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INTRODUCT ION

The present study is by.no means to be taken as a
complete survey of the Qur'anic concept of sin, Rather it
is a semantic monograph on ten major gemeral words for sin
in order to try and determine the dominant conceptudl frame-
work underlying their use. It is hoped that this approach,
like the similar one of Charles C, Torrey in his doctoral

1 mey shed some additiomal light

dissertation at Strashurg,
on the religion of the Qur'an. Other terms will be analyzed
to the extent that they contribute to an understanding of
the primary words under consideration or to the major thesis
of the paper. But, because the central investigation is
limited to these ten general words, such important specific
words as ";_.:( and f_sjr.:. 2 will not receive exhaustive or
independent study but will only‘be mentioned as they con-

tribute to the primary purpose of the work., In like mannper,

though such interesting problems as the relation of kmowledge

and guilt will arise, the limited semantic scope of this

1The Commercial-Theological Terms in the Koran (Leyden,
1892). T =

2Their independent study is also made unnecessary by
their extensive treatment in Toshihiko Izutsu, The Stiructure

of the Ethical Terms in the Koran (Tokyo, Keio Institute of

Ptilological Studies, 1959), pp. 113=-167; and the former word

is given a more interpretive study in /Kenneth Cragg/, "The
_Meaning of Kufr,” The Muslim World, XLIX (1959), 315-322.
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2
study prohibits their being given & comprehensive treatment.
The method of investigation for each word will be to
try and discover Ifirst of all the etymology of the word to
see if this sheds any light upon its Qur'anic usage, Then
its meaning will be sought in the contemporary Arabd sources |
t0 see what meanings were available to the writer of the Qui"an.
But ultimately it is only as we study the writings of each
. author that we are able to define words as he uses them; there=
fore the major portion of each study will be in the Qur 'anic
text itself, |
| ‘An illustration of the i_nadequacy of using staﬁdard

Arabic dictionaries alone for determining Qur'anic usages is

provided by 17:82 where ‘b”‘:,ﬂ.l (the believers) is contrasted

< ’ W a ., .
with UJ-U-L'“ (the wrongdoers) rather than u’ﬁK_“

{the disbelievers) as might be expected on the basis of the

literal meaning of the words.l Likewise Arabic dictionaries
may be inadeQuate because they are based on the later meanings
of words after they had been gi'ven a more. precise definition‘
in .the figh books .2

Another danger in using sources later than the Qur'an

is that translators may read meanings back into words om

lpor ease of reference for the English as well as the
Arabic reader and because it corresponds rather closely to
‘the official Egyptian text, the writer has used the versifi-
cation found in Manlana Muhammad *Ali, The Holy Qur'an: Ar- -
abic Text, Translation and Commentary (4th ed., Iahore, Ah-
madiyyah An_]uman Ishavatl IsTam, IQBI;

255 will be seen, LEJ lcame to have a more precise
definition in the post-Qur ‘'anic period of- 1ega1 develoPment
_than forms from the same stem had in the Qur 'an.

FYTRPER
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the basis of later theological development. By way of ex-
ample, the present investigation illustrates how M. M. 'Ali
describes o .id as not meaning sin when it is used of the
PrOphet.1 However, by references.to ancient Arab commen-
taries, the following analysis demonstrates that earlier the
word was beiieved to mean sin even when used of Muhammad,

The need for the present study also arises from the
fact that no scientific lexicon of Qur'anic words is in exist-
ence. BSome words have been studied adequately by such men as
Charles C. Torrey in his previously-mentioned work and Arthur

Jefferey in The Foreign Vocabulary of the Qur‘an.2 However,

no work applies the findings of Comparative Semitics to a
sufficient number of the Qur'anic words; but this is neceséary,
particularly in the light of the scarcity of authentic Arabic
writing prior to the Qur’an.

John Penrice’s A Dictionary and Glossary of the Kpran,3

though convenient, is inadequate. By way of illustration,

he adds the meaning sinful to ‘:’_'s\bli » though this mean-

ing is not found in its Qur'anic occurrences (unless EEUQLA
is regarded as the feminine of :,bLL in 96:16); while he
does not give an adjectival meaning to ?jﬁb , though it has
one in 6;78 aﬁd'§3:106. And he gives a:meaning.for ‘iys
with §9 ; though this combination does not appsar in the

"Qur‘*an.

lpage 968n.

2 (paroda, 1938),
3 (London, 1873).
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Individual words for sin are discussed in encyclopedias.
However, these only discuss 2 few words and put much emphasis
on the later development of the words rather than concen-
trating on their Qur'anic meaning. Furthermore, they are
not altogether accurate, For example, Wensinck assertis that
one of the root meanings of ¥hA is stumbling, and he
bases his assertion on the Hebrew of Proverhs 19:2.2. But
neither the Hebrew nor the Arabic suppor ts this view.

Besides the studies of individual words, there are
studies which treat a number of the Qur'anic words for sin
together. Two of these may be dismissed ag too brief,

H. U. Weitbrecht Stanton devotes less than one page to the '

topic in The Teaching of the 'Qur"a.n.3 And J. Windrow

- Sweeiman devotes only nine pages to the subject in Islam

and Christian Tbeoloﬂ.q‘ Furthermore, as will be seen,

the present writer takes issue with the view of Stanton that

 the word e« O refers chiefly to ceremonial offences.

Of a more extended nature is the pamphlet of W. R. W,

5

Garduer, The Qur 'anic Doctrine of -Sin. But even it is

1z g., Joseph Schacht, "Khata'," Encyclopedia of Islam
(01d ed.); and Arent Jan Wensinck, '"Kha.tiga,‘“. ibid.

2 Ibid., p. 925. |
S (London, 1819), p. 56..

.4(London, lutterworth Press, 1945~ ), Part I, vol, 2,
Pp. 184-203. _ ' . _

5(The islam Series, Madras, 1914).
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too brief -- for example, there is approximately a page on

s :
d.)ur-lyl and none of any other forms of the root 9o

Fur thermore, Gardner makes little use of Comparative Semitics

and thus does not get beneath the idea of misfortune to that .

of unseemliness in s guw .2 Of more important consequence

in this writer's opinion is the fact that Gardner tends to
g0 beyond the text in making nicer distinctions than the
text warrants as, for example, with f‘-”” in 5:2 .3 One
of the conclusions of the present siudy is that the Qur'an
uses general words so flexibly that it is precarious to
define them very precisely.

Izutsu has made an even more extended analysis of some

of the words for sin in The Structure of the Ethical Terms

in the Koran., It was published after virtually all the
material for the present thesis was collected, and it con-
firms many of the methods and donclusions. of this investi-
gation, However, he derives little benefit from the find-
ings of Comparative Semitics; aLhd, because the scope of
his study is broader than the present one, he bas been

forced to make a comparable reduction in intensity. Thus

he devotes less than a page to the various forms of ,_53.:- .

lPa-ges 12-33.

ZPage 2, On the basis of his virtual disregard of the

‘etymology of s (p. 4), however, it might be inferred

that Gardner did not wish to penetra.te beneath the surface
concept of mlsfortune in So .

.3Page. 7. ;

4pages 201-202,
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Neither does he give all the forms of each radical group --

-
for example, t‘noug_h he refers to "3 ..)-E ,:'.)3.)\:- ’ (.‘.)'9.}5-‘- '

%  J 1 . \ ”" P | -~
and OB ,” he does not mention W& , & 9ok ,

/‘,/

-

(_S.)\.c. ’ S>=J) , Then there are other places where he
gives words a different flavor than the present writer does.

By way of illustration, in 5:62 (vs. 67 in Izutsu), he trans-

/, 2 .
lates c_)lg,).c as ciisol:aed:l.encer;2 while the present writer would

prefer hostility or injustice.

Despite these criticisms of the above works, they rep-
resent for the most part careful study and are very helpful
as a result. However, new tools for research are being made
increasingly available to researchers. These tools include
first of all the wealth of material made available in receni:
years by the study of ancient Semitic languages. Secondly,
the Arabic poetry from pre-Islamic times down through the
Umayyad period had not been catalogued until the Concordance
of ancient Arabic poetry was recently sta.rtéd at the Hebrew

Univers'ity in Jerusa'.lem.s With the tools from these two

areas one is able, for example, to see the semantic relation-

~

-

. ” .
ship between § $9 and the other forms of Sguw -

lpages 111, 138-139, 145, 151, 161-164, 247.

2Page 247,

3l’ﬁ.falewm't: material from the Concordance (as far as it
was completed by January 20, 1959) was provided through the
courtesy of Na'im Shahrbani and M. M. Plessner, members of
the 8Bchool of Oriental Studies at the Hebrew University,
and Albert M., Franklin, American Consul General, Jerusalem.
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The English ethical terms will be used in the following
‘manner in this study. The word "sin" will be used as a géneral
_WOrd for any non-conformity fo or transgressioﬁ of the revealed
will of God -- be it cultic or ethical, intentional or unin-l
‘tentional, However a distinction will be made between the
word "sin" and other ethical terms such as "evil," “wr0n§,"
"fault," "transgression," and even "guilt.'" "Sin" will be

used exclusively in relation to the monotheistic faiths --
specifically Judaism, Christianity, Islam, and the monotheism
of Arabia with its affinities to these. In this contiext "sin"
will be determined by the theological norm of the revealed

will of a personal God. On the other hand, the other ethical
terms may be determined by any norm of conduct or good. When
this norm is the revealed will of {he personal God of the
monotheistic faiths, these words will involve sin, as defined
here,.but will not in other contexts.

Since all these words eXpress negative concepts, their
meaning can only be understood in terms of what they negate.
The norm which -they negate is in turn determined by the world
view in which it is found. Hence, the reader must be aware
of the world view and norm of conduct which determines each
use of each word -- be that norm social mores or cultic taboo
in polytheism or the revealed will of the personal God in
‘monotheism., Below the relevant world views and norms of

conduct will he deve10ped. There it will be argued that

Lrne Qur'anic and Biblical views are developed in the
section entitled Conceptual Framework and Conclusions, and
the other relevant views are in the Appendzx. .

TR —
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the Qur 'anic norm of the revealed will of God is best under-

stood in the Mosaic sense of a divinely revealed covenant.

Because the covenant is the basis of law, sin becomes trans-

gression of the law of God. But because the covenant is re-
vealed by God, infractions of the law take on the character

of disobedience or rebellion in relation to & persomal God.

The Qur'an may refer to this revealed will in less theologi-

cal phrases such as "the way of God" (2:195) but the underlying
conceptual framework will be seen 1o be the same., The content
of this revealed will of God can be found in other studies,>
and will be spelled out in more detail in the text of this

study.

lx.g., Robert Roberts, The Social laws of the Qoran
(London, 1923).

[
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CHAPTER 1

5 I '
BACKGROUND

1

Here, as in the subsequent words studied, an attempt

will be made to determine the idea underlying the root and

to what extent, if any, this idea affects the Qur 'anic mean-'

ings of the words derived from this root. Likewise an at-

tempt will be made to determine the extent to which the

- ynderlying idea is the common property of other languages. |

The pattern of the development of this roof is soO similar

in the various Senitic languiages consulted that there

1Except for hieroglyphics, which are omittied, the
original Semitic script and its lexical defianition, when
foreign, are enclosed in brackets. Though slight differ-
ences may be noted between the various systems of translit-
eration, it seemed wise to follow some of the more standard

 systems in each language. For Akkadian, Assyrian, and

Ugaritic, the transliteration found in the manuals or lexi-
cons referred to is used. For Ethiopic, Hebrew, South
Arabian and Syriac, the following tables of transliteratiom
eQulvalen are used:

_EthiOpic: . August Dillmann and Carl Bezold, Ethiopic Grammar,

trans. James A, Crichton (London, 19 , table 1,

Hebrew: William R. Harper, Elements of Hebrew (12th ed.,
New York, 1890), pp. I3, 19,

' Epigraphic South Arabic: Dillmann and Bezold, op. cit.,

table " I.

Syriac: Theodor N3ldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, trans.
> yr l_g.ﬁ_)__ ’ |

James A, Crichton (London, sy PP 2,'8.
o

i g b
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1s little need to analyze the precise relationship of the
various lapguages to each other or to the Qur'anlc materials
in this case. The original meaning of the Semitic root
must have been to miss, and the other meanings are all
ultimately derdived frgm it.

In the eastern bfanch of the Semitic family of lan-
guages, or what 18 known as Assyro-Babylonlan or Akkadién,
the development of meaning is clear. The Akkadian verb

hat® means to sin or gg trespass (pécher), and the noun-

————

Qi;d in turn means sin, trespass, or transgression (QéChé)-l

This verbal form hat® in the Assyrian starts with the mean-

ing to miss, make a mistake, fall, or neglect and then

acquires the meaning noted above, to commlt an offence,
trespass, or sin.

The south or south~western branch of the Semitlic family
reveals a similar patfern of development. The Ethiopic

pat’a ( 4T X)) bhas the basic meaning of to fall to find

{non reperire) and acqﬁires a host of other meanings 1ln its

various forms. Only some of the more pertinent ones will

be indicated here; the nominal form hatD (™ /Ny %K )

includes the meaning of a want or need (inopia), a falling

(defectus) ‘and in rare cases a mistake, transgression, or

sin {peccatum). ‘The ethical, moral, or religious flavor

-~ dpené labat, Manuel d'Epigraphie Akkadienne (Paris;
Imprimerie Nationale, 10487, p. 303. :
2Ignace-J. Gelb, et al., eds., The Assyrian Dictionary
(Chicago, Oriental Institute, 1956), VI, 156-158.

e g Ay v e—
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completely overshadows the physical in the form hatIdat
("M, R % ) meaning fault, error, mistake, transgres-

sion, or sin [peccatum (delictum, crimen)].1

In South Arabian ht?t ( X & [ '’ ) means it had

missed or erred (sie hatte gefehlt) in an inscription re-
2

corded by M. A. Levy.” Yet the root bt ( [ '7’) goes

beyond the physical to the moral. As a verb it means to -

make a mistake, transgress, or sin (peccare) and as a noun-

fault, error, mistake, transgression, or sin (peccatum,

culpa).3

Again similar meanings are found In the north-western

I
branch of the Semitlic famlily. In Ugaritic ht? 1s to sin.

P

Biblical Hebrew reveals a highly developed use of the root.5

As a verb ht? ( WO Tl ) means to miss (a goal or way),

r————

lAugust Dillmann, Chrestomathia Aethiopica et Glossario
Explanata (Leipzig, 1866), pp. 222, 223.

2"Neun himjarische Inschriften," Zeltschrift der Desutschen

Morgenléndischen Gesellschaft, XXIV (1870}, Piate T and pp.

195, 197.

3Kardlus Contl Rossini, Chrestomathia Arablca Meridio--
nalis Epigraphica: Edita et Glossario Instructa (Rome, 1531},

p. 155. For further examples see: Nikolaus Rhodokanakis,

Studien zur ILexikographlie und Grammatik des Alfsudarabischen
(VIenna, 1915), p. 6b, and Ratabanische Texte zur Bodenwirt-
schaft (2nd ed., Vienna, 1922, pp. 5, 28.

Heyrus H. Gordon, Ugaritic Manual (Rome, Pontificium
Institutum Biblicum, 1955), p. 266. PFor illustrations of

its use in transliterated texts see p. 129.

5The following discussion on Hebrew ls based on Francis
Brown, et-al., eds., A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old
Testament (Oxford, 1907, 1955), PP %66-316.

-

R ——



12

go wrong, sin. In the Qal form it can be used in the literal

sense of missing the mark -- e.g., "one hastening with his

feet misseth (the way or goal)" (Proverbs 19:2).l When the

goal or path missed is that of'right‘duty, if means sin

o (Exodus 20:20). And it develops still further to emphasize
~the guilt incurred (Genesis 43:9). The same pattern is |

found in the Hiphil form where it can mean to miss the mark

literally: ". . . everyone could sling a stone at a hair,

and not miss" (Judges 20:16). 4And 1t can also mean to in-

duce or cause to sin (Exodus 23:33) or to bring into guilt,

condemnation, or punishment (Isaiah'29:21).

The masculine noun h&t? ( ¥ Q@ Tl) can mean sin (Isaiah

31:7), guilt of sin (Deuteronomy 15:9), or punishment for sin

(Leviticus 20:20). And the adjective and masculine noun
hattd) ( ;\_’,L_?'l:l ) means sinful (Numbers 32:14) and sinners
fﬁﬁﬁﬁéfs 17:3). Sin 1s the governing meaning of the feminine
.nouns hatta?ah ( y1 q'._.’ l?_ T ), b*tdan ( 11 "1\_.’ L31:I ) and
hattadt (7 N Q Tt ), and the last word also includes the
aspects of gullt (Genesis 18:20) and punishment (Zechariah
14:18). Though the root idea of missing the mark becomes
overgshadowed by the theological and réligious usage, it is

frequently apparent that a legal or ethical norm is missed

1t is suggested that the conclusion of Arent Jan

" Wensineck, that the root meaning here ls stumbling, is un-
necessary; for the concept of missig% (the way oxr goal),
demanded by other passages, illustrated here, is adequate

to explain thils occurrence also (see loc. cit.).
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from the Semitic root may be safely assumed. The simplest

H
form hetd’ ( J&%a) as a verb is to commit a fzault or crime

13 | :
(as in Deuteronomy 19:15-21 and I Sanmuel 19:5 reSpectively);
Though Jessie Fayne Smith1 gives to miss as the root
idea behind the Syriac ngéf( J#}u), neither she nor
Robert Payne Smithz nor Carl Brockelmann3 gives any Syriac
éxamples of this literal meaning iﬁ.their Syriac lexicons.
However, the ethical meanings parallel those already given

in cognate languages so that its derivation by some neans

or to sin (peccare) and as a noun is a fault, crime, or sin

{peccatum). As ha;tﬁ.yﬁtﬁ’ (ZIa\Z,EM) it acquires the

concept of crookedness, irregularity, or deformity which in

the realms of practice and morals becomes wickedness or per-

versity -- i.e., moral irregularity (pravitas). The idea of

sin is basic to all the other forms; hence they will not be
mentioned herg except for h‘tzzta’( Z 9:3}9), which appears
to have a special relationship to Arabic., Like the simple

. . o 4
noun above it means 2 sin, crime, offence, or fault (peccatun).

Alphonse Mingana claims that almost all the religious %

terms found in the Qur *an are derived from the Syriac and

includes in this category éﬂlﬁ from he? ( }{}u ) he

1& Compendious Syriac Dictionary: Founded upon the
Thesaurus Syriacus of R, bayne Smith (Oxford,‘lggﬁj, PP .

;] LJ

2Thesaurus Syriacus (2 vols,, Oxford, 1879), I, pp.
1246, 1247, _

3

Lexicon Syriacum (Gottingen, 1928), p. 227,

4Ibid.r




4

sinned and 1ts derivative bf‘i.J:.S from lgfcyt’ ( ?W ).1

But in order %o save space and because he conslders the

relationship self-evident, he does not glve a direct proof
_of the borrowlng of these two words from the Syria.c.2 How-
ever his study has indirect force, for 5e indicates quite
;nnclusively the importance of Syriac sources on the vocabu-
lary of the Qur'an by such arguments as the Syrlac form of

- proper names and theologicél expressions.

On the other hand Friedrich Schwally spells out 1n

detall his reasons for calling 3£EJ15 a Syriac'loan word.
' After indicating that htyt? ( .]bA4}u } is a Siié, fornm,

he argues as follows:

Im Arabischen entspricht o&bad , dleses hat
kein %£gabd neven sich, sondern nur LEA und hd ..
Das bewelst an sich natdrlich gar nichts. Nimmt man
aber den Umstand hinzu, das d%hé eine Form &lus ist,
widhrend dem syrischen Aquivalente nur scheinbar .gas-
selbe Paradigma, thatsdchlich vielmehr ein aus
nach syrischen lautgesetzen entwlckeltes &l zu
Grundg lieght, so wird man der Annahme zuneigen milssen,
dass dfabka ein syrisghes Iehnwort ist. Dasselbe gilt

fUr dthiop ™y ML &
If understood wlth the precaution that his wordlng suggesita,

the argument is forceful. But words of fhis form can be

”Syriac Influence on the Style of the Kur'tan," The
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, IT (1927), 1i-12.

2
3

Ibid., p. 6.
Ibid., pp. 7-12.

u"Lexikalische Studien," Zeitschrift der Deutschen Mor-
genlﬁndischen Gesellschaft, LIT (18987, p. 132,

S —
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explained in other ways also.l For examplie, the present
writer has found no  Just form for ‘duag.is nor an equivalent
form 1n Syrlac; so some other explanation is suggested.2
Another difficulty with the theory that Eﬂgyhk.is a Syriac
loan word 1s the fact that more primitive meanings are found
in Arablc, as wlll be noted below, than in any of tThe
Syriac sources noted above, though this does not negate the
possibility that such meanings exist nor that the fornz%£*h$ :
céme from Syriac. On the contrary, Schwally's argumenf is. ;
significant, ‘ i
The above analysis of coghate languages has shown a
common pattern 1in words related to tﬂ&b. ¢ the root idea
to miss developing into sin with the root concept more or

less apparent or lost depending on the form and use. In

g+ o e e e B g e L e e e

some cases words took on specific but related meanings.
Even where examples were not éufficient to trace the com~
plete development within a language or from one to another,
the patterns of each were similar enough 30 that the general
development could safely be lmplied.

The Syriac has been suggested as the final loaner of  '

the form and content of &%.ba , both because of its form

lPerhaps it 1s better, therefore, not to go quite as
far as Arthur Jeffery, who refers to the above argument re-
garding i1ts form as "proof conclusive that, the borrowinﬁ
of this form is dlrect from the Syriac ]&~&u " (p. 124).

2This statement 1s based on a study of Edward William
Lane, ed., An Arabic-English Iexicon (& vols., London, 1862};
Brockelmann; and J. P. omith. Other forms unkoown to the
writer may be extant.
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and because of the important Syriac influence on the Qur 'anic
-vocabulary which has been shown by Mingana, In the event
that this is not the case, however, the Semitic materials
again are so common that there need be no doubt as to the
development of meaning of these words,

' T
Ag we move to the Arabic materials, we note that T_LA

means to cast out froth or scum,l a fact which, if taken

alone, might lead us to think that the root idea behind

these words was abomination as in the case of ()“'“, .

However the overwhelming evidence frou Comparative Semitics,
as we have seen, indicates that to miss is the root idea, -

Hence the meaning to cast out froth or scum is tropical --

perhaps deriving its significance from the separation which
such a process invoives. This conclusion concerning the
root idea is corroborated by many Arabic examples, With
roughly the same sense as noted above in the South Arabian

>
and the Hiph®iIl form of Hebrew, (kA | is used of marks-

. P
manship -- for example, 6.;:_1_[] <j_‘,,l:',.ll ksl (The archer,

or thrower, missed the mark; or failed to hit it); and

-

_ »
28 2J1 %Lh.n\ (Tke arrow missed it, or him; or passed

beyond it, or him).,  Then, as implied above in 2 Hebrew Qal

form, the word can be used of a way —-=- for example, :;,.’E'Jl’[_u\

(Be missed the way; or he deviated from the Way).

Othex examples are more figurative but the underlying

-+

Lthis and the Arabic illustrations in the following
discussion are from lane, p.761A, B,
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concept of missing is still basic to the sense, as

29 28
053_‘. Lki! (His star, or asterism, missed), which is

Baid of one who sought an object but did not succeed in

,ﬂ , »
obtaining it; or 8¥| olbi\ (The right, or due, was,

or became out of his reach; or far from him).
QURYANIC USAGE

In the Qur'an we find 21 occurrences of the words in

various forms which are related to both unintenticnal acts

& s
(e.g., LLA in 4:92) and to intentional ones (8.g., (.I:\;ch
L'
in 12:91), T.E.A (by mistake) occurs once (4:92) in refer-
ence to a believer killing another believer; and it is con-
A R
trasted with | ZA43 (intentionally) SO the meaning is
,’I 'f’ . 1
definite. Lh.'Al (to be in error or make 2 mistake)

occurs twice and refers to unintentional acts in both cases
in keeping with the secular, more literal use of this form

describéd above. In 33:5 we read: ", . . there is no

) ’ .
blame ( Z L\.A . C,...,,J ) on you in that wherein you make

a mistake ( r,JT.E.AI ), but that which your hearts pur-

’ /f’t

pose ( ‘__,MJ )." The contrast with o -)JU and the
lack of culpa.b:.lzty indicated by ZL»A u.u..J make the

" unintentional mature of its use here concluswe. Its other

pecurrence, 2:286, is a petition: "Our Lord, pun'ish us
. L 4 ’“ . L] L]
( L,.)-g"j.b ) not if we f'orget.( L,.,,.,....;) or make a mistake

o

‘liane includes the meaning to miss the mark and Jeffery

and Penrice add to sin; but though their Zlavor is inherent
in the word, they are extra-Qur'anic meanings.

S
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[ ) .
s 4
( LU:AT }." Its use with Uwws coupled with the implica-
tion that there are grounds for mercy in both cases indi-

cates that make a mistake 1s a satisfactory translation.

When we compare this inferpretation with that of at-Tabari,
one of the greatest of the ancient commentators, we find |
that he too stressed the unintentional aspect. He says
that this verse teaches the way we should pray for forgive-
ness when we have sinned ( | lWaal ), by doing something
forbidden us, without intending { owad JS& ) to oppose God .
and from ignorance ( i) LV.A ) on our part and error

o e )t

‘2‘3\L'>LA (part. act.: One who sins or a .a:l.nner)2
occurs five tlmes and is used as a general word fpr any who
sin (e.g., 69:37). Those who commit > {a general word
for sin) are :B%LA in 12:29, 97. From the loglc of the
passage the .__,,,,) -=- hence indire'ctly the U'\&M.A -
in the former verse almost undcsubtedly refers to the attempt
of a woman to seduce (c_';;'a',') ') Joseph and then blame him,
though it could apply'to Joseph Iinstead from the sentence
structure. Joseph's brothers use the plural formCt.\';H.'A

- of themselves for thelr wrong against him; thus lntention

is indicated (12:91). It is used of Pharaoh, Haman, and

1
.c.:___AthMtd.anlﬂ,-nc.r v s

Ao (W el — e (Gl Ul (¥ e )

Sinful ls also given by Penrice, but thls adjectival
use 1s not found in the Qur'an unless &%&bliA is regarded
as the feminine of Sbla in 96:16. o .

b e e TR T A e

B T ]

- [EN—



19

their hosts for their wrongdoing at the time of Moses (28:8).
| )ﬁze (sin or error) occurs only once inm 17:31:
", . . kill _hot your children for fear of being brought to
want; we will provide for them and for you. Surely the
killing of them 1s a great sin ( w ?(_h_é )." Because
the most anclent Qur'anic texts did not include short vowels,
one might question whetﬁher the original meaning here was
sin ’lh.'e ) or mistake ( ’Lh_’j; ). If infanticlde were
practlced out of ignorance of the fact {:hat God would take
care of them, mistake (with a fatlga.h) might be understood.
However, three of the most noted anclent authofities agree ,
with the present rendering of sin (with a kasrah). At-Tabarl -
gives the position of ibn-'Abas, with'a\ppa_rent approval,
that the reference is to sin ( b:,b) I§1) not 2 mis- 5__
take ( m ) because the people already knew that F
infanticide was wrong.'l Al-Balgdawl uses both g'\:)/ fth.é
and \3'\_.)’ l:;,:; | (a great sin) in reference to infantilcide
here and then gives a reason: it cuts the reproduction of
mza.nkind.2 The agreement of these’ ancient authorlties sug—'_

£

gests the rendering lkbA in the absence of further evidence.
‘\’..f . s ” 3 :
d%.A (sin or error) and the plural LU:.A

1__“00(\06
2 .
Sty Je it Uil e esolamdl F O a1 Se Oy i

«(2 vols., Leipzig, 1846-48), ed. H. O. Fleischer. _ Juslul

] _ . Y

3The final ¢§ 1s changed to an | because preceded b"; :
another § {silvestre de Sacy, Grammaire Arabe (3rd ed.,
2 vols., Tinis, 1904-05), I, 111,737 _
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occur ten times. They are general words -- for example, the
plural form is indlrectly contrasted with a derivative of
the general word for good in 2:58: "We will forgive you
your wrongs { ‘ LU:.:L ) and increase the reward of those
who do good ( {y,3!)" (ef. 7:161). Likewise the singu-
lar form is used wit'h another general word and the two con-
trasted with the general alternatives belief and good works
in 2:81, 82: "Whoever earns evil ( ,"&u ;:5 ) and
his sin ( "b’.,:‘;,.h.:s ) surrounds him, those ’ar'e {;he companiona
of the fire . . . and those who believe ( |,;(,l' )} and do
good deeds ( uu LaJ' \,L,f- ), those are the companions
of the Garden . . . .

