THE READING OF Q. 5.60
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Commenting on Q. 90.12ff: wa-md 'adraka md l-agabatu * fakku ragabatin * ‘aw
itdmun fT yawmin di masgabatin * yatiman d@ magrabatin * ‘aw miskinan dd
matrabatin * umma kdna mina lHadina 'dmami..., at-Tabarl weighed the merits of
two readings reported in the literature (Gdmi® XXX, 111.).

Some of the Makkans and, according to Ibn *Abi Ishiq, the generality of the
Basrans and, among the Kufans, al-Kisa'T read: fakka ragabatan 'aw ‘afama. at-
Tabari had heard that "Abii “Amr b. al-“Al&’ had alleged the verbality of the sen-
tence: urmma kdna mina lladina *amanil, in favour of reading: fakka ragabatan ‘aw
‘at‘ama, as a verb sentence, as though he regarded it as the continuation of the sense
of [Q. 90.11): fa-1d qtahama I-“aqabata * wa-mad ’adraka md I“agabatu * [fa-13] fakka
raqabatan * wa-[13] ‘atama... tumma kana mina lladiha 'amani...

Most of the Madinese, the Kufans and the Syrians read: fakku ragabatin, as an
'iddfa and both fakku and %if@mun as masdars.

According to at-Tabari, the correct view is that these arc two well-known read-
ings, each of which had been adopted by men lcarned in gird'a and ta'wil. Which-
ever of the two a Reader clected to use would provide an acceptable text. If he
recited it as verbal, the meaning would be: fa-Id gtahama I“agabata; Id fakka wa-la
‘at‘ama; tumma kdna. This is the better of the two readings in terms of the “arabiyya,
since 'ifdm is a noun, but kdna is a verb and the Arabs prefer to link noun with noun
and verb with verb. Had the verse been revealed: fumma 'an kina, that would have
been even better. 'an kdna, equalling kawmu-hu, is more congruent with fakku and
‘i‘amu, as linking noun with noun. The verbs fakka and ‘at’ama are more correct in
terms of the “arabiyya than their nouns, although reading them as masdars and read-
ing kdna follows a good recognised usage of intending, without expressing the 'an:
In ‘ald ‘ayyuhdda z-zagirl 'ahdura I-wagd, Tarafa meant 'an ‘ahdura. What justifics
the ta'w is that the line continues: wa-"an 'aihada I-ladddt. Wa-'an shows that it was
his intention to join a preceding ‘an to a following ‘an, but without expressing Lthe
first 'an. Applying this ta’wil to the versc makes kdna a masdar, and 5o a noun
joined to a noun.

al-TabarT constantly boasts his uncomplaining adherence to the readings re-
ported as from the authoritative cxperts in the two ficlds of gird'a and fa'wi,
whether a single reading has becn transmitted as unanimously accepted by all the
experts, or, as here, more than one reading has been acknowledged as "well-known’
among the experts of the different Islamic centres. He requires this loyalty also from
every Muslim. Nevertheless, he expresses an extremely reluctant and unenthusiastic
attitude towards just such readings in the case of Q. 5.60: qul hal 'unabbi'ukum bi-
Sarrin min ddlika matibatan “inda lldhi - man la“ana-hu lahu wa-gadiba “alay-hi wa-
ga‘ala min-humu l-girada wa-I-handzir wa-“abada t-tagila.
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The readers are al variance on how to vowel this:' Higazis, Syrians, Basrans
and some of the Kufans read it as vowelled herc: wa-‘abada t-1agita. The ta’wil
must, in at-TabarT’s view, be: wa-[man] ‘abada t-tdgita. Here ‘abada represents
“abidan, and is treated as a preterite verb. The verb is the sila of the unexpressed
relative man. With tagdiv of the man, noun is now linked with noun. A number of
the Kufans, however, read: wa-“abuda t-tagiti. In this ‘iddfa, ‘abuda mcans hadam,
worshippers. An ‘isndd traces this reading to Hamza and Yahya b. Waltab, while a
sccond ‘isndd refers it to al’Atma¥ (at-Tabari, Gami* /ed. $akir X, 439-40). At this
point, at-Tabarl refers to al-Farr&’, but it is preferable that we consult al-Farra"s
comment direct (Ma‘ant, 1, 314). We note immediately the assumption that wa-
“abada is joined by its waw to wa-ga‘ala min-humu I-girada, by means of the in-
tended, but unexpressed rclative man. Support for this verbal reading is found in the
attribution to both “Abdalldh and Ubayy of: wa-“abadil ¢-tagita. Unaccountably, the
partisans of “4bdalldh are now reported as reading: wa-‘abuda (-{agiti as iddfa,
which al-Farrd’ explains as representing in meaning iadama, worshippers, and in
form, a noun of plurality rather than a plural form of noun.

