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Foreword

We present a new edition of al-Radd al-jamil based on three extant manu-
scripts, two of which are in the Aya Sophia library in Istanbul and the third
is in the University of Leiden. We gratefully acknowledge the encouragement
and assistance of the librarians in supplying photocopies of the manuscripts.
We also offer the first complete English translation of the Radd.

We are indebted to the British Academy for a grant towards travelling costs
which enabled Mark Beaumont to travel to Dublin and Maha El-Kaisy Friemuth
to visit Birmingham to consult on the Arabic edition and English translation.

We want to thank Samia Samy for her help with word-processing the Arabic
edition. We also want to thank Professor Rifaat Ebied for assistance with the
English translation.

Maha was responsible for the Arabic text and sections 1 and 4 of the intro-
duction; the context and authorship of al-Radd al-jamil and its manuscripts.
Mark was responsible for the English translation and sections 2 and 3 of the
introduction; the outline of al-Radd al-jamil and its place in the history of Mus-
lim refutations of Christianity.






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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2 CHAPTER 1

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:
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[...] 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
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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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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.



CHAPTER 2

Outline of al-Radd al-jamil—A Fitting Refutation
of the Divinity of Jesus from the Evidence of the
gospel

The manuscript is said to be written by Abti Hamid al-Ghazali, who promises
at the outset to critique the Christian doctrine of the union of the divine and
human in Jesus Christ, particularly to refute those who depend on philosophy
to apply the analogy of the union of the soul and the body to the union of the
divine and human in Christ.

The opening section has three arguments

There is a false use of analogical reasoning to connect divinity and humanity
in Jesus. No connection can be made between God and the essence of any
human being, in a similar way to the connection between a soul and a body.
Even if it is proven that there is a connection between the soul and the body,
Christians can make no use of it to establish the divinity of Jesus, because God
has a directive relationship with each creature and not just with one particular
one such as Jesus Christ.

Christian attempts to prove Jesus’ divinity from his performance of miracles
are futile. Moses performed similar miracles, but Christians do not argue that
he is divine. Elijah and Elisha raised the dead but Christians do not believe that
makes them divine.

Christians are misled in their reliance on philosophy. Depending on philos-
ophy for the union of the divine and human in Christ surely means that Chris-
tians must accept other beliefs of the philosophers, such as the eternity of the
world and the limitations imposed on a creator of that world.

The author concludes by introducing his study of the teaching of Jesus in
the gospels which will demonstrate to Christians that need to understand the
metaphorical meaning of those passages that they have interpreted literally.

The second section of the work is an interpretation of Jesus’ teaching from

John'’s gospel
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The author precedes this investigation by announcing his interpretive method.
Reason should be the principle guide to understanding meaning. What Jesus
says should be understood either literally or metaphorically by applying reason
to the interpretation. Seemingly contradictory passages should be reconciled
by the use of reason.

Jesus claims to be one with his Father

John10:30-36 is quoted. Jesus says ‘I and the Father are one’, but the Jews picked
up stones to throw at him, because they accused him of blasphemy, claiming
to be God.

The author argues that the Jews understood Jesus to be making a literal claim
to union with God, but that Jesus himself did not. He was merely suggesting
that the word he shared with God was being declared to them. This is like the
saying of the Prophet,

Whoever wants to come close to me will come closest by performing what
I have prescribed for him. Then the worshipping servant will continue to
come close to me by performing more than I have prescribed, and so I will
love him. When I love him I will be the ear with which he hears, the eye
with which he sees, the tongue with which he speaks, and the hand with
which he strikes.

God is not present in any of these members of the body, so the saying is
metaphorical in meaning rather than literal. God enables the believer to speak
with the tongue and strike with the hand. Jesus intended such a meaning by
offering help to others to come close to God.

Jesus prays that his followers will be one as he is one with his Father

The second saying of Jesus is from John 17:11, where he prays for his disciples
that they be one as he and his Father are one.

The author argues that if Jesus saw his unity with God to be unique to him
then how could he ask for the same unity to be granted to the disciples? Thus
Christians are simply wrong to claim that the unity of Jesus with his Father
makes Jesus divine. He is talking of friends being one.
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The author quotes from the apostle Paul, from 1Corinthians 6:17, ‘Whoever
clings to our Lord becomes one spirit with him/, as support for his metaphorical
reading of unity.

Jesus passed on the glory given to him by the Father to his followers so they
could be one

The third passage is taken from John 17:17—22, where Jesus prays that just as the
Father dwells in him so might the Father dwell in his disciples, and that the
glory he shares with his Father be granted to the disciples.

Jesus is really asking that the glory given to him by God will also be given to the
disciples so that they can love what God loves, hate what God hates, and will
what God wills. He did not intend that his disciples be made into divine beings.

John 12:44 supports this interpretation. Jesus says there, that ‘whoever believes
in me does not believe in me alone but also in the one who sent me, and
whoever has seen me has seen the one who sent me’. He means that he speaks
the truth about God: Jesus’ command is God’s command and his prohibition is
God’s prohibition.

John also wrote in such terms in his first epistle, in 1John 4:12—14, where he says
that God dwells in us and we dwell in him. If he thought that the dwelling of
God in Jesus implied that he was divine, then he must also have thought that
the believers shared that divinity. It is certain that John did not think this.

When Jesus speaks of the glory of God given to him he means the glory given
to prophets. This is confirmed by many statements in the gospels showing the
humanity of Jesus, such as Mark 15:34 where he says, ‘my God, my God, why
have you forsaken me? He demonstrated hunger in Mark 11:12—-13 when he
approached a fig tree looking for fruit to eat. Upon finding no fruit he cursed the
tree. This demonstrates that Jesus was like a Sufi master who endures hunger
as a test of faith. It is not evidence of his power to cause death.

Jesus confesses ignorance about future events

The author diverges from the gospel of John for his choice of the fourth passage,
which he takes from Mark 13:32, where Jesus says that does not know the hour
of judgment; ‘Concerning that day and that hour, no-one knows, not the angels
that are in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father alone’
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The author interprets this to mean that Jesus denies having knowledge of the
future that only God has, which supports his argument that Jesus confesses to
being human and not divine.

Jesus claims to be sent by the one true God

The fifth passage comes in John 17:1-3, where Jesus asks the Father to grant
eternal life to the disciples, and to grant them to know that you alone are the
one true God and that the one you sent is Jesus Christ’.

Jesus clearly said that God is one and that God sent him. Jesus ascribed divinity
and oneness to God not to himself.

The apostle Paul held the same view when he said in 1Corinthians 15:28, that
at the resurrection ‘the Son will be subject to the one who subjects all things
to himself”. Jesus is subject to God at the resurrection. Paul also states in his
epistle to the Ephesians 1:16-17, that he is praying to the God of Jesus Christ.
Paul says in his first epistle to Timothy 2:5, ‘There is one God and there is one
mediator between God and humans, the man Jesus Christ. Paul’s testimony is
to the humanity of Christ and his submission to God.

Various passages in the gospels point clearly to the humanity of Jesus, particu-
larly, his sayings at the time of his death, as it is portrayed in the gospels. He is
supposed to have implored God in Mark 14:36, on the night of the crucifixion,
‘if it is possible then take this cup from me'’ He is represented as saying, in Mark
15:34, when he was crucified, ‘my God, my God, why have you forsaken me?’ The
author does not understand how Christians fail to see that Jesus saw himself as
separated from God rather than united with him. Only the blind can persist
in the belief that the union of Jesus with God is literal rather than metaphori-
cal.

Jesus says he is a man who has listened to God

The sixth passage is also from John's gospel at 8:39—40, where Jesus claims to
be, ‘a man who has told you the truth that he heard from God.’ This admission
of human status is backed up by other sayings of Jesus from John 8:26, ‘the One
who sent me is Truth and what I have heard from him I speak in the world,’ and
John 12:49—50, ‘for I do not speak for myself, because the Father who sent me
gave me the command about what I should say’
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Paul agrees with this in his epistle to the Hebrews, when he said, ‘consider this
messenger, the great high priest of our faith, Jesus Christ, entrusted by the one
who sent him and he is like Moses in all of his house.’ Paul sees Jesus as God’s
messenger, like Moses, and that God guides the nation through them.

The terms ‘father’ and ‘son’ must be understood metaphorically. Jesus never
intended that they be taken literally. Those who argue that Jesus regarded
himself as divine as a result of using these terms for God and himself are blind
to the true meaning of his teaching.

The union of divinity and humanity in Jesus according to the three main
Christian communities

The author turns from Biblical exegesis to a refutation of the Christology of the
three main denominations in his day. The first Christian group is the miaphysite
Copts, who are named as Jacobites at the end of the author’s discussion of them.

The union according to the Jacobites

They believe that God created the humanity of Jesus and then God united with
the humanity in the same way that a human soul is united with a human body.
As a result of this union, a third reality comes into being, composed of divinity
and humanity, and called ‘the Messiah.

But this means that God needs the human being, and that is impossible,
because God would then be bound to his creation. He would also be adding
a new attribute to himself, which would compromise his eternal nature.

The so-called third reality cannot exist since it is a combination of perfect
divinity and perfect humanity, which is impossible. They try to use the analogy
of the soul in the human body, but this analogy cannot be applied to God
uniting with a human body. The only use for this analogy is to say that there
is a spiritual connection between God and a human being, which is precisely
what the author is arguing for. He will not allow a union of being.

The union according to the Melkites

The second group is called ‘the Melkites’ by the author. They were the uphold-
ers of the Chalcedonian definition, and a minority group in Egypt. They believe
that the Messiah is the union of the divine hypostasis with the universal hu-
manity.
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This concept of universal humanity resides only in the mind but not in actual-
ity. They believe that God was crucified, which is absurd. If they argue that only
the universal humanity was crucified this does not make sense because there
is no such thing as ‘universal humanity’, only individual human beings.

More recently Melkites have begun to argue that the union took place between
the divine hypostasis and an individual human being. But they still are bound
to admit that the divine hypostasis is crucified. They try to put all the suffering
of the crucifixion onto the humanity of the Messiah, to prevent the divine
hypostasis from being affected, but this is impossible, if there is a true union
between them.

The union according to the Nestorians

The Nestorians are the third denomination to be considered. They were hardly
present in Egypt but were the majority Christian population in Mesopotamia
and Persia. They say that the union of divine and human in Christ occurs in the
will.

The author questions the validity of this notion given that Nestorians claim
that God willed the crucifixion of Jesus. But the gospels show that Jesus felt
abandoned by God on the cross. So how could Jesus’ will be the same as God’s
will when there was such separation between them?

The next section deals with names that Christians give to Jesus implying his
divine status.

Titles applied to Jesus by Christians
‘God’ applied to Jesus

When Christians apply the term ‘God’ to the Messiah, they are guilty of the
greatest folly if they believe this literally. Some Sufi masters have expressed
similar sentiments, such as al-Hallaj, who said, Tam God, and there is nothing
in my robe except God’ He probably intended a metaphorical rather than a
literal meaning since he spoke in an ecstatic state.
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‘Lord’ applied to Jesus

The title, ‘the Lord, could refer either to God or to a human owner, as in the
sayings, lord of the house’ and ‘lord of the property’.

Paul said in 1Corinthians 8:4—6 that, ‘there is no God but God alone ... since
many gods and many lords are found, we have only one God; He is God the
Father from whom everything comes, and we are in him, and there is one Lord;
he is Jesus Christ who holds everything in his hand, and we are also in his
grasp’.

Paul called Jesus ‘Lord’ rather than ‘God’ because he made a distinction
between God the creator of all and Jesus, the ‘owner’ established by God the
creator.

The author proceeds to refute the notion of inherited sin and the redemption
they believe comes from the sacrifice of Christ for sin. He asks God to forgive
them for their stupidity.

‘Sonship’ applied to Jesus and ‘fatherhood’ applied to God

They attribute the fatherhood to God, and the sonship to Jesus. But the concept
of sonship is also found in the Torah where the voice of God calls Jacob ‘my first
born son, Israel. Moses is commanded by God, ‘Say to Pharaoh, if you do not
send my first born son to worship me in the desert, I will surely kill your first
born son), meaning by ‘my somn, the children of Israel. David said to them, ‘you
are all sons of the Most High'. Jesus applied this to himself and to them, when
he said, ‘1 am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and your
God.

Jesus employed a metaphor when he called God his ‘father’, meaning that God
was merciful and affectionate towards him. He also employed a metaphor in
applying ‘sonship’ to himself, meaning that he revered and glorified God. The
sonship of Jesus does not affirm any characteristic which distinguishes him
from other people, because John 1:12 says, ‘He gave them authority to become
sons of God.

The author turns back to the exposition of John's gospel in the following
section, since there are three passages there that Christians rely on for their
belief in the divine nature of Jesus.
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Three passages in John's gospel that Christians suppose support the divinity
of Jesus

Jesus entitled ‘word of God’ in the opening chapter of John’s gospel

The first passage is John 11, ‘In the beginning was the word and the word
was God’ The author describes the Trinitarian language used by Christians to
interpret this passage. From the Father originates the status of existence, and
from the word and the Son the status of the knowledgeable one, and from the
Holy Spirit the essence of the Creator being intelligible to himself. The essence
of God is one in substance having the attribution of each of these hypostases.

So when he said, ‘in the beginning was the word) he meant, in the beginning
was the knowledgeable one. When he said, ‘and God was the word’, his meaning
was, this word that indicates the knowledgeable one, this knowledgeable one
is God. There is no indication at all of the divinity of Jesus.

John 1:10 says that, ‘the word was in the world and was made by him yet the
world did not know him.” Christians are wrong to understand Jesus as the word
here, because these attributions belong to God alone and cannot be identified
with Christ.

John 114 says, ‘the word became flesh, and lived among us, and we saw his
glory’. According to the Coptic version, the meaning is, ‘the word made a body’
because ‘afer’ means in Coptic, he made’. In other words, this body which God
made was Jesus, who appeared and whose glory was seen.

Christians interpret the saying to mean that the word became human. But how
can Christians believe that the knowledgeable one, God, was buried? In other
words, a metaphorical meaning must be adhered to in order to protect God
from being demeaned in this way.

In the end the Christians are talking about three gods, not one God.

Jesus’ claim to have existed before Abraham

The second passage is John 8:56—58, ‘Abraham your father wanted to see my day,
he did see it and he rejoiced. The Jews said to him, you have not yet reached fifty

years and you have already seen Abraham, and Jesus said to them, truly, truly I
say to you, I am before Abraham was!
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The author argues that these words were spoken as a metaphor because Jesus
existed after Abraham. ‘Seeing’ refers to perception but not to physical vision.

Paul said in1Corinthians 2:7, ‘but we speak by the hidden wisdom of God, by the
secret which is always hidden from the worlds, and God who is eternal decreed
it before the worlds existed.” Paul perceived the secret, but he did not do this
with his physical eyes.

Peter said in the Acts of the Apostles 2:2, ‘O children of Israel, listen to these
words; Jesus of Nazareth was a man who appeared among you from God
with power and signs which God performed by his hands among you, as you
yourselves know, and this is what was decreed for him from the prior knowledge
of God and his will” Peter declared that Jesus was a man whose signs were not
done by him but by God.

Jesus’ claim that whoever saw him had seen the Father

The third passage is John 14:8-12, ‘Philip said to him, “Master” show us the
Father and it will be enough for us, and Jesus said to him, I have been with you
all this time and you have not known me, Philip; whoever has seen me has seen
the Father, so how can you say show us the Father? Do you not believe that Tam
in the Father and the Father is in me? These words which I speak are not from
me but from my Father who dwells in me, he performs these deeds; believe in
me that [ am in the Father and the Father is in me, if not, believe as a result
of the deeds; truly, truly, I say to you that whoever believes in me will perform
the deeds that I perform, and even greater than them he will do, because I am
going to the Father’

When he was asked to show them God he said, ‘Whoever has seen me has
seen the Father’ He meant that, since God cannot be seen He ordained the
prophets to transmit his decrees instead of himself, just like kings who are
hidden from sight but convey commands and prohibitions through interme-
diaries.

When he said, ‘But my Father who dwells in me performs these deeds, he
meant that all of the deeds that were witnessed he performed by means of
God’s power. He intended a metaphorical meaning since it could in no way be
conceived by any human being that his deeds would be greater than the deeds
of God.
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If he was himself really the Father why did he say, ‘because I am going to the
Father’ It cannot be conceived that anyone would say, ‘I am going to Zayd’ when
he is actually Zayd himself.

Christian appeal to Jesus being called ‘word from God’ in the Qur’an to
support his divinity

Some Christians suppose that ‘the word’ implies the divinity of Jesus because
of the use of this expression in the Noble Book, the Qur’an 4:171, ‘O people of the
book, do not exaggerate in your religion, and only speak the truth about God.
Surely the Messiah is Jesus, son of Mary, messenger of God, and his word cast
into Mary and a spirit from him; so believe in God and his messengers, and do
not say three, Desist! It will be better for you; surely God is one.

A human person is created from one of two causes; the testicles which are
the indirect cause and the power in the sperm which is the direct cause. Jesus
had no direct but only an indirect cause, the word of God, because everyone
is created by the word of God, the One who says to every creature ‘Be and
it exists’ [Quran 7:43]. The saying, ‘cast it into Mary’, means that although a
child is usually created from the sperm cast into its mother, this child was only
created by the casting of the word into his mother. So then the word ‘cast’ is
metaphorical.

Jesus and Adam share in not being created by normal causes. The Qur’an 3:58
says, Jesus is the same in the sight of God as Adam whom He created from
dust’. The phrase, ‘and a spirit from him) means Jesus is a spirit whose creation
originated from God but is not connected with the normal causes to which this
would usually be attributed.

The author enters into a discussion of Arabic grammar. Is the phrase ‘Be and
it came to exist’ a command or a statement? The author argues for the position
of the Traditionalists who consider the word by which the command is made
to be a cause. What happens after the command is the effect of the command
even if the real cause is beyond the command. So God is the ultimate cause,
though his word of command is the proximate cause of Jesus’ existence.



CHAPTER 3

al-Radd al-jamil in the Context of Muslim
Refutations of Christianity

al-Radd al-jamil comes after several centuries of Muslim refutations of Chris-
tianity and repeats themes common to previous treatments of Christian beliefs
by Muslim writers. To make a comparison of the arguments of this Muslim
polemicist with those of others who preceded him, it is necessary to reflect on
the way he presents them. The six sections of the refutation do not have an
obvious coherence, since the writer seems to move abruptly from one topic to
another, and then to return to an already discussed theme after a detour. How-
ever, a further look shows that he is perhaps attempting to introduce topics that
can with profit be discussed in greater detail at later stages in the treatise. Two
examples are his repeated references to the Christian argument that the union
of the soul and body is an analogy for the union of the divinity and human-
ity of Jesus, and the way he keeps returning to Christian scripture to refute the
divine nature of Jesus. With both topics there is a spiral of intensity of engage-
ment with the argument, from the more straightforward in earlier parts of the
work to the more complex in later sections. As a result of this intensification
of debate as the work progresses, it is best to make comparisons with earlier
refutations in the light of the complete presentation of each theme.

The opening section briefly covers three foundational arguments; Christians
misguidedly use analogical reasoning to defend the divinity of Jesus, they
mistakenly rely on Jesus’ performance of miracles to support his divine nature,
and they are selective in their appeal to philosophical thought to undergird
their faith. Section two attempts to show that the Christian gospels, and in
particular the fourth gospel, provide evidence that Jesus did not claim to be
divine. Sayings of Jesus that Christians have interpreted as Jesus’ claims to
divine status have been misunderstood because they have been taken literally.
On the contrary, Jesus spoke in metaphors, but Christians have failed to follow
his intention. The third section offers a critique of the way the three main
Christian communities understand the union of the divinity and humanity of
Jesus. The ‘one nature’ Christology of the Jacobites receives the most detailed
criticism for appealing to the union of the soul and the body as analogous to
the union of the divinity and humanity of Jesus. This is a mistaken argument
because the union of aspects of the created world cannot be analogous to
a union of the created and uncreated in Jesus. The ‘two nature’ Christology
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of the Melkites is regarded as deficient in logic since they believe that the
divine and human natures of Jesus are fully united, yet the divine nature did
not suffer death on the cross. Therefore, the Melkites actually hold to the
separation of the two natures. The Nestorian conceptualisation of a union of
divine and human wills is quickly passed over as being contradicted by the
testimony of the gospels that Jesus’ will was not always in conformity to the will
of God. The fourth section analyses three titles applied to Jesus by Christians,
‘God,, ‘Lord’ and ‘Son of God'. The mistake that Christians make in giving Jesus
these titles is that they think of language in too literal a way, failing to make
room for symbolism. A perusal of the way these terms are actually used in
the scriptures of the Christians confirms that a metaphorical interpretation
of the titles is intended. Section five studies three passages in the gospel of
John that Christians believe clearly teach the divinity of Jesus. The first of these
is the prologue of the gospel, John 1114 in which Jesus is identified with the
eternal word of God become human. The critique offered is the most detailed
of any of the textual interpretations in al-Radd al-jamil, showing the author’s
realisation of the central significance of these verses for Christian faith in the
incarnation. The author attempts to show that the word of God is not the
pre-incarnate Son of God but is rather the speech of God which Jesus utters.
The second passage is John 8:56—58, where Jesus claims to have existed before
Abraham, and which Christians believe is evidence for the pre-existence of
Jesus. However, if Abraham could see the future coming of Jesus in his prophetic
role then Jesus did not actually exist before Abraham. The third passage is John
14:8-12, in which Jesus proposes that whoever has seen him has seen the Father.
Christians take this as fact, but they should be reminded that Jesus elsewhere
makes a distinction between himself and the Father, so that in this passage he
must be referring to the unity of thought and will between himself and the
Father. The final, sixth section refutes the appeal of Christians to Jesus being
called ‘a word from God’ in the Qur’an to support his divinity. A correct reading
of the Qur’an is that God created Jesus through his word without the normal
means of a human father, in a similar way that he created Adam without human
means.

The following themes emerge from the above outline. Jesus’ miracles do not
confirm his divinity. The gospels provide evidence for the fact that Jesus was a
messenger sent from God. Passages in the fourth gospel that Christians propose
as literal proof for the divinity of Jesus should be interpreted metaphorically.
The Jacobite belief that the union of the soul and body is an analogy for the
union of the divinity and humanity of Jesus is inappropriate. The Melkite
separation of the divine and human natures in Jesus at the point of his death is
irrational. The Nestorian conviction that the will of Jesus was united with the
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will of God is not supported by the Christian gospels. Christian scriptures show
that titles given to Jesus that Christians believe point to his divine status should
be taken as symbols of his spiritual eminence as a messenger of God. Christian
appeal to the Qur’an to support the divinity of Jesus is mistaken.

Jesus’ Miracles Do Not Confirm His Divinity

The writer denies that the miracles performed by Jesus are a sign of his divinity
on the grounds that others produced similar prodigies. The scriptures read
by Christians have stories of Elijah and Elisha raising the dead, and Moses
changing a staff into a snake, dividing the sea, and withdrawing his hand
leprous from his cloak, and then returning it to its former state. The latter event
is used to clarify miraculous actions. ‘God empowered Moses to make his hand
leprous without harm, and to return it to the colour of his body without any
modifying power, so that through a special capacity he was able to perform
unprecedented miracles in conflict with well-known custom’! In other words,
according to the author, the miraculous actions of Jesus fit into a pattern in
which God grants power to certain individuals to perform signs that conflict
with normal expectations. There is no extra dimension in the miracles of Jesus
that warrant Christian belief that Jesus’ miracles are a product of his divine
nature.

Debate over the miracles of Jesus in similar terms is found in earlier Muslim
refutations of Christianity as well as in Christian defences against Muslim
polemic. From the Christian side, the eighth century Anonymous Apology for
Christianity argues that the Qur'an supports the divine power of Jesus by stating
that Christ spoke and created from clay what looked like a bird. Since only
God creates then Christ must be divine when it is said that he created.2 A

1 Section 1:3.

2 See M.D. Gibson, A Treatise on the Triune Nature of God, London, 1899, p. 84. The writer of this
Anonymous Apology says at the end of the treatise, ‘If this religion was not truly from God, it
would not have stood firm nor stood erect for seven hundred and forty-six years’. S.K. Samir
calculates 750 from the birth of Christ, while M. Swanson suggests 788 based on the ending
of Jesus’ life. See S.K. Samir, ‘The Earliest Arab Apology for Christianity in S.K. Samir and
J.S. Nielsen, eds, Christian Arabic Apologetics during the Abbasid Period (750-1258), Leiden,
1994, pp. 57-116, p. 61, and M. Swanson, ‘Some Considerations for the Dating of fi Tatlit allah al-
wahid (Sinai Ar. 154) and al-Gami‘wuguh al-iman (London, British Library op. 4950)’ in Parole
de ['Orient 18, 1993, pp. 18-141, p. 140. However, S.H. Griffith argues that Palestinian scribes
were more likely to compute the date from the beginning of the year of the incarnation, thus
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ninth century contribution comes from Theodore Abti Qurra (d. circa 830),
a Melkite theologian from Harran who had a reputation for debating with
Muslims. He compared the miracles of Moses and Jesus and concluded that
Moses accomplished miracles by the power of God and not by his own ability,
whereas Jesus had the divine power in himself to perform miracles and to
empower others to perform miracles in his name.3

Muslim response to such arguments can be seen in the Refutation of the
Christians by the ninth century convert to Islam, ‘Ali ibn Rabban al-Tabar1 (d.
circa 860). He counters the Christian claim that Jesus’ miracles prove his divin-
ity by pointing out that Elijah and Elisha raised the dead, and that Moses parted
the sea, and brought plagues on the Egyptians.* A similar denial of the Chris-
tian argument for the divinity of Jesus based on his miracles is found in the
tenth century Ash‘arl writer Abai Bakr Muhammad ibn al-Tayyib al-Baqillani
(d. 1013). His Book of the Introduction includes a refutation of Christianity in
which he understands Christians to argue that Jesus’ miracles demonstrate
his divine nature. His first response is to assert that God performed the mir-
acles through Jesus. But supposing the Christian argument is granted then
Moses must also be divine since his miracles are not of a different kind from
those performed by Jesus. If Christians subsequently reply that Moses had
to ask God to perform the miracles through him, then the Christian gospels
record Jesus imploring God to act. There is no escape for the Christians if
they then plead that Jesus asked God to act for the sake of his disciples since
this only shows that Jesus was as dependent on the action of God as Moses
was.®

placing the composition around 755; see S.H. Griffith, The Church in the Shadow of the Mosque,
Princeton, 2008, p. 54.

3 Abu Qurra, ‘Maymar fi tahqiq namas Masa al-maqaddus wa-l-anbiya’ aladhina tanab‘u ‘ala
al-Masihy’ (Treatise on the Holy Law of Moses and the Prophets who Predicted the Messiah),
ed., C. Bacha, Un Traité des Oeuvres Arabes de Théodore Abou-Kurra, Paris, 1905, pp. 8-9. For
biographical information see S.H. Griffith, ‘Reflections on the Biography of Theodore Aba
Qurrah’, Parole de [’ Orient 18,1993, pp. 143-170, and for English translations of his treatises see
J.C. Lamoreaux, Theodore Abi Qurrah, Provo, 2005.

4 ‘Ali al-Tabari, al-Radd ‘ala al-Nasara, eds, 1.-A. Khalifé and W. Kutsch in Mélanges de [’ Uni-
versité Saint Joseph 36, 1959, pp. 113—148, p. 144. For biographical information see D. Thomas,
“Ali ibn Rabban al-Tabari: a Convert’s Assessment of his Former Faith’, in M. Tamcke, ed.,
Christians and Muslims in Dialogue in the Islamic Orient of the Middle Ages, Beirut, 2007,
pp- 137-155, and for his treatment of the Bible, D. Thomas, ‘The Bible in Early Muslim Anti-
Christian Polemic), Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations 77,1996, pp. 29—-38.

5 Abu Bakr al-Baqillani, Kitab al-tamhid, ed., R]. McCarthy, Beirut, 1957, pp. 98—99. See D.
Thomas, Christian Doctrines in Islamic Theology, Leiden, 2008, pp. 144203 for the Arabic text
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The author of al-Radd al-jamil adopts the same kind of arguments as al-
Tabari and al-Baqillani, which shows that he is familiar with this type of Muslim
polemic. The fact that the debate about Jesus’ miracles is the first theme in the
refutation and that the topic is never mentioned again may be an indication
that the author regarded the miracles of Jesus as introductory to his main
arguments, or as ground clearing work that needed to be done before the
more important work of the treatise. Nevertheless, this repetition of Muslim
insistence that the miracles of Jesus are to be understood as similar to those
performed by Moses or other prophets points to a continuing need to counter
claims made by Christians that the divinity of Jesus can be seen in his miracles,
and that a complete refutation of the divinity of Jesus required a rebuttal of this
Christian argument.

