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ABSTRACT: Co The manifestations of reasoning within the Arabic grammatical system 

are diverse, and their forms are distributed according to the differing approaches adopted 

by grammarians. Some were agreed upon, and others were the subject of disagreement. 

In both cases, reasoning constitutes the foundation of grammatical argumentation, 

working toward establishing the rule and reinforcing the evidence for it. Within this 

framework, samāʿ (oral transmission/audition) was one of the fundamental principles of 

reasoning in Arabic, to which grammarians resorted when deducing rules and constructing 

arguments. They devoted great attention and careful study to it as a primary criterion in 

the search for these rules. From this arose the idea for the present research, which sheds 

light on the reality of poetic and Qur'anic evidence as it stands between two poles: 

grammatical disagreement on one hand, and grammarians' adherence to it on the other. 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Linguistically, al-samāʿ (audition) derives from the root ((sīn, mīm, and ʿayn — a single root, meaning the ear's perception of a thing))1, 

from which comes the expression ((samiʿahu samʿan, simʿan, samāʿan, samāʿatan, and samāʿiyyatan. Al-Liḥyānī said: some hold that al-

samʿ is the verbal noun (maṣdar), while al-samʿ is also used as a plain noun))2. The term itself carries several meanings: the ear, as in 

God's words, "God has sealed their hearts and their hearing" [al-Baqarah 2:7]; and the faculty of hearing — a power within the 

ear by which sounds are perceived — as in God's words, "...or gives ear while attentive" [Qāf 50:37]3. Accordingly, al-samʿ may 

at times denote its instrument, the ear, as in the verse cited above, and at other times denote the act of hearing itself, as in God's 

words, "Indeed, from [its] hearing they are removed" [al-Shuʿarāʾ 26:212]; it may also denote its outcome, namely 

comprehension, as in God's words, "They said, 'We hear and we disobey'" [al-Baqarah 2:93]4. 

As a technical term, al-samāʿ is one of the foundational concepts of Arabic grammatical terminology, referring in this usage to 

that for which no comprehensive rule encompassing all its particulars has been formulated5. It has accordingly been described 

as ((whatever is established in the speech of one whose eloquence is trusted — encompassing the speech of God Almighty, namely the Noble Qur'an, 

 
1Muʿjam Maqāyīs al-Lughah, 3/102. 
2Lisān al-ʿArab, 8/162. 
3See: Lisān al-ʿArab, 8/162. 
4See: al-Kulliyyāt, 496. 
5See: al-Taʿrīfāt, 121. 
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the speech of His Prophet, and the speech of the Arabs before, during, and after his mission, until the tongues became corrupted through the proliferation 

of non-native speakers in verse and prose, whether Muslim or non-Muslim; each of these three categories requires established authenticity))6. 

For Ibn al-Anbārī it is synonymous with naql (transmission): ((it is eloquent Arabic speech, conveyed through sound transmission, occurring 

not rarely but abundantly))7. 

What al-Suyūṭī terms samāʿ, Ibn al-Anbārī terms naql; Ibn al-Anbārī perhaps preferred "transmission" to indicate that the 

sources of grammar are of two kinds: ((transmitted sources and rational sources. The transmitted include the Noble Qur'an, the noble Prophetic 

ḥadīth, and what has been transmitted of Arab speech in poetry and prose, matters here depending on transmission without the intervention of reason; 

the rational include analogy (qiyās), presumption of continuity (istiṣḥāb al-ḥāl), and the like, which come about only through the exercise of reason))8. 

It is also necessary to note that the term ((samāʿ is applied to what a scholar transmits after having heard it himself; what he transmits from 

another scholar, an earlier generation of scholars, a linguistic compilation, or a work of grammar is not counted as samāʿ but as riwāyah (reported 

transmission). The criterion distinguishing the two is the number of intermediaries between the source of the linguistic material and the person studying 

it: where intermediaries exist — even scholarly ones — it is riwāyah, whereas if the student heard it himself, it is counted as samāʿ. Accordingly, 

samāʿ is the direct acquisition of linguistic material from its native speakers))9. 

In any case, samāʿ is a general category comprising three sources counted as definitive evidences within the grammatical domain: 

the Noble Qur'an, the noble Prophetic ḥadīth, and the speech of the Arabs, whether poetry or prose10. 

Among grammarians, samāʿ is governed by two boundaries — temporal and spatial. Temporally, they accepted citation from 

the sayings of pre-Islamic Arabs and eloquent early Muslims up to the mid-second century AH, whether the speakers were 

urban or Bedouin. As for the Bedouin, scholars continued recording their speech until their linguistic instinct became corrupted 

in the fourth century AH, according to the prevailing view among early grammarians and linguists on the temporal limits of 

citation11. 

The temporal boundary thus regards the mid-second century as marking the end of citation from the eloquent speakers and 

poets of the cities, while for the Bedouin, the middle of the fourth century, or its final quarter, marks the last point at which 

their speech could be cited12. 

The spatial boundary rests on a tribe's proximity to, or distance from, non-Arabs (al-aʿājim): tribes far removed from contact 

with non-Arabs were relied upon as sources, so that scholars took language only from the tribes at the heart of the Arabian 

Peninsula, distant from the coasts and from mixing with non-Arabs13. 

In defining this boundary, grammarians incline toward what al-Suyūṭī transmitted from Abū Naṣr al-Fārābī in his book al-Alfāẓ 

wa-l-Ḥurūf, relying on his statement that ((Quraysh were the most discerning of the Arabs in selecting the most eloquent expressions, the easiest 

upon the tongue in pronunciation, and the best in sound and in conveying inner meaning. It is from them that the Arabic language was transmitted; 

by them others were guided, and from them, among all Arab tribes, the Arabic tongue was principally taken — they together with Qays, Tamīm, 

and Asad, from whom the greater part of the language was taken, and upon whom reliance was placed for rare vocabulary, inflection, and morphology; 

then Hudhayl, part of Kinānah, and part of al-Ṭāʾiyyīn — nothing being taken from the rest of their tribes))14. 

In sum, nothing was taken from city-dwellers, nor from desert-dwellers inhabiting the fringes of lands bordering other nations. 

Nothing was taken from Lakhm or Judhām, for they bordered the people of Egypt and the Copts; nor from Quḍāʿah, Ghassān, 

or Iyād, for they bordered the people of Syria, most of them Christians who recited their prayers in languages other than Arabic; 

 
6al-Iqtirāḥ fī Uṣūl al-Naḥw, 39. 
7al-Ighrāb fī Jadal al-Iʿrāb, 81. 
8Uṣūl al-Naḥw al-ʿArabī, Maḥmūd Naḥlah, 31. 
9Uṣūl al-Tafkīr al-Naḥwī, 33. 
10See: Uṣūl al-Naḥw al-ʿArabī, Maḥmūd Naḥlah, 33. 
11See: Marāḥil Taṭawwur al-Dars al-Naḥwī, ʿAbd Allāh al-Khathrān, 163–164. 
12See: ibid., 164. 
13See: ibid., 164–165. 
14al-Iqtirāḥ fī Uṣūl al-Naḥw, 47. 
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nor from Taghlib and al-Namir, for they were in the Jazīrah bordering Greek-speaking peoples; nor from Bakr, for they 

bordered the Nabataeans and Persians; nor from ʿAbd al-Qays, for they inhabited Baḥrayn amid contact with India and 

Abyssinia; nor from the Azd of ʿUmān, owing to their contact with India and Persia; nor from the people of Yemen at all, 

owing to their contact with India and Abyssinia and the presence of Abyssinian births among them; nor from Banū Ḥanīfah 

and the inhabitants of al-Yamāmah, nor from Thaqīf and the inhabitants of al-Ṭāʾif, owing to their contact with foreign 

merchants residing among them; nor from the urban centers of the Ḥijāz, because those who transmitted the language, by the 

time they began recording Arab speech, had already mixed with other peoples and their tongues had become corrupted. Those 

who transmitted the Arabic language and recorded it in writing, making it into a science and a craft, were the people of Kūfah 

and Baṣrah alone among all Arab urban centers15. 

