooden board ha-I-lith bi- ... min hasab
used for threshing wheat—that is, for separating the grain from the chaff. At the
end of the recording, the informant added that the tool was known as lith drds
‘threshing board’. The etymology of dras has been extensively discussed. Inter-
estingly, *dirs/dars ‘molar tooth’ may also be etymologically related to it. With
the first consonant phonologically variable across dialects, the word for ‘molar
tooth’ also appears in the Galilee as dirs/dars and even jirs in Tarsiha, cognate of
jrs ‘to grind’, and zirs in Tunisian Arabic (Behnsted and Geva-Kleinberger 2019:
152-153). Moreover, the alternative word for ‘molar tooth’, across Arabic varie-
ties (Galilean tahiini) and other Semitic languages, such as Hebrew (sinaym tohnot
‘molar teeth’), derives from the Semitic root thn, from which ‘to grind’ (Hebrew
tahanah ‘mill’). The etymological and conceptual association of molar teeth with
millstones is also frequent across European languages (Latin mola ‘millstone’).

The informant’s daughter provided the Hebrew translation of lith dras as mor-
ag (Aranov 1977; Waters 2015). The Hebrew word morag has its direct Arabic
counterpart in the word moéraj/néraj/nawraj (Denizeau 1960).” The implement is
also referred to simply as ‘the board’ (Halayqa 2014), and this is how the narrator
refers to it in this passage.

The delicate operation of separating the grain from the ear marks the begin-
ning of a process of transformation, whereby the wheat grain is first torn apart
and then ground in order to become food. As the informant explained, numerous
short blades were inserted on the underside of the threshing board. In the ancient
Mediterranean world, this harsh process was imbued with symbolic meaning
(Frazer 1915). Consider the Latin word tribulum for ‘threshing floor’ from which
derive, among others, the Italian trebbiatura ‘threshing’, but also tribolazione ‘trib-
ulation’, travaglio ‘labour, suffering’, and the French travailler ‘to work, to labor’.

Line 10 breaks off with a hesitation. Indeed, the adverb min tiht at the end
does not appear in its pausal form, which would involve the insertion of a help
vowel. The pausal form of tiht is attested in the internal pause of line 11. The
pausal form tihit in line 11 corresponds to the form of the preposition reported
in the village by Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger (2019: 40). The help vowel -i-

7 For further discussion of this tool, the etymology of its name, and its usage in the rural
Palestinian context, see Geva-Kleinberger (2018) and Sobeh (2015).
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between C, and C, also appears in the internal pause in janib in lines 14 and 15
(see also Palva 1965).

Line 11: The word hsawi is a collective noun designating small stones, pebbles
(Seeger 2022 1: 259). The same root produces verbs for ‘counting’ , semantical-
ly parallel to Latin calculus/-i ‘small stone’, and calculare ‘to calculate’, derived
from the ancient custom of using stones to represent counted entities. The final
connector ‘asan ‘in order to’ is reported for Kokab Abu-1-Hé&ja by Behnstedt and
Geva-Kleinberger (2019: 248) alongside the alternative form minsan.

Line 12: The syllabification in the form ragbatha ‘her knee’ is in line with the
form ragbati ‘my knee’ recorded by Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger (2019: 74).
The proximal feminine singular deictic pronoun hay (Behnstedt and Geva-Klein-
berger 2019: 204) here seems to fill the gap of a hesitation. The informant does
not remember the word for the horse harness that is fitted around the horse’s
neck and allows the horse to drag the threshing board in a circle around the
wheat stack piled in the middle of the threshing floor. She uses the genitive ex-
ponent tab‘at ‘of, pertaining to, belonging to’ in the feminine singular form, in
agreement with hay.

Line 13: The fourfold repetition of the verb yuburmu iconically represents the du-
ration of the threshing process, consisting of the horse going around the heap from
which the grain bundles were scattered on the threshing floor. As for the expression
w-yistru yuburmu, and more generally the frequent phrasal use of the verb sar/yisir
(‘to become’), the translation ‘to begin to’ is certainly valid. However, in some cases,
it may be more appropriately rendered in English simply by a temporal connector
indicating posteriority or just a change in the action, such as ‘and then ...".

A general remark should be made concerning the use of help vowels in this
dialect. In the text presented here, several such cases occur, e.g., yuhusdiihin,
yifirdithin, yuburmu. In the transcription, I have used regular (non-superscript)
vowels, since the help vowels are pronounced with the same length as regular
vowels, and not shorter. Moreover, the help vowel corresponds to that of the
verbal prefix, as attested by yifrad > *yifradii(hin) > Yyifirdithin. It is interesting
to notice that in the form yurbutitha, the verbal form has retained the thematic
pattern of the singular, without fall of the thematic vowel and replacement by
help vowel (line 12).8

Line 14: The verb dabb/yidubb is pronounced an initial fricative fricative zabb/
yizubb by the narrator. Seeger translates it ‘in Sicherheit bringen, sorgfiltig ver-
wahren, aufheben, bewahren, verbergen, verstecken, aufriumen, wegraumen,
einpacken’ (2022 2: 713). The action seems to describe here collecting the grains
of wheat from the threshing floor after threshing and storing them.

8 I thank the editor, Prof. Maciej Klimiuk, for his observations on the help vowels present
in the verbal forms in this text.
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The informant described the Sab mentioned in this line as a kind of four-
pronged metal rake with a wooden handle. As this passage of the text explains,
the tool was used to turn the wheat over on the threshing floor so that it would
be threshed evenly on all sides, and the straw—intended for various uses—would
soften in the process. The word naha used here for ‘side’ derives from the root nhy
(Hava 1982: 756; Seeger 2022 2: 1218), and is a cognate of Hebrew l5>-hanhot/
hanhaya ‘leading (herds)’ (Brown et al. 1975).

Line 15: The temporal adverb ’issa (lit.) ‘now’ (from °as-sa‘a, lit. ‘the/this hour/
time’) is frequently used in the western Galilee as a discourse marker to signal
a change in topic or a subsequent scene or action (Abuhab 2025). The temporal
conjunction ba‘d reinforces its pragmatic usage here. Interestingly, at the begin-
ning of the sentence, in the word ’issa, a glottal stop is heard before the first vow-
el. In general, in the local dialect, there is no initial hamzah. But the word ’issa
is pronounced with the initial glottal stop when it is used as a discourse marker
to signal the beginning of a new thematic sequence or of a narrative unit. In its
original temporal meaning, ‘now’, indeed, the word is commonly heard without
the initial glottal stop (issa).

The temporal conjunction ba‘d appears combined with a verb, and thus in
non-pausal form, without the help vowel. In Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger
(2019: 88), the form with the help vowel, ba‘ed, is reported for Kokab Abu-1-Hgéja.

The word kiim is found as kom, pl. kwam in Seeger (2022 2: 1106) and trans-
lated ‘Haufen; Biindel (Haare); grofse Menge.” The word seems related via pho-
netical shift *q > k to gom/qome, pl. gwam ‘zusammengehorige Gruppe, Bande,
Haufen’ (Seeger 2022 2: 1041). It refers to the bundles of wheat that were grad-
ually pulled down from the central heap onto the threshing floor to be threshed.
The word uhra, literally the feminine singular form of the adjective ahir ‘other’,
is commonly used in the Galilee region as an adverb meaning ‘(some) more’ or
‘again’ (probably from marra uhra ‘one more time’).

The expression mn-I-kitm produces a sequence of four consonants. Interesting-
ly the first three are all sonorants, i.e., with a high vocalic potential.

Line 16: The independent pronoun of the third person masculine (and femi-
nine) plural hinni is uttered here as recorded by Behnstedt and Geva-Kleinberger
for this village (2019: 182).°

Lines 15 and 16: In the word yomeén, the historically long vowel before the
stressed syllable is shortened (*yawm->yom-). The shortening of long, stressed
vowels that lose their accent to the following long, stressed vowel (*yawm-ayn
> yomeén >yomen) is somehow similar to the shortening that happens inside pro-
sodic words, such as those constituted by phraseological verbs and main verbs.
For example, in *yisiru yuiburmu > yisiru yiburmu, the originally long, stressed

9 For discussions of this and similar forms, see Behnstedt (1991); Blanc (1953); Diem
(1972); and Rosenhouse (1984).
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vowel is shortened (*yisiru > yisiru), but it may maintain a secondary accent. The
main prosodic accent is on the main verb (yiburmu).

Regarding the interface between syntax and the stylistic features that charac-
terize this text, a final observation concerning the distribution of prefix (imper-
fect) and suffix (perfect) conjugation is necessary. The text opens with a temporal
marker, kan (*kanu), followed by the first verb in the prefix conjugation. This
combination unambiguously indicates that the prefix conjugation is temporally
anchored in the past. Specifically, given the nature and content of the text, the
use of prefix forms suggests intense collective, repetitive, and regularly recurring
(every year) actions of considerable duration that require substantial effort.

The narration proceeds exclusively through prefix forms. The initial auxiliary
kan may establish a general temporal frame for the entire text, as if all the fol-
lowing prefix-conjugated verbs were governed by it. However, it is important to
note that the prosodic units follow one another, and the presence of syntactic
connectors signals variation in context, in which the prefix forms are used to
indicate past actions—a usage deeply rooted in the Semitic languages since their
earliest stages (Goldenberg 2013). Indeed, it seems that some Arabic dialects
preserve functions of the prefix conjugation related to the perfective aspect and
the past tense. In the present case, the issue cannot be definitively resolved, as
all verbs describe repeated, collective, and reiterated actions, and the use of the
prefix form is thus strongly linked to the aspectual nature of the action, and any
temporal implication remains embedded and implicit.

Regarding prosody, as represented in the transcription and translation, the
prosodic units are relatively short and fairly uniform in terms of intonation con-
tour. Prosodic pauses in this text can be categorized into two types: internal and
final. Longer prosodic units, in the second half of the text, may entail one or two
internal pauses. Internal pauses occur within the main prosodic unit and are
generally brief, without affecting vowel length. They contribute to giving the text
a solemn, steady, and cadenced tone and emphasizing certain aspects or objects
mentioned in the narration. In contrast, at the end of the main prosodic units,
accented long vowels closest to the pause tend to undergo further lengthening.
As a result, the intonation contour gradually descends at the end of each main
prosodic unit, giving the text a repetitive and chant-like rhythm.

7 Conclusion

In conclusion, although considerable work has been carried out (Perez and Rosen-
house 2022), it is essential to emphasize the importance of continuing to study
the heritage of the Palestinian vernacular varieties, especially traditional rural
dialects, which now represent a world that is irreversibly fading. Equal attention
must be given to the necessary sensitivity to ethnological, anthropological, his-
torical, and social data in linguistic research.
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As the short text discussed here demonstrates, the culture-specific aspects of
the ideology of narration and the resulting narrative structure (Sowayan 1995)
provide a clear example of one way in which the specific profile of a cultural
group can shape linguistic data. In many cultures across the world, narration is
considered a sacred act and is entrusted to expert individuals, much like physical
or spiritual care. Speaking of the past evokes the past, and this process carries
both benefits and risks that the community must manage.

As this text demonstrates, in order to allow a different temporal dimension to
enter the present, traditional rural Palestinian culture employs a range of strat-
egies—rhetorical (initial temporal markers), semantic (collective and imperson-
al actions), prosodic (pauses), pragmatic (discourse markers), and morphological
(verbal forms)—discussed in the previous section. These culture-specific aspects of
narrative ideology are far from being mere folkloric curiosities; they directly shape
the textual tapestry grounded in the discursive functions of verbal tenses and as-
pects—an area that remains underexplored in most Semitic spoken varieties.
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1 Introduction

Un arabisant de langue maternelle francaise sait, d’expérience, que deux parti-
cules de I’arabe classique — bal d’une part, lakin et lakinna d’autre part (que je
noterai lakin(na) comme variantes syntaxiquement conditionnées d’une seule et
méme particule) — sont, dans de nombreux contextes, traduites en francais par
une conjonction unique — mais — et, inversement, que celle-ci est, dans de nom-
breux contextes, rendue en arabe tant6t par lakin(na) et tantdt par bal.

A cette raison purement externe de les rapprocher s’en ajoute toutefois une
autre, interne a la tradition grammaticale arabe ; qu’on ne puisse faire le portrait
de 'une sans faire le portrait de 'autre ne tient pas en effet a la seule qualité
d’« orientaliste » du portraitiste ; s’il est historien de I’art, celui-ci aura t6t fait de
découvrir qu’il a été précédé dans cette voie par les peintres indigénes.

C’est pourquoi je partirai ici de deux textes trés brefs, extraits de 'une des
plus vastes sommes grammaticales du VII/XIII, le Sarh al-Kafiya (désormais SK)
de Radi I-din al-Astarabadi (m. apres 688/1289, désormais RDA) et qui me per-
mettront de faire le tour de la question telle qu’elle s’est posée aux grammairiens
arabes. Entendons-nous bien : il ne s’agit pas pour moi, par I’effet d’un quelconque
« intégrisme », de répéter purement et simplement ceux-ci, mais il ne s’agit pas
non plus de me priver de la mine de notations syntaxiques et sémantiques que
constituent leurs traités ; dans une seconde partie, je confronterai leur description
de ces particules a celle donnée par Oswald Ducrot (1930-2024) et ses disciples
du mais francais : je crois en effet que linguistique et histoire de la linguistique
peuvent mutuellement profiter I'une de l’autre ; dans une troisieme et derniére
partie, enfin, plus proprement « linguistique », je montrerai que la négation et son
statut sont au centre de la problématique de lakin(na) et bal, comme elles sont au
centre de celle du mais francais.

2 De lakinna a bal via lakin

2.1 Textes

Texte 1 (SK 2, 346 = 6, 90)" :
Dans lakinna, il y a le sens de istadraktu et le istidrak a pour sens de lever l’illu-
sion engendrée par ’énoncé précédent, de maniére similaire a I’exception (et de

1a vient qu’on donne a P’exception rompue la valeur de lakinna) car quand tu dis
ga@’ani Zaydun, c’est comme si ’on s’imaginait que ‘Amr est venu aussi, du fait de la

1 ] existe cinq éditions du SK. Je cite ici 1’édition historique, celle d’Istanbul (1310H
= 1893), d’abord la seule disponible grace a un reprint datant, semble-t-il, des années 1970, et
la meilleure des éditions modernes, celle de Makram (1421,/2000).
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familiarité existant entre eux deux ; aussi as-tu levé cette illusion en disant lakinna
‘Amran lam yagi’.

wa-fi lakinna mand istadraktu wa-ma‘na l-istidrak raf¢ tawahhum yatawalladu min
al-kalam al-sabiq raf‘an sabihan bi-l-istitn@® wa-min tamma quddira l-istitn@® al-mun-
qatic bi-lakinna fa-’ida qulta ga’ani Zaydun fa-ka-’annahu tuwuhhima ’anna ‘Amran
’aydan ga’aka li-ma baynahumd min al-’ulfa fa-rafa‘ta dalika l-wahm bi-qawlika 1akin-
na ‘Amran lam yagi’.

Contentons-nous pour 'instant de répéter I’exemple de RDA en l’affectant d’un
numéro d’ordre :

(1) ga’a-ni Zaydun lakinna ‘Amran lam yagi’
« Zayd est venu chez moi, mais ‘Amr, il n’est pas venu ».

Texte 2 (SK 2, 379 = 6, 191) :

On a déja parlé du sens du istidrak a propos de lakinna : 1la non-venue de Zayd sub-
siste telle quelle et ce jugement n’était pas une erreur de ta part ; tu as employé lakin
seulement pour repousser ’illusion de I’allocuté que ‘Amr, non plus, ne serait pas
venu, tout comme Zayd.

wa-qad marra mana l-istidrak fi l-musaddada fa-‘adam magi’ Zayd bagqin bi-halihi lam
yakun al-hukm bihi minka galat wa-’innama gi’ta bi-lakin daf‘an li-wahm al-muhatab
’anna ‘Amran lam yagi’ >aydan ka-Zayd.

Ce texte commente I’exemple :
(2) ma ga’ani Zaydun lakin ‘Amrun
dont on réservera pour l'instant la traduction.
2.2 Description syntaxique et sémantique de lakinna

Sur le plan syntaxique, lakinna fait partie avec °inna (« certes que »), ’anna
(« que »), layta (« Plat au ciel que »), la‘alla (« peut-étre que ») et ka-’anna
(« comme si ») d’'un groupe de six particules appelées simplement « ’inna et ses
sceurs » (’inna wa->ahawatuhd@) ou encore, de maniére plus sophistiquée, « par-
ticules assimilées au verbe » (al-huriif al-muSabbaha bi-l-fil) — appellation qui
fait référence a une théorie de la similitude, tout a la fois formelle, syntaxique
et sémantique, de ces particules avec le verbe, dans le détail de laquelle on
ne peut évidemment entrer ici. C’est du chapitre qui leur est consacré dans le
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SK (2, 345-363 = 6, 88-144) qu’est extrait le texte 1. I s’agit en fait d’une
classe d’opérateurs ayant pour opérande une phrase nominale, au sens de la
grammaire arabe, c’est-a-dire une phrase a téte nominale (et non a prédicat
nominal), aux constituants de laquelle ils assignent respectivement ’accusatif
et le nominatif et pour résultante une autre phrase, sauf dans un cas : ’anna
+ phrase ne constitue pas une phrase, mais le constituant d’une phrase, ayant
la méme distribution qu’un syntagme nominal, comme dans :

(3) ‘alimtu ’anna Zaydan q@’imun
‘alimtu-hu
« je sais que Zayd est debout »
« je le sais ».

Sur le plan sémantique, lakinna est décrit comme un opérateur non plus unaire,
mais binaire, autrement dit un connecteur : Ibn al-Hagib (m. 646/1249), dans
la Kafiya, que commente RDA (SK 2, 359 = 6, 131) note en effet qu’il est pla-
cé entre deux énoncés p et g,2 au premier desquels, a noté auparavant RDA,
il fait référence (SK 2, 354 = 6, 112).2 On se gardera bien toutefois d’iden-
tifier un tel connecteur avec une conjonction de coordination pour la raison
simple mais suffisante que celle-ci n’est pas avec celui-la dans une relation
d’exclusion mutuelle et qu’a c6té de p lakin(na) g on peut avoir aussi bien
p wa-lakin(na) q, ot wa- = « et » (8K 2, 360-361 = 6, 135-136) ou encore
avec un connecteur logique pour la raison triviale que p et q peuvent ne pas
étre des phrases affirmatives, ainsi que le note RDA (SK 2, 348 = 6, 96) qui
donne pour exemple :

(4) idrib Zaydan lakinna ‘Amran 13 tadribhu
« frappe Zayd, mais ‘Amr, ne le frappe pas ! ».

Exemple qui rappelle opportunément que la phrase (a téte) nominale des gram-
mairiens arabes est une structure théme-propos, ol le théme occupe dans le pro-
pos, quand celui-ci est une phrase et non plus un simple constituant, n’importe
quelle place d’argument. Seraient-elles des phrases affirmatives que p lakinna
g n’est certainement pas, au contraire de connecteurs tels que et ou ou, exclusif
ou non, une « fonction de vérité », pas plus qu’en francais :

2 «lakinna a pour fonction le istidrak par insertion entre deux énoncés se différenciant sé-
mantiquement 1'un de l'autre » (lakinna li-l-istidrak yatawassatu bayna kalamayn mutagayirayn
ma‘nan). On verra plus loin ce qu’il faut entendre par la.

8 «Le istidrak, en réalité, est une signification se référant a ce qui précéde, non a ce qui
suit » (al-istidrak fi l-hagiqa mana ragi‘ ’ild ma qablahu 1a ’ila ma ba‘dahu).
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(5)ail est républicain mais  honnéte
(5)b socialiste glabre
(5)c macronien humble

n’en est une.*

En fait, lakinna est clairement décrit par RDA comme un connecteur pragma-
tique, au sens de Morris (1938[1974]), en ce qu’il est relié a ses « interpretes »,
non seulement le locuteur, mais encore ’allocuté, via une « illusion » (tawwahum)
ou « fausse croyance » (wahm) que le premier prévoit que p va engendrer (ya-
tawalladu) chez le second et qu’il prévient en disant lakinna q. C’est ce mou-
vement typiquement pragmatique qui porte dans le métalangage des grammai-
riens arabes le nom de istidrak et c’est avec une satisfaction non dissimulée que
je constate que le verbe istadraka a, en dialecte syro-libanais, selon le modeste
lexique de Belot (1896), le sens de « prévoir quelque chose pour I’éviter ». Il faut
donc parler de lakin(na) comme d’une particule de « rectification préventive ».

Deux choses encore. Comme je 1’ai montré ailleurs (Larcher 1980 repris sur ce
point dans Larcher 1992 [2014a]), RDA inscrit sa description dans une véritable
petite « théorie pragmatique », se présentant comme un diptyque, ot la catégorie
de ’ins@ (« performatif ») constitue le volet conceptuel et la forme fa‘altu, 1™ per-
sonne du singulier de 'accompli, le volet formel : RDA choisit en effet d’exprimer
les performatifs de la métalangue, ce qu’est istadraktu (« je rectifie préventive-
ment ») par rapport a lakinna, sous cette forme qui, dans la langue, n’est que la
forme usuelle des performatifs juridiques, choix équivalant ainsi a une véritable
formalisation.

Quant a la parenthése « de maniére similaire a 'exception (et de la vient qu’on
donne a I’exception rompue la valeur de lakinna) », elle fait référence a 1’assimi-
lation que font les grammairiens entre istidrak et istitna’ (« exception »)° et, plus
particulierement, celle des deux qu’ils appellent « rompue » (mungati) par oppo-
sition a « liée » (muttasil).® Est « liée » ’exception ol élément excepté (mustatna’)
et ensemble dont on I’excepte (mustatna minhu) sont homogénes comme dans :

(6) g&a l-musafirtuna °illa Zaydan
« Les voyageurs sont arrivés, sauf Zayd ».

4 (5)a vient de George Lakoff, cité par Ducrot (1972).

5 Cette assimilation vient en fait de la logique, devenue discipline scolastique a ’époque
postclassique. Cf. al-Katibi (2024 : 59, § 89.1 et commentaire, § 89, 228-230). Pour le détail,
cf. Larcher (2025).

¢ L’adjectif munqati‘ a malencontreusement sauté dans la citation faite du texte 1 dans
Larcher (2017 : 259), RDA contestant par ailleurs la pertinence de la distinction muttasil/mun-
qati¢ (pour le détail, cf. Larcher (2017 : 101-103).
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Est « rompue » a I'inverse celle ot ils sont hétérogénes comme dans :

(7) ga’a l-musafirtina *illa >amti‘atahum
« Les voyageurs sont arrivés, sinon’ leurs bagages ».

En ce cas, ’illa est considéré sémantiquement comme ’équivalent de mais non. La
description que RDA donne de lakinna s’applique parfaitement a (7) : le locuteur,
en disant g@’a l-musdfiriina, prévoit que I’allocuté va croire que si les voyageurs
sont arrivés, leurs bagages le sont aussi, croyance qu’ils prévient en disant illa
’amti‘atahum. Une telle assimilation n’étonnera ni un francophone, ni un anglo-
phone : en francais la locution exceptive sauf que s’emploie dans le sens de mais
(comme d’ailleurs “illa >anna dans la prose technique arabe médiévale et en arabe
(standard) moderne) et en anglais but a également le sens de sauf.

Une telle description est originale : elle ne se rencontre pas a la période clas-
sique et ne se rencontre pas chez tous les auteurs de la période postclassique. Elle
contraste avec une description beaucoup plus banale de p lakinna q en termes de
simple « opposition » entre p et q, que 'on rencontre par exemple dans le Mu-
fassal (p. 300) d’al-ZamahSari (m. 538/1144) :

lakinna a pour fonction la rectification : on l'insére entre deux énoncés, différant
I'un de l'autre, négativement et positivement. On s’en sert en effet pour rectifier la
négation au moyen de 'affirmation et I’affirmation au moyen de la négation, ainsi
ma ga’ani Zaydun lakinna ‘Amran g@’ani [« Zayd n’est pas venu chez moi, mais ‘Amr,
il est venu »] et ga’ani Zaydun lakinna ‘Amran lam yagi’ [« Zayd est venu chez moi,
mais ‘Amr, il n’est pas venu »].

hiya li-l-istidrak tuwassituha bayna kalamayn mutagayarayn nafyan wa-’igaban fa-yus-
tadraku biha l-nafy bi-l-’igab wa-l-’igab bi-l-nafy wa-dalika qawluka ma ga’ani Zaydun
lakinna ‘Amran ga’ani wa-ga’ani Zaydun lakinna ‘Amran lam yagi’.

C’est un lakinna « oppositif » ou « adversatif » que décrit ici al-Zamahsari : la ve-
nue de ‘Amr s’oppose simplement a la non-venue de Zayd dans le premier cas ou
la non-venue de ‘Amr a la venue de Zayd dans le second et non, comme chez RDA,
la venue de ‘Amr a sa propre non-venue, conclusion implicite de la non-venue de
Zayd, dans le premier cas, ou sa non-venue a sa propre venue, conclusion impli-
cite de la venue de Zayd, dans le second. Al-ZamahSari note que la différenciation
peut étre sémantique et non formelle, donnant deux exemples de grammairien :

(8) faraqani Zaydun lakinna ‘Amran hadirun
« Zayd m’a quitté, mais ‘Amr est la (litt. présent) »

7 Sinon est 'exact équivalent de °illd (< ’in « si » + ld « non », avec assimilation du n au ).
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(9) g&’ani Zaydun lakinna ‘Amran ga’ibun
« Zayd est venu chez moi, mais ‘Amr n’est pas la (litt. absent) »

et un exemple coranique (Cor. 8, 43) :

(10) wa-law *arakahum katiran la-fasiltum wa-la-tanaza‘tum fi I’amri 1akinna 1laha
sallama

« et 8’il te les [les ennemis] avait fait voir nombreux, vous auriez perdu courage et

auriez discuté sur I’affaire, mais Allah [vous] a donné apaisement » (tr. Blacheére).

Dans ces trois exemples, p et g sont des phrases positives, mais les prédicats ver-
baux sont sémantiquement opposés.®

2.3 Lakinna et lakin

Proche de lakinna est lakin, qui n’en difféere que par I’absence de 1’élément final
-na. Pour les grammairiens arabes, cependant, il n’y a pas un mais deux lakin : le
premier (désormais lakin, ) est la simple variante « allégée » (muhaffafa) de lakin-
na. Comme lui, il peut étre combiné avec wa- et, comme lui, avec wa-, considéré
comme une simple « particule de rectification préventive », mais sans wa-, comme
une « particule d’inchoation » (harf ibtid@’), c’est-a-dire commencant un nouveau
discours, ce qui implique une pause entre p et g.° La thése de 1’« allegement » est
évidemment appuyée par le fait qu’il a pour effet de « suspendre » (’ilga’) la « rec-
tion » (‘amal) et, par suite, qu’on trouve derriere lui une phrase a téte nominale
au nominatif et non plus a I’accusatif. Il en existe un certain nombre d’exemples
coraniques, dont celui-ci (Cor. 4, 162) :

(11) lakin-a l-rasihtina fi 1-‘ilmi minhum wa-l-mu’miniina yuw’miniina bi-ma ’unzila
’jlayka wa-ma ’unzila min gablika

8 Tout en introduisant un troisieme élément, absent chez al-Zamahsari et Ibn al-Hagib,
RDA (SK 2, 360 = 6, 135) ne leur en reprend pas moins la dimension « adversative », mais en
notant qu’ « il n’est pas nécessaire que p et g soient vraiment contraires : il suffit qu’ils soient
incompatibles en quelque maniere » (wa-1a yalzamu l-tadadd baynahuma tadaddan haqiqiyyan bal
yakfi tanafthima bi-waghim (< n)-ma).

° Pour al-ZamahSari (Mufassal 300), le lakin « allégé » est une particule de coordination
entre phrases. Il renvoie a la section qu’il consacre aux particules de coordination et, a ’alinéa
traitant de ldakin, donne les deux exemples de grammairien ga@’ani Zaydun lakin ‘Amrun lam yagi’
(« Zayd est venu chez moi, mais ‘Amr, il n’est pas venu ») et ma ga’ani Zaydun lakin ‘Amrun
qad ga’a (« Zayd n’est pas venu chez moi, mais ‘Amr, il est venu »). Sur les différents statuts
de lakin(na), cf. RDA, SK, 2, 380 = 6, 192, qui note que traiter lakin comme une coordination
implique qu’il n’y a pas de pause aprés p.
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« mais ceux fermes en savoir, parmi eux, et les croyants croient a ce qui t’a été
révélé et a ce qui a été révélé avant toi ».'°

2.4 Lakin et bal

Le second (désormais lakin,) est considéré comme une particule de coordination
et c’est du chapitre qui leur est consacré dans le SK (2, 363-380 = 6, 145-192)
qu’est extrait le texte 2. La deuxiéme phrase de ce texte reprend pour lakin, la des-
cription déja donnée pour lakin, (na). Autrement dit, RDA interprete (2) comme :

(2”) « Zayd n’est pas venu chez moi, mais ‘Amr [, lui, est venu] ».

La premiére phrase, en revanche, fait allusion a sa description de bal (cf. infra
3.5). Pourquoi ? Parce que bal et lakin, ont en commun un contexte, illustré par
(2), ot la particule se trouve précédée d’une phrase négative et suivie d’un consti-
tuant b pendant d’un constituant a de la phrase antérieure — ce qui peut se sché-
matiser par Nég p’ bal/lakin, b — et que, dans ce contexte, les grammairiens se
divisent en deux camps : les uns qui, a I'instar de RDA, différencient bal et lakin,
et les autres qui, a I'instar d’Ibn Hi$am al-Ansari (m. 761/1360, désormais IHA)
dans un texte particuliérement explicite du Sarh Qatr al-nada (p. 307, désormais
SQN) les confondent :

tu diras ga’ani Zaydun la ‘Amrun, en réplique a qui croit que ‘Amr est venu sans Zayd
ou qu’ils sont venus chez toi ensemble et tu diras ma ga’ani Zaydun lakin ‘Amrun ou
bal ‘Amrun, a qui croit le contraire.
taqulu ga’ani Zaydun 1a ‘Amrun raddan ‘ala man i‘taqada ’anna ‘Amran ga’a diina
Zayd ’aw *annahuma ga’aka ma‘an wa-taqilu ma ga’ani Zaydun lakin ‘Amrun ’aw bal
‘Amrun raddan ‘ala man i‘taqada l-‘aks.

Extrayons les deux exemples de IHA :
(12) ga’ani Zaydun 1a ‘Amrun

(13) ma ga’ani Zaydun lakin/bal ‘Amrun

La encore, la description de IHA est pragmatique. Il les présente en effet comme
réponses (radd) a quelqu’un ayant telle ou telle croyance, donc, selon que cette

10 Le masculin pluriel (dit « sain » ou « externe ») est un des rares cas de flexion visible de
Parabe classique, opposant un nominatif -ii(na) a un accusatif-génitif -i(na).
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croyance a été exprimée ou non, a un énoncé explicite ou implicite. (12) affirme
la venue de Zayd et nie celle de ‘Amr : il infirme donc totalement la croyance que
‘Amr serait venu sans Zayd et partiellement celle qu’ils seraient venus ensemble.
Il s’interpréte comme :

(12") « Zayd est venu chez moi, non ‘Amr »

(13) nie la venue de Zayd et affirme celle de ‘Amr : il infirme donc totalement
la croyance que Zayd serait venu sans ‘Amr et partiellement celle que ni I'un ni
Pautre ne seraient venus. Selon IHA, on peut employer lakin ou bal. Autrement
dit, dans ce contexte, ils sont ou deviennent synonymes, ce qui veut dire que (13)
et donc (2) s’interprétent comme :

(13)=(2") « N’est pas venu chez moi Zayd, mais ‘Amr ».

Un linguiste arabisant doit évidemment rendre compte d’une divergence d’in-
terprétation aussi remarquable : si les deux interprétations ont en commun 1) la
non-venue de Zayd et 2) la venue de ‘Amr, 2) rectifie 1) dans I'interprétation de
THA, tandis que dans celle de RDA, 2) rectifie, non pas 1), mais un élément 3),
déductible de 1).1!

2.5 Description syntaxique et sémantique de bal
2.5.1 Bal entre constituants

Contrairement a lakin traité comme particule de coordination dans un seul
contexte (lakin,), mais partout ailleurs comme « particule d’inchoation » (harf
ibtida’, lakin,), bal est partout traité comme une particule de coordination, soit
entre constituants, soit entre phrases, sauf, comme on verra, dans un contexte.
Dans l’alinéa qu’il lui consacre (SK 2, 378-379 = 6, 188-190), RDA énumére
les environnements syntaxiques ol il apparait et, corrélativement, ses valeurs
sémantiques. Il peut étre suivi soit d’un constituant (p bal b) — en ce cas, bal
coordonne b a un constituant a de p —, soit d’une phrase (p bal q) — en ce cas bal
coordonne les deux phrases p et g. Dans le premier cas, bal a une unique fonction

11 RDA n’ignore cependant ni la dimension « adversative » de lakin, ni la comparaison avec
la, écrivant en effet a la suite du passage cité ci-dessus comme texte n°2 : « dans la coordination
d’un simple constituant, il est le contraire de ld, parce qu’il sert a affirmer quelque chose du
second terme, apreés ’avoir nié du premier, tandis que [a sert a nier quelque chose du premier
terme, apres ’avoir affirmé du second » (fa-hiya fi ‘atf al-mufrad naqidat 1a li-’annaha li-l-’itbat
li-I-tani ba‘da l-nafy ‘an al-’awwal wa-1a li-l-nafy ‘an al-tani ba‘da l-’itbat li-I->awwal).
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de « rectification d’une erreur » (tadaruk al-galat),’? la phrase qui précéde étant
nécessairement une affirmation ou un ordre, une négation ou une défense (mais
jamais une interrogation). Le premier cas est exemplifié par :

(14) gqama Zaydun bal ‘Amrun
et la fonction de « rectification d’une erreur » ainsi décrite :

elle consiste a donner au premier terme de la suite!® le statut de terme oblitéré,
son prédicat étant attribué au second terme : I’assertion que Zayd est debout est
une erreur (il peut s’étre levé et ne pas s’étre levé) : tu as fait savoir par bal que ton
énonciation du nom premier terme de la coordination était une erreur, volontaire
ou lapsus linguae.*

wa-hiya li-ga‘l al-matbi‘ fi hukm al-maskiit ‘anhu mangsitban hukmuhu ’ila I-tabi fa-yaki-
nu l’ihbar ‘an qiyam Zayd galat yagiizu *an yakiina qad gama wa-"an lam yaqum *afad-
ta bi-bal °anna talafugzaka bi-lI-ism al-ma‘tif ‘alayhi kana galat ‘an ‘amd *aw sabq lisan.

1l ressort de cette description que (14) peut étre traduit en francais par :
(14’) « Zayd s’est levé ou plutot ‘Amr ».

Dans une langue plus soutenue, on pourrait aussi employer Que dis-je ?.

Toujours suivi d’un constituant, mais précédé d’une négation ou d’'une dé-
fense, bal, selon RDA, « a aussi [c’est moi qui souligne] la fonction de ’idrab »
(li-I-’idrab °aydan), ce dernier ainsi décrit :

12 Tadaruk appartient a la méme famille lexicale que istidrak (ils sont les noms d’action re-
spectivement d’une forme VI et d’une forme X). Les deux termes apparaissent interchangeables
dans le Kitab de Sibawayhi (m. 180/796 ?) : en 1, 434 il donne 1’exemple de marartu bi-ragulin
salihin bal talihin (« je suis passé auprées d’un homme pieux ou plutot dépravé ») en indiquant qu’
« il intervient pour I’oubli ou I’erreur, le locuteur corrigeant son énoncé » (yagi’ ‘ald l-nisyan >aw
al-galat fa-yatadaraku kalamahu) — nous reviendrons sur cet exemple et cette description en 3.1.
—, mais un peu avant, en 1, 430 il donne ’exemple de marartu bi-ragulin rakiin bal sagidin (« je
suis passé aupres d’un homme s’agenouillant ou plutét se prosternant ») en indiquant « soit il
s’est trompé et s’est corrigé, soit il a oublié et s’est souvenu » (°imma galita fa-stadraka wa-’imma
nasiya fa-dakara).

13 RDA emploie d’abord le terme générique, puis le terme spécifique : la coordination (‘atf
nasaq) est en effet une des cinq espéces du genre taba‘yya ot le terme qui suit dépend pour
sa flexion du terme qu’il suit, la dépendance se faisant dans le cas de la coordination via une
particule, alors que dans les quatre autres cas elle se fait par simple juxtaposition.

14 Sur la notion de lapsus en grammaire arabe, en rapport avec celle de rectification, cf.
Sartori (2022).
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il a pour sens de faire du premier jugement, qu’il soit positif ou non, le terme pour
ainsi dire oblitéré par rapport au premier terme de la coordination : en disant ma
ga&’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrun, bal fait savoir que le jugement porté sur Zayd de non-ve-
nue est pour ainsi dire oblitéré : il se peut que ce jugement soit exact et qu’il soit
non venu et il se peut qu’il ne soit pas exact et qu’il soit venu chez toi, tout comme
le jugement porté sur Zayd de venue dans ga’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrun peut étre exact
ou non.

wa-ma‘na l-’idrab ga‘l al-hukm al->’awwal miigab kana ’aw gayr migab ka-l-maskiit ‘an-
hu bi-l-nisba °ila I-ma‘tiif ‘alayhi fa-fi qawlika ma ga’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrun ’afadat
bal ’anna l-hukm ‘ala Zayd bi-‘adam al-magi’ ka-lI-maskiit ‘anhii yuhtamalu *an yasihha
hada l-hukm fa-yakiinu gayr ga’in wa-yuhtamalu °alla yasihha fa-yakiinu qad ga’a-
ka kama kana l-hukm ‘ala Zayd bi-I-magi’ fi g§3’ani Zaydun bal‘Amrun uhtumila ’an
yakiina sahihan wa-"alla yakiina.

Si j’ai souligné aussi, c’est parce que °idrab, compte tenu de la description don-
née, apparait ici comme un autre nom de tadaruk al-galat.’> Mais la remarque
importante est que, selon RDA, le locuteur de p bal b, que p soit positif ou négatif,
présente p comme une erreur de sa part, sans que le récepteur puisse en conclure
a I’exactitude ou non de p.

Dans cette opinion, RDA déclare suivre al-Andaliisi, i.e. Abii 1-Qasim al-An-
daliisi (m. 661/1263), mais que pour Ibn Malik (m. 672/1274) :

bal, aprés la négation et la défense, est comme lakin apres elles : de cette déclara-
tion sans appel résulte que la non-venue de Zayd, quand tu dis ma ga’ani Zaydun bal
‘Amrun, est avérée, apres ’occurrence de bal également, comme c’est le cas dans ma
ga&’ani Zaydun lakin ‘Amrun, de 1’avis général. Et c’est ce qu’a dit 'auteur [i.e. Ibn
al-Hagib] : il a dit, en effet, que dans ma ga’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrun, 'affirmation de
la venue de ‘Amr est probable, sa négation de Zayd étant, en méme temps, avérée.

bal ba‘da l-nafy wa-l-nahy ka-lakin ba‘dahuma wa-hada [-’itlag minhu yuta °anna
‘adam mag?’> Zayd fi gawlika ma ga’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrin mutahaqqiq ba‘da magr
bal ’aydan kama kana ka-dalika fi ma ga’ani Zaydun lakin ‘Amrun bi-l-ittifaq wa-bihi
gala l-musannif li-‘annahu qala fi ma ga’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrun yuhtamalu °itbat al-
magP’ li-‘Amr ma‘a tahaqquq nafyihi ‘an Zayd.

RDA fait donc état d’'une divergence d’interprétation entre grammairiens de la
phrase précédant bal, quand celle-ci est négative : la non-venue de Zayd est-elle

15 En arabe moderne, ’idrab s’emploie dans le sens de « gréve », par abréviation de ’idrab ‘an
al-‘amal, qui en révele le sens littéral (« cessation du travail »). L’idée est que 1’on s’arréte par
rapport a ce que I’on vient de dire, qu’on y renonce.
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certaine ou incertaine (cette derniére opinion étant celle de RDA) ? Il y a plus.
RDA fait état d’une divergence d’interprétation concernant I’élément suivant
bal et opposant cette fois-ci ce qu’il appelle la « masse » (§umhiir) des grammai-
riens et un seul d’entre eux, al-Mubarrad (m. 285/898 ou 286,/900). Pour les
premiers :

il est affirmé, car ‘Amr est venu chez toi quand tu dis ma ga’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrun :
c’est comme si tu avais dit bal ga’ani ‘Amrun : bal a annulé la négation et le nom
auquel est attribuée la venue.

’innahu mutbat fa-‘Amrun g@aka fi gawlika ma ga’ani Zaydun bal ‘Amrun fa-ka-’an-
naka qulta bal ma ga’ani ‘Amrun fa-bal ’abtalat al-nafy wa-l-ism al-mansib ’ilayhi
al-mag?’.

Mais, pour al-Mubarrad :
Perreur porte seulement sur le nom premier terme de la coordination et le verbe nié
reste prédiqué du second terme : c’est comme si tu avais dit bal ma ga@’ani ‘Amrun,
comme dans I’affirmation le verbe affirmé était prédiqué du second terme.
’inna l-galat fi l-ism al-ma‘tif ‘alayhi faqat fa-yabqa l-fi‘l al-manfi musnadan °ila l-tani
fa-ka->annaka qulta bal ma ga’ani ‘Amrun kama kana fi I-’itbat al-fi 1 al-miigab mus-
nadan ’ila l-tani.

Autrement dit, alors que pour la « masse » des grammairiens :
(15)=(13) ma ga’ani Zaydun bal-‘Amrun

s’interpréte comme :

(15)=(13") « N’est pas venu chez moi Zayd mais ‘Amr »,

ol est a la fois niée la venue de Zayd et affirmée celle de ‘Amr, pour al-Mubarrad,
cet énoncé s’interpréte comme :

(15”) « Zayd ou plut6t ‘Amr n’est pas venu chez moi »,

ol est seulement rectifiée 1’identité de la personne qui n’est pas venue. La encore,
le linguiste arabisant devra rendre compte d’une divergence d’interprétation aus-
si remarquable.

Il y a plus. RDA note que si ’on combine la (« non ») avec bal et que ’on dise,
apres affirmation ou ordre :
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(16)a gama Zaydun la bal ‘Amrun (« Zayd s’est levé, non, mais ‘Amr »)
(16)b idrib Zaydan 1a bal ‘Amran (« Frappe Zayd, non, mais ‘Amr ! »),

le sens de la se réfere a cette affirmation ou cet ordre qui précéde, non a ce qui
suit bal, car en disant la bal ‘Amrun tu as nié, au moyen de la, que Zayd se soit levé
et affirmé, au moyen de bal, que ‘Amr s’était mis debout : si tu n’avais pas dit 1a,
la mise debout de Zayd aurait eu, comme nous I’avons indiqué, le statut du terme
oblitéré, pouvant étre affirmée ou ne pas I’étre, et il en va de méme de 1’ordre : ainsi
idrib Zaydan la bal ‘Amran, c’est-a-dire ld tadrib Zaydan bal idrib ‘Amran et n’efit été
le la mentionné, c’aurait pu étre un ordre ou non de frapper Zayd en étant en méme
temps un ordre de frapper ‘Amr.

fa-mana 1a yargi‘u ’ila dalika [-’igab >aw al-’amr al-mutaqaddim 1a °ila ma ba‘da bal fa-
ft qawlika 13 bal ‘Amrun nafayta bi-1a al-qiyam ‘an Zayd wa-atbattahu li-‘Amr wa-law
lam tagi’ bi-1a la-kana qiyam Zayd kama dakarnad fi hukm al-maskiit ‘anhu yuhtamalu
’an yutbata wa-"alla yutbata wa-kada fi l->amr nahw idrib Zaydan 1a bal ‘Amran °ay 1a
tadrib Zaydan bal idrib Zaydan wa-lawla 1a -madkiira la-htumila ’an yakiina >amran
bi-darb Zayd wa-"alla yakiina ma‘a I->amr bi-darb ‘Amr.

Autrement dit, la combinaison de la avec bal 1éve ’'ambiguité de la phrase précé-
dant bal. RDA ajoute :

de méme, le la introduit devant bal aprées négation ou défense se réféere au sens de
cette défense et négation, qu’il confirme, et ce qui est aprés bal reste donc objet du
différend entre al-Mubarrad et la masse [des grammairiens].

wa-kada 1a I-dahila ‘ala bal ba‘da l-nahy wa-l-nafy ragi‘a ’ila ma‘na dalika l-nahy wa-
[-nafy muw’akkidan li-ma‘nahuma wa-ma ba‘da 1a bal ’idan baqin ‘ala l-hilaf al-madkiir
bayna I-Mubarrad wa-l-gumhiir.

Autrement dit, en disant :

(17)a ma qama Zaydun 1a bal ‘Amrun
(17)b 1a tadrib Zaydan 1a bal ‘Amran

le locuteur confirmerait la négation et la défense (Id = « Zayd ne s’est pas
levé »/« ne frappe pas Zayd ! ») mais conserverait 'ambiguité de la phrase qui
suit (bal = « mais ‘Amr s’est levé/ou plutét ‘Amr ne s’est pas levé » // « mais
frappe ‘Amr/ou plutdt ne frappe pas ‘Amr »).
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2.5.2 Bal entre phrases

Suivi d’une phrase, bal a soit la méme fonction que suivi d’un constituant, c’est-a-dire
celle dite de « rectification d’une erreur » (en ce cas et, comme avec un constituant, la
phrase qui précéde ne peut étre une interrogation), soit une fonction dite de « transi-
tion » (intiqadl : en ce cas, la phrase qui précede peut étre une interrogation) : « transi-
tion d’une phrase a une autre plus importante que la premiére » (al-intigal min gumla
’ila gumla *ubra >ahamm min al-’iila), se contente d’indiquer le texte du SK ; « transition
d’un énoncé a un autre, plus important que le premier, sans intention de dédaigner
le premier ni de lui conférer le statut du terme oblitéré » (al-intigal min kalam ’ila
kalam *ahar bi-la qasd ’ila ’ihdar al-’awwal wa-galihi fi hukm al-maskiit ‘anhu), précise
en « marge » du texte imprimé la Hasiya (désormais HSK) du grand polygraphe ‘Ali b.
Muhammad al-Gurgani dit sayyid al-3arif al-Gurgani, m. 816,/1413 (désormais SSG).16
Précision qui n’est pas inutile car elle vient en fait situer la fonction 2 par rapport
a la fonction 1, justement comprise comme une « annulation » (ibtal), une « oblitéra-
tion » (galuhu fi hukm al-maskiit ‘anhu), totale ou partielle, de ce qui précede par ce
qui suit, selon qu’ils ont ou non une partie commune.
La fonction 1 est exemplifiée par :

(18) darabtu Zaydan bal *akramtu-hu
« J’ai frappé Zayd. Que dis-je? je I’ai honoré »

et:

(19) haraga Zaydun bal dahala ‘Amrun
« Zayd est sorti. Que dis-je ? ‘Amr est entré ».

La fonction 2 est exemplifiée dans HSK par un énoncé coranique (27, 65-66)
tronqué, mais que je restitue ici dans sa totalité dans la mesure ol sa partie man-
quante sert en fait a d’autres grammairiens (ici al-Rummani, m. 384/994, dans
ses Ma‘ani al-hurif : 94) a illustrer la méme fonction :'7

(20) (al-Rummani) wa-ma yas‘ariina ’ayyana yub‘atiina / bal iddaraka'® ‘ilmuhum
fi 1-°ahirati (H§K) bal hum fi Sakkin minha bal hum minha ‘amiina

16 Le surcommentaire ne se trouve que dans ’édition d’Istanbul.
17 Appelée par al-Rummani tark li-Say’ wa-"ahd fi gayrihi (« délaisser une chose et en com-
mencer une autre »), ce qui revient bien a passer de ’'une a ’autre. Cette terminologie se trouve

18 Variante non classique de taddraka, présentant par rapport a la forme classique une syn-
cope de la voyelle bréve du préfixe ta- et une assimilation de la consonne t a la premiére radi-
cale d, le cluster consonantique dd ainsi créé entrainant la prosthese de la voyelle i.



Lakin(na) et bal : portrait de deux particules « rectificatives » de Uarabe classique 105

traduit par Blachere (1980) et Masson (1967) respectivement par :

(20”) « (les impies) ne pressentent pas quand ils seront rappelés. Tout au contraire,
leur science sur la (Vie) Derniére est déficiente. Loin d’y croire, ils sont dans le
doute a son sujet ou plut6t ils sont aveugles sur elle »

et:

(20”) « Ils ignorent le moment ou ils seront ressuscités. Bien plus ! Leur science
concernant la vie future est nulle ; ils en doutent ; ils sont aveugles a cet
égard » (NB Masson rend les deuxiéme et troisieme bal du verset par une
asyndeéte).

De la méme fagon que ’on aura a rendre compte de 'ambiguité de (13) et (15),
on aura a rendre compte des divergences remarquables d’interprétation, en fran-
cais, de (20).

De son c6té, RDA, notant que, dans la fonction 2, bal peut étre précédé d’une
interrogation, donne pour seul exemple Cor. 26, 165-166 (également tronqué et
dont je restitue la partie manquante) :

(21) °’a-ta’ttina l-dukrana mina-l-‘alamin(a) / [wa-tadartina ma halaqa lakum rab-
bukum min azwagikum] bal >antum qawmun ‘adiina
« Accomplirez-vous l’acte charnel avec les méles de ce monde [et délaisse-
rez-vous vos épouses que votre Seigneur a créées pour vous] ? Oui, vous étes
un peuple transgresseur » (tr. Blachére).

La encore, un linguiste arabisant relévera que Blachere « traduit » ici bal par Oui,
alors qu’il le traduit ailleurs le plus souvent par Non !.

Le fait que SSG, dans sa mention du intigal, substitue au terme de gumla em-
ployé par RDA celui de kalam et le fait que dans cet emploi bal puisse suivre
une interrogation montrent qu’il ne saurait étre ici une particule de coordination
entre phrases: c’est en fait un harf ibtid@’, comme le note explicitement IHA
dans le ML (p. 118). Cela implique une pause avant bal, ce que vient confirmer
I’exemple (20) : bal se trouve au début du verset 66, donc aprés la pause mar-
quant le fin du verset 65.

Si fouillée que soit la description de RDA, elle n’est cependant ni unifiée sur le
plan sémantique, méme si des trois termes qu’il emploie, tadaruk al-galat, ’idrab
et intigal, le premier et le deuxiéme se recoupent positivement, le deuxieme et
le troisiéme négativement, ni surtout exhaustive sur le plan syntaxique : elle ne
prend en considération que les emplois dans le discours suivi, alors qu’il en existe
aussi bien dans le dialogue (cf. infra 3.3).
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3 Lakin(na) et bal, mais/PA et mais/SN
3.1 Lakin(na) et mais/PA

La description donnée par RDA de lakin(na) est comparable avec celle donnée,
a plusieurs reprises, par Ducrot, soit seul, soit en collaboration, du mais francais,
mais tout particulierement avec la toute premiére : pour la petite histoire, c’est la
connaissance de cette description qui m’a permis d’inventer, au sens archéologique
du terme, celle de RDA (Larcher 1980: 533-539). S’opposant a une description
de p mais q en termes de simple « incompatibilité » de p et g, qui lui semble in-
adéquate s’agissant de phrases telles que Il faisait beau, mais j’étais fatigué ou Elle
est venue, mais sa mere était avec elle, Ducrot (1972: 128) écrit :

Il serait plus exact, nous semble-t-il, de décrire le mais de la fagon suivante. Le locu-
teur, apres avoir prononcé la premiére proposition p, prévoit que le destinataire en
tirera une conclusion « r » (qui peut étre dans les deux derniers exemples, « tu as dii
étre content »). La deuxiéme proposition, q, précédée d’un mais, tend alors a empécher
cette éventuelle conclusion, en signalant un nouveau fait, qui la contredit. Le mouve-
ment total serait : « p »; tu songes a en conclure r ; il ne faut pas le faire car q » (ce
mouvement est presque explicite dans le &AA& ydap, « mais en effet », du grec ancien).

Par mais, il faut entendre ici celui des deux mais du francais qu’Anscombre et
Ducrot (1977) proposent d’appeler PA, par référence a I’espagnol pero et a I’alle-
mand aber, et par opposition a celui qu’ils appellent SN, par référence a I’espagnol
sino et a ’allemand sondern. Espagnol et allemand distinguent en effet morpholo-
giquement ce que le francais distingue seulement syntaxiquement, comme dans
« il ne fait pas beau, mais chaud » (mais/SN ou « réfutatif » : « ce n’est pas beau
qu’il faut dire, mais chaud ») vs « il ne fait pas beau, mais il fait chaud » (mais/
PA ou « argumentatif » : sur la double interprétation possible de cet énoncé, cf.
infra). « Réfutatif » et « argumentatif » sont la terminologie de Plantin (1978).

Comparable ne veut cependant pas dire identique. La description que donne
RDA de lakin(na) correspond en fait a ce qu’Anscombre et Ducrot (1977) consi-
dérent étre un « cas particulier fréquent » du mais/PA francais, celui ot ¢ = non-r.
On voit que dans (1) g a une forme négative et s’oppose directement au r tiré de p,
a savoir « (donc) ‘Amr est venu (aussi) ». Mais pour Anscombre et Ducrot (1977) le
« cas général » est celui ot ¢ = non-r, p mais/PA q étant une balance argumenta-
tive ol le plateau p pése (i.e. est un argument) en faveur de la conclusion r, mais le
plateau q pése davantage en faveur de la conclusion non-r.'°

1 I’image de la balance est suggérée par ’étymologie méme de mais (< lat. magis « plus »).
Ducrot et Vogt (1979) ont montré comment les fonctions SN et PA de 'unique mais frangais
pouvaient se dériver de magis.
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Pour ma part, je considere qu’il n’y a pas tant un cas général et un cas particu-
lier que deux cas particuliers, le méme énoncé étant en fait, suivant le contexte,
susceptible des deux interprétations. Ainsi dans Il est républicain, mais honnéte,
q (= [il est] honnéte) peut s’interpréter comme le simple contradictoire dur (=
(donc) il est malhonnéte) tiré de p (il est républicain), par un liberal, au sens
américain du terme. En ce cas, mais est paraphrasable par pourtant, cependant,
toutefois, néanmoins.?® Mais, dans un contexte électoral, le méme énoncé pourrait
étre utilisé comme une balance argumentative entre étiquette politique et inté-
grité d’un candidat : si son étiquette est une raison de ne pas voter pour lui, son
intégrité en est une meilleure de voter pour lui. En ce cas, mais est paraphrasable
par par contre, en revanche. Et, de méme, dans « il ne fait pas beau, mais il fait
chaud », mais il fait chaud peut étre le simple contradictoire de « (donc) il fait
froid », en raison de ’association souvent faite entre mauvais temps et froid, ou
une meilleure raison de sortir qu’il ne fait pas beau en est une de ne pas sortir 2.
Un linguiste arabisant se demandera donc si le lakin(na) arabe correspond ou non
aux deux interprétations possibles du mais/PA francais : je tenterai de répondre
a cette question dans la troisieme partie de cet article.

Une autre différence entre les deux descriptions tient a la nature du passage de
p ar. Pour Ducrot, elle est argumentative, 'argumentation pouvant ou non cor-
respondre a une inférence 22 . Pour les grammairiens arabes, elle est inférentielle,
spécialement du type de celle illustrée par ’exemple de mais pourtant donné par
Anscombre et Ducrot (1983: 13) Il est petit mais pourtant il est fort, c’est-a-dire en

20 Précédé de la particule de coordination, wa-lakin(na) est alors I’équivalent du « et néan-
moins » qu’on trouve dans le célébre « cher colléegue et néanmoins ami ». Lakin(na) correspond
également a néanmoins, dans la prose technique médiévale et en arabe moderne, ot il introduit
l’apodose du systéeme concessif-potentiel wa-’in p lakinna q (« méme si p, néanmoins g ») : la
protase est un argument pour une conclusion r que vient contredire g, ce qui explique le croise-
ment des deux systémes concessif et rectificatif (pour le détail, cf. Larcher 2014b).

21 Dans Larcher (1991 [2014a]), en utilisant I’exemple donné par Ducrot (1973: 170) d’af-
firmation « ascriptive » (vs « descriptive ») ou « évaluative » Cet hétel est bon, on rappelle que
si ¢ = non-r, 'argument pour non-r peut apparaitre sous forme d’un car s (« Cet hotel est bon,
mais (pourtant) je ne le recommande pas, car il est trop cher ») et, inversement, si ¢ = non-r,
la conclusion pour laquelle g est un argument peut apparaitre sous la forme d’un donc s (« Cet
hoétel est bon, mais (par contre) il est trop cher : je ne le recommande donc pas »). Ce qui
suggere, en derniere analyse, que mais/pourtant et mais/par contre ne sont que deux variantes
métonymiques d’un seul et méme systeme : de la conclusion pour I’argument dans un cas, de
I’argument pour la conclusion dans l’autre.

22 Sur la différence entre argumenter et inférer, cf. Anscombre et Ducrot (1983 ch. 1: 7-14),
avec I’exemple Pierre s’imagine que Jacques et moi sommes de vieilles connaissances, mais, pourtant,
on ne s’est jamais rencontrés : q contredit ici la conclusion r = « on s’est donc souvent rencon-
trés », pour laquelle p est un argument, alors méme qu’il est présenté comme une fausse croy-
ance de Pierre.
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fait « rhétorique » 2%. Pour la tradition arabe, héritiére sur ce point d’une tradition
alexandrine tardive, la Rhétorique d’Aristote fait partie de I’Organon, autrement
dit est un traité logique. Dans ce contexte, il n’est pas difficile de voir que le p et le
r de la description de RDA sont assimilables a la prémisse mineure et a la conclu-
sion d’un syllogisme rhétorique ou enthyméme : enthyméme, parce que le pas-
sage de p a r se fait via une prémisse majeure implicite, telle que si p, r (« si Zayd
est venu, alors ‘Amr est venu aussi ») et rhétorique, car nous ne sommes pas ici
dans l’ordre de la certitude, mais de la probabilité : compte tenu de la familiarité,
de lintimité (‘ulfa) existant entre les deux, on peut en effet, sinon assurer, du
moins présumer que si ['un est venu, I’autre est venu aussi.

3.2. bal et mais/SN

Selon Anscombre et Ducrot (1977: 24 et 35) ’emploi du mais/SN répond a un
certain nombre de conditions :

1. p doit étre une phrase négative, analysable en Nég + p’et ot la négation
est « explicite » et « syntaxique », c’est-a-dire « représentée par un mot
négatif autonome » ;

2. l’emploi de p mais/SN q ne peut se faire qu’a l'intérieur d’une énoncia-
tion unique. En effet, en employant cette structure, le locuteur-énoncia-
teur* tout a la fois nie p’ (dont il n’est pas responsable) et justifie son
refus de p’ en disant mais/SN q : la négation y est donc « polémique »,
au sens large, sinon strict, dans la mesure ou elle peut étre la réfuta-
tion d’une affirmation explicite ou simplement implicite et se situer, en
outre, dans le cadre fictif du discours ;%

2 C’est parce qu’il est dans I'inférence qu’THA (ML 322) attribue une valeur de tawkid (« cor-
roboration ») a lakinna dans law ga’ani la-’akramtuhu lakinnahu lam yagi’ (« s’il était venu chez
moi, je aurais honoré, mais il n’est pas venu »). Si lakinna q « confirme » le présupposé lié a la
supposition « irréelle » law p, il oppose en fait a la fiction construite par celle-ci la réalité. Cet
exemple est comparable, mutatis mutandis, a ’exemple francais donné dans la note précédente :
argumentation et inférence logique vont dans des sens contraires.

24 Jopére ici avec la premiére version et la plus simple de la polyphonie de Ducrot (1980).
Ce dernier distingue entre le locuteur, responsable de I’énonciation, et ayant pour pendant l’al-
locutaire (pour ma part, j’emploie allocuté), et ’énonciateur, responsable de ’acte illocutoire
accompli dans I’énonciation et ayant pour pendant le destinataire. Avec le mais/SN du francais,
le locuteur est bien ’énonciateur de la négation de p’, mais non celui du p’ nié, qui doit étre
attribué a un autre énonciateur, réel ou virtuel. Ultérieurement, Ducrot (2001) renoncera pra-
tiquement au concept d’acte illocutoire, ici attribué a I’énonciateur, et lui substituera celui de
« point de vue ». Je le conserve, car il est central dans la tradition linguistique arabe.

% Ducrot (1972), venant de la logique, oppose d’abord a la négation descriptive la négation
métalinguistique, avant de réserver ce dernier terme a la négation polémique réfutant un énon-
cé explicite dont il reprend les termes.
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3. quand p’ et g ont une partie commune, celle-ci est obligatoirement effa-
cée avec le mais/SN (alors qu’elle est maintenue ou remplacée par un
anaphorique avec le mais/PA).