The Gospels Provide Evidence for the Fact That Jesus was a
Messenger Sent from God. Passages in the Fourth Gospel That
Christians Propose as Literal Proof for the Divinity of Jesus Should
be Interpreted Metaphorically

At the heart of this treatise is the presupposition that the Christian gospels can
be accepted as evidence for the fact that Jesus claimed only to be a messenger
of God and that he did not believe that he was the incarnate Son of God.
The author argues that the gospels portray the humanity of Jesus, but that
Christians have tended to read claims to divinity into some of the sayings of
Jesus. This sort of Christian interpretation is most frequent in their reading of
the gospel of John and therefore he intends to concentrate on passages from
that gospel. His method is to analyse supposed claims to divine status on the
part of Jesus as metaphors rather than literal statements in order to align them
with the basic humanity of Jesus. Thus when Jesus says ‘I and the Father are
one’ [John 10:30] he must have intended a metaphor for the unity of will and
love between himself and God. When he prayed for his disciples that ‘They
may be one with you as we are’ [John 17:11] he clearly meant a unity of will
and love since if he had meant a divine status then he must have prayed that
his disciples become gods. This is backed up by Jesus’ subsequent prayer that
those who would come to believe in him would also ‘Become one as we are one’
[John 17:21]. He intended to ask that the words and deeds of future disciples be

with an English translation of al-Baqillani’s refutation. The comparison of Moses and Jesus’

miracles is found on pages 192-195.
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in accord with God’s will, otherwise once again he would be asking for them
to become divine like him, which would be impossible. Ultimately, his saying
‘Whoever has seen me has seen the one who sent me’ [John 12:44] can only
be taken in a metaphorical sense of seeing. Jesus’ commands and prohibitions
are what God commands and prohibits, so listening to him is like listening to
God. The author uses evidence from other gospels to back up his argument that
Jesus claimed to be a human messenger sent by God. He confessed ignorance
of the future, which he said was known only to God [Mark 13:32] and he felt
forsaken by God during his crucifixion [Mark 15:34]. So when John's gospel
contains Jesus’ prayer that people come to ‘Know that you are the one true God
and that you sent him, Jesus Christ) it is clear that Jesus prays that they will
believe that he is God’s messenger and not that he is divine.

The author of al-Radd al-jamil stands out from previous Muslim polemicists
in his willingness to accept the whole range of sayings of Jesus in John’s gospel
including all the texts in which Jesus seems to claim divine status. Of the Mus-
lim writers who quoted from John’s gospel, only al-Baqillani accepted the possi-
bility that such texts could be authentically from Jesus if interpreted metaphor-
ically rather than literally. al-Radd al-jamil extends this figurative reading to
the whole corpus of Jesus’ teaching in order to prove that Christians are mis-
guided in their understanding of the one who spoke about his relationship with
God in the first place. al-Baqillani and the author of al-Radd al-jamil represent
one attitude to the Christian gospels among Muslims in the ‘Abbasid period.
Another approach was to find supporting evidence for the Qur’anic account
of Jesus in the gospels. Thus any texts in the gospels that showed Jesus to be
a human messenger sent by God were referred to in a bid to show the conti-
nuity between the gospels and the Quran. Only texts from John’s gospel that
obviously refer to Jesus’ sense of submission to God are quoted by al-Qasim ibn
Ibrahim al-Hasani al-Rassi (d. 860) and ‘Ali al-Tabari, who follow this method.
A third attitude to the gospels was expressed by ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Hamadhani
(d. 1025) and Aba Muhammad ibn Hazm (d. 1064), who accepted only literal
interpretations of the gospels. Ibn Hazm concluded that hardly any of the say-
ings of Jesus were genuine, having been put into his mouth by people who set
out to deliberately deceive others about his true character.®

6 See for more detail, see M. Beaumont, ‘Muslim Readings of John’s Gospel in the ‘Abbasid
Period’, Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations 19, 2008, pp. 179-197, and ‘Appropriating Chris-
tian Scriptures in a Muslim Refutation of Christianity: the Case of al-Radd al-jamil attributed
to al-Ghazalt, Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations 22, 2011, pp. 69—84. For a Christian re-
sponse to the deception theory, see M. Beaumont, “Ammar al-Basr1 on the Alleged Corruption
of the Gospels) in D. Thomas, ed., The Bible in Arab Christianity, Leiden, 2007, pp. 241—-256. For



THE CONTEXT OF MUSLIM REFUTATIONS OF CHRISTIANITY 49

al-Qasim ibn Ibrahim al-Hasani al-Rassi is the earliest known Muslim po-
lemicist to accept that much of Jesus’ teaching found in the gospels was authen-
tic. In his Refutation of the Christians, written possibly as a result of debating
with Christians in Egypt between 815 and 826, he quotes virtually the whole of
the ‘Sermon on the Mount’ from Matthew’s gospel as evidence for his argument
that Jesus did not think of himself as the exclusive Son of God but included
himself among his disciples as children of God, since Jesus continually asked
his disciples to call God their Father. al-Qasim refers to two texts from John's
gospel to support this interpretation. John 1:12 shows that those who believed
in Jesus were born of God and so God has many sons, and in John 8 Jesus told
his audience that if they obeyed God then they would be God’s sons. As a result
Christians must interpret the fatherhood of God and the sonship of Jesus and
other believers as the gospels present them.” However, al-Qasim does not con-
sider the texts from John’s gospel that take up so much attention in al-Radd
al-jamil and that were used by Christians precisely to argue for an exclusive
sonship for Jesus with his Father over against a more general sonship for disci-
ples with their Father.

The same is true of ‘Al1 al-Tabarl when he appeals to texts from John's gospel
to support his contention that Jesus did not teach that he was divine. He selects
those texts that appear to show the humanity of Jesus and studiously avoids the
texts discussed by the author of al-Radd al-jamil. His list begins with John 17:3
where Jesus says, ‘You are the one true God and you sent Jesus Christ, which
al-Tabari takes to be a statement of oneness (al-tawhid).® This is confirmed by
Jesus in 6:38, ‘I did not come to do my will but the will of the one who sent
me'. 2017, ‘T am going to my Father and your Father, to my God and your God’
is the clearest evidence that Jesus regarded himself as subordinate to God so
how could Christians make out that Jesus had the status of God himself? He
lists several other texts where Jesus speaks of being sent by his Father; 14:24,
‘My words are those of the one who sent me’, 14:31, ‘As my Father commanded
me so I do, 14:28, ‘My Father is more glorious and greater than I am), and 151
where Jesus says that he was the true vine and his Father was the vinedresser,

discussion of Muslim attitudes to the Bible and Christian responses see S.H. Griffith, ‘Arguing
from Scripture: the Bible in the Christian/Muslim Encounter in the Middle Ages), in T. Heffer-
man and T. Burman, eds, Scripture and Pluralism, Leiden, 2005, pp. 29-58, and D. Thomas, ‘The
Bible and the Kalam’, in D. Thomas, ed., The Bible in Arab Christianity, Leiden, 2007, pp. 175-
192.

7 al-Qasim ibn Ibrahim, Radd ala al-Nasara, ed., I. De Matteo, ‘Confutazione contro i cristiani
dello zaydita al-Qasim ibn Ibrahim’, Rivista degli Studi Orientali 9, pp. 301331, pp. 322—324.

8 ‘Ali al-Tabari, al-Radd ‘ala al-Nasara, p. 122.
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making a distinction between himself and God.® This extraction of suitable
texts from John's gospel becomes almost reckless when he quotes 1:18, ‘No one
has ever seen God), along with 8:40, I told you the truth I heard from God
Almighty’ to prove that God did not reveal ‘himself’ but only his ‘word’ He
finds the hidden-ness of God in the very context of 1:14-18 where John speaks
about the word becoming flesh and being seen by humans and the one and only
Son who is truly God making him known.!® Therefore, al-Tabarl uses the gospel
of John in a one-sided way to back up his assertion that Jesus never claimed
to be divine, but fails to deal with Johannine texts that appear to make that
claim.

‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Hamadhani (d. 1025) in The Confirmation of the Proofs of
Prophecy, written in 995, counsels caution with the notion of a metaphori-
cal interpretation of statements allegedly made by Jesus in John 8:58, T am
before Abraham’ and John 17:21, T am in my Father and my Father is in me..
He advises his Muslim reader, ‘You do not need a recounting of this or knowl-
edge of it ... You have no need for speculative interpretation of revelation.!
In the final analysis, if metaphorical interpretations are given by Muslims
to alleged sayings of Jesus this will not satisfy Christians who take them lit-
erally. Therefore Muslims should be aware that Christians are not content
to say ‘Christ is the son of God in that he is honoured, as a metaphor, but
they confess that Christ is ‘Entire god from entire god, true god from true
god, from the substance of his Father’? ‘Abd al-Jabbar rejects the Christian
scriptures as largely spurious. In the four gospels there are ‘Many impossi-
bilities (al-muhal), falsehoods (al-batil), absurdities (al-shukhf’), manifest lies
(al-kidhb al-zahir), and clear contradictions (al-tanaqud al-bayyin) ... There is
a little in them of the speech of Christ, his commandments, and his works.’3
For this polemicist, the detailed attention given to metaphorical readings of
Christian scripture by the author of al-Radd al-jamil is simply a futile exer-
cise.

Ibn Hazm shares this attitude of ‘Abd al-Jabbar towards the gospels. In the
second of four volumes ofhis Book of the Classification of Religious Communities,
Sects and Creeds he issues a severe attack on their reliability, arguing that they
were written by people who had few witnesses to Jesus. The gospel that Jesus

9 Ibid., pp. 124-125.

10 Ibid., p. 129.

11 ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Hamadhani, Critique of Christian Origins, Tathbit dal@’il al-nubuwwa, eds,
and trans., G.S. Reynolds and S.K. Samir, Provo, 2010, p. 41.

12 Ibid., p. 46.

13 Ibid,, pp. 96-97.
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brought was lost with only a few fragments to be found in the four extant
gospels.'* The search for genuine fragments of the true gospel produces meagre
results. There are numerous discrepancies between the Qur’an and the gospels,
as well as inconsistencies between gospels in the telling of the same stories,
such that the real Jesus is hardly seen. This is especially the case with John’s
gospel which he regards as ‘The greatest of the gospels in unbelief (kufr),
the biggest in contradictions (tanaqud) and the most complete in frivolity
(ruuna)’® Therefore, when Jesus is reported as saying that the Father has
handed over judgment to the Son in John 5:22—23, this cannot be authentic
because God does not give such authority to humans but retains it to himself.
In 14:20 Jesus says that he is in his Father and the disciples are in him and he
in them, but he could not have said this because God would be confined to
a human body. Nevertheless, John's gospel does contain authentic fragments,
such as the sayings in 6:38, where Jesus says he has come not to do his own will
but the will of the one who sent him, and in 10:29, where he says that his Father
is greater than he is.16 At this point, Ibn Hazm resorts to the same arguments
as al-Qasim, al-Tabari and ‘Abd al-Jabbar. It is notable that none of these four
accepts the genuineness of texts in John's gospel that suggest a divine status for
Jesus.

However, Abu Bakr al-Bagqillani does refer to texts from John's gospel that
Christians interpreted as evidence for the divinity of Jesus. John 10:30, T and
my Father are one’ and 14:9, ‘Whoever has seen me has seen my Father’ are two
such texts, but al-Baqillani thinks that they can be understood as metaphorical
statements by Jesus. So Muslims should say to Christians that Jesus was refer-
ring to God as his teacher and sender when he used the metaphor of father,
and that people encountered God when they saw Jesus in the sense that they
‘Had seen him and heard his wisdom and his commands and his prohibitions’”
If these sayings are taken literally then Jesus would be claiming to be one with
his Father with the result that birth and death would be attributed to the Father
and the Father would have a human body. Thus al-Bagillani appears to be the
first Muslim to argue for metaphorical intentions in the sayings of Jesus in
John's gospel that Christians took to be literal claims to divinity.

14  ibn Hazm, Kitab al-fasl fi-l-milal wa-l-ahwa’ wa-l-nihal, vol. 2, Cairo, 1900, p. 5. See further,
T. Pulcini, Exegesis of Polemical Discourse: Ibn Hazm on Jewish and Christian Scriptures,
New York, 1998.

15 Ibid., p. 61.

16 Ibid,, p. 65.

17 al-Baqillani, Kitab al-tamhid, p. 102. See also Thomas, Christian Doctrines in Islamic Theol-
0gy, pp- 198—201.
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The author of al-Radd al-jamil follows al-BagillanT’s lead in a systematic way
by interpreting in a metaphorical sense all the texts that taken literally would
support the divinity of Jesus. He even uses the same interpretation of 14:9 as the
earlier polemicist in arguing that seeing the Father in Jesus is hearing his com-
mands and prohibitions. The resort to metaphorical interpretation is therefore
not unique to al-Radd al-jamil, but no previous Muslim polemicist is as thor-
ough in his treatment of Johannine texts. Perhaps the most important passage
for the Christian assertion of the divinity of Jesus is the opening prologue of
John's gospel 1:1-18, where the only begotten Son of the Father became human
to confer sonship on others. The author of al-Radd al-jamil understands the
significance of these verses for Christians who take 1:1, ‘In the beginning was
the word and the word was with God and the word was God’ to mean that the
word is the second person of the Trinity who is the Son of the Father. Even if
this interpretation is granted, the Christian view that the word is identified with
Jesus is not secure despite the fact that 1:14, ‘The word became flesh and dwelt
among us and we have seen his glory’ is understood to make that identification.
The author accepts that the text in Coptic can be read to teach that the word
fashioned a human body in which to dwell among humans, but this translation
must be wrong since it leads to the conclusion that God made a human body
for himself in which to dwell among humans. No intelligent person could pos-
sibly accept that such an event could take place. The correct reading must be
that the word was in human beings in the sense that they received the word
of God and became his children as in 1:12, where those who received the word
were given the right to be God’s children. This understanding is supported by
the concept of the light of God coming to humans in verses 4-9. God shone his
light on humanity yet many remained in darkness, another way of saying that
God spoke by His word of truth to bring humanity out of darkness. So verse 10,
‘The word was in the world’ means that God spoke to humanity and enabled
those in darkness to be His sons.

This metaphorical interpretation contrasts with Ibn Hazm’s literal reading
which accords with the Christian understanding of the passage that the word
is both God and human.!® Ibn Hazm understands John to say that God became
flesh (sara lahm) and lived among them (sakana fi-him), but this cannot have
happened because 118 says that no-one has seen God, and how can they have
not seen God if God really became human?'® The contrast between the literal
and figurative interpretations is very vivid. Ibn Hazm follows the Christian

18  Ibn Hazm, op. cit., pp. 61-62.
19  Ibid,, p. 63.
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reading of the passage and denounces it. The author of al-Radd al-jamil denies
the validity of Christian literalism by finding metaphor in John’s writing that
can be made to cohere with Muslim presuppositions of the humanity of Jesus
and the transcendence of God. Ibn Hazm accepts the Christian reading of 114
that the word entered the world in human flesh, not as inspired speech given to
Jesus by God, but as the very nature of God in Jesus. His adherence to literalism
in hermeneutics accords with the natural meaning of the text, and his rejection
of the truth of the teaching follows an accurate reading of the verse. However,
the author of al-Radd al-jamil relies on Islamic thought to interpret the concept
‘became’ in 1:14. Since God and the created world are absolutely separate, God
cannot ‘become’ human, and therefore the ‘becoming’ of the word of God has
to be read as a metaphor if the text is to be accepted as making a truthful
contribution to the understanding of Jesus. Ibn Hazm’s interpretation is in line
with the semantics of the text, but the author of al-Radd al-jamil fails to pay
proper regard to the obvious meaning of the phrase.

Another text that is singled out in al-Radd al-jamil is 8:58, where Jesus says ‘I
am before Abraham was’. While 1:14 is a confession of faith by the writer of the
gospel, and could possibly be regarded as not truly representative of Jesus’ own
teaching about himself, this saying of Jesus that he existed prior to Abraham
could be taken as more direct evidence for Jesus’ own view of his status as much
more than a messenger sent by God. Indeed, Christians referred to this text in
dialogue with Muslims to support their claim that Jesus himself taught that he
was divine. One example is Habib ibn Khidma Abt R@’ita, a Jacobite theologian
active in the early ninth century, who was a contemporary of al-Qasim and al-
Tabarl. In his Letter on the Incarnation he accepts that John’s gospel includes
sayings of Jesus that Muslims can use to argue that Jesus did not claim to be
God. Two of these are 20:17, where Jesus said to his disciples ‘I am returning to
my Father and your Father, to my God and your God), and 14:28, ‘The Father is
greater than I However, he lists another group of sayings of Jesus from John’s
gospel that Muslims must recognise as proof for his divinity.

He whom you describe as saying: ‘I am going up to my Father and your
Father, to my God and your God' ... is he who said: ‘The one who sees
me sees my Father’ [John 14:9], T am in my Father, and my Father is in
me’ [John 10:38], and ‘I and my Father are one’ [John 10:30] ... and that
he always was, before Abraham existed [John 8:58], and other sublime
statements that point to his divinity (/ahut).20

20  Abu R@ita, ‘al-Risala fi-l-tajassud;, in S.T. Keating, ed., and trans., Defending the “People
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The final text in the list is 8:58, in which Jesus claims to pre-exist Abraham,
and is probably placed last as the strongest evidence for Jesus’ claim to be
divine. Abu R¥’ita was familiar with Muslim use of texts in John’s gospel that
supported the subordination of Jesus to God. But his quotation of the above
group of sayings shows that Muslims tended to ignore any texts that implied
his divinity.

The author of A Fitting Refutation takes 8:58 to mean that when Jesus said
to his Jewish audience ‘Your father Abraham wanted to see my day and he saw
it and rejoiced’, he intended that Abraham saw Jesus in his mind rather than
through his physical eyes. So then Jesus was in Abraham’s mental vision. In
other words, when Jesus said, ‘I am before Abraham’, he meant that Abraham
came to know about the appointment of Jesus as God’s messenger and this led
him to rejoice. According to this interpretation, Jesus had an existence for Abra-
ham in a visionary sense, and this removes the need to think of Jesus actually
existing at the time of Abraham. This figurative reading can be compared with
the treatment of this saying by al-Bagillani, who knows that Christians think
Jesus means to say that he was a descendent of Abraham as a human being
but that he existed before Abraham as divine. Muslims should reply that Jesus
may have meant that there were many of his religion and law before Abraham
who followed previous prophets, or that he may have meant that he was known
before Abraham by the angels, or that he would be raised on the day of res-
urrection before Abraham.?! al-Baqillani offers both literal and metaphorical
interpretations here, but the literal reading relates to the future resurrection
rather than the past life of Abraham, so removing the notion of Jesus’ existence
prior to that of Abraham. For al-Bagqillani, the saying does not ‘Provide evidence
for the divinity (rubiibiyya) of a human being who eats food and walks around
in the streets'?2 Both Muslim writers seek for alternatives to the traditional
Christian assumption that Jesus must be referring to his pre-existent state as
the divine word not yet incarnate as Jesus Christ. While there are indications
that the author of al-Radd al-jamil may have been familiar with al-BagillanT’s
work, since he follows closely the latter’s choice of Biblical miracle stories and
the interpretation of John 14:9, ‘Whoever has seen me has seen the Father, he
takes an independent line on the interpretation of this text.

of Truth” in the Early Islamic Period: The Christian Apologies of Abu R@’itah, Leiden, 2006,

pp. 268—271. For Abu R@’ita’s biography see S.H. Griffith, ‘Habib ibn Khidmah Aba R@’ita, a

Christian mutakallim of the First Abbasid Century’, Oriens Christianus 64,1980, pp. 161—201.
21 al-Bagillani, p. 103. Thomas, Christian Doctrines, pp. 200—201.

22 Ibid.
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In summary, of the three main attitudes to Christian scripture among Mus-
lim polemicists, the approach of al-Radd al-jamil is the most inclusive in the
sense that passages that seem to support the divinity of Jesus are accepted
as authentic testimony to him, while being interpreted to support only his
humanity. al-Qasim and al-Tabari were only willing to accept as genuine those
texts that could fit into an Islamic view of Jesus. As a result they attempted to
argue that the developed creedal faith of the Christians was a dramatic depar-
ture from the original teaching of Jesus. Thus al-Qasim’s appeal to virtually the
whole of the ‘Sermon on the Mount’ in Matthew’s gospel as illustrative of the
true Jesus could only work because he ignored claims to divine status made by
Jesus in the gospel of John. Similarly, al-Tabari culled a considerable number of
verses from all four gospels including a significant number from John’s gospel
yet never quoted any verses that might bear witness to Jesus as divine.

The second attitude to the gospels, exemplified by ‘Abd al-Jabbar and Ibn
Hazm, was to regard virtually the whole enterprise of gospel writing as fiction.
Like al-Tabari, ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives a list of gospel texts that prove the humanity
and disprove the divinity of Jesus. When Jesus said in John 20117, ‘God is my
Lord and your Lord, my God and your God’, he meant he was ‘A servant of God,
subject to a Lord’23 He repeats al-TabarT's appeal to John 17:3, concluding in
identical fashion, ‘Look at how he clearly proclaims monotheism and claims
to be a prophet!'?* He then quotes John 8:37, 6:38, 14:24, Matthew 20:28, John
12:45, 17:25-26, 5:36, 5:30, Matthew 24:36, 1016—17, Luke 12:13-14, John 11:41-
42, and Matthew 26:39 before concluding that Jesus ‘Acknowledged in himself
servanthood, weakness, need, poverty, and want’25 If Christians quote other
texts from their gospels such as Matthew 28:19, where Jesus is reported as calling
his disciples to baptize followers in the name of the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit, or John 8:58, in which he claims to have existed before Abraham,
then Muslims should say to them, ‘This is not the first time Christ has been lied
about’26 Here is the seed of Ibn Hazm’s wholesale rejection of sayings of Jesus in
which he appears to claim divine status. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s brief dismissal of such
texts as inauthentic shows how common a literal interpretation of the sayings
of Jesus was among Muslim polemicists in the ninth and tenth centuries.

Ibn Hazm pointed out the particularly deceptive nature of John’s inventions
in comparison with the other three gospel writers. This is because John explic-
itly taught the incarnation of the word of God, something not spoken about

23 ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Critique of Christian Origins, p. 40.
24  Ibid.

25  Ibid., p. 36.

26 Ibid.



56 THE CONTEXT OF MUSLIM REFUTATIONS OF CHRISTIANITY

by the other gospel writers. Ibn Hazm’s theory of the disappearance of Jesus’
original teaching immediately after his life meant that it was not likely that he
would find any genuine teaching in the four gospels. Surprisingly, he was able
to dig out fragments of the real Jesus even from the detestable gospel of John,
showing that the influence of the earlier attitude of al-Qasim and al-Tabar1
remained. Nevertheless, he did not place much value on these fragments as
offering a fuller portrait of Jesus than provided in the Qur’an. The upshot of Ibn
Hazm’s position is that the Christian faith has no firm origin in the teaching of
Jesus.

The third attitude adopted by al-Baqillani and the author of al-Radd al-
Jjamil was to treat the sayings of Jesus in the four gospels as largely genuine,
thus making possible a more realistic dialogue with Christians by treating their
scriptures with respect. By arguing for a metaphorical intention on the part of
Jesus when he implied his divinity and of John when he wrote about the word
in human nature, the author of al-Radd al-jamil was able to align such passages
in the gospel of John with Islamic presuppositions of the teaching of Jesus
and of correct belief about him. For example, if God can indwell believers in a
spiritual rather than physical sense as Jesus seems to teach, then the indwelling
of God in Jesus himself may be of the same character, and any claim to a unique
indwelling of God in Jesus is undermined. So if he asks for his disciples to be
one with God as he is one then Jesus is admitting that his union with God
can in principle be experienced by others. The turn to metaphor could only
work well if the literal sense was obviously not intended. Therefore, in the end
the third attitude fails the hermeneutical test of contextual understanding by
an arbitrary insistence on the priority of metaphor for all those claims to a
transcendent status for Jesus in the gospel of John. Nevertheless, this approach
was much more open to Christian regard for the gospel of John than Ibn
Hazm’s denunciation or the reductionism of al-Qasim, al-Tabari and ‘Abd al-
Jabbar.27

27  Foracomplete inventory of Muslim references to texts from the gospels see M. Accad, ‘The
Gospels in the Muslim Discourse of the Ninth to the Fourteenth Centuries: An Exegetical
Inventorial Table), Islam and Christian-Muslim Relations 14, 2003, Part 1; pp. 6791, Part 2;
pp- 205—220, Part 3; pp. 337-352, Part 4; pp. 459-479.
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The Jacobite Belief That the Union of the Soul and Body is an
Analogy for the Union of the Divinity and Humanity of Jesus is
Inappropriate

The Jacobites represented one of the three main Christian views of the union of
the divinity and humanity in Jesus and are treated first in this refutation, before
the Melkites and the Nestorians. They were named after Jacob Baradaeus who
became the leader of those in the Near Eastern churches that could not accept
the definition of the Council of Chalcedon (451), which the Emperor Justinian 1
sought to impose in 536 by condemning ‘one nature’ Christology as heresy.
Under the patronage of the Empress Theodora, Jacob ordained many clergy
with miaphysite convictions.?® Jacobites did not accept the way the union of
the divinity and humanity was expressed by those who followed the Chalcedo-
nian definition, which entailed ‘one hypostasis in two natures; unity on the
level of the hypostasis; difference on the level of the physis.?® Jacobites held
to the unity of hypostasis and physis, so that the one physis was equivalent to
the hypostasis of the incarnate word.3° In other words, Jacobites rejected the
Chalcedonian conception of two natures (physeis) in Christ, one divine and
the other human, preferring to believe that Christ had one divine nature in
a human body. They agreed with the Chalcedonian definition in confessing
the hypostasis of the Son, together with the hypostasis of the Father and the
hypostasis of the Holy Spirit in the Trinity.

al-Radd al-jamil defines Jacobites as those who believe that God created the
humanity of Jesus and then united with it, in such a way that a third real-
ity occurred by the connection of divinity and humanity, which shares all the
attributes of divinity and humanity. They point to the connection between
the soul and the body in a human being as an analogy for the connection
between the divine and the human in Jesus. The author argues that the anal-
ogy is unworkable because any connection between the divine and human
would necessitate the divine having human components, and this is impos-

28 See A.S. Atiya, A History of Eastern Christianity, London, 1968, p. 182, and H. Murre-Van Den
Berg, ‘Syriac Christianity’, in K. Parry, ed., The Blackwell Companion to Eastern Christianity,
Oxford, 2007, pp. 249—268, pp. 252—253.

29 See A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 2:2, London, 1995, p. 507. See further,
for a defence of ‘one nature’ Christology against those who held a ‘two nature’ Christology,
S.T. Keating, ‘Habib ibn Khidma Aba R@’ita al-Takritl’s “The Refutation of the Melkites
concerning the Union [of the Divinity and Humanity in Christ] (111)"}, in D. Thomas, ed.,
Christians at the Heart of Islamic Rule, Leiden, 2003, pp. 39-53.

30  Ibid, p.504.
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sible because God cannot have any contingent attributes but only necessary
ones. Therefore no created thing can exist in the essence of God. When the Jaco-
bites say that the properties of the divinity and the humanity come together in
a new reality which contains all the properties of divinity and humanity, they
are speaking in contradictory language. Even to claim that divinity in its com-
pleteness is connected to humanity implies that the essence of God needs the
humanity for its existence. If Jacobites argue that in a human being there are
bodily attributes such as sensation, growth, changeability, passing away and
possessing a location, as well as attributes of the soul such as speech, percep-
tion and understanding, and that these different attributes are united in the
one human being, they should be told that the analogy does not apply to God
who does not have bodily attributes.

Muslim engagement with Jacobite Christology is found as early as al-Qasim
ibn Ibrahim, who understands that Jacobites believe that the Son took a body
from Mary and became incarnate in it as one united being, as humans are a
uniting of body and spirit.3! However, he does not single Jacobites out from
Melkites and Nestorians in his critique of the incarnation. The earliest sus-
tained Muslim criticism of Jacobite concepts is by Abu ‘Isa al-Warraq (d. 861) in
his Refutation of the Incarnation. He subjects the union of divinity and human-
ity in one nature to a thorough logical analysis. If Jacobites believe that Christ
was eternal in divinity and temporal in humanity then he cannot be one nature
but has to be two. If Christ is divine and human in one nature then Jacobites
must concede that ‘One who has always been was one who was not. This is
confusion of expression’32 If they claim that Christ is a third entity as a result
of the union of the divine and human then the third entity is ‘Different from
this human born of Mary, who was brought up, ate, drank, commanded and
prohibited, and different from the eternal word’33

A defence of Jacobite Christology in the early ninth century came from Abt
R@’ita in his Letter on the Incarnation. In order to commend the incarnation of
the word he uses several analogies to show that the word can be incarnated
without changing its state. Fire does not change when it is embodied in wood
or candles, light does not change after it is embodied in the sun, and the soul
does not change when it is embodied in a human.3* However, a Muslim might

31 al-Qasim, op. cit., p. 316.

