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PREFACE

It is wonderful to have an open mind; it is like opening
up the windows of a room. It is good to have the win-
dows of a room open, but only provided, of course, the
room has walls. If you take a couple of windows into
themiddle of the desert, it does notmatter whether you
keep them open or closed since there are no walls.

Anonymous1

Muslims and Christians living in the multi-religious milieu of the medieval
Muslim world were encircled by their own ‘walls’ and ‘windows’. Religious
loyalty served as a separating and unifying factor, simultaneously revealing
the differences they had and the similarities they shared. It was religion
that distinguished them from one another, yet at the same time encour-
aged them to explore each other’s faith and tradition. The scripture of each
community of believers played a crucial role in this enterprise, providing
essential material for self-identification and awareness as well as informing
perceptions of the ‘other’. It comes as no surprise to see the birth of theologi-
cal interactions from the very beginning of theMuslim-Christian encounter.
On both sides, theologians were eager to defend their faith, as well as to
express their thoughts and critiques of what their counterparts held to be
true.

The Qurʾan speaks about the People of the Book (ahl al-kitāb), Jews and
Christians, their faith and practices. For a Muslim, therefore, exploring the
belief and tradition of the ‘other’ is prompted not only by intellectual curios-
ity and academic interest, but also by the aspiration to read and under-
stand what is written in the Book of God, the Qurʾan. Encounters with other
faith communities ledMuslims to portray and present the teachings of their
religion in a more comprehensible manner to their Jewish and Christian
counterparts. This undertaking aimed to offer a theological explanation for
their own beliefs and to respond to the questions and objections raised by
adherents of other faith traditions. Both apologetic and polemical strategies

1 This passage is quoted by S.H. Nasr in his article “In Commemoration of Louis Mas-
signon: Catholic, Scholar, Islamicist and Mystic”, Presence de Louis Massignon: Hommages et
témoignages, Paris, 1987, p. 54.
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shaped Muslim interests in the study of other faiths, the resulting Muslim-
Christian theological discussions2 taking form in various literary genres: as
letter-exchanges between the two parties, fictional narratives of debates
between ‘them and us,’ and for the majority of the time as theological trea-
tises.3

Najm al-Dīn Sulaymān al-Ṭūfī (d. 716/1316), a Ḥanbalī theologian origi-
nally from Iraq, is one amongmany learnedMuslimswhocontributed to this
tradition. His exegetical work, al-Taʿlīq ʿalā al-Anājīl al-arbaʿa wa-al-taʿlīq
ʿalā al-Tawrāh wa-ʿalā ghayrihā min kutub al-anbiyāʾ (Critical Commentary
on the Four Gospels, the Torah and other Books of the Prophets), however,
stands out from the rest of this literature due to its original format, structure
and literary style. The Taʿlīq contains Ṭūfī’s critical comments and annota-
tions on theBible. FromtheNewTestament, it covers the fourGospels,while
from the Old Testament the focus is on Genesis, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel,
Daniel, Hosea, Jonah, Habakkuk and Malachi. The present study makes
Ṭūfī’s Biblical commentary available for the first time, offering a critical edi-
tion of the original text, its translation into English and a detailed analysis
of its contents. It further sheds light upon Ṭūfī’s role in Muslim-Christian
theological interactions and his contribution to the Muslim understanding
of Christian theology in early 14th century Egypt. In the study of the text,
a comparative perspective is adopted, combining history, theology and tex-
tual analysis.

The present work begins with a thorough introduction to Ṭūfī’s life and
work. Various aspects of his life, including his personal and intellectual
contributions to the dialogue between the Muslims and Christians of his
time, are among the topics covered in Chapter I. Chapter II provides an
overview of the interreligious milieu in which Ṭūfī wrote his commentary,
and subsequently discusses which Arabic version of the Gospels Ṭūfī made
use of. After a lengthy introduction to Ṭūfī and his work, the critical edition
of the Taʿlīq follows, accompanied by an annotated translation which is
provided inparallel pages. Appendix I lists Ṭūfī’s publishedandunpublished
works aswell as his lostwritings,whileAppendix II offers an inventory of the
Biblical verses commented on in the Taʿlīq.

2 On the structure of disputations between Muslims and the ahl al-kitāb, see E. Wagner,
“Munāẓara”, EI2, vol. VII, pp. 565–568; H. Daiber, “Masāʾil wa-aḏjwiba”, EI2, vol. VI, pp. 636–639.

3 S.H. Griffith, for instance, categorises the principal genres of Christian apologetics
under four headings: (1) ‘the monk in the emir’s majlis’; (2) ‘the master and the disciple’
(questions and answers); (3) the epistolary exchange; and (4) the formally systematic treatise
(S.H. Griffith, The Church in the Shadow of theMosque: Christians andMuslims in theWorld of
Islam, Princeton-Oxford, 2008, pp. 75–92).
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ARABIC TRANSLITERATION AND DATES

Arabic words, terms, names and titles of books are transliterated according
to the method of The Encyclopaedia of Islam Three (EI3). Technical terms in
Arabic are all italicised apart from common terms (e.g. Qurʾan, madrasa).
The tāʾ marbūṭa ( ةـ/ة ) is rendered ‘a’ (e.g. sūra) when the word is not in
the construct state (iḍāfa), but ‘at’ when in the construct form (e.g. sūrat
al-Fātiḥa). The definite article ‘al-’ is left out in personal names when men-
tioned as single-word references (e.g. Ghazzālī), but is kept when accom-
panied by other names (e.g. Muḥammad al-Ghazzālī). In general, Biblical
names are spelt in their Anglicised forms. There are only a few cases where
transliteration is preferred if they significantly differ from the English usage.

Double dates are used in reference to the Islamic (ah) and Common Era
(ce) calendars (e.g. 716/1316), while single dates refer to the Common Era.
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chapter one

ṬŪFĪ: LIFE ANDWORK

The first part of this introduction focuses on various aspects of Ṭūfī’s
thought, offering an extensive biography of this significant Ḥanbalī scholar
whose work on Christianity has not received the attention it deserves. An
examination of Ṭūfī’s contribution to Islamic learning will help us better
understand his role in Muslim-Christian relations of the period. It will fur-
ther facilitate an informed reading of his critical commentary on the Chris-
tian scriptures, the text of which constitutes the main body of the present
study.

Biography

Abū al-Rabīʿ Najm al-Dīn Sulaymān b. ʿAbd al-Qawī b. ʿAbd al-Karīm b. Saʿīd
al-Ṭūfī al-Ṣarṣarī al-Baghdādī1 was a Ḥanbalī jurist, theologian, scholar of
legal theory, poet and man of letters. Like many other Ḥanbalī intellectuals,
he was a prolific author, to such an extent that some biographers credit
him with a library (khizānat kutub) of his writings in the town of Qūṣ.2 He

1 ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-ʿUlaymī mistakenly calls him al-Ṭūkhī in his al-Uns al-jalīl bi-taʾrīkh
al-Quds wa-al-Khalīl, Najaf, 1968, vol. II, p. 257. In his other two works, however, he is men-
tioned as al-Ṭūfī (al-Manhaj al-aḥmad fī tarājim aṣḥāb al-ImāmAḥmad, ed. ʿA.-Q. al-Arnāʾūṭ,
Beirut, 1997, vol. V, p. 5, and al-Durr al-munaḍḍad fī dhikr aṣḥāb al-ImāmAḥmad, ed. ʿA.-R.b.S.
al-ʿUthaymīn, Cairo, 1992, vol. II, p. 464). The use of al-Ṭūkhī may well have been a typo-
graphical error, since the text of the printed edition of al-Uns is full of errors. However,
Ismāʿīl Bāshā al-Baghdādī also calls him al-Ṭūfī and al-Ṭūkhī in his Hadiyyat al-ʿārifīn asmāʾ
al-muʾallifīn wa-āthār al-muṣannifīn, eds. K.R. Bilge and İ.M.K. İnal, Istanbul, 1951, vol. I,
p. 400. Ḥajjī Khalīfa adds the titles al-Qudsī and al-Maqdisī in his Kashf al-ẓunūn ʿan asāmī
al-kutub wa-al-funūn, eds. Ş. Yaltkaya and K.R. Bilge, Istanbul, 1941–1943, p. 756 and p. 1738
respectively. Among other names and epithets attributed to Ṭūfī are al-Qarāfī (Khalīl b.
Aybak al-Ṣafadī, al-Wāfī bi-al-wafayāt, ed. R. al-Sayyid, Wiesbaden, 1993, vol. XIX, p. 62), Ibn
al-Būqī (Abū al-Barakāt al-ʾĀlūsī, Jilāʾ al-ʿaynayn fī muḥākamat al-Aḥmadayn, Bulaq, 1298,
p. 23.) and Ibn Abū ʿAbbās (Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī, al-Durar al-kāmina, Hyderabad, 1930,
vol. II, p. 154; ʿA.M. al-Marāghī, al-Fatḥ al-mubīn fī ṭabaqāt al-uṣūliyyīn, Egypt, n.d., vol. II,
p. 124).

2 See IbnRajab,Kitābal-dhayl ʿalā ṭabaqātal-ḥanābila, ed.M.Ḥ. al-Fiqī, Cairo, 1952, vol. II,
p. 367; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 155; ʿUlaymī,Manhaj, vol. V, p. 6; Uns, vol. II, p. 258.
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appears to be the author of more than 50 works in a number of disciplines,
including legal theory (uṣūl al-fiqh), prophetic tradition (ḥadīth), dogmatic
theology (‘aqāʾid), Qurʾanic exegesis (tafsīr), poetry (shiʿr), and the science
of dialectics (jadal).3 Of all these works, only twelve seem to have been
published so far.4

Ṭūfī was born in the decade following 670/12715 in a village called Ṭūfā,6 a
district of Ṣarṣar near Baghdad,7 where his educational journey commenced
with the study of Islamic jurisprudence (fiqh) and Arabic grammar (naḥw).8
His passion for knowledge led him first to Ṣarṣar and in 691/1292 to Bagh-
dad, where he studied legal theory (uṣūl al-fiqh), logic, ḥadīth, and many
other disciplines. Although his biographers do not mention the name of his
school, he must have studied at the Mustanṣiriyya Madrasa, since most of

3 The lists of Ṭūfī’s works provided by his biographers vary slightly. Over 30 works are
listed by Ibn Rajab (Dhayl, vol. II, pp. 367–368), ʿUlaymī (Uns, vol. II, pp. 257–258; Manhaj,
vol. V, pp. 6–7 and Durr, vol. II, pp. 464–465) and Baghdādī (Hadiyyat, vol. I, pp. 400–401).
Some 26 works are mentioned in various parts of the Kashf, while Ṣafadī mentions only
seven of them (Aʿyān al-ʿaṣr wa-aʿwān al-naṣr, eds. ʿA. Abū Zayd et al., Beirut, 1998, vol. II,
pp. 446–447).

4 See Bibliography: Ṭūfī’s Works at the end of the present volume.
5 According to Ibn Rajab, he was born in 670/1271–1272 and some (biḍʿ, i.e. between 3–9)

years (Dhayl, vol. II, p. 366). The same approximate date is suggested by ʿAbd al-Ḥayy Ibn
al-ʿImād (Shadharāt al-dhahab fī akhbār man dhahab, Cairo, vol. VI, p. 39) and by ʿUlaymī
(Uns, vol. II, p. 257; Manhaj, vol. V, p. 5; Durr, vol. II, p. 464). Other biographers, how-
ever, give various precise dates such as 670/1271–1272 (Baghdādī, Hadiyyat, vol. I, p. 400)
and 657/1258–1259 (Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 154; Khayr al-Dīn al-Ziriklī, al-Aʿlām: Qāmūs
tarājim li-ashhar al-rijāl wa-al-nisāʾ min al-ʿarab wa-al-mustaʿribīn wa-al-mustashriqīn, Cairo,
1954–1959, vol. III, p. 189; and ʿUmar Riḍā Kaḥḥāla, Muʿjam al-muʾallifīn: tarājim muṣan-
nifī al-kutub al-ʿarabiyya, Damascus, 1957, vol. III, p. 266). This latter date, 657/1258–1259,
does not seem to be accurate since some early sources such as Muḥammad b. Aḥmad
al-Dhahabī (Dhuyūl al-ʿibar fī khabar man ghabar, ed. A.H.M. Zaghlūl, Beirut, 1985, p. 44,
and Dhayl Taʾrīkh al-Islām wa-wafayāt al-mashāhīr wa-al-aʿlām, ed. ʿU.ʿA.-S. Tadmurī, Beirut,
2004, p. 154) and ʿAbdallāh b. Asʿad al-Yāfiʿī (Mirʾāt al-jinān wa-ʿibrat al-yaqẓān fī maʿrifat mā
yuʿtabar min ḥawādith al-zamān, Beirut, 1970, vol. IV, p. 255) note that he died as a middle-
aged man (kahlan), i.e. some time between the ages of 30 and 50 (for the meaning of kahlan,
see Ibn al-Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, Beirut, 1956, vol. XI, p. 600).

6 While IbnḤajar calls itṬūf (Durar, vol. II, p. 154), ʿUlaymī once calls itṬūkhā (Uns, vol. II,
p. 257).

7 There were two towns in the suburbs of Baghdad: Upper Ṣarṣar and Lower Ṣarṣar, both
of which were located on the bank of the river ʿĪsā, also called the river of Ṣarṣar. For further
information, see Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī,Kitābmuʿjamal-buldān, ed. F.Wüstenfeld, Frankfurt, 1994
(reprint of the first edition, 1868), vol. III/1, p. 381.

8 See IbnRajab,Dhayl, vol. II, p. 366; ʿUlaymī,Manhaj, vol. V, p. 5; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt,
vol. VI, p. 39.



ṭūfī: life and work 5

his teachers in Baghdad served as professors there.9 He also appears to have
written one of his earliest works at this school.10

Subsequently, in 704/1304–1305, Ṭūfī travelled toDamascuswhere hemet,
amongst others, Taqī al-Dīn Ibn Taymiyya (d. 728/1328), and according to
biographers, ‘sat with him’, that is to say, he attended Ibn Taymiyya’s study
circles.11 This has been identified by some as a master-disciple relationship
through which Ṭūfī ‘took knowledge’ from Ibn Taymiyya12 and studied with
him.13 Likewise, Ibn Taymiyya is reported to have studied the Arabic lan-
guage with Ṭūfī.14 In his writings, Ṭūfī refers to Ibn Taymiyya with the title
‘our Master’ (shaykhunā)15 and informs us about the book he read to Ibn
Taymiyya.16 Ṭūfī is also known for his poems praising Ibn Taymiyya and crit-
icising his adversaries.17 Perhaps themost accurate description of Ṭūfī’s rela-
tionship with Ibn Taymiyya is Khayr al-Dīn Nuʿmān al-’Ālūsī’s (d. 1317/1899)

9 Such as his fiqh teacher, a prominent Ḥanbalī jurist, Taqī al-Dīn ʿAbdallāh al-Zarīrātī
al-Baghdādī (d. 729/1329); his usūl teacher, a Shāfiʿī jurist, Abū Bakr Naṣīr al-Dīn ʿAbdal-
lāh al-Fārūthī (d. 706/1306); his ḥadīth teachers Abū al-Faḍl ʿImād al-Dīn Ismāʿīl Ibn al-
Ṭabbāl (d. 708/1309), Abū MuḥammadMufīd al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Ḥarrānī al-Baghdādī
(d. 700/1301) and Abū Bakr Jamāl al-Dīn Aḥmad al-Qalānisī al-Bājasrī al-Baghdādī (d. 704/
1305); as well as Jamāl al-Dīn Yūsuf al-Baghdādī (d. 726/1326), an Iraqi grammarian and a
scholar of the Qurʾanic sciences (see Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, pp. 366, 379; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar,
vol. II, p. 154; Fāsī, Taʾrīkh, p. 48; ʿUlaymī, Manhaj, vol. V, p. 5; Uns, vol. II, p. 257; Ibn al-ʿImād,
Shadharāt, vol. VI, pp. 39, 74).

10 Entitled al-Ṣaʿqa al-ghaḍabiyya fī al-radd ʿalā munkirī al-ʿarabiyya (ed. M.b.K. al-Fāḍil,
Riyadh, 1997, p. 632).

11 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 366; ʿUlaymī, Uns, vol. II, p. 257; Manhaj, vol. V, p. 5; and
Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 39. These sources only mention that Ṭūfī met with Ibn
Taymiyya and attended his circles without providing any further details about the exact
nature of their relationship.

12 M. Abū Zahra, Ibn Ḥanbal: ḥayātuhu wa-ʿaṣruhu, ārāʾuhu wa-fiqhuhu, Cairo, 1981, pp.
324–326.

13 H. Laoust, Essai sur les doctrines sociales et politiques de Takī-d-Dīn Aḥmad b. Taimīya,
canoniste hanbalite né à Harrān en 661/1262, mort à Damas en 728/1328, Cairo, 1939, p. 488,
fn. 1; W.P. Heinrichs, “al-Ṭūfī”, EI2, vol. X, p. 588; F. Koca, İslam Hukuk Tarihinde Selefî Söylem:
Hanbelî Mezhebi, Ankara, 2002, p. 94.

14 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 388; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, pp. 80–81.
15 See Ṭūfī, Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, ed. I.b.ʿA. Āl Ibrāhīm, Riyadh, 1989, vol. II, p. 216

and ʿAlam al-jadhal fī ʿilm al-jadal, ed. W.P. Heinrichs, Weisbaden, 1987, p. 222.
16 Ṭūfī read to Ibn Taymiyya the latter’s treatise on miracles, entitled Qāʿida fī al-muʿjizāt

wa-al-karāmāt (see Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §335).
17 In one of these poems, written in 707/1307, Ṭūfī encourages Ibn Taymiyya to be patient

during his days of imprisonment. This qaṣīda is quoted by Ibn ʿAbd al-Hādī al-Dimashqī’s
al-ʿUqūd al-durriyya min manāqib Shaykh al-Islām Ibn Taymiyya, ed. A.M.Ṭ.b.F. al-Ḥulwānī,
Cairo, 2002, p. 197. However, in a report attributed to Ṭūfī on the authority of Ibn Ḥajar,
Ibn Taymiyya’s personality and some of his views are criticised (Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. I,
pp. 153–155).
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assertion that ‘he was not from among the Shaykh’s [i.e. Ibn Taymiyya’s] dis-
tinguished disciples, but instead one amongst many people who met him
and took knowledge from him.’18

In 705/1306, Ṭūfī left Damascus for Egypt and settled in Cairo,19 the city
that had become the major religio-political and cultural centre of the Mus-
limworld after 656/1258, when Baghdadwas destroyed by theMongols. Ṭūfī
must have followed the common route of many other knowledge seekers
and scholars of his time who were attracted to this intellectual haven.20 In
Cairo, where the Ḥanbalī school was flourishing under the Mamluks,21 he
reached the pinnacle of his career, teaching as a muʿīd (repetitor)22 at two
schools, theManṣūriyya and theNāṣiriyya.23 Bothwere administered by Saʿd

18 ʾĀlūsī, Jilāʾ, p. 23.
19 The date coincides with the time (Ramaḍān 705/April 1306) in which Ibn Taymiyya

moved to Cairo (see H. Laoust, “Ibn Taymiyya”, EI2, vol. III, p. 952).
20 C.F. Petry’s excellent study on the civilian elite (‘ulamā’, artisans and the bureaucratic

class) of Cairo, offers abundant information on the origins of these scholars and their emigra-
tions to Cairo in the Middle Ages. See C.F. Petry, The Civilian Elite of Cairo in the Later Middle
Ages, Princeton, 1981.

21 The establishment of the four chief judgeships was the major change that promoted
this achievement. While in earlier periods there had been only one chair of qāḍī al-quḍāt
represented by a Shāfiʿī qāḍī, in 663/1265 Sultan Baybars set up four independent chief judge
positions in Cairo, one for each of the four madhabs. This was the first time that scholars of
the four legal schools were given equal authority to serve as judges and teachers of law in
madrasas, although the Shāfiʿī chief judge enjoyed some administrative privileges and had
precedence over other chief judges in the sessions of the dār al-ʿadl, sitting to the right of the
Sultan. See J.H. Escovitz, “TheEstablishment of FourChief Judgeships in theMamlūkEmpire”,
JAOS, 102/3 (1982), pp. 529–531; J.S. Nielsen, “Sultan al-Ẓāhir Baybars and the Appointment of
Four Chief Qāḍīs (663/1265)”, SI, 60 (1984), pp. 167–176.

22 G. Makdisi defines the function of the muʿīd (repetitor) as repeating the law lesson
of the mudarris, and explaining it ‘so that it was understood by the students. He could
himself be a graduate student, or an accomplished jurisconsult without his own chair of law.’
Also, ‘the muʿid in law was able to go from the mere drilling of the students in the lesson
delivered by the professor of law to furnishing the students with his own notes, remarks
and observations’ (G. Makdisi, The Rise of Colleges. Institutions of Learning in Islam and the
West, Edinburgh, 1981, p. 193 and p. 214). According to C.F. Petry’s description, ‘a muʿīd’s
duties emphasized rote technique rather than explication. The office thus ranked below
the mudarris in prestige and, presumably, remuneration. Yet the occupational ranges were
quite similar for both, suggesting frequent promotion of muʿīds to professorships’ (Petry, The
Civilian Elite, pp. 247–248).

23 As Petry writes, the Manṣūriyya madrasa was built by Sultan al-Malik al-Manṣūr Qalā-
wūn in 683–684/1284–1285, while the Nāṣiriyya was founded by Sultan al-ʿĀdil Katbughā and
completed by al-Nāṣir Muḥammad in 703/1303–1304. Both of these madrasas held professor-
ships in jurisprudence of the four madhāhib. With its large library, impressive architecture,
and its gate transferred from the Roman Cathedral in Akka, al-Nāṣiriyya was considered
among the most significant madrasas of Cairo (Petry, The Civilian Elite, pp. 331–333).
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al-Dīn Masʿūd al-Ḥārithī al-Baghdādī (d. 711/1312),24 the Ḥanbalī chief judge
(qāḍī al-quḍāt) who appears amongst Ṭūfī’s teachers of ḥadīth in Cairo.25
After the incident leading to his imprisonment in Cairo in 711/1311, about
which detailed information will follow, Ṭūfī was expelled to Damascus. Not
being able to enter the city because of the satirical poems he had directed
against its inhabitants, he settled first in Damietta (Dimyāṭ)26 and then left
for Qūṣ27 in Upper Egypt, where he lived for some time. In 714/1315 he went
on pilgrimage, spent the year in the Hijaz,28 and died in Hebron (al-Khalīl)
in Rajab 716/September–October 1316.29

24 For his biography, see Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. V, pp. 416–417; Ibn Kathīr, al-Bidāya wa-al-
nihāya, eds. ʿA.M. Muʿawwaḍ et al., Beirut, 1994, vol. XXIV, p. 52; Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II,
pp. 362–364; IbnḤajar,Durar, vol. IV, pp. 347–348; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, pp. 28–29.

25 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 367; ʿUlaymī, Uns, vol. II, p. 257; Manhaj, vol. V, p. 5; Fāsī,
Taʾrīkh, p. 48; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 39.

26 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 370. The poem is quoted by Ṣafadī in his Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 447
and Ibn Ḥajar in Durar, vol. II, p. 155.

27 Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446; Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, pp. 367, 369; see also Ibn Ḥajar,
Durar, vol. II, p. 156; ʿUlaymī, Manhaj, vol. V, p. 6; Uns, vol. II, p. 258; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt,
vol. VI, p. 40.

28 Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446; Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 369; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II,
p. 156; ʿUlaymī, Manhaj, vol. V, p. 7; Uns, vol. II, p. 258; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI,
p. 40. Cairo and Damascus were important centres for the pilgrim caravans to Mecca. Ṭūfī
must have joined one of these. For detailed information on pilgrimage travels during the
Mamlūk period, see A. ʿAnkawi, “The Pilgrimage to Mecca in Mamlūk Times”, AS, 1 (1974),
pp. 146–170.

29 Dhahabī, Dhuyūl al-ʿibar, p. 44 and Dhayl, p. 154; Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 369; Taqī
al-Dīn Aḥmad b. ʿAlī al-Maqrīzī, Kitāb al-sulūk li-maʿrifat duwal al-mulūk, ed. M.M. Ziyāda,
Cairo, 1941, vol. II/1, p. 167; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, pp. 155, 156; ʿUlaymī, Manhaj, vol. V, p. 7;
Durr, vol. II, p. 465; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 40; Ziriklī, Aʿlām, vol. III, p. 189. The
same date is given by Ṣafadī, Wāfī, vol. XIX, p. 62; Yāfiʿī, Mirʾāt, vol. IV, p. 255; Baghdādī,
Hadiyyat, vol. I, p. 400; Kaḥḥāla, Muʿjam, vol. III, p. 266; M. al-Zuḥaylī, Marjaʿ al-ʿulūm al-
islāmiyya: taʿrīfuhā, tārīkhuhā, aʾimmatuhā, ‘ulamāʾuhā, maṣādiruhā, kutubuhā, Damascus,
n.d., p. 592; F. al-Jazzār, “Al-Ṣarṣarī”, Madākhil al-muʾallifīn wa-al-aʿlām al-ʿarab ḥattā ʿām
1215h./1800m., Riyadh, 1992, vol. II, pp. 845–846. According to another opinion, Ṭūfī died in
Rajab 710/November–December 1310 (Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446; ʿUlaymī, Uns, vol. II, p. 258
and Ḥajjī Khalīfa, Kashf, relevant pages). However, the latter must be incorrect, since Ṭūfī
wrote his commentary on the Qurʾān al-Ishārāt in 716 (for the date, see the editor’s introduc-
tion to al-Ishārāt al-ilāhiyya ilā al-mabāḥith al-uṣūliyya, ed. A.-ʿĀ Ḥasan, Cairo, 2002, vol. I,
p. 127, and also Ṭūfī’s note found in the same work, vol. II, p. 256. In the present volume, all
references to the Ishārāt are based on this edition). In his introduction to Ṭūfī’s ʿAlam, Hein-
richs mentions that according to one of the manuscripts, Ṭūfī is deemed to be still living in
year 725/1325 (see ʿAlam, p. yāʾ-ḥāʾ). This note, however, could be a mistake on the part of the
copyst, since the date has been verified by no other source.
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Ṭūfī’s Relationship with Shīʿī Tradition

Pre-modern historical sources do not offer us a clear picture of Ṭūfī’s posi-
tion within the Ḥanbalī school of the time. There are aspects of his life
which, according to biographers such as Dhahabī (d. 748/1347), Ṣafadī (d.
764/1362), IbnRajab (d. 795/1393), IbnḤajar al-ʿAsqalānī (d. 852/1449), ʿUlay-
mī (d. 928/1522) and Ibn al-ʿImād (d. 1089/1679), place him at odds with
his fellow Ḥanbalīs. In these accounts Ṭūfī emerges as a controversial fig-
ure among his contemporaries. Besides the epithet ofḤanbalī, Dhahabī also
ascribes tohim the label of Shīʿī and identifies himas a follower of thepathof
innovation (bidʿa),30 while Ṣafadī calls him Rāfiḍī,31 and Ibn Rajab describes
him as ‘a Shīʿī, who in matters of belief deviated from the Sunna.’32 His
biographers also point out that certain satirical poems written against the
Prophet’s eminent companions such as Abū Bakr, ʿUmar, and the Prophet’s
wife ʿĀʾisha were attributed to him by his opponents.33 As the result of an
incident that occurred in 711/1311 between him and Saʿd al-Dīn al-Ḥārithī,
the Ḥanbalī chief judge, Ṭūfī was punished and beaten, imprisoned for a
time and banned fromhis duties in the schools of Cairo.34 Ṭūfī, nevertheless,
seems to deny and question the accusations levelled against him.Defending
himself sarcastically, he reportedly said: ‘A Ḥanbalī, Rāfiḍī, Ashʿarī? This is
one of the gravest (misfortunes) ever’.35

According to biographical accounts, Ṭūfī later repented and returned
to orthodoxy,36 and after composing a controversial work while living in

30 Dhahabī, Dhuyūl al-ʿibar, p. 44.
31 Ṣafadī,Wāfī, vol. XIX, p. 62.
32 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 368. The same is repeated by Ibn al-ʿImād in Shadharāt,

vol. VI, p. 39.
33 Ṣafadī,Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446; IbnRajab,Dhayl, vol. II, pp. 369–370; IbnḤajar,Durar, vol. II,

pp. 154, 155, 156; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, pp. 39–40; Jalāl al-Dīn al-Suyūṭī, Bughyat
al-wuʿāt fī ṭabaqāt al-lughawiyyīn wa-al-nuḥāt, ed. M. Abū al-Faḍl Ibrāhīm, Cairo, 1964, vol. I,
p. 599.

34 Ṣafadī,Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446; IbnRajab,Dhayl, vol. II, p. 369; IbnḤajar,Durar, vol. II, p. 156;
Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 40. See also Suyūṭī, Bughyat, vol. I, p. 599 and ʿUlaymī,
Manhaj, vol. V, p. 7.

35 برعلادحأهذهيرعشأضيفارليبنح (IbnRajab,Dhayl, vol. II, p. 368). A slightly different version
is برعلاىدحإهذهضيفارليبنحيرعشأ (Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 39). There are someother
versions such as بركلاىدحإهذهيرعشأيرهاظضيفارليبنح (Dhahabī, Dhayl, p. 154; Ṣafadī, Wāfī,
vol. XIX, p. 63) and بركلاىدحإانهإيرعشأيرهاظضيفارليبنح (Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 155). In
this last version, he is apparently using the same pattern as that of the Qurʾanic verse: ا﴿


اَنه

﴾برَِكُلْاىدَحْلإ (Q 74:35).
36 Ibn Ḥajar,Durar, vol. II, p. 155; see also Ṣafadī,Wāfī, vol. XIX, p. 63, which describes him

as repenting not only from being a Rāfiḍite, but also from hijāʾ (satirising in verse).
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Qūṣ, which he subsequently changed, nothing ‘reprehensible’ seems to have
emerged from him.37 However, Ibn Rajab does not accept his repentance
as genuine. In his opinion, Ṭūfī’s repentance was simply out of dissimula-
tion (taqiyya) and hypocrisy (nifāq), since his companion in Medina dur-
ing the last period of his life was a certain Rāfiḍī scholar called Sakkākīnī
(d. 721/1321), who was a Muʿtazilī.38 Other biographers, nevertheless, de-
scribe Sakkākīnī as a personwhowas not rigorous in his Shīʿī views andwho,
in fact, was accused of being a Shīʿī by the Sunnīs, and of being a Sunnī by
the Shīʿīs.39 Did he and Ṭūfī encounter a similar predicament? Information
at hand is not adequate to determine the case. However, the mere fact of
meeting and befriending such a person is insufficient for establishing Ṭūfī’s
commitment to Shīʿī tradition, as Ibn Rajab boldly claims.

As to the blasphemous poems ascribed to Ṭūfī, one of the verses cited
by the biographers40 is actually of Shīʿī origin and quoted by Ṭūfī only with
an intention to refute the Shīʿī view on the Imamate and defend the Sunnī
standpoint.41 No other satirical poems seem to have derived from Ṭūfī, nor
are they cited by any of his biographers with the exception of Dhahabī.42
Yet, it is not far-fetched to conclude that the other verses might have been
of a similar nature, that is to say, Ṭūfī’s citations from Shīʿī sources, whether
accompanied or not by his criticism. For it is not unusual of him to present

37 Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 157.
38 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 369 and p. 370. As D.P. Little writes, in the Mamluk period

the Shīʿī presence was substantial in the government of Mecca and Medina. Although the
Mamluks, who acted as custodians of the pilgrimage sites, were adherents of Sunnī Islam,
they traditionally delegated rule to local tribesmen of noble descent, the Āl Qatāda, who
were Shīʿī of the Zaydī branch. See D.P. Little, “Religion under the Mamluks”, MW, 73 (1983),
pp. 170–171.

39 For the life and work of Muḥammad b. Abū Bakr b. Abū al-Qāsim al-Hamadhānī
al-Dimashqī al-Sakkākīnī, seeDhahabī,Dhuyūl al-ʿibar, p. 60; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI,
pp. 55–56.

40 The saying اللههّنإلیقنمينبوهتفلاخفيكشُنمينبكم (How great is the distance between he
whose caliphatewas doubted and hewhowas said to beGod!) is attributed to Ṭūfī by authors
such as Ṣafadī, Wāfī, vol. XIX, p. 63; Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 369; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II,
p. 155; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 40.

41 Ṭūfī quotes the verse within the context of an incident that purportedly occurred
between a Shīʿī and a Sunnī. The verse is presented as a comparison between Abū Bakr and
ʿAlī, to which the Sunnī replies with a similar verse comparing the two prophetsMuḥammad
and Jesus: اللههّنإلیقنمينبوهتلاسرفيكّشُنمينبكم (How great is the distance between he whose
prophecy was doubted and he who was said to be God!) and thus winning the argument
against the Shīʿī (see Ṭūfī, ʿAlam, p. 222).

42 The only exception is the poem attributed to Ṭūfī by Aḥmad b. ʿUmar b. Shabīb (d. 724/
1324) in Dhahabī’sMuʿjam al-shuyūkh: al-muʿjam al-kabīr, ed. M.Ḥ. al-Hayla, Taif, 1988, vol. I,
pp. 80–81.
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the opponent’s point of view in an impartial manner, a method which he
frequently follows in his commentary on the Qurʾan, to be discussed below.

Another proof furnished by the biographers in support of Ṭūfī’s Shīʿī lean-
ings is a work attributed to him: al-ʿAdhāb al-wāṣib ʿalā arwāḥ al-nawāṣib43

(Perpetual Punishment for the Souls of the Nawāṣib).44 According to Ziriklī,
this treatise was the actual reason for Ṭūfī’s persecution.45 Is this the afore-
mentioned controversialwork that Ṭūfī subsequently had to change?Unfor-
tunately, we are not able to answer this question, as the work is not extant
today.

One of the arguments brought forth by Ibn Rajab against Ṭūfī is the
claim that his concealed Shīʿī tendencies are revealed in his commentary on
Nawawī’s (d. 676/1277) Arbaʿīn (Forty Ḥadīths). In this work, Ṭūfī maintains
that the conflicts among Muslim scholars over religious matters resulted
from the contradictory variants of prophetic reports. He further refers to the
opinion which holds ʿUmar b. al-Khaṭṭāb, the second Caliph, responsible
for this, by preventing the companions from recording and collecting the
corpus of ḥadīth, despite the Prophet having encouraged them to bewritten
down.46 Commenting on this passage, Ibn Rajab concludes that Ṭūfī had a
hidden agenda.47 With this conclusion, however, Ibn Rajab seems to have
ignored the fact that the opinion quoted by Ṭūfī may not necessarily reflect
his own position and has disregarded the vast number of instances in Ṭūfī’s
other writings where he explicitly shows reverence to all the companions of
the Prophet alike. The explanation offered by Wolfhart P. Heinrichs is also
worth mentioning here, in which he observes that Ṭūfī ‘was troubled by the
rifts in the Muslim community and tried to find out where things had gone
wrong. This rethinking of history may easily have been felt by others as a
weakening of the Sunnī position.’48

43 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 368; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 156; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt,
vol. VI, p. 39; Baghdādī, Hadiyyat, vol. I, p. 401.

44 Nawāṣib is a plural of nāṣib which originates from the root n-ṣ-b meaning both ‘to
appoint someone to an office’ and ‘to act with hostility and enmity towards someone’ (see
E.W. Lane,Arabic-English Lexicon, n-ṣ-b). The term has been used pejoratively by some Shīʿīs
to refer to the ahl al-sunna, meaning those who hold the view that the imām is determined
by the community’s election and appointment, and those who acted with hostility towards
ʿAlī and the ahl al-bayt.

45 Ziriklī, Aʿlām, vol. III, p. 189.
46 See Ṭūfī’s text in “Risālat al-Ṭūfī fī riʿāyat al-maṣlaḥa” published by ʿAbd al-Wahhāb

Khallāf in hisMaṣādir al-tashrīʿ al-islāmī fī mā lā naṣṣa fīh, Kuwait, 1982, p. 133.
47 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 368.
48 W.P. Heinrichs, “Nağm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī on the Incorrect Reading of the Fātiḥa and Other

Thought Experiments”,MUSJ, 58 (2005), p. 147.



ṭūfī: life and work 11

Following on from the pre-modern sources, some modern authors have
seen Ṭūfī as a crypto-Shīʿī who presented himself as a Ḥanbalī. They argue
that although he wrote his works as a Ḥanbalī faqīh, he spread Shīʿī ideas
throughout his writings.49 According to this point of view, there is a direct
link between Ṭūfī’s theory of maṣlaḥa (public interest), which will be dis-
cussed later, andhis adherence to Shīʿī tradition. InMuḥammadAbūZahra’s
view, for instance, Ṭūfī’s understandingofmaṣlaḥa is a result of his Shīʿī lean-
ings.50 Devin J. Stewart also describes Ṭūfī as a Shīʿī who ‘was involved with
the Ḥanbalī madhhab’ and followed ‘the Shiite tradition of legal study in
Sunni environments’. According to him, ‘that al-Ṭūfī took refuge in Upper
Egypt, which harbored a significant Shiiteminority at the time, also suggests
his Shiite allegiances.’51

As demonstrated by the various points raised above, the question of Ṭūfī’s
Shīʿī identity is not as clear as some classical or contemporary biographers
have suggested. A degree of uncertainty was felt even among his early biog-
raphers such as ʿUlaymī, who hesitates to give any clear-cut answer about
Ṭūfī’s status. After mentioning the accusations made against Ṭūfī, he con-
cludes that only ‘God knows best their truthfulness.’52 Furthermore, the
fact that Ṭūfī was not listed among the Shīʿī scholars in any pre-modern
Shīʿī biographical sources is of great significance. The earliest Shīʿī author
mentioning Ṭūfī in his work appears to be Muḥammad Bāqir al-Khwānsārī
(d. 1313/1895), who also questions his adherence to Shīʿī thought, since, as
he says, none of the Shīʿī biographical sources have listed him among the
scholars of this tradition. He further expresses his doubts about having a
Ḥanbalī described as a Shīʿī, for, as he points out, the Ḥanbalī school has
been the furthest Sunnī school from Shīʿī tradition. It is also worth noting
that both Khwānsārī’s work53 and the twentieth-century Shīʿī biographical
sourceAʿyān al-Shīʿa54 draw their data on Ṭūfī’s life from Sunnī sources, such
as Suyūṭī in the former work and Ibn Ḥajar in the latter.

49 Abū Zahra, Ibn Ḥanbal, pp. 325–326.
50 Ibid., pp. 324–325. For a similar approach, see M.Z. al-Kawtharī, Maqālāt al-Kawtharī,

Homs, 1968, pp. 119–121, 333.
51 D.J. Stewart, Islamic Legal Orthodoxy: Twelver Shiite Responses to the Sunni Legal System,

Salt LakeCity, 1998, pp. 70–72.OnShīʿī sentiments inUpperEgypt, see J.P. Berkey, “Culture and
society during the late Middle Ages”, The Cambridge History of Egypt. Volume I: Islamic Egypt,
640–1517, ed. C.F. Petry, Cambridge, 1998, p. 383; L.S. Northrup, “The Baḥrī Mamlūk sultanate,
1250–1390”, The Cambridge History of Egypt. Volume I, pp. 265.

52 ʿUlaymī,Manhaj, vol. V, p. 7.
53 M.B. al-Khwānsārī, Rawḍāt al-jannāt fī aḥwāl al-ʿulamāʾ wa-al-sādāt, ed. A.A. Ismāʿīliy-

yān, Qom, 1391, vol. IV, pp. 89–90.
54 S.M. al-Amīn, Aʿyān al-Shīʿa, ed. Ḥ. al-Amīn, Beirut, 1983, vol. VII, pp. 301–302.
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According to the information provided by the biographical accounts, the
conflict between Ṭūfī and his teacher and patron, the Ḥanbalī chief judge
Saʿd al-Dīn al-Ḥārithī, is related to an incident at oneof Ṭūfī’s lectures.Osten-
sibly, the chief judge, who was also originally from Baghdad, used to think
highly of Ṭūfī and honoured him by attending his lectures and appointing
him to teach at several Ḥanbalī schools. After winning Ḥārithī’s favour, as
the historian Ṣafadī relates, Ṭūfī eventually became unreserved in his man-
ner towards his master, and during one of his lectures addressed him with
coarse and impolite words. This bold attitude caused the son of the chief
judge,55 Shams al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Ḥārithī (d. 732/1332),56 to challenge
Ṭūfī. Subsequently, the casewas committed to one of the deputies,57 Badr al-
Dīn Ibn al-Ḥibbāl, whowasmade an arbiter therein. It was at this point that
testimonies against Ṭūfī appeared, accusations of his having Shīʿī leanings
arose, and satirical poems about the companions of theProphet (shaykhayn,
i.e. Abū Bakr and ʿUmar), allegedly written by Ṭūfī, came into public view.58
In its totality this earliest version of the story clearly presents an alternative
perspective on Ṭūfī’s persecution, as it explicitly shows the involvement of
other factors, rather than purely theological convictions. This story in itself
reveals the complexities ofmedieval Egyptian society, in which, as Jonathan
P. Berkey asserts, ‘behind the competing social and religious identities one
canperceive intensepersonal quarrels andprofessional rivalry, but also (and
more importantly) a political dimension.’59 In Ṭūfī’s case, although we do
not have sufficient data for verifying the latter, the aforementioned account
clearly bears themark of ‘personal quarrels and professional rivalry.’We also
know that the son of the chief judge, whowas a professor at theManṣūriyya,
the school where Ṭūfī taught, acted as deputy to his father, served as a judge

55 As I.M. Lapidus observes, qāḍīs in this period carried out important judicial and admin-
istrative duties as a result of which they gathered groups of subordinates and dependents
around themselves. The chief qāḍīs, as authoritative religious notables, offered great political
support to the regime and were responsible for appointing school staff and for the mainte-
nance of discipline and religious standards (I.M. Lapidus, Muslim Cities in the Later Middle
Ages, Cambridge, 1984, pp. 111–112, 134–138). This fact may illuminate the nature of the subor-
dinate relationship between Ṭūfī and his master.

56 For his biography, see Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. III, pp. 45–46;Wāfī, vol. XVIII, p. 270; Ibn Rajab,
Dhayl, vol. II, pp. 420–421; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 347.

57 Nāʾib (pl. nuwwāb) was ‘a judge-substitute or delegate of the qāḍī in the administration
of law’ (H.A.R. Gibb, “Nāʾib”, EI2, vol. VII, p. 915).

58 Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446; the same piece of information is quoted by Ibn Ḥajar in
Durar, vol. II, pp. 154, 157.

59 Berkey, “Culture and society during the late Middle Ages”, p. 378.
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and later on became the head of the Ḥanbalīs in Egypt. It cannot be far from
the truth to conclude that his stand against Ṭūfī may have been determined
by feelings of jealousy and intentions of gaining supremacy. As a prominent
legal scholar who was eager to climb the ladder of success in jurisprudence,
Ṭūfī might have posed an obstacle to his ambitions.

In order to determine his relationship to Sunnī or Shīʿī Islam, a thorough
study of Ṭūfī’s writings and especially an examination of his theological
commentary on the Qurʾan, al-Ishārāt al-ilāhiyya, his final work, would
be required. In particular, looking at his understanding of the Imamate
may give us some useful information on the question. Many contemporary
authors who have studied his work have underlined the fact that Ṭūfī’s
writings do not contain anything that may imply his adherence to Shīʿī
tradition.60 On the contrary, they include many passages in which he shows
disapproval of even the slightest deviation from Sunnī etiquette towards the
ṣaḥāba,61 explicitly censures the Shīʿī understanding of imāma,62 and directs
numerous other criticisms at Shīʾī thought.63 Although Ṭūfī, following the
Sunnī tradition, uses the title of amīr al-muʾminīn for ʿAlī b. Abū Ṭālib
and praises him with the words raḍiya Allāhu ʿanhu,64 in two places this is
replaced with ʿalayhi al-salām, the Shīʿī manner of praising the imams. The
first passage appears in a quotation from Qāḍī ʿAbd al-Jabbār (d. 415/1025)
and the phrase is already present in the original text;65 while the second
passage is a direct citation of ʿAlī’s words66 without mention of its source.
The latter may also be an example of Ṭūfī’s faithfulness to the original
text, or the phrase may have been added later by the copyist.67 In either
case, as mentioned earlier, Ṭūfī’s general attitude towards ʿAlī and other
companions of the Prophet does not depart from the Sunnī tradition. For

60 See M. Zayd, al-Maṣlaḥa fī al-tashrīʿ al-islāmī wa-Najm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī, Cairo, 1964, pp.
78–88; Heinrichs, “al-Ṭūfī”, p. 588; Heinrichs, “Nağm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī on the Incorrect Reading
of the Fātiḥa”, p. 147.

61 See Ṭūfī, Darʾ al-qawl al-qabīḥ bi-al-taḥsīn wa-al-taqbīḥ, ed. A.M. Shihadeh, Riyadh,
2005, p. 55 and p. 190.

62 Ṭūfī, Darʾ, p. 105.
63 See the editors’ introductions to Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, vol. I, pp. 91–96; and to

al-Intiṣārāt al-islāmiyya fī kashf shubah al-naṣrāniyya, ed. S.b.M. al-Qarnī, Riyadh, 1999, vol. I,
pp. 89–103; and Ṣaʿqa, pp. 119–134.

64 See Ṭūfī, Darʾ, pp. 70, 77, 163, 190, 191.
65 Ibid., p. 190; see also ʿAbd al-Jabbār al-Hamadhānī, Faḍl al-iʿtizāl wa-ṭabaqāt al-Muʿta-

zila, ed. F. Sayyid, Tunis, 1974, p. 214.
66 Ṭūfī, Darʾ, p. 345.
67 The same applies to the use of this title in his Ṣaʿqa, pp. 257, 451.
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him, the people who should be followed are: the Prophet, his rightly guided
successors (al-khulafāʾ al-rāshidūn), and his other companions,68 for ‘the
successors (al-khulafāʾ) followed the Sunna’ of the Prophet.69

Very often in his commentary on the Qurʾan, Ṭūfī impartially presents
Shīʿī views and interpretations of certain Qurʾanic verses accompanied by
those of Sunnī exegesis. In these instances he does not include any criticism
nor does he offer any comments.70 This appears to be the common pattern
throughout his commentary. In general, he presents the different and often
opposing views of various schools of thought with no expression of his
own position whatsoever. Yet there are a number of occasions where he
explicitly criticises the Shīʿī method of reasoning71 and regards their views to
be theologically unfounded.72 He declares, for example, the Shīʿī analogy of
the twelve imāms to the twelve Israelite leaders (nuqabāʾ) mentioned in the
Qurʾan (Q 5:12) as inappropriate. For him, in fact, the twelve Israelite leaders
resemble the representatives of the Medinan Muslims (Anṣār, Helpers) at
the pact with the Prophet in ʿAqaba.73 He also refutes the Shīʿī argument for
ʿAlī’s Imamate, founded on the verse: ‘Your true allies (waliyyukum) are only
God, His Messenger and those who believe’ (Q 5:55). According to Ṭūfī, the
Shīʿī interpretation is based on far-fetched reasoning and is incompatible
with the context of the verse, since the preceding and subsequent verses
are about friendship and guardianship, and not leadership. At the end of
his account Ṭūfī concludes that the Shīʿī use of the verse is nothing but ‘a
type of specious argument (ḍarb min al-shubha).’74 The term shubha used
here specifically indicates the opponent’s ‘erroneous argument’, and as such
clearly reveals Ṭūfī’s understanding of the Imamate.

On a number of occasions, mention of the Shīʿīs is accompanied by deni-
gratory remarks such as ‘mayGod eliminate them’ (abʿadahumAllāh),75 ‘may
God curse them’ (laʿanahumAllāh),76 ‘may God dishonour them’ (akhzāhum

68 Ṭūfī, Darʾ, p. 346.
69 Ibid., p. 191.
70 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. I, pp. 386–392, 405–407; vol. II, pp. 15–20, 30–31, 233–234, 275–278, 284,

406–407; vol. III, pp. 100–105, 228, 318–320.
71 In a number of places he finds the Sunnī interpretations of particular verses sounder

and better than the Shīʿī ones (see ibid., vol. II, pp. 313–314; vol. III, pp. 59–61, 190).
72 For example, he finds their analogy between Moses’ relationship with Aaron and

Muḥammad’s relationship with ʿAlī to be incorrect (see ibid., vol. III, pp. 14–15).
73 Ibid., vol. II, p. 105.
74 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 119–124.He calls the Shīʿī argument shubha in his Intiṣārāt aswell (vol. II,

pp. 739–740).
75 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 284; vol. III, p. 60.
76 Ibid., vol. III, pp. 82, 95, 190, 258, 335, 353, 354, 365, 411.
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Allāh),77 and ‘may God keep them away from His mercy’ (abʿadahum Allāh
min raḥmatih).78 However these phrases are present in somemanuscripts of
the text, while lacking in some others, implying their insertion by the copy-
ists, rather than originating from the author himself.79

Analysing Ṭūfī’s treatment of Shīʿī theology, one may observe that his
writings reveal an absence of Shīʿī sympathies. On the contrary, there
emerges an apparent criticism and sometimes even severe reproach in
his remarks, which challenges the claim of Ṭūfī’s allegiance to Shīʿī tra-
dition. As observed above, a thorough analysis of biographical accounts
narrating the aforementioned incident between Ṭūfī and the chief judge
shows the involvement of other factors, such as professional rivalry and per-
sonal disagreements, rather than theological convictions. Furthermore, the
impartial language which Ṭūfī often employs when discussing various, in
his view, deviant opinions, as well as his openness to self-criticism, may
serve as significant elements for consideration in the context of this alle-
gation.

Ṭūfī’s Approach to Taṣawwuf, Kalām and Philosophy

Ṭūfī’s attitude towards Sufism is another aspect of his biography that re-
quires consideration. He was known for his austerity and renunciation of
wordly concerns. One of his biographers portrayed him as wearing ‘a gar-
ment of ascetics’,80 and another source described him as a person who ‘was
moderate in his clothes and actions’ and who ‘showed little heed to the

77 Ibid., vol. III, p. 128.
78 Ibid., vol. III, p. 372.
79 The editor of the Ishārāt mentions four extant manuscripts (see the editor’s introduc-

tion to the Ishārāt, vol. I, pp. 163–164), although his edition seems to be primarily based on
only twoof them:Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣriyya, tafsīr 687 (identified as ‘mīm’), copied in 757/1356,
and the second manuscript of Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣriyya, microfilm no. 20561 (identified as
‘lām’), copied in 875/1470–1471. It is this latter manuscript which does not contain these
reproaching phrases. I have also checked two other manuscripts of the Ishārāt preserved at
Süleymaniye Library in Istanbul, Murad Buhari 150 (copied in 1088/1677) and Hekimoğlu 9
(undated). While the former contains these derogatory phrases, the latter does not.

80 This is quoted by Ibn Rajab (Dhayl, vol. II, p. 369) from IbnMaktūm’s (Tāj al-DīnAḥmad
b. ʿAqīl b.Maktūmal-Qaysī al-Ḥanafī, d. 749/1348) al-Jamʿ al-mutanāt fī akhbār al-lughawiyyīn
wa-al-nuḥāt (for details of thiswork, seeC. Brockelmann,GAL, Leiden, 1949, vol. II, pp. 134–135
and Supplement, Leiden, 1938, vol. II, p. 137). The same quotation from IbnMaktūm’s work is
given by Ibn Ḥajar in his Durar, vol. II, p. 156. See also Taqī al-Dīn al-Fāsī al-Makkī, Taʾrīkh
‘ulamāʾ Baghdād al-musammā Muntakhab al-Mukhtār [sic. of Ibn Rāfiʿ al-Salāmī], ed. ʿA.
al-ʿAzzāwī, Beirut, 2000, p. 48.
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world.’81Additionally, in one of hisworks Ṭūfī uses the phrase ‘some jurispru-
dents from among our companions, the Jīlānīs (baʿḍ fuqahāʾ aṣḥābinā al-
Jīlāniyyīn)’,82 which led Wolfhart P. Heinrichs ‘to identify him as a Qādirī’,83
although as Ayman Shihadeh points out, ‘the Jaylānīs referred to here are
not the followers of ʿAbd al-Qādir al-Jaylānī, but the Ḥanbalīs of Gaylan,
among whom certain juristic views were current.’84 Among Ṭūfī’s teach-
ers there appear to be two Ḥanbalī scholars who were associated with
Sufism and asceticism, one of whomwas also known to be a member of the
Suhrawardiyya order.85 Facts such as these indicate, in one way or another,
Ṭūfī’s connectionswith Sufi tradition, althoughwe cannot clearly determine
his membership of any particular ṭarīqa.

One is reminded that the Ḥanbalī school, identified by Henri Laoust as
‘a movement of profound diversity’,86 while generally perceived to be hos-
tile to speculative theology (kalām) and to esoteric Sufism, did not develop
in complete isolation. In fact, a great number of Ḥanbalī scholars were
amongst the mutakallimūn and Sufis.87 The founder of the school, Aḥmad
b. Ḥanbal (d. 241/855), and many other Ḥanbalīs chose asceticism and the
renunciation of worldly pleasures as a way of life. Ibn Rajab, himself a Ḥan-
balī, identifies in his biographical dictionary about ninety-five Ḥanbalīs as
zāhid and ṣūfī, which amounts to almost one fifth of the total 552 biograph-
ical entries.88 Some of the eminent Sufis, such as ʿAbdallāh b. Muḥammad
al-Anṣārī al-Harawī (d. 481/1089), Ibn ʿAqīl (d. 513/1119), ʿAbd al-Qādir al-
Jīlānī (d. 561/1166), the founder of the Qādiriyya ṭarīqa, and his student Ibn
Qudāma (d. 620/1223), were also prominent Ḥanbalīs. Even Ibn Taymiyya

81 Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 154. Similarly, Dhahabī describes him as being ‘pious, calm,
modest and ascetic’ (Dhahabī, Dhayl, 154).

82 Ṭūfī, ʿAlam, p. 53.
83 Heinrichs, “al-Ṭūfī”, p. 589.
84 A. Shihadeh, “Three Apologetic Stances in Al-Ṭūfī: Theological Cognitivism, Noncogni-

tivism, and a Proof of Prophecy from Scriptural Contradiction”, JQS, 8/2 (2006), p. 19, fn. 2.
85 Abū ʿAbdallāh Rashīd al-Dīn Ibn Abī al-Qāsim al-Baghdādī (d. 707/1307) a Ḥanbalī

jurist, Qurʾan reciter (muqriʾ), and ḥadīth scholar, is reported to be a Sufi of the Suhrawardiyya
order. Ṭūfī studied ḥadīth with him (see Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 366; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar,
vol. II, pp. 154, 157; Fāsī, Taʾrīkh, p. 48). His other teacher, who was described as an ascetic,
is Abū al-Fidāʾ Majd al-Dīn al-Ḥarrānī al-Dimashqī (d. 729/1329), a Ḥanbalī jurist, who was
praised by Ṭūfī for his piety and righteousness andwas described as a knowledgeable scholar
in jurisprudence, ḥadīth, legal methodology, the science of inheritance (farāʾiḍ) and algebra
(see Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 367; ʿUlaymī,Manhaj, vol. V, p. 5).

86 H. Laoust, “Ḥanābila”, EI2, vol. III, p. 160.
87 Ibid., p. 158.
88 Koca, İslamHukuk Tarihinde Selefî Söylem, p. 207. See Ibn Rajab,Dhayl, vol. I, pp. 45, 50,

68, 86, 93, 104, 106; vol. II, pp. 5, 40, 44, 52, 62, 77, 277, 280, 284.
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himself, the fierce opponent of a number of Sufi practices, as indicated
by recent scholarship, turns out to be a member of a Sufi order.89 The
studies of Henri Laoust, George Makdisi, and several others have shown
that Sufism had a clear impact upon Ḥanbalism and that many members
of the Ḥanbalī school incorporated Sufi ideas into their works. This has
challenged the notion of Ḥanbalism hitherto present in Western schol-
arship, which had often presented this school as being in opposition to
Sufism.90

Late medieval Egyptian society, in Jonathan P. Berkey’s words, was
marked by the rapprochement between ‘Ṣūfism and the juristic culture of
thehigher ‘ulamā’.’ This is demonstratedby ‘the inclusionof a jurisprudence-
based curriculum in the program of Ṣūfī convents, and a corresponding
introduction of formal Ṣūfī practice into the institutional life of the ma-
drasas.’91 Itwas in this academic setting that Ṭūfī actively participatedduring
his teaching post in Cairo. Holding multiple identities, as a Sufi-oriented
scholar of legal theory, man of letters and theologian, Ṭūfī represents the
academic and religious profile of medieval Cairene society, which was also
influenced by Sufism on a popular level through sermons and public cele-
brations of various sorts.92

In his commentary on the Qurʾan, al-Ishārāt al-ilāhiyya, Ṭūfī gives space
to the different interpretations of various schools of thought and disciplines
of study, including examples from Sufi exegesis, although Sufi references do
not appear as frequently as the Muʿtazilī and Shīʿī commentaries or fiqh
readings. Sometimes he introduces the Sufi interpretation of a particular

89 G. Makdisi in his “Ibn Taimīya: A Ṣūfi of the Qādiriya Order”, AJAS, 1 (1973), pp. 118–129
describes Ibn Taymiyya as ‘no less a Ṣūfī than Ghazzālī. He happens, by the way, to have
the formal credentials of Ṣufism not yet found for Ghazzālī’ (p. 119). Makdisi establishes
Ibn Taymiyya’s affiliation to the Qādiriyya order on the basis of silsilas, i.e. chains of Sufi
initiations (p. 124). Examining IbnTaymiyya’s commentary on awell-knownSufiwork of ʿAbd
al-Qādir al-Jīlānī, Futūḥ al-Ghayb, Makdisi concludes that ʿIbn Taimīya’s Ṣūfism is amoderate
Ṣūfism which opposed anti-nomianism’ (p. 128). Although the authenticity of these silsilas
has been questioned, Ibn Taymiyya’s commentary on Jīlānī’s work contains many proofs for
Ibn Taymiyya’s openness to Sufi teachings and terminology. See T.F. Michel, “Ibn Taymiyya’s
Sharḥ on the Futūḥ al-Ghayb of ʿAbd al-Qādir al-Jīlānī”, HI, 4/2 (1981), pp. 3–12.

90 Laoust, Essai sur les doctrines sociales et politiques de Takī-d-Dīn Aḥmad b. Taimīya
and his article “Ibn Taymiyya”, pp. 951–955; G. Makdisi, “The Hanbali School and Sufism”,
Humaniora Islamica, The Hague, 1974, vol. II, pp. 61–72. See also J. Voll, “The Non-Wahhābī
Ḥanbalīs of Eighteenth Century Syria”, DI, 49/2 (1972), pp. 277–291; J.N. Bell, Love Theory in
Later Hanbalite Islam, Albany, 1979.

91 Berkey, “Culture and society during the late Middle Ages”, p. 405.
92 On the impact of Sufismon thepopular culture of Cairo, see B. Shoshan,PopularCulture

in Medieval Cairo, Cambridge, 1993, pp. 9–22.
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verse without any comment of his own,93 following the descriptive method
which he often employs in his commentary. At times, such interpretations
are accompanied by quotations from the Sufis whom he personally met in
his life.94 On various occasions, however, he criticises certain individuals
who identify themselves as Sufis due to their excessive actions95 and severely
reproaches a specific group among them, the Ittiḥādiyya, against whom he
apparently wrote a refutation, al-Bāhir fī aḥkām al-ẓāhir wa-al-bāṭin.96 On
the one hand, Sufism as a spiritual path and means of purification of the
soul is endorsed in Ṭūfī’s writings, whilst on the other, a number of Sufi ideas
and practices are considered to be instances of aberration, and are therefore
condemned.

Not only is Ṭūfī well acquainted with Sufi thinking, he also employs Sufi
terminology when interpreting various Qurʾanic verses. Al-ʿilm al-ladunnī,
whichhe defines as ‘divinely inspired knowledge about hidden truths’, when
preceded with training in speculative sciences (al-ʿulūm al-naẓariyya), is
stronger than the inspiration which reaches the soul that had not been pre-
viously equipped with these qualities. It is precisely for this reason that he
believes Khiḍr was made the teacher of Moses. His understanding of the
Qurʾanic story of Khiḍr and Moses, as an ideal model for the relationship
between the spiritualmaster and disciple, illustrates Ṭūfī’s attempt to incor-
poratemystical interpretation into his commentary on theQurʾan. He inter-
prets the relevant verses (Q 18:65–82) as codes and principles of etiquette,
which instruct the master and his disciples at various stages of the spiri-
tual path.97 Besides referring to Sufi personalities and quoting from them,98
Ṭūfī also employs various Sufi ideas and notions when articulating his own
views. For instance, at one point he goes so far as to say that ‘the world is
none other than the acts of God, may He be praised, thus in reality there is
no being but God, the attributes of His essence, and His acts.’99 All of these
elements indicate his deep knowledge of Sufi literature, as well as his per-
sonal acquaintance with the followers of this path.

93 See Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 184.
94 Ibid., vol. III, pp. 278–280.
95 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 362–363 and 402–403.
96 Ibid., vol. II, p. 190.
97 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 428–431. Nevertheless, he sternly criticises one, whom he calls ‘some

ignorant Sufi,’ who, relying on this Qurʾanic story of Moses and Khiḍr, has claimed that a
saint (walī) is superior to a prophet (nabī). See Ṭūfī, Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, vol. II, p. 37.

98 For Ṭūfī’s quotation from an early Muslimmystic, Dhū al-Nūn al-Miṣrī, see ibid., vol. II,
p. 18.

99 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. I, p. 311.
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It is also worth noting the way in which Ṭūfī, a follower of the Ḥan-
balī tradition, establishes his relationship with speculative theology (ʿilm
al-kalām). One of his lost works, Dafʿ (or Rafʿ) al-malām ʿan ahl al-manṭiq
wa-al-kalām,100 appears to be in defence of logic and speculative theology,
a fact that distinguishes him from a number of other Ḥanbalīs who seem
to favour neither ʿilm al-kalām nor logic. On this point, Ibn Qudāma’s trea-
tise against dialectics101 and Ibn Taymiyya’s well-known refutation of logic102

come tomind. In order to have a clearer picture of Ṭūfī’s approach to kalām,
one should also bear in mind that his scholarship is not entirely isolated
from any critique of this discipline. He regards the study of theology to be a
communal duty (farḍ al-kifāya), a view which prompted him to write his
theological commentary on the Qurʾan. In this, Ṭūfī aims to establish all
the fundamental principles (uṣūl) of religion on the Qurʾan and Sunna, a
method which he introduces as the sound way of utilising reason as prac-
tised since the beginning of Islam. Yet, in his words, this practice was aban-
doned by later scholars who preferred pure rationality, i.e. philosophy, in
matters of doctrine. Ṭūfī finds the additional topics discussed by the dialec-
ticians and philosophers (such as celestial spheres, elements, souls, etc.) to
beproblematic. Therefore, he distinguishes twokinds ofuṣūl al-dīn. The first
constitutes the study of the doctrinal principles originating from scripture
and supported by rational proofs—the category of farḍ kifāya (communal
duty); while the second consists of the examination of pure rational predica-
ments of philosophy and kalām—the category that is open to criticism, for
reason (ʿaql) cannot reach the divine truths on its own. In this framework,
kalām is praised whenmanifested in the first form, whilst in the second it is
reprehensible.103

It is precisely this commendable type of kalām that is intended by Ṭūfī
when he suggests that the rank of mutakallimūn (theologians) is analogous
to that of Abraham, who in the Qurʾan is honoured by the divine words: ‘We
raise unto degrees of wisdom whom We will’ (Q 6:83). In Ṭūfī’s view, this
verse also refers to themutakallim’s high rank before God.104 His admiration

100 Ṭūfī refers to this work in his Ishārāt, vol. III, p. 305.
101 Taḥrīm al-naẓar fī kutub ahl al-kalām, ed. and tr. by G.Makdisi in IbnQudāma’s Censure

of Speculative Theology: edition and translation of Ibn Qudāma’s Taḥrīm al-naẓar fī kutub ahl
al-kalām, London, 1962.

102 Kitāb al-radd ʿalā al-manṭiqiyyīn, ed. ʿA.-Ṣ al-Kutubī, Bombay, 1949. Jalāl al-Dīn al-
Suyūṭī’s abridgment of Ibn Taymiyya’s refutation was translated into English and analysed
by Wael B. Hallaq in Ibn Taymiyya against the Greek Logicians (Oxford, 1993).

103 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. I, pp. 206–209.
104 Ibid., vol. II, p. 180.
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reaches its apex when he calls the theologians ‘the students of Abraham.’
He deems their way of reasoning, such as the arguments of ḥudūth al-ʿālam
(temporal origination of the world) and qidam al-Ṣāniʿ (infinite pre-exis-
tence of the Creator) to have derived from Abraham’s method of ‘searching
for the true God’ (Q 6:75–79).105 According to Ṭūfī, by offering Abraham’s
example as a model, the Qurʾan (Q 16:121) demonstrates that the path of
naẓar (speculative reasoning) and istidlāl (argumentation) is the ṣirāṭ mus-
taqīm (straight path).106 Moreover, kalām, having such high status, is the
first part of true wisdom that essentially consists of three components: uṣūl
al-dīn, fiqh and akhlāq. These are represented respectively by theologians,
jurists andmystics.107 In this respect, kalām becomes, in Ṭūfī’s view, a prereq-
uisite for spiritual training. The soul needs to be equipped with speculative
sciences (al-ʿulūm al-naẓariyya) first, in order to receive the divine manifes-
tation (ʿiyān) and the intuitive knowledge of God (maʿrifa).108

When it comes to philosophy, Ṭūfī does not seem to show any traces of
zealous opposition, although he does criticise philosophers for a number
of views they hold. Philosophical wisdom consisting of logic, metaphysics,
physics and mathematics should be a secondary endeavour, Ṭūfī argues.
One should involve oneself with it only after being equipped with the afore-
mentioned ‘first wisdom’ (al-ḥikmaal-ūlā) and religious sciences.109 For him,
philosophy is not amatter of concern in itself, but theway inwhich it is used
may be subject to condemnation and criticism. Satan’s analogy, as men-
tioned in the Qurʾanic verse, ‘I am better than him [i.e. Adam]; You created
me from fire, while him You did create from mud’ (Q 7:12), is condemned
for it led Satan astray. However, Ṭūfī concludes, had Satan used philosophy
in the right way, it would have led him to obedience and submission.110 As
with regard to dialectics, so too with philosophy, Ṭūfī holds that each of
thesedisciplines canmerit praise ordeserve censure, dependingon theways
they are employed. They are capable of directing their practitioners to the
Abrahamic path praised by the Qurʾan or lead them to eternal damnation
akin to that of Satan. As observed in Ṭūfī’s exegetical study of the Bible,
reason is put in the service of scriptures, for in his view, ultimately it is

105 Ibid., vol. II, p. 178.
106 Ibid., vol. II, p. 385.
107 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 362–363.
108 Ibid., vol. II, p. 385.
109 Ibid., vol. I, p. 363.
110 Ibid., vol. II, p. 207.
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rational principles that constitute the common premises accepted by fol-
lowers of the three Abrahamic faith traditions, Muslims, Christians and
Jews.111

Ṭūfī’s Understanding ofMaṣlaḥa

In Islamic law, Ṭūfī is well known for his radical views on the legal principle
ofal-maṣlaḥaal-mursala (public interest or humanwelfare),whichhe expli-
cates when commenting on the ḥadīth, ‘There should be neither harming
nor reciprocating harm’ (lā ḍarara wa-lā ḍirāra), recorded in his commen-
tary on Nawawī’sArbaʿīn.112 Ṭūfī argues for the priority of naṣṣ (authoritative
texts: Qurʾan and Sunna) and ijmāʿ (consensus) in the realm of ʿibādāt (acts
ofworship) andmuqaddarāt (fixed ordinances), whilst giving precedence to
maṣlaḥa in the field ofmuʿāmalāt (civil transactions). This understanding of
maṣlaḥa, according toṬūfī, is endorsed by the aforementionedḥadīth.Many
studies have already explored Ṭūfī’s notion of public interest.113 Getting into
details would also go beyond the scope of the present study. Nevertheless,
it is noteworthy that as a result of his unconventional view, Ṭūfī is highly
praised and often quoted by modern reformists who regard maṣlaḥa as the
basis for dynamism and humanism in Islamic jurisprudence. Rashīd Riḍā,
for instance, not only endorsed Ṭūfī’s view, but also published the original

111 See Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. II, p. 745.
112 Ṭūfī, Kitāb al-taʿyīn fī sharḥ al-arbaʿīn, ed. A.Ḥ.M. ʿUthmān, Beirut-Mecca, 1998. The

relevant text was published separately with annotations by Jamāl al-Dīn al-Qāsimī, “Risāla fī
al-maṣāliḥ al-mursala”,Majmūʿ rasāʾil fī uṣūl al-fiqh, Beirut, 1906, pp. 37–70. It was republished
by M.R. Riḍā, “Adillat al-sharʿ wa-taqdīm al-maṣlaḥa fī al-muʿāmalāt ʿalā al-naṣṣ”, al-Manār,
9 (1906), pp. 745–770 and was critically edited and analysed by M. Zayd in his al-Maṣlaḥa
fī al-tashrīʿ al-islāmī wa-Najm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī. The latter was republished by Khallāf in his
Maṣādir, pp. 105–144. Another recent edition is Risāla fī riʿāyat al-maṣlaḥa, ed. A. ʿAbd
al-Raḥīm al-Sāyiḥ, Cairo, 1993.

113 These include ʿA.M.Ḥ. al-ʿĀmirī,Aṭ-Ṭūfī’s refutation of traditionalMuslim juristic sources
of lawandhis viewon the priority of regard for humanwelfare as the highest legal source or prin-
ciple, PhD dissertation, University of California, 1982 which also offers a translation of Ṭūfī’s
text into English (pp. 139–204); N.H. Lubis, Aṭ-Ṭūfī’s Concept of Maṣlaḥa: A Study in Islamic
Legal Theory, MA thesis, McGill University, 1995; M. Koca, “İslâm Hukukunda Maslahat-
ı Mürsele ve Necmeddin et-Tûfîʾnin Bu Konudaki Görüşlerinin Değerlendirilmesi”, İLAM
Araştırma Dergisi, 1/1 (1996), pp. 93–122. See also F. Opwis, Maṣlaḥa and the Purpose of the
Law: Islamic Discourse on the Legal Change from the 4th/10th to 8th/14th Century, Leiden, 2010,
pp. 200–246, and the analysis of Khallāf, Maṣādir, pp. 96–101; M.M. Shalabī, Taʿlīl al-aḥkām:
ʿarḍ wa-taḥlīl li-ṭarīqat al-taʿlīl wa-taṭawwurātihā fī ‘uṣūr al-ijtihād wa-al-taqlīd, Beirut, 1981,
pp. 295–306; A. Şener, İslam Hukukunun Kaynaklarından Kıyas, İstihsan ve İstislah, Ankara,
1981, pp. 151–155;M.Erdoğan, İslâmHukukundaAhkamınDeğişmesi, Istanbul, 1990, pp. 97–102.
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text in support of his own position.114 While Ṭūfī is identified by modernists
as ‘one of the greatestmen in theworld’115 due to his theory onmaṣlaḥa, he is
disapprovedof by others116 and even severely criticised117 for the same reason.

A number of studies in the field have pointed out that many Ḥanbalī
scholars of law, relying primarily on Ibn Ḥanbal’s legal methodology, have
regarded maṣlaḥa as one of the sources of law. However, even those who
have accepted maṣlaḥa as a source of legislation have not considered it
to be an independent source in its own right, but rather one of the cate-
gories of analogy (qiyās).118 It is precisely because of his atypical approach
tomaṣlaḥa that Ṭūfī is termed by contemporary authors such as Rudi Paret
as an independent student of law (mujtahid), despite his identification with
Ḥanbalism.119 In his conclusion that safeguarding maṣlaḥa should be given
preference over the textual sources of law in certain circumstances and
areas, Ṭūfī represents an unusual voice not only among his fellow Ḥanbalīs
but also amongst the jurists of other schools of law. Apart fromhis commen-
tary on the above-mentioned ḥadīth, nowhere else is Ṭūfī noted to further
elaborate on his understanding of maṣlaḥa. Lacking a detailed explication,
Ṭūfī’s theory has led scholars such as Wael B. Hallaq to conclude that

By the standards of Ṭūfī’s predecessors, contemporaries and successors his
theory was, epistemologically, inferior to the average theoretical discourse.
And this may be another reason for the oblivion into which it sank for cen-
turies, until it was rejuvenated again in the twentieth century, whenmaṣlaḥa
became a main axis around which legal reform revolves.120

A similar observation is made by Felicitas Opwis who states that ‘even
among contemporary jurists who uphold the validity of using unattested

114 M.H. Kerr, Islamic Reform: The Political and Legal Theories of Muḥammad ʿAbduh and
Rashīd Riḍā, Berkeley, 1966, pp. 55–56, 81–83, 97–102, 158, 207.

115 Qāsimī, “Risāla fī al-maṣāliḥ al-mursala”, p. 38. For further praise of Ṭūfī, see İ.H. İzmirli,
İlm-i Hilaf, Istanbul, 1912, pp. 100–105; Seyyid Bey,Usul-i Fıkıh Dersleri, Istanbul, 1919, pp. 292–
295.

116 According to M.A. al-Zarqā, Ṭūfī’s extreme understanding of maṣlaḥa would lead to
nullification of the Sharīʿa and chaos in Islamic law (al-Fiqh al-islāmī fī thawbihi al-jadīd:
al-madkhal al-fiqhī al-ʿāmm, Damascus, 1967, vol. I, p. 117). For further critiques, see also
M. Abū Zahra,Mālik: ḥayātuhu wa-ʿaṣruhu, ārāʾuhu wa-fiqhuhu, Cairo, 1952, pp. 311, 329–334;
Abū Zahra, IbnḤanbal, pp. 316–326; S.R. al-Būṭī,Ḍawābiṭ al-maṣlaḥa fī al-sharīʿa al-islāmiyya,
Beirut, 1982, pp. 202–215.

117 Such as Kawtharī’s critique in hisMaqālāt, pp. 119–121, 331–336.
118 Such as Zarqā, al-Fiqh al-Islāmī, vol. I, pp. 116–117; Khallāf, Maṣādir, p. 89; Abū Zahra,

Ibn Ḥanbal, pp. 315–316.
119 R. Paret, “Istiḥsān and Istiṣlāḥ”, EI2, vol. IV, p. 258.
120 W.B. Hallaq, A History of Islamic Legal Theories: An Introduction to Sunni uṣūl al-fiqh,

Cambridge, 1997, pp. 152–153.
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maṣlaḥas in the law-finding process, al-Ṭūfī’s position is not necessarily
endorsed.’ It is because of the ambiguity of Ṭūfī’s statement and the lack
of formal criteria determining its application in practice, Opwis concludes,
that his interpretation ofmaṣlaḥa ‘has not found theunanimous acceptance
he has hoped for.’121

Ṭūfī’s Role in Muslim-Christian Relations

Even though Ṭūfī appears to be a controversial figure, he was also a man of
his time, and his work clearly bears themarks of that age. Certainly, none of
his works emerged in an ideological vacuum, as evidenced by his familiarity
with the intellectual currents of his time.During the yearsṬūfī spent in Syria,
Egypt, Hijaz and Palestine, where he later died, these lands were under the
control of theMamluks, the sultanate well known for its role in settingMus-
lim lands free from both the Mongol invaders and the Crusaders or rather
the Franks (al-Faranj or al-Ifranj), as the term Crusade or Crusader never
appears in pre-modern Arabic writing.122 Ṭūfī’s involvement with polemics
and refutations clearly reflects how the interreligious climate was shaped
by the turbulent circumstances of socio-political life in post-Crusade Egypt,
where he wrote both his commentary on the Bible (Taʿlīq) and his apology
for Islam (Intiṣārāt). The Egypt of his time was ruled by the Mamluk Sul-
tan al-NāṣirMuḥammad (693–741/1293–1341) who brought the country back
to its former security and prosperity.123 The period of Ṭūfī’s sojourn there,
although the region was no longer directly threatened by the Crusaders,
coincided with the aftermath of the last Crusades in the wider region. The
final expulsion of the Franks from the Syro-Palestinian coast, initiatedby the
Mamluk Sultan al-Ẓāhir Baybars (658–676/1260–1277), was completed by

121 Opwis,Maṣlaḥa and the Purpose of the Law, p. 245.
122 B. Lewis, “Egypt and Syria”,TheCambridgeHistory of Islam. Volume I: TheCentral Islamic

Lands, eds. P.M. Holt et al., Cambridge, 1970, p. 197; W.Z. Haddad, “The Crusaders Through
MuslimEyes”,MW, 73 (1983), p. 236. As F. Gabrieli observes, the concept of the Crusades, as an
historical phenomenon in itself, is alien to Muslim historiography (F. Gabrieli, “The Arabic
Historiography of the Crusades”, Historians of the Middle East, eds. B. Lewis and P.M. Holt,
London, 1962, p. 98). For a short comparative analysis of Christian and Muslim perceptions
of the Crusades, see W.M. Watt, “Perceptions of the Crusades”, Yād-nāma. In Memoria di
Alessandro Bausani, eds. B.S. Amoretti and L. Rostagno, Studi Orientali, Università di Roma
“La Sapienza”, Rome, 1991, vol. I, pp. 513–524.

123 Lewis, “Egypt andSyria”, p. 218;M.M.Ziada, “TheMamlukSultans, 1291–1517”,AHistoryof
the Crusades, ed. K. Setton,Madison, 1975, vol. III, pp. 487–488; Northrup, “The BaḥrīMamlūk
sultanate”, p. 284.
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al-Ashraf Khalīl (689–693/1290–1293), whose capture of Acre in 1291marked
the end of Latin dominance in the region, with the exception of Cyprus.124
Thememories ofwarfaremust have been still alive during Ṭūfī’s residence in
these lands. Similarly, the traces of conflict with another formidable enemy,
the Mongols, who were seen as allies of the Christians,125 were still visible.
When Ṭūfī entered Damascus, only a few years had passed since the Mon-
gols’ devastation of the city in 699/1300, which left its many madrasas and
mosques in ashes and its population slain.126 It was only after the Mamluks’
victorious encounter with the Mongols in 1313, followed by the peace treaty
of 1322, that Egypt entered a period of relative peace, internal stability and
prosperity.127

The wide net of commercial relations with Europe was another source
of convergence between the members of different religious communities.
As early as the Fatimid period, important trading relations were established
with many Italian city-states in Europe; while under Ayyubid rule, French
and Catalan merchants seem to have joined the Italians. The destruction of
Frankish dominion in Syria and Palestine under the Mamluks did not hold
back the growth of commercial relations with southern European states.128
Having lived in the two important trade centres of his time, Damascus and
Cairo, Ṭūfīmay have haddirect access to these contacts. Yet the biographical
data available to us does not provide any information on this point. In gen-

124 See P.M. Holt, “Mamlūks”, EI2, vol. VI, pp. 321–323; Lewis, “Egypt and Syria”, pp. 215–218;
M.M. Ziada, “The Mamluk Sultans to 1293”, A History of the Crusades, ed. K. Setton, Madison,
1969, vol. II, pp. 748–754; C. Tyerman,TheCrusades: AVery Short Introduction, NewYork, 2005,
p. 62; Northrup, “The Baḥrī Mamlūk sultanate”, pp. 276–277.

125 There are a number of historical examples of Christian influence on various Mongol
rulers. For instance, the commander of the Mongol army, the Turk Kitbugha Noyan, was a
Nestorian Christian, and the Mongol forces contained Georgian and Armenian contingents.
See C.F. Bosworth, “The ‘Protected Peoples’ (Christians and Jews) in Medieval Egypt and
Syria”, BJRL, 62 (1979), p. 28. The Mongol ruler Hülegü (1256–1265), a grandson of Genghis
Khan, was married to Doquz Hatun, a Nestorian Christian and during his sack of Baghdad
in 656/1258 only the houses of Christians were spared (J.A. Boyle, “Dynastic and Political
History of the Il-Ḵẖāns”, The Cambridge History of Iran. Volume V: The Saljuq and Mongol
Periods, ed. J.A. Boyle, Cambridge, 1968, pp. 348, 354–355; F. Niewöhner, Veritas sive Varietas:
Lessings Toleranzparabel und das Buch Von den drei Betrügern, Heidelberg, 1988, p. 222). Not
to mention the Mongol embassies to the West between 1285 and 1290, led by the Nestorian
Christians, with the intention of organising a joint attack on Muslims. Apparently, in 1287
relations between the twoparties culminated in the participation of the leader of theMongol
embassy in Mass led by the Pope in St. Peter’s (R.W. Southern, Western Views of Islam in the
Middle Ages, Cambridge MA, 1962, p. 65).

126 Lapidus,Muslim Cities, p. 13.
127 Northrup, “The Baḥrī Mamlūk sultanate”, pp. 253, 261–262.
128 Lewis, “Egypt and Syria”, pp. 191, 206, 219.
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eral, historical sources have proven that this was a dynamic time of intellec-
tual exchange and a productive period for Muslim-Christian polemics and
apologetics throughout the West and the East. It was in this socio-political
milieu that Ṭūfī authored his writings on Christianity.

Relations between Muslim and Christian communities at the level of
everyday life are also worth noting, and Ṭūfī’s adventurous life illuminates
the nature of these interactions. There is a remarkable piece of informa-
tion about Ṭūfī’s time in Upper Egypt available to us, although it is lacking
in detail. All of the biographical sources mention that after he had been
imprisoned and banned from teaching in Cairo, he spent a period of time
(from 711/1311–1312 to 714/1315) in Qūṣ,129 then a predominantly Christian,
more specifically Coptic, town in Upper Egypt,130 and according to some
authors he even took up residence with a certain Christian.131 This informa-
tion, though sketchy, reflects the complex nature of religious interactions in
the lands where Muslims and Christians lived side by side.

Unfortunately, we do not possess a detailed picture of Ṭūfī’s life and inter-
actions with the local Christian community in Qūṣ. Nevertheless, his refer-
ences to his encounters and discussionswith various Christian individuals132
reveal that he was in frequent contact with them. In one of his writings he
talks about a work written by a certain Abū al-Faraj al-Iskandarī, a Jewish
convert to Christianity, which accused the Jews of altering the Torah and
listed examples of textual alteration (taḥrīf tabdīl).133 According to the infor-
mation provided by Ṭūfī, he came across this book in the possession of ‘a
certain Christian ḥakīm (physician, philosopher or wiseman) inQūṣ’, some-
one called Abū al-Bashāʾir b. Faraj Allāh.134 This short note clearly illustrates

129 Ṣafadī reports that Ṭūfī lived there for several years (Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 446). On the city of
Qūṣ and its history, see Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. IV/1, 201; Taqī al-Dīn Aḥmad b. ʿAlī al-Maqrīzī,
al-Mawāʿiẓ wa-al-iʿtibār fī dhikr al-khiṭaṭ wa-al-āthār, ed. A.F. Sayyid, London, 2000, vol. I,
pp. 640–642; J-C. Garcin, “Qūṣ”, CE, vol. VII, pp. 2043–2046; J-C. Garcin, “Ḳūṣ”, EI2, vol. V,
pp. 514–515.

130 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 367, 369. See also Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, p. 156; ʿUlaymī,
Manhaj, vol. V, p. 7; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 40. Fāsī asserts that Ṭūfī moved first to
another city in Upper Egypt called Būṣayr and went on to Qūṣ only after his pilgrimage. Also
according to him, after the death of the chief judge, Saʿd al-Dīn al-Ḥārithī, Ṭūfī took charge
of Qūṣ for a short period of time (Fāsī, Taʾrīkh ‘ulamāʾ Baghdād, p. 49).

131 ‘Upon his arrival [at the city] he took residence with some Christian’ (Ṣafadī, Aʿyān,
vol. II, p. 446; see also Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II, pp. 154–155). This is repeated by Brockelmann
who mentions that Ṭūfī ‘lived in a house of a Christian’ when he moved to Qūṣ (GAL, vol. II,
p. 132).

132 See Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 136.
133 Ṭūfī does not give any further details about the contents of this polemical work.
134 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. III, p. 97.
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his close relationship with the local Christians of Qūṣ. The fact that he even
had access to the private book collection of a Christian indicates the extent
of his active engagement with local Christian intellectuals.135 It also demon-
strates that as a polemicist, Ṭūfī’s knowledge was not limited to Muslim
anti-Christian literature only, but that hewas familiarwith Christian polem-
ical writings against Islam and even those against Judaism.

It would be helpful to finish this section with an amusing personal anec-
dote related by Ṭūfī himself. The story concerns his dream about Jesus,
which occurred in 708/1308, that is, before his residence amongst the Chris-
tians of Qūṣ. The Jesus of his dream is described as aman of ruddy complex-
ion; his height in just proportion;136 wearing a thick, black garment of cotton
and carrying a staff in his hand. After praying towards the qibla (direction)
of Muslims, Jesus draws himself near to Ṭūfī and asks him how many mes-
sengers God has sent in total. Falling into confusion, Ṭūfī wonders how a
prophet, who should be more knowledgeable than others, could ask him
such a question and then replies with the Qurʾanic verse (40:78), ‘Verily
We sent messengers before thee, among them those of whom We have told
you, and some of whom We have not told you.’ Upon hearing Ṭūfī’s answer,
Jesus laughs, throwing Ṭūfī into doubt: was it Ṭūfī’s lack of knowledge or his
keen search for the truth that made Jesus laugh? Ṭūfī goes on to report that,
affected by this dream, he looked for its interpretation and discovered that
a vision of Christ in a dreamwas a sign of eminence in the field of medicine.
Inspired by this dream, Ṭūfī went on to study Ibn Sīnā’s (d. 428/1037) al-
Qānūn fī al-ṭibb (The Canon of Medicine), but did not continue for long.137
This interpretation of the dream might have disappointed Ṭūfī as it did not

135 AnotherChristian author thatṬūfī refers to is a certainYaqṭīnūs [orYuqṭīnūs], theWise.
Without providing any further information about this figure, Ṭūfī quotes his answer to his
disciples regarding the wisdom behind the Incarnation. Apart from calling it a ‘fairy tale’
(khurāfa), Ṭūfī does not discuss his statement in any detail (Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 116; Intiṣārāt, vol. I,
p. 462). Other references to non-identified Christian sources are found in Ṭūfī’s comments on
Jeremiah 7:17–19, Daniel 2:37–44 and Isaiah 21:6–7 wherein he quotes from ‘commentators’
who are left anonymous (Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§396, 420, and 428). Ṭūfī also mentions a certain
Ibn al-Amthal (or Ibn al-Ashal), archbishop or metropolitan (maṭrān) of Homs (Ḥimṣ), who
apparently wrote a work on the Trinity, the Incarnation and Jesus’ divinity, entitled Taqrīr
al-thālūth (Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 423, 445; vol. II, pp. 686, 694).

136 Ṭūfī’s description of Jesus parallels various prophetic reports quoted by Ṭabarī, which
describe Jesus as ‘a ruddy man of medium height’ (Abū Jaʿfar Muḥammad b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī,
Jāmiʿ al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān, ed. Ṣ.J. al-ʿAṭṭār, Beirut, 2001, vol. XV, pp. 8–9 and 19).

137 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. III, pp. 208–209 and Ḥallāl al-ʿuqad fī bayān aḥkām al-muʿtaqad (or
Qudwat al-muhtadīn ilā maqāṣid al-dīn), MS, Berlin: Staatsbibliothek, Landberg, no. 752,
f. 21a.
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seem to bring the promised results. Yet the dream clearly had a remarkable
impact on him, as he narrated it many years after his vision.138 The figure
of Jesus, who prays facing the Muslim qibla, also indicates Ṭūfī’s perception
of Jesus and the extent to which the Qurʾan shaped his understanding of
this prophet and his mission. This anecdote further demonstrates that his
dream had much to do with the events which occupied his waking hours,
and suggests that his personal and spiritual life was not isolated from his
social life.

In general, Ṭūfī’s approach to Christians and Christianity is aligned to
mainstream interpretations of Qurʾanic teachings. His views on religious
diversity are grounded in verses such as: ‘If your Lord had willed, He ver-
ily would have made mankind one nation, yet they cease not differing’
(Q 11:118). He understands such diversity to be intrinsic to human nature,
for ‘human beings differ regarding their religions just as they differ regard-
ing their temperaments and bodies.’ As a consequence of this human reality,
members of each religion look down upon and criticise religions other than
their own, claiming themselves to be the exclusive possessors of the truth.
Even the tradition of polemical writings against other religions is perceived
by Ṭūfī to be a manifestation of this human condition.139 Such are the open-
ing remarks of his Critical Commentary on the Bible, indicating the extent
of his openness to phenomenological thinking in the study of religion, as
well as alluding to the polemical agenda behind his own involvement in the
theology of the religious ‘other’.

The present section, covering various aspects of Ṭūfī’s life, reveals that,
as indicated by Wolfhart P. Heinrichs, ‘within the parameters of his time,
he was a free-thinker’.140 His originality has been underlined by a number of
authors both in the pre-modern and modern periods.141 Thus far, we have
seen how, on the one hand, his creativeness sets him apart from his fel-
low Ḥanbalīs, whilst on the other, it challenges some conventional gener-
alisations regarding the Ḥanbalī school of thought. It is also remarkable
to observe the way his life and work reflect the complexities of medieval

138 First in the year 711/1311 (Ḥallāl) and then in 716/1316 (Ishārāt).
139 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §2.
140 Heinrichs, “Nağm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī on the Incorrect Reading of the Fātiḥa”, p. 147.
141 One example, amongst many others, is the latest owner of the MS codex containing

four of Ṭūfī’s works, the Ottoman statesman Walī al-Dīn Jār Allāh (d. 1151/1738), who praises
Ṭūfī by saying that in his writings he found unusual thoughts which he had not come
across in any other work (Şehid Ali Paşa MS, 2315, f. 1a. See also Heinrichs’s introduction to
ʿAlam, p. 14 in German and his “Nağm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī on the Incorrect Reading of the Fātiḥa”,
p. 159).



28 chapter one

Middle Eastern society, providing examples of coexistence and conflict,
dialogue andpolemic, tolerance andprejudice.Now, let us proceed toPart II,
which provides a historical, methodological and philological analysis of
Ṭūfī’s Critical Commentary on the Bible.



chapter two

ṬŪFĪ’S CRITICAL COMMENTARY
ON THE BIBLE AND ITS CONTEXT

After a detailed presentation of Ṭūfī’s life and work in the previous section,
the main focus of Part II will be on the formation and Sitz im Leben of
his critical commentary on the Christian scriptures. An examination of the
historical context will pave the way for the presentation of the original
text, its translation and analysis. Shedding light on late 13th and early 14th
century interactions betweenMuslim andChristian theologians, it will offer
a deeper understanding of the intellectual milieu experienced by Ṭūfī and
will ultimately illustrate how his interests in Christianity did not develop in
a cultural vacuum.

The Interreligious Milieu
of the Late 13th and Early 14th Centuries

The 13th and 14th centuries emerge as a fruitful time for intellectual ex-
changes and theological interactions between Christians and Muslims. Al-
though this was not a new phenomenon—rather, it was a centuries-old
theological tradition—this period proved to be a rich and flourishing era for
theological treatises reflecting upon the religious ‘other’. Since their earliest
encounters, both Muslims and Christians have taken interest in exploring
each other’s faith and scriptures with an intention to vindicate their own
beliefs, and to question the claims of the other. As a result, a literary genre
of apologetics and polemics emerged on both sides. It comes as no surprise
that Ṭūfī and his contemporaries were inspired by earlier authors and their
writings, for by then the exploration of the other’s faith had become an inte-
gral facet of theological endeavour.1

1 This is illustrated by David Thomas in his meticulous study of Muslim views on Chris-
tianity as represented in four theological treatises from the 4th/10th century. See hisChristian
Doctrines in Islamic Theology, Leiden, 2008, pp. 1–18.
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A number of fatwās, pamphlets, and theological treatises originating
from the Muslims of the period reveal their enthusiasm for and interest
in polemical literature. Very often these works were penned in response to
questions or criticisms posed by the Christians. This is what prompted, for
instance, Abū al-Baqāʾ Ṣāliḥ b. al-Ḥusayn al-Jaʿfarī (d. 668/1270) of Egypt to
write his polemics.2 Similarly, a Cordoban scholar known only as ‘al-Imām
al-Qurṭubī’ (late 13th cent.) wrote his al-Iʿlām as a refutation of a certain
Christian treatise.3 The Risāla ilā baʿḍ aṣdiqāʾ al-muslimīn (The letter of Paul
of Antioch, the Melkite Bishop of Sidon),4 written some time between the
mid-11th and the early 13th centuries, for instance, provoked many Mus-
lim responses, including al-Ajwiba al-fākhira ʿan al-asʾila al-fājira by the
famous Mālikī jurist from Cairo, Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad b. Idrīs al-Qarāfī
(d. 684/1285).5 When an anonymous Christian scholar in Cyprus revised
Paul’s letter in the early 14th century, he sent the new version to two promi-
nent Muslim scholars in Damascus, Muḥammad b. Abū Ṭālib al-Dimashqī

2 Takhjīl man ḥarrafa al-Tawrāt wa-al-Injīl, ed. M.ʿA.-R. Qadaḥ, Riyadh, 1998. He also
summarised this work in his Kitāb al-ʿashr al-masāʾil (ed. and tr. into Latin by F. Triebs
in Liber decem quaestionum contra Christianos, Bonn, 1897) and al-Radd ʿalā al-naṣārā (ed.
M.M. Ḥasanayn, Cairo, 1988). There is another later abridgment by Abū al-Faḍl al-Mālikī
al-Masʿūdī or al-Suʿūdī (ca. 10th/16th cent.), entitled al-Muntakhab al-jalīl min Takhjīl man
ḥarrafa al-Injīl, which has been published several times. It was first edited and translated
into Latin by F.J. van den Ham in his Disputatio pro religione Mohammedanorum adversus
Christianos. Textum Arabicum e Codice Leidensi cum Varr. Lectt. (Lugduni Batavorum, 1877),
later on printed in Cairo (1904). There are two new editions available today: ed. B.Z.I. ʿAwaḍ,
Cairo, 1993 and eds. R.Ṣ. al-Badrī and M. al-Dhahabī, Cairo, 1997.

