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Abstract

The real meaning of the grammatical technical terms musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi (only 4
occurrences in the Kitab of Sibawayhi) has been the object of much scholarly debate since the
beginnings of both Arabic grammatical tradition and Western scholarship on it. This is due,
mainly, to a complete shift in meaning and function of this pair of terms from early (2 /8™ and
3"/9™ centuries) to late (from 4"/10™ century onwards) usage in Arabic grammatical tradition
itself. The paper provides a comprehensive study of meaning and function of musnad and musnad
ilayhi in the Kitab of Sibawayhi and in contemporary and early subsequent Arabic grammatical
tradition, as well as a survey of commentaries on the Kit@h of Stbawayhi from 2"/8" to 5"/11"
centuries, of interpretations given about musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi in extant commentaries and
of the role of Sibawayhi’s commentators (especially Sirafi, Rummani and Santamari) in the
transmission and development of Arabic linguistic thinking.
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1. Musnad and Musnad ‘ilayhi: Points of View of Western Scholarship

The real meaning of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi in Arabic grammatical tradition has been
puzzling Western scholars for long time. This is due, mainly, to a complete shift in both meaning
and function of this pair of grammatical technical terms from early (2°/8™ and 3"/9™ centuries)
to late (from 4"/10™ century onwards) usage in Arabic grammatical tradition itself.'

Most Western scholarship openly states, consistently with late Arabic grammatical
tradition, that the pair composed by musnad and musnad ’ilayhi denotes predication and that
musnad 1is the predicate, whereas musnad ‘ilayhi is the subject in both nominal and verbal
sentences (cf. Silvestre de Sacy 1831 [1810]: I, 340; IL, 96, 509-510; Wright 1896 [1859]: 11, 250;
Fleischer 1885-1888: I, 583, II, 88-89; Reckendorf 1921:135, 358; Troupeau 1976:112; Frank
1981:271; Goldenberg 1988:42-45; Ayoub 2011:152-154), although some scholars did suggest
that in early Arabic grammatical tradition [i.e. Halil (d. 175/791) and Sibawayhi (d. ca. 180/796)]
the meaning of the two terms seems inverted (being therefore musnad the subject and musnad
ilayhi the predicate in any kind of sentence, Wright 1896 [1859]: II, 250; Fleischer 1885-1888: I,
583, 11, 88-89; cf. also Frank 1981:271; Goldenberg 1988:42-45; Ayoub 2011:152-154).

The sole exception, in early Western scholarship, is represented by Praetorius (1894:711)
who suggests that in Sibawayhi’s terminology musnad is the first element of both nominal and
verbal sentences (being therefore the topic of nominal sentences and the verb of verbal ones),
while musnad ‘ilayhi is the second one (being therefore the comment of nominal sentences and
the agent of verbal ones). According to Praetorius’s interpretation, what is “leaning on something
else”, in Sibawayhi’s usage, is the musnad ‘ilayhi, which would be, therefore, musnad ’ila I-
musnad (leaning on the musnad), whereas musnad is, within the same sentence, “the thing on
which something else leans”.

In a very in-depth study, Levin (1981) corroborates the idea of Praetorius about
Sibawayhi’s terminology and try to demonstrate that the predicative conception of the relation
(Cisnad) between musnad and musnad ’ilayhi is an innovation of 4™/10™ century Arabic grammar.

According to Levin, while in the writings of later grammarians ‘asnada (or ‘usnida)’ild occurs as

" Due to an unavoidable ambiguity in the meaning of the verbal form ’asnada [or ‘usnida) ’ila it is possible to
understand both musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi either as “a thing on which something else leans (or has been made to
lean)” [i.e. as an impersonal passive participle] or as “a thing which leans (or has been made to lean) on something
else” [i.e. as a personal passive participle] and this is why both musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi are never directly
translated throughout the article, but regularly explained only on the basis of different points of view.



a syntactical technical expressions designating the assignment of a predicate to a subject and
musnad ilayhi is an impersonal passive participle denoting the subject whereas musnad is a
personal passive participle denoting the predicate (criterion of the syntactic function), in the
writings of 2"/8"™ and 3"/9™ centuries’ Arab grammarians the pair composed by musnad and
musnad ‘ilayhi denotes always and only mutual indispensability between the two fundamental
parts of the sentence and musnad is regularly the first element, while musnad ‘ilayhi is the second
one in any kind of sentence (criterion of the position within the sentence).

Nevertheless, studying the occurrences of derivatives of the root S-N-D in a grammatical
[i.e. Farra’ (d.207/822) Ma ‘ani [-Qur’an] and in a philosophical [i.e. Ibn al-Mugqgaffa® (d. ca.
139/756) Kitab al-mantiq) text of the 2"%/8"™ century, Talmon (1987) has been able to demonstrate
the existence of a predicative conception of the sentence and its relationship with terms related to
the root S-N-D already in writings of the second half of 28t century, if not properly in the
Kitab of Sibawayhi itself (cf. also Troupeau 1981:245-246 who, for his part, is convinced that
there is no demonstrable connection between the terminology of early Arabic grammar and the
terminology of Greek logic, indeed first translated into Arabic at about the same time).

Later on, Owens (1988:36, 181; 1990:103-107, 237, 249-250), while agreeing with Levin
(1981) about the positional [i.e. not functional] meaning of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi in the
Kitab of Sibawayhi, confirms also that, in the terminology of Farra’, the pair of terms has a
complete and different meaning [i.e. possession and predication, cf. Owens 1990:103-107, 249-
250; on the meaning of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi in the Ma ‘ant I-Qur 'an of Farra’ cf. also
Kinberg 1995:366-367], while Goldenberg (1988:42-45), although relying mostly on a statement
by Ibn al-Sarrag (d. 316/929), is seemingly convinced that the meaning of predication could be
inferred already from Sibawayhi’s poor usage of the pair of terms.

For Bohas - Diab-Duranton (2004) the pair composed by musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi, in
the Kitab of Sibawayhi, applies only to the first and second element of nominal sentences, verbal
sentences being mentioned by Sibawayhi only to stress that mutual indispensability between the
two fundamental parts of the sentence can be actually found also therein. Guillaume (2004),
while perfectly agreeing with Bohas - Diab-Duranton (2004) about the applicability of the pair
composed by musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi to the sole nominal sentences within Sibawayhi’s
Kitab, quotes also, as already Levin (1981:150), the Halilian usage of sanad instead of musnad

and investigates the relationship between musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi and the technical logical



terms mawdii® and mahmil assuming that both the term musnad and the metaphor of the
utterance as an assemblage must have been part of a common vocabulary shared by grammarians
and logicians from which Sibawayhi may have developed a pair of technical terms to denote
predication only with reference to nominal sentences (cf. also Bohas - Guillaume - Kouloughli
2006 [1990]:43-48, 55-56, 64-65, 120-123; Ayoub 2011:152-154; Carter 2016 [1968]:38-39, 46,
231-232. For a general overview cf. Versteegh 2011).

Of interest, in relation to the topic, are also translations of the Kitab of Sibawayhi and,
particularly, of ch. 3. Silvestre de Sacy (1829:361-362) translate the pair of terms as “sujet et
attribut” ; Jahn (1895:I, 9) as “Prddicat und Subject”; Troupeau (1973-1974:335-336) as
“connecté¢ et ce a quoi il est connecté”; Sara (2003:49) as “dependent and depended-on”;
Kouloughli (2004: 39-40) as “apport et support”, Bohas — Carter (2004: 53-54) as “support et
apport”.

2. Musnad and Musnad ilayhi in the Kitab of Sibawayhi and in Early

Basran Grammatical Tradition

In the third chapter of the introductory section (Risala) of the Kitab, Sibawayhi sets out,
for the first time, the grammatical technical terms musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi (Bab al-musnad
wa-l-musnad “ilayhi, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 23-24). According to
his point of view, and relying strictly on data found in the Kitab itself, it is clear that musnad and
musnad ‘ilayhi are, for Sibawayhi two [indispensable parts of the sentence] either of which does
not [make sense] without the other and without which it is impossible for the speaker [to speak]
(wa-humd ma la yastagni wahid minhuma ‘an al-"ahar wa-la yagidu I-mutakallim minhu buddan,
Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6).

While for later Arabic grammatical tradition musnad ‘ilayhi is the topic (mubtada’) of
nominal sentences and the agent (fa il) of verbal ones, whereas musnad is the comment (habar)
of nominal sentence and the verb (fi /) of verbal ones,” it must be said that it is not obvious at all
which part of nominal and/or verbal sentences was actually understood as musnad and which one
as musnad ‘ilayhi in Sibawayhi’s early point of view, although it is quite sure that, for him,

mutual indispensability between the two fundamental parts of the sentence was a defining feature

2 Being therefore musnad the predicate (al-mahkiim bihi) and musnad “ilayhi the subject (al-mahkiim “alayhi) in any
kind of sentence, cf., e.g., Galayini (1986 [1927]: I, 13): “and the predicate is called musnad, while the subject is
called musnad ’ilayhi” (wa-I-mahkiim bihi yusamma musnadan wa-l-mahkim ‘alayhi yusamma musnadan ‘ilayhi).



of both nominal and verbal sentences: it is part of that [i.e. of the chapter on musnad and musnad
ilayhi], he says, [the combination of] topic and comment, as when you say: « Abd Allah is your
brother» or «this is your brother» (fa-min dalika l-ism al-mubtada’ wa-l-mabni ‘alayhi wa-huwa
qawluka ‘Abdu Llah ‘ahitka wa-hdada ‘ahitka), and it is part of that also [the combination of verb
and agent, as] when you say: «Zayd is going» (wa-mitl dalika qawluka yadhabu Zayd): the verb,
indeed, cannot make [any sense] without a [pro]noun [in verbal sentences], as the topic cannot
make [any sense] without a comment in nominal sentences (fa-la budd li-I-fi | min al-ism kama
lam yakun li-lI-ism al-‘awwal budd min al-"ahar fi l-ibtida’, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6).

The same [mutual indispensability said to be a] defining feature of nominal sentences,
adds Sibawayhi, is to be found [also in sentences beginning with kana and its sisters or with ‘inna
and its sisters, as] when you say: « 'Abd Allah has gone», or «I wish Zayd had gone» (wa-mimma
yvakinu bi-manzilat al-ibtida’ kana ‘Abdu Llah muntaligan wa-layta Zaydan muntalig), because
this [i.e. the first noun (ism) after kana and ’inna] is in need of what follows it [i.e. the habar of
kana and ’‘inna], as the topic of nominal sentences (a/-mubtada’) is in need of what follows it [i.e.
its habar| (li-'anna hada yahtagu ’ila ma ba ‘dahu ka-htivag al-mubtada’ 'ild ma ba ‘dahu,
Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6).

According to Sibawayhi, indeed, the same combination of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi
that is typical of nominal sentences, and, therefore, the same mutual indispensability between the
two fundamental parts of the sentence, can be found also in sentences beginning with some
special operators [i.e. ‘awamil], like ra ‘aytu, kana, or marartu bi-, which can be added to the
topic of nominal sentences [without thereby breaking the mutual indispensability between the
two parts of the original, underlying, nominal sentence] (wa- lam ‘anna I-ism "awwal "ahwalihi I-
ibtida’ wa-’"innama yadhulu I-nasib wa-l-rafi* siwa l-ibtida’ wa-I-garr ‘ala l-mubtada’ [...] wa-
dalika "annaka ‘ida qulta ‘Abdu Llah muntaliq 'in §i'ta ‘adhalta ra’aytu ‘alayhi fa-qulta ra aytu
‘Abda Llah muntaligan ‘aw qulta kana ‘Abdu Llah muntaligan ‘aw marartu bi-‘Abdi Llah
muntaliq), because nominal sentences have a logical priority [in Arabic language], as one is the
first of numbers and as indefiniteness comes before definiteness (fa-l-ibtida’ ‘awwal kama kana
[-wahid ‘awwal al-‘adad wa-I-nakira qabla I-ma rifa, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6). Don’t you see,
adds Sibawayhi, that those elements [i.e. the nawdasih al-ibtida’] can be added to the topic [of
nominal sentences] to make it be not an inchoative topic anymore (‘a-la tara ‘anna ma kana

mubtada’ qad tadhulu ‘alayhi hadihi I-"asya’ hatta yakina gayr mubtada’) and you cannot reach



a [simple] nominal sentence [until you start the sentence] with those elements that I told you,
unless you remove them (wa-la tasilu ‘ila l-ibtida’ mad ama ma'a ma dakartu laka ‘illa "an
tada ‘ahu, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6).

