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THE CRITICS ON THE HISTORY OF ARABIC 
GRAMMAR1 

Solehah Yaacob2

Abstract 

This study aims to critically examine Ignaz Golziher’s allegations on 
the beginnings of Arabic linguistics. According to him, the Arabic 
short vowel symbols did not originate in the Arab world but were 
adopted from the Levant. The same he assumed in regard to the three 
different parts of speech, namely name (ism), verb (fi‘il), and particle 
(harf), which allegedly presupposed the knowledge of Aristotle’s De 
Interpretations falsely attributed to ‘Ali (Karramallahuwajhah)3 .
Goldziher explained this connection with the scholastic disputes 
occurring between the different theological schools in the first 
century AH, with special reference to the dogmatic differences 
between the Murji´ah and the Qadariyyah sects. Theological debates 
on various doctrines were held at the same time by Eastern 
Christians based on the teachings of John of Damascus. In the eyes 
of Goldziher, these debates – based on the assumption that since they 
occurred in the same century – they had to be related, and 
furthermore, St. John of Damascus must have borrowed his ideas 
from Aristotle. Since no Arabic sources speak of this connection, he 
raises his own suspicions, namely that Muslim sources refused to 
admit the borrowing of ideas from the Christians. This study serves 
the purpose of investigating his allegations in regard to the origin of 
Arabic grammar and syntax and of deciding the extent of his 
scholarly bias. The researcher adopts a theoretical and analytical 
approach based on linguistic studies. In order to arrive at a balanced 
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Abstract 

This study aims too ccrir tit cacalllll y yy exeexamine IgIgIgnan z z GoGolzll ihherr’s allegations on 
the beginninnngsgg  of f f ArArArababbicc linguuisisi tit cs. AcAcA coocordrdr ining gg to hhhim, the Arabic 
short voowewewel l sysyymbmbollo s s didid dd noot t ororigigginnate ee ininin tthehe AArarab bb woorlr d dd but were 
adopteed frfromm ttthee LLevvant. TTThee ssama e ee heheh assumu eded iiin n rer gag rdrdrd to thththe e three
differrrenennt partrts offof sspepep ecch, nnamely name (ism)m), veerbbb (fifi‘i‘iil)), ana d dd paartrrticle 
(hararf)f)f),, whwhwhicicich h alalllel gegedddlyl  presupposed the knowledgegge of ff ArArissstotle’e’e s s De 
Inteerprppreetatatiionns fafafalsely attrtrribututededed to o ‘AlA i i (Karraaamamalllllahhuwuwajaja hah))h)‘ 3 .
GoGooldldziziheheher r exexplpplaiaa ned thisis cconneeectcttioi nn wiwiiththth the schholoo astiic c diddisps ututeseses 
occcuc rrr ining g beb twween thhee diiifffffferererennnt ththheooloogigicacal ll schoolls inn ttthehe fffirirsts  
ceeentntn urry AHAHAH, with speppeciiiala rrefefeferrene cece to thhthe ee dogmatticc dddififfefef rereencn esee  
beb twween nn tht e MuMM rji´ah aandndd tthee QQQadddarariyyiyyayah hh sesectctcts.s  Theollogogicicicalalal debebatess 
on vvarriooi ususs dddoctrines wwerere e hehelddd aaat thththeee same timme e byby EEasa ternn 
ChC riststs iaiansn bbasasede  on the tetet acchihh ngggs s ofofof JJJohohn nn ofofof Damascucus. In the eyeyyes 
offof GGGollldzdzd ihihherr,, these debateees s – bbasasededed oon nn ththe asa sumptiononon ttthahahat tt siincnnce theyey –
occurrrrr eded inn tht e e same centuuuryy – ttthey had to bbe e rerr laateteed,d aandn  –
furtthehehermrmrmoroore,e SSSt.t JJJohohohn nn of Damascus must havve ee bobb rrrrr owoweded hhisis ided as 
from AAAriristttototlelee.. SiSincnn e e non AArabic sources sppeaak offf thih s s cooc nnecee tit onn, he 
raises hhisi ooownwnn sssususpipiciciionons,s  namama elely yy ththatata MMususlilim sososoururu cececes ss rererefufuf sed to 
admit the e boboborrrrrrowwinining g ofofof iideded asas fffroroom m thhe ChChChriiststiaiai ns. ThTThissi ssstututudy serves
the purpose offof invnvnvessstitiigagg tingngg hhhiss aaalll egge ata ionss iinn reeegaag rdrdd to the origin of 
Arabic grammararr aaandndd ssynyntatax xx anannd dd ofof ddececididing tht e extent of his
scholarly bias. The reseeararchhchererer adoptptp s s a aa thththeoe reeetiical and analytical 
approach based on linguistic studidd es In order to arrive at a balanced
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judgment with regard to this conflict, the linguistic corpus, as well as 
the historical background of transmission is being analyzed.  

Introduction 

In 1868, Ignaz Goldziher obtained a grant from Eotvos Baron Jozthe, 
the Hungarian minister of Education and Culture for the purpose of 
analyzing Arabic manuscripts. He obtained his doctorate in Leipzig 
in 1870, followed by intense studies on his own which allowed him 
to attain a thorough knowledge of Arabic manuscripts. He earned a 
reputation of being the most learned expert in the field of Arabic 
sources4. Being a student of the renowned orientalist H.L. Fleischer5,
Goldziher was drawn to the study of Arabic linguistics. As he himself 
recollected: ‘I was lured more by the historical then the factual 
(positivist) side’6.This explicit interest of his in the historical aspect 
of literature remained one of the characteristics of his scholarly 
enquiry throughout his life. One of the prime topics of his research 
focused on investigating the origins of Arabic grammar. He 
published research on a number of important Arabic manuscripts in 
this field, such as Al-MuÐhīr by as-SuyËÏi, Al-´alfāz by Ibn as-Sikkīt, 
Al-Inṣaf Fī Masāila al-Khilāf etc7. Goldziher was one of the most 
influential Orientalists of his time, and his views were authoritative 
in the field. A common phenomenon of Orientalism is that 
everything in Muslim science, religion and culture had to have its 
source in Western civilization and was not original or valid in its own 
right. Goldziher thus asserted in this manner that a critical 
examination of the works of AbË Aswād ad-Du´ali (d. 688 CE) 
revealed the latter’s role as the founder of Arabic grammar, and not –
as Muslim tradition claimed – ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib (karrama 
‘llahuwajhah) who gave the first impulse to grammar as a science. 
Goldziher did not stop there but further asserted that the 

                                                                
4 Ibid., 1.
5 Solehah Yaacob, ‘Refuting the alleged transmission of Greek thinking concepts 
into Arabic grammar’, Journal of Islam in Asia, No.1, June 2011, Intl. Islamic 
University Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur.
6 Goldziher, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, Volume 73, 45.
7 Ibid. 1994, xiii-xiv 

analyzing Arabic manusscrcrripipptstss. . HeHHe obtbtainen d d his doctorate in Leipzig 
in 1870, followed d bybb  intntennnsees  stuuudiiese oon n hihih ss owowwn which allowed him 
to attain a thorororouughhgh kkknonowledede geege of f ArA aba icicic mmana usscrrripipptst . HeH  earned a 
reputation of ff bebeinning g ththe e momomostss lleaeae rned eeexpxpx erert t ininn tthehe fieeldl oof Arabic 
sources4.. BeBeBeininnggg a stududdenee t t ofoo tthehe rennnowownened d oroo ieientallissi t tt H.H.H.L. FFFleeeischer5,
Goldziziiheher wass drawwa n n to ttthehehe sstudy of ArA abbbicici  lininguuissstit css. AsA hhe hihh mself 
recolllllecececteteted:dd  ‘I I wawaas ss lulured more by the histororiccala tthehen thhhe e faf ctc ual 
(posittivivissi t))t ssidde’’6.ThTT is explicit t intetererer sts  of his in tttheheh historiicacac l asspepepect 
off llitittere ataa ururee reemam ined oonen oof f ththt e e chhcharararacaactet ristics ofof hhhiss schchcholllarararlyly 
enquuiriry y y ththroor ughohh ut his lliffife.. OOOnen  of ff thee prrimimime e topics of f hihihisss reeseararrchh 
foocuc ses d d ono iiinvnn estigaaatitiingng thehee oooririgigg nsnn oof ff ArA abic gggraammmmmararr. HeHe 
puubllisisheeh d d reses ara ch on nn a aa nunun mbmbere of f immmpopoortrtrtana t tt ArA abic mmmanusscrcrc ipipts iin nn
thht isis fffieielddld, sususuchchh as Al-MuÐÐu hhīīrrrīī bbby y asas-SSSuyuyr ËÏËÏÏyyy ,i, AlAll-´alfāff zāā  by yy Ibbn n asas-SSSikkkkz īīkk t,t  
AlAA -InInInṣṣaf ff FFa īFF MaMasāila al-K-KKhihih lllāāāffā etete cc777. GoGoGolddldziziheeh r rr was onnne ee ofof thehhe mmmosst tt
ininnflfflueuuentntn iaial l OrOrO ientn alists oof f hihiis tiimememe,, ananand dd hihiss views weeerer aautu hohhorir tatitivevve
in ttthee ffieieldld. A A common ppphehh nononomem non n of Orienntaalilismss iis s thht at 
evere ytytythiingngn iin MuMuMuslsls imii  science, religion and cultuuurere hhadad ttto hahahavev  its 
sourcecec iin nn WeWeststtererrn ciciivivililiization and was not origiginann l l oro vvalala iddi iin itits s owo n 
right. GGoldzdzd ihiheree ttthuhus s asasses rtrtededed iin nn thisss mannneener ththatatat aaa ccrir tical 
examinattioi n offof theheh wworrorksksks ooof f AbAAbË Ë AsAA wwāād d adadad-DuDuu´alali i (d(d(d. 686888 CE) 
revealed thehh  latattteter’r s roolele aas ththe fffouooundn er oof ArAArababbicici ggrarammmmmmarar, and not –
as Muslim trtradadaditittioioion nn cllc aiaa mem d – ‘AlA i IbIbbn AbAAbi ii TaTTalib (karrama 
‘llahuwajhah) whhho gagaveveve tttheheh fffiri stt iimpmpm ululse tttoo grgrg ammmmar as a science. 
Goldziher did not sttop thehhererere bbututu ffurthher asserted that the 
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differentiation of the three parts of speech did not (could not?) 
originate in the Hijāz8. Assuming that the Arab world was incapable 
of actual intellectual creativity and originality, he concluded that the 
origin of Arabic grammar had to have come from outside. The rules 
of Arabic grammar – presumably also those documented in the Holy 
Qur’an – had to have received help from external influences9.   

The ‘e silentio’ theory

The Orientalist Renan postulated that the fully preserved original text 
of the Qurān constituted the focal point and basis of all subsequent 
study of the rules of the correct Arabic grammar and syntax. It was 
the Arabic Qurān which inspired the works of the first Arab 
grammarians. According to Renan, neither the use of grammatical 
terms nor the formulated rules show even the slightest trace of a 
foreign influence. He stated ‘finally, concerning all the other 
sciences, the Arabs themselves overtly confess what they owe of 
them to the Greeks whereby they are convinced that their grammar is 
a privilege kept by God for them and one of the surest signs of the 
superiority they consider to be theirs over other nation’10.

Golziher criticized Renan’s conclusions and argued: 

The question is not whether grammar a particular 
grammatical system, had been taken over, or not the 
Arabs arrived at their basic linguistic concepts on the 
grounds of which each nation contemplates the character 
of its language, analyses the parts of sentences and 
words and derives the correct usage from the data in 
form of rules in the absence of any foreign influence or 
in short are there any factors in the awakening of a 
grammatical awareness among the Arabs that do not 
originate in the life of the Arab people and their mind?11

What Golziher was saying is that Arabic grammar had been 
influenced not only by Greek grammar, but also by Greek thinking. 
                                                                
8 Ibid. 1994, 3. 
9 Ibid. 1994, 4. 
10 Ignaz Golziher, History of Arabic Grammar, 5. 
11 Ibid., 5. 

The e silentio theory

The Orientalist Reenaaan popostttululu ateddd thahh t t thhthe e fufulll y y prp eserved original text 
of the Qurān coc nsnstiitituuutetet d d thhhee fofofocal pop innt ananand d bab sis s ofof aallll subsequent 
study of the rrrululu ese oof ff ththe e cooorrrrrect t Arabiccic gggraammmmmarr aandn ssyny tataax. It was
the Arababiciic QQQururu ān whwhwhicich hh innspspiri ededed tthehe wwororksk  of ff ththhe fiiirsrsrst Arab 
grammamam rir ans. Accccorordid nggg to Renan, neithhherer theh uuuses  of f grgramammam tical 
termms ss nononor rr thhhe foformmrmulllated rules show even tthehe sslighghtetestt tttrar cee oof a 
foreign ini flf ueeu nce.e. He statedd ‘fifinanan lly, concernnnining gg all thhthe ototothehh r 
sccieencnn esses, thhthe e ArArA abs themmselvves ooveverttrtlyyy cccono fess whah t tht eyeyey ooweewe of 
themm to oo ththe e GrG eeeeks wheerer bybyby thehhey yy arre coonvinnincecced that theheheir gggrarar mmm ararr iis 
a prrp ivivillegegee kekeeptpp  by Goood dd for r ththememe aandndnd oonenen ooof ff the sureestst ssigigignsnsn ooof f ththe e
suupeririorro itity thheyey considededer rr totot bbbee theirs oovevev r rr otototheheher r nation’101010.

GoGG lzzzihhi eree  criticized dd ReRenananan’’s s cooonclulusiionons s and arguug eded::

ThThe ququq ese tion is non t whheetheheh r grgramamammar a pappartici ulllara  
grgramamammam tical systemmm, hahh d d bebebeenn ttakakenee  over, ooor rr nononot t ththeee
ArArababss ara riveved at their bbbassicicc llininnguistic conccepptsts ooon thththee
grgrgrouooundn s ofofo wwwhihihichc  each nation contemplatett s s thththee chcharraca ter r 
ofoff iitss llanguguguagage,e aananalyyses the parts offof senenteencncese aaandnd 
wowords ss ananand dd dederirivevev s s the cocoorrrececct ususu agage e frfromomm ttthehhe dddataa a a inini  
formrmm oof ff ruuulelees s ininn tthehee aabsbb enencecc  of f annny y fooforereigigi n ininnflueueu ncncnce ee or 
in shoortrt aarerre tthehehere aanynyny fffacacctotorsr  in ththe e awwwakkenenenining of a 
grammatiicacaal l awwa arrarenesess ss amamamononong g thee ArAA abs tht at do not 
originate in the lllifife ofofo thehehe Arab b pepep opopplelee aandd their mind?11
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The Arabs had allegedly adopted Greek terms of linguistic concepts, 
the character of language, analysis of the parts of sentence, and 
grammatical rules from the Greek. He assumed that these linguistic 
concepts were not directly adopted from the Greeks, but via Syraic, 
which was spoken in the Levant. Goldziher referred to his colleague 
Noldëke, who had already linked Arabic with Syraic12. The usage of 
Arabic short vowels had been introduced by AbËAswād ad-Duali:

رَأيَْـتَنيِ قَدْ فَـتَحْتُ فَمِّي بالحرَْفِ فاَنْـقُطْ نُـقْطةََ فَـوْقَهُ عَلىَ أعَْلاهَُ، فإَِنْ إِذَا (
ضَمَّمْتُ فَمِّيْ فاَنْـقُطْ نُـقْطةًَ بَـينَْ يدََيَّ الحَرْفِ، وَإِنْ كَسَّرْتُ فاَجْعَلْ 

لْ مَكَانَ النـُقْطةَِ النـُقْطةََ تحَْتَ، فإَِنْ أتَـْبـَعْتُ شَيْئًا مِنْ ذَلِكَ غُنَّةً فاَجْعَ 
.13)"نُـقْطتَـَينِْ 

(If you saw me that I opened my mouth with a letter, 
then put a full stop symbol on the top of it. If I closed 
my mouth, there was a full stop symbol between the 
letter. If I run-down, kindly make the full stop symbol 
below. If I followed something after, the articulation 
letters shared then kindly make double full stop symbol)

If we accept Golziher`s views, we still need to explain the 
means of linguistic transmission between Baṣra14 and the Levant. 
There is no doubt that the Christian world and the Muslim world met 
in Damascus, where John of Damascus had taught. However, 
Orientalists assumed the existence of a silent connection between the 
Christian and the Muslim world in the form of a direct (and strangely 
one-sided) transmission of knowledge from the West to the East. 
Historical sources do not suggest a relationship or exchange between 
‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib (karrama ‘llahuwajhah) and John of Damascus. 
However, Goldziher did, solely based on the fact that Islam did not 
prohibit such an exchange in matters other than faith, as stated in the 
Qur’an:  

                                                                
12 Ibid., 7. 
13 Abu Tayīb al-Lughawī (d.351h), Al-Marātib al-Nahwiyah, ed. Muhammad AbË 
al-FaÌl Ibrahim, (Cairo: Maktabah NahÌah, 1955), 35. 
14 The place where Abu Aswād became hakim or judge. 