3 Al-Iʿlām bi-mā fī dīn al-naṣārā min al-fasād wa-al-awhām wa-iẓhār maḥāsin dīn al-
Islām wa-ithbāt nubuwwat nabiyyinā Muḥammad ʿalayhi al-ṣalāt wa-al-salām, ed. A.Ḥ. al-
Saqqā, Cairo, 1980. This is a refutation of Tathlīth al-waḥdāniyya of an anonymous Christian
author from Toledo. For more on this work, see R. Caspar et al., “Bibliographie du dialogue
islamo-chrétien IV”, Islamochristiana, 4 (1978), pp. 252–253, no. 31.12; J.M. Gaudeul, Encoun-
ters & Clashes: Islam and Christianity in History, Rome, 2000, vol. I, pp. 184–186; T.E. Burman,
“ “Tathlîth al-waḥdânîya” and the Twelfth-Century Andalusian-Christian Approach to Islam”,
Medieval Christian Perceptions of Islam, ed. J.V. Tolan, New York, 1996, pp. 109–128; P. Devil-
lard, Introductionau livred’al-Qurṭubī: al-Iʿlām, PhDdissertation,Aix enProvence, 1970. Some
scholars have identified the author with the famous Qurʾan exegete, Muḥammad b. Aḥmad
al-Anṣārī al-Qurṭubī (d. 671/1273), and the jurist, Abū Jaʿfar b. Naṣr al-Rawadī al-Qurṭubī
(T.E. Burman, Religious Polemic and the Intellectual History of the Mozarabs, c. 1050–1200, Lei-
den, 1994, p. 71, fn. 118). Thework is important as it also contains portions of the first Christian
Arabic apologetic against Islamwritten by a western Christian, Ḥafṣ b. Albar al-Qūṭī (d. 889),
‘the Goth’ (ibid., pp. 14 and 35).

4 Edited and translated into French by P. Khoury, Paul d’Antioche, évêquemelkite de Sidon
(xiie s.), Beirut, 1964, pp. 59–83 (Arabic) and 169–187 (French).

5 Ed. B.Z. ʿAwaḍ, Qairo, 1987.
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(d. 727/1327) and Ibn Taymiyya. The former responded in his Jawāb risālat
ahl jazīrat al-Qubruṣ6 and the latter in his al-Jawāb al-ṣaḥīḥ li-man baddala
dīn al-Masīḥ.7

Ibn Taymiyya emerges as one of the eminent Muslim figures who inter-
acted with Christians in this period. In addition to his above-mentioned
refutation, he wrote a number of other works on Christianity,8 such as
Takhjīl ahl al-Injīl,9 Kitāb al-ṣārim al-maslūl ʿalā shātim al-Rasūl,10 al-Risāla
al-qubruṣiyya,11 Masʾalat al-kanāʾis,12 Iqtiḍāʾ al-ṣirāṭ al-mustaqīmmukhālafat
aṣḥāb al-jaḥīm,13 and many other short responses and fatwās.14 He not only
wrote theological treatises, but also actively participated in discussions re-
lating to the status of Christians living in the midst of Muslims. When the
Mamluk ruler al-NāṣirMuḥammad summoned eminent scholars and jurists

6 Edited and translated into English by R. Ebied and D. Thomas (eds.),Muslim-Christian
Polemic during the Crusades: the Letter from the People of Cyprus and Ibn Abī Ṭālib al-
Dimashqī’s Response, Leiden, 2005. This volume also includes the Letter from the People of
Cyprus accompanied with the text of Paul of Antioch’s letter, as published by Paul Khoury in
parallel columns.

7 Ed. ʿAlī b. Ḥasan b. Naṣīr et al., Riyadh, 1994. It was translated in part by T. Michel in
his AMuslim Theologian’s Response to Christianity: Ibn Taymiyya’s Al-Jawab Al-Sahih, Delmar,
New York, 1984.

8 For a general outline of Ibn Taymiyya’s writings on Christianity, see Michel, A Muslim
Theologian’s Response, pp. 68–86 and Jon Hoover, “Ibn Taymiyya”, CMR, vol. IV, pp. 824–878.

9 It was written with the intention of establishing Muḥammad’s prophethood against
Christian criticisms. There have been discussions onwhether the Takhjīlwas a separate work
or part of the Jawāb, for the text of the former appears to be identical to the last part of
the latter. T. Michel, who has thoroughly studied the subject, suggests that the Takhjīl is a
separate and earlier work of Ibn Taymiyya. When the Jawāb was subsequently written, the
earlier work was attached to it, as they were both refuting attacks on Islam (see Michel, A
Muslim Theologian’s Response, pp. 370–388).

10 Published in Hyderabad, 1904. This work of Ibn Taymiyya is usually associated with the
affair of a certain Christian who was accused of insulting the Prophet.

11 Edited and translated into French by J.R. Michot in Lettre à un roi croisé (ar-Risālat
al-Qubruṣiyya): Traduction de l’arabe, introduction, notes et lexique, Louvain-la-Neuve, 1995.
This is IbnTaymiyya’s letter to theFranks inCyprus requesting good treatment for theMuslim
prisoners held on the island.

12 On the defence of strict measures taken against Christians by theMamluk Sultanate. It
was published inMajmūʿ fatāwāShaykhal-IslāmAḥmadb. Taymiyya, Beirut, 1997, vol. XXVIII,
pp. 632–646.

13 Ed. M.Ḥ. al-Fiqī, Cairo, 1950. It was translated into English by M.U. Memon in his Ibn
Taimīya’s Struggle against Popular Religion.With an Annotated Translation of his Kitāb iqtiḍāʾ
aṣ-ṣirāṭ al-mustaqīmmukhālafat aṣḥāb al-jaḥīm, The Hague, 1976. In this work, Ibn Taymiyya
denounces and refutes Muslim celebrations of, or participation in, non-Muslim (mostly
Christian) festivals.

14 E.g. “Taḥrīmmushārakat ahl al-kitāb fī aʿyādihim”,Majmūʿat al-rasāʾil wa-al-masāʾil, ed.
M.R. Riḍā, Beirut, 1992, vol. I, pp. 230–232; see also his response to various issues related to
the ahl al-kitāb inMajmūʿ fatāwā, vol. XXVIII, pp. 647–663.
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of Egypt and Syria in 709/1309 for a council of state in Cairo, Ibn Taymiyya
emerged as the main figure speaking out against relaxing discriminatory
measures towards Christians.15 We do not possess any evidence as to wheth-
er Ṭūfīwas included in this gathering or not, but consideringhis relationship
with Ibn Taymiyya, there is no doubt that he was informed of the ongoing
discourse, especially since by this point he had already authored his works
on Christianity. Another prominent Ḥanbalī theologian tackling the ques-
tion of the religious ‘other’ was Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya (d. 751/1350).16

There are other notable contemporaries of Ṭūfī who are also known to
have written on Christianity. One of them is the famous poet, Muḥammad
b. Saʿīd al-Būṣīrī (d. 695/1296), born in Upper Egypt, who is well known for
his poem in praise of the Prophet, Qaṣīdat al-burda. His polemical work
on the ahl al-kitāb entitled al-Makhraj wa-al-mardūd ʿalā al-naṣārā wa-al-
yahūd17 is noteworthy as it combines verse with prose. He also wrote var-
ious other satirical poems about the Jews and Christians.18 At the time
when Ṭūfī was busy composing his Taʿlīq, Ghāzī Ibn al-Wāsiṭī (d. 712/1312),
a civil servant who held bureaucratic posts in Aleppo, Cairo and Damascus,
was also actively engaged in penning his response to the dhimmīs.19 In this
treatise, Ibn al-Wāsiṭī refers to the same Christian polemic that ultimately
prompted Ṭūfī to compile his writings on Christianity and Christian scrip-
tures. Figures such as ʿAlī b. Muḥammad Ibn al-Durayhim (d. 762/1360),20

15 D.P. Little, “Coptic Converts to Islam During the Baḥrī Mamluk Period”, Conversion and
Continuity: IndigenousChristianCommunities in IslamicLands, Eighth toEighteenthCenturies,
eds. M. Gervers and R.J. Bikhazi, Toronto, 1990, p. 265. See Ibn Kathīr, Bidāya, vol. XIV,
pp. 43–44.

16 Hidāyat al-ḥayārā fī ajwibat al-yahūd wa-al-naṣārā, ed. M. ʿAlī Abū al-ʿAbbās, Cairo,
1990. A short analysis of the contents, structure and the objective of the work is provided
by J. Hoover, “The Apologetic and Pastoral Intentions of Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya’s Polemic
against Jews and Christians”, MW, 100 (2010), pp. 476–489. Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya also
penned a work on the treatment of dhimmīs entitled Aḥkām ahl al-dhimma, ed. Ṭ. ʿAbd
al-Raʾūf Saʿd, Beirut, 1995.

17 Published in Dīwān al-Būṣīrī, ed. M.S. Kīlānī, Cairo, 1973, pp. 175–233. On the life and
work of Būṣīrī, see M. Kaya, “Bûsîrî, Muhammed b. Saîd”, DİA, vol. VI, pp. 468–470. See also
Caspar, “Bibliographie du dialogue islamo-chrétien IV”, p. 254, no. 31.18.

18 Būṣīrī, Dīwān, pp. 129, 168 and 237.
19 Kitāb radd ʿalā ahl al-dhimma wa-man tabiʿahum was published and translated by

R. Gottheil, “An Answer to the Dhimmis”, JAOS, 41 (1921), pp. 383–457. On Ibn al-Wāsiṭi see
A. Mallett, “Ghāzī al-Wāsiṭī”, CMR, vol. IV, pp. 627–629. I am grateful to Gregor Schwarb and
David Thomas for bringing Ibn al-Wāsiṭi’s work to my attention.

20 Manhaj al-ṣawāb fī qubḥ istiktāb ahl al-kitāb, ed. S. Kasrawī, Beirut, 2002. Some informa-
tion on the work is provided by D. Richards in “The Coptic Bureaucracy under theMamlūks”,
Colloque International sur l’Histoire du Caire 27 Mars–5 Avril 1969, Cairo, 1972, pp. 375–377.
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Muḥammad b. ʿAlī Ibn Naqqāsh (d. 763/1361)21 and Jamāl al-Dīn ʿAbd al-
Raḥīmal-Isnawī (d. 772/1370)22 are amongmanyotherswhowrote polemical
pamphlets against the Mamluk employment of Copts in the government.23
When it comes to Ṭūfī, however, what concerned him most was the theo-
logical position of the Christians and their challenge to Islam, rather than
their social status or the financial position they occupied in Mamluk soci-
ety.

Both the 13th century, regarded as ‘the golden age of Copto-Arabic liter-
ature’24 that marked ‘a literary renaissance in Egypt’,25 and the 14th century
wereperiods richwithpolemics andapologeticswrittenby theCopts.Awlād
al-ʿAssāl, an eminent Coptic family from Cairo, is well-known for its contri-
bution to Christian literature.26 Among them, al-Ṣafī Abū al-Faḍāʾil Mājid
Ibn al-ʿAssal’s (d. ca. 1260) apologetics are worthy of note: Fuṣūl mukhtaṣara
fī al-tathlīth wa-al-ittiḥād (On the Trinity and the Incarnation),27 Jawāb al-
Nāshiʾ (Response to al-Nāshiʾ al-Akbar), Jawāb Fakhr al-Dīn Ibn al-Khaṭīb
(Response to Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī on the Incarnation), al-Ṣaḥāʾiḥ fī jawāb
al-naṣāʾiḥ (Response to ʿAlī b. Rabban al-Ṭabarī),28 Nahj al-sabīl fī takhjīl

21 Al-Madhamma fī istiʿmāl ahl al-dhimma, ed. S. Kasrawī, Beirut, 2002.
22 The work is entitled, al-Kalimāt al-muhimma fī mubāsharat ahl al-dhimma, and edited

by M. Perlmann, “Aṣnawī’s Tract against Christian Officials”, Ignace Goldziher Memorial Vol-
ume, eds. S. Löwinger et al., Jerusalem, 1958, vol. II, pp. 172–208. For a thorough analysis of this
pamphlet, see Perlmann’s earlier article: “Notes onAnti-Christian Propaganda in theMamlūk
Empire”, BSOAS, 10/4 (1942), pp. 843–861.

23 Another earlier example (ca. 12th century) is the fatwā from a certain Aḥmad b. al-
Ḥusayn al-Mālikī, entitled Istiʿmāl ahl al-dhimma, and published by R. Gottheil, “A Fetwa on
the Appointment of Dhimmis to office”, Zeitschrift für Assyriologie und Verwandte Gebiete, 26
(1912), pp. 203–214. Other similar texts stemming from the same period are found inM. Belin,
“Fetoua relative a la condition des Zimmis, et particulièrement des chrétiens, en paysmusul-
mans, depuis l’établissement de l’ islamisme, jusqu’au milieu du VIIIe siècle de l’hégire”, JA,
18 (1851), pp. 417–516 and 19 (1852), pp. 97–140.

24 A.S. Atiya, “Copto-Arabic Literature”, CE, vol. V, p. 1464; Cl. Cahen, “Ayyūbids”, EI2, vol. I,
p. 803. For more on Christian literary output in Copto-Arabic, see S.K. Samir, “Arabic Sources
for Early Egyptian Christianity”, The Roots of Egyptian Christianity, eds. B.A. Pearson and
J.E. Goehring, Philadelphia, 1986, pp. 82–97.

25 Scandar, “Coptic Christianity”, p. 255.
26 On Awlād al-ʿAssāl’s contribution to the Coptic literary heritage, see A.S. Atiya, “Awlād

al-ʿAssāl”, CE, vol. I, pp. 309–311; MJB/SHG, “Al-ʿAssāl family, Awlād al-ʿAssāl”, The Blackwell
Dictionary of Eastern Christianity, eds. K. Parry et al., Oxford, 1999, p. 11; A. Wadīʿ, Dirāsa ʿan
al-Muʾtaman ibn al-ʿAssāl wa-kitābuh “Majmūʿ uṣūl al-dīn” wa-taḥqīquh (in “Studia Orientalia
Christiana Monographiae” 5), Cairo-Jerusalem, 1997, pp. 75–176.

27 Edited by S.K. Samir in “Brefs chapitres sur la Trinité et l’ Incarnation”, PO, 42/3, no. 192
(1985), pp. 617–761.

28 S.K. Samir, “La résponse d’al-Ṣafī Ibn al-ʿAssāl à la réfutation des chrétiens de ʿAlī
al-Ṭabarī”, PdʾO, 11 (1983), pp. 281–328.
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muḥarrifī al-Injīl (Response to Ṣāliḥ b. al-Ḥusayn al-Jaʿfarī),29 Jawāb al-
Dimyāṭī (Response to Abū al-Manṣur Ibn Fatḥ al-Dimyāṭī), an apology for
the Gospel30 and many other treatises.31 Another learned member of the
ʿAssāl family is Ṣafī’s brother, al-Asʿad Abū al-Faraj Hibat Allāh Ibn al-ʿAssāl
(d. before 1259), who is best known for his eclectic translation of theGospels
into Arabic which will be subsequently mentioned. Yet the most important
literary figurewith respect to our topic is the third brother, al-MuʾtamanAbū
Isḥāq Ibrāhīm Ibn al-ʿAssāl (d. after 1270), who is credited by Ghāzī Ibn al-
Wāsiṭī with the Christian anti-Muslim polemic against which Ṭūfī wrote his
refutation.

As a scholar who spent his life at three important centres of themedieval
Muslimworld—Baghdad, Damascus and Cairo—Ṭūfī enjoyed broad access
to the learning cultures of his time. He had first-hand knowledge of polem-
ical literature. Among the authors mentioned by Ṭūfī are Ibn Jazla (d. 493/
1100), a formerly Christian doctor who wrote his refutation of Christianity,
Ifḥām al-Naṣārā, after his conversion to Islam,32 Ibn Ḥazm (d. 456/1064),
Ibn ʿAwf al-Zuhrī al-Iskandarī (d. 581/1185)33 and the above-mentioned Ṣāliḥ
b. al-Ḥusayn al-Jaʿfarī (d. 668/1270),34 all of whom are credited with criti-
cal writings on the Gospels.35 Similarly, Ṭūfī also refers to al-Shifāʾ by Qāḍī
ʿIyāḍ (d. 544/1149), al-Wafā bi-faḍāʾil al-muṣṭafā by Ibn al-Jawzī (d. 597/1201),
Dalāil al-nubuwwabyAbūBakr al-Bayhaqī (d. 458/1066) andKhayr al-bishar
bi-khayr al-bashar by Ibn Ẓafar (d. ca. 567/1172),36 all of which include sec-
tions exploring Biblical testimonia regarding Muḥammad and his mission.

29 See G. Graf, Geschichte der Christlichen Arabischen Literature II, Studi e Testi: 133,
Vatican, 1947, p. 389.

30 S.K. Samir, “L’Apologie de l’Evangile par Ibn al-ʿAssâl”, al-Manārah (Jounieh), 24 (1983),
pp. 275–286; 25 (1984), pp. 497–508; 26 (1985), pp. 407–420; 29 (1988), pp. 73–86.

31 On al-Ṣafī Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s life and work, see S.K. Samir, “Al-Ṣafī Ibn al-ʿAssāl”, CE, vol. VII,
pp. 2075–2079 andWadi Awad, “Al-Ṣafī ibn al-ʿAssāl”, CMR, vol. IV, pp. 538–551. See also Graf,
Geschichte II, pp. 388–403.

32 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 331. On Ibn Jazla and his work, see D. Thomas, “Ibn Jazla”, CMR,
vol. III, pp. 152–154.

33 Abū al-Ṭāhir Ismāʿīl b. Makkī Ibn ʿAwf al-Zuhrī al-Iskandarī was an important Mālikī
jurist from Alexandria. He studied under the famous Andalusian scholar Abū Bakr al-
Ṭurṭūshī (d. 1126) who was also known for his polemical writings. Ibn ʿAwf’s refutation, al-
Radd ʿalā al-mutanaṣṣir (Refutation of the Convert to Christianity), written against a certain
polemic against Islam, al-Fāḍiḥ (Exposing Disgrace), does not seem to have survived. For
more information on Ibn ʿAwf and his work, see L. Demiri and D. Thomas, “Ibn ʿAwf”, CMR,
(forthcoming).

34 Ṭūfī names him as Taqī al-Dīn Ṣāliḥ al-Khaṭīb al-Qūṣī.
35 The last three figures are mentioned by Ṭūfī in his Ishārāt, (vol. II, p. 68).
36 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. II, p. 571.
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In addition to these important authors who are openly acknowledged
by Ṭūfī, we are also able to identify a number of parallel lines of thinking
between Ṭūfī and various other scholars among his predessessors as well
as his contemporaries. In his understanding of the Biblical prophecies con-
cerningMuḥammad, Ṭūfī seems to be familiar with the views of Ibn Rabban
al-Ṭabarī (d. 240/855)37 and those of Ibn Qutayba (d. 276/889)38 whose lost
text, Dalāʾil al-nubuwwa, is partially preserved in Ibn al-Jawzī’s work men-
tioned by Ṭūfī.39 Similarly, in his interpretation of the Holy Spirit variously
as Gabriel, the Qurʾan and Christ, Ṭūfī appears to be influenced by Jāḥiẓ
(d. 255/869),40 while in his comparison between the creation of Jesus and
Eve, Ṭūfī follows in the footsteps not only of Jāḥiẓ, but also those of Bāqil-
lānī (d. 403/1013) and many other theologians.41 In his argument against the
crucifixion42 as well as his allegation regarding the distortion of the Chris-
tian creed,43Ṭūfī’s approachbears semblance to ʿAbdal-Jabbār’s (d. 415/1025)
treatment of the same question. When it comes to Jesus’ miraculous birth,
the theological explanation offered by Ṭūfī conforms strongly to Ghazzālī’s
(d. 505/1111) theory of ‘immediate’ (sabab qarīb) and ‘ultimate’ (sabab baʿīd)
causes.44 Similarly, Ṭūfī’s interpretation of the Biblical terms ‘Father’ and
‘Son’ in relation to the attribute of ‘mercy’ has its parallel in Ghazzālī’s read-
ing of these titles.45 Likewise are their comments on the name mukhalliṣ
(saviour) when used in reference to Jesus.46

37 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§313, 428.
38 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §313.
39 Ibn al-Jawzī, al-Wafā bi-aḥwāl al-muṣṭafā, ed. M. ʿAbd al-Wāḥid, Cairo, 1966, vol. I,

pp. 62–73. Ibn Qutayba’s list of Biblical predictions is translated into English by C. Adang
in herMuslimWriters on Judaism and theHebrew Bible: from Ibn Rabban to IbnHazm, Leiden,
1996, pp. 267–277. Among many others, Ibn Taymiyya’s Jawāb (vol. IV, pp. 418–419; vol. V,
pp. 199–200; 209), IbnQayyimal-Jawziyya’sHidāyat, (p. 75) and IbnḤazm’sal-Uṣūlwa-al-furūʿ
(Beirut, 1984; see C. Adang, “Some Hitherto Neglected Biblical Material in the Work of Ibn
Ḥazm”, Al-Masāq, 5/1992, pp. 17–28), also contain fragments from Ibn Qutayba’s lost work.

40 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 13.
41 See ibid., §13.
42 See ibid., §150.
43 See ibid., §189.
44 See ibid., §13. There is an ongoing debate on the authorship of the famous polemic,

al-Radd al-jamīl li-ilāhiyyat ʿĪsā bi-ṣarīḥ al-Injīl, attributed to Abū Ḥāmid Ghazzālī. For the
various arguments favouring and contesting this attribution, one may consult the recent
study by Maha El-Kaisy Friemuth, “Al-Radd Al-Jamīl: Al-Ghazālī’s or Pseudo-Ghazālī’s?”, The
Bible in Arab Christianity, ed. D. Thomas, Leiden: Brill, 2007, pp. 275–294. See also her entry
on “Al-Ghazālī” in CMR, vol. III, pp. 363–369.

45 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 19.
46 See ibid., §27. For other examples of parallels between Ṭūfi’s thinking and that of
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Ṭūfī also shows striking resemblances with a number of his contempo-
raries, especially the above-mentioned Qarāfī,47 Būṣīrī48 and Qurṭubī.49 In
various discussions, Ibn Taymiyya, Ibn Abī Ṭālib al-Dimashqī and later on
Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya appear to share Ṭūfī’s manner of reasoning.50 Since
all three wrote their responses after the Taʿlīq,51 one may read these simi-
larities as evidence of Ṭūfī’s influence upon them or as an indication that
they shared common sources of information and interacted within similar
circles of the learning elite. Such instances of parallels between Ṭūfī’s argu-
ments and those of other major figures in the field are thoroughly analysed
and documented in the footnotes to the present translation of the Taʿliq.

Ṭūfī’s Interest in Christianity and Christian Scriptures

Living in a multi-religious and cosmopolitan society where Muslim-Chris-
tian interactions were part of everyday life, Ṭūfī’s interest in the Christian
faith and scriptures comes as no surprise. Following the path of many ear-
lier Muslim scholars who wrote on Christianity, some of whom have been
mentioned above, Ṭūfī carefully studied the Bible in order to respond to
his Christian counterparts. However, he took a step further by composing a
book thatwas specifically intended to serve as a commentary on the Bible in
which he offered his own readings from a Muslim perspective: al-Taʿlīq ʿalā
al-Anājīl al-arbaʿa wa-al-taʿlīq ʿalā al-Tawrāh wa-ʿalā ghayrihā min kutub al-
anbiyāʾ (Critical Commentary on the FourGospels, Torah andother Books of
the Prophets). Written with polemical intentions, this work contains Ṭūfī’s
critical comments and annotations on the Bible. From theNewTestament it

Ghazzālī, see their metaphorical interpretation of the divine indwelling, ḥulūl (§295), their
comparison between Jesus’ miracles and those of Moses (§14), and their argument against
Jesus’ divine filiation (§36).

47 In his argument against Jesus’ sonship (ibid., §71) and justification for the study of the
Bible (§319). For other parallels between Ṭūfī and Qarāfī, see ibid., §§11, 14, 17, 151, 189, 198
and 375.

48 See ibid., §§198, 277, 313 and 375.
49 See ibid., §13.
50 For instance, see Ṭūfī’s comparison between Jesus and Eve and his triad of Adam, Eve

and Jesus (ibid., §13), his metaphorical interpretation of the ‘Son of God’ (§19) and the Holy
Spirit (§59), his comparison between the Gospels and the Sunna (§181), his differentia-
tion between erroneous interpretation and textual alteration of the Scriptures (§189), Jesus’
prophecies regarding Muḥammad (§§277, 313, 316 and 318), his comparison between Jesus’
miracles and those of other prophets (§14) and numerous other topics (§§17, 44, 189 and
453).

51 As for Ibn Taymiyya, it is specifically his Jawāb that I have in mind here.
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covers the four Gospels, while from the Old Testament the focus is on parts
of Genesis, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, Hosea, Jonah, Habakkuk and
Malachi.

Why Did Ṭūfī Write His Critical Commentary on the Bible?

As he says himself, Ṭūfī was prompted to write his commentary because of
a certain Christian refutation of Islam that was in wide circulation at the
time. According to the Şehid Ali Paşa manuscript, this work was entitled
al-Sayf al-murhaf fī al-radd ʿalā al-Muṣḥaf (The Whetted Sword in Refuta-
tionof the Scripture). Beforewriting a response to thisChristian anti-Islamic
polemic, that is his apology for Islam,al-Intiṣārātal-islāmiyya fī kashf shubah
al-naṣrāniyya (Islamic Defences in Uncovering Specious Christian Argu-
ments), Ṭūfī first wanted to reveal ‘the deficiencies of Christianity’, a task
that would materialise in his commentary on the Christian scriptures, the
Taʿlīq.

The identity of the author of the Sayf, who was unknown to Ṭūfī and was
mentioned by him only as ‘a certain Christian scholar’,52 seems to have been
deliberately kept hidden. According to Ṭūfī’s assertion, the author remained
anonymous amongMuslims, although through time the work itself became
known and turned into a subject of heated criticism.53 Ṭūfī does not give
any specific information as to when this Christian refutation was written
either. Looking at Ṭūfī’s citations of the text, one may notice that the lat-
est authority quoted by the anonymous author appears to be Maimonides
(d. 601/1204),54 indicating that the work must have been written some time
during the 13th century.55 This dating is further confirmed by the aforemen-
tioned contemporary of Ṭūfī, Ghāzī Ibn al-Wāsiṭī, who attributes the Sayf
to al-Muʾtaman Ibn al-ʿAssāl (d. after 1270). Ibn al-Wāsiṭī’s few references to
the contents of the work match those mentioned in Ṭūfī’s text.56 According

52 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §52. See also §3 and Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 227.
53 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. II, pp. 613–614.
54 Ibid., vol. I, p. 265.
55 Shihadeh in his recent article on Ṭūfī has come to the same conclusion (“Three Apolo-

getic Stances in Ṭūfī”, p. 2). See also the editor’s note in his introduction to Intiṣārāt (vol. I,
p. 165).

56 These references primarily consist of the Christian author’s critique of various Qurʾanic
stories of the earlier prophets which he finds to differ from those mentioned in the Bible.
One such case is the author’s allegation that the naming of Mary as ‘sister of Aaron’ (Q 19:28)
indicates the Qurʾan’s confusion between Mary the mother of Jesus and Miriam the sister of
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to Ibn al-Wāsiṭī however,Muʾtaman later deniedhis authorship and claimed
to have destroyed the book. Apparently, he did so to evade the death threat
against him in the period of civil unrest that took place amidst the Muslim
and Christian populace of Damascus in 658/1260, in the aftermath of the
Mongol sacking of the city and their pro-Christian policies in the region.57
It is unclear whether Ibn al-Wāsiṭī’s Muʾtaman Ibn al-ʿAssāl is the very
Muʾtaman of the prominent Coptic ʿAssāl family, whom Ibn al-Wāsiṭī iden-
tifies as amustawfī (financial controller) of Damascus in the days of the last
Ayyubid ruler, al-Malik al-Nāṣir Yūsuf (r. 648–658/1250–1260),58 a detail that
seems to be unverified by other sources.

Taking into account Muʾtaman Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s frequent visits to Damas-
cus and the considerable time he spent there, which coincided with the
above-mentioned period,59 Ibn al-Wāsiṭi’s allegationmay not be unfounded.
Moreover, one of the authorities that the writer of the Sayf relies upon, Mai-
monides, also emerges as an important source of reference in Muʾtaman’s

Moses and Aaron (Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 300–301). Another example is the Christian author’s
claim that the name of Jesus among the Jews was Yashūʿ and that no such name as ʿĪsā was
used by them or known to them. Ṭūfī does not make any mention of this argument, yet his
explanation about the etymology of ʿĪsā, which suggests that the Arabs have Arabicised the
Syriac Yasūʿ by inverting its letters and turning its wāw (i.e. the ū) into a yāʾ (i.e. ī) and its yāʾ
(i.e. the y) into an alif (i.e. the ā), which thus became ʿĪsā, is found both in his Taʿlīq (§6) and
Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 304). Another example mentioned by both Ghāzī Ibn al-Wāsiṭī and Ṭūfī is
the Christian author’s rejection of the Qurʾanic story of Solomon (Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 419).

57 Regarding the social upheaval in Damascus in the year 658/1260 after the troops of
Hülegü left the city, see N. Elisséeff, “Damascus”, Historic Cities of the Islamic World, C.E. Bos-
worth (ed.), Leiden, 2007, p. 116; R.S. Humphreys, FromSaladin to theMongols: the Ayyubids of
Damascus, 1193–1260, Albany, NY, 1977, p. 359. As R. Stephen Humphreys writes: ‘For two days
Damascus was torn by rioting and looting in a pogrom that theMuslims directed against the
Christians and (to a lesser extent) the Jews of the city.’ Humphreys further comments that
this conflict might have been trigerred by the fact that ‘the Christians of Damascus had taken
full advantage of the first time in 600 years that one of their coreligionists had held power.
At the time of Kitbugha’s triumphal entry in Rabiʿ I/March, the Umayyad Mosque had been
made into a church, in the presence of Hetoum of Armenian Cilicia and Bohemond of Anti-
och, and the holy precincts had been desecrated by wine andmusic. Now theMuslims could
take their revenge. They began by burning to the ground the church of St. Mary (located in
the northeast quarter between theBabTumaand the Bab al-Sharqi), and then they set off in a
rampage of uncontrolled pillaging directed against Christians’ private homes.Many churches
were damaged and some Christians were murdered by the mob. On the next day it was the
turn of the Jews: they suffered less, however, for although many of their shops were set afire,
the great synagogue was left unharmed.Muslims whowere known to have collaborated with
theMongols, whether local citizens or outsiderswho had come in the conquerors’ train, were
put to death’ (ibid., p. 359).

58 Gottheil, “An Answer to the Dhimmis”, pp. 408–410 (Arabic) and pp. 447–449 (English).
59 Wadīʿ, Dirāsa, pp. 131–145.
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famous theological work, Majmūʿ uṣūl al-dīn wa-masmūʿ maḥṣūl al-yaqīn.60
Muʾtaman’s possible authorship of the Sayf is further supported by its use of
Islamic sources. In the passages quoted by Ṭūfī, not only does the unnamed
Christian author refer to the Qurʾan and ḥādīthwhen constructing his argu-
ments against Islam, but he also cites the writings of Ibn Sīnā (d. 428/1037),61
Ghazzālī (d. 505/1111),62 Zamakhsharī (d. 538/1144),63 Ibn ʿAṭiyya (d. 541/
1147),64 Suhrawardī (d. 587/1191)65 and Ibn Rushd (d. 595/1198).66 Due to his
frequent references to Muslim philosophers, as well as Aristotle,67 Ṭūfī re-
proaches him for taking sides sometimes with philosophy and yet at other
times with religious authority,68 and designates him as a perplexed man
who is neither a faithful Christian, nor a proper philosopher.69 Consider-
ing Muʾtaman Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s acquaintance with Islamic philosophy and his
interest in the works of Fārābī,70 Ibn Sīnā71 and Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī72 in
particular, it may not be far-fetched to consider him as the author of the
Sayf, in line with Ibn al-Wāsiṭī’s assertion. Even so, as pointed out by Gre-
gor Schwarb, a clearer identification can be established by a comparative
study between Ṭūfī’s quotations from the Sayf and other polemical trea-
tises by Coptic Christians of the period. The author’s reference to Dalālat
al-ḥaʾirīn (Guide for the Perplexed) by Maimonides implies that he was a
learned Christian of Coptic circles, since as Schwarb writes, ‘the reception
of Maimonides in Christian Arabic literature was essentially confined to
Copto-Arabic literature’.73

60 See al-Muʾtaman Ibn al-ʿAssāl,Majmūʿ uṣūl al-dīn wa-masmūʿ maḥṣūl al-yaqīn (in “Stu-
dia Orientalia Christiana Monographiae” 6a–b and 7a–b), ed. A. Wadīʿ, Cairo-Jerusalem,
1998–1999, 11:70–77 (vol. 6a, pp. 269–271); 22:22–27 (vol. 7a, pp. 53–54).

61 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 497.
62 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 239, 259, 262.
63 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 454, 467.
64 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 295, 343, 360, 393, 411, 420, 424, 435, 438, 493; vol. II, p. 518.
65 Ibid., vol. I, p. 344.
66 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 238, 259.
67 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 237, 238, 240, 244, 259, 265, 268, 442, 471, 487; vol. II, pp. 697.
68 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 371–372, 424, 448–449, 481; vol. II, p. 631.
69 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 372–373.
70 See Muʾtaman,Majmūʿ 7:34–51 (vol. 6a, pp. 155–159).
71 Ibid., 3:72–104 (vol. 6a, pp. 86–94); 5:4–9 (vol. 6a, pp. 115–116); 8:73 (vol. 6a, p. 180); 17:21,

24 (vol. 6a, pp. 358, 359).
72 Ibid., 2:121–125 (vol. 6a, pp. 68–69); 4:35–78 (vol. 6a, pp. 102–111); 5:10–29 (vol. 6a, pp. 116–

120); 5:51–57 (vol. 6a, pp. 124–125); 6:69–88 (vol. 6a, pp. 140–144); 17:7–11 (vol. 6a, pp. 354–355);
18:15 (vol. 6a, p. 377); 54:76–81 (vol. 7a, pp. 319–320); 62:3–14 (vol. 7a, pp. 423–426).

73 G. Schwarb, “The Reception ofMaimonides in Christian-Arabic Literature”, Proceedings
of the 12th Conference of the Society of Judaeo-Arabic Studies, ed. Y. Tobi, Haifa University Press
(forthcoming).
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This Christian polemic apparently did not survive to modern times, al-
though one may easily reconstruct the text relying on Ṭūfī’s numerous quo-
tations in the Intiṣārāt and a few references in the Taʿlīq. Ṭūfī informs us that
he had a chance to see this anti-Islamic polemic and thoroughly examine its
allegations with an intention to furnish counter arguments in refutation of
it.74 Therefore, a short account of its contents will provide us with a clearer
picture of Ṭūfī’s engagement with the Christian scriptures as well as his
selective approach to the Biblical material he examines. According to Ṭūfī’s
description, the Sayfwas written with an intention to refute Islam and chal-
lenge the prophethood ofMuḥammad. He further tells us that this Christian
work openswith Jesus’ warning of false prophets (Matthew 7:15–16), used by
its author as an argument against Muḥammad’s prophetic mission.75 With
its long discussion on the nature of prophethood, the book sets out to show
that Muḥammad does not fit the description of a prophet.76 He is described
by the anonymous author as someonewho is devoid of prophetic attributes,
such as truthfulness (ṣidq), purity (ṭahāra) and miracles (iʿjāz), and whose
religion is compatible neither with what he calls ‘natural religion’ (al-dīn al-
ṭabīʿī), nor the revealed laws of previous prophets.77 The entire structure of
the treatise seems to be built on this argument which is then elaborated in
detail.

Regarding the quality of ‘truthfulness’, the Christian author brings forth
instances mainly related to the Qurʾanic tales of the prophets which, in his
view, contradict those of the Bible, such as the stories of Mary,78 Zachariah,79
Joseph80 and Moses.81 Other discussions included within this category con-
sist of the author’s critique of the Qurʾanic denial of the crucifixion,82 his
rejection of theMuslim view thatMuḥammadwas prophesied in the Bible,83
his contention that various ḥadīths describe God in an anthropomorphic
way,84 a short discourse on whether the miʿrāj (ascension) of the Prophet
was physical or spiritual85 and various other topics. In relation to prophetic

74 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 227–228.
75 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 244–252; see also Taʿlīq, §52.
76 Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 252–266 and 285–287.
77 Ibid., vol. II, p. 710.
78 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 300–301.
79 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 305–306; Taʿlīq, §§218–220 and 491.
80 Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 312–324; Taʿlīq, §§217, 550, 555–556, 561–564, 580–581 and 586–587.
81 Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 325–326; Taʿlīq, §§517 and 540.
82 Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 343–344 and 350–354.
83 Ibid, vol. I, p. 375.
84 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 439–441; vol. II, pp. 701–706.
85 Ibid., vol. I, pp. 495–496.
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purity, the Christian polemicist examines a number of ḥadīths referring
to the Prophet’s virility, polygamous life and his marriage to Zaynab bint
Jaḥsh.86 With regard to miracles, he claims that Muḥammad performed no
miracle87 and argues against the Muslim notion of the Qurʾan’s inimitabil-
ity.88 As for the need for the propheticmessage tomatchwhat is good (ḥusn)
and perfect (kamāl) in righteousness, decency and justice and to be com-
patible with natural laws and the laws of previous prophets, the Christian
author focuses on the permissibility of polygamy in Islam, which he finds to
be problematic, since as he asserts, nature requires monogamous life. Sex is
also a shameful act, in his opinion, and sexual desire should be repressed.
Similarly, he criticises the permissibility of divorce in Islam, since it contra-
dicts Jesus’ teaching.89 Turning back to where he began, the author of the
Sayf concludes with a rejection of the prophethood of Muḥammad, cate-
gorising him amongst the false prophets of whom Christ warned his follow-
ers in Matthew 7:15–16.90

In the Intiṣārāt Ṭūfī thoroughly examines the arguments of the Sayf
and responds to its allegations. Similarly, his Taʿlīq bears traces of various
questions raised by the author of the Sayf, even though Ṭūfī’s interest there
is for the most part in Christian theology. His selection of Old Testament
passages in particular is very often related to the Christian polemicist’s
critique of the Qurʾanic stories of the prophets. Ultimately, as Ṭūfī admits
himself, it was this polemical treatise thatmotivated him towrite his critical
commentary on the Bible. In the opening of the Taʿlīq Ṭūfī illustrates his
motivations for writing a commentary on the Christian scriptures with the
following words:

I have noticed that a certain Christian has compiled a book in which he
attacks the religion of Islam and by which he impugns the prophethood of
Muḥammad, peace be upon him. This fills with doubt the weak in faith, who
lack the ability to draw distinctions. Therefore, I have resolved to refute him
and to direct against him the proofs that will undermine his words. But I have
decided to precede this refutation with a discourse on the four Gospels, in
order, thereby, to cause damage to their opinions and to expand upon my
subject matter.91

86 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 526–530.
87 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 535–585; Taʿlīq, §§78–79, 132–133.
88 Intiṣārāt, vol. II, pp. 585–618.
89 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 619, 622–673.
90 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 720–721.
91 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §3.
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Ṭūfī is determined that his exegetical work ‘will without doubt firmly
demolish their religion, exposing therein everything that is disgraceful and
shameful, whether it be contradiction, absurdity, corruption or defective-
ness. Nevertheless, to demolish what is already demolished is like playing a
game, and to obtain what is already obtained brings about fatigue.’ He fur-
ther remarks, citing a known proverb, ‘What divorce is there for divorced
women!’ Yet Ṭūfī firmly believes that specious arguments and deceptions
should be uncovered under all circumstances. Therefore, he hopes that after
examining his commentary, every intelligent andhonest person, ‘striving for
the truth and seeking truthfulness, will turn away from the Christian faith
to the primordial monotheistic faith, al-milla al-ḥanīfiyya (i.e. Islam), realis-
ing that what he used to hold true is actually unbelief and error, and that up
until that moment of his life he was a forsaken and erring person.’92

Composed specifically as a commentary, the Taʿlīq is intended to serve
as a guidebook for Muslims who may be exposed to the Christian critique
of Islam. Ṭufī may well have intended to make his voice heard amongst his
Christian counterparts, yet his target audience for the Critical Commentary
appears to be primarily his fellow Muslims. Above all he is determined to
protect the weak amongst the Muslims from what he refers to as erroneous
Christian teachings and to shield them from Christian theological attacks
on Islam.93 His main aim is to show that Christian teachings such as the
doctrines of the Trinity, the Incarnation, crucifixion and others, are not
even supported by Christian scriptures. The Biblical passages employed
by the Christian theologians as references to these doctrines are, in his
understanding, either misinterpreted or forged and inserted into the text
by later generations.

The Thematic Structure of the Taʿlīq

The text of the Taʿlīq opens with an untitled introduction in which three
crucial themes, comprising the backbone of the work, are presented and
methodically examined. The first theme concerns the Muslim notion of
the Injīl, the scripture believed to have been divinely revealed to Jesus. It
underlines that the canonical Gospels correspond to biographies of the
Prophet, the siyar andmaghāzī literature in Islam, and not the Qurʾan. They
are chronicles compiled by Jesus’ disciples and followers, and therefore do

92 Ibid., §3.
93 Ibid., §25.
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not represent the actual words of God or His prophet.94 The second theme
relates to the Christian doctrine of the Trinity and its refutation by rational
and scriptural arguments,95 while the third theme addresses the Incarna-
tion, the divinity of Jesus, and the justification of these beliefs in Christian
theology through recourse to Jesus’miraculous conception, hismiracles and
the Biblical use of the titles ‘Father’ and ‘Son’. Ṭūfī’s analysis evolves primar-
ily from his metaphorical reading of the Biblical material, suggesting that
theChristian scriptures indicate Jesus’ servanthoodandprophethood rather
than his divinity or divine sonship.96 After its prologue, the Taʿlīq consists
of Ṭūfī’s comments on the four Canonical Gospels, Matthew, Mark, Luke
and John, followed by his interpretation of selected passages from the Old
Testament: the Books of Isaiah, Hosea, Jonah, Habakkuk, Jeremiah, Ezekiel,
Daniel and Genesis respectively.

In his commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, Ṭūfī’s attention is first
drawn to the use of the ‘Son of God’ and other honorific titles, such as
Immanuel (God iswith us), in reference to Jesus, which in Ṭūfī’s reading sim-
ply imply Jesus’ merit before God.97 Further, the intended meaning of Jesus’
words ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ is ‘lordship and servanthood, not fatherhood or son-
ship.’98 Whatever miracles Christ performed he did so ‘only by the power of
his unwavering belief and by his faith,’ demonstrating that he was ‘a servant,
who is subject to his Lord, and not a god nor his son.’99 This chapter also
includes a long discussion of Matthew 19:3–9 regarding Jesus’ prohibition
of divorce, which Ṭūfī identifies as a fabrication against Jesus.100 Ṭūfī’s criti-
cism here is explicitly addressed against the anonymous Christian author of
the Sayfwho apparently challenged the permissibility of divorce in Islam.101
Other instances in which the Taʿlīq rejects the Christian polemicist’s argu-
ments consist of Ṭūfī’s defence ofMuḥammad’s prophethoodwith reference
to the miracles he performed,102 and Ṭūfī’s rigorous refutation of the cruci-
fixion of Jesus.103

94 Ibid., §§5–7.
95 Ibid., §§8–11.
96 Ibid., §§12–20.
97 Ibid., §57.
98 Ibid., §63.
99 Ibid., §99.

100 Ibid., §§104–108.
101 See Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. II, pp. 619, 622–673.
102 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§132–143.
103 Ibid., §§146–160.
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Ṭūfī’s commentary on the Gospel of Mark begins with an emphasis on
Jesus’ prophetic mission,104 followed by a detailed examination of the evan-
gelist’s report on sins being forgiven by Jesus (Mark 2:5–12), interpreted
within the context of Jesus’ prophethood.105 The titles ‘the Lord of the Sab-
bath’106 and ‘the Lord’107 are also understoodwithin the same framework, and
therefore the verses on the unity of God (Mark 12:28–29) are deemed to be
incompatible with the Trinitarian notion of God.108 Yet the most important
component of Ṭūfī’s commentary on the Gospel of Mark is his reflection
upon the inconsistencies between the canonical Gospels, which he takes
to be a sign of ‘scriptural corruption’ and an obstacle to the creation of any
meaningful theology.109 What he finally aims to prove in this section is the
authenticity of Islam vis-à-vis other faith traditions, Christianity in partic-
ular. In Ṭūfī’s understanding, there is a direct link between the truth of a
religion and the originality of its scriptures. Islam, he concludes, is unique
in its perfect preservation of the scripture, while both Judaism and Chris-
tianity have failed in this regard.110

As inhis studyof theGospels ofMatthewandMark, so too inhis examina-
tion of the Gospel of Luke Ṭūfī is determined to establish Christ’s humanity
through the use of the Christian scriptures. The honorific name given to
Jesus in theGospel of Luke, ‘the Son of theHighest’ (Luke 1:32), is interpreted
byṬūfī as a sign of Jesus’ servanthood.111Designating Joseph,Mary’s fiancé, as
Jesus’ parent (Luke 2:27) despite him not being his biological father, demon-
strates for Ṭūfī, the importance of and the need for ametaphorical interpre-
tation of ‘the Son of God’.112 Ṭūfī’s commentary on the Gospel of Luke also
includes a number of instances in which he refutes the Christian polemi-
cist’s allegation that the Qurʾanic accounts of the prophets Joseph113 and
Zechariah114 contradict the Biblical narrative. He contends that in fact there
is no incompatibility betweenQurʾanic and Biblical stories, if they are inter-
preted properly. What the Gospels contain is usually a detailed exposition

104 As prohesied by John the Baptist (Mark 1:2–3). See ibid., §§163–164.
105 Ibid., §§167–169.
106 Ibid., §§170–171.
107 Ibid., §185.
108 Ibid., §187.
109 Ibid., §§181, 183, 189–198.
110 On this point, see the story of Hülegü, which Ṭūfī accounts in §§201–204.
111 Ibid., §211.
112 Ibid., §216.
113 Ibid., §217. See also Ṭūfī’s comments in §§550, 555–556, 561–564, 580–581 and 586–587.
114 Ibid., §§218–220. See also Ṭūfī’s comments on the Book of Genesis in §491.
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of what the Qurʾan provides in a summary form. If such additions are cor-
rect, then they are acceptable, although Muslims are required neither to
adduce the canonical Gospels as an argument nor to regard them as a par-
ticularly reliable source of information due to their internal inconsistencies,
Ṭūfī concludes.115 This argument emerges frequently throughout the Taʿlīq,
whenever a similar Christian charge against the Qurʾan is raised. In gen-
eral, Ṭūfī’s attitude is shaped by an attempt to harmonise these allegedly
conflicting narratives within the two scriptures and then underline the fact
that the Bible is not binding to the followers of Islam. Should contradic-
tions arise, then preference must be given to the Qurʾan, rather than the
Gospels or the Torah, for the final word and authority belongs to the Qurʾan.
Inconsistancies between the Gospel of Luke and other Gospels are an indi-
cation of their inauthenticity, claims Ṭūfī.116 The remainder of his treatment
of the Gospel of Luke addresses the Christian doctrine of the divinity of
Jesus, which in his opinion cannot be justified by this Gospel (e.g. Luke
2:46–47; 7:12–16; 9:18–21), since it on the contrary implies Jesus’ humanity
and prophethood.117 Ultimately, the Christian scriptures attest, for Ṭūfī, the
discontinuity between the teachings of the Christians and the religion of
Christ and his disciples.118

When commenting on the Gospel of John, and particularly its prologue,
Ṭūfī’s attention is drawn to proving the impossibility of the Incarnation.
The primary argument employed in this context is that the ‘Word of God’
is one of the attributes of God and is therefore pre-existent. Relying on the
Qurʾanic verse, ‘His command, when He wills a thing, is only that He says
to it: Be! and it is’ (Q 36:82), Ṭūfī considers Christ to be the product of God’s
creative power. He is named the Word because he was brought into being
by the divine word Be and ‘he was more worthy of this appellation than
anyone else, because the effect of the (divine) power was more evident in
him due to his being born from no human (father).’119 Rejecting the notion
of incarnation on the grounds of its being absurd, Ṭūfī reaches the conclu-
sion that ‘whoever admits that the Word may become incarnate by turning
into a human being, should also admit that it could become incarnate by
turning into an inanimate thing or into an animal,’ the result of which is
that ‘the animals and inanimate things would come to be gods or sons of

115 Ibid., §220.
116 Ibid., §§238–241.
117 Ibid., §§222–227, 231, 236–237.
118 Ibid., §248.
119 Ibid., §252.
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gods, because they are brought into existence by the Word of God.’120 As for
God’s dwelling in Christ (John 14:8–11), Ṭūfī maintains it should be inter-
preted figuratively, implying the divine power that Christ was supported
with while performing miracles.121 Hence, his miracles (John 6:26–29) are
indication of his prophethood and not his divinity, for he performed those
extraordinary acts only by divine support.122 In addition to ‘Word of God’, the
‘Lamb of God’ (John 1:29, 36) is also understood by Ṭūfī within the context
of Jesus’ miraculous birth and his creation by divine power.123 In this part of
the Taʿlīq, Ṭūfī also refers to Muḥammad’s prophethood, comparing him to
Jesus. Just as Jesus’ comingwas predicted byMoses (John 5:45–46), similarly
Muḥammad’s mission was foretold by Jesus. Therefore, the Christians are
compelled, in his opinion, to either accept them both as truthful prophets
or deny them both. Obedience to Jesus necessitates belief in Muḥammad,124
for Jesus’ words about the Paraclete (John 16:13–14) are clear evidence of
Jesus’ annunciation of Muḥammad’s coming as God’s emissary. Whoever
believes in Christ’s truthfulness is therefore bound to acknowledgeMuḥam-
mad’s mission, concludes Ṭūfī.125 After completing his commentary on the
Gospel of John with a short discussion on the authenticity of Muḥammad’s
prophethood,126Ṭūfī commences his commentary on selectedpassages from
the Books of Isaiah, Hosea, Jonah, Habakkuk, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel and
Genesis respectively.

Commenting on the Book of Isaiah, particularly the verses that designate
God’s creation as His ‘children’, ‘sons’ and ‘daughters’ (Isaiah 1:2, 4; 43:5–7;
45:9–12), Ṭūfī reflects on the allegorical meaning of this relationship, which
in his view proves that Christ is neither divine nor the son of the Divine.127
Passages read by Christians as a prophecy about Christ’s crucifixion (Isaiah
53:4–9) are interpreted by Ṭūfī as a prediction of Jesus’ suffering and torture
on the gibbet, not his death. Christ was set free by angels, Ṭūfī maintains,
while someone else, upon whom Christ’s likeness was cast, was crucified
in his stead, a widely accepted view among Muslim scholars.128 Regarding

120 Ibid., §253.
121 Ibid., §295. He discusses further the impossibility of the Incarnation extensively in

§§296–311.
122 Ibid., §283.
123 Ibid., §259.
124 Ibid., §277.
125 Ibid., §313.
126 Ibid., §§327–330.
127 Ibid., §§331, 338–339, 342–343.
128 See ibid., §§352–357.
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Isaiah’s reference to ‘a rider on a donkey and a rider on a camel’ (Isaiah 21:7),
Ṭūfī follows theprevalentMuslim interpretation that the first attests to Jesus
and the second to Muḥammad.129

Ṭūfī’s commentary on the Book of Hosea is focused on Israel being re-
ferred to as the ‘Son of God’ (Hosea 11:1), which is taken as another scriptural
proof that this title means servanthood, not divinity.130 Similarly, a num-
ber of other passages (e.g. Hosea 11:9) demonstrate, for Ṭūfī, that divinity
is incompatible with humanity and that the two cannot be united.131 When
commenting on theBookof Jonah, his intention is to prove that theQurʾanic
and Biblical versions of Jonah’s story do not stand in contradiction to one
another.132 As for the prophecymentioned in the Book of Habakkuk (3:2–6),
it is interpreted as a prediction of Muḥammad and his prophetic mission.133
Ṭūfī’s comments on the Books of Malachi (1:6)134 and Jeremiah (2:27)135 also
suggest an allegorical reading of fatherhood and sonship in relation to God
and His creation. This is followed by a discussion of Muḥammad’s prophet-
hood being foretold in Jeremiah 9:25–26.136

Examining a number of verses from the Book of Ezekiel, Ṭūfī is inter-
ested in furnishing textual evidence for the existence of harmony between
Muḥammad’s teachings and those of the previous prophets. He is com-
pelled to refute the Christian author of the Sayf who criticised the Prophet
for disagreeing with the revealed law of earlier times.137 A further discus-
sion in this section of the Taʿlīq revolves around the impossibility of the
Incarnation,138 followed by a refutation directed against the Christians for
having abandoned the practice of circumcision.139 There follows Ṭūfī’s com-
mentary on the Book of Daniel, in which the dream of Nebuchadnezzar,
the King of Babylon (chapter 2), is interpreted as a Biblical prediction of
Muḥammad.140 Another argument emerging in this part of the book relates
to the verses Daniel 9:21–26, taken by Ṭūfī to indicate Christ’s humanity and

129 Ibid., §§428–429.
130 Ibid., §363.
131 Ibid., §365.
132 Ibid., §369.
133 Ibid., §§371, 373–390.
134 Ibid., §392.
135 Ibid., §394.
136 Ibid., §401.
137 Ibid., §412.
138 Ibid., §414.
139 Ibid., §§416–418. A similar criticism is also found in his comments on the Book of Isaiah

(§345) and Genesis (§§498–499).
140 Ibid., §§420–421.
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prophethood, not his divinity. Neither can these texts be utilised as scrip-
tural evidence for the crucifixion of Christ, in his view, for they refer merely
to the striking which Christ underwent, not his death on the cross.141

The last Biblical book commented on in the Taʿlīq is Genesis. The major-
ity of the passages Ṭūfī examines in this part relate to the Biblical stories
of the prophets, which are subsequently compared with the narratives of
the Qurʾan and the Sunna. Beginning with the creation of the world and
the story of Adam and Eve,142 Ṭūfī’s attention is then focused on the stories
of Noah,143 Abraham,144 Lot,145 Abraham’s sacrifice of his son,146 Jacob147 and
Joseph.148 Inmost instances Ṭūfī’s reasoning for his choice in the selection of
verses is unclear, although occasionally he does explicitly reveal his objec-
tive to challenge the Christian polemicist’s allegations.

Regardless of whether hemakes anymention of his adversary’s argument
or not, Ṭūfī’s overarching concern is clearly to refute the claim thatMuḥam-
mad’s teachings are in disagreement with those of the earlier prophets. The
examples he brings forth in this regard are mainly stories of the prophets
shared by both the Qurʾan and the Bible. If there is any disagreement be-
tween theMuslim and Christian scriptures, Ṭūfī explains it by his argument
that the latter has not been preserved intact. Therefore, for instance, by
referring to the Biblical statement that man was created in the image of
God (Genesis 1:26–28), Ṭūfī demonstrates how this report is in accord with
what the Sunna reports in this regard.149 However, the Biblical description
of God’s resting on the seventh day (Genesis 2:2–3) is in contradiction with
the Qurʾan’s words ‘nothing of weariness touched Us’ (Q 50:38), for as Ṭūfī
argues, ‘fatigue and rest are among the things that overcome physical bod-
ies, while the Maker is far above that.’150 As for the Biblical portrayal of Eden
(Genesis 2:8–14), this is partly in agreement with the Islamic description
of the Garden, and partly in disagreement, concludes Ṭūfī, examining the
two versions in detail.151 Adam’s naming of the creation (Genesis 2:19) is in

141 Ibid., §§423–426.
142 Ibid., §§430–461.
143 Ibid., §§464–487.
144 Ibid., §§488–506, 511–539.
145 Ibid., §§506–510.
146 Ibid., §§518–530.
147 Ibid., §§540–567, 593–599.
148 Ibid., §§559–592.
149 Ibid., §431.
150 Ibid., §436.
151 Ibid., §438.
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conformity with the Qurʾan (Q 2:31),152 just as the Biblical account of the cre-
ation of Eve from Adam’s rib (Genesis 2:22–23) is in accordance with what
is found in the Sunna.153 However, the story of God walking in the Garden
(Genesis 3:8–11) is challenged by Ṭūfī for endorsing an anthropomorphic
understanding of God.154 The story of Lot sleeping with his two daughters
(Genesis 19:30–38) is a lie againstGod’s infallible prophets, Ṭūfī comments.155
Likewise the story of Judah commiting adultery with his daughter-in-law
(Genesis 38:12–26) is refuted, for it is a disgrace to attribute such a reprehen-
sible act to aprophet.156 InṬūfī’s view, instances such as these are subsequent
interpolations that do not belong to the original text of these scriptures; and
it is these later textual falsifications which explain any divergence between
the Bible and the Islamic canon.

Another important component of Ṭūfī’s commentary on Genesis is his
effort to provide the readers with Biblical predictions of Muḥammad’s mis-
sion. The annunciation Hagar received about Ishmael and the multiplicity
of his offspring (Genesis 16:10–12) is read byṬūfī as an example of this kind of
prophecy.157 Similarly, the divine promise given to Abraham and his progeny
(Genesis 17:8),158 particularly themention of His blessings upon Ishmael and
his offspring (Genesis 17:20), is taken by Ṭūfī as a reference to Muḥammad
and his followers.159

The Biblical story of Abraham’s prostration ‘before the people of the
land’ (Genesis 23:7, 12) is furnished by Ṭūfī as a counter argument against
the anonymous Christian author of the Sayf who criticised the Qurʾanic
story of Joseph’s parents prostrating themselves before him (Q 12:100). In
his response, Ṭūfī describes the act of prostration out of thankfulness to
the benefactor as part of Abrahamic tradition.160 Similarly, the Biblical story
of Isaac and his close relationship with his wife Rebekah (Genesis 26:7–10)
challenges the Christian polemicist’s criticism of the Prophet’s marital life,

152 Ibid., §440.
153 Ibid., §442.
154 Ibid., §453.
155 Ibid., §510.
156 Ibid., §§569–571.
157 Ibid., §495.
158 Ibid., §497.
159 Ibid., §§500–503.
160 Ibid., §535. Similarly, when Jacob encountered his brother Esau, he prostrated himself

onto the ground before him seven times, alongside everyone who was with him (Genesis
33:3–7). For Ṭūfī, this is a refutation of the argument of the Christian who disapproved of the
Qurʾanic story of Jacob’s prostration before Joseph (ibid., §550).
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Ṭūfī maintains.161 Taking into account the Biblical stories of Abraham and
Isaac, who both declared their wives as their sisters when facedwith danger,
Ṭūfī argues that the Biblical account of Jacob and the Qurʾanic narrative
of Moses can be reconciled—it is plausible that each of them offered his
employment as a bridal dowry. This explanation emerges as Ṭūfī’s response
to the Christian polemicist’s impugning of the veracity of the Qurʾan on
the grounds that this occurred only to Jacob, for the Torah and the Qurʾan
contain different accounts about Moses (Q 28:27).162 Ṭūfī’s commentary on
the Book of Genesis closes with the story of Jacob’s burial near Abraham’s
grave (Genesis 49:29–31 and 50:2–5), cited by the Christian author as an
argument against the truthfulness of Muḥammad’s words: ‘A prophet is not
to be buried except where he dies.’ Examining the ḥadīth thoroughly, Ṭūfī
offers a manifold response to his adversary’s claim.163

As seen in this brief exposition, Ṭūfī’s commentary on the Old Testament
comprises three major thematic components: (1) refutation of the Incar-
nation, the divinity of Jesus and his crucixion through the use of Biblical
material; (2) comparison between Qurʾanic and Biblical accounts of the
prophets with an intention of demonstrating the existence of conformity
and harmony between the two scriptures; and (3) presentation of Biblical
testimonies on the authenticity of Muḥammad’s prophetic mission. When
it comes to the Gospels, however, Ṭūfī’s attention is focused mainly on his
critique of Christian theology, with only occasional interest in the second
and third elements that dominate his discourse on the Old Testament. An
indepthanalysis of the contents, elaborating this descriptionof the thematic
structure of the Taʿlīq, is provided in the notes to the translation.

When Did Ṭūfī Write the Taʿlīq?

There is no exact date given for when Ṭūfī wrote the Taʿlīq. However, in the
opening part of the work,164 he states explicitly that he decided to write his
refutation of Christianity before his apology for Islam, i.e. the Taʿlīq predates
the Intiṣārāt. This is substantiated by a number of references to the former
in the latter.165 We know that the Intiṣārāt was written between 12 Shawwāl
and 7 Dhū al-Qaʿda 707 (ca. 4–29 April 1308) at the Ṣāliḥiyya Madrasa in

161 Ibid., §539.
162 Ibid., §540.
163 Ibid., §§599–606.
164 Ibid., §3.
165 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 232, 246, 248–249, 289, 294, 306, 313, 328, 350, 352, 382, 384, 499.
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Cairo.166 Consequently, the penning of the Taʿlīq must have occurred before
this time. There is, moreover, an internal reference which establishes an
approximate date. At one point Ṭūfī refers to ‘the law of Muḥammad,’ as
being ‘seven hundred and seven years old.’167 Relying on this comment we
may conclude that Ṭūfīwrote theTaʿlīq some time in 707/1308, shortly before
the compilation of the Intiṣārāt.

The Significance of the Title, Taʿlīq

Theword taʿlīqor taʿlīqa literallymeans amarginal note, annotationor gloss.
According to Franz Rosenthal’s definition, the term ‘in scholarly activity
refers to the “appending upon (ʿalā)” a text or the “deriving from (ʾan)” an
author and then to the resulting notes, glosses, comments, excerpts and
appendices.’168 The term taʿlīq has been used as a descriptive title for many
works expanded by the addition of comments and annotations, indicating a
venture which was undertaken by others, not the original author himself.169

In general, the use of taʿlīq in Ṭūfī’s writings primarily stands for ‘study’ or
‘work’. On various occasions he refers to a number of his writings using this
term. For instance, he mentions the Intiṣārāt,170 Ishārāt,171 Nihāyat al-sūl,172
and Mawāʾid al-ḥays173 with the words hādhā al-taʿlīq (the present study or
work). He also uses the same term in reference to his al-Bāhir fī aḥkām al-
ẓāhir wa-al-bāṭin.174 Similarly, he informs us about several taʿālīq (works) he
wrote on his ‘discussions with Christians’,175 presumably meaning the Taʿlīq
and Intiṣārāt. However, it seems that his choice of the term taʿlīq for the title
of his Biblical commentary has a more specific meaning. As Ṭūfī’s method
in this exegetical work consists of citing Biblical verses and then offering
his own comments on them, it is preferable in this context to understand
taʿlīq in its literal sense (i.e. comment or annotation), rather than translat-

166 The Intiṣārāt was subsequently revised by Ṭūfī with minor corrections and additions,
and the revision was completed on 10 Shawwāl 708 (ca. 23March 1309). See ibid., vol. I, p. 167;
vol. II, pp. 758–759.

167 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §328.
168 F. Rosenthal, “Taʿlīḳ”, EI2, vol. X, p. 165.
169 Ibid., p. 165.
170 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 232.
171 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. I, pp. 209, 232, 312; vol. III, p. 261.
172 See the MS in Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣriyya, Uṣūl Taymūr 179, p. 14.
173 Ṭūfī,Mawāʾid, p. 266.
174 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 190.
175 Ibid., vol. II, p. 78.
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ing it simply as ‘work’ or ‘study’. Moreover, since Ṭūfī’s main purpose in this
book is to refute Christian interpretations and criticise various aspects of
Christianity and its doctrines, it would be more appropriate to classify it as
a ‘critical commentary’, rather than rendering it simply a ‘commentary’. It
is also significant that Ṭūfī preferred to call his commentary a taʿlīq rather
than a tafsīr, the latter being a term related specifically toQurʾanic commen-
taries. One is inclined to think that even by the title of his work the reader
is given a hint about Ṭūfī’s critical approach to the Bible and the polemical
scrutiny he employs in his Islamicised exegesis of the Christian scriptures.

Undoubtedly, Ṭūfī’s work ismarked by a polemical agenda,which is noth-
ing new in medieval Muslim theological literature on Christianity. Yet it
remains remarkably important and original, as it is written in the liter-
ary style of scriptural commentary. It demonstrates how a Muslim theolo-
gian engages with the Biblical text and the way in which he reads and
understands it. What does the Bible say to a Muslim reader? What role do
the Christian scriptures play in the Muslim understanding of Christianity?
All these questions come into play in this early 14th century commentary.
Although the aim of composing such a work was primarily polemical, the
author displays a high regard for the scriptures. At one point, for example,
when referring to Genesis 16:12, he does not hesitate to define it as al-waḥy
al-ilāhī, ‘the divine revelation’,176 the termmore commonly used in reference
to the Qurʾan.

Ṭūfī’s Exegetical Method

With this extraordinary work, Ṭūfī emerges as the first Muslim theologian
to have produced a commentary on the scriptures of each tradition, Mus-
lim and Christian. In both his commentaries, Ṭūfī’s exegetical undertaking
is focused on his doctrinal readings of the scriptures. His Qurʾanic commen-
tary, al-Ishārāt al-ilāhiyya ilā al-mabāḥith al-uṣūliyya, completed in the year
716/1316,177 just a fewmonths before his death, is established on the premises
of uṣūl al-dīn (doctrinal theology) and uṣūl al-fiqh (legal theory).178 Theologi-
cal discourse is his predominant interest, though occasionally he also offers
legal remarks and mystical reflections on various Qurʾanic verses. Similarly,
Ṭūfī’s main interest in his Biblical commentary lies in doctrinal matters,

176 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §495.
177 See Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, 256.
178 Ibid., vol. I, p. 209.
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especially those aspects of the Christian faith which he deems to be irrec-
oncilable with the Islamic teaching of strict monotheism. Accordingly, he
carefully examines Biblical verses understood by Christian theologians as
testifying to the truthfulness of the Christian doctrines of the Trinity, the
Incarnation, the Atonement, the divinity of Jesus and his crucifixion. Pas-
sages implying strictmonotheism and alluding to the humanity of Jesus also
appear among his favourite subjects of discussion.

In his Tafsīr, Ṭūfī takes each sūra of theQurʾan in turn, employing a verse-
by-verse model. Moving from one verse to another on a thematic basis, he
treats only selected verses, primarily those with theological implications
and occasionally those containing rulings relating to legal theory. Regarding
the classical structure of the two exegetical methods, al-tafsīr bi-al-riwāya
or al-tafsīr bi-al-maʾthūr (interpretation based on transmitted sources) and
al-tafsīr bi-al-dirāya or al-tafsīr bi-al-raʾy (interpretation based on individ-
ual reasoning), Ṭūfī’s activity can be regarded as an example of the latter,
although the line between the two modes of interpretation is not firmly
drawn. The same arrangement is to be found in his Taʿlīq, where the com-
mentary begins with the Gospel of Matthew, proceeds to the other Gospels
and then moves to the books of the Old Testament: Isaiah, Hosea, Jonah,
Habakkuk, Malachi, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel and Genesis, each of which
is addressed on a verse-by-verse or passage-by-passage basis. Since Ṭūfī’s
major purpose is to reflect on the topics of dogmatic theology, he does
not cover the entire Bible in his commentary. Again, the selection of the
verses is made on thematic grounds, as described previously in the present
study.

In his Qurʾan commentary, Ṭūfī’s objective is to present the views of dif-
ferent traditions and schools of thought within Islam (e.g. Muʿtazilī, Shīʿī,
Ashʿarī, etc.) and offer examples of their distinctive reading and exegesis of
the Qurʾan. From time to time, Ṭūfī’s attention is extended to cover Jewish
and Christian views as well. This feature of his Tafsīr stands in contrast to
his Bible commentary, which shows no interest in theological divergences
among the Christians. The Christianity Ṭūfī has inmind is somewhat homo-
geneous. He does not engage in the examination of different Christologies,
as represented by the established Christian denominations of his time. In
other words, the classical Muslim depiction of the Christian faith as a tri-
partite community, comprised of the Melkites, Jacobites and Nestorians, is
absent in his work. Unlike some earlier Muslim works on Christianity, such
as those of Bāqillānī, Qāḍī ʿAbd al-Jabbār or Ghazzālī, which exhaustively
examine diverse Christological views, no subtle variations among differ-
ent Church traditions seem to have attracted Ṭūfī’s attention. His intention
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is to refute doctrines, such as the Trinity and the Incarnation, which are
commonly represented by the local Christian groups of his age, without
embarking on a thorough analysis of theological divergences among them.
The problem for him is the Trinity or the Incarnation per se, regardless of
how they are elucidated in detail theologically. This parallels the Christian
anti-Muslim polemic at which he targeted his response. Just as the anony-
mous Christian author of the Sayf does not make any distinction between
differentMuslim schools of thought, similarly, Ṭūfī directs his attack against
fundamental principles ofChristian faith, rather than their specific interpre-
tations.

Offering intra-textual readings is one of the methods shared by both
Ṭūfī’s Qurʾan and Bible commentaries. As he utilises Qurʾanic verses from
one particular sūra to interpret verses in other sūras, similarly he uses the
text of one particular Biblical book to illuminate verses within other books.
One such example is to be found in Ṭūfī’s commentary on Jesus’ words
mentioned inMatthew 10:32–33, ‘Whoever acknowledgesmebefore people,
I shall acknowledge him before my Father. And whoever denies me, I shall
deny him before my Father.’ Ṭūfī says:

What is meant here, however, is: ‘before my God and my Lord’, as indicated
both by what has already been presented in more than one place [in this
book] and by (Christ’s) relating his disciples to the ‘Father’,179 in addition
to the fact that he himself explicitly clarified the intended meaning in the
Gospel of Luke (12:8–9), saying: ‘Whoever acknowledges me before people,
the Son of Man shall also acknowledge him before the angels of God. And
whoever denies me, he [i.e. the Son of Man] shall deny him before the angels
of God.’ Consequently, this confirms that themeaning of hiswords, ‘beforemy
Father,’ is ‘(before) the angels of my Father’; and the meaning of ‘my Father’
is ‘myLord’. As verified by the [above-mentioned] statement [in theGospel of
Luke], this must be understood as: ‘I shall acknowledge him before the angels
of my Lord.’180

In this passage, Ṭūfī quotes two verses from the Gospel of Matthew and
interprets them in the light of another verse from the Gospel of Luke to
highlight, firstly, the addition of the phrase in Luke, ‘the angels of God’,
and secondly, the substitution of ‘my Father’ with ‘God’ and ‘Lord.’ Ṭūfī’s
conclusion is that the title ‘Father’ does not allude to Jesus’ divine filiation,
since the same name is applied to his disciples. In Ṭūfī’s eyes, therefore, ‘my
Father,’ shouldmean nothing other than ‘my Lord.’ His statement that ‘in all

179 As in the expression ‘your Father’.
180 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §61.
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Scriptures, thewordsofGod,Glorified isHe, clarify oneanother’181 comprises
the clearest justification forṬūfī’s intra-textualmethodemployed inbothhis
Tafsīr of the Qurʾan and his Taʿlīq of the Bible.

Another recurrent practice in Ṭūfī’s exegetical work consists of utilising
the Qurʾan as a proof-text in expounding Biblical reports. When criticising
the Christians for taking the title ‘Immanuel’ (God is with us), in its literal
sense, the metaphorical interpretation offered by Ṭūfī is directly related to
the Qurʾanic verses on the omnipresence of God. In Ṭūfī’s understanding,
Christ, being one of the signs (āya) of God and one of His messengers
(rasūl) through whom He manifested miracles and who proclaimed His
message, is called ‘Immanuel’, meaning that ‘His messenger, His decree, His
command, and His prohibition is with you.’ Ṭūfī reproaches the Christians
for decontextualising this title by reading it literally, after which he justifies
his allegorical interpretation by referring to two examples from Qurʾanic
exegesis that in his view represent an ideal method for scriptural study.
The first relates to the Qurʾanic verse ‘surely God is with us’ (Q 9:40), which
Muslims read figuratively, meaning that ‘God is their Helper and Protector’.
Secondly, they take the divine words: ‘He is with you wheresoever you
may be’ (Q 57:4) as an allusion to God’s omnipresence by His knowledge.182
Therefore, according to Ṭūfī, the Biblical title ‘Immanuel’ refers exclusively
to God, and can be only metaphorically applied to Jesus, since he was a
representative of God, sent with the mission to remind people of God. Even
when used as an allusion to God, however, the intention is not strictly
speaking literal, for it is not a physical presence that is meant, but rather
God’s omnipresence by His knowledge, guidance and protection. This case
shows how very often Qurʾanic and Biblical verses are intertwined in Ṭūfī’s
exegetical work.

As well as the Qurʾan, Ṭūfī also utilises ḥadīth in his study of the Christian
scriptures.When interpreting John theBaptist’swords in reference toChrist,
‘Truly, he shall comeafterme, yet hewas beforeme’ (John 1:30), Ṭūfī does not
take thepassage literally. Thesewordsdonot signifyChrist’s actual existence
before John, in his view, but rather refer to ‘his virtual presence in God’s
pre-existent knowledge and the glad tidings of the earlier prophets.’ Ṭūfī’s
reading is established on the ḥadīth in which the Prophet says: ‘I was a
prophet while Adam was between water and clay.’183 The meaning derived

181 Ibid., §69.
182 Ibid., §28.
183 Ibid., §257.
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from this prophetic report is used to explicate the implied meaning of the
Gospel verse. With this interpretation Ṭūfī seems to follow Ghazzālī, who
also understands Jesus’ statement, ‘before Abraham was, I am’ (John 8:58),
in the light of the ḥadīth just mentioned.184 Since the words of Muḥammad
do not imply that he was a pre-eternal deity, both Ghazzālī and Ṭūfī reach
the conclusion that those of Jesus shouldnot be taken as a sign of his divinity
either.

Ṭūfī also uses both Biblical and extra-Biblical material in his exeget-
ical work. In this respect, he differs from some of his well-known con-
temporaries. The Taʿlīq often refers to the Qiṣaṣ al-anbiyāʾ literature, the
tales of the prophets, particularly Wathīma b. Mūsā al-Fārisī’s (d. 237/851)
Kitāb al-mubtadaʾ wa-qiṣaṣ al-anbiyāʾ,185 and quotes without hesitation from
ʿAbdallāh b. Salām (d. 43/663–664), Kaʿb al-Aḥbār (d. ca. 32–35/652–653)
and Wahb b. Munabbih (d. 110/728 or 114/732), all of whom are known
for bringing isrāʾiliyyāt into the corpus of Islamic religious literature. All
three are highly esteemed by Ṭūfī and designated as ‘the scholars of the
People of the Book, the people of earlier knowledge [i.e. revelation], who
were acquainted with its subtleties and splendours.’186 Ṭūfī’s willingness to
rely upon their reports and employ them in his exegesis distinguishes him
from Ibn Taymiyya, who is known to have relentlessly criticised the use of
isrāʾīliyyāt, considering them unreliable. His severe criticism is directed not
only at figures such as Wahb b. Munabbih and Kaʿb al-Aḥbār, but also at
a number of early Muslim historians such as Ibn Isḥāq (d. 150/767), Ibn
Qutayba (d. 276/889) and Ṭabarī (d. 310/923). In Ibn Taymiyya’s view, the
material derived from Jewish sources on the Biblical prophets should nei-
ther be accepted as true nor taken into consideration unless it is confirmed
by authentic Muslim reports. The ahl al-kitāb accounts that are neither
verified nor rejected by Islamic sources should neither be confirmed nor
declared as false. Yet most of them bring no benefit in matters of religion
in any case, he asserts.187

184 Ghazzālī, Radd, pp. 54–55.
185 Detailed information about this early author and his work is provided in the present

edition of the Taʿlīq, see p. 161, fn. 45.
186 Ibid., §148.
187 Ibn Taymiyya, Majmūʿat al-rasāʾil wa-al-masāʾil, ed. M.R. Riḍā, Beirut, 2001, vol. III,

p. 383. On Ibn Taymiyya’s treatment of isrāʾīliyyāt, see R. Tottoli,Biblical Prophets in theQurʾan
andMuslim Literature, tr. M. Robertson, Richmond, Surrey, 2002, pp. 170–172; R. Tottoli, “Ori-
gin and Use of the Term Isrāʾīliyyāt in Muslim Literature”, Arabica, 46 (1999), pp. 201–202;
J.D.McAuliffe, “Assesing the Isrāʾīliyyāt: An exegetical conundrum”, Story-telling in the Frame-
work of Non-fictional Arabic Literature, ed. S. Leder, Wiesbaden, 1998, pp. 349–352.
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Ibn Kathīr (d. 774/1373), another student of Ibn Taymiyya and Ṭūfī’s late
contemporary, demonstrates a comparable attitude. He deems some of the
isrāʾīliyyāt to be in conformity with Islamic sacred texts, but identifies most
of it as erroneous and false. He maintains that there is no need to relate
those narratives which are already attested by Islamic teachings. Neither is
it permissible to relate those others which are in contradiction. Only the
third category, the material which is neither confirmed nor rejected, can be
transmitted in his opinion. Yet, they should not be regarded as authoritative
in any way.188 Reflecting on the story of Abraham’s sacrifice, for example, Ibn
Kathīr is determined to assert that it was Ishmael who was subject to God’s
command, dismissing the view that it was Isaac on the grounds that it relies
onnarratives of theahlal-kitāb. All the reports in favourof Isaac are regarded
by Ibn Kathīr as inauthentic in terms of transmission, for they originate in
legends and stories of the earlier scriptures as related by Kaʿb al-Aḥbār. They
are nothing but isrāʾīliyyāt and therefore should have no implications for
religion, since the Qurʾan is sufficient proof, Ibn Kathīr concludes.189

Ṭūfī, on the contrary, mentions the opinion that Isaac was the intended
sacrifice in an objective manner without ruling it out merely because of its
Jewish origin. He prefers the view suggesting that Ishmael was the intended
sacrifice, yet he is not critical of the opposing view in terms of its Biblical
origin. Ṭūfī’s comment that Kaʿb al-Aḥbār must have either narrated it from
the Torah or was influenced by the Torah190 is not accompanied by any trace
of reproach and is far removed from the rigorous disapproval of Ibn Kathīr.
Ṭūfī does not criticise Kaʿb for taking the Torah as his primary source. In
contrast, he acknowledges this view as part of Muslim tradition, informing
his readers that Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal is one of the early authorities to whom
both interpretations have been attributed.191 Yet Ṭūfī favours the opinion

188 Ibn Kathīr, Bidāya, vol. I, pp. 28–29, 37; vol. II, pp. 103–105.
189 Ibn Kathīr, Tafsīr, vol. IV, pp. 14–19; Ibn Kathīr, Bidāya, vol. I, pp. 148–151. On Ibn Kathīr’s

treatment of isrāʾīliyyāt, see Tottoli, Biblical Prophets, pp. 172–175; Tottoli, “Origin and Use of
the Term Isrāʾīliyyāt”, pp. 202–206; McAuliffe, “Assesing the Isrāʾīliyyāt”, pp. 360–361.

190 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §524.
191 Ibid., §519. Ṭūfī further informs us that the Qurʾanic evidence presented by those who

opt for Isaac is the verse 38:45–46, in which Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are specifically men-
tioned as those who were purified by a pure quality, which was interpreted by some as being
purifiedbydifferent tests theywere afflictedwith: Abrahamwith fire, Isaacwith sacrifice, and
Jacob with separation from Joseph. Ṭūfī, however, suggests that the above-mentioned verse
does not necessarily imply this meaning. In his opinion, the Qurʾanic verse 21:85, in which
the prophets Ishmael, Idrīs and Dhū al-Kifl are praised for their patience, is a clearer basis on
which to deduce that it was Ishmael who was the intended sacrifice, for patience is the key
attribute that the intended sacrifice is described with in the Qurʾanic story of the sacrifice
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that the intended sacrificewas Ishmael, reading the relevantQurʾanic verses
as clear allusions to Ishmael (Q 37:101–112).192 He finds this interpretation to
be supported by the majority of the Muslim scholars and more appropriate
to the meaning of the Biblical verses (‘your only son’ as in Genesis 22:2, 12
and 16).193 Ultimately, it is not Ṭūfī’s conclusion regarding which of the two
opinions is preferable over the other that is most significant, but rather his
willingness to recognise the opposing view as part of Islamic tradition, his
inclusive attitude towards the lore of isrāʾiliyyāt and his readiness to utilise
this abundant material in his exegesis.

Oneof thepoints inwhichṬūfī’sTaʿlīq significantly departs fromhisTafsīr
is to be found in his critique of the Biblical text. He diligently reads and com-
ments on the Bible, yet he does not shy away from expressing serious doubts
with regard to its authenticity. In interreligious discourse, bothMuslims and
Christians have adopted the use of one another’s scripture in forming their
theological assessments of the ‘other’. As Christians offered a Christianised
reading of theQurʾan, likewiseMuslims proposed an Islamicised interpreta-
tion of the Bible. The Christian attempt to vindicate Jesus’ divinity through
the use of the Qurʾan194 and the Muslim effort to prove the authenticity of

(Q 37:102): ‘God willing, you shall find me of the patient ones’ (ibid., §528). On the question
of Abraham’s sacrifice inMuslim exegetical tradition, see R. Firestone, “Abraham’s Son as the
Intended Sacrifice (al-Dhabīḥ, Qurʾān 37:99–113): Issues in Qurʾānic Exegesis”, JSS, 34/1 (1989),
pp. 95–131; R. Firestone, Journeys inHoly Lands: TheEvolutionof theAbraham-Ishmael Legends
in Islamic Exegesis, Albany, NY, 1990.

192 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§519–523.
193 Ibid., §§524–525. Ṭūfī examines thoroughly the Qurʾanic description of the intended

sacrifice as ‘a clement boy’ (Q 37:101), which he interprets as a reference to Ishmael and
his descendant Muḥammad, rather than Isaac and his descendant Moses. Comparing the
character of Muḥammad to that of Moses, Ṭūfī suggests that Muḥammad is more deserving
of this name thanMoses and that the traces of clemency aremore visible among the children
of Ishmael than they are among the childrenof Isaac. Therefore, the intended sacrifice should
be Ishmael, concludes Ṭūfī (ibid., §§520–523).

194 S.H. Griffith points out that Arab Christian apologists and polemicists ‘have both
polemicized against the Islamic scripture, and have used it, sometimes alongside the Chris-
tian Bible, to testify to the truth of Christian doctrines’. On the one hand, they held theQurʾan
to be a flawed scripture, yet on the other, they quoted from it in order to defend Christianity
(Griffith, “TheQurʾān inArabChristianTexts: theDevelopment of anApologeticalArgument:
AbūQurrah in theMağlis of al-Maʾmūn”, PdʾO, 24 (1999), pp. 232, 204–205). InM.N. Swanson’s
words, they went so far as to adopt the use of the Qurʾan as a major strategy in their enter-
prise of appropriating the texts for apologetic purposes ‘without the slightest attention to
Qurʾanic context, let alone to communal consensus of interpretation.’ This was sometimes
articulated in such a way that Qurʾanic refutation of Christian belief was presented as an
affirmation of that belief (M.N. Swanson, “Beyond Prooftexting: Approaches to the Qurʾān in
Some Early Arabic Christian Apologies”, MW, 88 (1998), pp. 303, 304–305). Not only was the
Muslim scripture used as a proof-text, but the vocabulary and terminology of Christian Ara-
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Muḥammad’s prophethood with Biblical testimonia195 are the best exam-
ples of such an endeavour. Yet the Christian and Muslim perceptions of
the Qurʾan and the Bible have fundamentally differed from one another.
Considering the words of the Nestorian Patriarch Timothy I, which identify
Muḥammad as an upright person ‘whowalked in the path of the prophets’,196
Sidney Griffith aptly comments that ‘even the friendlist of Christian apol-
ogists who lived in the world of Islam in the early Islamic period stopped
short of accepting Muḥammad as a prophet in any canonical sense, and
of accepting the Qurʾān as a canonical book of divine revelation.’197 As for
the Muslims, they accepted Jesus as the prophet of God, but categorically
denied his divinity. In Muslim opinion, both the Gospel and the Torah were
subjected to human intervention and change (taḥrīf), and therefore do not
share the uniquely authoritative status of the Qurʾan. Yet in their unadulter-
ated forms these scriptures, like the Qurʾan, originated from one and the
same divine source. The Muslim reading of the Bible, therefore, had two
ends in view: firstly, to refute what was seen as incompatible with Islam, or
in other words, to point out themuḥarraf (altered) parts of the Biblical text,

bic apologetic literature was also influenced by those of the Qurʾan, as evidenced by many
Qurʾanic allusions and resonances (See S.K. Samir, “The Earliest Arab Apology for Christiani-
ty (c. 750)”, Christian Arabic Apologetics during the Abbasid Period (750–1258), ed. S.K. Samir
and J.S. Nielsen, Leiden 1994, p. 109; S.H. Griffith, “Answering the Call of the Minaret: Chris-
tian Apologetics in the World of Islam”, Redefining Christian Identity: Cultural Interaction in
theMiddle East since the Rise of Islam, ed. J.J. VanGinkel et al., Leuven, 2005, p. 105). According
to what D. Bertaina contends, the development of these writings ‘found its primary impulse
not in theArabic Bible, but in an increasingly thorough evaluation of theQurʾan’ (D. Bertaina,
“The Development of Testimony Collections in Early Christian Apologetics with Islam”, The
Bible in Arab Christianity, ed. D. Thomas, Leiden, 2007, p. 173).

195 A section consisting of Biblical verses regarded as predictions of Muḥammad’s coming
was always an important part of the genre called dalāʾil al-nubuwwa, bashāʾir al-nubuwwa,
or aʿlām al-nubuwwa (proofs, glad tidings or signs of prophethood) which aimed to prove
the authenticity of Muḥammad’s prophetic mission. Genesis, Isaiah, the Psalms and John’s
Gospel are among themost quoted Biblical books in this regard. Verses containing anywords
derived fromthe rootḥ-m-d, placenames that couldbe related toMecca and its surroundings,
and Jesus’ promised Paraclete are all viewed as attesting to the Prophet of Islam and his
mission. For a detailed study of various examples of Biblical exegesis among the Muslims in
the context of testimonia, see H. Lazarus-Yafeh, IntertwinedWorlds: Medieval Islam and Bible
Criticism, Princeton, 1992, pp. 83–110. The classification provided by Lazarus-Yafeh includes
five thematic groups: (1) the desert motif and comfort verses; (2) the conquering army; (3)
Muslim prayer and pilgrimage; (4) messianic verses; and (5) epithets and descriptions of
Muḥammad. See also Adang,MuslimWriters, pp. 139–162; 264–266.

196 A. Mingana, “The Apology of Timothy the Patriarch before the Caliph Mahdî”, Wood-
brooke Studies, vol. II, Cambridge 1928, pp. 61–62.

197 Griffith, The Church in the Shadow of the Mosque, p. 105.



60 chapter two

and secondly to explore the unmodified divine truths preserved therein. As
in Ṭūfī’s work, these objectives materialised in both the Muslim critique of
Christian theology and in Muslim interpretations of the Bible.

Discourse on how a Muslim should read the Bible developed within the
context of taḥrīf, although the connotation of the term varied from one
theologian to another. Some preferred to render taḥrīf as misinterpreta-
tion of the divine word in particular, while others placed emphasis on tex-
tual falsification. In his attitude towards the Christian scriptures, like many
other Muslim authors, Ṭūfī principally relied on the ḥadīth which instructs
the members of the Muslim community neither to accept nor reject the
sayings of the People of the Book (ahl al-kitāb), but rather to follow the
Qurʾanic call to universal prophethood: to believe in all that is revealed by
God (Q 29:46).198 This prophetic report is understood, on the one hand, as
forbidding Muslims from confirming what the ahl al-kitāb narrate lest they
accept as truewhat was distorted, while on the other hand, forbidding them
from disbelieving the Jews and the Christians lest they deny the true revela-
tion which has been preserved intact. Accordingly, for Ṭūfī, the Jewish and
Christian scriptureswere not subject to alteration in their totality, but rather
in partial forms. Only those parts that were considered to be detrimental
to Jewish and Christian teachings were affected by subsequent change and
alteration.199

What does Ṭūfī actually mean by taḥrīf and how does he define it? In
his writings Ṭūfī differentiates between, as he terms it, taḥrīf tabdīl (textual
alteration) and taḥrīf taʾwīl (erroneous interpretation). He underlines that
there are two diverse positions among the Muslim scholars, some of whom
take taḥrīf to mean ‘textual distortion’, whilst others define it as ‘misinter-
pretation’. Ṭūfī, however, prefers a synthesis of the two opinions, holding
some parts of the Biblical text to be subject to falsification and yet consider-
ing some others to be misinterpreted.200 He substantiates his position with
the Qurʾanic verses 5:41 (min baʿḍ mawāḍiʿih), changing words ‘from their
places’ and 5:13 (ʿan mawāḍiʿih), taking words ‘out of their context’; the for-
mer referring to textual alteration (tabdīl) and the latter tomisinterpretation
(taʾwīl), in his view.201 In this harmonised categorisation, he seems to have

198 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Shahādāt” 30, “Tafsīr sūrat al-Baqara” 11, “al-Iʿtiṣām bi-al-kitāb” 26,
“al-Tawḥīd” 51; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “ ʿIlm” 2; Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,Musnad, 4/136.

199 Ṭūfī,Taʿlīq, §350. The sameḥadīth is also cited and commentedon inhis Intiṣārāt (vol. I,
pp. 231–232; vol. II, p. 751) and Ḥallāl (f. 18b).

200 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. I, p. 278; vol. II, p. 107.
201 Ibid., vol. II, p. 108.
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embraced a position similar to that of his teacher Ibn Taymiyya who, rely-
ing on the Qurʾanic verses 4:46 (‘who change words from their context’) and
3:78 (‘who distort the Bookwith their tongues’), also held that taḥrīf implied
two distinct phenomena, that is, ‘tampering with revelation and distorting
through false interpretation’,202 as designated in his words: taḥrīf al-lafẓ and
taḥrīf al-maʿnā203 respectively.

Bothmeanings of taḥrīf—the textual corruption of the Bible and themis-
interpretation of the text—are embodied in Ṭūfī’s method of metaphorical
interpretation which, as one can easily observe, he employs extensively in
his Critical Commentary. His approach is also very much dependent upon
the context and the subject of discussion. So, for instance, when dealing
with the theme of Biblical prophecies regarding the coming of Muḥam-
mad and his prophetic mission, the type of taḥrīf he is concerned with is
predominantly the second category, what he defines as the interpretative
deviations of the ahl al-kitāb. Yet when discussing Christian doctrines, such
as the Trinity or the Incarnation, it is the first formof taḥrīf, the textual alter-
ation, to which he refers, though only when all his efforts in interpreting
the relevant verses in harmony with Islamic teachings fail. What Ṭūfī often
underlines is that the act of change (tabdīl) is a subsequent phenomenon
which occurred as a result of: (1) wilfulness and fanaticism, (2) transmission
by meaning, (3) faulty translations, and (4) incorrect interpretations.204 In
Ṭūfī’s scheme, the first and the last fall into the category of intentional alter-
ations, while the second and the third are accidental and do not necessarily
imply a deliberate modification. Therefore, we may conclude that his idea
of textual corruption (taḥrīf) is related to two different historical processes:
(1) intentional distortion and (2) accidental deviation caused by the trans-
mission of the text and its translation. Yet the Torah, the Gospel and other
prophetic books in their purely original forms are understood to have been
divinely inspired, true revelations of God.

After this presentation of Ṭūfī’s interest in the Christian scriptures, the
sources he relied upon, the themes covered in his exegetical work and the
methods he employed,wemaynow turn our attention to theArabicGospels
Ṭūfī used in his critical commentary.

202 Memon, Ibn Taimīya’s Struggle, p. 95.
203 For a detailed analysis of Ibn Taymiyya’s assessment of taḥrīf, see Michel, A Muslim

Theologian’s Response, pp. 112–120.
204 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 189; see also §350.
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The Arabic Gospels Read by Ṭūfī

In the introduction to his commentary on the Gospel of Matthew, Ṭūfī
speaks of the ‘authentic (ṣaḥīḥ) and accurate (maḍbūṭ) copy’ he saw, read
and quoted from.205 The question therefore arises, which version of the Ara-
bic Gospels did Ṭūfī cite from in his Taʿlīq? The two qualities of ‘authenticity’
and ‘accuracy’ attributed to the copyofMathew’sGospel refer to its approval
and widespread use among the Arabic-speaking Christian communities of
Egypt and its surroundings. In other words, Ṭūfī assures the reader that his
references to the Gospel belong to the version that was widely used and
recognised as authentic by the local Christians of his time. With this state-
ment, he also implies that his source is canonical, rather than an apocryphal
text neither acknowledged nor read by the Church.

Studies have shown that Arabic translations of the Gospels originated
from a number of languages, such as Greek, Syriac and Coptic.206 But which
specific translation was in circulation in Ṭūfī’s time? In order to explore this
question further, it is necessary briefly to look at the historical development
of the Arabic Gospels between their first appearance and the early 14th
century. With regard to their origins, Ignazio Guidi, in his pioneering work,
raised the question of whether Arabic Gospels existed in the pre-Islamic
era.207 Although a number of scholars have subsequently argued for the
existence of Arabic Gospels prior to Islam,208 the majority hold that it was
only after the emergence of Islam that the need for translation into Arabic
was really felt.209 This, in Sidney H. Griffith’s words, is the result of ‘the fact

205 Ibid., §§8 and 21.
206 Ignazio Guidi classifies the Arabic Gospels into five categories, a classification which is

also accepted by the “Indjīl” entry of the EI2 , with the addition of a sixth category: (1) Texts
translated directly from the Greek; (2) Texts translated from or corrected according to the
Syriac (Peshitta); (3) Texts translated from the Bohairic Coptic or modified according to it;
(4) Texts of eclectic recensions; (5) Texts in rhymed prose and other more particular literary
forms; and (6) Arabic versions ofWestern origin. See I. Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli Evangelii in
arabo e in etiopico”, Atti della Reale Accademia dei Lincei, Classe di Scienze Morali, Storiche e
Filologiche, ser. IV, 4 (1888), pp. 5–6; C. de Vaux and [G.C. Anawati], “Inḏjīl”, EI2, vol. III, p. 1205.