As suggested by these verses (2:81, 82), unbelief is
assoclated with this noun. Disbelilevers ( Usr’\{ ) com-
mit c__.sL....LA (71:25, 26). However believers, and even
Abraham, have LU:.A or &&.bka also, though the text no-
';vhere states that these were committed in a state of bellef
(20:73; 26:82; 29:12). Rather bellef is offered as a grounds
for the possibility of forgiveness (26:51).

Also, as suggested by the above verses (2:81, 82),
wrongdoers ( :'__,,__L‘.b ) commit .__,L_,.b:A (71:24, 25)

" Some specific s8ins which occur in the context of 5..._,.]9_4
and 1ts plural are: forging the Book for personal ends
(2:79, 81); disobeying Noah and following another, plotting
(against the right way), sé.ying not' to forsake the‘ current
gods, and leading othéra astray (71:21-25).
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Likewise, as implied by the above verses (2:81, 82), culpa-

bility may be ascribed to &4.bk4A , for divine punishment is

the result (71:25). In 29:12, 13 the inference is that \lbs
“must be borne as burdens ( ,_]Lg_.'l }. The culpabllity found

4 7 /“.

in this noun form is in direct contrast to . Lka noted’

>
Iin 33:5 above where there 1s no blame ( CL-.A ).

In 4:12 the singular form 1s used with another general

\ V.t %
“word, |, : '"Whoever commits a sin ( 85;bA ) or a
> ., -

crime ( E;L/ ), then accuses an innocent one of it, he

. ’ .
indeed takes upon himself calumny ( - L.Lv.j ) and manifest

- erime ( L,_’_, t;% )." fThe aspect of culpability is vexy

strong in I,:f\b and, unlike &A , hone of its forms mean
mistake.l However this verse 1s not too helpful in differ-
entiating between the two words, except that it uses [‘51#
for the compounded wrong and therefore would seem to Lmply
that it is the stronger word, though the use of the intensi-
fying f._.,i. lessens the force of such-reasoning.

- . .
&’Jg LA is considered a noun absolute (habitual

sinfulness), though it may also be regarded as the feminine

=Ry .
of <Nbli. The ¥ 1is sometimes added to the end of a

2
word for intensity. This form occurs twice. In 96:16 i%

is used in the adjectival sense of sinful and, fogether with

e - . .
O 'Bl( (lying), modifies a forelock which God wil; selze.
In 69:9, 10 1%t is used of Pharaoh and those before him and

1see analysis of word bélow.
%pe Sacy, I, 322n; II, 279n.

= A R gt e el
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the overthrown cities (probably those of Lot; cf. 11:82),

that brought sinfulness ( ’a:ﬂ,u[, ’bl.g ) and disobeyed
- [”

Fard
( \ 94a< ) the messenger of their Lord.l

lrhe post-Qur'anic use of forms from the L‘}h-b root not
only coafirm the Qur'anic interpretations above but show the
more precise defipition of words in the post-Qur‘'anic period
of legal development. The gemeral use of sad for any errors
is brought out by the Semitic parallelism ot Ani ‘1-‘Atahiya
{(130/748-211/824) who counterbalances it with the general word
— 3 iKY :I.npthe f:::llowing poen - '
E’.’. "l ’ o * u. b
-~ :\- ,v” lo}.y’é - -~
T 4 [ PR NP -
’,:lm“ it d-;LLA P by

JI Olgd b aad L g1 uL......( Oy s W fulm o Jes L L7

) - LN o (MY g ) Sapladt
Forgive my sins because they are too much,
And cover my errors because Thou art the Coverer,

F
Likewige the idea of mistake seen above in ‘Lb.A (4:92)
and W%  (2:286;733:5) is found in the figh books in
" their precise definition of Y1 . Al-Jurjfni says_that

it refers to that which a person ¢oes unintentionally.

- «(Leipzig,_1845) ed, Gustavus Flugel & cuylaw 2idt ¢ 3l 4| ok o |

Ard oo/ Likewise al~Khudari contrasts ‘gt with
intentional wrong, which is a crime ( daba ). And he gives
two examples, that of a fasting man who accidentally lets some
water down his throat (where it is forbidden), while rinsing
his mouth and that of a hunter who accidentally hits a man
while aiming at a bird. He adds, however, that in {1

there is the dsUa of not being firm and in this respect
the doer is to blame, but the punishment is not in proportion
to the crime ( >, 41 ) itself. Rather it is in proportion

to the lack of care which caused the deed to happen. [ ey i g

Both writers refer to two technical types of 4hd ! :
"the rights of God" ( &M} Vsda ) and "the rights of men”
( S\ Jgis ), which refer to divine and social responsi-

‘bilities respectively. In_the former the sinner ( abidy )

does not really sin ( t. ); the lawgiver has made the act
excusable so that the onéd who does wrong un:}ntentionally _
fok b ) is not blamed ( Sal%) ) or punished

T e T e T
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for the crime ( b ) itself. 1In the latter, the

one who has destroyed A | ) is responsible for his

wrong and has to make social compemsation. ( \: £ o q.du.l_{l

RV Lo ¢ ).
Thgee q%sechnical meanings come to be ascribed to ‘ﬂg’_{i :

r.-'_)(c"\ (sin or crime); the opposite of S (resolu-
tion);

the opposite of lga)l  (ight). Loy af

/ CN .E,o ‘(M'\r ¢ 838le) ) ghid | oo LaMlm! slaf et al,
Tts cont;gsx wit is in keeg;qg¢W1 e contrast™
of mistake)with (intentionally)
noted above in 4 5, 93, 1t is unnecessary to describe further
the post~Qur 'anic development of the various forms of
because the above examples illustrate that, although there was
restriction and more exact definition of meanings, they are
related to those noted in the Qr‘'an by a clearly discernible
chain of development.

e i e g Lo

rern s B AR
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CHAPTER II
Jo
BACKGROUND

The ugse of Comparative Semitics is not nearly as helpful :
for the understanding of this root as was the case with d\hé . {
In only the most conjectural way may one trace through the

Ve
biliteral stem to CJ..o (to decline or deviate), which is 2180

used figuratively of deviating from what is right or true.l
>, _

- -
The latter's nominal form CJ«: (a curved thing of the side
© \Z ==

or a rib)2 has a number of cognate words in other Semitic
languages: the Hebrew g'éli‘ >y IPS' ) means rib and side;s' the
r L1}

Akkadian gilu rib and side (cBte);? and the Syriac delz'd

P et Bt a4 e TR g et W e Bt ey B e tem, b ad i

( J—\-’—\ ?") rib and side (costa) or flank and side (1atus).5

However there is no need t0 belabor this questionable deri-

vation in order to fiund the root sense of curving or deviating,

1lﬁi-m-.e, p. 1799C,

21bid,, p. 18004, - - ‘ .
3prown, et al., p. 854, - . |
41abat, p. 317.

sBrockalm&nn, p. 22,

' , : 24



25

for the Qur'an will be seen to make the root meaning of

[ T -
deviating clear by, for example, the contrast of o withslhaug\ .

QUR'ANIC USAGE

The various forms from this stem occur 192 times in the

. -
Qur'an and may refer to intentional acts (e.g., IM' »
- "

© .
in 14:30) or unintentional ones (e.g., L}-;a_t in 2:282),

0 ¢
JAo (to exrr or go astray from) occurs 52 tinmes,

and its basic meaning can be seen from the words with which
it is used. It is used oOof erring or straying ffom the way
P . Ly -

( JoefU1) (4:44), the right way ( pSd1 %15 )

(5:12), the way of God ( ol Juaw ) (4:167), and His way

(  ohaw ) (16:125), Then it is defined by a similar clause
| 4 _

in 17:48: "And they have gone astray ( | 3l ) and they

cannot /find/ a way W&M » )." In various

v
grammatical structures it is contrasted with SOE (guid-

ance) (20:123), (_Sl._)iébl (to be directed aright) (10:108),
_—= . : 3:1512
and :__;3.)-va, (those who are guided aright) (6:58).

-
Further, .it is used with Do , a word of position, in

P .
the comstruction \9..)#!3: )'))A-no U.ao (ke erred a distant

erring) (4_:11'6).\ Finally, it is used in a parallel con-

L4 _ -
“struction with dl_g.r— (to deviate) in 53:2, thereby indicat-

ing a dimilar meaning.

Shades of meaning and derived meanings are brought out

by the use of prepositions or the case of the related noun, -

'U-’b means to wander away or go astray from with the



26

~accusative or ¢ (4:44 and 16:125 respectively); to leave
in the lurch -- hence, to fail, also with (& (6:24); to
err against with & (10:108); and to be hidden or lost
with 3 (32:10).%

Penrice gives another derived meaning to go from the
thoughts or be forgotien and gives 17:67 as an 1llustration;
thereby agreeing with Sale's translatioh.2 However, a wmore
probable translation of the verse is: ". . . when distress
afflicts you in the sea, away go ?}fo ) those whom you
¢all on except He, but when He brings you safe to land, you
turn away { % ;.r_’l ); and man is ever ungrateful." This
interpretation (indicating forsaking on the part of those
called upon rather than forgetting on the part of the
callers) is more probable because it is more in keeping with
the regular use of the word, is simpler, and explains all
parts of the verse. If forgotten were meant, it would seem E
" _that a verb like IQSou would be used with the second

. : 2., ’
(rather than the third) person form, as with rﬂiafr“ in

the latter part of the verse. Also, 1t is more logical that
all should forsake them except One rather than that they '
should forget all but One, particularly in light of the

subsequent clause,, ". . . and when He brings you safe to

1Penrice also adds the'meaning-to err with «p , but ‘ :
Yho 1s not used with o in the QurTan.

26eorge Sale, The Koran; with Explanatory Notes and Pre-
liminary Discourse (London, oOrIlando Hodgson, n.d.), p. 21b.
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land." The final clause (". . . and man 18 ever ungrate-

ful) would then explain the two previous clauses together.

This verb is used of disbelief ( J_._{ ) {2:108; 5:12)
and wrongdoing ( r‘kb ) (7:148, 149). In the latter case
the wrongdoers wére the people of Moses who set up a calf.
Other gpecific acts to which :]-ho is related are: killing
( J.u ) c¢hildren, forbidding ( [.J.A } what God has pro-
vided -- devising a lle ( s IJ_..»\ ) against God (6:141);
coining epithets against the Prophet (17 :48); showing
friendship to the enemy in secret (60:1); and following
lusts ( pl,_ol ) (6:56). The implication is that erring'
can be from a lack of understanding (4:177) and forgetful-
ness (2:282). Finally, the one who errs does so to his
own detriment (39:41). |

:’_JL»a (part. act.; one who errs or goes aatra}L;_

erring) occurs 14 times, being used as a noun (e.g., 26:86)
and an adjective (e.g., 6:78; _23:106).1 That its under-
lying concept 1s the same as the dei‘initely def'ined /“'\_}..{a .
above is plain for 1t 1ls also contrasted with forms of
SO0 : with {'59 (He guided you) in 2:198 and
J ")V: (e g_gid/es me) in 6:78 (cf. 20:123 et al.).
Also, like Ufb above (2:108; 5:12), it 1s used of

7 r
~ disbellef in 3:89: ". . . those who disbelleve ( ',J.a.{
after their believing, then increase in disbellef (\‘Jﬁ l ooyl ),

.IPenrice ‘does not give an adjectival meaning.

e

o s et
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thelr repentance is not accepted and these are those who go
astray { QJL"&JI }." It might be noted that those who
disbelleve after their believing are llikewlse called

’UMI;U;:“ r’,’:gl (unjust or wrongdoing people) (vs. 85),
" though 1n this case they may be forgiven 1f they repent and

amend (vs. 88). However, a case cannot be made thate Lu
is stronger than o_,.l;l_b Just because \t.:.f lg.)‘.),}\ is‘
E added to it and because repentance is accepted with the
latter but not the former 1n the passage under discussidn.
On the contrai'y thelr use here as elsewhere 1s too general
and inclusive; and, as already noted, Q,_LLB 1s assoclated
with the basic¢ verd jaa (7:148, 149). Another, more
specific word with which it becomes associated_is;;;y..;_'é', '
(rejectors or deniers) (56:51, 92). |

“UMJO ang A&J_}kro (error or miatake) occur 48

3y 7,
tilmes and have the same baslc meaning as the verd Jua

as can be seen by their Joint use in the cognate accusative

X)Mm Jao (11t., he strayed a straying) (4:116, 136).
Oy«
Also like J-no » they are contrdsted with forms of <_§.)~0

with S éle (guidance) in 2:175 and with S &6) (he
gulded) in 7:30 {(cf. 20:123 et al. above). Their use for
error in the moral and ideological realms is confirmed by

- ” -
the comparison of J)b.o with L;-lb (to transgress) in
' 50:27 and its contrast with 5 J! (the truth) in 10'-32'

This form 1s used in reference to some of the same sins

as the slmple verb. 1In the cognate accusative 117 is used
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of unbelief ( )_._{ ) (4:136, 167; cof. 2:108 and 5:12 above).

And 1t is used of &Jﬁ (association [of others with
God]) both directly (4:116) and indirectly: maklng one

equal with the Lord of the worlds (26:98); invoking besides
God that which nei'cher harms nor benefits one (22:12); taking
besides Him gods { a.v..l (L (36:23); taking idols

{ L.L.wl } for gods (6:75); and worshipping ( i_r.)ql.s )

- dmages ( 'J.‘,L‘- ) (21:52, 53) (ef. 7:148, 149 above). Also’

1t is used of disobeying ( (y23) ) God and His Messenger
(33:36) and not accepting the Inviter to God (46:32) (ef.
17 :48 above). Finally 1t refers to the time of ighorance
{3:163; cf. 4:177 above}.
Likewise JMo refers: to a wife who seeks to seduce
( ’.) ,_l;i ) her slave (12:30); to those who are [spiritu-
ally] blind ( ._r_‘nJl ) (30:53) or whose hearts are hardened
{ r’\;, ks M[‘J\ against the remembrance of God
(39:22); to those who dispute ( ¢y9. L"' ) concerning the
Hour (42:18); and to those who love this world's life more
than the Hereafter, turn away ( :_)93.:0.; ) from God's
path and would have it crooked ( t,:g_g Lv:.,;_ﬁ) (14:3).
As to its form, JMi 1s sometimes followed by V.),\_a.g'

(far or distant) both as a cognate accusative (4:116, 136)

and alone (14:3; 22:12; 42:18). Other times it is followed

by U\..i, (manifest), as a cognate accusative once (33:36),

and otherwise alone (6:75; 12:30; 21:52). Also J)‘Lﬁo

18 preceded by dﬁm \ and thereby becomes to-buy error

L

e
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(2:175; 4:44),

).g ’ /" .
J-a'o | (2nd. declension comparative form; to be more

astrg) oceurs nine times and has the same underlying con-

cept as the simple verb, as 1s evident not only by thelr
common root but also by its use, for it too is used of being
astray from the way ( M ) (17:72; ef. 4:44 above) or
the right way ( )J_._,E'.n ;r:ﬂ:" ) (5:60; cf. 5:12 above).
And it is described by &,}.’é) ’;\;,,’ (without guidance)
(28:50; ef. 20:123 above where ?J:b is contrasted with
S50 ).
Furthermore the sins with which it 1is associated are

gome already covered by other forms. It 1s used of dissent-
ing wildely ( ".):AJ: 3..9'.»:) ) in a sentence describing
unbelief ( ,af ) (41:52; of. 2:108 under Jwo ; 3:89
under jbo , and 4:136 under JMio ). And it is
related to- rakb (wrongdoing) in 28:50 (cf. 7:148-149
under :}-ha Y. The specific sin here is following lust

( d.;-b ) (ef. 6:56 under :}o ). And 1t is used of

'ﬁJJ""’ (association [of others with God]) when it refers
”

to those who invoke besldes God such as answer Him not until
. ) . ﬂ .

the day of Resurrection (U46:5; cf. 7:148, 149 under ,J-Ao

and 4:116; 22:12, et al. under JMo ). It characterizes

 those who are blind { (S';- ) (17:72; ef. 30:53 under

JMs ). This idea is amplified in T:179 where it is
used of those who understand not, see not, and hear not --

hence are more astray than cattle and are the heedleas

ST
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: |
ones ( EbjdéjJ\ ).

'DM -(a second measure masdar; error) occurs
only in 105:2, where 1t refers to the end to which qu
brought the plans of the instigators of the Elephant War.
Dictionaries ftranslate the word by ggggg,l an interpretation
confirmed by the other forms derived from the sawme root.
Some translators have tried, however, fo glve a more precise

rendering of this hapax legomenon based on the context.

Abdullah Yusuf Ali,2 Arthur J. Arberry,3 and George Sale
stay close to the original meaning, the first two giving
the translation go astray and the third error. Richard
Bell ihdicatea that the literal franslatlon 1s mlsguldance

y
but puts awry in his text, while M. M. 'All and Mohammed

Marmaduke Pick‘thall5

give confusion and to naﬁght respectively.
chever, these suggested meanlngs all rest on the basic idea
of error.
7 4 .
J‘OT (to cause to err, seduce, lead astray from)
1

Lane, p. 1797A and Penrice.

2The Holy Qur-an: Text, Translation and Commentary
(3rd ed., 2 vols., New York, Hafner pPubl, Co., 1938).

3The Koran Interpreted (2 vols., London, George Allen
and Unwin EEH., 15557,

4
_ The Qur'an: Translated, wlth a Crltical Re-arrange-
ment)gg_the Surahs (2 vols., Edlnburgh, T. and T. Clark,

. 5The,Mean1ng of the (lorious Koran (New York, New
American Library of World Literafure, 1953).
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occurs 65 times and appears with the double accusative or

the accusative and u,‘ . Its meaning is quite plain.

First, we find 1t deflined through synonymous clauses 1n
o \

/7

w ‘%
20:79: "“Pharaoh led astray ( J-Jbl ) his people, and he

. '
guided not aright ( Sl \, )." Secondly, 1t is used
with other forms of the root (which have been defined) with
E ’.J .
the same essential meaning. Thus in 6:117-118 J..a)
-~ - - "
(the first measure) is contrasted with LJ‘.)..-.V_J_LL (the
r W s
guided ones) so that 1%¢s meaning is sure, and ¢ Jl.a)
2.

(the fourth measure) 1s used of the same phenomenon (cf.

| 5:77). ~Likewise the fourth measure is shown to have the

same underlying meaning as ’J .)Aao (which has been de-

Ili‘.ined) in ‘:u‘: OMs - 1 ,’ oY (to cause them to

err a great erring (4:60; cf. ‘:\..n._'; X’}M.a?jfa in 33:36).

Thirdly, the meaning of the ‘causative form 1is shown by

1ts use with  Juwsw (42:46) ). Juo (6:117) ang

Sl (14:30) (ef. the comparable occurrences with ?}Q

. 2. 77
in 4:167 and 16:125 and  \Jub) 1in 17:72 and 5:60 above).

Fourthly, the meaning of the fourth measure l1ls shown by the

words with which it 1s contrasted -- for example, various .

o " .

verbal constructions of (gO& (2:26; 4:88; 6:126; 7:178; *

20 :'79; c¢f. similar contrasts in the other forms -- e.g., S
6:56, 78; 7:30; 28:50).

| 0% -

A number of specifilic slns are associated with J-Aol H _

and, in keeping wlth the close relationship between the

forms of this root, some are the same as those noted above



under other forms. ILust ( d_g_v_l\ ) can lead astray

(38:26), and people lead astray by their lusts ( & !’_‘OL, )

/“; ’
(6:120; cf. 5:77; 30:29; see also 6:56 under \Jib and 28 :50
% s Re

under U4l ). Some even take lust { g 3£} ) for their
god (45:23) and are led astray. Men set up equals ( |,J:L$
A
D! 3l e ¢ o ) with God %o lead astray from His path

o /
(14:30; of. 7:148, 149 under TPo , 4:116 under UM ,

;ﬂ /7

and 46:5 under o1 ).

Pride too causes one to lead astray, as the fUbad of

As-SaghanI and the Qamus indicate when they glve as a

translation of ,A_.j.h_s_ ’dl" (1it. twisting or bending his
), .

side or neck) in 22:9 magnifying himself, or behaving

proudly, or turning away from al-Islam.l Frivolous dis-

7’

course (;__HQ\ }V:l ) ean also lead astray (31:6). And
he who even becowmes a friend of one, who disputes about God
without knowledge and follows every rebellious devil, will
be led astray (22:3, 4; cf. 60:1 under ?}:o ). Some
forge a lie ( [fg:{ .. qlﬁb\ ) against God to

Hog S

lead astray (6:145; of. 6:141 under Joo and 56:51, 92
under J l»o ).

Those who are led astray are _,.LLUI (the wrong-
doers or unjust ones) (14:27; 30:29; cf. 7:1’-1-8-149 under

, lLarxe, p. 2080C. Note that at this and subsequent
points in this study the writer had moved to Callfornia,
where many Arable texts are not readlly accessible. Hence
most Arable sources quoted in Lane's Lexlcon could not be

¢checked in the originals.
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/f_]-:'o , 3:85 under '%JLO , 28:50 under ?_}:o/"l' )s
],;_':_f T M) (those who disbelieve) (9:37; 40:74; ef.
‘23108 under ":}m » 3:89 under ‘;?JLM 4:136 under
‘U%, and 41:52 under J-to‘f ), and {_),_a_;L._I.I
(the hypoerites) (4:88).

Three agents are descrlbed as leading astray -- man,
Satan, and God. PFirst, men lead aétray_ (e2:8; 31:6), and
these men include most of those in the earth (6:117). They
are U)—n_,_f“ (sinners) (26 99}, Q,_L Lth (wrongdoers)
(71:24; ef. 6: :145), and ;J.J CFEM (those who disbelieve)
{47:1, 8). Even a party of the People of the Book desire

to lead astray, but they only lead themselves astray (3:68).
Along wlth these more immedlate and secondary agents
of error is the underlying operation of the spiritual world.
Thus Satan desires to lead astray (4:60), and God is
described as the subject of ,;}zofi when men {e.g., 14: 27)
and thelr works (47:8) are the obJect.l This is a hard
concept to reconcile with the justice of God (in some
portions of the Bible as well as the Qur'an). Thus M. M.
% -
'Ali regularly translates g}*ol leaves 1n error when 1t

applies to God, and A. Y. All uses leaves astray (e.g.,

20:29). However Bell and Pilckthall do not show as much
hesitancy to apply the common translation of the word to
" God and render it sent astray in this passage (vs. 28 in

lI~'o::' a related lacuasion of God as a cause of sin see

the analyses of  ¢oc , J).I.;_’.,and I_,Lb
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‘Bell).
The present wrlter feels that Che regular translation

led astray 1s the correct one when applled to God as well

a8 elsewhere. The reasons for this conclusion are first
that we have no linguistlc basis for making this shift,
only a preconcelved idea of what Justice should be when
applied to God. Secondly, | d,xv_’. (he leads aright) and

2y 9
i}ﬁﬂ% are both used of God in parallel but contrasting

clauses (2:26; 4:88; 6:126), implying that the latter is
the opposite of the former. Thirdly, though this argument
1s not conclusive in ltself, the Qur'an spells out what 1t
means by the latter. Thus in 6:126 we read: ". . . whom-
2 ’

soever God intends to guide ( a&;\éwfﬁ } He expands his

) : SN 2
breast for Islam and whomsoever He intends to é»lﬂfhi
he makes his breast straight, narrow.” The sovereign action

’
of God associated with ““lioi 1is brought out even more

strikingly in 45:23 where 1t 1s followed by "He seals his
hearing and his heart and puts a covering on his sight."
One nmlght argue for M. M. 'All and A. Y. Ali‘s translations
thét man is left in error by polnting out the Qur'anic
tendency to imply an antecedent action or declslion on the
part of man here and elsewhere {e.g., 14:27). But never-
theless the Qur'tan in 6:126 and 45:23 clearly teaches an

increase in error in which God is at least in collaboration.

Finally, the high Qur'anic view of the soverelgnty of God

is too commonly recognized to need defense; and. the present

g e T AR T (R0
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1
argument conforms to this view.
In a broader study concerning the justice of God in
the Qur'an Daud Rahbar devotes a section to God's tadllil

~and concludes by saying: "None of the contexts of God's

tadlll cansafely be quoted to illustrate that in the

Qur'an's view God 1s the author of evil dispositions, or

that He arbitrarlly leads men astray. His leading astray

2 Because the scope of the present study

is retributive."
1s linguistic rather than theclogical or ethical, an ex-

tended discussion of Rahbar's conclusion would be out of

" place. For the purposes of this paper 1t is sufficient to

note that even if God's tadill were only retributive, it

. ‘a.j—
does not contradict the previous argument that  Jwol

means leads astray even when applied to God.

2.
\}gz: (active participle; one who seduces) occurs

three times. Like all the other forms except the hapax
legomenon it 1s contrasted with a form of the root ¢4

", .
{ JLU_* in 39:37); so it clearly conveys the same basic
ldea of error. It is used of an enemy (9 G ) Satan

lIt might be noted that the argument presented 1is
in keeping with the interpretation of & man of such cen- .
tral significance in Muslim theology as al-AsharT who,
after quoting a verse ascribing »% to God, says,
"God has the capacity to reform the dIsbelievers and
favor them, so that they become bhellevers; nevertheless
He wills that they be disbelievers. [ e cywlt gyl

0 Pl Bent baahs 1St ok Dowa ) AL Ly
[‘/uﬂ? ,.)5IJEUIﬁQBJQHJIJFLu,H'thfﬁg13*JLédﬁit::L$:

2God of Justice (Leiden, E. J. Brill, 1960), p. 90.
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(28:15) and by implication is equated with him ( L‘,,.,,_._‘!_.l, )
. , (1] -
and hls offspring, enemies { 31).’:- ), and the unjust
. . .

