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Abstract

Since figurative expressions involve a double interpretation and are easily misinterpreted,
they can pose a serious problem in translation. Kindyah, a central figure of speech in the
Arabic rhetorical tradition, is extensively employed in the Qur’an. While several existing
studies examine how Qur’anic figurative expressions are translated into English, this is

to my knowledge the first substantial study to focus on kinayah.

The study first considers the main Arabic figures of speech (isticarah, tashbih, majaz al-
mursal, kindyah) plus the main English ones (metaphor, simile, metonymy, synecdoche),
demonstrating that there is no equivalent figure to kina@yah in English. Forty-five Qur’anic
kindyah expressions are then chosen, pursuant to al-Jurjani’s definition of kinayah and
the majority of Qur’anic exegetes. Using authoritative Arabic and English dictionaries
and exegeses, these expressions are analysed contextually in order to understand the
meaning and purpose of each kinayah. This is followed by a target text (TT) analysis of
four well-known English Qur’an translations: Ali, al-Hilali & Khan, Saheeh
International, and Abdel Haleem. The study examines: (1) how the four translations
render each kindayah, (2) the intelligibility of the renditions, (3) whether there is any loss
of meaning, (4) whether the renditions maintain the function of the ST kindyah, and (5)
consistency in rendering the same kinayah when it occurs in different ‘@yahs (Qur’anic

verses).

Underlining the fact that kinayah has no equivalent in Western rhetoric, the study shows
that while majaz mursal has similar features to the western metonymy and synecdoche,
kindyah does not. Therefore, the use of the terms kinayah and majaz mursal for
‘metonymy’ and vice versa, as in most dictionaries and some studies, is incorrect. The
study also shows that although the selected Qur’anic translations are largely source-
oriented, the translators were able to render most of the kinayah expressions successfully.
However, the translations were frequently not able to maintain the functions of the
kindyah, apart from the euphemistic one, demonstrating that they prioritise meaning over
function. In cases where there is a probable loss of the intended meaning, the translators
employ footnotes, paraphrasing, or explicitation. The translations of Saheeh International
and particularly Abdel Haleem are more intelligible than the rest due to their choice of
contemporary and idiomatic vocabulary. Hence, they use footnotes and paraphrasing
much less than Ali and Al-Hilali & Khan. For the most part the translations are consistent,

especially Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem.

-vi-



Table of Contents

ACKNOWIEAZEMENLS......cuuieeeeiiinenisniniiiiissniinseneisutiessnissssecsssnssssssesssssessssssssssessnsases iv
ADSTEACT.cuueieeiciiinriinninnienisnecnncsnessissnesanssssssssnessssssstsssesssssssssssssssssssssssssasssnssssses vi
Table Of CONLENLS c.ueeeveeereessunisuncsaenssensensssnessenssansssessansssassssssssassssessassssasssasssassssassn vii
LISt Of TADIES wecceveeruerienisnensnennnensnessuensnenssnesssesssesssasssnesssessssssssesssesssssssassssassasssssesss xii
LiSt Of FIGUIES c.uuueiieeiiiiiiiiiiiniiisnincticsnnnissnncstessssscssssnesssnsssssssssssasssssssssssesssses xiv
List of ADDreviations ........ccoceevceivverisnisnisnnisinsnissnissnessnncssssssssssesssscsssssssssssasssssens XV
Transliteration Symbols for Arabic Characters ........ccceeienserccceissnrcsscssosnnses xvii
Chapter one: Background of the Study .........cceeiverivveccisnniisnicssnissnncssencssensenns 1
L1 INETOAUCEION ...ttt sttt e 1

1.2 Statement of the problem ............ccoeciiiiiiiiiiiicee e 1

1.3 The reasons for choosing this tOPIC......cceeeieeriierieeeie e 4

1.4 Aim, objectives, and questions of the study..........cccoeceveiirienieniieieee, 4

1.4.1 The ODJECLIVES ..ceueieiieieeiie ettt e 5

1.4.2 Questions 0f the StUAY ........cevveeeuiiriieiieeeeie e e 5

1.5 Scope and ImMitation........ccoeoeerierieeeeeee et 6

1.6 Procedural frameworK............ccevieiieiininieneeeieee e 6

1.7 Structure of the STUAY ...cccuveeiieeiieiee e e e 7
Chapter two: Kinayah and metonymy are they one and the same? ..................... 9
2.1 INErOAUCHION ..ttt e e eaee e ennes 9

2.2 ATaDIC ThETOTIC ..euveiiveeiieeieiietceee sttt e st 9

2.2.1 Rhetoric (baldgah) and eloquence (fasahah)..........ccooeceeveeeeunnneen. 10

2.2.1.1 Eloquence.........ccceeuveueenne. Error! Bookmark not defined.

2.2.1.2 Rhetoric....ccccovevvenvenecnuenne. Error! Bookmark not defined.

2.3 <llm al-bayan [Science of eloCUtioN]........cccueevviiiiereieiieniieeeeeeeee e 15

2.3.1 Tashbih (Arabic SIMILe)........cceevvieeiieeiiieeeeieeie e 16

2.3.2 Majaz (FigUratiVenN@Ss).....cceevveerreerereeeieeeesseeeeeeseesseeseassseessessseens 17

2.3.2.1 Majaz caqli (cognitional figurativeness) ...........cccecceeeuenneen. 19

2.3.2.2 Majaz lughawi (Lingual figurativeness) ..........cceecveeuennen. 20

2.3.3.2.1 ’Isti‘arah (Arabic metaphor)........cccevveeveenieeieccieesieenen. 21

2.3.3.2.2 Majaz mursal (Arabic metonymy/synecdoche) .............. 23

24 KRGV c...vooaeieeiieeeiee et eetteestteeetee s sete e e ssae e sae e e sste e e saesnnaessaeenneeens 25

2.4.1 Classifications of kin@yah ...........c.cccoveevienieioeeieieeeeeeeeee 34

2.4.1.1 Kinayah from an objective perspective.........ccoevveevveenneenee. 34

2.4.1.2 Kinayah from a context and medium perspective.............. 36

-vii-



2.4.2 Functions of kindayah (purposes of USe) ........cccvevvvervevreecnrereennnens 38

2.5 WESLETT TRETOTIC ...euueeeiieiieeieeieee ettt et et e e et e e eeaeenee e e 39
2.5.1 Classifications of RhetoriC........c.ccoevevieieieiiiciiiiinicceenc s 42
2.6 Western (English) tropical representations...........cceeceeeveeeveeeieenieeniceneeenne. 44
2.6.1 SIMILE ..ottt e 46
2.6.2 MEtaAPROT .....eiieiieiieeee et 49
2.6.2 SYNECAOCRHE .....oeeeiieiiieiiiietceeee ettt e beeebe e e eeae e 52
TR I\ (5170) 1% 11 ) OSSOSO PRSP 55
2.6.3.1 Classifications of Metonymy ...........cceceeeeeeeviereeenseenneeennnans 60
2.6.3.2 Functions of metonymy (purposes of use)........cccceeeveeueene 63
2.7 Metonymy, synecdoche, kinayah, and majaz mursal ..............cccceeveennenn. 64
Chapter three: Qur’an, kindyah, and translation ..............coeeeeeveecceencsnecnnnnn. 69
3.1 INtrOQUCHION ...ttt ettt s 69
3.2 The nature and status of the Qur'an...........ccocceevieiiiiiiniieccie e, 69
3.3 The legitimacy of translating the Qur’an ...........c.ccooeeeiiiniinrieneeeeeeee, 72
3.3.1 Ruling of translating the Qur’an word-for-word (interlinear
trANSIATION) tuvviiiiiiiciie et e eebn e 73
3.3.2 Ruling of translating the Qur’an literally..........cccoceeriiieiinninnnne 74
3.3.3 Ruling on explanatory translation of the Qur’an ................cc........ 75
3.4 Translation of the meaning of the QuI’an............ccoeceevievieiiienie e 76
3.5 Western translations of the QUI’an ............ccocoveeeviieiiiii e, 77
3.6 English translations of the QUI’an ..........cccoeceeiiriienienienceeeee e 79
3.6.1 English translations of the Qur’an by non-Muslims....................... 79
3.6.2 English translations of the Qur’an by Muslims ...........cccceeuenenne. 81
3.7 A brief overview of the four selected translations .............ccceeevivreenennnene 84
3.7.1 Abdullah Yusuf Ali (2001) ....ccovviieriiiiiiecieieeee e 84
3.7.2 Muhammad Tagqi-ad-Din al-Hilali and Muhammad Muhsin Khan
(1417 H. [1996]) oottt 87
3.7.3 Saheeh International (1997/2004):......cccccoeievvieevcreeeireecreeciie e, 90
3.7.4 Muhammad A. S. Abdel Haleem (2005): ......cccoveeviiivniienieeecreenns 92
3.8 Comprehension, the Qur’an’s genre, translation, and Qur’anic exegeses . 95
3.9 Kindyah and QUITAN..........cccoeoieeeieeeeieie et e e e e e eaeeeve e sereesaeeenas 104
3.10 Kinayah and translation StUdIes .........c.cccveeirrcieeiieeciieeie e 105
Chapter four: The concept of equivalence in translation.............ccccceeeeeueeneene. 110
4.1 INtrOdUCHION.....c.itititiiiiieet ettt e 110
4.2 Introduction to €qUIVALEINCE. ........ceereieeiieiieiee et 110



4.2.1 Vinay and Darbelnet’s concept of equivalence...........cc.ccuveuennee. 112

4.2.2 Roman Jakobson’s equivalence: ...........ccceceeveeceenieeie e, 116

4.2.3 Eugine Nida’s theory of equivalence.........c...cceeverienieereenneenen. 118

4.2.4 Peter Newmark’s theory of equivalence ..........cccceeeeeeeeiienennnnen. 124

4.2.5 Beekman and Callow’s notion of equivalence............c.ccveeuveneen. 135

4.2.6 Mildred Lason’s concept of equivalence ...........ccceeeeereeerieeneennen. 143

4.2.7 Mona Baker’s notion of equivalence ............cccoeeveeeieeciecnreenenne. 153
Chapter five: ST ANAlYSiS...ccoceinericsssnnsssriisssanssssnsssssnsssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssosssssssses 156
ST B 651 (0T L o1 e PP 156
Kinayah 1 and 2 ........cccooiioiieeeeee et 157
Kinayah 3 and 4 .........cooooiieeiiiieieeiceeeee ettt et ee 158
Kinayah 5 and 6 ........ccooocvieeiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt 160
Kinayah 7 and § ........cccooecvieeiiiiiiiieieeee ettt et ee 162
Kinayah 9 and 10 .........oooioiiiiiiieee et 163
KIRAYAN 11 oottt 165
KIRAYAR 12 oottt ettt et ebeeete e sebeeeteenseeesaesene e 166
Kinayah 13 and 14 .......oooooiiiieieeeeeeee ettt sese e 168
Kinayah 15, 16, and 17 .....occoiiiiiiiiieeee ettt ees 170
Kinayah 18 and 19 ........coooiiieiieie ettt s 173
KIRAYAN 20 .ottt ettt et e te e e e enaesebe e 175
KIRAYAN 21 oot 178
KIRAYAR 22 ..ottt ettt e e e st ete e e naeaabe e 179
Kinayah 23 and 24 ...........ooveoieeieeeeeeee et s 181
Kinayah 25 and 26 ........oocviveiiieiieieeeeee ettt ees 183
KIRAYAR 2T <ottt ettt en 185
KIRAYAR 28 ..ottt ettt et e be e e e naeanbe e 187
Kinayah 29 and 30 ........oocvivciiioeieeeeeee et ee 188
KIRAYAN 31 oottt ettt sttt sebe e 189
KIRAYAN 32 <ot et e 190
KIRAYAN 33 oot 191
KIRAYAN 34 ..ottt e en 192
KIRAYAN 35 oottt ettt aeae e 193
KIRAYAN 30 .ottt ettt st et aae e aebe e 194
KIRAYAN 3T oottt et 195
KIRAYAN 38 ..ot et 196
KIRAYAN 39 ..o e 197



KINAYAN AQ ..ottt ettt sttt e eebe et enna e 197

KINAYAN AL oot 198
KINAYAR B2 oottt ettt et sttt erae e enbe e enn e 200
KINAYAN A3 .ot 202
Kinayah 44 and 45 ........ccoooeeieoiieeeeeeieeeeeet sttt 202
Chapter SixX: TT ANalySiS....ccicnveiisiiissserissinssseicsssencssncssssncsssnesssssssssessssssessasees 205
6.1 INtrOAUCTION ......eouiiiiiiieiiciiitciit et st 205
KINAYAN T ..ottt ettt 206
KINAYAR 2 ..ottt 207
Kindyah 3 and 4. ........coooiooiieieeeee et 209
Kin@yah 5 and 6 .........c.oooveieiieiiiiiieeiesteestee ettt 210
Kinayah 7 and 8 ........cc.oovveieiieiiiieieeieeeeste ettt e 212
KINAYAND ..ottt ettt ettt e srae e e eebe e ennea e 216
KINAYAN 1O ittt ettt e 217
KINAYAN 11 it ettt 218
KINAYAN 12 1ottt ettt sttt ae e e sebeesaeennea e 221
KINAYAN 13 oottt ettt sttt esae e eebe e e e e 221
KINAYAN T4 ..ottt et st tae e e eebesnaeennee e 224
Kinayah 15 and 16 .......ccooveiieieie e s 226
KINAYAR 1T oottt ettt ettt esae e e sebeesaeennna e 227
Kinayah 18 and 19 ........cooveiiiiieie ettt s 230
KINAYAN 20 1ottt ettt ettt sabe e nna e 231
KINAYAN 21 oot 234
KINGAYAR 22 oottt ettt ettt e eebe e eneaens 235
Kinayah 23 and 24 .........c.covoieieee et e 235
Kinayah 25 and 26 ........ccveeeeieiieiiieeieieeeeee sttt 237
KINAYAR 2T oottt ettt et sttt esae e eebeesneennea e 239
KINAYAR 28 ...ttt sttt e eebe e enea e 241
Kinayah 29 and 30 ..........cooovieieiie et s 243
KINAYAN 31 oottt 246
KINAYAN 32 oottt e 247
KINAYAN 33 oottt ettt ene e 248
KINAYAN 34 ..ottt ettt e ene e 250
KINAYAN 35 oot 251
KINAYAN 36 ..ottt 252
KINGYAN 3T ottt 254

_X_



KIRAYAN 38 ..ottt ettt et et sene e 255

KIRAYAN 39 ..o 257
KIRAYAN AQ .ottt ettt ettt et enae e naesnbe e 258
KIRAYAN A1 oot et 259
KIRAYAR A2 ..ottt ettt st ete e e naeanbe e 260
KIRAYAN A3 ..ottt et en 261
Kinayah 44 and 45 ........ocooveeieoeieieeeeeee ettt 261
Chapter Seven: Conclusion and Recommendations ..........ccoeceeeecueissaniccsesesnnses 264
7 B 621 (0T L o1 5 e PP 264
7.2 Summary and findings ........cceeoueeeierienie e e 264
7.3 Suggestions and recommendations .............cceereeereeerieenreeeeeneeeseeeeeeennens 273
BiblIOGIraphy .c.eeeiicuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiitiisnnncenssnntessssessssessssssssssssssssasssasssssssssanes 274

-X1-



List of Tables

Table 2.1: Typical definitions of metonymy, synecdoche, kinayah, majaz mursal,
ANA ESHEGTAN. ...ttt e 65

Table 2.2 Forms and semantic relationships of majaz mursal, metonymy, and
SYNECAOCKE. ..ttt ettt ettt et e et e et e eteeenteenseeeseeeneeas 67

Table 4.1: Vinay and Darbelnet’s translation procedures. ..........c.ccecverueeveereenenenns 113

Table 4.2: Comparison of Newmark’s semantic and communicative translation .. 128

Table 4.3: Newmark’s translation procedures. ..........coecuveveieneeniieniesie e 130
Table 4.4: Beekman and Callow’s four types of translation.............cccceeeevveenrenennns 136
Table 4.5: Larson’s seven types of translation...........cceceeeeireeirieeiiiereeece e, 144
Table 4.6: Some of Baker’s common types of non-equivalence. ............ccccuvennenne. 154
Table 6.1: Translations of Kindyah expression 1..........cccvcevvverievienie e 206
Table 6.2: Translations of Kindyah eXpression 2..........ccceeeveecveereireeeenveesieesesnneans 207
Table 6.3: Translations of Kindyah expressions 3 and 4. ........cccceveevieeieenceneene 209
Table 6.4: Translations of Kinayah expressions 5 and 6. ..........ccccevevvevveeeeinevennnen, 210
Table 6.5: Translations of kinayah eXpression 7........ccccceeeieeeeeeceeieeeee e 212
Table 6.6: Translations of kindyah eXpression 8..........ccccveeeveveiecieeiiereeecreeeereeens 214
Table 6.7: Translations of Kindyah exXpression 9..........cceveeveeeveevienie e 216
Table 6.8: Translations of Kinayah expression 10..........cccecvveviieeirceeenieenieeneeeneans 217
Table 6.9: Translations of Kindayah expression 11........cccceecveviieeinveeenieeneeneenneans 218
Table 6.10: Translations of Kindyah expressionl2.........ccccccvevvevierveeeceeeceineennens 221
Table 6.11: Translations of Kinayah expression 13.........ccccoeveriiiniinieeneenie e, 221
Table 6.12: Translations of Kinayah expression 14.........ccccoecevvieviencieeneenieneene 224
Table 6.13: Translations of Kinayah expressions 15 and 16. .........ccoccevirereiennne. 226
Table 6.14: Translations of Kindyah expression 17........cccccvevveeierieeecieeeeiseeineans 227
Table 6.15: Translations of Kinayah expression 17 that implies sex with men...... 228
Table 6.16: Translations of Kinayah expressions 18 and 19. .........ccoccevireireene. 230
Table 6.17:Translations of Kindyah expression 20.........ccccceveeeveevieeieeneeseie s 231
Table 6.18: Translations of Kinayah expression 21........cccccoeeeevienienieeneenieseeene, 234
Table 6.19: Translations of Kindyah eXpression 22........c.cccvevveeeveeveeecveeseeneennens 235
Table 6.20: Translations of kindyah expressions 23 and 24 ..........cccoecveevvevveneenne 235
Table 6.21: Translations of kinayah expressions 25 and 26. ..........ccceevvvevveeerenennns 237
Table 6.22: Translations of kindyah exXpression 27.......cccevueeeveceeneesie e 239
Table 6.23: Translations of kindyah expression 28.........ccceceevveeevirceeenreesceiereeenneens 241
Table 6.24: Translations of kindyah expressions 29 and 30. .........cccoeceeeiveveeneennne. 243

-Xii-



Table 6.25:
Table 6.26:
Table 6.27:
Table 6.28:
Table 6.29:
Table 6.30:
Table 6.31:
Table 6.32:
Table 6.33:
Table 6.34:
Table 6.35:
Table 6.36:
Table 6.37:

Translations of kindayah expression 31.......cccccevveevievieecieniiesieeeieeee. 246
Translations of kinayah expression 32........cccceeeeevievieeceeniesieeeee e, 247
Translations of kindayah expression 33........ccceeveevievieeceeneee e, 248
Translations of kinayah expression 34.........cccooveevievieeceeneesieeeee e, 250
Translations of kindyah expression 35.........cccceveevieiieecieneesiieeiee e, 251
Translations of kinayah expression 36.........cccoeceevievieeieeneenieeeeeeen. 252
Translations of kindayah expression 37.......ccccceeveevvevieeceenieesireeeee e, 254
Translations of kinayah expression 38.........cccoeveevievieiieenierieeee e, 255
Translations of kinayah expression 39........cccoeveevievieeiienievieeeeen. 257
Translations of kinayah expression 40...........ccocceveevieecieneenieeeeeeeen. 258
Translations of kindayah expression 41........cccccoveevievieecienieesiveeeee e, 259
Translations of kinayah expression 42..........cccceeveverveneeieenienieneneens 260
Translations of kinayah expression 43..........cccceevevirieneeienenieneneens 261

-Xiii-



List of Figures

Figure 2.1: Major disciplines of Arabic rthetoric. ........ccevieriieenieiieeie e, 10
Figure 2.2: Categories of </lm Ql-TAANT. .........c..ccoevoeeeoeeieiieee et 14
Figure 2.3: Categories of ilm al-Dayan............cc..cooveeeveveceeciieeieciieeeeeie e 15
Figure 2.4: Forms of majaz mursal and their semantic relationships....................... 25
Figure 2.5: Classifications of figures of speech made by the majority of Western
classical ThetOTICIANS. .........ccuevieiiiiiiiciic e 45
Table 6.38: Translations of kinayah expressions 44 and 45. .........cccevvvevvevvennnns 261
Figure 7.1: The relationship between kinayah, majaz mursal, metonymy, and
SYNECAOCKHE ... iutiiiiicit ettt ettt ettt st este e st eesraeetse e s e e sseeesaeesseeesaeenns 265
Figure 7.2: Statistics of types of translation, additions, omissions, footnotes,
implicitness, and explicitness for the four selected translators...................... 268
Figure 7.3: Number of euphemistic failures..........cooceeeeienienie e 270

-X1v-



SL

ST

SLT

SLC

TL

TT

TLT

TLC

TS

OED

List of Abbreviations

Source Language

Source Text

Source Language Text
Source Language Culture
Target Language

Target text

Target Language Text
Target Language Culture
Translation studies

Oxford English Dictionary

_XV_



-XVi-



Transliteration Symbols for Arabic Characters

Consonants
Arabic Transliteration Arabic Transliteration
e ’ o= d
) a L t
- b L z
< t ¢ ¢
& th d gh
z ] - f
z h S q
z kh < k
2 d J 1
3 dh B m
2D r o n
J z 2 h
o S B w
o sh S y
Ua S J al-
Short vowels Long vowels
i a | a
l i 5 a
i u s 1

Note that, in this research, Arabic vocalisation is mainly applied to Qur’anic

extracts. The rest of the Arabic examples are usually written without vocalisation.

Note also that some of the names, words, or terms that are lexicalised in English,

such as Allah, Hajj, the Qur’an, and suchlike will be written as they have become

known in English dictionaries. In other words, they will not be transliterated.
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Chapter one: Background of the study

1.1 Introduction

This introductory chapter introduces this study and its components. The chapter
comprises the statement of the problem, rational for choosing this particular topic
including the significance and originality of the work, aims and objectives, main
questions of the study, scope and limitation, how the study is going to be conducted, and

an outline of the chapters.

1.2 Statement of the problem

The main objective of translation is “the transformation of a text originally in one
language into an equivalent text in a different language retaining, as far as is possible, the
content of the message and the formal features and functional roles of the original text”
(Bell, 1991, p. xv). This might be a simple task if the intended message in the source text
(ST) is explicit, but when it is implicit, it becomes harder. In some cases, it becomes an
obstacle, especially when the ST is linguistically and culturally different from the target
language (TL). For instance, Arabic and English are linguistically and culturally different,
belonging to two different families. Arabic is a Semitic language, belonging to the
Afroasiatic phylum, whereas English is a West Germanic language, belonging to the
Indo-European phylum. These differences, to a considerable extent, contribute to the
difficulties in translation between the two languages. Figures of speech, which are a form
of expressions used to convey specific intended meanings implicitly to achieve a special
effect, are amongst the difficulties that a translator could encounter, particularly when the
figure of speech is culture-specific. Newmark agrees with this and argues that they could
pose a problem for translators (1988, p. 104). In general, figures of speech form an
integral part of our language; they can be found in religious texts, political speeches, oral
literatures, poetry, and basically in everyday speech. Kinayah is one of those figures of

speech in Arabic.

Kindyah can be a problematic issue for translators due to a number of reasons. First and
foremost are the components that form the kindyah. Without noticing that there is another
meaning intended behind the literal meaning, a translator could misinterpret the kinayah
expression by rendering it literally, since the literal meaning of a kinayah may sound true.
In other words, a kindyah may hold two meanings, a literal meaning and a figurative

meaning. Thus, a translator can be easily deceived by the literal meaning of the kinayah.
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Also, in most cases, the relationship between the intended meaning and the literal
meaning is cultural-specific. Consequently, a translator must be aware of the semantic
and cultural features in a kindyah in order to understand the intended meaning and to find
an appropriate expression in the target language (TL). Furthermore, kinayah, like its
fellow figures of speech, is used for specific purposes to achieve special effects. Amongst
the purposes (functions) of kindyah are euphemism, brevity, clarity, and hyperbole.
Overall, if a translator goes for the literal meaning (proper meaning) and, unintentionally
neglects the intended meaning (figurative meaning) of the kinayah then this will mean
that the message of the ST along with its function will be misrepresented in the target text
(TT).

The type of text plays a big role in the difficulty of translating figurative expressions in
general and kinayah specifically. Religious texts are sensitive and their translation should
be approached cautiously. The central religious text of Islam is the Qur’an. Muslims
believe that the Qur’an is miraculous and inimitable. They believe that Qur’anic discourse
has its own unique genre. Abdul-Raof states that “the Qur’an as a genre in its own right
is marked by prototypical features, as well as rhetorical features, that are hardly to be
found in any type of writing throughout its history” (2003, p. 305). This uniqueness of
the Qur’anic discourse has led to a perennial argument among many Muslim clerics about
whether it is possible to translate the Qur’an from both the linguistic and religious points
of view. They are concerned about the ethical side of translating the holy text, mainly
because they believe that the formal side of the Qur’an contributes much to its meaning.
Rendering such a text will bring into question the degree of fidelity with which it is
transferred. Consequently, they have raised some religious, ethical, and linguistic
objections to translating it. This fact is clearly reflected in the fatwa on the ruling of
translating the meanings of the Qur’an (The Permanent Committee for Scholarly
Research and Ifta' , 2013). This fatwa, clearly, suggests the impossibility of translating
the Qur’an literally due to its unique style, which comprises linguistic features that make

it impossible to convey its meanings accurately in another language. It considers

e is impossible to translate the intended meanings of the Qur’an as a whole or even partially. Literal

translation of the Qur’an is not even permissible as it will alter and distort its meanings. A person may
translate whatever meanings they can understand, rules they may deduce, morals and ethics they may
learn, and so on, into foreign languages, such as English, French, Persian or any other language to spread
the meanings understood and call people to abide by them. It will be like explaining the Qur’an in Arabic,
provided the person in question has the required qualifications to do so and is capable of communicating
the rulings and morals contained therein accurately. Whoever lacks these conditions or lacks the means
and resources that help understand the Qur’an should not embark on this endeavour, lest they should
distort the Words of Allah or change their meanings, thus defeating their purpose”.
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translation to be a process that ‘distorts’ its meaning, and the aim of translation is not to

textually render the holy book but to disseminate its meaning for teaching purposes.

It is beyond doubt, for those who know the Qur’an, that it is, indeed, linguistically and
rhetorically rich. In addition, its ayahs® [verses] are presented in such a unique form and
style that they leave a strong impact on people who read or listen to them recited, and
especially those who comprehend and infer their meanings. Thus, a translator will
inevitably face serious difficulties in conveying the effectiveness of the original together
with a comparable, let alone equivalent, style. Arthur J. Arberry, a British orientalist who
translated the Qur’an, states that:

[T]he rhetoric and rhythm of the Arabic of the Koran are so characteristic, so

powerful, so highly emotive, that any version whatsoever is bound in the

nature of things to be but a poor copy of the glittering splendour of the original
(1980, p. 24).

The rhetorical features of the Qur’an, such as kinayah, along with other linguistic features
contribute significantly to the uniqueness of the Qur’anic discourse. Moreover, Abdul-
Raof (2003, p. 113) argues from a textual analysis point of view, that the figures of speech
(such as kinayah) employed in the Qur’an richly “act as cohesive constituents in the
Qur’anic texture. The rhetorical features in the Qur’anic discourse are considered
Qur’anic-specific and therefore, in some come cases, they can be a problematic issue for

a translator (ibid, p. 68).

To sum up, kinayah is employed in the Qur’anic discourse abundantly not only for
stylistic reasons, but more importantly to serve other significant purposes. These purposes
can be recognized through the functions of the kindyah. When it comes to translating
Qur’anic kinayah expressions, we would like to borrow Newmark’s quote (1988, p. 104)
and claim that while “the central problem of translation is the overall choice of a
translation method for a text, the most important particular problem is the translation of”
kindyah. That is because kindyah can hold both literal and figurative meanings, and
therefore can easily deceive a translator. Also, in addition to its being mainly culture-
specific, kindayah serves a particular purpose, such that it could be challenging to convey
the intended meaning and at the same time maintain the same function as the original

especially given that the Qur’anic genre is believed to be unique.

2 Apyahs is used as the plural of ‘ayah [verse].



1.3 The reasons for choosing this topic

The rationale for conducting this study is mainly based on the following considerations:

- Kindayah has not received much attention compared to other Arabic figures of
speech, such as ‘isti‘arah (Arabic ‘metaphor’), specifically within translation
studies (TS).

- The majority of English-Arabic-English dictionaries, if not all, translate the term
‘metonymy’ as kindyah and majaz mursal, and at the same time they refer to the
term ‘synecdoche’ as majaz mursal. This clearly means that the concept of
kindyah is still ambiguous in English.

- Kinayah is a figurative expression, i.e. its intended meaning is concealed, or in
other words implicit. However, unlike ’isti‘Grah (Arabic ‘metaphor’), its
constituents usually sound as if what is being expressed is the proper sense, which
can easily deceive the translator. Therefore, its translation requires careful
consideration to reveal its implicit meaning, which most likely relies heavily on
the SL cultural background, which also differs from one language to another.

- Curiously, we have noticed that some Qur’anic kinayah expressions have been
translated differently by various translators; some even render the intended
meaning directly. In other words, it appears that there is some sort of discrepancy
among the translators when translating Qur’anic kinayah. This leads us to the
assumption that each translator adopts a different approach in reproducing
kindyah in the TT. Also, it seems that some of the functions of the kinayah are not
maintained in the TT. This raises the question whether kinayah is translatable, i.e.
whether it is possible to render the intended meaning implicitly with a similar
image to the original, and simultaneously preserve the same original function.

- More than 2.1 billion people follow the Qur’an as a code of worship and ethics,
most of whom do not read Arabic. Misinterpretations reflected in the translations

of the Qur’an might lead to misunderstanding the real intent of the texts

1.4 Aim, objectives, and questions of the study

The principle aim of this study is to understand the concept of kinayah and to investigate
how kindyah expressions in the Qur’an are translated into English. Hopefully, this study
will shed light on this beautiful Arabic figure of speech, which has been long mistaken
for metonymy on the one hand and has been neglected in TS on the other. This work will

attempt to demonstrate that kinayah is not metonymy; and simultaneously contribute to
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filling the gap in TS, since there is a clear lack of work devoted to the translation of
kinayah expressions. This work will thus contribute positively to Arabic-English TS in

general, and to Qur’anic studies and Qur’an translation in particular.

1.4.1 The objectives

The study also seeks to achieve the following objectives:

- To explore whether kinayah and metonymy are one in the same, since most scholars
and dictionaries refer to kinayah as ‘metonymy’.

- To explore whether the translators were able to recognise the implicit meaning, i.e.
intended meaning, of the kinayah, since its literal meaning can be true and may
deceive the translator.

- To compare and contrast how the selected kindyah expressions are rendered by the
selected four translators.

- To examine and identify the methods employed by the translators in rendering
kindyahs from the Qur’an.

- To explore whether the translators were able to overcome the cultural boundaries, if
any, and what procedures were employed by them.

- To examine whether the translators were able to convey the intended meaning of the

kinayah implicitly and maintain its function as in the original.

1.4.2 Questions of the study

The study seeks to answer the following main questions:

- Is metonymy the equivalent English figure of speech for kinayah? If not, then:
a- Which is the closest Arabic figure that has similar features to metonymy?
b- Which English figure of speech is equivalent to or at least shares some of the
features and functions of kinayah?

- If there is no equivalent English figure of speech for kinayah, then were the
translators able to render the intended meaning of the original implicitly as in the ST
and simultaneously maintain the kinayah function? If not, then why?

- What translation methods do the translators tend to employ in rendering Qur’anic
kinayah?

- What translation procedures do the translators adopt to compensate for any loss in

translation?



- Were the translators consistent in translating the same kinayah in the event it occurs

in other parts of the Qur’an?

1.5 Scope and limitation

Initially, figures of speech emerged as rhetorical devices, since their studies, both in
English and Arabic, began from a rhetorical perspective. Abdul-Raof affirms that the
Qur’anic discourse is full of such devices, this type of language being proptotypical in
the Qur’an (2003, p. 95). That said, it would be impossible to cover and analyse all of the
large number of kindyah expressions employed in the Qur’an due to the available time.
Therefore, this work will be limited to the analysis of forty-five kindyah expressions
extracted from various parts of the Qur’an. The selection of the kinayah expressions will
be based on al-Jurjani’s definition of kinayah and on the consensus of the majority of
Qur’anic exegetes (see 5.1). Furthermore, the study will be limited to the translations of
Ali (1998), al-Hilali and Khan (1417 H. [1996]), Saheeh International (2004), and Abdel
Haleem (2005) (see 3.7 for a brief overview and the rationale for selecting these

translations).

1.6 Procedural framework

The study is more or less divided into two parts. The first part substantiates the claim that
kindyah is not metonymy as the majority of dictionaries and scholars claim it to be, and
that majaz al-mursal is the closest Arabic figure of speech to metonymy and synecdoche.
This requires a careful consideration and comparison of the main Arabic figures of speech
(‘isticarah, tashbth, majaz mursal, kinayah) as well as the English ones (metaphor, simile,

metonymy, synecdoche).

The second part is composed of a twofold analysis. First, a ST analysis will be conducted.
That is to say, the selected kinayah expressions will be analysed linguistically and
contextually in order to understand the meaning and purpose of each kindyah. When the
same kinayah expression is used in a different ayah, we will identify these ayahs and
examine them to see whether they differ from each other in terms of meaning and purpose
of use. This will involve reliance on authoritative Arabic and English dictionaries
(including Qur’anic dictionaries) and Qur’anic exegeses, particularly those exegeses that
approach the Qur'anic text from a linguistic and rhetorical perspective. This is followed
by a comparative TT analysis of the four selected English Qur’an translations. The

examination will take into consideration: (1) how the four translations render each
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kindyah, (2) the intelligibility of the renditions, (3) whether there is any loss of meaning,
(4) whether the renditions maintain the function of the original kinayah, and (5)
consistency in rendering the same kinadyah when it occurs in different ayahs (Qur’anic
verses). We underline that this comparative analytical phase, and indeed the whole work,
is by no means a judgement aimed at undermining the efforts made by the translators.
From an equivalence perspective, this study attempts to provide a descriptive linguistic
insight into how this crucial Arabic figure of speech, kindayah, is rendered from the Qur’an

into English.

1.7 Structure of the study

The study comprises seven chapters with each chapter focusing on a certain aspect of the
research. Chapter one, as indicated earlier (see 1.1), is mainly introductory and provides
the reader with a broad idea about the topic, including its significance and originality, and
how it will be conducted. It encompasses the statement of the problem, reasons behind
choosing this topic, aims, objectives and research questions, scope and limitation,
procedural framework, and a brief outline of each chapter. Chapter two looks carefully
at the main Arabic figures of speech, ‘isti’Grah, tashbih, majaz mursal, and kindyah, along
with the main English figures of speech: metaphor, simile, metonymy, and synecdoche.
The main aim of this chapter is to substantiate the claim that kinayah is not metonymy
and to demonstrate that majaz mursal is the closest Arabic figure of speech to metonymy
and synecdoche. Chapter three casts light on the nature and status of the Qur’an, the
legitimacy of its translation, and a brief historical background of its English translations.
It also discusses the role of Qur’anic exegeses in understanding and translating the genre
of the Qur’an. This includes a brief overview of the Qur’anic exegeses used in the study,
followed by some insight into the employment of kinayah in the Qur’an. The chapter also
demonstrates how kinayah is very much neglected in TS and no substantial work has been
devoted to its translation. It also shows that even the handful of works that touch upon
kindyah do not realise that it has no equivalent English figure of speech, since the majority
refer to it as metonymy. Chapter four touches upon some of the equivalence theories in
TS, such as those of Vinay and Darbelnet, Jakobson, Nida, Newmark, Baker, Beekman
and Callow (1974), and Larson (1998), with a specific focus on the last two. It critically
discusses their concepts and approaches towards equivalence in translation, with some
attention given to translating figurative expressions. Chapter five is devoted to

examining the selected forty-five original Qur’anic kindyah expressions linguistically and
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contextually. It discusses the intended meaning of each kinayah used in the Qur’an and
its purposes, including the views of several Qur’anic exegetes. Chapter six compares the
translations of the selected kinayah expression made by Ali (1998), al-Hilali and Khan
(1417 H. [1996]), Saheeh International (2004), and Abdel Haleem (2005). It is mainly a
descriptive and critical examination. The analysis will define how these translators deal
with kindyah in the TT, and examine whether they were able to convey the intended
meaning and preserve its purpose (function), and whether they were consistent in
translating the same kinayah in the event it occurs in other parts of the Qur’an. Chapter
seven provides a synopsis of the study. It includes the findings and conclusion of the
work. It also offers some suggestions for further research respecting the translation of

kinayah.



Chapter two: Kinayah and metonymy are they one and the same?

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter we will attempt to find out whether kindayah and metonymy are the same
in terms of features and functions (purposes of use). To achieve this, we will first discuss
the main Arabic figures of speech, ‘isti’arah, tashbih, majaz mursal, and kindayah. This
will involve a bird’s-eye view of Arabic rhetoric, especially if we take into consideration
that the study of Arabic figures of speech is part of rhetorical studies. Also, in a similar
manner, we will briefly look at Western rhetoric. Then, we will present the main English
figures of speech, metaphor, simile, synecdoche, and metonymy, with special interest on
the latter in order to find out whether it is equivalent to kind@yah in terms of concept,

semantic relationships, features, and purpose of use.

2.2 Arabic rhetoric

The emanation of Arabic rhetoric was through Qur’anic sciences (<uliim al-Qur’an) along
with the sciences of syntax and morphology/linguistics (/m an-nahii wa as-sarf) and the
science of literature (<ilm al-adab). The scholars of Qur’anic studies during the formation
of Islamic studies were rhetoricians as much as they were exegetes or linguists.
Furthermore, the science of rhetoric emerged to enhance the understanding of the Qur’an
and the sayings of the Prophet of Islam and to explore their beautiful style. Early linguistic
and rhetoric savants such as abli ‘Ubaydah bin al-Muthanna (d. 208 AH/823 AD), abi
cUthman *Amrt bin Bahr al-Jahiz (d. 255 AH/868 AD), abii al-Hasan ar-Rammani (d.
384 AH/994 AD), abu Hilal al-*Askar1 (d. 395 AH/1004 AD), °Abd al-Qahir al-Jurjani
(d. 471 AH/1078 AD), and others® participated in laying down the fundamentals of
rhetorical science by writing books such as, al-Bayan fi ’Iaz al-Qur’an, Ma<ant al-
Qur’an, and al-Fawa'id al-Mushshawiq “ila <Uliam al-Qur’an wa <Ulam al-Bayan. Their
argumentations and demonstrations were mainly extracted from the Qur’an. In view of
the foregoing, it suffices to say that the relationship between rhetoric and Qur’anic

sciences is not only germane but absolutely solid.

3 There are other early scholars who made a remarkable contribution in laying the groundwork of rhetorical
science such as al-’Akhfash Sa‘id bin Muscada (d. 215 AH/830 AD), az-Zajaj (d. 311AH/923AD),
’Ahmad bin Muhammad al-Khattabi (d. 388 AH), "Abt Bakr Muhammad bin al-Tayib al-Baqilani (d.
403 AH), and abi Muhammad ¢Abd Allah ibn Sinan al-Khafaji (d. 466 AH), Jar Allah Mahmud az-
Zamakhshart (d. 538 AH) Fakhr ad-Din ar-Razi (d. 606 AH), Siraj ad-Din as-Sakkaki (d. 626 AH), and
ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyah (d. 751 AH). For more historical details on Arabic rhetoric in English see Abdul-
Raof (2006, pp. 31-74).
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It is believed that rhetorical science reached its apex through cAbd al-Qahir al-Jurjani (d.
471 AH/1078 AD). Most of the books on rhetoric written by scholars in the wake of al-
Jurjani were summarisations and commentaries, mainly on al-Jurjani’s books* and views
in addition to some other early savants’ books. This is suggested by the fact that most, if
not all, the examples used in all the books on rhetoric are the same. This could be marked
as a negative point in Arabic rhetorical studies. But it is worth mentioning that a couple
of these scholars, such as az-Zamakhshart and as-Sakkaki, added distinctly new views to
the theories of Arabic rhetoric, for instance, the classification of the rhetorical disciplines
(see figure 1), particularly the classifications of kinayah that was initially presented in

detail by as-Sakkaki.

Before setting sail into the ocean of <ilm al-bayan (Science of expressions [lit. Science of
clarity]) and particularly kinayah, it is sensible to go through some practical definitions
such as the definitions of fasahah (eloquence), <ilm al-ma‘ani (semantics/word order),

and “ilm al-badi* (Science of embellishments).

Arabic rhetoric

lm al-ma‘ant lm al-bayan Ilm al-badr
Science of meanings (word order) | | Science of elocution Science of ornamentation

Figure 2.1: Major disciplines of Arabic rhetoric.

2.2.1 Rhetoric (balagah) and eloquence (fasahah)

Arab linguists and scholars who are conversant with Arabic rhetoric will notice that there
was an on-going debate amongst rhetoricians regarding the two concepts of rhetoric and
eloquence; and that it engrossed their minds for generations from the outset of rhetorical
studies. Many rhetorical scholars do not differentiate between the two notions of rhetoric
and eloquence. For instance, abu Hilal al-<Askar1, a well-known Arabic rhetorical figure,
proclaims in his book ‘as-sinacatayn’ that “baldghah (rhetoric) and fasahah (eloquence)
refer to the same thing even if their origins are different. That is because both terms,

balaghah and fasahah, denote ’ibanah (clarity, making clear) and ‘izhar

4 For a more detailed argument on al-Jurjant’s theory and classifications of Arabic rhetoric in English see
Abu Deeb (1979) and Larkin (1995).
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(conspicuousness/evincement) (cited in al-Hashimi, 2005, p. 5). Al-Hashimi also
indicates the following:
43 yie Bl de) 5l 5 lall 5 223 5 daliadll Gf rediiad) (e gan s Sl all e 5

Led glaay A (=l e Y

Al-Jurjani and some who preceded him consider fasahah (eloquence),
balagah (rhetoric), bayan (elocution), and bard<ah (proficiency) as
synonyms. They believe these synonyms do not characterise individual
lexical items but describe a sentence, provided that the sentence structure
conforms to Arabic syntax, grammatically and meaningfully (Hashimi, 2005,
p. 10 [my translation]).

In relation to this matter, Abdul-Raof asserts, in his book, Arabic Rhetoric: A pragmatic
analysis, that al-Jurjant considers rhetoric and eloquence as two sides of the same coin.
He adds that the difference between the two, as al-Jurjant sees it, is that eloquence “is
attributed to the lexical item but not to signification while rhetoric is attributed to both
the lexical item and signification” (2006, p. 95). Fakhr ad-Din ar-Razi (d. 606 AH), a
posterior scholar to al-Jurjani, agrees that “most rhetoricians barely differentiate between
eloquence and rhetoric” (ibid, p. 10). Likewise, al-Jawhart (d. 393 AH/ 1002 AD), a
linguist and the author of the famous Arabic dictionary ‘as-Sikah’, indicates that
“eloquence is rhetoric” (ibid, p. 10). In the main, eloquence is generally concerned with
utterance while rhetoric is concerned with meaning (cf. ‘Abd Rabbuh, 2005). For
example, a parrot may pronounce words correctly but without meaning; therefore, the
parrot might be described as an eloquent (fasih) bird but not as (baligh) rhetorical. In a
nutshell, every rhetorical speech is eloquent, but not every eloquent speech is rhetorical.
The following synopses will briefly illustrate the difference between eloquence (fasahah)

and rhetoric (balaghah).

In general, fasahah in Arabic rhetoric refers to lexical items that are clear, understandable,
and commonly used amongst penmen and poets, due to their beauty and flexibility. Al-
Hashim1 (2005) posits that eloquence could be attributed to a single lexical item/word
(lafdah/kalimah), statement/utterance (a speech in all its forms, written or spoken)
including its syntactic structures (kalam), or a text producer (mutakallim). The latter is
considered eloquent, only if s/he is of an erudite bent and has a great ability to produce
any form of discourse eloquently at any time. The other two aspects, single lexical items
or whole statements, should be free from certain imperfections to be regarded as eloquent.

According to al-Hashim (ibid.), an eloquent single lexical item should be free from: (1)
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phonetic incongruity/cacophony [of the letters] (tandfur al-hurif), (2) strange usage
(gharabat al-isti‘mal), (3) transgression of Arabic inflectional morphological rules
(mukhalafat al-giyas), and (4) distasteful sounds (al-karahatu fi as-sam<i). Additionally,
Al-Hashimi suggests that an eloquent utterance/statement should be free from: (1)
incongruent/cacophonous word-combination sounds (tanafur al-kalimati mujtamicatan),
(2) syntactically poorly-formed structure (dafu at-ta lif), (3) complex structure (at-tacqid
al-lafz1), and (4) semantic ambiguity (at-ta‘qid al-ma‘nawr). The latter, i.e. semantic
ambiguity is mainly expressing a specific meaning implicitly, as in figurative expressions,
using words that lead to a meaning other than the intended meaning. For instance, using

a kinayah to denote a meaning other than its conventional meaning.

As for baldgah, linguistically the term balagah derives from balagha, which means to
reach, arrive at, get to, or attain the aim/goal/end/extreme limit (Lane, 1968; ibn Manzir,
1980; cf. Qasim & Dib, 2003, p. 8). Both Lane and ibn Manziir seem to suggest that the
sense of balaghah is the same as that of fasahah. Lane, however, asserts that the
difference between the two terms is that fasahah “is an attribute of a single word and of
speech and of the speaker”, whereas balaghah “is an attribute only of speech and the
speaker” (Lane, p. 251). Lane also adds that “4¢3\ in the speaker is 4 faculty whereby one
is enabled to compose language suitable to exigency of the case, 1.e., to the occasion of
speaking [or writing], with chasteness, or perspicuity, or eloquence, thereof” (ibid,
author’s italics). According to al-Hashimi, the general sense of balaghah is “expressing
a significant meaning clearly by using proper and eloquent expressions that have a
spellbinding impact on one’s soul, while simultaneously being appropriate to the
situational context and the recipients” (al-Hashimi, 2005, p. 29, my translation; cf. Qasim
& Dib, 2003, p. 8; <Abd Rabbuh, 2005). Furthermore, a speaker is described as ‘rhetorical’
when s/he has the ability to employ the major disciplines of Arabic rhetoric (see figure 1)
in order to conquer the hearts and minds of the recipients. To come to the point, rhetoric
and eloquence are closesly related to another. It is known that in statements/speeches,
eloquence is a major requirement to achieve rhetoric, while rhetoric is not at a requirement
to achieve eloquence. Therefore, one could say that every rhetorical speech is eloquent,

but not every eloquent speech is rhetorical.
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2.2.2 <Ilm al-ma‘ant [Science of meanings]

[lm al-macant, which literally means ‘science of meanings’, corresponding somewhat to
what is known in modern linguistic studies as ‘semantics’, is one of the main disciplines
of Arabic rhetoric. It is the discipline that deals with composite utterances (word
order/grammatical structure). In other words, the order of the syntactic constituents of an
utterance or speech, i.e. statement. Additionally, it intersects with other linguistic fields,
that is, it reveals the correlation between word order, semantics, syntax, and pragmatics
in forming an eloquent discourse with a rhetorical effect on the addressee. </lm al-ma‘ant

is known by Arab rhetoricians as:

A G ) 3l (35 05 Sumy Jlal) i (IS 32 23S Ly a2 ) 85 J sl

The knowledge of the conditions, rules and norms which governs the
congruency of the utterance (the structure of the statement) with the
requirements of the situation in accordance to the purpose it is composed for
(al-Hashimi, 2005, pp. 37-38; my translation).

In other words, the knowledge of the conditions and laws that enables one to compose a
speech appropriately in accordance to the situational context and the recipients it is
intended for. According to their understandings of as-Sakkaki’s works, Bekkum, et al.
claim “the main purpose of the ‘science of meanings’ [i/m al-ma‘ani] is the avoidance of
errors” (1997 , p. 263). <llm al-ma<ant is possibly the largest rhetorical discipline and it is
divided into several categories as shown in figure 2. It is believed that early Arab linguists
and rhetoricians scrutinised the Qur’an through, inter alia, <i/m al-ma‘ani to comprehend
its inimitability (i9az), such as its skilful structures, superior representation and
expression, delicate brevity, and so forth. They also examined the rhetoric and eloquence
in Hadith and in Arabic prose. Though the signification of </m al-ma‘ani has been
featured by a number of scholars who preceded al-Jurjani, several modern rhetoricians
take it for granted that al-Jurjani is the one who laid the foundations of this science
through his book Dalad’il al-’I5az (cf. Braginsky, 2001). Nonetheless, it is believed that
it was az-Zamakhshart (d. 538 AH) who first used the term </m al-ma<ani in his book al-
Kashshaf; his ideas were developed later by as-Sakkaki (d. 626 AH) and al-Qazwini (d.
739 AH).
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‘Ahwal al-musnadi “ilayhi

‘Ahwal al-musnad [Predicate status]

‘Ahwal al-"isnad al-khabart

‘Ahwal mut<allagat al-ficl
[Verb attachments status]

al-Qasr [Restriction]

Ilm al-ma‘ant
[Science of meanings]

al-"Insha’ [Informing]

al-Faslu wa al-waslu
[Junction and disjunction]

al-"ljaz wa al-"itnab wa al-musawah
[Brevity, verbosity, and moderation]

Figure 2.2: Categories of /lm al-ma‘ant.

2.2.3 <Illm al-badi* |[Science of ornamentation]|

[llm al-badi* is the rhetorical discipline that is concerned with the linguistic mechanism

of embellishing a speech. ‘IIm albadi‘ is defined as:

A science through which we can understand the mechanism of embellishing
a discourse, provided that the discourse maintains its compatibility with the
requirements of the situation and is semantically unambiguous (al-Qazwini,
1996, p. 383; my translation).

By exploiting various features of <i/m al-badi<, the text producer could present an aureate
speech that has a rhetorical impact on the addressee. This rhetorical discipline is divided
into two categories, semantic ornamentations - al-muhassinat al-manawiyah - and lexical
ornamentations - al-muhassinat al-lafdiyah. Each category is subdivided into several
forms; and each form has a distinctive beautifying rhetorical aspect. In semantic
ornamentation, a discourse preserves the beautifying aspect of semantic ornamentation
even after the replacement of a given lexical item by its synonym. Whereas, in lexical
ornamentation, its beautifying aspect disappears if a given lexical item is replaced by its
synonym. However, both categories of ornamentation are considered as tools for the text

producer to embellish his/her speech in order to achieve an impact on the addressee.
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2.3 <Ilm al-bayan [Science of elocution]

Ilin al-bayan
Science of elocution

Tashbth ‘ Majaz Kinayah
Arabic ‘simile’ Figurativeness
[ , I
Majaz lughawt Majaz caqlt
Lingual figurativeness Cognitional figurativeness
Majaz mursal Isticarah
Arabic ‘metonymy’/’synecdoche’ Arabic ‘metaphor’

Figure 2.3: Categories of <ilm al-bayan.
Literally <l/m al-bayan means ‘the science of clarity’; and linguistically, bayan means
uncovering -kashf- and clarification - idah (al-Qazwini, 1996). Moreover, the word, ¢ -
bayyin-, which derives from the same root as bayan, means eloquent (ibn Manzir, 1980,
p. 407). Lane points out the word bayan signifies “the means by which one makes a thing
[distinct], apparent, manifest, evident, clear, plain, or perspuous”. He also addds that it is
“making the meaning apparent to the mind so that it becomes distinct from other
meanings and from what might be confounded with it” (Lane, 1968, p. 288). He goes on
to say, bayan “is also applied to language that discovers and shows the meaning that is
intended: and an explanation of confused and vague language” (ibid.). On top of that,
Lane provides a full description of this rhetorical discipline, which includes the the
technical meaning of “i/m al-bayan known amongst Arabic rhetoricians>:

A faculty, or principles, [or a science] whereby one knows how to express

[with perspicuity of diction] one meaning in various forms [some of the Arabs

restrict the science of ol to what concerns comparisons and tropes and

metonymies; which last the Arabian rhetoricians distinguish from tropes; and
some make it include rhetoric altogether] (ibid,; author’s italics).

As generally understood, <//m al-bayan is an Arabic rhetorical science devoted to figures
of speech. It is categorised into three main figures of speech, tashbih (Arabic ‘simile’),
majaz (figurativeness), and kindayah, as shown in figure 2.3 (for more details on <lm al-

bayan and its categories see Lashin, 1998). But since kindayah is the core of this study it

5 ajde AN 7 gy 8 ddlida (3 day anl sl el 3 ) 4 i ym ple — “The science through which we can state a
single meaning clearly in different ways” (al-Qazwini, 1996, p. 246; my translation).
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will henceforth be discussed in detail separately in section 2.4. As to the rest of the Arabic
figures of speech, their definitions and types will be presented briefly in this section. It is
worth noting that this discipline is at times referred to in English as the science of figures

of speech and at other times as the science of expression.

2.3.1 Tashbth (Arabic simile)

The term ‘tashbih’ is the verbal noun derived from the verb shabbaha (to liken, make
resemble), and its basic linguistic meaning is tamthil (likening). There are various
definitions of tashbih, but they all share the concept of resemblance. For example, al-

Qazwini (1996, p. 248) provides the following definition:

Tashbih: refers to the sense that one thing shares an element of meaning with
another. (My translation)

"Amin (1982, p. 15) also states that this figure of speech is defined by the scholars of <ilm

al-bayan as:

agin & jidie gine b ¢ 3eY el A8 i o AV 8 sagd sy il Ll elale Caay
A (Bl (e Fn sgall B jaiall sf 63y sSAall agaiill il ol (gaaly

“Scholars of <ilm al-bayan define tashbih by saying: it is the indication that
something is shared with something else in terms of a common [element
of] meaning by using one of the fashbih tools® (particles) explicitly
(mentioned in the statement/expression) or implicitly (that can be
understood through the context)” (My translation).

Likewise, al-Hashimi (2005, p. 206) provides the following definition:

b S alall) sl G5 e shea ol sl ine 3 56 el 48 jlie 1ol slele ie 4l
OIS i sl 1) Sy ) Tl e el b el (L lsel
f Ada gila) anadilal g ¢ Andi A gs ¢ (4l Bk Gl ) 4 435ie 5 alia eyl 4piil

(sl
Tashbih is defined by the scholars of </m al-bayan as: linking one thing to
another in terms of meaning by using known tools (particles), such as when
one says: ‘gl ;& S Akl - education is like illumination in guidance’.
Here A=Vl ‘education’ is the 43« ‘likened’, _s ‘illumination’ is the 4 e
‘likened to’, 4la¢)) “guidance’ is the 4:&l 4> 5 ‘point of resemblance’ and the
4uid sl ‘simile tool/particle’ is the letter <. So, there are four basic
elements of tashbih, which are: x5 ‘likened’, 4 424« ‘likened to’ (both the
‘likened’ and ‘likened to’ are referred to as 4l o8 )k ‘tarafay at-tashbih

6 The 4x5 313 “simile tool’ may be a particle (such as ¢ and J\<), a noun used adverbially (such as Jis and
sa3), or a verb (such as g Jbas and (Ska).
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- the two ends of the simile’), 44l 4a 5 ‘point of resemblance’, and the 3l
4035 ‘simile tool/particle’ (verbal or implicit/deducible) (My translation).

The classification of tashbih is mainly based on its basic elements, the ‘two ends of the
simile’, ‘the point of resemblance’, and ‘the simile tools’ (For more details in Arabic, see
Amin, 1982, pp. 17-57; al-Hashimi, 2005, pp. 207-232; and in English see Abdul-Raof
2006, pp. 200-208.)

Tashbih is regarded as an artistic and aesthetic stylistic feature, which achieves the
rhetorical function of hyperbole. Thus, it is also known as fann at- tashbih (the art of
resemblance/likening). The general intention of this figure of speech is to clarify an idea
or to show the resemblance of one thing to another. The text producer resorts to tashbiih
to achieve specific pragmatic functions that serve the simile element, the likened, such

as:

1- To clarify the image of the ‘likened’

2- To exhibit the mood/case of the ‘likened’. In other words, to identify a specific
feature of the ‘likened’.

3- To praise/beautify the ‘likened’.

4- To satirize/disfigure the ‘likened’.

The degree of the rhetorical stylistic feature of tashbih depends on the presence of its
elements in the speech. The more omitted simile elements in a given speech, the more
rhetorical it is. In other words, the speech is highly rhetorical in terms of tashbih if the
‘likened’ and ‘likened to’ are only mentioned, without the ‘simile tool” and ‘the point of
resemblance’ such as in 2/ 2ese — Muhammad is a lion (what is meant is that Muhammad

is brave like a lion).

2.3.2 Majaz (Figurativeness)

The common noun ‘majaz’ is derived from the verb jaza which means ‘to cross - pass
through - penetrate - traverse’ (u~all 2eaf Ja - Ahmad crossed the bridge). Rhetorically,
majaz (figurativeness) goes beyond the basic meaning of the word, i.e. majaz indicates a
meaning that is not the ‘real’ meaning/‘proper’ sense of the word. Thus majaz is regarded
as the antithesis of properness (44is hagiqah). Hagiqah, on the other hand, refers “to truth,
reality, things as they truly are” or as Larkin describes it as ‘ontological truth’ (1995, p.
86). She also points out that hagigah “is used, in contrast to majaz, to refer to literal
speech (ibid.). The following definitions of hagigah (properness) and majaz are noted by
al-Asmar (1998, p. 35):
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Dl JSh)) sa cdial) b4l a3l GRdal) sline 8 Ladlll aladinl b dgdsl)
(i

Properness is using the utterance in its real meaning/true sense, as in ‘The
donkey eats barley’ (My translation).

cCimall (s A8 JuaY) 4l g ) i) sline e 8 Ladlll alaiiul s sl
((oas) ol 3 5)) s

Majaz is using the utterance to indicate a sense other than its true sense
due to a relationship between the two meanings, such as in ‘the news shook
my nerves’ (my translation).

As-Sayitt (cited in Sabbagh, 1998, p. 243) provides a linguistic definition for majaz as
follows:
oha line 43 15 3l agdY Gl ans s AT (IS ) elani 13) 5 ) sa OIS Sl (e Sl
AT e )

Majaz is from the verb jaza, which means to cross a place to another and
thus it is called [in rhetoric] majaz, because the meaning of a word is
transferred from its true meaning to another one (my translation).

As for al-Jurjani (ibid. p. 243), his definition of majaz is:
w68 V5 AUy Aaadld lalesial g g 8 a) Candig e e Ly 5l 4alS S jladll
Dl

Every word that is used to indicate a meaning other than its true meaning
due to a relationship between the indicated and the true meaning’ is called
majaz (my translation).

For his part, as-SakkakT (ibid. p. 243) provides the following definition:
Pl L EN Y ) Al el 2 Ylaatial 3281l Lalina Jima < Ueninall 4K s sl
ool el 8 lalina B2l ) (pe Aaile 44y B

Majaz is the usage of a word in a sense that has a relationship with the
proper® meaning, with a cue that precludes the proper meaning (My
translation).

Regardless of the various definitions, they all indicate that majaz is a product ascribed to
a process of transferring a proper meaning of a word to another intended meaning due to

a relationship between the two meanings. This semantic relationship is highly significant

7 Some rhetoricians suggest that the relationship should be looked at from the true meaning; others, like
al-Jurjant, suggests that it should be looked at from the intended meaning; some, also suggest that it should
be looked equally from both sides (al-Hashimi, 2005, p. 237). However, the relationship between the
basic (true) and secondary meanings is essential so that the addressee could imagine and understand the
intended meaning.

8 The word ‘proper’ is probably the closest equivalent term for sagigah. However, in this context and in
general, it refers to the ‘non-figurative’ meaning, in other words, the ‘literal’ meaning.
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for two reasons. The first reason is that it is through this semantic relationship, between
the proper meaning and the intended meaning, that the addressee can understand the
meaning aimed by the text producer. The second reason is that it determines the type of
majaz. In other words, if the semantic relationship is based on similarity then the majaz
is called isti¢Grah (Arabic ‘metaphor’), and if not then it is called majaz mursal (Arabic
‘metonymy/synecdoche’). That said, majaz in Arabic rhetoric is divided into two main
categories, majaz c‘aqli (cognitional figurativeness) and majaz [ughawi (lingual

figurativeness). The latter includes isticGrah and majaz mursal.

2.3.2.1 Majaz aqlt (cognitional figurativeness)
In his introduction to al-Jurjani’s book, Kitab asrar al-baldghah, Helmut Ritter states that
“[t]ropical meaning (majdz) can appear in a sentence in two ways. It may consist either
in the ascription of a certain action to a certain subject, or in the ascribed thing itself” (al-
Jurjani, , 1954, p. 23). He also adds:
If the trope lies in the ascription of an activity to a subject, it lies in the logical
judgment expressed therein and thus belongs to the domain of reason (‘ag/).

If the figure lies in the thing ascribed it belongs to the domain of the use of
the language, the vocabulary (lugha) (ibid, p.23).

Accordingly, it is clear that majaz <aqli is concerned with figurative representation on the
sentence (syntactic structural) level, more precisely with the ascription of the verb to
majaz to a figurative subject. For example, in the sentencesys 4Sa g5l o — The
constructors built a new library - the subject 033 (constructors) are the actual persons
who built the new library. The ascription of ‘building’ to the subject ‘constructors’ is then
a proper predication, i.e. the predication of the verb & (built) to the subject o3
(constructors) is proper/intrinsic and not majaz. Whereas in the sentence 3 Axala &
333a 45 (University of Leeds built a new library) the subject Jxd 4zsls — University of
Leeds - is an improper subject because the actual building was done by constructors. But
the action of building would have not been done in the first place without the request of
the university. So the ascription of ‘building’ to the subject, University of Leeds, is majaz
caqli. In other words, the prediction of the verb < (build) to the improper subject 4z

23 University of Leeds, is majaz caqli.

Consequently, majaz caqli is related to the prediction of a verb to an agent other than the

actual doer. The following definition will give us a clear concept of majaz <aqlr:

s A sa L e ) slima 8 Le ol Jadll sli) 8 ol L) oSy n il el
QU DR BUP D PP PON JUER PR [ BN
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Majaz caqlt takes place in predication, to wit the prediction of the verb, or
whatever replaces the verb?, to an agent other than the proper doer. It is called
majaz hukmi (judgemental figurativeness) and is also known as ‘isnad majazi
(figurative predication). It only occurs in a syntactic structure (°Atiq, 1980, p.
337; my translation).

Another definition of majaz al-caqli provided by *Amin (1982) explains that there should
be a cue that precludes the proper predication and that there should be a relationship
between the verb and the improper subject:
058 O aiad A3y B ae @A) cdualia e ) coline 8 Le gl oJadll dlin) 1 p el el
Lads sty

Majaz caqli is the predication of the verb, or whatever replaces the verb, to an
agent other than the proper doer, due to a relationship, with a cue/context that
precludes the proper predication (ibid, p.81; my translation).

Cause (sababiyah), time (zamaniyah), and place (makaniyah) are types of relationships
between the verb and the improper subject in majaz <aqli, in addition to infinitive
(masdariyah), subject (faciliyah), and object (mafialiyah) relationships. For instance, in
the foregoing ‘University of Leeds’ example, the relationship between the verb = (build)
and the subject jx 42ss (University of Leeds) is a cause relationship (“ilagah sababiyah),
because, as has been pointed out above, the process of the building was carried out by
constructors and not by the university itself; but that would have not happened without
the request of the university. So, the University of Leeds ws the cause of this action.
Therefore, the ascription of the verb - (build) to the subject Jad 4=sls (University of

Leeds) was due to a cause relationship.

2.3.2.2 Majaz lughawi (Lingual figurativeness)

Unlike majaz caqli, majaz lughawrt is concerned with the utterance level and not the
sentence level. The usage of an utterance in its improper meaning due to a semantic
relationship between the proper and improper meaning is known as majaz lughawi. As
mentioned previously, this semantic relationship is highly significant for two reasons. It
is important because it helps the addressee to understand the meaning aimed at by the text
producer; and it determines whether the type of majaz (figurativeness) is isti‘arah (Arabic
‘metaphor’) or majaz mursal (Arabic ‘metonymy/synecdoche’). If the semantic
relationship is based on similarity the figurative meaning is known as isti‘Grah; otherwise

it is known as majaz mursal.

9 Whatever replaces the verb, such as a nominalised noun, active participle, or passive participle.
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2.3.3.2.1 ’Isti‘arah (Arabic metaphor)
‘Istiarah is one type of majaz and it is referred to in English to as metaphor. Generally,
isti‘arah is based on analogy and resemblance, as is also tashbih (Arabic ‘simile’)!0.
Some rhetoricians aver that ‘isti‘aGrah is a branch of tashbih and some even confuse
between the two figures of speech to the extent that they consider both of them one figure
of speech. (Atiyah, 2004, p. 62). Tashbih, as mentioned earlier in section 2.3.1, is
considered highly rhetorical when the two ends of the simile are mentioned, the ‘likened’
and ‘likened to’, without the simile tool/particle (adat at-tashbih), such as in 2wl 2esa
(Muhammad is a lion). Isti‘aGrah goes beyond the limit of tashbih in terms of rhetorical
level, i.e. in ’istiGrah only one end of the ‘two simile ends’ is mentioned and of course
without the simile tool/particle, as in 2 <ui ; I saw a lion” (what is meant is that I saw a
person brave as a lion). Thus, as-Sakkaki’s definition of ’isti‘Grah is as follows:

g 4pill Guin (3 4l 050 L A1 el 3 5 gl i aaf S5 0 8 et

A il Gady Lo apdiall Gl iy e Y1

‘Istiarah is mentioning one end of the ‘two simile ends’ while on the contrary

you mean the other end, claiming that ‘the likened’ is of the same genus as
the ‘likened to’ in order to transfer and evoke a specific character from the
‘likened to’ to the ‘likened’ (cited in °Atiq, 1980, p. 368; my translation)

Linguistically, the verb J&l - “a<ara (to lend/borrow) is the origin of the term ’isti‘arah.
The concept of the term isti‘arah is also derived from 4 te 4lb Ol Juiu) - gsr<gra al-
mal: talabahu <ariyah- (He lent money: he requested a loan). Generally speaking, it is
known that no one would lend someone something or give a loan to another person unless
if there is some kind of acquaintance or relationship between the two persons. This kind
of acquaintance or relationship is applied in ‘isti’Grah, i.e. between the proper meaning
of the utterance and the figurative meaning. In other words, there has to be some kind of
semantic relationship between the proper meaning and the figurative meaning in order to
borrow and transfer a specific feature from one to the other. The aforementioned can be
inferred through the following definition of ‘isti‘arah by ibn al-’ Athtr:

Jstiall 83 ok ae Lagin 48 jLiiad Jadl ) Ladl (g il i35 5lainal1) sl g8y 5330 (0l Led pe
(4

s

ibn al-"Athir defines ’istiarah as transferring a meaning from one utterance
to another, because of a common relationship between the two, and without

10 For discussion in English regarding al-Jurjan’s theory of ‘isti‘arah and tashbih, and the relationship
between the two see Abu Deeb (1979) and Larkin (1995).
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stating the ‘transferred to utterance’” (Cited in °Atiq, 1980, pp. 368-369; my
translation).

°Atiq (ibid, pp. 367-368) provides various definitions of ’‘isti‘arah made by several

rhetoricians, as follows:
(A Jeal gl g e pe o s bl Jlasianl 5 jlain¥) 14l iy Jla )l Guall o Led e
abil al-Hasan ar-Rammani defines isti’Grah as using an expression in a sense
different from its original meaning in the language (my translation).
Al Jial b Ledlarinl aum ge (ge 55kl Ji 3 Jlaiall) tad sy (g Sl Mo g e s
(oaod o e
abil Hilal al-cAskarT defines ‘isti’arah as transferring an expression from its
original usage in the language to another for a purpose (my translation).
G5l aa gall 8 JuaI Ladl (6 o Aaad) 83 jlaiull) sl iy Sl el alal ae L e
Ay ye & ,elall ye sl e Lal) alesiog af caaa s (s 4y Gaial 4l e aal sl Juila g e
(oS dia sS85y e S 4] 4l 5 (Jual)

°Abd al-Qahir al-Jurjani defines ’isti‘arah as an expression, which has a well-
known specific original meaning, and is used in a context by a poet or anyone
else in a sense different from its original sense temporarily as if borrowing
the original meaning (my translation).

By all accounts, some rhetoricians believe that ‘isticarah is originally a tashbih (simile)
in which one of the ends of the simile is omitted, and that there is a cue, lexical or
circumstantial, that precludes from intending the proper meaning. If we take this into
account, then ’isti ‘arah is also, like simile, formed of three components; the components
of isti ‘arah being: musta‘ar lahu, the borrowed to (equivalent to the ‘likened to’ element
in simile), mustacar minhu, the borrowed from (equivalent to the ‘likened’ element in
simile, and musta<ar, the borrowed (which is the semantic relationship borrowed, and it
is equivalent to the ‘point of resemblance’ in simile). The following example will

illustrate the aforesaid:
48Se 8 2 cldi T met the lion in his office.

v
The proper meaning is: I met Ahmad, who is brave like a lion, in his office.

|

The *borrowed to” is: Ahmad

v
The *borrowed from” is: the lion

v
The ‘borrowed” is: bravery

v
The cue that precludes intending the proper meaning is: ‘in his office’
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It is important to note that one of the components of ‘isti‘arah, ‘borrowed to’ or the
‘borrowed from’ should be omitted. Otherwise, if both are mentioned then this will be
considered a ‘rhetorical simile’ (&k 4::55). That is to say, it will be regarded as a highly
rhetorical simile and not as ’isti’Grah, since it may look like as if what is only omitted are
the simile tools/particles. Also, the components are related to the classification of
isti‘arah. In other words, the types of ‘isti‘Grah are based on its components. For
instance, the previous example is ‘isti‘arah tasrihiyah (an explicit metaphor), where the
omitted element is the ‘borrowed to’ and the preserved element is the ‘borrowed from’.
For more details of the types of ‘isti’arah in Arabic see ¢Atiq (1980, pp. 370-386) and in
English see Abdul-Raof (2006, pp. 219-224).

Arabic metaphor, ‘isti‘arah, is regarded as the master trope of figures of speech by a
majority of rhetoricians and linguists. As a result, other figures of speech have mainly
been neglected in the realm of TS, especially Arabic-English translation studies, or at
least have not received the same attention as metaphor. However, all figures of speech
should have significant attention because they together form bayan in Arabic rhetoric;
and since al-Jurjani is considered the pioneer, who laid the grounds of Arabic rhetoric,
then let us not forget his following statement:
33308 i (5 o i)y & 5f my sl 5 L) (e LT LU e gl pan 8
Al e il Tadl Slaall 0f 5 Slimds

There is a unanimous agreement that kinayah is more rhetorical than
enunciation, farid (allusion) is more effective than proclamation, ‘isti’arah
(metaphor) has excellence and merit, and that majaz (figurativeness) is
without any doubt more rhetorical than proper sense (al-Jurjani, 1995, p. 69;
my translation).

2.3.3.2.2 Majaz mursal (Arabic metonymy/synecdoche)

Although most English/Arabic dictionaries'! translate synecdoche as majaz mursal, some
translation scholars see majaz mursal as synecdoche. Reem al-Salem (2008), in her PhD
research, Translation of Metonymy in the Holy Qur’an: A Comparative, Analytical Study,

considers majaz mursal to be metonymy, which is in agreement with what Larkin asserts:

11 The irony is that one can notice that some dictionaries, such as A/-Mawrid: a modern English-Arabic
dictionary by Munir Baalbaki (1985), translate ‘synecdoche’ as majaz mursal and at the same time the
translation of ‘metonymy’ is kinayah and majaz mursal (cf. Baalbaki & Baalbaki, 2013). Also one can
notice in Al-Mawrid: a modern Arabic-English dictionary by Rohi Baalbaki that the translation of
‘kinayah’ is ‘metonymy’ and the translation of ‘majaz mursal’ is ‘metonymy’ and ‘synecdoche’.
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[m]ajaz mursal is the term for metonymy used by later scholars” (Larkin, 1995, p. 87).

So what is majaz mursal in Arabic rhetoric?

As mentioned earlier, majaz is a product ascribed to the process of transferring the
‘proper’ meaning of a word to another intended meaning due to a relationship between
the two meanings; and that the semantic relationship between the ‘proper’ and intended
meanings determines whether the figurative meaning is ‘isti’arah or majaz mursal. 1f the
semantic relationship is based on similarity then the tropical meaning is ‘isti‘arah, as
shown in the previous section, and if the semantic relationship is based on non-similarity
then the tropical meaning is majaz mursal.
al-Asmar provides the following definition for majaz mursal:
830 ) (pe Aaile Ay 8 e hgliiall yue 48] La¥) lalina ye 8 Cilawtiasd Adadl Jus yall landll
(A el g 5) +sa (Ll il
Majaz mursal is the usage of a word in its improper meaning due to a non-
similarity relationship (between the proper and improper meaning) with a cue

that precludes the proper meaning, as in: ‘I drank the Euphrates’ water’ (1998,
p. 74; my translation).

Al-Asmar (ibid) explains that what is meant in the aforesaid example is that the person
drank a cup or several cups of the Euphrates’ water and not the whole Euphrates River,
because that is impossible. He added that the relationship between the proper and
improper meaning is a ‘part-whole’ relationship. In other words, the ‘whole’ (Euphrates’
water) is mentioned to indicate a ‘part’ (a cup or several cups of the Euphrates’ water),
and that the verb ‘drank’ is the cue that precludes the proper meaning, i.e. prevents us

understanding that the whole Euphrates was drunk.

The following example of majaz mursal in [Q. 40:13] shows what is known as ‘result’
relationship between the figurative meaning and the proper meaning of the utterance:
(13058 ] € s 02 V) K35 Lo B3 elatal) (a8 505 400 34, s 301 5 )
It is He who shows you [people] His signs and_sends water down from the

sky to sustain you, though only those who turn to God will take heed” [Q.
40:13] (Abdel Haleem, 2005, p. 302).

The phrase &5 ¢l (s A1 334 (lit. He drops for you livelihood/boons from the sky) in
fact means that God sends us rain from the sky, and as everyone knows that rain (water)
is one of the essential sources of life; rain, as a result, causes the growth of food and the
existence of fresh water and so on. Therefore, the relationship between the figurative

meaning and the proper meaning is a ‘result’ relationship. The noun ‘sky’ is the cue which

4.



precludes the proper meaning ‘livelihood/boon’ and through it the addressee can

understand the intended meaning which is ‘rain’.

Part-to-whole relationship Necessary requirement

Future relationship relationship

Instrument relationship
Substituted relationship

—

( _ \ Place relationship
State relationship | al-Majaz al-mursal —
/ - Specific relationship
Past relationship

Generalisation relationship

Causality relationship

Result relationship Whole-to-part relationship

Figure 2.4: Forms of majaz mursal and their semantic relationships'?.

With regards to the types/forms of relationship in majaz mursal, it is said that rhetoricians,
early and modern, have mentioned approximately twenty-five relationships (‘Atiyah,
2004, p. 117). cAtiyah, states the following relationships: sababiyah, musabbabiyah,
juz'tyah, kulliyah, lazimiyah, malziamiyah, mutlaqiyah, muqgayyadiyah, cumimiyah,
khusasiyah, haltyah, mahalliyah, za’idiyah, nagisiyah, diddiyah, aliyah, mujawariyah,
wasfiyah, ‘i‘tibariyah limd kan, ‘i‘tibariyah lima yakin (cf. figure 2.4).

2.4 Kinayah
The first person to touch upon kinayah was the linguist al-Khalil al-Farahidi (d. 175 AH).

He mentions kindyah in his dictionary, mu$am al-‘ayn, which is viewed as the first Arabic
dictionary to see the light of day (Tilib, 1997, p. 131). Thereafter kinayah was discussed
by other linguists such as Sibawayh (d. 180 AH) in his book al-kitab, al-Fara’ Yahya bin
Ziyad (d. 207 AH) the author of Ma<ant al-Qur an, and "abii “‘Ubaydah bin al-Muthanna
(d. 210 AH) in his book Majaz al-Qur’an. The concept of kinayah, according to the
foregoing linguists and other early linguists, is ‘to conceal, to cover, to hide, or to veil. A
nickname, alias, or even a pronoun is also regarded as ‘kindyah’ because it conceals the
true identity, i.e. the person or thing is not mentioned directly and explicitly (see Kahil,

2004, pp. 21-28; Tilib, 1997, pp. 131-138).

12 Taken from Abdul-Raof (2006, p. 225). Notice that the semantic relations he demonstrates are the same
as those presented by most Arab rhetoricians, but in English. However, bear in mind, Abdul-Raof refers
to majaz mursal as ‘hypallage’, which is quite bizarre. We would advise not to rely on some of his
terms, since they appear to be incorrect and are very likely to cause confusion.
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Tilib (1997, p. 133) comments on al-Farahidi’s concept of kinayah as follows:
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al-Farahidi defines kinayah linguistically as: saying something to infer
something else, such as jimac (sexual intercourse), gha it (defecation), and
rafath (sexual intercourse). He also talks about the kunyah (alias/nickname)
as in abii ‘Abd Allah. Furthermore, he regards third-person pronouns as
kindyah like other grammarians (my translation).

In addition, Tilb (ibid, p. 136) indicates that the grammarians had two notions of kinayah;
the first is “naming something other than its true name for a particular reason, such as to
conceal the explicit meaning or to euphemise a word or expression” (my translation); the
second is that “any pronoun is a kinayah, and not only the third-person pronoun as most

people imagine” (my translation).

Some argue that al-Muthanna (d. 210 AH) was the first writer to mention kinayah. The
reason may be because his view of kinayah is slightly different from previous
grammarians. Although he agrees with his fellow grammarians that a pronoun is
considered a kindayah, al-Muthanna adds that kinayah is related to text, context, and
cognition (ibid, p. 137; Kahil, 2004, p. 29). In other words, kinayah is an implicit word
or expression that could be comprehended through visualising and contemplating the
context. In short, grammarians were interested in kinayah from a linguistic perspective

(the meaning of kinayah) rather than a technical one (Al-Hajjaj, 2004, p. 84).

On the other hand, the perusal of kinayah and other tropes from a technical perspective
was represented by rhetoricians. Of course, like other concepts, the concept of kinayah
developed gradually. Al-Jahiz (d. 255 AH/868 AD) was one of the first scholars who took
an interest in kinayah, as is evident in his books, al-Bayan wa al-Tibyan and al-Hayawan.
In the main, al-Jahiz mentions kindyah alongside tarid (allusion) as if they were
synonyms with no difference between them semantically (Kahil, 2004, p. 30). However,
al-Jahiz considers kinayah the opposite of ‘declaration’ (fasrih) and ‘enunciation’
(‘ifsah). <Atiq (1980, p. 398) asserts that al-Jahiz “sees kinayah in its general sense, which
is expressing a meaning through allusion and not through declaration or enunciation
whenever the situation requires this (my translation). Although al-Jahiz’s views on
kindyah are rather general, they are without any doubt far more comprehensive than the
grammarians’ views. They are tinged with some rhetorical features, such as text, context,

and state of addressees. Moreover, Kahil (2004, p. 31) argues that al-Jahiz infers that the
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concept of kinayah is cognitional and requires visualising and contemplating. However,
if we were to take °Atiq’s notes into consideration, we might claim that some
shortcomings are found in al-Jahiz’s conception of kinayah. <Atiq (1980, p. 399) argues
that kinayah, according to al-Jahiz’s statements and examples, encompasses “all types of
figurative representation, simile, metaphor, and allusion” (my translation), i.e. al-Jahiz
does not differentiate between kinayah and other figurative expressions. Furthermore,
Shawqi Dayf (cited in Kahil, 2004, p. 31) notes that al-Jahiz was not interested in

rhetorical rules as much as in representing rhetorical examples.

On the other hand, Muhammad bin Yazid al-Mubarrid (d. 285 AH), one of al-Jahiz’s
students, classifies discourse into three types. He believes that a speech involves either
properness (i.e. using the words in their true sense), kinayah, or simile (Kahil, 2004, p.
37). It is true that al-Mubarrid does not present a definition of kinayah, but he is probably
the first person to discuss it in terms of ‘functional scope’. He points out in his book al-
Kamil three types of kindyah: blinding/disguising and concealment, euphemism, and
aggrandisement (grandiloquence). It is clear that al-Mubarrid’s classification of kinayah

is based on usefulness and purpose, i.e. functions of kinayah.

Qudamabh bin Jafar (d. 337 AH) discusses the concept of kindyah in his book Nagd ash-
Shicr (Criticism of Poetry) but under the term irdaf’ (substitutability). He sees ‘irdaf as
a type of concord between utterance/word (lafdah) and meaning. He presents the
following definition:
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Irdaf” (substitutability) occurs when a poet wants to indicate a specific
meaning, but rather than using the [original] word that conveys that proper
meaning, he opts for an alternative word that is considered ‘appositional’/
adjacent to the proper meaning (cited in °Atiq, 1980, p. 400; my translation).

The examples presented by Qudamah of ‘irdaf (see Kahil, 2004, pp. 44-45) such as ‘long
eardrops’ to describe a women with a long neck'® (which is a sign of beauty in Arab
culture) alongside his definition shows that he considers kinayah and ‘irdaf to be one
phenomenon or more precisely synonyms. Furthermore, Yusuf abi al-cAdis points out
that the ‘mediums’ or “vehicles’ leading to the meaning of ‘irdaf are similar to those in

kindyah (cited in Kahil, 2004, p. 47; the specific interpretation is mine). It is worth noting

13 “The semantic adjacency or the semantic entailment of the expression stems from the fact that if the
woman's earring ornament is long then this entails that she has a long neck” (Al-Sharafi, 2004, p. 24).
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that a ‘medium/vehicle’ functions through ‘semantic adjacency’ which helps the
addressee to understand the intended meaning of the expression rather than the ‘proper’
sense. Having said that, the relation between ‘mediums’ and ambiguity is a ‘direct
relationship’. In other words, the more ‘mediums’ embedded in the kindyah expression
the more visualisation and contemplation are needed by the recipient to clear the

ambiguity and comprehend the meaning intended by the text producer.

One can notice that kinayah is discussed by early rhetoricians under several terms, such
as tarid (allusion) and ‘irdaf’. Abu al-Hilal al-Askart (d. 395 AH), the author of al-
Sind ‘tayn, is one of those who mixed between kinayah, ‘irdaf, ta‘rid and other terms. al-
°AskarT provides the following definition (cited in °Atiq, 1980, p. 402):
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Kinayah and ta 7id (allusion/innuendo) is to conceal and allude something
and not to mention it explicitly as in paronomasia/pun (my translation).

On this account, one can deduce that al-<AskarT considers kinayah and ta 7id as the same

phenomenon. He exemplifies his definition through examples from the Qur’an, Arabic

poetry, and men of letters (see Tilb, 1997, p. 148). One of the examples he provides is:
e e V) A Y5 sl e 1t L 5 05 B 158 Y 1580 (ol 68 )
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(You who believe, do not come anywhere near the prayer if you are
intoxicated, not until you know what you are saying; nor if you are in a state
of major ritual impurity — though you may pass through the mosque — not
until you have bathed; if you are ill, on a journey, have relieved yourselves,
or had intercourse, and cannot find any water, then find some clean sand and
wipe your faces and hands with it. God is always ready to pardon and forgive)
[Q. 4:43] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

Both words, al-gha’it and lamastum are used euphemistically, which is one of the
functions of kinayah, to indicate the meanings of ‘defecation’ and ‘sexual intercourse’
respectively (see chapters five and six). Al-*Askari also talks about ‘irdaf
(substitutability) and tawabic (appositional/ adjacent to the proper meaning) in a separate

chapter in his book, al-Sina‘tayn, and presents the following definition:
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[ 'Irdaf and tawabic is when] the text producer seeks to indicate a specific
meaning by choosing a substitutive word that is adjacent to the proper/true
meaning as an expression for the intended meaning, rather than using the
‘original” word that denotes the true sense (cited in Kahil, 2004, p. 50; my
translation).

According to Kahil (ibid., p. 50; Tilb, 1997, p.149) al-cAskar1’s definition of ‘irdaf and
tawabi¢ actually siginifies the concept of kinayah. As a consequence, one can suggest that
there is some kind of inconsistency in al-°*Askari’s views of kinayah. The reason for
saying this, besides his definition of ‘irdaf” and tawabic, is that the examples he uses to
exemplify his views were known, later on, as examples of kinayah, such as e}l S
([having] a lot of ashes - a kinayah for generosity), 4l s se= 5223 ([having] long eardrops
- a kinayah for a women with a long neck), and 2l Jish ([having] a long sword-

scabbard/sheath - a kinayah for a tall person).

The concept probably remained ambiguous until al-Jurjani came up with a clear solid
rhetorical definition. But it is worth mentioning that the first noteworthy attempt to
capsulise kinayah in the rhetorical sphere was by “Abd Allah bin Sinan al-khafaj1 (d. 466
AH) the author of Sirr al-fasahah (Secret of Eloquence). Though he did not come up with
a clear definition of kinayah, he linked kindayah to the basic principle of rhetoric, which
is ‘requirements of the situation’ (context of situation). al-Khafaji (cited in: Kahil, 2004,
pp. 78-83; Tilb, 1997, pp. 153-156) argues that there is a ‘style of expression for each
situation’, hence kinayah should only be used when the ‘situation’ is appropriate; for
instance, expressions concerning ‘jesting, impudence, and stating rarae aves’ are
advisable to use ‘directly’ rather than through kinayah. Concisely,al-Khafaji believes that
kindyah is one of the bases of eloquence and one of the stipulations of rhetoric whenever

it is used appropriately (ibid).

It is not surprising to find that the first clear rhetorical definition of kinayah was at the
hands of al-Jurjani, since modern rhetoricians agree that he is the one who laid the

grounds of Arabic rhetoric. Al-Jurjant’s definition is as follows:
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8 el 8 elld Jlia cagle Sls dleagy 5 ] 40 o5 a5 sl (B ada )54 g Jmae () oo
p35) Boall By s A I Osia (LW sl LSH) el Jish s () Jish

Ao el LSy (ha el e 5230 48 i Uil )yl 5 (ol
Kinayah is the process in which the text producer seeks to substantiate a
specific meaning without mentioning it directly through its known
(original/conventional) word in the language. Instead he opts for a meaning
(word) that is ‘associated’ and adjacent to the true meaning (proper sense) in
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order to allude to and attest the meaning intended; for example: ‘He is long
of sword-scabbard’ to indicate that he is tall in stature, ‘[having] a lot of
cooking-pot ashes’ to mean very generous, and ‘forenoon sleeper’ to indicate
a women who is self-indulgent, living in great luxury and being served (al-
Jurjani, 1995, p. 66; my translation).

Al-Jurjant considers kinayah a stylistic expression to substantiate and attest a distinctive
characteristic of a person/thing (al-Jurjani, 1995, pp. 69-70, 203-205). He argues that the
association between the substitutive word/s and the ‘original’ word is necessary to verify
the meaning intended. This verification is accomplished through a cognitive process by
the addressee. For example, in order to understand the meaning intended in the expression
‘She is a forenoon sleeper’, the recipient ‘imagines’ and ‘wonders’ why a woman would
keep sleeping until just before noon (especially given that in Arabic traditional life, a
woman wakes up at dawn to attend to household matters if she is a housewife or prepares
to go out to work) unless she has nothing to do because she is living in great luxury and

being served. Abu Deeb explains kinayah in the eyes of al-Jurjant:

The relationship between the “intended meaning” and the conveyed
[expressed] meaning is described by al-Jurjani as a relation between one
meaning and another which is “corollary of the first and whose existence is
conditional on the first being conceived of”, the latter being the one actually
conveyed by the linguistic form. The process by which the relationship is
revealed is expressed by “the indication and suggestion through the expressed
meaning of the non-immediate meaning ... Unlike istara [sic], kinayah
presents a picture which is not fused or identified with the entity to which it
refers. The two entities stand apart, their relationship being determined not by
the linguistic or immediate context, but by the social, cultural context, on the
one hand, and a set of logical or factual links relating them, on the other. It is
due to this pattern of relationships that kindyah “has an effect on the soul”
which a direct statement of the meaning does not have. For the same reason
its effect is conditional on “interpreting” the conveyed [expressed] meaning.
Yet the artistic value of kindyah does not spring entirely from the statement
it makes. Al-Jurjani emphasizes that two pictures expressing the same non-
immediate meaning are not equivalent to each other, but are each an origin
and separate category or type. He clearly believes that the value of the image
resides in the series of the associations and concrete and visual details it
evokes (1979, p. 165-166).