A second group, intending annexation also, read ‘ubuda, on the paticrn of the
plural of the plural, as in timdr/tumur, thus ‘ibdd/ubud. al-Farrd@ scems to regard
a third reading, although similar in ta'wil to the rcading attributed to the Compan-
ions of “Abdalldh, as hypothetical. Were anyone to recite: wa-"abada (-tagiti, in the
'idafa, and intending the apocopated form of the plural ‘abada™, that would be a
correct reading, for the poct truncated wuldh o wuld in: gdma wuld-hd fa-sagaw-ha
sarfiadan. He is less certain, however, about the reading: wa-‘abuda (-1agiid; if there
is an alternative promunciation, as in the casc of hadir/hadur, ‘agil/agul, this
reading might be justificd. The noun ‘abd is viewed as in origin adjectival and so as
retaining adjectival status in regard to the availability of certain patterns, including
plural formations. But, if this reading is intended to imitate the linc of Aws b.
Hagar, 'a-bani lubayna ‘inna ‘wmmakum * ‘amatun wa-'inna 'abdkum “abudun, that
would be quite unacceptable as a Qur'an reading. The poct was constrained by con-
siderations of rhyme, the preceding linc cnding in ‘ahadun’

According to at-Tabari, 'Abii Gafar read ‘ubida (-tagrinu, but that is dismissed
as 'meaningless’. God had apparently denounced a group for worshipping tdgit. To
follow that by stating that the tdgiit had been an object of worship would be irrcle-
vant and out of keeping with both the opening and the closing of this verse (Gami*
Jed. 8akir X, 440).°

Burayda read: wa-“abida (-tagiti. Were that to have been wa-‘abada t-taguti, it
would have been sound as to the ‘arabiyya, although at-Tabari would not accept it
as a reading, since it is at variance with the reading of the authoritative Reciters. In
terms of its ‘arabiyya, it can be explained as an apocopated form of ‘abada™”, a plural
of “dbid, with the ha" elided in deference o the iddfa (Gami* fed. Sakir X, 441). al-
Tabar himsclf deployed this very explanation in his comment on Q. 30.3: wa-hum
min ba‘di galbi-him; that is, min ba‘di galbati-him. The word is a masdar. Onc says

! See at-Tabari, Gami* Jed. 3akir X, 439,
2 j.e. a modification of “abd for reasons of metre/rhyme.
3 The text has Abil (iafar, al-Qari' and Abd Ciafar, an-Nahwi, in a second ‘isndd.
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galba, but here, the hd” is elided, on account of the %iddfo, much as happens also in
the expression ‘igdmu s-saldt, for "igimatu s-salat (Gami® XX1, 14),

at-TabarT insists on restricting the choice of reading to onc of the two versions
adopted by the recognised reciters: “abada t-tdgita or “abuda t-tagiti. These are to
be preferred to other versions even more correct as to their ‘arabiyya, and of the two,
the more correct is the first in which the verb ‘abada is to be taken to be the com-
plement, sila, of the intended, but unexpresscd relative, man. That the man is, indeed
intended, is shown by the reading that is attributed to Ubayy and “Abdalldh, wa-
‘abadii (-tdgita, for that represents wa-lladina ‘abadii. The accusative in tdgita is
to be preferred, as governed by ‘abada, since the other form, “abuda, is not common
among the Arabs nor is it familiar in their language (Gami®/cd. §kir X, 442).