Chacune de ces conditions peut étre remplie avec bal, comme dans cet exemple
extrait des Mille et une nuits (Hasan al-Basri, 2, 268) :

(22) kayfa kana haluka ya waladi ma‘a hada 1-agami fa-qala laha lam yakun ’a‘ga-
miyyan bal kana magisiyyan ya‘budu I-nar diina l-malik al-gabbar
« Comment cela s’est-il passé avec ce Persan, mon fils ? », [demanda a Hassan
sa mere] — « Ce n’était pas un Persan, mais un mage adorateur du Feu et non
du Souverain Tout Puissant », lui répondit-il.

Nous avons bien ici une énonciation unique et une phrase négative, avec néga-
tion polémique : le fils rejette le présupposé (« c’était un Persan ») contenu dans
la question de sa mére. Simplement, lam yakun étant sémantiquement, mais non
formellement, la négation de kana, celui-ci ne peut étre effacé, alors qu’était doit
I’étre en francais : il aurait été, si la négation avait été ma kana.

Aucune n’a cependant de caractéere obligatoire :

1bis) bal peut non seulement s’employer aprés une phrase positive (cf. 1. 4.), mais
encore apres une phrase implicitement négative, d’'une maniére ou d’une autre ;
ainsi on peut trouver bal q aprés un p interrogatif ayant valeur de négation (la
remarque faite par RDA au sujet de 'impossibilité de trouver bal q « rectificatif »
apres un p interrogatif n’est donc vraie que pour autant qu’il ne s’agit pas d’une
interrogation rhétorique), comme dans ’exemple (Cor. 50 : 15) :

(23) °a-fa-‘ayina bi-l-halqi 1’awwali bal hum fi labsin min halqin gadidin
« Avons-nous été fatigués par la premiére création ? C’est plutot eux qui doutent
d’une nouvelle création ! ».26

De méme, on peut trouver un bal g aprés un law p ol p, supposé a titre irréel,
présuppose Nég p’, comme dans ’exemple suivant, tiré du texte méme du SK
(1,89 =1, 227):

(24) law kafa l-ihtisas al-hasil ‘inda l-mutakallim fi gawaz tankir al-mubtada’ la-ga-
za 1-ibtida’ fi *ayy nakira kanat ’ida kanat mahstisa ‘inda l-mutakallim bal ’in-
nama l-ihtisas fi l-mubtada’ ‘inda I-muhatab

2 Autre exemple dans Cor. 54, 25 : °a-’ulqiya l-dikru ‘alayhi min baynina bal huwa kaddabun
>asirun (« L’Edification a-t-elle été jetée en lui, parmi nous ? Non point. C’est un imposteur inso-
lent », tr. Blachere).
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« si la spécification existant dans 1’esprit du locuteur suffisait pour rendre pos-
sible I'indéfinition du théme, la thématisation serait possible avec toute expres-
sion indéfinie, quelle qu’elle soit, dés lors qu’elle serait spécifiée aux yeux du
locuteur ; en fait et tout au contraire ce qui est requis, c’est la spécification du
théme dans l’esprit de 1’allocuté ».

On peut le trouver apres une phrase négative, mais ol la négation n’est pas auto-
nome, comme dans cet exemple, également tiré du SK (2, 184 = 4, 348) :

(25) wa-’in qulna ’inna qlliyyiin gayr ‘alam bal huwa gam¢ lliyya...
« Si nous disons : Glliyyin n’est pas un nom propre (litt. est autre [que] nom
propre) mais le pluriel de flliyya... ».%

2bis) bal peut coordonner deux constituants ou deux phrases, aussi bien dans le
discours suivi que dans le dialogue (cf. infra 3.3) ;

3bis) apres bal, on pourra trouver 1’élément commun non seulement repris tel
quel comme dans (SK 1,10 = 1, 24) :

(26) lafz al-ibtida>?® laysa madliluhu madmiin lafz >ahar bal madlaluhu ma‘nahu
lladi fi nafsihi mutabaqa
« ’expression d’“origine” n’a pas pour signifié le contenu d’une autre expres-
sion, mais [a pour signifié] le sens qui est le sien, contenu en elle-méme adé-
quatement »

ou remplacé par un anaphorique, comme dans ’exemple (25) ot huwa = Clliyun,
mais encore représenté par une autre forme du méme paradigme lexical, comme
dans (SK1,6 = 1,13):

(27) 1a yuridiina... bal al-murad
(les grammairiens) ne veulent pas dire par la que... mais que... (litt. « ce qu’on
veut dire »)

ou un synonyme, comme dans (SK1,4=1,8):

(28) 1a yanbagi >an yuhtara‘a fi 1-hudiid °alfaz bal al-wagib isti‘mal al-mashir al-mu-
ta‘araf minha fiha

% Le terme Glliyytin (nominatif) se trouve dans Cor. 83, 19, précédé au v. 18 par lliyyin (accu-
satif-génitif). Gayr est ici suivi d’un nom ; suivi d’un adjectif, il est I'’équivalent du préfixe négatif in-,
e.g. mumkin « possible » et gayr mumkin « impossible » : dans les deux cas, il n’est pas autonome.

28 11 s’agit ici du sens de la préposition min (« de »).
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« il ne faut pas innover terminologiquement dans les définitions, mais y em-
ployer la terminologie connue et reconnue ».

En (27) on a respectivement la 3¢ personne du masculin pluriel de 'inaccompli indi-
catif et le participe passif du verbe °arada et en (28) la 3¢ personne du masculin sin-
gulier du verbe inbaga (« convenir ») et le participe actif du verbe wagaba (« falloir »).

Il ressort clairement de la comparaison que je viens de faire que le bal de
l’arabe classique ne coincide pas avec le mais/SN du francais, mais est seulement
en relation d’intersection avec lui. Peut-on cependant proposer une description
unifiée de bal ? Il me semble que oui, a condition de partir de ’emploi, majori-
taire dans la langue ancienne, de bal dans le dialogue.

3.3. Bal dans le dialogue

Ainsi sur les sept occurrences de bal dans la sourate 2 al-Bagara du Coran, six
relevent du dialogue, contre une du discours suivi. Par dialogue, il faut certes
entendre un échange direct entre protagonistes, dont les propos sont rapportés,
comme dans Cor. 2, 259 :

(29) qala kam labitta qala labittu yawman ’aw ba‘da yawmin qala bal labitta
mi’ata ‘Gmin
« “Combien de temps es-tu resté [ainsi] ?”, demanda-t-il. “Je suis resté une journée
ou une partie de journée”, répondit-il. “Mais non ! tu es resté cent ans !”, dit-il ».?°

ou encore Cor 2, 170 :

(30) wa-’ida qila lahum ittaba‘t ma ’anzala llahu qalii bal nattabi‘u ma alfayna
‘alayhi >aba’ana
« Et quand on leur dit “Suivez ce qu’Allah a révélé”, ils répondent “Non ! mais
nous suivrons ce a quoi nous avons trouvé attachés nos peres” ».

Mais le plus souvent (quatre cas sur sept), il s’agit d’'un échange indirect ou pseu-
do-dialogue. Le locuteur rapporte le propos d’'une personne ou d’un groupe de
personnes ou lui (ou leur) en préte un. Il y a alors deux possibilités. Dans la pre-
mieére, le locuteur enjoint son porte-parole®® de lui/leur répliquer. C’est le cas de
Cor. 2,135

% La comparaison de ’énoncé arabe et de sa traduction francaise montre que I’arabe n’a
qu’un seul verbe de citation, le verbe gala (« dire ») et que celui-ci n’a qu’une seule position
possible : avant la phrase citée.

30 Identifiés par la théologie musulmane respectivement a Allah et &8 Mahomet. La concep-
tion islamique du Coran comme kalam Allah (« parole d’Allah ») désigne ce dernier comme
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(31) qalta kiint hiidan >aw nasara tahtadii qul bal millata Ibrahima hanifan wa-ma
kana min al-musrikina
«Ils ont dit : “Soyez juifs ou chrétiens, vous serez bien guidés !”. Réponds :
“Non, mais la communauté d’Abraham, vrai croyant, et n’ayant point été au
nombre des associationnistes” ».

Ici le locuteur ne rapporte plus un dialogue mais en met en scéne un : il y a ce-
pendant une interlocution, sinon réelle, du moins fictive. Il n’est pas difficile
de voir que cet emploi de bal dans le dialogue est a 'origine de la fonction SN
de bal dans le discours suivi. Tout en ayant le sens de « ou plutét », il ne recti-
fie plus une erreur de celui qui parle, mais de celui auquel on parle. Il devient
donc « polémique ». Il accomplit un acte unique de négation-rectification : si
la négation est implicite, la rectification est explicite, valant justification de la
négation. Et c’est cet acte de négation-rectification unique de bal dans le dia-
logue qui se dédouble dans le discours suivi : la négation y étant explicite, bal
n’introduit plus que la rectification valant justification de la négation. Chacun
des dialogues précités pourrait se réécrire sous forme d’un énoncé unique de
forme Nég p’ bal q (ou b) :

(32) lam talbat yawman ’aw ba‘da yawmin bal labitta mi’ata ‘@amin
« tu n’es pas resté une journée ou une partie de journée, mais cent ans ».

Nous verrons dans la troisieme partie de cet article que la négation de labitta
aurait toutes chances d’étre ici lam talbat et non ma labitta. Quant a I'introduc-
tion de labitta, elle est rendue nécessaire par le fait que lam talbat est sémanti-
quement, mais non formellement la négation de labitta : en francais, la négation
étant a l'inverse la forme positive encadrée par ne...pas, le verbe est nécessai-
rement effacé.

(33) 1a nattabi‘td ma *anzala llahu bal ma °alfayna ‘alayhi >aba’ana
« nous ne suivrons pas ce qu’Allah a révélé, mais ce a quoi nous avons trouvé
attachés nos péres ».

La nattabiu étant non seulement sémantiquement, mais encore formellement la
négation de nattabiu, cet élément peut étre effacé.

al-mutakallim « celui qui parle, le locuteur » : la théologie sunnite orthodoxe (as‘arite), re-
prenant a la philosophie antique le concept des tres orationes, lui attribue le kakam nafsi (« dis-
cours mental »), seul éternel et « signifié » (mana) du kalam lafzi (« discours oralo-verbal), qui
en est le signifiant et qui, lui, advient dans le temps (hadit). Nous verrons plus loin un effet
herméneutique de ce croisement de la théologie et de la linguistique, qu’on peut appeler « théo-
linguistique ».
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(34) la taktint hiidan *aw nasara bal kiinti millata Ibrahima
« Ne soyez pas juifs ou chrétiens, mais la communauté d’Abraham ».

L’introduction de kiinii est rendue nécessaire pour la méme raison que celle de la-
bitta en (30), le prohibitif la takiinii étant sémantiquement mais non formellement
la négation de 'impératif kiinii, alors que dans le dialogue, il était effacé, étant
I’élément commun a p et q.

Une fois admis le lien entre fonction de négation-rectification de bal dans le
dialogue et sa fonction de rectification apres phrase négative polémique dans le
discours suivi, on sera tenté de voir un exemple de bal correspondant au mais/SN
francais dans Cor. 2, 154 :

(35) wa-1a taqila li-man yugqtalu fi sabili 1lahi >amwatun bal *ahya’un wa-lakin 1a
tas‘ariina

Il ne le serait que si amwadtun et ’ahy@’un figuraient dans une énonciation
unique. Mais, pour ce, il faudrait introduire devant ’ahya’un I'impératif qili,
pour la méme raison que labitta et kiinii en (30) et (32), I’énoncé se comprenant
alors comme :

(385) « Ne dites pas de ceux qui sont tués pour Allah “Morts !”, mais [dites] “Vi-
vants !”, mais vous ne vous en rendez pas compte ».

A défaut, c’est un des trois exemples illustrant la deuxiéme possibilité d’échange
indirect ou pseudo-dialogue : s’il n’y a plus d’interlocution, méme fictive, il n’y en
pas moins deux locuteurs dont 'un réagit au propos qu’il préte a I’autre. L’énoncé
se comprend donc comme :

(35”) « Ne dites pas de ceux qui sont tués pour Allah : “Morts !”. Au contraire, [ils
sont] vivants, mais vous ne vous en rendez pas compte ».

Ici bal peut étre traduit par « au contraire », parce que >amwatun et >ahya’un sont
lexicalement des antonymes. Le second des trois exemples est Cor. 2, 116 :

(36) qali ittahada llahu waladan subhanahu bal lahu ma fi 1-samawati wa-1->ardi
«Ils ont dit : “Allah s’est donné un fils — gloire a lui ”. Non ! Mais a lui est ce
qui est dans les cieux et sur terre ».

Alors que le mais/SN francais exige que les deux énoncés aient une partie formel-
lement commune, le bal arabe exige qu’ils aient seulement une partie sémanti-
quement commune, ce qui est le cas ici : « il s’est donné un fils » = « il a un fils »,
ce que vient nier et rectifier bal (« il n’a pas de fils, mais [a] ce qui est dans les
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cieux et sur terre »). Le troisieme exemple est a la fois la premiére occurrence de
bal dans cette sourate (2, 88) et la plus difficile :

(37) qalt quliibuna gulfun bal la‘anahumu llahu bi-kufrihim.

La difficulté tient au fait que I’on ne voit pas de prime abord le rapport entre
p et q. Tafsir al-Galalayn (p. 13) indique que bal est ici pour le ’idrab. Si I’on suit
al-Tabari, m. 310/923 (Tafsir 2, 236), p semble étre une excuse de la part des
Juifs : « nos ceeurs sont incirconcis » = « ils sont dans des enveloppes par rapport
a ce a quoi tu nous invites, 6 Mahomet » (qulabuna fi °akinna mimma tad<nuna
’ilayhi ya Muhammad) et c’est cette excuse que bal rejette en affirmant qu’Allah
les a maudits pour leur impiété (g ne doit donc pas étre interprété ici comme une
malédiction),! le tout pouvant se paraphraser par « ce ne sont pas leurs ceeurs qui
sont incirconcis, mais c’est Allah qui les a maudits pour leur impiété ».
Finalement, Cor. 2, 100 est le seul exemple de bal en discours suivi (p et g ayant
le méme locuteur) et, en méme temps, un exemple de bal q apres p interrogatif :

(38) *a-wa kullama ‘ahadi ‘ahdan nabbada fariqun minhum bal *aktaruhum 1a yu’-
mintina.

Tafsir al-Galalayni (15) indique que bal a ici une fonction d’intigal. Cela veut dire
que nous sommes dans la méme configuration qu’en (20). Dans les deux cas,
la question p est orientée dans le sens d’une réponse positive (et c’est d’ailleurs
pourquoi Blachére « traduit » bal par « Oui ») et bal g va dans le méme sens, mais
en ce sens plus loin que p, soit :

(38") « Chaque fois qu’ils concluent un pacte, une fraction d’entre eux le rejette ?
Pis ! La plupart d’entre eux ne croient pas ».

Le tout pourrait étre paraphrasé par « non seulement une fraction d’entre eux,
chaque fois qu’ils concluent un pacte, le rejette, mais encore la plupart d’entre
eux ne croient pas ». En ce cas, le francais emploie (bien) plus et, selon que p et
q sont orientés pour le locuteur dans un bon ou un mauvais sens (bien) mieux,
(bien) pis. (21) serait donc mieux traduit par :

(21”) « Vous accomplissez I’acte charnel avec les méles de ce monde (...) ? Pis : vous
étes un peuple transgresseur ».

31 Pour la théologie et 'exégese musulmanes tout énoncé coranique est dans le champ d’un
qala llahu ta‘ala (« Allah le Trés Haut a dit : ... »). De ce fait, celui qui parle et celui dont il parle
coincidant, ’énoncé peut étre interprété comme une assertion, alors qu’avec un locuteur humain,
il ’est comme une imprécation (« Allah les maudisse ! », ainsi que traduit d’ailleurs Blachére).
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En francais familier, on pourrait dire : méme que...

Les fonctions de ’idrab et d’intiqal, telles que décrites et exemplifiées par les
grammairiens arabes, se laissent ramener a une seule et méme, celle de tadaruk
al-galat.** Simplement, dans le °idrab, élément rectifié et élément rectifiant vont
dans des sens opposés, alors que dans l'intigal, ils vont dans le méme sens, mais le
second, en ce sens, plus loin que le premier.

Ce sont ces deux interprétations de bal, qui sont aussi celles du mais/SN fran-
cais, qui expliquent les deux interprétations (20’) et (20”) de (20). Les deux tra-
ducteurs francais, voyant dans Cor. 27, 65-66 un bal précédé d’une phrase néga-
tive projettent sur le verset le mais/SN francais mais pour partie seulement : p et
g n’ayant pas de partie formellement commune, mais/SN ne peut pas étre em-
ployé mais seulement ses paraphrases. Mais alors que Blacheére voit p et ¢ comme
sémantiquement opposés (avec mais/SN on aurait « ils ne sont pas conscients de
quand ils seront ressuscités, mais (au contraire) déficients quant a leur connais-
sance de la Vie derniére »), Masson les voit comme allant dans le méme sens,
mais ¢, en ce sens, plus loin que p (avec mais/SN on aurait « ils ne sont pas
conscients de quand ils seront ressuscités mais (bien plus) déficients quant a leur
connaissance de la Vie derniére »). Dans le mesure ot al-Rummani cite le premier
bal comme exemple de la fonction pour laquelle HSK cite les deuxiéme et troi-
sieme, on doit voir dans la premiére phrase le premier degré d’une gradation ot
chaque phrase suivante précédée de bal va dans le méme sens, mais en ce sens
plus loin que la précédente. (20) serait donc mieux traduit par :

(20”) « IIs ne sont pas conscients de quand ils seront ressuscités. Pis ! Déficiente est
leur science sur la vie future. Pis ! Ils sont dans le doute sur elle. Pis ! Ils sont
sur elle aveugles... ».

Pour autant, il ne faudrait pas croire (et c’est une autre lacune de la description de
bal) que l'intigal ne se rencontre qu’avec le bal entre phrases. Il se rencontre aussi
bien avec le bal entre constituants d’'une méme*® phrase, comme dans I’exemple
suivant (Mille et une nuits, Hasan al-Basri, 2, 272) :

(39) ’inna Bagdada kullaha bali 1-dunya kullaha laysa fiha man tudani tilka I-gariya
fi gamaliha
« dans tout Bagdad et méme dans le monde entier, il n’y a personne qui ap-
proche cette jeune esclave en beauté ».

32 Ces trois notions, ainsi que celles de ’ibtal, sont également étudiées par Sartori (2025),
mais a propos, non de bal, mais de celle des appositions dite badal (« permutatif »).

33 Et non de deux phrases différentes, comme en (13), ol la coordination de b a a résulte,
selon la description méme des grammairiens arabes, de I’ellipse de la partie commune a p et q.
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4 Lakin(na) et bal, mais/PA et mais/SN et la négation
4.1 Confusion bal/lakin

Si maintenant on revient a (2) et qu’on se demande pourquoi bal et lakin,
peuvent s’y confondre, on répondra que c’est parce que, que 1’on emploie bal
ou qu’on emploie lakin, ’énoncé apporte, comme on I’a déja relevé, les deux
mémes informations : 1) « Zayd n’est pas venu chez moi » et 2) « ‘Amr est venu
chez moi ». Mais si 'on veut expliquer la divergence d’interprétation de (2)
entre RDA qui assimile lakin, a lakinna et THA qui le confond avec bal, la ré-
ponse a la question tient a la nature de la négation. Dans la description qu’il
donne de p lakinna q, q, qui a une forme négative, s’oppose a un r implicite :
c’est donc une négation « polémique », au sens de Ducrot. En revanche, dans la
description qu’il donne de p lakin b, RDA indique que dans p, qui a une forme
négative, « la non-venue de Zayd reste en I’état » et que « ce jugement n’était
pas une erreur de ta part ». Autrement dit, ce qui est aprés lakin ne rectifie pas
ce qui est avant, mais, comme avec ladkinna, un r implicite. En outre, la for-
mulation méme qu’adopte RDA montre que, pour lui, p ne nie pas le prédicat
« venir » du sujet « Zayd », mais lui attribue le prédicat « ne pas venir ». C’est
donc une négation « descriptive » au sens de Ducrot. Nier le prédicat « venir »
du sujet « Zayd », c’est a I'inverse ce que fait p bal/lakin b dans la description de
IHA, comme réponse a qui croit soit que Zayd est venu sans ‘Amr soit que Zayd
et ‘Amr sont venus ensemble. Les négations « polémique » et « descriptive » de
Ducrot ne font que retrouver, sous un autre nom, la distinction faite en logique
entre négations « modale » et « dictale ». Dans la négation modale, la négation
constitue le modus ayant dans son champ le dictum ou contenu propositionnel ;
dans la négation dictale, la négation fait partie du dictum dans le champ du
modus assertion. RDA, aussi bon logicien que pragmaticien, est particuliere-
ment sensible a la distinction. Dans la description qu’il donne de la, prophrase
de « il ne s’est pas levé », en (16), il dit : nafayta bi-1a al-qiyam ‘an Zayd « tu as
nié de Zayd, au moyen de [la, la mise debout », autrement dit nié que Zayd se
soit mis debout : c’est évidemment une négation modale ; a I'inverse, en (14), il
décrit ma ga’ani Zaydun suivi de bal dans les mémes termes que suivi de lakin,,
comme « le jugement porté sur Zayd de non-venue » (al-hukm ‘ald Zayd bi-‘adam
al-magi’), qui confirment que pour lui, dans les deux cas, il s’agit d’attribuer le
prédicat « ne pas venir » a Zayd et non d’en nier le prédicat « venir ». Mieux :
indiquant que ce jugement peut étre exact ou non et, par suite, dans le premier
cas, que « Zayd est non venu » (fa-yakiinu gayra ga’in), il emploie ici une propo-
sition que les logiciens occidentaux appellent « métathétique » et les logiciens
médiévaux de langue arabe ma‘diila (« détournée »), parce que consistant en un
« transfert » (grec metdthésis) ou un « détournement » (‘udiil) de la négation de
la relation a I’'un des termes de la proposition, sujet (S) ou prédicat (P), ici le
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prédicat, i.e. « S est non-P » (au lieu de « S n’est pas P »).>* Dans une telle pro-
position, on décrit un état, on ne nie pas une action.

C’est encore le statut de la négation qui explique la divergence d’interprétation
de (15) entre al-Mubarrad et la « masse » des grammairiens : c’est parce que ma
ga&’ani Zaydun est compris par le premier comme affirmant que Zayd n’est pas
venu et non pas niant qu’il soit venu que bal ‘Amrun ne fait que rectifier I'identité
de la personne qui n’est pas venue (« Zayd, ou plutét ‘Amr, n’est pas venu ») ; et
c’est parce qu’il est compris par les seconds comme une négation modale niant
que Zayd soit venu et non pas affirmant qu’il n’est pas venu que bal ‘Amrun
affirme de ‘Amr le prédicat « venir » nié de Zayd. Si 'on veut comprendre ce
mouvement, qui est exactement celui du mais/SN francais, il faut voir dans (2) la
« cristallisation »** d’un dialogue sous-jacent qui est :

(40) — ga’aka Zaydun — bal ‘Amrun
— Zayd est venu chez toi — Plut6t ‘Amr !

Dans le dialogue, bal fait la méme chose que dans le discours suivi aprés phrase
positive : il rectifie I'identité de la personne venue. Mais, dans le dialogue, il
y a deux locuteurs, de sorte que le second, en rectifiant explicitement 1’identité
de la personne dont le premier a affirmé la venue, se trouve nier implicite-
ment la venue de cette personne, tout en I’affirmant d’une autre, (40) devenant
I’équivalent de :

(40”) — Zayd est venu chez toi — Non, mais ‘Amr !

Enfin, dans le discours suivi, il n’y a plus qu’un locuteur, mais il y a bien deux
énonciateurs, le locuteur ne s’identifiant qu’a 'un des deux : en niant explicite-
ment la venue de Zayd affirmée par ’autre énonciateur, il affirme implicitement
celle de ‘Amr, bal continuant de rectifier I'identité de la personne venue.

La confusion de bal et lakin dans le contexte illustré par (2) se retrouve en
arabe (standard) moderne. Girod (2000), se fondant sur un corpus de presse
égyptien, en a relevé trois exemples, plus un hors corpus, que voici (al-Ahram du
22/2/1999) :

(41) ya’ti (...) al-ra’is ’ila Italiya wa-Almaniya laysa bi-sifathi ra’is Misr fagat lakin
bi-sifatihi >aydan ra’is al-qimma al-‘arabiyya
« Le président vient en Italie et en Allemagne, non seulement en sa qualité
de président de I’Egypte, mais encore en sa qualité de président du sommet
arabe ».

34 Cf. al-Katibi (2024 : 46, § 48 et commentaire ; 164, § 48).
% Jemprunte le terme a Ducrot.
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Exemple d’autant plus incontestable qu’il figure dans une structure « non seule-
ment... mais (SN) encore... » et qu’on apprend en classe que ’équivalent arabe
en est laysa faqat (ou fa-hasb) bal ’aydan.

On pourrait se demander s’il n’y a pas ici une influence de ’arabe égyptien.
Dans celui-ci en effet, laken, ’équivalent de lakin, assume non seulement la fonction
PA, concurrencé cependant dans ce role par bass (litt. « seulement »), mais aussi la
fonction SN, comme dans ’exemple suivant donné par Girod et Aziz (2016: 168) :

(42) mes ‘Ali elli fe -madrasa laken Ahmad
« Ce n’est pas Ali qui est a I’école mais Ahmad ».

(42) n’est pas sans ressembler a (2) qui, dans le contexte indiqué par IHA, spé-
cialement comme réponse a qui croit que Zayd est venu sans ‘Amr, s’interprete
bien comme :

(2’) « N’est pas venu chez moi Zayd, mais ‘Amr » = « Ce n’est pas Zayd qui est venu
chez moi, mais ‘Amr ».

Et IHA étant lui-méme Egyptien, on pourrait se demander si cette influence dialectale
n’est pas elle-méme ancienne. Une telle hypothése pourrait se vérifier a travers les
textes du moyen arabe, au sens non pas historique d’état intermédiaire entre ancien
arabe et néo-arabe, mais au sens sociolinguistique de variété mixte, ol alternent traits
classiques, pseudo-classiques et dialectaux. En ce sens, tous les auteurs médiévaux,
y compris les grammairiens, écrivent dans des proportions diverses en moyen arabe.

Mais on pourrait se demander aussi si la confusion ne remonte pas a Sibawayhi
lui-méme, dont le texte, sur ce point, est loin d’étre clair. En effet, du bal coordina-
tion de deux constituants, il donne (Kitab 1, 444) deux exemples, I'un aprés phrase
positive :

(43) marartu bi-ragulin salihin bal talihin
et 'autre apres phrase négative :

(44) ma marartu bi-ragulin karimin bal la’imin
Mais il ne décrit sémantiquement que le premier : « [bal] intervient pour ’oubli
ou l’erreur : il [i.e. le locuteur] corrige son énoncé, parce qu’il commence par une

affirmation » [c’est moi qui souligne] (yagi’u ‘ald l-nisyan *aw l-galat fa-yatadaraku
kalamahu li-’annahu yabtada’u bi-wagib).*® Une telle description présente (43)

36 Sur ’emploi de wagib dans le sens d’affirmatif/positif (vs négatif) dans le Kitab, cf. Ayoub
(2015) et, pour un commentaire, Larcher (2018). Cet emploi est confirmé par celui de °igab
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comme rectifiant ce qui est présenté comme un lapsus memoriae ou linguae et il
doit donc étre traduit par :

(43") « j’ai rencontré un homme vertueux ou plutot/que dis-je ? dépravé ».

Mais la phrase justificative par moi soulignée suggere que cette description ne
vaut pas pour bal apres phrase négative et, par suite, prévient I'interprétation que
ferait al-Mubarrad de (44) comme :

(44’) je n’ai pas rencontré un homme noble ou plutét/que dis-je ? ignoble.
Bal dans (44) devrait étre alors interprété comme un mais/SN :
(44”) je n’ai pas rencontré un homme noble, mais ignoble.

Du lakin coordination de deux constituants, Sibawayhi ne donne qu’un exemple
(Kitab 1, 445), aprés phrase négative :

(45) ma marartu bi-ragulin salihin lakin talihin

I juge en effet « impossible » (muhal) de trouver lakin aprés phrase positive et
de dire :

(46) *marartu bi-ragulin salihin wa-lakin® talihin

Et il justifie cette impossibilité ainsi : « parce qu’on ne se sert pas de lakin pour
rectifier une erreur apres affirmation : par contre, on s’en sert pour affirmer,
apres la négation » (li-’annahu la yutaddraku biha ba‘da ’igab wa-lakinnaha yutbatu
biha ba‘da l-nafy). Une telle description est compatible aussi bien avec une inter-
prétation de lakin dans (45) comme un mais/SN :

(45’) « je n’ai pas rencontré un/d’homme vertueux, mais dépravé »

dans la seconde citation et confirme l'influence de la logique sur Sibawayhi : ce sont en effet les
logiciens qui emploient ’igab dans le sens d’affirmation (vs salb « négation »), les grammairiens
employant préférentiellement en ce sens ’ithat (vs nafy) ; Sibawayhi emploie d’ailleurs le verbe
yutbatu dans la seconde citation.

%7 1’édition Harfin a lakin en (45), mais wa-lakin en (46) ; ’édition Derenbourg (ch. 101 1,
184) a wa-lakin dans les deux ainsi que celle de Biilaq (1, 216), qui en est issue. En principe,
deux morphémes décrits comme appartenant a la méme catégorie, en ’espéce celle de particule
de coordination, devraient étre mutuellement exclusifs.
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que comme un mais/PA :

(45”) « je n’ai pas rencontré un homme vertueux, mais [j’ai rencontré un homme]
dépravé.

En faveur de l'interprétation comme mais/PA, on pourrait arguer que ’arabe
ayant deux particules 1a ou le francais n’a qu’une conjonction de coordination,
il peut effacer la partie commune aussi bien avec lakin qu’avec bal, alors qu’en
francais ’effacement ou le non-effacement de la partie commune fait la différence
entre mais/SN et mais/PA. On pourrait également arguer du fait que la maniere
dont Sibawayhi décrit lakin est exactement celle dont il emploie lakinna pour
décrire... lakin : on trouve en effet avant lakinna une phrase verbale négative et,
apres, une phrase nominale théme-propos, mais dont le propos est une phrase
verbale affirmative et lakinna y apparait comme un mais adversatif, paraphra-
sable en francais par par contre.

Quoi qu'il en soit, avec I'interprétation comme mais/SN, il faut admettre qu’en
contexte négatif, il peut y avoir une confusion entre bal et lakin ; avec I'interpré-
tation comme mais/PA, il faut admettre que la négation ma fa‘ala est ambigué, ce
qui fait une transition avec la question suivante.

4.2 Cor. 33, 40 : mais/SN ou mais/PA ?

Si la confusion entre bal et lakin, dans le contexte de (2)/(13), est purement
interne a I’arabe, langue et métalangue, on note des confusions externes, en tra-
duction, entre bal et lakin(na), dues a des interférences avec la langue des traduc-
teurs. C’est le cas de Cor. 33, 40, qui a fait couler beaucoup d’encre orientale et
orientaliste :

(47) ma kana Muhammadun ’aba ’ahadin min rigalikum wa-lakin rastla 1lahi
wa-hatama l-nabiyyin(a)

Le traducteur allemand (ici Henning) traduit par un SN :
(47”) Muhammad ist nicht der Vater eines euerer Ménner, sondern Allahs Gesand-
ter und das Siegel der Propheten [« Mahomet n’est pas le pére d’un de vos
hommes mais I’envoyé d’Allah et le sceau des prophétes »].

Le traducteur francais (ici Blachére) traduit par un PA :

(47”) Mahomet n’est le pére de nul de vos males, mais il est ’Apdtre d’Allah et le
sceau des prophetes.
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Bien que l’allemand soit une langue a deux mais et qu’on ait wa-lakin, le tra-
ducteur allemand est stirement influencé par le fait que wa-Ilakin est ici précédé
par une phrase négative et que dans la phrase qui suit, ’élément formellement
commun, en ’espéce le verbe kana, est effacé. Bien que ce soient, en francais
comme en allemand, deux des conditions d’emploi de SN, Blachére est siirement
retenu contre cette interprétation par le fait qu’on n’a pas bal, mais wa-lakin.
On voit ainsi qu’il ne suffit pas qu'une langue ait morphologiquement deux mais
pour ne pas les confondre parfois sémantiquement et, inversement, qu’elle n’en
ait qu’un seul pour ne pas distinguer SN et PA.

Mais le traducteur allemand peut aussi étre influencé par le contexte du verset.
Ce contexte, c’est, selon la tradition islamique, celui du mariage de Mahomet avec
Zaynab bint Gahs, femme répudiée de son fils adoptif Zayd b. Harita. Et, dans
ce contexte, p s’interpréte, si ’on suit Tafsir al—éaldlayn (354), comme une néga-
tion modale : fa-laysa ’aba Zayd ’ay waliduhu fa-la yuharramu ‘alayhi l-tazawwug
bi-zawgatihi Zaynab « Il n’est pas le pére de Zayd,*® c’est-a-dire son géniteur : il ne
lui est donc pas interdit de se marier avec son épouse Zaynab ». Dans ce contexte,
D rejette ce qu’on® disait et qui, pour le locuteur, est faux, un pére adoptif n’étant
pas un vrai pére, et justifie son rejet, en opposant a ce role pour ainsi dire humain
et méme trop humain celui, pour ainsi dire surhumain, d’ « envoyé d’Allah et de
sceau des prophétes ». Notons qu’en arabe laysa, employé par Tafsir al-Galalayn,
est toujours une négation modale (Larcher 2007).

Mais on pourrait dire que la négation que Mahomet soit le pére de Zayd
a déja été faite par le v. 4 : ma ga‘ala [llahu] ’azwagakumu ll@°i tugahiriina min-
hunna ’ummahatikum wa-ma ga‘ala adiya’akum ’abna’akum dalikum qawlukum
bi-’afwahikum « Allah n’a pas fait de vos épouses, que vous répudiez par le dos,
vos meres et il n’a pas fait de vos fils adoptifs vos fils : c’est ce que vous dites,
par vos bouches ». Une femme répudiée « par le dos », c’est-a-dire au moyen
de la formule « tu m’es [interdite] comme le dos de ma meére » (Panti ‘alayya
ka-gzahr >ummi) n’est évidemment pas une meére, mais seulement une femme
avec laquelle les relations sexuelles sont désormais illicites comme elles le sont
avec une mere... Et, de méme, un fils adoptif n’est pas un vrai fils, seulement
quelqu’un qu’on « appelle » fils et, par suite, un pére adoptif n’est pas un vrai
pére, mais seulement quelqu’un qu’on appelle peére.

Si cela est, Cor. 33, 40 ne fait que réaffirmer ce qui a déja été dit, d’autant
que ce verset est la conclusion de la péricope constituée par les versets 36-40 et
identifiée par Blachére comme « Révélation touchant le divorce et le remariage
de Zainab » : le verset met en balance ce qu’il n’est définitivement pas et ce qu’il

% Zayd a été nommé au v. 37 de la méme sourate.

% C’est bien un on-énonciateur, cf. v. 37 ’id (...) tahsa l-ndsa (« quand (...) tu craignais les
gens »), c’est-a-dire le qu’en-dira-t-on. Ce mariage faisait scandale, par rapport en fait a la Loi
juive (Lv 20, 12 : « Tu ne découvriras pas la nudité de ta belle-fille. C’est la femme de ton fils »).
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est définitivement.** On pourrait d’ailleurs arguer, en faveur de 'interprétation
comme PA, de la forme méme de la négation, ce qui nous ameéne a la derniére
question.

4.3 ma fa‘ala (wa-)lakin(na) vs lam yaf‘al bal ?

Anscombre et Ducrot (1977) établissent une corrélation entre mais/SN et mais/
PA, négations polémique et descriptive : mais/SN est toujours précédé d’une
phrase négative et cette négation est toujours polémique ; quand mais/PA est
précédé d’une phrase négative, la négation y est descriptive.

Dans un premier temps (Larcher 1994), j’ai adopté, en I’adaptant au cas de
l’arabe classique, cette corrélation, en faisant ’hypothése que quand p était néga-
tif, cette négation était descriptive avec lakin(na), mais polémique avec bal.

Mais j’ai croisé cette premiére hypothése avec une seconde : j’ai supposé en
effet (Larcher 1980: 67 développé dans Larcher 1994 [2014a]) que des deux né-
gations de fa‘ala, soit ma fa‘ala et lam yaf‘al, la premiére était descriptive (ou
dictale), mais la seconde polémique (ou modale).

Du croisement de ces deux hypothéses résultait une troisiéme : dans un
contexte oli, avec un p positif, on aurait fa‘ala, on doit s’attendre a avoir, avec
un p négatif, ma fa‘ala avant lakin(na), mais lam yaf‘al avant bal.# Cette double

40 Dans un premier temps, j’avais supposé, en linguiste anthropologue, que le verset oppo-
sait a une qualité négative dans la société arabe traditionnelle (celui de ne pas avoir d’héritier
male) une qualité autrement positive, faisant sortir Mahomet de sa condition humaine de simple
géniteur. Mais telle n’est pas 'interprétation de 'orthodoxie sunnite, révélée par le commen-
taire fait par Tafsir al-Galalayn de q : ld yakinu lahu ibn ragul ba‘dahu yakiinu nabiyyan (litt.
« il n’aura pas de fils d’homme aprés lui qui soit prophéte »). En fait comme 1’écrit Van Reth
(2022 : 1123-1124), renvoyant a ’ouvrage de David S. Powers (2009) : « ceux qui détenaient
le pouvoir pendant le premier siécle de I’islam étaient tous d’accord pour éviter a tout prix que
quelque part quelqu’un puisse se manifester pour renvendiquer ’héritage du Prophéte en tant
que son descendant, puisqu’un tel successeur risquait automatiquement d’étre investi de 1’hérit-
age prophétique ou mieux de la prophétie héréditaire ».

4 Jai illustré a plusieurs reprises cette double corrélation par un extrait de ’ayyu l-walad
(p. 55) d’al-Gazali (m. 505/1111), oit I’on trouve successivement la phrase positive kana rasiilu
llahi (...) yu‘iddu dalika li-ba‘di huguratihi (« ’Envoyé d’Allah (...) préparait cela [i.e. de la nourri-
ture] pour certaines de ses femmes », litt. « chambres », avec une métonymie du contenant pour
le contenu) et les deux phrases négatives wa-lam yakun yu‘ddu dalika li-kulli huguratihi bal kana
yufdduhu li-man ‘alima °anna fi qalbiha da‘fan (« Il ne préparait pas cela pour toutes ses femmes,
mais seulement pour celles dont il savait qu’il y avait de la faiblesse dans leur cceur ») et wa->am-
ma man kanat sahibata yaginin fa-ma kana yu‘iddu laha ’aktara min qiiti yawmin ’aw nisf(in)
(« Quant a celles qui étaient convaincues, il ne leur préparait pas plus de la nourriture d’une
journée ou méme d’une demi-journée »). La premiére phrase négative est un parfait exemple de
lam yaf‘al...bal, rejetant la conclusion risquant d’étre tirée de la phrase positive (certaines allant
dans le sens de toutes : on peut dire certaines et méme toutes) et justifiant ce rejet en qualifiant
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corrélation est vérifiée par tous les exemples que nous avons donnés, sauf un,
I’exemple (15), ou I’on s’attendrait a avoir lam yagi’ et non ma ga’a. Mais c’est
précisément ’exemple qui fait débat chez les grammairiens.

Dans un second temps (Larcher 2009), j’ai apporté deux correctifs a cette
double corrélation. Le premier, d’ailleurs anticipé par Ducrot (1973) lui-méme
pour le mais/PA du francais, est que si la négation est toujours polémique avec bal
et généralement descriptive avec lakin(na), elle peut néanmoins étre polémique
avec lakin(na). J’en ai donné deux exemples coraniques I'un avec lakinna (Cor.
8, 17) et l'autre avec lakin (Cor. 49, 14), tous deux uniques : je cite celui-ci (je
citerai celui-la plus loin en note) :

(48) qalati l-A‘rabu °amanna qul lam tuw’minG wa-lakin qild *aslamna
« Les Arabes bédouins ont dit : “nous avons cru”. Dis : “vous n’avez pas cru”.
Mais dites : “nous nous sommes soumis” ».

Lam tw’minii est incontestablement une négation polémique, rejetant I’affirma-
tion précédente des Bédouins amannd. Elle est pourtant suivie de wa-lakin. On
aurait un mais/SN si on avait soit : « [Ne dites pas “nous avons cru”] mais (dites)
“nous nous sommes soumis” », soit « Dis “vous n’avez pas cru [mais vous étes
soumis]” ». Or, ici, nous avons comme p le premier segment de la seconde suite
et comme q le second segment de la premiére suite. C’est la suite du verset qui
donne la solution : wa-lamma yadhulu l-’imanu fi qulibikum « la foi n’est pas en-
core entrée dans vos cceurs ». Autrement dit, il ne faut pas conclure de la négation
de la foi (’iman) a celle de la soumission (’islam), car, en fait, les Bédouins se sont
soumis, mais (par contre) n’ont pas (encore) cru.

Le second correctif concerne la négation ma fa‘ala elle-méme : pour les
grammairiens arabes, si lam yaf‘al est la négation de fa‘ala, ma fa‘ala est celle
de (la)(qgad) fa‘ala ** : je mets ces deux éléments entre parenthéses, car on peut
n’avoir que 'un des deux : ainsi (wa-)ma fa‘ala est la négation de (wa)-qad fa‘a-
la dans la « phrase d’état » (§umla haliyya) et celle de la-fa‘ala comme apodose
d’un systéeme hypothétique en law. La- et gad, combiné avec fa‘ala, sont deux
éléments ayant la méme valeur modale d’assurance (tawkid). C’est pourquoi on
peut trouver dans le Coran (8, 17) :

(49) ma ramayta ’id ramayta wa-1akinna llaha rama

celles des femmes visées. Dans la seconde phrase négative, exemple de ma fa‘ala, 1a négation est
d’autant moins modale qu’elle ne porte pas sur la relation sujet-prédicat, mais seulement sur la
quantification du complément d’objet.

42 Cf. Sibawayhi (Kitab 3, 117) : wa-’ida qala fa‘ala fa-’inna nafyahu lam yaf ‘al (...) wa-’ida
qala la-qad fa‘ala fa-’inna nafyahu ma fa‘ala « S’il [i.e. le locuteur] dit fa‘ala, la négation en est
lam yaffal (...) et s’il dit la-qad fa‘ala, la négation en est ma fa‘ala »).



124 Pierre Larcher

La circonstancielle présupposant ramayta, il ne peut revenir a un seul et méme
locuteur a la fois d’affirmer et de nier la méme chose ! En revanche, si ’on in-
terpréte ma ramayta comme « tu n’as pas réellement tiré » (ce qui détermine le
ramayta de la circonstancielle dans le sens de « tu as tiré en apparence »), le
wa-lakinna se comprend : de ma ramayta il ne faut pas conclure que personne n’a
tiré ou encore se demander qui a tiré, car en fait quelqu’un a tiré et c’est Allah.
Le verset se comprend donc bien comme :

(49") « Tu n’as pas (réellement) tiré, quand tu as tiré, mais (PA) c’est Allah qui
a tiré »

et non comme :
(49”) « Ce n’est pas toi qui as tiré, quand tu as tiré, mais (SN) [c’est] Allah ».4

La distinction de deux négations, descriptive et polémique, semble affaiblie par la
conception « polyphonique » de la négation introduite par Ducrot (1980). Il pro-
pose en effet de voir dans tout énoncé négatif non-p un « dialogue cristallisé » ol
un énonciateur E1 affirme p en s’adressant a un destinataire D1, affirmation qu'un
énonciateur E2 rejette en s’adressant a un destinataire D2. E1 et E2 ne sont jamais
identifiés a une seule et méme personne et E2 est généralement identifié au locu-
teur. Ce serait la description méme de la négation polémique, si Ducrot n’ajoutait
que non-p n’acquiert de caractére « agressif » que si D2 est identifié a E1.

On peut donc maintenir que Cor. 33, 40 est bien une négation descriptive,
méme si dans la conception polyphonique de la négation tout énoncé négatif
fait désormais référence a I’énoncé positif correspondant *. On le maintiendra

4 C’est ainsi que comprend Henning : und nicht warfst du, als du warfst, sondern Allah. Ce
verset est coordonné a 'unique occurrence coranique de wa-lakinna suivant un lam yaf‘al : lam
taqtulithum wa-lakinna llaha qatalahum. Le mouvement est le méme qu’en (48), sauf que lam
taqtulithum ne rejette pas un énoncé explicite, mais une croyance, et il est le méme qu’en (49),
devant étre compris comme « Vous ne les avez pas tués ! Mais (par contre) c’est Allah qui les
a tués », c’est-a-dire comme un PA, Henning comprenant comme un SN : Und nicht erschlugt ihr
sie, sondern Allah erschlug sie (pour le détail, cf. Larcher 2009).

4 Jai suggéré (Larcher 1998) que Sibawayhi anticipait en quelque maniere cette concep-
tion. En effet, juste aprés avoir noté que la-qad fa‘ala avait pour négation ma fa‘ala, il ajoute
(Kitab 3, 117) : li-’annahu ka->annahu gala wa-11ahi la-qad fa‘ala fa-qala wa-11ahi ma fa‘ala (« en
effet, c’est comme s’il avait dit wa-llahi la-qad fa‘ala et qu’on ait répondu wa-llahi ma fa‘ala »).
Ce qui pousse a voir dans la particule fa- entre les deux gala le signe d’'un changement d’énonci-
ateur est ce que dit Sibawayhi un peu plus loin de la-yaf‘alanna (inaccompli dit énergique) et de
sa négation la yafalu : ka-’annahu qala wa-11ahi la-yaftalanna wa-qulta wa-11ahi 1a yaf‘alu (« c’est
comme s'il avait dit wa-llahi la-yaf‘alanna et que tu aies dit wa-llahi la yaf alu » : ici, le passage
de la 3¢ a la 2¢ personne laisse peu de place au doute). Dans les deux cas, Sibawayhi semble
présenter I’énoncé négatif comme la réponse a I’énoncé positif correspondant d’un dialogue
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d’autant plus volontiers qu’on a ici, comme fa‘ala, kana et que celui-ci, dans le
contexte, ne saurait avoir une valeur temporelle de passé. C’est en fait le kana
l-istimrariyya (« kana de permanence ») des grammairiens arabes qui interprétent
en termes d’omnitemporalité ce qui peut, voire doit I’étre en termes de modalité,
soit aléthique de nécessité, soit épistémique de certitude. (47) s’interpréte donc
bien comme :

(47") Mahomet n’est (assurément) le peére d’aucun de vos hommes, mais (par
contre) il est (assurément) I’envoyé d’Allah et le sceau des propheétes.

Reste 'exemple (15). Je suggérerai qu’il peut y avoir ici une interférence avec
les variétés parlées de I’arabe, a comprendre en continuité et non en opposition
avec l’arabe classique et encore moins comme formes évoluées ou dégradées de
celui-ci : dans ces variétés, ma fa‘ala est 'unique négation de fa‘ala ; elle est donc
ambigué et, selon le contexte, mais aussi le jeu des pauses, peut recevoir l'inter-
prétation (15”) ou (157).4

4.4 Concurrence bal/wa-’innama

Girod (2000) a relevé qu’en contexte négatif, le bal de I’arabe classique était
concurrencé en arabe moderne non seulement par lakin, mais encore wa-’innamd,
donnant, entre autres exemples, celui-ci (al-Ahram du 26/3/1999) :

(50) wa-’innama yumattilu ta‘qidan li-l-muskila laysa fi 1-Stidan faqat wa-’innama
fi kull al-mintaqa
« Cela représente seulement/en fait une complication du probléme, non seule-
ment au Soudan, mais encore dans toute la région ».

Exemple ot 'on trouve tout a la fois ’emploi classique et moderne de ’innama et
aussi incontestable pour ce dernier — et pour la méme raison — que celui de lakin,

fictif, mettant énoncés positifs et énoncés négatifs correspondants dans le champ de la formule
de serment wa-llahi (« Par Allah ») pour en souligner la valeur modale de tawkid.

4 On aurait, me semble-t-il, (15’) en prononcant (15) d’une traite, sans pause entre con-
stituants, mais (15”) en disant ma ga’ani Zaydun, puis en ajoutant, apres une pause, bal ‘Amrun
(« Zayd n’est pas venu chez moi. Ou plut6t ‘Amr »). J’ai cherché un exemple concret de ma fa‘a-
la... bal. J’ai cru en trouver un dans Cor. 4, 157-158, mais ici il y a un... mais (et méme deux !) :
ma qatalithu est suivi de yaqinan (litt. « certitude ») et clot le v. 157 ; c’est donc l'affirmation
d’un contenu négatif, non la négation d’un contenu positif (= « il est certain qu’ils ne I’ont pas
tué ») ; bal rafa‘ahu llahu ’ilayhi est au début du verset suivant : ce n’est donc pas la rectifica-
tion-justification de la négation qui précede, mais la négation-rectification de l’affirmation ou-
vrant le v. 157 ’innand qatalna l-masiha 9sa bna Maryama « Oui, nous avons tué le Messie, Jésus
fils de Marie », signifiant donc « Non ! Mais Allah I’a élevé a lui ».
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au lieu de bal, dans ’exemple (41). Mais, la encore, cette concurrence se laisse
deviner a date ancienne dans la prose technique médiévale. J’ai cité a plusieurs
reprises cette phrase, extraite du Idah (p. 81) d’al-Zaggagi :

(51) lam °as’alka ‘an hada ’innama ta‘aggabtu min Siddati 1-harr.

Elle prend place dans un dialogue entre Abii 1-Aswad al-Dw’ali (m. vers 69/688),
considéré par la tradition comme le fondateur de la grammaire arabe, et sa fille,
et destiné a illustrer la pertinence du ’irab ou flexion désinentielle. La fille ayant
dit au pére ma °asaddu l-harri (« quelle est la chaleur la plus intense ? »), celui-ci
lui répond al-ramdca’u fi I-hagirati (« la canicule en plein midi »), d’out la réplique
ci-dessus citée de la fille et la contre-réplique du pére fa-qiili ’idan ma ’asadda
l-harra (« alors dis : Quelle chaleur intense ! ») En (51), la négation, dont on sou-
lignera qu’elle a la forme lam yafal, est clairement polémique : elle rejette I'inter-
prétation que le pere a faite du propos de sa fille sur la base du *irab, comme une
question sur l'intensité de la chaleur alors qu’elle avait en vue une exclamation
sur cette intensité. La réplique de la fille peut certes se traduire par :

(51”) « je ne t’ai pas demandé cela : je me suis seulement (ou en fait) étonnée de
Iintensité de la chaleur »,

mais aussi bien par :
(517) « je ne t’ai pas demandé cela, mais me suis étonnée de la chaleur intense »,

ol ’innama pourrait étre remplacé salva veritate par bal. Mieux : on trouve bal
et ’innamd en combinaison, comme dans l’exemple (23). Ici bal ’innama q nie
un p’ qui est « il suffit que le theme soit spécifié dans I’esprit du locuteur pour
qu’il puisse étre indéfini » et rectifie le p’ nié par un q qui est « il faut en fait que
le théme indéfini soit spécifié dans ’esprit de 1’allocuté » : la spécificité de cet
exemple est que p’ n’est pas nié explicitement par p, comme dans le mais/SN du
francais, mais implicitement comme présupposé de law p.

5 Conclusion
Au terme de cette enquéte dans les textes grammaticaux arabes et les textes tout
court, de différents genres et de différentes époques, je crois pouvoir avancer les

conclusions suivantes :

1. lakin(na) et bal sont bien deux particules « rectificatives » de 1’arabe
classique, ne pouvant étre étudiées indépendamment 'une de 'autre,
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du fait méme qu’elles ont été confondues, dés longtemps, dans au moins
un contexte.

2. lakin(na) correspond bien au mais/PA francais (sauf qu’il n’est pas une
particule de coordination au sens francais du terme), tant celui paraphra-
sable par pourtant, cependant, néanmoins, toutefois que celui paraphra-
sable par par contre, en revanche. Si les grammairiens arabes de ’époque
postclassique, a tout le moins certains d’entre eux, ont correctement dé-
crit celui correspondant a mais pourtant, ils semblent étre passés a coté
de celui correspondant a mais par contre :* ils connaissent seulement
un lakin(na) « adversatif », également paraphrasable en francais par par
contre. La raison est double : pétris de logique aristotélicienne, incluant
pour eux la Rhétorique, ils étaient sans doute plus accoutumés a raison-
ner en termes d’inférence, généralement adéquate pour le mais pourtant
que d’argumentation « balancée » requise pour le mais par contre. L’autre
raison est que la frontiére peut paraitre ténue entre lakin(na) et bal,
quand p est négatif et que q semble s’opposer directement a p, ce qui ex-
plique a la fois la possible confusion des deux en arabe et, en traduction,
celle de PA et de SN.

3. bal ne correspond au mais/SN du francais qu’en discours suivi et précé-
dé d’une phrase négative. C’est 'emploi le plus fréquent dans la langue
moderne, ol il est cependant concurrencé par wa-’innamd. Mais dans
la langue ancienne il s’emploie majoritairement dans le dialogue, ot il
opere un acte de négation-rectification de p par g. C’est cet emploi qui
est a 'origine du bal/SN du discours suivi : p ayant la forme Nég p’ et
la négation y étant toujours et nécessairement polémique, le locuteur
de p n’est pas I’énonciateur du p’ qu’il nie. Bal s’emploie aussi dans le
discours suivi, soit entre deux phrases, soit entre deux constituants d’une
méme phrase. Cet emploi, minoritaire dans la langue ancienne, subsiste
dans la langue moderne, spécialement entre deux constituants. Il se relie
facilement au précédent : si I’'on tient, pour des raisons statistiques, le
bal « dialogal » pour premier, on pourrait dire que dans le discours suivi
le locuteur se dédouble jouant a la fois le role du premier et du second
énonciateur. Un argument en ce sens pourrait étre trouvé dans le fait
que bal peut étre précédé de la (p la bal q(b)). Ce qui suggere que le p bal

4 J’ai donné (Larcher 2017) un bel exemple de lakin « argumentatif » extrait du ’ayyu-
ha l-walad d’al-Gazali (p. 43) : wa-kana swaluhu li-l-istifada(ti) lakin yakiinu balidan 1a yudriku
l-haq@’iq(a) (« sa question avait pour but de s’informer, mais ce peut étre un idiot qui ne saisit
pas les réalités » ; p va dans le sens de la conclusion r = « il faut lui répondre » et g dans celui
de la conclusion contraire non-r = « il ne faut pas lui répondre », d’ailleurs explicitée juste
aprés fa-la yanbagi l-istigalu bi-gawabihi *aydan « il ne faut donc pas s’occuper non plus de lui
répondre ».
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q du discours suivi opere bien le méme acte unique de négation-rectifi-
cation que le p — bal q du dialogue, se dédoublant en un acte de négation
de p, quand bal est précédé de la, suivi d’un acte de rectification de p par
g, valant justification de la négation de p, exactement comme il se dé-
double quand on passe du p — bal q du dialogue au p (= Négp”) bal q du
discours suivi. En ne traitant que des emplois de bal dans le discours sui-
vi, les grammairiens arabes suggérent que, pour eux, ’auto-rectification
(a quoi se raménent les deux fonctions de °idrab et intigal) est premiére
et, par suite, qu’en passant du discours suivi au dialogue, on ne fait que
passer de la rectification de soi a celle de 'autre. Néanmoins, la fine re-
marque de RDA que, n’était la précédant bal, on ne saurait si dans p bal
g, p est exact ou non, et a laquelle je fais droit montre que la négation
impliquée par bal dans le discours suivi n’a pas la valeur de rejet et de
refus qu’elle a dans le dialogue. De fait, la comparaison avec le « ou
plutoét » du francais montre qu’il s’agit plutét d’un « en méme temps » !*

En résumé, on pourrait dire que lakin(na) opére partout une rectification a priori
d’un élément implicite — directe si ¢ = non-r, indirecte si ¢ = non-r*® — et bal par-
tout la rectification a posteriori d’un élément explicite.
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47 Ou plutét remplace en effet un terme par un autre, mais sans effacer le premier, pour la
raison simple et suffisante qu’il a été effectivement exprimé. C’est ce qui rend particuliérement
magnifique la phrase inaugurale de I’Avant-propos des Mémoires d’outre-tombe de Chateaubri-
and : « Comme il m’est impossible de prévoir le moment de ma fin, comme a mon &ge les jours
accordés a '’homme ne sont que des jours de grace ou plutot de rigueur, je vais m’expliquer ».
L’homme étant condamné a mourir, tout jour de vie supplémentaire est comme une grace ac-
cordée a un condamné. Mais a partir d’un certain age, il s’agit moins de vie que de survie et la
grace est moins agréable que désagréable : Chateaubriand joue ici sur la polysémie de grdce,
tout en filant peut-étre la métaphore judiciaire (cf. « arréts de rigueur »).

8 En ce sens que la rectification de r se fait via ¢ comme argument pour non-r, comme dans
I’exemple cité a la note 46.
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Abstract This article examines the last class of Arabic permutatives (badal), which is often set
apart by the grammarians themselves, since it usually involves the speaker correcting himself
after having made an unintended mistake, in short, a slip of the tongue. As most Arabic gram-
mars written by Western scholars are almost entirely silent on this topic, it is necessary to turn
to the medieval Arabic grammarians. There, however, the data vary considerably from one
author to another, which made it essential to consult as many sources as possible in order to
grasp the question comprehensively. This reveals that the limitation of the number of subtypes
of this permutative to three appears to mark a confinement of the Arabic grammatical tradition
within the framework of Sibawayhi’s text (d. 180/796?). One then realises that the taxonomy
adopted for the hyperonym most often passes over in silence the essential feature of this type of
permutative—namely, retraction—on the grounds that it has usually been understood merely
as a hyponym within the category. Finally, although in certain cases, but only in some, it is pos-
sible to relate this type of permutative to the notion of abrogation (here, of the permuted term,
mubdal min-hu), such abrogation is by no means necessary, since some grammarians emphasise
the continued presence of both the permuted term and the permutative. The phenomenon, in
fact, rests upon a continuum of intentionality, which may apply to the permutative alone, or
jointly to the permutative and the permuted term, or even to both together and to the relation
that unites them. All this, while once again showing to what extent at least some medieval
grammarians were far from tone-deaf, and how central pragmatic awareness was to their ap-
proach, thus calls for a revision of how we envisage this category. It reminds us of the existence
of a double retraction, depending on whether or not it is abrogative, which in turn makes it
possible to propose a new presentation of this category, too easily and too hastily labelled badal
al-galat.

Keywords abrogation, apposition, appositive, badal, bada’, change of mind, contradiction, con-
tradictory, error, galat, *ibtal, ’idrab, intention, intentionality, gradation, matbii‘, oversight, mis-
take, mubayana, mubdyin, mubdal min-hu, forgetfulness, oblivion, permutative, permuted term,
qasd, retraction, overstatement, tabi¢
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Résumé Cet article aborde la derniére classe des permutatifs arabes (badal) qui est souvent ce-
lui mis a part par les grammairiens eux-mémes du fait qu’il s’agit, le plus souvent, pour le locu-
teur de se corriger suite & une erreur invonlontairement commise par lui, en gros, un lapsus. Si
les grammaires arabisantes sont dans la grande majorité des cas tout a fait muettes ou peu s’en
faut sur la question, c’est vers les grammairiens arabes médiévaux qu’il faut donc se tourner.
La, les données étant assez disparates d’un auteur a l’autre, il s’est alors agi d’en consulter le
plus grand nombre possible pour embrasser au mieux cette question. Cela permet de se rendre
compte combien la limitation du nombre des sous-espéces de ce permutatif a trois apparait
comme la marque d’un emprisonnement de la tradition grammaticale arabe par rapport au texte
de Sibawayhi (m. 180/796 ?). On se rend dés lors compte que la taxinomie adoptée pour I’hype-
ronyme passe le plus souvent sous silence ’aspect essentiel de ce type de permutatif, a savoir la
rétractation, au motif que cette derniére n’y a, le plus souvent, été comprise que comme I’hypo-
nyme de la catégorie. Enfin, s’il est vrai que dans certains cas, mais certains cas seulement, il est
possible de relier ce type de permutatif a la notion d’abrogation, ici du terme permuté (mubdal
min-hu), cette abrogation n’y est, loin de 1a, pas nécessaire, certains grammairiens mettant en
exergue le maintien du terme permuté et du permutatif. Le tout repose en fait sur un continuum
d’intentionnalité, cette derniére pouvant s’appliquer au seul permutatif, ou bien a celui-ci et au
permuté de maniére conjointe, ou bien encore a ces deux-1a et a la relation qui existe entre ce-
lui-ci et celui-la. Tout ceci, en méme temps que cela permet d’évaluer une nouvelle fois combien
certains grammairiens médiévaux au moins ne sont pas sourds et combien la pragmatique est
centrale dans leur démarche, améne donc a réviser notre facon d’entrevoir cette catégorie et de
rappeler P'existence d’'une double rétractation, en fonction que celle-ci est ou non abrogative,
ce qui permet alors de proposer une nouvelle présentation de cette catégorie trop facilement
étiquetée de badal al-galat.

