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4 JAAKKO HAMEEN-ANTTILA

Now we may tentatively write some rules:

e — u / __ CCu except ibnun, istun, tmru'un
e — u / aw ___ except 'aw, law

e — @/ V__

e — T / (elsewhere)

Adding now the junctures & (word boundary before wagla in context), # (sen—

tence boundary) and + (morpheme boundarya) we may discuss the first rule.

On the lexical level we have ektub, estufcila, but ebntun, est+un. Thus, we

see that the regressive assimilation of e to u is not possible over a boundary
(+). In Zmru'un the lexical form is emrV'+un, V being assimilated to the casus
vowel (imru'un, imra'an, tmri'in). The etymological root vowel is either a or

1, certainly not u.s Accordingly we may write rule (1):

(1) e — u / #  CCu (N.B. not /S # CC+u)

Turning our attention to e — u / aw we note that -u- in ramaw-u—ilmusli-
mu:ina and mustafaw-u-lla:hi is no auxiliary vowel but an etymological vowel

appearing before &.6 Compare

lexical level: ramay+u :

realization: ramaw@d@
and
mustafawtun
mugtafa@@in
to
ramay+u : &EL+muslimu :na
ramaw@u@@@limus Lime:na
and
mugtafbw+u&£lla:hi8
mustafawfu@@dlia:hi

So we have no rule e — u / aw , but instead e — 7 / aw&

lawkenfaCala

law@infaCala
The semivowel w is handled just as any other consonant.9
Thus we may write rules

(1) e—u/H#___ CCu
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The prothetic vowel (wasla) in Classical Arabic 5

(2) e—@g/Vi:)a
(3a) e =1 /C&
(3b) e —1z /# _ CC-u (-u = anything but u)

Some groups have not been discussed above, namely

a) +hum ete.

b) mud

e) +him-i/u-

d) cases like qul-i/u-ktub
e) article

£) min

g) +i:, +ni:

10 u being

In a) and b) we have lexical forms +huml, mudU ete., U — u / &,
the accepted original final vowel,ll In +him-i/u— we have only two possible

ways to assimilate +huml to a preceding -7.
Qul-i/u-ktub is a result of two different constructions:

qulbektub
qul@uktub
and
quléektub
qul@iktub,

the first of these having a pause between the two imperatives (and being
treated according to rule (1) ), the second being continuous (and treated

according to (3a) ).

In e-g) we have lexical doublets as follows:

e) Fl, E—a/#
E—e/ __ (elsewhere)

£) mind, A —a/ __ 8&EL
A — @/ _  (elsewhere)

g) +(n)iyA A —a/ & (optionally)
A — g/ - (anywhere)

Consequently, the groups a-g) form no exceptions to rules (1) -(3), e being

always realized according to these rules. For example

tantumlU+mus Limu: na TantumU&E L+mus Limu :na
'antum@@Pmus Limu:na Tantumi@@Ldmus Limu :na
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6 JAAKKO HAMEEN-ANTTILA

mindkebnihu mind&EL+rajuli
min@@ibnihi mina@@r@raiuli
El+radulu qa:la&ELl+radulu
ar@ragulu qa: la@@rfrajulu
baytiyA&ELladz: fi: baytiyd
bayti@ﬂ@@llagi:} fi: bayti:g@
{baytiyaﬁ@IZad{:

With these rules and a mini-lexicon we have overcome the difficulties of an
automatic analysis of wasla. Still, it remains to be proved that the doublets
mind, EL, +(n)ZyA are no imaginary crutches helping us in the automatic anal-
ysis, but that mina, al, and +(n)iya are really existing variant forms of min
etc., and a cannot be considered a realization of e.
+(n)iya may well be the etymological form for lst person suffixes or it may

e

have been formed by analogy from +ya in aga:+ya.12 In both cases it is clear

that baytiy-a-lladi: cannot be analyzed as follows

baytiy&ELlladi:
baytiyfalladi:
but must be analyzed
baytiyA&ELladi:
baytiya@@lladi:

In the article we have two accepted variant forms; context form el and sen-

tence-beginning form al, of which the latter is older.13

Btoekelpann ® derives the preposition min from the root Vimmy, which would ex-
plain the longer form mina. However, this is highly speculative and in no way
convincing. I would rather draw attention to two parallels which are better
attested; firstly in Arabic we have a doublet 17/la, and secondly in Ge®ez the
prepositions take an obscure ending —a.15 In addition to these we have some
data from pre-Islamic dialects. Quda®a-tribe is said to have a preposition
mina:, whereas in some other dialects the n of min 1is assimilated to the ar-
ticle (mil—).lﬁ According to Rabin the final vowel is inherent.17 Furthermore,
we have in Akkadian doublets an/ana and in/ina, the latter being used in some
dialects in ablative functions.18 Why this longer mina is attested only before

. . 1
the article is not clear to me. 9

Thus we can state that the prothetic vowel e in Classical Arabic is realized

as 7, u or {# according to rules
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The prothetic vowel (wasla) in Classical Arabic 7

V) e —su/# __ CCu
(2) e—@/Vi)a
(3a) e > /Ca

(3b) e —< /# __ CC-u

and a mini-lexicon

Tantuml mudl
huml] +1yA
+kuml +niyd
+humlU mind
+tuml El

which is accompanied by rules for the realizations of U, 4, 4 and E

U—u/ &

U— @/ __ (elsewhere)
L 17

A {a} / _”__&

A — @/ _ (elsewhere)

A —al/ _&RL

4 — g/ ____ (elsewhere)

E—a/#

E — e / __ (elsewhere)

NOTES

* This paper is a part of a larger work on automatic morphological analysis

of Classical Arabic, which is supported by Suomen Kulttuurirahasto.
See e.g. Fischer (1972) §20.

e is of course not a phoneme, but for practical reasons I have adapted it
on the lexical (i.e. phonematic) level. For some discussion on this point
see Schabert (1973) p. 240.

3 See e.g. Wright I §§18-23, Fischer (1972) §§19-22, 54.

4 In the following, morpheme boundaries are marked only when relevant to our

subject (thus muslimu:na pro mu+slim+u:+na).

5 See Fischer (1967) p. 43.

Etymological features appearing in sandhi are well known e.g. in French;
compare 'ont-ils?' and '{ls-ont' to 'ont' and 'ils'. Because of missing
this point Fischer (1967 p. 40 and note 36) and Rabin (1951 p. 153) give
erroneous interpretations. Both take forms with a diphthong as the starting
point (ra'aw+tnayni, id3taraw+d-dala:lata) though what we have is ra'awu:&—
etnayni and idtarawu:&El+dala: lata.
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*ramayu: > *ramawu: > ramaw.
Concerning El see below.
In the same way e — 7 / ay&

qarnay&El+bagari
qarnay@i l@baqari

At the synchronic level we thus have combinatory variants for tertiae in-
firmae pl. 3. m. endings (—aw/—awu:).

And in some other cases (e.g. +twnml+suff.) which do not concern us here.
See e.g. Moscati (1980) pp. 105-106.

For discussion on this point see Moscati (1980) pp. 108-109.

See Fischer (1967) p. 44.

Brockelmann I pp. 497-498.

Dillmann (1899) p. 344.

According to Lihyani, reference in Rabin (1951) p. 73.

Rabin (1951) pp. 72-73. See also ZamahSarl §666, who relates, according to
Sibawayhi, that there are eloquent (fugsaha:') people who say "min-a-bnika'.
There are also people who say "min-i-rrajuli”, but this, he says, is rare
and bad Arabic (qal<i:la wa habi:ta).

See von Soden (1969) §llé4c.

It must, in some way or another, be due to the fact that both mina and al

have an etymological a@. In contrast to this in “an+al and mina+ibnin only

one of the words has an a. It must be remembered that also +(n)iya appears
in most, if not all, cases before the article. For similar remarks, see A.
Fischer's article in Islamica I (1925) pp. 1-40, especially pp. 39-40.

Additional note

After T had completed this paper, a new edition of texts from Ebla was pub-
lished (Maria Giovanna Biga & Lucio Milano, Testi amministrativi: assegna-
zioni di tessuti (archivio L.2769). Archivi reali di Ebla. Testi-IV. 1984).
In these texts a longer form of the preposition min has indeed been attested,
though with the vowel —u (mi-nu). This preposition denotes the origin from
and it is attested at least seven times (see p. 313), always before a geo-
graphical name (e.g. p. 17: [...] & /mi-nu/ Ar-miKT) .| The vowel -u is pos-
sibly due to the analogy of adtu.

I am indebted to Professor Simo Parpola for drawing my attention to this
point.
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