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OT I'V'TABHOTI'O PEJAKTOPA

OcHOBHasi TeMa 3TOTO BBINTyCKa — HpaHCKas (UIOCOPUS KaIKapCKOTO H
nexjeBuiickoro nepuonoB (1794—1979), koTopoi TOCBSAIIEH NEepBEIA pa3med.
W3 cemu crareil nmATH MOCBSIIEHBI MBICIUTENSAM KaJDKapcKoi spsl — Myiute
Amn Hypu, Myxammany Puna Kymman, Xamk Mynna Xaau Ca63aBapu, Ara
Mynappucy 3yHy3u u AOy an-Xacany JKuiiBe, a 1B — KIIIOYEBBIM (HUTypam
nexJyeBuiickoro nepuoaa, Myxammany Xyceiiny Tabataban u Mypraze MyTtax-
xapu. (Ctarbu 0 Mexnu Amruiianu, Kasume Accape u A0y an-Xacane Padun
Ka3BuHM, TOArOTOBKA KOTOPBIX 3a/epXKajach MO psAAy NMPUYMH, BOHIYT B cle-
JIYIOLLUI BBIMYCK.)

Bo BTOpO#i pa3zaen BOLUIN CTaThH, MOCBSILEHHbIE 3THKE U HUI0CODUH pesu-
run. K HeMy NpHMBIKaeT TpeTHH pasfiel, MOCBSIICHHBIN (GHUiIocodun s3bIKa U
¢uocoduu KynbTypBI.

YeTBepThIid pa3aen MocBsieH GuiocoGuu HCTOPHH.

[TaTeiit pa3men (campiii OONBIION MO OOBEMY) COCTAaBWIIM CTaThH, ITOCBS-
IIEHHbIE Pa3JIMYHBIM aclieKTaM W (UrypaMm HCIaMcKoro MucTthnusma: VOH
Apabu u ero mkone, Hamxwm an-/luny Ky6pa u @apun ag-Jluny Atrapy.

* % %

OCHOBHO# TeMOI1 clieyIoIIero, BOCbMOro Bhllmycka craneT «IlnaTon u mia-
TOHU3M B HIMUTCKON (PHUIOCODUM».

Marepuasbl NepBbIX YeThIPpEX BBIMYCKOB €XEroJHWKa HbIHE IOCTYIHBI
B DJIEKTpOHHOM Buae Ha caiite Wacturyra dunocopun PAH
(www.iph.ras.ru/ishraql.htm). Marepuasnbl nocnenyonmx AByX BBITYCKOB OyIyT
BBLJIOXKCHBI B CKOPOM Oy IyIIeM.

* % %

B 3akmiouenne oT WMeHH penkoiuterud, MHcTHTyTa (mnocodpun PAH,
Hpanckoro uHctuTyTa rsocopun m doHaa mcciaeqoBaHUN MCIaMCKON KyJTb-
TypBl BBIpaXar0 HMCKPEHHIOIO OJaroJapHOCTh BCEM aBTOPaM HACTOSILIETO BHI-
MyCKa 3a Mpe0CTaBICHHBIE MMHU LIEHHBIE MaTepHaIbl.



FROM THE EDITOR

The central theme of the seventh issue is the Iranian Philosophy of Qajar and
Pahlawi Periods (1794-1979), to which the materials of the first section are de-
voted. Of seven articles, five deal with the main philosophers of the Qajar era—
Mulla ‘Al NiirT, Muhammad Rida Qumsha’1, Hajj Mulla Hadi Sabzavari, Aqa
Mudarris Zuniizi and Abii al-Hasan Jilwa and two—with the principal figures of
the Pahlavi period, Muhammad Husayn Tabataba’i and Murtada Mutahhari.
Several other figures of the Pahlawi period—such as Mahdi Ashtiyani, Kazim
‘Assar and Abu al-Hasan Rafi‘t Qazwini—each deserve to be discussed in a
separate article, and we hope to redeem this in the next volume.

The articles dealing with the topics that pertain to Moral Philosophy and Phi-
losophy of Religion form the second section, which is followed by the third sec-
tion, dealing with the Philosophy of Language and the Philosophy of Culture.

The fourth section is devoted to the Philosophy of History.

The fifth section—the largest in the volume—deals with different aspects of
Islamic mysticism, with a particular focus on Ibn ‘Arabi and his school, Najm
al-Din Kubra and Farid al-Din ‘Attar.

* % %

The main theme of the eigth issue will be Plato and Platonism in Twelver
Shi’i Thought.

The contents of the first four issues are now available online at the website
of the Institute of Philosophy of the Russian Academy of Sciences.
(www.iph.ras.ru/ishraql.htm). The materials of the more recent issues will be
made available online soon.

* % %

In conclusion, on behalf of the editorial board, the Institute of Philosophy of
the Russian Academy of Sciences, Iranian Institute of Philosophy and the Is-
lamic Culture Research Foundation, I would like to sincerely thank all authors
of the current issue for their valuable contributions.
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PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE
AND PHILOSOPHY OF CULTURE

Andrey Smirnov
(Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences)

“TO BE” AND ARABIC GRAMMAR:
THE CASE OF KANA AND WUJIDA

In his article “Arabic and ‘to be’ ” published in 1969, and later in his book
Metaphysics in Islamic Philosophy published in 1982, Fadlou Shehadi claimed
that the classical Arabic language, quite apart from any terminological innova-
tions brought about by the need to translate Greek philosophical heritage, that is,
the Arabic in its pure post-Qur’anic form possesses and uses an equivalent of
the verb “to be,” namely, the verb kana. Some other linguistic devices, first and
foremost the verb wujida (and its derivatives), were used as an additional device
to perform all the existential and copulative functions of the Greek fo on and
einai. The latter (the verb wujida in its technical meaning) is the result of the
work performed by the Falasifa, but the first (the verb kana in its ordinary us-
age), F. Shehadi claimed, is the property of the “natural Arabic.”

My aim in the present article is to check the validity of this claim against the
evidence provided by the traditional Arab grammarians. It is amazing how
scarcely F. Shehadi uses their texts in his mentioned works, though he is un-
questionably well acquainted with that tradition and refers here and there to the
basic terminology of that science. The first part of this article will deal in detail
with the texts of Arab grammarians concerned with kana. In the second part I
will briefly touch upon the verb wujida and the notion of rabita (“linkage,” cop-
ula) in Arabic grammar. In the third part I will compare the evidence of the tra-
ditional Arabic grammar with the theses proposed by F. Shehadi. We will see
that the texts of Arab grammarians leave no doubt that kana can be in no way
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regarded an equivalent of “to be” in any of its functions, copulative or existen-
tial. This answers negatively, unequivocally and in a clear-cut manner, the ques-
tion of whether any of the “to be-type” copulative devices are used in “natural
Arabic,” but leaves open the question of how, if that is the case, the copulative
function is performed in Arabic. If the evidence provided by the Arab gram-
marians is correct, then no Arabic phrase may be reduced to the basic formula
‘S is P.’ This is a very serious claim. I will address that question in the conclu-
sion.

Part one:
What the Arab grammarians tell us about kana

It is commonplace for the Arab grammarians to use the cliché kana wa
ikhwatu-ha “kana and its sisters.” We find it already in al-Khalil’s al-Jumal fi
al-nahw (al-Khalil 1995, p. 144), and generations of scholars who succeeded the
founder of Arabic grammar widely use it in their works. What is meant by
“kana and its sisters”?

Arabic verbs do not have an infinitive form strictly equivalent to the English
form using the particle “to” (e.g., “to be”). Third person singular past tense verb
is used in its stead. To be exact, kana has to be translated “he was,” provided we
regard it as an equivalent of the English “to be,” as those who write about the
copula in Arabic usually do;' e.g., F. Shehadi uses the expression “to-be-type
words” to render kana wa ikhwatu-ha (Shehadi 1982, p. 34 and ff.)? and even
speaks of “to-be-type devices” for performing the predicative and the existential
functions in Arabic (Shehadi 1982, p. 38). Do the texts of Arab grammarians
substantiate those claims?

Arab grammarians give different lists of verbs belonging to the “kana and its
sisters” type, sometimes finalizing it with an expression wa ma fi ma ‘na-hunna
“and what has the same meaning,” which leaves the list open. Ibn JinnT provides
a rather extensive, though not exhaustive, enumeration of the verbs of that

group:

"F. Shehadi says: “In the Arabic vocabulary there is the verb kana, which may be cor-
rectly translated as ‘to be’ and which has some of the linguistic functions of ‘to be’ in some
other languages” (Shehadi 1982, p. 1). We shall see soon that the word kana cannot be cor-
rectly translated as “to be,” and somewhat later I shall dwell in some detail on the manner of
F. Shehadi’s interpretation of Arabic grammar.

? Kana wa ikhwatu-ha means “kana and its sisters,” and Arab grammarians never say that
those verbs belong to the “type” of “to be”: if typology may be reconstructed correctly, then
they would be “verbs indicating time only” or “verbs devoid of meaning” type, as we shall
soon see, which is far from being the “to be” type. F. Shehadi very easily reads into Arabic
language and Arabic grammar his interpretation which completely distorts the facts but suits
his intention to find a “to be” in Arabic.
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They are: kana, sara (he started), amsa (the evening came; he was [doing
something] in the evening), ashaha (he awakened in the morning; he [was doing
something] in the morning), zalla (he persisted [doing smth.]), ma dama (as long
as it lasts), ma zala (he did not stop [doing smth.]), ma infakka (he did not detach
himself from [doing smth.]), ma fati’a (he did not cease [doing smth.]), ma
bariha (he did not leave [doing smth.]), laysa (he [is] not), and also what is de-
rived from them [by conjugation] and what has the same meaning (Ibn Jinni,
p. 36).

Al-Mubarrad mentions together two types of verbs: the “type (bab) of kana
and its sisters” and the “type of ‘alimtu (‘I came to know, I discovered’) and
zanantu (‘1 supposed’)” (al-Mubarrad, v. 4, p. 317-318), because they “enter
upon” (dakhila ‘ala) the subject and predicate of the nominal phrase and govern
them in the same way. Ibn al-Sarrdj gives a shorter list of “k@na and its sisters”
than Ibn Jinn1 does, but he mentions adha (“he became, he started [doing
smth.]”) omitted by Ibn Jinni (Ibn al-Sarraj 1988, p. 80). Al-‘Ukbart calls kana
“mother (‘umm) of those verbs” and gives five reasons for that: 1)its wide
scope; 2) the “complete kana” (kana al-tamma) has a meaning of origination
(kawn), and origination embraces everything; 3) kana points to the past abso-
lutely, and yakiin to the [present and] future absolutely, unlike other verbs of
that group which point to a specific time, e.g., morning and evening (al-‘Ukbart
refers to asbaha and amsa mentioned in Ibn JinnT’s list); 4) because of its wide
usage its nin (the last consonant) is omitted “in their speech” when kana is “de-
ficient” (nagisa), so that they say lam yak (instead of lam yakun), 5) all of its
sisters may become its predicate (khabar), but kana would not serve as their
predicate, e.g., one would say kana Zayd asbaha muntaligan (“Zayd was’ [such
that] he set off in the morning”) but it is not good to say asbaha Zayd kana
muntaligan (“Zayd in the morning became [such that] he was setting off”)
(al-‘Ukbart 1995, v. 1, p. 165-166).