Mots-clefs abrogation, apposé, appositif, badal, bad@, changement d’avis, contradiction,
contradictoire, erreur, galat, ’ibtal, ’idrab, intention, intentionnalité, gradation, matbii‘, mégarde,
méprise, mubayana, mubdyin, mubdal min-hu, nisyan, oubli, permutatif, permuté, qasd, rétracta-
tion, surencheére, tabi¢

1 Introduction

Ainsi que je le note ailleurs (Sartori 2022 : 2), les appositions sont intégrées a la
grammaire de I’arabe dés le début de son histoire.! Il s’agit notamment de sifa
(ou na‘), qualification (= apposition épithétique, e.g. §a’a I-timidu 1-mugtahidu
“I’étudiant sérieux est venu”) ; ta’kid (ou tawkid), corroboration (= apposition
corroborative, e.g. g@’a ‘aliyyun nafsu-hu “‘Ali est venu en personne”) ; badal,
permutation, substitution (= apposition substitutive, e.g. gama ’ahii-ka muham-

! Cest du reste un arabisant, Antoine-Isaac Silvestre de Sacy (1758-1838) qui, dans ses
Principes de grammaire générale mis a la portée des enfants (Silvestre de Sacy 1832 : 193-194
[Troisiéme partie, Chap. IV, “De I’analyse” de la 2e édition, celle de 1799 ne comprenant pas
ce chapitre]), présente 1’apposition comme une construction syntaxique caractérisée par ’agré-
gation de plusieurs noms entrant dans un rapport non de dépendance mais de concordance (cf.
également Neveu 1998 : 30).
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madun “ton frére, Muhammad, s’est levé”) ;> ‘atf bayan,® apposition explicative
(e.g. gama °ahii-ka muhammadun “ton frére Muhammad s’est levé”) ;* et ‘atf
nasaq,® coordination (= apposition coordinative, e.g. ga’a ‘aliyyun wa-halidun
“‘Alil et Halid sont venus”) que l’on retrouve toutes dans le plus ancien trai-
té grammatical arabe a nous étre parvenu, le Kitab (“le Livre”) de Sibawayhi
(m. 180/796 ?). Elles n’y forment pour autant pas encore un ensemble identi-
fiable comme étant celui des tawabi‘.® Ce dernier terme est le pluriel de tabic,
littéralement “ce qui suit”, et précisément ce qui suit un élément dans la chaine
discursive et se trouve le plus généralement accordé avec celui-ci en déclinaison
puisque dépendant du premier. C’est pourquoi il est possible d’en parler comme
d’un “appositif”.” Ce dernier se trouve apposé, c’est-a-dire placé aprés le matbii
(“élément auquel on appose”).®

A lautre extrémité du spectre, Mustafa 1-Galayini (m. 1364/1944), compila-
teur des classiques dans son Gami¢ al-duriis al-‘arabiyya (“la Somme des études
arabes”), détaille pour la troisiéme espece d’apposition, le permutatif, pas moins
de quatre types.®

2 Ce terme technique de la grammaire arabe est généralement rendu par les arabisants
d’expression francaise par “permutatif”. Outre qu’il s’agit ici d’exposer ’opération (de qualifica-
tion, de corroboration, et donc de permutation ou de subsitution, etc.), le terme “substitution”
pour l'opération et celui de “substitut” pour 1’élément impliqué par cette opération seraient plus
adéquats. Je conserverai toutefois également “permutatif” pour ’élément impliqué par cette
opération, ainsi qu’on peut le trouver notamment chez Larcher (2017 : 35).

3 Sur l'origine terminologique de ‘atf bayan, cf. Sartori (2019). Le concernant, cf. également
Talmon (1981 ; 1982 : 30 ; 1984 : 43).

4 Sur la différence a faire entre badal et ‘atf bayan, cf. Sartori (2018).

5 Sur cette derniére catégorie, cf. Sartori (2021).

¢ Le terme tawabi‘ n’est employé qu’une seule fois dans le Kitab (cf. Sibawayhi Kitab(2) : 1V,
343), mais pas dans le sens technique d’appositifs que nous lui connaissons. Il ne forme donc
pas I’ensemble identifiable connu depuis (cf. Owens 1990 : 62-74, 83, 161), la terminologie ne
devenant explicite qu’a partir d’Ibn al-Sarrag (m. 316/929), auteur du *Usil fi I-nahw (cf. Owens
1990 : 52).

7 Pour cette raison, tawabi‘ est parfois également traduit par “concordants” (cf. Goguyer
1888 : 132 ; Owens 1990 : 161, 234). 1l l’est ici par “appositifs”, en lien avec notre propre tra-
dition grammaticale et linguistique, traduction par ailleurs préférée a celle de Djamel Eddine
Kouloughli (1947-2013) qui les nomme “satellites” (cf. Kouloughli 2007 : 75 et suiv.).

8 Au niveau hyperonymique, nous avons donc affaire a un couple matbii‘/tabi‘, et au niveau
hyponymique, nous avons donc quatre couples : mawsiif/sifa ou man<it/na‘t (“élément qualifié/
qualificatif”), mu’akkad/ta’kid (“élément corroboré/corroboratif”), mubdal min-hu/badal (“élé-
ment permuté/permutatif” ou “substitué/substitutif”), ma‘tif ‘alay-hi/‘atf bayan (“élément au-
quel on appose I’apposition explicative/apposition explicative”) ; et un trouple ma‘tif ‘alay-hi/
harf ‘atf/ma‘tif (“élément coordonné/particule de coordination/élément coordonné”).

° Voici, chez lui, les trois premiers types dont il s’agit : al-badal al-mutabiq “le permutatif
concordant” (que I’on trouve souvent chez les grammairiens arabes comme étant le badal al-kull
min al-kull “permutatif du tout pour le tout”) ; badal al-ba‘d min al-kull (“permutatif de la partie
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La particularité du quatriéme type est que le locuteur se corrige suite a une
erreur qu’il vient de commettre. Galayini nomme ce quatriéme type al-badal al-
mubayin (Galayini Gami‘: III, 180), ce que 1’on peut traduire comme “le permu-
tatif distinctif” ou “le permutatif contradictoire”, que ‘Abbas Hasan (1900-1979)
nomme pour sa part badal al-mubdyana (Hasan 1966 : III, 670) “permutatif de
contradiction”,!? et interpréter comme “permutatif de rectification”, “de reprise”
ou encore “d’autocorrection”.

Galayini, comme plus tard Hasan, subdivise ce type en trois sous-types. Le
premier est nommé badal al-galat “permutatif d’erreur” ou “de méprise”, dont il
donne pour exemple “I’enseignant, [’éléve [plutdt], est venu” (g§a’a l-mu‘allim al-
tilmid) (Galayini Gami* : 111, 180). Dans ce cas, la langue fourche et on prononce
autre chose que ce que l'on souhaitait. Le deuxiéme est nommé badal al-nisyan
“permutatif d’oubli” ou “de mégarde”, que Galayini exemplifie par “‘Ali est parti
a Damas, Baalbek [plutét]” (safara ‘ali *ila dimasq ba‘labakk) (Galayini Gami* : 111,
180)." Galayini résume la différence a faire entre les deux de la sorte : “le permu-
tatif d’erreur a a voir avec la langue, celui d’oubli avec I’dme” (fa-badal al-galat
yata‘allaqu bi-I-lisan wa-badal al-nisyan yata‘allaqu bi-lI-§anan) (Galayini Gami‘:

pour le tout”) ; badal al-istimal (“permutatif d’inclusion”) (Galayini Gamic : III, 179). Le premier
équivaut a une corroboration ; le second consiste en une correction de ce que pourrait compren-
dre I’allocutaire au moyen d’une restriction de la définition en intension de 1’élément permuté
par une seconde définition, en extension celle-ci, au moyen du permutatif qui est intrinseque,
consubstantiel a I’élément permuté ; le troisiéme consiste a corriger ce que I’allocutaire pourrait
comprendre au moyen d’une restriction de la définition en intension de 1’élément permuté par
une seconde définition, en extension, au moyen du permutatif qui, cette fois, est extrinseque,
non consubstantiel a I’élément permuté. Dans les deux derniers cas entrevus, il s’agit donc
a chaque fois de préciser ou de corriger ce que pourrait comprendre 1’allocutaire. Dans ces trois
cas, la prononciation de I’élément permuté reléve tout a fait de I'intention du locuteur qui, une
fois prononcé le premier terme, choisit soit de le corroborer par un autre dans le premier cas,
soit de le préciser par un autre dans les deux autres cas. Notons enfin que certains auteurs, rares,
n’indiquent pas de subdivisions a la catégorie de badal. C’est le cas, dans son court opuscule,
d’Tbn al-Tarawa (m. 526/1132 ou 528/1134) qui n’entrevoit pour sa part que le permutatif total
en en parlant comme du badal al-Say’ alladi huwa huwa (Ibn al-Tarawa Risala : 95).

10 Les termes mubdyin et mubdyana appartiennent ala racine B-Y-N et sont tous deux
dérivés de la forme verbale augmentée III. Albert (Albin) Félix Ignace de Biberstein Kazimirski
(1808-1887) enregistre deux sens a cette forme : “1. Se séparer des autres et les abandon-
ner, 2. Intervenir” (Kazimirski 1860 : 186b) et Hans Wehr (1905-1981) les significations suiv-
antes : “to part, go away (from), to leave (s.0.) ; to differ, be different (from), be unlike s.th. ;
to contradict (s.th.), be contrary (to) ; to conflict, be at variance, be inconsistent (with s.th.)”
(Wehr 1976 : 106a).

11 Ou l'on percoit donc une typologie des lapsus, issue du fond grammatical arabe médiéval,
semblable a ce que font des auteurs contemporains pour les langues européennes (cf. notam-
ment Rossi et Peter-Defare 1998 ou Brancher 2016). Sur cette question de la reconnaissance par
la grammaire des lapsus et leur catégorisation ancienne, par la grammaire arabe, comme des
appositions, voir Sartori (2022).
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111, 180).'2 Ici, on pense dire vrai, mais on se souvient en le disant qu’il s’agissait
d’autre chose, oublié sur le moment. Enfin, le troisiéme sous-type est appelé badal
al-’idrab “permutatif de rétractation”, que Galayini explique ainsi :

Le permutatif de rétractation c’est, au sein d’une phrase, lorsque 'intention de [pro-
noncer] chacun du permutatif et de ’élément permuté est effective, si ce n’est que
le locuteur est revenu sur son intention [de prononcer] 1’élément permuté au profit
de son intention [de prononcer] le permutatif.

wa-badal al-’idrab ma kana fi gumla qasd kull min al-badal wa-l-mubdal min-hu fi-ha
sahih gayr ’anna l-mutakallim ‘adala ‘an qasd al-mubdal min-hu ’ila qasd al-badal.
(Galayini Gami* : III, 180)

Voici ’exemple qu’il en donne : “prends le calame, la feuille” (hudi I-qalam, al-war-
aqa) (Galayini Gamic : III, 180). Comme il ’explicite, cela revient 2 donner I'ordre
de prendre le calame, en voulant effectivement le dire, puis de se raviser pour
délaisser cet ordre et ordonner de prendre la feuille.

Hasan présente les choses de la méme maniére d’un point de vue terminolo-
gique a deux différences pres : al-badal al-mubdyin y est le badal al-mubdyana et
la troisieme sous-espéce, en plus d’étre appelée badal al-’idrab, est nommée badal
al-bad@,*® “permutatif de changement d’avis”.'

Du point de vue de la description, Hasan indique par contre que le premier se
caractérise par la dimension de ’erreur de la langue (galatan lisaniyyan) et donc
par un lapsus linguee, signifiant que ’expression du terme permuté n’est pas in-
tentionnelle, au contraire du second qui se caractérise par le fait de “prononcer

12 Formule qu’il emprunte a Ibn Hi$am al-’Ansari (m. 761,/1360), qui est, d’aprés mes con-
naissances, le premier grammairien a ’employer (al-galat muta‘alliq bi-l-lisan wa-l-nisyan mu-
ta‘alliq bi-I-ganan, Ibn Hisam al-’Ansari ’Awdah : 111, 291 ; al-galat fi I-lisan wa-l-nisyan fi l-ganan,
Ibn Hisam al-’Ansari Sabil al-huda : 447 ; “le premier est dii a 'organe et le second a l’esprit”,
Goguyer 1887 : 361).

1311 en précise la vocalisation : “bi-fath al-ba’> wa-lI-dal” (Hasan 1966 : 671, note 3), ce qui
est également ce que donne Kazimirski dans son dictionnaire (cf. Kazimirski 1860 : I, 99a). Par
ailleurs, dans cette méme note, il dit de cet *idrab qu’il s’agit du ’idrab intiqali (cf. infra 3.4 Les
deux rétractations). Je me contente enfin de noter, ce qui mériterait un article a part entiére,
que l'auteur des Kulliyat, Kafawi (m. 1094/1683), use de badal al-nadama en lieu et place de
badal al-bad@. Le terme nadama est-il un calque du grec élegos (§Aeyoc) “un chant de deuil, une
lamentation”, donc une élégie, mais ici une métonymie raffinée pour le regret “feint” (cf. infra)
de ne pas trouver les mots justes pour décrire I’étre aimé, ou bien est-ce un calque de metdnoia
(petdvouwn), “revenir sur sa décision”, faisant écho au sens andalou de nadima comme desdezirse
dans le Vocabulista aravigo en letra castellana de Pedro de Alcalé (ca. 1455-1515), que Reinhart
Pieter Anne Dozy (1820-1883) traduit par “se dédire, se rétracter” (cf. Dozy 1927 : II, 653a) ?
Et si c’est le cas, comment cette notion est-elle parvenue jusqu’a Kafawi en Crimée ?

14 Cf. Hasan (1966 : III, 670-671, 671-672) pour les exemples.
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I’élément permuté intentionnellement mais de se rendre compte du défaut de
son intention et alors de s’en raviser et de mentionner le permutatif qui, lui, est
correct” (huwa ladi yudkaru fi-hi -mubdal min-hu qasdan wa-yatabayyanu li-l-mu-
takallim fasad qasdi-hi fa-ya‘dilu ‘an-hu wa-yudkaru l-badal alladi huwa l-sawab)
(Hasan 1966 : III, 671). Quant au troisiéme enfin, il en donne une description
identique au précédent, I’élément permuté étant la aussi intentionnel, si ce n’est
qu’on s’en rétracte, c’est-a-dire précise-t-il, qu’on s’en détourne et qu’on le dé-
laisse de sorte a ce qu’il soit passé sous silence, sans qu’on lui apporte ni démenti
ni confirmation comme s’il n’avait jamais été évoqué et qu’on se tourne vers le
permutatif (huwa lladi yudkaru fi-hi I-mubdal min-hu qasdan, wa-lakin yudribu ‘an-
hu l-mutakallim [*ay yansarifu ‘an-hu wa-yatruku-hu maskiitan ‘an-hu] min gayr ’an
yata‘arrada la-hu bi-nafy °aw ’itbat — ka->anna-hu lam yadkur-hu — wa-yattagihu
’ila I-badal) (Hasan 1966 : III, 671-672).

Galayini et Hasan sont donc d’accord sur le caractére non intentionnel de 1’é1¢-
ment permuté lorsqu’il s’agit d’un lapsus linguce et sur le caractére au contraire
volontaire de ce méme élément dans le cas de ce qu’ils nomment la rétractation.
Leur approche différe par contre sensiblement concernant le deuxiéme sous-type,
celui de I’oubli, I’'un attribuant a ’élément permuté un caractére non intentionnel
quand lautre y voit plutét un caractére intentionnel (au moins au moment de
I’énonciation).

A la lecture de Galayini et de Hasan, qui servent ici d’idéal-type wéberien,!s
tout ceci peut deés lors se représenter de la sorte :

badal
al-badal badal
al-ba‘d badal al- al-badal al-mubdyin
al- . e - ~
. min al- ’istimal / badal al-mubdyana
mutabiq xull
badal
badal al- badal al-’idrab
galat al-nisyan / al-
bad@’

15 En référence au “maitre de Heidelberg”, Max Weber (1864-1920), et a sa méthode d’an-
alyse sociologique (cf. principalement Weber 1992).
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Comment en est-on arrivé a cette architecture semble-t-il aboutie qui distingue
quatre types de permutatifs et, sous le dernier, trois sous-types ? Cette représen-
tation est-elle par ailleurs correcte ? Si la question se pose, c’est parce que la ré-
tractation, qui est au coeur de ce permutatif, ne semble entrevue que comme une
sous-espece de celui. Y aurait-il confusion entre ’hyperonyme et ’hyponyme et,
si oui, comment ’expliquer ?

Je ne me concentrerai donc ici que sur le dernier type de permutatif. Apres
un détour par les grammairiens arabisants, qui se révelent dans la trés grande
majorité de peu de secours sur cette question, je me tournerai naturellement vers
les grammairiens arabes médiévaux. La, par une sorte d’anamneése, je repartirai
depuis le Kitab de Sibawayhi, ce qui sera alors ’occasion de voir que la tradition
grammaticale arabe n’est pas un simple commentaire du Kitab de Sibawayhi'®
mais, a partir de sa matiére, un véritable développement intellectuel ayant pris
place sur plusieurs siécles, méme si, pour partie comme nous le verrons, la pré-
sentation typologique faite par la tradition grammaticale arabe médiévale reste
prisonniére du Kitab. La grande disparité des présentations chez les grammairiens
arabes médiévaux permettra alors de questionner le nombre de sous-espéces du
permutatif d’autocorrection, d’interroger les catégories d’hyperonyme et d’hypo-
nyme qui lui sont liées, de méme que d’entrevoir un continuum d’intentionnalité
qui permet de comprendre qu’abrogation et rétractation, quoi que proches, ne
sont pas synonymes et que les choses sont donc plus complexes.

2 La tradition grammaticale arabisante

Parmi les auteurs arabisants contemporains, certains ne présentent pas les quatre
types de permutatifs ni n’en rappellent la terminologie associée.!” D’autres les
abordent bien, de maniére plus ou moins précise en fonction des visées théoriques
ou pédagogiques qui sont les leurs et parmi eux certains évoquent le quatrieme
type envisagé ici.'® Le plus complet sur la question, il est vrai dans une étude spé-

16 Ainsi que D’écrivait Henri Fleisch (1904-1985) : “Sibawayhi, élevé sur le pavois par
al-Mubarrad, obtint une autorité immense : il devint le Maitre sans plus. En principe, tout devait
se trouver dans le Kitab, que I’on vint a appeler : Qur’an an-nahw ‘le Coran de la grammaire’ ; sa
manieére de voir, ses opinions devaient étre les seules exactes. On en vint aussi a conclure non
seulement de ses dires, mais de ses silences (comme pour le Prophéte des Arabes) : ainsi, ce que
I’on ne trouvait pas dans le Kitab était d’avance écarté comme dénué d’autorité” (Fleisch 1961 :
I, 34).

17 Cf. Corriente (2002) ; Buckley (2004 : 624-627) ; Alosh (2005 : 298-299) ; Ryding (2005 :
224-227) ; Hassanein et al. (2011 : 25), qui indiquent tout de méme, quoique de maniere er-
ronée, que le badal connait trois types ; Larcher (2017 : 35). Alhawary, lui, ne présente que les
deux premiers types de permutatifs sans donc aborder le quatriéme (cf. Alhawary 2016 : 161).

18 C’est le cas de Manca (Grammatica (teorico-pratica) di arabo letterario moderno) chez qui
le dernier type reste réduit a la seule étiquette de badal al-galat (cf. Manca 1999 : 275). Comme
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cialement consacrée a la question des appositions, est Esseesy qui distingue sous
le quatriéme les trois sous-types, respectivement “badal al-’idrab ‘permutative of
recanting’, [...] badal al-galat [sic] ‘permutative of error’, [...] badal an-nisyan
‘permutative of forgetfulness’ (Esseesy 2006 : I, 124b), retrouvant alors la pré-
sentation faite par Galayini.

Parmi les arabisants modernes, certains n’en disent tout bonnement rien.®
D’autres présentent bien les quatre types de badal-s mais ne détaillent en rien
les sous-types du dernier.? D’autres, enfin, sont plus complets dans leur présen-
tation puisqu’ils abordent non seulement les quatre types de permutatifs, mais
encore détaillent le quatrieme en sous-types. Il s’agit d’abord de William Wright
(1830-1889) qui, dans A Grammar of the Arabic Language, distingue bien sous

elle, Haywood et Nahmad (A New Arabic Grammar of the Written Language) se contentent de
présenter sans le détailler le dernier type, non autrement nommé que badal al-galat et traduit
“Permutative of error” (cf. Haywood et Nahmad 2001 : 405). Sawaie (Fundamentals of Arabic
Grammar / °Usil al-nahw al-‘arabi) ne fait pas mieux (cf. Sawaie 2014 : 425-426), et dans Early
Arabic Grammatical Theory : Heterogeneity and standardization, Owens présente les quatre types
mais sans détailler le dernier (cf. Owens 1990 : 59).

19 Cest le cas, dans 'ordre chronologique, d’Albert Socin (1844-1899) dans sa Arabische
Grammatik : Paradigmen, Litteratur, Chrestomathie und Glossar plus tard traduite en anglais par
Archibald Robert Stirling Kennedy (1859-1938) sous le titre Arabic Grammar. Paradigms, Liter-
ature, Exercices and Glossary (cf. Socin 1885 : 87 ssq. ; 1895 : 106 ssq.), de méme que d’Henri
Fleisch dans L’arabe classique. Esquisse d’une structure linguistique ou dans son Traité de philol-
ogie arabe (cf. Fleisch 1956 ; 1961 ; 1979), de Régis Blachére (1900-1973) dans ses Eléments
de Uarabe classique (cf. Blachére 1985 : 84), de Blachére et Maurice Gaudefroy-Demombynes
(1862-1957) dans leur Grammaire de Uarabe classique (cf. Blachére et Gaudefroy-Demombynes
1975 : 321), ou encore de Wolfdietrich Fischer (1928-2013) dans sa Grammatik des Klassischen
Arabisch traduite en anglais par Jonathan Henry Rodgers sous le titre A Grammar of Classical
Arabic (cf. Fischer 1972a : 180-181 ; 1972b : 204-205).

2011 en va ainsi d’Antoine-Isaac Silvestre de Sacy dans sa Grammaire arabe a l'usage des
éleves de l’école spéciale des langues orientales vivantes (cf. Silvestre de Sacy 1831 : II, 286), de
Carl Paul Caspari (1814-1892) dans sa Grammatica arabica in usum scholarum academicarum
(cf. Caspari 1848 : 259), de Charles Schier (1813-1869) dans sa Grammaire arabe (cf. Schier
1849 : 392-393), d’Edward Henry Palmer (1840-1882) dans A Grammar of the Arabic Lan-
guage (cf. Palmer 1874 : 276), de Donat Vernier (1838-1917) dans ce qui se présente pourtant
comme une Grammaire arabe composée d’apreés les sources primitives (cf. Vernier 1891 : II, 177),
de Belkasem Ben Sedira (1845-1901) dans sa Grammaire d’arabe régulier. Morphologie, syntaxe,
métrique (cf. Ben Sedira 1898 : 150), de Robert Sterling (1859-1917) dans un ouvrage intitulé
A Grammar of the Arabic Language (cf. Sterling 1904 : 222), d’Augustin Périer (1872-1927) dans
sa Nouvelle grammaire arabe (cf. Périer 1911 : 167-168), d’Hermann Reckendorf (1863-1924)
dans Arabische Syntax qui donne, lui, la terminologie arabe, sans toutefois détailler plus avant le
quatrieme type (cf. Reckendorf 1921 : I, 65), de Griffithes Wheeler Thatcher (1863-1950) dans
Arabic Grammar of The Written Language (cf. Thatcher 1922 : 283-284) et enfin de Laura Veccia
Vaglieri (1893-1989), autrice de la Grammatica teorico-pratica della lingua araba (cf. Veccia
Vaglieri 2002 [1937] : II, part. III, 217).
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le quatriéme type des sous-types. Ils ne sont toutefois chez lui qu’au nombre de
deux, chacun étant lui-méme double :

[...] (d) The fourth case is where the permutative (al-mubdal) is wholly different
from the mubdal min-hu or word for which it is substituted (al-badal al-mubadyin li-I-
mubdal min-hu). It is of two sorts : (a) badal al-’idrab the permutative of retractation
[...] or badal al-bad@ the substitution of a new opinion, something one would like to
substitute for the original statement ; as, for instance, when one says ’akaltu hubzan
I ate bread, but then, preferring to state that he had eaten meat, adds the word lah-
man (’akaltu hubzan lahman). Here, to use the words of the grammarians, yugsadu
[-matbii ka-ma yuqsadu I-tabi¢ the métbii¢ is designed as well as the tabi‘; and this is
what distinguishes it from () badal al-galat wa-l-nisyan the permutative of error and
forgetfulness, in which the matbii® is uttered merely by mistake, and the correct word
immediately substituted for it ; as when one says marartu bi-kalbin farasin I passed by
a dog, (I meant to say) a horse. (Wright 1996 [1859-1862] : II, 286)

Il oppose donc au “permutatif d’erreur et d’oubli” (badal al-galat wa-l-nisyan),
sous lequel il range donc aussi bien I’apposition corrective du lapsus lingue que
celle du lapsus memorice,? le “permutatif de rétractation” (badal al-’idrab) ou
“permutatif de changement d’avis” (badal al-bada*?). D’autre part, sur le plan
des exemples pris, celui correspondant a (}) est semblable a ceux donnés par
Galayini pour I’erreur et I'oubli, et il en va de méme de celui correspondant a (o)
qui est semblable & celui donné par Galayini pour la “rétractation”.

De son c6té, Mortimer Sloper Howell (1841-1925)%* aborde le quatriéme type
de permutatif, qu’il traduit comme étant “[...] (4) the subst. of blunder”, a com-
prendre comme de “bourde, gaffe” (blunder) et, 13, rappelle bien quant a lui, au
contraire de Wright qui restreignait a deux les sous-types (eux-mémes doubles),
les trois sous-types vus chez Galayini et chez Hasan :

The subst. distinct from the ant. (IA), which is of three kinds (R)%, (a) the subst. of
digression (IA, Sh) and the subst. of (IA) afterthought (R, IA) [...] ; (b) the subst. of

21 On remarquera donc I’ajout substantiel fait par ’auteur a ’ouvrage de base qu’il traduit
depuis Caspari.

2 Que Wright écrit ba>-dal-"alif madda-hamza. La justification du °alif madda se trouve en Wright
(1996 : 1, 24-25) (voir aussi van Putten 2021), et sur P'orthographe de ce mot, cf. supra note 13.

2 Que I’on retrouve au moins depuis Ibn Ginni (m. 392/1002) et qui, chez lui, n’est pas un
cas relevant des permutatifs, mais de la coordination asyndétique (hadf harf al-‘atf) (Ibn Ginni
Hasa@’is : 1, 297 ; 11, 67).

24 Sur lequel on lira Larcher (2019).

% Howell fait usage d’abréviations : “R” = “The Commentary (c. 683 or 686) of the Shaikh
Radi adDin Muhammad Ibn AlHasan alAstarabadi, knwon as ArRadi, the Grammarian (d. 684
or 686), upon the IH, lithographed at Teheran, Lucknow, and Dehli” (Howell 1880 : I, xxI) ;
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(IA, Sh) sheer veritable (R) blunder (R, IA, Sh) and forgetfulness [below] (IA) [...];
(c) the subst. of (Sh) forgetfulness (R, Sh). (Howell 1880 : I, § 150, 466-467)

Par contre, comme chez Wright avant lui, le premier sous-type qu’il présente est
lui-méme double, “digression” d’un c6té, “pensée aprés coup” de l'autre, sans
jamais en donner la terminologie arabe. On reconnait cependant sans mal sous
le second le badal al-bad@, c’est-a-dire le permutatif de changement d’avis, alors
qu'il est a priori plus difficile de reconnaitre sous digression le badal al-’idrab, c’est-
a-dire le permutatif de rétractation. Enfin, si Wright subsumait sous (o) deux
sortes en n’en donnant qu'un exemple commun, noyant alors toute différence
éventuelle a faire, Howell fournit bien deux exemples sous (a), le premier, ’inna
l-ragula la-yusalli l-salata ma kutiba la-hu nisfa-ha tuluta-ha rubu‘a-ha °ila l-usuri
Verily the man prays the prayer, what has been prescribed for him, its half, its third,
its fourth, to the tenth, correspondant au badal al-’idrab et donc au permutatif de
rétractation, semblable a cette coordination asyndétique dont il est question en
note 23 et repérable dans les exemples tant de Galayini, Hasan et Wright, et
le second, qu’il emprunte a Radi 1-Din al-’Astarabadi (m. 688/1289 ?), hindun
nagmun badrun Hind is a star, a full moon, correspondant au badal al-bada@’ et dont
le sens, nous le verrons, est différent en ce qu’il répond a une intentionnalité tout
autre. Dans ce dernier cas, I'intentionnalité du locuteur non seulement s’applique
a chacun des deux termes que le locuteur veut, I'un et I’autre, prononcer, mais
s’applique également, et c’est toute la différence, a la transition de 'un a I’autre,
a l’effet de gradation produit par ce passage qui est lui-méme voulu. Ce dernier
cas est alors semblable a la correctio latine.?

Nous aurions alors non pas trois mais quatre sous-types distincts a repérer sous
le quatriéme type de permutatif : galat et nisyan qu’il convient de distinguer d’une
part, mais également °idrab et bada’ d’autre part, ces deux derniers n’étant pas
subsumés mais bien distincts.

“IA” = “The Commentary of the Kadi Bahd adDin Abutt Muhammad ‘Abd Allah Ibn ‘Abd Ar-
Rahman alKurashi alHashimi al‘Akili, a descendant of *Akil Ibn Abi Talib, alHamadhani by
origin, alBalisi alMisri ashShafi‘i, known as Ibn ‘Akil, the Grammarian (b. 698 or 698, d. 769),
upon the IM, edited by Dieterici” (Howell 1880 : I, x) ; “Sh” = “The Shudhiir adhDhahab by
IHsh, with a Commentary by the Author, printed at Balak” (Howell 1880 : I, XXIII).

% Philippe Louis Lieble (1734-1813) la résume ainsi: “La correction est une figure par
laquelle 'orateur corrige, rétracte, modifie ou explique, soit la pensée, soit les paroles qu’il vient
de proférer ; et leur en substitue d’autres, ou plus convenables ou plus fortes. [...] que dis-je ? est
sa formule la plus ordinaire” (Lieble 1803 : 317) et Pierre “Emile” Fontanier (1765-1844) en
parle comme d’une “figure par laquelle on rétracte en quelque sorte ce qu’on vient de dire a dessein,
pour y substituer quelque chose de plus fort, de plus tranchant, ou de plus convenable” (Fontanier
1968 : 366). Dans cet article, je ne traiterai pas, pour I’arabe, de I’histoire conceptuelle de ce
dernier cas semblable a la correctio latine a laquelle il convient de réserver une étude a part
entiere.
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al-badal al-mubayin / badal al-mubdyana

badal al-galat badal al-nisyan badal al-’idrab badal al-bada@’

Faut-il donc considérer comme Wright que le premier sous-type qu’il présente
(o) est constitué d’un doublet ou bien plutét qu’il s’agit d'un dédoublement avec
deux sens qui ne sont pas exactement les mémes ainsi que semble le suggérer
Howell traduisant Radi I-Din al-’Astarabadi ?

3 La tradition grammaticale arabe médiévale
3.1 Une typologisation en quéte de stabilité
3.1.1 La question du nombre

Comme souvent dans son Kitab, les données sont éparses : aucun chapitre
n’est consacré en tant que tel aux appositifs (tawabi‘) et par suite aucun au
permutatif (badal).?” Si la terminologie que nous avons vue n’est en partie pas
présente dans cet ouvrage,?® les termes bada’, ’idrab et mubdyin en étant ab-
sents (cf. Troupeau 1976 : 38, 129,%° 44-45), il est toutefois possible de trou-
ver trois passages ot Sibawayhi aborde ce que Galayini et Hasan désigneront
plus tard sous I’étiquette de al-badal al-mubdyin/badal al-mubdyana. Dans le
premier passage, il écrit :

11 n’est possible de dire ra’aytu zaydan ’aba-hu “j’ai vu Zayd, son pére” et ra’aytu
zaydan ‘amran “j’ai vu Zayd, ‘Amr” que si I’on a voulu dire ra’aytu ‘amran “j’ai vu
‘Amr” et ra@’aytu >abad zaydin “j’ai vu le pére de Zayd” et que I’on s’est trompé ou que
P’on a oublié puis que I’on a repris son énoncé ensuite, ou bien que 1’on s’est rétracté
de cela et qu’on I’a 6té et mis “‘Amr” a sa place.

27 Dont le traitement se répartit donc sur plusieurs chapitres (cf. Owens 1990 : 70-72).

28 Ce qui est le cas, concernant les permutatifs hors permutatif contradictoire, objet de cet
article, puisqu’on ne trouve pas istimal (cf. Troupeau 1976 : 120), non plus que les expressions
badal al-kull min al-kull, badal mutabiq ou badal al-ba‘d min al-kull.

2 On trouve par contre bien ’adraba (yudribu) ‘an a trois reprises (cf. Troupeau 1976 : 129)
avec le sens de “rétracter” et toujours en relation avec le permutatif. Ces trois reprises sont
celles citées dans cet article.
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wa-’inna-ma yagizu “ra’aytu zaydan ’aba-hu” wa-“ra’aytu zaydan ‘amran” [Zimmaj*
’an yakiina *ardda °an yaqila “ra’aytu ‘amran” °aw “ra’aytu aba zaydin” fa-galita *aw
nasiya tumma stadraka kalama-hu [ba‘du]*' wa-imma an yakiina *adraba ‘an dalika
fa-nahha-hu wa-ga‘ala ““‘amran” makana-hu. (Sibawayhi Kitab(2) : 1, 151-152)

On voit donc apparaitre une opposition mettant face a face, par le biais d’un
balancement argumentatif (’immad ... °imma), l'erreur et ’oubli (galita ’aw nasiya)
d’une part et la rétractation (Cadraba) d’autre part, soit donc les trois sous-types,
ici sous formes verbales, que 1’on voit chez Galayini et Hasan, mais sans que le
terme badal n’apparaisse pour autant.®> Notons par ailleurs que, 1ié au fait de se
rétracter, est posé le fait d’6ter (nahha) I’élément permuté.

Il existe un autre passage ol les trois sous-types semblent étre abordés en-
semble. Cela se repéere dans un chapitre ot le mot badal n’apparait certes pas en
tant que tel, le couple étant chez Sibawayhi celui de mubdal et de mubdal min-
hu.® 1La, a partir de ’exemple suivant promis a un bel avenir, marartu bi-ragulin
himarin “je suis passé pres d'un homme, [euh, que dis-je] un ane”, Sibawayhi
entrevoit deux cas, soit qu’il s’agisse de quelque chose d’absurde (muhal), soit au
contraire de quelque chose de recevable (hasan), le premier cas signifiant que le
locuteur veut dire que “I’'homme est un dne” (fa-’an ta‘niya ’anna l-ragul himar).
Concernant le second cas, voici ce que dit Sibawayhi :

Quant a celui qui est bon, c’est que tu dises marartu bi-ragulin “je suis passé pres
d’un homme” puis que tu substitues al-himar “I’ane” a al-ragul “I’homme” et que tu
dises himar “un ane”, soit que tu te sois trompé ou que tu aies oublié et que tu te sois
alors repris, soit qu’il te semble bon de te rétracter de ton passage prés de ’homme
et que tu le remplaces par ton passage prés de ’ane aprés que tu aies voulu autre
chose que cela.

wa-"amma lladi yahsunu fa-huwa °an taqila “marartu bi-ragulin” tumma tubdi-
la “I-himar” makan “al-ragul” fa-taqiila “himar” ’imma ’an takiina galitta >aw nasita
fa-stadrakta wa-imma ’an yabduwa la-ka °an tudriba ‘an murtiri-ka bi-lI-ragul wa-tag‘a-
la makana-hu muriira-ka bi-lI-himar ba‘d ma kunta ’aradta gayr dalika. (Sibawayhi
Kitab(2) : 1, 439)

30 Présent dans la lecon de Hartwig Derenbourg (1844-1908). Cf. Sibawayhi Kitab : I, 64.

31 Absent de la lecon de Hartwig Derenbourg. Cf. Sibawayhi Kitab : I, 64.

32 La seule mention qu’on y trouve est que la substitution “intervient soit du fait de 1’oubli soit
du fait de l'erreur” (yagi’u ‘ala l-nisyan ’aw ‘ala l-galat) (Sibawayhi Kitab(2) : 1, 434, cf. également
11, 341 ; 111, 87, 502), mais pas les expressions exactes de badal al-galat ou de badal al-nisyan.

33 “Chapitre du substitut (mubdal) a I’élément substitué (mubdal min-hu) lorsque le pre-
mier partage avec le second la fonction grammaticale du cas indirect” (hada bab al-mubdal
min al-mubdal min-hu wa-l-mubdal yasraku l-mubdal min-hu fi l-garr) (Sibawayhi Kitab(2) : 1,
439-441).
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On retrouve dans ce passage les trois sous-types d’erreur (galitta), d’oubli (nasita)
et de rétractation (tudriba)** comme dans le passage précédent (galita, nasiya,
’adraba). Toutefois pour Sibawayhi, en raison de ce balancement argumentatif,
il n’y a finalement que deux cas de figure dont le critére de distinction semble
reposer sur la volonté du locuteur (Parada), suggérant donc que la prononciation
du terme permuté (mubdal min-hu) dans le cas de ’erreur et de I’oubli n’est pas
intentionnelle mais qu’elle I’est dans le cas de la rétractation.

Il y a plus puisqu’une lecture attentive indiquera également autre chose :
le texte propose la encore une alternative (’immd °an ... ’immd °an), mais le
second terme de celle-ci est quelque peu différent dans la mesure ol c’est cette
fois le verbe yabduwa, subjonctif du verbe bada-yabdii la-hu (“paraitre, semble
a quelqu’un, sembler bon”, Kazimirski 1860 : I, 99a) et non directement le
verbe tudriba qui apparait. Il semble donc que nous retrouvions la a la fois les
protoformes® des termes ’idrab et bada’ tels que les mentionnent Wright et
Hasan, tout semblant donc s’originer chez Sibawayhi, de méme que la “confu-
sion” qu’il y aurait entre I'un et 'autre, ce qui ferait passer ces deux termes
pour un doublet.

Ce qui va renforcer I'idée d’un doublet et non d’un dédoublement sémantique,
tient au fait que dans le dernier passage a citer de Sibawayhi, c’est la méme
structure que 1’on retrouve, les verbes bada et >adraba étant mélés de sorte que la
postérité aura sans doute a coeur d’y voir la méme chose :

marartu bi-‘abdi llahi zaydin “je suis passé pres de ‘Abd Allah, Zayd”, soit tu t’es
trompé puis t’es repris, soit il t’a semblé bon de te rétracter de ton passage pres du
premier pour le faire se tenir au niveau du second.

“marartu bi-‘abdi llahi zaydin” *imma galitta fa-tadarakta wa-imma bada la-ka ’an
tudriba ‘an muriri-ka bi-I->’awwal wa-tag‘ala-hu li-I-’ahir. (Sibawayhi Kitab(2) : 11, 16)

Cette fois, la dimension de I'oubli n’est plus mentionnée, seule restant ’erreur
d’une part, la rétractation d’autre part. Toutefois, ’auteur du Kitab ne présente
pas expressément deux sous-espéces pour ce quatrieme type de permutatif, ne
parlant méme pas encore ici de badal...

34 Ailleurs dans le Kitab, on trouve soit ensemble P’erreur et ’oubli (cf. Sibawayhi Kitab(2) :
I, 434 ; 11, 340 ; 111, 87, 502) soit ’erreur et la rétractation (cf. Sibawayhi Kitab(2) : 11, 16).

3% L’éditeur scientifique du Ham® al-hawami‘ de Suyiiti (m. 911/1505) n’a donc pas tort
de dire qu’il n’a pas trouvé les expressions de badal al-bad@ ou badal al-’idrab dans le Kitab
de Sibawayhi (Suytiti Ham®: III, 149, note 2), méme si cela n’est alors que partiellement
vrai.
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quatrieme type de badal
badal d’autocorrection

galita l ______ bada/’adraba

Sibawayhi

Mubarrad (m. 285/898 ou 286,/899) est semble-t-il le premier a présenter la ter-
minologie telle qu’elle va s’imposer.*® Il nomme en effet le quatriéme type de
permutatif badal al-galat, usant donc a la fois de 1’erreur (al-galat) mais surtout
du terme badal et non plus du terme mubdal, le tout dans la structure adnominale
qu’on lui connait. Voici ce qu’il en dit :

Le permutatif possede une autre fonction, et c’est celui que I’on nomme permuta-
tif d’erreur. Cela, c’est de dire marartu bi-ragulin himdrin “je suis passé prés d'un
homme, un 4ne”. On a voulu dire marartu bi-himarin “je suis passé prés d’un ane”
et alors soit on s’est trompé en disant marartu bi-ragulin “je suis passé prés d'un
homme” et on s’est alors repris en placant ce qui devait 1’étre et que I’on voulait
dire, soit c’est comme si ’on avait oublié et que I’on se soit souvenu. Ce permutatif
n’a aucun équivalent en Coran ou en poésie, mais lorsqu’il se produit dans le dis-
cours, par erreur ou oubli, c’est ainsi qu’est son cas.

wa-li-I-badal mawdi‘ *ahar wa-huwa lladi yuqalu la-hu badal al-galat wa-dalika qawlu-
ka “marartu bi-ragulin himarin
yakiina galita fi qawli-hi “marartu bi-ragulin” fa-tadaraka fa-wada‘a lladi ga’a bi-hi wa-
huwa yuridu-hu fi mawdi‘i-hi ’aw yakiina ka->anna-hu nasiya fa-dakara fa-hada l-badal
la yakinu mitlu-hu fi qur’an wa-la si‘r wa-lakin *ida waqa‘a mitlu-hu fi I-kalam galatan
’aw nisyanan fa-hakada ’irabu-hu. (Mubarrad Mugtadab : 1, 68)

)

ardada ’an yaqila “marartu bi-himarin” fa-’imma *an

De cela on apprend au moins trois choses : la premiére c’est que “I’on nomme”
(alladi yugalu la-hu) ce type de badal le badal al-galat, Mubarrad n’étant donc
peut-étre pas le premier a le faire nonobstant le fait que cette expression ne se
trouve pas chez Sibawayhi (cf. supra note 32) ; la deuxiéme c’est que pour cet
auteur, il n’y a que deux sous-types a éventuellement distinguer, celui d’erreur

3% Dans un chapitre intitulé “Nous disons a propos de longues questions par lesquelles les
gens instruits sont testés” (wa-naqilu fi mas@’il tiwal yumtahanu bi-ha l-muta‘allimiin) (Mubarrad

Mugtadab : 1, 65-68).
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et celui d’oubli, ce qu’il ne fait pas complétement puisqu’il les subsume sous une
étiquette unique de badal al-galat ; la troisieme, c’est qu’il n’évoque pas, malgré la
présence chez Sibawayhi des termes “adraba, tudriba et tabduwa, une autre sous-
sorte de ce permutatif (cf. également Mubarrad Mugqtadab : 1V, 528-530).

quatrieme type de badal
badal d’autocorrection

badal al-galat
(= galat wa-nisyan)

Mubarrad

On retrouve peu ou prou les mémes choses chez I'auteur du *Usill fi [-nahw qui,
pour mémoire, parle quant a lui non pas simplement de badal, mais de ‘atf al-ba-
dal (“apposition de permutation”).” Ibn al-Sarrag dit également de ce permutatif
qu’il présente comme étant “le permutatif de 'erreur et de ’oubli” (badal al-galat
wa-l-nisyan) (Ibn al-Sarrag °Usil : II, 48) qu’il n’apparait pas dans le Coran et
lexemplifie a la maniére de Sibawayhi par marartu bi-ragulin himarin, ce qui,
aprés Mubarrad, deviendra une antienne dans la grammaire arabe. Il I’appelle
également simplement badal al-galat (Ibn al-Sarrag °Usil : 1, 321),% mais jamais
autrement. On remarque donc que, méme si les termes °idrab ou bada’ n’appa-
raissent toujours pas,* la terminologie semble se stabiliser avec badal al-galat
(wa-l-nisyan).*

7 Cf. Sartori (2021 : notamment 98, 103-104, 108) ; qu’on ne confondra pas avec badal al-
‘atf tel que je le propose ici (cf. infra 4 Conclusion).

3 Exemplifié ici par ‘indi mil’ ziqq ‘asalan samnan “j’ai une outre pleine de miel, de graisse”
expliquant la qu’il ne peut s’agir que d’un permutatif d’erreur dans la mesure ot ’outre ne peut
étre pleine simultanément de 'une et de l'autre chose : “Tu ne peux pas avoir une outre pleine
de graisse et la remplir de miel, car une fois qu’elle est pleine de 'un, elle ne peut contenir
Pautre” (wa-la yagizu “i illa fi badal al-galat hdssatan li->’anna-hu

” )

indi mil’> ziqq ‘asalan samnan
la yakiinu ‘inda-ka mil’ ziqq samnan wa-mil’u-hu ‘asalan li-’anna-hu min *ayyi-hima mtala’a fa-qad
Sagala ‘an-hu l-°ahar) (Ibn al-Sarrag *Usil : I, 321).

3 Du moins pas en relation avec le badal. Si le terme bada@’ est bien absent de son ouvrage,
on trouve tout de méme ’idrab en connexion avec la coordination au moyen de bal dont il dit “sa
signification est la rétractation du premier et ’affirmation du second comme lorsque tu dis “j’ai
frappé Zayd, ‘Amr plutét” (wa-manda-ha l-’idrab ‘an al-’awwal wa-1-’itbat li-I-tani nahw qawli-ka
“darabtu zaydan bal ‘amran”) (Ibn al-Sarrag °Usil : 11, 57).

40 Un indice de la stabilité terminologique concernant le quatriéme type de permutatif est le fait
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quatrieme type de badal

badal d’autocorrection

badal al-galat (wa-l-nisyan)

Ibn al-Sarrag

Par la suite, certains auteurs se contentent d’une étiquette unique pour ce qua-
triéme type de permutatif sans en détailler les sous-especes éventuelles, qu’il
s’agisse du badal al-galat, avec éventuellement une subsomption de la catégorie
de T’oubli sous celle de I’erreur* ou du badal al-galat wa-I-nisyan.** Moins nom-

Farisi (m. 377/987), auteur du Kitab al-’Idah, qui ne parle que de badal al-galat (cf. Farisi ’Idah :
220-221). C’est encore le cas avec Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari (m. 456,/1064), dans son Sarh al-Luma‘
(cf. Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari SL : 1, 229-231), Ibn Babasad (m. 469,/1077), dans le commentaire

(m. 471/1078), que ce soit dans son Gumal, le commentaire qu’il en fait ou encore dans le
commentaire qu’il fait du ’Idah de Farisi (cf. Gurgani Gumal : 33 ; Gurgani $G : 279 ; Gurgani
MSI : 11, 935). Ibn al-Sid al-Batalyawsi (m. 521/1127) fait de méme (cf. Batalyawsi Ras@il :
221), de méme que Zamahsari (m. 538/1144), que ce soit dans son Mufassal ou son *Unmudag fi
I-nahw (cf. ZamahSari Mufassal : 155 et ZamahSari *"Unmiidag : 20). C’est encore le cas avec celui
qu’on appelle Gami® al-‘uliim, c’est-a-dire Baqili (m. 543/1148), qui présente, a la suite d’Ibn
Ginni qu’il commente, le badal al-galat sur lequel il ne dit rien de plus (cf. Gami¢ al-‘Ulim SLN :
257-258). °Anbari (m. 577/1181), auteur du °Asrar al-‘arabiyya, mentionne également le badal
al-galat CAnbari *Asrar : 298), mais lui non plus ne détaille pas plus avant ce dernier type sans
méme en fournir un exemple (cf. >Anbari *Asrar : 299-301). Ce méme laconisme se repére chez
Ibn al-Dahhan al-Bagdadi (m. 569/1174), commentateur des Luma‘ d’Ibn Ginni (cf. Ibn al-Dah-
han al-Bagdadi Gurra : II, 841) ou encore chez Barda‘i (m. 609/1212-1213), commentateur du
“Unmudag fi l-nahw de Zamahgari (cf. Bardai Had@’iq : 138) et chez Gami (m. 898/1492), issu
de la branche génétique du Mufassal de Zamahsari (cf. Gami SMG : II, 11-12). Un auteur comme
al-’Aam al-Santamari (m. 476,/1083) va méme moins loin dans la mesure o, s’il exemplifie
ce badal 4 la maniére de Sibawayhi (marartu bi-ragulin himdrin, Santamari Nukat : II, 34), n’en
donne pas le nom non plus qu’il ne le détaille en d’éventuels sous-types (cf. Santamari Nukat :
11, 34-35).

42 Cest le cas d’Ibn Ginni, le trés fameux auteur des Luma‘ fi -‘arabiyya, qui parle de bad-
al al-galat wa-l-nisyan (Ibn Ginni Luma‘: 144) avant toutefois de le réduire 2 badal al-galat
(Ibn Ginni Luma“ : 146), subsumant ainsi les deux sous la méme étiquette, tout en donnant deux
exemples dont on comprend, méme s’ils sont en fait interchangeables, que le premier exemplifie
Perreur et le second I’oubli : ‘agibtu min zaydin ‘amrin “j’ai trouvé Zayd, ‘Amr étonnant” et rakib-
tu farasan himaran “j’ai monté un cheval, un 4ne” (Ibn Ginni Luma‘: 146). Il en va exactement
de méme d’Ibn Ya'i§ (m. 643/1245) qui parle de badal al-galat wa-l-nisyan (cf. Ibn Yai§ SM : 1,
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breux sont ceux qui ne donnent pas véritablement de nom a ce permutatif, ce
qui est le cas de I’andalou Guzili** (m. 607,/1210) qui n’en donne pas non plus
d’exemple (cf. Guzili Mugaddima : 76-77).

D’autres, tout en I’évoquant, I’excluent plus ou moins expressément de la ca-
tégorie des permutatifs “dignes d’intérét”.** C’est notamment le cas d’un auteur
comme Ibn al-Habbaz (m. 637,/1239) qui, tout en citant le badal al-galat, ’exclut
de la catégorie des permutatifs et lui dénie tout intérét,* indiquant qu’il s’agit en
fait de

quelque chose dont on fait peu de cas et qui est rejeté puisqu’il ne comporte aucune
valeur communicationnelle, et alors il a été établi que les badal utilisés sont de trois
sortes.

wa-l-tani muhdar muttarah li-’anna-hu la fa@’idata fi-hi fa-tabata *anna [->abdal al-mus-
ta‘mala talatat >agsam. (Ibn al-Habbaz Tawgih : 276)

262) avant de le résumer sous la forme badal al-galat (Ibn Ya“s SM: 1v, 282 ; V, 6), montrant
bien combien I’oubli se trouve souvent subsumé sous I’erreur dans I’esprit d’'une grande partie
des grammairiens arabes médiévaux. ‘Alawi (m. 749/1348), commentant les Luma‘ d’Ibn Ginni
parle lui également uniquement du badal al-galat wa-I-nisyan (cf. ‘Alawi KBSL : 293).

4 Parfois également donné comme Gaziili, mais précisé comme Guzili par d’autres : “avec
vocalisation en u du gim et du zd@y” (bi-damm al-gim wa-l-zdy) (al-Gabi 1987 : 571). 1 est né
a Guziila [Sebt Gzoula], ville de I’actuel Maroc distante de Safi d’environ 27 kilométres.

4 (C’est également le cas de certains arabisants. Ainsi, Kouloughli traduisant le *Unmudag
fi l-nahw de Zamahsari, commente au sujet du badal al-galat que “ce dernier cas ne semble pas
exiger d’explication particuliére. Notons que la tradition grammaticale arabe semble exiger
qu’il ne s’agisse pas d’une substitution « volontaire », ce qui, évidemment, ferait passer dans le
registre de 'usage métaphorique...” (Kouloughli 2007 : 81). Resterait alors a définir de quelle
“tradition grammaticale” il s’agit puisque, nous I’avons déja vu, certains distinguent justement
au sein de ce quatriéme type jusqu’a trois sous-types dont 1’'un est expressément “volontaire”
et rhétorique (plus que métaphorique)... Quant a savoir si ce dernier cas (badal al-galat) “ne
semble pas exiger d’explication particuliére”, on ne peut que s’inscrire en faux.

4 Ibn al-Hagib (m. 646,/1249) adoptera la méme position, évoquant uniquement le badal
al-galat, mais notant son exclusion du champ des permutatifs : “le permutatif d’erreur est chez
eux [les grammairiens] rejeté” (badal al-galat inda-hum muttarah) (Ibn al-Hagib °idah : 1, 428,
cf. également Ibn al-Hagib ’Idah : I, 426). Il ne fera pas mieux ailleurs (cf. Ibn al-Hagib Kafiya :
137-138 et Ibn al-Hagib ’Imla@ : 11, 660).
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quatrieme type de badal

badal d’autocorrection

1. badal al-galat
2. badal al-galat (wa-l-nisyan)
1= Mubarrad, Zaggagi, Farisi, Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari, Ibn Babasad, ‘Abd al-

Qahir al-éurgéni, Ibn al-Sid al-Batalyawsi, Zamahsari, Baqiili, >Anbari, Ibn
al-Dahhan al-Bagdadi, Barda‘, Gami, al-’A%am al-Santamari ; Ibn al-Habbaz
2= Ibn al-Sarrag, Ibn Ginni, Ibn YaSs, ‘Alawi

Si certains vont méme un peu plus loin en ne ’évoquant méme pas,*® d’autres
auteurs font apparaitre aux cotés du badal al-galat un autre terme avec qui il fait
couple. Le premier a le faire est semble-t-il Sirafi (m. 368/979), chez qui le terme
’idrab (“rétractation”) apparait pour la premiére fois en lien avec la question des
permutatifs (cf. Sirafi SKS: II, 11). De méme chez I’auteur du Ylal al-nahw, Ibn
al-Warraq (m. 381/991), qui évoque ’erreur et 1’oubli (al-galat wa-l-nisyan) en
abordant les particules de coordination (huriif al-‘atf, Ibn al-Warraq Tlal : 516) et
particuliérement la particule rectificative bal “mais plutét”#” qu’il décrit comme

46 Cest le cas d’Ibn al-Sagari (m. 542/1147) qui néglige dans ses ’Amali ce badal dont il ne
dit donc rien (cf. Ibn al-§a§ari ’Amali : 11, 93), de méme que Suhayli (m. 581/1185), auteur du
Nat@ig al-fikr fi I-nahw, qui n’aborde a aucun moment le quatriéme type de badal (cf. Suhayli
Nat@ig : 239-240). Pour finir, on ne trouve enfin rien de notable chez deux auteurs postérieurs,
Halil b. Husayn al-’Is‘ardi (m. 1259/1843) dans sa Kadfiya l-kubra fi Glm al-nahw et Muhammad
b. Mustafa 1-Hudari (m. 1287/1870) auteur d’une glose marginale a partir du commentaire fait
par Ibn ‘Aqil (m. 769/1367) sur la ’Alfiyya d’Ibn Malik (m. 672/1274) (cf. ’Is‘ardi KK : 171 et
Hudari Hasiya : 11, 159-163).

4 Comme cela apparaitra, bal traverse toutes ces discussions autour du badal al-mubdyana,
C’est-a-dire au sujet de ce permutatif d’autocorrection. Il n’est qu’a lire par exemple Galayini qui
précise que les personnes éloquentes ne peuvent étre victimes de ’erreur : “Le permutatif de rec-
tification dans ses différentes sortes n’apparait pas dans le discours des personnes éloquentes, et
celui parmi eux, s’il devait lui arriver d’en faire I’expérience, ferait apparaitre entre le permutatif
et 'élément avec lequel il permute le mot bal (“[mais] plutdt, voire”) en guise d’indice de son
erreur, de son oubli ou de sa rétractation” (wa-I-badal al-mubdyin bi-’aqsami-hi la yaqa‘u fi kalam
al-bulag@, wa-l-badi* ’in waqa‘a fi Say’ min-hu *atd bayn al-badal wa-l-mubdal min-hu bi-kalimat “bal”
daldlatan ‘ala galati-hi >aw nisyani-hi aw ’idrabi-hi) (Galayini Gami¢: III, 180). Cette remarque
s’origine au moins chez Radi 1-Din al-’Astarabadi : “ni la faute pure ni la permutation d’erreur ne
se produisent [que ce soit] dans le discours des personnes éloquentes [ou dans] de ce qui procéde
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servant a exprimer soit la rétractation (al-’idrab, Ibn al-Warraq Tlal : 516) mais
également soit 1’erreur ou l'oubli (‘ald waghayn ’imma ‘ala tariq al-galat ’imma
‘ald tariq al-nisyan) (Ibn al-Warraq Ilal : 516 et 520) avec pour exemple ga’a-ni
zaydun bal ‘amrun “m’est venu Zayd, ‘Amr plutét”. On retrouve donc la a la fois
les trois termes donnés plus tard par Galayini, mais également une opposition
entre galat et nisyan d’une part et ’idrab d’autre part ainsi qu’elle se dessine chez
Sibawayhi et en partie chez Sirafi qui a délaissé la dimension de I’oubli, & moins
qu’il ne la subsume sous celle de I’erreur.

quatrieme type de badal

badal d’autocorrection

badal al-galat (wa-l-nisyan) badal al-’idrab

Sirafi, Ibn al-Warraq, Ibn Harif al-’Isbili, Ibn Malik,
Ibn al-Qawwas, Ibn Gama‘a, Ibn ‘Aqil, Suyiti

Plus tard dans I’histoire, un autre terme fait couple avec le badal al-galat (wa-I-
nisyan) : en lieu et place de °idrab on trouve alors le terme bada’. Cela se repére
tout d’abord chez Guziili qui indique en effet que si le badal ne reléve d’aucun des
trois premiers types (badal al-kull, badal al-ba‘d, badal al-’istimal), alors il est duel,
soit galat soit bad@’ (fa-’in ga’a harigan ‘an hada fa-huwa ’imma galat wa-’imma

de la réflexion et de I’esprit. Cela ne se trouve deés lors pas dans la poésie, et si cela se produit
dans le discours, on est alors en droit de se rétracter du premier, fautif, au moyen de bal (“[mais]
plutdt”)” (wa-la yagi’u l-galat al-sirf wa-1a badal al-nisyan fi kalam al-fusah@ wa-la yasduru ‘an rawi-
yya wa-fatana fa-la yakiinu fi sir *aslan wa-’in waqa‘a fi kalam fa-haqqu-hu I-’idrab ‘an al->awwal al-
magliit fi-hi bi-bal) (cf. *Astarabadi SK : II, 404). Cf. infra note 67. Concernant la discussion autour
des vues grammaticales arabes sur bal de maniére générale, en lien avec les concepts de °idrab,
’ibtal et intiqal ici développées de maniére plus particuliére, je renvoie a Larcher (ici méme).

48 Plus tard, on retrouve ce méme couple badal al-galat/badal al-’idrab chez un certain nom-
bre de grammairiens, qu’il s’agisse d’Ibn Hariif al-’I$bili (m. 609/1212, Ibn Hariif S$GZ 1 1, 343),
Ibn Malik (SKS: I, 575), Ibn al-Qawwis (m. 696,/1297, Ibn al-Qawwias SAIM : III, 813), Ibn
Gama‘a (m. 733/1333) dans son commentaire de la Kafiya d’Ibn al-Hagib (cf. Ibn Gama‘a SK :
’idrab wa-badal al-bad@ (cf. Ibn ‘Aqil SA : 11, 73-74), ou de Suyiiti dans deux de ses ouvrages,
le Gam® al-gawami® fi l-nahw et le Ham® al-hawami® fi Sarh Gam¢ al-§awami¢ (cf. Suyiiti Gam®:
258-259 et Suyiiti Ham° : 111, 149).
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bada’) (Guziili Mugaddima : 76-77). Méme s’il n’en donne aucun exemple, il en-
trevoit donc une distinction a faire entre ’erreur (galat) et ce que plus tard Wright
taxera de “deuxieme opinion”, “deuxiéme avis” (bada’) et qu’on retrouve chez
Hasan.* Ce faisant, il aborde la troisieme sous-espéce, mais, délaissant celle dite
de l'oubli (nisyan), a moins qu’il ne la subsume sous ’erreur, nous ne trouvons
donc chez lui que deux hyponymes pour un hyperonyme qu’il ne nomme pas.

quatrieme type de badal

badal d’autocorrection

galat bada@’

Guziili, Ibn Gama‘a, ‘Alawi, Ibn ‘Aqil

Il faut en fait attendre un commentateur de Guzili en la personne de Salawbin
(m. 645/1247), lui-méme andalou, pour voir enfin réellement apparaitre un triplet.
L’identification de ce triplet apparait sous sa plume sous la forme de ’imma... ’imma
... ’imma lorsqu’il dit de ce dernier type de permutatif qu’il est soit d’erreur soit de
changement d’avis et que Sibawayhi avait ajouté le type de ’oubli (wa-qawlu-hu fa-
huwa ’imma galat wa-imma bad@ zada sibawayhi wa-’immd nisyan, Salawbin SMG :
II, 692). Malheureusement il n’en dit pas plus ni n’en fournit aucun exemple.> Ce
méme triplet se retrouve par la suite chez plusieurs grammairiens.>

49 C’est également le cas de ‘Alawi, mais cette fois dans al-Minhag fi Sarh Gumal al-Zaggagi
(cf. ‘Alawi Minhag : I, 258-259).