إإ، فإإإَِِِنْإِِِذَا ( ْلالا أعَلاَهَُ َلى لل عَ ههقَهُ قوْ وو ففَـ ةةطططةَةَ طططققْ ققق نـققُ ُُططققُطططْ ققانْـ اا فااَ فرْفِ رَريي بببااالحلحَ ييممِّ مم فَ تتحْتتُ ححتَ تت فَـ دد قَدْ نينيتَنيِِ ْتتأيَـ أرَ
للعَلْ ععاجْ ْ اا فااَ تررْتتُ ررسَّ ََسس كككَ إِِِِإإإِِِِ، وووَإِِإِننْ فررْفففِ َرر االحلحلحَ َّيييَّ دد يدددََ ينين ببـينينَينينَْ ةةةطططةَةًً ططققْ قق ننـققُُ ُُططقققُطططْ ققانْـ اا ففااَ ييمِّييْ مم فَ تتمْتُ مممَّ ممضَ

عععععااجججْععَ ْ ااا ففااََ ًنَّةةً نن غغغُ ككلِكَككَ ننا مِننْ ذذَ اائااً ئئييْ يي شششَ تتععْتتتُُ عععببـََ ْْبب أأتَـ إإ، ففإإإَِِإِنننْ ْتت تحَتَ ةةططةََ ططقْ ةةطةَُِققالنـُ ططقْ ُقق النـُ َانننََ َااككَ كك مَ ْععَللل ينينينتـَينينينِْ تتططَ ططقققْ .131)))"ققنـققُ
(I(I(If ff yoyy u u saaw w mememe that I opened my moutu h h wiw thhth aa llettttetet r, 
thhhenen pputu aa fffuluu l stop symbol onon the top of ititit. Ifff II closees d 
mymym mmmououo thht , there wawaw s a a fufufullll sttotop pp sysymbol bbbetetweweene  thehhe 
leelettt erer. IffI III run-dowown,n,n  kindllly y mam kee thehhe full stoppp symmmbobobol l
bebeloloow.w IIf f I follllowowedd ssomometete hihhingngng aftfterrr, the artiticulaal tiiionono  
leel tttt errs shhhared thehehen nn kikik ndnddlyly makke doddoubbubleele ffulu l stop sssymymymbol)l))

IffIf wwwe e accaccec pt Golllziziz heheher`r s viviewewws,, wwe ee ststs illi l need tto oo explplplain nn ththe ee
memm annans ss ofoff llinnguistic transmmmisi sis onon bbbettetwewew ene  Baṣra14 aandnnd tthehe LLLeve annt.t.
Thherreee isis no o dodooubu t t tht at the Chrisisi titianann wworo ld and the MMusu lil m mm woww rlrld d memm t 
in DDamamamasaascucus, wwwhehehereee John of Damascus had tataaugughth .. HoHoowew vev r, 
Orientntn alalalisisstst aasssssumummededd tthehe existence of a silent cononnenecttioion nn beb twtwt een n the 
Christiaian n annd d thththe MuMuslslimim wworldldd iin n thhthe e fofof rmrm oof a dididirereectctc ((anannd d sstrtrana gely 
one-sided)dd tttraaansn mimiisssioioion n offf kkknonowlwwleddgeg froroom m thththe e WeWW stst ttto ththhe East.
Historical souuurcrcr eseses dddoo nonn t susugggggesest t a a rerelal tiiono shshipip ooor exexxchhc anaange between 
‘Ali Ibn Abi TaTTaliilibbb (((kaaarrrrr amma a ‘llllalahuhuhuwwaw jhahah) and dd JoJJohnh  of Damascus.
However, Goldziher dididd, sosos leleelylyly basedede oon n ththee faactct that Islam did not 
prohibit such an exchange in mattattersrr othther than faith as stated in the



THE CRITICS ON THE HISTORY OF ARABIC GRAMMAR 

101

قُلْ يأَيَُّـهَا الكَافِرُوْنَ، لاَ أعَْبُدُ مَا تَـعْبُدُوْنَ، وَلاَ أنَْـتُمْ عَابِدُوْنَ مَا أعَْبُدُ، وَلاَ (
15)عَابِدُوْنَ مَا أعَْبُدُ، لَكُمْ دِيْـنُكُمْ وَليَِ دِيْنِ أنَاَْعَابِدٌ مَا عَبَدْتـمُْ، وَلاَ أنَْـتُمْ 

“O disbelievers in Allah, I worship not that which you 
worship, Nor will you worship that which I worship, 
And I shall not worship that which you are worshipping, 
Nor will you worship that which I worship, To you be 
your religion, and to me my religion”.

Orientalist claims went so far as to suggest an external influence 
to the text of the Qurān itself. Qur’anic revelation influenced Muslim 
ideas and concepts in history, science, literature and language, and 
continues to do so until today. The verses16

أفََلا يَـتَدَبَّـرُونَ الْقُرْآنَ وَلَوْ كَانَ مِنْ عِنْدِ غَيرِْ اللَّهِ لَوَجَدُوا فِيهِ اخْتِلافًا  (
 )كَثِيراً

Do they not then consider the Qur'an carefully? Had it 
been from other than Allah, they would surely have 
found therein much contradictions. 

are considered timeless statements as valid today as they were valid 
at the time of their revelation, over 1400 years ago. As to any 
external influence, the concept of qiyās was already practiced in the 
first century AH, when most Qurān readers used reason to derive new 
legal judgments.  AbË Ishāq al-HaÌrāmī asked Farazdaq to follow 
the analogical system: 

 بحَِاصِبٍ كنديف القُطن منثورِ    *   تَضْربِنُا –مُسْتـَقْبَلِينَْ شمِاَلُ الشَامِ 
 17عَلىَ زاَحِف تزُجى، مخُّهاريرُ   *   يلُقى وأرحُلِناعَلىَ عَمائمِنا 

(The future of North Sham - hit us * with cotton cane crumbles)

                                                                
15 Surat Al-KāfirËn: 1-6. 
16 Surat An-Nissā’:82.
17  As-Sīrāfī (d.368h), Al-Akhbār an-Nahwiyīna al-Basriyīna, ed. Muhammad 
Ibrāhīm al-Bana, (Cairo: Dār al-ÑītiÎām, 1985),  44. 

your religion, and to mememe mmmy y reliigionn .

Orienttalaa isist clclaiaimsmsms wwent so fara  as too suguguggegest aan n exexextet rnnal influence 
to the text offof tttheheh QQQurrurānān iitsttselele f.ff QQururu ’aaniccc reereveelalatitionn iinfnfn luenenceceed Muslim 
ideas anand d cooonccn epppts iin n hiistttorory,y, sciiennencece, liteeraatuturere aandnd lllanaanguguagaa e, and 
contininnueuu s to ddo o soo uuuntil todododay. The verses161616

ااًاالالالاففااًا  ( لالالاتِ تت اخخْ ْ ِييههِ ييِييوا ف ددججَددُُ جوَ وو لََ هه اللَّهِ يرير غَيرِْ ددنْدِِ نن عِ ننن ممِنننْ َانَ َاا كَ وولَوْ ل وَ َآنَ آرْ ُُررقُ قق  االلْْ ووررُُوووننَ رربَّـ ددتَددََ تتَتتلالا يـ لالاَلالالاأفَففلالاَ
ااايريراااًا يريرثثيريرِ ثثثككككككَ َ((

DoDo tthehey yy not thenenn cconnsiis dedd r r ththt ee QuQuQur'ana ccarefullyy? HaaH d dd ititi  
beeb enn ffroom otheeer rr thththanann AAAlllahh, ththheyeyey wwwouoo ld surelelly yy havevev  
fooound ththerein muchhch cconono trtrradadicici titionons. 

arara e cococonsnsn ididdere ede timeless stttata emmenntssts as s vavalilid dd today as ttthehehey y y wewererre vallidid 
at thehehe tttimimi e ofofo  theheir revelatiooon,n ooovever rr 1400 yearss agogog . AssA tto o ananany 
exteternnnalala iiinfnfflull ennncece,, thththee concept of qiyāsāā  was alreaaadydyy ppraractc icededd iin the 
first cececentntn urury AHAHAH, whwhwhenen mmost Qurān readers useded reaeasoon nn toto dderee ivi e e new 
legal juudgd mementntn s.  AbAbË Ë IsIshhāq alalal-HaHaaÌÌrrāāmmīīīm aasks edde FFarrarazazzdadadaq qq tototo ffollow īī
the analogo icccalla ssysysteteem:m:: 

ِِاممم َاا االلشَ اااَا شمشمشمِااااللُ ِ ينينلينينِينينينََْ للبللَ ببقْ ققتـَ تتسْ بربِ–سسمُ رض نننُاا    ***   ت ْ ِططنن منثورَِ ُُططط ككنندديييففف الققُ ببااصِبببٍ ااَاابحِاَ
ننمائمِنا  مم عَ َلى للعَ

ِ ى وأأرر *   ي ننللِننا لللللقى وأأررحح ُُ ُهارير  للللُُ ههزجى، مخُّ ززفف تُ ففاحِ اا ززَ َلللىى للعععََ
17
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(On our turbans we cast and departed * on the creeping camel)

Here, he corrected the final vocalization based on the qiyās
already known amongst Arabists. The word ‘ مخُّهاريرُ  ’ is considered 
normative style because it belongs to the sentence of  18.المستأنفة

In this case, not only Renan supported the originality of Arabic 
grammar and its principles, Noam Chomsky, a famous linguistic 
theoretician, attests that each language has its own unique history and 
development. The claim that a language was based directly upon 
another should be reexamined, because all separate human 
intelligences are (by fact of their nature) familiar with the universal, 
yet develop their own particulars19. Language, or its linguistic corpus 
existent in the human mind, cannot be limited or simply exchanged 
with another. Therefore, the individual experiences of a linguistic 
community are reflected in the design and character of a language. The 
creation or design of language is not a static exercise, and one 
grammatical system cannot be simply exchanged with another20.  

Another indicator for the originality of Arabic grammar21 is 
based on the mass translations into Arabic, which began during the 
Abbasid caliphate. The transfer and subsequent assimilation of 
knowledge occurred only after the Arabic language, syntax and 
grammar were firmly established, and not before. Goldziher’s claim 
that Greek already actively influenced Arabic language, at a time 
when Arabia was completely isolated from the main centers of 
civilization, cannot be upheld in earnest. 

When looking at the Arabic linguistic corpus, we can establish 
that it had always been free from any external and foreign influences, 
as asserted by Ibn ‘Abbas:

أوَّلُ مَنْ تَكَلَّمَ بالعَربَية المحضة وأمََّا عَربَيَِّةُ قَحْطاَنٍ وَحمِْيرٍَ فَكَانَتْ قَـبْلَ 
                                                                
18 It is considered to be an earlier sentence.
19 As proven by Chomsky, see Syntactic Structure, Syntactic Structure, (The Hague: 
MontonTrad., 1971), 19; Aspect of the theory, (Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 
1995), 4.  
20 Chomsky, Aspect of the Theory, 64.   
21 See S. Yaacob, ‘The Connection Between Ma`ani Nahwi in Arabic and the Idea 
of Modistae in Latin: Historical linguistic analysis’, International Journal of 
Humanities, Melbourne, Australia: Common Ground, 2008.  

development. The claimm tthahah t t a lal ngguau gegeg wwwasas based directly upon 
another should bbe e rereexexxammamineded, beeb cac ususe all separate human 
intelligences arree (b(by yy faffacttc  of f ththheieir naturee) fafafamimiliarr wwwititth h ththe universal, 
yet develop p ththheieie r r owowown n n papartrr iciculuu ararsss19. Langnnguau gege,, oroo iitstss llingugug issstic corpus 
existentn iin n thththe e huhuman nn mimim ndnnd, cacannnnototot bbe e lil miimiteed d or ssimimimplplply y exexchcc anged 
with aaanooother. Thherereffore,,, tthe individual exeexperienene ceccess off aa llininngug istic
commmmununititty yy ara e rereflfllece tetet d in the design and characa tet r off aa lanngugug agge. The 
creaationn or r dedesigngnn of languaageg is ss non t a static eexexxercrcise, and ooonen  
grramammamam ticaac l l syyyststem cannoot bee simmplp y y exexexchchchanananged withth anonn thhherrer202 .  

AnAnAnotootheh r inii dicatoor r foor rr thhthe ee origigiginnalitty yy ofo  Arabic gramamammam r21 iis
baases d d onon tthehe mmmass tranna slsls attioionsnss iinttnto o ArAA ababbiccc, whwhw ich begaagan n dududurirringngng tthehe 
AbAbbaasisid d calil phphate. TTThehehe ttraransfer annd dd susuubsb eqeqequent assssimi ililatata ioi n n offof 
knnk owowwleledgge e occoccurred onlnly y afafaftet r ththe ArArrabbabicic languaggge,e, ssynyntat x xx annd d
grgg amammmaam r r wew rere firmly essstatablblblisisi hehed,d, aandndd nnnotot bbefefefore. Gololo dzdzdzihhi er’s cclalal immm 
ththhatatat GGGrerer ekek aalrl eae dy activelele y y ini flflf ueueencncncededed AArar bic langguauuagege, atat a timimme e
whhheneen AAraabibia aa waas completelyyly iisosos lallateted d from thee maiin nn cecentn erers ofo  
civiviliizazz titiionono , , cannnnotoo bbbe upheld in earnest. 

WhWhWhenn llooooookikiingngng aat t tht e Arabic linguistic coorpprpusus, weew ccann estabablil sh 
that it tt hahhad allwawaw ysysys bbbeeeen n frfrf eeee ffrooom mm anany yy exe teteernrnala  andndd fforo eie gngngn iinfnfnfluluene ces, 
as asserteed bybyby IIbnbn ‘AbAbbbabas:s:

للبْلَ ببقَـ َتتاننَتْ ََااكككَ ككفككَ يريرحمحمحمِْيريريرٍٍَ حموووَ ااططاَنٍٍ ططحححْ حححققَ ةةيةةَّةُُُ ييبِ برََ عععََ ََررا ووأمَ االمحضة َّاابيةة برَ َرربباللع مملللََّّمممَ َللكككَ ككككتتككَ ننمَنْ ّلأوَلُ
                                                                
18 i id d b li
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 .22إِسمْاَعِيْل عليه السلام
(The first who speak pure Arabic was Al-Arabiyyah 
al-MahÌah otherwise the Arabic Qahtan and Himyar 
was before Ismail peace be upon him)

Arabic as a complete and fully developed language which 
already existed before the arrival of Prophet Ishmael (a.s.), and was 
used by the tribe QahÏān and Himyār. Arabic was the language spoken 
by a tribal led by called Jurhum23 who married the daughter of Irām, 
Sām`s son after Noah’s(a.s.) flood, and through his offspring Arabic 
became the language of a great nation24. The offspring of Ishmael 
(a.s.) arrived and spread the use of Arabic25. Arabic was an original 
language with its unique system of grammar, which was already 
developed thousand years before the rise of Greece. In order to 
faithfully reflect the transmission process of Arabic we have to 
concentrate on early manuscripts. Sibawāyh states on this point: 

"هَذَا باَبُ مجََاريِْ أوََاخِرِ الكَلِمِ مِن العَربَيَِّةِ وَهِيَ تجَْريِ عَلىَ ثـمََانيَِّةٍ مجَارٍ: 
على النَصْبِ، والجرِّ والرفعِ والجزَْمِ والفَتْحِ والكَسْرِ والضَمِّ والوَقْفِ. وهَذِه 

َجَاريِ الثَّمَانيَِّةً يجَْمَعُهنّ في اللَفْظِ أربعةُ 
أضرب: فالنصب والفتح في  الم

اللفظ ضربٌ واحدٌ، والجرَُّ والكَسْرُ فِيْهِ ضَرْبٌ واحدٌ، وكََذَلِكَ الرَفْعُ 
والضَمُّ والجزَْمُ والوَقْفُ. وَإِنمّاَ ذكََرْتُ ثمَاَنيةَ مجََارٍ لأفَـْرُقَ بين مَا يدَْخُلُهُ 

سَ شيءٌ منها إِلاَّ وليَْ  –ضربٌ مِنْ هذه الأَرْبَـعَةِ لما يحُدِثُ فيه العاملُ 
وبينَ ما يبُنىَ عليه الحرفُ بناءً لا يَـزُولُ عنه لغَِيرِْ شَيْءٍ  -وهو يَـزُولُ عَنْهُ 

هَا ضَرْبٌ من اللفظِ في  أَحْدَثَ ذلك فيه مِنَ العَوَامِلِ، التي لكل عَامِلٍ مِنـْ

                                                                
22 Al-SuyËÏī, Al-MuÐhir, ed. Fuad ÑAlī MansËr, (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ÑIlmiah, 
1998), 1/29, They were nine tribes of Arabs from the birth of Airam, daughter of 
Sam bin Noah: ‘Ad, Thamud, Umaimun, Ubailun, TusmJudais, Imliq, Jurhum and 
Wabar. 
23 Ibid., 1/29. 
24 See the critique of the traditions relating to Jurhum and his offspring in the book 
of the Dutch scholar Dozy 1864:146 and ff. (in the chapter: `De tweedeGorhoem”). 
see Golziher, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, 45. 
25 Ibid., 5. 

already existed before thehee aarrrrr ivivivalaa  of PrP opophet Ishmael (a.s.), and was
used by the tribe QaQahhhÏān n annnd HiH mymym āār. Arar bibibic c waas the language spoken
by a tribal led dd byb ccalala leeled d Jurhrhumumm23 wwwhoho mmarrarririedde  the ddauughghter of Irām, 
Sām`s son aftftfterr NNNoaoaoah’h’s(s(a.aa s.s.) flooood, anddd tthrhrh ououghghh hhisis offspsps ririingn  Arabic
became tthehhe llannangugg aggee ofofo aaa ggrer atat nnnataa ioionn244. ThThT e e ofoffsfsf prprprininng fofof Ishmael 
(a.s.) aarrrrived aandd ssprprread thhhe e use offf AAraraabiiiccc252 . ArrA abbabic wasas an n oroo iginal 
languauauagegege witii h h itits unununiqii ue system of grammarar, whw icich h wawaas s ala reeady 
deveveloopepeed dd thhouo sandnn  years before e thhe rise of GrGrGreee ce. Inn orddderrer to
faaitthffhfulu lylyy rrrefefflelectcc  the transn miisss ioioon n prprococo ese s of Arabib c wee hhhavvee e tot  
conccene trttratatee on eeearly mannuscrcc ippptst . SiSiSibabawwāāyhyhyh sstates on ttthiis popopoinnint:tt  

ااررٍ: ااامجََ يياننيييِةةييةةَّةٍ اامَ مََم ثَـ َلى للييي عَ ييررريِ ْرر تجتجتجَََ ييههِِييَ هه وووَ ةةيةةَََّّّةةةِ ييبِ برَ َررنن اللع نن ممِ مملممِمِِمم َلل ااالكككَ رراخخخِرررِ ََا أوَ ييارييِْْ ااَاامجَااَ ُُااابببُ اااَاااا بباا َذذ""هذذَ
ذذ. ووهَذذذِه  َق والوففقْففِِ َمم والضمِّ ررررسسْرِ َسس وووالللكككَ ححتتْححِ َتتت وواللففَ مِمزِْمِم زَز وووالجلجَ ِّ، والجر وواالررففعععِ ببصْْببِ َصصعلللىى االلننَ

ُُ أأربعةةُُ ظظففْْْظظِِِ فف فيفي االللللََ ههعععُهههننّّ ععمَ ْمم يجَْ ييانييِةةيةةَّةً اامَ َّممممييي االثثثَّ ييااريِ ااجَ
َ

