CHAPTER 1

The Context and Authorship of al-Radd al-jamil

The Context of al-Radd al-jamil

al-Radd al-jamil li-ilahiyyat Tsa bi-sarih al-Injil, (A fitting refutation of the divin-
ity of Jesus from the evidence of the gospel) is a long polemical work refuting
the Christian concept of the divinity of Jesus Christ and is attributed to the
famous eleventh century scholar Abti Hamid al-Ghazali (d. 1111). Three ver-
sions of this text exist: two are in the Aya Sophia Manuscript Library in Istanbul
under the numbers 2246 and 2247, and the third copy is found in the Univer-
sity of Leiden under the classification 0r828. The two Aya Sophia manuscripts
attribute the text to al-Ghazali, who wrote a significant number of works in phi-
losophy, logic, Islamic jurisprudence, kalam and Sufism.! In many of his books,
al-Ghazali refers to his other writings and in his work al-Mungqidh min al-dalal
he mentions many of his other important works. None of these known works
by al-Ghazali refer to al-Radd al-jamil, which has led several modern scholars
to doubt that al-Ghazali is the author of the refutation.

The text of al-Radd al-jamil is a refutation of the divinity of Jesus in three
sections: the first is an exegetical study of six Biblical texts. The main argument
of the author here is that the criterion for accepting a certain concept is its
agreement with the clarity of the intellect, bi-sarth al-‘aql, a sentence repeated
very frequently throughout the treatise. If a text in itself is clear to the intellect
then it should not be interpreted, but if it contradicts other texts or it cannot
be rationally accepted then these passages must be clarified and considered as
metaphors with a symbolic meaning. Following this principle, the author inter-
prets the six Biblical texts in order to refute the concept of the divinity of Jesus.
The second section is a refutation of the divinity of Jesus as believed by three
Christian sects: the Melkites, the Jacobites and the Nestorians. The third sec-
tion discusses the titles that Christians attribute to Jesus to support his divine
status. The author argues that such titles must be understood metaphorically,
and shows that similar titles were also given to other Biblical prophets.

Concerning the context in which the refutation was written, it is generally
agreed that al-Radd al-jamil comes from an Egyptian Coptic milieu, based on

1 The manuscript is bound with other manuscripts of al-Ghazali, al-Mungidh min al-dalal,
Faysal al-tafriga and Shifa’ al-ghalil by Imam al-Haramayn al-Juwayni.
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external and internal evidence. The external evidence is the fact that al-Radd
al-jamil was first mentioned by the thirteenth century Coptic priest Abu al-
Khayr Ibn al-Tayyib (d. circa 1270).2 He quoted parts of al-Radd al-jamil in
his work, Magala fi-l-radd ‘ala al-Muslimin alladhina yuttahiman al-Nasara bi-
l-itigad bi-thalathat aliha (Treatise containing a refutation of Muslims who
accuse Christians of believing in three gods). But he did not provide any details
about al-Radd al-jamil that might have helped his reader understand the nature
of al-Radd al-jamil as a polemical work.

The internal evidence is, firstly, that the author quotes the Coptic translation
of John 1:14 to defend his interpretation of the text, thus appearing to believe
that the Gospel was originally written in this language rather than in Greek.
Secondly, the author seeks to refute the divinity of Jesus through a discussion of
the concept of the union of the divinity and humanity in Jesus, as interpreted
by the three main Christian sects. As Gabriel Reynolds rightly maintains, his
argument is based on a sound knowledge of the Jacobites and their refutations
of the other two sects.3 Thirdly, his comparison of the relationship between the
Father and the Son with the relationship of the soul to the body is taken from
the Jacobite explanation of the incarnation and union.* Since the Egyptian
Copts were followers of Jacobite rather than Melkite or Nestorian Christology,
this is further support for the view that the author was highly familiar with
Jacobite/Coptic writing.

To estimate when al-Radd al-jamil was written is a difficult task, since it
depends on the identity of the author. Those who accept al-Ghazali as the
author agree that it must have been written during his supposed trip to Alexan-
dria after his visit to Jerusalem, which is mentioned by some historians. Other
scholars date al-Radd al-jamil to a much later period, up to the lifetime of Ibn
al-Tayyib. The latter rely on the following arguments: the style of writing is not
that of al-Ghazali, the work is not mentioned in any of his authentic works,
which do not show the same depth of interest in the Biblical text as al-Radd al-
jamil, the discussion of Christians and Jews in the authentic Ghazalian works
differs from that in al-Radd al-jamil, and the Biblical quotations appear to be
from a thirteenth century Arabic translation of the Bible. Those who accept
al-Ghazali as the author of al-Radd al-jamil argue that although the writing

2 Aba al-Khayr Ibn al-Tayyib, ‘Maqala fi-l-radd ‘ala al-Muslimin alladhina yuttahiman al-
Nasara bi-l-i‘tiqad bi-thalathat aliha), in P. Sbath, Vingt traités philosophiques et apologétiques
d’auteurs arabes chrétiens du 1x au X1V siécle, Cairo, 1929, pp. 176-178.

3 G.S. Reynolds, ‘The ends of Al-Radd al-Jamil and its portrayal of Christian Sects’, Islamochris-
tiana 25,1999, pp. 45—65.

4 F.E. Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift wider die Gottheit Jesu, Leiden, 1966, pp. 41—42.
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style of the work differs from that of his known writing, the ideas, concepts and
discussion are typical of al-Ghazal1.

The Authorship of al-Radd al-jamil

In 1932, Louis Massignon discovered two copies of al-Radd al-jamil in the Aya
Sophia library and published an article entitled, ‘Le Christ dans les Evangiles
selon al-Ghazal?’ in the Revue des Etudes Islamiques, in which he gave a good
summary of this treatise and argued for its attribution to al-Ghazali.5 In 1939,
Robert Chidiac edited the text of Aya Sophia 2246 and translated it into French.
He followed Massignon’s argument concerning authorship, while noting that
the text may have been written by a student who had taken notes at al-Ghazalt’s
lectures.6 ]JW. Sweetman also gave a detailed summary of al-Radd al-jamil,
with a translation of many passages, in his two-volume work Islam and Chris-
tian Theology in 1945.7 He believed that the character and thought world of
al-Ghazali was present in the text: ‘al-Ghazal’s debate is quite probably not
written by his hands, but bearing clear marks of personality and method,
and undoubtedly a faithful record of a discussion following his course, in
Alexandria, during his visit to that city’® Arthur J. Arberry gave an English
translation of a part of the text of al-Radd al-jamil in his Aspects of Islamic
Civilization in 1964, and appeared to accept that al-Ghazali was the author.®
Franz-Elmar Wilms produced a German translation of Chidiac’s Arabic text
in 1966, and argued at length for the authorship of al-Ghazali.l® In 1986, the
Egyptian scholar Muhammad al-Sharqawl published an edition of the Ara-
bic text, defending al-Ghazali as the author!! All these scholars accept al-
Ghazali as the author of al-Radd al-jamil, many of them with the reservation
that the text could represent lecture notes taken by one or several of his stu-
dents.

5 L. Massignon, ‘Le Christ dans les Evangiles selon al-GhazalT, Revue des Ftudes Islamiques
6,1932, pp. 523-536.

6 Abu Hamid al-Ghazali, Al-Radd al-jamil li-ilahiyyat Isa bi-sarth al-Injil, ed., and trans.,
R. Chidiac, Paris, 1939.

7 J-W. Sweetman, Islam and Christian Theology 1:2, London, 1945, pp. 262—309.

8 Ibid., p. 307.

9 A]. Arberry, Aspects of Islamic Civilization, London, 1964, pp. 300-307.

10 F.E. Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift wider die Gottheit Jesu.

11 Abu Hamid al-Ghazali, Al-Radd al-jamil li-ilahiyyat Tsa bi-sarih al-Injil, ed., M. al-Sharqawi,
Cairo, 1986.
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The first challenge to the authorship of al-Ghazali came in 1959 from the
French scholar Maurice Bouyges, in his Essai de chronologie des oeuvres d’al-
Ghazalt.? He placed al-Radd al-jamil among the books only doubtfully attri-
butable to al-Ghazali. A. Badawi followed Bouyges, considering this work as one
of the doubtful works of al-Ghazali.’®* W. Montgomery Watt and F. Jabr made
absolutely no mention of this book when dealing with al-Ghazalr’s works.!4
However, in 1975, Hava Lazarus-Yafeh's Studies in al-Ghazzali presented a seri-
ous challenge to the assumption that this book was an authentic product of
al-Ghazali'5 G.S. Reynolds supported Lazarus-Yafeh's criticism of the idea of al-
Ghazali as author of al-Radd al-jamil and added some significant points to the
debate in his1ggg article, ‘The ends of Al-radd al-jamil and its portrayal of Chris-
tian Sects’!6 Ines Peta translated the text into Italian in her 2010 doctoral thesis
and argued against the authorship of al-Ghazali. She explained that al-Radd
al-jamil quotes from an Arabic version of the Bible known as the Alexandrian
Vulgate.l” Although this version was in circulation from as early as the ninth
century, Peta could not find any example of an author quoting from it before the
thirteenth century.!® Martin Whittingham, in a 201 article, ‘The value of tahrif
ma‘nawi (corrupt interpretation) as a category for analysing Muslim views of
the Bible: evidence from Al-radd al-jamil and Ibn Khaldin, argues that the
author of al-Radd al-jamil should be considered as ‘Pseudo-Ghazali.!®