50 Ailleurs, dans son Tawti’a fi l-nahw, il n’en dit rien de plus, seul ’ordre changeant : fa-hu-
wa ’imma galat wa-imma nisyan wa-"imma bada’ (Salawbin Tawti’a : 203). Ce méme triplet se
retrouve chez Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili (m. 680,/1252-1253 ?), lui aussi auteur d’un commentaire de
la Mugaddima de Guzili intitulé al-Minhdg al-galli fi $arh Qaniin* al-Guzili (cf. Haggi Kasf : 11,
1801), qui en parle une premiére fois comme d’un badal soit galat soit bad@ (cf. Ibn Ga‘far al-’Ir-
bili Minhag: £ 87v, 1. 20 et f° 89v, 1. 6-7). *La Mugaddima est également connue sous le nom
d’al-Qaniin (cf. Binaghi 2011 : 51) et ce méme titre est également attribué a un commentaire du
méme ouvrage fait par Ibn Malik (cf. Haggi Kasf : 11, 1800).

51 Ibn °Abi 1-Rabi¢ (m. 688,/1289, cf. Ibn *Abi 1-Rabi¢ Basit : 1, 392-393), Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili
ou encore d’Ibn al-Fahhar al-Bayri (m. 754,/1353) qui, dans le commentaire qu’il fait du Gumal

$G : 1, 192) ainsi que d’autres ’entrevoient, au premier rang desquels Radi 1-Din al-’Astarabadi.
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quatrieme type de badal
badal d’autocorrection

badal al-galat badal al-nisyan badal al-bada@’

Salawbin, Ibn Ga“far al-’Irbili, Ibn ‘Usfiir, Ibn >Abi I-Rabi¢, Ibn al-Fahhar al-Bayri

Pour autant, si >USmiini (m. 748/1347) entrevoit lui aussi un triplet, le troisieme
terme est celui de °idrab et non de bad@ (cf. *USmiini Manhag : 11, 436-437), ce
qu’il n’est toutefois pas le premier a faire ainsi (cf. infra). Un autre auteur, plus
tardif en la personne de Gamal al-Din Fakihi (m. 972/1564), dans autocommen-
taire qu’il fit de son K. al-Hudiid fi l-nahw, ne fait pas autre chose que de présenter
un triplet avec le badal *idrab, le badal al-galat et le badal nisyan (Fakihi SH : 267
268). Par ailleurs, *USmiini précise qu’lbn Malik (le versificateur) ainsi que de
nombreux grammairiens n’ont pas distingué entre ces deux derniers sous-types,
les subsumant sous le nom de badal al-galat (wa-l-nagim wa-katir min al-nahwiyyin
lam yufarriqit bayna-huma fa-sammaw l-naw‘ayn badal al-galat) CUSmiini Manhag :
11, 437, cf. supra note 41).

quatriéme type de badal
badal d’autocorrection

badal al-galat badal al-nisyan badal al-’idrab

’Usmiini, Ibn Hisam al-’Ansari, Fakihi

Le premier toutefois a dire expressément des sous-especes de ce permutatif
qu’elles sont au nombre de trois est Radi 1-Din al-’Astarabadi. Il distingue, en les
opposant les uns aux autres, le cas de bada*? “changement d’avis”, celui de galat
sarth muhaqqaq “véritable erreur”, et celui de nisyan “oubli” en disant :

52 Le terme apparait vocalisé tel que buda@’ dans I’édition utilisée (cf. également *Astarabadi
SK(2) : 11, 386), mais pas ailleurs (cf. >Astarabadi SK(3) : I, 1081 qui donne la suite ba’-dal-
hamgza-’alif, certainement une coquille pour ba’-dal-’alif-hamza et >Astarabadi SK(4) : 1, 340,
1. 1 qui donne, lui, ba’>-dal-’alif surmonté d’une hamza et donc bada’ ou buda’). Pierre Larcher
(communication personnelle en date du 26,/08/2022) confirme la lecture buda’ a partir d’une
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Celui qu’on appelle permutatif d’erreur est de trois sortes. Il s’agit soit de change-
ment avis [...] soit d’une erreur véritable [...] soit d’un oubli.

wa-hada lladi yusamma badal al-galat “ala talatat °aqsam °*imma bud@ [...] wa-"imma
galat sarth muhaqqagq [...] wa-imma nisyan. (°Astarabadi SK : 11, 403-404)

quatriéme type de badal
badal d’autocorrection

badal galat
sarth muhaqqaq

badal nisyan badal bada@

>Astarabadi

Ce triplet est d’autant plus manifeste chez Ibn ‘Usfiir (m. 669/1271), lui qui parle
de six types de permutatifs, les mettant donc tous sur le méme plan, les badal
al-galat, badal al-nisyan et badal al-bad@ (cf. Ibn ‘Usfiir SG : I, 252, cf. également
Ibn ‘Usfiir Mugarrib : 321-322), formant les quatrieme, cinquiéme et sixieme
permutatifs, les deux premiers (quatriéme et cinquiéme) étant permis sans étre
attestés dans I'usage (samd‘) et le dernier (sixiéme) étant, lui, attesté mais dont
on pourrait penser, dit-il, qu’il reléve en fait de la coordination asyndétique (cf.
infra) plus que de la permutation (cf. Ibn ‘Usfiir SG : I, 253-254 et 255).53

Au mieux, nous parvenons donc a trois sous-espéces alors que nous avions
vu qu’il était possible d’en définir au moins quatre (pour mémoire galat, nisyan,
bada@ et ’idrab, cf. supra 2 La tradition grammaticale arabisante), et, en grande

autre édition, celle de ‘Abd al-‘Al Makram (III, 121) dont je ne dispose malheureusement pas,
et confirme que I’édition d’Istanbul (1310), dont je ne dispose pas non plus, doit étre a la
base de (4). C’est sous la forme ba’-dal-’alif-hamza que le terme apparait chez Ibn Manzir
(m. 711/1311), il est vrai sans qu’il ne précise la vocalisation du mot, qui le définit comme
“le fait de trouver juste quelque chose connu apres coup [...] et Farrd’ a dit “bada li bad@un”
c’est-a-dire un autre avis m’est apparu” (istiswab Say’ ‘ulima ba‘d ’an lam yu‘lam [...] wa-qala
al-farr@ “bada li bada@’un” °ay zahara li ra’y *ahar, Ibn Manziir Lisan : II, 42). Le terme semble
donc devoir étre lu bad@’ ou buda@’, mais pour Hasan ou Kazimirski, il s’agit bien de bada’ (cf.
supra note 13).

53 Ibn Hi$am al-’Ansari fait de méme dans I’'un de ses ouvrages, en parlant de six catégories de
permutatifs avec le badal al-galat, la badal al-nisyan et le badal al-’idrab en quatriéme, cinquiéme
et sixiéme types, les autonomisant en quelque sorte. En quelque sorte, puisqu’il les présente tout
de méme de maniére conjointe (wa-I-rabi wa-l-hamis wa-l-sadis badal al-’idrab wa-badal al-galat
wa-badal al-nisyan) (Ibn Hisam al-’Ansari Sabil al-huda : 447 ; Goguyer 1887 : 361), mais il n’ex-
emplifie pas ces différents cas de figure. Notons par ailleurs qu’il n’utilise ici pas le terme bad@’,
a l'instar de >USmiini (cf. supra).
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partie, cette limitation du nombre des sous-espéces de ce permutatif a trois appa-
rait comme la marque d’un emprisonnement de la tradition grammaticale arabe
par rapport au texte de Sibawayhi qui n’en laissait justement entendre que trois.

3.1.2 Le choix de I’hyperonyme

On vient de le voir, pour certains, en ’absence d’hyponyme, la seule étiquette
donnée est celle du badal al-galat (cf. les auteurs cités en note 41) et/ou du badal
al-galat wa-l-nisyan, ce qui est le cas de ‘Alawi dans son Kitab al-bayan fi Sarh
al-Luma’ li-Ibn Ginni, de méme que d’Ibn al-Sarrag, Ibn Ginni et Ibn Yas.

On I’a vu également, pour certains autres, la derniére sous-espéce de ce permu-
tatif d’autocorrection est nommée bada’ (“changement d’avis”), ce qui est le cas
de Guziili, Salawbin, Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili, Ibn Abi 1-Rabi¢, ‘Alawi, Ibn al-Fahhar
al-Bayri, Ibn ‘Usfiir, *Astarabadi et Ibn ‘Aqil, alors que pour d’autres il s’agit vi-
siblement du terme ’idrab (“rétractation”), ce qui est manifestement le cas de
Sirafi, Ibn al-Warraq, Ibn Hartf al-’Isbili, Ibn Malik, Ibn al-Qawwas, Ibn Gama‘a,
’Usmiini, Ibn Hisam al->’Ansari, Ibn ‘Aqil, Fakihi et Suyiti.

En fait, ces deux cas de figures ressortissent aux différents choix d’organisa-
tion du lexique terminologique chez les grammairiens arabes. Pour certains, c’est
donc bad@ qui joue ce role d’hyponyme aux c6tés de galat (sarih) et de nisyan,
tel que cela se repere chez Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili, Ibn *Abi 1-Rabi‘, >Astarabadi, Ibn
al-Fahhar al-Bayri et Fakihi,>* mais chez Ibn Ga‘far al-Irbili, c’est ’idrab qui
joue le réle de ’hyperonyme (cf. Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili Minhag : f* 89v., 1. 6-17),
de méme que chez Ibn al-Fahhar al-Bayri, alors qu’il s’agit du badal al-galat chez
Ibn °Abi I-Rabi‘, dont ce dernier dit qu’il est I’équivalent du badal al-’idrab (cf.
Ibn °Abi I-Rabi‘ Basit : I, 392-393) en ce sens ou le badal al-galat revient a se
rétracter de ce qui vient d’étre dit (huwa badal al-’idrab ‘an al-’awwal) au profit
d’autre chose. Cela se comprend de la méme maniére chez *Astarabadi puisqu’il
dit au sujet de I’ensemble du badal al-galat, qui joue chez lui le réle d’hypero-
nyme, qu’il est possible de se rétracter au moyen de bal (fa-haqqu-hu 1-’idrab ‘an
al-’awwal al-magliit fi-hi bi-“bal”, *Astarabadi SK : II, 404), suggérant donc que ce
quatrieme type peut également étre étiqueté de badal al-’idrab.

54 Pour Ibn ‘Usfiir, nul hyperonyme n’est mentionné, badal al-galat, badal al-nisyan et badal
al-bad@ étant les quatriéme, cinquiéme et sixiéme types de permutatifs (cf. Ibn ‘Usfiir $G : I,
252).

% 11 en va de méme d’Ibn al-Dahhan al-Bagdadi (cf. supra note 41) qui, ne détaillant pas de
sous-types a ce dernier permutatif propre au locuteur distrait (sahiyan), applique a ’ensemble
de ce permutatif le terme de mudrib “qui se rétracte”, participe actif du verbe ’adraba-yudribu. 11
dit en effet : “Cela n’existe que dans le discours utilisé sans assurance, le locuteur étant distrait.
A ce titre, il est bien que tu fasses intervenir bal pour que I’on soit informé que tu te rétractes
du premier en attirant I’attention sur le second. Ceci est une nécessité qui se rencontre dans la
langue parlée mais pas dans la poésie” (wa-’inna-ma yakiinu hada fi kalam al-nas al-musta‘mal
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Un autre auteur doit étre ici mentionné. Il s’agit d’Ibn Harif al-’I$bili qui place
clairement le ’idrab en situation d’hyperonyme avec le bad@ comme hyponyme.
Ce Sévillian, commentateur du Gumal de Zaggagi, ajoute en effet au badal al-ga-
lat qu’il trouve chez ce dernier et cite expressément (cf. Ibn Haraf SGZ: 1, 353)
un cinquieme type qu’il nomme, en référence a Sibawayhi, badal al-’idrab, dont
le sens est celui de la coordination au moyen de bal et qui serait de deux sortes,
bada@ ou non, laissant donc entendre deux sous-types a ce cinquiéme type :

wa-huwa ‘al@ hamsat °adrub al-’arba‘a ka-ma dakara wa-l-hamis badal al-’idrab daka-
ra-hu sibawayhi [...] wa-mana-hu mana l-‘atf bi-“bal” [...] wa-yakiinu bada wa-gayr
bada. (Ibn Harif $GZ : 1, 343)

On comprend alors que, distinct du badal al-galat (sous lequel il subsume peut-
étre, comme d’autres, 1’oubli), le badal al-’idrab est ’hyperonyme de deux sous-
types, bad@’ et non-bad@’ (cf. infra 3.4 Les deux rétractations).

Or, pour d’autres au contraire, c’est ’idrab qui, aux c6tés de galat (éventuelle-
ment accompagné de nisyan), joue manifestement le réle d'un hyponyme. Reste
toutefois a savoir quel élément en est ’hyperonyme. Si, des auteurs cités en note
48, 1a question ne se pose pas pour Ibn Hariif al-’I$bili, Ibn Gama‘a et Suyiiti, pas
plus que pour Ibn al-Warraq pour qui ’idrab est I'un des types de permutatifs au
méme titre que badal al-kull, badal al-ba‘d et badal al-’istimal, il est possible d’y
répondre pour d’autres. Pour Ibn al-Qawwas, ’idrab se trouve étre, aux c6tés de
galat, ’hyponyme du badal al-galat (cf. Ibn al-Qawwas SAIM : III, 813).

Pour Sirafi par contre, il semble possible de dire que c’est bada@’ (en fait yabdii)
qui joue le réle de ’hyperonyme dont ’idrab est 'un des hyponymes. Reprenant
visiblement le texte d’Ibn al-Sarrag, il en systématise en quelque sorte la termino-
logie employée et, du quatrieme permutatif, il dit :

Et la quatrieme sorte est le permutatif d’erreur [...] qui apparait dans le discours
ol une personne commence a dire quelque chose qu’elle ne veut pas dire. Elle le
supprime alors, comme si elle ne 1’avait pas mentionné, au moyen d’une expression
qu’elle souhaite. C’est comme lorsque tu dis ra’aytu zaydan “j’ai vu Zayd”, alors
que tu souhaites [en fait dire] “‘Amr”, et que tu supprimes “Zayd” en mentionnant
“Amr” et que tu dises ra’aytu zaydan ‘amran “j’ai vu Zayd, ‘Amr”. Tu veux [dire]
Zayd puis il t’apparait le fait que cette action ne s’applique pas encore a Zayd mais
qu’elle s’applique a ‘Amr, soit parce que tu le réalises, soit parce que tu as voulu
te rétracter de l'attribution de cette action a Zayd, et cela n’apparait que dans la
spontanéité de I’énoncé.

gayr al-mutabbat fi-hi fa-yakiinu l-mutakallim bi-hi sahiyan wa-babu-hu ’an ta’tiya bi-“bal” li-yu‘la-
ma ’anna-ka mudrib ‘an al-’awwal lafit ’ila l-tani wa-hada dartira taqa‘u fi l-kalam 1a yaqa‘u fi -$ir)
(Tbn al-Dahhan al-Bagdadi Gurra : 11, 841-842).



Le permutatif d’autocorrection en arabe... 157

wa-l-wagh al-rabi¢ badal al-galat [...] ’inna-ma yagi’u fi l-kalam alladi yabtadi’u-hu
[-’insan ‘ala giha sabaqa l-lisan ’ila I-say’ alladi la yuridu-hu fa-yulgi-hi hatta ka-’anna-
hu lam yadkur-hu bi-lafz mimma yuridu-hu ka-qawli-ka “ra@’aytu zaydan” wa-"anta turi-
du “‘amran” fa-tulgi “zaydan” wa-tadkuru “‘amran” fa-taqilu “ra’aytu zaydan ‘amran”
wa-takinu muridan li-zayd fa-yabdii la-ka ’imma li-’anna-ka tabayyanta *anna l-fi‘l lam
yaqa“ ba‘du bi-zayd wa->anna-hu kana wagqi‘an bi-‘amr wa-"imma li-’anna-ka ’aradta
[’idrab ‘an nisbat dalika 1-fi °ila zayd wa-’inna-ma yaqa‘u fi badih al-kalam. (Sirafi
SKS : 11, 10-11)

Un certain nombre de choses sont a soulever, mais la premiére d’entre elles c’est
que Sirafi réemploie le terme utilisé par Sibawayhi, a savoir le verbe yabdii, et
qu’a l'instar de ce qu’on voyait a I’ceuvre chez 'auteur du Kitab, c’est dans le
champ de ce dernier que se trouve l’alternative proposée, et c’est sous la deu-
xiéme proposition que se trouve ’emploi, semble-t-il pour la premiére fois en
lien avec la question des permutatifs, de ’expression ’idrab. Si ceci est certaine-
ment a relier a I'usage fait par Sibawayhi de tudriba dans le cadre des permutatifs
(cf. supra) et a I'usage fait par Ibn al-Sarrag de ’idrab dans le contexte de la coor-
dination au moyen de bal (cf. supra note 39), il faut insister sur le point suivant :
si du verbe bada-yabdii procéde bien le terme technique bada@’ (absent au moins
ici de chez Sirafi), ce dernier serait alors a considérer, dans I’esprit de cet auteur,
comme ’hyperonyme de ’idrab qui en serait, en retour, I'un des hyponymes aux
cotés de galat ; la deuxiéme, c’est qu’il suit Sibawayhi, tout étant question de
volonté du locuteur (°arada, yuridu, murid), et que ’alternative proposée repose
sur I’actualité ou non (waqi¢ vs. lam yaqa‘ ba‘du) du fait envisagé, ce qui dessine
les contours de ’erreur principalement (plus que de I’oubli), ou sur la volonté du
locuteur de se rétracter de ce qu’il vient de dire ; la troisieme, c’est qu'’il utilise le
verbe ’alga-yulgi (“supprimer, effacer”) et que cette action de suppression semble
concerner I’ensemble des sous-types en jeu pour lesquels elle se trouve en facteur
commun ; la derniére c’est qu’il identifie la cause de I’erreur en en disant qu’il
s’agit de ce que nous reconnaitrons plus tard comme étant un lapsus (sabaqa
l-lisan °ila), ce qui n’était pas encore fait ainsi jusqu’alors.

Enfin, pour Ibn ‘Aqil cette fois, c’est aux cotés du badal al-galat wa-l-nisyan que
le badal al-’idrab joue le réle d'un hyponyme dont I’hyperonyme est al-badal al-
mubdyin, cette introduction terminologique étant due a Ibn Malik.>® Mais encore,
chez lui comme chez Ibn Malik, USmiini et Suyiiti, badal al-’idrab et badal al-bad@’
sont strictement identiques. Dans le commentaire qu’il fait de sa °Alfiyya, Ibn Malik
précise que le dernier type est un permutatif qui “contredit” (yubdyinu, mubdyin)
I’élément permuté et que ce permutatif est de deux sortes. Voici comment il le dit :

5 On retrouve donc ici une fois de plus I’origine de que I’on a vu chez Galayini sous la forme
de mubdyin. On retrouve al-badal al-mubdyin plus tard, outre Galayini, chez *Usmiini, Ibn Hi$am
al-’Ansari, Ibn ‘Aqil et Fakihi notamment.
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Parmi le permutatif se trouve celui qui contredit I’élément permuté et cela connait
deux sortes : I'une ou ’élément permuté est mentionné intentionnellement, ce qu’on
nomme permutatif de changement d’avis et permutatif de rétractation et pour lui
j’ai exemplifié par higratun °is@’atun haqqu l-musi “rompre les ponts, commettre un
acte nuisible est le droit de celui qui offense” ol haqqu I-musi’i est le théme, higratun
le habar et ’isa@’atun le badal ’idrab [...]. En reléve la parole du Propheéte ’inna l-ragul
la-yusalli I-salat wa-ma kutiba la-hu nisfu-ha tultu-ha °ila I-usr “Un homme peut certes
accomplir la priére, et il ne lui est inscrit que la moitié, le tiers, jusqu’au dixieme” ;%
[...] la seconde des deux sortes de permutatif contradictoire c’est comme lorsque tu
dis : al-musi’u mina I-dammi mu‘arran muktasin “la personne critiquée, de blame est
dénuée, parée”. Tu voulais dire al-musi’u mina l-dammi muktasin “la personne criti-
quée, de blame est parée”, mais tu t’es trompé en mentionnant mu‘arran “dénuée”
et tu lui as substitué ce qui était prévu. Cette sorte n’est pas attestée dans le discours
éloquent, et ’élément permuté n’est mentionné que par erreur ou oubli.

min al-badal ma yubayinu l-mubdal min-hu wa-huwa ‘ala darbayn ’ahadu-huma ma
yudkaru matbiiu-hu bi-qasd wa-yusamma badal al-bad@ wa-badal al-’idrab wa-min
’agli-hi mattaltu bi-“higratun ’is@’atun haqqu l-musi” fa-“haqqu l-musi’i” mubtada’
wa-“higratun” habar wa-“’is@’atun” badal °idrab [...] wa-min-hu gawl al-nabi “’inna
l-ragul la-yusalli lI-salat wa-ma kutiba la-hu nisfu-ha tultu-ha ’ila I-usr” [...] wa-l-tani
min darbay l-badal al-mubdyin®® ka-qawli-ka “al-musi’'u mina l-dammi mu‘arran mukta-
sin” ’aradta °an taqila “al-musi’u mina l-dammi muktasin” fa-galitta bi-dikr “mu‘arran”
fa-’abdalta min-hu lladi kana muradan fa-hada l-naw‘ la yaridu fi kalam fasih wa-la
yudkaru matbii‘u-hu *illa galatan *aw nisyanan. (Ibn Malik SKS : I, 575-576)

Conformément & ce que nous voyons chez Galayini, Ibn Malik range sous al-badal
al-mubadyin a la fois le badal al-galat wa-l-nisyan d’une part, et le badal al-bada’ et
le badal al-’idrab d’autre part, non distingués I'un de 'autre.>® Enfin, Fakihi fait

57 Le sens de ma traduction différe de celle donnée par Howell (cf. supra), I'idée étant que la
récompense d’une priére, fit-elle compléte, dépend de sa sincérité et de la concentration de la
personne qui ’'accomplit (d’oti sa réduction a la moitié, voire au dixiéme).

58 Dans I’édition utilisée comme dans une autre (Ibn Malik SKS(2) : 111, 1278), les éditeurs
scientifiques font précéder le terme al-mubdyin d’'une marque de ponctuation sous la forme
de deux points, faisant donc de ce terme le propos (habar) de la phrase a téte nominale dont
le théme (mubtada’) est alors wa-l-tani min darbay l-badal, ce que précise le second éditeur en
vocalisant d’une damma ledit habar. Or, il s’agit bien ici de comprendre que le habar est en
fait ka-qawli-ka. De fait, sous la plume d’Ibn Malik, al-badal ma yubdyinu l-mubdal min-hu est
I’équivalent du badal al-mubdyin, et c’est celui-ci, en tant qu’hyperonyme, qui recouvre a la fois
le badal al-’idrab et le badal al-bad@ d’une part et le badal qu’il ne nomme pas al-galat mais dont
I’exemple et ’explication par galitta ne laisse pas de doute quant a I’identité.

% Ailleurs, il dit “on I’appelle permutatif de rétractation ou permutatif de changement d’avis
s’il contredit le premier [terme] complétement et intentionnellement ; sinon, c’est un permutatif
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des badal al-galat, badal al-nisyan et badal al-’idrab les sous-espéces du permutatif
appelé, a la suite d’Ibn Malik, al-badal al-mubayin, tout en suggérant, toujours a la
suite d’Ibn Malik, une identité entre bada’ et ’idrab.

Nom du permutatif d’autocorrection Présence d’un hyperonyme
et absence d’hyponymes
] badal al-galat | badal al- badal al- badal al- badal | badal al-
galat wa-l- galat ’idrab al- mubayin
nisyan bada’

Sibawayhi | Mubarrad Ibn al-Sar- Ibn °Abi Ibn al-War- | [Sirafi] | Ibn

Guzili Zaggagi rag 1-Rabi¢ raq Malik

Salawbin | Faris Ibn Ginni ’Astarabadi | Ibn Haraf Ibn

Ibn “Usfiir | Ibn Barhan ‘Alawi Ibn al-Qa- | al-’Isbili Hisam
al-‘Ukbari Ibn Ya‘i§ wwas Ibn Ga‘far al-
Ibn Babasad al-’Irbili >Ansari
‘Abd al-Qahir >Astarabadi Ibn
al-Gurgani Ibn Gama‘a ‘Aqil
Ibn al-Sid Ibn al- "USmiini
al-Batalyawsi Fahbar Fakihi
Zamah3ari al-Bayri
Baqili Suyfti
’Anbari
Ibn al-Dahhan
al-Bagdadi
Barda‘
Gami
al-Alam
al-Santamari

On se rend alors compte que la taxinomie adoptée par les grammairiens arabes

médiévaux a I’endroit de I’hyperonyme passe le plus souvent sous silence 1’aspect
essentiel de ce type de permutatif, a savoir la rétractation, pourtant commune
a toutes ses sous-especes, au motif que cette derniére n’y a, la encore le plus sou-
vent, été comprise que comme ’hyponyme de la catégorie.

3.2 Les mots de ’abrogation

On remarque donc que les grammairiens arabes n’ont pas ce que 1’on pourrait ap-
peler un réel consensus sur la position a tenir sur cette question de la typologisation
des sous-espéces du permutatif d’autocorrection. Cette derniére, en tant qu’opéra-
tion qu’engage le locuteur pour corriger la faute qu’il vient de commettre, suppose

d’erreur” (wa-[yusamma] badal ’idrab >aw bad@ ’in bayana l->’awwal mutlagan wa-qasdan wa-illa
fa-badal galat) (Ibn Malik Tashil : 172).
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normalement, mais nous verrons que tel n’est pas toujours le cas (cf. infra 3.3.2 et
3.3.3), la suppression de I’erreur au profit du mot juste, celui qui était normale-
ment prévu d’étre prononcé. Cette suppression est évoquée de diverses maniere.
Elle apparait sous la forme verbale nahha (“6ter”) chez Sibawayhi et sous celle du
verbe “alga (exactement yulgi “supprimer”) chez Sirafi. Pour Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari,
il s’agit de tarh (“rejet”),® quand ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Gurgani emploie, lui, le mot
saqit (“qui est omis”),’! alors que d’autres utilisent le terme tark (“abandon”), ce
qui est notamment le cas, dans ce contexte, d’Ibn al-Qawwas®? mais également de
‘Alawi qui, lui, le double du terme ’irad ‘an (“se détourner”) que I’on trouve égale-
ment chez Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili.*® Voici ce que dit ‘Alawi :

Le second c’est qu’il [apparaisse] de maniére délibérée et intentionnelle, et cela cor-
respond au fait de mentionner quelque chose en premier puis d’interrompre cette
mention au point de la délaisser et de s’en détourner au profit d’autre chose. Cela
s’appelle le changement d’avis et cela apparait souvent dans la poésie, et les per-
sonnes éloquentes I’emploient a des fins élégantes dans la louange comme le blame.
En voici un exemple : hind kawkab bal badr bal gamar bal Sams “Hind est un astre,
mieux une pleine lune, non une lune ! mieux un soleil !” ot le fait de se détourner
du premier ne se fait que délibérément afin d’exagérer dans 1’éloge de qui tu sou-
haites louer.

wa-tani-himd ’an yakiina ‘ala gihat al-‘amd wa-l-qasd wa-huwa °an yadkura Say’an
’awwalan tumma ya‘taridu la-hu fi tarki-hi wa-1-’irad ‘an-hu °ila Say’ >ahar wa-hada
Say’ yusamma l-bad@ wa-huwa waqi¢ fi 1-sir katiran wa-yasta‘milu-hu l-fusah@ li-
’agrad rasiqa fi l-madh wa-l-damm wa-min-hu qawlu-ka “hind kawkab bal badr bal
gamar bal Sams” fa-1-’irad hahuna ‘an al->’awwal li->’anna-ma kana ‘ala gihat al-‘amd
li-l-mubalaga fi madh man turidu madha-hu. (‘Alawi Minhag : 1, 259)

% “Quant au rejet de la prise en considération de ’élément permuté c’est de dire marartu
bi-ragulin himarin ‘je suis passé prés d’'un homme, un ane’ en ce qui concerne le permutatif
d’erreur, et il n’est pas correct ici de faire cas de ’élément permuté puisqu’on ne voulait pas
en asserter, seule la langue ayant fourché” (fa-’amma sulitku-hum tariq tarh al-itidad bi-I-mubdal
min-hu fa-qawlu-hum “marartu bi-ragulin himarin” fi badal al-galat wa-la yasihhu °an ya‘tadda bi-l-
mubdal min-hu hunad li-’anna-hu lam yagqsid al-habar ‘an-hu wa-’inna-ma sabaqa ’ila dalika lisanu-
hu) (Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari SL : I, 229-231).

61 Dans ’autocommentaire qu’il fait de son Gumal, il précise que ce qui est voulu est bien
le permutatif et non ce a quoi on substitue, la mention de ce dernier n’étant que le fait d’'une
distraction ou inadvertance (sahw) ou d’une erreur et qu’il est donc, en conséquence, omis sous
tous ses aspects (wa-’amma badal al-galat fa-la yakiinu l-mubdal min-hu muradan bi-hal bal yakiinu
I-murad huwa l-badal [...] wa-dikr [al-mubdal min-hu] sahw °aw ‘ala sabil al-galat fa-huwa yakiinu
sagitan bi-kull wagh) (Gurgani SG : 279).

62 Cf. Ibn al-Qawwas (SAIM : III, 813).

63 Cf. Ibn Ga‘far al-Irbili (Minhag : f° 89v, 1. 12).
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Enfin, d’autres font usage du terme ’ibtal (“abrogation”), comme c’est le cas d’al-
’Atlam al-Santamari (Nukat : 1I, 34), mais également de Suytti (cf. Ham¢: III,
149), de Fakihi (cf. §H : 269) et de Hasan (cf. 1966 : III, 623).

Ces termes® s’appliquant a ’ensemble de ce quatriéeme permutatif concu
comme hyperonyme, on pourrait donc en conclure qu’il faut supprimer, oter,
abroger le terme malencontreusement prononcé dans tous les cas. De fait, pour
Sibawayhi il s’agit d’6ter le terme permuté, de méme que pour Sirafi, ou la
suppression dont il fait état semble concerner I’ensemble des sous-types en
jeu pour lesquels elle se trouve en facteur commun. Cela vaut encore pour
Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari et ‘Abd al-Qahir al-éurgéni (cf. supra notes 60 et 61),
tous deux appliquant le rejet et 'omission a ’erreur de type lapsus linguce,
et ol donc il s’agit effectivement de supprimer le terme malencontreusement
prononcé, Gurgani allant méme jusqu’a préciser que cette omission est totale
puisqu’elle se fait sous tous ses aspects (bi-kull wagh). Par contre, chez ‘Alawi,®
cela ne semble pas s’appliquer a autre chose que I’erreur véritable ainsi que I’a
nommée >Astarabadi...

3.3 L’intentionnalité : un continuum

La forme emblématique du quatrieme permutatif, quel que soit son nom, est bien
sa premiere sous-espeéce, a savoir le cas du lapsus lingue et de sa correction (cf.
Sartori 2022). Ce qui la caractérise est sans nul doute 1’aspect non intentionnel
de la prononciation de I’élément qui deviendra ’élément permuté. Ce caractére
non intentionnel est bien souligné par Ibn Babasad, commentateur du Gumal
gasd), ce qu’il est, me semble-t-il, le premier a dire de la sorte, et que le mieux
est de faire apparaitre la particule de coordination rectificative bal (wa-min-ha
badal al-galat la yuqasu ‘alay-hi li->’anna-hu yaqa‘u ‘ala gayr qasd wa-l-’awla fi mitl
hada °ida waqa‘a fi kalam al-’insan ’an ya’tiya bi-“bal” li-yu‘lima ’anna-hu galit)
(Ibn Babasad SGZ : I, 70-71).

Deux choses sont a en dire : la premiére c’est qu’on voit 1a la référence a la
particule de coordination rectificative bal, Ibn al-Sarrag faisant, pour mémoire,
une connexion entre le ’idrab et cette particule (cf. supra note 39).% Et de fait,

64 L’ensemble de ces termes de ’abrogation ici listés mériterait une étude a part entiére, qui
dépasse I'ambition et le cadre du présent travail, pour en aborder les usages les plus courants
dans d’autres contextes grammaticaux.

65 Ce qui est également le cas chez Ibn al-Qawwas tout comme chez Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili entre
autres.

% Ce qui est encore le cas d’Ibn al-Warraq (cf. Tlal : 516 et 520), d’Ibn Harif al-’I$bili (cf.
SGZ : 1, 343), Ibn Malik (cf. ST : III, 195), Ibn Gama‘a (cf. SK : 188), Ibn ‘Aqil (cf. SA : II, 73),
Hasan (cf. 1966 : III, 623).
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pour la totalité de ce permutatif, I’ensemble des grammairiens ou peu s’en faut
rappelle que le mieux est encore de souligner la rétractation et le fait de se re-
prendre (taddruk) au moyen de bal®” qui est justement une particule de reprise
(harf tadaruk), ce notamment pour éviter que le badal ne soit confondu avec une
épithéte, ce qu’explicite on ne peut mieux Ibn “Usfiir :

Dans ce cas, il est préférable d’utiliser bal “mais”, afin que nous sentions la rétrac-
tation par rapport au premier et qu’on ne puisse s’imaginer que tu avais ’intention
de qualifier. Ne vois-tu pas que lorsque tu dis ra’aytu ragulan himaran “j’ai vu un
homme, un ane”, ou tawran “un taureau”, il est possible qu’on s’imagine que tu as

vu un homme ignorant ou stupide ?

wa-1->ahsan fi mitl hada °an ta’tiya bi-“bal” fa-nas‘ura bi-lI-’idrab ‘an al-’awwal li-’alla
yatawahhama fi dalik *anna-ka qasadta l-sifa °a-la tara ’anna-kd °ida qulta “ra’aytu
ragulan himaran” ’aw “tawran” ’amkana ’an tatawahhama °anna-ka ra’ayta ragulan
gahilan *aw balidan. (Ibn ‘Usfir SG: 1, 254)

L’autre chose a souligner c’est que cette référence faite a I'intentionnalité, et pré-
cisément la non-intentionnalité du locuteur, indique donc que, pour Ibn Babasad,
seule l’erreur (voire ’oubli) est a considérer, mais pas cette autre forme de per-
mutatif vue chez Wright et surtout chez Howell. Or, Ibn Malik, tout en faisant
cette méme connexion, disant donc de ce permutatif qu’il est semblable a une
coordination faite au moyen de la particule rectificative bal “mais, plutét”, pré-
cise la que I’on a affaire a deux cas de figures : la rétractation d’une part, ’erreur
d’autre part, la distinction reposant sur I’intentionnalité du locuteur, la seconde
seulement se faisant de maniére non intentionnelle (diina gasd, Ibn Malik ’Al-
fiyya : 43-44).%® °USmiini met également sur cette piste de l'intentionnalité, lui
qui rappelle que si ’élément visé est forcément le badal, le mubdal min-hu quant
a lui peut soit ne pas étre visé du tout (badal al-galat), soit visé, et 1a, soit il
Pest temporairement (badal al-nisyan) soit totalement (badal al-’idrab/al-bada’)
(cf. *USmiini Manhag : 11, 436-437).

li’anna l-badal la budda ’an yakiina maqsudan [...] fa-l-mubdal min-hu °in lam yakun
magsudan °ilbattatan wa-’inna-md sabaqa l-lisan °ilay-hi fa-huwa badal al-galat [...]
wa-’in kana magqsiidan fa-’in tabayyana ba‘da dikri-hi fasad qasdi-hi fa-badal nisyan

¢ Ce qu’a fait plus haut *Astarabadi (cf. SK : II, 404), et ce que dit encore Ibn al-Dahhan al-
Bagdadi (cf. Gurra : 11, 841-842), de méme qu’Ibn Yais (cf. SM : 11, 262), Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili (cf.
Minhag : £ 89v, 1. 14), Ibn al-Qawwas (cf. SAIM : III, 813), Ibn al-Hi$am al-’Ansari (cf. ’Awdah :
III, 292).

% Ce qu’indique déja Batalyawsi (cf. Hulal : 129-130).
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[...] wa-’in kana qasd kull wahid min al-mubdal min-hu wa-l-badal sahihan fa-badal al-
’idrab wa-yusamma °aydan badal al-bad@’. ("USmiini, Manhag : 11, 436-437)

J’irai pour ma part un peu plus loin.
3.3.1 Intentionnalité unique : le permutatif d’erreur

Pour le grand commentateur d’Ibn al-Hagib, il existe donc trois sous-types a ce
qu’il nomme le permutatif de I’erreur. Pour mémoire, il écrit :

1l s’agit soit d’'un changement d’avis [...] soit d’une erreur véritable [...] soit d’un oubli.

wa-hada lladi yusamma badal al-galat ‘ala taldtat ’agsam ’imma buda’ [...] wa-"imma
galat sarih muhaqqagq [...] wa-imma nisyan. (CAstarabadi SK : II, 403-404)

Voici ce qu’il dit du second :

Il s’agit soit d’une erreur véritable, comme lorsque tu as voulu dire, par exemple,
ga@’a-ni himar “un ane m’est venu” et que ta langue a fourché vers ragul “homme”
puis que tu te sois repris et aies dit himar “un ane”.

wa-’imma galat sarih muhaqqaq ka-ma ’ida *aradta matalan *an taqila “ga’a-ni himar”
~ ¢

fa-sabaqa lisanu-ka ’ila “ragul” tumma taddrakta fa-qulta “himar”. (Astarabadi SK :
11, 403)

On retrouve la deux éléments clefs : & la fois, peu ou prou, ’exemple initial donné
par Sibawayhi (marartu bi-ragulin himarin),* et également 1’explication de cette
erreur, a savoir une langue qui fourche (sabaqa l-lisan).” Toutefois, il se distingue
d’Ibn al-Hagib. Ce dernier en effet, explique ce type de permutatif par I'unique
fait d’'une langue qui a fourché (comme chez Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari, ZamahSari
et Barda‘i). A linstar d’Ibn Babasad, il n’entrevoit alors pas d’autres dimensions
a lui donner, ’exemple qu’il en fournit étant bien, avec quelques aménagements,

9 Et a sa suite quasiment chez tous les grammairiens, soit tel quel (cf. Mubarrad Muqtadab :
I, 68; Ibn al-Sarrag °Usill : 11, 48 ; Farisi °Idah : 221 ; Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari SL:1,229; Gurgéni
Gumal : 33 ; Santamari Nukat : I, 34 ; Zamah$ari Mufassal : 155 ; Barda‘l Hada@’iq : 138 ; Ibn Gat-
far al-’Irbili Minhag : £ 89v, 1. 7), soit avec quelques aménagements comme ici chez *Astarabadi
ou avec marartu bi-ragulin imra’atin chez Suyfti (cf. Suytti Ham®: III, 149).

70 Que l'on retrouve également chez Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari (SL: I, 229-231) ; Batalyawsi
(Hulal : 129-130) ; Zamah$ari (Mufassal : 155) ; Bardai (Hadd@’iq : 138) ; Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili
(Minhdg : £ 89v, 1. 6-17) ; Ibn Hisam al-’Ansari (CAwdah : III, 289-291) ; Suyiti (Ham®: III,
149) ; Fakihi (SH : 270). On trouve également l’expression min gayr qasd (“de maniére non
intentionnelle”) (Ibn Babasad SGZ : I, 70).
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celui de Sibawayhi et relevant donc uniquement de 'erreur (et/ou de I’oubli).
11 évoque donc un rejet sans maintien du terme permuté, ni méme sans intention
d’avoir prononcé cet élément permuté (cf. Ibn al-Hagib °Imla’ : II, 660).”!

3.3.2 Intentionnalité double : le permuté et le permutatif

Ici, trois permutatifs vont étre a distinguer. Il s’agira d’abord du permutatif d’ou-
bli, puis du permutatif que j’appélerai “de liste”, puis enfin du permutatif de
changement d’avis.

3.3.2.1 Le permutatif d’oubli

>Astarabadi va de fait un peu plus loin que d’autres, précisant au niveau du troi-
siéme sous-type ceci :

Et il s’agit soit d’un oubli, et c’est que tu optes pour ce qui est en fait une erreur, non
pas parce que ta langue fourche en sa direction, mais parce que tu oublies I’élément
visé puis que, apres cela, tu t’en rétractes en mentionnant 1’élément visé.

wa-’imma nisyan wa-huwa °an ta‘tamida dikr ma huwa galat wa-la yasbuqu-ka lisa-
nu-ka °ila dikri-hi lakin tansa l-maqsid tumma ba‘d dalika tatadaraku-hu bi-dikr al-ma-
gsid. CAstarabadi SK : II, 404)

1l faut donc remarquer que, méme dans le cas de ’oubli, la mention du premier
terme se fait initialement de maniére délibérée (’an ta‘tamida), ce que suggérait
Hasan, et qu’alors seul ’élément permuté au niveau de I’erreur véritable est réel-
lement non intentionnel. Il se distingue donc de ’ensemble des grammairiens vus
pour qui la dimension de I’oubli est soit inexistante soit subsumée sous celle de
lerreur.”

71 Ce qui est également le cas, entre autres, d’Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari et d’Ibn Babasad (cf.
Ibn Barhan al-Ukbari SL : I, 229-231 et Ibn Babasad SGZ : 1, 70-71).

72 Par ailleurs, il ne faudrait alors pas mal lire un autre passage du Sarh al-Kdfiya ot *As-
tarabadi dresse une frontiere entre ce qu’il nomme badal al-galat et les trois autres (badal al-kull,
badal al-ba‘d, badal al-istimal). Selon lui, ce permutatif d’erreur, et lui seul, se caractérise par
le fait que ce qui est visé n’est que le badal et non le mubdal min-hu, tandis que dans les trois
autres cas, les deux sont visés ensemble : “Nous ne considérons pas que ce qui est visé dans le
permutatif du tout [pour le tout] soit uniquement le second [terme], ni dans les autres types
de permutatifs, si ce n’est celui d’erreur” (°anna la nusallimu *anna I-magqsid fi badal al-kull huwa
l-tani faqat wa-la fi s@’ir al->abdal °illa l-galat) (°Astarabadi SK : 11, 398). Suite a I'indication d’une
intentionnalité a la fois dans le badal bad@’ mais également dans le badal nisyan, il faut donc
bien comprendre ici que le [badal] al-galat dont il parle est mis, par licence, a la place de badal
galat sarih muhaqqaq et n’est donc pas ’hyperonyme de la catégorie mais ’hyponyme.
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3.3.2.2 Le permutatif de liste : la coordination asyndétique

Chez les grammairiens arabes on trouve un autre exemple récurrent sous la forme
de ’akaltu hubzan lahman (Ibn ‘Aqil SA: II, 73-74).7® De celui-ci qu’il nomme ba-
dal al-’idrab wa-badal al-bad@’, Tbn ‘Aqil indique qu’il répond a une double inten-
tion, celle de prononcer I’élément permuté et le permutatif (yugsadu matbii‘u-hu
ka-ma yugsadu huwa) (Ibn ‘Aqil SA : II, 74).

Ibn ‘Usfir se pose quant a lui la question de la typologisation de ce méme type
d’exemples (cf. note 73) qu’il nomme badal al-bada@’ et qui est la sixiéme sorte de
badal dont il traite (Ibn ‘Usfiir SG: I, 255) :74

Le permutatif se subdivise en six sortes : trois sur lesquelles les grammairiens se
sont entendus quant a leur possibilité et dont le corpus fait montre, deux qui sont
possibles en théorie mais que le corpus n’atteste pas, et un que le corpus mentionne
si ce n’est que les grammairiens ont divergé a son sujet : releve-t-il de ce chapitre ou
bien de celui de la coordination ?

wa-l-badal yanqasimu sittat >agsam talata ttafaqa l-nahwiyyin ‘ala gawazi-ha wa-wa-
rada bi-ha l-sama‘ wa-itndn g@’izan fi l-qiyas wa-lam yarid bi-hima l-sama‘ wa-wahid
warada bi-hi l-sama“ ’illa >anna l-nahwiyyin htalafii fi-hi hal huwa min hada l-bab *am
min bab al-‘atf. (Ibn “Usfiir $G : 1, 252)

Ibn ‘Usfiir dit donc a propos de ce dernier cas, le badal al-bad@’, que les deux
lectures sont possibles : permutation ou coordination (wa-l-sahih >anna l-waghayn
mumkindn, Ibn ‘Usfiir SG : I, 255),7° laissant en fait la porte ouverte 3 une inter-
prétation de ce type de badal comme étant a 'intersection entre la permutation et
la coordination.

Et si Ibn “Usfir peut y voir une forme de coordination, c’est entre autres parce
que ce méme type d’exemples est traité comme telle par Ibn Ginni. Ce dernier,
dans ses Has@’is, aborde de fait dans un chapitre, intitulé “Chapitre sur le fait
que ce qui est élidé, lorsqu’une indication contextuelle permet de le restituer,
est considéré comme exprimé, a moins qu’une contrainte liée a la structure de
I’énoncé ne I’'empéche” (bab fi >anna I-mahdiif ’ida dallat al-dalala ‘alay-hi kana fi

& On trouve également *akaltu hubzan tamran (Ibn al-Dahhan al-Bagdadi Gurra : I1, 841 ;
Ibn Ga‘far al-’Irbili Minhag : £ 89v, 1. 7) ou encore ’akaltu lahman samakan tamran (Ibn ‘Usfir
SG : 1, 255).

74 C’est par ailleurs sans doute chez lui que se saisit le mieux le concept de bad@’ que ’on
comprend comme étant le fait de trouver quelque chose bon, a son idée (cf. Kazimirski 1860 :
I, 99a).

75 Tout ceci se trouve résumé dans un autre de ses ouvrages (cf. Ibn ‘Usfar Muqgarrib : 321-
322).
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hukm al-malfiiz bi-hi ’illa °an ya‘tarida hunaka min sind‘at al-lafz ma yumna‘u min-
hu) (Ibn Ginni Hasd@’is : I, 293-299), le cas de I’élision de la particule de coordina-
tion. L3, il en indique le caractere irrégulier (Sadd) en le reliant a *Abii Zayd”® qui
aurait dit : “j’ai mangé de la viande, du poisson, des dattes” (law kana taqdiru-hu
[...] la-kana qad hadafa harf al-‘atf wa-baqqa l-ma‘tif bi-hi wa-hada sadd wa-’in-
na-ma haka min-hu °abii ‘utman ‘an ’abi zayd “’akaltu lahman samakan tamran”)
(Ibn Ginni Hasa’is : 1, 297).77

On reconnait 1a a la fois un exemple semblable a celui d’Ibn ‘Usfiir pour qui
il constitue une intersection entre permutation et coordination et I’exemple de
Wright qui, au contraire d’Ibn Ginni, le présentait comme un badal al-’idrab/
bada@’ éventuellement a comprendre comme un permutatif de liste. Je propose
alors de voir dans ce permutatif de liste un cas de badal al-‘atf’® ainsi nommé
en référence, depuis ce type d’exemples en ’akaltu lahman samakan tamran, a Ibn
Ginni et Ibn ‘Usfdr.

3.3.2.3 Le permutatif de changement d’idée (2)7°

1l existe enfin un autre cas a présenter ot le locuteur a I’intention de prononcer
tant ce qui sera ’élément permuté que le permutatif. C’est Ibn Malik qui en four-
nit 'exemple qui est de fait trés proche, si ce n’est formellement identique, a celui
vu a I'instant, mais qui en différe d’un point de vue sémantique. Dans ’autocom-

76 C’est-a-dire °Abii Zayd Sa‘id b. *’Aws b. Tabit al-’Ansari (m. 215/831).

77 Cf. également le “Chapitre sur le fait d’ajouter ou d’élider des particules” bab fi ziya-
dat al-huriif wa-hadfi-ha, Ibn Ginni Has@is : 11, 67). Suhayli donne dans ses ’Amali ’exemple
d’'un médecin qui, s’adressant a un malade qui n’aurait pas besoin d’un régime (himya), dirait
“mange des dattes, du poisson, de la viande, des produits laitiers, ce que tu veux !” lui permet-
tant donc de manger tous les aliments sans restriction tandis que s’il avait coordonné au moyen
du waw “et”, il aurait établi une restriction aux seuls éléments (et aliments) de cette liste (’ida
qala l-tabib matalan li-man la yahtagu °ila l-himya “kul tamran samakan lahman labanan ma si’ta”
wa-’inna-ma ’ardada l-istirsal ‘alda gami¢ al-mat@mat wa-law ‘atafa bi-l-waw lam tatanawal al-’ibaha
’illa ma dakara min-ha@) (Suhayli ’Amali : 103). Suhayli indique donc que I’absence de particule
de coordination, tout en maintenant pour lui le fait qu’il s’agisse de coordination, a un effet
pragmatique : I’établissement d’une liste non restrictive.

78 Qu’on prendra soin de distinguer du permutatif de détail (badal al-tafsil), évoqué par Ster-
ling dans A Grammar of the Arabic Language en guise de cinquiéme type de permutatf (cf. Ster-
ling 1904 : 221-222) et exemplifié par “In the book are two chapters, a chapter on etymology
and an chapter on syntax, fi l-kitab faslani fasl fi l-sarf wa-fasl fi -nahw” (Sterling 1904 : 222), ce
qui s’origine au moins chez Ibn Babasad qui aborde le cas du tafsil al-‘adad (Ibn Babasad SGz:
I, 72) qu’il exemplifie ainsi : “j’ai en ai vu cinq, Zayd, ‘Amr, Bakr, Halid et Ga‘far” (ra’aytu ham-
satan zaydan wa-‘amran wa-bakran wa-hdlidan wa-§a%aran) (Ibn Babasad SGZ : 1, 73) ot donc
seul le premier de la liste est un badal, les autres lui étant coordonnés. On retrouve cela ensuite
chez Ibn Milik dans son Sarh al-Tashil (cf. Ibn Malik ST(2) : VII, 3397).

79 Ce “(2)” s’éclairera par la suite, cf. infra.
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mentaire qu’il fait du Tashil, il présente ce qui est pour lui le badal al-bad@’ et le
badal al-’idrab comme suit :

En disant “on l'appelle permutatif de rétractation ou permutatif de changement
d’avis s’il contredit le premier [terme] complétement et intentionnellement” j’ai
attiré l'attention sur le fait qu’au sein du permutatif existe ce qui suit le cours de
I’élément coordonné au moyen de bal “mais, plutdt”. C’est comme lorsque tu dis :
’a‘ti I-s@’il ragifan dirhaman “donne au mendiant une galette de pain, un dirham” ot
tu as ordonné pour lui une galette de pain puis tu as été compatissant envers lui et
tu t'es rétracté de la galette de pain en lui substituant le dirham. Dans cette sorte,
sont visés tant le premier que le second [termes] comme ’abrogeant et I’abrogé.s°
Si bal “mais, plutdt” était intervenu entre les deux, cela aurait été bien, mais du fait
de bal on ne l'appelle plus permutatif puisque le permutatif est un appositif sans
connecteur. Le permutatif de changement d’avis est expressément et sémantique-
ment comme le permutatif de rétractation.

wa-qawli “yusamma l-badal badal ’idrab °aw bad&@ °in bayana l-’awwal mutlagan
wa-qasdan” nabbahtu bi-hi ‘alda >anna min al-badal ma yagri magra l-ma‘tif bi-“bal”
ka-qawli-ka “’a‘ti I-s@’il ragifan dirhaman” >‘amarta la-hu bi-ragif tumma raqqa qalbu-ka
‘alay-hi fa-’adrabta ‘an al-ragif wa->abdalta min-hu l-dirham fa-hada l-naw‘ maqsud fi-
hi I’awwal wa-l-tani ka-l-nasih wa-lI-mansih wa-law gufila bayna-huma “bal” la-kana
hasanan wa-lakinna-hu yazilu ‘an-hu bi-“bal” “itlaq al-badal li-’anna l-badal tabi¢ bi-
1a mutbi¢ wa-badal al-bad@ ka-badal al-’idrab lafzan wa-manan. (Ibn Malik ST : III,
195-196)

Ce passage est fort intéressant pour plusieurs raisons. Ibn Malik y pose une par-
faite identité entre badal °idrab et badal bad@’, ne suggérant donc aucune différence
a faire entre rétractation (’idrab) et changement d’avis (bada’) (cf. supra) ; comme
d’autres, il oppose ce ’idrab/bada’ a galat sur le critere de 'intentionnalité (qas-
dan), mais ot élément permuté (mubdal min-hu) et permutatif (badal) sont inten-
tionnels.®! Par contre, rien n’indique que le pain et le dirham seront donnés, seul

80 Ces deux termes, al-ndasih et al-mansiih (de racine N-S-H ou nash signifie abrogation), dé-
signent en sciences coraniques et en droit islamique le principe d’abrogation, out un verset
(ou une régle légale) postérieur (nasih) en remplace un antérieur (mansith). Ce concept vise
a concilier des prescriptions apparemment contradictoires dans le Coran et la Sunna. Cf. Burton
(1993) et Burton (2001).

81 C’est exactement ce que fait Ibn al-Qawwas qui distingue le badal al-galat du badal bad@
sur le critére de l'intentionnalité (‘@midan) : “Et s’il ne proceéde pas d’une erreur du fait d’une
langue qui a fourché, mais qu’il [le locuteur] a mentionné le premier [terme] de maniére inten-
tionnelle puis qu’il lui est apparu un [autre] avis, alors il est permis de ’abandonner au profit
du second [terme] et celui-ci est appelé changement d’avis et non erreur” (wa-’amma ’ida lam
yakun ‘an galat sabaqa ’ilay-hi I-lisan bal dakara I->awwal ‘aGmidan tumma bada’a [sic] la-hu ra’y
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ce dernier pouvant in fine I’étre, ce qui différencie cet exemple de la coordination
asyndétique telle que vue chez Ibn Ginni ou Ibn ‘Usfiir ou encore chez Suhayli
(cf. supra note 77).

3.3.3 Intentionnalité triple : le permuté, le permutatif et la gradation

On vient de le voir avec ’exemple et I’explicitation qu’il en donne, notamment par
le biais de raqqa qalbu-ka ‘alay-hi, Ibn Malik suggére ’existence d’une gradation
entre I’élément permuté et le permutatif.®? De fait, un piece d’argent vaut bien
mieux qu’une simple galette de pain. C’est de cette gradation dont il va étre a pré-
sent question. Toutefois, la gradation que nous allons envisager est une gradation
préméditée, elle-méme voulue, ce qui n’est a priori pas le cas dans ’exemple d’Tbn
Malik, oli, aprés avoir prononcé un premier terme (une simple galette de pain),
on se rend compte (sans y avoir préalablement prété attention) qu’il conviendrait
de le remplacer par un autre, plus fort ou plus adéquat (un piéce en argent). C’est
13, dans ce caractere prémédité, toute la différence qu’il y a faire entre le cas pré-
cédent et celui qui va nous occuper a présent.

absent de la poésie et du discours éloquent, Ibn al-Sid al-Batalyawsi détaille deux
sous-types qui ne recoivent cependant pas chez lui d’appellations particuliéres.
Le premier, involontaire, signe I’erreur ou la bétise manifeste du locuteur, 1’autre,
délibéré, sa volonté stylistique :

Jai trouvé que le [permutatif d’Jerreur se subdivisait en deux sections. La pre-
miére : cela se produit sans que le locuteur le veuille [...] mais, alors qu’il s’appréte
a dire quelque chose, sa langue fourche, ce qui peut étre d a la maladresse et a la
stupidité du locuteur [...]. La seconde : il s’agit d’'une chose que le locuteur pré-
médite et qu’il a I'intention de dire, visant ainsi I’exagération comme lorsqu’on dit
hind kawkab bal badr bal Sams “Hind est un astre, mieux une pleine lune, mieux un
soleil”. Lorsqu’on I’a comparée a I’astre, on s’est déclaré fautif et on a dit galittu bal
hiya badr “je me suis trompé, elle est plut6ét une pleine lune”, puis on s’est [encore]
déclaré fautif dans la comparaison que 1’on fit d’elle avec la pleine lune et on a dit

fa-gaza tarku-hu *ila I-tani fa-’inna-hu yusamma bada’ 1a galatan) (Ibn al-Qawwas SAIM : 111, 813).
On trouve ailleurs magsiidan (cf. Ibn Gamia‘a SK : 188).

82 Concernant le badal al-’idrab, Ibn Malik, on I’a vu dans la citation plus haut (Ibn Malik
SKS : 1, 575-576) en donne deux exemples, le premier dans un contexte positif, autre dans un
contexte négatif (celui du hadith du prophéte relevant du chapitre dit bab ma ga@’a fi nugsan al-
salat “Chapitre sur les déficiences de la priére”), ot se repére a chaque fois une gradation, ’is@’a
(“offense, acte nuisible”) étant plus fort que higra (“rupture”) dans un contexte positif quand la
moitié de la priére est plus forte que le tiers, lui-méme plus fort que le quart, etc. dans un con-
texte négatif. Cette méme gradation se repére également dans I’exemple donné par Ibn Haraf
al-’Isbili.
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bal hiya Sams “mais plut6t un soleil”. La regle de ce type de comparaison et de com-
mencer au plus bas puis de s’élever au plus haut.

wa-wagadtu l-galat yanqasimu qismayn ’ahadu-huma yaqa‘u min gayr ’an yuri-
da-hu l-mutakallim [...] wa-lakinna-hu yadhabu ’ila ’an yaqiila Say’an fa-yasbuqu
lisanu-hu ’ila gayri-hi wa-qad yakiinu min Syy l-mutakallim wa-gabawati-hi [...]
wa-l-tani Say’ yata‘ammadu-hu l-mutakallim wa-yaqsidu-hu wa-yuridu bi-dalik al-
mubalaga ka-qawl al-q@’il “hind kawkab bal badr bal Sams” lamma Sabbaha-ha
bi-lI-kawkab hatta’a nafsa-hu fa-qala “galittu bal hiya badr” tumma gallata nafsa-hu
fi tasbihi-ha bi-l-badr fa-qala “bal hiya Sams” wa-hada l-naw® min al-tasbih huk-
mu-hu ’an yubda’a fi-hi bi-I->’adnd tumma yartaqiya ’ila [->a‘la. (Batalyawsi Hulal :
129-130)

C’est donc au moins chez cet auteur que s’origine ’exemple trouvé chez Howell
de méme que l’explication d’une gradation ascendante que ce dernier tire de-
puis *Astarabadi (cf. infra) alors que le mode normal en arabe est la gradation
descendante (cf. Larcher 2017 : 34 écrit decrescendo). Ce fait indique bien qu’il
ne s’agit non pas d’une simple énumération par juxtaposition (cas de la coordi-
nation sans particule coordinative entrevu plus haut par Ibn Ginni) mais d’une
forme de badal, ce que Batalyawsi précise de maniére on ne peut plus claire.
Ce sur quoi il faut également insister est le fait que non seulement, dans cette
forme de permutation, tant le premier que le second terme sont intentionnels
et maintenus, nulle abrogation ou suppression n’étant de mise, feinte qu’elle est
tout au plus, mais encore que ’effet de gradation, de surenchere (mubalaga),
est lui méme recherché par le locuteur, prémédité (yata‘ammadu) par ce dernier
puisque c’est cette gradation qui permettra d’atteindre ’effet stylistique recher-
ché. Enfin, Batalyawsi entrevoit certes une dichotomie, mais celle-ci oppose
Perreur a cette forme délibérée, feinte, mais pas a une simple rétractation de
changement d’avis.

