CHAPTER I

KORANIC KEY-TERMS IN BISTORY

I SYNCHRONIC AND DIACHRONIC SEMANTICS

Properly speaking, most of the problems dealt with in the present ehapter
do not fall within the scope of this book which, as has been made abundantly
clear in the previous chapter, purpors to be strictly a study of the Weltan-
schannng of the Koran through its vocabulary, This narurally determines che
extent to which our consideration will be allowed to go. Of the ‘history’ of
the Koranic key-terms only the pre-Islamic, ie, pre-Koranie parr is necessary
for our special purpose, in so far as it sheds a clear light on the formarion of
the ‘basic’ meanings of the words. The historical development of the meanings
in the post-Koranic ages is not in any way 4 matter of direct concern to us.

If, in spite of this obvious fact, we sall insist on paying attention at this
point to a few at least of the significant questions raised by historical semantics
regarding the vicisirudes that some of the key-terms of the Koran underwent
in the course of history, it is chiefly for the following three reasons. Firse:
since, generally speaking, an examination of a guestion from two or mose
different, but closely related, angles usually ends in a deeper and more cuni-
prehensive view of the matter, we might reasonably expect that, in our par-
ticular case too, considering the problem of ‘vocabulary’ anew as a historical
process, will, as a continuation of the above discosdon, help towards clarifying
some important aspects of the theoretical problems that have not been discussed
fully in the last chapeer.

Secondly, by following the semantic development of some of the key-terms.
of the Koran in non-Koranic systems that came into existence in Ishm in course
of time, we may be able to throw 2 new side-light on the peculiarity of the
meanings which those words had in the Koran itsclf, Lastly, a careful ex-
amination of the problem of the possibilicy and significance of a historical
semantics will clarify, by contrast, both the advantages and lmitations of the
methods and principles peculiar to static semantics, and, thus, enable us o

Koranie Key-Terms in History y

combine in the most fruitful way the two semantics in analyzing the scrucrure
of the Koranic vocabulary.

Now to go right into the mtediar res, ‘vocabalary’ may be fooked ar from
two basically different methodological standpoints. In modern lnguistics these
two angles or points of view are called ‘diachronic’ and ‘synchronic’, respect-
ively. Diachrony, as its erymology would suggest, is a view of language, which
25 2 matter of principle emphasizes the element of time in everything linguistic.
Thus vocabulary is, diachronically, a bondle of words, cach one of which i
growing and changing independently in its own peculiar way. Some words
inmtgmupmycmwasmp,thﬂis.mwbcmedhrh:suciuyata
certain period (As); others may continue being in use for 2 longer tme (Bs);
again new words may make their debut on the stage ac 2 certain definite point
of time and begin their history from thar period (Cs).

If we cur horizomally the flow of history at
a certain period, 2 cross-section is obtained, which
may be pictured as a flar surface formed by a
aumber of words that have survived the flow of
time up to that point, On this surface, as we sec,
b As, Bs and Cs appear all together, regardless of
whether they have 2 long history behind them
At L.«-"""' TTaTy (4 and B) orashort one (A? and B), or even

A e none (C), while those that have already ceased

R i et to be active before this point (Ds) naturally do

. B¢ not participate in the composition of this surfacs,

e regardles of whether they have died ont quite

recently (D*) or long ago (D?). Such a surface

is precisely what we have meant in the preceding pages by ‘vocabulerly’

—an organimds}rmufmdsmdcmpts. For it is on such 2 surface, and

on such a surface alone, that words appear to cur eyes in the form of 2 com-

plicated nerwork of concepts. Anﬂﬂ\epnintufviﬂfwhichmumssﬂu

historical lines of words and enables us in this way to obtain 2 static system
of words, we call ‘synchronic’.

We may do well to remark that vocabulary in chis pardcular sense, ie,
a static surface of words is something artificial, to be very exact. It is a static
state produced artificially by our stopping with one stroke the flow of history
of gll the words of a language at a cenain point of time. ‘The resulting cross-
section gives us the impression of being static and standing stll, but in realicy
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it only Jooks like so. To put it in another way, it is static only when we look
at it from 2 macroscopic point of view. Microscopically, the surface is sesthing
with life and movement. This ker point comes out very clearly when a
language is in a critical, revolutionary period, like, for example, modern Turkish,
Old elements keep dropping off, new clements keep coming in; some of the
new-comers find 2 good place in the system, but many of them diseppear
quickly to be replaced by others. The whole vocabulacy changes its aspect
even at very shorr intervals. And when a language stands in such a stage
of transition and wansformation, ir i extremely difficult to obrain a relacvely
stable, staric surface.! '

Be chis a5 it may, in normal cases we can obtain ss many surfaces s we
like by simply making such artificial horizontal cuts across the hisrorical flow
of words at several points {cross-sections I, I, 111, for example, in the diagram).
And if we compare these surfaces with each
other, whether the whole surfaces or only
some particular sections of them, we are
doing historical semantics.