(0 &y ) (18:50, 51).



CHAPTER III

S

BACKGROUND

The root 1s related to the Ethiopic ‘ayaya (0°l‘[),
which means err. A4nd it 1s related to the Hebrew ‘wh (i11¥),
from which develops the masculine noun ¢8wdn ( "]g) {in-

iquity, guilt -- e.g., Job 15:5 and Gen. 44:16 respectively)

and the verb *fawd ([11y ) (to commit iniquity, do wrong =--
LS [ L =
e.g., Est. 1:16; Dan. 9:5). This verb is a cognate of the
1
2 Cayavad (N °
Aramaic fwy (*71Y) (commit sin) and *°waya (1\1_]1_5_{) (sin).
Iadwilg Koehler and Walter Baumgartner translate the

Hebrew root act pervertedly and list the Judaeo-Aramaic

cognate ‘wa) (X 1Y) (deviate). The Hebrew comes to mean

to do wrong in the Qal, %o sin (peccare) in the Niph'al,

) 2 ;
and to pervert {[the right] in the Hiph'il. In a primarily

secular sense the Hebrew tawa (t'l]rg) means twist or bend,

3

both literally and metaphorically.~ But these latter

'Brown, et al., pp. 730B, 731.

2lexicon in Veretis Testimenti Libros (Leiden, E. J. .
Brill, 1953}, p. 686B; Supplementum (1958), p. 1764.
3Brown,' et al., p. 730B.
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meanings appeir’ to be more closely related to d;f; (to twist,
etc'.)]L than f_Sg-S + Nevertheless we obtain a clear pattern
from the root, From the idea of bending away or erring

comes the ethical meaning to sin,
QURTANIC USAGE
The various forms of ,§9C occur 22 times in the Qur'an.

"
¢$9SC (to wander, go astray, deviate from the right

way, err) occurs throe times, Its meaning is quite clear,
oy 7
Wi’
Jo

which has already been defined as to err or go astray from.

for in 53:2 it is used in synonymous parallelism with

In 20:121 it refers to the fall of Adam and Eve as follows:
V- i
"Adam disobeyed (¢ ) 2nd ke erred ( (5o )."
' The TAj al-’Ards lists the interpretation of al-Azhari and

"ar-R3ghib that the latter word here means and his life became

‘ 2
evil to him, or he was disappointed, or he acted ignorantly.

These readings find acceptance in the modern translation of
M., M. 'Ali, The last rendering appears to be an interpreta-—
tion not found in the text, and the former two reflect

the former part of the verse which reads: '"So they both

ate of it; then their evil ( L;V’;-"'B-Ca) became manifest

to them, and they began to cove;' themsehlves with the

leaves of the garden,"” The latter two readings also

1Iﬁtne_, p. 2185 under g&.

Ipid., p. 2304C,
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[
follow renderings of (Ss& given by the Misbah of al-Fayyumi
and the $il;5.1*_1,1 but these renderings may also be derlved

from the words used in this verse.

In contrast to the above, the present writer holds to
the rendering erred because it 1s the simplest and by far
the most common rendering of the word, yet agrees with the
contixt. Secondly, it 1s the most natural counterpart to

(S@E in the parallelism at the end of the verse, which

shows that disbbedience and erring are related in the Qur'an.

‘Thirdly, the other renderings can all be explailned as
attempts to interpret the verse. Flnally, llke its synonym

%o, 1t is contrasted with ¢S5 (he guided) in the
following verse; and 1t is in the same confext as :S:Q ’ {5‘,)’:55
and ?}.@:a in the verse after that.

(_SC (error, destruction) occurs four times. The
meaning 1s obvious for it is contrasted with = Sw _,Jl
(the way of rectitude) (2:256; T7:146). Its use with S,

does not shed much new light on the meaning of the word,
“however, for the forms of J»-C‘d) are essentially synonymous
with those of ¢ , which 1s contrasted with the first
measure of‘ the verb above (20:121-122), To illustrate, the
Asds of az-Zamakhsharl uses forms of these roots synony-

. mously as in %he statement: M',_I.l JL d'.;v.; ’,.D
(Be directs to the right places to which roads tend) 2

11big. |
2Ibid., p. 10890'
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Furthermore, both > and SO have what in Western
terms we might call a 'secular' connotation, and also in
certaln forms, they may have a 'religlous' one. The

"secular! connotation 1s seen in "}ua:) (the only form used

7
with ¢ ), which means rectitude, maturity of intellect

and rectitude of actions and good wanagement of affairs.l

The !'secular' flavor of ,J,_).O i1s seen in: ,o}._\féb (h_e-
directed him, or guided him [to the way], or directed him

aright) and dm\, (he continued to be rightly directed oz
to follow the right direction) and S,}.’Q (a way, course

method or manner of acting, or c:oncluc;t).2 The more
‘religlous' significance of words derived from the two
roots 1s seen 1in :):.:) and some of 1ts other forms which
develop the idea of orthodoge' and 'Ef‘};ﬁl , which means

the directed [by God to the truth].

Penrice adds the meaning destruction, which may derive

- 1ts meaning from that which characterizes the end of error,
or the way of error or from a fuslon (as in the Hebrewil1M )
or confusion of dgf-‘- and (s9& . And the Exposition of the

o

- 5 .
Hamiasah (Hamasae Carmina) by at-Tabrizi also gives ‘i”c

the significance of a state of perdition, which probably

l1vida., p. 10894, B
2Thid., p. 3042B, C.

Ibid., p. 10894A.
Ibid., p. 3042B, C.
Page 643 copied in 1bid., p. 2305B.

4= W
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derives its meaniné from the _fact that 1t represents a
devlation from the .wa.y of Paradise ox re.ctitude. These
readings.fit the context of 19:59 and possibly -- though
" not probably -- 7:202, o

The specific types of sinners with which %’c is
assoclated are: those who are unjustly proud { {395&{': }s
do not believe ( I,,UF;_, S ), falsely reject ( ]):"K( ) the
divine messages and are heedless of them ( Uq,_; Lv.».r. |,:b/)
(7 :146); neglect pragers ( zs_,lmJl \,GLal ), and follow

lusts (._;,v..u]l l,.:b..-\ ) {19:59).

':5 _9.:‘- (one who is in the wrong) occurs only in

—— A——— w— — e

28:18, where Moses uses 1t to refer to a man who had cried
the day bvefore for help from oppression, but now wanted

help fo oppress another,

;\.&;(active participle; plural Z-_;gg‘.i: one who goes

astray) occurs six times and only in the plural. The mean-
: Y L
ing 1s plain, for i1t 1s used in the same context as Mo
s’ /’
and Je 1l . But a new flavor is introduced, for 1t is

”
contrasted wlth ’c_n.ii.‘"':il.l (the dutiful, godfearing) (26:90-

99). It is used of Satan (7:175), those who follow him
(15:42) and the devils (26:224), those who worship others
besides God (26:91-93), those who follow theilr own lust
(55D ) (7:175-176), and those who lead others astray

({ ,_5,:_! ) (37:32). 4And hell is their end (15: 42 26:91,
ol ).

rep P b et <
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U}CI (to lead astray) occurs eight times. Its

meaning 1s clear, for 1t 1s used with d,.:. {(which has

already been defined) in the same sense except that it is :

causative (28:63; 37:32). And it is contrasted with the §
4

word Za_.’T

agreement with the clause, "I shall certainly make [evil]

(to give good counsel) (11:34) and used in

fair-seeming to them" (15:39).
w2 % ' i

As with Jﬂb | , the agents responsible for leading ‘
astray are three-fold: First, they are those who them-
selves erred (28:63) or were erring ones ( E;ggtb) (37:32).
We then move from the secondary cause to a primary cause
.and find that Iblis leads astray (15:39).

Finally, Iblis charges God with leading him astray
(7:16; 15:39); and Noah implies that God may lead men astray,
although the implication is wade uncertaln because it is iIn

the protasis of a conditional sentence (11:34). As with

&%

thl above, some appear hesitant to call God responsible
for leading others astray. Thus M. M. 'All translates the

word in the first Two verses above judged or adJjudged

erring. And 1n 7:16 A. Y. Ali uses thrown . . . out (only
using misled 1n a footnote where he says that Iblis is
lying), and in 15:39 he uses put . . . in the wrong (adding
thrown . . . out of the way in a footnote). In 11:34 M. M.
'Ali uses destroy, but A. Y. All returns to lead . . .

astray (perhaps because the conditional nature of the sen~ .

tence does not require the conclusion that God does lead
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astray). Although the Taj-al-?Arlis gives caused . . . to
err as a rendering of 7:16, it indilcates that in 11:34 some
give the rendering punish . . . for erring or decreé PO

1
erring.
One might argue for these or similar translations by

showing that 15:26-39 describes God's curse upon Iblils

- because of his disohedience; hence the confext suggests

that c;g:-l be translated Judged . . . erring. The changes
deemed necessary here would then naturally apply fto the
parallel passage (7:16) and could also suggest a change in
the other passage where gJiLﬁT 1s used of God (11:34) --
particularly when divine retribution 1s spoken of in the
verses lmmediately preceding.

NeVertheiess, the present writer wiil argue that led
astray 1s the preferred reading throughout. This is, first,
because there is no linguistic basis for chahging from the
regular meaning -- unless in 11:34, for example, we have a -
phenomenon such as the fusion {as in the Hebrew W1 ) or
confusion of gg,.t'.‘- and (5% . Secondly, the other inter-
pretations can bhe explained as attempts to avoid c¢alling
God a cause of error. Thirdly, as we have noted, QSSJ:‘

1s contrasted with v (to give good counsel) in parallel

- clauses of 11334, thus limplying that the former is related
to guldance rather than to destruction. Fourthly, the

lLane, p. 23054,
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interpretation of this paper is in keeping wilth the recog-
nized Qur'anic emphasis on the sovereligniy of God. Finally,
it has been demonstrated by a more conclusive chain of argu-

P A

5
ments that the preferred rendering of :P&:\ when it refers

to Godfis led astray; hence. it 1is loglcal that 1%s synonym
d’,..c.‘l' should mean the same thing in similar contexts.
Though this wrlier conslders the above argumentg

sufficlent to retain the normal translation of d;“i when
it applies to God, it should be noted that these three
verses alone are lnsufficient to develop a doctrine of a
dlvine cause for evil; for the first two are in the mouth
of Satan and might be a lle, and the third is in a con-
ditional clause so is not conclusive. Also we should notlce,
when ﬁe seek to determine levels of causation, that Iblls
makes the fact that God led him astray the basis for his
leading others astray (15:39; 38:82). However the text
makes God's act subsequent to, or at least contemporaneous
with, the error of Iblis in such a way that Iblis 1s cul-
pable (cf. 15:26-39).



CHAPTER IV

BACKGROUND

The root A1dea 1ls that of water rising so high that
it exceeds the bounds and overflows. Thus in 69:11, in
what 1s undoubtedly a reference to Noah's ark, 1t has a
purely secular connotation, referring to the water which

rose high, and the 1dea of going beyond a limit 1s shown in

53:17 where 1t is used of one%eye in synonymous parallelism

with ,&[) (to turn aside).

The fact.that the secular plctographic element 1is re-
talned even in developed forms .of this word is lllustrated
by the use of ‘3g;éLb in 69:5 to describe some enormous
phenomenon that destroyed Thamud. However there 1s some
disagreement concerning the precise rendering in this cen—
text. Translators render it a Screamex (Arverry), a terrible

noise (Sale), a terrible storm of thunder and lightning

~{A. Y. A11), the lightning (Pickthall), the Outburst (Bell),

and a severe punishment (M. M. 'Alil). Penrice lists only

a severe storm. The Si1hiZh and the QEmuUs give a thunderbolt

47
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as a meaning; but in this specific context the Sibih and the

T2j al-’Arfis list cry of punishment, thereby combining the

ideas of noise and punishment expressed by various trans-
lators'above.l The actual event described involved an ‘
earthquake (cf, 7:78; 27:52) and a cry or shout (cf, 54:31)
and a thunderbolt (cg. 51:44), As this is not an ethical
use_of the word, there is no need to decide which rendering
is most accurate. We only need to note that even in 2
developed form the root idea of being excessive or passing

beyond the limit is not lost.

QURYANIC USAGE

Various forms from this stem occur 39 times in the
Qur'an, The only occurrence of one of these i'qrms, &_eLb '
has a2lready been discussed and will not be considered further .
for, though it has ethical and religious meanings,2 they are
not used in the Qur'an. Another form, ..:_,,.sLb , occurs |
'eight times but will also not be considered here because it
does not help‘us unders tand the essence of sin in the Qur'am.

. Instead it is used of the devil or a seducer or false deities

such as jdols, all of which are only applicablé to a more

comprehensive study.

lipid., p. 1857A.

2A. De Biberstein Kazimirski, Dictionnaire Arabe-
Francais (2 vols,, Paris, Editions G. P. Maisonneuve, 1960);
and i2ne, p. 18574, '
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P
Qsilp (to transgress, exceed all bounds, wander

from its orbit, overflow) occurs 12 times. The meaning is

qulite clear as we have zalready seen from the examples of
this form which were used %o illustrate the root meaning.
From the metaphorical idea of rising (ef. 69:11) and going
beyond the bounds (¢f. 53:17 where it is defined by "&',j ),

it develops a flavor of inordinacy and self-sufficient

pride. Thus in 96:6-7 we read: ". . . man is surely in-
| B
ordinate (or aets presumptuously =-- Z_b_,J }, because he

looks upon himself as self-sufficient (or sees that he has

become rich -- d‘u.a...n\ )" The idea of inordinacy can

be seen in the character of Pharaoh, of whom it 18 used a
_number of times {20:24, 43; 79:17; 89:11).

Those who é’:b are associated with those who prefer
the life of this world in contrast to those who fear
( -:3 '.A ) the Lord and restrain their souls from lust

r 4

( U}v-“ ) (79:37-41). Likewise o-'kb is contrasted

with &5\_(5 (to purify) and Lj\-u...a (to fear), and
indicates a state of separation from the lord (79:15-19).

~ A L

L_)LSJD (transgression, exceeding wickedness,
obstinacy) occurs nine times. The idea of deviating or
going beyond bounds 1s clearly shown by its use in the same

 context as " SU _b\fa_“ L.,.‘:, (deviating from the way)

and i.) 30, (blindly wandering astray) (23 TU-T6E).

. a7
In fact 1t forms the idiomatic unioh T ,V_a-: op Lab
. : N ’

with the latter word of blind straying (2:15; 6:110; 7:186;
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10:11; 23:75). The continuous nature of this state 1is
. ”
emphaslzed by means of its introduction by the word \;J

(they persist) (23:75). This continuous nature of the word

and the element of independent pride’already found in the
simple verb (96:6-7) lead us to suggest obstinacy as one of
the best English renderings of ‘z_)LJJ; ,» even though Pen-—..
riceldoes not list it.

We then find the word used in combination with J..a.{
(5:64, 68; 18:80), thereby witnessing the close relationship
between transgression and unvellef. This conclusion 1s con;'
firmed by verses which charge those who dlsbelleve wlth

u(.:s.g (6:111; 23:74), and those who increase in
\"J-'l:(; EL—‘J; are put under the one category OfCﬁAKJ‘

{disbelievers) (5:68). So serious is it to involve one in
v 2

5 BLal that even killing one who threatens to lead
others into this state appears Justified (cf. 18:74-80).
‘. ‘.
As dst is contrasted with \3\A (79:37-41) and
” " " (‘: .y v, “
{giind (79:15-19), so sl 1s contrastea with L..;;_;‘

(to cause fear) (17:59-60). It 1s used of those who are

)
pleased with this earthly life and are heedless ( b}l.g-ﬁ
of the divine revelations (10:7, 11), do not submit |
' -
o ly(ﬁ'\m\ ) to their Lord nor humble themselves
/¢ ’s '
{ 6,_;?,.4»0_» } (23:75-76), and are hypocritical by
' ”, ",- : 72 .
mocking { s {V—kﬁu ) (2.13 15).

&'&Ua (for ‘:J-C;UD ; active participle, one who is
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excegsively impious or obstinate, a transgressor) ocours

six times and only in the plural. As the previous forms
".L.A ’ . [’l, _'f-
are contrasted with R \5\‘:?““ , and : ,;S ,» S0
the same 1dea of awe or dread is carried on by Cne BV,
. ”
which is contrasted with nadl | (the godfearing)

(38:49-51, .55-57). Others are to turn away from them (51:_53).

AN A
(jl.lp‘f [elative form for g_g‘uol (second declen-

sion); most extravagant in wickedness or inordinate] occurs

Y
only in 53:52. Here it is used together with I_;Lb‘i (most
unjust or sinful) of the people of Noah.

o *
d;_,.,]g (excess of obstinacy or impiety) is another

hapax legomenon, occurring only in 91:11. The element of
" lnordinacy 1is brought out, for it describes the ijderlying
attitude of the Thamid when they rejected ( .__,,,'3:{ )y

the truth.

s, A
Q.Ss‘b (to cause to transgress, to make cne a

—

transgressor) occurs only in 50:27. The root idea of going

-~
»

beyond a limit, which is basic to these cognate words (ef.
’,
" 53:17 above), finds expression here for ‘_5’49\

is'used

synonymously with A JMo J (in wide error).
: Y S T



CHAPTER V
93¢

BACKGROUND

On the basis of Comparative Semitics the root idea is
fo pass by. The Ethiopic fadawa ( Qf () ) means pass by,
the Hebrew ‘3da ( |l R ) pass on or advance, the Biblical-
Aramaic f4g8) ( N TS ) and f2d& ( {1TY ) pass onor
away, and the Aramaic fdy ( *7TW) gg'-a_lggg_ or go by, and
the Syriac feda? ( J’,__\, ) pass by or go on or come. Like-.
wise the Arabic |Xc can mean pass _‘gy_.l From this secular

meaning 1t develops the ethical one of passing beyond a

limit set by one such as God -~ hence to transgress.
QUR'ANIC USAGE

The various forms from this stem occur 106 times in the

Qur 'an.

| ' ,
>L (to transgress with (3 , to pass by or away from

L

- with accusative and - ;& ) is used three times. With (/&

6813rown, et al., pp. 723B, 11054; Koehler and Baumgartner,
p. 2.
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it has a secular meaning in 18:28: "Let not thine eyes

. F
pass from them ( I.%v-\.'c .« . . f)xi‘_)fg)." Penrice indicates

that the meaning to pass by is not found in the Qur'an and

gives to turn aside for this form instead. But the root

and the context c¢larify the underlying idea =-- the passing
of The eyes by, hence ‘away from from them. 1In {:he other two
cases 1t is used with J in the ethical sense of violating
‘or transgressing the Sabbath (4: 154; 7:163). In these cases

the Sabbath is one of the divine limits which should not de

passed by or transgressed. The meaning of fransgression is

confirmed by the synonymous use of E_,_,_M:._J (they trans-
gressed [divine commandments)) in the latter verse. ‘
s 7/
gL (malice, wickedness) occurs twice. In 10:90

.
it is used together with L.!J’ (injustice, wrong) to describe

the way Pharaoh and his hosts followed the Children of Israel.
{ef. 6:146 where ,atc and 4'&[, are also used together).
Its use in 6:109 suggests the underlying concept of exceed-

ing the limit more clearly, foi' it is used of reviling

( l;i.; ) God. The verse also brings out that one can
o
commit V9OE& without knowledge ( rr‘-c- J'\XJ

’,\)\.c {for "’9 .),\c. , active participle, a runner, trans-

gressor, exceeding the limit) occurs seven times. «i'_';l.._ol!“

the feminine plural form, is found only once (100:1}, where

it means the runners.l This translation, which 1ls supported

lLane, pp. 1980C-1981A. Penrice does not list this
meaning. '
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by the context, would appear to be a primitive meaning de-

rived from the root concept of passing by.

The reat of the occurrences have the more fully developed

ethical connotation of transgresslon or exceeding the limit,

They suggest that there is what we might call a "scale from
what is right to what 1s wrong, and on this "scale" there is
a limit established by God. To go beyond this limit is sin.
Thus we have the "scale" of sexual passions which may be
exerclised with mates and those whom their right hands possess,
but those who seek to go beyond this are (_)3 .)\.C- (23 5-7,
70:30-31), among whom are those who practice sodomy (26:165-
166).

o Likewlise there is the "scale" of foods, and the limit

- of God extends even into the area of forbidden ( ;.:.:s
foods if one 1s driven by necessity, not lusting or desiring

( o5 L ). In this extended area God 1s forgiving (6:146;
- 16:115), and no sin ( I‘Jl" ) is upon one (2:173).

A, s\ '
3 9 MC (enmity) occurs six times. Its meaning 1s

4 -
clear for it 1s contrasted with ¥ "':33:. (friendship)

(5:182) and = “ea 4 Adg (a warm friend) (41:34) and 1is
coupled with La.x_,)\ (hatred) (5:14, 91). It is used
of the Jews and idolaters; also pride (ef. 03,-,;-1‘,{......’,"

~in 5:82), wine ( J::a) | ), and games of chance ( J....’u,;.li'

(5:91) appear to contribute to it.

- .
C.)'g .Sfc (hostillity, injustice) occurs ten times. In




25

. 5:2 1t seems to have a general sense, for 1¥ and the general
word rﬁﬂ%él (sin, guilt) are contrasted with the general

I~
[ w43
words Jng(righteousness) and .¢s9ix)] (pilety). In
2:193 1t suggests hostility or aggression, without any refer-

ence to the absolute rightness or wrongness of the act; for
it 18 used of rightful retaliation. However, the context
requires the meaning of injustice in 28:28: ". ., . which- |
ever of the two terms I fulfill there will be no Injustice
to me."

On the basls of the root concept and these meanings,

this writer concludes that the ldea of transgressing an

agreement or relationship by, for example, a hostile act is
the more primitive meaning. It later develops the 1dea of
injustice as this breach becomes related to the moral law.
The less specific use in 5:2 1s merely_an example of the
somewhat free use of terms which 1s often made in the Qur'an
and which will be illustrated in the Concluding Synthesis.

' Not only is the word used of retaliation, but it is

Y
also used with |‘*J5 (also injustice, or wrongdoing) to

describe the ﬁgpe of killing which is one of the great
’ N .
things (  “pLy ) forbidden ( LV" ) (4:29-31). Like-

~”

wise it is combined with r,;;-_%; (sin) and 2=

(disobedience) to describe the secret counsels which are

. _ . 2 P
- 'y o W
forbidden (58:8-9). With Syl and .y l"\/"'u |
(their devouring the illegal gain) it is characterized as

evil (b ) (5:62).0

Irhe translation disobedience which Izutsu (p. 247)
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‘;’,).'c (an enemy) occurs 50 times. The meaning is
confirmed by 43:67, where 11:. i1s contrasted with ’Jﬁ{f‘yl
(friends) and 18:50, where 1t is contrasted with ‘?E‘Jﬁ
(patrons). Those described as having enemies are: man (12:5),
the prophets (6:113; 25:31); and God, His angels, His messen-
gers, Gabriel, and Michael (2:98).

The enemlies mentioned are:. Satan (most frequently --
e.g., 12:5) or Iblis and his offspring (18:50), the devils
( ’U\EL:.. ) from among men and jinn (6:113), some from
the guilty ( (_J\__J:U ) (25:31), those to whom a portion
of the Book was given (4:44-45), and the disbellevers
( u‘;-;K“ ) (4:101). Conversely it is also used of God
to describe his relationship to the disbelievers (2:98),
which points out that there is nothing inherently evil in
the word. Some of the devils insplre others wlth gilded
speech deceitfully ( ‘7:,3:9 ) (6:113), and those to whom
a portion of the Book was gilven buy error ( QL?,J\ } and
desire that others err ( l;.-’a_: ) from the way (U4:44-45),
Thus the enemies should not be taken for friends (ef. 60:1).

Q.)\c (to be at enmity with) is only found in 60:7.

However, the meaning 1s clear; for, like 5 3 .;..c above
2% .

(5:82), 1t is contrasted with 5 > 9_’. (friendship).

/ Vi /
d-}-’-’ (to transgress, exceed the limit) occurs

gives C_)lg.)fc in this verse does not seem warranted.
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three times. The meaning 1s plain for all are used wifth
Js.&k (1imits). After a statement of the laws of inherit-
ance, 4:14 reads: ". . . whoever disobeys ( ga.xfa } God
A 2 e
and goes beyond His limits ( O D9 Oy ), He will

make him enter fire."” The other two refer to God's limits

on divorce, which show the same flexibllity as those on
forbidden foods (ef. 2:173; 6:146 above). Thus 2:229 sets

up the limits and then states that it is not lawful ( ?}_é,)))
for the man to take part of the dowry. However, 1f they f;ar
they cannot keep within the limits, the women may relinquish
part of the dowry to be free without blame ( E:Lh@ ). But

) 1
those who exceed the limits are the wrongdoers / g
g ( us-‘,u"*“

TEAS

(2:229), and wrong ( ‘;LB ) themselves (c¢f. 65:1). Here
we see that as law develops, the root idea takes on a legal

flavor.

S ).;\ [to be wicked, to transgress (with accusative

or ‘3 or with ¢;ﬁc of persons)] is used 15 times. It has

the same essential meaning of exceeding the limits as the

previous words from this root, for it too is used with

1
ST D9 DA (2:229). And 1t 1s used with ©9OL 2:193-
P4
194) and f (2:229) in the same sense.

12 :
Like &9 &>& it cannot convey absolute wrongness in

- 2:193-194, for it is used of rightful retaliation. However,

’/ i
gjulls\# is wrong if it is 1n a form other than divinely-
regulated retaliation, for we read in verse 190: ", . .

fight in the way of God agalnst those who filght against you,

S
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but do not exceed the limit ( lg ‘).’.s,’,_y )." Here d:ﬁ;&
would seem to imply aggression or over~vindictiveness. It
is evident from 2:193-194 that the word can be applied to_
transgression against both men and God.

Besides 1ts use wlth the law of retaliation, 1t is also
used of the laws of inheritance (4:13-14), the Sabbath (2:65),
and divorce -- of refaining women by violence ( \")‘,:.'o )
(2:231). Likewise it is used of making unlawful ( "r."“’ )
what God has made lawful ( /":j.;’l ) (5:87). Hatred ( QLJ-N )
can be a cause of it (5:2), and it is assoclated with dis-
obedience ( e ) {e.g., 3:111). Those who disbelieve

r 4
( s 5 ') do it (5:78) -~ hence are unjust or wrongdoers

( b},}sﬂl ) (5:107).

