THE TREATMENT OF CONDITIONAL SENTENCES BY
THE MEDIAEVAL ARABIC GRAMMARIANS

(Stability and Change in the History of Arabic Grammar)

KINGA DEVENYI
1. Introduction
1.1 The Concept of Conditionality

There are two different and well-defined sets of problems in the field of
conditionality (or conditional relation-ship). On the one hand, one has to deal
with the syntactic aspects of the question, i. e. with so-called conditional
clauses and conditional sentences. On the other hand, one cannot avoid
investigating conditionality as an abstract entity or relationship, In the first
case, the problems belong to the grammar of a particular language, e. g.
Arabic, and the linguist confronts questions such as: which conditional
particle is used when, and together with which form of the verbs? When do
we have to deal with "real” conditional sentences and when with so called
“elliptic” sentences — and other similar, language-specific, formal empirical
questions? All these and further syntactic problems are dealt with mainly by
linguistics, or to be more precise, the grammars of the particular languages.
Questions of a semantic nature, on the other hand, are treated in grammatical
literature only per tangentem, its interest not being focused on meaning as
independent of its syntactic formulation. In the second case, however, we are
faced with problems connected with what the relationships of contents are
between the two halves of conditional expressions, how they reflect reality,
and what their conceptual values are. These and similar logical-semantical
questions are not (or, at least, were not, historically speaking) dealt with
within linguistics proper but belong to the scope of logic. Recently, however,
there have been trends within logically-based semantics, which have tried to
give linguistic answers to these types of questjons as well.

The problem of conditional sentences does not occupy, as a rule, a signi-
ficant place in native Arabic grammar, since it deals first of all with formal
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syntactic characteristics and variations of the “pure” or "perfect” conditional
sentence, not covering the scope of conditionality even from a purely formal
point of view. Here, however, we have to differentiate between the first
extant Arabic grammar — Sibawayhi’s KifGb — and all later grammatical
works. This — as I intend to argue in my paper in detail — seems to be a
crucial point for research. Sibawayhi, within his limits, tried to show the
semantic — communicative values of formal linguistic structures. This comes
from his linguistic methods and his notion of language. For him, syntactic
variations have always got their semantic counterparts and he considers it one
of the main tasks of the linguist to point to these relationships. Later
grammarians, contrary to Sibawayhi, were not able and, “frankly’, did not
want, to follow this method which demands great discipline and supposes an
overall insight into the basic character of language. They inherited, of course,
some general semantic principles (the communicative orientation of Arabic
grammar had  never ceased to be tangible) from the “great” generation of
eighth-ninth century linguists, but on the whole they were mainly interested
in syntactic phenomena from normative and pedagogic points of view.

Conditional sentences, as I mentioned before, occupy but an insignificant
place in mediaeval grammars. Why, then do I consider it necessary to deal
with the problem of ’Conditional Sentences in Native Arabic Grammar’ in
such a detailed way? The answer can be summed up in two points: 1) Since
conditional sentences form a comparatively restricted field of phenomena (as
far as any separate syntactic field can be regarded as independent), in studying
conditional sentences it is relatively easy to survey the methods of Arabic
linguists and the historical changes occuring in them. 2) Nevertheless, con-
ditional sentences are not completely without problems for mediaeval Arab
grammarians and this is mainly due to two circumstances: a) A single con-
ditional particle (as regent) governs, or is somehow connected to, the verbs
in two clauses, while the usual pattern is one governing and one governed
word — if there is no conjunction in the sentence. b) The number of elliptic
(mahduf) sentences among conditional sentences exceeds the usual average
in other fields of Arabic grammar: The elliptic constructions raise further
questions of formal analysis and interpretation, and grammarians felt com-
pelled to answer them. The different answers they gave characterize their
whole attitude to linguistic analysis. The same can be said of those who did
not try to give an answer to a particular question.
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1.2 The topics of the present paper

In the following pages I will try to shed some light on how the most

famous representatives of medjaeval Arab grammarians treat questions of
analysis relating to conditional sentences. I want to pay special attention now
to changes in linguistic methods and attitudes of grammarians towards their
data.
These changes are reflected in the way they analyse sentences. This latter
seems to me all the more important to investigate because in the past both
Arab and European scholars had always been inclined to an ahistoric repre-
sentation in studying the works of Arab grammarians — i. e. one always feels
a tendency towards the supposition of one single, indivisible Arabic grammar.
Yow often one reads statements containing such references as in Arab
grammatians ... in Arabic grammar ...”. This lack of a historic approach has
given rise to a distorted picture of mediaeval Arabic linguistics.

In order better to understand the essence of conditionality and con-
ditional sentences, it is necessary to analyse them in a complex and overall
way. Such a complex analysis should contain at least the following main
steps:

1) The semantic definition of the concept of conditionality.

Arab grammarians in this respect are content with a short definition. They
rightly see the essence of conditionality in the fact of uncertainty, i. e. the
uncertainty of the fulfilment of the condition and consequently the occur-
rence of the event subjected to the condition.