From this first statement, therefore, it is surely clear that, for Sibawayhi, musnad and
musnad ‘ilayhi are the two indispensable parts of the sentence and it is clear, too, that mutual
indispensability between the two fundamental parts of the sentence can be found, for him, both in
nominal and in verbal sentences, as in those sentences whose deep, underlying, structure is,
according to his point of view, similar to the structure of nominal sentences, because, regardless
to the addition of an initial operator ( ‘@mil), they cannot be regarded as complete sentences unless
you assign a comment (habar) to the first noun (ism) that follows the operator [i.e. to the topic of
the underlying nominal sentence]. With regards to which part of the sentence was actually
understood as musnad and which one as musnad ‘ilayhi, in Stbawayhi’s own point of view, we
are unfortunately unable to tell it with certainty, at least if we only look at those first and brief
remarks, because the sentence in which the two terms are found (hada bab al-musnad wa-I-
musnad “ilayhi) is such that it is actually possible to understand either musnad as a personal
passive participle meaning “what leans [or has been made to lean] on something else” [i.e. the
second indispensable part of the sentence] and therefore musnad ‘ilayhi as an impersonal passive
participle meaning “what on which something else leans [or has been made to lean]” [i.e. the first
indispensable part of the sentence], with the suffix pronoun -4i referred to musnad ‘ilayhi itself,
or to understand musnad as an impersonal passive participle meaning “what on which something
else leans [or has been made to lean]” [i.e. the first indispensable part of the sentence] and
musnad ilayhi as a personal passive participle meaning “what leans [or has been made to lean]
on something else” [i.e. the second indispensable part of the sentence], with the suffix pronoun
hi referred to musnad. Moreover, further occurrences of terms related to musnad and musnad
ilayhi in the Kitab of Sibawayhi are, as we shall see, always referred to nominal sentences or
similar, but never again to verbal sentences.

The second occurrence of terms related to musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi, in the Kitab of
Sibawayhi, is to be found in the chapter on what takes accusative case ending because it is the
comment (habar) of something [that is already] known being constructed on a demonstrative
pronoun that precedes it (Bab ma yantasibu li- annahu habar li-I-ma ‘rif al-mabni ‘ald ma huwa

qablahu min al-"asma’ al-mubhama, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 218-219; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H]



II, 77-81). What is constructed on demonstrative pronouns, says Sibawayhi, it is like when you
say: «here [lit. “this”] is “Abd Allah leaving» [and the like] (fa- ‘amma I-mabni ‘ald I-'asma’ al-
mubhama fa-qawluka hada ‘Abdu Llah muntaligan |[...], Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 218). In this
kind of sentences, he explains, the demonstrative [i.e. hada and the like] is an inchoative
[proJnoun (ism mubtada’) [from which you start the sentence just to be able] to construct what
follows, that is “Abd Allah, on it, without still making [just for that] a complete sentence, unless
[something else] is constructed on it [i.e. muntaligan being constructed on ‘Abd Allah] or on
what precedes it [i.e. ‘Abd Allah being constructed on hada] (fa-hdada sm mubtada li-yubna
‘alayhi ma ba dahu wa-huwa ‘Abd Allah wa-lam yakun li-yakiina hada kalaman hatta yubna
‘alayhi aw yubna ‘ald ma qablahu),’ and the topic [i.e. al-mubtada’] is [in this kind of
sentences| musnad [i.e. the first indispensable part of the sentence], while the comment [i.e. a/-
mabni ‘alayhi] is musnad ‘ilayhi [i.e. the second indispensable part of the sentence] (fa-I-
mubtada’ musnad wa-lI-mabni ‘alayhi musnad “ilayhi, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 218).

The point is, adds Sibawayhi, that hdda (this) is, in this kind of sentences, a [formal]
operator which modifies only [the case ending of] what follows, just as prepositions and verbs
modify [the case ending of] what follows (fa-gad ‘amila hada fi-ma ba ‘dahu kama ya ‘malu I-
garr wa-I-fi'l fi-ma ba ‘dahu), but, on a semantic level, explains Sibawayhi, the real meaning of
the sentence is that you want to warn [the listener] that [ Abd Allah] is leaving and not that you
want to inform [the listener] that this is “Abd Allah, because you think that he doesn’t know that
(wa-I-ma ‘na ‘annaka turidu ‘an tunabbihahu lahu muntaligan la turidu ‘an tu ‘arrifahu ‘Abd
Allah li- annaka zananta ‘annahu yaghaluhu), and it is, therefore, like if you said: «look at him:
he’s leaving (unzur ‘ilayhi muntaligan)» and muntaliq [i.e. leaving] is a condition (/a!) in which
‘Abd Allah is found, and ["Abd Allah] stands between muntaliq and hada in the same way in
which [*Abd Allah] stands between rakib and the verb when you say « Abd Allah came riding
(ga’'a ‘Abd Allah rakiban)»: it happened to ‘Abd Allah to come, and riding is the condition in
which he came, the same applies to hada (fa-ka-'annaka qulta unzur ‘ilayhi muntaligan fa-
muntaliq hal qad sara fihd ‘Abd Allah wa-hala bayna muntaliq wa-hada kama hala bayna rakib
wa-l-fi'l hina qulta ga’a ‘Abd Allah rakiban sara ga'a li-‘Abd Allah wa-sara l-rakib halan fa-
kadalika hada, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 218).

? The meaning being that, in this kind of sentences, it is possible to reach a complete sentence only when a comment
is assigned (yubna ‘ald) to one of the two possible initial elements of the sentence, making, therefore, this same
element the actual topic (mubtada’) of the final, complete, sentence.



As can be seen, therefore, while mutual indispensability between the two fundamental
parts of the sentence is confirmed as a defining feature of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi pair in
Sibawayhi’s Kitab, in this second case we are also clearly informed that, according to
Sibawayhi’s personal point of view and at least with respect to nominal sentences, musnad is the
first and musnad “ilayhi the second indispensable part of the sentence.

The third occurrence of terms related to musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi, in the Kitab of
Sibawayhi, is to be found in the chapter on nominal sentences (Bab al-ibtida’, Sibawayhi Kitab
[D] 1, 239; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 11, 126-128). Inchoative topic (mubtada’), explains
Sibawayhi, is any noun from which you start [the sentence] with the scope to construct on it a
[complete] sentence [i.e. with the scope to assign to it a comment, making, therefore, a complete
sentence] (fa-l-mubtada’ kull ism ubtudi’a li-yubna ‘alayhi kalam, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 239).
Both inchoative topic (mubtada’) and comment (mabni ‘alayhi) take nominative case endings,
and the property of starting [the sentence] (al-ibtida ) is such only because something is going to
be constructed on [the topic] and that’s why inchoative topic is always the first [indispensable
part of the sentence], while comment is [always] what follows [and is constructed] on it (wa-I-
mubtada’ wa-I-mabni ‘alayhi raf” fa-l1-ibtida’ la yakiinu ‘illa bi-mabni ‘alayhi fa-l-mubtada’ al-
‘awwal wa-l-mabni ma ba ‘dahu ‘alayhi, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 239). This [same combination of
inchoative topic and comment] can be called also [according to Sibawayhi]| musnad and musnad
ilayhi (fa-huwa musnad wa-musnad ‘ilayhi, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 239). And know, he adds,
that what is constructed on inchoative topic [i.e. its comment] must necessarily be something
identical to the topic (Say ‘an huwa huwa) or a local or temporal adjunct (fi makan ‘aw zaman)
and all these three [possibilities] must be placed, [in the regular, unmarked, form of the sentence,
always] after inchoative topic (wa- ‘lam ‘anna I-mubtada’ la budd lahu min ‘an yakina l-mabni
‘alayhi say'an huwa huwa ‘aw yakiina fi makan ‘aw zaman wa-hadihi [-talata yudkaru kull
wahid minha ba ‘'d ma yubtada 'u, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 239).

Even in this third example, therefore, mutual indispensability between the two
fundamental parts of the sentence is confirmed as a defining feature of musnad and musnad
ilayhi pair in Sibawayhi’s Kitab, as well as the very fact that, still only with respect to nominal
sentences, musnad is the first [i.e. topic] and musnad ‘ilayhi the second [i.e. comment]

indispensable part of the sentence.



The fourth and last occurrence of terms related to musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi, in the
Kitab of Sibawayhi, is to be found in the chapter on compositional phrasemes (hikaya) in which
the condition already taken by single nouns can never be modified in the speech (Bab al-hikaya
llati la tugayyaru fiha I-'‘asmda’ ‘an haliha fi l-kalam, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 11, 59-64; cf.
Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 111, 326-334), as in the case of composed proper names like Ta ‘abbata
Sarran (Has an evil under his armpit), or Baraqa nahruhu (His chest glistened), Arabs say «hada
Ta abbata sarran (this is Ta'abbata sarran)», and «hdada Baraga nahruhu (this is Baraqa
nahruhu)», [but also] «ra ‘aytu Baraqa nahruhu (1 saw Baraqa nahruhu)»: the condition already
taken by single nouns before their transformation into proper names can never be modified [i.e.
even if they happen to be direct (or indirect) objects] (wa-dalika qawl al-‘arab fi ragul yusamma
Ta abbata sarran hada Ta abbata Sarran wa-hada Baraqa nahruhu wa-ra aytu Baraga nahruhu
fa-hada la yatagayyaru ‘an halihi llati kana ‘alayhda qabla “an yakiina sman, Sibawayhi Kitab
[D] 11, 59).

At some point in the chapter Stbawayhi informs us that he asked once his master Halil
about [the properties of some, hypothetical, composed] proper names like Hayran minka (Better
than you), or Ma 'hiidan bika (Fascinated by you), or Dariban ragulan (Beating a man), and that
Halil said that [in this kind of proper names] single nouns would keep in fact the same condition
[i.e., in this case, their full declinability] that they had already taken before their transformation
into proper names, and this means that you must say: «ra aytu Hayran minka (1 saw Hayran
minka)», [but] «hada Hayrun minka (this is Hayrun minka)», and «marartu bi-Hayrin minka (1
passed by Hayrin minka)» (wa-sa altu I-Halil ‘an ragul yusamma Hayran minka "aw Ma hidan
bika ‘aw Dariban ragulan fa-qala huwa ‘ald halihi qabla “an yakina sman wa-dalika "annaka
taqiilu ra 'aytu Hayran minka wa-hdada Hayrun minka wa-marartu bi-Hayrin minka, Sibawayhi
Kitab [D] 11, 60, cf. Carter 1983:114-115).

Sibawayhi asked, therefore, his master about the hypothesis to give one of those names to
a woman (as it is well known, feminine proper names are always diptote in Arabic), but even in
this case Halil said that he would never remove the tanwin [from the first segment of the
composed proper name], because neither Hayran, nor Ma hiidan or Dariban, are [in those
examples] the end of the noun (qultu fa-'in sammaytu bi-say’ minha ‘imra’a fa-qala la ‘ada ‘u I-
tanwin min gibal ‘anna Hayran laysa muntaha l-ism wa-la Ma hiidan wa-la Dariban, Sibawayhi

Kitab [D] 11, 60-61). Don’t you see, explains finally Halil, that if you say Daribun ragulan



(Beating a man), or Ma ‘hiidun bika (Fascinated by you) and you start the sentence [with one of
these compositional phrasemes] you still need [to assign to it] a comment (habar) in the same
way in which you would need it if you had just said [a single noun like] Zaydun (Zayd) or
Daribun (Beating) (‘a-la tara ‘annaka ‘ida qulta Daribun ragulan ‘aw Ma hiidun bika wa-anta
tabtadi’'u l-kalam ihtagta hahuna ’ila I-habar kama htagta ‘ilayhi fi qawlika Zaydun wa-Daribun,
Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 11, 61)? And so minka (than you), in this case [i.e. in Hayran minka], has
the [same] status (manzila) of a [single] fragment of the whole noun, because it has not become
the musnad ‘ilayhi of any musnad (lam yusnad ’ila musnad) [i.e. it has not become, for Hayran,
the second indispensable part of the sentence, cf. Levin 1981:153], being, rather, the completion
of the noun in the same way in which the second part of a genitive construct (a/-mudaf ‘ilayhi) is
the end of the noun and its completion (wa-minka bi-manzilat Say’ min al-ism fi ‘annahu lam
yusnad ila musnad wa-sara kamal al-ism kama ‘anna l-mudaf ‘ilayhi muntaha l-ism wa-
kamaluhu, Stbawayhi Kitab [D] 11, 61).

What shows you that those [proper names, either masculine or feminine] need to keep the
tanwin are Arabs’ sayings: «/a@ hayran minhu laka (there’s nothing better than him for you [i.e. he
is the best for you])» and «la dariban ragulan laka (there’s no one beating a man for you [i.e. no
one is standing for you])»: both [hayran minhu and dariban ragulan] are [in this kind of
sentences]| just compositional phrasemes (hikdya), because hayran minka [or minhu] is [like] a
word for itself and it is not possible to remove from it the tanwin even in syntactical positions
(mawdi ‘) in which the fanwin is normally removed in other cases [like, in the examples given,
after /a [-nafiya li-I-gins], because it [i.e. hayran in both hayran minka and hayran minhu] has the
status of a [single] fragment of the whole word, and so it cannot be [treated as] the end [of the
noun], and the same rule [that has been seen operating within the examples given] needs to be
followed also by those [hypothetical] proper names, according to Halil (yadulluka ‘ala "anna da
yvanbagi lahu “an yakiina munawwanan qawluhum la hayran minhu laka wa-la dariban ragulan
laka fa-’innama da hikaya li-'anna hayran minka kalima ‘ala hida fa-lam yuhdaf al-tanwin
minhu fi mawdi * hadf al-tanwin min gayrihi li- annahu bi-manzilat Say’ min nafs al-harf ‘id lam
vakun fi I-muntahd fa- ‘ala hadihi I-mital tagrt hadihi [-’asma’ wa-hada qawl al-Halil, Sibawayhi
Kitab [D] 11, 61).

