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SIBAWAIH’S TREATMENT OF
THE D STEM

By F. LEEMBUIS

In Semitic grammar the D stem! is traditionally said to have (at
least primarily) an intensive meaning.2 However in somebranches
of semitics this traditional view has been challenged. One of the
main problems was how to relate this assumed primary intensive
meaning with the causative, denominative or declarative, etc.,
meanings, which the D stem also, and rather conspicuously, ap-
peared to have. “The causative-factitive force of the form is
customarily said to be an outgrowth of the intensive force. But
nobody has ever been able to demonstrate in a satisfactory
manner how this development should have been possible.”’3 But
apart from this difficulty,* a serious objection could be raised

1 ‘The Ungnad system of denoting verbal stems will be used in this article:
G = Grundstamm, basic stem, D = Dopplungsstamm, stem with doubled
second radical, etc. See A. Ungnad, “Die Bezeichnung der Verbalstimme im
Semitischen™, O.L.Z. 1x (1906), 45—7. In this paper the symbol H is used to
denote the stem with prefixed samga. The use of the symbol C (for causative)
as in J. MacDonald, “The Arabic derived verb themes: a study in form and
meaning ", Isl. Quarterly vi1 (1963), 100 fl., should not be preferred, because the
Ungnad symbols serve best when used as a shorthand for morphological facts.

z See, for example, C. Brockelmann, G.V.G. 1 (Berlin, 1908), 508: “Durch
Verdoppelung des 2. Radikals entsteht der Intensivstamm...Die durch den
Stamm ausgedriickte Intensitit kann sich auf sehr verschiedene Seiten der
Titigkeit beziehn...” It seems, as I was informed by Professor Dr J. H.
Hospers, that in Brockelmann’s time it was one of the current ideas in linguis-
tic theory that reduplication, and for that matter also gemination (often seen
as a kind of simplified reduplication) was, more or less clearly discernibly,
“logically” connected with semantic intensification. Cf. K. Brugmann,
Grundriff der vergleichende Grammatik der indogermanischen Spracken (Strassburg,
1886—93), 11, 1 (1889), §6, pp. 11—14, §52, p. 90, and 11, 2 (1892), § 464, p. 845,
and also the second edition 11, 1 (1906), §§ 20 and 21, pp. 44—7. In this light it
is not surprising that Brockelmann mentions *gagta/ and *qatatal as possible
original forms of D.

3 A. Goetze, “The So-called Intensive of the Semitic Languages”,
J.A.0.8. wxi1 (1942), 3.

4 Different scholars have tried to solve this problem by constructing a
common denominator, which is, however, necessarily rather vague. Thus
e.g. for Arabic, H. Reckendorf, Die syntaktischen Verhiltnisse des Arabischen
(Leiden, 1895—8), p. 44: “Die zweite Konjugation bedeutet: sich um die von
den ersten Konjugation bezeichnete Handlung bemiihen, mag die Handlung
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against the assumption itself that the D stem has an intensive
meaning, it being based on @ priori reasoning and not on an in-
vestigation of the linguistic material. One assumption was the
belief that Arabic was to be regarded as the most archaic of the
Semitic languages and that therefore the opinions of the Arabic
grammarians that the D stem bas an intensive meaning had to
hold true, at least basically, for the other languages. Another was,
to quote A. Goetze, that “In the last analysis, this assumption
rests on the romantic notion that the doubling of the middle
radical which characterizes the pi‘el over against the qal, i.e. its
intensification, symbolizes a corresponding intensification in the
force of the form.”!

Investigation and analysis of textual material have led Assyrio-
logists, who became aware of the mentioned assumptions, to
posit a factitive meaning — that is a causative meaning in relation
to a state or condition — as the basic meaning of the D stem.?
Lately also for Hebrew a similar view has been advocated by E.
Jenni,3 who comes to the conclusion that the D stem in biblical
Hebrew has a factitive-resultative meaning.+

vom Subjekt selbst ausgehen (intensiv) oder von einem andern (kausativ)”;
and MacDonald, op. cit. p. 105: “...the so-called intensive is in reality an
extensive in terms of the quality of the primary action..., busying oneself with the
action indicated by the root concept is another form of extended action on the
part of the agent...”, and p. 107: “All told, D is the theme of extension,
whether it be on the part of the agent’s action (intensive), or whether it be the
attitude of the agent to someone else doing the action, or the agent’s per-
formance with regard to a quality.” I Goetze, op. cit. p. 2.

2 So Goetze, 0p. cit. pp. 4—6; W.von Soden, Grundriff der akkadischen
Grammatik (Roma, 1952), pp. 115—17; A. Ungnad and L. Matou$, Grammatik
des  Akkadischen (Minchen 1964%), pp. 74—s; and K. K. Riemschneider,
Lebrbuch des Akkadischen (Leipzig, 1969), p. 77. Cf. also S. Moscati, A.
Spitaler, E. Ullendorff and W. von Soden, A#n Introduction to the Comparative
Grammar of the Semitic Languages (Wiesbaden, 1964), 2nd edn. 1969, p. 124,
where however it is also stated, probably as a concession to traditional Arabic
grammar, that “To this meaning-aspect must be added the denominative
one...and the intensive aspect...”

3 E. Jenni, Das hebréische Pi‘el. Syntaktisch-semasiologische Untersuchung einer
Verbalform im Alten Testament (Ziirich, 1968). In the introduction (pp. 9—15)
a handy synopsis of the inadequacies of the traditional views and of the new
insights from Akkadian grammar is given.