Ecoutons 2 présent *Astarabadi a ce sujet, lui qui reprend le méme exemple
(mais dénué de la particule bal) :

Celui qu’on appelle permutatif d’erreur est de trois sortes. Il s’agit soit de chan-
gement avis et c’est que tu mentionnes ’élément permuté intentionnellement et
de maniére préméditée puis que tu feignes de t’étre trompé, au profit d’'un second
terme étranger [au premier]. Les poétes optent souvent pour lui aux fins d’exagéra-
tion et pour montrer leur habileté artistique en termes d’éloquence, et sa condition
est de progresser du plus bas vers le plus haut comme lorsque tu dis hind nagm badr
Sams “Hind est un astre, une pleine lune, un soleil” : tu fais comme si, méme si tu
souhaitais mentionner ’astre, tu t’étais trompé, et tu montres alors que tu ne sou-
haitais au départ que la comparer a la pleine 'une, et ainsi de suite lorsque tu dis
“pleine lune” et “soleil”.
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wa-hada lladi yusamma badal al-galat ‘ala talatat *agsam ’imma buda@ wa-huwa “an
tadkura I-mubdal min-hu ‘an qasd wa-ta‘ammud tumma tithima ’anna-ka galit li-kawn
al-tani °agnabiyyan wa-hada ya‘tamidu-hu l-Su‘ar@ katiran li-l-mubalaga wa-l-tafannun
fil-fasaha wa-Sartu-hu *an yartaqgiya min al->adna li-I-’a‘la ka-qawli-ka “hind nagm badr
Sams” ka-’anna-ka wa-’in kunta mu‘tamidan li-dikr al-nagm tugallitu nafsa-ka wa-turi
’anna-ka lam tagsid fi [’awwal ’illa tasbiha-ha bi-l-badr wa-ka-dalika qawlu-ka “badr
$ams”. CAstarabadi SK : 11, 403)
Il distingue donc, en les opposant les uns aux autres, le cas de bada’ “change-
ment d’avis”, celui de galat sarih muhaqqaq “véritable erreur”, et celui de nisyan
“oubli” (wa-hada lladi yusamma badal al-galat ‘ala talatat ’aqsam ’imma buda@’
[...] wa-’imma galat sarih muhaqqaq [...] wa-’imma nisyan) (’Astarabadi SK :
II, 403-404). Le fait qu’il soit possible d’opposer galat sarih muhaqqaq a galat
bad@’ doit pouvoir faire comprendre que ce dernier n’a rien de véritable, ce que
corrobore ’exemple pris par Radi 1-Din al-’Astarabadi et I’explication qu’il en
donne, ot ’on repere bien une gradation ascendante (’an yartaqgiya min al-’adna
li-I-’a‘la) et donc une permutation feinte (tithima), par surencheére (mubalaga),
le tout de maniére préméditée (gasd wa-ta‘ammud), exactement ainsi que nous
I’avons vue chez Batalyawsi.®
Un auteur comme Ibn Hariif al-’I$bili en vient méme a se singulariser (cf.
Ibn Hariif SGZ : I, 343) en ce sens qu’il en donne un exemple coranique : quti-
la *ashabu 1-’uhdidi O I-nari dati l-waqidi (Cor 85, 4-5) “[ils] ont été tués, les
Hommes du Four, ©) — feu sans cesse alimenté —,” (Blachére 1950 : 644-645).
Rappelons que, depuis Mubarrad, ce qui est une antienne reprise par ’ensemble
des grammairiens, le Coran est, par essence, exempt d’erreurs et donc de badal
al-galat. L’exemple coranique pris par Ibn Hariif al-’Isbili ne reléve donc pas du
badal al-galat mais bien de ce cinquiéme type (chez lui) qu’il nomme badal al-
’idrab, distinct du quatrieme. Et s’il ne s’agit pas d’'un permutatif d’erreur ou
d’oubli, également impossible dans le texte coranique, c’est qu’il doit s’agir de
ce que Batalyawsl n’a pas étiqueté lorsqu’il évoquait le cas ou le locuteur com-
met délibérément "“erreur” mais que Astarabadi appelle badal al-bada@’, bad@
qu’évoque justement Ibn Harif al-’ISbili a cet endroit de son texte. Il s’agirait
alors de comprendre cet exemple coranique, toujours selon Ibn Harif al-’Isbili,
comme suit : “[ils] ont été tués, les Hommes du Four, du four, que dis-je ? du feu

8 Ces mémes éléments a la fois d’intentionnalité (magsidan) et de gradation vers le plus
haut (Cawld) se retrouvent par exemple chez Ibn Gama‘a (cf. SK: 188), de méme que chez
‘Alawi qui souligne a la fois ’aspect intentionnel (‘ald gihat al-‘amd wa-l-qasd) et de gradation
par surenchére (mubalaga, ‘Alawi Minhag : I, 259).
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sans cesse alimenté” avec une gradation faisant du feu alimenté quelque chose de
plus fort, de plus éloquent que le simple four.*

Un autre auteur suggére cette méme gradation ascendante. Il s’agit d’Ibn *Abi
I-Rabi‘ qui indique :

Et cela, c’est que tu mentionnes le premier puis qu’il t'apparaisse bon de passer a un
autre que tu lui substitues. Un exemple de cela est de dire ga’a-ni l-wazir al-’amir
“est venu a moi le ministre, le prince” alors que les deux sont bien venus a toi : tu as
asserté en premier de la venue du ministre puis tu t’es porté sur le fait d’asserter de
[la venue du] prince parce que cela est plus fort quant a ce que tu souhaites [dire].

wa-dalika an tadkura l->’awwal tumma yabduwa la-ka °an tantagqila °ila gayri-hi fa-tub-
dila min-hu wa-mital dalika *an taqiila “ga’a-ni l-wazir al-’amir” wa-huma qad ga’a-ka
fa->ahbarta >awwalan bi-magi’ al-wazir tumma ntaqalta °ila I-’ihbar ‘an al-’amir li-’anna
dalika *agqwa fi-ma turidu-hu. (Ibn >Abi 1-Rabi‘ Basit : 1, 408)

Avec un tel exemple, deux lectures sont possibles : soit de comprendre que le
ministre et le prince sont deux personnes distinctes, et que, sous une forme de
coordination asyndétique, le locuteur évoque successivement les deux, comme
dans I’exemple de la viande, du poisson et des dattes donné par Ibn Ginni et Ibn
‘Usfiir ; soit, ce qui est l'interprétation d’Ibn *Abi 1-Rabi‘, de comprendre qu’il
s’agit en fait d’'une seule et méme personne, a la fois ministre et prince, et qu’a
des fins d’emphase, le locuteur choisit une permutation par gradation allant de la
moins forte a la plus forte Cagwa) des qualifications.

On notera enfin chez lui I'utilisation du concept de déplacement, de transla-
tion (intigal) sous la forme de tantagqila et de intaqalta, qui ici, couplé a I’exemple
qu’il donne, semble bien vouloir signifier que I’élément permuté est maintenu,
aux fins d’emphase, et non pas supprimé, ce concept de translation fournissant la
transition vers le point suivant.

3.4 Les deux rétractations

Gamal al-Din al-Fakihi se révéle étre intéressant puisque dans 'autocommentaire
qu’il fit de son K. al-Hudiid fi [-nahw, il reprend la typologie d’Ibn Malik, ’hype-
ronyme étant al-badal al-mubdyin (dont il donne en plus de la terminologie un
premier exemple, classique, sous forme de ‘inda-ka ragul himar) (Fakihi SH : 262)

8 Notons que pour une grande majorité des grammairiens a la suite de Farisi, ce verset
reléve bien du badal, mais du badal al-istimal (cf. Farisi ’Idah : 221), ce que réfute pour sa part
Suhayli qui s’étonne fortement que Farisi ait pu avoir cette idée, ne voyant la qu'un permutatif
de la chose pour la chose (badal al-Say’ min al-Say’), ce qu’il justifie par une élision implicite du
type qutila *ashabu [-’ubdiidi *ubdiidi I-nari dati l-waqid. (cf. Suhayli Nat@ig : 240).
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et ses hyponymes, au nombre de trois, le badal ’idrab, le badal al-galat et le badal
nisyan (Fakihi SH : 267-268).

De I’hyperonyme, il explique que le permutatif est en contradiction formelle et sé-
mantique avec 'élément permuté (yubdyinu-hu lafzan wa-ma‘nan) (Fakihi SH : 267).

Du premier hyponyme, il précise que par “rétractation” il convient d’entendre
“rétractation de transition” (ay ’idrab intigal) (Fakihi SH : 267) en reprenant pour
I’exemplifier le hadith déja mentionné. A son propos, il indique une nouvelle fois
qu’il s’agit d’'un permutatif de rétractation de transition et pas d’une rétractation
d’abrogation (’idrab °ibtal), le permutatif tout comme son élément permuté étant
intentionnellement exprimés (fa-“tulutu-ha” wa-ma ba‘da-hu badal °idrab intiqal la
Yidrab °ibtal min “nisfu-ha”) (Fakihi SH : 269). Et c’est pourquoi, selon lui, ce per-
mutatif “est appelé permutatif de changement d’avis puisque le locuteur asserte
d’une chose puis il lui apparait bon et bien d’asserter d’une autre sans abroger
la premiére” (yusamma badal al-bad@ li->’anna l-mutakallim yuhbiru bi-Say’ tumma
yabdii la-hu *an yuhbira bi-’ahar min gayr ’ibtal al->awwal) (Fakihi SH : 269). Ce
faisant, lui comme d’autres mettent une égalité entre °idrab et bada@’, mais cette
égalité se fait précisément chez lui entre ’idrab intigal et bada’ et non entre ’idrab
’ibtal et bad@’, de sorte que bada’ est un hyponyme de “idrab.

Du deuxiéme hyponyme, il fournit un autre exemple (ra’aytu zaydan al-faras)
(Fakihi SH : 268) mais surtout dit que certains en ont fait une particularité de
la poésie, alors que d’autres (dont Sibawayhi et la majorité) l’ont attesté pour
la prose. Pourtant, si 'un des trois sous-types qui nous intéresse est bien attesté
selon les uns et les autres dans la poésie, c’est effectivement bien le premier, mais
pas le deuxiéme, a la rigueur observable dans le discours oral spontané. Il ajoute
ce que nous avons déja vu, a savoir que ce sous-type se caractérise par 1’aspect
non intentionnel et par une langue qui fourche (cf. Fakihi SH : 270).

Du troisieme hyponyme, enfin, il ne donne qu'un exemple (§a’a-ni zayd bakr)
(Fakihi SH : 268 et 270), rappelant que le mention de ’élément permuté s’est
faite par cause d’un oubli.

Chez cet auteur, qui reprend en grande partie Ibn Malik et Ibn Hisam al-
’Ansari, on trouve tout de méme de quoi alimenter notre réflexion avec les termes
de ’ibtal (déja rencontré chez al-’Alam al-Santamari et Suyiiti) et intigal (rencon-
tré sous sa forme verbale chez Ibn °Abi 1-Rabi‘), opposant strictement et expressé-
ment ’idrab intiqal a ’idrab ’ibtal. Ce faisant, il indique tres précisément que la ré-
tractation (’idrab) de maniére générale et générique n’est en rien un synonyme de
“mise de c6té” (nahhd, vu chez Sibawayhi), “suppression” (’alga, vu chez Sirafi),
“rejet” (tarh, vu chez Ibn Barhan al-‘Ukbari et Ibn al-Habbaz), “mise a bas” (sagqit,
vu chez ‘Abd al-Qahir al-éurgéni), “abandon” (tark, vu chez Ibn al-Qawwas), ou
“abrogation” (ibtdl, vu chez al-’A‘lam al-Santamari et Suyiit), seul le *idrab ’ibtal
les impliquant de maniéere nécessaire.

Faut-il voir dans cette dichotomie celle proposée par Ibn Harif al-’I$bili qui
consistait, sous un méme ’idrab, a concevoir deux sous-types qu’il nommait bad@
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et gayr bada@’ ? Dans la mesure ot ce dernier n’en disait rien de plus, il est difficile
de trancher.

Si pour un certain nombre de grammairiens, ’'opération de rétractation sup-
poserait celle d’abrogation de 1’élément permuté au profit du seul permutatif qui,
lui, viendrait le remplacer, I’0ter, le supprimer, le rejeter, etc. (cf. 3.2 Les mots
de I’abrogation), ce n’est manifestement pas toujours le cas puisque 1’élément
permuté peut étre 1) intentionnellement prononcé mais encore 2) maintenu tel
qu’on le voit notamment chez des auteurs comme Batalyawsi, Ibn *Abi 1-Rabi,
’Astarabadi, Suyiiti® et Fakihi. C’est du reste ce dernier qui dresse clairement la
différence a faire entre une rétractation de transition et une rétractation d’abro-
gation. Et c’est ce que 'on retrouve plus tard chez Hasan qui aborde le ’idrab
intigali (“rétractation transitoire”) auquel il oppose le ’idrab ’ibtali (“rétractation
abrogative”). Voici ce qu'il dit des deux en lien avec la particule bal :

Son [bal] sens est soit la rétractation d’abrogation soit celle de transition. La [ré-
tractation d’] abrogation est celle qui suppose de nier le jugement qui précéde dans
I’énoncé avant bal et de décider qu’il n’est pas réel, que celui qui le prétend est men-
songer et que le fait de s’en écarter au profit d’un autre jugement qui apparait apres
lui [bal] est obligatoire comme dans al-’agram al-samawiyya tabita bal al-’agram al-
samawiyya mutaharrika “les corps célestes sont immobiles, plutdt les corps célestes
sont mobiles” [...] parce que cette immobilité n’est pas un fait avéré et quiconque le
prétend est un menteur. C’est alors comme si le locuteur avait dit “les corps célestes
sont immobiles, non, les corps célestes sont mobiles et non pas immobiles” et qu’il
ait alors infirmé et nié le premier jugement et qu’il ait proposé apres lui un nouveau
jugement. [... La rétractation de] transition est celle qui suppose le déplacement
d’un dessein avant la particule bal a un nouveau dessein aprés elle avec la conserva-
tion du jugement précédent tel quel et "absence de suppression de ce qu’il suppose
comme [dans] son dire, qu’ll soit exalté, gad *aflaha man tazakkd wa-dakara sma rab-
bi-hi fa-salla bal tw’tirina l-hayata l-dunyd wa-"ahiratu hayrun wa-"abqad “[14] Heureux
[au contraire] sera qui se sera purifié, [15] aura invoqué (dakara) le nom de son Sei-
gneur et prié ! [16] Mais vous, [Incrédules !]1, vous préférez la Vie Immédiate [17]
alors que la [Vie] Derniére est meilleure et plus durable” [Blachére 1950 : 648] : le
dessein autour duquel tourne le propos avant bal est celui de I'obéissance (au fait
d’étre exempt de péchés, au culte d’Allah, a la priere) et le nouveau dessein qui se
trouve apres est 'amour de la vie d’ici-bas et la préférence de celle de ’au-dela sur
celle-ci, [mais] les deux desseins sont destinés a demeurer tels quels.

8 1l s’agit chez lui de remarquer l'utilisation du terme ’ibtal (“abrogation”), déja vu chez
al-’Aam al-Santamari, si ce n’est q’ici, il s’agit de son opposé (gayr ’ibtal), et oi1 'on comprend
donc que I'un et I’autre sont non seulement intentionnels mais maintenus. Par contre, nulle
gradation de surenchére ou volonté stylistique ne sont abordées par Suyfti.
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wa-mana-hu ’imma l-’idrab al-’ibtali wa-’imma 1-’idrab al-intiqali fa-1-’ibtali huwa lladi
yaqtadi nafy l-hukm al-sabiq fi l-kalam qabl “bal” wa-l-qat‘ bi-’anna-hu gayr waqi*
wa-mudda-hi kadib wa-l-insiraf ‘an-hu wagib ’ila hukm ’ahar yagi’u ba‘da-ha nahwa
“al->’agram al-samawiyya tabita bal al-’agram al-samawiyya mutaharrika” [...] li-’anna
hada l-tabat >amr gayr hasil wa-man yadda‘i-hi kadib fa-ka-’anna l-mutakallim gala
“al-’agram al-samawiyya tabita la fa-l1-’agram al-samawiyya mutaharrika wa-laysat ta-
bita” fa-’abtala I-hukm al->’awwal wa-nafa-hu wa-‘arada ba‘da-hu hukman gadidan [...]
wa-l-intigali huwa lladi yaqtadi l-intigal min garad qabl al-harf “bal” ’ila garad gadid
ba‘da-hu ma‘a ’ibqa@’ al-hukm al-sabiq ‘ala hali-hi wa-‘adam °ilga> ma yaqtadi-hi ka-
qawli-hi ta‘ala “qad °aflaha man tazakka wa-dakara sma rabbi-hi fa-salla bal tw’tiriina
l-hayata l-dunya wa-"ahiratu hayrun wa->abqa™?® fa-lI-garad alladi yadiru hawla-hu
l-kalam qabl “bal” huwa l-ta‘a (bi-l-tahdara min al-duniib, wa-bi-‘ibadat allah wa-bi-I-
salat) wa-l-garad al-gadid ba‘da-ha huwa hubb al-dunya wa-tafdil al-’ahira ‘alay-ha
wa-kila l-garadayn magqsiid bagin ‘ala hali-hi. (Hasan 1966 : III, 623-624)%

En résumé, deux types de rétractations se laissent dessiner : 'une, dite de tran-
sition, revient a passer d’un motif a une autre sans pour autant supposer la sup-
pression du premier ; 'autre, dite d’abrogation, revient au contraire a délaisser
la chose dite en premier au profit d’une autre, et a supprimer la premiere, jugée
erronée.

4 Conclusion

Les traités grammaticaux sont-ils interchangeables ? Non, et d’autant moins si
P’on souhaite avoir une vision un tant soit peut précise et compléte, ce qui re-
quiert alors d’en consulter un grand nombre. Seul ce travail de comparaison, ce
qui devrait étre une lapalissade, se révéle heuristique.

Cela permet de voir que pour un certain nombre d’entre les grammairiens
arabes médiévaux I’oubli n’est qu’un cas particulier de ’erreur, de sorte qu’il s’y
trouve subsumé.

Cela permet de repérer I’existence, au sein des permutatifs, d’'un permutatif
stylistique, rhétorique donc, qu’il est également possible de qualifier de feint ou
de surenchere, feint puisqu’il s’agit pour le locuteur/orateur de faire semblant

86 Cor 87, 14-17.

8 L’auteur dit sensiblement la méme chose au sujet de la particule ’am : °ibtal al-hukm al-
sabiq wa-nafy madmiini-hi wa-l-qat® bi->’anna-hu gayr waqi wa-l-hukm ‘ala mudda‘i-hi bi-lI-kidb wa-
L-insiraf ‘an dalika l-hukm °ila hukm °ahar yagi’u ba‘da-ha wa-hada huwa 1-’idrab al-’ibtali [...]
al-intigal min garad baqin ‘ald hali-hi °ila °ahar yuhdlifu-hu wa-yusamma [-’idrab al-intigali (Hasan
1966 : III, 597, note 1). Sur cette méme distinction au sein du ’idrab, on consultera égale-
ment 'ouvrage du savant indien Muhammad b. Ali Ibn al-Qadi Muhammad Hamid b. Muham-
mad Sabir al-Fartiqi 1-Hanafi I-Tahanawi (m. 1158/1745 ?), Kassaf istilahat al-funiin wa-l-‘ultim
(cf. Tahanawi Kassaf : 218b-219a).
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de se tromper pour pouvoir, dans un mouvement de surenchére, ajouter au pre-
mier un autre plus fort (cf. Batalyawsi, Ibn Hariif al-’I$bili, Ibn *Abi 1-Rabi‘, *As-
tarabadi, Ibn Gama‘a, ‘Alawi, Ibn al-Fahhar al-Bayri).

Cela permet surtout de repérer que soit le badal al-bad@’, dont ’apparition du
terme dans le champ strict de la grammaire arabe en rapport avec les permutatifs
est relativement tardive (VII¢/XIIre siecle), est présenté comme 1’équivalent du ba-
dal al-’idrab (cf. Sibawayhi, Ibn Harif al-’I$bili, Ibn Malik, Ibn Gama‘a, *Usmiini,
Ibn Hisam al-’Ansari, Ibn ‘Aqil, Suyiti),® soit que celui-ci est présenté comme
I’hyperonyme de la catégorie dont celui-la n’est alors que I'un des hyponymes aux
cotés du badal al-galat wa-l-nisyan (cf. Ibn al-Dahhan al-Bagdadi, Ibn Ga‘far al-’Ir-
bili, Ibn >Abi 1-Rabi¢ et Ibn al-Fahhar al-Bayri).®* A cette derniére liste s’ajoute
celle de ceux qui, en I’absence d’un hyperonyme, font du badal al-bada’ 1’'une des
sortes de ce quatriéme type de badal (cf. Guziili, Salawbin, Ibn ‘Usfiir) ou qui,
sous un autre hyperonyme (badal al-galat ; al-badal al-mubdyin) en font encore un
hyponyme (cf. *Astarabadi, Ibn al-Qawwas, ‘Alawi ; Fakihi).

Sur la base de ce recueil de données, et en considérant, notamment avec ceux
des grammairiens pour qui ce quatriéme type de permutatif se caractérise, quel
que soit le sous-type envisagé, par une rétractation (’idrab), laquelle ne présup-
pose pas nécessairement I’abrogation du terme permuté, lui qui peut au contraire
étre maintenu dans certains cas (c’est toute la signification de “mieux”, “plutot”,
“voire”),* je propose une nouvelle organisation typologique de ces permutatifs,
ce qui peut se représenter de la sorte :

8 Cela, certainement issu de la lecture de Sibawayhi qui, on s’en souvient, écrivait ’an
yabduwa la-ka *an tudriba (Sibawayhi Kitab(2) : I, 439), placant ainsi ce qui allait devenir ’idrab
dans le champ de ce qui deviendrait bada’ et, ce faisant, les liait si intimement que certains
grammairiens, prisonniers de ce texte, continuérent de faire de méme.

8 Plus marginalement, le badal al-bad@ est présenté comme ’hyperonyme de la catégorie
avec galat et ’idrab en hyponymes (cf. Sirafi).

% Ce sont en fait les deux valeurs de bal : ou bien dans “a bal b”, b annule a (“ce n’est pas
a qu’il faut dire, mais (plutét) b”) ou bien il va dans le méme sens que lui, mais plus loin que lui,
en mieux ou en pis, “a bal b” signifiant “a, (bien) mieux/pis b”, selon la dénotation/connotation
s’attachant a a et b (cf. Larcher 2017 : 255-267, part. 256-258).
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badal al-’idrab

badal al-’idrab al-’ibtalt badal al-’idrab al-intigali
badal al- badal al-ni- ¢ badal al-
galat syan badal al-‘atf bada@’,
badal al-bad@’,
intentionnalité du locuteur (-) intentionnalité du locuteur (+)
maintien du mubdal min-hu (-) maintien du mubdal min-hu (+)
badal al-galat = marartu bi-ragulin himarin : cas de lapsus lingue ;

badal al-nisyan
badal al-‘atf

marartu bi-ragulin himarin : cas de lapsus memoriae ;

’akaltu lahman samakan tamran : cas de permutatif de liste

(coordination asyndétique) ;

badal al-bad@’, = hind kawkab (nagm) badr sams : cas de permutatif feint et de
surencheére (correctio latine) ;

badal al-bad@’, = ’a‘ti-hi ragifan dirhaman : cas de permutatif de reprise.

Je propose donc de voir dans le type de permutatif d’autocorrection dont il a été
question, plutét que le badal al-mubdyin, le badal al-’idrab, c’est-a-dire le “permu-
tatif de rétractation” qui, on le constate alors, ne forme pas un doublet avec le
badal al-bada@’. Ce badal al-’idrab connait deux cas de figure en fonction que 1’é1é-
ment permuté est réellement supprimé (’idrab ’ibtali) ou non et donc maintenu
(’idrab intiqali).

Le premier de ces sous-types se caractérise donc par I’abrogation du terme
permuté et connait deux sortes, celle de I’erreur d’une part, celle de I’oubli
d’autre part.
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Le second sous-type se caractérise par le maintien du terme permuté et connait
également deux sortes, I'une ot il n’y a pas d’effet de gradation en tant que tel,
ni donc d’effet stylistique, ce que je propose de nommer le badal al-‘atf en ce qu’il
correspond au cas de coordination asyndétique compris comme un “permutatif
de liste” tel qu’on a pu le voir chez Ibn Ginni, Ibn ‘Usfur mais également Suhayli.
Aux cOtés de cette sorte se trouve alors le badal al-bad@’, “permutatif de change-
ment d’avis” (1) tel que nous le voyons a I'ceuvre chez Batalyawsi, Ibn Harif al-
’I$bili, Ibn *Abi 1-Rabi¢, *Astarabadi, Ibn Gama‘a, ‘Alawi et Ibn al-Fahhar al-Bayri
avec cet effet stylistique da a la gradation qui existe entre les deux termes, ces
deux termes étant intentionnellement prononcés de méme que l'effet de grada-
tion étant recherché et prémédité, ce qui en fait un équivalent a la correctio latine.
Je choisis de le nommer badal al-bada@’, parce qu’il existe un autre cas, oll une
gradation existe bien, mais ot rien n’indique qu’elle soit, elle, préméditée par le
locuteur, et ot rien n’indique non plus que 1’élément permuté soit maintenu (ou
abrogé) apres 'opération de rétractation.?’ Ce cas est celui vu chez Ibn Malik et
j’en fais alors un badal al-bad@’,, “permutatif de changement d’avis” (2), intermé-
diaire a ’ensemble des autres cas de figure.’

Intentionnalité Suppression Gradation
du mubdal min-hu du mubdal min-hu ascendante
badal al-galat v
badal al-nisyan v v
badal al-‘atf v
badal al-bada’, v
badal al-bada@’, v v (®

1 Dans I’exemple d’Ibn Malik, ’a‘i-hi ragifan dirhaman, rien n’indique que ragifan soit main-
tenu de telle sorte que celui dont on parle recevrait et du pain et un dirham, mais rien n’indique
non plus que ragifan soit abrogé de telle sorte que celui dont on parle pourrait recevoir et du
pain et un dirham. La différence entre bada’, et bad@’, tient au fait que dans (1) le mubdal min-hu
est intentionnel, ce qu’il n’est pas ou du moins pas dans la méme intensité dans (2).
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1 Introduction

Over the past two decades, more than a dozen book-length reportages on Tur-
key have been published in Poland. The first appeared in 2009 and nearly every
subsequent year has seen the release of a new title.! The sheer number of works
of literary journalism on Turkey—either originally written in Polish or trans-
lated into Polish—within such a short time frame is striking. This phenomenon
reflects a longstanding Polish interest in Turkish themes, rooted in a complex
historical relationship, including over three centuries of geopolitical proximity
(1475-1792).

The earliest Polish sources of knowledge concerning the Ottoman Empire
were closely tied to diplomatic activity. Following the establishment of offi-
cial diplomatic relations in 1414, at least ‘160 Polish missions and embassies
were sent to the Porte’ (Kolodziejczyk 2000: 175), which places Poland among
the leading European states in terms of diplomatic engagement with the Otto-
mans (Topaktas 2015: 308). After the loss of Polish independence at the end of
the 18th century, diplomatic correspondence was gradually supplanted by the
memoirs of political emigrants who sought refuge within the Ottoman Empire.
Another significant source of information about the Ottoman realm emerged
from the accounts of pilgrims traveling to Jerusalem, which had been under Ot-
toman control since 1517. The 16th century, often referred to as ‘the golden age
of pilgrimages’? (Bystronn 1930: 10), yielded several noteworthy descriptions of
Ottoman territories. However, it was in the 19th century that a substantial pro-
liferation of pilgrimage narratives occurred. During this period, many pilgrims
began to adopt the role of tourists in the modern sense, eager to document
and publish their travel impressions (Filipowska 2024: 738). In that century
alone, approximately thirty full-length book travel memoirs concerning Turkey
were published in Polish (Filipowska 2017: 12-14). Poland’s regaining of inde-

! The following is a chronological list of authors’ names and the year their reportages
were published in Poland: Cegielski (2009); Szabtowski (2010); Kelek (2011, translated from
German); Mak (2011, translated from Dutch); Strittmatter (2014, translated from German);
King (2016, translated from English); Smoleniski (2016); Temelkuran (2017, translated from
English); Orchowski (2018); Szumer-Brysz (2018); Kassabova (2019, translated from English);
Rostkowska (2020); Tunc (2020, translated from Turkish); Szumer-Brysz (2021); Orchowski
(2021). Six book-length reportage works originally written in Polish and entirely focused on
Turkey were selected for this article: Max Cegielski, Oko swiata. Od Konstantynopola do Stam-
butu; Witold Szabtowski, Zabdjca z miasta moreli. Reportaze z Turcji; Thomas Orchowski, RzeZ na
Tarlabagst. Opowies¢ o nowej Turcji; Marcelina Szumer-Brysz, Wrézqc z fuséw. Reportaze z Turcji;
Agnieszka Rostkowska, Wojownicy o szklanych oczach. W poszukiwaniu Nowej Turcji; Marcelina
Szumer-Brysz, Izmir. Miasto giauréw.

2 All translations of quotations from Polish and Turkish, unless explicitly stated otherwise,
have been provided by Sylwia Filipowska.
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pendence in 1918 coincided with profound political transformations in Turkey,
culminating in the proclamation of the republic in 1923. This convergence of
historical events sparked renewed interest in Turkish affairs, resulting in the
publication of several significant works of reportage in the inter-war period.
However, this interest waned considerably after the Second World War. Post-
war reportage on Turkey became exceedingly rare, a decline largely attributa-
ble to the travel restrictions imposed by the communist regime.

The situation changed markedly following the collapse of the communist
regime in 1989; however, a significant catalyst for renewed Polish interest in
Turkey emerged in 2006, when the Nobel Prize in Literature was awarded to
Orhan Pamuk. There is no doubt that ‘the popularity of Pamuk’s novels in Po-
land has had a considerable impact on the interest of Polish reportage writers
in Turkey’ (Filipowska 2022: 104). Another pivotal moment occurred on July
15, 2016, with the coup d’état attempt. This event serves as the starting point
for three reportage books—those authored by Orchowski, Szumer-Brysz and
Rostkowska. Furthermore, two of these authors chose to emphasize the trans-
formative nature of contemporary Turkey through their subtitles: The Story of
a New Turkey (Orchowski) and In Search of a New Turkey (Rostkowska). These
titles suggest that the reader will encounter completely new insights, reflecting
a perception that Turkey has undergone profound and possibly unprecedented
change. This raises a critical question: were these transformations genuinely
a consequence of the attempted coup, or does the invocation of the term ‘new
Turkey’ function primarily as a rhetorical or marketing device, designed to at-
tract readership by promising fresh perspectives? To address this question, it
is essential to examine the usage of the term ‘new Turkey’ within the field of
political science and to compare its conceptual framework with the narratives
and themes presented in the aforementioned reportages.

This study applies Norman Fairclough’s framework of Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA) as its principal methodological approach to investigate how
the notion of the ‘new Turkey’ is discursively constructed in Polish works of
literary journalism. Fairclough conceptualizes language not as a neutral medi-
um of communication, but as ‘a form of social practice’ (Fairclough 1989: 22).
In this view, language is understood as being inherently embedded in social
structures—it is simultaneously a component of society, a social process and
a socially conditioned activity. As such, language plays a pivotal role in the
production, reproduction and contestation of ideologies, power relations and
cultural hegemonies. The analysis is conducted in accordance with Fairclough’s
three-dimensional model of discourse, which facilitates a comprehensive ex-
amination of the texts by addressing three interrelated levels: text, discursive
practice and social practice (Fairclough 2006: 63-73). The textual level fo-
cuses on the formal and linguistic features of the texts, including vocabulary,
metaphorical expressions, syntactic structures, rhetorical devices and other dis-
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cursive strategies employed to construct representations of the ‘new Turkey’.
The discursive practice level investigates the processes of text production, dis-
tribution and reception. This includes identifying, who articulates the notion
of the ‘new Turkey’, within which cultural and historical contexts, and under
what ideological assumptions. The social practice level situates the discourse
within broader socio-political frameworks, examining the ideological implica-
tions embedded in intercultural narratives and the ways in which the term ‘new
Turkey’ reflects or challenges dominant power structures. This multidimension-
al approach enables a critical interrogation of how Polish literary journalists
construct the image of contemporary Turkey and whether their narratives serve
to reinforce prevailing stereotypes or, conversely, seek to question and decon-
struct them. Furthermore, it allows for the identification of dominant discourses
shaping the portrayal of Turkish sociopolitical realities and their potential con-
sequences within the broader field of intercultural communication.

2 The term ‘new Turkey’ in political sciences

The term ‘new Turkey’ undeniably possesses a distinctly political origin in the
context of the 21st century. Initially, it was associated with Turkey’s aspirations
to join the European Union, symbolizing a vision of modernization, democra-
tization and alignment with European norms. This interpretation of the term
persisted for an extended period, particularly in the discourse of journalists and
political scientists operating outside of Turkey (Morris 2005; Yavuz 2007). Inside
Turkey, however, the meaning of ‘new Turkey’ evolved over time. Around the
period of the 2010 constitutional referendum, the term began to be appropri-
ated by the ruling Justice and Development Party (AKP) as part of its political
rhetoric. It came to signify a promise of stability and prosperity under AKP gov-
ernance—a form of social contract predicated on the continuous construction
of a renewed and improved national reality. Turkish politicians frequently em-
ployed the phrase in conjunction with the concept of insa (‘construction’), as in
Yeni Tiirkiye’nin ingast (‘the construction of the new Turkey’), thereby framing it
as an ongoing project of national transformation (Yaslicimen 2014: 1).

Recep Tayyip Erdogan prominently invoked the concept during his presiden-
tial campaign and upon his election as the 12th President of the Republic of
Turkey on August 10, 2014, he pledged to implement his political programme
under the banner of the ‘new Turkey’. In this context, the term functioned as
a rhetorical shorthand encapsulating a broader ideological vision for the coun-
try’s future.

These statements emphasized the idea that the ‘Old’ Turkey was a country of coups,
and the ‘New’ Turkey would leave coups and revolutions behind. (...) The emphasis
that this ‘New’ Turkey would be the pioneering states and a regional power of the
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21 century is another idea that was promoted. Within this context, the vision of
a ‘New’ Turkey that is ‘local and national’, ‘not Western-oriented’ and determines
its own interior and foreign policies was adopted. (Gulmez and Tuysuz 2020: X)

The development of the term ‘new Turkey’ has been marked by both unexpected
shifts and substantial implications. Originally employed to describe a state aspir-
ing to European Union membership and thus oriented toward Western democrat-
ic norms, the term has undergone a profound semantic shift. Over time, it has
become one of the most frequently invoked—yet simultaneously ambiguous and
ideologically charged—expressions in Turkish public discourse. What remains
consistent, however, is its strong association with the post-military political era
dominated by the AKP and the leadership of Recep Tayyip Erdogan (Waldman
and Caliskan 2017: 1-5).

This interpretation is also reflected in Polish political science literature (Sur-
del 2017; Wédka 2015; 2017). A particularly insightful contribution comes from
Mateusz Chudziak, an expert at the Centre for Eastern Studies in Warsaw, whose
study titled The Coup as Founding Myth: The Ideological Pillars of the New Turkey
offers a compelling perspective. Chudziak identifies four core values underpinning
the ideological framework of the new Turkey: the nation, the state, the leader and
the struggle for a better future. He argues that the failed coup attempt of July 2016
served as a catalyst for the AKP to implement far-reaching transformations. In this
context, the coup is reinterpreted not merely as a political crisis, but as a founda-
tional moment—‘the symbolic birth of the New Turkey’ (Chudziak 2017: 17).

3 Cegielski: The old Constantinople and the new Istanbul

The semantic ambiguity of the term ‘new Turkey’ is also reflected in Polish lit-
erary reportages concerning that country. Chronologically, the first such work
is Max Cegielski’s Oko swiata. Od Konstantynopola do Stambutu [The Eye of the
World: From Constantinople to Istanbul], published in 2009. The narrative struc-
ture of the book is explicitly organized around the binary opposition of ‘old’ and
‘new’, where the former denotes the Ottoman legacy and the latter refers to the
republican era. This dichotomy is underscored through the chapter titles, each
beginning with either ‘Constantinople’ or ‘Istanbul’, thereby juxtaposing the city’s
historical past with its contemporary identity. Cegielski asserts that Istanbul can-
not be approached other than by ‘following in the footsteps of his predecessors’
(Cegielski 2010: 15), so he repeatedly cites the opinions of nineteenth-century
Polish travellers. His text is replete with historical dates, factual annotations,
quotations and contextual explanations. This deliberate intertextuality and his-
torical layering reflect what he describes as the necessity to ‘carry the baggage of
erudition’ (Cegielski 2010: 15), which in turn underscores the enduring strength
of the tradition of writing about Turkey in Polish literature.
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Cegielski appears to be motivated by a desire to fill the nearly century-long
gap in Polish reportage on Turkey. In doing so, he selectively reconstructs key
moments in the history of the Turkish Republic, beginning with Mustafa Kemal
Atatiirk, whom he credits with having ‘saved the country and created a modern
republic, but destroyed Ottoman tolerance and cosmopolitanism’ (Cegielski 2010:
86). The values introduced by Atatiirk in the early twentieth century are repeatedly
questioned and reinterpreted by Cegielski’s interlocutors. One such figure is the
artist Extrastruggle, who, during his 2007 exhibition at the Istanbul Modern art
museum, presented posters referencing Atatiirk’s iconic slogan Ne mutlu Tiirkiim
diyene [How happy is the one who says ‘I am a Turk’], replacing the word Turk with
alternative identities such as Kurd, Armenian, communist, Christian and Islamic
orthodox. This artistic intervention underscores the contested legacy of republi-
can nationalism and the growing visibility of marginalized identities in contem-
porary Turkey. Another symbolic rupture with Atatiirk’s legacy is represented by
the planned demolition of the Atatiirk Cultural Centre (AKM) in Istanbul’s Taksim
Square. Cegielski reflects on this development by asking: ‘I wonder if Turkey is
changing so much that under the AKP government it needs new symbols to replace
the old ones from Atatiirk’s time’ (Cegielski 2010: 250). The transformations intro-
duced by the AKP do not escape the reporter’s attention; he senses the emergence
of yet another iteration of the ‘new’ in Turkey’s political and cultural landscape.
At the same time, he begins to experience a degree of conceptual disorientation in
distinguishing between what is ‘new’ and what is ‘old’. For instance, describing the
tense atmosphere following the AKP’s victory in the 2007 parliamentary elections,
he notes that the ‘old elites’ disapprove of the fact that President Abdullah Giil’s
wife wears a traditional headscarf. Unnoticeably in Cegielski’s narrative, the new
republican elites became the old ones... This inversion reflects the fluid and con-
tests nature of political identity in modern Turkey.

In his effort to address the absence of Polish reportages on the republican
period of Turkish history, Cegielski devotes considerable attention to pivotal
events and figures that have shaped modern Turkey. He discusses, among others,
the anti-Greek and anti-Jewish pogroms of 6 September 1955; the figure of Ali
Agca, known in Poland primarily for the attempted assassination of Pope John
Paul II in 1981; the assassination of Armenian journalist Hrant Dink in 2007;
the rise to power of the AKP; the literary significance of Orhan Pamuk; and the
legacy of Turkish poet Nazim Hikmet, whose Polish ancestry renders him par-
ticularly meaningful to Polish readers. Cegielski’s reportage is especially attuned
to socio-cultural dimensions of contemporary Turkey. He explores the status of
religious and ethnic minorities, such as the Alevis (attending a religious cere-
mony in a cemevi with his interpreter’s cousin) as well as the everyday lives of
street traders, men sitting in the cafés, residents of gecekondu (informal housing
settlements), the Romani community in the Sulukule district and independent
artists and performers. Even stray dogs in Istanbul’s urban landscape become



The Discourse of ‘New Turkey’ in Contemporary Polish Reportage Books... 193

subjects of his ethnographic curiosity, exactly as they were present in the mem-
oirs of 19th-century Polish travellers (Filipowska 2017: 154-156). His approach
to urban space is informed by a critical awareness of industrialization and gen-
trification processes. While historical monuments are typically discussed within
chapters labelled as part of ‘old Turkey’, Cegielski consistently supplements these
descriptions with reflections on their contemporary context, e.g. in the case of the
Eyiip mosque and cemetery:

It’s spring, it’s green, but there’s nothing flowering yet. We are climbing uphill. Loti
in Constantinople in 1890 described Eyiip in May, when roses and jasmine were in
fragrance beside the gravestones. On one of the paths he met three little girls, ‘as if
they were out of place’. We also met three girls, teenagers who hid here from the
sight of their parents. In Loti’s time, there were no such Turkish girls in the city.
Wearing jeans, sneakers and T-shirts, they smoke one cigarette together, giggling
when they see me. (Cegielski 2010: 50)

One of the recurring themes in Cegielski’s reportage is the position of women in
Turkish society, a subject to which he devotes considerable attention. His inquiry
centres on the boundaries of women’s personal freedom, with clothing emerging
as a key symbolic marker of autonomy and identity. During a visit to the apart-
ment of two Alevi women from Sivas, Cegielski, prompted by ‘a piece of colour-
ful strings visible above the trousers’, initiates a conversation about ‘appearance
as a declaration of worldview’ (Cegielski 2010: 157). Filiz, a fashion designer,
reflects on the performative nature of dress in Turkish society. She describes
how some women tailor their appearance to align with the expectations of dif-
ferent male figures in their lives—dressing one way for a boyfriend on a date
and another in the presence of a father or brother. In her view, ‘Turkish society
is conservative in terms of morality’ (Cegielski 2010: 156). This observation is
echoed in an interview with Esra, a resident of the affluent Nisantas1 district, who
notes that her great-grandmother uncovered her head even before the fall of the
Ottoman Empire, suggesting a more complex and historically layered narrative
of women’s visibility and agency. The repeated focus on women’s dress may also
reflect enduring Polish stereotypes about Turkey and Turkish women. This the-
matic preoccupation has historical roots, as nineteenth-century Polish travellers
often devoted separate sections of their accounts to the subject of women’s cloth-
ing and social roles (Filipowska 2017: 221). Cegielski’s engagement with this
motif thus not only reveals contemporary tensions within Turkish society but also
resonates with a long-standing tradition in Polish travel writing.

A central focus of Cegielski’s reportage is the Turkish left-wing opposition
and the history of anti-socialist violence, both past and present. He revisits key
moments of political repression, including the Sheikh Said uprising in 1925,
the Taksim Square massacre during the 1 May parade in 1977, the attack on
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the Alevi cultural congress in Sivas in 1993 and the shootings at Alevi cafés in
Istanbul on 12 March 1995. These events are situated within a broader narra-
tive of marginalization and political exclusion, particularly of groups such as
the Alevis and Kurds. Cegielski notes that socialist ideals are often embraced by
Kurdish communities, who are described as being ‘socially excluded’ (Cegielski
2010: 54). In an effort to engage directly with these marginalized voices, the re-
porter travels to Gazi Mahallesi, a peripheral district of Istanbul predominantly
inhabited by migrants from eastern Turkey. The neighbourhood’s reputation for
political unrest is so pronounced that only the third taxi driver he approaches
in Taksim agrees to take him there. Cegielski’s sustained interest in such spaces
is evident in the structure of his book: nearly half of the chapters devoted to
‘new Istanbul’ (9 out of 20) are subtitled Gazi Mahallesi, Return to Gazi Mahallesi
or Kiiciik Armutlu (another district with a similar socio-political profile). His
interlocutors from Kii¢iik Armutlu are described as ‘stigmatised people—for so-
cial and religious reasons. They are known as the ‘3K’—Kurds, communists and
Kizilbas (a pejorative term for Alevis, literally meaning ‘red heads’)’ (Cegielski
2010: 129). This triad of identities encapsulates the intersection of ethnic, politi-
cal and religious marginalization in contemporary Turkey and underscores Ce-
gielski’s commitment to documenting voices from the periphery of mainstream
political discourse.

Cegielski’s interlocutors include, among others, Mesut, a member of the so-
cialist Freedom and Solidarity Party (Ozgiirliik ve Dayanisma Partisi, ODP, later
renamed as the Left Party in 2019); Hasan, the manager of an Alevi clinic; and
the husband of a political prisoner who died during a hunger strike (he chooses
to remain anonymous). The reporter openly acknowledges that during his ini-
tial visits to Istanbul, he lacked access to gecekondu neighbourhoods and only
through collaboration with local translators was he able to engage meaningfully
with residents of these marginalized districts. One of these translators is Bay-
ram, a sociology student at Bosphorus University, who identifies as ‘an atheist
and socialist’ (Cegielski 2010: 277). It appears that the political orientations of
the translators may have influenced not only the selection of interviewees but
also the choice of locations visited. This, in turn, contributed to the distinctly
left-leaning perspective that characterizes the reportage. Cegielski himself ad-
dresses this issue in the second edition of the book, noting that some readers
criticized the work for its perceived ideological bias. For instance, Marzena,
a Pole working in the editorial office for the English-language supplement of
an Istanbul-based newspaper, accused him of ‘exaggerating the importance of
the left-wing opposition in the country’ (Cegielski 2010: 336). In response, the
author offers a measured defence, stating that he ‘does not have a monopoly on
the truth about reality’ (Cegielski 2010: 337). This remark encapsulates a fun-
damental principle of the reportage genre: the acknowledgment of subjectivity
and the situated nature of narrative perspective.
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4 Szablowski: Two Turkeys

Witold Szabtowski, in his collection Zabdjca z miasta moreli. Reportaze z Turcji
[The Assassin from the Apricot City: Reportage from Turkey], published one year
after Cegielski’s work, also engages with the concept of republican Turkey as the
‘new Turkey’. Reflecting on the legacy of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, he writes:

As president, Kemal sets the bar extremely high for himself. In the course of
a decade, he aims to change a benighted leviathan into a modern country, and the
traditional fez-wearing Turk into a New Turk—a rightful citizen of Europe (Sza-
blowski 2013: 180).

In contrast to Cegielski, Szabtowski’s primary focus lies in the contemporary peri-
od—specifically, the first decade of the 21st century. Historical references appear
only sporadically and serve primarily to contextualize present-day phenomena.
He briefly discusses Atatiirk’s reforms, recounts the story of his marriage to Latife
Hanim and references figures such as Nazim Hikmet and Ali Agca. However, even
these historical elements are firmly anchored in the present, as Szablowski ex-
plores their ongoing resonance in Turkish society. For instance, he highlights the
enduring cultural phenomenon of Hikmetomania—the continued reverence for
Nazim Hikmet among contemporary Turks. He visits the family of Ali Agca, who
was incarcerated at that time and conducts an interview with ipek Calislar, au-
thor of a 2006 biography of Latife Hanim, who was accused of insulting Atatiirk
and brought to trial.

Szabtowski directs his attention to contemporary issues or events from recent
years that continue to provoke intense debate within Turkish society. One entire
chapter, titled Moustachioed Republic, is devoted to Prime Minister Erdogan and
the rise to power of the AKP. Rather than offering direct evaluations or commen-
tary on the party’s policies, Szabtowski employs a subtle and symbolic approach,
using the motif of the moustache. He opens the chapter with the following thesis:

In Turkey you can recognise the politicians by their moustaches. The nationalists
have the longest ones. The socialists are slightly shorter, and the shortest ones be-
long to the Islamists. (Szablowski 2013: 87-88)

The chapter concludes with a description of a meeting held on 15 July 2007, dur-
ing which terms such as ‘Islam’, ‘Sharia’, or ‘Qur’an’ were not mentioned even
once, yet the audience was predominantly composed of men with short moustach-
es. Szabtowski also explores political attitudes and perspectives on the European
Union through a visit to a shop selling The Bye-Bye Bush Shoes, manufactured
by Ramazan Baydan. This brand gained international notoriety after a journalist
threw one of its shoes at President George Bush during a press conference in Bagh-
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dad in 2008. The majority of the shop’s clientele consists of individuals critical of
the West, such as Zeynep, a student from Istanbul. She expresses a desire to throw
a shoe at Orhan Pamuk as well, arguing that he, having come from a wealthy back-
ground and never having worked even one day in his life, was awarded the Nobel
Prize solely because ‘he vilifies the Turkish nation’ (Szabtowski 2013: 171).

Szabtowski demonstrates a deeper interest in questions of morality than in
politics, once again employing the power of detail—not only as a memorable
narrative device, but also as a vehicle for metaphor (Szczygiet 2022: 54-55). The
distribution of condoms outside a mosque serves as a springboard for a broader
discussion on sexuality in contemporary Turkey. Among the topics addressed are
premarital virginity, public houses where many Turkish boys experience their
first sexual encounters, sexual advice columns authored by Giizin Abla, circum-
cision, pornography, homosexuality and prostitution. Szabtowski conducts inter-
views with a diverse range of individuals, including Ustiingel, a gay man whose
sexual orientation is openly acknowledged among his friends in Istanbul but re-
mains concealed from his family and acquaintances in his hometown; Saliha Er-
mez and Ayse Tiikriikcii, former sex workers who ran as candidates in the 2007
parliamentary elections—despite attracting media attention, they received fewer
than a thousand votes; and members of Lambda, an organization that advocates
for LGBTQ + rights and organizes equality parades. An entire chapter is devoted
to the issue of honour killings and the work of the Kamer foundation, which in-
tervenes to protect women at risk. The narrative is anchored in an interview with
Hatice; a woman whose own father attempted to kill her for allegedly tarnishing
the family’s honour. As in other parts of the book, Szabtowski refrains from overt
commentary, instead presenting statistical data and factual accounts to allow the
reader to draw their own conclusions.

On the day I was admiring Mesopotamia from the plane, a father killed his daugh-
ter in Sanliurfa. Why? Because she sent a text message to a radio station with best
wishes for her boyfriend. Her first name and surname were mentioned on air. The
father believed she had tarnished her virginity. (Szabtowski 2013: 39)

In further exploring the theme, Szablowski observes that ‘all starts with a rumour’
(Szabtowski 2013: 44). This pervasive atmosphere of suspicion and social control
leads him to reflect on his own behaviour: while walking down the street, he
avoids smiling at unfamiliar women, fearing the potential consequences. ‘Maybe
it’s exaggeration, but I think my smile could kill someone, so I lower my gaze and
keep walking’ (Szabtowski 2013: 45). He engages in a conversation with Deniz
Akcay, the screenwriter of the popular television series Little Women, to discuss
the status of women in Turkey. Through this dialogue, Szabtowski uncovers the
profound challenges faced by single women in Turkish society, where traditional
norms and expectations continue to exert significant pressure.
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Szabtowski also draws attention to the plight of immigrants in Turkey, particu-
larly those residing in the country without legal status. He interviews Mahmoud,
an Iraqi man stranded in Istanbul, who survives by teaching English, selling sto-
len passports and acting as an intermediary for human smugglers. In an attempt
to delve deeper into the issue, Szabtowski travels to Izmir, where he seeks contact
with smugglers—an effort that proves unsuccessful. Migrants, wary of exposure,
refuse to speak with him or allow photographs to be taken. As a result, Sza-
btowski supplements his narrative with data from international reports and vivid
descriptions of the grim realities faced by refugees: overcrowded boats being
pushed back and forth between Turkish and Greek territorial waters and beach
cleaners removing the bodies of drowned migrants before tourists arrive. He por-
trays illegal migrants as suspended in a liminal space—trapped ‘in the middle’,
like on a bridge, with no clear path forward or back.

The metaphor of the bridge, of being in the middle, appears frequently in Sza-
btowski’s work. It is, in fact, the dominant compositional feature of the reportage,
which begins with the chapter Bridges on the Bosporus, where the motif of being
torn between East and West, tradition and modernity, appears for the first time:

We are sailing from Europe to Asia. The journey takes about a quarter of an hour.
Here there are businessmen along with beggars, women in chadors with women in
mini-skirts, non-believers with Imams, prostitutes with dervishes, the holy with the
unholy—all Turkey on a single ferry. (Szabtowski 2013: XV)

The book concludes with a reflection on a photograph published in the Turkish
daily ‘Hiirriyet’, depicting two women standing in the sea—one topless, the other
wearing a full-body swimsuit designed for Muslim women, revealing only her eyes.
The accompanying editorial comment reads: ‘That’s Turkey for you’ (Szabtowski
2013: 210). This striking juxtaposition of East and West, tradition and modernity,
echoes themes frequently explored in the works of Orhan Pamuk. The motif of
a cultural and ideological split between East and West is among the most promi-
nent and recurrent in the oeuvre of the Turkish Nobel laureate. In Szablowski’s re-
portage, the division of Turkey into two distinct spheres—cultural, ideological and
social—is more pronounced than the often-invoked dichotomy between the ‘old’
and the ‘new’ Turkey. His narrative focuses almost exclusively on the modern, re-
publican state, while simultaneously acknowledging that profound transformations
are unfolding before his eyes—signs of an emerging ‘new’ reality.

In later editions of the book, Szabtowski added a chapter devoted to the 2013
Gezi Park protests. He spent a week at the site, engaging with both demonstrators
and their opponents in an effort to understand the underlying tensions:

What unites them, and what divides them? And how will the occupation of the park
leave its mark on them in general? (Szabtowski 2013: 1)
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This new chapter was placed at the beginning of the volume, thereby disrupting
the previously established compositional structure and shifting the thematic fo-
cus more explicitly toward the notion of the ‘new’.’

In contrast to Cegielski, Szablowski possesses a functional command of the
Turkish language, which significantly facilitated his access to a wide range of
interlocutors. He asserts that he gained more insight into Turkish society through
conversations with individuals such as Mustafa, a truck driver, than during two
semesters of study at Marmara University. Nevertheless, he frequently encoun-
ters a recurring sentiment among his interviewees: that he, as a foreigner, can-
not truly understand them because he is not Turkish. Despite this perception,
Szabtowski succeeds remarkably in capturing the nuances and complexities of
the Turkish mentality. His reportage has been met with critical acclaim not only
in Poland but also internationally. The book has been translated into numerous
languages, including English, Czech, Estonian, Dutch, German, Russian, Slovak,
Ukrainian and Italian. Notably, the chapter devoted to the poet Nazim Hikmet
was published in Turkish by Osman Firat Bas (Bas 2023).

5 Orchowski: A truly ‘new’ Turkey?

While Cegielski concentrated on Istanbul as a whole and Szabtowski explored
various regions of Turkey, the third reporter, Thomas Orchowski, narrowed his
focus to a single district of Istanbul—Tarlabasi. His reportage, RzeZ na Tarlabast.
Opowies¢ o nowej Turcji [The Slaughter in Tarlabast: The Story of a New Turkey],
was published in 2018, although the majority of the material was gathered prior
to the attempted coup d’état in 2016.

The opening chapter, Tanks at the Bosporus, appears somewhat appended to an
otherwise completed manuscript. It is notably brief—only five pages in length—
and resembles a press-like report of the events of July 15, presented in an hour-
by-hour format. The chapter concludes with the assertion:

Thus, the fifth coup in Turkey’s recent history fails. It has neither the support of
the public, nor of the majority of the military, nor of politicians, even those in the
opposition. Why? (Orchowski 2018: 15).

However, this question remains unanswered, as the subsequent chapter does
not continue the discussion. Instead, it opens with a depiction of snowfall in
Istanbul in January—an allusion to Orhan Pamuk’s Snow—and a description of
stray dogs roaming the streets of Tarlabasi, followed by a historical and con-

3 In the English edition this clear structure has been disrupted. The sequence of the chapter
is different. The chapter on the Gezi Park is first, while the name of the chapter Bridges on the
Bosporus has been changed to Instead of a Preface with Roman pagination.
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temporary portrait of the neighbourhood. The theme of the coup attempt re-
surfaces only toward the end of the book, most prominently in the penultimate
sixth chapter, which recounts Orchowski’s visit to the presidential palace in
Ankara and his interview with presidential advisor Saadet Orug. Conducted just
two weeks after the failed coup, this conversation provides the foundation for
Orchowski’s claim: ‘In post-coup Turkey, the events of 15 July have become the
new myth founding the country of the President’ (Orchowski 2018: 197). This
statement closely echoes the analytical framework of aforementioned Mateusz
Chudziak, a specialist at the Centre for Eastern Studies in Warsaw. The topic
re-emerges once more in the book’s final pages, where, as at the beginning,
a similar question is posed: ‘What happened on July 15, 2016? In fact... we still
don’t know’ (Orchowski 2018: 256). Orchowski only revisits widely circulated
speculations: that the majority of Turks, according to opinion polls, believe the
Giilen movement was responsible; that European intelligence services attribute
the coup to a faction of officers fearing imminent purges; and that some voices
suggest President Erdogan himself orchestrated the event.

The 2016 coup d’état attempt, which serves as a kind of compositional frame
for Orchowski’s reportage—although evidently added later, after the majority
of the book had already been written—is presented as a pivotal moment in the
ongoing effort to define the concept of the ‘new Turkey’. However, the author’s
use of this term is not entirely consistent. At the beginning of the book, ‘new’ re-
fers to the founding of the republican state: ‘Trauma and irritated pride—these
were the circumstances under which the new Republic of Turkey was founded
in 1923’ (Orchowski 2018: 84). Later in the narrative, the ‘new Turkey’ denotes
the contemporary state governed by the AKP and President Recep Tayyip Er-
dogan, who is referred to as ‘the New Father of the Turks’ (Orchowski 2018:
259). In this vision, the ‘new Turkey’ is characterized by monumentalism and
grandiosity—each new project is expected to surpass the previous in scale and
visibility: the largest Camlica Mosque, the longest third bridge over the Bospo-
rus, the most expansive new airport. Within this framework, the impoverished
residents of Tarlabasi are perceived as an affront to the national image: they
are, as Orchowski puts it, ‘salt in the eye of the new Turkey’ (Orchowski 2018:
113), because poverty does not align with the state’s aspirational self-image. He
further comments:

The expression of modernity in this vision is not human rights, equality or democra-
cy. Nor are clean air or trees. Great and visible with the naked eye—this is the new
Turkey (Orchowski 2018: 115).

Orchowski’s reportage is thus situated between the historical legacy of repub-
lican Turkey and its contemporary sociopolitical realities. Without question,
the central theme of his work is the condition of national minorities in Turkey.
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The symbolic locus of this theme is the district of Tarlabasi—once a vibrant,
multiethnic neighbourhood inhabited primarily by Greeks, Armenians and Jews
(notably, the Polish national poet Adam Mickiewicz lived and died there), later
depopulated through forced displacement and pogroms and eventually repop-
ulated by impoverished communities, often including petty criminals. While
the subject of minorities had already been addressed by both Cegielski and
Szabtowski—whose works Orchowski references—his treatment is notably
more detailed. He interviews descendants of Istanbul’s minority populations
and introduces lesser-known historical episodes, such as the tragic fate of the
Struma, a ship carrying Jewish refugees during World War II and the varlik
vergisi (‘wealth tax’), which disproportionately targeted non-Muslim citizens.
Many of the themes explored in subsequent chapters are familiar from earlier
reportages: the experiences of homosexual and transgender individuals, honour
killings, the status of women (with the recurring motif of the headscarf), urban
revitalization in Istanbul, the figure of Latife Hanim, the political symbolism
of male facial hair (a passage that closely echoes Szabtowski’s work), the Kur-
dish issue and the PKK, the rise of the AKP and Erdogan’s ascent to power and
the Gezi Park protests. However, Orchowski attempts to revisit these topics
through new lenses, offering alternative examples or previously unexamined
details—for instance, the lubunca slang used within the LGBTQ + community,
the cultural phenomenon of singer Biilent Ersoy, or a comparative analysis of
Emine Erdogan and Latife Hanim.

Importantly, Orchowski also introduces entirely new subjects not addressed by
his predecessors. These include the situation of Turkish guest workers in Germa-
ny, developments in contemporary Turkish cinema, the figure of Fethullah Giilen
and a compelling account of the precarious state of press freedom in Turkey. In
this context, he visits the editorial offices of the newspaper ‘Cumhuriyet’ and con-
ducts interviews with prominent journalists such as Murat Sabuncu, Can Diindar
and Aykut Kiiciikkaya.

In light of the aforementioned observations, the subtitle of Orchowski’s
book—The story of a new Turkey—appears to be significantly overstated. It seems
to function primarily as a marketing device, designed to suggest the promise of
novel insights absent from earlier reportages on Turkey. In reality, the work
proves to be the weakest among the three, reiterating numerous themes al-
ready explored by his predecessors. The reportage lacks compositional coher-
ence, does not distinguish itself through stylistic finesse or analytical depth
and is marred by editorial oversights. Notably, several proper names are ren-
dered without the appropriate Turkish diacritical marks—for example, ‘Gunes’
instead of ‘Giines’ and ‘Ismail Bahadir’ instead of ‘ismail Bahadir’. Despite these
shortcomings, Orchowski has continued to position himself as a commentator
on Turkish affairs, publishing a subsequent reportage on the divided island of
Cyprus in 2021.
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6 Szumer-Brysz: Just Turkey

Marcelina Szumer-Brysz is the author of two reportage books on Turkey.* The
first, Wrézqc z fuséw. Reportaze z Turcji [Foretelling from the Coffee Grounds: Re-
portage from Turkey], published in 2018, begins with the 2016 coup d’état at-
tempt. The second, released in 2021, focuses entirely on a single city—Izmir—
and bears the subtitle Miasto giauréw [The City of Giaours]. In neither of these
works does the concept of the ‘new Turkey’ play a central role. The author does
not seek to systematically document political or societal transformations, nor
does she attempt to structure her observations within a scholarly framework
distinguishing between the ‘old’ and ‘new’ orders in Turkey. Rather, her aim is
to present the country as she has experienced it—perhaps somewhat chaotical-
ly, from multiple perspectives, at times with admiration, at others with criti-
cism. What matters most to her are ordinary people and their personal stories.
Thanks to her command of the Turkish language, her marriage to a Turkish man
(which eventually ended in divorce) and several years of living and working in
Izmir and its surroundings, Turkey has become her second homeland—one that
she holds close to her heart.

Upon reading both of Szumer-Brysz’s reportage books, one gains the im-
pression that they are written with a specific target audience in mind—Pol-
ish women who, stereotypically, are familiar with Turkey primarily through
popular television series and holiday tourism. This assumption is reinforced
by the inclusion of dedicated chapters on Turkish TV series in both volumes,
reflecting the author’s astute observation: ‘For Turkey’s image in the world,
the TV series—Endless Love and dozens of others—have done more than all
diplomacy put together’ (Szumer-Brysz 2018: 210). Szumer-Brysz addresses
many themes already explored in earlier reportages, such as the situation of
the Kurds and other national and religious minorities, the refugee crisis, the
LGBTQ+ community, the legacy of Nazim Hikmet and the political left, the
role of women in Turkish society and the phenomenon of femicide—murders of
women committed by family members. Nevertheless, she demonstrates a keen
journalistic intuition and honesty in capturing the fatigue and impatience of
her interlocutors, who have likely been asked the same questions repeatedly.
For instance, when questioned about the Armenian issue, Berrin responds with
evident exasperation:

4 Her third book, Turcja. Na wschéd od Zachodu [Turkey: In the East of the West], published
in 2024, does not conform to the conventions of typical reportage, although it incorporates
elements of literary journalism. It is a hybrid work that blends the characteristics of a travel
guide, a concise history of Turkey, a compendium of cultural curiosities and personal reflec-
tions drawn from the author’s years of living in the country.
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Oh, come on! Are you people in Europe still talking about Hitler? Certainly not,
because that is a past issue (Szumer-Brysz 2018: 120).

