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Abstract

The purist approach of most Arab linguists is most clearly demonstrated in
the genre of lahn al-‘Gmma (solecism). Authors typically cite usage which
they attribute to the generality of people (‘amma), and less often to the elite
or educated people (khassa) or to both groups, and dismiss it as lakn, mostly
on morphological and semantic grounds. A few authors, however, were more
tolerant of lahn and tried to justify it by various means.

Following a brief introduction which traces the origin of the notion of
lahn in the linguistic tradition, and shows how the terms ‘@mma and khassa
were not clearly defined in the literature, this study examines a representative
sample of thirty words derived from Aba Muhammad al-Qasim b. ‘Ali al-HarirT's
(d. 516/1122) Durrat al-ghawwas in the light of the corpus of the Doha Historical
Dictionary of the Arabic Language. In each case, the usage described as lahn
is shown to be attested in the period known as ‘usur al-ihtijaj or epochs of
reliable usage. The earliest attested shahid for each usage is cited along with
the number of occurrences of the “incorrect” and “correct” forms in the corpus
of the pDHDAL. In dismissing usage that goes back to ‘ustir al-ihtijaj, Harirl and
other authors may, at times, not have been cognizant of the attested material.
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In most cases, however, they dismiss usage because they largely ignore not only
the changes that words and constructions undergo, but also the role of analogy
in linguistic change.
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THE GENRE LAHN AL-AMMA (SOLECISM) 75
I Introduction

The term lahn and its derivatives are encountered in the earliest stages of
Arabic linguistic thinking, i.e. towards the middle of the second/eighth century.
Later biographical works establish a strong link between the emergence of
grammar as a discipline and the increase in what they perceive to be language
corruption. Numerous anecdotes are reported in which early linguists became
convinced of the need to determine what constitutes proper grammatical
usage,' having heard speakers commit speech errors. The authenticity of these
anecdotes is highly doubtful, but they do indicate an early awareness of a
dichotomy between what is “standard” or “correct” usage and what deviates
from it and is thus classified as lafn, in the sense of “irregular” or “deviation
from the norm’, or simply “wrong”.

The first authentic work in which the term lahn in the sense of “solecism”
appears is Sibawayhi’s (d. 180/796) Kitab, albeit only on two occasions. On the
first occasion, Sibawayhi argues that, should someone say ya akhuna (O our
brother), instead of ya akhand, it would be lahn.? The second occurrence of
the term refers to an actual usage, namely, the Qur'anic Aa@’ula’i banati hunna
athara lakum (Here are my daughters they are purer for you; Q 11: 78), instead
of atharu.3 Synonymous with lahn in the Kitab are the terms ghalat and khata’,
but whereas ghalat is used to describe attested usage,* khata’ is reserved for
unattested forms which some grammarians propose.5 Late synonyms of lahn
include wahm/awham and saqta/saqatat.s

Another early authentic source for material on lahn is al-Bayan wa-I-tabyin by
Jahiz (d. 255/869). More credible than the anecdotes attributed in biographical
works to Companions of the Prophet (sahaba), such as ‘Umar b. al Khattab
(d. 23/644), and to scholars early as Abu l-Aswad al-Dw’ali (d. 69/688),7 are

1 Cf Ibn Sallam, Tabagat 1, 12; Zubaydi, Tabagat 21-22; Ibn al-Anbari, Nuzha 20-21; Suyut],
Akhbar 162-164. For the various topics that are claimed to have captured the attention of the
early linguists due to their connection with lahn, see Baalbaki (1995: 124-125).

2 Sibawayhi, Kitab 11, 184.

3 Ibid,, II, 396-397.

4 For example, the form nuwayb (diminutive of nab, canine tooth), which some Arabs use
instead of nuyayb is described as ghalat; ibid., 111, 462.

5 For example, Isa b. ‘Umar’s treatment of whayy (diminutive of afwa, black) as triptote is
described as khata’; ibid., 111, 472.

6 For a detailed discussion of tawahhum, see Baalbaki (1982: 239-240). The term sagta/saqtat
occurs less frequently in the literature than other terms. One example is Ibn JinnT's chapter
titled Bab fi saqtat al-‘ulama’ (Khasa’s 111, 282-309).

7 The most famous anecdote of this type is that in which Aba l-Aswad’s daughter addresses
him by saying ma ashaddu [-harri (what hotness is most severe?) when she wanted to exclaim
and thus should have said ma ashadda [-harra (how hot it is!). See Abu 1-Tayyib, Maratib 26;
Sirafi, Akhbar 17-19; Zubaydi, Tabagat 21-22; Ibn al-Anbari, Nuzha 19-21; Qift1, Inbah 1, 50-51.
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76 BELAHBIB & BAALBAKI

reports quoted by Jahiz in one of his chapters, since they not only seem to be
more “natural” and not intended to justify the beginning of early grammatical
activity, but also since some of them have proper isnad (chain of authority).?
For his part, Mubarrad (d. 285/898) reports that Khalid al-Qasri (d. 126 /743 ) was
ridiculed by poets and rebuked by Caliph Hisham b. ‘Abdalmalik (d. 125/743)
for having said on stage atimuni maan (lit. feed me water!). The fact that
Mubarrad quotes two poets who ridiculed Khalid for this grave error gives
credence to his report, but the anecdote derives full authenticity from the fact
that the lengthy letter in which Hisham rebuked Khalid has been preserved,
and it contains reference to his erroneous construction.?

The link between lahn and the linguistic usage of the ‘amma/awamm
(common people; generality of people) is first attested in the title of KisaTs
(d. 189/805) extant monograph Ma talhan fihi -‘amma. Many other early
monographs which were lost to us had similar titles as reported in the
sources. These include Farra”s (d. 207/822) al-Bahi/al-Bah&@’ fi ma talhan fihi
[-‘amma, Abu “‘Ubayda’s (d. 209/824) Ma talhan fihi [-‘amma, and Abua ‘Ubayd’s
(d. 224/838) Ma khalafat fihi - amma lughat al-Arab*® Later extant works which
mention the ‘amma/‘awamm in their titles span several centuries and include
Zubaydt's (d. 379/989) Lahn al-‘awamm, JawaliqT's (d. 540/1145) Takmilat Islah
ma taghlat fihi [-‘Gmma, Ibn al Hanball’s (d. 971/1563) Bahr al-awwam fi ma
asaba fihi l-‘awamm, and Ibn Bali al-Qustantint’s (d. 922/1584) Khayr al-kalam
fil-taqasst ‘an aghlat al-‘awamm.

In contrast, the titles of some sources include the term khassa/khawass
(the elite; the educated). Two such works from a relatively early period, both
of which did not reach us, are Ma lahana fihi l-khawass min al-ulama’ by Aba
Ahmad al ‘Askari (d. 382/993)" and Lahn al-khassa by Abu Hilal al-‘Askari
(d. after 395/1005).1 The term also appears in the titles of extant sources, most
notably Harir’s (d. 516/1122) Durrat al-ghawwas fi awham al-khawass and Ibn
al-Hanbal's 1qd al-khalas fi naqd kalam al-khawass.

Jahiz, Bayan 11, 210 ff.

