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This volume is the work of many hands. Wolthart Heinrichs’ 65th
birthday, on October 3rd, 2006, seemed a propitious occasion to pry
loose articles that might otherwise never have seen the light of day.
The list of contributors is long and varied: it includes Wolfhart’s col-
leagues and doctoral students at Harvard University as well as his
former colleagues in Europe. A tribute to Wolfhart by Shukri B.
Abed, entitled Focus on Contemporary Arabic (New Haven and
London, 2007), has appeared separately. Two articles by Emeri van
Donzel on Abraha the Ethiopian (under review for Aethiopica, Ham-
burg) and by Estiphan Panoussi on the Senaya verbal system will ap-
pear separately. Wasmaa Chorbachi contributed the artwork for the
cover. The editor apologizes to those friends and colleagues who
could not be included—and acknowledges the good intentions of
those whom circumstances forced to withdraw.

Wolthart is an encyclopedist three times over. His foundational ar-
ticles in poetics and law cover a range of critical Arabic terms (badr,
isti‘ara, muhdath, majaz, naqd, nazm, takhyil, sariga and the like),
reconstructing what the thinkers who coined the terms are likely to
have had in mind when they did so. Second, for a quarter of a centu-
ry, Wolfhart oversaw as editor and author the completion of the se-
cond Encyclopaedia of Islam. Finally, Wolfhart’s encylopedic know-
ledge, though carried lightly, becomes evident to anyone who asks
him about even the remotest corners of Arabic-Islamic civilization.
For these reasons, it seemed only fitting to offer him a gift in the
form of a mini-encyclopedia, or rather a kashkiil of terms from -aat
to zarafa, gleaned in what I hope is a pleasantly haphazard manner
from many fields of pre-modern Near Eastern studies.

The terms derive mainly from the areas of linguistics, literature,
literary theory, and prosody, with a few items from religion, ritual,
economics, and zoology. The contributions deal not only with Arabic
but also with the adjacent fields of the Old Iranian, Persian, Greek
and Byzantine written traditions. Some take as their point of depar-
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ture a particular Arabic word—such as cat (gitta) or giraffe (zara-
fa)—or morpheme (bi-). Others explore literary genres and subgen-
res, including the oration (khutba), the ode (qasida, qasida ghaza-
liyya-khamriyya), the macaronic poem (mulamma‘), and the travel
narrative (safar); figures within them, such as the trickster (‘ayyar)
and the devil (iblis); motifs such as clothing (/ibas); and poetic or
musical meter (hazaj, iqa). Here too are cultural concepts such as
wishing (tamanni), gift-giving (fahddr), and discourse (khitab), along
with aspects of broader phenomena, such as the role of gender in
dream interpretation (fa‘bir al-ru’ya) or the relative merits of luxury
goods and mass-produced commodities in economy (igtisad). For
some authors, the lexicon format made it easier to focus on a specific
problem, as Benedikt Reinert describes in his letters: “Die Arbeit
drehte sich ja eigentlich nur um das Vorstrafenregister eines Me-
trums, das ldngst den Status einer unantastbaren prosodischen Diva
erlangt hat, und ich gebe zu, dal mir das Wiihlen in diesem Siinden-
pfuhl nicht nur Miihe sondern auch Spall gemacht hat.... Ich war da-
her sehr dankbar, mit meiner Genese eines neupersischen Metrums
an einer kleinen, aber liberschaubaren Ecke einmal beginnen zu kon-
nen und nicht gleich mit Talib Amulis Tiire in den komplexen mo-
tivgeschichtlichen Palast fallen zu miissen.” As a result, not a few of
the contributions are the first fruits of larger monographs.

It is certainly in the spirit of the honoree, who has fruitfully used
Harvard’s Widener Library for three decades, to thank those indivi-
duals whose long-standing professionalism, dedication, and expertise
in changing technologies have placed the books we depend upon at
our disposal. I gratefully acknowledge my debt to Harvard’s librari-
ans, among them Michael Hopper, head of the Middle Eastern Divi-
sion, and Thomas Bahr, Brenda Briggs, Mary E. Butler, Mike Currier,
Linda DiBenedetto, Eugenia Dimant, Edward Doctoroff, Ellen Harris,
Larisa Kurmakov, Walter Ross-O'Connor, and Shoban Sen at the Ac-
cess Services.

It remains for the editor to thank all those who had a share in
bringing this volume into being. I thank Alma Giese for her invalua-
ble advice on all matters. If anything can make editing a pleasure it is
a dependable production editor, and I have been more than spoilt in
this regard by the technical expertise, elegant layout and unfailing
precision of Thomas Breier. I am grateful to Gudrun Schubert for
turning Benedikt Reinert’s typescript into computerized form, to Tara
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her eye on the deadline. Due to factors beyond the control of these
good people, this volume arrives (as some of our term papers did) a
year after the due date, a delay for which I ask our honoree’s well-
known lenience.

Beatrice Gruendler






PREFACE

Scholars in our field are often asked why they chose to study Arabic,
or Persian, or Islam, or whatever the case may be. Many of us find
the question irritating. For one thing, an honest answer often requires
us to bare our souls—or, worse yet, to attempt to bare the soul of the
person we were twenty or thirty or forty years ago. For another, it
implies that our choice of subject matter somehow requires an expla-
nation or, worse yet, a defense. We cannot speak for all of Wolthart
Heinrichs’s colleagues and students, but, speaking only for ourselves,
we cannot recall him ever asking us this question, or offering any ex-
planation for his own choice of vocation. From our first encounter
with him, we understood—without having to do anything so awk-
ward as discuss the matter—that, whatever the contingent details of
personal circumstance, all of us were studying Arabic philology be-
cause it was worth studying for its own sake. In this respect, it was
no different from other linguistic and literary traditions—a good ma-
ny of which, as we learned, Professor Heinrichs had also studied.
The biographical sketch that follows will necessarily present a good
many contingent details of personal circumstance, but disavows any
attempt to explain the origins of a scholarly commitment that has al-
ways been sufficient unto itself.

Wolthart Heinrichs was born on October 314, 1941 in Cologne into
a family of philologists. His father, H. Matthias Heinrichs, was pro-
fessor of ancient Germanic studies at the University of Giessen and
the Freie Universitit Berlin, and his mother, Anne Heinrichs, was a
lecturer on Old Norse. Anne Heinrichs completed her licentiate thesis
(Habilitation) at the age of 70, and was made professor at the Freie
Universitét at the age of 80.

Wolthart Heinrichs attended the Friedrich-Wilhelm-Gymnasium
in Cologne, where he studied English and French in addition to Latin
and Greek. For Hebrew he took lessons with Hans Kindermann. In
1960, he embarked on his university career. His major field was Is-
lamic studies, with a first minor in Semitic languages and a second in
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philosophy. At Cologne, where he spent three semesters, he studied
Arabic with Werner Caskel, Islamic legal texts with Erwin Graef,
Hebrew with Hans Kindermann, and African languages with Oswin
Koehler; he also studied Persian with Otto Spies in Bonn. At Tiibin-
gen, where he spent two semesters, he studied Arabic theological
texts and Syriac with Rudi Paret, ancient Arabic poetry with Helmut
Gitje, Semitics with Otto Rossler, and Old South Arabian and Ethio-
pic with Maria Hofner. After receiving a scholarship from the King
Edward VII British-German Foundation, he spent a year at the
School of Oriental and African Studies in London. There, his tea-
chers included R.B. Serjeant, with whom he read Jahiz’s Book of Mi-
sers; John Burton, with whom he studied radio Arabic; Walid Arafat,
who taught Islamic studies; and Bernard Lewis, who taught Arab hi-
story. He also read ancient Arabic poetry with David Cowan, Persian
texts with Ann Lambton, Ottoman texts with C.S. Mundy, and mo-
dern Arabic literature with Jarir Abu Haidar.

In the meantime, Wolthart’s parents had moved to the University
of Giessen. He was unable at first to continue his studies there be-
cause the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, including the Department of
Oriental Studies, had been closed by the Americans after World War
IT and was only gradually being re-opened. He therefore continued
his studies at Frankfurt, where he studied Arabic with Rudolf Sell-
heim and medieval Hebrew with Ernst Ludwig Dietrich. After one
term in Frankfurt, he was able to begin a new round of studies in
Giessen. His teachers there included Ewald Wagner, in Arabic, Is-
lam, Persian, Syriac, Ethiopic, and Semitics; Klaus Roehrborn, in
Old Uigur; and Helmut Brands, in Ottoman. He also began working
with Fuat Sezgin on the Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums,
consulting manuscripts in Istanbul and Damascus, and proofreading
the volumes in the series. (Volume II of the GAS, on poetry, is dedi-
cated to him.) In 1967, he received his doctorate, for his dissertati-
on on Hazim al-Qartajanni’s reception of Aristotelian poetics. He
spent the next year at the Institute of the German Oriental Society
in Beirut. On the way, he stopped in Istanbul to read Helmut Rit-
ter’s manuscript work on Turoyo (Neo-Aramaic) with the author.
After listening to tapes and meeting speakers of Turoyo, he joined
the Institute in Beirut and saw part of Ritter’s work through the
press. After his return, he assumed a post at Giessen, first as an as-
sistant professor (Assistent; 1968-72) and then as associate profes-



PREFACE XV

sor (Dozent; 1972-8), teaching Arabic, Persian, Turkish, Syriac, and
Ethiopic.

In 1971, he was invited by Gustav von Grunebaum to attend the
Third Levi Della Vida conference at UCLA, where he delivered a
paper on “Literary Theory: The Problem of Its Efficiency.” Six years
later, he was invited by the Department of Near Eastern Languages
and Civilizations at Harvard University to spend a year as visiting
lecturer in Arabic. The purpose of the invitation was to determine his
suitability for the position vacated by George Makdisi. On the
strength of his lecture on “Isti‘arah and Badi* and Their Terminologi-
cal Relationship in Early Arabic Literary Criticism,” he was offered a
full professorship in Arabic.

In 1980, Wolfhart married Alma Giese. The two had met for the
first time in London, at a party held by a mutual friend, but neither
realized this until, years later, they discovered that they had been in
London at the same time and had attended the same event. Alma is a
fellow scholar: she studied Islamic cultures, Semitic linguistics, Ara-
bic, Persian, Turkish, anthropology, and psychology at the universi-
ties of Freiburg and Giessen, and received her doctorate from
Giessen in 1980. Working as an independent scholar, she has produ-
ced acclaimed German translations of some of the most daunting
Arabic authors, including al-Jilani, al-Qazwini, al-Ghazali, and Ibn
‘Arabi, as well as studies of literary, mystical, and zoological topics.
A bibliography of her work is appended.

With the retirement of Muhsin Mahdi in 1996, Wolfhart was ap-
pointed to the James Richard Jewett chair in Arabic. During the
1980s, he served as department chair for three years, and as acting
chair for one. Beginning in 1989, he served as co-editor of the Ency-
clopaedia of Islam, New Edition, a position that necessitated travel to
such picturesque destinations as Leiden and Morigny (south of Paris)
where, however, enjoyment of the local attractions was attenuated by
the need to complete enormous quantities of proofreading. In additi-
on to his editorial work, he wrote fifty articles himself; these include
not only major topics such as nagd (literary criticism) but also such
rarities as fa‘awwudh (saying a‘udhu bi-llah, “I take refuge in God”)
and washm (tattooing).

Those fortunate enough to have studied with Wolfhart Heinrichs
credit him with instilling a sense that all linguistic behavior, no mat-
ter what its source, or how recalcitrant its appearance, is rule-
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governed, and therefore amenable to analysis. Put differently, if one
human being can say it or write it, another human being can figure it
out, and—if properly trained—appreciate it. Admittedly, we cannot
claim to have heard Prof. Heinrichs articulate this principle in so ma-
ny words; rather, it was simply assumed, and acted on, in the little
classroom on the third floor of the Semitic Museum on Divinity
Avenue. It has often been remarked that Edward Said’s critique of
Orientalism fails to address the study of Near Eastern traditions in
the German-speaking world. Without insisting that Prof. Heinrichs be
labeled a German Orientalist, one might nevertheless note that his
approach to texts was based on the (as usual, tacit) principle that me-
ticulous reading, far from being an exercise in “mastery,” is the high-
est form of respect one can show to the products of another human
mind. Understood in this sense, philological rigor has nothing in
common with pedantry; rather, it is the only adequate response to
what James Baldwin once called the “human weight and complexity”
of others—or, to use a term Prof. Heinrichs would doubtless regard
with genial skepticism, the Other.

As for the substance of a fledgling thesis, for a long time no guid-
ing comment would come forth—until one was deep into the middle
of writing. This silence was not uncaring, nor was it part of a con-
sidered strategy; rather, it reflected a trust in graduate students’ intel-
lectual creativity as well as a desire to give them the space to develop
it. When it came, the comment (in our minds, the Comment) forced
us to revisit our new-fangled ideas and decide whether we actually
believed in them and could stand up for them. Then, after much ink
had been spilled on a problem, a student’s direct question (sum-
moned up with much courage) would pry loose an ofthand comment,
lapidary as a caliphal apostille (tawgi ‘), that would unfailingly strike
at the core of the conundrum.

In inverse proportion to pronouncements on content, dissertation
chapters came back adorned with penciled lacework that would have
made any medieval hashiya pale with envy. Occasionally the entire
rewriting of a translation would end with the comment “I do not mean
to imply that your translation was incorrect.”” More commonly, the
annotations were reticent, using the conditional, the subjunctive, or
other modes of understatement—*“less than crystal clear” and the
like—but which the students well knew how to translate. (Wolthart is,
after all, what he himself calls a metaphorologist.) In some cases, ijaz
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(abbreviation) might take the form of a targeted lapse into the verna-
cular: Alma reports finding comments such as “Whazzat?” “Whad-
dayakno!” and “Peleeze!” on the margins of her manuscripts. On oc-
casion, Wolthart had a co-author named Oskar, who left a Qur’anic
type of brown diacritic dotting on the page, glossed by the impassive
adviser as “Cat spilled coffee and was severely reprimanded.”

Idiosyncratic annotations aside, Wolfthart is a prolific Doktorvater.
The number of his advisees and the diversity of their research attest
to his wide-ranging expertise and his willingness to let his students
develop and identify their own interests. Here is a list, with published
theses given in their published form and ordered accordingly.

— Kevin Lacey (1984), Man and Society in the Luzumiyyat of al-
Ma‘arri, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.

— Pauline E. Eskenasy (1991), Antony of Tagrit’s Rhetoric Book I:
Introduction, Partial Translation and Commentary, Ph.D. thesis,
Harvard University.

— Shoukri Boutros Abed (1991), Aristotelian Logic and the Arabic
Language in Alfarabi, Albany: SUNY Press (Ph.D. thesis 1984).

— Lisa A. Karp (1992), Sahl b. Harin: The man and his contribution
to adab, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.

— Magda al-Nowaihi (1993), The Poetry of Ibn Khafdjah: A literary
analysis, Leiden and New York: Brill (Ph.D. thesis 1987).

— Peter Heath (1996), The Thirsty Sword: Sirat ‘Antar and the Ara-
bic popular epic, Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press
(Ph.D. thesis 1981).

— Kiisten Brustad (2000), The Syntax of Spoken Arabic: A compara-
tive study of Moroccan, Egyptian, Syrian and Kuwaiti dialects,
Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press (Ph.D. thesis
1991).

— Michael Cooperson (2000), Classical Arabic Biography: The
heirs of the prophets in the age of al-Ma’miin, Cambridge UK and
New York: Cambridge University Press (Ph.D. thesis 1994).

— Stephanie B. Thomas (2000), The Concept of Muhdadara in the
Arab Anthology with Special Reference to al-Raghib al-Isfahani's
Muhadarat al-udabd’, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.

— Beatrice Gruendler (2003), Medieval Arabic Praise Poetry: Ibn
al-Rumi and the patron’s redemption, London and New York:
RoutledgeCurzon (Ph.D. thesis 1995).



XViil PREFACE

Bruce G. Fudge (2003), The Major Qur'an Commentary of al-
Tabrisi (d. 548/1154), Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.
Bazat-Tahera Qutbuddin (2005), Al-Mv’ayyad al-Shirazi: A case
of commitment in classical Arabic literature, Leiden and Boston:
Brill (Ph.D. thesis 1996).

Ahmad Atif Ahmad (2005), Structural Interrelations of Theory
and Practice in Islamic Law: A study of Takhrij al-Furi‘ ‘ala al-
Usul literature, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.

Sinan Antoon (2006), Poetics of the Obscene: Ibn al-Hajjaj and
Sukhf, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.

Wolthart also served as second advisor on the following theses:

David Grochenour (1983), The Penetration of Zaydi Islam into
Early Medieval Yemen, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.

Aron Zysow (1984), The Economy of Certainty: An introduction
to the typology of Islamic legal theory, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard Uni-
versity.

Sandra Naddaff (1991), Arabesque: Narrative structure and the
aesthetics of repetition in The 1001 Nights, Evanston, Ill.: North-
western University Press (Ph.D. thesis 1983).

Nargis Virani (1999), “I am the Nightingale of the Merciful ”’: Ma-
caronic or Upside-Down? The Mulamma‘at of Jalaluddin Rumi,
Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University.

Chase F. Robinson (2000), Empire and Elites after the Muslim
Conquest: The transformation of northern Mesopotamia, Cam-
bridge, UK and New York: Cambridge University Press (Ph.D.
thesis 1992).

Angela Jaffray (2000), At the Threshold of Philosophy: A study of
al-Farabi's introductory works on logic, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard
University.

Maria Mavroudi (2002), A Byzantine Book on Dream Interpreta-
tion: The Oneirocriticon of Achmet and its Arabic sources, Leiden
and Boston: Brill (Ph.D. thesis 1998).

These notes are written in the past tense only because their authors
completed their studies with Wolfhart some time ago: longer, indeed,
than we enjoy admitting. As of this writing, he is still teaching and
writing with undiminished vigor, and—at the all-too-infrequent oc-
casions when conferences bring all of us together—appears hardly to
have aged. We delighted by the thought that new generations are,
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even now, trooping up to the third floor of the Semitic Museum,
where their transliterations will be picked apart, their translations
chuckled over, and their flights of fancy checked with a reminder
that certain questions pertaining to the nature of the circumstantial
clause remain unresolved. Equally delightful is the thought that the
newcomers will be initiated into the arcana of click languages and
the Harvard Yard Joke—both fixtures of the dissertation defense
“roasts” where recent graduates are honored (or lampooned, or both)
by limericks of Wolthart’s own composition.

It is a commonplace of classical Arabic biography to remark of a
great scholar that intaha ilayhi I-ilm, “all the knowledge available in
his generation ended up with him.” From an American perspective, it
certainly seems that much of twentieth-century Arabic philology
(among other fields) ended up with Wolfhart Heinrichs, who, most
fortunately for us, has always been willing to share, no questions
asked.

Beatrice Gruendler and Michael Cooperson
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-AT
DRINK YOUR MILKS!
-AT AS INDIVIDUATION MARKER IN LEVANTINE ARABIC

Kristen Brustad, University of Texas

The suffix -at is well known as a plural marker across varieties and
registers of Arabic! for many feminine nouns, words of foreign ori-
gin, and certain other morphological classes of nouns with a fair de-
gree of predictability.2 Levantine Arabic yields, for example, haya-
wan ‘animal’ pl. hayawanat and bsayne ‘cat’ pl. bsaynat.? Two addi-
tional Levantine examples demonstrate the use of -at as a plural for
singulative nouns formed by adding ¢@’ marbita to generic and ab-
stract nouns: samke ‘a fish’ pl. samkat ‘fishes’ and tabkha ‘a cooked
dish’ pl. fabkhat ‘dishes.’* The singulative form and meaning of
nouns like samke and tabkha gives their -at plurals a relatively high

1 This essay focuses on urban Levantine Arabic and relies exclusively on Leba-
nese informants, but occasional references will be made to other registers and varie-
ties of Arabic for comparative purposes. I am grateful to the Al-Batal and Kasbani
clans, Amina Mouazen, and Kamil Hamade for their enthusiastic participation as in-
formants, thank Mahmoud Al-Batal and Rima Semaan for additional examples as
well as invaluable comments and corrections, and retain responsibility for all errors
myself.

2 See Wright 1898, 197 and Fischer 2002, 39 and 126 for the classes of nouns
that take -ar plurals in Classical Arabic. Wright remarks that some grammarians
permit any word ending in feminine singular -a(?) to take the plural -at.

3 The transcription here is roughly phonemic, owing to the wide range of vowel
phonemes in Levantine speech, and follows most of the conventions of Cowell
1964. On the phonetics of Levantine Arabic see Cowell 1964, 1-33 and Fischer and
Jastrow 1980, 174-182. The symbol * indicates structures that informants rejected
as ungrammatical or not used.

4 Cowell uses the term singulative as an umbrella term for both the unit noun
(ism al-wahda) and the instance noun (ism al-marra), 1964, 297. It is convenient to
group singulative nouns together in opposition to generic or collective nouns, and
unnecessary for our purposes here to distinguish subcategories of either group; we
are likewise not concerned here with abstract nouns; this -af is not an abstract plural,
as we shall see.
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degree of individuation, meaning that they will tend to refer to spe-
cific, prominent, individual entities.> Each singulative noun has a
corresponding generic or abstract noun from which it was formed; in
formal Arabic, this generic noun often has its own broken plural
(jam* taksir). A full set of concrete nouns in formal Arabic thus in-
cludes a count singular and plural and a collective or mass singular
and plural: samaka ‘a fish’ pl. samakat “fishes,” in contrast to samak
“fish (collectively)’ pl. asmdk ‘groups or types of fish.” Of these two
types of plurals, -at is associated with individuals and small numbers,
the so-called jam* al-gilla ‘the plural of paucity,” whereas broken plu-
rals tend to refer to groups as collectives or large numbers, jam* al-
kathra ‘the plural of abundance,” in both Classical and Levantine
Arabic.¢ In Levantine, -at sometimes constitutes one of a pair of plu-
rals of the same singular noun that have little apparent distinction in
meaning and usage, such as mesriyyat or masari ‘money,” both plural
forms of the obsolete Levantine singular mesriyye ‘an Egyptian
coin.” Even if we identify the former as a plural of paucity and the
latter as a plural of abundance, what does that mean? Is there some
amount of money below which one uses mesriyyat and above which
one uses masari?