Al-‘UkbarT mentions two terms (on pp. 2 and 4), the “complete” (tamma)
and the “deficient” (nagisa) kana. He refers to what is otherwise called the
“real,” or “true” (haqiqi), verb and the “verbal” (lafzi) verb. Al-Rummani de-
fines those two notions in the following way:

Real verb is the one that indicates occurrence of an event (masdar hadith),
and verbal verb is the one the masdar of which does not indicate an event
(hadith), like kana and its sisters (al-Rummant, p. 80).

Masdar (lit. “source”) in Arabic indicates the act as such, without indicating
the time. E.g., darb indicates the act of “beating,” though it does not state at
what time the beating took place. This act of “doing” something, or, to put it
differently, the act of something “happening,” is what is called hadith (lit. “hap-

3 “Was” indicates past tense only, it is devoid of any existential or copulative function.
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pening”). Any “real,” or “true,” verb indicates both an event (“happening”) and
its time, while a “verbal” verb indicates only time and points at no event. As
al-‘UkbarT puts it,

kana and its sisters are verbs which were stripped of indicating the event
(hadath), while indication of time was left for them (al-‘Ukbari 1995, v. 1,
p. 107).

Why are they called “real” (“true”) and “verbal”? Not a trifling question, be-
cause the terminology of classical sciences often speaks for itself and is always
revealing.

A commonly adopted view of Arab grammarians on what the word (kalima)
is may be summarized as following. The word is a verbality (/afz) indicating its
meaning (ma ‘na). The it of this definition is an assumption of necessary, regu-
lar and ambilateral character of this relation of “indication” (dalala) which
binds /afz to its ma ‘na and vice versa. According to this theory, we cannot fail to
understand words of a familiar language, which means that when we hear ver-
bality, meanings are necessarily actualized in our souls regardless of our will (in
fact, we cannot stop understanding speech in a familiar language even should
we wish so). Lafz, though physically it boils down to sounds pronounced by
human mouth, is not a “sound.” “Sound” (sawt) is devoid of indicating a mean-
ing, and /lafz is always connected to it. This connection is regular, so that we
always proceed from the same /afz to the same ma ‘na. The connection is ambi-
lateral, for when we want to convey to another human being meanings which
are in our soul, we proceed from them to those alfaz (verbalities) which will
actualize in the listener’s soul exactly those meanings which we started with.*

Since the relation of lafz to ma ‘na and vice versa is not random but regular,
the fact of the verbality indicating its proper meaning is called “real-ness”
(hagiqa), because it is “true” (hagiqa): being true and being real are two insepa-
rable meanings of the Arabic haqiga; and such relation is true because it is actu-

* This inherent logic is somewhat blurred in the otherwise excellent account of Arabic
language which B. G. Weiss gives in his book on al-Amidr:

I shall in these pages speak of “the Lugha” rather than of “language,” since the term
lugha conjured up images in the mind of the medieval Muslims that are somewhat differ-
ent from those that the term “language” brings to the mind of the average speaker of Eng-
lish. The Lugha was essentially a body of conventionally established correlations between
vocal sounds and meanings that remained constant over time (Weiss 2010, p. 113).

B. G. Weiss renders /afz as “vocal sound” which is perhaps more expected than “verbal-
ity” but somewhat misleading in what concerns the inner logic of that term. Lafz is not a sound
that acquired a quality of being vocal; lafz (“vocal sound” in Weiss’s translation) and sawt

“sound”) are not related as species and genus. They are two different entities, because the
former points to the meaning and the latter does not. The physical semblance between the two,
which was not hidden from Arabic philologists, has no bearing on the subject.
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alized in one’s speech exactly as it was designed (wad ‘) by the Designer of lan-
guage (wadi ‘ al-lugha) who initially established those regular relations between
alfaz (verbalities) and ma ‘ani (meanings).

Speaking of translation, haqgiga is often rendered as “the direct meaning of
the word” instead of verbatim “real” or “true,” but such seemingly “smooth”
translation distorts the relation between those basic notions of Arabic grammar,
because meaning belongs not to the word but to the verbality, while word is a
complex structure of verbality-indicating-its-meaning: word is in fact the neces-
sary and regular relation between those two sides, verbality and meaning. The
word is “real” (haqiqi), or “true” (haqiqi), if its verbality indicates its proper
meaning, that is, if it is wholesome, not lacking any of its necessary constitu-
ents, and if this wholesome state is not disturbed by any external factors. Let me
just mention that /afz/ma‘na relation of ambilateral indication should be re-
garded as an exemplification of the zahir/batin relation and its regularities. The
lafz/ma‘na paradigm became one of the basic paradigms of Arabic Islamic
thought, as al-JabirT pointed out in his ground-breaking “Critique of Arab rea-
son” (see its second volume: al-Jabiri 2009, p. 41ft.).

So, if the verb is “real” it means that its /afz (verbality) indicates its ma ‘na
(meaning) completely. Hence the name of the “complete kana: it refers to the
word kana the verbality (lafz) of which indicates its meaning completely. For
any verb it means that its /afz indicates both an event (hadath, masdar) and its
time. Indication of an event is, so to speak, more important than indication of
time, and we might call it for our purpose “the basic meaning” of the verb. Noun
(ism) points to the meaning too, but it does not point to time, so indication of
time is a dividing line between verbs and nouns (and also huriif — particles).
One might say that, to be any word, /afz should point to a meaning; to be spe-
cifically a verb, lafz should point to its basic meaning (an event) and addition-
ally to the time of this event. If the complete, or real, verb is stripped of indica-
tion of time, it becomes a noun (of course, if we change it morphologically
also). And if the complete verb is stripped of indication of its basic meaning,
i.e., an event, then only indication of time is left for it and it becomes incom-
plete, that is, “deficient” (nagisa), or “verbal” (lafzi). It is called “verbal” in that
case to stress that its verbality (/afz) stayed intact but the necessary relation of
verbality to its meaning was destroyed, so it is no longer a “real,” or “true,”
verb. Consequently, “verbal,” “incomplete” verb cannot behave as regular, nor-
mal verbs do.

What al-‘UkbarT says in points 2 and 4 above (see his enumeration of rea-
sons why kana is regarded as “the mother” of the verbs of its type) suggests that
kana may function as a “real” verb (point 2, “complete kana”), indicating its
own meaning (i.e., an event) in addition to its time. It may also be “lacking”
(naqisa) the indication of event and point to time only; in that case it is called
“deficient” (point 4).
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Ibn JinnT tell us more about the proper meaning of kana; that section of his
al-Luma’ fi al- ‘arabiyya bears a subtitle “The complete kana (kana at-tamma)’:

Kana may be indicating an event (hadath), and then it has no need of object
in accusative (khabar mansib). You say: kana Zayd, which means: he came into
being (hadatha) and [was] created (khuliga). Or you say: mudh kuntu sadiqu-ka,
which means: [ am your friend since I [was] created. The poet said:

Idha kana al-shita’ fa-adfa unt

Fa-inna al-shaykh yahdimu-hu al-shita’
When winter comes, keep me warm,

For an old man is ruined by winter

that is to say, when winter happens (hadatha). In the like manner, amsa Zayd
and asbaha ‘Amr (Ibn Jinnd p. 36-37).

When kéana is functioning as a “complete” verb, it is a “real/true” (haqiga)
word and indicates its meaning completely, i.e., points both to an event and the
time of that event. In that case the meaning of kana (the “event”) is “origina-
tion,” “creation,” that is to say, coming into existence after non-existence. Let us
note that this is stated with all definiteness: the meaning of kana is becoming
and not being. As Sibawayhi pointed out, gad kana ‘abdallah means qad khu-
liga ‘abdallah (“Abdalla kana” means “Abdalla [was] created”), and gad kana
al-’amr means waqa‘a al-’amr (“The case kana” means “the case occurred”)
(Sibawayhi, p. 46). Al-Khalil says in the Kitab al-‘ayn: al-kawn al-hadath (the
word kawn means “occurrence”), explaining that kawn is the masdar of kana
and that people would say: na ‘udhu bi-llah min al-hawr ba‘d al-kawn, which
means: God forbid that it returns after it happened (al-Khalil, v. 5, p. 410). The
two co-founders of the Arabic grammar tradition provide the examples exactly
of what F. Shehadi called “natural Arabic before philosophers (=Falasifa) come
on the scene” (Shehadi 1982, p. 3), and this evidence complies fully with the
evidence of the post-falsafa tradition: kana means “to become,” “to happen” and
not “to be.” Moreover, the lexicon of the Falasifa did not get rid of this “natural
Arabic” meaning of kana. The cliché ‘alam al-kawn wa-I-fasad used by the
Falasifa is translated as “world of origination (and not being!) and corruption”:
kawn, the masdar of kana indicating the “event” proper, means “coming into
existence,” “entering realm of creation,” “becoming” — it does not indicate
“being” or “existing.”

Further on, when kana means “becoming” it functions as a full-fledged verb,
and the resulting phrase definitely belongs to verbal type with no copula and no
need for copula: in such a phrase there is no way to regard kana as a copula.
Using the example of Ibn JinnT (see the beginning of the above quotation), kana
Zayd means verbatim “Zayd became” (so to say, popped up in our world): kana
indicates the act (fi /) for which Zayd is the actor (fa ‘il/). According to the basics
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of Arabic grammar, this is a complete phrase of verbal type. Being complete it
needs nothing additional to complete it: as Arab grammarians say, after pro-
nouncing such a phrase a speaker may fall silent since he completed all the con-
ditions of conveying the meaning of the phrase (faida), which is more than a
sum of individual meanings (ma ‘ani) of the constituent words (see al-Khalil
1995, p. 108, 188; Stbawayhi, v. 2, p. 88, 91).

For our purpose of discussing the “omitted copula” issue we may conclude
that when kana is a complete verb indicating the meaning of becoming it can in no
way be regarded as a restoration of the copula “to be.” First, the proper meaning
of kana is not “he was,” but “he became,” which is totally different from what
is meant by the copula expressing being (in fact, it is strictly contradictory to it,
expressing just the opposite meaning). Second, when indicating this meaning,
kana cannot be regarded as a copula binding nominal subject and predicate, be-
cause in that case it is itself always a verbal predicate in a verbal phrase.