4 When G is intransitive D is factitive, when G is transitive D is resulta-
tive: “Als Bezeichnung der Grundfunktion des Pi‘el bei transitiven Grund-
stimmen wihlen wir statt Faktitiv den Ausdruck Res#/tativ, weil der zur
transitiven Verbalbedeutung gehérige adjektivische Zustand notwendiger-
weise ein Endzustand, das Ergebnis der betreffenden Handlung ist”(Jenni,
op. cit. p. 120).
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The opinion that the D stem has an intensive meaning was
based on the traditions of the native Arabic grammarians,! which
— also via mediaeval Hebrew grammar — found their way into the
European grammars of Semitic languages. Interesting in this
respect is that in European grammars of Arabic the opinion is
often found that this original meaning of the D stem “agrees

with the form in respect of being intensive (V) or extensive

(=5U)”.2 Even when this agreement of form and meaning is

not explicitly stated, often the intensive meaning is considered
to be the original and most important meaning of the D stem.3

Although others are more careful in giving only a list of
meanings, the intensive meaning is usually the first mentioned.*
The opinion that the D stem has no intensive meaning is very
seldom met with.5 Just because many scholars, who say that the
intensive meaning is the original or first meaning of the D stem,
also state that the more usual meaning is a ““causative”, one gets
the impression that they felt that the D stem had to have pri-
marily an intensive meaning because of the intensified pronuncia-
tion of the middle radical. Illuminating is a comment of Fleischer
on the passage, where De Sacy in the second edition of his Arabic
grammar writes: “Les verbes, 4 la seconde forme, sont fréquem-

1 See e.g. Goetze, op. cit. p. 1 nn. 2 and 6; Jenni op. ciz. p. 278.

2 W. Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language, 3rd edn. (Cambridge,
1896 etc.), 1, 31. See also G. H. A. Ewald, Grammatica critica linguae Arabicae
(Lipsiae, 1831), 1, 95, and C. Pellat, Introduction a I’ Arabe moderne (Patis, 1961),
p. 57. Cf. M. Chouémi, Le verbe dans le Coran (Patis, 1966), p. 84: “La valeur
fondamentale de la Ile forme est 'intensité qui provient du redoublement de
la 2e consonne.”

3 E.g. C.Brockelmann and M. Fleischhammer, Arabische Grammatik
(Leipzig, 1962), p. 35; A.A. Ambros, Einfibrang in die moderne arabische
Schriftsprache (Munchen, 1969), p. 332.

4 So e.g. G. Lecomte, Grammaire de /> Arabe (Patis, 1968), p. 28; D. Cowan,
An Introduction to Modern Literary Arabic (Cambridge, 1958), p. 139; E.
Harder and A. Schimmel, Arabische Sprachlebre (Heidelberg, 1968), p. 108;
W. Fischer, Grammatik des klassischen Arabisch (Wiesbaden, 1972), p. 87;
H. Fleisch, L’ Arabe classique. Esquisse d’an structure lingnistigue (Beyrouth,
1956), p. 92 (Beyrouth, 19682%), p. 119; J. A. Haywood and H. M. Nahmad,
A new Arabic grammar of the written language (London, 1962), p. 153,
although on p. 161 the intensive meaning is only the third mentioned; S. A.
Hanna, An elementary mannal of contemporary literary Arabic (Boulder, Colorado,
1964), p. 35; W. B. Bishai, Concise Grammar of Literary Arabic (Dubuque,
Towa, 1971), p. 157. Cf. however The M.E.C.A.S. Grammar of Modern Literary
Arabic (Beirut, 1965), p. 114.

s A. F. L. Beeston, The Arabic Language Today (London, 1970), p. 75 n. 1.
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ment synonymes de ceux de la premiére forme: ils expriment
seulement une sorte d’energie.”! Certainly this was not enough
for Fleischer: “Genauer sprechen dariiber Ewald, I. S. 95 und
Wright, I. S. 31 {40. Zamah3ari, Mufassal S. 1 v 4: Der hiufigste
Gebrauch der zweiten Form ist der zum Ausdrucke der Viel-
heit...”, etc.2

Though it may be true that most Arab grammarians, and not
only the later ones, attributed an intensive meaning to the D
stem, itshould be remembered that they were not in the first place
concerned with a description of the language and how it was
used; they were prescribing for their contemporaries the lan-
guage and how it should be ideally used. Moreover, they became
more and more convinced that the Arabic language, as a God-
given treasure, was a miracle of logic; the only task of the gram-
marian was to discover and lay bare the bases of this absolute
system and either to refer the facts of the language to these bases
or to reject them as improper.3 One such aspect of the “dis-
covery” of the absolute logic of the language was that inten-
sification or repetition of the middle radical had to reflect an
intensive or iterative meaning.# In this light, we see how it is
often said that D has an extra notion of intensity or frequency
when it seems to have the same meaning as H.5

This dogmatic approach in explaining the data of the language
has had a great influence on the European treatment of Arabic

1 S. de Sacy, Grammaire arabe, 2nd edn, 1 (Paris, 1831), 131.

2 H. L. Fleischer, Kleinere Schriften (Leipzig, 1885), 1, 70.

3 See e.g. the preliminaries pp. 1—49 (especially the first chapter) about the
methods of the Arab grammarians in Fleisch, Traité de philologie arabe, 1
(Beyrouth, 1961).

4 So expressis verbis Tbn Ginni, a/-Hasa’is (Cairo 1332[1914), in the &y
Sl oleal BUIYI Gyl 5 on pp. 546—7: €lS ay”
W a5 e N> el G pondl 055 pdeas (gl
(Sl A LY e L il @llsy qglity oy oy s
Ny el e il elly cdudll 55 Ay Bl O L L)l oyl

Clogy deKns Legd dauly @Y @l

o0& -

5 So Ibn Qutaiba in Adab a/-Kitib under JusYi A.._.J Sl sl i
Llaly  Joondl o255 el 13 edodl e, ed M.
Griinert (Leiden, 1901), p. 488; ed. M. M. ‘Abd al-Hamid (Cairo, 1382{19634),
L, p. 354. Cf. also Chouémi, ap. cit. p. 98, “...la Ile forme garde toujours une
nuance d’intensité méme quand elle a une valeur factitive. C’est ainsi qu’elle
garde sa personalité par rapport 4 la IVe forme quand les deux formes sont
presque synonymes.”
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grammar, because not only were those native grammars used by
the Europeans mostly later ones, but also because of the fact that
the scholars who studied Arab grammar were convinced that
only by way of the later grammarians could the earlier ones be
studied and understood.! Therefore it is worthwhile now to look
into the works of the earlier grammarians without the dogma-
coloured spectacles of their successors. Since an edition of the
Book of Sibawaih was published over eighty years ago,z where all
the essentials of the language are already codified, it seems appro-
priate to start with the author of the Kitab.3