32  Abi Isa al-Warraq, ‘al-Radd “ala al-ittihad, in D. Thomas, ed. and trans., Early Muslim
Polemic against Christianity, Abii Isa al-Warraq’s ‘Against the Incarnation’, Cambridge,
2002, pp. 242—243.

33 Ibid, pp. 260—261.

34  Abu R®ita, op. cit., pp. 228—231.
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protest that God is then limited to a human body, which is impossible. The
answer should be that as the light in the sun, the fire in the coal, and the soul in
the body are embodied without change or limitation, so it is with the word of
God who is incarnate without being changed in essence, or being limited by the
human body.35 Thus by the ninth century Muslims were interrogating Jacobites
about their distinctive view of the union of the divinity and humanity of Jesus,
and Jacobite Christians were attempting to provide adequate answers. Perhaps
the most eminent Jacobite in the period before al-Radd al-jamil was Yahya
ibn ‘Adi (893—974), a native of Takrit, who distinguished himself in Baghdad
as a translator, philosopher and theologian. He produced a passage-by-passage
response to Abt ‘Tsa al-Warraq’s treatise on the incarnation, defending not only
Jacobites like himself but also Melkites and Nestorians criticised by al-Warragq.
His specific answers to the latter’s two fundamental objections quoted above
are firstly, that Jacobites do not speak about Christ being eternal in divinity and
temporal in humanity, but they refer to Christ as ‘One substance ( jawhar) from
two substances ( jawharayn), one of them is divinity and the other is humanity".
For Jacobites, Christ’s one substance is composed from two substances just
as one horse is composed of soul (nafs) and body.36 In other words, the two
separate substances of divinity and humanity have been taken up into a united
substance so that there is no question of Christ being one or other but always
both together in a united entity, and this is not confusion of expression. The
answer to the second objection of al-Warraq is that the third entity composed
of the two substances of divinity and humanity is affected by events in different
ways, such that it is possible to speak of them as occurring to either the divinity
or the humanity in the third entity. It is evident that whoever touches one of
the members of a body without touching the other members still touches the
body’ With respect to Christ, whatever affects him can be described as touching
a particular part of him, or ‘One of the two substances apart from the other
as much as the substance constituted from these two substances’3? Yahya's
explanation shows how Jacobites could believe that the third entity ate and
drank and suffered and died, yet was the incarnate word who lives eternally
without splitting into two separate substances as a result of these different
realities.

35  Ibid, pp. 234—235.

36  Abu ‘Isa al-Warraq-Yahya ibn ‘Adi, De ’Incarnation, ed., and trans., E. Platti, (Corpus
Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium), vol. 491, Louvain, 1987, p. 164. See further, E. Platti,
Yahya ibn Adi, Théologien Chrétien et Philosophe Arabe: sa Théologie de !'Incarnation,
(Orientalia Louvensia Analecta 14), Leuven, 1983.

37 Ibid, p.195.
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al-Warraq hardly refers to the analogy of the soul and body in his critique
of Jacobite Christology, but a Muslim contemporary of Yahya, Abu-l-Husayn
Ahmad ibn Muhammad al-Misr1 attacks the concept strongly in a dialogue
with Yahya recorded in his Polemic against the Nestorians.38 al-Misr1 argues that
the use of the analogy of the union of the soul and the body is inadequate to
establish the union of divinity and humanity in Christ. He alleges that Jacobites
rely on Aristotle for their conception of human nature as soul and body, but that
there is no prooffor this.3° Yahya denies that he is dependent on Aristotle for his
understanding of human nature, but concedes that men of science agree with
the Jacobite view. ‘I have not used the example that I have given concerning
humanity, his being constituted of soul and body because Aristotle said so, but
because it is true’49 al-Misr1’s argument is reflected in al-Radd al-jamil, where
the author believes that Christians have a tendency to rely on the authority
of philosophers in their conception of the union of the divine and human
in Jesus. They think that the connection between the soul and the body put
forward by them is proof for the union of divinity and humanity. However, the
philosophical construction depends on complicated and enigmatic thinking
which is not self-evident. Then also, like al-Warraq and al-Misri, the author of
al-Radd al-jamil thinks that the notion of a union of divinity and humanity
in a third entity is simply impossible because human characteristics would
inevitably be attributed to the divinity, and contingent attributes would be
predicated of the eternal God. Thus, the refutation of the Jacobites in al-Radd
al-jamil shows familiarity with the kinds of arguments articulated by previous
Muslim polemicists such as al-Warraq and al-Misri.

The Melkite Separation of the Divine and Human Natures in Jesus
at the Point of His Death is Irrational

The second Christian community considered in al-Radd al-jamil was named
‘Melkites) from the Syriac ‘malkanyia’, or ‘followers of the Emperor, because
they adhered to the Chalcedonian definition imposed as orthodoxy by the
Emperor Justinian 1 in 536.# The earliest known reference by a Christian

38 See E. Platti, ed., and trans., La Grande Polémique Antinestorienne de Yahya b. Adi, (Corpus
Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium), vols 427-428, 437-438, Louvain, 1981-1982.

39  Abu-l-Husayn al-Misti, in La Grande Polémique Antinestorienne de Yahya b. Adi, vol. 427,
pp. 97-99-

40  Yahya ibn ‘Adj, in La Grande Polémique Antinestorienne de Yahya b. Ad, vol. 427, p. 101.

41 See A Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 2:4, London, 1996, p. 63.
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writing in Arabic to ‘al-Malakiyya’ is by Abu R&’ita in his Refutation of the
Melkites, in which he defends his own Jacobite beliefs.#2 As for the earliest
Muslim writers to refer to them, al-Qasim ibn Ibrahim calls them ‘al-Rum’,*3
while al-Warraq describes them using Abu R@’ita’s term ‘al-Malakiyya'**

The distinctive Christology of the Melkites is conveniently presented in
Arabic by Theodore Abu Qurra (d. circa 830), sometime Bishop of Harran and
noted debater with Jews and Muslims, in his Confession of the Orthodox Faith.*5
He outlines the definition of Chalcedon, stressing that the eternal Son became
a perfect man (insanan kamilan) like one of us, except without sin, and also
perfect God (illahan tamman) as he is eternally. He has two natures (tabi'atayn)
and one hypostasis; the divine nature which the Father and the Spirit have,
and the human nature which each of us has.*¢ He defends this ‘two nature’
Christology against the ‘one nature’ Jacobite view by arguing that they are
wrong to hold that Christ only had one divine nature but not a human one. By
doing so they introduce change, suffering and death into the divine nature.#”

The author of al-Radd al-jamil represents Melkites as believing that the
humanity and divinity in Christ are two distinct realities that are not mixed
or blended, but that Christ is a hypostasis of the divinity alone, taken from
the two realities and united with the universal humanity. He criticises them
for saying that the divine is taken from the human since that would imply
that the temporal is a condition of the eternal, and also for speaking of a
universal humanity which has no actual existence but remains only a mental
concept. The author notes that some more recent Melkites have moved away
from the concept of the universal humanity in favour of a union of the divine
with a particular human being. However, both types of Melkites have similar
difficulties with the crucifixion, in that since Christ is a hypostasis of the divine
reality only, it must mean that the crucifixion of Christ affected that divine
reality. The author reports that Melkites admit that the union of the divinity
and humanity is not capable of full explanation, but they do explain that Christ,
who is a hypostasis of the divine reality, was crucified yet the suffering of the

42 See Abt R@’ita, ‘al-Radd ‘ala al-Malakiyya), in G. Graf, ed., Die Schriften des Abu Ra’itah, (Cor-
pus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium), vols 130-131, Louvain, 1951, vol. 130, pp. 105—
130.

43 al-Qasim, op, cit., p. 316.

44  al-Warragq, op, cit., pp. 86-87.

45 See Aba Qurra, Imana al-Urthaduksiyya) ed., I. Dick, in ‘Deux Ecrits Inédits de Théodore
Abuqurra, Le Museon 72, 1959, pp. 53—67.

46  Ibid., pp. 56—57.

47  Ibid., pp. 57-58.
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crucified Christ did not affect that divine reality but only touched the human
reality. But this is irrational and not supported by the testimony of their gospels.

The substance of these arguments goes back to earlier Muslim critique. al-
Warrag, for example, considers that the concept of the universal humanity is
unworkable. After all, the individual Christ was born and grew up and died,
so then the universal humanity would have been born and grown up and
died. ‘If this verdict about him is real and not metaphorical, then the universal
increased and decreased, ate and drank, grew fat and thin, went and came, was
sick and healthy, died and lived, and accidents and events affected it’*8 In the
end, Melkites are forced by the logic of what actually happened to acknowledge
that Christ was an individual human being, and that ‘There is no more than the
birth and sonship of the individual’#® al-Baqillani develops the criticism that
the eternal would be compromised by union with the temporal. If the word
indwells the created body then they are claiming that the eternal is affected by
the temporal. He poses the question, ‘Since in the eternal there is no touching or
mixing or blending, how can you deny that the activity of the bodies, touching,
mixing and moving is eternal?’>° The basic problem with the union of divine
and human natures is precisely that the attributes of the one nature affect those
ofthe other and there is no escape from this confusion. The third criticism in al-
Radd al-jamil concerning the effect of the crucifixion on the divine hypostasis
is also given by al-Warraqg, who has an unerring capacity to unmask the internal
contradictions of Melkite beliefs about the suffering of Christ.

If eyes cannot behold the eternal hypostasis nor hands touch him, and the
general substance which is the universal human is not an individual being
subsisting of itself whom eyes might behold and hands touch, and the
Messiah, according to you, is these two things or is the eternal hypostasis
possessing the two substances, as you frequently say, then eyes cannot
behold the Messiah nor hands grasp him. So how could he be crucified,
killed or buried?>!

al-Warraq attempts to drive a wedge between the union of divine and human
natures in the eternal hypostasis by forcing Melkites to admit that the united
natures would have been crucified and put to death with all the dreadful
consequences for the divine nature so trapped in union with the humanity.

48  al-Warraq, op. cit., pp. 132-133.

49  Ibid., pp.136-137.

50  al-Bagillani, op. cit., p. 89. Thomas, op. cit., pp. 176-177.
51 al-Warragq, pp. 162-163.
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‘Allowing such things to happen to him would, according to your principles,
bring him within the attributes of temporal and created beings—may our God
and Lord be exalted far above attributes of weakness and limitation’5>2

Such Muslim concern to protect God from suffering and death was dealt
with by Melkite apologists by claiming that the hypostasis of the word was
a union of divine and human natures, with the result that only the human
nature suffered and died. Abu Qurra’s criticism of the Jacobites was that their
belief in Christ as one divine nature entailed the suffering and death of God.
This criticism is repeated by Butrus, Melkite Bishop of al-Bayt Ra’s in the late
ninth century, who alleges that Jacobites make the suffering and death of Christ
affect the nature of God.53 His own explanation of the crucifixion is that Christ
experienced suffering and death in his humanity ( fi-nasuti-hi) but that he was
not ‘Crucified or put to death in his divinity’ ( fi-lahiti-hi).5* In other words, the
Melkite understanding of two natures in one hypostasis allows a distinction to
be made between actions of the humanity and divinity that seem much more
difficult for Jacobites, who hold that the one divine hypostasis acts, thus leaving
no escape from the conclusion that God suffers and dies. Melkites then thought
that they were in a stronger position to defend God from the Muslim accusation
that he is subject to change and limitation and death than Jacobites were. For
their part, Jacobites like Yahya ibn ‘Ad1 could explain that the divine hypostasis
is constituted of divinity and humanity such that the actions of Christ were
capable of being divine or human just as the Melkites argued.

Christ is one hypostasis ( jawhar) constituted from two hypostases ( jaw-
harayn), one of them is the divinity which cannot be affected or influ-
enced by any kind of suffering, nor can killing, death, burial, or anything
like these reach him; and the other one is the humanity that all of this
reaches. It is clear that each of these hypostases is part of the one hyposta-
sis that is Christ.55

52  Ibid.

53 See Eutychius of Alexandria. The Book of the Demonstration, part 1, ed., P. Cachia, (Corpus
Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium), vol. 192, Louvain, 1960, p. 74. Although often
attributed to Eutychius Sa‘id ibn al-Bitriq, Melkite Patriarch of Alexandria (877-940), the
oldest manuscripts attribute the work to Butrus, Melkite Bishop of al-Bayt Ra’s who was
probably active in the late ninth and early tenth centuries. See M. Swanson, ‘Folly to the
Hunafa’, PhD, P1SAI Rome, 1992, p. 67.

54 Ibid., p. 101.

55  Yahya ibn ‘Adi, De ’Incarnation, p. 33.
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Jacobites, like Melkites, conceived of Christ’s actions being either divine or
human and so both communities sought to distance the divine from suffering
and death in the face of Muslim polemic. It is curious that the author of al-
Radd al-jamil singles out the Melkites for special criticism over the involvement
of the divine nature in the crucifixion. al-Warraq alleges that Jacobites as well
as Melkites share the same erroneous teaching that the divinity is so united
with the humanity that there is no separation at the moment of Christ’s death,
and therefore the divinity must have suffered death.>¢ However, both Muslim
polemicists agree that the supposed crucifixion of Christ inevitably results in
Christian contortion of language about how God is thought to be involved in
the event. Christian talk about the cross cannot but be contradictory.

The Nestorian Conviction That the Will of Jesus was United with
the Will of God is Not Supported by the Christian Gospels

The author of al-Radd al-jamil criticises Nestorian Christians for believing that
the will of God and the will of Jesus were united, for it is plain in the gospels that
this was not always the case. If Christians claim that the crucifixion was willed
by God, then the story about Jesus pleading for the cross to be taken away and
his speaking of being rejected by his Father on the cross prove that Jesus’ will
was not in line with God’s will. There are many instances in the gospels that
show the same result, such as Jesus’ intention to gather the children of Israel to
follow him, but his lack of success in this demonstrates a disconnection with
God’s will. Another example is his confession that he did not know the future
time that God had willed.

The Nestorian Church was named after Nestorius, the Bishop of Constan-
tinople, who was anathematized at the Council of Ephesus in 431 for refusing to
confess that Mary was God-bearer (theotokos), and exiled in 436. Nestorians did
not accept the definition of the Council of Chalcedon in 451, which stated that
Christ was one hypostasis in two natures. Nestorians preferred to speak about
two hypostases rather than two natures.5” Emperor Zeno expelled Nestorians
from the Roman Empire between 474 and 491 and they settled mainly in
Mesopotamia and Persia.>8

56  al-Warraq, pp. 120-124.

57 See A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 2:4, London, 1996, p. 504.

58  See A.S. Atiya, A History of Eastern Christianity, p. 252. Sebastian Brock thinks that that
the Church of the East should have been named not after Nestorius but Theodore of
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As a result, when Caliph al-Mansur established the capital of the Islamic
empire in his new city of Baghdad in 762, the main Christian community in
the area was Nestorian. Thus it is not surprising that when his successor al-
Mahdi wanted to have an audience with a Christian leader he should summon
the Nestorian Patriarch, Timothy 1. The latter mentions in a letter to a priest
called Sargis in 782-783 that he had been invited by the Caliph to discuss
Christian teaching.5 A report of the dialogue was subsequently produced in
Syriac and in Arabic.6° Timothy answers questions posed by al-Mahdi on a wide
range of Christian beliefs and practices including the incarnation, which the
Caliph understands to imply a biological connection between God and Jesus
through Mary. Timothy’s denial is met by the assertion that Christians surely
believe that Jesus is God’s son. The Patriarch’s response is to make a distinction
between Christ’s eternal sonship and his temporal one. ‘We believe that the
Messiah was born of the Father as his word and that he was born of the Virgin
Mary as a man; and that his birth from the Father is eternal before time, and
that his birth from Mary took place in time without a human father’.6! al-Mahdi
sees two separate Christs in this confession of faith, one temporal and the
other eternal, but Timothy argues that although there are two separate points
of origin for the divine and human natures of Christ, there is unity after the
incarnation. ‘There are not two Messiahs or two Sons but one Messiah and
one Son who has two natures (tabi‘atayn), divine and human, because he is
the word of God who took a human body and became a man (sara insanan).62
The Caliph cannot accept that two different types of nature could unite without
losing their distinctiveness, but the Patriarch appeals to the unity of the mind

Mopsuestia (d. 428) whose Christology is foundational for the church. See S.P. Brock, The
Nestorian Church: A Lamentable Misnomer’, Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library
of Manchester, 78, 1996, pp. 23—35. W. Baum and D. Winkler also regard the connection
to Nestorius as misleading in The Church of the East: A Concise History, New York, 2003,
pp. 30-31. Nevertheless, the name Nestorian was used by other Christian communities of
the Church of the East, and Muslim writers followed suit.

59 See Epistle 59 in Les Lettres du Patriarche Nestorien Timothée I, ed., RJ. Bidawid, Rome,
1956, pp. 42—43. Since Timothy became Patriarch in 780, the meeting probably took place
in 781

60  The Syriac text is edited and translated into English by A. Mingana as ‘The Apology of
Timothy the Patriarch before the Caliph al-Mahdi’, Woodbrooke Studies 11,1928, pp. 1-162.
The Arabic text is edited by L. Cheikho in Al-Mashriq 19, 1921, pp. 359—374, and pp. 408—
418. This Arabic text is reproduced with a French translation by H. Putman in L’ Eglise sous
Timothée 1, Beirut, 1975.

61 See H. Putman, L’Eglt’se sous Timothée 1, appendix, p. 9.

62 Ibid., p. 10.
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and body in a human being as an analogy for the unity of two natures without
loss of distinctions. While the appeal to the mind-body union is characteristic
of Jacobite miaphysite Christology, Timothy shows that Nestorian diophysite
thought could make use of the same example.

The assessment of the author of al-Radd al-jamil that Nestorians believe that
the union of divinity and humanity occurs in the will is less true of Timothy
than of a Nestorian of the next generation, ‘Ammar al-Basr1, who produced
the most complete extant Nestorian defence of the incarnation in the face of
Muslim challenge in the period before al-Radd al-jamil. Little is known about
‘Ammar al-Basr1 apart from the fact that he was a contemporary of the Muslim
scholar Abu-1-Hudhayl al-‘Allaf (d. circa 850) who wrote a ‘Book against ‘Ammar
the Christian in refutation of the Christians’ according to the FiArist of Ibn
al-Nadim.3 Therefore, it can be said that ‘Ammar was active as a Nestorian
theologian in the first half of the ninth century and was able to attract the
attention of a leading Muslim writer. His defence of the incarnation comes in
two works, a Book of the Proof and a Book of Questions and Answers, with the
latter containing the most detailed account.5*

Among 51 questions about the incarnation answered by ‘Ammar in his Book
of Questions and Answers, comes question 26, namely, Was it possible for Christ
to lose his purity after becoming human? The answer is yes it was possible,
but he did not lose his purity. He was not prevented from sinning by God’s
decree because he had to obey God’s will like any other human being. He was
not protected from temptation to rebel or go astray. ‘He was sinless through his
desire (hawan) and his will (mashr'a)’%5 This stress on the continuous testing of
the obedience of Christ set Nestorians apart from Jacobites and Melkites, who
together held that the purity of Christ was established at the point of union
between divinity and humanity, and that the divine mind in Christ would never
countenance the possibility of sinning. For example, Abti Qurra, ‘Ammar’s
Melkite contemporary, writes of ‘The divinity abiding in the incarnate word,
not subject to any limitation, suffering or death which belong to the human
nature’.6 Thus it was Nestorian Christology that made room for a dynamic

63 ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-fihrist, ed., M. Rida-Tajaddud, Tehran, 1971, p. 204, trans., B. Dodge,
The Fihrist of al-Nadim, New York, 1970, vol. 1, p. 388.
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relationship between the Son and the Father that depended on the moment by
moment unity of will between Father and Son, rather than a relationship whose
shape was fully determined from the moment of the uniting of the eternal
Son with the humanity. Question 30 probes this exact issue by asking, Was
the outcome of the union not already decided before it took place? ‘Ammar’s
answer involves the analogy of a son who inherits from his father needing
to prove his faithfulness to his father throughout his life. In the same way,
the human nature of Christ has to prove by action that it is worthy of union
with the divine.6? The gospels provide an example of this reality in the life of
Jesus. In Matthew 11:27, Jesus claims that his Father has given him all things,
whereas only in 28:19, after his resurrection, does he claim to have all authority
in heaven and in earth. Jesus possessed authority during his life but he could
only exercise that authority after fully obeying the will of his Father, which
included death and resurrection.5® In other words, there was potential for
perfect union between the divine and human from the moment of conception,
but the actuality of that union depended on harmony of Christ’s will with his
Father’s will even under the severest testing.

Muslim criticism of the unity of will between the divinity and humanity is
seen very fully in al-Warraq's Refutation of the Uniting. He challenges the notion
that the will of Christ uniquely corresponds to the will of God. Surely other
angelic and human beings can will in concord with the will of God. If Nestorians
reply that only Christ’s will was perfectly conformed to the will of God, then
they should be asked if the perfect will of God was manifest at the moment
of uniting. ‘Could his entire will have become manifest, so that he had no will
left to appear at the time when he was in the difficulty of death or weakness,
when there was no more strength?’6 If they say that he merited honour by
bringing his will into conformity with the will of God step by step, then they
admit that his will was not perfectly united at the moment of union. And if his
will continued to be in agreement with the will of God during the progress of
his life then, ‘It is recognised that no human prophet or saint had a will that
did not concur with the will of his Lord, so they must be reckoned the same’?®
Then they should be asked whether the human nature (nasut) of Christ could
will what was contrary to the will of the divine nature ({@hut).” If they deny
the possibility, they deny their conviction that humans obey God through free
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choice rather than compulsion and they cancel any merit that Christ gained by
obedience. But if they accept the possibility they deny the union of the wills at
the moment of uniting since ‘The human nature was able to undo the uniting
of the divine nature and destroy it.”2 In the final analysis, they have to admit
that ‘Every other individual under command and prohibition has then power
to ensure that he and the eternal are one will. So if this is the sign of the uniting
then everyone under command and prohibition is able to be united with the
eternal’”®

This process of argumentation is reflected in al-Radd al-jamil, where the
difference between Christ and other prophets and saints is blurred, showing
that there is a developed tradition in Muslim response to Nestorian Christology.
Reaction to such criticism on the part of Nestorians is reflected in Yahya ibn
‘AdT’s reply to al-Warraq. Despite being a Jacobite miaphysite, Ibn ‘Ad1 argues
in defence of Nestorians in dealing with al-Warraq’s points listed above. He
represents Nestorians replying to al-Warraq that the union of the will of the
human nature with the will of the divine nature comes into effect ‘When all
of the manifestations of the will of the human nature are one after another
in agreement with the will of the divine nature’” If al-Warraq insists that the
belief that the human nature of Christ was capable of defying the will of the
divine nature implies that the human nature could destroy the union with
the divine nature, it should be said to him that he has to accept the following
argument. ‘If someone is capable of cutting off the hand of a man then he is
capable of cutting off what God, may he be glorified and exalted, has united’.”
Ibn ‘Adi puts the Muslim in a corner by showing that it is not necessary to
accept that human decisions and actions do actually defy the will of God, so
Nestorians should not be castigated for arguing that the possible defiance of
the divine will did not in fact take place. Finally, it does not follow from the
Nestorian presentation of the two wills in Christ that the will of any human
being can be perfectly united with the divine will, since Nestorians do not claim
that Christ is similar to other humans who have only one will and not a union
of two wills.”®

The section on the union according to the Nestorians is much briefer than
those concerned with the Jacobites and Melkites. This may reflect the author’s
conviction that the Nestorian approach is actually closer to his own view than
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the other two, since the Nestorian understanding of the need for the humanity
to be tested for compliance with the divine will in Christ makes room for a
human Jesus who responds to God on a moment by moment basis. The Jacobite
and Melkite conceptions of the eternal word indwelling the humanity made
little space for true development in the life of Christ, since after the union of
divinity and humanity the obedience of Christ was thought to be safeguarded.
Such thinking provoked a more robust response in al-Radd al-jamil, issuing in
the attempt to argue that Jesus himself in the gospels saw himself as a servant
of God who continually sought to perform the will of God just like any other
prophet or saint. There was no need then to labour the point with respect to
the Nestorians.

Christian Scriptures Show That Titles Given to Jesus That
Christians Believe Point to His Divine Status Should be Taken as
Symbols of His Spiritual Eminence as a Messenger of God

The titles ‘Lord), ‘God’ and ‘Son of the Father’ given to Jesus in Christian scrip-
ture that are taken to refer to his divinity by Christians are treated as marks of
his spiritual state as a messenger of God by the author of al-Radd al-jamil. ‘Lord’
can refer to God or to a human owner of property. ‘God' is applied to that which
people worship whether they worship the true ‘God’ or not. The author finds a
good example of these distinctions in Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians 8:4—
6, where he states that ‘There is no God but God alone, and although there are
things in heaven and on earth that are called gods, and many gods and lords are
found, yet to us there is one God, God the Father from whom everything comes,
and we are in him, and there is one Lord, Jesus Christ who holds everything in
his hands, and we are also in his grasp’ The passage is interpreted as establish-
ing the oneness of God and the denial of divinity to any other. Therefore, the
lordship of Jesus means ‘the hand of ownership’ without him having any of the
‘attributes of God".

As for Jesus being the Son of his Father, the author repeats what he has
pointed out already that Jesus himself calls his disciples sons of the Father,
adding here another saying of Jesus from Luke 6:35-36, ‘Do not cut off the hope
of anyone, for your reward will be great and you will be the sons of the Most
High, because He is merciful to those who are not generous, who are evil, and be
merciful like your Father’. The author understands Jesus to be teaching that God
is the best father, ‘Eager to bring about in his son all kinds of benefits and to keep
all kinds of evils from him/, and also that such a son should be respectful towards
his father, submitting to what he has commanded and prohibited, knowing that
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his father is ‘Giving him success in doing what is required’ Christians show
that they think in these terms when they give the title ‘father’ to their monks
and priests. He is not actually their father but they give him the status of a
compassionate father and see themselves as sons who respect him. As a result,
the title ‘Son of the Father’ given to Jesus does not indicate a status unique to
him among other humans.

Similar discussions of the supposed divine titles of Jesus can be found in
earlier Muslim refutations. al-Qasim goes to great lengths to demonstrate that
Jesus did not think of himself as divine according to the testimony of the
gospels. Jesus’ references to sonship and fatherhood should not be interpreted
as making distinctions between himself and his disciples. He suggests that
titles such as ‘son’ and ‘father’ have three possible references. The names could
be ‘Natural (tabiiyya), essential (dhatiyya) and substantial ( jawhariyya), or
individual (shakhsiyya), and hypostatic (ugnamiyya), or contingent (haditha)
and non-essential (‘aradiyya).”” In normal usage ‘father’ and ‘son’ refer to the
third category as contingent. Because they come into being and cease to exist,
they do not refer to the first category as essential, and since they are generic
terms they do not refer to individuals such as Abraham or Moses.”® However,
Christians apply the first category to ‘son’ by calling Jesus both the ‘Son of
God’ and ‘God. For al-Qasim this contradictory way of interpreting language
confirms how misguided the Christians are when ‘In their teaching they make
this son his father and then they do the opposite when they make the father his
son’.”® Among the examples he cites is the debate Jesus has with his audience
in John 8:31-58, where Jesus calls them sons of Satan because they do not
accept his teaching, and to whom Jesus says, ‘If you obeyed God then you would
be sons of God'. al-Qasim points out that Jesus ‘Made God father of the one
who obeys him and pleases him, and insists that Christians ‘Must interpret
everything in their gospels concerning fatherhood and sonship according to
the way the gospels present them’.80

‘Ali al-Tabarl contrasts the titles given to Christ in the Nicene Creed with
those given him in the gospels. The creed says that he is true God from true
God, but he himself says that he is a believer in God.8! The creed calls him
the Creator who is uncreated, but the gospels report that he was killed, and
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crucified.82 So if they state that he is the eternal Creator according to the creed
then they contradict the gospels and do not believe what they say. ‘The one
who is born in time and is contained in a place is a man, a son of man, and
a servant, son of his mother, and this contradicts the creed’®® Sonship and
fatherhood are also misunderstood by Christians who do not pay sufficient
attention to their use in the gospels. For example, in Matthew 3:16—17, when the
voice came from heaven after Jesus’ baptism saying, ‘This is my beloved son who
I have chosen, the meaning of sonship is equivalent to being chosen by God.
Indeed ‘Jesus did not prefer himself over anyone else, nor did he reject what
may have been objectionable about servanthood because it was for God, and
he was a submitted servant’8+ al-Tabarl attempts to lead Christians back from
their creed to the scriptures they revere in order to demonstrate the disjunction
between the articles of faith and the sources on which they are built.