It is worth noting that in his book, Dala’il al-i¢jaz (ibid, pp. 235-241), al-Jurjani sheds
light upon two types of kinayah but without detailed classification: kinayah of affinity
(nisbah) and kindayah of an attribute (sifah). However, the first person to differentiate

between kinayah and tarid (allusion) is probably az-Zamakhshart (d. 538 AH). He states
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that kinayah is “expressing something through a word other than its conventional word”
and faid is “to express something in order to lead/allude to something else not

mentioned” (cited in Tilb, 1997, p. 169; my translation).

as-Sakkaki provides a slightly different definition of kind@yah in which he introduces the
concept of ‘entailment’, involving /a@zim (entailing) and malziam (entailed):
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Kinayah is to avoid expressing something explicitly, but rather stating what
it entails in order to shift the exposition of what is expressed to what has been
left implicit, such as in saying ‘so-and-so is long of sword-scabbard’ where
the meaning of ‘a long sword-scabbard’ [the entailing] is shifted to ‘the
entailed’” which is tallness in stature (cited in Kahil, 2004, p. 121; my
translation).

The salient contribution by as-Sakkaki is that he provides a detailed classification of types
of kinayah, which is followed by the majority of modern rhetoricians (see 2.4.1). Ibn al-
"Athtr (d. 637 AH), from his part, criticises some early scholars for not differentiating

between kinayah and ta<rid. He defines tarid as:
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“The expression that indicates a meaning through conception, not through
proper or figurative expressions (cited in °Atiq, 1980, p. 238; my translation).

Ibn al-’Athtr also argues that kinayah occurs in single and complex forms (lexemes),
while tarid only involves complex forms (lexemes), because ta<id could not be
understood directly through a true/proper sense nor through a figurative expression, but

only through all the words in the statement (ibid. 239). As for kinayah, he defines it as:
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An expression that holds both meanings, its proper sense and its figurative
sense (cited in Kahil, 2004, p. 129; my translation).

Ibn al-’ Athir notes that there should be a generic relationship between the literal meaning
(proper sense) and the figurative meaning. He exemplifies his argument with several
examples from the Qur’an, one being the following ayah:

[23 10a] €... $aa 3 A5 (5 Aas 0 s s 4l 3l 1 )

(This is my brother. He had ninety-nine ewes and I just the one ...) [Q. 38:23]
(Abdel Haleem, 2005).
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Ibn al-’Athir believes that the meaning of the word ‘ewe’ in the ayah is a kinayah for
women; the generic relationship is that both a women and ewe are female; hence the
meaning can be taken from both sides, literally and figuratively. The final definition of
kindyah in this section belongs to al-Qazwini (d. 739 AH). He defines kinayah as follows
(1996, p. 365):
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Kinayah is an expression “used to entail something semantically concomitant
with it, with the possibility of intending the literal meaning” of this expression
(translation is taken from: Al-Sharafi, 2004, p. 27).

Al-Qazwini’s definition combines ibn al-’ Athir and az-Zamakhshar1’s views of kinayah,
i.e. he uses the notion of ‘concomitance’ (/azim and malziim) and the possibility of
intending the literal meaning, respectively. But what is remarkably interesting in ibn al
"Athtr and al-Qazwini’s concepts of kinayah, in addition to some other scholars’ views,
is that they all refer to the possibility of intending the literal and figurative senses of the
kindayah expression. This brings us to the rousing debate among some rhetoricians,
namely in the wake of al-Jurjant’s definition of kinayah, whether kinayah is a figure of

speech or not.

Some scholars, such as ar-Razi, (Kahil, 2004, pp. 4-6), do not consider kinayah a
figurative expression, arguing that it merely represents a true sense. They present two
justifications; their first justification is that there is no contradiction in the kindayah
expression with its literal meaning, i.e. the literal meaning of the kinayah is actually true
unlike 'isti‘aGrah. For example, the metaphorical word ‘lion’, as in ‘I saw a lion in my
office’ means ‘I saw a person brave as a lion in my office’; therefore, under no
circumstances may the literal sense of ‘lion’ be true. By contrast, according to the some
scholars, the kinayah expression il dish (long of sword-scabbard) to denote the
meaning of a ‘tall person’ is in reality true, because that person has a long sword-scabbard.
With regards to kinayah, this excuse is in some ways true, but not always; for example
(Tilib, 1997, pp. 181-182), the kindyah ‘long of sword-scabbard’ could be used with a tall
person who does not actually have a sword-scabbard, consequently the true sense (literal
meaning) is not actualised. Also, it is absolutely impossible to intend the true sense in
kinayah of affinity (il e LSV (see 2.4.1), as in <l o2 & JA “stinginess is in Sami’s
blood’. There is another situation where it is impossible to intend the true sense of
kinayah, particularly those related to God (Allah), as in the following examples (ibid;
Kabhil, 2004, p. 6):

-32-



[5 k] € 3 Gisall e a1y

(The Lord of Mercy, established on the throne) [Q. 20:5] (Abdel Haleem,
2005)
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(These people have no grasp of God’s true measure. On the Day of
Resurrection, the whole earth will be in His grip. The heavens will be rolled

up in His right hand — Glory be to Him! He is far above the partners they
ascribe to Him!-) [Q. 39: 67] (Abdel Haleem, 2005)

The kinayah in the first ayah is to indicate the ‘authority’ and ‘superiority’ of God (Allah)
through ‘sitting firmly on the throne’; the kinayah in the second ayah is to indicate God’s
mightiness and exaltedness through ‘the gripping of the whole earth in one hand’. It is
impossible to ascribe ‘sitting” and ‘gripping’ in reality to God; hence it is impossible to
intend the true sense. In such situations, the true sense of kindayah is intended in a stylistic
way only, but not on its own. In other words, it is merely a means of reaching the meaning

intended.

The second justification of those scholars who consider kinayah as an expression of true
sense rather than a figurative expression is related to the notion of ‘entailing /concomitant
and entailed/concomitee’ (lazim wa malziim). The transference of this notion in figurative
expressions is from the ‘entailed’ (malziim) to the ‘entailing’ (/azim), whereas in kinayah
it is the other way round. Tilb (1997, p. 182) points out that there are some situations
where the concomitance is equal, i.e. the ‘concomitant’ and the ‘concomitee’ are equal;
In other words, in senses, the literal meaning and the meaning intended, are concomitant
to each other. Tilb states that if this equality occurs, then there is no difference between a
kinayah and majaz, and that the only thing that differentiates the two is that in kinayah

the literal sense could possibly be true.

No matter what these scholars say about kinayah, in the end kinayah is an expression that
represents a meaning other than its literal meaning, and the possibility of intending its
literal meaning is merely a tool to reach and substantiate the actual meaning intended.
That said, the majority of rhetoricians affirm that kinayah is a figure of speech that
belongs to <lm al-bayan (for more details on this matter as well as a historical view on
the development of kindyah in Arabic see al-Qatan, 1993; in English see Al-Sharafi, 2004,
pp. 22-28). Ibn al-" Athir and al-Qazwini perceived this; hence they added to the definition

of kinayah ‘the possibility of targeting the original meaning’, i.e. its literal sense.
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Consequently, kinayah remains one of the essential tropes of ilm al-bayan, alongside

‘isticarah, tashbth, and majaz mursal (cf. Lashin, 1998).

2.4.1 Classifications of kinayah

It seems the majority of rhetoricians, if not all, agree on the classification proposed by as-
Sakkaki and followed by al-Qazwini. As-Sakkaki looks at kindyah from two main
perspectives. First, from an objective perspective, i.e. the type of attribution as intended
by the text producer. Second, from the perspective of context and medium, i.e. the context
and medium leading to the meaning of the kinayah. These two perspectives of

classification will be discussed at length below (cf. al-Qatan).

2.4.1.1 Kindyah from an objective perspective

Based on the type of attribution intended by the text producer, this perspective subsumes
three types: kinayah of an attribute (kinayah <an al-sifah), kinayah of an attributed
(kinayah can al-mawsiif), and kindyah of an affinity (kinayah can al-nisbah). These types

can be explained and exemplified as follows:

Kinayah of an attribute (kindyah <an al-sifah): The objective of this type of kinayah is
to indicate a specific characteristic trait, ‘an attribute’ such as generosity, courage, or
beauty (c.f. Abdul-Raof, 2006, p. 236). The attributed and the affinity expression(s) are
mentioned without the attribute in order to lead to the ‘attribute’ intended. In other words,
the kinayah expression consists of an attribute(s) that is semantically associated with the
attribute intended. The addressee reaches the attribute intended through this association.
For example, the phrase 2L ll 1S ‘has plenty of ashes’ as in Sl ) lw ‘Sami has
plenty of ashes’ indicates generosity (,_S), because in Arabic culture, a person who is
generous normally hosts many guests, and traditionally they are provided with hot drinks
and food. Before the modern era there was no gas or electricity, and all the cooking was
done on firewood which leaves ashes behind. So, plenty of ashes means plenty of cooking
which, in turn, means a lot of guests and that implies generosity. Another example is Jisb
Al ‘long of sword-scabbard’ to indicate any person who is tall in stature, because

wearing a long of sword-scabbard requires a person who is tall.

Moreover, as-Sakkaki classifies kinayah of an attribute into two categories (‘Atiyah,
2004, pp. 134-135; Kahil, 2004, pp. 8-9; Mahdi, 2009, pp. 14-15; al-Hashimi, 1999, p.
371; cf. al-Qatan, 1993) based on the number of mediums or concomitants needed to

reach the meaning of the kinayah (the meaning intended): a close/near kinayah and a
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distant kinayah. Kinayah expressions such as ‘long of sword—scabbard’ for a tall person
and b3 (s se« 3223 ‘long of eardrops’ for a woman with a long neck are examples for a
‘close’ or ‘near’ kindyah. It is called a close kindyah because the addressee reaches the
meaning of the kinayah without any mediums, i.e. the cognitive-shifts of the addressee
do not need any medium to understand the kinayah meaning. By contrast, in a ‘distant
kindyah’ the cognition of the addressee, from the kindyah expression to the meaning
intended, goes through one shift or more, based on the number of mediums, in order to
understand the meaning intended. For example, the kindyah expression L3l sl S
‘having a lot of cooking-pot ashes’ for generosity, requires several mediums in order to
reach the meaning intended. That is to say, the addressee’s cognition shifts from ‘a lot of
ashes’ = ‘a lot of embers’ = ‘a lot burning’ = ‘a lot of cooking’ = ‘a lot of guests’ in
order to reach the meaning intended, which is hospitable and generous. As a result, the
more mediums there are, the more cognitive shifts are required by the addressee to

understand the meaning of the kinayah (cf. al-Qatan, 1993, p. 197).

Kinayah of an attributed (kinayah <an al-mawsiif): In this type of kinayah the objective
is to indicate an attributed. The attribute, which is strongly associated with the attributed,
is mentioned along with the affinity ‘expresssion(s)’ and without the attributed. The
association between the ‘attribute’ and the ‘attributed’ is so strong that sometimes the
attribute stands as a symbol for the attributed, such as the ‘Nile’ for ‘Egypt’, ‘10 Downing
street’ for the ‘British Prime Minister’, ‘the eastern star’ (34 S 5S) for the late Egyptian
singer "'Umm Kalthim, and ‘the place of secrets’ (Ul=Y! obse) for ‘the heart’. The

following example will further illustrate this point:

el ysall Aidn e Ayl 5l 8 @l a3 — T toured in the old city on ‘the ship
of the desert’ (camel)

The phrase ‘ship of the desert’, which is an attribute for a camel is mentioned; the affinity
words (the words on which the interpretation of sl 414w are predicated), which are
‘Toured ... on’ are also mentioned, while the attributed ‘camel’ is not mentioned. In the
kindyah of an attributed (kinayah can al-mawsiif), the attribute must be a feature or quality

belonging typically to the attributed (a person or object) (cf. al-Qatan, 1993).

Kinayah of an affinity (kinayah <an al-nisbah): In this type of kindyah expression the
objective is to affirm or deny a specific characteristic to the attributed. In other words, the
attribute and the attributed are mentioned while the affinity is left out, although it is the

required element, for the purpose of specialising a specific characteristic to the attributed.
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The attribute is predicated to something that is associated with the attributed (al-Hashimf,
1999, p. 372; Abdul-Raof, 2006, p. 237; Amin, 1982, p. 162; Mahdi, 2009, p. 13; Kahil,
2004, pp. 12-13). The following example further illustrates this point:

=l a2 (& 3l -Stinginess is in Sami’s blood
The intention of the text producer is to affirm implicitly that Sami has the quality of
stinginess (ungenerousness); instead of saying directly Ji: <l ‘Sami is stingy’ or
‘ungenerous’, it is indirectly implied through the nominalised attribute (J5! -stinginess)
by referring to it through the attributed noun (Sami) figuratively by using something that
is associated with the attributed which is Sami’s blood. Therefore, the addressee can
understand that the person dispraised and described as ‘stingy’ is only Sami since the

‘blood’ belongs only to him and no one else (cf. al-Qatan).

2.4.1.2 Kinayah from a context and medium perspective.

Based on a context and medium perspective, kinayah according to al-Sakkaki ranges from
ta‘rid (allusion), to talwih (waving), ramz (indicating), and ‘ima’ or ‘isharah

(gesticulation or pointing) (Kahil, 2004, pp. 15-18).

Tacrid (Allusion): This is an expressional statement which indicates a meaning that can
be only understood through the context. For example, «bal (3o & alusall ol (s aludll “The
[true] Muslim is one from whose tongue [other] Muslims are safe’, which is part of a
Hadith, means indirectly that Islam repudiates the injuriousness of others. Thus a person
who harms others by any means is not considered a Muslim. Another example of an
allusive expression (farid) is a8V dlea s skl s clile aluY <ia ‘T came to greet you and look
at your generous face’, which is a statement said by an indigent person to his host to ask
for help implicitly. A third example of ta‘rid is the ‘@yah which informs us what the
notables among Noah's own people said when they refused to follow him:
ool 35T 2 Cnl) ) Sl @58 Ly a1 ) 55 s a3 e 1538 Call SR 8 )
[27:258] € OulS 2835 0y Jtmd e il 481 (55 a3

(But the prominent disbelievers among his people said, ‘We can see that you
are nothing but a mortal like ourselves, and it is clear to see that only the vilest

among us follow you. We cannot see how you are any better than we are. In
fact, we think you are a liar) [11:27] (Abdel Haleem, 2005)

Ta‘rid here is Uiia 1523 iﬂi &% &, which means indirectly that ‘we are more entitled to the
prophecy than you’. As a result, all examples clearly show that the meaning intended in
an allusive statement can only be understood through the context and not literally.
Therefore, kinayah, from the context and medium perspective, is called tacrid (allusion)
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when its intended meaning is only reached through the context. One may also notice that
ta‘rid is much more of a whole statement (sentence) and not a word or phrase, and
therefore, some rhetoricians see it as an independent figure of speech. However, the
majority of rhetoricians suggest that tarid is a type of kinayah (for more details see al-

Qatan, 1993).

Talwih (waving): Literally, the meaning of talwih (waving/displaying) is to beckon to
someone else, especially from a distance; rhetorically, from the perspective of context
and medium, a kinayah is called ta/wih when it has plenty of cognitive shifts (cf. kinayah
of an attribute) and without zarid. An example of falwih is ,3l 3k XS for generosity,

because it contains several cognitive shifts in order to arrive at the intended meaning.

Ramz (indicating/symbolizing): Unlike talwih, ramz, literally, is to beckon someone else
nearby secretively through eyes, eyebrows, lips, or mouth. Rhetorically, it is a kinayah
that has fewer mediums, concealment of its concomitance, and without farid
(allusiveness). In other words, it is a kinayah expression that needs fewer cognitive shifts
in order to arrive at the intended meaning. Kindyah expressions, such as slaudl i 48 “his
nose is in the sky’ for a person who is haughty, 281 e “thick of liver’ (i.e. thick-livered)
for a person who is hard-hearted, 33l sl (a1 e or Wl Gy e ‘wide of pillow’ or ‘wide of
nape”’ for a person who is stupid, and ¢laac¥) cauliia “proportional of limbs’ for a person
who is intelligent do not need several cognitive shifts to arrive at the intended meaning

as in talwih.

‘Ima’ or ’isharah (gesticulation or pointing): 'Isharah (pointing), sometimes called
‘ima’ (gesticulation), is when the kindyah, according to the perspective of context and
medium, has few cognitive shifts, invovles explicit concomitance, and is not a tar<id. An
example of this type is the following line of poetry:
pd e s pee (pdalaes a S e el AT e

When will Tamim run out of a hospitable [person] and Muslimah bin

cAmr is from Tamim
Tamim is a well-known tribe which Muslimah bin cAmr belongs to. The poet is describing
bin cAmr as a hospitable person, but instead of saying this directly, he implies it through
°Amr’s tribe. As is clear from the example, the addressees do not need several cognitive

shifts to reach the intended meaning, and it is not expressed in a taid manner.
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2.4.2 Functions of kinayah (purposes of use)

Kindyah, in Arabic rhetoric, serves a variety of purposes. According to °Attyah (2004, p.
147), kinayah is used to serve the purpose of praise and dispraise, clarity, demonstrating
the state or quality of the attributed, and concealment. However, the most common
functions of kinayah, particularly in the Qur’an, are as follows (‘Attyah, 2004, pp. 145-
147; al-Hajjaj, 2004, p. 97):

Euphemism: There are some words that seem unpleasant or impertinent; through kinayah

they are expressed in a pleasant and acceptable way, as in:

[6:535a1] ..., slndll £y 3 Lilad) e i 35T 5 51 )

(... or one of you comes from the place of relieving himself or you have
contacted women ...) [Q. 5:6] (Sahech International, 2004)

Elegance: There are some words that can be expressed more elegantly through kinayah,

as in:

[16:0w80] ¢... 4 )5 5f Qe 3ata ) 45 a5 215 0233

(And whoever turns his back to them on such a day, unless swerving
[as a strategy] for war or joining [another] company ...) [Q. 8:16] (Sahech
International, 2004)

Reminding and warning of God’s (Allah) greatness and power, as in:

[189:<3 e V1] ... 83a)3 uld (3 KEIS 530 5

(It is He who created you from one soul ...) [Q. 7:189] (Saheeh International,
2004)

Reminding and warning of fate, as in:

[4-3:a0al] ¢ alas) daa 431 5205 O cagd @b 155 Liais )

(He will [enter to] burn in a Fire of [blazing] flame @And his wife [as well]
- the carrier of firewood) [Q. 111:3-4] (Saheeh International, 2004)

Brevity as in:
[24:8 0] §... Tsla o5 5k 1 013 )

(But if you do not - and you will never be able to ...) [Q. 2:24] (Saheeh
International, 2004)

Hyperbole: The intention of exaggeration, as in:

(... +lin G (5 ik e 81 O Tl Ly Tl gl e 56 i 35 5 6l e )
[64:3:5L1]
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(And the Jews say, "The hand of Allah is chained." Chained are their hands,
and cursed are they for what they say. Rather, both His hands are extended,;
He spends however He wills ...) [Q. 5:64] (Saheeh International, 2004)

2.5 Western rhetoric

Western rhetoric appeared a long time before Arabic rhetoric. It was during the classical
Greek and Roman era when this branch of scholarshiop began to flourish, namely through
the renowned philosophers Plato (428-347 BCE), Aristotle (384-322 BCE), and Cicero
(10643 BCE) (Kennedy, 2001; Prosser, 2009). There is a supposed conviction that the
pioneers of rhetoric were the two Sophists of Sicily, Corax and Tisias (Clarke, 1996, p.
1; Enos & Fahnestock, 2001, p. 50; Johnstone, 2001, p. 260; Murphy & Katula, 2003, p.
24). Nevertheless, the majority believe that Plato laid down the first principles of rhetoric,
especially given that the Greek term pnropixog (rhétorike) initially appeared in his work
Gorgias (Kennedy, 2001b, p. 105; Kennedy, 1994, p. 3).

From the early definitions of classical rhetoric we can deduce that the central focus of
rhetoric was persuasion through discourse. One of the earliest definitions of rhetoric may
be found in Plato’s dialogue Gorgias, in which Socrates and the sophist Gorgias discuss
the nature and moral implications of the use of rhetoric. Gorgias defines rhetoric as “the
artificer of persuasion” used primarily for legal and judicial purposes (Plato, 1994).
However, Plato (through the voice of Socrates) objects to this narrow definition,
suggesting that rhetoric is “an art which leads the soul by means of words, not only in law
courts and the various other public assemblages, but in private companies as well” (Plato,
1994). While the study of rhetoric in its origin was conceived of as an activity restricted
to public oratory and the courtroom, an awareness developed within the classical period
that it affected all aspects of discourse (ibid.). In the Gorgias, Plato was highly critical
of the persuasive agenda of the Sophists and of rhetoric in general, believing it to be

fundamentally immoral.

Aristotle, a Greek philosopher who belonged to Plato’s Academy (Kennedy, 1994, p. 51),
is known for his effective treatises on rhetoric, such as Rhetoricand Poetics. Through his
treatises, Aristotle established and developed the classical concept of rhetoric. Aristotle
considered rhetoric as the counterpart of dialectic (Timmerman & Schiappa, 2010, p. 97;
Prosser, 2009, p. 105); in other words, rhetoric, according to Aristotle, is another means
of finding the truth. Thus, his definition of rhetoric is the ability to find the available

means of persuasion (Aristotle, 2007, p. 37). Though Aristotle belonged to Plato’s

-39-



Academy, he pursued a different perspective in studying rhetoric to the extent that his
work is recognised as the “first systematic treatise” on rhetoric (Johnstone, 2001, p. 260).
George Kennedy notes that rhetoric in Aristotle’s view also has a theoretical element and
in addition clearly does often “produce persuasion, speeches, and texts” (Aristotle, 2007,
p. 16). Aristotle’s theoretical contribution to rhetoric was explicit; he introduced different
rhetorical classifications. For example, based on the audience (the hearers of speeches),
Aristotle suggested that there are three genres of rhetorical texts or type of speeches,
deliberative, judicial, and epideictic (Aristotle, 2007, p. 46; Lanham, 1991, p. 164). In
general, Aristotle’s role was influential and salient; credit goes to Aristotle for being one
of the first scholars to discuss rhetoric from a theoretical perspective, and for his remarks

on style, arrangement, metaphor, and simile (see 2.6.1 and 2.6.2).

The increase of interest in rhetoric and the power of oratory, in the Roman period, appears
to have come about also as a response to political trials and prosecutions that attracted
public attention (Calboli & Dominik, 1997, p. 3). Therefore, the study of rhetoric was
expanded and formalised by Roman philosophers or rhetoricians, most notably by Cicero
and Quintilian, but under the term ‘oratory’. Lanham (1991, p. 105) defines oratory as
“public speech” and points out that rhetoric “usually means the theory of oratory”. For
Cicero and his Roman contemporaries, rhetoric was an art of persuasion that could be
effectively learned and studied by systematically breaking it down into its composite
parts. These parts are: invention, arrangement, expression (style), memory, and delivery
(Cicero, 1949, p. 19); they are known as the five branches/canons/offices of rhetoric.
Cicero, Quintilian, and other Roman rhetoricians focused on the importance of these
branches of rhetoric and regarded them as the spine of rhetorical education and therefore
a system and guideline to produce powerful speeches and writing. However, Cicero’s
rhetorical theory is mainly focused on the concept of ‘eloquence’; a concept which only
appeared clearly through Cicero’s ideas. The relevance of eloquence to rhetoric,
according to Cicero, is as follows:

There is a scientific system of politics which includes many important

departments. One of these departments — a large and important one — is

eloquence based on the rules of art, which they call rhetoric” (Cicero, 1949,
p. 13/15).

Cicero considers eloquence as an art and therefore “two of Cicero's mature works define

eloquence in the sense of artistic expression” (Fantham, 2001, p. 251). Furthermore,
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Cicero defines the function of eloquence as “to speak in a manner suited to persuade an

audience” in order to “persuade by speech” (Cicero, 1949, p. 15).

Unlike Arabic rhetoric (see 2.2), we can notice, in general, that the definition of Western
rhetoric has become a controversial issue. At times, rhetoric is described as an art and
sometimes as a technique, and at other times as a faculty. The development of interest in
language, which has caused the emergence of new disciplines in the linguistic field, such
as semiotics, pragmatics, stylistics, and so forth, has made the definition of rhetoric even
more controversial (Wales, 2001, pp. 344-346). One of the definitions of eloquence given
in the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) is “rhetoric” (4. OED), while on the other hand
the definition of rhetoric includes the following: “the study of principles and rules to be
followed by a speaker or writer striving for eloquence” (1.a OED). Probably one of the
most comprehensive books on rhetoric and its definitions and descriptions is Introduction
to the Study of Rhetoric by Rev. Francis Cuthbert Doyle (1893). The reason for this is
that Doyle clarifies the meaning of ‘art’ and ‘faculty’ before clarifying rhetoric. He
indicates that faculty is “a power bestowed upon us by God, which power enables us to
do anything whether corporal or intellectual. Thought, imagination, memory, are
faculties”’; whereas ‘art’ is “an habitual power, that is to say, a power not born with man,
but acquired by means of a system of well-approved precepts” (ibid., p. 1). Afterwards,
Doyle asks whether the power of persuasion is a faculty or an art, and notes the following:
The power of persuasion may be regarded either as a faculty or as an art. As
a faculty, it is called Eloguence, and is defined to be ‘The power of moving
others to act, by convincing their intelligence, by moving their hearts, and by
bending their wills’. As an art, it is called Rhetoric, and is defined to be: ‘That

body of rules or precepts by which the faculty of eloquence is guided so as
more securely to obtain its end’ (ibid.).

According to Doyle, etymologically the term ‘rhetoric’ means “the art of speaking well”
and it can be defined as the “body of rules and precepts by which the faculty of
eloquence is guided more securely to obtain its end” (1893, p. 4). Another definition of
rhetoric is “the art of speaking and of writing well” (ibid.). Doyle also notes that
directing “the talent of those who have received the faculty of eloquence” is regarded as

the purpose or objective of rhetoric (ibid.)

However, at the beginning of the 20" century, due to the development of linguistics, as
mentioned earlier, a renewed focus on communication and systems of discourse resulted

in new approaches to rhetoric. In recent years, modern rhetorical theory has shifted the
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focus onto persuasion, meaning that the study of rhetoric now comprises a number of
key elements of speech or text. These include the intentions and agency of the speaker
himself, the role of the audience, the discourse and symbols that underpin the situation
and the cultural context in which the situation is addressed (Foss, 2009, p. 856; Bitzer,
1968). In short, rhetorical theory, as Foss notes, is “[n]o longer confined to simply the
study of speeches or discourse, it is generally viewed as the study of any kind of
symbols”; therefore, the terms ‘rhetoric’ and ‘communication’ are often used
interchangeably by scholars of rhetoric (Foss, 2009, p. 855). Suffice it to say that
rhetoric, from the 20" century onwards, is no longer a discipline that stands alone by
itself, i.e. modern rhetorical theory has become an inter-disciplinary field. In other
words, modern rhetoric has become an important area of study in linguistics and other
language-specific disciplines, such as literature, philosophy, and translation studies (cf.

Campbell, 2001, pp. 517-527).

As for the relationship of tropes or figures of speech with rhetoric, it seems that it was
at first, specifically in classical rhetoric, slightly vague and complex in terms of their
features, functions, and classifications (cf. Leech, 1969, p. 74). Rowe (2001, p. 125)
points out that Quintilian reported that there was an irresolvable disagreement among
grammarians and philosophers as to the correct number and categorization of tropes. As
a consequence, it is not surprising that “there are names for more than 60 tropes and
figures identified by rhetoricians from the fifth century BC through to the early Christian
era” (ibid. p. 121). Nevertheless, tropes were initially seen as an element of style. Hence
most of the discussions on tropes were located under the rhetorical part, which is
concerned with expressions and word choice, known as ‘style’ (see 2.5.1). However, if
classical rhetoric developed due to the development of linguistics and other language-

specific studies, then traditional tropes have too, ipso facto, developed (see 2.6).

2.5.1 Classifications of Rhetoric!4

Early rhetoricians, such as Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian, believed that rhetoric was an
art of discourse that can educate orators to produce a successful and persuasive speech.
Rhetoric as an art was categorized systematically into five branches known as the
‘canons’ or ‘offices’ of rhetoric; they are called respectively: Invention, Arrangement,

Style, Memory, and Delivery. It is said that some scholars tend to omit the last two canons

14 For more details on the classifications of rhetoric see Doyle (1893); and for details on the canons of
rhetoric see Porter (2001).
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from the list; some might consider them already included in the canon of style (cf. Doyle,
1893, p. 5) or “being matters more of nature than of art” (Clarke, 1996, p. 24). However,
these five canons form, as a whole system, classical rhetoric theory; and according to
classical rhetoricians, an orator should gain mastery in these rhetorical branches in order

to produce a successful and powerful discourse that has an impact on the receiver.

So, what are the significations of these canons? In general, invention, which is the first
canon, refers to “discovery” (Heath, 2001) or in a more proper sense finding the
appropriate contents, material, data, or information that support an argument and gives it
value and essence. Doyle points out that as a faculty, invention is defined as “the power
or ability which the speaker or the writer has of discovering those materials out of which
he weaves his discourse”; and as an art or a part of rhetoric, invention is defined as “the
art which supplies rules and precepts to aid the speaker or the writer to discover these

materials” (1893, p. 6).

The second canon of rhetoric is ‘arrangement’. It is defined as “the ordering of the
substance of what was accomplished in the process of eiipeoig/inventio [invention] for the
purpose of serving the partiality/utilitas in the discourse’s aim” (Wuellner, 2001, p. 51).
Arrangement is the process of how the contents, data, or material of an argument are put
together. In other words, arrangement is regarded as the organizational structure of an
argument or discourse. The cohesiveness and coherence of a discourse depend heavily on
organizational structure. Furthermore, the standard of persuasion is also affected by the
way the discourse is arranged. The importance of this part of rhetorical theory is noted by
Wuellner:

Arrangement is the necessary complement to efpegic/inventio [invention]

with focus on arrangement of thoughts or ideas, but also of the order and

choice of words, both as to their style (1élvg/elocutio) and their delivery

(vmoxpioig/actio)—in terms of their appropriateness (aprum) for the adopted
partiality, and in terms of the ‘parts of speech’ (ibid. p. 51).

The third part or canon of rhetoric is ‘style’. Elocutio is the Latin term for style, and
according to Doyle elocution or elocutio “is that part of Rhetoric which teaches the orator
how to express in a suitable manner the thoughts which he wishes to lay before his
audience” (1893, p. 71). Style or elocution is the part of the rhetorical theory that is related
to the way the discourse is expressed in order to stir the emotions of the audience. Johnson
reports that “style is defined primarily in terms of how diction, sentence structure and

arrangement, and the use of the figures contribute to the speaker's or writer's intention to
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move the understanding, the imagination, the passions, and the will in particular ways”
(Johnson, 2001, p. 543). Accordingly, word choice, composition of sentences, and the
usage of tropes and figures are stylistic elements that enhance the discourse and contribute
to the impact on the audience. The aforementioned stylistic elements are mainly discussed
under certain virtues or principles: correctness, clarity, ornamentation, and propriety
(Rowe, 2001, p. 121). It is worth noting that the canon of style seems similar to the three

major branches of Arabic rhetoric: “ilm al-ma<ani, <ilm al-bayan, and <ilm al-badic.

Memory is the fourth canon in Western rhetorical theory. Memory in this context is not
used in the sense of memorizing word by word; this canon refers to the capability to
understand, grasp, absorb, and memorize the content of a discourse. Doyle defines
memory as “a faculty by which our soul is able to recall the ideas of things, of which the
intelligence at some previous time has been cognisant” (1893, p. 104). On the other hand,
Olbricht quotes a classical definition concerning the function of memory: “Memory is the

firm retention in the mind of the matter, word and arrangement” (2001, p. 160).

The last part of rhetoric is delivery. This canon is more related to oral than written
discourse. It is about the techniques that a speaker can use while transmitting his speech
through voice and gesture. Delivery, according to classical rhetoricians, “is the graceful

regulation of voice, countenance, and gesture” (ibid. p. 160).

2.6 Western (English) tropical representations

A tropical representation (figurative expression) is presented through the use of a specific
device known traditionally as a trope, which nowadays is known as a figure of speech.
Etymologically, the term ‘trope’ is derived from the Greek word ‘“tpomog’ (tropos) which
means a turn, turning or direction (OED; Doyle, 1893, p. 80; Lanham, 1991, p. 154; cf.
Anderson, 2000, p. 121; cf. Wales, 2001, p. 398). What is meant by a ‘turn’ is that the
meaning of a single word or phrase deviates from its literal or basic or proper sense to
another intended meaning which is called a figurative meaning. In classical rhetoric,
tropes were regarded merely as stylistic devices to beautify a discourse for persuasive
reasons. Quintilian states that “the name of trope (¢#7opos) is applied to the transference of
expressions from their natural and principal signification to another, with a view to the
embellishments of style” (Quintilian I1I, 1921, p. 351); Quintilian also mentions that most
grammarians define trope as “the transference of words and phrases from the place which

is strictly theirs to another to which they do not properly belong” (ibid.).
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Today, the term ‘trope’ is a synonym of ‘figure of speech’, i.e. the two terms are
interchangeable; but in classical rhetoric, the term ‘figures of speech’ refers to a
comprehensive category which is divided into sub-categories that includes tropes and
other rhetorical figures (see figure 5). However, this classification, in classical rhetoric,
was “often arbitrary and differs in different handbooks” (Kennedy, 2001b, p. 122; cf.
Fahnestock, 1999, p. 9-15).

Figures of speech

| Tropes ‘ | Schemes
(E.g., metaphor, metonymy, | (Figures)
‘ synecdoche, and simile) ‘
| Figures of ‘ Figures of
thought \ word

Figure 2.5: Classifications of figures of speech made by the majority of Western classical
rhetoricians.

The distinction between tropes and schemes, according to classical rhetoric, is that the
former involves a change in the meaning of words, whereas the latter involves a change
in forms without any ‘semantic significances’ (see Miiller, 2001, p. 773). A scheme,
according to Lanham, is “[a]ny kind of figure or pattern of words ... a figure of
arrangement of words in which the literal sense of the word is not affected by the

arrangement” (1991, p. 136)'5.

As for tropes, which is the main interest of this study, specifically metonymy, they carry
a common feature which is a secondary meaning apart from their literal interpretation.
Tropes include simile, metaphor, metonymy and synecdoche, among others, and can be
so often used within an everyday context that they may be said to retreat into
‘transparency’. As a result, tropical representations (figurative expressions) are
unconsciously absorbed within our speech and are indicative of the broader culture or
sub-culture inhabited by the speaker (cf. Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). In general, traditional
classifications of figures of speech, in addition to the confinement of tropes as merely

embellishment devices, has dramatically changed with the revolution in linguistic studies

15 For more information, definitions, and examples differentiating tropes and schemes, see Leech (1969),
and on traditional figures of thought and figures of word see Wales (2001), Lanham (1991), Kennedy
(1984), and Plett (2001).
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in the twentieth century. The emergence of several linguistic-related disciplines, such as
semantics, pragmatics, semiotics, sociolinguistics, and cognitive linguistics, has
contributed significantly in reshaping our thinking towards figurative language. For
instance, in her article, Figurative language and the semantics-pragmatics distinction,
Anna Papafragou states the following:

It is by now a commonplace in the pragmatic and psycholinguistic literature

that the so-called “figures of speech” such as metaphor or metonymy are

not mere linguistic devices serving ornamental or literary purposes but

correspond to mental “figures” grounded in cognition (see Lakoff 1987,
Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995, 1990, Gibbs 1994) (1996, p. 179).

Accordingly, it is believed that works by Searle (1979), Lakoff and Johnson (1980),
Lakoff (1987), Gibbs (1994), and other inter-disciplinary scholars (such as philosophers
and psychologists of language) have broadened the horizon of tropes — a horizon which
considers tropes such as metonymy “to be ubiquitous aspects of language, not simply
fringe elements” (Tyler & Takahashi, 2011, p. 598). In other words, tropes are no longer
limited to rhetoric and literature; they are within our everyday language. Aspects of this
horizon on metonymy, in addition to the traditional one, will be presented in this section

after defining other central tropes, namely simile, metaphor, and synecdoche.

2.6.1 Simile

It is clearly noticeable that two matters, comparison and metaphor, are almost always
associated with discussions of simile, particularly the latter. As for the former matter, the
majority of simile definitions tend to describe simile as a form of comparison. For
instance, Freeborn defines simile as “[a] comparison of one thing to another, especially
as an ornament in poetry and rhetoric” (1996, p. 62); similarly, Alm-Arvius defines simile
as “a trope which like metaphor describes one thing by comparing it with another” (2003,
p. 125). That is true to some extent, because similes use constructional elements or what
are known as ‘similarity indicators’, such as ‘like’ and “as (... as)’; but that does not mean
using such indicators always create a simile, in spite of being a form of comparison, i.e.
there is a literal comparison and a non-literal comparison. Consider the following

examples:

a- Britain is like France, they are EU countries.

b- Britain is like a fridge in the winter season.
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Both examples ‘a’ and ‘b’ are comparison statements, literal and non-literal comparisons
respectively. Accordingly, example ‘a’ is not to be regarded as a simile, while ‘b’ is. The
comparison in ‘a’ is made between two similar types of things, i.e. both Britain and France
are countries, whereas in ‘b’ it is obviously between two totally different types, i.e.
‘Britain’ is a country whereas a ‘fridge’ is an electrical appliance to keep food and drinks
cool. An important issue, that has to be pointed out, is that the two different types
compared to each other must share a salient feature or otherwise the simile will not be
intelligible; in other words, the comparison will not be understood, for example, ‘Britain
is like a cup’ would make no sense (see Dickins, 1998, pp. 292-295; Glucksberg, 2001,
pp. 29-51). But the problem is what makes two things alike and how one can identify the
similarity or shared feature(s) between each other (the likened and likened to)? This
notion of similarity is difficult to define and highly subjective. According to Israel, et al.
this is “a matter of construal”, which largely hinges on what exactly is being focused on,
i.e., which attribute the comparison is based on (2004, p. 126). No wonder Dickins said
that it might be impossible to draw a clear definite line between a literal and non-literal
comparison (1998, p. 292). However, one of the comments made by Israel, et al. on the
differences between literal and non-literal (simile) comparisons'® is as follows:

Similes ... [are] really are a kind of comparison. Unlike metaphors, they

require individuation of both source and target concepts, and an evaluation of

what they have in common, but unlike literal comparisons, they are

figurative—comparing things normally felt to be incomparable, typically

using vivid or startling images to suggest unexpected connections between
source and target (2004, p. 124).

Israel, et al. elaborates upon the differences by saying the following:

As a figure of comparison, similes serve the basic rhetorical functions of
description and evaluation ... Basically, a simile is just a way of describing a
target by asserting its similarity to some unexpected entity. The figurative
nature of similes, however, has consequences which set them apart from
literal comparisons. Most obviously, similes may be evocative in a way that
literal comparisons cannot, prompting associations which go beyond
whatever property they explicitly highlight Moreover, similes may be
interpreted in ways which differ systematically from literal comparisons
(2004, p. 126).

In general, from common definitions of simile, especially in dictionaries, one can deduce

that the term ‘simile’ denotes a trope whereby two objects are explicitly compared

16 For more details on figurative and literal comparison see Dickins (1998, pp. 292-295), Glucksberg
(2001, pp. 29-51), Alm-Arvius (2003, p. 126), and Niculae, (2013, pp. 110-114).

47-



through the use of ‘like’ or ‘as’, such as in ‘as white as snow’ or ‘soft like baby thighs’.
From such definitions, it may be asserted that the primary features of simile use are that
it is explicit, and involves the presence of two identifiable objects; and that it is figurative,
meaning that the comparison must be made between two objects that are not
conventionally compared. The common definitions requiring the use of ‘like’ or ‘as’
promotes a rather restrictive understanding of the term!”, as it fails to acknowledge the
breadth of grammatical constructions in which simile might be adopted. For example,
‘buying that car is the equivalent of throwing money down the drain’ may be construed
as an acceptable simile in common parlance. Therefore, it suggested that they are able to

take a range of constructions that express an explicit comparison (ibid, p. 125).

In addition to this, to make an explicit comparison effectively, the two objects referenced
must be “fully individualised”, meaning that both the source and target concepts must
refer to a discrete entity (ibid, p.125). For example, in ‘she was as cool as a cucumber’
both ‘she’ and ‘cucumber’ are fully individuated, distinguishable, and convey the idea
that the person is relaxed and calm'® (ibid, p.125). Furthermore, in order to classify as a
figurative comparison, as opposed to a literal one, the two objects should not be easily
compared, i.e. they should be fundamentally different as previously mentioned; and above
all the comparison between the two objects should be provoking to the mind, senses, and

imagination'®.

On the other hand, the second matter which is noticed when it comes to discussions on
simile is its association with metaphor. Most scholars, if not all, mention metaphor in
their discussion of simile, but normally not the other way round. Alm-Arvius’ definition
of simile (2003, p. 125), which was mentioned earlier, is an example. Other noted scholars

have too made this association, such as Leech (1969, p. 153/156), Leech & Short, (1981,

17 Perhaps Wales recognised this issue and therefore provided a more or less comprehensive definition:
“simile is a FIGURE OF SPEECH whereby two concepts are imaginatively descriptively compared:
e.g. My love is like a red, red rose; as white as a sheet, etc. Like and as (... as) are the commonest
connectives” (2001, p. 358; author’s emphasis and italics ). One can notice that she does note that the
constructional elements mentioned are the commonest, which means that there are others. In addition,
unlike with most simile definitions, metaphor was not included as part of the definition.

18 1t is important to note that some figurative comparisons cannot be rendered to another language literally
because of culture-specific reasons (cf. Lakoff & Johnsen, 1980; Dickins, et al., 2002). For instance, the
comparison ‘as cool as a cucumber’ would not necessarily convey the idea that the person is relaxed
and calm in another language as it would in English. In that case, one has to find the most appropriate
figurative expression in the TL that delivers the same features as in the ST; for that reason, in addition
to others, this research exists.

19 Remember that some figurative comparisons may become, over a period of time, so common that the
literal meaning is supplanted unnoticeably; idioms are an example of this metamorphosis.
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p- 79), Dickins (1998, pp. 292-296), Lanham (1991, p. 140), Nate (2001a, p. 511), and
Nate (2001c, p. 741). Definition and discussion of simile has often been inextricable from
that of metaphor, as the two tend to be defined in relation to one another. This tradition
dates back to Aristotle himself, who notes that “the simile is also a metaphor... the
difference is but slight” (cited in Israel, et al., 2004, p. 123; see Anderson, 2000, p. 38).
As a result, there is a relative paucity of literature or academic debate concerning the
attributes and function of simile. Where simile is discussed, it is frequently with a
simultaneous focus on metaphor. This has resulted in the common misapprehension that
simile and metaphor essentially have the same function (that of comparison) albeit
through two different methods. That is why quite a few scholars believe that simile is an
explicit version of metaphor; and that a simile can be transformed into a metaphor and

vice versa. This is frequently true but not in all cases®°.

2.6.2 Metaphor

Metaphor was regarded as a predominant trope ab ovo. Today, this thought is still
maintained by some rhetoricians and scholars. That is clearly evident in the fact that the
word ‘metaphorical’, which originally means an expression containing metaphor, is often
used as a synonym for the word ‘figurative’ to denote a non-literal expression — an
expression that contains other tropes besides metaphor. Aristotle, in his discussions on
metaphor, believes that simile is a type of metaphor (Anderson, 2000, p. 38) and
specifically an explicit version of metaphor (Ritchie, 2013, p. 4). Furthermore, in
Aristotle’s definition of metaphor, which is “giving the thing a name that belongs to
something else; the transference being either from genus to species, or from species to
genus, or from species to species, or on grounds of analogy” (cited in Punter, 2007, p.
12), we can notice that the types of metaphor or ‘metaphorical transference’ he mentions
belong to other tropes such as synecdoche and metonymy (Leezenberg, 2001, pp. 33-34;
Al-Sharafi, 2004, p. 13). In other words, the first two transferences, from genus to species
and from species to genus, apply to the trope known today as synecdoche, whereas the
third transference, from species to species, applies to metonymy (ibid.). That is to say,
the attention devoted to metaphor over other tropes is immemorial; nevertheless,
Aristotle’s views on metaphor in terms to the ‘predominance’ issue cannot be used as a
yardstick; after all, Aristotle’s concise deliberations on metaphor scarcely “add up to a

full-fledged theory of metaphorical language” (Leezenberg, 2001, p. 31). In his

20 See Dickins (1998) and Israel, et al (2004).
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discussion of textual metonymy, Al-Sharafi argues that the reason behind this
predominance of metaphor is that:
[r]hetoricians and philosophers were interested in the poetic use of
language they regarded metaphor as primary to the figurative domain and
neglected metonymy because it does not involve symbolism and double-
unit signification as there is no transfer on the semantic plane. This
observation applies to the western as well as the Arabic rhetorical

traditions because both traditions were preoccupied with the study of
poetic language (2004, p. 11).

Fass (1997, p. 47) also points out that the connection involved in metaphor is across two
conceptual domains, whereas in metonymy it is within a single domain. Moreover, Lakoff
& Johnson (1980, pp. 36-37) believe that understanding is the primary function in
metaphor, and though metonymy has the same understanding function to some extent, its
primary function is referential. Accordingly, many scholars, especially in translation
studies, have the idea that metaphor is the most important trope and that it poses a more
problematic issue in translation than other tropes. For example, Newmark states that
“[w]hilst the central problem of translation is the overall choice of a translation method
for a text, the most important particular problem is the translation of metaphor” (1988, p.
104). On the other hand, Dickins et al (2002, p. 146) say that all tropes “are of interest in
translation”, but “metaphor is by far the most important, both because it is the most
widespread, and because it poses the most challenging translation problems”. To a certain
degree, theses viewpoints may be true, but the blossoming of linguistic studies after the
mid-twentieth century, especially cognitive linguistics, yields the insight that other tropes,
and in particular metonymy have a similar prominence to that of metaphor (see Croft &
Cruse, 2004; Ruiz de Mendoza Ibafiez, 2000; Dirven & Pdrings, (eds.), 2003; Goossens,
1995), this being one of the reasons why this research has been carried out. However,
since there are many research works, books, and papers on metaphor, we will only state

one or two definitions.

There are several definitions of metaphor, each one being mostly associated with its own
theory of how metaphors are identified, understood, and used?!. On the other hand, most
of the conventional definitions of metaphor are based on some of the common features of
metaphor: similarity, comparison, and resemblance. For example, Dickins et al (2002, p.

147) define metaphor as “a figure of speech in which a word or phrase is used in a non-

21 gee Ritchie (2013, pp. 3-24)
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basic sense, this non-basic sense suggesting a likeness or analogy with another more basic
sense of the same word or phrase”. Goatly on the other hand, provides a more
comprehensive but complex definition, as follows:

Metaphor occurs when a unit of discourse is used to refer unconventionally

to an object, process or concept, or colligates in an unconventional way. And

when this unconventional act of reference or colligation is understood on the

basis of similarity, matching or analogy involving the conventional referent

or colligates of the unit and the actual unconventional referent or colligates
(1997, p. 8).

Goatly also provides another definition of metaphor, but this time from a cognitive
perspective; he states that metaphor “can be briefly defined as thinking of one thing (A)
as though it were another thing (B), and linguistically this will result in an item of

vocabulary or larger stretch of text being applied in an unusual or new way”?? (2007, p.

11).

There are several theories of metaphor, but the turning point in metaphor studies probably
occurs with the cognitivists. At first, they considered metaphor as a mode of perception,
and later on as a mode of thought, rather than a rhetorical device, and from here
conceptual theories of metaphor began to emerge. For example, Burke defines metaphor
in terms of perspective as “a device for seeing something in terms of something else”
(1969, p. 502; author’s italics), which is quite similar to Goatly’s definition above. The
conceptual theory of metaphor became more mature through George Lakoff and Mark
Johnson in their work Metaphors We Live By (1980). According to Lakoff and Johnson,
metaphors are deeply ingrained in our lives without us noticing them. This can be
illustrated by the fact that metaphors are very often used in the attempt to define metaphor
without realising it. For example, terms such as ‘device’ and ‘vehicle’ which literally refer
to a ‘tool’ or ‘machine’ are used unconsciously in defining metaphor (see Ritchie, 2013,
pp. 5-7). Lakoff and Johnson believe that metaphors have such a great influence on our
lives that not only do they form our communications, but they also form the way we think
and act. The contrast between the traditional and contemporary views of metaphor are
summed up by Lakoff and Johnson as follows:

Metaphor is for most people a device of the poetic imagination and the
rhetorical flourish — a matter of extraordinary rather than ordinary language.

22 Goatly notes that the term ‘apply’ in his definition “covers various pragmatic and semantic relations
such as reference, modification, predication and complementation of prepositions” (Goatly, 2007, p.
11).
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Moreover, metaphor is typieully [sic] viewed as characteristic of language
alone, a matter of words rather than thought or action. For this reason, most
people think they can get along perfectly well without metaphor. We have
found, on the contrary, that metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in
language but in thought and action. Our ordinary conceptual system, in terms
of which we both think and act, is fundamentally metaphorical in nature
(1980, p. 3).

Since this research is related to the translation of the meaning of the Qur’an, it is worth
noting that Almisned (2001) in his research, Metaphor in the Qur'an: an assessment of
three English translations of Suurat Al-Hajj, points out that metaphorical expressions
along with other rhetorical expressions are one of the basic features of the Qur’anic text.
Hence they should not be neglected while rendering the Qur’an into English (2001, p.
145). Almisned believes that some Qur’anic features cannot be transferred to the TT, and
therefore “some translations do not have the same impact as the source text in terms of
metaphorical usage” (ibid, p. 1). Consequently, explaining or paraphrasing the
metaphorical expression into English is considered the most appropriate way (Ali, et al.,
2012) to avoid loss of the intended meaning. In addition, Almisned believes that the
ultimate approach to translating the Qur’an into English is by having an Arabic native

speaker alongside an English native speaker (2001, pp. 328-331).

2.6.2 Synecdoche

The term ‘synecdoche’ is derived from the Greek/Latin term “cvvexdoyr)/ intellectio”
(Anderson, 2000, p. 112; Rowe, 2001, p. 127) which according to Lanham (1991, p. 148)
means “understanding one thing with another”. Synecdoche, as described by Quintilian,
“is adapted to give variety to language by letting us understand the plural from the
singular, the whole from a part, a genus from the species, something following from
something preceding, and vice versa” (cited in Geeraerts, 2010, p. 6; Murphy, 2003, p.
220). Traditionally, synecdoche is defined as a substitution where the part stands for the
whole, genus stands for species, or vice versa (Lanham, 1991, p. 148), for example,
‘wheels’ for a ‘car’ or ‘creature’ for ‘people’. To put it simply, synecdoche can be
considered a trope that references a concept by indicating a part or aspect of it. Most
theorists, however, have suggested that the most obvious case of synecdoche involves a
part-whole relationship. Nonetheless, it seems that there is a considerable amount of
confusion, and obscurity as to both the nature of synecdoche and its relationship to other
closely related tropes, and particularly metonymy. It is noticed that very often synecdoche

is either neglected or assimilated to metonymy, and at times is regarded as a subtype of
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metonymy. Nerlich (2010, pp. 297-298) and Schofer & Rice (1977, p. 122) point out that
the confusion between synecdoche and metonymy is also mirrored by that between
synecdoche and metaphor, while the Rhéforique générale of the Groupe de Liége
considered synecdoche as the master trope “on which metaphor and metonymy both
depend”?. On account of this, considerable debate exists regarding the definition of
synecdoche and the way in which it ought to be classified in relation to other related
tropes; some scholars regard synecdoche as a trope that exists apart from metonymy,
whereas others regard it simply as a subcategory of metonymy. In his paper,
Distinguishing Synecdoche from Metonymy, Seto claims that the reason behind this
confusion is due to the ambiguity of the definitions conventionally employed, and
therefore it is sometimes difficult to distinguish synecdoche from metonymy or even
metaphor (1999, p. 91). He ascribes this ambiguousness to the lack of success in
understanding the ‘whole’ and ‘part’ notions distinctly. Seto argues that the
comprehension of metonymy, i.e. understanding the differences between ‘taxonomy’ and
‘partonomy’, leads to the disambiguation of ‘whole’ and ‘part’, and ultimately clarifying
the differences between metonymy and synecdoche (ibid. pp. 92-95). The difference
between taxonomy and partonomy, as Seto describes it, is as follows:

[T]axonomy is a ‘kind-of” relation while partonomy is a ‘part-of” relation. In

other words, taxonomy is the relation between a more comprehensive

category and a less comprehensive one, while partonomy is the relation

between an entity and its parts, such as the relation between a table and its
legs (ibid. p. 93)*.

In consequence of this, Seto disagrees with traditional views that synecdoche is
characterized by a semantic or referential relationship of inclusion, and he believes that
synecdoche is characterized only by semantic inclusion, i.e. he considers that the
referential relationship is a feature belonging to metonymy and not synecdoche.
Therefore, Seto removes from synecdoche its long well-known trademark, the part-whole
relationship, and subsumes it under the metonymic qualities, leaving only the genus-
species relationship for synecdoche. Relying on his postulation of taxonomy and
partonomy, Seto, therefore, defines synecdoche as “a conceptual transfer phenomenon

based on the semantic inclusion between a more comprehensive and a less comprehensive

23 For more details on the Groupe de Li¢ge’s theory see (Schofer & Rice, 1977, pp. 130-133; Al-Sharafi,
2004, pp. 40-45).

24 For more details on Seto’s theory of taxonomy and partonymy in clarifying the differences between
metonymy and synecdoche see Seto (1999, pp. 91-120) and Nerlich (2010, pp. 306-316).
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category”, while metonymy is “a referential transfer phenomenon based on the
spatiotemporal contiguity as conceived by the speaker between an entity and another in

the (real) world” (1999, pp. 91-92).

Excluding the well-known trademark of synecdoche, the part-whole relationship, and
subsuming it under the metonymic qualities, secems to be a trend followed by other
modern linguists, particularly cognitive linguists, and especially those imitating or
influenced by Lakoff and Johnson’s proposition that our conceptual system is on the
whole metaphorical. There are, however, other scholars and linguists who disagree with
this trend; some even go further to exclude a metonymic character, container for
contained, and subsume it under the synecdochic qualities as in Schofer & Rice’s (1977)

attempt in reclassifying tropes.

The disagreement over characterising and defining synecdoche has had an impact of the
analysis of other aspects of synecdoche, mainly its types, but also its function in discourse
(cf. Nerlich & Clarke, 1999 ). Therefore, as we mentioned earlier, the new trend
represented by cognitive linguists does not include the ‘part-whole’ relationship. The
following classifications of synecdoche are made by two different approaches, bearing in

mind that this is not at all exhaustive:

A- The classification made by Seto (1999), who we can consider as an advocate of
the new trend. His classification of types of synecdoche is as follows (cited with

examples in Nerlich, 2010, pp. 311-312):

1- Genus for species: for example, “man (‘a human being” — a male)”.

2- Species for genus: for example, “to earn one’s daily bread (— food)”.

3- Type for token: for example, “This jacket is our best-selling item (—
this type of jacket)”.

4- Token for type: for example, “We both drive a Honda Accord (— two
tokens of the same type of car)”.

B- Classification made by Schofer & Rice (1977, p. 142). Their classification of

types of synecdoche with examples is as follows:

1- Physical (or spatial) synecdoches:

a- Physical part for the whole (head for body).

b- Physical attribute for the whole (black for Negro).

c- Object or physical attribute for possessor (crown for king).
d- Material or physical attribute for object (steel for sword).

e- Container for contained (stein for beer, Paris for Parisians).

2- Conceptual (or abstract) synecdoches:
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a- Attribute for possessor (youth for young people).
b- Singular for plural (man for men).
c- Species for genus (lion for all animals).
d- Genus for species (animal for bear).
e- Common name for proper name (the Trojan for Aeneas).
It is worth noting that even if the ‘part-whole’ relationship is excluded from synecdoche,
it seems that it remains an important trope that stands by itself. Nerlich and Clarke point
out the following:
In conclusion one can say that the genus-for-species synecdoche plays a vital
part in language and life. On the conceptual level it reflects and exploits
the order in our categories, on the linguistic or structural level it exploits

semantic relations, and on the communication level it brings order into texts
and into social relations (1999 , p. 210).

2.6.3 Metonymy

As we can notice from the previous sub-sections, the subject of metonymy has been
broached in several contexts, particularly metaphor and synecdoche, which proves that
the boundaries between metonymy and its fellow tropes are narrow, especially that with
synecdoche. It goes without saying that ancient rhetoric as a discipline has played a
significant role in literary and language studies, namely in tropes or what are known today
as figures of speech. In spite of that, the features of metonymy were most of the time
discussed under metaphor, as in Aristotle’s definition of metaphor (see section 2.6.2). It
is believed that the first definition of metonymy, as a trope on its own, appeared in the
Rhetorica ad Herennium: “a trope that takes its expression from near and close things
and by which we can comprehend a thing that is not denominated by its proper word”
[Koch’s translation] (Koch, 1999, p. 141). ‘Metonymy’ as a term is derived from the
Greek term ‘uetwvouio’ (Latin: denomination), and means the “[u]se of one term (of a
related object or concept) for another, e.g. substitution of Greece for Greeks, container
for contents” (Anderson, 2000, p. 77). Since then, metonymy has been thought of as a
concept in a ‘stand for’ relationship based on association or contiguity between two
referents, the literal word/phrase used (source) and its intended meaning (target). An
example is, ‘10 Downing Street’, which is the locale address for any British prime
minister, and more importantly, is his/her official residence and office where crucial
decisions concerning Britain, whether they are domestic or international, are made.
Therefore, based on this association or contiguity between the locale and the prime

minister/British government it may be said that *10 Downing St.” (source) is a metonymy
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that stands for the British prime minister or government (target). Another example is
‘table five’ in ‘table five wants the bill’, which means the person(s) sitting at table five
and obviously not the table itself or the person(s) sitting at other tables; hence ‘table five’
(the source) in this sentence stands for the person(s) sitting at it (target). This vision of
metonymy is known as the ‘stand for’ relationship’ or ‘substitutional theory’, where
someone/something stands for or replaces another person/thing. This prolonged portrayal
of metonymy as a referential phenomenon remained constant over the past years. Geeraets
(2010, p. 27) provides a more or less similar definition to the one in Rhetorica ad
Herennium; he sees metonymy as “a semantic link between two readings of a lexical item
that is based on a relationship of contiguity between the referents of the expression in
each of those readings”. Geeraerts makes clear that the ‘contiguity’ relationship which
metonymy is based on “should not be understood in a narrow sense as referring to spatial
proximity only, but broadly as a general term for various associations in the spatial,

temporal, or causal domain”.

However, in the last 30 years or so new disciplines have arisen and became integrated
within the linguistic field. As a result, studies of tropes have gradually shifted from the
fields of literature and rhetoric to linguistics, which has led to the emergence of various
definitions and characterizations of metonymy, each one approaching metonymy from a
different perspective or revolves around a specific aspect. Yule’s (2010, p. 121) analysis,
for example, revolves around the relationship between words which form metonymy. He
claims that the relatedness of meaning found in metonymy relies on “a close connection
in everyday experience”’; these connections can be built on a “container—contents relation
(bottle/water, can/juice), a whole—part relation (car/wheels, house/roof) or a
representative—symbol relationship (king/crown, the President/the White House).” On the
basis of the assumption that relations in metonymy are formed through ‘everyday
experience’, one might assume that metonymies are conventionalised and hence easy to
comprehend. This assumption is nevertheless misleading. For example, ‘Have you

finished your Halliday?’ or “The strings are too quiet” for a person who is not familiar

with the linguistic field or orchestral music respectively would be baffling. Therefore,
Yule states that comprehending such expressions “often depends on context, background

knowledge and inference” (ibid.).

In his attempt to distinguish metonymy from synecdoche, Seto (1999, p. 91) focuses on
the terms ‘contiguity’ and ‘whole-part’. He defines metonymy as “a referential transfer

phenomenon based on the spatio-temporal contiguity as conceived by the speaker
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between an entity and another in the (real) world”. Seto points out that the term ‘closely
associated’ that appears in a typical definition of metonymy needs to be clarified or
otherwise it will be too broad and may include other tropes such as metaphor or any “other
rhetorical terms where meaning transfer takes place”. This is true, simply because the
association in itself is not enough; all figurative expressions in metonymy, metaphor or
synecdoche have an associative relationship with their literal senses. The differences
between them is the grounds that their relations rely on, i.e. the relationship between the
figurative expression and its literal sense is based on either contiguity (metonymy),
resemblance (metaphor), or inclusion (synecdoche). The terms ‘contiguity’, ‘part’, and
‘whole’, which commonly appear in discussions on metonymy or synecdoche are,
according to Seto, often miscomprehended; hence the confusion between metonymy and
synecdoche?. He claims that this confusion is due to a misunderstanding of the
differences between partonomy and taxonomy (see 4.33). Both partonomy (also called a
part-whole relation, part-of relation, or meronymy relation) and taxonomy (also called a
hyponymy relation, kind-of relation, or class-subclass relations) deal with semantic
relations based on the senses of expressions through a hierarchical system?®. The former
is “a sense relation between expressions such that the entities denoted by one expression
represent parts of the entity denoted by another e.g., blade/knife. The relationship can be
paraphrased as X is a part of Y, thus a blade is a part of a knife” (Delahunty & Garvey,
2010, p. 271). The latter is “a sense relation between expressions such that the entities
denoted by one expression are included among the entities denoted by another, e.g.,
teaspoon/spoon. The relationship can be paraphrased as X is a kind of Y, thus a teaspoon
is a kind of spoon” (ibid, p. 270). According to Seto, metonymic relations are understood
through partonomy and synecdochical relations through taxonomy. Based on this

distinction, Seto develops his classifications of synecdochical and metonymic relations.

However, the ambiguity of the term ‘closely associated’, as Seto claims, is beginning to
fade, as recent definitions tend to include the type of association or contiguity. For
example, Bussmann (1996, p. 746), in his definition of metonymy, points out three types
of semantic connections associated with metonymy: causal, spatial, or temporal. He

defines metonymy as “[t]he replacement of an expression by a factually related term. The

25 The confusion between metonymy and synecdoche that Seto refers to is that synecdoche is frequently
considered a subtype of metonymy which is characterised by a ‘whole’ and ‘part’ relationship.

26 For more recent details on ‘taxonomy’ and ‘partonomy’ see Khoo & Na (2006), Delahunty & Garvey
(2010), and Hahn (2013).
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semantic connection is of a causal, spatial, or temporal nature and is therefore broader
than synecdoche, but narrower than metaphor.” Geeraerts (2010, p. 27) holds a similar
view, and stresses that the contiguity notion associated with metonymy “should not be
understood in a narrow sense as referring to spatial proximity only, but broadly as a
general term for various associations in the spatial, temporal, or causal domain.” Further
to the aforementioned metonymic relations, Preminger and Brogan (1993, p. 783) add to
their definition of metonymy the notion ‘conceptual’, which alludes to the belief that
metonymy is not merely a referential phenomenon, but also a conceptual one: metonymy
is “a figure in which one word is substituted for another on the basis of some material,

causal, or conceptual relation.”

It is believed that metonymy as a conceptual phenomenon was first introduced into
cognitive linguistics by George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, in their work Metaphors We
Live By (1980). Lakoff and Johnson’s conceptual theory touched upon the concept of
metonymy, and though it was mainly focused on metaphor, it nonetheless provoked
renewed interest in metonymy. Lakoff and Johnson believe that metonymy, like
metaphor, is not a matter of a name of a thing, nor is it a purely linguistic device to
substitute one term for another; metonymies, like metaphors, are deeply embedded in our
conceptual system without us noticing them, and they therefore influence the way we
think, act, and communicate. Accordingly, the use of metonymic expressions is mainly a
reflection of general conceptual metonymies (Radden & Kovecses, 1999, p. 18) which
are gained from our experience, physical or causal, in the real world (Lakoff & Johnson,
1980, p. 39). For example, using ‘Hiroshima’ as an expression for the atomic bombing in
WWII (Place for Event) is, according to Lakoff and Johnson, “grounded in our experience
with the physical location of events” (ibid, also cf. Truszczynska, 2003); or for instance,
using the term ‘Shakespeare’ as an expression for a literary work done by William
Shakespeare “is based on the causal (and typically physical) relationship between a
producer and his product”, and so on. Lakoff and Johnson’s discussion of metonymy is
basically focused on the types of metonymic relations and on the differences between the
concepts of metaphor and metonymy. Lakoff and Johnson define metonymy as “using
one entity to refer to another that is related to it” (ibid. p. 35) which enables us “to

conceptualize one thing by means of its relation to some-thing else” (ibid. p. 39).

On the whole, cognitive linguistics has participated quite adequately in the studies of
metonymy, giving rise to a number of new definitions. For example, Evans (2007, p. 141)

defines metonymy as “[a] conceptual operation in which one entity, the vehicle, can be
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employed in order to identify another entity, the target, with which it is associated”.
Another, more or less similar, definition is provided by Radden and K&vecses (1999, p.
21): “Metonymy is a cognitive process in which one conceptual entity, the vehicle,
provides a mental access to another conceptual entity, the target, within the same idealized
cognitive model”. Lakoff (1987) approaches metonymic contiguity and the relations
between the source/vehicle and target through his theoretical framework of Idealized
Cognitive Models (ICMs). He believes that the aforementioned relations should belong
to the same ICM in terms of metonymy, whereas in metaphor, they belong to two different
ICMs (1987, p. 78). According to Lakoff, his theoretical constructs was inspired by
Lakoff and Johnson's theory of metaphor and metonymy (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980),
Fillmore's frame semantics (Fillmore, 1982), Fauconnier's theory of mental spaces
(Fauconnier, 1985), and Langacker's cognitive grammar (Langacker, 1986). In his
detailed account of ICMs, Cienki points out the following (cf. Evans, 2007, p. 104; Croft
& Cruse, 2004, p. 7-39):

ICMs are proposed as a way in which we organize knowledge, not as a direct

reflection of an objective state of affairs in the world, but according to certain

cognitive structuring principles. The models are idealized, in that they involve

an abstraction, through perceptual and conceptual processes, from the

complexities of the physical world. At the same time, these processes impart

organizing structure — for example, in the form of conceptual categories. The

use of models in cognitive processing that are idealized ... makes sense from

an evolutionary perspective. They provide an advantageous means of

processing information because they are adapted to human neurobiology,

human embodied experience, human actions and goals, and human social

interaction (2007, p. 176).
Lakoff (1987, p. 284) itemizes the following as five types of ICMs: image-schematic,
propositional, metaphoric, metonymic, and symbolic. However, regardless of various
terms used in different cognitive theories that correspond to ICM, such as ‘domain’,
‘schema’ (Lakoff & Turner, 1989), ‘frame’ (Blank, 1999), ‘domain matrix’ (Croft, 2003),
or ‘scenario’ (Panther & Thornburg, 1999), they generally concur that metonymy
involves the exploitation of relations inside one domain, while metaphor involves the

integration of two disparate domains?’ (Nerlich & Clarke, 2003, p. 577).

Within cognitive linguistics, but from a slightly different perspective, Barcelona provides

an interesting definition of metonymy, which, according to him, is a ‘schematic

27 For more critical discussions on the role of domains in metaphor and metonymy see Panther & Radden
(eds., 1999), Dirven & Porings (eds., 2003), and Burkhardt & Nerlich (eds., 2010).
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definition’. He defines metonymy as “an asymmetrical mapping of a conceptual domain,
the source, onto another domain, the target. Source and target are in the same functional
domain and are linked by a pragmatic function, so that the target is mentally activated”
(Barcelona, 2013, p. 15; cf. Barcelona, 2010, p. 272; Barcelona, 2003, p. 246). Barcelona
claims that his definition is a “consensus, uncontroversial cognitive linguistic definition”
(2012, p. 254). Barcelona (2013; 2012; 2010) explains some terms in his definition; for
example, the term ‘mapping’, which is equivalent to ‘conceptual projection’, pertains to
the point that the source domain is linked to the target domain by imposing a perspective
on it. Barcelona further points out that in metonymy the mapping is asymmetrical,
whereas in metaphor it is symmetrical. As for the notion ‘functional domain’, Barcelona
indicates that it is similar to Fillmore’s ‘frame’ (1982) and Lakoff’s ‘ICM’ (1987).
Barcelona adopts Fauconnier’s (1997, p. 11) ‘pragmatic function’, in which the source
domain is linked to/mapped onto the target domain within the same functional frame by
means of a pragmatic function. For example, diners are matched with the food they order
as in ‘The kebab wants an orange juice’, or authors are matched with the books they write.
This type of mapping, according to Fauconnier (1997, p. 11), “plays an important role in
structuring our knowledge base and provides means of identifying elements of one
domain via their counterparts in the other”. As a result, pragmatic function mapping, in
language use, enables an entity to be recognized through its counterpart (ibid.) as in the
‘kebab’ example mentioned above, when the waitress uses the type of food (kebab) to
identify the diner who ordered it. Barcelona’s concept is something of a nutshell

containing the prominent features of other cognitive scholars in terms of metonymy.

Regardless of the variety of definitions of metonymy, it is obvious that the essence of
metonymy is the contiguity/association between the metonymic referents, i.e. the

contiguity between the literal and figurative expressions.

2.6.3.1 Classifications of Metonymy
Classifications of metonymy have increased over the past years, especially with the
development of linguistics. Doyle (1893, pp. 81-82), in his book An Introduction to the

Study of Rhetoric, lists six types of metonymic relations:

o Cause for effect (e.g. “He lives by the labour of his hands.”)

e Effect for cause (e.g. “Don’t get hot under the collar!” for ‘Don’t get angry!”
(example cited in Chandler, 2007, p. 130)).

e Sign for signified (e.g. “He left the plough, to wield the sceptre.”)

e Container for contained (e.g. “He made the kettle boil.”)
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Abstract for concrete (e.g. “Beauty is usually vain.”)
Place for thing (e.g. “He was carried to the house in a sedan.”

Schofer & Rice (1977, p. 139) suggest the following metonymic relations:

Cause for effect

Effect for cause

Agent for instrument (e.g. “Truman destroyed Hiroshima (the person ordering the
act for the planes and bombs that performed it)”)

Instrument for action (e.g. “Les Fords ont levé le pied (the cars for their drivers)
/11 a le pinceau délicate (the painter's brush for his manner of painting)”)

Action for instrument (e.g. “vengeance for sword”)

Agent for action (e.g. “He pulled a Houdini. (the magician for the disappearing
act he performed)”)

Action for agent (e.g. “Voila la belle Héléne, [ infamie des Grecs (the crime for
the criminal)”)

Producer for product (e.g. Have you finished your Chomsky. “the author for his
work”™)

Product for producer (e.g. “Computers lose 10 points on Wall Street (the product
for the company that produces it)”)

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) subsume the ‘part for whole’ relationship under metonymy,

which traditional rhetoricians consider a type of synecdoche. The conceptual theory

proposed by Lakoff and Johnson has influenced several linguists, and since then most

linguists have followed Lakoff and Johnson in subsuming ‘part for whole’ under

metonymy. Lakoff and Johnson (1980, p. 38) list the following types of metonymy with

examples:

Part for the whole (e.g. “We don't hire longhairs.”)

Producer for product (e.g. “He bought a Ford.”)

Object used for user (e.g. “The buses are on strike.”)

Controller for controlled (e.g. Nixon bombed Hanoi.”)

Institution for people responsible (e.g. 1 don't approve of the government's
actions.”)

Place for Institution (e.g. Wall Street is in a panic.”)

Place for event (e.g. Pearl Harbor still has an effect on our foreign policy.”)

On the other hand, Chandler (2007, p. 130), who believes that the best definition of

metonymy is “the evocation of the whole by a connection”, argues that metonymy is

“based on substitution by adjuncts (things that are found together) or on functional

relationships.” Chandler lists the following metonymic substitutions: effect for cause,

object for user, substance for form (such as “plastic for credit card” or “lead for bullet”),
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place for event, place for person, place for institution, and institution for people. In
addition, Chandler notes that “Part—-whole relationships are sometimes distinguished as a
special kind of metonymy or as a separate trope”. Chandler also mentions three types of
metonymy identified by Lakoff and Johnson: producer for product, object for user, and

controller for controlled (ibid, p. 130).

Alm-Arvius (2003, pp. 162-163) identifies several types of metonymic relations under
what she calls ‘metonymic shortcuts’. According to Alm-Arvius, the most common types

of metonymic shifts or shortcuts, with examples, are as follows:

e Place/region—people (e.g. “church, country, England, house, room, school”)

o Time/period—people (e.g. “the Middle Ages, the nineteenth century, the
Renaissance”)

e Place—activity (e.g. “church, college, market, school, theatre, university”)

e People—activity (e.g. “class, government, meeting, party”)

e Physical thing(s)—activity (e.g. “bed, football, lunch, meal, table, washing”)

e People/thing—time (e.g. “the bomb, Hitler, Napoleon, the Vikings”)

e Activity—establishment (e.g. “business, church, school, theatre”)

e Activity—product (e.g. “building, composition, drawing, improvement,
organisation, painting, shopping, speech, writing”)

e Substance—product (e.g. “glass, iron, linen, marble, paper, tin)

e Substance—type of (e.g. “brandy, tea, whisky, wine”)

e Producer—product (e.g. “Channel, Dior, Ford, Mozart, Porsche, Shakespeare,
Turner”)

o Feeling—object of (e.g. “ambition, curiosity, love™)

e Sense modality—sense impression (e.g. “sight, smell, taste”)

e Container—contents (e.g. “bottle, box, casserole, cup, glass, purse”

e Body part—ypart of article of clothing (e.g. “arm, breast, leg”)

e About experiencer—about situation or experience (e.g. “angry person—angry
days/discussion, happy person—Happy New Year, sad person—sad event”)

e Activity 1—activity 2 (e.g. “cry, synonym of either weep or shout, breathe
(deeply) or not breathe a word”)

However, Alm-Arvius points out that many of the foregoing metonymic shifts are
“generally productive and predictable” due to their common use, and therefore “they can

be considered cases of regular polysemy” (ibid, p. 163).

Seto (1999), on the other hand, provides a fairly similar typology of metonymy to that
provided by some cognitive linguists but under a different categorisation. Seto believes
that the types of metonymy depend on three major types of entity — spatial, temporal, and

abstract — and the types of reference these involve (ibid, p. 98). Accordingly, Seto
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subcategorises the most common types of metonymy under these three major types of
entity. For example, the ‘whole-part’ relationships (object-component, organisation-
member, and object-material), ‘container-contents’, and other spatial relations referred to
as ‘adjacency’ are subcategorised under ‘spatial entities’ or ‘spatial metonymies’. Under
‘temporal entities’ come the ‘whole event-subevent’ type and ‘preceding-ensuing
situation’. As for abstract entities, these include ‘object-property’ relations such as

‘abstract for concrete’ (for further details see Seto, 1999).

2.6.3.2 Functions of metonymy (purposes of use)

Most if not all linguists agree that the primary function of metonymy is ‘referential’.
Lakoff and Johnson (1980, p. 36) point out that in addition to the referential function,
metonymy also “serves the function of providing understanding”. However, what we
mean by the term ‘function’ here is the purpose or reason for using metonymy. In other

words, why do we use metonymy, or what do we gain by using metonymy?

In classical rhetoric, metonymy, as well as other tropes, are mainly seen as stylistic
devices to beautify a discourse for persuasive reasons. However, each trope has its
distinctive features which enable it to serve specific purposes. In other words, metonymy,
like other tropes, is not used randomly, but to achieve (a) specific purpose(s). Rubba
(2006) suggests that metonymy serves several purposes, such as clarification,
abbreviation, pragmatic focus, attribution or mitigation of credit or blame, and lexical
operation of zero derivation. The purpose of clarification of identity of a referent,
according to Rubba, is when metonymy is used to pinpoint a specific referent when
confusion is possible. For example, a waitress distinguishes a specific person by his/her
order, as in ‘The sheesh kebab wants an extra portion of chips’. Another purpose of
metonymy is abbreviation. That is to say, metonymy can express or deliver a meaning to
the addressee by using fewer words, and in some cases one word instead of a whole
phrase; for example, ‘“White House’ instead of ‘President/Administration of the United
States of America’ or ‘Dickens’ instead of ‘the literary works of the novelist Charles
Dickens’. Another purpose is pragmatic focus. In other words, metonymy can be used to
focus on or highlight a specific part, as in the Part for the Whole relation, in order to
provide understanding (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, p. 37). For example, the term ‘wheels’
or ‘ride’ is used metonymically for a car, because it is either an indispensable part of the
car or the purpose of the car respectively. Rubba (2006) also points out that attribution or

mitigation of credit or blame is another purpose of metonymy. This type of metonymic
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expression occurs when we would like to generalise praise or blame, i.e. shift the
responsibility for something to someone else. For example, when we say that ‘The
planning committee rejected my application’, it does not mean that all members of the
planning committee have rejected the application; but since the committee’s approval or
rejection is based on a majority vote, then any decision, approval or rejection, is referred
to the body which represents its members. Accordingly, the blame, in the previous
example, is shifted from the members of the planning committee to the body itself.
Another example is when we say ‘Harry Truman bombed Hiroshima and Nagasaki’;
though the bombs were not dropped by Truman himself, the blame is shifted to him
because he was the one who ordered the bombing. The final purpose of metonymy stated
by Rubba is ‘metonymy as a lexical operation of zero derivation’ or what is known as
“conversion or functional shift”. This means that metonymy sometimes involves a
functional shift of a word from one class (verb, noun) to another class (noun, verb).
According to Rubba (2006), “when the metonymy becomes familiar and
conventionalized, the new meaning is part of our mental ‘dictionary entry’ for that word.
To illustrate this, Rubba gives an example of the word ‘butter’ in “to butter toast”; the
nominal meaning of butter, which is a substance often spread over a toast of bread, is
converted into a verbal meaning to stand for the action of ‘spreading’ the butter on the
toast. The literal expression for the metonymic expression ‘to butter toast’ would be ‘to

spread butter on toast’. So in this case, the noun ‘butter’ is converted to a verb.

Al-Salem (2008, pp. 53-58), in her PhD thesis, provides six functions (purposes of use)
of metonymy: fantasy activation, interest arousal, achieving specific goals, expansion, as
a basis for images, and brevity. The critical issue in Al-Salem’s discussion on the
functions of metonymy is that she does not point out whether she is dealing with the

English metonymy or the Arabic trope majaz mursal.

2.7 Metonymy, synecdoche, kinayah, and majaz mursal

From the discussion on Arabic rhetoric, we can notice Arabic tropes are discussed under
the discipline called <i/m al-bayan (science of elocution). The main common feature
between kinayah, tashbih, isti‘arah, and majaz mursal is that they all use expressions to
indicate a meaning other than its true/proper (literal) meaning. The interesting part of this
branch is that kinayah and tashbih stand as separate tropes whereas isti’arah and majaz
mursal are categorised under a sub-subcategory called majaz lughawi (lingual

figurativeness). What differentiates isti’arah from majaz mursal pivots on the semantic
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relationship between the proper and improper meaning, i.e. the literal and the figurative
meaning, of the utterances; that is to say, if the semantic relationship is based on similarity
then the figurative expression is considered isti‘Grah, and if not then it is majaz mursal.
On the other hand, kinayah has nothing to do with similarity or non-similarity in the
utterances used in an expression (cf. Abu Deeb, 1979, p. 165). Some rhetoricians claim
that kinayah can be distinguished from other tropes (isti’arah and majaz mursal) in that
the utterance used can denote both meanings, the literal and the figurative. That is to say,
in addition to the figurative expression/the intended meaning of the kinayah, “the
language of it does correspond to reality” (Larkin, 1995, p. 87). Larkin comments on the
language of the kinayah and the possibility of it denoting both literal and figurative
meanings are:

The language of discourse, as a language, is doing exactly what is supposed

to do. Ostensibly, the agreement between language and reality is undisturbed.

The only thing is that the meaning intended is not ultimately the one conveyed

by the words, but rather the one that is reasoned to from the meaning of those
words (ibid.)

Though this may seem ostensibly true, it is not always so, even if the kinadyah sounds
idiomatic. Firstly, there are kinayah expressions, as pointed out in the section on kinayah
(section 2.4), where it is impossible to denote the literal meaning. Secondly, the utterance
in a kinayah is used to entail something semantically concomitant with it and not the
utterance’s true meaning. Moreover, it is used to attest the meaning intended. Also, the
purport of the utterance, in kindayah, is of a great importance because it leads the addressee
to the intended meaning. For example, the expression ‘so-and-so is long of sword-
scabbard’ leads us to understand that the person is of a tall stature, because a short person
would not wear a long sword-scabbard. In other words, the entailed meaning of ‘a long

sword-scabbard’ is shifted to the non-mentioned notion, which is tallness in stature.

Table 2.1: Typical definitions of metonymy, synecdoche, kinayah, majaz; mursal, and
isti‘arah.

“metonymy is the transfer of the name of a thing to something else that is
closely associated with it - such as cause and effect, container and
contained, possessor and possessed, and so on” (Bredin, 1984, p. 45).

Metonymy

“A kind of semantic change ... that involves a part-to-whole relationship in
which a term with more comprehensive meaning is used for a less
comprehensive meaning or vice versa” (Campbell & Mixco, 2007, p. 199).

Synecdoche

“Kinayah is the process in which the text producer seeks to substantiate a
specific meaning without mentioning it directly through its known
(original/conventional) word in the language. Instead he opts for a meaning

Kinayah

-65-



(word) that is ‘associated’ and adjacent to the true meaning in order to
allude to and attest the meaning intended” (al-Jurjani, 1995, p. 66; my
translation).

“Majaz mursal is the usage of a word in its improper meaning due to a non-

Maj azl similarity relationship (between the proper and improper meaning) with a
mursa contextual cue that precludes the proper meaning, such as in: ‘I drank the
Euphrates’ water’” (Al-Asmar, 1998, p. 74; my translation).
L al-Sakkaki’s definition: “ isti ‘@rah is mentioning one end of the ‘two simile
Istiarah

ends’ while on the contrary you mean the other end, claiming that ‘the
likened’ is of the same genus as the ‘likened to’ in order to transfer and
evoke a specific character from the ‘likened to’ to the ‘likened’” (cited in
‘Atiq, 1980, p. 368; my translation).

From this fairly comprehensive consideration of the Arabic and English figures of speech,
we can conclude that simile and metaphor are more or less equivalent to tashbih and
isti‘arah respectively. On the basis of its types and purposes of use (functions), we can,
however, say that there is no equivalent figure of speech for kinayah in English. For
example, euphemism is one of the purposes of kindyah, and we could even say that it is
part and parcel of kinayah, specifically in the Qur’an; whereas euphemism in English
seems to be a separate stylistic usage rather than being an essential feature or element of
a particular trope as in Arabic. Some Arabic-English dictionaries translate the term
kinayah as ‘metonymy’, which we have shown to be incorrect, especially given that the
types and purposes of kinayah are totally different from those of metonymy. The reason
behind the dictionaries’ error in translation may be the ‘stand for’ notion, which is one of
the characteristics of metonymy and sometimes kindyah; but this notion may be applied
to metaphor as well. For instance, metaphorically the term ‘lion’ stands for courage. The
only feature that kinayah and metonymy might share, as can be noticed from the
definitions of kinayah and metonymy (see table 2.1), is the notion of
contiguity/association; apart from that, the concept of kinayah is totally different from
metonymy. The mechanism of kinayah, according to Abu Libdeh (1991, p. 43), is quite
similar to metaphor and analogy “in that it evokes a series of associations between two
entities where A presents the reality of B”. This might be true, but the concepts of the two
tropes are different, and all this shows is that kindyah is a salient figure of speech as is

metaphor.

On other hand, majaz mursal seems to be the closest equivalent in the Arabic tradition to
both metonymy and synecdoche in the Western. All three figures of speech share the same
non-similarity relationship, i.e. the semantic relationship between the figurative
expression and the intended meaning (see table 2.1). Another mutual feature above all
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else is their types/semantic relationships (see table 2.2). The semantic relationships in
majaz mursal ( Amin, 1982, pp. 93-108; ‘Atiyah, 2004, pp. 117-124; Abdul-Raof, 2006,
pp- 225-232) such as ‘causality’, ‘result’, ‘whole-to-part’, or ‘place’ relationships are
more or less similar to ‘cause for effect’, ‘effect for cause’, ‘whole for part’, or ‘place for
institution/event/thing/activity’ in metonymy. This may also apply to synecdoche,
considering the disagreement amongst some rhetoricians and linguists over the semantic
relations involved in metonymy and synecdoche. Thus, Arabic-English dictionaries tend
to render the term majaz mursal as both synecdoche and metonymy. Moreover, as we
noted earlier, Larkin, in her discussion of al-Jurjant’s categorisation of majaz, points out
that the term in English for majaz mursal is metonymy (1995, p. 87). She also seems to
realise there is no equivalent term for kinayah in English; she uses transliteration and
refers to kinayah, between brackets, as ‘descriptive periphrases’ (ibid, p. 86). Overall, this
demonstrates that there is no equivalent term or figure of speech for kindyah in English

and, the frequent usage of the term ‘metonymy’ for kinayah is incorrect.

Table 2.2 Forms and semantic relationships of majaz mursal, metonymy, and synecdoche.

Majaz mursal Metonymy Synecdoche
Causality relationship. Part for the whole. Genus for species. Species
Result relationship. Producer for product. for genus.
Whole-to-part relationship. Product for producer Type for token.
Part-to-whole relationship. Object used for user. Token for type.
Generalisation Controller for controlled. Physical part for the
relationship. Institution for people whole.
Specific relationship. responsible. Physical attribute for the
Necessary requirement Place for Institution. whole.
relationship. Place for event. Taking a part for the
Past relationship. Cause for effect. whole.

Future relationship. Effect for cause. The whole for a part.
Substituted relationship. Sign for signified. The singular for the plural.
Instrument relationship. Container for contained. The plural for the singular.

Place relationship. Abstract for concrete. A certain number for an
State relationship. Place for thing. indefinite one.
Opposite relationship Agent for instrument. The matter out of which a
Instrument for action. Thing is made, for thing
Action for instrument. itself.
Agent for action Objector physical attribute
Action for agent for possessor.
Place/region—people. Material or physical
Time/period—people. attribute for object.
Place—activity. Container for contained.
People—activity. Attribute for possessor.
Physical thing(s)—activity. Singular for plural.
People/thing—time. Common name for proper
Activity—establishment. name.
Activity—product.
Substance—product.
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Substance—type of.
Producer—product.
Feeling—object.
Sense modality—sense
impression.
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Chapter three: Qur’an, kindyah, and translation

3.1 Introduction

The prime source of data, where the kinayah expressions for this study are extracted from,
is the Qur’an. Hence, it is vital that we briefly shed light on some issues related to this
source, such as its nature, status, legitimacy of its translation, historical background of its
English translations, unique genre, and the significant role of Qur’anic exegeses in its
comprehension and translation. This chapter will also include a brief overview of the four
selected translations that will be employed in the TT analysis. This will be followed by
an overview of the employment of kinayah in Qur’an, then, a brief discussion on kinayah

in translation studies.

3.2 The nature and status of the Qur’an
[3 1a A 3] €0 shiss &0l Gy e 138 eilas )

(Indeed, We have made it an Arabic Qur'an that you might understand) [Q.
43:3] (Saheeh International, 2004)

(We have made it a Qur’an in Arabic so that you [people] may understand)
[Q. 43:3] (Abdel Haleem, 2005)

2

[2 i ] 51085 2T Gy e U138 0340

(Indeed, We have sent it down as an Arabic Qur'an that you might understand)
[Q. 12:2] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(We have sent it down as an Arabic Qur an so that you [people] may
understand) [Q. 12:2] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

[113 14 €183 4 daad 51 & s 2l e 5l G 48 Ui Gy U108 8 30 S )

(And thus We have sent it down as an Arabic Qur'an and have diversified
therein the warnings that perhaps they will avoid [sin] or it would cause them
remembrance) [Q. 20:113] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(We have sent the Qur’an down in the Arabic tongue and given all kinds of
warnings in it, so that they may beware or take heed) [Q. 20:113] (Abdel
Haleem, 2005).

The Qur’an is the words of God revealed in Arabic. Lexically, the word Qur’an means
‘reading’ or ‘reciting’ (Lane, 1968, p. 2504; Abdel Haleem, 2005, p. xv), but as a proper
noun, it is known as the scripture or the book that contains the sum of the words of Allah

which have been revealed in Arabic to His messenger, Prophet Muhammad, peace be

upon him (PBUH) (Graham, 2001, pp. 159-163) through His angel Jibril. There are
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several ayahs which demonstrates that He is the one who revealed the Qur’an to His

prophet, for instance:

[23: V1] (S 58 GIA Sile U5 G435 G
(Indeed, it is We who have sent down to you, [O Muhammad], the Qur'an
progressively) [Q. 76:23] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(We Ourself have sent down this Qur’an to you [Prophet] in gradual
revelation) [Q. 76:23] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

[2 e 3M] €l A Lialia i iz b e, ol el a5l v
(Indeed, We have sent down to you the Book, [O Muhammad], in truth. So

worship Allah, [being] sincere to Him in religion) [Q. 39:2] (Sahech
International, 2004).