Scholars divided what is transmitted by samāʿ into two categories: regular (muṭṭarid) and anomalous (shādhdh). Grammarians 

classed as regular whatever remained consistent in inflection and other technical matters, and as anomalous whatever departed 

from the pattern of its class and stood apart from it16. 

Discussion of regularity and anomaly falls into four categories17: (1) regular in both analogy and usage together — the ideal 

case, as in "qāma Zaydun wa-ḍarabtu ʿAmran wa-marartu bi-Saʿīdin" ("Zayd stood, I struck ʿAmr, and I passed by Saʿīd"); (2) 

regular in analogy but anomalous in usage, as with the past-tense forms of yadhar and yadaʿ, and the expression "makānun 

muqbilun" — this is what analogy dictates, though the more common form in samāʿ is otherwise, even though the analogical 

form is also attested; (3) regular in usage but anomalous in analogy, as in the expressions istaḥwadha, istanwaqa al-jamalu, 

istawṣabtu al-amra, and abā yaʾbā, where analogy would call for internal vowel change (iʿlāl) in the first three and a kasrah on 

the middle radical of the last; (4) anomalous in both analogy and usage together, as in "thawbun maṣūnun" ("a protected 

garment"), "farasun maqwūdun" ("a led horse"), and "rajulun maʿwūdun min maraḍihi" ("a man recovered from his illness"). 

From this standpoint, samāʿ represents the linguistic wellspring through which the grammatical rule may be reached. The effects 

of this linguistic principle are reflected throughout the grammatical study conducted by grammarians, for it was among the 

mechanisms upon which they relied in upholding and defending grammatical opinion. Indeed, it may be said that the 

phenomenon of adherence (tamassuk) centered, in many of its instances, on this very principle, prompting numerous 

grammarians — whether on the level of school, doctrine, or personal opinion — to cling tenaciously to a grammatical ruling 

and champion it on the strength of samāʿ. We find grammarians drawing on it at various levels, sometimes through Qur'anic 

evidence and at other times through poetic evidence. 

It is well known to students of the field what a fundamental pillar the Qur'anic text constitutes for understanding and upholding 

numerous grammatical issues. The Qur'anic text serves as a foundation to which grammarians turn, relying on its evidence to 

justify various grammatical rulings in keeping with their grammatical inclinations. The Qur'anic witness (shāhid) has thus played 

a major role in the phenomenon of adherence and in shaping grammatical rulings. 

Numerous grammatical issues present themselves in which disagreement arose among grammarians, with adherence grounded 

in samāʿ drawn from the wise verses of the Qur'an. Among these are the following: 

THE ACCUSATIVE MARKING OF THE VERB CONJOINED TO THE CONDITIONAL BY (THUMMA) 

The notion of the conditional (al-sharṭ) springs from the principle of contingency and causation, being a construction that ties 

the existence of one thing to the existence of another. Al-Mubarrid skillfully summarized this concept: ((the meaning of the 

conditional is the occurrence of a thing because of the occurrence of another))18. Ibn Yaʿīsh affirmed the dimension of cause and causation 

 
15See: al-Iqtirāḥ fī Uṣūl al-Naḥw, 47–48. 
16See: ibid., 49. 
17See: al-Khaṣāʾiṣ, 1/98–99. 
18al-Muqtaḍab, 2/46. 
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within it19, since linking a matter to a condition is nothing but suspending its entry into existence upon the entry of the other 

into existence20. 

Al-Fārisī pointed to the unique status of the conditional sentence among sentence types, placing it alongside the oath sentence 

and stating that ((its counterpart among sentences is the conditional in its correlative (mujāzāh) construction, in that although it is a sentence, it 

departs from the normal rulings governing sentences, since it conveys no complete meaning until the apodosis (jazāʾ) is joined to it))21. This is what 

led al-Fārisī to apply the term mujāzāh to this construction — a usage his student Ibn Jinnī followed, affirming that the protasis 

(sharṭ) and apodosis (jazāʾ) are not mere isolated words but two clauses, each requiring the other, just as the first part of a 

sentence requires its second part, as in "Zaydun akhūka" and "wa-qāma abūka" ("Zayd is your brother, and your father stood")22. 

Thus it becomes clear that the construction of the protasis and apodosis, though originally two distinct clauses, are joined by 

the correlative particle so as to become a single, integrated unit23. 

The conditional sentence is a distinctive construction composed of three essential elements: the conditional particle, the protasis 

verb, and the apodosis. These elements are governed by precise rulings, the most important of which concerns the status of an 

imperfect verb occurring between the protasis and apodosis when conjoined by (fa) or (wāw). In this position, two grammatical 

possibilities are permitted: the jussive (jazm), by conjunction with the jussive protasis verb (whether its jussive marking is overt 

or implied), or the accusative (naṣb), through the obligatory implication of (an) after (fa) or (wāw)24. 

The nominative (rafʿ) is impermissible here, since it is invalid to begin a new, independent clause before the arrival of the 

apodosis that alone completes the meaning25. Sībawayhi upheld this ruling, transmitting al-Khalīl's view through examples such 

as "in taʾtinī fa-tuḥaddithanī uḥaddithka" ("if you come to me and speak with me, I will speak with you") or "wa-tuḥaddithanī 

uḥaddithka." Al-Khalīl held the jussive to be the more correct form, since the meaning of the verb does not depart from the 

jussive even under an accusative reading, and because unifying the governing element (al-ʿāmil) is preferable26. 

Although grammarians prefer the jussive for the harmony of the two forms and the unity of the governing element, the 

accusative has nevertheless been transmitted from the Arabs, as in the poet's verse27: 

“Whoever draws near to us and submits, we shelter him; he need fear no wrong so long as he abides, nor any injustice.” 

It may be observed that the accusative is more acceptable when the verb is medial (between the protasis and apodosis) than 

when it is final, since the conjunction here falls upon the protasis verb, which is not always necessarily realized — bringing it 

closer to contexts of interrogation, command, and prohibition28. 