The linguists denicd any grammatical regimen to any relative, man or alladi,
supposedly suppressed following the prepositions min or fi. To permit such gram-
matical regimen was regarded as a scrious error, an impermissible solecism and,
indeed, some considered it such bad Arabic that they would simply not allow it. In
consequence, they preferred (o read wa-abuda (-tagiti (Gamifed. Sakir X, 442).
That is a perfectly clear statement of the role of syntactic thinking in the choice of
a Qur’an reading. The language of the Qur'an must be made to conform to the ideas
of the grammarians,

Other linguistic scholars permitted grammatical regimen in the conditions de-
scribed, although only reluctantly, for they deplored it as unchaste Arabie. In at-
Tabari’s view, they ought therefore to have been consistent and denounced it for use
in Qur'an recitation. They climed to deplore it in cveryday speech, yet they per-
mitted precisely that unchaste Arabic in their own renderings of the sacred texts.
They regarded man, although suppressed following min, as accusative, object of
ga‘ala (Gami* Jed. Sakir X, 442),

In relation to the problem of the rcading of this verse, at-Tabart comes as close
as he ever came to questioning the 'igrma”. If he could bring himself to reject some-
thing in which the scholarly community was agreed, he would have preferred to adopt
a reading different from these two readings which he has here discussed (Gami* fed.
Sakir X, 442). But what is widespread and accepted by the Muslims without any dis-
agreement, may not be abandoned in lavour of anything clsc. For that reason alone,
al-TabarT will not pcrmit any Muslim to suggest any other reading than one of these
two which he has described as transmitted and accepted by the Muslims.

"I§ma has thus trivmphed over ifitivar.

It is not easy to locate a detailed discussion of the issucs at question here in Q.
5.60, but the succinct statement by Ibn Yai¥ (Sarh 111, 77) is sufficiently clear: A
noun may not be joined to a verb, since the object of ‘aff is to share in the work
excrted by the ‘@mil, and the governing factors operating on verbs are not those
which operate on nouns.

The classical Readers and grammarians were constrained to operate on the basis
of the bare consonantal ductus provided in the nmushaf, The skeletal framework
lacked zero-vowel, short-vowel and long "a’ vowel marking and indication of conso-
nant length. Providing these features were taken into account, the huge battery of
patterns that generations of avid collection of linguistic forms had placed at the
disposal of the scholars could be applicd to the Qur'an texts as long as the rules
agrecd among the syntacticists were not breached in proposing resolutions of the
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rudimentary texts. In these activitics, a written (ext, as opposed to a transmitted oral
tradition is the foremost object of scholarly amelioration.

_ With these limits in mind, one could suggest for the key term of Q. 5.60 innumer-
able possibilitics:
‘abada; ‘abuda; ‘ubada; “‘ubuda; ‘ubida; ‘ubbada; ‘ubbada; ‘abida; “ibdda; “abada™";
cabada; “abda; “ubda; The following patterns do not satis(y the restrictions: “abedil;
abidii; “abidi; “abid; 'a’bud; ‘ubidat.