This is a nonformal aspect which roughly delimits the scope of condi-
tional sentences and clearly differentiates them from temporal sentences.
We can find this definition in the very first Arabic grammar, Sibawayhi’s
Kitab*
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2) The investigation of the implication.

This issue is not dealt with by the Arab grammarians at all, because they
are mainly interested in syntactic problems. >
3) The study of the formal criteria of conditional sentences.

Of these criteria three can be emphasized:

a) the choice of the introductory particle in the protasis

b) the verb forms used in the protasis and apodosis

¢) the manner of transition into the apodosis.

Since Arab grammarians focused their interest mainly on the above formal
criteria, so I also turned my attention to them. In this paper, however, I shall
deal only with the first two in some detail, the third (first of all the usage of
the particle fz-) only being referred to in connection with the first two.

2. Some Terminological Problems

It would seem to be appropriate to start with an analysis of Arabic termi-
nology used in connection with conditional sentences.

The commonest term is $azi (“requital”). Sibawayhi interprets it as
“involvement of a condition, supposition”. The conditional particles (furuf
algazZ’) are those that trigger a conditional relation (sentence) (m@ yugaza
bihi). Sibawayhi calls the protasis “the first sentence” (al-kalim al-awwal) and
the apodosis the “answer” ($awab or gawab algaza’). The name of the apodo-
sis refers to the fact that Sthawayhi sees similarities between the interrogative
and the conditional sentence. He considers this similarity from several seman-
tic and structural aspects at different places in his book: 3
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In later penods terminology went through some changes. As for the pro-

tasis, the term sarr ("condition”) became almost uniformly used, while the
earlier name, gaz&' had come to mean apodosis and was used together with
gawab:*

%
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Although both #az&’ and gawab were used for the apodosis, later gramma-

rians still regard them as different to a certain extent: ®
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It is worth mentioning that the term '§ar§ was given the original meaning
of gaza’ as well:

$ 1 padl emo Lgeudd (L—2T) Laiy
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There are three other terms that play important roles in the discussion of
conditional sentences: gazm, gazim and magziim. Sibawayhi states two im-
portant things about conditional particles as regents (‘ amil). One relates to
the formal aspect of the sentence: (huraf al- sart) tagzimu l-af€7l, the other
to its contents: ma yugaza bihi. Later as we have already seen, the original
mean_mg of gazi’ was taken over by S‘arg and so, related to this, the expression
ma yugaza bihi was not used any more. But its place remained unfilled,
because the verbal form of & sart (samm) was never used, This phenomenon is
a good illustration of a later tendency to neglect the semantic aspects of the
analysis. It was only the formal aspect that remained interesting — what
formal (conjugational) consequences the introduction of a conditional par-
ticle such as “gmil has for the sentence.

3. Conditional Particles

In connection with conditional particles, we also find a multitude of
terminologies. This situation, on the one hand, is the result of the termino-
Jogical differences mentioned above, while on the other hand it follows
directly from the fact that grammarians give different lists of the conditional
particles, i. e. what they consider to be a conditional particle varies greatly
from one grammarian to another.

" Let us see first Sthawayhi’s opinion: 7
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These, then are the huriif al-gazd ' in S'i'bawayhj s grammar. He states,
furthermore that the “mother” (umm) or “root” (as?) of all the other con-
ditional parncles is the in because it is the only one which has no other
functions. ® It might strike the reader at first sight that he makes no mention
of law and its compounds (law anna, lawla, laumi). This goes back to Siba-
wayhi’s definition of the conditional sentence, viz. he considers ibham
("uncertainty ) to be the decisive factor in conditionality. As for the sen-
tences beginning with law, their outcome cannot be considered “uncertain”
because they contain an unreal condition — so it is impossible for the events
they describe to occur.

Unreal conditional sentences do not seem to have caused problems for
Sibawayhi because in another chapter,( O9————Su Ls dos ol

PL—SI als ) where he deals with law, he only has one sen-
tence to say about them: °

et gs8sd gz OLS Lels (3T ) LT

The 11th century grammarian, Ibn éinnT, in his short compendium, gives a
classification of conditional particles which is essentially similar to that of
SIbawayh; s. According to him, in is the conditional particle par excellence
(harf aI—sar f) to which other ’ nouns and adverbs became similar (in use)”. ! °

Tbn Ginnf calls »thesisters of in’ " (ahawat in). This expression, not used by
other authors, runs paralle] to the expressions ahawat inna and ahawat kana
zmd refers to the basic similarity between the behaviour of the sisters” to the

“root.’ (asl). _

Other authors show further differences in terminology. Ibn al- Hagib, for
example, wrote a separate chapter under the title ~zl¥azimat li-I- mudan
and he placed the “conditional words” (kalim al-mugazah) among quite
different kinds of particles, such as lam, lamma, lim al-'amr and i fi nahy, '
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Ibn Malik *? uses the same groupings. That is, he places the conditional
particles among the other fawazim, differentiating between those “instru-
ments” (adawdr) *3 that put one verb into gazm (the “jussive”) and others
which put two.