The appeal of these two ninth century refutations to Christian scripture to
undermine titles given to Jesus that express his divine status is later repeated
by al-Bagillani, who ends his treatment of the various Christian sects with a
critique of the divine titles they give to Jesus. If they say that Christ is ‘God’
because scripture calls him ‘God), then they should be reminded that in their
scriptures God says to Moses, ‘I have made you God to Aaron and God to
Pharaoh’, meaning that Moses is their leader (mudabbir), their authority (amr),
and they must obey him.85 If they say that Jesus is ‘God’ because he was not
born of a man, then Adam has to be ‘God’ since he came into existence without
male or female parents, and Eve must be ‘Lord’ because she was created from
Adam’s rib without male or female parents.86 If they say that the lordship of
Christ is proved because he said in the gospel, T and my Father are one, and
whoever has seen me has seen my Father’ it is to be suggested to them that
he means that whoever obeys him obeys his Father, the one who sent him
and taught him wisdom, and whoever disobeys him disobeys his Father. This
metaphorical interpretation must be correct because if he and his Father are
literally one then the birth, and death, the eating and drinking, must apply to
the Father.87 The same metaphorical use of language applies to Jesus’ saying, ‘1
am before Abraham), which can be understood in several ways, such as, many
of his religion and law were devoted to God before Abraham, or he was known
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before Abraham among the angels, or he was to be raised in the resurrection
before Abraham. ‘These do not permit the establishment of the lordship (al-
rububiyya) in a human body eating food and walking in the streets’88

Christian responses to such Muslim reductionist readings of Christian scrip-
ture were focused on establishing the appropriate background context for texts
about Christ. As described earlier, Abu R¥’ita fielded the Muslim question, how
could Christians say that Christ is God and Lord when he said to his disciples
that his Father was his God and was greater than he was, that he did not know
the future hour, that he could not give places to disciples in his kingdom and
when he felt forsaken by God on the cross? Clearly by the early ninth century,
Christians were used to Muslims selecting sayings of Jesus from the gospels to
affirm his subordination to God. Abu R®’ita’s answer was to quote alternative
sayings of Jesus that implied a claim to divine status. Jesus said that he thought
the same as his Father who was in him, that he and his Father were of one
nature, that he was Lord of the Sabbath and of his disciples, and that he existed
before Abraham.89 The Muslim tradition of culling the gospels for evidence for
the sheer humanity of Jesus was therefore already well established over three
centuries before the appearance of al-Radd al-jamil.

Abu R@’ita’s concern to situate sayings of Jesus in their true place was shared
by his contemporary Abii Qurra, who wrote a treatise defending the incar-
nation entitled, A Reply to the One who Refuses to Attribute the Incarnation to
God.90 The true situation for understanding Jesus is the fact that Christ is the
eternal Son of God become human. But this Christian conviction provokes
opposition from Muslims who cannot accept that God could possibly become
embodied in his creation. Abti Qurra opens his treatise with a question from a
representative Muslim, ‘Tell us how this Son who is divine and equal with God
wanted to be enclosed in a body and experience suffering’.®! The answer is that
God was not enclosed or limited or restricted, but he wanted to reveal his love
for those he had made. He backs up this answer from four Old Testament texts
that speak of God being seated on his throne and in control of the whole world
at one and the same time and compares them to the belief that God is embod-
ied in Christ.92 ‘The eternal Son is in every place ... He is not at all limited or
restricted ... apart from being in the body in which he experienced pain and
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suffering’9® His references to God’s throne were probably inspired by discus-
sion among Muslims in the late eighth and early ninth centuries of the texts in
the Qur’an that referred to God sitting on a throne.%* Abt Qurra is asking Mus-
lims to agree that both the Qur’an and the Bible teach that God limits himself
to one particular place, a throne, while at the same time being everywhere. If
Muslims accept this joint testimony to the unlimited God limiting himself to a
throne, then they might be persuaded that the eternal Son retained his divinity
after taking a human body.%> However, the Muslim conviction that God cannot
indwell his creation remained a blockage to such Christian argumentation.
Another attempt to support divine titles for Jesus comes from another con-
temporary of Abi1 Qurra, ‘Ammar al-Basr1, who argues that ‘sonship’ and ‘father-
hood’ can be applied to Jesus and God without being regarded by Muslims as
mistaken. In his Book of the Proof he opens his defence of the incarnation by
quoting two texts from the Qur'an that Muslims understand deny the ‘father-
hood’ of God and the ‘sonship’ of Christ. These are suras 72:3, ‘Our Lord is
highly exalted, He did not take a female companion nor did He take a son,
and 112:3, ‘God does not beget nor was He begotten’. ‘Ammar reports that Mus-
lims interpret 72:3 to mean that Christians are wrong to hold that God ‘Took
up residence (halla) in Mary’s womb thus restricting his essence (dhat) within
her’96 They think that ‘sonship’, according to 112:3, implies procreation with a
woman, but Christians do not speak of ‘sonship’ as a physical or temporal cat-
egory but rather as a spiritual and eternal characteristic. ‘The Son for us does
not have a body with members and flesh and blood ... he is the word of God
who is not limited or controlled ... He is eternal outside of time and with no
beginning’9” Therefore the titles ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ refer to an eternal relation-
ship in which ‘The Son is not a product of the Father but is from his substance
(jawhar), so ‘fatherhood’ does not precede ‘sonship’’.?8 In other words, there
is no problem with ‘sonship’ if it is understood in an eternal context. Muslims
do not interpret names given to God such as knowing’ and ‘wise’ according to
human knowledge and wisdom, so they should be able to accept that Christians
likewise do not understand ‘father’ and ‘son’ according to human fatherhood
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and sonship. ‘The names adhere to God in their true sense, and are given to us
from him on a temporary basis, so that they belong to him eternally’®® ‘Ammar’s
appeal to Muslim understanding of the attributes of God is an attempt to shift
the debate about ‘fatherhood’ and ‘sonship’ onto ground familiar to Muslims,
in the hope that they would be able to see these concepts in a different light.
The difficulty with this approach lay in the fact that the Qur’an rules out the
very attributes that Christians applied to God, namely begetting and father-
hood.100

Arguments about appropriate titles for Jesus between Muslims and Chris-
tians reflect different views of his status according to the Qur’an and the New
Testament. While Muslim criticism of Christians was based on Qur’anic pre-
suppositions, some Muslim polemic in the period up to and including al-Radd
al-jamil sought to interpret the New Testament in the light of the Qur’an. The
reverse process is also found in some Christian apologists who attempted to
interpret Qur’anic texts from a Christian point of view. A critique of this Chris-
tian use of the Qur'an is offered in the final section of al-Radd al-jamil, perhaps
reflecting the conviction of the author that this was the final issue to be dealt
with in countering the claims of the Christians.

Christian Appeal to the Qur’an to Support the Divinity of Jesus is
Mistaken

The author of al-Radd al-jamil refers to Christians who read saira 4171, ‘Surely
the Messiah is Jesus, son of Mary, messenger of God, and his word cast into
Mary and a spirit from him’ to support their belief in the divinity of Jesus. He
claims that they interpret ‘word’ to mean one of the hypostases in the essence
of God, and mentions that he feels obliged to remove any possible doubt from
someone who looks at this text. Examples of such a Christian reading are found
in the earliest extant apologetic writing and this counter argument provides
evidence for the longevity of the interpretation among Christians over several
centuries. The earliest Christian writer to refer to the Muslim belief that Christ
is endowed with ‘word’ and ‘spirit’ from God is John of Damascus (d. circa 750)
in the second volume of ‘The Fount of Knowledge' (Pége gnoseos) entitled
‘On Heresies’' (De Haeresibus). The hundredth heresy to be described is ‘the

99  Ibid, p.59.
100 See M. Beaumont, “Ammar al-Basr1 on the Incarnation’ in D. Thomas, ed., Christians at the
Heart of Islamic Rule, Leiden, 2003, pp. 55—62.



THE CONTEXT OF MUSLIM REFUTATIONS OF CHRISTIANITY 75

Heresy of the Ishmaelites’, here John mentions that Muslims accuse Christians
of associating Christ with God in a false way ‘By saying that Christ is the Son
of God and God'!°! He counsels fellow Christians to respond to this by quoting
the Muslim belief that ‘Christ is word and spirit of God’ and to argue that ‘If
the word is in God it is obvious that he is God as well. Supposing Muslims
reject this argument, John advises Christians to say, ‘If, on the other hand, this is
outside of God, then God, according to you is without word and without spirit ...
thus trying to avoid making associates to God, you have mutilated him’192 This
appeal to the Quranic titles for Christ of ‘word’ and ‘spirit’ from God shows
how some near eastern Christians were beginning to interpret the Qur’an in
order to defend Christianity from Muslim polemic. Of course a Muslim could
have replied to this type of reasoning by reading ‘A word cast into Mary’ as the
message God entrusted to him as his messenger, and ‘A spirit from him’ as the
empowerment granted by God to all his prophets. However, John’s connection
of ‘word’ and ‘spirit’ with the word of God incarnate in Jesus Christ was to
become a feature of early Christian apologetic writing.103

Another eighth century example comes from The Anonymous Apology,
which answers Muslim concerns about the incarnation being unacceptable for
God by referring to the teaching of the Qur'an that Christ is identified with
God’s word and spirit. The author flatly denies that Christians connect God
with human procreation as Muslims allege. “We do not say that God brought
forth (walada) his word as humans give birth to offspring’1°4 On the contrary,
Christians believe that the Father brings forth his word as the sun produces
rays, or the human mind utters words, or fire generates heat. Each of these
examples demonstrates that there can be no separation between the two real-
ities mentioned. Just as there cannot be rays without the sun or words without
the mind or heat without fire so there cannot be the word of God without God.
The author argues that Islam supports the identity of God with his word and
spirit. ‘The Qur’an says, Believe in God and his word, and also his spirit sent
down from your Lord as mercy and guidance’.1°3 The author has amalgamated
two different siiras, 4171 and 16:102, to give backing to his claim for authentic
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Quranic support for the essential unity of the word with God. He concludes,
‘You find in the Qur’an that God and his word and spirit are one God and One
Lord'106

Then to safeguard the incarnation of the word of God from suspicion of
mingling with impure human nature, the author argues that the word took on
human nature, which was untouched by sin or defilement. ‘Christ was born of
the pure Mary by the Holy Spirit without her being touched by man, God from
God, light from light, word and spirit, a perfect human with mind and body, yet
without sin’197 Here are phrases from the Nicene Creed, ‘God from God, light
from light, and from the Chalcedonian definition, ‘a perfect human with mind
and body, yet without sin’ woven into the presentation so that Muslims can at
least understand that the incarnation does not imply God uniting improperly
with human nature.198

The use of sura 4:171 in Christian apologetic writing is seen particularly
clearly in the work Abu Qurra in the Majlis of al-Ma’mun, which presents Abu
Qurra in dialogue with a representative unnamed Muslim.!%® According to
an anonymous Syriac chronicle, the Caliph al-Ma’mun came to Harran where
Abui Qurra was bishop and they had a debate about the Christian faith which
was recorded in a book.!9 The Arabic version of a debate between Abai Qurra
and a Muslim is probably not written by Abti Qurra, but does represent early
Christian-Muslim dialogue. Siira 4171 is referred to by Abtt Qurra seven times in
the debate showing the central importance of this text in Christian apologetics,
as Griffith points out, ‘Because on the face of it the verse affirms that in some
true sense Christ is both word and spirit from God"! One of these references
comes in the answer of the Muslim, ‘the Hashemite’ to a question posed by Abu
Quurra, ‘Tell me about the Messiah, is he created of something or not?’ The reply
is, ‘He is the word of God and his Spirit. Abii Qurra asks whether the word of
God is Creator or created. The Muslim is reported as being troubled and silent
until he could only utter one word, ‘Creator’’> While this Muslim response is
completely improbable, the construction of the dialogue shows how Christians
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were attempting to exploit the Quranic connection of God’s word and spirit
with Christ in order to defend his divinity on grounds that might be acceptable
to Muslims.

The decision of the author of al-Radd al-jamil to refute this appeal in the final
section of his work is understandable. For this text of the Qur’an, more than any
other, was exploited by Christian apologists in the period before the appear-
ance of al-Radd al-jamil. He argues that Christ’s creation by the word of God is
similar to the creation of Adam since they both lack creation by normal means
as sura 3:58 indicates, ‘The example of Jesus with God is like the example of
Adam whom he created from dust’ Therefore, the Qur’an testifies to the word of
God creating more than one human being without the normal means of human
sperm, and this must be the meaning of ‘A word from him cast into Mary’ in
sura 4a71. This interpretation is supported by sitra 16:40, ‘We only have to com-
mand something when we want it; we say to it, be! And it exists’. In other words,
each aspect of creation is the product of God’s word, so there can be no special
activity of the word in Jesus that distinguishes him from the rest of creation.

Conclusion

The impact of the approach to the interpretation of the gospels in al-Radd
al-Jamil can be seen in subsequent Muslim writing. The move to understand
sayings of Jesus that Christians held to support his divinity in a metaphorical
way, rather than simply ignore or deny their connection to Jesus, was followed
by Najm al-Din al-Taff (d. 1316). In his commentary on the gospels, written
as a response to a Christian refutation of Islam entitled The Sharp Sword in
Refuting the Qurian, al-Tufi argues that the gospels are similar to the biography
of Muhammad, as stories told about Jesus by others.'3 In dealing with the
stories that suggest a divine status for Jesus, the reader should be encouraged
to understand them metaphorically. When Jesus called God ‘Father’, this does
not mean that Jesus thought of God as his literal father but rather that ‘Since
Christ did not have a father, God undertook his care and upbringing as a father
would do to his child; hence, the metaphorical relationship’.14

113 L. Demiri, ‘Hanbalite commentary on the Bible: Analysis of Najm al-Din al-Taft’s (d. 716/
1316) al-ta‘liq, in D. Thomas, ed., The Bible in Arab Christianity, Leiden, 2007, pp. 295-313,
pp- 305—306.

114 Ibid, pp. 310-311. See also L. Demiri, Muslim Exegesis of the Bible in Medieval Cairo: Najm
al-Din al-Tufi’s (d. 716/1316) Commentary on the Christian Scriptures, Leiden, 2013.
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A similar view can be found in the lengthy refutation of Christianity by
another more famous Hanbali scholar, Taqi al-Din Ahmad ibn Taymiyya
(d. 1328), who accepted that the gospels witness to Jesus, but that Christians
have corrupted the meaning of his words by interpreting literally what Jesus
intended metaphorically.’® This approach is also seen in the treatise on the
Bible written in Cairo by Burhan al-Din Ibrahim ibn ‘Umar ibn Hasan al-Ribat
al-Biqa1 (d. 1469), in defence of his appeal to the Bible in his Quran commen-
tary. He too argues for a metaphorical sense for ‘fatherhood’ and ‘sonship’ in
the gospel accounts.!16

As Sidney Griffith points out in The Bible in Arabic, this way of reading the
gospels has had limited appeal among Muslims until modern times when they
have returned to interacting with the Bible by using the results of Western Bib-
lical scholarship to uphold a Qur'anic view of Jesus.!'” In recent times, Muslim
polemicists have opted for the methodology of al-Radd al-jamil by reading the
gospel accounts metaphorically rather than literally and challenging Christians
to follow their lead in re-assessing Christ as a submitted servant of God.!8

115 T.F. Michel, trans., A Muslim Theologian’s Response to Christianity: ibn Taymiyya’s al-Jawab
al-Sahih, Delmar, 1984, p. 213.

116 See W.A. Saleh, ed., In Defense of the Bible: A Critical Edition and an Introduction to al-BiqaTs
Bible Treatise, Leiden, 2008.

117  S.H. Griffith, The Bible in Arabic, Princeton, 2013, p. 202.

118 See for example, M. ‘Ata al-Rahim, Jesus—A Prophet of Islam, London, 1977, and A. Hamid,
Islam and Christianity, New York, 1967.



CHAPTER 4

The Manuscripts of al-Radd al-jamil

Of the three manuscripts that are extant, two of them mention Aba Hamid al-
Ghazali as the author and are located in the Aya Sophia Library in Istanbul,
classified as numbers 2246 and 2247. The third copy is found in the University
of Leiden under the classification 0r828.

In 1932, L. Massignon discovered the manuscripts in the Aya Sophia Library
and published an article with the title ‘Le Christ dans les Evangiles selon al-
Ghazal? in Revue des Etudes Islamiques' giving a good summary of this treatise
and accepting its attribution to al-Ghazali. Later, in 1939, R. Chidiac? edited and
translated the Aya Sophia texts into French. In the same year, we hear from
C.E. Padwick? that K. Henrey prepared an English translation in Beirut, but it
seems that this translation was never published. In 1945, ] W. Sweetman gave a
detailed summary of al-Radd al-jamil with a translation of many passages in his
work Islam and Christian Theology.* A.J. Arberry also translated some parts of
the text of the Radd in his book Aspects of Islamic Civilization, in 1964.5 Franz-
Elmar Wilms produced a German translation of the Arabic text, as edited by
Chidiac, in 1966,° and the Egyptian scholar Muhammad al-Sharqawi edited the
Arabic version of the same Chidiac edition in 1986.7 The English translation
presented here is the first complete English translation based on a new critical
Arabic edition of the three manuscripts.

To assist further research into the three manuscripts we have followed Chi-
diac’s designation of the three manuscripts. Thus, Aya Sophia 2247 is repre-
sented by S (_»), Aya Sophia 2246 by B (<) and the Leiden Manuscript by J
(o)

2247 S () is clearly the oldest of all three. It is written in very clear Naskht
script, and can be easily identified as Middle Arabic, which tends to write

-

L. Massignon, ‘Le Christ dans les Evangiles selon al-Ghazalt, pp. 523-536.
2 Aba Hamid al-Ghazali, Al-Radd al-jamil li-ilahiyyat Tsa bi-sarih al-Injil, ed., and trans., R. Chi-
diac, Paris, 1939.
C.E. Padwick, ‘al-Ghazali and the Arabic Versions of Gospels), p. 132.
J-W. Sweetman, Islam and Christian Theology, part 2, vol. 1, London, 1945.
AJ. Arberry, Aspects of Islamic Civilization, London, 1964, pp. 300-307.
F.-E. Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift wider die Gottheit Jesu, Leiden, 1966.
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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hamza’ as ya’, for example, tayfa instead of t@’ifa, sometimes omits the long
i (ya’), for example, talamdha instead of talamidh, as well as alif mamdida, for
example, thaltha instead of thalatha. The manuscript is bound with another
manuscript entitled Shifa’ al-Alil (or al-Ghalil) fima waga‘a fi-I-Tawrati wa-l-
Injil, attributed to Abu al-Ma‘ali al-Juwayni Imam al-Haramayn. The two man-
uscripts have the same style of writing, suggesting that they were copied by the
same person, or at least in the same period. At the end of Shifa’ al-Alil there is a
colophon with a clear identification of the name of the copier, Muhammad Ibn
‘Isa Ibn ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Shaf‘, and it is dated 20 dhii al-ga‘da 672 AH, Cairo. If
the two manuscripts were written in the same period, then 2247 S can be traced
to the same year or at least the same period, about 167 years after the death of
al-Ghazali in 505 AH. This would make 2247 S older than Chidiac had estimated,
as he believed it to have been written in the fifteenth century. It seems, however,
that he did not examine Shifa’ al-Alil in relation to the Radd.

Aya Sophia 2246 B (<) is a much later manuscript, since, as Chidiac rightly
noted, it is written in fine Turkish Naskhf script from the eighteenth or nine-
teenth centuries. It consists of 54 folios and is grouped among a collection
of manuscripts of al-Ghazali’s works. Although it is again bound with Aba
al-Maali's Shifa’ al-Alil, there is no colophon, either at the end of al-Radd al-
Jjamil or at the end of the last book in the collection. Nevertheless, the work is
attributed to al-Ghazali.

A comparison of manuscripts S and B shows clearly that B usually follows
S, even to the extent of copying two mistakes in two verses from the Qur’an.
Both manuscripts, however, appear to have undergone more than one edition,
because mistakes in S are copied in B, and corrections in S are also corrected
in B. We agree with Chidiac that sometimes B does not copy from S but from
a different manuscript unknown to us. It follows that there must have been
more copies of al-Radd al-jamil, from the same family as S and B, which were
in circulation until the eighteenth or nineteenth centuries.8

Let us now turn to the third manuscript J <C)’ which comes in 22 large folios
and is written in a thin and compact script. It has been edited and corrected
in many places. This manuscript is dated 1065AH (1685CE). It is clearly an
independent manuscript and not a copy of either B or S. While ] follows B and S

8 According to Chidiac, although S and B are largely similar, B sometimes omits some of S, and
sometimes has a variant text. The two manuscripts seem to have different sources, especially
on pp. 22—23, 24, 51 and 52. In other instances B tends to complete S, meaning that S cannot
be the only source for B. The most important of these lacunae is on page 19, where the two
manuscripts offer very different texts, and we had to combine the two versions to obtain an
intelligible text. See Chidiac, Al-Radd al-jamil, pp. 98—99.
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for the most part, it has alterations and omissions amounting from several lines
to two pages, which are indicated in the footnotes to the Arabic edition. When ]
deviates from B and S there is an impression that it is correcting them or giving
a more suitable meaning.® The fact that it contains so many mistakes would
indicate that it must have been copied from either a defective manuscript or
from a manuscript with a totally different character.

In conclusion, the differences between the three manuscripts point to the
existence of other manuscripts in circulation up until recent times. It seems
that al-Radd al-jamil was copied several times in different periods. In addition,
it is highly probable that there was an early copy of al-Radd al-jamil which
circulated in a Muslim milieu before being used in a Christian context, and
that Ibn al-Tayyib referred to this early copy.

In editing this manuscript, we followed the rules of modern standard written
Arabic. Therefore, hamza’, alif mamdida and long i (ya’) are added where
omitted in the manuscripts. Here are some examples:

sl - 2

JB= 6
'&jw:"xs
Jab = 3

9 See page 2, for example, where ] gives the word fikr instead of kufr, as given in B and S.






al-Radd al-jamil—A Fitting
Refutation of the Divinity of Jesus
from the Evidence of the Gospel
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A Fitting Refutation of the Divinity of
Jesus from the Evidence of the Gospel

Written by Sheikh Imam, Proof of Islam,
Abu Hamid al-Ghazali, Muhammad, bin Muhammad, bin Muhammad

In the name of God, the Merciful, the Compassionate, and in him is my trust.

To begin with, praise be to God and blessing on Muhammad, the best of his
creatures, and his family.

Introduction

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 com-
plexity 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 their opin-
ions what is mentioned in texts they take as controlling their thinking, which
are not susceptible to metaphorical interpretation.! Therefore dissuading them
from a literal interpretation is difficult.

In this they are two groups; one group, the larger, is made up of those who
do not practise any intellectual disciplines which might enable an observer to
see the impossibility of the impossible so that he asserts the impossibility of
its existence, the necessity of the necessary so that he denies its non-existence,
and the possibility of the possible so that he does not believe that there is no
possible necessity for either its existence or non-existence. But pictures have
been engraved on their minds since their childhood and their ignorance has
persisted until it has become their natural disposition. So healing this group
from their malady is difficult.

1 Metaphorical interpretation is a method widely used among Muslim theologians in the
twelfth century in their interpretation of the Quran. This method was first used by the
Mu‘tazilite rationalist theologians of Baghdad in their arguments against the anthropomor-
phic understanding of the characteristics of God according to some Qur’anic passages which
were interpreted literally by a group called al-Mushabbiha.
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The other group has a little intelligence and is a little acquainted with
intellectual discipline so you will find them turning away from this belief and
not tolerating that their thoughts come close to it. Sometimes they rely on the
authority of the Philosopher? in the question about the union. They elevate
the consequences of destroying theories which were approved by evidently
rational minds so that they flee from this difficulty to following mere traditions.
They believe that the Philosopher had already explained esoteric sciences by
demonstrating them with clear proofs, and they think that a philosopher such
as this is worthy to be relied on in his teaching and so they blindly follow
his opinion about doctrine. For this reason they distance themselves from the
question of the union and attach it to the question of the connection between
the soul and the body.2 If these poor people would turn to their intelligence
and give up their passion and fanaticism, they would understand that they
had departed from the right way and had missed the true path for a number
of reasons, as follows:

[False use of analogical reasoning to connect divinity and humanity in
Jesus]

One reason is that if they did that by way of analogical* reasoning then they
were mistaken because the analogy leads a secondary premise back to its
primary through a common cause on which the judgement depends. But this
cause, according to this teaching, conforms to the reality of the connection
of which the Philosopher speaks, then afterwards he applies it to the essence
of the Creator in order to justify this analogical reasoning. If they did that by
way of comparison and example, then they were also mistaken, because what

2 It is possible that the author refers here to Aristotle because most probably the Coptic
Christians of Egypt adopted the concept of the Aristotelian soul in its relationship to the body.

3 The earliest known Christian use of the analogy of the union of the soul and body to explain
the union of the divine and human in Christ to Muslims can be found in the late eighth-
century dialogue between the Caliph al-Mahdi and the East Syrian Nestorian Patriarch
Timothy 1, see H. Putman, L’Eglise sous Timothée I (780-823), Beirut, 1975, appendix, 10, and
in the early ninth century ‘al-Risala fi-l-tajassud, (Letter on the Incarnation) by the Jacobite
Theologian Abt R&ita, see G. Graf, Die Schriften des Jacobiten Habib Ibn Hidma Abu R@’ita,
(Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium), vol. 130, Louvain, 1951, pp. 47—48. See also
the Arabic text with English translation in S.T. Keating, Defending the ‘People of Truth’ in the
Early Islamic Period: The Christian Apologies of Abi Ra’itah’, Leiden, 2006.

4 Aristotelian logic was adopted first by Muslim judges in the Umayyad period, and later by
Muslim theologians who devoted a section of their study to Aristotelian logic.
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something is compared with must be knowable and imaginable to enable the
knowledge of it to be conformed to the knowledge of its comparison. If the
proponent of this doctrine makes a great effort to provide a vague likeness that
pertains to the reality of the soul and the reality of the connection of which
the Philosopher has spoken, he would confirm his inability to achieve that,
therefore, how can he make use of analogy when these realities are unknown
to him?

Moreover, a legal expert does not allow himself to use such an analogy, but
it is one of the rarely used analogies called ‘a complicated analogy’; that is
trying to establish the clarification of an obscure judgement by using even
what is more obscure, or by what requires intellectual effort and deduction
from enigmatic proofs for its establishment, like the soul that the Philosopher
taught the existence of, which could not be imagined except by complicated
and enigmatic thinking. If this is rarely used in secondary premises which are
based on easier suppositions then how can it be relied upon concerning the
primary principles connected to the essence of the Necessary Existence? How
can that claim be made when the basis of the judgement,® supposing it can
be detected, requires that no connection can be made between God and the
essence of any human being, in a similar way to the connection between a soul
and a body? For they say if each soul is connected to a body then the condition
of its connection to it is the existence of suitability and harmony between the
soul and the body through which the connection occurs. And God, may his
name be exalted, is far above such things!

Then even if it is proven for them, and if the connection which they have
suggested is conceivable in accord with philosophical ideas, they can make no
use of it and it does not advance their aim of establishing the divinity of Jesus,
on him be peace. The Philosopher teaches that there is a directive connection
between the soul and the body, and that pleasure and pain happen to them by
means of the connection between them when the sensory power is affected by
harmony or its opposite,® and it is impossible that this connecting relationship

5 The basis of the judgement here is manat al-hukm in the Arabic version, which refers to the
middle term or the middle premise which usually is decisive in a logical argument to deduce
aresult.

6 Here the author refers to Ibn Sina’s teaching on the soul in its relationship to the body that
uses the body as its instrument without being itself influenced by the bodily senses but rather
receives from the senses messages which it turns to pure immaterial images through its own
imaginative faculty. Ibn Sina, following Aristotle, was careful to show that the rational soul is
not influenced by the bodily senses, and therefore, the author here shows the inconsistency
of the Christian theologians, borrowing only partly the Aristotelian concept of the soul.