See the text of Hisham’s letter in Mubarrad, Kamil 1V, 121-125; see also I, 31. Note also that
Ibn Faris (Magayis, T'M) accepts the use of it‘am (feeding) with ma’. Section II discusses
the sanctioning of lahn by some authors.

10 For Farra”s book, see Ibn al-Nadim, FiArist I, 200; Yaqut, Mujam 11, 539; VI, 2815. For Aba
‘Ubayda’s book, see Ibn al-Nadim, Fiarist 1, 152; Yaqat, Mujam VI, 2708. Abi “Ubayd’s
book is quoted twice by Ibn Manzur, Lisan (QZZ, QQZ). See also Ibn Durayd, Jamhara,
index 13 (I, 1733-1734) for usage attributed to the @mma, some of which is derived from
monographs on lahn. For a full list of works on lahn from this and later periods, see
‘Abdaltawwab (2000: 72-94); and for the relationship between la/n and linguistic change,
see Matar (1966).

1 Qifti, Inbah 1, 346.

12 Ibn al-Jawzi, Tagwim 75; Suyuti, Bughya I, 506.
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THE GENRE LAHN AL- AMMA (SOLECISM) 77

It is often not clear what is meant exactly by ‘@mma and khassa in works
devoted to lahn. In a rare attempt at explaining the difference between the two
groups, Jahiz says that when he uses the term ‘awamm, he refers neither to the
peasants (fallahin) or the lowest of mankind (hushwa) or the handicraftsmen
(sunna‘), nor to the tradesmen (ba‘a), the Kurds of the mountains, and the
dwellers of the islands in the seas; rather, he means the ‘awamm who possess
intelligence and morals superior to those of barbarians such as the Taylasan,
Jillan and Zanj, but who still do not attain the level of the khassa.’s Jahiz's
text, however, better explains what the ‘@mma are not than specify what
characterizes them as a group or distinguishes them from the khassa.

The boundaries between the ‘@Gmma and khassa are also blurred in many
sources. To mention but two examples, Zubaydi states in the introduction
of Lahn al-‘awamm that his book lists those errors of the ‘@mma which have
infiltrated the speech of most of the elite so much that they occur in poems,
in writings of eminent scribes, and in letters of high-ranking functionaries.'4
But in spite of asserting that his book includes the errors of the khassa to the
exclusion of the dahma’ (masses, multitudes) and sugqat (lowest of people), he
not only defends the inclusion in his book of vulgar speech (al-kalam al-sugt)
and commonly used speech (al-lafz al-musta‘mal al-‘ammi), but also specifies
the ‘awamm: in the title of his book and in the titles of its three major divisions.'s
In the case of Hariri, the khawass are described as men of letters and eminent
scribes who have rivaled (dahaw) the @mma in committing error in their
speech and writing.6 But nowhere in his book does he distinguish the usage
of the @mma from that of the khassa. Furthermore, many of his examples,
which—given the title of his book—are supposed to be specific to the khdassa,
are frequently encountered in other works that refer to the ‘@Gmma in their titles.

Yet there were authors who attributed lahn to a particular group of the
khassa, rather than vaguely referring to educated people in general or to
eminent writers and scholars. Two extant works of this type are Islah ghalat
al-muhaddithin by Khattabi (d. 388/998) and Ghalat al-du‘afa’ min al-fuqaha
by Ibn Barri (d. 582/1187). Also, Ibn Makki (d. 501/1107) devoted five out of the
fifty chapters which constitute his Tathqif al-lisan wa-talgih al-janan to the
lahn encountered in the speech and writing of specific elitist groups, namely,
Qur’anic readers, scholars of Hadith, jurists (ahl al-figh), writers of official
documents (ahl al-wath@iq), and physicians (ahl al-tibb).7

13 Jahiz, BayanI,137.

14 Zubaydi, Lahn 7-8.

15 Ibid., 11, 206, 240 (the latter is a pronominal reference; yugiunahu, i.e. the ‘amma).

16 Hariri, Durra 3, 283.

17 Ibn Makki, Tathgqif, chapters 35-39, pp. 302-336. A sixth group discussed in a separate
chapter is ahl al-sama‘ (singers; 337-346).
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78 BELAHBIB & BAALBAKI

Given the above irregularities—and at times confusion—in the use of the
terms ‘@mma and khassa, titles of works on lahn, as well as their introductions,
are not always helpful in determining to which of the two groups lahn is
ascribed. Only when there is an unmistakable reference to one of the two
groups, or when a particular group of scholars—such as Qur’anic readers or
transmitters of Prophetic tradition—are specified can a clear judgment be
made in this respect. Thus, instances of lafn that will be quoted from HarirT's
Durrat al-ghawwas fi awham al-khawass in the rest of this paper should not be
attributed specifically to either the @mma or khassa; rather, most of them were
likely to be encountered in the usage of both groups.

II The sanctioning of lahn in the sources

The vast literature on lahn, both in works that belong to the genre and in
the general sources on language and literature, amply demonstrates that
Arab scholars adopted a largely “purist” approach to language. In both the
grammatical and lexicographical traditions, Arab philologists were convinced
that correct usage and fasaha (eloquence) are exclusive to a variety of Arabiyya
whose norms are derived from pre-Islamic poetry, the Qur’an and the speech of
the arab (Bedouins).® Deviation from the standardized norms of this variety
was readily considered to be corruption or decay of speech, rather than the
result of a natural and inescapable linguistic evolution.

The predominance of this purist approach, however, should not eclipse the
fact that a few scholars were critical of the tendency of many authors to dub
as lahn a host of instances which may not in fact represent erroneous usage.
Perhaps the position of Jahiz vis-a-vis lahn is the precursor to the attempt by
some later authors to defend the correctness of numerous forms which occur
in the speech of the @wamm and which were viewed as lahn by other authors.

Although Jahiz quotes several examples of what he calls lasin in a chapter of
al-Bayan wa-Il-tabyin—as mentioned in the previous section—his readiness to
handle la/in as an intricate sociolinguistic question, coupled with his view that
lahn is admissible, or even desirable in certain cases, is diametrically opposed
to the intolerant approach of most scholars.”” He suggests that lain may well
be a natural disposition in a speech community (‘ala sajiyyat sukkan al-balad),
as in the case of the ‘awamm of Medina, who had no training in grammar

18 For the speech of the Bedouins and the collection of the corpus, see Baalbaki (2014: 7-36).

19 For a detailed discussion of the position of Jahiz towards lahn, see Baalbaki (2009: 91-110).
Jahiz's views on lahn firmly placed him outside the sphere of traditional grammar, and are
probably the main reason for his exclusion from most biographical works on nahwiyyin
and lughawiyyan.
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THE GENRE LAHN AL- AMMA (SOLECISM) 79

(nahw). He then goes as far as saying that lahn is more easily acceptable if it
is encountered in the speech of charming slave girls or pretty young women
(al-jawari al-ziraf... al-shawabb al-milah), and cites Malik b. Asma”s line:

L) " L gl Sy Bl sy ol Slam

“(She has) correct speech, but she sometimes commits lahn;
and the sweetest utterance is the one with lahn”2°

al-Madkhal ila tagwim al-lisan wa-ta'lim al-bayan represents the first serious
attempt at defending the ‘@mma against allegations of lahn by earlier authors.
In the book’s first two chapters, Ibn Hisham al-Lakhmi (d. 577/1181) relies on the
views of renowned scholars—such as Khalil b. Ahmad (d. 175/790), Sibawayhi,
Ibn al-Arabi (d. 231/845), Farra’, Tha‘lab (d. 291/904), Ibn Durayd (d. 321/933),
Ibn Jinni (d. 392/1002), and Ibn Faris (d. 395/1004)—to demonstrate the
permissibility of the usage of the ‘@mma. The first chapter lists sixty-five
items taken from Zubaydi’s Lahn al-‘awamm, whereas the second chapter lists
sixty-two from Ibn Makki’s Tathqif al-lisan. Ibn Hisham’s main argument in
refuting Zubaydi and Ibn Makki is that the ‘@mma should not be accused of
lahn as long as their usage agrees with an attested dialect (lugha masmu‘a),
even if that dialect is not fasiha (eloquent). For example, he accepts, contrary
to Zubaydi, the use of muknan instead of makniyy or mukannan (surnamed)
although it is not a fasih usage.> In defending this form and other linguistic
material that does not conform to the norm or does not represent the choicest
forms, he relies on two statements attributed to Khalil and al-Akhfash
al-Akbar (d. 177/793) in which they show tolerance towards unorthodox usage.
Khalil is said to have opined that Arabic is too wide to allow for accusing a
speaker of committing lahn (lughatu [-Arabi akbaru min an yulahhana [fiha)
mutakallimun), and al-Akhfash al-Akbar is reported to have asserted that the
most proficient grammarian is the one who never describes anyone’s speech
as lahn (anha al-nasi man lam yulahhin ahada).?® This notwithstanding, in
the other chapters of his book, Ibn Hisham spots hundreds of errors in the
language of the ‘@mma in Spain in his own time.

A few centuries later, Ibn al-Hanbali (d. 971/1563) authored a book titled
Bahr al-‘awwam ft ma asaba fihi l-‘awamm. This work is considerably more
extensive than Ibn Hisham’s since it consists of 223 entries, in each of which
Ibn al-Hanbali defends usage by the ‘amma that is generally considered to

20  Seethe controversy which surrounded what the term la/n signifies in this line, in Baalbaki
(2009:101-102).

21 Ibn Hisham, Madkhal 27-28.

22 Ibid,, 28. Note that the editor wrongly has akthar (for akbar) and yulhan (for yulahhan).
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80 BELAHBIB & BAALBAKI

be erroneous. Moreover, Ibn al-Hanbali adopts a much more lenient attitude
towards unorthodox usage than Ibn Hisham or any of his own predecessors.
His unprecedent tolerance of lahn is best exemplified by his defense of usage
that deviates from some of the most basic rules of grammar. Such deviations
include the omission of the final nin in the indicative forms of what is known
as al-af‘al al-khamsa (the five verbs), as in yaf alii, yagumau, taf'ali and taqumi;
the use of the jussive in contexts that require the indicative, as in fulanun
ya’kul, instead of ya’kulu; and the omission in pause of the —a which indicates
the accusative, as in sharibtu sharab, instead of sharaban.3 One wonders,
however, whether either Khalil or al-Akhfash al-Akbar would have gone as
far as accepting such aberrant usage in spite of the above-quoted statements
ascribed to them.

Although the modern period is beyond the scope of the present study, it is
noteworthy that the purist approach still persists in a large number of works
which prescribe “correct usage” and find fault with words or constructions
that occur in formal speech, newspapers, books authored by certain scholars,
etc. Some of the most well-known individuals who have authored such works
include Rashid al-Shartini, Anstas al-Karmili, Muhammad Salim al-Jundi,
Muhammad Bahjat al-Athari, Mustafa Jawad and Muhammad al-‘Adnani.2+
But as was the case in the pre-modern era, a few other authors went against
the general trend and tried to demonstrate the correctness of numerous words
and constructions which were dismissed by others as solecism. Notable works
which represent this trend include Mujam fasih al-‘Gmma by Ahmad Abu Sa‘d
and Mujam fisah al-‘Gmmiyya by Hisham al-Nahhas. Furthermore, Ahmad
Mukhtar ‘Umar in his voluminous dictionary Mujam al-Arabiyya al-mu‘asira
adopted a generally lenient and accommodative approach toward usage
documented in his corpus, even if the purists readily dismiss it as wrong.?s

111 Evidence from the pHDAL

During their involvement for more than a decade in the project of the Doha
Historical Dictionary of the Arabic Language (hereafter DHDAL; dohadictionary.
org), the two current authors have encountered, in the huge corpus amassed for
this dictionary, numerous and frequently attested examples which contradict
claims by many authors of books of lafin concerning their inadmissibility. This

23 Ibn al- Hanbali, Bahr, 133-134, 138-140, 155-156.

24  See asurvey of works of this type in the modern era, in Hammadi (1980: 36-39).

25 For example, he lists words and expressions such as ra’isiyy, la‘iba dawran, and nahika ‘an,
which are generally considered to be unacceptable alternatives for ra’ss, adda dawran/
gama bi-dawrin, and nahika bi-. See ‘Umar (2008: 837, 2014, 2297).
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THE GENRE LAHN AL- AMMA (SOLECISM) 81

paper is a pilot study which explores the large discrepancy between a sizable
part of the material dismissed as lafn in the books of this genre and actually
attested usage which is documented in the Corpus of DHDAL (hereafter: the
Corpus) and goes which back to the pre-Islamic and early Islamic eras.

As part of their collective effort to create a linguistic corpus, early Arab
scholarshad to deal with significant dialectal variations. The consensus was that
the speech of the Bedouins is the variety which represents the “purest” form of
Arabic and should accordingly be the criterion which determines the degree of

fasdha, and even acceptability, of other varieties. They also had to set temporal

limits for closing the corpus, hence the notion of ‘wsur al-iktijaj or epochs of
reliable usage.?® In very broad terms, the temporal limit for admissible usage
in prose was considered to be the end of the second/eighth century for urban
areas (amsar) and the end of the fourth/tenth century for material derived
from the Arab. As far as poetry is concerned, more strict rules were observed,
since a group of poets dubbed by Asma‘1*” as saqat al-shu‘ara’ (lit. the poets
of the rear) were said to be the last linguistically reliable poets. These include
Ru’ba (d. 145/762), Ibn Mayyada (d. 149/766), al-Hakam al-Khudr1 (d. 150/767),
Makin al-‘Udhri (d. ¢. 160/777) and Ibn Harma (d. 176/792).

The rest of this paper will demonstrate that a sizable amount of the material
included in works on lahn represents usage that is attested during the period of
‘ustr al-ihtijaj. Accordingly, to consider this material to be speech corruption
contradicts the unanimity concerning the acceptability of usage during these
‘usur. The thirty items listed below are derived from HarirT's Durrat al-ghawwas,
and many of them do occur in other works of the same genre (see note 46). The
criterion for choosing these items (and many others that are not included in
this representative sample)? is the possibility of proving that the usage which
Hariri describes as lahn is actually attested in the Corpus and goes back to ‘usir
al-ihtijaj.»