The two chapters of the Kitab in which Sibawaih is dealing
with the D stem are 444: ol cdsdly clad G131 GL4 and 445:
el QU3 5 aTi ¥ edas de cdid Js2s ob.s Chapter 444, which
according to the title deals with the difference between the G and
H stem as to meaning, actually alsotreats of the D stem in so far as
its meaning resembles the meaning of H. So for Sibawaih there
are, where meaning is concerned, two groups of D stems: one
with an H-like meaning and the other with a G-like meaning.¢

It is at least striking that Sibawaih does not mention an agree-
ment of form and meaning like Ibn Ginni (see above) or say that
the dominant meaning of D is the one expressing plurality as az-
Zamah$ari did.7 The reason for this seems to be Sibawaih’s
awareness of the facts of the language. In the Qur’an and in

1 Cf. G. Jahn, Sibawaibi’s Buch siber die Grammatik (Berlin, 1895—1900,
reprint Hildesheim, 1969), 1, vii of the Vorwort.

2 Le livre de Sibawaihi, texte arabe publié par H. Derenbonrg (Patis, 1881—9,
2 vols., reprinted Hildesheim, 1970). Of course it should be borne in mind
that even the second edition of the most influential European grammar of
Arabic, Wright’s grammar, was published in 1874, long before Derenbourg’s
edition of the Kizab.

3 “Tl reste...2 dégager la grammaire arabe de toute cette construction
artificielle et arbitraire, 4 reprendre son étude sur ses bases mémes suivant son
type linguistique; et pour les sources arabes, il faut faire grand cas du Kitab
de Sibawayhi ou tout I’essentiel de la langue est déja codifié sans la superféta-
tion des speculations subséquentes™ (Fleisch, op. ¢7t. p. 16).

4 In Derenbourg’s edition, 11, 247—51. In the Biliq edition of 1316 A.H.,
of which a new imptession was published in Baghdad, 11, 23 3—7. In the follow-
ing quotations first the place in the Biliq edition will be mentioned, then the
place in Derenbourg’s edition. s 11, 237811, 251—2.

6 It seems to be more than sheer coincidence that Jenni in his study of the
Hebrew D stem makes the same division. See Jenni, op. ¢it. p. 19, and the first
section of the main part (pp. 20—123), where factitive D is differentiated from
causative H and the second section of the main part (pp. 123—229), where
resultative D is differentiated from G as ““ Aktualis”.

7 Az-ZamahSari, a/-Mufassal, ed. J. P. Broch (Oslo, 1859), p. 129.
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ancient poetry,as well as in the usage of the ‘Arab, many examples
of the same apparent meaning of D and H or of D and G of a
given root are found. Sibawaih gives the impression that he is
especially concerned about the usage of the ‘Arab, as can be
deduced from remarks like: Jsi oo ol o Lnasay T oyl Gany Jlig2
Or ... 8 ... &= <« pansdand frequently simply |65 or Jias,
etc.4 It is in this light that his statements on the meaning of D are
to be considered. Even where he clearly states his preference he
does not dismiss data that do not harmonize with it as faulty. So

he explicitly says, for example, that instead of <ls=¥l cile,
Y1 el can beused and that it is good Arabic,s or that the use
of G instead of D in the cases where it denotes plurality is per-
mitted and that it is good Arabic.®

Interesting, because it shows his way of categorizing, is his
explanation of why G can be used instead of D and why he thinks
the use of D to be better in those cases. He says that just as the

meaning of the nomina speciei like 57 and Lds may be included

in the meaning of the verbal nouns like <s3 ; and o= the meaning
of D denoting plurality may be included in the meaning of G, but
that the special form is for the special meaning and therefore
better.? From such remarks it becomes clear that Sibawaih’s
treatment of grammatical problems is not merely descriptive; it
is essentially a normative approach based on a solid theory, but
like his teacher al-Halil he attaches great importance to the living
language of the ‘Arab® and he is not forcing the material at his

1, 233, Il 24, 25/11, 248, 1. 2. 2 11, 234, 1. 18, 19/11, 248, 1. 23.

3, 26, 1l 25-27, 1. 1f11, 251, 1. 3, 4.

4 Illustrative of his attitude is the story of Sibawaih feeling bitterly dis-
appointed, when al-Kisa’ had beaten him in a grammatical contest by pro-
ducing a bribed informant, as later became clear. See Encyclopaedia of Islim,
1st edn. art. “Sibawaih”.

5 11, 237, 11 8, 9fmr, 251, L. 12, 13. As $#hid he quotes in the following line a
verse of al-Farazdaq:

@ - K 3 70 = E 2 o E
2L..:— O St (O I | PR (WS L.,l_,.;| ,__,:\.:-f _,j—) (W9
6 11, 237, 1l. 18, 1911, 252, 1. 2.
7 11, 237, Il 19—22[11, 252, 1. 2—6. In the following line he quotes a variant
of the verse mentioned in n. 6 above.
s s b el D bl Z8T g L
and says that :,;;s would be better. See also p. 254, n. 2 below.
8 “Beide zitieren den Koran und beide berufen sich auf die Dichtung, ohne
sich dabei auf eine bestimmte Zeit (Gahiliya) oder bestimmte Sprecher
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disposal® into his theoretical model of the language as did the
later grammarians; or at least to a lesser extent.

Because of this as yet comparatively undogmatic approach a
critical examination of Sibawaih’s treatment of the D stem, and
especially also of the examples which he supplies, may provide us
with information that is at least less biased than that of later
grammarians. Hence in the following exposition an attempt will
be made to analyse the two chapters of the Ki##b dealing with the
D stem. As the most practical procedure seems to be to follow
Sibawaih in his arrangement, first chapter 444 and then chapter
445 will be looked at.