207 Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli Evangelii”, p. 7.
208 Among the proponents of this theory are L. Cheikho, A. Baumstark, C. Peters and

I. Shahid. See L. Cheikho, “Nusakh ʿarabiyya qadīma fī al-sharq”, Al-Machriq, 4/3 (1901),
pp. 97–109; I. Shahîd, The Martyrs of Najrân: New Documents (Subsidia Hagiographica, 49),
Brussels, 1971, pp. 242–250; I. Shahîd, Byzantium and the Arabs in the Fourth Century, Wash-
ington DC, 1984, pp. 435–443; I. Shahîd, Byzantium and the Arabs in the Fifth Century, Wash-
ington DC, 1989, pp. 422–429. A thorough analysis of this theory and the arguments of its
opponents is found in S.H. Griffith’s article “TheGospel in Arabic: An Inquiry into its Appear-
ance in the First Abbasid Century”, OC, 69 (1985), pp. 153–159.

209 See F.C. Burkitt, “Arabic Versions”, A Dictionary of the Bible Dealing with its Language,
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that in the world of Islam, from the dawn of the eighth century onward,
Arabic, the lingua sacra of Islam, had also become the lingua franca of the
burgeoning Islamic commonwealth.’210 This position is further corroborated
by the extant Christian writings in Arabic, the dates of which do not extend
earlier than the 8th century. There are various historical records in reference
to some earlier fragments of Arabic translations,211 but none of these early
translationshave survived. Relying on thepreservedmaterial,many scholars
in the field have agreed that the earliest translations were made in the
late 8th century, after the rise of Islam.212 The manuscripts of Christian
Arabic literature originating in the monasteries of St. Catherine at Mount
Sinai and Mar Sābā near Jerusalem are believed to be the earliest surviving

Literature, and Contents Including the Biblical Theology, ed. J. Hastings, Edinburgh, 1898,
vol. I, p. 136; R.H. Kilgour, “Arabic Versions of the Bible”, MW, 6 (1916), p. 383; J.F. Rhode, The
Arabic Versions of the Pentateuch in the Church of Egypt: A Study from Eighteen Arabic and
Copto-Arabic MSS (IX–XVII century) in the National Library at Paris, the Vatican and Bodleian
Libraries and theBritishMuseum, PhDdissertation, Catholic University of America, 1921, p. 14.

210 Griffith, “The Qurʾān in Arab Christian Texts”, p. 214.
211 An example is a passage (John 15:23–16:1) quoted by Ibn Isḥāq (d. 150/767) in his biog-

raphy of the Prophet, which is thought to be a fragment of an early translation. Similarly,
Wahb b. Munabbih’s (d. 110/728 or 114/732) allusions to the Gospel have raised the ques-
tion of earlier possible sources. Another case is based on a Christian report that a Gospel
translation was made in the mid-seventh century by the Jacobite Patriarch John, on the
instructions of a Muslim official called ʿAmr b. Saʿd. Yet another historical source refers to
the existence of an early Arabic translation by Aḥmad b. ʿAbdallāh b. Salām, a scholar at the
time of Hārūn al-Rashīd (r. 170/786–193/809). According to Ibn al-Nadīm’s Fihrist, besides the
Torah and other books of the prophets, Ibn Salām also translated the Gospels into Arabic.
See B. Dodge (ed. and tr.), The Fihrist of al-Nadīm: A Tenth-Century Survey of Muslim Culture,
New York-London, 1970, vol. I, p. 42. Likewise other sources maintain that Waraqa b. Nawfal,
the Christian cousin of Khadīja, the wife of the Prophet Muḥammad, translated or copied
passages of the Gospel into Arabic. For detailed information and analysis of these early
examples, see Griffith, “The Gospel in Arabic”, pp. 135–153; de Vaux, “Inḏjīl”, pp. 1205–1206;
B.M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament. Their Origin, Transmission, and Lim-
itations, Oxford, 1977, pp. 258–259. Additionally, there are other references to the existence
of an early Arabic version of the Bible translated from the Latin Vulgate by John, Bishop of
Seville, in the 8th century. See Kilgour, “Arabic Versions of the Bible”, p. 384; I.H. Hall, “The
Arabic Bible of Drs. Eli Smith and Cornelius V.A. Dan Dyck”, JAOS, 11 (1882–1885), p. 277;
H.S. Gehman, “The Arabic Bible in Spain”, Speculum, 1/2 (1926), p. 220; Metzger, The Early
Versions, p. 259.

212 Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli Evangelii”, p. 7; Kilgour, “Arabic Versions of the Bible”, p. 384;
S.H. Griffith, “Gospel”, EQ, vol. I, pp. 342–343; “The Gospel in Arabic”, p. 128. This remains an
ongoing discussion, as demonstrated in a recent study by Hikmat Kashouh. After a thorough
textual and linguistic examination of more than 200 Arabic Gospel manuscripts, Kashouh
suggests that the Gospels could have been first translated into Arabic in either the 6th or
early 7th century (The Arabic Versions of the Gospels: The Manuscripts and Their Families (in
“Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung” 42), Berlin, 2011, p. 326.



64 chapter two

examples.213 Even a 13th century attempt to find an Arabic translation from
the pre-Islamic era seems to have been futile, according to one of the promi-
nent Arabic translators of the Gospels, Asʿad Ibn al-ʿAssāl, whose work will
be discussed in the following paragraphs.214

As to the history of the Arabic Gospels in Egypt in particular, we know
that the Coptic language continued to be used in the administration of
the government even after the Muslim conquest in the 7th century. After
85/705, when Arabic became the official language of the administration,
however, it gradually replaced Coptic in daily life and in the 10th century
it entered Christian literature.215 Coptic liturgical books began to include
Arabic translations beside the Coptic texts and the knowledge of Coptic
came to be limited to the monasteries of Upper Egypt.216 It is during this
period of language transition that the use of Arabic Gospel translations
became a reality in Egypt. As Sidney Griffith writes, ‘Arabic quickly became
the principal language of the Copts, and they went on to produce more
texts in Arabic than all the other Christian communities in the caliphate
put together.’217 When it comes to the Gospels, Egypt is especially known for

213 For a detailed presentation of the earliest preserved scriptural texts, see Griffith, “The
Gospel in Arabic”, pp. 131–135; A. Vööbus, Early Versions of the New Testament. Manuscript
Studies, Stockholm, 1954, pp. 288–289; Metzger, The Early Versions, pp. 261–263; J. Valentine,
“Les évangéliaires arabes de la bibliothèque du Monastère Ste-Catherine (Mont Sinaï): essai
de classification d’après l’étude d’un chapitre (Matth. 28). Traducteurs, réviseurs, types
textuels”, LM, 116 (2003), pp. 415–477.

214 Ibn al-ʿAssāl mentions that he failed to find any text of the Gospels in Arabic dated to
before the Hijra. See his introduction to his eclectic Gospel translation as preserved in the
British Library manuscript (D.B. MacDonald, “Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s Arabic Version of the Gospels”,
Homenaje á D. Francisco Codera en su Jubilación del Profesorado, ed. E. Saavedra, Zaragoza,
1904, p. 378 in Arabic and p. 386 in English).

215 Atiya, “Literature, Copto-Arabic”, p. 1460; see also Rhode, The Arabic Versions, p. 22. The
use of the Arabic language became such a widespread phenomenon throughout Egypt that
already in the 10th century Sāwīrus (Severus) Ibn al-Muqaffaʿ (d. 987), the Coptic bishop
of Ashmūnayn (Hermopolis), complains in his work that the greater part of its inhabitants
were unable to understand either Greek or Coptic, an important factor which prompted him
to write his work in Arabic. See G.C. Anawati, “The Christian Communities in Egypt in the
Middle Ages”, Conversion and Continuity, p. 244; Samir, “Arabic Sources for Early Egyptian
Christianity”, p. 83.On the life andworkof Ibnal-Muqaffaʿ, see S.H.Griffith, “TheKitābMiṣbāḥ
al-ʿAql of Severus Ibn al-Muqaffaʿ: A Profile of the Christian Creed in Arabic in Tenth Century
Egypt”,ME, 2/1 (1996), pp. 15–42.

216 O.F.A.Meinardus,ChristianEgypt:Ancient andModern, Cairo: TheAmericanUniversity
in Cairo Press, 1977, p. 159. For the language shift from Coptic to Arabic, see L.S.B. MacCoull’s
two articles “Three Cultures under Arab Rule: The Fate of Coptic”, BSAC, 27 (1985), pp. 61–70
and “The Strange Death of Coptic Culture”, CCR, 10/2 (1989), pp. 35–45.

217 Griffith, The Church in the Shadow of the Mosque, p. 65.
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eclectic recensions, one of which was produced by the prominent Cop-
tic literary figure mentioned earlier, Asʿad Ibn al-ʿAssāl,218 in 650/1253. Ibn
al-ʿAssāl createdhis ownversionof theArabicGospels using availableArabic
translations from the Coptic, Syriac and Greek languages. This translation is
believed to have failed to compete with the Alexandrian Vulgate,219 an ear-
lier eclectic translationwhich, aswewill see below, is closely related to Ṭūfī’s
work.

The Alexandrian Vulgate, also known as the Egyptian Vulgate, is believed
to date back to the 10th or even 9th century.220 It was sowidely disseminated,
copied and read among the Arabic-speaking Christians that even the Mus-
lim readership made use of this version, Ghazzālī being one of the earliest
examples.221 As an eclectic recension, the Alexandrian Vulgate has for a long
time been described as a translation of the Gospels from Coptic into Ara-
bic, in which numerous passages absent from the ancient Coptic version,
but present in the Syriac or Greek texts of the Middle Ages, were inserted in
marginal notes.222 However, the history of this text appears to be more com-
plex than this. In his meticulous study of 99manuscripts of the Alexandrian

218 AsGuidi informs us, one of themanuscripts (the VaticanMS) attributes this translation
wrongly to his brother al-Ṣafī Ibn al-ʿAssāl (Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli Evangelii”, p. 22).

219 More information on Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s recension is provided by Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli
Evangelii”, pp. 19–22, 31; Burkitt, “Arabic Versions”, pp. 136–137; Kilgour, “Arabic Versions of
the Bible”, p. 386; Vööbus, Early Versions of the New Testament, p. 295; and Metzger, The Early
Versions, p. 254. Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s introduction to his translation is published and translated into
English accompanied with a thorough discussion byMacDonald in his “Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s Arabic
Version of the Gospels”, pp. 375–392. A detailed analysis of this translation and its extant
manuscripts is found in S.K. Samir, “La version Arabe des Évangiles d’al-Asʿad Ibn al-ʿAssāl”,
PdʾO, 19 (1994), pp. 444–445.On the life andworkofAsʿad Ibnal-ʿAssāl, seeA.S. Atiya, “Al-Asʿad
Abū al-Faraj Hibat Allāh Ibn al-ʿAssāl”, CE, vol. I, pp. 282–283.

220 Although G. Graf asserted that the earliest evidence for the Alexandrian Vulgate’s
existence was found in the quotations of Ibn al-Muqaffāʿ, by his comparative study of the
Biblical texts H. Kashouh argues that this claim is incorrect, since according to him, Graf
wrongly based his argument on an Arabic Biblical quotation ‘which he thought to be of
the same textual type as this version.’ Yet Kashouh is in agreement that this translation
was in existence in the 10th century, suggesting the 9th and 10th centuries as possible
dates for its production (G. Graf, Geschichte der Christlichen Arabischen Literatur I, Studi e
Testi: 118, Vatican, 1944, p. 157; Kashouh, The Arabic Versions of the Gospels, pp. 205–206 and
257).

221 His quotations from the New Testament correspond to the text of the Alexandrian Vul-
gate. See R. Chidiac, Réfutation excellente de la divinité de Jésus-Christ d’après les Évangiles,
Bibliothèquede l’ÉcoledesHautesÉtudes: SciencesReligieuses, vol. LIV, Paris, 1939, pp. 71–77.

222 See Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli Evangelii”, pp. 22–25; Burkitt, “Arabic Versions”, vol. I,
p. 137; Kilgour, “Arabic Versions of the Bible”, p. 386; Graf, Geschichte I, pp. 155–161; Vööbus,
Early Versions of the New Testament, pp. 294–295; Metzger, The Early Versions, pp. 264–265;
Valentine, “Les évangéliaires arabes”, pp. 470–475.
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Vulgate, Hikmat Kashouh has come to the conclusion that there is no evi-
dence that this version was originally translated from Coptic. In his view, it
is more likely that the text was translated from Syriac and Greek, or from
Syriac and subsequently corrected against the Greek. He further suggests
that some of the extant manuscripts of this version, especially the bilingual
Coptic-Arabic ones were influenced by the Coptic Bohairic version, while
a number of others were influenced by Ibn al-ʿAssāl’s version, the eclectic
translation mentioned above.223

Whatever its primary origin may be, the Alexandrian Vulgate took into
account the Gospels in Coptic, Syriac and Greek. There are several printed
editions of the Alexandrian Vulgate,224 but the only one containing the mar-
ginal notes is Paul de Lagarde’s edition of the Vienna manuscript (Or.
1544),225 the text of which will be compared with Ṭūfī’s Biblical quotations
below. The use of the Alexandrian Vulgate was apparently not confined
to Coptic Christianity in Egypt. It also served as the basis for subsequent
Gospel translations into Ethiopic,226 and was also widely used in Syriac cir-
cles.227 As attested by the abundant number of extant manuscripts, by the
end of the 13th century the Alexandrian Vulgate seems to have superseded
all other Arabic translations and served as a standard Arabic version of the
Gospels.228

So here lies the answer to the question of which Gospel version Ṭūfī
used.We have noted earlier that Ṭūfī defines his source as ‘an authentic and
accurate copy.’ After a comparative analysis of the texts of the Alexandrian
Vulgate and the Gospel quotations of Ṭūfī, a direct link between the two can
undoubtedly be established. Through word-by-word citations it becomes
clear that Ṭūfī’s source of reference was none other than a copy of the
Alexandrian Vulgate. Even in cases where Ṭūfī summarises or paraphrases
Gospel verses, thewords, phrases and the structureof the sentencesheoffers
are in correspondence to those of the Alexandrian Vulgate.

223 Kashouh,TheArabic Versions of theGospels, p. 329. For his critique ofGuidi’s theory that
the Alexandrian Vulgatewas initially translated fromCoptic Bohairic, and further analysis of
the subject, see ibid., pp. 253–257.

224 It was first published in Rome in 1591. Then comes T. Erpenio’s edition in 1616, followed
by the Roman publication of 1703 and that of London in 1829 (Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli
Evangelii”, p. 24 and pp. 31–32).

225 P. de Lagarde, Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch aus der Wiener Handschrift Herausgegeben,
Leipzig, 1864.

226 Guidi, “Le traduzioni degli Evangelii”, pp. 34–35.
227 Apparently, many of the Karshūnī manuscripts contain the text of the Alexandrian

Vulgate. See Graf, Geschichte I, p. 158; Vööbus, Early Versions of the New Testament, p. 295.
228 Kashouh, The Arabic Versions of the Gospels, p. 206.
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Amongst the clearest indications of this parallel between theAlexandrian
Vulgate and the Gospel references of Ṭūfī’s text is his citation of a short
biography of Matthew, given at the beginning of his critical commentary
on this Gospel.229 An extended version of the same passage is present in
the introduction to the Gospel of Matthew in the Alexandrian Vulgate as
published by Lagarde.230 The two passages are as follows:

Alexandrian Vulgate: Taʿlīq:

ةراشب ةراشب ةراشب ةراشب ةراشب ةراشب ةراشب ىفطصلماثىمةراشب ىفطصلما ىفطصلما ىفطصلما ىفطصلما ىفطصلما ىفطصلما ]…[ىولاىمّسینكاىاىفطصلما لینجا لینجا لینجا لینجا لینجا لینجا لینجا ىولاىمسینكاىاتىملینجا

ةصرانلاةنیدمنمرخاسیاطبـسنموهو ةصرانلاةنیدمنمرخاشیاطبـسنموهو

]…[سایتوركاهماسماووقودهیباسماو سایثوركاهماسماووقودهیباسماو

ةراشبلاهذهةیادببتكو ةراشبلاهذه ةراشبلاهذه ةراشبلاهذه ةراشبلاهذه ةراشبلاهذه ةراشبلاهذه اهلكموينطسلفبةراشبلاهذه اهلكمو اهلكمو اهلكمو اهلكمو اهلكمو اهلكمو اهلكمو لینجاذهةیادببتكو لینجاذه لینجاذه لینجاذه لینجاذه لینجاذه لینجاذه كموينطسلفبلینجاذه كمو كمو كمو كمو كمو كمو كمو

اینابرعدنهلافي اینابرعدنهلافى

سویدولقامنملىوةنـسلافي سویدولقامنملىوةنـسلافي

ةنـسلاهىو ةنـسلا ةنـسلا ةنـسلا ةنـسلا ةنـسلا ةنـسلا سدقلمادوعصللةعساتلاةنـسلا سدقلمادوعصلل سدقلمادوعصلل سدقلمادوعصلل سدقلمادوعصلل سدقلمادوعصلل سدقلمادوعصلل سدقلمادوعصلل هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعصنمةعساتلاهىو هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعص هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعص هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعص هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعص هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعص هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعص هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمادوعص

هتداهشتنكاو هتداهشتنكاو هتداهشتنكاو هتداهشتنكاو هتداهشتنكاو هتداهشتنكاو هتداهشتنكاو ]…[ماجرىبرشبةنیدبمهتداهشتنكاو ادیهشتىمتامو ادیهشتىمتامو ادیهشتىمتامو ادیهشتىمتامو ادیهشتىمتامو ادیهشتىمتامو ادیهشتىمتامو ىبرشبةنیدبمماجرادیهشتىمتامو

]…[ةیراسیقةنجاطرافىنفدو ةیراسیقةنجاطرافىنفدو

The agreement between the two passages is apparent. In both the syntax
and content, they are almost identical, apart from a fewminor divergences.
While the Alexandrian Vulgate uses the word al-Bishāra (the glad tidings)
for the Gospel, Ṭūfī prefers the Qurʾanic term of al-Injīl, an Arabic transliter-
ation of the Greek Evangelion.231 Similarly, while in the former it is al-ṣuʿūd
al-muqaddas (the holy ascension), the latter has it as ṣuʿūd al-Masīḥ (the
ascensionofChrist). The epithetal-muṣṭafā (the chosenone) for the evange-
listMatthew is omitted in Ṭūfī’s text, while themention of Christ is followed
by the addition of ṣalawāt Allāh ʿalayh (blessings of God be upon him), the
standard Muslim eulogy for the prophets, which must have been added by
Ṭūfī himself. Finally, the word sana (year) is dropped from Ṭūfī’s text, which
could be an omission either on his part or that of the copyist.

229 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §21.
230 Lagarde, Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch, p. iv. I have not included the parts which are not

mentioned in the Taʿlīq.
231 A. Jeffery, Foreign Vocabulary of the Qurʾān, Baroda, 1938, pp. 71–72.
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Here is another example (John 14:15–17), in which the only difference
between the two texts is the word thābit (present), which is missing in the
text of the Taʿlīq:

Alexandrian Vulgate:232 Taʿlīq:233

ىاصواوظفحافنينوبتحتمنكنا ىاصواوظفحافنىوبتحتمنكنا

رخاطیلقرافكمیطعیفبنمبلطااو رخاطیلقرافكمیطعیفبنمبلطااو

دبلىاكمعمتبثیل دبلىاكمعمتبثیل

هولبقینالماعلاقطینلىاقلحاحور هولبقینالماعلاقیطینلىاقلحاحور

هنوفرعتتمناوهوفرعیلموهوریلممنهلا هنوفرعتتمناوهوفرعیلموهوریلممنهلا

تبوهوكمدنعيمقمهنلا تب تب تبتبتب تب كمیفتب كمیفوهوكمدنعيمقمهنلا

As these examples show, Ṭūfī often quotes verbatim from the Gospels, yet
at other times he transmits the text much more freely, using synonymous
words, dropping some parts of it, and even summarising it. Here is an
example, a quotation from Luke 1:18–20:

Alexandrian Vulgate:234 Taʿlīq:235

لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف اذهلمعافیكمللركزلاقف لاق لاق لاق لاق لاق لاق لاق اذهلمعافیكمللركزلاق

تىارماوخیـشاو تىارما تىارما تىارما تىارما تىارما تىارما اافىتنعطدقتىارما همأوخیـشاو همأ همأ همأ همأ همأ همأ اافىتنعطدقهمأ

باجاف باجاف باجاف باجاف باجاف باجاف باجاف لاقولماباجاف لاقو لاقو لاقو لاقو لاقو لاقو اللهمادقفقاولالیبرجالاقو لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف لاقف اللهمادقفقاولالیبرجالمالاقف

كشرباواذهـبكمكلاتلسرا كشرباواذهـبكمكلاتلسرا

عیطتـستلااتماصنوكتننمو عیطتـست عیطتـست عیطتـست عیطتـست عیطتـست عیطتـست مكلتتعیطتـست ردقتلااتماصنوكتننمو ردقت ردقت ردقت ردقت ردقت ردقت مكلتتردقت

اذهنوكیىامویلالىا اذهنوكیىامویلالىا

هناوافىتمیىامىبنموتلمكنلا هناوافىتمیىامىبنمؤتلمكنلا

Here Ṭūfī beginswith qāla (he said) instead of fa-qāla (and he said); changes
imraʾatī (my wife) into ummihi (his mother); shortens fa-ajāba al-malak

232 Lagarde, Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch, p. 133.
233 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §314.
234 Lagarde, Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch, p. 67.
235 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §218.
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wa-qāla lahu (and the angel responded saying to him) as simply fa-qāla
al-malak (the angel said); and prefers lā taqdiru (you are not able) as a
synonym for lā tastaṭīʿu (you are not capable). We should bear in mind that
such differences may—to a greater or lesser extent—also be the result of
variant readings among different copies of the Alexandrian Vulgate, since
not all the extant manuscripts are uniform.236

Occasionally, Ṭufī changes the sequence of the verses, as observed in the
case of Matthew 23:8–10. In Ṭūfī’s quotation, verse 10 precedes verse 9:

Alexandrian Vulgate:237 Taʿlīq:238

ضرلىعمالعمكملاوعدتلافلافلافلافلافلافلافلاف ضرلىعمالعمكملاوعدتلالالالالالالالا

اعیجمتمناوحیـسلماوهدحاوكمملعمناف اعیجم اعیجم اعیجم اعیجم اعیجم اعیجم ةوخااعیجم عیجمتمناوحیـسلماوهدحاوكمملعمناف عیجم عیجم عیجم عیجم عیجم عیجم ةوخاعیجم

ضرلىعاكملاوعدتلاو ضرلىعاربدمكملاوعدتلاو

تاومسلافىىاوهدحاوكماناف حیـسلماوهدحاوكمربدمناف

ضرلىعاربدمكملاوعدتلاو ضرلىعاكملاوعدتلاو

حیـسلماكمربدموهدحاوناف تاوماسلافىىاوهدحاوكماناف

Among the cases where the Biblical text quoted in the Taʿlīq departs from
that of the Alexandrian Vulgate is Matthew 17:25–26. The word nabiyyīn
(prophets) is used in the former, while banīn (sons) is found in the latter.
Ṭūfī points out that the word in question ‘has a form in the Gospel fluctuat-
ing between nabbiyyīn (prophets), the plural of nabī’ (prophet), and banīn
(sons), the plural of ibn (son)’.239 It is unclear whether he means the dif-
ferences among the Gospel copies or the interchangeable use of the two
words in the Gospel in general. Since his interests lie in the theological
implications of theword, he does not delve into further details on these vari-
ations. Given the fact that he interprets ‘son’ (ibn) as an honorary title for
‘prophet’ (nabī), one is inclined to think that this explanation may refer to
the interchangeable metaphorical meaning of the two titles, and not neces-
sarily to the variation in the script, although the latter cannot be discounted
either.

236 For a thorough analysis of the variants of this version, see Kashouh, The Arabic Versions
of the Gospels, pp. 214–237.

237 Lagarde, Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch, p. 31.
238 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 122.
239 Ibid., §101.
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Thepoints discussed above leave us in nodoubt that theArabic version of
theGospels Ṭūfī read and quoted fromwas none other than theAlexandrian
Vulgate, a translation in wide circulation among the Christians of Egypt at
the time.



CONCLUSION

From the age of Adam to the time of Jesus, each of
the prophets kneaded the dough of religion in a dif-
ferent fashion, but it was to Muhammad, upon whom
be peace, that the glowing oven full of the fire of love
belonged. When the dough […] was handed to him […]
the bread of religion was baked to perfection in the
twenty-three years of his prophethood. […] Then he
brought it forth from the oven of love and hung over the
door of his shop aproclamation saying, “I havebeen sent
to the red and the black”.

Najm al-Dīn Rāzī Dāya1

This passage offers a vivid description of Islamic prophetology, which has
served as a defining criterion for Muslim perceptions of the ‘other’. In Ṭūfī’s
words, Muḥammad is the first (awwal) and the last (ākhir). He is the one
arriving last (muʾakhkhar), yet takingprecedence (muqaddam) over all other
messengers of God.2 Muslim theology affirms that Muḥammad’s prophet-
hood was predetermined even before Adam’s creation,3 and as the seal of
the prophets (khātam al-nabiyyīn) his mission was accomplished by his
coming towards the end of time, bringing together the past and the future
through the everlasting message of the Qurʾan. Accordingly, the Prophet
and the Qurʾan have played crucial roles in Muslim notions of selfhood and
their understanding of other faith traditions.4 This reality resounds through
the writings of many medieval Muslim theologians, amongst whom Ṭūfī
emerges as a notable figure.

1 H. Algar (tr.), The Path of God’s Bondsmen from Origin to Return (Merṣād al-ʿebād men
al-mabdāʾ elāʾl-maʿād). A Sufi CompendiumbyNajm al-Dīn Rāzī, known as Dāya, Delmar, New
York, 1982, p. 168.

2 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 1.
3 TheProphet reportedly said in aḥadīth: ‘Iwas aprophetwhileAdamwasbetweenwater

and clay.’ Jesus’ pre-existence, as affirmed in the Gospels, is interpreted by Ṭūfī in the light of
this ḥadīth. In Ṭūfī’s understanding, it is not Jesus’ actual existence that is implied in the
Gospels, but rather his virtual presence in God’s pre-existent knowledge and the glad tidings
of the earlier prophets (ibid., §257).

4 The same applies to Christian self-perception and understanding of the ‘other’. Among
the historical examples of mutual influence are the debates on the createdness of the Qurʾan
(khalq al-Qurʾān) articulated in Islamic theology, on the one hand, and the iconoclastic
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Muslim-Christian discourse has primarily involved those aspects of
Christianity that are deemed to be incompatible with Islam and its teach-
ings. These are for the most part matters of dogmatic theology, followed by
a number of secondary issues related to worship and religious practice. The
Christiandoctrines of theTrinity, the Incarnation, theAtonement, thedivin-
ity of Jesus and his crucifixion are amongst the main targets of numerous
medieval Muslim writings on Christianity. Endorsed by the teachings of the
Qurʾan, the traditional pattern of religious dialoguewithChristians traces its
origin back to the early days of the Muslim community in Medina and their
encounter with the Christian delegation from Najrān (Northern Yemen) in
9/630.5 One may regard this earliest theological engagement as an instruc-
tive precedent for subsequent Muslim-Christian dialogue throughout the
centuries. In this historical event, on the one hand, theological differences
were placed under thorough scrutiny and criticised by the Muslims, whilst
on the other, not only was the Christian delegation welcomed to pray and
worship according to their own tradition, but they were also invited to use
the Prophet’s mosque for this purpose.6 This pattern would later be rep-
resented in the manner by which two Islamic disciplines, law (fiqh) and
theology (kalām), shaped Muslim treatment of other faith communities.
In classical legal tradition, the ahl al-kitāb, Christians and Jews, came to
be regarded as people under the covenant of protection (ahl al-dhimma),
whose right to practice their religion was recognised. Yet when it came to
theological contentions, theywerenot spared severe criticismand reproach.
Ṭūfī, like many other Muslim polemicists, adopted the same stance. Whilst
he refuted the Christian understanding of God and His attributes, using
his academic expertise and scholarly skills, he also spent a period of time
amongst Christians, took residence in the home of a Christian for a certain
amount of time and entered into theological discussionswith various Chris-
tians. Ṭūfī’s interest in exploring Christianity thus manifests itself in both
his personal life and scholarly endeavour, shedding light upon intellectual
exchanges between these two Abrahamic traditions in Mamlūk Egypt.

controversy in Eastern Christendom on the other. Similarly, one should remember the dis-
course on the attributes ofGod in ʿilmal-kalām (especially the question ofwhether the divine
attributes are distinct from His essence or identical) and the Christian justification of the
Trinity through the use of the Muslim notion of ṣifāt.

5 On the Christian deputation of Najrān and their meeting with the Muslim community
in Medina, see A. Guillaume, The Life of Muḥammad: A Translation of Ibn Isḥāq’s Sīrat Rasūl
Allāh, Karachi, 1967, pp. 270–277.

6 See Guillaume, The Life of Muhammad, p. 271.
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With his investigation of Christian doctrine, Ṭūfī for themost part aims to
demonstrate that no connection between Christian theology and its scrip-
tures can be established. Only in a few instances does he refer to other
aspects of Christianity, particularly the Christian attitude towards revealed
law (sharīʿa), on which he accuses them of abandoning the religious prac-
tices followed by Christ and of introducing new customs. Among the criti-
cismsmade by Ṭūfī in this regard are the omission of purification from ritual
uncleanness (ḥadath) and impurity (khubth),7 abandonment of the Abra-
hamic practice of circumcision8 and the prohibition of divorce.9 Although
his academic career in Islamic learning primarily flourished in legal stud-
ies, in his critique of Christianity Ṭūfī’s attention is above all attracted to
matters of faith (‘aqāʾid), rather than those of religious law (fiqh). He is
fundamentally interested in the study of monotheism and how, as he per-
ceives it, deviations therefrom have manifested. Ṭūfī’s foremost objective is
to commend the truth of Islam to his coreligionists and teach them about
Christianity in order to equip them against the challenges posed by Chris-
tians. Inspired by theQurʾanic verses: ‘argue not with the People of the Book
unless it be in the best way’ (Q 29:46) and ‘argue with them in the best pos-
sible way’ (Q 16:125), Ṭūfī regards this endeavour as a communal duty (farḍ
kifāya).10 In his understanding, the aim should be directed at ‘bringing the
truth to light’, rather than ‘showing off one’s own superiority.’ Therefore, ‘one
must not care whether the argument goes for him or against him.’11 Despite
his cutting style in challenging his opponents, which ultimately mirrors the
typical vocabulary of the period within inter-faith as well as intra-faith dis-
courses, one may take Ṭūfī’s occasional criticism of his own argument12 as
an indication that although polemical, his work was not purely partisan.
Rather, he seems compelled by his loyalty towhat he believes to be the truth
and by his commitment to the principle of amr bi-al-maʿrūf wa-nahy ʿan
al-munkar, ‘commanding the good and forbidding evil.’ However, in Ṭūfī’s

7 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§82–91; Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 274.
8 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§344–345, 415–418 and 498–499.
9 See ibid., §§104–108.

10 Ṭūfī, ʿAlam, p. 9.
11 Ibid., p. 13.
12 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 353. This appears in his discussion of Isaiah 53:4–7, read by

Christian exegetes as a prophecy of Christ’s suffering on the cross. Ṭūfī’s attention is drawn to
the grammatical structure of the passage. Had Isaiah been addressing future events hewould
have used the future tense instead of past. But fairness does not permit such an argument,
Ṭūfī concludes, for likewise does the Qurʾan refer to the future using the past tense (ibid.,
vol. II, pp. 350–353).
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practice, the Qurʾanic instruction to argue with the ahl al-kitāb ‘in the best
possible manner’, seems to be primarily understood as an exhortation to
purity of intention in theological dispute, rather than informing the style
in which this task is to be carried out.

The Taʿlīq illustrates how well-versed Ṭūfī was in Muslim theological dis-
course on Christianity. He efficiently made use of both earlier and con-
temporary literature, and his arguments, reasoning, debate and critique
clearly resonate with the traditional Muslim assessment of Christianity in
the period. Ṭūfī’s knowledge was not limited exclusively to Muslim polemi-
cal literature on Christianity. As the present study has shown, he was also
familiar with Christian polemical writings against Islam and even those
against Judaism. His personal contact with Christiansmust have also played
an important role in informing his understanding of Christianity. Very often
Ṭūfī’s arguments and methods of refutation reveal parallels with those of
his predecessors and contemporaries. Yet he does not always blindly fol-
low the well-trodden path of other polemicists, leading us to conclude that
Ṭūfī advocated controversial views not only in the area of Islamic law (with
his understanding of maṣlaḥa) and historical criticism (with his reflective
comments on early Islamic history), but also with regard to Christianity. His
unusual position concerning the angelic nature of Jesus13 and his eccentric
view on the resurrection of Jesus14 may be counted among the most striking
differences between Ṭūfī andmany otherMuslim scholars writing on Chris-
tianity. Although views such as these can be traced back to certain archety-
pal features alreadypresent in earlierMuslim sources, as noted andanalysed
in the relevant parts of the original text that follows, most of these instances
comprise fresh insights generated or in some cases revived by Ṭūfī’s remark-
able intellectual endeavour. It is disappointing, however, that Ṭūfī neglects
to provide us with explicit references to the Muslim or Christian sources he
relied upon when producing his Taʿlīq. An attempt to identify Ṭūfī’s debt
to his predecessors and contemporaries is therefore one of the tasks of the
present study, the findings of which are provided in the notes to the trans-
lation.

As described earlier, Ṭūfī stands out as the firstMuslim theologian to have
produced a commentary on both scriptures, the Qurʾan and the Bible. In
order to understand better Ṭūfī’s passionate interest in this ambitious task,
onemust also reflect on the position of divine revelation in his thought. The

13 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §261.
14 See ibid., §152.



conclusion 75

scripture is the foundationof religion and thebasis of truth, for Ṭūfī, and rea-
son (ʿaql) is the medium through which we make sense of the divine word.
Reason is intended to supply the revealed religion (sharʿ) with the meth-
ods that govern theological discussion on the existence of God, His unity,
the authenticity of prophethood and other tenets of faith.15 Ṭūfī’s methodol-
ogy of using ʿaql in the service of sharʿ is embodied in the honorific title he
confers on theologians: ‘Students of Abraham’.16 Relying on the Abrahamic
model promoted by the Qurʾan (16:121), Ṭūfī believes that the path of naẓar
(speculative reasoning) and istidlāl (argumentation) is the ṣirāṭ mustaqīm
(straight path).17 Ultimately, it is rational principles that comprise the com-
mon premises accepted by the followers of the three Abrahamic faith tradi-
tions:Muslims, Christians and Jews.18 Divine revelation has brought nothing
that contradicts reason.19Therefore, scriptures should stand at the veryheart
of anymeaningful theological endeavour. Yet, as demonstrated in his Qurʾan
and Bible commentaries, Ṭūfī is careful not to fall into exegetical literalism.
This is clearly expressed in his recurrent preference for the metaphorical
(majāz) over the literal (ḥaqīqa), and his constant effort in applying figura-
tive interpretation (taʾwīl) to the scriptures, Christian and Muslim alike.

The Taʿlīq is an excellent illustration of a medieval Muslim theologian’s
skillful engagement with the scriptural text as a tool to educate the faithful
members of his own community on the intricacies of Muslim-Christian
discourse. As a scholarly venture, it exemplifies the way the Bible was read,
interpreted andused as aproof text for the constructionof early 14th century
MuslimviewsofChristianity and its teachings.With the rich andmeticulous
material it offers to readers, Ṭūfī’s Biblical exegesis is an invaluable treasure
for the study of Muslim-Christian dialogue and its intellectual history.

15 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 234.
16 Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 178.
17 Ṭūfī, ibid., vol. II, p. 385.
18 See Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. II, p. 745.
19 Al-sharʿu lam yaʾti bi-mā yunāfī al-ʿaql (Ṭūfī, ibid., vol. I, p. 237).
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NOTES ON
THE CRITICAL EDITION, MANUSCRIPTS

AND TRANSLATION

The present critical edition of al-Taʿlīq ʿalā al-Anājīl al-arbaʿa wa-al-taʿlīq
ʿalā al-Tawrāh wa-ʿalā ghayrihā min kutub al-anbiyāʾ (Critical Commen-
tary on the Four Gospels, the Torah and other Books of the Prophets) has
been prepared on the basis of two extant manuscripts located in Istanbul:
(1) Süleymaniye, Şehid Ali Paşa, 2315/4 and (2) Köprülü, Fazıl Ahmed Paşa,
795/2. As far as I can determine, no other manuscripts have been preserved.
In the present study the letter ش (shīn) is used as an abbreviation for the
Şehid Ali Paşamanuscript, whileك (kāf) refers to themanuscript held in the
Köprülü Library. Additionally, ـهش stands for the comments written in the
margins of the first manuscript, while ـهك indicates the marginal notes of
the latter. All folio references are made to the Şehid Ali Paşa MS. Recto and
verso sides of the folios are distinguished by و andظ (in Arabic), and ‘a’ and
‘b’ (in English) respectively.

The Şehid Ali Paşa MS, which is used as a primary text for this criti-
cal edition, forms the fourth and last part of a codex that contains Ṭūfī’s
other three works: (1) ʿAlam al-jadhal fī ʿilm al-jadal; (2) Dar’ al-qawl al-
qabīḥ bi-al-taḥsīn wa-al-taqbīḥ; (3) al-Intiṣārāt al-islāmiyya wa-kashf shubah
al-naṣrāniyya. Thework in this codex is entitledal-Radd ʿalākitāb ṣannafahu
baʿḍ al-naṣārā sammāhu al-Sayf al-murhaf fī al-radd ʿalā al-Muṣḥaf. Next to
this title on the front page of the codex, we also find another title penned in
a different handwriting. This is most probably a note from one of its read-
ers identifying the work as: al-Taʿlīq ʿalā al-Anājīl al-arbaʿa wa-al-taʿlīq ʿalā
al-Tawrāh wa-ʿalā ghayrihā min kutub al-anbiyāʾ. According to the copyist’s
record, written at the closing part of the Taʿlīq (f. 271b), the manuscript was
completed on Wednesday 22 Ṣafar 728/[ca. 6 January 1328]. Relying on the
fact that the second part of this codex, namely Darʾ al-qawl al-qabīḥ was
reproduced from the author’s copy,1 we may conclude that the text of the
Taʿlīqmight also have been copied from the author’s copy.

1 See Ṭūfī, Dar, pp. 58, 64.
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Incipit: (f. 212b)

عضاوودادشلاعبّـسلاعفاردلحمالمسوهىصحواودمحمدىـسلىعاللهلىصويمحرلاںحمرلا�ّ�امسى

خماوشباتهبثموداهلماضروادسَيلدعوداشرلالبـسهقلخںمادَعسلقرطنعمئهایقش

انملعوَهكملحانمانمهـلااملىعهركشاوموققىرطلانمقفواملىعهدحماداحلِوَرفكلاليادادسلا

.لمعنںكنلمام

Explicit: (f. 271b)

عَقوَدقىادِیعبلكنظافمبِىرقلؐانِمزّلؐاليااهَحُیحصترذّعتدقلُوقّنلاومٌدِاقتمُنُامزلاونَويرثكءٓایبنو

بِعّتلاںمانحترساودٍراويرَغ�ِ�صأنملاؤسلانكاثِىدلحاةَصحِّانعنماذاامأصَیبصَیحفىهُنمسُانلا

.لمعاُاو

This is followedbya colophon (ff. 271b–272a), specifying thedate of the copy,
which reads:

اعبرموىةَركُبهِخِسننمغارفلاقفاوَواهيرِغوهاروتلالىعٯىلعىلانمهیلعرُایتخعڡوامرحٓااذهو

الىصَوَانطوارهاطوارحاولاوادلحماوهیماعبـسوںىسرعونٍاثمهنـسرفصرهشنمنىسرعلاواىلا

ً.كارَابَمُاًبیِّطاًيرِثكًَلسْتَلمڛَوَهِبِصحَْو�ِِٓ�اوَدٍمّحم�َ�ُدِیَّـسليََع

TheKöprülüMS is part of a codexwhichholds anotherworkbyṬūfī, entitled
al-Infiṣālāt al-islāmiyya wa-kashf shubah al-naṣrāniyya. The manuscript of
the Taʿlīq constitutes the second and last part of this codex. Although on the
front page of the codex the work is identified by the short title, al-Taʿlīq ʿalā
al-Anājīl, on the front page of thework itself (f. 86a) a longer title is provided:
Taʿlīq ʿalā al-Anājīl al-arbaʿa wa-kutub ithnay ‘ashar. Unfortunately, there
is no date specifying when the copyist completed his copy of the Taʿlīq.
However, the first part of the codex, i.e. the text of the Infiṣālāt, is dated
Tuesday 4 Rabīʿ al-Awwal 747/[ca. 24 June 1346] (f. 85a). Therefore, the year
747/1346 may also be accepted as the approximate date of the Taʿlīq’s text,
since both of them appear to be written by the same person, as they share
the same handwriting.

Incipit: (f. 86b)

مهملاعلامامهىڡڡلاحىـسلالاڡلمسوهىصحواودمحمدىـسلىعلصمهللامىحرلاںحمرلااللهمسى

سىادوحماوسىاىثموداهلماصرعضاوودلحما.لىاعىاللههحمرلىىىلحافىوطلاںىا

لدعوداسرلالبـسهڡلحنمادعسلایڡشورڡكلالىادادسلاٯرطنعمٯڡواملىعهدحما.دالح

.لمعىںكىلمامانملعوهكملحاںماىمهـلااملىعهركساوموڡٯىرطلانم
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Explicit: (f. 148b)

هنڡداوفلتخالمسوهىلعاللهلىصاللهلوسرضبقالمتلاڡهسىاعٮىدحںمهدانـسىذمترلاىورو

عضولمافىایبناللهُصىڡاملاڡهتیسناماىیشلمسوهىلعاللهلىصاللهلوسرںمتعسمركىوىالاڡف

وهوكىىللمانحمرلادبعهدانـساوبیرغثىدحوهوهِشِارفعضومهونفداهیفنفدیںابيحىا

.لمسواىىىلىعاللهلىصوںىلماعلاٮردلحماوڡعض

There are occasional notes in the margins (hāmish) of both manuscripts.
The marginal notes in the Köprülü MS have the same handwriting as the
text, indicating that theywerewritten by the copyist himself, whilst those in
the Şehid Ali Paşa MS are written by someone other than the copyist. Some
of these marginal notes indicate the beginning of a new chapter by giving
a short title for it, whilst others include various comments on Ṭūfī’s views.
In the latter MS, these comments are signed by Walī al-Dīn (1151/1738),2 the
Ottoman statesman, who was apparently a later owner of this manuscript.

The Şehid Ali Paşa MS consists of 60 folios (212b–272a), each page con-
taining 20–21 lines, while in the 63-folio (86b–148b) Köprülü MS, each page
has 29–30 lines. The former is easy to read for it has neat handwriting, while
the latter presents greater difficulty due to its unclear script. With regard
to orthography, the Köprülü MS leaves out the final hamzas (ء) throughout
the entire text. The same problem often appears in the Şehid Ali Paşa MS,
especially in the first half of the text, while the second half of it (from f. 241b
onwards), which seems to have been written by another copyist, does not
omit them.

Diacritical points for the consonants are frequentlymissing in bothman-
uscripts, creating further difficulties in reading the text. In the present work,
missing hamzas and consonantal dots are tacitly corrected in most in-
stances, and identified only in those cases where the reading is difficult to
determine. Throughout the edition, for the sake of consistency, in medial
positions hamza is preferred to yāʾ, namely لیاق is written as لئاق , ةدیاف as ةدئاف ,
and تانیكا is substituted by تانئكا . Regarding the orthography of long vow-
els, تاوماس is preferred to تاوسم , as the manuscripts are inconsistent and use
both versions. Furthermore, ملاس is preferred to لمس , ثلاث to ثلث , يمهاربإ to

يمهربا , قاسحإ to قسحا , لیعماسإ to لعسما , نوراه to نوره , ةیواعم to ةیوعم and نایفس to
ينفس . In vowel lengthening, yāʾ and wāw are substituted by alif. So, ةولص is

replaced by ةلاص and ةیروت is replaced by ةاروت . In both manuscripts numbers
are sometimes conjoined (e.g. ةئماعبـس ), and at times written separately (e.g.

2 For Walī al-Dīn Jār Allāh, see Baghdādī, Hadiyyat, vol. II, p. 501.
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ةئامعبـس ). For the sake of consistency, the former is used throughout the
text. Occasionally we find the copyist of the Şehid Ali Paşa MS using ihmāl
in reference to sīn ,(س) marking it with three dots underneath (ڛ) to
distinguish it from shīn 3.(ش) See for instance ff. 247b ( تڛل ); 252a ( هركڛع );
252b ( رڛلا ); 255b ( فىوتـڛم ); 256a ( دڛحو ); 258a ( لیبارڛ ); 259b ( ارقتـڛم ); 261b
( ةراڛ ); 271b ( تاسوڛلمحا حماڛتلا ); and 272a ( لمڛ ).

A point that the reader of the Taʿlīq will instantly notice is the unusual
chapter-verse enumeration of the Gospel citations. In Ṭūfī’s text, reference
ismade to anancient chapter division, believed todateback to as early as the
5th century.4According to this arrangement, theGospel ofMatthew consists
of 68 chapters (aṣḥāḥāt), Mark 48, Luke 83 and John 20.5 This structure
also differs from the Coptic system of the major chapters (fuṣūl) of which
Matthew has 101, Mark 54, Luke 86 and John 46, and minor chapters or
sections (al-fuṣūl al-ṣighār) of which Matthew comprises 355, Mark 236,
Luke 342 and John 232.6 In the present study, I have retained the chapter
divisions mentioned by Ṭūfī in the original text, but have also provided the
modern chapter and verse numbers in the footnotes.

In the translation of the Taʿlīq, the Qurʾanic verses cited in the textmostly
accord with Marmaduke Pickthall’s The Meaning of the Glorious Qurʾan, in
addition to a few others (MuhammadAsad, Yusuf Ali, M.A.S. Abdel Haleem,
M. Mohsin Khan, etc.) that have also been consulted. Often a synthesis of
these is offered, whilst on a number of occasions a new translation is given.

3 For the use of ihmāl, see A. Gacek, The ArabManuscript Tradition: A Glossary of Techni-
cal Terms and Bibliography, Leiden, 2001, p. 147.

4 As found in Codex Alexandrinus and Codex Ephraemi. See C.E. Padwick “Al-Ghazali
and the Arabic Versions of the Gospels. An Unsolved Problem”,MW, 29 (1939), p. 133.

5 See ibid., p. 133. The same enumeration is used in one of the two manuscripts of the
Alexandrian Vulgate preserved at the Cambridge University Library, Gg. 5.27 (dated 1285);
while theothermanuscript,Gg. 5.33 (dated 1272) follows theCoptic systemof longer chapters.
Similarly T. Erpenio’s edition of the Alexandrian Vulgate has the Coptic greater chapters in
use (al-ʿAhd al-jadīd li-Rabbinā Yasūʿ al-Masīḥ / NovumD.N. Iesu Christi TestamentumArabice:
ex Bibliotheca Leidensi, ed. T. Erpenio, Leidae, 1616).

6 See Lagarde, Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch, pp. iv–vi.
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7. Köprülü, Fazıl Ahmed Paşa 795, the end (f. 148b)



ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا

ءایبنلأابتكنماهيرغلىعوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلاو

هاسمّىراصنلاضعبهفّنصباتكلىعدّرلا(

)فحصلمالىعدّرلافيفهَرُْلمافیـسلا

ليبنلحافيوطلانیامنجيوقلادبعنبنلسفیلٔات

)م1316/ـه716(

ييرمدلىیل:قیلعتوقیقتح



al-Taʿlīq ʿalā al-Anājīl al-arbaʿa wa-al-taʿlīq ʿalā
al-Tawrāh wa-ʿalā ghayrihāmin kutub al-anbiyāʾ

(Critical Commentary on the Four Gospels,
the Torah and other Books of the Prophets)

Najm al-Dīn Sulaymān b. ʿAbd al-Qawī al-Ṭūfī (d. 716/1316)





تاراصتخ

.2315قمرتتح،اشليعدیهش،ةینلسةبتكبمقیلعتللةیطخةخسنشششششششش

.795قمرتتح،ليیربوكةبتكبمقیلعتللةیطخةخسنكككككككك

ـهش ـهش ـهش ـهش ـهش ـهش ـهش .ةینلسةبتكبمةیطلخاةخسنلاشماهـهش

ـهك ـهك ـهك ـهك ـهك ـهك ـهك .ليیربوكةبتكبمةیطلخاةخسنلاشماهـهك

ـهصح ـهصح ـهصح ـهصح ـهصح ـهصح ـهصح .ةیطلخاةخسنلاشماهـبحیحصتلادروـهصح

.ةیطلخاةخسنللةقرولاهجووووووووو

.ةیطلخاةخسنللةقرولارهظظظظظظظظظ

.ةخسنلافيةصقانلاةرابعلاوأةمكللالىإةراشإ-

.ةخسنلافيةدئازلاةرابعلاوأةمكللالىإةراشإ+

.ةضحاويرغةرابعوأةمكل]…[

.قّقلمحالبقنمةدئازةرابعوأةمكلهيينسوقلاينبام][

.قّقلمحالبقنمحیضوتوهينسوقلاينبام)(



ظ212 يمحرلانحمرلااللهمسب

لمّسوهبصحو�ٓ�اودّمحمدیّـسلىع2لّص1مّهّللا

منجةملاّعلاماملإاهیقفلاخیـشلالاق

3:لىاعتاللههحمرليبنلحافيوطلانیا

ءادعسلسيا،دولأاخماوشباتهبّثموداهلماضرلأاعضاوو4دادشلاعبـسلاعفاردلحما}1{

قّفواملىعهدحمأ.دالحلإاورفكلالىإدادسلاقرطنعمئهایقشٔابلدعو،داشرلالبـسهقلخنم

و213 إلانأ||دهشأو.لمعننكنلمامانمّلعوةكملحانمانملهأاملىعهركشأوموقلأاقیرطلانم5انل

ليّصأو.مبهتساامرملأانمضحّوتو6لمظأاماهلئاقلىعروّنتةًداهش،كیشرلا،هدحواللهلاّإ

هیلعاللهلىّص.مدقلمارخؤلماورخٓلاالوّلأاوهف.مدّقتميهلعولسرلانعرخّٔاتيادّمحمدیّـسلىع

.اًيرثكًلستلمّسويمـشلاواجسلاماركلاهباصحأو،مركلاعوبنیوةماركلاندِعم�ٓ�َالىعو

اًقیقتحنادبلأاوةجزملأافيهفلاتخاونحلىعندلأافيفلتمخناسنلإاعوننّإفدعبامّأ}2{

،﴾ينَفِلِتَخْمُنَوُلازََیلاَوَةًدَحِاوَةًماسَانلالَعَجََلكَبرَءَاشَوَْلوَ﴿:ينبلماهباتكفيينلماعلابّرل

فلتخاف.﴾ينَعِجمَْاسِانلاوَةِنجِْلانَمَِنم�ََ�نلامْلا﴿:ينبتـسلماوقضىتقمعوقولاًببسو

.لىاعتاللههحمرليبنلحافيوطلانیامنجةملاعلاماملإاهیقفلاخیـشلالاق–ش3.اللهلىصو:ش2.مهللا–ش1
.مظل:ش.6:كش5.دادشلاعبـسلاعفار–ك4



212bIn the name of God, the Most Merciful, the Compassionate
O God, bless our master Muḥammad, his family
and his companions, and grant them peace.

The shaykh, faqīh, imām andmost erudite, Najm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī,
the Ḥanbalī, may God, the Exalted, showmercy to him, said:

{1} Praise be toGod,Who raises the sevenmighty (heavens),makes the earth
an expanse, and makes it firm with lofty pegs [i.e. mountains];1 Who leads
the felicitous from amongst His creation to the ways of sound belief and
turns the wretched amongst them away from the paths of right faith toward
unbelief and heresy. I praise Him for the straightest of paths to which He
has directed us, and I thank Him for the wisdom He has inspired us with

213aand for teaching us that which we did not know. I bear witness that there is
no godbutGodalone,Whohasnopartner,with a testimony that illuminates
for the one who affirms it that which was dark and makes obvious for him
whatever part of this matter was ambiguous.2 I seek blessings for ourmaster
Muḥammad, who came as the last of the messengers, yet took precedence
over them. Thus, he is the first, who yet is the last; the one arriving last, yet
taking precedence. May God bless him, his family, the source of nobleness
and the spring of generosity, and his companions of noble character and
nature, and may He grant them peace in great abundance.

{2} It is certainly the case that human beings differ regarding their religions
just as they differ regarding their temperaments and bodies. This is the
realisation of what the Lord of the Worlds (says) in His clear Book: ‘If your
Lord had willed, He verily would have made mankind one nation, yet they
will not cease to differ.’3 This is also the means for the actualisation of what
is indicated by His clear words: ‘Verily, I shall fill Hell with the jinn and
mankind together.’4 Therefore, religions have differed, and in the opinion
of every religious person everything except his own religion is contemptible

1 See Q 78:6–7 and 12: ‘Have We not made the earth an expanse? And the mountains as
pegs? […] AndWe have built above you seven mighty (heavens).’

2 He is referring to the matter of tawḥīd (oneness of God), regarding which he intends to
criticise the Christians in his work.

3 Q 11:118.
4 Q 11:119.
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هنیدلىعدرویوضعبلىعدّریمهضعب7لعجو.ناهوهنیدىوسامنیديذكلّدنعلّذوندلأا

.ضقنولامحنمهنكمأام

هیلعدّمحمةوّبنفيهبحدقوملاسلإا�ّ�ملىعهیفنعط�ً�اتكفّنصىراصنلاضعبتیأرنيّإو}3{

ينهابرلاهجّوأوهیلعدّرأنا11ٔتممهف10.ينیعتلاةوّقنع9ليالخانیاقیقركّكشیامم8ّوهو.ملاسلا

12ميهأرفيذبلصحیلةعبرلأالیجلأالىعمَلاذلىعمدّقأنأتیأرف.هیلإوقلةدسفلما

قیلعتلااذهايهلعتُقّلعف.ةعسوتلاتيدّامفيوةیكانلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا .قیقحتلاوقّلحالَیبسيملعضىتقبمهیفًكالاسقیلعتلا

.للاتخاوداسفولامحوضقانتنمبیعوينْشَكلهنمرهظم13،بیرلابمنهیمداهوهو

لئاقلالاقاملىعرملأانّإف.بصنلا16ثروی15لصالحالیصتحو14،بعلمودهلمامدهنّألىع

لاحكلّلىع17تاسیبلتلاوهبـشلافشكنمدّبلانكل.“قلاوطلاءاسنللقلاطيّأو”:قباسلا

لیجلأالىعقیلعتلتقلحأو.تلاالحانم لأالىعقیلعتللیج لأالىعقیلعتللیج لأالىعقیلعتللیج لأالىعقیلعتللیج لأالىعقیلعتللیج لأالىعقیلعتللیج لأالىعقیلعتلنيثلإا19ءایبنلأاوایمرأولاینادوایعشإباتكنمدئاوف18لیج

دصاقلب،فسّعتم22وأدیلبلافصنمكيّذوهو21،باتكلااذهفيرظننمنّا20ٔوجرأو.شرع

للاضورفكهیلعوهامنّألمعیو،ةّیفینلحا�ّ�لمالىإةیّناصرنلا�ّ�لمانع24لدعی23،قدصللرثؤمقّحلل

–ك13.هىلعدر:ك12.تىارڡ:ك11.ںىعىلا:ك؛نىعىلا:ش10.لىلخا:ك9.وه–ك8.لعجڡ:ك7

يحمميأ،ضایب(ثروی–ك16.لصاحلللیصتحو:ش15.بلح:ك14.)ءورقميرغيحمميأ،ضایب(بیرلاب

هىلع]…[ںوكىںاوجراو:ك21.اوجراو:ش20.دعبو:ك.19لىع:ك18.رىركىلاو:ك17.)ءورقميرغ

.لدعىڡ:ك24.)ءورقميرغيحمميأ،ضایب(قدصللرثؤمقحللدصاقلب–ك23.وأ–ك22.ٮاىكلالهاںم
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and despicable. So, some of thembegan refuting some others and supplying
every possible (proof of) absurdity and contradiction against each other’s
religion.

{3} I have noticed that a certain Christian has compiled a book in which
he attacks the religion of Islam and by which he impugns the prophet-
hood of Muḥammad, peace be upon him.5 This fills with doubt the weak in
faith, who lack the ability to draw distinctions. Therefore, I have resolved
to refute him and to direct against him the proofs that will undermine
his words. But I have decided to precede this refutation with a discourse
on the four Gospels, in order, thereby, to cause damage to their opinions
and to expand upon my subject matter.6 So, I have prepared this critical
commentary (on the four Gospels), following therein the path of truth
and telling the truth in accordance with my knowledge. This will with-
out doubt firmly demolish their religion, exposing therein everything that
is disgraceful and shameful, whether it be contradiction, absurdity, cor-
ruption or defectiveness. Nevertheless, to demolish what is already demol-
ished is like playing a game, and to obtain what is already obtained brings
about fatigue. The matter is indeed as described by someone before us
who said: ‘What divorce is there for divorced women!’7 Yet it is necessary
to uncover specious arguments and deceptions under all circumstances. I
have also appended to the Critical Commentary on the Gospels some use-
ful notes on the Books of Isaiah, Daniel, Jeremiah and the twelve Prophets.
I hope that whoever looks into this book, being an intelligent and hon-
est person and not someone stupid or unfair, but rather, striving for the
truth and seeking truthfulness, will turn away from the Christian faith to
the primordial monotheistic faith, al-milla al-ḥanīfiyya [i.e. Islam], and will
know that what he used to hold true is actually unbelief and error and

5 According to the information found on the front page of the ŞehidAli Paşa codex (2315),
this Christian polemic was entitled al-Sayf al-murhaf fī al-radd ʿalā al-Muṣḥaf (The whetted
sword in refutation of the Scripture).

6 This indicates that Ṭūfī wrote his commentary on the Gospels before his response to
the above-mentioned Christian anti-Islamic polemic, namely, his apology for Islam entitled
al-Intiṣārāt al-islāmiyya fī kashf shubahal-naṣrāniyya (Islamic defences in uncovering specious
Christian arguments). This is substantiated by a number of references to the Taʿlīq in his
Intiṣārāt (see Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 232, 246, 248–249, 289, 294, 306, 313, 328, 350, 352, 382,
384 and 499).

7 He seems to be referring to the words of ʿAlwān b. ʿAbdallāh b. Saʿīd al-Jaḥdarī al-
Madhḥajī, a poet from Yemen, known as al-Kurdī (d. 660/1263).
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لا،بیمجبیرقوهو.هیلعفقونمداشر�ٕ�اللهلىا25ٕوعدأأو.لّاضلوذمخذهتقولىإهنأو

.بینأهیلإوتكلّوتهیلع،وهلاّإإ

.اوعدا:كش25
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that up until that moment of his life he was a forsaken and erring person. I
pray to God for the guidance of everyone who will be acquainted with this
book. He is Near and Responsive. There is no god save Him. In Him I trust
and unto Him I turn (in repentance).



]ةمدقلما[

قیلعتلااذهلىعمدّقنلو}4{ قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا :اهـبعفتنیتامدقمقیلعتلا

ظ213 لىولأا}5{ لىولأا لىولأا لىولأا لىولأا لىولأا لىولأا هیتوأيالینجلإا||وه3انهمءشيسیلىراصنلايدیٔابتيلا2ةعبرلأا1لیجلأاهذهنّإ:لىولأا

هئاعدوحیـسلماومةّیفیكنمّضتتذیملاتلااهفّنصيرسةقیقلحافيهيماّنإو.يمرمنبحیـسلماسىیع

يزاغمينملسلمابتكنماهيرظنف.مهعمزلىعهبلصدعبءماسلالىإهعافتراةّیفیكونايملإالىإسانلا

،يركبلاو،يدقاولاو،ةبقعنبسىومو،قاسحإنباةيرسك،هيرسولمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصاللهلوسر

.انهم–ك3.ةعبرلأا–ك2.لح:ك1



[Prologue]

{4} Let us preface this Critical Commentary with some preliminary princi-
ples that will be of benefit:

{5}The first principle:With regard to these four Gospels that are in the pos-
213bsession of the Christians, no part of them is identical to the Gospel revealed

to Jesus Christ son of Mary. In reality they are only books of biography com-
piled by the disciples, containing information about the nature of Christ’s
birth, his calling people to faith, and the nature of his ascension to heaven
after his crucifixion, as they claim. Thus, their equivalent among the books
of the Muslims are the writings on the military expeditions of the Messen-
ger of God, may God bless him and grant him peace, and biographies of him
such as the biography by Ibn Isḥāq [d. 150/767],1 Mūsā b. ʿUqba [d. 141/758],2
al-Wāqidī [d. 207/823],3 al-Bakrī [d. ca. 3rd/9th century]4 and [the one by]

1 Ibn Isḥāq, Sīrat Ibn Isḥāq al-musammāt bi-Kitāb al-mubtadaʾ wa-al-mabʿath wa-al-ma-
ghāzī, ed. M. Ḥamīdullāh, Rabat, 1976. This publication is based on the recension of Yūnus b.
Bukayr (d. 199/815)which differs from the version of Ziyād b. ʿAbdallāh al-Bakkāʾī (d. 183/799),
as preserved by Ibn Hishām. It was translated into English by G.D. Newby in his The Making
of the Last Prophet: A Reconstruction of the Earliest Biography ofMuhammad, Columbia, 1989.
OnMuḥammad Ibn Isḥāq’s life andwork, see T. Khalidi,ArabicHistorical Thought in the Clas-
sical Period, Cambridge, 1994, pp. 34–39.

2 Mūsā b. ʿUqba, al-Maghāzī al-nabawiyya, ed. Ḥ.M. Nasab, Qom, 2003. On the life and
work of Mūsā b. ʿUqba, see J. Schacht, “On Mūsā b. ʿUqba’s Kitāb al-Maghāzī”, AO, 21 (1953),
pp. 288–300; and G. Schoeler, “Mūsā b.Uqba’s Maghāzī”, The Biography of Muḥammad: The
Issue of the Sources, ed. H. Motzki, Leiden, 2000, pp. 67–97.

3 Muḥammad b. ʿUmar al-Wāqidī, Kitāb al-maghāzī, ed. M. Jones, London, 1966. On his
life and work, see S. Leder, “al-Wāḳidī”, EI2, vol. XI, pp. 101–103; and Khalidi, Arabic Historical
Thought, pp. 44–48.

4 Abū al-Ḥasan Aḥmad b. ʿAbdallāh b. Muḥammad al-Bakrī is an author or transmitter
of stories about the early years of Islam. He is known for his popular biography of the
Prophet, containing fictional andmythical accounts entitled al-Anwārwa-miṣbāḥ [ormiftāḥ]
al-surūr [or al-asrār] wa-al-afkār fī dhikr (sayyidinā) Muḥammad al-muṣṭafā al-mukhtār.
There are differing views about exactly when he lived (such as 3rd/9th, 5th/11th and 7th/13th
centuries). Relying on one of his works in which authors from as late as the end of the
13th century are quoted, Rosenthal places Bakrī in the latter half of the 13th century, while
Shoshan, in his detailed analysis of Bakrī’s sīra, concludes that the work or at least part of
it, was ‘in circulation by the latter part of the ninth century at the latest’ (p. 36). Shoshan
bases his view on a long passage found in al-Fārisī’s Kitāb badʾ al-khalq wa-qiṣaṣ al-anbiyā
(pp. 341–344), quoted from Bakrī’s Anwār. Bakrī was accused by the historian Dhahabī of
lying and inventing untrue stories. A similar accusation was made by Ibn Kathīr, Ibn Ḥajar
al-ʿAsqalānī andQalqashandī. Hewas also subject to a fatwā by IbnḤajar al-Haythamī, a 16th
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ياسىیعلىعلزنأيالینجلإاو.ذونحو،قاسحا4ٕنباةيرسصرتمخهيتيلاماشهنباو

ثیحءایبنلأالىعتلزنتيلافحصلارئاسكشىلاتوعاضومدُعهنأامّإ،يمركلانٓارقلايرظنوه

،حیـسلمامنملیجلأاهذهانهمّضتتتيلاكملحاولاثملأاوههنأوأ،ةرهشاهلقبیلمفترَثد

:ينونمذلىعلیلاو.لاًینجإعیلجمااوسمّو،هتيرسحشرايهلإاوضمّ

ماهدحأ}6{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ينفّنصلماتكاحنملب،حیـسلمامنمسیلاهثركألباًيرثكلیجلأاهذهفينّأماهدحأ

اذهتبرّعبرعلانكاو.حیـسلمانونعی،“عوسیلاق”و،“عوسیلعف”و،“عوسیباجأ”ملهوقك،اهل

وّألىإهرخٓانمهتـسكعنٔابسم،هواوتبلقوًو5ءسىیعراصف،اًفلأهء.

نياثلاهجولا}7{ نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا اللهدنعنمميهلعتلزنماّنإايهلعدَتمعیواهـبتمّؤیتيلا6لسرلاوةفلاسلامملأابتكنّأنياثلاهجولا

ملاو.اهيرغو،ایعشإفحصمو،دوادروبزو،سىومةاروتو،يمهاربإوتیشفحصك،هناحبـس

نوعمزیهم،معن.حیـسلمامنميرسیهیفو،عابتلأاوذیملاتلامنموه،لیجلأافييا

لزـنلماوههنلا7ٔ،ءشيهیلعلزـنینألىإهمدنعةجاحلاف،اللهنباوأاللهوهحیـسلمانّأ

.ءشي–ك7.لسرلاو–ك6.اًء:ش5.نب:ك4

century scholar, which forbade the reading of his sīra (F. Rosenthal, “al-Bakrī”, EI2, vol. I/2,
pp. 964–965; Shoshan, Popular Culture inMedieval Cairo, pp. 23–39; DİA, “Bekrî, Ebüʾl-Hasan
el-Kasasî”, DİA, vol. V, p. 366). Similarly, Suyūṭī (d. 911/1505) claimed that most of Bakrī’s
work contained ‘error and falsehood’ and declared it impermissible to read (Suyūṭī, al-Ḥāwī
li-al-fatāwī, Beirut, 1983, vol. I, p. 369). Ṭūfī, nevertheless, quoted from Bakrī’s work without
any criticism (see also his Intiṣārāt, vol. II, pp. 576–577).
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Ibn Hishām [d. 218/834], which is an abridgement of the biography by Ibn
Isḥāq,5 and the like.6 However, the Gospel which was sent down to Jesus
and which is the equivalent of the Noble Qurʾan, either disappeared and
was lost, vanishing like the other scriptures that were sent down to the
prophets, inasmuch as these too fell into oblivion such that not even their
fame [i.e. name] was preserved, or (the revealed, original Gospel) actually
consists of the parables and aphorisms from the words of Christ that these
Gospels contain, to which they have added a presentation of his biography
and called the whole work a ‘Gospel’. Two arguments can be adduced as
proof thereof:

{6}Firstly, with regard to theseGospels,much of them, in factmost of them,
do not represent the actual words of Christ, but rather they are accounts
written by their compilers, as indicated by their statements, such as ‘Jesus
answered’, ‘Jesus did’, and ‘Jesus said’, meaning thereby Christ. The Arabs
have Arabicised this name [i.e. Yasūʿ] by inverting its (letters) and turning
its wāw [i.e. the ū] into a yāʾ [i.e. ī] and its yāʾ [i.e. the y] into an alif [i.e. the
ā], which thus became ʿĪsā.7

{7} Secondly, the scriptures of the earlier communities and messengers,
which were followed and relied upon, such as the Ṣuḥuf of Seth and Abra-
ham, the Torah ofMoses, the Psalms of David, the Book of Isaiah and others,
were actually sent down to them by God, Glorified is He. But the words that
are found in the Gospels consist of the words of the disciples and the follow-
ers, with only a small proportion of them representing the actual words of
Christ. Yes, they do indeed claim that Christ is God or the Son of God, hence
there is noneed that anything be sent to him in their opinion, since either he

5 Ibn Isḥāq / Ibn Hishām, al-Sīra al-nabawiyya, eds. M. al-Saqqā et al., Cairo, 1936. It was
translated by Guillaume in his The Life of Muḥammad.

6 On sīra andmaghāzī literature, see J.M.B. Jones, “TheMaghāzī literature”,Arabic Litera-
ture to the End of the Umayyad Period, eds. A.F.L. Beerton et al., Cambridge, 1983, pp. 344–351;
M. Hinds, “al-Maghāzī”, EI2, vol. V, pp. 1161–1164; M.J. Kister, “The Sīrah literature”,Arabic Liter-
ature to the End of the Umayyad Period, pp. 352–367;W. Raven, “Sīra”, EI2, vol. IX, pp., 660–663;
J. Horovitz, The Earliest Biographies of the Prophet and their Authors, ed. L.I. Conrad, Prince-
ton, 2002.

7 The same etymological analysis is also found in the Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 304). Ṭūfī’s point
here seems to serve as a response to the anonymous Christian author’s alleged claim in his
polemic that the name of Jesus among the Jews was Yashūʿ and that no such name as ʿĪsāwas
used by them or known to them. Although Ṭūfī does not mention this argument, Ghāzī Ibn
al-Wāsiṭī refers to it in his short reference to the al-Sayf al-murhaf. See Gottheil, “An Answer
to the Dhimmis”, p. 409 (Arabic) and p. 448 (English).
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اللهءاشنإدقتعلمااذهداسفررّقنـساّنكل.هیبأسرّلىععلطّموهوهنباوأ،ءایبنلأانمهيرغلىع

يخراوت9هيلب،حیـسلمالیجأتسیللیجلأاهذهنّأءارقتـسلاذئنیحانلحّصیف8.هناحبـس

10.ءاشامهحلاطصايمّسینأدحأكلّلو.لیجأاهوسمّواهوعضو

ةیناثلا}8{ ةیناثلا ةیناثلا ةیناثلا ةیناثلا ةیناثلا ةیناثلا حورونبوبلأامسب”:ولوقینألىع11اهيرغولیجلأامبهتكلئاوأفياوقفّتامهّـنإ:ةیناثلا

كّشیلا.نونجوطلاتخاهنأرهظهیفمهعمرملأاقّقحاذإهیجوتبذاو�ّ�وو.“دحاوإسدقلا

هبضىریلانكالجمو،ریزانخوةًدرقاويرصینأميهلعاعمنهمهعسمولحیـسلمانّأفيلقاع

و214 ،لإامسب”:وقباهحتتفإدقتىّملینج�ٕ�ةطوبضمةحیصحةخسنةمدّقمفيتیأر||نيّإثمّ.منهم

إسدقلاحورونبوبلأاملهوقلمهلیؤاتلصاحوهاذهو.“تافصلثلثلما،تادحاولا

ناسنلإانّأماك،سدقلاحورونبوبلأا:يمناقأةثلاثوذهناحبـساللهنّإ”:نولوقیمهـنإف،دحاو

.هميرغو:ش11.ءاشامءاشام:كش10.هي–ك9.لىاعت+،هناحبـس–ك8
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himself is the OneWho sends down revelation upon someone else, namely,
the prophets, or else he is His Son who is informed about the secrets of
his Father. However, we will establish the erroneousness of this belief, if
God, Glorified is He, wills. It will then prove true for us through thorough
study (istiqrāʾ)8 that these Gospels are not the Gospels of Christ, but rather
chronicles that others producedandcalled ‘Gospels’. Yet everyonehas a right
to determine their terminology in however they wish.

{8} The second principle: They concur in opening their books, namely, the
Gospels and other writings, with the statement, ‘in the name of the Father,
the Son and theHoly Spirit, OneGod’. They have come to give this statement
such a meaning that when the matter is examined closely, it turns out to
be utter confusion and insanity. No intelligent person can doubt that had
Christ heard this statement fromthem,hewouldhave invoked (God) against
them, so that they would have turned into apes and swine;9 in sum, he

214awould not have approved of it. Moreover, I have observed the foreword of
an authentic and accurate copy of the Gospel of Matthew, which opened
with the statement, ‘in the name of God, One in essence and Triadic in
attributes’.10 This is the gist of how they explain their own statement, ‘the
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, one god,’ for in truth they say that God,
Glorified is He, possesses three hypostases, the Father, the Son and the Holy
Spirit,11 just as a human being possesses hypostases [i.e. three subsistent

8 Istiqrāʾ also means ‘induction’.
9 This might be a reference to the Qurʾanic verse: ‘He has turned some of them into apes

and swine’ (Q 5:60).
10 As Ṭūfī’s reference reveals, Christians within the Muslim milieu utilised Muslim dis-

course on the ṣifāt Allāh (attributes of God) in their defence of the Trinity. Their efforts
had two ends in mind: (1) to convince Muslim opponents of the truthfulness of the Trin-
ity; and (2) to offer satisfying answers to their Christian co-religionists in order to protect
them from the risk of conversion when challenged by a Muslim critique. For more on this,
see S.H. Griffith, “Faith and Reason in Christian Kalām: Theodore Abū Qurrah on Discern-
ing the True Religion”, Christian Arabic Apologetics during the Abbasid Period (750–1258), eds.
S.K. Samir and J.S. Nielsen, Leiden, 1994, pp. 1–43. See also S.H. Griffith, “Answering the Call
of the Minaret”, pp. 112–115 and D. Thomas, “Explanation of the Incarnation in Early ʿAbbasid
Islam”, pp. 127–149 inRedefiningChristian Identity: Cultural Interaction in theMiddle East since
the Rise of Islam, ed. J.J. Van Ginkel et al., Leuven, 2005.

11 This apologetic strategy, termed ‘attribute-apology’ by M.N. Swanson, assimilates the
Trinitarian hypostases to the attributes of God in Islamic theology in such a way that the
‘Father’ is primarily defined as the existence of God (wujūd), the ‘Son’ as His speech (nuṭq),
and the ‘Holy Spirit’ as His life (ḥayāt). See M.N. Swanson, “Are Hypostases Attributes? An
Investigation into the Modern Egyptian Christian Appropriation of the Medieval Arabic
Apologetic Heritage”, PdʾO, 16 (1990–1991), pp. 239–240.
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هيمناقٔابهناحبـساللهذكف،دحاوهيمناقٔابناسنلإانّأماكو.لقعلاوقطنلاوسفنلا:يمناقأةثلاثوذ

:هوجولدسافاذهو.“دحاو

اهدحأ}9{ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ وهفاًسایقنكانإف.ماهفلإالىإبیرقتللاًيرظنتوأاًسایقنوكینأامّإمنهملوقلااذهنّأاهدحأ

ماهدحأ.ينولدساف ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ،عرفللصلأااوقلحٔافةیّضقلااوسكعءلاؤهو،لصٔابعرفقالحإسایقلانّأماهدحأ

نياثلا.تانئكالانوّكموتادوجولمادجوموللعلا�ّ�عوكلّلاأدبموههناحبـساللهنّلأ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا طشرنّأنياثلا

.فیرعتلاةدئافلصحتلرهظأهیلعسیقلمانوكلب،هیلعسیقلماوسیقلمايواستليقعلاسایقلا

لىعاوقفّتانیانّلأ،ءلالجاوةرهشلاوروهظلافيهناحبـسالله12نواسیلاقعوناسنلإاسفنو

حّصیفیكف.ادجاًيرثكاًفلاخلقعلاوسفنلاةقیقحفياوفلتخاماكوهناحبـساللهةقیقحدوجو

؟سایقلااذه

نياثلاهجولا}10{ نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا املیلدب،اهسفنٔابةئماقرهاوجهيهمدنعاللهتاذاهـبتموّقتتيلايمناقلأانّأنياثلاهجولا

اهّكلتسیلهتاذاهـبتموّقتتيلاناسنلإايمناقأو.ةمماحدسجفيسدقلاحورءيمجدنعهدرونـس

.يواسیلا:ش12
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elements], the soul, the speech and the intellect. And just as the human
being is one by virtue of his hypostases, thus God, the Glorified, is One by
virtue of His hypostases.12 This statement is incorrect for several reasons:

{9} Firstly, this statement of theirs is either an analogy or a comparison,
made in order to facilitate an approximate understanding. Hence, if it is
an analogy, it is wrong for two reasons: (1) Drawing an analogy consists of
inferring a farʿ [literally: ‘branch’, i.e. the derived case] from an aṣl [literally:
‘root’, i.e. the source, the original case], while these people, however, have
inverted the proposition and inferred the original case from the derived
case, since God, the Glorified, is the Originator of everything, the Principal
Cause of all causes, the Giver of existence to all things existent and the
Creator of all things created. (2)Drawing a rational analogy demands strong
similarity between the target (al-maqīs) [i.e. the one compared] and the
analogue (al-maqīs ʿalayh) [i.e. the one with which comparison is made], or
even that the analogue (al-maqīs ʿalayh) should be more manifest, in order
to attain the benefit of this definite analogy. Yet there is no such similarity
in the manifestation, conspicuousness and lucidity (of a shared property)
between a human soul with its intellect, and God, the Glorified, because
thosewhohaveagreedupon theexistenceof the reality ofGod, theGlorified,
and His perfection, are in very strong disagreement about the reality of the
soul and the intellect. How, then, could this analogy be soundly drawn?

{10} Secondly, the hypostases, by which the essence of God in their view
subsists, are self-subsisting substances, as will be proven by what we shall
present when treating the subject of the Holy Spirit’s coming in the body
of a dove. The hypostases [i.e. subsistent elements], by which the essence
of the human being subsists, on the other hand, are not all substances;
rather speech and intellect are two attributes. With regard to speech, this

12 This strategy traces its originback to the earlyChristian apologists. The earliest example
appears in the 8th century (ca. 132/750) anonymousMelkite treatise, Fī tathlīthAllāhal-wāḥid
(On the TriuneNature ofGod), with its triadic analogy of thenafs (soul), jasad (body) and rūḥ
(spirit) in humans (M.D. Gibson (ed. and tr.), ATreatise on the Triune Nature of God, in Studia
Sinaitica 7, London, 1899, p. 76. For a detailed analysis of the structure and contents of this
early Arabic Christian work, see Samir, “The Earliest Arab Apology for Christianity (c. 750)”,
pp. 57–114). Later in the same century, Timothy I defines the Christian notion of God as ‘One
God with three essential attributes’ corresponding to soul, mind and word in mortals, which
resonates with the scheme cited by Ṭūfī (R. Caspar, “Les versions arabes du dialogue entre le
catholicos Timothée I et le calife al-Mahdî (IIe/VIIIe siècle) “Mohammed a suivi la voie des
prophètes” ”, Islamochristiana, 3 (1977), pp. 131 and 25–27).
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مولع]نم[هنألىعلّدلیلانّلأفلقعلاامّأو.رهاظفقطنلاامّأ.ناتفصلقعلاوقطنلالب،رهاوج

نأانمّلسولو.تافصلالیبقنملمعلاو.لیحتـسلمااحتـساوزئالجازاوجناسنلإااهـبلمعیةّیروضر

.سایقلاداسففيةیافكرهوبجسیلوةفصقطنلانوكفينكال،مهضعبلاقماك،رهوجلقعلا

ثلاثلاهجولا}11{ ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا اهـبتماقتاذهناحبـسهنأضيتقی“تافصلثلثم،تادحاو”:ملهوقنّأثلاثلاهجولا

ماهدحأ.ينولدسافوهو.تافصثلاث ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ هذهنّلأ،“سدقلاحورونب”:ملهوقفيانیذنّأماهدحأ

،رهاوجتافصلاوأتافصرهاولجاةیمستلىعمنهیبفاوحلطصااونكانإف.تافصلارهاوج

ينتّللمانمينمّكلتلماوةفسلافلاحلطصمفلاخلىعوهو.هیلإمهـبةجاحلا،سیبلتومايهإذف

ظ214 نياثلا.هميرغو نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا ||ملاوةدارلإاوةایلحاوةردقلاولمعلكا،ثلاثنمثركا13ٔهناحبـساللهتافصنّأنياثلا

.لىاعت:ك13
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matter is clear. As far as the intellect is concerned, this is so, because the
evidence shows that the intellect is one of the necessary cognitional capaci-
ties by which a human being becomes cognisant of the conceivability of the
conceivable and the absurdity of the absurd. And cognition belongs to the
category of attributes. Even if we were to concede that the intellect is a sub-
stance, as some (Christians) state, the fact that speech is an attribute and
not a substance would still suffice to demonstrate the erroneousness of this
analogy.13

{11} Thirdly, their statement, ‘One in essence and Triadic in attributes’,
necessarily implies that (God), the Glorified, is an essence in which three
attributes subsist. This is an incorrect statement for two reasons: (1) It
is incompatible with their other statement, ‘the Son and the Holy Spirit’,
because these are substances, not attributes. And even if they had adopted
the terminological usage among themselves such as to call the substances
‘attributes’ or the attributes ‘substances’, this would be a delusional and
deceptive usage, for which they have no need. This also constitutes a devi-
ation from the terminology used by the philosophers and theologians of
the two religions and others.14 (2) The attributes of God, Glorified is He,

214baremore than three, such as knowledge, omnipotence, life, will, speech and
other than these from the attributes of essence and action. So, why did they

13 With this argument Ṭūfī undermines the Christian apologetic effort to explain and
justify the three hypostases through the use of the concept of divine attributes (ṣifāt Allāh) in
Muslim tradition.He finds this interpretation to be in contradiction to the classical definition
of the Trinity, in which each of the three ‘personae’ (uqnūm) of the Godhead is defined as
a self-subsistent entity, thus exceeding the limits of an ‘attribute’ (ṣifa). While ‘substances’
subsist in themselves, ‘attributes’ cannot exist outside of what they describe, nor can they
exist independently of them. In Ṭūfī’s view, the equation of ‘hypostasis’ with ‘attribute’ is
simply a misrepresentation of the Christian teaching.

14 Ṭūfī’s main emphasis is on the terminological confusion which Christian theologians
seemed to have ignored. Such a conflict between the theological definition and apologetic
strategy can be clearly observed in the definitions offered by Yaḥyā b. ʿAdī (d. 974), a Jacobite
Christian, who lived several centuries before Ṭūfī. In his work, God is defined as ‘one sub-
stance (jawhar) in possession of three attributes (ṣifāt),’ on the one hand, whilst on the other,
He is ‘one substance (jawhar) with three hypostases (aqānīm); each one of the hypostases
(aqānīm) being a substance (jawhar) and each of them being a god’. This double-language is
exactly what troubles Ṭūfī and leads him to declare it self-contradictory and confusing, for in
his view, the first definition implies strict equality between the hypostases, while in the lat-
ter the Son of God and the Holy Spirit become functional qualities of God’s essence, i.e. the
Father (for Yaḥyāb. ʿAdī’s first definition, see Yaḥyāb. ʿAdī,Petits traités apologétiquesdeYaḥyâ
ben ʿAdî, ed. and tr. A. Périer, Paris, 1920, pp. 11, 22, 44–62, 65, and for his second definition, see
ibid., p. 46).
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فياهراصنحاریرقتفيهنوركذیامعیجمو؟ةثلاثفياهوصرحلمف.ةیّلعفلاوةیّتااتافصلانماهيرغو

رئاظنلانمهنودروی15امكلّو.ليّقعناهربايهفسیل14ةبهـشو.ةیّـسانئتـساوةیّعانقإهبـشرومأةثلاث

عرفتامونيوكلالماعلاأدبمهيتيلاةعبرلأاصرانعلكا،ةیّعرلارئاظنلضرَاعموهفةیّثلاثلا

.ايهلعدازاموةیّـسالخمارئاظنلوأ،يرثكوهوذونحواهطلاخأونادبلأاتاّیفیككانهم

ةثلاثلا}12{ ةثلاثلا ةثلاثلا ةثلاثلا ةثلاثلا ةثلاثلا ةثلاثلا :ةثلاثرومأحیـسلمافيهودقتعااملىعىراصنلالحمماّنإ:ةثلاثلا

اهدحأ}13{ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ ونعردصیلااذه”:اولاقف.هیدیلىعتازجعلماترهظثمّ،ركذيرغنمهنوّكتاهدحأ

ذإ،اللهنباهنأينعتف.شربلانماًحك�ً�ألمعنلاو–دويهلانملقعأاذهفياونكاو–ءز

يرغءارقتـسودهاشلالىعبئاغلاسایقلیبقنماذهنكاف.“بأ]و[لاإنبالاو،نباوه

ةشرابميرثٔاتلا،ةیّلزأةردقوةیّّلعيرثٔاتحیـسلمادايجإفيهناحبـساللهيرثٔاتذإ،دسافوهو،مّاتلا

نكلو،قّلحاقیرطلىعهناحبـساللهمهبهّندقو.مئهانبأدايجإفينیدهَاشلماء�ٓ�لاايرثٔاتكةّیببـسو

.ماكلو:كش15.ةیبهـشو:كش14
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restrict them to three? All that they offer when establishing their restriction
of the divine attributes to three matters are specious arguments aimed at
persuasion and complaisance.15Yet a specious argument does not amount to
a rationally decisiveproof. Andevery threefold example theyprovide for this
purpose is opposed by fourfold examples, such as the four elements,16 which
form the basis of the existing cosmos, and all that is derived from these
four elements, such as the primary qualities of bodies,17 their humours,18 and
much besides, or by fivefold examples and whatever exceeds them.

{12} The third principle: The Christians have been drawn to whatever doc-
trines they have adopted concerning Christ by three issues:

{13} The first issue is the fact that he came into existence without a male,
then miracles appeared at his hands. And they said, ‘This cannot origi-
nate from a child born of adultery,—and they were more reasonable in this
than the Jews—and we do not know of a procreating father for him among
humanity. Thus, it becomes clear that he is the Son of God, since he is a
son and there is no son but has a father’. This reasoning belongs to the cat-
egory of extrapolation and the category of incomplete induction. It is faulty
reasoning, because the effect produced by God, Glorified is He, regarding
the creation of Christ was that of an effect produced by a primary cause and
pre-eternal omnipotence, not the effect produced by sexual intercourse and

15 As observed in Ṭūfī’s assessment above and in the refutations of several other theolo-
gians such as Bāqillānī, Ibn Ḥazm, Qarāfī and Ibn Taymiyya, who respectively declared it as
insufficient, false, pointless and wrong, this argument failed to persuade the Muslim audi-
ence. They consistently argued against the limitation of the divine attributes to three, which
they did not find at all convincing (SeeMuḥammad b. al-Ṭayyib al-Bāqillānī,Kitāb al-tamhīd,
ed. R.J. McCarthy, Beirut, 1957, pp. 79–81; ʿAlī b. Aḥmad Ibn Ḥazm, al-Faṣl fī al-milal wa-al-
ahwāʾ wa-al-niḥal, eds. M.I. Naṣr and ʿA.-R. ʿUmayra, Beirut, [1995], vol. I, pp. 113–114; Qarāfī,
Ajwiba, pp. 138–140, 318–319; Michel, AMuslim Theologian’s Response, p. 267).

16 Otherwise known as al-arkān al-arbaʿa, i.e. air, fire, earth and water, a widely used
concept in classical Islamic philosophy and theology, which ultimately originated from the
Greek philosopher Empedocles (see M.S. Sheikh, ADictionary of Muslim Philosophy, Lahore,
1976, ‘al-arkān al-arbaʿah’, p. 9).

17 Also known as kayfiyyāt al-ʿuwal (the primary qualities), these are the four qualities of
heat (ḥarāra), coldness (burūda), moisture (ruṭūba) and dryness (yubūsa). All other qualities
such as colour, smell, taste, touch, etc., are supposed to have originated from these four (see
ibid., ‘al-kaifīyāt al-uwal’, p. 111).

18 Namely the four cardinal fluids of the body: blood (dam), phlegm (balgham), yellow
bile (ṣafrāʾ) and black bile (sawdāʾ). This theory of four humours, commonly used by the
medieval Muslim philosophers and physicians, originated from Hippocrates (see ibid., ‘al-
akhlāṭ al-arbaʿah’, pp. 6–7).



112 critical edition and translation

لا،اًیّعانصاًدايجإمدٓادجؤاف،ةیّلقعلاةمسقلاماسقألىعشربلاعوندايجإلعجثیحنُلاذلخامأ

ا﴿:هناحبـسلاقثیحمدٓالىعسىیعسایقبيمركلانٓارقلاحصرّدقو.مّألاوبأنم


سىَیعِلََثمَن

16ناذه.نیوبأنمهتّیرّذبلاغدجوأو.﴾نُوكَُیَفنْك�َُ�ُلَاَقثمُبٍارَُتنْمِهُقََلخَمَدَٓالَِثَكمَاللهِدَنْعِ

اللهتاولصحیـسلماةیناثلاو،اهلمّألاومدٓادسجنمتّقتُـشاءاوّحماهادحإ:ناتطساولاو.نافرط

،ةیّلزلأاةردقلهبتلمفح،اهعردبیجفياهخفنةخفنباهلسدقلاحورلابح�ٕ�يمرمنمهدجوأهیلع

ةفصلا،هقلخنمقلخواللهةكئلامنمملیبرجوهسدقلاحورو.ةّیداعلاةّیشربلاقیرطللا

ىعدینأزاجنلإو.لاهّلجاللاّضُلاىراصنلاهّنظماك،اللهتاذموهفمثللاو،اللهتاذبةئماق

،ءاوّحومدٓافيذ17ىعدّینألىوأقیرطبزاج،ركذشربيرغنمهدوجولةیّهللإاحیـسلمافي

.ىعدیا:ك17.ناذاه:ش16
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a secondary cause, like the effect produced by the observable fathers regard-
ing the procreation of their sons.19 God, Glorified is He, had indeed informed
them about the path of truth. Yet the state of forsakenness lulled them into
error, as He also made the procreation of the human species in accordance
with the categories of rational classification. However, He brought Adam
into existence in themanner of a craftsman, not froma father ormother. The
Noble Qurʾan has indeed explicitly declared the comparability of Jesus with
Adam, where God, Glorified is He, says: ‘Verily, the likeness of Jesus before
God is as the likeness of Adam. He created him of dust, then He said unto
him, ‘Be’, and he was.’20 And then He brought the majority of his progeny
into existence from two parents. These are two extremes, while between
them are two intermediate cases: the first one is Eve, who was derived from
Adam’s body, but had no mother; and the second one is Christ, may the
blessings of God be upon him, whom He brought into existence from Mary
through the impregnation of theHoly Spirit by a breath he breathed into the
neckline of her garment. Thus, she became pregnant with him through pre-
eternal omnipotence, not in the conventional humanway. TheHoly Spirit is
Gabriel, one of God’s angels and one of His creation, but neither an attribute
subsisting in the essence of Godnor a third concept [i.e. hypostasis] of God’s
essence, as the misguided and ignorant Christians have supposed.21 On the

19 This categorisation corresponds to Ghazzālī’s theory of two causes, sabab qarīb (imme-
diate cause) and sabab baʿīd (ultimate cause), whereby he holds that having lacked the
former, Jesus should be ascribed to the latter, i.e. to God’s creative word (al-kalima) of ‘be’
(kun). See Abū Ḥāmid Muḥammad al-Ghazzālī, al-Radd al-jamīl li-ilāhiyyat ʿĪsā bi-ṣarīḥ al-
Injīl, ed. and tr. by R. Chidiac in his Réfutation excellente de la divinité de Jésus-Christ d’après
les Évangiles, Bibliothèque de l’École des Hautes Études: Sciences Religieuses, vol. LIV, Paris,
1939, p. 59.

20 Q3:59. Inspiredby thisQurʾanic verse, likemanyotherMuslimpolemicists Ṭūfī suggests
thatAdamshould bemore entitled to divinity byChristian reckoning than Jesus, since hehad
neither mother nor father and his creation was more extraordinary and subtle than that of
Jesus. Moreover, Jesus was born from a womb, which is incompatible with divine nature, as
it sets Him within the realm of humanity (Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. I, p. 404; see also vol. II, p. 131).