90 AL-RADD AL—JAMiL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS

et 51 A I3 gm0V 53 Lo e i Gslal) in 51, 01 Ly (31 25U
e U0V g e Ll iy colil) o 55,2 %ol il s Jo5 011
A i Gl 8 Uy Jll 13T e s 3 )

s paill o 213 31 Jud i3ty Collelo8 ) G2 Gl f) gl dd s U 15 0
e i S0 32 OV o e Cal) S5 ) Bl s oo O ol
5ke W ol o bt Lanll I8 05Ul e (g0 0L 08 PO o
35Tl sl o U e O el o Ol s 31, sl 3Ll
el 3,BI6 G5 8 ey ol LA ¢ sV a1 el ssle) e 5,000 e
2l o AT Ol e (o 0L e oy G A a8y Olmall L e
L}Tﬁ@\w\m,—fm o sns 3Ly DUl Gy odeor 0 LI lslel & b
s 5K s ke eV Y Ul sy (A LBT odd il L) OF LY
o ol sl o U 2 limal) oy o 1 il 35T 0T ) 2 L) et

;—L,'a.:.. :CZ %53.: :CI



AL-RADD AL—]AMfL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS 91

applies to all that is above described, because the occurrence of pleasure in
the essence of the Creator is impossible. It still remains that this directive
relationship could happen without the occurrence of pleasure, but this also is
useless because the Creator is the director of all the individuals in the world,
and he has a directive relationship with each creature.

[Futile attempts to prove Jesus’ divinity from his performance of miracles]

Ifit is said that what is intended is a relationship which appears in the violation
of normal events like raising the dead and similar happenings, and that these
show exactly what is intended by this relationship, the reply is that such a
relationship which enables the one who possesses it to perform a violation of
normal events is found in others apart from Jesus, on him be peace.” For they
confess that Moses, on him be peace, changed the staff into a snake. Is raising
the dead not equivalent to an inanimate object becoming animate? Surely this
is more evidently a miracle because he made alive what had no life at all, so
more evidently powerful than restoring the thing to its original state. Then
dividing the sea and making each part stand like a great mountain is among the
most striking miracles. The Torah, which they believe in, testifies that Moses,
on him be peace, withdrew his hand leprouslike the snow, and restored it to the
colour of his body.® It is stated in the books of the kings and judges, which are
among the collection of their ancient books read in their churches, that Elijah
and his disciple Elisha raised the dead; Elijah’s giving life to the son of the widow
is not denied by them. The stopping of the sun by Joshua during the capture of
the town of Jericho is one of the most astonishing miracles. Moreover, there
were prophets among the prophets who were not sent with a message, so what

7 An early Christian appeal to Jesus’ miraculous deeds as evidence for his divinity in apologetic
writing for Muslims can be found in the eighth century Anonymous Apology for Christianity,
see Gibson, A Treatise on the Triune Nature of God, pp. 84-85.

8 For an early ninth century Christian comparison of the miracles of Moses and Jesus designed
to demonstrate that although Moses was able to perform miracles by God’s power but not by
his own ability, Jesus was able to perform miracles in his own name and to ‘empower others to
do similar work in his name’, see Aba Qurra, ‘Maymar fi tahqiq namas Masa al-muqaddas wa-
l-anbiya’ aladhina tanada‘u ‘ala al-Masily' (Treatise on the Holy Law of Moses and the Prophets
who Predicted the Messiah).
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prevents this relationship being established in every one of them, except that
it was not manifested due to the lack of any need for a message which provides
the evidence originating from it?°

There is a delicate issue on which it is necessary to remark concerning a
formulation in the Noble Book, ‘Put your hand into your side, you will withdraw
it white without harm’? along with a formulation from the Torah, ‘we hinneh
yadhumesura‘th kalshulagh’,* and the meaning of this Hebrew phrase in Arabic
is, ‘and this is your hand leprous like the snow;’ the Torah states ‘leprosy’ and
the Noble Book clearly states that it is ‘white without harm’.

Though the heart may be pricked by this on first sight, it is not difficult for
the practised intellectual to hold them together. It is proved that leprosy means
a symptom arising from an unhealthy condition occurring because of a weak-
ening mucous which weakens the strength and it is this which is altered from
that state to the colour of the body. It is known that the whiteness of the hand
of Moses, on him be peace, did not arise from an unhealthy condition, because
whoever has an unhealthy condition, such as we have described, is actually
harmed, and when his strength increases the condition changes, therefore, in
this case the particularity of miracle disappears. However, the whiteness was
from an unprecedented miracle, and the nature of an unprecedented miracle
is to be different from well-known custom, and the Noble Book indicates this
meaning when it says, ‘without harm’. In other words, God enabled Moses to
make his hand leprous without harm, and to return it to the colour of his body
without any modifying power, so that through a special capacity he was able to
perform unprecedented miracles different from well-known custom. For it is a
miracle different from well-known custom when it has a cause different from
a habitual cause that arises only from it; otherwise it would not be a miracle.
Then, this is expressed by the whiteness which was one of its attributes. This is
a clear argument.

9 For the tradition of Muslim argument with Christians that the miracles of Jesus are not
a proof of his divinity but are continuous with miracles performed by other prophets see
D. Thomas, ‘The Miracles of Jesus in Early Islamic Polemic’ Journal of Semitic Studies 39,
1994, pp. 221-243.

10  Quran 27:12.

11 Exodus 4:6.
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[Misleading reliance on philosophy]

In addition, what weakens their belief in this issue is the theory of the Philoso-
pher!? concerning the soul and its connection, since they assert its establish-
ment, and the reason for their confidence is their good opinion of that teaching,
even though they are not capable of presenting proofs for it. They suppose
that those who taught this had devised it from the esoteric sciences, which
baffles the intelligence because of its obscure sources and difficult construc-
tion, and that such a person’s teaching is free from error. However, those who
accept this teaching must also follow the Philosopher in saying: 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 injunctions of the legislators and make liars out of the prophets who were
sent.13

It is strange that they emulate people who forbid the conception of the
particular characteristics of the founder of their divine law those who stipulate
for them the impossibility of the formation of the child solely from the sperm
of his mother without partnership with the sperm of a man, either following
the opinion of their leader or, in this particular case, following the opinion of
Galen.*

If his fanaticism and passion leads someone to hold onto what he is accus-
tomed to by saying, ‘Concerning what has been described, proofs have been
provided of their error, yet our good opinion of them remains firm, then he
should receive the reply that whoever appears to be sometimes in error and
sometimes in truth, his teaching can be false as well as true. Nobody should
emulate such a person without the support of proofs of his teaching, a per-
son who rejects out of hand the teaching of the legislators'> and who does not
accept the literal meaning of his book that shows the humanity of the founder
of his divine law, but who rejects any metaphorical interpretation of passages

12 This is probably another reference to Ibn Sina’s teaching on the soul in its relationship to
the body.

13 Here the author presents all the issues which al-Ghazali discussed in his Tahafut al-
falasifa in which he showed that the philosophers erred when they applied demonstrative
methods to religious concepts and that the consequences would be the rejection of
prophecy.

14  Theauthor here refers to Galen because all his medical works were well known among the
Christians, especially of Alexandria, as well as to the Muslim philosophers and physicians.

15 In Arabic, al-mutasharrin, meaning here the prophetic or the revealed text.
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that show divinity, according to what they claim, which is to utterly reject
rational thinking. How is this possible? In the gospel are passages that make
clear the sheer humanity of Jesus, on him be peace, as well as passages testifying
that attributing divinity to him, as they claim, is impossible, and these passages
are in the clearest of their gospels, the gospel of John the son of Zebedee.

[Interpretation of John’s gospel]

Here, I will describe them passage-by-passage, showing their chapters which
are written in it, taking care that they will not disapprove, because their books
are not stored in their hearts. Before beginning to describe them, it is necessary
to set out two principles agreed upon by knowledgeable people.

The first principle is: passages that appear in agreement with reason should
be left as they appear, and if they are in opposition to sound reason then they
must be interpreted in the belief that literal meanings are not intended and
therefore they must be considered as metaphors.

The second is: if passages are contradictory, some of which affirm sound
judgement and others negate it, we should not leave them in conflict, unless
we had already sensed in ourselves an utter incapacity for reconciling them
and an impossibility of connecting them together in one meaning.

If that is agreed then let us begin now to describe the passages showing
the use of metaphor applying to himself what might be misinterpreted as his
divinity, as well as passages showing the use of metaphor in the issue of the
union, such as his sayings ‘I and the Father are one’'6 ‘Whoever has seen me has
seen the Father’” and Tam in the Father and the Father is in me’!® Then we will
continue by describing passages showing his sheer humanity and we will put

16  John1o:30.

17 Johnigq:g. The presentation of the author appears to be very close to Abat Bakr Muhammad
ibn al-Tayyib al-Baqillani (d. 1014) who quotes John 10:30 and John 14:9 together as texts
which Christians claim support Jesus’ proclamation of his divinity (rububiyya). He argues
that Christians should be told that ‘the meaning of “my father” is my teacher and my
sender, and his saying “whoever has seen me has seen my father” means whoever saw him
and heard his wisdom and his commands and prohibitions, Kitab al-tamhid, p. 102. He
goes on to say that ‘there is no doubt about this metaphorical interpretation because if he
and his father were (literally) one it would entail the pregnancy, the birth, the beingkilled,
the crucifixion, the eating, the drinking, and the movement being applied to the father’
(ibid.). See also the Arabic text and English translation in Thomas, Christian Doctrines in
Islamic Theology.

18  Johnig:o.
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them together with passages that have provoked obscurity in them, that have
turned them away from their understanding on account of their inability to
interpret them, so that they have become blind and gone astray. By explaining
them clearly, and lifting the veil from their difficulties we will restore the truth,
splendid to sight and visible in majesty.

[Jesus claims to be one with his Father]
The first passage is described by John in his gospel in chapter 24, as follows:19

‘T and the Father are one’. So the Jews picked up stones to throw at him,
and he replied to them saying: ‘T have shown you many good deeds from
my Father. For which of them are you going to stone me?’ The Jews replied
to him saying: ‘it is not because of the good deeds that we are going to
stone you, but because of blasphemy, for although you are a man you
make yourself God. Jesus replied to them: ‘is it not written in your law,
I said you are gods, and if it was indeed said of them that they were gods
because the word had come to them, and it is not possible that what is
written may be refuted, how much more appropriate is it that the Father
made him holy and sent him into the world’2°

This is the end of his words.

We say this passage enables us to attain our goal for which we have striven
concerning the issue of the union. It shows that the Jews opposed his saying,
‘I and the father are one’, and this related to the issue of the union itself,
because they believed that he intended his saying ‘I and the Father are one’
to be understood literally as meaning that he was truly God. But he, peace be
upon him, rejected their denial by announcing clearly that his statement was
metaphorical. Then he showed them the metaphorical aspect by offering them

19  Theauthorisfollowing the chapter divisions found in Copto-Arabic versions of the gospels
in which there are 101 chapters for Matthew, 54 for Mark, 68 for Luke and 46 for John. His
quotations from John’s gospel are very similar to Vatican Coptic g, a version in Bohairic
Coptic with parallel columns in Arabic dated 1204/5. His quotation of John 1:14 in Bohairic
Coptic suggests the possibility of the author’s access to such a version. See C. Padwick,
‘Al-Ghazali and the Arabic Versions of the Gospels: an Unsolved Problem, p. 139, and F.-
E. Wilms, Al-Ghazalis Schrift wider die Gottheit Jesu, pp. 161-164.

20  John10:30-36.
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an example saying, it is said in your law that you are gods, but you are not truly
gods, and I interpret the meaning of this saying to be, ‘The word has come to
you and I share that with you.

An example like this is also found in our Divine Law. The Chief Messenger,
the blessing and peace of God be on him, related from the True One, may his
name be exalted,

Whoever wants to come close to me will come closest by performing what
I have prescribed for him. Then the worshipping servant will continue to
come close to me by performing more than I have prescribed, and so I will
love him. When I love him I will be the ear with which he hears, the eye
with which he sees, the tongue with which he speaks, and the hand with
which he strikes.?!

It is impossible that the Creator is present in any of these members of the body,
or that he meant them literally. However, when the worshipping servant exerts
all his effort to obey God, he will receive power and help from God which will
enable him to speak with the tongue and strike with the hand and to perform
other actions that bring him close to God. For this reason it is said of someone
who empowers another person to strike with a sword who would not otherwise
be able to do it, ‘T am your hand with which you have struck’ This kind of
metaphor is used widely, is both good and legitimate and is not rejected.

Jesus, on him be peace, had already indicated in this passage a metaphorical
aspect when he said: ‘Because the word came to them’. It is impossible that he
meant by ‘the word’ an expression formed in letters but rather he meant a secret
message from him that he gave to whichever servants he wished. Thus they gain
favour to make them overcome what separates them from God, almighty and
exalted; indeed he makes them love only what he loves, hate only what he hates,
detest only what he detests, and will only what he wills of words and actions
appropriate to his majesty. When they have gained favour to attain this state
they become aware of the meaning signified by the metaphor.

The truth of this metaphorical interpretation described above is shown by
his, peace be on him, care not to intend a literal meaning of this passage, which
has been taken as pointing to the union, in his saying, ‘How much better is the
one whom God made holy and sent. So he declared that he was a messenger,
innocent of claiming divinity that the Jews supposed that he claimed. He

21 This Hadith can be traced to Ibrahim ibn Adham Mansur ibn Yazid ibn Jabir al-Tamimi
al-Ijli (d. circa 780). See G.C. Anawati and L. Gardet, Mystique Musulmane, Paris, 1961,

Pp- 30—31L
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claimed for himself the particular characteristics of the prophets and their high
rank above other people who were not prophets, when he said, ‘How much
better is the one whom God made holy and sent’. In other words, I have shared
with you in what the metaphor points to and I am higher than you in rank of
prophethood and messengership.

If the example he gave them was not a conclusive reply concerning what
theyimagined to be the literal intention of the expression, then that would have
been a mistake by him and deception in the beliefs, the ignoring of which would
lead to God’s anger. This is not appropriate for the prophets and messengers
who lead people to the truth, since withholding evidence in time of need is not
permitted to prophets. How is it possible, when in their books it is said that
he was sent to save the world, to show what is necessary for God and what is
impossible for him. Therefore, he is saviour of the world when he shows them
God who is to be worshipped. If he was the God who must be worshipped and
at the same time he turned them away from believing that by giving them this
example, then he was commanding them to worship another person by turning
them away from worshipping him. The implication that he was the God who
must be worshipped is deception and error, which is not appropriate for one
who claimed that he came to save the world. Indeed it is not appropriate for
one who is appointed from among the people for their guidance and direction,
far less to one who explains that he was sent as a guide and director.

If it is said that he gave them the example deceitfully to deflect from himself
their malice that made him anxious, we say, being afraid of the Jews is not
appropriate for one who, it is said, claimed that he was God of the universe and
Creator of the world. I wish I knew what the opponent would say after these
truths became more obvious to him than the break of dawn, and how he could
fail to interpret this passage and others like it metaphorically, and stumble
about in the darkness when the founder of this divine law had interpreted it
metaphorically himself.

[Jesus prays that his followers will be one as he is one with his Father]

The second passage is recounted by the aforementioned John in his gospel in
chapter 37 as follows: ‘Holy Father, keep them in your name that you gave me,
so that they may be one with you as we are’22 This passage is like the previ-
ous passage, confirming that he turned from the literal to the metaphorical
meaning described above. It shows that he, peace be upon him, prayed to God,

22 Johnizm.
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almighty and exalted, for his disciples, that he would be a protector for them in
his name just as he protected him, in order that they receive by this protection
a union with God. Then he used a particle of comparison when he said, ‘As
we are, meaning a union like my union with you. If his union with God is
the reason for his entitlement to divinity, then he must have prayed that his
disciples become gods. This is shameful occurring in someone who lets go of
his reason but especially shameful for someone with the slightest soundness of
mind. Moreover, this passage refers to the metaphor already described where
he, on him be peace, prayed to God to pour upon them his blessings, his regard
and his assistance to guide them to his will which is appropriate to his majesty;
so that they would only will what he wills, only love what he loves, only hate
what he hates, only detest what he detests, only speak and act as he pleases
and brings into effect. So when this condition arises in them the metaphor is
appropriate. The evidence for the truth of this is, if a man has a friend who
agrees with his aims and wishes in such a way that he loves what he loves, hates
what he hates, and detests what he detests, it is acceptable for him to say, [ and
my friend are one.

He, on him be peace, also showed in this passage that his union with him
is metaphorical, and that he is not really God, when he said, ‘That they may
become one with you as we are’. He meant, if they obtain assistance from you
that makes them will only what you will, their union with you would be like
my union with you; my condition with you is that I only want what you want
and only love what you love. Also in his saying, ‘Holy Father, keep them in your
name), he prayed to God who held their welfare and their injury in his hand. If
he himself were God then he would have been capable ofkeeping them without
imploring someone else and beseeching him to protect them. I marvel at these
signs that he intended a metaphorical meaning and that he turned the words
away from a literal meaning.

Paul, in his letter sent to the Corinthians, gave an example similar to the
intention of these passages, when he said, ‘Whoever clings to our lord becomes
one spirit with him’?2 This statement of his shows that he understood the
essence of what we have understood, and that he comprehended that these
passages are not intended literally.

23  1Corinthians 6:7.
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[Jesus passed on the glory given to him by the Father to his followers so
they could be one]

The third passage is also recounted by the aforementioned John in his gospel
in chapter 37 as follows;

Make them holy in your truth, because your word in particular is truth.
As you sent me into the world, I am sending them also to the world. For
their sake I make myself holy that they may be made holy in the truth. I
do not ask for these alone but for those who will believe in me through
their speech, that they may all be united. As you, Father, are dwelling in
me and I in you, may they also be one in us, that the world may believe
that you sent me. I have given them the glory that you gave me, so that
they may become one as we are one.?*

This passage is very clear and it agrees very strongly with what we have said
and shown to the effect that he, blessing and peace be on him, lifted the veil
of obscurity, and indicated the metaphorical aspect when he said, ‘T have given
them the glory that you gave me, so that they may become one’. In other words,
may this glory unite them and produce actions that unite them in obeying you,
loving what you love, hating what you hate, willing what you will, so that they
become as one person for there is no difference in their thoughts, deeds and
beliefs, as we are one. This is to say, as I am one with you, because your glory that
you gave me made me love only what you love, will only what you will, hate only
what you hate, detest only what you detest, and no action or speech issue from
me unless you are content with it. If it is established that this is his condition
with God, it shows that the one who obeys him obeys God, may his name be
exalted, and the one who obeys God obeys him, and this is the characteristic
of the sent prophets. Then, emphasising the metaphorical aspect, he said, ‘As
you, Father, are dwelling in me, and I am in you, may they also be united in
us’ He intended to say, may their words and deeds be in agreement and joined
together with your will. Your will is my will. We together are like one essence,
for there is no difference in our wills.

Then he, on him be blessing and peace, out of a concern that a weak indi-
vidual might hold to a literal meaning of these passages, declared that he was
a messenger by saying, ‘That the world might believe that you sent me’. He
emphasised this clearly when he said, ‘I do not pray for these alone but for those
who will believe in me that all of them may be one as we are one’. He intended

24  Johni7a7—22.
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that his unity with him would not entail his divinity, otherwise their union
with God, whom he asked that they may be one with him, would be like that.
Notice how much beauty is contained in this passage. There are unambiguous
statements explained by their factual intention. There are literal statements
but not explained by their literal intention. There are metaphorical statements
related to meanings which prevent them from bearing their factual meaning.
These are good qualities that they barely notice, and they turn away from them.
May God bless the person who said,

How many find fault with a true word. They fail through a faulty mind.
But each person hears it according to his ability and knowledge.

It is also explained in the gospel of John in chapter 25, that the interpretation
given above is the intended one when he says, ‘Whoever believes in me does
not believe in me alone but also in the one who sent me, and whoever has
seen me has seen the one who sent me’.25> When he made obedience to himself
obedience to God, he must have been talking about God. He said, ‘Whoever has
seen me has seen the one who sent me’, which is to say, I speak the truth about
him and my command is his command and my prohibition is his prohibition.
All my judgements emanate from him. This is the characteristic of the true
prophets.

Among the clearest evidence that the factual sense of these passages was
not intended, and that they should be interpreted metaphorically as above
described, is that the Evangelist John, son of Zebedee, author of the gospel that
contains these passages, regarded by them as one of his most eminent disciples
and who they go as far as to call ‘Beloved of the lord’,26 having understood these
passages, and that they had been diverted from the literal to the metaphorical
meaning described above, said in his first epistle contained in the book of
epistles,

Nobody has seen God, so if we love one another God dwells in us and his
love is made perfect in us. By this we know that we dwell in him and he
also dwells in us, because he has given us of his Spirit and we have seen
and testify that the Father sent his Son to save the world.2”

25  Johni2:44.
26  John13:23,19:26, 20:2, and 21:7.
27  1John 412-14.



110  AL-RADD AL-JAMIL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS
G U1 i) 3 Ol Ui o a3 o bl ) 1yt O) 3 g 007 L] 43 53,
O Ll gy 4 09l U1 dos My s AL o o pne LS dn i L
el 83 ale e dalll ) -1 O o paele ) 2 Vs 5SS 0B L
Ol Ll o Mo gy bV 0 il 4 ot 053 AN (ane 3, ST 2l 3
Bl ale (guie oD L o ol (35 N3 b Oy Y oy 8 o Ll 05 43

053 Gl ST e 1L 20 e Lo geadl o o 4l Lo eelly 3L

1 lde (20 &l oy “am gy oo bllael 08 637 253 511 2 U1 Lyl w1 i3 Je
AWV 2 V0 V1798 oliasi o) 311y 2 5 5 s s Ll e
DS AR 851 (3 e der U] 5 g deid

ade &) (25 33065 %35 550 W - ped ¥ E LT e 365 I o G Ao
o Y penl o oy Jail s ol e (ol ) o ides 657206 p 315 53U
£ B30 3l Viny “ el A ik adoy 3 5gall ikl 31 Lyl 3l 530
3 B 51 gike) ) walal) % kel B 131 1 0wl sl gl g 515V
s o OV 831 S 121 01 Ll i 131 60yl 31010 &sw;}\ )
e 0181y eled) (U1 3 5m0ally Sl sl e Lodle 2 Loy Wl 1y 8,01 4 sl o) a2
o 3 g LAl i e 3 Y6 slae W 531 e 3l gh o\),,ux\"g,\,;, RIEN
b I 2 s 2o B 032 G s oSl ellas VL O NSRS RIS
(3 < el 5 U (g1 i a1 3 o 5ol Y1 o olintic o) U 3

u")%)g},ﬁwb)‘sz SJC(,}I



AL-RADD AL—]AMfL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS 111

He also mentioned in the letter, ‘Whoever confesses that Jesus is the Son of
God, God dwells in him and he also dwells in God’28 This disciple, esteemed
by them, applied these words to the explanation of the indwelling, when he
said, ‘By this we know that we dwell in him and he dwells in us’. If this disciple,
esteemed by them, understood that the indwelling that Jesus, blessing and
peace be on him, explained in the above passages necessitated divinity, then
he was ascribing to himself and to the others divinity, when he said, ‘By this
we know that we dwell in him and he also dwells in us’ They do not believe
that about him, nor about any of the rest of the disciples and followers of Jesus,
blessing and peace be on him. Therefore, it is certain that he understood these
passages metaphorically as we have indicated in the preceding description.

The following statement proves that he pointed in the direction of the
metaphorical aspect, ‘Because he has given us his Spirit. He meant that he
poured out on us a mystery and providence through which we come to know
what pertains to his majesty. Then he made us accomplish the deeds in accor-
dance with it, so that we will only what he wills, and love only what he loves.
Therefore, the situation returns again to the metaphorical meaning already
described.

However, there remain in the third passage abstruse points which can only
be understood by pure, clear thought, in his saying, blessing and peace be upon
him, T have given them the glory that you gave me’ The literal meaning of
this formulation shows, generally speaking, that he, on him be blessing and
peace, pointed to the said glory, then described it by saying, ‘That you gave
me’. This is literally intended to mean all the items that encompass the glory,
and it is illustrated when someone says, ‘I gave someone the dirhams that you
gave me’ or ‘The present that you sent me’, which is meant literally in general.
However, if we are fair, we know that the factual meaning is not intended,
because in the fullness of the glory that was given to him is prophethood and
messengership, and what entails from them in rank, the ascent to heaven, and
his power to perform unprecedented miracles. For these are facts that were
not literally intended in ‘the gift. Therefore, after this there is no doubt that
this expression bears a definite meaning, otherwise it must be prevented from
being understood. It can only be that he intended by ‘the gift' to make them
realise what pertains to the majesty of God, almighty and exalted. Then he
asked for assistance for them, in performing the deeds in accordance with it,
from God, All Powerful to execute this, by saying, ‘Make them holy in your truth’.
In other words,  have made them realise what pertains to your majesty, and this

28  1John 4us.
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is the task of the sent prophets, so guide them and help them to perform the
deeds in accordance with it, for it is a quality of God, the All Powerful to create
deeds.

If it is said, why is it not possible that the phrase ‘The glory that was given
to him’ means the union which entitles him to be divine? Even though the
evidence has been presented of the absence of his intention, that it was not
given, and thus was not intended, yet it may be included in the meaning
of the expression in general. We say, how preposterous, at this point wise
advice should be poured out upon us. Is it possible that divinity be bestowed
when the impossibility of this is a matter upon which intelligent people have
unanimously agreed? Is this not simply like confiscation of goods for what is
owed when the only proof which can be relied on is the literal meaning which
we have interpreted for them? The founder of their divine law interpreted
them metaphorically, defending this interpretation of them to guard against
intending their factual meaning.

Such a difficulty is not resolved by mere possibilities without being proved
with certain proofs, especially in a person whose humanity is affirmed in its
requirements, necessities and characteristics such as a living being, speech,
fatigue, hunger, thirst, sleep, gestation in the womb, and his suffering, according
to their belief in the crucifixion, when he said, ‘My God, my God, why have you
forsaken me?'29 All of this is contrary to the divinity. How can this be denied
when in the gospel of Mark it is stated,

On the next day they left Bethany and he was hungry; he noticed a fig tree
in the distance with leaves, so he approached it to look for fruit on it, but

when he reached it he only found leaves on it because it was not the time
for figs.30

He clearly declared in this passage his experiencing hunger, and his supposing
things contrary to what they are because he supposed that there would be fruit
on it, but his supposition was wrong. He supposed either that the time was a
time for figs or he supposed that it produced figs outside the time for figs, but
neither of these suppositions agrees with the facts.

If it is asked, what useful lesson is there in the withering of the tree? We say,
he did that to confirm his disciples in their faith, and to awaken their desire to
increase the deeds that are similar to this action in some of its results, because
the prophets and the saints, when they were promised paradise, were promised

29  Matthew 27:46, and Mark 15:34.
30  Mark :12-13.
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it surrounded by adversities. Enduring and accepting hunger is one of the most
severe adversities, and by enduring calamities the piety of the Sufi masters is
fortified, yet adversity defeats many ordinary people. So when he showed them
such an action, which is among the fruits of good deeds, he was awakening a
desire in them for the increase of its causes and made them despise misfortunes
and pains of the world. By doing this he wanted to demonstrate that the test of
the prophets by hunger and suffering is not a kind of humiliation for them or
their ranks, but a kind of test and trial. So whoever perseveres by praising and
being content has the power to perform things like that.

The evidence for the truth of this interpretation is his saying to Peter in the
remainder of this passage when the latter said to him, ‘Master, this fig tree that
you cursed has withered’;

If you had faith in God, truly I say to you, if someone should say to this
mountain, move and throw yourself into the sea, and he does not doubt in his
heart but believes that what he said will happen, then it will happen for him.3!

All that is evidence that withering it was in the category of miracles that
the saints perform, because he affirmed for them that sainthood can move
mountains and throw them into the sea, and that is more profound than
withering it. He also offered and declared something similar in the gospel,
when he said, ‘Truly I say to you whoever keeps my commands does the deeds
that I do and greater than these he will do’32

The statement of the gospel in this passage about his hunger and the state-
ment about looking for fruit from it confirms it. This also refutes the teaching
of the one who says that he did that to show them that he had power to cause
death to living things, because that would make the author of this passage in
the gospel a liar when he says, ‘He was hungry’, and ‘he approached to look for
fruit on it as reasons for his approaching it. Isn’t what they think utter fool-
ishness in their reasoning? Because he only came to it to look for fruit on it, as
he might have said, being hungry I noticed a tree and I approached it to look
for fruit on it, and I did not find anything, so I cursed it with dryness to show
that T am a ‘God All Powerful’ to cause death to living things. This is the kind of
speech of foolish people. May God be exalted far above that.