More often, Levantine generic nouns tend to take -a¢ plurals rather
than broken plurals. A number of broken plurals of the pattern af‘al
are judged by my informants not to belong to the colloquial Levan-
tine register: *asmak ‘(types of) fish’ and *awsakh ‘(piles of?) dirt’
are both deemed to belong to the formal register only. A more typical
Levantine pattern of generic word formation is a singular collective
or generic noun, a singulative formed from that generic noun if ap-
propriate semantically, and an -at plural:

5 The individuation continuum is a proposed cluster of features of which nouns
have a greater or lesser degree depending on both context and speaker perception.
The features that constitute individuation include definiteness, specificity, agency,
contextual (textual or physical) prominence, qualification, and quantification. Spea-
kers tend to mark nouns that have a relatively high degree of individuation with cer-
tain “optional” nominal markers such as definite and indefinite specific articles or
plural forms and agreement. See Khan 1988 and Brustad 2000, 18-26 and 52—61 for
a more detailed discussion of these concepts.

6 See for Levantine, Cowell 1964, 369, and for Classical Arabic, Fischer 2002,
53—64 and Wright 1898, 1:233—4. The paucity vs. abundance distinction in Classical
Arabic is also associated with different types of broken plural patterns, with the pat-
terns af‘al, af‘ul, af’ila, and fi‘la classified as plurals of paucity and the rest as plurals
of abundance.
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samak ‘fish’ samke ‘a fish’ samkat ‘fishes’
wasakh ‘dirt’ waskha ‘a spot of dirt’ waskhat ‘dirt’

The plural samkat is semantically logical, since individual fishes can
be counted; the plural waskhat is a bit less so, since it does not refer
to quantifiable ‘spots of dirt,” and begs explanation. The function of
-at in Levantine Arabic in the title expression of this essay makes
even less sense:

shrab halibatak!
Drink that milk [literally, your milks]!

The use of -at on this generic noun seems to fly in the face of reason:
halibat ‘milk(s)’ is not by nature a countable substance, unless one
were referring to servings, or glasses, or perhaps cow “milkings,” but
here it surely does not refer to more than one serving of milk that the
poor addressee must consume. Why does the speaker of this impera-
tive choose to use this form rather than /alib ‘milk’? Moreover, if -at
constitutes a plural of paucity or a count plural, then it is difficult to
explain the choice of samkat in the following expression, the point of
which is that the fish are too many to count:

bhibbik ’add il-bahr u-samkatu!

I love you as much as the sea and its fishes!

The function of -at in these two contexts seem quite different, since
one refers to a small quantity of a substance and the other to an infi-
nite amount of individual entities. Do these two plurals have any-
thing in common?

Wright remarks that broken plurals differ “entirely” in meaning
from sound plurals, “for the latter denote several distinct individuals
of a genus, the former a number of individuals viewed collectively,
the idea of individuality being wholly suppressed.”” This observation
provides an important clue to the distinction in meaning between -at
plurals and broken plurals. This statement may be reformulated as a
general principle in Arabic, that plurals formed by suffixation tend to
be marked for individuation. In the case of Levantine -at, however,
individuation does not appear to include quantification, and if this -at
is a plural of paucity, its function does not extend to count plural.®

7 Wright 1898, 1:233, emphasis in original.
8 This finding provides strong counter-evidence to the role of quantification in
the continuum of individuation as described in Brustad 2000.
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My informants confirm that these plurals may not occur with numer-
als, and reject forms such as *tlatt waskhat ‘three piles of dirt’ and
*tlatt halibat ‘three milks.” Cowell gives for lahmat a meaning my
informants reject, ‘pieces of meat,® (e.g., *tlatt lahmat ‘three meats’)
in favor of tlat shw’af lahem ‘three pieces of meat.” Similarly, they
corrected *tlatt khubzat ‘three breads’ to tlat tirghfit khubez ‘three
loaves of bread.” Cowell also cites two plurals for ramel ‘sand’: rmal
‘sands’ and ramlat ‘(a batch, or batches, of) sand,” but notes that
*tlatt ramlat ‘three batches of sand’ is not permissible. He assigns
the meaning *‘grains of sand’ to ramlat as a count plural, a meaning
not recognized by my informants, who prefer habbat ramel ‘grains of
sand.’!% They assign the meaning ‘a particular patch of sand’ to ram-
lat, as in:

ma ’idirna nu*ud ‘a ha-r-ramlat la’innon wiskhin.

We couldn’t sit on this (particular patch of) sand because it is dirty.

In addition, they attest that ramlat cannot be used to specify quantity;
though one may say, for example, *shwayyit ramlat ‘some sand,’ the
preferred form is shwayyit ramel. But if the function of ramlat is not
to specify count or quantity, then what is its function? Other particles
are available to mark specificity; why the plural?

A number of Levantine -at plurals are formed from generic nouns
like halibat that have no singulative. Levantine Arabic in particular
allows this formation of -at plurals from generic nouns; examples in-
clude zarri‘at ‘plants,” from the generic singular zarri'a ‘plants,” and
hummsat ‘hummus.” Cowell identifies this plural as one of “identifi-
cation and indefinite quantification” and observes that these generic
nouns “have plurals (in -af) designating a certain batch or indefinite
quantity of that substance.”!! He explains the difference between the
singular and the plural forms as one of classification (the singular) as
opposed to indefinite quantification or identification (the -ar plural).
His explanation is partly right: the plural does identify a “certain
batch” of the substance. In the title example, ‘Drink your milk(s)!,’
the speaker is clearly referring to a particular ‘batch’ or serving of
milk that is definite and very specific. Other generic nouns with -at

9 Ibid.
10 Cowell 1964, 368.
1 Tbid., 370.
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occur in similar contexts; the next example highlights a very specific
batch of bread:

hammsi-li ha-I-khubzat.
Toast this bread for me.

In this idiomatic expression, zaytatu ‘his oil’ is used metaphorically,
but it is nonetheless a very specific “batch:”

khilsu zaytatu.
His oil is all used up (i.e., he died).

The prominence and specificity of these nouns makes them highly
individuated, and hence good candidates for some kind of individuat-
ing marking. It is this role that -4t appears to play here, and it is pre-
cisely because generic nouns are uncountable that the choice of the
-at plural provides a felicitous form to express individuation, since
-at is not serving in any other capacity in these contexts. These nouns
will be called here halibat plurals.

It will be argued here that alibat nouns constitute a functional ca-
tegory rather than a lexical or semantic category. It is important to
note that a few count -at plurals serve both as halibat plurals and as
regular count plurals. The noun sha7at ‘hair(s),” for example, can be
used either as a count plural, as in (a), or a halibat plural, as in (b):

(@) bd’i-lu tlatt sharat ‘a rasu
He has three hairs left on his head.
(b) lesh ’assetihon la-sha‘ratik ya Rim?
Why did you cut your hair, Rime?
Here, the number ‘three’ in (a) identifies sha%at ‘hairs’ as a count
plural, whereas sha%dt in (b), although highly individuated, does not
refer to a quantity of hair but to a specific “batch.” For -at nouns
formed from singulatives, then, it is thus the context that will deter-
mine their interpretation as count plural, the primary function of -at,
or a halibat plural, a secondary, extended function.

The primary function of -af as a count plural occurs in grammati-
cally obligatory contexts. In other words, when counting hairs, one
must use sha‘rat. In contrast, the halibat plurals constitute optional
forms. As such, they are under the control of the speaker; that is, the
speaker chooses to use a halibat plural rather than another plural or a
generic noun. The remainder of this essay will explore the features
that motivate speakers to choose this form of a word. From approxi-
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mately forty examples elicited from Lebanese speakers, several fea-
tures emerge:

1. Plural -af nouns must be modified with plural verbs and adjec-
tives.!2 Feminine singular agreement is deemed ungrammatical by
my informants, who confirm hawayat hilwin ‘beautiful breeze,’ re-
ject *hawayat hilwe, and verify the following judgments:

il-halibat illi bi-I-barrad hayintizu! (not *hatintizi‘)

The milk that’s in the refrigerator will spoil!

lék, iz-zarri‘at ‘am bimutu! (not *‘am bitmiif)

Hey, the plants are dying!

The use of plural verb forms rather than feminine singular under-
scores the specificity and contextual prominence of ‘this milk’ and
‘these plants.’

2. As Cowell points out, the -at plurals tend to occur on nouns modi-
fied with possessive pronoun suffixes, such as trabatu ‘its dirt’ and
mesriyyatna ‘our money’ in the following:!3

trabatu mnah—ma beddon taghyir!

It’s [the planter’s] dirt is good—it doesn’t need changing!

hattayna mesriyyatna bi-I-bank.

We put our money in the bank.
In fact, informants confirm that the second example cannot be ex-
pressed with the plural masari:

*hattayna masarina bi-I-bank.

We put our money in the bank.
Nor is it permissible to say *masarihon ‘their money,” or *masarikon
‘your (pl.) money,” or assign any specific monetary possession with
masari. Conversely, mesriyyat is not used to refer to money in gen-
eral, only to a particular “pot” of money belonging to a known per-
son or institution, and it carries no implications about the amount of
money involved. The high degree of correlation between possessive
marking and -at provides further evidence that the individuation of a
noun plays a role in the choice of plural marking in spoken Arabic,

12 Cowell attests that plural agreement “almost always” goes hand-in-hand with
paucal plurals, “especially plurals of unit nouns,” 1964, 425.
13 Tbid., 371.
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and that, in cases where two plurals exist of the same noun,-at marks
a relatively high degree of individuation rather than paucity.!4

3. halibat plurals are regularly modified with the anaphoric demon-
strative article /a, !> which marks entities that are exactly identifiable
to both interlocutors and that have contextual prominence:

khayy! ma-ahla ha-I-bridat!
Ahh! How beautiful this cool air is!

shili-li ha-I-waskhat min hon!
Get this dirt out of here (for me)!

Similarly, halibat plurals are occasionally marked with the “ethical
dative” la-:16

lesh “assetihon la-sha‘ratik ya Rim?
Why did you cut your hair, Rime?

The ethical dative indicates the speaker’s empathy as it elicits empa-
thy on the part of the hearer; in other words, it invokes a shared point
of view or attitude among interlocutors. Its use here on sha7at draws
attention to this noun and signals some kind of attitude or feeling to-
ward it.

14 That a similar relationship between the plural of paucity and individuation
may be at work in Classical Arabic is suggested by an anecdote in which al-Nabigha
al-Dhubyanf criticizes Hassan b. Thabit’s use of paucal plural forms jafanat ‘bowls’
and asyaf ‘swords’ to refer to a large number in the following line (Ya‘qib 1998,
301):

la-na l-jafandtu I-ghurru yalma‘na bi-I-duha

Ours are the white bowls glistening in the midmorning sun,

wa-asyafuna yaqturna min najdatin dama

and our swords drip blood from [our] heroism.
Ya‘qib notes that others disagreed with this criticism on the basis that the pronoun
suffix -na on asyaf “turns it into the [plural of] abundance,” and that al-jafandt can
function as either paucal or abundant precisely because it is a sound plural (jam sa-
lim) (ibid.). The implication of this reasoning is that a highly individuated plural of
paucity (as indicated by, e.g., the definite article or a possessive pronoun) provides a
kind of emphasis similar to that of a plural of abundance. Disagreements over the
usage of plurals of paucity and abundance may result in part from an incomplete de-
finition of the function of plurals of paucity. It may be that jam® al-gilla functions as
an individuated plural as well as the plural of a small number. In this case, then, the
paucal plurals of swords and bowls would not refer to a small number but rather
highlight their specificity and importance. Sibawayh (d. ca. 795) cites this verse as a
counter-example to the principle that -ar functions as a paucal plural, without men-
tion of al-Nabigha or his criticism (3:578).

15 Discussed in Brustad 2000, 115-7.

16 Described in Cowell 1964, 483.
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4. These plurals normally refer to a noun in the immediate vicinity of
the speech act and are contextually important. In fact, it is precisely
because speakers understand the -at plurals to have this function that
they can use it to invoke an entity as if it were present. One might
say about a mutual friend,

shift dyan il-yom, sha‘rata shu tawlanin!

I saw Diane today, her hair has gotten so long!
These halibat plurals allow speakers to describe something unseen,
but which they want their interlocutor(s) to imagine. One might de-
scribe a lovely summer day to someone who was or was not present
by saying,

‘a‘adna bi-ha-sh-shamsat!

We sat in that sun!!7

Obviously, the use of the plural shamsdat ‘sunrays’ has nothing to do
with either identification or quantity, since the sun is a unique entity
known to all parties, but it does have to do with invoking the beauty
of the sun and the day, as if the speaker would like to transport his or
her listeners to that exact time and place. Likewise, an unrealized
event can be evoked: here, the co-occurrence of the anaphoric de-
monstrative ha- and the plural shamsat combine to summon the im-
age to the present in a speech act meant to make us wish we were al-
ready there:

tau u u’udu macna bi-ha-sh-shamsat ...
Come and sit with us sit in that sun ...

The shared features of halibat plurals, specificity, contextual promi-
nence, and plural agreement patterns, all constitute features of the in-
dividuation paradigm. Examples and informant judgments adduced so
far support three claims: (1) Speakers use the -at plural suffix to high-
light very specific entities central to the speech context. (2) Although
the entities so designated normally constitute a small amount—if only
because they are physically present—this plural has no intrinsic rela-
tionship to a small number or count plural. (3) These plurals do not
usually refer to more than one “batch.” However, in some contexts,
the “batch” referred to by halibat plurals is not contextually promi-

17 We might paraphrase the English in a colloquial register: ‘We caught some
rays!’ with the caveat that this American English expression has a more limited so-
ciolinguistic register than the Arabic.



AT 9

nent and can be rather abstract. Informants agree that the following
compliment constitutes a general statement that does not necessarily
refer to cooked food immediately present or even to a specific dish:

tabkhdtik shu tayybin!
Your cooking is [always] so tasty!

Although tabkhatik is specified with a highly animate second person
possessive, the fact that it does not refer to anything specific in the
immediate context would seem to lower its overall individuation and
make it a counter-example to our theory. A similar example refers to
the local grocer’s yoghurt cheese (labne) in general, not to a specific
batch:

Abu Jiryes labnatu tayybin!
Abou Jirius’ yoghurt cheese is delicious!

If -at does not emphasize specification in this particular type of con-
text, what nuance does it add? The plurals in both examples appear to
be closely linked with their possessors, as if the human element were
an important factor in the choice of form here.

It may be stated with some confidence that these plurals are not
used in indefinite noun phrases or to express a small but unspecified
quantity. Several informants judged the following examples to be
ungrammatical:

*fi shwayyit lahmat beddi sawi minnon bamye.

There is a little bit of meat I want to make okra with.

*ba'd fi nitfit hummsat, beddik taklthon?

There is still a tiny bit of hummus, do you want to eat it?
Rather, the indefinite generic nouns are used to express an unspeci-
fied small quantity. Contrast the preceding examples with the follow-
ing accepted versions:

fi shwayyit lahm beddi sawi minnon bamye.
There is a little bit of meat I want to make okra with.

ba‘d fi nitfit hummus, beddik taklthon?
There is still a tiny bit of hummus, do you want to eat it?

A halibat plural may be used to indicate a small amount only if it is
definite, specific, and immediately present. The context of the fol-
lowing utterance appears to emphasize the smallness of the quantity
as well:
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ha-sh-shwayyit il-lahmat mish harzanin ba’a, khallsihon!

This tiny little bit of meat is not worth [keeping], finish it!
It remains to explain what particular nuance is added to expressing a
small quantity by the use of lahmat ‘meat’ here. The smallness of the
quantity is exaggerated as if to enhance the appeal to the listener to
eat the meat, as if the speaker were using a diminutive. The embel-
lished emphasis on the small here suggests that this type of phrase
represents a kind of periphrastic diminutive. But does this mean that
we can claim a diminutive meaning as a secondary function of this
-at plural?

Traditional descriptions of the Classical Arabic diminutive list, in
addition to its primary function indicating smallness, secondary func-
tions that include endearment or tenderness (tamlih), contempt or
disdain (tahgir), and enhancement (fa‘zim).!8 These secondary func-
tions are all closely related in that they express speaker attitude. In
fact “enhancement” subsumes both distaste and endearment, which
are after all merely opposite ends of the same emotional continuum,
one that represents the speaker’s feelings about an entity. The spe-
cific value of the “enhancement” may depend either on context or on
the particular lexical item, or both. The diminutive form is an op-
tional way to name or identify an entity; hence, speakers choose to
use it, and they do so in order to express a particular attitude or feel-
ing toward it. Similarly, speakers of Levantine Arabic choose to use
an -at plural in its secondary role—that is, not to express a count plu-
ral but as a marker on a generic noun—in order to convey an attitude
about it. It has been argued that point of view or empathy plays a role
in sentence role marking in Levantine Arabic;! here it will be argued
that part of the function of -af is to express feeling in a way similar to
the diminutive in those varieties and registers of Arabic in which it is
productive.

18 Wright 1898, 166 and Fischer 2002, 51. Fiick finds these functions for the di-
minutive of paucal plurals as well, 1936, 636. In addition, these functions are cata-
logued in several dialect descriptions, such as Masliyah’s study of diminutives in
Iraqi Arabic, 1997, 68-9. He includes in this category a wide range of morphological
forms, perhaps a bit too wide at times, but his argument that diminutive meanings
are conveyed by a wide range of morphological forms deserves consideration. How-
ever, he does not include -at in his survey.

19" Brustad 2000, 359-60.
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Some circumstantial evidence for a linkage between the diminu-
tive and halibat plurals is found in their distribution. In spoken Ara-
bic, morphological diminutive forms and the halibat plurals as pro-
ductive categories appear to lie in complementary distribution with
each other: the former is productive mainly in bedouin and western
sedentary dialects, whereas the latter is found mainly in the urban
Levant, where there exists no productive form to express diminutive
meaning other than a periphrastic ~ sghir ‘a small ~.” 20 More signifi-
cant is the contextual distribution of both forms. Rosenhouse notes
that North African sedentary dialects employ “diminutive patterns in
great frequency, and in women’s speech, especially, these patterns
are used both for endearment and for contempt, according to
needs.”?! It is true that a large percentage of these elicited examples
of the halibat plurals belong to the category of foods, from thinat
“flour’ to filat ‘fava beans’ to rezzat ‘rice,” but while this observation
might bring to mind the centrality of food in Levantine culture, clo-
ser inspection of the situations in which they occur reveals that it is
the acts of cooking and eating that stimulate the production of
halibat plurals. These acts take place in the intimate setting of the
home among family, a context that allows free emotional expression.
Moreover, they often appear in imperatives, in which their role may
to be to emphasize the smallness of the object of the command,
thereby softening its tone. The following imperatives contain -at plu-
rals used in interactions among family members. The occurrence of
the ethical dative -/i ‘for me’ on the first two makes overt a height-
ened degree of speaker attachment; here, it is argued that the use of
the -at plural forms plays a similar role. In effect, the -at plurals here
function as a kind of tenderness from speaker to addressee:

nazzil-li ghasilatak habibi.

Bring me your dirty laundry, dear.
hutti r-rezzat ‘a n-nar.

Put the rice on the stove.

20 Cowell 1964, 310 notes that “only a few Syrian Arabic nouns have diminu-
tives,” and Rosenhouse 1984, 23 considers the diminutive as a productive category
to be a feature of bedouin and western sedentary dialects. De Jong, however, reports
that evidence of its productivity among Sinai bedouins is “inconclusive” (2000, 38).
Moreover, I cannot claim that the function of halibat plurals as I describe them here
are limited to the urban Levant, merely that I have enough data to attest to them and
analyze them in this region.

21 Rosenhouse 1984, 24.
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khalli s-sekkrat ‘a janab.
Leave the sugar aside.

Many of the sentences cited previously provide stronger evidence,
since they constitute speech acts in which the speaker seeks to elicit a
reaction (rather than an action), which is usually an emotion: ‘Your
cooking is so tasty!” ‘Look—the [poor] plants are dying!” or ‘Why
did you cut your [pretty] hair?!” Thus, although it may be the case
that morphological forms expressing an emotional “enhancement”
occur more often in women’s speech, it may also be argued that it is
the intimate context rather than the speaker’s gender that provides
the motivation for choice of such forms. This certainly appears to be
the case for Levantine, in which my male informants easily produce
the -at forms without any apparent apprehension that they are pro-
ducing “women’s speech.”

More significantly, halibat plurals and diminutives share the same
semantic functions. The primary function of the diminutive is, of
course, to express a small size or amount, and -a¢ fulfills that func-
tion in contexts such as this one (cited previously):

ha-sh-shwayyit il-lahmat mish harzanin ba’a, khallsthon!
This tiny little bit of meat is not worth [keeping], finish it!

The next sentence, like many other examples here, is understood to
refer to a very specific small amount that is immediately at hand:

ghassli-li ha-l-ba’dinsat.
Wash this (bit of) parsley for me.

“Smallness” is, of course, relative; hence it is natural that the func-
tion of diminutives would extend semantically to include other judg-
ments associated with small size, such as tenderness or disdain. Simi-
lar extensions of meaning occur with halibat plurals.