21 In his theological treatise, Ṭūfī defines the Spirit (al-Rūḥ) as a homonymous term
(mushtarak) shared by different entities such as ‘Gabriel’, ‘Qurʾan’, ‘Christ’ and ‘angel’ (Ṭūfī,
Ḥallāl, f. 16a; for a detailed analysis see also his Ishārāt, vol. II, pp. 75–76. This categorisation
is also mentioned by various other authors. See, for instance, Abū ʿUthmān ʿAmr b. Baḥr
al-Jāḥiẓ, al-Mukhtār min kitāb al-radd ʿalā al-naṣārā, ed. J. Finkel in Thalāth rasāʾil li-Abī
ʿUthmān ʿAmr b. Baḥr al-Jāḥiẓ, Cairo, 1926, pp. 36–37). Islamic exegesis, as B. Stowasser
observes, has differentiated between God’s spirit sent to Mary in the form of a man (rūḥanā
/ Q 19:17) and God’s spirit breathed into Mary (min rūḥinā / Q 21:91; 66:12). The former is
identified as Gabriel, while the latter is interpreted as the life substance with which God
created Adam from clay and awakened Jesus to life in Mary’s womb (B.F. Stowasser, Women
in theQurʾan, Traditions, and Interpretation, New York, 1994, p. 76).When used in reference to
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هتردقبهحورنمهیفخفنو،ثىنألاوركذيرغنمهدیباللههقلخمدٓاو.همّألبقنمحیـسلمااوبأماهـنلأ

.هيرغلاوسدقلاحورةطساويرغب

نياثلارملأا}14{ نياثلارملأا نياثلارملأا نياثلارملأا نياثلارملأا نياثلارملأا نياثلارملأا تيلاقراولخانمذونحوضىرلماءاربإوتىولماءایحكإ،هدیلىعقراولخاروهظنياثلارملأا

و215 نوّقحتـسیوأةهلٓاءایبنلأاعیجمنكال،لاّإو.إهنألىعلّدیلااذهنكل.ّبيندیلىعاهلثم||رهظتلم

Jesus, the title, ‘Spirit of/fromGod’, is simply an allusion to Jesus’ creationwithout the agency
of a human father, as well as to his propheticministry. As theQurʾanic title, ‘theWord of God’,
is read by the Muslim theologians in relation to Jesus’ miraculous birth, similarly, ‘the Spirit
of God’ (Q 4:171), is taken as a reference to it and is therefore interpretedmetaphorically (see,
for instance, Ibn Taymiyya, al-Tafsīr al-kabīr, ed. ʿA.-R. ʿUmayra, Beirut, n.d., vol. III, p. 214; Ibn
Kathīr, Bidāya, vol. II, p. 56).
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grounds that it is permissible to claim divinity for Christ due to his existence
without a human male, then it must a fortiori be permissible to claim such
a thing for Adam and Eve,22 both of whom are Christ’s progenitors from his
mother’s side. As for Adam, God created him with His own Hand neither
from a male nor a female, and He ‘breathed into him of His Spirit’23 by His
omnipotence, with neither themediumof theHoly Spirit nor that of anyone
else.24

{14} The second issue is the appearance of supernatural events at his hand,
215asuch as reviving the dead, healing the sick and other miracles the like of

which had not appeared at the hand of any other prophet. However, this

22 Ṭūfī takes this a step further, comparing Jesus’ creation to that of Eve, a comparison
also mentioned by Jāḥiẓ (Radd, pp. 32–33), Bāqillānī (Tamhīd, p. 101), Qurṭubī (Iʿlām, p. 137),
Ibn Taymiyya (Jawāb, vol. IV, pp. 54–55; Daqāʾiq al-tafsīr, ed. M.S. al-Jalyand, Damascus, 1984,
vol. I, p. 320; and Tafsīr, vol. III, p. 202) and IbnQayyim al-Jawziyya (Hidāyat, p. 186). The triad
of Adam, Eve and Jesus seems to be of much earlier origin, as it appears in the Risāla of Ibn
al-Layth (8th century), a letter written for the caliph Hārūn al-Rashīd (r. 170/786–193/809)
to the Byzantine emperor Constantine VI (r. 780–797), where the creation of Adam and Eve
is considered more miraculous than that of Jesus, since the former two did not evolve in
the womb, whilst the latter did (Abū al-Rabīʿ Muḥammad Ibn al-Layth, in Jamharat rasāʾil
al-ʿarab fī ʿuṣūral-ʿarabiyyaal-zāhira, ed.A.Z. Ṣafwat, Cairo, 1937, vol. III, p. 314; on Ibnal-Layth
and hisRisāla, see D.M. Dunlop, “A Letter of Hārūn al-Rashīd to the Emperor Constantine VI”,
In Memoriam: Paul Kahle, eds. M. Black and G. Fohrer, Berlin, 1968, pp. 106–115). Such an
analogy might have been inspired by a report attributed to Wahb b. Munabbih, in which
it is Mary who first compares her fatherless child’s creation to that of Adam and Eve. In this
account, Joseph, uponnoticingMary’s pregnancy, confronts herwith the questionofwhether
a crop could grow without a seed or a tree without water. Mary’s answer is straightforward:
God created the first crop from nothing, just as He created Adam and Eve without mother
and father (R.G. Khoury, Les légendes prophétiques dans l’ Islam. Depuis le Ier jusqu’au IIIe
sièle de l’Hégire. D’après le manuscript d’Abū Rifāʿa ʿUmāra b. Waṯīma b. Mūsā b. al-Furāt
al-Fārisī al-Fasawī: Kitāb Bad’ Al-Ḫalq Wa-Qiṣaṣ Al-Anbiyāʾ, Wiesbaden, 1978, p. 316; Ṭabarī,
Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. XVI, p. 73).

23 See Q 32:9.
24 Ṭūfī’s triad of Adam, Eve and Jesus is situated within four forms of human creation.

On the one hand, there is Adam, who was created from no man or woman, and the rest
of humankind who were brought to life through their male and female parents. On the
other hand, there are two exceptions: Eve who was created from man only and Jesus who
was given life through a woman only. This paradigm of creation seems to be a frequently
used reference for other 13th and 14th century Muslim authors. In the tafsīr literature, the
commentaries of Bayḍāwī (Anwār al-tanzīl wa-asrār al-taʾwīl, eds. M.Ṣ.b.Ḥ. Ḥallāq and M.A.
al-Aṭrash, Damascus, 2000, vol. I, p. 428), and later on Ibn Kathīr (Tafsīr, vol. III, p. 115 and
p. 246; Bidāya, vol. II, p. 51 and Qiṣaṣ al-anbiyāʾ, ed. M. ʿAbd al-Waḥīd, Cairo, 1968, vol. II,
p. 387) exhibit the same structure. Similarly, the polemicists Ibn al-Qayyim (Hidāyat, p. 186)
andDimashqī follow the same pathwith the latter effectively describing this four-foldmodel
of God’s creative power as the perfection of His grace (Ebied and Thomas, Muslim-Christian
Polemic, p. 195).
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لیقزح18ایحأدقو،تىولماءایحإحیـسلمازجعممظعألب.قراولخانمهباوتأامردقبةیّهللإانم

.ةًيرسیاًداحٓا19ایحأماّنإسىیعو،﴾تِوْمَْلارَذَحَفٌوُلاهمُْوَهمِْر�َ�ِدِنْمِاوجُرَخَنَیِا﴿همواًفلأينناثم

لصأنيمفاهدايجإنممظعأةایلحافيلصألادماجفيةایلحادايجإنّلأ،مظعأسىومزجعمو

هُدُیعُِیثمُقَْلخَْلاادَبَْیيِاوَهُوَ﴿:هناحبـساللهلاقدقو.ةداعإنياثلاوعاترخالوّلأانّلأ،ةایلحافي

.يىحا:ش19.يىحا:ش18
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does not prove that he was a god. Otherwise, all prophets would have been
gods or would have deserved to share this divinity according to the extent
of the supernatural things they had brought.25 Indeed, reviving the deadwas
the greatestmiracle of Christ,26 yet Ezekiel revived eighty thousand people,27
(who are referred to in the Qurʾan as) ‘those who went forth from their
habitations in their thousands, fearing death’,28 while Jesus revived only a
few individuals.29 In addition, the miracle of Moses was greater, because
giving life to an inanimate object, which has no origin in life, should be
greater than merely giving life to someone who was by nature once alive,
for the former is an act of bringing something into existence for the first

25 One of the preferred Muslim polemical strategies was to compare Jesus’ miracles with
those of other prophets, in order to refute the claim of his divinity. The intention for negating
the uniqueness of Jesus’ miracles was directed at proving his prophetic ministry (for a thor-
ough examination of early Muslim polemics writing on this question, see D. Thomas, “The
Miracles of Jesus in Early Islamic Polemic”, JSS, 39/2 (1994), pp. 221–243). By this argument,
Christians are called to either accept Jesus as a prophet ofGod, orworship other prophets and
regard them as divine too. Muslim theologians interpreted the miracles ascribed to Jesus as
proof of his prophethood, but not of his divinity. Just like othermessengers of God, Jesus per-
formedmiracles not by himself, but through God’s supreme power. The clause, bi-idhn Allāh,
i.e. ‘by God’s permission’ (Q. 3:49; 5:110), always played a key role in the Muslim response to
the Christians, for it presents the miracles of Jesus as the creation of God and not of Jesus.
For a thorough analysis, see N. Robinson, “Creating Birds from Clay: AMiracle of Jesus in the
Qurʾān and in Classical Muslim Exegesis”, MW, 79 (1989), pp. 11–12. See also Qarāfī, Ajwiba,
pp. 210–215.

26 Elsewhere Ṭūfī differentiates between the absolute (muṭlaqan) life-giving activity,
which exclusively belongs to God, and Jesus’ life-giving action performed ‘by God’s leave’ (bi-
idhn Allāh). Accordingly, when Jesus raised the dead, he did not do so in an autonomous and
absolute manner. Rather, it was by God’s permission at specific times that he was able to do
so. The need for permission is a clear sign of his humanity and lack of potency. The one who
is not omnipotent cannot be considered God, concludes Ṭūfī (Ishārāt, vol. III, pp. 157–159).

27 Although Ṭūfī does not give a Biblical reference to this story, one can easily correlate it
with the ‘valley of dry bones’ and their revival mentioned in the book of Ezekiel 37:1–10.

28 ‘Have you not considered those who went forth from their habitations in their thou-
sands, fearing death? AndGod said to them: “Die!” and then brought themback to life. Surely
God is a Lord of Kindness to mankind, but most of mankind give not thanks.’ (Q 2:243).

29 This is a frequently repeated example in many earlier and later sources, in which
Ezekiel’s miracle is presented as a greater miracle, for he raised several thousands, in ref-
erence to the ‘valley of dry bones’ (Ezekiel 37:1–10). Since Ezekiel was not considered a deity
as the result of his miracle, the Christians are asked to regard Jesus’ miracle within the same
framework. Although the argument articulated by these various sources appears to be iden-
tical, the numbers they offer vary. For instance, while Ibn al-Layth defines it as ‘many dead
people’ giving no specific number (Ibn al-Layth, Risāla, p. 314), Dimashqī, designates it as ‘a
thousand’ (Ebied and Thomas, Muslim-Christian Polemic, p. 386). Furthermore, in Thomas’
article, “The Miracles of Jesus in Early Islamic Polemic”, one can see that in various sources
this number varies between ‘a man’ (p. 227), ‘many men’ (p. 229), and ‘thirty-five thousand
men’ (pp. 225, 233).
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تبلقسىومو،تويمتىحهبحصیوأتويمثم،اًئیشيييحنكاسىیعاًضیأو.﴾هِیَْلَعنُوَهْاوَهُوَ

.�ّٔ�اتینٔابلىوأسىوماًذإف،مظعأكّشلااذهو.ةًيرثكاًرارمةًّیحاصعلا

ثلاثلارملأا}15{ ثلاثلارملأا ثلاثلارملأا ثلاثلارملأا ثلاثلارملأا ثلاثلارملأا ثلاثلارملأا ،بلأا:وقنممهعمزلىع20ملاسلاهیلعسىیعمنممهلیجأفيدروامثلاثلارملأا

:ينونمهنعباولجاو.اذهونحو22كمأوبيأنّإو21تِبأو،بيأو،نبو

ماهدحأ}16{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ لا�ّ�موقهمو،ىراصنلالىعسّلِدُءشياذهماّنإو.حیـسلمامنمهّكلاذهنوكعنمماهدحأ

قرفلاباتكفيانئمالعضعبهركذامذفيببسلاو23.لاتلمحاميهلعليطنی قرفلاباتك قرفلاباتك قرفلاباتك قرفلاباتك قرفلاباتك قرفلاباتك اولعفاّلمدويهلانّأقرفلاباتك

زلأاولعفامحیـسلمااللهملدويهلاتنكاف.حیـسلمانیدةصرنفيمورلاميهلعرهظأوراغصلاو

عمننح”:اولاقف.ميهلعةصرنلانمدُويهلاتسیأوىراصنلامنههوأتىحرملأالوّأفيمتهبرالمحتتبث

اوسّدثمّ.“منهیبقیرفتلاًنطهیفنّدهجنلف.اًرهاظانیلعرذعتدقو.هماذأانضرغو،نوروهقمءلاؤه

.لالمحا:كش23.كمءاو:ش22.ةبأو:كش21.ملاسلاهیلع–ش20
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time, while the latter is restoration. God, Glorified is He, has truly said: ‘He
it is Who produces creation, then reproduces it, and this is easy for Him.’30
Also, whenever Jesus revived someone, they would die afterwards or would
accompany him until they died, while for Moses the staff turned into a
serpent many times. And this is without doubt greater, in which caseMoses
would be more deserving of deification.31

{15} The third issue consists of what is mentioned in their Gospels of the
words of Jesus, peace be upon him, according to their claim, that is, his
saying, ‘the Father’, ‘the Son’, ‘my Father’, ‘Omy Father’,32 ‘my Father and your
Father’33 and similar statements. This can be countered in two ways:

{16} Firstly, by denying that any of this belongs to the words of Christ. This
is something that the Christians were deceived with, for they are ignorant
people, capable of being fooled by a fraudster. The reason for this is found in
what was mentioned by one of our scholars in his Book of Sects, that when
the Jews had done what they had done to Christ, God decreed for them
constant humiliation and lowliness and granted the Romans victory over
them in support of the religion of Christ. At first, the Jews had stood firm in
their battle until the Christians weakened them and the Jews despaired of
victory over them. So they said: ‘We are vanquished when faced with these,
whilst our aim is to harm them. However, it has become unfeasible for us to
do so openly. Thus, let us secretly strive for it by causing separation among
them.’ Then (the Jews) plotted against (the Christians) with a cunning man
from among themselves [i.e. the Jews] who was one of the fiercest of them
in his opposition to the Christians and well-known for this.34 He came to

30 Q 30:27.
31 The same argument appears in various other sources. For instance, Ibn al-Layth com-

pares Jesus’ miracles to those of Moses (Risāla, p. 315), and Bāqillānī (Tamhīd, pp. 98–99),
Ghazzālī (Radd, pp. 4–5), Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī (Kitābal-arbaʿīn fī uṣūl al-dīn, Hyderabad, 1934,
p. 118), Dimashqī (Ebied and Thomas,Muslim-Christian, p. 387) and Ibn al-Qayyim (Hidāyat,
p. 186) find Moses’ miracle of turning his staff into a serpent greater and more extraordinary
than the life-giving miracle of Jesus.

32 Matthew 26:39; Luke 22:42.
33 John 20:17.
34 This is an allusion to Paul, which is the only casewhere Ṭūfī refers to him, albeitwithout

the mention of his name. An anti-Pauline attitude is a common feature of medieval Muslim
polemical literature, which describes Paul as a false convert who aimed to undermine and
destroy the message of Christ from within. Such a negative image of Paul strongly resonates
with the early Judeo-Christian application of the ‘Liar’ epithet and ‘Enemy’ terminology to
Paul, which named him ‘Lying Tongue’, the ‘Enemy of God’, ‘heretic’ and ‘an apostate from
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راغصلاولّاةئیهميهلإءافج.ذباًروهشمىراصنلافيةًنكامهمدّشأنمنكاةًیهادمنهملاًجرمله

.كموّدعنمتنكامدّشأكمنمنٓلااأو،كموّدعفينيكامتمملعدق”:لاقفراذتعورافغتـسو

.ةمهـتعونلىعهولبقف.“هنیدنعيفلتخلىعنيمولیونيرجزیوهو،حیـسلماتیأرنيّأذببسو

لمعامّلف.لوقلاعومسمايهفاًمدقمراصف،�ّ�لمادَابّعقافتىححیـسلمانیدلىعدبّعتلافيذخأثمّ

فياذكیلفيتئایـسحیـسلما”:ملهلاقثمّ.ةنیابتمةفلتمخخسنةثلاثلینجلإبتكمهـبولقفيهنكتم

اوظفتحاف.يردصلىعلینجلإاواًحوبذمبحذلمافينيودجتـسو،سيفنبرّقٔاسنيّإو.اذكتقو

ظ215 ||فَلتمخهردصلىعلینجلإاواًحوبذمتقولاذفيهودجومهـنإثمّ“!معن”:اولاقف“!كمادههیفف،هب

تمّـتو.همؤاوهأتفلتخاو،اوقرّفتف“!قّلحاوهانلینجإ”:تلاقةقرفكلّو.اهوعزاوتو،اهوذخٔاف.خسنلا

.ةعاسلاتىحونٓلاالىإللاضلافينوطبيخاوراصو،ميهلعدويهلایح

مهفاشرأعتميجنألىعميهأرعجمأثمّ.لیئاسرإونبتيرّتحعفراّلمسىیعنّإ”:هبّنمنببهولاقو}17{

لاقف،اوعتمجاف.هیفنوفلتيخلاهیلع24نونوكیرمألىعنوعمجیف،نورظنیثمّ،دحاوسلمجفي

.نوكی:ش24

the Law’ (See R. Eisenman, James, the Brother of Jesus: TheKey toUnlocking the Secrets of Early
Christianity and the Dead Sea Scrolls, London, 2002, pp. 146, 147, 278, 377, 393). In this passage
Ṭūfī asserts that the Christians were deceived by the Jews ‘because of their ignorance.’ The
anonymous Jew is described as a cunning person who, out of his great enmity towards the
Christians, deceives them with his crafty activities.
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(the Christians) in the guise of humility and lowliness, pretending to ask for
forgiveness and to offer apologies: ‘You have come to knowmy place as your
enemy, but now I amone of you,muchmore than I everwaswhen Iwas your
enemy. This is so because I saw Christ and hewas rebuking and reproaching
me for holding back from his religion.’ And (the Christians) accepted him
with a degree of suspicion. Then he started to show such a strong devotion
to the religion of Christ that he finally surpassed the worshippers of this
faith and became a prominent figure amongst them, whose word was taken
seriously. When he knew that he had gained influence over their hearts, he
wrote three divergent and contradictory copies of the Gospel. Then, he said
to them: ‘Christ will come in such and such a night, at such and such a time.
I will offer myself as a sacrifice to him, and you will find me slaughtered
on the altar with the Gospel on my chest. So, safeguard it, for in it is your
salvation!’ They replied: ‘Yes!’ Thereafter, they did indeed find him at that

215bappointed time slaughtered and on his chest the Gospel in diverging copies.
And they took these (divergent copies of the Gospel) and divided them
among themselves. Each party said: ‘Our Gospel is the true one.’ Thus, (the
Christians) became divided, and their deviant beliefs came to differ. Hence,
the wiles of the Jews against them were accomplished, and (the Christians)
have been wandering on the path of error until this very moment and will
continue to do so till the Day of Judgement.35

{17}Wahb b. Munabbih [d. 110/728 or 114/732]36 said: ‘When Jesus was raised
toHeaven, the Israelites becameperplexed. Then theymade a joint decision
that their nobles should assemble for one council, examine the case, and
unite upon a decree which they would all accept and not disagree about.

35 In Ṭūfī’s account, the anonymous Jew, who appears to be identified by other Muslim
sources as Paul, devises the ruse of converting to Christianity in order tomislead Christ’s sin-
cere followers. All these features correspondwith the commoncharacteristics of anti-Pauline
accounts found in various Muslim sources. Nevertheless, what makes Ṭūfī’s version differ
from the rest is that the hostile Jew is blamed not only for causing doctrinal controversies
amongst the Christians, but also for creating discrepancies between the Gospels, for he is
regarded as the author of diverse copies of the Gospel, which ultimately led the Christians
astray.

36 He is considered to be among the great transmitters of Biblical material into Muslim
literature. None of his collections of the tales of the prophets (such as Kitāb al-mubtadaʾ
wa-qiṣaṣ al-anbiyāʾ, Kitāb al-isrāʾiliyyāt, and many others) have survived. However, he has
been extensively quoted bymany later authors (see Adang,MuslimWriters, pp. 10–11; Tottoli,
Biblical Prophets, pp. 138–141). He is thought to have come from a Jewish background. Khoury,
however, questions Wahb b. Munabbih’s conversion story and concludes that the sources
have confused it with his father’s conversion. According to Khoury,Wahbwasmost probably
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،ماهـبءاجثمّ.“اماًمویاتهكردأنإلیئاسرإنيبنمتيبیغِبكردأمویلا”:هدنجنميننثلاسیلبإ

ةیـشخوحیـسلمادقفلءكابلافياوذخأاوعتمجاامّلف.ةیحفيوهسلجو،علجماتيیحفيماهسلجٔاف

،كمّبرهللاودحماوكمسفنألىع25اوظفاح،سانلاايهّأ”:لاقفينطایـشلادحأماقف.فلاتخوةقرْفُلا

تنسحأدقل”:لاقفرخٓلااماقثمّ“!هتاوماسلىإجرعثمّ،ةًدّم26كمساسفلزـنفهسفنبكمرمألىوتذإ

هنباحیـسلمانكلو.هنكامنملزـنیلااللهنّإو!اللهوهحیـسلمانّأتعمزكّنأيرغ،مّكلتلماايهّأ

نّأيرغ،نماّكلتلماايهّأنسحأدقل”:لاقفسیلبإماقثمّ“.هیلإهعفرثمّ.ةًدّمضرلأارمأربدتىحهثعب

لىععلجماضّفناثمّ“.ضرلأافينمإحیـسلماو،ءماسلالهأإاللهنكلو!ولاولزـنیلاالله

سىیععفرنأدعبذنكاو.لییاذتهیلعلّیِذُو،عیرافتهیلعتعرفتو،ذاشفو،ةقرفوفلاخ

“.لقنفةنـس27يننب

.ںىىى:ك؛ںىىىَى:ش27.كمسٔایـسف:ش26.اوظفح:كش25

born Muslim (R.G. Khoury, “Wahb b. Munabbih”, EI2, vol. XI, pp. 34–35). The two works of
Wahb b. Munabbih preserved in papyri are edited by R.G. Khoury in his Wahb b. Munabbih:
der Heidelberger Papyrus PSRHeid Arab 23, Wiesbaden, 1972, vol. I. Formore information, see
N. Abbott, “Wahb b. Munabbih: a review article”, JNES, 36/2 (1977), pp. 103–112.
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So, they assembled and Satan told two soldiers of his legion: “Today I should
afflict the Israelites with my slander, if I ever afflict them.” Then he came
with these two and seated them on two sides of the gathering, while he
himself sat onanother side.Andwhen (the Israelites) assembled, theybegan
toweep for the loss of Christ and out of fear of separation and disagreement.
Thereupon, one of the devils stood up and said: “O people, be mindful of
yourselves and praise God, your Lord, for He took upon Himself your affair
and descended to the earth, governed you for a while, and thereafter He
ascended to His heavens!” Then the other one stood up and said: “You spoke
well, O speaker, apart from your claim that Christ himself is God! Verily, God
does not descend from His place. Rather, Christ, His Son, He sent so that
he conducted the affairs of the earth for a while. Thereafter, He raised him
up to Himself.” Then Satan stood up and said: “Both of you spoke well, O
speakers, except for the fact that God does not descend, nor does He have
a Son! Rather, God is the god of the inhabitants of heaven, while Christ is
the god of whoever is on the earth.”37 Thereafter, the assembly dispersed in
disagreement and disunion, and these (opinions) spread about, and various
offshoots branched out from them, while many further (ideas) were added
to them.38 This happened eighty years after the ascension of Jesus, according
to what has been narrated.’

37 AlthoughPaul is notmentioned in anyway, this second account also shares someparal-
lelswithMuslimanti-Pauline images. Three personalities teaching three contradictoryChris-
tologies, in which Christ is respectively seen as God, the Son of God and the dual-natured
Christ, reminds us of the widespread story of the three disciples of Paul (Nestor, Jacob and
Malkān) who were taught by him three diverse and opposing teachings on Christ and his
nature (For the image of Paul in Islamic sources, see P.S. van Koningsveld, “The Islamic Image
of Paul and the Origin of the Gospel of Barnabas”, JSAI, 20 (1996), pp. 200–216). Yet, these
three personalities in some narratives, as in Qarāfī’s account, appear as three kings (Ajwiba,
pp. 322–323), and in others, as in Dimashqī’s version, they are described as Christian schol-
ars in Paul’s service (Ebied and Thomas, Muslim-Christian Polemic, p. 396). There are also
variations on the total number of Paul’s associates. Although according to the common pat-
tern they are three, in other parallel narratives the number increases to four. BothDimashqī’s
account (ibid., pp. 396, 398) andQarāfī’s second version of the story add a fourth person, who
in the latter is identified as amuʾmin, believer (Ajwiba, pp. 325–326). Regardless of the identity
of Paul’s disciples or their actual number, all the narratives agree on the point that Paul was a
Jew fiercely hostile to the Christians, who outwardly displayed repentance and conversion to
Christianity, while inwardly remained true to his old faith. He taught opposing doctrines to
different people; and various Christian sects arose as a consequence of his fraud. He is seen
as the source of divergence among Christians in matters of religion, theology and worship,
which corresponds to Ṭūfī’s point in his argument.

38 Another component that Ṭūfī’s anecdote has in common with other parallel stories
is related to the Israelites’ assembly after the ascension of Jesus. Setting a majlis of people
in search of a solution forms the structure of stories found in various Qurʾan commentaries
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اوأرةدحاوةدیدشتكتربتّلضىراصنلانّإف!ةیبرعلااومّلعت”:لاقهنأيصربلانسلحانع،معن}18{

ةدلاولااوبـسنو،ملالااوفّففخ.اًدولومكتجرخأيأ،كُتْوأو28،ييّبنتنأ!سىیع:لینجلإافي

هذهلاّإدیلوتلاهیفركذیاممّسىیعهبءاجفنكیلمهنألىعنسلحامنملّدیاذهو.“اللهلىإ

.قَلتمخاهاوسامو،ةظفّللا

.نىِب:ش

such as Ṭabarī (Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. XVI, p. 96), IbnKathīr (Tafsīr, vol. III, pp. 120–121) andmany
others (for a comparative analysis of these accounts, see López-Morillas, “The Moriscos and
Christian Doctrine”, pp. 290–305). The Qurʾanic verse on the Christian division into factions
(Q 19:37) is the context in which these stories appear. Again, four different responses are
offered, three of them corresponding to the three blasphemous Christologies as mentioned
in Ṭūfī’s passage, and the fourth representing the ‘believer’s point of view,’ identified as the
Islamic teaching.
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{18} Indeed, al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī [d. 110/728] is reported to have said: ‘Learn
Arabic! Verily, the Christians went astray due to the omission of a single
consonantal gemination [i.e. sign for doubling a consonant: ّــ ], which they
found in the Gospel: “O Jesus! You are my prophet, and I have engendered
you”,39 meaning “I have brought you forth as a new-born child.” They pro-
nounced the lām in a lightened form (takhfīf) and attributed procreation to
God.’40 This implies, according to the words of al-Ḥasan, that in everything
that was brought by Jesus, there was nothing that mentioned procreation,
apart from this expression, while everything else is fabricated.41

39 This must be a reference to Psalm 2:7, quoted in Acts 13:33 as well as in Hebrews 1:5 and
5:5. In Arabic script, كت�ّ�وأوييّبنتنأ (You are my prophet and I have engendered you) looks
very similar to كتوأونيباتنأ (You are my son and I have begotten you), in the absence of
diacritical markings. Also ‘Omy son’might have been spelt as نيّب which looks even closer to
‘Omy prophet’ ( ييّبن ) and corresponds to the reading of the Şehid Ali Paşamanuscript of the
Taʿlīq. However, in Mt. Sinai Arabic Codex 151, an early copy of Acts and Hebrews translated
into Arabic in the 9th century, the text of Psalms as quoted by Acts and Hebrews appears as

كتومویلاا،نيباتناكنا (You are my son, today I have begotten you). See H. Staal, Mt. Sinai
Arabic Codex 151, I: Pauline Epistles, (CSCO 452), Louvain, 1983, p. 216 and pp. 223–224; H. Staal
(ed), Mt. Sinai Arabic Codex 151, II: Acts of the Apostles Catholic Epistles (CSCO 462), Louvain,
1984, p. 35. ‘You are my son, today I have begotten you’ also appears as a variant reading of
Luke 3:22 in the Codex Bezae Cantabrigiens (D), which is further supported by Old Latin
manuscripts and a number of early church fathers. This expression is seen and interpreted
today as an Adoptionist reading. See G.E. Rice, “Brief Note. Luke 3:22–38 in Codex Bezae: The
Messianic King”, AUSS, 17/2 (1979), pp. 203–208. There is also a reference to this reading of
Luke 3:22 in the New Revised Standard Version and Revised English Bible (see The Complete
Parallel Bible Containing the Old and New Testaments with the Apocryphal/Deuterocanonical
Books, New York, 1993). Among others, B.D. Ehrman asserts that this variant of Luke 3:22 was
altered against the low adoptionistic Christology that claimed that it was at the baptism of
Jesus that God made him His son (B.D. Ehrman, Lost Christianities: The Battle for Scripture
and the Faiths We Never Knew, Oxford, 2005, pp. 102, 222–223).

40 The same anecdote, without being attributed to al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī is quoted by Ibn
al-Manẓūr (d. 711/1311) in his Lisān al-ʿarab (vol. III, p. 470) and Fīrūzābādī (d. 817/1415) in
his al-Qāmūs al-muḥīṭ (Cairo, 1938, vol. I, p. 347). The latter also quotes the verse as نيباتنأ

كتوأو meaning, ‘You are my little son, and I have begotten you’. Both of these dictionaries
interpret كتو as كتیّبر ‘I have reared you’.

41 Omitting one single sign and misreading a word brought about the creation of a
new theological doctrine, in Ṭūfī’s view. His argument in this passage refers exclusively to
the Arabic Gospels with no regard for the language in which they were originally written.
Elsewhere in the Taʿlīq, Ṭūfī remarks that translations from one language into another
affected the transmission of the Biblical text and resulted in the alteration of its original form
(see §181). Here, however, he does not delve into an all-inclusive analysis, focusing rather on
the Arabic context only.
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نياثلا}19{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا .عئاشرهاظزامجلىعلومحمهنألاّإ،حیـسلمامنملیجلأاهذهفيامنّأریدقتبنياثلا

بّرلا”انلوقنىعبم“نبوبلأا”وقنّأذریرقتو.لالمحالىعحمنملىوأزاالىعحمو

اًردقبلأاوبّرلاينبنّأزوّجتلا29ةوو.ههلإهناحبـساللهنّٔابلینجلإافيهيحصرتتئایـسو.“دبعلاو

ماظعإوهوً،كاترشماًردقدبعلاونبينب]نّأ[و،ه�َ�وبِلأاوهدَبعبّرلاةحمروهوً،كاترشم

لىّوتف،شربلانمبأنكیلمهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلماواًصوصخ،ه�َ�اونِبوهدَیّـسدبعلا

و216 زااكمحنمو.ةزوِّاةقلاعلا||دوجودكٔاتف.هونمبلأالىّوتیامهرمٔابمایقلاوهتیبرتنماللهُ

.هجوو:ك29
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{19} Secondly, by presuming that what is found in these Gospels is actually
from Christ’s words, except that they are to be understood as an obvious
and commonmetaphor. Giving them ametaphorical interpretation is more
befitting than giving them an absurd interpretation. The decision to do
so entails taking (Jesus’) expressions ‘Father’ and ‘son’ to correspond to
our expressions ‘Lord’ and ‘servant’. (Jesus’) declaration in the Gospel that
God, the Glorified, is his God, will shortly be brought forth. The guiding
principle when giving ametaphorical interpretation is the fact that a shared
value exists between being a ‘lord’ and being a ‘father’; that is to say, the
lord’s mercy for his servant and the father’s mercy for his child. Similarly,
a shared value exists between being a son and being a servant, namely,
the servant’s deep respect for his master and the son’s deep respect for
his father. This is especially so in the case of Christ, may the blessings of
God be upon him, since he did not have a human father and therefore
God undertook his upbringing and attended to his affairs as a father would

216afor his child.42 Thus, the existence of a metaphorical relation is confirmed.
It is a rule of metaphorical usage that the expression be connected to a
contextual indicator (qarīna), which implies the metaphorical meaning
and precludes according it a literal meaning.43 One of our distinguished

42 Ṭūfī’s reading is centred on the quality of ‘mercy’ shared by both father and lord, a
widespread interpretation among Muslim readers of the Gospel. Before Ṭūfī, we also find
Ghazzālī interpreting the use of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ in terms of mercy. He describes God as
the most merciful ‘Father’, and the messengers as the most obedient sons (Ghazzālī, Radd,
p. 42). Similarly, for Ṣāliḥ b. al-Ḥusayn al-Jaʿfarī, ‘Father’ is an allusion to ubuwwat al-niʿma,
the ‘fatherhood of grace’, while ‘Son’ refers to bunuwwat al-khidma, the ‘sonship of service’
(see Masʿūdī / Suʿūdī’s abridgement al-Muntakhab al-jalīl in Disputatio, p. 5). ‘Son’ further
indicates, for him, one who is in need of an educator (murabbī), i.e. God (ibid., p. 13), whilst
‘Lord’ refers to ‘the one who educates with grace and kindness’ (ibid., p. 14). In the same vein,
Ibn Taymiyya interprets the ‘Father’ as ‘Lord’, and the ‘Son’ as the one ‘whom God rears’. The
connectionhere is drawnon the grounds ofmercy, yet this time it is relatednot only to ‘father’
but also to ‘mother’, for according to Ibn Taymiyya, what Christ actually means by this title is
that ‘God is themerciful sustainer. God is moremerciful to His servants than amother to her
child [ḥadīth found in Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Zuhd” 35]. The son is the one reared, the subject
of mercy, for God’s rearing His servant is more perfect than a mother’s rearing of her child’
(Michel, AMuslim Theologian’s Response, p. 261; see also pp. 263, 275, 277).

43 As a legal theorist, Ṭūfī is deeply interested in semantics. He thoroughly explores the
literal and figurative use of speech in special chapters dedicated to the subject of ḥaqīqa and
majāz in both his Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa (vol. III, pp. 516–573) and al-Iksīr fī ʿilm al-tafsīr
(pp. 60–67), wherein conditions and various categories of the metaphor are meticulously
analysed. One of the uṣūl principles Ṭūfī keeps referring to is the above-mentioned rule
that the ‘literal’ is essential. A word must be read literally in the absence of a contextual
indicator (qarīna). However, when there is a qarīna, then the metaphor becomes inevitable,
for the metaphor is always conjoined with a contextual indicator (qarīna), necessitating
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ةوّبلأاركذلینجلإافيسیلو”:انئلاضفضعبلاق.ةقیقلحالىعحمعنيموهیلعلّدتهبةنیرقناترقا

اللهءاشنإرّقتـسٔاسو.“زاادارلمانّألىعلّدتةنیرقهعمولاّإسىیعوهناحبـساللهينبةوّنبلاو

فيحدقیاممّايهف30امكليركذعمةعبرلأالیجلأانملصفلصفنماًعضوماًعضومهناحبـس

.ىراصنلابهذم

ةوّنبلاوةوّبلأاودیرینا31ٔوليخلا:لوقن�ّ�لأف،اللهلىإسىیعلةوّنبلاةبـسناحتـسانایبامّأو}20{

ةموِّقتمناسنلإاتاذنّأماك،سدقلاحورونبوبلأا:يمناقأةثلاثنمتاابكرتنمقبـسام

ادحِّوتمهنأوأ؛قطنلاولقعلاوسفنلةفراعتلماةّیقیقلحاةوّنبلاوةوّبلأاوأ؛تافصلاددِّعتمتا

فيهیلعملاقبـسدقلوّلأاو.اًنباو�ً�أماهوسمّوهتردقبسىیعقلخهناحبـساللهنّأوأ؛اننیب

.لمعأاللهو.زاانمهیعدّناموهثلاثلاو،همدنعودنعهنلاطبلىععمجمنياثلاو.ةیناثلاةمدّقلما

.اوليخ:كش31.ماكل:كش30

the allegorical implication and rendering the literal meaning void. Regarding the use and
implications of the qarīna in Islamic law, seeW. Hallaq, “Notes on the Term qarīna in Islamic
Legal Discourse”, JAOS, 3/108 (1988), pp. 475–480.
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scholars said: ‘Whenever there is mention in the Gospel of fatherhood and
sonship in reference to God, Glorified is He, and Jesus, it is always found
with a contextual indicator (qarīna), implying that what is meant here is
a metaphor.’ If God, Glorified is He, wills, I will shortly establish this to
be the case in passage after passage, from chapter after chapter from the
four Gospels, whilementioning everything found thereinwhich impairs the
Christian position.

{20} With regard to explaining why attributing sonship to Jesus in relation
to God is absurd, we say that: It must either be the case that (1a) by son-
ship and fatherhood they mean the aforementioned composition of the
(divine) essence from three hypostases, namely, the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit, just as the essence of a human being subsists by the soul, the
intellect and speech, as previously mentioned; or (1b) that He has a single
(unified) essence, but multiple attributes; or (2) (they understand) sonship
and fatherhood according to the literalmeaning that is commonly accepted
among us; or (3) (they mean) that God, Glorified is He, created Jesus by His
power, yet they call the two ‘Father’ and ‘Son’. The discussion of the first
(interpretation) has already emerged in the process of presenting the sec-
ond general principle. We both unanimously agree on the invalidity of the
second (interpretation), while the third one consists of the metaphorical
interpretation which we maintain. And God knows best!



1]تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا[

نكاياتىّملینجإانهفم.لیجلأانمهءارقتـسادرأامءارقتـسافي2عوشرلاينحاذهو}21{

3.سایثوركاهمّأسماو،وقودهیبأسماو.ةصرانلاةنیدمنمرخاشیإطبـسنموهو.يولاىمّسی

سویدولقأمنملىولأاةنـسلافياینابرعدنهلافي�ّ�كمو،ينطسلفبلینجلإااذه4ةیادببتكو

،يبرشبةنیدبمًماجراًدیهشتىّمتامو.هیلعاللهتاولص،حیـسلمادوعصنمةعساتلا]ةنـسلا[هيو

.ةحیصحةخسننمینجإةمدّقمنماذهتلقن.ةّیراسیقةّنجاطرأفينفدو

اهدجوف،يمرمةبطبخهمّقیدّصلادوادنبفسوینّأحیـسلماومفيهیفركذامذنفم}22{

ذخٔاتنأفتخلا،فسوی”:لاقوبّرلا�َ�مرهظف.اتهبطخكتربمّهف.سدقلاحورنملاًماح

هبعشصّلِمخوهو.عوسیهسماىعدیو،اًنباتـسو.سدقلاحورنموههتيانّإف،كتبیطخ

تءارذعلااذوه:لئاقلاّبينلبّرلا]لبقِ[نملیقامتمّیكيلنكاهّكلاذه”:لاقثم“.هماطخنم

“.انعماللههيرسفتيا،لئونماعهسماىعدیاًنبا

:ينعضوبمملااذهنمىراصنلاتّلض:تلق}23{

.هتاذب:ش4.شایثوراخ:ك3.عشرلا:ش2.تىّملینجإفيبلطم:ـهش1



[Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew]

{21} Now it is time to begin the study of those parts of the Gospels we have
elected to investigate.Among them is theGospel ofMatthew,whowas called
Levi. Hewas from the tribe of Issachar, from the city ofNazareth.1His father’s
name was Doko, and his mother’s name was Karuthias [or Karousias]. He
wrote the first part of this Gospel in Palestine and completed it in India,
writing in Hebrew, in the first year of the reign of Claudius [i.e. 41ce],
which corresponds to the ninth year after the Ascension of Christ, may the
blessings of God be upon him.Matthew died as amartyr from stoning in the
city of Bishberi and was buried in Ar(e)taganna of Caesarea.2 I am quoting
this from an authentic copy of the introduction to his Gospel.

{22} Among other things, (Matthew) mentions in this (Gospel), regarding
the birth of Christ, that Joseph, son of David, the righteous man, was con-
cerned about his proposal to Mary, for he had found her pregnant by the
Holy Spirit. Therefore, he considered withdrawing from his betrothal to her.
Then an angel of the Lord appeared to him saying: ‘O Joseph, fear not to
take your betrothed to you, for he whom she shall give birth to is from the
Holy Spirit. She shall give birth to a sonwhose name shall be called Jesus. He
shall free his people from their sins.’ Then, (Matthew) said: ‘All this has hap-
pened, that it might be fulfilled that which was spoken by the Lord through
the prophet, saying: “Behold, the virgin shall give birth to a son, whose name
shall be called Immanuel, the interpretation of which is God is with us”.’3

{23} I say: the Christians have gone astray in two places in this passage:

1 The tribe of Issachar is mentioned in the Book of Joshua 19:17–23.
2 This passage is in accordance with the information provided by the biography of

Matthew inArabic, as citedbyWilliamCave,which states thatMatthewwasborn atNazareth
and that his father’s name was Ducu, and his mother was called Karutias, both descendents
of the tribe of Issachar. It further says that Matthew suffered martyrdom in Beschberi and
was buried at Arthaganetu Caesarea (W. Cave, Antiquitates Apostolicae: or the Lives, Acts,
and Martyrdoms of the Holy Apostles of Our Saviour, London, 1834, vol. II, pp. 133 and 140).
Although it is difficult to identify the location of these two places, one may think of Bishberi
as a form of Peshawar, which was originally called in Sanskrit Pushpapura (City of Flowers)
or Purushapura (City of Men), while Ar(e)taganna might be related to Aretas, the title of
NabateanKingswhowereknownasArabian rulers (see IIMaccabees 5:8; IICorinthians 11:32).
I owe this note to Daniel Birnstiel.

3 Matthew 1:18–23. See Isaiah 7:14.
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ماهدحأ}24{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ تٔایلم”:ينثلاثلاوعباسلالصفلارخٓافيوقو،“هماطخنمهبعشصّلِمخوهو”:وقماهدحأ

ناسنلإانبا”:ينعبرلأاوثلاثلالصفلارخٓاوقو،“لااضنكانمصّليخوبلطیللاّإناسنلإانبا

ظ216 اّلمهناحبـسئرابلانّأملهوقعةفاخسل||اودقتعاف.“يرثكنعهسفنلذبیومدخیَللب،مدخیُلتٔایلم

،هتبوقعلةبجولماهتیّصعبمءارغلإهموكلهأامدعبينطایـشلايدیأنمهتیرّذومدٓاكرادتینأدارأ

مدٓانيبةاصعىدتفاف.توهلافي�ً�وسرهظثم.يمرمنطبفيهتمكلدسّفج،هسفنبذلىوت

.مدٓانيبةاصعانهمجرخٔاف،رانلالخدف،داعثمّ.بلصُتىحهسفنبداجنٔابرانلانم

ةباجلإاواتهیكاحفيتاقولأاعطقنعءلاقعلالوقع5لّتج.حبقلاةيمظعتافارخهذهنّألمعاو}25{

ضىفأرملأانّإفاًضیأو.متهلاقمفرعیلانممنهمرخسیلاهـبحوّترلاةلىعذانلعفماّنإو.انهع

.ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبنفياهـبنوحدقیو،ملاسلإانیدفياهـبنونعطیاًبتكاوفّنصنألىإمهـب

ملهوقعدَاسفوهیلإىعَدُینمهبنتجیلميهأرداسفينّبننأدرٔاف،ينملسلماىفعضلىعانهمشىنخ

ملاسلإانیدفيمنهعطفيمهـنإ،يرمعلو.هیلعلَوِّعیلاونیافيمدقعمسینماهـبترّغیلاّئل

.“ىعَرْقَلاتىحَلُاصَفِلاتِنتَـْسا”و6“ىعَْفلا�ِ�بُرَقْعَلاتِكَكتحََدْقََل”:لثلمافيلیقماكل

.ىعفلاب:ش6.ليج:ش5
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{24} The first place of error consists of his words, ‘He shall free his people
from their sins,’ and similarly his words at the end of chapter thirty-seven,
‘the Son of Man did not come but to seek and free those who were lost,’4 as
well as his words at the end of chapter forty-three: ‘the Son of Man came
not to be served, but to serve and sacrifice himself for many.’5 And they

216bbelieve, because of their feeble-mindedness, that when theMaker, Glorified
is He, desired to grant relief to Adam and his progeny from the hands of
the devils after they had ruined them by inciting them to disobey Him,
causing thereby His punishment, He took the charge of this upon Himself
and incarnated His Word in Mary’s womb. Then, with His divine nature, He
became visible in the form of human nature. Thereafter, He ransomed the
disobedient children of Adam from the Fire by sacrificing Himself so that
He was crucified. Then, He came back to life, entered the Fire, and brought
the disobedient children of Adam out of it.

{25} Know that these are truly repugnant fairy tales. Theminds of intelligent
people are far above wasting time in narrating these fables and responding
to them. We have done so only in a manner of refreshing ourselves thereby,
so thatwhoever does not know their viewsmay laugh at them.Moreover, the
matter has led them to compile books attacking the religion of Islam and
impugning the prophethood of Muḥammad, peace be upon him. We fear
evil from it for those Muslims who are weak, and have therefore decided to
explain the erroneousness of their opinions, so that whoever is exposed to
it may avoid it, and to explain the pervertedness of their intellects, so that
whoever hears their impugning of this religion [i.e. Islam] may neither be
deceived by it nor place any trust in it. By my life! Regarding their attack
against the religion of Islam, they are truly as is stated in the proverbs: ‘The
scorpion has prepared itself to do evil to the viper’6 and ‘The young weaned
camels leaped, even those afflicted with small pustules’.7

4 Matthew 18:11.
5 Matthew 20:28.
6 Abū Muḥammad al-Qāsim b. ʿAlī al-Ḥarīrī, Kitāb al-maqāmāt al-adabiyya, Cairo, 1333

[1915], p. 302. This is a proverb applied to the person who contends with someone more
powerful than himself. See Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, ḥ-k-k.

7 Abū al-Faḍl Aḥmad b. Muḥammad al-Maydānī, Majmaʿ al-amthāl, ed. M.M. ʿAbd al-
Ḥamīd, Cairo, 1959, vol. I, p. 333. This proverb is applied to someone who speaks in an inap-
propriate manner with a person of higher rank. See Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, s-n-n.
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؟“هبعشصّلِمخوهو”:وقبنونعتام:ملهلاقیفدقنلاامّأ.ضقانتوضاترعاودقنملااذهفيو}26{

.“ينطایـشلاركمنممدٓاةیرّذصّلخیللزنهنإ”:كملوقفيابمصیصتخوهف،هصرعلماعتمدرأنإ

.روكذلماضاترعهیلع،كملبیرقوهف،مدٓا7ونبهمو،توسانلايوذنمهسنجهبعشبتمدرأنإو

هنوكزاوجلىعتمججتحاهتردقبو.ةردقلالمكارداقهناحبـسئرابلانّألىعنوقفّتمكم�ّ�إو�ّ�أهریرقتو

ضئافلارونلاومرلجِاتاذسمشلاو،رشرََلاورانلاودیدلحاتاذةمالمحاةربزلكا،يمناقأةثلاثاهل�ً�اذ

،دسّجتینألىإهبةجاحئّاف،اًراتمخاًرداقنكااذإو.ةنیعللاةحیبقلاكمتلثمأنمذونحو،عاعشلاو

نإو.نیرداقلالانیزجاعلانٔاشاذه؟رانلانممدٓانيبيدتفیلبلصللاهمّلسیو،هسفنبدويجثم

اذهامو.هنعءانغتـسنكامإعمثبعذذإ،هتكمحفينعطوهف،هتردقعماذهلعفنكا

كممصلخبجوتكمیأرةفاسخو.“ينلعميرصیتىحهمّطو8أرخإ”:رئاسلافیخسلالثلماةباثبملاإ

.هسنجنمةفاخسبهتلباقم

.رخا:ك؛رحا:ش8.اونب:ش7
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{26} This statement (‘He shall free his people from their sins’) needs to be
examined critically; it raises an objection and contradicts (other passages of
the Gospel). As for a critical examination, (the Christians) should be asked:
What do youmeanby ‘he shall free his people’? If youmean the people of his
time, then this is a restrictive specification of the content of your assertion,
‘he descended in order to free the progeny of Adam from the deception
of the devils’. But if you mean by ‘his people’ his kind, that is to say, those
who possess a human nature, who are the children of Adam, then (this
interpretation) is close to your understanding, but as mentioned above, an
objection disproves it. The account of (this objection) is as follows: We are
both agreed upon the fact that theMaker, Glorified isHe, is Omnipotent and
His omnipotence is perfect. It is precisely on the basis of His omnipotence
that you have advanced the argument of the conceivability of His being
an essence which has three hypostases, just like the heated piece of iron
consisting of the metal itself, the fire, and the sparks of fire, or like the sun
consisting of the solar body itself, the abundant light, and the rays, and
other similar repugnant and cursed allegories of yours.8 If He is Omnipotent
and Free to choose what He wills, why would He have any need to become
incarnate, sacrifice Himself, and surrender Himself to the cross in order
to redeem the children of Adam from the Fire? This is the quality of the
impotent, not that of the potent. If Hehaddone so despiteHis omnipotence,
it would have represented a challenge to His wisdom, for to do such a thing
would be nonsensical given the possibility that there was no need to do so.
This is just like thewell-known foolish proverb: ‘Defecate and thenwallow in
your own faeces, so youwill have double the work.’ The folly of your opinion
makes it necessary for your adversary to requite it with a folly of the same
kind.

8 These two analogies are also mentioned in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 487). The example
of the sun is one of the most favoured metaphors of the Patriarch Timothy I in his attempt
to make the Trinity more acceptable to his Muslim opponent (see Caspar, “Les versions
arabes du dialogue”, p. 129). The same image is also used by the author of the Fī tathlīth
Allāh al-wāḥid, who among others also uses the triad of a ‘tree’ with its roots, branches
and fruits (see Gibson, A Treatise on the Triune Nature of God, p. 76). Yet the most subtle
metaphor appears to be Yaḥyā b. ʿAdī’s philosophical triad of ʿaql (intellect/intelligence),
ʿāqil (intelligent) and maʿqūl (intelligible) (Petits traités apologétiques, pp. 18–21), which also
found itsway intoMuslimpolemicalwritings. For instance,Ghazzālī refers to this triad, albeit
without the mention of Yaḥyā b. ʿAdī’s name (Radd, pp. 44–45).
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بئتكاونزحلتقلسّتحااّلمحیـسلمانّأاوركذمهكللیجلأاباصحأنّإف،ضقانتلاامّأو}27{

و217 نكل،تيداركإسیلو||.سٔلا10هذهنيّع9برعتلف،عاطتـسینكانإ!بيأ”:لوقیوليّصیلعجو

حیـسلمانّإتملقءاوسدراوضقانتلااذهو؟ةجالحادنعاهـبلخبـیثم،هسفنبدويجفیكو“.كتداركإ

نكالجرلااذهلب.تافارلخاهذهلىإجتيحلمحیصحلقعبرظانلارظناذإو.اللهنباوأاللهوه

منهمصّلفخ،هّبرةعاطلىإسانلا11اعد،هقلخلىإاًيمركلاًوسروهدابعنماًدبعواللهت�ٓ�انمةیٓا

اذهف.هعاطأنمصلالخاًببسنكالسرلانمدحاوكلّذكو.ةداعسلاتقبـسنملاضلانم

نمللاّضلالاهّلجاءلاؤهتافارخلىعدروامهیلعدریلاوءلاقعلانمدحأدنعهیلعةيرغلام

.لالمحاوضقانتلا

نياثلاعضولما}28{ نياثلاعضولما نياثلاعضولما نياثلاعضولما نياثلاعضولما نياثلاعضولما نياثلاعضولما عم،لكاشلإللیزلمازاانعاولدعوهتقیقحلىعهولحممهـنإف،“انعمالله”:وقنياثلاعضولما

اذهو.زااىوعدلىإاؤالج،مهـیأرلدسفلمالینجلإاوةاروتلاقئاقحنمءشيميهلعدروأاذإمهـنأ

نّأزااهجوو!هيرغفيدیعبلازااىوعدنم12اوعجترساو،ضحاولاهزامجلىعاذهاولحما.فكلت

هتلاسرغّلبوهباًزجعمرهظأسرنملاًوسرواللهت�ٓ�انمةًیٓانكاالم،هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلما

.اوجترساو:كش12.ىعد:كش11.اذه:كش10.يرعیلف:ش9
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{27} As to its contradicting (other passages), all the authors of the Gospels
mention that Christ, when he sensed that he was going to be slain, was
saddened and downcast, and began to pray, saying: ‘O my Father! If it be

217apossible, let this cup pass away from me. Yet let it not be according to my
will, but according toYourwill.’9Howcanhe (beprepared to) sacrificehis life
and then at the crucial moment be reluctant to let it go? This contradiction
shows up no matter whether you claim that Christ is God Himself or that
he is the Son of God. If one ponders the matter with sound reason, he
will have no need for these fairy tales. Rather, this man [i.e. Jesus] was
one of the signs of God, one of His servants, and a noble messenger to His
creation, who called the people to obey his Lord and saved from error those
of them for whom felicity had already been destined. Likewise, every other
messenger was a cause for the salvation of those who obeyed him.10 No
intelligent person can object to this statement [concerning Jesus and the
other prophets], and no contradiction or absurdity, such as those that found
their way into the fairy tales of those ignorant and misguided people, can
find its way into it.

{28} The second place of error consists of the words: ‘God is with us,’ for
they interpret this saying according to its literal meaning and turn away
from adopting a metaphorical meaning that would eliminate ambiguity,
despite the fact that whenever any factual truth found in the Torah and the
Gospel which undermines their opinion is mentioned to them, they resort
to pretending that it is a metaphor. This is a kind of hypocrisy. Interpret
this statement according to its obviousmetaphoricalmeaning and leave the
far-fetched use of metaphors that you advance for other passages! Adopt-
ing a metaphorical interpretation is based on the fact that since Christ,
may the blessings of God be upon him, was one of the signs of God and
one of His messengers through whom He manifested miracles11 and who

9 Matthew 26:39. See also Mark 14:36; Luke 22:42.
10 Ṭūfī’s understanding of Jesus’mission of salvationwithin the framework of his prophet-

ic ministry corresponds to Ghazzālī’s interpretation of the same title (mukhalliṣ), which he
takes as an allusion to Jesus’ prophetic mission. Jesus is described as the saviour of the world
only because he taught the world about their Lord, the only One Who deserves to be wor-
shipped (Ghazzālī, Radd, p. 11).

11 Not only did Jesus perform miracles, but his very existence is seen as a miracle. Ṭūfī
further argues that Jesus’ miraculous birth should not be regarded as a miracle of Jesus
only, but also of Mary, if she were to be considered a female prophet, thus admitting such
a possibility and implicitly suggesting internal debate on thematter. If she were not regarded
as a prophet, however, then Jesus’ birth would be Jesus’ muʿjiza (miracle of a prophet) and
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،“كمعمهیهـنوهرمأوهكمحووسر”:نىعبم“كمعماللهنإ”:لاقینأصحّ،هینهبىـهـنواللهرمٔابرمأو

ءلاؤهنكلو.ئاهلاةيرثكلاتاقلاعلاهذهـبفیكفةضحاوةقلاعنىدأهیفيفكیزااقلاطإنّلأ

لكمأومهـناهذا13ٔىفصأنكاام!برعلاردَهّـللِف.قئاقلحزااميهلعهبتشاقئلاعلاةثركومهلهلج

انْزَتحَْلاَ﴿:لمسوهیلعاللهلىصاللهلوسرلاقاّلمقیدصلاركببيألىإرظنا!مهُلوقع


اللهَن

ةباحصلاذكو.اًصرواًنیعمملههناحبـسهنوكدارلمانألمعو،اًردابماهزامجلىعاهلحمفیك﴾اَنعَمَ

لئاقلاّبينلاو.لامحهنممزلیلاهجولىع،هتاذبوأهملعبيأ﴾تمُْنْكَُماَنْیاكمُْعَمَوَهُوَ﴿:لىاعتوقفي

فيهبحصرّدقو.هبشرّبوحیـسلمالبقنكاياهنلأ،ایعشإهّنظألصفلااذهفيهیلإراشلما

.لمعأاللهو.لینجلإانمعضاوم

همّأوّبيصلبرها”:لاًئاقمانلمافيفسویلىءَارَتبرلامنّأنياثلالصفلافيذنمو}29{

صرمنم”:لئاقلاّبينلبّرلالبَقِنملیقامتمّیكيلهببرهف“.سدويرههكلهـیلاّئلصرملىإ

“.نيباتوعد

:نلاكاشإهیلعاذهو:تلق}30{

ماهدحأ}31{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ فيومايهفاوعمزماك،دحاوماهـنأوأاللهنباوأاللهوهلاقینأامّإحیـسلمانّأماهدحأ

فينانعلاقلطمنكانأدعبىراصنلا�َ�إىرَافدحاوماهوأاللهَوهنكانإف.سدقلاحور

.افصا:كش13

Mary’s karāma (miracle of an upright person). For him, this is analogous to the report on
turning back the Sun, which is seen as the Prophet’smuʿjiza and ʿAlī’s karāma (Ishārāt, vol. I,
p. 401).
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proclaimed His message, who commanded by God’s command and prohib-
ited what God had prohibited, it is correct to say that ‘God is truly with
you,’ in the sense that ‘His messenger, His decree, His command and His
prohibition is with you.’ For even a far less clear relation is sufficient to
apply ametaphorical interpretation,what then in the case of all these aston-
ishingly numerous relations? However, because of their ignorance and the
multiplicity of [metaphorical] relations, the metaphorical interpretation
became confounded with the literal meanings for those people. Therefore,
the accomplishment of the Arabs is due to God! How clear were their minds
and how perfect their intellects! Look at Abū Bakr, the trustworthy; when
the Prophet, may God bless him and grant him peace, told him: ‘Have no
fear, surely God is with us,’12 he instantly interpreted this statement accord-
ing to its metaphorical meaning and knew that what was meant was that
the Glorified was their Helper and Protector. Similarly, the other compan-
ions received thewords of God, the Exalted: ‘He iswith youwheresoever you
may be’13—that is to say, (He is present) by His knowledge or His essence—
without assuming an absurd position. I presume that the prophet who was
mentioned earlier in this chapter as saying these words is Isaiah,14 for he
came before Christ and announced the glad tidings of his coming. This has
been explicitly stated in anumber of passages in theGospel. AndGodknows
best.

{29} Among other things, in chapter two (it is reported) that an angel of
the Lord appeared to Joseph in a dream, saying: ‘Flee with the child and his
mother into Egypt, so that Herod does not destroy him.’ Thus, he fled with
him, so thatwhatwas spokenby the Lord through the prophet, saying: ‘From
Egypt have I called My son’, might be fulfilled.15

{30} I say: There are two points of confusion with respect to this statement:

{31} The first point of confusion is that one either says Christ is God, or
the Son of God, or else that the two are one, as they claim with regard to
these two and the Holy Spirit. And if he is God or the two are one, then it
seems that the God of the Christians, after He had been given free rein in a

12 Q 9:40.
13 Q 57:4.
14 See Isaiah 7:14.
15 See Matthew 2:13–15.
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ظ217 اذهلثمدهَعُیلمو.راشرلأانمرارفلالىإهعمجاتيحتوسفيهسفنسبحندلحانم||نامأ

نإو.لاقلمااذهنعهناحبـس.للالجاوةمظعلايذلاعتلمالإانملا،لاهّلجاوينناانملاّإلاعفلا

حیصحذفيضرغلانأاّنّیبدقو.مانهیبقرفلا،هسفنبه�ّ�إعفكهبذعفف،اللهنباوهنكا

لصح15امكلّذإ.ثبَلخاوثبْلخانع14ةئبنملوقعلاو،ثبعلاوهفسلايرغايهفبوغرمةدئافلاو

.هنودب16صيحنأاًرداقنكا،ئماظعلانمذيرغوهبلصوناسنلإهداتحّدئاوفلانم

نياثلالكاشلإا}32{ نياثلالكاشلإا نياثلالكاشلإا نياثلالكاشلإا نياثلالكاشلإا نياثلالكاشلإا نياثلالكاشلإا ،صربمهوملعيجنأهنكيمنكادقهنأوهو،“نيباتوعدصرمنم”:وقنياثلالكاشلإا

ةنیرقلاامّأو.لكاشإلكاشلإااذهلىعو.انهمهوعدیثمّ،هجولااذهيرغلىعايهلإهباهذلعيجوأ

ةّیفرعلا17ةدلاولاللهدَولومسیلهنأوهو،اهریرقتقبـسدقف،دبعلانبلاانهدارلمانّألىع�ّ�اا

.لصفنمرهوجهنلأهتاةفصلاو،نایعلافيانهعاصفنلانٓلاااللهتاذنمءزجوهلاو،ةّیشربلا

.قباسلالیلةوّنبلاظفلبةّیدوبعلا]وه[دارلمانّأينعتف

،ةیدومعلمافيغبطصايأ،نيّادمعلمااّنحوینمحیـسلمادتمعااّلمثلاثلاحاصحلأافيذنمو}33{

فيو–ةمماحلثكملاًزاللهحورىأرو،تاوماسلاتحتفناف،ءالمانمدعصو،عوسیدتمعاامّلف

نيباوهاذه”:لئاقتاوماسلانمتوصاذإو،هیلإءاج–ةمماحدسج19هبـش18اقوللینجإظفل

“.ترسرُهبيابیبلحا

.هبـشا:ش19.اقول–ش18.هدلاولا:كش17.هصليخ:ش16.ماكل:كش15.ةئبنلما:كش14
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217bposition of safety from misfortunes, imprisoned Himself in human nature,
due towhichHewould stand in need to escape from evil people. Something
akin to this deed is only expected from the mad and ignorant, not from
God, the Most High, the Possessor of Majesty and Glory. He is Exalted
above such a claim. And if he is the Son of God, then His doing this to His
son is the same as His doing it to Himself; there is no difference between
the two. We have already explained that there is neither a sound goal in
doing so, nor any desirable benefit that would not be foolish or futile, and
intellects can discern corruption and corrupt things. Whatever benefits
He obtained by His uniting Himself with man, His crucifixion and other
similar great deeds, Hewould have been capable of obtainingwithout doing
so.

{32} The second point of confusion concerns his words, ‘From Egypt have I
called My son,’ and is found in the fact that He could have caused him to be
born in Egypt, or caused him to go there in a manner that is different from
this, and thereafter called him from there. And to this confusion another
confusion must be added. As for the contextual indicator (qarīna), which
implies that what is meant here by ‘son’ is ‘servant,’ it has been previously
established that he is neither a begotten child ofGod in the sense of habitual
human procreation, nor does he now partake in the essence of God, due to
his separation from itwhich is visible to the eyes, nor is he an attribute ofHis
essence, since he is a separate substance. Therefore, it has becomemanifest
that it is ‘servanthood’ that is intended by the expression of ‘sonship,’ based
on the aforementioned proof.

{33} Among other things, (there is the following account) in chapter three:
‘When Christ was baptised by John the Baptist, that is, when Jesus was
immersed in the baptismal place and emerged from the water, the heavens
opened up for him, and he saw the Spirit of God came to him descending
like a dove’—and in the words of the Gospel of Luke, ‘in the likeness of the
body of a dove’16—ʿand behold, a voice out of the heavens said: “This is My
beloved Son, in whom I have taken pleasure”.’17

16 See Luke 3:22.
17 Matthew 3:16–17.
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اذهف،اللهوهحیـسلمانّإ:اولاقنإمهـنلأ،ىراصنلابهذملصٔاتـستاممّةصّقلاهذه:تلق}34{

،لالحاهذهفيسدقلاحورنعوهناحبـساللهنعهتاذبدرفنمانهاهحیـسلماذإ،نایعللةربكام

،حیـسلماوهسیلوحیـسلماوههناحبـساللهنوكیف.ءماسلانمسدقلاحورطوبهلاحنيعأ

ةطبار20انهیبكردتلاو،اًعطَقِةقترفمنٓلاايـهف،اللهتاذهيةثلاثلاعومجماولاقنإو.فلخاذه

دعباهـنأوأ،ةًدحاو�ً�اذتنكانأدعباهقاترفانوكینأنم22وليخلاف.لاًقعلاواسح21اهعمتج

هناحبـسئرابلالىعلامح23هنأریدقتلاو.ةًدحاو�ً�اذتراصتىحتمّاضتوتعتمجاقاترفاذه

نّألىعلیلالّداًضیأو.ةّیفسلفلاينهابرلاوةّیملا�ّ�دلأهیلعقاترفوعجاحتـسلا

و218 قبـسدقف،اللهنبا||حیـسلما:اولاقنإو.مدقلافيهیلعنكااعمّتيّاايرّغتلاهیلعقرّطتیلايمدقلا

.“اللهدبع”و“يدبع”دارلمانّأوزااهجولىعلاّإنكيملااهـنأوةوّنبلا24ریرقت

اذهنمحرطناف،اللهنباتنكنإ”:حیـسمللسیلبإلاقاّلمحاصحلأااذهةّیقبفيذنمو}35{

ليتررخنإ”:اًضیأسیلبإلاقو“.كهلإبرلابرّتجلا:بوتكم”:لاقف،“لفسألىإكلیهلا

،دسجاكهلإبّرلل:بوتكم!ناطیـش،ئياروبهذا”:عوسیلاقف“.لماعلااممكتیطعأاًدجاس

.سیلبإهكرتذئنیح“.دبعاهدحو25و

.و–ش25.ریدقت:ش24.نا:كش23.اوليخلاف:كش22.ماهعمجى:ك21.ماهىىى:ك20
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{34} I say: This story belongs to the things that negate the Christian position,
for the following reasons: If they say, ‘Christ is God’, then this becomes an
obvious offense against what is visible to the eyes, for here Christ in his
essence is detached from God, the Glorified, as well as from the Holy Spirit
in this situation, i.e. the circumstance of the Holy Spirit descending from
the heavens. Accordingly, it is necessarily the case that God, the Glorified,
is Christ, while at the same time He is not Christ; this is a contradiction [i.e.
these statements are mutually exclusive]. If they say that all three together
constitute the essence of God, then His essence has now been split into
fragments and no bond that would bring them together can be perceived
between them either by sense or by intellect. It must either be the case
that their fragmentation occurred after they had been one single essence,
or else that it was only after this fragmentation that they united andmerged
so that they became one single essence. The assessment, however, must
be that such a thing is inconceivable with regard to the Maker, Glorified is
He, because unification and fragmentation are inconceivable with regard
to Him, according to both theological evidences and philosophical proofs.
Moreover, the evidence also indicates that no change in essence can alter
the Pre-Existent from the state He has been in since pre-existence. And if

218athey say, ‘Christ is the Son of God’, then the meaning of sonship has already
been determined earlier, as well as the fact that this expression can only be
understood in a metaphorical sense, thus what is meant is ‘My servant’ or
‘the servant of God’.

{35} Among other things, (there is the following account) in the remainder
of this chapter: ‘When Satan said to Christ: “If you are the Son of God, then
throw yourself down from this temple.” He replied to him: “It is written,
you shall not make trial of the Lord your God.”18 Again Satan spoke to him:
“If you fall down prostrating yourself to me, I shall give you the kingdoms
of the world.” Then Jesus said to him: “Get behind me, Devil! It is written,
to the Lord your God you shall prostrate yourself, and Him only shall you
worship.”19 At that moment Satan left him.’20

18 Deuteronomy 6:16.
19 Deuteronomy 6:13.
20 See Matthew 4:6–11.
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كلّلرهظیهونحواذهـبو.هّبرلدبعهیدیينبهولٔامهنأو،ههلإاللهنّأحیـسلمانميحصرتاذهو}36{

اللهوهنكاولحیـسلمانّلا26ٔ،انهاهايهلعصوصنلماةّیدوبعلاتقلطأثیحةوّنبلدارلمانّألقاع

برلاو،كأبرّتجلا”:لوقی27نكالهنبانكاولو،هسَفندبعینأوهسفن�َ�إنوكینألاحتـسلا

.ركذاملىعلّدةیّهللإاظفلبحصرّمالف“.دسجاكأ

بلأاو،بيأ:لوقیتوهلالاةهجبف،توسةوتوهلاةحیـسلمانّإ:لیقنإف}37{

،ينتهلجافلاتخلاينترابعلافلاتخاف،هونحوكهلإويـهلإ:لوقیتوسانلاةهبجو،هونحونبو

.احتـسالاف

:ينونمباولجاف}38{

ماهدحأ}39{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ وهماّنإهبماقياسرّلاو،ضمحتوسوهلب،لاًصا�ً�ٔوهلاحیـسلمافينّأعننمماّنأماهدحأ

،اللهنَباوأاللهَىمّسینأقّحتـسی�ً�وهلا29ةردقلاهذهتملعجنإف.هناحبـس28اللهةردقر�ٓ�انمرثأ

لاهنألىعلیلاو.تازجعلماوت�ٓ�لاااورهظأواللهراسرأاوعدِوانیاءایبنلأاعیجمفيثمكممزل

،ملااذهنملطلوّلأاو.اللهنباوأاللهوههنأامّإحیـسلما:لاقینأوهحیـسلمافيتوهلا

نإو32.داتحّلال31فيانلماریاغتلل30مزلتـسمذنّلأ،هسفنلىإلإافاضأالماللهوهنكاولهنلأ

نىاثلاو.هنعاصفناعموأاصّتاعمهباًئماقنوكینأامّإهیفياتوهلالافاللهنباوهنكا

يأ،ضایب(فيانلماریاغتلل–ك31.مزلىـسى:ك30.ردقلااذه:ش.29لإا:ش28.نكا:كش27.انه:ك26

.داتح:ك32.)ءورقميرغيحمم
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{36} This is a declaration by Christ that God is his god, and that Christ
worships God and is a servant of his Lord. By this and similar passages
it becomes obvious to any intelligent person that what is meant by the
expressions of ‘sonship’, wherever applied, is the very ‘servanthood’ that has
been determined in the present situation, because of the following fact: had
Christ been God, it would have been inconceivable of him to be his own
god and to worship himself,21 and had he been His Son, he would have said
instead, ‘You shall notmake trial of your Father, and to the Lord, your Father,
you shall prostrate yourself.’ Thus, what he declared by using expressions
indicating ‘divinity’ proves what we have mentioned.

{37} If it is said: Christ has a divine nature and a human nature, and it is
with his divine nature that he says, ‘my Father’, ‘the Father’, ‘the Son’ and so
forth, while it is with his human nature that he says, ‘myGod’, ‘your God’ and
so forth; and thus the difference between the two expressions is due to the
difference between the two natures, so that there is nothing inconceivable
about it.

{38} Then, the response must be twofold:

{39} The first way to respond is to categorically reject that there can be
anything divine about Christ at all. Rather, his nature was purely human,
while the mystery which is found in him is only one of the marks of the
omnipotence of God, Glorified is He. If you grant this mark of power the
status of divine nature, which warrants being called God or the Son of God,
then doing the same is incumbent upon you regarding all other prophets,
who were entrusted with the mysteries of God and who manifested signs
and miracles. The proof that there was no divinity in Christ is to say: Christ
is either God or the Son of God. The first alternative of this statement is
baseless, because of the following fact: Had he been God, he would not have
connected the noun ‘God’ to himself (in the genitive construction found
in his saying ‘my God’), since that would require differentiation from one
another,which contradicts the (notionof their) unity. And if hewere the Son
of God, then the divine nature which resides in himwould have to subsist in
him either simultaneously with his unification with God or simultaneously

21 See also Ṭūfī, ʿAlam, p. 113. This is a frequently used argument in Muslim anti-Christian
polemics. Ghazzālī, for instance, quotes almost the sameGospel verses and reaches the same
conclusion (Radd, p. 23).
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لبقیلاوهو،توهلالاماسقنامزللاّإو،لطلوّلأاو.ماسقنرهوجامّإتوهلالانّلأ،لط

.ءاوهلكااًفیطلنكانإهيرغوأعمسلوأ،لبلجكااًفیثكنكانا34ٕصربل33كردانكاولو،ضرعوأ

نّلأ،كملوقلىعحّصیلااذه:لوقن�ّ�لأ،لاًقعلاّإكردیلافةدّالمانعاًدرّمجنوكینأزويج:لاقیلاو

ظ218 مسلجاو36.هناحبـسبّرلاةیّمسجلىع�ّ�اداهّكل35لیجلأاو||ةاروتلاو،هناحبـسلإانمتوهلالا

سیلامعرفللتبثیلاّئللإالىععرفوهو،ذتوهلالافيىعدّینأحّصیلاف،اًدرّمجسیل

.كمدنعهقرافیلمسىیعتوهلاو،ىقبیلاضرعلانّلأ،اًضرعنوكینأزويجلاو.صلأ

نياثلاهجولا}40{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نموهذإ،هتوسةنملاهتوهلاةنمسىیعفيعقوماّنإعازـنلانّأنياثلا

ةادجوسیلبإةرظانمفيماقلمااذهفيوهو،سانلارئاسكهتوس.هتكمبحقئلالانكاف

“؟ءوسدبعتنأودسجأفیك.لإانباوإأ”:لوقیوهضقانینأ“ليدسجا”:لاقثیح

…[همسمحىاڡ+ك36.لینجلإاو:ش35.)ءورقميرغيحمميأ،ضایب(صربل–ك34.لو+،كردأ–ك33

.كمومالع]
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with his separation from Him. The latter of these alternatives is baseless,
or else it would require a division of the divine nature, while divine nature
is indivisible. The former is also baseless, because divine nature is either a
substance (jawhar) or an accident (ʿaraḍ), even if it were to be perceived
by seeing, in the case of its being dense like a mountain, or perceived by
hearing or by any other of the senses, in the case of its being delicate like air.
Likewise, it cannot be said: ‘It is conceivable that divine nature be free from
matter and therefore it can be perceived only by the intellect,’ forwe say: this
is not sound according to your claim because divine nature pertains to God,

218bGlorified is He, while the Torah and the Gospels all indicate the corporeality
of the Lord, Glorified isHe.22Yet, a body is not immaterial; thus, it is unsound
to claim such a thing for divine nature when it is something that is derived
from God, lest some characteristic be acknowledged as a derivative quality
which its original essence does not possess. It is equally inconceivable that
divine nature be an accident, because an accident does not last, while the
divinity of Jesus has not departed from him, according to your opinion.23

{40} The second way to respond is to point out that the debate (between
Jesus and Satan) concerns Jesus only with regard to his divine nature, but
not with regard to his human nature, for with regard to his human nature,
he is just like the rest of mankind (according to your opinion), and he is in
precisely this state during his dispute with Satan. So the appropriate thing
to do in his wisdom, when (Satan) said, ‘prostrate yourself to me,’ would
have been to oppose him and say to him, ‘I am a god and the Son of God.

22 In general, the Muslim polemical genre is highly critical of the Bible’s use of anthropo-
morphic language in reference to God, which is seen as an indication of textual corruption
(taḥrīf) in the Bible. Ṭūfī will expound on this later on in the Taʿlīq, especially while com-
menting on Genesis 3:8–11; 6:5–8 and 8:21 (§§453, 469 and 475). See also his Intiṣārāt, vol. I,
pp. 442–444.

23 Muslim polemicists criticised the distinction made in Christian theology between the
human nature of Jesus, subject to suffering, and his divine naturewhichwas seen as being far
beyond the worldly realm. Hypostatic union in Jesus was considered not only blasphemous,
but also unsound, confusing and self-contradictory, for the quality of ‘being composite’
(murakkab) contradictsGod’s sovereignty (see, for instance,Ghazzālī,Radd, p. 30). According
to Ṭūfī, the two opposing states of ‘human’ and ‘divine’ cannot be joined together, for it is
absurd to claim the union of opposites. Hence the doctrine of the Incarnation is nothing but
falsehood (Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 128). Ṭūfī’s critique is grounded primarily in the analogy of
ẓarf (cover) and maẓrūf (covered). The ẓarf should always be greater than the maẓrūf. If we
say that theDivine entered Christ’s flesh, this will lead us to consider Christ’s body, hismortal
being, to be greater than the incarnatedGod, a conclusionwhichṬūfī defines as absurd (ibid.,
vol. II, pp. 130–131).
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ينتلانأو،ةّیدوبعلاهيو37،ةدحاوهتنّألىعلّد،دبّعتلاواللهةیّهولٔابفاترعلاهباجأمالف

تمركذماك.

اذكهنّلأ،تاوماسلافييمظعكمرجأنّإف،اولّلهـتواوحرفا”:سمالخالصفلافيوقذنمو}41{

ماّنإ.ءایبنلأاوأسومانلا39لحلأتئجنيّأاوّنظتلا”:اذهدعبلاقو.“كملبقنیاءایبنلأا38اودرط

.بقنكانمةوّبنبهنمفاترعااذهف40.عضوميرغفيءایبنلأاركذبحصرّو.“لكمٔلاتئج

:عوسیلاقفارلخِاويعارلافيملههبضرلَثمقایـسفياّنحویلینجإنمشراعلالصفلافيو}42{

لمنٔاضلا41نكل،اًقاسرُّواًصوصلاونكاليبقنیاعیجمو،فارلخابوهأ:كمللوقأقّلحاقّلحا”

.“ملهعمست

نمهمدعباهلقـننممّوأينیّلینجلإاءلاؤهنمطیلتخاذهو.بقنكانمةوّبنلركانإاذهو}43{

نمهدعبوبقنلماًقدّصماللهلوسرنكاهنإف،حیـسلمالىعبذكاذهلجمو.ةیّبرعلالىإةیّمجعلا

.لسرلا

،ةنـسلحاكملماعأنويرف،سانلامادّقكمرُونءضيیل”42:اذكهتىّملینجإنملصفلااذهفيو}44{

نأمزللاّإو.ةّیدوبعلاهّقحفيةوّنبلدارلمانّألىعلّدیاذهف.“تاوماسلافيياكمأنودجيمو

اًضیأاهعمحیـسلمانوكینأبجو،اًدیبعاهعماونكامالف.ةفاضلإاهذهبجوبماللهءانبأمهّكلنوكی

ءایبنلأاوأسومانلالحلأتئجنيأاونظتلااذهدعبلاقو–ش40.لجلا:ك39.درط:ش38.ةدحاو–ش37

.ىذكه:ش42.نكل+ش41.عضوميرغفيءایبنلأاركذبحصرولكمٔلاتئجانمإ
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How shall I prostrate myself to you, when you are only a wicked servant?’
Thus, since (Jesus) answered him while acknowledging God’s divinity and
his own worship of Him, he proved that his nature is a single one, which is
servanthood, and that he does not have two natures as you have stated.

{41} Among other things, there is (Jesus’) statement in chapter five: ‘Rejoice
and be jubilant, for great is your reward in the heavens, because that is how
theypersecuted the prophetswhowere before you.’24After this verse he says:
‘Do not think that I came to abolish either the law or the prophets. Instead
I came to fulfill.’25 And elsewhere he explicitly mentions the prophets. This
is, therefore, an acknowledgment from him concerning the prophethood of
those who came before him.

{42} In chapter ten of the Gospel of John, in the context of the parable he
propounded to them concerning the shepherd and the sheep, Jesus says:
‘Verily, verily, I say to you: I am the door of the sheep, while all those who
came before me were thieves and robbers; but the sheep did not listen to
them.’26

{43} This is a renunciation of the prophethood of those who came before
him. This statement is a confusion created either by the evangelists them-
selves or by whoever translated (the Gospels) after them from a foreign
language into Arabic. In short, this is a lie against Christ, for he was a mes-
senger of God, confirming the truthfulness of all other messengers, whether
before or after him.

{44} This is likewise the case in the same chapter of the Gospel of Matthew:
‘Let your light shine before the people, that they may see your good deeds
and glorify your Father Who is in the heavens.’27 This further proves that
what is meant by sonship when used in reference to (Jesus) is servanthood.
Otherwise, it would have been necessary for all (of his people) to be Sons of
God on the basis of this genitive construction [i.e. ‘your Father’]. Since they
are servants despite this construction, it is therefore necessary that Jesus
be likewise a servant despite this construction, while he was distinguished

24 Matthew 5:12.
25 Matthew 5:17.
26 John 10:7–8.
27 Matthew 5:16.
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لىع�ّ�اا�ّ�قتـسلمانئارقلانماثمأواذهو.مهممألىعءایبنلأاهبصّتخاابمميهلعصّتخاماّنإو،اًدبع

.ثلاثلاحاصحلأافيسَیلبإهترظانمفيهبحصرّماك،ةیّهللإاوةّیدوبعلاةوّبلأاوةوّنبلدارلمانّأ

فوأو،كنیيمفيثنتحلا:ينلوّلأللیقامتمعسم”:سمالخالصفلااذهفيوقذنمو}45{

ئطوماهـنلأضرلألاو،اللهسيّركاهـنإفءماسللا،ةّتبلااوفلتحلا:كمللوقأأو.كمسَقبرلا

ءاضیبةرعش43عنصتردقتلاكنلأ،فلتحكسأربلاو.يمظعلا�ِ�لماةنیدماهـنإفيملشويربلاو،هیمدق

.“ریشرلانموهف،اذهلىعدازامو.لالاو،معنمعنكمتمكلنكتلو.ءادوس

و219 مهبـشیلا44،اًتفاتهماًضقانتماًطبِّثمهدجوملااذهفيفصنلمالقاعلارظن||اذإ:تلق}46{

قعةيهدببلمعیلقاعكلّنّأهیفطبلخانایبو.ثبمنوضتریلامهقاوسأفيةقوسلالب.ءایبنلأا

ملااذهبحاصراشأدقو.هبمسقمللاًماترحاوًظعتنكاماّنإثنلحايمرتحومسقلءافولانّأ

نّألىا46ٕراشأهنإف.“ءادوسءاضیبةرعش45عنصتردقتلاكنلأفلتحكسأربلاو”:وقباذهلىإ

ضرلألاو،اللهسيّركاهـنإفءماسلاوفلتحلا”:لوقیهنإثمً.ظعنوكینأبيجهبفوللمحا

لاكنلأفلتحكسأربلاووقباذهلىإملااذهبحاص–ش46.غبصى:ك45.اتفاتهم–ش44.غبصى:ك43

.راشأهنإفءادوسءاضیبةرعشعنصتردقت
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above (his people) only in that by which other prophets were distinguished
above their people. This and similar examples belong to the independent
contextual indicators (qarāʿin), which prove that what is meant by sonship
and fatherhood is servanthood and divinity respectively, as (Jesus) stated
explicitly during his dispute with Satan in chapter three.28

{45} Among other things, there is his statement in the present chapter,
(chapter) five: ‘You have heard what was said to the people of the ancients:
“You shall not violate your vow, but shall fulfil to the Lord your oath”.29 But
I tell you: Do not swear at all; neither by heaven, for it is the throne of God;
nor by the earth, for it is the footstool of His feet; nor by Jerusalem, for it is
the city of the Great King. Nor shall you swear by your head, for you have no
power to make one white hair black. But let your word of “yes” be “yes”, and
“no” be “no”. And whatever exceeds this is from the evil one.’30

219a{46} I say: If an intelligent and honest person looks into this statement, he
will find it to be confusing, contradictory and inconsistent, not resembling
the speech of the prophets at all. Even the common people in their markets
would not be satisfied with something like this. The insanity contained in
this statement may be explained thus: every intelligent person knows by
their own intuition that the fulfilment of one’s oath and the prohibition
against breaking it are only to glorify and honour that by which the oath
had been sworn. The speaker of these words has already indicated this
understanding by his statement: ‘Nor shall you swear by your head, for you
have no power to make one white hair black.’ Thus, he indicates that the
object by which the oath has been taken has to be something great. Then
again he says: ‘Do not swear by heaven, for it is the throne of God; nor by

28 With his strategy of reading the ‘Son of God’ metaphorically, Ṭūfī follows many other
Muslim scholars who opted for the same approach. There were among them, however, a few
exceptions such as Jāḥiẓ, who declined to acknowledge even the figurative fatherhood ofGod
(Jāḥiẓ, Radd, pp. 30 and 25–32). Yet the majority seem to have no problem with the majāz
(allegory) of the honorific ibn (son). This is further reinforced by the Biblical application
of the same title to other prophets and personalities. ‘If they were not regarded as divine,
then Jesus should not be either,’ was the straightforward rationale of the Muslim argument
(see, for instance Ibn Ḥazm, Faṣl, vol. II, pp. 165–166 and Dimashqī in Ebied and Thomas,
Muslim-Christian Polemic, p. 384).Many of themopted for the universal applicability of these
titles, yet some of them, such as Ghazzālī, identified this usage as specific to Jesus and his
Sharīʿa, but impermissible with regard to the last Prophet and his followers on the basis that
every Sharīʿa has its own specific precepts (Ghazzālī, Radd, p. 25).

29 See Leviticus 19:12; Numbers 30:2; Deuteronomy 23:21.
30 Matthew 5:33–37.
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نوكباللهةمظعةرواةمظعابـستكاماهـنلأ،ماهـبفللحازاوجضيتقی،اذهو“.هیمدقئطوماهـنلأ

.هرَخٓا�ُ�وّأضقنیماذهف.هیمدقئطوماذهوهیّـسركهذه

فليحلانأحیـسلمادوصقمنّأوهو،هیلعهدروأامعفدینسحباوجاذهنعملهو:تلق}47{

یلعتفيراشأاذهلو.هناحبـساللهنممظعأتادوجولمافيسیلذإ،ينملسلمايأروهماكاللهيرغب

ضرلأاوءماسلاو.“ءادوسءاضیبةرعش47عنصتردقتلا”:وقباًرداقنوكینأبيجهبفوللمحانّألىإ

فيملهتىّٔاتیلاباولجااذهنكل.لىاعتاللهةمظعًماظعملاواًرداقانهمءشيسیل�ِ�لماةنیدمو

اللهسيّركبفليحوهفءماسلفلحنم”:ينسلخماوسداسلالصفلافيلوقیحیـسلمانّلأ،ءماسلا

.لمعأاللهو.دوصقلماانللصّيحوهوءماسلافياًدراوانلاؤسىقبیف.“هیلعسلالجاو

،كمضغبأنملىإاونـسحاو،كمینعلالىعاوكرو،كمءادعأاوّبح”:اذهدعبوقذنمو}48{

لىعهسَشمقشرُلما،تاوماسلافيياكمیبأنيباونوكتكل،كمملظیوكمدرطینملىعاوّلصو

سیلأ؟كملرجأئّاف،كمبّيحنمتمببحأاذإف.ينلماظلاوينقیدّصلالىعرطمُلماو،راشرلأاورایخلأا

“؟ذلثمنولعفینوراشّعلا

اهـبدارلمانّألىعميهلإةوّنبلاةفاض�ٕ�للادتـسمدّقتدق“كمیبأنيباونوكتكل”وق:تلق}49{

هنإفعقوثیحوانهاه“تاوماسلافييا”وقبللادتـسو،ةّیدوبعلاحیـسلماقّحومهّقحفي

تاوماسلافيهنأبرخأدقحیـسلماف،اللهوهحیـسلما48نّإ:اولاقنإمهـنلأ.ىراصنلانیدفيحداق

.نإ–ك48.غىصى:ك47
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the earth, for it is the footstool of His feet.’ Yet here it should necessarily
be permissible to swear by these two, for they both have acquired grandeur
due to their proximity to the grandeur of God, since one is His throne and
the other is the footstool of His feet. So, the first part of this statement
contradicts the last part of it.

{47} I say: (TheChristians) have a good response to this contradiction,which
refutes the argument we put forward against their statement, namely, that
what Christ meant was that one should not swear an oath by anything other
than the name of God, which corresponds to the Muslim opinion, since
there is nothing greater among all things in existence than God, Glorified
is He. For this reason (Christ) alluded in his justification to the fact that the
object by which the oath was taken has to be omnipotent, saying: ‘You have
no power to make one white hair black.’ Neither heaven, nor the earth, nor
the city of the king have any power, nor do they reach the grandeur of God,
Exalted is He. However, this response is unfeasible for them with regard
to heaven, because Christ also says in chapter fifty-six: ‘He who swears by
heaven, swears by the throneofGodandbyHimWhosits upon it.’31Thus, our
argument still remains valid with regard to heaven, and for us this achieves
our intended goal. But God knows best.32

{48} Among other things, there is his statement following the one just
commented upon: ‘Love your enemies, bless those who curse you, do good
to those who hate you, and pray for those who persecute you and mistreat
you, that you may be sons of your Father Who is in the heavens, and Who
makes His sun rise on the good and the evil, and sends rain upon the just
and the unjust. If you love those who love you, what reward do you have?
Do not even the tax collectors do the same?’33

{49} I say: Regarding his statement, ‘that you may be sons of your Father,’
the evidence drawn from the attribution of sonship to (Jesus’ disciples)
has already been presented, to the effect that what is meant thereby when
applied to them and to Christ is servanthood, while the evidence drawn
fromhis statement, ‘Who is in the heavens’, here andwherever else it occurs,
impugns the Christian religion. This is so, because if they say, ‘Christ is God’,

31 Matthew 23:22.
32 A similar discussion on these Gospel passages is to be found in the Intiṣārāt (vol. II,

pp. 674–677).
33 Matthew 5:44–46.
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ماّنإو.ماهداتحّابجوتمانهیبةطبارلاوةطساولاو،ضرلأافيحیـسلماو،هظفلضىتقماذه،نٓلاا

نباوه:اولاقنإو.دحاونمزفيهتاذبضرلأاوتاوماسلافينوكینألاحتـساف.دحاو49هنٔاببرخأ

بجوف.تاوماسلافيهنأبرخأدقو،تاوماسلافيهتاذمّيحبلأانكیلم،هتاذيمناقأنممونقأوالله

ظ219 دبعحیـسلمانّأقبـسابم||تبثدقو.“تاوماسلافيياكمّبردیبعاونوكتكيل”:هریدقتنوكینأ

لثمينلمكااونوك”:ملااذهقایـسفيوقاذهدّكؤیو.ذفيهذیملاتنمدحاوكراصف.هولٔام

لاو،هسَفنوهسیلحیـسلمانّألىعلّدف.تاوماسلافيماكببرخأ،“لمكاوهف،يّوماسلاكمیبأ

.ةفصلاو،هنماًمونقأ

هنبا�ٔ�اسیكمنملجريّأ”:كلّوتلاقدصودهزلرملأاقایـسفياذهدعبوقامّٔاف}50{

اطعلانوحنتمراشرلأا50تمنأتمنكاذإف؟ةّیحهیطعیف،ةكسم�ٔ�اسیوأ؟اًرحجهیطعیف،اًبزخ

ةوّنبباللهلىإةفاضلإمهـتوّنبهبـشهنإف،“ىرحأتاوماسلافيياكموبٔاف،كمئانبلأةلحاصلا

ةیّصولاهذهو،اللهءانبألاقیلاهّكللماعلانّألىععماجلإلزامجوهف.ميهلإةفاضلإمنهیب

مهـنأىراصنلاودويهلاىوعدلطبیاذهـبو.لماعلانمهنعباغوهضرحنلمةمّاعحیـسلمانم

نفم.كميرغلوكملةیّصولاهذه:ملهلاقیهنلأ.يمركلانٓارقلافيمنهعاللهكىحماك،اللهءانبأ

.تمنأ–ش50.ن:كش49
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then (I say that) Christ himself reported that (God) was in the heavens at
that moment, as a consequence of his expression (‘Who is in the heavens’),
while Christ himself was on the earth. Yet there was neither medium nor
link between them that would necessitate their being united, and (Christ)
further reported (on many occasions) that (God) is only one. Therefore, it
is inconceivable that He would be present by His essence in the heavens
and on the earth simultaneously. And if they say, ‘he is the Son of God and
one of the hypostases of His essence’, then (I say that) God had not imposed
on him His essence in the heavens, for (Christ) had indeed reported that
(God) was in the heavens.34 Therefore, the implication of these words must
be: ‘that you may be servants of your Lord, Who is in the heavens.’ It has

219balready been established in what preceded that Christ was a servant who
worshipped God. Thus, he was as one of his disciples in this matter. This
is corroborated in the context of the following words: ‘Be perfect as your
heavenly Father, for He is truly perfect’35 wherein (Christ) reports (God’s)
perfection as being in the heavens. This indicates, therefore, that Christ was
neither (God) Himself, nor a hypostasis of His, nor an attribute of His.

{50} As for his statement following this, in the context of commanding
renunciation of the world and sincerity in relying upon God, he says: ‘What
man is there among you, who, if his son asks him for bread, shall give him
a stone? Or if he asks for a fish, shall give him a serpent? Then, if you, the
evil ones, give good gifts to your sons, this is surely much more fitting for
your Father Who is in the heavens!’36 Here he likens (the people’s) sonship
in relation to God to the sonship between themselves in relation to one
another. This is therefore ametaphor, due to the consensus that allmankind
cannot be referred to as ‘sons of God,’ while this instruction of Christ refers
generally to all mankind, those present as well as those absent. By this
statement the claim of the Jews and Christians that they are the sons of
God is invalidated, as reported by God in the Noble Qurʾan.37 Thus, (the Jews
and Christians) should be told: ‘This instruction is for you and others. From

34 Ṭūfī’s argument suggests that had Christ been a hypostasis, God would have had to
impose upon him His essence, namely transfer His divinity onto him. However, this was not
possible, because Christ was on the earth and it was only GodWho was in the heavens.

35 Matthew 5:48.
36 Matthew 7:9–11.
37 ‘The Jews andChristians say:Weare sons ofGod andHis loved ones. Say:Why thendoes

He chastise you for your sins? Nay, you are but mortals of His creating. He forgives whomHe
will, and chastises whom He will. God’s is the Sovereignty of the heavens and the earth and
all that is between them, and unto Him is the journeying’ (Q 5:18).
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ىوعدبدويهلاىوعدضرَاعیثمّ.هیلعةحجّلا،اهـبكمصاصتخاف.اللهنبانوكینأبجواتهلثما

بلأابذّعیلهو؟اللهباذع51نوفاتخلمَِف:لاقیثمّ.دويهلاىوعدبىراصنلاىوعدو،ىراصنلا

مهـنأماكهمدايجا�ّ�ٕعهناحبـساللهنّأينتوّنبلاينبهبـشلاهجوو،هناحبـساللهمهـباجأاذهـبو؟هنبا

.دايجلإافينايرثٔاتلافلتخانإو،مئهانبأدايجا�ّ�ٕع

مهلخادونلامُْلحاسابلبكمنوتٔاینیاةبذكلاءایبنلأانماورذحا”:لصفلااذهرخاوأفيو}51{

.“مهـنوفرعتهمراثمنمو.ةفطِخَبائذ

نعطلاوملاسلإانیدفيحدقلافيهفّنص�ً�اتكملااذهـبىراصنلاءمالعضعبردّص:تلق}52{

لاملااذهو.هیلعدّرلاوهتضقانلم53ليّحتلاهناحبـساللهنم52وجرأو.ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبنلىع

ماهدحأ.ينولهدارأاملىعلّدی ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ اونكالىبقنیاكلّ”:لاقحیـسلمانّأهتراشبفيركذدقاّنحوینّأماهدحأ

ضعبنّإو54.هنماذهنّأنمؤنلاف.هنایبقبـسماكاًعطقحیـسلمالىعبذكاذهو.ءایبنألا،“اًصوصل

نياثلا.ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمنیدفيحدقللةبهـشهعضوىراصنلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا ،حیـسلمامنمهنأيملستریدقتبنياثلا

نّأاوعدّانإف.ةئّیسلارلاوةروكذلماةیفانلاتافصلتئاینبمرذّحماّنإو،هنیعباًدحأينّعیلمهنإو

،ذكسیلهنٔابناهبرلاةماقإانیلعو.عازـنلالّمحوهف،اهـبفصّتم55لمسوهیلعاللهلىّصاًدّمحم

.همدوصقملصيحلاف

.لمسو–ك.55ثم:كش54.لىخىلا:ك؛ليجتلا:ش53.اوجراو:كش52.نوفايخ:ش51
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similar examples, it follows necessarily that other people are sons of God
as well. So, there is no proof that you are singled out by this title.’ Then, the
Jewish claim should be opposed by the Christian claim, and the Christian
claim should be opposed by the Jewish claim. They should also be told: ‘Why
do you fear the punishment of God? Does a father punish his son?’ And thus
God, Glorified is He, responds to them (in the above-mentioned Qurʾanic
verse), while the objective of the similarity between the two sonships is that
God, the Exalted, is the cause of their coming into existence just as they
are the cause of their sons’ coming into existence, even if the two ways of
bringing about existence are different.

