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The prophet uhamma: diıed in the YCal 632 of the Christian GE ıthın
{WO decades of hıs en Arab/Islamıc rule had spread VCI Syrıa/Palestine,
ZYDpL, Mesopotamıa, much of Asıa Mınor and Persıa. Many of the cCenters
of Christian intellectual ıfe in the ate classıcal WOTr AT ocated In thıs
geographical ATITCa One has only call mınd the of such places ASs

Alexandrıa, Jerusalem, Caesarea, Antioch.,. Edessa, Nısıbıs. and GundıSapor.
The VeErIYy mention of these cıties already Sseis in motıion In nes ancy the
parade of athers, heretics and general councıls whiıch constıtutes the hıstory
of the Chrıstian patrıstic PE But unfortunately, ıth the sıngle notable
exception of the Syro-Palestinian scholar/monk, John I)Damascene (d:6 750
A.D.), hardly Naln 1S NO wıdely remembered in the West of PCTSON
from the Chrıstian communıty of thıs Aarca, who 1ve after the seventh
entury Fven those who aAaIic CONVversant ıth Syri1ac Christian
lıterature., ıt 1S fashıonable spea of AaBC of cultural decline beginnıng in
the seventh CeNnturY, ıth ına of lıterary actıvıty erupting In the
thirteenth CenturYy, followed by sılence Irom then untıl NO It 1S A if
Christian thought had died In the kEast, where ıt had een orn
er Arab/Islamıc rule, in Tact: the Christian communıty, u along

ıth the Jewısh communıty, far outnumbered the uslım faıth communıty
in the conquered for Man Y 9 dıd NnOTt jettison 1ts intellectual ıfe
It adapted ıtself to meet the challenge propose: Dy Muslıms But the
theologica an apologetical achiıevements of thıs eastern Christian u_

nıty, first In Syriac and then in Arabıc, ave een argely unapprecılated in
the West TCAasSON fOr thıs sta of affaırs has een the est’'s general
un  S55 of the relıg10us CONvıct1ons of Muslıms The fact 1S that al least
in the beginnıng of Christian theology in Arabıc, the parameters of the
discourse WeIC drawn by questions pose: Dy Muslıms Christians. ese
questions, pose in characterıstically uslım phraseology, provoked ANSWEIS

from Christian scholars ın er calculated be intellıgıble Muslıms
Now that OUT understandıng of Islam and the hıstory of ıts rel1ıg10us hought
1s Improvıng in the West, ıt 1S, perhaps ıronıically, provıdıng us ıth key

unlock interesting chapters of Christian intellectual hıstory
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IHE ABBASID CENTURY

It Was a(011 in the first CENLUrCY of uslım rab rule, IC corresponds
roughly ıth the of the Ummayad dynasty (LE, 50-750), that Christian
Arabıc eology Wads Orn ese WeTC the when the ra WEIC consol1-
datıng theır W  9 and Muslıms WEIC in the DTOCCSS of establıshıng theır
dıstinctive of al and worshıp Both Chrıstians and Muslıms
hought of siam the relıg10n of the conquerıng rabs, 16 made
specıal appeal for CONversio0n the e  people of the book>”1 Meanwhiıle the
Chriıstian communıtıes WCIC Just becomiıng of the fact that siam Was

somethıng INOTC than ‘“the heresy of the Ishmaelıtes  ; as John Damascene
and Nan Yy later TCO writers referred it® The several Christian COM-

munıiıties in the Near East continued conduct theır OW affaırs and er
OW quarrels durıng thıs per10d, in theır OW languages, 16 princıpally
TCC Syriac and Coptıc. It Was only ıth the Abbasıd revolution (750 A.D.),
and ıts espousal of the princıple of the sOc1al equalıty of all uslım belıevers,
that CONversion tO silam became attractıve option upwardly mobiıle
Christians®. hıs CıIrcumstance, taken together ıth the general growth and
development of sophısticate and cosmopolıtan Arabıc culture, C had
en proceeding 9 seit the for the development of Chriıstian
Arabıc apologetics, and uslım antı-Christian ITaets and legıslatıon. It SaVC
the impetus the growth of dıstinctly Arabıc eccles1astıcal eXpress10n,
16 manıfested ıtself INn the translatıon into Arabıc of the © the eXTIs
of the ıturgy, and Man Y Chriıstian classıcs. The inıtıal In these enter-
prıses WeTC taken durıng the first CeNntury of the rule of the Abbasıd dynasty
0-85 In partıcular, ıt Was durıng thıs fırst Abbasıd CeNTLUrY that
Chriıstian Arabıc apologetics CaIne {O 1ts nıtıal flowerıing. Patterns and
procedures In apologetics WEIC seit OoOWn durıng thıs time 1C determıined
the entire subsequent development of Chriıstian hought in Arabıc The
topı1Ccs of discussıon WEIC chosen. The PDTOCCSS Was inıtı1ated whereby
Christian scholars stated and explaıned theır characterıstıic doctrines INn
Arabıc phraseology modelle: that employe: by CONteEMPOTrarY uslım
mutakallimun, LO rel1g10us dıalectici1ans. Negatıvely they attempted tOo
that the doctrine of the Trmiıty, for example, 1S noTLt sımply contradıction
in E and not specı1es of unDelıe (Kkufr) Dy TCason of assoclatıng others

C Claude en; N: SUurTr |’accueıl des chretiens d’orıent l’ıslam , Revue de
l’Histoire des Religions 166 (1964), 51-58

the study of Danıel S: John of Damascus Islam, the ‘Heresy of the
Ishmaelites’ (Leıden,

(4- Shaban, The Abbhasid Revolution (Cambrıdge,
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ıth God (Sirk) Posıtively they ope make the CAdSC that Christianıty
PrFESCIVCS accurately and completely the promıises of the ser1ıptures.

Of the dozen OT Christian controversı1ıal theologıans from thıs per10d
whom KNOW, three of them dIC partiıcularly Su1taDbDle for study because
theır works ATC avaılable us In modern edıtions. As ıt happens, they ATC

each from ON of the ree maJor Christian confessional STOUDS then Ccurrent
eodore Abu Qurrah Was Melkıte Habı ıb Hıdmah Abu Ra ’ıtah Wds

aCoDıte ‘ Ammar al-Basrı Wäds Nestorıjan. Of the three of them, Abu
Ra’ıtah 15 the MOSLT SU1taDie for extende: reVIeEW of hıs work. Not only
15 modern edıtıon of hıs treatıses avaılable, but eorg Gral, theır edıtor,
has translated them all into German *. The works of Abu Qurrah and theır
French and (jerman translatıons AT nOoTt readıly avaılable A dIC those
of Abu Raäa’ıitah? The Arabıc works of Ammar al-Basrı ave only recently
een publıshed in modern edıtıon and they AT NnOL yel translated into

western language®.
Before turnıng OUT attention Abu Ra ıtah LLNOTC exclusıvely, ıt 1s 1 -

portant call mınd the fact that cContemporary ıth these Chrıstian
controversıalısts there ATC NnOT only the fırst uslım Jurısts, tradı-
t1on1sts, Our än COMMEeNnNtTLAtOTS and mutakallimum. The first uslım, antı-
Chriıstian wrıters a1sS0O WTO durıng thıs fiırst Abbasıd CENTUTYV. Here INa y
mentıion the elderly CONVvertT from Chrıistianıty slam, AN Rabbaäan at-Tabarı ,

eorg Graf., Die Schriften des Jacobiten Habib Ihn Hidma Abhu Ra ita 1 30 and
131: Louvaın,

Abu Qurrah’s avaılable Tee works AI ın Yl cols. Hıs Arabıc works
AIC in the followıing edıtions : Arendzen, Theodori Abhu Kurra de cultu ImMaZIınum lihellus

codice arabıico UNC prımum editus latine Versus ıllustratus ONnn, Constantın Bacha,
Les UVIes arabes de Theodore Aboucara., eveque d’Haran (Beyrouth, idem, Un fraite
des UVWEN arabes de Theodore Abou-Kurra, eveque de Haran (Trıipoliı de Syrıe and Rome.,
eorg Graf, Die arabischen Schriften des Theodor Ahu urraqa, Bischofs VO:  - Harran (ca 740-

520) (Forschungen ZUT Christlıchen Lıiıteratur- und Dogmengeschichte, Band 3/4 Heft:
aderborn, LOu1l1s Cheikho, * Mımar 11 Tadurus Abı Qurrah {1 Wugud al-Halıq
d-Din al-Qawim , al-Machriq (1912) 757-774; 825-842: eorg Grfad. Des Theodor
Ahd Kurra Traktat über den Schöpfer un die wahre Religion (Beıträge ZUT Geschichte der

Phiılosophıe des Miıttelalters exie un Untersuchungen, Band AIV, eft p Münster W.,
1gnace Dıck, "*Deux ecrıts nedıts de eodore Abugqurra , Le Museon (1959)

53-6/; Sıdney (Grifllatn: “*Some Unpublıshed Arabıc Sayıngs Attrıbuted Theodore
Abu Qurrah’”’, Le Museon 072 (1979) 2035

ıchel Hayek ed.) . Ammar al-Basrı, Apologie e1 (ontroverses (Beyrouth, (:
the editor’s French introduction the exX(Is, Iso publıshed in Islamochristiana (1976)

69-1
Khalıfe ei Kutsch, ‘Ar-Radd ala-n-Nasara de Alı at-Iabarı MUSJ (1959)

1 15-148 Mıngana, he 0K of Religion and Empire (Englısh texit Manchester, OZ2:
Arabıc iext Ca1ro, Regardıng the latter work Cf. Bouyges, ““ NOos informatıons SUuT
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al-Qasım ıb Ibrahim, the Zaydı scholar®. and the litterateur al-Gähiz®.
We NOW of Man Y other antı-Christian wrıtings from Muslım scholars of
thıs per10d. But the maJorıty of theır wrıitings ATC not wıdely avaılable
today““. eır value for the hıstorı1an of Chrıstian hought 15 incomparable.
Here find notLt only the uslım ANSWEOTS the Christian argumen(ts. We
also fiınd the challenges W  1C the Christians ATC attempting tO meet in theır
OW works.

Biography
Only [WO atfeaDIie events ATiIcC known from Abu Ra ıtah’s ıfetime Around

the VYCal S17, at the request of the Armenı1an prince saker (806-825),
he sent the deacon Nonnus of Nısıbıs the prince’s In favor
of the ACOBDIT(Ee doctrinal formulae In Chrıistology, agaınst the Melkıte
Abu Qurrah. hıs NOW from the prefatory paragraphs Abu Ra ıtah'’s
OW refutatıon of the 1tes the subject of the un1ıon of 1vinıty and
umanıty in Christ** econdly, the basıs of report contaıned In the
chronicle of Michael the Syrıan, NOW that al SyNO held In the
yCal 528, Abüu Ra ıtah conspıred ıth the Sa]aImnle Nonnus mentioned above
{O rıng about the emoval of certaın Phiıloxenus from the office of
bıshop of Nisıbis!*. ese notices aAaTc sufficıent enable us {O conclude
hat Abu Ra ıtah lıved durıng the fırst half of the nınth CeNTUTY.

In the manuscrı1pts, Abu Ra ıtah 1S regularly called at-Takriti, meanıng
that he Was irom, OT al least assoclated ıth the Jacobite cenier al the CIty
of Takrıt In Mesopotamıia* *. The mentlion of hıs Name IC OCCUTS In the
Arabıc ook of the Confession of the Fathers, ogmatıc Fflorilegium be-
ongıng the Coptic cCcommunıty, ca hım the bıshop of Takrıt!+ hıs
claım that he Was bıshop 1S 181011 prIi0ri unlıkely, gıven hıs role in the
SYyNO of 328, and the fact that the Armenıan prince applıed hım for a1d
In ebatıng ıth Abu Qurrah. But the thirteenth entury Copt al-Mu taman

lgnazıo DD1 Ma LCO, “Confutazıone CONTIro Cristianı ello Zaydıta al-Qasım Ibrahim ,
Rıviısta degli Studi Orientali (1921-1923), 30)1-364

Fınkel., Three ESSaAVyS of Ahu Othman Amır Ihn al-Jahiz (Ca1ro, ( the partıal
French Tans DY Allouche iın Hesperis (1939) [23-1535: and partıal Englısh

Dy Fınkel in Journal of the American Oriental Society 4 / (1927) 1338
Robert Caspar ei al “Bıbliographie du Dıialogue Islamo-Chretien (VIIS-A® S

Islamochristiana (19//5), 125181
Graf, SCO, vol 130, 65-66
B Chabot. Chronique de Michel le S5yrien , Patriarche Jacobite d’Antioche (4 vols. :

Parıs, 1899-1910), vol 111, and 65 &3 Iso F1eY,; Nisibe, metropole SYrIaque
orientale el SC suffragants des orıgines NOS JOUFS O, 388 Louvaın, 83

C# F’IeN, - 1agıit, OrSyr (1963), 289-341
Graf: SCO, vol 130, 160
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ıbn al- Assal ca hım bıshop of Nisibis!>. SO the matter remaıns
resolved.
ere Can be ou that Abu Ra’ıtah’s natıve language Was Syri1ac.

He belongs that of Chrıstians whose theologıca tradıtions AT

rooted in Syrıac Culture, and who WCCIC the first controversıalısts
who attempted translate theır belıefs into Arabıc Nonnus of Nısıbıs also
belonged hıs number. In fact he Wds relatıve of Abu Ra ıtah. mong
OE works, he LOO0O WTO apologetic treatise in Syrl1ac ıIn defense of
Christianıty, and In reply uslım challenges*®. The sıgnıfıcance of noting
thıs fact for the of OUT present endeavor l1es in the recognıtion
hat much of hat Was become standard fare in Christian Arabıc hought
has ıts FrOOLTS in the Syriac ıntellectual tradıtion. Inıtially ıt Was d question
of expressing in Arabıc hat had een elaborated In Syr1a6®. However,
the Arabıc Janguage Wds noL passıve instrument In the DITOCCSS of NSs-
latıon. It became the catalyst for Ne  S hought models In Christian eology,
especılally in much Arabıc Was and 15 inextricably intertwıned ıth

slamıc rel1g10uUs CONSCIOUSNESS.
Here lıes the key understandıng the fundamental LCASON for the bırth

of Christian Arabıc relıg10uUs lıterature in the first Abbasıd entury By then
Arabıc Wads wıdely understood and freely spoken throughout the body
polıtıc hıs fact, taken In conJunction ıth the recognıtion of the C1ıvıl and
socı1al equalıty of all Muslıms, hat Was theoretically achieved In the Abbasıd
revolution, explaıns ONC aspect of the E  S persuasıveness and attractıveness
of siam Christians. It became essential for the Chriıstian churches
make theır doectrines Aas intellıg1ble 4S possıble iın Arabıc, OT al least fo
defend themselves from charges of intellectual absurdıty, in the HE  S lingzua
franca. It Was the claım of al-Gahiz, probably wıdely cshared Dy others, that
Chrıstian doectrinal formulae, al least when expressed In Arabıc, sımply
make Of the Christians themselves and theır interpretations of the
scrıptures he SdYyS that theır «ugly» doctrines demonstrate, <«Theır 1gnorance
of the fıgures of speech and the inflections of languages, and the translatıon
of ONC language into another. and of hat ıt 1s possıble [tO Say|] about God,
and hat 1S not possible. »*® It Was NECCSSATY the Christians
themselves these poılnts, ell 4S ANSWCI the questioning Muslıms

1 5 Ibid., 162
Van ROey, Nonnus de Nisibe, fraite apologetique , etude, lexte el traduction (Bıblıo-

theque du Museon, vol 4 Louvaıln,
hıs WdsS Iso the AdsCc ıth the celebrated Apology of Timothy, the Nestorı1an catholicos,

who Was contemporary of Abu Ra ıtah. &® Hans Putman, L’elise el l’Islam SOMUS Timothee
, (Beyrouth,