(It is We who sent down the Scripture to you [Prophet] with the Truth, so
worship God with your total devotion) [Q. 39:2] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

peile Cul a5 lgile (s LA (i (a5 4kl (53501 (a8 3l A0 i el U3l Uy
[41 1 e V] ¢JS 5

(Indeed, We sent down to you the Book for the people in truth. So whoever
is guided - it is for [the benefit of] his soul; and whoever goes astray only
goes astray to its detriment. And you are not a manager over them) [Q. 39:41]
(Saheeh International, 2004).

(We have sent the Scripture down to you [Prophet] with the Truth for people.
Whoever follows the guidance does so for his own benefit, whoever strays
away from it does so at his own peril: you are not in charge of them) [Q.
39:41] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

[29 : o] ¢l 551 Rl 5 a1 58] B1s i sl sy
([This is] a blessed Book which We have revealed to you, [O Muhammad],

that they might reflect upon its verses and that those of understanding would
be reminded) [Q. 38:29] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(This is a blessed Scripture which We sent down to you [Muhammad], for
people to think about its messages, and for those with understanding to take
heed) [Q. 38:29] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

Unquestionably, the Qur’an has to be viewed as an integrative entity. This is to say,
utterance and meaning have to be joined together in order for the text to be properly
understood as Qur’anic. By contrast, Prophetic sayings or narrations are not Qur’anic
despite their divine meanings, because their wording is formulated by the Prophet
(PBUH). Accordingly, Qur’anic translations and exegesis are not considered Qur’anic;
and they are even not allowed to be recited in as-salawat (prayers) [singular: as-salah]

(Ibn Taymiyah, 2004, p. 542; also cited in al-“Ubayd, 2002, p. 11).
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For Muslims, the Qur’an is not only the words of Allah and a divine text in all respects,

but it is also a fundamental source of guidance for all aspects of life:
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(... And We will bring you, [O Muhammad], as a witness over your nation.
And We have sent down to you the Book as clarification for all things and as
guidance and mercy and good tidings for the Muslims) [Q. 16:89] (Saheeh
International, 2004).

(...We shall bring you [Prophet] as a witness against these people, for We
have sent the Scripture down to you explaining everything, and as guidance
and mercy and good news to those who devote themselves to God) [Q. 16:89]
(Abdel Haleem, 2005).
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(And We have revealed to you, [O Muhammad], the Book in truth,
confirming that which preceded it of the Scripture and as a criterion over it.
So judge between them by what Allah has revealed and do not follow their
inclinations away from what has come to you of the truth. To each of you We
prescribed a law and a method. Had Allah willed, He would have made you
one nation [united in religion], but [He intended] to test you in what He has
given you; so race to [all that is] good. To Allah is your return all together,

and He will [then] inform you concerning that over which you used to differ)
[Q. 5:48] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(We sent to you [Muhammad] the Scripture with the truth, confirming the
Scriptures that came before it, and with final authority over them: so judge
between them according to what God has sent down. Do not follow their
whims, which deviate from the truth that has come to you. We have assigned
a law and a path to each of you. If God had so willed, He would have made
you one community, but He wanted to test you through that which He has
given you, so race to do good: you will all return to God and He will make
clear to you the matters you differed about) [Q. 5:48] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

Thus, Muslims are obligated to read and understand the Qur’an. But since the Qur’an is
revealed in Arabic and the majority of Muslims are non-Arabs, it has become obvious
that the translation of the meaning of the Holy Qur’an into different languages is now a
necessity. As a result, numerous translations have been produced. Some of these were
made by non-Muslim orientalists and some were by Muslims relying on their independent

opinion or judgment. Generally, they were individual efforts which contained some errors
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depending on the translator’s knowledge, goal, and purpose. Hence, most translations
have been criticised by several Islamic clerics and scholars, which may, in fact, be the

reason why they initially refused to allow the Qur’an to be translated in the first place.

3.3 The legitimacy of translating the Qur’an

The only text that is accepted to be Qur’anic, and is allowed to be used in salah, is the
original Arabic text that Allah has revealed to His Prophet (PBUH), which has been
undistorted and preserved for centuries. According to Allah’s words, it will remain

undistorted for ever:
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(Indeed, it is We who sent down the Qur'an and indeed, We will be its

guardian) [Q. 15:9] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(We have sent down the Qur’an Ourself, and We Ourself will guard it) [Q.
15:9] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

Accordingly, any translation of the Qur’an into another language, or even an
interpretation to Arabic itself, will not be considered a Qur’anic text. The Qur’an was
revealed as a miraculous divine scripture and has its own unique form of discourse that
no one can ever produce a similar discourse even in Arabic. This uniqueness is part of its
linguistic challenge to humankind; this challenge is demonstrated in the following ayahs:
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(Say, “If mankind and the jinn gathered in order to produce the like of this
Qur'an, they could not produce the like of it, even if they were to each other
assistants) [Q. 17:88] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(Say, ‘Even if all mankind and jinn came together to produce something like
this Qur’an, they could not produce anything like it, however much they
helped each other’) [Q. 17:88] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).
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(And if you are in doubt about what We have sent down upon Our Servant
[Muhammad], then produce a Surah the like thereof and call upon your
witnesses other than Allah, if you should be truthful [Q. 2:23] (Saheeh
International, 2004).

(If you have doubts about the revelation We have sent down to Our servant,
then produce a single sura like it - enlist whatever supporters you have other
than God - if you truly [think you can]) [Q. 2:23] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).
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(Or do they say [about the Prophet], “He invented it?”” Say, “Then bring forth
a surah like it and call upon [for assistance] whomever you can besides Allah,
if you should be truthful.”) [Q. 10:38] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(Or do they say, ‘He has devised it’? Say, ‘Then produce a sura like it, and
call on anyone you can beside God if you are telling the truth) [Q. 10:38]
(Abdel Haleem, 2005).
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(Or do they say, “He invented it”? Say, “Then bring ten surahs like it that
have been invented and call upon [for assistance] whomever you can besides
Allah, if you should be truthful”) [Q. 11:13] (Saheeh International, 2004).

(If they say, ‘He has invented it himself,” say, ‘Then produce ten invented
suras like it, and call in whoever you can beside God, if you are truthful’) [Q.
11:13] (Abdel Haleem, 2005).

This clearly suggests that no translation of the Qur’an can match the originality of the
Arabic text of the Qur’an regardless of how competent and skilful the translator is. From
this standpoint, there has been an on-going controversy between Islamic clerics on the
validity of translating the Qur’an into another language. The ruling on this issue varies
according to the type of translation (Siddiek, 2012, pp. 20-21; al-<Ubayd, 2002, pp. 13-
26). To clarify this, it is necessary to look at some of the types of translation related and

their rulings.

3.3.1 Ruling of translating the Qur’an word-for-word (interlinear translation)

In this translation method, the TL words are put immediately below the SL words
(Newmark, 1988, pp. 45-46). The SL word-order is preserved, and the lexical items are
translated without paying attention to their contextual meanings. Cultural words are also
translated literally. Furthermore, this method “does not necessarily respect TL grammar,
but has grammatical units corresponding as closely as possible to every grammatical unit
of the ST (Dickins, Hervey, & Higgins, 2002, p. 15). It is rarely used in translation from
English into Arabic and vice versa for two reasons. First, English and Arabic differ in the
direction of writing. Second, they differ in word order and many grammatical and lexical
aspects. However, this method is effectively used in specific contexts, for example, when
attempting to demonstrate the structure of the original text. So the translation of the

Qur’an using the word-for-word method means rendering its system, style, and structure
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without respecting the TL grammatical structure. This would result in a great deal of

inappropriateness both in form and content. This can be illustrated by following example:

017 5ia G sl 38 Lol 0% ot v cliie ) &1 b & (835 Y 5) [Q. 17:29]
A word-for-word translation would result in:

(And no make hand-your cuffed/chained to neck-your and no stretch it all the
stretch then sit blameful bared)

The prohibition or discouragement of being too mean or too extravagant is expressed by
the figurative imagery, i.e. the hands chained to the neck or completely stretching it out,
respectively, which is not conveyed in the word-for-word translation; thus, it is clear from
the above example that the word-for-word method in translation from Arabic to English,
especially from the Qur’an, is not only unidiomatic but also unintelligible. Therefore, all

Islamic clerics strictly prohibit translating the Qur’an word-for-word.

3.3.2 Ruling of translating the Qur’an literally

On the face of it, it is appropriate to define the term °‘literal translation’. According to
Newmark literal translation means translating SL words singly, out of context, whilst
transforming the SL’s structure as closely as possible to the TL’s structure (Newmark,
1988, p. 46). Dickins, et al. (2002, p. 16) have aptly pointed out that:
In literal translation proper, the denotative meaning of words is taken as if
straight from the dictionary (that is, out of context), but TL grammar is
respected. Because TL grammar is respected, literal translation very often
unavoidably involves grammatical transposition - the replacement or

reinforcement of given parts of speech in the ST by other parts of speech in
the TT [author’s emphasis].

It is obvious literal translation is very similar to word-for-word translation with the
exception of the issue of grammatical structure. The following literal translation of the

previous example will exemplify this point:

Literal translation: (And do not make your hand cuffed/chained to your neck,

and do not stretch it extremely and then you sit [become] blameful and bared)

Yet again, the figurative meaning is not quite conveyed, though the grammatical structure
of the TL is maintained. By the very nature of the case, Islamic clerics and scholars have
also prohibited this type of translation of the Qur’an. They believe that some implicit
meanings will not be conveyed through a literal translation, which is true, particularly if

they are culture-specific and the two languages do not share the same cultural concepts.
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However, this does not necessarily require generalising the prohibition of literal
translation. In some cases, especially when the two languages share the same cultural
concept, a literal translation could convey the actual meaning as the ST does. If for any
reason there is a loss of meaning or ambiguity in the translation, this could be
compensated for or clarified through several procedures as we will show later in this
study. We incline to what Newmark’s suggests, that a combination of more than one
translation approach is useful and the choice mainly depends on the type of ST expression

(see Newmark, 1981, p. 40).

3.3.3 Ruling on explanatory translation of the Qur’an

An explanatory translation of the Qur’an can be divided into two forms (al-*Ubayd, 2002,
pp- 13-14):

- The translator renders the contextual meaning directly from the Qur’an into
another language. This requires that the translator should be competent and has
complete knowledge of the meanings of the Qur’an. Some Islamic clerics require
that the translator should be highly qualified not only in both languages but also in
Qur’anic exegesis. On that account, the translator renders the intended meaning
into the TT using TL expressions in order to clarify what is ambiguous in the ST.
Here the translator should not be committed to translating every utterance and to
find its equivalent in the TL.

- The translation is done by rendering the Arabic explanatory of the Qur’an into the
TL rather than directly from the Qur’an. In other words, translating the

explanations which has been produced by other scholars of Qur’anic exegesis.

It is clear that any explanatory translation of the Qur’an is a translation of the meaning of
the Qur’an and not as a Holy book; in fact, no translations of the Qur’an are to be
considered a Holy book. Explanatory translation is not an attempt to reproduce the Qur’an
in another language, but simply involves explaining the meaning and clarifying what is
ambiguous. That is why the majority of Islamic clerics and scholars have agreed on the
permissibility of this type of translation. However, the translator has to fulfil overriding
conditions in order to be trustworthy to translate the meaning of the Qur’an. These

requirements are (al-Luhaydan, 2002, pp. 12-13):

- The translator has to be well capable of understanding and explaining the exact

meaning of each ayah.
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- The translator has to be linguistically competent in both languages, i.e. they should
know the exact meaning of different lexical items, sentence patterns, the
relationship between the sentence elements, and the functional features as well as
the cultural heritage of both languages.

- The translator should avoid the employment of illegitimate terms and expressions

unless their use cannot be avoided.

Al-<Ubayd (2002, p. 31-23) adds that any translator who attempts to render the Qur’an,
especially if it was directly from the Qur’an, should be competent and familiar with
required rules of Qur’anic exegeses. The translator should also rely on authoritative
exegeses and render what the majority of exegetes agree on. If there is more than one
opinion, it should be clarified in a footnote. Al-*Ubayd (ibid; cf. al-Luhaydan, 2002, p.
31) highly recommends that any translation of the meaning the Qur’an should include in

its preface the following:

- The explanatory translation is based on their best understanding of the meaning of
the Qur’an.

- The translation does not include all the possible interpretations of the meaning of
the Qur’an.

- The translation of the Qur’an, i.e. the Qur’an itself and not its meaning, is
untranslatable due to the nature of the Qur’an itself.

- The explanatory translation does not convey all the Qur’an features, hence, it does
not replace the Qur’an by any means whatsoever, and the Qur’an will remain
indispensable.

- The title of the translation should include expressions, such as a translation of the

Qur’anic exegesis from Arabic into English or explaining the Qur’an into English.

Presumably the reason why most scholars, if not all, insist that the title should clarify that
the translation is an explanatory translation or the translation of the meaning of the
Qur’an, is that the TT recipient may consider the translation as a replacement for the

Qur’an like what happened with the translations of the Old and New Testaments.

3.4 Translation of the meaning of the Qur’an

The translation of the meaning of the Qur’an is considered an important element in
stimulating people to enter Islam [da‘wah]. Some of the Islamic scholars who have

approved the translation of the meaning of the Qur’an have stated that this type of
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translation occurred during the Prophet Muhammad’s epoch. They believe it was through
the letters sent by the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) to the kings and leaders of other
nations in his era to stimulate them to embrace Islam. It is believed that these letters,
which included some @yahs of the Qur’an, must have been translated into the languages
of those nations, for their leaders to understand (ash-Shayac, 2002, p. 16). Furthermore,
there is an account that Salman al-FarisT (one of the companions of the Prophet
Muhammad [PBUH)]) translated the meaning of siirat al-Fatihah into Persian in response
to some Persian Muslims (ash-Shayac 2002, p. 16). The following ayah suggest that even
the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) interpreted the meaning of the Qur’an to his

companions:
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([We sent them] with clear proofs and written ordinances. And We revealed
to you the message that you may make clear to the people what was sent down

to them and that they might give thought) [Q. 16:44] (Saheeh International,
2004)

(We have sent down the message to you too [Prophet], so that you can explain
to people what was sent for them, so that they may reflect) [Q. 16:44] (Abdel
Haleem, 2005).

In general, the translation of the meaning of the Qur’an into different languages is a
necessity especially given that the majority of Muslims are non-Arabs. It is also
indispensable that all non-Arab Muslims should learn Arabic because the recitation of the

Qur’an in prayers is only permissible in Arabic.

3.5 Western translations of the Qur’an

The first translation of the meaning of the Qur’an in a western language appeared in Latin
after approximately five centuries after Islam came to light. According to at-Tamsamani
(2002, p. 15), it all started in al-Andalus (Islamic Spain) at the beginning of the 12
century when Peter the Venerable, Abbot of Cluny, wanted to know more about Islam
from a hostile and a polemical perspective (Tolan, 2002, p. 136). Thus he gave orders to
translate the Qur’an. At-Tamsamani claims the first translation was carried out by
Robertus Ketenensis?®, an Englishman, in 1130, contrary to what is widely believed
among scholars that it was in 1143 (2002, pp. 15-16; cf. ash-Shayac, 2002, p. 17; cf. cAlj,
2002, pp. 1-7). He adds that a second Latin translation was produced in 1143 by an Abbot

28 Also known as Robert of Ketton or Robertus Retenensis.
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of Cluny’s group (ibid, p. 16). In a footnote, he suggests that the latter translation was
produced by Petrus Toletanus (Peter of Toledo). His assumptions were based on some of
Peter the Venerable’s letters sent to Bernard of Clairvaux, in addition to the fact that
Petrus Toletanus’ name is mentioned on the top of the first page of one of the translation
manuscripts which are preserved in the National Library of France (Bibliothéque
nationale de France). It is worth mentioning that John V. Tolan, like most scholars,
believes that Robertus Ketenensis’ Latin translation of the Qur’an is the first western
translation of the Qur’an and that it was produced in 1143. That is clear from his following
statement:

In 114243 Peter travelled to Spain and assembled a team of translators. He

had Robert Ketton produce a full, Latin version of the Koran, which was

subsequently given extensive marginal annotations; it is the first translation

of the Koran into Latin, indeed probably the first complete translation into
any language (Tolan, 2002, p. 155).

George Sale (1888, p. vii), who translated the Qur’an and Samuel Zwemer (1915, p. 247)
even believed that Ketton’s Latin translation in 1143 was produced with the help of his
German friend Herman of Dalmatia. However, this Latin translation of the Qur’an
remained concealed until it was published four centuries later in Basel in 1543 by
Theodore Bibliander (Sale, 1888, p. vii; Zwemer, 1915, p. 247; Abdul-Raof, 2001, p. 19).
It is widely believed that the Crusade’s main interest in Islam was to conquer Muslim
lands including al-Andalus, to distort the image of Islam and convert Muslims to
Christianity. In this connection, another Medieval Latin translation was produced in June
1210 by Mark of Toledo, deacon of the cathedral of Toledo, at the instance of Rodrigo
Jiménez de Rada, Archbishop of Toledo (1208-47) (Tolan, 2002, p. 183). Furthermore,
John of Segovia, a theologian, also made a Latin translation of the Qur’an in 1453, but
there is no trace of it anymore (Almisned, 2001, p. 53). The Latin translations of the
Qur’an were inspired by a hostile intention with the explicit aim of refuting the beliefs of
Islam; hence they contained an abundance of erroneousness and misapprehension. Yet,

(3

they served, particularly Ketton’s translation, as “...the foundation of the earliest
translations into modern European idioms” (Abdul-Raof, 2001, p. 19). Ketton’s

translation was further translated into Italian, German, and Dutch.

In 1547, Andrea Arrivabene translated Ketton’s Latin translation into Italian, a translation
which was censured by Sale for its absurdity and faultiness (Sale, 1888, p. vii). A German

translation was made by Salomon Schweigger in 1616, derived from Andrea’s Italian
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translation. Schweigger’s translation was in turn translated into Dutch in 1641 and printed

in Hamburg (Zwemer, 1915, p. 249).

A more recent Latin translation was probably done by Lewis Marracci in 1698. His
version included the original text together with explanatory notes and refutations.
Concerning the rejection of Islam, this Latin translation was no different from previous
Latin translations, as is evident from the title of the introductory volume, 4 Refutation of

the Quran.

The first French translation of the Qur’an was produced by Andrew du Ryer in 1647.
Ryer worked as a French consular official in Egypt and he was conversant with the
Turkish and Arabic languages. Nevertheless, his translation included countless errors.
Sale criticised Ryer’s rendering, noting:
... mistakes in every page, besides frequent transpositions, omissions, and
additions, faults unpardonable in a work of this nature. And what renders it
still more incomplete is, the want of Notes to explain a vast number of
passages, some of which are difficult, and others are impossible to
understand, without proper explications, were they translated ever so exactly
(Sale, 1888, p. viii).
Another French version appeared in 1783 by Savary, followed by Kasimirski’s version in
1840 which was also in French. A Russian translation appeared in 1776 at St. Petersburg.
In 1857, a Hebrew translation produced by Hermann Reckendorf was printed at Leipzig

followed a Swedish translation in 1874 by J. T. Nordling.

3.6 English translations of the Qur’an

Although the Qur’an is the Holy book of Islam, the early translations of the meaning of
the Qur’an into English were rendered by non-Muslims. The interest of non-Muslims in
the Qur’an stemmed from their desire to refute Islam and mainly, as mentioned earlier, to
convert Muslims to Christianity. English translations of the meaning of the Qur’an can

be categorised into two groups, by Muslims and by non-Muslims.

3.6.1 English translations of the Qur’an by non-Muslims

The Alcoran of Mahomet is the first English translation of the meaning of the Qur’an by
the Scotsman Alexander Ross in 1649. Ross’s translation was completely based on du

Ryer’s distorted French translation. By the very nature of the case, Ross’s translation was
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regarded as “an indifferent translation of an inadequate version” (Arberry, 1983, p. 37).
Even Sale criticized Ross’s translation, noting:

The English version is no other than a translation of Du Ryer’s, and that a

very bad one; for Alexander Ross, who did it, being utterly unacquainted with

the Arabic, and no great master of the French, has added a number of fresh

mistakes of his own to those of Du Ryer; not to mention the meanness of his
language, which would make a better book ridiculous (Sale, 1888, p. viii).

Ross’s translation remained the only English translation available for English readers for
nearly a century until a new translation by George Sale was published in 1734. Though
Sale claims that his translation, The Koran: Commonly called the Alkoran of Mohammed,
was translated direct from the original Arabic text contrary to Ross’s translation, others
have suggested that his translation was based on earlier Latin translations (Irving, 1985,
p. xxii), specifically, Maraccins’ Latin translation (Hosni, 1990, p. 95; Almisned, 2001,
p- 53; Abdul-Raof, 2001, p. 20; °Al1, *Abdullah Yisuf, 1989, p. xxi). In his translation,
Sale included a historical background to early translations of the Qur’an, in which he
criticized all former translations without exception. He himself admits that his translation
is also not free from errors (Sale, 1888, p. x), which in fact is true due to the fact “it
abounds in numerous instances of omission, distortion, and interpolations” (Kidwai,
1987, p. 70). Nevertheless, Sale’s translation, which included explanatory footnotes,
became renowned until the middle of the 20" century. It was edited and published several

times. Even other European translations relied heavily on Sale’s rendition.

A third English translation of the Qur’an entitled The Koran appeared in 1861 by John
Medows Rodwell, who served as a Rector of St Ethelburga's Bishopsgate in London from
1843-1900. Rodwell, like his previous fellow translators, was utterly convinced that the
Qur’an was the production of Muhammad, the Prophet of Islam. His preface included
wild imaginary allegations against the Qur’an, the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH), and the
Prophet’s companions (see Rodwell, 1909, pp. 1-18). In addition to changing the order of
the siirahs to make them chronological, Rodwell’s translation suffers from a great number

of mistakes and misinterpretations.

Nineteen years later, the Cambridge scholar Edward Henry Palmer translated the Qur’an
for Max Muller’s Sacred Books of the East series. Palmer’s translation, The Qur’an, was
published in London in 1880. According to Kidwai (1987, p. 70), more than 65 instances

of omissions and mistranslations in Palmer’s translation were pointed out in A. R. Nykl's
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article that was published in the Journal of the American Oriental Society. Palmer also

believes that the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) was the author of the Qur’an.

From 1937 to 1939, Richard Bell’s translation, The Qur'an translated with a critical re-
arrangement of the Surahs, was published in Edinburgh in two volumes. It seems that
Bell followed Rodewll’s steps and wild imaginary views in such a manner that he also
rearranged the order of the sizrahs and also believes the Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) was
the author of the Qur’an.

The early English translations of the Qur’an were questionable, equivocal, and irksome
until The Koran Interpreted of Arthur John Arberry, a well-known British orientalist and
professor of Arabic and Islamic studies, appeared in 1955. Despite the fact that Arberry
was a non-Muslim, many Muslim scholars admired his translation. Arberry understood
that translating the Qur’an is not an easy task and he aimed as much as he could to
maintain the style of the original text. Although his translation was not free of mistakes
and mistranslations, Kidwai (1987, p. 71) points out that Arberry’s translation without
doubt “... stands out above the other English renderings by non-Muslims in terms of both

its approach and quality”.

Nessim Joseph Dawood, a Jew originally from Iraq, moved to England at the age of 19.
He graduated from the University of London and later in 1956 he produced his translation
of the Qur’an entitled 7he Koran. Dawood is possibly the latest non-Muslim translator so
far. The earlier editions of his translation included a chronological order for the sirahs
which was avoided in his latest revised edition (2000). The Arabic text was also included
in this edition for easy comparison and to present the modern reader with a
comprehensible translation. Overall, Dawood’s translation does not reflect the prejudice
of the earlier missionary religious biases, perhaps reflecting the fact that he was not a
Christian. Many scholars regard Dawood’s translation as the most widely circulated non-

Muslim English translation of the Qur'an.

3.6.2 English translations of the Qur’an by Muslims

The attempt to gravely damage the image of Islam by non-Muslim translators and their
disrespect for the Qur’an encouraged Muslim scholars to take up the challenge and
translate the meaning of the Qur’an into western languages. According to Nassimi (2008),
Muhammad °Abd al-Hakim Khan of Patiala (India) was the first Muslim to translate the

Qur’an into English in 1905. His translation, entitled The Holy Qur’an translated with
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short notes: Based on the Holy Qur'an or authentic traditions of the Prophet, or New
Testament or scientific facts, included commentary notes based on sources he mentioned
in his subtitle. Khan also expressed the fact that he was not able to render the excellence

and beauty of the language of the Qur'an (ibid, p. 51).

In 1912, two other translations were produced in the Indian Sub-continet, The Qur'an:
Arabic text and English translation by Mirza Abu al-Fadl and The Koran: English
translation by Mirza Hayrat Dehlawi (Delhi, India). Abu al-Fadl’s first edition included
the Arabic text and the sirahs were ordered chronologically. His later editions in 1916
and 1956 were published without the Arabic text but the sirahs were presented in the
traditional order. According to Nassimi (2008, p. 52), Dehlawi’s translation is “easy to
understand even by those with basic education”. It said that Dehlawi, who was an [slamic
scholar, had some assistance from other oriental scholars in translating the meaning of
the Qur’an (Nassimi, 2008, p. 52; cf. Kidwai, 1987, p. 68). Kidwai (1987) also expresses
the view that Dehlawi’s translation was regarded as an extremely thorough and complete
reply to the miscellaneous criticisms of the Qur’an made by several Christian authors
such as Sale, Rodwell, and others (ibid.). Kidwai believes the quality of these early
translations is not remarkably high, since they were not rendered by well-known Islamic

scholars, and adds that “these works are of mere historical interest” (ibid.).

In 1917, an English translation of the Qur’an was produced by Muhammad °Ali who is
believed to be an Ahmadi/Qadyani. The Qadyaniyah have abandoned Islam, according to
Muslim clerics, because of their heretical beliefs. This is presumably why Muhammad
°Ali’s translation, The Holy Qur'an: English Translation, is considered by the Muslim
World League an incorrect and deviant translation (Nassimi, 2008, p. 52). The
Qadyaniyah have actively participated in translating the Qur’an into several languages,
especially English. Amongst the popular Qadyaniyah’s distorted English translations are:
A Running Commentary of the Holy Qur’an, by Khawajah Kamaladdin in 1948, The Holy
Qur’an, in 1962 by Malik Ghulam Farid, and The Qur’an: Arabic Text and English
Translation, in 1970 by Zafr-Allah Khan (for more details on al-Qadyaniyah’s translation
of the Qur’an see °Abd-al-Rrahman, 2002)

Before the end of the mid-20' century, other translations were produced that had a taste
of a mature and scholarly effort and unlike the previous attempts are of historical interest,
for example, Translation of the Holy Qur' an from the original Arabic text in 1920 by
Hafiz Ghulam Sarwar, The Meaning of the Glorious Qur' an (London, 1930) by
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Muhammad Marmaduke William Pickthall, The Holy Qur'an: Translation and
Commentary (Lahore, 1934-37) by °Abd-Allah Yusuf cAli (see section 3.7.1), and The
Holy Qur'an with English Translation and Commentary (Lahore, 1941) by °Abd-al-Majid
Daryabadi.

Pickthall was an English novelist and journalist who embraced Islam in 1917. His
translation of the Qur’an is considered the first English version produced by a Muslim
whose first language was English. Pickthall produced a translation that was diligently
close to the original Arabic text. Nonetheless, his translation was not free of mistakes but
most of them were inconsequential (Nassimi, 2008, pp. 53-54). Also, Abdul Majid
Daryabadi’s translation is regarded as a faithful translation. It included notes on ...
historical, geographical, and eschatological issues, particularly the illuminating
discussions on comparative religion” to help “dispel the doubts in the minds of

Westernized readers” (Kidwai, 1987, p. 68).

From the mid-20" century onwards the translation of the Qur’an began to flourish.
Several translations were produced and became popular and widely used because of their
relative accuracy and simplicity. Others became popular only within the sectors that the
translators belonged to. Amongst the popular and widely used translations of the Qur’an
are those of Muhammad Taqi-ud-Din al-Hilalt and Muhammad Muhsin Khan (see section
3.7.2). Also, The Message of The Qur'an by Muhammad Asad in 1980 is assumed to be
popular within the academic circles. His translation is presented in a more idiomatic and
unblemished language (Kidwai, 1987, p. 69; Nassimi, 2008, p. 60). Asad, formerly
Leopold Weiss, was a Jewish Austrian journalist who converted to Islam and who departs
from traditional exegetical approaches. This is clear from his translation were he doubts
some events such as the throwing of Abraham into the fire and Jesus speaking in the
cradle (Mohammed, 2005, p. 64; Nassimi, 2008, p. 60; Kidwai, 1987, p. 69). There are
also quite a number of other translations that are considered popular and widely used. For
instance, The Qur'an: the first American Version by T. B. Irving in 1985, The translation
of the meaning of the Qur’an. English meanings by Sahih International in 1997/2004 (see
section 3.7.3), Qur'an: A Modern English Version by Majid Fakhry in 1997, The Noble
Qur'an, A New Rendering of its Meaning in English by Abdalhaqq and Aisha Bewley in
1999, The Qur'an: A new Translation by Thomas Cleary in 2004, and The Qur'an: A new
Translation by M.A.S. Abdel Haleem in 2004/2005 (see section 3.7.4).
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3.7 A brief overview of the four selected translations

The four translations of the Qur’an that will be used in this study, namely in the TT
analysis, are the translations of °Abd-Allah Yasuf °Ali2° (2001) [Amanah edition],
Muhammad Taqi-ad-Dim Al-Hilali3? and Muhammad Muhsin Khan3! (1417 H. [1996]),
Sahih International3? (2004), and Muhammad Abd-al-Halim33 (2005). The rationale
behind selecting cAli’s translation as well as al-Hilalt and Khan’s translation is due to
their diffusion among non-Arabs, namely English speakers. Both translations are widely
accepted by Muslim scholars and were well-known long before their espousal by Saudi
Arabia. Nevertheless, Saudi Arabia played a significant role in their dispersal through the
King Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Glorious Qur’an in al-Madinah, distributing
them free to millions of pilgrims every year as well as to non-Arabic countries. As for
Sahih International and Abd-al-Halim’s renditions, the reason that led to choosing these
two translations is that they can be seen as current translations, as well as the interesting
background of the translators. Here is a brief overview of the four selected translations

arranged chronologically:

3.7.1 Abdullah Yusuf Ali (2001)
Abdullah Yusuf Ali, also known as Yusuf Ali (1872-1952) (for biographical details see

Sherif, 1994), was an Indian Islamic scholar, who studied English literature at Cambridge
University (Al-Jabari, 2008, p. 11) and was cultivated and immensely knowledgeable in
Western culture as he claims in his preface of his first edition of 1937 (Ali, 1937, p. iii).
Therefore, Ali had a natural bent for the English language. His grasp of the English
language is praised by several critics. For example, Kidwai, who offered several
assessments on various English translations of the Qur’an, believes that Ali is
undoubtedly “one of the few Muslims who enjoyed an excellent command over the
English language”, which is noticeably reflected in his translation (1987, p. 68). Kidwai
adds that though Ali’s method of translation “is more of a paraphrase than a literal
translation ... it faithfully represents the sense of the original” (ibid.). Additionally, Sadiq

(2010, p. 7) claims that Ali’s translation “is couched in chaste English, with a choice of

29 Henceforth, we will refer to him as Abdullah Yusuf Ali without transliteration.
30 Henceforth, we will refer to him as Muhammad Al-Hilali without transliteration.
31 Henceforth, we will refer to him as Muhammad Khan without transliteration.

32 Henceforth, we will refer to them as Saheeh International without transliteration as stated in their
translation, though the cover states Saheeh International.

33 Henceforth, we will refer to him as Muhammad A. S. Abdel Haleem as written in his translation.
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words that is close to the original and scholarly notes”. This led Ali’s translation to

become one of the most popular and widely used translations.

However, like any other English translations of the meaning of the Qur’an, Ali’s
translation received some criticisms. Some of these criticisms were made by his fellow
translators of the Qur’an. For example, Thomas. B. Irving (1985) notes that Ali’s
translation is more acceptable as a commentary, but he accused Ali’s English of being
overloaded with additional words that neither clarify the text nor embellish the meaning.
True embellishment, according to Irving, “is a simple telling word that does not detract,
but carries the mind directly to the meaning”. Furthermore, Marmaduke Pickthall
disapproved of Ali’s style and some of his chosen vocabulary, such as the word ‘Apostle’
instead of ‘Messenger’ to refer to the Prophet Muhammad (Ahmed & Fatima, 2015). It is
true that ‘apostle’ in old English (or the Latin apostolus) refers to a messenger, but then
again in contemporary English it refers to “[T]he twelve witnesses whom Jesus Christ
sent forth to preach his Gospel to the world” (OED). Therefore, Pickthall believes that a
Muslim translator should not make such a mistake (cited in Nassimi, 2008; Ahmed and
Fatima, 2015). With regards to Ali’s style and vocabulary, Igbal (2000, p. 107) suggests
that Ali’s attraction to the English Romantic poets had a great influence on Ali’s diction
and choice of vocabulary in his translation. Igbal additionally points out that Ali’s
“commentary on the Qur'an includes 6311 footnotes, 300 pieces of running commentary

in rhythmic prose, written in the style of blank verse” (ibid, p.108).

An interesting criticism is the one written by Arafat (1991), in which he claims he found
four hundred incorrect equivalents in Ali’s translation. Kidwai, however, refuted Arafat’s
claims in his article entitled Review of "Incorrect equivalents chosen by Yusuf Ali in
translation” (Kidwai, 1992). Kidwai indicates that Arafat’s claims “sets out to find fault"
and "of four hundred alleged incorrect equivalents there is literally not one worthy of

serious consideration” (also cited in Nassimi, 2008; Ahmed & Fatima, 2015).

In addition, Ali’s translation of the Qur’anic text, according to Khaleel Mohammed’s
view (2005), is acceptable, but there are comments in Ali’s copious footnotes, to be exact
some of the notes towards the Jews, which are not. Mohammed claims that Ali
“constructed his oeuvre as a polemic against Jews”, and that the footnoted comments on
the Jews led the Los Angeles school district to prohibit the use of Ali’s translation at local
schools. Mohammed argues that Ali’s translation is not popular as it used to be due to its

outdated language and to the appearance of other contemporary translations. For what it
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is worth, Ali stresses that in his translation and commentary he adopted the general sense
of a number of exegeses (tafasir) belonging to different schools of thought, and that some
of them express extreme views that he does not agree with. Among the works he referred
to are those of at-Tabar1, az-Zamakhshari, al-Baydawi, and ibn Kathir, and others, as well
as the Qur’anic dictionary, Mufradat alfad al-Qur’an, by al-Asfahani (Ali, 1937, pp. xii-
xiii; Ali, 1998, pp. xix-xx; Ali, 2001, pp. xvii-xviii).

Jassem (2001), on the other hand, provides a constructive evaluation of Ali’s translation.
In his article, entitled Abdullah Yusuf Ali’s Translation of the Quran: An Evaluation,
Jassem describes Ali’s translation as “sincere and honest”. Jassem indicates that Ali’s
translation contains 6,306 notes that explain the meanings of the translated verses. Some
of these notes are linguistic, and provide several interpretations of certain words; some
simply clarify the meaning of the ‘ayahs, and some are “general and impressionistic”.
What is constructive about Jassem’s evaluation is that he points out the features of Ali’s
translation as well as a critical evaluation on the levels of language, discourse, style,
translation method, writing mechanics, and typography. It is worth noting that Jassem’s
description and evaluation of Ali’s translation were the editions that were edited and
revised by the Presidency of Islamic Researches, IFTA, Call and Guidance, Saudi
Arabia’* (Ali, 1410 H.) and Amana Publications, Maryland, USA (Ali, 1998).

In general, Ali’s translation of the meaning of the Qur’an remains one of the most popular
translations regardless of the criticisms mentioned earlier. Apart from the first edition
published by Shaikh Muhammad Ashraf, there are two popular editions. The first edition
is the one published by the King Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Holy Qur’an, and
the other is published by Amana Publications (a subsidiary of Amana Corporation) as
noted earlier. Though the former institute did not mention the translator’s name, i.e.
Abdullah Yusuf Ali, on the cover, it did however mention his name in the preface as well
as the reason for choosing his translation. The reason is “its distinguishing characteristics,
such as highly elegant style, a choice of words close to the meaning of the original text,
accompanied by scholarly notes and commentaries” (Ali, 1410 H., p. vi). According to
Jassem (2001), the editing and revision made by the Presidency of Islamic Researches,

IFTA, Call and Guidance on Ali’s translation were in fact marginal. One can notice that

34 Edited and revised through four committees appointed by the Presidency of Islamic Researches, I[FTA,
Call and Guidance, and then published by the King Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Holy Quran,
Al-Madinah Al-Munawwarah, under the auspices of the Ministry of Hajj and Endowments, Saudi
Arabia.
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the words ‘Apostle’ and ‘God’, which Ali was criticised for interpreting J s~ and ¥ have
been changed to ‘Messenger’ and the transliteration ‘Allah’ respectively. The preface
included other Arabic words that they believe cannot be translated correctly into English
and therefore decided to transliterate them with a brief explanatory note for each word at
its first occurrence in the text (ibid, p. xii; for a list of Arabic words explained see p. xiii).
The obvious thing about this revised edition is that the poems and introduction for each
sirah that appear in the edition of Shaikh Muhammad Ashraf are omitted. However, It
should be noted that the King Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Holy Qur’an have
decided recently to espouse and subsidise another translation of the meaning of the Holy

Qur’an, namely the translation of al-Hilali and Khan.

As for the editing and revision made by the latter institute, i.e. Amana Publications, they
are very similar to that made by the former institute, i.e. the King Fahd Complex for the
Printing of the Holy Qur’an. The name of the translator, however, is printed on the cover;
the poems and introductions are left untouched. The revisions were made by several
committees, and the last review was made by the International Institute of Islamic
Thought (IIIT, an organisation based in the USA). According to IIIT, they revised both
the content and form, but most of the substantial changes were made in the explanatory

footnotes and appendices (for more details see Ali, 2001, pp. ix-X).

3.7.2 Muhammad Tagqi-ad-Din al-Hilali and Muhammad Muhsin Khan (1417
H. [1996])

Muhammad Taqi-ad-Din al-Hilali (1894—1987) was a Moroccan-born scholar of Tunisian
descent. Al-Hilali received his education in Morocco, Egypt, and Germany, where he
gained his doctorate from Berlin University. He was interested in Arabic grammar and
tajwid as well as Hadith, and worked as professor of Islamic Faith and Teachings at the
Islamic University in al-Madinah al-Munawwarah, Saudi Arabia. Al-Hilali had a good
command of both English and German (Darussalam Publications, n.d.). Muhammad
Muhsin Khan (born in 1927 in Qasur, Punjab Province, Pakistan, of Afghan descent)
gained his degree in Medicine and Surgery from the University of Punjab (Lahore,
Pakistan) and worked at the University Hospital for a period of time. He then went to the
UK where he obtained his Diploma of Chest Diseases from the University of Wales.
Later, Khan moved to Saudi Arabia where he worked as the Director of El-Sadad Hospital
for Chest Diseases in Ta’if, and then as the Chief of the Department of Chest Diseases at
King Fahad Hospital in al-Madmabh. Finally, Khan worked as Director of the Medical
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Centre of the Islamic University in al-Madinah (Dar-us-Salam Publications, n.d).

According to Nassimi (2008, p. 83), Khan later went back to the UK where he settled.

The collaboration between the two scholars first began approximately in 1969, in
Madinah, when al-Hilali assisted Khan by editing his translation of Sahih al-Bukhari
(Nassimi, 2008). Later, they both decided to translate the meaning of the Qur’an based
on the exegesis of Ibn Kathir accompanied by notes from Sahih al-Bukhari. This
translation entitled Explanatory English translation of the meaning of the Holy Qur'an: a
summarized version of ibn Kathir supplemented by at-Tabari with comments from Sahih
al-Bukhari was, as Nassimi (2008) claims, first published in Turkey in 1974 after being
“examined by a group of experts consisting of Dr. M. Amin al-Misri, Professor Abdul
Rahim, and Mohiuddin H. Azami” (ibid, p. 84: cf. Jassem, 2014). According to Jassem
(2014), this edition was later published in the USA in 1994. Jassem adds that this earlier
edition “was later removed from circulation” and substituted by the one published in
Riyadh (Saudi Arabia) in 1994 by Darussalam Publications after several editions and
reprints. Regardless of this issue, what is sure is that both scholars continued to revise and
edit their latest translation which came out (Nassimi, 2008) in 1985, with two revised
editions, a detailed edition in nine volumes and a summarised edition in one volume. The
latter was printed under the title of Interpretation of the meanings of the Noble Qur'an in
the English language: a summarized version of al-Tabari, al-Qurtubi, and ibn Kathir with

comments from Sahih al-Bukhari Summarized in One Volume (ibid; cf. Jassem, 2014).

It appears that later al-Hilali and Khan’s translation gained the admiration of the King
Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Holy Quran, which therefore decided to adopt and
subsidise al-Hilali and Khan’s translation instead of Ali’s (Wild, 2015). Al-Hilali and
Khan'’s translation was revised by a panel of four PhD holders, Fadl 'llahT Zahir, 'Amin
ad-Di abt Bakr, Wajih ¢Abd-ar-Rahman, and F. ¢Abd-ar-Rahim, appointed by the King
Fahd Complex (al-Hilali & Khan, 1417 H. [1996], p. II). It was then published under the
title of The Noble Quran: English Translation of the Meanings and Commentary (al-
Hilali & Khan, 1417 H. [1996]) after gaining approval from the Saudi Presidency of
Islamic Researches, IFTA, Call and Guidance (ibid, p. I). Jassem (2014, p. 238) believes
that the changes made by the four PhD holders “were few and non-substantial”; hence,

the main text is no different from the one published by Dar-us-Salam Publications.

Though this edition (as well as the previous editions) is considered one of the most widely

disseminated translations of the meaning of the Qur’an throughout the English-speaking
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world, it was criticised like Ali’s and other translations. That said, one should take into
consideration the constructive criticisms and pay no attention to those that seem
destructive, biased against a specific religious denomination, or which do not add
significance to the field of translation studies. It is unfortunate that there are some who
might criticise a translation to achieve a hidden agenda, or just because it does not comply
with his/her ideology. Lance Hewson (2011, p. 2) notes the following:

Highly negative comments are not just the prerogative of reviewers. Scholars

who address the issue of translation from a wide variety of perspectives are

also prone to pouring scorn on the translator’s work when the published
translation does not conform to the scholar’s own poetics.

An example of a destructive criticism can be seen in Stefan Wild’s (2015) article entitled
Muslim Translators and Translations of the Qur’an into English. Wild notes that Ali’s
translation, which was adopted and subsidised by the King Fahad Complex, was
grievously criticised by, what he calls, “Saudi Salafi scholars” without giving an example
or even naming one of the so-called scholars. Furthermore, Wild states that Abdullah
Yusuf Ali is a ‘Bohra Shi'ite’ and that Shi'ites are very unwelcome in Saudi Arabia. If
that was true, as he claims, then why did the King Fahad Complex adopt and subsidise
Ali’s translation in the first place? Moreover, while Wild agrees with Khaleel Mohammed
(2005) comments on Ali’s work of being “a polemic against Jews”, he, himself, later
accuses al-Hilali and Khan’s translation of being anti-Semitic and anti-Christian. In his
attempt to prove his view, he compares al-Hilali and Khan’s translation of [Q. 1:6-7] to
Ali’s translation indicating that the latter translation did not mention anything about Jews
or Christians whereas as the former did, totally forgetting his previous comments on Ali.
Wild should recognise that al-Hilali and Khan’s interpretation were based on traditional
exegetical literature, and most importantly during the exegetes’ epoch, denominational
conflicts did not exist like nowadays. Overall, it seems that Wild’s criticism towards al-
Hilali and Khan’s work may be one-track minded, and is based mainly on Khaleel
Mohammed’s views. He did, however, mention one assessment by Kidwai (1987) and
another by Ahmad Zaki Hammad, after describing them as ‘conservative Muslims’. The
only remarks made by Kidwai (1987) on al-Hilali and Khan’s work, in his Survey of
English translations of the Quran, is that he did not consider them as well as some other

works as significant ventures in the field of Qur’anic translations.

At this point we have to aver that this study is not in favour of a specific translation. One

cannot say that al-Hilali and Khan’s translation, or any other translation, is flawless, since
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“[t]here is no such thing as perfect, ideal, or ‘correct’ translation” (Newmark, 1988, p. 6).
The former Saudi Minister for Islamic Affairs, Endowments, Da’wah and Guidance, and
the Supervisor General of the King Fahad Complex, Dr Abdullah al-Turki, elucidates in
the foreword of al-Hilali and Khan’s translation the following:
We are aware of the fact that the translation of the meaning of the Glorious
Qur’an, however accurate it may be, must fall short of conveying the meaning
that the miraculous text of the original conveys; and that the meaning
conveyed by translation is only the sum total of what the translator has
understood from the text of the Glorious Book of Allah, and cannot escape

the defects and drawbacks that are inherent in every human endeavour (al-
Hilali & Khan, 1417 H. [1996], p. iii).

Furthermore, al-Turki clearly requests every reader to provide “the Complex with any
mistakes, omission or addition that he [sic] may find” in al-Hilali and Khan’s translation

so that they be removed in following editions (ibid.).

As for constructive criticism, this can be seen in the works of Jassem (2008; 2014).
Jassem’s views on al-Hilali and Khan’s work are based on academic analysis. In 2008,
Jassem analysed the use of discourse markers in al-Hilali and Khan’s translation, and in
2014, he conducted a linguistic, stylistic, and discourse analysis. He reached the
conclusion that al-Hilali and Khan’s work is filled with grammatical, lexical, stylistic,
and discourse errors. Jassem argues that the translators were too faithful in adhering to
SL norms, linguistically and stylistically, to the detriment of the TL norms. Therefore,
the translation, in Jassem’s view, is too literal, fiddly, and unlike the original text,
significantly detracting from the joy of reading and comprehension. He draws attention
to the necessity of revising and reconstructing the translation according to the TL structure
and, at the same time, maintaining the intended meaning of the source text (for more

details see Jassem, 2008; 2014).

3.7.3 Saheeh International (1997/2004):

Saheeh International is group of three women residing in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. It
comprises Umm Muhammad, Aminah Assami (believed to be the primary translator),
Amatullah J. Bantley (the executive director of Dar Abul-Qasim Publishing House), and
Mary M. Kennedy (an English editor). They were respectively born in southern California
in 1940, Rochester, Minnesota in 1966, Orlando, Florida in 1965, and embraced Islam in
1974, 1986, and 1985 (Saheeh International, 2010). It looks like all three are well

educated. Umm Muhammad attended a two years intensive Arabic course and a one-year
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Arabic grammar course at Damascus University (Syria) as well as adopting a self-learning
process in the field of Islamic studies, such as tafsir and figh. Umm Muhammad has been
lecturing in fafsir and the basics of figh at an Islamic centre in Jeddah since 1991, and has
authored and revised several Islamic books in English (ibid.). Bantley holds a degree in
Business Management, while Kennedy holds a degree in English/Business Pre-Law

major from Florida State University.

In an interview, Saheeh International point out that when they commenced their
translation project, they had two main objectives. The first was to present meanings
compatible with the creed of the people of the tradition of Muhammad and the consensus
of the community of Muslims (4clealls 4wl Jalsade). The second objective, was to
present a simple and clarified rendition, which was ‘as close as possible to the Arabic
wording’ for the students’ interest (Abul-Majd, 2012)%. Their translation, which is
entitled The Qur’an: English Meanings, is not based on any other translation as some
may believe it to be?¢; in fact, they preferred to start from scratch avoiding personal
interpretations and relying on authentic explanations and Hadiths by the most
knowledgeable of the Companions and followers of the Prophet Muhammad (ibid). They
believe that they tried their best to avoid errors made by other translators, such as placing
Hadiths or explanations within the text, which could cause some confusion. Additionally,
Saheeh International draw attention to the significance of using proper grammar and

punctuation in presenting an accurate meaning.

It is worth noting that there are three editions of Saheeh International’s translation. The
first edition was published by Abul-Qasim Publishing House between 1997 and 2001.
The second edition has been published by al-Muntada al-Islami Trust in 2001. The third
edition is edited by A. B. al-Mehri, and published in 2010 by Maktabah Booksellers and
Publishers in Birmingham (U.K.).

35 Another Interview was made with the primary translator (Umm Muhammad) by Faraz Omar (2015),
which is available at: https://www.muslimink.com/feb-2015/180-interview-umm-muhammad-saheeh-
intl

36 A couple of people based in Copenhagen (Denmark) claim in their online Quran Project that Saheeh
International have based their work on al-Hilali and Khan’s translation (available at: http://al-
quran.info/pages/language/english). Also, Clay Chip Smith, an American who converted to Islam,
includes in his notes on English Quran translations the same view. He does, however, state that Saheeh
International’s rendition is attractive and useable.

(available at: http://www.claychipsmith.com/English_Translations.htm).
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3.7.4 Muhammad A. S. Abdel Haleem (2005):
Muhammad Abd-al-Wahhab Muhammad Saeed Abd-al-Haleem, who is mostly known

as Muhammad A. S. Abdel Haleem, was born in Egypt and received his education at al-
Azhar (Egypt) and the University of Cambridge (U.K.). He is currently a professor of
Islamic studies at the School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS), director of the
Centre of Islamic Studies, member of the Centre for Translation Studies (CTS) at the
University of London, and a member of the editorial board of the Journal of Qur'anic
Studies. Abdel Haleem’s interest in Qur’anic studies can be noticed through his several
publications, such as Context and Internal Relationships: Keys to Qur'anic Exegesis
(Abdel-Haleem, 1993), Understanding the Qur'an: Themes and Style (Abdel Haleem,
1999), and Arabic-English Dictionary of Qur’anic usage (Badawi & Abdel Haleem,
2008). It appears that Abdel Haleem’s interest in the Qur’an is not something new. It is
believed that his father, Muhammad Saeed, who was one of al-Azhar scholars, had a great
influence on him, and was the person who encouraged him to memorise the whole Qur’an

from his early years.

In 1965, Abdel Haleem began his academic career teaching Arabic at the University of
Cambridge, where he gained his PhD degree in Arabic literature. After two years, he
moved to SOAS and began teaching Arabic literature. In the mid 80’s, Abdel Haleem
decided to devote most of his time to Qur’anic studies. He contributed to establishing the
Centre of Islamic Studies at SOAS in 1995, and the Journal of Qur'anic Studies in 1999.
In 2004, Abdel Haleem published his translation of the Qur’an and another edition was
published the following year with some corrections. In his introduction, Abdel Haleem
proclaims that this translation is meant to go further than the previous translations “in
accuracy, clarity, flow, and currency of language” (Abdel Haleem, 2005, p. xxix). He
asserts that he tried to avoid the use of cryptic language or archaisms and opted to use
contemporary language along with an easy style, so that every English speaker can
comprehend the translation without difficulty (ibid.). An example of his use of
contemporary language, compared to some other previous works, can be seen in his
interpretation of the kinayah phrase a2 L Ll 1355 in [Q. 47:25]. Abdel Haleem’s
rendition is ‘those who turn on their heels’ (back translation: agdsas Ao Gash pdl &Y ),
while Saheeh International, al-Hilali and Khan, and Ali’s renditions are ‘those who
reverted back [to disbelief]’ (back translation: [(las¥) asal] CllALl ¢ g3 g9 (3 oY 58), “those
who have turned back (have apostated)’ (back translation: s3)] <Alall &bty 3 oY o

[fude gl ¢w3 &e), and ‘those who turn back as apostates’ (back translation: sl ¢¥ s
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Bade g cpa e () gipalls ClAY ¢ gli&y) respectively. The phrase ‘spin/turn on one’s heel’ is
a contemporary expression referring to a person who all of a sudden turns away from
someone, especially in an angry or rude way. Therefore, Abdel Haleem’s choice is
contemporary, and can be easily comprehended within the context unlike the other
translations, where some had to include explanations between brackets to convey the

meaning.

Abdel Haleem did not only chose contemporary language, but style too, i.e. paragraphing
and punctuation. He states that “[i]n order to clarify the meaning and structure of thoughts
and to meet the expectation of modern readers, the present translation divides the material
into paragraphs” (ibid, p. xxxiv). He also points out the Qur’an has its own system of
marking pauses, which is different from today’s conventional system of commas, full
stops, colons and semicolons, question marks, dashes, quotation marks, and suchlike.
Therefore, he decided to introduce today’s conventional system of punctuation to make

the translation more comprehensible.

Abdel Haleem’s introduction, in general, includes useful information on the importance
of context, identifying aspects of meaning, Arabic structure and idioms, and pronouns
while interpreting the meaning of the Qur’anic discourse. It includes information on some
of the methods and tools that he used in his translation. For example, the classical Arabic
dictionaries and exegetes consulted in his translation were Lisan al- ‘Arab, al-Qamiis al-
Muhit, Mu jam al-Wasit (ibid, p. xxxiii) and ar-Razi, Abii Hayyan, and al-Bayadawi

respectively (ibid, p. xxxv).

Abdel Haleem’s translation has been admired by several scholars and intellectuals. For
instance, Shah (2010) notes that one of the features of Abdel Haleem’s work is the brevity
he applied in his translation, both in the number of words used in the rendition and
footnotes. Correspondingly, in her review on Abdel Haleem’s work, Kolkailah (2010)
believes that his translation transcends previous translations’ flaws in clarity, accuracy,
and contemporaneity of language. She argues that unlike previous translators, Abdel
Haleem avoids using archaic language or direct and literal translations that hinder the
reader’s comprehension. Therefore, Kolkailah surmises that the language used by Abdel
Haleem in his work is possibly one of his utmost endeavours. In her view, Abdel Haleem
was able to merge ‘authenticity with originality’ and convey the meaning of the Qur’an
from what she calls ‘classical Islamic works’ in a comprehensible language. Kolkailah is

also impressed by the way Abdel Haleem deals with the shifts in pronouns that sometimes
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exist within an ‘ayah that cannot be translated into English. She points out that Abdel
Haleem tends to clarify these pronouns by inserting “bracketed notes of who is being
addressed”. Rippin (2004) too is impressed by Abdel Haleem’s translation and seems to
concur with its devotees, particularly Abdel Haleem’s avoidance of archaic words, such

as the King James’s English “thee” and “thou,”.

Khaleel Mohammed (2005), in his assessment of some translations of the Qur’an, is also
impressed with Adel Haleem’s command of the English language, yet he expresses some
criticism that can be seen as bizarre. For example, Mohammed disapproves of Abdel’
Haleem’s approach in writing his introduction, particularly the contents included in the
introduction. In Mohammed’s view, Abdel Haleem’s introduction “reflects the old-age
Muslim tradition”. Above all, Mohammed questions the authenticity of the Muslim
stories mentioned in the introduction, and posits that Abdel Haleem, who is a Professor
of Islamic studies, was not conscious of “the haziness of early Islamic history”. He claims
that Abdel Haleem incorporated his doctrinal bias into his translation; while on the
contrary, it looks as if Mohammed is the one who is incorporating his doctrinal bias in
his assessment. It also appears that Mohammed is influenced by the revisionist theories
of Patricia Crone and Michael Cook (1976), John Wansbrough (1978), Andrew Rippin
(1988), Michael Cook (2000), and Christoph Luxenberg (2000), and insists on the
importance of incorporating such theories in elucidating the Qur’an. In addition, it seems
that Mohammed misinterprets Fazlur Rahman’s argument regarding the meaning of the
word u«& in the Qur’an (see Mohammed, 2005 and Rahman, 1980, p. 12). To elaborate,
Mohammed claims that the word & should be rendered as ‘self” instead of ‘soul’. He
wrongly disapproves of Abdel Haleem’s translation of (& and accuses him of rendering
it as ‘soul’ throughout his work, which is untrue. For instance, Abdel Haleem translates
o in [Q. 4:1], [Q. 2:72] and [Q. 2:155] as ‘soul’, ‘someone’, and ‘lives’ respectively
drawing on their different contexts. It is worth pointing out that the word ‘soul’ in English,
according to some dictionaries like Oxford English Dictionary (OED) or Longman
Dictionary of Contemporary English can mean a person. Likewise, Rahman (1980, p.

120) points out in his glossary that ~& not only means ‘self” but also ‘person’.

Additionally, we would like to point out that, throughout his translation, Abdel Haleem
translates the Devine name ‘Allah’ as ‘God’, which may be satisfying to some, such as
Mohammed (2005). Mohammed claims that it is a clever choice and wonders why many
Muslims do not accept the word ‘God’ as a ‘functional rendition’. According to his
judgement, this refusal has led to the misapprehension that Muslims worship a different
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God than the Judeo-Christian creator. This may not be true; a quick look at some
dictionaries, for instance, OED, Cambridge English Dictionary, or Merriam-Webster, will
show that the word ‘Allah’ is the name of God used by Muslims and Arab Christians. If
Mohammed’s judgement were true, the majority of dictionaries would refer to the word
‘Allah’ as the God of Muslims only, which is not the case. Accordingly, we believe that
there is nothing wrong with transliterating the Arabic Divine name 4 as ‘Allah’,
especially if we take into consideration that the aim of translating the Qur’an, in the first
place, is for non-Arabic speakers to perceive and appreciate its meanings (for information
on the Divine names of Allah and their translations see Gamard, 1996/2010; Amjad &
Farahani, 2013; Hashemi, 2014; Al Ghamdi, 2015).

3.8 Comprehension, the Qur’an’s genre, translation, and Qur’anic
exegeses

The term ‘genre’ is commonly used within the linguistic sphere “to refer to a distinctive
type of text” (Baker, et al., 2006, p. 77). Within the field of TS, concerning the translation
of the Qur’an, the phrase ‘genre of the Qur’an’ is also widely used. Muslims, in general,
whether translators, scholars, linguists, scientists, or theologians strongly aver the Qur’an
is inimitable and has its own unique genre (cf. Abdul-Raof, 2001; Saeed, 2008; Khan and
Jabir, 2016). The reason behind this is simply that the Qur’an is not the production of
humankind, but the words of the Almighty Allah, as shown in the @yakhs mentioned earlier

in this chapter.

Abdul-Raof (2001) asserts that Qur’anic discourse is full of linguistic and rhetorical
devices that interlock with each other to form its unique and eloquent genre (cf. Khan and
Jabir, 2016). These linguistic and rhetorical features, of which kinayah is one, are Qur’an-
specific, which makes them difficult or probably impossible to render in another
language. Saeed (2008, p. 128) clarifies “that even if it were possible to translate
individual words into another language, other stylistic, linguistic and rhetorical features
of the Qur’an which are essential to its meaning would be lost”. Therefore, Muslim
scholars, such as °ttiyah Saqr, former head of the Azhar Fatwa Committee of Egypt,
explains that the “translations of the Qur’an can never be considered as a Qur’an in itself,
in its rulings and sacredness”. He adds that no matter how great an effect a translation has
on one, “it can never have the same grandiloquent effect and beauty of the Qur’an itself”
nor does it “enjoy the same lofty standard of the original one; it does not bear the sense

of miracles initiated by Allah Almighty” (ibid.). This view is also appreciated by some
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non-Muslim scholars, such as Forster Fitzgerald Arbuthnot, a British translator and
orientalist, who states “ ... that though several attempts have been made to produce a
work equal to it as far as elegant writing is concerned, none has as yet succeeded” (cited
in Risha, 2015). Arthur J. Arberry, a British orientalist and former Professor of Arabic at
Oxford, mentioned in the preface to his translation of the meaning of the Qur’an that “the
rhetoric and rhythm of the Arabic of the Koran are so characteristic, so powerful, so
highly emotive, that any version whatsoever is bound in the nature of things to be but a
poor copy of the glittering splendour of the original” (Arberry, 1955, p. 24). Last but not
least, Jacobus Naudé¢ states that “[m]uch of the majesty and aesthetic appeal of the Qur’an
resides in its sound. No existing translation in English reflects the language-dependent

nature of the performance of the Qur’an” (Naudé¢, 2006, p. 462; 2010, p. 291).

In the light of the above, translating the Qur’an into another language and, at the same
time, maintaining its whole style of discourse, including its syntactic, phonetic/prosodic,
rhetorical, and structural features is quite impossible, and no one has ever fulfilled the
challenge presented in the Qur’an. Correspondingly, translating the meanings of the
Qur’an and maintaining its whole style is quite impossible too. However, translating the
meanings and sacrificing some stylistic features, or vice versa, seems quite possible, but
daunting. That is to say, one must lay out his/her priorities according to the purpose of
one’s translation. The interlock of context and purpose of translation have an impact on
the translation process (cf. Dickins et al., 2002, p. 25), as it “will often rule out some
strategies and favour others” (Baker, 2011, p. 18). To put it differently, a competent
translator with proper knowledge of both the SL and the TL, in terms of their linguistic,
rhetorical, and cultural features, should identify the type of ST, fully understand it,
recognise its salient features, and then clarify the purpose of the whole translation (cf.
Dickins et al., 2002). Once these procedures have been pinpointed, the translator can
ascertain what to translate, what to sacrifice, and how, according to the purpose of the
translation. However, the translator should always remember that languages are in general
asymmetrical, i.e. there is no such thing as “a perfect match between languages” (Nida &
Taber, 1969, p. 5). This asymmetry is what causes the translator to come upon situations
in the source language text (SLT) that are untranslatable into the target language text
(TLT) or can be translated but poorly, which in both cases are a loss in translation.
Therefore, it is said that loss in translation is generally inevitable (ibid., p.21-25; cf. Adab,
1996, p. 32), let alone the translation of the inimitable language of the Qur’an (for further

information on loss in translation of the Qur’an see As-Safi, 2006; Abdelwali, 2007;
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Abdul-Raof, 2011). However, such situations of non-equivalence can be managed by
several translation techniques or procedures to compensate or reduce the amount of loss
(see Baker2001, p. 18-44; Dickins, et al., 2002, pp. 18-25). One of the common translation
procedures in Qur’an translations is using a loan word plus explanation as in the

translation of the word ‘~Ual in [Q. 25:27] by Al-Hilali and Khan (1996):
[27 ol ¢... 43 e sl Gemns a5

(And the Day when the Zalim (wrongdoer, oppressor, polytheist, etc.) ...) [Q.
25:27].

Another common translation procedure that can be found in Qur’anic translation is
explanatory translation (also known as translation by exegesis or translation by
paraphrase). This method is useful to clarify certain phrases in a ST phrase that holds two
meaning at once, or is not lexicalized in the TL. The explanation may be presented within
the text or in footnotes. For example, the phrase ‘cabal) dse (lit. carrier of firewood) in
[Q. 111:4], according to the exegetical literature, it can refer to its literal meaning, and it
could be a kinayah for back-stabbing/slander. Al-Hilalt and Khan (1996) present their
explanation of the phrase between brackets and within the text, while Abdel Haleem
(2005) presents his explanation in a footnote. Abdul-Raof (2001, p. 140) notes that “[a]
footnote or even an extended commentary can function as a torch that can penetrate
the fog ofboth language and culture-specific religious words and concepts; by doing

so, we can guarantee that at least some misconceptions diminish”.

The loss in translation cannot be managed without fully understanding the ST. In the case
of Qur’anic translation, understanding the context is of paramount importance. Von
Denfter (1984) stresses that decoding the words of the Qur’an is one of the essential steps
to understand the message of the Qur’an. There are two main methods to decode and
understand the meanings of the Qur’an: through the Qur’an itself and through Prophetic
Hadiths. The contribution of the Prophet Muhammad in the explanation and interpretation
of the Qur’an is clearly stated in [Q. 16:44], which says J3 L Gl Gl (& st W53 )
¢ “We have revealed to you the Qur’an so that you can explain to people what was
sent down for them” (Abdul-Raof, 2010, p. xv). In addition to the Qur’an and the
Prophetic Hadith, classical Arabic lexicons and specialised Qur’anic dictionaries are of
great assistance in understanding the Qur’anic phrases. On this account, this study has
decided to consult one of the pre-eminent classical Arabic lexicons, Lisan al-‘Arab by Ibn
Manzir (1980). This not only provides semantic details on a lexical level, but in some

cases, it presents details on a figurative level. Another dictionary used in this study and
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having a similar eminency to Lisan al-‘Arab is An Arabic-English Lexicon by Edward
Lane (1968). Other dictionaries used in this study are Mu$am al-Lughati al-<Arabiyati al-
Mucasirah (‘Umar, 2008), and al-MuSamu al-Wasit (Mustafa, et al., 2004). The
specialised Qur’anic dictionaries used here are Mu$am ‘al-fad al-Qur’an al-Karim
(Mujammac al-Lughati al-*Arabiyah, 1989), A Dictionary and Glossary of the Kor-an:
with copious grammatical references and explanations of the text (Penrice, 1991),
Dictionary of the Holy Qur’an: With References and Explanation of the Text (Farid,
2006), and Arabic-English Dictionary of Qur’anic Usage (Badawi & Abdel Haleem,
2008). Such Qur’anic dictionaries provide the intended meaning of a phrase in various

parts of the Qur’an.

Despite the great assistance such dictionaries provide in understanding Qur’anic phrases,
of paramount importance is the exegetical literature. If dictionaries are seen as the
soulmates of a translator, then exegetical literature is the ultimate soulmate while
translating the meaning of the Qur’an. The pre-eminence of the exegetical literature is
because the majority of such literature, if not all, includes all the elements required to
comprehend the Qur’an: intertextual references, i.e. ‘@yahs explaining other ‘a@yahs,
Prophetic Hadiths, linguistic and rhetorical explanations, and in some cases the
circumstances of the revelations (asbab al-nuzil) are included. Abdul-Raof (2001; 2010)
notes that there are three prominent schools of exegesis: the Meccan School, the Medinan
School, and the Iraqi School, led by “/Abd Allah bin °Abbas, Ubay bin Kab, and cAbd
Allah bin Mas¢iid respectively. Abdul-Raof (ibid.) also explains that the main categories
of exegesis are linguistic, philosophical and rationalistic, historical, intertextual,
jurisprudential, and independent judgemental. Since this study is related to the translation
of kinayah, the concentration will be mainly on exegetes who shed light on the semantic
and rhetorical features of the Qur’anic discourse. This study will consult the following

exegetical literature:

1- Tafstr az-Zamakhshari (1998a): One of the well-known linguistic exegetes is
Jar-Allah ’abi al-Qasim Muhammad az-Zamakhshari (467 H. - 538 H.), the
author of al-Kashshaf can Haqa'iq Ghawamid at-Tanzil wa <Uyin al-’Aqawil fi
Wujih at-Ta 'wil. Abdul-Raof points out that az-ZamakhsharT “stresses the
aesthetic values of Qur'anic discourse and provides interesting rhetorical and
semantic analysis of the Qur'an” (2001, pp. 176-177; cf. Ibraheem, 2003; adh-
Dhahabi, 2012a, p. 373).

-08-



2-

Tafsir at-Tabar1 (2001): Muhammad bin Jarir at-Tabar1 (224 H. — 310 H.) is one
of the eminent exegetes and the author of Jami¢ al-Bayan <an Ta 'wil ‘ayi al-
Qur’an. In his explanations, at-TabarT tends to focus on the semantic features
together with the shades of meaning of the words and structures of the Qur’an via
“linguistic and syntactic analyses with heavy reference to classical poetry and

grammarians’ views” (Abdul-Raof, 2001, p. 176).

Tafsir ar-Razi (1981): Muhammad ar-Razi (544 H. — 606 H.) also known as
Fakhr al-Din ar-Razi (503 H. - 606 H.), a theologian, philosopher and the author
of the well-known exegesis Mafatih al-Ghayb, also known as Tafsir al-Kabir. Ar-
Raz1’s exegesis falls under the type of exegesis known as philosophical and
rationalistic exegesis, that is “concerned with explaining and refuting
philosophers’ views and arguments” (ibid.). Nevertheless, his exegesis sheds light
on several rhetorical features of the Qur’an. He was interested in showing the
elegance of style and composition in the Qur’an. Ar-Razi was influenced by al-
Jurjant’s theory of Qur’anic composition and this is reflected in his exegesis (al-
Khaldi, 2008, pp. 483-484). One of the many books he wrote is Nihayat al-ljaz fi
Dirayat al-I5az (ar-Razi, 2004) on Arabic rhetoric and its relation with the
inimitability of the Qur’an. As a theologian and philosopher, ar-Razi was
interested in several fields, such as Islamic Jurisprudence, Qur’anic exegesis,
science of discourse (%ilm al-kalam), and Arabic rhetoric (adh-Dhahabi, 2012a, p.
253).

Tafstr Abii Hayyan (1993): Muhammad bin Ytsuf bin Hayyan (654 H. — 745
H.), also known as abti Hayyan al-Gharnati/al-’ Andalusi, was a notable linguist
and the author of al-Bahr al-Muhit. In his exegesis, Abli Hayyan provides a
comprehensive syntactic and semantic explanation of Qur'anic structures and
words. An-Najdi (1412 H., p. 38) argues that abi Hayyan expatiated on syntactic,
morphological, and grammatical explanation of the Qur’anic structure to such an
extent that his book seems as if it were a book of syntax rather than a Qur’anic
exegesis. Nonetheless, abii Hayyan does not neglect jurisprudential matters and
rhetorical aspects of the Qur’an (ibid.; Mardini, 2009, p. 90). Moreover, he
explains the different views of exegetes on these matters. He makes his exegetical
approach clear to the reader in his preface (see Al Ja'far & al-Sarhan, 1980, p.
130; Abi Hayyan, 1993, pp. 99-101; al-Khaldi, 2008, pp. 443-446; adh-Dhahabi,
2012a, pp. 272-274).
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5-

Tafstr al-Qurtubi (2006): Muhammad bin Ahmad al-Ansari, also known as abi
°Abd-Allah Muhammad al- al-Qurtabi (d. 671 H.). His twenty-volume exegesis
on the Qur’an is called al-Jamicu li "Ahkami al-Qur’an, wa al-Mubayyinu lima
Tadammanahu min al-Sunnati Wa'ayi al-Furgan (al-Qurtubi, 2006). Al-
Qurtubm’s work is considered a comprehensively detailed exegesis that
concentrates mainly on jurisprudential issues with reference to Hadith and
explicates the different views of other exegetes and theologians on these matters.
However, his exegesis includes semantic/syntactic matters with some reference to

classical poetry (an-Najdi, 1412 H., p. 25; adh-Dhahabi, 2012b, p. 402).

Tafstr al-Baydawi (1998): cAbd-Allah bin “‘Umar bin Muhammad bin °Al1 al-
Baydawi ash-Shirazi ash-Shafii, also known as al-Qadi Nasir ad-Din abu al-
Khayr al-Baydawi. His explanation on the Qur'an entitled 'Anwar al-Tanzil wa
‘Asrar at-Ta 'wil is considered a condensed version of az-Zamakhshari, ar-Razi,
and ar-Raghib’s exegeses (see Mahmud, 2000, p. 243; al-Khaldi, 2008, p. 427;
Mardini, 2009, p. 84; adh-Dhahabi, 2012a, pp. 254-255).

Tafstr ash-Shawkani (2007): Muhammad bin ¢Ali bin °Abd-Allah ash-Shawkant
(1173 H. — 1250 H.). From the title of his commentary on the Qur’an, Fath al-
Qadir, al-Jami‘u bayna al-Riwdayah wa ad-Dirdayah min <ilm at-Tafsir, ash-
Shawkani combines two methods of Qur’anic exegesis, ar-riwayah and ad-
dirayah. The former is the act of explaining the Qur’an through traditional
sources. Thus, it involves explaining the Qur’an through other parts of the Quran,
Prophetic Hadith, or the sayings of the Companions. The latter is what is known
as ijtihad (use of reason and mind) based on the aforementioned traditional
sources to form an opinion-oriented exegesis (see ‘Awad, 2010, p. 209). Though
the greater portion of ash-Shawkani’s exegesis is on jurisprudential matters, it also
takes interest in linguistic matters with reference to classical poetry (al-Najdi,

1412 H., p. 53; cf. Mardini, 2009, p. 107; adh-Dhahabi, 2012b, pp. 250-252).

Tafstr al-Alist (1994): Mahmid bin °Abd-Allah al-AlgsT, also known as Shihab-
addin al-AlaisT (1217 H. — 1270 H.) Al-Alus1’s exegesis entitled Rith al-Ma<ani fi
Tafsir al-Qur’an al-<Adim wa as-Sab¢ al-Mathant combines a summary of a
number of previous exegetes, such as az-Zamakhshari, ar-Razi, abti Hayyan, al-
Baydawd, ibn °Atiyah, and abT as-Sactd (al-Khaldi, 2008, p. 460; Mardint, 2009,
pp. 96-97; adh-Dhahabi, 2012a, pp. 303-304). He does not entirely rely on these
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exegetes, but also provides his personal views, especially when he disagrees with
them (ibid.). Abdul-Raof (2001, p. 178) believes that al-AlisT’s exegesis “is a
mixture of a linguistic, intertextual, and jurisprudence type of exegesis, and it
offers “a thorough syntactic account of Qur'anic structures with ample reference

to classical poetry and proverbs” (cf. al-Najdi, 1412 H., p. 57-58).

9- Tafsir ash-Shinqitt ([2005] 1426 H.): Muhammad al-’ Amin bin Muhammad al-
Mukhtar ash-Shingiti (1305 H. — 1393 H.) is considered one of the most eminent
contemporary exegetes (cf. al-Khaldi, 2008, p. 569). Ash-Shinqiti’s approaches
his exegesis, 'Adhwa’ al-Bayan fi lyidah al-Qur’an bil Qur’an through the
traditional methods (al-Khaldi, 2008, p. 584; al-Najdi, 1412 H., p. 89), and offers
some linguistic analysis with reference to classical poetry (Abdul-Raof, 2001, p.
178; an-Najd1, 1412 H., p. 92). The only issue is that ash-Shinqitl passed away

before he could complete the exegesis of the whole Qur’an.

10- Tafsir ibn cAshiir (1984): Muhammad at-Tahir bin ¢Ashiir (1296 H./1879 A.D. —
1393 H./1973 A.D.) is also an eminent contemporary exegete (cf. al-Khaldi, 2008,
p. 569; Mardini, 2009, p. 159). Apart from his exegesis entitled A¢-Tahrir wa at-
Tanwir, ibn ¢Ashiir has several published works, for example Mawyiz al-Balaghah
(Rhetoric  Outlined) and ‘Usal al-’Insha’ wal Khatabah (Principles of
Composition and Discourse) (al-Khaldi, 2008, pp. 587-589). Ibn cAshir’s
exegesis highlights the inimitable, linguistic, semantic, and rhetorical aspects, and
shades of meaning of Qur'anic phrases as he mentioned in the preface to his
Qur’anic exegesis (Ibn “Ashir, 1984, p. 8; cf. Mahmiid, 2000, pp. 336-337; al-
Khaldi, 2008, pp. 590-591).

11- Tafsir as-Sabuni (1981): Muhammad bin °Ali as-Sabuni, is a contemporary
Qur’anic scholar and exegete. He is the author of several theological books, one
of which is his commentary on the meaning of the Qur’an entitled Safwat at-
Tafasir. Though his exegesis is based on various previous exegetes, such as az-
Zamakhshari, at-Tabari, ibn Kathir, al-Altisi, abu Hayyan, and others, his
explanation of the meaning of the Qur’an is simplified and presented in a
comprehensible manner. As-Sabtni points out that one of his methods in
explaining the meaning of the Qur’an is by highlighting the linguistic and

rhetorical aspects (as-Sabiini, 1981, p. 20). As-Sabiuini also wrote another book,
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Al-"Ibdau al-Bayant fi al-Qur’ani al-<Adim (2009), devoted exclusively to the

discussion on the rhetorical features of the Qur’an.

12- Tafsir Rida (1947): Muhammad Rashid bin °Alf Rida bin Muhammad Shams-
addin al-Qalmiint al-Husayni, known as Muhammad Rashid Rida (1282 H./1865
A.D.— 1354 H. - 1935 A.D.), is one of the well-known modern exegetes. Rida
studied the Qur’an under his mentor Sheikh Muhammad Abduh and then wrote
his Qur’anic exegesis, Tafsir al-Qur’an al-Hakim, also known as Tafsir al-Manar.
Though Rida studied the Qur’an under his mentor, he admits after the death of his
mentor he took a different approach in explaining the Qur’an. Rida adds that he
began to rely more on the authentic Sunna while explaining an @yah in terms of
jurisprudential matters or linguistic structures (ar-Rumi, 1983, p. 176). Rida’s
exegesis is not an extensively detailed exegesis in terms of linguistic matters;
however, he reveals the meanings of the @yahs in a simple and comprehensible
manner (an-Najdi, 1412 H., p. 64) by shedding light on some of the rhetorical
aspects. Rida did not have the chance to complete his exegesis; [Q. 12:101] was

the last @yah he explained before he died.

13- Tafstr ath-Thacalabi (1997): cAbd al-Rahman bin Muhammad ath-Thacalabt al-
Malkt; his exegesis entitled al-Jawahir al-Hisan fi Tafsir al-Qur'an is a
combination of a linguistic, intertextual, and jurisprudential type of exegesis with
some reference to classical poetry (al-Najdi, 1412 H., p. 42; cf. adh-Dhahabi,
2012a, pp. 215-217).

14- Tafsir ath-Thaclabi (2002): *'Ahmad bin Muhammad bin Ibrahim an- Naysaburt
ath-Thaclabi, also known as "abt 'Ishaq ath-Thaclabi (d. 427 H.). It is believed that
al-Thaclabi, the Islamic scholar and the author of the well-known Qur’anic
exegesis entitled al-Kashf wa al-Bayan, was the greatest exegete of his time (Al-
Tha‘labi, 2002, p. 5; adh-Dhahabt, 2012a, p. 197). In his introduction, al-Thaclab1
explains that his work is based on the works of several well-known Islamic
scholars, such as the exegeses of ibn ¢Abbas, cIkramah, al-Kalb1, Mujahid, and the
lexicons of al-Farra’, al-Kisa'1, az-Zajjaj, and other scholarly works (ath-Thaclabi,
2002, pp. 75-85). In his exegesis, ath-Thaclabl provides thorough details on
jurisprudential issues with reference to Hadith, and on syntactic, semantic, and
morphological issues with reference to classical poetry (ibid., p. 9; adh-Dhahabf,
2012a, p. 200).
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15- Tafstr ibn Kathir (2000): Ismac©il bin *Umar bin Kathir al-Basnawiyy al-Qurasht
ash-Shafi< (700 H. — 774 H.), known as Shihab-addin abii al-Fida’ ibn Kathtr, is
one of the pre-eminent [slamic scholars and exegetes. His work Tafsir al-Qur’an
al-<Azim is so widely accepted that several scholars have studied it and
summarised it, for example, Mukhtasar ibn Kathir by as-Sabini, <Umdat at-Tafsir
by Ahmad Shakir, and Taysir al-Aliyy al-Qadir li lkhtisar Tafsir ibn Kathir by
Muhammad ar-Rifa‘t. His method in explaining the meaning of the Qur’an is
through the traditional Sunni approach by referring to other parts of the Qur’an,
the Hadith, the sayings of the Companions, and the sayings of the 7abi<in (the
generation of Muslims who were born after the passing of the Prophet but who
were contemporaries of the Companions) (Mahmiid, 2000, p. 223; Mardini, 2009,
p. 71). Ibn Kathir’s exegesis provides simplified but detailed exegesis on
jurisprudential matters, and rarely sheds light upon syntax or provides reference
to classical poetry (Abdul-Raof, 2001, p. 177; an-Najdi, 1412 H., p. 40). However,
there are a very few cases where ibn Kathir sheds light on some rhetorical issues,

including figures of speech.

16- Tafsir ibn al-Jawzi (2002): °Abd-al-Rahman bin °Ali bin Muhammad al-Qurashi,
known as Jamal-addin abi al-Faraj ibn al-Jawzi (510 H. -597 H.). His exegetical
work is called Zad al-Masir fi <llm at-Tafsir (al-Jacfar & al-Sarhan, 1980, p. 157).
Al Jacfar and al-Sarhan point out that al-Jawzi summarised his major exegetical
work al-Mughni fi Tafsiv al-Qur’an in Zad al-Masir fi <[lm al-Tafsir (ibid.). Al-
Jawzi provides simplified exegesis on jurisprudential matters with reference to the
views of previous scholars. He also provides some linguistic and syntactic
analyses with reference to classical poetry and the views of grammarians', such as

ibn Qutaybiyah, al-Farrah, al-Zajjaj, al-Faris1, abl ‘Ubaydah, and others.

17- Tafstr Tantawi (1992): Muhammad Sayyid Tantawi (28 October 1928 — 10
March 2010) is an Islamic scholar and one of the most recent exegetes; his
exegesis is at-Tafsir al-Wasit lil Qur’an al-Karim. Tantawi had a doctorate of
philosophy in Hadith and Qur’anic exegesis and was the Grand Mufti of Egypt
and the Grand Imam of al-Azhar Mosque. In his exegesis, Tantaw1 follows the
traditional Sunni approach in explaining the Qur’an. In addition, Tantawi provides
a thorough semantic analysis and highlights the rhetorical features of the Qur’an.
Tantawi’s exegesis also provides some details about jurisprudential issues (cf.
Tantawi, 1992, p. 10).
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3.9 Kinayah and Qur’an

Arabic scholars, particularly in the rhetorical field, assert that kinayah is one of the most
eloquent and elegant rhetorical and stylistic instruments used in the Qur’an (cf. Shaykhiin,
1978; cAtiq, °Abd-al-*Aziz, 1980; al-Qatan, 1993; Lashin, °Abd-al-Fattah, 1998; as-
Suyiitt, 1426 H.; °Attyah, 2004; Qassab, 2012). One of the main distinctive features of a
kindyah expression, apart from conveying a specific meaning implicitly, is the ability to
depict the meaning intended eloquently through an expression which not only alludes to
the intended meaning but substantiates or attests this meaning. Furthermore, the rhetorical
image portrayed by the kinayah enables the recipient to imagine and comprehend the

intended meaning expressively and clearly.

Let us take for instance the expression «hall i (firewood carrier) as in [Q. 111:4]. This
expression, according to (al-Qatan, 1993, p. 208) and several exegetical works, refers to
the person who spreads rumours or makes defamatory remarks about people in order to
cause feuding and enmity amongst others (cf. al-Jurjani, 1908, p. 8; al-Jurjani, 2003, p.
54). The expression provides the recipient with an image of a person who carries firewood
in the intent to inflame hatred between people, since the flames of fire are known to spread
rapidly and destroy everything in its path. The fate of such a person will eventually be as
fuel for Hell, that is to say, they will go to Hell. There is, however, another exegetical
version which suggests that the wife of Abu Lahab used in fact to throw bunches of
firewood-thorns into the path of the Prophet [PBUH] in order to harm him, and for that

and other reasons she will be punished by being sent to Hell.

Some Kindayah expressions even depict certain meanings through corporeal gestures
which normally accompany a specific psychological state. For example, &\ (=& (biting
one’s own hand) in [Q. 25:27] and Al siai (bending/turning one’s own cheek away
from others) in [Q. 31:18] refer to a person who is filled with remorse and a person who
is arrogant respectively (for more details on theses expressions see kinayah 9/29 in
chapters five and six). These physical gestures are typical reactions that normally come
from a person who is remorseful or arrogant. Not only do such expressions or descriptions
guide the recipient to the intended meaning, but they aesthetically substantiate and attest

the meaning intended and simultaneously appeal to the senses.

Another example of a kindyah expression employed in the Qur’an is the word 4= Jl&l (the
thundering strike [referring to the Day of Resurrection]) in [Q. 101:1-3]. cAtiq suggests

that 4= )4l is one of the kinayah expressions that amplifies the meaning and stimulates the
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mind of the recipient and evokes their fear of the Day of Resurrection. He adds that 4e )\l
does not only refer to the Day of Resurrection, but it substantiates this sense by depicting
one of its traits so that the recipient could imagine how intense that Day is (1980, pp. 224-
225).

Apart from an aesthetic purpose, Kinayah like other figures of speech, is used in the
Qur’an to appeal to the senses and deliver the intended meaning in a rhetorical manner.
One of the most common purposes or functions of kinayah in the Qur’an is euphemism.
°Atiq (1980, p. 226) and al-Qatan (1993, p. 209) argue that out of all the figures of speech
kindyah is the most convenient, if not the only, trope to express taboo expressions.
Unpleasant, socially unaccepted, or impolite words/acts are mainly expressed in the
Qur’an through kinayah expressions (see Shaykhiin, 1978, pp. 101-107). Besides, the
purpose of euphemism, kinayah in the Qur’an has other purposes that are no less
important than euphemism (see the purposes of kinayah in the previous chapter; cf.

Qassab, 2012, pp. 248-257)

3.10 Kindayah and translation studies

Regrettably, kinayah has not received as much attention in the realm of TS as much as its
fellow tropes, metaphor in particular. As far as Arabic-English translations are concerned,
there are insufficient works that focuses on the translation of kinayah. To our knowledge,
there are only a handful of such works, such as Al-Hajjaj (2004), Bani Khalid (2010),
Shehabat (2010), Al-Barakati (2013; 2014), and Muhammad (2017), and they all refer to
kindyah in their disquisitions as metonymy. This naming error is common amongst
scholars. For example, Abdul-Raof uses the word ‘metonymy’ for kindyah (2001) but
refers to majaz mursal as ‘hypallage’ (2006), though the forms of his hypallage and their
semantic relationships he presents are all similar to the English tropes, metonymy and
synecdoche (see ibid, p. 225; cf. Mahdi, 2009). Some other scholars interestingly use the
term ‘metonymy’ to cover both kindyah and majaz al-mursal as if the two Arabic figures
of speech are the same, or as if the English metonymy covers all the features of the two
Arabic tropes. For instance, in her study on translating majaz mursal from the Qur’an into
English, Al-Salem confusingly uses the word ‘metonymy’ for both kindyah and majaz
mursal despite her knowledge of the differences between the two:
The phenomenon labeled “metonymy” covers a wide range of categories.

However, the data extracted will be representative of only the ten types ...
These do not include logical metonymies, complex metonymies, or cases of
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metonymy where the literal meaning can be true (called as kinaayahs [sic] in
Arabic) (2008, pp. 8-9)

One main difference between what is commonly known as “metonymy” and
its Arabic correspondent Jwall )lasll is that the latter does not include cases
where the literal meaning is not true. These are considered as belonging to
another trope termed 4US). As-Sakkaakiy ... took concern to distinguish
between metonymy and kinaayah. In the latter, the original meaning of the
words is not against the facts of reality ... In other words, in kinaayah [sic],
both the literal and figurative meanings are true, whereas in metonymy, only
the figurative meaning is true. In the Western literature on metonymy, such a
distinction is not made and the corresponding examples of kinaayah are
considered as clear-cut metonymies (ibid, pp. 45-46).

Others even address kinayah as metaphor, as Ali (2012) did in his article, 'Ishkalat
Tarjamat Mafhiim al-Kindyah fi "Ayat al-Qur’an al-Karim ’ila al-lughati al-mallawiyah:
Dirasah Tahliliyah, published in what is claimed to be a periodical peer-reviewed journal.
However, since there is no exact equivalent term for kindyah in English, naming it
metonymy may not be that of an issue as long as one recognises: (1) the differences
between kinayah and metonymy in terms of their distinctive features and functions, (2)
the differences between kinayah and its fellow Arabic tropes, specifically majaz al-
mursal, (3) kindayah stands alone as an independent figure of speech (4) majaz al-mursal
is the closest equivalent Arabic figure of speech to metonymy and synecdoche rather than
kindyah. The only concern is that Western recipients who are not conversant with Arabic
figures of speech may get confused or misled. Another concerning matter is this would
mislead others who are interested in the translation of kinayah to rely only on/compare

with theories specified for metonymy.