{51} Towards the end of this chapter, (Christ says): ‘Beware of false prophets,
who come to you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly are ravening wolves. By
their fruits you shall know them.’38

{52} I say: A certain Christian scholar commenced with these words a book
which he compiled in order to impugn the religion of Islam and attack
the prophethood of Muḥammad, peace be upon him.39 I hope that God,
Glorified is He, will endowme with the power to contend with it and refute
it. These words, nevertheless, do not prove what he intended them to mean
for two reasons. Firstly, John has mentioned in his Gospel that Christ said:
‘All those who came before me were thieves,’40 and not prophets. This is
definitely a lie against Christ, as explained earlier.41 Hence, we do not believe
that this statement belongs to him. Some Christian might have coined it
as a specious argument, in order to impugn the religion of Muḥammad,
peace be upon him. Secondly, assuming we concede that the statement
is from the words of Christ, (we say that) he did not specify anyone in
particular, but he warned the people only of those who will come with
the aforementioned negative attributes as well as with evil fruits. So, if
they allege that Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, is
described thereby, it is a matter of dispute. It is incumbent upon us to
establish decisive evidence that this is not the case, so that their goal may
not be realised.

38 Matthew 7:15–16.
39 Also in his Intiṣārāt, Ṭūfī informs us that this verse (Matthew 7:15) was at the very

opening of the Christian anti-Islamic polemic against which he wrote his work (vol. I,
pp. 244–245).

40 John 10:8.
41 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §42.
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بيأةدارإلمعیيانكل،ءماسلاتوكلملخدیبّربّر:لاق56نمكلّسیل”:هیفو}53{

،اًيرثكبّرایب57هنوبطايخسانلانكاو.“بّربّر:مویلاذفيلينولوقی.تاوماسلافييا

.همرّقیف

و220 اهدحأ:هوجونمهنعباولجاو.اًهلإحیـسلماهمداقتعا58في||ىراصنلارّغیاممّاذهلّعلف:تلق}54{ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ

نياثلا.هنماذهلّعلف.قبـسماكاًضقانتولاًخَدَلینجلإافينّأاّنّیبدق�ّ�أ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا مهـباطخسیلف،صحّنإنياثلا

.هونحو“ةّبااودبعلابّر”و“راابّر”:فرعلافيلاقیماك،ةیّهللإاضيتقیاممّةیّبوبرلحیـسملل

ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ترهظف.هینهبهمانهیوهرمٔابهمرمٔایبّرلالوسرحیـسلمانّأوهو،رهاظهیفزااهجونّأثلاثلا

حیـسلماو.هونحو“انّبرحور”وأ“انّبرلوسر”يأ،فاضلمافذحلىعنوكیوأ.زوّجتلاةقلاع

.لمعأاللهو.هنعةیّهللإاةیفانلانئارقلانمعضاومفيهنّیباملىعلاًكاّتاانهملااذهقلطأ

”نودیریماّنإمهف،�ٕ�سیلهنأاوملعمهـنٔابهملعلف59،“بّر”:ملهوقلىعسانللهرارقإامّأو}55{

ءایبنلأاصصقفيةيمثوىوردقو.“دیّـس”وأ“انّبرلوسر ءایبنلأاصصق ءایبنلأاصصق ءایبنلأاصصق ءایبنلأاصصق ءایبنلأاصصق ءایبنلأاصصق نبانعهیبأنعسوباقنعریرجنعءایبنلأاصصق

.برب:ك59.صح+ش58.اننوبطايخ:ش57.نمكل:كش56
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{53} In it (Christ also says): ‘Not every one who says (to me), “Lord, Lord”,
shall enter into the kingdomofheaven; but hewhodoes thewill ofmyFather
Who is in the heavens, they shall say to me in that day, “Lord, Lord”.’42 So,
people often used to address himwith ‘Lord’ and hewould allow them to do
so.

{54} I say: Perhaps this is one of the things that have misled the Christians
220awith regard to their conviction that Christ is a god. This can be addressed

in a number of ways. Firstly, we have already explained earlier that there
are defects and inconsistencies in the Gospel. So, this verse may be part
of it. Secondly, if the text is authentic, their addressing Christ in terms of
lordship does not belong to the things that necessitate his divinity, just as
it is said in common parlance: ‘the lord of the house,’ ‘the lord of the slave
and of the riding animal,’ and the like. Thirdly, its metaphorical meaning
is clearly evident, indicating that Christ is the messenger of the Lord, who
commands what He has commanded, and forbids what He has forbidden.
Thus, the metaphorical relationship becomes obvious. Or else, it may be
a case where the governing noun of the genitive construction (muḍāf) is
omitted, such that it had read: ‘O messenger of our Lord,’ or ‘O spirit of our
Lord,’ and the like. In this case Christ permitted the unrestricted use of this
utterance, relying on the contextual indicators he had offered on a number
of occasions, which reject the attribution of divinity to him. AndGod knows
best.

{55} As for his consenting to the people with regard to their saying, ‘O
lord’, it was because of his recognition that they were aware he was not
a god, for what they meant was only, ‘O messenger of our Lord’ or ‘our
master’. Wathīma [b. Mūsā al-Fārisī (d. 237/851)] related in his Qiṣaṣ al-
anbiyāʾ from Jarīr, from Qābūs, from his father, from Ibn ʿAbbās that when-
ever the People of the Book see a man of good appearance, they say: ‘O
my lord’ (yā rabbāya), meaning ‘O master’ (yā sayyid).43 Also, Zakariyyā’s

42 Matthew 7:21–22.
43 Both in Aramaic and Hebrew rabb means sayyid. Master or teacher is one of the basic

meanings of Hebrew rav ( בר ). Thus, ‘eved and rav correspond to ʿabd and sayyid respectively,
rabbīmeans sayyidī, andmosheh rabbenu is identical to sayyidunā. See A. Even-Shoshan,Ha-
Millon he-hadash, Tel Aviv, 2000, pp. 2950f.; M. Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian
Aramaicof theByzantinePeriod, Ramat-Gan, 2002, pp. 511–512;M. Sokoloff,ADictionaryof Jew-
ish BabylonianAramaic of the Talmudic andGeonic Periods, Ramat-Gan, 2002, pp. 1052–1053.
For Syriac, see J.P. Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary, Oxford, 1903, p. 525. I am grateful
to my colleague Gregor Schwarb for his kind help with these references.
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لوقهیلعلحمُِو.“دیّـس”يأ،“ي�ّ�ر”:ةئیْهَاذلاًجراوأراذإنولوقیباتكلالهأنّأسابّع

.لیبرلجنكاماّنإهباطخنّلأ،يدیّـسيأ،﴾مٌلاَُغليِنُوكَُینىابِّرَ﴿:ركز

.نكسف،يحرلجاهدقورحبلارجزحیـسلمانّأشرعيدالحالصفلافيذنمو}56{

ذكو.ةّیقیقلحاةوّنبلالاوةیّهللإالىعلا،اللهدنعةهاجولاوةیحلاصلاليعلّدیاذهو}57{

.ركذاملىعلّدتماّنإت�ٓ�لاانمهيرغو،علاهؤاربإو،ریزانلخالىإينناانمينطایـشلاهجارخإ

نوضرحتـس”:دلابلافيةاعدمهلسرأنیاهذیملاتلشرععساتلالصفلافيوقذنمو}58{

حورنكل،ينمّكلتلماتمـسلو.هبنومّكلتتامةعاسلاتفينوطَعْتُـسو.داوّقلاوكوللمايدیينب

.“كمیفمّكلتمكمیبأ

ةطساوبوةطساولابلاقلمانمهسرِّیـیو،ملانمه�ّ�إاللهمهمهلُیاعمّةیانكاذهو}59{

.“ةعاسلاتفيكممّلعیسدقلاحورنّإف”:هنیعباذهفياقوللینجإفيوقلیلدب،�َ�لما

نّأقافّتلاابف،لاّإو.تاذةفاضإلا،مةفاضإميهبألىإهتفاضإف.�َ�لماوهسدقلاحورو
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statement, ‘O my lord, how can I have a son?’44 is taken in accord with
this, meaning, ‘O my master’, because it was Gabriel whom his address was
directed at.45

{56} Among other things, there is (an account) in chapter eleven (which
states) that Christ rebuked the sea that had been stirred up by the wind, at
which point it calmed down.46

{57} This indicates his merit and high rank before God and not his divinity
or actual sonship. Similarly, his casting out the demons from the possessed
people into the swine,47 his healing the paralysed48 and other signs only
indicate what we have already mentioned.

{58} Among other things, (we find) his words in chapter nineteen addressed
to his disciples whom he sent as callers to religion to the various countries:
‘You shall be brought before kings and governors. You shall be given in that
hour what you shall say, for it is not you who speak, but the Spirit of your
Father that speaks in you.’49

{59} This is an allusion to the utterance God will inspire them with and to
the speech He will facilitate, without any medium or through the medium
of an angel, as indicated by the wording of the same account in the Gospel
of Luke: ‘For the Holy Spirit shall teach you in that very hour.’50 However, the
Holy Spirit is an angel. Thus, its attribution to the Father is an attribution
of possession, not an attribution of essence,51 for there is agreement among

44 Q 19:8.
45 Wathīma’s work is entitled Kitāb bad’ al-khalq (or Kitāb al-mubtadaʾ) wa-qiṣaṣ al-an-

biyāʾ. The work has been attributed to his son ʿUmāra b. Wathīma al-Fārisī (d. 289/902),
who, as R. Tottoli argues, might have elaborated upon or revised the materials collected
by his father. For different views regarding the authorship of the work, see Tottoli, Biblical
Prophets, pp. 144–145 and 159–160, fn. 18. Only the second part of Wathīma’s book, i.e. from
the story of Khiḍr to that of the light of Muḥammad (nūr Muḥammad), has been preserved
and was critically edited by Khoury in his Les légendes prophétiques dans l’ Islam. For Ṭūfī’s
above-mentioned reference, see ibid., pp. 308–309. For further analysis of this work, one
may consult H. Schwarzbaum, Biblical and Extra-Biblical Legends in Islamic Folk-Literature,
Walldorf-Hessen, 1982, pp. 61–65.

46 See Matthew 8:23–26.
47 See Matthew 8:28–33 and also Matthew 4:24, 8:16, 9:32–33, 12:22.
48 See Matthew 9:1–8.
49 See Matthew 10:18–20.
50 Luke 12:12.
51 This seems to parallel Ibn Taymiyya’s consistent refutation of the Holy Spirit being

‘the life of God subsisting in Him.’ Instead, he interprets it as ‘the revelation, guidance, and
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حورنّإ”:ملاسلاهیلعدّمحملوقاذهلثمو.همدنعحیـسلمايرغفيلاوءلاؤهفيليحلماللهحور

.“اهقزرلكمتـستتىحسفنتوتمنلاهـنأيعورُفيثفنسدقلا

نيركنأنمو.بيأمادّقهبتفترعاسانلامادّقبيفترعانم”:لاقحیـسلمانّألصفلااذهفيو}60{

.“بيأمادّقهتركنأ

،هذیملاتلىإبلأاةفاضإلیلدبو،عضوميرغفيقبـساملیلدب،“ّبيرويـهلإمادّق”:دارلماو}61{

هبفترعیناسنلإانبافسانلامادّقبيفترعینم”:لاقفاقوللینجإفيدوصقلمحصرّدقهنألىع

ظ220 يأ،“بيأمادّق”وقنىعمنّأينّبیاذهف.“اللهةكئلاممادّقهركنأنيركنأنمو.اللهةكئلام||مادّق

.“بيّرةكئلاممادّقهبفترعأ”:ملاقیقحتبنوكیف.بيّر60“بيأ”نىعمو،بيأةكئلام

تیفخأكّنلأ،ضرلأاوتاوماسلابرهاتبأفترعأ”:نیشرعلالصفلافيوقذنمو}62{

كلّ.كمادّقتنكاتيلاةسرلماهذهنّإ،هاتبأ،معن.لافطلأل61اهـترهظأو،ءماهفلاوءماكلحانعهذه

فشكینبدیرینمو،نبلاّإبَلأالاو،بلأالاّإنَبفرعیدحأسیلو.بيأنمليّإعفدُدق

“.

.هترهظاو:كش61.نا:ش60

support which God sends down either by mediation of the angel or without it,’ hence the
connection to the angel Gabriel (Michel, A Muslim Theologian’s Response, pp. 186, 261, 262.
See also Ibn Taymiyya, Tafsīr, vol. IV, pp. 174–178). Similarly, Ibn al-Qayyim remarks that all
prophets and righteous believers share in receiving the Spirit of God, which means divine
guidance, help and support (Ibn al-Qayyim, Hidāyat, p. 195).
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(the Christians) that the Spirit of God did not inhere within (the disciples),
nor within anyone else other than Christ. Also, the following saying of
Muḥammad, peace be upon him, is similar to this meaning: ‘Verily, the Holy
Spirit inspired in my heart that no soul shall die until it has completed its
sustenance.’52

{60} In this chapter Christ also says: ‘Whoever acknowledges me before
people, I shall acknowledge him before my Father. And whoever denies me,
I shall deny him before my Father.’53

{61} What is meant here, however, is: ‘before my God and my Lord’, as
indicated both by what has already been presented in more than one place
[in this book] and by (Christ’s) relating his disciples to the ‘Father’,54 in
addition to the fact that he himself explicitly clarified the intendedmeaning
in the Gospel of Luke, saying: ‘Whoever acknowledges me before people,

220bthe Son of Man shall also acknowledge him before the angels of God. And
whoever deniesme, he [i.e. the Son ofMan] shall deny himbefore the angels
of God.’55 Consequently, this confirms that themeaning of his words, ‘before
my Father,’ is ‘(before) the angels of my Father’; and the meaning of ‘my
Father’ is ‘my Lord’. As verified by the [above-mentioned] statement [in the
Gospel of Luke], thismust be understood as: ‘I shall acknowledge himbefore
the angels of my Lord.’

{62} Among other things, there is his statement in chapter twenty: ‘I express
my gratitude to You, Omy Father, Lord of the heavens and earth, for You hid
these things from the wise and understanding and revealed them to infants.
Yes, my Father, for so it was well-pleasing before You. All things have been
delivered to me by my Father. No one knows the Son, except the Father;
neither does anyone know the Father, except the Son, and he to whom the
Son wills to reveal Him.’56

52 Abū ʿAbdallāh Muḥammad b. Salāma al-Quḍāʿī, Musnad al-shihāb, ed. Ḥ.b.ʿA.-M. al-
Salafī, Beirut, 1986, vol. II, p. 185. For a report with slightly different wording (fa-inna nafsan
lan tamūta ḥattā tastawfiya rizqahā), see Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Tijārāt” 2.

53 Matthew 10:32–33.
54 As in the expression ‘your Father’.
55 Luke 12:8–9.
56 Matthew 11:25–27.



164 critical edition and translation

،ةوّنبلاوةوّبلأالاةّیدوبعلاوةیّبوبرلاهبدارلمانّأ،هبنأامهدعبوبقوملااذهقایـسفيو}63{

:”وقف،ملاقایـسفيامامّأ.هریرقتقباسلاليّقعلالیلانماهـتدارإمدعلىعلّدیامعم

ينظفللادحأدوصقلمينیبتةیّبوبرلاوةوّبلأاظفلينبهنارق]في[نّإف،“ضرلأاوتاوماسلابّر،هاتبأ

رخٓلا.

مابهّرهنوكعمنوكینأنم62وليخلا:لاقیف.ضرلأاوتاوماسلابّرهأنّأبرخأهنإفاًضیأو}64{

.حجِّرملابحیجرتوكمتحثلاثلاو،عماج�ٕ�لطنياثلاو.ضعبنودهضعببّروأ،لاًوّأمايهفنمبّر

لاواًهلإهبنوكینأقّحتـسیلابئاجعلاوت�ٓ�لاانمحیـسلمانمرهظامنّأعضوميرغاّنّیبدقو

،مايهفومانهیباموضرلأاوتاوماسلابّرهناحبـسهنأوهو،لوّلأاينّعتف.هنونعیاملىعلإلاًنبا

.�ً�وبرمنوكیف.ذنمحیـسلماو

:وقك،هسفننيعی“شربلانبا”و“ناسنلإانبا”:وقف،هيرغولصفلافيهدعبوبقامامّأو}65{

هسفنلهتفاضإفينّإف،“رلخمابیشرلوكأناسنإاذه:اولاقف،بشریوكلٔایناسنلإا63نباءاج”

بستعاطقنالىعو،اًهلإسیلهنألىعاًيهبنتشربلاوناسنلإالىإةوّنبلدّكأثم.ناسنلإايرغنعهب

.ثودلحاتماسنمتو،طوّغتلاولوبلامازلیبشرلاوكلٔلاانّإف،“بشریوكلٔای”:وقبذ

حُیِـسمَْلااَم﴿:هناحبـسلاقثیحسدّقلمانٓارقلافيةراشلإاهیلإو.ذنعهزّـنمهبماقامويمدقلاو

.نب:ش63.اوليخ:كش62
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{63} What is clear from the context of this passage, and what precedes as
well as what follows, is that the intended meaning is lordship and servant-
hood, not fatherhood and sonship, alongside the rational proof showing that
the latter was not intended, which has been elucidated earlier. As for what
lies within the context of this saying, namely, his utterance, ‘O my Father,
Lord of the heavens and earth,’ the close proximity in it between the expres-
sions of ‘fatherhood’ and ‘lordship’ serves as illustration that one of these
two expressions is what is intended by the other.

{64}Moreover, (Jesus) reports that his Father is the Lord of the heavens and
earth. So, it should be said: It must either be the case, (1) that with His being
the Lord of them both, He is also the Lord of everyone within them [i.e. the
heavens and earth], or (2) thatHemust be the Lord of some of them, and (3)
not of others.However, the second alternative [i.e. being the Lord of some] is
invalid by consensus, while the third [i.e. not being the Lord of some others]
is an act of passing arbitrary judgement and preferring one over the other
without a basis for preference.Wehave alreadymade clear inmore than one
place that the signs and wonders which have appeared from Christ do not
necessitate that he be a god or the son of God, as they suggest. Therefore,
the first alternative becomes necessary, namely, that God, the Glorified, is
the Lord of the heavens and earth and all that exists between them and
within them, and Christ is part of that. Therefore, he is a servant subject
to His Lordship.

{65} As for what precedes and follows in this chapter as well as elsewhere,
namely, hiswords, the ‘SonofMan’ and the ‘Sonof humanbeing,’wherebyhe
means himself, as in his words, ‘The Son of Man came eating and drinking,
and they say: this is a gluttonous man and a winebibber,’57 there is actually,
in his attributing to himself the sonship of humanity and the human race,
an indication of the fact that he is not a god as well as an indication of
the absence of a non-human origin. He further corroborates this with his
words, ‘eating and drinking,’ because eating and drinking are inseparable
from urination and defecation, and these are among the characteristics of
contingent existence. However, the Pre-Existent and whatever subsists in
Him [i.e. His attributes] are far above this. There is also an allusion to this
fact in the Holy Qurʾan, where the Glorified says: ‘The Christ, son of Mary,

57 Matthew 11:19.
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ايمََرْمَنُبْ

لىعاذهـبهبّنهنإف.﴾مَاَعطلان�َُ�ِاَی�ََ�كاةٌقَیدِّصِهُماوَلُسُرلا�ِِ�بَْقنْمِتَْلخَدَْقلٌوسُرَلا

.مدقلاوةیّهللإاماهذخأوأماهقاقحتـسامدع

.“ناسنلإانباوهتبسلابّرو”:لصفلارخٓافياذهدعبلاقو}66{

ركذُیولىعلأاكترُیلا،نىدأولىعأ،نابَـسننمنّإفاًضیأو.بقيكاهبللادتـسو}67{

.نىدلأا

ياياتفاذوه”:ّبينلا64ایعشإفحصمفينّأركذنیشرعلاويدالحالصفلافيذنمو}68{

و221 ||.“هیلعورعضأ.هبسيفنتْسرُيابيـیبحو،تُیوه

ياتف:لاقی.دبعلافيرهاظوهف،تىفلاظفلامّأو.ةوّنبلاوةیّهلإلىعلّدیلابیبلحاظفلو}69{

نيبااذه”:ةیدومعلمانمهجورخدنعوقنمقبـساممّدارمللينّبموهو.تيمأويدبعيأ،تياتفو

دق:لوقناّنكل.دبعلاونبينبهددترللمجمتىفلاظفلنّإ:لاقیامثركأو.“هبترسرُيابیبلحا

اللهمو.اًتبثمظفللااذهنوكیف،دبعلانىعبملاّإنبلىعحمحّصیلاهنأينّبنواّنّیب

.بتكلاعیجمفياًضعبهضعبينّبیهناحبـس

.ایعش:كش64
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was none other than amessenger; messengers had passed away before him.
His mother was a virtuous woman; they both ate food.’58 Thus, He indicates
with this verse the absence of their [i.e. Jesus’ and Mary’s] claim to, or their
acquisition of, divinity as well as pre-existence.

{66} After this passage he says at the end of the present chapter: ‘And the
Son of Man is indeed Lord of the Sabbath.’59

{67} The conclusion to be drawn from this is similar to the previous one.
Moreover, when someone has two lineages, a higher and a lower, the higher
would not be left out while the lower is being mentioned.

{68} Among other things, in chapter twenty-one, there is a report from the
Book of Isaiah, the prophet: ‘Behold! My servant (fatā) whom I love, and
My beloved in whomMy soul has taken pleasure. I shall put my Spirit upon

221ahim’.60

{69} The expression ‘beloved’ refers neither to divinity nor to sonship. As for
the expression fatā [literally youngman], it clearly stands for ʿabd (servant).
One says, ‘my fatā’ and ‘my fatātī,’ meaning ‘mymale servant’ and ‘my female
servant.’ This passage also clarifies the intended meaning of (Matthew’s)
previouslymentioned report thatwhen (Jesus) emerged from the baptismal
place (a voice out of the heavens said): ‘This is My beloved Son (ibnī), in
whom I have taken pleasure.’61 The most that can be said is that the expres-
sion fatā is ambiguous, due to its shifting between ‘son’ (ibn) and ‘servant’
(ʿabd) [i.e. it is used for both]. However, we respond to this by saying: We
have already explained, and shall continue to do so, that it is incorrect to
refer to (Jesus) as ‘son’ except in the sense of ‘servant.’ Consequently, this
expression determines the other [i.e. the meaning of ibn determines the
meaning of fatā]. For in all scriptures, thewords of God, Glorified is He, clar-
ify one another.

58 Q 5:75.
59 Matthew 12:8.
60 Matthew 12:18. See also Isaiah 42:1.
61 Matthew 3:17. See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §33.
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لىإراشٔاف،“كنوبلطیكتوخإوكمّأ”:لیق،نیشرعلاوثلاثلالصفلافيوقذنمو}70{

.“يمّأوتيخأوأوهتاوماسلافييابيأةئیشمعنصنمو.تيوخإويمّأءلاؤه”:لاقوهذیملات

ةوّبلأدیریذك،اللهةعاطعمابجاًزامجمهـتوّخأوبناجلأاةمومأهسفنلتبثأماك:لاقیف}71{

.ينعضولمافيةئماقةقلاعلاو.قبـسماك،ةعاطلاودوجولاةیّّلععمابجاًزامجةّیدوبعلاوةیّبوبرلاةوّنبلاو

ةدئاف}72{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف عبـشٔاف،ينتوحوتابزخسخملىعكرحیـسلمانّأنیشرعلاوسداسلالصفلافيركذ:ةدئاف

.ةءولمم�ّ�سةشرعاتنثمنهعلضفو.نایبصلاو66ءاسنلاىوسلجر65فلآاةسخمانهم

ةازغفيهنإف.اذهنمثركأسنلجااذهنم67لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمنعصحّدقو:تلق}73{

لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصّبىنلاىعدتـساف.لیلخاولبلإابحذبمهضعبراشأتىحدازلا�ّ�قهیلإكيشكوبت

دوّتزلهمرمأو،هیفكرثم69،اًرئزَْمِهیلععضوف68!نزْعلاضبِرَْكموهاذإف.هوعمفج،موقلادازضفب

.اًفلأنیشرعنمثركأهبـسحأ،اًرارّجاًركسعاونكاو.متهیعوأاولأمو،اوكلٔاف.هنم

.اززـم:ك؛ازيرم:ش69.يرعلا:ش68.لمسو–ش67.اسنلااوس:ك66.فلا:كش65
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{70}Amongother things, there is (Jesus’) statement in chapter twenty-three,
when he was told: ‘Your mother and your brethren are seeking you,’ upon
which he pointed to his disciples and said: ‘These are my mother and my
brethren. For whoever does the will of my Father Who is in the heavens is
my brother and my sister and my mother.’62

{71} It should be said, however, that just as he has affirmed for himself the
motherhood of strangers and their brotherhood only metaphorically due
to the bond of obedience to God, by fatherhood and sonship he likewise
meant lordship and servanthood metaphorically due to the bond between
the Creator and the created, and the One Obeyed and the obedient, as
mentioned before. The required metaphorical relationship is present in
both passages.63

{72} Useful Note: In chapter twenty-seven it is mentioned that Christ in-
voked a blessing on five loaves of bread and two fishes, and satiated thereby
five thousand men, as well as women and children, and twelve full baskets
were left over from them.64

{73} I say: Evenmore than that has been authentically related fromMuḥam-
mad,mayGodbless himand grant himpeace, of this very samekindofmira-
cle. During the campaign of Tabūk, a complaint was made to him regarding
the shortage of provisions, such that some of (his companions) even sug-
gested slaughtering the camels and horses. So the Prophet, may God bless
him and grant him peace, called for the leftovers of the people’s provisions,
and they gathered them. However, it was only as much as would suffice to
feed a she-goat! Then he placed a cover over it, invoked God’s blessing upon
it, and instructed them to supply themselveswithprovisions from it. So, they
ate and filled their travel bags. Yet this was a huge army which, I would esti-
mate, had more than twenty thousand (warriors).65

62 Matthew 12:47–50.
63 We find the same argument expounded earlier by Qarāfī who criticises the Christians

for not taking the title ‘Son of God’ as a metaphor, while Jesus himself attributed titles such
as ‘brother’ and ‘mother’ figuratively to his followers (Qarāfī, Ajwiba, p. 291).

64 Matthew 14:17–21.
65 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Sharika” 1, “Jihād” 123; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Īmān” 12; Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,

Musnad, 3/11. See also Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. II, p. 581. In using this argument Ṭūfī appears to
follow the same polemical strategy found in other Muslim sources. His late contemporary,
Ibn al-Qayyim, writes that Jesus’ miracle of feeding a thousand people is nothing compared
to that of Moses, who fed his people with Manna for forty years, nor to that of Muḥammad
whose miracle involved a greater number of people (Ibn al-Qayyim, Hidāyat, p. 187).
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.داحٓلاارابخأنموهوتبثیلااذه:لیقنإف}74{

.ينملسلمادنعةضافتـسلاحیصحوهلب:انلق}75{

.ىراصنلادنعذتبثیلم:لیقنإف}76{

نمهثركأدنعلینجلإاو،لینجلإانملاّإهملعنلمحیـسلمانعذنمهوتمركذامو:انلق}77{

فيلزّـنتلاةلىعاًعبرّتیصافتفيحدقلاویؤاتبعبرّتنننحماّنإو.دويهلاسیلدتوىراصنلاقلاتخا

ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبنتابثإنمدیرناممزلیو،انمّلستممّلسنإو،كمانعنموتمعنمنإف.رظنلاماقم

.ةنیّعلماةزجعلماهذهـب

رتاوتلةتباثلاحیـسلماقراوخلىإننحعجرنثمّ،اهيرظنتمنأوعنماوهذهكمعننم:لیقنإف}78{

؟نوعجرتاملىإتمنٔاف.هونحوتىولماءایحكإ،هیفكّشلايا

تازجعلمانمفولألىإو،ناهبرلهزاعجإنایبانملعو،اًضیأرتاوتلتباثلانٓارقلالىإ:انلق}79{

ظ221 ليٍّعةعاجشكيّونعلمارتاوتلاوهو،انهیبكترشلمايّكللا||نىعلملمعلالصحو،اهداحٓاتضافتـسا

.لىاعتاللهءاشنإاذهفيملاصيقتـسنسو.دوصقملللصِّمحذو.تماحءاسخو
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{74} If it is said: This is not a proven fact, but rather a solitary report (āḥād).

{75} We say: On the contrary, according to Muslims, this is a sound report
due to its being wide-spread.

{76} If it is said: This report does not prove a fact according to the Christians.

{77} We say: It is only from the (canonical) Gospels that we know all these
things which you mention about Christ, but in our opinion, most of the
Gospels consist of Christian forgery and Jewish deceit. We only volunteer
to interpret (the Gospels) and impugn their details by way of humbling
ourselves to even engage with their investigation. Therefore, if you deny us,
we deny you, and if you accept, we accept, although the proof which we
have considered for the prophethood of Muḥammad, peace be upon him,
through this specific miracle, compels you to accept the argument.

{78} If it is said:Wewill deny you this and you in turn deny us its like, there-
after wewill turn to those supernatural events of Christ that are established
by tawātur (transmission via multiple channels), the truthfulness of which
there can be no doubt, such as reviving the dead and alike. What, then, will
you turn to?

{79} We respond: We will turn to the Qurʾan which is likewise established
by tawātur (transmission via multiple channels), for we know its manifest
inimitability by decisive evidence. We will also turn to thousands of other
miracles, the solitary reports of which have abounded. And through the
common, essentialmeaning shared by these reports, (epistemologically cer-

221btain) knowledge is yielded. This is called al-tawātur al-maʿnawī (transmis-
sion by meaning via multiple channels),66 as is the case with our knowledge
of ʿAlī [b. Abū Ṭālib]’s courage and Ḥātam [al-Ṭāʾī]’s generosity.67 This will
result in what is intended. We will thoroughly examine the discussion con-
cerning this case, if God, Exalted is He, wills.68

66 Al-tawātur al-maʿnawī refers to a group of ḥadīths (prophetic reports) that express the
same meaning, but are different in their wording.

67 Ḥātam al-Ṭāʾī was a pre-Islamic poet of the second half of the 6th century, whose gen-
erosity and hospitality were proverbial (see C. Van Arendonk, “Ḥātam”, EI2, vol. III, pp. 274–
275).

68 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§132–140.
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همءاجهنأو70،ليّصیلاًدرفنملبلجادعصحیـسلمانّأركذنیشرعلاوعباسلالصفلافيذنمو}80{

ةقیقلحوهتنأ”:اولاقو،ايهفنمدجسف.ةنیفسلاتىأتىحءالمالىعشييملیللافيذدعب

“.اللهنبا

دبعلاةَعاطهأعیطینبنّلأ،لوسرلاوأدبعلانيعبمهنأونبظفلفيزاانّأاّنّیبدقو}81{

ظفلضرّیلاذئنیحو.71وسرهيرغوكمالحالسریماكهئجاوحفيهنبالسریفرعلافيبلأاو،هلاوم

دّكؤیاممو“.ةیّناحورلاىوقلهنمدیؤلماواللهلوسرةقیقلحتنأ”:ریدقتلايرصیذإ،انهةقیقلحا

نبو.منهعهدارفنلايملعتلاوعیشرتلالىعاهلحمحّصیلاهتلاصنّإف.ليّصیهدُارفناحیـسلماةّیدوبع

.ءایـشلأاعاطٔاف،اللهَعاطأ،بوبرمدبعهنأينّعتف.ةدابعلاهذههأدبعیلايّقیقلحا

سجّنیمفلالخدیامسیل:اومهفاواوعسما”:حیـسلمالاقنیشرعلاونماثلالصفلافيذنمو}82{

لىإلخدی72امكلّ”:لاقنٔابهسرّفثم“.ناسنلإاسجّنیاذهمفلانمجريخيانكل،ناسنلإا

يااذه،بلقلانمجريخوهف73مفلانمجريخياامّأو.جرالىإدرطنیونطبلالىإلصیمفلا

“.ناسنلإاسجّنی

يرغهوعضومهمهفءوسومهلهلجىراصنلانكلو74،ةغلةكمحوحیصحماذه:تلق}83{

نعةساجنلايُفنحیـسلمادارمنّأاوّنظف.همالحومههوجوهبـشیلٍمَحْمَلىعهولحمو،هعضوم

منهمارامخلىعةرَذِعَلاعجنودبّعتیمهسیـبامحوهمدابّعومهـنابهرلعجتىحطئاغلاولوبلا

مفلالىإلخدیامكللاقنٔابهسرفثمناسنلإاسجنیاذه–ك73.ماكل:ش.72سر:ش71.لىصی:كش70

دنعةسانجةرذعلانوكمدعنایبفيبلطم:ـهش74.مفلانمجريخياامأوجرالىإدرطنیونطبلالىإلصی

.ىراصنلا
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{80}Among other things, (Matthew)mentions in chapter twenty-seven that
Christ went up on the mountain by himself to pray and that he came to
them later in the nightwalking on thewater until he reached the boat. Then,
everyone on the boat prostrated before him, saying to him: ‘It is you who is
truly the Son of God.’69

{81} We have already explained that the metaphorical usage here concerns
the expression ‘the son’ and that it means ‘the servant’ or ‘the messenger’,
because a son obeys his father with the same obedience with which a ser-
vant obeys his master, and a father, according to custom, sends his son for
his needs just as a ruler and others would send their messenger. Also, in
this case no harm comes from having the word ‘truly’ here, for the implied
proposition becomes: ‘truly you are a messenger of God and the one who is
supported by Him with spiritual powers.’ Among the things which corrob-
orate the servanthood of Christ is his seclusion when praying. Hence, it is
inadmissible to ascribe his prayer to the need to legislate or instruct his dis-
ciples, because of his seclusion from them. Also, a real son does not worship
his father with such worship. Thus, it is necessarily the case that he is a ser-
vant who is subject to his Lord, who obeyed God, and therefore things also
obeyed him.

{82} Among other things, in chapter twenty-eight Christ said: ‘Hear and
understand: it is not what enters themouth that defiles a person, but rather
that which comes out of the mouth—this defiles a person.’70 Then he ex–
plained it, saying: ‘Everything that enters the mouth reaches the stomach
and moves on to the exit. But that which comes out of the mouth comes
from the heart, and this is what defiles a person.’71

{83} I say: This is a sound statement and a saying of profoundwisdom. How-
ever, the Christians, because of their ignorance and lack of understanding,
have misconstrued it and given it a meaning which suits their faces and
beards. Theyhave assumed that the intentionofChristwas toprecludeurine
and excrement from being impure, so that their monks, devotees and her-
mits began to show their devotion by letting their ordure accumulate on
the places where it exited from them and around them, until it reached the

69 See Matthew 14:23, 25 and 33.
70 Matthew 15:10–11.
71 Matthew 15:17–18.
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لاانَورُقُفِیْصلاسَِبَعنْمِلِوشلانبه�َ�ِِذْافيِن�َ�”:مجنلاوبألاقماكيرصیتىحاهلوحامو

75.“لِی

حیـسلماةدابعتنكااذكه،ىرتأ.وسرواللهلىعهیفاوترفايانیااذهاللهحّبقف}84{

نلاطبلىعلّدیياو،﴾نَیدِتَْهمُاوُنكاَاَموَاولضَ﴿،لب!اللهو،�ّ�؟ميهلعاللهتاولصذیملاتلاو

صياعلماوبونكاةیّلقعو،طئاغلاولوبلكاةیّّـسح:نماسقةساجنلانّأملااذهنمهوهمّوتام

نّلأ،سٌنجثدلحاعفدفيلمعتـسلماءالمانّإ:ةفینحوبألاقاذهلو.زاالىعةًسانجىمّستهيو

.ةسوسمحنكتلمذإ،وقعمةسانجءاضعلأالىعنوكتنأمزلف.دوهعميرغةسانجيرغنعةراهطلا

و222 لمنإوةّئملأاضعبدنعلوقعم||وهامتاساجنلانمنّألىعينملسمللدهاشداریإاذهـبانضرغو

.ةیصعمسیلثدلحانّلأ،ةًیصعمنكی

.ثیدلحاصّنماك،ءوضولاءاضعأنماطلخاّطيحُءوضولانّإ:لاقنمسانلانمو}85{

يرظنو.ةًسانجمفلانمجريخامحیـسلماىسمّماك،ةّیزامجوقعموأةّیریدقتتاسانجاطلخاو

اذإو.ةّیزامجةیّلقعةیناثلاو،ةّیقیقحةیّّـسحلىولأانّأفي،“ناسللاةثرع”و“لجرلاةثرع”:ملهوقاذه

.لب:ش75
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point where—as Abū al-Najm said—it was ‘as if there appeared in their
raised tails, from the dried excrements of summer, the horns of amountain-
goat.’72

{84} Thus, God hasmade repugnant this religion, in which they have forged
lies against God and His messenger. Would you say that the worship of
Christ and his disciples, may the blessings of God be upon them all, was like
this? By God, most certainly not! Rather, ‘they have gone astray and are not
guided.’73 The invalidity of what they have presumed from this statement is
illustratedby the fact that impurity consists of twocategories: (1) perceptible
(impurity), such as urine and excrement; and (2) implied (impurity), such
as offences and transgressions, which are only metaphorically called ‘impu-
rity’. For this reason, AbūḤanīfa says that thewater used for removing ritual
impurity (ḥadath) is considered impure (najis), because purification with-
out prior impurity is unknown.74 Hence, it is necessary that there be implied
impurity on the limbs, for there is no perceived impurity.75 Our goal hereby
is to present evidence to the Muslims for the fact that amongst impurities

222athere is onewhich is only implied, according to some leading authorities (of
Islamic jurisprudence), even if it does not consist of a transgression, because
ritual impurity is not necessarily a transgression.

{85}There arepeoplewho say:Ablution removes theburdenof the sins from
the limbs of the ablution [i.e. the limbs washed during the ablution], as the
ḥadīth has stipulated.76 However, sins are only considered to be implicit or
metaphorically implied impurities, just as Christ named what comes out of
the mouth an ‘impurity’. An equivalent to this is people’s saying: ‘a stumble’
and ‘a slip of the tongue’; for the first is perceptible and real, while the

72 Abū al-Najm al-ʿIjlī, Dīwān of Abūʾn-Nağm: Materials for the Study of Rağaz Poetry I, ed.
J. Hämeen-Anttila, Helsinki, 1993, p. 66. A similar discussion on the absence of purity laws in
Christian worship is found in Ṭūfī’s Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 274).

73 Q 6:140. ‘They are losers who foolishly have killed their children without knowledge,
and have forbidden that which God bestowed upon them, forging a lie against God. They
indeed have gone astray and are not guided.’

74 That is to say, a thing cannot become pure from anything that is not impure. In other
words, purification is always from impurity, andwhenwe purify somethingwe do so because
it is impure.

75 See Muḥammad b. Aḥmad al-Sarakhsī, Kitāb al-mabsūṭ, ed. Abū ʿAbdallāh M.b.Ḥ Is-
māʿīl, Beirut, 2001, vol. I, p. 152; Burhān al-Dīn al-Marghīnānī, al-Hidāya sharḥ bidāyat al-
mubtadī, ed. A.Ṣ. Shaʿbān, Cairo, 1995, vol. I, p. 179.

76 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Ṭahāra” 14; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Ṭahāra” 39; Nasāʾī, Sunan, “Ṭahāra”
107; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Ṭahāra” 49, “Masājid” 14; Mālik b. Anas,Muwaṭṭā, “Qaṣr al-ṣalā” 18.



176 critical edition and translation

فیدتجورفكوةيمنموةبیغنممفلانمجريخمالِتبثا76ٔاّلمهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلماف،اذهتبث

لىإدرطنلمامفلالىإلخاانعاهافنتيلا77هيهذهنّأانملع،ةّیزااةیّلقعلاةساجنلافَصْوهونحو

هضرغاّنمإ.ايهفنسیلهضرغنّلأ،ةیّّـسلحاةساجنلايفنهنعةیّلقعلاةساجنلايفننممزلیلاو.جرا

لىعناسنلإابقاعیلاهناحبـساللهنّإف،حیصحذو.نُاسنلإاايهلعبَقاعیتيلاةساجنلايفن

نمهنلأ،ةيمنملاوةبیغلالىعهبقاعیو.سفَنلكاةّیروضرلاتاعیبطلانمذنّلأ،طوّغتیولوبیهنأ

ررقتفم،لوكٔالمانع�ِّ�وتلماجرالخاةسانجامّأ.سانلراضرإهیفو،ةّیروضرلالا،ةّیرایتخلاعفلأا

لاًقعرهاظذو.هبانتجابوجولاّإةساجنبنيعنلا�ّ�لأ،لقعللعبهیفعشرلاو،لوقعلاهئادبفي

لوقعو.ةًدرّمجةًدسفمواًفصر78ِىًذأواًضمحاًرضرراصف.ةدئافنمهوّلخوهيحرثبخوهتِوقُطوقسل

نّأثئابلخاهذهبانتجابوجوفيسرّلاو.وذمخءٍوسلُوقعاذهلثمبَانتجااهئهادببضيتقتلا

نأهبلىولأاف.هتمدخفيفٌقاوٍجانمُاللهدُباعو79،لىاعتوهناحبـستادابعلرومٔامناسنلإا

.لاًصأايهفعفنلاضمحرضرهيتيلاثئابلخاازإةئیهلالماكنمو،ةئیهلالمكاهتمدخفيموقی

نممّمایّـسلا80،ةرَذِعَلايحربراقیهنإتىحةئحارلاهیركئماصلافمفوُلخُسیلأ:لیقنإف}86{

،سمشلابورغلىإلاوزلاينحنماهءاقبينملسلماءمالعبّحتـسادقو81؟ءرْلخانوّكی

.درلحا:ش81.هدعلما:ك80.لىاعتو–ك79.اذا:ك78.هي–ش77.الم–ك76
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second is implied andmetaphorical. Since this has been proven, then when
Christ, may the blessings of God be upon him, accorded to what comes
out of the mouth, such as backbiting, slander, disbelief, blasphemy and
the like, the quality of a metaphorically implied impurity, we understand
that it is these things which he precluded from being ‘that which enters
the mouth and moves on to the exit’. Precluding these from the notion of
implied impurity [i.e. denying that ‘what enters themouth andmoves on to
the exit’ is spiritual impurity, namely, an act of offense and transgression]
does not necessarily entail the negation of perceptible impurity as such,
because it was not his aim to negate this kind of impurity. Rather, his aim
here was only to prohibit the impurity which a man is punished for.77 And
that is a correct statement, for God, Glorified is He, does not punish a man
because he urinates and defecates, for these are inevitable natural activities
like breathing. However, He does punish him for backbiting and slander, for
these are volitional, not inevitable acts, and therein lies harm for human
beings. As for impurity from that which leaves the body and originates from
eating, its impurity is established intuitively, while the religious legislation
therein follows the mind, for what we mean by impurity is nothing but the
necessity to avoid it. This is rationally evident, because of the loss of its
nutrients, the foulness of its odour, and its being devoid of any benefit. Thus,
it has become absolute harm, pure filth and amere cause of corruption. And
minds that do not intuitively determine to avoid such things are wicked
and forsaken minds. The underlying reason for making the avoidance of
these foul things necessary is that man is charged with performing acts of
worship for God, Glorified and Exalted is He, and a worshipper of God is
someone who confides in Him and stands in His service. Thus, it is most
appropriate for him to take up His service with perfect appearance, and it
is part of perfecting one’s appearance to remove those foul things which are
absolutely harmful and devoid of any benefit.

{86} If it is said: Does not the bad breath from the mouth of a person who
fasts develop such a repugnant odour so that it approximates the odour of
ordure, especially from someonewho is engaged in defecating? TheMuslim
scholars deem it recommended (mustaḥabb) that the fasting person let the
smell remain unchanged from noon until sunset, while some of them even

77 According to Ṭūfī’s understanding, in this Gospel passage Jesus’ primary intention was
to draw attention to the impurity which a man is punished for (i.e. backbiting, slander,
disbelief, blasphemy, etc.) and prohibit such sinful acts. By doing so, however, Jesus had no
intention of negating the notion of perceptible impurity.
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؟انیلععینشتلاهجوافم!ةثیبلخايحرلهناحبـساللهدبعیاذهو.ذئنیحاتهلازإهركمهضعبلب

:هوجونمباولجاف}87{

اهدحأ}88{ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ دبّعتلاةیّعوشرمنممزلیلاف.ءلاقعلانمدحأدنعةرذعلكاذفيفوللخاسیلهنأاهدحأ

ٔدبّعتلاةیّعوشرمنىدلألىعلا.

نياثلا}89{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا فيةضماهلايرثٔاتةدّشمانهیبقرفلاو.ةرذعلكالوقعلاهئادبفياًهوركمسیلفوللخانّأنياثلا

.فوللخافلابخاثهبخدّتـشیتىحةرذعلا

ظ222 ثلاثلا}90{ ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ،رانهلافصنب||اًتّقوماًدبّعتةكملحاوحیبستلاجرمخنمجريخابموهينملسلمادبّعتنّأثلاثلا

؟رخٓلاانمنیدبّعتلادحأنیٔاف.اًئماداًدبّعتءاسفُلاوطاضرُلاجرمخنمجريخابموهىراصنلادبّعتو

،هداسفاّنّیبدقو؟لقعلاوقطنلاوسفنلالىعسدقلاحورونبوبلأاكمسایقلثملاّإاذهلهو

.اًداسفرهظأانهكمسایقو

عبارلا}91{ عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا فوللخاازإبابحتـسا:ةرهاظهیلعةجّلحاوهصرننوهدقتعنياحیحصلابهذلمانّأعبارلا

هءاقببّحتـساوأهتلازإهركنمو.دحمأنعةیاوروءمالعلاضعببهذموهو.اًقلطمئماصللكاوسل

همٔاطخنكل.حیـسلماممهففيتمنأتمٔاطخأماك82،لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمممهففئاطخأ

اذهيرغهاّنّیبذفيهمٔاطخ83ریرقتو.ةرذعلالىإةبـسنلفوللخافيرملأاوهسلكمٔاطخنود

.لمعأاللهو.نكالما

.ررقتو:ش83.لمعأاللهو.روهلجمأاطخهنوكفيوطلاةذخاؤمبجوتةرابعلاهذه.ةیـشاح:ـهك82
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deem its removal disliked (makrūh) in this period. And this personworships
God, Glorified is He, with a foul odour! What, therefore, is the point of
condemning us?

{87} This can be addressed in various ways:

{88} The first one is that bad breath in this regard is not, in the opinion
of even one intelligent person, like ordure. Thus, the legitimacy of showing
one’s devotion with a lesser degree of impurity does not necessitate the
legitimacy of showing one’s devotion with a higher degree of impurity.

{89} The second is that, intuitively, bad breath is not considered to be as
repulsive as ordure. And the difference between the two lies in the intense
effect of the digestive process in the case of ordure so that its foulness
intensifies, unlike bad breath.

{90} The third is that the act of devotion undertaken by Muslims involves
something which exits from the same place from which praise and wisdom

222bexit, while being at the same time an act of devotion that is limited to
half a day, while the act of devotion undertaken by Christians (in omitting
cleanliness of the private parts) involves something which exits from the
sameplace fromwhich audible aswell as inaudible flatuses exit, while being
at the same time a constant act of devotion. So, where does one of these two
acts of devotion stand in comparison to the other? Is this anything but the
equivalent of your drawing an analogy between the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit, to the soul, speech and intellect? We have already explained its
erroneousness, while your analogy in this case [i.e. comparing bad breath
with ordure] is even more manifestly erroneous.

{91} The fourth is the correct position, which we hold as true and support,
the proof for which is also apparent as follows: it is recommended without
any exception for a person who is fasting to remove their bad breath with a
toothstick. This is the position of some scholars and one of the transmitted
opinions of Aḥmad [b. Ḥanbal]. Whoever regards its removal to be disliked
or regards leaving it to be recommended is mistaken in understanding the
words of Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, just as you
aremistaken inunderstanding thewords of Christ. However, theirmistake is
less severe than yours, because bad breath is a minor matter in comparison
with ordure. Andwe have already explained elsewhere how theirmistake in
this matter was established. But God knows best.
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ينیّـسیرفلايرخمنماورذحا”:هذیملاتلحیـسلمالاقينثلاثلاونياثلالصفلافيذنمو}92{

يملعتهمریذتحدارأماّنإهنإو.مهمهففعضلىعمهبخّوتىحهمبزخهمرذّيحهنأاوّنظف“!ةقدزلاو

.ينیّـسیرفلاوةقدزلا

رظنلامهـناعمإمدعلىعمهبخّووهدارأهنأحصرّدقو!هدعبأام،زاااذهلىإلمّٔاتلماايهأرظناف}93{

؟اًزامجةّیدوبعلاوةیّبوبرلاهیلإواللهلىإةبوسنلماةوّنبلاوةوّبلأدیرینأزويجلالمف.هممهّفتفي

عاعرَبكّنظافم،هبملهحصرّتىحهدارممنهعيفخينموصعمءایبنأاونكانیاذیملاتلانكااذإو

لینجإفيهنّیبدق:لوقینألئاقلو!﴾لاًیبِسَلضَاهمُْلَْبمِاَعْنلاكاَهمُْ﴿نیاهمدعبينفلالخاىراصنلا

مههموبهذالم،نایبلااذهصح85ّول:لاقینكل.“ءرلاوهياينیّـسیرفلايرخم”84:لاقفاقول

.بزلخالىإ

.ول–ش85.لاقو:ك84
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{92} Among other things, in chapter thirty-two, Christ says to his disciples:
‘Beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees!’78 They assumed he
was warning them about their bread, so he rebuked them for the weakness
of their understanding. As a matter of fact, he only intended to warn them
about the teaching of the Pharisees and Sadducees.79

{93} Look at this metaphor, O pensive one, how far-fetched it is! He had
to declare that he meant it (as a metaphor) and rebuked them for their
lack of effort in penetrating his words. Then why should it not be possible
that by the fatherhood and sonship he attributed to God and to himself, he
was metaphorically referring to lordship and servanthood? And if (it was
the case that) the intent of (his words) had escaped the disciples, who are
(considered to be) infallible prophets, until he declared it to them, what
then is to be said of the Christian rabble who followed after them, those
who ‘are but as the cattle—nay, but they are farther astray’!80 Yet someone
might say: He had already explained this in theGospel of Lukewhen he said,
‘The leaven of the Pharisees, which is hypocrisy.’81 But it may be said to him:
Had this explanation been authentic,82 their imagination certainly would
not have settled on bread.

78 It is noteworthy that the word ‘Sadducees’ is translated into Arabic as Zanādiqa. It
appears in this form in the text of the Arabic Gospel used by Ṭūfī, as well as in Lagarde’s
edition of the Alexandrian Vulgate (Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch, p. 21). Zindīq (pl. zanādiqa)
is an Arabic loan word from Persian, which in its narrow sense means ‘Manichaean,’ while
it is also used as a synonym for mulḥid, murtadd or kāfir, denoting ‘heretic, renegade, or
unbeliever’. It is further suggested that Middle Persian zandīq was actually borrowed from
Aramaic zaddīḳ ‘righteous’. This is supported, as F.C. de Blois writes, by Syriac texts which
mention theManichaean use of zaddīqē as a designation for their ‘elect’, as well as byMuslim
authors (such as Ibn Nadīm, al-Bīrūnī, and others) who use the equivalent Arabic ṣiddīqūn
for full members of Manichaeism (F.C. de Blois, “Zindīḳ”, EI2, vol. XI, p. 510). In this sense, it is
not difficult to relate ‘Sadducees’ to ‘Zanādiqa’, given that according to some Church Fathers
the name ‘Sadducees’ means ‘righteous ones’, since in their opinion, it comes from the same
root as righteousness (W.J. Moulder, “Sadducees”, ISBE, vol. IV, p. 278). Moreover, since the
‘Sadducees’ were charged with the rejection of the oral tradition and the disparagement of
divine providence in favour of human free will (Josephus), and were accused of denying the
resurrection of the body (Mark 12:18) and the existence of angels and spirits (Acts 23:8; see
ibid., p. 279), it comes as no surprise that they were named Zanādiqa in Arabic, i.e. heretics
and unbelievers.

79 See Matthew 16:6–12.
80 Q 25:44.
81 Luke 12:1.
82 In other words, had this explanation originally been an authentic part of Jesus’ speech.
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اذام”:هذیملاتللاقفةیراسیقىرقلىإعوسیءاجثمّ:ينثلاثلاوثلاثلالصفلافيذنمو}94{

،ایمرأنورخٓاو،ایلإنورخٓاو،نيّادمعلمااّنحوینولوقیموق”86:اولاقف“؟شربلانبافيسانلالوقی

اللهنبحیـسلماوهتنأ”:سرطبناعسم87لاقف“؟نولوقتاذامتمنٔاف”:ملهلاقف.“ءایبنلأانمدحاووأ

.هفلختـساثمّ“!ناعسمكوط”:لاقف“.يّلحا

.لیفغتلاةیاغفينكادقو،ىراصنلاةلاغضعبعضْونملّتمخدسافماذهنّألمعاو}95{

ةیّـسیدّقلافيهنممدقأهمو،ایمرأوایلإونيّادمعلمااّنحویبحیـسلماميهلعهبتشیفیك،يرعشتیلف

!هيرغبكلشیلاهسفنفيينِّعتممنهمكلّو،ةوّبنلاو

و223 دحلأاولوقی||لاّأهذیملاتصىَوأذئنیح”:اذهدعبوقهداسفوملااذهبذكلىعلّدیو}96{

ةجاحسانلوهسفنيفيخاذمالف،اللهنَباوأاللهنكانإهنأهیفبذكلاهجوو.“حیـسلماعوسیهنإ

لاّإاذهلهو.للاضلاقرطدعبىدهلاقرطنوكلسیو،لكاشلإاومنهعسُبللالويزلهتفرعملىإ

نّلأ،ذكفلاًوسرنكانإو.هنعهزّـنمهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلماو،سیلب�ٕ�لاّإقیلیلاسیبلت

.ئملاةمولهیفهذخٔاتلاوادًحأاللهعمفئاخيرغهبلسراامغیلبتلوسرلانٔاش

يفختـسیفیكف“.اللهنباحیـسلماوهتنأ”:ناعسملوقبحرفدقاذه:لیقهنإفاًضیأو}97{

يّألمعینكاهنإفاًضیأو.اذهنمعمّأملا:تلق.هولتقینأدويهلاةفیخ:لیقنإف؟نٓلاا

.لاقف–ش87.لاقف:كش86
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{94} Among other things, in chapter thirty-three (it is related): ‘Then Jesus
came to the regions of Caeserea and said to his disciples: “What do people
say about the Son of Man?” They replied: “Some say John the Baptist, others
Elijah, and yet others Jeremiah or some other prophet.” Then he said to
them: “But what about you, what do you say?” And Simon Peter said: “You
are theChrist, the Son of the LivingGod.” And (Christ) said: “Blessed are you,
O Simon!” And then he appointed him as his successor.’83

{95} Know that this is an incorrect and defective saying originating from
the fabrications of some Christian extremists, and it is extremely stultifying.
I wish I knew how Christ has in their eyes a confusing resemblance to John
the Baptist, Elijah and Jeremiah, while they [i.e. John the Baptist, Elijah
and Jeremiah] are more ancient than him with regard to sainthood and
prophethood, and every one of them was special by himself without being
shaped by another individual!

{96} Yet his subsequent words demonstrate the falsehood found in this
223astatement and its erroneousness: ‘Then he charged his disciples not to tell

anyone that he was Jesus, the Christ.’84 The point of falsehood found therein
is that if he were God or the Son of God, then why would he hide himself
when people had a need to know him, so that confusion and doubt might
leave them and theymight enter upon the paths of guidance after following
the paths of misguidance? Can this be anything but a deception in disguise
which befits only Satan, while Christ,may the blessings of God be upon him,
is free from such deception? And if he was a messenger, this would likewise
be the case, for the concern of a messenger is to convey that which he was
sent with without fearing anyone besides God, nor can the reproach of a
critic overcome him.

{97} It is further said: ‘(Christ) has become joyful because of the words of
Simon, “You are the Christ, the Son of God”.’85 But then how can he keep
himself hidden now? If it is said: ‘Out of fear of the Jews, that they might kill
him,’ I respond: (Jesus’ above-mentioned) statement (asking his disciples
not to reveal his identity) is more general than what this (allegation that
Jesus tried to hide his true identity out of fear) implies. Besides, he was

83 See Matthew 16:13–19.
84 Matthew 16:20.
85 See Matthew 16:16–17.
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،امحلالتقُیهنألمعینكااذإهنإفاًضیأو.دعبتقولاذءاجنكیلمو،دويهلاهیلعضبقتتقو

هنمدعبـیهنیقیبءالمالىعشييمنكانمو.اًردََقدرّیلاوعفنیلااهـنألمعیبابـسٔابمصعتـسیلاثفم

قبـسهنوكلذنمدّبلاهنألمعینكاهنأعم.“دويهلانيلتقتلاّئلبيسانلااومّلعتلا”:لوقینأ

مهـنلأىراصنلانماًدعبتسمسیلنكلو.هیفحدقحیـسلمالىإاذهلثمةبـسنو.ایعشإةراشبفي

88“.لهاجقیدصنميرخلقاعوّدع”:لثلمافيو،لا�ّ�ءاقدصأ

،ذیملاتلالىإهمدّقف،ناطیـشهنبنكالاًجرنّأينثلاثلاوسمالخالصفلافيذنمو}98{

�ّ�قل”:لاقف“؟ننحانعمجريخلمملِ”:ذیملاتلالاقف،حیـسلماهجرخٔاف.هنمهجارخإلىعاوردقیلمف

كانهلىإانهنملقتنا:لبلجااذهلتملقللدرخةّبحلثمنايمإكملنكاول،كمللوقأقّلحا.كمنايمإ

“.ءشيكمیلعسرعیلاو،لقتنیف

لعفینكاماّنإحیـسلمانّأفيرهاظاذهو.هيرغوءالمالىعهیـشمفياذهلثمررّكتدقو}99{

لإانَباوأ،ةیّهللإاةردقلاهلعفنكالاًهلإنكاولو.هّنظنسحوهنايمإوهنیقیةوّقبقراولخا

89فصرّتینكامالف.مههابجمئه�ٓ�ااممفيكوللماءانبأفصرّتیماكههاجوهیبأةردقباهلعفنكال

.هنبالاوإلابوبرمدبعهنألىعلّدنايملإاوينقیلحیـسلما

فیكواللهنباهنأنوعمزتنماولتقینأسّخأولّقأدويهلافدويهلاةفیختملقنإ!ىراصنينغمدم.ةیـشاح:ـهك88

!كمسَعَْناوكمغَمَدْاام!اللهكمثرعف؟]لتقلا[نماللهفايخلهو؟اللهلتقلىعردقینفماللهوهتملقنإو.اللهلتقنممنهّكيم
.فصری:كش89
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aware of themoment when the Jews would seize him, but thatmoment had
not yet arrived. Moreover, since he knew that he would inevitably be killed,
a man like him would not have taken refuge in means which he knew to
be without benefit and without the power to avert a divine decree. As for
someone who used to walk on the water due to his unwavering belief, it is
unlikely that he would have said: ‘Do not tell the people about me, lest the
Jews killme’. Furthermore, he knew that thiswas inevitable for him, because
it had already been announced by Isaiah.86 However, to attribute the like
of this to Christ means to calumniate him. Yet this is not unlikely coming
from the Christians, since they are ‘ignorant friends’, and a proverb states:
‘an intelligent enemy is better than an ignorant friend’.87

{98} Among other things, (it is mentioned) in chapter thirty-five that there
was a man whose son was possessed by a devil, so he brought him to the
disciples but theywere unable to cast it out fromhim. ThenChrist cast it out
and the disciples said to him: ‘Why were we not able to cast it out?’ (Christ)
replied: ‘Because of the littleness of your faith. Verily I tell you, if you had
faith like a grain of mustard seed, you would say to this mountain, “move
from here to there”, and it would move and nothing would be difficult for
you.’88

{99} Similar miracles also happened to himwhen walking on the water and
on other occasions. This is clear evidence that Christ used to perform these
supernatural feats only by the power of his unwavering belief and by his
faith, as well as by his good opinion of God. However, had he been a god, his
performing themwould have been by divine power; or had he been the son
of a god, his performing them would have been by the power of his father
and his dignity, just as the sons of kings act freely over the kingdom of their
fathers by their dignity. Therefore, the fact that Christ used to act freely due
to his unwavering belief and faith shows that he is a servant, who is subject
to His Lord, and not a god nor his son.

86 Isaiah 53:4–5 and 7. For Ṭūfī’s comments on these verses, see Taʿlīq, §§352–353.
87 The proverb ʿAdāwat al-ʿāqil wa-lā ṣuḥbat al-majnūn, bearing the same meaning, is

known to Sakhāwī (d. 902/1497), who attributes it to ʿUmar b. al-Khaṭṭāb (see Muḥammad
b. ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Sakhāwī, al-Maqāṣid al-ḥasana fī bayān kathīrin min al-aḥādīth al-
mushtahira ʿalā al-alsina, ed. M.ʿU. al-Khisht, Beirut, 1985, p. 453).

88 See Matthew 17:14–20.
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91،نّظتام90،ناعسم”:لاقحیـسلمانمجارلخااوبلطاّلمينثلاثلاوسداسلالصفلافيو}100{

لاق“.ءرغلانم”:سرطبلاق“؟ءرغلانموأينّیبنلانم،جارلخانوذخٔاینممّضرلأاكولم

“.رارحأنذا92ٕنوّیبنلاف”:عوسی

.نباعجم“يننبلا”وأّبينعجم“ينّیبنلا”ينبةروصلاةددّترماتهیأرلینجلإافيةظفللاهذه:تلق}101{

ظ223 ،ةددّعتمءانبأنوكینأمزلنباعجم93تنكا||نإو.ّبينهنٔابحیـسلمافترعادقفّبينعجمتنكانإف

هناحبـس.“اللهنباحیـسلما”:لاقرخٓلااو،“نباسیل”:لاقماهدحأ،نلائاقلئاقلالب،هبلئاقلاو

!ذنع

ضرلأالىعكمنمنانثاقفّتااذإ”:هذیملاتلحیـسلمالوقينثلاثلاونماثلالصفلافيذنمو}102{

يسمةثلاثوأنانثاعتمجایحو.تاوماسلافييابيألبقنممالهنوكی،هنابلطیءشيكلّفي

“.مهطسوفيكانهنوكا�ٔ�ٔاف

�ٔ�افيسمتمعتمجایح”:لاقهنوكل،اًهلإحیـسلمانوكفيىراصنلاهبترّغیاممّاذهلّعل:تلق}103{

ماـ]ـثیح[”:وقلیلدب“نوعبّتیتيّللمو،نوكمتحيكمبحكمّنإ”نعزامجوةیانكاذهاّنمإو“.كمطسوفي

نكاولف،لاّإو.هانلقاعمّزامجذنّألىعلّدیهسمهدییقتف،“يسمةثلاثوأنانثاعتمجا

فيهوبأومهعمهتاذبنوكیحیـسلمانّلأ،لإالىعيزّجتلاوضعّبتلامزلاًهلإهنوكلمهعمهتاذب

هملعبمهعمنكاولو.لامحلإالىعيزّجتلاو،دحاوهمدنعماهو.عضوميرغهبحصرّماكتاوماسلا

.نكا:ش93.ينیبنلاف:ش92.نظی:ش91.ناعشم:ش90
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{100} Among other things, in chapter thirty-six (it is related that) when they
demanded tax from Christ, he said: ‘What do you think, O Simon, from
whom do kings of the earth take tax, from prophets or from foreigners?
Peter responded to him: ‘From the foreigners.’ Jesus said: ‘In that case, the
prophets are free.’89

{101} I say: I have realised that this expression in the Gospel has a form
fluctuating between ‘prophets’ (nabiyyīn), the plural of ‘prophet’ (nabī), and
‘sons’ (banīn), the plural of ‘son’ (ibn).90 If this expression is the plural of
‘prophet’, then Christ indeed has acknowledged that he is a prophet. And if

223bthis is the plural of ‘son’, then it becomes necessary that God has numerous
sons, which no one claims. Rather, there are two groups of proponents, one
claiming that God has no son, and the other saying that Christ is the Son of
God. Glorified is He above that!

{102} Among other things, (we find) in chapter thirty-eight the statement
of Christ to his disciples: ‘When two of you agree on earth about anything
to ask for, they will receive it from my Father, Who is in the heavens. And
wherever two or three come together in my name, there I shall be in their
midst.’91

{103} I say: Perhaps this statement is one of the things by which the Chris-
tians are misled with regard to the idea that Christ is a god, because he
said, ‘Wherever you come together in my name, there I shall be in your
midst.’ This is, however, only an allusion and ametaphor for ‘you are judging
according to my judgement and following my religion,’ as indicated by his
words: ‘[Wher]ever two or three come together inmy name’, for the fact that
he restricted it to his name indicates that such an expression is a metaphor
for that which we have mentioned. Otherwise, if he were present among
them in his essence due to his being a god, this would necessitate division
and partition at the expense of God’s unity, because Christ would be present
among them in his essence, while his Father would be in the heavens, as he
had made explicit more than once. Yet, according to them, both of them
are one, and partition at the expense of God’s unity is inconceivable. And
if he were present among them in his knowledge, then his restricting it to

89 Matthew 17:24–26.
90 In the Alexandrian Vulgate it appears as al-banīn, the sons. See Lagarde, Die Vier

Evangelien Arabisch, p. 23.
91 Matthew 18:19–20.
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وأهسماوعتمجاءاوس،اونكاثیحهملعبهقلخعملإانّلأ،نىًعمهسممهعجهدییقتلنكیلم

اةٍَثلاََثىوَنجَْنْمِنُوكَُیاَم﴿:زیزعلانٓارقلافيهناحبـساللهلاقماك،يمجرلاناطیـشلاسم

وَهُلا

.﴾اوُنَكاَماَنْیامْهُعَمَوَهُ﴿:94وقلىإ﴾مْهُعُبِاَر

لّيحله”:ينلئاقهوبرّجیلحیـسلمالىإنویّـسیرفلاءاج:لاقينعبرلأالصفلافيذنمو}104{

ماهقلخءدبلافيقلخيانّأتمأرقامأ”:ملهلاقف“؟�ّ�عكلّلجلأهتأرماقّلطی]نأ[ناسنلإل

.اًدحاواًدسجماه95نوكیو،هتأرمقصَلَیوهمّأوهأناسنلإاكتریذلجأنمو.ثىنأواًركذ

صىوأسىوماذالم”:اولاق“!ناسنلإاهقْرّفیلااللههعجمامو96.اًدحاواًدسجنكليننثاماهسیلو

،كمءاسناوقّلِطتنأكماصؤاف،كمبولقةواسقلمعسىومنّلأ”:لاق“؟لىتخوقلاطبُاتكىطَعتنأ

جوّزتنمو.ءزلالىإاهٔالجأدقفءزيرغنمهتأرماقّلطنم:كمللوقأو97.اذكهنكیلمءدبلانمو

98“.نىزدقفةًقّلطم

نایبو.دسافهنلأ،هیلإهتبسنلقاعبقیلتلا.حیـسلمالىعقلتمخ99ملااذهنّألمعا:تلق}105{

فيلقاعىریلاهنعةتباثلا100ةكملحاو.ءماكلحاكمحأنمنكاهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمانّأهداسف

لعجهنأذو.ةبـسانميرغ�ّ�عبلّلِعمملااذهو،اتهبسانمولوقعللاهروهظواهللعةصحّوانهـسح

و224 ||هتأرمقصلیناسنلإانّأو،ثىنأواًركذءدبلافيماهقلخقلالخانَوكقلاطلازاوجمدعفي�ّ�علا

.هیفدیدشتلاوقلاطلازاوجمدعبسانیاملیلعتلااذهفيسیلو.هیوبأعدیو

.ز:كش98.اذه:كش97.دحاودسجنكلنانثاماهسیلو:كش.96وكیو:ش95.و+كش94
.ةكمحو:كش100.م:ك99
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their coming together in his namewould be withoutmeaning, because God
is present amongHis creation in His knowledge wherever they are, whether
they come together inHis nameor in thenameof accursed Satan, sinceGod,
Glorified is He, says in the Glorious Qurʾan: ‘There is no secret conference of
three but that He is their fourth,’ to (the end of) His words: ‘He is with them
wherever they may be.’92

{104} Among other things, (Matthew) says in chapter forty: The Pharisees
came to Christ in order to test him, saying: ‘Is it lawful for a man to divorce
his wife because of any reason?’ He answered them: ‘Have you not read
that He Who created [them] from the beginning “created them male and
female,”93 and said, “for this reason a man shall leave his father and mother
and cling to his wife, and the two shall become one body”?94 So, the two are
no longer two, but rather one body. Therefore, whatGodhas joined together,
let not man separate!’ They said to him: ‘Why then did Moses command
that (the wife) be given a certificate of divorce, and be released?’ He said:
‘Because Moses knew the hardness of your hearts, therefore commanded
you to divorce your wives, although it was not so from the beginning. And I
say to you:Whoever divorces his wife for something other than adultery has
thereby compelled her to adultery. Andwhoevermarries a divorced woman
has thereby committed adultery.’95

{105} I say: Know that this statement is a fabrication about Christ. It does
not befit an intelligent person to attribute it to him, because it is wrong.
The explanation of its erroneousness is that Christ, may the blessings of
God be upon him, was among the wisest of the wise. As for the wisdom
which is transmitted from him, no intelligent person will dispute its beauty,
the soundness of its effective causes, its clarity for the intellects and its
inner coherence, while the above statement assigns an incoherent effective
cause. This is due to the fact that he established the effective cause for the
impermissibility of divorce in the Creator’s having created them both in the
beginning male and female, as well as in the fact that a man clings to his

224awife and leaves his parents. Yet there is nothing in this reasoning which
establishes a coherent relation to the impermissibility of divorce and being
strict about it.

92 Q 58:7.
93 Reference to Genesis 1:27.
94 Reference to Genesis 2:24.
95 Matthew 19:3–9.
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:ملاسلاهیلعدّمحملاقاذهلو،معن.اذهملاسلإانیدفيماكهتهاركلاًببسضنهُِیامهیف،معن}106{

اللههعجم101ام”:وقامّأو؟ذنیأنفم،هیفظیلغتلاوهيمرتحامّأ“.قلاطلااللهلىإللالحاضغبأ”

اًبجاوهعطقنكارضرلاهنمفیخاذإ.ندبلانمكلٓاتلماوضعلضوقنموهف،“ناسنلإاهقْرّفیلا

لصيحامفاعضأةجوزلاكاسم�ٕ�رضرلانمناسنلإللصيحدقو.سفنللاًظفحاًعشرولاًقع

�ٕ�ثیحلینجلإااذهنمينثلاثلاوعساتلالصفلافياذهلىعحیـسلماصّندقو.كلٓاتلماوضعلاءاقب

.كنعاهقلأواهعلقافكنیع103كتكّكشنإو.كنعماهقلأوماهعطقافجروأكدُی102كتْكَكشَنإ”:لاق

دقو.“ءاضعلأاحَیصحنمّفيىقَلُتنأنمةدحاوينعبوأمسعأوأجرعأةایلحالخدتنأيرفخ

نوصیولهئاضعأدحا104ٔهتكّكشولماكنوكیف.رانلالىإهباًیضفمُةأرلماعملجرلارارتمـسانوكی

.ذ

لاقلاطلا:هباوجفيلاقیف،“كمءاسناوقّلِطتنأكماصوأكمبولقةواسقلسىومنّإ”:وقامّأو}107{

لاامسىوميزجتـسیفیكف،اًزئاجنكانإف.زئاجيرَغوأسىومدنعاًزئاجنكاهنأامّا105ٕوليخ

اذه”:لاقوحیـسلماهنّیبل،خسنلاقیرطبنكاول:انلق؛خسنلاقیرطب:لاقنإف؟حیـسلماهيزجتـسی

بولقلاةواسقو،مهـبولقةواسقبلّتعانكلو“.سىومعشرفياًزئاجنكانإو،مارحيعشرفي

نمجميمرحتبدويهلالىعهناحبـساللهددّشماك،حابلمارظحبسانتلبروظلمحاخسنتلا

اللهنیدفيناهدإمهـبولقةواسقلملهه�ّ�إهزیوجتف،سىومدنعاًزئاجقلاطلانكیلمنإو.تابیّطلا

:كش105.هكاش:ك؛هتكلش:ش104.كتكش:ك؛كتكلش:ش103.كتكش:ك؛كتكلش:ش102.امم:ش101

.اوليخلا
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{106} Certainly, there is something in (divorce) which inspires a reason for
its being disliked, just as there is in this religion, namely, Islam. And indeed,
because of this, Muḥammad, peace be upon him, said: ‘Of the legitimate
things, themost abhorrent toGod is divorce.’96As formaking it unlawful and
being severe about it, where did that come from? As for his words, ‘What
God has joined together, let not man separate,’ these are negated by (the
example of) a gangrened organ of the body. When harm is feared from it,
one necessarily amputates it according to reason, as well as revealed law in
order to preserve one’s life. It is possible that by keeping his wife a person
brings upon himself a harm that is several times as much as the harm he
brings uponhimself by letting his gangrened limb remain. Christ has already
stipulated this in chapter thirty-nine of this Gospel, when he said: ‘If your
hand or leg causes you to stumble,97 cut them off and cast them from you.
And if your eye causes you to stumble, pluck it out and cast it from you. For
it is better for you that you should enter life lame, having a deformed hand
or foot, or with a single eye, rather than that you should be cast into Hell
having intact limbs.’98 It is possible that aman’s continued relationship with
his wife may lead him to the Fire. Hence, it would be just as if one of his
limbs caused him to stumble, if he preserved it.

{107} As for his words, ‘It is only because of the hardness of your hearts that
Moses commanded you to divorce your wives,’ it may be said in reply: It
must either be the case that divorce was permissible according to Moses
or else that it was impermissible. So, if it was permissible, then how could
Mosesdeempermissible somethingwhichChrist didnotdeempermissible?
If (the opponent) counters: ‘By way of abrogation’, then we reply: If it had
been by way of abrogation, Christ would have explained this and said: ‘This
matter is unlawful in my Sacred Law, even though it was permissible in the
Sacred Law of Moses.’ However, he offered the hardness of their hearts as a
reason, while the hardness of the hearts does not abrogate the prohibited,
but rather it agrees with the prohibition of the permitted, just as God,
Glorified is He, was strict with the Jews in forbidding a large number of good
things.99 Also if divorce was not permissible according to Moses, then his
making it permissible for thembecause of thehardness of their heartswould

96 Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Ṭalāq” 3; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Ṭalāq” 1.
97 Literally, if your hand or leg throws you into doubt; in others words, if your hand or leg

scandalises you.
98 Matthew 5:29–30.
99 Reference to Q 4:160, ‘Because of the iniquity of the JewsWe forbade them good things

which had been made lawful to them, and because of their hindering many from God’s way.’
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نعهولٔاسنیاهباصحلأكمحدقحیـسلمانّإثم.ءایبنلأانمدحٔابقیلیلاوهو،هقوقحفيحماستو

هزاجألاّهف.ةدوجوماهلجلأسىومهزاجأتيلا�ّ�علاف.بلقلاةوسقب106هميرغوينیّـسیرفلانمقلاطلا

دصاقمو،ميهلعجرحواللهقلخلىعدیدشتلاّإهیضتقمدوجوعمءشيلاعنملهو؟�ّ�علاهذهل

.قییضتلاوجرلحانودبلصتحفیلكاتلاموسرةماقإنمتاوّبنلا

فیكو.لصمحيرغم،“ءزلالىإاهٔالجأدقفءزيرغنمهتأرماقّلطنم”:وقامّأو}108{

مداخكلاّإلجرلاةأرماوةأرلماجوزلهو.تامولماكهيرغبجوّتزت؟يرثكسانلاوءزلالىإائهجلی
107“.نىزدقفةًقّلطمجوزتنم”:وقذكو.هضوعىترشاتاماذإ؟ئجاولحاءاضقفيهبعتتمـسی

ظ224 لىإاهٔالجأدقفءزيرغنمهتأرماقّلطنم”:وقموهفمنّلأ،ضقانتلاو||داسفلاةیاغفيهنإف

ةقّلطلماجوزتنمعنلمافيمّاع109“نىزدقفةًقّلطمجوزتنم”:وقو.تنزاذإاهقلاط108زاوج“ءزلا

هيرغلزيجلمو،اهقلاطزاجهتأرماتنزنمنّأاذهنممزلیف.�ّ�عللاوأتنزاهـنوكلتقّلِطءاوس

لقاعلاايهّأتنٔاف.بقيالاءزلالىإاهلءًالجإنوكیاذهف.نيزتاهـنألىإذئنیحضيفیف.اوزت

لىعقَلتمخهنأاًعطقتملعبارطضوتفاتهلانمهیلعلتمـشااموملااذهتلمّٔاتاذإبیبللا

اًساسأاهولعجثمّ،تجارفءایـشأميهلعتسّلِدموقلاءلاؤهنّأو،هنمءيربحیـسلمانّأو،حیـسلما

ءافجلمرلالىعهتیبنىبنفم”:ملاسلاهیلعحیـسلمالاقماكو110،رئاهفرجُلىعهمؤانبنكاف.منهی

“.همدهفلیـسلا

.راه:كش.110ز:كش109.باوح:ش.108ز:كش107.هيرغو:ش106
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constitute an act of dishonesty towards the religion of God and leniency
regarding His rights, while this does not befit any prophet. Moreover, Christ
has actually charged his companions who asked him about divorce, namely,
the Pharisees and the like, with hardness of the heart. Thus, the reason for
whichMosespermitted (divorce) is alsopresenthere. Then,whydid (Christ)
not permit it for this reason? Yet what is prohibiting something despite
the existence of that which requires it, other than being strict with God’s
creation [i.e. humanity] and causing them hardship, while the objectives of
the prophecies, such as establishing the regulations of religious obligations,
can be realised without causing hardship and distress?

{108} As for his words, ‘Whoever divorces his wife for something other than
adultery has thereby compelled her to adultery’, this is an indefinite state-
ment. How exactly does he compel her to adultery, when people are numer-
ous? She could marry someone else as she would if he were to die. For is
a woman’s husband or a man’s wife anything other than someone like a
servant whom one enjoys when gratifying one’s needs? When he dies, one
buys a substitute for him. It applies likewise to his words: ‘Whoever mar-
ries a divorced woman has thereby committed adultery’. This is extremely

224bwrong and self-contradictory, because what is understood from his words,
‘Whoever divorces his wife for something other than adultery has thereby
compelled her to adultery,’ is the permission to divorce her, if she has com-
mitted adultery. While his words, ‘Whoever marries a divorced woman has
thereby committed adultery,’ is a general statement concerning the prohibi-
tion of marrying a divorced woman, regardless of whether she was divorced
for her having committed adultery or for no reason. Therefore, it follows
necessarily from this that someone whose wife has committed adultery is
permitted to divorce her, while no one else is permitted to marry her. Oth-
erwise, whoever does so would lead her to commit adultery. So, now it is the
latter husbandwho compels her to adultery, and not the former one. Hence,
you intelligent and reasonable (reader), when you reflect upon this speech
and the incoherence and confusion it comprises, you will certainly realise
that this is a fabrication about Christ, that Christ is free from it, and that
certain faults were concealed from these people, in order to deceive them,
which then became wide-spread. Afterwards they made them a foundation
of their religion. Thus, their building was laid on a collapsing water-worn
bank, just like Christ, peace be upon him, says: ‘Whoever builds his house
on the sand, then the torrent comes and pulls it down.’100

100 See Matthew 7:26–27. A similar discussion on divorce is also found in Ṭūfī’s Intiṣārāt
(vol. II, pp. 625–627).
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اوموقیلعفلالىإهمَرْكلمّسلجرفيملهحیـسلماهبضرلثمينسلخمالصفلافيذنمو}109{

اًدیبعثعبثمّ.اًضعباولتقواًضعباوبضرف.ةرثملااوذخٔایلميهلإهدیبعثعبرثملاتقوءاجامّلف.هیلع

هولتقف،“ثراولاوهاذه”:اولاقف.هنمنویحتـسیمهّلعلهنباميهلإثعبثمّ.ينلوّلأكامهـباولعفف.نیرخٓا

.ةرثملاوصّتخیل

.همدعبهسفنلوحیـسلمالبق111سرلوهناحبـسحیـسلماهبضرلثموهو،لثلمالصاحاذه}110{

لعفج،دبعلاونبينبانهاهحیـسلماقرّفدق:اولاقنٔابلثلمااذهنمميهأرىراصنلاررّقابمرف

اذهلنكیلم،ةّیدوبعلانعاًزامجهیفةوّنبلاتنكاولف.اًدیبعبقءایبنلأالعجو،اللهنباهسفن

.هیعدّناملاّإسیلو،ةّیدوبعلاودیبعلالىعةّیزموةصیصخةوّنبلاونبلالنّألىعلّدف.نىًعمقیرفتلا

نیأنمنكلو.منهملضفأهنأوءایبنلأانمبقنموحیـسلماينبقرفلالمّسن�ّ�112إ:باولجاو}111{

هتیّلضفأهيهتصیصخنّإ:لاقیلالمو؟اللهنباهنوكنماهـنوعدّتتيلاهيميهلعهتصیصخنّأكمل

يرغنماللهةمكلبقلخثیحةًیٓاهسفنفيهنوكبو،ميهدیألىعرهظیلماممّهیدیلىعرهظابمميهلع

ت�ٓ�ٍااوسیلءایبنلأارئاسو،ت�ٓ�لااهدیلىعترهظوةیٓاهسفنفيهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلماو؟شرب

.لا+ك.112وسرلو:ش111
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{109} Among other things, there is in chapter fifty a parable which Christ
propounded to them about a man who handed over his vineyard to the
workmen in order to take care of it. When the harvest time arrived he sent
his servants to them in order to take the fruit. But they beat some, and
killed some others. Thereafter he sent some other servants of his. Yet (the
workmen) treated them like the previous ones. Afterwards, he sent his son
to them so that they would perhaps feel ashamed in front of him. But they
said: ‘This one is the heir’, and killed him in order to take sole possession of
the fruit.101

{110} This is the gist of the parable, that is to say, the parable which Christ
propounded about God, the Glorified, His messengers before Christ, and
himself after them. Perhaps theChristians have established their opinion on
this parable by saying: Here Christ has indeed made a distinction between
the ‘son’ and the ‘servant’, and made himself the Son of God, while he made
the prophets before him servants of God. Hence, if ‘sonship’ with respect to
him were a metaphor for ‘servanthood’, then making this distinction would
bemeaningless. Therefore, it demonstrates that son’ and ‘sonship’ constitute
a special distinction and a privilege over ‘servant’ and ‘servanthood’, and this
is none other than what we have alleged.

{111} The response must be as follows: We do acknowledge the distinction
between Christ and the prophets before him, and that he is superior over
them. However, from where do you deduce that the special characteristic
setting him above them is the one that you allege, namely, that he is the
Son of God? Why should it not be said: His special characteristic lies in
his precedence over them because of what appeared at his hands, which
had not appeared at their hands, and because of his being himself a ‘sign’,
since he was created by the Word of God without a human (father)? For
Christ, may the blessings of God be upon him, was himself a sign and signs
also appeared at his hands, while the other prophets were not signs in
themselves, but signs only appeared at their hands.102Therefore, it is because

101 See Matthew 21:33–39.
102 As the virginal conception ismade a criterion for his pre-eminence, onemay think that

the same reasoning should lead Ṭūfī to regard Jesus as superior to Muḥammad. However,
in the Ishārāt, his Qurʾan commentary, Ṭūfī’s position is much clearer. Here Muḥammad is
considered the only exception to the high status of Jesus. Apart from Muḥammad, Jesus is
ranked above all other prophets including Moses, for his superiority lies specifically in his
temporal proximity to the last Prophet.Muḥammad is the pre-eminent prophet ofGod (afḍal
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ةّیزااةوّنبلاللهلىإبسنینأزاجتـسایضفلاهذهلف.ت�ٓ�لااميهدیألىعترهظاّنمإومهسفنأفي

ام”:ةقوسلاوةمّاعلللوقیهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلماوفیك.ءایبنلأانمهيرغلذعسیلمو،ةیّظفللا

و225 فيسانلانمهيرغلىإ||اللهةوّبأفاضٔاف،“تاوماسلافيياكمیبأدنعهوتمدجويرخنمتملعف

دیزبم113ةصّالخاةّیدوبعلاهياّنمإاللهةوّبأوهسفنةوّنببهدارمنّأينبتاثمأواذبهف.ةيرثكعضاوم

يا�ِ�لملثلماهبضرنعبايجاذهنموحنبو.ةدسافناهذأهیلإتبهذاملا،یضفوةمارك

لصفلافيهركذ.لیبسلاءانبأهتيملول115اعدو،مهكلهٔاف،اوبیيجلمف،اًموقهیلا114ٕاعدو،اًسرْعُهنبلاعنص

.ينسلخماويدالحا

،لمّعم”:اولاقفةمایقسیلنولوقینیاةقدزلاءاجينسلخماوثلاثلالصفلافيذنمو}112{

دنعنكاو.هیخلأاًعرزيمقیوهتأرماهوخأجوّتزیلفوسیلوناسنإتامنإ:لاقسىومنّإ

فيةأرلمانوكتنملف.ةأرلماتتامثمّ.اًوانهماوقزرُیلمو،دحاودعباًدحاوةًأرمااوجوّزتةوخإةعبـس

116نوجوّتزیلاةمایقلافي!اللهةَوّقلاوبتكلااوفرعتلم،تمللض”:عوسیملهلاقف“؟ةعبـسلانمةمایقلا

“.ءماسلافياللهةكئلاكمنونوكینكل،نوجوزیلاو

،تولمادعبثعبلاةمایقلاتولماةمایقلىعحمبجیف،حیـسلمانعصحّنإملااذه:تلق}113{

اّنمإو”:ثیدلحافيو.شرّويرخنمثعبلاةمایقفيامهتوبمينیبتهنلأ،هتوبمناسنإكلّةمایقنّلأ

.نوحوتزت:ك116.ىعدو:كش115.ىعدو:كش114.ةصالخا–ش113

al-anbiyāʾ); hence the high merit of Jesus, ‘for the nearest to the best is better (than the rest)’
(Ishārāt, vol. I, p. 399 and vol. II, p. 236). Similarly, the Qurʾan is the most eminent book of
God, according to Ṭūfī (Ḥallāl, f. 18b). Moreover, in Ṭūfī’s view, both Muḥammad and Jesus
are ranked higher than Moses in terms of wisdom (Darʾ, p. 229).
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of this excellent quality that it is deemed permissible that he be related to
God by a metaphorical expression of sonship, while that was not permitted
for any of the other prophets. How else could it be when Christ, may the
blessings be upon him, says to the common and ordinary people: ‘Whatever
good you do, you will find it(s reward) in the presence of your Father Who

225ais in the heavens,’103 and ascribed the fatherhood of God to other people in
many instances.104 So, by this and similar passages it is evident that what
he intended by his own sonship and God’s fatherhood of him was only
the servanthood distinguished by much honour and excellence, and not
what those corrupt minds have thought. In a similar manner one could
respond to his act of propounding the parable about a king who arranged
a wedding feast for his son and invited people to it, but they did not accept
his invitation, so he destroyed them and invited wayfarers to his banquet.
Its account is found in chapter fifty-one.105

{112} Among other things, in chapter fifty-three there came (to Jesus) the
Sadducees, who were saying there was no resurrection, and said: ‘O teacher,
Moses verily said, “If a man dies, having no child, his brother shall marry
his wife in order to raise up seed for his brother.”106 Now, among us there
were seven brothers who married the same woman one after another, yet
they were not blessed by a child from her. Then, the woman died. So, in the
resurrection whose shall the woman be of the seven?’ Jesus said to them:
‘You have gone astray; you knowneither the scriptures nor the omnipotence
of God. In the resurrection people shall neither marry nor be given in
marriage, but they shall be like the angels of God in heaven.’107

{113} I respond: If this statement stems authentically from the authority of
Christ then it is necessary to interpret it as the resurrection at death, but
not the resurrection to life after death, because the resurrection of every
person takes place at his death, for by his death it is evident to himwhat his
share will be of both good and evil at the resurrection to life. Furthermore,
in a ḥadīth it is stated: ‘The resurrection of every one of you takes place

103 Perhaps he is referring to Matthew 6:4.
104 SeeMatthew 5:16, 45, 48; 6:1, 4, 6, 8, 9, 14, 15, 18, 26, 32; 7:11; Mark 11:25, 26; Luke 6:36; 11:2,

13; 12:30; John 20:17.
105 See Matthew 22:2–9.
106 Reference to Deuteronomy 25:5.
107 Matthew 22:23–30.
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لیقامتمأرقامأ”:لاقوتاوملأاةمایقملااذهبقعحیـسلماركذاذهلو“.تاماذإكمدحأةمایق

“.ءایحأنكلتاومأإسیلاللهو؟بوقعیإوقاسحإإويمهاربإإوهأ:لاقذإ،اللهنمكمل

،ةیّندبلاةدّالمانعةًدرّمجتاوماسلالماعفيةًّیحهسفنتنكاتاماذإنمؤلمانّأملااذهنىعمو

،داسجلأاثعبدنعةمایقلامویلاّإنيّماسجونيّاسفنذ�ّ�توحكانوبشروكلأنماهـباوثىرتلاو

نیكاةقدزلاضعبهعضوحیـسلمالىععوضومقلتمخملااذهف،لاّإو.لیؤاتلااذهصحّنإف

:هوجونمهنلاطبلىعلیلاو.هولٔاس

اهدحأ}114{ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ ،هبنمؤیلانم117دیعوقایـسفيعضاومفيلینجلإافينمّركذبحصرّدقحیـسلمانّأاهدحأ

ينسلخماويدالحارخٓاوعباسلالصفلارخٓافيانهم،عضاومفينانـسلأاریصروةملظلانهعنىكو

يّدعولايمعنلانّلأ،سيّحيمعنعیطمللباقینأيغبنیف.سيّحباذعنمّباذعو.لینجلإااذهنم

119]…[نولقعیابمهموبهّرو118مملأااوبّغراّنمإلسرلانّلأ،يّدیعولاباذعلاسنجنمنوكینأيغبنی

فيةفسلافلاجاتحااذهلو.اهكردیلامملأاثركأةیّناحورلاة�ّ�لاو.ةباجلإالىإىعدأنوكیل120نورذيحو

ظ225 نمهيرُغو121،تاراشلإكاهبتكرخٓافيانیسنبالقنماك||،ةدهاشمثمأبضروفطلتلىإاهـتابثإ

:ـهش121.نوديح:ك120.)“نولقعی”دعبةمكلتطقسيأ،ضایب(:كش119.مملالا:ش118.دنعو:ش117

.اهرخٓافيءافشلا،تایّهلاكإ
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when he dies.’108 Therefore, Christ mentioned the resurrection of the dead
immediately after this statement and said: ‘Have you not read what was
spoken to you byGodwhenHe said: “I am theGod of Abraham, and theGod
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob”?109 AndGod is not the God of the dead, but of
the living.’110 The meaning of this statement is that when a believer dies his
soul remains alive in the heavenly world, divested of corporal matter, and
will only see its reward of food, drink and intercourse, as well as spiritual
and physical delights, on the Day of Resurrection when the bodies will be
resurrected, provided this interpretation is sound.Otherwise, this statement
is a fabrication and forgery against Christ, which some of the Sadducees,
such as thosewho askedhim the aforementionedquestion, have forged. The
proof of its falsity consists in various points:

{114} The first point is that Christ has explicitly mentioned Hell in the
Gospel in various passages in the context of the threatening promise (of
Hell) for those who do not believe in him, and he has alluded to it with
darkness and the gnashing of teeth in various passages, some ofwhich occur
at the end of chapter seven and the end of chapter fifty-one of this Gospel.111
The punishment of Hell is a sensory punishment. So, necessarily, opposite
it, there should be sensory felicity for the obedient, because the promised
felicity must be of the same kind as the threatening punishment, for the
messengers have encouraged thepeople to goodanddiscouraged them from
evil only by that which the people knew, […] and feared, in order that it
be a greater incentive for obedience. As for the spiritual delight, most of
the people do not perceive it. Therefore, when proving it the philosophers
felt the need to proceed gently and propound parables of visible things,

225bas Ibn Sīnā [d. 429/1037] relates in his later works, such as the Ishārāt,112
and likewise other philosophers. Otherwise, whoever denies sensory felicity
must deny sensory punishment, (yet claim) that the punishment in the

108 According to two other reports the Prophet says: ‘Whoever dies, his resurrection has
indeed come to pass’ and ‘When one of you dies, his resurrection has indeed come to
pass’ (see Aḥmad b. ʿAbdallāh al-Iṣbahānī, Ḥilyat al-awliyāʾ wa-ṭabaqāt al-aṣfiyāʾ, Cairo, 1936,
vol. VI, p. 268; Ismāʿīl b. Muḥammad al-ʿAjlūnī, Kashf al-khafāʾ wa-muzīl al-ilbās ʿammā
ishtahara min al-aḥādīth ʿalā alsinat al-nās, ed. A. al-Qalāsh, Beirut, 1985, vol. II, p. 368).