M (active participle; wicked, a transgressor) is
L4

found nine times. It is the participial form of the eighth
measure and thus has the same essential meaning ~- a con-
clusion confirmed by 2:190 where both words are used in the
same context. It is used specifically of those who do not
respect ties of relationship or covenants with believers
(9:10), do not belleve (lgip%a) lgilf' L) (10:74), and reject
( ‘_,3_( ) the day of Judgment (83:12). In the last case

-~ ’
-‘.ﬁ Ll .
one is characterized as a r,-;'.gi )u.:r..i ('51_ transgressorn,
& “”

- a sinful one), thereby showing the c¢lose relationship of

these terms in the Qur'fan (ef. also 68:12). As we noted
w7’ ;. % '

under J.»‘ol and ¢S$9&1) , so here, God's will is in-

volved with sinful mants. Thus we read that He seals the



hearts of the (g Sukxh (10i74).
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CHAPTER VI

£ 9

BACKGROUND

When we look for the etymology of £eaw , we find whatl
on the surface look like different céncepts. The Hebrew
has a somewhat similar word in Sw? ( 7 ¢ ), which iIn
1ts nominal form é@l ( ;\’,11{./ ) means emptiness or vanity
or worthlessness (e.g., Ps. 60:13; Is. 59:4; Ps. 26:4).

However the Ethilopic saye? ( IA\Iiaﬁﬂ) meaning baseness is
moxre helpful,l being more in keeping with some of the mean-

ings Lane gives to %UL& : it was, or becawe, abominable,

2
foul, unseemly, unsightly or ugly. On the other hand Gard-

3
ner says the ildea underlying the word appears to be that of

misfortune or calamlity, an element which we shall see does

develop in the word.

When we look for a connection between the root idea of

l - . +
Brown, et al., p. 996; Koehler and Baumgartner, p.
951. Fl

o .
Page 1457A.

3Page 2.

60
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being base or unseemly or unsightly and the idea of harming

anyone or anything, it seems 10gica1 that 2 transition could

take place in the idea of {reating one basely =- hence harming

him. Such 2 development might be similar to that of 71/

above, which as a noun can mean a had, or evil, thing and as

a verb to treat badly (Ps. 89:23)1 ~- hence 1o harm. Or the

transition could take place through the development of the

positive element of that which causes baseness or unseemli-

ness -~ hence harms.

In order to test this theory ome may ‘turn fto the an-
cient Avabic poetry where a similar development of meaning

is found. The primitive meaning of unsigntliness, which

niy be related to baseness, is seen in tue saying: w2
Lv_l‘.'}_‘,‘ ’.s-,f,., j_.,:_.J\ ("The earrings increase the unsight-
liness of the back of her head.”).z The secuiar meaning
becomes even more general vhen a form is used of enduring
a bad night (P,,i, 33a ) which was like perishing ( K );3
The same sense is seen in the report that certain news
gave birth to a bad day ( 5-9.&1 rg..» ) Tor Abdul Qa-iS.4
Related to these usages is the passive elexent of mis-

——e

| fortune which may be observed ir the description

1Koehler‘a.nd Bal.umga,r_tn.gr, p. 951,

2 ‘s=¢4d&Ll.S2Lﬂ:L‘ PYVIVERG . ru‘i' O g Juadd) !
0 b £08 oV a (OW V- cx alai)

. \V;.b X (\UO -."C \Ibid.

4 b AV OO\ \ Ibid.

3
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"the poor mother of evil ( s-}le ), whiéh_ is used of an old

woman who was forced to commit adultery ( 3J ).1

Likewise the more active element of harmfulness, or
that which causes misfortune, develops. This is brought

out by the use of #y0 for the harmfulness of poison.2

And it is seen in the following clause: d--afm ol
‘_SCLJ; S s p’i ("1f you cut me off or do harm to
ny side .... ").3 Even as forms fErOm this stem develop a
nore general meaning, they still can convey the :Ela-vor of

harm. Thus, when someone's brother wronged & jester, the

_ L& 2w
exclamation is made: "0 . ., . for the evil evil ( ol,.w.U

-

"T_g,:“j,jl )."4 A similar sense is seen vhen M is used
almost synonymously with E,LLL': in the fellowing poem: |

JL-J¢U°r.,AI€.wl.A35 L L Slsui ol

Jla g 6.da sme o9, Lol v, budy o

And the heart was admiring her;

And indeed today he began to forget that,
it awoke not doing evil or wrong,

But forgetting itself in beauty.

In the illustrations above moral undertones have grad-
nally been added to the secular meanings 2s the element of
harm became prominent., Now the moral sense becomes pre-

dominant as a form is applied to the condition or state

D VBUEAT 00 (£, Ibid.

<\ .bs\\(\(_p \-\c thid'

3 AAb\\EL¢p 0 z Jbid.

2 \€b a4 (p (\ Ibid,

5 I\.thluo t'lz (\\W;a‘_r.ﬁfnli) d——-—-— 9‘3 LV..,o_v 1 ZJ"'Jl Ry
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of a man in the following: AJU u.uLJl l’ - ; St QKJ
(Jamil was the most evil of men in Tespect to copditiom.’).%

The emergence of the sense of general moral evil is con=-

firmed by the use of forms of % ¢9Am as antonyms of LiLuu\P
. : w
and ouldlball . In one case an old woman sees her evil
- - 2 '
| LV'-&:'.H) ag good ( LL.._A L). And in the other refer-

ence the good deeds ( ¢old lall ) of a man are contrasted

%
with what he does of evil (  JAwmw « *lwl ).
QUR'ANIC USAGE

The. various forms of #3«m occur 167 times in the
Qur *an and generally correspond with the meanings given
above except for the most primitive meaning of ugliness.
Perhaps the nearest English equ.ivélent is evil, for it like-

wise can have beth physical and moral connotations,

.f—[.., L o be evil, wretched or grlevous, to grieve,

o, pd
afflict (with accusative)/ and the passive (AN or ey

2
{(for /5-_9.;» ) Lto be made sad; to be vexed for (with &2 )/

. . . i e —a e

are found 30 times. Its meaning to be evil, wretched, or

grievous is illustrated by the clause SA.-....... Lw (It is

evil as to its way) (4:22); while its meaning to grieve or
, . . b . 3 .
afflict is found in r-(ﬂ}é_s l, "34;..,_..'1 (1:_0 yex, or afflict,

\ .bd\im Jz- J)—b"-' ol
2
.\uuow.(,.m'\f.;u,;u)uul,;;.;',dl obiS sVl 3 g

.\b.b;i"\ga W \J_’J?_u U"l
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your faces) (17:7). Its passive use appears in 11:77 and

29:33, where 1t describes the grief Lot had for the divine

messengers when they came to him. Sometimes a secular mean-

it
.

ing prevails as 1n 5:101: . do not ask about things

which 1f made known to you would grieve, or afflicf, you
( ? %jLS.).". At other times the moral significance is
dominant as above 1n‘i&ﬁdL gL&;, which refers to the sin
of marrying a woman who was married to one's father.

| That the word is used In a general sense for evil 1is
brought out by its contrast with OV and virtually
synonymous use with ¢3a&%, in 18:29 and 31, where Hell

and Heaven are contrasted thus:

‘3

Evil ( . ) is the drink! And 111 (%%
is the resting place!

Excellent ( "=, ) is the recompense! And
goodly (' 50,4 ) is the resting-place!

Its antonym  iaawwd 1S & general verb meaning to be good.
2
And its synonym k;LS%'is one of the '"verbs of praise and
" () % 1
blame’ ( 'F,;)Jls C-,x,l,l Jl_ul ) meaning $o be bad.
v ”

context brings out a physical rather than a spiritual qual-

The

1ty to ?-L:.n , for verse 29 describes the r.:..‘.{_,_’. -L:;-L\:;
as a place of fire where men are gilven water 'like molten
brass which scalds thelr faces.

The word l1s used both qf the wrongness of men and their
actions and of the severity of their punishment. In the

1
W. Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language (3rd ed.
cambridge, " Cambridge U.P., 1955), I, 97. ’
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former sense it describes a companion® (4:38), an example
(7:177), the way of sinners (4:22), what they do (9:9), and
’what they judge (6:137),., In the latter scense it describes
the sinners' burden (20:101) a.nd. their final resort (4:97)
and abode and resting-place (25:66). This last verse brings
out the element of punishment in ’.‘-qu R for it is uscd
almost synonymously with 1:’;}.(affliction) in verse 685,

R

The verb refers to both Satan (4:38) and Hell ( r,a.va

(4:115). Finally it refers to the sins of those who:

reject ( |,,.‘:§_{ ) the divine signs (7:177), sell the signs
of God for a small price and thus hinder from His way (9:9),
commit fornication ( <_'3:,:JI ) (17:32), wmarry 2 woman
that one's father married (4 :22), and set apart a portion

of tilth and cattle for God and a portion for associaie-

~ A
gods ( ,.,B/j_;‘;_)’) (6:137).

o~ o 7 d'-‘ .
# gaad (infinitive noun of b 3 evil) may be applied

t0 a4 man or to an action and occurs nine times in the Qur'an.

. £ 2 2z . _ .
- ThuSgsu J+_ (2 man of evil nature or doings) would mean

a2 man who does what is evil, displeasing, griavous, or vex-

atious.l_ The idea of baseness, noted in the discussion of
-

the root meaning, is brought out by the contrast of 3‘3&.\\

with the divime  ¢s\23/} (the highest) (16:60).

The word can be used without moral connotaztions, for

it refers to an evil rain upon 2 city (undoubtedly Sodom)

I1ane s pP. 1457C,
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(25:40) and an evil turn [of fortune] (9:98; 48:6). The

Gmus and the T&j al-?Arlis recognize the non-moral nature

of .s;a'idl in these last two verses and thus glve 1t the

following interpretations: defeat and evil, trial or

. affliction or torment, and perdition and destruction or

1
corruption,

It is used of those who rejected ( Q‘)-f ) the
divine messages (21:77), believed not ( ‘-)9‘“3" y ) :m
the Hereafter (16:60), and wrought abomination ( .._,.,f.l.;)l )
(21:74). And the context of 19:28 suggests that it refers
to unchastity, for it is used with E,y:, (barlot) and
after what appears to be an dmplication of adultery
Finally, it refers to the evil thought ( ggqul Lﬂp
some of the men who 4id nct take part in the Hudaybiyyah
expedition because fthey thought the believers would not re-

turn, and that appeared fine to them (48:12; cf. 48:6).

"of-’

2
5';..\.» (evil) occurs 51 times in the Qur'an, It is
! s
considered the substantive from °% L-:u by the SiHah,

Mubkam, and Qamis. But it 1s classifled as an infinitive

noun of W by the Kashshaf of az- Zamaxchsham, of

% L% by the Exposition of the Qur'an of al-BaydawI, and of

£ L% by the TEj al-) Aris.® Penrice merely lists it as an

- abstract noun. It means evilness, badness, abominableness,

11bid., p. 14584, B.
21pid., p. 14584,
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or unscemliness; and displeasingness, grievousnpess, Or vVeXw

———

atiocusness; and immoral, unrighteous, sinful, or wicked

c0nduct.1
. . Ao’ 2y
Penrice lists Fome  and # gav  tOgether as both
‘meaning evil. -Likewise Izutsu finds difficulty distinguish-
ing between the meanings of the two, though he differentiates
’ >, a3 %7
between %921 ¥ and g3\ OB in 48:12 on the basis
o -
of grammatical syntax. In the former, he says, #% acts

like an epithet of the 2nalytic type and is literally

thought of evilness, meaning an evil thought. However, in

’ .
the latter, he continues, S’?uo acts as the object of
W
b, which itself assumes a nmore verbal nature than in

h]

the former case. The translation thus hecomes the thinking

of evilness.

On the other hand, the Q&m@s and the TRj al-’Arus

differentiate between the meanirgs of the two words in 25:42,

?
-]
They sy ’Jp&LH means barm, injury, hurt, mischief, or

_ o _ col
damage and evilness of staie or condition; while 3&~J

. . 3
means corruption or destruction or pardition.

However it ls the view of this writer that for a number
of reasons it is not fruitful to draw such fine distinctions.

First, as will be demonstrated in the concluding section,

L1pia.
2pages 238-239.

‘3lane, p. 1458B.
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the Qur'an does not as a rule choose words this precisely.
Secondly, in anclent writing without vowel points it would
be difficult tc determine which word was Iintended. Thirdly,
ancient scholars do not even agree among themselves as to

" which word is being used in some cases. Thus az-ZajjaJ says
that g;.::bl may be read §§Ai‘.dl in 48:6.%

When we return to the ancient Arabic poetry to shed
light on this form, we have difficulty distinguishing be-
tween ‘%3*5 and’iENL because of the lack of vowel point-
ing. However, the four illustrations of £gu we listed all
‘ brought out secular meanings.

Likewlse the Qur'an sometimes uses AL;;i; in a secular
sense. In 20:22 it refers to a physical malady such as
leprosy and in 16:58 to the bad news of the birth of a
daughter. The context suggests misery as its meaning in
16:27. Harm or affliction is the obvious meaning in 3:173:

"They returned [from Uhud] with favor ( Q;:é?éub } from

God and grace { b}é; ); no evil ( *23#1 ) touched them.™
In 4:148 we read:'w“God loves not the public utterance of harmful
( p.;Ajijl ) speech except by one who has been wronged
(720 )." This verse points out that even when the word
has a slight moral flavor it is not necessarily conveying
intrinsic or absolute sin, for here it can refer to rightful

'retaliation.

1
Ibid.
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The words with which it is contrasted further clarify
the meaning. Firsi, it is used in opposition to 45.:,,-&;
(mercey ) with the senmse of harm (33:17). Then it is con-
trasted with % {(good) in 7:188 arid 3:29. In the former
the flavor of harm 1s brought out, for the words are used of
benefits and ills. Likewlse the latter brings out harmful-
ness but also shows an ethical element, for it speaks of the
day "when every soul will find present what it has done of
good ( '4‘.):\1 ) and what it has done of evil ( %3.;-’.: Yo"

In a similar, and cbviously efthical, way it is con-

i
trasted with h--,l\glu‘z)l (good works) in 4:123-124 and

- ”’

} (to act aright) in 6:54 and 16:119. In a con-

text similar to that of the poem above about an old woman

- ” )
who saw her evz.l ( lv‘-A:.w ) as though 1t were good
({ u”, bl 11: is contrasted with (yaa in 35:8:
", . . the EVll ( S-yw } of his work has been so adorned

7
that he thinks it good ( A )"

The same contrast is seen in 27:11: ". . . he who does

-
wrong ( I.aklo ) and then does good ( Lug:A } instead

! However we

after his evil ( y-u } [fears not].
must guard against formulating too nice a definition from
>
such contrasts; for in 18:86 K.\»A is also contrasted
- D

with > o%5 (punish),a word with a related but slightly

- @ifferent meaning than 99.&» . Nevertheless we are safe

1 . ;
“Whi\o o Y5y Lﬂ)y‘
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in drawing a general definition from 27:11, particularly as
777
this verse also uses 5> {do wrong) in a synonymous way.

Ca

r
7:165 where it is associated with |gehb and ©9adai]
(they transgressed)].

»
Also 1t is used in a way similar %o ’rskba_ in 4:110 {ef.

~ 5
Other words with which 5'09-&» 1s compared bring out

i1ts more secular side. Thus 1t 1s used almost synonymously

) L A
- with \‘j.:o (harm) in 7:188, with '?ﬁb-r- c__.)i;>2- (grievous

chastisement) in 16:94, and Q;;.».‘_L, (evil) in 13:18 (ef.
-

4:115 where it was used with «2l% ). 4z-Zajjaj ex-

plains cl_>L¢+%| ’.s-",.:u (the evilness of the reckoning) here in
13:18 as meaning a reckoning in which no good work will be
accepted and no evil work passed over because the former
will have been made of no avail by infidelity. Others
interpret the phrase as meaning a reckening that is pursued
to the utmost extent and in which no evil work will be
passed over.l But, however we interpret the phrase, the
meaning of “%gdy here is clear. It is evil in the sense
of that which causes harm or zhisery.

"’9;.;:, was used of those who dld not believe

As

(16:60; 21:77) so f—}u: 1s used of disbelievers ( u'f_;-’KJ‘
(9:37) and those who do not respond { lMuw I'L } to their

Iord (13:18). The evidence of disbelief in the former is the

- changing of a sacred month which thus makes lawful what God

J“.‘x'..ane, p. l485A.

T e T T e T R g
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-~ has forbidden ( ?,Eﬁz ). Another specific sin described
by A§=3£L 1s the deed, which the Qur'an ascribes to Pharaoh,
of having Haman build a tower to reach the God of Moses, who
Pharaoh thought was a liar (40:36-37).

Like #gulJ\ in the poem of the woman who committed
adultery ( 3; ‘)1 and like ”5-.09::; in 19:28, "’9—3&’“ may
refer to sexual license. Thus, when the wife of the Egyptian
sought to seduce cbfjsiJ ) Joseph, the act is called

’;3&,“ (evil) and ﬂ':l‘.-.;‘” (indecency) (12:23-25).
In verse 24 az-Zajjaj interprets the words as unfaithfulness

Tto his master and adulterz.2 However, 1t 1s not warranted

to ascribe the meaning unfaithfulness to his master to

2
ﬂszAzdl , for in the following verse the word is used of
adultery alone.
Finally, the word is used by Joseph in the sequel of
tr J‘. s
the story: "I call not myself free from gullt ( 52,1 };
2 &
surely the soul incites to evil ( -&;¢fgll ), except those
on whom my Lord has mercy (12:53)." Obviously the meaning
-7
‘here is moral, and the context suggests that e Sl |

refers to licentlousness. The last part of 12:53 resurrects

the problem of the involvement of God in human evil, for it

suggests that God is able to alleviate evil.
Part of the solution is found in 13:11 which states,

],v.ma\rm\ &aush"- Ol

2Lane, p. 14584.
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"God changes not the conditicn of a people until they change

their own condition." But God remalns sovereilgn, for it

continues, ". . . when God intends evil ( ?c-gfu ) to a
people, there is no averting it." However, 3% here

refers more to punishment than to morality; so 1t is not

very helpful. Much more light i1s shed by 35:8 which states:

". . . the evil ( f?_;fu )} of his work has been so adorned
v

that he thinks 1t good ( bLuluZd ). God leadeth astray
2

Wy -
( J-\,Q/ ) whom He will and guideth ( ,__s.gvs )} whom
He will." Not only does ';—;:u have a moral sense here,

but the final statement explains the first by showing that
God 1s involved 1in some way.

Another problem which the word raises for us is the
relation between knowledge and culpabllity. A number of-
verses indicate that "}-;fn can be committed in ignorance
( pbj ,. ) (L3175 6:54; lij :’119,)., and to be forgiven one
must turn and act aright ( é‘:" ). As the element of
harm is so prominent in this wbrd, one can readily see how
one can be gullty of pﬁ?«iﬁ wlthout consclous disobedlence

or rebelliion.

FOR '
:s..jvw (bad, wicked, or evil) is used both as a

substan‘cive and an adjectlve and occurs four times in the

. Qur'tan. ILane also adds the'following meanings: abominable,

foul, unseemly, unsightly, or uglx;l but the Qur‘'anlc words,

lPage 14588,
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though flavorad by these meanings, are used in a more ethical

- sense, In the poem about the old woman, the contracted form

 of the word ( t,_gw-o )is contrasted with UL“_K&, (good), thus

1
bringing out its general use for evil or bhad, This use carries

into the Qur'an where it is contrasted with g‘Lz '(9:102) -

2 word which Penrice defines as good, sound, free from blemish,

perfect, upright, righteous.

In 17:31-38 the sins of which it is used are:! killing
children for fear of poverty (which is a great wroag, or
misi.:al;e -— \J"\:{ ﬂ‘?-e }; killing the soul which God has
forbidden ( - }.S“.& ), except for a just cause, or exceeding
( o ) the limit in slaying; embezzling orphan's property;
be.ing dishonest in business; following that of which one has
no kacwledge; and going about in an insolent manner ( /,:0 .

~. ”’
&'—:’M (evil, a sin, evil action) is found 58 times
I

in the Qur*an., Lane includes the element of inteniional dis-

chedience among his definitions.z' In this comnnaction we
might note that in 4:17-18 "'?r—;.f.., is used for evil com-
mittéd in ignorance ( bJ ) but soon repented of (so
also in 6:54 and 16:19), while c-—'tl-a—w is used of
evil deeds committed until death. In view of the close
etymological relation between these words it would be

perilous to draw much significance from the verses other
A’ o

than to note the frequency with which ¥ g9an is used with

1 7.5 | . sw 7
Q{‘f‘-’ ~ 1s a contraction of ST La.ne,p. 1458C.

Zpage 14594.
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#AJ l.v_s.'., and the way the plural form of ....a(:‘...f_.

lends itself to describe repeated action,
The latter is closely related to the simple verb 2l
as is seen by their use together in 29:4. And we notice the

same developnent in the meaning of the substantive seen
‘, .

earliexr _in the verb. Thus ""i ’ can mean a disagreeable
or harmful state of affairs or a wrong state or action. Ve
notice the former meaning in 11:10 where the word is used
as a synonym of pT‘j:o (distress).

Gradually we get a transition from physical evil to
the moral evi_l which causes it., 4 step in this direction is

-7y

o,
seen in the words"&&.';’;.:. ot (he earned evil) (2:81; 10:27),1

. [ I
The moral element dominates in the similar sa.yingh-,b;“,,n ]}L:‘
v -

(they worked evil) (7:153)., In this verse the working of

evii is associated with a state of unbelief, Likoewise the
full moral meaning is obvious in 2:271: "If you manifest
almsgiving, it is well. And if you hide it and give t§ the
poor, it is good for you; and it will atcme for your evil
To develop a more precise understanding of the word it
weuld be helpful for us to see other omes with which it is
contragsted or associtted. First, like ‘i’v;a\i» it is con-
trasted with 354 J (mercy) in 30:36, thus bringing out

‘the element of harm or affliction. Its most common antonym,

VR
Iror the significance of :_.......J gea Torrey, pp. 27-29.

e e e
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however, is ol . In 7:95 we réad: '"We changed the evil

( §Q;J&J|) for good (  3alrdl), till they became

affluent and said: Distress ( ’pl‘j.:"da)‘ ) and happiness

( ",;._‘51,:"3..“ ) did indeed touch our fathers." Here we not

only see the general nature of - 2&?.%&,.]‘ by its con_trast

with 320041, but 1t is defined by being equated with
{pP352J| (ef. 11:10 above).

1
.

Another instructive example 1s 7:131: . when

2 ¢ 7 ‘
good ( dawsd\ ) befell them, they said: This is due to
_ Py
us; and, when evil ( 6"-2’:4; ) afflicted them, they drew

Das

bad omens { laJ*’a_.'g ) from Moses. Is not their bad omen

( r.fb’.?\lé ) God?" Here again the context proves that the

word means d'istress. or harm; for, not only is it contrasted
277,

e
with &duaad!l , but it 1s connected with I9J:&E"_; [to

augur evil, draw an evil augury from (with <o }] and

(g._ flying thing, an omen -- especially an evil one).

Though other secular examples of 3w and Tuua
might be given (e.g., 3:119; 4:78; 7:168), we shall turn to
an example where the words share in both moral and secular
connotations: ". . . whoever intercedes in a good ( {'331».1 )
cause has a share of 1t, and whoever intercedes in an evil
A ,/a;...'_":.& - ) cause has a portion of it" (4:85; cf. 10:27).
Likewise other examples of these words are ¢learly moral --
- for instance, 1l:114: ", . . keep up prayer. . . . Surely
good deeds ( ‘7,-:.:..,:{1 ) take away evil deed$ ( .’_..[";..E'..H )

(cr, 25:70).




» l

A’
is made the antonym of b‘-'—-’fu:u . But in 45:21 ‘_,l;:m]

iz contrasted with Ml '3Lf’ I)M\ (believe and co

ul

good works), which suggests that the Qur'anic use of b

-

has an additional element ¢f unbelief -- a factor already
. ” o, ~ e 2 .
noted in. £ guw (16:60; 21:77) and "#Fgam (9:37). A new

27 -
word is added in 2:81-82 where bfula_n (sin} as well as

ﬂ_.’u. Fa l
&%  are contrasted with WJ ?LE \}.i.‘;l .
T A 1
Lane makes MA_A 2 syronym of m . This is

i

correct whenever the latter is used as just & general word

) cb“’

for evil in the sense of sin; but as we have seen b-;-w
' ws 7

often conveys a seunse of harm quite foreign to A&.:.b.a .
. f . . A ’Q g i 2

Another word associated with b.&:.a.u is I95 D

in 3:192: "0 lLord, grant us protectlon from our sins

,l
( L;y D ) and remove our evils ( L,La.w )." One
T
might draw the conclusion that <59 O here referred to
great sins and L-.-‘il-uw to little sins on the basis of 4:31:

"If you shun the grea* things ( ;xN{ ) which you are for=

bidden ( Q,.V—u ), we shall do away with your evil deeds

e

However this is a dangerous conclusion, First, it is
2
not likely that <23/ O would be used to express only
great sins whon it was used of Muhammad himself (40:57;

27:21; 48:2), BSecondly, though a definite distinction is.

lpage 14594,
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made between J;\f,:{ and r..':.»%..:a in 4:31, various forms of
tha rcot # gau , which are closely related in meaning, are
used for great ains, These include the sins of those who
falsely raject ( |}.,u..';.{ )} the divine signs (7:177),
settlng agide portions of produce for agsociate-gods

VJ_.M..J ) (6:137), and believe not (U}M,_, 3 ) in
the Hereaftar (16:60). XNevertheless, the various forms of
& a0 With their flavor of harm sometimes tend to be lower
on the scale of culpability than some of those which express

ideas such as rebellion to the divine will (cf., 4:148),

’6 ';.3:\, (shame, secret parts) occurs seven times in
the Qur'an. In 7:20 and 20:121 it refers to the secret
parts or shame of Adam and Eve. As the word does not make
a2 significant contrihution to our undefstanding of the
Qur'anic concept of sin, we need not pursue it further other
than t0 note that it is closer to the suggested rooi meaning
of $gaw than any of the other forms in the Qur'an., Were :
we Jjust to look at the Qur'an or such secondary sources as
Gardner and Izutsu, with their emphasis on the element of
bharm 3nd evil, we might not understand how the meaning of
5 ?-;,.:_, was related to that of the other forms of &
However, Comparative Semitics and the é.ncient pcem on the
unsightly womnl sugge_st that & primitive meaning of the

‘root is unsightliness, and the Other meanings develop from

this.

! N b AT o vz s oshde Ol
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2 .

p’,,&,;i' (elative form, worse, worst) ocours twice
in the Qur'an; The meaning 1s certain, for it is conitrast-
ed with opluht
The ancient Arabic poetry showed its use for the most evil

(the elative.adjective meaning best) (39:35).

of men in respect to condition.l In its second Qur'enic
usage 1t refers to the worst of the actions of those who

: 4
disbelleve 1'3;.':_{ ) (41:27).

Ll -
’.c-u...."l' (to do evil) is found five times in the Qur‘'an,
The meanlng 1s obvious., As it was contrasted withc:aULaJl

e 80 it is contrasted

{good things) in the Arablc poem,
. 7’
with [ does good) in 41346 and 45:15., Like=
U Lo Jue (does good) in & 5:15

” -
wise 1t 1s contrasted with (wdl (the causative form

—
-
of another word for good) (17:7; 53:31). In 30:10 ?—L’,_, (
is particularly used of the sin of thdse who rejected
(_\, ry -
ley ! the signs of God and mocked (g% jm phornnd
( 1508 ) gn (O9% pfmsd )
atthem. .