Historical semantics, thus understood,
does not consist in tracing the history of
individual words per se in order to see how
they change their meaning in the course of

" history. This latrer is the typically 1%h.
-+ n century approach ta langeage, Real historical
semantics, a5 we understand it now, begins

Jr M v only when we study the history of words
in terms of the whole static systems to which they belong, when, in other
words, we compare with one another two or more ‘surfaces’ which one and
the same language, say Arabic, presents at different stages of its history,
separated from each other by an interval of time,

The interval may be made long or short according to the purpose of our
analysis. For instance, even the language of the Koran itsel{ may be regarded
as 4 historical process extending over some twenty years with two distinctive
periods, the Meccan and the Medinan. In that case, we may quite reasonably
make two horizontal cuts across the historical development of this language at
these critical points, and compare the two crosssections with esch other, if our

1 This is the main reason why it is so difficule ro compile 2 good dictionary of present-day
Turkish.
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aim happens to be the scmandical study of the development of Islamic thought
within the confines of the Koran. In fact, since Theodor Nildeke published
his cpoch-making view on this marter, many important discoveries have been
made regarding the ‘history’ of the Koranic vocabulary, which have made it
clear that the language of Revelation underwent a profound change semantical-
ly after the Prophet’s migration to Medina* Or, 2dopting rather a long-range
perspective, we may also reasonably treac the Koranic vocabulary 25 a whole
8s 2 static system and compare it with ether systems which came into existence
Jater in Islam, as we arc actually going to do in the peesenc chapter,

Now, a5 a general rule, in the cast of 2 young and vigorausly growing
culture like that of the cacly Islam, the historical development of language
shows a very marked tendency towards progressing complexity ang prolifera-
tion. In our parcicular case, the triumph of Islam established the unshakable
anthority of the Koran as the Sacred Book, and the direct linguistic effect of
this made itself felt in the fact thar practically the whole Arabic vocabulary
was brooght under the sway of the Koranic vocabulary, and the Arabic language
in its entirety came to be affected gravely by this fact.

In an attempt to show chis in the simplest and clearest possible way, 1
would isolate three different semantic ‘serfaces’ in the early history of the
Arabic vocabulary: (I) pre-Koranic, or Jahili, (2) Koranic, and {3) post-
Koranic, particularly Abbasid. Ac the first stage thus distinguished, i¢. the
pre-Islamic, we have, roughly speaking, three different systems of words, with
three different world-views underlying them: (I) 2 purely Bedouin vocabulary
representing the oldest and most typically Arabian Weltanschaunng of aoma-
dism, (2) a mercantile vocabulary, which is naturally closely related to, and
based on, the former, which, however represents quite a different spirit and
world-outlook, an outcome of the recent development of the mercantle
economy in Mecea, which js therefore, deeply penetrated by words and ideas
peculiar te the merchants of this town,? and (3) the Judeo-Christian vocabulary,

1) There is a cermin respect in which Prof. Moncgomery Watr's works, Mubawenad ot
Mecea, Oxford, 1953 and Mukanmied mt Medina, Oxford, 1956, may be rightly regarded 15
2 comprehensive study of this prenomenon. As one of the most interesting examples we
may mention the very problematic word tacckéi, which he discusses from the philalogical
point of view in Mubmmiad at Mecca (Excursus D). He shows there how this word
sepresenting che important religious concept of “self-purification” or “being purified” falls
off graduslly and fades our in coursc of time before another moze important ward islim
meaning “self-sorrendesing”.

3) Regarding the significance of this pardcular vocabulary in the formstion of the
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3 system of religions terms in use among the Jews* and the Christians living in
Arabia, including the more problematic Hanifitic system® These thres are the
major constituents of the pre-Islamic Arabic vocabulary.