I have played an active role in this debate, and in 2007 published the article,
‘Al-Radd al-Jamil: al-Ghazal’s or Pseudo-Ghazal’s?’20 In this article, I defended
the position of those who accepted al-Ghazali as the deliverer of the main

12 M. Bouyges, Essai de chronologie des oeuvres d’al-Ghazali. ed., M. Allard, Beirut, 1959;
Appendix V1, pp. 125-126.

13 A.Badawi, Mu‘allafat al-Ghazali, Kuwait, 1977, p. 262.

14 WM. Watt, ‘The Study of al-GhazalT, Oriens 13-14,1961, pp. 121-131. F. Jabre, ‘La biographe et
I’ oeuvre de Ghazali reconsideres a la lumiére des Tabaqat de Sobki, Mélanges de I’ Institut
Dominicain d’Etudes Orientales 1,1954, pp. 73-102.

15  H. Lazarus-Yafeh, Studies in al-Ghazzal, Jerusalem, 1975.

16 G.S.Reynolds ‘The ends of Al-Radd al-jamil, pp. 45-65.

17 See H.Kachouh, The Arabic Versions of the Gospels, the Manuscripts and their Families, PhD,
University of Birmingham, 2008.

18 L. Peta, ‘Il Radd pseudo-ghazaliano: Paternita, Contenuti, Traduzione’, Officina di Studi
Medievali, Collana Machina Philosophorum, Palermo, 2010.

19 M. Whittingham, ‘The value of tahrif manawi (corrupt interpretation) as a category for
analysing Muslim views of the Bible: evidence from Al-radd al-jamil and Ibn Khaldan)
Islam and Christian—Muslim Relations 22, 2011, pp. 209—222.

20 M. El Kaisy Friemuth, ‘Al Radd al-Jamil: Al-Ghazali’s or Pseudo-Ghazali’s?, in D. Thomas,
ed., The Bible in Arab Christianity, Leiden, 2007, pp. 275-294.
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material edited and produced in an independent form as al-Radd al-jamil. 1t is
indeed possible that al-Ghazali himself was never aware of the existence of this
book. However, my involvement in the editing of the present work has given
me further opportunities to reconsider carefully the question of authorship.
I believe that those who reject al-Ghazali as author have made important
observations, which may lead to the book being described as Pseudo-Ghazal.
The most important observation is the deep knowledge of the author of the
whole Bible, which cannot be observed in any work known to be written by al-
Ghazali. In addition, the considerable awareness of Coptic Christology and the
arguments against other Christian sects from a Monophysite Coptic position
are qualities not present in al-Ghazali’s authentic writing. On the other hand,
those scholars who have attributed the work to al-Ghazali rely on the fact that
although al-Radd al-jamil does not mirror his style of writing, it does represent
his thinking and worldview. This can be seen in many parts of al-Radd al-
jamil, as demonstrated below. I will present both arguments and provide an
analysis of their plausibility, before giving my own reflections on the question
of authorship. To begin with, I examine, among al-Ghazal’s works, the sources
that mention the book, and those that mention al-Ghazali’s short trip to Egypt.
Then I discuss the attitude of the author towards the Bible.

The Sources that Attribute the Book to al-Ghazali

al-Radd al-jamil was totally unknown to many historians who have dealt with
the biography of al-Ghazali. M. Bouyges points out that the work appears
for the first time in modern lists compiled at the beginning of the twentieth
century by al-Qabbani and al-Hilm1.2! In addition, while al-Ghazali had the
habit of referring to his previous works, he never refers to this book when
talking about the Jews and the Christians in some of his other works.?2

The earliest reference to al-Radd al-jamil is by the thirteenth century Egyp-
tian Coptic scholar Abu al-Khayr Ibn al-Tayyib.23 There is a long quotation in
his treatise Magala fi-l-radd ‘ala al-Muslimin from al-Radd al-jamil, which Ibn
al-Tayyib has taken from a Muslim text, which claims to quote from the well-
known and important polemical work al-Radd al-jamil written by Aba Hamid
al-Ghazali.?# Interestingly, this quotation from al-Radd al-jamil contains some
differences from the three existing copies of al-Radd al-jamil, which indicates

21 Bouyges, Essai, p. 126.

22 Lazarus-Yafeh, Studies, pp. 459—460.

23 Ibn al-Tayyib, ‘Magqala fi-l-radd ‘ala al-Muslimin alladhina yuttahimtn al-Nasara bi-I-
i‘tiqad bi-thalathat aliha) pp. 176-178.

24  See the Appendix for the complete text.
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that other copies of al-Radd al-jamil existed and that the three extant copies of
al-Radd al-jamil may have been altered.?>

al-Radd al-jamil is also mentioned by at least three historians. Hajji Khalifa,
the Ottoman historian (d. 1658) mentions the book among the works of al-
Ghazali in his Catalogue vol. 1v, no. 9650, under the title al-radd al-jamil ‘ala
man ghayyar al-Tawrat wa-[-Injil.?6 Wilms points out that the second part of
this title of the book is problematic, as it gives the impression that al-Ghazali is
accusing Christians and Jews of corrupting the text of scripture; however, this
impression is false. It is possible that in a later period the title was intentionally
changed to make the book more popular among Muslims.?7 al-Murtada Ibn al-
Husayn al-Zabidi (d. 1791)?8 also mentions, in his Ithaf al-sada al-muttagin,®® a
book with the title al-Qaw! al-jamil fi-l-radd ‘ala man ghayyar al-Injil among al-
Ghazali’'s works. Since the title mentioned here differs from Hajji Khalifa’s, it is
possible that al-Zabidi took this title from another source. This title was copied
by ‘Abd al-Qadir Ibn ‘Abdallah al-‘Aydarus Ba‘alawi in his book Tarif al-ahya
bi-fada’il al-ikya’, which is written in the margins of al-Zabidr’s book.

25  Paragraph i is the beginning of the quotation from al-Radd al-jamil. Comparing the quo-
tation in Ibn al-Tayyib’s treatise with the Aya Sophia manuscript, we make the following
observations. There is no doubt that the later of the Aya Sophia manuscripts was edited in
at least four places: 1. Ibn al-Tayyib’s text has the words al-dhat al-ilahiyya on p. 177, line 5
from the bottom, which is dhat al-ilah in the Aya Sophia Ms. 2. On p. 178, line 3, Ibn al-
Tayyib’s dhat Allah is dhat al-ilah in the Aya Sophia ms. 3. Ibn al-Tayyib’s al-Bari’ ta‘ala on
p- 178, line 4 is al-ilah in the Aya Sophia Ms. 4. Ibn al-Tayyib's al-Aql is al- Aql al-mujarrad
in the Aya Sophia Ms.

The Aya Sophia Ms also adds a short passage as an explanation to paragraph 112, as
follows: ‘So the Father connotes the idea of Existence, the Word (or the Son) connotes
the idea of Knowledge and the Holy Spirit connotes the idea of Essence, of the Creator
being intellected by Himself! This addition shows that the author of the Aya Sophia Ms
is interested in these details as if he wants to defend the Christian Trinity rather than
refute it. This passage mainly presents the argument that the Father represents the (pure)
intellect, al- ‘aql, the Son is the intellector, al-agil, and the Holy Spirit is intellection, al-
ma‘qul. Thus it seems that the later Aya Sophia Ms is an edited text while the earlier text
quoted by Ibn al-Tayyib is probably lost. See Appendix below.

26  Kashfal-zunin ‘an asami al-kutub wa-l-funun is a very important work of Hajji Khalifa, list-
ing more than 14,500 books, along with detailed information about them. See F.E. Wilms,
Al-Ghazalis Schrift, p. 34, 1. 4.