CHAPTER 444 (G # D X H)

There are a few general statements in this chapter from which it
can be deduced that Sibawaib holds the view that D and H can
have the same functions. Although there are other, more ad hoc
observations about the D stem, these statements seem to be the
essence of Sibawaih’s views on those D stems which appear to
have meanings belonging to the category that he has assigned tc
the H stem. Thus he writes:

(¢) With most verbs it happens that, when you want to indicate
that someone else induces the subject of G to (do or be) what G
expresses, H is used.2

(b) D can also be used; it corresponds then to H, as D and H
also can correspond in other cases.3

(¢) D and H can occur with one meaning which they both

(Beduinen) zu beschrinken. Sie verwenden die gleichen Mittel der Interpre-
tation. Thnen ist bekannt, daf3 die Dichtersprache von der Alltagssprache ver-
schieden ist. Mit Bezug auf die erstere operieren sie oft mit den Begriffen des
Reim- und Verszwangs. Die wichtigste Sprachquelle fiir beide ist aber die
gesprochene Rede der Beduinen, wie die zahlreichen Berufungen auf diese
beweisen”, etc. W. Reuschel, A/-Halil Ibn-Abmad, der Lebrer Sibawaibs, als
Grammatiker (Betlin, 1959), p. 63.

I See e.g. also A. Bloch, “The Vowels of the Imperfect Preformatives in
the Old Dialects of Arabic”, Z.D.M.G. cxviI (1967), 22—9.

2 11, 233, Il 21, 22[11, 247, 1l. 18, 19: w3yt 13| J_:s o 065G b 2518
LT e an Jadll o U3 8 ALl e O
3 11, 233, ll. 22, 2311, 247, 1. 20248, 1. 1: ﬂ:.,,.;s ;ﬁ;ub o e o A0

207 0%

e é § OFis &5 lagil LS il
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have, as [seems obvious, because] one induces someone (or
something) else to be the logical subject.!

(d) They can also occur with separate meanings.2

When put together these statements of Sibawaih mean: one of
the functions of D3 is the same as that function of H, which is
transitivizing G. This results in two main series of D meanings
in this group:

I D and H of a given verb have the same meaning.

II D and H of a given verb have separate meanings, although
D’s meaning resembles an H-like meaning.

However important these statements may be, because they
show what sort of conclusions Sibawaih drew from the avail-
able data, more important are the examples which he adduces as
proof of his statements, for they lend themselves to further
analysis. Although not all the examples are mentioned in im-
mediate relation to the previous statements, they can safely be
related to one of the two meaning-series.

I DAND HHAVE THE SAME MEANING

1 ¢ G tobe glad, happy. D = H to make happy; to gladden.+

2 ¢ G to be guilty; to pay a fine. D = H to fine; to impose 2
fine.

3¢5 G to be afraid. D = H to make afraid; to frighten.

4 > G to be salt(y). D = H to salt.

5 <% G tobenice, elegant. D = H to makenice; to embellish.

6 J< Gtobenoble, superior. D = H to make noble, superior.s

! 11, 236, 1l 22, 2311, 251, 1l. 22—252, 1. Ii gxe u} ;L.;T_, :l:zs s A
Nl &5 Lod eln (aS” oS ytems daly. This somewhat obscure place is
explained by Sirafias (Jsxie! S JeW S ol S Kl WS~ See
Jahn, Sibawaihi’s ‘Buch diber die Grammatik’, 11, 2, 329—30. Jahn proposes the
conjecture leg.d instead of L. on the basis of Sirafi’s reading 4_.§ and gives
as general meaning: “Derjenige, welcher in der 1. F. JeU ist, wird in der 2.
u. 4. F. dazu gemacht.”

2 11, 236, 1 25/1m, 252, L 21 8k Ol ASs.

3 The other being to express plurality, ,25J, see chapter 445.

4 Examples 1—gon1r, 233,1. 22—236,1. 3/11, 248, 1. 1—6 follow statement (b).

5 The vowelling ,_}; leads to the supposition that the mentioned meaning

2
is the one intended. However, in the Lisdn D and H of (J+ are not mentioned.

Of course, the vowelling can be wrong, and i G to shoot arrows, D = H

to give arrows for shooting, may be meant. See also LA (= Ibn Manzir,
Lisan al-* Arab, ed. Beyrouth, 1968), X1, 643.
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7 J¥ G to dismount; to go down. D = H to make dismount;

to send down.!
8 ¥ G to be much. D = H to make much.

9 J G to be few. D = H to make few.2

10 1 G to be one-eyed. D = H to make one-eyed.3

11 > G to be black. D = H to make black.+

12 3 (G) to instruct; to suggest. D = H = (G).5

13 = (G) to experience; to know well. D = H to let know; to
notify.®

14 s~ (G) to give a name; to call. D = H = (G).”

15 % (G) to be closed, shut. D = H to close; to shut.

16 Jl> (G) to be good; to act well. D = H to do something
well.8

1 On, 237, 1. 11/11, 2571, 1L 15, 16 Sibawaih mentions that Aba ‘Amr used
to differentiate between D and H. The Lisan, X1, 656, mentions this remark but
adds that the dlﬁerentlatlon is not mentioned, but Abu’l Hasan is quoted:

J..‘:i“.” WY\ g,J):[, ;.JJJ o SR L,)s Y

2 Oni, 237, ll. 2—5 /n 25 1, ll 5—8 Sibawaih differentiates between D and
H of both verbs: D to make little or much, H to bring little or much. But he
also adds c.::é‘f; Y e i | o:.:fi 9 By Js-i39. The Lisan gives
the same distinction, while in both cases also the view that D = H is put
forward. See for ;:f LA,v,132andfor JS LA, x1, 563. Cf. Ibn Qutaiba, Adab
al-Katib, ed. Leiden, pp. 378, 379, ed. Cairo, p. 274, where the same distinction
is made. See also p. 247, n. 6 below.

3 Examples 10 and 11 on 11, 234, ll. 18—20/11, 248, Il. 23—249, L. 1 are by
Sibawaih himself and are connected with statement (%).

4+ H is not explicitly mentioned, but it would seem from the context
that Sibawaih meant to say that D has the same meaning as H of this verb.

s Examples 12, 13 and 14 on 11, 236, Il. 23, 24/11, 251, 1. 1, 2 follow after
statement (¢). Sibawaih does not mention G of these three examples. For 3¢9
see also LA, v, 429, 430, where Ibn as-Sikkit and al-Asma‘i (and against them
al-Gauhari) are mentioned as disapproving the use of G.