Turning to the conjunctive particle (thumma), we find that the Kufans held to the permissibility of marking the verb it conjoins 

to the protasis verb in the accusative, just as is permitted with (wāw) and (fa). They would say "in taʾtinī thumma tuḥaddithanī 

ukrimka" ("if you come to me, then speak with me, I will honor you"), with tuḥaddithanī in the accusative29. They grounded 

this in certain Qur'anic readings, such as the accusative reading in God's words, "And whoever leaves his home as an emigrant 

 
19See: Sharḥ al-Mufaṣṣal, 5/111. 
20See: Sharḥ al-Mufaṣṣal, 5/105. 
21al-Īḍāḥ al-ʿAḍudī, 263. 
22See: al-Khaṣāʾiṣ, 3/181. 
23See: Sharḥ al-Sīrāfī, 3/283. 
24See: Sharḥ al-Taṣrīḥ, 2/409. 
25See: Sharḥ al-Taṣrīḥ, 2/409. 
26See: Kitāb Sībawayhi, 3/89. 
27See: Sharḥ al-Taṣrīḥ, 2/409. 
28See: al-Maqāṣid al-Shāfiyah, 6/158. 
29Sharḥ al-Tashīl, Ibn Mālik, 4/45. 
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to God and His Messenger and then death overtakes him..." [al-Nisāʾ 4:100]30. The Basrans, however, did not adopt these 

readings as an established grammatical rule, owing to their rarity31, and the reading of the majority remained the jussive32. 

In light of the foregoing evidence, the researcher adopts the Kufan opinion permitting the accusative marking of the imperfect 

verb conjoined by (thumma) to the protasis verb, based on the evidence they relied upon. This adoption is reinforced by the 

fact that the Basrans did not categorically reject this Qur'anic reading nor describe it as grammatically anomalous, treating it 

merely as a rare reading. While regarding it as rare accords with their methodology of building rules on the predominant pattern, 

this does not entail the invalidity of the Kufan opinion; rarity does not negate probative force, and it leaves room for adopting 

this grammatical wajh within argumentation. 

THE ITEM CONJOINED TO A VOCATIVE BOUND NOUN DEFINED BY (AL-) 

The question of the appositives (tawābiʿ) of the vocative (munādā) is among the most intricate and contested issues in Arabic 

grammar, and it merits the careful attention it has received, given the ramified and branching nature of its rulings. The vocative 

in Arabic does not occur in a single form: it may at times be declinable and marked accusative, and at other times indeclinable, 

built upon the case-marker it would otherwise take in the accusative position. This variation in the status of the vocative casts 

its shadow over its appositive, especially since dependency in vocative appositives may follow more than one pattern — 

sometimes according to grammatical position (maḥall), sometimes according to the wording (lafẓ) itself. Since the appositives 

themselves are not of a single kind — varying among description (naʿt), corroboration (tawkīd), appositive of explanation (ʿaṭf 

al-bayān), coordinating conjunction (ʿaṭf al-nasaq), and substitution (badal) — this diversity in the appositive leads to differing 

rulings on its case ending. Grammarians accordingly held that when the conjoined appositive of a vocative is a singular, definite 

noun bound by (al-), two grammatical possibilities are permitted: the nominative, as an appositive to the wording of the built 

vocative, and the accusative, as an appositive to the grammatical position of the accusative vocative33. 

The nominative is the preference of al-Khalīl, Sībawayhi, and al-Māzinī. Sībawayhi transmitted al-Khalīl's explanation of this, 

noting that ((one who says ‘yā Zaydu wa-l-Naḍru’ with the accusative does so because this was one of the positions in which a thing is returned to 

its origin; but as for the Arabs, we have mostly observed them saying ‘yā Zaydu wa-l-Naḍru’ [nominative]. Al-Aʿraj recited: ‘And We had certainly 

given David from Us bounty: O mountains, repeat [Our] praises with him, and the birds [as well]’ [Sabaʾ 34:10], with the nominative. And they 

say ‘yā ʿAmru wa-l-Ḥārithu,’ and al-Khalīl — may God have mercy on him — said: this is what analogy requires, as though he said ‘wa-yā 

Ḥārithu’))34. 

Ibn al-Warrāq justified the choice of the nominative as the stronger position, noting that a noun bearing the definite article has 

the wording of a singular and is definite, so that its definiteness through the article resembles definiteness through (yā); hence 

it is obligatory to choose the form that resembles it, namely the nominative35. 

By contrast, a group of grammarians — led by Abū ʿAmr, ʿĪsā, Yūnus, and al-Jarmī — held to the accusative, arguing that a 

noun bearing (al-) is not directly attached to the vocative particle and therefore cannot be treated as if it had been. They cited 

as evidence the apparent sense of God's words, "And We had certainly given David from Us bounty: O mountains, repeat 

[Our] praises with him, and the birds" [Sabaʾ 34:10], where the reciters — with the sole exception of al-Aʿraj — are unanimous 

on the accusative36. 

The proponents of the accusative argue that they return the noun bearing the definite article to its origin, just as they return it 

to its origin in the case of construct-annexation (iḍāfah) or nunation (tanwīn)37. 

 
30al-Tadhkirah fī ʿIlm al-Naḥw, al-Kirmānī, 165. 
31Sharḥ al-Tashīl, Ibn Mālik, 4/45. 
32al-Muḥtasab, 1/195–197. 
33See: Kitāb Sībawayhi, 2/187. 
34Kitāb Sībawayhi, 2/187. 
35See: ʿIlal al-Naḥw, Ibn al-Warrāq, 340–341. 
36See: Sharḥ al-Ashmūnī, 3/33. 
37See: al-Muqtaḍab, 4/213. 
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Nevertheless, Sībawayhi and those grammarians who followed him rejected the preference for the accusative in this matter. Al-

Mubarrid articulated their counter-arguments, noting that they claimed this position ((does not bind us, since the definite article does 

not occur directly adjacent to the vocative particle; and when you mark it accusative, you likewise do not place it in that position — so we are equal in 

this respect. Rather, the [accusative] was permitted owing to its separation from the demonstrative particle, just as one says ‘kullu shātin wa-sakhlatihā 

bi-dirham’ and ‘rubba rajulin wa-akhīhi,’ yet one does not say ‘kullu sakhlatihā’ nor ‘rubba akhīhi’ unless the indefinite noun precedes))38. 

Accounts of al-Mubarrid's position vary, though his own stance tends toward distinction and differentiation. Ibn Mālik stated: 

((al-Mubarrid distinguished between what the definite article affects, such as al-rajul (‘the man’), and what it does not affect, such as al-Ḥārith. He 

preferred the accusative over the nominative in cases like al-rajul, owing to its resemblance to a construct-annexed noun in being affected by what is 

attached to it, and preferred the nominative over the accusative in cases like al-Ḥārith, owing to its resemblance to an unmodified noun in not being so 

affected))39. 

Abū Ḥayyān and al-Suyūṭī both stated explicitly that al-Mubarrid originally chose the accusative; al-Suyūṭī attributed to him the 

following detail: ((the preferred form is the accusative if the article (al-) denotes definiteness, since the noun then resembles a construct-annexed noun; 

and the nominative if the article does not denote definiteness but rather marks a descriptive nuance, as in al-Yasaʿ, since it then bears no such 

resemblance — this is al-Mubarrid's view))40. 

Despite presenting both positions and elaborating on the matter, al-Mubarrid ultimately favored the accusative in keeping with 

the common reading, stating: ((both views are sound, but the accusative is, in my opinion, preferable according to the common reading))41. 

It is clear that grammarians relied on what Ibn al-Sarrāj reported regarding al-Mubarrid's preference: ((the accusative in your saying 

‘yā Zaydu wa-l-rajul,’ and the nominative in al-Ḥārith when you say ‘yā Zaydu wa-l-Ḥārith,’ because in his view the definite article in al-Ḥārith was 

introduced for emphasis, whereas the definite article in al-rajul was introduced as a substitute for (yā)))42. 