27  Ibid.

28 Lazarus-Yafeh, Studies, p. 461.

29  al-Murtada Ibn al-Husayn al-Zabidi, Ithaf al-sada al-muttaqin bi-sharh asrar Thya@ ‘ulum
al-din, 10 vols, Princeton, 1963, vol. 1, p. 42.
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Thus, al-Radd al-jamil was actually associated with al-Ghazali in the thir-
teenth century, but then disappeared from the list of his works until the ref-
erence by Hajji Khalifa in the seventeenth century. This leads to the question:
what happened to the book and why did it disappear from the list of the works
of al-Ghazali for so many centuries? Chidiac’s answer is that historians were
silent about al-Radd al-jamil because it accepts the sovereignty of the Biblical
text and considers it a source of true knowledge.3°

Part of the answer to the question of the whether the work can be attributed
to al-Ghazali depends on whether or not he visited Egypt. M. al-Sharkawi
argues that the visit to Egypt took place after al-Ghazali left Jerusalem.3! Al-
though Ibn ‘Asakir, Ghazali’s contemporary, did not report this trip, Yaqut al-
Hamawi (d. 1229),32 Ibn Khallikan (d. 1282),33 al-Subki (d. 1355),3* al-Safadi
(d.1363), and al-‘Ayni, (d. 1451), confirm this visit. al-Safadi seems to be the first
to report it in great detail.3> He narrates that after al-Ghazali left Jerusalem:

He set himself towards Egypt and stayed a while in Alexandria. It is said
that he intended to sail towards Morocco to meet the prince Yusuf Ibn
Tashfin because of what he had heard of his enthusiasm and support for
people of knowledge. But after he [al-Ghazali] was informed of his death
he returned to his own land, Tus.36

Wilms attempts to give a more plausible interpretation of this visit, going
beyond al-Ghazali’s plan of going to Morocco. He believes that al-Ghazali was
probably ordered by the Caliph to write a series of polemical works against
those scholars and sects who might introduce instability into the empire.
These are his polemical works against the philosophers, the Isma’lis, and the
Christians (of Egypt).37 al-Ghazali, therefore, was probably sent to Egypt to
meet some Muslim scholars involved in polemics against the Coptic Chris-
tians.

30 Chidiac, Al-Radd al-jamdil, p. 20. See also Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift, p. 35.

31 M. al-Sharkawi gives the date 489—490AH in his edition of al-Radd al-jamdil, p. 15, but this
date is not found in other sources.

32 Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift, p. 23.

33 Ibid.

34  Tajal-Din Ibn Nasr al-Subki, Tabagat al-shafi‘iyya, Cairo, n.d., vol. 6, p. 199.

35  Salah al-Din Ibn Aybak al-Safadi, al-wafi bi-l-wafayat, Istanbul, vol. 1, 1931, p. 275.

36 Ibid, p. 274.

37 Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift, pp. 27-31.
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The Attitude of the Author to the Bible

Before discussing different opinions on the question of authenticity, the au-
thor’s attitude towards the Bible needs to be examined. The fact that the author
provides all his arguments against the divinity of Jesus on the basis of his
interpretation of five texts from the Gospel of John, and argues for his humanity
on the basis of other texts from the Bible, shows that he accepts the text of
the Bible and is arguing for a better form of interpretation. On this basis, he
presents a very careful interpretation of Biblical verses that attribute divinity to
Jesus, by using other Biblical verses that demonstrate his humanity. Applying
this method to argue against Jesus’s divinity, he claims that the Bible is being
used here as a source for disclosing the reality of Jesus. Moreover, the author
shows full respect to the evangelists, as well as to Paul whom he calls a prophet
‘Jsw ) )y He claims that Paul also understood the divinity implied in the
Gospels to be metaphorical. He says:

s ol o (2 gl 0 O gy olings Lo oo o &) o oy i gl Ly
SJ\‘/

[...] He (Paul) understood the essence of what we have understood, and
that he comprehended that these passages are not intended literally.38

Nevertheless, when he refers to the crucifixion he uses the expression ‘in their
opinion), demonstrating that he does not accept the Biblical version. This is a
clear Muslim position, showing that the author holds that the Bible may report
what some thought happened but not the reality. In the case of the crucifixion,
the Quran discloses in sura 4157 that although someone was on the cross, it
was not Jesus but someone who looked like him, so that ‘it was made to appear
to them' that he was crucified. Thus the sentence ‘in their opinion’ here does not
necessarily demonstrate the author’s doubt about the Biblical text, but that the
text describes what Christians think happened rather than the reality of what
took place.

Reynolds does not consider the author of al-Radd al-jamil to be loyal in his
acceptance of the integrity of the Bible and sees this as ‘thoroughly pragmatic’,
a tactic employed to find common ground from which to launch his attack.3®
Whittingham agrees with this,*? and also argues that the author does not

38  al-Radd al-jamil, (our text).
39 Reynolds, ‘The ends of Al-Radd al-jamil, p. 62.
40  Whittingham, ‘The value of tahrif ma‘nawt’, p. 213. Whittingham also adds to the above
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represent the concept of tahrif ma‘nawi which shows acceptance of the text
and rejection of its interpretation. His main argument is that the author uses
the phrase ‘in their opinion) which is widely used by Muslim polemicists such
as al-Juwayni who rejects the integrity of the Bible.*!

In contrast, the phrase ‘in their opinion, could be referring to the Christians’
conviction that Jesus was crucified and had pain as the text supports this
understanding. Thus this phrase refers to the text of the crucifixion story as
well as to the interpretation of it. It seems that the author adopts the opinion
expressed by al-Ghazali in his Mustasfa*?, namely that one should believe that
the Christians witnessed the crucifixion. However, it was not real because they
did not know that God had replaced Jesus with someone else. Thus, al-Ghazali
is defending the integrity of the Christians who reported this event, while not
considering it a true report. Therefore, I consider that the author of al-Radd
al-jamil does not doubt the text itself, but questions the way Christians read it.

There is no doubt that the author is selective, taking statements out of
context and playing them against each other in order to prove his case. This
is a widely-used legitimate exegetical method, taking verses out of context in
order to support a theological position. Nevertheless, Whittingham uses these
arguments in order to demonstrate that the author should not be considered
to be using tahrif manawi (hermeneutical corruption of the text) but is only
using this concept as a tactic to prove his case.

Both Whittingham#3 and Reynolds** consider that the work is clearly not
intended for Christians but for faithful Muslims, in order to support them in
their discussions with or refutation of the Christians.*> Yet why would the
author adopt such an unfaithful and pragmatic attitude of accepting the au-
thenticity of the Bible when he is speaking exclusively to Muslims? Why would
he make all this effort in a brilliant exegetical work, when he knows that it

arguments the fact that al-Ghazali frequently uses cross-references to his other works
which are absent in al-Radd al-jamil. al-Sharqawi explains that, although this is the
case, al-Ghazal1 did not cross-reference all his known works. He also adds that Muslim
polemicists usually avoided mentioning cross-references to other works. He believes this
assisted in the silence about al-Radd al-jamil in later writing. Moreover, al-Ghazali did not
refute the divinity of Jesus elsewhere in his writing, so he could not refer to this in al-Radd
al-jamil. See al-Sharqawi, Al-Radd al-jamil, pp. 30-31.

41 Whittingham, ‘The value of tahrif ma‘nawr, p. 214.

42 al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfa min ‘ilm al-usul, Cairo, 1905-1908, vol. 2, p. 157.

43 Whittingham, ‘The value of tahrif ma‘nawr’, p. 214.

44 Reynolds, ‘The ends of Al-Radd al-jamil, p. 62.

45  Whittingham, ‘The value of tahrif ma‘nawr’, p. 214.
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is of no benefit to his audience who do not accept the authenticity of the
Bible? On the contrary, al-Radd al-jamil must have been directed at Muslims
who were highly educated in philosophical thinking and were willing to accept
the authenticity of the Bible, but needed someone, other than a Christian, to
explain the parts that attribute divinity to Jesus.

After dealing with the sources, the possible visit to Alexandria and the
attitude of al-Radd al-jamil towards the Bible, we now focus on the arguments
presented by those who accept al-Ghazali as the author.

Arguments Supporting the Authorship of al-Ghazali

Massignon, who first brought attention to al-Radd al-jamil in 1932, did not
doubt the attribution of al-Radd al-jamil to al-Ghazali and encouraged Chidiac
to translate the text into French.#¢ Chidiac did not hesitate to connect the
work to al-Ghazali but questioned its linguistic style. Being convinced that the
work represented al-Ghazali’s thought, he came to the conclusion that the work
must have been turned into a book by an Egyptian student of al-Ghazali who
had listened to him delivering lectures.*” This solution satisfied Chidiac, and
seemed plausible to G. Hourani who trusted the opinions of Massignon and
Chidiac.*® Wilms also considered that the likelihood that al-Ghazali did not
write the work himself was a reason for the book being so unfamiliar among
Muslims.#°

Wilms, who translated al-Radd al-jamil into German, was very interested
in the question of authorship and offered lengthy arguments defending its
connection to al-Ghazali, which are discussed here in detail. For Wilms, the
fact that the Aya Sophia manuscripts mention al-Ghazali as the author, and
that this is confirmed by the quotation of the thirteenth century Coptic priest
Ibn al-Tayyib, are important pieces of evidence in attributing it to al-Ghazali.
To any objections based on the fact that the work is not mentioned or quoted
by Muslim writers, he responds with two reasons. Firstly, al-Ghazali seems to
accept the authority of the Gospels in order to be able to defend his theory that
Christians misconceived Christ’s teaching in them. Therefore, it was probably
not well received by other Muslim teachers who did not find it useful in their

46 Massignon, ‘Le Christ dans les Evangiles selon al-GhazalT, pp. 523-536.

47 Chidiac, Al-Radd al-jamil, p. 23.

48  Ibid. See Hourani, ‘The Chronology of Ghazali’s Writings, Journal of the American Oriental
Society 79,1959, pp. 225—233.