18 Fınkel, Three ESSAVS e Cit;: 25
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Bibliography
CO AIC eleven separate pleces In eorg Ta dıtıon of Abu a ıtah's

wrıitings. They dIC all that 1S presently known of hıs lıterary Output. [Iwo of
them AdIc VEIY short X  E of orıginally longer works. They ave een DIC-
served Dy the Coptic communıty, In the work Or al-Mu taman ıb al- Assal,
and the ook of the Confession of the Fathers jÜM opusculum, preserved
In al least three dıfferent manuscrı1pts in ree dıfferent places, 15 the report
of OCCasıon 1C Abu Ra ıtah, acobıte, Abu Qurrah, Melkıte,
and certaın Nestorı1an metropolıtan named Abd I  U, WEIC brought {[O-
gether In the of unnamed government officıal Each OE Wäas

ordered {O relate h1s dıistinctive doctrine. in CONCIse statement, wıthout
anı y ONMNC of them makıng objection another on  @ Each OINC then states
the classıc Chrıstological doctrine of hıs OW confessional communıty, and
offers brief Justiıficatıon (burhan) for theır characterıstıc formulae!?
CcCholars ave een inclıned ou the authenticıty of thıs report. They
poın out that the only known Nestor1an metropolıtan named Abd I:  u Wäas

the metropolıtan of Nısıbıs who dıed In 318 And they conclude that the
report mMust therefore be much later fabrıcatıon which sımply makes uUusc

of the of [WO earher. ell known controversı1ialısts. hıs conclusıon,
however, not only dıscounts [WO known PCISONS in favor of unknown
ONC, but ıt lgnores the faırly known instances of Christians eıng
called before uslım government officıals g1ve aCCount of themselves.
But must let thıs 1SSuUEe rest here?*9 We ave e1g other works of Abu
Ra ıtah mentıon.

eorg raf reckoned that four of these remamlnıng pIeCcEs WECIC wrıtten
agaınst the Muslıms He lısts epistle (risalah) the Trimıty; epistle

the Incarnatıon: 1st of testimon1es from the Old J1estament In {avor of
both of these doctrines; and epistle substantıatıng the Chrıstian relıg10n2.
The four remaınıng pIeECES dIC directed agaınst eikıtes They dIC epistle
addressed Armenı1an prince, agaınst the Melhlkıte conception of the
unıon of 1vinıty and umanıty In Christ, ASs thıs doctrine WasSs taught by
Abu Qurrah; epistle addressed the SAaInNe Armenıuan prince In defence
of the Monophysıite 1t1o0N the Trishagion“*, also agaınst the Counter

(5rat SCO, vol 130, 163-165
Consıder, C the Patrıarch Tıimothy's IntervIiew ıth al-Mahdı, cf. above:
Nau, N colloque du Patrıarche Jean VECC lL’emiır des Agareens ei faıts dıvers des

annees /12 Journal Asıatiıque ser1e, (1915) 225-279:; Vollers, °°1)as
Relıgionsgespräch VO Jerusalem (um S00AD): AUS dem Arabıischen übersetzt””, 7KG (1908)

29-71 ; 1977
21 On thıs subject ın general cf. Vıncenc-S. Janeras, °°T_es byzantıns ei le trıshagıon hrısto-

log1que’”, ın Miscellanea Liturg1ica , In dı SQ emmenzZa 7 Cardinale 1ACOMO TLercaro
(2 vols. : Kome., vol 1L, 469-499
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arguments of Abu Qurrah; another short (maqgdlah) the SaImne

subject ; and finally long epistle agaınst the eiIKıtes 1C 1S In fact
treatise the DITODCI understandıng of the techniıcal ‘person’, Nature.
‘being', ‘hypostasıs’, ASs these ATC sed In TIrınıtarıan theology“*

Thıs are recıtal of the works of Abu Ra ıtah and theır tODICS scarcely
CONVCYS adequate iıdea of theır sıgnıfıcance. Recognizable the four
antı-Muslım treatises AdIC examples of the [WO basıc SCNICS of Chrıstian
Arabıc apologetic literature*>. The ONC 1S general apology for the Christian
relıgz10n. The author of such apology usually discusses not only the basıc
doctrines, such ASs Trinıty and Incarnatıon. but also the crıter1a for OS-
nızıng the Irue relıg10n. In 1t10n, he usually ANSWCI objections

such ypıcal Chrıstian practices facıng east in DTraVvVCr, the veneratıon
of the C  9 an the rıtuals of the sacraments mong Abu Ra ıtah's works
the pIECE descer1bed above As substantıatıon of the Chriıstian relıg10n 1S such

general apology Fach of Abu Ra ıtah's famous contemporarıes, VIZ:. Abu
Qurrah and . Ammar al-Basrı, simılar general apologies**. They ave
the character of vademecum OT compendium ntende provıde the
reader ıth ready reSspONSCS COMIMMON Inquırıes about the Chrıstian relıg10n.
Typiıcally, they do not beyond o1ving the oist of sultable repIy specıfic
questi1ons that MaYy be as about the tOpICS ave lısted above.

The epistle-treatise 1s the second of the {[WO basıc categorı1es of
Christian Arabıc apologetic lıterature. Iwo of Abu Ra ıtah's antı-Muslım
works ave thıs format. 1S quıite clear that each pIece 1s addressed
much wıder audıence han the DECTSONS who AT®C named in the introductory
paragraphs. en enough these adressees dIC completely unıdentif1able
They A presented A PCETSONS who 4VE consulted Abu Ra ıtah, OE

of the other apologısts, SOIMNEC doectrinal 1Ssue. The Inquırıes aIc, of course,
phrased in that had become catchwords in the rel1g10us controvers1ies
of the time. Abu Ra’ıtah evelops hıs rEeSPONSCS OIlC who WOU urnısh
hıs correspondents ıth ole arsenal of replıes possıble dıistinctions,
objections, and counter-proposals an Y gıven topıc. Once the inıtıal

1S proposed, ıIn faegt: he generally 1gnores the epistolary format al-
ogether, and hıs treatıse 15 carrıed orward the mMmOomen of ıts OW.

dıalectical style At the beginnıng of hıs epistle the Trıinıty, tO mentıon
only ONC place, he identifıes thıs style: as the question and ANSWCI method

Grafi’s FesSume of the contents of ese works in Graf, SCO, vol I3L. 1V-
XXWVI11.

23 C: eorg Gräaf, “Christliıche Polemik den Islam , Gelbe Hefte (1926) 82 5-
847

For Abu Qurrah Cf the treatıse edıted Dy Cheıkho, cıted iın above. Kitab al-burhan
1$ Ammar al-Basrı's comparable work. (: Hayek, cıit
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of INqUITY. It Was popular in Syrilac treatises of thıs SaImnec nature*>. Doubitless
ıts V 15 1{8 be oun In the TE Erotapokriseis apologetical style ®
The formal designations, 'question’ and "answer . have g1ven WAYV INOTEC
fluı1d narratıve technıque. For thıs 1CAaSon ave incentıve belıeve
that thıs style played role In the development of the characteristic diıalectica

of the orma ılm al-kalam, dıalectica theology, wıthın siam In
the days of Abu Ra ıtah the essentıa]l features of hıs WEIC already
ell establıshed INn slamıc relıg10us texts“ ”

Abu Ra ıtah's works WEIC wriıtten for the benefit of hıs fellow Jacobites,
whom he C the people of the truth ahl al-haqgq). Hıs princıpal adversarıes
ATC the elikıtes and the Muslıms We cshould not A4SSUumıe that hıs quarrel
ıth these [WO STOUDS, especılally it Wds conducted In Arabıc, Wds aımed
In [WO dıfferent dırections. In hıs time the apologetic enterprise of an Y ONEC

(Jacobites, CIKItES. Nestorıans, Muslıms, CWS Wds necessarıly COIN-
ducted INn VIEW of all of the others. There WdsS always the Suspıcıon the
part of the Jacobites, for example, hat the doctrines of elkıtes and
Nestorı1ans played into the hands of Muslıms, whom they consıdered be
professing en of Nestorj1anısm an Arıanısm. eiIKıtes and Nestorıans,

the other hand, felt that certaın aCcoDbıte formulatıions such ASs OSse
which mention the sulfering and e of God, played into the an of
uslım antı-Christian polemuicısts. Muslıms, meanwhıle, followed the dıs-
CUSSIONS of Chriıstian dıfferences ıth interest. They commented them
and CVCcCn expressed preierences them*® So Abu Ra ıtah obvıiously
hoped that Muslıms an others WOU understand hıs aCcoDIıte posıtion,
and especılally how ıt NIieTre from the teachings of the elkıtes, el]
4S ıts opposıtıon tO Nestor1anısm.

But hat dıd Abu Ra ıtah 1ın of the Muslıms, and how dıd he identify
them In h1s wrıtings? He Ga them Muslıms When he refers them
al all, In an Yy WdYy other than Dy repeating theır rel1210uUs {ormulae, Dy
quoting the Our än, Dy cıtıng theır objections Chrıstianıty, he SCS
such general characterizations d5, « Those who eTtT from S )) (muhalifuna).
Only In the first of hıs epistle the Trmıity O€eSs he UuUsSscC INOTE

25 (: In partıcular the scholia of Bar K Onı No 1$ wrıtten in repIYy Muslım questions.
Scher £d:) Theodorus har KöOni, Liber Scholiorum (2 vols., SCO 55 and 6'  > Parıs, 910

and vol 69, 231-2824
( Heıinrich Dörries, Erotapokriseıs, ” In RAC VI (Stuttgart, ols 342-370

ose Va Ess, ‘““Dısputationspraxis ın der islamiıschen Theologie. Eıne vorläufige
Skızze  5 Revue des Etudes Islamiques (1976) 23-60

28 CL, C. Armand Abel, Abhu Isa Muhammad Harun al Warraq , le livre DOUF la
refutation des frOLS secies chretiennes, exlte arabe traduit el presente (mımeo e Bruxelles,

and the catalog of Christian SI10UDS an theır belıefs in al-Kitab al-Awsat of Nası'
al-Akbar, Josef Van Fss ed.) Frühe mu ‘tazılıtische Häresiographie (Beırut, 76-87
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eiimniıte desıgnatıon. Here he ca them «southerners», LNOTC exactly
«people of the outh» (ahl at-tayman)*?. Inıtially ONC 15 incliıned emend
the text somethıng seemıng]ly INOTEC lıkely, such ASs «people of aıth »
(ahl al- iımän) Muslıms of Abu Ra ıtah’s time called themselves “°the be-
levers ” (al-mu minun), followıng the preierred of the Qur ’ än°°?. Abu
Qurrah regularly refers them In hıs treatiıse wrıtten agalnst them, In favor
of the veneratıon of images, .  people who claım faıth? >1 But there 1S
indıcatıon ör dıfficulties al thıs poın ın Abu Ra’ıtah’s manuscrıpt tradıtion.
Perhaps the solution 15 be OUN: In understandıng the epıthet A

reference the giblah, 16 the dırection {O which Muslıms turn when
prayıng, CO towards the ın Mecca. ere 1S SOTINC support for thıs
suggestion in Syriac chronicle from later times. It 5Sd yS that Muslıms
worshıp ıle facıng toward the south**. And °  people of the south ” 15

not preposterous designatıon for Muslıms who DIaYy In Takrıt, Irag, which
1S ocated the Tigrıs, SOTINC 1ILYy kılometers northwest of Baghdad.

I1 ABUTCONTROVERSIAL

The T opics
The STtandar: topı1cs in Muslım/Chrıistıan cCon  Y ave always ncluded

the Christian doectrines of Trimıty and Incarnatıon. ese [WO doectrines ATIC

iın fact the [WO faces of the Samne Co1n they fıgure in these discuss1ons. The
pıvotal poın 1S the Chriıstian insıstence that G0od has consubstantıal SON,
who became incarnate in Jesus Chriıst uslıms, of COUISC, NOTL only deny
that (J0d generates 1s generated (al-Ihlas, 142)?7 but they insıst that
Jesus the SOM of Mary, the Christ, 1S the MCSSCHECI of God, hıs word an hıs
spırıt, who cshould 1a(011 fıgure In an y affırmatıon of three (L6.; at-tathlıth:
cf. an-Nisa (4) #1) Accordingly, Abu Ra ıtah’s treatıse the Irmity
seeks demonstrate that the affırmatıon of the three hypostases of the ONC

G0d o€es nOoL involve Al y contradıction the allırmatıon of hıs unıty
(at-tawhıd). The treatıse the incarnatıon seeks tOo explaın that Jesus the
SOM of Mary 15 the incarnate Son of God wıthout posıtıng Aalıy change OT

Graf, SCO, vol 130,
(!. Frederıick CaNY: *Some Religio-Communal lTerms an Oncepts in the

Our an  22  y Numen (1977) 26-59
4A1 Man yadda ı I-iman. Arendzen, CLE
372 K Chadot ed.) Anonymı Auctoris Chronicon ad Annum Christi 12354 Pertinens

O, vol 81; Parıs, 230
33 Citatıons from the Qur äan dIC accordıng the modern Egyptian edıtiıon of the textLl.

Translatiıons designated one DYy Arberry AdIcC from Arthur Arberry, The Koran Interpreted
(2 vols. ; London,
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alteratıon In the dıvıne eing The treatıse hat 1S general apology for
Christianıty adds nother basıc OPpI1C the diıscuss1ıon, VIZ.. hOow (MI6 INa Yy
dıscern the Irue relıg10n2. ese three tOopICS dIC the standard NCsSs be
oun in the works of all of the rel1g10uUs controversıalısts who WTroftfe in
Arabıc durıng the fırst Abbasıd CeNntury

The ethod

For both Muslıms and Chrıstians hat 1S al 1ssue In theır controversı1ıes
about the doctrines of Trinıty and Incarnatıon 1S the DIODCI understandıng
of hat 1S sa1d about (J0d in the Muslıms interpret the Old and New
Testaments accordıng the princıples a1ld OWN in the Our än. In regard
{O the doctrines which WEeEIC the tOpICS of Con  OVEeTSY, they customarıly
accused the Christians of dıstorting (at-tahrif) the evident meanıngs of the
scrıptural testimonijes>*

Abu Ra ıtah, along ıth the other Chrıstian apologısts, 1S the defensıive
In hıs treatises. He AI ZUCS that the scrıptures and theır testimonı1es Must be
interpreted accordıng O the dictates of 1CAaSON and the doectrines of the
athers and the councıls. If he DULS hıs emphasıs L1LCAasSon it 1S because the
athers and councıls WEIC, of COUISC, unacceptable Muslıms And CVvVecn in
regard the scrıptural testimonı1es the arguments often COINC OWN
dıscussıon of the USagcs of language.

Abu Ra ıtah oes nOoTt hesıtate the Our an in defense of hıs belıefs
In fact hıs work bounds nNnOoTt only ıth explıcıt quotatıions, but ıth allusıons
LO the Our an and INan y typıcally Qur anıc of phrase. Thıs fact should
qglert the reader {O notice hıs AaWAaTENCSS of the extfent 1C the phraseology
of the Our an condıtions the uslım rel1g10uUs CONSCIOUSNESS. It also ralses,

SOTNC CXICHL, questi1ons about the interpretatiıon of the Our an. OoOme
modern scholars ave maıntaıned that hat the Our an has O 5Sd Y about
the Chrıstians and theır behliefs has relatıonshıp maın-lıne Christianıty,
1.e.. such SIOUDS the elkıtes, Jacobiıtes, an Nestorı1ans. Rather, they
Sa Y that these references dIC hat WdsSs taught DYy splınter Chrıstian
SIOUDS, whose members had somehow gotten ost in the desert>> hıs 1S
not the place DUISUC thıs 1SsSue. But ere ıt mMust be sa1d that ın the
rel1g10us controvers1ıes of the first Abbasıd CeNLUrY, the from the
Our än which deal ıth Christians WECIC freely quoted Dy both s1des dSs

For quıic reVIEeW of the basıc 1SSUEeS cf. Montgomery Watt, Early Development
of the uslım 1tU: the 1ble , T ransactions of the Glasgow University Oriental Society

5-5  + 50-62
35 CLE c Montgomery Watt, *“T’he Christianıty Criticızed in the Qur an’',  22 The

Muslim World S (1967), 197-201 Geoffrey Parrınder. Jesus In the Our än  V (London,
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pertinent eır dıscussions. They WCIC understood Dy Muslıms be
aCCUra Judgments ( the gıst of the Chrıstian doctrines, C VCH though the
Christian theologıans INaY wısh question the veracıty of these Judgments.