The secondary function of the diminutive to express tenderness is
paralleled by Levantine -a¢. Many of the examples cited in this essay
find their natural occurrence in tender or intimate situations, such as
the pleasure of the speaker enjoying cool mountain weather, ‘Ahh!
How beautiful this cool air is!” and the evocation of a beautiful set-
ting, “We sat in that sun!” Our title phrase, ‘Drink your milks!” would
normally be heard among family members, and especially from a pa-
rent to a child, in a situation calling for tenderness, concern, or cajol-
ing. Likewise, the use of these plurals in imperatives—this is quite
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literally “kitchen Arabic”—may be a way of softening the tone of the
verb, as in this gentle directive not to add the sugar just yet:

khalli s-sekkrat ‘a janab.
Leave the sugar aside.

In addition, Levantine speakers often use ard ‘land’ and ahl ‘family’
with -at: ardat ‘land(s)’ and ahlat ‘family (members) in particular
kinds of contexts,’?2 such as inquiring about each other’s families:

kifon ahlatik? shu akhbaron? sallmi-li ‘aléhon ktir.
How is your family? What’s new with them? Please give them my
best.

Here the use of ahlat enhances the speaker’s solicitousness of her
addressee’s loved ones.

Another secondary role of the diminutive is to express disdain or dis-
taste, and this function can be carried out by Levantine -a¢ plurals as
well:

lahmdta mbayynin
Her flesh is showing (she is improperly dressed).

emta ha-tshil ha-lI-waskhat?
When are you going to clean up this dirt/mess?

The idiom ’esas u khabriyyat, which can mean either ‘tall tales’ or
‘troubles and hardships, trials and tribulations,” expresses either dis-
approval or aversion:

ma ‘ad ili jlade ihki ma‘u, zhi’t ha-1-esas wi-I-khabriyyat.

I no longer feel like talking to him, I’'m fed up with those tall tales.
It often occurs in narratives about loathesome experiences as a catch-
all of distaste:

sar ma‘i khabt u darb ... u ’esas u khabriyyat

[ underwent bumping and hitting ... and trials and tribulations.
The plural diminutive wlaydat ‘little children’ (or perhaps ‘little
brats?’) is cited by informants in reference to immature children or
young people who are misbehaving or misspeaking, as in:

22 Tt is interesting that Classical grammars admit both sound plural endings -iin/
-in and -at on both of these nouns: ard pl. ardiin or ardat ‘land’ and ahl pl. ahlin or
ahlat ‘family’ (Fischer 2002, 66 and Wright 1898, 1:195, 198). According to the
grammars, these -at plurals should be plurals of paucity, but it is difficult to imagine
such a context and meaning for them.
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shu beddak fihon, haydole wlaydat ma bya‘rfu shi
Never mind them, they are little children who don’t know anything.

The same idea can be—and often is—conveyed by the phrase wiad
sghar ‘little kids:’

shu beddak fihon, haydaole wlad sghar ma bya‘rfu shi
Never mind them, they are little kids who don’t know anything.

However, the “enhancement” of wlaydat in the former expresses
contempt on the part of the speaker. The next example expresses a
very gentle criticism in which the “enhanced” -at of il-mayyat works
with the adjective mbahbah ‘generous’ to soften the phrase. The ad-
dition of diminutive ‘a bit’ to the English translation conveys a simi-
lar softening:

il-‘adsat ma rah yistwu hék—il-mayyat mbahbhin

The lentils will never cook like that—the water is a bit too “gener-

2

ous.

This comment may be contrasted with a more direct and harsh alter-
native:

lesh kattarti I-mayy?
Why did you put so much water?’

The word “contempt” might be a bit strong for the word shawbat
‘hot weather,” but informants confirm its negative connotation:

mara’ ‘alayna shwayyit shawbat byi’tlu!
We had some killer hot weather!

The unpleasantness of the hot weather stands in complete contrast to
the very pleasant nature of cool weather:

ha-I-bridat shu hilwin!
This cool air is so nice!

This last pair demonstrates another feature of the “enhancement”
function of this marking, namely, that the positive or negative conno-
tations of words that commonly take -at plurals appear to be constant
for most words. Informants agree that, for example, briidat means
‘cool air’ rather than ‘cold air’(bard), while shawbat is universally
detested as unpleasantly hot. Even the word /ahmat, which at first
seems to be an exception, is actually used in two different senses, ef-
fectively making them two different words: the first, ‘meat,” indicat-
ing food, has a positive connotation, while ‘flesh’ in reference to hu-
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man beings is disdainful. However, this is not always the case. The
negative emotion expressed by -at plurals, such as impatience, may
be directed not at the object itself but rather at the situation or the in-
terlocutor. A frustrated parent might yell,

khallisni shrab halibatak ta-nrith ba’a!

Hurry up, drink your milk so we can go!

Context thus remains the key determinant in interpreting the emo-
tional value of the halibat plurals.

If this analysis is correct and -a¢ does, in fact, have a secondary
enhancement function, where did it come from? Is it a Levantine in-
novation? In Classical Arabic, -at represents one possible pattern for
the so-called jam® al-jam® ‘plural of a plural.” Sibawayh and Wright
both list several examples of this form, such as jimalat ‘camels,’ ri-
jalat ‘men,’ and kilabat ‘dogs,” but do not specify their meaning;?3
Fischer offers an “enhanced” meaning for the plural of buyit
‘houses:” buyutat ‘noble families.’24 This lone clue to the function of
the plural of the plural provides just enough of a toehold to speculate
that Classical -at as the plural of a plural might have had a secondary
function of “enhancement”—a function not entirely different from its
Levantine use on generic nouns. In both cases, -at is superfluous as a
plural marker: in the case of Levantine, because the original noun is
generic, and in the case of Classical Arabic, because it represents an
“extra” layer of plurality. The word wlaydat ‘little kids, brats’
(above) and the contemptuous klaybat ‘little dogs’ underscores an as-
sociation between -d¢ and the diminutive in emotionally enhanced
contexts in Levantine Arabic. An example of this same association
with an intimate, tender meaning is a Lebanese expression for ‘Home
Sweet Home:’

bayti ya bwaytati ya msattir-li ‘waybati

My house, my little house, you cover up my little faults.
Within the spoken register, Rosenhouse notes the use of -at as plural
of a plural in bedouin dialects, listing examples alf ‘thousand’ pl.
ulufat and farg ‘difference’ pl. furugat, both of which are words that

23 Sibawayh 3:618-20; Wright 1989 1:232. Wright restricts the use of “secon-
dary plurals,” as he calls jam® al-jam‘, to numbers nine or greater or an indefinite
number (ibid.), but does not distinguish between broken and sound secondary plu-
rals.

24 Fischer 2002, 68.
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can conceivably be semantically “enhanced.”s Less clear are exam-
ples given by de Jong from a northern Sinai bedouin dialect that con-
trast paucal plural and broken plural nouns only in count noun con-
texts. Most of his examples consist of the expected contrast between
count (sound) and non-count (broken) nouns, but this one contains an
unexpected broken plural with the number five:

itfarrig itwaddiy lehin ihsas laham ... inkan ikhwanhiy thalathih,

talga thalath hussat, w inkanhum khamsah, khamas ihsas

You will distribute and send them portions of meat ... if she has three

brothers and sisters, you will find three portions, and if they are five,
five portions.26

This last utterance suggests that the contrast between these two plural
forms does not always rest on quantity alone. However, more contex-
tualized non-count examples are needed to establish an “enhance-
ment” function.

So far we have examined only substantives. The relationship of
substantive plural marker -at to the use of -at on attributive adjec-
tives and participles presents another problem; unfortunately, it is
one for which little data is available. Cowell mentions an attributive
use of -at in urban Syrian on “some” adjectives “when attributive to
a plural in -at¢ of a feminine count noun: banadorat mawiyyat ‘juicy
tomatoes’ (or, more usually, banadorat mawiyye).”>” My Lebanese
informants categorically reject both forms, a judgment that under-
scores the well-known dialect variation within the Levant region.
The construction banadorat mawiyyat is more likely to be found in
bedouin dialects, which make greater use of -at as an option for plu-
ral concord of all types. Rosenhouse reports attributive -at plurals in
both female human and feminine non-human contexts and, con-
versely, records that human feminine plurals take either feminine
plural or masculine plural agreement, as in bgarat guwiyyat ‘strong
cows’ and the variant forms niswan zénat or zénin ‘good women.’28
Ingham’s Najdi examples include three possible attributive agree-
ment patterns with byt ‘tents/houses:’29

25 Rosenhouse 1984, 102 and 271.

26 De Jong 2000, 242-3.

27 Cowell 1964, 201.

28 Rosenhouse 1984, 46, citing also Johnstone 1967, 165-6.
29 Ingham 1994, 51, 64, and 63.
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byut-in tuwal ‘tall houses’
al-byut mafriashat ‘the tents (were) carpeted’
byit-in zénah ‘good houses’

Existing data indicate that attributive -at is always optional. For fe-
male humans it is usually paired with -in or a broken plural, and for
nonhuman plurals, it may be paired with a broken plural or collective
-a. Examples containing female human plural nouns with collective
feminine singular agreement seem not to exist, and this gap suggests
that -ar implies a degree of individuation. Also, Ingham’s examples
adhanu mitsaddidat ‘his ears (were) closed (he was deaf)’ and al-
arden mitjawirat ‘the two plots were adjacent’ score high on the in-
dividuation scale, and contrast with as-sinin is-sabgah ‘by-gone
years’ and maghatir zénah ‘good white camels.’30 The individuation
analysis finds support in Ingham’s observation that “[t]he use of the
feminine plural in reference to an inanimate (nonhuman) plural is ve-
ry common when a pronoun affix is involved’3'—in other words,
when the noun is highly individuated. Thus attributive -a¢ may func-
tion as a marker of individuation for nonhuman nouns in those varie-
ties of spoken Arabic in which it is productive. Without a body of
contextualized examples, however, this remains mere speculation.

Available data thus support the thesis that Levantine -at plurals
function on three levels: first, as a count plural for singulative nouns;
second, as a highly individuated plural for generic nouns in which
the important features are specificity and contextual prominence, and
third, in some contexts, as an “enhancer” that expresses either ten-
derness, in positive contexts, or distaste, in negative ones. Evidence
has shown a high degree of correspondence between the secondary
functions of the diminutive on one hand and those of the Levantine
generic -af plural on the other: both mark high specificity, contextual
prominence, and enhancement on an emotional scale. While Classi-
cal grammars express the “disparaging” function of the diminutive in
a stronger term (tahqir) than those used here for the halibat plurals, it
is not qualitatively different. Hence, although it would be rash to call
the halibat plurals diminutives, they can be said to fulfill functions
similar to those of the morphological diminutives in those registers
and varieties in which they exist.

30 Ibid., 64.
31 Ibid.
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We are now in a better position to appreciate the full meaning of
the phrase bhibbik ‘add il-bahr u samkatu, in which samkat is the
plural of samke, but its meaning here goes beyond “fishes,” even
highly salient ones. It is clearly not an individuated plural with em-
phasis on the quantity, nor a diminutive of smallness—in fact, its
connotation is quite the opposite, since the phrase clearly aims to ex-
press an immeasurable amount. In this context, -at clearly functions
in its secondary role as “enhancer,” echoing the tender meaning of
the endearment, and amplifying it.

The halibat plurals thus provide further evidence of the impor-
tance of individuation features in explaining nominal marking in
Levantine Arabic. More importantly, the parallels in function be-
tween halibat plurals and diminutives, added to the prevalence of the
ethical dative in spoken registers, indicate that the attitude of the
speaker toward nominal entities is expressed morphologically in
spoken Arabic, and suggest that some kind of “speaker attitude” may
belong to the constellation of features in the individuation contin-
uum. In addition, this study of Levantine -at plurals calls for further
exploration of the relationship between number and individuation in
all registers of Arabic. Such a study will need contextualized exam-
ples in order to provide the pragmatic and functional meanings of the
forms. Did plurals of paucity in Classical Arabic have a secondary
function to mark a high degree of individuation, or even enhance-
ment? These questions await further exploration; meanwhile,

bsaynatak [-hilwin ‘am yishrabu halibaton.
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‘AYYAR
THE COMPANION, SPY, SCOUNDREL
IN PREMODERN ARABIC POPULAR NARRATIVES

Peter Heath, The American University in Beirut

L. Ruler, Hero, ‘Ayyar
1. The Independent ‘Ayyar
III. ‘Ayyar as Friend and Foe
IV. Women of Wiles: The Female Trickster
V. Conclusion

An early series of episodes in Sirat ‘Antar describes how ‘Antar ibn
Shaddad is transformed from a young slave herding his master’s
flocks to a hero whose goals are to win his freedom and the hand of
his beloved cousin, and to achieve wide renown as the most powerful
warrior of his age. In these episodes, the young ‘Antar slays first a
wolf and then a lion attacking his flocks, gains a special sword and a
mighty steed, protects his tribe against numerous attacks, wins free-
dom and paternal acknowledgment, achieves fame as a warrior and
poet, and finally—after many trials—marries his beloved, ‘Abla.
Simultaneously, a concurrent narrative unfolds, that of ‘Antar’s half-
brother, Shaybiib. Unlike his brother ‘Antar, whose father is Arab,
Shaybiub is the child of two black slaves, and throughout the Sira he
has a lower social status. Yet in its own way, his story parallels that
of ‘Antar. If the Sira assigns ‘Antar the role of hero and main pro-
tagonist, it assigns to Shaybiib the secondary although still signifi-
cant role of ‘Antar’s companion and helper, a role that the Sira terms
‘ayyar. Like ‘Antar, Shaybub displays distinctive characteristics and
abilities. On the same day that ‘Antar kills a wolf that has attacked
the flocks and recites his first poem, Shaybib spends the whole day
running down a fox. His speed of foot remains a primary characteris-
tic throughout the story; in all of his extensive journeys, Shaybiib al-
ways travels by foot. While ‘Antar demonstrates his prowess with
lance and sword, Shaybub emerges as unrivaled in his skills with
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bow and arrow. If ‘Antar is the “brawn” who wins battles through
courage and strength in arms, Shaybib is the “brains,” who scouts
out terrain and spies on the enemy, who is courageous in battle but
prefers to rely on cunning and stealth. While ‘Antar is impetuous,
willing to rush into battle no matter what the odds, Shaybiib is prac-
tical and offers his brother commonsensical—if rarely heeded—
advice about how to solve problems without plunging into full-scale
battle. In other words, if the figure of ‘Antar recalls Homer’s mighty
Achilles, Shaybib’s character echoes the //iad’s cunning Odysseus.

Narrative focus in Sirat ‘Antar centers on ‘Antar and his heroic
deeds, but interwoven in these events is a delineation of Shaybib’s
personal story and actions. As with ‘Antar, Shaybtib also grows to
manhood, travels widely and braves many adventures (with and
without his brother), falls in love, marries and has children, and fi-
nally dies and is mourned near the end of the narrative. Nor is Shay-
bib the only example of this character-type in the story. Just as the
Sira duplicates the structure of ‘Antar’s story in those of other he-
roes, including the accounts of ‘Antar’s various children, who black
like him must prove their worth in battle, it replicates that of Shay-
bub as well. One example of this is the account of Shaybub’s son,
Khudhriif, who inherits his father’s skills and becomes a companion
and helper to his cousin and ‘Antar’s son, the hero al-Ghadban.

This character type—cunning helper and companion to heroes,
spy, trickster, and master of disguises—is the figure that M.C. Lyons
in his study, The Arabian Epic (1:118-27), aptly terms “the man of
wiles.” My purpose here is to build on and expand Lyons’s useful
discussion of this character-type—the ‘@yyar—and in the process to
add several permutations beyond those which Lyons mentions. Spe-
cifically, I will broaden his description to analyze more completely
the roles that this character-type plays in these popular epics.!

The word ‘ayydr has a historical as well as a literary existence. In
premodern Muslim Arab societies, the term ‘ayyar was applied to
groups of urban low-class ruffians, or local toughs, and vigilantes, or
gangsters. These were young men who “protected” low-class city
quarters and who on occasion became active participants in the
struggles and conflicts of rulers. This group also came to have asso-

I Summaries of major Arabic popular epics may be found in volume III of
Lyons 1995. For the sake of convenience, I shall refer to this work hereafter. Another
summary of Sirat ‘Antar, based on the same Arabic text, is contained in Heath 1996.
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ciations with the futuwwa movement in later medieval times
(Taeschner 1960; al-Najjar 1981, 109-258; Irwin 1994, 140-58). The
present study restricts itself only to manifestations of the character-
type in Arabic popular fictional works and will not attempt to draw
connections with any of the historical activities of this social group,
although it will become evident that some such connections may
have existed in the minds of the audience of popular siras. This mat-
ter, however, must remain the subject for a separate investigation.

One meaning of the root from which the word ‘ayyar stems is “to
frequently come and go, or wander” (among other things, as is the
case with many Arabic words; see Ibn Manzir n.d. 4:622-3). From
this root sense the word ‘ayyar assumes the connotations of vaga-
bond, rogue, or scoundrel. In narratives of urban tricksters, such as
the stories surrounding the figures of ‘Ali Zaybaq or Ahmad al-
Danaf, terms such as shatir (sharper, conman) or azar (ruffian,
rogue) also appear, but more on this later.

M. C. Lyons describes the “man of wiles” in the following way:
“as guide and resolver of difficulties he embodies the hero’s good
fortune and his character lies at the heart of the favorite paradox of
the cycles, the relationship between superhuman and miraculous vir-
tue and lies, theft and deception” (Lyons 1995 1:118) In his discus-
sion of these characters—helpers, guides, spies, tricksters—Lyons
includes the figures of al-Battal in Sirat Dhat al-Himma, ‘Uthman
and Shiha in Sirat Baybars, ‘Umar in Sirat Amir Hamza, Bihriz in
Sirat Firiz Shah, Shaybub in Sirat ‘Antar, and ‘Ali Zaybaq in the
story of same name. He also notes that in regard to Sirat Bani Hilal
“in the absence of an acceptable substitute, the qualities of guide are
attached to Abl Zayd. Here ... we have a full-fledged paladin, who is
also “a master of wiles,” and who lays claim to a thousand tricks”
(Lyons 1995 1:126). I will expand on Lyons’s admirable discussion in
four ways. First, I will argue that this character-type, and certain un-
derlying narrative principles of the Arabic popular epics themselves,
may be better understood if we initially expand the dichotomy of
brave hero and cunning helper to include a third party, that of their
ruler/liege. For just as the helper serves the interests of the hero, the
hero serves those of the ruler. Second, I will illustrate how in certain
narratives ‘ayyars attain significant levels of autonomy from the
hero. Third, I will suggest that in many siras, such figures may be
best considered in terms of their personal traits and actions rather
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than which particular master they serve. Once one considers these
three aspects, a certain moral ambiguity emerges, since it becomes
clear that in many cases one side’s perfidious and vile spy is the
other side’s brave and loyal undercover agent. In other words, char-
acters whom Lyons in a later discussion terms “villains” (Lyons 1995
1:127-32) are in fact reflections of certain manifestations of the “man
of wiles.” Finally, I will propose that we can expand the concept on
“man of wiles” to encompass not only men but also “women of
wiles”—and mainly old women at that.

1. Ruler, Hero, ‘Ayyar

In general, characters in Arabic popular epics are what T. Todorov
termed “narrative-men” (Todorov 1977, 66-70). These are basic, one-
dimensional figures possessing limited sets of characteristics and
functions who play specific roles in the narrative. They become indi-
vidualized and assume distinct personalities partly due to their varied
social roles, partly due to their specific experiences in the narrative,
and sometimes, in pseudo-historical works, due to the audience’s his-
torical background knowledge that tends to imbue characters with
individual connotations. Characters with culturally and historically
famous traits—the wise Shah Aniishirwan or the great Caliph Hariin
al-Rashid—evoke particular audience responses. There is little inter-
nal character development, however, and characters in Arabic popu-
lar epics tend to remain what E.M. Forster termed “flat characters”
(Forster 1977, 73-81). For example, despite the fact that a king of a
tribe in a work such as Sirat ‘Antar differs in rank from the ruler of
the city of Hira, the Persian shah, or the Byzantine emperor, all play
similar roles in regard to their narrative function and their relation-
ship with other characters. They may differ in terms of social status
or narrative scope—some make short appearances while others are
more enduring—but their personalities and main characteristics show
similar traits.

In analyzing the role of the helper, it is useful to view it in terms
of its relationship with the hero. First, however, it is equally useful to
analyze the hero in regard to his, or her, relationship with the ruler.

Regardless of social status or narrative importance, rulers tend to
exhibit the following sets of characteristics. They are usually male
(unlike heroes, who can be of either sex) and present themselves as
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imperious, arrogant, and jealous of their authority. Autocratic and of-
ten rash, they need be neither wise nor brave, since they depend on
others for these traits. Wisdom and mental agility (whether virtuous
or ill-disposed) are key characteristics of the minister or vizier who
advises the ruler, while in battle rulers depend on the hero for cour-
age and prowess. Confronted with the military aptitude of heroes,
rulers may become suspicious, since the hero can easily be viewed as
a potential rival. Heroes often unwittingly exacerbate this suspicion
by their capability in battle. Although heroes tend to be loyal and
courageous, they are also inclined to be personally impetuous and
politically naive, and thus unsettling for the ruler. Heroes can be very
aggressive in offering solutions, direct confrontation being their de-
fault strategy, and this aggressiveness tends to worry the ruler, who
fears its being turned on him.