Probably the only scholar who does not refer to kinadyah as metonymy is Abu Libdeh
(1991). As a matter of fact, his study (1991), A Discourse Perspective on Figurative
Expression in Literary Works with Reference to English/Arabic Translation, does not
focus entirely on kinayah, nor is it related to the translation of the Qur’an, as its title
specifies. Nevertheless, throughout his discussion on figures of speech, Abu Libdeh refers
to metaphor proper, simile, metonymy, and analogy as isti‘arah, tashbih, al-majaz al-
mursal, and tamthil respectively and vice versa (ibid, p. 11). With regard to synecdoche,
Abu Libdeh discusses this trope under the section entitled ‘(Al-Majaz al-Mursal)
Metonymy’ as if the two are the same (ibid, pp. 38-39). Quite possibly, like several
Western scholars, he believes that synecdoche is part of metonymy, especially given that

they both are based on similar types of semantic relationships (relations of similarity and

-106-



contiguity), which is fairly reasonable. As far as kinayah is concerned, he writes it down
as it is pronounced in Arabic, i.e. through transliteration, without providing an English
equivalent figure of speech for it (ibid, p. 42-46). This clearly indicates that Abu Libdeh
realises that kinayah has no equivalent term, word, or figure of speech in English. He
argues that kinayah is “half literal, half figurative” (ibid, p. 49) and sees it as “a rather
‘fluid’ figure that belongs to neither [a/-Majaz al-Lughawi nor al-Majaz al-°Aqli] but
which is not less interesting” (ibid.). Additionally, He posits that between the figures of
speech, “kinayah is the most deeply culture-based” trope. Abu Libdeh provides a full

description of kinayah, which demonstrates that he has a thorough grasp of the trope:

Kinayah is a FOS [figure of speech] based on the same mechanism as
metaphor, analogy, etc. in that it evokes a series of associations between two
entities where A presents the reality of B. It also derives its logic from the
meaning of the speaker rather than the meaning of the sentence. However, in
kinayah the latter is invariably literally true, though insignificant. This
insignificance creates some sort of irrelevance (when it is interpreted against
its context) pushing the audience to burrow for some relation between the two
layers of meaning: the meaning of the sentence and the meaning of the
speaker. This relation is one of entailment, with the second being a (malziim)
corollary of the first, which is, in its own right, (l1azim) factual and can be
intended. Thus kinayah is a FOS based on a “smoother” kind of transference
and which has one foot in (Haqiqa) literal language and another in (majazi)
figurative language. For this reason the ES [enunciating speaker]| has the
status of someone who claims something and provides the evidence for its
substantiation (ibid, pp. 43-440).

One of the substantial works that is related to the translation of Qur’anic kinayah
expressions is that of Al-Barakati (2013; 2014). His study, however, only focuses on a
specific part of one of the kinayah functions, which is euphemism, specifically sex-related
euphemisms. Al-Barakati agrees with ¢Atiq (1980) and al-Qatan (1993) that euphemism
in the Qur’an is expressed through kinayah, and concurs with Abu Libdeh that kinayah is
culture-based:
For the Qur’an never elaborates explicitly on what are considered to be
distasteful themes such as sexual matters and body effluvia, but rather
employs a number of linguistic tools such as kinayah and ta rid which fulfil
euphemistic functions. These are very culture-and language-specific, and

their transfer to English inevitably poses a special difficulty for translators
(2013, p. 1).
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Also, in a roughly similar manner to Abu Libdeh, Al-Barakati refers to kinayah through
transliteration in most parts of his study. However, in some other parts he refers to kinayah
as metonymy (see ibid, pp. 21/23-26; 2014, pp. 148-149). Furthermore, surprisingly, he
refers to majaz as metaphor rather than ‘figurative language’ or ‘figure of speech’ (2013).
This clearly suggests that, unlike Abu Libdeh, Al-Barakati to some extent fails to
distinguish kindyah from other different English tropes and overlooks the fact that it has
no equivalent figure of speech in English. Perhaps the reason for this oversight is due to
the lack of comparison between the features of the Arabic figures of speech on the one
hand and between their equivalents in English on the other hand. Another reason could
possibly be that Al-Barakati looks at euphemism from the English perspective where the
euphemistic function is not specific to a particular figure of speech, unlike the Arabic,
particularly in the Qur’an, where euphemism is mainly expressed through kinayah.
Nonetheless, this does not by any means undermine the significance of Al-Barakati’s

works. They remain a notable and fruitful pieces of work particularly for Qur’anic TS.

From a communicative, pragmatic and functional perspective, Al-Barakati succeeds in
examining and evaluating the translations of twenty-nine Qur’anic sex-related
euphemisms into English. He determines that the predominant procedure used in
rendering these euphemistic expressions is literality (2013, pp. 198-199). According to
Al-Barakati, “literality worked efficiently in fulfilling the euphemistic effect in the
translations which could be attributed to the fact that euphemisms are often created by
procedures such as generalisation which is lexical-based” (ibid, p. 199). He adds that a
literal translation is the most appropriate procedure to adopt, in terms of functionality,
when the expressions in the two languages “share similar meaning senses” (2014, p. 149).
Al-Barakati concludes that when some translators fail to comprehend the SL message
they tend to convey the meaning of the SL expression semantically without preserving

the euphemistic function (ibid, cf. 2013).

Another interesting disquisition is that of Al-Hajjaj (2004). His discussion of the
translation of kinayah may seem generic, since his analysis of the kinayah expressions
are extracted from Qur’anic, Prophetical and poetic texts. Nonetheless, in his attempt to
search for effective procedures and strategies to employ in the translation of kinayah, Al-
Hajjaj provides some noticeable insights. He concludes that the treatment of kinayah by
Arab rhetoricians involves a semantic-oriented approach. That is to say, they focus on the
semantic relationship between the literal and figurative meanings of the kinayah. He also

believes the treatment of metonymy by English rhetoricians “is inflicted with many
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drawbacks especially in its underlying theoretical framework” (ibid, p. 100). Hence, he
asserts that now and then people are not able to distinguish “between metonymy,
metaphor proper, and synecdoche in western rhetoric”. Conversely, he posits that the
theoretical framework employed by Arab rhetoricians to differentiate between different
types of figurative expressions is more adequate than the one employed by English
rhetoricians. Moreover, Al-Hajjaj maintains that culture-specific kindyah expressions are
difficult to translate and believes it is inevitable that some kind of semantic loss will
occur. Regarding the translation of Qur’anic kindyah expressions, he declares that
“readers can very easily feel that the spirit of the original is scarified or that the translation

is full of inadequacies” (ibid.).

The sacrifice of this spirit or the ability not to maintain one of the kinayah functions, i.e.
purposes of use, such as euphemism, in translation is possibly due to the fact that some
translators are interested in conveying the exact message rather than style. In his
examination of two Qur’anic translations, Muhammad believes that in most cases the
translators were able to maintain lexical, semantic, and grammatical equivalences, “but
without fully conveying the metonymic function produced by the formal structure of the
SL (2017, p. 87). He asserts that this is mainly due the unique features that some of the
Arabic expression have as well as to linguistic limitations of English (ibid.) Muhammad
concludes that adopting ‘an exegesis-like translation style’ could solve some of the
problematic issues related to the translation of kinayah, but it would come at “the expense

of the metonymic effect and eloquence as provided by the SL” (2017, p. 87).
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Chapter four: The concept of equivalence in translation

4.1 Introduction

Translation in general is not as easy a task as it may seem, especially when it includes
translating from one language to another that belong to different and distant language
families, such as Arabic and English. The differences are not confined to one factor, such
as sentence structure, but involve also other factors, such as social, historical, and cultural
that have a great impact on shaping our language. Bickley, et al. (2014) posit that
“[L]anguage and culture are deeply connected, in that culture shapes language use and
language conveys cultural meanings”. The translation task becomes even harder when it
involves translating the Holy Qur’an as it is full of linguistic and figurative expressions
that are considered culture-specific and may be difficult to render into the TL or are even
probably untranslatable due to non-equivalence or lack of equivalence (cf. Abdul-Raof,
2001). Therefore, translators of the Qur’an should pay a great deal of attention to such
expressions and aim for the intended meaning of the ST rather than merely finding the
equivalent of a single word/phrase. In other words, a translator should try to make sure
that their translations are semantically equivalent to that of the ST, namely in terms of

conveying the same meaning/message.

This chapter will discuss and review the concept of equivalence in the realm of TS and
how various translation theories conceive and approach this concept. However, it will not
be possible to touch upon every theory of equivalence due to the profuse theories.
Therefore, this chapter will try to cast light on the theories or approaches of the most
prominent and innovative scholars in TS, such as Vinay and Darbelnet, Jakobson, Nida,
Newmark, and Baker. This chapter will also pay specific attention to the theories of the
John Beekman and John Callow (1974) and Mildred Larson (1998). Their theoretical
aspects will contribute to facilitating and forming the foundation of an eclectic approach
to be followed in this study concerning the translation of kinayah expressions. We would
like emphasise that this study is concerned with the translation of the kindyah on the
lexical (word/phrasal) and semantic level, i.e. on the micro-level, not the overall text

where the expression is located.

4.2 Introduction to equivalence

According to Windle and Pym (2011, p. 16) and probably most translation scholars, the

term ‘equivalence’ in relation to translation was first introduced by the works of Vinay

-110-



and Darbelnet (1958/1995) ‘Stylistique Comparée du Francais et de [!'Anglais’
(Comparative Stylistics of French and English). For others like Wolfram Wilss (1977),
the roots of this relationship go back to ancient times (cited in Leal, 2012), perhaps way
back to the days of Cicero and his translation principle, which was ‘sense-for-sense’
instead of ‘word-for-word’, a principle that the famous Bible translator St. Jerome
believed in and employed in his translations. Cicero’s words concerning his translation
of Demosthenes were as follows:

I translate the ideas, their forms, or as one might say, their shapes; however,

I translate them into a language that is in tune with our conventions of usage.

Therefore, I did not have to make a word-for-word translation but rather a

translation that reflects the general stylistic features and the meaning of

foreign words (quoted in Kregor, 2010, p. 13; Calaway, 2016, p. 261; cf.
Long, 2007, p. 69; Munday, 2014 , pp. 71-72).

Irrespective of the date or time the concept began, what is for sure is that the concept of
equivalence has become a debatable and controversial issue in TS over the past fifty eight
years, namely after Roman Jakobson’s 1959 seminal essay ‘On Linguistic Aspects of
Translation’. According to Mary Snell-Hornby (1988/1995, pp. 18-19), it was Jakobson’s
“enigmatic statement”, which is: “/e/quivalence in difference is the cardinal problem of
language and the pivotal concern of linguistics. Like any receiver of verbal messages, the
linguist acts as their interpreter” (my italics) that unleashed the heated debate over the
concept of equivalence. What is also for sure is that equivalence as a concept has been
exhaustively discussed in TS. Peter Fawcett states that the amount of work written on this
concept “has probably cost the lives of more trees than any other in translation studies”
(1997, p. 53). Andrew Chesterman (1997, p. 9) too comments on the copious amount of
discussions over equivalence and sees it as “the big bugbear of translation theory, more
argued about than any other single idea”. So what is equivalence in TS? There is no one
definition for the concept of equivalence that all theorists or scholars in TS can agree on.
It is as Wilss describes it, “a vague, hard-to-define concept” (1996, p. 3). Nord also seems
to agree with Wilss’ description when she posits that it “is one of the most ambiguous
concepts in translation studies, and consequently has been interpreted in very different
ways” (2005, p. 25). The term itself has also been referred to at times as ‘correspondence’
and at other times as ‘accuracy’, ‘adequacy’, or ‘fidelity’ (cf. Wilss, 1996, pp. 3-4). This
ambiguity is probably due to the number of translation schools and theoretical
backgrounds, since TS is a discipline (or interdiscipline) that borrows much from other

academic disciplines, such as linguistics, literature, and even computer science. However,
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‘equivalence’ as a common term in TS that can be defined generally as a “term used by
many writers to describe the nature and the extent of the relationships which exist between
SL and TL texts or smaller linguistic units” (Shuttleworth & Cowie, 1997, p. 49). Itis a
relationship that many theorists or scholars base their translation theories on and perhaps
also their definitions of translation, such as Nida and Taber (cf. 1969/1982, p. 12) and
Catford (cf. 1965, p. 20), regardless of the type or nature of equivalence. That said, not
every translation scholar or theorist believes in the importance of equivalence in
translation theory or practice. For example, Snell-Hornby scathingly notes that
“equivalence is unsuitable as a basic concept in translation theory”. She adds that the term
itself is “imprecise and ill-defined” and “presents an illusion of symmetry between
languages which hardly exists beyond the level of vague approximations and which
distorts the basic problems of translation” (1988/1995, p. 22). Baker and Zijian (2004)
assume that much of the criticism or the rejection of the concept of equivalence began
because equivalence was mostly dealt with as a ‘semantic category’; a category which
they see as ‘static’. They do, however, point out that this criticism continued even with
the emergence of various approaches which do not confine the concept of equivalence to
the meaning of the content but extend it to include other aspects, such as equivalence of
response (effect) or equivalence of functions and suchlike. Therefore, it seems the debate
over equivalence will most likely continue no matter how the concept of equivalence is

approached or whatever translation theory emerges.

4.2.1 Vinay and Darbelnet’s concept of equivalence

Based on a comparative discussion of French and English, Vinay and Darbelnet proposed
two methods or strategies of translation along with seven procedures that can be employed
in rendering from one language to another after carrying out specific analytical steps (for
the initial analytical steps see Vinay & Darbelnet, 1995, p. 30; Munday, 2016, p. 94). The
two main methods are called direct and oblique translation; the former is what some refer
to as literal translation and the latter as free translation. The two methods include seven
procedures, or as Pym (2014, p. 12) likes to call them ‘translation solutions’. The first
three translation procedures, which are covered by direct translation method, are
borrowing, calque, and literal translation. The other four procedures are covered by

oblique translation, and they are transposition, modulation, equivalence and adaptation.
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Table 4.1: Vinay and Darbelnet’s translation procedures.

Direct Procedures

Borrowing
(Loan)

A word or expression is transferred directly from the SL into the
TL, in its form and meaning. This procedure is normally used
when the TL has no equivalent word/expression for that in the
SL. For example the words or expressions Hajj and
kiblah/qiblah, and Eid al-Fitr/Eid al-Adha. Vinay and Darbelnet
(1995, p. 32) posit that this procedure is useful when a translator
would like to add some flavour or elements of the SL culture or
style into the TT. For example, the words ‘falafel’, ‘hummus’,
and ‘kebab’.

Calque
(Foreign word/phrase
translated and
incorporated into the
TT)

“A borrowing of a foreign syntagm whose elements have
undergone literal translation” (ibid, p. 340). Vinay and
Darbelnet state that calque is a special kind of borrowing
whereby a SL expression or structure transferred to the TT and
then translated literally (cf. Dickins, et al., 2002, p. 31).
According to them, there are two types of calques, lexical calque
and structural calque. In the former, the TL syntactic structure is
respected, for example the English expression ‘Compliments of
the Season!’ is rendered into French as ‘Compliments de la
saison!’; while in the latter, the SL construction is introduced
into the TL as in the rendition of ‘science-fictions from English
to French (Vinay & Darbelnet, 1995, p. 32). Vinay and
Darbelnet mention that both calques and borrowing sometimes,
namely after a period of time, become ‘an integral part’ of the
TL (ibid.)

Literal
(Word-for-word)

Word-for-word translation, but the TL grammar is respected.
Vinay and Darbelnet note that this procedure is a ‘unique
solution” and common when rendering between two languages
that belong to the same family, particularly when they share the
same culture.

Oblique Procedures

Transposition
(Shift in grammatical
categories)

A translation process that involves changing the form/class of
the SL word into another form/class in the TL but without
changing the meaning of the SL message. For example, a SL a
noun becomes an adjective in the TL. Though Vinay and
Darbelnet note that transposition is sometimes obligatory and
sometimes optional, it is very often a necessary procedure,
particularly when translating between two languages that do not
belong to the same family like Arabic and English.

Modulation
(Shift in cognitive
categories)

“A variation of the form of the message, obtained by a change
in the point of view” (ibid, p.36). In other words, a translation
procedure that involves a change of the semantics and point of
view of the SL, through a manipulation of thought rather than
grammatical forms/classes as in transposition. This procedure is
usually employed when a literal translation or a transposition
would sound awkward or not natural in the TL, though
grammatically it is correct (ibid, pp. 36-37/246-254;
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Shuttleworth & Cowie, 1997, pp. 107-108; Munday, 2016, pp.
90-91). Such a procedure can be considered useful when
rendering expressions that are culture-specific. For example, it
is probably better to render i ) 4 fis &1 335 Y as “do not be
tight-fisted’ instead of ‘do not make your hand shackled/tied up
to your neck’ because a literal or transposition rendition would
not sound natural nor would it convey the SL message
idiomatically though grammatically is correct.

6 Equivalence
(Functional
replacement)

A translation procedure that reproduces the same situation as in
the SL by using different wording (Vinay & Darbelnet, 1995, p.
342). It involves rendering the sense of the SL message with a
different image. It is useful in rendering expressions that are
culture-specific, for example, ‘those who turn on their heels’ for
2 ol e T35 5l or “let bygones be bygones” for <ibe ld L),

7 Adaptation
(Shift in cultural
aspects)

Adaptation is producing “an equivalence of the same value
applicable to a different situation” than that of the SL (ibid, p.
338).

Vinay and Darbelnet refer to this procedure as “a special kind of
equivalence, a situational equivalence” (ibid, p. 39). That is to
say, adaptation seeks to render the SL message into the TL using
a different situation than that of the SL but it is just as relevant
and meaningful as the SL. Vinay and Darbelnet claim that this
procedure is employed when the “type of situation being
referred to by the SL message” does not exist or is unfamiliar in
the TL culture (ibid.), or it does not have a similar relevance or
connotations as it does in the SL (Shuttleworth & Cowie, 1997,
p. 4; cf. Munday, 2016, p. 91). To put it differently, it is used
when sociocultural realities are not shared between the two
languages. An owl, for instance, in many Western cultures, is a
symbol of wisdom, good luck, or femininity while in most
Arabic cultures it represents bad luck, stupidity, or something
whose image and sound are ugly. In this case, it would be
awkward and incomprehensible to render ‘owl’ literally.
Therefore, the cultural connotation of a reference to the owl in
an English text should be rendered into Arabic using another
reference that is accepted and known in the Arabic culture.

Vinay and Darbelnet believe that these seven procedures can be applied on three linguistic

levels: lexis, grammar (syntactic structure), and text (message). They postulate that these

procedures will enable translators to have control over their work to achieve natural

equivalence. They suggest that translators should start with the direct method, namely

literal translation, and work up and down the table to develop naturalness. Apart from

these seven basic translation procedures, Vinay and Darbelnet also introduce a number of

other procedures, most of which are considered as opposing pairs except for

compensation and dislocation (inversion). Examples are explicitation and implicitation;
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the former is a procedure that involves rendering what is implicit in the ST as explicit in
the TT whereas in the latter is exactly the opposite. Vinay and Darbelnet note that an
excessive use of explicitation could lead to what they refer to as ‘overtranslation’ (Vinay
& Darbelnet, 1995, p. 342). Another example is generalisation and particularisation,
where the former consists of rendering a specific word/phrase with a more general
word/phrase whilst particularisation is the reverse process (for more examples see

Fawcett, 1997; Molina & Albir, 2002; Pym, 2014).

As far as equivalence is concerned, the table above clearly shows that equivalence for
Vinay and Darbelnet is a merely a procedure that belongs to the ‘oblique’ translation
method which unlike the ‘direct’ method does not depend on the use of parallel categories
existing in the SL and TL. It is a procedure that consists of only conveying the sense of
the ST expression but not its image with completely different wording and an image
known to the TL culture. Vinay and Darbelnet’s methodology for translation may seem,
in general, to provide useful tools for a translator to the extent that it is believed it has
inspired or influenced many others such as Alfred Malblanc (1961), Gerardo Vazquez-
Ayora (1977), and probably Peter Newmark (1981), who retain similar procedures and
perhaps even similar terminology. Yet, it has been criticised by others like Pym (2016),
who questions Vinay and Darbelnet’s epistemology and describes their translation
procedures as “distasteful” (ibid, p. xii). Another criticism is that of Jean Delisle (1988,
pp- 72-73), who claims that their translation procedures are not convenient in finding
‘translation equivalents’ and believes that they cannot be applied to the “analysis of an
expression” or the “verification of equivalences” (for a summary of criticisms of Vinay
and Darbelnet’s translation procedures see Fawcett, 1997, pp. 50-52). Delisle’s words
are as follows:
Vinay and Darbelnet’s translation procedures do not help the translator to find
translation equivalents. A procedure is a method to obtain a result, a way of
doing something, of carrying activity through to its conclusion. But these
‘procedures’ are in fact labels attached to results; the authors describe
structural changes that occur in the translation process, or point out what does
not change ... the categories of comparative stylistics (and particularly the
so-called translation procedures) cannot really be applied to the analysis and

re-expression of messages, or even the verification of equivalences (cited in
Pym, 2016, p. 205; Also see Martin, 2000; cf. Zabalbeascoa, 2000).
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4.2.2 Roman Jakobson’s equivalence:

The arguments of the Russian-born linguist, Roman Jakobson, on the nature of meaning
and equivalence have acted as a stimulus to theoretical approaches in translation ever
since he introduced his concept of ‘equivalence in difference’ (Leonardi, 2000). In his
essay, ‘On Linguistic Aspects of Translation’, Jakobson posits that the meaning of any
word or phrase is a linguistic feature or to be more precise a semiotic fact (Jakobson,
1959/2000, p. 113). Following Saussure’s theory that language is “a system of signs that
express ideas” (Saussure, 2004, p. 60), Jakobson states that there is no meaning
(signatum) without a sign (signum). The ‘sign’, according to Saussure (ibid.), is arbitrary
or unmotivated, and it is composed of a signified (concept) and signifier (sound-image
or, as Munday (2016, p. 60) calls it, “the spoken and written signal’’). Jakobson states that
a meaning of a word cannot be deduced from a nonlinguistic acquaintance but through
“the assistance of the verbal code”, and when there is an unfamiliar word a number of
linguistic signs is required to unravel its meaning (1959/2000, p. 113). In other words, the
meaning of a word is defined/explained through the word itself or other verbal signs.
Consequently, it is the linguistic sign which provides the meaning of an object. Jakobson
provides three ways of interpreting a verbal sign: intralingual translation, interlingual
translation, and intersemiotic translation (ibid, p. 114). It is through his illustration of the
first two of the three types in particular where he touches upon the term ‘equivalence’.
His translation categories are as follows (1959/2000, p. 114):

1- Intralingual translation or rewording is an interpretation of verbal signs by

means of other signs of the same language.
2- Interlingual translation or franslation proper is an interpretation of verbal
signs by means of some other language.

3- Intersemiotic translation or transmutation is an interpretation of verbal signs
by means of signs of nonverbal sign systems.

Intralingual translation occurs within the same SL through the employment of
synonyms, similar words, or the resort to a circumlocution or paraphrasing to describe
the original word/phrase. With regards to the use of synonyms, Jakobson points out that
they do not always provide complete equivalence. He exemplifies his statement with two
words that are related to an unmarried man, ‘celibate’ and ‘bachelor’. Jakobson argues
that “every celibate is a bachelor, but not every bachelor is a celibate” (ibid.). He believes
that the only way to interpret a word or an idiomatic expression (which he refers to as ‘a
code-unit of the highest level’) comprehensively is through “an equivalent combinations

of code-units”. In other words, using the message that describes the code-unit, for
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instance, “every celibate is bound not to marry, and everyone who is bound not to marry
is a celibate” or “every bachelor is an unmarried man, and every unmarried man is a
bachelor” (ibid.). Al-Barakati (2013, p. 93) disagrees with Jakobson and argues that
complete synonyms do exist, and that they can provide complete equivalence if they are
carefully chosen after taking into consideration their contexts of occurrence. Al-Barakati
states the following:

In translation, we are normally dealing with a defined context; therefore,

synonyms can easily act like full equivalents if carefully picked.

Therefore, approaching equivalence by taking such a narrow view will only

lead to drawing general and inaccurate assumptions. For example, to refute

Jakobson's notion of equivalence ... the verbs ‘begin’, ‘start’, and

‘commence’ may also be used interchangeably in various contexts without

any noticeable loss of meaning as long as they collocate with the occurring
lexical items in the sentence (ibid.).

Al-Barakati even supports his argument with some citations from John Lyons’ views
(1981) on lexical meanings and synonymy, which seems quite odd because Lyon,
himself, acknowledges that complete synonymy is quite rare among natural languages

and it almost does not exist (cf. Lyons, 1981, p. 148).

Jakobson’s second type of translation, interlingual translation, is similar to intralingual
translation in terms of how the SL word/phrase is rendered. The difference between the
two translations is that the verbal sign in inferlingual translation is replaced by another
verbal sign in another language. That is to say, the rendition takes place between two
different languages. This type of translation is the type which reflects the common
understanding of the term ‘translation’. This probably explains why Jakobson also calls
it ‘proper translation’. With this type of translation, Jakobson stresses that normally there
is no complete equivalence between code-units (words) of different languages (Jakobson,
1959/2000, p. 114). This is mainly because languages differ from one another in one way
or another. To overcome this problem of equivalence, Jakobson suggests that “messages
may serve as adequate interpretations of alien code-units or messages”. The rendition
involves replacing one entire message from one language in another rather than replacing
separate code-units. So, in this type of translation, the translator attempts to recode the
SL message using a different TL code that conveys the original message. It is a process
that Jakobson describes as a type of ‘reported speech’ and which “involves two equivalent
messages in two different codes” (ibid.). To illustrate his argument that there is no

complete equivalence between words, Jakobson uses the word ‘cheese’ in English and its
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Russian heteronym ‘ceip’ [syr]. He notes that the two words are not equivalent,
particularly when referring to ‘cottage cheese’. That is because in Russian ‘cottage
cheese’ is not ‘ceip’ (syr), whereas in English it is ‘cheese’. According to Jakobson, the
common word for ‘cottage cheese’ in Russian would be ‘TBopor’ [tvorog] rather than

‘ChIp’.

On the whole, Jakobson puts significant weight on grammar and structure to ascertain
how languages differ from each other. He points out that some grammatical and structural
differences can occur at the levels of gender, aspect, and semantic fields (Munday, 2014
, p- 61; Jakobson, 1959/2000, pp. 117-118). Despite the differences between languages,
Jakobson believes equivalence in translation is attainable. He presumes that every
cognitive experience can be conveyed in any existing language (1959/2000, p. 115), and
if by any chance there is a state of deficiency then this could be solved through the
employment of “loan-words or loan-translations, neologisms or semantic shifts”, and
circumlocutions (ibid.). For Jakobson, only poetry is ‘untranslatable’ but can be re-
expressed through ‘creative transposition’ (ibid, p. 118). He posits that that each syntactic
and semantic form used in poetry is there for a specific purpose and that they “carry their

own autonomous signification” (ibid.).

4.2.3 Eugine Nida’s theory of equivalence

One cannot speak about ‘equivalence’ in translation without mentioning the works of
Eugine Nida. There is no doubt that his ‘formal’ and ‘dynamic’ equivalence theory has
played an important role in the heated debate on equivalence, and to be more precise his
views on dynamic equivalence. Nida’s translation theory, according to Smith (2000, p.
11), is a major turning point for religious translation in general. It is his practical work
and experience in Bible translation and mainly his aversion to “what he saw as classical
revival in the nineteenth century, an emphasis on technical accuracy, an adherence to
form, and a literal rendering of meaning” that led him to form and develop his equivalence
theory (Gentzler, 2001, p. 45). Nida believes that as languages differ from each other
there can be no absolute correspondence between languages. Hence, he posits that a fully
exact translation is impractical (1964, p. 156). Yet, according Smith (2000, p. 11), Nida
makes two underlying premises based on the ‘prevailing code-model of communication’.
First, he postulates that any message can be transferred or communicated to any recipient

as long as it is performed through the most effective form of expression. Second, he
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claims that people share a core of universal experience that makes such communication

feasible. This is clear in De Ward and Nida’s words (1986, pp. 43-44):
All people share far more similarities than is usually thought to be the case.
What binds people together is much greater than what separates them. In
adjustments to the physical environment, in the organization of society, in
dealing with crucial stages of life (birth, puberty, marriage and death), in
elaborate ritual and symbolism, and in a drive for aesthetic expression
(whether in decorating masks or in refining poetic forms), people are

amazingly alike. Because of all this, translating can be undertaken with the
expectation of communicative effectiveness (cited in Cuellar, 2008, p. 144).

In addition to linking ‘communication’ to the theory of translation, Nida also believes that
the principles of a translation theory or model should be “primarily sociolinguistic’: “The
model for such activity must be a communication model, and the principles must be
primarily sociolinguistic in the broad sense of the word” (Nida, 1976, p. 78). As far as
equivalence in translation is concerned, Nida argues that there are two theoretical
approaches to translational equivalence: formal and dynamic. Nida and Taber describe
formal equivalence/correspondence’” as a quality of translation “in which the features of
the form of the source text have been mechanically reproduced in the receptor language”
(1969/1982, p. 201). It pivots on “the message itself, in both form and content” (Nida,
1964, p. 159). This approach is considered more of a source oriented translation and
closely resembles what Nida calls ‘gloss translation’ as it is concerned with rendering the
form and content of the ST as literally as possible. According to De Waard and Nida, both
form and content play a significant role in the overall message (De Waard & Nida, 1986,
p- 13; Nida, 1976, p. 48), but apparently one can rarely reproduce both form and content
in translation (Nida, 1964, p. 157). That is to say, trying to maintain the stylistic qualities
of the ST will most likely sacrifice much of the meaning and also trying to rigorously
adhere to the literal content will most likely sacrifice much of the stylistic flavour (ibid,
p-2). The reason for this is mainly that no two languages are the same, particularly when
the two languages belong to different families, such as Arabic and English. Therefore, the
form is mostly sacrificed in order to maintain the content (message) (see Nida & Taber,
1969/1982, pp. 4-6). Nida goes on to say that there are, however, some cases in translation
where the form is given a higher priority than the content (Nida, 1964, pp. 156-157), such

as in poetry, but even in this case, the outcome will mostly fall short of reproducing an

37 In his book, Toward a Science T ranslating (1964), Nida uses the term ‘equivalence’, and in his book
with Charles Taber, The Theory and Practice of Translation (1969) they replace this with the term
‘correspondence’.
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equivalent emotional intensity and flavour to that of the ST (see Nida & Taber,
1969/1982, p. 5/13-14). That said, Nida argues that one should opt for formal equivalence
when the translated text is going to be used for specific reasons, for example, obtaining
some linguistic, structural, or cultural knowledge of the SL. This, however, will involve
using a great number of footnotes for the TT audience to understand, which heavily
depends on how distant the two languages are from one another in terms of culture,
linguistics, and formal structure. An example of using such numerous footnotes can be
found in Al-Hilali & Khan’s (1417 H. [1996]) rendition of the meaning of the Qur’an,
which many might see as distracting and probably hindering the intensity and flavour of

that of the ST.

Nida’s other approach towards translational equivalence is dynamic
equivalence/correspondence3®, which is the opposite principle to formal equivalence. It
is depicted as a “quality of a translation in which the message of the original text has been
so transported into the receptor language that the RESPONSE of the RECEPTOR is
essentially like that of the original receptors” (Nida & Taber, 1969/1982, p. 200). In such
a translation, the focus is not on matching the TT with the different elements of the ST
including form and context, but on matching the dynamic relationship of the text
audience, i.e. the TT audience and ST audience, to the context/message. The dynamic
relationship, according to Nida’s view, is that relationship which exists between the text
audience and the message. In other words, the reaction of the TT audience towards the
context/message should be to a great extent similar to that which existed between the ST
audience and the context/message regardless of how the context is translated. In fact, Nida
argues that in order for the TT audience to have a similar response to the original
audience, the ST message should be rendered naturally and idiomatically according to the
TL culture so that it could be fully comprehended, and this will happen if the translation
reflects both the meaning and intent of the ST. Nida stresses that a dynamic equivalence
approach achieves:

[c]omplete naturalness of expression, and tries to relate the receptor to modes

of behavior relevant within the context of his own culture; it does not insist

that he understands the cultural patterns of the source-language context in
order to comprehend the message (1964, p. 159).

38 1t is worth noting that in their book, From One Language to Another (1986), De Waard and Nida decide
to replace the term ‘dynamic equivalence/correspondence’ with ‘functional equivalence’. The reason for
their doing so is that they believe “the expression ‘dynamic equivalence’ has often been misunderstood”
and, hence, misused.
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This may be true to a great extent, namely when rendering culture-specific expressions.
Let us take, for instance, the Arabic kindyah expression A il (lit. to wry-cheek)
mentioned in [Q. 31:18] for showing contempt with haughtiness, which is mainly culture-
specific. A literal rendition probably would not convey the correct figurative image that
would allude to and attest the meaning intended because such an expression is not known
or used in English. Therefore, one can notice that some of the translators who went for a
more or less literal rendition, such as Ali (1998), Al-Hilali and Khan (1417 H. [1996]),
and Saheeh International (2004) had to include either an addition or footnote in their
translations and some even used both techniques. On the other hand, if this figurative
expression was rendered into English by using a natural and idiomatic expression within
English culture, such as ‘turning one’s nose up at’ as Abdel Haleem (2005) did, then both
a figurative image and the intended meaning would be grasped by the TT receptor without
any complications or any additions and footnotes. Another example is the translation of
‘owl’, as used metaphorically. As we previously explained (see the above section on
Vinay and Darbelnet’s adaptation procedure), it would be absurd to translate this literally
from English to Arabic when it is used as a symbol of wisdom, good luck, or femininity.
This is because in most Arabic cultures the owl represents bad luck, stupidity, or
something whose image and sound are ugly. Hence, one must search for another word

that is accepted and established in the Arabic culture.

For all that, achieving complete equivalence may seem quite impossible. Nida
acknowledges this as can be noticed in his definition of the nature of translation in which
he uses the expression ‘closest natural equivalence’ (Nida & Taber, 1969/1982, p. 12).
There is, however, a serious issue with his dynamic approach, which has received a great
amount of criticism, and to be specific, the cornerstone of his theory which is the
‘principle of equivalent effect/response’. This is a principle that, according to Newmark
(1981, p. 132) was first coined by Paul Cauer (1896), though Nida only ascribes it to Dr
Emile Rieu. Dr Rieu’s words regarding whether or not he had set for himself specific
translational principles while translating the Gospels were as follows:

When I came to the translation of the Gospels, I had already, through a great

deal of practice in translation, equipped myself with at least one very general

principle, the lodestar of the translator’s art, I call it, and that is the principle
of equivalent effect; the idea being, that that translation is the best which
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comes nearest to giving its modern audience the same effect as the original
had on its first audience. (Robertson, et al., 1954, p. 758) 3°

Regardless of who coined this principle, ascribing the success or quality of a translation
to whether or not it is comprehensible to an audience might seems quite reasonable, but
to ascribe it completely to the response of the audience looks highly dubious. Therefore,
the latter criterion has been criticised by several scholars. Qian Hu, for example, considers
it ‘implausible’ and dedicated five papers (1992a; 1992b; 1993a; 1993b; 1994) to proving
its implausibility. Whang argues that theoretically it may appear smart, but in reality it
seems impractical (1999, p. 52). He also believes that Nida’s functional equivalence does
not have a sufficient ‘concrete method of comparison’ (ibid, p. 54). Marlowe describes
Nida’s theory as ‘half-baked ideas’ and believes that Nida’s focus was “myopic and
narrowly linguistic” (2012). Broeck (1978: 40) and Larose (1989: 78) believe it to be
impossible (cited in Munday, 2016, p. 69). Scholars such as Venuti (1995), Gentzler
(2001), and Chesterman (2002) too criticise Nida’s functional equivalence, with most of

the criticism revolving around the following:

1- How is it possible to measure an equivalent effect if both the ST and TT readers
have different cultures and exist in different time periods (see Whang, 1999;
Chesterman, 2002, pp. 11-12; Broeck, Raymond van den, 1978, p. 40, cited in
Panou, 2013, p. 3; Van Leeuwen, 2001; Porter, 2005; Marlowe, 2012)?

2- Which person’s ‘response’ or ‘effect’ is to be measured and how (see Whang, 1999:
Chesterman, 2002)? Not to mention, people differ from each other, for example,
one might be moved by a specific expression, or let us say a verse or ‘ayah, while

another might not. This can be clearly noticed during the late prayers in Ramadan.

3- In many cases, form and content are inseparable and there are meanings and
messages that rely heavily on the form itself; hence, it should not be overlooked.
Also, owing to the fact that languages are formed differently from one another, for
instance Chinese and English, it is logical to say that translation cannot produce

‘identical equivalence’ and to believe otherwise is merely “an unrealistic dream”.

39 This is originally a discussion conducted by Edwin Robertson from the BBC with Dr Emile Rieu and
Rev. John Phillips. Rieu was a translator and the founding editor of the Penguin Classics series and a
translator of the classics who also undertook the translation of the four Gospels. Phillips was a well-
known translator of the New Testament.
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If this is the case, equivalent response or effect is too an unrealistic dream, hence,

attainable in translation (see Qian, 1993b; see Van Leeuwen, 2001).

4- Nida’s theory is not based on science, but merely on a ‘Christian dogma’ “in order
to proselytize readers, regardless of their culture, to endorse the ideas of Protestant

Christianity” (Panou, 2013; see Venuti, 1995; Gentzler, 2001; Marlowe, 2012).

5- Some believe “there is a quality of cavalier spontaneity to” Nida’s work, which
gives the “impression that he is often ‘winging it’” (Marlowe, 2012), particularly
his ‘kernel-based model’ (deep structure analysis) (see Gentzler, 2001; Porter,

2005; Marlowe, 2012).

6- Too much space for subjectivity is given in a dynamic equivalence approach as it
allows personal judgment and interpretation on the conception of the message (see

Gentzler, 2001; Marlowe, 2012; Munday, 2016).

Furthermore, Whang (1999, pp. 55-58) points out that the “principle of ambiguity’, which
by the way may include or lead to multiple interpretations, should be maintained in
translation, and its comprehension should be left to the reader and not to the translator.
This principle will obviously not be maintained if a translator were to choose a dynamic
approach. This is because a translator who chooses a dynamic equivalence approach gets
to decide for the readers which expressions need to be decoded and do it for them in any
way he/she sees fit just to get the response required. Gentzler (2001, p. 59) posits that
Nida “does not trust the readers to make up their own minds” and “in order to achieve the
intended response, he has licence to change, streamline, and simplify”. In actual fact, any
type of artistic licence is unacceptable when it comes to rendering scriptures, and no one
has the right to change or elide the words of God for whatever reason. We sympathise
with Marlowe’s opinion that one should provide “an accurate translation which requires
the reader to do some thinking and learning” instead of keeping the reader in‘perpetual
tutelage’ (2012). Marlowe, the editor of Bible Research (a free educational site for
students of the Bible), enunciates that he recommends the more literal and traditional
translations of the Bible to all those who often ask him about which version should they
use. Moreover, in his illustration of how Nida’s dynamic equivalence distorts the
meanings of the Bible, Marlowe includes this interesting statement:
I would describe Nida’s theory as Quixotic, in the sense that it leads to many

incongruous identifications. A translator should not be trying to bring the
original message into a present-day context to make it directly ‘relevant,” if

-123-



in fact it does not belong in the present. Cultural differences are not just an
inconvenient barrier to conveying “the message” to modern people. The
original message itself pertains to the original situation, and it cannot always
be abstracted from its situation and transferred to another setting, as if the
cultural context were just some accidental stage-scenery. The attempt to
‘naturalize’ a text that comes from so long ago, and so far away, is bound to
come to grief. Readers should instead be conscious of a distance between
themselves and the original receptors of the biblical writings, because an
awareness of the differences as well as the similarities is necessary for right
interpretation and application. Whether they realize it or not, all Bible-readers
are interpreters of the Bible, and they must take into consideration the
historical context. This is one more reason why the Bible should not be
‘naturalized’ in a translation (ibid, italics as in original).

In spite of the criticism Nida’s theory has received and the heated debate it has
engendered, his translation theory has influenced several subsequent scholars in the field

of translation studies.

4.2.4 Peter Newmark’s theory of equivalence

It seems that Newmark greatly admired Nida and was amongst those who were influenced
by his work. He even got Nida to write the foreword to his book, Approaches to
Translation (1981). However, as far as the concept of equivalence is concerned,
Newmark’s major contribution is through his two suggested approaches to translation:
semantic and communicative translation. In a semantic translation the “translator
attempts, with the bare syntactic and semantic constraints of the TL, to produce the
precise contextual meaning of the author”, whereas in a communicative translation, “the
translator attempts to produce the same effect on the TL as was produced by the original
on the SL readers” (1981, p. 22). A prima facie reading of Newmark’s description of
semantic and communicative translation suggests it bears a resemblance to Nida’s formal
and dynamic equivalence respectively. In truth, Newmark is not completely in line with
Nida, particularly in terms of equivalent effect/response. He believes that the full
achievement of an equivalent effect is ‘illusory’ (ibid, p. 39). In his opinion, it is “the
desirable result, rather than the aim of any translation” keeping in mind that it is an
improbable result “in two cases: (a) if the purpose of the SL text is to affect and the TL
translation is to inform (or vice versa); (b) if there is a pronounced cultural gap between
the SL and the TL text” (1988, p. 48). Additionally, Newmark criticises Nida’s dynamic
approach and rejects “the increasing assumption that all translating is (nothing but)

communicating, where the less effort expected of the reader, the better” (1981, p. 51). To
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be more specific, Newmark does not disagree with the importance of intelligibility,
especially while translating any performatives, but his main concern is that generalising
such a method to all types of texts may seem paradoxical, as it might lead to ignorance.
This is due to the fact that if everything is handed to the TT reader on a plate then we can
expect that no effort will be made by the reader whatsoever, not even looking a word up
in a dictionary or encyclopaedia. To put it in a different way, Newmark acknowledges the
importance of striving for equivalent effect but not at all times and particularly not in all
types of texts. He suggests that for each certain type of text there is a suitable translation
method. That is probably why he omits the sense of producing the same effect while
defining communicative translation in his book, A Textbook of Translation:
“Communicative translation attempts to render the exact contextual meaning of the
original in such a way that both content and language are readily acceptable and

comprehensible to the readership (1988, p. 47) [my italics].

Newmark’s theory is, therefore, concerned with the function of language (1988, p. 9) and
draws on the ideas of Karl Biihler’s three basic functions of the linguistic sign, as
modified by Roman Jakobson (ibid, p. 39). The three basic functions are: the expressive,
the informative or ‘representation, and the vocative or ‘appeal/conative’ (ibid; for a précis
of Biihler’s functional theory see Parpalea, 2011). The other three functions extended by
Jakobson (Newmark, 1981, p. 16), which Newmark sees as minor functions are: the
aesthetic, or ‘poetic’, the phatic, and the metalingual (1981, pp. 21-22; 1988, pp. 42-44).
The expressive function is associated generally with the addresser (the mind of the
speaker/the writer/the originator of the utterance), while the informative and vocative
functions are related to objects and facts of the real world and to the addressee(s) and
determine their behaviour respectively (ibid, p. 39-41). Newmark maintains that most
texts usually have aspects of all three main language functions, but the significance of
each function in may differ from one text to another. He does, however, underline that

99, ¢

“the expressive function has no place in a vocative or informative text”; “it is there only

299

unconsciously, as ‘underlife’” (ibid, p. 42). That being so, texts can be categorised as
either expressive, informative, or vocative, according to the dominant function in each
text. Newmark points out that expressive texts include serious imaginative literature (such
as lyrical poetry, novels, and plays), authoritative statements (such as political speeches,
documents, and the like made by ministers or party leaders; statutes and legal documents;
scientific, philosophical and academic works written by acknowledged authorities),

autobiography, and personal correspondence. Informative texts “are concerned with any
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topic of knowledge, but texts about literary subjects, as they often express value-

299

judgments, are apt to lean towards ‘expressiveness’” (a textbook, a technical report, a
scientific paper, a thesis, an article in a newspaper or a periodical, and the like). Vocative
texts can be found in “notices, instructions, publicity, propaganda, persuasive writing
(requests, cases, theses) and possibly popular fiction, whose purpose is to sell the
book/entertain the reader, as the typical ‘vocative’ text” (ibid.). As far as translation is
concerned, conveying the nuance of meaning in expressive texts is far more important

than the reader’s response, while in both informative and vocative texts, the priority is

towards the response of the reader.

Knowing the type of text enables the translator to decide on which translation method to
use. Certainly, there are several methods a translator can employ, but Newmark postulates
that the semantic and communicative translation are the two methods that are suitable for
all types of texts. He suggests semantic translation for expressive texts and
communicative translation for informative and vocative texts (1988, p. 47), but because
texts normally share aspects of all three functions at once, the translator is inclined to shift
from one method to the other. Hence, his belief that semantic and communicative
translations are suitable for all types of texts. Apparently, Newmark is not like most
theorists who tend to favour one side of the translation pole/continuum over the other,
usually towards a TL bias, i.e. free over literal, dynamic equivalence over formal
equivalence, and the like; as a matter of fact, he inclines to both sides of his methods
equally. This can be deduced from his following words:

Communicative and semantic translation may well coincide — in particular,

where the text conveys a general rather than a culturally (temporally and

spatially) bound message and where the matter is as important as the manner

— notably then in the translation of the most important religious,

philosophical, artistic and scientific texts, assuming second readers as

informed and interested as the first. Further, there are often sections in one

text that must be translated communicatively (e.g. non-lieu — ‘nonsuit’), and

others semantically (e.g. a quotation from a speech). There is no one

communicative nor one semantic method of translating a text — these are in

fact widely overlapping bands of methods. A translation can be more, or less,

semantic — more, or less, communicative — even a particular section or

sentence can be treated more communicatively or less semantically (1981, p.
40).

To see if this is reasonable, let us take the Qur’an for an example, where the data of this

research, i.e. kinayahs, will be taken from. All Arabic linguists and exegetes agree on the
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following characteristics of the Qur’an: it is a religious text and above all the words of
God, the quality of its literature is superior and authoritative, its manner and matter are
fused, its expressions are ‘packed’ or ‘charged’ with meaning, and so is its style. Thus, if
we were to follow Newmark’s criteria, the Qur’an may be generally classified as an
expressive text, which means that it should be rendered semantically in order to convey
every subtle nuance of meaning. Having said that, the Qur’an is also loaded with the
following: standardized language, figurative expressions that have a communicative
purpose and double meanings, such as kindayah, recommendations, instructions, and
scientific subjects. Such features, according to Newmark, are aspects of either an
informative or vocative text-type and they should be rendered communicatively. In this
case, Newmark’s presumption may seem reasonable, that is, both methods coexist, and
with respect to translating scriptures, he draws attention to the fact that “Bible translation
should be both semantic and communicative” (1981, p. 45). For what it is worth, if there
is any sort of partiality on the part of Newmark it would probably be his urge to put literal
translation to use. He even devotes a whole chapter to literal translation (see 1988, p. 68-
80). Newmark trusts that literal translation is ‘always the best’ as long as it offers the
same semantic and communicative effect as the ST (1981, p. 21). He also affirms that it
is “correct and must not be avoided, if it secures referential and pragmatic equivalence to
the original” (1988, pp. 68-69). Needless to say, there is a difference between word-for-
word translation and literal translation. In a word-for-word translation, the SL word-order
is maintained and the words are rendered singly out of context into their most common
meanings. The prime use of word-for-word translation, as Newmark indicates, is either
to comprehend the mechanics of the SL or “to construe a difficult text as a pre-translation
process” (ibid, p. 45-46). A literal translation is very much the same as a word-for-word
one in terms of translating lexical words, but the SL grammatical formations, on the other
hand, are translated into their closest TL equivalents. This, according to Newmark is
useful as a pre-translation process to indicate the problems to be solved (ibid.).
Additionally, Newmark distinguishes a semantic translation from a literal translation in
that the former respects contexts, i.e. attempts to convey the exact contextual meaning of
the original, while the latter does not. As Newmark explains, the translator’s prime
concern or unswerving loyalty, in semantic translation, is with the author, but in literal

translation, it is generally with the ‘norms of the SL’ (1981. P. 63).

On that account, if a semantic translation is somehow faithful to the ST, then what

differentiates it from a faithful translation? Newmark expounds that both methods are
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very much alike, but semantic translation is “more flexible, admits the creative exception
to 100% fidelity and allows for the translator's intuitive empathy with the original”, while
faithful translation is “‘uncompromising and dogmatic’ (1988, p. 46). On the other side of
the translation pole, another distinction is made between two other translation methods
which are also alike: communicative translation and idiomatic translation. Both methods
are oriented towards the TT reader; a communicative translation, however, has more
respect for ST’s form than idiomatic translation, as the latter “tends to distort nuances of
meaning by preferring colloquialisms and idioms where these do not exist in the original”
(ibid, p. 47). All in all, semantic translation and communicative translation belong to two
opposite sides of the translation spectrum, i.e. SL bias or TL bias, just like their
counterparts, such as faithful translation and idiomatic translation respectively. What
differentiates them from the rest of their counterparts is that they are, in Newmark’s view,
a type of conflict resolution for what he refers to as ‘the overriding problem in translation
theory and practice’, which is ‘the conflict of loyalties, the gap between emphasis on
source and target language’. Newmark believes that the gap could be narrowed by
replacing the old terms with those of ‘semantic’ and ‘communicative’ translation (1981,

p- 38). He draws the following diagram to show this gap (see 1981, p. 39; 1988, p. 45):

SL Bias TL Bias

Literal translation Free translation

Faithful translation Idiomatic translation

Semantic translation/Communicative

Above all, Newmark argues that semantic and communicative translation are the most
suitable methods to achieve the aim of translation, which according to him, is accuracy
and economy (ibid, p. 47). As to the differences between semantic and communicative

translation, Munday (2016, p. 72) provides a concise comparison of the two methods:

Table 4.2: Comparison of Newmark’s semantic and communicative translation

addressee focus

Parameter Semantic translation Communicative translation
Focus on the thought processes | Subjective, TT reader focused,
Transmitter/ | of the transmitter as an | oriented towards a

individual; should only help TT
reader with connotations if they
are a crucial part of message.

specific
language and culture.

Culture

Remains within the SL culture

Transfers foreign elements into
the TL culture
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Time and
origin

Not fixed in any time or local
space; translation needs to be
done anew with every generation

Ephemeral and rooted in its own
contemporary context

Relation to ST

Always ‘inferior’ to ST; ‘loss’ of
meaning

May be ‘better’ than the ST;
‘gain’ of force and clarity even if
loss of semantic content

Use of form of

If ST language norms deviate,
then this must be replicated in

Respect for the form of the SL,
but overriding ‘loyalty’ to TL

SL TT; ‘loyalty’ to ST author norms
More complex, awkward, | Smoother, simpler, clearer, more
Form of TL | detailed, concentrated; tendency | direct, more conventional;

to overtranslate tendency to undertranslate

Criterion for
evaluation

Accuracy of reproduction of the
significance of ST

Accuracy of communication of
ST message in TT

With respect to translating the Qur’an, Abu-Milha (2003) posits that a semantic approach
is more appropriate than a communicative approach because it pays proper attention to
the linguistic aspect “without losing sight of the contextual aspect”. To substantiate his
assertion, he adds that the Qur’an’s message is universal and is not restricted to a specific
time or place — a belief shared by all Muslims similar to the beliefs of Christians and Jews
towards the Bible and Torah respectively — which means that its rendition should be
addressed to all people — something which can only be attained through a semantic
approach. Abu-Milha expresses the view that a communicative approach in terms of
maintaining an effect on TT readers similar to that of original readers is dubious due to
its inaccessibility — the same collective criticism highlighted previously. Abu-Milha’s
substantiation might not be that firm, namely towards Newmark’s communicative
approach, for a number of reasons. First, Newmark’s concept of equivalent effect is not
exactly like Nida’s and he admits that the success of equivalent effect “can hardly be
verified” (1981, p. 10). Additionally, Newmark avers that literal translation is the best
procedure in both semantic and communicative translation and asserts there is “no licence
to change words that have plain one-to-one translations just because you think they sound
better than the original, though there is nothing wrong with it” (1988, p. 36). Secondly,
there are parts of the Qur’anic text which can be categorised as either informative or
vocative text-types and, according to Newmark’s views, the appropriate way to render
such texts is through a communicative approach. That is to say, both translation
approaches can be used in rendering the Qur’anic text and choosing which approach
depends on the type of expression. As Newmark says: “There is no one communicative
nor one semantic method of translating a text ... A translation can be more, or less,
semantic — more, or less, communicative” (1981, p. 40), it is just “a matter of difference
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of emphasis” (ibid, p. 62). Thirdly, we should always take into consideration that any
translation of the Qur’an is not a Qur’an, and the renditions are merely a way for non-
Arabic speakers or readers to understand the meaning of the Qur’an. No one can or will
be able to produce an identical text to this Holy Scripture. Therefore, the translator’s
concern, i.e. translating the Qur’an, should always be to convey the exact meaning
whether through a semantic or communicative approach and try to compensate for any

loss that may occur in the translation process.

Translating a ST into a TL semantically or communicatively and compensating any loss
that might exist may involve different types of translation procedures. Newmark draws
attention to the fact that translation methods are related to whole texts while “translation
procedures are used for sentences and the smaller units of language” (1988, p. 81). The
translation procedures that he suggests are as follows (1981, p. 30-32/75-76; 1988, p. 81-
93):

Table 4.3: Newmark’s translation procedures.

A process that involves transferring a SL word to a TT.
Newmark points out that this is similar to Catford’s

1 Transcription o ) )
transference and it includes transliteration (cf. Catford,

(transfer, loan words,

‘ 1965, p. 43). A translator my resort to this procedure when
adoption)

the TL does not have a lexicalized correspondence, or for
stylistic and rhetorical reasons.

The SL word-orders are translated into their closest TL
equivalents, but the lexical words are rendered singly out
of context. It may include one-to-one correspondence (for
example, ‘the house’ for Jl), clause to clause, or
sentence to sentence as long as they have accurate TL
correspondents.

2 Literal translation

Involves ‘anglicising’ foreign names. “This procedure
succeeds transference and adapts the SL word first to the
normal pronunciation, then to the normal morphology
(word-forms) of the TL”.

3 Naturalisation

An approximate translation in which a SL cultural word is
. rendered by TL cultural word. Newmark notes that cultural
4 Cultural equivalent . . .
equivalents ‘are not accurate’, hence, ‘their translation uses
are limited’; “the main purpose of the procedure is to
support or supplement another translation procedure in a

couplet” (1988, p. 83).

The use of ‘a culture-neutral word’ in rendering cultural
words. According to Newmark, this “procedure occupies
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Functional equivalent

the middle, sometimes the universal, area between the SL
language or culture and the TL language or culture. If
practised one to one, it is an under-translation ... If
practised one to one, it may be an over-translation. For
cultural terms, it is often combined with transference”

(ibid.).

Descriptive equivalent

A SL word is neutralised or generalised by explanation.

Synonymy

The use of a close TL equivalent. This procedure,
according to Newmark, “is used for a SL word where there
is no clear one-to-one equivalent, and the word is not
important in the text, in particular for adjectives or adverbs
of quality (which in principle are 'outside’ the grammar and
less important than other components of a sentence)” (ibid,
p.84).

Through-translation

(loan translation)

“The literal translation of common collocations, names of
organizations, the components of compounds, and perhaps
phrases” (ibid.).

Transposition (shifts)

It involves “a change in the grammar from SL to TL” (ibid,
p. 85)

10

Modulation

This involves a variation in point of view (see Vinay and
Darbelnet’s translation procedures).

11

Recognised translation

According to Newmark, one should support the use of an
official or generally accepted translation of any
institutional term, unless he/she disagrees with that version.
If he/she does not agree with that version a footnote is
required (see Newmark, 1981, p. 76; Newmark, 1981, p.
89).

12

Translation label

This is an ‘approximate equivalent’ or ‘a provisional
translation’ of a new institution. Such translation “should
be made in inverted commas, which can later be discreetly
withdrawn” if the term becomes acceptable. It could be
done through literal translation” (see Newmark, 1981, p.
76; Newmark, 1988, p. 90).

13

Paraphrase

“An amplification or explanation of the meaning of a
segment of the text. It is used in an ‘anonymous’ text when
it is poorly written, or has important implications and
omissions” (Newmark, 1988, p. 90).

“These are rather imprecise translation procedures, which
you practise intuitively in some cases, ad hoc in others.

-131-




However, for each there is at least one shift which you may

14 Reduction and like to bear in mind, particularly in poorly written texts:

Expansion a- SL adjective of substance plus general noun, TL noun:
atteintes inflammatoires et infectieuses,
‘inflammations and infections’; science linguistique
(etc.), ‘linguistics’.

b- For expansion, a not uncommon shift, often neglected,
is SL adjective, English TL adverb plus past
participle, or present participle plus object: cheveux
egaux, ‘evenly cut hair’; belebend, ‘life-giving’”
(Newmark, 1988, p. 90).

15| Couplets and triplets | Combining two different procedures (couplets) or three
different procedures (triplets).

16 | Notes, additions, and | Additional information in a translation, whether within the
glosses text or at the end of the text, such as a footnote, endnote, or
glossary.

Choosing the optimal method of translating a text, according to Newmark, can be
extremely challenging but the most challenging part is translating metaphorical
expressions. By a ‘metaphorical expression’, Newmark means any figurative expression
(1988, p. 104). He sees a metaphor as a “figurative word used, which may be one-word,
or ‘extended’ over any stretch of language from a collocation to the whole text” (ibid, p.
105). In his attempt to provide translation procedures for a metaphor, Newmark proposes
a typology of metaphors#0. First, he divides metaphors into five types: dead, cliché, stock,
recent, and original (1981, p. 85), while later on he adds ‘adapted metaphor’ to his
typology to make six types of metaphors (1988, p. 106). In Newark’s perspective, the
type of metaphor and the type of texts they are found in (expressive, informative, or
vocative) have a great effect on how they can be translated. For instance, according to
Newmark, a cliché metaphor*! should be retained in a vocative text, but in an informative
text “where only facts or theories are sacred and, by agreement with the SL author, in

public notices, instructions, propaganda or publicity” it should be reduced to sense or

40 The focus of this study is not on the typology of metaphor as much as the strategies of translating
figurative expressions, namely, kindyah. Therefore, we will not discuss in detail Newmark’s typology.
It is worth noting that some may disagree with Newmark’s typology or his concept of metaphor in
respect of translation studies, such as Snell-Hornby (1988/1995), or Dickins, who provides a critique
and revision of Newmark’s metaphor typology while providing both his full and simplified models for
the textual analysis of metaphor in a translation context (2005; cf. Dickins, et al., 2017, pp. 194-210).

41 Newmark definition of cliché metaphors is “metaphors that have perhaps temporarily outlived their
usefulness, that are used as a substitute for clear thought, often emotively, but without corresponding to
the facts of the matter” (1988, p. 107).
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replaced “with a less tarnished metaphor” (ibid, p. 107). He also suggests that original

metaphors should be rendered literally in authoritative and expressive texts, whether they

are cultural, universal, or obscurely subjective and that is because Newmark believes

they: “(a) contain the core of an important writer's message, his personality, his comment

on life, and though they may have a more or a less cultural element, these have to be

transferred neat; (b) such metaphors are a source of enrichment for the target language”

(ibid, p. 112). However, in most informative texts, original metaphors “are open to a

variety of translation procedures, depending, usually, on whether the translator wants to

emphasise the sense or the image” (ibid, p. 113). In general, Newmark proposes a number

of procedures for translating metaphors:

1-

Reproducing the same figurative image in the TL, “provided it has comparable
frequency and currency in the appropriate TL register” (ibid, p. 108). For instance,
JaY) (e (aras (lit. glow of hope) could be reproduced in the TL as ‘ray of hope’
instead of ‘glimpse of hope’ or a literal translation. Another example is the Arabic
word 44 (lit. straw), which can be reproduced by using ‘thread” as in (4lall & JI ke

455, Aalas 43lia 53 3S jall / He is still in intensive care and his life is hanging by a thread)

Rendering the SL figurative image with another standard or established TL form,
particularly when there is no similar image to that of the SL or it is not acceptable
in the TL culture. For example, ‘selling coals to Newcastle’ for sad () 1 i puaiissS
(I3 =)l sf) (carrying dates to Hajr (or Khaibar)*? to sell).

Converting the SL metaphor into a TL simile.

Converting the SL metaphor into a TL simile and also adding the metaphor’s
sense®.

Maintaining the SL metaphor and adding its sense; the addition is usually made to
avoid any confusion or misinterpretation of the metaphor.

Converting the SL metaphor into sense. For instance, 35S 2l sa J< (lit. Every horse
has a stumble) as in gaiies A0 3 e Jla 13 35S 3l sa U< can be rendered as “we all

have off days sometimes, therefore, try again and you will succeed’.

42 In the old days, both Hajr (a place in the eastern province of Saudi Arabia) and Khaibar (a small town
in Madinah province) were well known for their great production of dates just as is al-Qaseem province
currently. Therefore, such an expression is said to indicate taking something to a place where there is
already plenty of it available.

43 What Newmark means by sense is “the literal meaning of the metaphor; the resemblance or the semantic
area overlapping object and image” (1988, p. 105).
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7- Deleting the metaphor including its sense, usually due to redundancy.

As to criticism, Munday argues ‘“Newmark has been criticized for his strong
prescriptivism” (2016, p. 74). Ghazala, on the other hand, disagrees with Newmark’s
traditional typology of metaphor and believes such a classification “is not very useful,
superficial and lacks in depth with regards to language analysis as much as translation”
(2012, p. 58). He also disagrees with Newmark’s opinion that metaphor “always involves
illusion; like a lie where you are pretending to be someone you are not, a metaphor is a
kind of deception, often used to conceal an intention” (Newmark P. , 1988, p. 104).
Ghazala states that “[w]e do not lie when we use metaphors; we make concepts and
thoughts clearer and sharper” (2012, p. 59). It should be noted that Ghazala’s comments
are made from a cognitive stylistic perspective. He exemplifies his view using the
expressions 4yl 3 23S 4uk 44 (a good word is like a good tree) and 4ins 5 i€ d3pa 4alS
(an evil/malicious word is like an evil/malicious tree) from [Q.14: 24-26]:

[T]he ‘good word’ (Aukll .18l is set in similitude to the ‘good tree’ (3l

4ubll) whose roots are firm, and branches in Heaven, and gives its fruits every

now and then by the will of its Lord. On the other hand, the ‘evil word” (4«

44uall) is resembled to the ‘evil tree” (iuall 3 aill) which is uprooted from the

earth and hasnobed ... ... This exquisite similitude has not only clarified the

concept of a ‘good word’, but extended it in an unprecedented way into a

multi-productive concept of a uniquely ‘good, fruitful, and heavenly tree’, a

completely different domain that has mapped, stretched, illustrated and

encapsulated the conceptual domain of the ‘good word’. The same argument
applies to the second similitude of ‘evil word’ and ‘evil tree’ (ibid.).

From a similar perspective to that of Ghazala, i.e. a cognitive-pragmatic perspective,
Maalej too criticises both Newmark’s typology of metaphor and his procedures for
metaphor translation. Maalej claims that Newmark’s typology is not useful in practice
because the boundaries between each type are often fuzzy. He describes Newmark’s list
of procedures as “a prescriptive recipe that offers very little in the sense of how any of
the proposed procedures is motivated or justified”. He adds that “the translation of
metaphor as a matter of procedures is not realistic” (2008, p. 62) and supports his claim
with Snell-Hornby’s statement that the translation of metaphor “cannot be decided by a
set of abstract rules, but must depend on the structure and function of a particular
metaphor within the text concerned” (1988/1995, p. 58). Regardless of such criticisms,
Munday posits that Newmark’s work, in general, provides significant insights into

translation (Munday, 2016, p. 74).
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4.2.5 Beekman and Callow’s notion of equivalence

Within the realm of TS, John Beekman and John Callow are mostly known for their
contribution to Bible translation, namely through their co-authored book, Translating the
Word of God (1974). It has been widely postulated that they are not only advocates of
Nida’s dynamic approach but their theory of Bible translation is based on the principles
of translation and foundations laid by Nida (see Smith, 2000; Weber, 2003; Doty, 2007;
Floor, 2007; Foley, 2009; Gutt, 2010; Kerr, 2011; Marlowe, 2012). However, Beekman
and Callow’s approach may differ slightly from that of Nida’s in that they ascribe the
success or quality of a translation to the naturalness of language used in the TT and to the
ease of its reader’s comprehension rather than to receptor’s response/effect. These two
aspects, i.e. ‘naturalness of language use’ and ‘ease of comprehension’, constitute what
Beekman and Callow refer to as a dynamically faithful translation (cf. Beekman &
Callow, 1974, pp. 40-41; Shuttleworth & Cowie, 1997, p. 48), which is an essential part
of their defintion of a faithful translation:

A translation which transfers the meaning and the dynamics of the original

text is to be regarded as a faithful translation. The expression transfers the

meaning, means that the translation conveys to the reader or hearer the

information that the original conveyed to its reader or hearer. The message is

not distorted or changed; it has neither unnecessarily gained nor lost

information. The expression, the dynamics, means that (1) the translation

makes a natural use of the linguistic structures of the RL [receptor language]

and that (2) the recipients of the translation understands the message with ease
(1974, pp. 33-34, author’s italics).

According to Beekman and Callow, the appropriate way to achieve such a faithful
translation is through adopting an idiomatic approach, which basically means relying
more on the TL ‘natural and grammatical forms’ to render the meaning/message of the
ST. Evidently, they do not provide a clear definition of ‘meaning/message’, but their
elucidation of the expression ‘transfers the meaning’ suggests it is ‘the information that
the ST conveys to its recipients’. The idiomatic approach is one of two basic translation
approaches that are based on the type of linguistic form used in a translation. The other
approach is the literal approach, which unlike the idiomatic approach adheres more to the
linguistic form of the ST. Within the framework of these two basic approaches, Beekman
and Callow suggest four types of translation, two of which are considered acceptable and

the other two unacceptable (1974, p. 21):
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Table 4.4: Beekman and Callow’s four types of translation.

Highly Literal Modified Literal Idiomatic Unduly Free

Unacceptable Acceptable Translations Unacceptable

The two unacceptable types of translation, highly literal and unduly free, stand polar
opposite ends of a translation continuum. Beekman and Callow explicate that a highly
literal translation reproduces the linguistic features of the SL with high consistency,
ignoring the obligatory grammatical rules of the TL, such as adhering too closely to the
word structure of the SL as in an interlinear translation. They argue this translation type
would sound awkward and give rise to either ambiguity, balderdash, or wrong sense.
Hence, it is an unacceptable type of translation for general use. They posit its usefulness
is possibly limited only to demonstrating the structure of the original text, but one has to
keep in mind that it “has the lowest communication value to those readers” who are not
familiar with the original language (ibid, p. 22). On the polar opposite end of the
continuum lies the other unacceptable type of translation, the unduly free, and though it
fully exploits the linguistic features and grammatical rules of the TL it is still
unacceptable. This is due to the distortion of content caused by the extraneous and
unnecessary information the TT contains that was not in the ST and which the ST did not
intend to convey or imply to its original recipients. Beekman and Callow assert that both
highly literal and unduly free translations “share the same unacceptable characteristic of

failing to communicate what the original communicated” (ibid, p. 23).

In between the highly literal and unduly free translations, on Beekman and Callow’s
translation continuum, are the modified literal and idiomatic translations, which they
consider acceptable translations. For Beekman and Callow, a modified literal translation
is more of a slight deviation from the form of the ST by making minor or partial changes,
possibly lexical or grammatical, to the TT that meets some of the compulsory
grammatical rules of the TL. These changes assist in avoiding any grammatical errors in
the structure of the TT. However, Beekman and Callow argue this type of translation does
not entirely convey the ST message to the TT reader. They believe it will still produce a
TT with some superfluous ambiguities and obscurities that may make it harder for some
addressees, such as the uneducated or those who have just gained the ability to read and

write, to fully comprehend the original message on due the following (ibid, pp. 23-24):

- The TT generally adheres more towards “the same grammatical forms as those

that are found” in the ST.
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- Numerous occurrences of a given word are rendered “consistently without
adequate regard to the context”.

- Numerous word collocations or combinations in the ST are ‘awkwardly retained’
inthe TT.

- Some parts of the ST message or information that are implicit and are built on the

SL linguistic features may be neglected or get lost in the TT.

Notwithstanding the professed shortcomings, Beekman and Callow deem this type of
translation acceptable, chiefly for those who are well-educated or willing to access further
reference works. For other addressees, they recommend an idiomatic translation, which
enables the meaning of the ST to be conveyed accurately and naturally to the recipients
by employing the natural lexical and grammatical forms of the TL. They accentuate that
certain expressions in the ST could be rendered in a number of ways into the TT “so as
to give the most accurate sense and the most natural word combination in each context”
(ibid, p. 25). They suggest that this type of translation does not only enable the
exploitability of the ‘discourse and stylistic features’ of the TL in a natural way, minimise
‘ambiguity and obscurity’, but most of all it produces a text for everyone, including the
uneducated, to comprehend the ‘essentials of the message’ that of the ST (ibid.).
Therefore, Beekman and Callow strongly recommend the idiomatic approach to be used
in translations that are aimed for general use. In general, they believe this method achieves
the goal of translation, especially in translating the word of God:

[T]he goal should be a translation that is so rich in vocabulary, so idiomatic

in phrase, so correct in construction, so smooth in flow of thought, so clear in

meaning, and so elegant in style, that it does not appear to be a translation at

all, and yet, at the same time, faithfully transmits the message of the original
(ibid, p. 32).

So, from Beeckman and Callow’s discussions, one can deduce that the modified literal
approach may render the same meaning as the ST, but it may not convey it as clearly and
idiomatically as the ST does. By contrast, the idiomatic approach is the method that is

able to achieve accuracy, clarity, and idiomaticness, the key features of fidelity.

With respect to fidelity in scriptural translation, Beekman and Callow state that it involves
both fidelity to the meaning and to the dynamics of the ST. The latter relies on exploiting

the linguistic features of the TL to deliver a natural rendition and ease of understanding
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similar to that of the ST, as pointed out earlier. The former relies heavily on exegesis**
and includes fidelity to historical and didactic references. Any ST information, such as
objects, places, persons, animals, customs, and suchlike, related to historical references
should not be substituted by local TL equivalents, because, according to Beekman and
Callow, the “Christian faith is firmly rooted in history” (ibid, p. 35). Additionally, any
scriptural information that has a didactic function should also be preserved. However,
Beekman and Callow indicate that sometimes it is not that simple: “[o[ften a translator
realises that an attempt to be faithful both to the historical and to the didactic function of
a cultural referent will inevitably lose some of the dynamics of the original illustration.
He will find himself in a dilemma” (ibid, p. 36). Therefore, they claim that cultural
substitutions or adjustments to the ST cultural items are permissible only if they cause
ambiguity or obscurity and hinder communicating the didactic information to the TL
addressee. In their discussion on ‘Lexical equivalence across languages — when things or
events are unknown to the RL [receptor language]’ (ibid, pp. 191-211), Beekman and
Callow suggest that a cultural substitution should be a last resort. Footnotes or slightly
modifying the substituted expression can be used together with substitution to
compensate for any loss of fidelity to meaning. The first two options in approaching
lexical equivalence, aside from cultural substitution, are the use of a generic word and the
use of loan words. Both approaches may very much involve some addition of descriptive
modification to provide specific meanings absent from either the generic word or the loan
word. Beekman and Callow stress that the translator should bear in mind that “didactic
fidelity takes precedence over fidelity to the historical nature of the imagery” and

remember that “fidelity to meaning takes precedence over dynamic fidelity” (ibid, p. 37).

In so far as expressions with multiple senses, and specifically figurative expressions, are
concerned, Beekman and Callow have devoted almost four chapters to discussing some
of their translation issues. They provide a general guideline which suggests that rendering

a figurative expression may involve one of the following (ibid, p. 104):

1- The sense of the figurative expression can be rendered straightforwardly.
2- The original figurative expression can be maintained along with a direct rendition

of its sense.

44 In so far as the Qur’an is concerned, the decoding of the meaning of the Qur’an is principally through
itself and the Hadith. However, authoritative exegeses are also an essential tool to completely
comprehend its meaning and are part and parcel of the translation task (see the section 3.8 on Translation
and Understanding the Qur’an’s Genre in chapter three).
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3- The original figurative expression can be replaced by a TL figurative expression

that has the same meaning.

The figurative expressions that Beekman and Callow deal with are metonymy,
synecdoche, hyperbole, euphemism, idiom, metaphor, simile, and symbolic action. Two
of the four chapters that discuss the translation of figurative expression are dedicated to
metaphor and simile, which is not a surprise, since the two figures of speech are tight-
knit even in Arabic. Hyperbole, euphemism, and symbolic actions are discussed
separately as if they were independent figures of speech, though Beekman and Callow do
state that hyperbole is metonymy or synecdoche and that euphemism is generally based
on metonymy and occasionally on metaphor (ibid, p. 118/119). What is remarkable,
however, is that it seems as if hyperbole has a specific function of its own, which is to
produce ‘vivid effect’:

The ‘exaggeration’ [hyperbole] is deliberately used for effect, and is not to be

understood as if it were a literal description ... hyperbole is often based on

the group of part-whole relations, but in reverse order, i.e. the whole is used

for the part ... ... This* is why, of course there is liable to be confusion

between hyperbole and synecdoche, as both are based on the same

relationship. It is difficult to make any rigid distinction; all one can say is that

when there is an element of ‘overstatement’ for vivid effect, the figure is
hyperbole (ibid, p. 118).

In Arabic, hyperbole and euphemism are simply aspects of kinayah, as pointed out earlier
in this study, and not so often euphemism in particular may be an aspect of ’isti ‘arah
(Arabic metaphor). Based on Beekman and Callow’s definition, English and Arabic may
share similar concepts about euphemism: “[euphemism is] the substitution of an
acceptable, inoffensive expression for one that is socially unacceptable, offensive, or
which my suggest something unpleasant” (ibid, p. 119). Yet, they are not entirely the
same with respect to their use in the Bible and the Qur’an. Beekman and Callow state that
euphemistic expressions, in the New Testament, “are mostly used to refer to God, death,
the Gentiles, and sex” (ibid.). The use of euphemism for death or anything related to sex
is impeccable logic and very common in the Qur’an, but it seems quite bizarre to use
euphemism for God or any person who is not Jewish. Beekman and Callow do, however,
mention that numerous languages do not use euphemistic expressions for God or the
Gentiles as in the Bible. Still, we believe it is outrageous, especially in Islam, to think that

mentioning God (Allah) or one His names is unacceptable, offensive, or unpleasant and

45 This comment is stated in a footnote.
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needs to be euphemised. Also, there is completely nothing offensive or unpleasant about
people who are not Jewish; therefore, they do not need to be euphemised too. In the
Qur’an, God is referred to by either His name or one of His qualities, known in Arabic as
el ) clavl and in English as ‘The ninety-nine attributes/most beautiful names of
Allah’. What is mystifying is that the examples of euphemistic expressions used for God
provided by Beekman and Callow do not seem euphemistic rather than attributes of God,
for example, ‘Blessed’ and ‘most High’:
John 19:11 where Jesus tells Pilate that he would have no power over him

‘except it were given thee from above,” where ‘from above’ is euphemistic
for God (ibid, p. 20).

In translation, it is important to have good knowledge of the cultures of both languages
in order to recognise what should be expressed euphemistically and what should not be
in the TL. Some languages may share similar expressions and some might not, but if they
share similar expressions that does mean they have the same meanings. For instance,
according to Beekman and Callow’s illustration, adultery is not euphemised in the New

Testament and is referred to directly, whereas, in other languages, such as Chinantec and

Trique of Mexico, Zouque of Mexico40, or Tagabili of Philippines47, it is referred to as
‘to talk to another women or to another man’, ‘to deceive her husband or his wife’, or
‘stepping on his or her partner’ respectively (ibid, p. 105). In Arabic, adultery may be
referred to in different ways, such as b or 44al8, Beekman and Callow also demonstrate
the following:

The opposite process, i.e. of rendering a euphemistic statement with one that

is not euphemistic, is often necessary. For example, the euphemism in Acts

1:25; ‘he went to his own place’, needs to made specific in most translations
or it is understood to mean he went to his home or farm” (ibid.).

Some gestures and symbolic actions are also similar to other figures of speech because
their primary or literal senses are not the intended sense but, rather, a figurative sense is
intended. In translating these gestures, Beekman and Callow suggest that one should pay
attention to the fact that some of these actions may represent a historical reference; hence,

one should denote the actual form of the gesture (ibid, p. 121).

In some cases, however, this could be tricky. Sometimes referring to the actual form or

action may misinform the TT recipient. As a matter of fact, some cultures may share the

46 Chinantec, Trique, and Zoque are languages used by particular people in specific regions of Mexico.

47 Tagabili or Tboli is a language spoken in southern Philippines.
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same significant gesture but not the same meaning or function associated with it. For
instance, ‘sitting in sackcloth and ashes’ in [Luke 10:13] is considered a token of
penitence, while among the Cuicateco speakers in Mexico ‘sitting in ashes’ is a token of
laziness (ibid, p. 122). Another example is ‘reviled him, wagging their heads’ in [ Mathew
27:39] where shaking the head is a token of hate or derision and insult, or even mockery
as in [Psalm 22:7], but amongst Ch'ol speakers in Mexico it indicates a firm ‘no’, the
shaking is from side to side, and a sign of ‘joy’ if it is up and down (ibid.). In Arabic,
wagging the head from side to side would probably be a sign of ‘no’, ‘disapproval’, or

‘sympathy’ depending on the context.

On this account, a literal rendition of the form of the symbolic gesture may convey a
whole different meaning than that of the original. Adding the intended meaning to the
literal rendition is probably not an ideal solution as well, and perhaps will bewilder the
TT reader even more due to what Beekman and Callow call ‘a semantic clash’ (ibid.). To
exemplify, let us take for instance gxa¥l/adl sae (biting one’s hand/finger). In the Qur’an,
such an expression is used to express rage or remorse, whereas amongst most English
cultures it is more of a sign of anxiety or emotional stress. That is to say, the symbolic
action in the TL culture has a different meaning than that in the SL culture. In Beekman
and Callow’s view, a literal rendition would not convey the intended meaning, i.e. rage
or remorse, because the recipient would understand it as a sign of anxiety or emotional
stress rather than remorse or rage. Also adding the intended meaning to the literal
translation, as in ‘he bit his hand in remorse’, would not erase the sense of anxiety or
emotional stress. It would probably confuse the TL recipient even more, since the
association between biting one’s hand/finger and anxiety or emotional stress are already

firmly established in the TL culture.

Beekman and Callow suggest two ways to solve such an issue. One way requires the
translator “to drop specific reference to the symbolic action” and use instead a generic
term that covers the action, such as ‘he showed’, ‘he did that which showed’, or ‘he
expressed’. Simultaneously, one can keep explicit the intended meaning of the action
(ibid.). For example, ‘he showed that he was remorseful’ instead of ‘he bit his hand in
remorse’; the same could be said for ‘wagging/shaking the head’ in the biblical verses
[Mathew 27:39] and [Psalm 22:7]: ‘reviled him, expressing their derision’ and ‘they
express their mockery’ respectively. According to Beekman and Callow, using such a
generic expression “still leaves it possible for teachers and preachers to explain the
different customs prevailing elsewhere without introducing a semantic clash into the
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translation itself” (ibid.). An alternative solution is to render the symbolic gesture literally
and clarify in a footnote that this gesture is used in the SL culture to refer to such-and-

such.

On the other hand, if the gesture does not have a symbolic significance in the TL culture
or has not been heard of before, then the form of the action should be rendered literally.
It is more than likely the TT recipient will comprehend the intended meaning from the
context, because there is no other established meaning for this action in the TL culture to
get confused with. Nonetheless, if a translator thinks that the intended meaning is yet not
clear then she/he should add the intended meaning after the literal translation or clarify it

in a footnote.

As to metaphor and simile, Beekman and Callow have also paid a great deal of attention
to their translation issues. They believe that at times literal translations of metaphors and
similes found in the Scriptures have a propensity to be misunderstood in the recipient
language version. According to Beekman and Callow, this misunderstanding could be for
various reasons. For instance, the TL culture is unfamiliar with the ‘vehicle’ (which
Beekman and Callow refer to as the ‘image’), or has a specific meaning/several meanings
different from the one in the SL culture. Also, the implicitness of the ‘tenor’ or ‘subject’
(which Beekman and Callow refer to as the ‘topic’) can cause a misunderstanding.
Specifically, Beekman and Callow presuppose that any misunderstanding that may come
up can be related to following (ibid, p. 137-141):

1- “The image [vehicle] may be unknown”.

2- “The topic is implicit”.

3- “The point of similarity [also known as ‘grounds’] is implicit”.

4- “The items compared have no plausible resemblance in the RL”.

5- “The metaphorical meaning is excluded in the RL”.
6- “New metaphors are no longer being formed in the RL”.

Beekman and Callow, therefore, recommend that a translator should avoid a literal
translation whenever he/she realises that it communicates wrong, obscure, or ambiguous
meanings. One way to figure this out is by carefully asking the TT recipients. Once this
failure of communication has been confirmed, then the translator can ascertain whether
the problem derives from the parts of the figure of speech, i.e. the subject, the vehicle, the

grounds, or something else related to the TL and try to solve it.

Beekman and Callow maintain that the status of metaphor and simile being dead, alive, a

thematic image, and symbol have a great impact on their translation. For instance, they
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believe that there is no point in retaining the ‘image’ in the TL if a metaphor is dead,
because it is of no value, hence, it can be left out and the translator can only express
explicitly the ‘subject’ and ‘point of similarity’. On the other hand, if at all possible, the
‘image’ should be maintained whenever the metaphor is alive or is considered to be a
thematic image or symbol (ibid, p. 144). Beekman and Callow state that in some cases it
is permissible to modify the literary form of a metaphor or make “explicit some part of
the implicit information” carried by the figurative expression to convey the exact message
(ibid.). They also propose the following guideline, taking into consideration that the first

three factors are sequential:

1- Maintaining the metaphorical form in the TL.
2- Transforming the metaphor into a simile.
3- Employing a nonfigurative form.

4- Combining any two forms of the above.

On the whole, we believe Beekman and Callow’s translation approach is reasonable
compared to that of Nida, especially the way they deal with holy figurative expressions,
namely symbolic gestures. Unlike Nida, they call attention to the TT recipient’s
understanding of ST message with ease, rather than their response. In addition, they
provide some guidelines or procedures that seem useful in translating such expressions.
One may criticise Beekman and Callow’s work as being limited only to Bible translation,
i.e. they do not try to generalise their approach, as Zahri assumes (1990, p. 59). However,
Larson’s (1998) work is believed to be an expansion of Beekman and Callow’s approach

to cover non-biblical literature as well (cf. Gutt, 1990).

4.2.6 Mildred Lason’s concept of equivalence

The works of Beekman and Callow as well as Nida had a profound influence on Larson,
especially the former (see Larson, 1998, p. x). Her book (1998) ‘Meaning-Based
Translation: A Guide to Cross-Language Equivalence’, closely resembles Beekman and
Callow’s (1974) ‘Translating the Word of God’, except that it covers other literature
translation besides Bible translation. As a matter of fact, Beekman and Callow and Larson
have much in common, in that they both believe the meaning or message of the ST should
be rendered in an idiomatic manner by exploiting the linguistic features and grammatical
rules of the TL. However, Larson, unlike Beekman and Callow, refers to the facet of
‘recipient’s response’ while explaining what is meant by the ‘dynamics’ of the ST in her

idiomatic approach:
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The underlying premise upon which this book is based is that the best
translation is the one which (1) uses the normal language forms or the receptor
language, (2) communicates, as much as possible, to the receptor language
speakers the same meaning that was understood by the speakers of the source
language, and (3) maintains the dynamics of the original source language text.
Maintaining the ‘dynamics’ of the original source text means that the
translation is presented in such a way that it will, hopefully, evoke the same
response as the source text attempted to evoke (1998, p. 6; cf. p. 36).

From the title of Larson’s book, it is self-evident that she is not an advocate of any sort
of literal translation. She suggests there are two main kinds of translation: form-based and
meaning based translation. The former is also known as literal translation and it strives to
follow the form of the SL. The latter, on the other hand, strives to convey the meaning or
message of the SL using the natural forms of the TL and is known as idiomatic translation
(ibid, p. 17). Literal translations, according to Larson, “often change the meaning, or at
least result in a form which is unnatural in the second language” (ibid, p. 10). Therefore,
she states that as far as translation is concerned, meaning should always have precedence
over form: “It is meaning which is to be carried over from the source language to the
receptor language, not the linguistic forms” (ibid, bold as in original). Larson believes
this can be achieved only by adopting an idiomatic approach. That is because
implementing an idiomatic translation allows the translator to exploit the natural forms
of the TL, not only in grammatical constructions but also in the choice of lexical items

(ibid, p. 18).

Larson puts forward a translational continuum consisting of seven types of translation,
ranging from very literal, to literal, to modified literal, to inconsistent mixture, to near-

idiomatic, to idiomatic, to unduly free.

Table 4.5: Larson’s seven types of translation.

very literal modified | inconsistent near- . unduly
literal literal mixture idiomatic free
Translator’s
goal

There is something rather curious about Larson’s translational continuum, and to be
precise, it is her listing of ‘very literal’. Although she places this type of translation on
her continuum, she does not define it or at least clarify the difference between it and literal
translation. Even if we would like to think that what she means by ‘very literal’ is an
interlinear translation we cannot because she states that “interlinear translation is a

completely literal translation” (ibid, p. 17). So, what precisely is a ‘very literal’
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translation? We believe it remains elusive. The same could be said regarding Larson’s
‘inconsistent mixture’ and ‘near-idiomatic’ translations. Larson claims it is not that easy
to constantly translate idiomatically and even if a translator would like to do so, he/she is
bound to go back and render some parts literally (ibid, p. 19), which means that the
outcome is a mixture of idiomatic and literal translations. If that is the case, then what is
a ‘near-idiomatic’ translation? We presume that it is a translation which is not entirely
idiomatic, in other words, a mixture of literal and idiomatic translations. Therefore, it

seems as if both ‘inconsistent mixture’ and ‘near-idiomatic’ translations are alike.

The rest of the translations on Larson’s continuum, however, are clarified and it looks as
if most of them are very much the same as those of Beekman and Callow. For example,
Larson’s ‘literal’ translation is similar to Beekman and Callow’s ‘highly literal’. Also,
her ‘modified literal’, ‘idiomatic’, and ‘unduly free’ translations are similar to Beekman
and Callow’s ‘modified literal, ‘idiomatic’, and ‘unduly free’ translations respectively.
There is, however, a difference between Larson and Beekman and Callow in terms of
what is an acceptable or unacceptable translation. Larson clearly proclaims that an
idiomatic translation should be the translator’s only goal. She also overtly states that
unduly free translation is unacceptable and, by implication, the rest of the translation types
are too unacceptable. Beekman and Callow, on the other hand, assert that highly literal
and unduly free translations are unacceptable while modified literal and idiomatic

translations are acceptable.

It is worth noting that though Larson refers to the facet of ‘recipient’s response’ in her
definition of ‘dynamics’, she does not prefer the pursuit of such a response at the expense
of conveying the same meaning as that of the ST. This can be deduced from her comments

on unduly free translations:

Unduly free translations are not considered acceptable translations for most
purposes. Translations are unduly free if they add extraneous information not
in the source text, if they change the meaning of the source language, or if
they distort the facts of the historical and cultural setting of the source
language text. Sometimes unduly free translations are made for purposes of
humor or to bring about a special response from the receptor language
speakers. However, they are not acceptable as normal translations. The
emphasis is on the reaction of those reading or hearing it and the meaning is
not necessarily the same as that of the source language (ibid, p. 19, italics are
mine).
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Besides types of translations, Larson suggests that there are three kinds of meanings that
are of great interest to translation. The first type is called ‘referential” meaning, and this
can be defined as the sense of a word or phrase that “refers to a certain thing, event,
attribution, or relation which a person can perceive or imagine” (ibid, p. 41). The second
type is ‘organizational’ meaning, which refers to the organisation of the referential
meaning into a semantic structure, putting “referential information together into a
coherent text”. According to Larson, organizational meaning is “signaled by deictics,
repetition, groupings, and by many other features in the grammatical structure of the text”
(ibid, pp. 41-42). The third type of meaning is called ‘situational’ meaning, which Larson
believes is essential to the comprehension of any text. It refers to the situation
encompassing the production of the message. Thus, it is related to the relationship
between the author and the recipient, their age, sex, social status, and cultural
backgrounds, when and where the communication takes place, and “the presuppositions
that each brings to the communication” (ibid, p. 42). All three types of meaning can
contain or communicate either explicit or implicit information, that is, information or
meaning which is “overtly stated by lexical items and grammatical forms” or information
which “is not stated in an explicit form in the text” but it is “part of the total
communication intended or assumed by the writer” respectively (ibid, pp. 43-44).
Therefore, a translator should always take into consideration that, in some cases, he/she
needs to make such implicit information explicit in the TT, because leaving it implicit
would produce an unintelligible text. Whether this is the case all depends on the
information and concepts shared between the SL/SC and TL/TC, such as language
structure, common experience, culture, and suchlike. Thus, when two languages do not
have anything in common, then it is more than likely the translator is required to render

implicit information that is in the ST explicitly to make the TT intelligible.

Larson’s views are broadly similar to those of Beekman and Callow. For instance, in her
discussion of finding lexical equivalents for concepts that are unknown in the TL culture,

Larson suggests three basic ways to provide an equivalent expression (ibid, p. 179):

1- The use of a generic word with a descriptive phrase.
2- The use of a loan word with a descriptive phrase.

3- Cultural substitution.