A ’ ‘
tjuu_’_.(an evildoer) occurs only in 40:58, which
e

-
readss ", . . the blind ((J"ﬁyl) and the seelng
J ’
( JU™aJl ) are not alike nor those who believe and do
W < ) £’ A %7 5 i
good (%‘,&:‘J\ ,L)‘}',M' ) and the evildoexr ( uu;uJ )e
The double contrast is set up with the balance of a mathe~-

matical ratio, making the meaning certaln. And the addition

Tov b oveg Ve I
e V0B (£¥%yp ) Llbid.

¢
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of ‘3&’.\' to s_,\A.\a_Jl suggests that an element of un-

22
belief 1s assoclated with the Qur'anic use of s,

as we have noticed with other words from the same root
( 355 in 16:60 and 12:77; “#giu in 9:37; .__~.L...u
in 45:21).



CHAPTER VII

oD

-

BACKGRCUND

Sweetman says that the root gives no clue concerning
the meaning of the w'ord.l However Comparative Semitics
make it possible to suggest the development of thought.

The root mea.ns tail or end according to the Hebrew zanab

( 3.-”‘ ), the Akkadian zabbatu and zmha.tu, the Assyr:.an ,

zibbatu, the Aramaic danba ( ™ :l..l'T) and dunbd’ ( J_:);os )},
‘o :

and the Ethiopic zanabk ( H 1 ¥} : ).

Al-Isfahani traces the development of the word from the

idea of taking the tail of a thing to every act of which the

. . 3 .
consequence ig disagreeable or unwholesoume. In this case

abomination or unseemliness would be the underlying idea,

Sweetman suggests another tack: "It may have the significa.nce

‘part 1,.vol. II, p. 195,

. 2Koeh‘ler and Baumgartner, p. 260B; Brown, et al., p.
2754, ' -

SQuoted in M. K. 'Ali, pp. 131, 132, but the original
text not available to the writer,

80
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of beilng overtaken by & fault or rather that which overtakes
man, in somewhat the same way as the idiom is used, 'If any-

ocne be overtaken .in a :Eault,""l This view, that to be over-

taken is the primitive idea, may receive some support from
" the simple verb «.u 3 , which is not found in the Qur'an but

means to follow closely.

However, the use of zinnéb ( 24T ) (the Piel form of

the Hebrew verb) suggestis & third approach. It means to cut

off or smite the tail or reay,., Thus in Joshua 10:19 and

Deuteronomy 25:18 it is uged of attacking or smiting in the

reldyr .2 Though this usage lends some support to Sweetmaa's
suggesgtion, it seems to favor the view that the underlying

idea is the guilti which arises from harming somecne as in a

rear attack, _

But, whatever the correct etymology may he, the ancient
Arabic poetry indicates that the root idea had been replaced
by & new general concept prior to the fiirst period of Islan,

Ffor it uses O as a general word for sin.?

QUR'ANIC USAGE

The root idea is lost in the Qur'an where .a> is a

general word for sin. It occurs 37 times in the sense of

lpart 1, vol., II, p. 195.

2 _
Koehler and Baumgartner, p. 260B; Brown, et al., Dp.
2758, -

3. A b t\‘th)LaJyl
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P4
sin, the two uses of f’_-.,_,a in 51:59 not being relevant to
our dlscussion.

PR ~ 2
— O (plural o 9D ; a crime, fault, sin) is
. L
the only form other than <oy O . ILane also gives the mean-

ings: & misdemeanor, a misdeed, an unlawful deed, an offencé,

. 1
a transgression, or an act of disobedience.,  Stanton says

that the word "refers chiefly to ceremonial of‘fences.'.';2 but,
as we shall see, this statement 1s not correct. For example,
'3t 1s used of those who disbelieve the signs of God (8:52) |
and falsely reject His messages (3:10). That it is a general
word and that 1t conveys a sense of moral gullt are patent
{ef. 39:53). The regular sense of gullt makes it a more
.ethilcally advanced term than some occurrences of Forn
which often do not convey gullt.
We have previously noted the use of ::»,b".)' with

:iagéﬁz in 3:193. At that time the writer explained

that i1t was dangerous to differentiate between the two aé

large sins and small sins respectively, even though the

—' .
latter is contrasted with 'ﬁchf in 4:31. However the prob-

lem 1s not so great with other general words for it is made
A2 2 2 '

synonymous with \S«a3 or \Jsaad (transgression) by its
. ' .

use with (5jghg¢b (transgressors) in 5:49. And itais
e < : - .
~equated with “3E ha (sin) by its use with dkh

lpage 979.
2Page 56.
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{sinners) in 12:29 and 97. The latter identification, as
has been noted, finds support in the parallelism of AbG'l-

LAt3hiya:

Porgive my sins ( » .> becau.se they are too much, ;
And cover my errors Z’} )} because Thou art the i
Coverer.l '
Likewise 1t is used to refer to the sin of those who
”, 7’

commit indecency ( A:.....Ala ) or wrong ( I,_,LB ) them-
selves (3:134). 1In keeping with the former it.is used of
the sin of the woman who tried to seduce ( 3’3') ) Joseph

and then blamed him (12:23-29). In the following verse

U'L,._, J.Lao (manifest error) is used of the same act,

hence indirectly assoeia‘ced with ‘:__..u,.) . Also associated

with f..» > are the sins of those who have low desires

( ;T;_Q'l ), seduce you ( ._Jw.: ) from part of what

God has revealed, and turn away ( IJJ ).a ) (5:49). |
It is used to describe the sins of those who disbelleved

{ ,_,J_._f ) after they had received clear arguments (40:21- ;

22) and denied ( I,,;.g.,{ ) the divine messages (3:10; 8:54) |

and messenger (9:13-14). Related to the above 1s & passage

where it 1is used of the sin of Korah, Pharaoh,' and Haman,

who behaved haughtily ( |3J’:\£‘.&\ ) (29:39-40). On the

other hand 1t 1s used of men who are not totally evil, for

1%t refers to the sins of those who mixed a good deed ( o Lw )

with another that was evil ( E’.‘:’.: } (9:102). And it 1s used

1 \Y: o & ol gt
" Arabic text on page 22,
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of the crime ( :;;f% ) that the people of Pharaoh charged
against Moses for the man he had killed (26:14).

Finally, it is used of the Prophet himself, fthus rais-
ing the problem of whether or not he sinned -- a problem
about which there 1ls conslderable difference of opinlion.
This divergence is particularly found among more recent
commentators., Thus E. M. Wherry does not hesitate fto speak
of "the sins of the Prophet" in 48:1-2.% M. M 'Ali, on
the other hand, says of the same reference, "the Prophet
never committed a sin."2 There are three references where

> 1s used of the Prophet: 40:55; 47:19; 48:1-2. These
will be considered first and then two more (4#:105; 9:43)
will be discussed which, although they_do not use hrg'a .
yet seem to ascribe a sin or faultAto the Prophet. Then all
the verses will be evaluated together.

In 40:55 we read: ". . . ask pardon for thy .i'd ,'
and give glory with pralse of the Lord in the morning and in {
" the evening.” M. M. 'aAli (a céntemporary exegete) agrees
that this clause refers to the Prophet but says:

| The words . . . do not negative the claim made

repeatedly that the Prophet was sinless. . .

the Holy Prophet is described . . . as belng one who

purified others from sin, in 2:129, 151; 3:163; 9:

103; and 62:3. How can a sinful man purify others
from sin? . . . Again, the Holy Prophet 1s repeaftedly

lA Comprehensive Commentary on the Qur'an (London,
1882-86), 1V, 59.

2Pa.ge 968n.
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spoken of in the Holy Qur'an as walking in the way of
perfect righteousness and entire submission to Allah,

1l
Then he goes on to add some lesser arguments,

When we return to the most anclient commentators, how- -
ever, we do not see them explaining away the olauﬁe.. In
fact they do not aven pause to glve it extra coﬁsideration
‘but treat 1% as a very understandable statement. At-Tabarl
{d. 922 .é.'.I:J..)-2 paraphragses God's statement to Muhammad as
follows: "Ask God forgiveness for your «'> , and ask him
. for forgivéness.”3 It i3 interesting that a§;$abar1 goes
to greater langth eiplaining the latter part of the verse .
than the former, for he continues, "and prey thankfully in
the evening (from sunset until night) and in the morning

“{from dawn until aunrise)."4

A1-Baldawi (d, 1286 A.D.)5

likewise uses the singular
in his commentary -~ hence refers the clause to Muhammad.
He writes:

Ask protection for your <> and follow the orders
of your reiliglon, If you have made any mistakes,

take care of them from the start and very qulckly.
Keep on ask&ng for forgiveness, He.[God] will be

beside you. : - '

1

2 ,
Reynold A, Nicholson, A Literary History of the Arabs
{¥ew York, 1907), p. 145, ‘ -

3'£°O° ((t at (....;)M‘

4Ibid.

Page 90ln,.

sﬂioholson,.p. 145,
6 ' .
.odT‘g.grﬂsgquuM
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We find a similar clause in 47:19 which reads: ". . .
seek pardon for thy «>; and for the bellevers, male and
female." Al-Mahalll and al-SugutI (1445-1505 A.D.)% record
the tradition that the Prophet said, "I ask forgiveness from
God a hundred times a day."2 But souwe commentators believe
that he was commanded to ask forglveness, not because he
wanted 1t, dbut in order to be an example to the Muslims;
hence he made the above statement. It should be noted,
however, that these commentators are later than At-Tabarl
and al-BaigawI.

Al-BaIddwl amplifies the same passage as follows:

You must know there is not but one God, and you must

keep asking for God's forglveness and protection,

And, when you understand the happiness of bellevers

and the misery of unbelievers, this 1s done by . . .

improving your situation and deeds. And keep on

asking protection from God £or Jour e I

and those of the bellievers.

The final passage in which gyéb_is used of the Prophet
1s 48:1-2: "Surely we have given thee a manifest victory,
that God may forgive thee thy former and thy latter -—o "
Once again M. M. 'All defends his thesls by writing: |

'~ The word dhanbi-ka . . . has been misunderstood as
meaning t sin.  In the flrst place dhanb means

any shortcoming, not necessarily a sift, &+ . . Secondly,
the Prophet never committed a sin and his istighfar

INicholson, pp. bsl-455.

2 UM MG Dhanis ¢ gb sl 91 U2 5 q}E}I erall Uska

Ava o IAAE ¢ a2,
3Sale,‘p. 378n. uo I" )

y . '
-\ hzv._,.-tggln'a.,ﬁl‘
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meant the asking of Divine protection agalnst the
commlission of sgins. . . . Dhanbli-ka . ... here means -
not the sin commlitted by thee but tThe sin committed
against Thee or the shortcomings atiributed to thee

"

For the converse view we have ancient and more deern
exegetes. Of the latter, Wherry says that the victofy at
Khaibar was "the earnest of the pardon of the sins of the
Proph.et.“1 Sale interprets "thaf God may forgive thee" as ,
.meaning: "That God may give_thee.an opportunity.of deserv-
ing forgiveness by eradicating of idolatry and exalting h;s
'true religion, and the delivering of the weak from the hands

of the ungodly. . . ."2

ZamakhsharY (d. 1143 A.D.)3 spells out the «'d in
‘more detail saying, "It means all that you have done and
- the fights that were in the Jahlliyyah and what has taken

place latar."u He even goes so far as to indicate that it

- had been said that the "former" 5O refers to Maria {with’
whom he 1s reported to have lain] and the "latter" —_—ud
to Zeid's wife [whom he married].5 But Wherry counters:
"It 1s hardly possible that the allusion here should be to

lloc. ¢lt,

2Page 379n.
3Nicholson, p. W5,

/L"llc'kJ‘ k)LmaJ,ltJuaaustJl S LV.)’Jf r*”LJI,Jl
ermr.rct(ﬂ-ll\ﬁhww ,.awla r“J, A..F")_g £| o1 gA_AJI

Ibid.
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the affairs of Zainab and Mary, for in these he professed

to have the sanction of Divinity."!

It.is not necessary
for us to solve this disagreement but just to‘note .that
these writers both ascribe sin to the Prophet. "

A1-BaTd3wI has 2 very instructive interpretation of the

«'> in the passage. First, he indicates that verse one

refers to -the opening of the way to Mecca through such raids
as those of Khaybar and Hudaybiyah. Then he replaces >
in verse two by b“-Ls s Which in this context would refer to
a mental illness. The verse thus'reads, "May God forgive
your illness." The reason given is that it is caused by
worthy efforts (to ma ke religion high)er,' remove - ..*J,.r.ll ’
a.nd complete the souls that are lacking), but these effortis
have become bad beca.'use force was uaiien:l.2

If al-BaTdiwi's use of -‘i& is correct, «O might
better be translated as fault rather than sin in this con-
text; and its meaning would be similar to that of 9:102
where it is used to describe the mixing of a good deed
( ¢ Lo $AF ) with another that is evil ( &}3 ).

. wl

Obviously, however, s d and &\ are not exact:
equivalents; but a fuller treatment of w—d ~ will be re-

‘served until two other verses are considered wh'ich Seem to

attribute a fault or sin to Muhammad -- hence throw indirect

]‘Vol. IV, p. 60&1.
2, v -1 TutAomt osobiand)
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light on the possible meanings of «3d . |
The first of these is 4:105 which reads: "Ask forglve-
- ness ('ﬁ}iiua‘) of.God." The word ,éiéLu \ 15 the same
word used above; hence we conclude that the verse has
essentially the same méaning though the details may be differ-
ent. M. M. 'All says that the injunction is meant "for
every Muslim who is called upon to act as a Judge."l‘ However,
the context is in the singular, and the previous verse reads:
", . . We have revealed the book to thee . . . that thou
'mayest Judge betwegn people by means qf what God has taught
‘thee.” These imply that the Prophet 1s being addressed.
At -Tabarl even supplies the word .__:.,J') and mentions
the Prophet bj name. He writes, "0 Muhawmad, ask Him to
- forgive you your ~1nfa‘1n your not breaking relations with o
the traitor who has betrayed some money belonging to another,®
In his comment on the next clause he again supplies hrél)
and names the Prophet. Thus it reads:
God still forgives the w.u'> of His worshipers; and !
He does this by not punishing them 1f they have asked _ :
. for His forgiveness. . . . Do this also, Mubhammad; ' -
God will forglve you what has been shown you concern-
ing your attitude about the traltor.
He also records this slightly different tradition: "It was

said that the Prophet . . . had not really done this [taken

the side of the traitor], but he had intended to do that, and
@od had ordered him to asktforgivengaé‘for what he had intended -

lpage 220n.
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to do."l
Al-Baldawl records a humorous story which is more in

keeping with the latter account.- It seems a certain ; gmb
from the tribe of ,ab had stolen a coat of mall from

o ;(13 and put.it in a sack of flour, which left a stream
of flour all the wéy to the house of | OuJ s & Jew. jab
was investigated, but he swore he had not taken the coat
and did not know anything about 1t; 80 they left and followed
the 1ine of flour to the Jew's house, where they found the
coat. The Jew sald that 2 &b had given 1t to him and
produced wltnesses from among'his people. Therefore the _ ﬁ
Muslim tribe of 4% went to the Prophet to induce him to
take thelr side; so the Jew would not be declared innocent
and »»2b destroyed. The Prophet was on the point of
doing this, but followed the guidance of God. Thus he was
to ask forgiveness for what he was on the point of doing.

The final verse to be considered 1s 9:43: "God for-

give thee ( oLz o Lz )! Why didst thou permit them
until.it was c¢lear %o thee who apoke truly, and thou didst
know who were the ones who were lying?" M. M. ;Ali asserts: A

"SAfd-1ldhu fan-ka . . . does not convey the significance of

pardon of sins; it is rather the equivalent of Allah bless

thee! or may Allah set thy affairs aright1"3 é

1 .
Wzt ormbl!
2 .
- W0 ls;,Lagle _ i
3Page 396n. ' ' §
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However , al-Baidawl, who was cloéer to the original
usage of the saying, does not explain them in this way. He
even uses the word d&.ba to describe a permission which
Mubammad had granted, and he amplifies the verse so it reads:
"For what reason did you permit them to rest when they asked
you for permission, giving false excuses? You have not
stopped or waited to know who they were that had not lied
and who they were that were liars.”" Then he concludes by
reporting: "It was said that the Prophet had done two things
that he had not been ordered to do -- his taking the ransom
a.m_‘.l his giving the permission to the liars. Hence God has
blamed him for them.,"* |

On the basis of all these verses this writer is of the
opinion that whem > is applied to the Prophet it can
mean sin, as dqfined'above.z First, i is applied
to the Prophet as even M. M, TAli assumes,3 and as the
gseparate reference to the belilevers in 47:19 proves, Else-
where it has always indicated sin. Why then should it mean
anything different here, unless one can find statements to
the contrary?

M. M. 'Ali lists no direct megations, only Qur'anic
statements which he believes are inconsistent with a sinful

Prophet. On the other'hand,, this writer feels that the

l.i\"Td WS L‘f‘.“d 1

2Pages 7 and 8.

3pages 90ln. and 964n.
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demand for a sinless Prophet 1s inconsistent with Muhammad's
view of himself and the Qur'anlc view of revelation. In the
former Muhammad claims that he 1s only a messenger (72:21-
23). And in the latter, the Qur'an states that it is the
verbatim wofd of God (ef. 2:97; 26:192-194; 43:40; 85:21-22).
Why then must the Prophet be sinleas as he is ndt part of |
the revelation but only a channel?

Secondly, both the use of A2\ in 40:55 and 47:19
and the use of ,ﬁJ:J, in 48:2 suggest that > refers
to a sin that must be forgiven or coﬁered. Thirdly, M. M.
*Ali's contention, that :ﬂ_.;'; in 48:2 means the sin com-

mltted against thee or the shortcomings attributed to thee,

1s artificlal and certainly not the plaln or simplest mean-
ing of &J-;i":: .

Fourthly, we have seen that early commentators attributed
faults or sins to Muhammad. It was only later that the doc-
trine of a sinless Prophet arose -- perhaps through the
influence of Christians with their claim to a sinless Christ.,
We conclude, therefore, that we can retain the noi'mal mean-

: I .
ing of ':._.ub (as fault, sin, or crime) even when 1t refers

to Muhammad. We must bear in mind, however, that the pres-
o e
ent study has shown S~ to be such a general word that

it can refer to small faults as well as great sins, and in-

- ‘tention need not always be implied.
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CBAPTER VIII

e
i

BACKGROUND

l.l’ )
Etymologically '4-' } seems to be related to the Hebrew

23fam ( ¢ N ), though the thd and the shin do not make a
normal correspondence., Friedrich Heinrich Wilhelm Gesenius

congidered the first meaning of this word to fail in duty or

to become guilty. He supports his argument by reference to

the Ethiopic hegham (h (.,)(GD ) meaning fault and ?ahshama
(% 2\&)6)'-) meaning to do amiss, He says that the primary .
idea is to be sought in that of negligence, especially in

' PUIER o ,
going or in gait. . Thus , 1 is used of a slow-paced

camel who is faltering a.z}d we:a.ry.:L This sense is likewise |
found in a use of "r" T in the Muhkam, ;:h.ere it refers to .
a slow she-camel. And as-SaghanT uses 'ar"z ;93- of that
-which is slack or slow in pace or going.

However, the Ethiopic to which Gesenius refers seems

lgebrew and Chaldee lexicon to the Old Testament
Scr igAtures , tr., samuel Prideaux Trigelles (New York, 1893),
p. |8 L] - .
' 2

Iane’ -pl 22A' CO
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to have another underlying idea, The word haghama ( AW ®)

can mean fOul,' filthy, abominable, detestable, ugly, or uan=

sightly (foedus, turpis); and thence convey the idea of to be

displeasing (displicere) or to be physically, intellectually,

or morally bad (malus esse), Likewise the form hegham (AU P)

can convey a sense Of unsightliness and foulness or deformity

(turpitudo, deformitas). Or it can convey the idea of a

hur ting, injury or calamity (laesio, malum). Finally, along

with the idea of foulness and deformity (foeditas) or harm

(malefactum), it develops the idea of disgrace, dishonesty,

infamy, or shame (dendecu&'.)‘.l

Not only is the meaning of the Ethiopic somewhat differe
ent, but it 18 difficult to account for the ha in Ethiopic
when there is an alif in Arabic and Hebrew. Nevertheless,
even the revised and enlarged edition of Gesenius's lexicon
by Brown, Driver, and Briggs, mentions the same Ethiopic
root as having & possible relation to UU/ &N and IJ"T .
But they omit Gesenius 's statemént-that negligence is the |
primary idea of v . Rather they just develop the idea’
of offeﬁce and M.z

This writer concludes that l"? and O¥ QX are probably
related etymologically because their meanings -a.re similé.r, and

only the thid and shin correspondence is not a normal one. How=-

1pilimann, Chrestomathia Aethiopica, p. 168,
2

Pages 79B-80A,
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ever, because the Ethiopic also has fhe ha, there is little
likelihood that it is related. Hence the most that may valid-
ly be said for the Arabic root is that it has developed the
meaning of offence or guilt. This might have.evolved from the

idea of failure to perform duty, seen in the Arabic references

to slow camels; but one may not project further back on the

basis of the Ethiopic to suggest that displeasure or physical

‘badness is more primitive. However, such projection is un=-

necessary, for by the time of the Qur'an the idea of guilt or sin
-~

RV
has become the overwhelming one of this root. Thus - J | means

to sin, commit a sin or crime, or do what is unlawful; and
Tr i -
r_';"j' means 10 pronounce guilty.l

QURANIC USAGE

0.0 ‘
The various forms of rﬁ |  occur 48 times in the Qur'an
but without any remnant of their primitive root meaning.
However, they darry on the very fully developed concept of

guilt.

Pr.a | @ sin, guilt, iniguity) is found 35 times. : -
Some consider it an infinitive noun and others a simple

substantive. -To the above meanings L2ne also adds a fault,

2

an offence, or_an act of disobedience. Its general nature

. 2
is implied by the fact that it and ¢3!g x| (malice) are
, . .

1Lane, PP, 210-22&? and Penrice., -

2pages 21C-22A,
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contrasted with the general words “=JI (righteousness) and
b 1 ‘ |
seaUl (plety)(5:2). | |
Likewise light is shed on the word by those with which

»
It is associated with  ((O&Z| (to exceed the limit), and |
1

R _ P '
it is associated. 1In 5:62 T;-'\ 1s called  (adu  (evil).

those who are thus described are wrongdoers ( ’U'\E‘}E'JI )
and transgressing people ( MI ’I..)_".'J\ ) (5:107; cf.
. ’

4:110-112; 5:3, 28). And in'4:112 1t is related to tLvi

{calumny). All these words, with which it ls used in a some- -

- what synonywous way, are general terms for sin.

Though the above words show 1ts general nature, r,-:’ \
i8 a word which particularly stresses culpabllity or guilt.
In 4:112 we read: ". . . whoever commits a '&"&--‘I-'A or
- an ti\&, then accuses an innocent one of it, he indeed
takes upon himself the burden of a Cl'.‘v-’: and a manifest

¥$1\ ." of this additional crime ”f'jk" and ”o‘:v‘b. are
used, thus evidencling the culpabllity inhef'ent in them.
Furthermore, in 49:12 we read fhat E,EJI (susgicion)
sometimes ( . Gass ) 1s "",a\b This quality which
makes it ‘_‘-' \, would seem to be guilt.
Many passages l1llustrate the gullt found in the word.

Thus, 1f someone does a permitted thing, there is no er}

_ 1It seems that Gardner is going beyond the text when
he makes thls verse support his opinion that the word ex-
pressed "the action done to another in revenge or in re-
quital for supposed inJury or evil done by that person,
but of which he is innocent” (p. 9).




a7

on him (2:203). BEven if one does a forbidden thing there 1is
no l_;’;'lgron him 1f he does 1t through necessity, without
lusting ( ‘CL ) or exceeding the limit ( ole) (2:173).
And in 5:107 we read: "If 1t be discovered that they [the

w
witnesses] are gullty of (1it. deserving of -- L,__sx.w\& y
t‘-'ig » two others shall stand up. . . ." Here the use of
:’:‘\_E""-“l points out the culpability. Finally, in places

such as 2:203 above we find it used in the same way as
%L.’A (blame)} and in similar contexts (e.g., 2:158). The
obvious conclusion is that 1t means the same thing.
Lane says that, though ”rs’ | and f._....:: are synonyms,
"the former 1s intentional; while the latter 1s both inten-

tional and unintentional.l We have seen in 5:3 and 2:173
~ that intention is 1nvolved in I." ! . Purther we have seen,
by its use with QB'Ji (suspicion) in 49:12, that even

the attitude without the outward act may constitute 'H\ .
In this same vein i1s 6:121 which enjoins: ". . . avoid the

open sins (or the outside of sin -- r.-J_vl J_QLB ) and the
secret ones (or the inside thereof -- 5...,],(_, )."  Al-Baidawi

gives two possible interpretations for this. The first is
that it refers to what 1s announced and what 1s secreg --
for example, ‘open or secret prostitution. The second inter-
" pretation is that 1t refers to sins of action or sins of the

" heart.2 The latter interpretation seems like the more

lpage 224.
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probable injunctlon; and, if so, it combines with the other
verses to suggest the inwardness of sin.

Besides referring to inward intention, it can refer to
harm (as did the Ethiopic word above). This harm can be
merely false charges against a person.l Such is the case in
24 :11 where 1t refers fto the charges against }Ayisha. Or it
can refer to the sin of those who undeservedly affront be-
lievers (33:58). Or it can be used of overt acts such as
killing (5:28) or combining to expel people from their homes
(2:85). Likewise the idea of harm is suggested by 'its con-
trast with c.il.:.’.(advantage) in 2:219: "In both [wine and
‘gambling] is "_’;-\_J"’ Land C.;L.. for men, and their r,-il
is greater than their cii .

In its use for harm it ls assoclated with the Qur'anic
social legislation. Thus it 1s used of the gullt of those
who change a will (2:181), of a sinful course on the part of
a testator (2:182), and of false testimony (5:107). Iike-
wise 1t can refer to social 1egislation outalde of court
such as the swallowing up of other men's property (2 188).

In a statement of what we might term the "Moral Iaw, " rE'L'
1s forbidden ( ‘,}4 } (7:33).
On the other hand, IJ'L 1s also used to describe

violation of taboo in its more "ceremonial" manifestations.

lHowever we cann t,use 4:20 to support this, as Gardner
does (p. 9); for ©OWS (slander) and \ are only words
used of the same actilo and are not ndcedsarily equivalent

a8 & result.
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Thus we see 1fts use for willful eating of forbidden food
(2:173; 5:3). 1In fact Stanton claims that 1t is used largely
- of ceremonial offences.l But the verses above plus the ones
we shall now conslder show this to be an overstatement. It
is used of the greatest of moral sins. Thus li...& [";%
(manifest sin) i1s used of the act of those who forge the |
e { ;__,_;Ql . e e (;,,;’i.a.; ) against God (4:50). And
the word is used of the actlons of those who disbelieve and

buy disbelief (3:176-177). Finally, it is used of the un-

. ' . -
forgivable sin h:-JJ_.’.. , which is called l_;\.bj;, {f‘n | (a
‘great sin) (4:48).