ججالململمجج
ََ

أأأضضضررببب: فالنصببب وواالفتتتححح فيفيفيجج
ععفْععُُُ ََففْ االلرر ككلِكَكَ كككَك، ووككََذذكَذَ ٌ واحدٌ برْبٌ رر ضضضَ ههييْهِِ يي  ففييِ ررسسْرررُُ َسس وواللككََ رَر، والجلجلجرَرُُّّ ٌ واحدٌ ٌٌاالللللففظظظ ضضضررربببٌ
ههللُهُ للخُُ دددَدا ييدددَددْْ َاا بينينين ممَ قرُقَققَ ررفـْ ََ لأَ ااَاا مجَااَارٍ َانيةَ اَا ثمََ ترْتُُ َررككَ كككا ذذَ اَانمَّ إِِإِِ. وَإِِِ ففقْفُُ َق ووواالو ممززْممُُ زََزز وواالجلجلجَ َممووواالضضممُّ

ُ فيه العامل دد لما يحُدِثُ ُ ةةعَةِ ععبَـَ بررْ ََ ههذذه الألأَََ نن ممِِننْ ِِ منهها إإِلالالاَََّّّيييوولليََيْْ –ٌضرررببٌٌ ٌٌ ششييءءٌٌ  ييسسسَ
ههنْههُ نن عععَ وووززُُُووولللُُُ يي شَييْءٍٍءٍ-ززووههووو يييَــَ يريرغغََيريريرِْ غغغغ عععنه للِ ووززُُووللُُُ ََززز لالالا يـ ًً بنااءءًً ُ علليهه الحلحلحرفففُ ََببنىنىنىَ بُُُبببمماا ييُُ ووببينينَ

في ِ ممننن اللللفففظظ بررْببٌ َررااا ضضَ ااههَ ههننـْْ نن مِِ للاممِِللٍٍ َاا، اللتي للكككللل ع للامِلللِِ اووَ ََووو االلعع ِنن ذذلللككك ففيههه ممِنننَ ددأََحدددَثثثََ ْ
                                                                
22 Al-SuyËÏīÏÏ , Al-MuÐhir, ed. Fuuuadadad ÑAlAAlī MannsËsËs r, ((BeB irrut: Dī ār al-Kutub al-ÑIlmiah, 
1998) 1/29 h i ib f A b f h bi h f Ai d h f
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 26الحَرْفِ، وَذَلِكَ الحَرْفُ حرفُ الإعرابِ"
(Classical Arabic had eight cases: accusative (nasab), 
genitive (jar), nominative (raf’), apocopate (jazm), 
a-vowel (fath), i-vowel (kasr), u-vowel (Ìam) and 
zero-vowel (waqf). Sibawayh divided the endings of the 
eight cases into four pairs: the accusative and a-vowel, 
the genitive and i-vowel, the nominative and u-vowel, 
and lastly the apocopate and zero-vowel. A word which 
receives different pairs because it is produced by a
governor, its ending is not permanent and will be 
changed based on its position and use in the sentence. 
This system can be called the process of governing or 
the concept of al-’amil. Shawqī Öaif believed this kind 
of rule was unique to Arabic grammar27 and a sufficient 
proof of its originality. The introduction of short-vowel 
signs in written language has to be considered a separate 
development and does not interfere with the original 
syntax). 

Goldziher falsely claims that these additional signs were 
adopted from zeqāfā and rebased in Syriac28, and who misleads his 
readers when he concludes that ‘Arabs did not develop the most basic 
concepts of grammar from their own genius but was taken over from 
the Syrian’. Syrian vowel signs did undergo several stages and 
followed different paths of development29, but the terms zeqāfā and 
rebase are only used in Syriac. Arabic grammar was not based on these 
additional scriptural signs but on the vowel endings, which were 
unique and solely the creation of the Arab intellect. A change of any of 
these short vowels changes the meaning of a sentence and is of utmost 
importance. For example, in the Qur’anic verse:

                                                                
26 Sibawāyh, Al-Kitāb, (Beirut : Dārul al-Kutub al-ÑIlmiah, 1999), 1/41. 
27 Shawqī Öaif, al-Madāris an-Nahwiyyah, (Cairo: Dār al-MÑārif, 1995), 20. 
28 When he referred to the works of the French scholar Abbe` Martin (1869,1872, 
427-451). See Ignaz Goldziher, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, 6.
29 Ibid., 6 

g , ,
and lastly the apoop cocopapaatee andd zerrooo-vovoowewew l. A word which 
receives dififfefererentnt pppaiaia rsrrs becauusess  it t iss ppprooduuced by a
governnnororo , iti s s enenndiing iss nonot peeermrmmanana enent anand dd wiillll  be
channangegg d dd babbasees d dd on itss ppososititioi n n anana d dd ususe e inin ttheheh  sennteencnn e. 
ThThisi ssyssysteeem m cacan bee cala leled thththe ee prprp oco ese s s ofoff govvo ere ninningnn ooor r
thtthe concceppt t ofoo  ala -’’amaa il. Shawqīq Öaiif f bebelieveve eddd tthihiis kiikindnn  
offf rruluu ee wawaas unuu iqiqi ue to Arabic ggrammar277 annd dd a susus ffficccient 
prrooo f f ofof iitsts originalitytt . ThT e ee inii trtrt oducu tion of ff shshhororrt-vovowewew l l
sisis gngngns s inin wwwritten lanngugug agaa e hahah sss too bbbe cococonsnn ideredd aa separaa atate ee
dedevevv loopmment and dd doesess nnnotto iintnn ere fef rere wwwith the origginninalaal 
syyntntaxax).). 

GoGoGoldziiheh r falsely yy clclclaiaa msms ttthahah t tt thththesese e ada ditionnalal siggi nsn wwerre ee
adadopopopteteted d frfromomm zeeqāfā āff  andnd ā rereebasees dd iiin nn SySySyririacadd 2822 , and whhho mimisllsleaeadsd hhhis 
readadaderrs whwhw ene hhe e coc ncludes thtthatata ‘‘ArArArababa s s did d d not develoop ththee momostst bbasaa ici  
concn epee tst ooof f grrramaammaamar from their own genius but wawwas tatakekk n nn ovverere fffrom 
the SySySyririr anaa ’. SSSyryry iaan nn vovoowel signs did underggo o seeeveveeraraal l sttageses ana d 
followwwedeed dififffefereeentntn pppatathshss oof ff dedevevevelolopmmpment29, bub t t ththeee tetermrmms s zezeeqqqāāffā āffff  and 
rebase arere oonlnnly y useded iin n SySySyririacaca . ArArA aba icic ggrrar mmmmararr wwwasa nnnoto bbbasassededed ooon these
additional scrripipiptututural l sisigngns bub t tt onon the vvowwelel eendnddinnngssgs, whwhhich were 
unique and solelele y yy thththe ee crc eaae tititionon of f thtt e ee ArArab intnttele lectcct. A AA chchchange of any of 
these short vowelsls chah ngngngesses tthehee meaeaaninin ngn oof a aa ses ntnn ennncecc  and is of utmost 
importance. For example,e iin n thththe e QuQQur’rr anananicic verse:
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ُشْركِِينَْ وَرَسُولهُ(
 30)أَنَّ االلهََ◌ برَيِءٌ مِنَ الم

(And a declaration from Allah and His Messenger to 
mankind on the greatest day (the 10th of Dhul-Hijjah - 
the 12th month of Islamic calendar) that Allah is free 
from (all) obligations to the Mushrikun and so is His 
Messenger) 

If the letter "ل " in "ُورسوله" was read with an i-vowel "ورسولهِ"
ending, the meaning would change completely. This incorrect reading 
changes the meaning of the verse and case, the Prophet would be 
included in the group of addressed idolaters, while in fact he is 
addressed as being on the side of God. Yet knowledgeable Qur’anic 
reciters did infact read variants of vowel endings and did so if the 
changed meaning was acceptable and in accordance with Islamic 
precepts, one example of variant readings occurs in the verse ( ُالسارق
(والسارقةُ فاَقْطَعُوا أيَْدِيَـهُمَا

31 The vocal on the first two words of this verse 
could be read in the nominative case ( ِبالرَّفْع), while another group of 
reciters preferred an a-vowel ending ( ِبالنَّصْب) reading  َالسَّارقَ والسَّارقة in 
accusative position32. Other examples are:
)34 (إنْ هذَانِ لسَاحِراَنِ )33 أولادَهم شركائهِمقَـتْلَ  ) ،  
 (إِنَّ الذِيْنَ آمَنُوا وَالَّذِيْنَ هَادُوْا وَالنَّصَارَى وَالصَّائبُِونَ )35

ؤْتُون الزَّكَاةَ )36
ُ
ُقِيْمِينَْ الصَّلاَةَ والم

 Whatever variants are preferred which.(وَالم
change the very meaning of a verse or a part of it, the rule is that 
positive meaning has to be produced. Suyūṭī explains as follows: 

وَقَدْ أطَْبَقَ النَّاسُ على الاحْتِجَاجِ باِلقِراَءَاتِ الشَّاذَةِ في العَربَيَِّةِ إِذَا لمَ (
37)تخُاَلِف قِيَاماً مَعْرُوفاً بلَْ وَلَوْ خَالَفَتْهُ يحُْتَجُّ đِا

                                                                
30 Surat Al-Taubah: 3. 
31 Surat Al-Ma’idah: 38. 
32 Shawqī Öaif, al-Madāris an-nahwiyah , based on the qirā’ah of IbnKhālawayh, 
also called shāz (singular), shawāz (plural), 24. 
33 SuratTaha: 63. 
34 Surat Al-An`am: 137. 
35 Al-Baqarah: 62. 
36 An-Nisa: 162. 
37 As-SuyËÏī, Al-Iktirāh, 24. 

If the letter "لل " inin "ُههورسوله" waas reeeadad wwith an i-vowel "هِِهورسولهِ"
ending, the mememeana ining gg wwwouould cchahaangnn e coc mpmm lelletetetelyly. Thiss iinccoro rect reading 
changes the memem anninining gg ofof thehehe vererse anddnd cccasase,e, ttthe PPror phhet would be 
includedd iiin nn thhheee grououup p ofof aaddd reressssedede iidod lalal tetet rsrs, whhwhilii e ee in fffacaca t he is 
addrese seseed as bbbeingg oon n thhe siiidde of GoGG d.d YYYetet kknon wlwllede geg abablel QQQuru ’anic
reciteeersrsrs dddidid ini fafaf ctct rrreaaad d variants of vowel endid ngn ss ana d d did d dd so if ff the
chanangeg d dd mem anning was acceptaba lee aand in accordddana ce witth hh Islalalamimm c 
prreccepepe tssts, onno e ee exexxample off vvariaiantntnt rreadidiingngngs s occurs iiin ththe versrr eee (( ااسارقرقرقُ ُال
اامَا ممهُ ههيَـ أأيَيَددِ ددددْْدددواوا وووعُ ععططَ ططقاقططْ ااففااَ ُوالسارقةُُ )31 Thhe e vooocaal l on ttheh ffirsttst ttwo worddds offf ttthihih s s veeersr e e
cooululd d bebe rread dd ini  the nnnomomo innatativivve cacac seses ععفْعععِ)  رلر َّفْبابا ),) wwwhile anonotheree gggrorooupup oof f
reecitteersrs ppprefeferrred an aaa-vovovoweweell ene dingn نلنصصَّصبببِ))) ْبباابا ) ) reading ََارارارقةقةقة َّااا ووالس َارقرقَ َّااالس ininn 
acca cuc sasas tiitive pppossition32. Otheheh r exexexamaamplpleses aarer :
ننانِ)33 ارََ ررحاحِ َاالس نإنْ هذَانِ ) )) 34( للتللْلََل شششركائههمتتتققَـ هههِهممهم دلادلاد ََوأو ) )) ،
355( نونََ بباائببِووبُ صصلصََّّ ََّّااااا و وَ َااىى َىار َااالنصَّص َاا و اوْ ُادُ ااهَ ننيْنَ ذذالَّذِ َاواوا و وونُ َنن آآم ننيْننََ الذلذِِ ((إِِإإِنننَََّّّ

ااكَااةََ)366 االلزككَََّّ كَكوننون ووتُ ؤ والمؤؤتؤْ
ُُ
ؤؤؤؤ َّلالاالصَّلاََةَ ينينمِينَْ مميْ ييقِ

ُ
قالمققِِ
ُُ
قققق اوَ ).)) WhWhhatata evvver variants ara ee prprrefefferee rereed d whwhw icicich

chanangegege tttheheh  verry y mememeanananing of a verse or a part oof f f ititt, ththe rulel iis tht at 
posititiivevee mmeaaninningng hhhasss tto o beb ppproduced. Suyūṭīṭṭ exxexplp aia nsn aas s folllowowo s: 

َا لمَ((( إِِِذَ ةةيةةَّةةةِ ييبِِِ بررَ ََرر فيفيفي العع ََّّاا اااللششَّااذذَةةِِ َااءَاااتتتِِ اررَ رراالقِِ اا ببِ ااججَااججِ ججتِ تت عععلللىى االالاح ْ ُ اااللنننََّّاااسس ققببققققََققَ ْْببب أأطََطط ددققََدددْ قوَ
ااا đِđđاا جججتتَجججُُُّّّ ْتتتتتت يحيحيحُْ ههههتتْهُ تتفَ فففالَ اا خَ وولَوْ ل ووََ لل بلللَْل وورُووفففاً ررعْ عع ممَ اايااَاامااً ييف ققييِ ففالِ 3737))اااَاتخُاا

                                                                
30 Surat Al-Taubah: 3.
31 S Al ’id h 38
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(People have applied to invoke abnormal readings in 
Arabic if they do not violate known values, but even if 
they violate them, they invoke them) 

Golziher wrongly assumed that no grammatical concepts could 
be formed before the use of vowel signs because there was hardly a 
grammatical function in the Arabic language which was not connected 
to the vowel of the words. He asserts that ‘this people started inventing 
signs for the vowels at a given time’. What he actually asserts is that 
the Arabs were aware of the importance of these short vowel endings 
and the meaning they purported, and thus introduced written signs to 
prevent the reading of possible variants which would alter the intended 
meaning. However, Goldziher concludes that ‘the nation whose 
example they followed in their writing system was the most immediate 
factor in the awakening of a grammatical awareness’38, and at this 
point his argument falters. Syraic grammar and syntax did not 
influence Arabic language, but Syraic had developed a system of 
additional signs Arab grammarians and linguists found useful and 
worthy of adoption. AbË al-Aswād asked his students to use additional 
symbols to signify the opening and closing of his mouth39. The sukun
sign called نَـقْطُ الإعجام and other additional signs used in the Qurān
(u-vowel, a-vowel, i-vowel and zero-vowel) called  ِنَـقْطُ الإعراب were 
introduced in the second century A.H. by the Qur’an reciters 
(qurrā`)40. In the same century, AbËIshāq al-HaÌrāmī introduced the 
terminology of qiyās when he tried to explain some of the versed 
shawādh by al-Farazdaq:

41من المال إلا مُسْحَتاً أو مجُرَّفُ    *    وعضč زمانٍ يابن مروان لم يدعْ 

(And the time of the son of Marwan did not call * of 
money only wiped or swept away) 

The word  ٌمجُرِف ُ◌ in reading nominative case is incorrect, rather it 
                                                                
38 Ignaz Goldzihar, History of Grammar among the Arabs, 6 . 
39 See p. 3 of the article. 
40 Shawqī Öaif, Al-Madāris al-Nahwiyah, pp. 16 & 17. 
41 Ibid., 23  

to the vowel of the words.s HHHee asasa sertr s thhata  ‘tht isi peoe ple started inventing 
signs for the voweelsss at a a gigig veeven tiiimeem ’. WWWhahah t t heee actuaally asserts is that 
the Arabs wererer aawawaareee oof f the imi popop rttancee of f ththt ese e shshoroort t vovowel endings
and the meannnininingg ththheyyey ppururrpooportrtrtedd, ana d d thhhususu iintntrorodududuceceed d wrriti teeen signs to
prevennt ththe rerer adadadinnng ofoff ppposssiisibllee vav riiiananantst wwhih chchh wwouldld aaltltererer thehe iiintended 
meanninnng.gg  Howwevvere , Goooldldldziiiher concludeeess thhat ‘ththe ee nanatiionon whose 
exammmplplple thththeyeyey ffololo lolowewew d dd in their writing system wawas s tht e e mom stst iiimmmm eddiate 
factoro in n ththe e awawakkkene ing of a ggrammmmmmatical awareenenenesssss ’383 , anannd at ttthihh s
pooinint tt hiihis arra guuumemm nt falteers. SyS raaici gggrarar mmmmmmar and synnntax xx diddid nonoot 
influeuencnce e ArAA abicii  languuuagage, bbututut Syrraic c haad dd ded veloped dd a sysysystemm oof 
adddiditiiononalall ssigignsnn  Arabb grgrg amammamaarir ananns s ana d dd lililingngnguiu sts founnund usususefefululu aandnd 
woworthyhy oof f adopoptit on. AbbAbËËË alaa -AAAswād askekeed d hihihiss stttuduu ents to ususu e addaddid tiionnalall 
sys mbmbolools toto ssigggnify the opeep ninn ngngng andnd ccloosisingngng oof ff his moutthh399. ThThe suss kunn
siss gnnn ccallleled d ططقْطُ الإعجعجامام ققنَـ annnd d ototo heh r r adadaddidititionononalal sigigi ns useed d d ininin thehee QQQururu āānnnāā
(u(uu-vovovowewew l,l, aa-vov wew l, i-vowewew l l ana d dd zezezerororo-vovowewel) called ِِرعربباب لإالإ  ِ ططققْططُُُ ققنَـ weeerere 
intrtt odoo ucucedd in nn ththe second cenentuuturyryy AA.HH. by thee Qururr’a’an n reeciteters 
(quurrrrāāā`)`)40. InII ttheheh sssamamme century, AbËIshāq al-HaÌrrāāmmīīmm inintrododucucucede  the 
termininnololo ogogo y ofof qiqiiyyyāāāssāā whww en he tried to explaainn ssomomme ofof thehh vverre sed 
shawāāādhddh byy aalll-FaFaFararazdzdaqaqq::

ْ يياااببننن ممررووانن لملم يدددعْ ٍ ززماااننٍ čوعضč    **   ُفررَّفُفف رر أأأوو مجمجمجُ ُ تتتححَتاً ححححسسْْ ُُسسممننن ااالململمالل إإلالا م
4141

(And theheh ttimimimee ofoff thee ssonnon ooof ff MaMM rwwanan didd nnoto  call * of 
money only wipededed oor swswwepee t awwayay) )
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should be read in accusative case by example  ًمجُرفِا for the reason of 
conjunction to the word before it. 

In conclusion we can say that Goldziher’s claim of a ‘silent’ 
transmission of foreign grammar and assimilation into Arabic 
grammar is false. Muslim grammarians did not conceal any existent 
foreign origin of the Arabic language. Nor did they mention any 
foreign influence because it never existed.    

‘Analogists’ and ‘Anomalists’

Goldziher claimed that Baṣra and Kufa were the two cities which 
permanently rivaled each other:  

Just as they differ in character and political tendency, 
the two towns also differ in their treatment of the 
sciences, the opposition of the Baṣran and Kufan 
schools is spoken of in all fields, they oppose each other 
in historical questions and in the science of traditions, 
differences between them are mentioned even 
concerning their dialects, but the most intense 
opposition between them concerns linguistic, and 
especially grammatical questions.42

To refute his view, the researcher addresses evidence from the 
linguistic corpus only where it focuses on grammatical questions. In 
principle, Baṣra and Kufah do provide evidence over two differing 
linguistic and grammatical approaches. The school of Basra was 
generally more philosophically inclined when formulating the system 
of Arabic grammar, while the school of Kufah based its rules on 
evidence found in classical texts. Although Basra applied more 
analogy, this does not mean that Basran scholars did not also refer to 
the already existent linguistic corpus in the classical texts43. AbË 
Aswād al-Du´alī, Nasīr bin ‘Asīm, AbË Ishāq al-HaÌrāmī, ‘Isā bin
‘Umar al-Thaqafī, AbË’AmrË Ibn al-’Alā´ and YunËs bin Habīb44

provided numerous quotes from classical Arabic literature. However, 

                                                                
42 Ignaz Goldziher, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, 33 
43 Called as-Samā´i. 
44 Shawqī Öaif, Al-Madāris an-Nahwiyah, 18-19. 

‘Analogists’ and ‘Anomoomalalisisstss’

Goldziher claiaiaimeed d thhhatata  Baaṣṣraa aandd KKufufa wewew ree the ttwoww ccities which 
permanently riririvavaleeled d eaeae chchh othththere :  

JuJust aas tht eyey dddifi fef r inii chah raactctcterer andnd ppololitttici ala ttennndedd nccy,y,y, 
thtthe twwo o toownww s allalso differ in theiri  trer atatatmentntn oof f thththe 
scccieiei ncncn eses, ththe e opposition of the Baṣran n and dd KuKuufaf n 
scchoh ollols s isis ssspop ken off in alll fifif elee dsdsds, thheye  opposse ee eaeachchc  oththherre  
ininn hhhisistottorirricacc l questitionono s s and dd iniin tthehhe sssciciciene ce of f trrradditioioonsns,
didiffffferrenceec s betwtwweee n n ththhemem arer mmmentioneded eeveveven n
cooncncererniiing theeeiri ddiai lelelectcts, bbbut tthehehe most inininteeensse 
opppposiitiit on betweweenen tthehehem mm cooconcererrnsn  linguistiic,c, aandnn  
esesspepecicicialalally grammataticicicala qqueu stststioioionsnsn ...424242

ToTo rrefeffutu e e his vieww, ththhee reesesearararchchcherrer aaddd resses eviiided ncnce frffromo tthehhe 
lingnnguiuu sts iciic cororpupup ss ono ly where iiit t fofofocucucusesess on grammaticcalal qqqueuu ststioionsn . In 
prininciciciplle,e,e BBBaṣṣrara andndnd Kufah do provide evidence oovever r twtwo dididifffff ering 
linguiuiiststticici  andnd gggrammmmm ataatical approaches. The sschchhooooll ofofof BBBasrara wwas 
generaaalllly y momorere ppphihih lolol sosophphphiciicala lyyy iiincncliiinened whwwhene fforrmummulaal tiingngng tthehehe sysy tem 
of Arabiic c grgrg amammam r,r, wwhihihilelee tthe sschhc ooool l ofof KKufufufahaha bbbasaa ededd iitstss rruluu es on 
evidence fffoundndd in clclasa siisicacal l tetetextxx s.s  Altltthougugh h BaBasrsra aa appa plpliei d more 
analogy, this dododoess nnnototo mmeaeaan n tht att Basasa raan schoholarssr dddiddid nnnoto  also refer to 
the already existet nt linininguguguisistit c cc coorprppususu iin n thththe e clc asasssis cal texts43. AbË 
Aswād al-Du´alī, Nasīr biinīī ‘AsAsAsīīīm,m, AAAbbī Ë Ë Ishāq al-HaÌrāmīm , ‘Isā bin



SOLEHAH YAACOB 

108

Baṣran grammarians did introduce more theoretical concepts into 
Arabic grammatical theory, as illustrated by Ibn Salām:  

وكََانَ لأَهْلِ البَصْرةَ في العَربَيَِّة قـُدْمَةٌ وباِلنَّحْوِ وَلُغَاتِ العَرَبِ والغَريِْبِ (
)45عِنَايةٌَ 

(The people of Basrah in Arabic were preceded of 
grammar, language of the Arabs and the strange 
attention of language usage) and supported by Ibn 
Nadīm46:

هُمْ أُخِذَ " مْنَا البَصْريِِينَْ أوََّلاً، لأن عِلْمَ العَرَبيِّةِ عَنـْ اَ قَدَّ "إنمَّ
(But we gave the first priority to Basra people, because 
the knowledge of Arabia from them was taken) 

Both of the statements show that scholars from Baṣra were the 
ones who advanced linguistic theory. They traveled to the deserts in 
Najd, Hijāz and Tihamah to collect material which was pure and 
untouched by foreign elements47. According to Shawqī Öaif48, the 
earliest school in Baṣra was led by the qura` since the time of AbË 
Aswād al-Du´alī, the first authority on Arabic grammar (naÍw), and 
often consulted by ‘Ali Ibn Abī Talib49 (karrama ‘llauwajhah) "  أنحُ  "
’Khalīl, one of the famous Basran grammarians, looked for Samā .نحواً 
to build the concept of qiyās and procure pristine and undiluted 
linguistic material by travelling through the Hijāz, Najd or Tihamah50.  

Kufa split from the Basran school after an argument between 
Sibawāyh and Kisā`ī over the question of the ZanbËriah 51 . The 
differences of views in regard to a grammar system continued until the 
arrival of Farā`, who based most of his analysis on analogy. Many 
historians of linguistics assert that he was influenced by Baṣran 
                                                                
45 Ibn Salām (d.231h), Tabaqāt Fa Haula al-ShuÑara`, ed. MaÍmud MuÍammad 
Shākīr, (Cairo: Dār al-Ma’arif, 1973), 12. 
46 Ibn Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, (Tunis: Dār al-MaÑārif, 1994), 102. 
47 Shawqi Öaif, Al-Madāris al-Nahwiyah, 18. 
48 Ibid., 13 – 22. 
49 Ibid.,13. 
50 Al-QifÏī, Anbāh al-Ruwah ÑAlā Anbāh an-Nuhāh, ed. Muhammad AbË FaÌl, 
(Cairo: Dār al-Kutub, 2005), 1/344-355. 
51 Shawqī Öaif, Al-Madāris al-Nahwiyah, 174 . 

attention of lannguguagaga e e usu aga e) aandndn ssupupu pop rted by Ibn
Nadīdd mī 46:

ذذذَ" ذذ أأُُخخِِ ممممههُمممْ ههننـْ نن عَ ةةيةةّةِِ ييبِِ بررَ َرر اللعع ممللْمَ للل، لألألأنن عِ َّلا أأوَولاًلالاًًً ينينيِينينينَْ يرِِِ ررصصْ َصصا االبب اانااَ ننمْ َددا قَددَّ "اَاإنمنمََّ
(B(But wwe e gaavev tthe firrrstt pprir orititity yy toto BBasa rara pppeoee plp e,e, bbbececcausesese 
thtthe knowowwleledgdgdge ofo AAArabia from them waas takekeken)) 

BoBoB thht oof f thhe stss atements sshoh w w thhat scholars frfrfromo BBaṣraa were e thtt e 
onneses wwhohoh aadvdvvannanced linguiuisticc ttheh orory.y. TTThehehey yy traveled tto ththt e e dedeessertrtrts s ini  
Najdjd, HiHHijjjāāāz z and dd Tihamamam h hh to ccollleect mmatterereriaial which waww sss pupup re aaandd 
unntotooucuchehed dd bybyby fforeign eeelel mementntsss474 . AcAcA coccordrdr ininng gg to Shawqwqqīq ÖÖÖī aiaiaiff484ff , , ththe e
eaarliieestst schchoool in Baṣṣrarara wwwasa llede by thhe e ququurar ` since thehe ttimmee ofof AAbbbË ËË
AsAsA wwāāād d al-DuDuD ´alī, the firsst t auuauththhorritity yy onn AAraabibiicc grammaaar r ((nanaÍÍw),))  anddnd 
ofoo teeen nn coconsn ullteted by ‘Ali IbIbI n nn AbAAbī TaaTalill bbb494 (((kakarrrramama a ‘llauwwuwajaja hah hhh) "" حنح" ًًنحنحووواًُأأ . KhKhKhalalīīl l,l, oonen of the famomoousuu BBasasrararan nn grggramama mam rians, loooooked d fofor r Sammmāā’
to bbbuiildldd tthehe ccononcec pt of qiyāāāssāāā annand d d prproco ure pristinee aanddnd uundnddililuttu ed 
lingnguiuiuisticiic mmatatatereriaal bybyy travelling through the Hijāz, NNajajd d oro TTTihhhamamamah50. 

KuKuKufafa splplplititt ffrooom mm thtt e Basran school after r anna aarrggumummene t t beetwtween 
Sibawwwāāāyhhy aaandnd KKKisisā`̀īī ooovever r thhhe e ququeseestionnn oof f the e ZZī anna bbbËËririr ahahah 515 . The 
differencees ofoof vvieiewssw iin n reeegagagardrdd tto a a grrg amammaam r r sysystststemeem ccconono titinununuededed uuuntil the 
arrival of FFFarāā`,` wwhooh bbasseded mososost tt ofo  hiss ananalylysisis s ononn aaananalology. Many 
historians of liliingngguiuiu ststs ici s s asasa sesert tthaaat t heh wwas infnnfluluuenenncecec d by Baṣran 
                                                                
45 Ibn Salām (d.231h), Tabaaqāāāt FaFaF HHHauaa la aal-ll ShShuÑuÑara aa`, ed. MaÍmud MuÍammad 
Sh k (C i l ’ if 19 3) 12
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scholars, but this claim has been refuted by Shawqī Öaif52, who argued 
that Farā was a scholar in his own right and original in his thought. 
Indeed, if looking at the sources Sibawāyh referred to in his Kitāb, we 
have to confirm that some of them were from Kufah53. There is no 
doubt that a healthy exchange of ideas did occur between the scholars 
of Kufah and Basra, for Farā` (considered the leader of the Kufan 
school) had at the Sibawāy’s Kitāb54 under his pillow when he died55.
Thus, to suggest that Baṣra was completely free from Kufan ideas is 
incorrect. The analogists’ system of grammar needs to be verified 
using the anomaly approach, such as Sibawāyh and JumhËr an-NuÍat
allowing the use of the system of samā‘ in the question of ‘state’ 
(hāl)56.  Both agreed that the word  ًبغتة in زَيْدٌ طلََعَ بغتةً  was a gerund 
describing manner. In another case, they accepted the qirā’āhshādhah
in 57فبَِذَلِكَ فَـلْتـَفْرَحُوا because the Baṣran school allowed the system in these 
verses, based on qiyās in the verse 58( ْوَلْنَحْمِلْ خَطاَياَكُم). This means that 
the Baṣran scholars used analogy. A number of propagators of 
anomaly accepted the use of analogy in some cases, for example with 
reference to tawkīd, أَجمَْعَ  أَكْتَعَ , , أبَْصَعَ  and أبَْـتَعَ  which became dual  ِأَجمَْعَان,
أبَْصَعَانِ ,أَكْتـَعَانِ  and أبَْـتـَعَانِ  as ar-Raḍī stated in his Sharh al-Kāfiah:

ذكََّرِ أَجمْعََانِ أَكْتـَعَانِ أبَْصَعَانِ "
ُ
وَقَدْ أَجَازَ الكُوْفِيُونَ وَالأَخْفَشُ لِمُثَنىَّ الم

رُ  عَاوَانِ وَهُوَ غَيـْ عَاوَانِ، بَصْعَاوَانِ، بَـتـْ ؤَنَّثِ جمَْعَاوَانِ، كَتـْ
ُ
أبَْـتـَعَانِ، وَلِمُثَنىَّ الم

 "59مُوعٌ مَسْ 
(The Kufiyun and Al-Akhfash allowed of two male 
genders such as Ajma’āni, Akta’āni, Abṣ’āni Abta’āni
and two female genders such as Jam’āwāni, Kat’awāni, 

                                                                
52 Ibid., 192 – 195. 
53 Sibawayh, Al-Kitāb, 1/38, 92, 119, 122, 134, 149, 201, 228,241, 341,  2/58, 65, 
141, 156, 173,265, 265, 275,3/24, 105, 127, 171,178, 529, 349, 429, 4/6, 102, 198, 
203,266, 592. 
54 The major reference of the Basran School. 
55 Abu Tayīb al-Lughawī, Al-Marātīb al-Nahwiyah, p. 87. 
56 Ibn `Aqīl, Sharh Ibn `Aqīl, vol. 1. Dārul al-Fikr: Beirut, 1998, 1/500. 
57 Surat YËnËs: 58. 
58 Surat Al-AnkabËt: 12. 
59 Ibn Hājib, Kitāb al-Kāfiah Fī an-Nahwī, Sharh Al-RāÌi, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub 
al-ÑIlmiah, 1986, 1/334. 

Thus, to suggest that Baṣra wwwasa ccomplp etely free from Kufan ideas is 
incorrect. The analogiists’s ssysy tet m m of ggrararammmmaar r needs to be verified 
using the anommmala y y apapprprp oachchch,, susuuchc aas SiSiS baabawāāāyhyh andnd JuJJ mhm Ër an-NuÍat
allowing thee uuse of f f ththeee syystemmm oof f sammmāāā‘ iniin tthehee queu stioon n of ‘state’ 
(hāl)ll 56. BBBotooth h agaa rer edee  thahaat thht e wowoorddd ًبغبغتةتة iinnn ععععللََععَ بغبغتةتةًً للططَ ييزْززَدديددْدٌٌ wawass a gerund 
describib ng mmannneer. IIn nn anottheheher cac se, thttheyeyy aaaccccepptet d dd thhe qiq rrrāāā’āhshshhhādhah
in ووححُوووا حرررََ ررفففْ ففتـَ تتلْ لل فَـ ككلِكََ ذذبِذَ 57ببففَ beb cacaaussse thht e Baṣran school allloweww dd d thhe sysyyststtemmm in thtthese
versrsess, bababasesed d ononn qiqiiyyāāsāā in the verse 58(ُْمماكُم اااَااياا ااطَ ططخَ للمِلْ ممحْ ححنََ ننلْ لووَ ).) TTThih s memem annns s ththt at 
the BaBB ṣṣraran nn scschohoolalalars used dd analaa ogogo y.y A nnumber ofofof pproopaaagaaatot rsrs ooof 
anomomalally y y accceceptptedee  the usese oof f analogogogy yy inin ssomomome e cases, foroo  exaaampmpmplele wwwitth hh
refefererencnce e to tawkww īkk dīī , َْععأأجمجمَجمَعَ ععتَعَ, تتأكَك ْْ ,, ععصصَععَ ْْصصأبَْ anannddd ععتَععََ ْتتأأَبَـ whwhhich becaame ddduauaal ِِااعَانان َْععأَجمَجمَ ,
ااعَاانِ ععتـَ تتأككَك ْ ,, نانِِ ااعَ ععصصصَ ْصصأبََْ ana dd ااعَانِ ععتـَ ْتتأبَـ asasa aarr--RaRaaḍḍḍīḍḍ sttatateded iiin n hiihis ss ShShS arh al-KKKāāKKKKK fiff ahā :

ااعَانننِ" ععصصصَ ْصص أأبَبْ ااعَانننِ ععتـَ تت أَك ْ ااعَانِ عَع أأَجمجمَ ْ ككككذذذََّرركككَّرررِِ
ُ
ذ االململمذذ
ُُ
ذذذذ َّنىنىَّ نىنىثثَ ثثثممُ مم للِِ ششففََشُششُ فففخخخْ ََاالألألأَ ا ووََ وويُوننَ ييفييِ فِِوْ ُوو الكُ َازَ َاا أأَجج دددققَددْْ ققووَ

رررريــْررُُ يي غغَ ووهُووَََ ه وووَ َااوانِ ااعَ ععتـْ تت، بـتتَ َااووانِ ااععَََ ععصْْ صص، ببَ َااووانِ ااععََ ععتـْ َتت، كككَ َاااوووانننِِ اااععَ عع جمجمجمَْ ثثنَّثِ نؤَ
ُ
ؤ المؤؤ
ُُ
ؤؤؤؤ َّنىَّ نىنىثَ ثثمُُ ممللِ لِِ، ووَ ااعَاانِ ععتتتـَ ْتتأبََببــ

ْ ُُوووعععٌسسس ممَ ""5959سس
(T(T(Thehhe Kufufiyiyununun aand Al-Akhfash allowed dd ofofof ttwowo mmale e 
geg ndndererrs s suuuchcch aass AjAjAjmam ’āni, Akta’āni, AbAbA ṣ’āāānii AAAbtb aa’’āāānin
anand twwwo oo feefemamam lele gggenended rss sucucu h hh asa  JaJamm’āāwwāāninini, KaKKattt’awawāāānini,

                                                                
52 Ibid., 192 – 195959 . –
53 Sibawayh, Al-Kitāātt bb, 1//388,, 9222,, 119,99  12222, 13131 4, 149, 202 1,11  228288,241, 341,  2/58, 65,
141, 156, 173,265, 265, 275,3/3 242424, 10005,5,5 127, , 17171,1,17178,8 5529, 349, 429, 4/6, 102, 198, 
203 266 92
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Baṣ’awāni, Bat’āwāni and all those things are not 
anomaly) 

Another case is their acceptance of the accusative case in 
fi’ilmuÌāri’ such as  َليكون also mentioned by ar-RaÌī60:

 ... وَالكُوْفِيـُوْنَ يجَُوِّزُونَ النَّصْبَ فيِ مِثْلِهِ قِيَاساً 

(Otherwise the Kufah grammarians make it optional 
accusative of an analogical approach likely)  

Goldziher added at this point the following statement: ‘I would 
like to highlight one which provides in itself a very ample source for 
the study of the theoretical tendencies of the two schools, this is the 
book of Ibn al-Anbārī entitled Al-Inṣāf Fī Masā´ili al-Khilāf Bayna 
NaÍwiyyīna al-Baṣrīyīna wal-KËfiyyīna61. Later on he explains that 
‘the two above-mentioned schools are distinguished by almost the 
same criteria that divide the analogists from the anomalists in the field 
of classical grammar’62. Thus, Golziher has contradicted his earlier 
assertion. 

Ibn al-Anbāri’s work consists of 121 problems which need to be 
revised, and their content thoroughly analyzed. According to the 
studies of Gotthold Weil63, the rival theory between Basra and Kufah 
has to be dismissed because of a lack of evidence that a full-fledged 
Kufan school actually existed. He argues that Ibn al-Anbāri did not 
propagate Kufan thought, because the latter agreed only in four of his 
121 problems with Kufan scholars64. It is thus more likely that Kufa 
looked to Basra for answers and orientation; the two schools were not 
on an equal footing, and thus could not have been rivals.  

Sa’īd Jāsim al-Zubayr65 highlighted the importance of using 

                                                                
60 Ibid. final chapter on nawāÎib al-muÌāriÑ. 
61 Ignaz Goldziher, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, 34. 
62 Ibid., 35. 
63 The first editor of Al-Insāf fī Masā´ili al-Khilāf Bayna Nahwiyyīna al-BaÎriyīna 
wal KËfiyyīna and the first orientalist who doubted the existence of the School of 
KËfah; see Shawqī Öaif, al-Madāris al-NaÍwiyah, 155.  
64 Ibid., 155 
65  SaÑīd Jāsim al-Zubayr, al-qiyāsfī an-NaÍwi al-‘Arabī – Nash’atuhuwa 

(Otherwise the KKufufahah grar mmarrriaiaiansnss mmmaka e it optional
accusatiivevev oof ff anann anaalooogiggicacal appprp oaoao chchc lllikikelelly))  

Goldziiiheheher r adadddededed d atatt thihhis ss popooinint the ee fofofollllowowininng ststtatatemmene t:tt  ‘I would 
like to hihighhg lililighghght one whwhwhicich hh prpprovovididesses iin n ititselflf aa very y amammplplp e sosoouru ce for 
the sttududu y yy of theh ttheheoreticccalaa ttendencies offf ttheh ttwooo schchhoools, thht issi  is the
bookkk of ff IbIbIbn nn all-A-Anbnbnbārrrīīr  entitled Al-ī Inṣāf Fī Maasāā´́ili i all-KKhihillāāf Baayna
NaÍÍwiyyyyīy naa aal-līī Baaṣṣṣrīr yīī īy na wal-K-KËfffiyiyyyyyīī īīy naīī 61. Later ooon n hehee expplall ins thththat 
‘tthehe twtwt o o abba ovove-e-mentioneed d scchoh olols s ararree dididistststinguisheed d byyy aaalmlmmosoo t tt thththe 
samee ccririteteerirr a that divide ee ththe annalalogogo issts ffror m m thththe anomallisssts iin nn thhthe fiieleeld d
off classssicicala ggraraammar’62626 . ThThusus, , GoGoolzlzzihihherr hhhasaas cono tradiccteteed d hihihisss eaeae rlrlieier r
asssertrtioion.n  

Ibbn n alala -AAAnbāri’s workkr cccononnsiiststss ofo 112122 pprooblems whhhicch h neneededd ttto bebe 
rerr viiv seses d,d, and ttheh ir conteteentntt ttthohororougugughlhlly y ananala yzyzyzed. Accccocoorddr ini g g tooo thehee 
ststs udududiieiesss ofof GGototthhold Weill633, thtthee ririr vavaal ll thththeoeoryryy between BBBasaasraa aandnd KKufuffahah 
haas tot bbee didismsmmisisseed because ofof aa lllacaack k off evidence thhat aa fffullll-l flleddgegged 
Kuufafan nn sccschohhoololo aactc uauauallll y yy existed. He argues that Ibn n alal-A-Anbbnbāriri dddidi  not 
propagagagatata e ee KuKufafan nn thhhouooughghht,t  because the latter aggreeededd oonlln y y inin fffour ofoff his 
121 prroboblemsms wwwitth h KuKufaafan n scs hohoolaalarsrs644. It iis s s thhusu mmoroore e lilikekek lylyl tthahahat t Kufa 
looked to BaBBasrs a a fofor ananswswerersss anana d d oroorieentntatioon;n; tthehehe ttwowowo schchoooooolslss wwwere not 
on an equal fooototinining, aandndn  thuhuss coc ullu d dd not hahhavee bbeeeen n ririvavaalsls.  

Sa’īd Jāāāsissim mm alalal-Z-ZZubbubayaya rr65 hhhiggghlh igghtedd the impmpmpororrtance of using 

                                                                
60 bid fi l h b l Ì
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qiyās and samā` in Arabic grammar for the Baṣran and Kufan school 
by quoting questions raised by al-SuyËÏī66:

هَلْ صَحِيْحٌ مَا قِيْلَ عَنِ البَصْريِِينَْ أنََّـهُمْ أَصَحَّ قِيَاسًا مِن الكوفيين؟ وَمَا "
قَةُ  هَجَينْ؟حَقِيـْ َنـْ

"مَوْقِفِهِمَا؟ وَهَلْ سَلِمَ لهمَا كِلا الم
(Is it true that what is said about the Basrians is that they 
are healthier than the Kufis? What is their position? Did 
both approaches be given to them?) 

Shaykh Tantāwī 67  also stressed the positive aspect of the 
differing modes of approach of both schools. 

Goldziher on the other hand stubbornly persisted in claiming 
that:  

"The Baṣran school represents analogy which likes to 
treat everything by the same standard, while the Kufan 
school represents the prerogative of individuality in 
grammar, and allows the regulation and arrangement of 
grammar not only according to the forms that remain on 
the highroad of regularity but also those forms which are 
used according to the individual will of poets68. "

He continues: "What, quiet wrongly, used to be called 
grammarians’ `exceptions` are called by Arab 
grammarians al-Shāz (plur. as-Shawāz) or properly 
speaking that is a form not conforming to grammatical 
analogy (al-qiyās), but which appears in ancient 
poetry69. " 

In response to the above mentioned allegations made by 
Goldziher, we ought to investigate how far the acceptance of analogy 
(qiyās) went in the Baṣrans school. This has been illustrated by 
al-Akhfash al-Awṣāt, who noted that Sibawāyh accepted most of the 
                                                                                                                                       
Tatawwuruhu, (‘Ammān :Dār al-ShurËq, 1997), 48. 
66 Al-SuyËÏī, al-Iktirāh Fī UÎËl an-Nahwī, 201. 
67 M.al-Tantāwī, Nash’atu al-Nahwī wa Tārikh AshhËr al-Nuhāh, (Beirut:‘Alim 
al-Kutub, 1997), 89. 
68 Ignaz Goldziher, History of Grammar Among The Arabs, 35. 
69 Ibid. 

both approaches bebe gggivvenne  to themm?)?)?  

Shaykh TTanantttāāwwwīw 667 aaalslssooo streesss ededed thehee pposo iti ivivve asa pect of the
differing moodeded s offf aappppproroacca h of bbbototh h schohohoololo s.ss  

Gooldlddzizz heheer ono  theh othhere hhanand dd stububboboornrnrnlyly pperersisiistttedd iiin n claiming 
that: 

"T"T"Thehehe Baaaṣṣṣraran nn sccs hool represents analogy whwhich lil kekk s s to 
trreaee t evve ereryty hihih ng by the sas mememe ssstat ndard, whiiilele ttheheh  Kuffufann 
scschoohoolol rrepepe resents tht e e prerrogoggatattivvve ee ofoo  individidualill tyyy iin nn
grgramaa mar,, and alllowowsss thhhee reregugulatitiono aaandndnd arrangeemem ntntnt oof ff
grgramammmamam r rr not onnlylyy accccororrdidid ngng tto oo tht eee fofoformrr s s that remmemaiin nn onno  
thhtheee highghror ad of f regugugulalarirityy butu alslslso o ththhoso e e foff rms whhwhicich arrare 
usuu edded aaaccccccording to ththhe ee ininindid vividuduuala wwiliill ll ofo poets68. ""

HeHe ccononntinun es: "WWWhahahat,t, qquiuietet wwwroorongngn lylyy, used to bebe cala leeed d
grgramammamaririana s’ `exceeeptttioionsnsns`̀ arare e called bbby yy ArArA abbab 
grrammmmaaarianaa s al-Shāz (p( lul r.r aas-Shawāz) or r prpproppperlylyly 
spspspeaeeakik ngng tthahat tt isis a form not conformingg to o grgrgramammamatiical l
ana alla ogoggy y ((alal-q-qiyiyāāsssāāāā ),))  butu whih ch appppeaae rss in n ana cicienent t
pooete ryyry69699. "

In respopop nsnsn e toto tthee aaboboboveve mene titionneded alllll eggataa ioiionsns made by 
Goldziher, we e ouououghghght t too iinvn esstit gagatete hhowow farr the aacccepee tat nce of analogy 
(qiyāsāā ) went in the BBBaaaṣrararansn  schhoooool.l. TThihh s s has bebeb en illustrated by 
al-Akhfash al-Awṣāt, who noteddd thahaatt SiSibawāyh accepted most of the
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qirā´āt shādha70 in his qiyās as he said71 :

القِراَءَةُ لا تخُاَلَفُ، لأĔا سُنّةٌ 
(Reading does not violate, because it is a year) 

Let us examine some of the cases of analogy (qiyās) and 
anomaly (samā’) and qirā´ātshādha. Grammatical anomalies were 
found in the classical Arab poem  ِهُوَ مِنيِّْ مَقْعَدٌ القَابلَِة means  ِكَائِنٌ مَقْعَدَ القَابلَِة. In 
case the ‘āmil is not from the same root of circumstantial patient  مَفْعُولٌ 
,فِيْهِ  by analogy there should be added the particle of jār في meaning  ٌكَائِن 

72فيِ مَقْعَدِ القَابلَِةِ  which makes this a case of anomaly. Ibn Malik hinted at 
another case of anomaly73.

، وإنْ يهُنْ * فأنت لدى بحُبوحةِ الهون كائنٌ  لك العزُّ إنْ مَوْلاَكَ عزَّ
(You are the glory of your king, and if you win * you 
have the grace of God) 

The case study here is the existence of  ٌكَائِن which cannot be 
regarded as a standard for forming the system of qiyās. Golziher 
quoted at this point Suyūṭī`s opinion74:  

One of the most well known differences between the two 
grammatical schools is related to these Shawāz, when the 
unimaginative Baṣran grammarian comes across Shāz, he holds his 
ground and asserts that such an exceptional form should remain what it 
is, that is, an exception which cannot be regarded as a standard for 
forming other words.75

Arab grammarians accepted the samā’ used by Kufan scholars 
in order to support qiyās, such as in instances like  ٌأمَُيْلِح meaning ‘to 
become smaller’ not in the function of a verb but of a gerund, as 

                                                                
70 Within the Kufan school, this reading variant was accepted. 
71 Shawqī Öaif, Al-Madāris al-Nahwiyah, 80. 
72 Ibn ÑAqīl, (d.769h) Sharh Ibn `Aqīl, (Dārul al-Fikr: Beirut, 1998), 1/459. 
73 Ibid., 1/167. 
74 Al-SuyËÏī, al-MuÐhir Fī ÑUlËm al-Lughah Wa AnwāÑuhā, (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub 
al-ÑIlmiah, 1998), 1/114. 
75 Ignaz Goldzihar, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, 35. 

y ( ) q
found in the classical AArar b bb popoemm ِةةلَة لللابِ َااالقَ ددعََددٌ عععقققْ ققممَ نينيممِنيْنينيِّْ ووههُوََ mmeans ِةةلَة للابِ َااالقَ ددعَدَ ععقْ ققمَ ننائننِنٌ ااكَ َ . In 
case the ‘āmil is nnnotoot from m thththe same rooooot t ofofo ccirrcucucumsm taantial patient ووعُولٌ ععفْ ففمَ
ههيْهِ ييفيِ , by analogygygy ttheh re sshohohoululd be adddd eded thee ppararrtitit clcle ofof jf āāār في memm aning ٌننائننِن ااكَ َ
ةةلَةِ للابِ َاا القَ ددعَدِ ععقْ ققمَ 72فيِِِفيفيِِِ wwhihhichchh mmakakesss ttthihihis a a cacasee oof ff anananomomallaly.y. IIbnbnb MMMala ikikk hinted at 

anotheer cac see oof ff anaanommally733.

ٌ ااالهلهوونن ككائئننن ِبوححة بب * فأنت لدى بحُ ُ نن يهُنْ ، وإنْ لاوْلاَلاَكَكَ ععزَّ وو مَ ُّلكك الععززُّ إإنْْْ
(Y(YYououu aarere tthehhe glory ooof yooyoururu kkinng,gg, aandn  if you uu wiwin n * yoyoyou u
hahahave tthehee gggrace of GoGood)d)d  

ThThe ee caccasesee study hhheere e isi ttthehe eexixix sts ennncece of ff ٌننائننِن ااكَ َ whhicii h h cacannnnnotot bbe e
reegardrdedded as a a standaardrdrd ffforor fformingn ttthehee sssysy tetetem of qiq yyyāās. ā GoGoG lzzihherrr 
quq otedeed at thhthisisi pppoint Suyūṭūṭṭyy īīṭṭ `s`ss oopipp niniononn747 :

OnOO e ofof ttthe most tt wewew llll kknoonownwnw dddifiiffefereeencn es bette weweweenn ttthee ttwowoo 
grgg amammmammatiticac l l schools isi rrele attatededd tttoo ththese e Shawwwāāāz,z, wwheheen thththe e
unnimimmagagininata ivive ee BaBaṣṣran grammaaaririiannan ccomo es across ShhS āz, hhhe e hoholdlds hih s
grououndnn aaandndnd aaassereertss thahah t such an exceptional form shohhoululd d rer maininn wwwhat it 
is, thhatatat iis,s  an n exexxceeceptptptioion n which cannot be regaardddeddd aas s a aa sts anandad rdrd for 
forminnng g otheher r wowowordrdds.s 7575

Arabb gggraammmmarriaiai nsns acccccepepteted d thhe e sammmāā’ uuusesed bybyby KKKufufufann ssscholars ’
in order to suuppppporo t qiqiyyyāāsāā , susuchchch as s in instat ncnceses llikiki e e ححلححِحححٌٌ لليْ َييأأمُمُ mem aning ‘to 
become smalllererr’ nonot tt ininn thehh  funnctc ioiion n of aa verb b bubuut t ofof a gerund, as 
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explained by Khalīl 76 :

اللَفْظِ لمَ يَكُنْ يَـنْبَغِيْ أنَْ يَكُونْ في القِيَاسِ لأَنَّ الفِعْلَ لا يحُْقَر... ولكنَّهم 
حَقَرُوْا هَذَا

(The pronunciation of Lam letter should not have been 
in the analogy because the act does not degrade ... but 
they did) 

The manner (hāl) in gerund form has also been accepted by 
Mubarrid who gives the example of 77 ًجَاءَ زَيدٌ بغتة the keyword being  ًبغتة
as a gerund in anomaly78. He gives the explanation which has been 
discussed previously: 

َصْدَرِ مَا يَـقَعُ فيِ مَوْضِعِ الحاَلِ، فَـيَسُدُّه مَسَدَّهُ، فَـيَكُوْنَ حَالاً، لأنََّه 
وَمِنَ الم

قَدْ ناَبَ عَنْ اسْمِ الفَاعِلِ، وَأعَْنيِ غِنَاءَهُ وذلك قولهم قتاته صبراً... فَـهَذَا 
79لُّ عَلىَ مَا يرد مما يُشَاكِلُها، وَيجَْريِْ مَعَ كُلِّ صَنَفٍ منهايدَُ 

(From the type of gerund which is stated in 
Fayasudduhu MasadahË, is the circumstantial clause
was acceptable because it was replace the constituent of 
noun it is immediately, because he has a name for the 
actor, …This indicates what is contained)

 Here is indicated that the Baṣran school accepted an abnormal 
(shāz) form based on the precedent 80فبَِذَلِكَ فَـلْتـَفْرَحُوْا where the existence 
of  ِلاَمُ الأَمْر before the pronoun is analogous to the Qur’anic  وَلْنَحْمِل

. 81خَطاَياَكُمْ  Al-Mubarrid accepted the morphology  ٌفاَعِل and فعََّالٌ  as qiyas 

                                                                
76 Sibawayh, al-Kitāb, 3/477-478. 
77 Ibn ÑAqīl, Sharh Ibn ÑAqīl, 1/500.
78 Ibid, 1/500. 
79 Al-Mubarrid. Al-MuqtaÌab (ed. Hassan Hamad), Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ÑIlmiah, 
1999, 3/234; al-AshmËnī, Sharhu al-AshmËnī ÑAlā alfiyah Ibn .Mālik, (Cairo: Dār 
al-Kutub al-ÑArabiyah, 1918), 1/245. 
80 Surat YËnËs: 58. 
81 Surat Al-AnkabËt: 12. 