We have noted how the hypothetical reference to a relative man, intended, but
not verbally expressed in the verse, has been projected as an ancient reading attrib-
uted to one of the Companions, while the reading of a sccond Companion was cited
to confirm the verbal nature of the outline “ebada.

az-Zamah¥arT offers an explanation of ‘abuda as a verbal form. The term means:
"became the object of worship’, as ‘armitra means, 'becamce a commander, an ‘amir’,
The suggestion might tend to imply that af-tagine might have to be read as a nomi-
native. The same word, “abuda, could also be a noun form, derived from an adjectival
sense, the pattern fa‘ulun being used to denote the excessive possession of a quality,
as fatunun, hadurun mean respectively, *showing a high degree of intelligence, of
caution’. Those spoken of in this verse carricd their submission to (dgit to excessive
lengths. The form ‘ubada could also be adjectival, formed after the measure of
Iutarmuen. The form ‘abada™ is a plural of ‘Ghid, as kafara is of kdfir. Eliding the ha',
in deference to the iddfa, would give “abada, or ‘abada might be a noun of plurality,
on the pattern of hadam, the plural of hddim (az-ZamabSarT, Kas¥df, 1, 469)*

To these notes, ar-RazT (Tafsir XI1, 36-7) adds that somc regarded “obd and
‘abud as permilted variant pronunciations; others argued that “abied derived from the
plural form “ubud by vowel-dissociation. It has also been held that “abud might have
derived from 'a®bud, by climination of the iritial hamza and relocation of its vowel,
Finally, “abud may have been derived from “abada™, the plural form. Aflter elision
of the hd’, in deference of the Yiddfa, the middle vowel was altered in order to
distinguish the noun form from the verb form,

al-Qurtubi attributes a plurality of readings to lbn “Abbas. ‘ubuda may be a
plural of “abd, as nuhun is of rahn and suquf is of sagf; or “ubud could be the plural
of “ibad, as tumur is of timdr, or of ‘abid, as buzul is of bazil, or of ‘ahid, as mguf is
of ragif.

Tbn “Abbas is also rcported as having read ‘ubbad, which is plural of “@hid, as
Juhthad is of §fahid and guyyab is of ga'ib. His reading ‘ubbdd is plural of ‘@hid, as
‘urnmadl is of ‘@mil and durrab is of danb. This reading was attributed to ’Abli Wagid.
The Basrans read “ibdd, while “Amr al-“Uqayli and Ibn Burayda both read ‘dbid.

The reading “abadi, attributed by az-Zamahiari to both Ubayy and ‘Abdallah,
is repeated by ar-RazT and al-QurtubT who, however, also cites for ‘Abdallah the
addi[:ional rcac!ing, _‘Hbada. on the pattern of litamun and, for Ubayy, the additional
re&!mg of ‘ubidat if-ta@ie. He attributes to “‘Ubayd b. “Umayr the reading 'a‘bud
(Gdmi® VI, 235).

al-Qurlubf cites a total of twelve possible rcadings. ar-Raz, like az-Zamahgari,
had listed seventeen, while ’Abii Hayyin can amass no fewer than twcnty-lwo—rcad-

a ;
But, Ibn Manzir Lisdn, sub voce “abd, questions the reports on cerain of these readings.
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ings which he organises into neat categories. There are six preterite verb forms:
‘abada; ‘abadil; ‘abda; ‘abuda; ‘ubida; “ubidat. Eight broken plural noun forms:
‘abada™"; ‘abada; ‘a‘buda; ‘abida; ‘ibdda; ‘ubbada; ‘ubbdda; ‘ubuda. Two sound
plural forms: “abidii; “abidi. Four singular noun forms used generically: ‘abuda;
‘ubada; “abd; “abid (of which two diffcring ta’wils are offered) (Tbn Hayyan, Bahr 111,
519-20).

According to 'Abli Hayyan, the Seven read wa-‘abada -tdgita. al-Hasan al-
BasrT read this also, although he is further reported as having read ‘abda, alleged
by Ibn “Atiya to show what he calls "reduction’ of the tanwih of ‘abdan before the
article. ’Abii Hayyan curtly dismisses that ta’wil on the grounds that a noun form
which is neither masdar nor agent, could never produce an accusative in (dgita. al-
Hasan's ‘abda should rather be seen as a lightening’ of ‘ebada. The reading reported
from ‘Abdallih, ‘abuda, resembling farufa, may be interpreted ’became a wor-
shipper’, whereas az-Zamahgari had interpreted it to mean 'became an object of
worship’.
an-NahaT, Ibn al-Qa’qa® and, according to Hariin, al-’A°ma} also, rcad ‘ubida,
which, however, “Abdalldh is now reported to have read in the feminine, ‘ubidat.
“Abdallah is further reported as rcading wa-man ‘abada, supplying in his reading the
much desired relative which is otherwise spoken of as having been suppressed.