As for Abu Ra ıtah'’s DUIDOSC, ıt 1S er Droo (al-burhäan) for the
veracıty of Chrıstian doctrines, of the SOTrT hat the Our an demands of the
people of the book, ““Produce YOUT proo (burhan) ıf yYOUu spea ruly  39
(al-Bagarah (2) DE rberry). As he 5Sd YS, he opes accomplısh hıs
DULDOSC hrough cConversatıon (muhawarah) and debate (mundzarahı). In hıs
epistle the Irınıty he instructs hıs Christian readers Sa V theır
uslım interrogators, hope 1S that yOU ıll TeG2 us fairly In the
dıscussıon (al-kalam) and that YOU ll bargaın ıth us d brothers who
share In the goods they inheriıt from theır father All of them share In them
LE the g00ds| Nothıng belongs ONC rather han LO nother So and

7236yOUu AT Dar in the discussıi0on.
It has eecn sald, dıstiınctıve character of apologetic, A compared

ıth other WdYy> of commendıng Chrıstian al 15 the attempt (8 fınd
COIMNIMMON ground ıth those whom ıt seeks pEISUAde. Such 1S clearly
the dıstinetive character of Abu Ra ıtah's treatıses. He wrıtes in Arabıc
phrases that AaIic replete ıth words and eXpress10ns Irom the Our an, dSs

ave sald, and urther, he consc1o0usly reflects the style of the kalam of the
uslım mutakallimun. To thiıs exient ıt CAdn be sa1d that he Wäds influenced
Dy them He consclously approprliates theır ıdıom for the PUrDOSC of o1ving

NC  S eXpress1i0n, OT al least d 1C  S defense, tradıtional Chrıstian doectrines.
We MUust insıst thıs poınt because of the pOos1ıt10nNs of those who search
the works of the earlıer Chrıstian Arabıc wriıters for evidences of hOow they
ave influenced the uslım wrıters, rather than the other WdY about-®:
Such approac ONEC from observing the noteworthy achı1evements
of the Christian apologısts themselves. On the other hand, OUT insıstence
that these apologısts dIiIC conscı1ously modelıng theır dıscourse that of
the Contemporary uslım dialectic1ans cshould NOTL be taken d den1al
of the Oobvıo0us influences of the church athers the OT121NS of uslım
theology*?. Nor 1S ıt Incompatıble ıth the suggestion that the refinement
of the ılm al-kalam WCeSs much the involvement of the uslım MULA-

(zrar SCO, vol 130, and
ea aurıce ıles, e Christian Fathers London,
38 hıs approac 18 ONEC of the actors hat marks Wo  SOTLES The Philosophy of the

Kalam (Cambrıdge, Mass..,
Morriıs eale. Muslim Theology , Study of Origins WIEA Reference the

Church Fathers (London,
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kallimun in arguments ıth non-Muslım controversıalısts, includıng Chriıs-
tians*©

The Arguments
The mMoOst convenıent WdY sketch Abu Ra ıtah’s arguments agaınst the

Muslıms 15 to follow the outlıne of h1s general apology for Chrıstianıty,
supplementing ıt In the PTODCI places by reference hıs epıstles the
Trınıty and the Incarnatıon.

The epistle the substantıatıon of the Christian relıgıon 15 unfınıshed
In the form in 1C ave 1t41 Yet ıt has four maJor sect10ns. The first of
these discusses the marks of the irue relıgıon. The second 1S rgumen
iın defense of the Trıinıty, from [CasSson an the scrıptures. The thırd seeks
Justify the doectrine of the Incarnatıon. The fourth and unfinıshed section
eals ıth evera] of Chrıstian ıfe and practice about which Muslıms
ave quest10ons, VIZ., the veneratiıorn of the C  E the Eucharıst, the forty day
fast

he Irue Relıgion
Abu Ra ıtah dIgUCS that the only defensıble 1CASON for the profession of

an Y relıgz10uUs doctrine 1$ evidence of od’s OW. endorsement of that doetrine.
Such evıdence. he maıntaıns, 1S be oun In the miıracles worked ıth

perm1ssıon Dy the INCSSCHSCIS who preach the doctrine. He ecalls
that thıs 1S the precedent set in scrıpture. (10d nabled Moses to work certaın
miıracles In confirmatıon of hıs claım 1{8 be INCSSCHESCI (CT: Exodus
4:1-8) The SaJmne about Moses 1$ be oun in the Our dn, C In
Ta Ha (20) 8-23 On hıs model, he dI8UCS, Christianıty alone of the
CONteMPOTraTrYy relıg10ns has Just claım LO alleg1ance. The mıracles worked
Dy the prophets who oreto Chriıst. and those worked Dy Jesus hımself,
and by the apostles ıth the perm1ssıon of Jesus, endorsement
of Chrıistianıity“*“ The 1CASON for relliance miracles ds evidence of

endorsement, accordıng Abu Ra ıtah, 1S that they ATIC d matter of
hıistorical record. As such they ATC clearer Droo of dıvıne approva than
anythıng rhetorical fancy Can devıse. They dIC eviıdent {O the sımple mınded
PCrSON dAS ell ASs the WISe INa  5 “"“There IS WaY deny OT diısown Ithe

E ardet, ““Quelques reflexions SUT Ia place du ılm al-kalam ans les “SsCIENCES
relıgieuses’ musulmanes” In George Makdısı, (ed.). Arabic and "lamic Studies In Honor of
Hamililton ıbb (Cambrıdge, Mass. : 258-259:; Pınes, ote A Early
Meanıng of the Jlerm Mutakallim.” Israel Oriental Studies (1971) 224-240

(31af: SCO., vol 1 30, 131159
Ibid., | 36
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miracles| In the heart; he SaVYS, ..  and ıf the tONZUE denı1es them it 15 because
of CHNVY antecedent hatred.’’®> For thıs 1CAaSoN Abu Ra ıtah takes ıt
ASs ax10matıc that miıracles AIC the basıc warran(ty for the acceptance of
Chrıstian doectrines. As he puts ıt,

The clearest evidence and the plaınest proo In evidence of what and
the COT' of Our IManneT of speech, 1C| have spoken the authorıty
of the IMAMS of Christianıty, and taken from the Old and New dıvıne scrıptures,
whose claım 15 authenticated, consısts in the S1ZNS and wonders have
descer1bed, rather than opınıon OT reasoning“*

Such relıance the miıracles of Christ and hıs dıscıples basıc motıve
for accepting the crediıbilıty of Christian eachıng 1s certamly a(011 or1gınal
argumen the part of Abu Ra ıtah. It 1S al eas old the work of the
earlıest extra-bıblıcal apologıst of whom ave record, VIZ Quadratus,
who in the early second century“>. Abu Ra ıtah, however. 1S followıng

method of presenting tradıtional Christian apologetic arguments In the
iıdıom of the Our an. hıs method 15 already evident in hıs referral the
miıracles of Moses which aAaTC descr1bed in the Our äan ; In hıs use of Arabıc

such ‘ imam ın the quotation gıven above: and In hıs description
of miracles “Signs” ayydt) that ATC wrought by the leave, the DCI-
mi1issıon of (God (idhn Alläh). Hıs usec of the latter phrase 1S partıcularly
sıgnıfıcant. The Our än insısts that the miıracles worked by all of
MCSSCHECIS, includıng those of Jesus, SON of Mary, WEIC performed only
Dy the permiss1ıon of (G0od CC C E, n  Imran (3) 49) Whereas Abu Ra ıtah
insısts that ıt 1s matter of record that Jesus worked mıracles in hıs OW.

NAamMme, and that hıs apostles and dıscıples worked them Dy Jesus’ permi1ssıon
(Di idhnihi).
ere 1S another ıimportant lement in Abu Ra ıtah's discussıon of how

ONMNC INa Yy dıscern the irue relıg10n. He has argued hat the mıracles worked
Dy the prophets, Dy Jesus, and by the apostles and dıscıples AL evidence
of endorsement of Christianıty. He maıntaıns that thıs endorsement
1S the only worthy motivatıon for sustamıng 1Irm relıg10uUs convıction
(i tigad).'By WaYy of CONTr. he lısts S1X other motives incentives which
he consıders be unworthy LCAasSsONSs for professing An Yy relıg10us creed. {hey
ATe worldly desıre., ambıtıion, overpowering Iear. lıcense, personal aggrandıze-
ment, and trıbal solıdarıty. He quickly poılnts ouft that ONe cshould profess
Chrıstianıty fOor Aallı y OC OT all of these LCasSsoNs He leaves ıt unsald, but hıs

Ihid.
Ibid., 140-141

4 5 G, W ampe, ‘““Miıracles and arly Christian Apologetic”, and Mes.
‘**Miıracles ıIn the arly Church” in CF Moule ed.) Miracles (London, 203-
234



1 74 Griffith

implıcatıon 1S clearly that these S1X motives do play part in the rel1g10uUs
CONVvıctI10ONs of Oose who adhere non-Christian relıg10ns. In hıs OW

mılıeu ese other relıg10ns AiIC princıpally udaısm and siam
Abu Ra ıtah’s 1st of the unworthy LCAasSONS for sustaınıng relıg10us COIN-

viction ca attention {Oo the fact that hıs contemporarıIes, Abu (Qurrah and
Ammar al-Basrı, outlıne sımılar LCAaSOINS for 1C relıgı0n should not be
accepted“*®. Lıke Abuü Ra ıtah, they LOO dIC sılent about hat relıgıons they
thınk dicC professed for these unworthy LCasSoNs But the later Chriıstian
Arabıc apologıst who 1S known under the pseudonym Abd al-Masıh ıb
shaq al-Kındıi. wh SCS the SaJIne u  NT, dıd not hesıtate tOo allege that
MOoOStT siam WeIC motıivated Dy esSEe SadInNle unworthy incentives* ”
The only other place WeIC such T  u 1S be OUN: In Chrıstian
apologetics 1S in oger Bacon’s Moralis Philosophia. He lısts almost the SaImInec

S1X unworthy incentives oes Abu Ra ıtah. Sınce Latın translatıon of
al-Kındıi's apology fOor Chrıistianıty Was avaılable In the West from the
time of Peter the Venerable*®, ONC wonders ıf ıt Wds Bacon’s SOUTITCC for thıs
SOTrLT of He hımself mentıions only Arıstotle and €  1US

Sınce the Christians WEeEIC arguıng already in the 1Irs Abbasıd CENLUY hat
the mıracles worked Dy Jesus, and Dy subsequent Chrıistian holy iInenNn ıth
the perm1ssıon OT Jesus, endorsement of Chrıiıstian teachıng,
it 1S NnOoTt surprisıng discover hat uslım apologısts egan respond In
the SaImIne veın, In defense of uhammad claım prophecy and Islam
claım unıversal allegiance. For example, stor1es which dIcC typıcally told
about Chriıstian holy INCN A 110 SCCI1 ave COUNTLerparts CVCNMN In Ibn
Ishag’'s eıghth CCENTUTCY bıography of the prophet:. SO the influence of
Chrıstian apologısts such AdSs Abu Ra’ıtah Can be understood havıng A

effect CVCIM In the development of uslım apologetics.

(F aye C 31-41;: 136-138:; Bacha, 1904, /1-75; Van Roey, Cif.;
29-32; 64-6 /

4} (T the Englısh SUMMAATY of hıs apology iın Wıllıam Muır, he Apology of AI Kindy,
Written al the ONr of al-Mamun, INn defense of Christianity (London,

C James Krıtzeck. eter the Venerable AAanı Islam (Princeton, 101-107:;
Jose Munoz Sendıino, ‘“Apologia de]l Cristianısmo de Al-Kındı", Miscelanea Comullas 1 1
and (1949) 339-460) ( Eugen10 Massa ed.) Rogeri Baconts Moralis Philosophia
(Turın, 188-192

CL C CGordon eWwby, A Example of Coptic ıterary Influence Ibn Ishag’s
Sırah . Journal of Near FEastern Studies (1972) T One cshould pomlnt Ouft that the
themes be found ın the relevant hagıographıc lıterature dIC NnOT 1ımıted Coptic.
er Brown, ““T.he Rıse and Function of the Holy Man In Late Antıquity”, Journal of
Roman S'tudies (197/1) idem.., ‘“LTown, Vıllage and Holy Man the Case of
5yrıa , in Assiıimilation 21 resistance Ia culture greco-romaine dans le monde Aancıen FYAVAUX
du VE Congres international d’etudes classiques ı Madrid, 1974| (Parıs/Bucharest, D
2720
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The Trinıty
It should be stated aT the outset of OUI discussıon ÖOl the Trıinıty that for

Abu Ra ıtah hıs doctrine 1S d datum of the scr1ıptures. Hıs PUrDOSC 1S not
ıts ruth, but explaın the ormula that CXDICSSCS ıt In the COIN-

paratıvely small he devotes exclusıvely the in h1s apologıes for
the TTinity, he Con hımself ıth ıstıng the tradıtional scrıptural test1-
monı1es>° The testimon1esS, and theır accompanyıngz interpretations had
become tradıtional VCT the centurlies of Christıan, antı-Jewısh apologetic
and polemic wrıting. The PUrDOSC there had eecn to irom scrıpture
that Christians dIC not trıtheıists, and that Jesus Chrıst 15 the Word Öf God,
the second PCTISON of the Trinıty become incarnate>*. No change aAapPCAaI's
In the basıc thrust of these arguments when the Muslıms Jom the Jews the
adversarlıles. But Sre 1S He  S objection 1{8 face, AS mentioned above.

The Our an Sa YyS that the people of the book dıstort an mısconstrue
(at-tahrıf) the testimon1es of the scrıptures. Abu Ra ıtah eals ıth hıs
objection in h1ıs epistle the Irmıty He maıntaıns that the charge m1g
be granted SOINC credence ıf ıt WeTITC noTt for the fact that the Jews, who AaTIc

inımıcal Chrıstians, ave the SaJIne Old JTestament scrıptures the
Chrıistians ave If the thıs claım 1s that the Jews aVe allowed
the dıstortion of the scrıptures al the A{} of Christlans for the sake of
miısleadıng the Muslıms, Abu Ra ıtah retior{is that such supposıtıon WOU
involve the self-defeat Öf: the Jews  52 hıs defense involves only the Old
Jestament to be SHIEE But, especılally in regard the Trıinıty, ıt 15 the
Old Testament that 15 the maJor SOUTCEC of the ser1ıptural testimonIles that he
mentions.

The maJor objection that Muslıms of Abu Ra ıtah’s time raısed LO the
doectrine of the Irmıity dıd nOoTt fOCus the scr1ıptures. Rather they objecte:
{O hat they perce1ved d contradıction In the of the doectrine tself,
Le:. the Statement that there 15 ONMNC (G0d In three hypostases. They viewed
thıs doctrine d threat monotheısm. The sımple fact 1S, they argued,
that posıtıng three (at-tathlith) dıivıne hypostases 1S ırectly contradıctory

the profession of monotheıism (at-tawhid). Certaıin Muslıms who WeTIC

adep in Tee phılosophy, such Abu Yusuf Ya qu ıb shaq al-Kındıi
6/3), Cal ContemporarYy of Abu Ra ıtah, CVCN argued that the doecetrine

1s untenable the grounds of TeEC logic®3.
(3rafl. CSCO. vol 1 30, 9-23, 146-147/

W C the study of ese scriptural testimon1es iın Hayman, The Disputation of
Sergzius the Stylite Against Jew vol 339, Louvaın, 9-3  D

Graf. SCO, vol 130, 23 and
53 S: al-Kındı's objections repeated in Perıer, ‘Un traıte de Yahya ben Adı, defense

du ogme de 1a triınıte Con{tire les objections d’al-Kındı , ROC (1920-1921), AA
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Abu Ra ıtah's defense of the doctrine has [WO maın emphases. They aAaIC,
ırst, hat 1S Dy sayıng that God 1S ON  @ And, second, hat 1S
by ‘descr1ibing’ (wasf) (G10d ın of hypostases that dIC named ;tather.,
sonh ; and spırıt". larger and INOTEC basıc CONCETN 15 the whole notion of
descr1ibing (J0d OT ascrıbing predicates {O hım We Must turn OUT attention
Driefly thıs larger subject Dr10r followıng Abu Ra ıtah's LNOTEC specıfıic
arguments.