As it can be clearly seen even from this last and final example, therefore, in Stbawayhi’s

Kitab terms related to musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi are to be found when argumentation revolves
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around the indispensable completion of the sentence [i.e. around mutual indispensability between
the two fundamental part of the sentence]. Moreover, while for nominal sentences it is clearly
stated that musnad is to be understood as the first [i.e. topic] and musnad ‘ilayhi as the second
[i.e. comment] indispensable part of the sentence (cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 218, 239), for
verbal sentences, unfortunately, nowhere in the Kitab it is openly explained if Sibawayhi was
more prone to the rendering of verb [i.e. the first indispensable part of verbal sentences] as
musnad and agent [i.e. the second indispensable part of verbal sentences] as musnad ‘ilayhi or
rather the other way around. Nonetheless, all cases studied show clearly that whenever a
combination of musnad and musnad ilayhi is found in the Kitab of Sibawayhi, musnad is always
the first and musnad ‘ilayhi the second element of the sentence discussed.

The very fact that whenever a combination of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi is found in the
Kitab argumentation revolves regularly around basic structural compounds [i.e. about mutual
indispensability between the two fundamental part of the sentence] and never around syntactical
and logical [i.e. predicative] relations, fits perfectly, inter alia, the very scope of the Risala itself
and the overall distribution of topics within the Kitab. Nothing, indeed, separates clearly the
seven introductory chapters of the Risala from the rest of the book, but despite this, the Risala
has been always perceived as an introductory section, and this for two practical reasons: on the
one hand, indeed, it can be said to be introductory because it actually introduces the reader to the
main technical terms and concepts that are subsequently found in the Kitab itself, but, on the
other, it must have been perceived as introductory also because, while syntax, morphology and
phonetics are extensively treated in the Kitab starting from chapter 8 (Bab al-fa’il [...],
Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 10, ff.; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 33, ff.), the first seven chapters provide
a general and basic introduction to the science of language: ch. 1 (Bab ilm ma I-kalim min al-
‘arabiyya, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 1; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 12) treats division of words into
three parts of speech (nouns, verbs and particles); ch. 2 (Bab magari "awahir al-kalim min al-
‘arabiyya, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 1-6; ct. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 13-23) treats declinable and
indeclinable words ending in Arabic, formation of dual and plural of nouns and verbs, and
provides a first brief outline of a general theory of hierarchy, or weight (zig/), of parts of speech;
ch. 3 (Bab al-musnad wa-I-musnad ’ilayhi, Stbawayhi Kitab [D]1,6; ctf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1,
23-24) treats mutual indispensability between the two fundamental parts of the sentence and

provides a first brief outline of the concept of basic underlying structure (ibtida’) of nominal
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sentences and of hierarchy of sentences; ch. 4 (Bab al-lafz li-I-ma ‘ani, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6-
7; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 24) treats relations between form and meanings (different forms for
different meanings, different forms for the same meaning [i.e. synonymy], same form for
different meanings [i.e. polysemyl]); ch. 5 (Bab ma yakiinu fi I-lafz min al-'a rad, Sibawayhi
Kitab [D] 1, 7; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 24-25) treats phonological and lexical deviations from
the norm (phonological deletion [i.e. apocope], substitution [i.e. deletion and substitution], lexical
entries partially fallen into disuse); ch. 6 (Bab al-istigama min al-kalam wa-I-"ihala, Sibawayhi
Kitab [D] 1, 7; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 25-26) outlines formal and logical criteria to establish
eligibility of utterances (correct and good, absurd, correct but false, correct but repugnant, absurd
and false); ch. 7 (Bab ma yahtamilu al-si v, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 7-10; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H]
I, 26-33) treats deviations from the norm that only poetry tolerates (phonological deletion and
augmentation, solution of geminate consonants, variations in linear order, etc.).

Now, if in the first sense [i.e. introducing the reader to the main technical terms and
concepts found in the Kitab] it has been shown that the pair composed by musnad and musnad
ilayhi is not to be found so much in the rest of the Kitab (only 4 occurrences), and this right
because it is part of a structural, and not syntactical or logical, terminology in Sibawayhi’s early
point of view, in the other sense [i.e. making a general and basic introduction to the science of
language], the indispensable completion of the sentence [i.e. mutual indispensability between the
two fundamental part of the sentence] can be definitely said to be a fundamental and general rule
of language related to a basic, structural and still not syntactical or logical, analysis of the
sentence. With that in mind it is easier to understand why the chapter on musnad and musnad
ilayhi is found so early in the Risdla and not later within Kitab’s section on syntax. Further
occurrences of terms related to musnad and musnad ’ilayhi are also to be found only when
argumentation requires a direct reference to the indispensable completion of the sentence or to
the mutual indispensability between the two fundamental parts of the sentence and nowhere else.

As for the literal meaning of 'asnada [or "usnida] ’ila (“to make something lean on
something else”, but also “to lean on something else”), as already said, it must be recognized that
it cannot unfortunately be much helpful, too, because, due to a semantic ambiguity in the actual
meaning of the verbal form it is possible to understand both musnad and musnad ’ilayhi either as

“a thing on which something else leans (or has been made to lean)” [i.e. the first indispensable
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part of the sentence] or as “a thing that leans (or has been made to lean) on something else” [i.e.
the second indispensable part of the sentence] (Lane 1872: IV, 1443, cf. Levin 1981:149).

This original linguistic ambiguity is also evident from the short fragment reported by the
Kitab al-"Ayn on the authority of Sibawayhi’s most important master, the great Basran polymath
Halil (‘A4yn VII, 228-229). According to Halil, indeed, while, generally speaking, musnad is
anything on which something else has been made to lean (wa-kull Say’ ‘asnadta ‘alayhi say an
fa-huwa musnad), in linguistics’ technical terminology it is possible to say that [every] speech is
composed by sanad and musnad, as when you say: « 'Abd Allah is a good many, where « Abd
Allah [i.e. the topic]» is sanad and «is a good man [i.e. the comment]» is musnad ’ilayhi (wa-I-
kalam sanad wa-musnad ka-qawlika ‘Abd Allah ragul salih fa-°Abd Allah sanad wa ragul salih
musnad ‘ilayhi, Halil ‘Ayn VII, 228-229).

Halil’s usage, as reported in the Kitab al- ‘Ayn, therefore, seems to suggest that he was
oriented toward the rendering, in nominal sentences, of topic as sanad and that he was uncertain
about the rendering of comment between musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi (leaning on the sanad). For
what concern verbal sentences nothing is reported on the authority of Halil in the Kitab al- ‘Ayn,
but the very beginning of the fragment quoted (wa-I-kalam [...]) allows the hypothesis of mutual
indispensability between the two parts of any kind of sentence as the original and first meaning of
musnad (or sanad) and musnad “ilayhi in early (2°Y/8"™ century) Basran grammatical terminology.

In such an early stage of Arabic grammar, as a matter of fact, it is very likely that
technical terminology was still not completely agreed and unambiguous, and the same applies, of
course, to most technical and scientific lexica. In the course of 2nd/81hcentury, indeed, most
Arabic and Islamic scholarly disciplines, like Qur’anic philology (gira ‘at), Qur'anic exegesis
(tafsir), theology (kalam), grammar (nahw), logic (mantiq), law (figh) and the whole science of
traditions (i/m al-hadit), were being developed in close and strongly interrelated intellectual
circles in which, most probably, connections and intertwining between scholars of different
disciplines were fairly commonplace both at the level of flow of ideas, as at the level of lexical
developments.

The intertwining of the lexicon of Sibawayhi’s Kitab with the technical lexica of all
aforementioned disciplines is quite clear and evident in many aspects and points of the Kitab
itself: in the chapter on the relations between form and meanings (Bab al-lafz li-l-ma ‘ant,

Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 6-7; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 24), by way of example, Sibawayhi’s
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definition of linguistic ambiguity [i.e. synonymy and polysemy] (wa-htilaf al-lafzayn wa-I-ma ‘na
wahid wa-ttifaq al-lafzayn wa-htilaf al-ma ‘nayayn) is later quoted almost verbatim by the famous
Qur’an commentator Ibn Garir al-TabarT (d. 310/923) as one possible definition for self-similarity
(mutasabih) in the Qur’'an (bi-qassihi bi-ttifdq al-"alfaz wa-htilaf" al-ma ‘ani wa-bi-qassihi bi-
htilaf al- alfaz wa-ttifaq al-ma ‘ant, Tabari Gami ‘' V, 197).

Still focusing solely on the introductory section (Risala) of the Kitab, in the chapter on the
accidents that may occur to the form of words [i.e. on phonological and lexical deviations from
the norm] (Bab ma yakinu fi I-lafz min al-"a ‘rad, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 7; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab
[H] 1, 24-25), Sibawayhi’s proposal to explain the Arabic form 'asta ‘a [or istd ‘a?] as a case of
substitution ( 7wad) rather than as a case of deletion (hadf) and, therefore, as a 4th(’a,td a) and not
as a 10" (istata ‘a) derivative form of the root T-W-, with a sin added as a substitution ( ‘iwad) for
the disappearance of the vowel from the second radical letter [i.e. waw] (wa- innama hiya ‘ata ‘a
yutl ‘u zadi I-sin ‘iwadan min dahab harakat al-‘ayn min 'af‘ala), although absolutely not related
with the Qur’an, enters very soon both Qur'an commentaries and treatise on gira ‘at about Q.
18:97 (fa-ma sta‘ii ‘an yazharithu [...]), at least starting from the Ma ani I-Quran of
Sibawayhi’s most outstanding pupil, said also to be the responsible for the first transmission of
the Kitab (Strafi’ Ahbar 39; cf. Humbert 1995:14), *Ahfas al-Awsat (d. 215/830), who, while
commenting the form found in Q. 18:97 (fa-ma sta ) declares plainly that, idiomatically, Arabs
may say ista‘a/yasti'u [ie. the form actually found in Q. 18:97], the meaning being
istatd ‘a/yastati u [i.e. the 10™ derivative form], but the formative letter 7’ is deleted because of
its proximity with the emphatic ta’, whose point of articulation is the same of the ta’, ista‘a
/yasti ‘u, with deletion of the radical letter fa * for the same reason, and, finally, ‘asta ‘a/yusti ‘u [i.e.
the form actually discussed by Sibawayhi who, by the way, is absolutely not mentioned by
"Ahfas], pronounced with a glottal stop as a 4" derivative form (‘ata‘a/yuti ‘u), the sin here is,
according to Ahfas, a substitution for the silencing of the letter waw [i.e. for the disappearance of
the vowel from the waw which is, indeed, Sibawayhi’s explanation] (wa-gala fa-ma sta‘i li-
‘anna lugatan li-I-‘Arab taqiilu istd‘'a yasti ‘u yuridiina bihi istata ‘a yastati u wa-lakin hadafii I-
ta’ ’ida gama ‘at al-ta’ li-'‘anna mahragahuma wahid wa-qala ba ‘duhum istd ‘a fa-hadafa al-ta’
li-dalika wa-qala ba ‘duhum ‘asta 'a yusti ‘u fa-ga ‘alaha min al-qat* ka-"annaha “ata ‘a/yuti‘u fa-
ga ‘ala al-sin ‘iwadan min ‘iskan al-waw, 'Ahfa§ Ma ‘ani 433-434; cf. Zaggag Ma ‘ani 111, 312
who reports it as the point of view of Halil and Sibawayhi; Tabari, Gami‘ XV, 411 who quotes
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verbatim 'Ahfas’s statement attributing it to some, unidentified, Basran grammarians; Nahhas
['rab 555; Farisi Hujja V, 179).*

In the chapter on correct and incorrect utterances (Bab al-istigama min al-kalam wa-I-
‘ithala, Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 7; cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [H] 1, 25-26), the connection between
Sibawayhi’s formal and logical criteria to establish eligibility of utterances [i.e. mustaqim
(correct), muhal (absurd), hasan (good), gabih (repugnant) and kadib (false)] with the fields of
ethics and law (but also with Qur’anic scholarship being mustagim a key Qur’'an term) first
proposed by Carter (2016 [1968]; 1972; 1973), has never been completely discarded. Most
criticism on Carter’s legal thesis, indeed, denies rather the idea of a direct derivation, or
borrowing, of Arabic grammatical terminology from the lexicon of law and ethics [i.e. the idea of
a chronological precedence that may involve a kind of logical priority of law on grammar], but
not the existence of strong interconnections, contacts and exchange of ideas between early Arab
grammarians and contemporary scholars like, lawyers, traditionists, philosophers, exegetes and
readers (cf. Elamrani-Jamal 1983:72-73; Versteegh 1993:33-36; Ayoub 2011:120-122).