6 See also LA, 1v, 227, where D = H = t:

7 See also LA, x1v, 402, where D = H, but according to al-Gauhari:
D+ 2 acc. = H4ace. + .

8 Examples 15 and 16 on 11, 237, ll.8—11/11, 251, 1. 12—15 are among a few
last remarks of chapter 444, that form a kind of transition to the next chapter.
Sibawaih does not mention G of these two examples. Although he says that
Gle Dis used Josdl 1y ;f (e>> he admits that H can also be used then (§74id:
the verse quoted above, p. 243, n. 5) and is good Arab1c For the meaning of

G Gsee LA, x, 291: lAle .\.\).\ ol o= UJ_,YI ‘uLc-_, J.ALc-b uLJ\ ke
dzeid s 13 uh.u\_, U‘L"“"-’ uLJ\ o.l.r-} Loyald ) 43y U)| l.f”
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I D aAND HHAVE SEPARATE MEANINGS

D and H are both mentioned
(@) D habitual action of subject, H occasional action of subject®

17 ol (G) to be aware; to know. D to teach; to instruct. H to
let know; to inform.2

18 031 (G) to listen. D to make an announcement (of a herald).
H to let know; to inform.3

19 ?» (G) to be ill. D to nurse; to tend, H to render ill.4

(b) D privative, H normal cansative

20 &% (G) to be dirty (eye). D to clean (the eye) from dirt.
H to render (the eye) dirty.s

(¢) D accidental action towards object, H substantial action towards object

21 % (G) to be much. D to make much. H to increase; to
augment.

22 J (G) to be few. D to make few. H to decrease; to reduce.6

& &~ “E 5 0”70oF

For >l» Sibawaih simply adds aslily @3say u.ul ;,.d.s[, wl:— Jas.
For the meaning of sl> Gsee LA, 1, 135: Lo 6‘ oafg o.\_,.-s f.u.,.ﬂ al:.;

I.\.,.

! The habitual action of D is most clearly seen in the participle, which has
often a professional force.

z Examples 17—25 on 11, 236, 1. 24—237, 1. 7/11, 251, Il. 2—10 follow after

statement (d). Of thcsc ten examples Sibawaih does not mention G. Of r"l"'

he says: D = ué‘ H = O3T. See also LA, xir, 417
3 Stbawaih explains Oely oy pmadly 2l 23315 ST 55T, but

adds that some Arabs treat D and H in the same way as D and H of _aw (no.
14), i.e. as having the same meaning

4 Sibawaih: &.JJ) ale w ‘51 ‘\::o;} Lsd-!)-o LJ..:A 6; L::ﬁ)_‘j d_,.a.a_,

2 070F

5 Sibawaih: Lg,.dm Lg,..\..u_, eu.u l@..Lc. 61 aL...:- o sl
© Stbawaih: Jy&y ellds s s A1 gt sl At 1 1 ST g

oAl ewisT LatS G oo O copts™ Gty a0 o ot ot st Jall

- 05 -

@Ay
JS H: Jul& cla, but also of both verbs: D =H, see p. 246, n. 2. Cf. Qur’an

v:i{ﬂ%-@i.& p Y r.;.;f.'sl 3,5 319 as contrasted with xi, 32: C—"“:' Pl

Ul.\»u).rbu.\;.»andlmlx 11,12: lg..sl_,,‘.‘.rl_o £ V| S PRI AR R |
sl
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(d) D non-durative, H durative
23 = D to come (to someone) in the morning. H to be in the

morning.

24 s« D to come (to someone) in the evening. H to be in the
evening.

25 >« D to come (to someone) at daybreak. H to be at day-
break.

26 b D to come (to someone) at night.!

(¢) D transitive, H in(ternal-)transitive?

27 48 (G) to split; to break (the fast). D to make (someone) a
fastbreaker. H to break the fast.

28 % (G) to rejoice; to be happy. D to make (someone) a
rejoicer. H to rejoice.3

29 = (G) to be difficult. D to straiten; to make poor. H to be
straitened, poor.

30 s« (G) to be easy. D to ease; to enrich. H to be in easy
circumstances, rich.+

1 Sibawaih: g (e (3 o 131 W35 Uyl Gomals Uraals Lol sy
D elnss oo ol Joedind Ujomns Upas Lo Lals soms slass

Gl olidl olly dltay.
For the non—duratlve D over against the durative H cf. Qur’an, liv, 38:

]

)‘MM ulJ.:- e)ﬁ f,_.g..z...,a Ay as contrasted with xxx, 17: alJl Oloeeus

7200

) ‘,’:..,4.3 O3 13) _,_....,.4 O Because the G meanings of these denominative

verbs do not bear upon the meanings of D and H, G is here not listed for
examples 23—6.

2 See, amongst other places, for the internal-transitive H, G. Bergstrisser,
Hebrdische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1929, reprinted Hildesheim, 1962), 11, 102,
103 and Jenni, op. cit. pp. 46—s50. Cf. also Wright, 0p. cit. 1, 34, rem. (¢).

3 Examples 27 and 28 on 11, 235, 1. 2, 3/11, 249, 1L 4 5- About D of these

verbs Sibawaih says: )\M—e adasd O @yl 131 adind el 439 and adds
after citing the two examples: JUORESIRTYY
4+ Examples 29 and 30 on1r, 236, 1L 9—11/11, 250, 1. 8—10: ue D = Je L,;o,
e D= Je é}. About H of both verbs he says:bjla.{:!bs,af;.:.)l i
)..,_,:HJ J‘,,.::SL &> Hand ik H being explajned on 1, 235, Il. 15—18/11,249
1l. 17—20 as meaning respectively 4L 3 uJ.-». alp ylpand calwyle
JL 4 ullu
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Only D is mentioned
(f) D declarative-estimative

31 ek (G) to be wrong; to sin. D to call (someone) a sinner.
32 &5 (G) to trespass. D to call (someone) a trespasser.