The description (wasf) 6 G0d and the DITODCI understandıng of an y predi-
CaTte (sifanh) applıed tO hım In dıvıne revelatıon Was the subject of maJor
relıg10us CONLTOVETISY Muslıms In Abu Ra ıtah’s day It Wds> the
existence of the uslım C  ISY thıs subject that supplıe the
COoMMON ground’ and much of the terminology for Abu Ra ıtah’s defense
of the Chrıstian doectrinal formulae. The C  ISV centered the dıvıne
attrıbutes (sıifat Allah) and hOow ONC INa Yy affırm theır realıty wıthout COIMNN-

promisıng Ne:'s affırmatıon of Unitve
Wıthout Dr undertakıng FreVIeW of the uslım controvers1es about the

dıvıne attrıbutes, must nevertheless for mMOMmMmentT tOo Sa Y somethıng
about the Arabıc erb wasafa and ıts aSSOCI1ated forms. Word for word, thıs
verb In 1ts Varıo0ous grammatıcal manıfestations OCCUTS INOTE often in Abu
Ra ıtah’s treatıses than Anı y other sıngle locution. It basıcally °to
deser1be’ somethiıng. The masdar OT verbal OoOun of the SaIne rOOL, 1.6..
wasf, ‘descr1iption’ OT the aCctTt of descr1bing. The OUnN STA indıcates
fırst of all descer1iptive (CIM,; 16 adjective. hen ıt Can be consıdered ASs

predicate 1C ffiırms SOINC g1ven meanıng (al-ma nd) be irue of
g1ven subject entity. In thıs functional the sifah predicate 15 equıva-
ent of relatıve clause. “God 1S knowıng ( alim)' for example, 1S proposı-
tıon In 1 the SIJa OT predıcate, ‘knowing’, Sa y>S that God 1S ONC who
knows. It 1S Name OT OUunN In As much it Sa YyS hat God 1S knower.
hıs understandıng of STA descrıiptive predıicate had already een
elaborated Dy the Arabıc grammarılans in the eıghth century->. As
SCC Abu Ra ıtah Was ell of the implıcations of thıs understandıng.

It 1S nOoTt the verb wasafa OT ıts assoclated forms such, however, 1C
evoke the immediate Context for Abu Ra’ıtah’s apologetic arguments.
Rather, saı1d above, it 1S when (10d 15 the subject of descrı1ıption, and
when predicates Sifat) ATC spoken of hım, and the uslım scholars ATC

dıscussıng the meanıngs and the implıcatıons of these predicates, In the 12

ıchel Allard, Le probleme des attrıbuts divins (Beyrouth, Rıchard Frank,
Beings and their Attrihbutes (Albany, N

5 5 ( Dıiem, ' Nomen, Substantiv und Adjektiv bel den arabıschen Grammatıikern”,
Oriens 7A2 (1974) 313-316
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of the developıng Arabıc grammatıcal understandıng, that the DFrOPDCI 1N-
tellectual Context 1S OoOun for Abu Ra’ıtah’s apology for the Trinıtarıan
doectrinal ormula The discussıon wıthın siam centered around certaın 1N1C5S

of the beautiful Name of God (al- asmd al-husnd)>® 1C ATC COININON In
the Our än, C ‘knowiıing’ ( alim), ‘powerful' (gadir), ‘hearıng' (samı ),
‘seeıng' (basır), eic AIl Muslıms that the propositions be Ooun in
the book of revelatıon, In whıich (j0d 1S the subject and ONC of these sifat,
OI adjectives, 1S the predicate, ATC irue In Abu Ra ıtah’s tıme, and for
IMNOTEC han CENTUCY thereafter, there Was consıderable CONLTOVETISY VCI

hat the truth of such proposıt1ons implıes, and hOow they ATC be under-
stood, in the 1g of the supposı1t1ons of Arabıc STAMUNAL. The grammarlans
of that day thought, tOo qu Rıchard ran nflected forms of the
verb and the verbal adjectives dIC derıved from E VIZS from the
masdädir E: verbal nouns], IC d> ATC (Or MaYy be) understood

name OT desıgnate entities of SOMNIC in ! If ONC WeTC hold that the
predıicates ascr1ıbed God must be understood in strıct $ and not

metaphorıcally, then In the lıght of thıs grammatıcal supposıtıon, SOMMEC

explanatıon must be forthcomıing hOow ıt 1S possıble affırm the
truth of such proposıitions A4Ss ave mentioned, wıthout compromısıng
nes affırmatıon of unıty (at-tawhid). €r all: ONeC COU hardly
maıntaın slamıc premıi1ses that there dIC distinct entıities ın God, the
uUus«c of the usual descriptive predıicates 1S NO SCCI) imply In Arabıc hıs
1Ssue Was the fOCcus of the uslım CONLrOVETSY. Abu Ra ıtah dıd a(011 en

into ıt such, but he Was certamly CONversant ıth ıts 1ıdıom, A4Ss

SCC

The Christian apologısts, and Abu Ra’ıtah them., WeEeIC quick
SCC that the promıinence of such cCon  Y provıde them ıth d CONtTeXT,
and CVCN ıth phraseology, ın whiıich they COU. In behalf of theır
tradıtional doectrine of the Trinıty The fact that in Arabıc STAaMMIMNar the
sifat ımply (masdadir), and the fact that amme entities, prompted
the Christian apologısts TAaW Comparısons between sifat and hypostases.
Eventually, ıt happened, in the work of ahya Ibn Adı 3-97  9 Abu
Ra ıtah’s AaCODITteE SUCCESSOT in apologetics, ıt Was EVCNMN aIilırme amıd the
PTODCI definıtions and distinctions be SUTC, that, od 1S ONC eing
awhar), of three predıcates ‚Stfat), each ONC of IC 1s other than the

thıs term sed in Ia Ha 20) 8} al-Isra L3 HO
5 / Rıchard Frank, iın untıtled prepared for the Society for the udY of

slamıc Philosophy, and presented elr meeting March 30, 1976, prıvate typescr1pt,
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other LWO in meanıng (al-ma nd). 27758 It 1S SurprIise, In thıs
of affaiırs. tOo tınd later uslım scholars accusıng theır OW earlıer

uslım adversarıes of havıng advocated pos1ıt1ons regardıng the sifat Alla
which In effect DuL these sifat the SaIne plane of s1ıgnıfıcance the
Chrıstians’ dıvıne hypostases. Such Was a&-Sahrastäni’s Judgment

the posıtıon regardıng attrıbutes advocated Dy Abu lI-Hudhayl
al Allat 541). Abu Ra ıtah's famous Mu tazılıte contemporary. He saıd,
‘Abu lI-Hudhayl’s affırmatıon of these attrıbutes AS aSpeCts of the CSSCIICE

1S the SaJmne ASs the hypostases of the Christians.  259 And from the 1_
ographer Ibn an-Nadım 995) aVe alleged report from the nınth
CeENLUTY Nestorı1an scholar Pethıon about Abd Alla Ibn Kulläb 035);
another Mu tazılıte. He supposedly summed hıs posıtion regardıng the
speech kaldam) öl God ıth the Sayıng, word of Alla 1S AlNlah For
thıs 1LCASON hıs fellow Mu tazılıte, Abbad, called hım Christian. Pethion
1S quoted sayıng, God be mercıful Abd Alla 1ie he Wds sıttıng
beside IN thıs cloıister. he poıinted in the dırection of the church and
earned thıs sayıng irom H: he had 1Ve WOU ave the
uslims.  260 The influence of the Chrıstian apologısts who took advantage
of the uslım discussions for theır OW. clearly had effect But
OUT business 1S ıth Abu Ra ıtah’s argumen(ts.

G0d 1S One

Abu Ra ıtah hıs treatıse the TIrinty ıth the insıstence that the
Muslıms cshould not AdSSUumıe that they and the Christians dIC operatıng ıth
the CONCEDL of unıty (wahdäniyah), when they both 5Sd y that (J0d 1S 0)01%

(wäahlid) The Muslıms, Abu Ra ıtah's report, argued that SInNCe both
Chrıstians and Muslıms that God 1S ONC, thıs affırmatıon should of
ıtself rule Out the possı1ıbılıty of an Y affırmatıon of three dıviıne hypostases.
Abu Ra ’ıtah 1S probably ınkıng GFE of the statement in the Our dn,
instructing the Muslıms about theır relatıonshıp ıth the people of the
book Say, “We belıeve In hat has een sent OWN uS, and what has
Gcn sent OWN {O yOuü; OUT God and YOUTI G0d 1S one (al-Ankabut 29)
46) In thıs claım Abu Ra ıtah asks, “III hOow Man Yy WaYS Cal

Augustıin Perier, Petits raıtes apologetique de ahya hen di (Parıs, On
thıs subject, 0o0Ok for the pu  1catıon of VT1 Makhlouf, Irınıtarıan Doctrine of ahya
Ibn

Iranslatıon of Montgomery Watt, The Formaltıve Period of Istlamic Thought (Ediınburgh,
246

Bayard ge, (ed an trans.), The Fihrist of al-Nadım ; Tenth Century Survey of
Muslim Culture (Z vols. : New York, vol E 448
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somethıng be sa1d be one ?” The immediate AdNSWeET 1S that in general
somethıng INa Yy be called one in 9 OT one in specıes, one
number. But ON«C of these IMNaYy apply God, he 5>d YyD, and partıcularly NnOTL
the ast ON  @ hat 1S SaYys he AdIgUCS that (G0d MaYy nNnOoT be saıd to be ON«C

in number, IC he suspects, 1S hıs uslım adversary's position®*. He
proceeds buıld hıs OW agaımnst thıs uslım posıtıon the
basıs of another assertion about God be oun iın the Our än, VIZ., °“Lıike
hım there 1S aught  79 (as-Surd (42) I1 hıs , he Sa VYS, contradıcts the
claım that (J0d 1S ONMNC in number. Thıs partıcular irom the Our än Was

also wıdely quoted Dy Abu Ra’ıtah’s CONtemMpOrarYy uslım mutakallimun,
especılally the Mu tazılıtes, and specıfically In connection ıth the adjective
one (wäahld) AS ıt 1s predicated of God®* So Abu Ra ıtah's AL

clearly ubvert the uslım posıtıon. Hısr 1S Ca y follow., f
not Ca y to aCCcepL. Fırst he explaıns hat he DYy maıntamnıng that
G0od CannotL be ONEC iın number. hen he ar gUuCS that (G0d mMust be ONEC In
eing OT substance, ıf ıt 1S Irue that there 1S nothıng ıke hım And iınally,
basıng hımself hat amounts numerology, he Ar gUCS that the
numeral three 1S the only numeral that 1S unlıke an Y other numeral, and
therefore ıt 15 fıttıng that t be applıed God, *K whom there 1S aught,  27
and who 1S ONe In e1ng, but ree In hypostases.

Not One IN Number. uslım scholars argued that O 5Sd Y that God 1S
ONMNC (wähid) in number 1S maıntaın that he 1$ unıque ONMNC (wäahid fard)
hıs 1S the termınology employe Dy the Basrıan Mu tazılıte Abu Alı
al-Gubba’7 (d 915)°- We aV 1CAaSOTN belıeve Abu Ra ıtah's
report that hıs OW uslım contemporarıes employe the SaJIne termıinology.
Abu Ra ıtah AI 8UCS that hıs posıtıon 1S iımpossı1ıble maıntaın ıf A

take the testimonYy of the Our än ser10usly, VIZ., hım there 1S
aught  979 Hıs argumen 15 that the number one 15 1g1 It 1S merely the
fiırst 1g1 of ser1es of dıgıts. The first 1g1 antıcıpates the ser1es. It 1S
part (ba’d) of the ser1es. TIo SdaY, that (G0d 1S ONC in number 1s {O descr1ıbe
hım iın of dıvisıon (tab ' ıd) and dımınution (nugsan). Furthermore, 1T
1S aCcept descer1iption ‚sıfah) of hım 16 a1lls dıstıngu1s hım irom
the rest of hıs creation. He 1S merely part f ser1es. The fact 1S, he

It 1$ ın fact the posıtıon espoused Dy the phiılosopher al-Kındı € 1: Perier. Aart CI
11

C Rıtter -(ed.), Die dogmatischen Lehren der Anhänger des Islam VON Abhu I-Hasan
Alı iIbn Isma ıl al-As’arı (Istanbul, 155

(3# the report In al-Hasan Abd al-Gabbar. Al-Mughni (15 vols; Cairo. vol V,
245
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concludes, perfection of number 15 hat ComprIses all specı1es of
2364number, whereas one 1S part of number.

11 One In eing Abu Ra’ıtah contends that the Christian descrıiption of
Go0od ONEe that he 15 ONEC in eing (gawhar). He SCS the Arabıc
word gawhar where cshould find ODG1LA in 16e ithyd in Syrıiac. In
Englısh, followıng the Custom of the Latın theologıans, often fınd the
word “substance‘’ sed in such Context Abu Ra ıtah's UusSCcC of the word
gawhar ere 1$ noteworthy because ıt CONtTrasts ıth the general meanıng of
the term ıt 1S sed In the wrıtings of the ContemporarYy uslım MULA-
kallimun. In theır system of hought gawhar indıicates somethıng the
order of ‘atom' 35 1S hought of constructive lement OT princıple
in the ontologıcal STITrTUCLUTreEe of composıte, created beings. It
entirely dıfferent metaphysıcs than hat ONEC 1n in Chrıstian contexts®>.
Thıs uslım has nothıing do ıth hat Abu Ra’ıtah 1S sayıng
about God As maftter of fact the Mu tazılıte mutakallimun agreed that
G0d 1S NOTL Sawhar®®. In hıs affırmatıon that (God 1S Derfect one (wahid
kamil) iın being Z>awhar) Abu Ra ıtah he clarıfıes it. that
‘whatness’ (al-mähiyyah)® ' 1S INdA1VIS1DIeE He 1S sımple (Dbasıt) non-composıte,
spırıtual (ruhani), non-bodıly. He transcends all of hıs creatures, both
sens1ıble and intellıg1ble. Nothıing resembles hım, and nothıng er than
hımself 15 intermingled ıth hım He 1S unıque iın being9

When Christians 5Sd y that (G0d 1S {hree., Abu Ra’ıtah ex{i poılnts oul, they
AI nOoTt speakıng of hıs being (gawhar). Rather, they dIC speakıng of three
divıne hypostases, i “indıvıduals’ OT ‘persons’ (asShas). He SCS the latter
term explaın the meanıng of the term uQgnNum aqanim), IC 1s
Arabıc translıteratiıon of the Syri1ac word g°nOomd. Thıs 1s the word that
o€s duty for the Tee term ‘'hypostasıs’. He ıll explaın hat ese
er INCAan urther along in hıs treatise. At the present Juncture he intends
only ShOw hat Christians INCcCan when they 5Sd Y (G0od 1S 0)8l  @ “We descr1be
hım AdASs perfect ONC (wahid kamil) In eıng (gawhar), NOTL In number, because

769in number, 1LE. In hypostases, he 1$ three

111 Three’ the Perfect Number The number .  three CXPTECSSCS the perfection
of number, Abu Ra ıtah dIgUCS, because ıt COomprIses each specıles of number,

G TAT: SCO, vol 130,
6 5 ( Rıchard Frank, The Metaphysics of Created Being According Abhu I-Hudhayl

al- Alläf, Philosophical Study of the Earliest Kalam (Istanbul, 39-41, CS 39,
C Rıtter CH.. 155

6 / FOT the terminologıcal parallelısm, gawhar//mähiyyah, cf. (3T8af. SCO, vol 130, 145
6 X Ibid., and

Ibid.,



181Habı ıbn Hıdmah Abüu Ra ıtah, Christian mutakallim

both odd and CVCI He mentions thıs pomn VETIY Driefly, ds ıf he COUuU rely
the reader’s immediate understandıng. But must turn hIs nephew,

the deacon Nonnus of Nısıbıs, apprecıate hat he 1S sayıng Nonnus
spells it Out in hıs Syriac apology for Christianıty.