Moreover, the widespread use, both in the Risdla and in the whole Kitab, of technical
terms like mawdi * (syntactical position) and manzila (status), this last notoriously fundamental in
the development of Mu'tazilite theological approach, suggests a strong intertwining, not only
with lawyers and traditionists, but also with the scholarly circles of Basran theologians.’

The term musnad, from this point of view, is a real case in point. Attested already in
Sabaen and Qatabanian inscriptions to designate some kind of inscribed bronze plaque affixed
(musnad) to the wall of temples it came later to be applied also to inscriptions engraved directly
on rocks and, in early Islamic times, the Arabic musnad is a general term designating South

Arabian inscriptions (Beeston 1993:704-705). In the first half of 2°Y/8" century there is evidence

* Note that Ahfa§ inserts, here, Stbawayhi’s hypothesis (‘asta ‘a/yusti‘u [or istd ‘a/yasti ‘u] being a 4™ and not a 10™
derivative form of the root 7-W°) into a debate from which it was completely absent, cf. e.g. Mugqatil Tafsir 11, 602.
Interestingly enough, alongside this [i.e. alongside Sibawayhi’s hypothesis entering Qur’'an commentaries and
treatises on gira ‘at], references to Q. 18:97 and Ahfa$’s hypothesis on a common origin for all those variants of the
same verbal form, although totally unconnected with Sibawayhi’s teaching as transmitted in the Kitab, enters, on the
other hand, both lexicographical texts like, e.g., Ibn Sidah Muhkam 11, 312-313, and, most interesting, even
commentaries on the Kitab of Sibawayhi like, e.g., Strafi Sarh 11, 82-83; Santamari Nukat 1, 202-203. On the
development of the exegesis on Q. 18:97 and on the confluence of different scholarly tradition on that, see Villano
(2016:75-79). On scholarly connections and intertwining between grammarians, Qur’anic readers and exegetes cf.
Versteegh 1993:160-190; Shah 2003a, 2003b, 2004.

> Contacts are attested between Nazzam and Halil (Marzubani Nir 48) and Nazzam and Sibawayhi (Taniihi Ta 7
107-108). Qutrub was a pupil of Nazzam (Suyati, Bugya 1, 242) and *Ahfa$ was a pupil of *Abd Samir (Lugawi
Mardtib 80).
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that musnad ‘ilayhi was already used by philosophers and logicians as a technical term to
designate logical relations [i.e. predication] (Talmon 1987:215). Towards the end of 2"%/8"
century musnad is chosen by traditionists as a technical term to designate a specific kind of hadit
collection in which all chains of transmission go back to a key companion who is the first
transmitter after the Prophet of all hadits collected therein (Speight 2002:376), and the masdar
isnad is notoriously adopted by traditionists as a technical term to designate the chain of
transmitters in hadit texts (and musnad can be called also an ‘isndd without missing links, cf.
Juynboll 1993:705), one of the most important achievements of 28t century’s Arabic and
Islamic civilization, by the way applied in any scholarly field as a practical loophole to make the
necessary leap forward from oral to written tradition. There is no doubt that musnad was a key
term within 2"/8" century’s Arabic and Islamic emerging scientific culture and its real meaning
and best function must have been often debated by scholars of any discipline in 2"/8"™ century’s
Basran intellectual milieu.

Even in the scholarly circle of Basran nahwiyyin, indeed, it is very likely that
terminological discussion about best meaning and function of technical grammatical terms was
very intense and heated, moreover, the much sophisticated level of grammatical thinking attested
in the Kitab of Sibawayhi suggests at least one century of previous grammatical, methodological
and terminological discussion, if not even more. There is evidence that musnad as a technical
term to designate possession and predication was used by coeval Kiifan grammarians [i.e. Farra’,
cf. Talmon 1987:212-215; Owens 1990:103-107, 249-250; Kinberg 1995:366-367], but in Basran
tradition of 2"/8"™ century [i.e. Halil and, notably, Stbawayhi] it seems that the term specialized
in a very strict sense to denote basic structural compounds [i.e. mutual indispensability between
the two fundamental parts of the sentence]. This basic structural conception of the sentence
irrespective of syntactical and logical semantic level of analysis seems to have been an
innovation of Halil and, particularly, Stbawayhi himself who, first, devotes a whole chapter of the
Risala to this terms and concepts.

The Kitab of Sibawayhi has an impressive impact on later Arabic grammatical tradition,
nevertheless, in many cases, late mainstream tradition completely overturns the meaning of
Sibawayhi’s terms and concepts without even explicitly tell it, and this is precisely the case for
musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi. The structural conception of the sentence as a basic structural

compound tends to disappear in later tradition and the pair composed by musnad and musnad
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ilayhi is assimilated de facto to other pair of loose synonyms denoting predication, like mawdii ‘
and mahmiil, mahkium ‘alayhi and mahkiim bihi, muhbar ‘anhu and muhbar bihi, muhaddat ‘anhu
and hadit.

Interestingly enough, this overturning takes place not so much in works coming from the
Kifan counterpart, or in independent grammatical works, but rather within the grammatical genre
commentary on the Kit@b of Sibawayhi which, with almost 90 titles transmitted by sources,
should be probably better understood as a genre by itself and not as subset of the wider genre
grammatical commentary in Arabic linguistic tradition at which, surely indeed, it represents a

first attempt.

3. Musnad, Musnad ’ilayhi and Commentaries on the Kitab of Stbawayhi

The Kitab of Sibawayhi is, beyond any doubt, the most read and commented book in the
whole history of Arabic grammatical tradition, but, unfortunately, a detailed history of
commentaries on this most influential book is still awaiting to be written and remains, perhaps,
one of the main desiderata in the study of both origins and development of Arabic linguistic
thinking (cf. Hartin 1988 [1966]:37-43; Haditi 1967:151-279; ‘Awwad 1978:26-69; Sezgin 1984
58-63; Bakka’ 2001:33-261). Sezgin (1984:58-63) lists no less than 86 between commentaries on
full text (Surith, tafasir), selected problems (nukat, ‘wyin), introductory section alone (Risala), or
difficult words (gara'ib), glosses, notes and marginalia (ta ligat, hawasi), commentaries and
explanations of poetic loci probantes (Sawahid, abyat), introductions (muqaddimat, mudhalat),
corrections (istidrakat) critical refutations (rudiid) and rebuttals of mentioned critical refutations
(i tiradat). Sadly, though, most of those commentaries are still not edited, or even lost and known
only through quotes found in later sources. In many cases, also, only the title of the book is

known being quoted as such in later biographical, bibliographical or doxographical works.

3.1 The 2nd/8th and 3rd/9th Centuries: Early Reception of the Kitab of Sitbawayhi

Practically, none of the commentaries produced between the very end of 2"%/8"™ and the
first half of 3/9™ centuries has been transmitted to us. Nothing has been preserved, indeed, of the
Ta ligat composed by Sibawayhi’s most outstanding pupil *Ahfas al-’ Awsat, unanimously said to
have been the first transmitter of the Kitab itself (cf. Sirafi "Ahbar 39; Marzubani Nir 68; Tantht
Ta rih 85; Humbert 1995:14), of the Kitab Tafsir garib Stbawayhi, of the Kitab Tafsir ‘abniyat
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al-Kitab and of the Farh Kitab Sibawayhi, all composed by "Abii ‘Umar al-Garmi (d. 225/839),
who is said to have drafted also an abridged version of the Kitab itself, of the Kitab Tafasir Kitab
Sitbawayhi and of the Kitab al-Dibag fi gawami [or gami ‘| Kitab Sibawayhi, both composed by
'Abii “Utman al-Mazini (d. 248/862), of the Sarh [or 'Thrag] nukat Sthawayhi [or Sarh Kitab
Sibawayhi] composed by 'Abi ‘Ishaq al-Ziyadi (d. 249/863) and of the Nukat ‘ala Kitab
Sitbawayhi composed by 'Abii Ya‘la b. "Abi Zur‘a 1-Bahili (d. 257/871), while a single
manuscript still not edited but preserved at the library of ‘Arif Hikmet Bey in Medina transmits
the Tafsir garib ma fi Kitab Sibawayhi min al-"abniya [or Tafsir abniyat al-Kitab] composed by
"Abu Hatim al-Sigistant (d. 255/869) (cf. Hartin 1988 [1966]:37, 40, 42; Haditt 1967:151-155,
257-259; ‘Awwad 1978:43, 48-49, 55, 64; Sezgin 1984:58, 73, 75, 76, 93; Bernards 1997:3-5;
Bakka’ 2001:33-261).

As for the second half of 3™/9™ century, the famous Basran grammarian Muhammad b.
Yazid al-Mubarrid (d.285/898) is credited to have composed no less than five different
commentaries, or critical refutations, on the Kitab of Sibawayhi: the Tafsir ma ‘agfala Sibawayhi
qtisa’ al-hugga fihi [probably the same book quoted also as al-Ziyada l-muntaza ‘a min Kitab
Sitbawayhi], the Kitab Ma 'na [or Faqr] Kitab Sibawayhi, the Kitab al-Mudhal fi Kitab Stbawayhi,
the Sarh Sawahid Kitab Sthawayhi, and the Kitab al-Radd ‘ala Sthawayhi, but, unfortunately, all
those books are now lost and have not been transmitted to us, as well as nothing has been
preserved of the Tafsir "abniyat al-Kitab composed by Mubarrid’s archrival and leader of Kuifan
counterpart of that period "'Ahmad b. Yahya Ta‘lab (d. 291/904) (cf. Hartin 1988 [1966]:40-41,
43; Haditt 1967:243, 258-259, 267-270; ‘Awwad 1978:48, 64-65; Sezgin 1984:58, 80).

Extensive quotations of Mubarrid’s Kitab al-Radd ‘alda Sibawayhi, a critical refutation of
Sibawayhi’s Kitab, are to be found in the Kitab al-Intisar [li-Stbawayhi min al-Mubarrid], a later
rebuttal of Mubarrid’s critical refutation composed by the Egyptian grammarian "Ahmad b.
Wallad (d. 332/944) and recently edited by Bernards (1997, cf. Haditt 1967:270-275; ‘Awwad
1978:44; Sezgin 1984:58, 80; Bernards 1997:41-98), but, apparently, no occurrence of terms
related to musnad and musnad ’ilayhi is to be found therein (cf. Bernards 1997:116-118, 201-
206), nonetheless, a chapter of Mubarrid’s Mugtadab closely resembles a direct commentary on
Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and musnad “ilayhi (on Mubarrid late retraction of early criticism

of Sibawayhi cf. Bernards 1997:50-54).
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In his own chapter on musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi, indeed, Mubarrid, clearly rephrasing
Sibawayhi’s very definition, explains that they [i.e. musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi] are two
[indispensable parts of the sentence] either of which does not [make sense] without its
counterpart (wa-humda ma la yastagni kull wahid min sahibihi, Mubarrid Mugtadab 1V, 126).
According to Mubarrid, a combination of musnad and musnad ’ilayhi is to be found both in
verbal and in nominal sentences, as well as in sentences beginning with the so-called abrogators
(nawasih) of the ibtida’, like kana and its sisters, inna and its sisters, verbs of perceptions ( ‘af"al
al-Sakk wa-1- ilm), and in conditional sentences (al-mugazat) too (fa-min dalika gama Zayd wa-I-
ibtida’ wa-habaruhu wa-ma dahala ‘alayhi nahw kana wa-'inna wa- af“al al-sakk wa-I- ilm wa-
[-mugazat, Mubarrid Mugtadab 1V, 126).

As can be seen, therefore, in Mubarrid’s Mugtadab, the pair composed by musnad and
musnad ilayhi is still related, consistently with earliest Basran tradition, with the sentence
understood as a basic structural compound and with the mutual indispensability between the two
fundamental parts of any sentence, irrespective of any syntactical and/or logical analysis of the
sentence [i.e. the two terms are applied to the two fundamental parts of the sentence according to
the criterion of the position within the sentence and irrespective of the criterion of function].
Moreover, according to Mubarrid, a combination of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi is to be found
also in the relation between the two fundamental parts of conditional sentences which were not
mentioned in Sibawayhi’s Kitab. Finally, indeed, the wording found in Mubarrid makes it
definitively clear that in early Basran terminology, or at the very least in what Mubarrid
understands of early Basran terminology, verbal sentences do constitute a combination of musnad
and musnad ‘ilayhi, being mentioned (fa-min dalika qama Zayd) at the very beginning of the

explanatory sentence.