33 ) (G)tocommit adultery. D to call (someone)an adulterer.
34 ™ (G) to speak incorrectly. D to call (someone) an in-

correct speaker.?
35 =% (G) to be(come) brave. D? to be considered brave.
36 = (G) to be(come) a coward. Dr to be considered acoward.
37 &5 (G) to be(come) strong. Dp to be considered strong.3
38 ¢4 (G) to be(come) abominable. Dr to be considered (and
said to be) abominable.+

(2) D delocutives

39 = D tosay(to someone): 4Vl G may God keep you alive.

40 i D to say (to someone): AUl Ji. may God give you to
drink.

41 & D to say (to someone): 4Vl ¢ley may God keep you.

42 ¢-= Dtosay(tosomeone): 4! ¢eda may God mutilate you.

43 = D to say (to someone): 4U! ¢ic may God wound you.

44 I D to say (to someone): <k T shame upon you.b

' It is not surprising that of the two following verbs Sibawaih does not
mention H, because H of these verbs either does not occur or is in(ternal-)
transitive or normal causative; thus there is no need to contrast H explicitly
with the declarative-estimative or delocutive D. .

* Examples 31—4 on 11, 235, 1. 3—6/11, 249, 1l. 5—8 are explained as atow

2

C‘Ja;u, ;U_;JL,» :\:..:“ etc. See also below, n. 6.

E Examples 35—7 on 11, 237, L. 7/, 251, Il 10, 11 are given only in the

passive. Theyare explained as: <)y u"; sl (5_;:‘:;_9 ::.;; é:.;; J:.;.;ul.;g: L.
+ Example 38 on 11, 237, 1l. 7, 8/11, 251, 1L. 11, 12 follows immediately after
the three preceding ones: 4J |59 ¢y wj ol d;;ﬂ C:: 45 a2y, The

E]

Bulaq edition reads -_”"J instead of —"'",

s The term delocutive, which was coined by E. Benveniste (see D.R.
Hillers, “Delocutive verbs in biblical Hebrew , Journal of Biblical Literature,
LXXXVI (1967), 320—4), is used to denote verbs that are derived from a locu-
tion, e.g. ;5/ to say ,5 I 1. Because of the very fact that the following verbs
are derived from locutions, there will be no need to mention G of these verbs.

¢ Examples 39—44 on 11, 235, ll. 4—7/11, 249 ll. 6—9 are explained by
Sibawaih with , , , ; A;l.i‘:.,,l LsT(only 4;.:;) or,,, 4 c:.U(the other examples)
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The first thing to be observed is the conspicuous absence of
such remarks as that D, when its meaning is (nearly) synonymous
with that of H, always keeps a shade of intensity.! Only in con-
nection with example 15, which occurs in the last lines of this
chapter, is something said about plurality of action denoted by D,
but even there the remark is counterbalanced by the observation
that then also the use of H is good Arabic, and a §@hid verse is
quoted that shows H of the same verb with the object in the
plural.2

If it is not intensity which marks the difference between D and
H, when they have a similar or seemingly identical meaning, what
then is it that distinguishes theit meanings in those cases at least
where they can clearly be differentiated, notwithstanding their
similarity ?

The implicit answer of Sibawaih seems to be that they are only
different, more or less well-defined groups, but that does not
necessarily mean that a common denominator cannot be found.
Since clues for finding one have been offered from Akkadian and
Hebrew grammar, a closer look at Sibawaih’s examples may
reveal this common denominator. To indicate that D’s meaning is
distinct from that of H, the term factitive3 as distinct from

and the mentioned locutions. It is to be noted that 3..é D and :)aa- D are not
only explained as declaratives but also as :}wb Lo o and :):;; LA ;J.s,

i.e. as delocutives. It seems that it is not always possible to draw a strict
dividing line between declaratives and delocutives. Also connected with the
delocutives is > D. On 1, 235, ll. 7—10/11, 249, 1l. 9—12, Sibawaih adds that
H is also said to be used as a delocutive and gives i« H asan example. How-
ever in the fabid verses of Dt ar-Rumma:

2 0 -~

> - F) 0F Jw -2 22 w - o2
4Ny o lmal el 5 anl Les 3K o aiiuly

4.._._2_:‘\ could, on account of the parallelism, also be explained as “and I

watered it” i.e. “wetted it with my tears”.

I See above, p. 241, n. 5.

2 See above, p. 243, nn. 5, 7, and p. 246, n. 8.

3 This is perhaps a somewhat unfortunate term, because factitive has been
used as practically synonymous with causative, e.g. by Chouémi, op. ¢iz. p. 128.
Cf. The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary, 3trd edn. (Oxford, 1947), p. 667:
“Factitive: ...a. Of a verb: Expressing the notion of making a thing to be of
a certain character in deed, word, or thought; taking a complementary object.
b. Causative.”
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causative has been introduced. Hence the term factitive indicates
the effectuation of a state or condition, and causative the bringing
about of a process or action.

In E. Jenni’s book about the Hebrew D-stem, this difference is
further operationalized by establishing sets of semantic opposi-
tions between D and H. In this way there are revealed the dif-
ferences that exist between D and H with 1egard to:

(1) The relation between subject and object of the action.

(2) The action itself.

(3) The relation between subject and action.

(4) The relation between action and object.!

It would be carrying things too far to enumerate in detail all the
niceties of differentiation, especially as Jenni’s work deals with
Hebrew and not with Arabic, and also because, though it may be
expected that D in both languages will have a basically similar
function, the way wherein that function is applied will almost
certainly be different.

The differences found for Hebrew are:

ad 1. D expresses the transferring of the object, without any
cooperation of its own, into a new state or condition, whereas in
the case of H the object at the same time remains the logical sub-
ject of the process or action (as expressed by G).2

ad 2. In D a momentary or non-durative, but in H a durative
type of action is shown.3

ad 3. The subject of D acts habitually, whereas the subject of H
act occasionally.4

ad 4. In D the action towards the object is accidental, but in H
it is substantial.s

These subdifferentiations are complementary, but dependent
on the context and the meaning of G; one of them will be more
conspicuously applicable.