In this latter category, of its use for great sins, 1is
N &
53:32 where 1%t is used in ){l’)\bjfamd contrasted with
” . y .

P

d | . The latter word means literally that which is

near. It then comes to be applied to what 1s near being a

sin -- hence gmall faults. Thus we see the breadth of the

Qur'anic use of ’1‘?\/. On the one hand it can refer to

>
sins such as suspicion ( Caiﬂl ) in 49:12; and, on the
other, it can refer to the great sins we have just considered.

The unifying element it bears in all 1s that of guilt.

NG -
r.t‘l (punishment for wickedness) shows a still

further development in meaning. It is only found in 25:68
' where it refers to the requital of sin which those who commit

fornication ( {_,y; ) will meet.

lPage 56.
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» o~
rg,l (active participle; one who sins, an evildoer)

appears only three times. Twice 1t describes those who con~

ceal testimony (2:283; 5:106); and in 76:24 such a person is
~

combined with the JJpL{ (disbelieving or ungrateful one),

and neither are to be obeyed.

”
~ T (g_wicked person) occurs seven times. The
meaning is clear, for 1t 1s contrasted with {:xﬂELl

{(those who keep their duty) in 44:44 and 51. The latter
i

word is also contrasted with Qqu&ﬁjl (wrongdoers) in
45:19. We may then conclude that, as 'orwil' andarl,u':
are antonyms of the same word, they are synonyms of each
other. This suggests not only that the Qur'an makes a free
use of words but that 1t assumes an essentlal relation be-
tween the nature of the individual (his sinfulness) and his
actions (his wrongdoing).

The word 1s combined with another synonym ¢>*J4 (trans-
gressor ) and used ‘of those who. reject ( c),,.yS; ) the day
of Judgment (83:11-12), Likewise it is combilned with = [}¥

(unbelleving or ungrateful) and associated with usury

-

( l4h9J1) (2:276). Finally it is combined with 2}l

(_xlgg) and used of those ﬁho persist in baughtiness
ff\‘:wud ) and make a jest ( \,_r4) ) of the divine

. messages (45:7-9), and upon whom the devils ( (J\Lbaaqu

descend (26:222).

e ” ‘
’Wx}Jl: (second declension; inciting to sin) occurs
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a3 1 g 4 g o um e

st ey e B R T T




101

twice. Penrice lists the meaning as accusation of crime.

However the Qamus makes it a synonym of r,a \ .1 Kazimirski

refers to it as that which incites one to sin. This definitlion
seems most probable for it is in keeping with the common sig-

nificance of the second form verbal noun. Both occurrences .

’
of the form are liniked with ")jd {foolishness, vain talk).

Thus we read concerning Paradise: "They hear therein neither
4

I'd
\4’)—!.] nor C\JU‘ " (56:25); and, "They pass therein a
- ’ 5,
cup wherein is neither 'J).zJ nor ”rpa G " (52:23).

Lane, p. 22A.
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CHAPTER IX
e

BACKGROUND

The root grew from the primlitive Semitlc system of-
taboo with its idea of the numenous and inviolable. Under
this system there was as yet no differentiation between
what was inviolable because 1t was sacred and what was pro-
‘hibited because i1t was abominable or wrong. But these two
concepts gradually began to develop as we can'see from the
various Semific languages.

In the North-West Semitic branch we see the Hebrew

haram (TJ 0 T1 ) which in the Hiph‘ll form means ban, de-
- S &

vote, exterminate. With the first two meanlngs 1% particu-

larly had a religlous connotation but later came to be used

of things hostlle to the theocracy. Thus, it is used of

not permitting (Hoph'al form) a sorceress to live [Exodus
22:18 (19 in Hebrew)]. In the Syriac ahrem ( jo '*L,?" )
_ the sense of sacred prohlbition remains strong for the word

means anathematize or excommunicate. ILlkewlse the religious

sense 1s strong in the Palmyrene hrm (TINTY ) which means
| 102
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‘consecrated (consacré). The South or South-West Semitic

branch also has a strong sense of the sacred. We see this

as well as the development of a legal strain in the Ethiopic

harama (rh d 60:) which means prohibilt from common use, con-
1

gsecrate to God, and esteem unlawful.

Some South Arabian inscriptions contain the word mhrm,

which Indicates that the concept of the holy was assoclated
with places, for the word meéns sanctuarx.3 In the Hebrew
hermon ( ]iYD'}I] ), meaning sacred, the concept is asso-
clated with a pa;ticular mountain. Also 1t can refer to

things as in the Hebrew noun hérem (T "\ T] ) which may mean

devoted thing. Furthermore the concept is atftributed to

people as in the proper noun harim (1 112 ).1lr We may then

conclude that the root of I'IA 1s an integral part of the
ancient system of taboo, that itlwas early tied up with a
sense of the mumenous and the sacred, and that 1t later
began to add a legal element.

Parallel devélopment is séen in the Arabic. The first

” 2

measure r-;_h s Which is related toITJflTJrabove, means 1%

was, or became, forbidden, prohiblted, or unlawfu1.5

Brown, et al., p. 355B.

Iﬁvyl p- 1990

Brown, et al., p. 355B.
i
5

1
2
3

Ibid., p. 356;
Lane, p. 553C.

Likewise
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ﬂ%';A is related to ?Tbﬁﬂ ‘above, and 1t begins to
show a polarlty between what Wéséerners would call a legal
and a sacred emphasis, though the Semite of the time would
not see this as a divergence. It wmeans the state of belng

forbidden, probhiblted, or unlawful and the state of being

sacred or inviolable, sacredness, or inviolabllity; and it

means the state of being revered, respected, or honored.

QUR'ANIC USAGE

By the time of the Qur'an there 1s a clear polarity
between what is forbidden because sacred and what is for-
bldden because abominable or wrong. The clarity of this
polariﬁy, however, varies in different words and different
contexts. Some retaln a unified concept as under the pagan
gystem of taboo; while others develop in one or the other

direction.

"’r.}‘k (2 holy

place, asylum), which appears in 28:57 and 29:67, and

The sacred element alone is found in

JEaL,,iﬁl (the Sacred Ordinances of God), which appears

in 2:194 and 22:30. As these only cast indirect light on
the problem of sin, we wlll not treat them further here.
Likewise ]L;,J:k need not be developed in this section on
sin; for, though 1t retains the sense of forbidden or de-

-Erived, it is not 1n the religlous sphere of taboo. It

11via., p. 555A.
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rather refers to one who, together with the beggar, is a
worthy recipient of alms (70:25). He is one suffering
privation (ef. 51:19; 56:67; 68:27), perhaps through shame
or a sense of decorum.

In the Qur'an there are 75 occurrences of the remaining

forms. ;But before investigating these the obvious observation

should be made that, though the underlying idea of la;a is

. of pagan origin, 1t now comes to be assoclated with the

“divine will of God as revealed through the Prophet. Hence

there is a change from what was considered permitted ( JMA& )
and what was considered forbidden ( r.[;k } by both the
pagans (6:139; 16:116) and the Jews (6:146-147).

»
rl ;A (plural I" ’’» 5 prohibited, unlawful, sacred,

sanctified) 1s found 31 times. The meaning 1s clear because

~
1t is contrasted with _JMAA (permitted, lawful) in 10:59

and 16:116. The element of taboo is evident when it is used

of the state of sanctity of one on pilgrimage; for such a

one is not allowed to kill game -- a ceremonial restriction
not applicable at other times (5:96). Frequently the mean-
ing of this word is restricted to the inviolableness of what
1s holy rather than what 1ls polliufed. Thus in the sense of
sacred 1t modifies a house (5:2), a monument (2:198), a

mosque (2:144), and a month (2:217), To violate this

: ’
sacredness is a great [offence] ( '33+S y (2:117).

,ff

r.'f.A [to make sacred,l forbid, make or declare

lPenrice does not include this meaning, but see 9:37.
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unlawful (with accusative of things and ,J{c of persons)]
occurs 39 times. Again the meaning is clear for in 4:19- 24

it is contrasted with J-AI (was permitted) and is used

2
synonymously with :’J__(‘ ) (is not lawful). Another helpful
F

verse in this connection is 7'157-

He enjoins on them ( ;—'L ) the ri t ug;—‘-“-g )
And Torbids them I‘W'“ ) the evil )
I8 1%
And permits ( ‘f}; ) to them the good things E '3- !
And prohibits ( :r'gg., ) for them impure things 437541
V4
The parallel couplets make 1t quite plalin that ’r-‘j.:h 1s an
-~

x4

antonym of ?}:’-"T and a synouym of (_S-V_a 1, a conclusion
supported by 4:160-161 where the three words agailn appear.
Likewlse the word is defined by the context of 24:3, where a
divine prohibition is made and then referred to by l-’..:-z
As we noted under ‘FA)J.'A » the system of tavoo still
clings to certalin usages; thus game of the land 4is forbidden
( }_A ) as long as one is on pilgrimage (1lit., in a state
of sanctity -- EaJ_A ). Yet from taboo three qualities of
prohibitlion develop within this word. First, some have a
st_rong element Qf inviolability because of holiness or
sacredness. We see this in 9:37: ". . . they allow it [the
Sacred Month] one year and forbid _j_.:g_ ( ;b:i 3_."’::_2‘-) {an~
other} year, that they may agree on the number whlech God has

P
made sacred ( l.a‘)".h ) and thus permit what God has forbidden

' Y it -
( e ). The context almost forces the meaning sacred
or hallowed upon the second occurrence of r.j.A in this

verse and allows it in the other two occurrences.

IR
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The second quallty of prohibition i1s inviolabllity be-
cause of pollution. In this category would come the flesh of
swine ( fr:,—'“ I:é ) which is '-’-'?-’A in 2:173 and C’)"‘é-i
(unclean) in 6:146. The third quality is void of any con-
cept of holiness or polliution, but Jjust the idea of pro-
hibitlion remalns. Of this category is 5:72: "Surely who-
ever associates [othera] ( ._I'JJ’-u.:i) with God, God has
forbidden ( ;,30:5 ) to him the Garden."

We have seen in general that God forbids ( ,f.% )
impure things ( 72 ,:,f ,’gl ) {7:157). We shall now see what
they are specifically, starting with the more ceremonial and
working up to the increasingly moral sins. They are: game

( ’),‘, % ) of the land while one is on pilgrimage (5:96);

’r,f‘;Jl }, the

I4
flesh of swine ( /_.J_._{l 7¢¢d )}, that over which any other
- ] ’

"u
what dies of itselfl ( b:uCLI ), blood (

than God has been invoked ( E’J-QT ) (2 173); the strangled

MLI ), that beaten to death ( o .);J_gﬂ,l }, that
killed by a fall ( a.., a ;-\.LI ), that killed by goring with
the horn { as\hdl ), that which the wild beasts have
eaten ()Z:Mi“ J{l ) -- except what you slaughter ( T "b
that which is sacrificed on stones set up [for idols]

{ na-‘ll dvﬂ ’63'.) ), and that which one seeks to divide by
”
aArrows (ryJ:yL ;_,n:.-.uu.?..\ ) (5:3).

rl J' ’
Also r)_b is applied to usury { l,lej.Jl } (2:275) and
the marriage of close relatives (4:23).and (for bellevers)

the marriage of an adulterer ( Jlf.)\ ), an adulteress

)s
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»2,

(

( uﬂw ) (24:3). We see a still higher ethical level in

b..».) ), an idolater ( ._J,-w..; ), or an idolatress

6:152:
',
I will recite what your Lord has fo:c,;bidden ( ’ro"’ )
to you: Associate_-, naught (l,.{ru.u ) with Him!'. .
slay not ,.Lw V) your children for povert)r
. . . and draw rot nigh unto heilnous crimes ( u.u.&.,-ﬂ“ )s
open or secret, and slay mot ( 1Kl ) the soul
which God has forbidden (or mage sacred -- l..j.n )

Added to this list are sin ( T,J ‘M1 ); unjust rebellion
( udl J‘\SL_, d‘l..Jl), and saying about God what one does
not know (7.33).

Other prohiblitions were made as a form of punishment.
Thus for their inJustice ( #r,iﬁ..y) (4:160) and their
iniquity ( \':V-/‘l:'/ ) (6:147) they were forbidden go?d
things which had been made lawful for them. However Muslims
are told not to forbid the good things which God has made
lawful (5:87). Those who did this, forging a lie ( ’;T).;.i\ ),
_ " . .
went astray ( l,,kfa ) and los§ ( ! ol } (6:141). How-
ever, according to 66:1, even the Prophet forbade what God
made lawful -- though in this context it refers to personal
deniail. |

On the othei' hand, it is wrong to make lawful what God
has forbidden (9:37), for things so prohibited are trans-
gression ( f;u.u, ) (5:3) and sin ( /’[‘;'i_\é\ ) (7:33) and
likewise involve one who does them in sin ( "’)LI } (ef.
2:173) and blame ( "’CL;Q). (ef. 4:23). And those who do

. 22
not forbid thgm are with those who do not believe ( i)ﬁs_, M)
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in God nor the Last Day and are to be fought by the bellevers
{(9:29). |

Concerning the prohibltions, however, we might note
that they may be violated for a just cause (17:33) or when
one is driven by necessity, not desiring ( *E}*) nor ex-
ceeding the limit ( 9\.9) (2:173; cof. 6:120). Also, although
there are many ceremonlal laws of a rather external nature,
we have seen that the Qur‘an‘stresses that true, lnner pilety

1s more important.

A '
~2 ¥“J (passive participle; that which is forbidden

1
or unlawful; or declared sacred) appears five times. The

underlying meaning of this word 1ls obviously the same as
r-pr with which 1t is used synonymously in 6£:139-140.
In these same verses 1t 1s used in the sSame sense as f};ﬁ

(prohibited) and contrasted with J A*aJlg (reserved for).

Likewise the word is defined by the context of 2:84-85 where,
after God says that the Israelites should not expel their
people from their cities, the act is called ‘1;%;; .

We also note three qualities of inviolability. First

-

is that of holiness; for i1t 1s used in ?;;}I ? N

meaning Thy Holy House (14:37). The second that of pollution,.

is found in 6:146, where the flesh of swine is A}f be-

e 3
- cause it is unclean}. The thiré Just expresses
_ by (unclean) J P

1 < o
Prior to this word Penrice lists ~ JRd (prohibition),
but this form 1s not found in the Qur‘an. rr )

it e o 1 e
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inviolability, without any sense of holiness or pollution,

and is found in 5:26, where the Promised Land is forbidden
P

u

- /l’ '
>, "_,_s' %o the Children of Israel.



CHAPTER X

BACKGROUND

A root meaning of [:L-b is to be dark. This is seen

7,
in certain forms of the Arabic where r&bf means grew
: », %0 - o
dark and Mb means darkness, A similar sense is found

in the Akkadia;z sdlamu which means grow Eﬁﬁlﬁ.l Through
Ithe biliteral stem J~b a number of words with similar
meanings are found in other Semitic la.ngua.ges,2 but bicon-
gonantalism is too uncertain to be made the basis for an
etymological argument,

Whatever the correct etymoiogy might be, the moral use
of the forms from this stem is seen to be well developed |
in the Arabic poetry by the first century of Islam., Al-
A'sh@, who lived in the last half of the century before

'Isla.m,3 uses r.),Ub in the following poem:

lkoehler and Baumga.rtner‘, p. 804,

“grown, et al., p. 853A.

3Nich0130n', pp. 121, 123,
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. ¢,
Jle 3 fo s gl L by e
And the heart was admiring her;
And indeed today he began to forget that,
It awoke not doing evil or wrong,
But forgetting itself in beauty.
Its use with Eg~ui suggests that it is likewise a general
‘word for wrong. Another form is used with a flavor of in-
justice in the phrase 'the deaths of the wronged ( ioslan ).'3-

5till another form is seen in the following poem:

[ e rs“éd/ &¥y g o e el
The destiny of Nasibin from her Lord,

-Is to be governed only by a tyrannical oppressor.
The internal part of her because of them is_in Hell;

And its external part is in Paradise, 2

Here use of r,\b with r-}-w-c. gives it the additional
flavor of tyranny.

The problems which now present themselves are, first,
how the word group developed its_mbral character and, second=-
ly, whether this development gives any clue toward a more
precise definition of the Qur'anic usage. The Qur 'an shows

us a transition between the physical idea of darkness and

the moral one of sin in the idea of spiritual lack of

Iy ot~ 0 Bio\ot 1 & JLV--«:: M1

A W e \\é ¢ (\\YV‘JW),‘&:,E _ekgwl #lke ot
S biEAV o Nz Ibid. . .
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perception. We see this in 5:16 whicéh reads, "God . . .

. 7
brings them out of darkness ( Q:QLédéJ‘) into light
( .Jgij!) . . . and guldes them intoc a straight path."
-

. b -
However, al-Asma’T, al-AzharI in the Tahdhid, the S$Sihdh,

al-Fayyuwi in the Misbdh, and others suggest another under-

2
lying idea. They say ’r,a\lé’.n signifies the putting of a

thing in a place not its own, putting it in a wrong place

or misplacing 1t; and this 1s by exceeding or falling short

or Py deviating from the proper time and place and the trans-

gressing of the proper time and place. The Taj al-?Arus

adds the meaning the transgressing of the proper limit.

‘This interpretation is illustrated in the T&J al-dArtGs by
VA

L 2 ..a - ’” -~ :
the sentence: l..-kln 085 531 (# fenl &% -- which

is interpreted as meaning, He who asks (or desires) the wolf
EQ keep guard surely does wrong (or puts a thing in a wrohg

1
place).
. P
Likewlse Ibn as-Sikkit interprets },kb 2 5;)1 as mean-

ing the day has put the affairlg_ﬁ a wrong place inéjlryl é.)‘g

‘sz 19};p|3 ?,;;JI (Verily separation is to-day, and the
day has wronged [us]).

Reasons could be found for dismisslng these interpreta-

tions. First, there ls not unanimous agreement about the

meaning of the above llliustrations, and they may be translated

lrane, p. 1920A.

2Tpid., p. 19214.

o e sk




114

equally well without the introduction of the spatial element.
Secondly, with the strong Semitic evidence for darkness as

the root meaning of these cognate words, it is difficult to

see how the spatial element became so prominent in its ethical

development -- unless 1t was transposed from the more common
Qur 'anic concept of sin as separation from the Way of God.
Purthermore, the llkelihood that the spatial element was
introduced would seem to be lessened by the fact that we
have already noted a transitional step beftween the physilcal
and moral meaning of forms from this stem in 5:16.

However, ﬁe cannot dismilss this spatial theory quilte so
easlly. PFirst, we must adequately explain 1lts origin when
the transitlon from physical %o spiritual darkness would

” 3
seem SO easy to people who used the forms Eﬂ&kb for
darkness and }:unf‘l' for grow dark. Secondly, 1f we dis-
card the spatlal theory, we do not have an adequate explana-
tion for the form /E;;E found in 18:33. Here we read,
/

"Both these gardens ylelded their fruits, and " . fJ
N . 2 ) ;
\p“ > >4 ." Though Bell (vs. 31) translates the words

did wrong in no part thereof, the context suggests a trans-

lation such as they did.not fall (or were not wanting) in

any of it.
Thus we are faced with the dllemma of having sowe forms
~which are obviously related to the root idea of darkness and

this occurrence which suggests an underlying meaning to be

wanting or to be less than a standard. However, we find a
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possible solution to our dilemma in the Hebrew root g¢lm

( 13 t’> 8), which is actually composed of two roots. The one

we have already noted in such forms as the Akkadian salamu,

It means grow black and appears in the Arabic in such forms
- ’

-~ 7, ?
as rs-\L | (grew dark) and AMAb (darkness).l
The primitive meanlng of the other root is to cut off.

It appears in the Hebrew gelem ("EJ}_ S ), which means image

and comes from the ldea of something cut out or chiseled.

This root is found with similar meanings in the Assyrian
galmu, the Sabean glm (nby ) the Aramaic galmal ("\’,YD';S )

and the Syriac galma’ (J—‘Q_.\J ).
2" s
The latter root makes its way infto Arablc as rrl.o.o (eut

g;‘_i;).e The lexicon of Brown, Driver, and Briggs does not
list ';Xb as a possible cognate word of '[_]}-s) , nor does
1t 1dentify the former root of TJ ¢ & . Though Koehler and
Baumgartner's work identifies the two roots, it does not
assoclate r‘\b with the latter one. Nevertheless, the
present writer suggests that cértain forms of l,Ab may be -
related to the second root, just as other forms of IJ'Lb are
obviously related to the first.

There are a number of reasons for this conclusion.
First, morphologically the second root could have developed
into ﬁ-\.b as well as into ’J'Lna , for this root contains

1Koehler and Baumgartner, p. 804B,

2p1a.; Brown, et al., p. 853B.

o
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the same three radicals as the first. Secondly, the root
idea of to cut off explains the origin of the meaning to be
wanting found for /EJJ; in 18:33. Thirdly, this underlying
ldea can explain why certain Arabic lexicographers above
interpreted forms from thls stem as meaning fo be, or put a

thing, in the wrong place. For from the idea of to cutb off,

thence to be wanting, can be found the idea of being short

of a standard, thence in the wrong place. Fourthly, the

derived meaning of being short of a standard explains the

meaning injustice, which we have noted in the ancient poetry
end which comes to dominate the ethical use of the forms

from this stem in the Qur'an. For injustice is being short

of the standard of Justice, as revealed in the divine will,

QUR'ANIC USAGE

When we come to the Qur'an, we notice that the primitive
pal ,i

. meaning of the first root remains in the a;}kb form. AL

times this has a physical flavdr which approaches the idea

of calamities. We see this in 6:63, which reads: "Who 1s

H
1t that delivers you from the darkness { .l ) of the
. ”,

land and sea?" Again we see this meaning in 21:87 which

says: ". . . he [Jonah] called out in the darimess
2
( g;,leliJ\ ), There is no God but Thou . ., . !" As we
< .

have noticed, at other times the Qur'an uses the primitive

meaning of the first root in the metaphorical sense of

spiritual lack of perception. Thus we read in 2:256: '"God
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is the friend of those who belleve; He brings them out of
a
g w
darkness ( T LrU;JI) into light ( ’J,JJI ). And those who
disbelieve, their friends are the false deities ( Jugzliil ),
’ Fi
ho take the t of . into dark . 21 ).
who m ou light ( 3,.\]]) o darkness ( ;__;Ls‘UaJl) |
These ve;fses explain the followlng Qur'anic forms: the noun
X
$Ze\b avove; the active participle ‘Jl__‘,kb_’g (in 10:27 and
36 36), which means darkness or one who is in darkness; and

‘53\]91 with <_5J\C- (in 2:20), which means to be -dark.

However, it 1s the other forms that are more helpful for
our study of sin. The wrlter has already suggested that they
are related to the second root of ‘DE; Y. In these forms
we find a strong flavor of injustice -- for example, 21:47
states, "'We will place the balances [with] Justice on the
'day of resurrection, and no one will be wronged (or treated
unjustly -- ? Ab3 }."  When we look at the words with
which the various forms are contrasted, we also see the

stress on injustice. Thus the passive participle ";.;,Lla_’.
is contrasted with (3%l (with justice) (37:33).
” ‘o

Other antonyms bring out a more,genelral use of the
”

forms ~- particularly the verd ‘_,-Ua and the active parti-
ciple ,Lb . Por example, 27:11 speaks of one "who does

wrong { }s then does good { m ) instead after
_ Py

N,
evil ( %5_,3., )." The contrasting of both ‘A.b and
%330 with l:..:..fb suggests that they are roughly equiva-'_

-

lent. The forn “J\b 1s used antithetically with 1|31 .

AL

(19:72) and ’(_;uﬁ’.lul (45:19) -- verbal and participial

Lt I o LAY St B SR LY a1
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forms describing those who guard themselves or are dutirful

ang plous.

Cther verses suggest that an element of unbelief may

also be assocliated with this word, for it 1s contrasted with

! P
those who believe and do good works ( . «.tA %]l } > 1ol ?
do g (;_.é.a.a)l ,yk'b‘i lg.u )
(3:56). Furthermore, it is contrasted with  C4e’%2bl (the

believers) alone in 17:82. These two verses suggest two
concilusions. Pirst, -. 9_) b 1s used rather flexibly.

O 5-F,
Secondly, the Qur'lan makes such a c¢lose association betftween

unbelief and wrongdolng that the two may be used almost

interchangeably. This c¢lose association is dewmonstrated
both positively and negatively. On the one hang, I};:.l'
‘;_-.l{bi’:)l 3}1.32313 a common Qur'anic saying (e.g., 3:56 above).
On the other hand fthere are nhumerous verses which use

E)DJ‘:L{ and E)}_glLb interchangeably of the same people
(e.g., 29:47, 49; 5:44-45). Other verses equate the two --
for ex.ample, 2:254: ", . . thg di|sbelievers ( &)3}_,;,3\“ )s
they are the wrongdoers ( ’Q}_‘}EJI }. "

A man can commlt ron in hls relationship with God,

man, and himself. First, regarding man's relationship to
w
God, we read: - "Surely, ascribing partners ( :s;l_,_a}dl )

rF
[to God] is a grievous wrong ( »’r‘\b_’g “"_AEJ ¥ o(31:13).
? )
Thus ._’JJ.&;., is rr\b . Stated otherwise, the {_;,_leb

"are those who: serve ( {_;3.)2..5.5 )} besides God that which
He has not authorized (22:71), call { \s’a) besides God

what can nelthér benefit nor harm one (10:106), or s'ay they
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are also gods {21:29). Likewise we read in 6:21: ", .
2157 ) than he who forges ( s % 31 )

/..;/ ]

a lie { L ,5 ) against God or falsely rejects ( ‘___,‘_3_( } His
signs. Surely the wrongdoers ( QS_sLEJI ) will not be suc-

who 1s more unjust (

L et e gty

cessful." Secondly, regarding wan's relationship to other
men we read: "Surely he has wronged thee ( &I_SLID ) 4n - i

demanding thy ewe {to add] to his own; and surely many part-
ners wrong { LS}-J ) one another. . . ." (38:24). |

We may conclude from these verses that r,\b in re- - - ;f
| lation to God and man is withholding or being wanting in

what Justly belongs to them, Thus, though i1ts meaning 1is
somewhat more general here, rp\.b retains the flavor of

the secular use we noted in 18:33 where it is used of gardens

which dlid not .withhold oxr were not wanting in anything.

However, whether one does l.aJ\b in his ‘relationship with
God or man, ultimately he does 1t agalnst himself. Hence
we read in 7:177: "Evil ( 1% ) as an example are the
people who reject ( J},_x_{ ) Our signs and wrong them-

selves { :_»_‘,\LJ 3,:U W-u..w f

regulations about divorce we reéd: .« » « Whoever goes

).Tl

And concerning social

”, ,
beyond the limits ( “>sdla &%) ) of God, be indeed wrongs o
himself ( r,up )" (65:1; of. 2:231).