The vocabulary of the Koran is, finguistically, 2 mixture of these three
different systems. This does not mean, however, that words drawn from the
three different sources exist in the Koran side by side 15 heterogencous elements.
The Koranic vocabulary is, as has been repeatedly emphasized in the preced-
ing pages, 1 Jarge scmantic field, snd 25 such i is an organized totality, 4 self-
sufficient system of words into which all words, whatever their origin, have been
integrated with an entirely new systermatic interpretation. Take, for example,
again the most important word ANdh. The name of ANib, as we have already
seen and 25 we shall sce more in detail later, was not unlmown to the pre-
Islamic Arabs; it was widely known not only within the confines of the mono-
theistic Judeo-Christian circles, but even among the pure nomads at large. The
fact, however, that the word was in use in Jahiliyyah should not make us blind
to another mote remarkable fact that this same word Afléb means something
quite different in the Koran from what it meant in pre-Islamic Smes. And here
we see the importance of the methodological concept of ‘relational’ meaning
that has been introduced in the last chapter. The same old word Aildh acquires
in the Koran quite a peculiar relational meaning because of its position in the
organized whole,

Hwe compare the Koranic vocabulary with the pre-Tslanic one as a whole,
we notice immediately that the former has the supreme focus-word, Alh,
which presides not only over one particular semaneic field within the vocabulary,
but over the entire vocabulary comprising all the semantic fields, that is, all the
smaller conceprual systems that fall under it, while the pre-Islamic system of
waords has no such supreme focus-word® This is onc of the most fundamental
differences between the two systems. And although, as we shall see, the pre-
Koranic and the Koranic concepts have much in common in the meaning

structure—not only a5 regards the 'basic’ meaning but even a greater part of the
‘relational’ one—yec this one fundamental difference alone is enough to maie

Koranic language, sce, for instance, C. C. Tozrey, The Commercial-Theolngical Terms of
the Heran, Leiden, 1892

4) We mmst remember that Medinz st that time was one of the higgest centers of Jadaism,
§)  As regards the Hanifs and their language, sce larer chaprer 1V, section V.

4) Except, of course, in the narrower section of the [udeo-Christtan monotheistic ideas.
But evidently the Jews and Christiins are rot in any way represenuative of the pre-Islamic
Arabiz. They are, after all, 2 local phenomenon, linpuistically ac less:,
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the two systems torally diffecent in narure and structare from each other in
regard to the concepr of Alldh. .
In the Koranic system, there is not even onc single semantic field that is
not directly connected with, and govemed by the central concepe of Allih
(Picrare A)7 This situation it is that, as | said in the last chaprer, the mt}'
semanticists usually mean when they say thar the world of the Koran is
essentially  “theo-
ceatric’, In the pre-
Ihmic  system
\ Aléh is bmt a
member of one
\ specific  semantic
field (Picture B).
There 15 a kind of

Allih  conceptual co-
herence in  the
LV

Kormic  world-
_view, a sense of a real system based en, and centered round the concept of God,
which is not to be found in the Jahili system. For here, in this new system, all
the semantic ficlds, and consequently all the keyterms are under the sway of this
central and highest focus-word. In fact, nothing can escape from it; not only
those concepts that are directly connected with religion and faith, but all moral
ideas, and even concepts representng the most muadane aspects of human lkife,
such as marriage and divorce, inheritance, commercial matters like contracts,
debts, usuary, weights and measures, etc., have been brought into direct relation
with the concept of God.

Moreover, in the Jahili system, the concepe of Allih stands side by side
with that of &ibab “gpods” or “divinities” with absolurely no incompatibility
between them, except, of cours, in the mare narrowly limited and very par-
vicular field of Allih peculiar to the pre-Ifemic Jews and Christians, which is
not being taken account of for the moment?® There is in the Jahili spscem no

A B

7) In the disgram A, the hﬁuﬂ aé-ear surzounding the won).;i;d %ui?hz m :ess;fiﬁgx
st words which stand for varions con in :

ﬁl"]wﬁt d f{I‘ims" and “is”. This is whar will di?f later in Ishmic theology into

what is known under the name of ‘Drivine atwibures” sifie Alkib, ]

8} For a deniled consideracion of the reladon berween the purely Jahili concepiion of

Allih and the Judeo-Christian one, znd the influence which the later might bave exercised
n the former before the name of Allih came ince the Idowic system, see chapter IV,