It will be clear at first sight that some of the subdivisions of
series II are characterized by some of the subdifferentiations of
factitive and causative as found by Jenni, e.g. Il by subdifferen-
tiation 3, Il¢ by subdifferentiation 4 and II4 by subdifferentiation
2. Also a privative meaning of D falls clearly within Jenni’s

1 Jenni, op. cit. pp. 33, 34.

2 Jenni, op. cit. Hauptteil 1, 3: Bewirken und Veranlassen, pp. 33—52.

3 Jenni, op. cit. Hauptteil 1, 4: Aktionsarten der Handlung, pp. 52—77.

4 Jenni, op. ciz. Hauptteil 1, 5: Habituelle und okkasionelle Handlung des
Subjekts, pp. 77—87.

5 Jenni, op. cit. Hauptteil 1, 6: Akzidentielle und substantielle Beziehung der
Handlung zum Objekt, pp. 87—112.
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definition of the factitive: it denotes that by taking away some-
thing the object is transferred into a new state or condition,! so
subdifferentiation 1 is applicable to I14. Also, subdifferentiation 1
is applicable to subdivision II¢,2 because D shows the effectuation
of a condition and the logical subject of H is the same as the
grammatical subject.

The matter of the declarative estimatives and delocutives (ILf
and g) deserves some special attention. Jenni argues3 that the dec-
larative (declaring that someone is in a certain state or condition)
and the estimative (presuming that someone is in a certain state ot
condition) meanings of D always imply that a subjective opinion
or judgment in relation to a not generally perceived, abstract
quality is being stated, it being immaterial how the opinion is
arrived at. As such it expresses a special case of the relation between
subject and object as stated in subdifferentiation 1, the particularity
being only a difference of the manner wherein the pronounced
state or condition is valid.4 From this argument it follows that
a declarative H in the same sense as the declarative D cannot exist
[in Hebrew]. When H seems to have a declarative meaning it
expresses not a subjective judgment, but an established reality.s

It is striking that Sibawaih comes to a simliar conclusion when

he speaks about the “declarative” H: 4542y Jseizs aSdeaal Ul
v el Gl Al coad gy s Aol lies 6 Or in other words,

1 See also Jenni, op. cit. p. 273.
z Of course, one of the other subdifferentiations may also be applicable,

W
e.g. 3 to 4y D “to evangelize, to preach”. A i is therefore someone

who habitually (professionally) preaches a gospel; cf. above, p. 247, n. 1.

3 Jenni, op. ¢it. pp. 40—3.

4 “Der von uns empfundene Unterschied zwischen faktitiv und deklarativ-
astimativ beruht letztlich nur auf einem Unterschied in der Geltungsweise des
erreichten adjektivisch ausgesagten Zustandes. Ist der als Ergebnis der
Stellungnahme zu einem Phinomen ausgesagte Zustand als allgemein ein-
sichtig vorgestellt, so entspricht ihm das Pi‘el in faktitiver Bedeutung; ist der
Zustand das Ergebnis einer subjektiven Stellungnahme (weil ein allgemein
einsichtige Beurteilung der Sache gar nicht méglich ist), so entspricht ihm
das Pi‘el in deklarativ-dstimativer Bedeutung”, Jenni, op. ¢it. p. 42.

s Jenni, op. cit. pp. 43—5. Jenni’s denial of the existence (in Hebrew) of a
declarative H with the same meaning as the declarative D is criticized in
W. T. Claassen, “The declarative-estimative Hiph‘il”, Journal of Northwest
Semitic Languages, 11 (1972), 5—16.

6 11, 236, 1. 4—6/11, 250, 1. 3—4. See for Jea H also LA, 111, 156. Cf. LA,
XI, 47, S.V. Jom:

Nobmy ooy +aimly . Joedl ) s Joedloly © alsmy
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the action expressed by 4= H is object-adequate.! As the de-
locutives mentioned appear to indicate that, in the form of a wish
or malediction,? a subjective opinion or judgment is expressed
about the object, it seems appropriate to consider both IIf and
I1g as special cases of subdifferentiation 1.

In addition to the likelihood that the discrimination between
the factitive and causative categories as found for Hebrew can
be useful to distinguish D from H in Arabic, it is illustrative that
Jenni’s starting-point (namely that from an intransitive G a
factitive D is to be expected) seems also to be applicable to
Arabic. Of the examples of a factitive D that are not derived from
a noun or locution (II4 and g), all except one (no. 27) of the D
verbs of series II can be connected with an intransitive G.

Of course, the assertion that D has a denominative value, as
one often reads, is rather meaningless; the same can be said of
other verbal stems. It is necessary to examine if the denominative
D verbs fall into the same category as the other D verbs. For
examples 23-6 (IId), and possibly also 27, this seems to be the
case.

The mere possibility of differentiating Sibawaih’s examples of
series II in terms of factitive and causative leads to the supposition
that it may be possible to differentiate the examples of series I in
a like manner. The problem, however, is that Sibawaih does not
provide further explanation and information about these verbs.

Yet apart from the fact that the verbs ;5 and J5 are mentioned in
both series, an indication can be found in the fact that nearly all
the verbs mentioned in series I have an intransitive G. Of course,
it is also possible that already in Sibawaih’s time a semantic over-
lap of D and H, as later seems to be the case, can be established.

CHAPTER 445 (G ® D # H)

In this relatively short chapter those verbs are treated that have
no similarity of meaning in D and H, but have a similar meaning
in D and G. For Sibawaih this seems to be a clear-cut case. He

1 Of course, this decides nothing for the situation in Hebrew, though it
gives some support to Jenni’s view.
2 Reckendotf, 0p. ¢it. p. 55, says that the perfect in this kind of locution

is a “Form der GewiBheit” and Wright, gp. ¢ci¢. 11, 3 (concerning alJl 1;;

etc.) says, “The proper signification of the perfect in this case is, ‘if it be as |
wish, God has already had mercy on him’ &c.” Cf. K. Aartun, Zur Frage
altarabischer Tempora (Oslo, 1963), pp. 74—9.
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assigns all the D stems that are more or less synonymous with
their G stems to one category. It is no wonder then that not many
examples are adduced; just a few serve to illustrate the point.

His rather unequivocal view can be summarized as follows:

(@) D is to be distinguished from G as denoting plurality of
action.!