31 Mark m:21-22.
32 Johnigae.
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[Jesus confesses ignorance about future events|

The fourth passage is narrated by Mark in his gospel in chapter 44, ‘Concerning
that day and that hour, no-one knows, not the angels that are in heaven, nor
the Son, but only the Father alone’33 In this passage he makes clear his definite
humanity, denying to himself the knowledge pertaining to God and this is one
of the clearest indications of his definite humanity. Their insanity has led them
to understand that the angels and the Son are attached to the pronoun of the
‘hour’34 The assumption of this insanity is: that day and that hour are not
known by anyone, nor are the angels nor the Son, but only the Father alone.

It is an astonishing thing about this teaching how it has overlooked that
the attributes of God, even if they are not affirmed by certain proofs, then
at the very least their existence is clearly evident. Notice how far-fetched is
this interpretation that is repugnant to the ear and how much it contradicts
the literal meaning. Furthermore, when one who teaches it was driven into
a corner, and it was said to him, which expression in this passage could be
understood to relate to a question about the angels and the Son? In order to
arrive at the corresponding reply, he inclined to a lie, saying that he (Jesus)
knew that they asked him about the angels and the Son and he gave them a
quick reply. Moreover, its interpreter explained that it was a means to escape
from denying knowledge appropriate to God and that is exactly present in what
he described in the interpretation, but the ignorance in it is greater. It shows
that if he attached the Son and the angels to the pronoun of ‘hour’ its meaning
would be: concerning knowledge of the hour itself and the true knowledge of
the Son and the angels, no-one has knowledge of them except the Father alone.

Ifhe, on him be blessing and peace, intended the Son to refer to himself and
intended the Father to refer to God, may his name be exalted, then what they
flee from is exactly what they return to, but which is increased in ignorance
because, in the above passage, he clearly only denied to himself knowledge
of the exact hour. Yet in this interpretation he denied to himself knowledge
of the exact hour as well as true knowledge of himself and true knowledge of
the angels. How amazing is such a mentality! A rational person should praise
God for protecting him from derangement. What is more ridiculous than trying
to deny a lesser ignorance by affirming a greater ignorance? So it is clear that
contradicting the obvious meaning of this passage by means of what he said is

33  Marki3:32.

34  Theauthor is arguing that Christians who hold to the divinity of Christ are driven to reject
the obvious intention of Jesus’ statement by interpreting the pronoun ‘it’ not to refer to
‘the hour’ but to ‘the angels and himself’, which would be absurd.
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an insanity that is too repugnant to intelligent people to waste time in being
pre-occupied with it.

[Jesus claims to be sent by the one true God]
The fifth passage the aforementioned John narrates in his gospel in chapter 37,

Jesus said this, then raised his eyes to heaven and said, my Father, the hour
has come, so glorify your Son so that your Son may glorify you. As you gave
him the authority over everybody, he gives everybody that you gave him
eternal life. And this is eternal life that they know that you alone are the
one true God and that the one you sent is Jesus Christ.3

He clearly ascribed messengership to Christ, and it is not possible to refer that
to the humanity because Christ is a name, according to them, for the true reality
composed of divinity and humanity. So if someone claims that this bears a
metaphorical meaning, his words would not be sound, and he is refuted by the
impossibility of making such an application to what is customary. If someone
should say, ‘I saw ink’ when he intended iron sulphate with respect to iron
sulphate being separated from the inkiness, then this is totally incorrect. After
all this, he may resort to showing that the language of the gospel, according to
its rules, expresses the whole but intends the part. If he uses this, then what we
have indicated is a sufficient reply, due to the similarity of the Arabic language.
If he does not use it, then the objection falls and there is no need to give any
reply. Then he asserted that when he said, ‘So that he gives to all those who
you gave him eternal life’. Moreover, he explained eternal life saying, ‘And this
is eternal life that they know that you alone are the one true God and that the
one you sent is Jesus Christ. Therefore, he attributed to God the divinity and
the oneness, and attributed to himself the messengership.36

35 Johni7a-3.

36  This is the same interpretation given by ‘Ali ibn Rabban al-Tabari (d. circa. 855) in his al-
Radd ‘ala al-Nasara (Reply to the Christians) of John 17:3. al-Tabari argues that although
the Christian creeds teach three gods (thalatha aliha) the gospels do not. The declaration
ofJesus in John17:3 ‘is the pure, unadulterated oneness (al-tawhid) and the confession that
he was sent, and this is the faith of the Messiah and of all the prophets, al-Radd ‘ala al-
Nasara, pp. 121-122. See further, Thomas, “Ali ibn Rabban al-Tabari: a convert’s assessment
of his former faith’, pp. 137-155.
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Paul the apostle also explained the truth of this when he described the
resurrection saying, ‘Then the Son will be subject to the one who subjects all
things to himself’3” He describes him being subject to God at the resurrection
and this is appropriate to worshipping servants subject to the majesty of God.
He describes God as having the power to subject everything to his majesty, and
this is appropriate to God the All Powerful.

He also mentions in his epistle that he sent to Ephesus, ‘I never stop giving
thanks for you and remembering you in my prayers, that the God of our lord
Jesus Christ, the glorious Father, will give you the spirit of wisdom and clarity’.38
Sohe made it clear by asking for the gift from the God of Jesus Christ, describing
God as the glorious Father, and making him the God of Christ whose name,
according to them, is the third reality.39

He also explained this in the book of the epistles, when he said, ‘There is
one God and there is one mediator between God and humans, the man Jesus
Christ’40 The gospel is also clear, ‘Do not call anyone master on earth, for you
have one master, Christ, and do not call anyone father on earth for you have
one Father who is in heaven’#! This is evidence of a distinction, because he
described himself as having exclusive teaching on the earth and described
God as having exclusive fatherhood and if he intended to attach the Father
to God then he described him as having exclusive divinity. Then he indicated
the aspect of the exaltation, when he said, ‘For you have one Father who is in
heaven), and this passage Matthew relates in his gospel in chapter 76.

In addition, it is amazing how they deny that his subjection excludes his
divinity when he was the one who said at the raising of Lazarus, as he raised
his eyes to heaven: ‘Father, I thank you for listening to me and I know that you
always listen to me, but for the sake of the crowd gathered here, that they might
believe that you sent me’#2 John set this forth in his gospel. He also said on the
night of the crucifixion, according to their opinion, ‘If it is possible then take
this cup from me’*3 imploring God. He said when he was crucified, according

37  1Corinthians 15:28.

38  Ephesians 1:16-17.

39  Theauthor later describes the teaching of the Jacobites that after the union of the divinity
with the humanity in Christ a third reality occurred, which was different from each of
those two realities, and was composed of divinity and humanity.

40  1Timothy 2:5.

41 Matthew 23:8—9.

42 Johnuii:qi—42. ‘Ali al-Tabari similarly argues on the basis of verse 42 that Christians cannot
assert the divinity of Christ when he himself proclaims that ‘God was the one who sent
him to the world. See al-Radd ‘ala al-Nasara, p. 135.

43  Matthew 26:39.
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to their opinion, Tlawi, Ilawt, lima safakhthani’** and these are Hebrew words
which mean ‘My God, my God, why have you forsaken me? What God is
this person who doubts the possibility of the removal of the cup and raises
his voice asking his God why he had left him? Furthermore, he distinguished
between his will and the will of his God when he said, ‘Not according to my
will but according to your will’. These excerpts are contained in the gospel of
Matthew.4>

Moreover, he also distinguished between himself and his God when he said,
‘Do not let your hearts be troubled, believe in God and believe in me’.#6 These
words are contained in the Gospel of John in chapter 32. In addition, he clarified
the distinction when he said in chapter 7 of this gospel, ‘Whoever hears my
words and believes in the one who sent me will receive eternal life’#” So he
explained that he had a sender and it is known that the sender is not the
one who is sent. Moreover, he made eternal life conditional on faith in his
sender, and on hearing his words that report about God. This is such a clear
presentation of the characteristics of the sent prophets that it cannot be hidden
from anyone except a blind person who is unable to see the moon.

[Jesus says he is a man who has listened to God]

The sixth passage is also narrated by John in his gospel in chapter 21. Jesus said
to them, ‘If you were Abraham’s children you would do the deeds Abraham did,
but at this moment, you want to kill me, a man who has told you the truth that
he heard from God’;*8 and also in the same chapter, ‘Indeed I have many more
words to say to you and with which I could deliver a judgement, but the One
who sent me is truth and what I have heard from him I speak in the world’;*°
also in the same chapter, ‘For I do not speak for myself, because the Father who
sent me gave me the command about what I should say and about what Ishould

44  Matthew 27:46, and Mark 15:34.

45  The author appeals to Matthew for evidence of the humanity of Jesus. Muslim refutations
of the divinity of Jesus typically used statements of Jesus from the synoptic gospels to
counter Christian claims for the divine nature in Christ, as in the refutations by al-Qasim
ibn Ibrahim al-Hasani al-Rassi, al-Tabari and al-Bagillani. See further, M. Beaumont, ‘Early
Muslim Interpretations of the Gospels), Transformation 22, 2005, pp. 20—27.

46 Johniga.

47  John 5:24.

48  John 8:39—40.

49  John 8:26.



124 AL-RADD AL—JAMiL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS

YIS E U3 sl 41 3l ey el gl 134 5 I3 13l 2 g1 Gl
B s

e 0Ll 51 T4 o ne s G S L s LIV padl s 3 s
yy\&;‘/;\g":djlu“zjﬂopw&;;\\\}bﬂ”aj}‘i{Q‘/TUYlMY45\}‘2\3@)\5
Ly o s U L snll LxS™ gl el G a1 3l - o Js)“g&»ie,uf
tin o G e Joo s d o S el g Ll Sl i U 1 s
aly S s 4 0L C;’J el e e al C;" o) Jo] S ) a2
wwﬁérm‘%éwﬁﬂ:’&dv\zs-&a@L}w}‘&“&”ff%“of}ﬁ
e 0wl &y sl Ot 1315 “Caill Slan o2 4y Ly sp3ully 5301 e

.R«'aﬁ‘-\ﬁb}\géﬁ\.ﬁ\a}.w\ésﬂf o‘:ﬁﬁj:f;&”

M\}AUK)\LS» L;,\S\)MLLA\MJQQB dusJ;fjuajb)\o.\béCﬂ.\ej
m\}au\w\dJQ\L;»L;,d\,u\mu.mudy)\u»wb\jf‘_a\dd,\,,u
.64511&"Jo.\,9c,f}l\“dﬂ.w)\oh%@j@\w\é)@)w\w\@b}iw\uﬂ

“Uonly OV U7 3ol S Lo G oy L) S L w01 gy &2 Ligs
k}f,&x}wbwﬁw\AWLA:A\J».A»YVJL;:&U&WLAOS}%
d:y\ruﬂuﬁ\,bm, W‘f,m,ua,mmuww,vg,uw\
Sl sl ST 5015 51 GO SISy ST Skl Jlamzaly LWL o u;\ s Je

LM e d

’\’..‘/..)"4’ Sng &® th«ﬂ 4»\ " A1l gl e Caw\cwuﬁwdy\”l
Autcﬂ,wu\wwmcﬂ JLM“,«,UL;J:M M‘&)\dﬂ\w‘#\w
476 uﬂdwu\dw\;udkm MC‘*&G"}‘J"'M(”MUCJ‘“\)W/

iy 5 3l g dor ok BRIV Gl 0 (3 ke il



AL-RADD AL—]AMfL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS 125

pronounce, and I know that his command is eternal life, and what I say is what
the Father commanded me; so [ speak’.5?

In this passage he clearly implied humanity when he said, ‘A man speaks to
you the truth that he heard from God'. In other words, I am a man. He explained
that he was sent and that he only did what he had been commanded, when he
said, T have told you the truth that I heard from God) and when he said, ‘as
the Father has commanded me so I speak’. Paul the apostle had pointed out his
definite messengership in his epistle that he wrote to the Hebrews, when he
said, ‘Consider this messenger, the great high priest of our faith, Jesus Christ,
entrusted by the one who sent him and he is like Moses in all of his house’5!
He meant by ‘his house’ the tribes that he had been sent to, explaining that he
was among their great leaders, that he had a sender and that he was entrusted
by him, and then he compared him to Moses in all of his house. This is evident
from the rest of his words describing Jesus, on him be blessing and peace, ‘his
house’ is us, the community of the believers. If it is affirmed that the intention
of ‘all of his house’ is his nation, the meaning of the words would be that he is
like Moses in his nation. This is an explanation of his pure messengership.

He explains in this epistle what makes this clear, saying, ‘For each house has
a man that built it and the one who built everything is God’52 He intended by
this that each one of these two messengers has been a guide for his nation and
the one who guides all of them truly is God. This metaphorical interpretation is
clearly supported in the gospel, when he says, Tam the true vine and my Father
is the grafter of each branch in me’53 John included this passage in the chapter
about the Paraclete.5* In the language that this letter was translated from, the
entrusted one is a servant of the one who created him.

There remains an investigation at this point; It is an example of the preced-
ing metaphor and it applies to the expression ‘the indwelling) and applies to
‘I and the Father are one’. This use is not permitted at all to the founder of our
divine law or to anyone from his community, but Jesus is a founder of a divine
law and each divine law has particular regulations. When he (Jesus) spoke in
these passages he removed any suspicion of intending a literal meaning by
offering them a simile showing that he was permitted to apply it and to use the
above mentioned metaphor. Likewise, he applied it to the fatherhood and the
sonship, and we will describe the meaning which led him to apply it to them.

50  John12:49-50.

51  Hebrews 3a1-2.

52  Hebrews 3:4.

53 Johnigai—2.

54  The Paraclete is mentioned in John 1416, 26, 15:26 and 17:7.
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I wish I knew what excuse the stubborn person could offer to excuse himself
after his (Jesus’) admission of his humanity, his messengership, his submission
to the regulations by which he was commanded, and his metaphorical inter-
pretation of himself, in the preceding passages that would literally mean the
union. He removed that meaning from some of them by offering the aforemen-
tioned simile to the Jews, made clear in some of them his messengership, and
in others took the stand of the obedient servant, by earnestly praying to God,
exalted and glorious, calling down good deeds from God for his disciples by say-
ing, ‘Keep them in your name that you gave me’, and by saying ‘Make them holy
in your truth’ Then, when the narrow straits confine him, you see him alter-
ing like a chameleon; if he finds what shows his (Jesus’) humanity he makes it
refer to his humanity, and if he finds a literal meaning which he cannot inter-
pret metaphorically he refers it to his divinity. See how God has blinded the
vision of the one who makes his god sometimes a human being and sometimes
a god. May God be greatly exalted far above what they say.

[The union of divinity and humanity in Jesus according to the three main
Christian communities]

[The union according to the Jacobites]

We certainly must refute without neglecting its repugnance and improbability
so we say: 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

55  Onlyatthe end of the section does the author name the group he is referring to here as ‘the
Jacobites’, named after Jacob Baradaeus who promoted the belief that Christ was a unity
of hypostasis and physis such that the one physis was equivalent to the hypostasis of the
divine word, in the period after 536 when the Emperor Justinian condemned this ‘one
nature’ Christology as heresy. The Empress Theodora encouraged Jacob in his leadership
of the miaphysite view and Jacob is said to have ordained clergy with these beliefs.
See Atiya, A History of Eastern Christianity, p. 182, and A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian
Tradition, vol. 2.2. pp. 504—507.
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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. They have committed grievous
errors in asserting this reality, and it would have been better for them to hide
them, for only an idiot who is without shame says what he wants to. They
assert for it all the characteristics, necessities, requirements and attributes of
the humanity, and all that is required and is impossible for God, with respect to
him being God, and they affirm that it is different from each of the two, despite
sharing in all that has been described. This is the utterance of one who has no
intelligence.

This reality bears the title among them of ‘the Messiah, yet this is completely
mad and an abandonment of the clearest truth. Are they not, in speaking this
way, like the one in the saying, ‘The idiot sought for a pregnant stallion and
when he did not find it he looked for the eggs of a cock’?

Although they try to establish a connective relationship between the essence
of God and that of Jesus, on him be peace, like the connective relationship
between the soul and the body they cannot achieve it. They claim to establish
it by mere possibility without producing an argument leading to what they
suppose, so how can they claim to establish the existence of that which cannot
possibly exist?

The proof of the impossibility of this is, if the existence of every composite
reality depends upon the existence of its parts and its particular composition,
then in this case it would be dependent, in its existence, on the existence of its
parts and each part of it would depend on its being a certain part with certain
characteristics of being connected to other parts. The supposition is that one
part of this reality is the divinity and its other part is the humanity, and this

56  The Jacobite philosophical theologian Yahya ibn ‘Adi (d. 974) refers to the union of the
soul and the body as an analogy for the union of the divinity and humanity of Christ.
See E. Platti, Abii Isa al-Warraq Yahya ibn Adj, de ['Incarnation, pp. 83, pp. 85-86, and
especially pp. 198-199, where Ibn ‘Adi argues that the union between the soul and body
of a human being is the best analogy available for the union between the divinity and
the humanity. That this analogy was traditionally associated with the Jacobites is seen in
the earliest known Muslim reference to this analogy in al-Radd ‘ala al-Nasara (Reply to
the Christians) by al-Qasim where he notes that the Jacobites believe that the eternal Son
took a body from the virgin Mary and became one human being which is one like ‘a spirit
(ruh) and a body (jasad), p. 16. See also the summary of various approaches to describing
the union of the divine and human in Abi Isa al-Warraq, ‘al-Radd ‘ala al-ittihad, pp. 89—
95, where al-Warraq describes this theory as the word uniting with a human body such
that the word is the controller of the body.
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would require for the divinity the attribute of being a part and a part being
connected to it in order to achieve the composition already described.

Therefore, the divinity is in need of the human being, and that is impossible,
clearly false. However, it may not be intended by ‘the composition’, a compo-
sition of mixture or union or proximity, but if it is intended to be something
like that, it is an even more profoundly corrupt notion. Perhaps it was reported
by some of the foolish among them that the reality of this composition is not
known, and the reply to them should be that contradicting sound reason and
relying on something irrational is foolishness and absence of intelligence.

Then we also say concerning the principle: if God, when he created the
humanity, appeared in it, and united with it, then indeed an attribute newly
occurred in him after he created it, which is his union with it and his appearing
in it. Then we say: if this attribute is a necessary existent, it is impossible for it to
be described as contingent, and if it is a possible existent, it is impossible for it to
be an attribute of the Creator because all attributes of the Creator are necessary
existents. This is because what requires its non-existence to be impossible is a
necessary existent, and it is clearly impossible that the attributes of God entail
non-existence.

Ifitis said that if this is required, then the creation of the world is impossible,
since the creation of just one created thing is impossible. This is because if God,
exalted and glorious, created one created thing, an attribute would have newly
occurred in him, and he would be circumscribed by his creation. Therefore,
the above mentioned impossibility is entailed. The reply is that this is not at all
entailed because the meaning of the saying ‘God is Creator’ is his ordaining of
the creation in eternity and this attribute is established in him eternally. When
he created a created thing, then his knowledge of its existence in the time of its
creation, and also the power of producing it in that time were both established
eternally.5” Therefore the only new occurrence is its existence, and its existence
is not an attribute existing in the essence of God, may his name be glorified, but
isin the essence of the created thing. Concerning relating existence to the effect
of the power in performing an action in the moment of its existence, surely this
is in the category of relations and attachments, and relations and attachments
are not in the category of existence, like ‘above and below’, and ‘fatherhood
and sonship’. This notion is clear and perceivable, contrary to what has been

57  Theauthoris well acquainted with al-Ghazalt’s works, especially Tahafut al-falasifa, where
he defends God’s knowledge of all things, without this causing change in him, through his
eternal knowledge. Here the author is producing a very similar argument that God is the
creator without this causing change in him because his decreeing creation is one of his
eternal attributes.
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mentioned above, because if he united with the humanity, this union would be
an attribute added to his essence. May God be exalted far above that.

Therefore if the existence of this reality is supposed, then the teaching
that it is a third reality different from both the divinity and the humanity,
characterised by all that is necessary to each of them of the characteristics
of the human and its requirements and attributes with respect to being a
human being, and what is necessary to God, and what is impossible for him,
concerning the attributes with respect to being God, is absurd speech and
there is no hope for anyone in proving it. It is evident that something is only
qualified by an attribute if this description is possible. If that is established,
it is not acceptable that the properties of the divinity and the properties of
the humanity come together in this reality. This is because all of the attributes
necessary to the divinity and others which are peculiar to it with respect to
being divine and which distinguish it from anything else, if they are established
in the third reality would be the divinity itself. The same could be said about
the humanity, because it shares with the two of them in all necessities of each,
and all requirements and attributes with respect to being divine and human,
according to what has been mentioned above.

Then if a distinction is established, and this is indeed the case, there would
be established in this entity all the characteristics of the human being essential
to his reality, and all non-essential distinctive characteristics, along with all that
it is supposed to be a reality distinct from the reality of the human being. This
is clearly impossible. Whenever all the fixed essentials of the human being and
all his established non-essentials with respect to being human are found in a
thing they necessitate the human reality in that thing. At the same time they
exclude what is different, otherwise these things would not be established in
it with respect to being human and indeed we must suppose it to be like that.
This is an absurd argument.

Moreover, if the reality is perfectly divine then the characteristics of perfect
divinity are established in it and among the attributes of perfect divinity are,
thatitisnot composed ofitselfand of the humanity because it would entail that
the essence of God needs the human being for its existence and be preceded
by him and also by (the reality) itself. If a sect does not recognise a clear error
such as this then ‘the griffon of the west’ must be true.>8

58  According to Lane’s Arabic-English Lexicon, ‘griffon of the west’ (‘anqga’ mughrib) refers to
a fabulous bird that no one has seen which supposedly lives in the far west.



134 AL-RADD AL—JAMiL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS

S NS s sy Slidll o dN 2 o o B Lol 151 3 3l L1 (3 06
MKD\ G?‘ C)}wub C)yﬁ)’\j\ uﬁ LF L}:L—f\ \J\ IL‘\ :LE._;L’-}Q :,._.?- uﬁ C)}«vu‘ &3
fet NS 0 5 b ST g3 d b 6 3 sl

.\:wo;;o\o\ou\,g\f@ywb\,ﬂ%u@r@\,wop\};b
s e 65 Ak 34l e K 3 0K 312 el @l 12l S O) ol ST
ool ) 2 b e 31 ST o s oLy il SR iy e O
ol i 3(1) 122 el 0, 0 p T b elb ST oy NS g3 L e 0 A
G Logrn LSTL2Y puld) iy O pa N s 2B 431 0555 01 5a ST JI)
Q;;.ou\}a:,?was\,a@_-,mj@,ow\yw»bﬁ%u@
8 bl el izt S puldly S o ko ly St Lo S Lo s O 0l 5 s i

e K 5l LSk Lo donl

Co sl o e GO O ity (ST olalony g I (555 n Lo o
Lo b QLYY Gy ot 8 J s Wil e S Vil pliallods oo s &l o
Sy SUSI D11y ladl bl Ll s om 93 &y e Lidly il 4315 ol Vs
gl Pg\g\p\s\mwfgu\fg,wm}.wuwel,%u N3 s 4l

NS B E o bl ] Ly NS g S e

Zw oz

o8 0L el 3l Gaad) (3 gtz oY Ly el oy oF L el OLIAI Vs
@c,\:&i:ﬂ:»yl)ﬁa&‘}!\@dﬂ\dﬂ;@uqbdqulﬁf&Gad\,&»(aj\,
o e Vs ot 5,2 6 e Gy OLYI 01 2 131 U5 2 81, slize 1 s
G Lo oo il LB g Lo d Ol il o (32430 (oY OB e Bl 4l e Vs
7 i 4 JED g g o o Gyl oo 5o e NS a6k 6 s

Q\ r}li\..e LS"Ug)'{']quJA\"C‘UW cu L;;S CJ\JL&G\CL}) O\JLJ'&\UNL}Z C(} JQ:LJI
C‘d (T L}S C@.ﬁ«ﬂ“bbﬂ%bﬁ&‘ ...J’\}ﬂ%\ﬁ”&ﬂ“’ “Aﬂ‘.ﬂ\"dﬁ
ez T b el feodle LY 21 s i s



AL-RADD AL—JAMfL—A FITTING REFUTATION OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS 135

If it is said that this only follows when we ascribe to the reality all attributes
and other qualities that are necessary to the divinity, and likewise we should
say about the humanity with respect to the reality; however, when we apply to
both the humanity and the divinity all of the rules and attributes established
before the composition, then why do you say that is unacceptable?

The reply is, if the predicates of all that is necessary to each of them with
respect to being divine and human are considered apart from the composition,
it is impossible to apply them to the third reality, because this would be apply-
ing a rule about a single unit being a separate entity. But if they are considered
in the composition, it is impossible that all of them remain after the composi-
tion, because if all that is required for each of the separate entities, with respect
to being what they are, remained after being composed, surely they would all be
established in the third reality. At this point the absurdity already mentioned
is unavoidable, and this is that the third reality would be itself the divinity and
itself the humanity, sharing with them all that is required for each of them of
attributes and other qualities with respect to being God and with respect to
being a human being. So it is finally established by what we have discussed
that it is impossible to attribute to it (the third reality) all that is required for
both the divinity and the humanity, whether we consider each of them in the
composition or separated from it.

This discussion requires subtle thought to be understood. Yet one of them
who is ignorant about the composition believes that the escape from this grave
difficulty is easy, for he supposes that he can get rid of these difficulties by
analogies which are not suitable for this key question. He says, it is estab-
lished that a human being is characterised by corporality, sensation, growth,
changeability, passing away, and being in a location; and also established are,
characterising him by attributes of speech, perception of the general and the
particular, understanding, and other things which must be referred to the soul.
These characteristics can only be considered if we look at the animal body with
respect to being itself and also at the soul with respect to being itself.

This insanity is very far removed from what we have been discussing,
because they believe that the third reality is a perfect human being and per-
fect God, and that all that is established in the human being is established in
it, and likewise what is said about God. Therefore, there must be an analogy
suitable for this very belief, but that will only operate when it is established
that it is correct to say of the human being that he is abstract, without a body,
not dwelling in a body, not in a location, that he is eternal, and immortal, for
they are philosophers in this question. Therefore, they establish in him what is
established in the soul, with respect to being a soul, and then they also attribute
to him the opposite of that, what is established in the animal body, with respect
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to being a body, for it is said that he is of a natural species found similarly in
different individuals, in definition and reality, and yet that he is but a part of
the species, and that he is located, movable, and subject to corruption. It is my
opinion that whoever is impudent enough to establish in the third reality what
he has established of this absurdity is not far from rejecting logical necessity,
by adhering to the source of his thinking, no matter how contradictory. How
amazing is this stupidity over such obvious issues. If this is believed despite the
knowledge of its falsehood then how profound is the ignorance!

It may be said that all of this would follow if the composition of which we
speak is a composition of mixture and blending, yet we do not say that. We
mean by the composition of this reality a spiritual composition whose occur-
rence results from a spiritual connection between the divinity and the human-
ity. We have already clearly stated that this connection is invalid for what they
are trying to achieve, whether the relationship is general or restricted.

This teaching about the third reality described above is ascribed to the
opinion of the Jacobites.

[The union according to the Melkites]

Concerning the Melkites,? their teaching is more ridiculous than that, and
you will judge, when you hear it yourself, that the opinions of these sects are
laughable to intelligent people, and that God, may his name be exalted and
glorious, has led astray people he intended to lead astray, and has in such a way
imprinted on their hearts and their minds.

We say, they believe that the reality of the human Jesus, on him be peace, and
the essence of God, are two distinct realities; there is no mixture or blending
between them, but each reality keeps all the attributes established in it, with
respect to what it is. They believe that the Messiah is a hypostasis of the divine
reality alone, and it is a reality which is not composed, taken from the two

59  This name was given to Christians who followed the Christology of the Councils of Eph-
esus and Chalcedon upheld by the Roman Emperor as orthodox, and was used by Jacobites
such as Abt R@’ita in the early ninth century to refer to Chalcedonians who believed that
the union of the divine and human in Christ was in terms of one hypostasis in two natures.
See his ‘al-Radd ‘ala al-malakiyya fi-l-ittithad’ (Reply to the Melkites on the Union), pp. 65—
72. See S. Griffith, “‘Melkites’, Jacobites’ and the Christological Controversies in Arabic in
Third/Ninth-Century Syria’ in Syrian Christians under Islam, ed., D. Thomas, Leiden, 2001,

PP- 9-55-
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realities already mentioned, and united with the universal humanity.5° Notice
the defect in these words and their lack of order, and how God has brought
them to the minds of those who he intended to lead astray and to deflect from
the path of the evident truth, and how they have caused the divine reality to
be taken from the human reality and the reality itself. Then they establish a
union with the universal humanity, which has no actual existence, so it would
be united with what only exists in the mind.! It must follow, according to
this ridiculous opinion, that the crucified one is God, may God be exalted far
above that.62 We have composed from this above mentioned opinion a logical
syllogism, and we say:

The Messiah was crucified, and nothing of that which was crucified was
divine, therefore nothing of the Messiah was divine.