Szumer-Brysz also succeeds in presenting well-worn themes—some of which
were already considered tiresome in the 19th century—from fresh and engaging
perspectives. For instance, she frames the topic of Istanbul’s stray dogs through
the personal and emotional narrative of burying her own dog and she explores Is-
lamic teachings on sexuality by engaging in a candid conversation with a female
hodja. Her writing frequently emphasizes the female perspective. When address-
ing the Kurdish issue in Turkey, she recounts the story of Leyla imret, a Kurdish
woman and daughter of a slain PKK fighter, who was raised in Germany and later
returned to Turkey. At the age of 26, despite not speaking Turkish fluently, imret
became the mayor of Cizre. In discussing the refugee crisis, Szumer-Brysz focuses
on the experiences of Syrian women in Izmir, drawing on interviews with a gy-
naecologist, social workers and schoolteachers. She also offers a unique portrayal
of Atatiirk through the lens of his mother, Ziibeyde Hanim—referred to as the
‘grandmother of the Turks’.

Among the newer themes explored in her work, social issues receive particular
attention. Through her marriage to a Turkish man, Szumer-Brysz gained not only
an intimate view of Turkish domestic life but also firsthand experience of it. She
describes the cultural and generational clashes within the household, with special
emphasis on her mother-in-law, humorously depicted as a valide sultan in refer-
ence to the popular television series The Magnificent Century. Her book on Izmir is
especially noteworthy. It presents the city’s cosmopolitan history alongside vivid
details of contemporary life, such as the annual Dressed Women'’s Bicycle Tour,
the Petkim refinery and the Mathematics Village founded by Professor Ali Nesin,
son of the renowned Turkish writer Aziz Nesin.

Szumer-Brysz does not attempt to delineate a binary division between the ‘old’
and ‘new’ Turkey. Instead, she portrays the country as she perceives and experi-
ences it, openly incorporating her own reflections and commentary. Her fluency
in Turkish and extended residence in the country enable her to access a wide
range of social environments, although these encounters are not always com-
fortable—for example, her participation in a kinder party in Ankara, held within
the circles of an ultra-nationalist youth group. While her books may initially
appear light-hearted and seemingly tailored to a female, domestic readership,
a closer examination reveals a nuanced and vivid portrayal of Turkish reality.
Szumer-Brysz demonstrates a graceful command of the Polish language and a tal-
ent for crafting witty, insightful remarks. However, the reportage is not without
its flaws. There are noticeable errors in Turkish orthography, particularly in the
use of the dotted and dotless i (i/1), as well as minor inaccuracies in frequently
quoted Turkish phrases—for instance, Miisait bu yerde instead of the correct Mii-
sait bir yerde (Szumer-Brysz 2021: 172).
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7 Rostkowska: countless ‘new Turkeys’

Agnieszka Rostkowska’s reportage, Wojownicy o szklanych oczach. W poszukiwa-
niu Nowej Turcji [Warriors with Glass Eyes: In Search of a New Turkey], published
in 2020, offers a particularly thorough and insightful examination of the concept
of the ‘new Turkey’. Drawing on her academic background in Turkology and In-
ternational Relations, the author provides a nuanced portrayal of contemporary
Turkey, shedding light on aspects of the country that have remained relatively
unfamiliar to Polish readers. Even when revisiting well-trodden themes—such as
the situation of Kurds, refugees and non-heterosexual individuals, likely in re-
sponse to the expectations of her readership—Rostkowska approaches them from
fresh and original angles. One illustrative example is her treatment of the Islamic
headscarf. She writes:

Hijab, the Islamic headscarf that covers the hair. I was not going to mention it.
Described for decades, by everyone, in every way—how many ways can it be? Un-
til I met Melek, who also used to see no reason to pay attention to the headscarf.
(Rostkowska 2020: 156)

For Melek (a pseudonym), the headscarf becomes a symbol of freedom and femi-
nism—an interpretation that defies conventional Western narratives. Rostkowska
presents this perspective with sensitivity and depth, offering a compelling coun-
terpoint to dominant discourses on gender and religion in Turkey.

Rostkowska’s reportage begins with an account of the 2016 coup d’état at-
tempt, yet it is presented from a perspective distinct from those adopted by pre-
vious reporters. The central figure of the first chapter is Ahmet Alkilig, a devoted
supporter of the AKP, who was shot in the head and arm while defending his
homeland on the night of July 15. Although Rostkowska asserts that ‘the coup
d’état attempt is the legend on which the collective identity of the New Turkey is
built’ (Rostkowska 2020: 26), she locates the origins of this ‘new era’ earlier, in
the 2013 Gezi Park protests. The second chapter introduces Cem Yakiskan, for-
mer leader of the Besiktas football club’s ultra supporters and a vocal opponent
of the AKP. He recounts his experiences during the Gezi protests and Rostkowska
notes that ‘there is the same nostalgia in his voice as in Ahmet’s when speaking
about July 15, 2016’ (Rostkowska 2020: 39). Through this juxtaposition, the
author effectively illustrates the deep societal divisions in Turkey and the extent
to which political allegiances shape personal narratives and collective memory.

One of the most valuable aspects of Rostkowska’s reportage lies in her efforts
to engage with individuals across the political spectrum. However, she acknowl-
edges the difficulty of gaining access to pro-government circles, where distrust
of Western journalists runs deep. As she explains, ‘a Western journalist, reporter,
writer is either a spy or a manipulator working against Turkey. Talking to him is
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like an instance of high treason’ (Rostkowska 2020: 152). This belief is powerful-
ly encapsulated in the words of one of her interviewees:

This will be your last book. And your publisher’s too. Are you really going to write
why we support Erdogan? In Europe, you only publish voices that vilify our presi-
dent. If you break out of this pattern... (Rostkowska 2020: 150).

Although Rostkowska strives to present a diversity of perspectives and to main-
tain a high degree of objectivity—refraining from overt authorial judgments or
commentary—a significant portion of her reportage is devoted to individuals
who ‘do not feel at home in the New Turkey’ (Rostkowska 2020: 275). She offers
detailed accounts of numerous sensitive and underreported issues that had not
been addressed by previous journalists. These include the hunger strikes that
began in the autumn of 2016 with protests in Ankara’s Kizilay district, the sup-
pression of oppositional media outlets, the gatherings of the so-called Saturday
Mothers (Cumartesi Anneleri) and the 79-day curfew imposed in eastern Turkey
in the autumn of 2015. It is important to emphasize that Rostkowska does not
rely on extensive authorial commentary. Instead, she adopts a restrained nar-
rative style, allowing the voices of her interlocutors and the facts themselves to
carry the weight of the message. Her approach is more illustrative than inter-
pretative, often letting the reader draw conclusions from the juxtaposition of
testimonies and events, e.g.:

Any Kurd suspected of connections with the PKK and subversive activity could have
gone missing.

Any Kurd could have gone missing.

Anyone could have gone missing. (Rostkowska 2020: 198)

The search for a definition of the ‘new Turkey’ serves as the conceptual and struc-
tural foundation of Rostkowska’s reportage. Throughout the book, she attempts
to clarify a term that is frequently invoked yet rarely defined. At the beginning of
the reportage, she writes:

Nobody noticed when she came. She began to appear at election gatherings, popping
up in television debates and press commentaries, until she dominated politicians’
speeches and captured the imagination of foreign commentators. Some spoke of it
as a liberation, while others as a curse. Named but undefined, the New Turkey trans-
formed the lives of Turks before they had time to realise it. (Rostkowska 2020: 13)

By citing political rhetoric surrounding the term ‘new Turkey’, Rostkowska sub-
jects these declarations to empirical scrutiny, engaging directly with individuals
whose lives have been shaped by such transformations. For instance, in response
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to President Erdogan’s 2015 statement that Beyoglu would be the starting point
for constructing the ‘new Turkey’, she examines the reality of the district—now
marked by empty, modern shopping malls such as Demiréren and Grand Pera,
which replaced iconic cultural landmarks like the Emek Cinema, inci Patisserie,
Robinson Crusoe Bookshop and Kelebek Korse lingerie store. Symbols of this
new national vision include the Atatiirk Cultural Centre (AKM), frequently men-
tioned by other reporters, as well as the mosque on Taksim Square and the former
Romani neighbourhood of Sulukule, now redeveloped into luxury apartments
primarily purchased by wealthy Arab investors. This rapid urban transformation,
emblematic of the ‘new Turkey’, has also led to a rise in workplace accidents.
According to the 1 Umut Association, which documents such incidents, these
casualties are ‘sacrifices on the altar of the New Turkey’ (Rostkowska 2020: 129).

Faruk Yaslicimen, the chief executive of the NewTurkey portal—established
in 2012 as a platform for reprinting and translating Turkish press articles into
English—has observed that the term ‘new Turkey’ has increasingly acquired
negative connotations, particularly in Western discourse. As a result, he decid-
ed to rebrand the platform under a new name: PoliticsToday.org. Rostkows-
ka’s years-long investigation into the meaning of the ‘new Turkey’ ultimately
does not yield a definitive understanding of the term. Instead, it leads her to
a crucial and thought-provoking conclusion: there is no singular or universal-
ly accepted definition—each individual constructs their own version. As she
poignantly remarks, ‘And no one knows if these countless New Turkeys will
ever meet’ (Rostkowska 2020: 313).

8 New Turkey, old themes

The term ‘new Turkey’ frequently appears in contemporary Polish reportage lit-
erature on Turkey, despite lacking a precise or universally accepted definition.
Even within the work of a single author, the term is often employed inconsist-
ently. It is also written differently—sometimes capitalized, sometimes not, and
occasionally enclosed in quotation marks.®> Nevertheless, a discernible evolution
of the term can be observed.

In the first two reportages—by Cegielski and Szabtowski—the ‘new Turkey’
refers to the republican state, contrasted with the ‘old’ Ottoman Empire. These
texts, written in the first decade of the 21st century, predate the term’s widespread
adoption in political discourse, where it later came to signify the era of AKP rule
under Recep Tayyip Erdogan, particularly in the context of his pre-election rheto-
ric. Still, both reporters sense that significant transformations are underway, and
that the balance between the old and the new is shifting. A key moment in this
transition is the Gezi Park protests, which Szabtowski chose to include in later

5 The original spelling has been retained in titles and quotations.
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editions of his book—not as an appendix, but as the opening chapter, thereby
disrupting the original, carefully structured composition.

The next three reportages—by Orchowski, Szumer-Brysz and Rostkowska—
begin with the 2016 coup d’état attempt. Notably, two of them feature the term
‘new Turkey’ in their subtitles, suggesting that the coup marks the beginning of
a new chapter in the country’s history. The term is also used frequently through-
out the texts, which may reflect a tendency to adopt the language of political
newspeak. While Rostkowska’s reportage offers a genuinely valuable and critical
examination of the concept of the ‘new Turkey’, Orchowski’s work appears to
rely more on marketing strategy—pairing a catchy phrase with a timely political
event in order to repackage familiar content in a seemingly new form.

A close analysis of the content of the reportages reveals that, regardless of how
the term ‘new Turkey’ is defined, a consistent set of recurring themes emerges
across all the works. Many of these themes have long been familiar to Polish read-
ers, dating back to the accounts of travellers who visited the Ottoman Empire.
These include the condition of ethnic minorities, the role of women in society—
often illustrated through the recurring motif of veiling—the presence of stray dogs
in urban spaces and the ongoing expansion and transformation of Istanbul. While
these topics are contextualized through contemporary events, their persistent re-
currence suggests a deeper, perhaps culturally embedded, readerly expectation.
For similar reasons, nearly every reportage includes references to figures such as
Nazim Hikmet or Mehmet Ali Agca—individuals whose connections to Poland
make them particularly resonant for Polish audiences. This pattern reflects the
nature of reportage as a form of social documentation—one that does not mirror
reality directly, but rather filters it through the cultural lens, personal experience
and ideological orientation of the author, as well as through the conventions of
the genre, which often imply a dialogue with one’s literary predecessors.

Two additional tendencies are particularly noteworthy in the selection and
treatment of subject matter: the reporters’ generally left-leaning sympathies and
a marked inclination toward sad, tragic or unsettling themes. The latter tendency
is arguably characteristic of Polish literary tradition. As Nobel laureate Henryk
Sienkiewicz once wrote in a letter from Constantinople in 1886—despite admir-
ing the beauty of the Bosphorus from Camlica Hill—he would rather describe
the dead dogs of Galata, because ‘it is easier to move the saliva than the soul’
(Sienkiewicz 1951: 327).

9 Conclusion

Applying Norman Fairclough’s framework of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA)
to the corpus of Polish literary reportages on Turkey reveals that the term ‘new
Turkey’ functions less as a stable political category and more as a dynamic dis-
cursive construct. Through Fairclough’s three-dimensional model—text, discur-
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sive practice and social practice—it becomes evident that Polish reporters do
not merely describe Turkish reality but actively participate in shaping its rep-
resentation through language.

At the textual level, the reportages employ a range of rhetorical strategies—met-
aphors (e.g. bridges, veils, sacrifice), symbolic juxtapositions (e.g. East vs. West,
tradition vs. modernity) and narrative framing (e.g. beginning with the coup or
Gezi Park protests)—to construct competing visions of Turkish identity. The term
‘new Turkey’ itself is inconsistently used, often undefined and variably capitalized
or placed in quotation marks, reflecting its semantic instability and ideological flu-
idity. At the level of discursive practice, the production and reception of these texts
are shaped by the authors’ positionalities as Polish observers, often with left-leaning
sympathies and a preference for marginalized voices. Their narratives are filtered
through cultural expectations, genre conventions and the legacy of Polish travel
writing. The recurrence of themes such as women’s rights, minority oppression and
urban transformation suggests both a continuity with historical representations
of the Ottoman Empire and a response to contemporary political developments
under the AKP. Finally, at the level of social practice, the discourse of the ‘new
Turkey’ reflects broader ideological struggles over national identity, moderniza-
tion and power. The reportages engage with and sometimes challenge dominant
Turkish narratives—particularly those promoted by Erdogan’s government—while
also reproducing certain Western liberal assumptions. The multiplicity of meanings
attributed to the ‘new Turkey’ across the texts underscores the fragmentation of
Turkish society and the contested nature of its political transformation.

Miles P. Davis’s study on self-censorship among foreign journalists in Turkey
offers an important comparative perspective that further illuminates the con-
clusions drawn in this article. His findings reveal how foreign correspondents—
particularly freelancers—must navigate a complex environment shaped by sur-
veillance, political pressure and the persistent threat of deportation or violence.
These conditions foster widespread self-censorship, which manifests not only in
the selection of topics but also in the framing and dissemination of stories, espe-
cially via social media platforms (Davis 2022). This dynamic closely parallels the
cautious strategies employed by Polish reportage authors, who, despite operating
from a relatively safer distance, are nonetheless influenced by ideological frame-
works, cultural expectations and genre conventions. Their frequent reliance on
metaphor, anecdote and indirect critique reflects a similarly constrained discur-
sive space—one shaped less by immediate political repression and more by the
subtler mechanisms of narrative tradition and audience anticipation. Both Da-
vis’s study and the Polish reportages analysed here demonstrate that journalistic
discourse on Turkey—whether produced from within or outside its borders—is
deeply embedded in structures of power, ideology and self-regulation.

Ultimately, the search for a singular definition of the ‘new Turkey’ proves
elusive. Instead, the term emerges as a site of ideological negotiation—shaped
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by historical memory, political rhetoric, power, ideology, self-regulation and in-
tercultural perception. As Agnieszka Rostkowska states: ‘And no one knows if
these countless New Turkeys will ever meet’ (Rostkowska 2020: 313). Discourse
of ‘new Turkey’ in contemporary Polish reportage books is not merely descriptive
but constitutive—it constructs sociopolitical realities.
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Killer and Guest: A Brief Analysis of the Semantic Horizon
of goghna- through Astadhyayi and Rgveda

Abstract Within the section devoted to the description of krt suffixes, rule A 3.4.73 dasagoghnau
sampradane teaches how to correctly interpret the terms dasa- and goghna-, two deverbal nom-
inal stems respectively derived from das- ‘to give’ and go- ‘cow’ + han- ‘to kill’. As taught by
the constraint of this siitra, which is sampradane, these terms denote recipients and not agents
as might be expected. In other words, in the language described by Panini, a dasa- is ‘the one to
whom something is given’, while a goghna- is ‘someone for whom a cow is killed’, i.e., a guest. In
the main frame of comparative research between Panini and the language of the Vedas and with
the specific aim of going deeper into the linguistic datum documented by A 3.4.73, this paper
focuses on the technical and semantical analysis of the term goghna- with a special attention
to the Rgveda. Finally, some suggestions about the cultural implications of the semantic switch
reported by the Astadhyayi will be considered in the conclusions.

Keywords Panini, Vedic studies, ancient linguistics, Vedic literature

1 Introduction

The present inquiry steps from a provision taught by Panini about the non-agen-
tive trait of a compound (goghna-) morphologically endowed with a type of affix
that usually denotes nomina agentis (82). The textual occurrences of this word are
analysed in §3 to check the reliability of the Astadhyayi with Vedic literature’s
lexicon and to look for the exceptional semantic switch from agent to recipient in
the language. In the mainframe of the still unsolved problem about the language
targeted by Panini’s grammar, the final section of this paper aims to investigate
the parallelism between the word goghna- and analogous formations found in the
RV. Finally (84), and with respect to the formulation of A 3.4.73, some observa-
tions about the social and cultural environment of the Astadhyayi will be exposed;
this study cannot provide any definitive answer to the delicate point of the nature
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of the language described by Panini: it merely adds evidence and tries to organize
the collected new data.

The relationship between Panini and the Vedas has been long discussed by
scholars such as Liebich (1891), Thieme (1935), Cardona (2002), Kiparsky (2012)
and Kulikov (2013). As Bronkhorst (2016: 8) clearly explains, there is a close link
between the regions in which a considerable number of Vedic texts were com-
posed and the Gandhara, the area where Panini lived according to both tradition
(e.g., Xuanzang’s chronicles) and the analysis of some of his linguistic descrip-
tions (see, e.g., Witzel 1989: 7 fn 11). North-western India, in fact, had a ‘pivotal
role’ as far as the establishment of the Vedic canon is concerned, as Witzel (2011)
suggests: the presence of Brahmanism in this place granted the conservation of
the texts and their oral transmission.

The Astadhyayi was based also on the language of Vedic Sacred literature: this
is why, along with other texts, it is worth investigating the Rgveda to better un-
derstand Panini’s linguistic architecture and the reasons behind the formulation
of specific rules.

2 The morphologic status of goghna-
Before deepening this inquiry on literary and philological grounds, it is essen-
tial to summarize the Paninian derivation of the word goghna-: according to the
Astadhyayi the morphologic derivation from han- to ghna- is described in two steps:
A 6.4.98 gamahanajanakhanaghasam lopah kniti anarii
The penultimate (89) vowel of the ariga (1) of gam- ‘to go’, han- ‘to kill’, jan- ‘to
generate’, khan- ‘to dig’, ghas- ‘to consume’ before affixes having K or N as IT apart

from aN is replaced by zero.!

The penultimate vowel of the verbal root han-, that is -a-, is replaced with zero
(han-> *hn-).

A 7.3.54 hah hanter fininnesu

A velar stop — kU (52) - replaces the phoneme h of the arga of han- ‘to kill’ before
affixes having N or N as IT or the phoneme n.

The grammar provides here for the substitution of the phoneme h- (in *hn-) with
the velar stop gh- (*hn-> ghn-).2

! Unless explicitly stated, the translations are mine.
2 As for compounds ending in -ghna-, see, e.g., Whitney (1879: 151) and Macdonell (1910: 202).
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Then, A 3.2.52-54 teach the correct usage of this ablaut form of the verbal
root han- (ghn-), whose krt affix is denoted by the technical term TaK. So:

A 3.2.52 laksane jayapatyos tak

The affix TaK is introduced after han- ‘to kill’ (49) co-occurring with the karman
jaya ‘wife’ or pati ‘husband’ in the sense of laksana.

E.g., jayaghnd- ‘whose omen is that of killing his wife’.
A 3.2.53 amanusyakartrke ca

The affix TaK is introduced (52) after han- ‘to kill’ (49) co-occurring with a karman
to denote a non-human kartr.

E.g., patighni panirekha ‘a line on the wife’s palm proper of a husband-killer’.
A 3.2.54 Saktau hastikapatayoh

The affix TaK is introduced (52) after han- ‘to kill’ (49) co-occurring with the kar-
man hastin- ‘elephant’ or kapdta- ‘door’ to denote a Sakti.

E.g., hastighnah, ‘[able] to kill an elephant’. kapataghnah, ‘[able] to destroy a door’.

As can be easily realized, these rules provide for the formation of an upapa-
dasamdsa having a karman (direct object) as first constituent and -ghna- as second
constituent. They express, as final denotatum, the kartr (agent) of the action of
killing/destroying the given karman.?

While in A 3.2.52 the idea of laksana (omen) is introduced as a constraint,
A 3.2.52 prevents a human from being connotated as the agent of the compound
itself; in A 3.2.54, even if the final denotatum is represented by someone who
possesses a given ability, the trait of agency does not refer to the human being:
on the contrary, only the given §akti can be considered the real agent of the action
(as the ability that allows someone to do something). In this sense, the constraint
introduced by the previous rule, A 3.2.53, amanusyakartrke, ‘non-human karty’, is
still working in A 3.2.54.

According to A 3.4.67, all the krt affixes are supposed to denote the kartr: the
need teaching an exception is the aim of an additional rule:

3 Note that this section of the grammar mainly depends on the governing rule A 3.1.91
dhatoh ‘after a verbal base’ and on A 3.1.93 krd atin ‘every non tin affix after a verbal base (91)
is termed krt'.
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A 3.4.73 dasagoghnau sampradane
dasa- and goghna- are derived in the sense of sampradana.

Le., these two terms are used as dative cases according to A 1.4.32:* dasa- means
‘the one to whom something is given’ and not ‘giver’;> goghna- means ‘someone
for whom a cow is killed (a guest)’ and not ‘cow-killer’.

In essence, dasa- and goghna- are introduced by Panini as nipatana (ready-
made forms) denoting the recipients of the action instead of the agents of the
action itself: even if endowed with krt affixes, dasa- and goghna- are not supposed
to be analysed as the agent of the action of giving (das-)® and of the action of
killing (han-).

To sum up, according to the Astadhyayi, the term goghna-, denotes someone
who does not act firsthand, i.e., who does not commit any violence (even though
he is the recipient of the product of the violent act perpetrated on his behalf).”

Sharma (1995: 644) hints at the possibility of reading, in this case, the ver-
bal root han- in the sense of gati ‘movement’, that is, with the meaning of jiana,
gamana or prapti (‘knowing’, ‘going’, ‘attaining’). According to Sharma’s expla-
nation, then, the activity in which a goghna, i.e., the guest, is involved could be
that of ‘attaining’ something: on this account, the scholar refers to the madhupar-
ka, a traditional ritual offering composed of dadhi ‘curds’, sarpis ‘ghee’, jala ‘wa-
ter’, ksaudra ‘honey’ and sita ‘white sugar’. If the goghna, i.e., the guest, receives
a madhuparka and not a killed cow, it has to be assumed that we are facing an
evolution from the idea of ‘cow’ to that of ‘cow’s products’.

4 The sampradana notion is introduced by rule A 1.4.32 karmand yam abhi praiti sa
sampradanam ‘the indirect object, that which is aimed at in connection with a karman is termed
sampradana’. Pataiijali considers A 3.4.73 as an apavdda rule, i.e., an exception (see M 2.179 11.
4-5 ad A 3.4.67).

5 To the best of my efforts, I have not been able, by now, to detect a Vedic literary ground-
ing for this rule. As far as I have seen, indeed, no occurrences of dasa- in the Paninian sense
‘giver’ can be found in the RV nor in both the recensions of the AV. The socio-cultural origins
of such a precise semantic switch taught by the A are still thought provoking.

6 As for the meaning of this stem, I refer to the DhP 1.931 dasR dane (see Bohtlingk 1887: 69).

7 Also consider in this sense atithigva ‘he who offers a cow for the guest’, ‘he who is hos-
pitable’ and the so-called arghya-ceremony to honour a respected guest in the proper way (see
Bloomfield 1896: cxxiv). Moreover, it is interesting to consider the story of Bhavabhditi, recalled
by Chakravarti as follows (1979: 54): ‘Bhavabhiti in his Uttaramacarita (Act IV) describes how
the venerable poet Valmiki, when preparing to receive the sage Vasistha, slaughtered a number
of calves for the entertainment of his guest’. The same passage also tells us that, according to the
Vedic prescriptions, a grhamedhin should perform this kind of sacrifice in honour of a srotriya (a
learned Brahmin). The compound goghna is not used here to denote Vasistha.
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Srinivasan (1979: 57) underlines that the term go, in the context of the Vedic
ritual, does not stand only for the animal involved into the oblation, but also for
the milk which will be mixed with the soma.®

In this sense, from a Paninian point of view, rule A 4.3.134 (which provides for
the formation of words denoting vikara ‘transformation”’) should have been involved
to justify the linguistic shift from the denotation of an X item to the denotation of
an X-derived item; however, no derivational affix is applied to go- in goghna as
taught in A 3.4.73: this fact may imply that Panini did not consider this possibility.°

The madhuparka is mentioned in even $S X 3.21 and, in a more detailed way,
in the A$valayana Grhyasiitra (A$vGS 1 24, 23ff), where the ‘guest’ is not denoted
with the term goghna-, it is said that a guest can choose whether to kill or release
an offered cow; it is quite puzzling, then, that the passage ends with the following
exhortation:

A$vGS 1 24.33 namamso madhuparko bhavati bhavati
the Madhuparka is actually not without flesh.

3 Panini and the Rgveda: A lexical comparison

With respect to Panini’s interpretation of the term goghna-, Ambedkar (2020)
notes that its use turned out to be ‘pejorative’ during the age of Manu’s Law
Code!® but that its original sense was the ‘one for whom the cow is killed’. Can
this be true?

To deepen the problem, it seems necessary to look for Rgvedic compounds
which have -ghna as the second constituent' to understand whether the sam-
pradana trait taught by Panini is attested in the Samhita and if it is possible to
detect such a special linguistic feature in analogous compounds.

8 Such a transition is also covered by a passage from Yaska’s Nirukta (II 5) where, amongst
the many senses of the word gauh, ‘milk’ is also listed as a possible meaning.

° The rule that would have been applied in this specific case is A 4.3.160 gopayasor yat, which
conveys the sense of cow food-derivates (i.e., go + yaT > gavyam ‘produced from the cow’)

10 The Manusmrti, whose composition is dated by Olivelle (2005: 25) to around the sec-
ond-third century CE, features the term goghna- twice in the part that exposes the penances for
secondary sins which cause the loss of caste (MDh XI 109 and MDh XI 116); both the occurrenc-
es of goghna- convey the trait of agency. The Yajiaavalkyasmrti (III 263) is along the same lines.
The term is, again, used in the sense of ‘cow-killer’ in the Liriga Purana (LiPur I 15.9.2, LiPur
115.29.1, LiPur I 82.118.2), in a section that deals with the expiation of a series of misdeeds.
Note that goghna- is used along with terms denoting major sins. Despite the teachings of the
Astadhyayi, literary occurrences after Panini’s age point away from the sense of sampradana for
goghna- taught by rule A 3.4.73 (see, e.g., R IV 17.32.2, MBh II 38.15; XII 145.18).

11 For a technical survey on the topic, see, e.g., Scarlata (1999: 693).
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Here follows the list of the linguistic parallels to goghna- that I have found in
the RV:

purusaghnd- (RV1114.10)
dpturusaghna- (RV1133.6)
vrtraghnd- (RV 1175.5)
ahighnd- (RV 1I 30.1)
vrtraghnd- (RV III 31.14)
nrghnd- (RV 1V 3.6)
dasyughnd- (RV IV 16.10);
vrtraghnd- (RV V 86.3)

9. ahighnd- (RV VI 18.14)
10. asuraghnd- (RV VI 22.4)
11. paravataghnd- (RV VI 61.2)
12. yrtraghnd- (RV VI 61.7)
13. hastaghnd- (RV VI 75.14)
14.  asuraghnd- (RV VII 13.1)
15. vrtraghnd- (RV VIII 66.10)
16. vrtraghnd- (RV VIII 78.7)
17. vrtraghnd- (RV IX 98.10)
18. parnayaghnd- (RV X 48.8)
19. asvaghnd- (RV X 61.21)
20. dpatighna- (RV X 85.44)
21. sapatnaghnd- (RV X 159.5)

NN RN

Now, it is crucial to pay attention to the context of each occurrence in order to un-
derstand their semantic implications: the term (1) piirusaghnd- probably refers to
Rudra’s anger (men-killer) and its matching negative form, i.e., (2) dpirusaghna-,
is an attribute referring to Indra’s power which kills those who are not-men. In
the case of (3) vrtraghnd- the agent of the action is probably Indra’s exhilaration
(the smasher of Vrtra). (4) ahighnd-, again, is referred to Indra. In (5) Indra is the
vrtraghnd-, ‘Vrtra-killer’, while as far as (6) is concerned, the nrghnd- ‘man-killer’
is the god Rudra. A non-human agent (manasda ‘mind’) is overtly involved also in
the case of (7) dasyughnd- ‘Dasyu-killer’; the whole passage refers to Indra. (8)
vrtraghnd- is now referred to Indra, who is also the final denotatum of (9) ahigh-
nd- ‘serpent-killer’ and (10) asuraghnd- ‘Asura-killer’. (11) paravataghnd- ‘foreign-
ers-killer’ and (12) vrtraghnd- are referred to the overwhelming force of the river
Sarasvati, which happens to be the agent in both compounds. According to Mac-
donell-Keith (1912: 60), (13) hastaghnd-, which denotes an arm-protector used
in archery, is a ‘word of remarkable and still unexplained formation’; to advance
any hypothesis about this difficult term goes beyond the scope of the present
study. However, a tentative explanation may involve the sense of striking/beat-
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ing proper of the verbal root han-: the specific equipment worn by the archer
hits, indeed, the forearm instead of the bowstring. The agent, in this case, may
consequently be considered the protection itself.

As for (14) asuraghnd- is this time the god Agni while (15) vrtraghnd- ‘Vrtra-smash-
er’, is another clear reference to the mythological battle between Vrtra and Indra;
this explanation is valid also for (16) vrtraghnd- and (17) vrtraghnd-. In this respect,
note that two formations derived from a different ablaut of the verbal root han-
(i.e., RV VIII 66.9 vrtrahd- and vrtraghnd-) coexist in the same hymn within the
distance of a single verse and with the same meaning. The denotatum of the com-
pound (18) parnayaghnd- ‘Parnaya-killer’ is the god Indra'? while (19) asvaghnd- is,
according to Sayana, is one of the names of Manu; it is used in the final praise dur-
ing the dawn sacrifice. The compound (20) dpatighna- ‘not-husband-killer’ is found
in the final verse of the famous wedding hymn from RV X 85, among the various
principles that can ensure a good marriage. The agent is the wife, and the com-
pound is formed according to A 3.2.52. An analogous analysis can also be drawn
for (21) sapatnaghnd- ‘co-wives-killer’: this occurrence is taken from a hymn that
celebrates the triumph of a woman (i.e., the agent) over her rival wives.

The compound goghna- appears only once in the Rgveda and likely refers to
Rudra’s anger (RV 1114.10), i.e., to an amanusya kartr.

aré te goghndm utd piirusaghndm ksdyadvira sumndm asmé te astu /

Be far your cow-killer and men-killer (anger?)'®. Be your benevolence on us, o ruler
of men.

To summarise, the following table offers a comparison between the Paninian ap-
proach to the compounds ending in ghna- and the contents of the RV:

Astadhyayi Rgveda
3.2.52 laksane jayapatyos tak dpatighna-
sapatnaghnd-'*
3.2.53 amanusyakartrke ca purusaghnd-
goghnd-
vrtraghnd-
ahighnd-

12 Note the interesting variatio of the compounds karafijahd- and vrtrahdtyd- in the same
verse.

13 See Jamison-Brereton (2014: 266).

14 sapatna-, meaning ‘co-wife’, is a hyponym of jaya-.
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Astadhyayi Rgveda

3.2.53 amanusyakartrke ca vrtraghnd-
nrghnd-
dasyughnd-
asuraghnd-
dpturusaghna-
paravataghnd-
hastaghnd- (?)

3.2.54 Saktau hastikapatayoh -

Table 1. Comparison between the Paninian rreatment of ghna- compounds and their
attestation in the Rgveda

Table 1 allow us to observe that this brief section of the Astadhyayi fits well the
language of the Rgveda.

Now, there is a crucial parallel between RV 1114.10 aré te goghndm utd
piirusaghndm and RV VII 56.17 aré gohd nrhd, where the variant gohd- refers
to the Maruts. This is a piece of evidence that the rgvedic goghndm, being used
as a synonym of gohd, is endowed with the trait of agency and not used in the
sampradana sense. It seems noteworthy that in A 3.2.53, Panini uses the con-
straint amanusyakartrke. This teaching matches the language of the RV: in fact,
the only occurrence of goghna- that we have in this text refers to a non-human
kartr (i.e., Rudra’s anger?).

As already said above, the constraint also works in A 3.4.73: according to this
rule, goghna- denotes a human being (i.e., a guest), but not a kartr. So, when the
term goghna- is employed in literature to denote a man, the whole linguistic solu-
tion happens to be (surprisingly) un-Paninian. Why then did Panini derive the
word goghna- inconsistently with the RV? If we take for granted that the author
of rule A 3.4.73 was aware of the agentive meaning of the term goghna-, he had
the chance to account for this by simply formulating the rule in a different way.
In fact, special semantic constraints expressed in the locative case ending have of-
ten been adopted in this grammar in order to represent specific literary domains
(see Joshi-Bhate 1984: 130-147): namely, e.g., chandasi ‘in sacred literature’, ya-
jusi ‘in sacrificial formulas’, rci ‘in Vedic stanzas’, brahmane ‘in a brahmana text’,
mantre ‘in the Samhita text of the Vedas’, samani ‘in the hymns’, nigame ‘in the
mantra text’; precise constraints are also used to refer to specific geographic con-
texts: udicam ‘in the speech of northerners’. pracam ‘in the speech of easterners’.

If the phenomenon described by A 3.4.73 was proper to the spoken/ordinary
language, the phrasing of the rule should have included the domain constraint
bhasayam ‘in ordinary usage’.
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4 A cultural matter?

Joshi and Roodbergen (1994: 90) hypothesize that the sense of goghna- taught
by Panini may have originated in a somewhat ‘derisory’ attitude, while Jamison
(1996: 170), with respect to the non-agentive trait of this compound, advances
the suggestion that the term goghna- was

regularly formed [...], that the guest was really considered a cow-killer. Though he
does not wield the knife, he gives the order, and that is what usually counts.

This possibility is very interesting; nonetheless, the reason why Panini handed
down only the sampradana sense remains still unclear.

Probably, the softer nuance taught by the Astadhyayi fits well with the increase
in condemnation of animal (and especially cow) sacrifices: according to the textu-
al analysis conducted by Houben (1999: 129), the Brahmanical caste’s approach
to violence in Vedic sacrifices can be divided into three historical steps: ‘Period
A’, ‘Period B’ and ‘Period C’.

The first one (‘Period A’) basically corresponds to the RV, where there is ev-
idence confirming the acceptance of bloody rituals. During ‘Period B’, the Brah-
manical perspective on violence in sacrifices turned into ‘embarrassment’ and
‘stronger rejection’. Houben sets this specific phase during the rising of heterodox
spiritual movements such as Jainism and Buddhism and places the terminus ante
quem around the third century BCE (corresponding to the age of ASokan edicts).
Finally, according to this reconstruction, acts of ritual violence started to be de-
fended again as part of the identity of the Brahmanical caste with ‘Period C’ cov-
ering the fifth and seventh centuries CE.

It is worth observing that the Astadhyayi was composed during the so-called
‘Period B’, when the problem of accepting violence was starting to emerge.
Considering the cultural environment of the Brahmanical society,!® it seems
quite plausible that the author of A 3.4.73 chose to endorse the less deplorable
non-agentive trait of goghna- to denote high-caste guests even if, of course, the
cow was still killed, and the flesh was still ate.

Without taking for granted any assumption, it is possible to hypothesize, at
the very least, that the formulation of A 3.4.73 reflects a moment of transition
and that its scope was strongly grounded in the social and cultural environment
where it was composed.

15 As Fuller (1992: 88) recalls, a Brahman priest could in fact be degraded if he had per-
petrated an act of violence (including animal sacrifice). It was crucial then for a Brahman to
‘completely separate himself from violence’ and, not least, to actually show that he had done so.
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5 Conclusions and research perspectives

To better understand the nature of the historical and geographical layers of
the Sanskrit language, more studies on the relationship between Panini’s rules
and the Vedic literary corpus need to be done. As far as the present inquiry is
concerned, a series of facts emerge from this brief philological and linguistic
analysis:

1. The Rgvedic upapadasamasas ending in -ghna are all endowed with the
trait of agency: goghna- in the RV was never used in the sense of a sam-
pradana. The analysis of the context of each occurrence leaves no room
for forms ending in -ghna- to be considered as semantically different
from those ending in han-. In fact, they appear to have the same mean-
ing notwithstanding the different ablaut.

2. As far as I have seen, the literature known to Panini does not feature
the term goghna- used in the same sense taught by rule A 3.4.73; on
the contrary, the word is endowed with an agentive meaning even if
it does not refer to a human being (a datum which complies with rule
A 3.2.53). Despite the specific rule found in the Astadhyayi, the sub-
sequent literature treats goghna- as a noun denoting a precise kind of
sinners, i.e., ‘killers of cows’ and there are no instances of goghna- in the
sense of ‘guest’. Probably, the phenomenon described by Panini was part
of the spoken language targeted by the Astadhyayi and that it stopped
to be productive.

3. Even if the Astadhyayi often employs special constraints to describe lin-
guistic exceptions, the possibility of having goghna- as a nomen agentis
(thereby justifying the Vedic usage) is not taken into account: even if
the Rgvedic passage featuring this term is correctly described by rule
A 3.2.53 (since in the RV the agent of goghna- is not a human being but
Rudra’s anger), rule A 3.4.73 excludes any possibility of having goghna-
as a kartr. In this case, the Astadhyayi preserves its internal consistency
but fails to consistently describe the language of the RV.

4. The peculiar teaching of the Astadhyayi regarding the sampradana na-
ture of goghna- could be symptomatic of a social and religious environ-
ment where vegetarianism and non-violence were taking hold. As such,
a highly-respected guest, probably belonging to the Brahmanical caste,
should have been considered free from the direct sin of killing. In this
sense, probably only the trait of non-agency was worth to be taught by
the author of the grammar.
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when it is possible, to add the internal etymology or external parallels from re-
lated Cushitic and other Afroasiatic languages, or to determine probable sources
of borrowings.!

! The phonetic correspondences among Cushitic languages are described in Blazek (1997:
172-173; 2007: 125-156), among Afroasiatic branches in Blazek (1999: 231-232); cf. also
a detailed discussion in Takécs (1999).
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Comparative-etymological word-list

adaaba c. ‘widow/er’ (HuB) = ’adaba f. ‘Witwe’ (Re) = &daba f. id. (Al
Borrowed from Ar Sazabat ‘unmarried person, bachelor, spinster’ (Sg 692).

Aadim ‘Adam’ (HuB) = bani ?2a:dam ‘humain’ (Vh) = Adam m. ‘Adam’, ad-
amée ‘zum Stamme Adam’s gehorige, Mensch, Person’ (Re) = ddami, &dame m.
‘Mensch, Person’ (Al) = admi[b] ‘Kinder Adams’ (Mu)

Borrowed from Ar 2adam ‘Adam’, 2adamiyy ‘man, human’ (Sg 23), maybe via
Ti 2addam ‘men, people’ (LH 384) = Ti of Beni Amer 2adda:m ‘person’ (Nk).

adaani c. ‘human being’, cf. adaniib ‘young, not full grown’ (HuB)
Perhaps a wrongly recorded or modified lw. from Ar 2adamiyy ‘man, human’
(Sg 23).

ad’uraab and d’uuraab adj.part. m., ad’uraat f. ‘married’ (Wd)
From the verb di’ir v. 1 ‘to marry, give in marriage’ (HuB), which is perhaps bor-
rowed from Ar zaSara ‘to lie with’ (Sg 456).

adar’oor m. ‘baby, newborn’, def.sg. w’adar’oor, def.p. y’adar’ar (Wd)
= adaar’or ‘child’ (T]) = adar or c., pl. adar ar ‘baby’ (HuB)

Consisting of adar ‘fair, pale, light red’ (Rp) = adara ‘to be red’ (Wd) = adar[ab]
‘red’ (T1) and ’oor ‘child’ (Rp). R. Hudson mentions that children are born red and
gradually become darker.

’ihé f., def. to’thé ‘grandmother, old woman’ (Rp) = ahoot f. ‘grandmother’, def.
sg. tw’ahu, def.pl. ti’ahu (Wd)

Cu: (E) Somali hooyo ‘Mutter’ connected with hooy ‘home, shelter’ by Reinisch
(1902: 213); ?Dullay: Harso axke ‘Hausgemeinschaft’, Gollango ahk-é (AMS 147,
149, 193), Gawwada ahk-e ‘(nuclear) family’ (Tosco 2022: 18).

Be: (S) Awlemidden éha in messiss-n-éha ‘Familienmutter’, cf. mass ‘Onkel
vaterlicher Seite’ (Barth).

ahoobaab m. ‘grandfather’, def.sg. w’ahooba, def.pl. y’ahooba (Wd)
Cf. ahoot f. ‘grandmother’, def.sg. tuw’ahu, def.pl. ti’ahu (Wd).

ummaat f. ‘people’, def.sg. tumma (Wd) = umma 1. ‘Volk, Leute, Menschen’;
2. ‘Welt, Erde’ (Re) = titmma ‘Sammlung (von Menschen)’ (Al) = ummat ‘Men-
schen’ (Mu)

Borrowed from Ar 2ummat ‘nation, tribe, family’ (Sg 75; cf. Almkvist 1885: 67).
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amna c. ‘guest’ (HuB) = amnaab m. ‘guest’, def.sg. w’amna, def.pl. y’amna
(Wd) = amna c., usually m. ‘guest’ (Rp) = amna m. ‘Gast’ (Re) = amna m. id.
(Al) = o’amna, pl. ye’amne id. (Mu) = [wu]dmma id. (Se)

Reinisch (1895: 18) connected it with CCu *2adban- (Appleyard 2006: 78) > Bilin
2abon, Khamtanga aban, Khamir abin, Qwara aban ‘Gast’ (Re), Khamta avan,
Kemant aven id. (CR) and Awiya avan- ‘portare notize di fuori’, avni ‘infor-
mazione’ (CR); ECu: Afar abin id. (Re) = abeena (Lb) = Sibina ‘guest’ (PaHy)
(< CCu) and NOm: Shinasha ibba ‘Fremder, Gast’ (Lb), Kafa ibbo ‘guest, stranger’
(Habte Mikael); cf. further Mocha iibbo id. (Lb); Zayse imma-cc, Dache-Gamu
ima-cce, Wolayta ima-tta id. (Lamberti and Sottile 1997: 288).

amna f. ‘lying in woman’ (HuB) = amanaat f. ‘young mother’, def.sg. tu’amana,
def.pl. ti’amana (Wd) = amna f. ‘woman in child-bed’ (Rp) = amna f. ‘Kindbet-
terin, Wochnerin; Amme’ (Re) = amna f. ‘Kindbetterin’ (Al) = amnat id. (Mu)
Eg (Pyr) mnS.t ‘Amme’, cf. (D 18) mn$ ‘sdugen’ (Wb. II: 77-78), Copt Sahid-
ic MOONE ‘nourrice’ < *ma3na.t < *manSa.t (Vycichl 1983: 115) or *maniSat
(Vergote 1965: 60).

Lit.: Zyhlarz 1933: 168: Beja + Eg.

amorama m. ‘companion’ (HuB); cf. amooraama v. ‘to go with’ (Wd)
Derived from ram v.1 ‘to accompany’ (HuB) = ‘to accompany, obey, agree with’
(Rp); cf. ramaam m. ‘company’, def.sg. uramaam (Wd).

aanda nom., enda acc. ‘men’ (Rp) = endooa m. ‘(own) people; village’ (HuB)
= enda m. pl. ‘Manner, Leute, Volk’ (Re)—see da ‘men’ (Rp)

Cf. the compound rabandiit f. ‘manhood’, def.sg. turabandi, def.pl. tirabandi
(Wd), where the first component corresponds to the adj. rabaab m., rabaat f.
‘male; big’ (Wd).

enda f. ‘mother’, with art. too nde, with poss. deeroon ‘our mother’ (HuB)
= deet f. ‘mother’, def.sg. toondi, def.pl. teendi (Wd) = enda and énde f.,
with art. tdu-nde, shortened déetuu ‘Mutter’ (Re) = enda f. id., with art. tGun-
da, pl. tAanda, cf. éndeeta ‘meine Mutter’ (Al) = endé[t] ‘Mutter’, cf. enda[d]
‘weibliche Kalb’ (Mu) = ntéto(k) ‘(deine) Mutter’ (Km) = tonde ‘mother’ (Bu)
= to édah ‘mere’ (Li), besides de f., with art. tiunde, pl. tAande ‘mother’ (Rp)
= dé:-t ‘mere’, pl. dé:-t, def. t6:-ndi (Vh) = de f., with art. teende, acc. deet id.
(HuB) = deet id. (Mt) = daatoo id. (Lucas) = detdn ‘(our) mother’ (Se)

Cu: (C) Bilin adee ‘o Mutter’ (Reinisch 1887, 11 derived it from *ada + i ‘Mutter
+ meine’) || (E) Som hiindo ‘mother’ (Luling), ‘mamma’ (DSI), maybe contract-
ed from *hooy-indo, cf. hooyo ‘Mutter’ connected with hooy ‘home, shelter’ by
Reinisch (1902: 213); ?0r: Maca, Borana haada ‘mother’ (LVC), Konso hantoota
‘Ehefrau des Bruders’ (Lb) and / or Som eeddo ‘Schwester des Vaters’ (Lb); Or
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Wellega adaadaa ‘aunt’ (Gg); Kamb ada(ta) ‘aunt, maternal’, Had ada id., Sid
ada, adaada id. (HG) || (S) *daa?awi > Iraqw daa?awi ‘relation through moth-
er’, Alagwa daawa?i ‘family’ (Kiessling and Mous 2003: 79).

Om (N) Kafa inde ‘mother’ (Habte Mikael), Mocha ?inde id. (Ls), Shinasha indo,
Anfillo indi; Yemsa into; Kachama endo, Koyra, Zayse, Dache, Malo indo (Lb),
Basketo inde (Ce) id. || (S) Ari indi id. (Lamberti 1993a, 267);

Se: There are tempting parallels in modern Ethio-Semitic languages: Ty 2adde
‘mother’; Harari i(n)do¢, Gurage: Chaha, Muher adot, Gyeto adot, Ennemor, En-
degen adod, Selti, Wolane andét ‘mother’ and Chaha adi, Ennemor, Gyeto adi,
Gogot, Wolane adde, Selti adde, Endegen adodi, Chaha, Ennemor da, Endegen,
Gyeto, Selti da etc. ‘mother!” (Leslau 1979: 18).

There are at least three etymological approaches:

(1) Leslau (l.c.) speculates about an enigmatic connection to Se (Canaanean)
*?adan-at ‘lady’ (Aistleitner 1965: 8; Cohen 1970f: 8).

(2) The shortened variant (Beja, Gurage) is compatible with Ar daya, pl. -at
‘Amme, Hebamme’ (Wr) and Or: Macha daaye (LVC), Wellega da’ee ‘mother’
(Gg). But the kinship terms of this type are probably Lallworter.

(3) There are interesting NS parallels indicating a possibility of substratal ori-
gin: Barea addaa ‘Mutter’ (Re) || Nub: Kenzi-Dongola indi ‘my mother’ (Murray
1923: 74).

endi or ‘man of position, noble birth’ (HuB) = enjéor, pl. enjar ‘Adelige’ (Re)
= indjoru ‘frei, edel’ (Mu)
Reinisch (1895: 21) correctly derived it from *end-i ’6or ‘Menschensohn’.

enday c. ‘orphan’—see naday id. (HuB) = nadaay m. id. (Wd)

insi ‘Mensch’ (Re)
Borrowed from Ar 2insiyy ‘man’ (Sg 85).

’aar m. ‘female relatives not including wife’ (?hidden thing; cf. aar ‘hiding’, e.g.
‘treasure’ — see Wd), uu 24aari ‘my women-folk’ (Rp)

Cuw: (C) ?Bilin rag) ‘husband’ (Appleyard 2006: 86), if it is derivable from *2Vram-
(CCu *pn < Cu *m is regular: cf. CCu *ldpga/*lapa ‘2’ vs. ECu *lamma id. etc. —
see Appleyard 2006: 141); Awngi yara ‘her husband’ (Ht) < yi- and *ara || (E)
Som oori ‘wife’ (Luling), ?Rend oboérri ‘married women, wives’ (PG), Bayso
oori ‘wife’ (Hy); further Som ar-ad ‘married woman’ (Luling; Haberland and
Lamberti 1988: 71 also adds aroos- ‘to get married’, but it is borrowed from
Ar \S-r-s ‘to bring the bride home’, Sariis ‘bridegroom’; cf. Reinisch 1902: 40),
?Rend eéra ‘father’s brother’ (PG) or aram ‘husband’, aram ‘wife’ (PG); HECu
*ar-e ‘wife’ > Gedeo, Had, Sid are, Kamb ari-ta vs. *aro?o ‘husband’ > Gedeo,
Had aro?o, Kamb, Sid aroo (Hudson 1989: 168);
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Om: (N) Anfillo aroo ‘marito’ (Ce; Haberland and Lamberti 1988: 71 also quote
non-existing ‘Kafa’ aroo vs. aree ‘husband’ vs. ‘wife’; it has to be Sidamo, see
Cerulli 1951: 403);

?Eg (OK) iry ‘der Zugehorige, Genosse’ (Wb. I: 105), Copt Hp ‘compagnon, ami’
(Vycichl 1983: 53-54);

?Se: Ug ary ‘Anverwandter, Sippenmitglied, kinsman’ (Aistleitner 1965: 35; Gor-
don 1965: 366; Segert 1984: 180) = ‘fellow, friend, kin’ (DUL 108), Ar ?ara ‘an
derselben Krippe stehen’; Aistleitner l.c. adds the element ari, iri forming some
Old Mesopotamian personal names of West Semitic origin.

Lit.: Ward, JNES 20[1961], 32: Eg + Ug (following Albright, 1932).

’oor, pl. ’ar c. ‘child’, m. ‘boy, son’, f. ‘girl, daughter’, pl. ’arit (Rp) = oor m.
‘boy’, def.sg. w’oor, def.pl. y’ar; oot f. ‘girl, daughter’, def.sg. tu’oor, t’oot, def.
pl. ti’arit (Wd) = 2o:r, def. w-20:r, pl. 2ar ‘enfant, garcon’, 20:t, def. t-20:r ‘fille’,
pl. 2ar-it; 20:r 20:r and 20:t 20:r ‘petit-fils’, i.e. “fils du fils’ and ‘fils de la fille’,
20:r-i-t 20r and 20:t-i t 20:r ‘petite-fille’, i.e. ‘fille du fils’ and ‘fille de la fille’ (Vh)
= ’4or, pl. ’ar, ’ar m. ‘Knabe, Sohn’, f. ‘Madchen, Tochter’, acc. oot (Re) = ’oor
‘son’, ’oot ‘daughter, girl’ (Mt) = or c., pl. aar ‘child, boy’, acc. f. ot ‘girl’ (HuB)
= u-’oor ‘le garcon’ (Va) = ’0r ‘son’ (Mr) = or ‘son, boy’, o(o)t ‘daughter, girl’
(T1) = oor, pl. ar ‘Kind’, tiu oor ‘Knabe, Sohn’, tu oor and t6o oor ‘Madchen,
Tochter’ (Al) = o’or, pl. ye’er ‘Knabe’, te’or, pl. tor ‘Miadchen’ (Mu) = [te]ohr
‘Kind (Knabe)’ (Kc) = wir ‘Kind, Knabe’, wuoriin ‘Sohn’, i.e. ‘unserer Knabe’,
toor ‘Madchen’, tootdn ‘Tochter’, i.e. ‘unsere Madchen’ (Se)

Cu: (C) *29r- (Appleyard 2006: 44) > Bilin er-t ‘to be pregnant’ (Re), Kunfil
jar ‘child’, Awngi jer id. (SLLE), -yiri ‘children’, Awiya ira ‘son’ || (E) Saho irro
(Vergari), Afar arru ‘children’ (PaHy); Som oori ‘wife’ (Luling), ?Rend oboérri
‘married women, wives’ (PG), Bayso oori ‘wife’ (Hy); Elmolo aruate’ ‘girl’ (He),
Arbore harat id. (Hy), Dasenech maartti id. (Sa) < *maa ?artti (Hayward 1984:
11); Yaaku aure’ ‘daughters’, pl. to ita’ (He) || Dahalo 26ora kudzi ‘male rela-
tive, nephew’ (Maddieson et al. 1993: 45);

NOm: Bambeshi ori meri ‘figlio’ vs. peel meri ‘figlia’, cf. mera kunda ‘bambino’,
inne meri ‘sorella’, peelli ‘fanciulla’ (Gr);

Ch: (C) Musgu ard, arwdi, arwae, aroe ‘Kind, Knabe, Sohn’, aroo munii
‘Tochter’ (Lukas 1941: 45) = arway ‘child’ (Tx) = Munjuk of Kaykay aruawi
‘fils’ (Tx);

Be: (S) Awlemidden arow ‘engendrer, enfanter’, ara, pl. -tan ‘enfant(ement), de-
scendant, progéniture, fruit’ etc., Ayr arraw, pl. -dn m. ‘garcon’, f. ‘fille’ (Alojaly),
Ahaggar arw ‘enfanter’ (VH-r-w), ara, pl. aratin ‘enfant, descendant’ (*HaraH—
see Prasse 1974: 229), arraw, pl. -en ‘enfant’ (Fc) || (N) Wargla arw ‘enfanter,
accoucer, avoir des enfants’, ara ‘enfant’ (Biarnay), Shilh of Tazerwalt aru ‘zeu-
gen, gebdren’, arrau ‘Kind’ (Stumme), Kabyle arew ‘enfanter’, arraw ‘enfant’
(Dallet); (E) Ghadames arow ‘engendrer’, ara ‘progéniture, enfant’ (Lf), Augila
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érotl ‘partorire, generare’, iriu ‘ragazzo, bambino’ (Paradisi), Siwa iru ‘enfanter’
(La) || (W) Zenaga ira ‘naitre’ (RB) = arug ‘engendrer’ (Nicolas);

Eg (Pyr) iwr ‘(ein Kind) empfangen, schwanger sein; Schwangerschaft, Embryo’
(Wb. I: 56), Copt ww < *i63 ‘concevoir, devenir enceinte’ (Vycichl 1983: 248);
Se: Ar ?ara (\/?-y-r) ‘to have sexual intercourse with a woman’ and ?arra ‘to have
connection with a woman’ (Sg 98, 25) and / or Akk aru(m) ‘Junges, Jungmann’
(AHw 72).

Lit.: Vycichl 1934: 54: Bilin + Be + Eg + Ar + Hausairi, pl. iroori etc. ‘Geschlecht,
Nation, Stamm, Art’. The latter word could be of Tuareg origin, cf. Awlemidden
terért ‘Nation’ (Barth). Cohen 1947: #19/90: Beja + Bilin + Be + Eg + Akk ari,
eril ‘schwanger sein, empfangen’ (AHw 72), usually connected with Ug hry ‘emp-
fangen (geschlechtig)’, Hb hara (Aistleitner 1965: 92). Cohen (l.c.) also adds Som
uur ‘stomach, belly; pregnancy’ (Luling), but the latter meaning is perhaps second-
ary (Sasse 1982: 106 compared it with Rend ur and Burji ir-a ‘stomach’).

araaw m. ‘friend’, def.sg. w’araaw, def.pl. y’araw (Wd) = 2ara:w ‘ami’ (Vh)
= araw c., pl. arauwa ‘companion, friend’, arau adj. ‘honest’, cf. arausam v.2
recip. ‘to be friendly, be allies, keep one another company’ (Rp) = arraauu m.,
pl. arrau ‘other’ (HuB) = ardaw c., pl. &rawa ‘Freund, -in’ (Re) = arau m., pl.
arawa ‘Freund’ (Al) = arau ‘friend’ (T1) = ouraok ‘[thy] friend’ (Bu)

Probably extended from raw c. ‘other; companion’, with art. Guraw, é6raw m.,
tauraw, téraw f., pl. daraw, éraw (Rp), cf. raudn ‘[unseren] Freund’, raudko ‘er
[ist dein] Freund’ (Se). Cf. also arawa m. ‘Nihe, Seite’ (Re).

?Cu: (E) Tsamakko 2ayra ‘friend’ (Sava 2005: 219).

?Eg (OK) iry ‘der Zugehorige, Genosse’ (Wb. I: 105), Copt Hp ‘compagnon, ami’
(Vycichl 1983: 53-54);

?Se: Ug ary ‘Anverwandter, Sippenmitglied, kinsman’ (Aistleitner 1965: 35; Gor-
don 1965: 366; Segert 1984: 180) = ‘fellow, friend, kin’ (DUL 108), Ar 2ara ‘an
derselben Krippe stehen’.

araaw m. ‘other’, def.sg. w’araaw, def.pl. y’araw, eeraw; araawt f., def.sg.
taraaw (Wd) = arraauu ‘other, different’ (HuB)—see raw ‘other, companion’
(Rp)

askir m. ‘army, soldier, policy’ (HuB) = asker m., pl. askera ‘Soldat’ (Re)
= askariib m. ‘soldier’, def.sg. w’askari, def.pl. y’askari (Wd)

Borrowed from Ar Saskar, pl. fasakir ‘soldier, army, troop, crowd, large number’
(Sg 695).

asalla f. ‘tribe, nationality’ (HuB)

asoob m. ‘enemy’, def.sg. w’asu, def.pl. yi’asu (Wd)



Beja Kinship and Social Terminology 231

asay m. ‘position, site where someone lived; remainder’, def.pl. y’asay (Wd)

iyaal m., pl. iyal ‘Familie, Sippe, Verwandtschaft’ (Re) = iyaal ‘Fmilie’ (Mu)
Borrowed from Ar Sayyil, pl. fiyal ‘family; who belongs to the household’
(Sg 741; cf. Almkvist 1885: 35).

’ayay f. ‘relationship’; ayaytak m. ‘friend’ (HuB) = 2aya:y ‘parent’ (Vh)
= ayaayt f. ‘relationship’, def.sg. tuw’ayaay, def.pl. ti’ayay; ayaaytak m. ‘male
relative’, def.sg. w’ayaaytak, def.pl. y’ayayda, and ayaaytakat f. ‘female rela-
tive’, def.sg. twayaaytakat, def.pl. ti’ayaym’a (Wd) = alyay c., pl. alyey ‘rel-
ative’, cf. alyays v. 2 caus. ‘to mediate, conciliate, make peace between’ (Rp)
= aiait ‘kinship’ (Mt)

(1) Borrowed from EtSe: Ti 2ayay ‘relative, kinsman’, Amh ayaya ‘comrades who
are equal in age and status’, Gz 2ayaya ‘to make / be equal’; a Semitic cognate
outside Ethiopia can be found in Syr 2aweé (V2-w-y) ‘agreeing, in concord’ (Leslau
1987: 51).

(2) Cu: (E) Dasanec 2é, 2én- ‘house’. also ‘family’ as the suppletive plural to bil
‘family’ (Tosco 2001: 480, 489); Yaaku ai, pl. a4iy6 ‘house’ (He) || (S) *?aya
> Iraqw ?2aya ‘village area’, Gorowa ?2ayaa ‘neighbourhood area’, Alagwa 2aya
‘village area’, Burunge 2aya ‘homestead’; Qwadza, Asa ayo ‘homestead’ (Ehret
1980: 288).

(3) Cu: (E) Saho aay-a ‘der alterer Bruder’ (Re) = ayya ‘elder brother’ (Vergari)
|| Dahalo ?4a4ji ‘elder brother’ (Eh) || (S) Iraqw aykos ‘his father’s wife’ (-kos
‘his’); Qwadza ayi-bala’a ‘cross-cousin’ (Ehret 1980: 288).