The chosen items may be divided into five categories: nominal patterns
from the same root; verbal conjugations from the same root; type of
transitivity; substitution of a word by another from a different root; and various

26  For a detailed discussion of the notion of ‘usir al ihtijaj, see Baalbaki (2014: 29-36).

27 Ibn Qutayba, Shi 639; cf. Isfahani, Aghani 1V, 375;V, 238.

28  Some of these items, among others, are discussed in Belahbib (2024). It should also be
pointed out that in choosing the items that constitute our representative sample, we have
deliberately avoided examples whose vocalization may be due to a choice taken by the
editor of the published text (e.g. rakada vs. rukida and mashwara vs. mashura; see Harir,
Durra 27 and 174).

29 The corpus of the DHDAL is available on dohadictionary.org, and for each word are listed
all available quotations as well as the sources they are derived from, including publication
details and page numbers.
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82 BELAHBIB & BAALBAKI

morphological phenomena. In each category, words are listed according to
their order in HarirT's list, which includes 222 items. We will use “incorrect”
and “correct” (no inverted commas hereafter) to refer respectively to what
Harir1 dismisses as lahn and what he determines to be the proper alternative.
The dates—which are often approximative—are cited as they appear in the
DHDAL and are either the death dates of the users or, less often, the dates in
which the words, constructions, etc. were uttered. For each usage, the number
of occurrences in the Corpus will be cited. Unless otherwise specified, these
occurrences represent the quotations recorded in the Corpus from the pre-
Islamic era until 2023. It should be noted, however, that the material which
the Corpus consists of is largely comprehensive until 500 AH. For subsequent
dates, the material that makes up the Corpus is selective, but chosen according
to criteria that ensure fair representation of the various fields of knowledge
and geographical distribution.

i Nominal patterns from the same root

Most of the material in Durrat al-ghawwas is of this type and of the next one.

Our sample contains eleven instances of nominal patterns that Harir1 claims

to be lahn. In each case, the correct counterpart which he cites is a word from

the same root.

1. Incorrect: aryah (winds), pl. of rif; correct: arwah (p. 51).
According to the Corpus, aryah first occurs in a line of poetry attributed
to al-Jarrah b. ‘Amr al-Hamdani (c. 86/ 538): khayfanatun yultamu [-jant
li-latmatiha/ka’annaha zillu burdin bayna arydhi.
The number of occurrences of aryah in the Corpus is 398. On the other
hand, arwah is the sense of “winds”, occurs no more than twenty-three
times.3°

2. Incorrect: aradi (lands); correct: aradun (p. 65).
The incorrect form is first encountered in a line of poetry by Abi Judaba
(?) al-Shaybani (c. 12 BH/610): la saqa [-Lahu aradihim hayan/wa-walidi
ghalahi siwu l-qadar. 1t is also used by al-Nu‘man b. Mugqarrin al-Muzani
(19/640): a‘tahum al-amana ‘ala anfusihim wa-amwalihim wa-aradihim.
The number of occurrences of aradr in the Corpus is 33,996, which
exceeds by far the 8209 occurrences of aradun.

3. Incorrect: hawa’j (needs); correct: hajat (p. 70).
The incorrect form is first attested in a line of poetry by al-A'sha al-Akbar
(c. 7/628): al-nasu hawla qibabihi/ahlu l-hawa’iji wa-l-masd’il.
Hawa@’ij occurs in the Corpus 10,604 times—considerably more than
hajat, which occurs 5976 times.

30  Arwah, in the sense of “spirits’, is attested 5646 times.
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31

Incorrect: muthmin (valuable); correct: thamin (p. 72).

The first occurrence of muthmin is in a line of poetry by al-Kumayt b.
Zayd al-Asadi (c. 126/744): fa-sadafa usratan min ali Murrin/bi-a‘lagi
[-makarimi muthminina. Muthmin in this context gives the sense of “to
give the price of something” (al-muthminu [-shaya: al-mu'‘ti thamanahu).
In the sense of “valuable, expensive”, muthmin is attested shortly after the
‘usur al-ihtijaj in poetry, namely, in al-Buhturl’s (d. 268/881) hemistich:
lam taghlu wa-hya ghadata [-ba‘yi muthminatun/inna l-rakhisa ladhi
yulgha huwa l-ghalt.

The incorrect form is attested in the Corpus 2267 times® verses 879
occurrences of the correct form.

Incorrect: arhiya (pl. of rahd, millstone) and aqfiya (pl. of gafa, back);
correct: arha’ and aqfa’ (p. 74).

Arhiya is attested for the first time in the expression anquru l-arhiyata,
used by Abu Lu’lua al-Majust (d. 23/644), whereas agfiya occurs for
the first time in the poetry of ‘Amr b. Kulthum (c. 39 BH/584): gatalna
minhumu sab‘ina jahshan|/wa-wallawna bi-aqfiyati l-ima’.

Arhiya and aqfiya occur in the Corpus 353 and 146 times respectively,
whereas arh@’ and aqfa’ occur 960 and 220 times respectively.

Incorrect: mat s (someone upon whom evil has been invoked); correct:
ta'is (p. 109).

The incorrect form is first encountered in a hemistich dated c. 76 /695 and
attributed to a man from the tribe of ‘Ijl: wa-yakhlaa [-khalifata [-mat usa.
The number of occurrences of the two forms in the Corpus is 117, and is
almost equally split among them: fifty-six for mat@s and sixty-one for
tass.

Incorrect: rikhla (ewe-lamb); correct: rakhil (p. 130).

The earliest attestation of rikhla is in a text by Jahiz (d. 255/ 869): akala
rikhlatan wa-shariba mish‘alan thumma tajashsha'a wahidatan. The
correctness of rikhla is also confirmed by the famous philologist Ibn
Qutayba (d. 276/889): wa-l-untha min al-himlani: rikhla, jam‘uhu rikhalun.
Rikhla is attested in the Corpus in twenty-eight contexts, whereas rakhil
is attested in 120 contexts.

Incorrect: mutarmidh (one who boasts for that which he does not
possess); correct: tirmadh (p.185).

The incorrect form is first attested in a line of poetry attributed to
Aban b. ‘Abdalhamid al-Lahiqi (c. 200/815): ghaybatun lam tatul ‘alayya
wa-madha/khayru qurbi -mutarmidhi [-malladhi.

These occurrences include, other than muthmin, homographs such as muthman,
muthamman and muthammin. See the following footnote.
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The number of occurrences of mutarmidh in the Corpus is thirteen, and
that of tirmadh is twenty-seven.

Incorrect: ma%ul (ill); correct: mu‘all (p. 223).

The first occurrence of matil in the sense of “ilI” is in Zuhayr b. Abi
Sulma’s (8/629) famous line: banat Su‘adu fa-qalbi l-yawma matbilu/
mutayyamun ‘indaha lam yufda mailu. In the sense of “invalid’, ma il
first occurs in the words of Tahir b. al-Husayn al-KhuzaT (198/813):
wa-bagiya makhdhulan matala.

Till the end of the year 500 AH, ma‘il and mu@ll are attested in the
Corpus eighteen times and three times respectively.s? In the Corpus as a
whole, ma ‘il itself occurs 17,943 times.

Incorrect: mardya (mirrors); correct: mara’in (p. 225).

The incorrect form is cited by Khalil b. Ahmad (175/791) in K. al-Ayn as
a variant of mara’in, in which the hamza has been softened: al-miratu:
allati yungaru fiha, wa-l-jamiw: al-mara’, wa-man layyana [-hamzata
qala: al-maraya.ss

Up to 500 AH (see note 32), the Corpus contains 691 contexts in which
maraya is attested. On the other hand, mara’in occurs no more than
nine times during this period, mostly in dictionaries and linguistic works
rather than in actual usage.3+

Incorrect: hawun3 (mortar); correct: ~awun (p. 240).

The form with a final short vowel is first encountered in Abt Nuwas’s
(198/813) line: hdsira kummayka ‘ala hawunin/li-daqqi thumin aw [l
summagqi.

It is striking that the number of occurrences of the incorrect form in
the Corpus is 730, nearly ten times more than that of the correct form
(seventy-seven).

Verbal conjugations from the same root

There are numerous instances in which Harirl rejects the use of a certain
verbal conjugation and admits a different conjugation from the same root. The
following examples demonstrate this frequently occurring phenomenon in the
Durra:

32

33
34

35

For data after 500 AH, the morphological analyzer (al-muhallil al-sarfi) is unable to
distinguish between words that share a series of consonants. For example statistics for
the occurrence of |5 cannot be obtained separately from those of uku (,.l;i rl‘:u Jm
GL«,J! L;k&nj‘ etc. Accordingly, in this item, statistics are given up to the year 500 AH for
both the incorrect and correct usages, but only for mail in the whole corpus.

Khalil, Ayn VIII, 308.

After 500 AH, ¢|,» and ¢/ » (hypocrite) are indistinguishable by the morphological analyzer,
but the latter constitutes the vast majority of the 1022 occurrences of the two homographs.
The word is wrongly vocalized as Aawan in Hariri, Durra 24o0.
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12. Incorrect: indafa (to be added); correct: udifa (p. 48).
Indafa is attested for the first time in Ibn Hisham’s (c. 151/768) Sira: wa-
kana mimman indafa ila Yahuda.
Indafa occurs in the Corpus 2161 times, and its verbal noun indiyaf occurs
eighty-eight times. The passive form udifa is attested a total of 8553 times.
13. Incorrect: tayamana (to go to the right); correct: yamana (p. 60).
The first occurrence of tayamana is in a line of poetry attributed to
Mulayh b. al-Hakam al-Hudhali (c. 50/670): fa-ragabtuhu hatta tayamana
wa-htawat[matafila minhu hurrayatun fa-aghrubu. As for the verbal
noun, tayamun, it occurs in the words of ‘Aisha bint Abi Bakr al-Siddiq
(c. 59/678): kana rasulu Allahi yuhibbu al-tayamuna fi tuhtirihi wa-na‘lihi
wa-fi tarajjulihi.
Tayamana is attested 476 times in the Corpus, in addition to 270
occurrences of its verbal noun tayamun. Yamana, on the other hand, is
attested only 112 times.
14. Incorrect: ulifat al-dabbatu (the riding animal was fed); correct: ulifat
(p- 90).
The incorrect form is first encountered in the words of Abu Yasuf Ya‘qub
b. Ibrahim al-Ansari (150/767): fa-akala min dhalika [-ta‘ami wa-a‘lafa
dabbatahu min dhalika -‘alafi.
The fourth form of the verb occurs sixty-nine times in the Corpus, much
less frequently than the first form, which occurs 1226 times.
15. Incorrect: alaytu, from ala (to neglect, to fall behind), as in ma alaytu
Jjahdan (I spared no effort); correct: alawtu (p. 94).
The incorrect form is attested in the Corpus for the first time in a line
attributed to al-Rabi‘b. Dabu‘ al-Fazari (c. 7 BH/615): wa-inna kan@’ini la-
nis@’u sidqinfwa-ma ala baniyya wa-la as@’ui.
Alaytu3® and alawtu are attested in the Corpus 1 times and 530 times
respectively.
16. Incorrect: insagha (to be palatable); correct: sagha (p. 127).
The earliest shahid for insagha is a line of poetry by the early poet
Mubhalhil b. Rabi‘a al-Taghlibi (c. 100 BH/525), to whom is attributed the
invention of the gasida form (awwalu man gassada l-qasida).?” The line in
question is: mudtali‘an bi-l-amri yasmu lahu|fi yawmi la yansaghu halqun
bi-rig.
Other than insagha, which is attested fifty-six times in the Corpus, its
passive participle munsagh and verbal noun insiyagh are attested forty-

36 Note that occurrences of this form in the Corpus can mean either to “to neglect” or “to
swear”.
37 Ibn Qutayba, Shir 215.
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one times and twenty-two times respectively. The use of sagha, however,
is dominant since it is attested a total of 2177 times, and its derivatives
sa’igh, masugh and sawgh are attested 3918, seven and 140 times
respectively.

Incorrect: shala (to lift, to carry); correct: ashala (p. 188).

Hariri rejects shala on the grounds that transitivity should be expressed
by the pattern afala. Yet, according to the Corpus, the feminine active
participle of shala, i.e. shailatun, is attested in a very early line by
al-Mufaddal b. Ma‘shar al-Nukr1 (c. 108 BH/517): tashuqqu l-arda sha’ilata
[-dhunaba|wa-hadiha ka'an jidh‘un sahuqu. The verb itself is encountered
in the words of ‘Abdalrahman b. Jabir (195/811): hatta shalathu bi-rimahiha
an sarjihi wa-algathu ila l-ardi.

The number of occurrences of shala in the Corpus exceeds by far that of
ashala: 505 versus forty-two times.

Incorrect: ardafa, as in dabbatun la turdifu (a riding animal that does
not allow its rider to place someone else behind him); correct: radafa
(hence: dabbatun la turadifu) (p. 211).

The af‘ala form of the verb is first attested in Hatim al-TaT’s (c. 46 BH/577)
line: anikhha fa-ardifhu fa-in hamaltkuma/fa-dhaka wa-in kana [-‘igabu
fa-‘aqibi. Furthermore, Khalil b. Ahmad (175/791) in K. al-Ayn cites both
conjugations as synonymous: wa-yuqalu: birdhawnun la yurdifu wa-la
yuradifu, ay [la] yada‘u radifan yarkabuhu.s®

Ardafa is attested in the Corpus 4455 times. Radafa, on the other hand,
occurs in 11,975 contexts, but in most of these, the word in question is
irrelevant since the sequence (35|, is part of a longer word, such as
D315, Cosl s and sl F

Incorrect: tarada (expel); correct: atrada (p. 239).

As in item 16 above, the incorrect word is first attested in a line attributed
to Muhalhil (c. 100 BH/525): ‘ala an laysa ‘adlan min Kulaybin/idha turida
l-yatimu ‘an-i l-jaziri. The verbal noun tard is also attested in a line
attributed to ‘Antara b. Shaddad (c. 22 BH/600): a-tahsabu Qaysun annani
ba'da tardihim|akhafu l-a‘adr aw adhillu min al-tardi. Furthermore, the
active and passive participles of tarada both occur in al-Muraqqash
al-Asghar’s (c. 50 BH/573) line: wa- yasbiqu matrudan wa-yalhaqu taridan/
wa-yakhruju min ghammi l-madiqi wa-yajrahu.

Tarada is encountered in the Corpus much more frequently than atrada:
5779 times versus 289 times.

Khalil, Ayn VIII, 23.
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Ill.3  Type of transitivity
Other than the previous type in which permissibility is linked to which
conjugation of the verb is used, there are a few cases in which Harirl accepts
or rejects usage of transitive verbs based on whether they are self-transitive or
pass on to an object through a preposition. The terms used by the grammarians
for these two types are muta‘addin bi-nafsihi and muta‘addin bi-l-wasita
respectively. Following are two examples of this type of so-called lahn.

20. Incorrect: azma‘a ‘ala, as in azma‘tu ‘ala [-masiri (I was determined to
walk); correct: azma‘a l-amra (hence: azma‘tu [-masira) (p. 88).

The Corpus proves that azma‘a, followed by ‘ala or bi-,3° is attested during
the epochs of reliable usage. Azma‘a bi- appears in a line attributed to
al-Muraqqash al-Asghar (c. 50 BH/573): azma‘at bi-l-firaqi lamma ra’atni/
utlifu l-mala la yadhummu dakhili. As for azma‘a ‘ald, it is attested in the
words of the Caliph al-Amin (198/813): fa-kana ahaduhuma azma‘a ‘ala
l-ghadri. In K. al-Ayn, Khalil (175/791) cites three variants: azma@ ‘ala
kadha... wa-azma‘a bi-l-ibtikari wa-azma‘u ibtikaran.+

The verb is followed by a preposition in sixty-three quotations in the
Corpus, whereas it is self-transitive in 243.

21.  Incorrect: ‘ayyara bi-, as in ‘ayyartuhu bi-l-kadhibi (1 upbraided him with
lying); correct: ‘ayyarahu + second direct object (hence: ‘ayyartuhu
l-kadhiba) (p.168).

The earliest occurrence of the verb followed by the preposition bi- is in
‘Antara’s (c. 22/600) line: tu‘ayyiruni [-ida bi-sawadi jildi/wa-bidu khasa’ilt
tamhiu al-sawada. Furthermore, the expression a-‘ayyartahu bi-ummihi is
reported in a prophetic tradition (Hadith), hence dated 11/632 or earlier.
Ayyara is followed by the preposition bi- in 6350 contexts in the Corpus,
whereas it is self-transitive in about 200.

.4  Substitution of a word by another from a different root
Unlike the three previous types, the correct word, according to Harir, is
replaced by a word derived from a different root and that does not properly
express the intended meaning.
22. Incorrect: ista’hala (to deserve); correct: istahaqqa (p. 13).
Hariri rejects ista’hala and its derivatives on the grounds that they were
not heard (lam tusma°) in the speech of the Arabs. Yet the first occurrence
of the verb in the Corpus goes back to the epochs of reliable usage.

39  Abu Mishal al-ATabi (d. 231/845), famous for his eloquence, confirms the use of both
prepositions with azma‘a. In his Nawadir 336, he says: wa-yugalu ajma‘tu ‘ala [-shay’i wa-
ajma‘tu bihi wa-kadhalika azma‘tu ‘alayhi wa-azma‘tu bihi.

40 Khalil, Ayn I, 368.
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‘Abdalrahman b. al-Qasim al-‘Ataqi (c. 191/807) is quoted as saying: idha
kana yasta’hilu an yakiuna mimman yuj‘alu dhalika ilayhi.

Other than ista’hala, which is attested 131 times, the infinitive isti’hal and
the active/passive participles musta’hil/musta’hal are attested 140 and 204
times respectively. This is only a fraction of the number of occurrences
of istahaqqa/istuhigga, which amount to 8408, let alone the many other
derivatives from the same root.

Incorrect: shawwasha (to confuse, perplex); correct: hawwasha (p. 47).
Hariri considers the use of shawwasha and its derivatives (e.g. the passive
participle mushawwash) to be impermissible. The verb and its passive
participle are attested for the first time in the words of Yahya b. Mu‘adh
al-Khatli (c. 224/839): fa-shawwashahu wa-ja‘ala kulla watarin minhu fi
-shiddati wa-l-lini ‘ala migdari [- udi -mushawwashi l-awwali.
Statistically, shawwasha is attested in the Corpus 2003 times; mushawwi/
ash 1571 times; tashwish 2297 times; and tashawwasha 559 times. On the
other hand, hawwasha, muhawwilash and tahwish occur 226, thirty-one
and 153 times respectively.

Incorrect: harrafa (of a tree, to be early with its fruit); correct: bakkara
(p- 40).

The famous scholar Aba Hatim al-Sijistani (255/869) says in K. al-Nakhla:
yuqalu: harrafat al-nakhlatu tahrifan idha ‘ajjalat# Also, Abu Nasr
al-Jawhari (c. 393/1003) in his lexicon al-Sihah says: wa-ahrafat al-nakhlatu
ay ‘ajjalat ita'ahd.+* In actual usage, the verb is attested in a text by Ma‘arr1
(398/1007): tuharrifu l-qawla li-tahtarifa wa-li-yahrifa nabituka tahrifu.
The correct usage exceeds by far the incorrect one, based on the following
statistics: harrafa (8 times), tahrif (13), muharrif (1); bakkara (950), tabkir
(605), mubakkir (8164).

Incorrect: ladagha (when it refers to a scorpion’s sting); correct: lasa‘a
(p- 219).

Ladagha in connection to a scorpion is first attested in the prophetic
tradition (hence dated 11/632 or earlier): ma darrahu ladghu ‘aqrabin
hatta yusbiha.

The expression ladaghathu [-‘agrabu is attested in the Corpus fifty-six
times, whereas ladghatu [-‘aqrabi and ladaghdtu al-‘aqaribi are attested
106 times and seven times respectively. On the other hand, the expressions
lasa‘athu [-‘agrabu, las‘atu [-‘agrabi, and lasu [-‘agrabi are attested thirty-
one, 407 and 188 times respectively.

Abu Hatim, Nakhla 95,
Jawhari, Sihah (HRF).
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Ill.s;  Various morphological phenomena
Some of the examples in this category are also consistent with the categories
discussed above. For example, in item 27 below, asharr and sharr are two
nominal patterns of the same root and thus qualify for inclusion under the
first category. Yet the purpose of identifying examples that embody certain
morphological phenomena is to demonstrate that Harirl, among other authors
of books on lahn, do not take into account, in considering the correctness or
otherwise of a certain usage, the different phonological and morphological
processes that words can undergo. In doing so, they dismiss usage which goes
back, according to the Corpus, to the epochs of reliable usage as defined by the
generality of grammarians and philologists.
26. Metathesis
Incorrect: taghashrama (to take something violently or rudely); correct:
taghashmara (p. 11).
The incorrect form is attested, but shortly after the epochs of reliable
usage. It first occurs in a line by Ibn Hayyus al-Dimashqi (467/1074): min
al-gawmi la yughdiuna yawman ‘ala qadhan|wa-la ya’khudhiuna [-izza illa
taghashruma.
Derivatives of the root GAShRM are attested thirty-eight times in the
Corpus—much less than derivatives of GASAMR, which occur 250 times.
27.  Syllable elision
Incorrect: asharr min (worse than); correct: sharr min (p. 50).
Asharr is encountered for the first time in the following hadith, which is
dated 11/632 or earlier: hadha asharru, hadha hilyatu ahli l-nari.
The number of quotations with asharr and sharr in the Corpus up to 500
AH is 884 and 10,145 respectively.43
28. Consonant substitution
Incorrect: kharmasha, as in kharmasha l-kitaba (to corrupt the book);
correct: kharbasha (p. 101).
Both Khalil b. Ahmad (175/791) and Ibn Durayd (321/933) have an entry
for kharmasha in their lexica.#4 The passive participle mukharmash is
also used by al-Qadi ‘Abdaljabbar (415/1024): li-anna agsa ma yuqalu fi
hadha -fi'li: al-mukharmashu.
Kharmasha is attested in the Corpus twenty-three times, and kharbasha
thirty-six times.
29. Diaeresis
Incorrect: hajaja (to argue, to debate); correct: hajja (p. 133).

43  Following 500 AH, the morphological analyzer does not allow for distinguishing *.& orj,ij
from other words which have the same sequence of consonants in each of them. Cf. n. 32.
44  Khalil, Ayn 1V, 325; Ibn Durayd, Jamhara1l, 1145.
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Hajaja is encountered for the first time in the words of ‘Ali b. Abi Talib
(40/661): la tukhasimhum bi-l-Qurani... bal hajijhum bi-l-sunnati.

The number of occurrences of hgjaja and hajja in the Corpus is sixty-
three and 944 respectively.

Lightening

Incorrect: dawati (bearer of an inkhorn); correct: dawawi (p. 25).

Hariri rejects dawati in the nisba form (gentilic adjective) of dawat on
the ground that the feminine marker should be dropped in nisba. In the
same paragraph, he accepts certain forms (e.g. gafawan, dual of gafa,
back) because they are khafif (light), and contrasts them to other forms
that are not used because of their thigal (heaviness). Yet Hariri nowhere
mentions the thigal of dawawt as the reason for replacing it by dawatti,
which is obviously less “heavy”. In fact, Stbawayhi (180/796) establishes
the principle that the occurrence of two consecutive waws that are
separated by a vowel, which is not considered to be a true barrier (hgjiz
hasin) (e.g. shawawin, pl. of shawiyya, roasted meat), results in forms that
are considered heavy (istithgal) and are thus replaced by other forms.+5
The first occurrence of dawati in the Corpus is in the following quotation
from al-Mubhsin b. ‘Al1 al-Tanakhi (380/990): fa-jaahu [-dawati bi-kitabin
fa-qara’ahu wa-tawahu.

In the light of Sibawayhi’s words, it is hardly surprising that dawawr is
nowhere to be encountered in the Corpus, whereas dawati occurs sixty-
three times.

Conclusion

The approach which Harir1 adopts in dismissing usage in the thirty examples
discussed in III above is a general feature which applies to the rest of the
material in the Durra. It should also be noted that Harir1 derives numerous
items form works on lahn authored by his predecessors,+ and that his own
material forms an integral part of later works devoted to lain.4” Accordingly,
the conclusions that can be drawn from his approach to the issue of lakn do

45
46

47

Sibawayhi, Kitab 1V, 357.

Among earlier works which include examples that are also found in the Durra are Kisa'r's
(d. 189/805) Ma talhan fihi l-amma (cf. p. 116, ghasla; Durra 210); Zubaydt's (d. 379/989)
Lahn al-‘awamm (cf. p. 252, ma abyada; Durra 38; also p. 303, tayamana; Durra 60); Ibn
MakkT's (d. 501/1107) Tathqif (cf. p. 225, maraya; Durra 225).

Cf. Ibn Barri (d. 582/1187) Ghalat 26 (khalas; Durra 113); also 27 (musan; Durra 77). See also
Ibn Bali (d. 992/1584), Khayr (index, 68) for several items that the author attributes to
Hariri in the Durra.
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apply to numerous other authors of the genre throughout the tradition. The
authors of this article are preparing a comprehensive study in which they
examine lafiin material in the whole tradition in the light of the corpus of the
DHDAL.

The most obvious conclusion that can be drawn so far from ourrepresentative
sampleisthat, given the unanimity among Arab scholars concerning the epochs
of reliable usage, or ‘usiur al-ihtijaj, there is a basic discrepancy between HarirT's
stance on permissibility of usage on the one hand, and the data provided by
the corpus of the bHDAL on the other. Each of the thirty examples cited above
and rejected by Harlr1 as lahn is supported by actual usage, i.e. shahid, that
goes back to ‘usur al-ihtijaj (or, only in item 29, shortly thereafter). Although
we have cited only one or two shawahid in each case, numerous others are
documented in the Corpus.

The discrepancy referred to above may be due in part to Harir1’s limited
knowledge of usage. Surely, the corpus amassed by Arab scholars (see III,
above) was too large for any single individual to be cognizant of all its material.
This is particularly true in cases where the form which Harirl rejects occurs
much less than its correct counterpart. In item 14, for example, it can be argued
that Harirl was not aware of the fact that ulifat al-dabbatu is attested during
‘usur al-ihtijaj. This may be due to its relative scarcity (sixty-nine times, versus
1226 times for wlifat). Similarly, since harrafa (item 24) is attested no more
than eight times in the whole Corpus, versus g50 occurrences of bakkara,
it may have escaped Hariri’s attention. The conclusion regarding Harir’s
rejection of certain usages due to limited knowledge of the vast data derived
from the speech of the Arabs is corroborated by his own justification of the
impermissibility of ista’hala (item 22). He cites this verb in the imperfect
(vasta’hil) and the active participle (musta’hil), and asserts that these two forms
were neither heard in the speech of the Arabs nor considered to be correct by
any eminent man of letters (wa-lam tusma‘ hatani l-lafzatani fi kalami -Arabi
wa-la sawwabahuma ahadun min a’immati l-adabi).*® Obviously, Harir1 was not
cognizant of the existence of early shawahid for yasta’hil and musta’hil. The
latter occurs in the words of the Caliph al-Ma’mun (d. 218/833; 195/811): fa-in
ghayyartu aw baddaltu kuntu li-I-ibari musta’hilan.

Yet in most cases, Harir1’s position is difficult to justify on the basis of lack of
knowledge. This is particularly so when a certain usage is supported by a host of
shawahid from ‘usir al-ihtijaj. We can take item 27 as an example since we have
cited the number of occurrences of the incorrect and correct usages (asharr/
sharr) up to 500 AH, and not in the whole Corpus. In other words, the majority of
these occurrences belong to ‘usiur al-ihtijaj. Given that the number of shawahid of

48 Hariri, Durra 13.
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the incorrect form, asharr, is 884 times (the earliest of which occurs in a hadith),
it is extremely unlikely that Harir1 did not know that it had gained relative
currency. The case of mara’in (item 10) is also pertinent in this respect. It was
noted that the Corpus, up to 500 AH, contains no more than nine occurrences of
mara’in, whereas maraya, which is said to be lahn, occurs 691 times during that
period. Obviously, Harirl could not have missed Khalil's mention of maraya in
al-Ayn, or its overwhelmingly frequent occurrence in speech.