These people cannot deny the major premise because they say that the reality
of the Messiah is not composed, and that what is united with it has no actual
existence. The sum of this opinion refers back then to the crucified Messiah
being related to the universal humanity existing in the mind, but this does not
match what is required, because the relationships have already been shown
by us to be non-existent among existent things. Even if we decided that they
existed there would be no escape for them, because neither the relationships
nor the universal humanity can have crucifixion or suffering attributed to them.

If it is said that the kind of universal nature actually exists, we reply, if that
is meant, it is required that God be united with each one of the human indi-
viduals. It may be said that what is meant is particular to Jesus, on him be
peace, regardless of any characteristics distinguishing him from others. We say
that this is an intellectual consideration which has no actual existence. The
existence of what is particular to him depends upon the existence of certain

60  For a ninth-century Muslim refutation of the Melkite conception of ‘universal humanity’
see Abii ‘Isa al-Warraq, ‘al-Radd ‘ala al-ittihad’, pp. 124-134, and pp. 222-239.

61 Abi Tsaal-Warraq also argues that the idea of universal humanity is unworkable in real life
since if Mary ‘did give birth to the universal human in this respect, then every woman who
has given birth to a child has given birth to the universal human in this respect, Thomas,
p- 131

62 Muslim objections to the supposed death of God as a result of the union of divinity and
humanity in Christ can be found in al-Warrag, op. cit., pp. 16-125, and pp. 154-165, and in
al-Baqillani, Kitab al-tamhid, pp. 97—98.
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particular characteristics, and the outcome would be a return to union with a
separate human being. We will refute this opinion shortly.63

Furthermore, even if it is imagined that the divine reality is taken from the
human reality and the reality itself, surely it follows that they have brought
about the existence of the divine reality, with the attributes established in
it, because it is produced from the two realities preceding the existence of
the divine reality, as already described. Therefore, the existence of the divine
reality which is given such attributes is preceded by the existence of the human
reality, and also preceded by the existence of the reality itself. The attributes
of God must necessarily exist and be established eternally in his essence.
However, one of the two realities, which is a condition of the existence of the
divine reality with the attributes already mentioned, is the human reality, and
its temporality is already agreed, so how could it be a condition of what is
established eternally?

If what is meant by ‘the taking’ (of the divine nature from the human nature)
is that an attribute was newly fashioned in the essence of God when he created
the humanity, and if it is intended by this that the two realities are a condition of
the existence of the essence of God, may his name be glorified, then this would
be the speech of someone with no intelligence.

This is the opinion of those among them from early times. Those of recent
times speak in a similar way to them, only differing over ‘the union’ They
say that there is a union between the Messiah and a particular human being.
According to both groups, the Messiah is a hypostasis of the divine reality only,
and a reality that is not composed, taken from the two realities; by the two
realities, they mean the reality of God, may his name be glorified, and the
humanity of Jesus, on him be peace. Moreover, there is agreement between
the two groups that each reality retains all of its attributes, without mixture
or blending, but each of the two keeps its essence with respect to being what
it is. Then they clearly state that the Messiah, who is a hypostasis of the divine
reality only, was crucified. Therefore there follows necessarily for the second
group what followed necessarily for the first one.

63  Fora tenth-century Muslim argument that the universal humanity must be particular see
al-Baqillani, Kitab al-tamhid, p. 92.
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As for the first group, what has been said about them is clear. As for the
second group, even though they have declared that the Messiah, on him be
peace, is a hypostasis of the divine reality only, and have believed that his
reality is not composed, and have stated there is no mixture or blending with
the human reality, they still believe in his crucifixion. Therefore, it necessarily
follows that the crucified one is God.

If it is said, since both groups speak about the union, then why may the
crucifixion not be related to the one who is united with the divine reality? We
say, they cannot verify this claim at all. As for the early group, this is because
the one who is united with the divine reality only exists in the mind, and also
because the reality of the Messiah, according to them, is not composed. As for
the later group, they also affirm this teaching. According to them, the union is
with a particular human being, so the condition of the Messiah depends on the
relationship (between the divine and the human). How strange it is that they
attach the crucifixion to the Messiah who is a hypostasis of the divine reality
alone!64

They admit that the reality of the union is unintelligible. So how can a
rational person attach the crucifixion to the Messiah who is a hypostasis of
the divine reality alone, and profess ignorance about the reality of the union
on which he bases his knowledge while he refers suffering to the humanity to
keep it away from God, may his name be glorified? Even stranger than this is
his reliance on what he does not know about his reality, when there is a clear
alternative to this ignorance! What excuse is there for someone who believes
that a meaning can be derived from the literal sense of the passages to prove
the union, and from the miracles that appeared by the hand of the Messiah, on
him be peace. This is an admission of ignorance which is contrary to the truth.
Whoever is not aware of the principles of science, and who is not guided by
such principles away from ignorance, speaks like this easily.

64  For Christian denials of Muslim claims that the union of divinity and humanity in Christ
results in the divinity suffering death see Abu R@’ita, ‘Letter on the Incarnation’ pp. 3942,
Abu Qurra, ‘Maymar fi-l-radd ‘ala man yankaru li-llah al-tajassud’ (A Reply to the One
who Refuses to Attribute the Incarnation to God), pp. 180-186, and Yahya ibn ‘Adi, De
’Incarnation, pp. 30—38. See also S. Rissanen, Theological Encounter of Oriental Christians
with Islam during early Abbasid Rule, Abo, 1993, and M. Swanson, ‘Folly to the Hunafa’,
PhD, p1sal, Rome, 1992. For the broader issues related to the death of Christ in early
Muslim-Christian debate see D. Thomas, ‘Denying the Cross in Early Muslim Dialogues
with Christians’, and M. Beaumont, ‘Debating the Cross in Early Christian Dialogues with
Muslims’ in D.E. Singh, ed., Jesus and the Cross: Reflections of Christians from Islamic
Contexts, Carlisle/Waynesboro, 2008, pp. 49-53, and pp. 55-64.
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Concerning the union, we have already mentioned its connection to others
apart from Jesus, on him be peace, and we have shown this in the clearest way.
Concerning the appearance of miracles by his hand through his requesting and
asking, that is established of other prophets. How can they deny this, when he
is the one who pleaded, and in his prayer for the raising of Lazarus he lifted his
eyes to heaven and said, ‘Oh Father, I thank you because you listen to me, and
I know that you listen to me at all times, but in order that this present crowd
believes that you sent me’65 He is the one who asked God who is capable of it,
for his disciples to be made holy and to be kept, when he said, ‘Make them
holy in your truth’%¢ and when he said, ‘Keep them in your name that you
have given me’67 He is the one who prayed imploring, and he stumbled over
the possibility of escaping from the crucifixion, when he said, ‘If it is possible
then remove this cup from me, yet not according to my will but according to
your will’68 He is the one who asked his God, why he had forsaken him, when
he said, ‘My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?’¢® He is the one who
denied knowledge particular to God having been established in him, when he
said, ‘Concerning that day and that hour’, to his saying, ‘Neither the Son, but the
Father alone.’0 He is the one who proclaimed his humanity and his being sent,
when he said, ‘A man, I speak to you about the truth that I heard from God. ' He
is the one who conformed his judgements to what he had been commanded,
‘As the Father commanded me so I speak.”? There is the testimony to him on
the lips of one of the greatest of his disciples who praised him for the miracles
that God performed by his hands, when he said, Jesus of Nazareth was a man
who appeared among you with power and signs that God did by his hand’.”®
Since this was his state, on him be peace, then how can a rational person rely
on a reality that he does not know, when it is possible to know it, and reject
reason and forbid the text of scripture?

65  Johnig1—42.

66  Johni7ay.

67  Johnizm.

68  Matthew 26:39.

69  Matthew 27:46, and Mark 15:34.
70  Matthew 24:36, and Mark 13:32.
71 John 8:40.

72 Johni2:49.

73  Acts 2:22.
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[The union according to the Nestorians]

As for the Nestorians,” they say that the union occurs in the will.”> This is vague
language which needs to be made precise, for if they mean by this that the will
of Jesus, on him be peace, followed the will of God in the five (legal) principles,
not being in conflict with a duty, or a prohibition, or a supererogatory work, or a
reprehensible action, or something that is permissible, then this is established
in all the prophets, and even the saints as well, who are not in the rank of the
prophets. But if they intend by this that all the will of God which is attached
to the creatures is precisely what is attached to the will of the Messiah, on him
be peace, then this is precisely an error, and it is not appropriate that it should
occur to a rational person, far less that he should affirm it as doctrine.

How is such a claim possible when, according to them, the will of God was
connected to the crucifixion of the Messiah, on him be peace, and yet the
crucifixion was not willed by him, nor his will connected to it? What proves
this is his imploring God, asking for its removal, when he said, ‘If it is possible
then remove this cup from me, yet not according to my will but according to
your will.76 Therefore, he made clear a distinction between the two wills. Then
his grief during the crucifixion, when he asked about the reason for it, saying,
‘My God, my God, why have you forsaken me??” proves his lack of knowledge
of the reason. If someone does not know the reality of an event, how is his will
connected to its occurrence?

It is well known that the will of the Messiah, on him be peace, was connected
to all of the children of Israel following him, and to gathering them under his
guidance. This is a characteristic of the prophets who guide. The will of God
was not connected with that, but was connected to its opposite, because the

74  Nestorian Christians were named after Nestorius who was exiled beyond the borders of the
Roman Empire in 436 for refusing to allow Mary to be called ‘God-bearer’, a title affirmed at
the Council of Ephesus in 431. Followers of Nestorius later refused to accept the definition
of the Council of Chalcedon in 451 which held that the union of the divinity and humanity
of Christ was in terms of one hypostasis in two natures. They preferred to think of the two
natures as two hypostases. See A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 2.4. London,
1996, p. 504.

75  Nestorian Christology made much of the need for Christ to be tested throughout his life
for obedience to the will of God, since only at the end of his life could he be pronounced
fully obedient to God. For a ninth-century Nestorian discussion of Christ’s obedience
see Ammar al-Basr, ‘Kitab al-masa’il wa-1-ajwiba’ (The Book of Questions and Answers),
pp- 220—230. See further, M. Beaumont, “Ammar al-Basr1 on the Incarnation, pp. 55-62.

76 Mark 14:36.

77  Markis:34.
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opposite occurred. Similarly, the hour was connected to the will of God by
its occurrence at a particular time, yet the Messiah did not know that time
exactly, so how was his will connected to the knowledge of it (the particular
time)? When he approached the fig tree the will of God was connected to his
approaching it even though it had no fruit, and the Messiah, on him be peace,
approached it not knowing the reality of this connection. There are many of
these texts, and they may be found in their places, nevertheless, we refrain from
prolonging the discussion because they are easy to find.

[Titles applied to Jesus by Christians]
[‘God’ applied to Jesus]

This sect, they are well known for applying the term ‘God’ to the Messiah, on
him be peace, and I wish I knew whether the intention of this application is to
glorify him because God is attached to everything that is great, or whether they
intend by this his divinity? If the latter is the intention, then the ignorance of
this sect is greater than that of all other sects.

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 metaphorically? 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’”® Al-Hallaj said, Tam God,
and there is nothing in my robe except God'” 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 hidden and not made known’8? All this has convinced
people of sound mind that a literal meaning could not have been intended.

78  These are sayings of Aba Yazid al-Bistami (d. 874).

79  al-Husain ibn Mansar al-Hallaj (d. 922).

80  This whole passage starting with ‘al-Hallaj said’ is borrowed from al-Ghazal’s Mishkat al-
anwar where al-Ghazali talks about the concept of union among those Sufis mentioned
here and that it was inappropriate from them to declare this concept to the public masses,
see al-Ghazali, The Niche of Lights, trans., D. Buchman, Provo, 1998, p. 18.
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Then you find that they have become committed to proceeding along the
narrowest paths to the point that they become objects of ridicule to those
who scoff at them, despite the fact that no vein of fanaticism throbs in any of
them. It is an escape for them, a way out of the evil in which they have become
embroiled. How would they be opposing reason when it is possible to take the
words in their correct sense?

[‘Lord’ applied to Jesus]

As far as the meaning of ‘the indwelling’ is concerned we have already
explained it clearly. As for ‘the lord) the meaning is equivocal and could be
connected either to God, may his name be glorified, or to an owner, as in the
sayings, ‘lord of the house’ and ‘lord of the property’. As for ‘God), according to
them, the meaning is equivocal and could be connected with all that is great.
When he (Jesus) said in the gospel, ‘It has been said of you in your law that
you are gods’, he spoke about the Jews. He (God) said in the Psalms, ‘And I have
called you all gods, and sons of the most high’#! and in the Torah to Moses, ‘1
have made you a god to Pharaoh and your brother Aaron your messenger’82
The word ‘god’ is applied to all who are worshipped whether the worship is
true or false. When the traveller finds a way of escape from the narrow path his
persistence in error is sheer blindness.

Paul explained all of this so clearly in his second epistle in the ninth chapter
of his epistles, such that only someone who has lost his two guides, his reason
and his knowledge, could be in any doubt. He said,

There is no God but God alone, and although there are things that are in
heaven and on earth that are called gods, and since many gods and many
lords are found, we have only one God; He is God the Father from whom
everything comes, and we are in him, and there is one lord; he is Jesus
Christ who holds everything in his hand, and we are also in his grasp.83

Notice the excellence of this statement making clear that ‘God’ and ‘the lord’
are applied to God, almighty and glorious, and to others who are not entitled
to be worshipped. He established in God who is worshipped, the attribute of
the Creator who is entitled to worship, so he made the creation of everything

81  Psalm 82:6.
82  Exodus7:.
83  1Corinthians 8:4-6.
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originate from him, saying, ‘From whom everything comes, and we are in
him’ He announced that this is God and praised him in his oneness, saying,
‘We have only one God; he is God'. He denied the right to deity to any other
by saying, ‘There is no God but God alone’ Then he pointed to the Messiah
when he applied to him ‘the lord’ which he made clear shared the meaning of
‘owner’. This proves that he did not establish in him any of the attributes of God
already mentioned, but established in him the hand of ownership which was
appropriate to be established in an owner.

Notice the excellence of these indications which an intelligent person is
quick to accept. I wish I knew how a ‘revealed law’ could have been set up on
such utterly shameful notions. Ignorance led them to be insolent against God,
and his prophets who guide, and his saints who are intimate with him, until
their minds were occupied with falsehoods which they passed on from one
contemptible person to another. As a result of this, they reached a consensus to
say that the children of Adam are punished because of the disobedience of their
ancestor Adam, and that all the prophets and saints were thrown into Gehenna.
God promised that he would ransom them with a generous ransom, and the
generosity of the ransom would be most far reaching if he offered himself as a
ransom while keeping his essence untouched by harm or injury. Then he united
with the humanity of Jesus, on him be peace. Then the humanity that he united
with was crucified. His crucifixion was a cause of the salvation of the prophets
and the saints, and of rescuing them from Gehenna. May God forgive this stupid
mob!

[‘Sonship’ applied to Jesus and ‘fatherhood’ applied to God]

As for their attributing the fatherhood to God, may he be exalted and glorified,
and the sonship to himself, Jesus, they imagine that this confirms something
distinctive or particular in the connection between them, but this is not so. This
is shown in a text found in the Torah, which they claim contains the truth about
Jacob, on him be blessings and peace, ‘My first born son, Israel. He (God) said
in the Torah, ‘Say to Pharaoh, if you do not send my first born son to worship
me in the desert, I will surely kill your first born son’#* meaning by ‘my son, the
children of Israel, and their number at that time was 600,000 apart from the
women and children.

This is the wording of the Torah, and in the Psalms of David who, according
to them, wrote his Psalms only under inspiration, ‘You are all sons of the Most

84  Exodus 4:22-23.
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High'85 Jesus applied this to himself and to them, when he said, Tam ascending
to my Father and your Father, to my God and your God'8¢ Someone who
believes that the one who utters these words is God has been driven from the
clear truth. He also applied this to them (his disciples) alone when he said in
the gospel of Luke, ‘Do not give up hope for anyone, for your reward will be
great and you will be sons of the Most High, because he is merciful to those
who are not generous, who are evil, and be merciful like your Father’87

His disciple John, son of Zebedee, applied this similarly when he understood
the metaphor that we will describe, as he said in his letter, ‘Whoever recognises
that Jesus is the Messiah is born of God'8® He gave it a metaphorical meaning
like that, affirming that the factual meaning was not intended, because a
father is naturally disposed to being rich in compassion, kindness, mercy and
tenderness to his son, eager to bring about in him all kinds of benefits, and to
keep all kinds of evils from him, exerting effort to make the way of goodness
clear to him, and commanding him to proceed towards them, hastening to
warn him about what might lead to punishment, disgrace, lasting injury, or
ignorance that conceals what might be worse in the future. This is the character
of a father that we have witnessed.

The role of son is to be respectful towards his father, to exalt him, to be
very diffident before him, to obey his commands, to submit willingly to them
with respect and honour; not contradicting them, but holding fast to what he
commanded him to do and prohibited him from doing. As for God, may he be
exalted and glorified, if one were to measure his goodness to each prophet, his
mercy to him, his compassion towards him, the blessing he brings about in him,
the evil he keeps away from him, his being worthy of glory which he has shown
to him, then his giving him success in doing what is required, then what a father
would do in relation to this would be trivial and insignificant.

In addition, the respect of the prophets shown to God, their modesty before
him, their obedience to his commands, their acceptance of his prohibitions,
and their honouring him, are more profound than any good deed of sons
towards their fathers. For he is to them a more merciful father and they are
to him more devoted sons. This is the secret of the metaphor in such an
application. When he (Jesus) employed a metaphor in applying ‘father’ to God,

85  Psalm 82:6.

86  John 20:17. See M. Accad, ‘The Ultimate Proof-Text: The Interpretation of John 20.17 in
Muslim-Christian Dialogue (second/eighth-eighth/fourteenth centuries), in D. Thomas,
ed., Christians at the Heart of Islamic Rule, Leiden, 2003, pp. 199—214.

87  Luke 6:35-36.

88  1johnsa.
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his meaning was that he is merciful and affectionate towards him, and when he
employed a metaphor in applying ‘sonship’ to himself, his meaning was that he
revered and glorified God. This is the meaning of the words of Jesus, on him be
blessing and peace, when he urged them not to cut off hope, that is to say, if you
obey him in that, he will do for you what a father does for his son. This is also
the meaning of the words of his disciple, ‘He was born of God’. Notice the secret
that the prophets came to understand, which they were permitted to apply, as
long as they depended on the understanding of someone who has learning to
keep them from corrupt imaginary ideas, and they now themselves continue
to apply, for when they see a monk or a priest, they say to him, ‘O our father’,
yet he is not really their father, but their intention is to apply what we have
indicated. In other words, that they give him the status of being a father who is
compassionate and give themselves the status of being sons who respect him.
David, on him be peace, made clear what we have indicated in his Psalms when
he said, ‘As a father has compassion on his sons, so the lord has compassion on
those who fear him’89

What we have described has established that the application of the sonship to
him (Jesus) does not affirm any characteristic which distinguishes him (from
other people). The gospel clearly speaks of the soundness of this interpretation
when it says, ‘He gave them authority to become sons of God’%° This is to say,
he gave them the capability to attain what has been mentioned concerning the
appropriate meaning of the fatherhood, according to the interpretation that
has been given.

[Three passages in John'’s gospel that Christians suppose support the
divinity of Jesus]

[Jesus entitled ‘word of God’ in the opening chapter of John'’s gospel]

Finally, one of the greatest of their arguments on which they depend to estab-
lish the divinity of Jesus, on him be peace, is what John placed at the beginning
of his gospel. This is, ‘In the beginning was the word, and the word was with
God, and God was the word. This word was eternally with God, everything exists
by him, and without him nothing existed that exists,! and so forth to where he

89  Psalmiogag.
90  Johnuaz.
91 Johnuia-3.
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says, ‘And the word became flesh and lived among us, and we have seen his
glory’92

As for the opening of this chapter, it has no connection at all with the
establishment of the divinity of Jesus, on him be peace. This is because they
believe that the essence of the Creator is one in substance yet has aspects. If it is
considered as qualified by an attribute whose existence does not depend on the
prior existence of an attribute before it like existence itself, then that is called,
according to them, ‘the hypostasis of the Father’. If it is considered as qualified
by an attribute whose existence depends on the prior existence of an attribute
such as knowledge, since the attribution of knowledge to the essence depends
on the attribution of existence to the essence, then that is called, according to
them, ‘the hypostasis of the Son and the word’. And if it is considered in respect
to the essence being intelligible to itself, then that is called, according to them
‘the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit.

Therefore, from the Father originates the status of existence, and from the
word and the Son the status of the knowledgeable one, and from the Holy Spirit
the essence of the Creator being intelligible to himself. This is the gist of this
terminology; the essence of God is one in substance having the attribution of
each of these hypostases.

Among them are those who say that the essence, if it is considered with
respect to it being an essence, but not with respect to any attribute, represents,
according to them, the pure intellect, which is called ‘the hypostasis of the
Father’ Ifit is considered with respect to having intellectual awareness of itself,
then this, according to them, represents the intelligent one, which is called ‘the
hypostasis of the Son and the word’. If the essence is considered with respect to
being the object of its own intelligence, then this, according to them is called
‘the hypostasis of the status of intellection and Holy Spirit. According to this
terminology, the intellect refers to the essence of God alone, and the Fatheris a
synonym for it. The intelligent one refers to his essence restricted to perceiving
itself, and the Son and the word are synonyms for it. The intellection refers

92  Johniag.
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to God whose essence is being intelligible to itself, and the Holy Spirit is a
synonym for it.93

So it is established by these two sets of terms that the word refers to the
essence having the attribution of knowledge and intellect, and likewise the Son.
Therefore, both of these indicate the one who knows or the intelligent one. So
when he said, ‘In the beginning was the word), he meant, in the beginning was
the knowledgeable one, and when he said, ‘And the word was with God), his
meaning was, the knowledgeable one is eternally an attribute of God, intending
to say that this attribute is eternally established in God. ‘Was’ here has the
meaning ‘is eternally’. When he said, ‘And God was the word’, his meaning
was, this word that indicates the knowledgeable one, this knowledgeable one is
God. And when he said, ‘This was eternally with God, his meaning was the one
indicated by this expression has always existed, and he is the knowledgeable
one who is indicated by ‘the word, which is attributed to God. He is God,
because he declared it in his saying, ‘And God was the word), to counter the
supposition of those who claim that the knowledgeable one, who is indicated
by ‘the word), is other than God. This is their belief in these hypostases, and
the words of the interpreter of their gospel at the beginning of this chapter.
If the concepts are sound then there is no dispute about wording or about
the technical terms coined by the linguists, so it is clear from what they have
commented, that the beginning of this chapter shows no indication at all of the
divinity of Jesus, on him be peace.

93  The use of the terms al-agq/ ‘the intellect, al-‘Gqil ‘the intelligent one) and al-ma‘qil ‘the
intellection’ for the members of the Trinity is found in Yahya ibn ‘Adi, De [’Incarnation,
p. 12. He explains that Christian theologians think of the impossibility of the union of the
Father and the Spirit with the humanity of Christ but the possibility of the union of the Son
with the humanity like the difference between, on the one hand, the pure intellect (al-‘ag!
al-mujarrad) and the intellection (al-ma‘qil) of a pure intellect, and on the other hand, the
intelligent one (al-@gil) of a pure intellect. Because it is not possible that a human being is
a pure intellect or an intellection of a pure intellect, but it is possible that a human being is
an intelligent one of a pure intellect, in that he has intelligence of the Creator, exalted and
glorified, so for this reason it is possible that the Son, who takes the place of the intelligent
one of a pure intelligence, unites with the human being. Yet it is not possible that the
Father, who takes the place of the pure intellect, or the Spirit, who takes the place of the
intellection of a pure intellect, unites with the human being’.
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Two ambiguous passages remain in the chapter which may cause the foot to
trip. The first is where it says,

There was a man sent from God named John who came as a witness, to
bear witness to the light, so that everyone might believe through him. He
was not the light, but to bear witness to the light, which is the true light
that illuminates every human being coming into the world. He was in the
world, and the world was made by him, and yet the world did not know
him.%*

So we say; the one described in these words as ‘Always having been in the world,
and the world having been made by him, could be either the humanity separate
from the divinity or connected to it, or could be the divinity with respect to
being divine or considered connected to the humanity, and its appearance in it,
or could be the third reality. All of these are false except the divinity with respect
to being divine. Referring this to the humanity is absolutely wrong, whether
we say that it is separate from its connection with the divinity or considered
connected to it. The humanity would have been connected to the divinity in
time, since the connection could only occur after the humanity was created,
so how could it be described as causing the world to be made, and as always
being in it? So it is also with the third reality, because one of the elements of
the third reality is the humanity which is contingent. The third reality must
have been non-existent before the creation of the humanity, and itisimpossible
to attribute to it (the third reality) what has been described above. It is the
same with the divinity as considered appearing in the humanity, because its
appearance in it only occurred when it created the humanity, so if we judge
the divinity by what has been mentioned of this connection occurring in time,
then this attribution is impossible.

It only remains to say that these attributions belong to God, may his name
be glorified, with respect to him being God, not in consideration of his union
with the humanity, nor in consideration of the union of the humanity with
him. So these words must refer to God, exalted and glorious. The implication
of these words is, ‘to bear witness to the light that is the light of the truth by
which the truth enlightens every human being) because the truth, may his
name be glorified, is he who guides everyone by the light of his knowledge to
the true knowledge, and by enlightening him, acquaints him with the intri-
cacies of his works that intelligence cannot attain except by the light of his
guidance. This is a clear meaning, and does not need elaboration. Light is used

94  Johnui:6-10.
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in the gospel to mean ‘guidance) such as when he, on him be peace, said, ‘As
long as I am in the world, I am the light of the world’% stated by John in the
twenty-second chapter. He also said, ‘I have come, the light of the world’%¢
also stated by John in the twenty-fifth chapter. This statement agrees with the
interpretation that we have given, in taking ‘the light’ to be guidance.

The second ambiguous passage is his saying at the end of the chapter, ‘And
the word became flesh, and lived among us, and we saw his glory’97 It is
necessary to quote how this terminology is written in Coptic, so that their error
and their abandonment of its essential meaning and their diverting its meaning
from being understood appropriately to being understood in contradiction to
intuitive intelligence, may become known.

The written form of this phrase is ‘woh bisagi afer ow sarks’. The meaning of
these words in Coptic is, ‘and the word made a body’ because ‘afer’ means in
Coptic, ‘he made’. According to this phrase no difficulty remains at all, because
the phrase makes clear that the knowledgeable one, who is identified with the
hypostasis of the word which he asserted to be God, when he said, ‘And God
was the word’ made a body, and he lived among us, and we have seen his glory.
In other words, this body which God made was actually Jesus, on him be peace,
and it was he who appeared and whose glory was seen.

They have put forward an excuse for deviating from this clear meaning by
saying that this word is used in Coptic to mean both ‘he made’ and ‘he became.
This point of view makes an excuse plausible, but it is laughable because the
sense of an equivocal term is assigned to one of its meanings by the simplest
indication showing that one of the possible meanings is intended. What is your
interest in opposing reason that requires it to be taken in the sense that we have
indicated? Then, if it is conceded to the translator of this word that it exists
with more than one meaning, he has committed an error here, contrary to the
rules about equivocal meanings. If an equivocal meaning oscillates between
different possible meanings then the evidence determines it, and yet he, in this
phrase, decided to divert the expression from what it must intend and to take
it in a sense that sound reason pronounces could not be intended, in order to
obtain the result that God, the knowledgeable one, became flesh.

I do not know anyone more insolent towards God than this sect. By God, no
more shameless disgrace can be found than that of a people who believe that
the knowledgeable one, God, was buried. They bring him dishonour in saying
it is necessary to fast on that same Saturday because the one who made the

95 Johng:s.
96  Ibid.
97  Johniag.
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creation was buried on that day. It is described this way in their regulations,
written down by their leaders and apostles. ‘And whoever is led astray will not
find for himself a protector to guide’.%8

If it is said that it is taken in this sense by the evidence giving greater weight
to it, then the reply is that every probability that is in conflict with reason must
be rejected as unreliable. Although being called in this case a probability, it
is ignorance, and the one who says it has no knowledgeable guide to set him
on the path of truth. Then, if we confined ourselves to showing the clear fact
that they have committed corruption in that they have made it ambiguous,
it is enough for us to remove this ambiguity. If we wish to settle the dispute,
accepting that this word is used equivocally and that the evidence surrounding
it makes probable its being taken as ‘became’ rather than ‘made) then the
resolution of the ambiguity also is clear. It is evident that the term, according
to this assessment, does not prevent the intelligent person turning away from a
literal meaning. The evidence for this is that ‘the word’ which is mentioned at
the beginning of the chapter is declared to be God, when it says, ‘And God was
the word. So how can someone decide that God became flesh?