(4) Cu: (E) *2aayy- > Afar ayy-a ‘term of address for mother’ (PaHy); Som aay-o
‘stepmother, uncle’s wife’ (Luling), Boni aay-06, Rend ay-o ‘mother’ (He), Bayso
aay-o ‘mother’ (Hy); Or: Wellega ayy-oo ‘mama; mother-in-law’ (Gg), Borana,
Orma aayy-oo ‘mother’, Waata aayy-aa id. (Stroomer), Konso aayy-aa, voc. -e
‘mother’ (Bl); Dullay: Harso, Dobase, Gawwada yayy-e, Gollango yaayy-e ‘Mutter’
(AMS), Tsamakko ?a:i ‘mother’ (Kusia and Siebert) = 2ayya (Sava); Burji aayy-
ée ‘mother, mother’s sister, father’s brother’s wife’ (Sa), Kamb voc. iyyo ‘moth-
er’, Had a(a)yy-a ‘sister’ (HG), ay-minee ‘mater familias’ (Sasse 1979: 44; 1982:
22) || Dahalo jaajo ‘mother’ (Eh) = yéayo id. (To) and ja:jo:ni ‘parents’ (Mad-
dieson et al.) || (S) *?ayo- ‘mother’ (Ehret 1980: 317) > Asa yeyo id.; Common
Iraqw *?2aayo ~ *?aayi > Iraqw-Gorowa 2aayoo ~ ?2aayi, Burunge yaayi, besides
*?iy6o > Alagwa-Burunge 2iyéo ‘mother’ (Kiessling and Mous 2003: 65, 168).
Om: (N) Zayse ayee (Ce), Wolayta aay", Malo 2ayo, Gamu, Dache aayo ‘mother’;
Yemsa ayi ‘brother’, ee-ta ‘sister’ (Lamberti and Sottile 1997: 305);

Ch: (W) Hausa iya ‘female relative of preceding generation, esp. maternal aunt’,
pl. iyaaye ‘parents’; Jimbin iya ‘grandmother’ (Sk); Tangale fya id. (Jg) || (C)
Boka, Gabin, Ga’anda ya, Hwona ?iya, WMargi 2iya (Kr); Udlam iya (Mc),
Muktele fya ‘mother’ (Rossing); Gude yaya/i (Kr); Kotoko: Buduma yaa- (Na-
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chtigal), Affade (i)ya, Ngala, Shoe ya, Makeri iya id. (S6lken 1967: 309); Zime,
Peve ya id. (Kr) || (E) Dangla iya, Migama yaa-ti1 ‘ma mere’ (Jg), Bidiya yaa-te
‘mére’ (AlioJg); Tumak y6 id. (Caprile); Mubi iya id. (Lk).

Be: (N) Ndir Abes yu ‘mere’, Zayan yu-n-nem ‘ta meére’ (Lo);

The EtSe forms as Harari and Zway ay ‘mother’, Soddo ayyo ‘mother!” are of
ECushitic origin (Leslau 1979: 116). Sheri ey ‘father’, coll. iy6 ‘parents’ together
with Soqotri 2if ‘pére’ vs. 2éfo ‘parents, famille, gens’ (Leslau 1938: 68-69) and
Mehri hayb / hawb ‘father’, pl. ‘parents’ (Jh) reflect Se *?abb- ‘father’.

Lit.: Miiller 1975: 64: EtSe + ECu + NOm + Kotoko + Mubi + Nilo-Saharan:
Nubian: Dair, Midob iya, Kenzi iydoyo ‘my mother’ || Nil: (E) Masai yeeyo; (S)
Suk iyu, Nandi eiyo || Kuliak: Nyangiya yoiyao ‘thy mother’ ||| CSud: Bagirmi
ia ||| Gumuz iyo || Tabi €a || Maban: Runga ya || Fur iya || Saharan: Kanuri
ya, Kanembu y(i)a, Daza aya; Berti yo, Zaghawa ia ‘mother’ (Murray 1923: 45;
Greenberg 1963: 102, 142); Skinner 1996: 118: Beja + E+SCu + Ch + Kanuri
ya ‘mother’.

baaba m. ‘father’, def.sg. ubaaba, def.pl. ibaaba (Wd) = baaba m., pl. baba’
‘father’, cf. baabi endoo’ ‘own people’ (HuB) = ba:ba ‘pére’, def. i-(m)ba:ba
(Vh) = baaba ‘father’ (Mt) = baaba m. ‘father’, pl. ‘parents’ (Rp) = baaaba m.
‘Vater’ (Re) = baab, baba m. id. (Al) = babaab id. (Tl) = bab id., cf. babie
endoa ‘Vaterland’ (Mu) = babii id. (Se), i.e. *bab-tiuh ‘sein Vater’

Cu: (E) *baabb- ‘father, daddy’ > Arbore baabbé ‘term of address to ones father’,
baabba ‘polite term of address to an elderly man’ (Hy), Dasenech baab-a ‘father,
daddy’; Gawwada papp-o (Sasse 1979: 44) || Dahalo baaba ‘father’ (To) || (S)
*baaba ‘father’ > Iraqw, Gorowa baabd, Alagwa, Burunge baaba id. (Kiessling
and Mous 2003: 67: cf. Swahili baba).

Ch: (C) Higi Ghye, Ga’anda baba id. (Kr); Mafa, Uzam baaba, Mboku babay id.
(Mc), Kobochi baba id. (St).

Be: (N) Warsenis baba, Snus béba, Sus bab id. (Woelfel 1955: 38); Kabyle baba
id. (Dallet) || (W) Zenaga baba id. (RB) || (S) Ghat baba ‘my father’ (Nehlil).

beedib f. ‘Zueidi tribe’ (HuB)

bedawi and bidawi adj. ‘low-born’, bedawie and bidawice f. sg. ‘the language of
Hadandiwa and kindred tribes’ (Rp) = bedawye and bejawye 1. m. ‘des Bed-
schavolkes’, cf. ee-bedawyée-t buur ‘das Land der Bedscha’, 2. f. ‘Bedschasprache’
(Re) = bedaawie f. ‘das Bedawie (die Sprache der Bischari, Ababde)’ (Al) = to
bedawie ‘der das Bedawie spricht; unterworfener’ (Mu)

balawi adj. ‘high-born, lord, lady’, balawie ‘language other than Bedawiet, usu-
ally Arabic’ f. (Rp) = beldawi adj. rel. ‘Name der angehorigen des Fiirsteng-
eschlechtes des Hadenddwa; das Wort bezeichnet genau das was had’-éndawa.
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Sie leiten sich von Arabien her, daher nennen sie auch haufig einen Araber belaa-
wi, sowie sie arabische Sitte, Sprache mit beldawye bezeichnen im gegensatze
zum einheimischen bedawye (Reinisch 1895: 49) = balla“wiib ‘freeborn’, bal-
la"wi f. ‘language other than Beja’ (HuB) = balawiit f. ‘Arabic language’, def.sg.
tubalawi, def.pl. tibalawi (Wd) = beldawi ‘frei, edel’ (Al) = o’belawi ‘Herr,
Adliche’ (Mu)

Probably of EtSe origin, cf. Gz bafla ‘to be rich, wealthy’, baSl ‘rich, wealthy,
owner, possessor, master, head of family’, batalay ‘rich, wealthy’, Ty batlaya ‘to
be rich’, bafal, baSal ‘master’, Ti béSal id. (Leslau 1987: 84).

bisaari c., pl. biSaari(a) ‘Bisharin’, cf. bisaaray c., pl. -a ‘a tribe of the Hadandi-
wa’ [not to be confused with the Bisharin] (Rp) = biSaari and besaare ‘der
nordlichen Bedscha-Tribus’, with art. uu-bsaare ‘ein Individuum davon’, pl. aa-
bsaare (Re)

Reinisch (1895: 53) connected it with Ar basar ‘homo’, pl. 2absar ‘homines,
gens’ (cf. Sg 125).

da m. pl. ‘men’ (pl. to tak ‘man’), with art. 4anda nom., énda acc., indef. dii(b)
(Rp) = da ‘hommes’, with art. a:nda ‘les hommes’ (Vh) = da ‘Leute’, enda
m. pl. Ménner, Leute, Volk’, coll. (en)dehaay, with art. Gu-dhaay ‘die Leute,
Einwohnerschaft, Volk’ (while enddwa m. ‘Mannerstamm’ < en-dawa, cf. diwa
‘family’, with art. in acc. endiwa after Rp) (Re) = dehay m. ‘people’, def.sg. oo-
dehay, def.pl. idehaya ‘people’ (Wd) = énda pl. ‘Leute’ (Al) = enda[b] ‘Man-
ner’ (Mu) = énda ‘Leute’ (Km) = [o]déiy ‘Mensch’ (Se) = d(€)ay m. ‘people,
relation’ (HuB)

(a) Cu: (E) *zat- ‘person, people’ > Saho daat ~ zaat ‘Versammlung’ (Re); Som
Isaq dad (Ab), Jiddu yed, pBoni *dad (He); Dasenech -zat (Sa)—see Sasse 1976:
140; further cf. Rend ’déo’d ‘people’ (or: Orma dadda ‘people; village’ (Stroomer).
Ch: (1) (W) NBauchi: Tsagu zafu ‘man’ (Sk); (C) Kapsiki za, Higi Kamale and
Nkafa za, Higi Futu and Baza zu (Kr); (E) Jegu ja (Jg), Mubi njéo ‘Mensch’ (Lk)
or (2) (C) Mboku du, do ‘homme’ (‘homo’), pl. day, dahay ‘gens’, Hurzo du, pl.
daha id., Mofu ndu, pl. nddhwoy id., Mafa ndo, pl. ndohay id.; Musgu dif, pl.
day id.; Gidar daf , pl. di id. (Mc)

Eg (OK) z (*zy) ‘Mann’, (Pyr) z.t (*zy.t) ‘Frau’ (Wb. III: 404-406), Copt ca ‘per-
sonne, marchand/e’ (Vycichl 1983: 181; cf. Edel 1955: LXI, § 213).

(b) Vanhove (2017: 30) compares da, def. a:nda ‘hommes’ with Saho enda, de-
riving both from Ty anda, pl. from adan, corresponding to Geez §ad ‘homme’.
Note: The Beja collective dehday can be compared with Ti dahay ‘people, tribe,
village, surroundings’ (LH 510).

de f. ‘mother’ (Rp) = dé:-t ‘une mere’, pl. dé:-t (Vh) = deet f. id. (Wd)—see
enda and énde f. id. (Re)
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de’ar m. ‘wedding’ (HuB) = d’ar m. id., def.sg. ood’ar, no pl., and d’ariit f., no
sg., def.pl. tid’ari (Wd) = d?ir v. ‘marier’ (Vh)
Nom. act. from di’ir v. 1 ‘to marry, give in marriage’ (HuB), which is perhaps
borrowed from Ar zafara ‘to lie with’ (Sg 456).

doba ‘bridegroom, doll’, cf. doob v. 2 ‘to marry’, dobti f. ‘wedding, marriage’
(HuB) = doob m. ‘marriage’, no sg., def.pl. eedoob, further doobaab m. ‘bride-
groom’, def.sg. udooba, def.pl. tidooba, and doobaat f. ‘bride’, def.sg. tu-
dooba, def.pl. tidooba (Wd) = do:ba:t ‘une mariée’, pl. dé:ba:t, def. ti-do:-
ba ‘la/les mariée(s)’ (Vh) = dab ‘marriage (as an institution)’ (Mt) = doba c.
‘bride(groom)’, cf. dob v. 2 ‘to marry’ (Rp) = doob c. ‘verlobt, Braut, Brautigam’
(Re) = doob ‘verlobt’, iu-doob ‘der Brautigam’, cf. doob ‘heiraten’, déobti
‘Hochzeit’ (Al) = [e]déb[a] ‘Brautigam’, [te]déb[a] ‘Braut’ (Se), cf. idob ‘mari-
er’ (Li) and t’idooba ‘the husbands’ (Mr)

Cu: (E) Saho déoba ‘friends’ (We) = zooba ‘mate(s), friends’ (Vergari) = dooba
and zooba ‘Gesellschaft, Kameradschaft; Genosse’, Afar dooba ‘Genossenschaft,
Tribus; die Kameraden’ (Re); Som doobo ‘bachelor’ (Ab, Luling) || (S) Asa dobo-
nok ‘young man’ (Ehret 1987: #224: Beja + Som + Asa);

Be: (S) Awlemidden, Ayr aduban, pl. idubdndn ‘mariage“ (Alojaly), Ahaggar
adiiben, pl. idibnawen and idab{inen ‘mariage, relations sexuelles’, cf. the verb
duben ‘avoir des relations sexuelles’ (Fc).

dha:y, dhe:y ‘gens’ (Vh) = dehay m. ‘people’, def.sg. oodehay, def.pl. idehaya
‘people’ (Wd) — see Beja da pl. ‘men’ (Rp)

Cf. dha:y ‘vers’ (Vh)?

?Cuw: (S): *tlahay (Kiessling and Mous 2003: 275) > ‘patrilinear clan; outdoor
assembly places of elders’ > Iraqw, Gorowa, Burunge tlahay, Alagwa tlahay id.
One would expect Beja d- as the counterpart of SCu *tl-.

?daani ’oor ‘Neffe’ (Reinisch 1895: 313), lit. ‘son of brother’, cf. the parallel for-
mation kwaati ’oor ‘Neffe’ (Re), lit. ‘son of sister’ (kwa ‘sister’)

Cu: (C) *zan / *zan ‘brother’ and *t-zén-i (> *$én-) ‘sister’ (Appleyard 2006: 38)
> Bilin dan, pl. $an ‘brother’ (P1) = dan ‘brother’, $ani ‘sister’ (Ap) = daan, pl.
Zaan id., zaani, pl. Zaan ‘Schwester’, daan-daq*ra ‘Neffe / Nichte’ (Re), Dembea
zén, pl. zdnezin ‘Bruder’, Sen ‘Schwester’ (Re), Kailina zdn m., Qwara zdn m.,
Seen f. (Re), Khamtanga -zin, pl. -s’in m., -sin, pl. -s’in f. (Ap), Khamta isen,
izzén m. (CR), Khamir zin, pl. -te / -taan m. / f. (Re), Kemant zén, pl. $an m.,
$an, pl. $§an f. (CR) = zén, pl. zan-ti m., $an, pl. $é4n-ti f. (ZL), Dembea zén, pl.
zdnezdn m., $én f. (CR); ?Awngi sén m., séna f. (Ht), Kunfil yesan f. (Cw) or
Agawmeder da’em (Re) = daemb (Waldmeier; see Conti Rosini 1906: 149) || (S)
?Burunge danaa ‘friend’ (Ehret 1974: 76; the semantic difference is comparable
with Eg sn(y)-w ‘brother; companion; boy-friend, lover'—see Faulkner 230).
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?0m: (N) Wolayta azina ‘husband’ (Lamberti and Sottile 1997: 297).

Ch: (W) Angas %an ‘twin boys’ (cf. Appleyard 2006: 38); Warji jinnd, Kariya jin
(but cf. Beja jina c. ‘newly-born infant or animal; embryo’ [Rp] < Arabic) || (C)
Lamang uzan; Gude uzin, Bachama nze; Balda ziy etc. ‘child / son’ (JgIb 2: 76).
Be: (N) Shilh tazzént, pl. tazdnin ‘ganz kleines Kind’ (Stumme) = azzan ‘jeune
garcon a la mamelle’ (Cid Kaoui).

dungtiih /dungwi/ ‘Knecht’ (Se)
It resembles the Gurage forms as Chaha, Gyeto ddng’a ‘boys’ (Leslau 1986: 381:
Beja + Gurage).

dingal c., pl. -a ‘junger Mann oder Médchen der reife nahe’ (Re)

Probably borrowed from EtSe: Gz dongal ‘chaste (young man), celibate (monk),
virgin’, Ti, Ty, Amh, Gur dengal ‘virgin’ (Leslau 1987: 137), cf. Ti of Beni Amer
dingil ‘maiden’ (Nk), similarly Saho dingil ‘reifes, heiratsfahiges Madchen’ (Re).

dura c. ‘uncle / aunt’ (HuB) = duura c. ‘uncle/aunt; stepfather, -mother’ (Rp)
= duuraab m. ‘uncle, def.sg. uduura, def.pl. iduura; duuraat f. ‘aunt’, def.sg.
tuduura, def.pl. tiduura (Wd) = du:ra:b ‘oncle’, def. i-d:ra ‘Toncle’, gen. du:r-i
gen.sg. ‘de oncle’, du:ra:t ‘tante’, def. ti-dt:ra ‘la tante’; du:ra 20:r ‘cousin’, i.e.
‘fils de I’oncle’, du:ra-i-t 20:r ‘cousine’, i.e. ‘fille de I’oncle’, dira:-t(-i) 20:r ‘cous-
in’, i.e. ‘fils de la tante’, dira:-t-i-t 20:r ‘cousine’, i.e. ‘fille de la tante’ (Vh) = dau-
ra c. ‘Oheim, Tante’ (Re) = duura ‘uncle’ : duurat ‘aunt’ (Mt) = dari ‘my uncle’
(Mr) = duur(a) ‘Geschwister der Eltern’, 6-duura ‘der Oheim’, tiu-duura ‘die
Tante’, var. déra ‘Tante’ (Al) = o’duro ‘der Onkel’, te’derato ‘die Tante’ (Mu)
= durao ‘cousin’ (Bu) = diiron ‘[unseren] Oheim’, draatén ‘[unsere] Tante’,
dratitontor ‘Nichte’, i.e. ‘die Tochter der Tante’, drayanér ‘Vetter’, i.e. ‘der Sohn
der Tante’ (Se)

?Cu: (E) (1) *dur- ‘preceding, previous; be in front” > Som dur m. ‘Vorderseite’;
adv. ‘vor, gegeniiber’ (Re); Or Wellega dur adv./adj. ‘old, previous, former’, du-
rabuutuu ‘leader’ (Gg), Dirayta tur ‘before, in the past, in front’, Konso tur- ‘be-
fore, front’, Dirayta tur ‘before, in the past, in front’ (Bl); Burji dir-u ‘in front of’,
dur-i-kka/-tta ‘front...previous’; Amh duro ‘formerly’ < Or (Sasse 1982: 58) or
Cu: (E) (2) Or Wellega durbii ‘cousin, niece’ (Gg); ?Konso tarmass$ ‘brother-in-
law’ (Black).

Se *dawr- ‘generation’ > Hb dor ‘generation’, Aram-Syr dara ‘race, generation’,
Gz dor id. (Leslau 1987: 141).

Note: Cf. Kunama (NS) adora ‘Schwigerin’ (Re).

diwa m. pl. ‘family, relatives, people, house, home, wife’, with art. aandiwa nom.,
endiwa acc., cf. the compound diw’or ‘freeman, of good family’, lit. ‘son of family’,
and further the tribal names as Hadandiwa, KiSandiwa etc. (Rp) = diwaab m.
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‘family, household’, no sg., def.pl. eedwa; cf. the compound diwaay’oor ‘noble
person’, def.sg. undiwaay’oor, def.pl. y’indiwaay’ar (Wd) = diw?o:r / &siw2or
‘homme honorable’ (Vh); diwa ‘famille’, with art. e:ndiwa (Vh) = da"wa and da -
wa m. ‘Stamm, Tribus, Ansiedlung, Dorf, Gemeinde’ (Re) = diwab ‘family’ (Mt) =
endooa m. ‘(own) people, village’ (HuB) = éndoa m. ‘Araber, Beduinen’ (Al) =
o’endoa ‘Ansiedlung, Familie, Stamm’ (Mu) = endoa ‘Stadt’ (Se)

Perhaps connected with Bilin (CCu) ciba ‘Tribus, Stamm, Familie’ (Re). Cf. fur-
ther Kunfil ¢ewa, Awngi ¢wa, -¢i ‘mother’, Awiya yi¢ii (CR) = yo-¢i ‘my moth-
er’ (Appleyard 2006: 101).

The records of HuB, Al, Mu and Se indicate a contamination with enda ‘Leute,
Volk’ (Re).

fagdar m., pl. -a ‘junger Mann in kréftigsten Alter’ (Re) = fagar m., fagart f. adj.
‘good, courageous, strong, brave’ (Wd) = fagar adj. ‘clever, stout, smart’ (Rp)
= fagar ‘bold, brave, daring’ (HuB)

Of the same origin as Ti figra ‘ménnlich handeln, auf Raub ausziehen’ (Re) and
Bilin fagar ‘(auf Raub) ausgehen’ (Re).

fari c. ‘genitor, parent’, feray m. ‘offspring’ (Rp) = faroob m. ‘parent’, def.sg.
ufari, def.pl. ifarooya; faraay m., faraayt f. adj.partic. ‘born’ (Wd) = feraay, pl.
feray ‘Kind, Nachkommenschaft’ (Re) = feray ‘well-born, of good family’ (HuB)
Derived from firi v. 1 ‘to give birth; breed; produce offspring, fruit; lay eggs’ (Rp)
= ‘gebéren, zeugen’ (Re) = ‘to bring forth’ (HuB).

Cu: (C) *2onfar-a / *2anfir-a (Appleyard 2006: 36) > Khamtanga aféra ‘boy’,
ofara ‘girl’, Khamta fir, fera ‘boy’, Kemant amféra ‘servant, serving boy’.

gabiila f., pl. gabail ‘tribe’ (HuB) = gabiilaat ‘tribe’ (T1)
Borrowed from Ar qabilat, pl. gaba?il ‘nomadic tribe’ (Sg 818).

gina c. ‘child’ (HuB)—see jina c. ‘newly-born infant or animal; embryo’ (Rp)
Cf. also Gz ganin ‘foetus, embryo’—all borrowed from Ar ganin id. (Leslau 1987:
198).

girba m. ‘foreign country’, gerb-enda c. ‘people inhabiting any distant country,
foreigners’ (HuB) = girba c. ‘stranger’, usually girbatak m., pl. girbada (Rp)
= girbatak ‘foreigner’ (Tl) = girbénda ‘Feind’ (Se), cf. [0]lgry ‘enemy’ (Bu)
Almkvist (1885: 25) derived it from gérib ‘(be)siegen’ (Al) = giriba v. ‘to con-
quer’ (Wd) = gerib v. 1 ‘to conquer, succeed’ (HuB).

gaw m. ‘house, dwelling, custody, tent’, def.sg. oogaw, def.pl. igawa (Wd) = gaw
‘maison’ (Vh) = gaw m., pl. gdwa ‘Gehoft, Haus, Familie’ (Re) = ga“w, gow m.,
pl. -a ‘house’ (HuB) = gaw m., -a ‘house’ (Rp) = gaw m., pl. -a ‘Zelt von Matten,
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Haus’ (Al) = d-gaw ‘the house’ (Mr) = o’gau, pl. e’gau ‘Haus’ (Mu) = [o]gau id.
(Km) = ah-gau-ah ‘Dorf, i.e. pl. ‘houses’ (Kc) = [e]gowa ‘tent’ (Bu) = [0]gau
‘Zimmer, Sébelscheide’, kauhindiy ‘Bauholz’, cf. hinde ‘Holz’ (Se)

(1) Cu: (C) Awngi -yo ‘house’ (Appleyard 2006: 85, 143); (E) Som géob, pl.
go6obo ‘place’, goobo ‘circle’ (He), Rend géob ‘clan, village, nomadic settlement’
(PG) = gob, pl. gobab ‘village, settlement’ (Heine 1981: 188: pSam *g60b);
Om: (N) Anfillo gabbé ‘triblt’ (Gt);

?Ch: (W) Gera gaaw- ‘room’, Dera gawa ‘hut’; maybe Hausa guu ‘place’ (if it is
not a variant of the synonym guri) || (C) ?Nzangi kwo ‘house’ (Skinner 1996: 89:
Beja + Bilin kau (see below) + Ch);

?Se: Akk gabbu ‘Gesamtheit, alles, das Ganze’ (AHw 272).

(2) Cohen (1947: #222) connected the Beja word with CCu: Bilin kauu, Qwara
koo ‘Haus, Familia’ (Re) and Se: Hb goy ‘nation, people’; cf. further Akk ga’um,
gawum ‘Volk’ (AHw 284), Ph gw ‘communauté, corporation’, EpSAr gw ‘com-
munauté, collectivité, ensemble du peuple’ (Cohen 1970f: 107). The Semitic par-
allels exclude the ECushitic and Anfillo forms with medial -b-. The Chadic exam-
ples quoted after Skinner seem to be compatible with both the sets of parallels.

ha c. ‘Wesen, Person, Mensch’ (Re)

(1) Perhaps derived from the verb ha(i) ‘to be, exist’ (Rp), cf. Saho heaw ‘men’
(We) = heyaw ‘Mensch’, lit. ‘lebend(ig)’, cf. hay ‘leben’ (Re), Afar heyoo, pl.
heyaaw ‘Mensch’ vs. hay ‘leben’ (Re)

(2) Reinisch (1894: 29-31, §174-176) connected it with -he- and -ho- forming
verbal suffixes of object (-heeb/a/i c./ m./f. ‘me’, -hook/a/i c./m./f. ‘thee’, etc.)
and compared it with Copt 2w ‘ipse’, 2w-1 ‘ego ipse’, 2w~k ‘tu ipse’, 2w—q ‘is ipse’
(cf. Vycichl 1983: 287-288) which is connected with Eg (Pyr) h§ ‘flesh’, pl. hfw
‘body’ (Faulkner 164) = ‘Korper, Leib; (Brust)fleisch; Glieder’ (Wb. III: 37-39).

ho f., acc. hot ‘grandparent’ (HuB) = ho:-t, def. t-he: ‘grand-meére’ (Vh) = ahoot
f. ‘grandmother’, def.sg. tu’ahu, def.pl. ti’ahu (Wd)—see hoot ‘grandmother’ (Mt).

hooba m. ‘grandparent’ (HuB) = hooba ‘grandfather, greatuncle’ (Mt) = ahoo-
baab m. ‘grandfather’, def.sg. w’ahooba, def.pl. y’ahooba (Wd) = ho:ba:-b,
def. w-ho:ba ‘grand-peére’, ho:b-u:n ‘notre grand-pere’ (Vh) = hoba m. ‘grandfa-
ther’, hébaybaaba ‘great-granfather’, hébayhéba ‘ancestor/s’ (Rp) = hoob m.
‘Grossvater’ (Re) = hoobab m. ‘grandparent’ (TI) = héoba m. ‘Grossvater (sow-
ohl auf der viterlichen als den miitterlichen Seite)’ (Al) = o’hobo ‘Grossvater’
(Mu) = hobo(k) ‘(dein) Grossvater’ (Km) = u hobén ‘[unseren] Grossvater’ (Se)
(1) Reinisch (1895: 108) connected hoob m. and hoot f. with Gz 2ommahew
/ f. -t ‘ancestor, grand-father/-mother’, Amh (em)mita ‘grandmother’, Gafat
amvitita ‘grandmother’ etc. (Leslau 1987: 23), not explaining the absence of any
equivavalent of 2oammo- in Beja.
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(2) ?Cuw: (E) Som of Maay awoy, Jiddu awdé ~ uwé ‘grandmother’ (Banti); Ar-
bore 2aw ‘maternal uncle’ (Hy); Oromo: Borana haawani ‘mothers’, Orma, Waa-
ta haawo(o)ni id. (Stroomer).

(3) There are interesting South Arabian counterparts: Soqotri hadbbeh ‘maitresse,
grand’mere’, Oman hobbo ‘grand’meére’, Hadr habbeh, Datina hababa ‘patronne,
grand’mere’, Dhofar hababiti ‘ma maitresse’ (Leslau 1938: 159). But this com-
parison does not explain apparently related hoot ‘grandmother’ (Mt, Re).

(4) Maybe derived from ha ‘person’ by the masculine accusative marker -ob, sim-
ilarly as hoot ‘Grossmutter’ by the feminine accusative marker -ot.

hiida m. ‘Gemeinschaft, Gesellschaft’ (Re), cf. hidaab (obj. pl. of *hiid or *hii-
da) ‘zusammen’ (Al) = hidda adv. ‘together with’, hiddaab ‘together’, with pos-
sessive suff. hiddook, hidday adv. ‘beside, near, with’ (Wd) = hib id. (Mu),
hiidai postp. / prep. ‘neben, an der Seite, along with’ (Al) = cf. extended hi-
dadda ‘together’ and perhaps hadaaga m. coll. ‘family, relatives’ (Rp) = hiida
m. ‘the being with’, hiidab ‘in the company of, together’, hoodana ‘together, in
one another’s company’ (HuB)

Cu: (E) Tsamakko 2eeda ‘relative’ (Sava 2005: 219), if 2- originates from *h-, as
in 2awne ‘in the evening’ vs. Somali habeen ‘night’, Boni hawéen-ka ‘this night’
and Beja himni ‘late afternoon’ (Rp) (cf. Blazek 2023: 366); Gedeo hado ‘close
relative’, ?Sidamo aydde id., aiddé ‘family’ (HG) || (S) *heedi ‘person’, pl. *hida
> Burunge heedi ‘man’, pl. hida, Alagwa hi(i)ru, pl. hira, Iraqw, Gorowa hee
(Kiessling and Mous 2003: 135-136); Qwadza hilaku ‘person’ (Ehret 1980: 307);
Ch: (C) Musgoy hiddi ‘homme’ (Mc).

Alternatively, the Beja word may be connected with ECu *hizz- ‘root’ (Sasse
1979: 20, 36) > Som xidid [hidid] ‘radice; vena, vaso sanguigno; nervo; paren-
tela acquisita’ (DSI), Rend hiy ‘root; kin, family’ (He).

hadaaga m. sg. or pl. ‘family, relatives’ (Rp)
Perhaps hiida ‘Gemeinschaft, Gesellschaft’ (Re), plus -ga ‘a plural (or dual) end-
ing’ (Roper 1928: 183).

haggoit ‘co-wife, lineage’ (Mt) = haggoi m. ‘rival, competitor’, f. ‘one of two’
(HuB) = héggo, hiid"g(g)o f. ‘Nebenbiihler, Rivale’ (Re)

Undoubtedly a cultural word of the same origin as Afar haggo ‘polygamy, plu-
rality of wives’, haggoyta ‘one of many wives, wife of a polygamous marriage’
(PaHy), Saho hogga ‘neighbors’ (We) = haggo ‘Eifersucht’, haggoyta ‘Nebenbu-
hler’ (Re) and Ti haggoot ‘id., envy’ (LH).

ham c,, pl. -a ‘parent-in-law’, cf. hamayi ‘related by marriage’ (HuB) = hamaab
m. ‘in-laws’, no def.sg., def.pl. yhama; hamamt f. ‘in-law’, def.sg. tuhamaam, and
hamaayeet f. ‘mother-in-law’, def.sg. tuhamaaya and tuhamaayi (Wd) = ham
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m. ‘father / son-in-law’, f. ‘mother-in-law’ (Mt) = (w-/t-)ham ‘(le/la) beau-pére,
gendre, belle-mére, bru’, pl. (y-)ham-a (also) ‘belle-famille’ (Vh) = ham c., pl. -a
m. ‘father-in-law; son-in-law’, f. ‘mother-in-law’ (‘daughter-in-law’), hamai f. sg.
‘-in-laws, relatives by marriage’ (Rp) = hamo c. ‘Schwiegervater, Schwiegermut-
ter’ (Re) = o’hamo ‘der Schwiegervater’, te’hamo ‘die Schwiegermutter’ (Mu)
Borrowed from EtSe, cf. Gz, Ti ham ‘father/son-in-law’, Ty hamu (and further
Ar ham ‘father-in-law’, Sheri him ‘brother-in-law’, Hb ham ‘father-in-law’, Aram
hama, Akk emu—see Leslau 1987: 235); but it is not excluded that the Ethio-Se-
mitic root could merge with the original Cushitic root, preserved in Beja and fur-
ther in Dahalo hame ‘father’s brother’ (Eh) = fame ‘male relative; grandfather’
(Maddieson) and (S) Ma’a hame ‘my uncle’ (Ehret 1980: 299); maybe also SO-
romo: Orma (h)aammaa ‘mother’ (Stroomer). Ultimately, Eg (Pyr) hym.t ‘Fraw’
(Wb. III: 76-78), Demotic hm ‘Ehefrau’, Copt 2iMe ‘femme’ (Vycichl 1983: 300)
can also be related.

hamud m., pl. hamada ‘companion, escort’ (HuB)

haraami’or m. ‘bastard’, def.sg. wharaami’oor, def.pl. yharaami’ar (Wd)
Cf. oor m. ‘boy’, def.sg. w’oor, def.pl. y’ar (Wd).

hunkwili or ‘boy about the age of puberty’ (HuB) = hankwil ‘youth’ (Rp)
Cf. hankwili ‘long hair that hangs to shoulders’ (Rp).

hoot ‘grandmother, great aunt’ (Mt) = ahoot f. ‘grandmother’, def.sg. tu’ahu,
def.pl. ti’ahu (Wd) = ho f., acc. hot ‘granddparent’, cf. hootoon ‘Eve’, lit. ‘our
grandmother’ (HuB) = hot f. indef. ‘old woman, grandmother’ (Rp) = hoot f.
‘Grossmutter’ (Re) = hoot f. ‘grandparent’ (T1) = héota f. ‘Grossmutter (sowohl
auf der viterlichen als auf der miitterlichen Seite’ (Al) = o’hoto ‘Grossmutter’
(Mu) = hoto(k) ‘(deine) Grossmutter’ (Km) = thotén ‘[unsere] Grossmutter’
(Se), cf. Bi héta ‘aunt’ (Th)

Etymology is discussed apud hoob(a) ‘grandfather’.

100).

hiyi c., acc. hiy-ob/-ot ‘husband / wife’ (Rp) = hiyoot f. ‘spouse’, def.sg. tu-
hiyu, def.pl. tihiyu (Wd) = hiyo c. ‘Gatte / Gattin’ (Re) = hiu ‘husband’, hiut
‘wife’ (Mt) = hido c., pl. hido-ya ‘Gatte’, with art. Guhio m., tduhio f. (Al
= o’hiyo ‘der Gemahl’, te’hiyo ‘die Gemahlin’ (Mu)

?Cuw: (S) *ha?ay ‘children’ > Alagwa ha?4y, Burunge ya?ay; *haywa?a/i
‘(grand)children’ > Iraqw haywa?, Gorowa haywaa (Kiessling and Mous
2003: 129, 135)

(1) Eg (OK) h, (MK) hy ‘Gemahl, Gatte’ (Wb. II: 475), Copt 2al ‘mari’ (Vycichl
1983: 290: Eg + Se);
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?Se Vh-w-y > Ug hwy ‘begehren’ (Aistleitner 1965: 86), Ar hawiya ‘aimer’, ha-
wa" ‘amour, désir, passion’, Mehri $ohwii ‘aimer’ etc., cf. also Vh-w-? > Ar ha?a
‘tendre a, viser a; se réjouir de’, haw?- ‘esprit, but, idée, désir’, Lihyanite h?
‘s’efforcer de’, and Vh-y-2 > Ar ha?a ‘étre beau, de belle apparence’, hayya?a
‘préparer, disposer, achever, enterrer’, haya?a ‘s’entendre, otre, se mettre d’ac-
cord avec’, hi?at ‘forme, aspect’, Ti hay, hoya beld ‘rattraper, rejoindre’, Amh
hay hay alé ‘réconcilier’ (Cohen 1970f: 386, 382, 398).

Lit.: Cohen 1947: #92: Beja + Eg + Se + ECu: Som hawo ‘ambizione, desider-
io’, hawoo ‘desiderare sessualmente’ (DSI); Or Wellega hawwa ‘to wish, desire’,
hawwee ‘marriage after long period of courtship’ (Gg), but these forms are ap-
parently borrowed from Arabic.

(2) Roquet (1980: 128-129) proposes a borrowing from late Eg h3y ‘époux’ (/
hi?yu/ > pre-Beja *hiyyu).

(3) Cu: Dahalo hadjo, pl. haa?i ‘man, husband’ (Eh) || (S) Iraqw hay ‘kinsfolk,
clan’ (Eh), besides *hiya?a > Iraqw hiya? ‘brother, cousin’, Gorowa hi(i)ya?,
Alagwa hee?a, Burunge hi?a id. and *hi?o0 ‘sister’ > Iraqw-Gorowa hozoo,
Alagwa-Burunge hi?oo id. (Kiessling and Mous 2003: 154) and / or *hawata
> Iraqw, Burunge, Alagwa hawata ‘man, husband’ (Ehret 1980: 299; Kiessling
and Mous 2003: 150).

jina c. ‘newly-born infant or animal; embryo’ (Rp) = jinaab m. ‘child, embryo, in-
fant’, def.sg. oojna, def.pl. eejina (Wd) = jina ‘baby’ (Mr) = gina c. ‘child’ (HuB)
Borrowed from Ti jona ‘foetus, new-born child’ (LH 552), Beni Amer jina n?u:$
‘baby’ (Nk), all of Arabic origin: Ar ganna ‘geborgen sein (im Mutterleib)’, ganin
‘foetus, embryo’ (Sg 250).

kisia c. ‘slave, servant’ (HuB) = kiSiyaab m. ‘slave’, def.sg. ukiSiya, def.pl. ikiSi-
ya; kisiyaat f. ‘slave’, def.sg. tukusiya, def.pl. tikisiya (Wd) = kiSia ‘slave’ (T1)
= kisia c. ‘slave, negro’ (Rp) = kiSya and ki$a c. ‘Sklave, Sklavin’ (Re) = kiSya
c. ‘Sklave, Diener’, with art. dukiSya ‘der Sklave’, ttukiSya ‘die Sklavin’ (Al)
= o’kisha, pl. ye’kisha ‘der Sklave’, to’kisha, pl. te’kisha ‘die Sklavin’ (Mu)
= ekkeschia ‘Sklave’, tekkeschia ‘Sklavin’ (Se)

Reinisch (1893: 19, fn. 4) connected it with EtSe: Ti hasn, Ty hasni ‘boy, child’
(Leslau 1987: 226), but it is improbable for phonetical reasons.

kwa f. ‘sister’, kwat ‘female’ (HuB) = k“a: ‘soeur’, def. to:-k"a (Vh) = kwaat f.
‘sister; female’, def.sg. tookwa, def.pl. teekwa (Wd) = kwa f. ‘sister; female’, cf.
hadayt kwa ‘lioness’ (Rp) = kwa f. ‘Weibchen, weiblich bei Tieren; Schwester’
(Re) = kva f. ‘Schwester; weiblich’ (Al) = kwab ‘weiblich’ (Mu) = kwat ‘sister’,
adj. ‘female, feminine’ (Mt) = to cua ‘la soeur’ (Li) = tekuata (Km) = tukato
‘the sister’ (Bu) = tukwatook ‘(deine) Schwester’ (Lucas) = tokwatdn ‘unsere
Schwester’ (Se)
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Cu: (C) *20qi (Appleyard 2006: 148) > Bilin 292i ‘girl’. Is there any relation to
the following comparanda: Bilin (29)q"i, pl. 20k"in ‘Weibchen von Tieren’ (Re),
Awngi -qa ‘wife’ (Ht) and / or Bilin 2ox"ina, pl. 20k"in ‘Gattin, Ehefrau’, Khamir
awna, pl. ak“an, Dembea kwina, pl. kwin, Qwara (i)awina, pl. iawin (Re), Ke-
mant yowana, pl. yowan ‘femme’, Khamta equén ‘donna’ (CR), Awngi yuna (Ht),
Kunfil kuna ‘woman’ (Cw) || (E) Yaaku 6q6i, pl. oqoinin ‘woman, wife’ (He);
Ch: (C) Wamdiu kwa ‘daughter’, Hildi kwa, Kilba kwaiii id., Bura bzir ikwa id.,
where bzir means ‘son’ (Kr);

Be: (N) Djerba tahnaw ‘concubine’ (Saada), Kabyle takna, pl. takniwin ‘co-
épouse’ (Dallet) || (S) Ahaggar tékné, pl. -win ‘concubine’ (Fc), etc.;

Se: Akk kinitu ‘Nebenfrau’, Aram kenawata ‘Genossen“ (Rossler 1952: 133, #23:
Be + Se).

kwaéaya c. ‘Kamerad, Genosse, Gefihrte, Freund; Freundschaft’, cf. kwaayaa-y-t
gibalday ‘der zweite, der Goldfinger’ (Re)

Cu: (C) *kaw- (Appleyard 2006: 110, 142) > Bilin kdw ‘people’ (pl. to 29k
‘man’), Khamtanga kiw, Kemant kaw, Kailifia ku, Qwara kédw, ko ‘village’ || (E)
Dullay: Gawwada qaw-ho ‘man; person’ (To), Gollango qaw-hé ‘Mensch’, Harso
k’aw-hé, Dobase k’aw-hé and gaw-hoé ‘Mensch, Mann’ (AMS), Tsamakko q’aw-
ko ‘man’ (Hy, Sava).

Eg (Pyr) t3j ‘Mann’ (Wb. V, 344).

Lit.: Cohen (1947: n. 222: CCu + Eg).

Reinisch’ (1895: 154) comparison of Beja kwaaya with Gz kala? ‘other, another,
anyone else second, companion, friend’ (Leslau 1987: 282) is unconvincing for
phonetic reasons.

laamana c., usually m. ‘rover, brigand’ (Rp)
Extended by the suffix -ana forming nom. agentis.

m(a)’a- f. pl. ‘women’ (sg. takat) (Rp) = m?a pl. ‘femmes’ (sg. takat ‘femme’)
(Vh) = ma’ f. pl. ‘Weiber, Gattinen’ (Re) = ma f. pl. ‘women’ (sg. takat) (HuB)
= ma pl. ‘Weiber, Frauen’ (sg. takat) (Al) = te’ma ‘die Frauen’ (Mu)

Cu: (E) Gawwada mi?ay-e ‘child’ (To), Gollango mi?aye, Harso-Dobase mi?é ‘child’
(AMS); HECu *me?aat ‘female’ > Kamb me’aat, Sid mehaa(te), me’ate, meyate
id. (Hudson 1989: 62) || (S) Iraqw maa€i ‘mature (for girls), marriageable’ (MQK).
Ch: (W) *2ama ‘woman’ (Stolbova 1987: 231) > Warji am-4i, Jimbin ama, Tsa-
gu 66méy, Kariya am, Miya am (Sk); Ron: Sha 2amuy (Jg); Ngizim 4ma (Schuh).

m?adam ‘personne’ (Vh) = m?aadamiib ‘person’ (T]) = m’aadamiib m. ‘per-
son, human being’, def.sg. um’aadami, def.pl. im’aadami (Wd)

Probably &dami ‘Mensch, Person’ (Al) with the reciprocal prefix m- and the ac-
cusative in -b.
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m’aali c., pl. -a ‘brother/sister-in-law; rival’, cf. m’ali v. 1 recip. ‘to be rivals,
be at loggerhead’ (Rp) = m’aali /-t ‘brother/sister-in-law’ (Mt) = (w-/t-)m?2ali
‘beau-frere, belle soeur’, pl. m?ali-a (Vh) = m(e)’aali, pl. m’aalya c. ‘Schwager,
Schwégerin’ (Re) = mall’i c. ‘brother-in-law’ (HuB) = o-maly6 ‘brother-in-law’
(Th) = o’mallyo ‘der Schwager’ vs. te’malito ‘die Schwigerin’ (Mu)

(1) Perhaps derived from m’a: ‘women, wives’ by the productive suffix -al-, sug-
gesting the original semantics ‘a relative of wives’ or by the second component
corresponding to ECu: Dullay *?2alaw- > Gawwada 2alaw-h-o ‘brother’, 2alaw-
t-e ‘sister’, Gollango alaw-té ‘brother’, alaw-ho ‘sister’ (sic!), Tsamakko 2alaw-te
‘older sister’ (AMS 147; Sava 2005: 218; Tosco 2022: 19); Konso alawa m. and
alawta f. ‘sibling; spouse’, Dirayta alawat m. ‘sibling of opposite sex’, f. voc.
alawte, pl. alawad(d)a and alawwa (Black).

(2) Cu (E): Had mollo ‘(close) relative’ or Gedeo melaalle ‘girl’ (HG) || (S) Iraqw
maaloo ‘small girls’ (MQK).

SOm: Kara mul?a ‘family, kin’ (F1);

Ch: (W) *mu[ ]al ‘brother’ (Stolbova 1987: 234: *maHval) > Angas mwol
‘brother’, mal ‘sister’ (Foulkes), cf. mwol-na ‘my brother’, mal-na ‘my sister’
(Kr), Montol laa-mayal ‘brother’ (Jg); Bolewa mol ‘younger brother’, molle
‘younger sister’ (Benton), Karekare mald, Tangale mole ‘brother’ (Jg) || (C)
Gamargu mélé (Ba / Benton) ‘elder brother’, Glavda maal id., Dghwede milé
id.; Mofu malma-n ‘brother’; Gidar mdlmu id. (JgIb 2: 48; cf. Greenberg 1963:
53, #14: Beja + Ch + Mocha mano ‘brother’, mane ‘sister’, cf. also Kafa mano
/ mane id., probably of Surma (NS) origin, cf. Masongo maifa ‘fratello’—see Ce-
rulli 1951: 472; Leslau 1959: 41).

Leslau (1987: 382) mentions a connection of the Beja word in EtSe: Gz nafult
‘widow whom the late husband’s sister in relation to the wife’, Ti ndSal ‘hus-
band’s sister in relation to the wife’ etc.

mehaabu m. ‘relatives, people one is connected to’ (HuB)
Borrowed from Ar mahbiib, pl. mahabib ‘beloved’ (Sg 963) with the final -b
reinterpreted as the accusative.

maaktak m. ‘child’, def.sg. umaaktak, def.pl. imaaktaka (Wd)
Cf. makay m. ‘being, becoming’, def.sg. umakay, def.pl. imakay (Wd), plus tak
m. ‘man’, def.sg. ootak, def.pl. eenda (Wd).

moor(a)mooyt f. ‘company, going with’, def.sg. tumoor(a)mooy, no pl. (Wd)
= mormi m. ‘companion’ (HuB)—see amorama id. (HuB)

misuusi f. ‘spinster of any age’ (Rp)
Roper (1928: 219) mentioned that ‘she wears the massa f., i.e. the hair swept to
the sides of the face; a married woman has a fringe or plaits over forehead.’
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mitammad c., pl. -a ‘person, human being’ (Rp)
Borrowed from Ar mutamaddin ‘settled in a town, cultivated, civilized’ (Sg 952).

naday and enday c., pl. nadee ‘orphan’ (HuB) = nadaay m. ‘orphan’, def.sg.
unadaay, def.pl. inaday; nadaayt f., def.sg. tunadaay, def.pl. tinaday (Wd)
= naday c., pl. nad’ey id. (Rp) = nadaay c., pl. naday ‘Waise, Verwaist’ (Re)
= nadaay c., pl. naddey ‘Waise’ (Al) = nedai id. (Mu)

Borrowed from EtSe, cf. Gz nadaya ‘to be poor, deficient’, Ti ndda, Ty nadaya
id. (Leslau 1987: 387).

nekiri f. ‘widow’, nekraat ‘widowed’, seniker ‘to keep virginity’ (HuB) = nik-
kiraat f. ‘widow’, def.sg. tunikkira, def.pl. tinikkira, besides nikraab m. ‘un-
married person, bachelor’, def.sg. unikra; nikraat f. ‘unmarried person, spinster’,
def.sg. tunikra, plus adj. nikraab m., nikraat f. ‘unmarried’ (Wd) = nikra ‘un-
verheiratet’ (Al) = te’nekiri pl. ‘die Wittwe’ (Mu)

Borrowed from EtSe, cf. Gz nakara ‘to separate’, nakir, f. nakkar ‘strange, for-
eign, one who is not a relative’, Ti ndkéra ‘to reject’ (Leslau 1987: 397).

(i-/ti-)rei:kina ‘(le/la) cadet(te)’, i.e. ‘propriétaire de devant’ (Vh)

r’adaab m. ‘nuclear family; support; pillar, main pole at the back of a Beja house’,
def.sg. ur’ada, def.pl. irada (Wd)

raba ‘male (in opposition to kwat ‘female’), capable, able, skilled’ (Mt) = ra-
baab m., rabaat f. ‘big, male’ adj.; rabaanaay m. ‘masculinity’, def.sg. urabaa-
naay, besides rabandiit f. ‘manhood’, def.sg. turabandi, def.pl. tirabandi (Wd)
= Ammar’ar raba ‘male; strong man’ (Do) = raba ‘male; capable, able’, cf. raba-
ka c. ‘majority, most’, rdbaganay ‘male gazelle’ (Rp) = rdba adj. ‘méannlich’
(Re) = raba ‘ménnlich’ (Al) = reba[b] ‘ménnliche Junge von mitterem Alter’;
o rabeh ‘jeune chameau’ (Li) and terabie ‘she-camel’ (Bu) are more probably
compatible with rab’e ‘young camel between one and two years old’ (Rp) = rab-
bi c. ‘young camel’ (HuB)

(1) Cu: (E) *lab-/leb- ‘male; big’ > Saho laab ‘ménnlich’, coll. laabahaa ‘Leute’,
indiv. laabahaayto, Afar lab ‘ménnlich’, laba-haytu ‘Mann’ (Re) = Afar lab
‘male’, labha ‘men’, labhaytu ‘able / clever / strong male’ (PaHy); Som lab ‘male’
(Ab), Rend labo; Elmolo -lepa ‘man’ in m3-lepa (Heine 1973: 281) = Dasanech
maliab ‘uomo’ (da Trento), where ma- = méa means ‘person, man’ and yab
coll. ‘males’ (To); Or labbi ‘virilita, eta virile’ (Borello), Waata lab(b)a ‘young’,
cf. imoolee labaa ‘young calves’ (Stroomer) and / or Or luba ‘sexual parts of
man’ (Tu); Gedeo labba, Sid labba ‘male’ (Dolgoolsky 1973: 229; Sasse 1979:
22 and 1982: 131; Hudson 1989: 96). The difference r : 1 is perhaps comparable
with Beja *rama ‘2’ in asa-rama ‘7’ vs. ECu *lam- ‘two’? In Beja the difference
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r : 1 has got a function expressing the augmentative vs. diminutive. Cf. further
Burji rab-i ‘uncircumcised person’ (Sasse 1982: 158) || ?(S) Iraqw lawélamo, pl.
lawalé ‘slave’ (Wh).

NOm: Shako yaab, Nao yab, Dizi yabu ‘man’ (Be), cf. Dasanech yab coll. ‘males’
(To), see above.

?Ch: (W) Hausa loba ‘foreskin’ || (E) Mokilko 16po ‘prépuce’ (Jg)—see Skinner
1996: 188.

Lit.: Meinhof 1912: 236: Beja + Som + Hausa.

(2) Cu: (E) *rib(?)- ‘to be strong’ > Som rib- ‘strong’ (Ab); Konso rib- ‘to be
strong’ (Bl; Sasse 1982: 159 connects it with Konso rib-a ‘tendon of the back-
bone’, Mussiya rip-o ‘root, vein’, Or rib-uu ‘tendon, nerve; string of bow’ > Har-
so rip-o0, Gollango rip-to ‘string of bow’ and Burji rib-60 id.);

Se \r-b-b ‘to be big’, cf. Akk rabii(m), raba’u(m) gross sein / werden’, rabb{i(m)
‘sehr gross’ (AHw 938, 934), Ug rb ‘gross; Oberhaupt, Ober-’ (Aistleitner 1965:
287) etc.

réero c. ‘Verwandtschaft, Verwandter’ (Re) = reer c. ‘Verwandter’ (Al) = rero
‘companion, friend’ (HuB) = o’réro, acc. rerob ‘Freund’ (Mu) = reer m. ‘love,
loving’, def.sg. ooreer, besides areeti m. ‘loving’, areeyanaab nom.ag. ‘one who
liker, lover’ (Wd) = reer ‘amour’ (Vh) = Ammar’ar reero ‘beloved’ (Do)

Cuw: (E) Som reer ‘Sippe, Geschlecht, die weitere Familie, Verwandtschaft, Volk’
(Re) = ‘family household; lineage, clan’ (Luling), Rend réer ‘warriors, people’
(Heine 1981: 196 reconstructs pSam *réér ‘people of one geographical, social or
agnatic unit’);

Be: Awlemidden terért ‘Nation’ (Ba).

Lit.: Reinisch 1902: 326: Beja + Som; Dolgopolsky 1973:171: Beja + Som + Rend.

raw c. ‘other; companion’, with art. turaw, éraw m., tauraw, téraw f., pl. m.
adaraw, éraw, probably extended in araw c., pl. arauwa ‘companion, friend’ (Rp)
= araaw m. ‘other; friend’, def.sg. w’araaw, def.pl. y’araaw, eeraw; araawt f.,
def.sg. araaw (Wd) = raaw c., pl. raw ‘Kamerad, Genosse, Freund; anderer,
zweiter’ (Re) = rau ‘companion, friend’, arraauu ‘other, different’ (HuB)

?Cuw: (C) Bilin 2éri ‘other’ (Appleyard 2006: 108).

?Se Vr-w-§ > Akk rit’u, Ug r9, Hb re$® ‘friend, companion’, Aram rg, Gz rafawa
‘to join’, Ti rawSe ‘to have intercourse’ (Leslau 1987: 459).

seeb m. ‘clan, family’ (HuB)

Probably borrowed from EtSe: Gz sab? ‘persons, men, people, mankind; servants;
inhabitants’, Ti sdb ‘man’, Gurage sab ‘man, person’ etc.; outside EtSe cf. Mehri
habti ‘people’ (Bittner), perhaps corresponding to habi ‘(poor man) to go to
people every day for food, to drink milk’ (Jh) (Leslau 1979: 531 and 1987: 482).
Appleyard (1977: 50) speculates about connection with the ethnical name Sb?
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‘Sabean’ (cf. Biela 1982: 323). The EtSe word probably also passed into other
Cushitic languages, e.g. Som sab ‘group of people of low status’ (Luling).

saf m. ‘marriage ceremony (grasping the hands of the bride’s representative and
saying a formula’ (HuB) = saf m. ‘engagement, marriage agreement’, def.sg. oo-
saf, def.pl. isafa (Wd)

sama:r ‘descendants’ (Vh)

san m., pl. -a ‘brother’ (HuB) = san m. ‘brother’, def.sg. oosan, def.pl. isana
(Wd) = san, def. o:-san ‘frére’ (Vh) = san id. (Mt) = san id. (Do, T1) = san
m., pl. -a ‘brother’, sanday ‘brotherhood’ (Rp) = san m., pl. -a ‘Bruder’ (Re)
= san m. id. (Al) = ssana id. (Km) = o senne id. (Li) = sanyd ‘my brother’
(Mr) = assanok ‘(thy) brother’ (Bu) = lanook id. (Lucas; 1!) = eszanitin ‘(un-
seren) Bruder’ (Se)

?Cu: (C) Bilin 2anSin ‘father-in-law’, tdnsini ‘mother-in-law’ (Re), Kemant ansin
‘beau-pére, -frére, fils’ (CR), Dembea, Qwara ansin ‘suocero’ (CR), Khamtanga
ason ‘in-law’ (Ap) {Appleyard 2006: 38, 65; 77: *2an ‘grandfather’ > Bilin 2én,
Khamtanga -inna, Kemant an id. || Saho anna ‘aunt’ (Vergari); HECu *anna ‘fa-
ther’ > Gedeo, Hadiya, Kambatta, Sidamo anna id.; Burji anda ‘husband, father
of a family, owner’ || Dahalo 2anno ‘aunt’ {Maddieson} = ?4anno ‘father’s sister’
{To}); ?Awngi sén ‘brother’, séna ‘sister’ (Ht), Kunfil yesan ‘sister’ (Cw), besides
Awiya yesanseé ‘father-in-law’ (CR)}.

(E) ?Dirayta-Mossiya inSara ‘younger brother’ (Lamberti and Sottile 1997: 297),
if from *iSn° or Konso aSum-a/-ta ‘sister’s or aunt’s male/female child’; Dullay:
Gawwada ?aS$in-ko, pl. 2asim-me ‘sister’s male child’, aSin-te, pl. 2asim-me
‘sister’s female child’ (To), Gollango asin-ko ‘nephew’, asin-te ‘niece’, cf. inan-
kaayyu/-tayyu id. vs. indn-ko/-te ‘son / daughter’ (AMS);

Ch: ?(W) Kirfi launa-$ino ‘brother’ (Gowers); Tsagu §3n ‘elder brother’ (Sk) || (C)
Bachama zinogi ‘my brother’ (Meek); Bana ba séna ‘Bruder’, ba sénta ‘Schwest-
er’ (LK) || (E) Kera s¢:nfi, Kwang séni; Sumray shin, Tumak hana; Sokoro $intu;
Migama sin, Bidiya sinte, Dangla sifo; Toram hin, Jegu $in, Mubi sin ‘brother’,
Birgit sintii ‘my brother’ (JgIb 2: 48-49);

Eg (Pyr) sn(y)-w ‘brother; companion; boy-friend, lover’ (Faulkner 230; Wb. IV:
150-151), sn.t ‘sister’, Copt caN, CON, pl. cNHoy ‘frére’, cwHi/€ ‘soeur’ (Vycichl
1983: 190);

?Se: Ug §,n ‘Bruder’ (Aistleitner 1965: 321) and / or Ti (ta)sana ‘to be friends’, Gz
son2(a) ‘peace, agreement’ etc., and further Syr Sayyen ‘to pacify’, Hb $a?dnan
‘to be at ease’, Akk $ananu ‘(im Lauf) gleichkommen mit, gleichen’ (Leslau 1987:
504-505).

(i/ti-)su:rkina ‘(1)ainé(e)’, i.e. ‘propriétaire de devant’ (Vh)



246 Vdclav Blagek

sarana (and sefarana) f. ‘midwife’ (HuB)
serriiay f., pl. serriee ‘female slave, concubine’ (HuB)

siinay f. ‘old female of any sort’ (HuB)
Derived from §i v. 1 ‘to be old’ (HuB) = §’iya v. ‘to become old’ (Wd).

Sa'waw c. ‘neighbour’ (Rp) = Sawaw m. ‘neighbour’, def.sg. uSawaw, no pl.
(Wd) = sdawya ‘Fremd, Genosse, Nachbar’ (Re)

Derived from Sawawi ‘to get together; collect’ (Rp), besides Saawa v. ‘to add’
(Wd) = Ssaawi ‘mengen, vermehren’ (Re) respectively.

Swuuy m. ‘pregnacy’, def.sg. ooswuuy, Siwuyaat f. id., def.sg. tuswuya, from
the verb. Siwiyi v. ‘to be/become pregnant’ (Wd) = Siwi and Suwi ‘to be/become
pregnant’, Siwtui ‘pregnacy’ (Rp) = $tuya ‘schwanger, trachtig’ (Re) = $aja id.
(Al) = shuiya[b] ‘trachtige Kuh’ (Mu)

Om: (N) Shinasha Saw- ‘gebaren’, Mocha Suw-, Anfillo $uy-, Kafa $ii- id. (Cerulli
1951: 491; Lamberti 1993a, 384).

tak ‘man’, takat ‘woman’ (Mt, TI) = tak m. ‘man’, def.sg. ootak, def.pl. een-
da, besides taktak adv. ‘each other’; takatt f. ‘woman’, def.sg. tutakat, def.pl.
teem’a (Wd) = tak ‘homme’ (pl. da), takat ‘femme’ (pl. m?a) (Vh) = Ammar’ar
tak ‘human being, man, husband’ (Do) = tak m. ‘man’, with the suppletive pl.
da, takat f. ‘woman, wife’, takka indec. ‘everybody, taktak indec. ‘each other,
one another’ (cf. Yaaku tuktuk ‘all’!) (Rp) = tak m. ‘Mann, Gatte’, pl. *tika
reconstructed on the basis tikée ndaka ‘von Leuten welche Menge’, besides the
suppletive pl. énda, takat ‘Weib, Gattin’, tdktak ‘einander’ (Re) = tak m. ‘Mann’,
pl. énda ‘Leute’, danda ‘die Leute’, tdkat f. ‘Weib, Frau’, pl. ma, taktak, téktek
‘einander’ (Al) = [@]tak ‘man’ (Mr) = o’tekk ‘der Mann’, pl. enda[b] ‘Ménner’,
te’tekét ‘die Frau’ (pl. te’ma), tektek ‘einander’ (Mu) = [o]tak ‘man’, [ta]takat
‘woman’ (Bu) = o teek ‘Mann’, the takat ‘Frau’ (Kc) = [o]tak ‘Mann’, [te]tak-
kat ‘Weib’ (Se) = takat f., pl. ma ‘woman’, taktak ‘one another’ (HuB)

Cu: (S) *tikay ‘women, wives’ > Gorowa tiyay, Burunge tigay ‘women, wives’,
Alagwa tikay ‘women’ (Kiessling and Mous 2003: 270: *tigay; Zaborski 1985[89]:
590, #98: Beja + SCu);

Be: (N) Shilh takat ‘famille’ (Chaker 1984: 223) = Shilh of Tazerwalt tik(k)at
‘Familie’ (Stumme).

All probably derived from the verbal root attested in SOm: Galila tik ‘coire’ (F1)
and Eg wtt ‘erzeugen’ (old), ‘zeugen’ (MK) (Wb. I: 381; cf. Zyhlarz 1933: 166,
#16: Beja + Eg).

talleeg m. ‘friend’ (HuB)
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tiita c. ‘twin’ (HuB) = tiitaab m. ‘twins’, def.pl. itiita; tiitaat f. id., def.sg. tuti-
ita, def.pl. titiita (Wd) = tiitaab ‘twins’ (T]) = tiita c. ‘Zwilling’ (Re) = tita id.
(Mu)

Perhaps derived from te’i v.1 ‘gleich, dhnlich sein’, cf. the participle te’it-a (Re).
A similar formation could be found in Eg (old) ty.t ‘image; form, shape’ (Wb. V,
239), Copt oI ‘tache, signe, modéle’ < *tayya.t or *ta3ya.t (Vycichl 1983: 210)
and / or twt ‘statue; image, figure, likeness, assembled, united’ etc. (Faulkner
294-295; Wb. V: 255-257), Copt ToywT ‘statue’ < *tawat-iy (Vycichl 1983:
224).
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Statistics

Analyzed lexemes: 91.