The hero’s relationship with his or her liege lord is therefore often
tumultuous. In Sirat ‘Antar, ‘Antar’s primary allegiance belongs to
the leader of ‘Abs. Over time the identity of this person changes as
one king succeeds the other. Yet the nature of the relationship be-
tween ruler and hero remains consistent, whether it involves the first
king of ‘Abs, Zuhayr b. Jadhima, or his successor, his son Qays. In
both cases, the ruler views the hero as an important tool of royal
power and as a potential source of trouble for himself and the tribe.
Zuhayr is generally suspicious of ‘Antar and resents him as an un-
controllable upstart, although ‘Antar remains loyal and rescues the
tribe numerous times. The younger king Qays is generally friendly
toward ‘Antar. Nevertheless, toward the end of the Sira, even he
comes to resent ‘Antar and eventually exiles him because ‘Antar is a
magnet for trouble who continually involves the tribe in war and
conflict. ‘Antar’s presence is just too dangerous.

‘Antar serves other, loftier rulers as well: King al-Nu‘man of Hira,
King al-Harith of Damascus, the Persian shah Anushirwan and the
Byzantine emperor, among others. In these relationships, the patterns
of interaction described above persist. Despite the hero’s martial
prowess and personal virtue, his power elicits in the mind of the ruler
not only admiration and appreciation, but also suspicion and distrust.
This dichotomy stems from the fact that even when rulers themselves
lead their armies into battle, it is clear that they could not defeat the
hero in single combat if such a situation should arise. Hence we have
the contradiction that the person with the higher and more powerful
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social status is personally weaker than those who serve and protect
him in war. This leads to a contrast between the hero’s absolute devo-
tion and the ruler’s attitude of support and alienation. Fear counter-
balances appreciation. Fear is also spurred by rival heroes, royal min-
isters and advisors, noble courtiers, and other attendants who oppose
the hero and compete for royal favor. As a result of these mixed feel-
ings, rulers often send the hero on quests against formidable enemies.
This is a win-win situation for the ruler. If the hero succeeds, so
much the better, but if he or she is defeated, then the ruler has one
less potential challenger to worry about. When heroes return victori-
ous from such apparent suicide missions, their very success only ag-
gravates royal concern and suspicion. There are also times when he-
roes will directly disobey the ruler. Heroes follow a set code of
honor, and when they believe that a ruler has acted in contravention
of it, they go their own way and at times even fight against the ruler.
This tension between ruler and hero is also present in other heroic
literatures; it lies at the heart of the /liad, for example, when war be-
tween Trojan and Greek becomes secondary to the angry struggle be-
tween the great king Agamemnon and the “godlike” Achilles. It also
appears in Firdausi’s Shdhnama, in which the relations between the
hero Rustam and the successive rulers that he serves are often
strained.

Just as ‘Antar is periodically mistrusted by those rulers to whom
he is the closest, so are Dhat al-Himma and her companions alterna-
tively hailed and feared by the successive caliphs whom they serve.
Similarly, in the beginning of a/-Malik Baybars, the honest and loyal
young slave Baybars must overcome the suspicions of a succession
of masters whom he serves. The hero is thus a socially liminal char-
acter whose great utility in battle provokes the very mistrust that he
or she assumes will be assuaged by success on the battlefield.

The ruler has other “helpers” besides the hero. There are, for ex-
ample, rival heroes. Also prominent is the figure of the royal minis-
ter, who embodies intellectual activity—whether benevolent or mali-
cious. “Good” ministers are friends and supporters of the hero, but
“evil” ministers also exist (Aybak in Baybars, for example), and they
often plot with the hero’s rivals against him or her.

From an analytic point of view, it is helpful to view the ruler, min-
ister, and hero as three aspects of a single powerful entity, such as the
god, king, and warrior of myth. This mythic entity combines royal
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authority with characteristics of divine might and supernatural wis-
dom. The popular epic has divided these three aspects into separate
character-types with distinct, limited spheres of activity. This divi-
sion becomes a useful device for structuring and developing narra-
tives, since popular epics can align these three character-types or set
them at odds. When the ruler is in harmony with the wisdom and
knowledge of the minister and the military might of the hero, the
kingdom is well served and internal peace prevails. Just as often,
however, the ruler is at odds with one or both of these aspects; in
these cases, conflict arises and narrative resolution occurs only when
harmony is restored.

In like fashion, it is possible to view the duo of hero and helper as
complementary aspects of heroic action: prowess in battle but also
stealth and cunning when necessary (again, the Achilles/Odysseus
dichotomy). However different, both character types serve the same
ends, and therefore their personal relationship tends to be more
straightforward and harmonious. The helper remains unquestionably
loyal. No matter how often a falling out occurs between ruler and
hero, the helper remains at the hero’s side. Indeed, it is often the
helper who serves to clear up misunderstandings between ruler and
hero by using his wits to uncover the truth about the false charges
that rivals make against the hero. The helper also relies on guile in
ways that are very useful, although apparently viewed as “unheroic”
by these narratives. He scouts out foreign terrain, sneaks into enemy
camps or cities, tricks foes, and frees captives. All this he does on
behalf of the hero and whomever the latter is serving at the time.
Ironically, therefore, the loyalty of this character type, whose person-
ality is permeated with cunning and craftiness, remains unequivocal.
His relationship with the hero is never sullied by antagonism or sus-
picion, ostensibly because the hero can prevail if any conflict were to
arise, but really because the hero needs the helper to perform tasks
generally beneath his or her dignity. Furthermore, as the loyalty or
service of the hero shifts from one ruler to another, the loyalty of the
‘ayyar follows accordingly.

One should not assume that such characterizations are completely
uniform in all the stories. After all, narratives sometimes create and
increase dramatic tension by working against audience expectations.
Yet in a general way, these characterizations comprise the structural
template that underlies the introduction of new characters in these
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stories. Let us take the story of Dhat al-Himma as an example. The
main protagonists are Arab tribal leaders who spend most of their
time waging jihad against the forces of the Byzantines, as well as
competing against each other. At the story’s beginning, the protago-
nist is Jundaba, the leader of the Kilab tribe during the Umayyad pe-
riod. Upon his death, the focus shifts to his son Sahsah, whose helper
is Najjah. Tellingly, when Sahsah dies, his companion Najjah com-
mits suicide, since he is bereft of a role to play. Upon Sahsah’s death,
the story turns briefly to the affairs of his son, Mazlim. Yet these
episodes serve mainly as a prolegomenon to introduce the latter’s
daughter and the story’s namesake, the warrior princess Fatima Dhat
al-Himma. In turn, her major heroic supporter becomes her black
son, ‘Abd al-Wahhab, and their helper, ‘Ubaydallah b. Husayn b.
Tha‘lab, nicknamed al-Battal, who furnishes the most prominent ex-
ample of the ‘@yyar in the narrative. These three figures become the
protagonists for the remainder of the lengthy tale. In their battles
against the Byzantines, they serve a succession of Umayyad and
‘Abbasid caliphs, from al-Saffah, through Hariin al-Rashid, to al-
Wathiq. But throughout this time, their relationship with each caliph
remains essentially the same: long periods of service interrupted by
shorter periods of alienation due to royal mistrust or displeasure.

An exception in the relationship between hero and helper is the
figure of Abu Zayd al-Hilali, who as Lyons notes is both a fearsome
fighter in battle and the tribe’s main scout and spy. When King
Hassan ibn Sirhan contemplates leading his Bani Hilal tribe to Tunis
in search of more fertile grazing lands, it is Abu Zayd to whom he
assigns the task of charting their course and scouting the new lands.
In later events, Abli Zayd continues to play the dual roles of mighty
warrior and cleverly disguised spy. On the battlefield he leads troops
into battle and defeats mighty warriors in single combat. At other
times he assumes disguises as an itinerant poet or a wandering der-
vish to infiltrate enemy councils behind the lines of battle. In con-
trast, Abli Zayd’s heroic counterpart among the Bani Hilal, Diyab ibn
Ghanim, is limited to the primary role of warrior. In many important
respects, therefore, the ‘ayyar is the alter-ego of the hero, just as the
brave hero and the wise minister are alter-egos of the ruler. Yet at
times the ‘ayyar assumes a measure of independence, as we shall see
below.
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1. The Independent ‘Ayyar

In the preceding discussion of the character of Shaybub in Sirat ‘An-
tar, 1 focused on his role as loyal companion to ‘Antar to clarify ba-
sic aspects of the relationship between hero and ‘ayyar. Yet in other
siras, the ‘ayyar moves from trusty sidekick to loyal colleague and
ally. In such cases, as with such figures of al-Battal in Sirat Dhat al-
Himma or Shiha in Sirat al-Malik al-Zahir Baybars, the role of spy
or trickster definitely overshadows that of companion. For example,
in order to steal a precious lamp from the Byzantines, al-Battal on his
own initiative disguises himself as a monk, infiltrates their court, and
impresses all with his saintliness (Lyons 1995 111:328). At times he
drugs his enemy (Lyons 1995 I11:335, as does Abu Zayd al-Hilali at
times); opens the gates of enemy fortresses (Lyons 1995 111:339); or
rescues prisoners (Lyons 1995 I11:340). During these same episodes
both Dhat al-Himma and ‘Abd al-Wahhab maintain traditional but
distant roles as heroes who prevail in single combat.

Baybars is fortunate to have two helpers, ‘Uthman and Shiha. The
first joins Baybars as his trusted groom, but also acts as messenger,
spy, and trickster who ridicules and terrorizes religious judges (cf.
also Herzog 2003). He thus plays the traditional role of companion
and helper. This role is superseded and expanded, however, with the
appearance of Jamal al-Din Shiha. This figure is notable in that he
becomes the leader of the Isma’ili sect in Syria, and hence he brings
the support of a whole group with him. Shiha is small and dark-hued.
He “cannot fight, is not a skilled rider, and ‘were you to walk beside
him, you would find that his head only came up to your chest.” But
he will appear wherever his name is mentioned and can make him-
self look like ‘your mother, sister, son, or daughter’.” (Lyons 1995
3:124-5) The consummate spy, Shiha is both a source of information
and master of stealth and disguise. He is less a companion and helper
like Shaybiib than a trusted ally in battle and combination of wise
counselor and secret agent throughout the political intrigues and per-
sonal rivalries that inform this popular epic. His death toward the
Sira’s end presages that of Baybars himself.

The shift in the role of the character-type that Shiha exemplifies
suggests another way in which we might understand the figure of the
‘ayyar: as the more independent rogue, trickster, and secret agent
personified for example by the characters of Ahmad al-Danaf and
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‘Ali Zaybaq. From one perspective, these two figures can be studied
as a separate character type, the playful and criminally inclined
scoundrel. In this context such characters are petty criminals who
lead the city’s low-class gangs of ruffians (usually forty in number).
In some stories these characters appear indeed as conmen, thieves,
and gangsters who prey on hapless peasants and merchants. But they
also play another, competing role: they aid rulers by acting both as
the police force (following the rule that it takes a thief to catch a
thief) and as counter-intelligence operatives, uncloaking and thwart-
ing the pernicious plans of foreign agents sent by enemy rulers to
disrupt the affairs of the city. In such cases, the military role of the
hero, which popular epics focus on, disappears. The helper character
type now operates fully independent from any hero, working instead
directly for himself, or herself, and the ruler. Like Shiha, however,
this figure does not act alone but commands a group in the service of
the ruler.

Let us pursue this point by examining the story of Ahmad al-
Danaf as presented in Manuscript 203 (untitled), part of the very rich
collection of Arabic popular narratives in the Bibliotheca Lindasiana
now housed in the John Rylands Library in Manchester, England.
This text contains a cycle of rogues’ tales with a series of interlock-
ing narratives focusing on Ahmad al-Danaf and his companions. The
manuscript begins by relating Ahmad al-Danaf’s early career, then
introducing the stories of many other rogues, including Hasan
Shuman, Dalila the Crafty, and ‘Ali b. al-Zayyat, and concluding
with a version of ‘Ali Zaybaq’s story. This text, which was copied in
1210 AH or 1794, thus provides a detailed account of the narrative
world of these rogues and how their tales interrelate. Equally impor-
tant, by providing us with the individual stories of a series of charac-
ters, it constitutes an excellent source for understanding how narra-
tors of this type of story tended to structure their tales.

Manuscript 203 is episodic yet cohesive in structure. Its major
episodic breaks are often structured around the appearance of a new
central character, usually a young man who aspires to join the society
of rogues or scoundrels (az‘ar, pl. zu‘r). The first such character is
Ahmad al-Danaf (folios 1-10, Cairo), then Hasan Shuman (10-14,
Baghdad), then a number of others: ‘Ali b. Wajh al-Furas (folios
24-8, Basra); ‘Al1 b. al-Zayyat (28-32, Baghdad); ‘Ali b. al-Khayyat
(32-8, Baghdad); ‘Ali al-Hajjar (38-43, Baghdad); Salih ibn al-
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Rammah (43-50, Cairo); Salih al-Sarraj (55-62, Basra); Bakir al-Kufi
(62-5); ‘Ali al-Busiti (65-73, Baghdad); ‘Abd al-Rahman al-
Dimashqi (73-87); ‘Ali al-Manawi (87-97, Baghdad); and finally ‘Ali
Zaybaq (‘Ali in Cairo, 105; ‘Ali goes to Baghdad, 108; ‘Ali with
Dalila, 113-32).

Interspersed are several episodes of adventures of Ahmad al-
Danaf or another of the characters: Ahmad visits the lands of Qaf
(14-17); Harun al-Rashid becomes angry with Ahmad and sends him
into exile (17-24); ‘Ali b. Wajh al-Furas falls captive in Tiberias
(50-5); the tale of al-Damiriyya, princess of Antioch (97-105).

These tales portray a society of rogues similar to the societies of
rulers, heroes and helpers depicted in popular epics. Gaining admit-
tance to and even leadership in this society is the quest of such char-
acters. Success is achieved by out-maneuvering more experienced
scoundrels or by saving the city in some way. In these narratives, the
social, geographical, and political framework is well-established. The
Caliph of Baghdad is Hartin al-Rashid, his vizier Ja‘far al-Barmaki,
and his executioner Masriir. Here one recognizes the pseudo-histori-
cal socio-political world of the stories of The Thousand and One
Nights or such popular epics as Dhat al-Himma. The narrative geog-
raphy of the surrounding areas is the same as that of the Nights and
popular epics such as al-Malik Baybars: Cairo, Damascus, Basra,
Kufa, Antioch, and Tiberias all figure as prominent provincial capi-
tals, each with its own ruler, who in some cases, such as that of
Ahmad b. Tulin of Cairo, is identified. Constantinople is the capital
of the Byzantine empire, which is more or less viewed neutrally; that
is, the Byzantines are not represented as active foes. Enemies come
instead from the East. These are the ‘ajami (Persian) Khans, leaders
with names like Azdashir. It is these eastern rulers who send rival
groups of rogues to act as spy and agent provocateur. In sum, a rela-
tively fixed political world provides the context of the rogues’ tales.

Aspiring young tricksters gain entrance into Ahmad’s group in
three ways: first, by exhibiting their talents against already estab-
lished scoundrels, such as the rivalry of Ahmad and Dalila, or Hasan
Shuman against Ahmad’s group, or ‘Ali Zaybaq against Dalila’s
daughter Zaynab. Second, they save the day by detecting and foiling
the machinations of ‘ajami spies or even invading armies; third, they
gain entrance as a result of successfully fulfilling a quest, which
sometimes involves magic. These narrative motivations recur, with
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variations making each story an individual entity. Ahmad al-Danaf’s
own story, for instance, will clarify this point.

Ahmad is the son of a well-to-do merchant of Cairo. When the
merchant dies, leaving a fortune, Ahmad becomes head of a house-
hold that consists of his mother and his sister Fatima. As many a
merchant’s son in the Nights, Ahmad is foolishly profligate. He falls
into bad company and squanders his inheritance in the span of a few
years. Penniless, Ahmad turns to crime. He spends his last few
quriish to purchase a staff, finds a mosque that is empty of worship-
pers, and promises the imam that he will fill the mosque for him. Ac-
cordingly he shames those passing by the mosque into entering and
praying, and when they leave he forces them to “donate” alms to him
by threatening them with his staff. This extortion embarrasses the
imam, who shuts the mosque. Undeterred, Ahmad moves from
mosque to mosque continuing his collection tactics until all the
mosques of Cairo are closed. Seeking other sources of funds, Ahmad
steals a cow from a peasant who had brought it to town to sell. It is at
this point that he encounters the chief of the rogues of Cairo, Saldh
al-Din al-Kalbi, and his forty companions.

Salah and his men are dressed as dervishes. When they see young
Ahmad with the cow, they decide to steal it from him. Salah con-
vinces Ahmad that he will buy it for his dervishes’ dinner. He takes
the cow but doesn’t return with the payment as promised. Having
cheated worshippers by pretending to be pious, Ahmad has now been
cheated by scoundrels pretending to be dervishes.

Ahmad learns who has cheated him and vows revenge. He dis-
covers their lair and disguises himself as a young girl after he has
heard Salah ask his men to procure a girl for him. Ahmad manages to
lock the men in their sleeping quarters, then drugs, binds, and beats
Salah, and runs away. Ahmad continues to play tricks on and torment
Salah until the latter recognizes him as his superior and relinquishes
leadership of the rogues to him. Eventually, Ahmad is appointed by
Ahmad b. Tuliin, governor of Cairo, as leader of all the rogues in the
city.

Salah grieves that he has lost his leadership. An old friend return-
ing from Baghdad finds him in this state and promises to restore him
to his former position. He and Salah tell Ahmad that an old woman,
Dalila the Crafty, has managed to become chief of the rogues of
Baghdad. Outraged that a woman would gain this position, Ahmad
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vows to defeat her in a contest of knavery. He travels to Baghdad,
challenges and defeats Dalila (as we shall discuss below), and be-
comes both the leader of the ruffians and the chief of police.

Rogues in these stories tend to follow Ahmad’s pattern. They are
children of merchants with a natural inclination toward crime. As
adults, they remain liminal characters who both serve the populace
and fleece it. They live in their own society with its rules of admit-
tance based on its specific definition of merit. And they entertain an
official relationship with governmental figures who employ them as
policemen and as counter-espionage agents.

This pattern of character motivation is comparable to that of the
heroes of popular siras and contrasts with that of the protagonists of
the Nights’ tales of magic and romance. Protagonists of the siras are
heroic by nature. Their martial abilities and their commitment to ide-
als of honor compel them to behave as they do; intrinsic character
traits determine action and fate. Mature and recognized, such heroes
enjoy a well-developed relationship with the rulers of society in ex-
change for service and protection. The hero is accepted by society as
a valuable although dangerous entity, but he or she is never incorpo-
rated into it; at most heroes create their own micro-societies by form-
ing bands of heroic companions who are their peers and helpers.

The rogue shares a similar marginal social position, even if he re-
lies more on guile than raw strength of arm. Like the hero, the rogue
remains on the margins of society. Rogues also have their own bands
of companions, with their own tales and individual backgrounds,
who serve their chiefs, whether Ahmad or later ‘Ali Zaybaq, as
henchmen and friends. Even if many stem from the merchant class,
rogues aspire only to be rogues. They do not regret becoming crimi-
nals; for in doing so they have followed their natures and desires.
They feel only satisfaction that they have found their rightful social
position. Like the hero, the rogue begins at the bottom of the social
ladder and then moves up to find a position in a marginal social sub-
group, that being the only role to which he can attain.

What has happened to the role of the martial hero in these narra-
tives? Has the helper lost the hero whom he once served, or has he
replaced him? Just as the hero Abu Zayd al-Hilali takes over some of
the functions of the ‘ayyar, has the above-described ‘ayyar com-
pletely superseded the hero? Or is this form of the ‘ayyar a funda-
mentally different character-type? Whatever one’s views on this mat-



‘AYYAR 33

ter, these examples show the varied manifestations of the “man of
wiles” in Arabic popular literature; there is little doubt that in many
ways their spheres of activity overlap. If one removes the dimension
of service to the ruler from these tales of urban scoundrels, then one
might justifiably argue that we are dealing with a different type of
story as opposed to a variant of a larger category. But service to the
ruler appears to be an intrinsic element of stories such as those of
Ahmad al-Danaf or ‘Ali Zaybaq. These are “good rogues” whose ac-
tivities are socially redeemed by their service to the authorities.

I11. ‘Ayyar as Friend and Foe

Examining these tales of urban rogues, with their clearly extra-legal
inclinations, raises one’s awareness of the moral ambiguity involved
in the character-type of the resourceful helper who is a master of guile
and subterfuge. In this context, one notices that such characters often
function on both sides of conflicts. Just as the hero type appears on ei-
ther side of the battle line, since a favored hero must have a dangerous
foe to fight, so must both sides engage the services of spies and infil-
trators. Two notable examples of such antagonistic ‘ayyar characters
are ‘Uqba in Sirat Dhat al-Himma and Juwan in al-Malik Baybars.
Sirat Dhat al-Himma purports to relate the battle between Muslim
and Byzantine armies along their frontier. Even prior to the appear-
ance of the traitor, ‘Ugba, the narrative mentions Byzantine agents
who seek to spread chaos among their Arab foes. One example of
these is the monk Shammash, who infiltrates the Arab forces by
assuming the appearance of a Muslim holy man (Lyons 1995 III:
313-15). Just as Shammash is unveiled and executed, ‘Ugba, the most
perfidious of these enemy ‘ayyars, is born to an Arab woman. ‘Ugba
begins his traitorous career by counseling Dhat al-Himma’s cousin
and husband, Harith, whose sexual advances have been resisted by
the unwilling bride, on how to drug and rape her. For the first part of
the narrative, ‘Ugba remains a prominent counselor among Arab tribal
leaders, but when his patrons, Zalim and his son, Harith (Dhat al-
Himma’s husband), defect to the Byzantine side, ‘Ugba joins them.
Zalim and Harith soon meet their ends but not ‘Ugba, who converts to
Christianity (Lyons 1995 I11:328). Throughout the remainder of the
narrative, he plays a major role, clandestinely serving the Byzantines
while he purports to remain on the Arab side. He and al-Battal vie
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constantly with one another in espionage and subterfuge, each assum-
ing multiple disguises to infiltrate and disrupt the enemy’s ranks.