This is the absolute proof of impossibility to regard kana as a copula when
kana is a “complete” verb. I insist on its absolute character. It means that it is as
strict as any mathematical truth is: one cannot change it by any “interpretation”
and it allows no exception. It simply brings to an end any discussion of kana as
a “to be”-type copula, when kana is regarded as a complete verb with its own
meaning.

Now, there is the second modality of karna, when it is “incomplete,” or “ver-
bal.”

I said that the complete, real kana can never be regarded as a copula binding
nominal subject and predicate, because it is itself always a verbal predicate in a
verbal phrase. Ibn Jinni refers to it indirectly in the first sentence of the above
quotation when he says that a complete kana does not need a khabar mansib.
He means a phrase like kana Zayd qa’iman, where qa’iman, “standing,” is kha-
bar mansib (object in accusative) of kana. If kana is a complete verb with a
meaning “he became,” “he [was] created,” a phrase will do without ga ‘iman,
“standing,” and it will read kana Zayd: “Zayd became,” “Zayd [was] created.”
Kana needs a khabar mansiib only when it is incomplete and cannot do without
its object.

It is exactly in the phrases of that type that kana is regarded as a copula be-
tween the nominal subject (Zayd) and the nominal predicate (ga im, “standing”)
by those contemporary scholars who wish to prove that Arabic is no exception
from the presumably “general” copula rule and that it possesses all the neces-
sary prerequisites to express being via the copula “to be.” They furnish exam-
ples like kana Zayd qa’iman “Zayd was standing” (or, in the present tense, ya-
kinu Zayd qa’iman “Zayd is standing”) and say: look, kana functions here ex-
actly as “to be” functions in the corresponding English phrase. According to this
line of argument, kana is employed here as a copula expressing the meaning of
“to be.” But what is the evidence?
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The evidence is twofold. Firstly, it is the seeming correlation between Ara-
bic and English phrases where kana occupies (in an Arabic phrase) exactly the
same position as the copula “to be” (in an English phrase) and, accordingly, is
translated into English as “to be” or its derivatives. Secondly, it could be the
personal speech experience, because at least some of those scholars have Arabic
as their mother tongue; otherwise, it could be a reference to speech experience
of native Arab speakers.

As for the first, we have seen that when kana does convey a meaning, this
meaning is never “to be” but always “to become,” and this is proved both by
Arabic dictionaries and by usage of Arabic. So if we still wish to prove that
kana is a “to be-type”-copula, we should say something like the following:
“When kana does not convey a meaning of an ‘event’ (that is, a meaning of
something happening, something taking place), then it conveys the meaning of
‘to be’ and functions as a copula.” What the proponents of “kana is a copula”
thesis have to say boils down to such a statement.

If confronted with the evidence of Arabic grammar, such a statement is a
mere fantasy. Arabic grammar never says this; moreover, it never says anything
that could be interpreted that way; and even further, it definitely says something
(as we have seen already and will see soon, when we turn back to Arab gram-
marians) that completely rules out such interpretation. Arabic grammar is abso-
lutely definite and unanimous on that point: if kana has a meaning, that meaning
is “to become,” and not “to be,” and, additionally, in that case kana is always a
predicate of the verbal phrase, which rules out its interpretation as a nominal
phrase copula. And if ka@na does not have a meaning, it points to time, and to
nothing else: we simply cannot say that in this case it conveys the meaning of
“to be,” because indication of “to be” is something completely different from
indication of time. And to point to time is something completely different from
the linkage function presumably performed by kana.

Given that conflict of explanations, we have to choose: either all Arab gram-
marians are wrong and do not understand how kana really functions in Arabic, or
the proponents of the “kana is a ‘to be-type’ copula” thesis take desired for gran-
ted and ignore not only theoretical evidence of Arabic grammatical theory, but
also the evidence of everyday Arabic usage from which all Arabic grammatical
theory is derived and from which Arab grammarians proceeded when they formu-
lated their views on kana. I think it is hardly imaginable to opt for the second.

So what about the second evidence, the usage of kana by native Arab speak-
ers? Let us take a phrase yakiinu Zayd qa’iman which is rendered into English
as “Zayd is standing.” | am not a native Arab speaker, but I think that any native
speaker of that language would agree with an obvious statement that when we
want to say simply that Zayd is there and that he is standing, we would say Zayd
qa’im without yakiinu (yakiinu is the present-tense form of kana). “Simply”
means that we want to convey exactly those two facts and a fact of their cou-
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pling: first, that Zayd is existent; second, that someone is standing; and third,
that the one who is standing is Zayd. Expressing those three facts in English in
the above passage of my text required an explicit usage of “is”; saying all this in
Arabic does not require it at all, we just say Zayd gqa’im “Zayd standing”. So,
those three facts are expressed in Arabic without any need of kana.

But this proves nothing, the proponents of the “kana is a ‘to be-type’ copula”
thesis may say, because the copula yakiinu is omitted in Arabic (as it is, by the
way, in Russian), but it can be restored, which is proved by the phrase yakiinu
Zayd ga’iman, which is grammatically correct. That yakiinu is usually omitted,
proves nothing, they may say, for Arabic tends to omit the copula, like so many
other languages do, but we may restore it, as we do it in other languages which
omit the copula. In that case we get yakinu Zayd ga’iman which is strictly, ver-
batim equivalent to the English “Zayd is standing,” so yakiinu means “is.”

Let us consider this argument. Let me take Russian as an example of a cop-
ula-omitting language. In Russian present-tense phrases like “Zayd [is] stand-
ing” we always omit the copula “is.” And it is always possible to restore it and
say in Russian verbatim “Zayd is standing”: it would be a grammatically correct
phrase. But let me note an important thing: such a Russian phrase with the re-
stored copula would never be used by a Russian speaker, except when discuss-
ing the restoration of copula or imitating an awkward usage of Russian by a
foreigner, that is to say, in artificial contexts. In natural Russian speech, a phrase
with the restored copula is never used because it is absolutely artificial; conse-
quently, it expresses nothing additional to the same phrase with the omitted
copula except the artificial character of copula restoration. But the Arabic
phrase yakiinu Zayd qa’iman “Zayd [is] standing” may be used by an Arab
speaker, and it does express something which the same phrase without yakinu
(“[is]”) does not express. It is an additional meaning of pointing to the present-
future time (present and future tense verbs have the same form in Arabic). That
is to say, it is the fourth meaning added to the three meanings of Zayd ga’im
“Zayd [is] standing” phrase discussed above. This fourth meaning is either an
emphatic confirmation of the fact that Zayd is standing right now (and not yes-
terday, and not sitting)’ or regular indication of future time, meaning that Zayd
will be standing in future.

So this second argument of the “kana is a copula” thesis proponents also
does not prove their point. If we still choose to believe that kana is used as a
copula, we will have to disregard all the evidence provided by Arabic grammar
and Arabic usage. There are people who, in spite of all evidence, still hold that
the Earth is flat. As a belief, this one is not better and not worse than any other,
but you cannot launch a spacecraft if you proceed from it.

* Cf. an emphatic English “Zayd is standing,” where is would be stressed by voice of a
speaker or italicized in writing.
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Now, what about Arabic grammar? How does it explain phrases in which
kana is used as a deficient verb pointing only to time and not to a meaning of an
“event” (hadath)?

We find a comprehensive and at the same time concise answer in
al-‘UkbarT’s al-Lubab:

Chapter “Kana and its sisters.” The bulk [of grammarians] hold that those
are verbs because they are conjugated, pronouns and feminine za- may be added
to them and they point to a meaning in themselves, that is, to time.

Section. They do not indicate an event and are not confirmed by [their]
masdars exactly because they (grammarians. — A.S.) derived them from
masdars and then stripped them of their pointing to the event so that they would
indicate the time of the [nominal] subject’s [nominal] predicate (zaman khabar
al-mubtada’), so that they became, together with the [nominal] predicate, as if
they were a verb indicating event and time.

As for those Basrians who said that they are particles (hurif), it is acceptable,
for they found that they resemble particles in not indicating the event. But they
are verbal verbs (af“al lafziyya). Otherwise, those [Basrians] could be implying
by ‘particles’ a special mode (fariga), for those verbs have a special mode in
grammar which is unlike all the other verbs, and because of this ailment ( ‘i/la)
they were singled out of all the verbs to enter upon [nominal] subject and [nomi-
nal] predicate (al-‘Ukbart 1995, v. 1, pp. 164-165).

The last words of al-‘UkbarT are really revealing. Kana and the verbs of its
type behave unlike all the other verbs, because they have an “ailment” ( illa) —
a commonplace metaphorical designation of a deviation from the general rule
Arab grammarians used. So it is because of this deviation that they “enter upon”
mubtada’ and khabar, the nominal subject and the nominal predicate, e.g., upon
Zayd qa’im “Zayd [is] standing” (there is no “is” in this Arabic phrase, as we
remember). It is important to take into consideration the inner logic of this rea-
soning. It starts with a normal, “healthy” (sahih) state of a verb, which is a regu-
lar, normal and complete indication of its ma ‘na (meaning) by its lafz (verbal-
ity). For the verb it means that its verbality points both to the event (hadath) and
the time of that event (past, present or future). Such regular, healthy verbs func-
tion as predicates in verbal, and not nominal, phrases. For example, dhahaba
Zayd “Zayd went away” is a verbal phrase constructed of fa ‘il “actor” and fi '/
“act™: “Zayd” is fa‘il, actor, and dhahaba is a healthy verb indicating the event
of going away and its time (past). Being normal, healthy, complete, this verb,
like any other normal verb, has no need to “enter upon” the subject and predi-
cate of a different phrase type — a nominal phrase (jumla ismiyya) where mub-
tada’ (the nominal subject, lit. “the starting [word]”) and khabar (the nominal
predicate, lit. “message,” “news”) form a complete phrase.

So, from al-‘Ukbari’s point of view, the fact that kana and verbs of its type
are used in nominal phrases is a deviation from regularity which happens due to
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the unnatural, unhealthy state of those verbs. The regular state of affairs in Ara-
bic is to construct either of the two types of a phrase, nominal or verbal; neither
of them stands in need of anything additional to be a complete, meaning-
conveying (mufida) phrase. Both need only two words to become a complete
phrase: mubtada’—khabar for the nominal phrase and fi ‘—fa ‘il for the verbal
one. When kana is taken as a regular verb pointing to the meaning of an event
(origination, creation, becoming) and its time, it is used as a predicate (fi /) in
verbal phrases like any other verb. And only when it is irregular, deficient and
does not point to an event and, consequently, cannot function as a predicate in a
verbal phrase (the meaning of the phrase cannot become complete in that case),
it would behave unnaturally and insert itself into a nominal phrase — which is,
let us note, a complete (mufida, meaning-conveying) phrase without it.