One 1s odd number, but [WO 1S CVOCNMN number. ıle three 15 ECVOCIMN and
odd al the Sarmnle tıme, ONC CVECNMN dıgıt], and OC odd (digıit] EverYy number
above three, eıther does not DIESCIVC thıs completeness of the specıles of numbers
eg’ four 15 [WO ECVECN numbers, and there 1S odd number ; ıle fıve, CVECNMN

though ıt iıncludes odd number. also has [WO EVeCN numbers.) Or, ıf they
omewhere PTCSCIVC the AaPPCAIaANCcC [1e, of the completeness of number], hey
AIn doubled, and they proceed infınıte magnıtude wıthout cause ©9

Abu a ıt conclusıon 1$ that the Chrıstian descrıption (wasf) of G0od
ASs ONC, and the uslım description of (J0d OIMNC aAaTc not the SAaInNec thıngs al
all Therefore, he 15 arguıng, at-tawhıd oes not necessarıly xclude alt-

athlıth, ASs the Muslıms MaYy 1ın Rather, he maıntaıns, (GG0od 15 OMNC in
eing, and hıs three hypostases CADICSS the ullness and perfection of the
specı1es of number‘’

G0d 1S ree Hypostases
As mentioned above, Abu Ra ’ıtah belıeves that the doctrine of the

Irmity 1S datum of the scr1ıptures. In hıs treatıses he cıtes the STandar:
testimonı1es. He includes eXIS fifrom the Old Testament in C G0od speaks
iın the first DCISON plural. For g00d CasSuTrec he also provıdes 1st of S1X
verbs in the first PpCTSON plural 1Cc In speech ıt 1S recorded
in the Our an‘*. Beyond thıs much however hıs task 1S explaın that the
doctrine 1s reasonable, that ıt involves contradıction, and that there AFec

analogıes {O be OUnN:! created thıngs where the numbers ONC and
three INaYy both be sed descr1ıbe the Same ıng from dıfferent perspectives,
wıthout mutual exclusıvıty. Here MaYy reVIEW the maın features of hıs
arguments. They 111 be sufficıent enable us observe hıs methodology,
and SCC hıs attempt alk al least SOTILIC termıinologıcal COINMMON

ground ıth hıs uslım contemporarıIes.
Description. Abu Ra ıtah establıshes COMMMON ground ıth the uslım

mutakallimun al the outset of hıs discussıon. He SCS the SaImnle devıce he
employed al the beginnıng of hıs section the meanıng of the STtatement
that God 1S on  @ He has hıs imagınary uslım interlocutor claım that the

Van Roey, CI 7* and K
M The phılosopher al-Kındı argued that thıs notion 15 absurd. ( Perier, art CIt.,

and
(3 E8alı CSCO. vol 130, 202271
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Christians est1if y the truth SINCE they do not hesıtate {O describe G0d dS

lıvıng (hayy) knowıng ( alım) hearıng (samı ), and see1ing (basir)'®. ese
four adjectives appCar frequently ın the Our an ds ep1  EeTs of (J0d They
also fıgured promınently in the Current uslım debates about the sifat
Alla

Abu Ra’ıtah loses time In pomting Out that these adjectives dIC nOoTt
unıvocal n but relatıve (asmda mudafah). hat 1S Sa they
do nOoTt desıgnate e11mnıte object. Rather, they bespeak relatıonshıp of
ONC ıng another In the present instance, for example, each OC of these
four adjectives, 1C AIcC commonly predıicated of God, bespeak e_

spondıng act fact iın the subject of IC they AI predicated. As Abu
Ra ıtah hımself DULtS it, choosing ONMNC of them ASs example, knower
1S knowiıng Dy f A of knowledge, and the aCT of knowledge 1S

aCcTt of knowledge of knower.  NT We cshould ave rouble In
recogniızıng INn thıs sStatement the posıtionıng of the question IC
OtnNeTtTe the uslım mutakallımun. What 1S the ontologıcal STtatus of aCct
of knowing UmM it 1S allırme of God, who 1S the subject mawsuf) of
the predicate sıfah) 'knowıng "alım)? Does it pertaın hıs eing zawhar)
in 1fs eternıty ?

dıstınction MUST be made at hıs Juncture, Abu Ra ıtah remıinds hıs
readers, between predicate which Cal be sa1d be natural predıicate
(sıfah tibda Lyyan), and Dy IC INn the nature of the CaSC, (G0od must be
eternally descr1ibed; and predicate of actıon (fi In the latter instance,
Abu Ra ıtah explaıns, ONMNC 1S speakıng of predicate 1C G0d has acquıred
Dy act of acquısıtion ( iktisab). For example, he 1S descr1bed creator

häaliq) only subsequently h1s acTt of creation (halqg) He cannot be descr1bed
dS eternally creating, OT, for that matter, eternally ringing about the
resurrection, enlıvenıng the dead, rewardıng the Just OT punıshıng in hell
those wh deserve ıt. mentiıon Just few of the actıons ascrıbed hım
In the Our än. But (J0d cCannot GCVeERn fOor instant be sa1d tOo be devo1d of
ıfe 0)8 knowledge. They AdTIeC eternal facts of hıs nature

gaın quickly recogniıze In thıs dıstınction af. predıicates the dıstıncetion
made by uslım mutakallimun between the SO-Calle ““attrıbutes of the
essence ” (sifat adh-dhäa and “attrıbutes of actıon (sifat lfil)75 The
dıstınction Was also famılıar er Chrıstian apologısts, in slıghtly
dıfferent form, C INn Nonnus of Nısıbıs’ general apology”®. It 1S COINMON

ground between Abu Ra ıtah and the Muslıms

Ibid., JE
Ibid.,

F e ( Frank, Dıvıne Attrıbutions According the eachıng OT: Abu lI-Hudhay/l
al- AHat“. Le Museon (1969) 451-506

(1 Van ROeYy, CIt., 1*_0*
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SO it Must follow, Abu Ra’ıtah proceeds 9 that ıfe hayahı) and
knowledge ım for example, dIC ternal in (1J0d ıf he 1S ruly be
descer1ibed lıvıng (hayy) and knowing ( alim). Hıs ıfe and knowledge mMust
be sa1d be &of9 hım OT ‘“trom hım minhu) In SOTINC WdY The only other
alternatıve, he AI gUCS, 1S 5Sd Y that dIC entıities other than hım altogether,
and then they WOU be elated {O hım As pariner partiner (as-Sarık la
S-Sarık). hıs option Abu Ra ıtah takes be obvıiously inadmıssıble. And
ere agaın ONeC immediately ecalls the OQur dan’'s Statement that (10d has

pariner, M SArık lahu‘ (e.2. in al- An am (6) 63)
Sınce ıfe and knowledge must be 201° OT ‘trom'’ G0od 1n SOINC natural

WAadY, Abu Ra ıtah's rgumen continues. and SINCEe they must pertaın HIS
VELY eing (gawhar), and cCannot be products of hI1s actıon, As already
explaıned, they mMust somehow be perfect entities °r OT ‘trom perfect
entity (kamilah MIN kamilin). The only other option 1s that they be
of perfect eing (ab a MIN kamilin) But thıs conclusıon 1S clearly 1N-
admıssıble SInCe Cal be allowed In the descr1iption of (10d Further-
INOTIC, perfect entities, ıfe and knowledge must be consıdered nNnOoTt

only dıstınguıishable, but also sımultaneously In un1ıon (7ttisal) ıth
ONC another and ıth hıs perfect eing

SUDDOSC ıt 1S already clear that Abu Ra ıtah 11l hat ıfle
and knowledge IMa Yy be consıdered be hypostases of hıs OINC dıvine eing
(gawhar) Wıth thıs suggestion he opes ulfıll all of the ogıcal requıre-

he has mentijoned., and {O aVvO1d the pıtfalls {O 1C he has alluded
But ıf the introduction of the Christian notion of dıvıne hypostases 15 {O be
eiende WdYy out of the dılemma facıng the uslım mutakallimun,
Abu Ra ıtah mMust explaın hat hypostasıs 1S, and how ole host of
other objections INa Y be met Here sketch the hıghlıghts of hıs
NT, explaınıng those essentıal aSpects of ıt that he hımself repealts In
the DFEeCIS of ıt contaıned In h1ıs general apology for Christianity / ’. It cshould
be clear f{from the outsel, however, that thıs whole effort Abu Ra ıtah’s
part, amounts attempt explaın SOTIIC VeEry complıcated Tee
theologico-philosophical elaboratıons In Arabıc 1ıdıom esigne CXDICSS

VEIY dıfferent selt of metaphysıcal princıples. Abu Ra ıtah consc1i1o0usly
approprıiates the termınology of the uslım scholars. However, the fact
remaıns that ıt 1S iıdıom that 1S foreıgn hıs OW System of hought
One 1S remınded of the dıfficulties encountered Dy the phılosophers wh
attempted incorporate TeCE ideas of OgI1C into Arabıc iıntellectua lıfe ”®
But hıs 1S nother
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For Abu Ra ıtah the dıvıne hypostases (aganım) AT the eıng (gawhar)
of G0od He AI gUCS thıs poınt al d consıderable length In hI1s treatıse agaınst
the Melkites’?. The conceptual dıfference between the [WO UGQNUM
and gawhar, he explaıns ıf in hıs treatıse the Trinıity, 1S ıke the
dıfference between A unıversal entity (Say amm) and the partıcularıties
(Aawass) 1G ıt comprehends hat 15 {O SaYV, ASs Abu Ra ıtah interprets il
the term ugnum desıgnates partıcular indıvıduals. So ıt dıffers from gawhar
only In regard the UMMETOUSIICSS of ıts comprehensıon (kathrat dammihi)®).
It introduces the notion of UumM«eTroOuUusSNessS In other words, the indıvıduals
(aShas) 1C compriıse unıversal entity, whıich Can be counted, dIC the
aganım OT hypostases of that entity, accordıng hım For example, the
eIng, OT the substance, of al Inen 15 0)81  @ But there AdIiICcC INanYy human
indıvıduals ““Regardıng the Namnec 1SM of sıngle hypostasıs (ugnum), ”
Abu Ra ıtah SdYyS, “lt 1S ıke Abd Allah, Moses, Aaron, and other such
names.  »981 It 15 for hıs L1CAasSson that he chooses the Arabıc word Sahs,
‘indıvıdual’, render the translıterated Syri1ac word UGQNUM, 1C In turn
translates the TrTee word ÜTOGTAOIC. Not q ]] of Abu Ra ıtah’s Chrıstian
contemporarıes ıth thıs equıvalence of Ammar al-BasrıI,
AdIinc ONC of them, rejects the equıvalence of Sahs and uqgnum®*. On the
other sıde, the Syriac lexicographer Bar Bahlul aCCcepts it°> Doubtless Abu
Ra ıtah finds the term Sahs acceptable because it desıgnates somethıng
the order of 'person , OT "man’s self” Unlıke the term body 1SM
Sa  AS, when dıvıded, CCasSCcSs be SaAsSr. It 1S instructive O oftfe al thıs
Juncture that the uslım sıde, the Mu tazılıte mutakallimun, IMNanYy of
whom WEIC contemporarıes of Abu Ra ıtah, and SOTINC of whom
treatıses agaınst Chrıstian belıefs, dIC reporte {O ave agreed specıfically
that God cannot be sa1d tOo be sahs®?.

Accordıing Abu Ra ıtah, hıs uslım adversary unters that somethıng
whose eing 15 other than 1ts hypostases, (J1: whose hypostases dIC other than
ıts eing, 1S matter of fact already dıfferentiated OT al varlıance
(muhtalifah) in ıts descr1ıption ‚sifah) and not al al consıstent OT in har-
INONY The mention of thıs objection g1ves Abu Ra ’ıtah the opportunıty {O
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ask hıs W question, “IS not OUT description (wasf) of hıs e GO0d’S|
being (gawhar) other than hıs hypostases ıke hat YOU describe?»®® Wıth
thıs question Abu Ra ıtah 15 putting hıs finger the 1Ssue al hand The
uslım descr1ibes God lıvıng, knowiıng, eic As mentioned above, these
adjectives ımply which desıignate entities of SOINC kınd, 1.e.. a OT

facts of ıfe and knowledge. hıs implıcatıon 1S hat pOose the ontologıcal
problem for the uslım mutakallimun. Abu Ra ıtah 15 argumng that in h1s
VIEW the problem 1S solved The implıed AaCTS facts refer the three
dıvıne aqanım.

We NOW the testiımonYy of the scrıptures, Abu Ra ıtah SdY>, that (GJ0d
1S Father, Son, and Holy Spirıt. Accordıing tradıtional Christian eachıng
these specıfically indıcate the properties 0)8 particularıties (Hawdass;
hassah LÖLOTNC) which dıstıngu1s the three hypostases that dIC the ON

eing of God®”’ Fatherhood 1S the particularıty of the Father, sonshıp 1S
the partıcularıty of the S5on, and procession from the Father 1S the partıcular-
ıty of the Holy Spirıt. Adam, Abel, and Eve., dIC remıinded, AdIiCc the
scrıptural (Sirr, WUOTNPLOV) of these dıvıne properties®®. But the three
dıvıne hypostases dIC not three gods, the uslım polemicısts Aargue8?
the WdY In which Adam, Abel, and Eve AdICcC three human beings. The three
dıvıne hypostases do notLt eX1Ist in cCıircumstance (ha of materl1alıty
16 provıdes such dıfferentiatıon (ihtilaf). Rather, theır dıvıne eing 1S
spirıtual, non-bodily, refined?®. The partıicularıties (hawdss) } w dıstıngu1s
the dıvıne hypostases desıgnate merely the Circumstance (hal) of
subsıistence qiwam) of each ( of the hypostases in the ONC dıvıne beme”.
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God., praıse be hım 15 three hypostases aqanim) OUnN: together because of
the identity (ZEEIfAq) of theır being awhar), and dıstiınct because of the CIrCcum-

hal) of subsıstence qiwam) of the CSSCIICC (dhat) of each OIMIC of them,
wıthout theır unıty (7IEFISAL) takıng precedence OVeET theır dıstıncetion theır
dıstiınction OVerT theır unıty?®.

The Muslıms next ask, accordıng Abu Ra ıtah. “What prompts yOUu {o
descer1be G0d ASs three aqanım rather than ten OT (WentTYy, OT INOTEC OT fewer of
them ?’”””> He AaNSWETIS that ıt 1S the existence (wugud) 61 the three hypostases
M 1S the “ illah) which prompts Christians tO descr1ıbe God
three hypostases?”* Chrıstlans Sa Y that (J0d 1S Algie eing who 1S three
hypostases for the followıng I1ICAasSson

(10d 15 possessed of knowledge and spırıt dhu ılm rüh) knowledge
and hıs spırıt AdIC eternally exıstent. It 1S NOL possible deser1be God, praıise
be hım. ıf he 1$ be descer1bed In h1s eternıty wıthout knowledge OT spirıt.
ou NnOT thıs sStatement In ıtself be absurd??>

It WOU be absurd Muslıms a(011 only the face of ıt, but also,
Abu Ra ıtah ell knowSs, because knowledge ( ilm Allah) and
spırıt (rüuh Alldah) AFC mentioned In the OQur an (e.@.; in Hud (1 and
Yusuf 12) S / respectively). It 1S noteworthy In thıs connection that Abu
Ra ıtah oes a(011 ere mention word (kalimat Allah) and hıs spırıt,
As do other Arabıc wrıting Chrıstian apologısts In siımılar circumstances?®
ese L[WO entities also ave place In the Our dn, where they AT assoc1ated
ıth Jesus SON of Mary But the CoONntiextT of the In 1G they AapPCAT,
VIZ. an-Nisa (4) /L 1S explicıtly antı- Trınitarıan. We mMust Judge that
Abu Ra ıtah 1S purposefully keeping hıs OW. close tO the erms
of the contemporary uslım controversıes, and that he 1S avoıdıng CasSYy
rebuttal al the an of AaNyONC who WOU pomt Out the antı-Trıinitarıan
sentiment of hıs from the Qur än.