In Sirat al-Malik Baybars the character who corresponds to the
evil ‘Ugba is Juwan. The narrative even identifies Juwan as ‘Ugba’s
offspring. Born on a storm-filled night of an ill-omened day of the
month, Juwan is so ugly as a baby that he must be suckled by a
cur and “grows up to be ‘an affliction”” (Lyons 1995 111:80). Just as
‘Ugba continually matches wits with his counterpart, al-Battal, so
does Juwan spar with Baybars’s helpers, first ‘Uthméan and then the
cunning Shiha. Both Juwan and Shiha are masters of languages,
learning, and disguise. Juwan, for example, spends a good part of the
narrative disguised as the learned qadi Salah al-Din, whose knowl-
edge he mastered and whom he subsequently murdered in order to
assume his identity. In this guise, Juwan alias Salah al-Din becomes
the helper of Baybars’s court rival, the minister Aybak, and continu-
ally tries to have Baybars sentenced to death on false charges, just as
his plans are continually thwarted by Baybars’s friends.

When the Sira formally introduces Baybars’s helper Shiha into its
narrative, it provides a background story that indicates that Shiha and
Juwan are locked in a struggle that has been predicted by heavenly
forces (Lyons 1995 III:113). When Baybars finally assumes royal
power, having resisting its call despite many opportunities, the narra-
tive shifts towards wars between the Muslims and their enemies. At
this point, Juwan moves back to the Christian side to direct opera-
tions. He constantly plots war and intrigue against Baybars, but is de-
feated by Baybars’s prowess on the battlefield and by Shiha and his
Isma’ili forces off it. For much of the narrative, Shiha pursues Juwan
doggedly from place to place and finally assists in his execution, at
which point Shiha’s own death is presaged (Lyons 1995 I11:225).

In his analysis of sira characters, M.C. Lyons places helpers of
foes, such as Shammas, ‘Ugba, and Juwan, among the villains (Lyons
1995 1:127-32). There is justification for this determination. As Ly-
ons notes, characters such as Juwan are not only cunning and duplici-
tous, but ugly and sinful as well. Juwan is persistently godless, “las-
civious” and “ill-omened,” bringing “destruction with him” wherever
he goes (Lyons 1995 1:132). ‘Ugba similarly has a “bedrock of pure,
impartial wickedness.” He is a “man with no friends” who boasts that
“throughout his life he had never kept his word and ‘there is not in
my heart so much as a grain of pity’” (Lyons 1995 I1:130). Yet
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Lyons also notes the similarities of these characters with those who
join the ‘ayyars and whom he terms “men of wiles.”

It is true that these villains and helpers mirror each others’ skills in
many ways. Yet beyond this, they also fill the same functions in the
narrative, albeit on opposite sides. Although the villains are por-
trayed as treacherous, this depiction rests largely on the religious an-
tagonism that permeates and motivates the wars in both Dhat al-
Himma and Baybars. It is clear which side is favored in this antago-
nism and this favor sometimes justifies acts on the Muslim side that
are not ethically defensible. To cite one example, Shiha at one point
kills a pederast and then falls in love with his daughter. She in turn
“addresses him by name, telling him that she has been shown by al-
Salih in a dream that she would become a Muslim and marry Shiha.
Shiha tells her to prove her sincerity by killing her mother, which she
does” (Lyons 1995 II1:122). Shiha’s provocation of this deed hardly
seems the act of a virtuous man. This suggests that wiles are a two-
sided weapon. How one evaluates their use and effect depends on the
side of the struggle one espouses.

IV. Women of Wiles: The Female Trickster

Heroes can be male or female, whereas rulers and ministers are al-
most uniformly male. The assumption of rule by the princess Shajarat
al-Durr in Baybars, for example, is a historically driven incident.
Even so, it is presented in the narrative as a source of contention. She
only succeeds by appointing Baybars as her chief minister, designat-
ing him as her successor, and finally by agreeing to marry him (Lyons
1995 111:116-17). There are cases, however, of female characters of
great cunning and guile. These characters are never termed ‘ayyar. Yet
they are comparable to the independent ‘ayyar character-type who has
gained some level of autonomy in service to the ruler. Such a figure is
Dalila the Crafty, mentioned above as a secondary character in the
stories of Ahmad al-Danaf and ‘Ali Zaybaq. A review of the contest
she engages in with Ahmad al-Danaf illustrates this point.

Ahmad comes to Baghdad after being outraged that Dalila has
been appointed by the Caliph as chief of police. Tracked down by
him, Dalila hosts Ahmad for three days before their contest. As an
initial test, she asks him to figure out how to release the catch of a
trick sword scabbard. When he succeeds, she decides that he is a
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worthy rival and agrees to compete with him in a dual of chicanery.
She takes the first turn.

She tricks the servant of Shah Bandar, a noble, to give her the no-
ble’s newborn child. She then leaves the infant as collateral at a Jew-
ish goldsmith from whom she obtains gold jewelry, claiming the
mother wants to inspect it; she also takes the jewels with which the
parents have adorned the child. Shah Bandar sends guards to search
for the baby; the Jewish goldsmith, who has lost his merchandise,
joins the search. Dalila then goes to the goldsmith’s house and tells
his wife that she is the old woman who left the child with him. The
wife permits Dalila to enter the house. Dalila ascends halfway up the
stairs when the goldsmith appears. She grabs him and causes them
both to fall down the stairs; she then pretends to have died from the
fall. The goldsmith decides to bury her in secret and gives her body
to a gravedigger, claiming that she is his mother. When they reach
the graveyard, Dalila urinates on the gravedigger, pretends to have
returned from the dead, and sends him to tell the goldsmith. Then she
steals the cloak and tools that he, in his haste, has left behind.

The next morning she visits a rich merchant’s house. He has mar-
ried a beautiful but stupid young girl. The marriage is not happy and
Dalila convinces the wife to leave her house and advise Dalila’s son
against marriage. Then she brings the girl to the shop of a dyer and
tells the handsome youth minding the shop that she has a daughter
who has seen him and wants to marry him. She takes them both to an
empty house and tells them to undress and puts them in different
rooms. Then Dalila returns to the shop to steal cloth from it. Hailing
a porter, she convinces him to use his donkey to carry the cloth. She
then tricks the porter into breaking all of the earthenware in the
dyer’s shop, claiming that she is going out of business and doesn’t
want to leave any wares behind. While he breaks pottery, she steals
his donkey laden with cloth. Meanwhile the young wife and the
young shopkeeper discover they have been tricked, as does the por-
ter. Everyone searches for Dalila.

Wandering the market calling “My donkey, my donkey!” the por-
ter finds Dalila and she promises to lead him to his donkey. Instead
she takes him to a doctor and tells the latter that the porter is her son
who has gone mad and only calls for his donkey. She asks the doctor
to extract the porter’s teeth so he does not embarrass her anymore.
The doctor complies. Then the goldsmith and the dyer catch her and
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take her to the governor’s guards. The guards fall asleep, so Dalila
enters the governor’s house and offers his wife two disobedient
slaves (the guards) Dalila claims she has inherited and now wants to
sell. The governor’s wife agrees to buy them and gives Dalila some
of her clothes so she can escape. More characters are now in pursuit
of Dalila. When they finally catch her, she explains who she is, why
she played all these tricks, and then returns everyone’s goods.

Now it is Ahmad’s turn so demonstrate his cunning. Dalila in-
structs him to bring her 100 Rashidi dinars without stealing them.
While Ahmad is out and around the city that night, he sees a man
taking a case out of Ja‘far the Barmaki’s house. Following the man to
a cave, Ahmad sees him open the case. It conceals Ja‘far the Bar-
mak1’s daughter, who has been abducted by this man, a slave who
has fallen in love with her. The girl demands that he take her back.
The slave is on the point of raping the girl, when Ahmad intervenes
and kills him. Ahmad then returns her home and a grateful Ja‘far re-
wards him with 100 dinars. Ja‘far also uses his influence to have the
Caliph appoint Ahmad as chief of police, replacing Dalila. Dalila is
appointed head of the royal carrier pigeons instead. In this duel of
wits, Dalila is cunning but Ahmad is lucky. Ahmad prevails, but there
is little doubt which of them is clever and has played the better tricks.

Dalila is not the only example of a crafty old lady. Another exam-
ple appears in the story of ‘Al b. al-Zayyat (folios 28-32) in the same
manuscript. In this case, it is ‘Al1’s mother who watches over her son
as he seeks to join the ‘ayyar band of Ahmad al-Danaf. Several times
during the episode, she appears in disguise to help or save her son.

A final example of the crafty old woman figure is the villain char-
acter of Dhat al-Dawahi in the story of ‘Umar al-Nu‘mdn, a combina-
tion of sira and love story included in the Thousand and One Nights
(Nights 60-176 in the Bulaq edition). Once again, the story centers,
initially at least, on the struggle between the Muslims and the Byzan-
tines. Dhat al-Dawahi is the grandmother of Princess Ibriza, daughter
of the ruler of Diyarbekr. Portrayed as a lesbian, an evil advisor to
her son, and a teacher of tricks who is much disliked by her grand-
daughter, Dhat al-Dawahi disguises herself several times in the
course of the story to infiltrate the Muslims’ leadership and create
chaos amongst them. She also becomes a valued advisor to both her
son and the Byzantine emperor, devising stratagems for them to de-
feat their enemy. The story concludes in Baghdad with her execution
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for her many crimes. Although she is portrayed as evil, she shares the
characteristics of cunning and guile with the figures of al-Battal,
Shiha, ‘Ugba, and Juwan.

V. Conclusion

It has become clear from the discussion above that one can consider
these examples of the ‘ayyar character-type—companion, helper, spy,
strategist and man or woman of wiles—as variants of the trickster
character present in almost all folk literatures. What characterizes
these particular figures is their added role of service, either directly
to the hero, or to the ruler himself when the hero plays a lesser narra-
tive role. But, just as I have argued that it is useful to view the char-
acters presented above as variants of a single type, one may treat
them as separate character-types due to the differences in detail and
personality that distinguish them. Despite such differences, however,
these characters are united by their use of guile, cunning, and duplic-
ity in the service of their masters. They add a dimension of narrative
activity that differs from and complements the pristine heroism of the
hero or the pure but somewhat passive authority of the ruler. At
times, they become so interesting that they take over the story itself.
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BALAGHA
RHETORIQUE ARISTOTELICIENNE (RETHORICA)
ET FACULTE ORATOIRE (ORATORIA/BALAGHA)
SELON LES DIDASCALIA IN “RETHORICAM (SIC !)”
ARISTOTELIS EX GLOSA ALPHARABII

Maroun Aouad, CNRS, Paris

L. Distinction par les parties du discours.
I1. Distinction par les opérations et raisons
profondes de la distinction.

1. Les opérations du discours rhétorique; 2. L habitus rhétorique
comme puissance de produire toutes les opérations du discours
rhétorique; 3. Comparaison de la rhétorique et de la faculté oratoire.
IIl. La rhétorique complete, la rhétorique incompléte
ou nécessaire, la rhétorique défectueuse.

IV. Le substrat arabe.

Parmi les obstacles que rencontre le lecteur des Didascalia in “Re-
thoricam” Aristotelis ex glosa Alpharabii,! il en est un de particulie-
rement génant: la différence entre rethorica et oratoria.? En effet,
malgré les apparences, il ne s’agit pas de synonymes:

I Conservés dans BnF Lat. 16097 (Sorbonne 954) et, pour certaines parties, dans
une version imprimée de la renaissance [voir al-Farabi (1971), Deux ouvrages iné-
dits sur la Rhétorique. 1. Kitab al-Khataba, éd. et trad. J. Langhade (FHL). 1. Di-
dascalia in Rethoricam Aristotelis ex glosa Alpharabi(i), éd. M. Grignaschi (FDG),
Beyrouth, 142-7]. Les Didascalia ont été édités dans FDG, mais les citations en
francais qui seront données dans la présente contribution seront empruntées a la
nouvelle édition et traduction que préparent M. Aouad et Fr. Woerther et qui doit pa-
raitre prochainement (FDAW). FDAW a la méme division en paragraphes que FDG.
Seront ici signalés en notes les cas ou FDAW a une autre lecture des mots latins que
FDG, mais non les différences de ponctuation.

2 Selon F. Gaffiot (1934), Dictionnaire illustré latin-frangais, Paris, 1088, Orato-
ria signifierait “I’art oratoire” et I’adjectif oratorius, “oratoire”.
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La rhétorique (rethorica)’ est une certaine [faculté] oratoire (oratoria),
le rhéteur (rethor) un certain orateur (orator) et le propos rhétorique
(rethoria) ou (seu) discours (sermocinatio) un certain dire (ditio) ou
(sive) langage oratoire (locutio oratoria). Cependant, tout dire ou (vel)
langage oratoire n’est pas un discours, ni tout orateur un rhéteur
(FDAW §28).

Passons rapidement sur un premier type de distinction apparaissant
dans ces quelques lignes. 11 est facile a comprendre: rethorica et ora-
toria se distinguent de rethoria, sermocinatio, ditio ou locutio orato-
ria en tant qu’il s’agit, d’un c6té, de puissances, voire d’habitus ou
capacités stables et, de 1’autre, d’actes, de réalisations des puissances
en question dans des propos (voir, par exemple, FDG §§13 et 15).

On se concentrera ici sur 1’autre type de distinction que met en
avant le passage précité: la différence entre rethorica et oratoria.

On ne pourra pas I’expliquer par un recours a la Rhétorique
d’Aristote,* car, si ’on trouve dans cet ouvrage un concept corres-
pondant a rethorica, a savoir rhétorike, on en a aucun pour oratoria.
Pourtant, la difficulté mérite qu’on s’y arréte, et cela pour plusieurs
raisons: la fréquence des occurrences des concepts en questionS; leur
centralité, puisqu’ils concernent manifestement [’objet méme de
I’ouvrage; 1’importance de celui-ci dans I’histoire de la philosophie.
Rappelons, en effet, que les Didascalia in “Rethoricam” Aristotelis
ex glosa Alpharabii sont la traduction du début du Grand commen-
taire de la “Rhétorique” (Sharh “Kitab al-Khataba” li-Aristitalis)
par al-Farabi (m. 339/950). De ce Grand commentaire non conserveé
dans son entiéreté, il ne reste que quelques bréves citations latines et
arabes, les Didascalia, ainsi que des fragments récemment découverts
dans I’ceuvre du médecin Ibn Ridwan (m. 453/1061 ou 460/1068) et

3 Le correspondant latin des termes qui importent a I’argument de cet article est
donné lors de leur premiére apparition. Il ne 1’est ailleurs que lorsque cela est vrai-
ment nécessaire.

4 Aristotle (1960-87), Aristotelis Opera ex recensione 1. Bekkeri edidit Academia
regia Borussica, accedunt Fragmenta Scholia Index Aristotelicus. Editio altera ad-
dendis instruxit fragmentorum collectionem retractavit O. Gigon, 5 vols., Berolini,
I1, col. 1354a-1420b 4 (Rhéft).

5 Ainsi, par exemple, on trouve oratoria dans la préface introductive (par Her-
mann) des Didascalia et FDG §§ 1, 2 (3 fois), 12, 13, 20, 28 (4 fois), 31 (5 fois), 32
(5 fois), 33, 34 (3 fois), 35, 37 (2 fois), 40, 42, 50, 54. Orator: FDG §§13, 14, 20, 28
(2 fois), 30, 31, 33, 42 (3 fois).
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ayant un correspondant dans les Didascalia.¢ Ceux-ci sont plus préci-
sément la traduction latine, entreprise par Hermann 1’Allemand, au
cours de la période 1243-56, du prologue (composé selon un schéma
alexandrin) du Grand commentaire, du textus du commencement de
Rhet (1 : 1354a 1-4) et d’une explication générale, puis terme a terme
de ce dernier. Ajoutons que le Grand commentaire de la “Rhétori-
que” a été massivement utilisé par Averroes (520-95/1126-98)7 et que
les Didascalia I’ont été assez souvent par les auteurs latins médié-
vaux, notamment Jean de Jandun (c. 1285-1328).8

Enfin, s’il est vrai, comme cela apparaitra a la fin de cette contri-
bution, que le couple rethorica, oratoria, n’est pas étranger aux
concepts de khataba, par lequel les philosophes arabes ont désigné la
rhétorique de tradition aristotélicienne, et de balagha, qui entre dans
la dénomination méme du ilm al-balagha, science de tradition sur-
tout arabe de I’¢loquence, nous aurions ainsi de précieuses informa-
tions sur la conception qu’avait al-Farabi des rapports entre ces deux
disciplines.

La perte de I’original arabe des Didascalia rend particulierement
ardue le probléme que 1’on se propose de traiter. Malheureusement,
les concepts qui nous occupent ici n’apparaissent dans aucun des
fragments retrouvés dans Ibn Ridwan.

Mario Grignaschi, le premier éditeur des Didascalia, évoque, dans
une note (FDG, 152-3, n. 11) a la fois riche et confuse, la question des
rapports de rethorica et oratoria. Al-Farabi “parlait d’oratoria a pro-
pos des différentes composantes du discours rhétorique. En d’autres
termes 1’ oratoria était pour F. une forme imparfaite de la rhétorique et

6 Etat de la question dans M. Aouad (1997), “La doctrine rhétorique d’Ibn Rid-
wan et la Didascalia in Rhetoricam Aristotelis ex glosa Alpharabii,” Arabic Sciences
and Philosophy. A Historical Journal, VII: 164-172. Sur les fragments d’Ibn Ridwan
et son rapport a la doctrine rhétorique d’al-Farabi, voir ibid, 163-245, ainsi que M.
Aouad (1998), “La doctrine rhétorique d’Ibn Ridwan et la Didascalia in Rhetoricam
Aristotelis ex glosa Alpharabii (suite),” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy. A Histori-
cal Journal, VII: 131-60.

7 Averrogs [Ibn Rusd] (2002), Commentaire moyen d la Rhétorique d’Aristote.
Edition critique du texte arabe et traduction francaise par M. Aouad, 3 vols., Union
Académique Internationale, Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi, Averrois Opera, Se-
ries A: Averroes Arabicus, XVII, coll. “ Textes et traditions ” 5, Paris : Vrin (CmRhét
A), 1: 20-31.

8 Voir E. Beltran (1998), “Les Questions sur la Rhétorique d’Aristote de Jean de
Jandun,” dans G. Dahan et I. Rosier-Catach, éds., La “Rhétorique” d’Aristote. Tra-
ditions et commentaires, de I’Antiquité au XVIIC siécle, Paris, 153-67.
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non pas une éloquence d’un genre différent.” De cette explication,
Grignaschi distingue une autre: oratoria rendrait baldgha, rethorica
khataba. Baldgha serait le genre dont khataba serait I’'une des espe-
ces. Cette hypothése est étayée sur le passage suivant du Traité du
Recensement des sciences (Magala fi Ihsa’ al-‘uliim):

Dans la septiéme partie, se trouvent les régles par lesquelles sont mis a
I’épreuve et testés les énoncés rhétoriques (al-aqawil al-khutabiyya) et
les diverses sortes de discours (al-khutab) et d’énoncés tenus par les
orateurs (al-bulaghd’) et les rhéteurs (al-khutabd’), en sorte que 1’on
sache s’ils sont ou non conformes a la méthode de la [faculté] oratoire
(al- balagha).®

Mais Grignaschi écarte aussitot sa deuxieéme explication au motif que
balagha, attesté dans le ms de 1’Escurial et I’édition Palencia, ne 1’est
pas dans le ms du Caire, I’édition Amin et la paraphrase d’Ibn Tumlis
(qui ont al-khataba), que facundia serait le terme correspondant a ba-
lagha'® et non oratoria et que, de toute facon, I’explication en ques-
tion serait infidéle “aux enseignements des Didascalia,” qui indique-
raient clairement qu’oratoria est une forme imparfaite de la rhétori-
que et non pas son genre. Il est dommage que Grignaschi n’ait pas
plus tenu a sa deuxiéme hypothése. En effet, nous le verrons: ni fa-
cundia ni eloquentia ne rendent forcément baldgha; le passage du ms
de I’Escurial n’est pas le seul a évoquer balagha comme un concept
plus général que khataba; enfin et surtout, un examen attentif des Di-
dascalia nous montrera qu’oratoria est bien le genre de rethorica.

Pour tirer les choses au clair, on essaiera d’abord de repérer les
explications générales que donnent les Didascalia de la différence
entre rethorica et oratoria et, ensuite, de trouver des indices sur leurs
correspondants arabes.

L. Distinction par les parties du discours

Une premicre explication met en jeu la doctrine aristotélicienne des
parties du discours. De fait, Aristote classifie celles-ci en exorde, nar-
ration, but, vérification et épilogue, et soutient que seuls le but et la

9 Al-Farabi, Catdlogo de las ciencias, éd. et trad. esp. Angel Gonzélez Palencia,
2¢ éd., Madrid, 1953, p. 49, 4-6 (ar.); al-Farabi (1968), Ihsa’ al-uliim, éd. ‘U. Amin,
3e éd., Le Caire, p. 88, 10-12.