All this boils down to a very simple conclusion: usage of kana in a nominal
phrase is considered a deviation from normal, healthy state of affairs, and not a
restoration of a complete, normal state. On the contrary, restoration of copula in
copula-omitting languages is not regarded a deviation from normal phrase struc-
ture but rather a return to the initial, complete state of affairs from which the
language in everyday usage deviates. The logic of reasoning in the two cases is
in fact opposite. In Arabic, the phrase without kana is complete and normal, it
represents the logically complete and correct predication structure producing the
full meaning of a phrase; usage of kana has to be justified because it breaks the
rule of predication and meaning formation. In Russian, restoration of “to be”
copula which is never used in natural speech in present tense is regarded as a
return to the initial, logically complete mode of predication, it does not have to
be justified because, firstly, it is not used in natural speech, so no justification is
needed, and, secondly, if restored in artificial phrase it simply displays the full
predication construction which in any way is implied by any Russian phrase
which omits the copula. So, in Russian, those are really a copula omitting and
restoring operations which leave the logic of predication intact: the predicate is
linked to the subject and equated with it with the help of the implied “to be”
which may be artificially restored (and in that case it does not affect the logic of
predication at all) but which is naturally omitted in Russian speech. In English,
it is always displayed; but this has no bearing at all on the logic of predication,
which is the same in Russian and English and which employs “to be” as an in-
dispensable link of predicate to its subject. But this is not the case in Arabic.
This means that predication in Arabic is arranged differently, and this is the ba-
sic reason why it simply does not need a “to be”-like copula which is logically
indispensable for Russian, English and other Indo-European languages.

Before we proceed, let me get back to the last quotation and elaborate on
some specific points of Arabic grammatical theory mentioned there. The first is
“confirmation by masdar.” Saying that “kana and its sisters” “are not confirmed
by [their] masdars,” al-‘Ukbarf refers to the practice of using masdar (the name
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of a process, e.g., “striking”) in accusative (nasb) after the corresponding verb,
e.g., daraba Zaydun ‘Amran darban “Zayd struck ‘Amr striking” where darban
“striking” is the masdar of the verb daraba “he struck.” This way is applicable
to any complete verb and is widely employed in Arabic speech; but when kana
is used as a deficient verb and is inserted into a nominal phrase, its masdar kawn
cannot be used that way.

The second point concerns “deriving verb from its masdar.” Since a word
(kalima) is a regular reciprocal link of indication between /afz (verbality) and
ma‘na (meaning), derivation (ishtigaq) affects both. Al-‘Ukbart refers to the
Basrian grammarians who held that verbs are derived from masdars. Masdar
indicates only an event, and when a verb is derived from it, a meaning (ma na)
is added to it and, accordingly, its verbality changes to indicate the augmented
meaning. The meaning added to masdar in derivation process is indication of
time, so that a verb points both to an “event,” as its masdar does, and to the time
of it. This holds for any verb. But after that, al-‘UkbarT says, “kana and its sis-
ters” were, unlike all other verbs, deprived of the basic, initial meaning of an
event, and only the additional meaning of time indication, added during deriva-
tion, was left to those verbs. This deprivation is exactly their “ailment” (‘illa)
which explains their unusual behavior.

The third point concerns the views of some Basrian grammarians who held
that “kana and its sisters” are not verbs but particles (hurif). This point high-
lights the role of the /afz/ma ‘na basic paradigm of Arabic grammar, based on
the zahir/batin logic, to which I referred earlier. Since the Kifab of Sibawayhi,
all the Arabic words are classified as belonging to three (and no more!) catego-
ries: nouns, verbs and particles. This classification is generated as a variation of
the lafz/ma ‘na relation. Nouns are words whose /afz indicates ma ‘na “in itself.”
Verbs are words whose /afz indicates both ma na “in itself” and time. And par-
ticles are words whose /afz indicates ma ‘na “not in itself.” Since deficient verbs
were deprived of their indication of meaning of the event, which is exactly the
indication of meaning in themselves, and only indication of time, that is, mean-
ing not in themselves (because time is time-of-something-else, and this “some-
thing-else” is a meaning of some other verbality) was left to them, they became
particles from that point of view. However, this was a point of controversy
among grammarians, and only a minority held that view and regarded kana a
particle. The majority to which al-‘Ukbart belonged regarded kana as a verb,
and not a particle, and, consequently, had to say that it points to the meaning “in
itself” (otherwise it could not be classified as a verb), and since the incomplete
kana indicates only time, al-‘Ukbart says that indication of time is indication of
meaning in itself, which is a bit bizarre though inevitable in the context of the
lafz/ma ‘na paradigm.

So, “kana and its sisters” enter upon a nominal phrase because of their “ail-
ment”: this is not a regular behaviour of a regular verb. This “entering upon” a
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nominal phrase at the same time fixes this ailment. This is the fourth point.
Al-‘UkbarT says that kana and its sisters “became, together with the [nominal]
predicate, as if they were a verb indicating event and time.” He implies that
khabar (the nominal predicate) indicates meaning in itself, as any noun does.
This meaning in itself, fused with indication of time, amounts to the meaning of
a regular verb. This boils down to saying that (kana + khabar = verb) from the
point of view of meaning (ma na), not from the point of view of verbality (/afz),
of course. It works as if kana compensates its deficiency of meaning and, to-
gether with khabar (the nominal predicate), restores its complete meaning as a
regular verb, thus absorbing the khabar of the nominal phrase and turning all the
phrase — at least from the point of view of meaning — into a verbal sentence
instead of a nominal one.

This could be the reason why Ibn Hisham classifies the phrase with kana (he
gives an example of kana Zayd qa’iman) as a verbal one (Ibn Hisham 1979,
p- 492). Other grammarians take a different position and seem to leave nominal
phrases, with “kana and its sisters” added to them, in the nominal phrase type.
Al-Khalil is still not as definite on that issue, for he enumerates “kana and its
sisters” aside the nominal phrase and not as its subsection. In al-Jumal fi al-
nahw he mentions 21 reasons for nominal case of nouns, starting with “actor
(fa‘il), passive voice verb (ma lam yudhkar fa‘ilu-hu), nominal subject (mub-
tada’) and its predicate (khabar), the noun (ism) of kana and its sisters”
(al-Khalil 1995, p. 143), repeating this classification later with examples (ibid.,
p. 144). For the later grammarians, it becomes commonplace to speak of “kana
and its sisters” as “entering upon” a nominal phrase, not as a separate class. The
expression “to enter upon” is usually applied to particles which “enter upon” a
phrase (be it nominal or verbal), do not change its type but alter syntactic rela-
tions inside that phrase and may link it to other phrases. “Kana and its sisters”
behave the same way, entering upon a nominal phrase. Ibn al-Sarraj says:

[Nominal] subject (mubtada’, lit. “the starting [word]”): it is what you set
free from the governing nouns, from verbs and particles, and which you had an
intention to put as the first for the second, with which you started [the phrase]
without a verb, so that the second is its predicate (khabar), and none of those
two can do without the other. They always have nominal case: the subject be-
cause of its subjectivity (ibtida’, lit. “[being] the starting [word]”), and the predi-
cate because of them both, e.g., Allah rabbu-na (“The God [is] our Lord”) and
Muhammad nabiyyu-na (“Muhammad [is] our prophet”). The [nominal] subject
does not become a complete saying (kalam tamm) without its predicate. It is ex-
posed to that which governs the nouns, like kana and its sisters and the resem-
bling governing [words]” (Ibn al-Sarraj 1988, v. 1, p. 58).

Kana and its sisters are mentioned by Ibn al-Sarraj among all the other gov-
erning words that may be inserted into a nominal phrase, which is — let us note
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this — a complete phrase (kalam tamm) by itself, by virtue of having its nomi-
nal subject and predicate. Kana does not link the predicate to its subject — there
is simply nothing in Ibn al-Sarraj’s words to suggest that. Two and a half centu-
ries later al-AnbarT says the same:

Chapter on [nominal] subject (mubtada’). If someone asks: “What is the
[nominal] subject (mubtada’)?” the answer is: “Any noun set free from verbal
(lafziyya) governors, be they actually mentioned (/afz) or restored (taqdir).” Say-
ing “verbal” (lafziyya) we guard ourselves against the governing words being
devided into verbal and restored. The verbal [governing words] are like ka@na and
its sisters, inna and its sisters, zanantu (“I supposed”) and its sisters (al-Anbart
1995, p. 78).

Here too, we find that kana is mentioned not only with the verbs of its
group, but along with the particles per se (“inna and its sisters”), as a governing
word. No trace of “coupling” function; kana even resembles particles, which
makes us recollect what al-‘UkbarT said about “some Basrians” who held that
kana is a particle, and not a verb. Al-Suyuti provides more details on this issue,
saying that al-Zajjaj and al-Mubarrad classified kana as a particle, while Ibn
Hisham said that the controversy over ‘asa and laysa is well-known, but over
kana it is “strange” (gharib) (al-Suyiti, v. 1, p. 46).

We can conclude that kana, being a deficient verb, resembles both particles
(because it does not indicate meaning of an event, which is “meaning in itself”
proper) and verbs (because of its morphology and conjugation, and because in-
dication of time may be considered meaning in itself). Because of its irregular-
ity, kana behaves both as a particle (for it enters upon a nominal phrase, like
particles do) and as a verb (it governs the nominal subject and the predicate,
turning them into its subject — lit. “name,” ism — and object). As al-Anbart
points out,

If someone asks: “Why did it put its subject (ism) in the nominal case and its
object in the assusative?” the answer is: “Because it was made resemble true
verbs (af‘al haqigiyya), so it put its subject in the nominal case, making it re-
semble the actor (fa ‘il), and its object in the accusative, making it resemble the
recipient (maf“il)” (al-Anbar 1995, p. 135).

And al-‘Ukbart adds:

It puts [its subject and object] in the nominal and accusative cases [respec-
tively], because it stands in need of a noun by which it would be supported (7us-
nad ilay-hi), as all the verbs do, and what it is supported by, is made resemble
the true actor (fa ‘il haqiq1) (al-‘UkbarT 1995, v. 1, p. 166).