49  Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift, p. 33.
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refutation of Christians. This made the work unpopular among Christians, as
Muslims did not use it in their polemical works. Secondly, since al-Radd al-
jamil was delivered orally, as evidenced by the style of writing, it is not easy to
refer to these arguments in other works by al-Ghazali.5° Wilms believes that
the work was not directed at Christians, but rather at Muslims in Alexandria to
support them in their discussions with Coptic Christians in Egypt by providing
an exegetical study of the verses used by Christians in their arguments for the
divinity of Jesus. In addition, the sharp polemical tone of al-Radd al-jamil made
Christians reluctant to use the text and popularize it.5!

Moreover, Wilms provides internal evidence connecting al-Radd al-jamil to
al-Ghazalt’s thought world.52 al-Radd al-jamil fits into al-Ghazal’s methodol-
ogy of polemical writings. In al-Mungqidh min al-dalal, al-Ghazali outlines his
method of refutation. First, one should present accurately and thoroughly the
theory and viewpoints of the opponents. Second, the method employed to
refute the arguments of the opponents should be presented.>® Wilms adds a
third aspect to the method, which is to show that the opponents’ arguments
are ridiculous and insult their approach and capacity for clear perception. The
reasoning and argumentation used in al-Radd al-jamil are very close to those
used by al-Ghazal1 in two other polemical works, one against the philosophers,
Tahafut al-falasifa,>* and the other against the Isma‘ilis, Fada’ih al-batiniyya.>>
al-Radd al-jamil follows these rules, by which the author starts by present-
ing the problem, which he considers as the core of his research (the divinity
of Jesus), then follows by presenting the texts that the Christians point to as
evidence for the divinity of Jesus (the use of exegetical methodology). He dis-
cusses each text thoroughly and demonstrates the hermeneutical errors of the
Christians. He does the same when discussing the three Christian sects. A com-
parison of al-Radd al-jamil and Tahdfut al-falasifa shows a similarity of argu-
mentation.

50  Wilms, pp. 33-35.

51 Ibid, p. 34.

52  He argues that al-Radd al-jamil belongs to a polemical series of works which al-Ghazali
set out to write beginning with Tahafut al-falasifa, then Fada@’ih al-batiniyya, which was
written immediately after Tahafut al-falasifa. Wilms thinks al-Radd al-jamil is next in the
list of polemical treatises by al-Ghazali.

53 al-Ghazali, al-Mungidh min al-dalal, Cairo, 1924, p. 15.

54  al-Ghazali, Tahafut al-falasifa, ed., S. Dunya, Cairo, 1972. See also the English translation
by M.E. Marmura, The Incoherence of the Philosophers (Tahafut al-falasifa), Provo, 1997.

55  Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift, pp. 27-30. al-Ghazali, Fad@’ih al-batiniyya, ed., M.A. Qutb,
Beirut, 2001.
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Tahafut al-falasifa
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I have seen a group who, believing themselves in possession of a dis-
tinctiveness from companion and peer by virtue of a superior quick wit
and intelligence, have rejected the Islamic duties regarding acts of wor-
ship, disdained religious rites pertaining to the offices of prayer and the
avoidance of prohibited things, belittled the devotions and ordinances
prescribed by the divine law ... There is no basis for their unbelief other
than traditional, conventional imitation, like the imitation of Jews and
Christians, since their upbringing and that of their offspring has followed
a course other than the religion of Islam, their fathers and forefathers hav-
ing [also] followed [conventional imitation], and no [basis] other than
speculative investigation, an outcome of their stumbling over the tails of
sophistical doubts.57

al-Radd al-jamil

56
57
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al-Ghazali, Tahafut al-falasifa, p. 37.
al-Ghazali, the Incoherence of the Philosophers, trans., M. Marmura, pp. 2—3.
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I have found the opinions of the Christians related to their doctrines
to be weak in construction, lacking in power, and shameful in method.
The one who researches them is filled with amazement at intelligent
people so inclined to them, and he is unable to achieve his aims with
ease as a result of the complexity of them. They only rely on following
bare tradition in them, clinging stubbornly to the literal meaning which
the earlier Christians gave to them, while Christians of the present day,
due to their indolence, do not endeavour to explain their obscure aspects,
thinking that this is the divine law which Jesus, on him be peace, gave
them. They offer as an excuse for holding to them by what is mentioned
in texts they take as controlling their thinking, which are not susceptible
to metaphorical interpretation.

Thus, methodologically, al-Radd al-jamil follows al-Ghazali’s concept of polem-
ical writing. The author also uses the insulting ironical style of al-Ghazali,
for example when he writes, ‘This point of view invites an excuse, but it is
laughable, it is really laughable) and ‘I know no other group who are so inso-
lent towards God. In fact, al-Radd al-jamil is full of such insulting speech,
which proves that it was not intended for Christian ears but rather for Mus-
lims involved in polemical dialogue. This feature is also found in Tahafut al-
falasifa, as pointed out by Wilms, for example in the lines, ‘I see the veins of
stupidity running in their stupid heads’>® and, ‘Only those influenced by the
mentality of a small group of people who have degenerate and disturbed opin-
ions would oppose this’>® Wilms gives several examples of speech common to
the three polemical works in order to demonstrate that al-Radd al-jamil shares
al-Ghazal’s way of thinking.6° These examples raise the question of why the
author of al-Radd al-jamil was careful to imitate the method, way of presenting
the subject and usage of insulting speech, but failed to fully imitate the style
of al-Ghazalr’s writing? This can be a feature of how students reproduce lec-
tures by teachers, providing the method, insulting terminology, familiar speech
patterns and illustrations of the teacher, but without being able to completely
imitate the teacher’s style of writing.

58  Ibid, p.38.

59  Ibid, p.39.

60  Wilms shows that the author of al-Radd al-jamil uses in his argument for the miracles
of Jesus, images which al-Ghazali uses in his polemical works, such as the fertilization
of the mother by the male sperm which is absent in the case of Jesus, found in Fada’ih
al-batiniyya and Tahafut al-falasifa. This is also true of the usage of the example of the
miracle of Moses’ rod turned to a snake. See Wilms, pp. 37-38.
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al-Radd al-jamil and Tahafut al-falasifa

Continuing with the comparison of al-Radd al-jamil and Tahafut al-falasifa,
Wilms notes a similarity between al-Ghazali’s attitude to philosophy and phi-
losophers in the two works, which can be seen in al-Radd al-jamil where the
text says, ‘In addition, what weakens their belief in this issue is the theory of
the philosopher concerning the soul and its connection (to the body) ... Even
though they are not capable of presenting proofs for it’ This is exactly how al-
Ghazali describes, in Tahdfut al-falasifa, the theory of al-nafs as explained by
the philosophers and how they are not able to provide proofs for it.5!

al-Radd al-jamil presents the theme of Tahafut al-falasifa in which the au-
thor accuses the philosophers of unbelief:

However, those who accept this teaching must also follow the philoso-
pher in: that prophecy can be acquired, that the world is eternal and
does not experience becoming and decay, that the Creator does not know
particulars, that the One only gives rise to one, and that the God of
creation is pure existence who does not possess knowledge or life or
power or similar things in his essence, by which they reject the injunc-
tions of the legislators and who make liars out of the prophets that were
sent.62

This passage repeats a similar list found in Tahafut al-falasifa, which accuses
the philosophers of making the prophets out to be liars. This idea is also
mentioned in Faysal al-Tafriga where al-Ghazali considers that the Jews, the
Christians and the philosophers are making the prophet out to be a liar.63

al-Radd al-jamil and the Sufi Writing of al-Ghazal

There are concepts in al-Radd al-jamil which reflect al-Ghazal1's Sufi thought, as
well as his criticism of those who believe in union with God in a literal sense. In
refuting the concept of union, which Christians hold to support the divinity of
Jesus, the author of al-Radd al-jamil compares this notion with the blasphemy

61 al-Ghazali, Tuhafut al-falasifa, p. 206.
62  al-Radd al-jamil, (our text).
63 al-Ghazali, Faysal al-tafriga, ed., M. Bijo, Cairo, 1993, p. 26.
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attributed to al-Hallaj or al-Bistami because of their usage of a kind of mystic

mysterious speech, in the moment of union, which confused their followers
who took their words literally.

al-Radd al-jamil
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What caused them to be entangled in these difficulties is their attachment
to literal meanings which sound minds must affirm are not intended. How
many literal meanings contrary to sound reason would appear in every
revealed law, unless experts in these laws interpreted them metaphori-
cally? Indeed a number of leading people have fallen into this kind of
error; one of them said, ‘glory be to me) another said, how great is my
state’65 al-Hallaj said, ‘I am God, and there is nothing in my robe except
God'%6 That is induced in the saints during their ecstatic experiences
which distract them from being cautious in speech, so that one of them
says, ‘these people are drunk, and the speech of drunkards should be hid-
den and not made known' All this has convinced people of sound mind
that a literal meaning could not have been intended.®”

Mishkat al-Anwar:

64
65
66
67
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al-Radd al-jamil, (our Arabic text).