(b) Although G can be used instead of D, when it denotes
plurality of action (because a notion of plurality can be included in
a G meaning), D is the special form for it.2

III D and G have the same meaning, but D expresses also
Pplurality

45 5 G to break. D to break into many pieces.
46 @5 G to cut. D to cut into many pieces.
47 & (G) to tear. D to tear to many pieces.3
48 L= G to brand (one camel). D to brand (many camels).
49 z~ G to wound. D to wound many or to afflict with many
wounds.+
so v (G) to seize and crush. D to seize and crush many.
51 JS1(G) to eat. D to eat many.5
52 <l (G) to die. D to die (of many).
53 ¢l (G) to get up. D to get up (of many).6
', 237, I 14, 15/11, 2571, 1L 18, 19:

By aialiny W05 2l Jandl 5,857 @yl 136 \ginkdy Wgiyus o
The examples show that in plurality of action, plurality of object or subject
is also included.

2 m, 237, ll. 19—22/11, 252, 1. 2—6:

d. w

ot Lale i) 1 0F Y1 e a8 5k ae 3 ikl O sty
Lo e 0559 455 ddanlly LS O Les™ il i 3 Js iy et SN

AU Gl el e O WS ol sl lad, L pelaadls opS L 3
See also above, p. 243, n. 7.
3 Examples 45—s5 on 11, 237, ll. 14—18/11, 251, 1. 18—252, 1. 2. See for
examples 45— 7 above, n. 1.

+ Stbawaih: (s Seed! ShIE gy (Mt 5A87) @l d‘ sy Ly

20 G- 20 - -~

o S u(a.\)’d\ ufj/| K > 9 r,.g..z)a_g A > 9 L_,Lu ,.'.\_9 Alnlau
5 Sibawaih: g $ <3 ;J/\ 13 L@b/y C“““ Lq,...,)a.\ JL 153Gy

—u—

6 Sibawaih: b ,89 VI delea @yl w_’ﬁ) wy |45y, These seem to
be very specialized meanings of &b D and ¢ D. The more usual ones are,

254

Copyright (c) 2004 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (c) Oxford University Press



LEEMHUIS, F., Sbawaih's Treatment of the D Stem , Journal of Semitic Studies, 18 (1973) p.238

SIBAWAIH’S TREATMENT OF THE D STEM

54 J(G) to go about; to roam. D to go about much; to roam
much.

55 b (G) to go about; to citcumambulate. D to go about
much; to citcumambulate much.?

56 =3 (G) to open. D to open many (doors).

57 = (G) to split; to cleave. D to split many; to cleave many
(wells).2

The examples supplied by Sibawaih make clear his view that,
in the case of similar D and G meanings, the differentiation can
easily be made, the common denominator of those Ds being
plurality. Because of the brevity of this chapter, the categorical
statements, the relative scarcity of examples and the schematic
explanation of those examples, only a few observations can be
made:

(1) Sibawaih does not mention an intensive or iterative force
distinguishing D from G.

(2) The conclusions and examples of Sibawaih do not seem to
contradict Jenni’s findings for Hebrew (except perhaps nos. 52
and §3) that when G is transitive, D is resultative, because the
state or condition effectuated is the res#/t of an action as denoted
in G.3 Action to further objects and successive movements are
shown by Jenni to be some of the several types of the resultative.+

(3) Later grammarians elaborated on Sibawaih’s rather succinct
statements in this chapter and gave as their view that D was also
Al or &l and moreover that this distinction was not

as to be expected from the intransitive Gs, factitive. Interesting is the ex-
planation in the Lisdn, X11, 501, of this ru D: r,_.'..“z_Jl w;-:" means “to be
afflicted by p!5-2J1, an illness of the legs that makes the animals stand up”.
1 Sibawaih: Uiy sl 135G (81 Ciskrs Vol 2 8! Jymm (4G,
2 Examples 56 and 5-; on I, 23:7, l. 23—238, i 2/, 25;, 1l. 7—9 are only
given in quotations. For the quotation from al-Farazdaq, see above, p. 243,

Z - @~ 0

n. 7. Two Qur’an quotations are added, xxxviii, o: pg,J e, Ods wloa

;lﬁ\(l, and liv, 12: LT}.:- Y lf);s:_,. These last two examples should be
contrasted with two other Qur’an places: xxxix, 71, 73 (in 1, 453, 1. 22/1, 403,
1l. 7, 8 used by Sibawaih himself, however with C"s Dr):

ool oy Wgels 131 sn and xvid, 33: 65 Latoha G,

3 Jenni considers a verb of which an accusative-object is logically con-
ceivable (e.g. to go = to make a walk; to cty = to let out a cry) also as
transitive. See Jenni’s introductory part of D resultative op. ¢i#. pp. 123—6.

4 Jenni, op. cit. pp. 145, 151 and 151—6.
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only valid in distinguishing D from G when necessary, but also
in differentiating D from H when both have similar meanings.?

CONCLUSION

Sibawaih’s treatment of the D stem shows that for him it is
certainly not an intensive stem. Rather, there are for him two
kinds of D stems. One shows similarities with the H stem and the
other with the G stem. No clear overall distinction between
similar D and H is found by Sibawaih; he contents himself with
a number of ad hoc differentiations. These ad hoc differentiations,
however, seem to be nothing more than various manifestations
of the difference between a factitive and a causative. Similarly,
the characteristics that — according to Sibawaih - distinguish a D
from a similar G seem to be manifestations of a resultative.
Although Sibawaih seems to offer strong indications that the
meaning of the D stem was a factitive-resultative one, it will be
clear that conclusive evidence can be supplied only by research
into a fairly extensive textual corpus. Because of its length, and
also because a good concordance is available, the Qur’an will be
an excellent corpus to begin with.2

1 See above, p. 241, nn. 4, §.

2 Provoked and stimulated by the book of Jenni and the remarks of
Fleisch in his review of Chouémi, Le verbe dans le Coran, < ...1l fallait exposer
...les exemples manifestant des oppositions particuliéres entre des Formes...
Ainsi: Popposition d’une Ile et IVe F., factitives, mais pour des sens dif-
férents...; la spécialisation du factitif, dans ces Ile et IVe Formes...”, in
Meélanges de I’Université Saint-Joseph, xL1v (1968), 262, the present writer is
engaged on a study of the D stem in the Qur’an.
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