The correct evaluation of these words is that ‘the word’, according to them,
expresses the essence, by being considered an attribute of knowledge or
speech, as presented at the beginning of the chapter, and in that case would
indicate the essence having the attribution of knowledge or speech. Yet this
application is not special to God because an ambiguous term, however long
one hesitates to interpret it, is used for each of its objects correctly. Here ‘the
word’ may be used to designate the essence in terms of knowledge or speech,
either without taking account of the existence of the essence having corporality
attributed to it, or being separated from this attribute. For at the beginning of
the chapter ‘the word’ is applied to the knowledgeable one as separated truly
from corporality, the one who is God. At the end of the chapter it is applied
to the knowledgeable one or the rational person who is attributed with true
corporality, the one who is also a messenger. In other words, the meaning of
the saying ‘the word became flesh’ is that God the knowledgeable one, who is
indicated by ‘the word’, was separated from corporality. Later on its meaning
becomes the knowledgeable one having corporality attributed to him, and he
is the messenger, for if it is used for the essence restricted to knowledge, the
term ‘the knowledgeable one’ is derived from it without doubt.

Once it is admitted that ‘the word’ is used for the essence in terms of an
attribute with respect to being an essence, then, since it is claimed that this is
exclusive to the essence of God, its application to Jesus, on him be peace, must

98  Qurani8a6.
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be by way of metaphor, because the equivocation of its meaning is established,
and this is one of the most profound justifications for the metaphorical mean-
ing. This metaphorical interpretation cannot be rejected by someone who says
that this is contrary to the literal meaning, because there can only be a mean-
ing through a metaphorical interpretation that diverts the expression from its
literal sense and which proves that it must not be given its literal meaning.

If it is said that this metaphorical interpretation is acceptable when the
expressions are connected to each other, especially expressions for God, may
his name be glorified, the reply is that reason, when it judges it to be impossible
for the term to keep its literal sense, must interpret it metaphorically. If the
metaphorical interpretation diverts the term from its literal meaning, as has
been described, and takes it in the sense that it is a metaphor in intention, then
it follows that no argument remains to the one who prefers a literal meaning
for opposing reason and the probability of the metaphorical interpretation.

We will now show that there should be no dispute over the words of this
passage, and we will take them according to what was probably intended,
according to the conclusions that we reached about their interpretation. We
say it is established that the True One, may his name be glorified, is the one
who guides with his light ‘Every human being that comes’, and by means of it
reveals to him all secrets. That is made clear in this passage when it says, ‘To bear
witness to the light, that he is the light of truth which enlightens every human
being’ The expression ‘he was in the world’ fits well with being an attribute
of the light and is appropriate that it is an attribute of the True One, may his
name be glorified. This is because the guidance of God Almighty, his making
clear every hidden thing, and his lifting the veil from every ambiguity, never
cease in the world.

His saying, ‘And the world existed through him’ is attributed to the True One,
may his name be glorified, and this has been stated clearly at the beginning of
the chapter, when it says, ‘Everything existed through him' So I wish I knew
what excuse there is for someone to take this to refer to Jesus, on him be peace,
despite this being made clear, where he says in describing God at the beginning
of the chapter, ‘And without him nothing existed that came to exist. His saying,
‘he came to his own’ means to the ones belonging to the True One, his light
appeared, which refers to his guidance and his direction, since by his light every
rightly guided person is guided, and the intention of ‘The coming of the light’
here is ‘his appearance) because describing the meaning as ‘coming’ signifies
appearance. His saying, ‘And his own did not receive him' means his own
who were called to guidance. In other words, his own who were called to his
guidance did not accept his guidance. His saying, ‘As for those who accepted,
means as for those who accepted his guidance, and they were not those who
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did not accept. That is proved by the intention of the expression ‘as for, which
is placed there to specify, ‘And he gave them authority to become sons of God".
It would have been more natural to say that they became his sons, except he
refrained from that in order to make a clear reference to the sublime name who
is God, so that by conferring the honour of this relationship he would make a
greater impression on the souls.

Then he said, ‘Those who believed in his name who were not from blood,
nor from desire of the flesh, nor from the will of a man, but were born of
God' He meant that this sonship, which happened to them by the conferring
of the honour of the relationship, was not the kind of sonship which can be
characterised as happening as a result of the will of men, and their uniting
with women, and the formation of flesh and blood. The intention of this is to
intensify his closeness and compassion to them, according to what has been
said before.

Then, he referred to the beginning of the chapter showing that it is upon
the rules governing ‘the word’ that the meaning ‘the knowledgeable one’ is
based. This is applied to the knowledgeable one equally whether separated
from corporality as with the essence of the Creator or not separated as with
the essence of the messenger.

When interpreting the hypostases they (Christians) have followed a path
which has obliged them to talk about the existence of three gods, in the mind
and in fact, distinct in their essences and their natures, which is to deny the
essence of God, may his name be glorified. The result is that they make the
Father equivalent to the essence in terms of fatherhood, and the Son equivalent
to the essence in terms of sonship, and the Holy Spirit equivalent to the essence
in terms of proceeding. Then they say that God is one.

If they are pressed about this and they are shown that the essence of the
Father specified by the attribute of fatherhood cannot admit the attribute of
sonship, and likewise with the teaching about the Son and the Holy Spirit. It
is not one of the relative essences that it may be assigned as a father to one
person and a son to another. They say: ‘If the essence is one, to describe it with
all of these attributes is possible, but when we describe it with an attribute, we
imply the negation of what is contrary to it’ This is a position resting on igno-
rance and stupidity, because they speak about the timelessness of these eternal
essences, and the timelessness of their attributes. So then, they are necessarily
attached to the attributes and their attributes are necessarily attached to them.
When something necessarily attached exists, what is necessarily attached to it
exists too, and when what is necessarily attached is removed, what it is neces-
sarily attached to it is removed as well. If it is possible to remove an attribute
necessarily attached to the essence, then it is possible to remove the essence.
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This is the meaning indicated in the Noble Book when it says, ‘unbelievers are
those who say that God is the third of three’%°

[Jesus’ claim to have existed before Abraham]

The second difficulty is mentioned by John in the twenty-fifth chapter: ‘Abra-
ham your father wanted to see my day, he did see it and he rejoiced. The Jews
said to him, you have not yet reached fifty years and you have already seen Abra-
ham?, and Jesus said to them, truly, truly I say to you, I am before Abraham
was'100 This is the end of his words.

We therefore say that these words were spoken as a metaphor because
Abraham, on him be peace, did not see the day of his birth, nor the day of his
being sent, nor the day of the occurrence of the third reality in him, as they
claim, because all of these happened after Abraham. But the intention is that
the prophets desire always to obey God and always to make known his law
which guarantees the welfare of the worshipping servants. When Abraham,
on him be peace, was made aware of the mission of Jesus to be a guide for
the world, and of what would appear by his hands for the welfare of the
worshipping servants according to what his law required, he took pleasure in
it. ‘Seeing’ here should be taken to refer to perception, which is knowledge,
but not to physical vision. Paul declared in his epistle which he sent to the
Corinthians much more than this, and this shows that he intended exactly what
we have said was intended when he said, ‘But we speak by the hidden wisdom
of God, by the secret which is always hidden from the worlds, and God who is
eternal decreed it before the worlds existed’!°! He meant that these decisions
were decreed in the mind of God eternally, and therefore they are not gossip or
slander. This is exactly what we have interpreted.

In the Acts of the Apostles in the third chapter, the most important of his
disciples, Peter son of Jonah, known as Simon Cephas, made a declaration like
this when he said, ‘O children of Israel, listen to these words; Jesus of Nazareth
was a man who appeared among you from God with power and signs which
God performed by his hands among you, as you yourselves know, and this is
what was decreed for him from the prior knowledge of God and his will’.192

99 Qur’an 5:73.

100 John 8:56-58.
101 1Corinthians 2:7.
102 Acts 2:22.
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These two leading people among them proclaimed exactly what we have
interpreted, and the son of Jonah promoted it further for he made it clear that
he (Jesus) was a man and he explained that the power and the signs which were
manifested by his hands were not due to his own actions. He made it clear that
the one who performed them was God when he said, ‘A man appeared among
you from God with power and signs which God performed by his hands’. As for
this disciple who declared all that has been mentioned, nobody among them
would dare to contradict him.

The gospel makes clear, speaking generally and particularly, the necessity to
follow him and to pursue his teaching. As for ‘generally’, there is his (Jesus’)
saying to his disciples, ‘Truly I say to you that all that you bind on earth will be
bound in heaven and what you loosen on earth will be loosened in heaven’103
As for ‘particularly’, there is his saying when he was talking to him (Peter), ‘You
are the rock and on this rock I will build my church’ Then he said to him, ‘What
you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and what you loosen on earth will
be loosened in heaven’1%4 Matthew made all of this clear, whether in particular
or in general, in his gospel. He (Jesus) also said, ‘Tend my lambs, tend my rams,
tend my ewes’195 By this he meant the groups of his people. John reported these
words at the end of his gospel.

Evidence is also found for the soundness of this interpretation when he
says, ‘I was before Abraham' The precedence here cannot be attached to his
humanity, whether it is considered separated from the divinity or is considered
connected to it. Moreover, it cannot be attached to the third reality, as has
been shown, since it is not possible that all of these things did not exist when
Abraham, on him be peace, existed. The meaning of the precedence is his
(Abraham’s) knowledge of the decree of his (Jesus’) being sent, and of his work
of guidance connected with it. This is the meaning which should be taken of
the ‘rejoicing’.

If it is said, what is exclusive to him in this since all of this is shared between
him and the rest of the prophets, indeed with all human beings? The reply is
that he did not mention this in relation to what was exclusive to him, rather
he mentioned it to oppose the incredulity of the Jews about the rejoicing of
Abraham, his happiness about his (Jesus’) day, and to confirm the truth of what
he reported. When something like this issue occurs to the prophets, it occurs
on the occasion of the denial of their words, and that what they claim of their
being sent is not established in fact. So this is a refutation of the one who made

103 Matthew16:g9.
104 Ibid.
105 John 21:15-17.
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the denial and makes him aware that this claim is established in fact, decreed
in the knowledge of God from eternity.

The evidence for the truth of this interpretation is that Jesus, on him be
peace, mentioned this when the Jews thought that his words attached greatness
to himself, saying to him, ‘You have not yet reached fifty years’. He mentioned
at this point the aspect that justified the rejoicing of Abraham. So it happens to
them (prophets) in this way, attracting their deniers to believing them concern-
ing what they claim of prophethood and messengership, and strengthening
the faith of those who have given credence to them, who have not arrived at a
degree of knowledge. Something like this is recorded in the words of the Prince
of the Messengers, when he said, ‘I was a prophet when Adam was between
water and clay’106

It is possible that Jesus, on him be peace, mentioned this in respect to
what was exclusive to him, which was Abraham’s knowledge of the totality of
his mission, the guidance connected with it, and making known the miracles
that appeared by his hand which were exclusive to him apart from all of the
prophets who preceded him. This is the meaning of the laudable desire, for
how can the divinity of a man be established by evidence of this kind?

[Jesus’ claim that whoever saw him had seen the Father]

The third difficulty is recounted by the son of Zebedee in the first of the
chapters about the Paraclete;

Philip said to him, ‘Master’ show us the Father and it will be enough for us,
and Jesus said to him, I have been with you all this time and you have not
known me, Philip; whoever has seen me has seen the Father, so how can
you say show us the Father? Do you not believe that I am in the Father and
the Father is in me? These words which I speak are not from me but my
from Father who dwells in me, he performs these deeds; believe in me that
I am in the Father and the Father is in me, if not, believe as a result of the
deeds; truly, truly, I say to you that whoever believes in me will perform
the deeds that I perform, and even greater than them he will do, because
I am going to the Father.17
This is the end of his words.

106 This Hadith is found in the Hadith collection of Aba Abdullah al-Hakim Nishapuri
(d. 1012), al-Mustadrak ‘ala al-sahihayn 2:616-617.
107 John14:8-12.
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I say this passage is like the passage in which the Jews denied his declaration
about himself. He defended it by giving them the proverbial saying, added these
words as a clarification, and increased the clarification here by emphasising, as
he usually did, that he, may the blessings of God be upon him, never presented
an ambiguity except that he followed it with a disclosure that revealed its
hidden meaning. The evidence for this is that when he was asked to show
them God, since he could not comply with their wishes, he deflected their
request saying, ‘Whoever has seen me has seen the Father'. He meant that, since
God cannot be seen by the worshipping servants, he ordained the prophets
to transmit his decrees instead of himself. This is the case with kings who are
hidden from sight. By his command they command and by his prohibition they
prohibit and by his judgments they judge.

Moreover, he made clear the absence of any intention of a literal meaning for
this expression by saying, ‘And these words that I speak are not from me’. Then
making it absolutely clear he said, ‘But my Father who dwells in me performs
these deeds’ He meant that not only were his words from God in terms of their
actual existence, but also his deeds. In other words, all of the words issued from
me containing a judgment are from God because I pronounce on his behalf, and
all of the magnificent deeds that you witness, which remind intelligent people
of the miracles of the prophets, he performed by means of his power.

The declaration of Paul the Apostle, which backs up this interpretation, has
already been quoted by us, and now we mention his saying, ‘And he is the one
God, and the mediator between God and human beings is one, he is the man
Jesus Christ’198 So he (Jesus) put forward, what could not be intended literally,
this expression which taken literally would mean that he was God. For he made
clear that he did not intend a literal meaning and he wanted them to consider
why he had given this metaphor, when he said, ‘Truly, truly, I say to you that
whoever believes in me does the deeds that I do and greater deeds than these
he will do’ He made clear the metaphorical aspect since it could in no way be
conceived by any human being that his deeds would be greater than the deeds
of God.

Then he confirmed the explanation when he said, ‘Because I am going to
the Father’. If he was himself really the Father why did he say, ‘Because I am
going to the Father'? It cannot be conceived that anyone would say, T am going
to Zayd’ when he is actually Zayd himself. When he said, ‘Do you believe that
I am in the Father and the Father is in me?, by this he meant the absence of
difference in judgments and wishes, according to what we have said about his
use of the term ‘indwelling’ The proof of this is the fact that he followed the

108 1Timothy 2:5.
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statement with his saying, ‘And these words that I speak are not from me’ So
let the thoughtful person reflect on how many clear and implied statements
are contained in the context of this passage showing that he is not God. How
can he make himself God? Even if all of this passage were ambiguous, it would
not be possible to resist reason and believe this, so how could it be when this is
the case? Praise be to God who guided us in this, and we could not have been
guided unless God had guided us.

This passage bears another aspect supported by what is stated clearly in the
gospel of Matthew, when he (Jesus) says, ‘No one knows the Son except the
Father and no one knows the Father except the Son’19° He made clear that
no one knows him except God, and therefore he was denying the one who
questioned him, who asked to see God, by saying, I have been with you all this
time and yet you do not know me. I am a man. Although human knowledge is
possible, how do you imagine that you can know God, since knowing him does
not come through the sense of sight, nor can the core of his reality be explained,
by genus or difference.!'® He turned away from this to demonstrate that God,
when the knowledge of him is sought, ensures that the responsible people are
certain that these judgements originate from him, in his saying, ‘Whoever has
seen me has seen the Father, in other words, ‘I report about him'. He further
made this clear by saying, ‘And these words that I speak are not from me’ Not
content to attribute only the words to God, exalted and glorious, he said, ‘But
my Father who dwells in me performs these deeds’ Thus he himself uttered the
words according to what has been interpreted.

[Christian appeal to Jesus being called ‘word from God’ in the Qur’an to
support his divinity]

There remains for them a terminological ambiguity causing some of them to
suppose that ‘the word’, when it is used, means exactly what they have defined
for their hypostases. They try to authenticate, what is not possible, a literal

109 Matthew 11:27.

110 Genus and difference were two of the five predicables of Porphyry used in Arabic logic.
The five predicables were genus jins, species naw", difference fasl, property khassa, and
accident ‘arad. See Tj de Boer and G.C. Anawati, ‘fasl, Encyclopaedia of Islam, vol. 2, 1965,
pp- 836-837.
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plurality in the essence.!! This is a gross error and folly which gives them
the impression that this terminology, which they have interpreted as we have
indicated, must be intended for the people of every revealed law. So for that
reason, conclusions are drawn about the divinity of Jesus, on him be peace,
from what is written in the Noble Book, and it is the teaching of the Glorious
One who says,

O people of the book, do not exaggerate in your religion, and only speak
the truth about God. Surely the Messiah is Jesus, son of Mary, messenger
of God, and his word cast into Mary and a spirit from him; so believe in
God and his messengers, and do not say three, Desist! It will be better for
you; surely God is one.!'2

It is appropriate for me to lift the veil from this ambiguity so that the one who
looks at this passage may be saved from misleading doubts. So I say one who is
born is created from one of two causes; one of them is in the testicles and it is
one of the categories of generative power from which the blood comes into a
condition that makes it capable to receive the life force from the One who gives
the human form. The second of them is the power existing in the sperm, when
it passes into the womb and is combined with the right conditions, that there
is water, flowing, sound, and strong, with no corruption or weakness in it, and
that the womb is sound, with no disease in it, and that there does not occur in
the woman, after the union, a harsh violent movement resulting in the spilling
of the sperm from the womb. Now it is ready to receive the formative power

111 The author is referring to Christians who interpret Q4:71 to refer to the word incarnate
through Mary and the Holy Spirit indwelling Christ. The earliest known example of this
Christian reading of the Qur’an is given by John of Damascus (d. circa 750), ‘The Heresy
of the Ishmaelites) in D.J. Sahas, John of Damascus on Islam, Leiden, 1972, p. 137, where he
argues that if Muslims believe that Christ is word and spirit of God then Christians can
say that if the word is in God it is obvious that he is God as well. Similar use is made of the
Qur’an in the eighth century Anonymous Apology for Christianity, pp. 77—78, where Quran
4171 is taken to support the Christian teaching that the Father brought forth the word as
the sun produces rays, or the human mind words, or fire heat. Just as there cannot be heat
without fire or rays without sun, or words without a mind, so there cannot be the word
of God without God. See further, M. Swanson, ‘Beyond Prooftexting: Approaches to the
Qur’an in some Early Arabic Christian Apologies), The Muslim World 88,1998, pp. 297-319,
‘Beyond Prooftexting (2): The Use of the Bible in some Early Arabic Christian Apologies’, in
D. Thomas, ed., The Bible in Arab Christianity, Leiden, 2007, pp. 91-112, and M. Beaumont,
‘Early Christian Interpretation of the Qur’an, Transformation 22, 2005, pp. 195-203.

112 Quran 4a71.
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from the One who gives the forms,!!® and when the formation of the members
happens, this is the creation of the form of the members and the decomposing
of the form of the sperm. So it is ready, at this point, to receive the spirit from
the One who givesit.

This is the natural cause in the making of every generated being. If this is
established, then we say that everything has a direct cause and an indirect
cause,"* though it is mostly related to its direct cause. It is said of the sight
of green fields, ‘Look at the work of the rain, and yet God is the One who
works in truth. If healthy plants are seen in barren ground and the sun is in
the constellation of Leo, then it is said, ‘Look at the work of God’, so here one
mentions the true cause instead of the natural cause.

If these two principles have been made clear then we say, concerning the
existence of Jesus, on him be peace, since the direct cause has been clearly
proved not to have occurred, then his creation was related to the indirect cause,
which is the word, because everyone is created by the word of God, the One
who says to every creature ‘Be and it exists'!!5 This is why it is made clear about
his existence, by the indication of a lack of the natural direct cause, that he
was indeed created by the word ‘Be’ without the possibility of sperm being
connected to his creation, according to what has been explained.

Moreover, he made this clear by saying, ‘Cast it into Mary’, which means
that although a child is created from the sperm cast into its mother, this child
was only created by the casting of the word into his mother, that is to say the
command about the creation. So then the word ‘cast’ is metaphorical.

Something like this has been mentioned about the existence of Adam, for these
two (Jesus and Adam) share in the absence of creation by natural causes. He,
may the One who speaks be glorified, says, ‘What has prevented you from

113 Here the author uses the Muslim philosophers’ terminology wahib al-suwar, ‘the giver of
forms’, and makes the distinction between the stage where the foetus would be formed
and the stage when the soul will be received from God. Here the author combines the
philosophical theory of the giver of forms and the efficient cause of humans when they
receive the soul from God. We can infer that the author is relying on al-Ghazali’s method
of connecting philosophical theories with theological concepts.

114 Theologians of the Mu‘tazilite school considered that for every act there is a direct cause
and an efficient cause. The direct cause intimates the act and the efficient cause is indirect
divine power. Later Ash‘arites also adopted this theory. R.M. Frank shows in Creation and
the Cosmic System: al-Ghazali and Avicenna, Heidelberg, 1992, that al-Ghazali was one of
the earliest Ash‘arites to adopt the efficient cause theory in his cosmology.

115 Quran7:43.
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prostrating when I created you by my hands?"'¢ God, exalted and glorious, does
not have hands, so the meaning is, I created him by my power, indicating that he
had not been created from sperm but rather he had been created by his power,
which in turn indicates the by-passing of the natural cause. If the natural cause
is by-passed, it is assigned to the indirect cause, similar to the true (cause), and
this is the word of God, exalted and glorious.

This suits the analogy clearly when he said, Jesus is the same in the sight of
God as Adam whom he created from dust’;''? then he said to him, ‘Be, and he
came into existence’;'!8 and likewise also his saying, ‘And a spirit from him’!?
In other words, he is a spirit whose creation originated from him, unconnected
with the natural causes to which this would usually be attributed, and the
connection is in the place of the attribute for the spirit.

If it is said, the conclusion of this argument is part of the premise that ‘the
word’ is the cause, and its causality is a part of its reference to the conditional
rule, and what results from it in the main clause, then that is not possible when
itnecessitates the absence of distinctions between what is caused and its cause.

Al-Farisi'?0 said, if it is permissible that such an example is a main clause,
the saying of the Almighty, ‘Be and it came to exist’ would be reduced to the
manner of speaking of one who says, ‘Go, and you go’ That is not permissible
since the sense of the words would be referred back to the main clause; ‘If you
exist, you exist’ and ‘If you go, you go), so then the cause would be exactly the
same as the effect. This is why readers of the Qur’an agree on the nominative
in the argument concerning the preceding verse. Al-Kisa'1?! does not follow

116 Qur’an 38:75.

117 Quran 3:58.

118 Quran 4a71.

119 Ibid.

120 Abua Hamid ‘Abd al-Jafir ibn Isma’1l ibn ‘Abd al-Jafir al-Faris1 (d. 1134) was a grammarian
and Hadith specialist. The subsequent discussion of the possible grammatical senses of
the command, ‘Be and it came to exist’ is designed to deny the Christian reading of the
word of God in Q4171 as one of the hypostases of the Trinity. By examining Q7:43, Kun
fa-yakan’ the author discusses the view of Ibn ‘Amir that the fa’ can grammatically be a
conditional term with the meaning, ‘if you exist, you exist’. He refers to other grammarians
who argue that the context does not permit the conditional sense here. They agree that
the fa’ must be a connective term, connecting the command to the result. If this is the
case then the word of God is the cause of the existence of Jesus, without him being caused
by natural physical means, just as Adam was caused by God’s word of command without
natural physical means.

121 ‘Ali ibn Hamza ibn ‘Abdallah ibn Bahman ibn Fairaz al-Kisa’1 (d. circa 805) was a Qur’anic
scholar and a grammarian.
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Ibn ‘Amir'2? except in admitting the possibility that it is accusative, not from
the aspect of the main clause but from the aspect of the conjunction, and this
agreement is limited to two verses. The first is his saying, may the One who
speaks be glorified, ‘He only has to command when he wants something; he
says to it, Be! and it exists.!?3 The second is the saying of the Almighty, ‘We only
have to command something when we want it; we say to it, Be! and it exists’124
If the main clause cannot be read as accusative or nominative, the argument
about the verse falls and ‘the word’ cannot be a cause.

So I say, and God is my helper, that this discussion is strange and the people
of the Arabic language use the main clause to consider sometimes the meaning
of words and at other times the form of words without taking account of the
meaning. An example of this is the saying of the Almighty, ‘Do they not go
about the earth and see?125 The use of the main clause depends upon the form
of the interrogative expression without taking account of its meaning, and the
meaning of the words is that ‘They went about and they saw’. This is purely
an announcement, it is not a question at all. If it is supposed that the fa’ is
a conjunction because of the susceptibility to the omission of the nun in the
conjunction and the main clause, then how can it be taken as solely dedicated
to the main clause, according to this conception? This is rebutted by what is not
ambiguous in its existence as a main clause, and it is his saying, may the One
who speaks be glorified, ‘Do they not go about the earth so that they might have
hearts?"126

If this is clear our question is referred to this rule, and the main clause
accords with the form of the imperative only, without showing its meaning.
Sibawayh1'?” said the order of the one commanded is compared with the form
of the expression of the imperative in common usage relating that which is
accomplished to the effect of the capability of it. Since the people of the
common usage!?® judge that when a person is commanded to stand up, and
he does so at the command, then his standing up is caused by the form of the
imperative and the expression of the command is the cause of his standing up.

122 Aba Muhammad ‘Abd al-Wahhab ibn ‘Amir (d. 1031) was a legal scholar of the Maliki
school.

123 Qur’an 36:82.

124 Qurani6:4o.

125 Quran 12:09.

126 Qur’an 22:46.

127  Sibawayhiwas the popular name of Aba Bishr Amr ibn Uthman ibn Qanbar (d. circa 796),
a grammarian of the Basra school who wrote the first grammar of Arabic. See M.G. Carter,
‘SibawayhT, Encyclopaedia of Islam, vol. 9,1997, pp. 524—531.

128  or the Traditionalists.
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But it is in reality caused by the intention which the form of the imperative has
demonstrated. This is proved by a master, when he commands his servant to
do an action, and the servant knows that the master does not intend him to
do what he has commanded him to do. If the servant does it, he is considered
as disloyal to his master, blameworthy from his point of view. So, for the one
commanded there are two causes; the first of them is real and intended, and it
is the indirect cause, and the second is the form of the command in common
usage showing the intention, and it goes back, here, to the same rule referring
to the judgment about the direct cause.

It has now been established, by what we have mentioned, that the people of
the common usage'?® consider the word by which the command is made to be
a cause and they transfer the judgement to it. They make what takes place after
it the effect produced by it, even if the real causes are further beyond it, and
that is exactly what we have shown from the beginning. But the origin of this
difficulty is related to the construction of the Arabic language, and it is possible
to refer that to its rules. So here the difficulty certainly disappears, along with
the illusion of those who suppose that the reading of Ibn ‘Amir, in making the
fa’solely dedicated to the main clause is difficult to refer to the principles and
rules of the Arabic language, as in his saying, may he be exalted, glorified and
praised, ‘When he decides something, he says to it, Be! and it is"13° These are
similar to his unique reading of the subjunctive, but the readers of the Quran
are presented with evidence of his point of view by the saying of the Almighty,
‘Did they not go about the earth so that they might have hearts’!3! There is
no argument for their affirmation of the subjunctive, and making the fa’ part
of a main clause except with reference to the existence of the interrogative
form only, without paying attention to its meaning, as has already been put
forward. As a result of this assessment and conclusive argument, no difficulty
at all should arise in the mind concerning Ibn ‘Amir.

May the observer consider the excellence of this discussion with its mys-
teries, magnifying this Muhammadan law, which is confirmed by the most
eloquent language of the prophets, and their best proof of the argument for
them is, when it has spoken it has brought forward every kind of wonder, and
when it has been silent it has brought forward every kind of mystery. He must
be amazed at a sect which adheres to such a narrow minded meaning that is so
clear to understand and interpret.

129 or the Traditionalists.
130 Quran 2:17, and 40:68.
131 Quran 22:46.
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This terminates what we have intended and have promised concerning a
demonstration of the lack of evidence of texts of his divinity, and the absence
of any meaning which a sound mind would reject, and we have resolved what
they believe to be in contradiction, in doing so, seeking the face of God. May
God place us among those who are guided by the light of his guidance and are
prevented from error in speech and deed by his assistance, and his care. May
his blessing be on his creatures, Muhammad, his family and his companions.

The book is completely finished.
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