109 Exodus 3:6.
110 Matthew 22:31–32.
111 See Matthew 8:12 and 22:13.
112 See Abū ʿAlī Ibn Sīnā, al-Ishārāt wa-al-tanbīhāt, ed. S. Dunyā, [Cairo], 1959, vol. III,

pp. 737–746; vol. IV, pp. 774–782, 802–818. This reference to Ibn Sīnā is also found in Ṭūfī’s
Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 497 and vol. II, p. 585).
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وهاّنمإةرخٓلاافيباذعلانّأو،سيّّلحاباذعلاركانإهمزلسيّّلحايمعنلاركنأنفم،لاّإو.ةفسلافلا

ذفيو.ةفسلافلاهررّقماك،ايهلعهتملظولهلجاةفاثكوطابلادئاقعلار�ٓ�انمهدتجابمسفنلامّلٔات

.عضوميرغفينمّنملُینجلإاهبدعوتالملاطبإ

نياثلاهجولا}115{ نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا رادفيكرتنمنّأنایضتقیةكملحاولدعلاو،يمكحلدعهناحبـسئرابلانّأنياثلاهجولا

رادفيهسنجنمثبمضوعینأ]بيج[هناحبـسلإاىوقتوفیكلتلابجوبماًئیشفیكلتلا

اهسنبجضوعیاینافيةمرّلمحاسبلالماوكلٓالماوطاوللاوءزلاكرتنمنّأضيتقیذو.ءازلجا

نمماعطلااذهكلٔاتلا”:هملاغللاقملثمذلثمنكا،لاّإو.هاوقتلىعةًازامجةرخٓلاافي

،سيفنتَوقنكانإولمعلاو.اًسفنو�ً�دبلينّإ”:لوقینأملاغللنّإف“ً!مالعهضوعكمّلعأأو،ليجأ

ماعطلاموقیلاماك،ماعطلاماقمموقیلالمعلاو.هنعليءانَغلاينتوقلاو.نيدبتوقماعطلانّألاّإ

دبكایناسنلإانوكف.ضعبماقماهضعبموقتلااهيرغوتاوهشلاسانجا122ٔنّلأ،ذو“.لمعلاماقم

لارانهلاولیللاحبّـسی�َ�لمكالعَيجُنٔابىزَايجثمّهیلعءایـشلأادّشأوهياتاوهشلاهذهكرت

.بعتلىإبعتنملقَنُیهنلأ،ةكمحلاولدعبسیلترُفَی

سونیطقیلاقیمئهمالعضعبنعاتهیأرةفارخلىعءًانباذهملهوقعلبقتىراصنلانّألاّإ}116{

اللهنّإ”:هانعماًملاقف“؟شربلالىإحیـسلماروهظةدئافام”:هذیملاتضعبلاق.يمكلحا

مدقمميهفنكاو.ماركإفيوهدیزیو،ةدابعلهیلإنوبرّقتیاولعجةكئلالماقلخاّلم123لىاعتوهناحبـس

اومُّلهَف.انعناصیوهف،هكلملىعهرهقننأةیـشخانماركإفيدیزیاّنمإاللهنّأىرأنيّإ”:ملهلاقلهاج

نیاو،متهّیكلملىعاوقبهوفلاخنیاف.ةقرفهتفلاخو،ةقرفهتقفاوف“!هنكامنوكنو،هكلملىعهبلغن

عاونأمهفّكلثمّ،ةملظلماةفیثكلا124داسجلأاهذهفيةيرّنلاةفیطللاماورأهناحبـساللهبّكراوقفاو

.ماسح:ك124.لىاعتو–ك123.نا:ش122
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Hereafter consists only of the soul’s sensation of pain through the things it
meets, such as the traces of false doctrines, the density of ignorance and
its darkness spreading over (the soul), as suggested by the philosophers.
Therein lies a nullification of the notion of Hell with which the Gospel
threatens people in a number of places.

{115} The second point is that the Maker, Glorified is He, is Just and Wise,
and justice and wisdom require that whoever abstains from something in
the abode of moral responsibilities [i.e. this world], in accordance with
moral responsibility and fear of God, Glorified is He, must be compensated
with its like and kind in the abode of requital [i.e. the Hereafter]. And that
requires that whoever abstains from adultery, sodomy, unlawful foods and
garments in this world be compensated by their kind in the next world as a
reward for his fear of God. Otherwise, the similitude of this is the similitude
of a king who said to his male slave: ‘Do not eat this food for the sake of me,
and I will teach you some knowledge in compensation for it.’ Themale slave
has indeed a right to say: ‘I have a body and a soul. Although knowledge
is a nutriment for my soul, food is the nutriment of my body. Both of these
nutriments are indispensible forme. So, knowledge cannot take the place of
food, just as food cannot take the place of knowledge.’ This is so, because no
kinds of natural desire can take the place of another. So, that a human being
will endure the abandonment of these desires, which is the hardest thing for
him, and then be rewarded by being turned into an angel who praises (the
Lord) night and day without slackening, is neither justice nor wisdom, for
he is taken from one toil to another toil.

{116} However, the minds of the Christians accept this on the basis of a fairy
tale which I have seen reported on the authority of one of their scholars
named Yaqṭīnūs [or Yuqṭīnūs], the Wise. One of his students asked him:
‘What is the benefit of Christ appearing to mankind?’ He replied to him
with words to the effect of: ‘When God, Glorified and Exalted is He, created
angels, they began to draw near unto Him by worship and He continued to
increase His benevolence to them. Yet there was among them an ignorant
chiefwho told them: ‘Verily I think thatGod is increasingHis benevolence to
us only because of fear that wemay force Him fromHis dominion; therefore
He is treating uswith blandishment. So, come, let us takeHis dominion from
Him and be in His place!’ Then, one party accordedwith him, while another
party opposed him. Those who opposed him remained angelic in their
nature, but as for those who accordedwith him, God, Glorified is He, placed
their subtle and luminous spirits into these dense and dark bodies, then He
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.لفسألىإطبهاصىعنمو،ةكئلالما125نمنكاثیحلىإتولمادعبعفرُانهاهعاطأنفم.فیلكاتلا

ميهوغموفیكلتلارادفي126مهسَیلبإيأرلاذبميهلعراشأياةكئلالمامدقمهناحبـساللهلعجو

نمهمذقنتسیلشربللرهظف،هتكئلالمةحمرلاهتكردأاللهنّإثمّ.ءماسلالماعفيميهوغم127وهنكاماك

و226 ||ضىتقبمسيّلحايمعنلافنیلمتبثواذهصحّولو.هریرقتلصاحاذه“.ميهوغمومهـناطیـشلئابح

ماتهّیكلملىعماهوتوراموتوراهفيةوهشلاتبّكرُماك،ةكئلالمكانوفّكللماراصنإو،يّـهللإالدعلا

.نكااممانهمنكاتىحايهلإناجرعیوءماسلانمنلازـنی

ثلاثلاهجولا}117{ ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا ثلاثلاهجولا فينوكینلمةأرلمانعحیـسمللةمایقلانولوقینیاةقدزلالاؤسنّأثلاثلاهجولا

وأحیـسلماوأسىومنیدنمةمایقلافيجوّتزلانّأاوملعمهـنألىعلّدیةوخلإانمةمایقلا

أو128.ماهنكاف.هیلعقلتمخ129هنأو،ملهحیـسلماباوجنمتمیكحامنلاطبلىعلّدنكاام

.ةرخٓلاافيحكانلانمهبءاجاملىعلكاشلإاوهیلعداریلإاجرمخاًجراخذنعملهاؤس

.مهـناو:ش129.ماهوا:كش128.وه–ك127.سیلبا:ك126.في:ش125
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made them duty-bound to various responsibilities. So, whoever is obedient
here is elevated after death towhere he hadbeen among the angels, while he
who is disobedient is brought down to something even lower. God, Glorified
is He, established the chief of the angels, who had suggested to them this
idea, as their Satan in the abode of moral responsibilities and as their
seducer, since he was their seducer in the heavenly world. Then, God was
overtaken by compassion for His angels and appeared to mankind in order
to deliver them from the ropes of their devil and seducer.’ This is the gist
of his account.113 Even if this were authentic and proven to be true, sensory

226afelicity (inHeaven)wouldnot bedisproved, due todivine justice. Thiswould
be the case even if the duty-bound people were like angels, for desire was
placed into Hārūt and Mārūt, although they were in their angelic nature,
descending from heaven and ascending into it, until whatever occurred to
them occurred.114

{117}The thirdpoint is that the questionwhich the Sadducees, who claimed
that there is no resurrection, addressed to Christ, as to whom among the
brothers the woman would belong to in the resurrection, shows that they
knew that marriage in the resurrection was part of the religion of Moses
or Christ or both. Whichever may be the case, it indicates the invalidity
of what you narrate concerning Christ’s answer to them, and that it is a
fabrication against him. So, their question addressed to him on this matter
was actually an allegation against him and (represented their) confusion
about what he brought regarding the existence of marriage in the Hereafter.

113 Ṭūfī refers to the same anecdote briefly in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 462). There, however,
the name is spelled as Baqṭīnūs [or Buqṭīnūs], who is described as one of the eminent
Christian scholars.

114 For the story of the twoangelsHārūt andMārūt, seeQ2:102. This story is alsomentioned
in Ṭūfī’s theological treatise, the Ḥallāl, in which Ṭūfī argues that the angels are duty-bound
(mukallaf), for they are servants in possession of intellect, and every servantwho has intellect
is duty-bound.He substantiates his opinionwith theQurʾanic verses on the angels’ obedience
to God (Q 66:6), their fear (Q 16:50), worship and praise of God (Q 7:206). But the angels
are not called to account, for they do not commit sinful acts, the only exeption being the
case of Hārūt and Mārūt who were enabled to err and were therefore punished for their act.
According to what Ṭūfī narrates, this happened after the angels had rebuked the children
of Adam for their disobedience towards God, saying: ‘If we were in their place we would
not disobey.’ Thus, God tried Hārūt and Mārūt, the elect among the angels, in order to show
that other angels would be even weaker in such circumstances.WhenHārūt andMārūt were
disobedient, concludes Ṭūfī, the angels realised the hardship of the human condition and
hence askedGod for their forgiveness. Ṭūfī further supports his explanationwith theQurʾanic
verse (42:5): ‘the angels hymn the praise of their Lord and ask forgiveness for those on the
earth’ (Ḥallāl, ff. 13b–14a).
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دقةوخلإانمنّلأ،كبهذملىعكلشُتةصّقلاهذهو،ةرخٓلاافيحكانللوقتكّنإ”:هریدقتو

دهَعُتلمفمهعیلجمتلعجنإو.حجِّرميرغنماًحیجرتنكاينقابلانودهمدحلأتلعجنإف.اوّزت

ةمایقلافيحكانلايفننمهانلقاملىعلّد،دحلأنوكتلا:تلقنإو.دحاوجوزنمثركأاهلةأرما

“.اًضیأةمایقلايفننمو

ضحاواذهف.مهضرغمهغیلبتوةقدنزلالىعملهةقفاومنوكیهنعتمیكحابمملهحیـسلماباوفج}118{

،ااوزأوةأرلماةصّقنمةقدزلاهدروأيالكاشلإاباوجامّأو.هسرٔابلصفلااذهفيحدقلافي

وهو“.ةّنلجافيااوزأرخِٓلاةأرلما”:هنعيورفلاقثیحلمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمهنّیبدقف

ياجاوزلأارخٓالىإارجلمّهو،اهلنياثلاحكانبانهعهتقَْلُععطقنیلوّلأانّلأ،ةكملحاوهقفلاضىتقم

رادمكاحألىإةبـسنلًماكحعطقنیحكانلاف.ةًّیرایتخالاةًّیروضرتنكامانهیبةقرفُلانّلأ،هنعتوتم

اذإف.ءازلجارادلىإةبـسنللا،ذونحواتهقفنطوقسواهاوس130اًعبرأواتهخأهحكانك،فیكلتلا

تشاعاهـنأانضرفولاذهلو.هيرغلىعاًحجِّرمذنكاو،هتمصعفياهـتولماهـبقّحأنكاتدیعأ

سرأوأنیدفلاتخانعماتهقرفتنكاولماك،لوّلأاحكانلهیلا131ٕتداعلاینارادفيتولمادعب

.لىوأو،ذونحوةّیرّبفيللاضلاوأنّلجافاطتخاوأ

.هداعل:ش131.عبراو:ش130



critical commentary on the gospel of matthew 205

The implication (of their question to Christ) was thus: ‘You maintain the
existence of marriage in the Hereafter, but this account is problematic for
your position, because each one of the brothers has married her. So, if you
assign her to one of them over the others, it results in giving preference
without a legitimate basis for preference. And if you assign her to all of them,
(then we remind you that) a woman is not known to have more than one
husband (at the same time). But if you say: ‘She does not belong to any
of them’, it proves what we say, i.e. the non-existence of marriage in the
resurrection, as well as the non-existence of resurrection.’

{118} Christ’s answer to (the Sadducees), however, according to what you
narrate, actually represents agreement with them regarding their disbelief
[in the world to come] and the point they aim to make. This account,
therefore, clearly impairs the reliability of this chapter altogether. As for the
response to theproblemwhich the Sadducees furnished from the account of
a woman and her husbands,Muḥammad,mayGod bless him and grant him
peace, has indeed clarified it when he said, according to what was reported
from him: ‘The woman belongs to the last of her husbands in Paradise.’115
This is also the requirement of law and wisdom, because the first husband’s
attachment is severed from her by the second husband’s marriage to her,
and so forth up to the last husband who she was married to when she died,
because the separation between the two comes from necessity, not from
choice. Thus, marriage is severed legally with regard to the legal decrees of
the abode of moral responsibilities [i.e. this world], such as his marrying
her sister, (marrying) four (women) other than her, his failure in providing
her maintenance, and so forth, but not with regard to the abode of requital
[i.e. the Hereafter]. So, when she is resurrected, he is most deserving of her
because her death occurred while she was in the bond of marriage with
him; and this is what gives him preference over the others. Therefore, if we
assume she lived in the abode of this world after (his) death, then shewould
return tohim through the firstmarriage contract, just as itwouldbe the case,
and even more so, if their separation were due to the difference of religion,
captivity, abduction by a jinn, getting lost in the wilderness, and the like.116

115 See Sulaymān b. Aḥmad al-Ṭabarānī, al-Muʿjamal-awsaṭ, eds. Ṭāriq b.ʿI-A.b.M. and ʿAbd
al-Muḥsin b.I. al-Ḥusaynī, Cairo, 1995, vol. III, p. 275; Iṣbahānī, Ḥilyat, vol. VI, p. 121.

116 Ṭūfī repeats his analysis of Jesus’ response to the question raised by the Sadducees in
the Intiṣārāt (vol. I, pp. 496–499).
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نبا؟حیـسلمافينوّنظتام”:ينیّـسیرفللعوسیلاقينسلخماوسمالخالصفلافيذنمو}119{

نعسلجابيّرلبرلالاق:لوقیدوادو،دوادنبانوكیفیك”:لاق.“دوادنبا”:اولاق“؟وهنم

132.مهمفحٔاف“؟هنباوهفیكف،هبرحورلهوعدیدوادنكانإف.كیمدقتتحكءادعأعضأتىحنيیيم

اهدحأ.ةعبرأرومأدحأبجویاذه:تلق}120{ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ لاهنأودوادوحیـسلمالىعلصفلااذهقلاتخااهدحأ

ظ226 نىاثلا||.لصأ نىاثلا نىاثلا نىاثلا نىاثلا نىاثلا نىاثلا ثلاثلا.همنىعممهفیلمحیـسلمانكل،دوادنعلصأنوكینأنىاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا دوادنّأثلاثلا

هجولااذهعفدفيمهعفنیلاو.حیـسلمانيعی،“بيِّرلبرلالاق”:لوقیهنلأ،ينّبرنّأدقتعینكا

نعاًسلمجورولاًوقمولاًئاقيعدتـسیدوادنمملااذهنّلأ،اللهوهحیـسلمانّأهماوعد

ناتلصافتمناتقیقححیـسلماوهناحبـساللهنّأنمقبـساماًضیأو،ماهریاغتلبجومذو.هنیيم

عبارلا.ضرلأافياًدهاشمحیـسلمانوكعمتاوماسلافيماكبهأنّألىإحیـسلماةراشإو،اسح عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا عبارلا نأعبارلا

اذهو.ردیّـسلاباتكلالهأةیمستنمقبـسماك،“يدیّـسلبّرلالاق”:دوادمنىعمنوكی

حمنكامإعمملاطاقسإبجویلوّلأاو،نلاامحثلاثلاونياثلا133نكل،ةدارلإاينِّعتمعبارلا

.هنملضفأهنأوهدعبسىیعروهظبدوادلمعأهناحبـساللهنوكینأدعبتسیلاو.حیصحنىعملىع

:سانلللوقینكاف،حیـسلماروهظبنيّادمعلمااّنحویلمّعماك،هّبرظفلبهدیّـسهیمّسینٔابهمظّعینكاف

.“سدقلاحوربكمدمّعیوهو.هئاذحرویـسلّحأنأقّحتـسألاو،نيّمىوقأيدعبءييجيا”

نلاوّلأاو؟ماهوأ،هدحوتوسانلاوأ،هدحوتوهلالا؟حیـسلمنونعتام:لوقن�ّ�إ}121{

نلاط�ٕ�نعةرابعحیـسلمالب.عماجسیل135هتوهلانّأكملصحّهنأبهف134.اًعیجمهتوهلاوهتوس

.هتوس:كش135.اعجم:ش134.نلا:ك133.مهمقحاف:ش132
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{119} Among other things, in chapter fifty-five (there is a report that) Jesus
said to the Pharisees: ‘What do you think about the Christ? Whose son is
he?’ They said: ‘The son of David.’ He said: ‘How can he be the son of David,
when David says: “The Lord said to my lord: Sit at My right side, till I place
your enemies under your feet”? Thus, if David by (inspiration of) the Spirit
called him his “lord,” how can he be his son?’ And thus, he dumbfounded
them.117

{120} I say: This necessitates one of these four alternatives: The first is that
this chapter has been falsely ascribed to Christ and David and that it has

226bno basis. The second is that it does originate from David, but Christ did not
understand the meaning of his speech. The third is that David was firmly
convinced that he had two lords, because he says: ‘The Lord said tomy lord’,
meaning Christ. Yet their allegation that Christ is God avails them nothing
in promoting this notion, because this statement by David necessarily calls
for a speaker and an addressee, as well as a Lord and a seat at his right
side. And that necessarily requires their dissimilarity from one another, in
addition to the aforementioned fact that God, Glorified is He, and Christ
are two realities perceptibly separate from one another, as well as Christ’s
allusion to the fact that his Father in all His perfection is in the heavens,
while Christ is visibly on earth. The fourth is that the meaning of David’s
statement is: ‘the Lord said to my master’, as has been mentioned before
regarding the People of the Book’s naming of themaster as ‘lord’. This fourth
alternative has a specific intended meaning, while the second and third
are both inconceivable, and the first necessarily requires eliminating the
statement despite the possibility of correlating it with a sound meaning.
It is not improbable that God, Glorified is He, had informed David that
Jesus would appear after him and that he would be more distinguished
than him. Therefore, (David) used tomagnify (Jesus), calling him hismaster
by his words ‘my lord’, just as (God) informed John the Baptist about the
appearance of Christ, and hence he used to tell the people: ‘The one who
shall come after me is mightier than me, and I am not even worthy to untie
the straps of his sandals. For he shall baptise you with the Holy Spirit.’118

{121} We say: What do you (Christians) mean by ‘Christ’? The divine nature
only, the human nature only, or both? The first two are groundless by the
consensus. Rather, the term ‘Christ’ is (supposedly) tantamount to his

117 Matthew 22:41–46. See also Psalm 110:1.
118 Luke 3:16. See also Matthew 3:11.
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نكیلماذإف؟دوادلسننمهيتيلايمرمنباوهو،هنباسیل136هتوسنّأحّصیفیكف،دوادنبا

لمعیاذبهف.حیصحيرغدوادنباهنوكركانإحیـسلماقلاطإنكا،دوادنباهتوسنأيملستنمدّب

لاهّلجالّضأوهعضونماللهلتاق.عونصملعتفموعوضومقلتمخلصفلااذهنّأبیبللالقاعلا

صّفلماهتبوجأفيهتاداعلىعباولجافيحیـسلمالصّفینأبجاولانكالاًحیصحاذهنكاولو!هب

نياثلاوحیصحلوّلأا؟تيّوهلامأتيّوس؟دوادنباهنوّنظتياام”:ملهلوقیف،ةیفاشلاهتكمحو

؟هنبانوكیفیكف.هّبرهاعددوادنّلأ،لط“

كممّلِعمنّإف،ضرلأالىعًماّلِعمكملاوعدتلا”:ينسلخماوسداسلالصفلافيوقذنمو}122{

.حیـسلماوهدحاوكمرّبِدمنّإف،ضرلأالىعاًرّبِدمكملاوعدتلاو.ةوخإعیجمتمنأو،حیـسلماوهدحاو

.“تاوماسلافيياوهدحاوكمأنّإف،ضرلأالىع�ً�أكملاوعدتلاو

و227 ينبةیمستلاو||باطلخافيقرّفدقثمّ.هناحبـساللهوهميهبٔابهدارمنّأمولعلمانمو:تلق}123{

لىعلّدف.اللهلىإةوّبلأمهفاضأدقثمّ.اللهوهسیلواللهيرغحیـسلمانّألىعلّدف.حیـسلماوميهبأ

،هدنعهیجواللهلىعيمركاللهدبعهنألاّإقبیلمف.اًضیأميهفذمزل،لاّإو.اللهنباسیلوههنأ

.مظّعلمانٓارقلاهبحصرّماك

.ةنیرقلاوباطلخاوسّلحالا،ييرغنىعی“ضرلأالىعًماّلِعمكملاوعدتلا”:وقو}124{

فيهنا138ٔىوعدذ137عمحّصیلاف.منهیبضرلأالىعهتقیقبحدهَاشمهنلأف،سّلحاامّأ

.ىوعد–ش138.لىع:ك137.هتوهلا:كش136
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human nature and his divine nature together. So, assuming that it is accept-
able for you that his divine nature is not the son of David, how then is it
acceptable that his human nature is not his son, when he is the son of Mary
who was of David’s progeny? Therefore, if we inevitably concede that his
human nature is the son of David, then Christ’s categorical rejection of his
being the son ofDavid is incorrect. Thus, an intelligent and insightful person
comes to know hereby that this chapter is a fabricated and forged account
and a concocted and skilfully invented report. May God curse the one who
forged it and led the ignorant astray by it! If this narration were sound, it
would be necessary for Christ to set forth his answer in detail, in accordance
with his habit of giving detailed answers, as well as his healing wisdom, and
to say to them: ‘What do you think the son of David is? Human or divine?
The first is correct, while the second is wrong, because David called him his
‘Lord’. So how can he be his son?’

{122} Among other things, in chapter fifty-six he says: ‘Do not seek for
yourselves a teacher on earth, for your teacher is one, the Christ, and you
are all brethren. And do not seek for yourselves a leader on earth, for your
leader is one, the Christ. Also do not seek for yourselves a father on earth,
for your Father is one, He Who is in the heavens.’119

{123} I say: It is a known fact that what he meant by ‘your Father’ is God,
the Glorified. Furthermore, he made a distinction between ‘your Father’

227aand ‘Christ’ through the use of the pronouns of address, as well as the
use of different nouns. Thus, he indicated that Christ is other than God
and is not God. He also related (his followers) to God using the notion of
fatherhood, indicating that he is not the Son of God. Otherwise, the same
would necessarily have to pertain to the others (and they should therefore
be called ‘Sons of God’) as well. All that remains is that he is a servant of God
who is honoured before God and is highly regarded in His presence, just as
the Glorified Qurʾan has explicitly declared.120

{124} (Christ’s) statement, ‘Do not seek for yourselves a teacher on earth,’
meaning ‘other than me’, refers to what is perceived by the senses; (it uses)
the pronoun of address and (serves as) a contextual indicator. Regarding

119 Matthew 23:8–10.
120 See Q 3:45–46, ‘When the angels said: O Mary! God gives you glad tidings of a word

from Him, whose name is Christ, Jesus, son of Mary, highly regarded in this world and the
Hereafter, and one of those brought near (to God). He shall speak to the people in his cradle
and in his manhood, and he is of the righteous.’
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فييا”:لقیلمو،“حیـسلماكمرّبدم”و“حیـسلماكممّلعم139نّإف”:لاقهنلأف،باطلخاامّأو.تاوماسلا

لىعلّدف.“تاوماسلافيياوهدحاوكمأنّإف”:لاقاللهوهياهمأركذاّلمو.“تاوماسلا

لانأو،لمّعمضرلأالىعوهلب،تاوماسلافيسیلحیـسلمانّأو،تاوماسلافيهناحبـساللهنّأ

سانلا140نوؤارُینیاينیّـسیرفلامّذقایـسفيملااذهركذهنلأف،ةنیرقلاامّأو.هيرغايهلعلمَّعم

فيملاسلاوعماافيسلاارودصوءاشعلافيتاعالجمالوّأنوبّيحومهـبایثفارطأنومظّعیو

دحاوكممّلعمنّإفضرلأالىعًماّلعم141كملاوعدتلاف،تمنأامّٔاف”.ينمّلعمسانلاهموعدینأوقاوسلأا

“.ييرغضرلأالىعًماّلعمكملاوعدتلا”:ملاریدقتنّأفيرهاظاذهو“.حیـسلماوه

ةدئاف}125{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف !دحأكمّلضیلااورظنا”:هذیملاتللاقعوسیحیـسلمانّأينسلخماوعباسلالصفلافيركذ.ةدئاف

يرثكموقیو”:هنمرخٓاعضومفيلاقو142.“اًيرثكنوّلضیو،حیـسلماوهأ:ينلئاقيسمنوتٔایيرثك

ءایبنأوبذُك144ُوحیـسمموقیـسف”:هنمرخٓاعضومفيلاقو143.“اًيرثكنوّلضیوةبذَكَلاءایبنلأانم

اولاقنإ.كمتبرخأوتمدّقتدقاه.اوردقنإنیراتانوّلضیو،ت�ٓ�اوماظعتاملاعنوطعیو،ةبذَكَ

رهظیفقشرلمانمجريخقبرلانّأماكو.اوقدّصتلافعداافيوأ،اوجرتخلافةّیبرّلافي145هنإ:كمل

.“روسنلاعتمتجكانهةّثلجانوكتثیحو.شربلانباءيمجنوكیذك،برغلمافي

ةبذكلاءایبنلأانماورذحا”:سمالخالصفلافيوقبواذهـبنوجّتيحمهلهلجىراصنلا:تلق}126{

سیل146لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصاًدّمحمنّألىع“ةفطِخَبائذهمونلاَمُْلحاسابلبكمنوتٔاینیا

نميرثكموقیوهنمرخٓاعضومفيلاقو–ش143.يرثك:ك142.كمل–ش141.نواری:كش140.نلاف:ك139

.لمسو–ش146.ةیٓا:ش145.اوحیـسم:كش144.ايرثكنولضیوةبذكلاءایبنلأا
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what is perceived by the senses, this is the case because he is visible in his
true reality on earth among them. So, thereby the allegation that he is in
the heavens cannot be correct. Regarding the use of the pronoun of address,
this is the case because he said: ‘for your teacher is Christ’ and ‘your leader
is Christ,’ without saying ‘who is in the heavens.’ Yet, when he mentioned
their Father who is God, he said: ‘for your Father is one, He Who is in the
heavens’. Thereby, he indicated that God, the Glorified, is in the heavens
and that Christ is not in the heavens, but rather he is a teacher on earth,
and that there is no teacher on it other than him. Regarding the contextual
indicator, this is the case because he uttered this statement in the context of
criticising the Pharisees who ‘like to be seen of people, lengthen the ends of
their garments, and love the prominent parties at dinner, the front seats in
the synagogues, the greetings in the markets, and to have people call them
teachers. “But you should not seek for yourselves a teacher on earth, for your
teacher is one, the Christ”.’121 And thereby it becomes clear that the implied
meaning of the statement is: ‘Do not seek for yourselves a teacher on earth
other than me.’

{125} Useful note: (Matthew) mentions in chapter fifty-seven that Jesus
Christ said to his disciples: ‘Watch out lest someone lead you astray! Many
will come in my name saying, “I am the Christ”, and will lead many astray.’122
He also said in another passage therein: ‘Many false prophets will arise, and
will lead many astray.’123 And elsewhere therein he said: ‘So, there will arise
false Christs and false prophets, who will deliver great signs and marvels,
and will lead astray the elect if they are able. Behold, hereby I have indeed
foretold you. If they say unto you, “he is in the wilderness”, do not go out; or,
“(he is) in the inner chambers”, do not believe it. For just as lightning comes
forth from the east and then becomes visible in the west, thus will be the
coming of the Son of Man. For wherever the carcass is, there the vultures
will gather.’124

{126} I say: The Christians, out of their ignorance, adduce this and his
statement in chapter five, ‘Beware of false prophets, who come to you in
sheep’s clothing, but are raveningwolves,’125 as a proof thatMuḥammad,may

121 See Matthew 23:5–8.
122 Matthew 24:4–5.
123 Matthew 24:11.
124 Matthew 24:24–28.
125 Matthew 7:15. See Ṭūfī’s earlier comments in §51.
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ننح”:نولوقیوهسمنومستینیاوةبذكلاءایبنلأارذّحماّنإحیـسلمانّلأ،هیفةحجّلاو.ایبن

هقدصلىعلّدیهدعبقداصٍّبينروهظيفنیلاذو.هسمدحألىعصنیلمو،“نوحیـسم

هیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمقدصلىعلّدیاممّاذهلب147.لىاعتاللهءاشنإهررِّقنـسماك،ينهابرلاوججلحا

ظ227 ||.“يدعببينلاهنإولاأ.ّبينهنا148ٔعمزیمهّكللاًاجّدنوثلاثرهظیتىحةعاسلاموقتلا”:لاقثیح

ناقفّتمينْقلحانّلأ،ماهقدصلىعلّدیماهدعبينباذّكلاروهظبرابخلإالىعاقفّتادّمحموسىیعنوكف

.نافلتمخلطابلاوقّلحاو

نملزـنیهنألمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمهبدعوماكوهف،هئیجبمحیـسلمادعوامّأو}127{

،بیلصلاسركیو،ریزـنلخالتقیو،ىراصنلاودويهلا149نعةیزلجاعضیو،لاجّالتقی،ءماسلا

ةاروتلاهبتدهشاملىعهروهظببرخأنكاوهو.ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبنبلطبماهكمحنّلأ

قبرلكا”:لاقماك،اًعیسرنوكیف.ينكلمينبنوكیءماسلانموزنو.هركذنـسماك،لینجلإاو

.لاجّامهـبلتاقیف،نكامكلنمضرلأا150ولحاصهیلإعتمجالزناذإو.“شربلانباءيمجنوكی

.اولحاص:كش150.لىع:كش149.يعدی:ك148.لىاعت–ك147
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God bless him and grant him peace, is not a prophet. However, no proof can
be found therein, because Christ only cautioned against the false prophets
and those who give themselves his name and say ‘we are Christs,’ and he
did not specify anyone by name. This does not preclude the appearance
of a true prophet after him, whose truthfulness is indicated by proofs and
decisive evidence, just as we are going to establish—if God, Exalted is He,
wills. Rather, this passage is part of those which indicate the truthfulness of
Muḥammad, may God bless him, since he said: ‘The Hour will not come
to pass until thirty great false Messiahs appear, each of whom will claim

227bto be a prophet. Surely there is no prophet after me.’126 Thus, the fact that
Jesus and Muḥammad agreed upon declaring the appearance of liars after
them indicates the truthfulness of both, because two truths are always in
agreement, while truth and falsehood are always in disagreement.

{127} As for Christ’s promising to come (again), it is like Muḥammad, may
God bless him and grant him peace, promising that (Christ) will descend
from heaven, kill the Antichrist (Dajjāl), remove the poll tax (jizya) from
Jews and Christians, kill the swine, and break the cross,127 because the valid-
ity of both [i.e. eating pork and venerating the cross] became void by the
prophethood of Muḥammad, peace be upon him. And (Muhammad’s) very
appearance had been reported in accordance with what the Torah and the
Gospel testify to, as we are going to mention. So, (Christ’s) descent from
heaven will take place between two angels.128 Therefore, it will be swift, just
as he said: ‘Like the lightning shall be the coming of the Son of Man.’129 Once
he has descended, the righteous of the earth will gather around him from
every place, and he will fight with them against the Antichrist (Dajjāl).130

126 For similar reports, see Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Fitan” 1, “Malāḥim” 16; Tirmidhī, Sunan,
“Fitan” 43; Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,Musnad, 5/278.

127 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Buyūʿ” 102, “Maẓālim” 31, “Aḥādīth al-Anbiyāʾ ” 52; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ,
“Īmān” 73; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Malāḥim” 14; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Fitan” 54; Ibn Mājah, Sunan,
“Fitan” 33.

128 Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Fitan” 20; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Fitan” 33.
129 See Matthew 24:27.
130 This information is provided in various ḥadīths found in Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Fitan” 20; Ibn

Mājah, Sunan, “Fitan” 33. The Qurʾan does not explicitly speak about Jesus’ eschatological
return. Yet, Muslim exegetes have identified allusions to it in various verses (e.g. 4:159, 43:61).
A number of prophetic reports concerning the return of Jesus, such as the ones mentioned
by Ṭūfī, seem to have inspired this reading (there is a thorough study listing over seventy
ḥadīths relevant to the topic: M.A.K. al-Hindī, al-Taṣrīḥ bi-mā tawātara fī nuzūl al-Masīḥ,
ed. ʿA.-F. Abū Ghudda, Aleppo, 1965). In Muslim eschatology, nuzūl ʿĪsā (Jesus’ descent) is
treated as one of the signs (ʿalāmāt) of the Hour, i.e. the Last Day. The eschatological Jesus
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ىراصنلاللىإلقاعلاايهّأرظناف.“روسُنلاعتمتج]كانه[ةّثلجانوكتثیح”:وقنىعمذف

اللهنمميهلعف.اًدانعواًرفكنوربكایونوفرّيحهمو،دنعامةحّصبمئهایبنأمومبهتكدهشتفیك

!هنوّقحتـسیام

ذخأحسفلاهذیملاتعمكلٔایوهیبعوسینأينتـسلاوعبارلالصفلافيركذامذنمو}128{

هماطعأوركشواًس�ٔ�ذخأو.“يدسجوهاذه.اوكلواوذخ”:لاقوهذیملاتىطعأوسركوركشواًبزخ

:كمللوقأ.اطلخاةرفغلميرثكنعقُاريهْيادیدلجادهعلاميداذه.كمّكلاذهنماوبشرا”:لاقو

توكلمفياًدیدجكمعمهبشرأيامویلاذلىإةمركلاهذهيرصعنمنٓلاانمبشرألانيّنإ

.نوتیزلالبجلىإاوجرخواوحبّـسف.“بيأ

همدوبزخهدسجنّأنيعأ،اًعطقهتقیقحلىعسیلهمدرَلخماوهدُسجبزلخانّٔابهرابخإ:تلق}129{

بزلخاميدويدسجةدّام”نّأدارأهنوكلاّإزاافيرهظیلاو.عئاشزامجلىعیؤاتبجیف.رخم

نّأرهظیذئنیحو.�ً�وشرمولاًوكٔامتاوقلأانع�ّ�وتتماّنإاهءامدوداسجلأاو151،“تيوقهنلأ،رلخماو

لإاةقیقحنّلأ،ةیّهوللأانمءشيهیفسیلوضمحشربهنأهتقرافمبرقدنعمهفیرعتذةدئاف

حُیِـسمَْلااَم﴿:سدّقلمانٓارقلافيهناحبـسوقنىعماذهو.تدلمحانماهونحوتاوقلأانع�ّ�وتتلا

ايمََرْمَنُبْ

هنع�ّ�وتتفيأ﴾مَاَعطلان�َُ�ِاَی�ََ�كاةٌقَیدِّصِهُماوَلُسُرلا�ِِ�بَْقنْمِتَْلخَدَْقلٌوسُرَلا

.هتوق:ك151

will descend to earth as a just judge, following the lawofMuḥammad (for a thorough study on
various classical commentators’ readings and interpretations of the relevant Qurʾanic verses,
see N. Robinson, Christ in IslamandChristianity: The Representation of Jesus in the Qurʾān and
the Classical Muslim Commentaries, London, 1991, pp. 78–105).
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And thus is the meaning of his statement: ‘Wherever the carcass is, [there]
the vultures will gather.’131 Therefore look, O intelligent (reader), at the igno-
rance of the Christians, how their scriptures and thewords of their prophets
testify to the soundness of what we hold, whilst they are engaging in alter-
ation (taḥrīf) and arrogant contention out of disbelief and obstinacy.132 May
God therefore inflict upon them whatever they deserve!

{128} Among other things, (Matthew) mentions in chapter sixty-four that
Jesus, while hewas eatingwith his disciples the Passover (meal), took bread,
thanked (God), broke it, gave it to his disciples and said: ‘Take and eat. This
is my body.’ And he took a cup, thanked (God), gave it to them, and said:
‘Drink of it, all of you. This is my blood, the new covenant, which will be
spilled for many for the forgiveness of sins. I say unto you: Verily, I will not
drink henceforth of the juice of this vine, until that day when I drink it with
you anew in the kingdom of my Father.’ Then they glorified (God) and went
out to the Mount of Olives.133

{129} I say: His declaring that the bread is his body and the wine his blood is
certainly not (to be understood) according to its literal sense, meaning that
his body actually is bread and his blood, wine. Thus, it becomes necessary
to interpret it according to a well-known metaphor. And what becomes
apparent in this metaphor is that he had intended that, ‘The substance
of my body and my blood comprises bread and wine, because it is my
nutriment,’ for bodies and their blood are only sustained by nutriments
when they have been eaten and drunk. Thereupon, it becomes apparent
that the benefit thereof is to inform them at the moment of near separation
that he is a mere human being and that there is no shred of divinity in him,
because the true reality of a divine being is not sustained by nutriments
and similar contingent things. This is the meaning of the words of God,
Glorified is He, in the Holy Qurʾan: ‘The Christ, son of Mary, was none other
than a messenger; messengers had passed away before him. His mother
was a virtuous woman; they both ate food,’134 meaning that their bodies are

131 Matthew 24:28.
132 Aswith various other theological contentions, so too with the question of Jesus’ return,

Ṭūfī reads the Muslim and Christian scriptures in harmony with one another. In his view, it
is Christian exegesis and theology which deviates from the truth. This position demonstrates
the overriding aim of Ṭūfī’s critique: to show that Christianity is not even supported by its
own scriptures.

133 Matthew 26:26–30.
134 Q 5:75.
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كمعمهبشرأ”:رلخمافيوقثمّ.ةیّهللإالىعزويجلااممّاذهو.اًطوغتولاًوب�ٍّ�قبنایمریثمّ،ماهـنادبأ

نونوكی152نكل،]نوجوزیلا[ونوجوّتزیلاةمایقلافي”:ةقدزللوقضقانی“بيأتوكلمفياًدیدج

و228 .كانههذیملاتعمرلخمابشریهنأبرخأدق||وهو،نوبشریلااللهةكئلامنّلأ،“اللهةكئلاكم

اذويهنّأينتـسلاوسمالخالصفلافيوقلینجلإافيتيلاةكحضلماتافارلخانمو}130{

باصحأضعبدرّج،عوسیلىعاوضبقیلةنهكلاءاسؤردنعنمةطشرلءاجاّلميطویرسخلإا

ذخا153ٔنمكلّ”:لاقوفّكلعوسیهرمٔاف.هنذأعطقف،ةنهكلاسیئردبعبضرف،هفیـسعوسی

فیـسل،يهفیـسل“.

سیئردبعبضرذیملتلانّإوقف،ةكوضحلأاامّأ.ةبوذكأوةكوضحأملااذهفيو:تلق}131{

؟هنذأعطقاّنمإتىحركابرلبرتعاورظنوردقوركفاًسدنبراضلااذهنكافأ.هنذأعطقف،ةنهكلا

اذكهاذهةصحّریدقتبثم.تافارلخنوقدّصیلوقعلا154ولیلقموقنكلو.قفّتینأدعبتسیاممّاذه

ةیّلهالجاةربابلجبلاطبيأنبليّعتضرنمةبضرلاهذهنیأ؟مئهایبنلأباصحلأاراصتنانوكی

ءلاؤه؟هميرغودادقلماوةحلطويربزلكاةباحصلانمهيرغتضروسرفلاوسَرافلادقَُتتنكاتيلا

امهبنولعفیف،دويهلللمسینأدٍبعنذأعطقاتهَیاغةًصر155هتبضرْنوكتنبمریدجو!راصنلأااونكا

؟اودارأ

.هبضر:كش155.اولیلق:كش154.نمكل:كش153.نكلو:ك152



critical commentary on the gospel of matthew 217

sustained by it, thereafter they discard a small quantity by urination and
defecation. However, this is among those things which are inconceivable
with regard to divinity. Furthermore, his statement regarding wine: ‘I drink
it with you anew in the kingdom of my Father’ contradicts his statement to
the Sadducees: ‘In the resurrection people shall neither marry nor [be given
in marriage], but they shall be like the angels of God,’135 because the angels

228aof God do not drink,136 while he has declared that there he would drink wine
together with his disciples.

{130} Among the amusing fairy tales found in the Gospel is (the evangelist’s)
report in chapter sixty-five, that when Judas Iscariot brought a group of
guards from the high priests in order to seize Jesus, one of the companions
of Jesus unsheathed his sword, struck the high priest’s servant, and cut off
his ear. Yet Jesus commanded him to desist and said: ‘Whoever takes hold of
a sword—it is by the sword that he shall perish.’137

{131} I say: This account includes both an amusing element and a lie. As for
the amusing element, it is his saying that the disciple struck the high priest’s
servant and cut off his ear. So, was this striker a geometricianwho examined,
measured, inspected, and appraised (his target) with a pair of compasses
until finally he cut only his ear? This is something that is unlikely to happen
by accident. However, people of little intelligence give credence to fairy
tales. Supposing this to be correct, is this how the aid of the companions
towards their prophets should be? Where is this blow in comparison to the
blows of ʿAlī b. Abū Ṭālib against the tyrants of the pre-Islamic times, which
would cleave asunder horseman and horse, and in comparison to the blows
of other companions such as al-Zubayr [b. al-ʿAwwām], Ṭalḥa [b. ʿUbayd
Allāh], al-Miqdād [b. ʿAmr] and others? Thesewere indeed the helpers! Also,
does it befit anyonewhose blow is capable of hitting the target, i.e. of cutting
off the ear of a servant, that their companion [i.e. Jesus] be handed over to
the Jews so that they may do to him whatever they want?

135 Matthew 22:30. See also Mark 12:25 and Luke 20:35–36.
136 This has been discussed earlier. See Taʿlīq, §§112–118.
137 Matthew 26:51–52.
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ججلحاوةیّهللإات�ٓ�لاهناطلسنكااّنمإو،برحلاوفیـسبحاصنكیلمحیـسلما:لیقنإف}132{

المهلاولو.فیـسلافيهتوّقترهظأاذهلف.ةیٓابحاصلافیـسبحاصنكااّنمإدّمحمو،ةیّناهبرلا

156.هبـشلاهذهـبملاسلإاةعیشرفيحدقلانوررّقیاذكهو.هسومماق

:صىتحنأنمثركأهت�ٓ�او،حیصحيرغف،ةیّهلإةیٓابحاصنكیلماًدّمحمنّإكملوقامّأ:باولجاو}133{

158،هعباصأينبنمءالماعبنو،هیّفكفي157صىلحاحیبستو،رجشلاورجلحايملستو،رمقلاقاقشنكا

فيلمعلالهأاهـنوّدةيرثكت�ٓ�او،حیـسلمانعتملقنماكيرسیماعطنميرثكلاقللخاعابـشإو

ةیاغاوحضتفاف.حاترقويدّحتلادعبحاصفلاةنـسللأاسرخأيانٓارقلااهمظعأنمو159.نیواود

حافكلاوبرلحالىا160ٕاؤالجوحاضتف.

نٓارقلاعیجمنّلأ”:لاق161“.اًزجعمنوشرعونانثاوناتئامونافلأنٓارقلافي”:انئمالعضعبلاق}134{

.ضراعلمانعليالخايدّحتلنورقلمانكملمارملأاوهزجعلماو.ةیٓانوّتـسوةئماّتـسوفلآاةّتـس

انیأرو”:لاق164“.هنمةروسب163همادّتحتىحنٓارقلراّفكلايدّتحفي162لزـنیلىاعتوهناحبـساللهانیأرو

ظ228 نمت�ٓ�اثلاثكلّنوكینأبجوف.رثوكلاةروسهيوت�ٓ�اثلاثنٓارقلافيةروس||صرقأ

“.زعجٔافهبىدّتحهنلأ،اماًزجعمنٓارقلا

ش157.نیامنجخیـشللاللهرفغانیبنلىعوهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمالىعةضاضغايهفةرابعلاهذه.ةیـشاح:ـهك156

.نٓارقلازاعجإرادقمنایبفيبلطم:ـهش161.ءالجو:ش160.نیاود:ش159.هیعبصا:ش158.اصلحا:ك
هنمو،ءاعدنيعیلبلإاءادحهنمو،ءاعاوهومهلمالايدحتلا.ةیـشاح:ـهك164.همادع:ك163.لزـنت:ك162

.لمعأاللهو.اهلادتحابميرسلللبلإاءاعدوهوءادلخا
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{132} If it is said: ‘Christ was neither a swordbearer nor a warior, but his
authority was exercised only by divine signs and decisive proofs, while
Muḥammad was only a swordbearer, not a master of any sign. Therefore his
power became apparent by the sword. And if it had not been for (the sword),
his Law would not have been established.’ And thus (the Christians) are
determined to impugn the Islamic religion through the use of these specious
arguments.

{133} The response must be as follows: As for your allegation that Muḥam-
madwas not themaster of any divine sign, this is not correct, for his signs are
too many to be numbered, such as the moon being split apart, stones and
trees greeting (him), thepebbles inhis palmspraising (God), thewater pour-
ing forth frombetween his fingers, the satiating ofmany people froma small
quantity of food, just as you have related from Christ, and many other signs
that the people of knowledge have recorded in their works.138 The greatest
of them is the Qurʾan, which silenced the eloquent tongues after a challenge
hadbeen issued to them toproduce its like and a demandhad impertinently
been made (by them for proofs of the Prophet’s truthfulness). Thus they
were utterly disgraced and resorted to warfare and strife.

{134} One of our scholars said: ‘In the Qurʾan there are two thousand, two
hundred and twenty-two miracles.’ He said: ‘Because the totality of the
Qurʾan is six thousand, six hundred and sixty-six verses. And a miracle is
(defined as) a possible thing that is coupledwith a challenge and is free from
anythingmeeting the challenge. Andwe see that God, Glorified and Exalted
is He, sends down (verses) challenging the unbelievers by the Qurʾan, until
He finally challenges them to [produce even] one sūra from it.’139 He further

228bsaid: ‘We see that the shortest sūra of theQurʾan consists of three verses, and
this is sūrat al-Kawthar. Therefore, it is necessary that every three verses of
the Qurʾan constitute an entire miracle, because He [i.e. God or the Qurʾan]
challenged them to produce the like of it andmade them incapable of doing
so.’140

138 Works such as Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ’s Kitāb al-shifāʾ (ed. M.A. Qara ʿAlī et al., Damascus, 1972) and
Ibn Ẓafar al-Ṣiqillī’s Khayr al-bishar bi-khayr al-bashar (eds. L. Choukri and K. Abouri, Rabat,
2008).

139 See Q 2:23–24 and Q 10:38.
140 Although I have not been able to identify this particular scholar cited by Ṭūfī, the

presentation of sūrat al-Kawthar as the shortest sūra and an example of a muʿjiza (miracle)
is prevalent in a number of classical sources written on the inimitability of the Qurʾan
(iʿjāz al-Qurʾān). One such explanation, for instance, is attributed to Abū al-Ḥasan al-Ashʿarī
(d. 324/936) in Bāqillānī’s Iʿjāz al-Qurʾān (ed. S.A. Ṣaqar, Cairo, 1954, p. 386).
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يّكللاكترشلمكايّونعلمارتاوتلارتاوتامانهمو،نٓارقلكايّقیقلحارتاوتلارتاوتامهتازجعمنمثم}135{

.تماحءاسخوليّعةعاشجفيماكتازجعلمانمهنعلقنامكلّينب

.نومتهّممهـنلأ،يفكیلاينملسلمادنعهرتاوت:لیقنإف}136{

:ينونم165باولجاف}137{

ماهدحأ}138{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ لاومتهلادعطترشیلااذهلو.ةًداعبذكلاميهلعزويجلاهنلأ،متهُّیلارتاوتلاددعنّأماهدحأ

.متهلادعلىعلامهـتثركلىعدعنّلأ،ملاسإ

نياثلاهجولا}139{ نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا اذهاوطترشااّنمإو.دحاونیدمهعميجلا166نأرتاوتلاددعفياوطترشادويهلانّأنياثلاهجولا

هوبرتعاف.طشرلااذهئاغاونمٔاف167.هت�ٓ�اوسىومةوّبنملهاومّلسىراصنلاوينملسلمانّلأ،طشرلا

،كمدنعترتاوتاّنمإكمّیبنتازجعم”:ينتفئاطلانمكلّلنولوقیوىراصنلاوينملسلمالىعهباولطّعیل

.مثهبخودويهلاركمنماذهو.“رخٓانیدلهأهیلعكمقفاویتىحذبرتعیلاف.دحاونیدلهأتمنأو

.هرابتعالىعملهةحجّلاو،رتاوتلافيطشرلااذهرابتعاعننمننحو!رااءوسملهوةنعللاميهلع

،كمدنعلاّإرتاوتیلمحیـسمللةيرثكت�ٓ�اكملتطقس،طشرلااذهاًضیأتمنأتمبرتعانإ:لوقنف}140{

امو.ذيرغوةسجنلاسفنلأامهـبتنكانیاءاربكإو،تابزخ168ينّعمنمفلآاةعبرأماعطكإ

.بزخ:ش168.هباتكو:ش167.نلا:ش166.دويهلادنعرتاوتلاطشرنایبفيبلطم:ـهش165
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{135} Moreover, among his miracles are those that were transmitted verba-
tim via multiple channels (tawātur ḥaqīqī) such as the Qurʾan, as well as
those of his miracles that were transmitted by meaning via multiple chan-
nels (tawātur maʿnawī), such as the common, essential meaning shared by
(the narrations about) the miracles that have been related from him, just
as it is the case regarding (the narrations about) ʿAlī’s courage and Ḥātam’s
generosity.

{136} If it is then said: Its being reported via multiple channels of transmis-
sion among theMuslims does not suffice, because they are suspect [in terms
of fabricating those reports].

{137} The response can be given in two ways:

{138} The first way is that the number (of the narrators) of transmissions
by tawātur cannot be suspected (of fabrication), because it is generally
inconceivable that they could all conspire to lie. Therefore, their being
upright or Muslim is not a condition, because the reliance is upon their
being numerous, not upon their uprightness.

{139} The second way is that the Jews imposed a condition regarding the
number (of the narrators) of transmissions by tawātur, that they should
not all come from one religion. However, they imposed this condition only
because the Muslims and the Christians concede to them the prophethood
of Moses and his signs. So they felt safe from the consequences of this
condition. They gave weight to this condition in order to thereby obstruct
the Muslims and the Christians, and say to each of the two communities:
‘Themiracles of your Prophet are reported by tawātur (multiple channels of
transmission) only among yourselves, while you are people of one religion
alone. This cannot be givenweight until the people of another religion agree
with you in it.’ This is one of the deceptions of the Jews and a manifestation
of their wickedness. Upon them be the curse (of God), and theirs be an evil
abode! We refuse to give weight to this condition with regard to tawātur
(transmission viamultiple channels), for theyhaveno justification for giving
it weight.

{140} Thus, we say (to the Christians): If you also give weight to this con-
dition, then many signs of Christ that have only been reported by tawātur
among yourselves become void for you, such as the feeding of four thou-
sand people with a certain number of loaves of bread, the healing of those
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انّیبنهببرخأياو.انباتكوانّیبنةطساوبرتاوتاّنمإف،هونحوتىولماءایحكإ،هتازجعمنمدنعرتاوت

ةراشبلالىعصّنياهتردقبقولاهتمكلوهحورواللهدبعوهاّنمإ.تازجعموذّبينهنأانباتكو

كمرذّحوانّیبنبذّكهنأنوعمزتياو،هسفناللهوأاللهنباهنأنوعمزتيالا،ملاسلاهیلعانّیبنب

رتاوتلىعتمنأوننحانقفّتاافم.ةفصلاوتاافيهنوعدّتيايرغهبفترعنوهیعدّنياذئنیحو.هنم

رتاوتللنوطترشتكمّنأریدقتلاو.طقفكمدنعهتازجعمرتاوتىقبیذئنیحو.حیـسلماتازجعمنمءشي

تبثترتاوتللطشرلااذهاوبرتعتلمنإو.لاًصأزجعمحیـسمللرتاوتافم،دحاونیدهأعميجلانأ

كممزلیو.دوصقمذو،كمدنعاهرتاوتبحیـسلماتازجعمتبثتماكدنعاهرتاوتبانّیبنتازجعم

وقنالمدایقنقدّصنانّنإف،ننحامّأو.ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبننملىعهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلم

نوداقنماللهدمبح�ّ�لأ،دایقناددّتجلاودّرلاوضقنهبقیدصتلانمانمزلیلاف.انباتكهبهفصوام

و229 .مازللإاوةرظانلمانودب||قّحلل

169كملهلجتمنأنكلو.ذركننلاننحوحیحصف،“فیـسبحاصنكااًدّمحمنّإ”:كملوقامّأو}141{

:ينولذو.لماكلاةیاغوهاّنمإو،صٌقنفیـسلّبينلاروهظنّأتمدقتعا

.كملهبج:ش169
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who were possessed by impure spirits, and other miracles. But all of his
miracles whichwere reported by tawātur among us, such as raising the dead
and the like, were only reported by tawātur by means of our Prophet and
our scripture. And what our Prophet and our scripture report is that (Jesus)
is a prophet, who has been endowed with miracles. He is only a servant of
God,His spirit andHisword,whohas been created byHis omnipotence, and
who made specific statements of glad tidings with regard to our Prophet,
peace be upon him, but (what our Prophet reports) is not the same as
what you claim, namely, that he is the Son of God or God Himself, nor is
it something else that you claim, namely, that he declared our Prophet to be
a liar and warned you about him. In this case, then that which we maintain
and profess is other than that which you maintain, in both its essence and
characteristics. For we and you do not agree that any of the miracles of
Christ hasbeen transmittedby tawātur. In this case then, the transmissionof
his miracles by tawātur is maintained amongst yourselves only. Hence, the
assumption being that you impose a condition for transmission by tawātur
that (the narrators) should not all come from one religion, then no miracle
at all has been reported about Christ by tawātur. And if you do not give
weight to this condition for tawātur, then the miracles of our Prophet are
established as fact by their being reported by tawātur among us, just as the
miracles of Christ are established as fact by their being reported by tawātur
among you, and this is what we intend to prove. So, you are compelled
to submit to what we believe to be true regarding the prophethood of
Muḥammad, peace be upon him. As for us, we indeed confirm Christ, may
the blessings of God be upon him, according to what our scripture ascribes
to him. Thus, by confirming himwe are not compelled to contradict, refute,
nor renew (our) submission (to Muḥammad, peace be upon him), because,

229aby the praise of God, we are submissive to the truth without any disputation
that compells us to accept the argument (ilzām).141

{141} As for your statement that ‘Muḥammad was a swordbearer’, this is
correct and we do not deny it. However, due to your ignorance, you firmly
believe that the appearance of a prophet with a sword is a defect, while it is
nothing less than the utmost degree of perfection. This is the case for two
reasons:

141 As a dialectical method, ilzām is a frequently used strategy in polemical literature. It
consists of contrasting various claims or aspects of the opponent’s views or beliefs in order to
show their incompatibility and inconsistencywith each other. Ṭūfī provides amore extensive
discussion on themiracles of the Prophet and themeaning of tawātur in his Intiṣārāt (vol. II,
pp. 535–585).
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ماهدحأ}142{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ نوكینأنملكمأتنكاندبلاوبلقلتنكااذإةدابعلاو.ةعاطوةدابعةوّبنلانّأماهدحأ

وأطقفبلقلناقولمخاًعیجمندبلاوبلقلانّلأ،طقفندبلمالهةدابعلاقارغتـساف170.لىاعت

هبلقلىعلزّنابمنايملإهعاطأواللهدبعلمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدمّحفم.اهـبماهدحأدارفنانملكمأ

لىعهفشروماكرهظیاذبهف.ت�ّ�داهلجاروملأانمدتهجاوهیفدّجابمهندببهدبعو،ت�ٓ�لاانم

.لسرلانمهيرغوحیـسلما

نياثلاهجولا}143{ نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا هتماقإف.اهمفخأواهلاعأواهمظعأواهفشرأوءایـشلأازّعا171ٔهرئاعشواللهنیدنّأنياثلاهجولا

ورهقلاوةزّعلهتماقإنمبسنأولىوأءلایتسّحاوةنكسلماولراصاّلمو.راغصلاويمضلال

أبضروبرعلاةربابجنمهعنمبلطّلمادبعنبةزحمهعمّوهودحاوذیملتملاسلاهیلعدمّلمح

لوبأنكاو،هتماهقلففسوقلمهضعب172حلفأاّلم،حیـسلماذیملاتو.يداولالهأدیّـسل

،اذهلو.ةّكموأعّبقةزادنْهِاهلعيجنأدارأهن�ٔ�،هنذأعطقفةءابعنثمهنثمفاًدبعبضر،هنعبّذو

هیلعارّحوانهعوسربصنملىاعتاللههزّن،ايهطعمزِّعواهذخِٓالّذنع�ِّ�ـنتةكازلاتنكاالم

ذفيةكملحاهجوو.هنمتذَخِانملّذواهذخٓاةزّعنع�ِّ�ـنتتيلاةيمنغلانمسلخمُاانهعهضوّعو

.لمعأاللهو.هیضریلااعمّهيهزـنتباللههزّعأ،هیفداهلجاللهنیدزّعأالمملاسلاهیلعهنأ

هنعلئـسحیـسلمالىعضبِقُاّلمسرطبنّأركذينّتـسلاوسداسلالصفلافيذنمو}144{

.ذبحیـسلمادعوضىتقبمكیاحایصلبقتارّمثلاثهركنٔاف“!هباصحأنمتنأ”:لیقو

.حلقأ:ش172.هعئاشرو:ش171.هناحبـس:ك170
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{142} The first reason is that prophethood is a case of worship and obedi-
ence. Worship performed by the heart as well as the body is more perfect
thanwhen it is performed by the heart only or by the body only, because the
heart and the body together are two creations of God, Exalted is He. There-
fore, worship comprising of both of them is more perfect than one of them
being singled out therein. And Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant
him peace, worshipped God and obeyed Him out of belief in all the signs
that were sent down upon his heart, and he also worshipped Him with his
body in whatever he strove for earnestly and exerted himself in the matters
of warfare. In this way his perfection and eminence above Christ and other
messengers becomes apparent.

{143} The second reason is that the religion of God and His rites are the
most honourable, most elevated, most supreme, most exalted and most
magnificent of all things. Accordingly, to establish it by might, subjugation
and conquest is worthier and more appropriate than to establish it by
humiliation, misery, suffering injury and lowliness. And when it came to
pass that Muḥammad, peace be upon him, had one single disciple, namely,
his paternal uncle Ḥamza b. ʿAbd al-Muṭṭalib, he [i.e. Ḥamza] protected him
from the tyrants among the Arabs, and hit Abū Jahl with a bow and split
the top of his head, though Abū Jahl was the master of the people of the
valley. Yet, (look at) the disciples of Christ; when one of them was fortunate
enough to have the opportunity to defend him, he hit a servant—and his
price is the price of a cloak—and then cut off his ear, as if he wanted to
make him ameasuring cubit for hats or caps. And therefore, since the zakāt
indicates the inferiority of its receiver and the superiority of its giver, God,
Exalted is He, declared the rank of His messenger to be above receiving it,
made it unlawful for him and recompensed him for it with the fifth part of
all booty142 which indicates the superiority of the one who takes it and the
inferiority of the one it is taken from. The element of wisdom therein is the
fact that since (the Prophet), peace be upon him, made the religion of God
superior by fighting for it, God gave him superiority by declaring him to be
above whatever does not please him. And God knows best.

{144} Among other things, in chapter sixty-six, (Matthew) mentions that
when Christ was arrested, Peter was asked about him and was told: ‘You are
one of his companions!’ But he denied it three times before the crowing of
the cock, in conformity with Christ prophesying that.143

142 See Q 8:41.
143 Matthew 26:69–75.
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لىإهمّلعمنعهروجوذیملتلااذهفعضسیقاذإو.هیلعقفشلماوهذیملات173صّخأنموهو}145{

شیرقلةكوشلاوملاسلإالوّأفياونكانیاةباحصلانمهميرغونوعظمنبنعورعموركببيأ

نولتقتأ”:لوقیوهوهنودركببيأرعشقَزمََتتىحلمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصاللهلوسرنود174مهـنولتاقی

يىحتـساولف.يمظعنوبمانهیبدجو،نعينعتئقُفورعممديرجو“؟اللهبيّرلوقینألاًجر

ظ229 .هؤاطخأو،هنعاوّلضو،هوفرّفح،نیدملهنكا||اّنمإو.ندلأاينباًنیدمهسفنلأاوركذیلمىراصنلا

ذلىعتقفّتاو.حیـسلمااوبلصدويهلانّأينّتـسلاوعباسلالصفلافيركذهنا175ٔذنمو}146{

.ىراصنلاهیلععجمأو،ةعبرلأالیجلأا

.هدبعواللهلوسروأ،اللهنباوأ،اللهوه:لاقینأامّإحیـسلمانّلأ،لامحوبذكوهو}147{

لىعكضحومنهمرسخمنهعذعسمنمكلّنّأباولجافيىراصنلايفكیفاللهوهنكانإف

هتردقبةحودنمهنعنكادقو،بلصلالىإهسفنٔالجأتىحتاوماسلابّراوهّفسثیحهمالح

يقلأاّنمإوبلصیلمهنإ:ينملسلمالوقاذهلىعهجّتیو.اهزجعیءشيلاف،مكالاايهلع176ةقفّتلما

قولحلاوهبُلصتىّٔاتیلايمدقهناحبـسئرابلاذإ،هئادعأضعبلىعوأهملسأيالىعهُبهََـش

ينقولانمدحاولاذإ،ذكملافاللهنبانكانإو.اًتّقؤملاواًئمادقلاطلإالىعىذأ

.قفتلما:كش176.حیـسلمااوبلص:ـهش175.مهلتاقی:ش174.ضعب:ش173
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{145} Yet hewas hismost distinguished disciple and the onewho caredmost
for him. When the weakness of this disciple and his wrongful act against
his teacher is compared to Abū Bakr, ʿUmar, ʿUthmān b. Maẓʿūn and other
companions—who, in the beginning of Islam when the power was with
Quraysh, used to fight them, shielding theMessenger of God, may God bless
him and grant him peace, until the hair of Abū Bakr got torn out before
him while he was saying: ‘Are you killing a man because he says, “God is my
Lord”?’,144 the blood of ʿUmar flowed, and the eye of ʿUthmān was gouged
out—then a great difference can be seen between the two. Thus, if the
Christians had shame, they would not regard theirs to be a religion among

229bthe religions. On the contrary; they had a religion but they altered it, strayed
from it and erred against it.

{146} Among other things, (Matthew) mentions in chapter sixty-seven that
the Jews crucified Christ.145 The four Gospels are in agreement upon it146 and
the Christians have reached a consensus about it.

{147} This, however, is a lie and an absurdity, whether it is said that Christ
is God, the Son of God or the messenger of God and His servant. For if he
is God, it is sufficient to reply to the Christians that whoever hears such a
thing from them will ridicule them and laugh in their faces, as they make
a fool of the Lord of the Heavens to such an extent that (they say) He has
compelled Himself to be crucified even though He had ample freedom to
avoid this, due to His agreed-upon perfect omnipotence, which can never
be incapacitated. The Muslim opinion is directed against this, affirming,
rather that (Christ) was not crucified, but instead his likeness was cast upon
the one who betrayed him or upon one of his enemies,147 since the Maker,
Glorified is He, is eternally pre-existent, and neither His crucifixion nor
the attachment of any harm to Him in any respect, be it permanent or
temporary, is feasible. And if (Christ) is the Son of God, the answer is the
same, for every human being will exhaust their dignity, property and power

144 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Faḍāʾil al-Ṣaḥāba” 6, “Manāqib al-Anṣār” 29, “Tafsīr Ghāfir” 1.
145 Matthew 27:35.
146 See Mark 15:24–25; Luke 23:33 and John 19:18–23.
147 The Qurʾan rejects the claim that Jesus was crucified at the hands of the Jews: ‘They

killed him not, nor crucified him, but it appeared so unto them (wa-lākin shubbiha lahum)
[…] Nay, God took him up unto Himself ’ (Q 4:157–158). Inspired by these verses, the main-
stream Muslim tradition has maintained that Jesus did not die on the cross. The prevalent
explanation offered is that someone else, who was made to bear Jesus’ likeness, died in his
place on the cross, while Jesus was raised to heaven by divine intervention.
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نمذُاقنإياكّنظافم.طاوسأةشرعبضرنمهنباصلاخفيهتوّقواموههاجغرفتـسی

.هنیعبثحبلااذهقبـسدقو؟ءایـشلأاسریأهدنعهذاقنإدارأ

قراوخوتاماركلانمهدیلىعرهظالمحیـسلمانّأكّشلا:لوقنفاللهلوسرنكانإو}148{

هركذراسو،رمقلاوسمشلانمرهشأراصتىحرتهـشاورهظهسفنفيةیٓانكاهنوكلوتاداعلا

ثیبحهترهشكاًروهشمنوكینأبيجكّشلابهبلصف.لثمنمقافٓلاافييرَسْاراصتىح�ُ�177بُْنو

هكمٔلااأربأوتىولما178ایحأهنأفيوشربيرغنمهدوجوفياوفلتيخلمماكلماعلانمناسنإهیففلتيخلا

لهأباتكلالهأءمالعنمةًعماجتىحهبلصفيكمنوفلايخمهـتثركلىعينملسلماانیأرامّلف.صربلأاو

انملع،هبّنمنببهوو179رابحلأابعكوملاسنباللهدبعكیلجوهقیقدلىعينعلطّلماولوّلأالمعلا

ةيمظعلاةعقاولاهذهلثمنّلأ،بیذكألاانمةبوذكأوتافارلخانمةفارخهبلصنمهنوعدّتاّنمأ

نملىتمـسااًدّمحمنّإ:اولوقینأاذهنع�ً�اوجىراصنلادنعامثركأو.فلالخااذهلثملتمتحلا

رّتمـساثمّ.هفلايخدحأسريجلمف،ةكوشتنكاو.بلصیلمسىیعنّأهميرغوبرعلاءمالعوصاصّقلا

.اًدیلقتنوملسلماذلىع

.برلحا:ش179.يىحا:ك؛يييح:ش178.لبنو:كش177
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to save their son from receiving a beating of ten lashes. What then do you
think about God, for Whom rescuing whomever He wants to rescue is the
easiest thing to do? This very same topic has already been investigated.148

{148} If (Christ) is a messenger of God, then we say: There is no doubt
that because of those miracles and supernatural events which appeared at
his hand, and because he was a sign in himself, Christ manifested himself
and became well-known until he became more widely known than the
sun and the moon, and his reputation and nobleness spread widely until
they became more widespread in distant lands than a proverb. Therefore,
without doubt, it is necessary that his crucifixion be as well-known as his
fame so that noman in all the world would disagree about it, just as they do
not disagree about his coming into existence without a human (father), his
raising the dead, and his curing those born blind and the lepers. However,
when we see that the Muslims in their great numbers disagree with you
regarding his crucifixion, including even a group fromamong the scholars of
the People of the Book, the people of earlier knowledge [i.e. revelation], who
were acquainted with its subtleties and splendours, such as ʿAbd Allāh b.
Salām [d. 43/663–664],149 Kaʿb al-Aḥbār [d. ca. 32–35/652–653]150 and Wahb
b. Munabbih [d. 110/728 or 114/732],151 we come to know that his crucifixion,
which you allege to be true, is only a fairy tale and a lie, because it is
inconceivable that such a tremendous event should be the subject of such
disagreement.152 What the Christians offer as a response to this is mostly to
say thatMuḥammad took from thedictations of the storytellers, the scholars
of theArabs and others that Jesuswas not crucified. Since the power laywith
him, no one dared to oppose him. Then, the Muslims adhered to that out of
blind imitation.

148 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §26.
149 A Jew of Medina who embraced Islam during the Prophet’s time and thus became

one of his companions. As Horovitz writes, ‘In Muslim tradition he has become the typical
representative of that group of Jewish scribes which honored the truth, admitting that
Muḥammad was the Prophet predicted in the Torah, and protecting him from the intrigues
of their co-religionists’ (J. Horovitz, “ ʿAbd Allāh b. Salām”, EI2, vol. I/1, p. 52).

150 He was a Yemenite Jewish convert to Islam. On his life and role, see Tottoli, Biblical
Prophets, pp. 89–92;M. Perlmann, “A Legendary Story of Kaʿb al-Aḥbār’s Conversion to Islam”,
The JoshuaStarrMemorial Volume: Studies inHistory andPhilology, NewYork, 1953, pp. 85–99;
M. Perlmann, “Another Kaʿb al-Aḥbār Story”, JQR, 45 (1954), pp. 48–58; M. Schmitz, “Kaʿb
al-Aḥbār”, EI2, vol. IV, pp. 316–317.

151 Information about his life and work was provided earlier. See §17.
152 The crucifixion is factually unsubstantiated, according to Ṭūfī. In his opinion, the

existence of disagreement about the crucifixion illustrates the unreliability of the claim. See
also Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, pp. 64–65.
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ازلیتيلااضقلانمهنأاّنّیبدقهبلصنّلأ،لطراذتعااذه:باولجافيملهلاقینكل}149{

لٍتمـسموألٍممُلىعاذهلثمءافخضرفف.دحأنعىفيخلاوفلالخالبقیلاياعطاقلارتاوتلا

و230 ةدلاووسىوم180اصعولیللخارولحاصةقوحوننافوطءافخك،ةًداعلامحيّمّأوأ||بتكاوأ

شرعمكمّنإ:لیقو؟هومفئاطلخاعقولاّهف؟هوكملاّإةرهشلافيهتوملهو.شربيرغنمحیـسلما

يمرمبطخيايراجّنلادوادنبفسوی181نباوهلب،شربنملاوهنأنوبذكتىراصنلا

فنعطینكاهنلأ،هتابثإلىإلاًیبستمدجوامكمعزواذهلئاقكمللاقولو.حیـسلملماحهيو

دوجوو.كمقدّصیامبياتكفينيتٔایلمأ”:لوقیوهبقوثولامدعوهفیرتحيعدّیو،لقنلانمكمدنع

ىوعدلاّإكمدنعنوكینكالهو؟هنوتبثتتمنكاذف“.نوكیلاف،ةًداعلامحشربيرغنمناسنإ

ابمانّیبنوانباتكتٔایلمولو؟هونحولینجلإكاكمبصّتتخناهبربةنترقموأكترشمناهربنعةدرّمج

فيملاسلاهیلعدّمحمكمقفاوامّلف.هبلصفيكمانعزماكهیفكمانعزانلحیـسلماومفيكمدنعامقفاوی

.هیفهوتمفلاخامنلاطبوهیلعقفاوامةصحّلىعلّد،هتافوببسفيكمفلاخوهوم

.نب:ش181.صىع:كش180
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{149} It can be said to them in response: This is an invalid excuse because,
as we have already explained, (Christ’s) crucifixion is one of the issues
that necessitate a definite tawātur (transmission via multiple channels)
which neither admits opposition nor remains hidden from anyone. Hence,
to assume that something like this remains hidden to the one who dictates,

230aor the one who receives the dictation, or else to a literate, or an illiterate,
is generally absurd, just as it would be absurd for the flood of Noah, the
camel of Ṣāliḥ, the fire of al-Khalīl [i.e. Abraham], the staff of Moses, or
the birth of Christ from no human (father) to remain hidden. Is his death,
in terms of fame, not like his birth? And did not an error occur regarding
his birth? For it is said: ‘Verily you, O community of Christians, tell the lie
that he was born of no human (father). Rather, he was the son of Joseph,
son of David the carpenter, who proposed to Mary while she was pregnant
with Christ.’153 If someone were to say this to you and to dispute with you,
you would not find any means to prove (the virginal birth), because such
a person would discredit whatever report you had, and would assert it to
have been altered and to be unreliable, saying: ‘As for me, in my scripture,
nothing that gives credence to what you say has reached me. And a man’s
coming into existence without a human (father) is normally inconceivable
and hence cannot be.’ So, how can you prove it? Could you offer anything
but an allegation that is stripped of any universally shared evidence or one
that is coupled with some evidence which is peculiar only to you, such as
the Gospel or its like? Had not our scripture and our Prophet brought us
something that agrees with what you hold regarding the birth of Christ, we
would have disputed with you concerning it, just as we dispute with you on
the matter of his crucifixion. Therefore, when Muḥammad, peace be upon
him, agreed with you regarding (Christ’s) birth, but opposed you regarding
the cause of his death, he indicated the soundness of what he agreed with
and the invalidity of what you opposed him on.154

153 See Matthew 1:16; John 1:45 and 6:42.
154 Ṭūfī’s point here reflects theunderlyingprinciple of themainstreamMuslimopposition

to the crucifixion: that the objection is primarily founded upon the Qurʾanic denial. The
Qurʾan does speak about prophets being tortured or killed by their communities. In theory,
therefore, it would not have been a problem for the Muslims to accept the crucifixion
story, had it not been rejected by the Qurʾan, as pointed out in a recent study: ‘Muslims
would see the ‘death’ of Jesus in the context of the economy of deliverance of prophets by
God, an approach in which definite historical facts are hard to verify, and in any case not
the overriding consideration. However, crucifixion need not necessarily pose a problem for
Islam,which has its ownmartyrological tradition’ (N. Solomon, R. Harris and T.Winter, “Jesus
in Christian, Jewish and Muslim Thought”, Abraham’s Children: Jews, Christians andMuslims
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لقاعكّشیفأ.ایبننكیلموفیـسبحاصاًراّبجنكاملاسلاهیلعاًدمحمنّا183ٔبهف182اًضیأو}150{

.لقعنىدأنمهیفكّشیلااممّاذه؟ًكحنوكی�ّ�انیاودّبؤلماسومانلااذهماقأنمنّأفي

يرغهبرخنوكینأةیـشخينقیلىعهنمسیلاًئیشكييحنألىعثعابلاافم،يمكحهنأتبثاذإف

نأضيتقتتنكاةكملحالب؟رهاظلافيهنكيملمنإنطابلافيولوذلمعینمهنعرّفنتیفقباطم

تيلالیصافتلاواهلضرّعتیلمصصقلانماًيرثككرتماك،هعدیهملعیلاامو،هملعیاملاّإكييحلا

يتميحةكوشبحاصنكاهنأبهو.حیـسلمارمأنملینجلإافيولماعلارمأنمةاروتلافيةروكذمهي

184.هنطوهرهاظلىعلب،احرهاظةاعارملىعصرتقیلايمكلحانكل.رهاظلافيهتفلامخسانلا

ضعبلىعهُبهـشيقلأاّنمإو،بلصیلمسىیعنّأروكذلماعطاقلاناهبرلااذهـبينّبتف}151{

مهـنلأ،ذو.ادویهوسمّنوملسلماو،هیلعلّدوهملسأيايطویرسخلإااذويههنإ:لاقی.هئادعأ

.سىیعبلصمدعفيبلطم:ـهش184.بهف–ش183.اضیأو+ش182

in Conversation, eds. N. Solomon, R. Harris and T. Winter, London, 2005, p. 111).
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{150} Besides, suppose that Muḥammad, peace be upon him, was a tyrant
swordbearer, but not a prophet. Even then, would an intelligent person
doubt that the one who has established this perpetual law and everlasting
religion, was a wise man? This is something that no one with the least
bit of intelligence could doubt. Since it is proven that he was a wise man,
then what would be his incentive to narrate something that he was not
absolutely certain of, when there is fear that his informationwould not be in
conformity with reality, and thus whoever recognised this would turn away
from him inwardly at least, if he were unable to do so outwardly?155 Wisdom
requires that one should narrate onlywhat he knows, and leavewhatever he
does not know, just as (theProphet) passedovermanyof the stories towhich
he did not object, andmany of the details which had beenmentioned in the
Torah concerning the world, and in the Gospel concerning Christ. Further,
suppose that he was a master of power that people guarded themselves
from opposing outwardly. A wise man, however, does not confine himself
to considering the outward aspect of his state only, but rather he considers
both its outward as well as its inward.

{151} It becomes clear by the aforementioned decisive and definite piece of
evidence that Jesus was not crucified, but rather his likeness was cast upon
one of his enemies.156 It is said that this was Judas Iscariot, who betrayed him

155 This argument against the crucifixion is related to preaching strategies. Would a wise
man, such as the Prophet, jeopardise his position before his listeners by narrating some-
thing that is not true? Thus the denial of the crucifixion actually illustrates the degree of
the Prophet’s certainty on this matter and his reliability. Ṭūfī’s line of reasoning bears resem-
blance to the analysis of ʿAbd al-Jabbār,who also reflects upon the consequences of the denial
of the crucifixion. In ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s view, to accept the crucifixionwould have been an extra
bonus for the Prophet, as it could easily be used as an argument against both the Christians
and the Jews, for the crucifixion contradicts Jesus’ divinity on the one hand, while on the
other it rebukes those who committed such an act. Despite its advantages, the Prophet did
not accept this claim. Therefore, ʿAbd al-Jabbar concludes that the denial of the crucifixion
is a sign of Muḥammad’s prophethood, for it proves that he drew his information from a
divine origin (revelation), and not from Jewish or Christian sourceswhich claim the opposite
(ʿAbd al-Jabbār, Tathbīt dalāʾil al-nubuwwa, ed. ʿA.-K. ʿUthmān, Beirut, 1966 vol. I, pp. 122–123).
Ultimately, for ʿAbd al-Jabbār as well as for Ṭūfī, the rejection of the crucifixion shows the
Prophet’s strong conviction in the truthfulness of the information he conveyed. It would have
been easier for him to accept such a claim. Nevertheless, he did the opposite, which demon-
strates the reliability of his report.

156 This interpretation seems to resonate with early Christian Gnostic writings which held
that Jesus did not die in reality but only in appearance. It was Simon, a man of Cyrene, who
was crucified, having been transfigured into Jesus’ likeness, while Jesus was ‘rejoicing in the
height’ (Robinson, Christ in Islam and Christianity, p. 111; see also G. Parrinder, Jesus in the
Qurʾān, London, 1965, p. 110). A clear link between theMuslim and Gnostic interpretations of
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لىعلینجلإافيصّندقو.ةًدیدشةًملظضرلأاتملظأ،هعفراودارأولبلجافيحیـسلمااوطبراّلم

لسرٔاف.ةعساتلا185ةعاسلالىإةسداسلاةعاسلانمتاعاسثلاثتنكااهـنأوةملظلاهذهدوجو

ظ230 ةمماغرهظلىعحیـسلماعفرثم.هبهـشهیلعيقلأوهوّدعهنكام||اوطبروحیـسلمااوقلطأةكئلامالله

أو،هنكامتُطْبِرُوقلِطاحیـسلما”:ملهلوقیلعفج!بولصمادویوةملظلاتفشكناثم.هیلإتلزن

نوداديزف،حیـسلماهبـشهیلعنوریهمو.منهیبوهنیباهـنوفرعیتيلاتاملاعلاملهركذیو،“كمبحاص

187.حیـسلما186هنودقتعی،“سرّبهملعأام!اللهتاق”:نولوقیو،اًفیْحَهیلع

ماهبهـشأ.ينلوقلىعلامأعفرینألبقهفنأفَتْحَفيّوتحیـسلمانّأفينوملسلمافلتخا،معن}152{

.ينملسلمادنعسىیعةافوهبتشانّأفيبلطم:ـهش187.هنودقتعن:ش186.ةعاسلا–ش185

the crucifixion event cannot be documented. Yet, the transfiguration of Jesus, as attested by
the Gospels (Matthew 17:1–2; Mark 9:2–3 and Luke 9:28–29), has attracted Muslim attention
since earliest times. In particular, the fact that his enemies could not recognise Jesus and felt
the need for a guide (Judas Iscariot) to identify him is seen as a significant support for the
Muslim rejection of the crucifixion (see Qarāfī, Ajwiba, pp. 186–187, 193 and Būṣirī, Makhraj,
pp. 180, 181). However, there is no reference to this in Ṭūfī’s writings. The idea of substitution
on the cross has been widely accepted among Muslim exegetes, although there is no unani-
mous agreement regarding the identity of the crucified person. According to one opinion, it
was one of Jesus’ disciples who volunteered to sacrifice himself on behalf of his master, while
according to another it was Judas Iscariot who was crucified as a punishment for his betrayal
(for a thoroughanalysis of various commentaries, such asṬabarī, Zamakhsharī, Rāzī, Bayḍāwī
and Ibn Kathīr, on Q 4:157 (shubbiha lahum), see M. Ayoub, “Towards an Islamic Christology,
II: The Death of Jesus, Reality or Delusion (A Study of the Death of Jesus in Tafsīr Literature)”,
MW, 70/2 (1980), pp. 94–103; Robinson, Christ in Islam, pp. 125–141). What really mattered for
Muslim theologianswas not to identify the crucified person, but rather to establish that Jesus
was not the one who died on the cross. His deliverance was regarded as one of themanymir-
acles bestowed upon him by the grace of God. Qarāfī, for instance, equates it to his miracle
of raising the dead (Ajwiba, p. 183).
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and indicated him; while the Muslims call him Yūdā. And this is the case,
because when they bound Christ (on the gibbet) on the hill, and intended
to lift himup, the earth darkenedwith pitch-darkness. Indeed, the existence
of this darkness is established in the Gospel, as well as the fact that it lasted
for three hours, from the sixth hour until the ninth hour.157 Then, God sent

230bangels who released Jesus and bound in his place his enemy, upon whom
(Jesus’) likeness was cast. Thereafter, Christ was raised upon a cloud that
had descended to him. Subsequently, the darkness withdrew, and Judas was
the crucified one! And he began to tell them: ‘Christ was released, and I
was bound in his place; I am your friend,’ and to mention to them the signs
that they knewwere only between him and themselves. However, they were
seeing upon him the likeness of Christ, so they misjudged him even more,
and said: ‘May God curse him! How well he knows our secrets!’—believing
he was Christ.158

{152} Indeed, the Muslims have disagreed upon whether Christ died a nat-
ural death before he ascended to heaven or not, taking two opinions.159 The
more likely of the two is that he died and remained so for three days, and it

157 Matthew 27:45.
158 Following the traditional Muslim understanding of the crucifixion, Ṭūfī denies that

Jesuswas ever crucified and adopts the theory of substitution. TheQurʾanic phrase, ‘shubbiha
lahum’ (it appeared so unto them), is crucial for Ṭūfī. In addition to the Qurʾan, he includes
the Gospel account (Matthew 27:45) as evidence for his version of the story. As to the identity
of the crucified person, in the Ishārāt (vol. II, pp. 65–66) he appears either as one of Christ’s
disciples, whose act is seen as a gift and ransom for Christ, or as his enemy Judas Iscariot, who
deserved such punishment for his betrayal. In the Taʿlīq (§§147,151 and 353) and the Intiṣārāt
(vol. I, pp. 345–347), however, the crucified person is always identified with one of Christ’s
enemies, specifically with Judas.

159 What happened to Jesus, if he was not crucified? In the words of the Qurʾan, ‘God
took him up unto Himself ’ (Q 4:158). But how and when did this happen? Did he ever die?
These are challenging questions thatMuslim theologians had towrestle with. Their response
resulted in many variant interpretations of the verse: ‘God said, “O Jesus! I am gathering you
(mutawaffīka) and causing you to ascend (rāfiʿuka) unto Me” ’ (Q 3:55). Also verse 5:117, in
which Jesus says: ‘I was a witness of them while I dwelt among them, and when You took
me, You were the Watcher over them’ has attracted their attention. But what is the meaning
of tawaffī? When the word is taken to mean ‘cause to die’ or ‘receive through death’, the
discussion ismainly focused on the sequence of these two acts, i.e. the ‘death’ and ‘ascension’.
Did Jesus die first and then ascend to heaven or was he first made to ascend and will die
in the future after his second coming? (On various interpretations of tawaffī in medieval
commentaries, see Ayoub, “Towards an Islamic Christology, II”, pp. 103–109; Robinson, Christ
in Islam, pp. 117–126). There are various ways of interpreting tawaffī. Among the medieval
exegetes, Ibn Taymiyya reads it as ‘completion’ and ‘receiving’, which he classifies in three
categories: (1) sleep, (2) death, and (3) Jesus’ ascension to heavenwith both his body and soul
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هرمأو،اللههایحأثم.ءماسلافيةكئلالماهیلع189ليّصت،اًمویينعبرألیقو،م�ّ�أةثلاثيقبو188فيّوتهنأ

ذنعهولعجأدويهلانّلأ،دیریامميهلإدهعیلهذیملاتلىإعوجرل.

بلصلاو.فيّوتحیـسلمانّألىعتمقفاودقوبلصلادوجولىعثلاثلامملأاتعجمأ:لیقنإف}153{

.بلصدقنوكینأبجوف.اهـبتمفترعاتيلاةافولللحاصببس190هیعدّنيا

تمنٔاف.بولصلماينعفيتفلتخاوبلصلالىعتقفّتاثلاثلامملأا.ةطلاغمؤاطخاذه:انلق}154{

:لوقنننحو.ميهلعيدّعتلاوةعانـشلا191ةولالحتمنأو،رفظلاةولالحكئلوأ،حیـسلماوهتملقدويهلاو

بلصلاببسبنوكینأهتوبمانفاترعانممزلیلاو؟قافّتلاانیٔاف192.هیداعأنمهيرغوأاذويههنإ

اللهلىصدّمحمانلوسرهنّیبدقو.دعبفىّوتیولزـنیثم،ایحاللههعفرلبفيوتامهنأيدنعهبـشلأانّإلوقأ:ـهش188

هنأماهبهـشأ”وق.ةیـشاح:ـهك.نیاليو.�ّ�محفيانّققحماك،ملاسلإالهأنمنوقّقلمحاهیلإبهذاماذهو.لمسوهیلع

دبعلالىععميجلالىاعتاللهنّلأ،لمسیلافقیقحتلاثیحنمدارأنإو.لمسُینٓارقلاظفلثیحنمدارأنإ،“فيّوت

.ليصی:ش189.لمعأاللهو.تويمضرلأافيهتماقإوءماسلانموزندعبهنألىعنوملسلماعجمأدقو.رعمنمينتوم
.هیٓادعا:ك192.هولالج:ش191.هیعدت:ش190

(Michel, A Muslim Theologian’s Response, p. 307; Ibn Taymiyya, Tafsīr, vol. IV, p. 185). While
Ibn Taymiyya understands Jesus’ tawaffī as a separate category different from that of sleep
and death, Ibn Kathīr, on the other hand, considers it to have happened through sleep (Ibn
Kathīr, Bidāya, vol. II, p. 72).
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is also said for forty days, whilst angels were invoking God’s blessing upon
him in heaven. Thereafter, God revived him and commanded him to return
to his disciples in order to enjoin upon them what he desired, for the Jews
had hastened him such that they prevented him from doing so.160

{153} If it is said: The three faith communities have reached consensus that a
crucifixion took place, and you have indeed agreed that Christ died. Yet the
crucifixion we allege can be a proper cause for the death which you admit.
Therefore, it is necessary to affirm that he was crucified.

{154}We say: This is an error anda fallacy. The three faith communities are in
agreement regarding the crucifixion, but in disagreement about the identity
of the crucified. So, you and the Jews say he is Christ—they because of the
sweetness of triumph, and you because of the sweetness of their disgrace
and your enmity towards them.161 But we say: the crucified one was Judas or
another one of (Jesus’) enemies. So, where is the agreement? Our admission
of his death does not necessarilymean that its cause is the crucifixionwhich

160 Ṭūfī’s explanation about Jesus’ fate is a peculiar one, the traces of which one may also
find in the commentaries of Ṭabarī and Ibn Kathīr. In an interpretation attributed to Ibn
ʿAbbās, innī mutawaffīka (Q 3:55) is understood as innī mumītuka (I will cause you to die).
Moreover, a report attributed to Wahb b. Munabbih, through the authority of Ibn Isḥāq,
states that ‘God caused Jesus to die (tawaffā) for three hours of the day, after which He raised
him to Himself.’ Yet another report of Ibn Isḥāq—this time presented as a view attributed to
the Christians—claims that God caused Jesus to die for seven hours (Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān,
vol. III, p. 357; Ibn Kathīr, Tafsīr, vol. I, p. 366). According to Ibn Isḥāq, after the completion
of his mission, Jesus was raised to heaven where some of his human attributes were removed
and he became both human and angel, heavenly and earthly. Then, he was resurrected and
sent down to his disciples in order to disperse them over the earth as missionaries for God, a
task which he had been unable to complete before (Newby, The Making of the Last Prophet,
p. 210). This version of the story, namely, that Jesus was saved from the crucifixion by God,
taken to heaven by natural death, returned to earth (after three or seven hours) in order to
complete his prophetic mission, and then ascended to heaven again until his last coming,
appears to have continued attracting the attention of subsequent authors. For instance, this
is alsomentioned by ʿUlaymī (d. 968/1521), two centuries after Ṭūfī, in his history of Jerusalem
and Hebron (ʿUlaymī, Uns, vol. I, p. 166). The idea of natural death is also favoured by
some modern Muslim thinkers, such as Muḥammad ʿAlī Ḥasan al-Ḥillī, Sayyid Muḥammad
Ḥusayn Ṭabāṭabāʾī, AḥmadMuṣṭafā al-Marāghī and Rashīd Riḍā, who have interpreted Jesus’
ascension and return metaphorically, meaning a spiritual ascension or elevation to a higher
status, rather than bodily ascension (see Ayoub, “Towards an Islamic Christology, II”, pp. 110,
112). They do notmind ascribing natural death to Jesus, yet none of them appears tomention
or argue for Jesus’ resurrection and his immediate return as expressed by Ṭūfī and other
medieval authors.

161 See also Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, pp. 63, 65–66.
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ينّعتیلمبلصلاو،ةيرثكتولمابابـسأنّإفاًضیأو.ذنلاطبلىعماقناهبرلانّلأ،هوتمیعدّايا

.اًببس

“؟نيتكرتلم193،يـهلإيـهلإ”:ةبـشلخافيوهولاقهنأهنعمتهیكاحذنمو}155{

هنأاوعمزمهـنلأ،هیفمتهضقانمولینجلإافيمهطیلتخلىعلّدیو،هولٔامدبعهنألىعلّدیهنإف}156{

؟نٓلااهسفنبلخبـیفیكف.ناطیـشلادیكنمنيّاسنلإاعونلاذاقنإفيهسفنبداج

اجربلىّوتياسطلایفنمحیـسلمادسجبهوتـساحیـسلماذیملتفسوینّأركذو}157{

.م�ّ�أةثلاثدعبتاوملأانمماقحیـسلمانّأثم،هنفدفبهذف،هبهوف،حیـسلمابلص

هوكرتولو.وههنأهمداقتعلاسىیعهبـشهیلعيقلا194ٔيابولصلمانفدماّنإ:تلق}158{

اذهعوقوهناحبـساللهدارأنكلو،قّلحاحضّتاوبولصمكاذوحیـسلماميهلإداعلهونفدیلا

يزعلافيام”:ةضفارلافيءلاعلاوبألاقماكبولصمللذیملتلانفدنكاف.لماعلاينبماهـبلإا

.تىلا:ش194.هىهى:كش193
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you allege, because decisive evidence has been furnished for the invalidity
thereof [i.e. crucifixion]. Moreover, the causes of death are numerous, and
crucifixion is not distinguished as a cause.