Sınce (J0d has or1ıgın and Or1ıg1nator, accordıng both Abu Ra ıtah
and the Muslıms. they both Can that there CAN be external
illah) for hıs three dıvıne hypostases. They dıffer about the of
internal dıvıne illah, Abu Ra ıtah sharpens the poımnt of the
dıfference Dy askıng the Muslıms,

What WOU yOUu AdNSWerTr il OINCONC of those who deny the sıngle ON al-w.  id
al-fard) hom yOUu worshiıp, should ask yYyOU, 'Why 15 he sıngle ONC, accordıng
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Ibid.,
Ihid.

Y 5 Ibid., and
Y 5 Ibid., and 18
(C Abu Qurrah’s in Bacha, 1904, and 45



187Habıb ıbn Hıdmah Abuü Ra ıtah, Christian mutakallım

YOU, rather than [WO three more ? What promp(ts yYOU escr1ıbe
hım by of thıs predicatiıon (sifa Is there. in yOUTF estimatıon, au

"illah) ground sabab) for lt")97

As SCC, ıth thıs question Abu Ra’ıtah opes face the Muslıms
ıth theır OW theoretical dılemma, and hen hısu hat
Christian doectrine provıdes WdY CSCADC from ir

The sıgnıfıcance of Abu Ra ıtah's usec of the Arabıc term ıllah ın thıs
argument, and particularly in hıs question the Muslıms, lıes in the fact
hat the mutakallimun and Arabıc grammarıans of hıs day, thıs term
Was sed in technical indıcate the entity, that 15 tO Sa Y the aCct OT

fact existing in partıcular ubject, 1C grounds the Judgment that
partıcular predıicate (sifah) IMa Yy in truth be ascr1ıbed hat Ssubjeet . S5o,
for example, aCt of knowledge mM MaaYy be saı1d tO be the “illah)
whıich grounds the Jjudgment that g1ven subject MaYy be saıd be knowıng
( alim) Accordıing thıs 9 Abu Ra ıtah Can claım that the ex1istence
of the three dıvıne hypostases 1S the “illah) for descr1ıbing (0d ASs

fOla sımul father (walıd), SOM (walad) and ONMNC wh PDTOCCSSCS 0)8

(munbathigq). At another place in hıs treatıse the Irınıty he had remınded
the reader., echomng the Cappadocıan athers, that In ontologıcal
the Father himself INa Y be consıdered the ( illanh ALTIO) of each ONC

of the other [WO dıvıne hypostases”?”?. But the Muslıms, Abu Ra ıtah 1S 110

argulng, and especılally the Mu tazılıte theologıans who dIC hıs O_
rarıes. because of theır understandıng of the profession of exclusıve
monotheısm (at-tawhıd), Cannot posıt ıllah existing in (G0d which Call

ground Judgment that he 1S be deser1bed ““sıngle one  E: For them
do WOU be Compromıse theır OW understandıng of absolute

unıty. Abu Ra ıtah knows that thıs 15 theır dılemma It 1S for thıs LCASON that
he offers aNnsSWeTl theır question the Chrıstians in the SAd1I11lCc that
they should logıcally ave ANSWECT the question put them by the ONC

who denı1es the “sıngle Oone  27 whom they worshıp He Sa VYS,
You should ınform us of yOUIL ANSWET hım about the sıngle ONC al-wäahid
al-fard) that INdAYy follow YOUIF example In replyıng hat yOUu ATC

askıng about the three Ihypostases 100

remaıns 5Sd Y that Abu Ra ıtah elleve that all of essentıal
attrıbutes sifat) MaY be interpreted In SOMC WdYy desıgnate hıs three
dıvıne hypostases. He AI gUCS that the three hypostases ATC the entities

(GSTaft, SCO. vol 1 30,
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mplıed by Standar: Arabıc 9 when ONe affırms the evera|l descriptive
predicates that HI usually discussed by uslım mutakallimun. He lısts them

'lıving/, ‘knowing’, “WwI1se’, SeeINS, and Hearne He makes lıttle of
the latter [WO adjectives, 15 also the CAasCc the Muslıms They dIC

NCIude: because of theır promiıinence in the Our än. The lısts of predicates,
comıng from dıfferent uslım scholars, 111676 in the adjectives 16 WCCIC

NnCcIude dASs expressing the essential dıvıne attrıbutes. But thıs dıfference
oe€es noTt affect the COUTSC of Abu Raıtah’s As far he 1S
CONCETMEA. q1] of essentıia]l OT ““natural” predicates aAaTC indıcatıve of
the three dıvıne aqganım. He Can easıly fınd In Chriıstian tradıtiıon WdYyS

]6 'knowledge’, "WIısdom., SIC ıth the dıvıne hypostases. We
must hıghlıght thıs pomınt because influentıal recently publıshed study of
the relatıonshıp between Chrıstian and uslım mutakallimun ser10usly m1Ss-
interprets the and influences of such Arabıc wrıting Christian
apologısts Abu Ra ıtah Missıng the pomlnt that these Chriıstian apologısts
dIC takıng theır CUC from the uslım mutakallimun, and notL Vıce s
arry Austryn Wol{fson In hıs erudıte study of the phılosophıcal of
ılm al-kalam In slam, launches hımself fruıtless search for varyıng
Neoplatonic trıads explaın the varıations In uslım lısts of od’s
essentıal attrıbutes192 Hıs mıstaken inıtıal assumption 1S that the Muslıms
ave borrowed these lısts fifrom Christians.

Before concludıng hıs that it 1$ the existence of the three dıvıne
hypostases that Prompts Chrıstians descr1ıbe G0od In TMmMS of these
hypostases, Abu Ra ıtah eturns the quotatıion Irom the Qur än he had
employed earlıer in hıs treatıse the Trinty, VIZ:. T hım there 1S aught  29
(as-Sura (42). 11) He NO Aargucs that only that relıgıon 1C descr1bes
G0d in accord ıth the TMS of thıs Can be consıdered ruly worshıp
and acknowledge hım Any other relıg10n, C descr1ibes God In TmMsSs of
anthropomorphısm (at-tasbıh) OT cComparıson ıth creatures (at-tamthıl),
mMust be consıdered unknowing. Once agaın, in the enunclılatıon
of thıs princıple, Abu Ra ıtah 1S attempting {[O establısh COINIMMON ground
ıth hıs uslım contemporarıes. Their mutakallimun regularly rejecte:
anthropomorphısm and Comparısons drawn between God and creatures,
usıng the Sd1Illec TMmMS for them hat Abu Ra ıtah employs here  103_ As
mMatter of fact. Muslıms accused Christians of at-tasbih because of theır

101 ibid.,
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doctrine that (J0d has SOn  104 Abu Ra iıtah sSeis out ANSWET thıs charge,
and to claım that Christianıty alone DTESCIVCS un1ıqueness. He returns

the numerology ave described above.
Most monotheısts (muwahhiduün), Abu Ra’ıtah explaıns, descr1ıbe God
““sıngle ONC iın number” (wäahidan fardan ma düdan). However, he

pointed out earlıer. and as he 110 recalls, such deserıption hıs IS also
applicable creatures Any OMNC of them CAH be descer1bed d sıngle ONC

iın number. Furthermore, the applıcatıon of thıs description (God actually
lowers numerıcal value in cComparıson creatures The latter dIC

composed of {WO princıples, matter and form. So the Chrıstian descer1ption
of (G0d ONC eıng ın ree hypostases transcends all anthropomorphısm
OT cComparıson ıth creatures ere dIiIC three hypostases, INOTITC and

less, because three 1S the sıngle perfect number. As sıngle number ıt
CXPICSSCH the unıty of eing As three ıt 1S the perfect number,
allowıng for the indiıvıiduatıon (infira of the subsistence qiwäm) of the
BESETIGE (dhät) of each ONe of the modes (anhd ) of the dıvıne eing Sınce
e  three 1S the perfect number, comprising both CVERn and odd numbers ASs

explained earlıer, reasonable pECTSON cshould admıt AIl y other number,
hıgher lower, In the descr1iption of God105

At the end of the treatıse the Irınıty Abu Ra ıtah takes ONEC ast
objection thıs eachıing. It 1S actually the basıc objection which has een
lurkıng beneath the surface al along the WdY The Muslıms PTODOSC that
somethıng INa Y be sa1d be f OÖr iIrom: somethıng else In only [WO WdYy>S
It 1S eıther part (ba d) of that somethıng else. ıts actıon (fi'D) Here the
reader should recall that thıs disjunction reflects the dıvısıon
deser1ptive predıicates ‚sIfat) which Was discussed above. They dIC eıther
predicates of hıs ERSP FG (dhät) OT predicates of hıs actıon (fi In eıther
CasSC, DYy 1CAasSson of the conventions of Arabıc 9 they IMPILY, ave
already explaıned everal tımes. the affırmatıon Ör dıstinct entities In God
hıs 1$ completely unacceptable conclusıon for the Muslıms SINCE
(ab ad) dIC thereby implıed in PESNSCHGE Abu Ra’ıtah’s ANSWCI thıs
1na objection 1S that the Christian doectrine of the Trmııty demonstrates
that the disjunction in of which the Muslıms theır dılemma 15
not complete. In the first place, Abu Ra ıtah9 par (ab dad) INa Yy
be ascr1bed somethıng In al eas [WO Ways One INa y spea of indıvıduals.
such Aaron and Moses, for example, AS of the number of INCIN,
each OIMC of whiıich 1s perfect (kamil) In ESSCINICE Or ONC INdYy speak of an

1 (: E C the charge of al-Gaähiz ın h1s “Refutation of Christians He Sa Y>S hat In part
theır CITOTS 2UEKS& due in anthropomorphısm (1 tiqgad at-tasDin). Fıinkel, C: T
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and feet ASs Components (agzd ) of INal, which aAaIicC NnOoTt the OIeE
kamdal) of that of which they AIiC the parts, and they INaY not the di1lec

1SM of the ole The disjunction propose by the Muslıms 1S not complete,
Abu Ra ıtah contends, because ıng INa Yy be ‘“trom another 1ng, a(011
only AdSs ıts parta OT CVECNMN ıts actıon (fi but In the of perfect
OT ole eing °Of. OT °from)’ perfect, ole eing (kamil MIN kamuilin).
One has only 1n of SON (walad) from hıs father (walid) One should
also remember Eve dAs PCISON who PTOCCSSCS OT (harıg, munbathigqg)
from dam It 1S in these [WO WdVYS that Chrıstıians, eavıng behıind the
materı1alıty that dıstinguıshes the three human be1ings, Adam, Abel, and
Eve, spea of the Son and the Spıirıt °r OT .  from the Father “Each ONC
of the [WO of them 1S part a of the number e reel not part of the
CSSCIICC (dhat) of the Father Rather, they AdIC {WO perfect irom

perfect CSSCIICC

The fact rema1ıns, Abu Ra ıtah Sa VYS In closıng, GVEN wıth the Irınıtarıan
formula, HIO transcends predıiction sifah) and sStatement labou
hım) of thıs SOTrTt 1S comprehensive  ”107.

11 Comparison. hıs 1S nNOT the place g1ve A elaborate analysıs of the
examples Abu Ra ıtah SCS in hıs apology for the doctrine of the Trinıty
They do, AS matter of fact, ake much of the INn hıs treatiıse. They
AT essentıal part Ör hI1s attempt {O demonstrate that the doctrine he 1S
defending 1S not sSımply contradıction. He analogıes IC Can
be drawn between Varlous aSpecCTs of the doctrıine and observable facts of
created nature Just AS the TeEe phılosophico-theological that he

{O render into the Arabıc 1ıdıom of the uslım mutakallimun dIC
the tradıtional 1NCS be oun In the Irınıtarıan formulae, OO hı1s
examples OT analogıes AIiIC the tradıtional NCSs OUuUNn: in earlhıer phases of
Chriıstian apologetics. He SCS the example of three lıghts from three amps,
1C he Sa YyS ATC simılar the three dıvıne hypostases In eıng able be
deser1bed three and ONC al the Sd1I1le time 198 He mentions the SUun, 1fSs
1g and ıts heat: the 1ve bodıly SCNSCS ; the human soul, 1ts mind, ıts
W! of speech. ese ATC entities 16 he SaVYS INd y be sımultaneously
descr1ibed, wıthout contradıction, AaSs unıted and yel dıstınguishable, ıke the
three diıvıne hypoöstases .

What 1S ıimportant notice about Abu Ra ıtah's USC of these examples
OT simılıtudes In h1s apologetics 1S hıs desıgnatıon of the DTOCCSS of reasonıng
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in 1C they play role Dy the Arabıc term QLyas mong the CoONtemporarYy
uslım mutakallimun, thıs term 1S sed ındıcate the general DTOCCSS of
arrıvıng al conclusıon the basıs of reason1ing. It 1S opposed the
practice of arrıving al A conclusıon the basıs of authorıtatıve test1-
mony' 1 But the Chrıstian Arabıc wrıters of Abu Ra ıtah's time uUusc the term
in the INOTC specıfic of reasonıing Dy analogy. Furthermore., they en
do not INCcCan DYy ıt d syllogıstıc C other inferentiıal form of analogıcal
reason1ng. eır analogıes Ar examples OT Comparısons, and theır PUrDOSC
1S clarıfıcatıon. They A4s precedents, almost in ega in IC
SOMEC known fact 1$ called upOon elucıdate an explaın hat otherwıse

obscure and CVEGN contradıctory. More than ONCC, ASs hıs adversary
attacks hıs analogy because he oes NnOT push ıt far enough, Abu Ra ıtah
must respond, “What 15 comparable in SOTINC WaVYS, the dıfference VCI-

COmMes  ”111. He poıints out hat ıf cComparıson COU be made ın all res
between [WO thıngs there would be sımılarıty between them al all but
identity.

Thıs Uusc of examples, and the dıscussıon of the of theır applıcabılıty
In theologıca reasonıing in general, Can be oun In earlıer Chrıstian ıte-
rature Its aAaPpPCATANCC in Arabıc under the Namme Q1yas demonstrates HGcEe

agaın the attempt the part of the Chriıstian Arabıc apologısts put theır
tradıtional methods of reasonıing nto Arabıc dress hat 1S famılıar {Oo
Muslıms The method of reasonıng designated Dy the term QLyYAS In Arabıc
Was for long time d maJor feature of the uslım ega tradıtion  112. By
utiılızıng the term in the present CONTexTi Abu Ra ıtah 1S IC agaın followıng
the USagcs of the mutakallıimun.