ﬁch is exclasively devored ta this very problem.
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sharp contrast obstrvable between Allih and ocher dlibab even where the former
is made to stand at the top of the fierarchy of all supernarural beings. Besides,
this semantic ficld of supernarurs] beings itself occupies quite 2 peripheral place
iu the whole conceptual system of Jahiliyyeh in comparison with ather more
important fields that have more direct relevance to the tribal Efe of the Anabs,
the semse of honor, for example, and social and individual virrues that have
aoching at all to do with God and religion,

There should be no misundcmanding here. In the Koranic system, too,
there is the concept of dlibeh., We must not confuse the ontological order of
things with the semantic ane. In other words, the fact that the Koranic world
i essentielly monotheistic should not lead ws inro thinking erroneously that,
sementically as vell as ontologically, Alldh stands slone without any peers, On
the contrary there are concepts of “gods” and “idok” in the Koranic system.
Only, all these stand in 2 negative relation to Allih; they are there simply o5
?omcﬂdng the existence of which must be denied most emphatically. Speaking
il more semantical terms, they are there in the Koran to be connected writh
the concept of “falshood" bdsil, while the concept of Alldh is to be connected
with thet of “truth” bagq.

A further implication of the above statement is this: when we say thar the
nsme of Allih came into the Koranic system from the pre-Islamic one, this
should not be taken to mesn that of ali the sermantic elements sssociated with
the name, only those that were considered “good” from the Islamic point of
view were accepted, while all “bad” elements were simply left behind. The
fact is that all the elements, both good and bad, came into the Koranic systern,
and only in this new field some were sccepted and some were rejected. Apd
this process of rejection and acceprance is vividly depicted in the Koran juself.
Otherwise, words like sharik “partner (viz, of Alldh)” and midd “simflar one™
would never have been given a place there,

Since the Koran s, linguistical]y, 2 work of genuine Arabic, it will r&adily

be seen thar all the words used in this Scripturs have 2 pre-Keranic or pre- - -

Islamic background, Many of them came from the rank and file of pre-Islamic
Arsbic. In other terms, many of them, even those that were raised to the
status of key-words in the Koran, had been in pre-Islamic times common words
standing far below the leve] of key-words. Such was for example the word
tagwd which we shail anzlyze in detail in g later context? As everyhody knows,

§) See chapter IX, seerion IL
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the word acquired in the Koran an crormous importance as one of the most
typically Koranic key-terms, one of the comer-stones on which the whele
edifice of the Koranic piety was based. Bur before that, in Jahiliyyah, it was
an extremely common word that meane simply a very ordinary sort of animal
behavior—self-defensive aritude with an accompanying sense of fear.

Bar there were also @ good number of words that came into the Koran
in the capacity of key-terms with an important pre-Islamic history behind them.
To put ic in another way, some of the Koranic key-wards had already been
playing in Jahiliyyah a remackable role as key-words. Oaly, their semantic
structure changed profoundly as they were transposed from one system to the
other. As an illustration of the main thesis of this chapter, this Jarter case pre-
sents 3 miore inkerssting—becsuse more complicaced-problem.  As a marrer of
fact, some examples of this phenomenon have been given in the last chaprer.
But there they were considered in connection with problems of 2 somewhar
different narure.  Here [ will give an extzemely interesting example as a fore-
runner, 50 to speak, of what will come later in abundance.

The word [ have in mind is karim. This word was a very important key-
term in Jahiliyyah, meaning nobility of lineage—a man “of noble birth”, going
back to an ilfustrious ancestor by an unblemished pedigree. And since, in the
old Arab conception of human virtue, cxtravagent and unlimited generosity was
the most conspicuvus and concrere manifestation of 2 man's nobility, karizr
had acquired also the meaning of 2 man characterized by an extravagaar gene-
rosity going to the degree of our concepr of 4 “squanderer”,

The meaning-content of this word had to suffer 2 drastic change when it
was put, in the Koranic context, into & close relation with tagud to which a
passing reference has just heen made. The Koran dechred with wmost clarity
that “the most kerim (noble)" of all men was the one who took the areitede of
tagqud awards Allih:

Sal b LA G

“Surely the noblest of you all in the sight of Alldh is one who is character-
ized by the greavest tagued”.