In light of the foregoing, we support the school that adopted the nominative, since its arguments rest on a solid foundation — 

the linguistic origin — relying on returning the derivative to its essential base by tracing the form back to its linguistic root. This 

view gains further acceptance and strength from its reliance on al-Aʿraj's reading, which renders it more consistent with a 

rigorous linguistic perspective. 

THE OCCURRENCE OF THE EXPLANATORY PARTICLE (AN) AS AN EXPLANATION OF THE DIRECT 

OBJECT OF EXPLICIT SPEECH 

Grammarians define the explanatory clause (al-jumlah al-tafsīriyyah) as a supplementary clause whose task is to reveal the true 

meaning of, and clarify, the ambiguity preceding it43. 

Scholars' views have differed regarding the grammatical position (maḥall) of the explanatory clause. The well-known opinion 

adopted by Ibn Hishām and others is that it has no grammatical position44. Ibn Hishām stated this explicitly, noting that al-

Shalawbīn was the one who broke with the consensus, claiming that its position follows that of the clause it explains45. Al-

Suyūṭī held that its ruling is tied to what it explains: ((if the explained element has a grammatical position, so does it; otherwise, it does not))46. 

The explanatory clause is introduced by one of two particles, called the “two particles of explanation” or “two particles of 

expression”: (ay) and (an)47. 

 
38al-Muqtaḍab, 4/213. 
39Sharḥ al-Tashīl, 3/402–403. 
40Hamʿ al-Hawāmiʿ, 3/234. 
41al-Muqtaḍab, 4/213. 
42al-Uṣūl fī al-Naḥw, 1/336. 
43See: Mughnī al-Labīb, 521. 
44See: Mughnī al-Labīb, 521. 
45See: Mughnī al-Labīb, 526. 
46Hamʿ al-Hawāmiʿ, 2/332. 
47See: al-Mufaṣṣal fī Ṣanʿat al-Iʿrāb, 427. 
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Grammarians distinguish between these two particles in usage. Al-Raḍī clarifies that (ay) explains anything ambiguous, whether 

a single word, as in “jāʾanī Zaydun ay ʿAbdu Allāh” (“Zayd came to me, namely ʿAbd Allāh”), or a full clause, as in “uriqa 

damuhu ay māta” (“his blood was spilled, that is, he died”). By contrast, (an) explains only an implied object referring to a word 

that conveys the meaning of speech without being explicit, as in God's words, “And We called to him: ‘O Abraham’” [al-Ṣāffāt 

37:104], where the explanatory clause clarifies the implied object of the implied verb nādaynāhu (“We called to him”) — 

meaning “We called to him with something,” namely “Oh Abraham”48. 

The basic rule for the explanatory (an) is that it must be preceded by a clause implying the meaning of speech, and it is most 

often followed by a verb in the imperative form49. 

Disagreement intensifies over the occurrence of (an) explaining an overt direct object or explicit speech. (An) may explain an 

overt direct object, as in God's words, “When We inspired to your mother what We inspired: [39] Cast him into the chest” 

[Ṭāhā 20:38–39], and God's words, “I said not to them except what You commanded me — to worship God, my Lord and 

your Lord” [al-Māʾidah 5:117] — where it explains the pronoun (hāʾ) in “bihi” (“by it”)50. 

Some scholars permitted the relative pronoun (mā) to be explained by (an), while others responded that (an) here may instead 

be a maṣdar-forming particle, on the doctrine of those who permit the maṣdar particle to precede a clause of request, or that it 

is a redundant particle, its insertion avoiding a preposition governing an overt verb directly51. 

Al-Suhaylī offers a deeper account of the true nature of the explanatory (an): its function is not, together with what follows it, 

to be construed as a verbal noun (maṣdar); rather, it shares with the maṣdar-forming (an) the role of safeguarding and explaining 

condensed maṣdars that carry the sense of statements and indications. Its scope is restricted: it explains only what is condensed 

among the five modes of expressing inner speech — utterance, writing, gesture, contractual reckoning (ʿaqd), and erection [of 

the fingers in counting] (naṣb)52. 

Al-Suhaylī holds that the explanatory (an) is itself identical with the maṣdar-forming (an), since it explains speech that is 

originally a maṣdar, with the additional nuance that it conveys the sense of command or prohibition — a nuance that removes 

neither the verb from being a verb, nor the particle from being maṣdar-forming53. 

Opinions have differed on whether explicit speech (ṣarīḥ al-qawl) may be explained by the explanatory (an). Some permitted 

this, citing God's words, “I said not to them except what You commanded me — to worship God, my Lord and your Lord” 

[al-Māʾidah 5:117], treating it as explanatory of “mā amartanī bihi” (“what You commanded me”)54. 

A group of grammarians held that it might instead be maṣdar-forming, redundant, or explanatory55, al-Zajjāj holding that it may 

carry the meaning of the explanatory (ay), or occupy an accusative position as a substitute for (mā) — that is, ‘illā an uʿbudū 

Allāh’ (‘except that you worship God’)56. 

Accordingly, al-Khalīl, Ibn al-Sarrāj, al-Zajjāj, and others held to the permissibility of explaining, by (an), the direct object of 

explicit speech, expressing this position through God's words, “And the eminent among them went forth [saying], ‘Continue, 

and be steadfast’” — literally “walk” — [Ṣād 38:6], its underlying sense being ‘some of them saying to others: walk on’57. 

 
48See: Sharḥ al-Raḍī ʿalā al-Kāfiyah, 4/468–469. 
49See: Sharḥ al-Mufaṣṣal, 5/83–84. 
50See: Sharḥ al-Raḍī ʿalā al-Kāfiyah, 4/469. 
51See: ibid., 4/469. 
52See: Natāʾij al-Fikr fī al-Naḥw, 98. 
53See: Natāʾij al-Fikr fī al-Naḥw, 99. 
54See: Sharḥ al-Muqaddimah al-Kāfiyah, 3/995. 
55See: Kitāb Sībawayhi, 3/162. 
56See: Maʿānī al-Qurʾān, al-Zajjāj, 2/223. 
57See: Sharḥ al-Raḍī ʿalā al-Kāfiyah, 4/470. 
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It was answered that (an) is redundant here, or that the implied explicit speech is treated like a verb construed with speech, or 

that the verb inṭalaqa (“they set off”) itself contains the sense of speech, being an instance of mutual negotiation (tafāwuḍ)58. 

Some grammarians insist that the clause preceding the explanatory (an) must be a complete statement requiring nothing beyond 

what follows (an) except its explanation. An example of completeness is God's words, “And We called to him: ‘O Abraham’” 

[al-Ṣāffāt 37:104], where “nādaynāhu” (“We called to him”) is a complete statement and the call is itself speech, so (an) here 

carries the sense of (ay). An example of incompleteness is God's words, “And the last of their call will be, ‘Praise to God, Lord 

of the worlds’” [Yūnus 10:10], where (an) here is not explanatory but rather forms, together with its noun and predicate, the 

predicate of the preceding subject (‘the last of their call’); had one stopped at ‘the last of their call,’ the statement wou ld not 

have been complete59. 