The Incarnatıon

Abu Ra’ıtah sStates and defends the Christian doctrine of the Incarnatıon,
followıng the Same basıc methodology he employs In h1s defense of the
doectrine of the Trinıty That 1S SdY, he make Contact ıth the
conceptual ‚and exıcal CcOoMMON ground’ that Chrıstians INd y chare ıth
Muslıms In Arabıc hıs "COoMMmMON ground’, however, 1S INOTC scrıptural In
the aIca of the doctrine of the Incarnatıon than ıt 1S In the diıscussıon of the
Trinıty In the latter instance the uslım CONCETN for PTODPCI understandıng
of the sifat Allca supplıes phılosophıcal Context In IC the Chriıstian

110 CI Josef Va Ess, Logiıcal Structure of slamıc eOlogy, ın VO Grune-
aum ecd:) Logic In Classical "slamic Culture (Wıesbaden, 34-35

1 11 Grrafs SCO, vol 130,
ß (F Josef Va Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre des Abhbudaddın al-Teci (Wıesbaden,
380-394
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Can defend hımself agaınst the charge of trıtheism. In regard the doectrine
of the Incarnatıon, NOT only 1S there the explıcıt rejection in the Our an of
the notion that (10d generates 1S generated (al-Ihlas, 112). there AT

partıcular statements In the Our an about the Messıah, Isa ıbn aryam,
the effect that he 1S only INCSSCHECT of God. and hıs word, 1C God

has delıvered to aryam, and d spırıt ffrom Hım, d it Sa yS iın an-Nisa (4)
171 “They ave disbelieved . al-Ma ıidah (5) 4 ins1sts, ..  who Sa Y that (GGod
15 the Messıah, SOM of Maryam . ere 1S phılosophıcal C  V
dINO the uslım mutakallimun durıng the fırst Abbasıd Century 1C
offers the Chrıstian apologıst opportunıity {O utılıze uslım theoretical
developments in favor of hıs incarnatıon al The MOST important poıint al
1Ssue ere between Muslıms and Chrıstians 1s the propose 1vinıty of
Jesus Christ. and the VEIY possı1ıbılıty of dıvıne incarnatıon. As 1s evident
from the quoted Irom the OQur än, both SITOUDS SOTIC of
the epıthets be applıed Jesus, includıng hıs humanıty and that he 1S
Word of (G0d ere 1S dıfference of doectrine S the erucıfixi0on of
Jesus, but hat subject 111l be the COMNCETN of subsequent section Öf thıs

As for Abu Ra ıtah’s belıef ıIn the dıvinıty of Jesus Christ and that he 1S
OIlC of the three dıvıne hypostases, VIZ.. the divıne SONMN who has become
incarnate (al-mutagassad), he depends uDON hat he consıders to be the
obvıous wıtness of the New JTestament. Contemporary uslım, antı-chrıistian
polemicısts WEeTC famılıar ıth thıs % and they responded by cıtıng
1Ca 1C they consıdered be Oobvıo0us references Jesus’ full

113umanıty hıs practice Can already be OoOun in the Our än.
essiah, SOM of aryam, Wds$s only INCSSCHECI Hıs mother Was Just

TRev both afe d” (al-Ma idah (5) 73) ere 1S not much tOo
be earned for OUT present DYy FeVIeW of these scrıptural9
d cıted by eıther sıde. What must observe er 1s the WaYy in 1C Abu
Ra’ıtah appeals certaın uslım belıefs and Arabıc eXPressS1ONS, often
ASs nNnoOoTt phrases from the Our an, In order to support hat he regards aAs the
reasonableness OT the non-contradıctory nature of the Christian doectrine.

Monophysıte Formulae

The Chrıstian doectrine of the Incarnatıon that 1S OrthOdOoX for Abu Ra ıtah
1$ the monophysıte doectrine. He 1S quıte aNxX10USs O state ıt clearly and
ambıguously that he Cal demonstrate ıts resilıiency agaınst the objections
of the Muslims. As he CXDICSSCS Il theır basıc objection 1s that the Chriıstian

U  R ( A especlally the refutatıons of Alı Rabbän at- 1abarı, In Khalıfe and Kutsch, art C:
and al-Qasım Ibrahım, in D atteo, art. Cit.



Habıb ıbn Hıdmah Abu Ra ıtah, Chriıistian mutakallim 193

ormula 15 self-contradıctory. It deser1bes incarnatıon (tagassud) and
hıs becomıng human (fa annus) d takıng place wıthout change OT alteratıon
ıIn (10d It characterızes hım both mortal and immortal, passıble and
impassıble. On the other hand, the doctrine clearly stated, Abu Ra ıtah
TESUMECS, demonstrates that there 1s contradıction ere We Call do
better than {O quo hıs SUMMAT Y of the monophysıte posıtion from hıs
general apology for Christianıty.

We >d y that Chrıiıst, be he praised, the eternal, unceasıng word of God, became
incarnate from the DUTrC virgın Mary, in body possessed of rational soul,
1c 15 orıginated, created, mortal, passıble. And he became ONC ıth ıt In
Ihypostatıic]. natural, substantıal un10n, ıke the unıon of the spirıtual soul ıth
the body of 111a wıthout change eıther ONEC of the [WO of them, 1.e., the
Word the body And the CONSCYUCHNCC 15 that the computatıon of the [WO

beings down the result of the ex1ıstence Wugud) of sıngle beingHabib ibn Hidmah Abü Rä’itah, a Christian mutakallim  193  formula is self-contradictory. It describes God’s incarnation (tagassud) and  his becoming human (ta’annus) as taking place without change or alteration  in God. It characterizes him as both mortal and immortal, passible and  impassible. On the other hand, the doctrine clearly stated, Abü Ra’itah  presumes, demonstrates that there is no contradiction here. We can do no  better than to quote his summary of the monophysite position from his  general apology for Christianity.  We say that Christ, be he praised, the eternal, unceasing word of God, became  incarnate from the pure virgin Mary, in a body possessed of a rational soul,  which is originated, created, mortal, passible. And he became one with it in a  [hypostatic], natural, substantial union, like the union of the spiritual soul with  the body of man  . without change to either one of the two of them, i.e., the  Word or the body. And so the consequence is that the computation of the two  beings comes down to the result of the existence (wugüd) of a single being ....  It is true God and true man. In itself it is not two, but it carries two [sets] of  descriptive predicates  ll4°  Abü Rä’itah explains that these two sets of descriptive predicates are  those which are proper to the Word God, and those which are proper to the  ensouled human body, which the Word has put on as a garment (sirbal). The  incarnation (tagassud), therefore, is to be thought of as an action of the  Word. Consequently, there is no contradiction in the Christian formula,  he argues, when one is careful to specify the aspect (#ihah) from which each  element of the formula describes the Word incarnate. The closest analogy  (giyas) to this situation, Abü Ra’itah proposes, is the one substance man,  who is composed of two different substances, a rational soul and a body.  Man too can be described by two sets of predicates, without contradiction.  Yet man is in himself one being. This is the traditional Monophysite  example, elaborated upon by Severus of Antioch‘'°. Abü Ra’itah puts it  into Arabic.  One should notice that Abü Ra’itah is not trying to prove the doctrine  of the incarnation from reason. This may have been the case at least in  part with.his handling of the doctrine of the Trinity, where the Muslim  controversy concerning the sifät Alläh gave him an opening. In the instance  of the doctrine of the Incarnation, he contents himself with the attempt to  E SEEDE  114 Graf, CSCO, vol. 130, p. 151. The adjective ‘hypostatic’ was added in the margin  of the MS. Cf. ibid., vol. 131 p. 183, n. I.  115 Cf, Joseph Lebon, Le monophysitisme severien; etude historique litteraire et theologique  sur la resistance monophysite au concile de Chalcedoine jusqu'a la constitution de [V'eglise  jacobite (Louvain, 1909); idem., ‘La christologie du monophysitisme syrien”, in A. Grillmeier  and H. Bacht (eds.), Das Konzil von Chalkedon (3 vols.; Würzburg, 1951), vol. I, pp. 425-580.It 15 irue (0od and iIrue Man In ıtself ıt 15 nNnOLT LWO, but ıt cCarrıes {[WO sets of
descriptive predıcates11

Abu Ra ıtah explaıns that these [WO Seis of descriptive predıicates AaIc

those which ATC PTFODCI tO the Word God, and those 310 AIC PTODCI tOo the
ensouled human body, which the Word has put garment (sirbal). The
incarnatıon (tagassud), therefore, 1S be thought of actıon of the
Word Consequently, there 1S contradıction in the Christian formula,
he AargucCs, when ONEC 1s areful specıf y the aspect (gihah) from 16 each
element of the ormula deser1ibes the Word incarnate. The closest analogy
(giyds) thıs sıtuation, Abu Ra ıtah9 1s the ONe substance Man,
who 15 composed of [WO dıfferent substances, ratiıonal soul and body
Man LOO Can be descer1bed by [WO sets öf predicates, wıthout contradıction.
Yet INan 1S In hımself ONC eing hıs 1S the tradıtional Monophysite
example, elaborated upOonNn by Severus of Antioch!!>. Abu Ra ’ıtah DULS ıt
into Arabıc

One cshould notice that Abu Ra’ıtah 1S not tryıng the doectrine
of the incarnatıon from 1C4SOMN Thıs Ma y ave een the Casc al least in
part wıth hıs andlıng of the doectrine of the Trınıty, where the uslım
CONLTOV  V concerning the sifat Alla DaVC hım openıng In the instance
of the doectrine of the Incarnatıon, he cConten hımself ıth the attempt

HU Gra£ CSCO, vol 130, KSCR TIhe adjective ‘hypostatıc’ Wds in the margın
of the (T ibid., vol I31. 183,

E  y Joseph eDON, Le monophysitisme severien ; etude historique litteraire e1 theologique
SUr la resistance monophysite concile de Chalcedoine JUSqU ’a Ia constitution de l’eglise
jacobite (Louvaın, idem.., SE christologie du monophysıtısme syrien, ın Grillmeıiıer
and Bacht Das Konzil VonNn Chalkedon ® vols. ; Würzburg, vol E 425-580
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9 ıth the help of SOTILIC already explaıned In connection ıth
hıs dıscussıon of the Trıiıty, hat areful statement of the Chrıstian Incar-
natıonal ormula avo1ds contradıction.

Renewal öF Creation

Accordıing Abu Ra ıtah, the Muslıms’ fırst question to the Chrıstians
about theır doectrine of the Incarnatıon 1S, “What prompte GOod, praıised
be He the incarnatıon (tagassud), and becomıng human (ta annus)?
ou he NOTL ave eecn able rıng about the salvatıon of INan (halas
al-basar) wıthout this?”116 As Abu Qurrah, Abu Ra ıtah's Melhlkıte COIN-

temporarYy, poınts OuL, and the Our an ıtself UTCS the reader. In regard
man’s sınful condıtion the uslım beliıeves, repents, after hıs

eviıldoıing, and makes amends, G0od ıll turn towards hım; (10d 1S all-
[OTZ1VINZ, all-compassıonate” (al-Mäa’ idah (5) 39, Arberry)* *. At-tawbah,
therefore, the turnıng of INan {O G0d after hıs sınfulness, 1S hat (GJ0d
aCCepts from hı1s for forgıveness, the surah of thıs Name INn the
Our an insısts (LE 9, 104) ere 1S need, In the uslım VIEW. for
general redemption of mankınd in the Christian of the WOrd. More-
OVSE: the uslım a1so knows from the Our an that God has sent IMNCSSCHECIS,
includıng Jesus and uhamma prompt INCN {O the savıng aCT of
repentance. Agaınst thıs background, Ahbhu Ra ıtah mpts AaNSWEeET both

of the question he has pose for hımself, a  ering ASs closely dS

possıble the hought and language of the Our an.,
“What prompte (10d the incarnatıon ?” Abu Ra ıtah AdDNSWEeTS that.

learn Irom the Scriptures, when IHEN fell into perdıtion and e
because of theır sınfulness, In hIs Compassıon and kındness In the face of
theır need, (10d announced renewal of creation, HE  S creation (tagdıd
al-halg). hıs promıse 1S hat prompte hım the incarnatıon. Who 1S LHNOTC

fıttıng be entrusted ıth thıs renewal, Abu Ra ıtah asks, than the ONC who
created INenNn In the first place” If the idea of stoopıng OoOWN for
mankınd’s salvatıon and hıs delıverance In these latter times should be
consıdered irıvolıty ( abathan), hıs continues, then ıt cshould
also tfollow that hat prompte God creaite INan In the first place Was
not praıseworthy.

On the face of ıt Abu Ra ıtah’s thus far 1S clear enough and CVCNMN
famılıar LO us In TMS of Christian categorIies of hought What 1s strıkıng,
however, 1S h1s UuUsCcC of evera] phrases which ave the rıng of the Our än

11 Grai: SCO, vol 130, 148
S *. Abuü Qurrah’s presentatıon of thıs Muslım allegatıon In acha, 1904, CI
8R3I-84
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about them Hıs usSsc of the phrase tagdıd al-halg,  7 for example, OW!

ıts ere LNOTC the OGCHTITIEHEE of the expression halqg gadıd (LE
N6  S creat10n), Ooun S1X times in the Our än, han ıt o€es an y specı1-
fıcally Christian In the Our dn, of COUTSC, the expression o€es NnOTL
INcCan hat ıt WOU 1LNCAanN iın Christian cContext Rather, In four instances
In the Our an ıt the raısıng of the dead fOor Judgment (eT. ar-Ra d (13)
15° as-Sagdah 32) as-Saba‘ (34) Y Odf 50) 15) Iwiıce ıt refers {Oo

W pDutL dWdYy the present generatıon and rıng 1C  S creation
(cE Ihrahim (14) Fäatir (35) 16) An apologıst ıke Abu Ra ıtah, however,
ses phrases from the Our an because they AL famılıar {O Muslıms, noTt
because they CONVCY peculıarly Chrıstian MESSALC. He DULtSs hıs OW

Christian meanıng NIO ıt The conclusıon that such 1S hıs intention here,
namely COMDAIC Chriıstian redemption LIE creation of INan d

referred in the Our dn, 1S supported when notTte that he also ar guCs that
ıf delıverance of INECeN In ese latter times 1S irıvolıty ( abathan),
hen hat prompte hım create them In the fırst place Was not pra1ise-
worthy. hıs phraseology a1sSoO echoes sentenc from the Our an. In
al-Mu minun 23) 115 G0d Sa YyS people al the ınal Judgment, “DO yOU
1n that reated YOU irıvolıty ( abathan), and that yOUu WOU NOT
retiurn us 7 It 15 ıth thıs In mınd that perce1ve the COUISC of
Abu Ra ıtah's He 1S maıntamnıng that wıthout salvatıon 0)8 1918  S

creation of INan brought about by God incarnate, the fiırst creation WOU
ave be consıdered {rıvolıty, g1ven the actual preponderance of SIN and
man’s CoONsequent perdıtion accordıng the Law In regard {O the aW s
promıse of perdıtion for SIN and CONsequent promıise of salvatıon for
hıs people, Abu Ra ıtah doubtless has in mınd the Our än’s A4SSUTAaNCE that,
°Go breaks hıs promı1se, though MmMoOst 19918 do not NOW En (ar-Rum
(30) 6 The necessity of fulfiıllment of hı1s promıse 1S the aCcC  one of
h1ıs T  u By WaY of CONTF.: ıt 1S important note that Abu Ra ıtah
o€es not attempt AaNSWEeT the Muslıms’ question In INOTC tradıtional
Chrıstian theologıca We fıiınd ere mentıiıon of man’s basıc, qalmost
ontologıcal, eed for redemption ıf he 1S achleve salvatıon. The emphasıs
1S hat (J0d promised In the scr1ıptures, and hat 1n echo In the
OQOur än.

“Wou he not ave eGCn able bring about the salvatıon of INan wıthout
thıs?”’ Abu Ra ıtah’s ANSWCI toO thıs part of h1s question 1S wofold In the
first place he remınds the reader that (J0d 1S omn1ıpotent. 1Io ask such
question A the ONC pose: here, he maiıntaıns, 15 tantamount the dısavowal
of actıon In the determınatıon taqdır of affaırs, and ıIn theır or1g1na-
tiıon aKwın A ell AS dısavowal of hıs W (gqudrafn), and hıs 111
(iradah), 16 1S logıically CONsequent uDON hıs Dr10r knowledge. Self
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contradıction 1S hat (i0d cCannot do He in fact o€es hat he knows ll
be fOor the benefit of hıs creatures, In the WaY In IC they Can best accept
I} ° BOr everything that he wills, for that he 1S able (gadir), because nothıng
that he W1 15 tOO dıfficult for hım, and anythıng that he CannotL
be prevented from comıng be In thıs ONSC, Abu Ra ıtah 1S
arguıng that the incarnatıon 1S actually the best WdY that God Caln rıng
about the N6  S creation of INan which he has promiısed. By putting thıs

in the Context of W of efficıent causalıty (qudrah), and
hıs dıvıne 111 (iradah), Abu Ra ıtah 1S MCO agaın usıng erms IC WEeTC

promiınent In the dıscussions of the CONtemporary uslım mutakallimun.
He 1S also callıng mınd the INan Y VOISCS of the Our än in whiıch the
dıvıne epıthet gadir OCCUTS, ell such VCEISCS dS, *God o€es hat he
wiılls  29 (al-Hagg  S (22) 14, and °GoO W1 N for VYOU, and W1 not ardshıp
for 27  you (al-Bagarah (2) 185) hıs 1S NnOTL dırect ANSWeEeT the question. It
1S desıigned make ıt dıfficult for uslım {O maıntaın that
incarnatıon 1S impossıble.