{155} Among other things, there is a report about (Christ) that he said while
he was on the gibbet: ‘My Lord, my Lord, why have you forsaken me?’162

{156} This indicates that he was a servant who worshipped God, and it also
suggests that the Christians have created confusion and contradiction in the
Gospel, because they also claim that he sacrificed himself in order to save
the human species from the deceit of the Devil. How, then, is he reluctant
to let his life go now?163

{157} (Matthew) also mentions that Joseph [of Arimathea], a disciple of
Christ, requested the body of Christ from Pilate, who together with his men
had undertaken the crucifixion of Christ. So, he gave it to (Joseph), and he
went and buried him.164 Thereafter, (he alsomentions) that Christ rose from
the dead after three days.165

{158} I say: The crucified one,whomthe likeness of Jesus hadbeen cast upon,
was buried because of their conviction that he was (Christ), but had they
left himwithout burying him, then Christ would have returned to them and
there would have been another crucified person, and the truth would have
thus come out. However, God, Glorified is He, intended the emergence of
this ambiguity among the people. So, the disciple’s burying the crucified
one was like what Abū al-ʿAlāʾ [al-Maʿarrī (d. 449/1057)] said concerning the
Rāfiḍa: ‘There is no one to be blamed but Mughīra,166 and God knows best

162 See Matthew 27:46.
163 Ṭūfī has used this argument earlier. See Taʿlīq, §§26–27.
164 See Matthew 27:57–60.
165 See Matthew 28:6.
166 Perhaps this is a reference to the so-called ‘first Gnostic of Islam’, Mughīra b. Saʿīd

(d. 119/736) among the Ghulāt Rāfiḍīs. For a detailed account of his teachings, see S. Wasser-
strom, “The Moving Finger Writes: Mughīra B. Saʿīd’s Islamic Gnosis and the Myths of Its
Rejection”, HR, 25/1 (1985), pp. 1–29. As reported by heresiographers, Mughīra and some of
his followers claimed not to die and elaborated the theory of rajʿa, i.e. the return of the Imām
(Wasserstrom, p. 8). Maʿarrī’s criticism might be related to this aspect of Mughīra’s teaching,
although I have not been able to find the quote in his writings (such as Risālat al-ghufrān and
Rasāʾil al-Maʿarrī).
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ماقدقهوهمّوتف،هذیملاتلىإدهعیلءماسلانمداعحیـسلماماّنإو.“ةریسرللمعأاللهو195ةيرغلماىوس

.برقلانم

و231 ||.ذكسیلو،برقلافيبولصلماةّثجىقبتنأبجولاذكهرملأانكاول:لیق196نإف}159{

.ماقثمّ،هحُورايهلإتداعسىیعةّثجتنكااهـنألىعلّدف

،سىیعةّثجاهـنأهمداقتعلابرقلانمةّثلجاتاوقسرسىیعباصحأنّإ:لیقدق:انلق}160{

اومطَو،ذاولعفمهـنألتمحیف.ميهف197ةًیكاندويهلانمايهلعاونكانیاسرََلحااوذؤیلوأ

تلىإداعهحورنّأفياوّكشیلمهعوجرباوملعوحیـسلماداعاّلم.رخٓاعضومفيةّثلجا

ةّثلجاتاوقسردويهلانّألتميحو.باترلااهكلأةًنوفدمتتیقبو،هتّثجاهـنأهمداقتعلاةّثلجا

لوسرهنأنوفرعیاونكامهـنلأ،ثعَبُیسسىیعنّٔابدويهلالمعلسىیعباصحأاهـب198اومتهّأو

هموةّثلجادقَفُتنأةیـشخذاولعفو.ملاسلاهیلعاًدّمحماوركنأماكاًدانعهوركنأنكلو،الله

لاّئلوأ،ميهلعمقتنیف،ٍّبينبلصلىعاوبصّعتمهـنا�ِ�ٔمللرهظیف،حیـسلماةّثجاهـنودقتعی

،هیلعنكااموهنیدلىإسانلاعرَيهَْف،هتومدعبهثعبنمبرخأفحیـسلماقدصسانللرهظی

،لتممحاذهكلّ.ایـسنماًیـسناهوكرتوةّثلجاتاونفدمهـنإثم.ذنورثؤیاونكاامدويهلاو

:ك؛اومهـباوَ:ش198.هنكام:ش197.ولف:ش196.هيرغلمااوسىزعلاام:ك؛هغلماىوسىعلاام:ش195

.اوماو
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the inner content of the heart.’ Although Christ returned from heaven only
to enjoin upon his disciples (what he had intended), they were under the
illusion that he had risen from the grave.

{159} Then, if it is said: If the case were so, it would have been necessary for
the corpse of the crucified one to have remained in the grave, but it was not

231aso. Hence, it indicates that it was the corpse of Jesus to which his spirit had
returned, and he had thereafter risen.

{160}We say: It has been said that the companions of Jesus stole that corpse
from the grave because of their conviction that it was the corpse of Jesus,
or in order to trouble those Jewish guards who were established to guard
over it, out of defiance towards them. It is possible that (the companions
of Jesus) did it, and inhumed the corpse in another place. When Christ
returned and they learned about his return, theyhadnodoubt that (Christ’s)
spirit had returned to that corpse because of their conviction that it was
his corpse, while that one remained buried, eaten by the earth. It is also
possible that the Jews stole that corpse and accused the companions of Jesus
of stealing it, for the Jews knew that Jesus would be resurrected, because
they were aware of the fact that he was a messenger of God, although they
denied him obstinately just as they denied Muḥammad, peace be upon
him. Perhaps (the Jews) also did this out of fear that the corpse might be
lost, being convinced that it was the corpse of Christ, and then (on Christ’s
return) itwould becomeapparent to the king that they had leagued together
for the crucifixion of a prophet, and so he might take revenge on them.
It is also possible that (the Jews) did this lest the truthfulness of Christ
regarding whatever he had related about his resurrection after his death
should become apparent to the people, and the people should then hasten
to his religion and to his teachings, an eventuality the Jews could not have
tolerated.167 Therefore, they buried that corpse and left it in utter oblivion.
All this is possible, and the Christian affirmation stands in opposition to the

167 Ṭūfī might be inspired by the subsequent passage in Matthew 27:62–66: ‘The next day,
that is, after the day of Preparation, the chief priests and the Pharisees gathered before Pilate
and said, “Sir, we remember how that impostor said, while he was still alive, ‘After three days
I will rise.’ Therefore order the tomb to be made secure until the third day, lest his disciples
go and steal him away and tell the people, ‘He has risen from the dead,’ and the last fraud
will be worse than the first.” Pilate said to them, “You have a guard of soldiers. Go, make it as
secure as you can.” So they went and made the tomb secure by sealing the stone and setting
a guard.’



242 critical edition and translation

،حیـسلمافيطیرفتلافيءلاؤه،نومتهّمةبذكدنعناتفئاطلاو،دويهلايفنبضرَاعمىراصنلاتابثإو

.لمعأاللهو.هیفطارفلإافيءلاؤهو

تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلارخٓااذه}161{ تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا .تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا
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Jewish rejection, while both groups, according to our opinion, are convicted
liars, the latter for neglecting Christ and the former for exceeding the due
bounds with regard to him. And God knows best.168

{161} This is the end of the Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew.

168 Ṭūfī’s discussion over the body of the crucified seems to indicate his familiarity with
Jewish anti-Christian polemics regarding the fate of Jesus’ body. As early as the second
century an early Church father, Justin Martyr (ca. 100–165), writes about a Jewish claim that
Jesus’ body was stolen by his disciples in order to make it appear as if he had risen from
the dead (Justin Martyr, “Dialogue of Justin, Philosopher and Martyr, with Trypho, a Jew”,
The Ante-Nicene Fathers, eds. A. Roberts and J. Donaldson, Edinburgh, 1996, vol. I, p. 253,
in chapter CVIII). The same is repeated by Tertullian (ca. 160–230) who in addition reports
another Jewish allegation that Jesus’ body was removed by the gardener of the cemetery
‘lest his lettuces should be trampled by the throng of visitors’ (Tertullian, De Spectaculis, tr.
T.R. Glover, London, 1966, p. 299 in chapter XXX). Similarly, the Tolʾdoth Yeshu, a popular text
among medieval Jews, writes that ‘the body was taken out of the tomb by the gardener, who
threw it into the garden’s water-channel,’ but adds that it was subsequently ‘found in the
garden, in the very spot where it had been thrown by the gardener’ andwas ‘dragged through
the streets tied to the tail of a horse’ in order to expose the deception publicly (D. Ford and
M. Higton eds., Oxford Readers: Jesus, New York, 2002, p. 148).
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.رنوكینأزويجلاحیـسلمانّألىع�ّ�دلأاتقبـسدقو.اتهماقإفييعسلنودبّعتم

.ةمالحمكاهءاجاّلمسدقلاحورنعةیكاحذنمو}165{
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ام”:ةبتكلالاقتىح،“كاطختُرفغدق”:علخمللسمالخالصفلافيوقذنمو}167{

لاقینا5ٔ،سریا4ٔماّیأ”:عوسیلاقف“؟دحاولااللهلاّإاطلخارفغینأردقینم؟فیدجتلااذه

.شربأ:ش5.انما:ش4.لىاعتو–ك3.كىلاما:كش2.شقرم:ـهك؛شقرملینجإفيبلطم:ـهش1



[Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Mark]

{162} Let us now commence the Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Mark.

{163} Among other things, there is (Mark’s) statement in the prologue,
quoting from the Book of Isaiah, the prophet: ‘Behold, I sendmymessenger
ahead of you in order to make your way easy before you! A voice of one
cryingout in thewilderness: Prepare thewayof theLord, andmakeHispaths
easy.’1

{164} I say:What is meant by the ‘one crying out’ is John the Baptist; he used
to dwell in the desert, his food was locusts and wild honey, his clothes were
made from camel hair, and his girdle had come down from Adam over long
stretches of time. He used to baptise people in the River Jordan. Andwhat is
meant by ‘the Lord’ is God, Glorified and Exalted is He, not Christ, because
the ways of the revealed laws are the paths of God, Glorified and Exalted is
He, while the messengers are servants therein who devote their endeavour
to establishing them [i.e. the revealed laws]. The proofs that Christ cannot
be the Lord have already been mentioned earlier.

{165} Among other things, there is a quotation from the Holy Spirit when it
came to him in the likeness of a dove.2

{166} What is implied by this has already been mentioned in the Critical
Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew.3

{167} Among other things, there is his statement in chapter five, uttered to
the paralysed man:4 ‘I have indeed forgiven you your sins,’ upon which the
scribes said: ‘What is this blasphemy!Who is able to forgive sins but theOne
God?’ Then Jesus said: ‘Which is easier, to say to the paralysed man, “I have

231bindeed forgiven you your sins”, or to say, “Arise, take up your bed and go?”

1 Mark 1:2–3. See also Isaiah 40:3.
2 ‘You are my beloved Son, with whom I am well pleased.’ (Mark 1:11).
3 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§33–34.
4 Mukhallaʿ could be also translated as ‘epileptic’.
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ظ231 نبلاناطلسلانّأاوملعتل||؟بهذاوكریسرلحمافقم:لاقیوأ،كاطختُرفغدق:عّلخملل

.هریسرلميحماقف،عّلاأربأثم.“اطلخارفغینأضرلأالىعناسنلإا

سیلو،هتیّهلإضيتقیحیـسلمانمملااذهنأاوّنظثیحةبتكلاوىراصنلاتل:تلق}168{

هقلخفيهباوّنزـنبممهف.ميهلإهبویاماللهنعنوغّلبیضرلأافيهناحبـساللهلسرلب.ذك

.مهبهّناؤاطخأاذإمهـنأوأ،“اقحلاّإنوكمتحلاكمّنإف،تمیأرابماوكمحا”:ملهلوقینأزويج.هئوو

نّألالحاتفيهیلإوأحیـسلمانّأزئالجانفم.هناحبـساللهلىإةدنتسملصلأافيمكاحأو

اللهكمحواللهكمحهكمحنّألىعءًانبلعفلاهسفنلىإاًفیضماهـببرخٔاف.ترفغدقعّلااطخ

هنلأ،هسفنلىإلعفلافاضٔاف.ةمصعلهدیـیٔاتلىعءًانبمكاحلإافي�ً�وذٔامنكاهنأوأ،هكمح

.ءماسلافيهبینتـسموكملحضرلأافيلّقتـسلما

تُرفغدق:لوقیاللهنّإ”:لاقفهنعغیلبتلاًحصرّموأاللهنعغیلبتلاةّینبذلاقهنألتميحو}169{

اطختْرفغدق”هظفلنّألتميحو.حیـسلماتوصءافخوأعلجماةثركلمنهع“غیلبتلا”ظفليففخ“.ك

اطخعافمّسیلمامةغیصلىع“ك.ذبٔةروفغم”:اقوللینجإظفلنّااطخوهو،“ك

دانعلايدیدشةبتكلاو،حیـسلماواللهينباًددّترملاًمجملعافلانكاالمثم.عافمّسیلمامةغیصلىع

نوّنتمیتمینغتـسادق”:اولاقوهیلعاوضبقينحلینجلإاهبحصرّماك،اهـبهولتقیتىحتاثرعلا

لىعىراصنلامهقفاوو.رفاغلالعافلاوههنألىعهظفلاولحم،“فدّجدقوهاه،هیلعدوهشلانع
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This is so that youmay know that the Son ofMan has the authority on earth
to forgive sins.’ Then, he healed the paralysed man, and he arose, taking up
his bed.5

{168} I say: The Christians and the scribes are ignorant insofar as they
assume that this statement of Christ necessarily requires his divinity, for
this is not so. On the contrary, the messengers of God, the Glorified, on
earth convey from God what He reveals unto them. Thus, they are in the
position of His deputies among His creation, and His representatives. It
is conceivable that He would say to them: ‘Judge according to your opin-
ion, for verily you do not judge except justly,’ or when they make a mistake
He would alert them to it. So, their judgements actually rely on God, Glo-
rified is He. Consequently, it is conceivable that it was revealed to Christ
at that moment that the sins of the paralysed man had been forgiven.
Thus, (Christ) informed him about it, attributing the act to himself on
the basis that his own judgement is the judgement of God and the judge-
ment of God is his judgement. It is also conceivable that he was autho-
rised to pass judgement on the basis of his being supported by infallibility.
Hence, he attributed the act to himself, because he alone on earth pos-
sessed the right to judge, while He Who appointed him as a deputy is in
heaven.

{169} It is also possible that (Jesus) said this with the intention of conveying
information from God, or declaring that he was conveying this from Him,
and therefore he said: ‘God says: I have indeed forgiven you your sins.’
But then the expression ‘conveying’ remained unknown to them, because
the crowd was large or Christ’s voice was low. It is also possible that his
expression was: ‘Your sins have indeed been forgiven you,’ following a form
where the doer of the act is not designated [i.e. the passive form]. This is
how the expression in the Gospel of Luke is (written): ‘Your sins are forgiven
you,’6 thus following a formwhere thedoer of the act is not designated. Then,
since ‘the doer of the act’ was ambiguous, shifting between God and Christ,
and since the scribes, his fierce opponents, were hoping he would slip up,
so that they might kill him for it—just as the Gospels mention explicitly
when they arrested him and said: ‘Indeed, you have no need for witnesses

5 See Mark 2:5–12.
6 Luke 5:20.
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اذهنكل.هناحبـساللهرفاغلالعافلحیـسلمادارأاّنمإو.هتیّهلإهمداقتعاوحیـسلمافىهموّلغلمهفلااذه

حوقهدّریل:”اطلخارفغینأناسنلإانبلاناطلسلانّا6ٔاورظنتل“.ىقبیفحرخلأاتلا،

نوكینأطشرلب،قلاطلإالىعاًهلإنكابونارَفَْغلىّوتینأصحّنمنّٔابكملحاحّصیلااهعمو

نأناسنلإانبلاناطلسلانّإ”:وقوهو7،هتّینبالیزیامهمنضمّدقثمّ.هقوفكماحلالاقتـسم

.لمعأاللهو.هیلإبسنیلالاّإو،إنبالاواًهلإسیلهنألىعناسنلإانباهنوكبهبّنهنإف.“رفغی

لاامتبسلامویكباصحألعفدق”:نویّـسیرفلالاقاّلمسداسلالصفلافيذنمو}170{

وهشربلانباو.تبسلالجلأناسنلإاقليخلمو،تبسلانكاناسنلإالجأنم”:ملهلاق،“لّيح

.“تبسلابّر

و232 .هبجوأوهعشريالإاهنأيأ||“تبسلابّرشربلانبا”:وقنىعمنّأنوهمّوتیدق:تلق}171{

وأهيمرتحلمعیتينفم.سىوكم�ّ�قتـسمةعیشربحاصاللهلوسرنيّإ”:هانعمماّنإو،ذكسیلو

ةهلجاهذهنفم.“ليللاحوهف،هيمرتحليّإحویلمأو.هیحوواللهينبوكمنیبةطساولانيّلأ،یلتح

شربلانبا”:لوقیوهو،فیك.عراشلاليّصلأالإاهنأةنملا،“تبسلابّرأ”:لوقینأصحّ

.هومهفامهدارمسیلنألىعاًيهبنت“تبسلابّروه

.هسبل:ك7.اورظتیل:ش6
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against him; behold, he has indeed blasphemed’7—they interpreted his
expression to mean that he was the doer of the act of forgiveness. The
Christians agreewith themupon this understanding, because of their excess
regarding Christ and their belief in his divinity. However, by ‘the doer of
the act’ of forgiveness Christ only meant God, Glorified is He. But this
possibility is ruled out by his words: ‘that you may perceive that the Son
of Man has authority to forgive sins.’ Yet the other possibilities remain,
and in light of these it is not right to conclude that anyone who rightly
assumes the responsibility of forgiving sins is a god in any respect, but
rather it is a condition that he be independent, and that no other judge
exist above him. Moreover, his speech contains that which precludes his
(divine) sonship, namely, his words: ‘that the Son of Man has the authority
to forgive.’ Thus, he indicates by the fact of his being the Son of Man,
that he is neither a god nor the son of a god; otherwise it [i.e. the title
‘the Son of Man’] would not have been attributed to him. And God knows
best.

{170} Among other things, in chapter six (it is mentioned that) when the
Pharisees told him: ‘Your companions have indeed done what is not lawful
on the day of Sabbath’,8he said to them: ‘For the sake ofmanwas the Sabbath
established, and man was not created for the sake of the Sabbath. And the
Son of Man is the Lord of the Sabbath.’9

{171} I say: Perhaps they are under the illusion that themeaning of his words,
232a‘the Son of Man is the Lord of the Sabbath,’ is that he is the god who pre-

scribed it and made it obligatory. However, this is not so, rather its mean-
ing is only: ‘Verily, I am a messenger of God, possessor of an autonomous
revealed law (sharīʿa), just like Moses. Thus, it is through my agency that
(the Sabbath’s) unlawfulness or lawfulness is known, for I am the interme-
diary between you and God and His revelation. And to me its unlawfulness
has not been revealed, thus it is lawful for me.’ So, from this perspective it
is right for him to say: ‘I am the Lord of the Sabbath,’ and not that he is the
primal law-giving god. How could this be when he says: ‘the Son of Man is
the Lord of the Sabbath,’ indicating that what he meant is not what they
understood?

7 Matthew 26:65. See also Mark 14:63–64 and John 10:33.
8 Mark 2:24.
9 Mark 2:27–28.
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اذإاونكاةسنجحاورأوتاهاعمهـبتنكانیاو”:لاقهنمعباسلالصفلارخٓافيذنمو}172{

.“اللهنباوهتنأ:ينلئاقهمادّقاوطقسهوأر

تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلافي9هریرقتقبـساملیلدبنبظفلبهنع8اًزوّتجاللهدبعدارلماو}173{ تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا .تىّملینجإلىعقیلعتلا

بجّعتف،ةعالجماسیئرتنبةیّبصلا10ایحأاّلمهنأهنمشرعثلاثلالصفلارخٓافيذنمو}174{

بوقعی12اخأيمرم11نباراجّنلانبااذهسیلأ؟ةكملحاوةوّقلااذهنیأنم”:اولاقوهنمسانلا

ّبيننايهسیلأ”:عوسیملهلاقف.هیفنوّكشیاونكاو“؟دنعهتوخإسیلأ؟نوعشمواذويهواسویو

نمبعجو14،همأربا13ٔينلیلقضىرميرغةًدحاوةًوّقكانهعنصیلمو“؟هتیبوهباسنأدنعوهتبفيلاّإ

.مهـنايما�ّ�ٕق

تنهأدقّبينأو،هبفيلاّإّبيننايهلا”:همنىعمنّلأ،ّبينهنٔابهنميحصرتاذه:تلق}175{

.“يبفي

.إاهـبوهتوهلاةوّ،بيناهـبوهتوسةحیـسلما:لیقنإف}176{

لإانوكینأاذهلىعكممزلی15ثمّ.تىّملینجإلىعملافياذهباوجقبـسدق:انلق}177{

كمنمةفئاطهمو.ةیّلوللحاوةمسّالاّإينعجمأءلاقعلادنعلطوهو،ناسنإفصننوكیوأاًبّكرم

.مهـبةبرعلا،كملثموأ

.همرا:ش14.لیلق:كش13.وخا:كش12.نب:ش11.يىحا:كش10.هررقت:ش9.اوزوتج:ك8
.لم:ك15
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{172} Among other things, at the end of chapter seven of (his Gospel Mark)
says: ‘As for those who had diseases and unclean spirits, whenever they saw
him, they fell down before him saying: “You are the Son of God”.’10

{173} What is meant here is the ‘servant of God,’ employing the expression
‘son’ as a metaphor for (Jesus), as determined previously in the Critical
Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew.11

{174} Among other things, at the end of chapter thirteen of (Mark’s Gospel
it is reported that) when (Jesus) resuscitated a little girl, the daughter of
the community leader,12 the people marvelled at him and said: ‘Fromwhere
has he this power and wisdom? Is not this the son of the carpenter, the son
of Mary, the brother of Jacob, Joses, Judas and Simon? Are not his brothers
amongst us?’ They hadmisgivings concerning him. Then Jesus said to them:
‘Is a prophet despised anywhere but in his hometown, among his own kin
and inhis ownhouse?’Hedidnomightywork there, save the few sickpeople
he healed, and he marvelled at the scantiness of their faith.13

{175} I say: This is an explicit declaration from him that he is a prophet,
because the meaning of his speech is: ‘A prophet is nowhere despised but
in his hometown, and I am a prophet, who has indeed been despised in his
hometown.’

{176} If it is said: Christ has a human nature by which he is a prophet, and a
divine nature by which he is a god.

{177}We say: We have already addressed this while discussing the Gospel of
Matthew.14 Moreover, this compels you to believe that the god be composite
or that he be half human, which is absurd according to all intelligent peo-
ple, save the anthropomorphists and incarnationists. They are a sect from
among you or like you, who deserve no attention.

10 Mark 3:10–11.
11 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§36–40, 63, 81.
12 Mark 5:38–43.
13 Mark 6:2–6.
14 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§37–40.
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هذیملاتلىعينیّـسیرفلاوةبتكلاركانإقایـسفيركذهنمشرعنماثلالصفلافيذنمو}178{

.“هیفنمجرخامهسجّنیانمإ،جرخثمهافلخدامناسنلإاسجّنیلا”:ميهدیألسغنودبمهكلْأ

.تىّملینجإفيهیلعملاقبـسدقو}179{

لجرلاقلاطنعحیـسمللينیّـسیرفلالاؤسركذهنمنیشرعلاونماثلالصفلافيذنمو}180{

.هتأرما

يرثكتوافتاهيرغوةصّقلاهذهفيينلینجلإاينبو.تىّملینجإنمينعبرلأافيهركذقبـسدقو}181{

ظ232 يّمجعلانم||ابهیرعتواهدهعمداقتعمنىعلمتیورلیجلأاهذهنّألىعلّدیاذهو،ظفللافي

دقنوملسلمانكااذإو.ةًخوسممتراصاهـنأضيتقیاذهو.اهلةنمزلأاوخاسّنلالوادتوّبيرعلالىإ

همؤمالعفلتخاودملأاصرقوةدّلمابرقعمنىعلممنهیبةّنـسةیاورلجلأيمظعفلاخمنهیبعقو

عملیجلأاهذهـبكّنظافم،مكاحلأااحتـسانماًرذحاًدیدشاًفلاتخانىعلمةیاورلازاوجفي

؟اوقرواهـتاغلفلاتخاواهـتدّملوط
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{178} Among other things, in chapter eighteen of (Mark’s Gospel), it is
mentioned within the context of the scribes’ and Pharisees’ disapproval of
his disciples’ eating without washing their hands (that Christ said): ‘It is not
what enters hismouth and then comes out that defiles aman, but onlywhat
comes out of his mouth defiles him.’15

{179}Wehave already discussed thiswith respect to theGospel ofMatthew.16

{180} Among other things, in chapter twenty-eight of (Mark’s Gospel), there
is an account of the Pharisees asking Christ about aman divorcing his wife.17

{181} We have already mentioned this while commenting on chapter forty
of the Gospel of Matthew.18 With regard to this story and others, there are
many verbal inconsistencies between the twoGospels, indicating that these
Gospels were transmitted by meaning (rather than verbatim), in addition

232bto the fact that they belong to the ancient past, and were translated from a
foreign language into Arabic and then passed on by different copyists and
at different times. Thus it is not surprising that they have become distorted.
So, when great disagreement has occurred even among the Muslims due
to the transmission of the Sunna among them by meaning, despite the
proximity of the period and the brevity of time,19 and when even these
scholars strongly disagreed regarding the permissibility of transmission by
meaning out of concern that the rulings might change, what then is one to
think of these Gospels, in light of the remoteness of the period [in which
they were written] and the divergences of their languages and editions?20

15 See Mark 7:15.
16 See Matthew 15:11; Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§82–91.
17 See Mark 10:2–9.
18 See Matthew 19:3–9; Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§104–108.
19 In general Ṭūfī seems to be concerned about the presence of disagreement within reli-

gion. He writes that if someone from the ahl al-dhimma were drawn towards Islam, deep
disagreement and difference of opinion in religiousmattersmay still deter him fromembrac-
ing Islam, for conflict is disliked by human nature (see Ṭūfī, Risāla fī riʿāyat al-maṣlaḥa, ed.
A. ʿAbd al-Raḥīm al-Sāyiḥ, Cairo, 1993, p. 39).

20 In his apology (Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 328), Ṭūfi further says that the ahl al-kitāb rely
on ‘writing’ (khaṭṭ) rather than ‘memory’ (ḥifẓ), and on the transmission of the ‘meaning’
(maʿnā) rather than the ‘word’ (lafẓ). By juxtaposing the Christian scripture and the corpus
of the Sunna in Muslim tradition, Ṭūfī shares similar views to Ibn Taymiyya, who also
regards the Gospels to be of the same status as the ḥadīth collections. They transmit parts
of Christ’s speech and his deeds in a similar fashion to the works of the ḥadīth collectors, the
biographers, and the narrators of the Prophet’s campaigns (Michel, A Muslim Theologian’s
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17هنزِْكاوينكاسمللهطعأو16امكلّعب”:لجرللاقاّلمنیشرعلاوعساتلالصفلافيذنمو}182{

:عوسیلاقف.“كانعبتوءشيكلّانكرتدقننحاه”:سرطبلاقف،لجرلالىعبعصف،“ءماسلافي

لاًقحوأيننبوأةًأرماوأامأوا�ً�ٔأوأتٍاوخأوأةًوخإوا�ً�ٔویبكرتدحأسیلهنإكمللوقأقّلحا”

بأوتاوخأوةوخإولزانمنامزلااذهفينٓلاافعضةئامذخٔایوهولاّإتيراشبلجلأوليجلأ

نورخٓاو،نیرخٓا20نونوكی19نويرثكنولوّأ.ةدّبؤلماةایلحا18تيٓلاارهافيودئادشلافييننبومّأو

.“ينلوّأ

.ةرخٓلاافيهفاعضأىطعیجلأایناعاتمنماًئیشكرتنمنّٔابانهاهحیـسلمابرخأدق:تلق}183{

ةوخا21ٕةعبـسفيلینجلإااذهنمينثلاثلاونماثلافيوتىّملینجإفيهنعاوكحامضقانیاذهو

دحٔاف.“ةكئلالمكانونوكیلب،ةرخٓلاافيحكانلا”:ملهلاقثیحىترتةًدحاوةًأرمااوجوّزتنیا

قوثولاطقسیهنإف22،نكاامأو.كاذامّإواذهامّإ،اًمزجهیلعقلتمخو،اًعطقهنعلطينملا

ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمقدصفيحدقىراصنلاضعبنّإفاًضیأو.ايهفهیلعبذكلاعوقوللیجلأاهذهـب

�ٕ�هرابخجلأهجوزكرتنمنّألینجلإافيحیـسلماصّناذهنّلأ،هیلعدّریاذهو.ةّنلجافيحكانل

.ةئمااةایلحافياهفاعضأذخأ

هایتٔایلهذیملاتنميننثالسرأيملشورینماوبرقاّلمينثلاثلاونياثلالصفلافيذنمو}184{

.“هیلإجاتيحبّرلانّإلاوق”23:لاقو،هبكریرمابح

امأو–ك22.ةعبـسلا:ك21.ونوكی:ش20.يرثك:كش19.في+كش18.هثركاو:ش17.ماكل:كش16

.لاقف:ك23.نكا

Response, p. 235).What ismore, they also bear a resemblance to the ḥadīth collections, in that
although they contain true statements of the Prophet, some of these ḥadīths are in fact weak
and inaccurate reports (ibid., p. 229). In both their genre and the means of transmission, the
Gospels are seen as parallel to the Sunna, the second source of textual authority forMuslims,
but not to the Qurʾan, the divine word.
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{182} Among other things, in chapter twenty-nine (it is mentioned that)
when (Jesus) said to aman: ‘Sell everything you have and give it to the poor,
thus you shall treasure it in heaven,’ this was hard on the man,21 then Peter
said to (Jesus): ‘Look,wehave left everythingbehind, andhave followedyou.’
And Jesus said to him: ‘Truly I say to you that there is no one who has left
houses, or brothers, or sisters, or father, or mother, or wife, or children, or
fields, for my sake and for the sake of my glad tidings,22 but he shall receive
a hundredfold now in this time of hardship: houses, brothers, sisters, father,
mother and children, and in the age to come he shall receive eternal life.
Many that are first shall be last, and the last first.’23

{183} I say: Christ has declared here that whoever leaves anything from the
commodities of this world for his sake will be given it manifold in the Here-
after. But this contradicts thatwhich they narrate about him in theGospel of
Matthew24 and in (chapter) thirty-eight of this Gospel25 regarding the seven
brothers who married the same woman one after another, when he said to
them: ‘There is no marriage in the Hereafter; rather they shall be like the
angels.’ Therefore, one of the two statements fromhim is definitely false and
an absolute fabrication about him, either this one or that. But whichever it
is, confidence in these Gospels has been lost, because a lie about (Christ)
has occurred therein.Moreover, a certain Christian has impugned the truth-
fulness of Muḥammad, peace be upon him, regarding the information he
gave about marriage in Paradise. Yet this present case refutes him, because
this is a literal quotation from Christ in the Gospel stating that whoever
leaves his wife for his sake will receive many like her in the everlasting
life.

{184} Among other things, in chapter thirty-two, (it is mentioned that)
when (Jesus and his companions) approached Jerusalem, he sent two of his
disciples in order to bring him a donkey to ride and said: ‘Say that the lord
needs it’.26

21 See Mark 10:21–22.
22 Or ‘my Gospel’.
23 Mark 10:28–31.
24 See Matthew 22:23–30.
25 See Mark 12:18–25.
26 Mark 11:1–3.
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دیّـسلانّأهریدقتو.ردیّـسلانومّسیاونكامهـنلأ،“هیلإجاتيحدیّـسلانّإ”:ذنىعمو}185{

ميهّبریموقلاسیئرنّأكّشلاو،بيّرلماوهبّرلاو،ةسرلاهيوةدایـسلاوددوسلانمذوخٔام

تيٓلاا24كرابم”:ةصّقلاهذهءانثأفيملهوقذلىعلّدیو.هیّبرینلمبيّرلماةیبتركمهلحاصمفيرظنیو

و233 تيٓلااوه،حیـسلمانيعی،“بّرلاسماذإبّرلانّأ||ينّعتف.دحاوبّرلاّإلماعللسیلواللهسم

.لإاوهفهناحبـساللههبيسمّاذإو،دیّـسلاهانعفمحیـسلماهبىمّسی

عسما:اصولالوّأ”:لاقف،هیصّوینأبتكالا�ٔ�اساّلمينثلاثلاوعساتلافيذنمو}186{

“.وهدحاوبّرلا25،انهلإبّرلا!لیئاسرإ

هیفسبللايادیحوتلملااذهفيتىأفیكهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلمالىإاورظناف}187{

،هیلإهفاضأهنلأ،يرغهنٔابوهتّینادحوببرخأوه.دحاوهيرغإو26ههلإنّٔاببرخأهنإف.هیلعةبرغلاو

حیـسلما”:لوقینمنّلأ،ىراصنلايأرلفٍانماذهو.هیلإفاضلماوفاضلماریاغتبجوتةفاضلإاو

قبـساملىع،ةًفصوأاًرهوجهتامونقأوهلوقی“هنباوه”:لوقینمو.ةرهاظهتافانفم“اللهوه

قیلعتلااذهلئاوأفيهریرقت قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا قیلعتلا حیحصلاهمدنعتباثلاصّنلااذهـبندقف.ثولاثلافيملهوقلىعءًانب،قیلعتلا

هبتىأاموهنیدوهیلعاللهتاولصسىیعيأربقّحأينملسلمانّأو،حیـسلمانیدلىعاوسیلمهـنأ

.اًئمادذلىعدلحما�ّ�لف27.منهمةعیشرلالوصأنم

.منهیب:ش27.هه:كش26.انه:كش25.لزانم:ش24
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{185} This means: ‘the master needs it’, because they used to refer to a
‘master’ by the name ‘lord’. Its implication is that theword ‘master’ is derived
from ‘chiefdom’ and ‘mastery’, which means ‘leadership’, while the word
‘lord’ signifies ‘educator’, however, there is no doubt that the leader of the
people educates them and looks after their interests just as an educator
educates those whom he educates. This is indicated by their words in the
course of this account: ‘Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord’,27
meaning Christ, for he is the one who comes in the name of God, and the

233aworld has but one Lord. Thus, it becomes clear that whenever Christ is
named ‘lord’, then itsmeaning is ‘master’, whilewheneverGod, theGlorified,
is named by it, then it means ‘deity’.

{186} Among other things, in chapter thirty-nine, (it is mentioned that)
when the scribe asked (Christ) to advise him, (Christ) answered him: ‘The
first of the commandments is: “Hear, O Israel: The Lord is our God, the Lord
is one indeed”.’28

{187} Look how Christ, may the blessings of God be upon him, presents in
this statement a confirmation of the unity of God without any ambiguity or
fault. Thus, he declares that his God and the God of others is one. (Christ)
declares (God’s) oneness and that he himself is other than (God), because
he connected (the noun ‘God’) to himself in the genitive construction (evi-
denced in his saying ‘our God’), and a genitive construction necessitates
the differentiation between the governing noun (muḍāf) and the governed
noun (muḍāf ilayh). This is incompatible with the Christian view, because
if one claims that ‘Christ is God’, the incompatibility of his statement with
(Christ’s statement) is manifest. And whoever claims that ‘he is (God’s) son’,
also claims that he is a hypostasis of (God’s) essence by substance or by
attribute, as has been established previously in the first parts of this Crit-
ical Commentary, based on their views regarding the Trinity.29 Thus, it has
become evident through this scriptural text, which is confirmed among
them and regarded as authentic, that they are not following Christ’s reli-
gion and that the Muslims have a better claim to the view of Christ, may
the blessings of God be upon him, his religion and whatever he has brought
from the principles of the revealed religion than (the Christians). And praise
be to God for this forever.

27 Mark 11:9.
28 See Deuteronomy 6:4 and Mark 12:28–29.
29 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§8–11.



258 critical edition and translation

ناعشمتیبفي28اینعتیبفينكاحیـسلمانّأركذينعبرلأاوعبارلالصفلافيذنمو}188{

:اولاقوذیملاتلاايهلعركنٔاف.حیـسلماهب29تبیّطف،نثملايرثكبیطاهعمةأرماتءافج،اًئكّتمصربلأا

فيكمدنعينكاسلما!تلعفامّعن!اهوعد”:حیـسلمالاقف.“لىوأنكالينكاسلمالىعهبقدّصُتوعَیبِول”

نكامكلّنّإكمللوقأقّلحا.نيفيدسج31تبیّط30اهـنإو.ينحكلّفيكمدنعتسلأو،ينحكلّ

.“اهل34ةًركذتهذهتعنصابمقطنُیلماعلاعیجمفيلینجلإا33اذهـبهیف32زرَكُی

ةایحفياًدوجومنكالینجإلىإةراشإنكانإ؟اذاملىإةراشإ“لینجلإااذه”وقف:تلق}189{

:ملهلوقنذئنیحو.ةعبرلأالیجلأاهذهلاّإمنهیبفرعیلاو،ىراصنلاينبفرعیلاكاذفحیـسلما

ةفرّمحدّبميـهفلیجلأاهذهامّأو.هیفقّلحانّإف،هیلعكمقفاونلهیلإراشلما35لینجلإااذهاوتاه

نمةًرو،بصّعتلاودانعلاةنمةرةیاورلاةو،نىعلمنمةرةغللىإةغلنماهلقنة،

،حیـسلمادهعلىعةًدوجومنكتلمهذهفلیجلأاهذهلىإةراشإنكانإو.اهلكملیؤاتداسفنمةرو

.ةنـسينثلاثلىإونحهدعبفّنصاهرخٓاو،يننـسنبحیـسلمادوعصدعبنكافّنصلینجإلوّألب

ش34.اذه:كش33.زركت:ش32.بیط:كش31.انما:ك30.بیطف:ش29.انیعتیبفي:كش28

.لیجلأافینصتنایبفيبلطم:ـهش35.هركذب:ك
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{188} Among other things, in chapter forty-four, it is mentioned that Christ
was in Bethany in the house of Simon the leper reclining, and a woman
with an expensive perfume came and perfumed Christ with it. The disciples
scolded her, saying: ‘Had it been sold and the money given to the needy, it
would have beenmore appropriate’. Then Christ said: ‘Leave her alone! How
well shehas done! Theneedy are among youall the time, but I amnot among
you all the time. She has perfumed my body for my burial. Truly I tell you,
wherever this Gospel is preached in the whole world, what this woman has
done shall be spoken of, in memory of her.’30

{189} I say: What does his statement, ‘this Gospel,’ allude to? If it is an
allusion to a Gospel which existed in the lifetime of Christ, then that is not
acknowledged among the Christians, for nothing is acknowledged by them
but these four Gospels. In that case, we say to them: Give us this Gospel
that is alluded to (in this verse), so that we may agree with you upon it, for
the truth is in it. As for these Gospels (we observe today), they have been
changed and altered at times through wilfulness and fanaticism, at times
by way of transmission by meaning, at other times by translation from one
language to another, and yet at other times by your corrupt interpretation of
them.31 Yet if it is an allusion to these Gospels, then they did not exist during
the timeofChrist, but rather, the firstGospelwas compiled eighty years after
the ascension of Christ and the last of themwas compiled about thirty years

30 See Mark 14:3–9.
31 In his later work Ṭūfī differentiates between, as he calls it, taḥrīf tabdīl (textual alter-

ation) and taḥrīf taʾwīl (erroneous interpretation). He underlines that there are two dif-
ferent opinions among the Muslim scholars, some of whom take taḥrīf to mean ‘textual
alteration’, whilst others refer to ‘misinterpretation’. In the secondary literature, very often
Ibn Ḥazm is presented as the champion of the former and Ghazzālī of the latter, although
both approaches already existed and developed simultaneously from the very beginning of
Muslim-Christian theological encounters. Yet earlier Muslim polemicists tackled this ques-
tion and put emphasis either on the former position or the latter. Ṭūfī nevertheless prefers
a synthesis of the two, holding some parts of the text as subject to alteration and yet regard-
ing others as a result of incorrect interpretation (Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. I, p. 278; vol. II, p. 107).
Thus, he differentiates between taking ‘words out of their context’ (ʿan mawāḍiʿih) (Q 5:13)
and changing ‘words from their places’ (min baʿḍ mawāḍiʿih) (Q 5:41), the former referring to
taḥrīf taʾwīl and the latter to taḥrīf tabdīl (ibid., vol. II, p. 108). In this subtle categorisation, he
seems to follow a similar approach to that of his teacher Ibn Taymiyya who, relying on the
Qurʾanic verses 4:46 and 3:78, also held that alteration (taḥrīf) meant two separate things:
‘tampering with revelation and distorting through false interpretation,’ namely, taḥrīf al-lafẓ
and taḥrīf al-maʿnā (see Memon, Ibn Taimīya’s Struggle, p. 95; and for a detailed analysis of
Ibn Taymiyya’s assessment of taḥrīf, seeMichel,AMuslimTheologian’s Response, pp. 112–120).
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ظ233 اذهفي“اذه”ةظفلنّأتملعثحبلا||اذهتلمّٔاتاذإف؟ايهلإيرشیتىححیـسلمادنعتنكانیٔاف

همّوتلاهـتدزلىع36هبصّعتحم،منهمينلهالجاينبصّعتلماضعباهدازحیـسلمالىعوحنمملا

اهـنأتبثاذإو.هدعبنلمهبذكوهتنایخروهظكاردإنمهعنمو،حیـسلماصّنبةتبلیجلأانّأ

.قلتمخلوحنماهثركأوأاهـنأزاولجلیجلأاهذهـبقوثولاطقساهللصألاوحنم

اهـبهتراشإوهمنمهيلب،حیـسلمالىعةقلتمخلاووحنمةظفللاهذهتسیل:لیقنإف}190{

ضعبهنلألاًینجإلّقنإوملاذيسمّو.ةروكذلماةأرلماةصّقنمهیفهيياملاسفنلىإ

.�ًٓ�ارقنٓارقلاضعبتمنأنومّستماك،اًزامجضعبلالىعكلّلاسملااًقلاطإلینجلإا

.هضعب:ش36
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after that one.32 So where did Christ have them such that he could allude to
233bthem? In sum, if you reflect upon this discussion, you will realise that the

expression ‘this’ in this statement is falsely attributed to Christ, having been
inserted by some fanatic ignoramus from among (the Christians), whose
fanaticism induced him to insert it under the illusion that the Gospels were
established by Christ’s direct words, while his ignorance prevented him
from perceiving his obvious betrayal and deceit towards those after him.
Therefore, once it is proven that this is a false attribution without any basis,
confidence in these Gospels is lost, due to the possibility that they may be
in their entirety or for the greater part a false attribution (to Christ) and a
fabrication.33

{190} If it is said: This expression is neither a false attribution to, nor a
fabrication about Christ, but rather, it is from his words and by it he alludes
to the very statement which contains the story of the above-mentioned
woman. Despite its brevity this statement is called by the name ‘Gospel,’ for
it is part of the Gospel, in that one applies the name of the whole to part of
it metaphorically, just as you call parts of the Qurʾan by the name ‘Qurʾan’.

32 See also Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 66. This appears to be an approximate date supported by
manyMuslim authors. For instance, according to Dimashqī, the time gap between Jesus and
the evangelists was ‘a hundred years andmore,’ and between Jesus and Paul ‘about a hundred
and fifty years’ (Ebied and Thomas,Muslim-Christian Polemic, pp. 394, 396, 402).

33 The process of religious corruption in Christianity is a continuous theme in Ṭūfī’s
thought. Throughout his work he intends to establish a link between the deformation of
Christ’s true message in the formative period of Christianity and the subsequent devel-
opments in Church history. This conforms to other Muslim sources in which anti-Pauline
accounts form only the first stage of a long history of aberration and alteration. In the writ-
ings ofQarāfī (Ajwiba, pp. 327–328), Dimashqī (Ebied andThomas,Muslim-ChristianPolemic,
pp. 172, 182, 184, 210, 212, 266, 288, 428, 432) and before them those of ʿAbd al-Jabbār, Christian
deviation is portrayed as a gradual process (a translation of ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s relevant text is
found in S.M. Stern’s “ ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s Account of how Christ’s Religion was Falsified by the
Adoption of RomanCustoms”, JTS, 19 (1968), pp. 134, 134–145; on ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s narratives on
Paul, Constantine and early developments in Christianity, see G.S. Reynolds, A Muslim The-
ologian in the Sectarian Milieu: ʿAbd al-Jabbār and the Critique of Christian Origins, Leiden,
2004, pp. 163–174). According to these authors, Christ’s religion was not altered all at once,
but gradually in stages. Differences of opinion about Christ first appeared among Jesus’ early
followers, because of Paul’s deceitful activities. Thiswas followed by the emergence of several
diverse Gospels, thewhole process reaching its apogeewhenConstantine forcefully imposed
his corrupt understanding of Christianity upon his subjects and established the Christian
creed in the Council of Nicea, they conclude. Ṭūfī does not refer to these details. Neverthe-
less, he maintains that the Christian faith was deformed and its scriptures were corrupted
throughout history.
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تيلاةبّكرلماءماسلأانمماهو.دنعفحصلماابقُوهكمدنعلینجلإانّلأ،حّصیلااذه:تلق}191{

لاقیلاف.ةبّكرلماءاضعلأانماهونحورهظلاوسأرلاولجرلاودیلكا،اهّكلسمااهءزجلىع37قَلطُتلا

سأرلاضعبللاو،دیدیلاضعبللاقیلاماك،فحصمفحصلماضعبللاو،لینجإلینجلإاضعبل

اهءزجلىع38قلطتتيلاةطیـسبلاءماسلأانمبرعلاةغلفيهقاقتـشارابتعوهف،نٓارقلاامّأو.سأر

هنلأ،علجماوهوءرقلانمنٓارقلاقاقتـشانّلأ،بصَعَلاوقرْعِلاومظعلاومحللاومحشلكا،اهّكلسما

اًيرسیاًءزجنكانإو�ًٓ�ارقنكاذنمءشيباًعماجنكا39امكلّف.مكاحلأاوصصقلاوأملاعجم

ءالماضعبلو،ملحمحللاضعبلو،مشحمحشلاضعبللیقماك،نٓارقنٓارقلاضعبللیقاذهلف.هنم

.ذونحو،ءام

:عضوميرغفيهیفلاقثیحكمباتكلزنذبوكمدنعنٓارقلايرظنوهلینجلإالب:لیقنإف}192{

لااوَةَاَروْتلالَزَنْاوَ﴿


اقحَهِیَْلَعادًعْوَ﴿:رخٓاعضومفيو،﴾نَاَقرْفُْلالَزَنْاوَسِانللىًدهُلُبَْقنْمِلَینجِْ

لااوَةِاَروْتلافيِ


هضعبلىعقلطینأزاجفحصلمالانٓارقلاابقلینجلإانكااذإو.﴾نِٓارْقُْلاو40َلِینجِْ

لاًینجإهاسمّهنیعبذهملىإةًراشإحیـسلمانماذهنوكینأحّصیذئنیحو.نٓارقلكاهّكلسما

.لینجلإاضعبنكانإو

اذهسیلدنعنٓارقلل42اًنیرقننحهتبثنيالینجلإانّلا41ٔ،طلغوهمواذه:تلق}193{

نإو.كمدنعاًدوجومسیلذو،سىوملىعةاروتلكاسىیعلىعلزنأباتكلب،كمیدیٔابيا

فيوناقرفلالزناوسانللىدهلبقنم–ش40.ماكلف:كش39.قدصت:كش38.قدصت:كش37

فحاصلمانأكّشلا:لوقأ،“طلغوهمواذهتلق”وق:ـهش41.لینجلإاوةاروتلافياقحهیلعادعورخٓاعضوم

ىراصنلادنعةخسنةثلاثةاروتلانإو.بيّأفحصمو،دوعسمفحصمو،ةصفحفحصمو،نعفحصم:ةعبرأدنع

شقرملینجإوتىّملینجإ:ةعبرألینجلإانّإو.ةرماسلادنعةخسنودويهلادنعةخسنوينعبـسلا]…[ءماكلحاةخسنيأ

نّأكّشلاو.نٓارقلافيهنعلىاعتاللهبرخأماكلینجلإاوةاروتلافيعقوفیرحتلانّأكّشلاو.اّنحویلینجإواقوللینجإو

وهاذه.سىیعلىعلزنأياوهةعبرألىإمسقنلمالینجلإااذكو،سىوملىعتلزنأتيلاهيةثلاثلىإةمسقنلماةاروتلا

.ابیرق:ش42.نیاليو.فاصنلإا
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{191} I say: This is incorrect, for the Gospel you possess is the counterpart
of the Muṣḥaf we possess.34 And they both belong to the class of complex
nouns in which the name of its whole cannot be applied to part of it, such
as the nouns ‘hand’, ‘leg’, ‘head’, ‘back’ and similar complex organs. Thus,
part of the Gospel cannot be called ‘Gospel’, neither can part of the Muṣḥaf
be called ‘Muṣḥaf’, just like part of a hand cannot be called ‘hand’, or part
of the head cannot be called ‘head’. As for the Qurʾan, with respect to its
derivation in the Arabic language, it belongs to the [class of] simple nouns
in which the name of its whole can be applied to part of it, such as [the
nouns] ‘fat’, ‘meat’, ‘bone’, ‘vein’ and ‘nerve’, because the Qurʾan is derived
from the root qarʾ (qāf-rāʾ-hamza) which means ‘to bring together’, since
it is a collection of statements, stories and rulings. So, whenever someone
brings anything of these together, it is a ‘Qurʾan’, even if it is a small portion
of it. Therefore, a part of the Qurʾan is called Qurʾan, just as part of the fat is
called fat, part of the meat is called meat, part of water is called water, and
the like.

{192} If it is said: Rather, the Gospel is the equivalent of the Qurʾan you
possess, and by that name your scripture was brought down, as it says in
it in a number of places: ‘And He has sent down the Torah and the Gospel
aforetime, as a guidance for mankind. And He has sent down the Criterion
(Furqān)’,35 and in another place: ‘A promise which is binding on Him in
the Torah and the Gospel and the Qurʾan.’36 And since the Gospel is the
counterpart of the Qurʾan, not of the Muṣḥaf, it is permitted that the name
of the whole be applied to part of it, as in the case of the Qurʾan. In that case,
it is correct that the expression ‘this’ originates from Christ as an allusion to
that very statement of his which he called a ‘Gospel’, even if it is part of the
Gospel.

{193} I say: This is delusion and error, because the Gospel we acknowledge
to be associated with the Qurʾan we possess is not this one which is in
your hands, but rather it is a scripture sent down to Jesus, just as the Torah
was sent down to Moses, and that one is not in your possession. But if you
bring that one to us, we will agree with you upon it, for we know that it

34 Muṣḥaf (pl. maṣāḥif) literally signifies a volume bound between two covers. As a term
it is generally used in reference to a copy of the Qurʾān.

35 Q 3:3–4.
36 Q 9:111.
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اذهامّأو.اللهدنعنمقّحعیلجمانّلأ،دنعامفلايخلاهنألمعن�ّ�لأ،هیلعكمانقفاوهبوتمئج

ولميخراتلاةئیهلىعهدعبفّنصاّنمإو،حیـسلمالىعلزـنیلم،هنورتماكوهف،كمیدیٔابيالینجلإا

و234 ،اًبّكرملاواًطیـسبهنومّستتىحتمنأهنودتجلاهبننحفترعنياف||.ةيرسوهدوعصوحیـسلما

.كماوعدتابثإلىإنذإكمللیبسلاف.هتطاسبكمللمّسنلاهنودتجياو

نضمفيوهو،هميرغسانللوهذیملاتلوقینكاياحیـسلماموهلینجلإا:لیقنإف}194{

هتيرسحشرهیلا�ً�ٕومضمهدعب43نوّدیـسهمنّألمعهنأزويجذئنیحو.ةعبرلأالیجلأاهذه

هنألمعياهمعومجملىإ“اذه”وقبةراشلإاتعقوف.لاًینجإىمّسیهنأوهبلصوهوميخرو

.ةحیصحةراشإتو،لاًینجإىمّسیو44نوّدیـس

.كمعفنیلاهنأعملوّلأاكملاؤسنمحلصأاذه:تلق}195{

لاًوأامّأ}196{ لاًوأ لاًوأ لاًوأ لاًوأ لاًوأ لاًوأ اللهوهحیـسلمانّأنمكمیأرلىعءًانب“حیـسلماموهلینجلإانّإ”:كملوقنّلأفلاًوأ

راسرألىعهعلاطّهیبأمفيفصرّتیوهفاللهنباهنا45ٔوأ،ءایبنلأاعیجملىإولمامّكلتلماوهف

ذانلطبأدقننحو.هبنوحصرّمتمنأماكدحاوإاًعیجمسدقلاحوروهوبأووههنلأ،هتوهلا

.عرفلاتبثیلالصلأاعنمعمو،هوكمانعنمو

اًینامّأو}197{ اًین اًین اًین اًین اًین اًین نّألمع”:كملوقنّإفاًینإحیـسلمانّألىعاًضیأءًانب“هیلإةراشإف46نوّدیـسهم،ٔوا

اّنمإلب؛دنععونمماًضیأاذهو.نوكیوأنكااممّءشيهیلعىفيخلا،بیغلالمعیهنأولإانبا

مُلِاَع﴿:سدّقلمانٓارقلافيلاقماك،هیلعاللههعلطااملاّإبیغلانملمعیلاوسرواللهدبعهدقتعن

.نودبیس:ش46.و:ش45.نودبیس:ش44.نودبیس:ش43
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does not disagree with what we possess, because all of them contain the
truth from God. As for this Gospel which is in your hands, and which is as
you see, it was not sent down to Christ, but rather it was compiled only
after him in the mode of a historical account about the birth of Christ

234aand his ascension and as a biography of him. However, (the Gospel) we do
recognise, you cannot find extant, so that youmay call it ‘simple’ rather than
‘complex’, while the one you do find in your hands, we do not concede to
you its simple character. Consequently, there is noway for you to prove your
allegation.

{194} If it is said: The Gospel is the very speech of Christ which he used to
utter to his disciples and other people and it is contained within these four
Gospels. In this case, it is conceivable that he knew that his speech would
be put into writing after him, to which would be added an explanation of
his conduct and a historical account of his birth and crucifixion, and that it
would be called a ‘Gospel’. Thus, the allusion in his word ‘this’ refers to the
totality of his speech which he knew would be put into writing and which
would be called a ‘Gospel’, and that is a valid allusion.

{195} I say: This is sounder than your first objection, despite the fact that it
does not give you any benefit.

{196} Firstly, this is so because your statement, ‘the Gospel is the very
speech of Christ,’ is in accordance with your opinion that Christ is God
Himself, hence he is the one who speaks and sends revelation to all the
prophets; or that he is the Son of God and therefore he acts freely over
the dominion of his Father by being acquainted with the secrets of His
divinity, because he, his Father and the Holy Spirit are all together one
god, as you openly declare. However, we have already proved this to be
invalid and have rejected it, and if the root is rejected, the branch cannot
endure.

{197} Secondly, your statement, ‘he knew that his speech would be put
into writing, hence this is an allusion to it’, is also in accordance with
(your opinion) that Christ is a god or the Son of God and that he knows
the Unseen, therefore nothing of what has happened or will happen is
hidden to him. However, we also reject this; rather, we believe he is only
a servant of God and His messenger who does not know anything of the
Unseen except what God has informed him about, as He says in the Holy
Qurʾan: ‘(God is) the Knower of the Unseen, and He does not disclose
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ااًدحَاهِبِیَْغلىََعرُهِظُْیلاََفبِیْغَْلا

هِمِْلعِنْمِءٍشيَْبِنَوطُیيحُِلاَوَ﴿:وقو،﴾لٍوسُرَنْمِضىََترْانِمَلا

ا

.﴾ءَاَشَمابِلا

اًثلامّأو}198{ اًثل اًثل اًثل اًثل اًثل اًثل إفاًثل�ّ�وهلینجلإانّأكمللمّسننأریدقتبنمهطلاخامتمیأردقنكل،سىیعم

انمكمانیرأدقامو،هتارابعفلاتخاعمينیّلینجلإامكمنمفصنینمدنعهیفضقانتلاولخ

نعلاًضفةعیشرعورفهیلعنىبیثیبحقوثوهبىقبیلاهنٔاشاذهامو47.بصّعتیلاوكميرغنمو

ىقبنریدقتلااذهلىعف.ةنـسفلأونحفویـسلايهلعسانلالتتقی،ةعیشرلوصأهیلعنىبینأ

كّشلىفكو.هیلعوحنموأحیـسلمامنمهيلهلمعیلا.ةروكذلما“اذه”ةظفلفي48ينكّكشتم

.لاًلاض

عوسیبّرلامهمّكلامدعبنمو”:هنمرخٓلااوهوينعبرلأاونماثلالصفلافيوقذنمو}199{

“.اللهينيمنعسلجوءماسلالىإعفترا

.ينككشم:كش48.بصعتنلاو:ش47
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His secret to anyone save a messenger He has chosen,’37 as well as His
words: ‘while they encompass nothing of His knowledge save what He
wills.’38

{198} Thirdly, supposing that we concede to you that the Gospel is the very
speech of Jesus, still you see that the speech of the Evangelists has become
mingled with it, as observed from the divergences between its many expres-
sions and the corruption and contradiction therein which we have shown
to you and which is evident to the eyes of every honest person who is not
a fanatic among you and others.39 And if something has this character, one
cannot place confidence in it to the degree that the subsidiary (precepts) of
a divine religion could be built upon it, let alone the principal (teachings)
of a divine religion, over which people have been fighting each other with
swords for almost a thousand years. It is despite this supposition [i.e. the
acceptance of the Gospel as the very speech of Jesus] that we remain scepti-
cal with regard to the aforementioned expression, ‘this’. It cannot be known
whether it is the speech of Christ or falsely attributed to him. And doubt is
enough of an error.

{199} Among other things, there is (Mark’s) statement in chapter forty-eight,
which is the last chapter of (this Gospel): ‘And after the Lord Jesus had
spoken to them, he ascended to heaven and sat at God’s right side.’40

37 Q 72:26–27.
38 Q 2:255.
39 Ṭūfī’s main goal is to underline that, as a product of human endeavour, i.e. being

neither the word of God nor Christ, the canonical Gospels are not infallible (maʿṣūm).
In fact, the contradictions (tanāquḍ) and inconsistencies (tahāfut) between the Gospels
prove the lack of textual purity (Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, pp. 67–68). In his criticism of the
Christian scripture Ṭūfī refers to the contradictory remarks within the Gospels, one of the
favoured strategies adopted by many Muslim polemicists. Some authors even wrote specific
works covering contradictions within the Christian scriptures. For instance, ʿAbd al-Malik b.
ʿAbdallāh al-Juwaynī’s (d. 478/1085) Shifāʾ al-ghalīl fī bayānmā waqaʿa fī al-Tawrāt wa-al-Injīl
min al-tabdīl is one of them (the work was critically edited and translated into French by
M. Allard in Textes Apologétiques de Ğuwainī, Beirut, 1968, pp. 38–83). Ibn Ḥazm (Faṣl, vol. II,
pp. 27–200), Jaʿfarī (Masʿūdī, Disputatio, pp. 43–71), Qarāfī (Ajwiba, pp. 110–121) and Būṣīrī
(Makhraj, pp. 198–201) also list various examples of contradictory reports and statements
found in the Gospels.

40 Mark 16:19.



268 critical edition and translation

اذه؟“دحاوإسدقلاحورونبوبلأا”:ملهوقنیٔاف.نانثاماهـنأضيتقیاذهف:تلق}200{

.لامحوضقانم

ظ234 فينّإف.كیاحیصینألبقحیـسمللسرطبركانإةصّق||لیجلأافيفلاتخنمو}201{

.ذكرملأااوكحو،“تارّمثلاثكیاحیصینألبق49نيركنتسكّنإ”:اّنحویواقولوتىّملینجإ

.ذكرملأاكىحو،“تارّمثلاثينترّمكیاحیصینألبق50نيركنتس”:شقرملینجإفيو

.باتكلقوثولاطقسیاذهنودبو.نكمميرغماهـبتیورنیلاايهظفلينبعلجماوةدحاوةصّقهذهو

فلتيخلا.خسنلانمفولأهبوظاّفلحانمفولأ!ضرلأاهجولىعيانٓارقلانماذهنیأو

ووُلاهُنّأكىيحو.هافكلاذهلاّإلیلدملاسلإانیدةصحّلىعنكیلمولو.هنمدحاوفرحفيعیلجما

حیجترلاةلىعندلأافيرظنلابّحأمجعلاوقارعلانمينملسلماضرألىعرهظاّلمراتتلام

سف.ناحتملإذلىا51.هتنطفةدوجوهئكاذلىعاتّلدينتدّیجينقیرط

.هترطف:كش51.نيركذتـس:ش50.نيركذتـس:ش49
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{200} I say: Consequently, this requires that they are two. But how different
is their statement: ‘The Father and the Son and theHoly Spirit are oneGod’?
This is inconsistent and inconceivable.

234b{201} One of the discrepancies found in the Gospels is the story of Peter’s
denial of Christ before the crowing of the cock. In the Gospels of Matthew,
Luke and John it is: ‘You will deny me three times before the cock crows’,41
and they narrated the event thus. However, in the Gospel of Mark it is: ‘You
will denyme three times before the cock crows twice’,42 and he narrated the
event thus. Now, this is the same story, yet to reconcile the two wordings
in which it was reported is impossible. So, without this, confidence in the
scripture is lost. How different this is from the Qurʾan that exists on the face
of this earth! It has thousands of memorisers and it exists in thousands of
copies. None of them differs from another, even by one single letter. If there
were no other proof for the authenticity of the religion of Islam, this would
suffice for it.43 Further, it is narrated that when Hülegü [ruled 1256–1265],
king of the Tatars,44 conquered the Muslim lands of Iraq and Persia, he
wished to examine the (local) religions by way of determining which one
was preferable by a test. He proceeded to do that in two excellent ways that
demonstrated his acumen and the eminence of his sagacity.45

41 Matthew 26:34; Luke 22:34; John 13:38.
42 Mark 14:30.
43 Ṭūfī’s reasoning is straightforward: the existence of contradictions in the Gospel illus-

trates its lack of authenticity; and the failure to preserve the original form of the scripture
results in religious deviation. In his opinion, scriptural uniformity indicates the truthfulness
of religion and vice versa. Only Islam deserves to be regarded as the true religion, for only
the Qurʾan reaches such a standard—not even a single letter differs among thousands of
copies—whilst Christianity with its altered scripture falls short.

44 Mongol emperor and grandson of Genghis Khan. On Hülegü’s life and reign, see Boyle,
“Dynastic and Political History of the Il-Ḵẖāns”, pp. 340–355. He is well-known for his benev-
olence towards Christians, although he was an adherent of Shamanism who later converted
to Buddhism. His special respect towards Christianity is largely attributed to his wife, Doquz
Hatun’s influence, who was a Nestorian Christian. During the sack of Baghdad, for instance,
the Christians were spared from massacre (Niewöhner, Veritas sive Varietas, p. 222; Boyle,
“Dynastic and Political History of the Il-Ḵẖāns”, pp. 348, 354–355).

45 In its structure this story resembles the literary form of Christian apologetics in Arabic
which is referred to by S.H. Griffith as ‘the monk in the emir’s majlis’ (S.F. Griffith, “The
Monk in the Emir’s Majlis: Reflections on a Popular Genre of Christian Literary Apologetics
in Arabic in the Early Islamic Period”, TheMajlis: Interreligious Encounters inMedieval Islam,
eds. H. Lazarus Yafeh et al., Wiesbaden, 1999, pp. 13–65). In Ṭūfī’s story, however, it is the
Muslim ʿālim who is in the majlis of the emperor, Hülegü, a non-Muslim who had good
relations with the Christians. In the Christian texts, the ‘monk’ is intended to delight the
Christian reader with the superiority of Christianity, while in the Hülegü story it is the
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ماهادحإ}202{ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ثم.هافخٔاف،اًسارّكدحاوكلّنمذخأثم.نٓارقلاولینجلإاوةاروتلىعدتـساهنأماهادحإ

لىإوّأنمهأرقینأهرمأوهباتكدحاوكلّىطعٔاف،ثلاثلالللماءمالعءاسؤرنمةثلاثبىعدتـسا

.فقودوقفلماعضولمالىإءاجاّلملمسلماو،بهذالمابهّنتیلمورخٓلاالىإٓارقنيّاصرنلاويّدويهلاف.هرخٓا

.“ءلاؤهنممنهیطبضأءلاؤه”:لمالاقف.“اذكواذكانهاهنمبهذ”:لاقف“؟ام”:لاقف

ةیناثلاةقیرطلا}203{ ةیناثلاةقیرطلا ةیناثلاةقیرطلا ةیناثلاةقیرطلا ةیناثلاةقیرطلا ةیناثلاةقیرطلا ةیناثلاةقیرطلا نمءاجولبلجادعصسىوم”:لیقف.اوعنصامةثلاثلاءایبنلأانعلٔاسهنأةیناثلاةقیرطلا

لىإلصواذه”:لاقف“.هتلیلفيداعودعصدّمحمو،نٓلاالىإلزـنیلمودعصسىیعو،باتكبالله

غشضىق52ياو.لاًصأدعصیلمرخَٓلااو،لاًغشضقیلمفدعصكاذو،داعوغشضىقفهذاتـسأ

،مهقدصومهفشردقتعن�ّ�لأ–ءایبنلأالىعلهاتجهیفنكانإواذهو.لاقماكوا53ٔ“يداهلاوهداعو

.ایّـسحاًجارختـساجرختـساهتیمّاععمهّنكل–منهمدحأينبقرّفنلاو

.رذاهلا:ك؛رداهلا:ش53.ىاڡ:ك52

Muslim reader who is given the pleasure of the religious triumph. This genre is identified
by S.H. Griffith as ‘the mutakallim in the emperor’s majlis’. One of the early examples is
the account of Wāṣil al-Dimashqī’s debate with the Byzantine emperor Leo III and other
Christians in his court (the text was published, translated into English and analysed by
Griffith in his article: “Bashīr/Bēsēr: Boon Companion of the Byzantine Emperor Leo III; the
Islamic Recension of his Story in Leiden Oriental MS 951 (2)”, LM, 103 (1990), pp. 293–327).
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{202} The first way was that Hülegü called for the Torah, the Gospel and
the Qurʾan to be brought for examination. Then, he took a fascicle away
from each of them and concealed it. Thereafter, he summoned three of the
leading scholars among the three religions for trial, gave each of them his
own scripture and commanded him to recite it from beginning to end. The
Jew and the Christian recited (their own scriptures) till the end and did not
noticewhat had been removed, while theMuslim stoppedwhen he reached
themissing passage. (Hülegü) said: ‘What is thematter?’ And he said: ‘Such-
and-such has been removed from here.’ Then, the king said: ‘(Muslims) are
more scrupulous in their religion than (Jews and Christians).’46

{203} The second way was that (Hülegü) inquired about what the three
prophets had done. He was told: ‘Moses ascended amountain and returned
with a Book from God, Jesus ascended but has not come down yet, while
Muḥammad ascended and returned in the very same night.’ Then, he said:
‘(Muḥammad) reached his Master, fulfilled his duty and returned, while
(Jesus) ascended but has not fulfilled a duty yet, and (Moses) never actually
ascended. It is the one who fulfilled his duty and returned who is the
guide to the right path,’ or similar words. Even though there is in this man
that which betrays ignorance with regard to the prophets—for we believe
in their honour and their truthfulness, and make no distinction between
any of them—(Hülegü) despite his vulgarity, came instinctively to a sound
conclusion.47

46 This is an important point for Ṭūfī, as it encapsulates his idea that the originality
and preservation of scripture reveals the authenticity of a religion. Islam, he understands,
is unique in its perfect preservation of the scripture, while both Judaism and Christianity
have failed in this regard. Bearing in mind that the sack of Baghdad in 656/1258 had a
devastating effect on Muslims, the story must have been intended to ease the psychological
blow they felt. After the destruction of the Baghdad caliphate and the killing of the caliph,
al-Mustaʿṣim, as A. Bausani describes, ‘For the first time in the history of Islam a great part
of the Muslim world found itself under the rule of a non-Muslim power—and not only
non-Muslim, but onewhich, to beginwith, was in general anti-Muslim’ (A. Bausani, “Religion
under theMongols”, The Cambridge History of Iran. Volume V: The Saljuq andMongol Periods,
ed. J.A. Boyle, Cambridge, 1968, p. 538). The story in a way represents a subtle reaction to the
destruction of thousands of books that were thrown into rivers, certainly among themmany
Qurʾan manuscripts. The message was clear: no matter what happens to the written form of
the Qurʾan, nothing will erase it from the hearts of the believers.

47 We are not able to determine what source(s) Ṭūfī drew this story from, yet one is
tempted to regard it as a Muslim response to the ‘relativist atmosphere’ that prevailed in
Baghdad shortly after the Mongol invasion. Mongol rulers were known for their interest
in different religions and traditions. Some of them showed reverence to multiple religions,
while others were eager to found a new ‘universal’ religion. In this, as F. Niewöhner deems it,
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درّجبم54همسرٔابلماعلاءلاقعنّأميهفكیتافارخفياوعشرمنهّكلو.هضعبلاوقّفِوىراصنلاتیل}204{

.“ةیّحیـسلما�ّ�لمالىعننح”:اولاقاهوزعوذنعمهسَفنأاولساذإو.انهمنورفنیومهـنونعلیاهعماس

و235 لما!ينكاسم�ّ�دنعكملةًوادعدّشأحیـسلما||نّإو.انهمءشيلىعتمـسلنكلو،قّحةیّحیـسلما

امهوعنمتىحهیفاوطرّفكئلوأو،قّحتـسیلاامهوتمیطعأتىحهیفتمولغكمّنلأ،دويهللهنمالله

اومَُلظَنَیِامِوْقَْلارُبِاَدعَطِقَُف﴿.طیرفتلاوطارفإلا،طسقلاولدعلهیفملاسلإاءاجو.هّقحتـسی

.﴾ينَمَِلاَعْلابِّر�ِ�َدُمْحَْلاوَ

شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلارخٓااذه}205{ شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلا شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلا شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلا شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلا شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلا شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلا .شقرملینجإلىعقیلعتلا

.همسرٔاب–ك54

‘chaos’, the interreligious debate created an atmosphere in which people accepted ‘reason’
as the common ground for the correctness of a religion (Niewöhner, Veritas sive Varietas,
pp. 223–224). Stories such as this may have appeared as a critique of this relativist approach,
trying to emphasise the importance of the scripture. ‘It is the unmodified scripture which
confirms the true religion,’ was themessage that this perhaps fictitious story aimed to convey,
representing perfect material for Ṭūfī’s position.
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{204} If only the Christians were as successful as to reach even part of this
conclusion. Such are the fairy tales they have introduced that all intelligent
people of the world, on merely hearing them, eschew them and curse the
Christians. But, they make themselves forget this and console themselves,
saying: ‘We are followingChristianity’. Omiserable ones! Christianity is true,

235abut you are not following anything of it. Truly, Christ will be more hostile
towards you in thepresenceofGod thanhewill be towards the Jews, because
you exceeded the proper bounds with regard to him until you bestowed on
him a status he did not deserve, while (the Jews) neglected him until they
deprived him of the position he rightly deserved. However, Islam brought
justice and fairness in regard to him, with neither excess nor neglect.48 ‘So,
of the people who did wrong the last remnant was cut off. Praise be to God,
Lord of the Worlds!’49

{205} This is the end of the Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Mark.

48 For a similar analysis, see Ṭūfī, Ḥallāl, f. 22a.
49 Q 6:45.



1]اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا[

اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلافيعوشرلاينحاذهو}206{ اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا .اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا

مادّقًظعنوكی”:لیبرجهبهشرّباّلم�ّ�ركز2نبيىيحةفصفيهتمدّقمفيوقذنفم}207{

هوبا�ّ�ٔركزلأتماو”:ةمدّقلمارخٓافيو،“سدقلاحورنمئلتيمو،اًركسملاواًرخمبشریلا،بّرلا

.“سدقلاحورنم

نبافصوبّرلامنّإف،ةعانـشلاامّأ.ىراصنلالىعضقنوةعانـشملااذهيفف:تلق}208{

اذه”:لاقوسٔلالأمحیـسلمانّأتنمّضتلیجلأاو،حدلماةلىعرلخمابشریلاهنٔاب�ّ�ركز

دقو،ملااذهنىعموأ“تاوماسلاتوكلملىإلصأتىحةمركلايرصعبشرأتدعامو،ميد

نیدنّلأ،حیـسلمانملضفا�ّ�ٔركزنبيىيحنّألىعلّدیاذهو.رلخمابشرهنٔابهیفحصرّوقبـس

لاواذهـبنولوقیلاهمو.حیـسلماهیفدهزیلمفانهميىيحدهزدقو.اهـتاوهشوایناكرتحیـسلما

.اًمازلإهمانمزلأاّنمإو.ننح

اذهوهمّأنطبفيسدقلاحورنملأتما�ّ�ركزنبانّأنمّضتدقلینجلإانّإف،ضقنلاامّأو}209{

.نيّادمعلمااّنحوینمدتمعااّلمحیـسلماءاجاّنمإسدقلاحورنّأتنمّضتلیجلأانّلأ،حیـسلمانمغلبأ

وأينهلإهنباو�ّ�ركزنوكینأىراصنلامزلیف.سدقلاحورنم�ّ�ركزءلاتما3لینجلإانمّضتذكو

.لیج:ش3.نبا:ك2.اقول:ـهك؛اقوللینجاقیلعتفىبلطم:ـهش1



[Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Luke]

{206} Now it is time to begin the Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Luke.

{207} Among other things, there is (Luke’s) statement in the prologue (of
his Gospel) with regard to the description of John, son of Zechariah, when
Gabriel brought (Zechariah) the glad tidings of his birth: ‘He shall be great
before the Lord, drink neither wine nor intoxicating drink, and he shall be
filled with the Holy Spirit,’1 and in the end of the prologue: ‘And his father
Zechariah was filled with the Holy Spirit.’2

{208} I say: This statement contains a disgrace and a refutation of the
Christians. As for the disgrace, the angel of the Lord describes the son of
Zechariah as someone who would not drink wine, in a manner of praising
him, while the Gospels include the statement that Christ filled his cup
and said: ‘This is my blood, and I shall not drink the juice of the vine
again until I reach the Kingdom of Heaven’3 or something to this effect,
which has already been mentioned4 and in which he explicitly declared
that he drank wine. This indicates that John, son of Zechariah, was more
virtuous than Christ, because the religion of Christ consists of renouncing
the world and its desires. Consequently, John would have abstained from it
in instances where Christ did not abstain from it. Yet they do not claim this,
nor do we. Hence we have indeed compelled them to accept our argument
(ilzām).

{209} As for the refutation, the Gospel includes the statement that the son
of Zechariah became filled with the Holy Spirit in the womb of his mother,
which is more impressive than the case of Christ, since the Gospels relate
that the Holy Spirit only came to Christ when he was baptised by John
the Baptist.5 Likewise, the Gospel includes (the account of) Zechariah’s
becoming filled with the Holy Spirit. Thus, the Christians are compelled

1 Luke 1:15.
2 Luke 1:67.
3 Matthew 26:28–29. See also Mark 14:24–25; Luke 22:18–20.
4 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§128–129.
5 See Matthew 3:16–17; Mark 1:9–10; Luke 3:21–22; John 1:32–33.



276 critical edition and translation

حیـسلمانّألاّإذفيحیـسلماينبومانهیبقرفلاو،سدقلاحورفيحیـسلماماتهكراشلملإل4يننبا

،ةوّنبلاوةوّبلأاثیحنمرّثؤمقرفبذسیلو.رهظامت�ٓ�لاانمهیدیلىعرهظوشربيرغلو

هنأاذهنمغلبألب.هقلخنمءاشینماهـبلىاعتاللهصّتيختيلاتازجعلماروهظثیحنملب

6.اللهنبانوكینأمزلیف.سدقلاحورهیلع5لّيحنكاناعشمنّأثلاثلالصفلافيركذ

دق!يمرمفياتخلا”:لاقف،هنمتفاخيمرمءاجاّلمبّرلامنّأهتیكاحذنمو}210{

نبا”وً،ظعنوكی.عوسیهسماىعدیو،اًنبانیتو7لاًبَحينلبقتتنأو.اللهدنعنمةمعنبترفظ

ظ235 هكللمنوكیلاو،دبلأالىإبوقعی9تیبلىعيمو8.هیبأدوادسيّركبّرلا||هیطعیو.ىعدی“ليّعلا

.“ءاضقنا

ماهدحأ:ينولتمحیف،“ىعدیليّعلانباو”وقامّأ:تلق}211{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ دارلمانّأنمهیلعلیلاقبـسامماهدحأ

نياثلاو.دبعلانبلا نياثلاو نياثلاو نياثلاو نياثلاو نياثلاو نياثلاو ریدقتلانوكیو.ةیدوبعلانىعميرغبةوّنبلاهیفدقتعینملىعاًعینشتنوكینأنياثلاو

اذهنّألىع،اللهنبا11هوعدیتىحلماعلاضَعبهبتنتفی،�ّ�محعَافتراوهترهشوهردق10مظّعیهنأ

هكلمنیٔاف.متهناهإوحیـسمللدويهلابلصنملینجلإافيامعمتفاتهملصفلااذهفيملا

اللهدنعنٓلااحیـسلمانّإف؟سّحللةربكاموهفهتقیقحذبدیرأنإ،دبلأالىإبوقعینيبلىع

حورنأنوعمزیمهـنلأ،اللهءانبأمهّكلىراصنلانوكینأمزلیو:تلق.ةیـشاح:ـهك6.لتح:ك5.نانبا:كش4

.همظعی:كش10.هباوصنيب:ـهش9.هنبا:ش8.لابج:ش7.مهفقاساومهسوسقومهكراطبلىعلّتحسدقلا
.هنوعدی:ش11
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to accept that Zechariah and his son should be two gods or two sons of
God, due to their sharing the Holy Spirit with Christ, without any difference
between the two and Christ therein, except that Christ was born without
a human (father) and that at his hands there appeared whatever signs
did appear. However, the latter is not a defining difference with respect to
fatherhood and sonship, but rather, it is with respect to the appearance of
miracles whereby God, the Exalted, confers distinction upon whoever He
wishes among His creation. And even more impressive than this is what
is mentioned in chapter three, that the Holy Spirit used to descend upon
Simeon.6 Consequently, it necessitates that he too should be the Son of
God.

{210} Among other things, there is (Luke’s) narration that when the angel of
the Lord came to Mary, she was afraid of him, and [the angel] said: ‘Do not
be afraid, OMary! You have indeed won favour with God. You shall conceive
and give birth to a son, and he shall be called Jesus. He shall be great, and the

235b“Son of the Highest” he shall be called. The Lord shall give him the throne of
David, his father. And he shall reign over the house of Jacob forever, and of
his kingdom there shall be no termination’.7

{211} I say: As for his statement, ‘and the “Son of the Highest” he shall be
called,’ it can be interpreted in two ways. The first consists of what has
previously been indicated, which is that what is meant by ‘son’ is ‘servant’.
The second is that it is a condemnation of whoever believes that ‘sonship’
with respect to him has not the meaning of ‘servanthood’. For the assump-
tion (implicit in this statement) is that (the angel of the Lord) glorifies
(Jesus’) rank, fame and the loftiness of his station, therebymisguiding some
of mankind until they eventually call him the ‘Son of God’. Moreover, this
statement in this chapter is incompatible with what is found in the Gospel
about the Jews crucifying and despising Christ. So, where is his ‘reign over
the children of Jacob forever’, if thereby the literal sense of the statement is
meant, whichwouldmake it an obvious offense againstwhat is perceived by
the senses?8 For Christ is now in the presence of God, Glorified is He, while
the children of Jacob, among them the Jews and the Christians, are at war,

6 Luke 2:25–27.
7 Luke 1:30–33.
8 In other words, this clearly contradicts reality.
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ةًنكاسهتلودنوكینأبيجلماو،بورلحامنهیبوىراصنلاودويهلامنهمبوقعیونبو،هناحبـس

نإذكو.ءایبنلأاعیجمهیفهكراشیاذهف،دبلأالىإقٍةوّنبلافيهسمانّأدیرأنإو.ةًقفّتمهتیّعرو

.دبلأالىإاهـباصحأعمزلىعةیقةعیشرو�ّ�منّأهبدیرأ

ثیحدوادةوّبأحیـسلماركانإنمقبـسالمفٍانم12“هیبأدوادسيّركبّرلاهیطعی”:وقو}212{

اًئحاساًيرقفنكااّنمإو،يملمحیـسلماف،هكلمدوادسيّركبدیرأنإثم.“بيّرلبّرلالاق”:وقبجّتحا

لىإنكامنممنهمرّفیوهو،هنودناعیينیّـسیرفلاوةبتكلاوةنهكلانمدويهلاو.قّلحاقیرطلىا13ٕوعدی

هنكسمدوادسيّركبدیرأنإو.كمعمزلىعاللهلىإتقباوبرّقتو،رملأارخٓافيهوبلصتىحنكام

رادونجرفلإاومورلاضرأهیّـسركبدیرأنإو.لزِعَْبمانهعىراصنلاو،سدقلماتیبتف،هكلمرادو

تىححیـسلما�ّ�ملىعءلاؤهلاو،دواایـسركذسیلف،اهونحوةّینیطنطسقكىراصنلاةكلمم

سیلمورلافيىراصنلامرارقتـسااًضیأو.لصألالحتنمماذهف.برلخااذهمهـبحّصی

مورلاوبأوهياصیعلاهوفي14نوكیذنأهئاعدوقاسحإرابخ�ٕ�وهاّنمإو،حیـسلمالجلأ

.ةاروتلافيركذماك

كملودقف،اوشربا”:ةاعرلللاقهنأبّرلامنعةًیكاحنياثلالصفلافيوقذنمو}213{

.“بّرلاحیـسلماوهياصّلمخمویلا

.نوكی–ش14.اوعدی:كش13.هنبا:ش12



critical commentary on the gospel of luke 279

although it is imperative for a sovereign that his realm be peaceful and his
subjects united. But if it means that his name in [the ranks of] prophethood
will last forever, then all the prophets share this with him. Likewise, if it is
meant thereby that hehas a religionanda revealed lawwhich, in accordance
with the claims of their followers, will last forever, (then this too is shared
with other prophets).

{212} His statement, ‘the Lord shall give him the throne of David, his father,’
is in contradictionwithwhat has beenmentioned before, (about theGospel
report) that Christ denied David’s fatherhood, adducing (David’s) words,
‘the Lord said tomy lord,’ as an argument for his denial.9 Moreover, if by ‘the
throne of David’ his reign is meant, then Christ never reigned, but rather
he was only a poor and an itinerant ascetic calling to the path of truth. Yet
the Jews—the priests, scribes and the Pharisees—were opposing himwhile
he fled from them from one place to another, until they crucified him at
the very end, and by killing him they drew near to God, according to your
claim. However, if by ‘the throne of David’ his place of habitation and the
abode of his reign are meant, then that is Jerusalem, but the Christians are
separated from it. But if by his throne is meant the lands of the Byzantines
andFranks and the abodeof theChristian realm such asConstantinople and
the like, then that is not a throneofDavid, nor do thesepeople followChrist’s
religion, so that this report could accurately be applied to them. Therefore,
this is a falsely ascribed statement without any basis. Furthermore, the
establishment of Christian reign among the Byzantines is not because of
Christ, but rather it is due to Isaac’s report andprayer that thiswouldhappen
to his son Esau,10 who is the father of the Byzantines, as mentioned in the
Torah.11

{213} Among other things, there is (Luke’s account) in chapter two, quoting
from the angel of the Lord that he said to the shepherds: ‘Rejoice at these
glad tidings, for a child has been born to you today, a Saviour, the one who
is Christ the Lord.’12

9 Matthew 22:41–46. See also Mark 12:36; Luke 20:42. This was discussed in Taʿlīq, §§119–
121.

10 He is referring to Genesis 27:38–40.
11 The names of Esau’s sons are mentioned in Genesis 36:1–43.
12 Luke 2:10–11.
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.مظّعلمادیّـسلاولإاينبمهـناسلفيكترشمظفلبّرلانّأعضوميرغاّنّیبدقو:تلق}214{

و236 انملعأياملارظننلملحتیبلىإانباوضما”:ةاعرلالوقو.دیّـسلانيعی“بّرلا||حیـسلما”وقف

كاترشانمءمالعلافلاتخاثركأ”:ءلاضفلاضعبلاقدقو.لإاوهوبّرلاةكئلامنيعی“بّرلاهب

ناهذأفيرّثؤینا15ٔىرحٔاف،اوفلتيختىحءمالعلاناهذأفياًرّثؤمءماسلأاكاترشانكااذإف.“ءماسلأا

.اوّلضیتىحلاهّلجا

تولماىریلاهنأسدقلاحورنمؤرلافيىأرناعسمنإ:لاقلصفلااذهفيذنمو}215{

يمرمنيعی،هاوبأعوسیلفطلءاجامدنعكلیهلالىإحورللبقٔاف.بّرلاحیـسلمانیاعیتىح

.ابهیطخفسویو

فسویةیّلهأعمهنمسیلهنٔابلمعللاًزامجفسوینباحیـسلمااولعجاذإ،يرعشتیلف}216{

ةعینشلاةرابعلاهذهاويرّغیواًدبعنىعبماًزامجاللهنباهولعيجنأنمعنالماافم،ةّیقیقلحاةدلاولل

.ةعتراةقلتالیجلأاهذهاهـبمهـترّغتيلا

فسویيوبأنّٔابملاسلاهیلعدّمحمرابخإركنأثیحىراصنلاضعبلىعدّرةتكنلاهذهفيو}217{

لاقیف.همّألا16هیبأةأرماتنكااّنمإوينبحذلبقتتامفسویمّأ:لاقف،ادسجهباعتمجااّلم

:أدوادنبفسوی17ىسمّدقكملینجإاذهلىإنایضيمهاوبأنكاو”:عبارلالصفلافيلاقوحیـسلما

؟انبتعنصام،نيّب:همّأتلاقف.كلیهلافيهادجوفاعجرف.ةًرّممانهعفّلختف.ةنـسكلّيملشوری

.ماس:كش17.هیبأ–ش16.ارحاف:ك15
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{214} I say:We have already explained inmore than one place that ‘Lord’ is a
homonymous term in their language, meaning ‘god’ and ‘honoured master’.

236aSo, his words ‘Christ the Lord’ mean ‘the master’. And the words of the
shepherds: ‘Let us go to Bethlehem in order to see theWord which the Lord
made known to us’13 mean ‘the angels of the Lord,’ that is to say, ‘of God’.
An eruditeman has said: ‘Most disagreements of the scholars stem from the
homonymy of nouns.’14 So, if the homonymy of nouns is able to induce the
minds of the scholars to disagree, then it is even more likely to induce the
minds of the ignorant to go astray.

{215} Among other things, in this chapter (Luke) says: ‘Simeon truly saw in
a dream from the Holy Spirit that he would not see death until he had seen
Christ the Lord with his own eyes. Thus, guided by the Spirit, he turned
towards the temple when the child Jesus was brought by his parents’,15
meaning Mary and Joseph, her fiancé.

{216} (The Christians) call Christ metaphorically ‘the son of Joseph,’ for they
know that (Christ)wasnot fromhim, despite Joseph’s ability for procreation.
I wish I knew then what obstacle there is to calling him ‘the son of God’
metaphorically, meaning thereby a ‘servant of God’, and to changing the
abominable interpretation towhich these forged and inventedGospels have
misled them.

{217} In this allusion (to the metaphorical use of ‘parent’) there is a refuta-
tion of a certain Christian, since he denied the narration of Muḥammad,
peace be upon him, that when the parents of (the prophet) Joseph were
reunited with him they prostrated before him, saying: ‘Joseph’s mother had
died some time before that, and so it was another wife of his father, but
not his mother.’ One may respond (to this Christian): Look, your Gospel
has called Joseph, the son of David, father of Christ, saying in chapter four:
‘His parents used to go to Jerusalem every year. And he remained behind
them once. Then they returned and found him in the temple. And his
mother said to him: “O my little son, what have you done to us? I and your
father—meaning Joseph her husband—have exerted ourselves in looking

13 Luke 2:15.
14 A similar quotation (wa-qad qīla: akthar ikhtilāf al-ʿuqalāʾ min jihat ishtirāk al-asmāʾ) is

found in Ibn Taymiyya’s Tafsīr, vol. III, p. 212.
15 Luke 2:25–27.



282 critical edition and translation

هاسمّهمّأجوزنكاالملب،عماجلإهأسیلو“.كبلطفيد–اوزفسوینيعت–كوبأوأ

.اًزامجهمّأاهاسمّهیبأةجوزتنكاالم.تذكف.اًزامجهأ

ةدئاف}218{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ثیح�ّ�ركزةصّقفيلىاعتوقنمنٓارقلاهنمّضتامفيهنیعبفّنصلمااذهنعطو:ةدئاف

امٍاةََثلاَثسَانلامَّكلَُِتلااكَتَُیٓا﴿:يىحیبلماهشرّب

ماهدحأ.ينوب﴾اًزمْرَلا ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ لم�ّ�ركزتماصنّأماهدحأ

:لاقلب،ىشربلنايملإالىإردابـیلمثیحةبوقعلاةلىعلب،ةملاعلاوةیٓلاالیبسلىعنكی

نياثلا.﴾برَُكِلْانيَِغََلَبدَْقوَمٌلاَُغليِنُوكَُینىا﴿ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نمنكالب،طقفم�ّ�أةثلاثنكیلمهتماصةدّمنّأنياثلا

:18ملل�ّ�ركزلاق”:هتمدّقمفياقوللینجإفيركذامهیلعدروأو.يىيحةدلاوينحلىإىشربلاينح

.اللهمادّقفقاولالیبرجأ”:لمالاقف“؟ا�ّ�أفيتنعطدقهمّأوخیـشأو،اذهلمعأفیك”

ظ236 ،اذهنوكیيامویلالىإمّكلتتردقتلااًتماصنوكتنٓلاانمو||.كشرّبأواذهـبكمّكلأتُلسرا

“.“هناوأفيتمّیيا19ميبنمؤتلمكّنلأ

لوّلأانعباولجاو}219{ لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو نمذإ،ةملاعلاوةیٓلااةلىعهنوكفيانیلاةبوقعلاةلىعهتماصنّألوّلأانعباولجاو

:وققایـسفيذبهباجألیبرجو.اًصوصخدرّجتیثداحلىعًماَلعهتُبوقعلعتجنأزئالجا

ولتشرِّباّلماهـنإف.يمربمضقتنماذهثم.ةملاعلاركذهنألىعلّدیف.“خیـشأواذهلمعأفیك”

.مى:ك.19لما:ش18
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for you”.’16 Yet (it is known that) he was not his father by consensus, but
rather, because (Joseph) was the husband of his mother, (Jesus) called him
his fathermetaphorically. So it iswith the former case. Since shewas thewife
of his father, (the prophet Joseph) called her his mother metaphorically.17

{218} Useful Note: This (Christian) author has also attacked, in two ways,
what the Qurʾan contains in His words, Exalted is He, regarding the story of
Zechariah, where the angel announces to him the glad tidings about John:
‘Your sign is that you shall not speak to mankind for three days, except by
gestures.’18 His first objection is that Zechariah’smuteness was notmeant as
a sign and token, but it was intended as a punishment, due to the fact that
he did not hasten to believe in the glad tidings, but rather, he said: ‘How can
I have a son when age has overtaken me already?’19 His second objection
is that the period of his muteness was not only three days, but rather, it
lasted from the time of the glad tidings until the time of John’s birth. He
cited against it what is mentioned in the prologue of the Gospel of Luke:
‘Zechariah said to the angel: “How shall I know this, for I am an oldman, and
his mother is well advanced in age?” And the angel said: “I am Gabriel who
stands before God. I am sent to speak to you about this and to announce to

236byou glad tidings. And from now on you shall be mute and not able to speak
until the day that this thing shall come to pass, because you did not believe
in my speech which shall be fulfilled in its season”.’20

{219} Our response to the first objection is that his muteness being meant
as a punishment does not preclude its being meant as a sign and token, for
it is conceivable that his punishment be made a token for an incident that
would concern him exclusively. For Gabriel answered him thereby in the
context of his words: ‘How shall I know this, for I am an old man?’ So, this
indicates that (Gabriel) mentioned the token to (Zechariah). Moreover, this
incident is rendered unsound by (the narration concerning)Mary. Forwhen
the glad tidings about the son were announced to her, she said: ‘How can I

16 See Luke 2:41, 43 and 48.
17 Ṭūfī will later refer to this discussion on Joseph’s ‘mother’ several times (see Taʿlīq,

§§556, 563, 580–581 and 586–587). The same topic is discussed thoroughly in his apology for
Islam, where he attacks the anonymous Christian author’s arguments (see Intiṣarāt, vol. I,
pp. 312–320).

18 Q 3:41.
19 Q 3:40.
20 Luke 1:18–20.
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لاّهف.انهیعبةمدّقلماهذهفيلینجلإاذلىعصّن.﴾شرٌََبنيِـْسسَمَیمَْلو�ٌَ�َوَليِنُوُكَینىا﴿:تلاق

؟�ّ�ركزبقوعماكتبقوع

نياثلانعباولجاو}220{ نياثلانعباولجاو نياثلانعباولجاو نياثلانعباولجاو نياثلانعباولجاو نياثلانعباولجاو نياثلانعباولجاو تلامجبمتىأاّنمإنٓارقلاو.هتماصةدّمضعبببرخأهنلأ،اًضیأةافانلمامدعبنياثلانعباولجاو

،هبجّتنحلا�ّ�ألىع،وبقمةدزوهف،لینجلإافيامصحّنإف.اهلیصافتبلامهضِعبوأينلوّلأااضق

نمو.هنمقثوأدنعانباتكو،ضقانتلاوهیفطیلختلاعوقواّنّیبدقو.اًصوصخدَتمعمدنعوهلاو

.انهیهاربوتاوّبنلا�ّ�دألىإعجرلمالب،ضرغلصيحاماذهلثبمانّیبنةوّبنفيحدقی

كلیهلافيهادجوفاعجريملشويربهیوبأنعفّلتخاّلمحیـسلمانّأعبارلالصفلافيذنمو}221{

.ملههتباجإوهملعنمينتوبهماونكاو.ملهٔاسیومنهمعمسیءمالعلاينباًسلاج

ةّیرخسلابجویاممّاذهو.ةدافتـسةلىعنكااّنمأملهاؤسومنهمهعماسرهاظف:تلق}222{

يّأ،هیبأراسرألىعاًعلطّملإانَباوأ،ةردقلاولمعلالمكااًهلإنوكینمنّلأ،ىراصنلالوقعنم

؟ملهلاؤسلاوءمالعلانمعماسلالىإةجاح

:ينباوبجاذهنعاوبیيجنأملهو:تلق}223{
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have a sonwhen noman has touchedme?’21 TheGospelmentions it literally
in this very same prologue.22 So, whywas she not punished as Zechariahwas
punished?

{220} Our response to the second objection is that there is, again, no
incompatibility (between the Qurʾanic narrative and that of the Gospel),
because (the Qurʾan) informs us about part of the period of his muteness.
The Qurʾan gives only a summary of the affairs of the earlier communities
or some of them, but not their complete details. If, therefore, what the
Gospel contains is correct, then that is an acceptable addition, although
we neither adduce it as an argument nor do we regard it as particularly
reliable. We have already explained the presence of confusion therein and
its internal contradiction, while our scripture, according to us, is more
reliable than that [i.e. the Gospel]. So, whoever impugns the prophethood
of our Prophet in this manner will not attain any goal, but rather, he will
reach the authoritative source for the proofs and decisive evidences of the
prophecies.23

{221} Among other things, in chapter four (it is narrated) that when Christ
remained behind his parents in Jerusalem, they returned and found him in
the temple sitting among the scholars, listening to them and asking them
questions. And (the scholars) were astonished by his knowledge and his
responses to them.24

{222} I say: The evident meaning of his listening to them and asking them
questions is that it was only in the manner of seeking knowledge. This story
is one of the things which necessarily make the Christian minds objects of
ridicule, because if someone is a god with perfect knowledge and power, or
else the Son of God well-informed of the secrets of his Father, what need
would he have for listening to scholars and asking them questions?