These are sayings of Aba Yazid al-Bistami (d. 874).
al-Husain ibn Mansar al-Hallaj (d. 922).

al-Radd al-jamil (our text).
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No capacity remained within them save to recall ALLAH; yea, not so much
as the capacity to recall their own selves. So there remained nothing with
them save Allah. They became drunk with drunkenness wherein the sway
of their own intelligence disappeared; so that one exclaimed, 1 am The
One Real! and another, ‘Glory be to ME! How great is My glory! and
another, ‘Within this robe is nought but Allah! ... But the words of Lovers
Passionate in their intoxication and ecstasy must be hidden away and not
spoken of ... Then when that drunkenness abated and they came again
under the sway of the intelligence, which is Allah’s balance-scale upon
earth, they knew that that had not been actual Identity (union), but only
something resembling Identity (union).6?

He uses the same examples in al-Magsad al-‘asna in his criticism of a union of
the attributes of God with the attributes of humans.”®

In another passage in al-Magsad al-‘asna he explains his difficulty in accept-

ing the full union with God claimed by some Sufis:

68
69
70
71
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If we say: if Zaid and Amr are known as individuals and then it is said
that Zaid became Amr and united with him there could be no other result
than a union. Either they both exist or both vanished, or Zaid exists and
Amr has vanished or the opposite. If they have vanished then there was
no union but nullification. Perhaps the result is something third ... Thus
a union between two things is absolutely impossible.

al-Ghazali, Mishkat al-Anwar, p. 11.

al-Ghazali, The Niche of Lights, trans., W.H.T. Gairdner, London 1924, pp. 106-107.
See al-Ghazali, al-Magsad al-‘asna ed., M. al-Khisht, Cairo, pp. 135-137.
Ibid., p. 136.
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The author of al-Radd al-jamil explains the union in a similar way:
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They believe that God created the humanity of Jesus, on him be peace,
then he appeared in it, and united with it. They mean by the Union that a
connection occurred between him and it like the connective relationship
between the soul and the body. Then with this connective relationship, a
third reality occurred, different from each of the two realities, composed
of divinity and humanity, and having the attributes of all that is required
from each of them, with respect to him being God and man.”®

He also makes the following observation in al-Magsad al-‘asna connecting the
way that Sufis are misled to the way that Christians are also misled in their belief
in the Trinity:

74o,~up)»>m>u\gﬁ$¢6JW\m5&sgmﬁa}Qa\u\

They are mistaken in this just as the Christians are mistaken in their
supposition concerning the Union of the divinity and humanity.

al-Ghazali uses the Christian expressions nasut and lahit in referring to the
union between God and humanity, and these are also to be found in al-Radd
al-jamil.

All these examples show that the style of argumentation in al-Radd al-jamil
is similar to the thinking of al-Ghazali.”> We now turn to an examination of the
arguments of those who reject the attribution of al-Radd al-jamil to al-Ghazal1.

72 al-Radd al-jamil, (our text).

73 al-Radd al-jamil, (our text).

74  al-Ghazali, al-Magsad al-‘asna, p.137.

75  Sweetman, Islam and Christian Theology, p. 307.
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Arguments against the Authorship of al-Ghazal

Lazarus-Yafeh was the first scholar to argue systematically that the literary style
of al-Radd al-jamil is different from that found in al-Ghazali’s works, though she
admits that the text does also contain some expressions typical of them.”6

In her Studies on al-Ghazzalt, Lazarus-Yafeh presents the theory that al-
Ghazali used a substantial amount of philosophical terminology after his con-
version to Sufism.”” If al-Radd al-jamil is genuinely the work of al-Ghazali it
must be connected with his visit to Egypt, which, if true, must have taken place
during his Sufi period. She evaluates the style using this criterion and decides
that al-Radd al-jamil is pseudo-Ghazali. However, this argument is not quite
proven because al-Ghazali used different styles, depending on his target read-
ership. To give an example of this, his works Tahafut al-falasifa and al-Igtisad
[fi-l-I'tigad were written during the same period but in totally different styles.
The philosophical language of Tahafut al-falasifa is very different from the
style that al-Iqtisad f-l-I'tigad is written in, as the latter is directed at theolo-
gians.”®

However, Lazarus-Yafeh’s main argument against the authorship of al-Gha-
zali is that the author of al-Radd al-jamil appears relatively familiar with the
Bible and different writings of Christian sects, a feature not found in any of
al-Ghazali's other works, which allows for the possibility that the author of al-
Radd al-jamil could well have been a Coptic convert to Islam.”

76 Lazarus-Yafeh, Studies, p. 467.

77 Ibid,, pp. 468—469.

78 al-Ghazali, Al-Igtisad fi-l-i‘tigad, ed., H. Atay and I. Cubkcu, Ankara, 1962. See also the
English translation by D.M. Davis, On Divine Essence: a translation from the al-Igtisad fi-
l-itigad, Provo, 2005.

79  Lazarus-Yafeh, Studies, pp. 472—473. See also Reynolds, ‘The ends), p. 55. It is quite clear
from al-Radd al-jamil that the author is fairly well acquainted with the New and Old
Testaments, which demonstrates that he made a thorough study of the Bible before
producing his criticism, a feature which well evokes al-Ghazali when his efforts to master
philosophy and his completing the important work Magasid al-falasifa before writing his
polemical work Tahafut al-falasifa are taken into consideration. Of course, this feature
is not limited to the author of al-Radd al-jamil, as Martin Accad demonstrates in his
2001 Oxford University PhD thesis, ‘The Gospels in the Muslim and Christian exegetical
discourse, but is common to all Muslim polemicists who demonstrated great knowledge
of both the Bible and the early Christian writings of different sects, polemicists such as al-
Qasim Ibn Ibrahim, al-Jahiz, al-Bagqillani, ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Ibn Hazm, and finally al-Ghazalr’s
teacher al-Juwayni. Besides, most of them benefited greatly from the detailed works
of Abui Tsa al-Warraq in refuting Christian concepts. See Early Muslim Polemic against
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However, in which of his writings would al-Ghazali have been expected to
demonstrate Biblical knowledge? Although al-Ghazali mentions Jesus in some
parts of his Ihya’ ‘ulium al-din, he mainly refers to him as a prophet presenting
Sufi wisdom. Peta observes that in the authentic works of al-Ghazali, there are
only six quotations from the Bible, five quotations in Ihya ulim al-din and one
in Ayyuha-l-walad.8° However, these quotations also show that the Bible was
certainly not unknown to al-Ghazali.

In addition, al-Ghazali hints of knowledge of the Bible in the following
passage in al-Mustasfa min ‘ilm al-usul:
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If it is said we know of the truthfulness of the Christians in transmitting
the Trinity from Jesus and their truthfulness about his crucifixion, we
say they did not transmit the Trinity from Jesus on the basis of direct
hearing of a text which cannot be interpreted metaphorically. But they
imagined this through metaphorical phrases whose reference they did
not understand just like the anthropomorphists understand verses and
reports without understanding their meaning, such as Jesus (on him be
peace) was killed” They were truthful in that they witnessed someone
who looked like Jesus being killed, but ‘it was doubtful to them’.

This remarkable passage mentions the main theme of al-Radd al-jamil, where
al-Ghazali clearly argues that the problem is not with the text itself but in

Christianity, Abu Isa al-Warraq’s Against the incarnation’, ed., D. Thomas, Cambridge,
2002.

80 L Peta, ‘Al-Radd Al-Jamil: L épineuse question de la paternité Ghazalienne: une nouvelle
hypothése’, MIDEO 30, 2014, pp. 129-138, p. 130. Peta says that this last argument is the
most significant. Having searched all of al-Ghazali’s accepted works, she found six biblical
quotations introduced by the words, ra'aytu fi-I-Injil, ‘T have seen in the Gospels’, or similar
words. Three of these come from Matthew’s gospel. The first comes from Matthew 11:17, the
second from Matthew 5:38—41, the third is from Matthew 6:3—4 and 17-18. See al-Ghazali,
Ihya@ ‘ulum al-din, ed., T. Badawi, 4 volumes, Cairo, 1957, vol. 11, p. 279, vol. Iv, p. 70, vol. 1v,
p- 328.