So, when deficient kana enters upon a nominal phrase, it starts resembling
a true, or complete verb, because its meaning, if added to that of the predicate of
a nominal phrase, resembles the meaning of a complete verb (though not a com-
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plete kana!), while its “noun” (that is, the nominal subject of the initial phrase)
and its object resemble the true actor and recipient. Thus the phrase starts re-
sembling a verbal phrase — from the point of view of meaning; but from the
point of view of verbality it rather stays a nominal phrase. And all those subtle-
ties of Arabic grammar in no way imply that kana performs a copulative func-
tion. Moreover, they rule it out, because the whole line of arguments proceeds
from a clear-cut presumption that a nominal phrase is already complete without
kana al-naqisa (deficient kana), that is, the copulative function in an Arabic
nominal phrase is performed not by kana or any other explicit “to be-type”
copulative device, but otherwise, in a way which precludes such a parallel with
Indo-European languages.

Part two:
The case of wujida and the term rabita

So much for kana. Now, what about wujiid, which is usually used in modern
Arabic to render “being” and “existence” from European languages, and which
was employed in that function already by the Falasifa, having been used as early
as from the time of Mu‘tazila? Wujiid is a masdar, and the corresponding verb
in passive wujida is often translated as “was,” “existed.” Could it play the role
of'a copula?

Wajada (active voice) means “to find,” and wujida (passive voice) means “it
[was] found”; it is implied that “it” is found by someone else, and even if there
is no one to “find” the thing, it is always “found” by God. It is often mentioned
in Western scholarship that wujiid (“finding”) differs from “being” or “exis-
tence” by its semantic properties, so the verb wujida may not, strictly speaking,
be equated with the copula “to be.”

This is correct, of course, but this is not the decisive argument: semantic
properties are not fixed once and for all, they may change, and a word may be
filled with new meanings; this is exactly what the Falasifa did when they started
using wujid as an equivalent of Greek “being.” The argument against the wu-
Jjida-as-a-copula hypothesis is totally different.

The verb wujida is a complete verb, and, unlike kana, it is always used as a
complete verb. This makes things much more easy for us, because in the case of
kana, only its usage as a deficient verb could be mistaken for a copula, while in
the case of wujida there is no deficient usage. As a complete, “true” verb wujida
always functions as a verbal predicate in verbal phrases, and can never “enter
upon” a nominal phrase. Things are very simple: wujida is never used in nomi-
nal phrases, so it simply cannot be thought to function as a copula — this is
completely absurd in the context of Arabic grammar.

Now, what about the term “copula” in Arabic grammar? Is it used by gram-
marians, and if so, what does that usage reveal?



“To Be” and Arabic grammar: the case of kana and wujida 189

It will not take us long to answer that question. In modern Arabic, “copula”
is rendered as rabita, lit. “binding,” “linking.” The same term, rabita and (more
often in masculine form) rabit was used by classical Arab grammarians to de-
note any syntactic connection, including that between mubtada’ (the nominal
subject) and its khabar (the nominal predicate) — that is, exactly the connection
which is supposed to be granted by copula “to be” in Indo-European languages.
It is stated, as a rule, that no “connection” is needed in that case. E.g., al-Suyiitt
writes:

As long as the predicate (khabar) is connected to the subject (mubtada’) like
the attribute is connected to what it is ascribed to, they do not need any particle
to connect them (harf rabit bayna-huma), just like an act (fi I = verb) and an ac-
tor (fa ‘il = agent) do not need it (al-Suydt, v. 1, p. 403).

It is interesting that al-Suyiti conceives of a rabita as a particle, and not as a
verb. This is not at all by chance. Moreover, Arabic grammar rules out a possi-
bility to think of a rabita as a verb. Any verb would function as a predicate in a
verbal phrase, a verb simply cannot be planted into in a nominal phrase. When
kana is inserted into a nominal phrase, it can be done exactly because in those
cases it is not a regular verb, so that some grammarians considered it a par-
ticle — but in those cases kana is never called a rabita.

Though, as we see, Arabic grammar possesses the category of a “link” be-
tween the subject and the predicate, that is, a copula, and discusses the issue of
their linking, kana is never called a rabita (copula). The only possibility to in-
sert a rabita into a nominal phrase would be not a noun (any noun would itself
be either the predicate or the subject) and not a verb, but what is left of the tri-
partite classification of words in Arabic — a particle. This is why al-Suyutt
speaks of a particle. And even so, no such particle is needed, he states defi-
nitely.

Once again, a clear-cut statement to settle the “omitted copula” issue: no “to
be-type” copula is omitted or restored in Arabic, because no such copula is
needed. What guarantees a link between the subject and the predicate in Arabic
is a completely different “device” — it is the process of isnad “supporting,”
“leaning (against),” and not a “to be-type”-copula.

Part three:
Evidence of Arabic grammar confronted
with modern scholarship

Let me conclude this brief investigation. Kana is twofold, both complete and
incomplete (deficient). When it is complete, it functions as fi / (verb) in verbal
phrase, and not as a copula. When it is incomplete, it does not point to being; in
fact, it does not point to any meaning except the time of some (other) occur-
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rence. That alone is enough to deduce that it cannot function as a copula in a
nominal phrase, because to be a “to be”-copula the word has to have the mean-
ing of “to be” (it appears quite obvious), while kana does not have this meaning
(it has no verbal meaning at all when it is deficient). In addition to that, we saw
that the deficient kana resembles particles and is inserted into a nominal phrase
to indicate the time of the predicate, not to link the predicate to its subject.
Moreover, the nominal phrase is complete, that is, its predicate is already linked
to its subject, before kana is inserted into such a phrase to indicate its tense.

So, there is nothing to suggest that kana (or, in present tense, yakinu) plays
the role of a copula—that is, nothing if we proceed from the logic of the Arabic
language as expressed and analyzed by Arab grammarians and confirmed by its
usage. The only thing that suggests this idea of a copula is an a priori conviction
that it should be there — a conviction that completely contradicts the reality.
This desire to find a “to be-type” copula by all means stems out of presumption
that otherwise the Arabic language and Arabic philosophy will turn out to be
irretrievably inferior to the Greek language and Greek philosophy, because a
language lacking a “to be-type”-copula does not suggest the philosophical idea
of being, which is the basis of Greek philosophy and without which no genuine
philosophy is possible. This presumption, in its turn, is based on a tacit convic-
tion that philosophy is possible only in the mode discovered by the Greeks and
that it can be elaborated only in a substance-based perspective. It is true that for
such a worldview the notion of being is really indispensible, and if the world is
considered a collection of substances possessing qualities, then you cannot pro-
vide a coherent, theoretical, true knowledge of reality unless you base it upon
the notion of being, for otherwise no regularity may be discovered. But if the
world is viewed and conceptualized as a collection of processes and not sub-
stances, then we need a different basic category which would play the same role
as the category of being plays in the substance-based perspective and would
provide a basis for discovering regularities of such a process-based world. In
that case a language lacking the “to be-type”-copula is in no way inferior to the
Greek language; on the contrary, Greek may be considered inferior to it because
Greek imposes upon our thought the notion of being, while being cannot grasp
the nature of processes. Processes do not exist, we have to think about them oth-
erwise, and Arabic suggests how exactly. It gives us a hint. So why not elabo-
rate on it instead of a futile attempt at finding an absent “to be-type” copula?
Why not say that Arabic Muslim culture developed a kind of philosophy which
only it could develop, proceeding from the process-based premises and elaborat-
ing them in a process-based perspective, instead of squeezing all of its legacy
into a substance-based perspective of Greek thinking? Is it not a somewhat to-
talitarian premise to think that only a substance-based perspective is the true and
genuine philosophic road to the truth of the universe? Processes have always
been a stumbling block to Western thinking which tried to reduce them to quali-
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ties of a substance and generally did not regard them as a basis in themselves
(they have to be grounded in something else). Whitehead and Bergson were
among those few who proposed to look at the universe in a different way and to
develop a process-based thinking. This process-based perspective is not at all
alien to Western thought; rather, it is a sort of neglected option. Actually, no
logic-and-meaning perspective is alien to any culture: human universality is
grounded in our universal ability to elaborate on any of those perspectives.

This article started with the question: What does Arabic grammar have to
say about the verb “to be”’? The answer is the following: there is no “to be”-verb
in Arabic. Kana and wujida are the two candidates usually appointed in Western
scholarship to fulfill the mission of “to be” in Arabic; and nonetheless often
Western scholarship points out that there is no exact equivalent of “to be” in
Arabic. The last thesis is absolutely correct, and what the whole tradition of
Arabic grammatical science has to say, boils down exactly to that statement.

When kéana has a meaning, it means “he originated,” “he became,” but not
“he was.” This is what Arab grammarians say specifically on kana; but it also
follows from the general theory of verbs that “to be” is ruled out as a meaning
for kana (or any other verb). For a verb to have a meaning means to point to an
“event” (hadath), and hadath always, by definition, implies a change, “a hap-
pening,” and not a stable existence.

When kana does not have a meaning (when it is nagisa “deficient”), it points
to specific time (past, present or future), but not to any “event,” and, of course,
not to “being.” Ironically, it is exactly this, deficient, ka@na that is mistaken for a
copula by the proponents of the “kana is a copula” thesis. Just consider it in the
light of Arabic grammar: a word with no meaning except tense is said to mean
“to be”’! As for wujiid, the masdar of wajada, it means “finding,” “discovering,”
and not “being,” and it functions as a regular verb with no possibility to interpret
it as a copula save for a wish to take desired for granted.

For this assertion not to stay naked, let me explore in some detail the way in
which F. Shehadi, perhaps the most ardent proponent of the “kana is a copula”
thesis, deals with the facts of Arabic language and the science of Arabic gram-
mar. It will be interesting to compare his interpretation to the, in fact, unani-
mous position of Arab grammarians on certain basic points concerning kana.

Firstly, the general attitude. Formulating his goal in the Metaphysic in Is-
lamic Philosophy, F. Shehadi writes:

We want to survey the various ways in which the linguistic functions of “to
be” are performed in Arabic, and then see what light these shed on the Arabic
philosophic equivalents of “being” (Shehadi 1982, p. 2).

Would it not have been somewhat more natural for the researcher to proceed
in exactly the opposite way: to ask how Arabic deals with those linguistic func-
tions that are performed in Indo-European languages with the help of “to be,”
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rather than implying, by that very question about the “linguistic functions of ‘to
be’,” that they necessarily are the “to be”-functions? For F. Shehadi, the “lin-
guistic functions of ‘to be’” are something like a Platonic idea, absolute and
eternal, and therefore they simply have to be discovered in any language and
any thinking which uses that language, that is, on the surface and on the deep
structural levels. With the direct bearing on “being,” of course.

This initial attitude makes the esteemed scholar proceed with some very bi-
zarre statements. Thus, he opens the section on kana, which is the first to be
presented as a “to be”-equivalent, with an (almost) exclamation:

If there is a verb “to be” in natural Arabic, that is, before philosophers come
on the scene, then kdna is the one (Shehadi 1982, p. 3).°

“Before philosophers come on the scene” means roughly before the ninth
century. Some of the Arab grammarians whom I cited above lived before, but
most of them after the philosophers (which means here the Falasifa, Greek-
inspired philosophers, not Arabic Islamic philosophers in general) “came on the
scene,” and what they say leaves no doubt at all: kana is not the equivalent of
“to be” in any of the latter’s functions.