She also agrees with Beekman and Callow that cultural substitution should only be used

as a last option, i.e. when neither a generic word nor a loan word is possible as a
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translation equivalent. Larson also stresses that one should be fairly cautious when
translating documents that are of a historical nature. That is to say, historical facts should
not be distorted, and as Larson maintains, the use of cultural substitution with historical
documents could be ‘anachronistic’, in other words, “something is introduced which did
not even exist at the time or in the place referred to in the” ST (ibid, p. 188). The
employment of cultural substitution is more likely acceptable with documents that are of
a didactic nature. That said, Larson notes that when a document contains both historical
and didactic references one should be consistent in how to choose a lexical equivalent:

If there is a historical part of the document which refers to fig trees, and so

they are going to be introduced by a descriptive phrase of some kind [instead

of cultural substitution to avoid distorting historical facts], then the same may

as well be used in the didactic portion of the same document. There should

be concordance of lexical equivalents (for the same sense of a word)
throughout the document (ibid, p. 189, author’s italics).

In respect of translating expressions that are of a figurative nature, i.e. metonymy,
synecdoche, hyperbole, euphemism, idiom, metaphor, simile, or a symbolic action,
Larson shares the views of Beekman and Callow. She even uses the same definitions and
frequently refers the reader to the works of Beekman and Callow. For instance, Larson’s
defines euphemism as “the substitution of one word for another or one expression for
another ... euphemism is used to avoid an offensive expression, or one that is socially
unacceptable, or one that is unpleasant” (ibid, p. 126; cf. Beekman & Callow, 1974, p.
119). Larson does, however, indicate that euphemism is also used to substitute certain
words for the ‘supernatural’ and illustrates that Jews avoid the mention of the name of
‘God’ using the word ‘heaven’. She also points out that the phrase ‘senior citizen’ is used
euphemistically for the elderly in the United States. On the other hand, we believe the
words ‘God’ or ‘old people’ are certainly not among the unpleasant, offensive, taboo, or
socially unacceptable expressions to be euphemised. Therefore, in our opinion, using the
word ‘heaven’ for ‘God’ or the phrase ‘senior citizen’ for the elderly could be out of
respect, but by no means is it a euphemism. Nonetheless, Larson proposes three general

ways in which figurative expressions are to be translated (ibid, p. 124):

1- The sense of the expression could be rendered directly. In other words, the
intended meaning is rendered plainly in a non-figurative sense.
2- The original figurative expression can be maintained along with a direct rendition

of its sense. According to Larson, this is a better procedure “if there seems to be
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a component of emotions or impact which might otherwise be lost, as in poetry”
(ibid, p. 124).
3- The original figurative expression can be replaced by a TL figurative expression
that has the same meaning.
With regards to translating metaphors and similes, Larson suggests that finding out
whether the metaphor (or simile) is ‘live’ or ‘dead’ is the first step to providing an
adequate translation. She believes that if the metaphor is ‘dead’ (as in an idiom) “then the
image [the thing that is being compared with] does not need to be kept, but the meaning
can be translated directly, i.e. nonfiguratively” (ibid, pp. 177-18). We, on the other hand,
would probably disagree and believe that if the TL has an equivalent ‘dead’ figurative
expression, then why not use it instead of translating the meaning directly. As for ‘live’
metaphors, Larson puts forward the following guidelines:
1- “The metaphor may be kept if the receptor language permits (that is, if it
sounds natural and is understood correctly be the readers);
2- A metaphor can be translated as a simile (adding /ike or as);
3- A metaphor of the receptor language which has the same meaning may
be substituted;
4- The metaphor may be kept and the meaning explained (that is, the topic
and/or point of similarity may be added); and

5- The meaning of the metaphor may be translated without keeping the
metaphorical imagery” (ibid, p. 179; italics as in original)

As we described before, in general, Larson’s views are similar to those of Beekman and
Callow, if not the same. There are, however, certain aspects of Larson’s work that may
distinguish the two works from each other. The first is that Larson frequently highlights,
in most of her discussions, the element of culture and its significance for translation and
communication. There are several expressions in one language which may seem to have
equivalents in another language while in fact they do not, because they have different
connotations due to different cultural backgrounds (ibid, p. 149). Larson indicates, “When
a source language text is from a culture very different from the culture in which the
receptor language is spoken, it is often difficult to translate in such a way that the results
will communicate the same message” (ibid, p. 36). Consequently, translators should
always take into consideration they are not only dealing with two languages but also with
two cultures. Larson’s argues that:
All meaning is culturally conditioned. And the response to a given text is also

culturally conditioned. Each society will interpret a message in terms of its
own culture. The receptor audience will decode the translation in terms of its
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own culture and experience, not in terms of the culture and experience of the
author and audience of the original document. The translator then must help
the receptor audience understand the content and intent of the source
document by translating with both cultures in mind (ibid, p. 470).

The second aspect which Larson highlights is the significance of form and function*®
while searching for lexical equivalents when concepts are unknown in the receptor
culture. According to Larson, a translator should first understand clearly the ST word or
phrase and its use in the context. To do so he/she should provide answers to the following
questions:
1- “What are the most important meaning components of the word or phrase
being translated?”
2- “What is the original author trying to communicate in that particular
context?”

3- Is the author more concerned with the form or function of the thing or
event?

The answers to these questions provide a clear insight into the word or phrase and its use
in the context, which will also assist in the method of using a generic word as a basis for
constructing an adequate equivalent, as discussed earlier. According to Larson, there are
four possibilities in relation to form and function. The first is when a ‘thing’ or ‘event’ in
one language and culture has the same form and function in another language. For
instance, ‘ear’ has the same function, which is ‘hearing’, in all languages and cultures
(ibid, p. 181). In this case, there is no difficulty in finding an equivalent word for ‘ear’.
The second possibility is when the form could be the same but the function is different.
For example, the word ‘bread’. Larson illustrates this as follows:

“Bread may be found in two cultures and a word for bread in both. However,

in one culture it may be the main food, the staple that is eaten at every meal,

whereas, in another culture it may be a special treat and served only as dessert

or as a food for parties. The form is the same but the function is different. In

a context like the Lord’s Prayer ‘Give us this our daily bread’, the word bread

with the function of ‘party food’” would not be appropriate. It would be better

to translate with the more generic word food to avoid a wrong significance”
(ibid, emphasis as in original).

48 Larson believes that comprehending the correspondence of form and function is of crucial importance
in finding accurate lexical equivalents. What is meant by ‘form’ is ‘the physical aspects of a particular
thing or event’, not the linguist form, and what is meant by function is “the significance of the thing or
event, that is, the reason for it or its purpose, or in some cases, the usage of the thing” (1998, pp. 180-
181).
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The third possibility is when the same form of a thing or event does not occur but the
function does. For instance, ‘bread’ and ‘manioc/cassava*”’. They both have the same
function in both cultures but with different forms. The fourth possibility is that a word for
a thing or event in one language and culture may not have an equivalence of form or
function in another language and culture. The sacrifice of a sheep or camel in Eid al-
Adha, for example, does not exist in other cultures, and, as Larson claims the animal sheep
does not occur in the tropical forests of the Amazon. In such a situation, the appropriate
method in translation, according to Larson, is to “use a descriptive phrase for both the
form and function” (ibid, p. 182). As a consequence, the use of a generic word (and its

modification) as an equivalent lexical item may involve one the following (ibid, p. 183):

1- The form is made explicit.

2- The function is made explicit.

3- Both the form and function are made explicit.

4- Modification with a comparison to some ‘thing’ or ‘event’ that does exist

or is known in the TL.

The third distinctive aspect of Larson’s work is that she provides useful steps to take
before commencing a translation project. Before taking on any translation work, Larson
stresses that answers should be provided to the following questions: What is to be
translated? For whom? By whom? With what resources? She discusses these steps under
what she refers to as ‘the four T’s’, the text, the target, the team, and the tools (see Larson,
1998, chapters 5 & 35). What is meant when talking about ‘text’ is that the translator
should determine the “reasons for choosing the text and the potential for its use” (ibid, p.
51) by the TL recipient. Knowing who the translation is for and whether or not it is going
to be used in a school, office, mosque, or at home is also essential. Larson states
“[q]uestions of dialect, educational level, age level, and bilingualism affect the form of
the receptor language which will be chosen for the translation” (ibid, p. 510). ‘Team’
refers to the persons that are going to be involved in the translation project. Even if the
work is going to be translated by one person who is competent in both the SL and TL and
their cultures, Larson suggests that others should be available for evaluation and

consultation (ibid, p. 52). The tools include the written materials needed for references in

49 According to Larson, the staff of life for many language groups of the tropical forest area in South
America is ‘manioc’.
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studying the ST and culture, such as exegetical literature, in addition to dictionaries,

lexicons, cultural descriptions, and suchlike of both the SL and TL (ibid, p. 52/517).

The fourth distinctive aspect is that Larson provides certain steps related to the translation
process, which include preparation, analysis, transfer, initial draft, reworking the initial
draft, testing the translation, polishing the translation, and preparing the manuscript for
the publisher (see Larson, 1998, chapters 36 & 37). What is notable in Larson’s
discussions is that she reiterates the importance of the ST, not only in the analysis process
but in the whole translation procedure. It is crucial that the ST is placed under rigorous
scrutiny in order to recognise the exact meanings of the key words or figurative
expressions which will enable choosing the appropriate lexical equivalents in the TL.
Evidently, in this step, the consultation of dictionaries, lexicons, encyclopaedias, and, in
the case of Qur’anic texts, authoritative exegetical literature is often required (cf. ibid, p.
521). Larson underlines the following:
The analysis of the source text will include resolving ambiguity, identifying
implicit information, studying key words, interpreting figurative senses,
recognizing when words are being used in a secondary sense, when
grammatical structures are being used in a secondary function, etc. ... ... The
translator carefully studies the source language text and, using all the
available tools, determines the content of the source language message, the

related communication situation matters, and all other factors which will need
to be understood in order to produce an equivalent translation (ibid, p. 53).

The ST is also relevant in the testing or evaluation process, and as it happens, it is a
process which is among the aspects that distinguishes Larson’s work from that of
Beekman and Callow, particularly Larson’s testing techniques. Her evaluation is based
on a threefold purpose: accuracy, clearness, and naturalness (see ibid, pp 529-547). That
is, the translation should (1) communicate the same meaning as the ST, (2) be
comprehensible to the TT recipients, (3) and have natural form and vocabulary that is
easy to read and does not sound foreign. For accuracy, Larson urges translators to
compare their translations with the ST constantly “to be sure no additions, deletions, or
change of information have crept in” (ibid, p. 54). Translators should also aim for clarity.
According to Larson, a translation may be accurate but not clear enough to communicate
to the TT recipient. Furthermore, translators should check whether the expressions and
grammatical forms used in the translation are idiomatic and typically used in the TL or
not. That is because, as Larson explains, a translation could be accurate and clear, possibly

even comprehensible, yet not easy to read and possibly not sound right or as natural as
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the ST was for its recipients (ibid, p. 531). Larson suggests a number of evaluation
techniques: comparison with the ST, back-translation, comprehension checks, naturalness
and readability testing, and consistency checks (see ibid, pp. 533-546). Of most interest
to this study are probably the comparison with the ST, back-translation, and consistency

checks. A brief overview of Larson’s testing techniques is as follows:

Comparison with the ST: Comparing the translation with the ST is done to make sure
that the exact message is conveyed, and to ensure that no information is added, omitted,

or is different from the original.

Back-translation into the SL: According to Ivir (1981), back-translation is “a check on
the semantic context” (cited in Shuttleworth and Cowie (1997, p. 15), “which can be used
to reveal instances of formal correspondence” (ibid). However, Larson points out that
back-translation helps the translator and whoever is reviewing the translation, such as a
consultant, to make a careful comparison with the ST, in search of differences in meaning.
Back-translation is a useful tool for those who do not speak the SL in order to comprehend
“what is being communicated by the translation”, but one has to keep in mind that “back-

translation focuses on meaning rather than naturalness” (Larson, 1998, p. 536).

Comprehension checks: According to Larson, performing a sufficient comprehension
test is “the key to good translation” (ibid, p. 537). The aim of this test to ensure whether
the TT recipients understand the translation as they should in a clear and natural form, or
not. It can be conducted by the translator him/herself or by someone else as long as the
person is well aware of the translation principles and the goals of an idiomatic translation
and most of all avoids subjectivity. The test is done by asking a set of questions to the TL
recipients provided that they are fluent speakers (for more details and the type of

questions see ibid. pp. 537-542).

Naturalness and readability testing: It is always useful to have fresh pairs of eyes to
look at the translation. The aim of this test is twofold, as suggested by the terms
‘naturalness’ and ‘readability’. First, the test ensures that the form employed in the
translation is natural and the style is appropriate. Accuracy can also be checked at this
point too. Second, the test makes sure that the translation can be read and understood
easily. Whoever is doing the naturalness test should have sufficient knowledge or training
about translation principles, in addition to a certain amount of skill in writing in the TL.

As for the readability test, it can be done by the translator or by someone else, though it
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is more useful if it is done “with persons who will be the users of the translation” (ibid,

p. 545; for more details see pp. 542-545).

Consistency checks: One of the objectives of consistency checks is to ensure that the
lexical equivalents used for certain expressions or key terms are the same elsewhere in
the text, when they refer to the same meaning. Larson states:

“If the meaning is the same and there is nothing in the context to indicate that

a different term should be used, the translator will want to use the same term

in each occurrence. A check should be made of such terms to be sure that the

same term is indeed used or that there is a special reason for using a different
term in a certain context” (ibid, p. 546).

4.2.7 Mona Baker’s notion of equivalence

[T]he term equivalence is adopted in this book for the sake of convenience —
because most translators are used to it rather than because it has any
theoretical status (Baker, 2018, p. 5, author’s italics).

The first impression that might come to one’s mind while reading this statement in the
introduction of Baker’s book (2018), In Other words, is that she may not consider the
notion of equivalence that significant, or as Mannaa (2011) puts it, she is ‘rather
dismissive’ of this notion. Panou (2013), on the other hand, believes that Baker adopts a
neutral approach in her argument over equivalence. The truth is probably quite the
opposite, and apart from the fact that Baker discusses several types or levels of
equivalence (equivalence at word level, equivalence above word level, grammatical
equivalence, textual equivalence, pragmatic equivalence, and semiotic equivalence), she
acknowledges the significance of equivalence in TS and asserts the following:

The notion of equivalence is important because it is used in defining

translation itself. This also makes it problematic because it is circular —

translation is defined in terms of equivalence and equivalence is at the same

time used for assessing and describing actual translation acts ... ... Given

that the notion of equivalence has been so central in translation studies (it is

both used to define translation itself and is taken as a given in attempts to

elaborate other theoretical notions), it is somewhat worrying to find it
discredited in so much of the recent literature on translation (2004).

Baker discusses translation problems that may come up due to lack of equivalence at each
level and suggests several translation procedures to overcome these problems, but for the
purpose of this study we will only throw light on her views concerning equivalence at
word level. A ‘word’, according to Baker, is the smallest unit or “any sequence of letters

with an orthographic space on either side” that has an individual meaning (2018, p. 10).
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In a bottom-up approach to translation, Baker implies that a translator probably focuses
first on seeking equivalence at word level. That is to say, during the translation process
or analysing the ST, translators are likely to look first at individual words in search for
their equivalents in the TL. At this stage, translators may experience some difficulties
where some SL expressions do not have direct equivalents in the TL. Baker outlines the
most common types of non-equivalence (see 2018, pp. 19-24) and suggests some

translation procedures, which she refers to as ‘strategies’, to overcome such difficulties.

Table 4.6: Some of Baker’s common types of non-equivalence.

A SL word that expresses a concept which is unknown to the TL
culture. Baker explains that the concept of the English word ‘speaker’
(of the House of Commons), for instance, is unfamiliar to many
languages, such as Russian, Chinese and Arabic. It is frequently
translated into Russian as ‘chairman’, but “does not reflect the role
of the speaker of the House of Commons as an independent person
who maintains authority and order in Parliament” (ibid, p. 19).
Another example is the Arabic word a3, which refers to a person
who is unmarriable due to either kinship relations, such as a nephew
and aunt, or relatives on the maternal side, such as a husband and
mother-in-law.

Culture-specific
concepts

A SL word that expresses a concept which is known to the TL culture,
but has no equivalent TL word. For example, the word ‘standard’
“meaning ‘ordinary, not extra’, as in standard range of products”
conveys a concept which is easily understood, but there is no
equivalent word for it in Arabic (ibid, p.20). Another example is the
Arabic word 35<a, which refers to a fellow wife of a polygamous
marriage, but has no equivalent word in English.

The SL concept is
not lexicalized in
the TL

A SL word that expresses a more set of meanings, sometimes, than a
whole sentence. For instance, the Arabic word s regarding women,

The SL word is
semantically
complex

which refers to a specific period of time during which a divorcee or
widow is not allowed to remarry. Another example is the word 4&se,
which refers to the parents’ sacrifice of a sheep/camel when they are
blessed with a newborn child.

The SL and TL

make different

distinctions in
meaning

The TL “may make more or fewer distinctions in meaning than the”
SL. “What one language regards as an important distinction in
meaning another language may not perceive as relevant” (ibid, p. 20).
For instance, Arabic makes a distinction between the sister of one’s
father (432) and the sister of one’s mother (3) or the brother of one’s
father (3&) and the brother of one’s mother (J), whereas English
uses only ‘aunt” and “uncle’. On the other hand, English makes more
distinctions when referring to temperature degrees than Arabic. For
example, the words ‘cold’ and ‘cool’ are typically described in
Arabic through only one word 2 4.

The TL lacks a
superordinate

A TL may have a word of more specific meaning but no general or
superordinate word to head the semantic field (ibid, p. 21). Compared
to English ‘uncle’ Arabic lacks a superordinate, requiring the
English-Arabic translator to choose either Js or a=.
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The TL lacks a
specific term

(hyponym)

A TL may have general words but do not have specific ones. For
instance, the words -aiall, ezl ikl ¢Lisll which refer to specific
times during the day (related to prayer times), have no equivalents in
English. Also, the words @b, «k), and 3,5 that refer to specific
growth phases of dates have no equivalents in English and they are
referred to as only ‘dates’.

It is worth noting that more than one type of non-equivalence may occur in one single

word. For instance, the concept of 4% is cultural-specific, and not lexicalized in the TL,

and the word itself is semantically complex. The following are common translation

procedures that Baker believes are used by professional translators, which are not far from

the ones proposed by Newmark, Beekman and Callow, or Larson (for more details see

ibid, pp. 25-46). They are:

1- Translation by a more general word (superordinate).
2- Translation by a more neutral/less expressive word.
3- Translation by cultural substitution.

4- Translation using a loan word or loan word plus explanation.
5- Translation by paraphrase using a related word.

6- Translation by paraphrase using unrelated words.

7- Translation by omission.

8- Translation by illustration.
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Chapter five: ST Analysis

5.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to examine the Qur’anic kindyah expressions before
investigating their translations in the following chapter. This examination will hopefully
provide us with the necessity information in perceiving the intended meaning of each
kindyah used in the Qur’an and their purposes. It is worth mentioning that the kinayah
expressions extracted from the Qur’an are pursuant to al-Jurjani’s definition of kinayah*
presented earlier in this study. There are two main reasons for choosing al-Jurjant’s
definition. Firstly, modern rhetoricians agree that al-Jurjani laid the grounds of Arabic
rhetoric, which is not a surprise since he was the first rhetorician to present a clear
comprehensive rhetorical definition of kinayah. Secondly, some prominent rhetoricians
following al-Jurjani, such as al-Qazwini, believe that kinayah can carry both meanings,
the literal and figurative sense. That is to say, the literal meaning of the kinayah is true,
and the implicit figurative meaning, which is the intended meaning, is also true. This is
sometimes the case, but as we stated before there are examples where the literal meaning
of the kinayah could never be true, specifically with attributes related to God.
Nonetheless, in order to understand the meaning and purpose of use (function) for each
kinayah, we have to look at the kinayah and its surrounding context, i.e. the meaning of
the whole ayah and not the kinayah on its own. Therefore, we will resort to authoritative
Arabic and English dictionaries (including Qur’anic dictionaries) and Qur’anic exegeses,
especially those exegeses that approach the Qur'anic text from a linguistic and rhetorical
perspective. Furthermore, whenever the same kinayah expression is used in a different
‘ayah (Qur’anic verse), we will point out these @yahs and examine them to see whether
they differ from each other or not in terms of meaning and purpose of use. Bear in mind
the arrangements of the chosen kinayah extracts in this chapter and the following chapter,
i.e. chapter six, are not based on a specific categorisation. The only recognised
categorisation of kindayah are those which are proposed by as-Sakkaki and al-Qazwini
(see 2.4.1). However, in an attempt to cover all types of kinayah, and to present the layout

of the ST and TT analysis in a comprehensible manner, we have tried as possible as we

S0 “Kinayah is the process in which the text producer seeks to substantiate a specific meaning without
mentioning it directly through its known (original/conventional) word in the language. Instead, he opts
for a meaning (word) that is ‘associated’ and adjacent to it in order to allude to and attest the meaning
intended. For example, ‘He is long of sword-scabbard’ to indicate that he is tall in stature, ‘[having] a lot
of cooking-pot ashes’ meaning very generous, and ‘forenoon sleeper’ to indicate a person who is self-
indulgent living in great luxury and being served” (al-Jurjani, 1995, p. 66; my translation).
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can to place kinayah expressions that have similar intended meanings or functions close

to each other5!.

Kinayah 1 and 2

Kinayah 1: (6233 (& ¢3) in [Q. 4:1], [Q. 6: 98], [Q. 7:189], and [Q. 39:6]

Kindyah 2: (bl35\G8) in [Q. 7:189]

1 VS Ladle E5 16a 35 Lo G185 Baaly (adl 0 KBS (31 2835 ‘)ﬂ-“ SOy |1

c—t.uuj‘ 5y g (pa 1 @JM\({L\.\S‘)?&&: u\SﬂUJ\ L‘J\'{‘BJ\J‘}A‘-‘U)&'L‘“ Lﬁ'ﬂ‘ 4).)\ \)SJU ;Luuj
[Q 4.1]
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[Q. 39:6] s 55 <6
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The word o« occurs in the Qur’an in different @yahs and with various meanings (cf.
Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, pp. 954-955). Linguistically, one of its general and
conventional senses are: “a soul, a living soul, or person” (Penrice, 1991, p. 149; cf. Ibn
Mandhoor, 1980, pp. 4500-4501; Lane, 1968, pp. 2827-2828 ). However, on its own, i.e.
out of context, the word u«&i or even the phrase 8al5 ssi (one soul/person) may not refer
to a certain thing/person, while in [Q. 4:1], [Q. 6: 98], [Q. 7:189], and [Q. 39:6] it refers
to Adam. Apart from pretty much all exegeses stating that the phrase sl (4 means
‘Adam’32, one can deduce this just by reading the ‘ayah(s). That is to say, the surrounding
context, such as the o &5 or o eSLuu\ (created/produced you from) will lead the ST

recipient to comprehend the intended meaning of 33al s (i in these ayahs as Adam.

51 For example, kinayahs 5 and 6 refer to miserliness and generosity, kinayahs 9, 11, 12, refer to remorse
and sorrow, kinayahs 13-28 (apart from kinayahs 19, 25, and 23) refer to sexual intercourse and have
the same function, kinayahs 29-34 refer to contempt or arrogance, and suchlike. That said, there are
some ayahs that include kinayahs with different referents and functions as in [Q. 7:189] (see kinayah 1
and 2).

52 It is worth noting that some online dictionaries prove to be helpful and identify the intended meaning of
the words and phrases in the Qur’an directly, especially given that some of them rely on authoritative

exegeses. For example, almaany.com gives the meaning (i.e. referent) of U« in U (» as ‘Adam’
(Available at: http://www.almaany.com/quran/4/1/</#.VTZ9mOIwbIU)
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Moreover, the exegetical literature infers that the purpose of use for the phrase saaly (s
as an expression for Adam is admonition, or to more precise, a warning and reminder of
Allah’s greatness and ability. For instance, the general understanding of [Q. 4:1] is that
Allah is urging us to remember what He is capable of. Though people may not look alike,
all humanity are created from one soul, one person that is Adam, even Eve herself. To put
it another way, Allah has created Adam and then from Adam He created Adam’s wife
(Eve), and from them He then produced the rest of humankind. Therefore, human beings
should respect one another as they all descend from the same person, Adam, and keep in
mind that since God has the power to create the human race from one soul they should
always fear His punishment and try not to disobey Him. The other three a@yahs are quite
similar in terms of God reminding humankind of His capability, powers, and creation of

humankind from only one soul (Adam).

The last and fourth ‘@yah, i.e. [Q. 7:189], contains also the kindyah expression (x5, which
linguistically means ‘to cover’, or ‘to come upon’ (Ibn Mandhur, 1980, pp. 3261-3262;
Penrice, 1991, p. 2261). Mu jam Alfad al-Qur’an al-Karim [A dictionary of Qur’anic
expressions] (1989, p. 815), and all exegetes indicate that what is meant by <5 in this
context is sexual intercourse. Similarly to the previous kindyah (s3s)5 &), taking 55
out of context may not lead to its intended meaning, and the same may apply to most of
the kinayah expressions except for those which are lexicalised, such as kil Anyhow,
the reader can reach the sense of having sexual intercourse through the context, that is,
through the phrases &) SRdl and &l Sla &l The purpose, however, of using 35 as
a kinayah for sexual intercourse is euphemism (Rida, 1947; as-Sabini, 1981; TantawT,
1992; abu Hayyan, 1993; al-AlsT, 1994; ath-Thacalabi, 1997; az-Zamakhshart , 1998a;
al-Qurtubi, 2006). It goes without saying, one can never find any taboo words or terms
that are culturally or socially unaccepted in the Qur’an. Any such words are replaced by

kindyah expressions (cf. Al-Barakati, 2013)

Kinayah 3 and 4

Kinayah 3: (s 3 )5k a3 ol ) in [Q. 2:24]
Kindyah 4: (331588) in [Q. 2:24]

umua(msum\wqwes‘;u@_u\ﬁq\)mwww\)ﬁﬁum‘;;ufmu)saeusu\,)
b‘)}u24 234.\‘(&){)915.“&_}.39‘ b)\&l\}wu\uj‘,ﬁ)@n)u‘ \}MU‘MJJ‘JM?Squ
[Q. 2:23-24] 5 &
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In order to appreciate the two kindyah expressions, it is essential to understand both ayahs
[Q. 2:23-24]. According to exegetical literature, the two ayahs were revealed because the
unbelievers in Madinah claimed the Qur’an is Muhammad’s words and not Allah’s,
similarly to what the unbelievers of Makkah claimed. In [Q. 2:23], Allah is addressing
those who do not believe the Qur’an is His words and claim that it is the words of the
Prophet Mohammad. Therefore, Allah is challenging those unbelievers, polytheists, and
whoever doubts the Qur’an is not His words to come up with a sirah similar to the one
in the Qur’an. Allah asks them to seek help from their idols (statues) that they worship to
come up with a similar sizrah. Challenges of this kind can also be found in different sirahs
of the Qur’an, namely in [Q. 10:38], [Q. 11:13], [Q. 17:88] and [Q. 52:33]. Needless to
say, the Qur’an is regarded as one of the signs of Allah’s inimitability and miraculousness;
therefore, no one whatsoever can produce such sirahs. In [Q. 2:24], Allah continues to
dare and excite these disbelievers, and says: ‘if you would not produce/come up with a
comparable sirah [in terms of merit, excellence, and eloquence,] and you will never
produce/come up with a comparable siirah, then fear the fire prepared for the unbelievers
[on Judgment Day]| whose fuel is people and stones’. In other words, since you are not
able to produce a similar sizrah and have, therefore, lost the challenge then leave aside
the pertinacity and wilfulness of making false accusations, i.e. claiming that the Qur’an

is not Allah’s words; otherwise you will face the consequences on Judgment Day.

As far as the kindyah expressions is concerned, they are | sl ()13 | sfais ?5 ol (lit. if you do
not and you will never do) and 50 1 &\ (lit. fear the fire). The exegetes explain that both
expression are used figuratively for the purpose of brevity (al-Sabiini, 1981; Tantawr,
1992; abti Hayyan, 1993; al-Alust, 1994; az-Zamakhshari, 1998a; al-Baydawi, 1998; cf.
Badawi, 2005, p. 174). To be specific, the verb ‘to do’ (the deed/act), in the former
kindyah, is used in lieu of the performance itself, which is ‘coming up with a comparable
sirah. So, rather than repeating the act, as in ‘if you do not come up with a similar siirah
and you will never come up with a comparable sirah’, the expression ! shads o 1l el al
will suffice. This process, if we recall Al-Jurjani’s definition of kindyah, is to substantiate

the activity of ‘coming up/producing a similar sizrah’ without stating it directly. Instead,

the act (verb) of doing, which leads to the activity, is used to allude and attest to the
activity itself, especially given that the activity is part of the doing, and therefore they are

associated and adjacent to each other.

The same applies to the other kindyah expression, 58 |58, Rather than saying ‘[Obey
Allah and] refrain from your pertinacity and wilfulness regarding the false accusations
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that the Qur’an is not from Allah’, the phrase 5 1581 will suffice. It is believed that such
pertinacity and wilfulness is a deed that leads to the fire of Hell on Judgment Day, and
evidently anyone who would obey Allah will refrain from such acts. In his exegesis, az-
ZamakhsharT (1998a), explicates that fearing the fire of Judgement Day is associated
with obeying Allah and evidently refraining from such pertinacity and wilfulness.
Therefore, it is safe to say that 580158 is used in order to substantiate, allude to, and attest
the intended meaning, which is ‘(obeying Allah by) refraining from pertinacity and
wilfulness regarding the false accusations that the Qur’an is not from Allah’. In addition
to the purpose of brevity, exegetes argue there is a rhetorical image through picturing and
relating the gravity of such gross pertinacity and wilfulness with the fire of Hell on

Judgement Day.

Kinayah 5 and 6

Kinayah 5: & & in [Q. 5:64] and [Q. 17:29]

Kinayah 6: &) b in [Q. 5:64] and [Q. 17:29]

“pl ik G ok slda 315 051506 Ly 1shals gl e Aglha d b 2 ey

o ol elimiallp sginall g viall %155 v oy e G O G e 15 Gl |
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[Q. 5:64] 52l 5 5 5 64

o) Y15 5 5m 29 Al € 1) sl Ui e 32358 bkl 4 gl Y 5 iz Y A e @1 (259 5) | 2
[Q. 17:29]

According to the Qur’anic exegeses, [Q. 5:64] was revealed when some of the noblemen
of Judaism and their followers (during the era of the Prophet Muhammad) accused Allah
of miserliness. Most of the Jews, at that time, were blessed with wealth and prosperity,
and later that blessing began to vanish after disobeying Allah and denying excessively
the prophecy of the Prophet Muhammad. Accordingly, they said in a mocking way that
Muhammad’s God has deprived them of wealth, blessing, and prosperity and insolently
accused Allah of being miserly. Allah then says ! SE Gy 15y PO Sk as a prayer or
supplication against the Jews who insolently accused Him of miserliness. There are two
interpretations regarding what is meant by ee—m‘ &E | The first interpretation is that it is a
prayer, supplication, or curse against the Jews to be miserly in their lifetime. The other
version is that those who insolently accused Allah will indeed be presented on Judgment

Day with their hands shackled/tied up.
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The clause #Li <& (388 ik slia 35 O refutes the previous insolent accusations and
informs us, through the expression (il s 813, that to the contrary of what has been said,
He (Allah) is extremely generous and bountiful. Naturally, the meaning of the word ‘sl
(His hands) is not Allah’s physical organ, since it is beyond our imagination to depict
God’s physical image (cf. Ridha, 1947; Al-Tha’alabi, 1997); therefore, it is used
figuratively with (b sida (laid out/spread out) to indicate the sense of generosity. In
addition, the phrase ¢ & (3i (He graces/blesses as He wishes) should help in deducing
the intended meaning of the figurative expression. There are, however, several
interpretations for the duality of ¢tk siia, According to Qur’anic exegeses, such as the
ones produced by ath-Tha¢alabi (1997) and abu Hayyan (1993), one of the interpretations
is that it refers to Allah’s blessing and graces in this life and the hereafter. Another version
is that it refers to both patent and latent blessings and graces of Allah. A third version is
suggests that is dual and not singular because Allah’s blessings and graces are
uncountable (at-Tabar, 2001). Moreover, az-ZamakhsharT (1998a) argues that sl in
ks y2a 1% is dual while 2 J& in 4 sfha 40 % s singular is to refute the insolent accusations
made by the Jews against Allah. He adds that repudiating such accusations is more
eloquent and attests to Allah’s utmost degree of generosity and disproof of miserliness.
Az-Zamakhshar1 ’s view might be more accurate since one of the purposes of using

kindyah is to achieve eloquence and hyperbole.

The expressions of &) J& and 2 Jaws in the other ‘ayah, [Q. 17:29] are also the same in
terms of meaning, i.e. miserliness and generosity. This ‘@yah urges thriftiness. That is, it
interdicts niggardliness and urges generosity but not to the extent of profligacy. This sense
can be deduced from context of the @yah, such as &&& ) (to your neck) and Ll &
(spread it all/lay it all out). That is to say, when your hand is tied it prevents you from
moving it freely, let alone when it is tied to your neck. Therefore, as we mentioned earlier,
just as the shackling of a hand represents miserliness, the shackling to the neck represents
excessive miserliness. On the other hand, since the laying out or spreading of the hand
represents generosity, then obviously laying it out completely represents profligacy.
However, both peculiarities, i.e. miserliness and profligacy, are generally unaccepted.
Therefore, whoever is miserly or profligate will be left blameworthy or destitute
respectively as Allah says: 15535 sla aaid (then [you] become blamed and denuded

[insolvent]).

From a linguistic perspective, & sz derives from the verb J¢, which means ‘to shackle/to

tie up’, whereas ik siia or Wbl derives from the verb hiw, which means ‘to spread
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out/lay out (Lane E. W., 1968; Wehr, 1976; ibn Manziir, 1980; Penrice, 1991; Farid,
2006). When the words J& or 2w collocate with 2 they indicate the meaning of
‘niggardliness’ or ‘to give generously’ respectively (ibid.; Rida, 1947; ar-Raz1, 1981; as-
Sabini, 1981; Tantawi, 1992; al-Aliis1, 1994; az-Zamakhshari, 1998a; al-Baydawt 1998).
That is because the nature of being generous or miserly is to do with giving or not giving;
and normally the physical act of giving is associated with hands. Through this association,
in addition to other words in the context, the addressee can comprehend this figurative
expression. Therefore, we can notice that all Qur’anic exegeses agree that Je
(shackling of a hand) and ki: (spreading/laying it out) are figurative expressions for
miserliness and generosity respectively. It is worth mentioning that a quite similar
association between hands and miserliness or generosity exists in English. For example,
the idiomatic expressions ‘tight-fisted’ represents miserliness and ‘open-handed’

represents generosity.

Kinayah 7 and 8

Kindyah 7: &) b in [Q. 5:11] and [Q. 5:28]
Kinayah 8: ovll) by in [Q. 60:2]

15515 i i) 8 sl 5 ol o 58 0 3 e s 28,00 o g | 1
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[Q. 60:2] isiadll b su

We have just shed light upon the phrase 2! s and pointed out that it is a kinayah
expression for generosity in [Q. 17: 29] and [Q. 5:64]. However, this does not indicate
that the expression 2! Jaws or its derivatives are always a kinayah for generosity. So, apart
from its literal sense (to spread/lay out the hand), at times it may refer to another kinayah,
which is ‘to assault’ as in [Q. 5:11]. This interpretation, however, depends mainly on the
Qur’anic exegetical literature and on the surrounding context of the expression. That is to
say, the addressee could comprehend whether the meaning of 1)l is literal, generosity,
or assault, through its surrounding context. Of course, the exegetical literature will clear

up any ambiguity.

For example, in and the words E&YSEY (to kill me/to kill you) in [Q. 5:28] and ¢ 32
(with evil) in [Q. 60:2] should lead the addressee to understand that the intention of
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spreading out the hand is to make some sort of assault. Another way to realise that Jaw
3 is a kinayah for ‘some sort of an assault’ and not ‘generosity’ is through the
prepositional phrase ‘! + pronoun’, such as ¢l (towards me) or &I (towards you).
Therefore, whenever the expression ! aws is collocated with such prepositional phrases
then it is a kinayah for an assault as in [Q. 5:11], [Q. 5:28], and [Q. 60:2]. Speaking of
collocation, the word ‘b~ and the aforesaid prepositional phrases also collocate with the
word gl (the tongue) to form a kinayah for insult or verbal assault as in [Q. 60:2] (see
the exegesis on [Q. 5:11] by ar-Razi, 1981; Tantawi, 1992; abu Hayyan, 1993; al-Aliis,
1994; az-Zamakhshar1 , 1998a). In order to identify the exact type of assault or insult, if
not mentioned in the ‘d@yah, one must turn to the Qur’anic exegesis. For example, the
exegetes point out that the type of attempted assault in [Q. 5:11] was intended to
kill/assassinate (Rida, 1947; ar-Razi , 1981; Tantawi, 1992; abti Hayyan, 1993; al-AlisT,
1994; ath-Thacalab1 1997; az-Zamakhshari , 1998a; ibn Kathir, 2000; Aa-Tabar1, 2001;
ath-Thaclab1, 2002). Tantaw1 (1992) and al-Aliist (1994) add the attempt ‘to destroy’ too.
Based on this, the interpretation of sl &) Tk o g3 2 3 will be ‘when people
intended/planned to kill/assassinate [and destroy] you). Furthermore, almost all exegetes
agree that the type of evil assault and insult in [Q. 60:2] is ‘to kill’ and ‘to swear and
blaspheme’. As-Sabuni (1981) adds to the physical assault ‘to beat’ also ‘to kill’, whereas
abii Hayyan (1993) adds ‘to torture’. Ar-Razi (1981), on the other hand, only mentions
‘to beat’. In view of this, the interpretation of ¢ 3l e«—mlb e@—'ﬂ-" R i3k will be ‘they

will [beat you] kill you and swear at you [verbally insult you]’.

Kinayah 9 and 10

Kinayah 9: 3 (=& in [Q. 25:27]

Kinayah 10: S5 (28 in [Q. 3:119]

30 3331 0 il o 3 OBl I3l g S0 TG 0155 43y o D Gismd 23353 | 1
[Q. 25:27-28] (Bl 355 <28-27 4 S

A194¢. .. a8y 15 5h 5Ll e Sl AGIS ) guad 1508 1305 Gl 118 8 810305 ) | 2
[Q.3:119] ) see JI5 5

In general, ayah [Q. 25: 27] indicates whoever abandons the path of Islam will, on
Judgment Day, be filled with remorse. The majority of exegetes believe that the
wrongdoer (AWl)) in this ayah refers to ‘Ugbah bin abi Mucit (a man from same tribe that
the Prophet Muhammad belonged to, which is Quraysh). It is said that after c<Ugbah

announced his embracement to Islam, his best and closest friend (J4) (most reports say
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it was "Ubay bin Khalaf and others say it was 'Umayyah bin Khalaf) became infuriated.
Thus, cUgbah apostatised in order to please his best friend; not only this, but he also he
went and insulted the Prophet. Both cUgbah and his friend were later killed, in the battles
of Badr and Uhud respectively. The exegeses goes on to say that this wrongdoer will, on
Judgement Day, face his consequences and wish that he had never followed his friend’s
wishes, by deserting and turning down the Prophet Muhammad. It is worth noting that
some exegetes believe that s refers to any wrongdoer, in general, and that Ji5 refers to
Satan. That is to say, any person who fulfils the desire of Satan and deserts the path of the
Prophet Muhammad will eventually regret their actions on Judgement Day (see ath-
Tharalabi, 1997; az-Zamakhshari , 1998a: ibn Kathir, 2000; al-Qurtubi, 2006). As regards
to [Q. 3:119], it demonstrates one of the characters that belong to hypocrites who pretend
to be sympathetic, friendly, and followers in the presence of Muslims, while in fact they
are merely concealing their true feelings, which are full of bemoaning and rage in every

respect.

The depiction of remorse in [Q. 25:27] and rage in [Q. 3:119], according to the majority
of exegetes and lexicons?, is demonstrated through the kinayah expressions x (ac
(biting one’s own hand) and J«Y! e (biting one’s own fingertips) respectively. Tantawi
(1992), abii Hayyan (1993), and az-ZamakhsharT (1998a)>*, claim the gestural expression
of wl) (e is not only a kinayah for remorse/regret, but it can be used as a kinayah for
anger/rage as well, or for both remorse and rage together, just like biting one’s own
fingertips, falling onto one’s hand (2 & b saull), and gnashing one’s own teeth (o~d) g _8).
They also add that these kinayah expressions are used for eloquence reasons. Whether
biting one’s own hands/fingertips or gnashing one’s own teeth, all of these are considered
a reality-based physiognomy or mien of a remorseful person or who is full of rage.
Sometimes when people recognise that they have done something wrong or feel fury they
unintentionally bite either their hand, fingertips, or lower lip. In other words, such
psychological body gestures do exist in real life. To tell whether the kinayah is for
remorse, rage, or both one needs to consider the context. For instance, the particle of

desire < & ‘T wish that I’ or ‘would that I’ (Penrice, 1991, p. 135; cf. Lane, 1968, p.

53 For exegetes, see the explanation of 435 e Aall 4 in [Q. 25:27] and JeSV1 &lle Vslze in [Q. 3:119]
by as-Sabiini (1981), ibn “Ashiir (1984), Tantaw1 (1992), abii Hayyan (1993), al-Aliist (1994), al-Baydaw1
(1998), az-ZamakhsharT (1998a), ibn Kathir (2000), ash-Shanqitt ([2005] 1426 H.), and ash-Shawkani
(2007). For lexicons, see Lane (1968, p. 2000, p. 2069; Mujammac al-Lughati al-*Arabiyah (1989, p.
770), Mustafa, et al. (2004, p. 607), Badawi & Abdel Haleem (2008, p. 627), and ‘Umar (2008, p. 1512).

54 Rida (1947) and ar-Razi (1981) claim the same in their explanation of [Q. 3:119].
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2683) in [Q. 25:27] would suggest a deep feeling of being sorry or guilt for wrong doing,
and the prepositional phrase L&l G ‘out of/in rage’ following Jei¥) e in [Q. 3:119]

would imply a sense of rage.

Kinayah 11

Kinayah 11: 48 &) in [Q. 18:42]

Al & TG O e 508 Lo T4 e s e Gal e e 4 Gl siali o ) sl
[Q. 18:42] <agSV 5 5us 42 4 1321 35

One of the four stories reported in sizrat al-Kahf is about two men — a poor man and a rich
man. Allah has granted and blessed the rich man with both prosperity and beautiful and
fruitful gardens. Unfortunately, this rich man became extremely engrossed in his wealth
and completely forgot that this wealth was a gift and blessing from God. So, the poor man
told him to thank God, but the rich man became ostentatious, self-conceited, and
overweening and claimed that his prosperity would never perish. Moreover, not only did
he have doubts about Judgment Day but he also claimed if that day were to come he
would find even better wealth. The next day, the rich man realised his two gardens had
been completely destroyed due to his ungratefulness to God. So, he began bewailing and
felt remorseful over what he had spent on his gardens and wished he had not associated

others with God in worship.

All exegetes agree that the emotion of bewailing and especially remorse in this ‘ayah is
conveyed through the expression of «:8 (& (lit. turning the palms [of his hand] inside
out). However, some note it is a kinayah for contrition and remorse> (see ar-Razi , 1981;
as-Sabuni, 1981; al-Alust, 1994; Tantawi, 1992; az-Zamakhshari , 1998a), some for
remorse only (see abli Hayyan, 1993; al-Baydawi, 1998, ash-Shawkani, 2007), and
others, such as ibn °Ashir (1984), see it as a kinayah for contrition alone. This
differentiation is probably marginal and insignificant, since contrition, remorse, sorrow,
repentance, and regret are near-synonyms. After all, let us not forget that some words in
one language could convey more senses or less than their putative equivalents in another
language (cf. Baker equivalence at word level). What is significant and interesting, and
may be relevant to the translation analysis in the next chapter, is the differentiation
between some exegetes on how they depict the movement of the hand itself. Abu Hayyan

(1993) provides a comprehensive commentary. Apart from twisting the palms [of the

55 Some rhetoricians too like al-Hayani, (2014, p. 142) and as-Sabiuni (2009, p. 193).
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hand] inside out repeatedly, he points out that some suggest that (x5Sl ulii js either placing
or clapping the palm of one hand on the back of the other and vice versa. Al-Alusi does,
however, affirm that regardless of how the gesture is physically performed, ¢Sl s

remains a kindyah expression for contrition and remorse.

As far as linguists or rhetoricians are concerned, they too indicate that this phrase
represents grief, sorrow, repentance, or penitence (see Lane, 1968; Mujammac al-Lughati
al-°Arabiyah, 1989; Penrice, 1991; ‘Umar, 2008; az-Zamakhshart , 1998b [Part 1]; as-
Sabiini, 2009; al-Hayani, 2014). Lane even points out that it is like other expressions that
represent repentance or grief, such as a3 L)ELJ\, similar to what most of the exegetes
have highlighted:

4 Ll matals | means ohd 1k 488 iy maals [And he began to turn his

hands upside-down, or to do so repeatedly,] in grief, or regret: ... or he

became in the state, or condition, of repenting, or grieving: for (&l L& js

an action of him who is repenting, or grieving; ... and therefore

metonymically [sic] denotes repentance, or grief, like <&l f=e and 4 da ikl
2 (1968, p. 2553).

Kinayah 12

Kindyah 12: a5 & B in [Q. 7:149]

A (nmal) s G RT W g5 5 a5 0ol 1508 1 slm 38 2831 151005 gl (B ik L1 5)
[Q. 7:149] Gl e Y15 ) 5 <149

The people of Prophet Miisa (Moses) decided to make a statue of a calf out of their trinkets
to worship during the time Moses was away in the mountain (believed to be Mount Sinai)
talking to God. When Moses returned from the mountain his people realised they had
committed a huge mistake and that they had gone astray. Therefore, they felt deep
remorse for their wrongdoing. The feeling of remorse is conveyed through the kinayah
expression 2l L&) As we have previously highlighted, several exegetes, rhetoricians,
and lexicons point out that this kindyah is similar to ) (e, JebY) e and GaS) s
That is, they are all kina@yah expressions for regret and remorse. The difference between
‘all Sk 521’ and the aforementioned expressions is that this is only a spoken expression

which cannot be performed physically like the rest.

Literally, the meaning of l L &4 is “fall into the hand’. At-Tabari (2001) explains
that 43 -4 kin 3 and hiul are eloquent and that the Arabs used to say them to whoever is

in a state of regret or helpless to do anything. He states that the expression comes from
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i) (surrender). JwdinY) is when one man hits another or brings him down to the
ground, captures him, and ties him up. The person who has been thrown down becomes
in the hands of his thrower. Hence, every person who is incapable of doing anything or is
struggling because of his inability is described as a person remorseful for his neglect. Az-
ZamakhsharT (1998a) adds another interpretation and reveals that whoever is in a state
of contrition or remorse usually bites his hand in anguish, which originally means that the
mouth or bite fell into the hand, but the subject ‘hand’ or ‘mouth’ is omitted (also stated
in al-Aliisi, 1994 and ibn Manziir, 1980, pp. 2038-2039). He expounds that Ll 5
22 demonstrates the intense contrition and remorse of the people of Moses for
worshiping the calf. In addition, az-Zajjaj notes that aeul & ki means the emotion of
remorse fell in their hearts and soul, but because a person’s fate is a usually a consequence
of their own doing, in other words, by their own hands, this is expressed through fell into
their hands’ (stated in az-Zamakhshart , 1998; ar-Razi , 1981; ibn Manzur, 1980, pp.
2038-2039). Regardless of how the expression originated, what is for sure is that it is
culture-specific, and more importantly exegetes and rhetoricians agree that it is an
expression for contrition and remorse. Some exegetes, such as Rida (1947), as-Sabiini
(1981), abu Hayyan (1993), al-Alast (1994), az-Zamakhshart (1998a), al-Baydawi
(1998), even say it is a kinayah for intense contrition and remorse. Various lexicons, such
as Lisan al-‘Arab (ibn Manzur, 1980), al-MuSamu al-Wasit (Mustafa, et al., 2004),
MuSam al-Lughati al-‘Arabiyati al-Mu‘asirah (“Umar, 2008), MuSam al-fad al-Qur’an
al-Karim (Mujammarc al-Lughati al-°Arabiyah, 1989), 4 Dictionary and Glossary of the
Kor-an (Penrice, 1991), and Dictionary of the Holy Qur’an (Farid, 2006), also agree with

the rhetoricians and exegetes.

However, speaking of culture-specific features, Lane provides a comprehensive comment
on a8 ki in which he remarkably believes that this phrase was unknown to the Arabs

before the revelation of the Qur’an:

o3 & hails, and o b L, but the former is more common, and better ... [lit.
There was a falling, and there was a making to fall, upon his hand, i.e., of his
hand upon his hand, or of his teeth upon his hand, by reason of repentance,
and grief, or regret; meaning] he repented, of what he had done; and grieved
for, or regretted, an act of inadvertence; or, and became confounded, or
perplexed, and unable to see his right course: or both signify, or signify also,
or the former signifies also, he slipped; fell into an error, or a fault,
committed a mistake. Hence the saying in the Kur [vii. 148], e«—m‘ & bl W5
And when they repented. or struck their hands upon their hands, by reason of
repentance; or repented greatly; because he who repents, and grieves, or
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regrets, bites his hands in sorrow, so that his hand is fallen upon [by his teeth]:
the phrase was not known to the Arabs before the time of the Kur-an: ...
it has also been read ag) & b, as though 43 were understood; i.e. 433 L
like as you say, 58 138 (e 023 8 Jias 3 | likening what comes into the heart,
and into the mind, to what comes into the hand, and is seen with the eye: and
this, as well as the former, is tropical” (1968, p. 1380, author’s italics, bold is
mine).

Kindayah 13 and 14

Kinayah 13: 23 in [Q. 2:187] and [Q. 2:197]
Kindyah 14: 314 3 5544 in [Q. 2:187]

G55 8 1 de B o i 180 G (b Al ) G5 plzal) 351 &1 s )
G i 1505 155 580 & A8 L 1538005 Gha pls (Y e e 5 o8l i oLl |
gl G s ¥ Jalll ) alal Tkl & Ad) G 25080 A (e Gty BiAT) &
(187 A €058 aplad Al 40l 40 G Wb 530 S8 4l 5,08 ol aaliadll i () siSle

[Q. 2:187] 58l 5 g

AB7 & (... gl o 0ian V5 (3508 35 885 3 ) e (o o Sashan el zaly | 2
[Q. 2:197) 5l &y 5m

Ayah [Q. 2:187] clearly identifies for those who are fasting when they are allowed to eat,
drink, and copulate during Ramadan, i.e. during fasting. Fasting, however, does not
pertain only to Ramadan; Muslims can fast voluntarily on other days besides Ramadan.
The main point is that during fasting, Muslims refrain from eating, drinking, and sexual
relations just before dawn until sunset. When Muslims were first ordered to fast, they
thought they could perform such actions only between sunset (maghrib) and when the red
thread or twilight has disappeared from the sky ( <isha’). There are some versions that say
a Muslim was allowed to eat, drink, or have sexual relations with his/her spouse after
maghrib until <sha’ or he/she sleeps, i.e. if he/she sleeps before ‘isha’ then they are not
allowed to perform such actions until the next sunset, which was a great hardship for
many Muslims (az-Zamakhshar1 M. , 1998a; ibn Kathir, 2000; abt Hayyan, 1993; ath-
Thacalabi, 1997; at-Tabart, 2001). It is said that some of the Companions of the Prophet
(Sahabah) contravened this order by having sexual relations with their wives after ¢isha ;
accordingly, some repented of what they had done and came to the Prophet to enquire
how to be granted remission [from Allah] for their sins. On this account, it is believed
that this ‘ayah was revealed to show that fasting starts from dawn (fajr) and continues
until sunset (maghrib) (ibid.). In other words, eating, drinking, or having sexual relations

with a spouse are permissible between maghrib and fajr.
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As to the kinayah expressions used in this ayah, they are Kils ) &850 and G sl
According to the exegetical literaturesSS, the first expression a&iis I Eaillis a kinayah
for ‘sexual intercourse’. Some exegetes believe it is/includes any type of erotic talk or
amatory behaviour that usually happens between husband and wife (see Rida (1947), al-
Qurtubt (2006), and ash-Shawkant (2007). That is because, linguistically, one of the
meanings of the word <4, is obscene and amatory behaviour (Lane, 1968; Wehr, 1976;
Penrice, 1991; Farid, 2006). Farid adds “all acts and talks leading to and including coition
such as amatory talk, kissing, caressing, embracing, compressing, etc.” (2006, p. 334).
However, some exegetes explain that since &4, is followed by the preposition ) then it
means he went to (&) ==i) or approached [his wife] which he lead to the sense of
performing sexual intercourse. Hence, it used as a kinayah for sexual intercourse for
euphemistic purposes just like Cb 5325 in this same @yah or like: {omn ) s8azs | iadl 385
[Q. 4:21], €5b 558 ¥3) [Q. 2:222], €852 148 [Q. 2:223], (0 s o U o) [Q. 2:237],
(O #9) [Q. 4:23], (e 4 B3LT W) [Q. 4:24], (1l i) [Q. 4:43], (WL W) [Q.
7:189] (Rida, 1947; ar-Razi, 1981; abii Hayyan 1993; al-Alist, 1994; az-ZamakhsharT ,
1998a; al-Qurtubi, 2006). Moreover, az-Zamakhshari (1998a) argues that the reason for
using <)) as a kindyah for sexual intercourse despite its possible original vulgar meaning,
and contrary to the other euphemistic expressions, is to censure the act of those who were

unfaithful to themselves (eSMSJ‘ 5145 25K) before lawfulness.

The word &4, appears again in [Q. 2:197], an ayah related to Hajj. Exegetes, such as ar-
Razi (1981), abii Hayyan (1993), ath-Thacalab1 (1997), ath-Thaclab1 (2002), and ash-
Shawkant (2007), imply that the great majority of authorities believe that <4, here is also
used for sexual intercourse. The exegetes do, however, point that some believe that it is
only related to lewd/erotic talk or amatory behaviour. Abii Hayyan (1993), ibn Kathir
(2000), at-TabarT (2001), and ath-Thaclabt (2002) explain that some say that <) is a
comprehensive word that encompasses whatever a man wants from his wife and could
include embracing, flirtation, or foreplay. Abii Hayyan argues that all the suggested
previous meanings revolve around sexual intercourse or something that is not decent for
a person in ihram (garment of a Makkah pilgrim)/performing Hajj due the sanctity of the

Hajj, which we believe is a logical opinion similar to that of az-ZamakhsharT .

56 Rida (1947), ar-Razi (1981), as-Sabiini (1981), ibn <Ashiir (1984), Tantawi (1992), abii Hayyan (1993),
al-AlusT (1994), ath-Thacalabi (1997), az-Zamakhshar1 (1998a), al-Baydawi (1998), at-Tabar1 (2001),
ath-Thaclabi (2002), al-Qurtabi (2006), and ash-Shawkani (2007).
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The other kinayah in [Q. 2:187] is GAs585, and while talking about &4 earlier, we
mentioned that some exegetes pointed out that &4, is a kinayah for sexual intercourse
similar to other euphemistic expressions which included G s %4, Linguistically, the verb
=L has several meanings, such as to undertake, pursue, practice, perform, or carry out
(Lane, 1968, p. 207). However, the object that occurs with the verb &L determines its
meaning. For example, when the word 445 (job) occurs with &b as in 44k gl 3L, then
the meaning of <L will be one of the aforementioned conventional meanings; but with
the word 4> (spouse/wife) as in 4i>s) &b then the meaning of <l refers to sexual
intercourse. As a result, the phrase 5355 in this context apparently means ‘to have
sexual intercourse’ because (%- in this word is an Arabic plural feminine object pronoun

‘them’ that refers to ‘spouses’.

Some exegetes suggest that the sense of intercourse in &b comes from the fact that ,<b
derives from the word »_»& (skin), and the meaning of 3l )l 3 originally is touching the
skin of the woman, which surely happens with intercourse (ar-Razi, 1981; Tantawi, 1992;
abii Hayyan, 1993, al-Alusi, 1994; al-Baydawi, 1998; at-TabarT, 2001; ath-Thaclabt, 2002;
al-Qurtubi, 2006). Therefore, a few suggest that ,<\ in this @yah refers to touching rather
than intercourse (cf. ‘Umar, 2008, p. 207), but the exegetes confirm it is used for

intercourse.

Most dictionaries also indicate that b in this context refers to sexual intercourse (see
ibn Manzir, 1980, p. 287; Mujammac al-Lughati al-°Arabiyah, 1989, p. 133; Penrice,
1991, p. 17; Farid, 2006, p. 70). Lane provides the following:

3l il 3,84 and Wi he was, or became, in contact with the woman, skin

to skin: he enjoyed [contact with] her skin: both being in one garment or piece

of cloth: he lay with her, [skin to skin; or in the sense of]” (Lane, 1968, p.
207, author’s italics).

Kinayah 15, 16, and 17

o
A e

Kindyah 15: £\ 188 $21; Kinayah 16: &b si & Y,
Kindyah 17: s (Ga ) sl 8isall o)
O 138 &5 a G sIES Wy manall 6 ol Tal 0 (N 5h (8 mandll (e islig)
@z s3 _ o 283 4% LosT P 5 -0 2 _ & 5 e @a g PO B S PR
A aiA Tle &1 & s a5ls () Gpplaiall Sandy (ol U Sand ) A a8 A (e (i
Q. 2: 5 5w 223222 A € (pmnadall iz s 8008 &I T ale 5 a0 158805 2N T 02085 s
[222-223
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The kindayah expressions here are ¢l Ujif’—‘, A58 Y, and 5. Similarly to <, and
da 5l 5 il all three expressions here are too related to sexual intercourse, which means
that euphemism is also the purpose of usage (Rida, 1947; ibn cAshiir, 1984; Tantawi,
1992; al-Alust, 1994; al-Badawi, 1998; az-Zamakhshari, 1998a; ash-Shawkani, 2007).
Az-Zamakhshar1 (1998a) and other exegetes or rhetoricians have pointed out that such
expressions and other similar ones are one of the courteous kindayah expressions and
favourable indirect references used in the Quran for sexual intercourse (cf. al-Hayani,
2014, pp. 82-109; as-Sabiini, 2009). This is evident in most of the exegetical literature.
Some dictionaries also show that what is meant by these expression is sexual intercourse.
For example, Farid mentions that WUl means either “[h]e came to her” or “he lay with her”
and that &1 83 &3 means “[d]o you commit sodomy with males” (2006, p. 5; cf. Lane,
1968, p. 15; Mujammac al-Lughati al-°Arabiyah, 1989, p. 14; “Umar, 2008, p. 58; Mustafa,
et al., 2004, p. 4). Additionally, for Gh 558 Lane state that 5 54l &4 54 is “a metonymical
[sic] phrase, meaning I compressed the woman” (1968, p. 2504; cf. Farid, 2006, p. 689;
Mujammac al-Lughati al-<Arabiyah, 1989, p. 889; Mustafa, et al., 2004, p. 723).

As to the brief understanding of the whole context, various exegetes suggest the men of
the pre-Islamic age used to distance themselves from their spouses during their menstrual
period just like the Jews used to do (cf. abii Hayyan, 1993; az-Zamakhshart , 1998a; ath-
Thacalabi, 1997; ibn Kathir, 2000). That is to say, a man would refrain from sitting, eating,
drinking, sleeping in the same bed, and some even say living in the same house with his
spouse when she was going through menstruation. The Prophet Muhammad was asked
by his Companions about this situation and therefore ayah [Q. 2: 222] was revealed to the
Prophet to show that the discharge of the menstrual period is squalid and harmful. Hence,
sexual intercourse during menstruation is prohibited, and is only permitted once the wife
takes a shower after the end of her menstruation. Apart from intercourse, there is no harm
or reason for the husband to abandon his wife. Some exegetes, such as ath-Thaclab1
(2002), az-Zamakhshar1 (1998a), and abt Hayyan (1993), claim that there is another
version regarding the revelation of this ‘ayah. They asserted that the Christians used to
pay no heed to menstruation and continue to have intercourse with their wives during
their menstrual period whereas the Jews (ath-Thaclab1 and az-ZamakhsharT included the
Majus) used to distance themselves and leave their wives in the lurch without help. On
account of that, the ayah was revealed to guide men to be moderate, that is to say, neither
should they totally distance themselves from their wives during their mensturation nor

leave them in the lurch nor should they have sexual intercourse. In other words, men
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should live together with their wives during their menstruation as usual but without any
physical intercourse. Furthermore, at-Tabari (2001) adds another version for the
revelation of this ayah. He states that men used to avoid having sexual intercourse with
their wives through the vagina during menstruation, and perform anal intercourse instead.
So, they asked the Prophet regarding this matter and, therefore, the ‘ayah was revealed to
the Prophet.

The expressions sl Ubﬁr—\ (lit. seclude yourselves from women), and & 5258 Y (lit. do
not approach/come near or close to them [women]) could literally refer to the sense of
distancing oneself from the spouse during her menstruation if the expressions were taken
out of context. Doing so would in fact support the actions of the men during the pre-
Islamic era, hence the ayah was revealed to prohibit such actions. However, the clauses
4 éls}'j E8a e O I (1, approach them [have intercourse] from where Allah has ordered
you] and Fehd S RSy ;ﬂﬁ eﬁ Ea &l (lit. your women are [like] tilth [place of
cultivation] for you, so come to your tilth however you wish) can serve as indicators or
clues for the recipient to comprehend the actual intended meaning. The women are
likened to cultivated land in terms of producing babies, or as Lane describes it: the wives
“are thus likened to places that are ploughed for sowing” (1968, p. 542). This shows that
the main purpose of having intercourse is to have children, and since the vagina is the
only place where the sperm can be ejaculated for pregnancy, then that should help in
understanding that the intended meaning of 453l (e QI BY) da 530 J) i), and 4a 50 ol
is sexual intercourse. It also demonstrates that intercourse is permitted only through the
woman’s vagina, which is also evident in the Prophet’s saying (Sunni kadith) mentioned
in the exegetical literature. The clause sl &b sl bbf\s\ could also help the addressee
reach the intended meaning. According to abi Hayyan (1993), some say that Gl <
refers the place of menstruation, i.e. the vagina during menstruation, rather than period
itself (cf. ar-Razi 1981). It is worthy to mention that the word 5 in the sense of

performing intercourse (but with men, i.e. sodomy) also occurs in the following ayahs:

[Q. 7:81] o1 65 pms (81 A (58 yius #38 &1 5% il ()55 (53 5533 Ja M (58088 K3
[Q. 27:55] Jall 55 5ms 55 44 €0 slads 38 280 3%l ()55 (02 53 Jaaih gl 200
[Q. 29:29] i 5:Siall 5y 3us 29 &l ... ) (y 5adadis Qa3 & 558 2K}

[Q. 26:165] 1 yall 5y 5us <165 &l {nallall Ga 128N ¢ Al
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Kinayah 18 and 19

Kindyah 18: 234 in [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6]
Kinayah 19: Y in [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6]
(ot o ) A 5 50588 L T5lad s (o IR 25 30 T35 Y Tl 6l 6l 4 )
53 ol il a5 Iaad) oz i dalels 5 i e 5 e AR s Tlais da |
elall 85 g0 €43 A (1558 130 O Al &) 2Kl 5 4 oA 5 T A0l ik a1 50058 ok

[Q. 4:4]
Ry 55005 il I andls 26 545 Tolutta sdial ) 2ad 13 15l Gl i )

05 &z 3al ola 5 i e 5l L3 R )5 1,580 BA G o5 o ) &5 |
83 dda Kol 5 & 54 5 1,008 ke (3imim 1545008 21 T35 8 o ) A80AY 3 il
55w o6 Al €05 %08 oKl 2 Aias 2y &kl 4y 5 (ST cﬁu—“eéﬂ“- Jasdl )

[Q. 5:6] sl

Both [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6] are quite similar in terms of meaning related to the
requirements of performing prayer. That is to say, they both instruct Muslims about what
state they should be in in terms of purity (ablution) before performing prayers. The first
ayah slightly differs from the second by including the prohibition of performing prayers
while being intoxicated (drunk), because in a drunken state a person would not understand
the meaning of what he/she is saying. It is worth mentioning that this ayah was revealed
before the complete prohibition of alcoholic consumption as in [Q. 2: 219] and [Q. 5: 90-
91]. However, Muslims are obligated to be in a purity state to perform prayer, and
therefore there are some actions that are known to revoke this purity. For example, the
discharge of urine, excrement, or wind, which are known in the principles of Islamic
jurisprudence as hadath asghar (minor ritual impurity), revokes a person’s state of purity
and requires that person to wash some parts of his body which is known as wadii’
(performance of ritual ablution) before performing prayers. Also, menstrual and postnatal
periods, sexual intercourse, discharge of semen, and suchlike, which are known in the
principles of Islamic jurisprudence as hadath akbar (major ritual impurity) revoke a
person’s state of purity, but in this situation that person must wash his/her complete body
in order to perform prayers. It is worth mentioning that sexual intercourse, the discharge
of semen (due to sexual intercourse or not), or the woman’s ejaculation of fluid due to
orgasm (due to sexual intercourse or not) are called janabah. In this case, he/she is
obligated to perform a “total ablution” (Lane, 1968, p. 465) which is known as ghus! or
ightisal (ibid: 2259) in order to perform prayers. Both [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6], however,
instruct Muslims to perform tayammum (dry ablution), if water is not available or there
is a serious reason for not being able to use water, in both types of ritual ablution, i.e.
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wadii’ or ghusl. Tayammum is to strike both palms of your hand on clean ground, sand,
soil, rock, stone, or suchlike and then swipe your palms on your face from the top of the

forehead, and then swipe the hands from the wrist to the tip of the fingers.

As we have noticed in previous kindyah examples, the Qur’an never uses filthy, indecent,
and immodest words, or terms that are culturally or socially unacceptable. On that
account, the discharge of urine or excrement is referred to by the kinayah expression kil
(see Rida, 1947; ibn cAshiir, 1984; Tantawi, 1992; abai Hayyan, 1993; al-Alasi, 1994; at-
Tabari, 2001; ath-Thaclabi, 2002; ash-Shawkani, 2007). According to Lane (1968, p.
2309), ibn Manzuar (1980 «p. 3316), Mustafa, et al., (2004, p. 666), and Farid (2006, p.
628) the original meaning of ki is a wide low piece of ground. In former times, when
a person wanted to discharge any type of excrement, i.e. urine or faeces, he/she used to
go to a low depressed area of ground away from the eyes of others. From that sense, the
word kil became a kinayah for the discharge of urine, excrement, and wind (ibid.) and
through time it became lexicalised. So, the clause L) o i KFUMES (lit. one of you
came from low depressed area of ground) refers to the discharge of any type of excrement

including wind (Mujammac al-Lughati al-°Arabiyah, 1989, p. 828; <Umar, 2008, p. 1651).

The other kinayah is ¢V 2AaY (lit. you touched women). According to ibn Manziir
(1980, p. 4072), one of the main literal meanings of the word ol 5uaY, or wal s “to
touch’, and it is also used as a kindyah expression for sexual intercourse. The majority of
the Qur’anic exegetes agree that (=&Y in this context is a kinayah for sexual intercourse,
but they do, however, point out that there are a few scholars who argue that &2V is not
used figuratively, and the intended meaning is its actual literal meaning, i.e. to touch
(Rida, 1947; ibn cAshiir, 1984; Tantawi, 1992; abii Hayyan, 1993; al-Aliisi, 1994; al-
Baydawi, 1998; ibn Kathir, 2000; at-Tabari, 2001; ath-Thaclabi, 2002; ash-Shawkant,
2007). Those who support the latter opinion have also different views. Some argue that
the meaning of ‘touching’ in both @yahs comprises any type of touching between a male
and female, including a kiss, and that they have to perform wadii’ to regain purity. Others
claim that it is touching with sexual desire (without intercourse). Some believe that it is
the touching of a man’s skin to a woman’s skin (for example, a handshake) who he can

be married to (a non-mahram), and vice versa.

On the other hand, the majority, who believe that («4Y in this context is a kindyah for
sexual intercourse, claim that the Qur’an never contains taboo words or words that are

not socially or culturally acceptable and they are replaced by kinayah expressions for
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euphemistic reasons. They believe that («4Y as a kindayah for sexual intercourse is not only
used in the above to @yahs, but also in [Q. 2: 237] and [Q. 33: 49] through the synonym
e (as we will later see). Furthermore, they provide several statements that support their
argument. For example, one of the traditional Sunni sayings from °A’isha (one of the
Prophet’s wives) says that the Prophet sometimes used to kiss her after performing wadiz’
which indicates that touching or even a kiss does not revoke wadii ". The following popular
archaic Arabic expression for a woman who engages in adultery and fornication supports
the former opinion of scholars due to the use of one of the derivatives of the word lams
to refer to sexual intercourse:
a4 00 s eplaad) o RS ALiadall g Gl il 1050 (e B0 (S5
(ibn Mangziir, 1980, p. "owa¥ & 35 Y oA 1AL 3 sl al b oall 05 4l
4072, my emphasis)

One says, of a woman who commits adultery, or fornication, or acts viciously,
oYy a8 Y AU or oY 4 & Y, but the latter is at variance with the
authorities, the former being the phrase commonly known, [properly
signifying, Such a woman does not repel the hand of a feeler;] meaning, such
a woman commits adultery, or fornication, and acts viciously, not repelling
from herself anyone who desires of her that he may lie with her; and she is
suspected of easiness, or compliance, towards him who desires of her that he
may lie with her” (Lane, 1968, p. 2674, author’s italics).

Additionally, if we go back to al-Jurjant’s definition of kindyah we can notice that
‘touching’ is associated with sexual intercourse, especially given that there is no
intercourse without one touching the other. Besides, jandbah or its derivative junub, as
mentioned in the ayahs, is one of the results of intercourse. Therefore, we can conclude
that the word (=¥ in this context is used in order to allude to and attest the sense of

‘intercourse’.

Kinayah 20

Kinayah 20: (wa in [Q. 3:47], [Q. 19:20], [Q. 2:236-237], [Q. 33:49], and [Q. 58:3-4]
A 0358 W8 ) el 2ad 1Y) 555 L GG 0 SIS 08 5 g al5 35 I G580 TG &y [
[Q. 3:47] ) yee I 55 47 &l ¢ §K8 oK

[Q. 19:20] pye 5550 <20 A ¢ s & a5 i Aaag al5 238 I 44 ey | 2

oA 58578 o 2l e B g Ay B 141 Tl i 31 gt A o 12l L o) 20 2129
G4l i 5 585 g o G 0 b 548l )5 () il e i iy el i858 il |
358 Y 5 (o 58 ol T gass (5 KH Bk oy (o301 55 51 (ot o W) il e il Ay 6
[Q. 2:236-237] 5_all 5 sus 237-236 4l { o (& sl Ly a0l &) 2855 Joeadl
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L 535 330 (g (ygdle 281 Lad (b gadd 0 JiB (30 (5 52l 28 i 3l 28886 13 ) 5l Gl L ) | 4
[Q. 33:49] a5 5w 49 Ul Slaad B 5 b A 5 (b giiad

Q5 45 (s 5 2805 Uy o 0B 053 385 5 A 1508 W (555 500 8 2l (s (s omldad (il 5)
Crfins Rl 3t 2l (pad Ul of I8 e il (155 e 2 o 08 () 5t (sl Ly | 5
Q. ] Aaall 5550 ¢4-3 A0 gl Caie G AN ) 3538 Sl alsheys iy 5la3d A Ui
[58:3-4

The first two ayah extracts, i.e. [Q. 3:47] and [Q. 19:20], show Mary’s astonishment when
she was told by one of God’s angels that she was going to get pregnant with a boy called
Jesus. Obviously, Mary was astounded to hear this news especially given that she had
never got married and neither had she slept with any man in her entire life. That is to say,
Mary had never experienced any type of intercourse, and since pregnancy normally
occurs only through intercourse, she questioned, in an astonished way, how she got

pregnant while she was still a virgin.

As for the third extract, [Q. 2:236-237], it discusses an issue related to one of the woman’s
rights after divorce. It elucidates what the bridegroom owes his bride if the divorce occurs
before they have slept together, i.e. copulating with each other, in terms of mahr (Islamic
dowry or bridal gift)>’. The difference between the two is whether the amount of mahr
has been decided on or not before copulation. For instance, if a man and woman get
married legally (obtain a contract of marriage) and they have agreed on a specific mahr,
then decide not to go through the marriage and get a divorce before they copulate (have
intercourse) with each other, the bride is entitled to half the mahr. On the other hand, if
they have not agreed on a specific mahr then the groom shall grant the bride whatever he
considers is acceptable depending on his capability. However, the key issue here is
whether they had sexual intercourse or not. That is because if they did have sexual
intercourse it would affect the adjudication according to the principles of Islamic

jurisprudence.

The fourth extract, [Q. 33:49], is also pertinent to the adjudication of divorce in general
and to the previous extract in particular. As we pointed out in the previous extract,
copulation is the key factor and it would affect the adjudication according to the principles

of Islamic jurisprudence, namely the ‘iddah of the woman®®. Accordingly, this ayah

ST Mahr or “bridal gift” is “the gift which the bridegroom has to give to the bride when the contract of
marriage is made and which becomes the property of the wife” (Bosworth, et al., 1991, p. 78)

58 <Jddat al-mar’ah is “[t]he days of menstruation of a woman, which she numbers, when she has been
divorced, or when her husband has died; [until expiration of which she may not marry again; the period
being; in case of a divorced woman, not pregnant, that of three menstruations]; or [in case of a pregnant
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extract explains that there is no “iddah for a divorced woman if no sexual intercourse was

performed between the husband and wife.

Again the fifth extract, [Q. 58:3-4] is related to the adjudication of divorce. During the
pre-Islamic period, some men who wanted to divorce their wives used to liken their wives
to their mothers by saying the following: ‘you are to me as the back of my mother’ which
is called zihar (Lane, 1968, p. 1927; see ibn Manziir, 1980, p. 2770). That is to say, “the
man who uttered this sentence estranged himself from his wife” (Lane, 1968, p. 1927).
According to the Qur’anic exegetes, a woman came to the Prophet Muhammad and
complained to him that her husband said to her the aforementioned sentence and the
Prophet said to her that she was no longer marriageable to him. The discussion between
the woman and the Prophet went on and the Prophet insisted that she was unmarriageable
to her husband anymore, so she forwarded her complaint to God to seek help to resolve
the situation. On account of this, sizrat al-Mujadilah was revealed and presented a solution
for zihar. The solution states that if a man utters zisar and then decides to go back on it,
he should pay kaffarah (atonement) before he is allowed to return to his wife and perform
copulation. The atonement required by the husband is to free a slave, or if one cannot do
that then he should fast for two months continuously, and if he also cannot do that, then
he is required to feed 60 persons who are poor before the couple are allowed to perform

intercourse.

Based on the above, and according to the exegetes, the expressions < s al (no person
has touched me), S s al e (you have not yet touched them), &b st of i (before you
touch them), and W& ol g (before they touch each other) are kinayah expressions for
sexual intercourse (ibn ¢Ashiir, 1984; Tantawi, 1992; al-Aliisi, 1994; al-Hayani, 2014, pp.
92-95; as-Sabuni, 1981; Mujammac al-Lughati al-Arabiyah, 1989, p. 1044).
Consequently, the word ‘massa’ (to touch; to feel) and some of its derivatives are used as
a kinayah for sexual intercourse (Lane, 1968, p. 2711; ibn Manziir, 1980, p. 4201) and it
is considered a synonym of the word ‘/ams’. The use of both words as a kinayah for sexual

intercourse is obvious and logical in Qur’anic discourse since touching is unavoidable in

Intercourse.

woman] the days of her pregnancy; or [in case of a widow not pregnant] four months and ten nights: or
the woman’s waiting the prescribed time after divorce, or after the death of her husband, until she may
marry again” (Lane, 1968, p. 1970; see ibn Manziir, 1980, p. 2834).

-177-



Kinayah 21

Kindyah 20: 346 J A in [Q. 4:23]

esJMJ\@JJ»esJL@.n\Jh_m\J\uu,@z\um,esayu”gu;”&\ﬁ\}esu”swes;s;_u);}
\Hs;(,:uuu@(..m@?mesuwes)}a@@ﬂ\ésbu)}es;muwjmu)n esJ\P\)
[Q. 4.23] gt..un S ‘23 4,!‘{‘-9:,-) b)sr— os

This ayah pertains to the marriage law in Islam. It sheds light on the women whom men
are forbidden to marry due to parentage, kinship, affinity, and relations the like, such as
mothers, stepmothers, sisters, stepsisters, aunts, daughters, stepdaughters, daughters’ in-
law, nieces, and so on. The kindyah expression stated in this @yah is (e e-dad (lit. you
entered in to them) and it is to indicate having ‘sexual intercourse’ with the women you
have married (al-Hayani, 2014, p. 96). Generally, the phrasal verb = J22 (to enter into ...),
used with a female object, indicates the meaning of sexual intercourse as in 43> 5 » J32 (he

entered in to his wife) or 3 b Ja3 (he entered in to a woman).

As we mentioned earlier, this ayah pertains to judgments related to laws of marriage;
therefore, there is no room for misinterpretation. Yet, some scholars suggest that Kis
O e-\lad ‘;—FN&J\ indicates marriage; others say that it refers to disrobing and not necessarily
having intercourse. Lexicons provide various meanings. For instance, Mujammac al-
Lughati al-Arabiyah say it means becoming alone with them in a married state (1989, p.
396). Mustafa et al. indicate that when Ja2 collocates with ‘bride” (ws2lh) as in Ja2
wsalb it refers to being alone with her (2004, p. 275). <Umar provides two meanings: /e
was alone with her and he got married to her and had sexual intercourse (2008, p. 727).
Badawi and Abdel Haleem believe it means to consummate marriage (2008, p. 301).
Lane, on the other hand, provides a detailed explanation that supports the view sl b J 52l
refers to the sense of performing intercourse:

[... 4 J53 He came in upon him: and also he came upon him: i.e. invaded

him.] And 431524 333, and Gile ... [like 4ab (33 and &e i.e. He went into his

wife or woman,] is a metonymically [sic] phrase, denoting glasl, eka3l)

whether it be such as is allowed by the law or such as is forbidden, generally

such as is lawful [see what is said in explanation of the term RN ...] (1968,
p. 858).

In his explanation of 3314, Lane provides the following:

And one says, 4353 S inf. n. 3315 He was, or became, alone with his wife:
but [properly speaking, according to the law,] the term 5513 [or 4amsia 3315 in
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this case] is not used unless it be with the enjoyment of 33344, and then it has
the effect upon the circumstances of the marriage [by its rendering obligatory
the payment of the dowry, though consummation has not taken place]: if with
consummation, the act is termed Jsi¥’ (ibid, p. 803, author’s italics, my
boldness)

Al-Hayani (2014, p. 97) asserts Oz e-\lad is clearly a kinayah for sexual intercourse, but at
the same time the sense of Js33 (entering/going in) in this expression holds both the
canonical (basic non-figurative) meaning and the figurative meaning. The true meaning
is in ‘entering/going into’ which, according to al-Hayani, refers to ‘going into bed with
your wife’, which leads to the figurative meaning ‘having sexual intercourse’. In other

words, the canonical meaning here is a medium to reach the intended meaning. (ibid.).

Nonetheless, those who suggest that Ja» refers to marriage and not ‘sexual intercourse’
should take into consideration [Q. 2: 236-237], [Q. 33: 49], and [Q. 58: 3-4] (discussed
in the previous kinayah), which shows the importance of ‘having sexual intercourse’ in
decisions related to the state of marriage. As a whole, the majority of exegetes (see ar-
Razi, 1981; abii Hayyan, 1993; al-Alusi, 1994; ath-Thacalabi, 1997; az-Zamakhshar,
1998a; al-Baydawi, 1998), however, agree that 3l Js33l indicates ‘having sexual

intercourse’.

Kinayah 22

Kindyah 22: 8iall ‘,J\ ui'aéi in [Q. 4:21]

[Q 420 el 5 g 21 204.4\((&.\&:bmeﬁauh\juauui\?&auwaﬁ\ﬁjmjhhuﬁ}
21]

The above ayahs makes clear that no man has the right to take back from his wife the
mahr or any wealth given if he chooses to divorce her and marry another woman unless
she has committed an evident act of adultery with substantiation. Without such a shameful
act, the husband has no justification to claim the mahr, specifically after intimacy and

sexual relations between the couple, not to mention the covenant between the two.

The sexual relation is expressed through uass (s a&iax @45‘ 3 (lit. trans.: you have
[already] came to be in the space of one another). Linguistically, the word =8l is derived
from the word L4, which is ‘a spacious empty space or place’ (Lane, 1968, p. 2414; ibn
Mangziir, 1980, pp. 3430-3431). However, when the verb @aﬂ\ is connected to the
preposition I (to) it means ‘to reach’ as in M Y (D8 =il (X reached Y), which
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originally means that X came to be in the sight, place, or quarter of Y (ibid.). Additionally,
if X is considered as a male person and Y as a female person that means that X secluded
himself with Y, that is to say, he came to be alone with her in a private place. This sense
suggests that X had some sort of skin-to-skin contact with Y in private, which implies
sexual intercourse, as in 4 e ) sV iél (he copulated with his wife) (ibid.; Farid,
2006, pp. 656-657). In virtue of this construal, the great majority of exegetes believe that
‘Lars e&a—' =il is a kinayah for sexual intercourse (see Rida, 1947; ar-Razi, 1981;
as-Sabuini, 1981; al-Alusi, 1994; ath-Thacalabi, 1997; ibn Kathir, 200; at-Tabari, 2001;
ath-Thaclabi, 2002). Therefore, some dictionaries give the same sense (cf. ibn Manziirr,
1980, p. 3430; Penrice, 1991, p. 111; <Umar, 2008, p. 1720; Badawi & Abdel Haleem,
2008, p. 716). In spite of the unanimous agreement above that the expression is a kinayah
for intercourse, ar-Razi (1981), abt Hayyan (1993), Rida (1947), al-Aliist (1994), ibn al-
Jawzi (2002) and others point out that there are some clerics who relate it only to
‘seclusion’ (343), irrespective of whether sexual intercourse occurs or not. Still, they

assert that it is a kinayah for sexual intercourse.

Ar-Razi provides a convincing argument as to why o () 2las =8l s not 5515 but a
kindyah for intercourse. He claims that 81 el () Ja )l ¢Liad) means that the man came to be
in the quarter of that woman or her lap, which, in reality, only happens during sexual
intercourse. Additionally, ar-Razi explains that the preposition ) after the word ¢lLadl
interprets an action that is done and finished, while in a mere 355 there is no action
completed from one person to another (cf. Lane 1968, p. 2414). Ar-Razi also clarifies
that the phrase ! +L=¥l is stated in an admonitory manner within an exclamatory
sentence (u=ax & a&au (iadl 3 :*3;3";\3 <aX3). He believes that intercourse is one of the
signs that reflects a strong bond and affection between a husband and wife, which would
not occur in a mere khalwah; hence the censure and exclamation regarding those men
who dare take back what they have given after this intimate relationship. Therefore, ar-

Razi affirms that this is a kinayah for sexual intercourse.

Al-Alust makes a similar argument. He explicates that the Arabs tend to state implicitly
any words that are rude, shameful, taboo, or socially unacceptable, such as those referring
to sexual intercourse, i.e. they express such notions through kinayah. Accordingly, he
believes there is nothing wrong with khalwah (351), hence no need to express it through
a kinayah. That is to say, people are not abashed by uttering khalwah explicitly, while on
the contrary they would be in relation to sexual intercourse. Therefore, al-AlusT believes

that there is no doubt that =% ) es*au bl is a kindyah for sexual intercourse.
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Al-Hayani (2014, pp. 86-87) also agrees that oax &l R bl is a kindayah for
intercourse without question. However, al-Hayant points out that sexual intercourse is not
the only sense conveyed through this figurative expression. He argues that the act of
intercourse conveyed here is mutual. In addition to this mutuality, the image of intimacy,
affection, and passion, which is gained through marital companionship, is conveyed too.
On the other hand, these images of marital companionship do not exist in a mere khalwah,
which demonstrates that the expression is a kinayah for intercourse, especially given that
the context is related to divorce. As a result, the @yah expresses censure of those men who
decide, after all this companionship, to slander their wives in order to take back the mahr

or any wealth given to them.

Kinayah 23 and 24

Kinayah 23: (3342 33) 5s43) in [Q.4:34] and [Q.4:128]
Kindayah 24: g2 242530 2 in [Q.4:34]
g_i\_ulﬁu\_njhaﬂﬁ r’;@J“}A‘ \)As.:\uajuax_\‘;cMﬂ\&aﬂw;w\&u}.«bﬁdh)ﬂ}

UAJ.\F\JPL‘AAM‘_,AuAJJAA\JuA)LaAu\JJmuﬁ@éﬁ\féﬂ\h@uﬂu\.&b
[Q.4:34] sluall (34 3 @158 Gl SR 0 &)= Bl 1 55 36 2Kkl 18

émj\} IALAI.«@_\.U\ALAJL)‘L«@_L‘QCL\;)&L@\)Q\)\‘J‘ML@JMUA&_\BBB\)A‘LJU} 2
[Q4 128] 91.;».\1\61284.1‘({\)4.\;u)3m1.uu154mu13\ & \).mmub G..J\umy‘u)a;\}

In general, both @yahs are related to the relationship between husband and wife. The first
ayah, according to the exegetes, illustrates that men in the main are responsible for the
protection and sustaining of women. This is mainly due to the general nature of men, in
terms of physical or mental endurance and suchlike. This dominion given to men,
however, should be used according to the Sharia. That is to say, men should not abuse
this authority and oppress, scorn, or disparage women in any way. In return, women
should be loyal, compliant and dutiful to their husbands as long as this does not involve
wrongdoing in terms of the Sharia. Furthermore, they should preserve their chasteness,
and maintain their husbands’ wealth and rights, especially during their absence. If by any
chance, a wife becomes vainglorious, insolent, egocentric, or defiant to her husband, he,
the husband, then should take three disciplinary measures. At first, he should advise her
and remind her to fear God and not to disobey His directives concerning the woman’s
obligation towards her husband. It is said that the husband should remind her of the
Prophetic Hadith that says: “If I were to command anyone to prostrate themselves
(32>w/2 52 kneeling with both hands and forehead touching the ground) before anyone, I
would have commanded the wife to prostrate herself before her husband, because of the
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enormity of his right upon her” (abii Hayyan, 1993; al-Aliis1, 1994; ibn Kathir, 2000). If
she fails to comply, then he should opt for the second step which is to avoid sleeping with
her, i.e. having intercourse with her. If she still insists in her ill-mannered behaviour
towards him, then he should go for the third step which permits him to strike her. The
third step, however, should be according to the Sharia, that is to say, the striking should
not be on the face, nor intensely, and definitely not injuring her. Ibn cAbbas states that the
striking should be via a siwak (a small twig the size of a pencil used as a toothbrush) or
something similar (ab@i Hayyan, 1993 ; al-Aliist, 1994). This shows that by no means is
the husband allowed to injure his wife. If the wife, at any stage, returns to her senses, i.e.
stops her misbehaviour towards her husband, then he should forgive her and not take any
advantage of the whole situation. However, the ayah following the first extract, i.e. [Q.4:
35], demonstrates that if the couple fear that their dispute may lead to a divorce, then they

should resort to two wise men, one from each side, to arbitrate their dispute.

The defiance of the wife is conveyed through the kinayah expression )i (nashiiz).
Linguistically, )< is derived from the word <, which is more or less similar in terms
of sense to ‘high ground’ (ibn Manzir, 1980, p. 4425), in other words, “a high, or an
elevated, place; ... high, or elevated ground; ... what rises from a valley to the [adjacent]
ground” (Lane, 1968, p. 2795). Accordingly, when a woman is depicted as U it means
that she is defiant, especially with her marital obligations. That is because normally when
a woman sees herself more elevated than her husband, in an ill-mannered way, her actions
become vainglorious, insolent, or egocentric which leads to her to being disobedience.
Similarly, when a man is depicted as )<l it means that he sees himself more elevated than
his wife, hence dislikes or mistreats her and neglects to fulfil his marital responsibilities,
such as protection and provision. Therefore, according to the exegetes, the expression of
% in the first extract is for a disobedient wife, and in the second extract is for husband
who mistreats his wife and distances himself from his marital duties. The way that U is
used as a kinayah for defiance reminds us of how kilall became a kinayah for the discharge

of urine or excrement. One is from high ground while the other from low ground.

The other kinayah expression is QALAA” & Ohsoahl (lit. forsake them in bed).

Linguistically, 53¢ is the antonym of Jw 5!l ‘to connect; to join; to unite’ (Lane, 1968, p.

3054; Wehr, 1976, p. 1072; ibn Manzir, 1980, p. 4616). In other words, )3&! means

“abandonment, forsaking ...; avoidance, abstention” (Wehr, 1976, p. 1019). In addition,

linguistically the word g« is “a place in which, or which, one lies upon his side [or in

any manner, or sleeps]; ... [a bed]” (Lane, 1968, p. 1770). Although the majority of the
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exegetes agree that what is meant by forsaking a wife in bed is mostly avoiding
intercourse, some exegetes, if not all, shed some light on other explanations made by

some clerics. The other explanations, apart from avoiding intercourse, are as follows:

- You should turn your back towards your defiant wife in bed; some add to this
explanation the avoidance of copulation, and some argue that you should not
speak with them too.