10 Ailleurs (FDG, p. 169, n. 3), Grignaschi donne eloquentia comme correspon-
dant de baldgha.
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vérification sont nécessaires au propos (logos) (Rhét 111: 1414a 30-
1420b 4). Mais il n’a rien qui corresponde a la distinction entre re-
thorica et oratoria comme dans le passage suivant des Didascalia:

Les hommes croient au sujet du propos rhétorique ce qu’ils disent de
toute personne qui prolonge son propos (sermonem), a savoir que c’est
un rhéteur, sauf qu’ils définissent la quantité de longueur par laquelle
le propos (sermo) devient propos rhétorique, mais en tout cas le pro-
pos rhétorique est pour eux un certain dire digne, excellent.!! Cepen-
dant, il est manifeste que le propos induisant la croyance (oratio in-
ductiva credulitatis), puisqu’il est singulier (singularis), ne sera pas ce
propos rhétorique parce que de nombreux propos simples (plurimum
orationis simplicis) qui induisent la croyance consistent en deux pro-
positions (propositionibus) et que le propos qui induit la croyance
comprend deux choses (res): la chose a partir de laquelle (ex qua) la
croyance est produite et celle dans laquelle (in qua) la croyance est
produite. Ces deux parties (partes) sont nécessaires (necessarie) dans
tout dire oratoire. Le propos rhétorique ne devient pas complet (com-
pletitur) par ces deux parties seulement, mais il faut que ces deux par-
ties soient précédées de I’exorde et suivies de la conclusion. Donc, le
propos (oratio) qui devient complet par I’exorde, le propos induisant
la croyance et la conclusion est le propos rhétorique. [...]. Tel est donc
le plus petit nombre de parties dont le propos rhétorique a besoin.
Dans certains propos (orationibus), celui qui tient le discours (ser-
mocinator) est forcé de disposer la narration. Mais la narration doit
étre disposée entre 1’exorde et le propos convaincant (orationem credi-
tivam) ou (seu) induisant la croyance (inductivam credulitatis). La nar-
ration est pour ainsi dire le propos (oratio) par lequel on saisit som-
mairement une certaine prolixité qui se présente dans le propos
convaincant. Certains hommes joignent ainsi la narration au propos
convaincant. Aristote 1’en sépare. Les propos (orationes) de la cause
de I’établissement!? et de la cause judiciaire ne peuvent nullement, se-
lon Aristote, se passer de narration, mais la cause délibérative n’en a
pas selon lui profondément besoin!3. En effet, plusieurs parties sont
nécessaires (necessarie) au propos (orationi); elles sont au nombre de
quatre: 1’exorde, la narration, le propos qui fait croire (oratio credere
faciens) et la conclusion. C’est pourquoi le propos rhétorique (retho-

11 Pour un essai d’identification des auteurs auxquels al-Farabi fait ici allusion,
voir M. Aouad (2006), “La rhétorique d’origine aristotélicienne et la science de
1I’éloquence (Gilm al-balagha): le cas d'al-Farabi,” Colloque international “Rhétori-
que littéraire et rhétorique philosophique dans les mondes grec, syriaque et arabe,”
organisé par Fr. Woerther, Beyrouth, 3-4 juillet 2006.

12 Cest-a-dire le genre épidictique: voir CmRhét A, 111 : 76-7.

13 Rhét 11I: 1416b 16-1417b 20.
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rial%) ou (sive) discours rhétorique (sermocinatio rethorica) est le pro-
pos (sermo) composé de ces quatre parties. Aussi pense-t-on qu’il est
un propos (sermo) ayant en soi une prolixité parce que, en lui, seul ce-
ci — a savoir le propos qui produit la créance (oratio fidem faciens) —
est nécessaire (necessarium) au propos (sermonem). Ce qui précede et
ce qui suit [le propos produisant la créance] ne sont pas nécessaires
(necessarium) (FDAW §28).

La thése de ce paragraphe est que le propos rhétorique est a distin-
guer du dire oratoire en tant que le premier comporte nécessairement
une certaine prolixité, alors que le second n’en comporte pas une né-
cessairement.

La démonstration de cette thése s’appuie sur certains caractéres du
“propos induisant la croyance”. Mais qu’est-ce que cette “croyance,”
qu’est-ce que ces “propos’ et sur quoi portent-ils? Pour comprendre
ces trois points, il convient de rappeler ce qu’al-Farabi écrit ailleurs
dans les Didascalia.

Croyance équivaut, dans le vocabulaire d’Hermann, a conviction.
11 écrit par exemple, dans FDG §2: “Certaine conviction (creditionis)
ou (seu) croyance (credulitatis).” La conviction!S peut relever de la
certitude, de ce qui est proche de la certitude ou de la persuasion. Ces
trois subdivisions sont ainsi définies:

Ce qui reléve de la certitude est ce au sujet de quoi on croit qu’il est
ainsi sans rien qui le contredise et qu’il n’est pas possible qu’il soit au-
trement. Ce qui, relevant des deux especes restantes, est autre que la
certitude, est ce dont on croit qu’il est ainsi sans son contraire et qu’il
peut étre autrement qu’il n’est, c’est-a-dire qu’il est possible qu’avec
lui il y ait son contraire. Ce qui est proche de la certitude est ce dont le
contraire n’est pas pensé ou est admis avec difficulté, alors qu’il a en
vérité un contraire. Quant au persuasif, c’est ce sur quoi I’ame se re-
pose; cela consiste en ce que ’ame donne son assentiment a une cer-
taine chose, a savoir qu’elle est ainsi sans son contraire; et pourtant
son contraire pourrait exister avec elle. L’ame admet celui-ci facile-
ment, sauf que 1’esprit incline plus vers 1’un des contraires que vers
I’autre. Mais quand [le contraire vers lequel I’ame incline] prend le
dessus, cela se fait en fonction du grand nombre et du petit nombre, de
la force et de la faiblesse des inclinations de 1’dme vers 1’autre
contraire. Et généralement il y aura croyance relevant de la persuasion
(persuadibilis), c’est-a-dire satisfaisante (sufficiens),'® quand il y a in-

14 En lisant rethoria (BnF Lat. 16097, fol. 191t0) et non rethorica (FDG §28).

15 En arabe fasdig. Sur ce concept, voir n. 27.

16 Persuadibilis seu sufficiens est sans doute une traduction double pour ignds,
qui signifie “persuasif” et, littéralement, “ce qui satisfait”: voir FHL, 32-3.
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clination de ’esprit vers 1’un de ces deux contraires et si I’inclination
est modérée, pourvu qu’il y ait dans 1’esprit un certain excédent en fa-
veur de I’un des deux contraires relativement a I’autre (FDG §2).

La conviction dont il s’agit dans le présent contexte est bien entendu
de I’ordre de la persuasion.

Par “propos,” on entendra [voir FDG §§3, 4, 9, 10, 35, 36, 43
(p. 225, 4-6)], dans D’expression “propos induisant la croyance,”
I’enthymeéme (ou syllogisme rhétorique: syllogisme moins rigoureux
que le syllogisme démonstratif du point de vue de ses prémisses
et/ou de la composition de celles-ci entre elles) et I’exemple. Les
prémisses comme telles ne sont pas des propos. Seuls le sont les rai-
sonnements fondées sur les prémisses.

Maintenant sur quoi portent les raisonnements induisant la persua-
sion? Pour répondre a cette question, il convient de se reporter a la
doctrine farabienne des moyens de la persuasion rhétorique, doctrine
qui s’appuie sur celle d’Aristote, mais lui fait subir une profonde ré-
¢laboration. On se contentera ici d’un bref apercu tiré¢ de FDG §§4-9,
17-23:

— Les raisonnements qui conduisent “en premier et par soi” a la
conviction relative a 1’objet visé. 1l s’agit d’une conviction établie
par les propos eux-mémes directement et sans le concours
d’autres procédés. N’entrent pas dans cette catégorie: des procé-
dés extérieurs aux propos du locuteur, mais suffisant & remporter
la conviction (une convention, par exemple); des propos établis-
sant la valeur de ces procédés extérieurs (montrer que la conven-
tion a été correctement faite la renforce, mais il n’en reste pas
moins que c’est cette convention qui remporte directement la
conviction relativement a son objet et non les raisonnements qui
établissent sa rectitude); des propos ne remportant pas la convic-
tion, mais servant a y préparer le terrain (comme le recours aux
passions). Aux raisonnements se rattachent, mais comme un ¢lé-
ment extérieur, la beauté de 1’expression et la bonne élocution.

— L’excellence du locuteur peut par elle-méme suffire a persuader
de I’objet visé. Quand on établit cette excellence par des propos,
ceux-ci entrent donc dans la catégorie des propos qui produisent la
conviction — indirectement sans doute.

— Les passions inclinent seulement a la conviction quant a 1’objet
visé et ne la produisent pas. Quand les passions sont induites par



BALAGHA 47

des propos, ceux-ci n’entrent pas pour autant dans la catégorie des
propos qui produisent la conviction.

— Les caractéres de 1’auditeur inclinent seulement a la conviction
quant a 1’objet visé et ne la produisent pas. Quand les caractéres
sont induits par des propos, ceux-ci n’entrent pas pour autant dans
la catégorie des propos qui produisent la conviction.

— Les huit choses qui ne sont pas des propos de I’orateur : le témoi-
gnage; les convictions induites par 1’affirmation d’une personne, le
récit de ses paroles ou par les lois particuliéres; les conventions; le
serment; les paroles et les faits quasi-miraculeux ou miraculeux par
lesquels I’adversaire est défié; la torture; la réputation d’honnéteté;
le visage, I’aspect, le corps. Ces choses peuvent par elles-mémes
établir I’objet visé. Quand la rhétorique, le propos (allocutio), le
raisonnement (ratiocinatio) interviennent pour conduire a croire a
ces choses et les renforcer, ces propos entrent dans la catégorie des
propos qui produisent la conviction — indirectement sans doute.

En conséquence, les propos qui induisent la persuasion sont des en-
thymémes ou des exemples établissant soit directement, soit indirec-
tement la chose dont on cherche a persuader. Dans le deuxiéme cas,
ces raisonnements serviraient a I’établissement ou a la valorisation
soit de I’excellence de I’orateur, soit de I’un des huit procédés exter-
nes. Les raisonnements qui peuvent inciter & une passion ou a un trait
de caractére ne relévent pas des propos qui induisent la croyance.
Revenons au passage qui nous arréte ici (FDG §28). “Le propos
qui induit la croyance” serait “singulier.” Singularis rend sans doute
mufrad. C’est le cas dans FFDG §15, ou, dans la définition de la rhéto-
rique qui reprend celle que donne la traduction arabe anonyme,!” on a
singularium pour mufrada, qui ne peut dans ce contexte signifier que
“séparé.”18 En conséquence, dire que le propos induisant la croyance,
a savoir le raisonnement établissant 1’objet méme de 1’allocution, est
“singulier,” ¢’est-a-dire séparé, signifie qu’il constitue une entité in-
dépendante. Et al-Farabi de mettre en avant deux caractéres de ce rai
sonnement: 1) quand il est simple, c’est-a-dire non constitué d’une
chaine de raisonnements, il se limite souvent a deux propositions,

17" Aristotle (1982), Aristotle s Ars Rhetorica. The Arabic Version. A new edition,
with Commentary and Glossary by M. C. Lyons (74L), 2 vols., Cambridge, I: 7, 11.

18 Voir CmRhét A 111: 31. FDG 194, n. 3, donne un exemple qui conduit au mé-
me résultat.
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c’est-a-dire sans doute les deux propositions de I’exemple et de
I’enthymeéme,!® qui est, selon FDG §36, un syllogisme formé d’une
conclusion et d’une prémisse, I’autre étant sous-entendue; 2) de toute
facon — et donc méme lorsqu’il n’est pas borné a un seul enthyméme,
mais qu’il est constitué d’une chaine d’enthymémes - le propos indui-
sant la croyance ne comporte que “deux choses.” Ce sont “la chose a
partir de laquelle la croyance est produite et celle dans laquelle la
croyance est produite,” ¢’est-a-dire une vérification (un raisonnement
ou une chaine de raisonnements) et un but. Bref, le propos induisant
la croyance est formé seulement de “deux parties, 0 qui peuvent fu-
sionner en un seul raisonnement ou étre présentées séparément. Or, et
c’est le point important, ces deux parties sont “nécessaires” a la cons-
titution d’un propos oratoire, alors que, dans le propos rhétorique,
sont “nécessaires” les deux parties en question, mais aussi un exorde,
un épilogue et, dans le cas du discours judiciaire, une narration.

II. Distinction par les opérations
et raisons profondes de la distinction.

Mais al-Farabi donne aussi une autre explication de la distinction en-
tre rethorica et oratoria. Elle ne se borne pas aux parties du discours,
mais elle met en jeu aussi d’autres facteurs de différenciation. Elle
présente, en outre, I’intérét de comporter une analyse des raisons pro-
fondes de la différence.

II.1. Les opérations du discours rhétorique

Considérons donc maintenant quelles sont les conditions et les choses
qu’il faut observer, choses qui, une fois qu’elles ont été trouvées dans
le propos (oratione) ou ’orateur (oratore), comme le propos (oratio)
composé de ces quatre ou trois parties, deviennent le propos rhétori-
que, c’est-a-dire le discours rhétorique (i.e. sermocinatio rethorica).
Disons donc que les conditions — a savoir que le propos (oratio) soit
adapté au fait de parler (loguendum), par son moyen, a un rassemble-
ment,2! ou au fait de le lire aux gens eux-mémes — sont celles dont la

19 Pace Aouad, 1997, 229-30 (comme n. 6).

20 Si I’on consideére les deux choses dont le propos induisant la croyance est con-
stitué, on a “deux parties,” mais si I’on envisage ce propos qui les englobe, on n’a
plus qu’une partie: c’est ce qui se passe dans 1’énumération de la fin de FDG §28.

21" Ad collegium quoique BnF Lat. 16097, fol. 1912, et FDG §30, aient collegium.
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possession a pour conséquence qu’il y ait?2 dans le propos (oratione)
complet, au moyen des parties que nous avons énumérées, plusieurs
opérations (operationes). Plus le rassemblement de toutes sortes
d’individus s’accroit, plus il rassemble des hommes d’intellects divers.
Celui qui prononce un discours (sermocinator) aura donc besoin de
faire entendre a chacun d’eux ce qu’il comprend et ce en quoi il croit,
jusqu’a ce qu’il les rende tous égaux sous le rapport de la compréhen-
sion de ce qu’il dit et de la croyance en ce qu’il dit, ou qu’il se rappro-
che de cette égalisation. Si la persuasion n’est pas possible pour tous
ceux qui sont rassemblés, qu’elle se produise du moins pour la majori-
té d’entre eux. Les hommes dont les intellects sont différents différent
soit dans la compréhension, soit dans la croyance. C’est pourquoi,
quand ils différent dans la compréhension, on a besoin d’appliquer a
chacun d’eux un mode, ou I’intellect de chacun d’eux doit étre instruit
par des moyens différents du mode par lequel 1’autre doit étre instruit.
Mais quand ils différent dans la croyance, on a aussi besoin de divers
modes relativement & chacun d’eux, selon ceux qu’on induit a la
croyance. Pour cette raison, il est donc nécessaire que le propos (ser-
mo) congu ou obtenu pour présenter un discours (sermocinandum) a
une réunion ou une multitude, au fur et a mesure que cette multitude
s’agrandit, ait un grand nombre de méthodes ou inductions?3 préparant
a la compréhension ou a la croyance et a la conservation [par la mé-
moire] de ce qui est dit par celui qui tient le discours (sermocinante).
Car d’une grande réunion, on cherche a obtenir trois choses: que les
hommes comprennent, qu’ils croient et qu’ils retiennent. Les métho-
des ou inductions menant a chacune de ces trois choses sont nombreu-
ses. Elles sont seulement définies en fonction de la multitude en ques-
tion. Il est donc évident que 1’assemblée ou multitude a laquelle le
propos (sermo) est adressé est d’un nombre indéterminé. Cependant
les méthodes persuadant la multitude sont elles-mémes définies et les
nombres qui les contiennent sont déterminés. Puisqu’il en est ainsi, le
propos rhétorique sera un propos (oratio) composé de quatre ou de
trois parties. Ce qui est utilisé en Iui en fait de modes induisant la
compréhension et la croyance ne sera pas uniquement un seul mode.
Bien au contraire, beaucoup de modes divers sont rassemblés en une
somme unique. Mais quand [le propos] ne réunit qu’un seul mode,
[[’orateur] ne pourra, par ce [propos], adresser convenablement un
discours (sermocinari) qu’a une personne ou a une certaine multi-
tude?* dont I’attitude est uniforme quand elle recoit et croit ce qui est
dit. En effet, il n’y a pas de différence entre cet homme unique et une
telle multitude. La similitude qui est posée comme condition quand il

22 Sint quoique BnF Lat. 16097, fol. 1912 et FDG §30 aient sit.

23 Inductiones: il s’agit d’inductions a la compréhension, a la conviction...

24 En éliminant vel que FDG §30 et BnF Lat. 16097, fol. 191V ont ici, mais qui
n’a pas de sens dans le contexte.
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s’agit de propos rhétorique ou discours est telle que cette similitude
rassemble les hommes dont D’attitude différe quand ils regoivent,
comprennent, croient et retiennent ce qui est dit. C’est pour cette rai-
son qu’il faut donc que le discours remplisse les conditions énoncées
précédemment,?’ & savoir: qu’il soit un propos (oratio) prolixe, qu’il
comprenne plusieurs modes divers induisant la compréhension, la
croyance et la conservation [par la mémoire]. Or, dans chaque dis-
cours, la définition de ces modes dépend de ceux que contient la mul-
titude a laquelle on doit s’adresser (FDAW §30).

Les opérations du discours rhétorique envisagées dans ces lignes d¢-
coulent d’un caractére essentiel de celui-ci: il s’adresse a une assem-
blée.26 En effet, la persuasion d’un public élargi implique plusieurs
opérations: la constitution des parties du discours certes, mais aussi
d’autres facteurs. Pour démontrer ce point, al-Farabi remarque que,
dans les assemblées, les membres ont en général des intellects diffé-
rents aussi bien quant a leur capacité de comprendre les concepts
qu’a celle de croire, d’étre convaincus.?” Des procédés adaptés a ces
variations doivent donc étre utilisés par celui qui prononce un dis-
cours. En somme, 1’égalité du résultat — la compréhension et la
conviction — requiert une diversité d’opérations. Le discours devra
donc comprendre toutes ces opérations.

Qu’est-ce que ces “opérations”? Il s’agit non seulement des “par-
ties” structurant le discours (exorde, narration, but, vérification et
épilogue), mais aussi de tous les autres moyens de persuader par ce-
lui-ci, qui ont été passés en revue plus haut.

Ailleurs, al-Farabi donne une autre justification de la complexité
des opérations mises en ceuvre par la rhétorique. Comme elle vise a
persuader et que la persuasion, contrairement a la certitude, est sus-

25 Au début de cette citation.

26 Voir aussi: “La plupart des hommes n’appellent [en lisant nominant (BnF Lat.
16097, fol. 191V2) et non nominantur (FDG §29)] discours que le propos (oratio-
nem) composé de ces quatre ou trois parties, quand elles ont été inventées pour
qu’on les lise ou qu’on les récite dans quelque réunion (collegio) ou (vel) rassem-
blement (congregatione)” (FDAW §29).

27 La distinction entre la compréhension (fahm, tasawwur) d’une part et la con-
viction (fasdiq) d’autre part est un théme récurrent de la philosophie arabe (voir De-
borah L. Black (1990), Logic and Aristotle’s “Rhetoric” and “Poetics” in Medieval
Arabic Philosophy, Leiden-New York-Kebenhavn-Koln, 71-8). Il est évoqué dés
FDG §2. 11 s’agit, pour dire les choses trés brievement, d’un c6té, d’une conception
qui, pour étre correcte, doit respecter certaines régles, mais qui n’est pas encore un
jugement se donnant comme vrai et, de I’autre, d’une adhésion a un jugement
prétendu vrai.
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ceptible d’étre plus ou moins forte, il ne suffira pas de produire une
preuve objective pour obtenir la meilleure persuasion possible, mais
il faudra la renforcer par un maximum d’autres procédés:

En tout cas, comme la nature de cette puissance ou faculté est telle
qu’elle ne confére pas de certitude au discours qu’elle produit, mais
seulement une croyance au sujet de quelque chose, de quelque ma-
niére que ce soit — bien que rien n’empéche cette chose d’étre autre-
ment qu’elle n’est — et que cette croyance est susceptible d’étre plus
ou moins forte ou faible, elle a besoin d’étre fortifiée par n’importe
quelle chose qui permet de la fortifier, et cela jusqu’a ce que la chose
par laquelle on cherche a induire une croyance devienne plus persua-
sive et plus acceptable par 1’auditeur et afin que le discours soit plus
complétement en acte et exerce une impression plus forte sur ’ame de
celui auquel on adresse un discours. Pour cette raison, Aristote a dit
dans la définition de la rhétorique qu’elle est une “puissance qui
s’efforce d’obtenir la persuasion possible,”?¢ et le sens du mot
“s’efforce,” ¢’est parvenir a la possibilité ultime de I’effort ou au-dela
d’elle. En effet, ce mot est utilisé dans les situations difficiles ou il
existe, espére-t-on, une possibilité d’atteindre la fin qu’on vise; et
I’homme s’efforce, autant qu’il peut — il voudrait méme pouvoir da-
vantage — de parvenir a la chose désirée et recherchée. L’expression
“persuasion possible” soutient?® qu’il vise par la le sens suivant: il
s’efforce d’atteindre le possible dans la persuasion ou satisfaction.
Evidemment il I’atteint de la maniére qu’il peut et induit ce qu’il peut
et au sujet des choses par lesquelles la persuasion propre est destinée a
se réaliser. L’une des choses par lesquelles il est possible de renforcer
le discours rhétorique jusqu’a ce que la croyance produite par lui soit
renforcée est que le contradicteur soit incliné a résister au dire par le-
quel on adresse un discours et dont on cherche la persuasion — ainsi,
quand le contradicteur est affaibli dans son effort pour résister au locu-
teur ou a celui qui prononce un discours ou qu’il résiste, mais que le
locuteur s’oppose a lui par quelque chose par quoi il défend son dire et
désapprouve I’attaque qu’il subit, la persuasion de ’auditeur devient
plus compléte et plus efficace — et qu’avec cela, le juge soit incliné a
comprendre et accepter avec clairvoyance ce que celui qui adresse un
discours propose, ce par quoi celui qui adresse un discours propose, ce

28 Rhét 1: 1355b 26-7, telle que rendue dans la traduction arabe anonyme (7AL I,
7, 10-11). Voir, sur la traduction de la définition de la rhétorique, CmRhét A 111 : 31
et, plus généralement, sur 1’'usage par al-Farabi de la traduction anonyme de Rhét,
FDG 133-7, et M. Aouad (1992), “Les fondements de la Rhétorique d’Aristote re-
considérés par Farabi, ou le concept de point de vue immédiat et commun,” Arabic
Sciences and Philosophy. A Historical Journal 11: 159-63.