Furthermore, many of the shawahid which document the usage of words
said by Hariri to be lahn are attributed to major pre-Islamic poets, the Prophet
and his Sahaba (Companions), famous authors, etc. Harir1 (and indeed his
predecessors as well as subsequent authors of works in the genre) were most
likely to have been familiar with some of these shawahid. Examples include
shawahid attributed to al-A'sha al-Akbar (item 3; hawa’j); ‘Amr b. Kultham
(item 5; aqfiya); Zuhayr b. Abi Sulma (item 9; ma%ual); Ibn Hisham (item 12;
indafa); ‘Nisha (item 13; tayamun); Muhalhil (item 16; yansaghu, and item
19; turida); Hatim al-Ta’1 (item 18; ardifhu); ‘Antara (item 19; tard, and item
21; tu‘ayyirunt bi-); Prophet Muhammad (item 21; ‘ayyartahu, item 25; ladghu
‘agrabin, and item 27; asharru); and ‘Ali b. Ab1 Talib (item 29; hajijhum).

In a few cases, however it may be argued that Harir1 justifiably rejected
usage because its shawahid are first encountered after ‘usur al-iitijaj. For
example, his rejection of gasasa (to punish; p. 113) may well be due to the lack
of any supportive shahid before the end of the fourth/tenth century. According
to the Corpus, gasasa is attested for the first time in Muhammad b. Ahmad al-
HashimT’s (c. 428/1037) words: gasasaha minhu bi-qimati [-‘abdi. In other cases,
the reason for his rejection of a certain word may be linked to its users. Infasada
(to become corrupt), which Harirl mentions with indafa (item 12), is a good
example in this respect. The Corpus shows that it is first attested in the words
of Hunayn b. Ishaq (c. 260/874): yanfasidu wa-yanqusu ba‘duha ma‘a ba'din.
Moreover, the verbal noun, infisad, occurs for the first time in the words of
Ibn Wahshiyya al-Nabati (c. 291/904): wa-huwa l-infisadu bi-l-tafini. It is likely
that infasada and its derivatives were considered by Harir1 to be muwallad, or
neologisms introduced by non-native or unreliable speakers of Arabic.

Another major conclusion to be drawn from HarirT’s position vis-a-vis lahn
is that in his purist approach to usage, he does not try to justify forms on the
grounds of the morphological changes that are operational across linguistic
usage. Items 26 to 30 above clearly demonstrate this tendency. To take
lightening (item 30) as an example, Harir1 insists that dawati is lahn and does
not consider justifying its replacement of the correct, but heavy form, dawawr.
He also adopts the same approach in rejecting dunya’t, which has replaced
what he considers to be the correct form, dunyi (i.e. dunyiyy, worldly; p. 93).
In doing so, he disregards the speakers’ tendency to avoid the occurrence of
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three consecutive ya’s in one word. Similarly, he rejects shuwayy and uwayna
(p. 253), which have largely been used as substitutes for what he considers
to be the correct forms, shuyayy and uyayna. In these two examples as well,
Harir1 does not take into consideration the general morphological rule of
man‘tawali al-amthal, or avoidance of recurring consonants in a word—a rule
which is particularly applicable in the case of waw or ya’. Furthermore, in the
case of hamza, Harirl does not consider the possibility that the form mashtm
(ill-omened), instead of mash’am (p. 61) is an instance of the widespread
phenomenon of hamza elision.

Hariri also often ignores giyas (analogy) as a major cause of morphological
change. Many of the usages which he classifies as la/in could be readily ascribed
to giyas. In our own sample, both indafa (item 12; also infasada mentioned in
the same section) and insagha (item 16) belong to a group of words in which
the infa‘ala pattern substitutes the passive uf'ila (i.e., udifa, ufsida and usigha).
In fact, Harir1 himself cites, alongside indafa and infasada, several words
whose origins (usi!) are of the pattern fuila but which were replaced by the
pattern infa‘ala in the reflexive (mutawa‘a). The examples he gives are inza‘aja,
intalaqa, inqahama and inhajara, which have replaced uzja, utliqa, ughima
and uhrija respectively. Yet he considers such examples to be anomalous
(shawadhdh) and hence not to be expanded by analogy (wa-la yugas ‘alayha).
Another example is that of ‘ayyara bi- (item 21), in which the verb is followed
by a preposition, and not by a direct object. This usage, which Harirl rejects,
would have been easily justifiable based on analogy to other verbs that are
similar in meaning and are followed by the preposition bi-, such as ittahama
bi-, wasama bi- and rama bi-. Similarly, HarirT does not take into consideration
the fact that the imala (fronting and raising of a long or short fatha) of hatta
(p. 231) may be due to analogy, since several other words (e.g. mata and bala)
are subject to imala, as in many traditions of Qur’anic readings.

Hariri’s disregard for usage in certain cases, as well as his refusal to explain
certain forms on the basis of analogy, were criticized by some later authors.
One example is his rejection of the use of s@’ir if the speaker means “all” and
not “rest of; remainder of”. In response, Ibn al-Hanbali (d. 971/1563) cites many
shawahid by famous poets, such as Ibn Ahmar (d. c. 65/685) and Dhu l-Rumma
(d. 117/735), in which s@ir means “all”4® For his part, Khafaji (d. 1069/1659)
refutes Hariri’s claim that maraya is lahn. He argues that, according to giyas
(i.e., prevalent usage), a hamza which forms part of the root (asliyya) may be
changed into ya’, in analogy to a transient (‘@rida) hamza. Hence mara’in may
be changed to maraya.s®

49 Ibn al-Hanbali, Bahr 180-182; cf. Hariri, Durra 4.
50 Khafaji, Sharh 595-596; cf. Harlri, Durra 225.
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This paper has hopefully demonstrated the need to reassess the purist
approach which many authors of the genre of lain have adopted. Although
there was general consensus among scholars concerning the temporal limits
which define acceptable or eloquent (fasifi) usage, they have often rejected
material which goes back to pre-Islamic and early Islamic times, as documented
by the pHDAL. Whether this is due to the authors’ limited knowledge of the
corpus amassed during the second/eighth and third/ninth centuries, or to
their refusal to acknowledge phonological, morphological, syntactical and
semantic changes which affect usage, their purist approach widened the
schism between what they consider to be correct usage and that of the ‘@mma
and khassa alike. By specifying a variety which represents the “purest” form
of Arabic in their view and using it as a yardstick for acceptability and for the
degree of eloquence, the purists were largely insensitive to the various levels of
usage that naturally exist in a linguistic community.

On a lighter note, were one to be convinced that some of the words or usages
which Harirt and other authors describe as lafin are indeed so, then one has to
admit that they have fallen into their own trap since they, at times, used in
their own writings the same words that they had classified as incorrect!>
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