81  al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfa min ‘ilm al-usul, Cairo, 1905-1908, vol. 2, p. 157.
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how it is interpreted. If Christians interpret their Bible properly they would
understand that the divinity of Jesus could only be meant metaphorically. He
goes on to explain that the same problem arises for Muslims who understand
the anthropomorphic verses in the Qur’an literally. Similarly, the author of al-
Radd al-jamil accepts their testimony that they saw Jesus on the cross, but
believes they were mistaken, interpreting Q4:157, shubbiha lahum as, ‘It was
doubtful to them'. This short passage does show clearly that al-Ghazali dealt
with the problem of the Trinity in the same way as the author of al-Radd al-
Jjamil.

Lazarus-Yafeh observes that the Hebrew and Coptic phrases in al-Radd al-
Jjamil are not found in any of al-GhazalT'’s recognised works.82 Wilms notes sev-
eral characteristics linking the work to a Coptic milieu. The author of al-Radd
al-jamil uses the words C\jw\ s L=, mixture and blending, g,«_{ 5, compo-
sition, 4o, reality, to explain the Trinity, and these are also found in the
writings of the Coptic theologians Severus ibn al-Mugqaffa (d. 987) and Aba-
1-Barakat ibn Kabar (d. 1324) in their explanation of the relationship between
the Father and the Son. Their appeal to the relationship between the soul
and the body to illustrate this relationship is present in al-Radd al-jamil in
the discussion of the union between the Father and the Son.83 However, if
the author was a Copt who converted to Islam, then how could he have held
the view that the Gospel of John was written in Coptic? No knowledgeable
Copt would have entertained such a belief. Besides, the author’s knowledge
of Coptic and Hebrew is quite limited, as Arberry points out.8* Nevertheless,

82 Lazarus-Yafeh, Studies, p. 469. Lazarus-Yafeh maintains that al-Ghazali never quotes verses
in a foreign language in his recognised writing. The author of al-Radd al-jamil includes two
sentences in Hebrew and one in Coptic. She argues that it is very unlikely that al-Ghazali
knew Hebrew or Coptic, since no other source suggests that he did. The first sentence
is the saying of Jesus on the cross in Matthew 27:46, ‘My God, my God why have you
forsaken me?’ The author believes that Jesus spoke in Hebrew. The second sentence is
the statement in John 1:14, ‘The Word became flesh’, which the author quotes in Coptic
to argue that it should be interpreted as ‘the Word was made flesh.” The third sentence
is in connection with a miracle of Moses in Exodus 4:6, ‘Behold his hand was leprous as
snow’, which the author quotes in Hebrew. While there seems to be no obvious reason
for quoting the latter sentence in Hebrew, the former two sentences are quite famous and
are used in many Muslim refutations of the concept of the divinity of Jesus. Thus it is
possible that the author copied these sentences from other writers. Chidiac, nevertheless,
considers the author to have had no thorough knowledge either of Hebrew or Coptic, for
all three quotations are inaccurate.

83  Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift, pp. 41-42.

84  Arberry, Aspects, p. 300.
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it is almost certain that al-Radd al-jamil was written within a Coptic milieu.
Wilms concludes that al-Ghazali must have been collecting, from Coptic Chris-
tian writing, any material which he would use in his polemical presentation,
arranging these texts systematically and using them to construct his argu-
ment.

Thus, while Lazarus-Yafeh, Reynolds, Peta and Whittingham argue that the
Coptic character of al-Radd al-jamil is evidence for considering the author to
be a Coptic convert to Islam, Wilms considers that the Coptic character of the
work proves that al-Ghazali must have written al-Radd al-jamil in Egypt, and
that this also is evidence that he travelled to Alexandria. Peta observes that the
entire discussion in al-Radd al-jamil is based on Jacobite thought. The author is
familiar with Jacobite arguments against the Melkites and Nestorians and uses
them to refute the latter two sects. The author also uses Jacobite Christological
terminology, ‘aql, ‘agil and ma‘qul to explain the Trinity, and hagiga to refer to
the nature of Christ instead of tabia.8> Peta reaches the same conclusion as
Reynolds in that such borrowing from Jacobite sources excludes al-Ghazali as
the author. Wilms, on the other hand, argues that this borrowing does not rule
out al-Ghazali as author, since he had the habit of refuting opponents by using
their writings and arguments.86

In addition, Peta claims that the first writer to use the term hagiga for
the nature of Christ is the thirteenth century Coptic scholar Abu-l-Barakat
ibn Kabar (d. 1324). Wilms, in contrast, shows that the tenth century Coptic
theologian Severus ibn al-Muqaffa‘ (d. 987) used this term in his work History
of the Councils.87

Reynolds88 and Peta3® consider the author’s attitude to Christians in al-
Radd al-jamil as quite negative while al-Ghazali is moderate in his judgment
of Christians. Peta mentions his tolerance in Faysal al-tafriqga bayn al-Islam wa-
[-zandaqa,®° yet it is in this very book that he accuses Christians and Jews of kufr
(unbelief). He states that kuf should be applied to those, including Jews and
Christians, who consider the prophet Muhammad to be a liar, in the following
passage:

85 Peta, Al-Radd al-jamil, p. 136.

86  Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift, p. 23.

87  Wilms, p. 42, referring to Severus ibn al-Mugqaffa‘, History of the Councils, Patrologia Ori-
entalis 111 p. 147, p. 186, and p. 213.

88 Reynolds, p. 52.

89 Peta, Al-Radd al-jamil, p.132.

go  Ibid.
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‘The accounts that Jews and Christians are typically attached to first of all,
including Hindus, and secondly the atheists and freethinkers, show that
all of them are guilty of shirk in their lies about the Prophet, and every liar
about the Prophet is an unbeliever and every unbeliever is a liar about the
Prophet.

Although al-Ghazali tries to encourage tolerance, he condemns Jews and Chris-
tians for their mistrust of the Prophet’s mission. Nevertheless, he does not
directly accuse them of corrupting their scriptures in this work.

Reynolds further argues that in accepting the integrity of the Bible, the
author of al-Radd al-jamil contradicts al-Ghazali’s teacher, al-Juwayni, who
accused the Jews and Christians of corrupting the Bible. Reynolds thinks that
al-Ghazali would not have dared to adopt a concept which contradicted his
teacher. However, this is to ignore the evidence presented by Margaret Smith,
which clearly shows that al-Ghazali did not follow al-Juwayni in several
issues.9?

In addition, Reynolds observes that the author of al-Radd al-jamil hardly
ever uses Hadith in his refutation and when he does, he mentions no isnad.?
This is, however, also observable in al-Ghazali’s recognized polemical works. In
Tahafut al-falasifa he uses very few Hadith, and for one of these he did not give
the isnad, but simply says, ‘The Prophet of God said this, the blessing and peace
of God be on him. vy ae &) Lo &) 4wy JB.9% In Fada’ih al-batiniyya he gives
a Hadith saying, ‘He said this, the blessing and peace of God be on him. Lo JB

s 4de 4| without mentioning whether the Hadith comes from Muhammad
or from one of his companions.%>

91 al-Ghazali, Faysal al-tafriqa bayn al-Islam wa-l-zandagqa, p. 26.

92 M. Smith, al-Ghazali the Mystic, London, 1944, pp. 15—20.

93  Reynolds, p. 53.

94  See Tahafut al—faédst’fa P, 42, and p. 237. On page 237, al—phazéli quotes the following
Hadith, Cae 331 Yy Sl y e Y b o L)l (g5la) &osuel and later mentions the same
saying as a Qur’anic verse on p. 241! i

95  See Fada’ih al-batiniyya, p. 30, p. 43, and p. 45. On page 45, al-Ghazali quotes a Hadith from
‘Ali but in al-Mungqidh min al-dalal he says that the same Hadith comes from the Prophet.
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When was al-Radd al-jamil Written?

Another argument for denying that al-Ghazali could be the author of al-Radd
al-jamil is the rejection of the possibility that al-Radd al-jamil was written in the
lifetime of al-Ghazali. Peta makes this argument by noting that the biblical quo-
tations in al-Radd al-jamil conform to the Arabic version of the Gospels known
as the Alexandrian Vulgate.?6 According to Hikmat Kachouh, the Alexandrian
Vulgate is an Arabic version, which possibly entered circulation from the tenth
century onwards.?” However, the earliest manuscript of this version dates to
1174. Voobus mentions a tenth century copy, which had been kept in the Orien-
tal Library in Beirut but today is lost.%® Texts of this version are only available
from the early twelfth century.®® Peta believes that author of al-Radd al-jamil
must have used this version.1°° However, she notes that she could not find any
author who quoted from this version before the thirteenth century. As a result,
she argues that al-Radd al-jamil must have been composed not earlier than this
period, which would exclude al-Ghazali as its author.!°!
Although this theory seems to present evidence against the authorship of
al-Ghazali, the case cannot be so easily resolved. There are several important
questions that remain unanswered: Do the Biblical quotations in al-Radd al-
_jamil come only from the Alexandrian Vulgate? Assuming this is the case, then
when did the Alexandrian Vulgate start being circulated? Is it an independent
version or is it mixed with other families? Is there a possibility that al-Radd al-
jamil provides evidence of its being in circulation in the tenth century, since
Kachouh and V66bus believe that it existed in the ninth century?102
Dealing with the first question, Constance Padwick says in her article ‘Al-
Ghazali and the Arabic Versions of the Gospels: an Unsolved Problem’ that she

96  Peta, Al-Radd al-jamil, pp. 130-132.

97  SeeH.Kachouh, The Arabic Versions of the Gospels: the Manuscripts and their Families, p. 9.
Kachouh studied about 200 Arabic manuscripts of the Canonical Gospels from the eighth
to the nineteenth century. He used two methods to date them: examining the relationship
between different families in the same period, and noting quotations in writings which
enable an estimation of the circulation of a certain version in a certain period.