- You should only avoid speech and it should not exceed more than three days;
some include the avoidance of copulation

- You should not lay down with your wife in the same bed; some even believe that

you should abandon the room where she sleeps.

The word L34 with its current diacritical marks has several meanings in the Arabic
lexicon, a fortiori with different diacritical marks. For example, s34 ‘hujr’ means ‘to
speak harshly’, and thus some clerics argue that the above expression means ‘to speak
harshly to your defiant wife in bed’ (see abti Hayyan, 1993). Furthermore, one of the
meanings of hajr with a different diacritical mark as in L34 ‘hajjur’ is “to tie, or restrain’.
Accordingly, some believe that the expression means ‘to coerce your defiant wife to have
intercourse’ (see az-Zamakhshari, 1998; Rida, 1947). Nonetheless, Rida (1947) argues
that the expression is clearly a kinayah for avoiding ‘sexual intercourse’ (cf. as-Sabiini,
1981; al-Alast 1994; az-Zamakhshart , 1998a); al-Baydawi, 1998; al-Shawkani, 2007),
and therefore other explanations besides this are unacceptable. He adds that any other
punishment, such as abandoning the bed itself or the whole room, is not authorised by
Allah and it may in fact increase the aversion or estrangement between the couple instead

of strengthening the relationship.

Kinayah 25 and 26

Kindyah 25: <kl &i5ald in [Q. 37:48], [Q. 38:52], and [Q. 55:56]
Kindyah 26: a0 &b in [Q. 55:56] and [Q. 55:74]

[Q. 37:48] culiliall 48 4 { (e ikl & juald shric 5) | 1

[Q. 38:52] L b 5w €52 A ¢ &l i il il pualh i 53 | 2

[Q. 55:56] Coan M 5530 ¢56 &1 ¢ i V5 2418 (i) Sdiadag 21 iyl il poalh g ) 3

[Q. 55:74] cyan by 5ms 74 &l € Ha V5 3418 i) Sdalmi a1 | 4

The above Qur’anic extracts describes one of the characters of women in heaven. Apart

from being extremely beautiful, they are believed to be loyal, pure, and chaste. The
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contentment, faithfulness, and modesty of these women in heaven are expressed through
ikl G52l Linguistically, the word »=b is derived from -8 which has several
meanings, one of its typical meanings being ‘to shorten’, ‘to confine’, or ‘to restrain’
(Lane, 1968, p. 2532). As for the word —s_kl), it holds the meanings of ‘closing the eyelids
on to each other’, ‘the movement of the eyelids while looking” or mainly ‘sight’ (ibn
Manziir, 1980, p. 2657), as well as the sense of ‘an eye’, ‘a glance’, or ‘sight of the eyes’
(Penrice, 1991, p. 90; Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, p. 562). However, when the two
words collocate, they describe a person who restrains his/her sight, a trait that usually
belongs to a person who is faithful and modest (see Lane, 1968, p. 2535; Mujammac al-
Lughati al-*Arabiyah, 1989, p. 706; Penrice, 1991, p. 90; Mustafa, et al., 2004, p. 739;
Farid, 2006, p.696; Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, p. 760; ‘Umar, 2008, pp. 1821-
1822;). In other words, <a 5hll & 5218 in this context describes the women in Heaven, who,
in spite of their outstanding beauty, do not look at anyone else besides their husbands,
due to their faithfulness and modesty (as-Sabuini, 1981; ar-Raz1, 1981). Al-Hayani (2014,
p. 102) argues that controlling the emotions and behaviour, of those women in heaven,
is one of the physical characteristics of being content and modest. He believes that the
kinayah expression in <kl &l »alé s an affective image of faithfulness and modesty of
women in heaven and allows us to picture such contentedness. This visualisation is one
of the features of kinayah that enables the addressee to picture one of the characters of

women in heaven.

Another quality that women of heaven are known for is their continuous virginity. The
notion of virginity, i.e. not having had intercourse before, is conveyed through the kinayah
expression, ek & (no one has deflowered them). According to ibn Manzur (1980, p.
2701), the original meaning of &wkhll is ‘menstruation’, and sometimes it refers to ‘the
beginning of menstruation’. He also states that ‘touching’ is one of the meaning that Cwkl
holds, which touching itself is an expression for sexual intercourse (cf. Badawi & Abdel
Haleem, 2008, p. 571). Moreover, ibn Manzir points out that Swhll also signifies ‘blood
and sexual intercourse’, i.e. intercourse with the causing of bleed, or, to put it in another
way, sexual intercourse with a virgin, considering that the breakage of a hymen normally
causes bleeding and deprives a woman of her virginity. This understanding is also widely
held by some dictionaries; for instance, Penrice describes <wk as deflowering a virgin
(1991, p. 91). Farid states that the meaning of S el il fs:

The woman mensruated or menstruated for the first time (the primary
signification being that of ‘devirgination’ i.e. coition with the causing to
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bleed). liak: He devirginated her causing her to bleed or simply he cohabited
with her (&=%) (2006, p. 526).

Other lexicons also describe (315all) ¢l as in Ha V3 a8 gl Gid A ag sexual
intercourse (see Mujammac al-Lughati al-*Arabiyah, 1989, p. 713; Mustafa, et al., 2004,
p. 565; cUmar, 2008, p. 1414).

Although the majority of the exegetes consider <kl in this context as an expression for
sexual intercourse with a virgin, ath-Thaclab1 (2002) suggests that it refers to touching.
at-TabarT (2001), in his discussion, indicates that some construe <wkll as touching but the
majority as sexual intercourse. However, touching, as we have seen earlier, is used as a
kindayah for intercourse. As-Sabiini (1981) believes that Gtk 4 means ‘no one has
touched nor had sexual intercourse with them before’, but these females are actually
maidens. However, in his explanation, ar-Razi (1981) argues that the Qur’an expresses
the act of sexual intercourse through various kinayah expressions, for example, o (to
touch) in [Q.2: 237], but none of them encompass the notion of ‘virginity’ that the women
of heaven own. Therefore, he believes that the word &whll in this context is not a figurative
expression. This may be true, since the word itself is not a shameful or taboo word, and
at the same time holds the notion of virginity. However, according to the explanations of
[Q.56: 36], this notion of ‘virginity’ is not any typical virginity; it is an eternal virginity
(see as-Sabuni, 1981; al-Alist, 1994; ath-Thacalabi, 1997). That is to say, in heaven, each

time husbands approach their wives they find them in a state of virginity.

Kinayah 27

Kindyah 27: o)) ¢ 3350540 in [Q. 12:23], [Q. 12:26], [Q. 12:30], [Q. 12:32], [Q.
12:51], [Q. 12:61], and [Q. 54:37]

Q. ] s bsm 23 Al (.. &l b G5 ) il 5 dwdl 08 i 8 b Gl Aaglaz )| 1
[12:23

[Q. 12:26] Chusybysm 26 4 (... om0 (3315 2 JB) | 2
[Q. 12:30] s 525530 30 &l ... Awadli 08 B Ag158 5 a1 81527 daall 33505 065 | 3

[Q. 12:32] au s bysm 32 &l (... aariid audli ¢ api a5 ) | 4

Sirat Yusuf, [Q. 12] recounts the story of Prophet Yasuf (Joseph), the son of Prophet
Yacqub (Jacob). According to the Qur’anic exegetes, one night in his sleep, Yusuf saw a
vision in which eleven stars, the sun, and the moon prostrated before him, and later told
his father about this vison. His father, Jacob, knew that his son Yusuf would become of

great eminence and therefore told Yiisuf not to mention this vision to his brothers. It is
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believed that Yusuf had eleven brothers and that his father loved him more than the rest.
His brothers were so jealous of Yiisuf that they wanted to separate him from their father
out of spite. Some of his brothers thought of killing him, but they agreed to take him far
away and throw him into a well. They went ahead with their plot and told their father that
a wolf had attacked them and eaten Yiisuf. Later, a caravan of travellers on their way to
Egypt stopped to get some water from the well and found Yusuf. They took him with
them to Egypt and sold him as a slave to a high-ranking minister named °Aziz. It is
believed that Yusuf was quite personable and exceedingly good-looking. This
handsomeness of Ysuf attracted the minister’s wife and drove her to try and seduce him
into performing an immoral act with her, i.e. she fell in love with Yusuf and tried to entice
and tempt him into having sexual intercourse with her. According to al-Jurjant (2003, p.
54), sl e 350 yall is a kindyah that expresses sexual temptation. In their explanations on
[Q. 12:23], abli Hayyan (1993) and al-AliisT (1994) believe that 4s& (& 45335 is a kinayah
for requesting or seeking sexual intercourse through deception. Ibn cAshiir (1984),
Tantawl (1992) and ath-Thacalabl (1997) see it as a kinayah for sexual intent. The
opinions of Qur’anic dictionaries and lexicons are also similar. For example, Penrice
states that & 0= 35l ) means “[s]he desired to lie with me”. He also adds that “it means
simply to solicit” (1991, p. 61). Farid suggests that 4.8 (e 43351 ) means “[s]he desired or
sought of him a sinful act against his will, using blandishment or artifice for that purpose
against his will, or she induced or tempted him to do the sinful act against his will; she
endeavoured to entice him and to make yield to her gainst [sic] his will” (2006, p. 249).
Ibn Manzir (1980, p. 1774), Mujammac al-Lughati al-*Arabiyah (1989, p. 521), Mustafa,
et al. (2004, p. 381), and “Umar (2008, p. 958) all suggest that it holds the sense of
requesting sexual intercourse through temptation, apart from Mustafa et al. who just say
that it is a request for intercourse. Lane provides the following senses:

4udi e 4ol [in the Kur xii. 23] She desired, or sought, of him, copulation,

or his lieing with her, using blandishment, or artifice, for that purpose; she

tempted himto lie with her [more literally, she endeavoured to turn him, by

blandishment, or deceitful arts, from his disdain, or disdainful incompliance,

and to make him yeild himself to her:] and \e& (e W25 he desired, or sought,
of her, copulation (1968, p. 1184, author’s italics).

We need to bear in mind that (=33l (e 335 4l is not always used in the sense of seeking

sexual desire through temptation. It can also be used in the sense of ‘to endeavour’ or ‘to
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persuade’ someone to do something by blandishment, deceitful, or artifice manner as

Lane explained and similar to its usage use in [Q. 12:61]%, and [Q. 54:37]¢0.

Linguistically, the root of the word 25 is 25, which means ‘to ask/to want’ (ibn Manziir,
1980, p. 1771). Ar-Razi (1981) points out that 32,Y), a derivative of 25, is a near
synonym for 4dUadll (asking someone to do something). Ar-Razi, in his comments on [Q.
12:23], illustrates that “duadl) is used when asking for tangible items, as in 1 e 2ase Gl
#4130 (Muhammad asked Omar for the Dirhams), whereas 2231 <!l is only used for an act,
as in ex=luall e 2350 ) (he asked him to help); the former uses the preposition ‘=’ while the
latter uses the preposition ‘0=’. Mujammac al-Lughati al-*Arabiyah (1989: 521-522)
shows that ¢4l e 0251y means ‘he asked him to do something’, and that ¢ e 025
means ‘he endeavoured in asking’ with the sense of ‘luring’, that is to say, through
blandishment or deceitfulness. To be clearer, if 225/ !l is between a male and female and
vice versa then ‘coaxingly request’ usually refers to seduction, i.e. persuading someone
to have sexual intercourse; otherwise it only means ‘coaxing’ or ‘to endeavour by

blandishment’.

Kinayah 28

Kindyah 28: g A (was/Bis in [Q. 21:91], [Q. 66:12], [Q. 23:5], [Q. 70:29], and [Q.
24:30-31]

Q. ] st 91 A € Cpaallall 431 a5 iR 5 Uin 5% (e Lot LA g2 00 &iiad] 05 ) | 1
[21:91

[Q. 66:12] sl 66 &l (... aoh diiad] il (i jae cif 2525 | 2

29 41/ [Q. 23:5] csiasall 5 4 (. peal3l Gle ) DEsBIA aga s s a5 )| 3
[Q. 70:29] zlaell 5 5us

Gty i 5all 085 €. 40 LT S 0 15800 2 ol G Ttk aall B) | 4
[Q. 24:30-31] sl 5m ¢31-30 ¥ (... 98 HREAGH G jliall (e

(lase 15305858 4T AT 3T o SINT 5 T8 Ay, SIAT 5 el g o8 Gulablaliy ) [ 5
[Q. 33:35] waY) 35 &

Linguistically, the word z % (plural: 5533) originally refers to a slit, cleave, orifice, or
opening between two things (ibn Manzir, 1980, p. 3370). Accordingly, it is used
euphemistically as a kinayah for the private parts for both male and female. However,

though the word z ¢ is actually a kinayah, most people would not even notice that due to

59 ¢4y sle i G5 a4l A 3551 18
60 (4] ilald 4iiia 2 45305 Sl3)
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its common use in everyday language (see al-Aliist, 1994 regarding [Q. 21:91] and [Q.
66: 12]). That is to say, z* has become a conventional kinayah (lexicalised) for the

private parts in general, and the female’s vulva in particular.

The word z 2%, together with its plural form z 5%, as a kinayah for the private parts, occur
in the Qur’an seven times. However, the kinayah z# or its plural form ¢ 3% transforms
into another kinayah for chastity or restraining from carnal desires whenever it is
collocated with words referring to preservation, maintaining, or keeping, such as L or
(ses. For example, in [Q.21: 91] and [Q.66: 12] the expression &a 3 &xiiadl refers to the
fact that Mary preserved or guarded her chastity; in [Q. 23: 5] and [Q. 70: 29] the
expression Gshila 22554 indicates the meaning of restraining their carnal desires or
refraining from extramarital sexual intercourse. Concerning the exegesis of [Q. 24: 30],
az-Zamakhshari (1998a) points out that ibn Zayd believes that all the expressions of Lis
z A (preserving the private parts) in the Qur’an are about fornication except for the one
mentioned in [Q. 24: 30] which refers to maintaining modesty in terms of covering

oneself.

Kindayah 29 and 30

Kindayah 29: 33 ypaiin [Q. 31:18]
Kinayah 30: & &4 in [Q. 31:18] and [Q. 17:37]

Sy 18 Al (a8 JERA 08 Ll ¥ A &) Waja T (B sl V5 el 88 52l V53 | 1
[Q.31:18] ¢l

Q. ] ¢y 37 & (¥ sk Ol &8 5 g1 (A5 o &) Waga Gl (2 (a8 Y53 | 2
[17:37

The above excerpts from the Qur’an clearly condemn the act of being disdainful and
arrogance. This inadmissible act is depicted through a physical behaviour that usually
emanates from persons with this character, which is turning their face away from people
or putting on a contemptuous mien while someone is talking to them. Not only that, but
this movement of the face or the contemptuous mien is compared to a disease known as
torticollis that some camels may be affected with (al-Hayani, 2014, p. 176). It is believed
that when this disease strikes the neck of a camel it causes obliqueness in the camel’s
face, i.e. the head becomes persistently turned to one side (cf. ibn Manzir, 1980, pp. 2447-
2448; Lane, p. 1689). Therefore, the expression of s3a s as in (Ul B3 Saiad Y5 [lit.
and do not bend your cheek] is used to censure such an abhorrent act which is considered

that of a social pariah (cf. ibn cAshiir 1984).
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The act of being disdainful, arrogant, and conceited is depicted through another physical
movement, sy oa,¥l & 4 [lit. walking on earth exultantly]. What is meant by
walking exultantly is actually strutting/swaggering, i.e. striding or swinging the shoulders
while walking in a way that shows self-importance or arrogance. Such a walk or manner
usually comes from a person who is very confident or conceited. In general, these
behaviours are unacceptable; therefore, Islamic precepts and mores censure such attitudes
completely and on the other hand encourage humbleness and modesty (see ibn Kathir,

2000). That is evident in both the Qur’an®! and the Sunna of the Prophet.

Kinayah 31

Kinayah 31: <k 3 in [Q. 22:9]

Q. ] el €9 49 ¢ Al Ciie dalh 45 485 555 WA A AT A e o Bl ade (0)
[22:9

The trait of vanity and arrogance is once again depicted but this time through the kinayah
expression ailac @1-' (lit. turning his side) (Tantawi, 1992; as-Sabini, 1981; al-AlisT, 1994;
al-Hayani, 2014, pp. 179-180). In [Q. 22:9], the kinayah phrase ashe 6 refers to that
person who arrogantly disputes monotheism, i.e. the unity of Allah, without even any
rational cognizance, logical facts, or a Holy Book from God to demonstrate his pretext.
The aim of his pretext, which is based on ignorance, is to mislead others so that they can
go astray from the Path of Allah. His arrogant action or posture by turning away and

disregarding the facts of Allah’s unity is conveyed through the kinayah phrase aghe &,

Linguistically, one of the common meanings of & is ‘to bend’, ‘to turn’ ‘to turn away’
(Lane, 1968, p. 356). As for the word <ahall, one of its basic meanings is ‘the side’ or “the
side of a human being, from the head to the hip” (ibid., p. 2080; ibn Manztr, 1980, p.
2997). As a result, the literal meaning of aslae % would be ‘turning his side (away)’,
which, according to the majority of exegetes, is a body gesture of vanity and arrogance.
Ar-Razi (1981), ath-Tha<alabi (1997), and az-Zamakhshari (1998a) point out that &
aball is similar to 23 peai and 2l (I (2 is the neck) in terms of their intended
meaning (cf. al-Baydawi, 1998). To put it in another way, they are all gestures or, to be

more accurate, kinayah expressions for vanity and arrogance.

Although exegetes highlight other explanations, they all lead to the same meaning, which

is vanity and arrogance. The difference between these explanations is related to which

61 For example, §_eall & 5ial o 3291 &0 &) dli3ia g Galnd (s dliia 8 0l 5) [Q. 31:19]
-189-



part of the body that is twisted or turned away. For example, some, such as ibn Zayd,
believe that the phrase 4éhe 35 used in the yah means the person arrogantly refused to
accept the facts of Allah’s unity by turning his head away (cited in at-Tabar1, 2001).
Others, such as Mujahid and Qutadah, believe it is by twisting the neck away (cited in
abii Hayyan, 1993; ibn Kathir, 2000; at-Tabari, 2001; ath-Thaclabi, 2002). Another
difference is that some believe it is a kinayah for rejection (cf. al-Qurtabi, 2006), and
some believe it is for rejection along with vanity and arrogance. Nonetheless, the majority
of exegetes agree that ashe % is an expression that visualises the trait of vanity and
arrogance. Qur’anic dictionaries and lexicons also express the same view, though some
add the sense of rejection to arrogance (cf. Lane, p. 2080; ibn Manzir, 1980, p. 2997;
Mujammac al-Lughati al-°*Arabiyah, 1989, p. 209; Penrice, 1991, p. 25; Farid, 2006, p.
578; Mustafa, et al., 2004, p. 101; Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, p. 149; *Umar, 2008,
p. 330).

Kinayah 32

Kindyah 32: @il U

[Q. 17:83] #)_ms) ¢83 &l (L s (& Al AZua 135 aildy U5 a5t syl e Uil 131 5)

The context of [Q. 17:83] displays the state of some human beings during times of well-
being and distress. There are some people, who when they are blessed or gifted by God
with good things, such as welfare, success, or prosperity, become arrogant and start to
abandon God and deny that such well-being is God’s blessing. What is meant by
abandoning God is to abstain from thanking, obeying, and worshiping God, and probably
abjuring faith in Him. Furthermore, when they fall into a state of hardship or privation

they experience great despair.

According to the majority of exegetes, the state of abandonment is clear in the word Gasel
and that ‘<ilals WP is to attest and visualise this abandonment (cf. al-Hayani, 2014, pp.
181-182). Linguistically, ¢ is “to go far away’ or ‘to distance oneself from’, but it is
used together with «xlall to convey the sense of a person who rejects something and turns
away in an arrogant manner (ibn Manzir, 1980, p. 4314; Mustafa, et al., 2004, p. 895;
<Umar, 2008, p. 2151). Some Qur’anic dictionaries also indicate that wxlalu ¢sUll refers to
arrogance or haughtiness (Mujammac al-Lughati al-°Arabiyah, 1989, p. 1072; Badawi &
Abdel Haleem, 2008, p.913). The exegetes suggest that «xalu Ul is a kindyah for the

trait of vanity and arrogance and it visualises that person who despises or disregards
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God’s grace (ar-Razi, 1981; as-Sabiini, 1981; Tantawi, 1992; abii Hayyan, 1993; al-AlusT,
1994; az-Zamakhshari, 1998a; al-Qurtabi, 2006). Moreover, ar-Razi (1981), Tantawi
(1992), abii Hayyan (1993), ; al-Aliist (1994), and az-ZamakhsharT (1998a) indicate that
culally ¢slll §s similar to <akall . In other words, the two kindyahs, «5alb W) and 5
Caball are synonyms. For those, who believe that «xilals ¢l indicates only rejection and
not arrogance should know that the word G5l on its own conveys that sense. The phrase
<ulall ¢slll shows a physical gesture or movement that is commonly done by a person who

rejects something in an arrogant manner.

Kinayah 33

Kinayah 33: oal ) (A

8w 5 A1 €05 58005 ah 3 & sAay 2450 55 A3l 1330 AU (sl oK1 L 1 lad a4l 08 131 5)
[Q. 63:5] osiilial)

Hypocrites in Islam are those who pretend to be true believers while deep in their hearts
they are not. Therefore, the Qur’an touches on some characteristics of the hypocrites in
Islam and forewarns us of the dangers of those hypocrites, as in sirat ‘The Hypocrites’.
Ayah [Q.63:5], for example, demonstrates one of the personality traits of the hypocrites
that proves their stubbornness and persistence in incredulity towards Islam and disbelief
in God. This is clear in the hypocrites’ refusal to come before the Prophet and declare
their repentance so that he can ask God to forgive them. The hypocrites’ refusal was
associated with contempt, disdain, and presumption. This is all expressed through the

kindyah expression & s’5 133

Linguistically, the word 3l on its own means ‘to twist’ (ibn Manzir, 1980, p. 4107). In
addition, the word s 5! together with the word ws/_ (head) forms a phrase that refers to the
twisting of the head and turning away. It also means that the person twisted, i.e. shook,
his head from side to side (ibid., p. 4108) as if he/she were saying ‘no’ with his/her head.
However, this gesture of twisting the head from side to side is associated with a sense of
contempt, disdain, and presumption. It is a common physical movement that is performed
by an arrogant person, similar to the ones we mentioned earlier. Therefore, Tantaw1
(1992) and al-AliisT (1994), clearly state that 355 133 is a kinayah for turning away
from advice with disdain and presumption (also see al-Hayant, 2014, pp. 177-178; cf. az-
Zamakhshari, 1998a; al-Baydawi, 1998; ibn Kathir, 2000). Al-AlGsi adds that some
believe the intended meaning of 3553 153! is its canonical (non-figurative) meaning. That

is to say, the hypocrites actually moved their heads away but in a ridiculing manner.
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Hence, some exegetes, such as abii Hayyan (1993) and ash-Shawkant (2007) suggest that
the expression refers to derision. As-Sabiini, in his explanation, believes that it includes
both the senses of derision and mockery. However, even if mockery was the intended
meaning, the a@yah clearly indicates that the hypocrites turned away arrogantly ( & sila
G o 3).

To a certain extent, this kindyah is similar to the kinayah 3V y=<iin [Q. 31: 18] in terms
of meaning and physical action. The difference between the two is that in il I the
head is twisted or turned from side to another, while in 23 j=.ai the head is only turned
to one side. Both kinayahs convey the sense of disdain and arrogance but the former also
includes the sense of refusal or turning away from the truth. In addition, both meanings

enable the addressee to visualise a personality trait of a hypocrite.

Kinayah 34

Kindyah 34: 5% in [Q. 75:33]

[Q. 75:31- &l (33-31 ¥ iy Al ) i A3 55 8 o5 T V5 a3
33]

The ayahs 31-33 of sirat al-Qiyamah reports the state of a non-believer, i.e. a person who
denies the existence of Allah and His Prophet, and visualises how that non-believer walks
in a self-conceited manner. Exegetes believe these ayahs were revealed in relation to abii
Jahal who was known for his arrogance and undue pride in himself for defying the
Prophet. According to exegetes, not only did abt Jahal deny the existence of Allah and
the prophecy of the Prophet Muhammad, but he went on swaggering and bragging, i.e. in
an arrogant and self-conceited manner, about his denial and defiance. This swaggering of
abil Jahal, according to the exegetes, conveys the sense of arrogance, since this type of

walking is a typical trait of an arrogant person.

The original form of the word G-‘mm is believed to be kkai, With regards to its lexical
meaning, Lane (1968, p. 2721) states the following: “Llsi He stretched himself: he
walked with an elegant, and a proud, and a self-conceited, gait, with an effected inclining
of his body from side to side, and stretching out his arms” (author’s italics). Lane adds
that the word &% is a synonym for L;LAL, which means ‘to swagger’. In addition, it is
said that the word b4 is derived from the word Usell which signifies ‘the back’, “because
he who so walks twists his back™ (ibid.). We can notice that both original forms of the

word s signify the meaning of ‘to swagger’, which reflects the personality traits of a
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person with an arrogant and self-conceited manner (see ibn Manziir, 1980, p. 4226;
Mujamma¢ al-Lughati al-*Arabiyah, 1989, p. 1048; Penrice, 1991, p. 139; Mustafa, et al.,
2004, p. 876; Farid, 2006, p. 755; ‘Umar, 2008, p. 2108; Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008,
p.- 887). As a result, the word L_;lm-u is regarded as a kinayah for arrogance, similar in a

way to the kindyah expression, s e ga VT < =4l in [Q. 31:18].

Kinayah 35

Kindyah 35: o4 < in [Q. 9:55/85]
(s 88 2h 5 aghakil (3 355 WA SUAT b Ly ~iodad 0 2 53 WIS MY 5 W5 265l linad S8 |
Ll 5 ) sas 55 A

(85 Al {568 ab 5 agdudi] (3R 355 AN a L 2eaded o 41 4 ) W) a5 aad sl @iasd 953 | 2
sl s ) g

Death is mentioned in several parts of the Qur’an and in various ways. Sometimes death
is mentioned literally and at times indirectly. For example, one of the expressions that
refer to death indirectly is the kinayah e«-»m\ 3% in [Q. 9:55/85]. According to the
exegetes, both ayahs are related to the hypocrites, and were addressed to the Prophet
Muhammad, specifically, and to the believers, in general. The two ayahs report that we
should not be fascinated by the wealth and luxurious life of the hypocrites. These were
given to them as a type of enticement to punish them in this worldly existence and die
while they are in a state of being unbelievers. The image of death is conveyed through
the phrase il 38 35 Ibn Manzir points out that linguistically the word (3 hold the
meanings of to become null/abolished, destroyed, or to fade away (1980, p. 1879).
Additionally, Lane (1968, p. 1262) notes that the primary meaning of (32 is to go forth,
pass forth, or depart with difficulty. We can notice these meanings in the familiar Arabic
proverb JbUl 3855 @all el (the truth came out/emerged and the falsehood faded
away/vanished) which is taken from [Q. 17:81]%2. However, when the word (2 is
collocated with il (the soul), the whole phrase holds the meaning of ‘to die/pass away’
(see Farid, 2006, p. 366; <Umar, 2008, p. 1004; Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, p. 405).
This is because when a person’s soul leaves or departs his/her body it means that they are

dead. This departure of the soul could be with difficulty (Rida, 1947; Tantaw1, 1992; al-

AlusT, 199463; Mustafa, et al., 2004, p. 404) as a punishment, because naturally there is
a difference between dying quickly and dying in pain. This interpretation is probably

62 ¢1 515 81 & 535 S Tl ()7Ll (38 35 Gl ol )
63 In their explanation respecting [Q. 9:55]
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reasonable, since the meaning of death is expressed in various ways in the Qur’an, as we
will see in the following three kinayah expressions. In this case, the death is visualised or

depicted in a way that shows the suffering of the unbelievers.

Kinayah 36

Kindyah 36: Gl in [Q. 15:99] and [Q. 74:47]
[Q. 15:99] saadl 555 (50 99 &l (s sl s &by xz1g) | 1
[Q. 74:47] Jiaall 5 ) sus (e 47 4 (Ciall UG 32 | 2

The word ¢l (lit. the certainty/inevitable) in [Q. 15:99] and [Q.74:47] is another kinayah
expression for death. It is logical to say that every person is eventually going to die; in
other words, death is an absolute certainty. Therefore, it is not strange that the famous
Islamic scholar al-Hasan al-Basari (642-728 AD) said he had never seen an
unquestionable certainty such as death (cited in al-Jurjani, 1908, p. 8; al-Jurjani, 2003, p.
56). In view of this, ol i obviously associated with death. In addition to this association,
it is also an attribute for death. Therefore, it is considered a kinayah of an attributed (4L
44a (). Through this attribute, along with the surrounding context, the addressee can
arrive at the intended meaning, i.e. the attributed thing/person, which in this case is

‘death’ (see abii Zalal, 2001, p.200-201). The surrounding context, for example in [Q.
15:97-99164, informs us that God directed the Prophet Muhammad to praise, glory, and

prostrate to Him, especially whenever he, i.e. the Prophet, is feeling sad or depressed.
God also ordered the Prophet to continue worshiping Him until the absolute certainty,

which is the inevitability of death, comes to him. Correspondingly, the surrounding

context in [Q.74:42-47]165, acquaints us with the fact that the Companions of the Right
(the true believers) wondered why those who are guilty of wrongdoing (culprits) are in
Hellfire. The culprits replied that they did not perform their prayers, nor did they feed the
destitute; they used to indulge themselves in absurd acts or discourse and they denied the
Day of Recompense (Judgement Day). They used to perform one or all of these
wrongdoings (az-Zamakhshari, 1998a) until the inevitability of death came to them. So,
to put it briefly, &l is a kindyah for death since death itself is an absolute certainty (see
ar-Razi, 1981; Tantawi, 1992; abii Hayyan, 1993; al-Baydawi, 1998; ath-Thaclab,

O (ol ol i 55 S T3 Caap il 53 (A5 S5 st EbD Gl Ly 5500 Gy s 15
65 S0l o5 LI 50 natlall o 045 U8 500Gl gl 38 5ot o 5 8105600 i 3 85 )
Gl vl
-194-



2002)00. That is to say, death is certain to happen sooner or later (cf. ibn Manzir, 1980,
p. 4964; Mujammac al-Lughati al-cArabiyah, 1989, p. 1219; Penrice, 1991, p. 165;
Mustafa, et al., 2004, p. 1066; Farid, 2006, p. 845; <Umar, 2008, p. 2516; Badawi & Abdel
Haleem, 2008, p. 1059).

Kinayah 37

Kinayah 37: 545 )3 in [Q. 102:2]

[Q. 102:1-2] A 5 sus 10 2-1 oY) (50hall 55 L3 5800 Al

According to the exegetes, [Q. 102:1-2] refers to those who used to compete with each
other in issues related to worldly gain and neglected to fulfil their duties towards God.
Some exegetes say that these issues were related to proliferation, i.e. size of population
(abt Hayyan, 1993; al-Alasi, 1994; Az-Zamakhshari , 1998a; at-Tabari, 2001; ath-
Thaclabi, 2002), and some exegetes argue that the rivalry was in gaining worldly wealth
in general (ar-Razi, 1981; ibn cAshiir, 1984; ath-Thaalabi, 1997; Tantawi, 1992; at-
Tabart, 2001). It is believed that the rivalry was between two different tribes, and that
they used to vie in boasting with one another over the size of their population or in the
wealth they had. This rivalry caused them to neglect their duties towards God until they
died. That is to say, they were busy in increasing their worldly wealth and neglected their

religious duties until each one of them was buried in the grave.

According to the exegetes and particularly as-Sabiin1 (1981; 2009), )—\M‘ ?‘JJ A (lit.
until you visited the graves) is a kinayah for death (to die). Possibly the reason that death
is expressed through visiting the graves is because the deceased stays in the grave for only
a limited time until the Day of Judgment (ibn ¢Ashiir, 1984; Tantaw1, 1992). Furthermore,
ar-Razi (1981) indicates that expressions such as e8 ) (lit. he visited his grave) and
4 1) (lit. he visited his grave) are commonly said about a person who dies. There are
similar expressions in Arabic that expresses the meaning of death, such as 4lal ¢\x (lit.
His time has come) and o e 4l diac (lit. Allah gave you his life). These expressions are
normally used for euphemistic reasons. However, every expression provides a different

depiction to convey a specific meaning along with death.

66 See their comments on [Q. 15:99]. Also see the comments on [Q. 74:47] by ibn ¢Ashiir (1984), Tantaw1
1992), abii Hayyan (1993), al-Aliist (1994), at-Tabari (2001), and ath-Thaclabi (2002).
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Kinayah 38

Kindyah 38: 84 jie in [Q. 7:77], [Q. 11:65], [Q. 26:157], and [Q. 91:14]

fffff

[Q. 7:77] <= Y

[Q. 11:65] 258 5_y5m ¢ & (. U0 4536 2& 3 L3 T 53k (s g Jiad ) | 2
[Q. 26:157] ) onill 5y ¢157 A (ianls T sacala th g 300 ) | 3
[Q. 91:14] ol 355 14 A0 (.. b g)Rad 3 58y | 5

One of the stories of the prophets recited in the Qur’an is the story of Prophet Salih. In
this story, the people of Thamiid refused to listen to the Prophet Salih and insisted that he
should come up with a miracle to prove his prophecy. Accordingly, God provided them
with a unique and wondrous she-camel. The she-camel was so unique that it is believed
it was able to provide the whole people of Thamiid with milk. The Prophet Salih asked
his people not to harm the she-camel in any way and to leave it to pasture peacefully, and
warned them that if they did harm it, they would be punished by God. Arrogantly, some
of the people of Thamiid decided to brush the Prophet’s warning aside and cruelly kill the

she-camel.

The act of killing the camel is conveyed through the kindyah expression 433l 1%
Linguistically, one of the meanings of the word L& is to cut or wound one of the
hamstrings, feet or legs of an animal, normally a camel, sheep, or goat just before the
slaughtering process it to prevent the animal from running away (ibn Manzir, 1980, p.
3034). It is held that Abi Bakr as-Siddiq, one of The Rashidun Caliphs, gave a precept to
his army which included the prohibition of hamstringing a sheep or camel except for
butchering for food, because such an act is considered torture. Therefore, since
hamstringing an animal was always performed for the sake of butchering, it gradually
became a term, or as ibn cAshir (1984) states®’, a kinayah for the act of
slaughtering/killing, while generally it refers to the slaughtering of an animal (Lane, 1968,
p. 2107; cf. Rida, 1947; ar-Razi , 1981; Tantawi, 1992; abii Hayyan, 1993; al-Alfsi,
1994)08,

67 In his comments on [Q. 7:77].
68 In their comment on [Q. 7:77].
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Kinayah 39

Kinayah 39: 323 (a3 in [Q. 19:4]

a e by sms ¢ 4 Al (S G Sledy AT aly Wi ol 50 Jei 5 e i) G g ) Gy 06)

This ayah, [Q. 19:4], which includes the words of the Prophet Zachariah’s supplicant
while invoking God, is full of figurative expressions. It contains kinayah, majaz mursal
(Arabic synecdoche/metonymy), and isti‘aGrah (Arabic metaphor). The metaphorical
expression is W C)«jﬂ‘ Ja%3) (lit. the head is aflame with hoariness), which means that his
hair is full of hoariness. This indicates that he has become old in age. As for the phrase
e (de\ &2 ) (my bone is weakened), it is, as a whole, a kinayah but within it there is
a majaz mursal. All exegetes, such as ibn “Ashiir (1984), abii Hayyan (1993), al-Aliist
(1994), az-Zamakhshari (1998a), and ibn al-Jawzi (2002), agree that the intended
meaning of ksl a5 is the loss of strength, which indicates that the body has become
weak. The exegetes (ibid.) point out that eLd‘ (the bone) is used in its singular form to
signify the whole body, because the plural form (24s~l) would only signify some of the
bones and not the whole body. This is quite true unless ‘z=>/JS” (all) were to precede the
plural word sUall; in this case, sUa=ll axaa/JS would signify the whole body. In view of this,
we can notice that the word éLij\, according to the semantic relationship, is one of the
forms of majaz mursal (Arabic synecdoche/metonymy), which is a part-to-whole
relationship (cf. Abdul-Raof, 2006, p. 225). That is to say, the bone, which is the part,
refers to the whole, which is the body. As a result, the whole expression s ai:-ai\ A5 )
is a kinayah for the lack of strength and weakness (physically) (as-Sabunit, 1981, 2009, p.
196; al-Alusi, 1994), which together with G C)jﬂ‘ Ja33) 5 portrays an image of a person

who has grown too old and become weak.

Kinayah 40

Kinayah 40: & &0 in [Q. 12:84 ]

52 50 0 84 A (€ 568 (A1) (s Sl Sl 5 il e il 5 085 e W1583)

Previously, we shed light upon a kindyah expression involving the colour black, and once
more, in [Q. 12:84], we can notice another kindyah expression but this time involving the
colour white, in oAl (e s Eladls (lit. His eyes whited from grief). Ar-Razi (1981)
argues that the whitening of the eyes is a kinayah for ‘weepiness’ (lachrymosity), i.e.

crying a lot/ crying overwhelmingly, and not for blindness as some may claim. The reason
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for these tears is clearly mentioned in the ayah, which is the suppressed grief that the
Prophet Jacob was going through. That is to say, one of the natural results of grief,
especially if it concerns the loss of a loved one, is the shedding of tears. If a person tries
to subdue their grief and prevent tears from being shed, you would notice the tears welling
up in their eyes and covering the iris of the eye, which makes the colour of the eye look
as if it was white. The majority of exegetes, for example az-Zamakhshari (1998a), al-
Baydaw1 (1998), al-Qurtabi (2006), and ash-Shawkani (2007) agree with this
interpretation. However, some exegetes, such ibn °Ashiir (1984) and abii Hayyan (1993)
consider the whitening of the eyes (Ul uabanl) as a kinayah for not being able to see,
i.e. blindness (cf. al-Aliist, 1994). Ibn Ashur (1984) believes that the continuance of grief
had an effect on the brain, which caused the disruption of the nerves of the eyes and led
to blindness. The exegetes who support this construal, for instance, abii Hayyan (1993),
claim that [Q. 12:93]% and [Q. 12:96]7° proves the Prophet Jacob was blind during his
grief and that his eyesight returned once he realised his son, Prophet Yusuf (Joseph) was
alive. Some Qur’anic dictionaries and lexicons too believe that (el abayw refers to
blindness (see Mujamma¢ al-Lughati al-cArabiyah, 1989, p. 173; Mustafa, et al., 2004, p.
78; Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, p. 122).

Kinayah 41

Kinayah 41: 42 8)) 3 s« in [Q. 16:58]

[Q. 16:58] Jaill 5y sms <58 &l € 24K 5 5 aiad g (o L3N Ah3a] 5221 1315)

Colours, such as white and black, are mentioned in several parts of the Qur’an, mostly to
describe the state of people, the believers and non-believers (see al-Hayani, 2014, pp.
110-116). For example, in [Q. 16:58], the phrase FWE TGRS (his face became blackish)
expresses the state of the polytheists or pagans, in the pre-Islamic age, when they realise
they have been endowed with a baby girl. Though they hideously claim that the angels
are the daughters of God, as described in [Q. 16:57]7!, they so hate being endowed with
baby girls they will bury their daughters alive, as described in [Q. 16:59]72. Their hate
and dejection is conveyed through the kindyah 1254 435 3k (ar-Razi, 1981; abii Hayyan,
1993; al-Alust, 1994; al-Baydawi, 1998; al-Qurtubi, 2006; ash-Shawkant, 2007). Ar-Razi

69 [Q.12:93] ians 53 5 5 500 93 &l {meai il o 435 e 6 818 138 omndhy 1 031)

T0[Q. 12:96] <ians 525 5 5 <96 Al (It B 46 5 e sl Sl 2la o Lala)

T1Q. 16:57]da 5 5 sus 57 4 €8 stz s g3 Aails il b & 510355)

72 [Q. 16:59]J1 5550 ¢59 & 0152845 s 5l U1 Q5 (B Whad gl ()b (ol Aol 4y 5 o o 50 000 o580 30 053158 )
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(1981), abti Hayyan (1993), and al-Alust (1994) demonstrate that when a person is
blissful, the spirit of his/her heart spreads to the extremities of the body, specifically the
face, due to the strong connection between the heart and brain, and therefore the face
would seem shining and bright. On the other hand, in a state of an extreme sorrow or
miserableness, that spirit is confined within the heart and the face turns yellowish and
black, i.e. a pallid and gloomy complexion. Therefore, it is believed that one of the
entailments or concomitants of bliss is the brightness and glitter of the face, and pallor
and gloom is for sorrow. Hence, the use of the brightness/whiteness or gloom/blackness
of a face as a kinayah for bliss or sorrow respectively (ibid.). In addition, white and black
colours of the face are used in our everyday utterance in Arabic to express good and bad
deeds. For example, the phrases <le> 5 4l i (May God brightens your face) in the sense
of May Allah bless you with joy/cheerfulness or <> 5 &) 33 (May God blacken your face)
in the sense of May Allah grant you sorrow/disgrace are said to a person in response to

his/her good or bad deeds respectively.

There are other ayahs where the colours of white and black are used to describe the state
of the believers and non-believers, particularly on Judgement Day, such as [Q. 3:106-
107]73. According to some exegetes and scholars, for instance al-Baydawi (1998) and al-
Hayani (2014, pp. 110-113), these colours are kinayah expressions too, where white
represents bliss and black represents sorrow (cf. Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, p. 122).
On Judgement Day, it is believed that every single person is going to be asked about
his/her actions, even the slightest ones, they have done during their lifetime. On that
account, the exegetes who support this construal, such as ath-Thaclabi (2002), al-Qurtabi
(2006), and al-Shawkani (2007), argue that the whiteness of the face conveys bliss due to
the rewards a person is going to have from God in return for their obedience to Him and
the good deeds done in their lifetime. The blackness of the face, however, conveys
sorrow, hate, and dejection (see Mujammarc al-Lughati al-*Arabiyah, 1989, p. 607; Farid,
20006, p. 420; Mustafa, et al., 2004, p. 460; Badawi & Abdel Haleem, 2008, p. 464) due
to the punishment a person is going to have from God in return for their disobedience to

Him and the bad deeds done in their lifetime.

On the other hand, a considerable number of exegetes, such as ar-Razi (1981), ibn cAshiir

(1984), Tantawt (1992), al-Alust (1994), and az-ZamakhsharT (1998a), argue that that the

73 za Gl Ul 5805 5085 K ey ol 158,08 i) 55 285380 s 555 ol Gl Ul 5,55 850855 085 i 55
Olee J18 ) 5m (50 107-106 LY (0 b 2 U 425 68 24a A5
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whiteness or blackness of the face, specifically in situations related to the afterlife and the
Judgement Day, should be construed in their canonical, i.e. non-figurative, meaning.
Those who support this view contend that there is no reason for a figurative construal
because faces on Judgement Day actually acquire either a bright and shining complexion
or a pallid and gloomy complexion. Al-AlisT (1994) even presumes that this colouring
affects the whole body and not only to the complexion. He adds, the faces were only
mentioned because normally when you look at a person you look at his face, and the face
is generally considered the noblest part of the body. Moreover, ibn cAshiir (1984),
Tantaw1 (1992), al-Alust (1994), and az-Zamakhshart (1998a) posit that the colouring of
the complexion is considered a mark to distinguish the believers from the non-believers
and culprits. This view can be justified through [Q. 39:60]7* and [Q. 55:41]7%, especially
if we take into account that one of the ways of understanding the meaning of the Qur’an

is through the Qur’an itself.

Kinayah 42

Kindyah 42: 3w e i) in [Q. 68:42]

038 1518 285 A 245 55 2 ool a3 sl Sl 5 ALY ) (5305 w0 Ll 535 )
[Q. 68:42-43] Al 5 ) sus 42-43 4 € (y5aks zh 5 2 AL )

According to exegetes, the above extract, [Q. 68:42-43], reveals that on Judgement Day
everyone is asked to prostrate themselves before God. Those who had been worshiping
Allah sincerely in the lifetime will be able to do so. The unbelievers and hypocrites, on
the other hand, will be punished by not be able to do likewise, no matter what every effort
they make, because they had refused to prostrate themselves to Allah in their lifetime.
Once they realise their wrongdoings, they will feel ashamed, regretful, and depressed,

and suffer this ignominy.

Judgement Day, or the Day of Resurrection, is depicted throughout the Qur’an by various
kindyah expressions. Each expression describes or visualises one of the characteristics or
qualities of that day. For example, 43 5l (lit. ‘which is coming’ or ‘the occurrence’) in

[Q. 56:1]7¢ and [Q. 69:15]"7 is used to depict the Day of Resurrection because it is a fact;

T4 (5504 0tk 555 A e T8 Gl 8 Aaall 635 )
TS [Q. 55:41]: §aéiams (s aall Casad)

76 [Q. 56:1-2]: (4338 Lgiad 3) Gl {53 ad 5T oand 5 13))
T7[Q. 69:15]: (4adl 5 cxd 5 312 58)
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whether you like or not, this day is inevitably coming. Additionally, 734 jl, 7948,
802,31, 8148 Y\ are other kindyah expressions that allude and attest to the Day of
Resurrection by providing one of its distinctive features for the recipient to visualise and
conceptualise that day. The expression (3w ¢& CiE& 25 (lit. the day the shank will be
bared) is amongst these kinayah expressions. 3l (e 23Sl is an expression used to show
how tense, nerve-wracking, and dire is that day (as-Sabiini, 1981, ibn Ashiir, 1984; abi
Hayyan, 1993; as-Sabiini, 2009), particularly for those who have failed to worship God
properly and sufficiently. It is known that traditionally Arabs used to say about a person
in dire straits: 4w e 2iS, Apparently, it is also used in some Arabic poetry, according
to some exegetes, to indicate the same sense (al-Aliist, 1994; Al-Qurtabi, 2006; cf. ar-
Razi , 1981; ibn cAshiir, 1984)32. This is because someone who was dealing with a
difficult matter or was in dire states used types to bare their shanks, i.e. lift up their
garment, to prevent themselves from being tripped over or to avoid any impediment or
hinderance. It is through this that the phrase originated and then became a kinayah to
express any dire straits (Al-Hayani, 2014, p. 258). Mujammac al-Lughati al-°Arabiyah
also proposes that 3l o= 23S is a kinayah for the matter becoming tense and ominous
due to the gravity and magnitude of the Day of Resurrection. However, they claim that
the sense of the phrase originated from the fact that women used to bare their shanks to
flee a battle when it became dire (1989, p. 967; cf. Farid, 2006, p. 125). A similar phrase,
4anelu g el (he rolled up his sleeves), is also said today in our daily life, to indicate the
state of someone in dire straits or about to face a diffitult issue, similarly to ‘gird (up)
one's loins’ in English. Al-Hayani (ibid.) adds that the purpose of the usage of this kinayah

is to amplify and stress how serious the situation will be on the Day of Resurrection.

It is worth noting that the ignominious state of the unbelievers and hypocrites on the Day
of Resurrection and their submission is depicted through the kindyah expression PR
eh}a-\\ (their eyes downcast). The phrase N P (overwhelmed with shame and
disgrace) illustrates the downcastness. Usually when someone has done something wrong
and ignominious they walk with their heads down, bowed in shame. Therefore, Tantaw1

(1992) and al-Hayani (2014, p. 157) argue that zb iz ailisa kinayah for shame and

78 [Q. 101:1-3]: fhe &l L a3 L ) de Al L &) de )

79 [Q. 69:1-3]: (A8l L &3 s & &AL 3 4y

80 [Q. 88:1-2]: (hasila Xaji 354 5 (& aaslali Cuns @1 Ja)

811Q. 53:57-78]: (A48l & (155 0o el Gl €3 8341 28 31y

82 For example, 1)a% COAl Ldlu e @ijal o) 5 ek Lojall g cilme o all 3
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disgrace. Tantaw1 adds the sense of fear to shame and disgrace. In their comments on [Q.
54:71%3, ibn cAshiir (1984), abti Hayyan (1993), and az-Zamakhshari (1998a) also agree

that it is a kindyah which portrays shame and disgrace.

Kinayah 43

Kindyah 43: & <ia s 513\ in [Q. 39:56]

Q.] oV 5y 5m ¢56 Al (G AL (ol S )5 D) uid B Eila%h e e G50a G Gl 058 )
[39:56

According to [Q. 39:56], those who do not abandon their bad deeds and turn to God with
sincere penitence will regret their undutifulness and disobedience towards God,
specifically when His punishment suddenly befalls them. This negligence of obedience
is expressed through the expression 44 cxia & &’ (lit. I neglected in Allah’s side), in
which the phrase 4! < (Allah’s side) refers to the matters and obligations related to
Allah, and hence is a kinayah for fulfilling one’s obligations or duties towards God, in
other words, obeying God. Linguistically, the word <iall or <ulall means the side of a
person’s body (ibn Manziir, 1980, p. 691). However, it is also used to indicate the area or
direction of someone or something. For example, derivatives of <%, such as 43, 5\-14&,
or &Ua asin o 4354 means ‘he became by/at the side of X, or close to X’ (ibid.; Lane,
1968, p. 465). Therefore, some exegetes, for instance ash-Shawkani (2007) and ath-
Thacalabi (1997), highlight that the phrase 4 «xia signifies attaining closeness to God or
that which is God’s right. Other exegetes, such as az-Zamakhshari (1998a), as-Sabtini
(1981; 2009, p. 282), abii Hayyan (1993), al-Alts1 (1994), and al-Baydawi (1998), clearly
state that 4 <2 is a kinayah expression for obeying God. This construal seems more
accurate because in order to gain God’s gratification or attain nearness to God, one has to
obey Him by fulfilling what is His right, which is following Islamic law along with the
Sunna of His Prophet. Moreover, in his comments, al-Baydaw1 suggests the expression

in this context is used for hyperbolical reasons, while as-Sabiini claims it is for elegance.

Kinayah 44 and 45

Kinayah 44: & 54438 ¥
Kinayah 45: a3 555

83 (5 355 238 sV a0 58 540 b Sl Yy
-202-



agal) 30 Y5 G0 2B Y35 5a Y1 L sl IR Y Gl S Ul a5 i sy 5 il )
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According to the Qur’anic exegetical literature, there are several versions regarding the
circumstances of the revelation (asbab an-nuzil) of [Q. 3:77]. The first is that there was
a man named al-Ash¢ath bin Qays who went the Prophet Muhammad to complain about
a Jewish man who had deprived him of his land. The prophet asked al-Ashcath if he had
any proof and he said ‘no’, so the Prophet asked the Jewish man to swear an oath; al-
Asheath said, ‘If he swears an oath then I will lose my land’. In reply, the Prophet said,
‘He who swears an oath to acquire the property of a Muslim unjustly will meet Allah and
He will be angry with him’, and then God revealed [Q. 3:77] (for other Hadiths respecting
this construal see ibn Kathir, 2000). The second version is that there was a seller who
swore falsely to a buyer that he was selling him his merchandise at less than he originally
bought it. A third version is that a buyer came to buy some merchandise at the end of the
day and the seller swore falsely that earlier he had refused to sell it at the price the buyer
asked for. Another version is related to the Jews, who altered the scripture of the Torah
respecting the Prophet, and decided to sell their covenant with God and their oath and not

to obey Him in believing the Prophet (abii Hayyan, 1993; ibn al-Jawzi, 2000).

Accordingly, @yah [Q. 3:77] informs us that whoever performs such acts will face God’s
wrath on the Day of Resurrection and will not gain His mercy. In other words, that person
will not have his/her share of God’s grace in the Hereafter; neither will he/she be spoken
to endearingly and tenderly by God, nor will he/she be looked at by God with leniency
and mercy, because God prohibits such actions. In view of this, the phrases & &} ¥
(God will not talk to them) and &) shai ¥ ([God] will not look at them), according to
Rida (1947), ar-Razi (1981), ibn <Ashiir (1984), Tantawi (1992), abi Hayyan (1993), al-
Alust, and az-ZamakhsharT (1998a), are kinayah expressions to convey God’s wrath
towards those who break His covenant and their oaths. According to ar-Razi (1981), this
is definitely the intended meaning of both phrases; and we cannot construe them literally,
because this would be contrary to what God says in [Q. 15:92-93]%* and [Q. 7:6]%.
Additionally, we can deduce that the purpose of the kindyah in this context is to remind
and warn people of their fate and the consequences they will face if by any chance they

perform such acts. Moreover, this notion of ‘not talking” or ‘not looking at’ is also used

84 jaall 55 9392 ¥ (oyslans S Ue (B opaadl 2l a5
85 o150 46 1 {5 G 2630 o Gt SIS
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in everyday life to express anger, discontent, or disappointment because of breaking
promises. An example of this can be seen between two spouses when one of them breaks
the marriage vows; the reaction would very possibly be ‘I do not want to talk to you’ or

‘I do not want to see you’ to express their anger.

-204-



Chapter Six: TT Analysis

6.1 Introduction

Forty-five kinayah expressions extracted from the Qur’an were analysed in the previous
chapter, linguistically and contextually, based on several authoritative Qur’anic exegeses
and well-known classical Arabic and Qur’anic dictionaries. This initial or first-phase
analysis, which included a componential and contextual analysis, was important in order
to comprehend the semantic (as opposed to pragmatic) meaning of the element(s) that
form each kinayah expression, along with its surrounding context, which can lead to the
precise intended meaning. This chapter, however, will descriptively and critically
examine the renditions of the chosen forty-five kindyah expression in the TL, i.e. English,
made by Ali (1998) [Amanah’s edition], al-Hilali and Khan (1417 H. [1996]), Saheeh
International (2004), and Abdel Haleem (2005). The examination will focus, in general,
on how these translators deal with the renditions of kinayah, whether they were able to
convey the intended meaning and maintain its purpose (function), and whether they were
consistent in rendering the same kindyah in the event it occurs in other parts of the Qur’an.
Note that whenever the term ‘literal translation’ is mentioned in this TT descriptive
analysis it is in conformity with Beekman and Callow (1974) and Larson’s (1998)
modified literal translation. In other words, it means that “the denotative meaning of
words is taken as if straight from the dictionary (i.e. out of context), but TL grammar is
respected” (Dickins, et al., 2017, p. 14). It should not be confused with what Dickins, et
al. (ibid. p. 13) refer to as interlinear translation. Additionally, what we mean by a
semantic translation is that the translator attempts to convey what the original expression
is trying to communicate apart from its literal meaning, that is to say, the author's intention
in using the expression. It may involve paraphrasing or explicitly stating the intended
meaning of the kinayah. Finally, what we mean by idiomatic translation is that the
translator renders the original expression, whether its literal meaning or the intended
meaning, using TL expressions that sound natural to the TT recipient. In other words, the
recipient is familiar with these expressions. This could include expressions or idioms
which are already established in the TC that may convey the same sense as the original

expression does.
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Kinayah 1

Table 6.1: Translations of Kinayah expression 1.

(333 udi 93) in [Q. 4:1], [Q. 6:98], [Q. 7:189], and [Q. 39:6]
Literal translation: (from one soul) || Intended meaning (referent): Adam

Purpose of use: Reminding and warning of God’s (Allah) greatness and power

[Q. 4:1]: ... who created you from a single person ...

Ali [Q. 6:98]: ... He Who hath produced you from a single person...
[Q. 7:189]: ... He Who created you from a single person ...

[Q. 39:6]: He created you (all) from a single person ...

[Q.4:1]: ... Who created you from a single person (Adam) ...

Hilali & Khan || [Q. 6:98]: ...He Who has created you from a single person (Adam)...
[Q. 7:189]: ...He Who has created you from a single person (Adam)...
[Q. 39:6]: He created you (all) from a single person (Adam) ...

[Q. 4:1]: ... who created you from one soul ...

Saheeh [Q. 6:98]: ... He who produced you from one soul ...
International | [Q. 7:189]: ... He who created you from one soul ...
[Q. 39:6]: He created you from one soul ...

[Q. 4:1]: ... who created you from a single soul ...

Abdel Haleem || [Q. 4:1]: ... He who first produced you from a single soul ...
[Q. 7:189]: ... He who created you all from one soul ...

[Q. 39:6]: He created you all from a single being ...

The phrase 325 (i (e, as a kindyah for Adam, occurs in four different parts in the
Qur’an, [Q. 4:1], [Q. 6:98], [Q. 7:189], and [Q. 39:6]. None of the four translators attempt
to render the intended meaning of the kindyah directly. Instead, they decide to render it
almost literally, except for Saheeh International who opted for a purely literal translation.
Abdel Haleem’s rendition also can be considered an exact literal translation (in three of
his translations, [Q. 4: 1], [Q. 6:98], and [Q. 7:189]). To put it in another way, it appears
that all translators were faithful to the ST, but Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem
were too faithful. This is clearly evident if we apply a back translation (BT) to the
renditions. For example, the BT of Saheeh International’s rendition in all four @yahs as
well as Abdel Haleem’s in [Q. 7:189] is 3aa)y usdi (s, which is exactly as the ST. The rest
of Abdel Haleem’s rendition seems to be the same too, though he translates the adjective
saals as ‘single’ that holds the meaning of ‘one’, but also includes the sense of ‘only one
and not one of several’, which is close to the intended meaning. Unlike the rest of his
translations and without significant reason, Abdel Haleem renders the word (4 in [Q.
39:6] as ‘being’ instead of ‘soul’, notwithstanding that both ‘soul’ and ‘being’ may refer

to a person.
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Both of Ali and Hilali and Khan’s translations are alike, that is, they both render the
kindyah as ‘from a single person’ (BT: 2als (aad (), which is almost literal. The only
difference between the two translators is that Hilali and Khan add the implicit intended
meaning ‘Adam’ between brackets at the end of the phrase. This type of addition is what
Baker and Olohan (2000) refer to as explicitation, which is “the spelling out in a target
text of information which is only implicit in a source text”. Translation by addition is a
typical procedure in translation in which the translator adds something to the TT that does
not explicitly exist in the ST (Dickins, et al., 2017, p. 21; also see Pym, 2014 , p. 14).
Hoever, we must say that there is probably no reason for not using the word ‘soul’ for
o, especially given that it does in fact hold the meaning of an individual person; besides,
the word ‘soul” may have a more religious connotation than ‘person’ (for details on
denotative and connotative meanings related to Arabic-English translation, see Dickins,
etal., 2017, pp. 73-105). It seems that Hilali and Khan’s addition is not really necessary,
because the reader may discern that the intended person is Adam, particularly from the
surrounding context. Most importantly, a literal translation (from one/a single soul) in
this case is quite sufficient; not only does it convey the meaning but also the purpose of
the kinayah as well as the rhetorical image. Let us not forget al-Jurjant’s definition of
kindayah:

Kindyah is the process through which the text producer seeks to substantiate

a specific meaning without mentioning it directly through its known

(original/conventional) word in the language. Instead he [sic] opts for a

meaning (word) that is ‘associated’ and adjacent to the true meaning in order

to allude to and attest the meaning intended (al-Jurjani, 1995, p. 66; my
translation).

Accordingly, if a literal translation can convey all the aspects of a kinayah, then why not
use it? After all, Newmark asserts that a “literal translation is correct and must not be
avoided, if it secures referential and pragmatic equivalence to the original” (1988, pp. 68-
69). As for the consistency of the translators, it is to be noted that all of them, apart from
Abdel Haleem, were consistent. It is also worth noting that Abdel Haleem’s inconsistency

did not affect the intended meaning, purpose, or image of the kinayah.

Kinayah 2

Table 6.2: Translations of Kinayah expression 2.
(i L) in [Q. 7:189]
Literal translation: (when he covered her)

Referent: sexual intercourse || Purpose of use: Euphemism
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Ali ... when they are united ...
Hilali & Khan ... when he had sexual relation with her ...
Saheeh International | ... when he covers her* ...
Abdel Haleem ... when one [of them] lies with his wife ...

As pointed before, throughout Qur’anic discourse, it is quite impossible to come across a
word or term that is culturally or socially unaccepted even when the idea expressed is
taboo. Such expressions are always expressed euphemistically, i.e. indirectly, as in this
context through the kinayah &. The table above shows that the translators have
attempted to render W5 differently. Ali, for example, avoids a literal translation and
tries to render the intended meaning euphemistically. In spite of this, his rendition of
WS as “when they are united (BT: Osaie | 5 5Ss Lexie/Wd) seems to be quite strange. It is
true that the word ‘unite’ could mean the joining of a person with another in marriage,
which is rarely used, but it does not standardly convey the meaning of intercourse; neither
do its other conventional meanings, such as joining or combining two things or persons

to form a single entity or body (OED), carry the meaning of intercourse.

As for al-Hilali and Khan, they too avoid a literal translation and opt for the intended
meaning. Although their rendition, ‘when he had sexual relation with her’ (BT: lLeie/Ll
lexe dpuia 483y Hl8)) does in fact convey the intended meaning, it falls short in achieving
the purpose of the kinayah used in this ayah, i.e. euphemism, because it includes the word
‘sex’. The more standard usage in English is also ‘have sexual relations’, rather than ‘have
sexual relation’. If there is a possibility to achieve both the intended meaning of the
kindyah and its purpose of use then the translator(s) should go for this. For example,
Abdel Haleem’s choice to render the kinayah as ‘lies with his wife’ (BT: &= aalaay/2aal,
43a5)) not only conveys the rhetorical image and intended meaning but also achieves the
purpose of the kinayah. It is worth noting that the phrase ‘liec with’ in the sense of sexual
intercourse is also used in Bible translations possibly for euphemistic reasons too. In some
cases a literal rendition may be sufficient and conveys the features of a kinayah, but not
always. This can be perceived in Saheeh International’s choice to render the kinayah
literally, as ‘when he covers her’ (BT: Wwlisylglaay s W), The rendition does not tell the
reader with what did the husband cover his wife. In other words, did the husband cover
his wife with a blanket, sheet, or his body? That is to say, the Arabic phrase evokes the
image of the husband lying over his wife, whereas the English phrase does not. An
addition to the literal translation, a translation such as ‘he covered her with himself” may

evoke this image and convey the intended meaning of the kinayah as well as its purpose.
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Therefore, given the obscurity the expression may have, Saheeh International places a

footnote stating that it is “[a]n allusion to sexual intercourse” to clear up any ambiguity.

Kinayah 3 and 4.

Table 6.3: Translations of Kinayah expressions 3 and 4.
€N ) $REB) o) lads ()13 ) slakl AT 18 ) in [Q. 2:24]
Literal translation:

1) If you do not do and you will never do.
2) Fear the fire.

Referent:
1) If you do not produce/come up with a comparable sirah and you never will.
2) [Obey Allah and] Refrain from your pertinacity and wilfulness regarding the false
accusations that the Qur’an is not from Allah.

Purpose of use: Brevity

Ali But if ye cannot- and of a surety ye cannot- then fear the Fire ...
- But if you do it not, and you can never do it, then fear the Fire
Hilali & Khan Hell) ..
Saheeh But if you do not - and you will never be able to - then fear the
International Fire ...
Abdel Haleem {:firzou cannot do this - and you never will - then beware of the

We must stress that in order to comprehend the two kinayah phrases, Sl ol 1 & ej ol
and JA) 158 in [Q. 2:24] one must read the preceding ayah that is [Q. 2:23] (see their
contextual analysis in the previous chapter). The main purpose of use for both kinayahs
is brevity, which means that most of the information related to the intended meaning is
omitted to avoid repetition, particularly in the first kinayah. That is to say, the request or
challenge addressed to the unbelievers to come up with a similar siarah is implicit in el ol
shad (3 1 55 The act of [obeying Allah by] leaving aside the pertinacity and wilfulness

of making false accusations to avoid the fire of Hell is also implicit in J& ) &,

All translators have decided to render both kina@yah phrases literally and maintain the
purpose of the kinayah. The only significant differences between the four renditions are
the choice of words and some slight additions. For example, Ali chooses to use some
archaic words, such as the pronoun ‘ye’ instead of “you’. Hilali and Khan as well as Abdel
Haleem add some words while translating the first kinayah, such as the pronouns ‘it’ and
‘this’ respectively to their renditions. This addition may help the reader to comprehend
what is meant by ‘if you do not/cannot’. In other words, these pronouns, which refer to
the request or challenge mentioned in the previous ayah help in clarifying the conditional

phrase and remove any ambiguity. Hilali and Khan decide to add the word ‘Hell” between

-209-



brackets to explicate the meaning of fire while rendering & 581, which, in our opinion,
is probably unnecessarily because the recipient would understand that the fire here refers

to Hell.

In general, the literal translation of both kinayah expressions by the translators maintains
the intended meaning as well as its purpose of use. That said, Abel Haleem’s rendition

reads more easily and smoothly than the rest due to his choice of contemporary words.

Kindayah S and 6

Table 6.4: Translations of Kinayah expressions 5 and 6.
{0k guia 51%) « (Alsha &) 3 in [Q. 5: 64]
(el 08 a5 Gl ) 4 slia 83 0235 Y 3) in [Q. 17:29]
Literal translation:
[Q. 5:64]: (Allah’s hand is shackled/tied up), (His hands are spread out)
[Q 17:29]: (do not make your hand shackled/tied up to your neck and do not spread it/lay
it all out)

referent: Purpose of kinayahs:
Al Je for miserliness; 4} law for generosity Elegance and hyperbole
[Q. 5: 64]: (...Allah's hand* is tied up), (both His hands are widely
Ali outstretched)

[Q. 17:29]: Make not thy hand tied* (like a miser's) to thy neck, nor
stretch it forth to its utmost reach ...

[Q. 5: 64]: (...Allah's Hand is tied up (i.e. He does not give and spend
Hilali & Khan | ©f His Bounty)), (both His Hands are widely outstretched)

[Q. 17:29]: let not your hand be tied (like a miser) to your neck, nor

stretch it forth to its utmost reach (like a spendthrift) ...

[Q. 5: 64]: (... “The hand of Allah is chained”*...), (... both His hands
Saheeh are extended ...)

International [ [Q- 17:29]: do not make your hand [as] chained to your neck* or extend

it completely* ...

[Q. 5: 64]: (God is tight-fisted), (God’s hands are open wide)

[Q. 17:29]: Do not be tight-fisted, nor so open-handed ...

Abdel Haleem

Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Saheeh International have attempted to render the two kinayah
expressions 2l J& and ) Jaws literally, with a slight difference in choice of words made
by the latter. This literal rendition may not convey the intended meaning of the kinayah
nor its purpose of use. The hand being tied up and stretched out could indicate a person
not being able to do something and being very welcoming or helpful respectively, but
they do not connote the meaning of miserliness and generosity. It is true that literally e
2l (stretching out the hand) is a synonym of the Arabic phrase 2l s but culturally they

do not have the same implication. Therefore, Ali, in his translation of [Q. 5:64], clarifies
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in a footnote what is meant by Allah’s hand being tied up. He also points out that ‘hands
widely outstretched’ is a figurative expression for extreme generosity:
... Allah’s hand are tied up. He is close-fisted. He does not give!’ This
blasphemy is repudiated. On the contrary, boundless is Allah’s bounty, and

He gives, as it were, with both hands outstretched — a figure of speech for
unbounded liberality (2001, my emphasis).

It is clear that Ali is fully aware the TL has an idiomatic epithet for miserliness, ‘close-
fisted’, yet he favoured a literal approach, which is common among scriptural translators
(cf. Marlowe, 2012), i.e. Qur’anic or Biblical translators. Nonetheless, the procedure Ali
chose is similar to what Beekman and Callow (1974) or Larson (1998) suggested chiefly
when the ST gesture does not have a symbolic significance in the TL culture or has not

been heard of before.

Again, in his translation of [Q. 17:29], Ali places a footnote in which he compares this
expression with the one in [Q. 5:64] in terms of the sense of miserliness. Also, in his
comments, he clarifies that what is meant by both kinayah expressions in general is that
one should be careful and wise while spending money; not to be a miser nor a spendthrift.
In addition to his footnote, Ali adds between brackets the phrase ‘like a miser’ almost
transforming the kindyah into a simile, to explain the tying of the hand. This procedure is

again similar to what Beekman and Callow (ibid.) and Larson (ibid.) referred to.

Hilali and Khan also adds an explanatory information between brackets while translating
[Q. 5:64] to explain what is meant by ‘Allah’s hand is tied up’. In their translation of [Q.
17:29] they add two comparative phrases ‘like a miser’ and ‘like a spendthrift’ to convey
the meaning of miserliness and generosity, almost transforming the two kinayah

expressions into a simile like Ali’s approach while rendering [Q. 17:29].

Saheeh International’s rendition is quite similar to that of Ali as well as Hilali and Khan’s
in terms of being literal. The only difference is that Saheeh International chose to use ‘to
chain’ and ‘to extend’ instead of ‘to tie up’ and ‘to stretch’ respectively. These choices of
words also do not convey the intended meaning. Therefore, in their rendition of [Q. 5:64],
they decided to explain in a footnote that ‘Allah’s hand is chained’ carries the implication
of “inability to give or stinginess”. Also, while rendering [Q. 17:29], they provide
explanations in a footnote for ‘the hand chained to the neck’ and for it ‘to be extended
completely’. However, what is interesting about Saheeh International’s translation of [Q.

17:29] is that they strangely add the word ‘as’ between square brackets! This addition
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appears to be of no use; especially in this location, and although it may be intended to
convey a comparison, the use of ‘as’ in this context is not clear in English. In other words,
if you compare the rendition with the ST, you will notice that not only is there no Arabic
equivalent of ‘as’ in the ST, but the location where they have placed it does not make

sense, either as an adverb, conjunction, or preposition.

As for Abdel Haleem’s translations, it looks like he attempts to convey the referent of
miserliness and generosity through a target-oriented approach by using idiomatic (i.e.
idiom-like) TL epithets. Both epithets ‘tight-fisted’ and ‘open-handed’ are commonly
used in English to connote miserliness and generosity respectively, though their literal
meanings do not do this. Therefore, it may be fair to say that these epithets are similar to
the original kinayah expressions in terms of producing a rhetorical image and conveying
the referents indirectly. In other words, the English epithets ‘tight-fisted’ and ‘open-
handed’ can be considered appropriate idiomatic equivalent expressions for Il J& and
2l b As to Abdel Haleem’s inconsistency in rendering 2l Jaws, possibly it is because
‘open-handed’ does not convey the dual form of Law as in ‘¢l siis 315" which gives the
sense of extreme generosity. Hence, he preferred to translate it as “hands are open wide’.
Above all, Abdel Haleem’s choice of words is more convenient; not only it is much more
intelligible, which meant no need for footnotes or explanations within the text, but it
conveys the intended meaning implicitly and more or less portrays an image of

miserliness and generosity like the original expressions does.

Kindayah 7 and 8

Table 6.5: Translations of kindayah expression 7.

(R ol S8 aoil aSl) T ghaldy o 238 20 Y Y in [Q. 5:11]

(Y A o ety U L S &Y o) el o) in [Q. 5:28]

Literal translation:
[Q. 5:11]: (...when people intended/planned to stretch their hands towards you, [Allah]
restrained their hands from you)
[Q. 5:28]: (If stretch your hands toward me to kill me, I am not stretching my hands
towards you to kill you)
Referent: assault (kill) | Purpose of use: Elegance

[Q. 5:11]: ... when certain men formed the design to stretch out their
hands against you, but (Allah) held back their hands from you.

Ali [Q. 5:28]: If thou dost stretch thy hand against me, to slay me, it is not
for me to stretch my hand against thee to slay thee.

[Q. 5:11]: ...when some people desired (made a plan) to stretch out their
Hilali & Khan || R2nds against you, but (Allah) withheld their hands from you.

[Q. 5:28]: If you do stretch your hand against me to kill me, I shall
never stretch my hand against you to kill you.
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[Q. 5:11]: ... when a people determined to extend their hands [in
Saheeh aggression] against you, but He withheld their hands from you.

International .
[Q. 5:28]: If you should raise your hand against me to kill me — I shall

not raise my hand against you to kill you.
[Q. 5:11]: ...when a certain people were about to raise their hands
against you and He restrained them) [Q. 5:11]

Abdel Haleem

[Q. 5:28]: If you raise your hand to kill me, I will not raise mine to kill
you.

The kinayah phrase 1) s does not always refer to generosity as has been pointed out in
the previous chapter. In some cases, it can be a referent for an assault as in [Q. 5:11] and
[Q. 5:28]. As far as their translations is concerned, it seems that Ali, Hilali and Khan, and
Saheeh International maintain the same technique they chose in translating 3 b as a
referent for generosity. That is to say, they render 4l s whether it is a referent for an
assault or generosity in a similar way, which is literal. Ali, for example, as well as Hilali
and Khan employ the word ‘stretch’ for -, while Saheeh International use the word
‘extend’ in both kindyah expressions. Saheeh International do, however, avoid a literal
translation while rendering the preposition I in the kinayah phrase; they decide to
translate it as ‘against’ instead of ‘towards/to’. It is obvious that they wanted to be faithful
to the ST but at the same time, they wanted the recipient to understand that the act of
stretching out the hand, in this context, is in an assaultive way and not in a helping way
as the rendition without ‘against’ may suggest. This may be the reason why Saheeh
International adds the prepositional phrase ‘in aggression’ between square brackets so
that the reader would not get the wrong impression about stretching out the hand. It is, of
course, true that the hand is used in both Arabic and English expressions to connote
miserliness, generosity, and assault, but they are used differently. Therefore, like the
previous kindyah, a literal translation may not connote the image of an assault as the
Arabic phrase would, even with the addition of ‘in aggression’, particularly when the type
of assault is not mentioned. The appropriate way to overcome such an issue is to look for
an idiomatic TL expression that connotes a similar image and referent, assuming the
priority is to convey the message and not something else. The renditions of Abdel Haleem
to connote miserliness and generosity through idiomatic TL expressions, such as ‘tight-
fisted’ and ‘open-handed’ respectively are good examples, especially given that these TL
expressions include the hand as the SL does. Strange to say, Saheeh International were
aware of such an approach and yet they have decided not to apply it consistently. To be
specific, Saheeh International renders a«—m‘ eszﬂ‘ Il in [Q. 5:11] almost literally as Ali
and Hilali and Khan did, but in rendering the same kinayah 3% &) Gkl in [Q. 5:28] they
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opt for a target-oriented approach. They choose to use the idiomatic TL expression of
raising one’s hand to/against that implies ‘a threat to assault’, ‘actual assault’, or ‘being
about to assault someone’. This TL expression could be seen as the closest equivalent of
the Arabic expression in terms of depicting the image and meaning of an assault or
expected assault, not to mention the fact that it includes the use of the hand as the Arabic
expression does. Besides, raising one’s hand to/against may sound more elegant than

stretching out/extending.

As for Abdel Haleem, once again, he applies a target-oriented approach om rendering
sl 2&40)15hL5 in [Q. 5:11] and &% &) &aid in [Q. 5:28] rather than a literal approach. He
too uses the TL expression of raising one’s hand to/against to signify the image and
meaning of an assault. Though Abdel Haleem and Saheeh International use the same TL
expression in [Q. 5:28], Abdel Haleem’s rendition may be more elegant and reads much
more smoothly. For example, Saheeh International’s rendition (BT: (ALl gaud dlay Caad ol
lilisY dada gy &8 ) Gl Ul ) includes the preposition ‘against’ while the infinitive verb ‘to
kill” is quite sufficient. In addition, it repeats the ‘possessive determiner + hand’ (your/my
hand) while this can be avoided by using the possessive pronoun ‘mine’. Contrariwise,
Abdel Haleem’s rendition (BT: <li#Y [(s] Jials a8 ) (1 Ul ¢ Al dy cuad ) has only the
infinitive verb ‘to kill’, which is sufficient to infer that the hand is (about to be) raised
aggressively against another person. If this infinitive verb, i.e. type of assault, was not
mentioned, as in [Q. 5:11], then the preposition ‘against’ would have to be included.
Furthermore, the possessive pronoun ‘mine’ is used to avoid the repetition of the

‘possessive determiner + hand’ (your/my hand).

Moreover, another kinayah can be formed with the word s when it collocates with ¢l
(tongue) to depict the sense of swearing. This can be seen in [Q. 60:2] when both hands
and tongue collocate with Jaw: as a referent for assault and insult (verbal assault) (see table
below). As for its rendition, all four translators chose to render the whole phrase (both

kinayah expressions together) literally apart from the prepositional phrase S,

Table 6.6: Translations of kindyah expression 8.

€ o5l agiadi 5 o Al T3bis | ) in [Q. 60:2]

Literal translation: (...stretch out their hands and tongues towards/to you with evil ...)

Referent: insult (swear and blaspheme ) || Purpose of kinayah: Elegance

Ali ...stretch forth their hands and their tongues against you for evil ...

Hilali & Khan || ...stretch forth their hands and their tongues against you with evil ...
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Saheeh
International
Abdel Haleem || ... stretch out their hands and tongues to harm you ...

... extend against you their hands and their tongues with evil ...

Ali as well as Hilali and Khan continue to use the word ‘stretch’ to express the meaning
of Laws as they did previously. The difference between the two is related to the rendition
of the preposition ‘<> accompanying the prepositional phrase = s\, i.e. the type of assault
and insult. Ali renders the preposition ‘=’ as ‘for’ while Hilali and Khan render it as ‘with’.
In this case, it seems that the preposition ‘with’ is more appropriate than ‘for’ because it
describes the physical state or the means of stretching out the hands and tongue, whereas
‘for’ may refer to the purpose of stretching out the hands and tongue. Furthermore, both
translators continue to render the preposition phrase »Sil (towards/to you) as ‘against you’
instead of its literal rendition ‘towards/to you’ to show that the intentions of stretching

out the hands and tongue are not friendly but antagonistic.

Saheeh International also continue to use the word ‘extend’ to express the meaning of Ja
and render the preposition phrase <) (towards/to you) as ‘against you’. As for Abdel
Haleem, strange to say, he opts for a literal rendition instead of a target-oriented approach
as he did in rendering 2 Jaws in [Q. 5:11] and [Q. 5:28]. This time, he decides to render
L as “stretch out’. Perhaps the reason behind this decision is the lack of an idiomatic TL
expression that infers a similar image and referential meaning to that of gl Jaws, Also,
the reason could be that he had already mentioned the action or intent of the hand in
translating #12&1 2174 & & &85 o) the beginning of the ayah, as “[I]f they gain the upper
hand over you, they will revert to being your enemies”. Nonetheless, in the TL, the word
‘tongue’ may occur in several idiomatic expressions/phrases that refer to a special
meaning different from their literal meaning, but none of them are similar to the Arabic
kindyah. For example, the expressions ‘have a forked tongue’, ‘sharp tongue’, and ‘keep
a civil tongue (in one’s head)’, indicate dishonesty/deceitfulness, speaking in a harsh or
critical manner, and a request to speak decently and politely respectively. The closest TL
expression could be ‘sticking one’s tongue out (at someone)’, which indicates contempt
or insult, yet it does not include the sense of swearing and blasphemy as the kindyah in
[Q. 60:2] does. This is possibly why Abdel Haleem chooses to render the kinayah literally.
At the same time, he does render 5 using the word ‘harm’ rather than ‘evil’, which
could hold both types of inflictions, physical or emotional, so that the rendition of the

kinayah can be read smoothly and intelligibly.
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Kinayah 9

Table 6.7: Translations of Kinayah expression 9.

€. TG O 4% e A g 2 535) in [Q. 25:27]
Literal translation:
(And the day the wrongdoer bites on his hands, he will say [ wish ...)

Referent: Remorse || Purpose of kinayah: Elegance and hyperbole
Al The Day that the wrong-doer will bite at his hands, he will say, "Oh!
would that I ...

And (remember) the Day when the Zalim (wrong-doer, oppressor,
Hilali & Khan | polytheist, etc.) will bite at his hands, he will say: "Oh! Would that I ...

Saheeh And the Day the wrongdoer will bite on his hands [in regret] he will
International | say, "Oh, I wish ...

Abdel Haleem || On that Day the evildoer will bite his own hand and say, ‘If only ...

It appears that all four translators have decided to render ¥l (e literally. However, Ali
and Hilali and Khan render the preposition 1= as ‘at’ rather than ‘on’. It is true that the
two propositions are close to each other in terms of meaning, but the appropriate
equivalent preposition for I, in this context and in the event of applying a pure literal
translation, would be ‘on’, exactly like the translation of Saheeh International. However,
unlike the rest, Abdel Haleem omits the preposition = and adds the word ‘own’ after
the possessive pronoun ‘his’. That said, this addition only emphasises that the hands
belong to the wrongdoer (AWall) and, therefore, it may not affect the general meaning of
the ST or the referential meaning of the kinayah. Nonetheless, what is interesting and may
affect the literal meaning is his attempt to render (2 (in the dual form) as ‘hand (singular
form) rather than ‘hands’ as it is in the ST (BT: [+ 2=lll] sx ary). According to Qutb
(2003, p. 2560), the wrongdoer might not only bite one hand but might bite both hands
alternately, or due to his deep regret, he might bite both hands at once. However, Qutb’s
interpretation should not be taken literally if we remember that kinayah expressions are
used figuratively to allude to and attest a specific meaning. Nevertheless, Abdel Haleem
should not make such changes, especially given that ‘hands’, i.e. the plural form referring

here to two things, is grammatically acceptable in the TL.

As for a literal rendition of the kinayah and whether or not it implies a similar referent of
that of the ST, this is, of course, somewhat debatable. Probably there is no doubt that the
TT recipient will comprehend the intended meaning of ‘biting their own hands’ through
the context of the ayah, but there would be a possibility of misunderstanding it if it were
to be on its own. The reason for this misunderstanding may be culture-bound. That is to
say, expressions or gestures such as biting their own hands (2! (=c) or fingertips ( o=
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JsL¥1) may imply a specific meaning in one culture but not in another (see the analysis of
the next kinayah). To dispel any misunderstanding, Saheeh International add the
prepositional phrase ‘in regret’ between square brackets. According to Beekman and
Callow, such an addition is not ideal and would possibly confuse the TT recipient because

the biting of one’s hand already exists in the TC with a different sense than remorse.

Kinayah 10

Table 6.8: Translations of Kinayah expression 10.
¢ A3 (e Jal) Kl ) guae 1318135, Y in [Q. 3: 119]
Literal translation:
(... and when they are alone they bite their fingertips in rage at you ...)

Referent: Rage || Purpose of kinayah: Elegance and hyperbole
Al ... when they are alone, they bite off the very tips of their fingers at
you in their rage ...
Hilali & Khan | when they are alone, they bite the tips of their fingers at you in rage
Saheeh . e . .
International || = when they are alone, they bite their fingertips at you in rage ...
i

Abdel Haleem || - When they are alone, they bite their fingertips in rage at you ...

As with the rendition of 2l e, a literal translation was used by translators to render (e
JsBY). The only odd rendition amongst the four is the one made by Ali. Bizarrely, he adds
the words ‘off” and ‘very’ that may lead to a totally different meaning (BT: aSie () sz,
gt [Ala] A Tauasd (aglelil) agribal <ol ki), The phrase ‘bite off” suggests removing or
separating, i.e. cutting off, something from another, which in this case involves the
fingertips. In addition, there is no explanation for him adding the word ‘very’, since there
is absolutely no reason to emphasize the fingertips. Also, there is no need for adding the
possessive determiner ‘their’! Generally, Ali’s rendition may lead the TT recipient to

visualise a different image to that of the original kinayah.

Once more, the ability of the TT recipient to understand the intended meaning of this
kinayah is roughly similar to their understanding of 2l u=c, In fact, it may be more
difficult, especially if we take into consideration that the nails are located in the fingertips
and biting the nails in most, if not all, Western cultures implies a sense of anxiety and not
remorse. That said, there is no equivalent TL expression that implies a similar image and
referent as the Arabic kinayah. In contrast, the translation of 1 s=e literally is possibly
more acceptable than translating J<WY) _=e literally because biting the fingertips is

definitely an established gesture in the TC for anxiety. Though the ayah states clearly that
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the biting was done in a state of rage, it would probably confuse the TT reader and cause
what Beekman and Callow refer to as a ‘semantic clash’. The solution to avoid such
confusion, according to the views of Larson or Beekman and Callow, is to drop the
specific reference to the symbolic action (J«5Y! s=ac) and use a generic word (with a
descriptive phrase). However, we suggest the same approach as used by the translators,
but with a footnote that explains that this gesture in the SC is known also as a sign of

remorse, unlike in the TC where it could refer to anxiety.

Kinayah 11

Table 6.9: Translations of Kinayah expression 11.

§.. et Gl L e 4088 Gl 2t alé s et lanl 5 in [Q. 18: 42]
Literal translation: (His fruits were encompassed thereby he began inverting/turning his
palm about over what he has spent on it...)

Referent: Remorse and sorrow " Purpose of kinayah: Elegance and hyperbole
Al So his fruits (and enjoyment) were encompassed (with ruin), and he
remained twisting and turning his hands over what he had spent on
his property ...
Hilali & Khan So his fruits were encircled (with ruin). And he re.mamed clapping his
hands with sorrow over what he had spent upon it...
Saheeh And his fruits were encompassed [by ruin], so he began to turn his

International | hands about [in dismay] over what he had spent on it ...

And so it was: his fruit was completely destroyed, and there he was,
wringing his hands over what he had invested in it ...

Abdel Haleem

It appears that the four translators have rendered 43 &% differently in terms of word
choice or approach. What is interesting, however, is that they all render the word S as
‘hand’ rather than ‘palm’, which is the inner surface of the hand, even those who chose a
literal approach, such as Saheeh International. Perhaps the reason for this is that they
considered the palm and the hand as one organ, i.e. one part of the body, and that any
physical movement of the palm will obviously involve an exactly correspondingly
movement of the hand and vice versa. Even if this was true, however, there is no excuse
not to render <S as ‘palm’ unless it sounds unidiomatic or there is an appropriate
idiomatic TL expression including the word ‘hand’ that is equivalent to that of the ST in
terms of referent and function (i.e. purpose of use). That said, there might be some
idiomatic English phrases, proverbs, or idioms that may describe or involve the meaning
of regret as in ‘kicking oneself” or ‘no use crying over spilt milk’. However, such
expressions might not be formal or appropriate to use in this type of text. The other TL

expressions (or gestures) that one might think of are ‘clapping a hand [briefly]
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against/over/to/across a forehead, cheek(s), or mouth’ in a token of dismay or regret. For
example, ‘Tom clapped his hand to his forehead when he heard that he had failed the
exam’. The other is ‘wringing one’s hand’, as in ‘Tom then wrung his hands together and

buried his face into his hands’. The underlined phrase, i.e. bury one’s face into their hands,

also involves ‘hands’, but generally all three expressions suggest the sense of dismay,
distress/agitation/exasperation, or embarrassment/shame respectively more than the sense
of remorse or regret. This shows us that not all expressions in a language, particularly
those involving gestures, exist or have the same referent in another language. So how did
the four translators handle the rendition of 4% <& a kindyah that involves a gesture as a

referent of remorse as well as sorrow?

It looks like Ali decided to render it literally (apart from the word <) and, strangely, add
the word ‘twist’ [BT: 4% <l s 5h Jhd], Regardless of whether the words ‘twist” and
‘turn’ are synonyms or near-synonyms in English, adding the two words ‘twist’ and ‘turn’
together does not help the TT reader in comprehending or conceiving the kinayah. In
other words, there is no reason for this addition. In fact, it may confuse the reader, not to
mention the fact that ‘twist’ and ‘turn’ are normally used together in the TL as a phrase
to imply a meaning other than &8 That is, the phrase ‘twist and turn’ expresses a total
different meaning in the TL, for example, it could mean that a road, path, river, or suchlike
has a lot of bends, as in ‘the road twists and turns throughout the mountain’. It could also
mean complicated dealings or circumstances, as ‘the party are concerned with the twist
and turns of their leader’s political career’. Therefore, mentioning either ‘twist’ or ‘turn’
by itself would have been more appropriate. Saheeh International applied a literal
approach too but with an addition that describes the state of turning about the hands. In
spite of this, a back translation (BT: [by/del a8 8] 4 Gl zualé) will show that
Saheeh International’s rendition is roughly more faithful to the ST, and probably sounds
more idiomatic than Ali’s. The downside, however, with Saheeh International’s rendition
is to do with the addition they have placed between two square brackets to explain the
reason for this gesture or the state while producing it. What they have mentioned does not
correspond with any authoritative exegetical literature nor does it lead the TT reader to
the actual intended meaning of the kinayah. Therefore, since they have decided to make
an addition, they should have at least included one of the referents (remorse, regret, or
sorrow) to show the actual state of that person who is turning his palms about and more

importantly for the TT reader to conceive what this expression is used for in the SL.
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With respect to Hilali and Khan’s rendition, it is quite obvious they have relied on one of
the exegetical works, which is without doubt part and parcel of the Qur’anic translation
process (see the textual and contextual analysis of this kinayah in the previous chapter).
Nevertheless, their rendition is considered a partial interpretation. Among the exegetes
who described the movement of «Sll ulii a5 ‘clapping” without further information are
ibn Kathir (2000) and at-TabarT (2001). The majority of the exegetes who in their
description of =Sl w183 mentioned ‘clapping’ or ‘striking” clearly indicate that one hand
strikes over the other hand, i.e. on the back of the other hand; are ar-Razi (1981), abu
Hayyan (1993), and ath-Thaclabi (1997) describe in meticulous detail that the palm of one
hand strikes over the back of the other hand. That is why Hilali and Khan’s rendition is
incomplete even with their addition of the phrase ‘with sorrow’. In fact, the two phrases
together do not make sense. Normally when a person is clapping, it is as a token of
approval or praise, and in some cases, sarcasm but never as a token of remorse or sorrow.
Probably it would have been acceptable if they had rendered the kinayah as ‘remorsefully
(or sorrowfully) he remained clapping one hand on the back of the other’ or ‘he remained
clapping one hand on the back of the other with remorse (or sorrow)’ since they have
opted for an exegetical rendition. At least this way the TT recipient would read and

understand one of the authoritative exegeses of VRN properly.