The second part of Abu Ra ıtah's the Muslıms) question 15
attempt turn theır OW. challenge back themselves. He asks, What

WOU they ANSWCT ıf OINCONC should ask them about polıcy, pralise
be hım, In regard mankınd, and hıs sending INCSSCHECIS them?
Why dıd the Compassıonate One do that when he COU ave one somethıng
else, d ell A sendıng them L6 the messengers| {O them ?”119 Doubtless,
Abu Ra ıtah 5Sd YyD, the Muslıms WOU Aa4NSWEeET that G0d sent INCSSCHESCIS
that they COU be conclusıven (huggah balighah, cf. al-An am (6)
149) agaınst INCNH, LO bıd them tO do what he wills, an WAarn them of
hat he 1ın Oodıiıo0us and detestable Oose wh obey, eing uncompelled,
WOU deserve the faırest reward (Ausnu th-thawabi, cf£. Al-Imran (3) 195) for
theır preference of obedience God, rather than tO theır OW desıres. elr
drawıng Cal tOo (J0d wıth z00d intention (husni niyyan) WOU make for

nO reward. eIr drawıng far off from God WOU make for 1ıre
punıshment because they WOU be followıng theır OW lusts, and choosing
present pleasure VeTr the blessings COTINC hıs faırly represents
the Our än’s attıtude. Abu Ra ıtah knows that ıt CÄDTICSSCS hat the Muslıms
ave In mınd when they ask. ““Wou G0d noTt ave eecn able tO bring
about the salvatıon of INan wıthout incarnatıon ?” Now there ar1ses the
1Ssue of sending INCSSCHLCTS Versus incarnatıon the MOST lıkely for
(10d {O provıde for the salvatıon of 190028  S The Muslıms, A SCCHIL,
dIC commıtted the QOur än’s insıstence, Messıah. SOM of aryam,

ß GTral: 951 vol 130, 149
. — Ihid.
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Was only MESSCHESCTI, before whom MESSCHESCIS ave passed away (al-
Ma idah (5) #5) hıs 1S the VeETIY heart of the r  u  n

Messenger (10d Incarnate?

As Abu Ra ıtah reports ıt, the Muslıms object the Christian doctrine
by maıntamlnıng that the sendıng of MECSSCHECIS from G0od 1s not al al
the SAaImne plane maıntaınıng OW ınvolvement ın human affaırs, Le..
hI1s incarnatıon, becomıng human., accordıng the Chriıstian WdYy of
describing thıngs. Therefore, the Muslıms 9 ıt 1S nOoTt faır for Abu
Ra ıtah represent the [WO act1ons equıvalent when he challenges the
Muslıms He had as hem earlıer, ave SCCI1, the SAaIMec question
about sending of MESSCHECIS, they had Aas hım about the
possı1ıbılıty of (G0od becomıng incarnate, VIZ., COU. (J0d ave one SOIMNC-

ıng else? The implıcatıon of the Chrıstian AaNSWeT {O hıs question 1S hat
and generosıty make both actıons approprıate in CIr OW.

spheres, 16 sending MESSCHECIS and becoming incarnate. But the pomt of
the present uslım claım hat the [WO actıons ascrıbed (J0d AdIC in
WdY equıvalent comparable, 1S that the doctrine of the Incarnatıon
1S sımply incredıble because ıt 15 absurd tO ascrıbe such actıon G0od

Abu Ra ıtah rebuts thıs D  u by answerıng that the doectrine of the
Incarnatıon Cal only be consıdered be incredıble, absurd, f aAaTC

thınkıng O (J0d d comparable ourselves In eing and In On hıs
basıs, he ABICCS, the sendıng of INCSSCHECIS 1S easier maıntaın. But ıf

dıffer from (G0d ın regard {O eing and W  D ASs ell In regard
hıs other predicates, obvıously do, then perm1ssıon (idhn) hıs
command amr and hıs ending of MECSSCHECIS (irsal ar-rusul) AdIiC easıier

belıve than hıs becomiıng incarnate and hıs becomıng human for the sake
f the salvatıon of hıs Servants actı1ons cannot be measured DYy the
act1ons of inenNn What pPrompts (10d all of these actı1ons, Abu Ra ıtah
Argucs, 1S hıs Compassıon and perm1ss10n, hıs command, and
h1s sendıing of MESSCHESCIS dIC dıvıne actıons iCcC dICcC often mentioned in
the Our an. Hıs incarnatıon and the actıons DYy 1C he achıeved the
redemption dIC recounted In the Gospel.

On thıs pomt the uslım has ONC LNOTC objection. He asks. how Can the
Chrıstians maıntaın ıth ogıcal consistency that (10d 1S unchangeable an
unalterable ıf they also maıntaın that he has assumed composıte eing
(LE umanıty composed of body and Sou. that 1S ıtself receptive
change alteratıon? Abu Ra ıtah’s AaNSWeT 1S that ıt 1S dıfferent than sayıng
hat (J0d AaCTS an creates Dy of permi1ssıon (idhn) an speech qaw.
wıthout instrument OT tool, and ıth precautıon agaınst miıstake ()4.
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hıs LOO0 cannot understand. And 5! “We accept the doectrine
about hıs incarnatıon and hıs becoming human, wıthout change alteratıon,
CVECNMN though the comprehension of ıt exceeds the mıind’”129

Crucıfixion and ea

In hıs epistle the Incarnatıon, Abu a ıtah discusses Man Y INOTEC detaıls
of the uslım objections thıs doetrine than those ave mentioned.
We ave NCIude: In OUT revIeW. the maın tOp1Ccs of hıs dıscussıon, he
hımself outlıne them In hıs general apology for the Christian al Before
rıngıng OUT analysıs of hıs treatmentTt of thıs topıc {O close, however,
Must SaVY somethıing about hıs the ell-known uslım claım
that Jesus Was nOL, in fact, crucıf1ed by the Jews. The claım 1S ase:
statement about the Jews be oun In the Our än, an-Nisa (4) 157
er general discussıon ere 1S the punıshment (J0d 1S sa1d ave visıted
uDON the Jews for theır alleged reakıng of theır ıth hım,
for theır Sayıng, ‘We slew the esiah., Jesus SO  e of Mary, the Messenger
of God’—yet they dıd noTt slay hım, neıther erucıfied hım, only lIıkeness
Ol that Was cshown tOo them (Subbiha lah Abu Ra ıtah o€es NnNOT quote
thıss NOT oes he refer ıt mrecuy. Rather, he eals ıth the uslım
objection {O the actualıty of the crucıf1x1i0n of Jesus Dy cıtıng long strıng
of testimon1es from the Gospel IC report the even He does. however,
discuss the crucıfıxion and ea of Jesus in of hat he regards the
evıl intention of the Jews in the affaır This: after all. 15 also the context of
the quotatıiıon from the Our an. It alleges that the Jews WEIC nNnoTt successful
In slayıng OT crucıfyıng Jesus, accordıng theır boast The emphasıs
{O be LNOTC theır suppose malıcıous intent than ıt 1S hat factually
appene Jesus.

The presumed malıcıous intent of the Jews In the mMatter of the crucıfixion
of Christ provıdes the CONTiexTi for OIlC of the regular challenges IC
Muslıms pose {O Christians durıng the first Abbasıd CeNTLUrY Abu Ra’ıtah
phrases ıt ollows “Was hıs kıllıng and hıs erucıf1x10n ıth hıs consent,

DY force?” 121 The question dılemma It the Chrıstian Sa YS that
Jesus consented hıs OW ca the uslım ANSWECI'S that in that CAasc not

only 1S there ame that Cal be placed the Jews, but they cshould be
rewarded for followıng Christ’s 1ll hıs 1S clearly unacceptable optiıon

the Chrıstlans of Abu Ra ıtah’s day On the other hand, ıf the Chrıstian

W Ibid., 150
1578 Ibid., C: the patrıarch Timothy's thıs SAaINec question In Mıngana,

‘“"Iımothy's Apology for Christianıty , iın Woodbrooke Studies (vol 2 Cambrıdge, 43:
and Abu Qurrah in 9 7, col 529
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SaVYS that Jesus Was orcıbly kılled, then the uslım asks, “What kınd of
G0d 1S forced ?’’122 In thıs fashıon, Dy appeal what he consıders LlO be

CITOIICOUS Christian doctrine In the fırst place, LE., the Incarnatıon, the
uslım opes agamınst the Chrıstians’ acceptance of the actualıty
of Chriıst’'s ecrucıf1x1i0n al the an of the Jews. Abu Ra ıtah S from
the dılemma, d do the other Christian apologısts who mentıon it. Dy
arguıng that dıstınetion Must be made between hat Was done. Christ’'s
acqulescence ın the even(t, and the intention of the Jews. The latter, he
maıntaıns, Was clearly malevolent. He sımılar dılemma In
{O the uslım He mentions the Our än’s strictures agaınst those who
contrıve falsehoods agaınst (J0d (cf. C an-Nisa (4) 50) He asks ıf such
falsehoods dIC propounded ıth OT wıthout complıance. TIhe SAadJIne

of options, of COUISC, AT OPDCH the respondent da IN the instance
of Chrıst’'s eruc1ıf1x1i0n. Abu Ra ıtah concludes,

The Jews AIiIc punıshable for h1s crucıfixi0on and hıs slayıng, because hey
intended hıs destruction, ven though he, praise be hım, 15 xalted beyond
that, because of the transcendence of h1s ‘being' beyond layıng and ea Just

OMIMNCONMNC 15 punıshable for lJander agaınst God, vVen though (G0d 15 hıgh
iındeed beyond that! 2

SO dılemma 1S met ıth dılemma, and the Chriıstian and uslım VIEWS
of the facts remaın they WEIC

Christian Life and Practice

In hıs general apology for Chrıistianıty Abu Ra ıtah responds number
of uslım questions about Chrıstian practices. The questions aAaTec the
sStandar NS which A OoOun in MOST of the popular apologetic lıterature
of the fırst Abbasıd Century CUr10USs fact about these questions 1S that
theır subject matter conforms {O 1ıst of unscrıptural but apostolıc CuStOmMS
mentioned ready DYy Aası In hıs treatıse the Holy Spirit *. We dIC

remıiınded that GV the Muslıms requıred explanatıon from Chrıstians
for theır non-scriptural behavıor. It Was not Just that the Muslıms Oun
these USagcs Strange. They COUuU NnOTt find them in the Here
not record Abu Ra ıtah''s repliıes In detaıl Rather, notTte the general
defense he in each instance.

BA (Jral. [95%: vol 130
MD Ibid., 63
122 ( the discussıon in Prestige, C:
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Veneratıon of the ( ‚ross

Muslıms commonly objecte the Chrıstian veneratıon of thes and
the installatıon of the In place of honor in Chrıstian churches.

They consıdered ıt tO be specles of dol worshıp ( ibadat al awthan), OT

the veneratıon of images (sagdat al-”asnam) *> Abu Ra ıtah’s ANSWET the
objection 1S that the 1S a(011 object of Chrıstian worshıp Rather, he
5SdYy>S, in theır churches the marks the giblah for Chrıstians Thereifore,
ıt deserves honor and respect LNOTC than other things Abu Ra ıtah Was

surely of the fact that in the Our an ıt Was reporte that (10d instructed
Moses and Aaron {O sei certaın houses, make YOUT houses direction
for ICN DIAYy Ü and perform the praycer , and thou o1ve g00d 1dıngs

the belıevers” ( Yünas 10) ö /) He Aargucs accordıngly, that In Christian
churches the sSımply poıints Oout the dırection ONC cshould face when
prayıng

Facıng Fast in Prayer
Another Standar:': question IC Muslıms pose: for Christians durıng

theır enCcounters in the fiırst Abbasıd CeENLUTY the Chriıstian practice
of facıng east al times of Prayer Abu Ra’ıtah explaıns that they face the
east because ıt 15 the tradıtıona locatıon of the (GGarden of Eden, and
because that 1s the dırection from 1C Chriıst ll first ADPCAal al hıs second
comıng accordıng Mt 74:77127 The Our än, of COUTSC, has ıt that, “TO
(G0d belong the FKast and the West: wıthersoever VYOU turn, there 1S the face
of €) (al-Bagarah (Z) 15)

Eucharıst

TIo the uslım about the Christian belıef concerning the
of Christ’s body and 00 in the Trea and wıne of the Eucharıst, Abu
Ra ıtah ANSWECI'S by recıting Christ’s charge hıs dıscıples al the last SUDDCTI,

contaıned In °‘Hıs book, the Gospel The latter phrase ecalls the
Our dan’s statement that God brought the Gospel Chriıst (al-Ma ’ idah (5)
46) hıs question about the Eucharıist Wds also COMIMMON ONC the lıps

129of Muslıms In the relıg10us controversarıes of Abu Raäa’ıtah’s time

B  n &* Sourd;l, “n pamphlet musulman AaNONYINC "epoque Abbasıde COn{TIire
les chretiens’, Revue des Etudes Islamiques (1966) and 29; and Ammar al-Basrı
In Hayek, CI 87 and XX

12 Graf, 1951, vol 1 30, 153 and 154
K3 Ibid., 155 and 156
KD Ibid., Fr
1 C C Ammar al-Basrı's o  SC, iın ayek, Cit., 8A-8S7
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Circumecıisıon and the Sacrıfices of the Old Testament

Muslıms often as the Chrıstians by hat authorıty they abandone
such Old Testament practices Circumcısıon and the sacrıf1ıces mMandate
DYy the Law  130 Abu Ra ıtah's ANSWET thıs question 1S that the orıgınal
PUTDOSC of these Oobservances Was WIN the Israelıte people back (G0od
after they had become ınfected ıth heathen rel1g10uUs practices iın ZYyYp
The old dıspensatıon Wads temporary, he dIgUCS, and esigne merely
mark Out the chosen people It Was destined be replace by the 1C  S

COvenan Jeremıiah 31 31) and FEzekıel (16:60) had OoOretio Abu Ra ıtah
also remınds hıs readers that the sacrıfices of the Old Testament WeTIC

mysterium (Sirr) OT LYpe, of the sacrıfiıce of Christ be offered for all 19918

under the dı  S covenant!>1
As for the IIC  S COven. tself, Abu Ra ıtah explaıns that ıt 15 the Gospel.
transcer1ıbes into ıts OW laws (Sarda i ) the laws and sanctıons of the ora

16 ATIc agreeable ıt and suıtable, concerning tirue beliıef ın God and the
profession of hıs ONCNECSS (at-tawhid) Further. he maıiıntaıns, the Gospel
explaıns an interprets the monotheism of the ora Dy namıng the Father.
the Son, and the Holy Spirıt. Whatsoever in the Old JTestament 15 nOoL in
accord ıth thıs 11C  S AaWAaTEeNCSS 1S 19(011 bındıng, he AargucCs. As for the
dıfference between the old and NC  S Seis of prescr1ıptions (fard id), ıt AaMOUNTS

the dıfference between force and Justıice, In Abu Ra ıtah's VIEW. hıs 1S
the ICaSOT, he SaVS, for abandonıng the prescr1ıptions of the ora wıthout

13claımıng hat they aAaTC OT alse

The Orty Day Fast

At the VCLY end of hat ave eft of Abu Ra’itah’s general apoloéy
for Chrıstianıty, he explaıns that Chrıstians fast for Orty days al time
because of the examples of Moses, the prophets, and Christ hımself133‘
Muslıms, of COUISC, dIC ommanded Dy the Our än {O fast durıng the month
of Ramadäan, when the revelatıon WasSs sa1d {O ave COINC OoOWN from G0od
(eT, al-Baqgarah (2) 83-185) But the fast 1s requıred only durıng the aylıght
hours and not al nıg (ef: VS 187) It lasts only for the thırty days of the
month The latter fact 15 presumabily hat provıdes the OCCasıon for Abu
Ra ıtah’s explanatıon of the Christian practice.

E: C eodore bar Koni1's  E long thıs objection iın cher, Cit.. vol 69,
213ff.

] 31 (358£. 1951, vol 130, L S6135#
R®  N Ibid., 158
K Ibid., 159