29 Sustinet. En arabe, sans doute yahtamil, qui signifie littéralement “supporte,”
mais qui a aussi le sens de “il est possible que”.
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par quoi le contradicteur s’oppose a lui et ce par quoi le locuteur réfute
le dire de ce dernier, afin que le juge écoute les deux dires exposés par
I’une et 1’autre personne, et qu’il juge ce qu’exige le plus efficace des
deux dires pour la persuasion (FDAW §16).

L’habitus rhétorique comme puissance de produire
toutes les opérations du discours rhétorique

Si le discours ou acte de la rhétorique consiste en une conjugaison de
toutes ces opérations, la rhétorique sera un habitus permettant de
produire ces diverses opérations.

Puisqu’il en est ainsi, le propos rhétorique complet (completa) ou par-
fait (perfecta) est celui qui est composé des parties que nous avons
énumérées et dans lesquelles sont réunis tous les modes induisant a la
compréhension et a la croyance. C’est pourquoi un tel propos rhétori-
que sera valable pour tous les hommes. Ensuite, sera toujours plus
complet le propos rhétorique qui embrasse de nombreux modes. Ce-
lui-ci dépend des maniéres d’étre? de tous les hommes. Puisqu’il en
est ainsi, il faut donc que la rhétorique soit un habitus par lequel
I’homme a la puissance de tenir un discours (sermocinationem) dans
chacune des choses singulieres selon tous les modes de la persuasion.
Et peut-étre faut-il poser comme condition pour les choses singuliéres,
qu’il s’agit des choses singuliéres dans les affaires humaines. Par
conséquent, elles sont celles qu’il est nécessaire d’avoir dans le propos
(oratione) en raison des conditions connues3! afin que le propos (ora-
tio) devienne un propos rhétorique (rethoria). Ce qui suit nécessaire-
ment de ces conditions connues, pour le locuteur (dictore), est
I’habitus du propos rhétorique dont nous avons parlé. C’est ainsi
qu’on doit comprendre le terme [d’Aristote] de “puissance.”2? Celui
qui a en effet I’habitus parfait ne se heurte a aucun obstacle quand il
adresse un discours (sermocinando) a une grande multitude. Car
I’obstacle n’arrive principalement a I’homme qu’a cause du manque
de confiance en soi. Celui qui a I’art parfait est confiant ou sir de lui-
méme a cause de la science de la puissance qui est en lui. C’est pour-
quoi il ne se heurte a aucun obstacle (FDAW §31).

30 En lisant manieries (BnF Lat. 16097, fol. 191'b) et non maneries (FDG §31).

31 Les conditions requises par la nature de 1’auditoire en rhétorique, a savoir le
fait qu’il est constitué d’assemblées de personnes : voir FDG §30, cité ci-dessus.

32 Voir ci-dessus, n. 28.
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I1.3. Comparaison de la rhétorique et de la faculté oratoire

Le rapport de la rhétorique a la faculté oratoire est un rapport

\

d’espéce a genre. Ainsi, al-Farabi soutient que la rhétorique est
I’espéce la plus utile et la plus dignes des espéces de la faculté ora-
toire en tant que la rhétorique est, a la différence des autres espéces
de la faculté oratoire, éminemment politique:

Avec cela, puisqu’Aristote a cherché par I’art de la [faculté] oratoire a
le poser comme ce qui prépare a ce qui est utile a I’homme, il a posé
son propre dire (ditionem) a ce sujet comme s’il préparait a une espéce
plus utile et plus digne de propos relevant des [facultés] oratoires (ad
utiliorem specierum orationum oratoriarum et digniorem ipsarum), ce
qui est le propos rhétorique. En effet, la rhétorique est, parmi les au-
tres (ceteras) especes ou parties de la [faculté] oratoire, subordonnée
aux cités et c¢’est 1a I'un des instruments de cette [faculté]. Car les
principales puissances des activités dans les cités sont ces deux cho-
ses: la prudence et la rhétorique ou (seu) éloquence (eloguentia). De
fait, la suprématie du philosophe est extérieure a cette maticre. Mais
les autres puissances et arts profitables dans les cités sont subordonnés
a la suprématie de la prudence et de la rhétorique. C’est pour cette rai-
son qu’on entend souvent les orateurs (oratoribus) dire: “L’épée est
sous le pouvoir du calame, et non le calame sous le pouvoir de
I’épée.”33 Mais ce n’est pas ici le lieu de discuter de ces sujets. Pour
cette raison, la rhétorique a été rendue utile, nécessaire et honorable, et
en raison de cette considération, Aristote a appelé son livre du nom de
Rhétorique (FDAW §31).

De méme, quand il examine le statut de ’oral et de I’écrit, al-Farabi
est amen¢ a envisager le rapport des propos rhétoriques aux propos
oratoires comme un rapport d’espéce a genre. Evoquant le propos
rhétorique, il écrit:

Et cela, parce que ce propos (oratio) est le seul qui réunisse les condi-
tions des espéces de tous les propos oratoires (specierum orationum
oratoriarum omnium). Une fois que I’homme sait les régles de ce pro-
pos (orationis), il pourra transférer ce qu’il veut de ces régles vers les
autres espéces de propos oratoires (ceferas species oratoriarum ora-
tionum), sur n’importe quel point (FDAW §31).

33 Sur ce théme courant dans la littérature arabe, voir M. Aouad et M. Rashed
(1997), “L’exégese de la Rhétorique d’ Aristote: recherches sur quelques commenta-
teurs grecs, arabes et byzantins. Premiére partie,” Medioevo. Rivista di storia della
filosofia medievale, XXIII: 102-4.
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Les propos rhétoriques sont une espéce parmi d’autres de propos ora-
toires. Mais cette espéce a ceci de particulier qu’elle réunit en elle les
caractéres de toutes les autres, alors que celles-ci n’ont que certains
caracteres a I’exclusion d’autres.

En conséquence, chacune des puissances constitutives de la rhéto-
rique est aussi une faculté oratoire, bien qu’aucune d’entre elles,
prise séparément, ne soit une rhétorique. C’est ce qui apparait dans
ce passage ou al-Farabi montre que 1’on posséde généralement natu-
rellement I’une ou I’autre des puissances en question.

On a déja mis aussi en évidence que I’ceuvre (opus) ou (sive) I’acte
(actus) de la rhétorique est le discours, c’est-a-dire que ’acte de la
rhétorique est ce par quoi on vise ce dont la détermination est déja en
nous34. Les modes de cette rhétorique sont nombreux et il n’arrive pas
que3s chaque homme ait par nature la puissance de tous les modes du
discours. Mais il se peut qu'un homme atteigne I’un de ces modes et
un autre [homme], un autre mode. Les puissances particuliéres qui
concernent 1’'un ou I’autre des modes particuliers de ce discours sont
les parties de I’habitus de la rhétorique. Donc, en d’autres termes,
n’importe lequel des modes utilisés dans les matiéres de la [faculté]
oratoire — et selon la matiére de celle-ci, la détermination précéde — est
un certain acte parmi les actes de la rhétorique; par exemple, dans les
propos rhétoriques, la plupart [des modes] qui concernent les mots et
la réception.3¢ En effet, ces actes sont certains des actes de la rhétori-
que. Mais la [faculté] oratoire embrasse toutes ces puissances, car
toute puissance selon 1'un des modes de la rhétorique appliqués aux
choses de ce type et tendant vers 1’un des buts qu’on a rappelés est une
certaine [faculté] oratoire. Aucune de ces puissances cependant n’est
une rhétorique compléte. Voila donc les puissances qui sont dans la
plupart des gens et par lesquelles la plupart adresse des discours (ser-
mocinantur) quand ils communiquent ensemble dans leurs affaires ré-
ciproques. En conséquence, tous utilisent certaines des actions du pro-

34 Avant de produire les actes de la rhétorique, nous possédons une puissance dé-
terminée de les produire.

35 En lisant quod (BnF Lat. 16097, fol. 1929) et non semper (FDG §32).

36 Acceptatio. 11 s’agit sans doute, comme le soutient Grignaschi (FDG 203,
n. 2), des procédés acoustiques et des gestes qui visent a capter 1’attention de
I’auditeur. En effet, ils sont subsumés ailleurs sous le terme au sens voisin de recep-
tio: “La maniere d’étre du visage, la disposition du corps et les choses qui y sont ap-
parentées se rapportent a la réception (receptionem) des modes de la controverse et
des gestes qu’[Aristote] mentionnera dans le troisiéme traité” (FDAW §39). Ces dif-
férents procédés sont subsumés par la tradition arabe sous la catégorie d’al-akhdh
bi-l-wujih (la saisie des visages), expression qui correspond a I’hupokrisis
d’Aristote (“action,” “jeu des acteurs”): voir a ce sujet CmRhét A 111: 348-51.
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pos rhétorique et il y a en eux des puissances particuliéres qui sont des
parties de I’ habitus de la rhétorique (FDAW §32).

Al-Farabi établit d’abord ici que I’on peut posséder naturellement
I’une ou I’autre des puissances qui font partie de 1’habitus rhétorique.
Puis évoquant, a cette occasion, la faculté oratoire, il note que ces
puissances sont aussi des puissances de la faculté oratoire. Mais cha-
cune d’entre elles constituera une faculté oratoire, car chacune est
une espéce de faculté oratoire, alors qu’aucune n’est la rhétorique et
que seule I’est leur réunion. L’exemple des mots et de la “réception”
n’est pas anodin. C’est ce qui est le plus couramment pratiqué et
connu indépendamment méme de 1’art rhétorique hérité d’ Aristote.

En somme, la faculté oratoire ne serait pas un habitus constitué¢ du
systéme des puissances de produire les différentes opérations qui
peuvent concourir, dans ’allocution, a la persuasion — ce qui est le
cas de la rhétorique — mais le genre sous lequel ces puissances sont
subsumées. En conséquence, alors que la puissance de I'une ou
I’autre de ces opérations ne saurait pas a elle seule constituer
I’habitus rhétorique, elle pourrait en revanche étre dite faculté ora-
toire. La faculté oratoire ne conjuguant pas toujours I’ensemble des
puissances nécessaires a persuader les foules, elle sera moins utile a
la politique que la rhétorique.

Cette détermination de la faculté oratoire ne couvre pas tout a fait
celle que nous avons rencontrée au début de ce travail a propos de
FDG §28. En effet, selon cette dernicre, ce n’est pas n’importe la-
quelle des puissances susmentionnées qui suffit a constituer une fa-
culté oratoire, mais, pour posséder celle-ci, il faut au moins que I’on
ait la capacité de produire les deux parties centrales du discours, le
but et la vérification. Toutefois, quelle que soit la détermination de la
faculté oratoire, elle apparait comme une sorte de genre de la rhétori-
que et ne saurait étre confondue avec ce qu’al-Farabi appelle ailleurs
la rhétorique incompléte.

II1. La rhétorique complete, la rhétorique incomplete
ou nécessaire, la rhétorique défectueuse

“La rhétorique compléte” concerne foutes les capacités conduisant a
la persuasion au moyen de propos, a savoir la maitrise des procédés
de la persuasion que I’on peut rencontrer dans n’importe laquelle des
parties du discours, ainsi que la capacité de structurer celui-ci en ses
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différentes parties (FDG §§24 et 26). Or, nous avons vu que lors-
qu’al-Farabi présente la rhétorique absolument (c’est-a-dire sans ac-
compagner ce mot d’un qualificatif), il la caractérise précisément par
le fait qu’elle réunit toutes les puissances de la persuasion par des
propos. Dans certains passages, rhétorique et rhétorique compléte
apparaissent méme explicitement comme équivalentes (voir, par
exemple, FDAW §§28 et 31, cités ci-dessus). Celui qui maitrise la
rhétorique (ou rhétorique compléte) est le rhéteur (rethor). Le produit
effectif, en acte, de la rhétorique (ou rhétorique compléte) est le pro-
pos rhétorique (rethoria). En revanche, le propos en général, quel
qu’il soit, est rendu par les mots de sermo ou de ditio (voir, par
exemple, FDAW §28, cité ci-dessus).

De la rhétorique compléte, al-Farabi distingue “la rhétorique in-
compléte” et “la rhétorique défectueuse.” Il ne s’agit pas des mémes
réalités. La rhétorique incompléte est

la puissance de certains de ces discours au moyen de trés peu de par-
ties, par lesquelles on atteint le but recherché par le discours. Cela
consiste en ce que I’homme a une puissance de discourir au moyen de
deux propositions seulement, dont I’une est que la persuasion d’une
certaine chose se trouve accomplie, et en ce que cet homme exprime
ces propositions en respectant les conditions d’une construction, d’une
inflexion, d’une composition et d’un ordre corrects, selon les possibi-
lités de ceux qui parlent cette langue ou cet idiome. Quand ’homme a
donc la puissance de faire un discours composé de mots ayant cette
disposition et ces significations, on dira d’un tel homme qu’il est”
rhéteur selon la rhétorique nécessaire bien qu’il n’ait pas la puissance
d’induire, pour renforcer sa persuasion, les autres choses extérieures
que nous avons énumérées (FDAW §23).

Les deux propositions dont il est question dans ce passage sont vrai-
semblablement, comme dans FDAW §28 (voir ci-dessus), les deux
propositions de I’enthyméme ou de I’exemple quand elles établissent
I’objet méme de la recherche. Elles contiennent déja par elles-mémes
une vérification et un but. La rhétorique incompléte est une puis-
sance bornée a la capacité de produire, pour établir I’objet du propos,
des raisonnements formés de ces deux propositions formulées dans
une expression correcte. La rhétorique incompléte est aussi dite “rhé-
torique nécessaire,” sans doute parce que les raisonnements qui la

37 En lisant sit (BnF Lat. 16097, fol. 190™) et non si (FDG §23).
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constituent sont nécessaires au propos oratoires (FDG §28). Aristote
(Rhet 11I: 1414a 30-6), qui soutient aussi que le but et la vérification
sont nécessaires au propos (logos), n’intégre pas cette thése a une
distinction entre rhétorique compléte et rhétorique incompléte.

La rhétorique défectueuse est une puissance limitée a la produc-
tion de I'un ou I’autre des moyens concourant a la persuasion au
moyen des propos. Mais il ne s’agit pas forcément des raisonnements
servant a établir I’objet méme du discours. Cela peut étre, par exem-
ple, les propos induisant une passion:

Il se peut qu’un homme n’ait la puissance de son discours que dans un
certain genre de choses seulement, et non dans un autre; il se peut
qu’un homme n’ait la puissance de discourir qu’au moyen de propos
passionnels et relatifs aux caractéres; il se peut enfin qu’un homme
n’ait la puissance de discourir que par les seuls propos induisant la
croyance. Quand donc il a la puissance de discourir dans un certain
genre de choses par lesquelles on recherche la persuasion, sa rhétori-
que sera défectueuse (FDAW §23).

Il est intéressant de noter qu’al-Farabi soutient que 1’usage par les
sciences de la rhétorique incompléte (ou nécessaire) peut étre 1égi-
time. Ce n’est pas le lieu ici d’examiner en détail les rapports de la
rhétorique et des sciences selon les Didascalia.’® On se contentera de
présenter de maniére trés résumée un point tiré de FDG §§11, 15 et
surtout 27. La rhétorique peut légitimement intervenir dans les scien-
ces a condition qu’il s’agisse de la rhétorique incompléte (ou néces-
saire) et que le savant ne dispose pas encore de démonstrations pour
¢tablir son objet de recherche. Il peut alors provisoirement recourir a
des arguments non certains, d’ordre persuasif, relevant de la rhétori-
que nécessaire (ou incompléte). C’est ce qu’aurait fait Aristote, dans
Le Livre des animaux, a propos de la génération des abeilles. En
d’autres termes, I’'usage des enthymémes serait parfois admissible en
sciences, mais jamais l’incitation aux passions. De méme que
I’insistance sur la complexité de la rhétorique par comparaison a la
moindre complexité de la faculté oratoire n’est pas fondée seulement
sur un souci de clarification lexicale ou de classification, mais sur des
raisons plus profondes (le caractere politique de I’auditoire de la rhé-
torique et les degrés d’intensit¢ de la persuasion), de méme
1’¢laboration des concepts de rhétorique compléte et de rhétorique in-

38 Voir, pour de plus amples explications, Aouad 1997, 220-42 (comme n. 6).
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compléte (nécessaire) semblent renvoyer, en derniére instance, aux
tentatives d’al-Farabi de préciser les rapports de la rhétorique avec les
sciences.

IV. Le substrat arabe

Quels sont les termes arabes auxquels correspondent oratoria et re-
thorica?

Les correspondants de rethorica et des mots de méme racine sont
généralement khataba et des mots de méme racine dans les traductions
d’Hermann. En voici quelques exemples: al-agawil al-khutabiyya/
sermones rethoricae [extrait du Commentaire moyen a la “Rhétorique”
d’Averro¢s inséré par Hermann dans sa traduction de la version arabe
de Rhét: vir W. F. Boggess (1971), “Hermannus Alemannus’s Rhetori-
cal Translations,” Viator 1I: 240]; khatib/rethor (traduction de Rhét:
TAL 1. 119, 23/BnF Lat. 16673, fol. 109%); khataba/rethorica [Com-
mentaire moyen a la “Poétique” d’ Averroés: Aristitalis (1973), Fann
al-shiv ma‘a l-tarjama al-‘arabiyya al-qadima wa-shurith al-Farabr
wa-Ibn Sina wa-Ibn Rushd, éd. ‘Abdarrahman Badawi, 2¢me impres-
sion, Beyrouth, 250, 20/BnF Lat. 16673, fol. 171b].

S’agissant d’oratoria, il est plus difficile de retrouver le terme
arabe sous-jacent. Nous avons vu en effet qu’oraroria signifie tou-
jours un propos dans lequel on utilise des procédés produisant un ef-
fet sur ’auditeur. Il y a, dans ’oratoria, une recherche de 1’efficacité
que I’on n’a pas dans les termes de gawl et kalam, qui désignent le
propos en général et qui sont sans doute les mots qu’Hermann rend
par sermo ou oratio. En revanche, 1’idée de parole efficace semble
plus présente dans le terme de balagha.3® On peut donc raisonnable-
ment supposer qu’oratoria traduit baldagha.

Pour renforcer cette hypothése, il n’est pas indispensable de
s’appuyer sur le passage, d’ailleurs ambigu, du Traite du Recense-
ment des sciences, cité ci-dessus et évoqué puis révoqué par Gri-
gnaschi. D’autres textes, assez nombreux dans la tradition arabe de la
Rhétorique d’Aristote, exhibent clairement le couple baldgha/
khataba dans le sens ou le premier de ces concepts aurait une exten-
sion plus large que le second.

39 Voir CmRhét A 111: 8-9.
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Le plus pertinent de ces passages est le début de la traduction arabe
anonyme de Rhét. Voici ce qu’on lit au début de celle-ci: en titre, au
haut de la page, Rituriga ay al-Khataba; et, dans la marge, al-ritiriqa
balagha fi al-hukima. Khataba apparait ainsi comme 1’équivalent
exact de rhetorike, alors que balagha est présentée comme plus géné-
rale: elle n’est rhétorique que lorsqu’elle concerne la hukima. Ce
terme est ambigu. Son sens de gouvernement (ministres dirigés par un
premier ministre) est moderne. Dans la langue classique, il s’agit plu-
tot du proces judiciaire. Mais hakim, de méme racine, peut signifier
aussi bien le juge que le chef qui décide.#® Comme le contenu de Rhét
porte clairement non seulement sur le genre judiciaire, mais aussi sur
les genres délibératif et épidictique, I’annotateur de la traduction
arabe ancienne ne devait pas viser, pour le titre de celle-ci, le seul
genre judiciaire, mais tout ce qui concerne la gouvernance. Baldgha fi
[-hukiima est donc a rendre par “[faculté] oratoire dans les affaires de
gouvernance.” Certes, bien qu’il soit établi qu’al-Farabi a eu recours a
la traduction arabe ancienne,*! on ne peut assurer que la note margi-
nale de celle-ci ait été connue de lui: elle est peut-étre postérieure.
Mais il n’empéche qu’il y a 1a un témoin d’une maniere de compren-
dre les rapports de la balagha et de la khataba qui devait étre courante
dans les milieux philosophiques médiévaux.