Identified borrowings from Arabic: 13.

Identified borrowings from Ethio-Semitic: 8-9.

Inherited terms with probable or possible cognates in other Cushitic branches: 28.
Concretely: East Cushitic 20; Central Cushitic 12; Dahalo 5; South Cushitic 12.
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Abbreviations of languages, dialects and language groups

AA Afroasiatic Hdd Hadandiwa
Akk Akkadian IE Indo-European
Amh Ambhara Kamb  Kambatta
Ar Arabic L Lowland
Aram  Aramaic Med Medical Texts (Egyptian)
BA Beni Amer MK Middle Kingdom (Egyptian)
BD Book of the Dead (Egyptian) N North
Be Berber NK New Kingdom (Egyptian)
Bi Bisharin Nub Nubian
Bib Biblical OK Old Kingdom (Egyptian)
Ch Chadic Om Omotic
Copt Coptic Or Oromo
Cu Cushitic p proto-
D Dynasty (Egyptian) Pyr Pyramid Texts (Egyptian)
Dem Demotic (Egyptian) Rend Rendille
E East S South
Eg Egyptian (see BD Dem Gr Med MK Se Semitic
NK OK Pyr) Sid Sidamo
EpSAr  Epigraphic South Arabian Som Somali
Et Ethiopic Sud Sudan
Gr Greek and Roman period (Egyptian) Syr Syrian
Gz Geez Ti Tigre
H Highland Ty Tigrinya
Had Hadiyya Ug Ugaritic
Hadr Hadramawt w West

Hb Hebrew



Beja Kinship and Social Terminology

Abbreviations of authors

Ab
Ae
Al
AMS
Ap
Ba
Be
BG
Bk
Bl
Bs
Bu
Ce
Ci
Cp
CR
Cw
Do
Ds
DSI
Eb
EG
Eh
El
Fc
Fl
Fr
GD
Gg
Gr
Gt
Hb
He
Hf
HG
Hs
Ht
HuB

Hy
Ib
Jg
Jglb

Jh
Kc

Abraham

Abebe

Almkvist

Amborn, Minker, and Sasse
Appleyard

Barth

Bender

Bechhaus-Gerst

Beke

Black

Bliese

Burckhardt

Cerulli

Cifoletti

Caprile

Conti Rossini

Cowley

Dolgopolsky

Doornbos

Agostini, Puglielli, and Siyaad
Ebert

Erman and Grapow

Ehret

Elderkin

Foucauld

Fleming

Freytag
Gaudefroy-Demombynes
Gragg

Greenberg

Grottanelli

Haberland

Heine

Hoffmann

Grover Hudson

Hess

Hetzron

Hudson’s Beja field notes rewritten
by Blench
Hayward
Ibriszimow
Jungraithmayr
Jungraithmayr
(1994)
Johnstone
Krockow

and Ibriszimow
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Kiessling
Kremer
Laoust
Lamberti
Lanfry
Lafarge
Littmann and Hofner
Lukas
Loubignac
Lepsius
Larajasse
Leslau
Leus, Van de Loo, and Cotter
Mouchet
Meinhof
Moreno
Masqueray
Mous, Qorro, and Kiessling
Morin
Mous
Morton
Munzinger
Nachtigal
Nakano
Newman
Parker
Pillinger and Galboran
Palmer
René Basset
Reinisch
Renisio
Roper

Sasse
Seignobos
Seetzen
Steingass
Skinner
Strumpell
Thompson
Thelwall
Thiene
Tosco
Tutschek
Tourneux
Venturino
Vanhove
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Vi Viterbo Wr Wehr
Wh. Erman and Grapow (1971) Wt Watson
We Welmers ZL Zelealem Leyew

The less usual grammatical abbreviations

Art. article v. 1 verb of the first (prefixal) conjuga-
c. genus communis tion

coll. collective V. 2 verb of the second (suffixal) conju-
obj. objective case gation
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This volume 64 of the series ‘Semitica Viva’ is part of a set describing the Turoyo
dialect of Midyat [Midyad]. It is the necessary companion to volume 59 (Jastrow
and Talay 2019), which contains the texts of which the work under review now
presents the vocabulary. A third volume, containing the grammar, is in preparation.

Ideally, the glossary should be used in conjunction with the texts to which
it provides the lexical key. There are, however, certain advantages in reading
the book independently. This is especially so in the present case since the work
under review is much more than a glossary to a particular collection of texts; it
also has a programmatic aim and is intended to serve as a model for the future
lexicography of Turoyo. The volume consists of an introduction explaining the
guiding principles of the work (IX-XVII), the glossary itself (1-340), a list of
verbs (341-361) and a German-Midyoyo vocabulary (363-407).

A great deal of thought has gone into the composition of this book, and the
result is highly successful. Not only is the method of presentation excellent, but
the lexical contents themselves are also of great interest. This is particularly true
of the vocabulary illustrating various aspects of traditional life in Aramaic-speak-
ing Tur ‘Abdin.

The Turoyo speech of Tur ‘Abdin, while pretty homogeneous, is by no means
uniform. The Midyoyo dialect treated here differs slightly from forms of the lan-
guage described elsewhere, most especially the dialect of Midin, with which many
readers will be familiar from the well-known and much-used Laut- und Formenlehre
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des neuaramdischen Dialekts von Midin im Tiir ‘Abdin of Jastrow (1993), one of au-
thors of the present work. A few dialectal differences may be mentioned here.

When the open medial syllable of the infinitive gtolo is closed to form the
nomen vicis (*qtol-to), the shortened vowel in the now closed syllable may take
on various qualities (Ritter 1990: 58). In the dialect of Midin the vowel is a: gtal-
to (Jastrow 1993: 172-173). In the Midyat dialect attested here, at least in Iy
roots, the nomen vicis may have the vowel i: qyimto! ‘resurrection > uproar’,
syimto ‘manufacture’ (fem. of syomo). For the infinitive III, against the Midin
form taqtolo (Jastrow 1993: 116), the present dialect has tigtilo, e.g. tidmixo ‘to
put to sleep’, with further examples on p. 295. The root mty III ‘to bring’ usually
appears as nty ~ nty III (mt > nt). Instead of the general Turoyo innovated -ote
ending of the fem. pl., Midwoyo typically retains the more original -oto (< -ata).
Some of the dialectal differences are of a lexical kind. An interesting case occurs
s.v. zarzamine, lit. ‘basement, cellar’. This word is used metaphorically to mean
‘a loss, a ruin’, i.e. financially ‘rock bottom’. A certain speaker, however, did not
use this word but nuqgro! ‘hole, ditch’ instead. It is then explained that in the
villages for nuqgro in this meaning they say gurto. But nuqro? (in Bissorino) also
means ‘frying-pan’, and for nuqro in this sense ‘we’ say tagno.

Each entry is illustrated by at least one concrete example from the corpus
published in the text volume.? The examples are all translated and referenc-
es given to the places of their occurrence in the text volume. The entries are
accompanied by short bibliographical references to further literature and by
etymological information.

References are frequently given to the unfinished, posthumous Wérterbuch of
H. Ritter (1979), certainly the most significant predecessor of the present Glossar.
The two works, however, are very different. Ritter’'s Worterbuch is devoted pri-
marily to the noun (with textual references, but without actual examples), where-
as the Glossar under review covers all areas of the vocabulary, including the
verbs. The nouns are presented in alphabetical sequence (halwo ‘milk’, hlowo
‘milking’), while the verbs are listed according to their root consonants (hlw
‘to milk’). Many of the nouns listed here are not recorded in Ritter’s Worterbuch
(this is often pointed out). On the other hand, a great deal of lexical information
regarding Turoyo (including Midyoyo) verbal roots and verb formation is given
in Ritter’s Grammatik (1990), which is of a prominently lexical character. For
reasons not explained, Ritter’s extensive description of the Turoyo verb, replete
with details of morphology and richly illustrated with examples, is not referred

! Words in bold font indicate entries in the Glossary.

2 Exceptions are rare. Meaning (1) of dsas ‘basis’ is unexemplified, as against the adverbial
usage ‘basically’ of meaning (2). Meaning (1) of sawko ‘hair of the head’ has just the gloss,
whereas meaning (2) ‘branch’ is illustrated by an example. For the relation between ‘hair’ and
‘branch’ see Mutzafi (2006: 91-93).
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to in the present work. For many of the verbal roots listed here, a pointer in the
direction of Ritter would have been very helpful. For example, the very first two
entries of the Glossar, the highly irregular verbs *b¢ ‘to wish’ and *by/hw ‘to give’,
would have gained considerably by references to Ritter, Grammatik 730ff. and
586ff. respectively; further mty ~ nty Ritter 382ff.

The contents of the present Glossar are richer and more varied than is customary
in most works of this kind, not only by inclusion of particles (-ste ~ -stene), proper
names (Ahlah, Anhil, Mirde (= Mardin), Qamislo [sic], Slayman ~ Sleman) and
a colourful array of interjections (a““aww, ay ay ay, ay w iy, ¢i¢, ¢zzzz, didi-
dididi, hihihiii, lam, $388§, tatatata, aaada, xrrppp), but also by many idiomatic
usages, especially of common nouns (ido, lebo, ri$o), verbs (ty, hwy, hwy-1, mht,
mhy, nfl, nfq, nty, qym,* sym, 8ql) and prepositions (‘al, b, 1, m, qum). There
is also a good deal of grammatical information, often indicated by the symbol &.

Grammar

The grammatical details are particularly welcome, for they both clarify and sup-
plement the information available in other works of reference, e.g. the phonemic
status of vowel length and consonant gemination, usually correlating with Ara-
maic vs. Arabic etymology: ‘am ‘with’ vs. ‘am ‘general’ (< 3l); ‘amo ‘people’
vs. ‘ammo ‘paternal uncle’ (< @<). The gemination in Arabic words, however, is
not always retained. For example, in gamo ‘anguish’ the mm of the Arabic source
gamm has been simplified as in comparable native Aramaic words (cf. ‘amo ‘peo-
ple < ‘amma), so that the a-vowel of gamo, now in an open syllable, comes to be
pronounced long. The phonemic contrast [ : [ is revealed by pairs such as milla
‘community’ vs. milla ‘she said’ (e.g. s.v. >mr); mkafalle ‘he wound in a shroud’
(kfn?) vs. mkafalle ‘he polished (kfr).

Neo-Aramaic languages are always of interest from the point of view of histor-
ical Aramaic grammar. In Classical Syriac the plural of ‘ammata ‘paternal aunt’ is,
as expected, ‘ammatda, the form which has its (almost) regular continuation in Mi-
din Turoyo ‘ammote (Jastrow 1993: 220; cf. below n. 27). In Midyoyo, however,
the pl. of ‘amto is ‘amtoto, in which the ¢ of the sg. fem. ending is treated as the
3rd radical, to which the suffix of the fem. pl. is then added. This phenomenon,
with its variations, has a long history in Aramaic and the Glossar produces fur-
ther instances. To the Midin examples in Jastrow (1993: 220)° add: gurto ‘ditch’

3 This and 666wih ‘oh weh’ bear a curious resemblance to the frequent Hebrew exclama-
tion »1ax1 "% (based on Proverbs 23:29).

4 Section 5 of the entry qym concerns the grammaticalized (i.e. mostly uninflected) ingres-
sive usage of the root in the sense ‘dann, daraufhin’ (Ritter 1990: 562-563). On this feature, in
Turoyo and more generally, see Contini (1997: 154-157).

5 See on this feature also Tezel (2003: 213 n. 65).
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> gurtoto,® qalto ~ qalto ‘dunghill’ > qaltoto, sisto ‘mare’ > sistoto. The
older forms still exist beside these innovated -toto plurals: hapto ‘a grain’ > hap-
poto, and sometimes the two alternate: qalto ~ qalto > qalote/o ~ qaltoto.

The Glossar also provides further material for the history of various verbal
roots. As is well known, Neo-Aramaic as a whole often shows drastic develop-
ments in this area, developments which are apt to throw light on processes in
earlier Aramaic (and other Semitic languages). One may mention e.g. rkb ‘to
ride’, which appears here both with its original sequence of radicals as rkw III
and also metathesized as rwx I and III (in stem III original markawle and inno-
vated marwaxle alternate).” Much more complicated are cases of weak roots such
as ‘to give’ (yhb), for which it is no longer possible to give a discreet root; in the
present work forms of ‘to give’ are listed on the first page under >by/hw and the
imperative separately under haw.® Following the fluctuation already present in
older Aramaic (rbb, rw/yb, rby, yrb), the verbal notion ‘to be big’ appears here as
rby (rby) and yrw (yrb) while the adjective is rabo (rbb). The Aramaic root slq
‘to rise’ continues to appear in its old form slq, but also has an alternant ysq. The
preterite of °zl ‘to go’, usually azzé, azzd, has the variants zile, zila. Shifting roots
occur in nouns too. Noteworthy are a few instances of agglutination of the article,
resulting in the reassignment of familiar old Semitic roots to new places in the
dictionary. Thus, the Midyoyo words for ‘roof’ (’gr, Syriac eggard) and ‘excrement’
(xr’) appear in the Glossar under N: nigore and nihre respectively.

Among the valuable data provided on grammatical topics we may single
out pronouns and copulas etc. (hat, -hat, hatu, -hatu, kitwe, kitwo, kityo,
latwo, latyo, layt, -no, -we, -wi, wux, -yo), the optative use of the preterite
(haru, rahiq), the preposition [- marking the agent of the ‘ergative’ preterite
conjugation (-, section 5),° the ethic dative Cty + 1,°zl + 1, nyh + 1,qrs + 1)
and some unusual combinations of prepositions with their pronominal suffixes
(box, biino, 10x, liino).

It is particularly useful to have indications of the passive conjugations of var-
ious verbs (xl, b‘g, ¢yk, mht, mly, nql, nqw, qwr, qyt III, rdy III, twr). The
existence of a passive conjugation is one of the hallmarks of Turoyo (as opposed
to other Neo-Aramaic dialects) and it is important to have the details, particular-
ly as some of the active and passive forms coincide, e.g., s.v. mht mahit is both
active present ‘he places’ and passive preterite ‘it was placed’. The glossary lists
a small number of old *magqtal, *magqtala verbal nouns (here sometimes called

6 Jastrow (1993: 215 n. 1) considered this a Kurdish word.

7 Tezel (2003: 198) mentions a third variant: rxw.

8 On this root in Aramaic dialects see Fox and Fassberg (2020).

° It is not only the nominal subject/agent which can be marked in this way, but also the
pronominal; see the entries 16x and liino. Another example of liino in this function is quoted in
the entries bdla and mahit b-aqdolo.
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‘infinitives’) of the kind mahwo ‘to be ~ be born’ (hwy), mamro ‘speaking’ (’mr),
matyo ‘to come’ (°ty), muklo ‘food’ (sic, with k; VI °xI, III ’kl). This closed list, ex-
amples of which are restricted to various types of weak roots (Jastrow 1993: 115,
192), is of interest from several points of view. The underlying noun patterns
and their roots are not always easily identifiable. mahwo ‘to be (born)’ is here
referred to hwy. But the word also means ‘to give’, in which sense (Ritter 1990:
610-611, 628—not occurring in the Glossar) it belongs to the historical root yhb,
whose Midyoyo reflexes, as mentioned, are entered here under >by/hw and haw.

Etymology

A notable feature of the Glossar are the etymologies, covering both the native Ara-
maic stock and the many loanwords, in particular from Kurdish, Turkish and Arabic.

Etymologies are in principle offered for every word, even when the matter is
in doubt or it is uncertain by which of several possible routes the word reached
Midyoyo (e.g. bala pp. XI, 37). References to published etymological discussions
could occasionally have been more generous—e.g. the relationship between nux-
royo ‘betrothed’ and classical mkira is treated at length by Tezel (2003: 103-
105), who on pp. 248-249 also discusses the mysterious u‘do ‘now’. In many
cases the compilers indicate that the etymology is unclear (fugo, knfl, tfk) or un-
known (twy). Sometimes, no etymological information is offered at all (¢alkoyo,
sifoqo, slbt, u‘do, xid), even in cases where the source of a word seems pretty
clear or a reasonable suggestion can be made, e.g. haqqa ‘so much’ (*hal gadr vel
sim.—cf. miqqa, qadar); kli¢a ~ kilic¢a ‘a type of sweetmeat’ (Turkish kiilice and
Persian koluce ~ kelice);'° 1-qul ‘before’ (Aramaic [-gbl); sawal ‘flocks’ (Kurdish
sewal < Arabic slsw); sefo ‘lap’ (Syriac seppa ‘threshold’, like lebo ‘heart’ < *leb-
ba etc.); suglo ‘grape’ (<\exww, Targumic X710);!! Sayro ‘bracelet’ (<i~=, Hebrew
nivy [fIsaiah 3:19], Arabic Jlsw = Kinderib swara); $eno ‘cliff’ (Syriac Senna lit.
‘tooth’); tamo ‘there’ (%); tanuro ‘oven’ (~iai¥); tayro ‘eagle, large bird’ (<4,
Arabic sk / U and Anatolian tayr).

Sdoqat ‘gefiillte Innereien’, a favourite dish in the region, corresponds to e.g.
J. Zakho sijoge, Syrian Arabic sdjsqq (Barthélemy 1935ff. 335), all derived from
Turkish sucuk. The proximate etymon of zdba$ ‘watermelons’ is Arabic. Ritter
(quoted here) records this item as jdbds (= [Zaba$]) and with initial ¢ it can be
found in many Arabic dictionaries: Berggren (1844) s.v. ‘Melon’, Dozy (1881),
Barthélemy (1935ff.), Wehr (1985) etc. For the variations in the form of the
word see Behnstedt and Woidich (2011: §177) ‘Wassermelonen’ and for the s-j

10 The word also occurs other Neo-Aramaic dialects (Sabar 2002: 186; Khan 2008: 1084,
1313) and in Arabic (Dozy 1881 1: 482; Barthélemy 1935ff.: 724).
I For Aramaic <\exw etc. = Hebrew %iay% see Bauer (1935: 168).
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etc. dissimilations involved in the words §doqat and zabas cf. dozdan ‘purse’
< Turkish ciizdan (< Persian).

The Aramaic etymons are given according to their form in the western pronun-
ciation of Classical Syriac. This has both advantages and disadvantages. On the
one hand, the heritage language of Midyoyo (and Turoyo in general) is western
Syriac, whose forms often provide the exact etymon; on the other hand, western
(Jacobite) Syriac has obscured certain historical distinctions of pronunciation, ren-
dering this tradition in some ways less original than the eastern (Nestorian) variety.
For purposes of etymological clarity, a historical, philological transcription would
sometimes have been helpful, e.g. passata (rather than fasto as given) would have
made it clear that the root of fasto ‘rag’ is pss and that its t is the feminine ending.!?
In some cases the Midyoyo forms recorded in the present work align more clearly
with the eastern than with the western pronunciation of Classical Syriac. There are
several cases in which the western shift of closed ¢ > i is not observed in the mod-
ern Midyoyo equivalents. While in ‘ito ‘church’ and riSo ‘head’ the western Syriac
and Midyoyo vowels coincide, this is not the case with ‘edo ‘festival’, kefo ‘stone’
and reho ‘smell’. These cases are pointed out in the relevant entries.

In nouns of the CvCC- pattern Midyoyo quite often has a stem vowel a where
the old language has e: adno ‘ear’, naqwo ‘hole’, raglo ‘foot’, tawno ‘straw’,
zawlo ‘dung’; in some cases these a-forms match eastern, not western Syriac:
halxo ‘going’, raqdo ‘dance’. This gatlo ~ getlo alternation continues an old
trait in Syriac (Noldeke 1898: §845, 94A, B). While some of these may show the
shift *{CC > dCC,® the *i/e vowel is often retained: ‘inwe ‘grapes’, miSho ‘but-
ter’, nisro ‘eagle’, Simso ‘sun’. There are even cases where the Turoyo/Midyoyo
a-form seems not to continue a Syriac precedent at all: danwo ‘tail’ does not cor-
respond to Syriac dunba (= *dumba), but reflects a more original pattern along
the lines of the Targumic X337 recorded in e.g. Dalman (1922; cf. £33 |33 ete.).!

Such small details raise the question of the ancestry of Turoyo and its position
within the huge variety of Aramaic dialects. For example, the word femo ‘mouth’
is equivalent to classical ~=aa pumma (given here on p. 74 in western Syriac
form as fumo), but cannot be a direct descendant of it. Turoyo femo is a reflex of
*pimma (like emo ‘mother’ < *’imma, lebo ‘heart’ < *libba etc.), a shape of the
word associated rather with Palestine. A number of Turoyo features seem to point
westwards to Palestine rather than eastwards to Syriac. One may mention the
entry admo ‘blood’. The eastern Aramaic dialects (particularly significant here is

12 Tn this case the eastern pronunciation would also have simplified the gemination: pasta.
As indicated here, the word means ‘palm of hand’, but the sense ‘rag’ is already present in the
literary sources and widespread in Neo-Aramaic dialects.

13 This shift (= Philippi’s Law) certainly occurs in Turoyo, but is of very uneven application;
see Fassberg (2013: 98-99).

14 Further cases of Syriac *qutla > Turoyo qatla are mentioned by Tezel (2003: 107).
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Syriac) overwhelmingly have forms of the word opening with d: <= dma, NENA
domma etc., whereas western (Palestinian) varieties consistently show the addi-
tion of initial *: Xn7X ,~ma. Such prosthetic forms appear in Galilean, Samaritan,
Christian Palestinian and in Western Neo-Aramaic (edma) and they find an exact
parallel in Turoyo/Midyoyo admo (sic, with plosive d, showing the secondary
status of the initial a-).!> Turoyo has a tendency to add secondary, prosthetic
vowels to etymologically biradical nouns; thus not only admo, but also e.g. abro
‘son’, pl. abne and iSmo ‘name’. These words likewise have western affinities,
both old (CPA) and modern (WNA ebra, e/usma). The dialectal distribution, how-
ever, is complicated, for forms such as ebra ‘son’ also turn up in the east (Herte-
vin, Christian Sanandaj and Neo-Mandaic).

The non-coincidence of the given Syriac etymons with the actual Midyoyo forms
is noticeable in the matter of bgdkpt, a somewhat elusive topic on which a good deal
of work remains to be done. The situation was, of course, by no means uniform or
stable in Classical Syriac, where hesitation often obtains between plosive and spi-
rant alternant.' In Midyoyo too there are minor bgdkpt fluctuations: katfo ~ katfo
‘shoulder’,'” qalto ~ qalto ‘dunghill’. Neo-Aramaic dialects, such as Turoyo, can
often shed light on the history of these things, for the shapes of the modern words
are not necessarily direct reflexes of what happens to be attested in the classical
language(s). The Syriac ancestors given in the book may accordingly sometimes
be slightly at variance with those which actually lie behind the Midyoyo entries.
The most frequent cases are those in which the posited etymon contains plosive
b, whereas the Midyoyo equivalent clearly goes back to a spirant, viz. *b > w:
‘inwe ‘grapes’,'® dahwo ‘gold’, danwo ‘tail’, garwono ‘leprous’, gawro ‘man’, hal-
wo ‘milk’, hawlo ‘rope’, hawro ‘friend’, karswono ‘lopped vine branch’, kayiwo
‘sick’, malhowo ‘winnowing-fan’, nagiwo ‘dry’, naqwo ‘hole’, qagqwinto ‘par-
tridge’,'? qariwo ‘near/godfather’, qariwuto ‘godfatherhood’, ru‘o ‘quarter’, sowo
‘old (man)’, Saw‘o ‘seven’, tawno ‘hay’, zawlo ‘dung’. Some of these cases may
be of a merely typographic nature caused by the omission of the diacritical mark,
i.e. b for b. Cases of the opposite phenomenon, viz. the etymon contains spirant b,

15 As opposed to the spirant d of adno ‘ear’ (<, *°8n), where the opening vowel was al-
ways present.

16 Cf. Rudolf and Waltisberg (2020: 30-31).

17 katfo with plosive t may (also) reflect the influence of Anatolian Arabic (Kinderib katof;
Jastrow 2005: 121).

18 Classical Syriac has sg. ‘enbatd, pl. ‘enbe with expected distribution of b vs b. In Turoyo
a new sg. unwo (Ritter 1979: 24) has been formed after the pl. The same seems to have hap-
pened in the case of naqwo ‘hole’. Such adaptations are clearly old and attest to different
schools of pronunciation within Syriac. For example, Bar Hebraeus gives the antecedent of
naqwo as negba (plosive), whereas the (eastern) tradition reflected by the Urmia OT of 1852
has negba (spirant) following the pl. negbe.

19 <maa.This word has a variant spelling <saaa.
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whereas modern Midyoyo has a plosive b, are rare. yabibto ‘pipe’ (Syriac abbubta)
may reflect assimilation *b...b > b...b. In the light of Syriac zabna and the regular
zona-type equivalents in NENA dialects, zabno ‘time’ is very unexpected; perhaps
one should consider the influence of zmn, whether from Aramaic (which, according
to dialect, has both zbn and zmn—Syriac has zbn for the noun, but zmn for the verb)
or Arabic; beside zabno Midyoyo also has Arabic zdman ~ zaman, and elsewhere
in Turoyo the expected zawno occurs. The reflexes of *b and *b are far from simple.?
For Subho (subha) see below n. 22.

For other bgdkpt letters a few interesting features may be mentioned. The spi-
rant d of raqdo ‘dance’ goes against the plosive d of its etymon reqdo (eastern
raqda), having been adapted to the verbal root rqd ‘to dance’, where the spirant
is fully in order. Similarly, halxo ‘going’ < Syriac helko, eastern halka) with spi-
rant k/x has been drawn into the phonology of the matching verbal root hlx. The
plosive t of firto ‘bran’ and katfo ‘shoulder’ (~ katfo) is not present in the Syriac
source, which in both words shows a spirant (farto [parrta] and katfo [katpal])

In some cases, the contrast between Classical Syriac and Turoyo (Midyoyo) is
morphological. The *fa“dl pattern of rahuqo ‘distant’** does not match the *fa“il
pattern of the suggested etymon rahiqo and similarly yaquro (Jastrow 1993:
231 n. 2). The equivalent of yaroqo ‘green’ (*yarrdq) in literary Syriac is yurraq
(Noldeke 1898: 8117); the forerunner yoruqo (= eastern yaroqa) given here is
expressly marked by Brockelmann as Neo-Syriac.

Languages in contact

Perusal of this Glossar throws up many interesting data for the study of languages
in contact—in fact, the field of Neo-Aramaic as a whole provides a classic stage
for investigations of this kind. In many respects, Turoyo participates in an areal
Sprachbund, in which various features are shared across linguistic boundaries.
Thus, echo-constructions with m-, well known in Turkish, are found through-
out Anatolia, including Midyoyo: ‘ammo-mammo ‘uncles and all’, gar‘o mar‘o
‘heads and the like’.

The interaction of Midyoyo with Arabic, its Semitic neighbour, is of particular
interest. The inherited Semitic roots shared by Turoyo and Arabic are in principle
separate from each other, each belonging to a particular language and having
a particular meaning, but geographical proximity, varying degrees of bilingual-
ism and shared Semiticity mean that there is a considerable degree of overlap and

20 The reading tradition and vernacular pronunciation do not necessarily go together, result-
ing in doublets of the kind zawno ~ zabno ‘time’ and hawro ~ habro ‘friend’ (Tezel 2003: 21 n. 7).

21 -For the fem. of Midyoyo rahuqo one expects rahuqto rather than rahiqto (= [rahag-
to]?) as given in the entry; cf. xasuno ‘coarse’, fem. xasunto etc.
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interpenetration. This subject has been studied by S. Tezel, Arabic Borrowings in
Sturayt/ Tiirdyo within the Framework of Phonological Correspondences (2011).

The symbiosis of the two languages comes to the fore in matters related to the
above-mentioned bgdkpt. For example, in the borrowed noun ‘@made ‘baptism’
the plosive d of Arabic s3e is pronounced with the spirant d of the corresponding
Turoyo verbal root ‘md ‘to baptize’. The verbal forms derived from the Aramaic
root ‘md show, as expected, spirant d; the noun ma‘modito ‘baptism’, on the
other hand, has plosive d. The verb slw ‘to crucify’ has w < *b according to ex-
pectations; the noun ‘cross’, on the other hand, is slibo with plosive b as in the
Arabic equivalent salib. Similarly, the noun Subho ‘praise’ has b as in Arabic as
against the spirant b of its Aramaic etymon.?

These bgdkpt fluctuations work in subtle ways, not always easily understood. For
example, for the verbs ‘to enter’ and ‘to break’ the Syriac roots br and tbr are given
as etymons. From the similar shape of the two IIb roots one would expect the mod-
ern descendants to have symmetrical reflexes. But it is not so. The present tense of
‘to enter’ in Midyoyo is ‘obir with plosive b (s.v. ‘br), whereas that of ‘to break’ is
towir with w, i.e. < spirant *b (s.v. twr). Various factors, internal and external, are
at work here. The unexpected b of ‘obir (*qatil) may be due to generalization of b of
the intransitive preterite ‘abir (*qattil), where b (< *bb) is perfectly in order. On
the other hand, the plosive b of Anatolian Arabic br ‘to pass/enter) may well have
been a contributory factor. As for the transitive Aramaic root *tbr, the b was never
doubled; nor is there a functional Arabic counterpart of similar form and meaning
which could have exerted an influence. The root ‘to break’ is therefore twr through-
out the paradigm. The verbal root ‘wd ‘to do’ < ‘bd, somewhat unexpectedly, has
plosive d throughout the conjugation, whereas the noun ‘work’ fluctuates ‘wodo
~ ‘wodo. Sometimes bgdkpt phenomena are accompanied by semantic differences
too: native brx ‘to bless’ does not have the same semantics as brk < Arabic.

An interesting pair is mamldke ‘homeland’ and mamlaxto ‘kingdom’, a doublet
of the ‘same’ word. While mamlike is evidently Arabic (< dSls, no doubt helped
by Turkish memleket), the identity of mamlaxto is less clear-cut. The two spirants xt
point to Aramaic, but no genuine Aramaic noun Xn37m»* has yet been discovered.*
The Turoyo word is a hybrid, an Arabic noun having been given Aramaic phonology.

22 Neither eastern nor western Syriac had plosive b in the word ~<usa=; the former apparent-
ly pronounced suxad, the latter Subho (Rudolf and Waltisberg 2020: 28).

2 This may due to generalization of the d of preterite ‘widle, where the blocking of spirant
*d before I would conform to certain Neo-Aramaic patterns; similarly with t/t: manhatle s.v.
nht III ‘to take down’, nkitle s.v. nkt ‘to bite’. Note, however, spirant forms such as mawqadle
s.v. yqd III ‘to ignite’, mamitle s.v. myt III ‘to put to death’. Some such instances of unexpected
plosive d/t may be due to Arabic influence, e.g. hsidle ‘he harvested’ s.v. hsd (in this case the
whole root may belong to .= rather than Syriac 1 ).

24 - Ostensible examples occurring sporadically in Samaritan and Mandaic are of Hebrew
and/or Arabic origin.
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At first blush, it seems that similar adaptions to native Aramaic phonology
may occur with Turkish words too. Long ago in the western pronunciation of
Syriac the plosive ~ spirant alternation p ~ p/f had been neutralized in favour of
f. The natural preference for f over p has been extended to the Turkish (< Slavic)
word sapka ‘cap’, which in Midyoyo appears as $afqa. One could be tempted to
think that the spirant f in this word is of Aramaic origin. But the matter is not
so simple. This pronunciation also occurs in Anatolian Arabic Safga (Kinderib)
and Kurdish, whereas Aleppo Arabic, on the other hand, has a plosive: Sabqa
(Barthélemy 1935ff.: 376). Since there are wider areal implications, it is likely
that Midyoyo adopted the pronunciation $afqa ready-made from outside. This fq
combination may belong to the phenomenon seen in taxtor ‘< doctor’ and waxt
‘time’, viz. *stop + stop *kt, gt > spirant + stop xt. The entry naqdo ‘Brautgeld’
has a variant naxdo (Jastrow 1993: 170).

The Arabic loanwords do not always appear in their conventional forms, but
frequently show smaller or greater phonological differences, e.g. the acquisition
of emphasis in dsas ‘basis, basically’ (via Turkish esas). The shift > > ¢in aw-
wil ~ ‘awwil ‘first’ has a parallel in the not infrequent occurrence of h in place
of etymological ’ or h. This takes places in independent Arabic words: makriith
‘loathsome’, miikafédha ‘remuneration’, gahwe ‘coffee’, as well as in Arabic roots
integrated into Midyoyo: ghiroyo ‘furious’. The Midyoyo root for ‘to speak’ is
8¢l, derived from Arabic $gl, in which neither the phonology (Sgl > jgl) nor the
meaning (‘work’ > ‘speak’) are what an Arabist would expect.

In the linguistic melting-pot of Anatolia it is often difficult to identify the
source of such changes. Some of them will already have been present in the
donor language, i.e. Anatolian Arabic; others may have developed later within
Turoyo itself. Often a Kurdish intermediary, viz. Arabic > Kurdish > Turoyo,
must be considered, e.g. hayam ‘epoch’, in which Arabic (’)ayyam lit. ‘days’
has acquired an initial h-. In other cases, Anatolian Turkish may have served as
intermediary.

The Arabic loanwords in Turoyo often supply indirect testimony to the Ana-
tolian Umlaut-imala: délye ‘grape vine’, gehil ‘young person’, (mirgane > pl.)
miregin ‘corals’, Siwerib ‘moustache’, telit ‘third’. The entry ¢éz ‘dowry’ with
e differs from caz, the Anatolian Arabic cognate adduced, in which no imala oc-
curs. Both forms derive from Arabic j=. It would seem that of the two old Arabic
variants jahaz ~ jihaz® the Anatolian ¢az (thus Kinderib) reflects *jahaz, whereas
Midyoyo ¢éz harks back to an Arabic dialect which continued *jihaz and there-
fore exhibits the expected imala.

The symbiosis of the two languages finds expression also in the realm of mor-
phology. The pl. ending -iye (< Arabic -iyya) is characteristic of the nisba ending

% In Classical Arabic jahdz is preferred; jihaz is considered substandard. A third variant
juhagz is also recorded.
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-i, e.g. harami ‘thief’ > pl. haramiye. By extension it may be applied to nouns
which terminate in -i of different origin: mistiri ‘customer’ (Arabic $ry VIII)
> pl. mistiriye. The pl. pattern fa‘@’il is productive outside its traditional limits:
qissa > qisayis ‘stories’, (*Sigga >) Siqayiq ‘pieces’ (both without imala). There
are semantic differences too. For example, the phenomenon of an Arabic plural
becoming a singular (not unusual in Turkish and other languages of the area) is
also observable in Midyoyo: gi/iran ‘neighbour’, tisiil ‘custom’ (the formal Ara-
bic sg. as’l ‘Ursprung’ has a separate entry).

The Arabic elative pattern af‘al may be extended to non-Arabic words. Thus,
the comparative of Kurdish pis ‘bad’ is apyas ‘worse’—both words have their
own entries in the Glossar. The Arabic participle xali ‘empty’ (*qatil) has been
given a new Turoyo morphology: xalyo, f. xlito, pl. xalye, just like native halyo,
f. hlito, pl. halye ‘sweet’ (*qatl). In a similar way Arabic xasin ‘rough’ (*qatil) has
been slotted, it would seem, into the Turoyo adjective pattern *qattiil: xaSuno
with matching Aramaic inflections; likewise fisoro ‘explanation’ shows Arabic fsr
II (tafsir) transferred to a Turoyo pa‘“el noun pattern (*quttala).

Turoyo is possessed of a highly composite vocabulary. The core lexicon, pre-
dominantly Aramaic, has been amplified by a large accretion of loanwords. Many
of these are Arabic. When two cognate roots, Aramaic and Arabic, exist side by
side, it may happen that the Arabic form is preferred over its Aramaic equivalent.
For ‘to scrape, card (cotton)’ the Syriac root hrg »_w» Was presumably available.
It did not, however, survive and was superseded by the related Arabic hlj >
instead; the Midyoyo root for this idea is therefore hlg.

Sometimes cognate Aramaic and Arabic words are in competition for the same
semantic slot. The word for ‘paternal aunt’ appears both in Aramaic and in Arabic
form: ‘amto ~ ‘amme. In this root ‘mm the etymological and semantic match is
audible and transparent. This allows mutual influences to take effect, so much
so that it may be hard to say to which language a given form belongs. The masc.
form of our word, viz. ‘ammo ‘paternal uncle’, shows how complicated things
actually are (and always have been). The ending -0 of ‘ammo and the pl. suffix
of ‘ammone suggest an Aramaic derivation. This, however, does not go well with
geminate mm—in western Syriac gemination has been simplified and in Turoyo
is typical of Arabic loans; moreover, ‘ammd in the meaning ‘paternal uncle’ can
hardly be said to exist in Aramaic. Accordingly, the authors posit Arabic ‘amm @<
as the primary etymon of ‘ammo. This is in all likelihood correct. But this ‘ammo
‘paternal uncle’, of Arabic origin, is also given as the masc. counterpart of fem.
‘amto ‘paternal aunt’, thus implying an etymological m./f. unit, the aunt being
derived from the uncle by addition of the fem. ending (like m. holo ‘maternal
uncle, avunculus’ vs. hilto ‘maternal aunt, matertera’ and @< vs. 4s<). Functionally
this may be so; derivationally it arouses doubts. The sg. ending -to of ‘amto and

26 As in Anatolian Arabic (Jastrow 2005: 23).
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its pl. ‘amtoto (Midin ‘ammote)®”” make a very Aramaic impression, an impression
reinforced by the existence in Syriac of ‘ammata ‘paternal aunt’. It may be, how-
ever, that ‘ammo and ‘amto were never a morphological m./f. pair derived from
a single root within Aramaic. It is noticeable that while the fem. ‘paternal aunt’
‘ammoata is well attested in Classical Syriac, the masc. *‘amma ‘paternal uncle’ has
not (yet?) been found there.?® The masc. form ‘ammad is of course a familiar word
in Syriac, but it is used in the wider collective meaning ‘kinsmen’, i.e. ‘people,
nation’. This ‘amma developed naturally in Aramaic and is listed in the Glossar as

‘amo, i.e. ungeminated [‘@mo] ‘Leute, Volk, Bevdlkerung’ (cf. Syriac Satta ‘year’
> Midyoyo $ato etc.). Against this, in Aramaic as a whole ‘ammd meaning ‘pa-

ternal uncle’ is utterly marginal and probably intrusive. Along the Syriac-Turoyo
spectrum it seems that the fem. ‘amto ‘paternal aunt, amita’ continues older Syr-
iac usage, whereas the vacant masc. slot *‘amma ‘paternal uncle, patruus’ was
filled by other means: Syriac used dada (continued by Mlahsd dozo) to express
this, while Turoyo adopted the Arabic word. Lack of etymological symmetry,
lexical variation etc. in kinship terms such as these is well known in many
languages (see, e.g. Noldeke 1904: 97; 1910: 77-78). The present case is further
complicated by the existence of various amo- forms in Kurdish.

While in ‘amma and ‘amto the etymological Aramaic-Arabic kinship is trans-
parent, it is somewhat less so in the case of native haso ‘back, loins, side’ vs.
loaned xasra ~xasra < §., both being reflexes of the Semitic root xsr, albeit
with semantic differences. Semantic differences also characterize the pair tny vs.
tny; the former (Aramaic) means ‘repeat, answer’, while the latter (Arabic) seems
restricted to the agricultural context of the second ploughing. A more sharply
differentiated split pair is shown by the much-travelled word for ‘pepper’, which
appears in Midyoyo both as bibar (< Turkish) and fléfle (< Arabic). It also hap-
pens that an Arabic loan coincides with a native root, producing a homophonous
pair: diqle ‘he ground’ derives from Aramaic dqq (dyq'), but digle ‘he tasted’
comes from Arabic dwq (dyq?); Sy ‘to send’ is of Arabic origin (Sy9) but Sy ‘to
smear’ is Aramaic (Sw¢ ~ §°); further: kyf, qyr. Homophony of various kinds of
course already exists within the native lexicon: tarfo' ‘leaf’ vs. tarfo? ‘fingernail’
(*tpr); tw! ‘to bake the Eucharistic host’ vs. tw ‘to fall asleep’, and in rare cases
may also result from the meeting of Aramaic and Turkish: ysq' I ‘to come up’
(*slg) vs. ysq? II ‘to prohibit’ (< Turkish yasak).

The word warzo ‘melon field’” provides an interesting example of language
contact and channels of borrowing in the area. For the etymology of warzo Ana-
tolian Arabic warz or Kurdish werz are here mentioned. This may well be so; warz
has long been current in Arabic. The fact that Saadia Gaon in 10th century Iraq
has the n. agentis warraz ‘husbandman, farmer’ shows that the underlying warz

27 The geminate mm is due to analogy with the masc. ‘ammone.
28 The mention of this meaning in Manna (1900: 547) probably reflects Neo-Aramaic usage.
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must have been common. The term is also widespread in Kurdish. This Iranian
word (in one form or another) also travelled to Aramaic (Mandaic uarza), includ-
ing Syriac. Bar Bahlul (10th cent.) records it in the form barza ~\is, glossed (ed.
Duval, col. 428) as g3l 8l ‘bed of sown seed’.?’ In view of the Persian fluctu-
ation jyy ~ J» (and cf. ), it may be that Turoyo warzo is in fact a descendant
within Aramaic of the word recorded by Bar Bahlul.

A few trifling observations:

p. XIII: The item referred to as CSD did not appear in 1957, but in 1903. It is
desirable to give the date of the original publication, not that of the reprint.
Similarly, on p. XV for Barthélemy’s Dictionnaire the date 1969 refers only to the
Fascicule complémentaire, not to the dictionary itself, which was compiled and
published in installments decades before.

The item DKF = Nezan (2017) is missing from the bibliography on p. XVI.

pp. XVI-XVIIL: Sokoloff’s dictionaries of Jewish Palestinian (2017) and Babyloni-
an Aramaic (2020) exist in later expanded editions.

p. 47: The word boriye ‘reed’ and its plural boriyat are fairly clearly Arabic.
To the proposed Turkish etymon boru add Arabic &)L ‘reed mat’. This word, in
various forms, has long been established in Arabic (references and Judaeo-Arabic
data in Blau [2006: 41]) and is still in use in the area (Barthélemy 1935ff. 68
s.v. bérye). It has an Aramaic ancestry: Syriac <.ie= and Jewish Babylonian x»na.
p. 50: buqto ‘bundle’. This word is very widespread and occurs in many forms,
the relations between which await clarification. To the Arabic bdga mentioned
here add, e.g. Turkish boh¢a ~ bokga, Persian bogce ~ boxce, with representatives
in Kurdish and many Arabic and Neo-Aramaic dialects (Tezel 2003: 93). The
word has even reached Israeli Hebrew in the form biixta.

p. 93: gat ‘dish’, which also occurs in Aleppo (Barthélemy 1935ff. 100), seems to
have been borrowed into Arabic from French jatte.

pp. 108-109: A rare typesetting error has occurred here in the layout of the two
columns (entry halw®nito). A similar mishap has occurred at the bottom of p. 134.
p. 130: The Arabic etymon of iman ‘belief’ should be *iman.

p. 139: For kibat ~ kibayat ‘stuffed intestines’ similar Turkish and Persian words
are mentioned. It could be worth considering an ultimately Semitic origin; cf.
Hebrew 113p ‘stomach’ and the discussion in Noldeke (1910: 155).

p. 144: The word kosani ‘beardless’ is of interest. The Kurdish and Turkish kose
and kése are adduced in the etymological section. The Arabic nisba ending of
kosani suggests an Arabic source. This word, in one form or another, has been
around in Arabic for a very long time (Ullmann 1970: 436-437 s.v. kawsaj) and
is widely travelled.

2 3)liw also has an interesting multilingual history; see Krotkoff (1985: 124-125).
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p. 148: In addition to Arabic kutla ‘Klumpen’, Midyoyo kutlo ‘gefiillte
GrieBtaschen’, a classical dish of the area (e.g. Jewish Zakho kuteéle), has an Ara-
maic cognate in JBA Xon.

The primary Syriac etymon of kyf' ‘to bend down’ is perhaps kpp/kff rather than
kwf. Syriac has a doublet kpp ~ kwp. Likewise, on p. 286 s.v. §y“ ‘to smear’ §
could be added to sw*.

p. 152: The Arabic lying behind 1d8an ~ lasan ‘because’ is more likely to be ‘ala
$a’n (cf. ‘asan).

p. 159: A closer cognate/etymon for liiwase ‘thin bread’ would be Kinderib Ara-
bic lbwase (Turkish ldvag, Persian lavas).

p. 161: Both ma‘d ‘Gesundheitszustand, Stimmung’ and its Kurdish parallel de-
rive from Arabic mi‘da ‘stomach’.

p. 167: Rather than the analytical ‘amro d-‘eze, the proximate etymon of mar‘eze
‘goathair’ is rather along the lines of the synthetic st. cstr. wi» = <wins (Brock-
elmann 1928: 405b = Sokoloff 2009: 837a).

p. 170: The transcriptions are sometimes inconsistent, e.g. here we have Arabic
mawgqi‘ followed a little later by mausim.

p. 173: The etymology of meho ‘brain’ is tricky from several points of view:
the root (°/1'v ~ y"¥), the stem vowel and the final consonant. The Midyoyo
form with e (Turoyo also has muho) can hardly derive directly from the Syr-
iac muho with which it is here compared. On the other hand, meho with e is
rather like Hebrew nn meah ‘bone marrow’. But Hebrew also has nh moah
meaning ‘brain’ as in Syriac. The Arabic cognate, meaning both ‘brain’ and
‘bone marrow’, has a stable vowel u, but the final consonant wavers between
h and x: muhh ~ muxx.

p. 182: The usual form of the Turkish word for ‘tap’ (> Midyoyo misliq) seems
to be musluk.

p. 183: ‘Arab. zwg IV’ is improbable here. Cf. Barthélemy (1935ff. 129 bott.).

p. 186: The identity of the verb in am =maye knusli ‘das Wasser tropft ab’ is not
evident; it appears here under both msl and msy. As far as knusli is concerned,
a root nsl (cf. Arabic nsl ‘to fall to the ground”) would fit well, but does not match
other occurrences of the paradigm. Perhaps one could think of *m-sly (cf. Ma-
clean 1901: 193; Khan 2008: 1176; Khan 2016 3: 231)?

p. 187: If m8ahno ‘heated’ is the participle of $hn II, one would expect its fem.
to be msahanto rather than msahn’to (?) as given here (cf. mdaglo, f. mdagal-
to etc.).

p. 189: The Arabic form behind mustaqbil ‘future (subst.)’ is surely mustagbil.

p. 210: pastiq derives from Italian pasticca (Barthélemy 1935ff. 47, s.v. bastiq).
p. 225: For the root qld ‘to clarify butter’ Arabic gilda is compared. It may be that
Arabic giSda ~ qista ‘cream’ belongs here too; cf. Steiner (1977: 95-98).

pp. 227-228: It seems that within the entry qrs there should be a distinction be-
tween qrs$! and qrs?as practised throughout the book.
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pp. 233-234: The Syriac source of qusro ‘castle’ is given as gastro. This is closer
to the further etymon (Latin castra > Greek kdotpa), but Syriac also has gasra,
which is closer to the Midyoyo headword.

pp. 236-237: §5 of the entry qyt = ‘Feuer fangen, brennen’ (also IlIp[assive]
‘angeziindet werden’) invites comparison with the entry yqd, the familiar Semitic
root in a similar meaning.

p. 264: Despite the headword =~ s°b in Syriac dictionaries, for syw ‘to grow old’
it would be better to give the primary etymon syb.

p. 265: The derivation of sdabahiye ‘morning marriage meal’ from Arabic sabahi
seems not quite correct. This word is not like m. tirki ‘Turkish’, f. tirkiye, i.e. the
f. of a nisba adjective, but rather composed of sabah + the abstract ending -iyya.
Cf. Dozy (1881 1: 814); Barthélemy (1935ff. 425).

p. 266: s.v. saye: The expression bi=saye d- ‘through the auspices of, thanks to’
derives from Persian saye ‘shade, protection’ and as well as the Turkish saye(sinde)
given here is also used in Kurdish and Arabic (Blanc 1964: 152).

p. 287: The noun td‘adda ‘attack, massacre’ certainly belongs to Arabic ‘dw V,
but is hardly derived from the infinitive ta‘addin. Cf. Persian/Turkish nouns such
as tamannd/temenna ‘wish, salutation’ (also Turoyo [Ritter 1979: 511]) < Arabic
mny V and tamasa/temasa ‘spectacle’ < Arabic msy VI.

p. 288: Read: Arab. tabiit.

p. 296: Read: tesrayoto.

p. 306: tir ~ tr as in tr-owe ‘let it be’ belongs to try ‘to leave, let’ and has
its parallel in other Neo-Aramaic dialects, e.g. Jewish Zakho stawe < Sud hawe
(< $bq d-hwy [Sabar 2002: 295).

p. 314: Arabic b is here transcribed d (wadifa) but the notation normally used in
the book is z.

p. 315: Rather than waragq, the fem. n. unitatis waraga would be a closer etymon
for waraqto.

This excellent glossary is very much more than suggested by its title. Firstly,
although designed to serve a particular corpus of texts, it is on a scale that al-
lows it be regarded as a preliminary dictionary of Turoyo, here represented by
the Midyoyo dialect of Midyat [Midyad]. Secondly, it serves as a model for the
future lexicography of the language. Thirdly, it provides a great deal of inter-
esting information on various topics: the internal history of Aramaic, the syn-
chronic description of Midyoyo, the languages of Anatolia, the mutual influences
between them etc. The volume under review marks a great step forward in the
lexicography of an important Neo-Aramaic and Semitic language. It is a pleasure
to congratulate the three authors on a first-class performance.
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In Memoriam

Professor Leszek Bednarczuk (1936-2025)

On 2 November 2025, Professor Leszek Bednarczuk, an eminent linguist and
Indo-Europeanist, passed away in Krakéw. He was one of the most important
figures in Polish linguistics in the second half of the 20th and early 21st centu-
ries. His scholarly achievements have become a permanent part of the history
of Polish humanities.

Leszek Bednarczuk was born on 30 May 1936, in Vilnius, into a Polish family.
His mother was a schoolteacher in Kobylnik (in present-day Belarus). His father
participated in the defence of Polish Lviv in 1918 and then served as an officer
in the Polish army, a commander of the Strzelec Riflemen’s Association. In retire-
ment he was employed in the Narocz forest district. In 1938 the family moved
to Hoza, near Grodno, which saved his father from execution during World War
IT and the remaining family members from deportation to Kazakhstan. The res-
idents of Hoza expressed solidarity with the Polish family, and no one betrayed
the Polish army officer.

During the war, Soviet partisans burned every town in their path, so the Bed-
narczuk family saved themselves by evacuating towards Vilnius. They settled
down in Nowa Wilejka, near Vilnius, and then in Kolonia Gérariska.

At the end of the war the Bednarczuk family made efforts to emigrate to Po-
land and left the Vilnius region in April 1945. Recalling that day, Professor Bed-
narczuk states: ‘It was raining, as if Vilnius were crying for us’ (Ingielewicz-Citak
2018). He saw Vilnius again only 20 years later, in 1966, when he travelled to
Lithuania as part of a trip (during the communist era, foreign travel of any kind
was significantly limited). Recalling his time in Lithuania, he notes that quite
a few people spoke Polish on the streets of Vilnius, but Russian was the dominant
language (Ingielewicz-Citak 2018).
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From Kaunas they hitchhiked to Kédainiai, searching for traces of the Radzi-
wilt family. It was during this trip that important contacts were established with
Lithuanian professors, particularly Vytautas Juozapas Maziulis (1926-2009),
a Lithuanian Balticist and an expert in the Old Prussian language and Indo-Euro-
pean languages, and the famous Lithuanist Jonas Palionis (1924-2012). Professor
Bednarczuk maintained good contacts with the Lithuanian academic community.
In particular, he reviewed E. Vaitkeviciuté’s doctoral dissertation on J6zef Albin
Herbaczewski (1976-1944), a Lithuanian poet writing in Lithuanian and Polish,
and the founder of Lithuanian expressionism, defended at Vytautas Magnus Uni-
versity in Kaunas. At the turn of the 1980s and 1990s, as part of a campaign to
support Poles in the Vilnius region, he participated in delivering parcels of gifts
to Lithuania. He also actively participated in academic meetings and conferences,
most recently in 2014 at a conference commemorating the 70th anniversary of
the Battle of Vilnius.

After arriving in Poland in 1945, the family settled in his mother’s hometown,
Nowy Sacz. He completed primary school in Tegoborze (1945-1949) and then
attended Jan Dtugosz High School No. 1 in Nowy Sacz (1949-1953).

His dream of writing poetry led him to Polish philology. In 1953, he arrived
in Krakéw and began his studies at the Pedagogical University (now the Uni-
versity of the National Education Commission), majoring in Polish philology
(1953-1957). His choice of university was dictated solely by financial consid-
erations, as the Pedagogical University of Krakéw offered scholarships, while
at the time this was difficult at Jagiellonian University. The Marxism in that
part of Europe at the time, prevalent in the humanities, including literature.
This fueled reluctance to choose literature as a direction for a future academic
career and influenced his desire to deepen his knowledge in linguistics. Upon
arrival in Poland everyone mocked his so-called Vilnius dialect, which prompt-
ed him to work diligently on perfecting his Polish over the next few months.
In later years, these memories returned frequently and, over time, sparked his
academic fascination, particularly inspiring him to study Vilnius Polish (In-
gielewicz-Citak 2018).

Nevertheless, Adam Mickiewicz remained close to him academically. When
Professor Bednarczuk was in his third year of master’s studies, the centenary of
Adam Mickiewicz’s death was being celebrated, and on this occasion, he wrote
his first article on the language of ‘Ballads and Romances’. A fascination with
Mickiewicz’s language was therefore present among his research interests from
the beginning of his studies. In subsequent years, it resulted in, among other
things, an article on the Belarusian language in the poet’s work. Within this
framework, Professor Bednarczuk researched, in particular, the etymology of the
name Telimena, as well as the term dziady, introduced by the poet into the Polish
language and literature. The themes of Mickiewicz and Vilnius were close to his
heart from the start.
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After earning his master’s degree in Polish philology from the Pedagogical
University (1957), he continued his linguistics studies at Jagiellonian Univer-
sity, where he majored in Slavic philology (1957-1960). In 1960 he defended
his master’s thesis, written under the supervision of Professor Tadeusz Milewski
(1906-1966). In 1964, after returning to the Pedagogical University, he defended
his doctoral thesis, ‘Polish Paratactic Conjunctions’, also written under the su-
pervision of Tadeusz Milewski. It was published in 1967. He focused his further
research and habilitation on Indo-European languages. In 1971 he obtained the
degree of doctor habilitated, based on his habilitation thesis ‘Indo-European Par-
ataxis’, and on 1 April 1987, he was awarded the title of full professor.!

As a linguist, Professor Bednarczuk was a student and follower of Professor
Tadeusz Milewski’s linguistic school. Another well-known student of Tadeusz
Milewski was Karol Wojtyta, who knew, respected, and befriended Professor Bed-
narczuk, and later Pope John Paul II gave him a private audience at the Vatican.

As aresearcher and teacher, he worked at the Pedagogical University of
Krakéw (1960-2004), then at the Jan Grodek State University in Sanok (un-
til 2010), and simultaneously at the Polonia Academy in Czestochowa. He was
a member of the Polish Academy of Arts and Sciences from 1991 (Committees:
Slavic culture, media studies, Slavic studies), the Polish Academy of Sciences
(Committees: Oriental studies, communication ethics, linguistics, Slavic studies),
and a member of the scientific councils of several linguistic journals, including
Acta Baltico-Slavica, Studia Linguistica (Annales Universitatis Paedagogicae Cracov-
iensis), Lingua Posnaniensis, Studia Indogermanica Lodziensia, Studia Albanica, and
others. He was also a member of the international scholarly society Fides et Ratio.

Professor Bednarczuk was the author of over ten books and nearly 250 articles
and reviews, published in Poland and abroad, in approximately ten languages.
These works covered the fields of Indo-European linguistics, Polish, Slovak, Celtic
(Welsh, Irish), Balkan and other languages. Many of them are now considered
classic positions in Polish linguistics. He was one of the few researchers in the
world, and the only one in Poland, to know and study the extinct Celtic Gaulish
language. Since the 1990s he co-organized and co-created the scientific and re-
search community of Celtologists in Czestochowa.

In addition to the above-mentioned fields, such as Indo-European linguistics,
especially Slavic, Baltic and Celtic, he also published works in such areas as:
Finno-Ugric, Tocharian, Albanian and Iranian linguistics, and Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean languages (Proto-Celtic and Italic), the so-called Old European languages
(Mediterranean substrate—Etruscan, Iberian, Pelasgian—in Indo-European), the
Nostratic language, Balto-Slavic, Balto-Slavic-Finno-Ugric, Slavic-Albanian, Slav-
ic-Germanic, Slavic-Romance, Italo-Celtic, Celto-British-Romance and other lan-

1 ‘prof. dr hab. Leszek Bednarczuk’. Nauka Polska. Accessed 11.02.2026. https://archi-
wum.nauka-polska.pl/#/profile/scientist?id = 6948& _k =jodk81.
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guage contacts, Polish dialects (in Lithuania, the Sadecczyzna and Sanok regions),
professional dialects (including the language of raftsmen), issues of the so-called
Newspeak (Nowomowa), the language of transcendence (the Word of God and
the language of angels), the ethnogenesis of the Slavs and Balts (especially Poles,
Lithuanians and Belarusians), toponymy, anthroponymy and ethnonymy (Slavic,
Baltic and Celtic), etymology (including several articles on the origin of the word
pan in Polish and its borrowings in other languages), syntax in Indo-European
languages (especially Slavic, Baltic, Germanic and Celtic), phonology, morpho-
nology and morphosyntax (both in a comparative approach and in language the-
ory), the methodology of linguistic research, the history of linguistics in Poland
and in individual centres (including Krakéw, Vilnius, Lviv and Czestochowa).

A special place in his work was occupied by research on the linguistic con-
tacts and ethnogenesis of the peoples of central and northern Europe. His publi-
cations contributed to a better understanding of the processes shaping contem-
porary Slavic languages.

Speaking on the most important function of language, Professor Bednarczuk
referred to the perception of language as a community, distinguishing between
genetic (blood), labour, culture, scientific communication and political commu-
nities—understood as state and nation. He further noted that the role of language
can be both positive, when it serves to communicate or express feelings, and
negative, when it becomes an instrument used not only for combat but also for
propaganda and humiliation.

Professor Bednarczuk recalled his memories of starting school in Belarus, in
the territories then under German occupation, and hearing from both Germans
and Belarusian nationalists: ‘Stop barking in Polish’. These words clearly illus-
trate how language can be used to destroy, humiliate, and discredit a person.
Nevertheless, it’s worth remembering that language can be used to express the
deepest feelings and thoughts, and sometimes ‘a word can be the seed of action’.
In summary, then, among the functions of language are communication, the ex-
pression of feelings and influencing others. The phatic function, which involves
establishing and maintaining contacts between interlocutors, or ending a conver-
sation, should also be mentioned.

When asked about the role of language as an element of human identity, es-
pecially in terms of its importance for members of national minorities, Professor
Bednarczuk spoke of familial, ethnic and national identification. In his opinion,
the native language is essential for maintaining national identity, because with-
out language there is no nation, community or dialect. Ireland is perhaps the ex-
ception, where only a small group of people speak Irish daily. Sometimes, despite
language loss, national identity can be preserved; here, my interlocutor points to
multilingual countries such as Belgium or Switzerland. Nevertheless, as he notes,
such situations can be a source of various linguistic conflicts. At the end of our
fascinating conversation, Professor Bednarczuk emphasized that ‘language is an
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indispensable component of national and ethnic identity’, a point particularly
evident in the case of Poles from the Vilnius region.

Childhood memories influenced Professor Bednarczuk’s research interests,
which led him to later research the history of the Home Army in the Vilnius re-
gion. In particular, he compiled a timeline of events and accounts of resistance
members, later published in the article ‘From Narocz to the Neman: The Accounts
of the Partisans of Kmicic, Lupaszka, and Ronin of the Home Army in the Vilnius
Region, March 1943 - July 1944’. He further developed this topic in a book un-
der the same title, co-written with Monika Tomkiewicz. He appeared as an expert
in the 2000 documentary Lupaszka by the Film Agency for Polish Television,
depicting the activities of Major Zygmunt Szendzielarz.

His scientific achievements were recognized both in Poland and abroad. Many
young researchers continued the lines of research he had begun on the languages
and cultures of Europe.

Professor Bednarczuk’s passion for research, erudition and commitment to
the advancement of science will remain a lasting legacy for future generations
of linguists.
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