3.2 The 4th/10thCentury: A Keystone in the Interpretation of the Kitab and in the

Development of Arabic Linguistic Tradition

The 4"/10™ century is a real keystone in the evolution of the genre of commentaries on
the Kitab of Sibawayhi as well as in the general development of Arabic linguistic thinking. A lot
of different kinds of commentaries are produced and practically all main Arab grammarians and
linguists of this century did write something about Sibawayhi’s Kitab. Moreover, after
Mubarrid’s retraction of early criticism on Sibawayhi (cf. Bernards 1997:50-54), the Kitab
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becomes definitively the most authoritative and accepted treatise on Arabic grammar and the
same lexicon and methodology of Sibawayhi gradually becomes fundamental in the definition
and development of the new lexicon and methodology adopted by Arab grammarians in the
course of 4%/10™ century. Unfortunately, most of commentaries produced in this century, too,
have not been fully transmitted to us.

Practically none of the commentaries produced in the first half of 4™/10"™ century has been
transmitted and/or edited so far: nothing has been preserved, indeed, of al-Radd ‘ald I-Mubarrid,
a rebuttal of Mubarrid’s critical refutation of Sibawayhi, and of the Sarh “abyat Sthawayhi, both
composed by *Abii "Ishaq al-Zaggag (d. 311/923), of the Sarh Kitab Sibawayhi and of the Kitab
Tafsir Risalat Kitab Stbawayhi, both composed by *Abt 1-Hasan al-'Ahfas al-Asgar (d. 315/927),
of the Sarh Kitab Sibawayhi composed by *Abil Bakr b. al-Sarrag (d. 316/928), of the unfinished
Sarh Kitab Stbawayhi and of the Sarh Sawahid Kitab Sibawayhi both composed by "Abu Bakr
Mabraman (d. 326/938), as well as of the Sarh Risalat Kitab Sibawayhi, a commentary on the
introductory section of the Kitab composed by *Abu 1-Qasim al-Zaggagi (d. 337/949) (cf. Hariin
1988 [1966]:37, 41; Hadifi 1967:155-158, 243-245, 259; ‘Awwad 1978:41, 45, 65-66, 68; Sezgin
1984: 58-59, 80-82, 85, 87, 84, 161).

Although nothing has been preserved of the aforementioned commentaries, it should be
noted that there is evidence that the verb ‘ansada ’ila is used already by Ibn al-Sarrag and
Zaggagi to designate the assignment of a predicate to a subject (Ibn al-Sarrag ‘Usil 1, 59, 62;
Zagpagi Gumal 39, cf. Levin 1981:161; Owens 1990:103).

Ibn al-Sarrag, who was the youngest pupil of Mubarrid and a personal friend of the great
philosopher and Aristotle’s commentator al-Farabi (d. 339/950, cf. Carter 1990:128), as well as
the master of Zaggagi and of the three main Sibawayhi’s commentators of the next generation,
Straft (d. 368/979), Farisi (d. 377/987) and Rummani (d. 384/994), associates explicitly the
verbal form ‘asnada ’ila with the meaningfulness (al-fa ida) of the sentence. According to his
point of view, indeed, there is no meaningfulness in knowing the topic in itself, [because] you
actually mention it only to assign to it the comment as a predicate (wa-l-ism la fa'ida lahu li-
ma rifatihi bihi wa-"innama dakartahu li-tusnida ‘ilayhi al-habar, Ton al-Sarrag, 'Usil 1, 59).
Don’t you see, he explains, that, if you say « Abd Allah is sitting», the truth or falsity [of the
sentence] is to be found only in “Abd Allah’s sitting and you actually mention « Abd Allah» only

to assign to him «is sitting» as a predicate (‘a-la tara ‘annaka ida qulta 'Abd Allah galis fa-
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‘innama l-sidq wa-l-kidb waqa ‘a fi gulis ‘Abd Allah wa-"innama dakarta ‘Abd Allah li-tusnida
‘ilayhi galisan, Tbn al-Sarrag, "Usil 1, 62).

with mutual indispensability between the two fundamental parts of the sentence, because, he
says, the topic cannot make [any sense] without a comment and the comment cannot make [any
sense] without a topic to which it is assigned as a predicate [and the same applies also to verbal
sentences]: neither the verb nor the agent can make [any sense] without the other (wa-dalika
‘anna l-mubtada’ la budd lahu min habar wa-la budd li-I-habar min mubtada’ yusnadu ‘ilayhi
Nevertheless, the logical and semantic equivalence between topic of nominal sentences and agent
of verbal ones is already clearly postulated by Zaggagi: this equivalence, he explains, is the

reason why both topic and agent take nominative case endings (fa-lamma dara ‘a -mubtada’ al-

The Kitab al-Intisar [li-Sitbawayhi min al-Mubarrid], a rebuttal of Mubarrid’s critical
refutation of Sibawayhi composed by Ibn Wallad, has already been mentioned when speaking
about Mubarrid. A single, unedited, manuscript preserved at the library of Ahmet III in Istanbul
transmits the Sarh (or Tafsir) ‘abyat (Kitab) Sthawayhi composed by ~Ahmad b. al-Nahhas (d.
338/950), and another unedited manuscript from the 6"/12" century preserved at the library of
Sehit Ali Pasa in Istanbul transmits Ibn al-Nahhas’ brief explanation of the i 7ab of the title of the
first chapter of Sibawayhi’s Kitab (al-Kalam fi tafsil i rab qawl Stbawayhi hada bab ‘ilm ma I-
kalim min al- ‘arabiyya), but nothing, again, has been transmitted of the Sarh Kitab Sthawayhi, of
the ‘Agrad Kitab Stbawayhi, of al-Masa'il al-mufrada min Kitab Stbawayhi, of the Kitab Nukat
Stbawayhi, of the Kitab Mundzarat Stbawayhi li-I-Mubarrid and of the unfinished al-Nusra li-
Stbawayhi ‘ald gama ‘at al-nahwiyyin, all composed by ‘Abd Allah b. Durustawayhi (d.
347/958), as well as of the Sarh Sawahid Kitab Sthawayhi (wa-tafsirihd) composed by’ Abli Bakr
al-Maragi (d. 350/961) (cf. Harun 1988 [1966]:37, 40, 41; Haditi 1967:159, 244-245, 270;
‘Awwad 1978:39-40, 66-68; Sezgin 1984:59, 96-97, 168, 208).

3.2.1 'Abii Sa‘id b. al-Marzuban al-Sirafi and the Sarh Kitab Stbawayhi

The first complete commentary on the Kitab of Sibawayhi that has been fully transmitted

to us and also the most influential one in the whole history of the genre is the Sarh Kitab
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Sibawayhi composed by Ibn al-Sarrag’s pupil "Abt Sa‘id b. al-Marzuban al-Straft who is credited
to have composed also a general introduction to the Kitab, the Kitab al-Mudhal ’ila Kitab
Sibawayhi, as well as a book on Sibawayhi’s poetic loci probantes, the Sawahid (or Sarh “abyat)
Kitab Sibawayhi, both lost and not transmitted to us (cf. Harin 1988 [1966]:37-38; Hadit1
1967:159-192,245-246, 159; ‘Awwad 1978:55-59; Sezgin 1984:59, 100, Bakka’ 2001:82-140).

The Sarh of Sirafi, now published also in a critical five volumes edition, is a huge
commentary which abounds in explanations on every single aspect of the Kitab. The real purpose
of Strafi’s scholarship was indeed not only the explanation of the text of Sibawayhi, but the plain
documentation of all possible hypotheses ever advanced about any single line and word of the
Kitab, which means all hypotheses proposed so far, from the death of Sibawayhi, and throughout
3"/9™ and early 4"™/10™ centuries, until the very days of Sirafi himself. Nevertheless, there is a
tendency, within Western scholarship on Arabic grammatical tradition, to frame every
grammatical opinion lacking a written record earlier than S1rafi’s commentary as an innovation of
4"™/10"™ century’s Arab grammarians (cf. e.g. Levin 1981:151), but, as a matter of fact, there is no
reason to decide a priori that opinions reported by Sirafi were not actually in circulation in the
course of 3"/9™ century or even before. Moreover, in many cases, it is just clear that Sirafi is
quoting some opinion only for the sake of completeness, but then the real innovation is his sifting
and analysis of previous opinions’ coherence and consistence, not the opinion in itself.

His commentary on Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and musnad ’ilayhi (Sirafi Sarh 1,
173-176) is, in fact, the longest and most complete commentary ever produced on the subject and
it abounds both in explanations, examples and reasonings on every possible hypothesis and point
of view. According to Strafi there were, indeed, four points of views circulating by his days about
the real meaning of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi in Sibawayhi’s Kitab (‘ammad gawluhu I-musnad
wa-I-musnad “ilayhi fa-fihi ‘arba ‘at "awguh, Sirafi Sarh 1, 173).

The best and most acceptable of all, says Sirafi, is the one according to which the meaning
of musnad is what is being said or the information being given (al/-hadit wa-I-habar) [i.e. the
predicate], while [the meaning of] musnad ‘ilayhi is the person or thing you are speaking about
(al-muhaddat ‘anhu) [i.e. the subject] (‘agwaduha wa-"ardaha ‘an yakiina l-musnad ma ‘nahu I-
hadit wa-I-habar wa-I-musnad ’ilayhi I-muhaddat ‘anhu, Strafi Sarh 1, 173).

This, explains Sirafi, can happen in two ways, agent and verb [in verbal sentences], as

when you say: «Zayd stood up», or «  Amr left», and topic and comment [in nominal sentences or
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in sentences beginnings with the so-called abrogators of ibtida’], as when you say: «Zaid is
standing» or «surely ‘Amr is leavingy, the verb, indeed, is what is being said (hadit) about the
agent [in verbal sentences] as the comment is what is being said (hadit) about the topic [in
nominal sentences or in sentences beginnings with nawasih al-ibtida’] and musnad is therefore
the verb and the comment assigned to the topic, while musnad ‘ilayhi is the agent and the topic to
which the comment is assigned (wa-dalika ‘ala waghayn fa il wa-fi'l ka-qawlika gama Zayd wa-
yvantaliqgu Amr wa-sm wa-habar ka-qawlika Zayd qa’im wa-'inna ‘Amran muntaliq fa-I-fi‘'l hadit
‘an al-fa ‘il wa-l-habar hadit ‘an al-ism fa-l-musnad huwa [-fi‘l wa-huwa habar al-ism wa-I-
musnad “ilayhi huwa I-fa il wa-huwa l-ism al-muhbar ‘anhu, Strafi Sarh I, 173).

This interpretation would be, according to Sirafi, the best and most acceptable of all also
because it is the only one which is perfectly consistent with the already established usage of
musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi as technical terms in the science of tradition ( i/m al-hadit). When we
[i.e. Muslims] say that a tradition has been transmitted on the authority of the Prophet, indeed,
[the meaning is that] what is being said (a/-hadit) has been made to lean on (musnad ’ila) [the
authority of] the Messenger of God, and so what is being said (al-hadit) is in this case the
musnad, while the Prophet is in this case the musnad ‘ilayhi (wa-"innama kana I-musnad al-hadit
wa-l-musnad ilayhi I-muhaddat ‘anhu ka-qawlina fi I-hadit alladi yuhaddatu bihi ‘an al-nabr
hada l-hadit musnad ’ila rasil Allah fa-l-hadit huwa l-musnad wa-rasiil Allah huwa [-musnad
‘ilayhi, Sirafi Sarh 1, 173).

The first point of view reported by Sirafi is therefore the one, later accepted by all
mainstream Arabic grammatical tradition, according to which musnad is the predicate and
musnad ‘ilayhi the subject in any kind of sentence. Basran grammatical tradition, apparently,
does not reach this point of view until early 4™/10" century (cf. Mubarrid Mugtadab 1V, 126,
whose view is still consistent with early Basran approach), but evidence demonstrates that
derivatives of the root S-N-D were used by logicians and philosophers to denote logical semantic
predication already in 2"/8"™ century and that, by the end of 2"/8"™ century, the verbal form
‘asnada ’ild is already used by Kiifan nearly contemporary of Sibawayhi, Farra’, as a technical
expression to designate the assignment of a predicate to a subject (cf. Talmon 1987: 212-215;
Owens 1990:174, 249-250; Kinberg 1995:366-367). This same meaning [i.e. the assignment of a
predicate to a subject] is to be found within Basran grammatical tradition at least starting from

Mubarrid’s pupil Ibn al-Sarrag ('Usil I, 59, 62), and the semantic equivalence between nominal
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Strafi is seemingly the one who makes this opinion prevailing within Basran and Arabic
mainstream grammatical tradition and he is the first one who proposes to define the meaning of
the pair of terms musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi accordingly with the meaning already established
for such terms within the science of tradition.