We can see from this classification that these authors did not consider the
conditional particles as Cawamil for conditional re.stionships, but only as
formal Sawamil, i. e. particles which put verbs into gazm. It follows logically
from this development that they drew a parallel between these and other
particles which put the verb into $azm.

This categorization is not used by Sibawayhi. When he speaks about
particles which put verbs into fuzm ( Jb—=a3¥1 b Josy s Jo
gt 32s-d ) he means only those particles which later grammarians classified
as the ones which put only one verb into fazm. So he did not draw a parallel
between the ordinary Yawdzim and between the hirif al-guzd for two
reasons. First, as [ have already mentioned, he defined the hurilf al-§azd’ as
semantic Sawdmil as well, Moreover, Sibawayhi considered the even formal
Camal rection relationship to be too complex in the case of conditional
particles to be defined simply as fawdzim that put two verbs into fazm at one
and the same time. According to his view, it is only the first of the two verbs
that directly takes the fazm endings on account of the conditional particle.
The second of the verb-pair is put into fzzm by the particle and the first verb
(already in gazm) together: **
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By these arrows, I mean to emphasize the basic dependency of the rela-
tionships between the elements of the sentence, because it seems to me to be
one of the fundamental traits of Sibawayhi’s grammar that he points to these
dependent relationships and tries to explain the syntactic structures by having
recourse to them.

That is why I do not find quite acceptable the view that it is the Bloom-
fieldian type of immediate constituent analysis that resembles, to a great
extent, Sibawayhi’s descriptive methods. **

However, the most significant alteration to Sibawayhi’s treatment of
conditional conjunctions can be found in al-Zamah$ari’s Mufassal . Dealing
with his classification of the parts of speech, he discusses the problems
connected with conditiona! sentences scattered over several chapters of his
book: among the hurfif, among the af“al (al-magziima) and finally among the
asmi’ (al-mawsiildt, al-zuriif). But the radical change in attitude and approach
to the question is best reflected by the way he speaks about the conditiona]
particles, He lists only two, in and law (not spoken of by Sibawayhi as
conditional) ¢
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A similar definition can also be found in Ibn Malik’s A/five, notwith-
standing the fact that he treats in and law separately. !*
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The particle law also appears among the conditionals in Ibn a]-}'ﬁéib"s
work, which is all the more peculiar since he does not mention it among the
kalim al-mugdzat, But this, after all, can be explained , because he lists the
latter under the heading “al¥dzimat li-l-mudiri’. What strikes me most,
however, is that he does not say a word about lew in the chapter al-Sart
wa-l-gaza either, '° ‘

This change in the interpretation of law can already be gathered from the
definition given for law by al-Mubarrad. *°

oyt 335 J2l o Pl 2 ps 5
Let us compare it with Sibawayhi’s definition: 2*
ot 5By ghow olS Leli (30 ) iy

While in Stbawayhi’s definition law refers to certainty, i. e. the certainty of
the non-occurence of an event, in Mubarrad’s definition lew expresses un-
certainty to the same extent as in the so-called conditional particle proper.

Many grammarians had considered law in certain contexts as a substitute
for in, 1i.e., as having the function of in that relates to the future. This
circumstance might have played a part in the formulation of Mubarrad’s
definition above. 22

This gradual change in the interpretation of conditional particles in Arabic
grammars of the Middle Ages, briefly surveyed above, also points to the fact
that in linguistic descriptions the formal approach, deprived of reference to
meaning, gains more and more ground.

4. Verb forms in conditional clauses
The other formal criterion which- Arab authors so often deal with is verb

forms in conditional clauses. One of the general characteristics of conditional
sentences is the temporal sequence of events in the protasis and the apodosis,
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because of their logical interrelation. However, when Arab grammarians in-
vestigate verb forms in conditional clauses, they do not speak about implica-
tions. That is to say, they do not dwell on whether there are differences in
meaning between the possible verb forms. This question is really only treated
from a formal point of view: do the conditional particles work as formal
regents (“Zmil) (putting the verb into §azm), or not.

The following tables present what verb forms are taken into consideration
by five grammarians (Sibawayhi, Ibn Ginni, al-Zamah%arf, Ibn al-Hagib, Ibn
Malik). 23 ) ’

Sibawayhi
1
2 madi fazm
madr
gazm J+f ‘
raf® +f
Tbn Ginnf ZamahfarT
2 : madi Fazm 2 1 madf fazm
gazm + gazm . +
[Elfc T af’c +
Ibn al-Hagib Tbn Malik
2 } mad? Bazm 2 madi fazm
1]15L'jr + m;_j(.li_ W I+]
v v
garim + . gazm ! +
raf*® + raf® . i

It can be concluded from the above tables that the only combination of
verb forms allowed by all five authors is gazm + §azm. This is because it was

regarded as the basic pattern of a conditional sentence. As Stbawayhi puts
e
-
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Of the five, he alone mentions only this basic combination, but this may
reflect the brevity of the chapter he devotes to this question. In formulating
his rule, he adopts Sthawayhi’s view: 2*
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There is another possible reason why Ibn GinnT mentions only this possi-
bility — that although Sibawayhi lists other additional combinations, he
considers only this one to be correct. He relates the others to this one and
explains them through it.