The disagreement may ultimately be reduced to a single hypothesis: that the so-called explanatory (an), in a direct object bearing 

the sense of speech, may be either redundant or treated as maṣdar-forming — an approach that would unify the grammatical 

rulings across most examples, even though this runs counter to the principle that redundancy should not be posited except 

where necessary. The disagreement persists between holding to the originality of the explanatory (an), subsuming it under the 

maṣdar-forming (an), or considering it redundant in a direct object bearing the sense of speech — approaches that all seek to 

account for the grammatical variation found in the structure of the Arabic sentence. 

THE OCCURRENCE OF THE PAST-TENSE VERB AS A CIRCUMSTANTIAL CLAUSE (ḤĀL) 

The occurrence of the past-tense verb functioning as a circumstantial qualifier (ḥāl) is among the intricate grammatical issues 

that sparked wide disagreement among grammatical schools, specifically between the Basrans and the Kufans. This 

disagreement stems from differing views on the true nature of the ḥāl and the temporal sense it carries. 

The majority of grammarians, particularly the Basrans, agreed that the ḥāl is so named ((because the active participle within it can refer 

only to what one is presently engaged in, whether for a long or short duration; it cannot refer to what is past and concluded, nor to what has not yet 

occurred))60. 

The ḥāl, as they define it, is the state or attribute accompanying the agent or the direct object at the very time of the action61. 

It follows from this that the active participle is intended to denote the present state, unlike the past-tense verb, which does not 

denote present time; for this reason the past-tense verb was not permitted to function as a ḥāl62. 

On the strength of this precise temporal criterion, the Basrans disallowed the occurrence of the past-tense verb as a ḥāl, 

justifying this on two main grounds63: first, the past-tense verb does not denote the present, since the past denotes conclusion, 

and what denotes conclusion cannot take the place of what denotes presence; second, what may properly function as a ḥāl is 

what may be qualified by the time adverbs “now” or “at this hour,” such as the imperfect verb, as in “marartu bi-Zaydin 

yaḍribu” (“I passed by Zayd, [as he was] striking”) — which does not hold true of the bare past-tense verb. 

By contrast, the Kufans and al-Akhfash permitted the past-tense verb to occur as a ḥāl, citing both samāʿ and analogy. As for 

samāʿ, it includes God's words, “Except those who join a people between yourselves and whom is a treaty, or those who come 

to you, their hearts strained at [the prospect of] fighting you or fighting their own people...” [al-Nisāʾ 4:90], and the verse of 

Abū Ṣakhr al-Hudhalī:64 

“Indeed a shudder overtakes me at your remembrance, just as the sparrow trembles when soaked by the rain.” 

 
58See: Sharḥ al-Raḍī ʿalā al-Kāfiyah, 4/470. 
59See: Sharḥ al-Raḍī ʿalā al-Kāfiyah, 4/470. 
60Sharḥ al-Mufaṣṣal, 2/4. 
61See: Sharḥ al-Mufaṣṣal, 2/4. 
62See: al-Inṣāf fī Masāʾil al-Khilāf, 1/208. 
63See: ibid., 1/205–206. 
64ibid., 1/205. 
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As for analogy, they reasoned that the occurrence of a past-tense verb as a ḥāl is analogous to its occurrence as a descriptive 

qualifier of an indefinite noun: whatever may be a descriptive qualifier of an indefinite noun, as in “marartu bi-rajulin qāʿidin” 

and “ghulāmin qāʾimin” (“I passed by a sitting man” and “a standing boy”), may likewise be a ḥāl of a definite noun, as in 

“marartu bi-l-rajuli qāʿidan” and “bi-l-ghulāmi qāʾiman.” Since the past-tense verb may be a descriptive qualifier of an indefinite 

noun, as in “marartu bi-rajulin qaʿada” and “ghulāmin qāma,” it should likewise be permitted to occur as a ḥāl of a definite 

noun, as in “marartu bi-l-rajuli qaʿada” and “bi-l-ghulāmi qāma.” They add that the past tense may sometimes stand in the place 

of the imperfect, as in God's words to Jesus: “O Jesus, Son of Mary, remember My favor upon you and upon your mother 

when I supported you with the Holy Spirit and you spoke to the people in the cradle and in maturity...” [al-Māʾidah 5:110] — 

meaning “when you speak” — and by virtue of this substitution, the past tense was permitted to occupy the position of the 

ḥāl65. 

Despite the underlying restriction among the Basrans, they nonetheless agreed on the permissibility of the past-tense verb 

occurring as a ḥāl under two conditions, intended to bring the sense of the past closer to that of the present state: first, that it 

be accompanied by (qad), whether overt or implied — since (qad) brings the past tense closer to the present, so that one says 

‘qad qāma al-āna, aw al-sāʿah’ (‘he has [just] stood now, or this very hour’), thereby becoming adjacent to the present and taking 

on its ruling; second, that it be a descriptive qualifier of an omitted described noun, subsequently standing in the place of the 

ḥāl66. 

The Basrans (with the exception of al-Akhfash) therefore held that (qad) — overt or implied — is obligatory with the affirmed 

past-tense verb occurring as a ḥāl, while the Kufans and al-Akhfash held to its obligation only when the past tense is linked by 

(wāw), permitting its presence or omission in other forms. They cited as evidence God's words, “Except those who join a 

people between yourselves and whom is a treaty, or those who come to you, their hearts strained...” [al-Nisāʾ 4:90], God's 

words, “And they came to their father at night, weeping” [Yūsuf 12:16], and God's words, “Those who said about their brothers 

while sitting [at home]...” [Āl ʿImrān 3:168]67. 

Al-Zamakhsharī, Ibn al-Ḥājib, and Ibn Yaʿīsh agree with the Basran doctrine on the necessity of (qad), al-Zamakhsharī affirming 

in his exegesis of God's words, “How can you disbelieve in God when you were lifeless and He brought you to life; then He 

will cause you to die, then He will bring you [back] to life, and then to Him you will be returned” [al-Baqarah 2:28], that the 

(wāw) denotes the ḥāl, and that the past tense is valid as a ḥāl only with the implication of (qad)68, a position Ibn al-Ḥājib 

endorsed regarding the necessity of overt or implied (qad)69, while Ibn Yaʿīsh explained that (qad) brings the past closer to the 

present, thereby permitting it to occur as a ḥāl in its company70. 

Al-Farrāʾ, though a Kufan, nonetheless acknowledged the implied attachment of (qad), explaining God's words “How can you 

disbelieve in God when you were lifeless...” [al-Baqarah 2:28] as follows: ((the meaning — God knows best — is ‘wa-qad kuntum’ 

(‘and you had been’); and were it not for the implication of (qad), the like of this construction would not be permissible in  speech))71, which places 

him in agreement with the Basran doctrine on the necessity of (qad). 

Ibn Mālik strongly criticized the claim of the necessity of implying (qad) held by the Basrans and their followers, affirming that 

the original rule is that no implication should be posited, and that the presence of (qad) adds no new meaning to the sense of 

circumstantiality already understood from context. He held that the need for such an implication arises only when the omitted 

element denotes a meaning that cannot otherwise be grasped — which, he argued, does not apply here. He cited as evidence 

 
65ibid., 1/206. 
66ibid., 1/206. 
67See: Sharḥ al-Ashmūnī, 2/41. 
68See: al-Kashshāf, 1/121. 
69See: al-Kāfiyah fī ʿIlm al-Naḥw, 24. 
70See: Sharḥ al-Mufaṣṣal, 2/27. 
71Maʿānī al-Qurʾān, al-Farrāʾ, 1/24. 
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that a verb negated by (lam), despite carrying past meaning, may occur as a ḥāl without any implied (qad); had (qad) been 

necessary, this occurrence would not have been permitted72. 