98 G. Graf, Geschichte der christlichen arabischen Literatur, Vol. 1, Rome, 1944, p. 156. See
A.Vodbus, Early Versions of the New Testament: Manuscripts Studies, Papers of the Estonian
Theological Society in Exile, No. 6, Stockholm, 1954, p. 289, and p. 294. See also Kachouh,
The Arabic Versions, p.124 and p. 214.

99  Kachouh, The Arabic Versions, pp. 214—215. See also footnote 3, p. 215.

100 Peta, Al-Radd al-jamil, p.132.

101 Ibid.

102 Kachouh, The Arabic Versions, footnote 3, p. 215.
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compared the Biblical quotations of al-Radd al-jamil with several early Arabic
versions of the Bible. She discovered that the Gospel quotations are identical
to a manuscript of the Arabic Bible in the Coptic collection of the Vatican mark
‘G’ which has the Coptic version on one side with the Arabic translation on the
other. She suggests that al-Ghazali might have had this version as he looked
at John 114 and compared the Arabic word sara ‘became’ with the Coptic
equivalent afer.193 This version is dated 12041205, but there is the possibility
that there were earlier versions. Kachouh investigated the bilingual version
of the Vatican codex vat. Copt. 9 mark G but concluded that it is not the
Alexandrian Vulgate.

This family, known as the ‘Alexandrian Vulgate’ or the ‘Egyptian Vulgate,
has been believed by scholars to be an eclectic recension of an Arabic
version originally translated from the Coptic Bohairic similar to the text
preserved in the Codex Vat. Copt. 9: a Coptic-Arabic bilingual manuscript
copied in 1204/5.104

Thus the argument that the quotations of al-Radd al-jamil come only from the
Alexandrian Vulgate is not reliable, as a result of comparing the text with early
versions of the Arabic Bible. According to Kachouh, copies of different fam-
ilies have similarities to one another, which probably reveals that translators
were not producing new versions but rather working on and refining old extant
copies, as in the case of Ibn al-Assal.l%% In answering the second and third
questions, namely when the Alexandrian Vulgate emerged and began being cir-
culated and whether it is an independent version or mixed with other vulgates,
Kachouh concludes that it is not possible to identify a fixed date for the emer-
gence of the different versions of the Arabic translation families. One can only
observe when a certain family was quoted or was being circulated, what he calls
‘the witness of the family’. He points out that different family versions are often
mingled with one another. For example, the Alexandrian Vulgate often agrees
with Ibn al-‘Assal’s version, known as family L, but sometimes has similarities
with other families.106

Thus it is not easy to confirm that a quoted text can only belong to one
specific family version without taking into consideration the possibility that

103 C.Padwick, ‘Al-Ghazali and the Arabic Versions of the Gospels: an Unsolved Problem’ The
Moslem World 29, 1939, pp. 130-140.

104 Kachouh, The Arabic Versions, p. 214.

105 Kachouh, pp. 290-292.

106 Ibid,, p. 226.
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it can also belong to another attached family unless there is other evidence
beyond the text being studied.

However, the fact that Peta did not find any writer who quoted from the
Alexandrian Vulgate before the thirteenth century does not necessarily confirm
its non-existence in the eleventh century, it only proves that it was not quoted
during this period.1%7 Indeed it is quite strange that although the Alexandrian
Vulgate appears to have existed from the ninth century, no one quoted from
it until the thirteenth century. In short, assuming that the Biblical quotations
come from the Alexandrian Vulgate and that no one quoted from it before the
thirteenth century does not exclude the possibility that al-Radd al-jamil was
written by al-Ghazal1.

Peta also observes that in the recognised works of al-Ghazali, he quoted six
times directly from the Bible. Five quotations in Ihya’ ‘ulim al-din, and one
in Ayyuha-l-walad all come from another version of the Bible not used in al-
Radd al-jamil.1%8 She asks why, if the author of al-Radd al-jamil was al-Ghazalj,
did he use another Arabic version? The answer relates to the place where he
composed or delivered al-Radd al-jamil. If al-Radd al-jamil was composed in a
Coptic environment then it is obvious that the author would use the copy of the
Arabic Bible in circulation among the audience ofhis lectures. It is very unlikely
that al-Ghazali, assuming he is the author, would have owned an Arabic version
of the Bible which he carried from place to place. Therefore, it is highly probable
that he would have used the Arabic version available in the place where he
composed his work.

Who Wrote al-Radd al-jamil?

There is agreement among the above authors that al-Radd al-jamil did not orig-
inate from al-Ghazali’s pen. This is an assumption which both Chidiac and
Lazarus-Yafeh share on the grounds of the literary style of al-Radd al-jamil.
The Coptic character of al-Radd al-jamil has made several more recent schol-
ars reject its connection to al-Ghazali. The consensus among the majority of
those who have examined al-Radd al-jamil is that it was written by an Egyp-

107 Assuming with Peta that the author used the Alexandrian Vulgate in his quotations, and if
there is evidence to prove that al-Radd al-jamil was written by al-Ghazali then this would
provide evidence for the circulation of the Alexandrian Vulgate in the eleventh century.

108 Peta found six Biblical quotations in the recognised works of al-Ghazali, one in Ayyuha-
l-walad, and five in Thy@ ‘ulim al-din. None of them follow the Alexandrian Vulgate. See
Peta, ‘Al-Radd al-jamil, pp. 130-131.
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tian author who was well acquainted with Coptic Christology. While Lazarus-
Yafeh, Reynolds, Whittingham and Peta consider this Egyptian to be a Coptic
Christian convert to Islam, Chidiac, Sweetman, Wilms, and El-Kaisy Friemuth
consider him to be a Muslim student of al-Ghazal.

I defended the direct connection of al-Radd al-jamil to al-Ghazali in 2007 and
2011.199 However, I am now inclined to believe, after all the evidence is taken
into consideration, that the author of al-Radd al-jamil was writing the work
independently of al-Ghazali. The Coptic character of the work, which all the
above authors agree upon, ultimately makes it difficult to maintain the claim
that the work is directly related to al-Ghazali. I have come to the conclusion
that the most problematic question in linking it directly to al-Ghazali is that
of why he would make such an effort to adopt a Coptic position in arguing
against the divinity of Jesus when his audience were exclusively Muslims? This
isindeed a very difficult question to answer. The best response is that the author
was a Muslim polemicist who was intent on refuting Coptic Christians with
their own arguments. This is the most plausible answer for the question of
authorship.

In outlining the possible characteristics of the author the following elements
can be considered. First, the insulting language used by the author shows that
he wrote from a clear distance to Coptic Christians. While his knowledge of
the Bible could indicate that he was a Coptic convert to Islam, other Muslim
polemicists have shown similar Biblical knowledge without them falling under
the suspicion that they were once Christians. The fact that the author was very
probably Egyptian made it easy for him to have access to Coptic writing, and
it is highly probable that his focus was on learning all the arguments used
by Coptic theologians to defend their Christological position against other
Christian sects.

Second, the references to al-Radd al-jamil by the Coptic theologian Ibn
al-Tayyib are from a Muslim work which quotes from al-Radd al-jamil and
attributes it to al-Ghazal1.1!® This observation confirms that the text was known
in a Muslim milieu before it was known among Coptic authors, which adds

109 SeeM.El-Kaisy Friemuth, ‘Al-Radd al-jamil: al-Ghazalt’s or Pseudo-Ghazali’s’ in D. Thomas
ed., The Bible in Arab Christianity, Leiden, 2007, pp. 275-294; and M. El-Kaisy Friemuth,
‘al-Ghazalt, in Christian-Muslim Relations. A Bibliographical History, vol. 2, eds., D. Thomas
and A. Mallett, Leiden, 2011, pp. 363-369,

110 Hesaysin the first quote: A e Lg.afa.a\ U‘{J Waaks VA“\’L” uf.\} JLUY\ w)}
d)eb sl dL.u L Jc , 3| the quotation in the  quotation starts with LSU‘ (K1Y & By
JLs c‘}.}-\ 3Ly Al 4 ‘_; d\fj\ A= ..\,el,j\ ‘M\ LY (- Thus there is no doubt
that Ibn al-Tayyib is quoting someone who is quoting al Ghazali. See the text below.
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confirmation of the likelihood that the author was a Muslim and not a Coptic
Christian convert to Islam. Thus the argument that the author of al-Radd al-
jamil was a Coptic convert to Islam on the basis of his knowledge of the Bible,
Coptic Christology and Coptic arguments against other Christian sects is not
proven.