D’autres traités de la tradition arabe de Rhét entendent d’ailleurs
aussi balagha en un sens plus large que khataba. Ainsi, Averro¢s, au
début de son Commentaire moyen a la Rhétorique, dans lequel il uti-
lise beaucoup le Grand commentaire d’al-Farabi a la Rhétorique,*?
soutient que la balagha peut étre jusqu’a un certain point le fait de
tout homme mais aussi un art dont les régles sont systématiquement
saisies dans un livre, ce qui est précisément la khataba.*3

Cette détermination des rapports de khataba et de balagha est par-
faitement en harmonie avec celle des rapports de rethorica et
d’oratoria, quoi qu’en dise Grignaschi. En effet, nous avons vu plus
haut qu’oratoria ne concerne pas seulement des formes imparfaites

40 Sur la remarque marginale (non signalée dans TAL) de la traduction arabe
anonyme et sur hukiima, voir CmRhét A 111: 1-6. Mais alors que je crois toujours que
hukiima signifie, dans les passages d’Avicenne que je cite dans ces pages, les affai-
res judiciaires, je pense maintenant que ce mot a, dans la traduction arabe anonyme,
le sens général de gouvernance.

41 Voir, ci-dessus, n. 28.

42 Voir, ci-dessus, n. 7.

43 CmRhét A1, §1.1.2.
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de rethorica, mais qu’elle en est le genre en tant que rethorica est
une oratoria a I’usage des foules et donc une oratoria politique.

Du point de vue du contenu des notions, il semble donc qu’ora-
toria soit, en droit, parfaitement susceptible de rendre baldgha. Mais
Hermann n’a-t-il pas en fait eu recours a d’autres termes pour traduire
balagha?

Ainsi, il arrive assez souvent que balagha et les mots de cette ra-
cine soient rendus par rethorica. C’est, par exemple, le cas de baligh
de la traduction arabe anonyme rendu par rethor (TAL 1, p. 85, 20 cor-
respondant a BnF Lat. 16673, fol. 96%) et de anha’ al-balagha des ex-
traits du Commentaire moyen a “La Rhétorique” d’Averroés rendu
par rethoricales (Boggess 1971: 240-1). Mais il s’agit toujours d’un
contexte ou il n 'y a pas a distinguer balagha de khataba. En revanche,
dans les cas ou la distinction s’impose, on voit mal comment il aurait
¢té possible de traduire les deux termes de la méme maniére.

Qu’en est-il de facundia, que 1’on rencontre dans FDG §14? Rien
n’indique que ce terme ait été le mot utilisé par Hermann pour rendre
balagha: il peut trés bien avoir servi a traduire fasaha (¢loquence ver-
bale), comme le reconnait Grignaschi lui-méme (FDG, p. 172, n. 3).

Quant au mot eloquentia, j’en ai relevé trois occurrences dans les
Didascalia, deux dans FDG §13, et une dans FDG §31.

Comme nous avons désormais mis ces choses en évidence, il faut que
nous disions ce qu’est le but de la [faculté] oratoire (oratorie) ou
(sive) de I’éloquence (eloquentie) chez Aristote. Or au sujet de
I’¢loquence (eloguentia) ou (seu) rhétorique (rethorica), il apparait a
tout le monde que son acte est un certain discours (sermocinatio)
(FDAW §13)

En effet la rhétorique (rethorica) est, parmi les autres especes ou
parties de la [faculté] oratoire (orforie), subordonnée aux cités et c’est
1a ’un des instruments de cette [faculté]. Car les principales puissan-
ces des activités dans les cités sont ces deux choses: la prudence et la
rhétorique (rethorica) ou (seu) éloquence (eloquentia) (FDAW §31).

Il ressort de la derniére de ces occurrences que eloquentia n’est pas
un synonyme de oratoria, mais une espéce politique de celle-ci,
nommeée aussi rethorica. En conséquence, dans la citation de FDG
§13, I’expression eloquentia seu rethorica signifie des termes syno-
nymes, alors que oratorie sive eloquentie n’en signifie pas. Il sem-
blerait donc finalement que rethorica seu eloquentia soit une traduc-
tion double de khataba.
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Maintenant si ’on admet que rethorica rend khatdba et oratoria
balagha, rethoria traduirait gawl khutabi et ditio sive locutio orato-
ria, gawl baligh.

La détermination des rapports de /’oratoria/balagha avec rethori-
calkhataba ne permet pas seulement de clarifier le sens des concepts
et de souligner la fonction surtout politique de la rhétorique, mais
elle est aussi solidaire des jugements d’al-Farabi, dans les Didasca-
lia, sur les points de vue de certains lettrés qu’il n’identifie pas expli-
citement. Comme j’essaie de le montrer ailleurs,** les affirmations at-
tribuées a ces lettrés indiquent qu’il s’agit de personnalités généra-
lement considérées comme traitant du ilm al-baldgha (la science de
tradition essentiellement arabe de la balagha) et le reproche qui leur
est fait est de n’avoir donné qu’une détermination partielle de la rhé-
torique. Or, s’il est vrai que balagha, outre son espece rhétorique,
comporte surtout des espéces n’ayant que I’un ou 1’autre des caracte-
res de la rhétorique, il ne faut pas s’étonner que la science qui s’est
consacrée a cette baldgha se soit le plus souvent limitée a certains de
ces caracteéres.

44 Aouad 2006 (comme n. 11).
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SOME MORPHOLOGICAL FUNCTIONS OF ARABIC BI-:
ON THE USES OF GALEX, IT'

Dimitri Gutas, Yale University

Prepositions are vital elements of a language; they are, essentially,
the cement that keeps it together. They have numerous functions
which the genius of each language has assigned to them to perform
as a first recourse when other means of expressing the desired mean-
ing are lacking; as such, they are paragons of multitasking, to apply
this new term to a reality that has existed from the very beginning.
Classical Arabic prepositions are no exception, as is evident to any-
one (and baffling to the beginner) looking at an entry on any preposi-
tion in, say, Lane’s Lexicon; each preposition, it seems, means itself
and all the others.

Arguably one of the most talented, if not the most talented, Classi-
cal Arabic preposition in this regard is bi-. The great Sibawayh la-
conically, but very appositely, simply said that bi- had essentially one
function, to express adherence and combination, from which all oth-
ers derive.2 Medieval grammarians are deserving of our eternal grati-
tude for expanding upon Sibawayh’s terse statement and analyzing in
detail its various uses, conveniently summarized by Wright: it is used
to express adhesion (ilsdqg), time and place (zarfiyya), swearing (ga-
sam), companionship (musahaba, mulabasa), transitiveness (ta‘diya,
naql), instrument (isti‘ana), cause (sababiyya, ta'lil), and recompense

! It is a great pleasure to offer this minimal congratulatory token of my esteem to
a colleague and friend, Wolfhart Heinrichs, in appreciation of his lasting contribu-
tions to Graeco-Arabic studies. For GALex see G. Endress and D. Gutas, 4 Greek
and Arabic Lexicon, Leiden 1992ff. A first contribution on its uses has appeared in
the Festschrift for Hans Daiber, ed. A. Akasoy (Leiden 2007): “Arabic Particles and
Graeco-Arabic Translations. On the Uses of GALex, 1.”

2 al-Kitab, ed. ‘A. M. Hariin (Cairo 1975), 1V,217: innama hiya li-l-ilzaq wa-I-
ihtilat ... fa-mad ttasa‘a min hada fi I-kalami fa-hada asluhi.
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or price (ta‘wid, taman).? This is all well and good (fa-biha, as the ex-
pression with bi- has it), and certainly correct, but it is not sufficiently
discriminating or explanatory of the particular functions of the prepo-
sition in each case. Some greater clarity of analysis is needed. In an-
ticipation of thorough and truly authoritative studies of Arabic prepo-
sitions, this can be achieved by comparing bi- with what it translates
from another language that was translated into Arabic: classical
Greek.

In the traditional enumeration of the uses of bi- just listed, it is to
be noted that they do not all belong to the same category of function.
In all but one the preposition has a semantic function, expressing a
certain meaning, whereas in one, that of transitiveness (fa‘diya or
naql), it functions as a morphological element of verbs: it is a feature
that makes intransitive verbs of motion transitive, as in, to cite the
Qur’anic example given in the traditional grammars, dahaba lldhu
bi-narihim (Q. 2:16), “God removed (took away) their light.” In
other words, the preposition bi- here has no other function than to
make dahaba transitive; in itself it has no (or ceased to have any)
meaning. This morphological function of bi- was quite well known
to traditional grammarians, who rightly equated it to an essential
morphological element of verbs, the duplicated middle consonant of
the fa“ala (II) form and the initial hamza of the ‘af‘ala (IV) form,
which make a verb causative or factitive.*

Other, and similar, morphological functions of bi- become appar-
ent when the uses to which it is put in translating Greek are exam-
ined. The Greek and Arabic Lexicon (GALex), in this as in many
other cases, offers ample illustrative material. In general, these uses
in the case of bi- are six, if one excludes the bi- that makes verbs
transitive (since this goes with the individual verbs) and the bi- that
introduces the predicate in nominal sentences or after copulative
verbs (for which see immediately below). Bi- is thus used to translate

(1) individual Greek prepositions, either alone or as part of a
compound word;

(2) the verb £y (to have) as well as suffixes of verbs, adjectives,
and substantives that denote “having” a disease or a condition;

3 'W. Wright, 4 Grammar of the Arabic Language, Cambridge 1898, 11,163-4. Cf.
the entry in Lane’s Lexicon, 1,141-4, which, given its sources, also follows the tradi-
tional classification of these uses.

4 See Lane’s Lexicon 1,141c for references.
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(3) the morphology of Greek adjectives, pronominal adjectives,
and reflexive pronouns, by making adjectives out of Arabic nouns or
nominal phrases;

(4) the morphology of Greek cases with an adverbial significa-
tion and, by extension, the morphology of Greek adverbs;

(5) the adverbial or other modal sense of Greek primitive ad-
verbs and prepositions by making adverbs out of Arabic nouns or
nominal phrases;

(6) the adverbial sense of circumstantiality or instrumentality
implied by the Greek syntactic structures known as the genitive abso-
lute and participium coniunctum.

From this it is seen that bi- is used in its semantic function, that is,
to translate a Greek word with a specific meaning, only in cases (1)
and (2); in the remaining four cases it functions as a morphological
feature of Arabic, in particular as a marker for adjectives and ad-
verbs. The first two cases need not detain us, for they are transparent
enough, except to note briefly that in (1), bi- translates various Greek
prepositions denoting all the usual meanings of the preposition itself
as catalogued by the Arab grammarians and listed above (viz., ac-
companiment or association, instrument, means or manner, cause,
agency or origin, accordance or conformity, place or time, respect,
direction or extent, and distance or difference), and that in (2), the
preposition with an attached pronoun and the name of a disease or
condition, in the well-known expression bi-hi da’un (he suffers from
a disease), translates not only the verb &yw (to have, sc. a disease),
but also verbal and adjectival suffixes expressing the same concept,
like -1dw in Aewpudw (to suffer from leprosy) = man bi-hi garabun,’
or -tkdg in émAnmtikodg (epileptic) = man bi-hi sarun.t

In case (3) we observe the transition of the function of bi- in (2),
as just mentioned, from the semantic to the morphological arena, for
here it functions as a marker for adjectives; i.e., it translates the mor-
phology of Greek adjectives, pronominal adjectives, and reflexive
pronouns (in essence, the suffixes of these groups of words) by mak-

5 Diosc. Mat. med. 1,144.13 = WGAU (M. Ullmann (2002), Worterbuch zu den
griechisch-arabischen Ubersetzungen des 9. Jahrhunderts, Wiesbaden) p. 231.15.
For the abbreviations and references to the Greek and Arabic editions cited see the
List of Sources in GALex.

6 Diosc. Mat. med. 1,144.13, 145.18-19 = WGAU p.231.15, Ibn al-Baytar Gami*
1V,95.2.
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ing adjectives out of Arabic nouns or nominal phrases. Adjectives in-
dicate the quality possessed by a substantive, and the preposition bi-
attaches itself to the quality the subject has or is “with,” as in
avaykatog (necessary) = annahii bi-dtirarin,” or dpyoedig (having
the nature of a principle) = bi-manzilati l-asli.3 The practice is par-
ticularly common in the translation of compound adjectives formed
with the alpha privativum, as in dffng (without character) = bi-la
‘adatin,® duetpog (without metre, prosaic) = bi-gayri waznin,!0
dppttwrog (not rooted) = bi-gayri usilin.!! Similarly bi- is also fre-
quently used in the translation of Greek pronominal adjectives, as in
6oog (as much as) = bi-migdari ma'?z and bi-mablagi ma,'!3 6hog and
mdc, Gmog (whole, entire) = bi-asrihi4 or bi-I-gumlati,'s 6 a016¢ (the
same) = bi-‘aynihi (used ubiquitously), etc.

This function of bi-, as marker for adjectives, may incidentally
throw some light on its well-known duty of introducing the predicate
in nominal sentences or after copulative verbs, whether affirmative,
negative, or interrogative.!¢ The predicate in such sentences (e.g., as
in the Quranic ma rabbuka bi-gdfilin, Q. 11:123) is essentially a
predicate adjective, and the bi- can be taken as the morphological
element that lends this quality to a participle or any other noun that
constitutes the predicate.

Cases (4) through (6) all show bi- in its most common function, as
marker for adverbs, translating different expressions of adverbial us-
age in Greek, as specified above. Greek cases frequently have adver-
bial function, so it is natural to see bi- used in their translation, and
especially in the translation of the Greek dative which shows amazing

7 Arist. Part. anim. 111 4, 665b12 = 70.3.

8 Nicom. Arithm. 27.14 = 30.5.

9 Arist. Poet. 6, 1450225 = 232.21 / fol. 134a21.

10° Arist. Poet. 9, 1451b1 = 238.20 / fol. 135b20.

11 Arist. Hist. anim. V 15, 548a5 = 233.11.

12° Arist. Poet. 15, 1454b3 =1, 252.23 / fol. 139a23.

13" Arist. Poet. 9, 1452a7 1, 242.6 / fol. 136b6

14 Arist. Phys. 111 5, 205al1 = 238.7; IV 1, 224a26 = 489.10; IV 4, 211b22 =
310.12; 1V 4, 212a19 = 325.1.

IS Arist. Poet. 18, 1456a16 =1, 260.11 / fol. 141all.

16 Cf. H. Reckendorf (1895-8), Die syntaktischen Verhdltnisse des Arabischen,
Leiden, 241-3. It is to be noted that the example given at the very top of p. 242 from
Tabari is inaccurate and mistranslated. The preposition does not introduce the predi-
cate but goes with awla bi-, “most likely to be [true],” not “the first one is right,” as
Reckendorf has it.
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correlation in its meanings with that of the preposition bi-, such as the
instrumental dative (tolg mtépvEly, with the wings = bi-ganahihi'?),
dative of cause (vdow, through sickness = bi-maradin'®), the dative of
measure of difference (dvadt éhattovog, less by two = yakiinu aqalla
bi-tnayni'®), etc.

There is little need to document the use of bi- in the translation of
Greek adverbs, either those with a specific adverbial morphology,
where bi- translates the adverbial suffix -wg (madntikdg, in an affec-
tive way = bi-l-alamiyyati?®) or the primitive adverbs (&vdmahuv,
conversely = bi-‘aksi dalika?"). More interesting is the use of bi- in
the translation of the Greek circumstantial structures known as the
participium coniunctum and the genitive absolute, as in, respectively,
kaupaoo (having bent) = bi-nawi ntin@’in (1 ydp @HOLG TOPN TO
otéua TV TEAeVTV ToD TEPLTTOUOTOS ouviiyaye kdupaoa, for nature
brought the exit of excretion round near the mouth, having bent [it] =
min agli anna I-tibd‘a gama‘a ahira I-fadlati gariban mina l-fami bi-
naw’ ntind’in),22 and éviepwvouévov (as it is incised) = bi-an tusrata
(t0 8¢ dmoBaroanov Aeyduevov Omiletal £v TOTg VITO KUVA KOOUOOLY
évieuvouévou adnpots EvuEl tob dévdpov, the so-called juice of the
balsam-tree is extracted during the heat waves at the time of the Dog-
star as the tree is incised with iron claws = wa-amma duhnu [-bala-
sani fa-innahi yuharragu ba‘da tuliii I-kalbi bi-an tusrata I-Sagaratu
bi-misratin min hadidin).23 And finally, bi- figures even in the trans-
lation of the adverbial prefixes dvo- (with difficulty) and e0- (well,
easily), as in dvooilkovountog (manageable with difficulty) = la yu-
dabbaru illa bi-gammin?* and in gdovvdpuootog (easily joined to-
gether), with an affirmative-negative semantic metathesis = la yal-
ta’imu bi-‘usratin.2

As a whole, Sibawayhi is perhaps right in saying that the funda-
mental function of bi- is to express adherence (ilzag); but a distinc-
tion must be made between semantic adherence and morphological

17 Arist. Hist. anim. 1X 33, 619b17 = 415.16.

18 Arist. Metaph. E 3, 1027b2 = 729.9.

19 Nicom. Arithm. 95.7 = 75.16.

20 Arist. Rhet. 111 7, 1408b12 = 191.15; 111 17, 1418219 = 217.17
21 Arist. Eth. Nic. 14, 1095b1 = 119.15.

22 Arist. Gener. anim. 115, 720b19 = 18.13.

23 Diosc. Mat. med. 1, 24.10 = Ibn al-Baytar, Gami‘I, 107.33.

24 Artem. Onirocr: 186.20 = 338.10.

25 Arist. Gener. anim.17,718a29 = 11.2.
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adherence. It would improve the analysis and help the understanding
of this difficult but crucial preposition if in the future its morphologi-
cal functions were listed and discussed in the morphology section of
grammars rather than in that of syntax.



HAZAJ
GENESE EINES NEUPERSISCHEN METRUMS

Benedikt Reinert, Universitit Ziirich

L. Prdambel; 11. Die Verlockung des Reims; 111. Das schwarze Schaf
im Stall Khalils; IV. Das Erlebnis der Uberlinge; V. Das Phantom des
metrischen Formenreichtums; V1. Die Symbiose von Metrum und Reim

1. Praambel

I.1. Den Ausgangspunkt des folgenden Beitrags bildet die alte Frage
nach den Kriéften, die die dussere Form der neupersischen Dichtung
bestimmt haben, so wie uns diese in den Zeugnissen ihrer formativen
Periode 850 — 950 unserer Zeitrechnung entgegentritt. Neu ist nur die
Beiziehung einer persischen Koran-Paraphrase, die spitestens zu Be-
ginn des erwédhnten Zeitraums in Bukhara entstanden ist, im Folgen-
den BQP genannt, und von Ahmad ‘Ali Raja’t anno 1974 herausge-
geben wurde!.

=

I Unter dem Titel Poli meyan-e she‘r-e hejd’i o ‘ariizi-e farsi dar qorun-e avval-e
hejri, Teheran 1353/1974. Es handelt sich um das Fragment einer Abschrift, die mit
Q. 10:61 beginnt und mit Q. 14:25 endet. Das Buch wurde mir liebenswiirdigerweise
von Herrn Dr. Johannes Thomann zur Ausleihe beschafft. Herzlich danken mdchte
ich an dieser Stelle auch meinem verehrten Kollegen Prof. Dr. Bo Utas, dass er mich
iiber eine Xerokopie in seinen grundlegenden und wegweisenden Beitrag ,,Prosody:
Metre and rhyme* zum ersten Band der History of Persian Literature, ed. H. de
Bruijn (2007), New York, Einsicht nehmen liess. Zu danken habe ich ferner Frau
Prof. Dr. B. Gruendler fiir ihre wertvollen Anregungen bei der Durchsicht des Ma-
nuskripts, ganz besonders aber auch meiner hochgeschitzten Kollegin Dr. Gudrun
Schubert, der ich die Erstellung der Computer-Version iibergeben durfte. Fiir den
geneigten Leser vorwegnehmen mochte ich eine Bemerkung zur Umschrift. Bei der
Wiedergabe der Konsonanten folge ich den Regeln der Herausgeber, wobei ich mich
in der Orthographie an das Manuskript halte. Die Vokale bezeichne ich bei moder-
nen Texten und Namen nach der in Iran iiblichen Weise, in klassischen Werken je-
doch nach der vermutlichen damaligen Aussprache, Kurzvokale einfach als a, i, u,
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1.2. Die Beschéftigung mit der Frage nach der Vorgeschichte der neu-
persischen Dichtung litt bisher unter dem Umstand, dass diese nur
durch einige wenige, ortlich und zeitlich disparate, eher zufillig erhal-
tene Fragmente bezeugt war, die {iber die Tatsache einer Existenz hin-
aus nur vorsichtige Aussagen erlaubten2. Erschwerend kam dazu, dass
diejenigen Bereiche der Dichtung, deren Entwicklung wéhrend der
formativen Periode im Vordergrund des Interesses standen, ndmlich
Lyrik und Panegyrik, zuvor als Gelegenheitsdichtung gar nicht aufge-
zeichnet wurden, sondern der Miindlichkeit {iberlassen blieben3. Dies
im Gegensatz zu der entsprechenden arabischen Dichtung, deren
Schriftlichkeit schon zwei Jahrhunderte frither anfing.

1.3. Nach der islamischen Eroberung des Sasanidenreichs hatte man
sich dort des Arabischen zu bedienen, wenn man etwas offiziell zur
Sprache bringen wollte. Die unterworfene Bevolkerung nahm die
entsprechende Anregung, sich die Kenntnis des Arabischen anzueig-
nen, in einer uns aus der Kolonialzeit bekannten Art und Weise auf.
Grob gesagt nahm die Bereitschaft, die persische Muttersprache von
dem fremden Idiom beeinflussen, beherrschen oder gar ablosen zu
lassen, von Westen nach Osten ab. Am deutlichsten zeigte sie sich im
Irak, der Residenz der