4.2 Sibawayhi

If we disregard the table representing Ibn Ginni’s view and compare the
views of the others, it becomes conspicuous that it is only Sibawayhi who
makes no mention of the combination madi+ madithus apparently excluding
sentences with madf in their apodosis. This is explained by al-SirafT in his
commentary in the following way: 2¢

alad W’?zd-ﬂu‘fr Modnus Mad 8Sy ol i gadl Jol
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At the same time we cannot disregard the fact that Sibawayhi also men-
tions this combination in another chapter ( et _-);_:Ji ey C‘L' . ol
—tfiiy P~z 9 ) Where he discusses his preference
for the constructional parallelism: %’
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I did not include this construction in the table because Stbawayhi does not
deal with it in the chapter on conditional sentences ( # | p———aJl oo )
and consequently does not build it into his system. From the above quotation,
however, it becomes evident that he does not deny its existence and even its
correctness in usage, 28

The most important statements of Sthawayhi with regard to verb forms in
conditional clauses can be summarized in the following four points:

29 el oo ol sadl gy JLadll poas F 1 sadl Gy > (1)

This definition emphasizes the essential dependent relationship between
the #lements of a conditional sentence.

30 Pl gl Jmds ML Pl w2 oS Y (2)
3 J——adll gy b ¢ LA ol ! (3

It becomes evident from points 2) and 3) that there are two kinds of
apodoses according to Sibawayhi: one introduced by a verb and another
introduced by fa-, this latter being of secondary importance compared to the
first. As we can see from point 3) this secondary character is defined both
from the point of view of the verb and that of fa-
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What also becomes clear from the above quotation is that Sibawayhi, as
has already been mentioned, defines conditional particles as regents in two
ways, once as semantic, (ma yugaza bihi) and once as formal, (¥dzim) regents.
The two evidently cannot take over the other’s function, since conditional
sentences may contain verb forms other than gazm, although this is the most
usual form.

Later on, Sibawayhi evaluates and explains every conditional sentence
collected in his book as examples of the above four fundamenta] statements.
Here 1 want to deal only with the verb forms of the particle + verb + verb
(harf + fi°l + fil) construction regarded by him as primary. The way Sibawayhi
discusses these forms is characterized by a kind of arbitrariness. Contrary to
later grammarians, he does not discuss each verbal form which can occur in
conditional clauses in a previously defined order, but instead, he speaks about
them rather at random, according to where his train of thought leads him,
and so as to fit in with his arguments best. Therefore, he frequently falls into
a vicious circle when trying to explain the occurrence of the verb form in a
given clause by using the other, and then, in turn, explaining the other verb
by the first one.

However, 1 do not want to follow here his course of argument, but to try
to instead examine what he says about each combination on the basis of my
table.

What Sibawayhi had to say on the Fazm + gazm and the madi + madr
construction we have already seen. So I shall now concentrate only on the
other possibilities:
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gazm + miadf

This construction is not mentioned by Sibawayhi at all. This may partly
be the result of what I have already said about the m#dT+ madi combination
(see esp. the commentary of Sirafi) and partly of his fourth statement or rule,
quoted above. This rule can be regarded as the cardinal point in his argument
to which he likes to tum to when explaining conditional sentences.

fazm + raf®

He states its inappropriateness and refutes it on the basis of the following
explanation: 34

dlotall b O] Ol Jd s ol Gl o) g Y

For the same reason, says Sibawayhi, this construction cannot be used
even if its constituent parts are inverted: 3

elas Loy b el e ces pusls o) el Jois Uy

So, in Sibawayhi’s opinion, it cannot alone satisfy the requirements of a
conditional sentence if the in is to function properly as regent in the protasis
— it is obligatory to” have an apodosis in which in is recognised as formal
regent.

madi + Fazm

I put this construction into parentheses, pointing to the fact that
Sibawayhi considers it as secondary compared to the basic gazm + fazm
combination. Let us see Sbawayhi’s arguments on this question: 3¢
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The key-word in his argument is to be found in the term mawdi® . This is
one of the most important terms used by Sibawayhi for the explanation of
the functions of linguistic elements within the structure of language. v
Mawdi® means the function of the elements in relation to their place within
the structure. If one element takes over the function of another, it acquires,
as a rule, part of the other’s rights (hagq). *®

So this is why the verb in the apodosis may take ggzmin this combination
— the madf form in the protasis does not only occupy the place of the origi-
nal $azm but it takes over its role, too, and has some of its rights, such as that
connected with a conditional particle: it governs the verb in the apodosis in
fazm.