If the author was a Muslim polemicist who had deep knowledge of Coptic
theology, why did he write in al-Ghazali’s name and how faithful was he in
his presentation of al-Ghazali’s thinking and worldview? The answers to these
questions may be speculative, but attempting to answer them might enable
readers of al-Radd al-jamil to better understand the context of the work.

Firstly, why would such a good author prefer to write in someone else’s
name? The answer must take into account that al-Radd al-jamil was written
before the death of Ibn al-Tayyib in around 1270. al-Ghazali died in 1111, so the
desire of the author of al-Radd al-jamil to represent al-Ghazali means that the
work must have been written after al-Ghazali had become a famous Islamic
scholar, whose name would attract readers for al-Radd al-jamil. During this
period in Egypt, the Fatimid caliphate gave way to Ayyubid rule between 1171
and 1199. Christians had been privileged under the Fatimid rulers, with the
exception of the rule of al-Hakim (r. g96—1021). Therefore, it is possible that al-
Radd al-jamil was written in the Fatimid period, with the purpose of producing
a plausible work that could help Muslims in their arguments against Coptic
Christians. Such a refutation had to be carefully written in order to survive the
Christian intellectuals who in that period probably enjoyed a good degree of
authority. It is possible that an author as knowledgeable as this would have had
access to the writings of al-Ghazali, especially his polemical works. The author
could have seen al-Radd al-jamil as an additional polemical work to Tahafut
al-falasifa and Fada@’ih al-batiniyya, which would further increase the fame of
al-Ghazali and, at the same time, enable the work to reach a vast number of his
followers.

In this light, it is possible to understand the author’s noble aims. But was
he successful in being faithful to al-Ghazali? No doubt the author adopted
al-Ghazali’s thought world fully and wrote in the way he believed that al-
Ghazali would have written. He used every chance to imitate the ideas al-
Ghazali’'s polemical works. The above section containing the analysis of those
who argued for the authorship of al-Ghazali, describes how Wilms identified
the author’s way of mirroring the various themes of Tahafut al-falasifa and
Fad@’ih al-batiniyya, trying to imitate the polemical character of al-Ghazali’s
writing. Wilms also demonstrated how the author exemplified the Sufi char-
acter of al-Ghazall’s writing in his refutation of the union of the divinity and
humanity in Jesus Christ.
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However, the author was not completely successful in imitating al-Ghazali’s
style of writing, since his language was more complicated and sometimes
unclear. He also failed to present a well-structured book, unlike as was typical of
al-Ghazali, most of whose books contained a table of contents dividing his work
into chapters, sections and subsections. This structure is completely missing in
al-Radd al-jamil. The author’s knowledge of al-Ghazali was relatively limited,
appearing unaware of the fact that al-Ghazali most probably did not master
Hebrew and Coptic, because none of his works demonstrate his acquaintance
with these languages.

Finally, on the grounds of the discussion above we can safely say that a/-
Radd al-jamil was written by a Muslim polemicist before the thirteenth century.
The author wrote in such a way that it fits into al-Ghazalr’s thought patterns.
However, al-Radd al-jamil also strongly reflects a Jacobite Christology, which
shows that the author used Coptic material in his refutation. Therefore, unless
further evidence is discovered which could prove that al-Radd al-jamil belongs
to al-Ghazalr's works, we will describe al-Radd al-jamil as attributed to al-
GhazalL

Appendix

Below is the complete article of Ibn al-Tayyib:
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(beginning of the quotation from :J $b «l, %;;Lru b V.@LJB\]@:‘; o Lep

Al-Radd al-jamil)

111 Aba al-Khayr Ibn al-Tayyib, ‘Magqala fi-l-radd ‘ala al-Muslimin alladhina yuttahiman al-
Nasara bi-l-i‘tiqad bi-thalathat aliha’, in P. Sbath, Vingt Traités, Cairo, 1929, pp. 176-178.
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The words of the Muslim scholar who is quoting al-Ghazali and who is quoted by Ibn al-

Tayyib.

This part is not in Aya Sophia.

Aya Sophia adds a section which explains the above paragraph: .
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The same as in footnote g3 above.
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Refutation of Muslims who accuse Christians of believing in three gods
Composed by the excellent father and scholar, the priest Aba al-Khayr
ibn al-Tayyib!22

Some of the Muslims say, ‘Christ said to the apostles, “Go forth and make
apostles of all the nations and baptize them in the name of the Father and
the Son and the Holy Spirit”, so here it is said openly that you believe in
three gods!

We respond to them: There is no doubt that the sciences of the Chris-
tian Law are the fruits of three things—the glorious Gospel, the letters of
the Apostle Paul, and the stories of the pure apostles and disciples. These
three books testify in all the corners of existence that God is one god, and
that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are attributes of His one
essence. All the writings of their scholars in the four corners of the inhab-

The complete quotation is in Chidiac, pp. 44—45.

r.ﬂﬂ L A1 pdee JB f: this phrase is added from the Muslim source which is quoting the
text above and shows clearly that the text of al-Radd al-jamil is in front of the writer and
he is only quoting from the points which he needs in his discussion.

This statement is from the one who is quoting al-Radd al-jamil and not from Ibn al-Tayyib.
In Aya Sophia, 4!

In al-Radd al-jamil, 5 J\ p. 2o.

This whole paragraph is clearly not from Ibn al-Tayyib but is quoted from the Muslim
source which is quoting al-Ghazali.

Translated by S. Noble. See http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/sbath_18_Abu_al-Khayr_ibn
_al-Tayyib.htm
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ited world testify to this. If not for fear of it taking too long, I would recount
their beliefs in detail, but I will be brief here and summarize their state-
ments as will become clear, and I will say:

The Christians say that the Creator, may he be exalted, is one substance
endowed with the attributes of perfection and that He is endowed with
three eternal essential attributes which the Lawgiver has commanded,
and they are the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. They indicate by
‘the Father’ the name of the substance which they call the Creator, who
possesses pure intellect. By ‘the Son’ they indicate the aforementioned
substance which possesses an intellect that intelligizes itself. By ‘the Holy
Spirit’ they indicate the aforementioned substance which possesses an
intellect that is intelligible in itself. Here they indicate the substance
that is subsistent in itself and is free of location. The Christian Law only
permitted Him (Jesus), may He be exalted, to be described in this way in
order to speak to the nations in the way in which they understand.

The scholar and imam Abu Hamid al-Ghazali gave this opinion about
them in his book known as al-Radd al-Jamil: ‘The Christians believe that
the essence of the Creator, may He be exalted, is objectively one and that it
has aspects. If it is regarded with relation to an attribute whose existence
does not depend on an attribute prior to it, such as existence, then they
call this the hypostasis of the Father. If it is regarded in relation to an
attribute whose existence depends on the existence of a prior attribute,
such as knowledge, since the essence’s having attributes depends on its
having the attribute of existence, then they call it the hypostasis of the Son
and the Word. Ifit is regarded with relation to its essence being intelligible
to itself, then they call this the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit, because the
essence of the Creator is intelligible to Himself. This usage of terminology
means that the divine essence is objectively one and is characterized by
each of these hypostases.

Some of them say that the essence qua essence without regard to
attribute is an expression for the intellect and they call this the hypostasis
of the Father. If it is regarded from the perspective of it intelligizing itself,
then this perspective expresses for them the intelligizer, which they call
the hypostasis of the Son or the Word. If it is regarded with relation to it
being itself, then this perspective is for them an expression of the intelligi-
ble, which they call the Holy Spirit. According to this usage of terminology,
“the intellect” only expresses the essence of God and the Father is synony-
mous with it. “The intelligizer” expresses of His essence with regard to its
intelligizing itself, and the Son or the Word is synonymous with it. “The
intelligible” expresses the God whose essence is intelligible to Himself,
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and the Holy Spirit is synonymous with it’ Then he says, with reference
to the above, ‘If these meanings are true, then the terms are indisputable,
as are the technical terms that those who set them down agree upon.

The shaykh Aba Hamid al-Ghazali, may God be pleased with him,
recounted the belief of the Christians about Christ with regard to His
being the human taken from Mary in his previously mentioned book. He
said, ‘They believe that the Creator, may He be exalted, created the human
nature of Jesus, peace be upon him, then He appeared united in him. They
mean by this the union that He became in him by this in the way the soul
is attached to the body.’ By making these two statements openly, he, may
God have mercy on him, made clear the truth of their belief to those who
attempt to gain knowledge of the sciences of wisdom.
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