~ 2
Because of the lmportance of I.;\lv in the Qur'an a
number of studles have been made of its use.  These include

a semantlc study by Izutsul and a more interpretive study

lPages 152-161.
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by Muhammad Kamil H.usain.l The latter study includes nofes
by Kenneth Cragg, who attaches a discussilon of g)ungl rié
Cragg has also commented on the meaning and significance of

AL in the introduction to his English ftranslation of the
same author's book 34 \b b..;j_; .2 Because these studies
are already in existence, iﬁ would be superflucus for this
writer to record his analysis of the forms from this sftem
further. Therefore we only need to consider how some of
the occurrences of Ickb affect issues raised in the pre-
vious word studies.

First, as illustrated by 65:1 above, the concept of

‘skb fits into a larger Qur'anic view of sin as separation
from the Way of God. There are limits of God ( oLH Ju.LA )
and to exceed the limits ( 7 S9N ,>.su,__,.) is to do ‘.a’\:b and
become a ‘inLB (cf. 2:229). Secondly, and related to the
first topic, some words describe actions that are not in-
herently wrong but derive their negatlve or positive ethical

qguallity from their relationship to the Way of God. To

illustrate, certain of the Children of Israel were called

W o,
Tn,\b when they turned back ( 1) s ) after fighting
-

( i)tuﬂl ) was enjoined on them (2:246). Yet, on the
other hand, Caln is told that, if he kills (  J33 ) Abel,

_ l"’I'he Meaning of Zulm in the Qur an,'" The Muslim World,
XLIX (1959), 196-212. _

2M. Kamel Hussein [sic], City of Wrong, trans. Kenneth
Cragg (Amsterdam, Djambatan, 1950), pp. ix-xxv, esp. pp. Xv-
xvi.

S R T e
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he likewise will be one of the ’U-u’,Ug (5:28-29). Thus to
fight or kill in some situations is right (ef. &4:76, 89) but
in other situations i1s wrong (cf. 4:76, 93).

Thirdly, we again see that certain types of retaliation
are permitted, for the fact that one has been wronged { ",}l’s )
is considered sufficient grounds for hurtful ( ;._‘;_EUL )
speech (cf. 4:148)., Fourthly, knowledge leads to culpability,
for 2:145 says: "If thou shouldst follow their desires after
the knowledge that has come to thee, thou wouldst indeed be
of the ’u-d,\.b .® PFinally, we receive further light on
the problem of how a sovereign God is related to the sin of
mankind. We read God not only does not guide (d.}v_,: M)
the Zj\_sjlk.b (6:145) but even leads them astray ( E}Afzj )
(#:27). Yet, as the Sovereign God, He remains just. The

3 ' "_ vy
Qurtan may ascribe \_}Jol to Him but never ’.:\b . PFurther-
F a4
more it expressly teaches that He does not wrong ( l_r\b )
people (3:116, 160) and that, if one who wrongs himself

{ REUATY, ;;-}Ju/ ) asks forgiveness, he will find God

forgiving, merciful (4:110).




CONCEPTUAL FRAMEVWORK AND CONCLUSIONS

As stated in the Introduction the present study is not

an attempt to present the total Qur'anic understanding of sin.

'Nevertheless even the general words studied cannot be under-

stood in their real significance unless sone consideration

is given to the context of sin in the Qur’anic ¥eltanschauung
of world view. A number of factors lead to this éonclusion.
.First, sin is a negative concept ~ hence can best be under-.
stood in terms of what is negated, Secondly, the hackground
study of tﬁese words has shown that most of them are held in
common with other religions and languages; s0 their special
meaning ir the Qur'an can only be discovered by understanding
its world view., Thirdly, the background study of the words
has also shown their great age and the resultant fact that
some of them have lost their root significance. Although
this conclusion is not surprising because of the fact that

the words were chosen for their general'nature, it neverthe-

less further emphasizes the need to understand their conceptual

context in order to grasp their current usage. Fourthly,
(although the Qur’an uses sufficient precision in the choice

-of words to warrant the arguments presented in this study)

122
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the general nature of the words studied leads to a somewhat
. flexible usage a.n_d to an interrelation of concepts as will
"be showa. Hence ar understanding of the Qur'anic world view
is necessary for one to understand their significance.

This flexible use of words is illustrated by 27:11,

, s
which contains the words: " . . . he who does wrong ( \_,.k.b )

then does good ( 1:....;.’6 ) instead of evil ( %;..\i» )
In this verse II;KB and 5;',;54 are both centrasted with

u -= hence should be equivalent to each other, In
a general sense they are, but the preceding study has shown

that they emphasize different aspects of sin, Similarly

Z _ ,
'CJ:‘_.B.QZ.LI (the dutiful or Cod~fearing) is contrasted with

1 o
2)-*55..” (the deviators) (26:90-91), rt‘:’.yi (the sinful
!
. w '
or guilty) (44:44,51}), and Ml (the wrongdoers or

unjust) (45:19). Of still more significance is the contrast
—_— !

. -]
be tween Z_,}_AB:J\ (the wrongdoers) and b}*;'_‘i\’_bl {the be-
lievors) (1’7:82).1 The interrelation of concepis, also
referred to in the fourth argument above, is illustrated by

r_S)'fl-‘-\ (to exceed the limit). This word is associated with

the diverse concepts behind taboo or unlawfulness ( r;’-A )
(5:87), injustice or wrongdoing ( I.sUs ) (5:107), guilt or
sin ( r-*l ) (5:107), and sodomy (26:165-165) -~ which is

described as filthiness or abominmation ( 3uals )(7:80),

1I)eSpi‘l:e revealing a certain flexibility in the use
of words, these contrasts also suggest that the Qur'an doess
not make a clear differentiation between the nature of sinnersg
and their actions or between faith and works.
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In like manner ! is related to L)*Q%J (evil) (5:62)
ané ELUS (calumny) (4:112), | |
The arguments, which have been presented to show the need
for understanding sin in the context of a total world view,
are not intended to imply that lNuhammad had consciously reasoned
out or analyzed his world view., Ie wks a prophet not a system-
atic theologian, as the flexibility of his words and the inter-
relation of his concepts clearly shoﬁ. Hoﬁever his use of the
words studied presupposes tkat he had at least a rOugh.world
view (perhaps partly unconsciously). But, as has been shown,

it iz necessary to grasp at least the salient features of this

to understand the meaning and significance of the words s tudied.

When one turns to the Qur'anic worid view as with the
Biblical,z he is sitruck by the essentiai contrast with the
ancient Near ZEastern religions -~ though elements from the
latter may be seen from time to time. A cosmological order
ig observed in the ancient religions where man, under a king,
sought to become integrated into the eternal cosnic ecycle.
Furthermore, in Arabian polytheism, as in tﬁe ancient Can2anite

religions, man had to come to terms with all the spiriteal

poverg behind - the universe., Conversely, in the Qur‘an and in

| the ¢iscussion of the pre-Islamic views of the world

and wrong, found in the Appendix, fits logically here, It is
an attempt to provide historical and theological focus for

the following Qur'anic z2nalysis. Any references or allusions
in the Qur'anic analysis 10 non-Biblical pre-Islamic views are
documented in the Appendix.

2For reasons noted in the Appendix, the Biblical views
of the world and sin are developed here, along with the some- -
what similar Qur'anic concepts, rather than there with the
other pre-Islamic views,
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the Bible there is one sovereign God who will not sbhare his
glory with any other., A king does not take part in a
pericdic recreation of the world., Demons, and also jinn in
 the Qur'an, still find a small place; but the sovereign God
is in complete control, Man, rather than being integrated
with the.cosmic order as in ancient religions, is fallen -
though in a somewhat different way in the Qur 'am than in the
Bi‘ble.1 |

In this context of alienation from God, man is related ;
to God through a covenant, not a king as‘in the Ancient Near
East.2 This covenant is not an agreement between two parties ;
on equal terms. Rather, it has the form of the Hittite ]

suzerainty treaties where, on the basis of the benevolent ?

deeds and care of the Hittite ruler, the vassal pledges

1in contrast to the Biblical account, Adam in the Qur'an
merely "forgot' ( Jews ) God's command, and there was no in-
tention ( B5% ) to disobey (20:115). This difference might
be accounted for by the fact that lubhammad considered Adam a
prophet and felt as a result that he would not intentionally
disobey. A concomitant of the fall in the Bible is the fact
that man possesses an innate bias toward sin and thus needs
an inward transformation of his nature (e.g., Genesis 8:21;
Romans 1:18-32; 7:5-25; 12:2), In the Qur'an, 12:53 might
be interpreted as exXpressing this viewpoint; but the Qur'an
as a whole does not develop this doctrine.

2The relationship between the Biblical and Qur 'anic
covenants has been noted by Arthur Jeffery, The Qur'an as
Scripture (New York, Russell F., Moore, 1952), pp. 39-41, and
by Robert Neelly Bellah, "Islamic Institutions,'" lectures:
‘History of Religions 131 (Harvard U., Fall, 1961). The latter
emphasizes the primary importance of the liosaic covenant in
‘the Qur'amic world view,
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obedience to a list of stipulations set down by the superior.l
This structure is clearly seen in the most formative covenant
of the Old Testament - that made through Moses (Exodus 20).
Here, on the basis of God's care for Israel (vs. 2), she is
called upon to obey the stipulations of the becalogue. Other
covenants are mentioned such as those with Noah (Genesis 9),
Abraham (Genesis 15:18), and David (Psalm 89:20-28, 34); but
in these God swears to keep ceriain prOmises. On the contrary,
the Mosaic covenant only imposes stipulatipas on.man.

In the Qur'an a covenant ( LStya.) is made -at the time
of Noah, Abraham, Moses and Jesus (33:7); but, unlike the

comparable Biblical accounts, the Qur'anic references do not

make a clear differentiation of form in the various occurrences.

Rather the Mosaic type appears to he found throughout, Not
cnly is loses mentiioned more thaﬁ any other pfévious messenger;.
but, more important, the descriptions of the covenant bear out
this conclusion. Where the contents are given, they include

a 1i§t of stipulations. 1In 2:83 specific reference is made

to the "covenant with the Children of Israel,” and two command-
ments similar to those of the Decalogue are given: "You shali
serve none but God, and do good to parents.," Like Exodus 20,
the Qur 'an associates the covenant with God's favdr { ‘3Ja$ )

and man's obedience ( tl_b’l' ) (5:7). Though perhaps forgotten

lGeorge E. Mendenhall, law and Covenant in Israel and
the Ancient Near East /Rep r1nted“¥"bm The Biblical Archaeolo-
gist, XVII (1952)), pp. 26-46 49-76)/ Tﬁ?ttsburgh The Bxbllcal
Co IIOQu:Lum, 1955), pp. 32-34
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at times by adherents, the covenant in both the Bible (cf.
Exodus 20:1=2) and the Qur'an (c¢f, 5:7) is baséd on & personal
relationship, not an impersonal law. Unlike the Code of
Hamprabi where the king was commissioned by the god to prepare
a code, the covenant in the Bible and the Qur *an is described
ag revealed, and a recipient such as Moses was merely a
messenger ( Jgw D) ) (3:80-83; 5:70),

The eséential nature of sin in this world view Of man
estrangad from God but related through a covenant - will soon
be evident., But one should first note that the Qur'an, like
the Bible, does not have one comprehensive idea of sin, In
fact Mﬁhammad, like Christ in the Synoptic Gospels, is not
guoted in the Qur'an as discussing sin in the abstract. The
emphasis is on sinners and specific sins. As has been Ob-
served in the preceding word studies, the more general
words express various concepts. The cultic is seen as well
as the ethical and the revelational as well as the ethnic,
Nevertheless, the world view, as it has been discussed, allows
one to distinguish the basic orientation of the Qur 'an.

The idea of a fall, or man estranged from God, giveslé
new depth fo the Biblical and Qur'anic views of sin. Men
were not judged now by such human values as brave and generous
action as in the "tribal humanism" o£ Arabia, Rather they were

"judged by their relation to a holy God. Unlike the Egyptian
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gods, who were little more than ernlarged men and subject to
shortcomings, the God described by the Bible and the Qur‘a.n.
is transcendent. Thus the g-i-ea.t confession of the Old Testaw
ment is "The Lord our God is one Lord"' (Deuteronony 7:4),
and the first two commandments of the Mosaic covenant show
the violation of this to be sin. In like manner the Qur *an
states, "God bears witness that there is no god hut He" (3:17),
and the unforgivable sin is -_‘Llf} (4:48)., The higher God
is elevated, the deeper sin is lowered,

| However, the idea of the covenant, 2s it has been dis~
cussed ahove, brings out the most important understanding of
sin. IIn 2:83-84 and 3:80 the covenant is mentioned and its

contents elaborated., Then the following words, degcribing

“d

.’
‘man's relationship to the covenant, are used: J 3) (he

1
turns back) 7 ioas (transgressors) 7y N 2 (were
S g A o

averse), C_\is..fﬁ» (exceeding the linits), i‘;;.\”' (sin),

E..)ﬁ;;-(: {(you disbelieve). The implications of this

covenantal understanding of sin will now be developed. First,
as has been noted, the covenant in the Qur’an, as in the Bible,
asserts that it is revealed (3:80-83; 5:47), Thus the conéept
of sin ag disbelief ( J.n.{ ) becomes proﬁinent (e.g., 3:85).
In contrast to ancient Mesopotamian religion where this

revelational element of law is not found, the Qur*an, like

‘the Bible, develops a new aspect of sin, In 7:27 there is

a suggestion that the pagan Arabs believed their practices

\
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divinely commanded, for they are portrayed as saying: "VWe
found our fathers doing this and God {(or the god) has so
commanded us." However,-this verse might rather show an
attempt on the part of the'pagans to give their traditions
the status of revealed commands in opposition to the claim
of revelation by Muhamad. In any event, the vagueness of
religious ideas in pre-Islamic Arabia, partiicularly in the
northern and central parts, was a conitrast to the clear idea
df-revelation in the Qur'anic utterances. Thus sin as un-
belief took on a new clarity.

A second implication of the covenantal idea was that
there Qas a persona&l element behind the moral law. God had
given the covenantal commands in the Bible (Exodus 20:1-2)
and the Qur'an (5:7), Thus sin was not aberration from
cosmic harmony as in ancient Egyptian religion but was the
breaking of a relationship and disobzdience or rebellion
against God (e.g., 7:77; 10:15; 50:24; Isaiah 59:2, 13;
Nehemiah 9:26). The Qur'an does not have a highly personal
confession like Psalm 51:4: “Against Thee, Thee only, have
I sinned.' Nor doesg it develop the personai element to the
extent found in Hosea (where sin against God is compared to
marital unfaithfulness) or in the story of the Prodigal Son
(Lauke 15:11-32). But, through the covenant, the personal
ielement still forms the basis of the law. Behind this oppo-

sition fo God is proud self-assertion onm the part of man

L S g L s e rae s st ¢
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{(e.g., 25:21; 38:74-75; 56:6~7; Psalm 10:2-6; 1. Timothy 3:6).
¥an becomes anthropocentric, as in the "tribal humanism' of
pre=Islamic Arabia, rather than theocentric., And this is sin.

The third ané most prominent implication of the covenant
is that it forus the basis of law, and sin then is transgression
or disobedience of that law (e.g., 2:229; 23;5; 66:6; Joshua
7:11; 1 Sanuel 15:24; Nehemiah 9:26; 1 Timothy 1:9). This
development of divinely revealed law in the Quf'an is in sharp
contrast to the paganism of Arabia where men's actions were
based on common practice, not law, However, before one can
understand the nature of sin in relation to the law, it is
necessary t0 understand the nature of law in the Qur'an, Like
law in the Bible, it is not based on the Ideal or an abstract
idea of law as in ancient Greece. Rather, as has been noted
above, it is based on a relationship with God. His revealed
will as exXpressed in commands is the norm of action. Though
the preserved tablet (?«b”"',,ﬁ’j ) in 85:22 (cf. 43:4) might
be interpreted as referring to a static conception of revela-
tion, and hence law, the progressive nature of the revealed
commands tO meet new situations gives a more dynamic con-
ception of law in the Qur‘*an, One should also note that
though the Qur'ar develops law rather fthan theology, it does

not make a clear differentiation between faith and works as

' the Protestant Reformers did. The Qur 'an constantly relates
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the two (e.g., 18:88). In the covenant the two are joined,
Its nature as divine revelation calls forth faith, and its
content of commands calls forth obedient works. Thus in
the Qu;:an "the disbelievers (é)s,%zJ‘) are the wrongdoers
(TossM) " @:254),

The emphasis that bas been placed on the personal element
behind the law is not to deny that the increased legal influ-
ence would lead the Muslims to think of sin only in terms of
the breaking of a catalogue of laws, This prbcess was repeat-
edly found among the Israelites and was fought by the prophets.
The ideal of the community in the Qur’an, as in the 01d Testa-
ment,lwas a theocracy,., Hence laws c¢ane 10 cover every area
of life, But, because all were believed divinely instituted,
there was not a clear distinction between ethical and cultic
transgressions. Both were a breach of God's law. Though
the concept of taboo found in paganism is significant enough
to warrant a separate discussion below, it might be noted at
this point that some of the old taboos (though partly re-
interpreted) became intégrated with the all-~inclusive legal
structure (e.g., 2:222, leviticus 5:2-3).. However, instead
of the divine wrath which broke forth automatically when
something taboo was violated in South Arabian religion,
guilt in the Qur'an came to be determined more by intention-'

than specific act (e.g., 2:173; 6:120; 17:33).
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Nevertheless the Qur'an neverISpiritualizes the law to
the extent of some of the Biblical writers -- particularly
in the New Testament. Thus Christ considered the Pharisees
as sinful because of their pride even though they strictly
observed the external ordirnances of the Jewish Law (latthew
12 :34; Luke 18:11~14). The New Testament writers did not
consider the law unimporiant (Matthew 5:17; John 14:15; Romans
7:?, 20). They rather considered it insufficient by itself
(Matthew 5:20; Romans 3:20). It points out the sin, but man
cannot meet its standards, for he has an innate bias toward
sin which can only be corrected by a divine transformation
of the life (cf. Genesis 8:21; Romans 1:18-32; 3:20; 17:14-25;
12:2). Thus when one seeks to determine the nature of sin
by analyzing its relation to the law, he is led to a contrast
between the Qur 'anic view and the view which is increasingly
developed in the Bible. Sin for both is transgression of
the divine law. But in the Bible sin is increasingly inter-
preted more spiritually and 1ess legally as the nature of
the heart is given priority over the observance of law. Like-
wise the nature of sin is seen as irremediable (without a
divine transformation of the inner life) as the Biblical
"~ doctrine is developed that law cannot coﬁtrol man's innate
‘bias toward sin. The Qur 'an has elements of both doctrines,

‘Intent is more important than act (cf. 2:173), and 12:531

oo ¥

liThe soul is an inciter ( #5135 ) to evil."®
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might be interpreted as teaching that man has a bias toward
sin, But the Qur'an does not develop these doctrines in the
way the Bible does. Thus law keeps its prominence with the

resultant implications for the nature of sin.

The significance of the analysis ahove for the preceding
word studies should now he evident. When the words were shown
to have lost enough of their root meaning to be just general
words for sin, they express the understanding of sin outlined
'here. That is, they express that which is coantrary to the
revealed will of God, which is secen most clearly in the
covenént with its various implications. In most cases the
idea of a violated law is prominent,  but the personal element
lies behind this. Some aspect of non-conformity was seen to

underlie the first five root ideas considered: to miss the

mark in fdaaA , 1o deviate in :Jua and d,.,b » 10 pass beyond
the limit in gslb , and 1o pass by in  §v . Vherever this
root idea was still seen to be prominent, it referred to some
aspect of non-conformity to or transgression of the revealed
will of God with its covenantal implications. Verses which

have been d;scussed have shbwn that this revealed will is

'seen in different forms. It is either seen in general terms
such as the '"Way of God™ or the "Way of Rectitude,™ or it is

" thought of specifically as the signs or message of God, the
message of Mubammad, or the life of the Muslim community.

Thus, whenever any of the ideas of non-conformity or trausgression -




“

134
were seen tO be prominent, they referred either to this
revealed will in general or to one of these elements of it.
Even the latter five groups of words, where the root idea of
non-conformity was not prominent, find their unity in the
covenantal view of the wdrld. Thus the more general words

like 3 and [53\ refer to sin as outlined above. Even

the more specific r{rb ,despite its roots in the pagan system |

of taboo, bocomes integrated with the structure of covenantal
law, for it is used of whatever is prohibited -- even .ZJJJZ
{(7:32-33). ;
The use of Iorb , however, does raise the problem of
the extent to which pagan ideas of taboo entered the Qur'an.
As has been noted, the concept of Rrm in polytheism was more
concerned with the violation of whatf{ was unclean or sacred
than with a high moral or spiritual standard of conduct. On
the contrary the Qur'an is concerned with raising the standard
of conduct with its many laws, It even speaks against certain
pagan taboos concerning food (6:144-146). Nevertheless, as
in the Bible (Genesis 9:4; leviticus 11:1-12:8; 18:19; 20:18),
certain elements with their rooté in the oid taboo system are
carried on in the Qur'an. It likewise has its forbiddean foods
(2:172; 5:3; 6:146; 16:115) and restrictions such as not
approaching women during menstruation (2:222),., The Qur'an
here tends to parallel the Mosaic framework of thoughf, even

where its restrictions are different (e.g., 6:146-147), for
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it has the same type of restrictions. Despite the fact that
the simplified restrictions of fhe Qur ‘an are similar to
those sﬁggested by some of the early church leaders (Acts 15:
28-59), their emphasis in the Qur'an remains more important
(cf. Matthew 15:1-20; kark 5:2-8, 15; Acts 10:9-18).

One should note, however, that these survivals from tbé
old taboo system are almost always transformed., Instead of
the emphasis being on some resident spiritual power, it -is
now on the divine law of God. In like manner though the Ka‘bah
was retained as a sacred place, it was by divine command (2:125),
and most other pagan places were not retained., Likewise the
belief in jinn was retained; but, as noted by Ignaz Goldziher,

they were no‘longer a major element of the Weltanschauung.

~The study of To:A has revealed a similar evolution in its
‘use. It has been traced back into the old taboo system. In
the Qur'an it is still used of that which was considered
unclean (2:173; 5:3), though, as noted, these unclean items
were now determined by the divihely reﬁealed law, But the
use of r_rb is not confined to survivals from the taboo
system, it is used of any prohibitions including &)
(6:152; 7:32-33).

So far the main thrust of the argument has centered oOn

sin as volitional -~ or sin thought of in terms of man willfully

lobhandlungen zur Arabischen Philologie (Leiden, 1896),
p. 107.

[
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violating covenantal law, Some words, however, treat sin as
an objective quantity. A factor involved is that these words
do not make a cleﬁr distinction between sin and guilt. Thus

5:29 uses ‘.5'4'\ (the word with the strongest sense of guilt

of those studied) as follows: "I desire that you return [i'a.de'g_?'

a

with my sin (i.e., your sin against me) and your sin ( ’s-,._u

oy o " i i i
,zj_’:'bdfi !;"). The same conception of sin and guilt as an

objective quantity is seen in Isaiah 53:12 ("He bore the sim ....").

Likewiée a similar view is expressed in 3:194: " , ., . conceal
our evils ( l‘,,L":.....EE ;':{ )" (cf. Psalm 32:1). Sin or guilt
4 - :
as thus conceived harms the individual. 1In 2:219 \/ is
used of wine and gambling and is contrasted with Z};L’.
(@nefi&), thus implying the element of harm, Similf!.rly 3:134
speaks of those who wrong themselves ([3\’:“:”11";1’ ). Despite
these other aspects of sin, the volitional aspect remains the
dominant one of the Qur'an. Even the forms of % gaw Where
harm or the material effects of wrong are most evident (e.g.,
4:85) include such volitional elements as the rejection of the

divine revelation (cf. 30:10).

The argument so far has shown that the Qur'an did not add
new words for sin to the Arabian scene, What it did add to
paganism was & covenantal world view similar to that of the
'Mosaihc period (except for such elements as the need of a sacri-

1 .
fice for the atonement of sins). This world view gave a new

: lgence the concept of sin was not further deepened by a
belief that sin could only be atoned for by death.

—
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significance to the familiar words. Instead of wrongdoing
in the social realm being associated with unwritten mores,
it was now associated with divinely revealed law, Where <the
old‘social mores were still operative, their frame of refer-
ence was increasingly the diﬁinely-guided community based on
faith rather than the 0ld clan based on blood., Instead of
cﬁltic wrongdoing being the violation of something nmysteriously
taboo or sacred with automatic punishment, it now was associated
with a2 personal God. The conception of this God and the moral-
ity required Ey His law were both elevated with the resultant
deepening Oof the sense of sin expressed by the familiar words,
Yet there was another new element which affected the words.
It was the sense of urgency created by a belief in impending
judgment.and'd00m. The backdrop for this awareness may have
been the social crises facing Arabia at the time, but Muhammad
saw in these what the Old Testament prophets had seen in their
time -- the judgment of God.. And he called men to a ngw_.
awarepess of sin that they might repent and submit to the

revealed will of God,

* * % *

The major results achieved by the word studies have been
incorporated into the preceding discussion of the context of

these words in the Qur'anic view of the world and sin. Here

JRPPE pa—
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an attempt will be made merely to list some of the results
achieved and to mention the extent of their originality.
First, there are the results which are only incidental to

the main thrust of the study but arose because they bhore

"upon the interpretation of certain words in specific contexts.

Of such a nature were the discussions on the involvement of

God in human sin whlch arose in connection with the analyses
A S
» }

of ol ,ds-fcl , 9.)31.93, “%5% , and r‘LLB

The conclusion reached was that words for leading astiray or

causing to err have the same meaning when God is the agent,
for God is involved in leading men asiray and sealing hearts,
However they are generally portrayed as retributive acté,

and it is claimed that God does mot wrong ( l_,kb ) men.t

Furthermore this interpretation, that God leads astray, was

shown to be in keeping with that of as significant a theologian

as al-Ashari. Rahbar was cited as stressing the retributive

nature of :}&91' when used with God as the agent, but no pre-
vious study had treated and synthesized the results from the

other relevant words. And such modern Quy 'anic translators

| o & |
as ¥. M. "Ali and A. Y. Ali still translate s | as leaves

in error or leaves astray when God is the agent, Another con-

clusion of only incidental significance to the main thrust of

the study was that -..,A.E') still meant sin when used of an

lpages 36-37, 44-46, 58-59, 71-72, 121,

e A e ey e

S A W Y

e TS PSR W



139
action of Muhammad despite the contrary view of such modern
Muslims as M. M. "Ali that Huhammaé was sinless.l The conclu-
sion of ihe writer was also shown to be in agreement with _
the gnterpretations of early commentators.