The second point of view reported by Sirafi is the one according to which the title of the
chapter would be expressed in an actually elliptical form, whose reconstruction (taqdir) is hada
bab al-musnad ’ila 1-$ay’ wa-l-musnad dalika 1-§ay’ “ilayhi (this is the chapter of what has been
made to lean on something else and of what on which this same thing has been made to lean):
something, therefore, has been deleted from the first part [of the sentence] while in the second
part nothing has been added [to clarify the meaning of the sentence] (wa-lI-wagh al-tani ‘an
vakiina I-taqdir fihi hada bab al-musnad ’ila 1-say’ wa-I-musnad dalika [-5ay’ “ilayhi wa-hudifa
min al-"awwal iktifa'an bi-I-tant, Sirafi Sarh 1, 173). By this way both musnad and musnad
‘ilayhi may indifferently apply to the first or to the second fundamental part of both nominal and
verbal sentences: both of them, indeed, are in need of the other and both of them can be said to be
leaning (musnad ild@) on the other, right for their mutual indispensability, because none of them
makes [as a matter of fact] a complete sentence without the other (wa-dalika huwa I-ism wa-I-
habar wa-I-fi 1 wa-I-fa il wa-kull wahid minhuma muhtag ‘ila sahibihi wa-kull wahid minhuma
musnad 'ild sahibihi li-htiyagihi ‘ila sahibihi ‘id la yatimmu ‘illa bihi, Strafi Sarh I, 173).

This meaning of ‘asnada ’ila [i.e. “to be indispensable for someone or something else”, or
“to depend on someone or something else”], adds Sirafi, is well attested in Arabic, as when you
say to someone: «My situation depends only on you», which means «I need you in this [situation]
and you are the one who dominates it» (ka-gawlika ’ild man tuhdtibuhu ‘innama ‘amri musnad
ilayka "ay “and muhtag “ilayka fihi wa-"anta qayyimuhu, Strafi Sarh 1, 173).

The second point of view reported by Sirafi revolves around mutual indispensability
between the two fundamental parts of both nominal and verbal sentences and applies the pair
composed by musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi to the strict conception of the sentence as a basic
structural compound which, pushed to its extreme consequences, leads the author to feel it
unnecessary to say explicitly which part of the sentence is to be called musnad and which one
musnad ’ilayhi, because, right on the basis of their mutual indispensability, both parts of the

sentence can, as a matter of fact, be said to be leaning on (musnad ‘ila) the other.
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Out of four points of view reported by Sirafi, this one could be said to be the most
radically consistent with the basic structural conception of the sentence that was typical of early
Basran grammatical tradition,’® but, right for its radicality, it ends up by totally overlooking the
criterion of the position within the sentence that was, as it has been shown, still fully operational
within the text of Sibawayhi.

The third point of view reported by Sirafi is the one according to which musnad is the
second and musnad ‘ilayhi the first [indispensable] part of any kind of sentence (wa-l-wagh al-
talit ‘an yakiina I-musnad huwa I-tani fi I-tartib ‘ala kull hal wa-l-musnad “ilayhi huwa I-"'awwal,
Strafi Sarkh I, 173). In the case of verbal sentences, therefore, musnad is, according to this
opinion, the agent and musnad ’ilayhi the verb, while in the case of nominal sentences musnad is
the comment and musnad ’ilayhi the topic (fa-’ida kana fi lan wa-fa ilan fa-l-musnad huwa I-fa il
wa-l-musnad ’ilayhi huwa I-fi | wa-'in kana mubtada an wa-habaran fa-l-musnad huwa l-habar
wa-l-musnad “ilayhi huwa I-mubtada’, Strafi Sarh 1, 173).

The pair composed by musnad and musnad “ilayhi would have, according to this opinion,
the same status (manzila) of the pair composed by mabni (what is constructed [on something
else]) and mabni ‘alayhi (what on which [something else] is constructed): mabni, indeed, is
[according to this point of view] the second [indispensable] part of both verbal and nominal
sentences, while mabni ‘alayhi is the first one (wa-yakiinu bi-manzilat al-mabni wa-l-mabnit
‘alayhi fa-lI-mabni huwa [-tani fi lan kana ‘aw habaran wa-l-mabni ‘alayhi huwa I- awwal, Strafi
Sarh 1, 173).” The reason why both musnad ’ilayhi [i.e. what on which (something else) has been

made to lean] and mabni ‘alayhi [i.e. what on which (something else) has been constructed] need

%1t is not surprising, therefore, that, one century later, Santamari reports, in addition to the first one, by his times
already prevailing between Arab grammarians, only this second opinion as worthy to be mentioned and summarized
in the Nukat and, thus, preserved for future generations (cf. infra). Curiously enough, instead, in 8"/14™ century, the
famous Andalusian grammarian and Qur'an commentator Abii Hayyan al-Garnati, while explaining, in the
introductory section of his commentary on Ibn Malik’s’Alfiyya, the disagreement of grammarians about the meaning
of musnad and musnad “ilayhi in both verbal and nominal sentences (/i- ‘anna I-nas ihtalafii fi I-musnad wa-I-musnad
‘ilayhi wa-dalika fi nahw qama Zayd wa-Zayd qa’im), omits precisely this sole and only opinion: some of them, he
says, calls musnad the first and musnad ’ilayhi the second fundamental part of both verbal and nominal sentences,
while some others choose right the other way around (fa-minhum man yaqiilu I-’awwal musnad wa-I-tant musnad
‘ilayhi wa-minhum man ‘akasa), some others, finally, calls the subject (al-mahkim ‘alayhi) musnad ‘ilayhi and the
predicate (al-mahkiim bihi) musnad and this is the opinion that Abli Hayyan, following Srafi and Santamari, chooses
as the best and more consistent one (wa-minhum man ga ‘ala I-mahkim ‘alayhi huwa l-musnad “ilayhi wa-I-mahkim
bihi huwa I-musnad wa-hada lladi nahtaruhu, Abt Hayyan Manhag 4).

7 This specific usage of mabni ‘alayhi as an impersonal passive participle meaning “the part of the sentence on which
something else is constructed” [i.e. the first indispensable part of the sentence to which the second part (mabni) is
joined], is not to be confused with the much more regular and widespread usage of mabni ‘alayhi as a personal
passive participle meaning “the part of the sentence that is constructed on something else” [i.e. the second
indispensable part of the sentence] (cf. Levin 1985:306-308).
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to be the first part [of any given sentence] is that you [first] bring it [i.e. what is called musnad
ilayhi or mabni ‘alayhi] [into the sentence], establishing it as the foundation (‘asl/) for what
follows it, and you do not construct it on something that precedes it, to bring then [into the
sentence] what follows it (wa- innama kana - awwal huwa I-musnad “ilayhi wa-l-mabni ‘alayhi
min qibal "annaka gi'ta bihi fa-ga ‘altahu ‘aslan li-ma ba ‘dahu wa-lam tabnihi ‘ald say’ qablahu
tumma gi'ta bi-ma ba 'dahu): this [second element, therefore], is in need of what precedes it,
being its derivation (far ), and for this reason, indeed, the second element is called mabni [i.e.
constructed (on something else)] because it is the derivation (far ‘), while the first element is
called mabni ‘alayhi [i.e. what on which (something else) is constructed] because it is the
foundation (‘as/) [of what follows], as every derivation needs to be constructed on a foundation
(wa-huwa muhtag ’ila ma qablahu fa-sara far ‘an ‘alayhi fa-li-dalika qila mabni li-l-tant 'id kana
huwa l-far  wa-qila I- awwal mabni ‘alayhi "id kana huwa [-"asl kama tubna I-furii* ‘ala I-"asas,
Strafi Sarh 1, 173).

Out of four points of view reported by Sirafi, this is clearly the farthest from the data
found in the Kitab (cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 218, 239) and Sirafi quotes it only for the sake of
completeness and, maybe, for its analogy with the pair composed by and mabni and mabni
‘alayhi.

The fourth and last point of view reported by Sirafi is the one according to which musnad
is the first and musnad ‘ilayhi the second fundamental part of any kind of sentence (al-wagh al-
rabi* wa-huwa “an yakina l-musnad huwa [-'awwal ‘ala kull hal wa-l-musnad ’ilayhi [-tani ‘ala
kull hal, Sirafi Sarh I, 173). In the case of verbal sentences, therefore, musnad is, according to
this opinion, the verb and musnad ‘ilayhi the agent, while in the case of nominal sentences
musnad 1is the topic and musnad ‘ilayhi the comment (fa-'in kana fi'l wa-fa‘il fa-I-fi'l huwa I-
musnad wa-I-fa ‘il huwa l-musnad ‘ilayhi wa-'in kana mubtada’'an wa-habaran fa-l-mubtada’
huwa l-musnad wa-1-habar huwa I-musnad “ilayhi, Strafi Sarh 1, 173-174).

The pair composed by musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi would have, according to this last
opinion, the same status (manzila) of the pair composed by mudaf and mudaf ‘ilayhi: mudaf is,
indeed, the first part [of genitive construct ( idafa)], while muddf ‘ilayhi is the second one and [it
seems that] the meaning of the two verbs [i.e. ‘asnada ’ila and ‘adafa ’ild] was [originally] the
same one and this is why you may say either: « ‘asnadtu zahri ’ila I-ha’it (I leaned my back on

the wall)» or «’adaftu zahrt ‘ilayhi (1 leaned my back on it)» (wa-yakinu I-musnad wa-lI-musnad
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ilayhi bi-manzilat al-mudaf wa-lI-muddf “ilayhi fi ‘anna l-mudaf huwa I-'awwal wa-l-mudaf
ilayhi huwa [-tant wa-dalika ‘anna ma ‘na l-"idafa wa-I-’isnad wahid taqilu "asnadtu zahri ‘ila
I-h@’it wa-"adaftu zahri “ilayhi, Sirafi Sarh 1, 174).%

This proximity [if not properly identity] between the meanings of the verbal forms ‘asnada
ila and ‘addafa ild is supported also by a verse of the famous pre-Islamic Arab poet 'Imru’ al-

Qays [b. Hugr] (d. ca. 550 A.D.):

fa-lammd dahalnd ‘adafna zuhiiranda ‘ila kulli hariyyin qasibin musattabi

(and when we entered we leaned our backs on every new, striped, carpet from Hira)

The meaning of ‘adafna, explains Sirafi, is in this verse ‘asnadna (we leaned [on]), and
s0, according to this opinion, [the first part of the sentence] is what is leaning on (musnadan ’ila)
the second, and this because you bring [before] the first [element into the sentence], but it is well
known that it cannot [make sense] without something other and that it is in need of what follows
it, and so [it could be said that] you make it lean on (‘asnadtahu ’ila) the second [fundamental
part of the sentence] to make a complete sentence (‘ay ‘asnadnaha fa-‘ala hada l-wagh yakinu
musnadan ‘ila I-tant wa-dalika "annaka gi'ta bi-lI-"awwal fa- ‘ulima "annahu la budd lahu min
gayrihi wa-"annahu muhtag ’ild ma ba ‘dahu fa- asnadtahu ’ila I-tant fa-tamma, Sirafi Sarh 1,
174).

So, try to fully understand, suggests finally Sirafi, those [four] opinions, because they all
are possible [interpretations of Sibawayhi’s brief statement on musnad and musnad “ilayhi] (fa-
tabayyan hadihi I-wugith fa- innahd muhtamala kulluha, Sirafi Sarh 1, 174).

Out of four points of view reported by Sirafi, this last is undoubtedly the most consistent
with the data found in the Kitab (cf. Sibawayhi Kitab [D] 1, 218, 239).” Nevertheless, according
to Sirafi, for those who follow this opinion, the musnad ‘ilayhi [i.e. the second fundamental part
of the sentence] is not what is leaning on the musnad (musnad ‘ila l-musnad), but, on the

contrary, what on which the first part of the sentence [i.e. al-musnad] leans [or has been made to

¥ There is evidence that the pair composed by musnad and musnad ’ilayhi was actually used by Farrd’ to designate
genitive constructs (cf. Talmon 1987:212-215; Owens 1990:103-107; Kinberg 1995:366-367).

? 1t should be noted too that, much later [i.e. in 7"/13™ century], according to Ibn Manziir, in the Kitab of Sibawayhi,
musnad 1is always the first, while musnad ‘ilayhi the second indispensable part of any given sentence (wa-gaw!
Stbawayhi hada bab al-musnad wa-l-musnad ’ilayhi I-musnad huwa I-guz’ al-‘awwal min al-gumla wa-l-musnad
ilayhi I-guz’ al-tani minhd, Ibn Manzur Lisan 111, 223).
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lean], right because it is well known that the first part of the sentence cannot make any sense
without the second. In this particular opinion, therefore, musnad ‘ilayhi it is an impersonal
passive participle designating the part of the sentence on which something else is leaning, but it is
the first fundamental part of the sentence that is perceived as leaning on (musnad) something

else, not the second one.

3.2.2 'Abi ‘Al I-Farist and ‘Alt b. ‘Isa I-Rummani

Two other most influential commentaries written in the second half of 4"/10™ century are
the Ta liga ‘ald Kitab Sibawayhi composed by Abii‘Ali 1-Farisi and the Sarh Kitab Sthawayhi
composed by ‘Ali b. ‘Isa I-Rummani, who is credited to have composed also several other works
on Sibawayhi’s Kitab, like al-Mabsiit fi Kitab Sibawayhi, possibly said to be just an alternative
title for the same Sarh already mentioned, the Kitab 'Agrad Kitab Stbawayhi, the Kitab fi tahdib
‘abwab Kitab Stbawayhi, the Kitab Nukat Sibawayhi, the Kitab al-Masa il al-mufradat min Kitab
Sitbawayhi and also a Kitab al-Hildf bayna Sibawayhi wa-I-Mubarrid, all unfortunately lost and
not transmitted to us (cf. Hartin 1988 [1966]:38; Haditt 1967:193-214, 260; ‘Awwad 1978:44-45,
51-53; Sezgin 1984:59, 107, 112; Bakka’ 2001:141-185).