It follows from this that Ibn Mālik leans toward permitting the occurrence of the past tense as a ḥāl without necessarily implying 

(qad), relying instead on the strength of context in conveying circumstantiality. 

In light of the foregoing, the researcher agrees with Ibn Mālik's position as the preferable one, holding that context is the  

stronger factor in clarifying linguistic structure and in determining the grammatical function most consistent with the intended 

meaning in general. 

THE PERMISSIBILITY OF ANNEXING THE TEMPORAL (IDHĀ) TO A NOMINAL CLAUSE 

It is well established in the rules of Arabic that the word (idhā) oscillates between two basic functions: first, as a particle denoting 

sudden occurrence (al-mufājaʾah); second, as a noun, a temporal adverb (ẓarf) carrying the sense of a conditional73. In this latter 

sense it is defined as a non-jussive-inducing temporal adverb, permanently built, most often carrying the sense of a condition, 

and specifically denoting future time, though it may occasionally denote the past, while retaining its sense of futurity even when 

the verb of its protasis or apodosis is in the past tense74. 

The temporal (idhā) must be annexed to a clause following it, though grammarians have disagreed over the type of this clause75. 

Sībawayhi and those who followed him held that (idhā) may be annexed only to a verb, whether overt or implied76, since (idhā) 

carries the sense of a conditional, and a condition is suited only to a verbal clause, the verb being, as a legal matter, capable of 

contingency and causation — this being the original principle governing such particles77. 

Ibn al-Anbārī explains this position on the grounds that the conditional particle requires a verb, and since the verb is necessarily 

implied, this precludes the following noun from being marked nominative as a subject of predication (mubtadaʾ), since 

predication entails freedom from both overt and implied governing elements78. 

The Kufans and al-Akhfash opposed this view, holding to the permissibility of annexing (idhā) to nominal clauses, citing as 

evidence the apparent sense of God's words, “When the sky is split [apart]” [al-Inshiqāq 84:1], and “When the sun is wrapped 

up [in darkness]” [al-Takwīr 81:1], holding that the noun following (idhā) may be a subject of predication whose predicate is 

the following verb, the nominal clause thus occupying a genitive position through annexation79. 

Ibn ʿAqīl summarizes the position, stating: ((idhā must be annexed to a verbal clause and cannot be annexed to a nominal clause, contrary to 

al-Akhfash and the Kufans; so one does not say ‘ajīʾuka idhā Zaydun qāʾimun’ [with a nominal clause]. As for ‘ajīʾuka idhā Zaydun qāma,’ 

Zayd here is marked nominative by an omitted verb, not by predication — this is the doctrine of Sībawayhi, opposed by al-Akhfash, who permitted 

it to be a subject of predication whose predicate is the following verb))80. 

Al-Sīrāfī offers a more precise analysis of the disagreement, claiming that the dispute between Sībawayhi and al-Akhfash does 

not concern the underlying possibility of a subject of predication occurring after (idhā), but rather the nature of that subject's 

predicate: Sībawayhi requires the predicate to be a verb, while al-Akhfash permits it to be a noun.81 

 

 

 
72See: Sharḥ al-Tashīl, 2/372–373. 
73See: Raṣf al-Mabānī, 149–150. 
74See: al-Janā al-Dānī, 367. 
75See: ibid., 367. 
76See: ibid., 368. 
77See: Sharḥ Alfiyyat Ibn Mālik, al-Ḥāzimī, 21/73. 
78See: al-Inṣāf fī Masāʾil al-Khilāf, 2/507. 
79See: Sharḥ al-Ashmūnī, 2/152. 
80Sharḥ Ibn ʿAqīl, 3/61. 
81See: Sharḥ Kitāb Sībawayhi (al-Sīrāfī), 1/428–430. 
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THE PERMISSIBILITY OF (IDH) OCCURRING IN THE NOMINATIVE POSITION 

The question of whether the temporal (idh) may occur in the nominative position was a subject of longstanding disagreement 

among earlier grammarians. The majority held that (idh) is a temporal word necessarily marked accusative as an adverb of time, 

annexed to the clause following it (whether overt or implied), and that it cannot be inflected to function as an agent or a subject 

of predication. Nevertheless, they noted that (idh) may depart from its adverbial status when annexed to a noun of time, as in 

“yawmaʾidhin” (“on that day”) and “hīnaʾidhin” (“at that time”), and as in God's words, “after He had guided us” [Āl ʿImrān 

3:8], where it occurs in the genitive through annexation82. 

The leading grammarians defined (idh) as an adverb for past time83, a position Sībawayhi affirmed, holding that ((idh denotes what 

is past of time, and is an adverb functioning like maʿa (‘with’)))84, likening it to (maʿa) in its adverbial function. 

Al-Mubarrid, who likewise affirmed its construction as denoting past time85, noted that it and similar adverbs ((are annexed to a 

verb and its agent, and to a subject of predication and its predicate... as in your saying, ‘jiʾtuka idh qāma Zaydun’ and ‘jiʾtuka idh Zaydun fī al-

dār’))86. 

On this basis, the majority rejected the occurrence of (idh) in any function other than as an adverb or an annexed genitive; in 

verses that suggest it functions as a direct object, they offered alternative interpretations. In God's words “And remember when 

you were few” [al-Aʿrāf 7:86], (idh) is taken as an adverb for an omitted direct object, the underlying sense being ‘remember 

God's favor upon you when you were few’; in God's words “when she withdrew” [Maryam 19:16], it is taken as an adverb 

annexed to an omitted direct object, the underlying sense being ‘remember.’ This interpretation is supported by God's words, 

“And remember the favor of God upon you when you were enemies” [Āl ʿImrān 3:103], where the direct object (‘the favor of 

God’) appears explicitly, with (idh) then functioning as an adverb governed by ‘favor’87. 

Al-Akhfash and al-Zajjāj held to the permissibility of (idh) occurring directly as a direct object, citing as evidence God's words, 

“And remember when you were few” [al-Aʿrāf 7:86]88. Al-Zajjāj's position is evident in his exegesis of God's words, “And 

[recall] when We saved you from the people of Pharaoh, who afflicted you with the worst torment, slaughtering your sons and 

letting your women live; and in that was a great trial from your Lord” [al-Baqarah 2:49], where he stated explicitly that ((the 

position of idh is accusative, as though he said: ‘and remember when We saved you from the people of Pharaoh’))89. 

Abū Ḥayyān sided with the majority, stressing that treating (idh) as a direct object is impermissible, since nothing resembling 

‘aḥbabtu idh qadima Zaydun’ has been transmitted in sound Arab speech; he held that the more straightforward interpretation 

of the Qur'anic verses is that (idh) is marked accusative as an adverb, governed by an omitted verb whose sense is ‘remember 

your condition, your affair, or your matter,’ and that this interpretation is preferable to establishing a comprehensive rule on 

the basis of mere possibility90. 

Al-Zamakhsharī departed with an opinion contrary and unique to the position settled upon by other grammarians, holding to 

the permissibility of (idh) occurring in the nominative position as a subject of predication. This view appears in his exegesis of 

God's words, “God had certainly conferred favor upon the believers when He sent among them a messenger from themselves” 

[Āl ʿImrān 3:164], where he presented two possibilities: ((either the intended sense is ‘God's favor upon the believers was through him, or 

through His sending [the messenger] when He sent him among them,’ with omission occurring once the sense is established; or idh occupies the 

 
82See: Sharḥ al-Tashīl, Ibn Mālik, 2/206. 
83See: Zīnat al-ʿArāʾis, 15. 
84Kitāb Sībawayhi, 4/229. 
85See: al-Muqtaḍab, 2/54. 
86al-Muqtaḍab, 4/347. 
87See: Mughnī al-Labīb, 112. 
88See: al-Janā al-Dānī, 187–188. 
89Maʿānī al-Qurʾān wa-Iʿrābuh, 1/130. 
90See: al-Tadhyīl wa-l-Takmīl, 7/292–293. 
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nominative position, as does idhā in your saying ‘akhṭabu mā yakūnu al-amīru idhā kāna qāʾiman’ (‘the commander is at his most eloquent when 

standing’)))91. 

THE PERMISSIBILITY OF LINKAGE BY (AL-) IN PLACE OF THE PRONOUN 

Arabic style is distinguished by an inherent characteristic: the strength of the tightly governed relationship among its clauses — 

a relationship governed by the authority of cohesion (taḍāmm) and mutual reinforcement among its parts. This cohesion is a 

prominent hallmark of linguistic coherence, precisely delimiting the boundaries of meaning and removing all ambiguity or 

obscurity from it. Every clause, whatever its type, must therefore contain something linking it to what precedes and what follows 

it, in addition to the internal links binding its essential components together 

92, for ((there is no order or arrangement among words until some are linked to others and built upon others, this being made contingent upon that))93. 

On this linguistic basis emerged the concept of linkage (al-rābiṭ), defined as ((a verbal indication of the connection between two correlated 

elements; it is understood that linkage should occur between the relative pronoun and its relative clause, between the subject of predication and its 

predicate, between the circumstantial qualifier (ḥāl) and its referent, between the qualified noun and its descriptive qualifier, between the oath and its 

response, and between the protasis and its apodosis))94. 

Speech does not become meaningful unless its parts are joined together, for at the very heart of the concept of “sentence” lies 

the tight interlinking of its elements. For this reason certain early scholars preferred the term taʾlīf (“composition,” from a root 

meaning familiarity and harmony) over tarkīb (“structure”), owing to the former's connotation of familiarity, proportion, and 

harmony among words95. 

The earliest grammarians, such as al-Khalīl and Sībawayhi, did not refer to the concept of linkage by its current terminology as 

a verbal device achieving textual cohesion, yet they addressed its substance precisely under other headings, grasping its function 

through such concepts as implicit reference (iḍmār) and antecedent (ʿāʾid), suspension (taʿlīq), and referral (iḥālah), among 

other terms closely related to linkage. The term “al-rābiṭ” perhaps first appeared with Ibn al-Sarrāj in al-Uṣūl fī al-Naḥw96. 

The linking device in Arabic linguistic structure is marked by a multiplicity of types and a divergence of directions. Grammarians 

have affirmed that the pronoun is the essential linking device, indeed the very origin of every linking device — hence its broad 

and extensive use, spanning the assimilated adjective (al-ṣifah al-mushabbahah), corroboration, substitution, adverbs, and 

prepositional phrases, and appearing frequently in declarative and circumstantial clauses and in descriptive clauses97. 

((Grammarians have regarded other linking devices as substitutes for the pronoun, on the premise that the pronoun is the origin of linkage — meaning 

by “origin” that it is the most common in usage, not that it is a root from which other forms branch))98. 

On this basis, the question of whether the definite article (al-) may substitute for the pronoun in linkage constitutes a 

fundamental point of disagreement between the two grammatical schools. The Kufans held to the permissibility of linkage by 

(al-), citing as evidence God's words, “But as for he who transgressed [37] and preferred the life of the world [38], then indeed, 

Hellfire — that is the refuge” [al-Nāziʿāt 79:37–39], holding that (al-) in “al-maʾwā” (“the refuge”) is the linking device that has 

taken the place of the pronoun, the underlying form being “maʾwāhu” (“his refuge”)99. 

The Basrans did not accept this, regarding the interchange between a noun and a particle as objectionable; they therefore posit 

an implied pronoun in such examples. Their position stems from the fact that an overt noun denotes a specific meaning in 

 
91al-Kashshāf, 1/436. 
92See: al-Rābiṭ wa-Atharuh fī al-Tarākīb fī al-ʿArabiyyah, 136. 
93Dalāʾil al-Iʿjāz, 1/55. 
94al-Lughah al-ʿArabiyyah Maʿnāhā wa-Mabnāhā, 213. 
95See: Bināʾ al-Jumlah al-ʿArabiyyah, Muḥammad Ḥamāsah, 87. 
96See: al-Uṣūl fī al-Naḥw, 1/42. 
97See: al-Rābiṭ wa-Atharuh fī al-Tarākīb fī al-ʿArabiyyah, 136. 
98Bināʾ al-Jumlah al-ʿArabiyyah, Muḥammad Ḥamāsah, 110. 
99See: al-Rābiṭ wa-Atharuh fī al-Tarākīb fī al-ʿArabiyyah, 136. 
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itself, unlike a relative noun such as (alladhī), which denotes no specific meaning except through the relative clause that clarifies 

it; and if the overt noun does not resemble it in meaning, it cannot properly take its place100. 

The Kufans' position shows that they took the Qur'anic evidence as a foundation upon which to base and reinforce their 

grammatical ruling — that is, they found in the Qur'anic text something enabling them to hold firmly to the ruling and defend 

it, so that their grammatical ruling emerged from their adherence to Qur'anic evidence, an adherence absent in the Basran 

position, since they did not permit the matter based on their own particular grammatical outlook. 

THE PERMISSIBILITY OF DETACHING THE CORROBORATIVE (KULL) FROM ANNEXATION IN 

WORDING 

Construct-annexation (al-iḍāfah) is among the common linguistic features of nouns; the majority of nouns, such as ghulām 

(‘boy/servant’) and thawb (‘garment’), accept annexation. By contrast, certain nouns are barred from annexation, such as 

pronouns, demonstrative nouns, relative nouns, conditional particles, and interrogative particles (with the exception of ayy), the 

reason for this prohibition being their resemblance to particles, and particles do not undergo annexation — hence these nouns 

were built (mabniyy) and given the ruling of particles. As for the permissibility of annexing the relative, interrogative, and 

conditional (ayy), this stems from its weaker resemblance to a particle, given its acute need for a following singular noun that 

clarifies its meaning and to which it is annexed101. 

Among nouns requiring annexation to a singular noun, some may be detached from annexation in wording alone, such as (kull), 

on condition that it not function as a descriptive qualifier or as corroboration; others require annexation absolutely102. 

The word (kull) is employed to denote comprehensiveness and totality, its semantic contexts varying to include: 

comprehensiveness of the individual members of an indefinite noun, as in God's words, “Every soul will taste death” [Āl ʿImrān 

3:185]; comprehensiveness of the individual members of a collective definite noun, as in God's words, “and all of them are 

coming to Him on the Day of Resurrection” [Maryam 19:95]; and comprehensiveness of the parts of a single definite noun, as 

in “kullu Zaydin ḥasanun” (“all of Zayd is fine”)103. 

It may be observed that annexation to an indefinite noun conveys the general sense of individual members, as in “akaltu kulla 

raghīfin li-Zaydin” (“I ate every loaf belonging to Zayd”), while annexation to an indefinite noun that is itself annexed to a 

definite noun shifts the meaning to comprehensiveness of the parts of a single item, as in the same example when reinterpreted. 

This distinction clarifies why the word ‘qalb’ (‘heart’) must remain unnunated in the reading of all but Abū ʿAmr and Ibn 

Dhakwān of God's words, “Thus does God seal over every heart [belonging to] an arrogant tyrant” [Ghāfir 40:35], on the 

implied construction ‘kull baʿḍ qalb’ (‘every part of a heart’), so as to realize both the comprehensiveness of individual hearts 

and the comprehensiveness of their parts104. 

The word (kull) occurs in its linguistic contexts in three forms, depending on its relationship to what precedes it105: first, as a 

descriptive qualifier (naʿt) — occurring as a description of either an indefinite or definite noun and denoting the perfection of 

the described noun, in which case it must be annexed to an overt noun matching it in both wording and meaning, as in ‘aṭʿamnā 

shātan kulla shātin’ (‘we fed a sheep, a whole sheep’); second, as corroboration (tawkīd) — occurring to corroborate a definite 

noun or a bounded indefinite noun and denoting comprehensiveness, in which case it must be annexed to a pronoun referring 

back to the corroborated noun, as in God's words, “so the angels prostrated, all of them together” [al-Ḥijr 15:30]; third, as a 

non-appositive element, following the governing case-assigning elements, occurring either annexed to an overt noun, as in 

God's words, “Every soul, for what it has earned, is held in pledge” [al-Muddaththir 74:38], or unannexed, as in God's words, 

“And for each We presented examples [to warn them]” [al-Furqān 25:39]. 

 
100See: al-Rābiṭ wa-Atharuh fī al-Tarākīb fī al-ʿArabiyyah, 136. 
101See: Sharḥ al-Taṣrīḥ, 1/692. 
102See: ibid., 1/692. 
103See: Mughnī al-Labīb, 255–256. 
104See: ibid., 255–256. 
105See: ibid., 256–257. 
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On this basis, grammarians' views diverged regarding the ruling on (kull) when detached from annexation in wording. Sībawayhi 

and the majority held it to remain definite, so that a following ḥāl is permissible, as in ‘marartu bi-kullin sājidan’ (‘I passed by 

all, prostrating’). Al-Fārisī held it to become indefinite, his argument resting on its current state, since the mere intention of 

annexation does not suffice for definiteness. This disagreement becomes apparent when the omitted annexed-to noun is 

definite; where it is indefinite, there is no disagreement over its indefiniteness106. 

Al-Farrāʾ and al-Zamakhsharī departed from the well-known doctrine, permitting the corroborative (kull) to be detached from 

annexation in wording — a grammatical ruling Ibn Hishām described as the product of adherence to Qur'anic evidence. He 

reported that al-Farrāʾ and al-Zamakhsharī permitted this verbal detachment on the strength of a certain reading of God's 

words, “Those who were arrogant will say, ‘Indeed, all [of us] are in it [together]’” [Ghāfir 40:48], with (kull) in the accusative, 

their analysis being that (kull) is marked accusative as corroboration of the noun of (inna), with the nunation in (kull) serving 

as a substitute for the omitted annexed-to noun, the underlying form being ‘innā kullunā’ or ‘kullunā fīhā’107. 

The writings of al-Farrāʾ and al-Zamakhsharī demonstrate this adherence to a grammatical ruling stemming from their own 

conceptual outlook, in which they employed the Qur'anic evidence as a pillar supporting and reinforcing this theoretical 

position. Al-Farrāʾ, in his exegesis of God's words, “Indeed, all [of us] are in it [together]” [Ghāfir 40:48], stated: ((‘kull’ is marked 

nominative by [its relation to] ‘fīhā,’ and I do not treat it as a descriptive qualifier of ‘innā’; had I marked it accusative on that basis, I would make 

‘innā fīhā’ the predicate. Similarly, ‘Say: indeed the matter, all of it, belongs to God’ [Āl ʿImrān 3:154] — one may mark ‘kullahu lillāh’ nominative 

or accusative on this same analysis))108. 

Al-Zamakhsharī, for his part, stated: ((it is read ‘kullan,’ as corroboration of the noun of inna, which is definite, the nunation substituting for 

the omitted annexed-to noun, meaning ‘innā kullunā,’ or ‘kullunā fīhā’))109. 

These two explicit statements confirm the adherence of al-Farrāʾ and al-Zamakhsharī to a grammatical ruling stemming from 

their own conceptual outlook, with samāʿ — represented by the Qur'anic evidence — serving as their foundation for this 

adherence. Ibn Mālik noted that al-Farrāʾ and al-Zamakhsharī adopted the ruling of permissibility, explaining that permitting 

the verbal detachment of (kull) is in fact impermissible, on the grounds that ((expressions of corroboration are of two kinds: one explicitly 

annexed to a pronoun referring to the corroborated element — namely nafs (‘self’), ʿayn (‘very self’), kull, jamīʿ, and ʿāmmah — and another whose 

annexation to the pronoun of the corroborated element is merely intended though unexpressed — namely ajmaʿ and its sister forms))110. Ibn Mālik 

concluded that singling out (kull) as permitting both usages (explicit annexation, and intended annexation together with verbal 

detachment) — when it is agreed that no word besides (kull) among the explicitly-annexed corroboratives is used with merely 

intended annexation, nor with verbal detachment — leads to charging it with having no counterpart in either category, which 

necessitates avoiding this analysis111. Ibn Mālik holds that the more acceptable analysis of (kullan) in the reading in question is 

as a ḥāl, marked accusative, referring to the implicit nominative pronoun contained within the adverb (fīhā), which serves as its 

governing element — this being an instance of the ḥāl preceding its governing element112. Al-Zamakhsharī objected to this 

analysis of a preceding ḥāl, ruling out the adverb (fīhā) as capable of governing in this position, contrary to its governing capacity 

when it precedes113. Ibn Hishām saw weakness in the ḥāl analysis on two counts: first, the precedence of the ḥāl over its 

governing adverb; second, the requirement that (kull) be detached from annexation both verbally and notionally in order to 

become indefinite — a condition not easily met here. He therefore held the best analysis to be treating (kullan) as a substitute 

(badal) for the noun of (inna), noting that substituting an overt noun for the pronoun of a person present is permissible in this 

context when it serves to convey comprehensiveness, as in ‘qumtum thalāthatukum’ (‘the three of you stood’)114. He likewise 

 
106See: Sharḥ al-Taṣrīḥ, 1/692. 
107See: Mughnī al-Labīb, 257. 
108Maʿānī al-Qurʾān, al-Farrāʾ, 3/10. 
109al-Kashshāf, 4/171. 
110Sharḥ al-Tashīl, Ibn Mālik, 3/292. 
111See: ibid., 3/292. 
112See: ibid., 3/293. 
113See: al-Kashshāf, 4/171. 
114See: Mughnī al-Labīb, 257. 
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rejected omitting the pronoun in reliance on the mere intention of annexation, contrary to al-Farrāʾ and al-Zamakhsharī, and 

dismissed the anomalous reading as a valid grammatical proof115. 
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