) ¥ . 7
P2 fr—= # Al O
gazm g’aiz:n harf algaza’
i
Jazm madt harf algaza’
p=2 o Pladly
K O
madi + raf€

This combination, similarly is put within parentheses, referring to the fact
that Sibawayhi does not accept it as a simple conditional sentence but as one
requiring derivative explanation. In his opinion, if the verb form of the
apodosis is m}_‘fit cannot be regarded as a real gawab but is clause existing
independently of the conditional sentence. The real fawab is omitted
(hudifa) ®® in this case. That is:

..’.“..i ol #T ‘._5[ 0| “--T i ’-1 U',
magi rafc rgfc

Here the gaw@b can be omitted only because the conditional particle does
not play the role of a formal regent (“amil), being followed by a verb in madr,
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and not in gazm. According to rule no. 4 (see above), Sthawayhi also accepts
the construction midi + raf€, but on the basis of the same rule he refuses to
accept the structure of the following sentence-types:

raf€ + Jazm t.s—-—l-_'L ol ool

gazm + raf® Aol —ols o)

Through the above examples we can gain a better understanding of the
essence of the term mawdi€. Let us examine the following four sentence
types or condensed rules:

(1) magr+ Jazm I SR R
(2) mads + raf® T prist )
(3) * Fazm + raf® Wl usls o) »
(4) gazm + fazm ATl

We can see that although Sibawayhi explains (1) by resorting to the term
mawdi€ (i. e. the madr takes the place of the fazm and its rights) he does not
regard it as necessary to explain why the madr in (2) does not also take over
the obligations, of the fazm (i. e. that it cannot be followed by a verb in
raf€. That is why (3) is not a well-formed sentence). It seems to me that he
uses the term mawdi® in quite an ad hoc way, — i. e. he resorts to it whenever
he finds it difficult to explain a construction — but he does not use it in a
systematic way.

After the above four examples, Stbawayhi deals briefly with four other
types of construction. These are not counted among the true conditional
sentences, and so Sibawayhi discusses them in more detail in a separate

chapter ( a Jg1 e el HLS 131 P adl ).
(1) * gazm + mu’akkad L lasy Lols ol %
(2) * gazm + mu'akkad 4 tady Tlads o8 o
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(3) madr+ mu’akkad el ,SY Sosl ol
(4) lam + gazm + mu’akkad ELEY tr-'ji- ~ ol

The correctness or incorrectness of these four sentences is also decided on
the basis of the much-quoted rule no. 4. According to this, (1) and (2) are not
well-formed sentences, because the mu'akkad form (li- afSalanna) cannot be
considered the apodosis of a true conditional sentence. But, on the other
hand, as is known, a protasis with gazm cannot do without an apodosis. On
the contrary, (3) and (4) can remain without a faw@b because the protases are
not in gazm.

Here I should like to emphasize the significance of substitution in Siba-
wayhi’s linguistic analysis. This is another of the methods he employs to
accept or refuse a sentence-type.

In conclusion, Sibawayhi accepts only one combination of verb forms as
“true”’ or “basic” conditional sentence, and he starts with this basic type
when he explains the other acceptable versions. Following and simplifying his
method, Ibn GinnI deals in his compendium only with the so-called funda-
mental case, gazm + gazm. However, he is justified in this by the brevity and
the pedagogical motives of his work.

The other grammarians discussed here class more combinations as being
well-formed and true conditional sentences. In the following pages we can see
how they analyse and evaluate these sentence types.

4.3 al-Zamah$arT

He does not dwell too much upon the analysis of verb-forms but only lists
those combinations he considers possible: *°

Ghble ol Gae b LgSy ol ow ] wle b odaddl sl Y
old 558 JLas LILS 13D » Ludls J5¥1 9 Lo Las Lenaal sl

131 oA | ‘r_,jAJ&s_, . ;a_)__h.l'l b I PV
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We can infer that he probably does not consider these structures to be on
an equal footing only from the fact that he does not give examples of these
combinations, except in the case of midi + raf€, the existence of which he
supports by citing a verse, the same one_we encountered in Sibawayhi’s
Kitab : *!

. $ . " ; :
0 pPYs Pl coleY Uy wiltus pan Juds olsl ol
Other interesting points can also be found in al-Zamah%ari’s text. Let us
examine the next paragraph: 4®-
feddiig ¥ oo b Law Lol of o plednudis b, i,
oo pilihel o didle 0By anls o) eLsT Wl Jgs gan
o e 10,1 NS Sy Ladis %152 apd pads (e
« Ggdoe B 1l a1

L. Structurally, he draws a paralle]l between conditional and interrogative
sentences. 44

2. He does not relate the structure —sl ol u‘i—.a-T (raf€ +
Sazm) to the e Dl (i L2 ] combination (Fazm + raf©)
which he anyway, excluded in his previously quoted list as one of the possible
structures.

4.4 Tbn al-Hagib

Let us sce what he and his 15th century commentator, Molla ﬁﬁmi, have
to say on verb-forms occurring in conditional clauses, Here is the concise text
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of Ibn al-I:lEéjb: A

poadl Jo¥l 5l meyLas (OMeddl ) LoLS LB ()
O ez ollb g;.t_"dl oS ole
o mine gl LB 03 iy Lubla 120l LS 131y (3)
iR b 2D S
ol sl A Ladin 51 Linds Ls,Las LS ol
el iy ©

“)

Although the examples given by Molla Gami, do not seem to be much
more than condensed rules, they do shed light on how the above rules are to
be interpreted:

ad 1) -a) do ST 0,55 ol
”If you visit me (fazm) I treat you hospitably (gazm)

b) sy S s ol
“If you visit me (fazm, it would be proper), as I have (already)
visited you (fagad + madi)”

Example b) is especially worthy of our attention since, although from Ibn
al-Hagib’s text we may infer that he allows the fazm + madi combination,
from this example it becomes clear that no real conditional sentence is meant
by this structure. What we find here is a conditional sentence with “shift” ,
i. e. where the apodosis is not the logical outcome of the protasis. We can
rightly suppose that al-Zamah3ar7, in his concise formulation of this combi-
nation, was referring to the same type of conditional sentence. That is why I
put a question mark in the place in the table relating to his views on possible
verb forms in conditional sentences.

Concerning the same point, Molla Ganit supplies a reason for the necessary
occurrence of gazm: 4¢

ad 2) -a) madi+ gazm i

b) mads + raf® -
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Structure (a) is explained in a similar way to the previous explanation given
for the occurrence of gazm. The appearance of the gazim in the sentence is
stated as the cause of gazm ( pol——aJ a_dlas] o5l
S F—4 ] B G S— T 5

Attention has to be drawn to the fact that, contrary to Sibawayhi, Molla
GAmI does not consider it necessary to explain the appearance of madr in
the protasis. In his commentary on (2/b), Molla Gami gives a reason only for
the second verb’s being in raf€. He sees its cause as the appearance of madr
in the protasis, separating the “@mil (in) from the second verb and
“weakening” their inter-dependence. 4®
No allusions are made to the effect that he would not consider it the Jawab
of the condition.

ad 3) -a) G2 <2 ,—>3 ol — The apodosis is magrin its form
(lafzan).

b)) i s, ol — The apodosis is madi only in its

méaning (ma“nan)

We have already seen in (1/b) that according to Molla Gami, the basic type of
conditional sentence which has mfdl in the apodosis, is the conditional
sentence with “shift””. That Ibn al-Hagib held the same view is best proved by
this 3rd point where he felt it necessary to explain the madf + madt combi-
nation. This he did by constrasting it with the conditional sentence which
contains madi introduced by gad in the apodosis since this is the structure
they considered natural. 4°

Molla G3mT deems it necessary to explain why the use of fz- is not
permitted in this case. He reasons as follows: *°

byl G e 3l Gland s el b Ll ey o

| it Jiiadl M olies i) aalligs (o ayd
ol 9> aseS oule WAl Bhul Jl e 4

Here he explains the twofold role of fz- in conditional sentences which will

serve as a starting point for his following explanations. But these are outside
the scope of our present concern, i. e. the treatment of verb-forms.
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4.5 ITbn Malik

He summarizes in two verses his teachings on verb-form in conditional
sentences: *!

o/ (o hLF 2% A or LK .of .
Creid Lo JT - L.o.tq_a.g_Ln sy Lo _;i‘; '::/ﬂl-:;j
e e B s 980,20 Boh g R R = G e
0—“.9,&,.;1—"‘-‘-’“—.'“-’_)3 wlﬁ.llel.a.n_,,_fu..\.a.,_g

These brief lines show that Ibn Malik, similar to Ton Ginni, al-ZamahSarT
and Ibn al-Hajib, does not argue but makes statements of seemingly incon-
testable facts. The reason for this similarity is because they had like aims,
since all of them wrote their works with pedagogical intention.

On the basis of Tbn Aqil’s commentary written on Ibn Malik’s Alfiya,
these two verses can be interpreted as follows:

Four combinations of verb-forms are possible:

1) madr+ madr I pld oy plI )

It is remarkable that this combination, which is not emphasized by Siba-
wayhi, is mentioned as the first possibility by Ibn Malik and consequently his
commentator, Ibn “Aqil. Although Ibn CAdl states that: 3

P> o b ( pM—sddl ) Lo oSy
Although the exact meaning of the term mahall is not clear in grammatical

literature, 53 we may infer from this remark that in Ibn “Aqil’s opinion
Jazm + gazm is the basic structure of a conditional sentence.

--C+ - o B G I .
2) mudari® + mudari See piy a5 pdy o)

This combination means nothing more than ¥azm + gazm as is well shown
by Ibn “Aqil’s examples. And since this is the case we find no explanations.

3) madr + mudari® Sas peiy Oy LB Gl

Nor can we find any explanation for this structure, although it would be
justified for two reasons: firstly the occurrence of madr in the protasis and,
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secondly the occurrence of 7af€ in the apodosis — be it only in a verse cited
by Ibn ®Aqil.

4) mudari€ + madr I pld oy F*-L' u}

This structure is considered to be rare by Ibn “Aqil, and that is why it is
put in parentheses in the table. To support his claim that this combination
occurs not only in poems but in prose, too, our author citesa hadit, something
which is otherwise only infrequently referred to by Arab grammarians: 54

48 5 SHAS oL 40 08 ARPRESH RG
s ; . . 7 . .
This was made necessary by the fact that the Koran does not contain such a
structure. ** As I have already pointed out in my treatment of Ibn al-Hagib’s
text, the azm + madi combination does not usually mean a real conditional
sentence, but one with “'shift”, where the apodosis is introduced by fagad.
Commenting on Ibn Malik’s second verse, quoted above, Ibn ®Aqil writes
as follows: 56

Sl = Leylan f 1 padly Lwbls b, 00l LS (3]
@ 2.
ol" Jodiss . O Loan)S o6 amd g £ | ezl P>

ee g palugig et ply doy LS

29 s jlao * 1 jadlg Le,Lao b 00l LS o1

¢l # 15 adys ( leted ) oo

From these few lines we can see that, similar to his fellow grammarians
quoted in this paper, who wrote after the time of Sthawayhi, Ibn ®Aqil in this
work of his does not try to account for the correctness or the unacceptability
of various structures: he does not aim at creating a system out of the formal
or semantic criteria of conditionality, but merely lists these different
structures without even relating them to one another or explaining them
according to these criteria.



5. Basran-Kufan controverses about conditional sentences

The views of Kufan grammarians are scattered in different sources. For our
purposes, we confined ourselves to the use of al-Anbéri’s work devoted to the
treatment of controverses between the Arabs’ two traditional grammatical
schools. ) _

In it, wefind a great number of controversial points between the followers
of these schools concerning conditional sentences. From the many, I should
like to present only one that can shed light not only on the differences
between Kufan and Basran views and explanations, but also on the point that
we cannot speak of a unified Basran school, suggesting that the image of these
schools was created retrospectively..

The question is why the apodosis of the conditional sentence is in fazm.®”
According to Kufan views, this verb is in §azm because the neighbouring verb,
i e. the verb of the protasis, is in $azm, too (magziim “ala-giwar). °® An
evaluation of this analysis is beyond the scope of our present study *° but we
have to remark that this is one of the techniques used by the Kufans, which
the so-called Basran grammarians rarely employed.

Let us now examine what lies behind the Basrans’ explanation according
to which there is a regent (“Gmil) that governs the ending of the apodosis in
Sazm. ©°

This regent is explained in three ways:

— most of the Basrans held the view that the regent is the conditional particle
itself,

— according to others, the conditional particle and the protasis together form
the regent,

— and according to the third group of these grammarians, the regent is the
verb of the protasis alone.

We can see that the view of the third group differs only in its wording
from the Kufan view, since both parties consider that the reason for the
second verb’s being in $azm is that the verb of the protasis has the same
ending.

This is not the case with the first two views. These are the outcomes of
two different linguistic analyses. The first is the view of those grammarians
(like Ibn al-Hagib, Ibn Milik, etc.) who saw in the particle i and in the other
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conditional particles only a formal SGmil, and as such they classed them with
those particles that govern the verb following them in gazm: but at the same
time they contrasted them with these latter particles, since conditional
particles govern two verbs at the same time.

Contrary to this, Sibawayhi, the first representative of the other view, and
his followers, like Ibn Ya“®, make the explanations given to the azm form of
the verb in the apodosis, fit into a much stricter formal system of analysis.
This systematic approach is used by Sibawayhi, among others, in explaining
the structure of the nominal sentence when he says that the mubtada” (i. e.
the factual part of a sentence) and ibrida’ (i. e. the abstract relationship
between the two main parts of the nominal sentence) together act upon the
habar as its regent (Samil). ¢*

! ¥ |

habar mubtada’ ibtida’
5 R L P asgl
| I |
I I I
| | |
| | I
I | |
gav:'ib §a‘1'§ m
wlo—> b — al

(P |
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6. Az early compendium

We can regard the views expounded above on the history of mediaeval
Arabic grammar-writing from a different angle if we consider a work, entitled
Mugaddima fil-nahw, traditionally attributed to the Basran grammarian Halaf
al-Ahmar (+796). Two remarks can be made even after a quick look into the
book. The first is that law and lawld are not treated' by the author. The
second is, and it is of a more general nature, that already the chapter-headings
reveal the aim of the book, which is to explain and classify the different
endings.

Conditional sentences are treated in a few lines in the chapter entitled
huriif al-gazm, i.e. words that put the verb in gazm:*

calis aul s AN Y el g las sb # 1 ally bAly
W5 1H5E5 1 g 1ol ByAN b s all JUS
e uih( 3] 3U553) 1 sy oS o2l Y5y & 2l

13

63

On the basis of the few lines quoted above we can state the following.
Examining the terminology used by Halaf al-Ahmar we find that Yart is used
for protasis, and #aza, and gawab together are used for apodosis. From his
concise sentences, naturally, it cannot be elucidated whether he distinguishes
between these two latter, nevertheless we can state, that his terminology, in
this respect, does not coincide with that of Sibawayhi, his contemporary,
but with that of later grammarians.

His text is too condense to find out which particles he considers to be
conditional ones, but law is possibly excluded from them, since it is not
mentioned here nor elsewhere, as it causes no formal problems. As the
Koranic example for conditional sentences contains in, we can consider
that Halaf al-Ahmar, similarly to Sibawayhi, regarded it as the conditional
particle par excellence.
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As for the verb-forms in the clauses, Fazm + #azm is emphasized by our
author. This emphasis, similarly to later grammarians, is evident already
from the chapter-heading (hwriif al-gazm). This formal approach is not in
tke spirit of Sibawayhi, who — although also considers it to be the basic
case — does not regard upon conditional particles as merely formal regents,
but as semantic ones, as well.

It follows from the foregoing that the later grammarians did not want to
reproduce in a condensed form the rules from Sibawayhi's Kitab, but rather
aimed at a reformulation of earlier short compendia, like that of Halaf
al-Ahmar, more or less expounding them and extending the formalization
in them. This extension of formalization is reflected in the answers given
to the question: Why are verbs in conditional clauses in gazm? According to
Halaf al-Ahmar — as far as we can judge it from his few lines — the conditional
particle and the verb of the protasis together cause the verb of the apodosis
stand in fazm. This becomes clear from the emphasis with which he states
the similarity of the verb of the apodosis to that of the protasis. He shares
this view with Sibawayhi, his contemporary. Later grammarians, going further
in formalization and regarding conditional particles only as formal regents,
did not examine the explanations lying behind the above view, did not look
for structural parallels like Sibawayhi did. They looked for a simple formal-
cause for the fazm in the apodosis, and they found it in the conditional
particle in. From that time on we encounter in as a word that puts verbs into
Eazm. Since grammarians who follow this explanation does not debate with
Sibawayhi in this question, it also strengthens our view that although Siba-
wayhi's Kiidh was highly estimated among grammarians, they did not want
to follow its complicated analyses but on the basis of carly "Introductinns",
looking for formal reasons, gave trivial explanations that seemed to be evident,
were easy to remember and suitable for their pedagogical aims.
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7. Quasi-conditional sentences

All the questions raised by Arab grammarians in conncction with condi-
tional sentences cannot be treated here, so only one further point is cxamined
in the following paragraphs, which supports the existence of a linguistic
framework in STbawayhi's Kitab and its lack in the works of later grammae
jans treated above. It can also be stated that, as it has already beer pointed
out above, Sl‘bawaylli's linguistic analysis does not correspond to the Bloom-
fieldian Immediate Constituate analysis, but rather to the transformational
grammar of Z. S. Harris, if we insist on finding a 20th century parallel for
it, though being aware of the deficiences of this kind of comparison.

Our question is in connection with structures containing two phrases,
the first being an imperative (amr), a prohibition (nahy), a question (istifhdm),
a wish (tamanni) or a proposition (<rd), in which cases the verb of the
second phrase is in gazm. This formal connection helped early Arab grammar
juns discover the nature of the semantic connection between the clauses.

According to al-ﬁam“, these two phrases, similarly to conditional
sentences, form one structure, the protasis of which is a conditional clause
(Sart). So the second phrase is the apodosis (fawiab) of this conditional
clause, that acts s a formal regent governing the verb of the second clause
in Fazm. Sibawayhi illustrates this relationship  with the following ex-
amples®:

" "
the meaning of the sentence

imperative: WoT Lol ebis oS5 ol ¢ ol uasl . ol
prohibition: Wi G5 Jeds ¥y ot

question:al 551 el olSe pdel oIS 5T el oot 1 pleisel

wish: Llany Late oSy ol Lolasy Late and - oo
- g ow E ;
propositien: o cal Jomo A e

Sibawayhi does not only interpret the meaning of the sentences contain-
ing imperative, prohibition, question, wish or proposition, as a condition
but also alludes to that all of them mdy be substituted by an imperative.
This statement of Sibawayhi leads us to-the recognition that we can look
for the original forin of condition in imperative.



Summing up it can be said that through the remarks of Arab grammarians
on the structural analysis of conditional sentences, on the one hand we can
obtain an insight into the history of Arabic linguistics. On the other hand,
these remarks lead us 0 the conclusion that the results of these linguists
have significance also from a general linguistic point of view.
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These tables include only cases when:

— both the protasis and the apodosis are verbal sentences;

— the apodosis is the logical outcome of the protasis, without tempdrul
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— there is no ellipsis (there is gawab, it is not introduced by fa-; the
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