While Farisi comments only the second part of Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and
musnad ‘ilayhi [i.e. starting from ‘innama yadhulu I-nasib wa-l-rafi * siwa l-ibtida’ wa-I-garr ‘ala
[-mubtada’] and does not say anything about the meaning of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi in the
Kitab of Sibawayhi (cf. Farisi Ta liga 1, 47-49), in the Sarh of Rummani the core issue, while
discussing musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi (Rummani Sarh I, 87-94), is, as already for Ibn al-Sarrag,
the meaningfulness of the sentence (al-fa ida min al-kalam, cf. Rummani Sarh 1, 87). Between
the twelve different questions (masda il) raised by Rummant in relation to Sibawayhi’s chapter on
musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi the most interesting one, as far as we are concerned here, is the
second one in which the author makes an unusual and unprecedented comparison between the
pair composed by musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi and the pair composed by the two logical technical
terms mawdii * and mahmiil [i.e. subject and predicate], openly wondering if musnad and musnad
ilayhi can be referred solely to topic and comment [in nominal sentences] or if their meaning is
actually wider than that (wa-ma [-farq bayna I-musnad wa-I-musnad ‘ilayhi wa-bayna I-mawdii
wa-l-mahmiil wa-ma l-musnad wa-ma l-musnad ‘ilayhi wa-hal ma ‘na dalika I-mubtada’ wa-I-

habar “am huwa °a ‘amm, Rummani Sarh 1, 87).
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As for the difference between the pair composed by musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi and the
pair composed by mawdii© and mahmiil (wa-l-farq bayna I-musnad wa-lI-musnad ‘ilayhi wa-
bayna [-mawdii® wa-l-mahmiil), Rummani explains that, while the usefulness of the pair
composed by mawdii * and mahmiil lies in the fact that they are not [necessarily] tied [one to
another] and they have not a common relation [of mutual indispensability], the usefulness of the
pair composed by musnad and musnad ’ilayhi is to be found elsewhere: firstly, indeed, in the
very fact to inform that the meaning [of the sentence] is derived by their intertwining [i.e. by their
mutual indispensability] at such a point that it is impossible to separate one of them from the
other as [it is impossible too] to separate both musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi from their common
[lexical] derivation, which is [the relationship called]isndd (‘anna [-mawdii® wa-l-mahmiil
mutlaq laysa fihi Stirak fa-lahu fadila bi-hadayn al-waghayn wa-l-musnad wa-I-musnad ilayhi
fadila bi-waghayn gayr hadayn wa-huma I-is ‘ar bi-n ‘igad al-ma ‘nd bihima hatta la yagiiza "an
yvanfakka ‘ahaduhumda min al-’ahar kama la yanfakku I-musnad wa-l-musnad ‘ilayhi min “asl
wahid fi l-istigaq wa-huwa [-"isnad, Rummani Sarh 1, 90), secondly, too, the pair composed by
musnad and musnad’ilayhi is to be considered more defined (‘a raf) because it has the same
status (manzila) of traditions (al-habar wa-I-hadit) reported on the authority of the Prophet (wa-/-
wagh al-"ahar ‘annahu ‘a ‘raf li- anna I-musnad bi-manzilat al-habar wa-I-hadit alladi yusnadu
ila I-nabi), in which case, notoriously and as already stressed by Sirafi, the Prophet is the one
who is said to be musnad ‘ilayhi, and so [the pair composed by musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi] can
be considered as analogous to the pair composed by hadit and muhaddat ‘anhu (what is being
said and what [or who] it is said about) and so [the pair composed by musnad and musnad
ilayhi] is not to be referred solely to topic and comment [in nominal sentences] because its
meaning is wider and topic and comment are only one [possible] kind [of relation between
musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi] (huwa [-musnad ‘ilayhi fa-ka- annahu qila I-hadit wa-I-muhaddat
‘anhu wa-laysa ma ‘nahu l-mubtada’ wa-I-habar ’id huwa 'a‘amm wa-"innama l-mubtada’ wa-I-
habar darb minhu, Rummani Sarh 1, 90).

Rummani’s approach to Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi is the most
unusual one if compared with other commentaries on the Kitab. After Sirafi’s strong endorsement
for the opinion according to which musnad ‘ilayhi is the subject and musnad is the predicate in
any kind of sentence, indeed, the pair of terms becomes, in Arabic grammatical terminology,

practically synonym of the pair of logical terms mawdii® (subject) and mahmiil (predicate).
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Rummani follows Sirafi in that, but still he wonders if there is any difference to be found
between the two pairs of terms. His answer is that the specificity of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi,
as grammatical technical terms, must be found in the emphasis that they place on mutual
indispensability between the two fundamental parts of the sentence, which is therefore still seen
as a defining feature of musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi, as clearly stated by Sibawayhi himself when
he says that they are the two [indispensable parts of the sentence] either of which does not [make
sense| without the other and without which it is impossible for the speaker [to speak] (wa-huma
md la yastagni wahid minhuma ‘an al-ahar wa-la yagidu I-mutakallim minhu buddan, Sibawayhi
Kitab [D] 1, 6).

Moreover, Rummani follows Sirafi also when he declares that, with respect to mawdii *
and mahmul, musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi must be considered more defined, because of their
similarity with the analogous terminology used by traditionists, which is much more widespread

and prescriptive than the terminology used by logicians and philosophers.

3.2.3 Late 4™/10"™ century’s Commentaries on Sibhawayhi’s Poetic Loci Probantes

In the course of 4"/10™ century, finally, also commentaries on Sibawayhi’s poetic loci
probantes achieve their final and most perfect form. Although nothing about the meaning of
musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi can be found in those book, three works should be mentioned here,
the Sarh ‘abyat Kitab Sibawayhi composed by Ibn al-Sirafi (d. 389/995), the son of the most
famous Sibawayhi’s commentator, the Kitab Farhat al-"adib fi l-radd ‘ala Bn al-Sirdfi fi sarh
‘abydt Sibawayhi, a critical refutation of Ibn al-Sirafi’s work written by *Aswad al-Gandagani (d.
436/1044) and the now lost Sarh Sawdahid Sibawayhi composed by ’Abil 1-Qasim Sa‘id b. Sa‘id
al-Fariq1 (391/1001) and quoted in the same author’s Tafsir al-masd’il al-muskila fi ‘awwal al-
Mugtadab (Ibn al-Strafi Sarh; Gandagéni Farhat; Fariqi Tafsir; cf. Harin 1988 [1966]:42-43;
Haditt 1967:246-250; ‘Awwad 1978:45-46, 59-61; Sezgin 1984:59-60, 201).

3.3 Between 4™/10™ and 5™/11™ Centuries: Islamic East to West, Transmission and

Development of Grammatical Knowledge

In the second half of 4"/10"™ century, most interesting, the first commentaries on the Kitab
of Sibawayhi begin to be written also in the Islamic West. Although the first Western scholar

th

who is said to have known the Kitab of Sibawayhi by heart is, as early as in 2"/8"century, the
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Tunisian grammarian Hamdin b. 'Isma‘1l al-Na‘ga (d. ca. 200/815), it seems that the first
scholar who actually introduced the Kitab of Sibawayhi in the Islamic West may have been,
towards the end of 3"/9™ century,” Abii Yusr al-Riyadi (d. 298/910), who is said to have copied
the whole Kitab by his own hands, or, according to an indication found in Zubaydi, Muhammad
b. Miisa b. Hasim b. Yazid al-Aqustin (d. ca. 307/919) (cf. Humbert 1995:116-117).

Be that as it may, the oldest Western grammarian whose name actually appears in
preserved manuscripts of the Kitab copied in the West by Western scholars is the Andalusian
"Abu ‘Abd Allah Muhammad b. Yahya 1-Rabahi (d. 358/968) (cf. Humbert 1995:116-117) and
the first actual commentary on the Kitab of Sibawayhi composed by a Western grammarian is the
Kitab al-Istidrak ‘ala Sibawayhi [fi Kitab al-"abniya wa-l-ziyadat ‘ala ma ‘awradahu
muhaddaban] composed by the famous Andalusian philologist, biographer and doxographer
"Abt Bakr Muhammad al-Zubayd1 (d. 379/899) and edited with a short introduction by 1. Guidi
in 1890. The very scope of the work (a study and correction of the section of the Kitab devoted to
the form of words), anyway, is such that he does not say anything about the meaning of musnad
and musnad ‘ilayhi (Zubaydi Istidrak; cf. Hartin 1988 [1966]:40; Haditi 1967:276-278; ‘Awwad
1978:53-54; Sezgin 1984:59, 222).

Another most important commentary on the Kitab of Sibawayhi produced towards the end
of 4"/10™ century in the Islamic West is the Sarh ‘uyin Kitab Stbawayhi, a commentary on
selected problems ( ‘uyiin) found in the Kitab, composed by "Abu Nasr Hartin b. Miisa 1-Qurtub1
(d. 401/1011) who, nevertheless, for what concerns Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and musnad
ilayhi, seems to follow the model already proposed by the 7a liga of al-Farisi and comments
only the second part of the chapter [i.e. starting from wa-innama yadhulu I-nasib wa-l-rafi * siwa
l-ibtida’ wa-I-garr ‘ald l-mubtada’] (Qurtubl ‘Uyin 39-40; cf. Hartin 1988 [1966]:42; Haditi
1967:250; ‘Awwad 1978:63; Sezgin 1984:60, 225; Bakka' 2001:186-196).

Nothing has been preserved, instead, of the Sarh Kitab Stbawayhi composed by Ibn al-Sid
al-’Andalust (d. 382/992), as well as of a small bunch of Eastem works on the Kitab of
Sibawayhi produced between late 4™/10™ and early 5"/11™ centuries, like the Kitab al-Mudhal
'ila Stbawayhi composed by 'Abili Nasr al-Saffar (d. 405/1014), the Sawahid Kitab Stbawayhi
composed by Muhammad b. 'Abd Allah al-Hatib al-Iskafi (d. 420/1029), the Sarh Kitab
Sthawayhi composed by ‘Ali b. ‘Isa 1-Raba‘T (d. 420/1029), the Kitab al-Intisar li-Sthawayhi ‘ala
"AbT I-Abbds al-Mubarrid fi Kitab al-Galat composed by Ibn *Abi Burda al-Qasii (fl. 2™ half of
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4"™/10™ century), and the Sarh Kitab Stbawayhi (possibly the same book knew also as Tafsir
‘amtilat Sitbawayhi wa-garibiha) said to have been partially composed, but never completed by
the famous poet "Abt 1-°Ala’ 1-Ma“arr1 (d. 449/1057) (cf. Hartin 1988 [1966]:38, 41-42; Haditi
1967:192, 214-215, 250, 261; ‘Awwad 1978:37, 50-51, 66-67; Sezgin 1984:58-60, 195-196,
223).

The first Western grammarian who can be said to fully collect, transmit and develop the
legacy of Eastern scholarship on the Kitab of Sibawayhi, and especially of the Sarh of Sirafi, is
undoubtedly the famous Andalusian philologist and commentator Yaisuf b. Sulayman al-A‘lam
al-Santamari (d. 476/1083) who composed the Nukat fi tafsir Kitab Sibawayhi, a bulky
commentary, now edited also in a critical three volumes edition (Santamari Nukat), on selected
problems (nukat) found in the Kitab of Sibawayhi and who wrote also a commentary on
Sibawayhi’s poetic loci probantes, the Tahsil ‘ayn al-dahab min ma ‘din gawhar al-"adab fi ‘ilm
magazat al-‘arab, not fully preserved to us, but extensively quoted in later sources (cf. Hariin
1988 [1966]:42; Haditt 1967:251-253, 261; ‘Awwad 1978:46-47; Sezgin 1984:60, 242; Bilhabib
1999:36-37; Bakka’ 2001:196-227).

When comparing the Nukat of Santamari with the Sarh of Sirafi, it is impressive to find
out how much in common there is between the two books. Moreover, Santamari, for his part,
according to a well-known attitude in classical Arabic and Islamic culture (cf., e.g., Kilito 1985),
does not even mention Sirafi’s commentary as his direct source, nevertheless, the link between
the two books is nothing less than bewildering as it wraps the Nukat at any possible level and
from any possible point of view, from the choice of topics and interpretative opinions, to the
arguments provided and the methodology employed, up to the same assessment of most correct
opinions: as a matter of fact, what SantamarT does in the Nukat is to sum up some of the main
issues and problems already addressed by Sirafi and it is really weird, given the real nature of his
work, that Santamari, on the one hand, does not even mention, in the Mugaddima or elsewhere in
the Nukat, the direct relationship between his book and the commentary of Sirafi, while still, on
the other, at times he pretends some single idea to be the very opinion of Strafi (hada tafsir/gawl
al-Sirafi), as if the whole Nukat were not, in fact, a kind of summary, revision and simplification
of Strafi’s Sarh (cf. Bilhabib 1999:102-114).

This very attitude of Arab scholars, definitely not confined to grammar and grammarians,

was probably already subject to criticism in the course of 4"/10™ century if this is, indeed, the
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meaning of Zubayd1’s words, when he complains that many grammarians and scholars of his time
ended up in just boring and tiring scholars and students with their unnecessary production of very
similar works and their useless repetition of meanings already perfectly clarified as well as
methodologies already fully tested (fa- inni ra 'aytu ‘ulama’ al-nahw fi zamanind hada wa-ma
qarabahu qad “aktari [-ta 'lif fihi wa-"atali I-gawl ‘ald ma ‘anihi fa-"amallii [-nazirin wa-"at ‘abii
[-talibin bi-takrar ma ‘anin qad buyyinat wa-rukiitb “asalib qad nuhigat [...], Zubaydi Istidrak 1;
cf., on that, also Carter 2011).

Nevertheless, this kind of approach in transmitting and reordering knowledge, also
through particularly sophisticated revisions, like the one operated by Santamari on Sirafi’s
commentary, is in the end prevailing between Arab scholars as can be clearly perceived, by way
of example, by the proudly claiming tone in which the famous Egyptian polymath Galal al-Din
al-Suyuti (d. 911/1505), while introducing his al-Muzhir fi ‘ulum al-luga wa-anwa'iha, a
linguistic treatise in which words are ordered according to patterns and classifications developed
in the science of traditions (hakaytu bihi ‘uliim al-hadit fi I-tagdasim wa-I-"'anwa ), explains the
very aim and scope of his work: “this is [an old] and noble knowledge for which I just invented a
[new] disposition, classification and chapters division [...] many of those who preceded me have
already treated such topics and tried to clarify it through [progressive] arrangements of
methodologies, except that, this [specific] approach, no one did try it before me as no one ever
tried such a path before me (hada ilm sarif ibtakartu tartibahu wa-htara ‘tu tanwi ‘ahu wa-
tabwibahu |...] wa-qad kana katir mimman tagaddama yulimmu bi-"asya’ min dalika wa-ya ‘tant
i bayaniha bi-tamhid al-masalik gayr ‘anna hada -magmii‘ lam yasbigni ‘ilayhi sabiq wa-la
taraqa sabilahu qablr tarig, Suyti Muzhir 1, 1)”,'° thereby stating that nothing new, except his
innovative and sophisticated arrangement of linguistic knowledge, was to be found in the book.

In his commentary on Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi Santamari,
clearly rephrasing Sirafi’s very words, explains, that there are, indeed, [different] points of view
circulating about [the real meaning of] musnad and musnad ’‘ilayhi, but that he is going to
mention only the best and most acceptable of all, that is, the one according to which musnad is
what is being said (al-hadit) [i.e. the predicate], while musnad ‘ilayhi is [the person or thing] you

are speaking about (al-muhaddat ‘anhu) [i.e. the subject] and this, explains Santamari, can

1T owe a word of gratitude, here, to Prof. G. Lancioni, who first introduced me to this text and to the meaning of
those very words.
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happen in two ways, agent and verb [in verbal sentences], and topic and comment [in nominal
sentences and similar] (gawluhu I-musnad wa-l-musnad ’ilayhi fihi ‘awguh nadkuru ‘agwadaha
wa- ardahd wa-huwa an yakiina I-musnad al-hadit wa-lI-musnad “ilayhi huwa l-muhaddat ‘anhu
wa-dalika ‘ald waghayn fi ‘l wa-fa ‘il wa-sm wa-habar, Santamari Nukat 1, 198)."

This interpretation, adds SantamarT following Sirafi, is the best and most acceptable of all
also because it is the only one which is perfectly consistent with the established usage of musnad
and musnad ‘ilayhi as technical terms in the science of tradition ( ilm al-hadit). When you say
that a tradition has been transmitted on the authority of (musnad ’ila) the Messenger of God [the
meaning is that] what is being said (a/-hadit) is the musnad, while the Messenger of God is the
musnad ‘ilayhi (wa-"innama kana l-musnad al-hadit wa-l-musnad “ilayhi I-muhaddat ‘anhu ka-
qawlika hada hadit musnad ’ila rasil Allah fa-I-hadit huwa I-musnad wa-rasil Allah huwa I-
musnad ’ilayhi, Santamari Nukat 1, 198)."

There is a second point of view, adds Santamari, that it’s worth mentioning, the one
according to which the title of the chapter would be expressed in an actually elliptical form,
whose reconstruction (faqdir) is hada bab al-musnad ’ila I-§ay’ wa-I-musnad dalika 1-§ay’ "ilayhi
(this is the chapter of what has been made to lean on something else and of what on which this
same thing has been made to lean): something, therefore, has been deleted from the first part [of
the sentence] while in the second part nothing has been added [to clarify the meaning of the
sentence| (wa-wagh tanin ‘an yakiuna [-taqdir fihi hada bab al-musnad ’ila I-Say’ wa-l-musnad
dalika I-5ay’ “ilayhi wa-hudifa min al-"awwal iktifa an bi-lI-tant, Santamari Nukat 1, 198).13

Both [the first and the second indispensable part of the sentence] can be said, [according
to this opinion], to be leaning (musnad ’ild) on the other, right for their mutual indispensability,

because none of them makes [as a matter of fact] a complete sentence without the other (fa-kull

" Cf. Swafi Sarh 1, 173: ‘amma qawluhu I-musnad wa-l-musnad ilayhi fa-fihi ‘arba ‘at awguh “agwaduha wa-
‘ardaha ‘an yakina l-musnad ma ‘nahu l-hadit wa-I-habar wa-l-musnad ’ilayhi lI-muhaddat ‘anhu wa-dalika ‘ala
waghayn fa il wa-fi'l ka-qawlika qama Zayd wa-yantaliqu ‘Amr wa-sm wa-habar ka-gawlika Zayd qa’im wa-’inna
‘Amran muntaliq fa-I-fi'l hadit ‘an al-fa ‘il wa-I-habar hadit ‘an al-ism fa-lI-musnad huwa I-fi'l wa-huwa habar al-
ism wa-l-musnad “ilayhi huwa I-fa il wa-huwa I-ism al-muhbar ‘anhu.

"2 Cf. Sirafi Sarh 1, 173: wa-"innama kana l-musnad al-hadit wa-l-musnad ‘ilayhi I-muhaddat ‘anhu ka-qawlina fi
l-hadit alladi yuhaddatu bihi ‘an al-nabi hada l-hadit musnad ila rasil Allah fa-l-hadit huwa I-musnad wa-rasiil
Allah huwa I-musnad ilayhi.

B Cf. Sirafi Sarh 1, 173: wa-l-wagh al-tani "an yakiina l-taqdi fihi hada bab al-musnad ’ila I-5ay’ wa-lI-musnad
dalika I-Say’ “ilayhi wa-hudifa min al-'awwal iktifa’an bi-l-tant wa-dalika huwa l-ism wa-I-habar wa-I-fi‘l wa-I-

fail.
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wahid minhuma musnad ‘ila sahibihi li-htiyagihi “ilayhi “id la yatimmu illd bihi, Santamari Nukat
I, 198)."

As it can be easily verified by comparing the text of Santamari with the text of STrafi
given in footnotes, Santamari’s commentary on Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and musnad
ilayhi is clearly rephrasing Sirafi’s very words, but it is worth commenting on differences.

Firstly, indeed, Santamari removes both “positional” opinions [i.e. the third and fourth
points of view reported by Siraft in which musnad and musnad ’ilayhi are assigned regularly to
the first or second indispensable part of the sentence], leaving room only for the “functional”
opinion [i.e. the first point of view reported by Sirafi in which musnad ‘ilayhi is the subject and
musnad the predicate] which Santamari, as already Sirafi, chooses as the best and most
acceptable of all, and for the opinion in which emphasis is on mutual indispensability between
the two fundamental parts of the sentence [i.e. the second point of view reported by Sirafi in
which both parts of the sentence can be said to be leaning on the other], and this consistently also
with comments made by Rummani.

Secondly, both opinions reported appear heavily summarized and simplified, as the whole
Nukat could be said, as a matter of fact, to be a reduction and simplification of the Sarh of Sirafi
and the real scope and value of Santamari’s scholarship could be probably better understood if
read in the light of that peculiar attitude towards simplification (faysir) and rationalization of
Arabic grammatical tradition that is, indeed, typical of most Andalusian grammarians (cf. “Asida
2016).

Only from this perspective, indeed, the real meaning of Santamari’s slightly cryptic
words, while introducing the reader to the very scope of the Nukat, can be fully understood: “I
wanted - he says - to gather the benefits of what they separated, to reduce what they increased
and disagreed about, to draw attention on what they have overlooked and to specify what they
neglected to explain and comment with regards to both [Sibawayhi’s] poetic loci probantes and
difficult words [and concepts]” (fa-’aradtu ‘an "agma ‘a fd'idat ma farraqii wa-"uqassira ma
tawwalit wa-"uqallila ma katari fihi wa-htalafii wa- "unabbiha ‘ala ma ‘agfalii wa- astadrika ma

‘ahmalit min Sarh bayt "aw tafsir garib, Santamari Nukat 1, 152).

" Sirafi Sarh 1, 173: wa-kull wahid minhuma muhtag “ila sahibihi wa-kullu wahid minhuma musnad ila sahibihi li-
htiyagihi ‘ila sahibihi id la yatimmu illa bihi ka-qawlika’ila man tuhdtibuhu “innamd ‘amri musnad ’ilayka ‘ay ‘ana
muhtag ‘ilayka fihi wa-"anta qayyimuhu.
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Conclusions

Evidences demonstrate that musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi, in Sibawayhi and in early Basran
grammatical tradition [i.e. from Halil to Mubarrid], designate basic structural compounds and
mutual indispensability between the two fundamental parts of the sentence.

There is evidence also that already in 2"Y/8" century musnad and musnad ’ilayhi were
used by Kifan grammarians [i.e. Farra’] to designate genitive constructs and predicative
relations, this last meaning being also found within the vocabulary of philosophers and logicians
[i.. Ibn al-Mugaffa ‘], but in Basran tradition of 2"/8" century [i.e. Halil and Sibawayhi] the pair
of terms specialized to designate basic structural compounds and mutual indispensability between
the two fundamental parts of the sentence, and this irrespective of syntactical and logical
semantic level of analysis [i.e. the two terms are applied according to the criterion of the position
within the sentence and not according to the criterion of the syntactical or logical function].

Within Basran tradition the first evidence for the use of ‘asnada ’ild as a technical
espression to designate the assignment of a predicate to a subject is to be found in Mubarrid’s
pupil Ibn al-Sarrag, while the first evidence of a plain equivalence between topic and agent is to
be found in Ibn al-Sarrag’s pupil Zaggagi.

It has been shown that commentaries on the Kitab of Sibawayhi are also relevant to the
history of the development of Arabic linguistic thinking. Particularly Sirafi’s Sarh Kitab
Sibawayhi is undoubtedly the most influential commentary on the Kitab ever written. On the one
hand Sirafi records all opinions expressed since the death of Sibawayhi and throughout 3™/9" and
4"™/10™ centuries until his very days and he can be treated as a valuable historical source from this
point of view (it has been shown that there are independent evidences practically for all opinions
reported by Sirafi), but, on the other, his main contribution to the development of Arabic
linguistic thinking is to be found in the sifting and selection of previous opinions. In the case
studied Sirafi’s commentary is where agent and topic are definitely subsumed under the common
label of subject [i.e. musnad ’ilayhi], and comment and verb are definitely subsumed under the
common label of predicate [i.e. musnad]. His parallel with the meaning of musnad and musnad
ilayhi in the terminology of traditionists, clearly imitated by later commentators, is the point of
no return in which syntactical and logical criteria overwhelm structural and positional ones in the

defining of this pair of terms.
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A non-mainstream, but also influential commentary written in the 4"/10™ century is
Rummani’s Sarh Kitab Sibawayhi, which analyzes the differences between grammatical [i.e.
musnad ‘ilayhi and musnad] and logical [i.e. mawdii “ and mahmiil] terminology and suggests that
mutual indispensability between the two fundamental parts of predicative relations is the
specificity of grammatical terms.

Another important step, finally, is the synthesis operated one century later by the
Andalusian grammarian Santamari who definitely eliminates all positional opinions from his
commentary on Sibawayhi’s chapter on musnad and musnad ‘ilayhi and makes an important work
of simplification and rationalization of previous discussion that is consistent with both Sirafi and

Rummani and makes a new, simplified, standard for this much debated pair of terms.
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