Unlike the other translators, Abdel Haleem attempts to render the kinayah by applying a
target-oriented approach. It seems, however, that his effort is to some extent unsuccessful.
One of the gestures of agitation or exasperation is rubbing and twisting the hands together,
in other words, wringing one’s own hands. For that reason, the phrase ‘wringing one’s
own hands’ has become an established TL expression to describe a person who is worried,
anxious, distressed, irritated, and suchlike, chiefly when they are powerless to change the
situation. In a way, it may hold the sense of sorrow to some degree, but certainly not deep
regret or guilt for a wrongdoing as the ST phrase does. Therefore, since the twisting of
the palms or striking them over the back of the other hand is not an established gesture
with a specific meaning in the TC, the translators should probably have translated the
expression literally along with an addition or footnote that explained the intended
meaning or emotional state. If they had done this, there would not be any semantic clash
and at least the TT recipient would have a knowledge of the gesture and its intended

meaning.
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Kinayah 12

Table 6.10: Translations of Kinayah expression12.
€ ) slin 38 2850 15155 agat) A b W) in [Q. 7: 149]
Literal translation:
(When it fell in their hands and they perceived that they went astray ...)

Referent: Remorse || Purpose of kindyah: Elegance and hyperbole
Ali When they repented, and saw that they had erred ...
Hilali & Khan And when they regretted and saw that they had gone astray ...
Saheeh And when regret overcame them* and they saw that they had
International gone astray ...

Abdel Haleem When, with much wringing of hands, they perceived that they

were doing wrong ...

In direct contrast to their renditions of the three previous kindyah expressions for remorse,
Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Saheeh International have decided to avoid a literal approach
in rendering e«—m‘ 4 bl It seems they have realised that a literal rendition, in this case,
would make no sense even if they were to apply additions or omissions to it, this being
probably due to the culture-specific nature of the kindyah, and because ) & ol is
more of an expression to express a specific reference rather than a gesture. Furthermore,
the lack of an appropriate TL phrase holding a rhetorical image and/or at least a referent
similar to the original kindyah left the translators with no choice but to state the intended
meaning of the kinayah explicitly. There is no doubt by doing so the TT loses the
rhetorical features and function the ST phrase, i.e. kinayah, has but most importantly the
intended meaning is maintained and delivered to the TT recipient. Saheeh International
do, however, add a descriptive footnote in which they provide a literal translation and
meaning of ae—m.-.\‘ 8 hil; “Literally, ‘When their hands had been descended upon,’ i.c.,
bitten by them out of severe regret”. Interestingly, despite all this Abdel Haleem decides
to render g 4 1l using the same approach, i.e. target-oriented with exactly the same
TL expression (wringing one’s own hands) which he used in rendering 4 ClE As we
have illustrated previously, this TL phrase is commonly used to express agitation or
exasperation but never the sense of remorse. Hence, using this expression will certainly
cause a loss in meaning, which will lead to a miscomprehension of the kinayah

specifically and the proper meaning of the whole a@ya# in general.

Kinayah 13

Table 6.11: Translations of Kinayah expression 13.
| €. a8l ) &850 oliall AL oS 3al in [Q. 2:187)

-221-



€580 30 Y5 (3508 Y5 8538 Y in [Q. 2:197]
Literal translation:
[Q. 2:187]: (It has been made permissible for you, on the night of fasting, to talk lewdly

[obscenely] to your women)

[Q. 2:197]: (... no lewd [obscene] language, immorality [sinful behaviour], and quarrels in
Hajj ...)
Referent: Sexual intercourse || Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

[Q. 2:187]: Permitted to you, on the night of the fasts, is the approach to

your wives ...
Ali
[Q. 2:197]: ... no obscenity, nor wickedness, nor wrangling in the Hajj...

[Q. 2:187]: It is made lawful for you, during the nights of fasting, to have

sexual relations with your wives ...

Hilali & Khan
[Q. 2:197]: ... he should not have sexual relations (with his wife), nor

commit sin, nor dispute unjustly during the Hajj ...

[Q. 2:187]: It has been made permissible for you the night preceding

Saheeh fasting to go to your wives [for sexual relations] ...

International ) ) -
[Q. 2:197]: ... no sexual relations and no disobedience and no disputing

during Hajj ...

[Q. 2:187]: You [believers] are permitted to lie with your wives during

the night of the fast ...

Abdel Haleem ) i )
[Q. 2:197]: ... no indecent speech, misbehaviour, or quarrelling for

anyone undertaking the pilgrimage ...

As has been explained in the previous chapter, there are no disagreements among the
exegetes consulted in this study that the word <45 is used in [Q. 2:187] as a kinayah for
copulation. There are, however, some disagreements regarding its referent in [Q. 2:197].
The majority believe it is also used figuratively as a kindyah for sexual intercourse, but
some say it holds its literal sense (lewd/obscene language) and some believe it may hold
both the literal and figurative meanings at the same time. We are not at liberty to decide
which one of the interpretations is truer, but probably the majority view is more
convincing since the act of indecent speech is already included in the word G sk (immoral

or sinful behaviour).

With the exegetes’ opinions in mind, one can notice that the rendition of the word <4 in
both @yahs is consonant with the exegetes’ views. To put it another way, the renditions
of &43 made by the four translators in [Q. 2:187] indicate or refer to the sense of sexual
intercourse, but the renditions differ in [Q. 2:197] concurring with the exegetes’ views
(as did the exegetes’ views). For example, Ali’s rendition of <43 in [Q. 2:187] evidently
shows that he avoids a literal rendition and tries to convey the referent (intended meaning)

semantically through the word ‘approach’ in order to achieve a euphemism. The word
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‘approach’ by itself does not indicate or refer to a sexual relation, but the TT reader may
perceive the intended meaning through the context. It usually refers to a sexual relation
when collocated with ‘sexual’, as in ‘sexual approach’, but if Ali had added the word
‘sexual’ then a euphemism would have not been achieved. There are better or more
idiomatic TT phrases that refer to sexual intercourse indirectly and politely, i.e. in a
euphemistic manner, than ‘approach’. Even if Ali were to insist on using ‘approach’ then
it would have been better to use ‘approaches’ instead, especially given that he used the
noun form. At least the word ‘approaches’, the synonym of ‘advances’, denotes a
behaviour or attempt to initiate a sexual relation with someone. On the other hand, Ali’s
rendition of &3 in [Q. 2:197] is quite different. It is obvious that he is in favour of the
exegetical literature that believes the phrase &a3ll holds its literal sense; hence, his

rendition is ‘obscenity’.

In almost the same way, Abdel Haleem renders the phrase < disparately. That is to say,
he decides to render the phrase <23 in [Q. 2:187] based on its figurative sense, and in [Q.
2:197] based on its literal sense. Nonetheless, Abdel Haleem’s translation in [Q. 2:187]
is quite distinct, due to his selection of words. Abdel Haleem chose the TL phrase ‘to lie
with’ (&= glakua¥)) to express sexual intercourse, which not only expresses the referential
meaning of the kinayah idiomatically, but also euphemistically as the ST phrase does. It
is worth noting that the phrase ‘lie with’ is also used in some English biblical versions,
for example, the King James Bible or Douay—Rheims Bible, to express sexual intercourse

euphemistically (cf. Leviticus 18:22).

Turning to the renditions of Hilali and Khan along with Saheeh International, both
translators appear to believe that &3 s used in both ayahs figuratively as the majority
of exegetes do. Accordingly, their renditions of &a5) in both ayahs refer to the referential
meaning. Apart from the addition of ‘with his wife’ in [Q. 2:197], Hilali and Khan’s
translations are consistent, unlike Saheeh International. That said, their translations may
look like as if they have made the intended meaning explicit due to the use of the TL
phrase ‘sexual relations’. One might argue that the adjective ‘sexual’ is not taboo and that
the expression of ‘sexual relations’ is in fact a euphemistic expression for having sex.
This may be true, but why use such an expression when there are other much more
euphemistic expressions that denote sexual intercourse without including the word ‘sex’,
such as the technical or scientific terms ‘copulation’, ‘coitus’, or more general terms such
as ‘coupling’, ‘carnal knowledge/relations’, ‘intimate relations’, ‘intimacy’, ‘to lie with’,
‘sleeping with’, ‘going to bed with’, ‘lovemaking’, and the like? Moreover, adding the
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phrase ‘with his wife’ in [Q. 2:197] has no proper justification either. This is because
extramarital intercourse is prohibited at all times, let alone during an important sacred
ceremony such as the Hajj, which means that the intercourse issue is marital-related
unless stated otherwise. This is strange, since Qur’anic translators usually are aware of
this matter; or else why render &Ly, following &85l as ‘your wives’ and not literally as

‘your women’?

Saheeh International render <3, in [Q. 2:197] in the same way as Hilali and Khan apart
from the unnecessary addition of ‘with his wife’. Therefore, the argument made about
Hilali and Khan’s rendition can be applied to Saheeh International’s rendition of [Q.
2:197]. As for their rendition of &a3ll in [Q. 2:187], it seems that Saheeh International
thought that their construal (to go to your wives [BT: oSila 5 Al <] may confuse the
TT recipient, and probably cause them to misapprehend the intended meaning. Hence,
they decided to add the intended meaning explicitly between square brackets, though,
according to OED, the verb ‘go’ with the prepositions ‘in, to, or unto’ refers to ‘sexual
intercourse with a particular woman’, in addition to the fact it is used frequently in the
Hebrew Scriptures such as Genesis 38:8. Therefore, if they just had added the phrase ‘bed
with’ to the end of ‘to go to’, their translation would have been appropriate and easily to
comprehend without explicitness. Had they done so, they would have produced a
euphemistic vernacular expression, in other words, idiomatic, for sexual intercourse (to

20 to bed with [ae 3 Al CAINT),

Kinayah 14

Table 6.12: Translations of Kinayah expression 14.

€.l b (psiSle il R hald Y L L Bheddis (VB Y in [Q. 2:187]

Literal translation:
( ...and now have skin-to-skin contact with them ... ... do not have skin-to-skin contact
with them while devotionally confining yourselves in the mosques ...)

Referent: Sexual intercourse || Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

.. so now associate with them ... do not associate with your wives
while ye are in retreat in the mosques ...

Ali

... Sonow have sexual relations with them ... And do not have sexual
Hilali & Khan | relations with them (your wives) while you are in I'tikaf ...

Saheeh ... So now, have relations with them ... And do not have relations
International with them as long as you are staying for worship in the mosques ...

... now you can lie with them... Do not lie with them during the nights
of your devotional retreat in the mosques ...

Abdel Haleem
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The word 2<4, which is another kinayah for having sexual intercourse, is mentioned twice
in the same ayah, [Q. 2:187], where the word <231 occurs. It appears that the translators
have decided to adopt the same approach in rendering the two kindyah expression, <L
and &350, That is to say, they all try to avoid a literal translation and attempt to convey
the intended meaning. However, what is interesting is that though the two words have the
same referent and occur in the same ayah, the translators, apart from Abdel Haleem,
render them differently. Ali, for instance, renders <L as ‘associate with’ (U€le), a plain
general TL phrase, to convey the sense of sexual intercourse euphemistically [BT: (¥
oSila s 1558635 L L G sdle]. According to OED, one of the meanings of ‘associate’ as
a verb is “to keep company or have intercourse (with)”. Therefore, it is quite sensible to
say that Ali’s translation is more or less a success in terms of delivering the intended
meaning of J4L euphemistically, and even if the TL phrase ‘associate with’ is not often
used in this sense or manner, the TT recipient is able to arrive at this sense through the

context.

We could have said the same thing to Hilali and Khan’s translation if they had just used
the same expression in rendering &%) cited in the same ayah, but unfortunately we cannot
because of the word ‘sexual’. As we explained before, there are several idiomatic TL
expressions to convey the sense of sexual intercourse without including the word ‘sex’.
The word ‘relations’ without the word ‘sexual’ would have relayed both the intended
meaning and the function of the kindyah, especially given that the context of the ayah
revolves around spousal relationships, which was exactly what Saheeh International did
in their rendition. Additionally, if Hilali and Khan were to assume that the word
‘relations’ on its own does not refer to intercourse, it would still have been sufficient
because the type of relation has already been mentioned previously in rendering Eal,
which was ‘sexual relation’. Therefore, there was no need to add the word ‘sexual’. Also,
there was no need to add the phrase ‘with his wife’, because the context of the ayah is

obviously about spousal relationships.

As for Abdel Haleem’s translation, it appears that he is the only translator to be consistent
in rendering the kinayah expressions in [Q. 2:187] that have a sexual intercourse referent.
That is to say, Abdel Haleem renders the act of intercourse in [Q. 2:187], represented by
the words <83 and 3L, exactly the same way by employing the same idiomatic TL
expression ‘to lie with’, which as we pointed out before is also used in some English

Biblical translations.
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Kindayah 15 and 16

Table 6.13: Translations of Kinayah expressions 15 and 16.

€00 Aa Gh s ¥y pamal) b sludl) sl 3 5 8 (miall e alisila ) in [Q. 2:222)
Literal translation:

(They ask you [Prophet] about menses, say it is harmful, hence, seclude yourselves from
women during menses and do not approach them until they are cleansed/purified ...)

Referent: Avoid sexual intercourse " Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

They ask thee concerning women's courses. Say: They are a hurt and a
Ali pollution: So keep away from women in their courses, and do not
approach them until they are clean ...

They ask you concerning menstruation. Say: that is an Adha (a harmful
Hilali thing for a husband to have a sexual intercourse with his wife while she is

& Khan having her menses), therefore keep away from women during menses
and go not unto them till they have purified (from menses and have taken
abath) ...

Saheeh And they ask you about menstruation. Say, It is harm, so keep away from

International | Wives* during menstruation. And do not approach them until they are

pure ...

They ask you [Prophet] about menstruation. Say, ‘Menstruation is a
Abdel Haleem | painful condition, so keep away from women during it. Do not approach
them until they are cleansed ...*

It appears that all four translators have decided to be too faithful to the ST and render both
kindyah expressions, ¢l 1si5) and G450 Y literally. The employment of such a
technique here does in fact conceal the phrase ‘sexual intercourse’ just as the SL words
do, and that is probably because the context helps. However, it may mislead the TT reader
about the intended meaning. Thus, rendering | o el and V558 Y literally as ‘keep away’
and ‘do not approach’ may lead the reader to understand that a man should literally avoid
being close to a woman at all times during her menses rather than only not having
intercourse. It seems that the translators, apart from Ali, were aware of this possible
misinterpretation by the reader. Therefore, they have clarified the intended meaning, i.e.
sexual intercourse, either through a footnote or between two brackets within the TT. For
example, Hilali and Khan place the following explication between brackets after the word

X (harmful): “a harmful thing for a husband to have a sexual intercourse with his wife

while she is having her menses”, though their rendition ‘go unto’ is a well-known
expression for intercourse used frequently in the Hebrew Scriptures such as Genesis 38:8.
In a footnote, Saheeh International explain that the exact meaning of ‘keep away from
wives’ is “refrain from sexual intercourse”. Also in a footnote, Abdel Haleem states the

following: “The Arabic expressions used here are clear euphemisms for ‘do not have
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sexual intercourse with them’”. If they had rendered the intended meaning by using a
euphemistic TL expression, as they did with previous kinayah expressions, they would
have not needed to add any explications or comments. Also, the referent would have be
conveyed comprehensibly as well as euphemistically, but it is quite obvious that they
wanted to be faithful to the ST. Note also that it appears that Saheeh International have
decided to render il as wives, which we think is unjustifiable because it is quite clear

the sexual intercourse would be between spouses.

Kinayah 17

Table 6.14: Translations of Kinayah expression 17.

€aa a5 1600 0 E5s S 4las (33 0 0T G0 G gl (2615 136, Y i [Q. 2:222-223]

Literal translation: (... and then when they are cleansed/purified, come to them from where
Allah has ordered you Your women are [as] tilth for you, so come to your tilth
when/wherever you desire ...) [Q. 2:222-223]

Referent: Sexual intercourse || Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

... And when they have purified themselves, then come to them from
Ali where Allah has ordained for you ...{%% Your wives are as a tilth* unto
you; so approach your tilth when or how ye will ...

... And when they have purified themselves, then go in unto them as
Hilali & Khan || Allah has ordained for you (go in unto them in any manner as long as it is
in their vagina) ...{}Your wives are a tilth for you, so go to your tilth*

... And when they have purified themselves, then come to them from
Saheeh where Allah has ordained for you ...{&}Your wives are a place of sowing
International || of seed for you, so come to your place of cultivation however you wish

. when they are cleansed, you may approach them as God has
Abdel Haleem | ordained* ...{} wives are your fields, so go into your fields whichever
way you like* ...

The phrase & 5 is another kinayah expression mentioned at the end of [Q. 2:222], where
the previous kindyah phrases Gl stﬁﬁ\ and 54538 Y occur. The same translation
method used by the translators in rendering the two latter phrases is also employed in
rendering (b ﬁi, i.e. literal rendition. It is worth noting that the comments and footnotes
used by some of the translators in [Q. 2:222] to clarify that A3 and Gb 58 are

expressions related to sexual intercourse also include the phrase &b 5.

The word 5 as a referent for intercourse (particularly between spouses) is also repeated
in the ayah following [Q. 2:222], i.e. [Q. 2:223], and it too is rendered literally using
‘come to’, its synonym ‘approach’, or near-synonym ‘go to/into’. Hilali and Khan along

with Saheeh International use the same rendition, ‘go into/to’ and ‘come to’ respectively,
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in both @yahs. That is to say, they are consistent in their rendition of the word 3. Ali and
Abdel Haleem, on the other hand, are not quite as consistent as the other translators and
decide to use ‘come to’/‘approach’ and ‘approach’/’go into’ respectively. It is safe to say
that the expressions ‘come to’, ‘go to/into’, and ‘approach’, in the current context, all
convey both the intended meaning and purpose of the kinayah, particularly the last two
expressions. It is worth noting that both Hilali and Khan and Abdel Haleem have added
a footnote in [Q. 2:223], which either clearly identifies or implies that what is meant by
RPN ‘)-’\3 is sexual intercourse. It is evident that the reason for this footnote is to the
comparison of women with tilth and that the appropriate intercourse is through the vagina

and not the anus.

Table 6.15: Translations of Kinayah expression 17 that implies sex with men.

€l 055 93 5345 dadl G &S5 in [Q. 7:81]

€G30 2 554 O3l Gl &) i [Q. 27:55]
foon Qi &l O3 G &5l i [Q. 29:29]
{adad) e R (6 ) in [Q. 26:165]
Literal translation:

Q. 7:81]: (Indeed you come to/approach men with lust without women ...)
Q. 27:55]: (Do you come to men with lust without women ...)
Q. 29:29]: (Do you come to men and cut of the roads [rob travellers/wayfarers])
Q. 26:165]: (Do you come to males of all creatures)

[
[
[
[

Referent: Sexual intercourse (sodomy) || Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

[Q. 7:81]: For ye practise your lusts on men in preference to women. ..
[Q. 27:55]: Would ye really approach men in your lusts rather than
Ali women? ...

[Q. 29:29]: Do ye indeed approach men, and cut off the highway? ...

[Q. 26:165]: Of all the creatures in the world, will ye approach males

[Q. 7:81]: Verily, you practise your lusts on men instead of women...
[Q. 27:55]: Do you approach men in your lusts rather than women? ...
Hilali & Khan | 10, 29:29]: Verily, you do sodomy with men, and rob the wayfarer
(travellers, etc.)!

[Q. 26:165]: Go you in unto the males of the 'Alamin (mankind)

[Q. 7:81]: Indeed, you approach men with desire, instead of women...
[Q. 27: 55]: Do you indeed approach men with desire instead of

Saheeh women? ...
Ao e, [Q. 29:29]: Indeed, you approach men and obstruct the road ...
[Q. 26:165]: Do you approach males among the worlds}
[Q. 7:81]: You lust after men rather than women! ...
[Q. 27:55]: How can you lust after men instead of women? ...
Abdel Haleem

[Q. 29:29]: How can you lust after men, waylay travellers ...
[Q. 26:165]: Must you, unlike [other] people, lust after males

The word 3/ also appears in the phrase J& 3 & 536 as a referent for intercourse (but in the

sense of sodomy) in four other ayahs, [Q. 7:81], [Q. 27:55], [Q. 29:29], and [Q. 26:165].
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Strikingly, Ali avoids a literal translation of the kinayah in [Q. 7:81] and decides to
convey the meaning of intercourse by expressing the exercise of sexual desire: ‘practise
your lusts on men’ [BT: Ja_l 3 oS35l (smlad]. It is quite strange because a literal
translation, as in ‘approach men’, would have sufficed, especially given that the word
35¢3 describes the intention of approaching with lust. There is no explanation why he
chose this method in rendering this a@yah, and did not opt for a literal translation as he did
with the same expression in [Q. 27:55], [Q. 29:29], and [Q. 26:165]. In addition, Ali’s
translation of J&))l &5 in [Q. 27:55] is slightly odd, but it has nothing to do with the
rendition of the kinayah. It involves the translation of the word 33&&: ‘approach men in
your lusts’ [BT: 585 s 8 s Y o 53], There was no need to add the possessive determiner
‘your’ nor pluralise the word ‘lust’. A simple literal translation and the addition of the
proposition ‘with’, as in ‘go to/approach men with lust’ would have been sufficient; or
rendering the word 535 in the adverbial form ‘lustfully’ as in the original text, as in ‘go
to/approach men lustfully’, probably would have been more adequate. Despite all this,
Ali’s renditions of [Q. 27:55], [Q. 29:29], and [Q. 26:165] do in fact render the meaning

of intercourse (sodomy) in a euphemistic manner.

Hilali and Khan’s translations are also striking, specifically when rendering [Q. 7:81] and
[Q. 29:29]. Apart from being inconsistent, their translation of &) & yl-' in the former
ayah and in [Q. 27:55] is exactly like Ali’s; therefore, the oddity we noted concerning
Ali’s translation is the same here. The oddity also extends to Hilali and Khan’s translation
of dal &% in [Q. 29:29] because of the word ‘sodomy’. Using this word not only
renders the act of intercourse with men explicitly but also contradicts the purpose of
kindyah. Due to its hideousness, the word is not even used in biblical translations. If Hilali
and Khan had placed the word ‘sodomy’ between brackets, as they usually do in such
cases, or in a footnote, to explain the type of intercourse then probably it would have been
acceptable. The question that has no answer is why they did not use the same rendition as
they used in [Q. 27:55] or [Q. 26:165], specifically the latter. Not only does the phrase
‘go in unto’ convey ‘sexual intercourse’ implicitly and euphemistically but it is also an

idiomatic TL expression which is used in biblical translations.

As for Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem, they are both consistent in their renditions
of Ja)l & 5%, Saheeh International continue to apply a literal translation in rendering the
word 3, but this time they use the word ‘approach’ instead of ‘come to’, which in fact
delivers the intended meaning implicitly as the ST does. With respect to Abdel Haleem’s

renditions, not only do they not deliver the intended meaning but they can be considered
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distortional. Using the TL phrase ‘lust after” only indicates a strong sexual attraction to
someone, but it does not include the sense of having sex with a person. Therefore, there
is a significant loss of meaning, i.e. the act of intercourse, in his renditions and most of
all they are misleading, since they only convey the sense of the desire and not the
performance [BT (Q. 29:29): [s2d] Ja )l [Leia] 056385 (Q. 26:165): o S [Lawia] () seil
[32%]]. Another fact about their misleading nature is that the SL word 35 (lust) is not
mentioned explicitly or implicitly in [Q. 29:29] nor in [Q. 26:165], yet Abdel Haleem

insists on interpreting 0S¥ as lusting.

Kinayah 18 and 19

Table 6.16: Translations of Kinayah expressions 18 and 19.

€. sl ey 5 G o3 L2380 65 in [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6]

Literal translation: [Q. 4: 43] and [Q. 5: 6]: (...one of you come from a wide low ground
or have been in touch with women ...)

Referent: Purpose of kindayah:
1-Urination or defecation. 2- sexual intercourse Euphemism
Ali [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6]: ... one of you cometh from offices of nature, or ye
have been in contact with women ...
[Q. 4:43]: ... one of you comes after answering the call of nature, or you
have been in contact with women (by sexual relations) ...
Hilali &
Khan [Q. 5:6]: ... any of you comes from answering the call of nature, or you

have been in contact with women (i.e. sexual intercourse) ...

Saheeh [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6]*: ... one of you comes from the place of relieving
International [ himself or you have contacted women [i.e., had sexual intercourse] ...

[Q. 4:43]: ... have relieved yourselves, or had intercourse ...
Abdel

Haleem [Q. 5:6]: ... has just relieved himself, or had intimate contact with a

woman ...

It is quite obvious that all four translators tried to avoid a literal translation of the word
L&l and chose to render the intended meaning semantically. This is because a literal
translation would not convey the intended meaning, in addition to the fact that L&l has
been lexicalised. All four translators use established idiomatic TL expressions to convey
the meaning of urination or defecation. Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem’s
renditions are quite similar as they both opt for the TL phrase ‘relieve oneself’. One
difference between the two renditions is that Saheeh International try to adhere to the ST
as far as they can by adding the word ‘place’ before. Another difference is that Saheeh
International use the same pronoun ‘himself” in both their renditions in [Q. 4:43] and [Q.

5:6], whereas Abdel Haleem uses the pronouns ‘yourselves’ and ‘himself’ in [Q. 4:43]
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and [Q. 5:6] respectively. It is worth noting that the second person pronoun ‘yourself’
might be more appropriate since it is neutral in terms of gender, while the third person
singular pronoun ‘himself” is confined to a male addressee. Hilali and Khan use the phrase
‘the call of nature’, which is also a well-known euphemistic TL phrase that expresses the
need for urination or defecation. Ali uses the phrase ‘office of nature’. Despite the fact
that this phrase is not widely used as the previous expressions, i.e. ‘the call of nature or
‘relieve oneself’, but following OED it conveys the same sense as these expressions
convey. That is, ‘office of nature’ expresses the meaning of “[T]he function or action of
defecating or urinating; excretion” (OED). This in turn, justifies the translator’s use of

this phrase.

As for the translation of the kindyah phrase &Y, it appears that the translators, apart
from Abdel Haleem, have decided to go for a literal approach. In other words, they render
the kinayah literally, and it looks like some of the translators, specifically Hilali and Khan
as well as Saheeh International, have decided to state the intended meaning explicitly
between brackets or through a footnote to leave no room for confusion or ambiguity
regarding the intended meaning of contacting a woman. Hilali and Khan add ‘by sexual
relations’ and ‘i.e. sexual intercourse’ in their rendition for [Q. 4:43] and [Q. 5:6]
respectively, whereas Saheeh International state ‘i.e., had sexual intercourse’ in both
renditions, once within the text and the other through a footnote. Stating the word ‘sexual’
explicitly within the text, even between brackets, may contradict with the purpose of using
the kinayah, but probably it would not do so if it was placed in a footnote, as Sahech

International did in their rendition of [Q. 5:6].

Abdel Haleem too provides a literal rendition with an addition in translating £2Y in [Q.
5:6]. Nonetheless, his rendition is considered euphemistic since the adjective ‘intimate’
indicates a sexual relationship implicitly. However, in his rendition of e—\m‘i in [Q. 4:43],
Abdel Haleem avoids a literal translation and interestingly decides to render the intended
meaning, i.e. sexual intercourse, taking into consideration the function of the kinayah, i.e.
euphemism. This is noticeable since he only states the word ‘intercourse’, which suffices

for delivering the intended meaning euphemistically without mentioning the word ‘sex’.

Kinayah 20

Table 6.17: Translations of Kinayah expression 20.

€ %8 ey 1585 J 555 .Y in [Q. 3:47]
€ 0 Adg a5 a3 36K ) in [Q. 19:20]
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€. OA gl ) JB G G sl () 500 CRgmaad s Y in [Q. 2:236-237]
(... Ghguad o B e G581l ) in [Q. 33:49]
(. Gl o Jb o 3. Gl o JB ) in [Q. 58:3-4]

Literal translation:
[Q. 3:47]: (How can I have a child and no man has touched me)
[Q. 19:20]: (How can I have a boy and no man has touched me)
[Q. 2:236-237]: (...as long as you have not touched them ...{*And if you have divorced
them before you have touched them ...)
[Q. 33:49]: (...divorced them you have touched them ...)
[Q. 58:3-4]: (...before they touch each other ...{5} ...before they touch each other ...)

Referent: sexual intercourse “ Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

[Q. 3:47]: How shall I have a son when no man hath touched me?
[Q. 19:20]: How shall I have a son, seeing that no man has touched me

[Q. 2:236-237]: ...before consummation ...&}And if ye divorce them

Ali before consummation ...
[Q. 33:49]: ... divorce them before ye have touched them ...

[Q. 58:3-4]: before they touch each other...{3}... before they touch
each other ...

[Q. 3:47]: How shall I have a son when no man has touched me
[Q. 19:20]: How can I have a son, when no man has touched me

[Q. 2:236-237]: ...while yet you have not touched (had sexual
relation with) them ...{And if you divorce them before you have

Hilali & Khan touched (had a sexual relation with) them ...

[Q. 33:49]: ... divorce them before you have sexual intercourse with
them ...

[Q. 58:3-4]: before they touch each other ...{2}...before they both
touch each other ...

[Q. 3:47]: how will I have a child when no man has touched me?
[Q. 19:20]: How can I have a boy while no man has touched me

Saheeih [Q. 2:236-237]: ... you have not touched* ...{2*And if you divorce
International |l 0, pefore you have touched them ...

[Q. 33:49]: ... divorce them before you have touched them [i.e.,
consummated the marriage]

[Q. 58:3-4]: before they touch one another ...{}...before they touch
one another ...

[Q. 3:47]: how can I have a son when no man has touched me?
[Q. 19:20]: How can I have a son when no man has touched me?

[Q. 2:236-237]: ... you have not yet consummated the marriage

Abdel Haleem ...{31f you divorce wives before consummating the marriage ...

[Q. 33:49]: ...divorce them before you have touched them ...
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[Q. 58:3-4]: before the couple may touch one another again
... before they touch each other ...

The word G+= as a kinayah for sexual intercourse occurs in different forms in seven ayahs.
All of the four translators have decided to render 2sa literally as ‘touch me’ in [Q.
3:47] and [Q. 19:20], which is reasonable, because the context clearly indicates that what
is meant by touching is intercourse, particularly given that they all also decided to render
0 as ‘man’ instead of ‘human being’. In other words, touching a woman clearly refers
to sexual intercourse especially given that pregnancy or having a child cannot occur

without it.

Ayah [Q. 2:236-237] and [Q. 33:49] is related to marital intercourse. Despite the fact that
the context is clear and that the reader could easily deduce that Gh sl el K or cﬁ Ji e
Ohsidi is related to intercourse, Ali and Abdel Haleem decided to use the word
‘consummate’ in their rendition of [Q. 2:236-237], which is more of a technical term. The
word ‘consummate’ formally means making a marriage complete by having sexual
intercourse, and nowadays it is more generally used for having sexual intercourse (OED).
There is nothing wrong with using this word, specifically given that it fits the context, i.e.
divorce without/before the spouses having intercourse, though a literal translation would
have been sufficient, particularly if we take into consideration Newmark’s opinion that a
literal translation is ‘always the best’ as long as it offers the same semantic and
communicative effect as the ST (1981, p. 21). However, since [Q. 2:236-237] and [Q.
33:49] discuss the same issue in terms of the state of marital intercourse, why did Ali and
Abdel Haleem not use the word ‘consummate’ again in [Q. 33:49] as they did in [Q.
2:236-237]. Instead, they went for the literal translation ‘touch’, as they did in their
translations of 0= in [Q. 58:3-4]. It is noticeable that Abdel Haleem adds the phrase ‘the
couple may’ before ‘touch one another’, when there was no need for this, but possibly he

does it for stylistic reasons.

Saheeh International employ a literal translation throughout their renditions of (s. They
do, however, place a footnote in [Q. 2:236] in which they indicate “[t]he marriage has not
been consummated”. Also in [Q. 33:49] they add “i.e., consummated the marriage” as an

explanation between square brackets.

As for Hilali and Khan, they translate (< in [Q. 58:3-4] literally, as they did in [Q. 3:47]
and [Q. 19:20], and by doing so, they convey the intended meaning of the kinayah and
maintain its purpose of use. In [Q. 2:236-237], they adopt the same method. However,

-233-



they fail to maintain the euphemistic function because they include the word ‘sexual’ in
their explanation, which they place between brackets within the text. There translation
would have been a success to a certain degree in terms of euphemism had they omitted
the word ‘sexual’ from their explanation. In [Q. 33:49], not only do they fail to convey
the intended meaning of O« implicitly, but they also fail to maintain the euphemistic

function, because they have stated the intended meaning directly.

Kinayah 21

Table 6.18: Translations of Kinayah expression 21.

PSRV ERES T PR ST EE S U W PR SRR R P PRI FEPS PR A PG EN)
€& FUA S Gy a0 &5 in [Q. 4:23]

Literal translation: (Prohibited to you [for marriage] your mothers and daughters ... ...

your mothers-in-law and your step daughters who are in your laps [guardianship] [born
from] of your women whom you had gone into them, but there is no sin upon you if you
have not gone into them ...)

Referent: sexual intercourse || Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

Prohibited to you (For marriage) are:- Your mothers, daughters ...
Ali ...your wives’ mothers; your step-daughters under your
guardianship, born of your wives to whom ye have gone in,- no
prohibition if ye have not gone in ...

Forbidden to you (for marriage) are: your mothers, daughters ... ...
your wives’ mothers; your step-daughters under your guardianship,

Hilali & Khan born of your wives to whom you have gone in — but there is no sin

on you if you have not gone in them (to marry their daughters), ...

Prohibited to you [for marriage] are your mothers, your daughters ...

Saheeh ... your wives' mothers, and your step-daughters under your
International

guardianship [born] of your wives unto whom you have gone in.
But if you have not gone in unto them, there is no sin upon you

You are forbidden to take as wives your mothers, daughters ... ...
Abdel Haleem your wives’ mothers, the stepdaughters in your care - those born of
women with whom you have consummated marriage, if you have
not consummated the marriage, then you will not be blamed ...

It appears that Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Saheeh International have decided to render
sl )allb Jsa) literally using ‘go in/unto’, which is a well-known TL expression for
intercourse even used frequently in the Hebrew Scriptures. As we have previously
explained (see kindayah 16 in this chapter), this TL expression delivers the intended
meaning of sexual intercourse implicitly in a euphemistic manner as does the original
kindyah. On the other hand, Abdel Haleem again chose to use the modern technical
expression ‘consummate’, which also conveys the referent semantically but in a
euphemistic manner. Taking into consideration the type of marital intercourse mentioned
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in the ayah, Abdel Haleem’s choice might be reasonable. To put it differently, the phrase
‘consummation of marriage’ designates a specific type of marital intercourse compatible
with what is mentioned in [Q. 4:23], though the use of ‘go in/unto’ would have conveyed

the intended meaning implicitly and maintain the euphemism.

Kinayah 22

Table 6.19: Translations of Kinayah expression 22.

(Uade Wliss oS (025 (g ) a8ang pudadl 385 405080 iS5y in [Q. 4:21]
Literal translation: (And how do you take it and already some of you have reached the
other and they [wives] have taken from you a solemn pledge)

Referent: sexual intercourse || Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism

And how could ye take it when ye have gone in unto each other, and
they have Taken from you a solemn covenant?

Ali

And how could you take it (back) while you have gone in unto each
Hilali & Khan | other, and they have taken from you a firm and strong covenant?

Saheeh And how could you take it while you have gone in unto each other
International | and they have taken from you a solemn covenant?

How could you take it when this is unjust and a blatant sin? How could
Abdel Haleem | you take it when you have lain with each other and they have taken a
solemn pledge from you?

It is clear that all four translators have decided to render L= e&aa-\ (il semantically
rather than literally, since the latter would confuse the reader and lead him/her to
miscomprehend the intended meaning. The translators chose idiomatic TL expressions,
which are also used in some versions of the Hebrew Scriptures. Ali, Hilali and Khan, and
Saheeh International again use the phrase ‘gone in unto each other’, whereas Abdel
Haleem uses ‘/ain with each other’. Most importantly, the expressions they have used
convey the intended meaning of sexual intercourse implicitly and euphemistically as the

original expression does.

Kinayah 23 and 24

Table 6.20: Translations of kinayah expressions 23 and 24
... qabaall (B 0p )31 5 Db shasd (R gl (a3 (15 ..) in [Q.4:34]
€. ) 3sd el (e S EIHA) ) 5 in [Q. 4:128]
Literal translation:
[Q. 4:34]: (and [those wives] whom you fear their elevation, advise them and forsake them

in bed)
[Q. 4:128]: (And if a woman fears an elevation from her husband)

Referent: Purpose of kinayah:
(1) zsMAss 30 558 The ill-behaviour of the spouse towards the || (1) Exaggeration
other partner and not fulfilling their marital responsibilities. (2) Euphemism
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(2) gadll 34550 jaa: To avoid having intercourse with the

wife.
[Q. 4:34]: ... As to those women on whose part ye fear disloyalty and ill-
Ali conduct, admonish them (first)*, (Next), refuse to share their beds ...
[Q. 4:128]: If a wife fears cruelty ...
[Q. 4:34]: ... As to those women on whose part you see ill-conduct,
Hilali & admonish them (first), (next), refuse to share their beds ...
Khan

[Q. 4:128]: And if a woman fears cruelty ...

[Q. 4:34]: ... But those [wives] from whom you fear arrogance - [first]

Saheeh advise them; [then if they persist], forsake them in bed ...
International )
[Q. 4:128]: And if a woman fears from her husband contempt ...

[Q. 4:34]: ... If you fear high-handedness* from your wives, remind them

Abdel [of the teachings of God], then ignore them when you go to bed ...

Haleem .
[Q. 4:128]: If a wife fears high-handedness ...

In respect of the translation of z.sl\/Aa 3V ;s the translators seem to have decided to
avoid a literal rendition and opt for a semantic one, which is a wise decision since the
former method of rendition would not make sense, and hence, confuse the TT reader.
What is interesting is that though the translators adopted the same method of translation,
the outcome differs in different cases. Perhaps this diversity is ascribed to the way the
different translators interpret the spouses’ act of defiance based on Qur’anic exegesis. Ali,
for example, chooses the phrase, ‘disloyalty and ill-conduct’ to describe the wife’s
defiance in [Q. 4:34] and the word ‘cruelty’ for the husband’s defiance in [Q. 4:128].
Apart from the word “disloyalty’, Hilali and Khan’s renditions are similar to Ali’s. Saheeh
International also choose different words to describe the wife and husband’s defiance
towards each other, ‘arrogance’ and ‘contempt’ respectively. Unlike the rest of the
translators, Abdel Haleem decides to be consistent in his rendition of the spouses’
defiance by using a general expression, ‘high-handedness’. This phrase, however, may
seem appropriate for a husband’s attitude more than that of his spouse, since authority
and the family’s provision are traditionally one of the husband’s marital responsibilities,
though currently these responsibilities have become mutual. Abdel Haleem usually uses
contemporary vocabulary, hence, the usage of ‘high-handedness’, but in order to avoid
any misunderstanding he explains through a footnote the meaning of s and states the
following:
The verb nashaza from which nushuz is derived means ‘to become high’, ‘to
rise’. See also verse 128, where the same word is applied to husbands. It

applies to a situation where one partner assumes superiority to the other and
behaves accordingly (2005, author’s italics).
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As to the renditions of the other kinayah cahad\ & 34, the translators, except for Saheeh
International, opt for a semantic rendition rather than a literal one. Ali and Hilali and
Khan’s renditions are similar, but their interpretation differs from the actual intended
meaning, i.e. to avoid having intercourse with the wife. Apparently, they have decided
not to follow what the majority of exegetes had to say concerning this kinayah and opt
for one of the other exegetical versions, which suggest avoiding sharing the same bed
with the wife (see the previous chapter). Unlike Ali and Hilali and Khan, Abdel Haleem
follows the interpretation of the majority of exegetes. His rendition suggests that the
husband could share the same bed with his wife, but his use of the word ‘ignore’ delivers
the meaning of disregarding any activity with her in a euphemistic manner to a certain
degree as the ST phrase does. Differently from the rest of the translators, Saheeh
international opt for being faithful to the ST and render the kindayah literally. However,
the TT reader may comprehend their literal rendition either as abandoning intercourse or
literally abandoning sleeping in the same bed with the wife as a minority of exegetes

presume.

Kinayah 25 and 26

Table 6.21: Translations of kinayah expressions 25 and 26.

{ine DR & 5ald 2hie 5) in [Q. 37:48]

0 5 ol & 3l shie 5) in [Q. 38:52]

(08 Y5 2418 (o Gipaby o il & 300 B} in [Q. 55:56]
(0 V5 %18 G dfales 4 in [Q. 55:74]
Literal translation:

[Q. 37:48]: (And with them [women of] restrained eyes/glances and beautiful wide eyes)
[Q. 38: 52]: (And with them [women of] restrained eyes/glances [and of] equal age)
[Q. 55:56]: (In them are [women of] restrained eyes/glances whom no man had
touched/menstruated them before nor jinn)
[Q. 55:74]: (No_ man had touched/menstruated them before nor jinn)

. Referent: Purpose of kinayah:
1- <aohll &l Fajthful, chaste, and modest women. 1- Elegance and
2- 3l &wls: The blood from a woman’s hymen breakage exaggeration.
due to intercourse, hence, ki & refers to the women’s || 2- Euphemism and
virginity. exaggeration.

[Q.37:48]: And besides them will be chaste women, restraining
their glances, with big eyes* (of wonder and beauty)

[Q. 38:52]: And beside them will be chaste women restraining
Ali their glances, (companions) of equal age

[Q. 55:56]: In them will be (Maidens), chaste, restraining their
glances*, whom no man or Jinn before them has touched

[Q. 55:74]: Whom no man or Jinn before them has touched
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[Q.37:48]: And with them will be Qasirat-at-Tarf [chaste females
(wives), restraining their glances (desiring none except their
husbands)], with wide and beautiful eyes

[Q. 38:52]: And beside them will be Qasirat-at-Tarf [chaste
females (wives), restraining their glances (desiring none except
Hilali & Khan their husbands)], (and) of equal ages

[Q. 55:56]: Wherein both will be Qdasirat-ut-Tarf [chaste females
(wives), restraining their glances desiring none except their
husbands] with whom no man or jinni had tamth*

[Q. 55:74]: With whom no man or jinni has had tamth* before them
[Q.37:48]: And with them will be women limiting [their] glances*,
with large, [beautiful] eyes

Saheeh [Q. 38:52]: And with them will be women limiting [their] glances*
International and of equal age

[Q. 55:56]: In them are women limiting [their] glances*,
untouched* before them by man or jinni

[Q. 55:74]: Untouched before them by man or jinni

[Q.37:48]: With them will be spouses— modest of gaze and beautiful
of eye—

Abdel Haleem [Q. 38:52]: they will have well-matched [wives] with modest gaze

[Q. 55:56]: There will be maidens restraining their glances,
untouched beforehand by man or jinn

[Q. 55:74]: Untouched beforehand by man or jinn

With regards to the renditions of t—UH‘ & wald Ali and Saheeh International render the
kindyah literally. Saheeh International, however, add a footnote in their translation of
[Q.37:48] explaining that what is meant by ‘limiting [their] glances’ is “chaste and
modest, looking only at their mates”. Saheeh International also provide similar notes in
their translations of [Q. 38:52] and [Q. 55:56]. Ali, by contrast, explicitly adds the
intended meaning of the kinayah to his literal translation. Ali’s translations are also
accompanied by footnotes which have an exegetical sense. In his footnote related to [Q.
55:56], Ali states: “[t]heir purity is the feature chiefly symbolised”. One of the
procedures, i.e. either a literal translation or explicitly stating the intended meaning,
would suffice, or at least pointing out the intended meaning in a footnote like Saheeh

International.

On the other hand, both Hilali and Khan and Abdel Haleem avoid a literal translation.
Hilali and Khan, interestingly, decide to borrow, i.e. use as a loan word (phrase), &<l

a5kl and transliterate it into the TT along with an explanation inserted between brackets.
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Their explanation is virtually the same as the literal renditions provided by Ali and Saheeh
International, apart from the additions ‘desiring none except their husbands’. Therefore,
it seems that there was no need to borrow the ST phrase into the TT especially given that
their literal rendition and additions could deliver the intended meaning of the kinayah
sufficiently. Abdel Haleem provides a semantic rendition in [Q.37:48] and [Q. 38:52],
but in [Q. 55:56] he opts for a literal translation accompanied by an addition similar to
Ali’s. Probably Abdel Haleem thought that his description of the women as maidens along
with a literal rendition was sufficient not to approach the ST expression semantically.
However, there is no reason for this inconstistency, i.e. why he did not apply the same
method in his previous renditions? Moreover, his translation of < 5kl & 5218 as ‘modest
of gaze/modest gaze’ (sbsy/Asaa d8aa 3,13) s not as idiomatic as ‘lowering/dropping
one’s eyes/gaze’, and therefore does not, to a certain degree, convey the intended meaning

of the original expression.

In respect of the renditions of Giiaay éj, all the translators, except for Hilali and Khan, have
decided to provide a literal rendition, which adequately conveys the intended meaning
euphemistically as does the original expression. Though the expression of a woman not
having been touched by a man before clearly suggests that she never had sex before,
hence, a virgin, Saheeh International explain in their translation of [Q. 55:56] that A al

literally means “they have not been caused to bleed by loss of virginity”.

On the other hand, Hilali and Khan, strangely once again decide to borrow the ST
expression into the TT, and explain in a footnote that the meaning of <k is “opening
their hymens with sexual intercourse”. Obviously, there was no need for this borrowing
especially given that a literal rendition could have delivered the intended meaning in the
same way as the original expression. Even if we were to assume that they have employed
this procedure to add some flavour or elements of the SL culture in the TT, or for stylistic
and rhetorical reasons, it would not make sense, because their translations, in general, are

more of an exegetical nature rather than a stylistic one.

Kinayah 27

Table 6.22: Translations of kinayah expression 27
€. i B3 Y il 5 dwdl (8 L A 5 G A333155) in [Q. 12:23]
£... ol 8 (B33)5 a JB) in [Q. 12:26]
€., A 8 BB 8035 30 3T 31587 Aaall 38525 085) in [Q. 12:30]
(... plasills s 0 40315405 Y in [Q. 12:32]
Literal translation:
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[Q. 12:23]: (she coaxed/cajoled him [the person] who is in her house about/from himself
and closed the doors and said come here ...)

[Q. 12:26]: (He said, she coaxed/cajoled me about/from myself ...)

[Q. 12:30]: (And women in the city said, al-4ziz’s woman (wife) is coaxing/cajoling her
young [slave] man about/from himself ...)

[Q. 12:32]: (... and I did coaxed/cajoled him about/from himself and he resisted ...)
Referent: Seduction: to persuade someone, gently and || Purpose of kindyah: Euphemism
in a deceptive way, to have sex with

[Q. 12:23]: But she in whose house he was, sought to seduce him* from
his (true) self: she fastened the doors, and said: "Now come, thou (dear

one)!" ...
Ali [Q. 12:26]: He said: "It was she that sought to seduce me* - from my
(true) self." ...

[Q. 12:30]: Ladies said in the City: "The wife of the (great) 'Aziz is
seeking to seduce her slave from his (true) self ...

[Q. 12:32]: ... I did seek to seduce him from his (true) self but he did
firmly save himself guiltless! ....

[Q. 12:23]: And she, in whose house he was, sought to seduce him (to
do an evil act), she closed the doors and said: "Come on, O you." ...

[Q. 12:26]: He [Yusuf (Joseph)] said: "It was she that sought to seduce
Hilali & Khan (| me," ...

[Q. 12:30]: And women in the city said: "The wife of Al-'Aziz is seeking
to seduce her (slave) young man ...

[Q. 12:32]: ... and I did seek to seduce him, but he refused ...

[Q. 12:23]: And she, in whose house he was, sought to seduce him. She
closed the doors and said, "Come, you." ...

Saheeh [Q. 12:26]: [Joseph] said, "It was she who sought to seduce me." ...

International [Q. 12:30]: And women in the city said, "The wife of al-'Azeez is seeking

to seduce her slave boy ...

[Q. 12:32]: ... And I certainly sought to seduce him, but he firmly
refused ...

[Q. 12:23]: The woman in whose house he was living tried to seduce

him: she bolted the doors and said, ‘Come to me,’ ...
Abdel Haleem )
[Q. 12:26]: but he said, ‘She tried to seduce me.’ ...

[Q. 12:30]: Some women of the city said, ‘The governor’s wife is trying
to seduce her slave! ...

[Q. 12:32]: ... I tried to seduce him and he wanted to remain chaste ...

All of the translators have agreed to translate 43l (e 335 !l semantically using the phrase

‘try/seek to seduce’. Choosing the word ‘seduce’ is wise because it implies the same sense

-240-



as the intended meaning of the original expression, which is persuading someone, in a
gentle way and not too directly to agree to have sex with you. Therefore, since ‘seduce’
on its own is sufficient to convey the intended meaning of the ST expression, there is no
need for any additions to the translation, as made by Ali, especially given that his
translations of [Q.12:23] and [Q. 12:26] were accompanied by exegetical footnotes, or to

add any explanations, as Hilali and Khan did in their translation of [Q. 12:23].

Kinayah 28

Table 6.23: Translations of kinayah expression 28.
<€ ad &ilaal }m [Q.21:91] and [Q. 66:12]
(Orsla aga g3 2 umb} in [Q. 23:5] and [Q. 70:29]

] 15585} in [Q. 24:30]

€... ueasﬁuhm Jin[Q. 24:31]

{... eééjﬁ Oeadlad) .$in [Q. 33:35]

Literal translation:

[Q.21:91] and [Q. 66:12]: (fortified her slit/opening/orifice [private parts (pudendum)])
[Q. 23:5] and [Q. 70:29]: (they whom preserve their slits/openings/orifices [private
parts])
[Q. 24:30]: (preserve their slits/openings/orifices [private parts])
[Q. 24:31]: (preserve their slits/openings/orifices [private parts])
[Q. 33:35]: (J[who] preserve their slits/openings/orifices [private parts])

Referent: Purpose of kinayah:
‘z A’ on its own is a referent for the human’s || The purpose of using ‘z_4" as a
private parts. If it is accompanied by the words || kinayah for the private parts is
‘e’ or “his’ then the whole phrase becomes a || euphemism. The purpose of the
referent for refraining from any sexual activity || whole phrase, i.e. ‘z_all Bhis/ipas’ is
(protecting/maintaining chastity) euphemism and elegance

[Q.21:91]* and [Q. 66:12]: ... guarded her chastity ...
[Q. 23:5]: Who abstain from sex*
[Q. 70:29]: And those who guard their chastity
[Q. 24:30]: ... guard their modesty*
[Q. 24:31]: ... guard their modesty*
I
]

Ali

[Q. 33:35]: ... who guard their chastity ...

[Q.21:91] and [Q. 66:12]: ... guarded her chastity ...

[Q. 23:5] and [Q. 70:29]*: And those who guard their chastity (i.e.
private parts, from illegal sexual acts)

[Q. 24:30]:
[Q.24:31]:

Hilali & Khan

.. protect their private parts (from illegal sexual acts) ...
.. protect their private parts (from illegal sexual acts) ...
[Q. 33:35]: ... who guard their chastity (from illegal sexual acts) ...
[Q.21:91] and [Q. 66:12]: ... guarded her chastity ...
[Q. 23:5] and [Q. 70:29]: ... who guard their private parts

Sahee.:h [Q. 24:30]: ... guard their private parts* ...
L L ol [Q. 24:31]: ... guard their private parts ...
[Q. 33:35]: ... who guard their private parts ...

— = = =
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Q. 21:91] and [Q. 66:12]: ... guarded her chastity ...
Q. 23:5] and [Q. 70:29]: who guard their chastity

Q. 24:30]: ... guard their private parts ...

Q. 24:31]: ... guard their private parts ...

[
[
Abdel Haleem [
[
[Q. 33:35]: ... chaste men and women ...

If one takes into consideration the translation of the SL word z 4!l on its own, one notices
that most of the translators have avoided a literal rendition and decided to render it
semantically. However, if one takes into account the rendition of the whole phrase
z Al Lis/cpas which is the essential part because it leads to the intended meaning, one
realises that they use a semi-semantic method. That is to say, the translators render half
of the phrase literally, ‘guard’ for Lés/csas and the other half semantically, ‘chastity’ or
‘private parts’ for z_4ll. The only slight issue is that though the word ‘guard’ is a near-
synonym of ‘preserve’, the latter would probably sound more accurate, namely with
‘chastity’ than ‘guard’. That is because chastity is not something tangible that can be
guarded, such as one’s private parts, but it is more of a principle or state that can be

preserved or maintained.

All of the renditions produced by the translators do in fact succeed in conveying the
intended meaning, but we cannot say the same with regards to the purpose of the kinayah
usage. In other words, not all of the renditions succeed in delivering the referent in the
same manner as the ST did, i.e. euphemistically. For instance, in his rendition of [Q. 23:5],
Ali uses the word ‘sex’” which eliminates the euphemistic function. The question is why
Ali did not render [Q. 23:5] the same way he rendered [Q. 70:29], especially given that
both ayahs are exactly the same. Another question is why did Ali use the word ‘modesty’
rather than chastity in his translations of [Q. 24:30-31]? Possibly the reason for this using
‘modesty’ is that, according to OED, ‘modest’ can refer to the human’s private parts; it
can also refer to the common meaning, which is dressing or behaving scrupulously to
avoid impropriety or indecency, mainly to avoid drawing sexual attention. Both meanings
can be employed, according to a few Qur’anic exegetes. The answer to this question may
lie in the following comments, which Ali placed as footnotes:

The rule of modesty applies to men as well as women. A brazen stare by a

man at a woman (or even at a man) is a breach of refined manners. Where sex

is concerned, modesty is not only “good form™: it is not only to guard the

weaker sex, but also to guard the spiritual good of the stronger sex [in Ali’s
rendition of (Q. 24:30)].
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The need of modesty is the same in both men and women. But in account of
the differentiation of the sexes in nature, temperaments and social life, a
greater amount of privacy is required for women than for men, especially in
the manner of dress and the uncovering of the bosom [in Ali’s rendition of

(Q. 24:31)].

It is probably clear from Ali’s notes that what he meant by ‘modesty’ is the behaviour

rather than the actual private parts, which is not exactly compatible with what the majority

of exegetes have argued. Therefore, in our view, ‘chastity’ is more adequate in this

context than ‘modesty’. Saheeh International, in their translation of [Q. 24:30], went

along with the majority of exegetes, but in a footnote they refer to the sense of unlawful

acts.

Hilali and Khan also fail to achieve the function of euphemism in most of their

translations due to the use of the word ‘sexual’ in their added explanations. They could

have easily avoided this by placing their explanations in a footnote instead of placing

them within the text.

Kinayah 29 and 30

Table 6.24: Translations of kinayah expressions 29 and 30.

(saa JEa Nl Y AT ) e a8 (B G V5 A 338 5%ai V5 ) in [Q. 31:18]

€65 pa) B S Y 3)in [Q. 17:37]

Literal translation:

[Q. 31:18]: (And do not bend [aside] your cheek (wry-cheek) to people nor walk exultantly
on the earth, verily Allah does not like all boastful swaggers)
[Q. 17:37]: (And do not walk exultantly on the earth ...)

. Referent: Purpose of kinayah:
23l jeial contempt with haughtiness. To exaggerate impolite
s Aal: Self-conceit and arrogance. demeanour or behaviour.

Ali

[Q. 31:18]: And swell not thy cheek* (for pride) at men, nor walk in
insolence through the earth; for Allah loveth not any arrogant boaster

[Q. 17:37]: Nor walk on the earth* with insolence ...

Hilali & Khan

[Q. 31:18]: And turn not your face away from men with pride, nor walk
in insolence through the earth. Verily, Allah likes not each arrogant
boaster*

[Q. 17:37]: And walk not on the earth with conceit and arrogance ...

Saheeh
International

[Q. 31:18]: And do not turn your cheek [in contempt] toward people*
and do not walk through the earth exultantly. Indeed, Allah does not
like everyone self-deluded and boastful}

[Q. 17:37]: And do not walk upon the earth exultantly ...*

Abdel Haleem

[Q. 31:18]: Do not turn your nose up at people, nor walk about the
place arrogantly, for God does not love arrogant or boastful people
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| || [Q. 17:37]: Do not strut arrogantly about the earth |

Concerning the translations of the first kinayah expression 230l ;i the translators have
produced different renditions from one another, though some of them have used similar
translation techniques. For example, on a prima facie account, Ali attempts to render the
first half of 2&1) paial e, jaial semantically and the second half 23 literally (though in
fact the whole phrase is probably rendered semantically as will be discussed below). His
mixed-translation method, mainly his choice of words, have led the outcome to be more
or less confusing. The word ‘swell’, which Ali chose, along with ‘thy (your) cheek’ and
the addition of ‘for pride’ does not generally convey the sense of bending or turning the
cheek, nor does it express the feeling or emotion of being insolent and haughty. The word
‘swell’ generally indicates inflation, distension, an increase of something, such as size,
amount, and suchlike. It may, however, indicate the sense of ‘to curve’ or ‘making
something curve’ as in ‘strong winds swelled the sails’, but it seems highly improbable
that it will have this sense when it is used with ‘thy (your) cheek’. The appropriate way
to use the word ‘swell’ in relation to the feeling or emotion of pride, anger, arrogance,
insolence, haughtiness, and the like is to use it in the phrasal form ‘swell with’ followed
by such personal characteristics; for instance, ‘do not swell with pride’. However, if Ali
had done this, the rhetorical image of bending/turning the cheek to people to express
insolence and haughtiness, which the SL expression holds, would be lost. Apart from
Ali’s usage of ‘swell’, there is another issue related to the word ‘cheek’ that he chose to
render 231, At first glance, one might think that Ali renders 23 literally, which is natural
because the word ‘cheek’ is indeed the English equivalent word for 23, but following a
close look at his footnote one would probably think otherwise. Ali notes that “[t]he word
‘cheek’ in English, 00, means arrogance or effrontery, with a slightly different shade
added, viz.: effrontery from one in an inferior position to one in a superior position. The
Arabic usage is wider, and includes smug self-satisfaction and a sense of lofty
superiority” [my italics and boldness]. Based on Ali’s note, particularly his usage of ‘too’,
we can deduce that his intention in rendering the word 21l as ‘cheek’ was probably
semantic rather than literal. If we assume this to be true, then his usage of ‘thy’ (your) is
incorrect, and he should have chosen the preposition ‘with’ instead, along with the word
‘pride’. In short, Ali could have avoided this confusion by rendering the whole kinayah
either literally as Saheeh International did or semantically using the appropriate

collocations.
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Saheeh international’s rendition, on the other hand, is purely literal. They do, however,
show between brackets the purpose of such demeanour, i.e. the turning of the cheek
towards people. They also add a footnote explaining that one way to respect a person is
by directing one’s face and attention to them. Their addition and footnote is probably to
remove any ambiguity in their literal rendition in case Al jeidiisa culture-specific
expression and gesture. Hilali and Khan’s rendition is very similar to that of Saheeh
International. The difference between the two is that Hilali and Khan do not render the
kindyah phrase literally as does Saheeh international, but they literally render the whole
physical act that involves turning the cheek towards others. That is to say, when a person
turns his cheek to another person, he does so by turning his face away. However, turning
one’s face away, in the TL, is not necessarily a sign of insolence or haughtiness.
Sometimes a person turns their face away because they are shy or to avoid seeing
something they do not like, and sometimes they do so out of respect, for example, when
someone is changing his/her shirt. Therefore, Hilali and Khan add the phrase ‘with pride’
to their rendition to avoid any misunderstanding. They also add a footnote asking the TT
reader go back to the Hadith mentioned in their footnote related to the kinayah expression
ashe &% in [Q. 22:9] (see the following kin@yah), in which they present a Hadith that

demonstrates the stance of Islam towards a person with too much pride.

Unlike the rest of the translators, Abdel Haleem avoids using both translation methods,
literal and semantic, and decides to render 2 _salal using an idiomatic TL expression.
The phrase ‘turn up one’s nose (at something)’ that Abdel Haleem chose is normally used
in the TL informally to show disdain or contempt, but there is another idiomatic TL
expression, which is more formal, that shows a haughty or disdainful manner, which is
‘with one's nose in the air’. Perhaps Abdel Haleem was in favour of the former expression
because it includes the word ‘turn’, which conveys the meaning of J2ia. Nonetheless,
Abdel Haleem’s translation does in fact convey the intended meaning of the original
expression but with a different image. The image of the original expression is associated
with a disease which when a camel is infected with it, it is forced to bend its neck.
Therefore, the image of depicting contempt and arrogance as a disease is not conveyed

through ‘turn up one’s nose (at something)’

As for the translations of &3 (=3 & &l it appears that the translators, apart from
Saheeh International, tried to render the intended meaning explicitly, specifically with the
word s », in both of its occurrences, [Q. 31:18] and [Q. 17:37]. Ali chose the word
‘insolence’ in both his translations. The common meaning of ‘insolence’ is disrespectful,
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offensive, impudent, or rude behaviour. It may also refer to a person being arrogantly
contemptuous or overbearing, but it is rarely used in this sense. Despite the slight
differences in these meanings, Ali puts an end to any ambiguity, if there is any, by
pointing out in a footnote in [Q. 17:37], where the expression first occurred, that

arrogance or undue elation are also included.

In their rendition of the same ST expression, namely in [Q. 17:37], Hilali and Khan chose
to state the referent ‘conceit and arrogance’ explicitly. In the translation of [Q. 31:18],
their rendition was precisely the same as Ali’s, which is quite surprising and raises the
question of their inconsistency. As for Abdel Haleem, he too chose to translate the
referent directly, but used only the word ‘arrogant’ in its adverbial form in both of his
renditions. What is interesting about Abdel Haleem’s rendition, in [Q. 17:37], is his use
of the word ‘strut’ instead of ‘walk’. The word ‘strut’ and its near-synonyms, such as
‘swagger’ and ‘prance’, mainly refer to the way a person walks proudly and confidently,
though ‘swagger’ is the most common word used to show disapproval. Therefore, one
might wonder why Abdel Haleem did not use the word ‘strut’ or ‘swagger’ again in his
rendition of [Q. 31:18]. Also, why did not the other translators who chose a semantic
translation method use one of these words, specifically ‘swagger’, as it is usually used to
show disapproval? That is to say, the words ‘strut’, ‘prance’ or ‘swagger’, and particularly
the last, would have been a suitable choice for those who chose to apply a semantic

rendition.

In contrast to the rest of the translators, Saheeh International render s 5s (= 5 & (il
literally in both of its occurrences. In its first occurrence, [Q. 17:37], Saheeh International
accompany their rendition with a footnote stating that “[m]an, for all his arrogance, is yet
a weak and small creature”. Therefore, the TT reader would definitely understand that
what is meant by walking upon the earth exultantly is an arrogant person, in case the

translation was not clear enough.

Kinayah 31

Table 6.25: Translations of kinayah expression 31.
€ A Qi 8 Junll ddbe () in [Q. 22:9]
Literal translation:
(Turning his side [away] to mislead [people] from Allah’s path ...)

Referent: contempt with arrogance; Insolence || Purpose of kinayah: To exaggerate
and haughtiness. impolite demeanour or behaviour
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(Disdainfully) bending his side, in order to lead (men) astray from
the Path of Allah ...

Bending his neck in pride (far astray from the Path of Allah), and
leading (others) too (far) astray from the Path of Allah ...

Saheeh Twisting his neck [in arrogance] to mislead [people] from the way
International of Allah ...

Ali

Hilali & Khan

Abdel Haleem turning scornfully aside to lead others away from God’s path ...

In respect of the interpretation of word <akasll, it appears that two of the translators, Hilali
and Khan and Saheeh International, have decided to follow the exegetical works that
suggest the part of the body that is twisted or turned away is the neck. The other two
translators, Ali and Abdel Haleem, have decided to follow the other exegetical
interpretation that suggests it is the person’s side. They do, however, agree on adding the
state of turning one’s side/neck explicitly. Though the chosen words to describe the state
of contempt or haughtiness are different from one another, they revolve around the same
sense. These additions are probably an attempt to enable the TT reader to understand what
is meant by turning one’s side (or neck) away, especially given that such a gesture in the
sense of contempt and arrogance is not known in the TL culture. Hilali and Khan also add
a footnote in which they present the following Hadith that demonstrates the stance of
Islam towards such an insolent act:

Narrated Abdullah bin Mus ‘Gid 4ie 4} < 5: Allah’s messenger alu s 4de 4l La

said, “Whosoever has pride in heart equal to the weight of an atom (or a small

ant) shall not enter Paradise.” A person (amongst the audience) said, “Verily,

a person loves that his dress should be beautiful, and his shoes should be

beautiful.” The Prophet sl s 4ide 4 Lo remarked, “Verily, Allah is the Most

Beautiful and He loves beauty, (oslll bee s Gall Ll @ Sl) Pride is to

completely disregard the truth, and to scorn (to look down upon) the people.
(Sahih Muslim, Book of Faith, Vol.1, Hadith No. 164)

Apart from this addition, suffice it to say that Ali and Abdel Haleem’s renditions can be
described as literal renditions, despite Abdel Haleem’s omission of the singular
possessive pronoun (+). On the other side, Hilali and Khan and Saheeh International’s

renditions are not quite literal. Hence, they can be seen as semi-semantic renditions

because they employed the word ‘neck’ instead of ‘side’.

Kinayah 32

Table 6.26: Translations of kinayah expression 32.
sk OIS B0 & 135 dgilay U (el ghay) Je Badl 135) in [Q. 17:83]

Literal translation:
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(And when We bestow [grace/favour] on humankind, he turns away and distances [himself]
through his side [or withdraw aside], and when evil touches him he becomes in despair.

Referent: Insolence and haughtiness; contempt || Purpose of kinayah: To exaggerate

with arrogance impolite demeanour or behaviour.

Yet when We bestow Our favours on man, he turns away and
Ali becomes remote on his side (instead of coming to Us [sic]), and
when evil seizes him he gives himself up to despair!

And when We bestow Our Grace on man (the disbeliever), he
Hilali & Khan turns away and becomes arrogant (far away from the Right Path).
And when evil touches him he is in great despair

And when We bestow favor upon man [i.e., the disbeliever], he
turns away and distances himself; and when evil touches him,
he is ever despairing

Saheeh International

When We favour man he turns arrogantly to one side, but when
harm touches him, he falls into despair

Abdel Haleem

Both Ali and Saheeh International employ a literal method in rendering the kinayah
expression <slalu s, particularly Ali. The difference between the two renditions is that
Ali adds an explanation between brackets whereas Saheeh International do not. Another
difference is that Saheeh International omit any equivalent of the phrase 4xa from their
rendition. Perhaps the reason for Saheeh International’s omission is so that the TT can
read fluently, because rendering the SL preposition ‘=’ literally, using ‘on’, ‘at’, or
‘through’, along with ‘his side’ would probably hinder the fluency. Rendering 4xilaz as ‘to
one side’ (distances himself to one side) seems an appropriate way to overcome this
problem, if a translator wants to be more faithful to the ST. On the other hand, Hilali and
Khan have decided to render the intended meaning of the kindyah explicitly, using the
word ‘arrogant’. However, they strangely add an explanation to their rendition, which the
TT reader can get a grasp of through the context. In other words, Hilali and Khan’s
addition is not necessarily. Abdel Haleem also attempts to render the intended meaning
of turning to one’s side. However, we can deduce that Abdel Haleem considers the acts
of ‘turning away’ and ‘distancing oneself to one side’ are more or less similar to each
other. Hence, he decided to merge the words u=le¥) and W together and render
explicitly the state of that person who refuses to obey Allah and turns away from His

obedience.

Kinayah 33

Table 6.27: Translations of kinayah expression 33.

(0355 o 5 &5l 30 55 g3 193 A sy A1 sl | 315 41 08 1359 [Q.63: 5]
Literal translation:
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(And when they are told, ‘Come, the Messenger of Allah [will] ask forgiveness for you’,
they twist their heads [away/aside], and you see them turning away arrogantly)

Referent: contempt with arrogance; ridicule and || Purpose of kindyah: To exaggerate
haughtiness. impolite demeanour or behaviour.

And when it is said to them, "Come, the Messenger of Allah will pray
Ali for your forgiveness", they turn aside their heads, and thou wouldst
see them turning away their faces in arrogance

And when it is said to them: "Come, so that the Messenger of Allah
Hilali & Khan [ may ask forgiveness from Allah for you", they turn aside their
heads, and you would see them turning away their faces in pride*

And when it is said to them, "Come, the Messenger of Allah will
Saheeh ask forgiveness for you," they turn their heads aside and you
International see them evading while they are arrogant

They turn their heads away in disdain when they are told, ‘Come,
Abdel Haleem || so that the Messenger of God may ask forgiveness for you,” and you
see them walking away arrogantly

The kindyah expression of oV & is similar to 231 jeidi calall & and culaly G0 in
terms of the meaning intended. It is clear that the translators have all rendered this kinayah
purely literally. Interestingly, the translations of Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Saheeh
International are free this time from any additions. We have noted that most of their
previous translations of the expressions that involve gestures of contempt or arrogance
were accompanied by additions or footnotes. Abdel Haleem, on the other hand, maintains
his consistency in adding an expression that describes the intention of the physical
gesture, in other words, rendering the intended meaning explicitly. There are two possible
reasons for Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Saheeh International not adding anything to their
rendition, but we cannot say for sure which one is correct. The first possible reason is that
they may have felt the TT reader can deduce the intended meaning through the context,
especially given that the state of turning away, which is arrogantly, is mentioned at the
end of the context. Thus, they possibly thought that there is no need for repetition. The
other possible reason is that they might have followed some of the exegetes who believe
that ‘%555 153" is used in a literal sense rather than a figurative one. Whatever the case
may be, Abdel Haleem’s rendition is most likely to be more accurate, if we take into
consideration ‘255153 is used in its figurative sense. By changing the structure in the
TT and preposing the rendition of the kinayah expression, Abdel Haleem was able to
maintain both meanings of the kinayah: contempt and arrogance, without even affecting

the whole meaning of the ST.
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Kinayah 34

Table 6.28: Translations of kinayah expression 34.

§al adal ) Cad &) in [Q. 75:33]

Literal translation: (Then [he] went to his people, stretching his limbs [arms and legs])

Referent: Purpose of kinayah:
Self-conceit and arrogance. To exaggerate impolite demeanour or behaviour.
Ali Then did he stalk to his family in full conceit*!
Hilali & Khan Then he walked in conceit (full pride) to his family admiring
himself!
Saheeh ; s [ 7
. And then he went to his people, swaggering [in pride]
International

Abdel Haleem Walking back to his people with a conceited swagger

It is worth noting that the expression L;LAE has the same referent as s (a3 b ()
which is self-conceit and arrogance. In spite of this fact, the renditions of L;LAE appears to
be quite different from &2 &4, particularly in terms of word choices, even though the
method(s) of translation employed by the translators are fairly similar. Some of the word
choices had an impact on the whole rendition of the ayah, which led some of the
translators to omit words, such as <23, from their translation. This omission could have
been avoided simply by choosing an appropriate word as Saheeh International did. To
illustrate, Ali chose to render the whole ayah semantically, and chose the word ‘stalk’
along with the phrase ‘in full conceit’ to convey the sense of walking in a self-conceited
and arrogant manner explicitly. By doing this he omitted any equivalent of the word <3
(went) from the TT. Regardless of whether or not the word ‘stalk’ is the correct choice,
he could have easily avoided this omission simply by placing it at the end of the sentence,
as in ‘he went to his family stalking in full conceit’. Furthermore, it is true that one of the
meanings of the word ‘stalk’ in its verbal form is ‘striding in an angry or a proud manner,
and often used disparagingly, implying haughtiness’, but usually it is accompanied by
one of the adverbs ‘out’, ‘in’, ‘off’, or ‘away’. That is to say, Ali’s rendition in its current
state lacks one of the adverbs, namely ‘off’. It should have been, at least, as follows: ‘he
stalked off to his family in full conceit’. Ali’s addition of the phrase ‘in full conceit’, is
probably understandable since the word ‘stalk’, in this current situation, does not only
imply haughtiness but also sullenness, hence, the addition is made to avoid any confusion
between the two possible interpretations. It is worthy of note that Ali also added a footnote
in which he refers to both traits, conceit and arrogance. Hilali and Khan’s rendition of the
whole ayah including the kinayah expression is also similar to Ali’s. That is, they too

decide on rendering the whole ayah semantically, in an attempt to render the intended
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meaning of s explicitly. In this process, they also omit the ST word <2 from the TT.
The differences between the two renditions are related to the choice of words and the
amount of additions made in the translation. Hilali and Khan chose the word ‘walk’ along
with the additional phrases ‘in conceit’ and ‘full pride’, most likely an attempt to convey
the whole referent, i.e. self-conceit and arrogance. They strangely added a third additional
phrase ‘admiring himself” to the end of their rendition. Frankly, there is no need for this
last addition because the previous two additions already indicate self-admiration; hence,
it is merely a repetition. Again, Hilali and Khan could have easily avoided this third
unnecessarily addition and the omission of the ST word <3 if they just had rendered the
ayah literally and the kinayah expression semantically, as in ‘he went to his family
walking in conceit (full pride)’, ‘he went to his family admiring himself’, or at least as

‘he went swaggeringly to his family’

Concerning Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem, they have both chosen the TL word
‘swagger’, which not only is an established idiomatic TL expression but also the closest
equivalent TL expression to 535 in terms of both referent and physical behaviour. Both
of their renditions were accompanied by additions. Saheeh International add the phrase
‘in pride’ between square brackets, whereas Abdel Haleem adds the phrase ‘with a
conceited” within his rendition just before the word ‘swaggering’. As it happens, there is
no need for these additions as the word ‘swagger’ already represents the sense of a person
walking or behaving in a self-conceited and arrogant manner, with a disparaging
association, similarly to the original expression. It is noteworthy that Abdel Haleem omits
any equivalent of the ST word <45 from the TT, like Ali and Hilali and Khan, which
simply could have been avoided had he rendered the ayah as literally as possible like

Saheeh International.

Kinayah 35

Table 6.29: Translations of kinayah expression 35.

0588 24 5 pgadi) (8 35 . ) in [Q. 9:55/85]
Literal translation:
(...their souls perish/depart [with difficulty]/exit/fade away while they are disbelievers)

Referent: To die. Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism, also reminding and warning of
fate.
Ali [Q. 9:55] and [Q. 9:85]*: ...their souls may perish in their (very)
denial of Allah

[Q. 9:55] and [Q. 9:85]: ... their souls shall depart (die) while they
are disbelievers

Hilali & Khan
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Saheeh [Q. 9:55] and [Q. 9:85]: ... their souls should depart [at death]
International while they are disbelievers)
[Q. 9:55]: ... for their souls to depart while they disbelieve
[Q. 9:85]: ... their souls should depart while they disbelieve

Abdel Haleem

All four translators have agreed on rendering ee-msﬂ (b ¥ literally. Ali chose the TL word
‘perish’ in both of his translations, while the rest of the translators chose the word ‘depart’
in both of their translations. The word ‘perish’ is more likely to be closer to the literal
sense than ‘depart’. Nonetheless, both words sufficiently assist the TT reader to
comprehend the intended meaning of the kinayah, but not the image of departing with
extreme difficulty. However, Hilali and Khan as well as Saheeh International seem to
doubt that the TT reader would reach the intended meaning and therefore decided to add
some information to their renditions in an attempt to help the reader to understand the
referent. Hilali and Khan add the word ‘die’ between brackets, which is the referent. In
other words, they state the intended meaning of the kinayah explicitly, telling the TT
reader that what is meant by the departure of the soul is dying. Saheeh International, on
the other hand, add the phrase ‘at death’ between square brackets. Saheeh international’s
addition, however, does not imply the exact intended meaning as does that of Hilali and
Khan, but rather the phase in which the soul shall depart, which is evident and known to
the TT reader. Since both Hilali and Khan and Saheeh International employed the
translation by addition technique, they should have at least added the phrase ‘from/this
life’, as in ‘their souls shall/should depart from/this life’, instead of ‘die’ or ‘at death’
respectively, especially given that it is an idiomatic TL phrase for ‘die’. Be that as it may,
it seems strange that the translators did not choose the word ‘exit’ as they have decided
on a literal rendition, particularly those who chose the word ‘depart’. Not only is ‘exit’ a
near-synonym for ‘depart’, but also, according to OED, it can be used in figurative
contexts to signify the meaning of ‘to die’, similarly to the SL phrase: “fig. and in

figurative contexts; spec. (literary) to die, to depart from life” (OED).

Kinayah 36

Table 6.30: Translations of kinayah expression 36.
fendd) Sl s o5 Nel 59 in [Q. 15:99]
¢l BBl 22y in [Q. 74:47]
Literal translation:
[Q. 15:99]: (And worship your Lord until the certainty comes to you)
[Q. 74:47]: (Until the certainty comes to us)
Referent: Death || Purpose of kindyah: Euphemism, also reminding and warning of fate.
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[Q. 15:99]: And serve thy Lord until there come unto thee the Hour
Ali that is Certain*

[Q. 74:47]: Until there came to us (the Hour) that is certain*

[Q. 15:99]: And worship your Lord until there comes unto you the
Hilali & Khan | certainty (i.e. death)*

[Q. 74:47]: Until there came to us (the death) that is certain

[Q. 15:99]: And worship your Lord until there comes to you the

Saheeh . .
International certainty [i.e., death]
[Q. 74:47]: Until there came to us the certainty [i.e., death]
Abdel Haleem [Q. 15:99]: worship your Lord until what is certain comes to you

[Q. 74:47]: until the Certain End came upon us

The four translators provide different renditions from one another in respect of el
despite using largely similar translation methods. Ali, for example, renders the kinayah
expression literally, but uses the word ‘certain’ in its adjective form (rather than the noun
‘certainty’) instead. He also adds the word ‘Hour’ to his rendition and abnormally
capitalises it, which seems very peculiar, as it may mislead the TT reader to think it is the
Judgement or Resurrection Day. The reason for this possible misinterpretation by the
recipient is because ‘the Hour’ is one of several kinayah expressions used in the Qur’an
for the Day/Time of Judgement or Resurrection. In an attempt to avoid such a
misinterpretation, Ali points out the intended meaning explicitly through a footnote
stating: “Yagin: Certainty: the Hour that is Certain: death”. However, this footnote might
confuse or further mislead the TT reader, instead of clarifying the situation. That is to say,
based on this footnote the TT reader would probably mistake the ‘Hour’ for death, in

other parts of the Qur’an, while in fact it is the Day/Time of Judgement or Resurrection.

Abdel Haleem also renders (&l in [Q. 74:47] in a similar way to Ali, in terms of
capitalisation and employing a literal translation method along with an addition. Though
Abdel Haleem’s addition of ‘end’ is possibly more acceptable than Ali’s addition of
‘hour’, in terms of conveying the sense of death, it still may confuse the TT recipient due
to his capitalisation of the phrase just like Ali’s translation. The capitalisation of ‘Certain
End’ might suggest to the TT reader that this certain end is the Time or Day of
Resurrection and not death alone. Therefore, a footnote, similar to like Ali’s would clarify
any possible ambiguity. As for Abdel Haleem’s rendition of [Q. 15:99], he also uses the
word ‘certain’ in its adjective form, but this time without any additions. However, due to
his use of ‘certain’ in its adjective form he had to add ‘what is” (s W) for the text to be

read smoothly.
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With regards to Hilali and Khan and Saheeh International’s renditions, they are similar to
cach other. Hilali and Khan render (& literally using ‘certainty’ and ‘certain’ along with
the word ‘death’ inserted between brackets in [Q. 15:99] and [Q. 74:47] respectively.
Saheeh International use ‘certainty’ consistently with the addition of the word ‘death’
inserted between brackets in [Q. 15:99] and [Q. 74:47] respectively. It is noteworthy that
the word ‘certain’ collocates with ‘death’ forming the phrase, ‘certain death’, which is an
idiomatic TL expression, but by doing so the one of the functions of the kinayah, i.e.

euphemism, is lost in the TT.

Kinayah 37:
Table 6.31: Translations of kinayah expression 37.
€348l &35 035 in [Q. 102:2]
Literal translation: (Until you visit the graveyards)
Referent: Purpose of kindayah:
Death Euphemism, also reminding and warning of fate.
Ali Until ye visit the graves*
Hilali & Khan Until you visit the graves (i.e. till you die)
Saheeh International || Until you visit the graveyards*
Abdel Haleem until you go into your graves*

There is a slight difference between 3% (plural: »s [graveyards]) and 3 (plural: L 58
[graves]). The former is a burial area where people are buried, while the latter is a place
in the ground, a pit, where a corpse is buried. In other words, a graveyard is where you
can find a number of graves, yet, Ali, Hilali and Khan, as well as Abdel Haleem have all
decided to render »\Gall using the word ‘grave’ rather than its literal rendition, i.c.
‘graveyards’. Saheeh International, on the other hand, have opted for the exact literal
rendition. The word ‘grave’, according to OED is seen as “the natural destination or final
resting-place of” every person, hence, it is sometime used to deliver the sense of being
dead or death. For example, the phrases ‘to the grave’ or ‘to find one's grave’ mean ‘till
death’ or ‘to meet one's death’ respectively (OED). Longman Dictionary of
Contemporary English also notes that the expression ‘the grave’ is used in literature for
the meaning of death. That being so, rendering Siaall ag ‘graves’ seems more appropriate
than ‘graveyards’, particularly in this context in order to deliver the sense of death

similarly to the original expression.

As for the first part of the kindyah, i.e. J)) (visit), all the translators, except for Abdel
Haleem, have rendered it literally. Abdel Haleem, on the other hand, chose a semantic

rendition using the TL phrase ‘go into’. He did, however, cite in a footnote that the literal
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rendition of the ayah is “until you visit the graves”, and added that “[T]heir stay in the
grave is like a short visit”. The word 3! (visit) conveys the image that a person after death
remains in the grave for a period of time until the Day of Resurrection, which is a fact all
Muslims believe. Nonetheless, the actual referent of Ll 35 ) is ‘death’, which it seems
only Ali and Hilali and Khan recognise, unlike Abdel Haleem and Saheeh International.
This is clear from their notes or additions. For instance, Ali states in a footnote: ... until
the time comes when you must lie down in the graves and leave the pomp and
circumstance of an empty life”, while Hilali and Khan cite between brackets, within the
TT, the intended meaning explicitly ‘till you die’. On the other hand, Saheeh
International’s footnote is similar to Abdel Haleem’s; they state the following: “i.e.
remain in them temporarily, meaning until the Day of Resurrection”. Therefore, even if
the TT recipient who is reading Saheeh International’s rendition is able to comprehend
the actual intended meaning, they would be misled into thinking otherwise because of

such notes.

Kinayah 38

Table 6.32: Translations of kinayah expression 38.
€20 A1 G 15 5 80 g38d Y in [Q. 7:77)

€GN ESG &y a1 0 08 W g 50 ) in [Q. 11:65]
(s 1520008 W 582 ) in [Q. 26:157]
€..b g iad 5 %8) in [Q. 91:14]
Literal translation:
[Q. 7:77]: (So they hamstrung the she-camel and turned away from their Lord’s
commandment ...)
[Q. 11:65]: (And then they hamstrung her, thereupon [he] said: enjoy [yourselves] in your
homes for three days ...)
[Q. 26:157]: ( So they hamstrung her then [they] became regretful)
[Q. 91:14]: (So they denied him and then hamstrung her)

Referent: Kill (slaughter an animal) || Purpose of kinayah: Euphemism; elegance
[Q 7:77]: Then they hamstrung the she-camel, and insolently defied the
order of their Lord, ...

[Q. 11:65]: But they did hamstring her. So he said: "Enjoy yourselves in
Ali your homes for three days ...

[Q. 26:157]: But they hamstrung her: then did they become full of
regrets*

[Q. 91:14]: Then they rejected him (as a false prophet), and they
hamstrung her* ...

[Q. 7:77]: So they Kkilled the she-camel and insolently defied the
Hilali & Khan | Commandment of their Lord, ...
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[Q. 11:65]: But they killed her. So he said: "Enjoy yourselves in your
homes for three days ...

[Q. 26:157]: But they killed her, and then they became regretful

[Q. 91:14]: Then they denied him and they Killed it ...

[Q. 7:77]: So they hamstrung the she-camel and were insolent toward the
command of their Lord ...

Saheeh
International || [Q- 11:65]: But they hamstrung her, so he said, "Enjoy yourselves in your

homes for three days ...
[Q. 26:157]: But they hamstrung her and so became regretful

[Q. 91:14]: But they denied him and hamstrung* her ...
[Q. 7:77]: and then they hamstrung the camel. They defied their Lord’s
commandment ...

Abdel Haleem || [Q- 11:65]: But they hamstrung it, so he said, ‘Enjoy life for another three
days

[Q. 26:157]: But they hamstrung her. In the morning they had cause to
regret it

[Q. 91:14]: but they called him a liar and hamstrung her

It appears that Ali, Saheeh International, and Abdel Haleem chose to render 4L e
literally in all of its four occurrences. The TL word ‘hamstring’ carries the sense of being
incapacitated or disabled but not being killed or slaughtered. Even the surrounding
context in the TT does not imply that what is meant by hamstringing the she-camel is
killing it. Hence, suffice it to say the intended meaning of the kindyah is lost in the
rendition. In some cases where the rendition causes either a loss of meaning or confusion,
the translators attempt to add some information within the TT (with or without brackets)
or as a footnote to compensate or clarify this loss or confusion respectively. Abdel Haleem
did nothing of the sort. Saheeh International, on the other hand, do in fact place a footnote
in their translation of [Q. 91:14] and indicate that the she-camel is then killed. The only
issue with Saheeh International’s clarification is that they only placed it in [Q. 91:14]. So,
if we assume the TT reader is reading the Qur’an from the first sirah, he/she will not
understand the intended meaning of ‘hamstring’ cited in [Q. 7:77], [Q. 11:65], and [Q.
26:157] until they reach [Q. 91:14]. In other words, Saheeh International were supposed
to place their clarification in each Gyah where ‘hamstring’ is cited as a rendition for ¢ J&
48l or at the very least in their rendition of [Q. 7:77] where it was first cited. In his
renditions of [Q. 26:157] and [Q. 91:14], Ali too places footnotes, but they are merely

exegetical. To put it another way, Ali’s footnotes are not intentionally placed to clarify
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the intended meaning of ‘hamstring’ specifically, though the phrase ‘killing the she-

camel’ is mentioned in his exegetical footnote in [Q. 26:157].

On the other hand, Hilali and Khan have decided to avoid rendering the kinayah literally
and instead they render the intended meaning directly, even if this is at the expenses of
the kindyah’s function or image. Probably the reason for them doing this is that they
thought the TT recipient would not be able to grasp the intended meaning of the kinayah
through the word ‘hamstring’ or the surrounding context, which is probably true to a great
extent. Nonetheless, it should be noted that there are other TL words or phrases that
express the meaning of killing with a less unpleasant association, such as ‘take the life’,
‘end the life’ or ‘terminate’, assuming that the word ‘kill’ is too harsh or distasteful to cite

explicitly.

Kinayah 39

Table 6.33: Translations of kinayah expression 39.

€. G G5 Oeill 5 e aiad) (R ) &5 J8) in [Q. 19:4]
Literal translation: (He said: My Lord, I indeed the bone [have] weakened from me and
the head is flamed with grey/white)

Referent: Loss of strength || Purpose of kinayah: Elegance

Praying: "O my Lord! infirm indeed are my bones, and the hair
of my head doth glisten with grey ...

Ali

{He said: “My Lord! Indeed my bones have grown feeble, and
grey hair has spread on my head ...

Hilali & Khan

Saheeh International | He said, "My Lord, indeed my bones have weakened, and my
head has filled with white ...

Abdel Haleem Lord, my bones have weakened and my hair is ashen grey ...