But let us see how F. Shehadi proves his thesis which he takes for granted,
declaring it as if it were obvious to everyone. (It in fact often appears obvious to
the students of Arabic who project onto Arabic the experience of their English,
Russian or other Indo-European mother tongues, but this should not be the case
of F. Shehadi; the thesis he put forward appears obvious only if we take for
granted that there should be something in Arabic like “to be” of our mother-
tongue. Many people do take this for granted, but a philosopher and researcher
should not.) In one passage, F. Shehadi summarises what Arab grammarians say
about complete and incomplete kana:

In the natural language kana approaches the abstractness or generality of “to
be” and of the participle “being” in two ways. First, kana has the sense of to be,
to occur, to exist. This is what grammarians call the complete kana. But it also
has the sense of to be such, and this is the incomplete kana. These two uses cor-
respond to the distinction between the existential and the predicative is. To be
and to be such are two “ways of being,” and insofar as one can speak of the
senses of “to be” as ways of being, one is doing more than saying that “to be” is
ambiguous. For this reason I speak of the abstractness rather than the ambiguity
of kana. This abstractness is consistent with Aristotle’s view of being as ana-
logical (Shehadi 1982, p. 3-4).

% This part of the 1982 book reproduces the 1969 publication (see: Shehadi 1969). How-
ever, the words “that is, before philosophers come on the scene” were added in the 1982 pub-
lication.
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This is really amazing, and it is difficult to believe that facts could be twisted
that way to fit into a preset scheme. The complete kana, as we saw in the nu-
merous examples, means “to occur,” “to become,” but never “to exist” or “to
be”: the last two meanings are not only never mentioned by Arab grammarians,
but they are ruled out by the logic of Arabic grammatical reasoning, as I showed
it above. “To occur” is the correct meaning if the subject is some event (usually
expressed by a masdar): in that case kana is explained as waga ‘a, lit. “dropped
(itself),” which means exactly “occurred” when applied to events; but “to occur”
means “to happen,” “to become,” and not “to be.” Thus one correct meaning is
coupled by F. Shehadi in the above quotation with the two false ones to create
an impression that the complete kana means “to be.” Things are even more bi-
zarre with the incomplete kana, which is explained by F. Shehadi in total dis-
agreement with what Arab grammarians have to say about it. The incomplete
kana, as numerous quotations above have shown, has no meaning at all (so it
simply cannot have “the sense of to be such,” as F. Shehadi claims), it merely
indicates time. After that, what about this splendid assertion that kana is “con-
sistent with Aristotle’s view of being” (and F. Shehadi, let me remind, is speak-
ing of kana “in the natural language” of the Arabs and even before Aristotelian
philosophers come onto the Arabic scene!)? How do the “two uses” of kana, the
complete and incomplete ones, “correspond to the distinction between the exis-
tential and the predicative is,” if neither of them has the meaning of “to be,”
with the former not indicating existence (when Arab grammarians need to point
to existence, they use istigrar, huliil and not kana: see quotation from Ibn
al-Sarraj below) and the latter never coupling the subject and the predicate?!
What is all this reasoning, if it is not taking desired for granted?

And yet, F. Shehadi states in conclusion of his brief sketch of kana in Ara-
bic:

In sum, then, kana has the following functions;

(1) As a “complete” verb it is used to express the existence of some thing or
fact. This is a semantical function.

(2) As an “incomplete” verb it can be used to indicate a relation between the
subject and the predicate of a nominal sentence. This function can be analysed as
copulative, and is similar to the is of predication.

(3) It can be used to introduce tense to a nominative sentence. Its function
here can still be copulative and predicative.

(4) It can be used as an auxiliary verb to help to make tense more specific. In
this function it is not copulative.

(5) It is needed with gad for emphasis or de-emphasis. Here it may still be
viewed as copulative (Shehadi 1982, p. 8-9).

This “sum” follows from nowhere in the Arab grammarians’ texts and to-
tally contradicts the facts of the Arabic language as analyzed by those scholars.
In addition to all the evidence above, it is enough to compare what F. Shehadi is
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saying with the statement of Ibn al-Sarrdj about “kana and sisters of kana,”
which are:

sara (he started), asbaha (he [was doing something] in the morning), amsa (he
[was doing something] in the evening), zalla (he persisted [doing smth.]), adha
(he became, he started [doing smth.]), ma dama (as long as it lasts), ma zala (he
did not stop [doing smth.]), laysa (he [is] not) and the like which express time
only, and what has the same meaning as those whose verbality (lafz) is that of
verbs and whose conjugation is that of verbs; you say kana, yakiinu, sayakiinu,
ka’in. Because of that they (grammarians, or Arabs. — 4. S.) assimilated them to
verbs. As for the difference between them and the true (hagqiqi) verb, the true
verb indicates meaning and time, e.g.: daraba indicates the past time and the
“beating” (darb) which occurred in it. As for kana, it indicates the past time
only, and yakiinu indicates the time in which you [are] (tadullu ‘ald ma anta fi-hi
min al-zaman) and which comes [later], so that it indicates time only.

They made it enter upon the starting word (mubtada’ = the nominal subject)
and the predicate (khabar), and because of it they put the starting word in the
nominative case, likening it to the actor (fa‘il), and because of it they put the
predicate in the accusative, likening it to the recipient. So they say: kana ‘abdal-
lah “akha-ka “Abdalla was your brother,” like they said: daraba ‘abdallah
‘akha-ka “Abdalla beat your brother.” However, the recipient of kana should
anyway be the actor, because the basic [form] (’as/) here is the starting word and
the predicate, just like the predicate of the starting word has to be [equivalent to]
the starting word. And if they say: kana zayd qa’iman “Zayd was standing,” the
meaning is: zayd qa’im fi-ma mada min al-zaman “Zayd [is] standing in the time
which passed,” and if they say asbaha ‘abdallah muntaligan “Abdalla became
going,” the meaning is: ‘ata al-sabah wa ‘abdallah muntaliq “The morning
came when Abdalla [is] going” (Ibn al-Sarraj 1988, v. 1, p. 82).

Here Ibn al-Sarraj, taking kana and asbaha, unambiguously states that their
usage points only to time, be it past (kana, asbaha) or present-future (yakiinu,
yusbihu), and to nothing else. This becomes absolutely evident from his demon-
stration of the meaning (ma ‘na) of those expressions with kana and asbaha, and
this completely rules out any speculations like “this function can be analyzed as
copulative, and is similar to the is of predication” (Shehadi 1982, p. 8; and yes,
you can say this if you (1) completely disregard the view of Arab grammarians
and (2) strive to read the logic of Indo-European languages into Arabic gram-
mar). I am saying that what Ibn al-Sarraj shows rules out any reading of copula-
tive function into the incomplete kana because his examples boil down to “past
time of S + P and “the morning came when S + P” formulas. What stands for
“S + P” is the mubtada’ + khabar construction with no “to be-type”-copula in
principle, as we have seen above and as even F. Shehadi admits (see Shehadi
1982, p. 19), and he uses “SP” (not “S + P”!) formula to denote nominal mub-
tada’ + khabar predicative construction without copula. But if “S kana P” (to be
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exact, “kana S + P,” because kana comes first, like the verbs usually do) means,
as Ibn al-Sarraj clearly states, “S + P in the past time,” then kana performs abso-
lutely no copulative function.

What F. Shehadi says in the following pages of his book is based on the as-
sumption that Arab grammarians explore exclusively the surface grammar of
language, while the logicians deal with the deep structures of thought: the for-
mer are language-dependant while the latter are universal, and that universal
grammar imposes upon us the notion of being and the “to be” copula as a uni-
versal and, ergo, indispensable predication device (see Shehadi 1982, p. 25-27).
He makes a hasty move from the true observation that the subject and the predi-
cate are linked and, consequently, there is a copulative function somehow per-
Jformed, to the erroneous assumption that (a) this copulative function is per-
formed in a certain universal form in the universal grammar of thought, and
(b) it is most closely related to the “to be” copula. Hence his endeavor to read
the “to be-type”-copula into Arabic, to make it comply with the (allegedly) uni-
versal grammar of human thought. What I have been saying in my publications
is meant to propose that the logic of predication (and this is the core of all logic)
is not universal and that at least two logics of predication, substance-based and
process-based, are theoretically possible and were actually developed by West-
ern and Arab Muslim thinkers. Therefore the surface structures of Arabic do
reflect the deep structure of a different, non-“to be”-copula-based, predication
logic. Ironically, F. Shehadi mentions more than once isnad “leaning,” musnad
and musnad ilay-hi, mansib and mansiub ilay-hi — that is, the categories of
Arabic grammar which may disclose the deep structures of process-based predi-
cation. But instead of dealing with them seriously, F. Shehadi simply dismisses
them as irrelevant for the study of “to be”-predication (which they really are).’

Does all that imply that Arabic does not suggest the idea of being, or that
Arabic philosophy could not express the idea of lasting, stable existence? Not al
all; it would be absurd to deduce this and to make the mind totally dependant on
language. As early as in Mu‘tazila theories the term baga’ was used (it is traced
back to the Qur’an 16:96, 55:27) to denote lasting existence of substances. Later
the Falasifa used wujiid as a technical term in the same sense. Al-ZamakhsharT

7 F. Shehadi touches upon the famous dispute of Matta and al-Sirafi from al-Tawhidi’s Ki-
tab al-imta‘ wa al-mu’anasa. From his point of view, Matta expresses the universal logical
truth, while al-S1rafT is shackled by particular Arabic grammar. But anyone who reads that text
impartially can see that this is not at all implied by al-Tawhidi and that the real meaning of the
text is different. The two disputing parties cannot find common ground to start the real dispute
from: the argumentation of either seems displaced from the point of view of the opponent.
This is the basic point which precludes any decision of the “who wins” question: you cannot
win a hockey game before you face your adversary. My explanation is that the difference is
difference of logics, process-based for al-SirafT and substance-based for Matta, and it would be
an interesting exercise to demonstrate this, step by step, through deconstruction and construc-
tion of arguments in order to uncover that logical basis in either case.
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and Ibn Hisham referred to istigrar “stability” when they wanted to express ex-
actly the meaning of “lasting existence.” When they restored the truncated Zayd
fi al-dar “Zayd in the house” to the two full forms of the nominal and verbal
phrases, i.e., Zayd mustaqirr fi al-dar “Zayd stable in the house” and istaqarra fi
al-dar Zayd “Zayd obtained stability in the house,” istigrar “stability” was
meant to express exactly the stable state of events, or, we can say, the stable
existence of Zayd in the house (see Ibn Hisham 1979, p. 492-493). Moreover,
much earlier Ibn al-Sarrdj made a general statement in a passage where he con-
sidered the omission of khabar in mubtada’-khabar phrase:

There is a kind [of mubtada’-khabar phrase] where khabar (the predicate) is
omitted, and zarf (an adverbial modifier) is used in its place, being of two types:
the zarf of time and the zarf of place.