There are also some results which, while only incidental
to.the main thrust of the study, have some implications for |
the understanding of Qur‘anic theology. These include the
observed inséparability of faith and works,2 a fusion more
characteristic of James and Roman Catholic theology than
Paul and Protestant theology. A4s a result disbelief ( 5 )
and wrongdoing ( Iskb ) have been seen as inseparable.
Another observation is that proud self-sufficiency on man's
part is seen to underly transgression.3 This element of pride
is important in the Qur'an as in the 0ld Testament though not
central. Still another observation is-that, unlike the reli-
- gions of ancient Mesopotamia and Arabia where divine retribu--
tion was automatic following violations, the Qur'an makes a
relation petween guilt and knowledge or intention.4 However
one can commit wickedness (”9.)3 ) and evil ( ""93-:» )

o
without knowledge and can stray ( o ) as a result of

_ _1Pa.ges 84-92,

ZPages 2, 118,

3E.g., see tékb , D. 49.

%page 121; cf. 5:94; 20:115.
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1

lack of understanding and forgetfulness. Certain ones of

- these theological observations have been made before,z_hut

their implications have not previously been integrated with
both philological study and the world view together.

Other results of the study, which are also secondary in

nature, pertiain to the development and use of the words in

3

the Qur 'an, The first concerns the evolution of the meanings

‘of words from those that are physical to those that are moral,

It is natural that such a progression would be found in the

forms of 9 o& Dbecause evil is thought of both in physical

and moral terms.4 However evidence of similar development

has been noted in other words, not only in their pre-Qur 'anmic

development, but also in the Qur‘an itself. For example,

forms of &S"b » 9L and r-J.A have been noted with secular
2

and religious connotations. The evolution of thought is

guite clear in forms of g . The form ‘.).c- with the

lpages 27, 53, 72.

2E.g., on the association of disbelief and wrongdoing
see Izutsu, pp. 152-161; and on the association of faith and
works see Tor -Andrae, les Origines de 1'Islam et le Christianisme,
trans. Jules Roche (Paris, Adrien-MaisoOnneuve, 1959), p. 180.

3 The analysis of :ylﬁ has shown how the Qur'an not only
developed the meanings of words but in turn formed the back-
ground for their more precise definition in the post-Qur 'anic
period (see p. 22n).,

4pages 64-66, 70, 74-75.
Spages 47, 49, 52-53, 104-105.
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accusative and ¢» means to pass '_132 or away from.l The

root idea develops an ethical character in Olgok which is

used of the transgression of an agreement or relationship by,

for example, a hostile act, As the breach becomes related to
_ the moral law, it develops the idea of injustice.? As the
-Qur'anic law developed in Medinza, words not only took on an

o or s

ethical character but also a legal one. Thus o= was

: s
used of exceeding the limits of what was lawful ( e )
- J

s re

concerning divorce.3 Likewise I.a"}.b develops from the

idea of taboo until it becomes a general word for prohibition
4’ %

and is contrasted with  J®! and used for anything that the

law prohibited including ._f;],a:a .4

Other words did not develop the sense of intrinsic wrong
but derived their ethical significance from their relationship
to the will of God. Hence harmful ( P;Ai' ) ‘speech and kill=
ing and fighting in some situations are wrong ( rru? ) but.
in others are permissible, or even enjoined in the case of
the latter two.5 Still other words were seen to be gemeral
in some situations and specific in others. Of such a nature

-~ 2
was (;)lge..b, which the context required to be a general

1Pages— 52-53,
2page 55.
Srage 57.
4pages 106-108.

Spages 68, 120-121.
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word for sin in one case but implied that it had the more |
specific senge of injustice in another.l Finally the use oif
the various forms of [5PI shows that the Qur 'anic vocabulafy
does not distinguish clearly between the state of sinfulness
or guilt and the action of wrou_gdoihg.2 Certainly Arabic
lexjicographers have been aware of the development and use of
many of the words studied. However the synthesis oflthese
ideas, particularly as they wore influenced by the developing

Qur ‘anic law, is original,

The preceding results have all been of an incidental or
sebondarf nature, while the following results relate to the
primary intention of the study. The first of these was of
course the definition of all the relevant Qur 'anic words which
developed out of the ten major roots chosen for study. It
is not necessary 10 repeadat the discussion in the Introduction
concerning the inadequacies of the existing dictionaries and
word studies. There they were'shown to be too brief and in
some cases inaccurate, and the inaccuracies were further noted
in the text.3 Furthermore, though some stﬁdieé, such as that
of Jefferey, have noted the value of Comparative Semitics in

determining the meanings of some words, they do not deal with

lpages 54-55.

2Page 895~100,

3E.gz., pp. 67-68, 81, 96, 98, 99.
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211 the necessary words. Yet such a study was seen to be
necessary for most of the words were observed in other
languages, and the present study has suggested some relation
be tween the previous monotheistic faiths and the Arabian
monotheism which provided Muhammad with the vocabulary for
the Qur'an. However, because Arabic is a cognate language
‘to Syriac, Judedqﬂramaic, and Hebrew and as a result has
parallel forms, Arab philologists have tended not to recognize
the probable influence of the latter upon the vocabulary of
Arabian monotheism. Furthermore, the most developed word
~studies, those of Gardmer and Izutsu, did not trace the
development of meaning in the pre-Islamic Arabic poetry when
necessary. Yot without such study, one sometimes has diffi-
culty determining either the existing meanings available fto
the writer or the relationship between the meanings of
different forms from the same root.l Thus the first ten
chapters were attempts fto give definitions of the designated
words in historical focus.

However, these studies revealed that the meaning of each
word, together with its relationship to the others in the
larger concept qf sin, could only be determined by an analysis
of the Qur'anic world view. A number of results led to this
conclusion, First, the words revealed that there was no com-

prehensive idea of sin with the result that what unity they

1g.q., p. 77.
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possessed would have to be found in the world view. Secondly,
the words were chosen for study because of their general nature
with the result that they were observed to be used ratfher
flexibly and with an interrelation of concepts, Again the
world view was necessary for unity and significance. Thirdly,
and most important, most of the words were observed to be held
in common with other languages and religions. Hence whatever
uniqueness they possessed was to be found in the world view,
There is some originality in the discovery of the factors
themselves which led to this conclusion. It was possibly
the failure of recognizing the flexible use of words which
led Gardner and the writers of the Q2mis and the T2j al-JdArfis

1
to make more precise definitions of words than valid. There

ig also originality in the conclusion and its ultimate develop-

ment, for Qur'anic scholars have not previously analysed the

words for sin in the context of their world view.
The comparison of the Qur'anic view of the world and sin .

with those of the polytheistic feligions of the area and with

the Bible led to a number of results.l The Qur'an was observed
.to possess elements of polytheism, seen, for example, in the
use of "o,ﬁ , but these were transformed in the new world..
view which corresponded roughly to that of the Mo%aic period
in the Bible rather than to the New Testament. Sin was Ob-

served to occasion man's estrangement from God, and the

lpages 5, 67-68.
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exclusive elevation of God resulted in a deepening of the
sense of sin in the 0ld words. The covenant was seen as
central in the world view. 1Its revelational character led
to @ new clarity and authority concerning what constituted
sin. The fact that God had issued it gave a sense of re-
bellion against God éo any disobedience of the law., And
finally its laws determined what constituted sin. It was
law rather than social mores Or some vague concept of taboo
which now governed the undefstanding of sin. And the general
‘words for sin which were studied gained their new significance
from this understanding. They now expressed non-conformity
to or transgression of the revealed will of God as expressed
in His covenantal law. As noted above, other men have oh-
served the place of the covenant in the Qur'an. But it has
been a contribution of this study to attempt to spell out
the implications of this insight as they relate to the
Qur 'anic vocabulary for sin. But there has been still
another observation of this study which philologists usually
miss but which profoundly affects the'significance of the
words used. It is the depth and urgency of the message. In
contrast to the Arabians before him, Mubammad saw the trans-
cendence of God and the imminence of doom; and as a result

his words conveyed the deep trapgedy of sin.




APPEND IX

PRE-ISLAMIC VIEWS OF THE WORLD AND WRONG

The necessity of looking at the pre-Islanic context is
indicated by a number of factors, First, it gives the Qur'anic
view historical and theological focus by showing how it differed

from some conceptions and how it was similar to others.

-Secondly, history and reason show that socio-religious move-

ments are never entirely new but must be based on at leﬁst
some existing ideas Or practices in order to be comprehensible
to the recipients and to appeal to their religious feelings.
Thirdly, internal evidence confirms this reasoning, for the -
words studied were seen to have been used in the Qur'an withe-
out explanation and thereby imply -that this religious vocabu-
lary was already well-known to the hearers., Fourthly, the

preceding study showed that some words were probably loan-

words, Hence it would be helpful to study the previous

relivious systems t0 see what foreign flavor, if any, has
influenced the Arabic words. This problem is heightened,

however, by the fact that almost all of the relevant languages

‘are cognate to Arabic with the result that the latter has

parallel roots, Finally, the Qur 'anic materials demand this
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approach; for, as will be illustrated later, Muhammad
expressly states his position in relation to that of the
Jews, Christians, and pagans as he understood them, Hencef

understanding both what he agrees with and what he is reacting

.against becomes important in recomstructing his own position.

However, this section, together with the development of
the Biblical views in the main text of the thesis, should not
be considered an attempt to make a '"source'" analysis of the
Qur 'an even though material relevant to such a study will be
treated. In the first place, even if such an analysis were
possible, it would extend far beyond the space limitations
of this study. Secondly, well-known works of varying value
are already in_existence.l Thirdly, definite conclusions
are difficult because of such considerations as the following:
information from the period is scanty; correspondence does
not always imply dependency; almost all Jewish sacred books
were also used by Christians; luhammad's understénding of
such Christian doctrines as the Trinity (5:116) reveal either
little contact with orthodox Christians or contact with
heretical groups; elements of literary dependence are inter-
twined with original elements; and finally, such Qur 'anic
passages as 3:3 and 53:33-54 plus pre-~Islamic poetry point

to a previous Arabian monotheism which already contained

15.g., Richard Bell, The Origin of Islam in its Christian

Environment (Edinburgh, 1925); Charles C. Torrey, The Jewish
Foundation of lslam (New York, 1933); and Andrae,
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many of the foreign and indigenous elements found in the
Qur'an.l Fourthly, a discussion of "sourcés" is not
. necessary for the purposes of this paper. All that is
necessary is that the previous conceptions of sin in the
context of their world views be outlined so that the Qur'anic
conception might be given historical and theological focus ==
thereby showing contrasts and similarities and their develop-

ments.

First we shall look briefly at the ancient Near Eastern
religions.2 Even though these religions predate Islam by
many ¢enturies -~ in that they form the background of the
01ld Testament -- they warrant some consideration because some
of the words studied have been traced back to this period and
because they show polytheistic world views lying behind and
in some way related to the polytheism of Arabia, Theée views

of the world and sin are seen tO be .in sharp contrast to the

- lcf, Hamilton A, R. Gibb, "Pre-Islamic Monotheism in
Arabia,'" Harvard Theological Review, LV (1962), 269-280; W.
Montgomery Watit, Muhammad 2t MNecca (Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1953), pp. 24-29, 158-164; Nicholson, pp. 139-140; Alfred
Guillaume, trans. and ed., The Life of Mubammad {(Translation
of Ibn Hisham's recension of ibn ishiq's Sirat tasul Alld3h;
London, Oxford U.P., 1955), pp. 98-103; Charles Lyall, trans.

and ed., Translations of Ancient Arabian Poetry (New York, 1930),

pp. 80, 97, IE: 119,

2The following outline of pre-Islamic views of the world
‘and wrong will rest heavily on secondary sources because it
is not an original contribution of this thesis hut is merely
added to lend historical and theological focus to the study.
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views of the Bible and the Qur'an -- even though elements of
the ancient views will be seen tO0 crop up ©n occasion among
- followers of the later monotheistic faiths., Henri Frankfort
states: "The ancients . . . eXperienced human life as part
of a widely spreading network of connectiions which reached . .
into the hidden depths of nature and the powers that rule
nature."1 Because whatever was significant was embedded in
the life of the cosmos, he points out that the king's function
wag t0 maintain the harmony of that integration., He notes
further that, though this doctrine is valid for the entire
ancient Near East and for many ofher regions, there are con-
trasts between the two centers of ancient civilization --
Egypt and Mesopotamia.

The Egyptians with their cosmological view of the world
and society belleved that the universe contained 0pp051ng
forces in continual equilibrium. Thus evil was balanced by
good, Ka'at was the cosmic force of harmony which, accordiag
to John A, Wilson,2 comes closest to the moral connotation
of our word "good." In this context the Egyptian viewed his

3
nisdeeds as aberrations, not as rebellion against a holy God.

lKln?Shlp and the Gods: A Study of Ancient Near Eastern
Religion as the Integratlon of Bociety ahd Nature (Chicago,
Chicago U, P., 1948), p. 3.

2

The Burden of Egypt (Chicago, Chicago U.P., 1951}, p.48.

SHenr i rrankfort Ancient Egyptian Rellglon (New York,
Columbia U, P., 1948), PP, {3-74,
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The good was not that which in the modern sense was ethically
right or the evil that which was morally wrong. Rather the
cosmic forces and natural processes were personified in human
form and were thus subject to human sﬁortCOmings and insta-
bility, and '"the good was what they willed and loved and the
evil that which was contrary to their desires and the right
ordering of things, and consequently displeasing to them."l

This idea of cosmic order with its rhythms was also
found among the Mesopotamians, but it was not something
.given, It was rather something échieved by 2 continual in-
tegration of the many individual cosmic wills.'2 Man's position
in the universe was comparable to that of a slave in & city-
state, and his task was to submit to.the hiérarchy of author=
-ity.3 In this context what seems praiseworthy to one's self
may be contemptible hefore the god, and what seems bad to
the individual may be good before one's god. Thus, though
the Mesopotamian believed he lived under a divine inperative,
he did not believe that this was an eternal law given by an
absclutely just God. As a result their psalms refer to

guilt but ignore a deep sense of sin (such as shown by David

lpgwin Oliver James, liyth and Ritual in the Ancient Near
East (London, Thames and Hudson, 1958), p. 183.

2Thorkild Jacobsen, "Mesopotania,'" Before Philosophy:
‘The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man, ed. Henri Frankfort,
et al.” (Aaruondswor th, MiddleséX, Penguin Books, 1949), p. 139,

8 Inia., p. 163.



151

in Psalm 51). The guilt was recognized by its consequences,
for the gods struck automatically when a divine decree waé
transgressed, However the individual might not know exactly
what his offense had been.1 It is true that the Mesopotamians
had a law in the Code of Hammurabi, but this should not he
congidered a revealed law in the sense that the Law of Moses.
or the Qur'anic laws claim to be. As noted by George Ernest
?Iright,2 the text makes clear that the king was only com-
missioned by the god to prepare the code; he did not receive

it from the god in its present fqrm.3

When we turn to paganism in Arabia, we face new problems,

for one canmot always differentiate clearly between elements
of paganism and the monotheism which was developing. As
pointed out by Henri Lammens4 and many others, the Arabia.ns.
had contact with Jews and Christians, These religions un-
doubtedly had some relation to the Arabian monotheism, so we
cannot always tell what ideas were indigenous and what were
related to other religions. Thus we find a strong religious

feeling and 2 sense of sin in the Diwan of 1abid, but

2The Biblical Doctrine of Man in Society (London, SCM
Press, 1954), p. o0n, ‘

3pheophile J. Meek, trans., "The Code of Hammurabi,"
Ancient Near Eastern Texts, ed. James B. Pritchard (Princeton,
Princeton U.P., 1935), pp. 163-180.

41,'Arabie Occidentale avant 1'Hegire (Beirut, 1928),
rp. 1-99, :
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Christianity was established in Najran among the tribe which

he was addressing.1 Hence any attempt to distinguish the

source of these views too closely would be dangerous.

Another problem grows out of the scantiness of material —-.

particularly for North Arabia. This dirth of material is based.
not only on the limited writing prior to Islam but also on the

fact that the Arabians themselves do-not appear to have had

“very clear ideas on the subject. The traditional cult was

practiced, but anything approaching dogma certainly did not
exist. There does not even seem_to be a definite belief as
to such gquestions as the relation of the Deity to sacred

stdﬁes, trees and idols. If the heathen Arabians reflected
on these subjects, they probably thought that these Objects

possessed a divine power which exercised a divine influence.

The poetry, however, reveals that the pre-Islamic
Arabians had a recognized moral code, but NOldeke says that
"tﬁe maintenance of morality was due much more to respect
for traditional usages and public opinion than to fear of
Divine wrath.'™ However, the pagan Arabian did think of

God as "the Restrainer" ( t,“,)\ ) from evil and the

l1ya11, pp. 90-92 (Arabic text not available to the writer).

2¢f, Theodor Noldeke, "Arabs (Ancient),” Encyclopaedia of

"Religion and Ethics, ed, James Hastings, I, 6635.

31bid., p. 673.
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wrongdoer as '"the enmemy (or hated) of God" ( i)\ ?J‘- ). 1
Actually the Qur'an combines the two ideas of tradition
and the divine will in the minds of the paganms: "WVhen they
commit an indecency they say, we found our fathers doing
this, and God (or the god) bas so commanded us" (7:27).

When one turns from these general remarks about the pre-

Islamic Arabian view of religion and morality to a more specific

analysis, he observes 2 similarity and a difference between

the religions of Northern, Central, and Southern Arabia, A

brief look at the latter two will be sufficient for this study;

for material is more readily available concerning them, and

they contain most of the significant elements of similarity
and contrast with Islam, In Southern Arabia (Yemen and
Hadramawt) various powers were believed to work in nature,
for.sorcery and magic were practiced as among all the Semites.
However, the most significant feature of their religion for
the present study was their developed temple worship. This
was characterized by the concept of hrm or inviolahbility,
which was discussed above in the background anzlysis of rn:#' .
The temple was called mhrm because it was sacred and hence
inviolable by the profane oOr impure. Thus, in the world view
of the Southern Arabians there was a clear distinction between

the profane and the sacred and between the pure and the impure.

1leius Wellhadsen,'neste Arabischen Heidentums (2nd, ed.,
Berlin, 1927), p. 224, '
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Women could not circle the temple in a state of-impurity --.
that is, at the time of their menses. Peoble could not have
sexual relations during the pilgrimage. 1In order to approach
the temple one had 10 purify himself by washing. However,
the idea of inviolable divine protection was not confined to
the temple areas but also included funeral steles and tombs, -
and those who violaied them were subject to divine reprisal.
Likewise the concept of hrm or inviolability extended beyond
the temple and buriél places., It was also taboo to approach
a woman in illicit (hrm) times, which included having relations

with her 2t the time of her menses or when she was in child~

ved. !

The reason why "unclean™ things are taboo like "holy"
things is because in primitive religion they were both believed
to have inherent supernatural powers or associations. |
Despite the previously-mentioned contention of NOldeke,
that "maintenance of morality was due more to respect for
traditional usages and public opinion than to fear of Divine
wrath,” the wrath of the god is a significant factor, at
least in the religion of the Southern Arabians. Thus the god

*Almaqah is portrayed as striking with pestilence and famine

1Gonza.gue Ryckmans, les Religions Arabes Préislamiques

(2nd. ed., Louvain, Bureaux du Muséon, 19571), pp. o, 27-40, and

"La Confession Publique des Péchds en Arabie Méridiomale
Pré islamique,’” Le Muséon, LVIII (1945), pp. 1l-14.

2W Robertson Smith, The Religion 6f the Semites (Re-
print of Lectures on the Religion of the Semites, L1889) (New
York, Meridian ﬁaoﬁ 1956), pp. 446-448.

.
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those who were tardy in paying what they had promised to the

tenple. Furthermore, as noted in the religion of the ancient

Mesopotamians, this wrath of the god breaks forth automati-

cally, roused by the transgression itself and not by the
moral disposition of the one to whom it was imputed. 1In
this context an individual could become culpable by commit-

ting involuntary or unconscious wrongs or by sharing in group

responsibility even though he did not commit the wrong himseli.l

¥hen one turns to Central Arabia (Southern Hijaz and tﬁe
region to the north of Yemen), he can discern the outlines of
a world view even though the materials are only fragmentary.
The sky was the habitat of the gods; while the land and the
subterranean regions were haunted by jinn - or spirits and.’
phantoms. In the Qur'an men and jinn belong to two species
of the same genus of being and populate the land. Men are
corporal and the jinn are spiritual, although terrestrial

and not supresensible in a strict sense, Jinn are manifested

in the form of strange beings of animals and birds of various

.kinds. They circulate by preference during the night and

haunt solitary'places and ruins., And they are responsible
for the disorders which trouble the normal course of things

such as impotence in men, sterility in women, fevers, and

'insanity. In this context there were many sorcerers and

lRyckmans, Les Religions, pp. 35, 37-38, and "La Con-
fession,"” pp. 8=14,
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sorceresses, who tried to intervene in the laws of nature,
and divination was used to interpret Omens. However there
wag also a developed cult with priests who performed ritual
functions and rendered the oracles of the god, while the
faithful rendered homage to the divinity by apportioning to
him offerings and sacrifices. .

Pre-Islamic Aribian poets such as Zuhair had a deep re-
ligious feeling and a sense of sin, but because of the nature
of their poetry they will be considered in the section on
Arabian monotheism. As with the South Arabian polytheists,
what is most fruitful for the purposes of this study is an
investigation of the concept of Lirm in Central Arabia, These
Arabians bezlieved in sacred stones and trees as well as
sanctuaries and often tombs. The sacred area in lkiecca was
called the Haram, and pilgrims were in 2 st#te of ihram -~
that is in a sacred state. As in Southern Arabia women
could not take part in feasts and sacrifices during the time
of their menses, and sexual relations were prohibited in the
environs of the temple. The latter restriction is not
difected against immorality for it applies to spouses.
Rather, once again a distinction is seen between the sacred
and the profane and the pure and the impure., One should
note however that what men Qid and what théy abs%ained from

2

-doing was based on common practice rather than law,. In fact

1Ryckmans, Ies Religions, pp. 7, 9-12,

-2¢pid., pp. 8, 12-13; Smith, pp. 142-143; 445-446,
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what Watt calls "tribal humanism'" was more effective by the
time of Muhammadlthan the archaic religion.1 According to
this perspective, meaning in life was to be found in belong-.
ing to a tribe which could boast of bravery and generosity

and in having some share in these. Thus the realization of

hunan excellence and the concomitant survival of the tribe )

were the chief ends.of life.

Besides the archaic religion and "tribal humahism," mono-
theism was also found in pre-islamic Arabia, Historical
records point this out by their description of the,hanifs.z
But the internal evidence of the Qur 'an also implies the fact,
for words and references with monotheistic content are used\
without explanation and presuppose sufficient apperception
on the part of the hearers., The content 0f this monotheism
was vague,3 and a great deal more study is necessary to deter-
mine its constituent elements. However an analysis of passages
such ag 53:33-54 suggest that it included material from the
01@ angd New Testaments,.frOm poets such as Zuhair, and from
native Arabian tradition.4

Not only does the vagueness of the pre-Islamic monotheism

militate against a clear understanding of its world view and

lPages 24—25.
2Guillaume tr., Ibn Ishaq's STIrat, pp. 98-104.
Scf, Watt, pp. 158-161,

4cz, Gibb, pp. 272-278.
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concept of wrong, but so also does the fact that there is

sIOme uncertainty as to the texts, the authors, and the

dates of much of the fragmentary material from the period.1
However, the fact that this monotheism was so strongly infused
with Biblical thought somewhat lessens the need for a separate
analysis. It will only be noted here that among the mono- |
theists there was a helief that God created and susiained
‘the earth {(cf. 29:61-63). Further, He had revealed Himself
and His will in the Tablets of Moses (cf, 53:36-56). In a
phrase reminiscent of Psalm 1:6, Iabid describes right con-
duct as the way of the righteous 2 Ana an~-Nibigha says

that God requires his justice a.nd. his fidelity ( ,S‘n, ’.‘Eﬁ ‘3’\
4633 '6332).3 In this context, sin would obviously include
turning from God's revelation (as it did in the time of
Mubhammad o= cf.'29:61;l 53:33) or committing injustice or

not being faithful to God., Zuhair implies that this sin

need not be an overt action but may be hidden in the soul

when he says:

AT R LGS R, el § LT £ S

You do not hide from God what is in your souls
To be hid; whatever one hides from God, He knows,

1cf, Andrae, p. 39.

2Lyall, p. 90.

3 (London, 1870) ed. ¥, aniwardtndoid] g RN O 5y 5
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Before one turns his attention from pre-Islamic Arabia, how-
ever, he should note that, despite the presence of many
Biblical horrowings or parallels, there is a melancholy or
" pessimistic fatalism which runs through the poetry. Thus

? Imr@Q ’l—Qais writes:
??

.” .’” "" I N | - S ’0-.-‘ . ’
Lo el by G asF ey et we JY
| r{ 2 fr. e ¢ : 67 7 8, S ]
J"‘JL ..,3t$"~?'{.-!9 STSE0 SR DI g gH
My veins are interrelated with the vein of the earth.
This death robs me of my youth.

It will rob me of my body and my soul,
And soon will join me to the dust.

That Jewish and Christian ideas were present in Arabia
at the time of Muhammad has already been noted. These ideas
found expression both in the vague Arabian monotheism which
has been mentioned and in Jewish and Christian communities --
though most of .the latter may not have been orthodox. The
v}riter has attempted to compare and contrast the Judeo-Christian
world view and concepts of sin - particularly as found in
the Old and New Testaments -- with their Qur'anic comnterparts
in the one discussion in the main text, rather tha.n giving
a sepﬁrate treatment to the Judeo-Christian materials here.:
The reason for this is first of all that gqod sumpar ies of

the Biblical views are readily access;i.blﬁa!.2 Secondly, there

1 .

2E g., Wright, op. cit., pp. 35-62, and The 0ld Testament
against its Environnont {London, SCM Press, 195D); Fioyd V.
- F1IS0n, The New Testament against its Environment (London, SCM,
1950); or any of the standard texts on Biblical Theology such
as Walter Eicbhrodt, Theology of the 0ld Testament, Vol, I, tr.

John A, Baker (PhiladoTpara, W‘s’ﬁﬁ“’n"ﬁé’r“PFé‘s‘é‘}"‘IQﬁl),pp. 374-381.
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are so ﬁany parillels between the views of the Qur‘'an and
Bible -- particularly those of the Old Testament —- that
separate discussions would involve unnecessary duplication,
This c0n01uSiOn,-that the perspectives of the Bible and
Qur 'an have much in common, is borne out not only by the
internal evidence of "the views presented but also by the
express claim of Muhammad. Thus in 5:48 we read that the
Bodk revealed {0 luhammad is a confirmation and guardian
of the previcus revelation of the Torah and Gbspel, though_

the verse also recogniZes some differences between them,

- In contrast Mubammad expressly repudiates polytheism (e.g.,

4:48)., During Muhammad's early ministry Islam assimilated
not only elements of the belief of the Jews but also some

of their practices such as fasting and the gibla., ILater,
after they had rejected Muhammad's message, he changed the
month for fasting and the direction of the @ibia but he re-
tained the practices, Thus, even deliberate alterations
such as these did not affeCt the Jewish framework of thought

and practice,
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