{223} I say: They may have two responses to this:

21 Q 3:47. See also Q 19:20.
22 See Luke 1:34.
23 This is the same Christian author whose anti-Islamic polemic caused Ṭūfī to write

his Ṭaʿlīq and Intiṣārāt. He will further discuss this subject in detail in the Intiṣārāt (vol. I,
pp. 305–312).

24 Luke 2:46–47.
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ماهدحأ}224{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ هذیملاتلمّعلمانحتيمماك،ةدافإوناحتمالاؤسلبةدافتـسالاؤسنكاهنا20ٔلمّسنلا:ماهدحأ

لادیفتـسلما21ذإ.“ملههتباجإوهملعنمينتوبهماونكاو”:وقلیلدب،ميهلعلئاسلماءاقلإومتهحراطبم

.ةًداعهدُیفمتبهی

نياثلا}225{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا رابكتـسامدعوعضاوتلاوبَدلأاملهنّسَُیلدیفتـسمةروصفيملهٔاسهّنكل،ذانمّلس:نياثلا

منهملمعأوهوهباصحأدّمحمرواشینكاماكو،نيّادمعلمااّنحوینمدتمعاماك،هنودنممّلمّعتینألماعلا

.كمدنع

لوّلأانعباولجاو}226{ لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو لوّلأانعباولجاو مهـنوكامّأو.ةدافتـسفيرهاظملهاؤسومنهمهعماسنمركذامنّألوّلأانعباولجاو

و237 هیف22سمّوتیوكيّاّبيصلانملمّعلمابجّعتیماك،هدیفتـسیالمهكاردإوهئكاذنموهف||هنماوتهـب

.همهفةدوْجَوهئكاهاریاملوّأةباجنلا

نياثلانعو}227{ نياثلانعو نياثلانعو نياثلانعو نياثلانعو نياثلانعو نياثلانعو هنوفرعیاونكامهـنأریدقتبحّصیماّنإعضاوتلاعشروبدلأالىعملهاؤسلحمنّأنياثلانعو

رلاولضفلذكرملأاسیلو.ةس.ایبصهنوریاونكاماّنإلباوبجّعتواوتهـبالمهوفرعولوً.ماّلعتم

ةرواشمواّنحوینمهدمّعتينبوءمالعللاؤسينبقرفلارهظیاذهـبو.اهلهلأركنتلایضفلاذإ،هنم

ىوقأيدعبتئایياو”:لاقاذهلولضفلاوةسرلحیـسلمافرعینكااّنحوینّلأ،هباصحلأدّمحم

هبصنماوفرعوهباونمٓاو23هوعیدقاونكادّمحمباصحأو،“هئاذحرویـسلّحأنأقّحتـسالاو.نيّم

.هوعب:ك23.هموتی:ك22.اذا:ش21.لمسی:ش20
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{224} Their first response: We do not accept that these were questions for
seekingknowledge, but rather, theywerequestions for testing and supplying
knowledge, just as a teacher is wont to test his students by holding a discus-
sion with them and posing questions to them, as indicated by his words:
‘And they were astonished by his knowledge and his responses to them.’ For
a provider of knowledge is in general not astonished by a seeker of knowl-
edge.

{225} Their second response: We accept that, but he asked them questions
in the manner of a knowledge seeker in order to set them the example
of good manners and humility, and the lack of arrogance on the part of a
learned person to learn from those below him, just as he was baptised by
John the Baptist and just as Muḥammad used to consult his companions,
although he was more learned than they, according to your opinion.

{226} Our counter-response to the first is that what is mentioned about
his listening to them and asking them questions is evidently in the manner

237aof seeking knowledge. As for their being astonished by him, that was due
to his acumen and his grasp of what he was learning, just as a teacher
is wont to marvel at a sharp-witted child and discover excellence in him
the first time he sees him, due to his acumen and the brilliance of his
understanding.

{227}Our counter-response to the second is that to interpret his questions
to them as (setting the example of) goodmanners and prescribing humility
would be correct only if we assume they recognised in him the signs of
merit and leadership. However, that was not the case. Rather, they saw
him as a child who was learning. Had they recognised him, they would not
have been astonished and marvelled at him, for merit cannot be denied to
its worthy possessor. And hereby, the difference between his questions to
the scholars and his baptism by John on the one hand, and Muḥammad’s
consulting with his companions on the other becomes evident, because
John recognised in Christ the signs of leadership and merit, and therefore
said: ‘The one who is coming after me is more powerful than me. And I am
not worthy to loosen the straps of his sandals,’25 while the companions of
Muḥammad pledged allegiance to him, believed in him, and recognised his
eminence of rank and high merit. However, this story (about Christ) took

25 Luke 3:16. See also Matthew 3:11.
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لوزندعبًماّلعمهودقتعااّنمإو،سدقلاحورهیلعلزـنیودمّعتینألبقتنكاةصّقلاهذهو.هردقو

.ةمماحدسجفيهیلعحورلا

خصرتينطایـشلاتنكاف،سانلانمينَطایـشلاجريخنكاهنأشراعلالصفلافيذنمو}228{

.حیـسلماهنا24ٔنوفرعیمهـنلأ،اذهـبنوقطنیمهعدیلاوهمرنهینكاو“!اللهنباحیـسلماوهتنأ”:لوقتو

نباحیـسلمانّأىراصنلا25اوهموأنیاهمينطایـشلانّأينّبتوقّلحاصحصحنٓلاا:تلق}229{

اوعضواًضیأهمو.وقبجّتيحوهیفقدصیتىحنیالىعنومٔابمسیل26ناطیـشلاو.هموّلضیلالله

لمحیـسلمانّألمعلاهیضتقیياف،لاّإو.مانهمفصرتامونبوبلأاظفلبقطنلاحیـسلمالىع

،اذهـبقطنتنأينطایـشلا27ىـهـنهنأهیلعلیلاو.ةّیدوبعلايرغعدّیلموذنمءشيبقطنی

.همدنعهنباوأاللهنعلاًضف،ردصنممّقّلحالوقنعىـنهیلاّبينلاو

اًدیحونكاوةزانجلىعلاًومحمنكااًتیم28ایحأعوسینّأشرععساتلالصفلافيذنمو}230{

.“حلاصبهبعشاللهدهاعتو.يمظعّبينانیفماقدقل”:ينلئاقهللاودمجّوموقلافافخ.همّلأ

هبو.هیلعوههمرّقیوایبنهنودقتعیاونكاموقلانّأوهوهیفسبللاياملاوهاذه:تلق}231{

لیئاسرإنيبفيهناحبـساللهةداعنمنكاو.يمظعتظُافلاهونحواللهنباوبّرلمتهبطامخنّأينّبتی

نیاءایبنلأاسنجنمهنأاومهفف.حیـسلمهمدهاعتو.مهـنٔاشحلصیّبينبةترفكلّدعبهمدهاعتینأ

ظ237 ||.هوقبـس

.يىحا:كش28.يـهـننا:ش27.ينطایـشلاو:ش26.اوهمو:ش25.اوفرّعت:ش24
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place before he was baptised and the Holy Spirit had descended upon him,
while (theChristians) believe in his being a teacher only after theHoly Spirit
descended upon him in the body of a dove.

{228} Among other things, in chapter ten (it is reported) that (Jesus) used to
cast out devils from people, while the devils would cry out and say: ‘You are
Christ, the Son of God!’ And he used to chide them and not let them speak
so, for they knew he was Christ.26

{229} I say: Now the truth has come to light, and it has become clear that
the devils are the ones who instilled in the Christians the delusion that
Christ was the Son of God in order to lead them astray. The devil is not
reliable in matters of religion that one might place trust in him or an argu-
ment be adduced upon his words. Moreover, (the devils) falsely attributed
to Christ the utterance of such expressions as ‘Father’ and ‘Son’, and what-
ever is derived from these two. Otherwise, what knowledge requires is that
Christ never uttered any such thing and never claimed anything other than
servanthood. And the proof of it is that he forbade the devils to utter this,
while a prophet does not forbid speaking the truth nomatter fromwhom it
originates, let alone when it concerns God or His Son, as is their opinion.

{230} Among other things, in chapter nineteen (it is mentioned) that Jesus
resurrected a dead person who was being carried upon the bier and who
was the only (son) of his mother. And the people were filled with fear and
glorified God saying: ‘A great prophet has truly risen among us. God has
made a covenant with his people in goodness.’27

{231} I say: This is the statement which contains no confusion, and it means
that the people used to believe him to be a prophet and he himself used
to confirm it to them. Thereby it becomes clear that their addressing him by
the titles of ‘Lord’ and the ‘SonofGod’ and the like are expressions of honour.
It was also from the customary practice of God, Glorified is He, towards the
children of Israel tomake a covenant after every interval of time by virtue of
a prophet who would restore their state of affairs. So, He made a covenant
with them through Christ. Therefore, they understood that he was from the

237bkind of prophets who had preceded him.

26 Luke 4:41.
27 Luke 7:12–16.
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همرمأوناسنإنمينطایـشلاجرخأحیـسلمانّأنیشرعلاوعبارلالصفلافيركذهنأذنمو}232{

حیـسلماعبتینأدارألجرلانّأو.اوقرغفرحبلافيعیطقلابثوثم.اولخدف،ریزانخعیطقفياولخدینأ

.ةنیدلمافييدانیلجرلابهذف.“كباللهعنصيبرخاوكتیبلىإعجرا”:لاقف.هعمنوكیف

لا”:لوقیاًضیرم29ىفشأوةٍهاعاذأربأاذإنكاحیـسلمانّألیجلأانمةددّعتمعضاومفيركذو

.“اذهـباًدحا30ٔبرتخ

رمأةعالجماسیئرتنب31ایحأاّلمهنألینجلإااذهنمنیشرعلاوسمالخالصفلافيذنم}233{

.نكاابماًدحأابريخلاّأايهوبأ

،“برتخلا”:مهضعبلو،“تیأرابمبرخا”:مهضعبللوقینأةكمح32رهظتلا،ضقانتاذهو}234{

طیـسبنكاهنأعمحیـسلمانعاذهةیكاحنكل.ايهلععلطُّتلاًماكحواًقورفواًراسرأءایبنلألنّألىع

متهبذكوىراصنلالا�ّ�لاّإاذهـبمتهُّیامو.كّشلابةبیرلمحروملأاللعينّبیولاثملأابضریملا

.هیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلماوسرواللهلىع

اّنحوی”:ولاق“؟أنيّإسانلالوقیاذام”:هذیملاتللاقنیشرعلاوعساتلالصفلافيذنمو}235{

حیـسلماتنأ”:سرطبلاق“؟تمنأنولوقتافم”:لاق“.ينلوّلأانمّبيننورخٓاو،ایلأنورخٓاو،نيّادمعلما

.دحلأاذهاولوقیلانأهمرمٔاف“.اللهنبا

.رهظی:ش32.يىحا:ش31.بريخلا:ش30.ىفسوا:ك29
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{232}Amongother things, it ismentioned in chapter twenty-four that Christ
cast out the devils from a man and commanded them to enter into a herd
of swine, and so they did enter them. Then the herd leaped into the sea and
were drowned.28 And (it is mentioned) that themanwanted to followChrist
and bewith him. But, (Christ) said to him: ‘Return to your house and inform
people of what God has done to you’. So, the man went proclaiming this
to the city.29 It is also mentioned in a number of places in the Gospels that
whenever Christ healed someone crippled or cured a sick person he would
say to them: ‘Do not inform anyone of this’.

{233} Among other things, in chapter twenty-five of this Gospel (it is men-
tioned) that when he resurrected the daughter of the leader of the commu-
nity, he commanded her parents not to inform anyone of what had hap-
pened.30

{234} This seems contradictory, for there is no apparent wisdom in him
saying to some of them: ‘Inform people of what you have seen,’ and to some
others: ‘Do not inform anyone,’ despite the fact that the prophets are in
possession of impenetrable secrets, subtle distinctions and wisdoms. Yet to
narrate this fromChrist, in light of the fact that hewas amanof plain speech,
who expounded parables and explained the effective causes of things, is
without adoubt a reason for suspicion.Andnoone is tobemade responsible
for this contradiction but the ignorant ones among theChristians, with their
lying about God and His messenger, Christ, may the blessings of God be
upon him.

{235} Among other things, in chapter twenty-nine (Jesus) says to his dis-
ciples: ‘What do people say I am?’ They said: ‘John the Baptist, others say
Elijah, yet others say one of the early prophets.’ He said: ‘But what do you
say?’ Peter said: ‘You are Christ the Son of God.’ And he commanded them
not to say this to anyone.31

28 Luke 8:33.
29 Luke 8:38–39.
30 Luke 8:56.
31 Luke 9:18–21.
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اللههنألىإههموبهذیلمحیـسلماصرعلهأنماًدحأنّألىعملااذهلّددق:تلق}236{

لهأضعبهیلإبهاًحیصحاذهنكاولو.هيرغوأاّنحویءایبنلأانمایبنهوّنظاّنمإلب.اللهنبالاو

.“نلعیُـسلاّإيٍّفخلاو،رهظیُـسلاّإموتكمنمام”:عضوميرغفيلوقیحیـسلمانّلأ،صرعلا

حیـسلمانكیلمذلاقهنأتبثولذإ،تبثیلاف“اللهنباحیـسلماتنأ”:سرطبلوقامّٔاف}237{

لطابلالىعقلحارهظیللسرأاّنمإحیـسلمافقّحوأ،هیلعهرّقیلافلطامّا33ٕهنألاّإ،هتمكبهمرمٔای

؟منهیقیومهـنايمإفَعضميهلعركنینكادقوفیك.اللهعماًدحأفايخلاوهعبتینبموهسفنبدهايجو

و238 نكلرملأا||ةدئافافم.هنعتملقناملىعةيرثكاًرارماللهنباهنٔابتقولااذهلبقحصرّدقهنإثم

هارناماللهنباحیـسلمانوكو.همكاحإدعبهراهظإنمنّكتملارملأاتمكةدئافنّإثم؟نلاعلإادعب

راصف.منهمیلقةمذشرلاّإهبلوقیسیلو.ةیّناصرنلانمفئاوطوينملسلماودويهلاينبلاًماخلاّإ

نّلأ،موّبيننمهرمأتمكنمكلّينبوةیّضقلاهذهينبقرفلارهظیاذهـبو.اًثبعهنكبرملأا

حیـسلماتنأ”:سرطبلوقنّألىع،ذكسیلاذهو،ترهظوتكمحأهمرومأاوتمكاّلمكئلوأ

نوكیو.ةّیدوبعلالىعةوّنبلالیؤاتنمهانمدّقماك،“وسرواللهدبعتنأ”:هانعمنّألتميح“اللهنبا

هتلاسربرّقأهنلأ،ذنكبحیـسلماهرمأاّنمإو.اهوعزانتتيلاسانلالاوقأضعبراتخادقسرطب

لاو.احدهشیتىحهرمأتمكف.هبنمؤیلاوذفيهبذّكینكانمسانلافيو،هتوّبنبقدّصو

.ينعجمأاللهةنعلميهلعدويهلالاّإايهففلاخامهتوّبننّأمرج

.هنلا:كش33
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{236} I say: This statement indeed indicates that none of the contemporaries
of Christ was led by their imagination to hold the opinion that he was God
or the Son of God. Rather, they thought him to be only one of the prophets,
like John or another one. However, if this statement were authentic, then
some of his contemporaries would have held this opinion, because Christ
says inmore than one place: ‘There is nothing hidden that shall not bemade
evident; nor anything concealed that shall not be made public.’32

{237} As for Peter’s saying: ‘You are Christ the Son of God’, it is not estab-
lished, for had it been established that he said that, then Christ would not
have commanded them to hide it. It is either a falsehood and thus he would
not acknowledge it to him, or it is true, and Christ was only sent in order to
cause the truth to prevail over falsehood, and to strive by himself and with
those who follow him and not to fear anyone besides God. How can this
be when he had already criticised them for the weakness of their faith and
belief? Moreover, before this time, he had explicitly declared many times
that he was the Son of God, in accordance with what you transmit from

238ahim. Therefore, what is the benefit of hiding amatter aftermaking it public?
Furthermore, the benefit of hiding a matter is to be able to make it evi-
dent after consolidating it. As for Christ’s being the Son of God, we find it
to be an unknown position among the Jews, the Muslims and some sects
of Christianity. No one claims it other than a party of (the Christians). Con-
sequently, the issue of hiding it is a futile matter. And thus the difference
between this affair and any prophet or angel who hides his matter, becomes
evident, becausewhen these hide theirmatters, thematters become consol-
idated and evident, while this affair is not like that. Yet Peter’s saying: ‘You
are Christ the Son of God’ maymean: ‘You are a servant of God andHismes-
senger,’ just as we have previously interpreted ‘sonship’ as ‘servanthood’. It is
also possible that Peter might have chosen some of the sayings of the peo-
ple over which they were at variance. And Christ commanded him to hide
that only because (Peter) had confirmed his messengership and affirmed
his prophethood, while among the people there were those who accused
him of lying with regard to his prophetic mission and who did not believe
in him. Therefore, (Christ) hid his affair until he himself would testify about
his position. And verily no one has opposed his prophethood but the Jews,
may God’s curse be upon them all.

32 Matthew 10:26; Mark 4:22; Luke 8:17 and 12:2.
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ينطایـشلاجريخ�ً�اسنإانیأر،لمّعم”:حیـسمللاّنحویلاقينثلاثلاونياثلالصفلافيذنمو}238{

كمعموهفكمیلعسیل34نمكلّنّلأ،هوعنتملا”:لاقف.“انعبتیلمهنلأ،هانعنفمكسم“.

وهسیل35نمكلّ”:ايهفلاقوشقرملینجإنمنیشرعلاوعباسلافيةصّقلاهذهتركذو}239{

،حداقوهفلاّإوخاسّنلالمقنمتوافتلااذهنكیلمنإف.دیعبنوبينترابعلاينبو.“انیلعوهفانعم

.كیلعلاوكعملاوأ،كیلعوأ،كعمنوكینأامّإسانلانمدحاوكلّنّأهریرقتو.ضقانتهنلأ

اهـنلأ،نوكتاقولظفللىعاهـنإفكیلعلاولا36تيلاةطساولاامّأو.مولعمماهكمحنافرطلاف

ضعبنوكینأاذهنممزلیف.كعمتسیلاهـنلأ،كیلعنوكتشقرمظفللىعو،كیلع37تسیل

فيوقامّٔاف.ةیّضقلاقایـسبهبـشأاقولظفلو.كیلعودحاوهجونمةدحاوةیّضقفيسانلا

حیصحموهف“قرّفیوهفيعمعميجلانمو،ليّعوهفيعمنكیلمنم”:ينثلاثلاوعساتلالصفلا

.هذهيرغهيو.ةیّضقلانمهقایـسفيالمبسانم

،كنايرجءاینغالاوكءاّبحأعدتلافةيملوتعنصاذإ”:ينسلخماوثلاثلافيذنمو}240{

كتٔافكامنوكتل،كتٔافكاملىعملهةردقلانیاينكاسلماوءافعضلاعدأنكلو.كوئفكاابمرمهـنلأ

ظ238 .“اللهتوكلمفياًبزخكلٔاینلمبىوط”:لاقفذنیضرالحاضعبعمسف.“ينقدّصلا||ةمایقفي

.سیل:كش37.ىا:كش36.نمكل:كش35.نمكل:كش34
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{238} Among other things, in chapter thirty-two John says to Christ: ‘O
teacher, we have seen aman casting out devils in your name andwe forbade
him, because he did not followus.’ Then, (Christ) replied: ‘Donot forbid him,
for whoever is not against you is with you.’33

{239} This story is alsomentioned in (chapter) twenty-sevenof theGospel of
Mark, but there he says: ‘Whoever is not with us is against us.’34 Between the
two expressions there is a considerable difference. Therefore, regardless of
whether this incoherence is not from thepenof the copyists, orwhether it is,
it must be rejected as objectionable, for it is contradictory. And its import is
that every single person is eitherwith you or against you, or else he is neither
with you nor against you. The rule regarding these two extremes is known.
As for the intermediate position, which is neither with nor against you,
according to Luke’s wording, it means ‘with you’ because it is not ‘against
you,’ while according to Mark’s wording, it means ‘against you’, because it
is not ‘with you’. Thus, it necessarily follows from this that a given person
is ‘with you’ as well as ‘against you’ with regard to one single case from
one single perspective. Yet Luke’s wording is more suitable to the context
of the case. As for his saying in chapter thirty-nine: ‘Hewho is not withme is
againstme, and hewho does not gather withme scatters,’35 it is an authentic
statement befitting the context in which the case occurs, unlike the present
case.36

{240} Among other things, in chapter fifty-three (Jesus says): ‘When you
make a banquet, do not invite your friends or your rich neighbours, for
they may perhaps recompense you. Rather, invite the weak and the poor
who have no power to recompense you, so that your recompense be at the

238bresurrection of the righteous.’ And one of the people present heard that and
said: ‘Blessed is he who shall eat bread in the kingdom of God.’37

33 Luke 9:49–50.
34 Mark 9:40.
35 Luke 11:23.
36 Ṭūfī repeats his views on the differencies between Mark’s and Luke’s version of this

quotation in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I, pp. 340–342).
37 See Luke 14:12–15.
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اذهو.ةرخٓلاافينوكلٔایسانلانّألىعلّدف.هركنیلمواذهلىعحیـسلماهرّقأدقف:تلق}241{

نوكینلماًعابتةًدحاوةًأرمااوجوّزتنیاةوخلإاةعبـسنعةقدزلالاؤسفيركذامضقانی

.ةكئلالمكانوكیلابزلخاكلٔاینمنّلأ،نوجوّتزیلاةكئلالمكاكانهسانلانّإ:لاقف.ةرخٓلاافيمنهم

.رهاظضقانتاذهف38.جوّتزلاوحكانلمهقرافینأزاجبزلخاكلٔابةكئلالماقرافاذإو

ةباحسلافياًیتٓاناسنلإانبانورظنیذئنیحو”:وقينعبـسلاوسمالخالصفلافيذنمو}242{

.“ددقكمصلاخنّإف،كمسوؤراوعفراوقوفلىإاورظنانوكتهذه39تأدباذإف.يمظعدمجوتاوّقب

وأايهفتئایهنألىإانهاهوهراشأدقو.ةمماغلىعحیـسلمادوعصلانتیكاحقبـسدق:تلق}243{

عضووریزـنلخالتقوبیلصلاسركولاجّالتقلنامزلارخٓافيوزنلىإهنمةراشإاذهو.اهلثمفي

نّإف”:وقامّأو.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمهبدعوماكو،هركذقبـسماكىراصنلاودويهلا40نعةیزلجا

قیدصتلاواللهدیحوتنمهتّلملىعنكانممّهنمزفينكانلمهنمباطخاذهف،“ددقكمصلاخ

هيرغوحیـسلماةیّصواوفلاخواوثّلثواوفرّحواولدّبنیاءلاؤهامّٔاف.هروهظریدقتبملاسلاهیلعدمّحبم

!انهماللهذاعأ.نمّلىإنكلددقنوكیاًضیا41ٔمهصلاخنّإف،ملاسلاهیلعدمّحبمنايملإافي

.كمصلاخ:ش41.لىع:كش40.تدب:كش39.يجوتزلا:ش38
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{241} I say: Christ indeed confirmed him regarding this and did not rebuke
him. Consequently, this indicates that people will eat in the Hereafter. How-
ever, this stands in contradiction with what has been mentioned regard-
ing the Sadducees’ questioning him about the seven brothers who married
the same woman in succession, as to whom she will belong in the Here-
after, whereupon he replied: ‘People there are like the angels; they shall not
marry,’38 because whosoever eats bread cannot be like the angels. Yet, in the
present case, since he distinguishes people from the angels by the act of eat-
ing bread, it is conceivable that he distinguish them by the acts of having
intercourse and getting married. And this stands in clear contradiction to
the former case.

{242} Among other things, in chapter seventy-five (Jesus) says: ‘At that time
they shall behold the Son of Man coming in a cloud with power and great
glory. And when this begins to come to pass look up and raise your heads,
for your salvation has drawn near.’39

{243} I say: Our account of Christ’s ascension upon a cloud has been men-
tioned previously.40Andhere he himself alluded to the fact that hewill come
in it or something like it. This is an allusion to his descent at the end of
time to kill the Antichrist, break the cross, kill the swine and remove the
poll tax from Jews and Christians, as has been mentioned previously and
as Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, has promised.41
As for his saying: ‘For your salvation has drawn near,’ this is an address from
him to those of his contemporaries whowere following the tenets of his reli-
gion, such as theunity ofGodand the confirmationofMuḥammad, peacebe
upon him, in anticipation of his appearance. As for thosewho have changed
and altered (the revelation), propounded the doctrine of the Trinity and
opposed the instruction of Christ and others regarding belief in Muḥam-
mad, peace be upon him, truly their liberation has also drawn near, but near
to Hell. May God protect us from it!

38 See Matthew 22:23–30; Mark 12:18–25.
39 Luke 21:27–28.
40 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 151.
41 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Buyūʿ” 102, “Maẓālim” 31, “Aḥādīth al-Anbiyāʾ ” 52; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ,

“Īmān” 73; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Malāḥim” 14; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Fitan” 54; Ibn Mājah, Sunan,
“Fitan” 33. See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 127.



298 critical edition and translation

اّلمماهعمنموبوقعیمّأيمرموةیّنلادايمرمنّإيننلاونياثلالصفلافيوقذنمو}244{

همدنعملااذهنكافذیملاتلالسرلا43نبرخأوينحثلاثدعبهبرقنمماقحیـسلمانّٔاب42نبرخأ

لینجإفيركذذكو.بجّعتف،ةًعوضومبایثلاىأرف،برقلالىإسرطبماقو.هوقدّصیلمو،ءزهلكا

.اوقدّصیلمبّرلامایقبذیملاتلاتبرخأاّلميمرمنّأشقرم

لثمنوقدّصیفیك.ملهوقعنملّقألاوىراصنلانمل�ٔ�ابتعسملاوتیأرام:تلق}245{

نّإف!ينموصعلمالسرلاوذیملاتلانعلاًضفمملأاداحٓالىإاذهلثمبسنینماللهنعلف؟اذه

منهموهنمنوكیـسابم،اولعفامدويهلاهبلعفینألبق،همرذنٔافمدّقتهیلعاللهتاولصحیـسلما

و239 مهـنألىإذدعبنوبـسنیفیكف.هقدصتبثو||،تازجعلماوت�ٓ�لااهنماودهاشدقو.ةرّميرغ

ددّترلماوكّاشلالهو؟هنوقدّصیلاو44،اًءزههنوذخّتیف،ةرّميرغهعوقوبهمدعورمأعوقوبنوبريخ

هبنوبراوإهمدنعبراواًصوصخ؟رفكالاّإسروأاللهنمقداصلاهببريخامقدصفي

هذهاللهحّبقف.لإابیذكتلىإينموصعلمالسرلااوبـسنذإ،ينفرطلانمةّیزرلاتمظعف.لسر

يرصبميهفنكاام!متهقوسومهكولمومئهمالعنمةنـسيفلأونحئحاضفلاهذهلىعترّمدقتيلالوقعلا

ةًءزهمهلعجومهـباللهفّختـساف،اللهنیدباوّفختـساموقنكلو.ايهلا45ٕنٌابهراوعترسیف،اهرّبدتی

.﴾اهََلهْاوَاهَـبِقحَااوُنكاَوَ﴿.نیرخاسلل46ةًرسخوينئزتهـسملل

.هىرسخو:ك46.ناهر:كش45.اوزه:ك44.تبرخاو:ش43.تبرخا:ش42
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{244} Among other things, in chapter eighty-two, (Luke) says that when
Mary Magdalene, Mary mother of Jacob and whoever was with the two
reported that Christ had risen from his tomb after three days and informed
the apostles, the disciples, they took this statement to be amockery and did
not believe it. Yet Peter betook himself to the tomb, saw the clothes that had
been laid down, and marvelled.42 Likewise it is mentioned in the Gospel of
Mark that when Mary informed the disciples about the rising of the Lord,
they did not believe it.43

{245} I say: I have not seen or heard of anyone more ignorant than the
Christians or of anyone with a lesser degree of intelligence than theirs. How
can they believe something like this? May God curse anyone who attributes
something like this to any individual, let alone to the disciples and the
infalliblemessengers! Christ,may theblessings ofGodbeuponhim,had told
them in advance and warned them—before the Jews did to him whatever
they did—about what would surely happen to him and to them more than

239aonce. And they had already witnessed signs and miracles from him, and
thus his truthfulness had been established. So, how can someone thereafter
claim that [the disciples], despite being informed about the occurrence of
a matter, the occurrence of which (Christ) had promised them more than
once, took it for amockery and did not believe it? Is the onewho doubts and
hesitates concerning the truthfulness of what the truthful person informs
them about from God or from His messengers, anything other than an
unbeliever? Especially when, according to their opinion, the informer is a
god and the ones informed are the messengers. Hence, the damage is great
on both sides, for they attributed to the infallible messengers giving the lie
to God. May God put to shame those intellects which have passed on these
disgraceful things for about two thousand years, whether they be scholars,
kings or common people! There was no one perspicacious enough among
them who would reflect on these disgraceful things, so that the monks
could have been asked to be mindful of them. But some people despised
the religion of God, and so God despised them and made them an object of
ridicule for the mockers and a target of derision for the scoffers. ‘For they
were worthy of it and meet for it.’44

42 Luke 24:10–12.
43 See Mark 16:9–11.
44 Q 48:26.
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هنمزفيلب،تاوملأانمهمایقنمحیـسلماهبهمبرخأفسیلذیملاتلاددّرتنّإ:لاقیلاو}246{

همبرخأحیـسلمانّإلوقن�ّ�48لأ.هنمزلهيجوهدوجوةقیقحلمعیدقءشيلاو،يمرمهیفمهـتبرخا47ٔيا

املىعهباوبذّكدقو،ينّعمنمزلاف.م�ّ�أةثلاثدعبذبملهيمرمرابخإو،م�ّ�أةثلاثدعبهمایقب

.روذلمحامزلف.منهعتملقن

منهمنانثاماقحیـسلمامایقمهغلباّلمذیملاتلانّأيننلاوثلاثلالصفلا49فيذنمو}247{

ذخأو.مايهـشايممانهیبحیـسلماراصذإحیـسلمارمأنمنكافندّحتیماهو.ساوعملىا50ٕنايرسی

وقایبنلاًجرنكا.ىّصرانلاعوسیرمأفي”:لااق“؟ندّحتتف”:مالهلاقف.هتفرعمنعماهراصبٔاب

.“تولماكملحهوملسٔاف.بعشلاعیجمواللهمادّقملاولماعلأب

لىعلّدف.ةیّهللإافيانتةوّبنلاو،ایبنهاسمّدقو،سرطبناعسمحیـسمللبطاانكاو:تلق}248{

ءایبنلأانماًدحأنّأمّاتلاءارقتـسلاانملع�ّ�لأ.لإلاًنبالاواًهلإهنودقتعیاونكالاو51،اًهلإنكیلمهنأ

لاوحیـسلمانیدلىعاوسیلىراصنلانّأاذهـبينّبتف.لمعلادیفیمّاتلاءارقتـسو.ذكنكیلم

نَونُِـسيحُْمُْنهانَوبَُـسيحَْهمُْوَاَیْناةِاَیحَْلافيِمُْيهُعْسَلضَ﴿52ٍ.عارلابلهمََهملب،ذیملاتلاداقتعا

.﴾اًعنْصُ

اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلارخٓااذه}249{ اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا .اقوللینجإلىعقیلعتلا

.ىاعر:ك؛ىعار:ش52.اهلإ–ك؛اه:ش51.نايرشی:ش50.في–ك49.لاو:ش48.تيلا:ش47
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{246} Furthermore, it cannot be said: ‘The disciples’ hesitationwas not with
regard towhat Christ had informed themabout his rising from the dead, but
rather regarding its time about whichMary informed them, for the reality of
a thing’s existencemaybeknown, but its timeunknown.’ This cannot be said
because we say that Christ had informed them of his rising after three days,
andMary’s informing them about it was after three days. Thus, the timewas
determined, yet they denied it, according to what you transmit about them.
Therefore, this necessarily becomes an object of caution.45

{247}Among other things, in chapter eighty-three, (it is reported) thatwhen
the news about Christ’s resurrection reached the disciples, two of them set
out to travel to Emmaus. The two were talking about what had happened
in the case of Christ when all of a sudden Christ appeared between the
two of them, walking along with them. But their eyes were prevented from
recognising him. Then, he said to them: ‘What are you talking about?’ They
replied to him: ‘About the case of Jesus the Nazarene. He was a man, a
prophet, powerful in works and speech before God and all the people. Yet
they handed him over to be sentenced to death.’46

{248} I say: The one addressing Christ was Simon Peter, who called him a
prophet, and prophethood precludes divinity. This indicates that he was
neither a god, nor did they believe him to be a god or a son of God. For
we know by complete induction that not a single prophet was like that.
And complete induction provides (epistemologically certain) knowledge.
Therefore, it becomes clear by this that the Christians are neither upon the
religion of Christ nor upon the belief of the disciples, but rather, they are an
untended flockwithout a shepherd. ‘Their effort goes astray in the life of the
world, and yet they reckon that they do good work.’47

{249} This is the end of the Critical Commentary on the Gospel of Luke.

45 In other words, one must treat this passage in specific and the Gospels in general with
caution, says Ṭūfī.

46 See Luke 24:13–20.
47 Q 18:103–104.
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[Critical Commentary on the Gospel of John]

{250} Let us now commence the Critical Commentary on the Gospel of John,
son of Zebedee.

{251} Among other things, there is (John’s) statement in the prologue of his
(Gospel): ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and

239bGod was the Word. This was in pre-existence with God. Everything came
into being by Him, and without Him nothing of what has come into being
came into being.’1

{252} I say: This statement is one of the arguments upon which the Chris-
tians rely. It is a statement, part of which is sound and part of which is wrong
and incoherent.2 It is apt for their minds to advance such a thing as an argu-
ment, for truly their minds are inferior to the minds of children. As for the
correct part of it, it is his saying: ‘In the beginning was the Word.’ For truly,
the speech of God, the Glorified, is one of His attributes, which according to
the Muslims, is pre-existent through His pre-existence. His saying: ‘and the
Word was with God’ is also correct, because the Word is His attribute, and
an attribute (ṣifa) subsists in the one who is characterised by it (mawṣūf).
Hence, it is correct to apply the expression of ‘being with’ (God) to it [i.e. the
attribute, the Word]. Also, his saying: ‘This was in pre-existence with God,’
means what was mentioned. And his saying: ‘Everything came into being
by Him, and without Him nothing of what has come into being came into
being,’ is also correct, because things exist by the will of God, His power and
command. Thus, the will is what specifies (the object to be created), while
the power togetherwith the command affects it [i.e. brings it into being], for
in the Holy Qurʾan (it is stated): ‘But His command, when He wills a thing,
is only that He says to it: Be! and it is.’3 So, the Word, according to our opin-
ion, is ‘be,’ and it is the imperative form of ‘it was—it is’ [i.e. the verb ‘to
be’] and by it Christ came into being. He was named a ‘Word’ only because

1 John 1:1–3.
2 Ṭūfī’s approach to the Johannine prologue contrasts with that of Ibn Ḥazmwho rejects

it in its totality and regards it as a lie and blasphemy (Ibn Ḥazm, Faṣl, vol. II, p. 161).
3 Q 36:82.
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!اًهلإتلاحتـسافتدسّتجالله
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he was brought into being by the Word. He was more worthy of this appel-
lation than anyone else, because the affect of the (divine) power was more
evident in him due to his being born from no human (father).4

{253} As for his saying: ‘Truly, theWord of God became incarnate and turned
into flesh and blood,’5 we do not hold this opinion. Rationally, it is not
possible for the Word to become incarnate. For the power of God affects
only things that are possible (mumkināt), but not others that are impossible.
Andwhoever admits that theWordmay become incarnate by turning into a
human being, should also admit that it could become incarnate by turning
into an inanimate thing or into an animal, such as a bull, a donkey, a horse, a
dog, a beast of prey or any other kind of animal. Consequently, the animals
and inanimate things would come to be gods or sons of gods, because they
are brought into existence by theWord ofGod,while theWord ofGodwould
become incarnate and transform itself into a god.

{254} As for the incoherent part of it, it is his saying: ‘and the Word was
with God, and God was the Word.’6 This is so for two reasons. Firstly, the
Word is not identical with God. So, any allegation that it is Him represents
an act of obstinacy and sophistry, for theWord is an attribute of the onewho
speaks, and an attribute (ṣifa) is other than the one who is characterised
by it (mawṣūf). Consequently, the Word is other than God. Secondly, this
is a statement wherein diversity and unity are joined together in one single

4 In the Qurʾanic portrayal of Jesus, he ‘was only amessenger of God, andHis wordwhich
He conveyed unto Mary, and a spirit from Him’ (Q 4:171). Yet the honorific titles of the ‘Word
of God’ and ‘Spirit from God’ are not identical to those in Christian scriptures. As Ṭūfī points
out elsewhere, Muslim exegetes have taken this title to refer to Jesus’ miraculous conception.
In other words, it is an allusion to his creation by the divine command ‘be’ (kun). In Qurʾanic
terminology, not only Jesus’ creation, but the creation of the entire universe was subject to
God’s command ‘be’ (kun). ‘He said be and it became,’ is the general formula and pattern
of God’s creative power and activity. Yet this name is given specifically to Jesus in order to
honour him due to his miraculous birth (Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 74). The earliest articulations
of such an interpretation derive from a report by Qatāda (d. ca. 117/735), who says: ‘the Word
did not become Jesus, but it was through theWord that Jesus came into being,’ and a parallel
statement expressed by Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal: ‘through the Word Jesus came to existence, yet
Jesus was not the Word’ (Ibn Taymiyya, Tafsīr, vol. IV, pp. 59 and 60; see also Aḥmad b.
Ḥanbal, Radd, p. 58). Accordingly, Jesus is not regarded as identical with the Word of God,
but rather, he is seen as the product of God’s creative power put into action through His
Word.

5 John 1:14.
6 John 1:1.
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case fromone single perspective. It is self-contradictory and absurd. The two
ways by which we have established the incoherence are in reality one and
the same, or inseparable from one another.

{255} Among other things, there is his saying: ‘No one has ever seen God.
The only Son who is in the bosom of his Father, he has declared (Him).’7 I
think this is from the words of John the Baptist, i.e. Yaḥyā, son of Zakariyyā.

{256} I say: We have already explained earlier that the intended meaning of
240ahis saying ‘the Son’ is metaphorically ‘the servant’. His being described by

oneness does not mean that God has no son other than him, but rather, it
means that he is alone in his messengership to the people, in that, there is
no similar messenger beside him in his era other than him. And his saying:
‘who is in the bosom (ḥiḍn) of his Father,’means that (Jesus) is under (God’s)
care and protection from enemies until the determined time. And (God)
is the One Who supports him with powers and miracles. Therefore, it is
appropriate that all this be interpreted in the sense of upbringing (ḥiḍāna),
because God, Exalted is He, takes care of His messengers just as someone
who brings up a child (ḥāḍin) would take care of his child.

{257} John further says about Christ: ‘Truly, he shall come after me, yet he
was before me.’8 What is meant here is not his actual existence, but rather,
his virtual presence in God’s pre-existent knowledge and the glad tidings of
the earlier prophets, just as our Prophet Muḥammad, peace be upon him,
said: ‘I was a prophet while Adam was between water and clay.’9

{258} Regarding his subsequent saying: ‘I bear witness that this is the Son
of God,’10 it has been explained previously that its interpretation means
servanthood and messengership.

7 John 1:18.
8 John 1:30.
9 This report is found in Abū al-Faḍl Shihāb al-Dīn Maḥmūd al-ʾĀlūsī, Rūḥ al-maʿānī fī

tafsīr al-Qurʾān al-ʿaẓīmwa-al-sabʿ al-mathānī, ed. ʿAlī ʿA.-B. ʿAṭiyya, Beirut, 2001, vol. IV, p. 132;
vol. VII, p. 286. There is also a similar report, ‘I was a prophet while Adam was between
the spirit (al-rūḥ) and the body (jasad)’, in vol. XI, p. 152; vol. XIII, p. 282. For other variants
of this ḥadīth, see Abū Ḥāmid Muḥammad al-Ghazzālī, Maʿārij al-quds fī madārij maʿrifat
al-nafs, Cairo, 1927, p. 121; Jalāl al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Suyūṭī, al-Durr al-manthūr fī al-tafsīr
al-maʾthūr wa-huwamukhtaṣar tafsīr tarjumān al-Qurʾān, Beirut, 2000, vol. V, pp. 352–353.

10 John 1:34.
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{259} As for his words: ‘This is the lamb of God,’11 here a creature, namely, the
created lamb, is attributed to God. Jesus wasmore worthy of this attribution
than any other humanbeing, because the effect of the (divine) power in him
was more evident, for he was a sign and a lesson for those who take heed.

{260} Among other things, in chapter three, (Jesus) says to Nicodemus: ‘I
teach you about earthly things and you do not believe. How then would
you believe if I were to teach you about heavenly things? No one ascends
to heaven except he who has descended from heaven, namely, the Son of
Man who is in heaven.’12

{261} I say: The discourse here is simple. For surely, the spirits of all people
emanate to them from the celestial world. However, the difference between
Christ and others lies in the fact that he knew what was in heaven, while
others do not, in various ways. Firstly, he was inspired by God, just like the
rest of the prophets to whomGod has revealed the kingdom of heaven. Sec-
ondly, the spirit of Christ was a special spirit that possessed the distinctive
quality of knowing the heavenly properties while in the state of detach-
ment (from the body) and the ability to preserve that knowledge, reporting
it after (the spirit’s) composition into a corporal frame. However, the spirits
of others did not possess this power. Therefore, it was due to the power of
his soul and what it contained of special qualities given by God that when
Christ healed the crippled woman,13 he did it excellently by the power that
emanated from him, as he declared when the chronically bleeding woman
touched his garment.14 Thirdly, the spirits of the rest of the people emanate
to them only when the first four months of the pregnancy is completed and
they have passed through various stages: forty days as a drop of fluid, then
forty (days) as a clinging clot, followed by forty (days) as a lump of flesh.
And then the spirit is breathed into it.15 But, in the case of Christ, his spirit’s

240bemanation to his body was concurrent with the body’s coming into being.
Perhaps this had an effect on what was mentioned above regarding Christ’s

11 John 1:29, 36.
12 John 3:12–13.
13 See Luke 13:11–13.
14 See Matthew 9:20–22; Mark 5:25–30 and Luke 8:43–48.
15 This is a reference to a ḥadīth in Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Badʾ al-khalq” 6, “Aḥādīth al-anbiyāʾ ”

2, “Qadar” 1, “Tawḥīd” 28; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Qadar” 1; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Sunna” 17; Tirmidhī,
Sunan, “Qadar” 4; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Muqaddima” 10.
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knowledge of heavenly things. It is also said that Christ is, in reality, an angel
that appeared in the form of a human, just as Gabriel appeared in the form
ofDiḥya.16 And this would be a fulfillment of thewords of God, Exalted is He:
‘Even if We had sent an angel as a messenger, We would certainly have sent
him in the form of a man.’17

16 It is related in various ḥadīths that Gabriel appeared in the form of Diḥya, one of the
companions of the Prophet. See Nasāʾī, Sunan, “Īmān wa-sharāʿiṭuh” 6. For similar accounts,
see also Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Manāqib” 26, “Faḍāʾil al-Qurʾān” 1; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Īmān” 76, “Faḍāʾil
al-ṣaḥāba” 16; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Manāqib” 12.

17 Q 6:9. The description of Jesus as an angel who appeared in human form sets Ṭūfī apart
from other Muslim theologians and polemicists. It is no surprise that this peculiar opinion
has baffled and even outraged some of his readers, as may be observed by the comments
occupying the margins of the manuscript of his ʿAlam. The comment added by a reader
declares Ṭūfī’s view as a ‘very strange thing’ and finds it ‘contrary to the apparent meaning
of the authoritative texts (nuṣūṣ, i.e. Qurʾan and Sunna) and the consensus of the Muslims
with regard to Jesus, peace be upon him!’ (this comment belongs to the Ottoman statesman
Walī al-Dīn Jār Allāh (1151/1738) who also owned the MS Şehid Ali Paşa of the Taʿlīq; see
Ṭūfī, ʿAlam, p. 154, fn. 1 and also Heinrichs, “Nağm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī’s on the Incorrect Reading
of the Fātiḥa”, p. 157). Ṭūfī’s short statement does not illuminate adequately the question of
whether Ṭūfī himself is in favour of this view or not. It is clear, nonetheless, that he at least
regards it as a possible explanation for Jesus’ extraordinary nature. In his subsequent work,
the Intiṣārāt, his apology for Islam, Ṭūfī reiterates the same opinion, but this time in relation
to Jesus’ celibacy. Again no further details are given as towhom this view belongs, nor is there
any explicit information about Ṭūfī’s own position. He only offers the image of the angelic
Jesus as a justification of Jesus’ non-worldly lifestyle. The passage identifies Jesus’ nature
as having angelic features, to the extent that even after becoming a man, Jesus continued
to live in a similar manner to the angels. He was deprived of sexual needs, for his angelic
character prevailed over his human personification (Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 284). Subsequently,
in his discussion against the Muʿtazilites, Ṭūfī aims to prove that the acts of both reaching
the right path and going astray are ultimately caused by God. This verse (Q 6:9), along with
Q 6:53 and 22:52–53, shows for Ṭūfī that the Christians were puzzled and misled by the
confusion caused by God. In this passage, the notion of the angel-Jesus is again attributed
to an unknown party, suggested by the passive form ‘it was said’. Yet, Ṭūfī does not mind
interpreting theQurʾanic text on thebasis of this view (Darʾ, p. 277). Thedevelopmentof Ṭūfī’s
thought reaches its climax in his treatise on the art of disputation, ʿAlam al-jadhal, in which
he explicitly confirms that he himself thinks Jesus might have been an angel who appeared
in human form. He also assumes that perhaps it was for this reason that the Christians went
astray and took Jesus to be a god. The case is, nevertheless, presented as a possibility, rather
than a definite claim (ʿAlam, p. 154). Ṭūfī’s undertaking further culminates in his last work,
the Ishārāt, his theological commentary on the Qurʾan. He interprets the same verse (Q 6:9)
once again in light of Jesus’ angelic nature. Here we find Ṭūfī suggesting that the concept of
an angelic Jesus is derived from the Christian claim concerning the divine Jesus. They are
parallel to each other, since both of them attribute some sort of ‘incarnation’ to Jesus; an
incarnation of God in the latter, while in the former, an incarnation of an angel. As observed
in the previous cases, here too Ṭūfī does not offer any precise reference for the reader. Yet,
one is inclined to think that it is the Christians whom the expression ‘some of them’ refers to
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.“دبلأاةایحنوكتلبيه16لاكيلدیحولاهنبالذبفلماعلااللهبّحأ”:اذهدعبلاقو}262{

لىاعتاللهنّلأ،ءایبنلأارئاسكذفينوكیذئنیحو.“دیحولانب”نىعماّنّیبدق:تلق}263{

.هركموناطیـشلادیكنمهوذقنیولماعلااوديهلهمراصعأفينیدیحوملهذب

تبسلاضقنینكاهنلأ،عوسیلتقنودیریدويهلانكاو”:لاقعباسلالصفلافيذنمو}264{

.“هسفنلداعیواللهنباهنإلوقینكاهنلأو،هیفضىرلماهئارب�ٕ�ميهلع

هوطبراّلموقلضقانمهنلأ،لداعمهنأعمزینكاهنأحیـسلمالىعبذكاذه:تلق}265{

هُتدارإتلداعلیدعنكاولو.“كتداركإلب،تيداركإسیلو.سٔلا18هذهنيّع17برّع،يـهلإ”:هوبلصیل

نّإف،منهمطیلتخاذهنّإثم.هنعلقنلااذهنلاطبلىعلّدهتدارإاللهةدارإتبلغمالف.هَتدارإ

هنعتبثنإف،هنباهنأهعمزامّأو.هيرغلبوهوهنوكیلااللهلداعمو،اللههنأنوعمزیءلاؤه

.قبـسیؤاتف

.قارغتـسومومعلاضيتقی“اهلثمنبلمعیبلأااهلمعیتيلالماعلأانّلأ”:وقذكو}266{

اللهلعمامعیجملثمحیـسلمالُعموأ،حیـسلمامعینكافاللهلماعأراصنحاامّإهنممزلیف

لب،قارغتـسلالتسیل“لماعلأا”فيملالانّأتمعمزنإو.هوتمعنمهوتمیعدّانإو.لطوهو.هناحبـس

.اذه:كش18.يرغ:ش17.لایكل:كش16

(Ishārāt, vol. II, pp. 147–148). By analyzing the relevant texts, one may consider that despite
the ambiguous wording, Ṭūfī appears to favour the notion of an angelic Jesus, since he raises
it in his five different works as a possible explanation for Jesus’ extraordinary nature. Not
only does he allude to it as a quotation from an anonymous party, but in one place, as noted
above, he explicitly confirms that this represents his own view. His effort in offering textual
evidence from both the Qurʾan and the ḥadīth illustrates how seriously he takes this opinion.
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{262} He thereafter said: ‘God so loved the world that He offered His only
Son so that no one should perish, but they would have eternal life.’18

{263} I say: We have already explained the meaning of the ‘only Son’. In that
regard (Jesus) is like the rest of the prophets, because God, Exalted is He,
sent each one of them alone in their respective times so that they might
guide the world and save it from the Devil’s guile and deception.

{264} Among other things, in chapter seven, (John) says: ‘The Jews wanted
to kill Jesus, because he used to violate the Sabbath against them by healing
the sick on it, and because he used to say that he was the Son of God and
used to equate himself with God.’19

{265} I say: This is a lie against Christ. To say that he claimed to be equalwith
God stands in contradiction to the statementhemadewhen theyboundhim
in order to crucify him: ‘MyGod, let this cup pass away fromme. Yet let it not
be according tomywill, but according to Yourwill.’20For hadhe been (God’s)
equal, his will would have equaled (God’s). The fact that God’s will prevailed
over his will indicates the invalidity of this report fromhim.Moreover, this is
a confusion created by (the Christians), for it is these people who claim that
he is God, while the equal of God cannot be identical with Him, but rather
must be other than Him. As for his claim that he is His son, if that claim is
proven to be from him, then its interpretation has already been mentioned
earlier.

{266} Furthermore, (Jesus’) saying: ‘For the works that the Father does, the
Son does likewise,’21 necessarily implies generality (ʿumūm) and universality
(istighrāq).22 It necessarily results from this statement, either that God’s
works are confined to what Christ does, or that Christ’s work is similar to
the entirety of what God, the Glorified, does. However, this is absurd. If you
claim one, you negate the other. Yet if you claim that the definite article
(lām) in ‘theworks’ (al-aʿmāl) does not stand for universality, but rather that
it specifically means works such as reviving the dead and the like, then it is

18 John 3:16.
19 See John 5:18.
20 Matthew 26:39. See also Mark 14:36 and Luke 22:42.
21 John 5:19.
22 It has a generic meaning.
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ءایبنلأارئاسنّلأ،ةحجّهیفىقبتلاثم.ظفللارهاظفلاخوهف،هونحوتىولماءایحإنملماعلأادارأ

.هتردقباللهلماعأضعباولعم

،سانلاعُیجمنَبمركیلنبلالهّكلكملحاىطعألب،اًدحأنیدیبلأاسیل”:وقذكو}267{

لمفیك،هّكلكمُلحالعجُنمنّلأ،لقیلمف.بلصلانمهتلاقتـسلاضقانمهنإف.“بلأانومركیماك

لقیلمحیـسلمانّأنيثتـسألاوفلحأأو.اهّكلتافارخهذهنكلو؟هركیاممّصلالخاهسفنليم

هیلإيرصیابمهملعلءاقبلانمهدنعرثٓانكا�ّ�عللب.هنملاقتـسالاو،بلصلاهركلاو!اذهنماًئیش

و241 19لىاعتوهناحبـساللهنّأمرجلاف.ىذلأالىع||هبرصوهتردقوهئاضقلهيملستلىعاللهةماركنم

.لالمحاقلاتخاوللاضلافيىراصنلاودويهلاعقوأو،هصّلفخ،هاضروهنیقیلىإرظن

تاوملأاايهفعمسیةضراحنٓلااهيوةعاستئاتـسهنإ”:لصفلااذهفيوقذنمو}268{

نأنَبىطعأذكهتاذفيةایلحا21بلألنّأماكهنلأ،نویيحهنوعمسی20نیاو.اللهنباتوص

.“شربلانباهنلأ،كميحنوكینا�ً�ٔاطلسهاطعاوهیفةایلحانوكت

هنإف.“ةعاستئاتـسهنإ”:وقفلالمحاامّأ.لیلعتدَاسفواًضقانتولاًامحعجمماذه:تلق}269{

انتعاسذإ،لامح“ةضراحنٓلااهيو”:وقف.متهنونیدوسانلاثعبلتئاتينحةمایقلاةعاساهـبدیری

:هریدقتبلاقینأوهو.ادجدیعبلیؤاتبلاّإملااذهحّصیلاو.ةمایقلاةعاسهيتسیللاًثمهذه

.بنا:كش21.ىاو:كش20.لىاعتو–ك19
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in disagreementwith the literalmeaning of this expression.Moreover, there
remains no proof in (asserting Jesus’ distinction), for the rest of the prophets
have done some of the works of God by His power.

{267} (Jesus) further says: ‘The Father does not judge anyone, but rather,
He gave all judgement to the Son, so that all the people should honour
the Son, just as they honour the Father.’23 This statement contradicts his
desire to be released from crucifixion. But in fact he did not say this, for
how could someonewhohad been given all judgement be unable to liberate
himself from what he disliked? All these reports are fairy tales. I swear,
without making any exception, that Christ did not say any of this! Neither
did he dislike the crucifixion, nor did he desire to be released from it. On
the contrary, he may have even preferred to remain on the cross, as he
knew what was about to reach him of the divine favour to him, because
of his submitting himself to God’s decree and power, and for his patient

241aendurance of his suffering. Surely, God,Glorified andExalted isHe, observed
the certainty of his faith and his consent, so He delivered him and caused
the Jews and the Christians to go astray and fabricate falsehood.24

{268} Among other things, there is (Jesus’) saying in this chapter: ‘Verily, an
hour shall come, which is now already present, when the dead shall hear
the voice of the Son of God. And those who hear it shall live, because as the
Father has life in His essence, so has He given the Son to have life in himself
and has given him authority to judge, because he is the Son of Man.’25

{269} I say: This is a statement that brings together absurdity, contradiction
and faulty reasoning. As for absurdity, it relates to his saying: ‘Verily, an hour
shall come’. He meant by it the Hour of Resurrection, when the people will
be resuscitated and judged. His saying: ‘which is now already present,’ is also
absurd, for this hour of ours, for instance, is not the Hour of Resurrection.
This statement is incorrect, except in the case of an extremely far-fetched
interpretation, which is to suppose that: ‘The power bywhich the dead shall

23 John 5:22–23.
24 Ṭūfī clearly believes that Christ was ready to suffer on the cross and submit himself to

God’s will. As a result of his steadfast trust in God and His omnipotence, he deserved to be
saved from the crucifixion through the intervention of God. His readiness in this instance to
bear the sufferings to come has close affinities with that of many other messengers of God at
moments of divine trial.

25 John 5:25–27.
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.هحیحصتفيليرهظیيااذه“.نٓلااةدوجومهيةمایقلاةعاسفيتىولمااهـبيىيحتيلاةردقلانّإ”

.هنایبميهلعف،اذهنمبرقأرخٓالیؤاتنكانإف

.“هیفةایلحانوكتنأنَبىطعأذكبلأاتاذفيةایلحانأماك”:وقفضقانتلاامّأو}270{

،اهلثمنبلمعیبلأااهلمعیتيلالماعلأانّأوهسفنلداعیهنأنمقبـسامعم،اذهنّإف

لىعقرّطتیلاماك،تولماهیلعقرّطتیلم،ذكنكاولو.هیبأتاذةایحكهتاذةایحنّأضيتقی

تاوملأانمماقثمّ،حورلالمسأو،حاصبلصاّلمهنألىعةقفّتملیجلأالب.ذكسیلو.هیبأ

.ثلاثدعبتاوملأانمموقیوبلصیهنٔابهمبرخأهنأاًضیألیجلأاتنمّضتو.ثلاثدعب

.تيملمحورلاوهقرافحورلانّأهتومنىعم:لیقنإف}271{

،نوراقوناماهونوعرفلب،هبلصفياوبّلٔاتنیاةنهكلاءاسؤروسطلایفوسدويرهف:انلق}272{

.سانلاعیجمذكو.تتملموماورأمتهقرافاّنمإ.مله22ىرجاذكهاوتاماّلم

ةایحوهتایحينبتوافتلانایببضقانتلااذهدریلاف.اللهوهحیـسلمانّإ:لئاقلاقنإف}273{

.هیبأ

م�ّ�لأاتفيدوجولايقبوم�ّ�أةثلاثحیـسلمابلصُاّلمتامدقهناحبـساللهنوكیف:انلق}274{

بريخلمفیكف.تبرخةًدحاوةًظلحاهـناطلسنمتلخاذإایناىرقنمةیرقنّألمعدقو.إلاب

ظ241 حیـسلمانّأٍعدّمىعدّانإف.ذىعدّانلممزلااذهو||23؟رّبدملابم�ّ�أةثلاثيقبثیحدوجولا

لاّإباوجلايانذهلانمذنكا،هعماللهُبلصیلمبلصُاّلمواللهنباوه24وأاللهوه

.ناعتـسلمااللهو.ناتـسرالمانىكس

.و:ش24.)فلتمخّطبخبوتكمةخسنلارخٓالىإانهنمتنلما(ـه+ش23.ارج:ك22
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live in the Hour of Resurrection already exists now.’ In the effort to render it
sound, this is the only interpretation which occurs to me. If there were any
other interpretation more feasible than this, they would have to explain it.

{270} As for contradiction, it relates to his saying: ‘as there is life in the
essence of the Father, so has He given the Son to have life in himself.’ This,
together with what has been mentioned earlier, that he equated himself
with God and that the works that the Father does, the Son also does, require
that the life of his essence be like the life of his Father’s essence. Had this
been the case, death could not have found its way to him, just as it cannot
find its way to his Father. However, this is not the case. On the contrary, the
Gospels are in agreement that when he was crucified, he cried out and gave
up the spirit, then he rose from the dead after three (days). The Gospels also
contain (the report stating) that he informed (his disciples) that he would
be crucified and rise from the dead after three (days).

{271} If it is said: Themeaning of his death is that the spirit abandoned him,
but the spirit did not die.

{272}We say: The same thing happened toHerod, Pilate and the heads of the
priests who leagued together to crucify him, and even to Pharaoh, Haman
and Karun, when they died. Only their spirits abandoned them, but did not
die. And this is the case with the whole of humanity.

{273} If someone says: Christ is GodHimself, and such contradiction cannot
occur by simply declaring that his life and the life of his Father are distinct
from one another.

{274} We say: When Christ was crucified, then God, Glorified is He, would
have died for three days and the universe would have remained without a
god during that period. However, it is a known fact that any town in the
world falls apart when it is devoid of its ruler for even one single moment.
So, how did the universe not fall apart when it remained for three days

241bwithout a Sustainer? Whoever claims such a view is compelled to accept
this argument. Yet if someone claims that Christ is GodHimself or the Son of
God, and that when he was crucified, God was not crucified with him, then
that is no more than delirious talk for which there is no response except
to give him a place in a lunatic asylum. And God is the One Whose help is
sought.
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دسافاذهنّإف.“شربلانباهنلأ،كميحنوكینا�ً�ٔاطلسهاطعأو”:وقفلیلعتلاداسفامّأو}275{

ءاطعإبسانتلاف،ةفیعضايهلإةبـسنلاوةّیشربلانّلأ،هیضتقتامضیقن�ّ�علالىعقّلعهنلأ،عضولا

بسانتةّیوقةیّهللإانّلأ،اللهنباهنلأ،�ً�اطلسهاطعأ:لوقینأبسانلمااّنمإو.اهلجلأناطلسلا

بسانتةّیشربلاتنكاو،شربلانباهنلا26ٔ،ناطلسلا25هاطعأنكاولثمّ.اهلجلأناطلسلاءاطعإ

�ّ�عف.يننثانیشربنباهيرغو،دحاوشربنباهنلأ،ذبقّحأحیـسلمايرغنكال،ناطلسلاءاطعإ

نّألاّإفاصنلإاةلىعملااذهحیحصتفيليرهظیلاو.لكمأوىوقأهیفناطلسلاءاطعإ

اًفلإدّشأمهف،مهسنجنمشربهنلأ،شربلالىعًماكاحعجوكملحاناطلسهاطعأهنأهریدقت

.هنایبميهلعف،لاّإو.بیرقوهف،اذهیؤاتنكانإف.مهسنجنم27اوسیلنیاةكئلالمانماًدایقناو

هیلعياسىوم:كموكشینمكملنّإ.بلأادنعكموكشأنيّنأاوّنظتلا”:وقذنمو}276{

.“ليجأنمبتَكذنّلأ،بيتمنمٓاسىوبمتمنمٓاتمنكولف.نوكلّوتت

ينبةًمدقمثعبوبيشرّبسىومنّأاهلصاحو28.دويهلاحیـسلمااهـبحجّةجّامحهذه:تلق}277{

نوبذّكیاونكادويهلاو.بينايملإاهبكمءاجامجمنمنّلأ،سىوبماونمؤتلمبياونمؤتلممالف.يّدی

ىراصنلاو.يّصرانلافوسوینبعوسیبلاّإهنوفرعیلاوهتفرعمنوركنیوىوعاهذهفيسىیع

جّاحاذا29ٕ.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمذكف.دويهلالىعحیـسلماايهفجلفةحجّهذهنّأهمدنع

:ىراصنلللاقاًدّمحمنّإف.ةدحاوىوعاوةروصلانّلأ،ميهلعجلفدويهلاحیـسلماهبجّاحابمىراصنلا

امجمنمنّلأ،حیـسلماونمؤتلمبينونمؤتلممالف.يّدیينبةًمدقمثعبو،بيشرّبسىیعنّإ

.لمسو–ش29.دويهلل:كش28.سیل:ش27.ناطلسلل:ك26.هواطعا:ش25
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{275} As for the faulty reasoning, it relates to his saying: ‘and has given him
authority to judge, because he is the Son of Man.’ This is an unsound con-
clusion, because it links the cause with the opposite of what it requires, for
human nature and all that is attributed to it is weak and it is not appropri-
ate to bestow authority to someone on account of it. It would be appropriate
to say: He has given him authority, because he is the Son of God, for divine
nature is strong, and it is proper to give authority on account of it. Further-
more, if He had given him authority because he is the Son of Man, and it
is proper for human nature to be given authority, then anyone other than
Christ would be more worthy of that, since he is son of one human being,
while everyone else is son of two human beings. So, the cause for giving
authority to him would be stronger and more fitting. In order to render this
statement sound, no explanation occurs tome except to suppose that (God)
gave (Jesus) authority to judge andmade him a judge overmankind because
he is a human being of their kind, and they would have a stronger familiar-
ity and compliancewith him thanwith the angels, who are not of their kind.
Therefore, if this is the interpretation of it, then it is feasible. Otherwise they
have to explain it.

{276} Among other things, (Jesus) says: ‘Do not think that I shall complain
of you to the Father. You have one who shall complain of you: Moses, upon
whom you rely. For if you believed in Moses, you would believe in me,
because he wrote of me.’26

{277} I say: This is an argument by which Christ overcame the Jews. The gist
of it is that ‘Moses has announced the glad tidings about me, and has been
sent in advance as a herald before me. And as long as you do not believe
in me, you do not believe in Moses, for among the things he brought to you
was belief inme.’ However, the Jews used to accuse Jesus of lyingwith regard
to this claim and would refuse to acknowledge him, recognising him only
as Jesus, son of Joseph the Nazarene. According to the Christians this is an
argument bywhichChrist defeated the Jews. Likewise didMuḥammad,may
Godbless himand grant himpeace.Whenhe contendedwith theChristians
by the same argument which Christ had used when he contended with
the Jews, he defeated them, because the form of the argument, as well as
the claim, was the same. Muḥammad said to the Christians: ‘Truly, Jesus

26 John 5:45–46.
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وأًماساهمدنعنّأاوركنأوىوعاهذهفياًدّمحماوبذّكىراصنلانّأعم،بينايملإاهبكمءاج

و242 مزلیف،لاّإو.دويهلالىعهاوعدفيحیـسلماجلفماكىراصنلالىعايهفجلفدقنوكیف||ً.مالعنوملعی

نأحلصیلاةدحاوةمكلفيبذكالاو.ايهف�ً�ذكانوكیف،ىوعاهذهفيدويهلاجّيحلمحیـسلمانّأ

،حیـسلمافي30اذهدويهللاومّلسنإف.مهعمزلىعهنباوأاللهنعلبلوسرنعلاًضفلاًدعنوكی

،اسرلاتابثإفيحیـسلماودّمحمينبةیوستلاامّإ:نیرمأدحأمزلیذئنیحو.دّمحمفيثمملهانمّلس

.تابثلإامزلیف.حیـسلمافيهبنولوقیلايفنلاو.ايهفنوأ

.اذه–ك30
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has announced the glad tidings about me, and has been sent in advance
as a herald before me. As long as you do not believe in me, you do not
believe in Christ, for among the things he brought to you is belief in me.’
However, the Christians accused Muḥammad of lying with regard to this
claim and refused to recognise that there was any mention of him among

242athem or that they knew any sign of him.27 So, he defeated the Christians,
just as Christ had defeated the Jews regarding his claim. Yet, (denying this
to Muḥammad) would necessarily imply that Christ did not defeat the Jews
with such a claim and he would consequently be a liar in that regard. And
whoever lies even in one single word is not qualified to be a just person,
let alone a messenger, or even God or His son, as is their allegation. So,
if they deliver this argument to the Jews with regard to Christ, then we
deliver the same to them with regard to Muḥammad. Then, one of two
matters necessarily follows: either to place Muḥammad and Christ on an
equal footing in accepting the validity ofmessengership, or to deny it. As for
denying it, they do not say so about Christ. Therefore, it becomes necessary
for them to accept both as valid.28

27 This is so if read as ʿalaman, but if we were to read it ʿilman then themeaning becomes:
‘or that they had any knowledge of him.’

28 In the present argument, Ṭūfī compares the denial of Muḥammad’s prophethood with
the rejection of Jesus’ mission. Jesus was denied by the Jews although his coming had been
foretold by Moses. Similarly, Muḥammad was denied by the Christians even though he
had been foretold by Jesus. This reminds us of the parallel argument employed by many
Muslim theologians in their discourse with Christians, the traces of which may be found
as early as the 8th century. The caliph al-Mahdī is reported to have said to his Christian
interlocutor that: ‘As the Jews behaved towards Jesus, whom they did not accept, so the
Christians behaved towardsMuḥammad,whomtheydidnot accept’ (Mingana, “TheApology
of Timothy”, p. 35). Following the same line of reasoning, Ṭūfī’s contemporaries and fellow
Ḥanbalites, Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn al-Qayyim, reach the same conclusion (Michel, AMuslim
Theologian’s Response, p. 143; Ibn al-Qayyim, Hidāyat, p. 140). Another contemporary of Ṭūfī,
the poet Būṣīrī, draws the reader’s attention to such parallels with his address to Christians:
‘You have learned from the Jews unbelief, just as Cain learned from the crow (the act of)
burial.’ The Christian approach to Islam is further explained by him in terms of retaliation
(qiṣāṣ). The Christians have denied the Qurʾan, just as their Gospel had been denied by the
Jews (Būṣīrī, Makhraj, p. 226). By equating the denial of Muḥammad’s prophethood with
the rejection of Jesus’ mission, the Christian interlocutor is made to recognise the gravity
of his position. Yet, in this passage Ṭūfī appears to have taken a step further, as his words
imply that by rejecting Jesus the Jews have disbelieved in Moses, who foretold Jesus (John
5:45–47). Applying the same reasoning to the Christians, Ṭūfī warns them that their denial of
Muḥammad also means a denial of Jesus, since he foretold his coming.
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.ىراصنلالىعدّمحمنودهتحجّفيدويهلالىعجلفحیـسلمانّلأ،مزلايرغاذه:لیقنإف}278{
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“؟اللهلماعألمعنتىحعنصنام”:37اولاق“.هتمخ”وأ–36“هكمحأدقبّرلاهللاذهنلأ،شربلا

.“سرأنبماونمٓاف.اللهلعموهاذه”:لاق

.هكمح:كش36.تبانلا:ش35.وا:ش34.فلا:كش33.فلا:ش32.هباوحقىـسماىڡانكمحادڡ:ك31
.–ك37
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{278} If it is said: This does not compel us to accept the argument, for Christ
defeated the Jews in his argument, but not Muḥammad the Christians. And
the difference between the two is that miracles have appeared at Christ’s
hand, but not at Muḥammad’s.

{279} We say: This is a question which we have thoroughly answered in
what has been previously mentioned in the Gospel of Matthew regarding
Christ’s feeding four thousandmenwith five loaves of bread and two fishes.29
Thus, the argument is complete and you are compelled to accept what you
dislike.

{280} Among other things, in chapter eight, (there is a report) that when
Christ satiated five thousand men with five loaves of bread and two fishes,
the people said: ‘In truth, this is the prophet who is coming into the world.’30

{281} I say: This is an explicit declaration of the Gospel revealing that the
people believed (Jesus) to be a prophet, and that the prophets before him
hadannounced the glad tidings concerninghim, that hewouldbe aprophet.
So, fromwhere has divine nature come to him? For they are twonotions that
cannot be combined; hence it cannot be said: His being a prophet does not
preclude his being a god.

{282} Among other things, in chapter nine, (there is a report) that when the
people had eaten the bread which he had fed themwith, they followed him
to Capernaum. Then he said: ‘You did not come to me except for the bread.
Work not for the perishing food, but for the enduring food of everlasting
life, which the Son of Man is giving you, because this one God the Lord has
indeed strengthened’—or ‘has indeed sealed’. They said to him: ‘What shall
we do so that we work the works of God?’ He said: ‘This is the very work of
God. So, believe in him whom He has sent.’31

29 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§72–79. However, in the Gospel of Matthew (14:21) the crowd is
numbered at five thousand.

30 John 6:14.
31 John 6:26–29.
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لاقل،لاّإو38.اللهوههنألا،يّـهللإادییٔاتلمعیاملمعیلوسرهنٔابهنمفاترعااذهف:تلق}283{
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.ءماسلانم

.هیف+،–ش41.هكمح:كش40.الله–ك.39ا:ك38



critical commentary on the gospel of john 325

{283} I say: This is an acknowledgment by him indicating that he is a
messenger who works whatever He works by divine support, but not that
he is God Himself. Otherwise, he would have said to them: ‘I am God and
this is My work,’ because that would be the time to announce it, and it
would not be permissible to delay this announcement beyond the time of
need. Moreover, his statement: ‘because this one God the Lord has indeed
strengthened,’ acknowledges the lordship of God. So, he is (God’s) servant.
Andhis statement: ‘This is the verywork ofGod. So, believe in himwhomHe

242bhas sent,’ refers to himself. Thus, he acknowledges that he is made, created
and sent by God, Glorified is He.

{284} Subsequently, it is mentioned that the people said: ‘Verily, our fathers
ate manna in the wilderness, while bread came to them from heaven. Show
us a sign and give us each day from this bread.’ Then (Jesus) said: ‘Verily,
Moses did not give you the bread from heaven, but my Father gave it to you,
because the bread ofGod is thatwhich descends fromheaven and grants life
to the world. I am the bread of life, so whoever turns to me shall not hunger,
and whoever believes in me shall never thirst.’32

{285} Afterwards, it is mentioned that the Jews grumbled about him, for he
had said: ‘I am the bread which descended from heaven.’ They said: ‘Is not
this one Jesus, son of Joseph? We know his father and his mother. How is it
then that he says: “I have descended from heaven”?’33

{286} I say: Whoever is under the illusion because of this statement that
Jesus himself is bread is insane, for it means: ‘I am the means for mankind’s
eternal life in the Hereafter, just as bread is the means for his continued
existence in this world.’ This is like his response when he was told: ‘Your
mother and your brethren are seeking you’, saying: ‘These are my mother
and my brethren’,34 meaning the disciples and other seekers of guidance.
Likewise is the case when a man said to him: ‘I want to bury my father,’
and he responded: ‘Leave the dead to bury their own dead.’35 It is obvious,
therefore, that the above-mentioned expression should also be taken as a
metaphor. And the Jews became angry at him only because he claimed he
had descended from heaven.

32 John 6:30–35.
33 John 6:41–42.
34 Matthew 12:47–49; Mark 3:32–34 and Luke 8:20–21.
35 Matthew 8:21–22 and Luke 9:59–60.
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.ىراصنللو:ك54.هوبو



critical commentary on the gospel of john 327

{287} As for the following statement of the Jews: ‘How can this one give us
his body to eat?’ and his response to them: ‘Unless you eat the body of the
Son of Man and drink his blood, you shall have no life in you. Whoever eats
my body and drinks my blood shall have perpetual life, for my body is true
food andmyblood is true drink.Whoever eatsmybody and drinksmyblood
shall abide in me, and I shall abide in him.’36 Unless this is understood as a
commonmetaphor, I do not know what it means.

{288} Among other things, (Jesus) says in this chapter: ‘I speak of that
which I have seen with the Father, while you do that which you have seen
with your father.’ They said: ‘Our father is Abraham.’ He said to them: ‘If
you were the children of Abraham, you would do the work of Abraham.
However, you do the works of your father.’ And they said: ‘We are not
born of adultery, but we have only One Father, God Himself.’ He said to
them: ‘If God were your Father, you would love me, for I come from God.
However, you are from your father Satan, and by the lust of your father
you desire. He is the one who has been a murderer of people from the
beginning.’37

{289} I say: In this statement the Jews are related to God, to Abraham and
to Satan altogether by sonship. Hence, this indicates that the expressions of
fatherhood and sonship are sometimes used in their literal meaning, as in
the casewhen (the Jews) are placed thereby in a relationshipwithAbraham,
and sometimes in their metaphorical meaning, such as the case when (the
Jews) are placed in a relationship with God and Satan through the bond
of obedience. Just as a son obeys his father and a father has mercy on his
son, likewise is Christ’s relation to God, the Glorified. Otherwise, it would
necessarily imply that the Jews shouldbe ‘the Sons ofGod’ if they loveChrist,
and so should be the Christians and the rest of theworld, but there is no one
who claims this.

{290} Among other things, in chapter fifteen and other parts of the Gospels,
243a(Jesus) says: ‘Whoever sees me has indeed seen HimWho sent me.’38

36 John 6:52–56.
37 John 8:38–44.
38 John 12:45. See also John 14:9.
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نمؤتاما55ٔ؟بلأارأ:تنألوقتفیكف.بلأاىأردقفنيٓارنم؟سفّلیف،نيفرعتلمو،نامزلا
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{291} Here one might fall into the delusion that the two are one, just as the
Christians claim. However, this is not the case, for he had explicitly stated
in more than one place that his Father is in heaven, while he himself is on
earth. Therefore, it is an unintelligible absurdity to unify the two in spite
of that. Yet, the metaphorical meaning of this statement is that, ‘My acts
resemble the acts of Him Who sent me. I command by His commandment
and prohibit by His prohibition. Thus, whoever sees me, it is as if he has
indeed seen Him, for none can be seen but the one who commands and
prohibits things similar to what I command and prohibit.’ This is similar to
our saying to a person: ‘Would you like to see Zayd? Then look at his brother
ʿAmr, because of the resemblance between the two.’

{292} Among other things, in chapter sixteen or seventeen, (Jesus) says to
his disciples: ‘Let not your hearts be restless. Believe in God and believe in
me!’39

{293} This indicates that the two are distinct from one another, yet the
Christians still say: ‘Christ is God Himself ’.

{294} Among other things, (there is a report) that Phillip said to (Jesus): ‘O
master, show us the Father and it will suffice us.’ Jesus said to him: ‘I am
with you all this time and you have not knownme, O Phillip? Whoever sees
me, has indeed seen the Father. So, how can you say: “Show us the Father”?
Do not you believe that I am in the Father and the Father is in me? These
words which I speak are not from me, but from my Father Who dwells in
me. He does these acts. Believe in me; I am in the Father and the Father is
in me.’40

{295} I say: If this statement had been heard from the Father, regarding
Whom there is no controversy, and if it had been brought by all the mes-
sengers, it would have required a figurative interpretation, for its apparent
meaning is absurd, since two things cannot be present in each other, just
as each of them cannot be identical with the other. Whoever believes in the
apparent and literalmeaning of this statement, there is no intelligent person
(left for him) to argue with. Therefore, it requires a figurative interpretation.
And the most feasible figurative interpretation in this case is what we have

39 John 14:1.
40 John 14:8–11.
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هیلإفاضلماةماقإوفاضلمافذحبنمنوكیف.فيّلّاحهدییٔاتوبيأسرّيأ،“اذهلعفیوه
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فيمانهمدحاوكلّينئیـشاحتـسالمّسنلا�ّ�أاهدحا.61ٔئـسأهوتمركذاملىع:لیقنإف}296{

لىإةفاضلإنكل،لامحهنأانمّلس؟هیلعلیلاافم.حیـسلمافيلإالولحاحتـسالاو،رخٓلاا

ظ243 يازاا||نكل،هانمّلس.شربلاروطةرئادنعجرالخاهروطوقلالخاةردقلىإلاشربلالوقع

هوتمصرحلمف.كمنوددَوصقملصّيحهنمبرقأاًزامجكانهلّعلف.ادجدیعبملااذههیلعتملحم

؟ينّعلمازاااذهفي

.وسا:ك؛وسأ:ش61.لىاعتو–ك60
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mentioned a chapter before, that in him there is a divine power from God,
Glorified and Exalted is He, by which he performs supernatural feats.41 And
because of this divine power, it is permissible for him to say: ‘Truly, the
Father is in me,’ meaning, ‘the secret of the Father and His support is in
me,’ and ‘I am in the Father,’ meaning, ‘I am someone who comprises His
secret, encompasses it and contains it.’ Likewise with his statement: ‘But
rather frommy FatherWho dwells in me. He does this,’ meaning, ‘the secret
of my Father and His support dwell in me.’ This may accordingly be one of
the cases where the governing noun of the genitive construction (muḍāf)
is omitted, while the governed noun (muḍāf ilayh) remains, implying a
metaphorical meaning. And that is a well-known metaphor.42

{296} If it is said: Some questions arise over what you have mentioned. One
of them is thatwedonot accept the impossibility of two thingsbeingpresent
within each other, nor that it is impossible for God to dwell in Christ. So,
what is the proof against it? We do accept that this is absurd, but this is
only with respect to the intellects of human beings, not with respect to the
omnipotence of the Creator andHis state that transcends the domain of the

243bhuman condition. We accept (figurative interpretation), but the metaphor-
ical meaning which you give this statement is quite far-fetched. Perhaps
there might be another metaphorical meaning more feasible than this one,
which would support our argument against you. So, why have you restricted
it to this specific metaphorical meaning?

41 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§256 and 283.
42 The Gospel verses taken by the Christians as alluding to the Incarnation and union

betweenGod andChrist are all interpreted allegorically byMuslim theologians. In Ghazzālī’s
approach, for example, ḥulūl (indwelling) is interpreted as a metaphor for the special bond
between God and his beloved servants. It is a divine secret bestowed only upon those whom
God wills of His favoured servants. In this union, ‘they love what He loves, dislike what He
dislikes, and wish what He wishes’ (See Ghazzālī, Radd, p. 10). Similarly, in Ibn Taymiyya’s
understanding, what is meant by God’s indwelling (ḥulūl) is ‘the presence of faith in God
and knowledge of Him, worship of Him, and His light and guidance.’ This is how God’s
manifestation in Jesus is to be understood, which is not peculiar to him but is also shared
by other prophets (Michel, A Muslim Theologian’s Response, p. 288). Assuming a parallel
approach, Ṭūfī reads these Biblical verses figuratively, for the sound intellect intuitively
considers the literal meaning to be preposterous. Hence, there is no need for a proof (ḥujja)
beyond this intuitive knowledge (badīha). In sum, for Ṭūfī as for other Muslim polemicists,
the Incarnation is absurd according to reason and unsound according to the scriptures. The
union between creation and God can only be true if expressed as a special bond between the
worshipper and the OneWho is worshipped, they conclude.
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لوّلأانعباولجا:انلق}297{ لوّلأانعباولجا لوّلأانعباولجا لوّلأانعباولجا لوّلأانعباولجا لوّلأانعباولجا لوّلأانعباولجا كميحهتيهدببلقعلاو.هيرغنملالمحاهب62فرَعُینايزملقعلانّألوّلأانعباولجا

احتـسذنكااهكمحركنأنفم.ةٌحجّةيهدبلاءاروسیلو.ءلاقعلانمهیلعضرعُینمكلّدنع

.سمشلاءوض64كردیلاياىعملأاو،لسعلاةولاح63مَعطديجلايارورملمكا

نباوناسنلإانباهنٔابهسفنفصودقحیـسلمانّلأف،حیـسلمافيلإالولحاحتـساامّأو}298{

دهوشدقحیـسلمانّأعماذه.�ً�اسنإواًشربنوكیشربلانباو.لیجلأانمعضاومةدّعفيشربلا

عمو.لملأاوة�ّ�لاوبشرلاوكلٔلااوحراولجاوءاضعلأانمشربلاتافصوشربلاةقیقحلىعنیوعو

66نكالهیفهناحبـسئرابلالحولف،شربوناسنإهنا65ٔتبثاذإو.ذفيهيرغلىإةجاحلاسّلحا

.لوللحالبقهتقیقحنعهتلاحتـساعموأ،لوللحالبقهتفصوهتقیقحلىعهناحبـسهئاقبعم67امّإ

تاوماسلاقلاخنوكینألامحوهو.شربلامرجنمةقیقلحافيرغصأئرابلانّأبجویلوّلأاو

ةّیملا�ّ�دلأافيتبثالملطاًضیأوهو.هتلاحتـساويمدقلايرّغتبجوینياثلاو.ذكضرلأاو

ذاقنإدارأاّلمهناحبـسهنأنممئهاهفسضعبهررّقامو.لاوحلأافيقنتويمدقلايرّغتاحتـسانم

ةروصفيةًرايهفرهظیرهاظمهناحبـساللهنّأو،مهكلاشیرهظمفيرهظومهـبسّنٔاتقللخا

رهظماكشربوأمةروصفيةًروسىومانهممّكلتيلاةقَیْلعُلارانكرةروصفيةًروشبك

.ةجّلحانعلاًضفايهلعةبهـشلاميهلعرذّعتلاهـتابث�ٕ�اوبلوطولتافارخهذهكلّف.هعراصولیئاسرلإ

.امأ:ش67.نكال+ك66.تبث–ش65.ىردی:ك64.معط–ك63.فرعی+ش62
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{297} We say: The response to the first question is that the intellect is
a criterion by which the absurd is distinguished from that which is not
absurd. So, the intellect of any intelligent person, by its intuition [i.e. per-
ceptive insight], rules that such a circumstance is impossible whenever it is
presented. And there is no evidence beyond intuition. Therefore, whoever
denies its ruling becomes like amanwith an excess of bile who cannot taste
the sweetness of honey, and like a blindmanwho cannot perceive sunshine.

{298} As for the impossibility of God’s indwelling in Christ, it is so because
Christ has described himself as the son of a human being and the Son of
Man in a number of places in the Gospels. And the ‘Son of Man’ is a man
and a human being. This is in addition to the fact that Christ was seen and
observed upon his human nature and human qualities, such as possessing
organs and limbs, eating and drinking, and feeling pleasure and pain. And
beyond sensory perception there is no need for any other proof in this
regard. Since it is proven that (Jesus) was a human being and a man, it
follows that if the Maker, Glorified is He, dwelled in him, it would be either
that He, the Glorified, remained in His nature and qualities as they were
before the indwelling, or that He was transformed from His pre-indwelling
nature into something else. The first requires that the Maker is smaller in
nature than a human body, and it is absurd for the Creator of the heavens
and earth to be thus. The second requires a change in the Pre-Existent
and His transformation. This is also invalid according to what is proven
by theological proofs, namely, that it is impossible for the Pre-Existent to
change and shift into different states of being. One of the Christian fools has
also written down that when God, Glorified is He, desired to deliver people,
He became human like them and assumed an appearance that resembled
them, for God, Glorified is He, has different appearances whichHe assumes,
sometimes in the formof a ram, sometimes in the formof fire such as the fire
of the Burning Bush from which He spoke to Moses, and yet sometimes in
the form of an angel or human, as when He appeared to Israel and wrestled
with him.43 All these are fairy tales which, under examination, would be
impossible for them to offer even a specious argument (shubha) for them,
let alone a proof (ḥujja).44

43 In the Intiṣarāt this view is attributed to someone called Ibnal-Amthal (or Ibn al-Ashal),
archbishop or metropolitan (maṭrān) of Homs (Ḥimṣ), who wrote a work entitled Taqrīr
al-thālūth , discussing topics such as the Trinity, the Incarnation and Jesus’ divinity (see Ṭūfī,
Intiṣārāt, vol. I, pp. 423, 445; vol. II, pp. 686, 694).

44 Shubha is a technical term used to signify the argument of an opponent which casts
aspersions on one’s own claim.
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نوكیينفرطلانمشربلانبانكااذإلب،اًقلطماًشربنوكیشربلانبانّألمّسنلا:لیقنإف}299{

ةهلجانمهیفئرابلالولحزويجذئنیحو.ذكنوكیلاف،ينفرطلادحأنمامّأ.اًقلطماًضمحاًشرب

.اًشربانهموهسیلتيلا

:ينونمباولجا:انلق}300{

ماهدحأ}301{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ نكاولف.اللهوههنوكوأهیفئرابلالولحهيكمدنعاًشربانهموهسیلتيلاهتنّأماهدحأ

ةنم69وأهیفاللهلولحةنمهیفاللهلولحنّإ:لاقینأمزل68ةهلجاهذهنمهیفاللهلولح

.لقعیلاولصاحلاماذهو.اللههنأ

و244 نياثلا}302{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا 71نأامّإ:كمللاقیف.ةّیشربلاوةیّهللإانمبّكرمحیـسلمانّأبجویتمركذ70امنّأ||نياثلا

لىاعتاللهةردقلىعوأ،دوجولافيةفراعتلماةداعلاوةدهاشلماوسّلحالىعىوعاهذهفياودتمعت

نوكینأمزل،لوّلأالىعتمدتمعانإف.لوقعلااهكردتلاتيلاهرِاسرأوءشياهزجعیلاتيلاةیّلزلأا

سىیع72راصتىحتاّیمدٓلالينّیمدٓلاالابحكإاهلبحأويمرمئطودقنولوقتاعمّلىاعتوهناحبـسالله

ينعونوأينسنجينباًبّكرماًدولومةسوسلمحاتادوجولمافيىرنلا�ّ�لأ.شربلاولإانماًبّكرم

ينبنمنی�ّ�وتلمارابـْسعِلاوعمْسِّلاو،سرفلاورالحماينب�ّ�وتلمالغْبَلافيماكلابحإوءطونعلاّإ

73رواعلماوةعینشلافیـساعتلاتمبكروةّقشلاتمدعبأدقف،نياثلالىعتمدتمعانإو.عبُضلاوبئاسنج

.زواعلماو:ك؛زواغلماو:ش73.ءاج:ش72.نإ:ش71.انمأ:ش70.و:ش69.ةجّلحا:ش68
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{299} If it is said:Wedonot accept that the SonofMan is absolutelyman, but
rather, it is only when he is the Son ofMan fromboth sides, that he becomes
entirely and absolutely man. As for being man from one side only, then he
is not so. In that case, the indwelling of the Maker in him is possible with
respect to the capacity in which he is not man.

{300} We say: The response consists of two points:

{301} The first point is that the capacity in which he is not man, according
to your opinion, equals theMaker’s indwelling in (Christ) or (Christ’s) being
God himself. Therefore, if God’s indwelling in him was in this manner, it
would compel one to say: ‘God’s indwelling in him is in themanner of God’s
indwelling in him or in themanner of his being God.’ And this is a statement
without any real purport and is unintelligible.

244a{302} The second point is that what you have mentioned requires Christ to
be composed of both divinity and humanity. Thus, it can be said to you: In
this claim youmay either rely upon the senses, observation and the normal
behaviour of things in existence, or else upon the eternal omnipotence of
God, Exalted is He, which cannot be incapacitated by anything, and upon
His secrets, which cannot be perceived by (human) intellects. If you rely
upon the first one, it necessarily follows that God, Glorified and Exalted
is He, according to what you say, had sexual intercourse with Mary and
impregnated her, just as human males impregnate human females, with
the result that Jesus became composed of God and man. This must be so
because we do not find among perceptible things in existence any offspring
composed of two different kinds or species, except through sexual inter-
course and impregnation, such as the mule born of a donkey and a horse,
the simʿ and the ʿisbār45 the two of which are born of the genus of wolf and
hyena. But if you rely upon the second one, then you havemade the already

45 Simʿ is a wild animal said to be the hybrid offspring of a male wolf and a female hyena,
and ʿisbār is a wild animal said to be the hybrid of a male hyena and a female wolf. See,
for instance, Ismāʿīl b. Ḥammād al-Jawharī, al-Ṣiḥāḥ: Tāj al-lugha wa-ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyya, ed.
A.ʿA.-G. ʿAṭṭār, Beirut, 1990, vol. II, p. 746 (ʿisbāra) and vol. III, p. 1232 (simʿ); see also Ibn
al-Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿarab, vol. IV, p. 567 (ʿisbāra) and vol. VIII, p. 167 (simʿ). As McDonald
points out in his article, the Arab lexicographers appear to have no clear idea of the identity
of these animals. Jāḥiẓ for instance mentions them, but also casts doubt on the theory of
their hybrid nature. F. Viré identifies these two as the African Hunting Dog (Lycaon Pictus)
and the Aardwolf (Proteles Cristatus) respectively. Simʿ is also identified as the sand-cat
(Felis Margarita), as A.F.L. Beeston writes in his “The Heart of Shanfara”, JSS, 18 (1973),
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اهـبلعفی،هناحبـساللهنمةیّهلإةوّقبدّیؤمحیـسلمانّإ:انلق�ّ�إف.برقأهیلإكموعدنامو.ةكلهلما

ذدنـسأو.اللهةیانعلضفلذفيمنهمجحرأوهنكانإو،بقنمينّیبنلارئاسك،قراولخا

لمُاعلاهیلعقبطأاموتاعاشَبلاوتاعانـشلانمانحترساو.ءشياهزجعیلاتيلاةیّلزلأاةردقلالىإ

.كملوقعليمدعتلاوكمللیلضتلانم

باولجا[وووووووو}303{ باولجا باولجا باولجا باولجا باولجا باولجا نياثلانع]باولجا نياثلانع نياثلانع نياثلانع نياثلانع نياثلانع نياثلانع :ينونمنياثلانع

ماهدحأ}304{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ا﴿:لىاعتوقاولؤّاتاذهلو.رودقلماتتحلخدیلالالمحانّألىعاوعجمألماعلانّأماهدحأ


ن

لىإةفاضلإلامح”:كملوقفاذهعمو.ةنكملماءایـشلأاهبدارلمانّألىع﴾رٌیدَِقءٍشيَْكلُِّلىََعاللهَ

نمنوبطامخننحماّنإنحنفاًضیأو.لئاطلاونىعملا74،“لىاعتقلالخاةردقلىإلاشربلالوقع

كلنلمف،ةّیشربلالوقعلاةرئادنعجرالخاروطلاامّأ.انلوقعهكردتامضىتقبمهناحبـسئرابلاةف

جريخامكاردإانفیكلتف.ةًحودنمهنعدنجلماًذإ،هنمءاجابمنايملإاانفّكلُلب،هیلعءانبلاوهكاردإ

.هبنولوقتلاتمنأو،قاطیلاامفیكلتانلوقعةرئادنع

نياثلا}305{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا اذه”:لوقیولالمحاىوعددحأكلّلغوسیهنلأ،ةطسفسلابحتفیاممّاذهنّأنياثلا

نمةثلاثنّأاذهنممزلیو.“شربلالوقعنعجرالخاروطلاو75لىاعتاللهةردقلىإةفاضلإنكمم

.لىاعت–ك75.لىاعت–ك74

p. 258. However, McDonald argues that there are serious problems with this identification.
See M.V. McDonald, “Animal-Books as a Genre in Arabic Literature”, BBRISMES, 15/2 (1988),
p. 6.
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convoluted issue even more far-fetched and have embarked upon deviant
courses and perilous roads. What we are urging you to accept is more fea-
sible. For we say: Truly, Christ was supported by a divine power from God,
the Glorified, by which he used to perform supernatural feats, just like the
other prophets before him, even if he was the most favoured among them
in that, due to the graciousness of God’s providence. We ascribe (his per-
forming miracles) to the eternal power which cannot be incapacitated by
anything.We are delivered fromhideous and repugnant opinions andwhat-
ever people have come to an agreement about, such as your misguidance
and the destitute state of your intellects.

{303} (The response) to the second question consists of two points:46

{304} The first point is that people have agreed upon the fact that what is
absurd cannot fall into the category of ‘possible object of power’. Therefore,
they have interpreted the words of God, the Exalted, ‘God is able to do all
things,’47 as referring to things that are possible. In addition to this, your
statement, ‘This is absurdwith respect to the intellects of human beings, not
with respect to theomnipotenceof theCreator, Exalted isHe,’ doesnotmake
any sense and is of no use. