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What Happened to the Grammar of Numerals after
Sibawayhi?

Jean N. Druel

1 Introduction

Reading Sibawayhi’s Kitab is a fascinating experience. As described by Carter’
and Baalbaki,? the inner consistency of the Kitab, as well as its highly specu-
lative nature contribute to this fascination. For my part, the fascination is also
due to the impressive gap that exists between Sibawayhi’s grammar and that
of later grammarians, not to mention contemporary grammarians. To be sure,
they describe and analyze the same language variety; what differs is not the lan-
guage they study, but the theoretical frame in which they study this language.

In my dissertation,? 1 focused on the grammar of numerals in three grammat-
ical treatises: Sibawayhi's Kitab, al-Mubarrad’s Mugtadab and Ibn al-Sarraj’s
Usil fi [-nahw. In this paper, [ shall summarize the three different theoretical
frames in which Sibawayhi (d. 177/793?), al-Mubarrad (d. 285/898) and Ibn al-
Sarraj (d. 316/928) present the numerals, in order to qualify the direction in
which the grammatical theory of numerals evolved.

The four possible constructions in which numerals and their counted object
can surface will be called here: appositional (al-awladu [-hamsatu ‘the five
boys), al-awladu [-iSriana ‘the twenty boys’), predicative (al- ‘awladu hamsatun
‘the boys are five, al-awladu Sruna ‘the boys are twenty'), annexational (ham-
satu ‘awladin ‘five boys, mi‘atu waladin ‘a hundred boys'), and specifying (ham-
sata ‘adara waladan ‘fifteen boys) iSruna waladan ‘twenty boys’). All cardinal
numerals can potentially be found in these constructions, both in the definite
and in the indefinite, except for the annexational and specifying constructions,
which are in complementary distribution (because numerals are divided into
annexable numerals and non-annexable numerals).

1 See Carter (1968,1972a, 1972b).
» See Baalbaki (1979, 2001, 2008).
3 Druel (2012).
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2 Sibawayhi’s Grammar of Numerals

2.1 Substantives Resembling the Adjectives Which Resemble the Active
Participles

As Baalbaki (2008:81) puts it, one of Sibawayhi’s far-reaching aims is “to demon-
strate that linguistic phenomena are not haphazard and that they conceal
an underlying harmony which grammatical analysis can disclose”. The prob-
lematic point at stake in the syntax of numerals is not their slot in the sen-
tence, since they comply with the regular rules for substantives, according to
their morphosyntactic limitations. It is not the relationship with their counted
object when in appositional, predicative or annexational constructions, either.
Just like other substantives, numerals can be found in these constructions. The
most problematic issue is thus the specifying construction and its complemen-
tary distribution with the annexational construction. For Sibawayhi the prob-
lem is twofold: in which frame to interpret i$runa dirhaman ‘twenty dirhams’
and why do not all numerals behave the same? He may therefore have consid-
ered the case of i$rina ‘twenty’ first because it is the most difficult one. T$runa
cannot be annexed to its counted object (*i§ru dirhamin). Instead, it keeps its
compensatory ending nun and the second term (dirhaman) is put in the depen-
dent form (iSrina dirhaman ‘twenty dirhams’), just like a verbal complement,
although $runa has no verbal origin.

Stbawayhi chooses the sifa muSabbaha bi-l-fa‘il ‘adjective resembling the
active participle’ as a starting point for his analysis of the expression of the
counted object and then proceeds by successive analogies.* Interestingly, the
sifa musabbaha bi-l-fa‘il and its complement can be found in the same four
constructions as numerals with their counted object, appositional (al-wajhu
al-hasanu ‘the beautiful face’), predicative (wajhu-hu hasanun ‘his face is beau-
tiful'), annexational (hasanu al-wajhi ‘beautiful of face’), and specifying (al-
hasanu wajhan ‘the beautiful [in terms of] face’). However, numerals are not
considered sifat musabbaha, they only resemble them semantically and syn-
tactically, just like the sifat musabbaha to some extent resemble active partici-
ples.®

Sifat musabbaha share ‘something’ of the twofold strength of active partici-
ples (verbal and nominal), which explains why they can be found in similar
constructions with their complement. However, not everything that is possible
with active participles is possible with sifat muSabbaha. Passive-reflexive verbs

4 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 41,1, 81-88 (Derenbourg)/ I, 99-108 (Bilaq).
5 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 41, 1, 86.20—21 (Derenbourg)/ I, 106.7-8 (Bulag).
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like imtala’a, in imtala’tu maan ‘1 got filled with water,® and expressions like
hayrun min, in hayrun min-ka ‘aban ‘better than you [in terms of | father’? share
'something’ of the strength of the sifa musabbaha, but have less power. At the
end of the ‘analogical chain’ are §runa, in ¢$runa dirhaman ‘twenty dirhams’®
compound numerals ahada ‘a$ara dirhaman ‘eleven dirhams’ and ka-da, in
ka-da dirhaman ‘afew dirhams,1° which seem to have lost all verbal strength of
the active participle, except for the ‘surface strength’ to put their complement
in the dependent form. As for annexable numerals, they do not even have this
strength but can only be ‘annexed’ (mudaf) to another noun, which expresses
their counted object. This last behaviour is more common among nouns than
that of putting their complement in the dependent form.

At a syntactic level, Sibawayhi aims to prove that the annexational and
specifying constructions are structurally equivalent.! This enables him to har-
monize the numerals’ behavior, which is clearly his aim, along with the mere
explanation of the linguistic phenomena.?

At the semantic level, it is not clear what remains from the sabab relation-
ship between al-sifat al-musabbaha and their complement.™® There must be
‘something’ of the sabab in the semantic link between numerals and their
counted object, but Sibawayhi does not mention it explicitly. Is it possible to
go beyond this without forcing his thought?

Sibawayhi describes the process of comparison where ‘something’ gets lost
en route and attributes this phenomenon to native speakers themselves: “They
may compare something to something else even if it is not the same in every-
thing; you will see this a lot in their language” (wa-qad yusabbihuna [-$ay’ bi-l-
say’ wa-laysa mitluhu ftjami ahwalihiwa-sa-tara dalika fu kalamihim katiran).**

Sibawayhi does not use the grammatical category of tamyiz ‘specifier’, a
construction involving a singular indefinite noun in the dependent form used
to ‘specify’ the meaning of an ‘unspecified’ term. Such a construction would
have been a practical category to analyze dirhaman in ‘iSruna dirhaman ‘twenty
dirhams, although there would still have been a consistency issue: why should

6 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 41,1, 8518 (Derenbourg)/ I, 10511 (Bulaq).

7 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 41,1, 8416 (Derenbourg)/ 1,104.7 (Bulaq).

8 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 41,1, 85.5 (Derenbourg)/ 1,104.16 (Bulag).

9 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 41,1, 86.13 (Derenbourg)/ 1, 106.1 (Bulaq).

10 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch.142, 1, 256.9-12 (Derenbourg)/ 1, 297.14-16 (Bulaq).
11 Carter (1972b:489).

12 Versteegh (1997:246).

13 Forsabab see Carter (1985).

14  Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 39, I, 771243 (Derenbourg)/ I, 93.7-8 (Bulaq).

-
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certain numerals be in an annexational construction with their complements,
while others are in need of a specifier?

Sibawayhi’s logic may be puzzling because he tries to do two opposite things
at the same time. On the one hand, he proceeds through successive analogies,
where ‘something’ of the initial ‘syntactic strength’ is lost in the process, but
on the other hand he aims at a global consistency of grammatical phenomena.
These two logics are incompatible because an analogy is not an equality, and
since something is lost in the analogy, the resulting grammatical rule does not
apply fully and loses part of its consistency. The reader can only deduce from
the many examples quoted what is lost and what remains.

An example of the trade-off between analogy and consistency lies in the
question of the invariability of both parts of all compound numerals, except
‘twelve’. Normally, the addition of the compensatory nan in the dual and the
plural does not prevent the noun from receiving declension, which is added
before the niin, as in muslim-u-na and muslim-i-na ‘Muslims'. Analogically, this
works perfectly with ‘twelve;, interpreted in the compensatory nun-like frame.
Compare itn-a ‘asara ‘twelve’ (independent form) and itn-ay asara ‘twelve’
(dependent and oblique form). But regarding other compound numerals, this
analogy does not work anymore because the first part of the compound always
carries a fatha, as in hamsat-a ‘asara ‘fifteen’ Here, consistency is lost, and
al-Halil (d.170/786 or175/791) has a point when he claims that ‘twelve’ does not
behave like other compound numerals.’> However, Sibawayhi does his best to
interpret all compound numerals in the same frame,'® rather than following
al-Halil, who chooses two different frames."” In the end, both solutions are
interesting, but neither is completely consistent.

To sum the whole process up, @sara in the compound numerals is ‘like’ the
(ending) nun in the dual and the plural (nun al-itnayni wa-ljami’), but not
everything that applies to nun al-itnayni wa-l-jami* applies to ‘aSara, and nun
al-itnayniwa-l-jami" itself is ‘like’ the tanwin, but not everything that applies to
the tanwin applies to it. What is lost at each step can only be deduced by the
reader. One should remember that Sibawayhi is not aiming at a system where
each element has a fixed status, but, as Ayoub puts it,!'® he explores the relative
position words occupy in relation with one another.

15  Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 314, I1, 51.4-6 (Derenbourg)/ 11, 55.14-56.1 (Bulaq).
16  Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. q12, 11, 177.13-18 (Derenbourg)/ 11, 172.2-6 (Bulaq).
17 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 336, 11, 84.14-15 (Derenbourg)/ 11, 87.15-16 (Bilaq).
18 Ayoub (1990:6).
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2.2 Unresolved Issues in the Kitab

Sibawayhi often mentions the ‘unspecified nouns’ (al-asma’ al-mubhama) in
his interpretation, yet he does not link them all into a wider theory of seman-
tically deficient substantives, in need of a semantic complement. All substan-
tives should refer to something precise, a principle derived from Sibawayhi'’s
classification of the different parts of speech:!® verbs (‘afal), nouns (Casma’)
and prepositions (huraf). The problem is that numerals hardly fit this classi-
fication and, just like many other ‘nouns), they refer to something ‘unspecified,
as pointed out by him only once.”

Among other ‘unspecified nouns’ are awwalu ‘first, kam ‘how many’, @yyun
which’, ba'da ‘after, ba'du ‘some’, bayna ‘between, tijaha ‘towards, jami ‘all,
inda ‘at, kull ‘all, ladun ‘at, lada ‘at, mitla ‘like, ma‘a ‘with, nahwa ‘towards),
and many more, which are grammatically substantives but behave like ‘prepo-
sitions’ in many aspects. Their meaning as nouns is far from clear, hence their
specific problems. All these nouns are in need of aspecifier, beita mudaf ilayhi,
a tamyiz, or the preposition min ‘of followed by a noun in the oblique case.

The issue at stake here is that within the category of nouns almost everything
is defined in terms of ‘strength’. Some have only a little less strength than verbs,
such as the ‘proper names of the verb', i.e. the interjections (‘asma’ al-fil )4 or
the active participles (asma’ al-fa‘il), whereas other ‘nouns’ have barely more
strength than prepositions, such as inda ‘at’ and ma‘a ‘with'

The solution proposed by Sibawayhi for the expression of the counted object,
which is to consider it a semantic complement analogous to the sabab com-
plement of the sifa nusabbaha, is another example of a negotiation between
consistency and analogy. It is the definition of what a noun is that causes later
inconsistencies, because some nouns are analogically treated as if they belong
to this category without sharing all the characteristics of the category, namely,
the fact that their meaning as substantives is not clear.

Most of the problems are found in the syntactic and semantic relations
between two nouns, especially if one wants to maintain some global consis-
tency to the system. Ultimately, the issue here is that of nominal government:
can nouns operate on other nouns directly or should an elided preposition
be supposed at an underlying Jevel? Numerals and their counted object are
found in the three constructions that involve a possible operation of a noun
on another noun: predicative (al-awladu hamsatun ‘the boys are five’), annexa-

19 See Mosel (197511).
20  Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 314, Il, 47.10-11 (Derenbourg)/ 11, 5016-18 (Bulaq).
21 See Levin (1991).
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:{1 tional (hamsatu ‘aklubin ‘three dogs’), and specifying (i§runa dirhaman ‘twenty
| dirhams’). The first case is not explicitly dealt with by Sibawayhi. For the two
'j other constructions, the underlying structure is hamsatun min al-kilabi** and
i ‘iSrina min al-darahimi.*?

| However, Sbawayhi does not make clear whether he is considering the pos-
sibility that numerals ‘operate’ on their counted objects. His presentation of
numerals as a subcase of sifa musabbaha gives the impression that he is fol-
lowing this track and, in terms of syntactic ‘strength’, numerals are somewhere
between al-sifat al-musabbaha bi-I-fa‘il and ka-da ‘a few’. But it is not possible

to go beyond this without forcing his views.

(e
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3 Al-Mubarrad’s Grammar of Numerals

31 Substantives Behaving Differently according to the Series They
Belong To
| Throughout the chapters that deal with numerals al-Mubarrad draws a clear
line between ‘basic numerals’ (al-as() from ‘one’ to ‘ten) and ‘subsidiary numer-
| als' (al-far‘), above ‘ten), which he says are all ‘derived’ (mustagqa) from basic
numerals, either in ‘surface’ (lafz) or in ‘meaning’ (ma‘na).*

Numerals between ‘twenty-one’ and ‘ninety-nine’ are simply conjoined by
an appositional waw (waw ‘atf )* and they behave differently according to their
| respective rules, so that one might say that they neither belong to lesser nor to

! greater numerals but that the unit behaves like basic numerals and the decade
'i behaves like subsidiary numerals.
i Above ‘two, number and species have to be expressed separately. Al-Mubar-
rad says that this is the origin (‘as(), hence ‘one’ and ‘two’ must be regarded as a
| subcategory of the other lesser numerals. Incidentally, this is also why the dual
{ is considered by al-Mubarrad to be a subcategory of the plural.*®
1

Among the possible different ways to express the counted object, al-Mubar-
rad focuses on the annexational and specifying constructions. The first one
characterizes ‘basic’ numerals?’ and the second one characterizes ‘subsidiary’

22 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 416, I1,182.6 (Derenbourg)/ II, 17615 (Btilaq).
| 23 Sibawayhi, Kitab ch. 41,1, 85.5-6 (Derenbourg)/ 1, 104.16 (Bulaq).
el 24  Mugtadab 11, 165.13-14.

o 25  Mugtadab 11,166.16-17.

4 26  Mugtadab 11, 156.2.

4 27  Mugtadab11,164.4-5.
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numerals. For al-Mubarrad, a distinctive feature of subsidiary numerals is that
their counted object is in the singular in the annexational and specifying
constructions because it expresses awhole species.23 With this definition, what
seemed to be a problem in Sibawayhi’s theory simply disappears as an issue.
Basic numerals are not in need of a ‘species’ complement, whereas subsidiary
numerals are.

Subsidiary numerals all have in common that they are ‘unspecified’ (mub-
hama) and as such in need of a complement that expresses their species (naw"),
as in hamsata ‘asara tawban ‘fifteen garments™? and ‘Sruna dirhaman ‘twenty
dirhams’3°

What is somewhat puzzling is that al-Mubarrad calls the counted object
after hundreds and thousands, ‘specifier’ (tamyiz), although it surfaces as a
mudaf ilayhi. He is probably compelled to do so in order not to falsify his own
theory that all ‘subsidiary’ numerals are in need of a tamyiz.

‘One hundred’ and ‘one thousand’ are not ‘carrying a nun’ (munawwana),
so that their tamyiz can surface as a mudaf ‘ilayhi in the indefinite, as in
miatu dirhamin ‘a hundred dirhams, talatu miati dirhamin ‘three hundred
dirhams) ‘alfu dirhamin ‘a thousand dirhams, talatu ‘alafi dirhamin ‘three thou-
sand dirhams), or in the definite, as in miatu al-dirhami ‘the hundred dirhams,
talatu miati al-dirhami ‘the three hundred dirhams), ‘alfu al-dirhami ‘the thou-
sand dirhams, talatu ‘alafi al-dirhami ‘the three thousand dirhams'® In all
these expressions, the semantic link between numerals and their counted
object is a specifying relationship, although it surfaces syntactically as an
annexational construction. The only limitation compared to regular idafa rules
is that the tamyiz has to be in the singular, and this because the quantity is
already expressed by the numeral.

Contrary to Sibawayhi, al-Mubarrad explicitly says that itna ‘asara ‘twelve’
is not a compound (a word that has been made ‘one word’) and that ‘asara
has the status of a compensatory nun.* Other compound cardinals have been
made ‘one word’ and he draws a parallel between their second part and the ta’
marbita in the male proper names Hamda and Talha.® Unlike Sibawayhi, he
seems to follow al-Halil on this point (see above).

28  Mugtadab 11, 164.5-6.

29  Mugtadab I1,164.5-6.

30  Mugtadab I1,144.7,165.2,13; 111, 32.6-7.
31 Mugtadab 11,167.10-12; 111, 38.3-5.

32  Mugtadab 11,162.5-8.

33  Mugtadab 1V, 29.4-5.
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, Al-Mubarrad explains that decades resemble the verb “because of the sur-
| face level” (li-I-lafz), inasmuch as their complement is put in the dependent
| form.3* However, he makes it clear that decades have no verbal value, so that
_ for example it is not possible to front the tamyiz and say *dirhaman ‘isruna,
i whereas this is possible in sahman tafagqa’tu 1 exploded [in terms of | grease’
' because the ‘operator’ (‘amil) of the tamyiz is a verb.? In the same way, iSruna
cannot be separated from its tamyiz as in *iSruna la-ka dirhaman ‘you have
i twenty dirhams’3®

fl Finally, according to al-Mubarrad, the only common point between all
numerals is that the underlying structure of their relationship with their
counted object is the partitive min ‘of, at least in the annexational and spec-
| ifying constructions.

22 Unresolved Issues in the Muqtadab

It seems that for al-Mubarrad the only ‘true’ numerals are the ‘masculine’
numerals between ‘three’ and ‘ten, i.e., the forms carrying a ta@’ marbuta:
talatatun ‘three), ‘arba‘atun ‘four), until asaratun ‘ten. All other numerals are
explained by comparison to these basic numerals.

The category of the tamyiz, which originates in a syntactic (specifying)
| construction, enables al-Mubarrad to describe very easily the counted object
' after compound numerals and decades. They are in the position of tamyiz
i and they express the ‘species’ of ‘unspecified’ numerals. As for ‘one hundred’
and ‘one thousand, al-Mubarrad expands the syntactic category of tamyiz and
! says that in miatu tawbin ‘a hundred garments’ and ‘alfu tawbin ‘a thousand
l garments), the counted object also expresses the ‘species’ of the numerals.
I However this tamyiz surfaces as a mudaf “ilayhi. Thus, what remains of the
characteristics of the syntactic tamyiz is its meaning (min ‘of’) and its singular.

As for the expression miatu al-tawbi ‘the hundred garments), it is not clear
whether al-Mubarrad would call it a tamyiz since he dislikes the expression of
the tamyiz with a definite noun.?

In the end, the tamyiz is practically reduced to a semantic category that can
be expressed by two different constructions, annexational and specifying.

What is unclear as well is the nature of the ‘idafah relationship between basic
numerals and their counted object. Al-Mubarrad says that it also expresses the

34  Mugtadab 111, 33.2—4.
35  Mugtadab 111, 36.1-2.
36  Mugtadab 111, 55.8.

37  Mugtadab 111, 32.9-10.
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‘species’ (naw*) of the basic numerals although he does not say that they are
‘unspecified’ numerals nor that their complement is a tamyiz.

In a nutshell, basic numerals are neither unspecified (mubhama) nor do they
carry a nun (munawwana), so that they do not need a tamytz but a complement
that has the same meaning (the naw', i.e., partitive min); compound numerals
and decades are both mubhama and munawwana, s that they need a tamyiz
in the dependent form; ‘'one hundred’ and ‘one thousand’ are not munawwana
and are in need of a tamyiz in the oblique form, which most probably makes
them mubhama in the eyes of al-Mubarrad.

Al-Mubarrad does not address the issue of consistency across numerals.
Each series of numerals has a different morphological shape and a different
syntactic behaviour. There are commonalities between all numerals, but he
prefers to focus on the differences between them. It even seems to be part
of his theory that each series is bound to behave differently, which is another
type of consistency than Sibawayhi’s. If one adds to this picture the fact that al-
Mubarrad studies many more issues linked to the numerals than Sibawayhi,**
we get an overall impression of an ‘atomistic grammar'’. A great variety of issues
are dealt with and no global consistency is aimed at, except that different

behaviors need to be interpreted differently, as is clearly the case with numer-
als.

4 Ibn al-Sarraj’s Grammar of Numerals

4.1 An Ad Hoc Category That Solves All the Difficulties
The grammar of numerals in the 'Usal is rather simple, partly due to the fact
that it does not deal with some very specific issues, unlike the Kitab, and
even more so the Mugtadab, which deals with many more issues linked to
numerals than the two other treatises. Ibn al-Sarraj focuses almost exclusively
on the annexational and specifying constructions, rather than on the other
possible constructions, to which he only alludes. This is hardly surprising,
since he focuses on what is specific to numerals, not on constructions they
have in common with other substantives. Numerals found in more common
constructions (appositional and predicative) are dealt with in the relevant
sections of the *Usul.

The specific way Ibn al-Sarraj deals with the expression of the counted object
as a specifier is as follows. All numerals are unspecified (mubham) nouns, and

38  Druel (2012:272).
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as such, they are in need of a specifier. In this respect, his theory clearly differs
from that of al-Mubarrad.3® The specifier can easily be expressed by one of the
two meanings of the proper ‘idafa construction, namely its generic meaning,
as opposed to its possessive meaning.** However, due to the difference in
morphological shape, not all numerals can be annexed to their counted objects,
for instance the compound numerals and decades.* For these numerals, the
specifier is expressed by a specifying construction. Ibn al-Sarraj distinguishes
three different meanings for the specifying construction depending on the
nature of the word to which it applies, its operator (verbal or nominal, and if
nominal, measure or numeral).

In the verbal specifying construction, the specifier expresses the agent of
the verb in the dependent form, as in imtala’a [-ina’u maan ‘the container
was filled with water’*? The nominal specifying construction either means
migdar ‘the amount of, if the operator is a measure, as in ratlun zaytan, i.e.
miqdar ratlin zaytan ‘a rotl of oil;*3 or, if the operator is a numeral, the counted
object specifies (yumayyizu, yubayyinu, yufassiru) the numeral that needs it.**

_ Ibn al-Sarraj also says that the relationship means min (irina dirhaman, i.e.
ij ‘i$rina min al-darahimi ‘twenty dirhams’).%
| As for the ‘idafa construction, it either expresses possession (baytu zaydin,
i.e. baytun li-zaydin ‘Zayd's house’), or specification (hatamu dahabin, i.e. hata-
mun min dahabin ‘a gold ring’). If the mudaf is a numeral, the mudaf ilayhi
expresses the ‘specifier’ (mufassir) and the construction is a generic ( jins) idafa
f (hamsatu ‘atwabin, i.e. hamsatun min ‘atwabin ‘five garments’).
| The grammatical definition of the numerical specifying construction can be
‘ summed up as follows. It has the same syntax as the verbal tamyiz construc-
tion and the same meaning as the generic ‘idafa. Remarkably, this definition
' includes a semantic dimension. Seen from the perspective of the numerical
specifier (a semantic category), it is expressed in an annexational construc-
tion, if the numeral is annexable, and in a specifying construction otherwise.
This way of presenting things is typical of Ibn al-Sarraj’s ‘exhaustive divisions’
(tagasim).*®

S T N

==
|
I

39 Usall, gu.2.
40 Usall, 53.7-8;17.

.a'

41 ‘Usal 1, 312.2—6.

42 Usul 1, 222.4.

43  'Usull, 307.7-10.

44  Usill, 3n.2.

45 ‘Usall, 3151113

46  Bohas et al. (200610).
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This means that although the relevant sections are entitled ‘specifying mea-
sures’ (tamyiz al-magadir) and ‘specifying numerals’ (tamyiz al-adad), and
although they are located ina section devoted to nouns in the dependent form,
the oblique form is the base form. It is only when annexation is not possible
that the nominal specifier surfaces in the dependent form.*” The reason given
by Ibn al-Sarraj for the preference of the annexational construction over the
specifying one is that numerals do not resemble the active participle,*® which
is a clear difference with Sibawayhi’s theory. Unlike hasanun ‘beautiful’ they
have no verbal meaning and it is only because they cannot be annexed that
they have a complement (specifier) in the dependent form.

Taha notes that “the verb is central in his [Ibn al-Sarraj's] analysis of ver-
bal constructions and of the relationship between every verb and the different
Noun Phrases that occur with it".3 Itis true that here both measure and numer-
ical tamyiz are explained in a section that is linked with verbal transitivity,
although they share very little with it, if anything. The only link these two con-
structions have with transitivity is that if annexation is impossible, the specifier
(mufassir) takes the dependent form.

A striking difference between Ibn al-Sarraj and Sibawayhi or al-Mubarrad
is the fact that he explicitly includes a semantic criterion in his grammatical
interpretation (the two meanings of the annexational construction, the three
meanings of the specifying construction, the five meanings of the appositional
construction) and this enables him to solve the tricky problem of the appar-
ent inconsistency between the expression of the counted object in different
constructions. Instead of aiming at a one-to-one correspondence between con-
structions and meanings, he believes that some constructions have the same
meaning, namely the generic meaning of the annexational construction and
the specific meaning of the specifying construction.

Another innovation of Ibn al-Sarraj lies in the explanation of the singular of
the counted object after ‘one hundred’ by the fact that ‘one hundred’ needs to
behave partly like ‘ten’ because it is ‘ten tens’ and partly like ‘ninety’ because
it comes just after it in the series50 Like ‘ten, ‘one hundred’ is annexed to its
specifier, and like ‘ninety’, its specifier is in the singular. Ibn al-Sarraj gives
exactly the same analysis for ‘one thousand’, which is ‘ten hundreds’3* This
‘double consistency’ is not found in the Kitab or in the Mugtadab.

a7 ’Usall, 306.6-9.
48  Usull, 324.7-9.
49  Taha (1995163)-
50  ’Usull, 312.8-10.
51 CUsall, 3121
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Another noticeable difference with Sibawayhi and al-Mubarrad is the dis-
tinction Ibn al-Sarraj makes between hamsatu [-atwabi ‘the five garments’
and hamsatu ‘atwabi-ka ‘your five garments’: in the latter case, no specifier is
expressed, because it refers to something identifiable. Ibn al-Sarraj says that in
hamsatu ‘atwabi-ka the numeral is ‘annexed and defined’ (‘udifa wa- ullima).>*
The implication of this difference is that, unlike Sibawayhi and al-Mubarrad,
Ibn al-Sarraj has no difficulty with a definite specifier, as long as the whole
species is intended.

4.2 Unresolved Issues in the ’Usul

Ibn al-Sarraj solves a difficulty that undermined both Sibawayhi’s and al-
Mubarrad’s theory of numerals by creating an ad hoc category of ‘numerical
specifier’ (tamyiz al-a‘'dad). Although this category has a manifestly syntactic
origin, namely, a construction involving a verb and a substantive in the indef-
inite dependent form, it evolves towards a semantic relationship that can be
expressed by two different syntactic constructions, namely, annexational and
specifying. Moreover, the assertion that the annexational construction is the
base form widens the gap between the verbal and the numerical tamyiz. But
it is only at this price that some consistency in the syntax of numerals can be
safeguarded.

Ibn al-Sarraj clearly addresses the grammatical issues from a syntactic per-
spective, however, the introduction of a semantic dimension enables him to
reconcile apparently inconsistent phenomena in the language, such as the
problematic series talatatu ‘awladin ‘three boys, hamsata ‘asara waladan ‘fif-
teen boys) iSriina waladan ‘twenty boys, mi‘atu waladin ‘a hundred boys’ and
alfu waladin ‘a thousand boys' In each case, the relationship between the
numeral and its counted object is a tamyiz, yet, it surfaces in two different
shapes because, for morphological reasons, some numerals are not annexable.

In the same manner, Ibn al-Sarraj is not aiming at a one-to-one correspon-
dence between morphological shape and syntactic behavior. This is clear from
the way he deals with compound nouns. In a section devoted to syntax he com-
pares the second part of compound cardinals to a compensatory niun,> but in
a section devoted to compound morphology,>* this comparison is completely
absent. In other words, nothing prevents a compound noun from behaving syn-
tactically like a word carrying a nun in some cases and like a word carrying

52 ‘Usall, 32514-15.
53 ’Usull, gnas; 3121-2.
54  ‘Usulll, 139-144.
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a ta’ marbuta in other cases. And inversely, a noun carrying a compensatory
niin may behave differently in different syntactico-semantic constructions, like
$rina in a possessive (iSru zaydin ‘Zayd's twenty’) and a generic (*Sru wa-
ladin ‘twenty boys’) annexation. Unlike Sibawayhi, Ibn al-Sarraj does not seem
to have been concerned about these differences.

Among the questions that kept Sibawayhi and al-Mubarrad occupied but
that are not dealt with in the "Usal, are the following: the gender of numerals;
the (surface) gender disagreement between cardinals and their counted object;
the singular of the counted object after compound ordinals and decades; the
verbal value of ordinals; and the fact that compound cardinals between ‘thir-
teen’ and ‘nineteen’ are made up of two words of opposite (surface) gender.

Also striking is the little importance Ibn al-Sarraj assigns to criteria such
as lightness’ (hiffa), ‘heaviness’ (tigal) or ‘strength’ (quwwa), which words and
morphemes can have in comparison with one another, as noted by Chairet.> It
seems that his classification relieves him of the use of these analytical tools. In
other words, his criteria are formal rather than linked with any inner qualities
words might possess.

5 The Development of the Grammar of Numerals after Sibawayhi

5.1 Differentiation as an Interpretative Tool

A new criterion appears in the Mugqtadab, which was not used by Sibawayhi,
and which can be described as a ‘differentiation tool. In many places, al-
Mubarrad draws a distinction between series of words and explains their dif-
ferent behavior by the mere fact that they belong to different series. In other
words, he contents himself with the fact that words belong to different cat-
egories as a justification for their different behavior. Curiously, by doing so,
al-Mubarrad succeeds in giving the impression that here lies a certain consis-
tency (it is consistent that different categories behave differently). T his method
is as far as one can imagine from Sibawayhi'’s quest for consistency, whose aim
it is to find a limited number of reasons that explain different surface phenom-
ena.

As far as numerals are concerned, al-Mubarrad draws a first distinction
between lesser and greater numerals. This distinction accounts for the fact that
some numerals have a counted object in the plural and others a singular one
(which is only true in the annexational and specifying constructions). It also

55  Chairet (2000:218).
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accounts for the fact that some numerals have a unique form in the masculine
and in the feminine, while others have two different forms (with the exception
of compound numerals, which al-Mubarrad treats as lesser numerals because
they are made up of two lesser numerals).

Moreover, each series is due to behave differently from the previous series. In
this way, al-Mubarrad explains the difference between decades and hundreds,
between units and hundreds, between hundreds and thousands and the differ-
ences in the issue of the definite article.

A different meaning can also justify a different behavior, as is the case with
the number of the tamyiz. In the expression zaydun ‘afrahu al-nasi ‘abdan
Zayd is the most gifted person [in terms of] slave) a plural tamyiz (‘abidan
‘slaves’) conveys a different meaning. Both constructions are possible, whereas
after numerals there would be no difference in meaning since plural is already
expressed by the numeral. Thus, numerical tamyiz cannot surface in the plural.

This differentiated approach, added to the fact that al-Mubarrad deals with
a significantly larger number of issues, definitely confirms the impression that
al-Mubarrad’s grammar is a ‘discrete’ one, i.e., a grammar that treats issues
separately with a minimal theoretical frame. Bohas et al.* have also described
this method of al-Mubarrad as being ‘heterogeneous’.

5.2 Localvs. Global Consistency

Sibawayhi aims at a global consistency throughout his Kitab. Not only does
the expression ‘irina dirhaman ‘twenty dirhams'’ serve as a prime example for
specifying constructions within the chapter on numerals, but also outside this
chapter.”” Indeed, the fact that sifat musabbaha are found in all four construc-
tions, appositional, predicative, annexational, and specifying, as in wajhun
hasanun ‘a beautiful face, al-wajhu hasanun ‘the face is beautiful, hasanu (-
wajhi ‘beautiful of face’ and al-hasanu wajhan ‘the beautiful [in terms of | face,
is probably the main incentive for Sibawayhi to gather the syntax of all numer-
als under this chapter.

Although not all numerals are found in all four constructions, they are, when
considered together: ‘awladun hamsatun ‘five boys', al-awladu hamsatun ‘the
boys are five, hamsatu awladin ‘five boys' and ‘iSruna waladan ‘twenty boys'. As
is clear from this series, the difficult case is the last one. Sibawayhi considers
it first; once the validity of its position as a subcategory of sifat musabbaha is
proven, all other numerals are added to the picture, to which they fit easily.

56  Bohas et al (2006:5).
57  Carter (1972b).
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This non-intuitive approach aims at a global consistency for all numer-
als. It does not mean that numerals resemble the active participle, but that
they resemble adjectives that resemble active participles. This ‘second degree’
resemblance justifies the lesser freedom of behavior that numerals show, in
comparison to actual sifat musabbaha.

Al-Mubarrad is confronted with the same consistency issue as Sibawayhi,
but he solves it in a radical way: the consistency lies in the fact that each series
behaves differently.

As for Ibn al-Sarraj, his methodology of ‘exhaustive divisions’ (tagasim) is
very clear in the case of the grammar of numerals, as it is in general. He treats
the syntax of the counted object in a subsection called tamyiz al-‘adad, which s
itself a subsection of complements in the dependent form, namely those that
are not operated on by a verb. The annexational construction is presented at
the same place in the *Usul, in what at first sight looks like a subcategory of
numerical tamyiz for annexable numerals. However, Ibn al-Sarraj's presenta-
tion leaves little doubt that it is the other way round: the specifying construc-
tion is a subcategory of the annexational one, and it is only when numerals are
not annexable that their counted objectis expressed by anounin the indefinite
dependent form.

The conclusion we draw from Ibn al-Sarraj 's presentation is that the numer-
ical tamyiz is actually considered first for its meaning (to express the species),
and that it surfaces in a specifying construction only when annexation is
impossible. We see here the limit of Ibn al-Sarraj’s rigid tagasim based on the
four basic forms that substantives can take (independent, dependent, oblique,
and indeclinable). Since his outline is organ ized according to these four forms,
heis compelled to choose one of them to insert the numerical tamyiz in his trea-
tise. He adopts the dependent form as the entry point for the expression of the
counted object, but then widens its definition in order to include the annexa-
tional construction (oblique form). By doing this, Ibn al-Sarraj maintains some
consistency in the system, which is ultimately not based on the syntactic forms
that the counted object can take, but on the meaning it expresses (specifying
the numeral).

There are two other cases where Ibn al-Sarraj finds new solutions in order
to maintain some consistency within his theory. The first case can be labelled
a ‘double consistency’. It is the case of ‘one hundred’ that behaves partly like
annexable ‘ten’ (‘one hundred’ meaning ‘ten tens’) and partly like ‘ninety’,
which is followed immediately by ‘one hundred’ and whose counted object is
in the singular.

The second case can be labelled a ‘local consistency’. In the interpreta-
tion of compound numerals, Ibn al-Sarraj does not try to reconcile two dif-
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ferent approaches, syntactic and morphological. Syntactically, the second part
of compound numerals occupies the slot of a tanwin, which prevents their
annexation. This interpretation is completely absent from the discussion on
their morphology. Since Ibn al-Sarraj clearly separates issues in his treatise,
he discusses syntactic issues in syntactic sections and morphological issues in
morphological sections. Consequently, unlike Stbawayhi, Ibn al-Sarraj has no
place to discuss transversal issues. Most of the discussions linked with com-
pound substantives in the Kitab simply disappear in the "Usul because only a
local consistency is aimed at, rather than a global one.

5.3 Appearance of Formal Semantic Categories

Owens,?® Taha®? and al-Madi®® mention semantic constraints in the descrip-
tion of syntactic categories in the Mugtadab and the Usal, which correspond
exactly to what we have observed above in the definition of tamyiz in the Usul.
In this case, a broad syntactic category (complements in the dependent form)
is refined and subdivided into categories that apply only to a limited number
of cases (maf @l bi-hi, verbal tamyiz, tamyiz al-maqadir, tamyiz al-‘adad, and so
on). Ibn as-Sarraj’s ‘exhaustive divisions’ (tagasim) enable him to present sub-
categories that are exclusive of one another. All substantives in the dependent
form are either operated on by a verb or by a noun; those operated on by a
noun are either operated on by a measure or a numeral or kam ‘how many"
Verbal tamyiz and nominal tamyiz are clearly separated from the beginning in
the "Usul.

A first semantic criterion is already operating in these divisions, since the
only difference between measures and numerals is their meaning. The case of
kam is different, since it can replace any numeral. A second semantic criterion
appears in what constitutes the semantic shift of the whole category of tamyz
al-‘adad, which was described above: although it is treated as a subsection of
substantives in the dependent form, the annexational construction is actually
the base form of this tamyiz. What is left in the definition of the numerical
tamyiz is not its dependent form, nor its singular, nor its indefiniteness, but its
meaning; it specifies the numeral. This definitely cuts off the numerical tamyiz
from its verbal counterpart.

Actually, this obvious shift in the "Usal is also present in the Muqtadab.
There, it is less striking, because of the differentiated approach of al-Mubarrad,

58  Owens (1990).
59  Taha (1995).
6o  al-Madi (2009).
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which makes general categories less compelling. Unlike Ibn al-Sarraj, al-Mubar-
rad does not separate verbal tamyiz and nominal tamyiz. According to him,
tamyiz complements are operated on eitherby a verb or by aword that behaves
like a verb, either because of its meaning (li-l-ma‘na), or its behavior (li-l-
tasarruf ), or its surface level (li-l-lafz).

This definition is based on formal criteria, namely, the dependent form in
which the tamyiz surfaces. However, al-Mubarrad quickly shifts to a semantic
definition of the tamyiz as the expression of the species and he adds that it
can surface in the oblique form, as in kullu rajulin ‘every man, miatu dirhamin
2 hundred dirhams’ and ‘anta ‘afrahu abdin fi [-nasi ‘you are the most gifted
slave among the people’. What is left from the first definition of tamyiz is the
specification meaning, as well as the singular and the indefiniteness. With
this new definition, there is a consistency issue with numerals between ‘three’
and ‘ten, which al-Mubarrad solves by saying that, as base form numerals,
they do not need a tamyiz. There is another difficulty with ‘hundreds’ and
‘thousands, whose counted object can take the definite article, although al-
Mubarrad explicitly says that tamyz should be indefinite. This case is not elu-
cidated by him and we cannot predict whether or not he would call the definite
expression al-dirham in miatu al-dirhami ‘the hundred dirhams’ a tamy:z.

[bn al-Sarraj solves this difficulty by introducing a distinction between two
types of definite nouns: those referring to the whole genus and those referring
to one specific item. It is thus possible for the specifier to carry the definite
article, since this does not prevent it from referring to the whole genus, as in
mitatu al-dirhami ‘the hundred dirhams’. This distinction is only semantic, since
al-dirham could also refer to ‘this very dirham that you and I know’, depending
on what is intended by the speaker.

It is remarkable that neither al-Mubarrad nor Ibn al-Sarraj is disturbed by
the fact that their definition of tamyiz changes radically from a clear depen-
dent form analysis to a semantic category, which can surface in two different
constructions. The reason why they see no contradiction is probably due to the
fact that meaning is primary. Their grammar is subordinated to the meanings
expressed. If syntactic constructions were al-Mubarrad’s and 1bn al-Sarraj’s pri-
mary concern, this shift would not have passed unnoticed. In the case of Ibn
al-Sarraj, it is less evident, since the whole section on substantives is organized
according to case endings, but he does not hesitate to subsume the annex-
ational and the specifying constructions under the subsection of tamyiz al-
‘adad.

This is a drastic case. There are more cases in the *Usil where Ibn al-Sarraj
simply introduces a semantic constraint in order to distinguish one subcate-
gory from another and explain different syntactic behaviors. In these cases,
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there is no syntactic conflict within the category, but semantic subcategories
are set up to correspond better to syntactic ones. This is the case of the idafa
construction that can express different meanings. The case of the expression
i$ri zaydin exemplifies the idea that different meanings can justify different
syntactic behaviors. If annexation means possession, it is licit to say iSru zay-
din ‘Zayd’s twenty’, whereas if it expresses the counted object, it is not licit to
annex @rana (*i$ri dirhamin ‘twenty dirhams’). Typically, this discussion is
found in both the Mugtadab and the *Usal, but not in the Kitab.
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