Such a2 combination of two words, no one would ever have dreams of in
pre-Idamic times, This old Arabic word karin, epitomizing an important 15~
pect of the Arab outlook or Jife, was almost forcibly—we might say—put into
an entirely new sphere of the monosheistic piety of Islam. [t would be no

10} Sorah al-Ruprie (XLIX), v 3.
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exaggeration to say that this was indeed a revaludon, revolution in the history
of the moral idess of the Arabs, for nobody in ancient Arsbia woald ever have
thought of giving 4 formal definition of keram “nobiliey” in terms of tagund
“Yfear of God™. From now on, 2 mun worthy to be called “noble” in the real
sense of the word was not a man of nble birth belonging to 2 noble family
and noble tribe, nor was he 4 man who would go on squandering impulsively
and thoughtlessly all his possessions without stopping to reflect for 2 moment
that he and his whole family might, by his acting in this way, be driven to
mn&mymdmin the very next moming, But precisely this latcer feature
used to be considered the most distinctive mark of a “noble” man. And the
ancient poets never tired of praising and extolling this vireue, for it was, together
mﬁ&nufbmwrjrmdvﬂmmm&ulzﬁdd, was almost the only means of
preserving one's ancestral honor,
“Wcmkmddmdm:mmﬂhnm,:pmmth:ﬂmﬁmb 52y,
“with their {(=our camels’) meat and with their milk; for, verily, a karim is a

man whe is able to defend (viz. his honor which has been hamied down to him
from his illustions ancestors, )™t

S pf B Gl x Gl 60T 2 ac

This character which, as I have said, was one nf the cardinal virtues in the
eyes of the pre-Islamic Arabs, is, from the new Korunic poine of view, not a
real virtue at all. Nor is it real generosity even, because the ultimate source
from which it springs is sheer vainglory and pride, the desire to make a show
of generosity. Such 2 men is, in the lanpuage of the Koran,* “expends of his
wealth simply for the pleasare of an ostenratious display, and not from his belic
in Allh and the Last Du}"’

In unuther plact“ it i rjenr]} stared that thmr. who sqmnder away their
possession from such a motive are but “brothers of Satan”.

=| = al0
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“Give the kitwman his due, and the poor, and the wayfarer. Bur never

W Divan a-Honisl (sharh al-Morsdgl), of. Aband Amin and ‘Abd al-Salm Hirdn,
# vels, Cairo, 1951, Numbee DCCXLVL, 2, the name of the poet andmown.

12} Sirh al-Bagerah (I} v, 266:264.

13} Sirah al-lrd' or Bom Tl (XVID v 25-20026-17.
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waste in sheer waste for those who squander are brothers of Satan, and Sawan
is ever ungrateful to his Lord”.

Here we see kariw which once embodied the highest Jahili ideal of reckless
generosity as the direct manifestation of nabilicy, in the process of transforming
itself inco something encirely new and different through the influence of a new
semantic situation. The idea of generosity itself suffers a profound change; at
the same time, and in correlation wich ir, the word karim comes to be applied
to a truly pious believer who, instead of expending his wealth blindly and
thoughtlessly and merely for display, never hesitates to expend it for a definite
purpose which is really “noble” in the new conception, ie, in alms, “in God's
way" (fi sabil Alldb"), being always careful to strike the happy medinm
between sheer prodigalicy and sheer miserlines’ and chat from the deep
religions motive of fagud.

Thus one #nd the same word makes its appearance with the same basic
meaning in these two successive systems, but it is given an entirely differenc
valee and entirely different connotations according as it is used 25 a key-term
in one or the other because of the particular associations it forms around itself
in the paricular scctor of the system. Aund exacely the sume thing happens
between the Koranic vocsbulary and the subsequent systems, albeit in 2 far
subtler and, therefore, less obvious way. This we shall see presently.

I THE KORAN AND THE POST-KORAMIC SYSTEMS

When we come down to the third stage of development as distinguished
above, that is, the clasical, age of Islamic cultore, we meet with a profiferstion
of relarively independent conceprual systems. In ather words, Islam produced
many diffecent systems of thought in the post-Koranic periods, theology,
jurisprudence, political theory, philosophy, mysticism being among the most
important of them. Each of these culeura] products of Islam developed its own
conceptual system, ie., its own ‘vocabulary’, irself consisting of a number of
sub-systems just as we have seen in the cese of the Koranic vocabulary. Thus

1) See, for example, LVII, v. 57; 11, v. 26-364/261-22.
15 See XVIL v. 31-32/29-30: XXV, v 67