As for the zarf of location, it is, for example, zayd khalfa-ka “Zayd [is] be-
hind you” and ‘amr fi al-dar “Amr [is] in the house.” What is omitted here is the
meaning of stability (istigrar), taking-place (hulil) and what resembles it, as if
you said: zayd mustaqirr khalfa-ka “Zayd [is] stable behind you” and ‘amr
mustaqirr fi al-dar “Amr [is] stable in the house.” But this omitted [meaning]
does not display itself evidently because the zarf points to it and they (the
Arabs. — 4. S.) do not need it in the [language] usage.

As for the zarf of time, it is, for example, al-qital yawm al-jum ‘a “the battle
[is] on Friday” and al-shukhiis yawm al-khamis “the departure [is] on Thursday,”
as if you said: al-gital mustaqirr yawm al-jum ‘a “‘the battle [is] stable on Friday”
or al-qital waqa‘a yawm al-jum‘a “the battle occurred on Friday” and al-
shukhiis waqi‘ yawm al-khamis “the departure [is] occurring on Thursday”: you
omit t?e predicate and install the zarf in its place (Ibn al-Sarraj 1988, v. 1,
p. 63).

Ibn al-Sarraj clearly states that when we mean the occurrence of an event or
existence of a substance, we imply the meaning of istigrar (stability), hulil (tak-
ing-place), wugqii * (occurrence), but (1) he does not mention any of the kana and
its “sister” verbs, and (2) the phrases with the restored istigrar, hulil, etc. are
nominal S + P-phrases, where istigrar, huliil, wuqii * are predicates and not cop-
ula verbs for the initial phrases, or they are verbs in verbal phrases where no
copula is needed or indeed possible, that is, predicates again and not copula
verbs for the initial phrases. Istigrar, hulil, wuqi © express exactly the idea of
existence and occurrence — but they cannot be equated with the predication
vehicle.

% Here, as in many of the above quotations, we cannot do without “is” or its equivalents,
for the English phrase would not be grammatically correct otherwise. I consistently put “is”
(or its equivalents) in brackets [is] to indicate that it is inserted only due to the English lan-
guage requirements being absent in the Arabic phrase. And I argue that it is, moreover, impos-
sible in the Arabic phrase.
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Brief conclusions

In his review of F. Shehadi’s Metaphysics in Islamic Philosophy, N. Calder
dropped important remarks pointing to “a very inadequate and subjective meth-
odological level” of discussion over the “suitability of Arabic for expressing
Aristotelian philosophy” and warned against an “easy assumption that Arabic
has no copula” (Calder 1984). Suhayl Afnan was among those who stressed the
absence of copula in Arabic (see Afnan 1964); and he meant the absence of the
“to be-type” copula. As we have seen, this last thesis is substantiated by Arab
grammarians. As B. Weiss observed in his very important article, “kana and its
sisters” in Arabic “are denied a true linking or copulative function” (Weiss
1985, p. 613). And yet N. Calder’s observation is true: the subject and the predi-
cate have to be linked someway in Arabic, and if it is not the “to be-type” cop-
ula, then we have to answer the question: what exactly plays the role of the link-
ing device in an Arabic phrase?

Let me stress an important point. In his Metaphysics, F. Shehadi, after doing
everything possible and impossible in the first chapter to prove that kana in
natural Arabic is equivalent to “to be” (which does not agree with the facts of
that language, as we have seen), starts the second chapter with a sudden state-
ment which totally contradicts what he had said in the first chapter of his book:

Since the nominal and the verbal sentences [in Arabic] are the only kinds of
predicative sentences, and since the predicative sentence is the only abode of
copulas, it would seem fair to conclude that the copula has no place in the sur-
face grammar of the Arabic language (Shehadi 1982, p. 19).

By the “surface grammar” F. Shehadi means exactly the grammar of Arabic
which “a grammarian writes” (ibid.). So, if he acknowledges what Arab gram-
marians say, namely, that there is no need for copula in any of the Arabic sen-
tences (if we mean by copula a “to be-type” device), then why, in the first place,
did he say all he said in the preceding chapter in total disagreement with his own
statement? The only reason for that is that he, as N. Calder observes, does not
want to agree with that “simple statement” about the absence of copula. And
this is exactly the point at which we have to ask the crucial question: if (1) the
copulative function has to be performed in Arabic, as in any other language, and
if (2) the grammar of Arabic rules out a “to be-type” copula, then where can we
find the seemingly absent copula, or what performs the copulative function?

In chapter two of his Metaphysics, F. Shehadi proceeds to what underlies the
surface structure of Arabic, speaking of the universal grammar and logic (which
is supposed to be universal as well). Though his position on that issue is not
easy to grasp in a word, all in all he tends to opt for a universal, general for dif-
ferent languages predication formula, be it realized in any given language with
the help of a separate copula word (and then we have, as F. Shehadi says,
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a three-term predication logic) or without it (in which case we have a two-term
predicative construction). This is not what matters, F. Shehadi stresses, but the
very fact that there is a linkage between subject and predicate, so that “the
predicate attaches to the subject” (Shehadi 1982, p. 26, 27). And this is why, in
his view, it is possible to speak of similarities between Semitic and Indo-
European tongues.

This is where I have to agree, and at the same time disagree, with what
F. Shehadi says. It is absolutely true that there has to be something that links the
predicate to the subject, and that such “something™ is present, though different,
in both Arabic and Indo-European languages. But it would be, in my mind, too
hasty a conclusion to say that the “deep,” or “logical” structures underlying
those surface differences are universal and similar. This is what F. Shehadi in
fact says, and this is what makes him imply that kana performs a copulative
function. (This leads in the end to a very sad distortion of the facts of the Arabic
language, twisted to agree with the pre-defined logic of predication.) He simply
projects the experience of Aristotelian logic onto the facts of Arabic.

There is another aspect of that question. Aristotelian logic was deduced from
the usage of the Greek tongue, but it transcended the surface structures of that
language to reach the underlying, deep structures of thought, which are pre-
sumably universal. But do we have to take this presumption for granted? What if
the difference between the Greek and Arabic domains of language-and-logic is
the difference of not only surface structures, but also of deep structures? The
dependence of Aristotelian metaphysics and logic on the Greek language has
been pointed out many times, with much exaggeration sometimes. But this con-
cerns surface structures only. What has not been pointed out in that respect, is
the dependence of Aristotelian logic on his substance-based metaphysics. This
dependence, or rather correlation between Aristotelian metaphysics and logic,
which both may be rightly called substance-based, is an open secret. But what if
the deep, metaphysical and logical structures underlying the surface facts of the
Arabic language are not substance-based? Why should the universalist pre-
sumption be correct in that case, and why should we take for granted that the
logic expressed by the Arabic language could be only Aristotelian?

I think we should not. It is not possible here to elaborate this answer in a
positive way, that is, to show the possibility of a different type of logic and
metaphysics developed by Arab thought which managed to stay free from the
Greek influence, though it was done in a number of my publications, part of
which are in English, while other (and more important) are in Russian. But it is
possible to elaborate it negatively, that is, to provide a proof by contradiction.
And it is very simple. If F. Shehadi were right and the “to be-type” copula was
really implied by the Arabic nominative predicative sentence, then it would
have been always possible to restore it without producing any change in the sen-
tence. But, as we have seen, it is absolutely impossible to insert kana (or wujida,
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or any other verb presumably copulative) into a nominal sentence as a copula.’
There is no copula restoration procedure possible in the Arabic phrase. This
follows as definitely as “two and two make four” from what all Arab grammari-
ans say. And this simply means that the copula is never omitted in Arabic. It
is always there; though it is not a “to be-type” device.

So, the assumption that Arabic has no “to be-type” copula is absolutely cor-
rect, but it is not at all “simple.” On the contrary. What Arab grammarians say
about “kana and its sisters” and about the two types of phrases in Arabic, rules
out the possibility to consider kana a copula verb. But this is only one side of
the question. The other, more important side of it is that classical Arabic rules
out the “S is P” formula as a basic logical expression of the phrase formation.
This is a much more important conclusion, and it follows directly from what we
discussed above. This has to do not with the surface, but with the deep, logical
grammar. Not just the grammar of language, but the grammar of thought.

B. Weiss hints at it, when he stresses that “the concept of nominal sentence
does not exist in English grammar” (Weiss 1985, p. 613). The nominal phrase
(jumla ismiyya) in Arabic is expressed by a simple formula: mubtada’ + khabar,
that is “nominal subject” + “nominal predicate,” or “S + P.” Mubtada’ (lit. “the
starting word”) and khabar (lit. “message”) are two nouns; but what takes the

%I referred to the usage of wujida and its derivatives in an allegedly copulative function in
the second part of this paper. F. Shehadi also says that ~iuwa “he” performs copulative func-
tion in Arabic, but he cannot substantiate this claim by any text of the Arab grammarians (he
refers instead to the texts of logicians exposing Aristotelian logic, which is a totally different
story), saying simply that it could be so (which means taking desired for granted). After ex-
posing the true role of huwa in Arabic predicative nominative sentences as a “pronoun of
separation” which prevents “the predicate from being mistaken for apposition” (Shehadi 1982,
p. 11), he says the following:

This does not prevent its logical function from linking and being copulative. The
huwa can at once prevent apposition and establish an attribution relation. What it separates
and what it combines are the same words. But it separates them under one classification
and combines them under another (Ibid., p. 11-12).

This is also a sensitive point, at which an artificial language game in the spirit of Wittgen-
stein, which the Falasifa actually played when they were confronted with the need to render
Greek wisdom into Arabic, may be confused with “natural Arabic” and, consequently, the
logic proper to it and underlying its surface structures. This is what happens all the time in
F. Shehadi’s Metaphysics: the initial starting point for him is Aristotelian logic and presuma-
bly universal grammar and metaphysics, and he simply dismisses what does not agree with it
as irrelevant, making the Arabic language fit his language game.

We may mention, in addition to what F.Shehadi says, that Ibn Sina and later
al-Suhrawardt (who follows al-Shaykh al-Ra’is on that point almost verbatim) speak of the
“omitted and restored copula” in the same terms, saying that the copula is displayed in Persian
but omitted in Arabic, in which case it can be restored as huwa “he” (Ibn Sina 1960, pp. 285—
286; al-Suhrawardi 1952, pp. 25-26). The experience of the Indo-European Persian tongue is
here universalized and then projected onto Arabic.
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place of the “plus” sign in the above formulas? If it is not a “to be-type” copula,
then what is it?