The maannnnn erer ((hhāāāl))) ininin ggerererunu d d fofoormrmrm hhasaas aalso bebb enn accepted by 
Mubarrid whohoho ggivvvesse tthehe eexax mplele of f غغبغتتة77ً ديدٌٌ  يز زَََ َااءَ ااجَ ththhe keeyworro d being ًبغتة
as a gerununnd dd inn anonomamam lyy7888. HeHH ggivi eseses thehhe eexpxpxplalananatitiononon wwwhihichhh has been 
discussed prevviousu lyly::

ههنََّّه ََََ، لألألأَََ ًاالالاً ااا ححَ نوْنننَ ُُووكككُ كككييككَ يي، فَـ هُ ددسَدَّ سسه مَ ددسُدُّ سسيَ يي، فَـ اااَا الحااالِِ ععضِعِ ضوْ وو مَ ِ فيِ ََععقََعُ ققَققا ييـ اا مَ ددددصصصْددَرررِ
َ

صص الملمصص
ََ

صصص ننمِنَ مِِوَ
ذذههَذذَا  ههه.... فَـ ًً ووذلككك قولهم قتاته صصبربرااًً َاءءَههُ اانااَ نن غغِ أعَنيِِنينيِ

ِِ
ْنيني أ،، وووَ للاعِللِِِ َاا الفَ ْمم اسسسْمِ نن ععََننْ َابب اا نننااَ ددققَددْ

منهادديدددََددُ فففننََفففٍٍ نن صَ ِِّّللل ُلل ككُ عع مَعععَ ييرييِْيْ ْْررريجيجَْ َيجهاا، و ههلللُُ للاااكككِِ ااششََ ششُششا يرد مما يششُ اا مَ ََلىى لل عععَ 7977لللُّ

(FF( ror m m the tyyypepep oof ff geeruundnd whihihichchh is statata edede iin 
FaFaFayasuudddd uhu MaMasasadadahËhËË, iiiss ththt e ciciircrcumumu stantiall cclalaauusse
wawaw s acaca cecc ptable bececauaua see iit t wawawas rereplplplaca e thhe constititutuenentt ofof 
nonounnun iiit t iss immedddiaiaiatet lyl , beecacaausuu e ee hehe hhhasa  a name ee for r thhhe 
acactotoor,r, …ThT is indicatatesees wwhahat tt isi ccconontat inii ed)

HHHere e isis iindndndiciccatata ededd that the Baṣran schoolo aaccccepeptetet d dd ana  abnb oro mam l 
(shāzāā ))) foorm babaaseseed dd onon tthehee pprer ceededed ntnt ااوْاا ووحُ حررَ ررفْ ففتتـتـَََ تتللْ لل فَـ ككلِكََ ذذبِذََ 80ببففَ whwhw erre ththhe e exxe isistence 
of ِررمْر ََ الأَ لاََمُُ bebb fofof ree tthehe pproronononounun iiss ananaloggouous s totot ttthehehe QQQururur’a’aaniniic للمِل ممحْ ححنَ ننلْ لوَ
ُمماكُمْ اااَااياا ااطَ 81ططخَ . AlA -MuMuMubabb rrrridid aacccepepteted dd thththee morpphoh lollogygyy ٌللاعاعِلٌل اافَ anaandd ٌٌالالٌٌ ااعَّ ععففََ as qiyas

                                                                
76 Sib h l b 3/4 4 8
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in the diminutive82, as exemplified by Sibawāyh in al-Kitāb83:

وَلِصَاحِبِ العَاجِ: عَوَّاجٌ وَذَلِكَ قُـوْلُكَ لِصَاحِبِ الثِّـيَابِ: ثَـوَّابٌ، "
هَا: جمََّالٌ...وَذَا أَكْثرَ من أن يحَُصَى "وَلِصَاحِبِ الجَمَالِ الَّتيِ يَـنْتَقِلُ عَلَيـْ

(This is what you say to the owner of the clothes: 
Thawab, and to the ivory: and the owner of the beauty 
on which he moves: Jamal ... and more than a number)

There is an instance where the majority of scholars accepted a 
case of anomaly from YunËs Ibn Habīb كَلاَمِ ياَ أَخَاناَ زيَْدٌ... وَياَ أَخَاناَ زيَْداً أَكْثَـرَ فيِ 

84العَرَبِ  , where two ways of reading of ‘Zayd’ are possible both in the 
nominative and the accusative cases. Both readings are acceptable. 

In summary, it was not exclusively the Baṣran school which 
applied the prerogative of originality in grammar generally 
represented by the Kufan school. Kufan grammarians like al-Kisā`ī
and Farā` are known to have used analogy ascribed to the Baṣran 
school. This was already mentioned by SuyËṭī"85 اَ النَحْوُ قِيَاسٌ  يُـتّبَعْ * وَبِهِ فيِ   إِنمَّ
 * Indeed that the grammar is analogical monitored) " كُلِّ أمَْرٍ يُـنْتـَفَعُ 
Through him using all material measured benefits).  Mahdī
al-MakhzËmī86 supports SuyËty in this matter when he remarks "  َكَان 
 There are cases of analogy . يقَِيْسُ عَلَيْهِ، وَإِنْ لمَ يرَدِْ فيِ كَلاَمِ العَرَبِ غيرهِ "
established by the Kufan school, such as the verb for ta’ajub in the 
form of  َ87أفَـْعَل based on   َنعِْم and لَنْ  with the particle , بئِْسَ  derived from 
and لاَ  Sa’id Jasim al-Zubayr, states in his al-qiyāsfī .88أنَْ  al-Nahwi 

al-‘Arabī – Nash’atuhu wa TaÏawwuruhu

" أنَّ البَصْريِِينَْ وَالكُوْفِيِينَْ يقَِيْسُوْنَ، وَليَْسَ صَحِيْحًا مَا قِيْلَ عَنْ مَذْهَبِ 
89"البَصْريِِينَْ أنََّهُ قِيَاسِيٌّ، وَمَذْهَب الكُوْفِيِينَْ أنََّهُ سمِاَعِيٌّ صَرْفٌ 

                                                                
82 NaÎabiyah. 
83 Sibawāyh, al-Kitāb, 3/381.
84 Ibid. 2/185
85 Al-SuyËÏī, Bughyāt al-WiÑat Fī Tabaqāt al-Lughawiyīna Wa Nuhāt, 337. 
86 Mahdī al-MakhzËmi, Madrasah al-KËfah wa Manhajuhā Fī Dirsati al-Lughati 
al-ÑArabiyah, 115. 
87 Ibn Hājib, Kitāb al-Kāfiah Fī an-Nahwī, Sharh Al-RāÌi, 2/311. 
88 Ibn Hishām, Al-Mughnī al-Labīb, 1/314. 
89 SaÑīd Jāsim al-Zubāyr, al-qiyāsfī al-Nahwi al-‘Arabī – Nash’atuhu wa 
Tatawwuruhu, 76.

There is an instanancece wwheereee the mmajajajororrity y of scholars accepted a 
case of anomallly y frfromoom YYunËËËs s IbIbbn nn HaHabbībbbī ِ في فيِ ررثَـََرَ ثث أَك ْ ززَدديددْدداً يَْا اااَاانااَ أخَخ َااا اايااَ ي... وَ يَْا زَدديددْدٌ اااَاانااَ َاا أَخ َلالاككَلاَلاَمِمِياَ
برَبِ َررالع

84 , wherre ee two o wawawaysys oof f readdinini g ofo  ‘ZaZaZaydydyd’ arare pop sss iblele both in the 
nominatiiveveve aandndd thehe aaaccussatativive cacaseees. BBototh h rereeadadiningsgs aaareee accccceppeptable. 

InIn summam ryry, , ititi  was nnnott excccluulusiivevv lylyly tthehe BBBaṣṣraan sccschoolol which 
applieied dd the prprp errogoo ataa ive of originality iin n grggrammmmaam r r gegg nerarr lly 
reprpressennteeted dd byby ttthee KKufan school. KKKufu an grammararariai nsn  likike ee ala -KKKisisisā`ī
and d FaFF rrāā` arare e knkknowo n to hhhavaa e ususu eded aananalolol gy ascriibebeb d too theheh BBaaṣṣṣrarran 
schohoh ool. ThThThisiss wwassas alreadyy mmmene tionnnedded bby y SuSuuyyËËËṭīṭī"85 سٌاساس ااييااَ ييييقيِ ووحْوُُ ااالنَ َححا اَانمنمنمَََّ ِِ فيِ  إِِِ ههبِهِ َ** و ععبَعععْ ببتّ تتيـتُ
عُ ععفََ ففتـَ تتتننْ ننييُـ ْررأأمَمَررٍ ِِّّلل ُللكُ " (I(( ndeed ththhat ththhe e grammammamam r isis aanan logicaal mom nininitotorered d * 
ThTT roouggh h hih m mm using alaall l mamamateriall mmmeasuusurered d benefififitststs). MMMahahdddīīīdd
alal-MaM khhhzËmīīm 866 supporrtss SSuyuyyËËyy tytyy iin nn ththhisii mmatattteter rr whw en he reremamamarkrks نَاننََ" ااكَ َ
هغيرغيرهِِ " ببررَبببِ َررالع ََلالالالاككَلاَلالاََمِمِ ِ فيِ دردِْ رريَ َ لمَ إِِإِِ، وَإِِإِِننْ ههيْْههِِ ييللَ للععَ سسيْسسسُُ ققييقققققَييقققِِ . ThThTherre ee are caseses s ofof ananan logygyy 
esstatabllb isishehed dd bybyb tthe Kufananan schhc ooo l,l sssucucuch h asasa ttthee verb foor r ta’ajajubuub inn tthehh  
formr ooof f للععََلَلل ْععأأفَفـ 87 babased on َممعْم ععنِ anananddd سسسئئئْسسسََ ئئبِِ , , wiwithth thehh  particleee نننللَننْْ dedeerir veveed dd frf omom 
لاََ annndd ْأننَ 888 . SaSaSa’id dd Jasim al-Zubayrr, stttates in his al-qiqiyyyāāsfsfsfā īffff alala -NaNaahwh i 

al-‘A‘AAraraabbbīīī –– Naashshh’a’atututuhuhuh  wa TaÏawwuruhu

ببهَبببِ ذذ مَذْ نننن عععَننْْ للللييْْلَلل يياا قيِِ َااا مم ااححًًً ححييْْ يييححِ حح صَ سسسسيييْسسسَ ييللَ ل، وَ نوْْنننََ ووسسُ سسييْ ييييققِ قق ييققَََ ينينييِينينََْ ييفييِِ فِِووْ ُووووااللككُ اا ووََ َ يررِِِينينينينينييِينينينْْ ررصصصْ َصصص اااللبب ََّّ" أأنننََّّ
فررْفٌففٌ رر صصََ يياعععِييٌٌّّ اا سمسمِااََ ِ َّهه أأأنََّهُُ ينينيِينينينَْ ييفيِ فِِِووْ ُووببب اللككُ ببهََ ذذمََذذذْ م،،، ووََ يياااسِيييٌّ ااايااَ يي قييِ َّهه أأأنَنَّهُ ََ ينينينينييِينينْْ ييررِِِ ررصصْ 8988"َصصالب

                                                               
82 NaÎabiyah. 
83 Sibawāyh, al-Kitātt b, 3/381.
84 bid 2/18
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(It is not true what was said about the doctrine of the 
Basran grammarians is a standard of analogy, and the 
Kufan grammarians doctrine that it is purely audible) 

This idea is supported by Mahdī al-MakhzËmī90 who asserts 
that the Kufan school not only distinguished itself through the 
application of anomaly but also through the intellectual aptitude of its 
grammarians. Farā`, for example, based his grammatical principles on 
philosophical ones and did not hesitate to formulate his own ideas on 
invisible ‘awāmil, sometimes refuting anomaly and using qiyās when 
he thought it appropriate91.

Despite all textual evidence to the contrary, Golziher persisted 
in his theory of the two rivaling schools by referring to a completely 
separate field of scholarly enquiry, namely that of Islamic jurisdiction. 
He alleges as follows: ‘On the basis of what I expounded in another 
study about the school of AbË Hanīfa, the great jurist, it can very easily 
be understood why this imam felt attracted to the Kufan school of 
grammar92. His study of AbË Hanīfah’s legal thought consisted of a 
very general comparison with that of its Baṣran counterpart, such as 
their differing views in regard to ‘sale’  ُالبـَيْع which Goldziher only 
discussed preliminarily and without including a thorough study of the 
general principles of jurisdiction (usËl) or any detailed studies of more 
complex issues.93 The fact that Kufan scholars were generally found 
more enthusiastic and industrious in the transmission of classical 
poetry than their Baṣran colleagues is irrelevant at this point. The issue 
here is whether the Kufan system could be utilized by future 
generations of scholars who referred to the transmitted poems as 
precedents which thus furnished them with more examples for analogy 
and in the process extend grammatical knowledge. It is unquestioned 
that analogy also needed to be accompanied by anomalies such as in94

the following:

                                                                
90 Mahdī al-MakhzËmī, Madrasat al-KËfah, 394. 
91 Shawqī Öaif, Al-Madāris al-Nahwiyah, 157. 
92 Ignaz Golziher 1877a, 23-33, and 1963-64, 95-105 and 1967-73, 388-399 see 
Golziher, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, 45. 
93 Shawqī Öaif, Al-Madāris Al-Nahwiyah, 21. 
94 Ibn ÑAqīl, Sharh Ibn ‘Aqīl 1/383. 

philosophical ones and ddididd nnottot hhhessitatte e too foro mumum late his own ideas on 
invisible ‘awāmil,, sooomeetit memmess refuff tiit nggg aaanon mam lylyy and uusing qiyāsā when 
he thought it apapa prp opoppririiatate91.

Desppite ee alaa l l tetet xtxxtuaual l evevvidddenncecec  to thhhe ee cooc ntntraraaryy, GoGoG lzzihiherrr persisted 
in his ttheheoro y yy ofofof ttthe twowowo rrivivvallini g g scchohohoololss byby refeferringgng ttooo a cocompmm letely 
separar tetet  field oof scs hoholal rly yy enee quiry, namely yy ththat of ff IssI laamimm cc jujuririsdsds iction.
He aallllllegggeseses aas foffolll owowo s:ss  ‘On the basis of what II expxpounddedd iiin n ananoto her 
stududy y abbbouo t t thht e e schohoh ol of AbË HaH nīīīnn fafaf , tht e great juriiistst,, itit ccan vveree y y eaasissilyl  
bee uundndn ere sttoooood d whww y this iimam m m fef ltlt aatttttraar ctcctededed to the KuK fafaf n n sccschohhoolol ooof 
grammmamarr922. HiH s study ofofo  AbbbË Ë HaHH nīfffah’s leggegalaal thoughtt ccconnnsisisists ed ooof a an
veeryryy ggenenereralal ccomoo parisoos n nn wiwithth ttthahat tt ofofo iiitss BBBaaṣṣrar n counteteerprr araart,tt ssucucu h h asas 
thheir did fffffferinng g views ininin rregegara d d too ‘saaalele’ ععععييْعععُُ َيياالبـ whww ich GoGoGoldl ziziheheh r ononlylyy 
diid scususssesed ppprereliliiminarily andnd wwwititi hooutu iinccluluudiid ngn  a thorouggugh ststududy y ofofof thehe 
gegg nenenerarr l l prp inciciplplles of juriisdsds icicictitit onno ((ususu ËËËll) ) ororor aanynyy dddetailed ststtududu ies ofof mmmorore ee
cococ mpmpmplelelex x isissusues.93 The factctc ttthahat KuKuKufafafan nn scschoholars were geggeneeraralllly yy fof unund d
moorerre entn huhusisiasastitic c and industttririouuouss inn ttheh  transmiission n ofofo clc asassiicac l 
poetetryryy thahahan n ththt eieir r BaBB ṣṣṣran colleagues is irrelevant at thtthisis ppoio nt. ThThhe ee issue
here iis whw etetheheher r ththhe e KuKK fan system could be e ututililizizedeed bbby fufutut re
generaatittions ofoff schchololararsss whwho rererefeferrrreded tto o o ththe trrananansmsmmiti teted dd popop emems as 
precedentst wwwhihichch tthuhusss fufurnrnisisheheh d d ththhemme wwith h momorerere eexaaampmpm lelees ss fofoor anaa alogy 
and in the proocec ssssss eeextxtenene d grgramammamatitical knknknowwleledgdgdge.e  It t isis uunqn uestioned 
that analogy aalslslso o nenen edeededede tto o bebe accc omomo papp nieded bby anaanomoomalalaliei s such as in94

the following:
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 كلامُهاتزودتُ مِنْ ليَـْلَى بتَِكْلِيْمِ سَاعَةً  * فَمَا زاَدَ إِلاَّ ضِعْفَ مَا بيِ  
(I was provided with an hour of Laila * What increased 
only twice as much as her words) 

The case study here is  َإلاّ ضعف. Analogically it was permissible 
to allow the precedent of mafËlun bih mahsËran rather than كلامُها as a 
fā’il or agent.

The evidence of opposing or differing views on grammar 
produced in Baṣra and Kufa does by no means necessitate the 
assumption that both schools were actively engaged in an intellectual 
battle with each other. Different methodologies and approaches did 
not develop isolated from each other but alongside each other. 
Different grammatical theories developed by Kufan and Baṣran 
grammarians did indeed complement and not rival each other.   

The Influence of Philosophical Theology on Arabic Linguistics 

In order to provide a firm grasp of Golziher`s views on Arabic 
linguistics, we need to discuss its link with philosophical theology. 
He begins his exposition with "Arabic Linguistic philosophy showed 
the greatest concern about the very same philosophical question that 
formed the basic problem of Greek linguistic philosophy: whether 
language came into being through wahyu or convention95". Goldziher 
thus questions the originality of Qur’anic revelation and presupposes 
– in good Orientalist manner – the influence of ancient Greek 
thought. Since Greek philosophy flourished in the fourth century 
BCE96, and the Qur’an was revealed in the seventh century CE, a 
thousand years later97, its content had to be the product of cultural 
transmission from the  allegedly superior culture (namely Greek 
culture) to an allegedly inferior culture (Arab culture). It is needless 
to mention that Goldziher based his assumptions on prejudice and not 

                                                                
95 Ignaz Goldziher, History of Grammar Among The Arabs, 39. 
96  National Geographic Society, Ancient Greece, (National Geography Maps, 
Washington D.C. : USA, 1999), 8. 
97 Ibn Kathīr, Al-Bidāyah wa al-Nihāyah, Cairo: Dār al-Fajr Lil Turath, 1/34.  

fāff ’il or agent.

The evvvididi enncec ooof f opppoop sisiing oor diidifffferere ining viiewws on grammar
produced in n BaB ṣrarra aandnd KKKufuu a dod es bbby yy nono mmmeaeansns necce esssitate the 
assumptiionno thahahat tt bothh ssschchc ooooolss werereee acaca titivevely eeengngagedded in nn anaa iintnn ele lectual 
battlee wwiti h eaach oththere . DiDD fffff eree ent methhhodododololo ogo iei s anand appprproaoachchches did 
not dededevevev lololop p issisolo atatatedede  from each other but aaloongn sis dedde eeacaach h otother. 
Difffferrennnt t grg amammaaatit cal theoriese ddeveveloped by KuKKufan n annd dd BaBaB ṣṣṣrarr n 
grrammmamamariiannans s didid d ini deed ccomo plp ememmenent ananand dd non t rival eachch ooothereer.  

ThThe ee InIInflflueuencnce e of Philooososos phhicci alal TTTheheollologggy y ononn AArabic LiL nggn uiuistss icics s

Inn ordderr to prpp ovide a a fififirmrm ggrar sppp ooof ff GoGoGolzlzihhheree `s viewswsws oon n ArArabbicc 
lil ngguiiststtics,s wwwe ee need to didid sccscussss itits ss lil nknkn wwwititi h h philosopphihhicacall ththeooologyy.
HeHH bbbegeginiins hihh s s exee position wwwittith h "AAAraraabibb c LiLiL ngnnguiuiuistic philolosossophhp y yy shshowowo ededd 
ththhe grgrgreaeae teteests concern abouttt thehe vvererry yy sasameme ppphilosophicccalaa qqqueu ststioioi n thhhata  
formmedeed tthehe bbbasa ic pproblem of f GrG eeeeek k lil nguistic phih loososophphhy:: wwheh thhher 
langngguauaagegege ccama ee ininntooto bbeie ng through wahyu or conveeentnttioionn959 ". GGolololdzdd ihi er 
thus qqqueueuestts ioi nsnss tthehehe oririr giginan lity of Qur’anic revellatatioon n annand dd presee upu pop ses
– in gogood OOririr ennntaalilistst mmana neer r– – tttheh iinfnfluluenncecee oof ff ananancicc enenent tt GrG eek –
thought. Sinninceee GGrerr ekekk pphih lollososos phphhy yy flf ouo rishshheded iiin n thththe e fofouruurthhth century 
BCE96, and thhthee QuQuQur’r anana wwasas rreveve eaee leed d inn thehe ssevvvennththh cene tury CE, a 
thousand yearsrr llataatererr97979 , ititi s cooc ntntenene t t hahahad d to bbe ee thhe prpproddduct of cultural 
transmission from the ee aaalllegeggede ly ssupupererioioi r culttl uru e (namely Greek 
culture) to an allegedly inferior cuc lttlture (Arab culture) It is needless
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on documented findings.   
There is the possibility that Greek tradition did indeed exert an 

influence on theological thought at a later stage, such as in the case of 
the Mu’tazilites, who put an almost exclusive stress on logic. 
However, Greek philosophy only became relevant to Islamic 
philosophy after the transmission of Hellenistic tradition during the 
translation movement under the ‘Abbasids. At this time, Syraic served 
as intermediary transmission device between the Greek and Arabic 
languages98 , beginning with the two famous Christian translators 
Hunayn Ibn Ishāk and YaÍya Ibn Bitrīk. Evidently, Damascus was a 
Hellenistic center during the third, fourth and fifth centuries CE99,
where Greek had become the official language of the court and 
administrative offices.  

Goldziher confidently alleged that:  

it was all the more of vital importance for Arabic 
linguistic philosophy because this question had 
theological significance as well….. such as closely 
bound up with the interpretation of a Quranic sentence 
in the following passage وَعَلَّمَ آدَمَ الأَسمْاَءِ كُلَّهَا....... 100 in 
Muslim science the question of wahyu or convention 
means nothing else than the explanation of this Quranic 
passage. While the basic question started from the 
Quran and shows the application of one or the other 
Greek school of linguistic philosophy, depending on 
whether the arguments follow the Quran letter by letter 
or rationalize its meaning”101.

He added that “the basic question of Greek linguistic philosophy was 
turned into a dogmatic and theological question in Muslim literature 
on which the opinions of Muslim linguist diverge according to the 

                                                                
98 Ahmād Amīn, Öuha al-Islām, Cairo: Lujnah al-Ta′līf wal Tarjamah, 1978 v.1,. 
313, Mahdī al-Makhzūmī , al-Khalīl Ahmad al-Farāhidī, ÑImāluhū wa manhajuhu, 
Beirut: Dārar-Rāid al-ÑArabī, 1986, 68. 
99  William Wright, `Syriac Literature` The New Encyclopaedia of Britannica, 
(Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc., vol 2, 1998), 470. 
100 Ignaz Goldziher, History of Grammar Among the Arabs, 39. 
101 Ibid., 40. 

as intermediary transmissionnn ddevvevice between the Greek and Arabic 
languages98 , beginninng g wiwithth theh  two fffamammouuss Christian translators 
Hunayn Ibn Ishshhākkk aandndd YYaaÍÍÍyayay IIbnbb BBititrīīīrrr kkkīīī . EvEvviddenene tlly,y  Damamascus was a 
Hellenistic ceceenterrr dddururininng g tht e thhhirird,dd  fouuurtth hh anand d fiffiftf h h centnturu ies CE99,
where GrG eeeeeek k hahah d d bebbecomemm thee offfffficii iaall lalangngn uauagege of ff thhe cocc urt and 
adminiisttrativeve offffficcesse .  

GoGoGoldziiheh r r coonfnn ididi entlly alleged that:  

itt wassas all ttthe more ofo vvvitittalall importanceee fofofor Arabbabic 
lilingnguiuiu sts icicc philosoophp y y bebecac usussee thththis queststionnn hahahad dd
ththheoeoolol gical signnififi ici anananceec  as weell….… . such as closososelelely y
bobounuund dd upupp with thththe e inintet rprprpreretatat titit onn ooof ff a aa QuQQ ranic seesenttenenencecec  
inin thee ffollowingngn pppasassas geg ااهَا  ههلَّ ُللك كُ ِِااءاءِ ااسمسمسمْااَ لأالأالأَ   ََ دآدمممََ  َ مملَّمَ للعَ عوَ ....... 1001 ininn 
MuMuM sllslimimm science theh qqqueuu sttioion n ofof wawaw hyhyu or connnveventntioion n
memeans nonoothing elsesese ttthahahan n ththe e exxe plplanaanatatioion nn of this ss QuQuQuraaninicc
papap ssssagage. While tthehee bassicic qqqueueu ststtioion n started frffrommo tthehe 
QuQuQurar n n anand d shows the apapplplpliciccatatioi n of one oor thhe e ototo heheh r 
GrGrGreeeee k kk scschohooolll of linguistic philosophy, dddepppenendiding oon nn
whwhwhete heher r thththe e arararguguumem nts follow the Qurana llete teter r bybyy lettter 
oroor rattioionananaliliizeze iitsts mmmeaeanin ngngg”101.

He addedd ttthahah t tt “tttheehe bbasasiciic qqqueuests ioion n n ofo GGreeeekkk lliningugug issstitt c cc phphphilillosososopo hy was 
turned into a a dodd gmgmgmatataticicic andndn tthehheololologogo iccala  queeststs ion inn MMMusu lim literature 
on which the opipiininions ofof MMususu lilil m mm liliingn uistst dddivvvergee according to the 
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particular dogmatic school they follow” 102 . Goldziher attempted 
create a direct link between the Mu’tazilite school of thought and 
their theological influence on Arabic language and its development 
by stating that “…The Mu’tazilite school adduces other, more 
metaphysical arguments to support its assertion, but these are much 
more deeply related to subtleties of Muslim theology than we could 
try to summarize here. Suffice it to say that they conclude from all 
these arguments that language is a product of isÏilah or tawāÌu` i.e: 
convention and not wahyu or ilhām, i.e divine revelation or 
inspiration”.103

In order to evaluate the originality of Arabic language we need 
to look into the two differing intellectual streams in Islamic thought: 
that of textual dogmatism expounded by the ‘orthodox’ scholars and 
that of the rationalists. In fact, both groups presented their own corpus 
of evidence to prove the originality of Arabic language. Muslim 
linguists who adhered to the orthodox school argued that the only 
authoritative source for Arabic language was the Qur’anic text. On the 
other hand, the rationalist school claimed that the Arabic language was 
a result of cultural convention, meaning that classical Arabic poetry 
constituted the authoritative source104. Among the proponents of the 
Qur’an as source were grammarians105 such as al-Qazwīnī, al-Fārisī,
al-Akhfash and AbË Hasan al-Ash’arī106 who defended their opinion 
that all languages ultimately derived from the language of Prophet 
Adām (a.s) as a result of divine inspiration107. Firstly, there was the 
tradition by Ibn ‘Abbās which stated that "Allah taught Adam (a.s.) the 
names of all things. These names included words like `earth`, 

                                                                
102 Ibid., 40. 
103 Ibid., 43. 
104 Jewish philosophy also defended the idea that language came into existence not 
by evolving out of human convention (habit) but inspired by divine revelation. See 
Halevi, Kuzari 11.8. [Instead., it seems to be at 11.67-68]. Duran Ma`ase. See Ignaz 
Goldziher, History of Grammar Among The Arabs, 1994, 42. 
105 Plato and Aristotle were supporters of this group. 
106 Sālah Rāwā, Fiqh al-Lughah wa Khasa`is al-Arabiyah wa Tara’iq NumËwiha, 
(Cairo: Dār al-Hānī,1993), 46.   
107 Ibid., 34" أي أن االله وفّق وألهم ولقّن، وعلّم آدم كل ما يتعلق باالله كتقطيع الأصوات وبين الكلمات ووضعها بإزاء معانيها  
الدالة عليها"

these arguments that languagga e e iss a product of isÏilah or tawāÌu  i.e:Ì
convention and not wwahahyuyy oor ilhām,mm, i.ee ddivine revelation or 
inspiration”.103
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a reeesusult ooof cuulttural connonveveventntioioon,nn mmeaanin ngngng thahahat classical ArArA abbic ppoeoo trrry y
coc nsnstituuutett d thhhe e authoriti atta ivive sosooururu cecc 10444. AmAmmononng g the proppononenenentst oof f the e
QuQ r’r anan aaas soosouru ce were grgramammam rir ananns10505 sucuch h ass al-Qazwzwīīw nnīī īn , alal-F-FFārissīī,
all-AAkhkhk fafashhsh aaandnd AbË Haaasasasan al-Ashh’ararrīr 106106 wwwhohoo defendeed dd theie r rr opo inininioi n 
thata aallllll llananguguaggese  ultimatttelelly y dedeeririivevev d d frfromom the languguuagaga e offo PPProror phphete  
Adām mm (a(a.sss) asss a rresult of divine innnsppirri ation107. Firstlly,y, theheheree wwasass tthehh  
traddditi ioioion nn bybby Ibnn ‘AAbbbbbbāāāss which stated that "Allahh tauuaughghght t AdAdamamm (a.a.s.)) the
namees s off aalllll thihihingngs.s. TTTheheh ses  names incccludeded dd wow rdrds s likekee `eaearth`,

                                                                
102 Ibid., 40.
103 Ibid., 43.
104 Jewish philosophy also deefeendnndedede tthehehe idea a thtt att lannguuage came into existence not 
b l i f h i (h bi ) b i i d b di i l i S
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`mountain`, `camel`, `donkey`, `river` [etc.]’108". This was supported 
by Mujāhid, who also wrote that "Allah taught all names to Adam"109.  

Another group supported the assumption that Allah taught all 
the names of creatures but in all the different languages, such as 
Arabic, Persian, Syraic, Hebrew, Latin etc. Adam and his sons spoke 
all those languages until they were scattered throughout the Earth, and 
linguistic groups developed separately from then onwards110. As for 
evidence found in the scriptures, the Torah states that ‘God said “It is 
not good if we create human beings without something with whose 
help they could communicate and help each other”’. Consequently, 
God created the earth, animals and birds, and then presented their 
names to Adam and then Adam replied by saying those names`111. In 
the Qurān it was revealed accordingly: 

لائَِكَةِ (
َ
إِنْ هِيَ إِلاَّ أَسمْاَءٌ ,112وَعَلَّمَ آدَمَ الأَسمْاَءَ كُلَّهَا ثمَُّ عَرَضَهُمْ عَلى الم

وَمِنْ آياَتهِِ  also (113)االلهُ đِاَ مِنْ سُلْطاَنٍ سمََّيْتُمُوْهَا أنَْـتُمْ وَأبَاَؤكُُمْ مَا أنَْـزَلَ 
 114)خَلْقُ السَّمَوَاتِ وَالأَرْضِ وَاخْتِلاَفُ ألَْسِنَتِكُمْ وَألَْوَانِكُمْ 

(And He taught Adam all the names (of everything), 
then He showed them to the angels and said, "Tell Me 
the names of these if you are truthful) 

(They are but names which you have named, you and 
your fathers, for which Allah has sent down no 
authority. They follow but a guess and that which they 
themselves desire, whereas there has surely come to 
them the Guidance from their Lord!)

(And among His Signs is the creation of the heavens and 
the earth, and the difference of your languages and 

                                                                
108 Ibid., 47
109 Al-SuyËÏī, Al-MuÐhir, 1/8.
110 IbnJinnī, al-Khasā`is, 1/41 .
111 Safar al-Takwīn, al-IÎhāh as-Thānī verses 18-20, see 
http://st-takla.org/pub_oldtest/Arabic-old-testament-Books/oI-Genesis/sefr-Al-Takw
een_chapter-02.html
112 Surat Al-Baqarah: 31.
113 Surat An-Najm: 23.
114 Surat Ar-RËm: 22.

evidence found in the scriptururu ese , tht e Torah states that God said It is 
not good if we create huhumamaan bebeeingsg wwititithohoout ssomo ething with whose 
help they coullld d cocommmmmunicicicatate e anaa d hehelplplp eeacacch h otoo heh r”r”’. CConsequently, 
God created dd thht e eaeae rtrtrth,h, aninimalss aandndn  biririrdsdsd , , anand d thtthenn preses nted their 
names too AAAdadad m mm annd d thhenn Adadad m m rereplplplied dd bybyy sssayayining g ththhossose nanaamemm s`111. In 
the Quurāān it wwas rreve eaee led acaa coc rdr inglglgly:y: 

َةةكَةِ( ككئِ لاََ
َ
لالالى الملالا
ََ
لالالا لل عَ ممهُممْ ههضَ ضرَ رر عَ َّا ثمَُّ ااهَ ههلَّ ُُلل ككُ َااءَ ااَ ااااسمْْ ََ الأَ َ آددممَ ممللَّممَ للععَ ٌااءٌ,1112ععوَ اااَاا أَسمسمااَ ْْ ِِ إإِلالاَّ يييي ههِِِييَ إِِإإِننْ

لزززَلَ ْززا أأنَـ اا مَ اااَاأأأبََااككاؤكُُممكُمْ أ وووََ ممتُُممْ ْتتا أأنَـ ااههَ هوْ وومُ ممتُُ تتيْْ ااطططاَنٍييسمسمََّْْ ططلْ لل سُ ننااا ممِنننْ اااَا đِđđاااَ ( (113)ُاااللهاللهاللهُ ala sosso ِِِههااته اااَا آآيياا ننممِنننْ مِِوووَ
ُممككُمْ كككاانِِ اوووَ ْْْووأألَلل أ ووَ ُممكُممْ ككتِ تتنَ ننسِ ْْسس أألَل لالاتِلاَلاََفُففُ تتاااخْ ْ ا ووَ ضضرْضضضِ ََالأَ ا وَ اوَاتِ وومَ َّمم السس قققللْقققُُ 114)للخخخَ

(AAAndndnd HHHe taughthth AAAdadam m all l thhhee namememes s (o( f everrytytythihihingnng),), 
thhhen HHHe showedd ttheheh m m totoo theheh aangnngelllsss anand dd said, "TTTelelll l MeMM  
thhhee naanamemm s of thesee iif ff yoyy u u arareee trrrututu hfhfhfululul) ) 

(((ThTheyey aaree but nammesese wwhiih chchh yyyouoou hhaave named,, yyouu aandnd 
yooy uru fffatathehers, for whhhicich hh AlAA lalah h has sent dowwn nn nono 
auuuthhthoroo ittty.y TTThehehey follow but a guess and thaaat whwhicich tht eyeyy  
thththemme selvlvvesee dddesese irirre, whereas there has suruu elely y cocoomem  to o
thtthemm tthehe GGGuiuidadancncce e frffromm tthehh irir LLord!!!))