According to report, Ibn “Abbas, Mugahid, Tbn Wattab and others, read wa-
‘ubud, plural of ‘abd, as nhun is plural of rahn. Talab explained it, however, as
plural of “gbid, as Suruf is plural of $drif. Following al-'Ahfa, az-Zamah3ari had
suggested it was the plural of ‘abfd, thus plural of a plural. They recite the poet’s
line: unsub il-“abda 'ild ’abd’i-hi * ‘aswadi I-galda min gawmin ‘ubud.

al-"A"ma3 and others read wa-‘ubbad, plural of “dbid, as durrab is plural of darib.

Some of the Basrans read “ibdd, plural of ‘abid, as giyam is plural of g@'im; or,
it might be a plural of “ubud, or of ‘abd.

A reading, ‘abid, plural of ‘abd, as kalib is plural of kalb, has been ascribed to
Ibn “Abbas.

“Ubayd b. ‘Umayr read ’abuda. Both Ibn ‘Abbés and Ibn AbT Abla read wa-
‘abada, meaning thereby, the plural of ‘Gbid, “abada™, as Jagara" is the plural of
fégir, and showing the elision of the 11d’ on account of the ‘idafa. Or, it may be a
noun of plurality, as hddim has the plural hadam. The rcading with the hd’, “abada™,
has also been recorded.

Some read wa-"Gbidi and, according to one rcport, Ibn “Abbas read wa-‘dbidii.
These are two sound plural forms, the latter, the nominative, being conjoined to the
man in man la"ana-hu, although, in this casc, one has to supply before the ‘abadit
the understood mubtada’ hum: wa-[hum] “Gbidii t-tagiti; the accusative reading may
be taken to be conjoined to girada.

‘Awn al-“Uqayll’s reading, wa-"abid was inlerpreted by 'Abii “Amr as "reduced’
from a plural pattern, fa‘afl. It might also be taken to be the singular “@bid used
generically.

"Abli “Ubayda read ‘@bida, but ‘abida §-Saytan, in place of wa-"dbida t-4dghiti.

“Abdallah is further reported to have read wa-‘ubada, the intensive, as in
hutamun. Hamza, al’A*ma? and Ibn Wautab read wa-‘abuda, in the measure of
yaquzun, nadusun. Nusayr, an associate of al-Kisa'F, repudiated this reading as an
unrecognised form of the word.
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Suggesting that those who rcad wa-‘abuda may have meant ‘a"buda, "Abii ‘Ubayd
also repudiated the reading as unreported [rom anyonc of chaste Arabic specch.
*Abil “All, agreeing that therc is no such plural form in the language, admitted that
it is a singular form expressing frequency and cxcess. That was also the view of az-
Zamah#ari and of Ibn “Atiya. Ibn Milik rccorded it as a noun of plurality.

“Ikrima reports that Ibn °Abbis read wa-‘ubbad, which is plural of “abid, as
durrab is plural of ddrib, although, in this report, (dgita is reported as being in the
accusative. That suggests the presence of tanwih, clided on account of the following
definite article.

It seems reasonable to suggest that this bewildering welter of morphological pos-
sibilities and this apparent irresponsible attribution is more a tribute to the exuber-
ance of scholars excited by the rich stores of forms and patterns made available by
generations of scholars delving into the potential of the language than to any scrious
regard for an oral tradition of the Qur'an recitation transmitted in parallel with the
preservation of the written record of the mushaf.
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