The answer is very simple and open for everyone. It is isnad (lit. “leaning-
on”), as the Arabic grammar calls it. Isnad is a universal linkage device in Ara-
bic, as it binds together the subject and predicate of not only nominal, but also
of verbal phrases. This is a well-known fact stated many times by Arab gram-
marians. If so, then the basic predication formula in Arabic is “S isnad P,” and
not “Sis P.”

I argue that the two predication formulas are basically different and mutually
irreducible. This has an important bearing on the core issues of the logic of
thought and metaphysics. Those questions, however, as well as a detailed explo-
ration of the isnad concept in Arabic grammar, have to be left for future publica-
tions.
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Xamx Myxamman JlerenxayceH
Pazeurtue ¢punocodpum peauruu B Upane u Ha 3anage

TepmuH «puitocodust penurum» 4acTo paccMaTpUBaETCs KaK CHHOHUM «HO-
BOI TEOJIOTUW» WM «HOBOTO Kajama» (kazam-u O0xcaouod). Oba OHU TaK WU
MHa4ye CBsI3aHbl C 3aMajIHBIMH TEUSHUSIMH MbICIH. [IpH 3TOM BTOPO#l TEepMHH
MOIpa3yMeBaeT, YTO cTapasi TeoJoTus (Kaiam) B U3BECTHOM CMBICIIE OKa3ajach
HeaJeKBaTHON TPeOOBaHHUSM COBPEMEHHOCTH, BBHY Y€ro MPOrPEeCCUBHbIC WH-
TEJUIEKTYalbl JTOJDKHBI Pa3padoTaTh HOBYIO TEOJIOTHIO, MPEBOCXOMASAIYIO CTa-
pyto. B HOBOM Kkasame paccMaTpuBaroTCsl TAKHE BOIIPOCHI, KaK PEIUIHS U KYJIb-
Typa, OKuJaaHus OT PEIUIrvuv, HOBBIC TECOPUHU OTKPOBCHHA, OCHOBAHHBLIC Ha 3a-
NagHbIX TEOPUSX PEJIUTHO3HOrO OMNbITa, W PEIMICHO3HBIM IUIOpanu3M. B ero
paMKax TakKe MMEIOT MEeCTO KPHUTHYECKHe TUCKYCCHH 00 HMCIIaMCKOM 3aKOHe,
ucIaMcKoi (uiocoduu, XaauCOBENEHUH M Ipyrux TeMmax. Kak ¢umocodus
pENUriK, TaK HOBBIM KajlaM, B TOM BHUJIE, B KOTOPOM OHH CYIIECTBYIOT B COBpE-
MeHHOM lpaHe, 1eMOHCTPHPYIOT CBOE 3HaHHWE 3alafHONW M MCIaMCKOW Tpau-
LII/lﬁ W MOJIB3YIOTCA MU O6CI/IMI/I, YTOOBI KPUTHUKOBATh M 3alllMIaTb 3TU Tpaau-
oUW U TpOABUT'aTb HOBBIC UACH.

Wcxo/st U3 BhILLIENIEPEUNCIIEHHBIX MTOCBIUIOK, aBTOP CTAThH JIAeT KPaTKUil 00-
30p OCHOBHBIX 3TanoB pa3putus ¢punocoduu penuruu B Mpane u Ha 3amnase.

A.B. CmupHoB

Ci10B0 «OBITH» B apadCcKoii rpaMMaTHKe:
POJIb KaHa W 8y0xcuda

Ha marepuane TpaguumonHoi apadckoit rpamMatiku (TAI') mogpoOHO pa-
300paH BOIPOC O TOM, MOXKET JIM [JIArojl KaHa PacleHUBATHCS XOTsI Obl B KAKOM-
TO CMBICJIE KaK BBHIMOJHSIIOMNN (QYHKIUN CBS3KH B UMEHHBIX MPEUIOKEHUIX U
BEITMIOJTHSACT JM OH SK3UCTCHIMANbHBIC (YHKIMH, CPaBHUMBIE C TJIAroJIOM
«OBITHY» MHI0EBPONENCKUX I3bIKOB. Ha 5TH BOMPOCHI JaH KaTeropuuecKuii oT-
pHUIaTenbHBIA O0TBeT. bonee Toro, mokasaHo, 4To MpeIoKeHHE KIacCHIeCKOTo
apaOCcKoro s3bIKa, Kak oHO omucano TAIL', B mpHHIUIIE HE MOXKET OBITH CBEICHO
K Gopmyne «C ectb [1». U3 aToro cneayer, B 4aCTHOCTH, YTO HEBO3MOXKHO TO-
BOPHUTh O «BOCCTAHOBIIEHHUHU “OBITH’-TOIOOHON CBS3KM» BO (ppazax apabckoro
s3bIKa, kKak oHW ommcaHbl B TATL. Ilpu sTom apabckwmii, Kak U Jr00OBIe IpyTHe
SI3BIKH, HE UCKITIOYAET MEPEKOJUPOBKHU U S3BIKOBOW UTPBI, B KOTOPOI eMy OyayT
HaBS3aHBI JIIOOBIE MPaBHiIa, B TOM YHCIIE JIOMAIOIINE €T0 €CTECTBEHHYIO CTPYK-
Typy. JIMIIb B TaKOTO poaa sS3BIKOBBIN WTpax CTPYKTypa apaOCKoW (pas3bl MO-
JKET PaccMaTpPUBATHCS KaK Mperoiararomas «ObITb»-T000HYI0 CBSI3KY, YTO
(axTrueckn ObIIO cAeNaHo ¢anacuga PH NMEPEIOKEHUN TPEYSCKOT0 HACTIE NS
Ha apaOCKUil ¥ 4TO [eNlaeTcs COBPEMEHHBIMU YUEHBIMH, 3alIUIIAIOIIUMH TE3HC
0 HaIM4KH «OBITE»-110/100HOM CBsI3kU B apadckom (D. [lexamam u np.).
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B 3axytoueHHMM CTaThbU MOCTABIEH BOINPOC O COOTHOLIEHHH «IIOBEPXHOCT-
HBIX» (SI3BIKOBBIX) U «TJTyOUHHBIX» (JIOTHUECKUX) CTPYKTYP U BbIABUHYTA TUIO-
T€3a 0 TOM, YTO HE TOJIBKO MOBEPXHOCTHBIE CTPYKTYPhI apaOCKOro s3bIKa, HO U
rmyOuHHas JOrudeckas CTPYKTypa NpeJuKaliH, OTPaXEHHas B 3TOM S3bIKE,
OTJIMYAIOTCS OT MPUBBIUHBIX MO ONBITY HHAOEBPONENHCKUX SI3BIKOB U OT JIOTHKH,
Pa3BUTOM B JIOHE 3anaJIHON TpaauLuu. BeIIBUHYTa TaKXke MMIIOTE3a O TOM, YTO
cBsi304yHast (QYHKUMS B apaOCKOM MpPEATIOKEHUH BCETA BBIMOIHIETCS TEM Me-
XaHWU3MOM, KOTOpbIii KoHUenTtyanusupoBad B TAI kak ucnao (OykB. «omupa-
Hue»). bazoBas npeamkanuonHHas (opmyna, MpezanojaraeMasi eCTeCTBEHHBIM
cTpoeM apabcKoro fA3bIKa, JOKHA 3amuchiBaThCs Kak «C ucnao Il», a He «C
ectb II». DTO pasnuuue COOTBETCTBYET Pa3IHUUIO MPOLECCYyalbHO-OPHEHTU-
POBaHHOW M CyOCTaHUMaIbHO-OPHEHTHPOBAHHOW MeTa(pU3NYeCKUX TpaguLuii
COOTBETCTBEHHO.

SInuc Dwmorce

Myana Anu Hypu kak ToJKoBaTe/ b y4eHHUs
Myaabsl Cagpbl

Mynna Amu Hypu (ym. 1246/1831) Obin KitOYeBBIM 3BEHOM B Mepejaye
yuernss Mynsl Caapel U BaXKHBIM KOMMEHTAaToOpoM ero paboT. B cratee pac-
CMaTpUBaeTcsi OJIMH U3 €ro HEMHOTHX CaMOCTOSTENbHBIX TPYIOB — KpPaTKHUH
Tpakrtat bacum an-xaxuxa éa eaxoam an-y0dicyo, OCBSIIEHHBIN aHaIU3y MO-
JIATbHOCTEH BEIIHOCTH M OBITHS B 1IEJIOM U T.H. «CONPSDKEHHUIO 03apeHusy» (ai-
ugaga an-umpaxuiiiia) B 4aCTHOCTH.

B nanHoMm Tpakrare Hypu OTOXIECTBIISIET BEIHOCTD C OBITHEM, a «IbIXaHHe
MunoctuBoro» (Hagac ap-Paxman) — ¢ «COTPSHKEHUEM O3apeHHs». ABTOP
MOJAPOOHO paccMaTprBaeT MEXaHU3M U apryMEHTAIMIO 3TUX OTOXIIECTBICHHH.

Jlaxan XaTum

AJlekcaHAp KaK CMMBOJI cepana
y Aox ap-Pa3z3aka Kamann

Yenoeueckoe cepale, kKak MecTo sBieHHs bora yenoBeky, cornacHo A6x
ap-Pa3saky Kamranu (ym. 730/1329), sBnsercs HayajioM, OOBEIUHSIONEM B
cebe BHeIlIHee M BHyTpeHHee, Ojaronaps 4yemy OHO NpeAcTaBisieT cOO00H YHU-
KaJIbHBI OpraH cBepXCO3HaHMs. McX0as U3 9TOH NOCBUIKH (M ONHUPAasCh Ha CBH-
JIETENIbCTBA TAKUX TEKCTOB, Kak «lllax-Hame» dupaoycu u aHoHUMHBII «Poman
00 AnekcaHzape»), aBTOp CTaTbU MOAPOOHO aHAIU3UPYET OTPHIBOK M3 KOPaHH-
Y4eCcKOro KoMMeHTapus Kamanu, B KOTOPOM MOCIEIHUN TOBOPUT 00 AJleKcaHa-
pe Make/1oHCKOM, OTOXIECTBIIEMOM B MYCYJIbMaHCKOH TpaIuLWU C KOPaHH-
yeckuM 3y-n-KapHaifHOM, Kak CHMBOJIE MUCTHUECKOTO CepAla, JMHAMUYEeCKON
CepILEeBUHBI YelIOBeKa ¥ MeCTa MPOsIBICHH BbIcLIero nMeHn bora.
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