(AAnddd amommonggng HHisiss SSigiggnsns is s ththhe creaeatitt onon oof f ththe heheeavvvenennss s anaa d 
the eaartrth,h  andndnd thee ddififffefeerereencnce e of yyouour lalal ngngguauauageg s and 

                                                                
108 Ibid., 47
109 Al S Al h 1/8
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colours. Verily, in that are indeed signs for men of 
sound knowledge) 

A third group of linguists formed their opinion logic rather than 
on textual scriptural evidence. They argued that human speech 
evolved from acts of mental creativity115. Language was inspired and 
thus proceeded by thought ( ٌفكِْرَة), and was later acquired by convention 
(habit). Just like infants imitate the sounds produced by their parents, 
the first man to walk the Earth, Adam, first produced the sounds taught 
by God116, and then taught his children. The Modernists among them 
believed that the origin of language needed to be proven through 
revelation and logic. The understanding of language as a convention or 
habit was based on IbnJinnī`s view; the development of language 
came from the designation or creation of the terminology of language 
which constitutes the principle of rational group. Primordial 
knowledge existent in the human mind thus allowed for the creation of 
individual words. Ibn Jinni’s view on the origin of language differed 
from the orthodox view. He was willing to consider alternative ideas 
and incorporate them into his theory. He also divided the conventional 
process of language development into two stages: firstly, linguists 
gather and create language by agreeing on specific terms (MuṣÏalahāt)
and secondly, the tendency of humans to imitate sounds they hear in 
nature, such as sound the blowing of the wind, the deafening sound of 
thunder, water flowing in a river, the clapping of horses’ hooves and 
so on117. In support of Ibn Jinnī`s view, the Andalusian philosopher 
Ibn Rushd stated in his commentary on Aristotle’s De 
Interpretatione 118 that language developed through convention. 
Differences between languages occurred with respect to the specific 
terms ascribed to given objects which were, just like isolated concepts, 
neither true nor false. In order to explain the concept of convention, a 
scholar needed to study the history of a language in and trace the 

                                                                
115 SayËÏī, al-MuÐhir, 1/9.
116 Sālah Rāwā, Fiqhu al-Lughah Wa Khasā`iÎ al-Arabiyah Wa Ùarā’iq Numuwuha, 
42.
117 Ibn Jinnī, Al-Khasā`iÎ, 1/40; al-SuyuÏi, Al-MuÐhir, 1/10 .
118 See Moshe Idel, Language, Torah and Hermeneutics in Abraham Abul afia, 
(State University of New York: New York Press, 1989), 17. 

the first man to walk the EaEaarttr h,h AAdaddam, ffirstst pprorooduuced the sounds taught 
by God116, and thenen taughght t t hiihis ss chhhilldrd enen. ThThT e e MoMModernnists among them 
believed that tt thththe oroo igiggininn of f lal nggguage nneeeedededed d to bbe ee prpp ovoven through 
revelation andndd llogoogicicc.. ThThe e ununundeedersstataandn ini g gg ofofof laangnguauu gege aass a coc nvnvention or 
habit wawas s babbasees d dd on IIIbnbnb JiJ nnnnnīīn `s vieiew;w;w ttheh dddevevelopmemem ntntnt of f laaanguage 
camee fffrooom thee deesiigngng atiooon nn or creation of theheh  termimim nonnolool gyy oof lalaangnguage 
whicch hh cocoonsnsn tituuutetesss thththe principle of rationan l l grouo p.p PPPrir mom rdr ial 
knowwlel dgdgd e exxe isistentntt in the humaman mimimind dd thus allowededed fffororo tthe ccrerr ation nn ofo  
inndidivivvidudual wworordsdsds. Ibn Jinnni’s vivieww on n thhhe ee orororigin of lalanguauu gegeg dddifi fefferereed 
fromm theheh ooorttr hododd x viewww. HeHee wwwasass wilili lingng to o cococ nsider altlteree nananatitit vev  idedeeasa  
annd d incocorprppororatatte ee them iintntnto o hihiss ththheoeoryryr . HeHH aaalsssoo dididiviv ded thhe ee coonvnvnvenenentitit ononalal 
prprocesess s ofoo  laangnguage dddevvelele opopmentt intto oo twtwtwo o stststages: firssstlt y,y, llinini guguisistsss 
gaag tht erer aandd cccrereata e languageeg bbby yy agaga rereeieingn oon nn spsps eccific termsms ((MuMuṣṣÏaÏṣṣ lalalahātt))t
anaa d dd seses coondndlyly, thhe tendennncycycy ooof f huhumamam nsn ttto o imimitttata e sounndsdss ttheh y y hehearara iin nn
nann tututurerere, susuchch as sos und the blbb owowinnng g ofofof ttthehehe wwinind, the deaaafeff ningng sosound d ofo  
thununnder,, wwataterere fflolowing in a rivever,r tttheheh  clal pping of hhorses’s’ hhoooo veves anaand 
so oonn117117.. InIIn suppppopoortrtrt of Ibn Jinnīn `s view, the Andalalususiaiann phililosososoppher 
Ibn RuRuRushss d d ststtattededd iiin n his commentary oon n ArArA isiistotlt e’’s De 
Interprerretatiiononeee 11811 ththatat llananguuuagga e dedeveeloolopeped ththhrorrougugu h hh cocoonvnnvenention. 
Differencec s s bebeb twtweee n n lalangnguauaagegg s s ococcuurrrr ded wwitth hh rerer spppececct totoo ttthehehe ssspecific
terms ascribi edd ttto oo gigg vevven nn obobjejectc s s whhwhich wererr , jujustst llikike isssollolatateded concepts, 
neither true nororo ffalalalsesee. InInn oordrdere  to o exxxplpp aia n thhe concnncepeppt ofofo  convention, a 
scholar needed to sttuddudy yy thththe e hihh storry yy ofof a aa lallangn uaau gegege in and trace the
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introduction of new terms in the timely sequence and the 
circumstances under which they occurred.  

In agreement with Golziher, Versteegh 119  understands the 
debate over the origin of language being about whether speech 
originated in revelation or in the accord the Mu’tazilate theologists 
theories established  in the first half of the ninth century CE under the 
sympathetic ‘Abbasid Caliph al-Ma`mun. In the tenth century the 
Mu’tazilites had adopted the term waÌ’ to indicate the established 
character of language. In this period many grammarians were 
Mu’tazilites, such as Ibn Jinnī, al-Fārisī, al-Zujjāj, QuÏrub and many 
others. However, the Mu’tazilate theologian ‘Abbad Ibn Sulaymān (d. 
864) claimed that there was a natural relationship between words and 
things120, which disagreed with Ibn Jinnī, who stated:

اَ هُوَ مِنَ الأَصْوَاتِ  وَذَهَبَ بَـعْضُهُمْ إِلىَ أنََّ أَصْلَ اللُّغَاتِ كُلَّهَا إِنمَّ
ُسَوِّعَاتِ، كدوى الريحِ، وحنين الرعدِ، وخير المادِ، وشحيج الحمارِ، 

الم
، ونحو ذلك، ثم وَلَدَتْ  ونعيق الغرابِ، وصهيل الفرسِ، ونتريب الظبيِّ
اللغَاتُ عَنْ ذَلِكَ فِيْمَا بعد، وَهَذَا عِنْدِيْ وَجْهٌ صَالِحٌ، وَمَذْهَبٌ 

121مُسْتـَقْبَلٌ 

(Some of them said that the origin of all languages is 
one of the most important voices, such as the wind, the 
nostalgia of thunder, the good of material, the wringing 
of the donkey, the crowning of the crow, the crowning 
of the horse. To me it was true base on the doctrine of 
the future)

Ibn Fāris tried to persuade his readers not to accept any 
Mu’tazilate rationalist ideas about man`s own initiative in this matter: 
‘I say, the language of the Arabs is revelation and the evidence for this 
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sympathetic Abbasid Calipipph h all-Ma mun. In the tenth century the 
Mu’tazilites had adoptett d d ththhe termr  waÌ’Ì’Ì’ tto o ininindid cate the established ’
character of lananguuguagagge.e IIIn nn ththhisii pperioioiod dd mamam nyyy ggraar mmmarians were
Mu’tazilites, ssuchhh asas Ibnbnb JJinnīn , alaa -FFāārissīīī, alall-ZZujujjāāājj, QQuā Ïrub bb and many 
others. HoHoowewweveveer, ttheehe MMuu’tatt zilalatete theheheologogiaiaian n ‘‘AbAbbabaddd Ibbbn SuSuulaaaymān (d.
864) clal imi edd tthah t t tht eree e waas s a a nanaturararal ll rereelatitt ononshshippp bbettweweenenen wororords and 
thingsgsg 1201 , whhicch h diisasaagrrreed dd with Ibn Jinnīn , whho ststatattede :

اووَااتتِ ووصصْ ََ الألألأَ نننن مِننَ ُووا هُوَ اَانمََّ ِِا إِ ااهههَ ههلَّ ُلل كُ اااغغااَااتِ غغ الللللُُّّ ْلل أَصلَل َّ أنَ ِِ إِلىََ مممههُمممْ ُهههضضضُ ضضععْ ععببَـ ببهههَببَ ذذووَذذََ
ِ، وشحححيجج االحلحلحماااررر،،  ِ، ووخخيريرير الماد ِ،، ووحننينين االلرعععد ،،، ككدوى الرريحححِ ااعَاتِِ عوووِِِّّّ ووسَ

ُ
ساالملمسس
ُُ
سسسس

َلَ، وونحنحنحو ذلك،، ثمثم ووددلَددََتتْ ِّ، ووننترترتريببب االلظظظبيبي ِ، وصههييللل االفرررسسِ ِووونععييققق الغغرراابِ
ببهههَببٌ ذذمَذْ م، ووَ ححالححِحٌ اا صَ هههٌ ههجْْ ج ووَ ددنْْددِيْيْْ ننا عِِ ذذههَذَ َهاا بععدد،، وو ااااممَ مميْ ييي فففييِِ ككلِكََ نن ععَنْ ذَ ُااتتُ ااَاااالللللغغَ

للببللَلٌل ببببققْْ ققتتـََ تتسْْ سسمُُ
12211

(S(S( omome e off them saididd tthah t t ththheee oroorigiginin of all langgnguau geges s isis 
onne e ofof tthehe mmost importanant tt vovovoicices, such as thhe wiindndnd, ththt ee
noooststs allalgiiia a ofoff tthuhuh nder, the good of material, thhe e wrwringingngg 
ofofof tthee ddononnkekk y,yy tthehhe crowning of the croow,w, ttheheh croroownwning g
ofoof thee hhhororrsese. ToTo mmme e iti wwwasasa  trururue e babaasese oon ththhe ee dood cttc ririinene oof ff
thee fufufututut rer ))

Ibn Fāāririr s trtrtrieieed dd to pppere suuuadadade e hihh s reeadada ers s noonot to accept any 
Mu’tazilate ratioonann liil st iideded asas aaboboboutut mmmanaa `s ownwnn ininn tiatative in this matter: 
‘I say, the language of thhe ArArA abababsss is revvele atattioiion n ana d dd the evidence for this 
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is the words of God “He taught Adām all the names”’122. He added the 
following argument:  

The proof for the correctness of our point of view is the 
unanimous agreement of the scholars about arguments 
based on the language of the Bedouin, whether they 
agree or disagree about something and on their poems. If 
language were really an institution and a convention, 
they would have no more rights to argue on the basis of 
their language then we would have to argue on the basis 
of contemporary speech.123

His view was further supported by AbË Alfia, who referred to 
the authority of his predecessor when concluding that all language 
arose due to convention, the only exemption being the Hebrew 
language124. Goldziher had a point when noting that the concept of 
revelation or convention in language had not been discussed by 
Muslim scholars, although the topic was preserved in ancient texts. 
However, we shall not forget that the era of transmission set on much 
later, and the linguistic corpus in the hands of AbË Aswād al-Du`alī,
Abdar-Rahmān HurmËz,  Naseer Ibn ‘Asim, ‘Anbāsah Fīl, MaymËn
al-Aqrān, AbË Ishāq al-HaÌrāmī and AbË ‘AmrË Ibn Alāq contained 
no mention of these questions. Versteegh concludes that the absence 
of diachronic thinking in Arabic linguistics was partly responsible for 
this lack of interest in this matter. Muslim grammarians dealt with a 
fixed corpus and maintained that the language as they knew it would 
not change, and thus any hypothetical question as to its origin was of 
no relevance to them125. For the grammarians the issue of the origin of 
language had never held much attraction, except for Ibn Jinnī who 
was, according to Versteegh, perhaps driven by his Mu’tazilate views, 
views which other scholars such as Ibn Fāris warned his readers not to 
adopt126.
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they would have nonoo mmorrore rirightst  to o arrguguue e on the basis of 
their languaagegege theen n wewew  woulddl hhavava ee toto aargrgrgue oon the basis 
of contetet mpm ororrarrry y sppeechh.12312

Hiiss vivviewww wwass ffurthher supppoportrtrtedee bbby y AbAbAbË Ë AAlflfiaiaa, whwhw o reeeferred to
the auththority y ofo hhisi ppredecececessoro wwwhehh n nn coooncncluluudidiingng thah t t alaa l laalangnn uage 
arose e dududue too ccono vevv ntntn ion, the only exempttioon n beb innngg thhthe e Hebrbb ew 
langnguaageege1241244. GoGoldl ziziher had a point t whw en noting ththat ttheh ccconceeeptptpt of 
reveelalaationon oor coconvnnvention iiin laaangngn uauu gegee hhhada  not bbbeee n did scccussssed d bybb  
MuMuslslimimim schchchololararrs,s  althougugh hh thtt e tooopiipic cc wawas prprprese erved d innn ancccieenttn  texxxtsts.
HoHowewew vev r,r, wwe shshhall not foforgette tthahahat ththe e erre a a ofof ttraraansn missioion seet tt onoo mmucuch 
laaateeer,r aandndd theheh llinguistiiic c cocorprpusuus in thhe hahah ndds offo AbË Aswwwāāād dd all-DDu`uu alallī,,
AbAbdad r-RaRR hmāān n HurmËËmm z,  NaNaseseeerer Ibnbnn ‘AsAsimimim, ‘AnA bāsah h FFFīīl,l,l MMMayaymËmm nn
al-AAqrqq āān,nn, AAAbbbË ËË Ishāq al-HaHaÌÌÌrrāāmīīmm aandndnd AAAbbbī Ë ËË ‘‘AmAAmrË Ibn AlAlāāq q cocontnttaia need d
nono mmenene titionnon ooof f tht ese quesese titiono s.s VVererrstststeeeeghghg ccconono cludes ttthahh t thhe aba sess ncce
of ddiachchc roronin c c thini king in ArArArabbabicic lininingugug isistiticsc  was partly yy rerer spspponno sisisiblblb e e fofor 
this llacaa k k ofoo iintntnteresee t in this mattt er. MuMuuslim grammarriaiansnn dddeaealtltl wwwiti h hh a 
fixed d coocorprpr usu aandndnd mmmaiaia ntntn ained that the language asasa tttheheh y yy knknewew it t woould 
not chchhana geeg ,, anand d thththususu aanynyy hhhypyypoto hetical quesee tionnon as s tot iitsst  oriigigigin n wawas of 
no releve ana ceece ttooo thhhemem125125. FoFoF r ththe ee grgg ammmmamaririanans s ththe e isisissuuue e ofofof ttthehehe oorigin of 
languagee hhhadad nneveve eree hhheleeld d mumuchchh aaattrar ctiooon, eeexcxccepept fofoor IbIbIbn n n JiJJ nnī who ī
was, accordingngg tooo VeVeVersrsr teegeggh,h  pererhahhapssp dddriven n byby hhhisi MMMuuu’tazilate views, 
views which otheer rr scs hoh lalaarss ssucucch hh assas IIIbnbnb  Fāriris ss wawawarnedd his readers not to
adopt126.



THE CRITICS ON THE HISTORY OF ARABIC GRAMMAR 

123

We can conclude at this point that those linguists who believed 
that language was created through revelation based their arguments on 
their understanding of the scriptures, and those who applied reasoning 
relied on the concept of analogy. Golziher concludes his account –
certainly not without irony – by offering his readers an alternative 
theory: ‘I wish to mention an intermediate view between these two 
theories, according to which only the Arabic language came into being 
through revelation, while all the other languages are the outcome of 
convention’127.  

Conclusion 

Ignaz Goldziher’s critique on Arabic linguistics was based mainly on 
his narrow focus on its historical dimension. One cannot but attest to 
him a mastery of persuasion in the manner in which he expressed his 
ideas. Instead of presenting his controversial theories and 
assumptions in a direct and confrontational manner, he cleverly and 
very diplomatically clothed them in seemingly innocent and very 
general statements, such as ‘… the correct usage from the data in 
form of rules in the absence of any foreign influence or in short are 
there any factors in the awakening of a grammatical awareness 
among the Arabs that do not originate in the life of the Arab people 
and their mind?’ and ‘For clever hair-splitting Arabic grammar used 
the theories built upon Aristotelian logic’ 128 . He very carefully 
presented his assumptions without directly pointing at his true claim, 
namely that Arabic linguistics were directly influenced by Greek 
theory. Although he continuously brought forward the case of 
analogy and anomaly, he did not go into any detail and presented 
textual evidence to allow his readers to judge for themselves. On the 
topic of the influence of theological philosophy (kalām) on Arabic 
grammar, Goldziher only presented selected views and focused his 
discussion of the origins on convention rather than revelation. 
Nevertheless, he takes the modern reader by surprise when 
concluding that Arabic had its origin in divine revelation rather than 
convention, probably because his own cultural and religious origins 
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through revelation, while all ll ththee oto her languages are the outcome of 
convention’127.  

Conclusion

Ignaz Goolddldzizziheheher’s critittiqiqqueue on nn ArArababbicicic lliningug isisstiticsc  wass bbasasasedd mmmaiaa nly on 
his naarrrr owoo  foccus oon n iti s hiihistoro ical dimensiionono . OnO e e cacc nnnott bbutt aaattt est to 
him a aa mamam stststerry ofof ppperee susuasion in the manner in wwhih chc hhee exxprrprese ses d d his 
ideas. IInsteteadad ooof f presentingn hhhisis controverrrsisis ala ttheorroriei s anana d 
asssuumpmpm titt onns s inin aa direct anand coc nfffrorronttatata ioioonannal manner, heh  cleeeveveerlr y ananand 
veryy dipipiplolomamm ticacc lly clototo hehh d dd thththem iin ses emmmininingly innoocecc nttnt aandn vvereery y
geeneen rar l l ststtatta emmmenee ts, suuchchh ass ‘…‘…… ttthehehe cccorrrerectctt uusage froom m ththe ee dadaatata iin n
foorm oof f rur lel s s inn the aabsbsb enenencece oof any fofoorereeigiggn n ininflf uence oror in shshhoro t ara e ee
thht ere e e anaa y y fafactcc ors in thehe aawawaw kekkenin ngnng oof a a grg ammatiicacal l awawarrrennnesss 
amaa ononong g thththe ArArabbs that do oo nononot tt oorrigiginininattatee ininin theh llife of thehehe AAAraar b b peepeopoplelee 
anana d dd thththeieir r mimindn ?’?  and ‘FoFor rr clcleve erere hhhaiaiairrr-ssplplp itittit ng Arabic cc grg amammamar ussedeed 
the ee thheooririeses bbuiuiltl  upon Ariststs otoo eleeliaian n lologic’ 128 . Hee vverery yy cacarerefuuulll y 
presesenennteeed d hihiis asassus mpmm tions without directly pointinnng g atat hhhis tttruueee clclc aim, 
nameeelylyy tthahat t ArArArababicicc llininngug istics were directlyy iinfnfflulul enenceced d byb GGreeek 
theoryyy.. AlA thht ououghghgh hhe e cococ ntntini uouou ususlyyy brouguught foro wawaw rdrd theheh ccasase of 
analogy ana d d d ananomomalaly,y,y hhheee didid nonoot gogo intto o annany yy dedeetatataill aaandndnd pprerr sented 
textual eviddidenncecec tto alala lolow w hihis s reeadadaderers to jjjudgege fffororo ttthehemsmmselelvev s. On the
topic of the infnfnfluluuenenencecec oof f ththeoe loogigg cacac l philoso ophyyhy (((kakakalllāālll m) on Arabic
grammar, Goldzihihher ooonlnlnly y prpresessenteteed dd ses lelectc edede vvviewsww  and focused his 
discussion of the origins ono ccconnnveev ntn ion rather than revelation. 
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could not betray his sympathies with Jewish philosophers like 
AbËafia who could not fathom a Hebrew language not intrinsically 
linked with the Torah, which was after all based on a revealed 
scripture and not convention.  