At first sight one would probably think that Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem’s
renditions of (,.L,.J\ &5 sound pure literal. However, in fact they are not, and neither are
the renditions of Ali and Hilali and Khan. Regardless of the auxiliary verbs used and the
renditions of (43 as “infirm’, ‘grown feeble’, or ‘weakened’, the translators have rendered
the word (de\ as ‘bones’ instead of ‘bone’. That is to say, they chose a plural form rather
than a singular form, despite what the exegetes have explained regarding the significance
of alwd\ being in its singular form (see the previous chapter for more details). The ST word
alwd‘ in its singular form represents all of the body’s bones, i.e. the whole body and to
deliver this meaning in the TT the translators should have at least said ‘all of my bones’,
‘every single bone of mine’, or ‘every single one of my bones’. So, the method of

translation adopted by the translators in rendering the whole kinayah expression is more
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or less literal but not purely literal. Having said that, the renditions do deliver the intended
meaning, i.e. the loss of strength due to age, adequately, particularly with the surrounding

context, which without question assists the TT reader in grasping this referent.

Kinayah 40

Table 6.34: Translations of kinayah expression 40.

(el 348 (A Ge alie Cudag) il (e A 1 05 e (555 in [Q. 12:84]
Literal translation: (And he turned away from them, and said: “Alas for Joseph (Yusuf)!”
And his eyes whited from grief, for he was filled with inward sorrow)

Referent: Purpose of kinayah:
blindness; Weep (shed tears; cry) Elegance and exaggeration

And he turned away from them, and said: “How great is my grief for
Ali Joseph!” And his eyes became white* with sorrow, and he fell into
silent melancholy

And he turned away from them and said: “Alas, my grief for Yusuf
Hilali & Khan | (Joseph)!” And he lost his sight because of the sorrow that he was

suppressing
Saheeh And he turned away from them and said, “Oh, my sorrow over
International Joseph,” and his eyes became white* from grief, for he was [of that]
a suppressor
2 3 12 .
Abdel Haleem and he turned away from them, saying, ‘Alas for Joseph!” His eyes

went white with grief and he was filled with sorrow

As explained in the previous chapter, there is a polarity of opinion amongst exegetes on
the referential meaning of slie Zlaiil, Some believe it is crying and others believe it is the
loss of sight. Apparently, this polarity did not have a great effect on the translators’
renditions of the kinayah, since the majority of the translators, i.e. Ali, Saheeh
International, and Abdel Haleem, have decided to render it literally. Ali and Saheeh
International’s translations included footnotes in which Ali implies indirectly that &Zax
slie refers to crying whereas Saheeh International clearly note that the intended meaning
is the loss of sight. Abdel Haleem’s translation was free of any notes leaving the TT reader

to deduce the intended meaning.

Unlike the rest of the translators, Hilali and Khan have decided to avoid a literal
translation and render the intended meaning directly. Most likely they thought a literal
method would not convey the intended meaning of the kinayah. This is probably because
the general notion that a blind person’s eye turns white may not be that common in the
TL culture. Regardless of the scientific facts, there a few who believe it might turn to
white, grey, or cloudy white; otherwise why would motion pictures sometimes present a

blind person with such an eye colour. In this case, why not use a literal translation,
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especially given that it does not sound exotic, and most importantly it may convey the
rhetorical image and function of the kinayah simultaneously. If there is any doubt
respecting the TT’s reader’s ability to grasp the referent, this can be solved by a simple

footnote as Saheeh International did with their translation.

Kinayah 41

Table 6.35: Translations of kinayah expression 41.

AdS 5h 5 135ma gy Il LAVL aA AT 5313 3) in [Q. 16:58]
Literal translation: (When one of them is given [good] news of a [newborn] female, his
face remains blackened/blackish with suppressed anger/grief)

Referent: Sorrow || Purpose of kinayah: Elegance and exaggeration

When news is brought to one of them, of (the birth of) a female (child),

his face darkens, and he is filled with inward grief!

And when the news of (the birth of) a female (child) is brought to any

Hilali & Khan | of them, his face becomes dark, and he is filled with inward grief!
Saheeh And when one of them is informed of [the birth of] a female, his face

International becomes dark, and he suppresses grief

Ali

When one of them is given news of the birth of a baby girl, his face
darkens and he is filled with gloom

Abdel Haleem

Here is another kinayah expression that involves the use of colour, but this time with the
colour black. The use of the word ‘black’ to describe one’s expressions or feelings is not
something exotic in the TL. For instance, phrases like ‘black look’ or ‘black mood’ are
usually used to show anger or unhappiness. Yet, all four translators have decided not use
the word ‘black’ or one of its derivatives in their translations, and instead, employ the
word ‘dark’ or its derivative ‘darkens’, which in some cases is also used for describing a
person's countenance or disposition, as in ‘The news plunged him/her into
abject/thick/deep darkness’. Therefore, the word ‘dark’ may, in some cases, be a near-
synonym for ‘black’. There is, however, another word which not only includes in its sense
the shade of black or darkness but is also commonly used to show one’s dejection and
that is the word ‘gloom’. Having said that, all three words, ‘black’, ‘dark’, and ‘gloom’
(and their derivatives) are used to show dejection, though the last two may seem more
common than ‘black’. Interestingly, Abdel Haleem employs the word ‘gloom’ instead of
‘grief” when translating ~S s 5, possibly to express the state of one’s face darkening and

taking advantage of the that ‘gloom’ has both the senses of darkness and great sadness.
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Kinayah 42

Table 6.36: Translations of kinayah expression 42.
{5t S 2 A0 ) G3eX 5 (G 08 CEKH 553 in [Q. 68:42]
Literal translation:

(The day when the shank shall be uncovered, and they will be called upon to prostrate,
but they cannot thereupon)

Referent: Purpose of kinayah:
A time of gravity and intensity (to be in dire straits), || Reminding and warning of fate.
which in this ayah, refers to the Day of Resurrection.
Ali The Day that the shank shall be laid bare*, and they shall be

summoned to prostrate in adoration, but they shall not be able
(Remember) the Day when the Shin shall be laid bare (i.e. the Day
Hilali & Khan [ of Resurrection) and they shall be called to prostrate themselves (to
Allah), but they (hypocrites) shall not be able to do so

Saheeh The Day the shin will be uncovered* and they are invited to
International | prostration but they [i.e., the disbelievers] will not be able

On the Day when matters become dire*, they will be invited to
Abdel Haleem || prostrate themselves but will be prevented from doing so

Apart from the differences of ‘shin’ and ‘shank’, Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Saheeh
International have employed a literal translation method in rendering the kinayah
expression of ‘3Ll i<’ Abdel Haleem, on the other hand, has decided to explicitly
render part of the general meaning of the original expression semantically. That is to say,
Abdel Haleem attempts to describe the meaning of the kinayah idiomatically rather than
rendering it literally as do the rest of the translators. Abdel Haleem does, however,
explicate in a footnote that ‘On the Day when matters become dire’ is “the meaning of
the Arabic expression ‘when shins are bared’”, but he does not explicitly explicate to the
recipient that that the time when matters become dire is related to the Day of Resurrection,
possibly because the recipient could deduce this sense from the capitalised word ‘Day’.
Perhaps the reason that led Abdel Haleem to avoid a literal rendition is that he thought it
would not convey the general meaning of the ST expression, which apparently is true
because the Arabic expression is culturally specific. Probably this explains why all of
translators have decided to accompany their renditions with a footnote. Through these
footnotes, the TT recipient understands that the original expression refers to the Day of
Resurrection and the dire straits that one might face on that day. Hilali and Khan explicitly
state within brackets that this day is the Day of Resurrection. They also provide a footnote
that contains narrated Hadiths about this day. Both Hilali and Khan and Saheeh
international’s footnotes indicate that ‘the shin’ might refer to that of Allah as a minority

of exegetes believe.
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Kinayah 43

Table 6.37: Translations of kinayah expression 43.
€.V iz BEL3L e BHlA b Yin [Q. 39:56]
Literal translation: (... Woe is me for what I have neglected regarding Allah’s side ...)

Referent: Allah’s behest/due/rights; obey Allah. || Purpose of kindayah: Elegance

Ali ...Ah! Woe is me!- In that [ neglected (my duty) towards Allah ...

... Alas, my grief that [ was undutiful to Allah (i.e. I have not done
what Allah has ordered me to do) ...

Saheeh ... Oh, [how great is] my regret over what I neglected in regard to
International Allah ...

Hilali & Khan

Abdel Haleem | ... Woe is me for having neglected what is due to God ...

It is clear that all four translators chose not to fully render ‘4 <xia” literally and preferred
to either render the original expression semantically or explicitly state the intended
meaning. It seems that they have noticed that adopting a literal translation method would
not only confuse the TT recipient but most importantly it would not convey the referent.
Therefore, Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Abdel Haleem have all decided to render ‘4l s’
semantically. Additionally, Ali and Hilali and Khan’s translations include some additions.
The former adds ‘my duty’ between two brackets whereas the latter explain what they
mean exactly by being ‘undutiful to Allah’. Abdel Haleem’s rendition is free from any
additions or footnotes, and this is because he decided to render the referent explicitly
choosing the appropriate words. Saheeh International, on the other hand, only chose to
delete the word ‘=3’ which seems more or less sufficient with the presence of ‘in regard
to’, though it may look as if the rendition generalises the meaning of the referent. In other
words, ‘in regards to Allah’ includes the feeling, attitude, or behaviour towards Allah in

every aspect and not only obedience to Allah or the fulfilment of Allah’s rights.

Kinayah 44 and 45

Table 6.38: Translations of kinayah expressions 44 and 45.
Aalzall 2 55 agall HD Mg & a5 5581 8 add (BDIA Y Ul 5T S8 Ul 2l 5 i adins &5 555 Gl )
{...in [Q. 3:77]
Literal translation:
(Indeed, those who barter the covenant of Allah and their oaths for a small price will have
no share (of good/benefit) in the Hereafter; and Allah will not speak to them and not look
at them on the Day of Resurrection ...)

Referent for both & 441 ¥ and agl) 85 Y: Purpose of kinayah:
Allah’s wrath Elegance and a reminder and warning of
fate.
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As for those who sell the faith they owe to Allah and their own plighted
Ali word for a small price, they shall have no portion in the Hereafter: Nor
will Allah (Deign to) speak to them or look at them on the Day of
Judgment ...

Verily, those who purchase a small gain at the cost of Allah's Covenant
Hilali & Khan || @0d their oaths, they shall have no portion in the Hereafter (Paradise).
Neither will Allah speak to them, nor look at them on the Day of
Resurrection ...

Indeed, those who exchange the covenant of Allah and their [own] oaths
Saheeh for a small price will have no share in the Hereafter, and Allah will not
International | peak to them or look at them on the Day of Resurrection ...

Abdel Haleem || but those who sell out God’s covenant and their own oaths for a small
price will have no share in the life to come. God will neither speak to
them nor look at them on the Day of Resurrection ...

All four translators have made an effort to render the kinayah literally, which is not
strange because phrases such as ‘not speaking’ or ‘not looking’ to/at someone are also
used in the TL to express wrath or displeasure. However, their renditions of the kinayah
are not purely literal due to the word choices related to the Arabic negative particle ¥ and
coordinating conjunction s. Apart from Abdel Haleem’s use of the word ‘God’ (<) for
‘Allah’, his and Hilali and Khan’s renditions are probably the closest to being purely
literal because they have avoided the use of English conjunction ‘or’ (3f), though it can
be used in sense of ‘and not’; namely after a negative verb or when the first alternative is
negated by ‘neither’. One may also notice that Ali adds the phrase ‘deign to’ between
brackets, which implies that Allah will not talk down to/look down on those who disobey
Him with any leniency or mercifulness due to His disappointment with their actions.
There is no need for this addition since a refusal to speak or look at someone is a general

sign of disappointment or wrath.

A brief overview of the entire TT analysis shows that the translators were trying to be
faithful as much as they can. A literal approach has been employed whenever it conveys
the intended meaning implicitly as the ST expression. This approach appears to comply
with Newmark’s assertion that a literal translation is the best method “if it secures
referential and pragmatic equivalence to the original” (1988, pp. 68-69). Larson, on the
other hand, who prefers an idiomatic approach, claims that literal translations “often
change the meaning, or at least result in a form which is unnatural in the second language”
(ibid, p. 10), which is to a great extent is true. Therefore, you would probably notice that
in some kindayah expressions the translators apply a semantical approach to convey the

meaning, even if this requires sacrificing the function of the kinayah or making implicit
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information explicit. This is due to them prioritising meaning over function, which is
practically compatible with Larson (see 4.2.6; cf. ibid, p. 495) and Beekman and Callow’s
suggestions (see 4.2.5: cf. Beekman and Callow, 1974, pp. 104/144). In the event of any
type ambiguousness or loss in the translation, the translators employ varies of techniques,

such as additions, omissions, and footnotes, for compensation.
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Chapter Seven: Conclusion and Recommendations

7.1 Introduction

This chapter will conclude the study, by presenting answers to the main questions of the
study. The chapter will also comment on the strategies employed by the translators in
rendering kinayah, including procedures involving compensation for any sort of loss
during the translation process. This will be followed by suggestions and recommendations

to take into consideration in any future research related to the translation of kinayah.

7.2 Summary and findings

The central focus of the present work was on kindyah and its translation, a crucial Arabic
figure of speech that has been frequently referred to incorrectly as ‘metonymy’ on the one
hand, and has been neglected in TS, compared to its fellow figures of speech, on the other.
Figures of speech are employed in everyday speech and they form an integral part of our
language. One can find them in all sorts of texts — religious, political, poetry, literature,
and suchlike. Nonetheless, the study has decided to extract its kinayah examples from the
Qur’an. There are several reasons for choosing this source specifically. It is an attempt to
contribute to Qur’anic studies and Qur’an translation since the Qur’an is considered the
central religious text of Islam and a fundamental source of guidance for Muslims. Also,
in view of the fact that the majority of Muslims are non-Arabs and the original language
of the Qur’an is Arabic, translating its meanings has gradually become fundamental.
Furthermore, the examples that early Arabic linguists, grammarians, and rhetoricians
used to employ in their discussions or theories were usually extracted from the Qur’an
(cf. Thackston, 2000). Therefore, choosing the Qu’an as the main source of data is more

or less like catching two birds with one stone.

This study was carried out with the following questions in mind, which attempt to achieve

the aims and objectives of the study:

- Is metonymy the equivalent English figure of speech for kinayah? If not, then:
a- Which is the closest Arabic figure that has similar features to metonymy?
b- Which English figure of speech is equivalent to or at least shares some of the
features and functions of kinayah?
- If there is no equivalent English figure of speech for kinayah, then were the
translators able to render the intended meaning of the original implicitly as in the

ST and simultaneously maintain the kinayah function? If not, then why not?
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- What translation methods do the translators tend to employ in rendering Qur’anic
kinayah?
- What translation procedures do the translators adopt to compensate for any loss in
translation?
- Were the translators consistent in translating the same kindayah in the event it occurs
in other parts of the Qur’an?
To answer the first question, the study had to look into the main Arabic figures of speech
as well as the English ones (see chapter one). The examination shows that metonymy and
kindyah are in fact not one in the same. Majaz mursal is probably the closest equivalent
Arabic figure of speech to metonymy and synecdoche, since they share similar forms or
semantic relationship between their literal and figurative meanings (see figure 7.1).
Concealing the intended meaning and evoking a specific image of that meaning in the
recipients’ mind are the only aspects that kindyah shares with metonymy and synecdoche.
However, nota bene that these are general characteristics of all figures of speech, not only
metonymy and synecdoche. It is the relationship between the literal meaning and the
figurative that differentiates figures of speech from one another and how that specific
image is evoked. Overall, this part of the study demonstrates that there is no English figure
of speech that is similar to kindyah, which substantiates the study’s hypothesis that the

common usage of the term ‘metonymy’ for kinayah is actually incorrect.

SR

Kindayah

Synecdoche

N

Figure 7.1: The relationship between kinayah, majaz mursal, metonymy, and synecdoche

After establishing the fact that kindyah and metonymy are not one and the same, forty-
five kindayah expressions were extracted from various parts of the Qur’an Then a
contextual analysis of the original expression was performed, linguistically and
descriptively, in order to gain an understanding of each kinayah used in the Qur’an and
their purposes. A number of authoritative Arabic and English dictionaries (including

Qur’anic dictionaries) and Qur’anic exegeses, particularly those that approach the

-265-



Qur'anic text from a linguistic and rhetorical perspective, were used in the ST analysis.
Subsequently, the translations of the Ali (1998) [Amanah’s edition], al-Hilali and Khan
(1417 H. [1996]), Saheeh International (2004), and Abdel Haleem (2005) were selected.
There are several translations of the meaning of the Qur’an on the bookshelves, but the
reason for selecting the translations of Ali and al-Hilali & Khan is due to their widespread
use among non-Arabs, specifically English speakers. In addition, the King Fahd Complex
for the Printing of the Glorious Qur’an (al-Madinah, Saudi Arabia) has adopted their
translations and complimentarily distributed them to millions of pilgrims every year as
well as to non-Arabic countries. They are also pretty well accepted by a substantial
number of Muslim scholars. On the other hand, the reason for choosing Saheeh
International and Abdel Haleem is that they are current translations and their backgrounds
seem interesting (see 3.7). A comparative TT analysis of the four selected English Qur’an
translations was performed, taking into account the following: (1) how the four
translations render each kinayah, (2) the intelligibility of the renditions, (3) whether there
is any loss of meaning, (4) whether the renditions maintain the function of the original
kindyah, and (5) consistency in rendering the same kinayah when it occurs in different
ayahs. With some of the kinayah expressions occurring in more than place, the total

number of expressions that were examined was eighty-seven.

It seems that none of the translators were deceived by the literal meanings of the kinayah
expression and were able to recognise its intended meaning. This is because the
translators have consulted some of the Qur’anic exegeses, which as we have previously
noted are considered an essential source for understanding the Qur’anic text (see 3.8). For
instance, Abdel Haleem affirms that he made use of various Qur’anic commentaries,
particularly those of ar-Razi and abii Hayyan (2005, p. xxxv). Abdel Haleem also asserts
that in obtaining semantic information and identifying the meaning of some of the
Qur’anic words he relied on several classical Arabic dictionaries, such as ibn Manzur’s
Lisan al-‘Arab, al-Fayriiz Abad1’s, al-Oamiis al-Muhit, and Mujammac al-Lughati al-
°Arabiyah’s (the Arabic Language Academy in Cairo), al-MuSam al-Wasit (ibid, p.
xxxiii). Similarly, Saheeh International aver that:
Each verse was reviewed in Arabic with reference to several works of tafseer
[Qur’anic exegesis] and grammar. Where differences arose, explanations
were generally taken from an authentic hadith [Prophetic saying] or, in the
absence of such, those by the most knowledgeable of the sahabah

[companions of the Prophet] and tabi<in [companions of the sahabah] as
quoted by Ibn Katheer (2004; author’s italics and transliteration).
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Ali seems to have done much the same as Saheeh International (cf. ¢Al1, 1989, pp. xv-
xvi). The King Fahd Complex’s edition of Hilali and Khan’s translation does not precisely
note reliance on exegeses as do other translations, but it does name a number of scholars
and clerics who have revised the translation. Undoubtedly, Qur’anic exegesis were used
in the revision, as the complex’s website contains a section on Qur’anic exegeses
including the commentaries of at-Tabari, ibn Kathir, al-Baghawi, as-Sacdi, and tafsir al-
muyyasar®S. It is worth noting that the revisions the four translations underwent virtually
comply with Larson’s suggestions for establishing a translation project, i.e. steps related
to the translation process (see 4.2.6; Larson, 1998). So, by all accounts the selected
translators were able to identify the intended meaning of the kinayah, and were not misled

by its literal meaning.

This leads us to the second question: whether the translators were able to render the
intended meaning of the kinayah expressions implicitly as in the ST and simultaneously
maintain their function. The examination shows that not all of the original messages were
rendered implicitly as in the ST. Among the four translators, Saheeh International and
Abdel Haleem were able to render equally most of the original messages implicitly.
Surprisingly, the translation of Ali comes next. In fact, the number of messages Ali was
able to render implicitly is fairly close to that of Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem
(see below, figure 7.2). Hilali and Khan had the least number in terms of implicitness,
despite the fact that their translation is similar to Ali’s. The reason for this is their
excessive use of additions within the TT. There are some cases where their translations
were sufficient in terms of conveying the message implicitly and at times the function as
well, particularly euphemism, yet they decided to add the intended meaning explicitly
within the TT, usually inserted between brackets. That is to say, there were situations
where the additions were unnecessary. This explains why they had the highest number of
additions employed in TT (see below, figure 7.2). It seems that they were keen to convey
as far as they could the precise meaning of the Qur’an with no room for any ambiguity or
obscurity on the part of the TT reader. This excessive number of additions, however,
could hinder the flow and readability of the TT. Therefore, some might describe their

work as an exegesis rather than a translation, but let us not forget that all of the translations

86 T, afsir al-Muyyasar (simple exegesis) is a Qur’anic exegesis composed by elite scholars and published
by the King Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Glorious Qur’an (available at:
http://qurancomplex.gov.sa).
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of the Qur’an are merely interpretations of its meanings as is usually indicated in their
preface. That said, Hilali and Khan were the only translators amongst the four that were
able to render all of the kinayah messages with no loss of meanings. This is demonstrated
in the translation of the word _se (see kinayah 38, chapter six). Hilali and Khan have
decided to render the intended meaning directly, which is ‘kill [the she-camel]’, while
Ali, Saheeh International and Abdel Haleem translated the kinayah literally as
‘hamstring’, which does not convey the intended meaning, as discussed in the previous
chapter. Note that Saheeh International do in fact refer through a footnote that the she-
camel was ‘then killed’, but this note was placed in the last occurrence of the kinayah in
the Qur’an, to be precise in [Q. 91:14] and not in its previous citations, which are [Q.
7:77], [Q. 11:65], and [Q. 26:157]. If they preferred a literal rendition, then Saheeh
International should have placed this note in all of the other three citations or at least when

it was first cited, that is in [Q. 7:77].
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Figure 7.2: Statistics of types of translation, additions, omissions, footnotes, implicitness,
and explicitness for the four selected translators.

As we mentioned not all of the original messages were rendered implicitly as in the ST,
mainly because some of the kinayah expressions are culture-specific. When a cultural
concept is shared between two languages it becomes much easier to render it from one
language to the other in the same manner, but when it is not shared it may become an
obstacle. One of the methods to overcome such an obstacle is to use a TL expression that
could convey the intended meaning the same way as the original does, whether by using

an established TL expression, paraphrasing, or addition. If this is not possible or could
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cause ambiguity or obscurity then there is no choice but to render the intended meaning

directly (see 4.2.5 [Beekman and Callow] and 4.2.6 [Larson]).

As far as maintaining the functions of the kinayah while simultaneously rendering the
intended meaning implicitly as the original is concerned, apparently the translators were
not able to achieve this in all of their renditions. There are several reasons for this.
Possibly one of the reasons is related to the unique genre of the Qur’an. Thus, some of
the functions of kinayah are Qur’an-specific, particularly those related to elegance and
hyperbole. Therefore, it appears that the translators were more interested in conveying
the message than in maintaining some of the functions. In other words, they prioritised
meaning over function, which is quite reasonable especially if we take into consideration
that the main aim of their translations of the Qur’an is to deliver its meaning to the TT
reader. This also complies with one of the guidelines that Larson suggests regarding
making implicit information explicit: “when necessary for correct and clear expression of
the source text meaning” (1998, p. 495). It is also compatible with what the suggestions
of Beekman and Callow (see previous chapter 4.2.5: cf. Beekman and Callow, 1974, pp.
104/144). Another reason is related to the differences between the SL and TL in terms of
culture again, as well as the whole concept of kindyah functions. For example, the
function of brevity is shared between the two languages, hence, this function is
maintained in the translations. Euphemism is another function that is shared between
Arabic and English and therefore it should be easily preserved. That said, not all of the
translators were able to maintain euphemism in the TT, apart from Abdel Haleem (see
figure 7.3 below). This is mainly due to some of their word choices. Abdel Haleem’s
employment of idiomatic expressions not only enabled him to maintain the euphemistic
function in the TT, but also allowed him to produce an intelligible TT with the least
number of footnotes (see figure 7.2 above). Perhaps exploiting idiomatic expressions
makes the TT more readable and intelligible, but preserving euphemism may not be
contingent upon it. Ali, whose translation contains quite a number of archaic words, and
Saheeh International have both opted mostly for literalism in their translations, yet they
were able to maintain euphemism in the greater part of them. Therefore, we would like
to emphasise that it all goes back to word choice when it comes to maintaining
euphemism, specifically when the expressions are based on concepts shared by the two
languages. Overall, the answer to the second question is that the translators were able to
a great extent to render the meanings of the kinayah expressions, but not all were rendered

implicitly along with the function as in the original expressions.
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# Ali = Hilali &Khan =Saheeh Int. “ Abdel Haleem

71.40%

Figure 7.3: Number of euphemistic failures
With regards to the third question about what types of translation methods translators
tend to employ while rendering Qur’anic kindyah, the study reveals that the translators
chose to render the Qur’anic kinayah expressions either literally (including pure and
modified) or semantically. As we have clarified in the previous chapter (6.1) what is
meant by the latter is conveying what the original expression is trying to communicate
apart from its literal meaning, that is to say, the author's intention in using the expression.
It may involve paraphrasing or explicitly stating the intended meaning of the kinayah. It
is worth noting that for no given reason Hilali and Khan have used loan words in some of
their translations. However, from figure 7.2 one can notice that Saheeh International are
the translators with the most literal translation. They are then sequentially followed by
Ali, Hilali and Khan, and Abdel Haleem. Though some translation schools may not prefer
a literal approach, Newmark stresses that a “literal translation is correct and must not be
avoided, if it secures referential and pragmatic equivalence to the original” (1988, pp. 68-
69). With regards to Saheeh International’s methodology, they state in their introduction:

Without going to excessive detail, a word is due about the methodology

of this abbreviated edition. Three main objectives served as guidelines for
this work:

1- To present the meanings, as far as possible, in accordance with
‘ageedah of Ahl as-Sunnah wal-Jama ‘ah

2- To simplify and clarify the language for the benefit of all readers

3- To let the Qur’an speak for itself, adding footnotes only were
deemed necessarily for explanation of points not readily understood
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or when more than meaning is acceptable (2004; Authors italics and
transliteration)

Consequently, it seems that Saheeh International believed that a literal approach could to
large extent serve their objectives, hence, a large proportion of their translations were
literal. This explains the number of footnotes that were present in their translations. Ali
also employed literalism and his translations too had a quite few footnotes. We have to
mention, though, that in most parts his footnotes were more of religious explanations
while Saheeh International’s were brief and do in fact clarify what they have indicated in

their methodology.

Although Newmark argues that if literal translation conveys the referential and pragmatic
equivalence of the original then it should be used, Larson believes that “[a] translation
may be accurate but still not communicate to the people who are to use it” (1998, p. 531).
She adds that it may also “be accurate in that the translator understood correctly the source
text and is attempting to communicate that information, and it may even by [sic]
understandable, and yet the forms may not be the natural idiomatic forms of the receptor
language” (ibid.). Therefore, she highly recommends that one should use the natural
idiomatic forms and expressions of the TL. Therefore, Abdel Haleem is the translator who
most adopts a semantic approach and makes use of idiomatic expressions. He notes the
following:

Throughout this translation, care has been taken to avoid unnecessarily close

adherence to the original Arabic structures and idioms, which almost always

sound unnatural in English. Literal translations of Arabic idioms often result
in meaningless English (2005, p. xxxi).

Despite his use of natural idiomatic forms and expressions in the TL, Abdel Haleem was
not successful in rendering Ja_V ol in [Q. 7:81], [Q. 27:55], [Q. 29:29], and [Q.
26:165]. Unlike, the rest, for no reason he decided not to render J>_ll 0Ll as he did with
3l yall L) and preferred to use the TL expression ‘lust after’, which does not exactly

convey the intended meaning of the original expression (see kindyah 17, chapter six).

The rest of the translators also used a semantic approach in rendering some of the
kindyah expressions. The reason that they turned to this approach seems to be that some
of the original expressions are either culture-specific or they wanted to convey the
intended meaning of the kindyah implicitly and a literal approach could not achieve

either of these goals.
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As for the procedures used by the translators to compensate for any loss in translation,
which is related to the fourth question, it varied from additions, omissions to footnotes.
Some of the additions were necessarily but some were not, particularly those that were
inserted between brackets in the TT. Footnotes was a wise solution, particularly when
they are concise and to the point as in the cases of Saheeh International and Abdel

Haleem.

Respecting the fifth question on consistency, the translators were most of the time
consistent. Larson highly recommends that consistency should be maintained specifically
“when the same meaning is to be communicated” (1998, 546). Abdel Haleem generally
agrees: “It is important for the translator to recognize when it is appropriate to be
consistent in the translation of a repeated term, and when to reflect the context” (2005, p.

XXX1).
In essence, this study concludes the following:

1- Kinayah is an independent Arabic figure of speech and there is no similarity
between kindyah and metonymy nor synecdoche. The closest Arabic figure of
speech to metonymy and synecdoche is majaz mursal. As a result the mainstream
academic tendency to refer to kinayah as metonymy or at times as synecdoche is
indubitably incorrect.

2- Translators should have sufficient knowledge of Arabic figures of speech and their
features. They should pay careful attention and not be misled by their literal
meanings, especially given that a literal meaning may sound true as in kinayah, or
as Larkin puts it, “it does correspond to reality” (1995, p. 87). The translator
should also have good cultural knowledge of both languages, because quite a few
kindyah expressions are culture-specific.

3- Qur’anic kinayah expressions are mainly translatable; however, not all can be
rendered with same features as the original, i.e. conveying the intended meaning
implicitly and at the same time preserving their function. Thus, if the meaning
intended cannot be rendered implicitly, then it could be made explicit in the TT,
particularly when the primary aim of the translation is to translate the actual
meaning of the ST as in Qur’anic translations.

4- When it comes to translating the meaning of the Qur’an it is vital that one should

consult the appropriate authoritative Qur’anic exegeses and dictionaries.
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7.3 Suggestions and recommendations

In the light of the findings of this study, we strongly suggest that the mainstream approach
referring or translating kinayah as ‘metonymy’ should be corrected. Kinayah should be
referred to in English through transliteration or at least it should be assigned a new term.
For instance, Larkin transliterates kinayah and refers to it as ‘descriptive periphrases’
(1995, p.86); whether we agree with this term or not, at least the reader would not get
confused or misled into thinking that it is metonymy. Referring to kinayah as metonymy
is not only incorrect, but it also misleads and confuses both Arabic and English readers,

particularly those who are interested in their translation studies.

Moreover, kinayah like other figures of speech, are employed in everyday speech. They
are used in poetry, literature, political speeches, and suchlike. Therefore, we recommend
that further studies should take an interest in how kinayah are rendered in such types of

texts.

-273-



Bibliography

Abdel Haleem, M. A. S., 1999. Understanding the Qur'an: Themes and Style. London: 1
B Tauris.

Abdel Haleem, M.A.S., 2005. The Qur'an: A New Translation. Oxford; New York:
Oxford University Press.

Abdel Haleem, M. A. S., 1993. Context and Internal Relationships: Keys to Qur'anic
Exegesis. In: G. R. Hawting & A. A. Shareef, eds. Approaches to the Qur'an. London:
Routledge, pp. 71-98.

Abdelaal, N. M. & Rashid, S., 2015. Semantic Loss in the Holy Qur’an Translation with
Special Reference to Surah Al-WaqgiAdAa (Chapter of The Event Inevitable). [online]
Available at:  http://sgo.sagepub.com/content/spsgo/5/4/2158244015605880.full.pd
[Accessed 2 April 2016].

Abdelwali, M., 2007. The Loss in the Translation of the Qur’an. Translation Journal:
Religious Translation, April, XI(2), pp. 1-10.

°Abd Rabihi, F., 2005. al-Magayis al-Balaghiyah cinda al-Jahiz fi al-Bayan wa at-Tabyin.
Cairo: Maktabat an-Anjilu al-misriyah.

Abdul-Raof, H., 2001. Qur'an Translation: Discourse, Texture and Exegesis. London;
New York: Routledge.

Abdul-Raof, H., 2003. Exploring the Qur'an. Dundee: Al-Maktoum Institute Academic
Press.

Abdul-Raof, H., 2006. Arabic Rhetoric: A Pragmatic Analysis. 1 ed. New York:
Routledge.

Abdul-Raof, H., 2010. Schools of Qur’anic Exegesis: Genesis and Development. London;
New York: Routledge.

Abobaker, A., Brakhw, M. A., Bin Nordin, M. Z. F. & Ismail, S. F., 2012. Some
Linguistic Difficulties in Translating the Holy Quran from Arabic into English.
International Journal of Social Science and Humanity, 11(6), pp. 588-590.

Abu Deeb, K., 1979. Al-Jurjani's Theory of Poetic Imagery. Warminster : Aris and
Phillips.

Abt Hayyan, M. Y., 1993. al-Bahr al-Muhit. Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘IImiyah.

Abu Libdeh, A. J., 1991. A4 Discourse Perspective on Figurative Expression in Literary
Works with Reference to English/Arabic Translation. PhD thesis. Edinburgh: Heriot-Watt
University.

Abu Zalal, °Abd as-Salam., 2001. at-Tabir <an al-Mahzir al-Lughawt wal-Muhsin al-
Lafdhi fi al-Qur’an al-Karim: Dirasah Dalaliyah. PhD. Cairo: University of Cairo.

-274-



Abul-Majd, A., 2012. The Team of Saheeh International and Abdur-Rahman Abou
Almajd about Translating the Meanings of the Qur'an. [Online] Available at:
http://en.alukah.net/World Muslims/0/875/ [Accessed 21 March 2016].

Abul-Raof, H., 2001. Qur'an Translation: Discourse, Texture and exegesis. Richmond,
Surrey: Curzon.

Abu-Milha, K. Y., 2003. Scientific Issues in the Holy Qur'an: The Meaning and
Translation of Verses Relating to the Creation of the Universe. PhD Thesis. Durham:
University of Durham.

Adab, B. J., 1996. Annotated Texts for Translation: English-French. Clevendon:
Multilingual Matters Ltd..

Adh-Dhahabi, M., 2012a. at-Tafsir wal Mufassiran. Cairo: Dar al-Hadith.

Ahmed, A. & Fatima, S., 2015. The Holy Quran: Text, Translation and Commentary by
‘Abdullah Yusuf Ali (A Critical Review). Al-Adwa Journal, 30(44).

Al Ghamdi, S. A., 2015. Critical and Comparative Evaluation of the English Translations
of the Near-Synonymous Divine Names in the Quran. (PhD thesis). Leeds: The University
of Leeds.

Al Jacfar, M. & al-Sarhan, M., 1980. Mandahij al-Mufassirin. Iraq: Ministry of High
Education and Scientic Research.

Al-Alusi, M., 1994. Rith al-Ma<ani fi Tafsir al-Qur’an al-<Azim wa al-Sab¢ al-Mathant.
Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-<IImiyah.

Al-Asmar, R., 1998. al-Balaghah al-<Arabiyah al-Wadihah: <ilm al-Bayan, <ilm al-
Macani, <ilm al-Badic. Beirut: al-Maktabah ath-Thaqafiyah.

Al-Barakati, M., 2013. Translation of the Sex-Related Qur'anic Euphemism into English.
Ph.D Thesis. Leeds: University of Leeds.

Al-Barakati, M., 2014. Tracing a Model for Euphemism Translation, a Functional
Approach. New Orleans, USA, The West East Institute (2014 WEI International
Academic Conference Proceedings), pp. 146-150.

Al-Baydawi, N., 1998. 'Anwar at-Tanzil wa 'Asrar at-Ta 'wil. Beirut: Dar Ehia Al-
Tourath Al-Arabi.

Al-Hajjaj, H. H., 2004. Arabic Metonymy and its Translation into English. 4/-Balqa’
Journal for Research and Studies, 10(2), pp. 81-107.

Al-Hashimi, A., 2005. Jawahir al-Balaghah fi al-Ma ‘ant wa-al-Bayan wa-al-Badi/Ta lif
Ahmad al-Hashimi ; daqqaqahu wa-fahrasahu Hasan Najjar Muhammad.. 2nd ed. Cairo:
Maktabatu Al-’ Adab.

Al-Hayani, A. F., 2014. al-Kindyah fi al-Qura an al-Karim: Mawdi‘atiha wa Dalalatiha
al-Balagiyah. Jordon: Dar Ghayda’ lil-Nashr wa at-Tawzte.

-275-



Al-Hilal, T. & Khan, M., 1417 H. [1996]. The Noble Qur'an: English Translation of the
Meaning and Commentary. al-Madinah al-Munawwarah, KSA: King Fahd Complex for
the Printing of the Holy Quran.

Ali, A., 2012. 'Ishkalat Tarjamat Mafhiim al-Kinayah fi ’ Ayat al-Qur’an al-Karim ’ila al-
lughati al-mallawiyah: Dirasah Tahliliyah. Majallat Kulliyat al-Ma‘arif al-Jami‘ah, Issue
20, pp. 186-204.

Ali, A. Y., 1410 H.. The Holy Qur-an: English Translation of the Meanings and
Commentary. Al-Madinah Al-Munawwarah, Saudi Arabia: King Fahd Complex for the
Printing of the Holy Quran.

Ali, A. Y., 1937. The Holy Qur-an: Arabic Text with an English Translation and
Commentry. Lahore: Shaikh Muhammad Ashraf, Kashmiri Bazar.

Ali, A. Y., 1998. The Meaning of the Holy Qur’an: New Edition with Revised Translation,
and Commentary. Brentwood, Maryland: Amana Corporation.

Ali, A. Y., 2001. The Meaning of the Holy Qur'an: New Edition with Qur'anic Text
(Arabic), Revised Translation, Commentary, and Newly Complied Comprehensive Index.
10th ed. Brentwood, Maryland: Amana Pubilcations.

°’Ali, Muhammad Mahr, 2002. Tarjamatu Macani al-Qur’an al-Kartim wa al-
Mustashrigiun: Lamaha tarikhivah wa tahliliyah. al-Madinah. KSA, King Fahad
Complex for the Printing of the Holy Qur’an.

Al-Jabari, R., 2008. Reasons for the Possible Incomprehensibility of Some Verses of
Three Translations of the Meaning of the Holy Quran into English.. PhD Thesis, Salford:
University of Salford.

Al-Jurjani, °A., 1908. al-Muntakhab min Kinayat al-'Udaba’ wa ’Isharat al-Bulagha'.
M. Al-Halabi (ed.). Muhafadat Misr: Matbacat as-Sacadah.

Al-Jurjani, °A., 1954. Kitab Asrar al-Balaghah. Istanbiil: Matbacat Wazarat al-Ma<arif.
Al-Jurjant, °A., 1995. Dald’il al-i jaz. Bayrit: Dar al-Kitab al-cArabi.

Al-Jurjani, °A., 2003. Kinayat al-'Udaba’ wa ’Isharat al-Bulaghd’'. M. Al-Qatan (ed.).
Cairo: al-Hay’ah al-Masriyah al-°Amah lil-Kitab.
Al-Khaldi, S., 2008. Tarif ad-Darisin bi Manahij al-Mufassirin. 3rd ed. Damascus: Dar

al-Qalam.

Al-Luhaydan, cAbd Allah. 2002. Dawru Tarjmati Ma‘ani al-Qura 'an al-Karim fi Da‘wati
Ghayr al-Muslimin ’ila al-"Islam. al-Madinah, KSA, King Fahad Complex for the
Printing of The Holy Qur'an.

Alm-Arvius, C., 2003. Figures of Speech. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Almisned, O.A., 2001. Metaphor in the Qur’an: An Assessment of Three English
Translations of Suurat Al-Hajj. Phd thesis. Durham: University of Durham. [online]
Available at: http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/1663/> [Accessed 18 May 2013].

-276-



Amjad, F.A. & Farahani, M., 2013. Problems and Strategies in English Translation of
Quranic Divine Names. International Journal of Linguistics, Vol. 5 (1), pp.128-142.
[online] Available at: www.macrothink.org/journal/index.php/ijl/article/view/3301/pdf

An-Najdi, A., 1412 H. al-Qawlu al-Mukhtasar fi Manahij al-Mufassirin. 1st ed. Kuwait:
Maktabat Dar al-Imam adh-Dhahabbi.

Al-Qatan, M. S., 1993. al-Kinayah: Mafhuimaha wa Qimatuhd al-Balaghiyah. Cairo:
Maktabat Wahbabh lil Tibacati wa an-Nashr.

Al-Qazwini, A., 1996. al-’"Iydahu fi <Ulami al-Balagah: al-Ma<ant wa al-Bayan wa al-
Badi<. Cairo: Maktabatu al-’ Adab.

Al-Qurtubt, M., 2006. al-Jamiu i ‘Ahkami al-Qur’an, wa al-Mubayyinu lama
Tadammanahu min al-Sunnati Wa'ayi al-Furgan. 1st ed. Beirut: Al-Rresalah Publishers.

Ar-Razi, M. F., 1981. al-Tafsir al-Kabir. Beirut: Dar al-Fikr.
Ar-Razi, M. F., 2004. Nihayat al-lIjaz fi Dirayat al-I jaz. Beirut: Dar Sader Publishers.

Ar-Rumi, F., 1983. Manhaj al-Madrasah al-<Aqliyah al-Hadithah fi al-Tafstr. 2nd ed.
Riyadh: The General Presidency of Scholarly Research and Ifta.

As-Sabii, M. A., 1981. Safwat al-Tafasir. 4th ed. Beirut: Dar al-Qur’an al-Karim.

As-Sabuni, M. A., 2009. Al-'Ibdau al-Bayani fi al-Qur ani al-‘Adim. Sayda; Bayrit: al-
Maktabah al-‘Asriyah.

Al-Salem, R. S., 2008. Translation of Metonymy in the Holy Qur'an: A Comparative,
Analytical Study. PhD. Riyadh: King Saud University.

Ash-Shanqiti, M., [2005] 1426 H.. 'Adhwa’ al-Bayan fi "lyidah al-Qura’an bil Qura’an.
Makkati el-Mukrramah: Dar ¢Alim al-Fawaid.

Al-Sharafi, A. M., 2004. Textual Metonymy: A Semiotic Approach. Basingstoke & New
York: Palgrave MacMillan.

Ash-Shawkani, M., 2007. Fath al-Qadir, al-Jami ‘u bayna al-Riwayah wa al-Dirayah min
ilm al-Tafsir. 4th ed. Beirut: Dar Al-Marefah.

Ath-Thacalabi, A., 1997. Al-Jawahir al-Hisan fi Tafsir al-Qur’an. 1st ed. Beirut: Dar
‘Thya’ al-Turath al-Arabi.

Ath-Thaclabi, A., 2002. al-Kashf wa al-Bayan. 1st ed. Beirut: Dar 'lhya’ al-turath al-
‘Arabi.

Al-Ubayd, ‘. S., 2002. Tarjmatu al-Qur’an al-Karim: haqiqatuhd wa hukmuhda. al-
Madinah, KSA, King Fahad Complex for the Printing of The Holy Qur'an.

"Amin, B. S., 1982. al-Baldagah al- ‘Arabiyah fi Thawbaha al-Jadid: ‘llm al-Bayan. 2nd
ed. Beirut: Dar al-‘ilm lil malayin.

Amjad, F. & Farahani, M., 2013. Problems and Strategies in English Translation of
Quranic Divine Names. International Journal of Linguistics, 5(1), pp. 128-142.

-277-



Anderson, R. D., 2000. Glossary of Greek Rhetorical Terms Connected to Methods of
Argumentation, Figures and Tropes (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology,
24). Leuven: Peecters.

Arafat, Q., 1991. Incorrect equivalents chosen by Yusuf Ali in his translation of the
Quran. Leicester: Arafat Islamic Publications.

Arberry, A., 1983. The Koran Interpreted. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Arberry, A. J., 1955. The Koran Interpreted. London: Touchstone Edition, George Allen
& Unwin Ltd..

Arberry, A. J., 1980. The Koran Interpreted. London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd..

Aristotle, 2007. On Rhetoric: A Theory of Civic Discourse. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford
University Press, Inc..

As-Safi, A. B. M., 2006. Loss and Gain and Translation Strategies with Reference to
Translations of the Glorious Quran, Jordan: University of Petra.

as-Suyiti, J. A., 1426 H.. al-Itgan fi <Ulam al-Qur’an. Markaz ad-Dirasat al-Qur’aniyah
(eds.). al-Madinah, KSA: Saudi Ministry of Islamic Affairs, Endowments, Da’wah and
Guidance - King Fahad Complex for the Printing of The Holy Qur’an.

°Atiq, °Abd al-°Aziz, 1980. <Iim al-Ma<ani, al-Bayan, al-Badic. Beirut: Dar al-Nahdah al-
‘Arabiyah.

°Attyah, M., 2004. </lm al-Bayan wa Balaghat at-Tashbih fi al-Mu‘allagat al-Sab¢ :
Dirasah Balaghiyah. al-Iskandariyah: Dar al-Wafa’ li-Dunya at-Tibacati wa an-Nashr.
At-Tabari, M., 2001. Jamic al-Bayan <an Ta 'wil "Ayu al-Qura’an. Cairo: Dar Hajr.
At-Tamsamani, M., 2002. Tarikh Harkat Tarjmat macant al-Qur’an al-Karim min Qibal

al-Mustashraqin wa Dawafi‘uha wa Khataruha. alMadinah, King Fahad Complex for the
Printing of The Holy Qur'an.

°Awad, 1., 2010. Min at-Tabart ’ila Sayyid Qutb: Dirasat fi Manhahij at-Tafsir wa
Madhahibahu. Egypt: Dar an-Nahdah al-Arabiyah.

Az-Zamakhshari, M., 1998a. Al-Kashshaf <an Haqd'iq Ghawamid at-Tanzil wa “lyin al-
‘Agawil fi Wujith at-Ta 'wil. 1st ed. ar-Riyad: Maktabati al-Ubaykan.

Az-Zamakhshari, M., 1998b [Part 1]. ‘Asasu al-Baldghah. Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-
[Imiyah.

Baalbaki, M., 1985. Al-Mawrid: A Modern English-Arabic Dictionary. 19th ed. Beirut:
Dar El-Ilm Lil-Malayin.

Baalbaki, M. & Baalbaki, R. M., 2013. A/-Mawrid Al-Hadeeth : A Modern English-
Arabic Dictionary / by Munir , Ramzi Munir. Beirut: Dar El-Ilm Lilmalayin.

Baalbaki, R., 1995. Al-Mawrid: A Modern Arabic-English Dictionary. 7th ed. Beirut: Dar
El-Ilm Lilmalayin.

Badawi, A., 2005. Min Balaghati al-Qur’an. Cairo: Nahdat Misr.

-278-



Badawi, E. M. & Abdel Haleem, M., 2008. Arabic-English Dictionary of Qur'anic Usage.
Leiden; Boston: Brill.

Baker, M., 2004. The Status of Equivalence in Translation Studies: An Appraisal. In: M.
Baker & Y. Zijian, eds. English-Chinese Comparative Study and Translation. Shanghai:
Foreign Languages Education Press. <Available (online) at:
http://docshare04.docshare.tips/files/29206/292068422 .pdf>

Baker, M., 2011. In Other Words: A Coursebook on Translation. 2nd ed. London: New
York: Routledge.

Baker, M., 2018. In Other Words: A Coursebook on Translation. 3rd ed. London; New
York: Routledge.

Baker, M. & Olohan, M., 2000. Reporting THAT in Translated English. Evidence for
Subconcious Process of Explicitation?. Across Languages and Cultures, 1(2), p. 141—
158.

Bani Khalid, A. O. S., 2010. The Translation of Metonymy From Arabic into English with
Reference to Tayyib Salih's Novel "Season of Migration to the North". MA thisis. Irbid,
Jordan: Yarmouk University.

Barcelona, A., 2003. Clarifying and Applying the Notions of Metaphor and Metonymy
within Cognitive Linguistics: An Update. In: R. Dirven & R. Porings, eds. Metaphor and
Metonymy in Comparison and Contrast. Berlin & New York : Mouton de Gruyter, pp.
207-2717.

Barcelona, A., 2010. Metonymy in Conceptualization, Communication, Language, and
Truth. In: A. Burkhardt & B. Nerlich, eds. Tropical Truth(s): The Epistemology of
Metaphor and other Tropes. Berlin & New York: De Gruyter, pp. 271-295.

Barcelona, A., 2012. Metonymy in, Under and Ubove the Lexicon. In: S. M. Alegre, E.
Pladevall & S. Tubau, eds. At a Time of Crisis: English and American Studies in Spain.
Barcelona: Departament de Filologia Anglesa i de Germanistica, Universitat Autdonoma
de Barcelona/AEDEAN, pp. 254-271.

Barcelona, A., 2013. Metonymy is not Just A Lexical Phenomenon: On the operation of
metonymy in grammar and discourse. In: N. Johannesson & D. C. Minugh, eds. Selected
Papers from the 2008 Stockholm Metaphor Festival . Stockholm: Acta Universitatis
Stockholmiensis, pp. 13-46.

Beekman, J. & Callow, J., 1974. Translating the Word of God. Michigan: Zondervan
Publishing House.

Bekkum, W. V., Houben, J., Sluiter, I. & Versteegh, K., 1997 . The Emergence of
Semantics in Four Linguistic Traditions: Hebrew, Sanskrit, Greek, Arabic. Amsterdam;
Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Bell, R. T., 1991. Translation and Translating: Theory and Practice. New York:
Longman Group.

-279-



Bickley, C., Rossiter, M. J. & Abbott, M. L., 2014. Intercultural Communicative
Competence: Beliefs and Practices of Adult English as a Second Language Instructors.
Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 60(1), pp. 135-160 .
Bin Taymiyah, 'Ahmad, 2004. Majmic fatawr shaykh al-"Islam 'Ahmad bin Taymiyah.
al-Madma: King Fahad Complex for Printing the Holy Qur'an.

Bitzer, L., 1968. The Rhetorical Situation. Philosophy and Rhetoric, Volume 1, pp. 1-14.

Blank, A., 1999. Co-presence and Succession: A Cognitive Typology of Metonymy. In:
K. Panther & G. Radden, eds. Metonymy in Language and Thought. Amsterdam &
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, p. 169-192.

Bosworth, C. E., Van Donzel, E., B., L. & Pellat, C., 1991. The Encyclopaedia of Islam
(New Edition), Vol. VI. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

Braginsky, V., 2001. The Comparative Study of Traditional Asian Literatures: From
Reflective Traditionalism to Neo-Traditionalism. London: Routledge.

Bredin, H., 1984. Metonymy. Poetics Today. , V(1), pp. 45-58.

Broeck, Raymond van den, 1978. The Concept of Equivalence in Translation Theory. In:
J. S. Holmes, J. Lambert & R. v. d. Broeck, eds. Literature and Translation. Leuven:
Academic, p. 29-47.

Burke, K., 1969. A Grammar of Motives. Berkeley; Los Angeles; London: University of
California Press .

Burkhardt, A. & Nerlich, B., 2010. Tropical Truth(s): The Epistemology of Metaphor and
other Tropes. Berlin & New York: De Gruyter.

Bussmann, H., 1996. Routledge Dictionary of Language and Linguistics. London; New
York: Routledge.

Calaway, J. C., 2016. Translation and Transformation: The Coptic Soundscapes of the
Thunder: Perfect Mind. In: K. B. Stratton & A. Lieber, eds. Cross Boundaries in Early
Judaism and Christianity . Leiden; Boston: Brill, pp. 255-275 .

Calboli, G. & Dominik, W. J., 1997. Introduction: the Roman Suada. In: W. J.Dominik,
ed. Roman Eloquence: Rhetoric in Society and Literature. New York: Routledge, pp. 2-
9.

Campbell, K., 2001. Modern Rhetoric. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric.
New Y York: Oxford University Press, pp. 517-227.

Campbell, L. & Mixco, M. J., 2007. A Glossary of Historical Linguistics. Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press.

Catford, J. C., 1965. 4 Linguistic Theory of Translation: An Essay in Applied Linguistic.
Oxford; London: Glascow; New York: Oxford University Press.

Cauer, P., 1896. Die Kunst des Ubersetzens: Ein Hilfsbuch fiir den lateinischen und
grieschen Unterricht. Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung (Weidmann Bookstore).

Chandler, D., 2007. Semiotics: the basics. 2nd ed. London & New York: Routledge.

-280-



Chesterman, A., 1997. Memes of Translation: The spread of ideas in translation theory.
Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Chesterman, A., 2002. Pragmatics in Translation Studies. In: 1. Helin, ed. Essays in
Translation, Pragmatics and Semiotics. Helsinki: Helsinki University, Multilingual
Communication Programme, pp. 7-32.

Cicero, M. T., 1949. De inventione : De optimo genere oratorum : Topica. London:
William Heinemann LTD.

Cienki, A., 2007. Frames, Idealized Cognitive Models, and Domains. In: D. Geeraerts &
H. Cuyckens, eds. The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics . New York: Oxford
University Press, pp. 170-187.

Clarke, M. L., 1996. Rhetoric at Rome: A Historical Survey. 3rd ed. New York:
Routledge.

Cook, M., 2000. The Koran: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford : Oxford University
Press.

Croft, W., 2003. The Role of Domains in the Interpretation of Metaphors and
Metonymies. In: R. Dirven & R. Porings, eds. Metaphor and Metonymy in Comparison
and Contrast. Berlin & New York : Mouton de Gruyter, pp. 161-206.

Croft, W. & Cruse, D. A., 2004. Cognitive Linguistics. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Crone, P. & Cook, M., 1976. Hagarism: The Making of the Islamic World. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press .

Crystal, D., 2008. A Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics. 6th ed. Malden(MA):
Blackwell Publishing Ltd.

Cuellar, S. B., 2008. Towards an Integrated Translation Approach. Proposal of a
Dynamic Translation Model (DTM). Ph.D (Dissertation). Hamburg: University of
Hamburg.

Darussalam Publications, n.d.. Biography of Dr. Muhammad Taqi-ud-Din Al-Hilali:
Translator of The Noble Qur'an. [Online] Available at: http://dar-us-
salam.com/authors/tagi-ud-din-hilali.htm [Accessed 22 June 2016].

De Waard, J. & Nida, E., 1986. From One Language to Another: Functional Equivalence
in Bible Translating. Nashville; Camden; New York: Thomas Nelson.

Delahunty, G. P. & Garvey, J. J., 2010. The English Language: From Sound to Sense.
Fort Collins, Colorado: The WAC Clearinghouse.

Delisle, J., 1988. Translation: an Interpretive Approach. Translated by P. Logan and M.
Creery, Ottawa: Ottawa University Press.

Dickins, J., 1998. Extended Axiomatic Linguistics. Berlin: Mouton De Gruyter.
Dickins, J., 2005. Two Models for Metaphor Translation. Target, 17(2), p. 227-273.

-281-



Dickins, J., Hervey, S. & Higgins, 1., 2002. Thinking Arabic Translation, A Course in
Translation method: Arabic to English. London; New York: Routledge .

Dickins, J., Hervey, S. & Higgins, 1., 2017. Thinking Arabic translation: A Course in
Translation Method: Arabic to English. 2nd ed. Oxon; New York: Routledge.

Dirven, R. & Porings, R., (eds.), 2003. Metaphor and Metonymy in Comparison and
Contrast. Berlin; New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Doty, S. H., 2007. The Paradigm Shift in Bible Translation in the Modern Era, with
Special Focus on Thai. PhD (Thesis). Auckland, New Zealand: The University of
Auckland.

Douglas, J. C. & Tenney, M. C., 2011. Zondervan Illustrated Bible Dictionary. Michigan,
USA: The Zondervan Cooperation.

Doyle, F. C., 1893. Introduction to the Study of Rhetoric. London; New York : Swan
Sonnenschein; Macmillan.

Enos, R. & Fahnestock, J., 2001. Arrangement. In: Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, pp. 49-53.

Evans, V., 2007. 4 Glossary of Cognitive Linguistics. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press.

Fahnestock, J., 1999. Rhetorical Figures in Science. Oxford, New York: Oxford
University Press.

Fantham, E., 2001. Eloquence. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, pp. 250-259.

Farid, M. G., 2006. Dictionary of the Holy Qur'an: With References and Explanations of
the Text. UK: Islamic International Publications Limited.

Fass, D., 1997. Processing Metonymy and Metaphor. Greeniwich; Connecticut; Londond:
Ablex Publishing Corporation.

Fauconnier, G., 1985. Mental Spaces. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

Fauconnier, G., 1997. Mappings in Thought and Language. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Fawcett, P., 1997. Translation and Language: Linguistic Theories FExplained.
Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing.

Fillmore, C., 1982. Frame Semantics. In: Linguistic Society of Korea, ed. Linguistics in
the Morning Calm. Seoul: Hanshin, pp. 111-138.

Fillmore, C., 1985. Frames and the semantics of understanding. Quaderni di Semantica,
VI(2), pp. 222-254.

Floor, S. J., 2007. Four Bible Translation Types and Some Criteria to Distinguish Them.
Journal of Translation (Summer Institute of Linguistics Publications), 3(2), pp. 1-22
[Available at: https://www.sil.org/resources/publications/entry/40268].

-282-



Foley, T. S., 2009. Biblical Translation in Chinese and Greek: Verbal Aspect in heory
and Practice. Leiden; Boston: Brill.

Foss, K., 2009. Rhetorical Theory. In: S. W. Littlejohn & K. A. Foss, eds. Encyclopedia
of Communication Theory. Los Angeles: SAGE Publications, Inc., pp. 853-856.

Freeborn, D., 1996. Style: Text Analysis and Linguistic Criticism. London : Macmillan.

Gamard, 1., 1996/2010. The Most Beautiful Names Of God: Based on the Holy Qur’an.
[Online] Available at: http://ww.w.dar-al-masnavi.org/pdf/vocative divine names.pdf
[Accessed 16 May 2016].

Geeraerts, D., 2010. Theories of Lexical Semantics. New York: Oxford University Press.

Gentzler, E., 2001. Contemporary Translation Theories. 2nd ed. Clevedon; New York:
Multilingual Matters.

Ghazala, H. S., 2012. Translating the Metaphor: A Cognitive Stylistic Conceptualization
(English — Arabic). World Journal of English Language (WJEL), 4(12), pp. 57-68.

Glucksberg, S., 2001. Understanding Figurative Language: From Metaphors to Idioms.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Goatly, A., 1997. The Language of Metaphors. London; New York: Routledge.

Goatly, A., 2007. Washing the Brain — Metaphor and Hidden Ideology. Amsterdam,;
Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Goossens, L., 1995. Metaphtonymy: The Interaction of Metaphor and Metonymy in
Figurative Expressions for Linguistic Action. In: L. Goossens, et al. eds. By Word of
Mouth: Metaphor, Metonymy and Linguistic Action in a Cognitive Perspective.
Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins B.V., pp. 159-174.

Graham, W. A., 2001. The Earliest Meaning of "Qur'an". In: A. Rippin, ed. The Qur'an,
Style and Contents. Aldershot, Brookfield USA, Singapore, Sydney: Ashgate, pp. 159-
176.

Gutt, E. A., 1990. A Theoretical Account of Translation - Without a Translation Theory.
Target, 2(2), p. 135-164.

Gutt, E. A., 2010. Translation and Relevance: Cognition and Context. 2nd ed. New York:
Routledge.

Hahn, U., 2013. Semantic Technologies: A Computational Paradigm for Making Sense
of Qualitative Meaning Structures . In: B. Kiippers, U. Hahn & S. Artmann, eds. Evolution
of Semantic Systems. Berlin; Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 151-173.

Hashemi, B., 2014. The Divine 99: The Blessed Names of Allah, the Names Full of
Blessings/researched and explained by Badr Hashemi. Islamabad: Islamic Research
Institute.

Hatim, B. & Munday, J., 2004. Translation: An Advanced Resource Book. London; New
York: Routledge.

-283-



Heath, M., 2001. Invention. In: S. E. Porter., ed. Handbook of Classical Rhetoric in the
Hellenistic period, 330 B.C.-A.D. 400. Boston & Leiden: Brill Academic Publishers, Inc.,
pp- 89-119.

Hewson, L., 2011. An Approach to Translation Criticism: Emma and Madame Bovary in
translation. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Hosni, A. M. A., 1990. On translating the Quran: An Introductory Essay. Journal of the
King Saud University - Arts, 2(2), pp. 93-134.

Ibn Al-Jawzi, A., 2002. Zad al-Masir fi <Ilm at-Tafsir. Beirut: Al-Maktab al-"Islami - Dar
ibn al-Hazm.

Ibn cAshiir, M., 1984. At-Tahrir wa at-Tanwir. Tunis: al-Dar al-Tanissiyah lil Nashr.
Ibn Kathir, 1., 2000. Tafsir al-Qur’an al-Azim. Beirut: Dar al-hazm.

Ibn Manzar, J., 1980. Lisan al-Arab. Cairo: Dar al-Mac¢arif.

Ibraheem, L. O., 2003. The Usage of Metonymy in Zamkhshari’s Tafsir. ALORE the

llorin Journal of the Humanity, Publication of the Faculty of Arts University of llorin,
Volume 13, pp. 207-228.

Igbal, M., 2000. 'Abdullah Yiisuf 'Ali & Muhammad Asad: Two Approaches to the
English Translation of the Qur'an. Journal of Qur'anic Studies, 2(1), pp. 107-123.

Irving, T. B., 1985. The Qur’an: the first American version translation and commentary.
Brattleboro, Vt: Amana Books.

Irving, T. B., 1985. The Qur’an: The First American Version Translation and
Commentary. Brattleboro, Vt: Amana Books.

Israel, M., Harding, J. R. & Tobin, V., 2004. On Simile. In: M. Achard & S. Kemmer,
eds. Language, Culture, and Mind. Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications, pp. 123-135.

Ivir, V., 1981. Formal Correspondence vs. Translation Equivalence Revisited. Poetics
Today, 2(4), pp. 51-59.

Jakobson, R., 1959/2000. On Linguistic Aspects of Translation. In: L. Venuti, ed. The
Translation Studies Reader. London; New York: Routledge, pp. 113-118.

Jassem, Z. A., 2001. Abdullah Yusuf Ali’s Translation of the Quran: An Evaluation.
Issues in Education, Volume 24, pp. 29-52.

Jassem, Z. A., 2008. Discourse Markers in Quranic Translation: Al-Hilali and Khan’s as
an Example. In: A. Hassan, H. C. Omar, D. D. Mohmud & S. Abdullah, eds. Membina
Kepustakaan dalam Bahasa Melayu (Enriching the Repository of Knowledge in Malay).
PTS Publications: Kuala Lumpur, pp. 275-282. [online] Available at:
https://www.academia.edu/3490756/ 2008 Discourse Markers_in_Quranic_Translatio

n_Al-Hilali and Khan s as an Example pp. 275-82 [Accessed 22 June 2016].

Jassem, Z. A., 2014. The Noble Quran: A Critical Evaluation of Al-Hilali and Khan’s
Translation. International Journal of English and Education , 3(2), pp. 237- 273.

-284-



Johnson, N., 2001. Nineteenth-Century rhetoric. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of
Rhetoric. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 537-546.

Johnstone, C. L., 2001. Enthymeme. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New
York: Oxford University Press, pp. 260-263.

Kahil, B., 2004. al-Kinayah fi al-baldaghah al-<Arabiyah. Cairo: Maktabat al-Adab.

Kennedy, G., 1994. 4 New History of Classical Rhetoric. Princeton & Chichester:
Princeton University Press.

Kennedy, G., 2001b. Classical rhetoric. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric.
New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 104-125.

Kennedy, G. A., 1984. New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism.
Chapel Hill, London: The University of North Carolina Press .

Kennedy, G. A., 2001a. Historical Survey of Rhetoric. In: HANDBOOK OF CLASSICAL
RHETORIC IN THE HELLENISTIC PERIOD 330 B.C -A.D. 400. Boston & Leiden: Brill
Academic Publishers, Inc., pp. 3-42.

Kerr, G. J., 2011. Dynamic Equivalence and Its Daughters: Placing Bible Translation
Theories in Their Historical Context. Journal of Translation (Summer Institute of
Linguistics Publications), Volume 1, Pp- 1-19 [Available at:
https://www.sil.org/resources/publications/entry/43391].

Khan, F. & Jabir, S., 2016. A Stylistic Analysis of Rhetorical Devices in the Holy Qur’an.
International Journal of Innovative Knowledge Concepts, February.Vol. I1(2).

Khoo, C. & Na, J., 2006. Semantic relations in information science. Annual Review of
Information Science and Technology, 40(1), p. 157-228.

Kidwai, A. R., 1987. Translating the Untranslatable: A Survey of English Translations of
the Quran. The Muslim World Book Review, 7(4), pp. 66-71.

Kidwai, A.R., 1992. Review of "Incorrect Equivalents Chosen by Yusuf All in
Translation". Muslim World Book Review, 13(1), pp. 14-15.

Koch, P., 1999. Frame and Contiguity: On the Cognitive Bases of Metonymy and Certain
Types of Word Formation. In: K. Panter & G. Radden, eds. Metonymy in Language and
Thought. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Co., pp. 139-167.

Kolkailah, N., 2010. Review of The Qur’an —a New Translation by M.A.S. Abdel Haleem.
[Online] Available at: http://www.virtualmosque.com/islam-studies/quraan/review-of-
the-quran-a-new-translation-by-m-a-s-abdel-haleem/ [ Accessed 20 June 2016].

Kregor, J., 2010. Liszt as Transcriber. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Lakoff, G., 1987. Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things. Chicago, London : The
University of Chicago Press.

Lakoff, G. & Johnson, M., 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago; London: University
of Chicago Press.

-285-



Lakoff, G. & Turner, M., 1989. More than Cool Reason: A Field Guide to Poetic
Metaphor. Chicago, London: The University of Chicago Press.

Lane, E. W., 1968. 4n Arabic-English Lexicon. Beirut: Librairie du Liban.

Langacker, R., 1986. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar. Vol. 1. Stanford: Stanford
University.

Lanham, R.A., 1991. A Handlist of Rhetorical Terms. 2nd ed. Berkeley, Los Angeles &
London: University of California Press .

Larkin, M., 1995. The Theology of Meaning: <Abd al-Qahir al-Jurjani's Ttheory of
Discourse. New Haven, Connecticut: American Oriental Society.

Larose, R., 1989. Théories Contemporaines de la Traduction. 2nd ed. Quebec: Presses de
I’Université du Québec.

Larson, M., 1998. Meaning-Based Translation: A Guide to Cross-Language Equivalence.
2nd ed. Lanham: University Press of America.

Lashin, °Abd al-Fattah, 1998. Al-Bayan fi Daw’i ‘Asalibi al-Qur’an. 2nd ed. Cairo: Dar
al-Fikr al-cArabi.

Leal, A., 2012. Equivalence. In: Y. Gambier & L. v. Doorslaer, eds. Handbook of
Translation Studies. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company, p. 39-46.

Leech, G., 1969. 4 Linguistic Guide to English Poetry. New York: Longman Group Ltd.

Leech, G. & Short, M., 1981. Style in Fiction. New York; London: Longman Group
Limited.

Leezenberg, M., 2001. Contexts of Metaphor (Current Research in the
Semantics/Pragmatics Interface: volume 7). 1st ed. Amsterdam, London, New York,
Oxford, Paris, Shannon, Tokyo: Elsevier.

Leonardi, V., 2000. Equivalence in Translation: Between Myth and Reality. Translation
Journal, 4(4), p. <Available at: http://translationjournal.net/journal/14equiv.htm>.

Long, L., 2007. History and Translation. In: P. Kuhiwczak & K. Littau, eds. 4 Companion
to Translation Studies. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, pp. 63-76.

Luxenberg, C., 2000. Die Syro-aramaishe Lesart des Koran. Berlin: Das Arabische Buch.

Lyons, J., 1981. Language and linguistics: An Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Maalej, Z.A., 2008. Translating Metaphor Between Unrelated Cultures: A cognitive-
Pragmatic Perspective. Sayyab Translation Journal (STJ), Volume 1, pp. 60-82.

Mahdi, A.M., 2009. Metonymy in English and Arabic. Journal for Humanities Sciences
al-Qadisiya university, 12(1), pp. 7-20.

Mahmud, M., 2000. Manahij al-Mufassarin. Cairo; Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-MasrT; Dar al-
Kitab al-Lubnant .

Malblanc, A., 1961. Stylistique Comparée du Frangais et I’allemand. Paris: Didier.

-286-



Mannaa, M. Z., 2011. The Effectiveness of a Composite Translator Training Model for
Syrian Translation Masters Students. Thesis (PhD). Salford, UK: University of Salford.

Mardini, F., 2009. al-Tafsir wa al-Mufassirin. Damascus, Syria: Bayt al-Hikmabh.

Marlowe, M., 2012. Against the Theory of ‘Dynamic Equivalence’. [Online] Available
at: http://www.bible-researcher.com/dynamic-equivalence.html [Accessed 19 October
2017].

Martin, R.M., 2000. Translation Strategies; Somewhere Over the Rainbow. In: A. Beeby,
D. Ensinger & M. Presas, eds. Investigating Translation: Selected Papers from the 4th
International Congress on Translation. Amsterdam;Philadelphia: John Benjamins, pp.
129-138.

Mohammed, K., 2005. Assessing English Translations of the Qur'an. Middle East
Quarterly Forum,, 12(2), pp. 58-71.

Molina, L. & Albir, A.H., 2002. Translation Techniques Revisited: A Dynamic and
Functionalist Approach. Meta, 47(4), p. 498-512.

Muhammad, A.G.A., 2017. Translating Metonymy in the Holy Qur'an: Surat an-Nisa as
a Case Study. MA thesis. Sharjah, United Arab Emirates : American University of
Sharjah .

Mujamma¢ al-Lughati al-°*Arabiyah, 1989. MuSam al-Fad al-Qur’an al-Karim. Cairo:
Mujammac al-Lughati al-<Arabiyah.

Miiller, W.G., 2001. Style. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New York:
Oxford University Press, pp. 771-783.

Munday, J., 2014 . Text Analysis and Translation. In: S. Bermann & C. Porter, eds. 4
Companion to Translation Studies. Chichester : John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, pp. 69-81.

Munday, J., 2016. Introducing Translation Studies: Theories and Applications. 4th ed.
London; New York: Routledge.

Murphy, J., 2003. Roman Educational and Rhetorical Theory. With a Synopsis of
Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria. In: J. Murphy, R. A. Katula, F. I. Hill & D. J. Ochs, eds.
A Synoptic History of Classical Rhetoric. 3rd ed. 3rd ed. New Jersey; London: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Inc, pp. 201-226.

Murphy, J. & Katula, R., 2003. The Origins of Rhetoric: Literacy and Democracy in
Ancient Greece. In: J. Murphy, R. A. Katula, F. I. Hill & D. J. Ochs, eds. 4 synoptic
history of classical rhetoric. 3rd ed. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc., pp.
21-57.

Mustafa, 1., Az-zayat, A., °Abd al-Qadir, H. & an-Najjar, M. eds., 2004. al-Mu‘amu al-
Wasit. 4th ed. Cairo: Maktabat Ashshurtiq Addawliyah.

Nassimi, D.M., 2008. 4 Thematic Comparitive Review of Some English Translations of
the Qur'an. PhD Thesis. Birmingham: The University of Birmingham.

Nate, R., 2001a. Metaphor. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New York:
Oxford University Press, pp. 511-514.

-287-



Nate, R., 2001b. Metonymy. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, pp. 514-516.

Nate, R., 2001c. Simile. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New York:
Oxford University Press, p. 741.

Naudg, J., 2006. The Qur'an in English - An Analysis in Descriptive Translation Studies.
Journal for Semitlcs, 15(2), pp. 431-464.

Naudé, J., 2010. Religious translation. Handbook of Translation Studies, Volume 1, p.
285-293.

Nerlich, B., 2010. Synecdoche: A Trope, a Whole Trope, and Nothing but a Trope?. In:
A. Burkhardt & B. Nerlich, eds. Tropical Truth(s);, The Epistemology of Metaphor and
other Tropes. Berlin; New York: De Gruyter, pp. 297-319.

Nerlich, B. & Clarke, D., 1999 . Synecdoche as a Cognitive and Communicative Strategy.
In: A. Blank & P. Koch, eds. Historical Semantics and Cognition. Berlin, New York :
Mouton de Gruyter , pp. 197-213.

Nerlich, B. & Clarke, D., 2003. Blending the Past and the Present: Conceptual and
Linguistic Integration, 1800-2000. In: R. Dirven & R. Porings, eds. Metaphor and
Metonymy in Comparison and Contrast. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter, pp.
555-593.

Newmark, P., 1981. Approaches to translation. Oxford; London: Pergamon; Prentice
Hall.

Newmark, P., 1988. 4 Textbook of Translation. New York; London: Prentice Hall.

Niculae, V., 2013. Comparison Pattern Matching and Creative Simile Recognition. In:
Proceedings of the Joint Symposium on Semantic Processing: Textual Inference and
Structures in Corpora. Trento: Association for Computational Linguistics, pp. 110-114.

Nida, E., 1964. Toward a Science of Translating: With Special Reference to Principles
and Procedures Involved in Bible Translating. Leiden: Brill.

Nida, E., 1976. A Framework for the Analysis and Evaluation of Theories of Translation.
In: R. W. Brislin, ed. Translation : applications and research. New York : Gardner Press:
Distributed by Wiley, pp. 47-91.

Nida, E. & Taber, C., 1969/1982. The Theory and Practice of Translation. 2nd ed. Leiden:
E. J. Brill.

Olbricht, T.H., 2001. Delivery and Memory. In: S. E. Porter, ed. Handbook of classical
rhetoric in the Hellenistic period, 330 B.C.-A.D. 400. Boston & Leiden: Brill Academic
Publishers, Inc., pp. 160-167.

Omar, F., 2015. Interview with Umm Muhammad of Saheeh International. [Online]
Available at: https://www.muslimink.com/feb-2015/180-interview-umm-muhammad-
saheeh-intl [Accessed 15 May 2016].

-288-



Panou, D., 2013. Equivalence in Translation Theories: A Critical Evaluation. Theory and
Practice in Language Studies, 3(1), pp. 1-6. <Available (online) at:
http://www.academypublication.com/issues/past/tpls/vol03/01/01.pdf>.

Panther, K., 2006. Metonymy as a Usage Event. In: G. Kristiansen, M. Achard, R. Dirven
& F. Ruiz de Mendoza Ibafiez, eds. Cognitive Linguistics: Current Applications and
Future Perspectives. Berlin; New York: Mouton de Gruyter, pp. 147-185.

Panther, K.-U. & Radden, G., 1999. Metonymy in Language and Thought. Vol. (4),
Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Panther, K.-U. & Thornburg, L., 1999. The Potentiality for Actuality Metonymy in
English and Hungarian. In: K. Panther & G. Radden, eds. Metonymy in Language and
Thought. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins, p. 333-360.

Papafragou, A., 1996. Figurative Language and the Semantics-Pragmatics Distinction.
Language and Literature , 5(3), pp. 179-193.

Parpalea, M., 2011. The Functional Approach in German Linguistics. Bulletin of the
Transilvania University of Brasov. Series IV, No,2, IV(53), pp. 115-122.

Penrice, J., 1991. 4 Dictionary and Glossary of the Kor-dn, with Copious Grammatical
References and Explanations of the Texts. Delhi: Adam Publishers and Distributors.

Plato, 1994. Gorgias. Translated by Benjamin Jowett: The Internet Classics Archive.
[Online]. Available at: http://classics.mit.edu/Plato/gorgias.html [Accessed 10 March
2014].

Plett, H.F., 2001. Figures of speech. In: T. O. Sloane, ed. Encyclopedia of Rhetoric. New
York: Oxford University Press, pp. 324-329.

Porter, S., 2005. Eugene Nida and Translation. The Bible Translator, 56(1), pp. 8-19.

Porter, S.E. ed., 2001. Handbook of classical rhetoric in the Hellenistic period, 330 B.C
- A.D. 400. Boston; Leiden: Brill Academic Publishers.

Preminger, A. & Brogan, T.V.F., 1993. The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and
Poetics. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Prosser, M., 2009. Classical Rhetorical Theory. In: Encyclopedia of communication
theory. Califorinia, USA: SAGE Publications, Inc, pp. 103-107.

Punter, D., 2007. Metaphor. New York: Routledge.
Pym, A., 2014. Exploring Translation Theories. 2nd ed. London; New York: Routledge.

Pym, A., 2016. Translation Solutions for Many Languages: Histories of a Flawed Dream.
London: Bloomsbury.

Qasim, M.A. & Dib, M., 2003. <Uliam al-Balagha (al-Badi¢ wa al-Bayan wa al-Ma‘ani).
Tripoli, Lebanon: al-Mu’asasah al-Hadithah lil Kitab.

Qassab, W.1., 2012. al-Balaghatu al-Arabiyah: <lim al-Bayan (The Rhetoric of Figures
of Speech: <llm al-Bayan). 1st ed. Damascus; Beirut: Dar al-Fikr; Dar al-Fikr al-Mucasir.

-289-



Qian, H., 1992a. On the Implausibility of Equivalent Response (Part I). Meta, 37(2), pp.
289-301. [available (online) at https://www.erudit.org/en/journals/meta/1992-v37-n2-
meta336/003148ar/].

Qian, H., 1992b. On the Implausibility of Equivalent Response (Part I1). Meta, 37(3), pp.
491-506. [available (online) at https://www.erudit.org/en/journals/meta/1992-v37-n3-
meta337/003145ar/].

Qian, H., 1993a. On the Implausibility of Equivalent Response (III). Meta, 38(2), pp.
226-237, [available (online) at https://www.erudit.org/en/journals/meta/1993-v38-n2-
meta340/003146ar/].

Qian, H., 1993b. On the Implausibility of Equivalent Response (Part IV). Meta, 38(3),
pp. 449-467, [available (online) at https://www.erudit.org/en/journals/meta/1993-v38-
n3-meta341/003147ar/].

Qian, H., 1994. On the Implausibility of Equivalent Response (Part V). Meta, 39(3), pp.
418-432, [available (online) at https://www.erudit.org/en/journals/meta/1994-v39-n3-
metal86/003149ar/].

Quintilian III, 1921. The Institutio Oratoria of Quintilian / with an English translation by
H.E. Butler. London; Cambridge, Massachusetts: William Heinemann Ltd.; Harvard
University Press.

Qutb, S., 2003. F1 Zilal al-Qur an. 32nd ed. Cairo: Beruit: Dar Shorouq.

Radden, G. & Kovecses, Z., 1999. Towards a Theory of Metonymy. In: G. Radden & K.
Panter, eds. Metonymy in language and thought. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John
Benjamins Publishing Co., pp. 17-59.

Rahman, F., 1980. Major Themes of the Qur'an. Minneapolis : Bibliotheca Islamica.

Richards, J.C. & Schmidt, R., 2010. Longman Dictionary of Language Teaching and
Applied Linguistics. 4th ed. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited.

Rida, M.R., 1947. Tafsir al-Qur'an al-Hakim (Tafsir al-Manar). 2nd ed. Cairo: Maktabat
al-Manar.

Riemer, N., 2010. Introducing Semantics. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Rippin, A., (ed.), 1988. Approaches to the History of the Interpretation of the Qur'an.
Oxford; New York: Clarendon; Oxford University Presses.

Rippin, A., 2004. Review of Fakhry, Majid,, An Interpretation of the Qur'an: English
Translation of the Meanings and Haleem, M. A. S. Abdel Haleem, The Qur'an: A New
Translation. (Availlable at: http://www.h-net.org/reviews/showrev.php?id=10080)
[Accessed 20 June 2016]: H-Mideast-Medieval, H-Net Reviews.

Risha, S., 2015. Education and Curricular Perspectives in the Qur'an. Lanham; New
York; London: Lexington Books.

Ritchie, L.D., 2013. Metaphor. New York: Cambridge University Press.

-290-



Robertson, E.H., Rieu, E.V. & Phillips, J.B., 1954. Translating the Gospels. Concordia
Theological ~ Monthly,  25(10), pp. 754-765. [Available (online) at:
http://media.ctsfw.edu/Issue/Details/5957Periodicalld=4] [Accesed on 15 Oct. 2017] .

Rodwell, J.M., 1909. The Koran. London: J. M. Dent & Sons Ltd..

Rowe, G.O., 2001. Style. In: Stanley E. Porter, ed. Handbook of classical rhetoric in the
Hellenistic period, 330 B.C.-A.D. 400. Boston & Leiden: Brill Academic Publishers, Inc.,
pp- 121-157.

Rubba, J., 2006. Terms and Concepts for Metaphorical and Metonymic Analysis,
California: California Polytechnic State University. [Available (online) at:
http://cla.calpoly.edu//~jrubba/495lit/metaphorbasics.html] [Accessed 20/08/2014].

Ruiz de Mendoza Ibafiez, F., 2000. The Role of Mappings and Domains in Understanding
Metonymy. In: Barcelona, ed. Metaphor and Metonymy at the Crossroads: A Cognitive
Perspective. Berlin;New York: Mouton de Gruyter, p. 109-132.

Sabbagh, M., 1998. al-Baldaghah al-shi riyah fi Kitab al-Bayan wa-al-tabyin lil-Jahiz. 1st
ed. Beirut: al-Maktabah al-*AsrTyah.

Sadiq, S., 2010. A Comparative Study of Four English Translations of Stirat Ad-Dukhdn
on the Semantic Level. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Saeed, A., 2008. The Qur'an: An Introduction. New York: Routledge.

Saheeh International, 1997. The Qur'an: With English Meanings (Translation of the
meaning of the Qur'an). Jeddah: Abul-Qasim Publishing House; Al-Muntada Al-Islami
(2004).

Saheeh International, 2004. The Translation of the Meaning of the Qur’'an: English
Meanings Revised and Edited by Saheeh International. London; Jeddah: Al-Muntada Al-
Islami Trust.

Saheeh International, 2010. The Saheeh International Team & Dar Abul-Qasim.
[Avalilabe (Online) at: http://www.saheehinternational.com/ [Accessed 7 February
2016].

Sale, G., 1888. THE KORAN: Commonly Called the Alkoran of Mohammed. Translated
into English from the Original Arabic. With explanatory notes taken from the most
approved commentators. London & New York: Frederick Warne and Co..

Saussure, F. d., 2004. Course in General Linguistics . In: J. Rivkin & M. Ryan, eds.
Literary Theory: An Anthology. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd, pp. 59-71.

Schofer, P. & Rice, D., 1977. Metaphor, Metonymy, and Synecdoche Revis(it)ed.
Semiotica, Vol. 21(1-2), pp- 121-150. [Available (online) at:
https://www.degruyter.com/view/j/semi.1977.21.issue-1-2/semi.1977.21.1-
2.121/semi.1977.21.1-2.121.xml [accessed on 26 Jun. 2014].

Seto, K., 1999. Distinguishing Metonymy from Synecdoche . In: K. Panther & G.
Radden, eds. Metonymy in Language and Thought . Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John
Benjamins Publishing Co., pp. 91-120.

-291-



Shah, M.S., 2010. A Critical Study of Abdel Haleem’s New Translation. 4/-Qalam, 15(2),
pp- 3-14 (Available at http://drsultanshah.com/article detail.php?id=2) [Accessed 28
June 2016].

Shaykhtin, M., 1978. al-’Islib al-Kina'i: Nash atahu - Tatawwurahu - Balaghatahu,.
Cairo: Maktabat al-Kuliyyat al-’ Azhartyah.

Shehabat, A.H., 2010. Translatability of Metonymy in the Holy Quran into English. MA
thesis. Irbid, Jordan: Yarmouk University.

Sherif, M. A., 1994. Searching For Solace: A Biography Of Abdullah Yusuf Ali,
Interpreter Of The Qur'an. Kuala Lumpur: Islamic Book Trust.

Shuttleworth, M. & Cowie, M., 1997. Dictionary of Translation Studies. London; Ney
York: Routledge.

Siddiek, A. G., 2012. Viewpoints in the Translations of the Holy QURAN. International
Journal of Applied Linguistics & English Literature, 1(2), pp. 18-25.

Smith, K. G., 2000. Bible Translation and Relevance Theory: The Translation of Titus.
Ph.D (Dissertation). Stellenbosch: Stellenbosch University .

Snell-Homby, M., 1988/1995. Translation Studies: An Integrated Approach. Revised
Edition. Amsterdam; Philadphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Stock, W.G., 2010. Concepts and Semantic Relations in Information Science. Journal of
the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 61(10), p. 1951-1969.

Tantawi, M.S., 1992. at-Tafsir al-Wasit lil Qura’an al-Karim. Cairo: Dar al-Macarif.

Thackston, W.M., 2000. An Introduction to Koranic and Classical Arabic: An
Elementary Grammar of the Language. Bethesda, Maryland: IBEX Publishers.

The Permanent Committee for Scholarly Research and Ifta' , 2013. Fatwas of the
Permanent Committee. [Online] Available at:
http://www.alifta.com/Fatawa/FatawaSubjects.aspx?languagename=en& View=Page & H
ajjEntryID=0&HajjEntryName=&RamadanEntryID=0& RamadanEntryName=&Nodel
D=4440&PagelD=1149&SectionID=7&SubjectPageTitlesID=1152&MarkIndex=1&0#
Whatistherulingontranslating

Tilb, 1., 1997. Mustalahat Bayaniyah : Dirasah Balaghiyah Tarikhiyah. 1st ed. Cairo:
Matbacat al-Husayn al-Islamiyah.

Timmerman, D. & Schiappa, E., 2010. Classical Greek Rhetorical Theory and the
Disciplining of Discourse. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Tolan, J.V., 2002. Saracens: Islam in the Medieval European Imagination. New Y ork:
Columbia University Press.

Truszczynska, A., 2003. Conceptual Metonymy - the Problem of Boundaries in the Light
of ICMs. Poznan Studies in Contemporary Linguistics, Volume 38, pp. 221-237.

-292-



Tyler, A. & Takahashi, H., 2011. Metaphors and Metonymies. In: C. Maienborn, K.
Heusinger & P. Portner, eds. Semantics: An International Handbook of Natural Language
Meaning. Volume (1). Berlin; Boston: De Gruyter Mouton, pp. 597-621.

cUmar, A.M., 2008. Musam al-Lughati al-*Arabiyati al-Muc<asirah. Cairo: Alam al-
Kutub.

Van Leeuwen, R.C., 2001. On Bible Translation and Hermeneutics. In: C. Bartholomew,
G. Colin & M. Karl, eds. After Pentecost: Language and Biblical Interpretation. Carlisle;
Michigan: Paternoster Press; Zondervan, pp. 284-311, [online] available at:
https://www.academia.edu/8870442/On_Bible Translation and Hermeneutics].

Vazquez-Ayora, G., 1977. Introduccion a la traductologia: curso basico de traduccion.
Washington : Georgetown University Press.

Venuti, L., 1995. The Translator’s Invisibility: A History of Translation. London; New
York: Routledge.

Vinay, J.-P. & Darbelnet, J., 1995. Comparative Stylistics of French and English: A
Methodology for Translation. Translated and edited by Juan C. Sager & M.-J. Hamel.
Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Von Denffer, A., 1984. Ulum al-Qur’an: An Introduction to the Sciences of the Qur’an.
Leicester : The Islamic Foundation.

Wales, K., 2001. 4 Dictionary of Stylistics. 2nd ed. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited.

Wansbrough, J., 1978. The Sectarian Milieu. Oxford; New York: Oxford University
Press.

Weber, D., 2003. Evidence that Demands a Verdict. Work Papers of the Summer Institute
of Linguistics, University of North Dakota Session, Volume 43. [Available at: http://arts-
sciences.und.edu/summer-institute-of-linguistics/work-papers/ files/docs/2003-
weber.pdf].

Wehr, H., 1976. A Dictionary of Modern Written Arabic. 3rd ed. New York: Spoken
Language Services, Inc..

Whang, Y.C., 1999. To Whom Is a Translator Responsible - Reader or Author?. In: S. E.
Porter & R. S. Hess, eds. Translating the Bible: Problems and Prospects. Sheffield :
Sheffield Academic Press, pp. 46-62.

Wild, S., 2015. Muslim Translators and Translations of the Qur'an into English. Journal
of Qur’anic Studies, 17(3), p. 158—182.

Wilss, W., 1977. Ubersetzungswissenschaft: Probleme und Methoden. Stuttgart: Ernst
Klett Verlag.

Wilss, W., 1996. Knowledge and Skills in Translator Behavior. Amsterdam;
Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Co..

Windle, K. & Pym, A., 2011. European Thinking on Secular Translation. In: K. Wuellner,
W., 2001. Arrangement. In: S. E. Porter, ed. Handbook of classical rhetoric in the

-293-



Hellenistic period, 330 B.C.-A.D. 400. Boston & Leiden: Brill Academic Publishers, Inc.,
pp- 51-87.

Yule, G., 2010. The Study of Language. 4th ed. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Zabalbeascoa, P., 2000. From Techniques to Types od Solutions. In: A. Beeby, D.
Ensinger & M. Presas, eds. Investigating Translation: Selected Papers from the 4th

International Congress on Translation. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins, pp.
117-127.

Zahri, M., 1990. Mataphor and Translation. PhD (Thesis). Salford: University of Salford.
Zwemer, S.M., 1915. Translations of the Koran. The Moslem World, 5(3), pp. 244-261.

-294-



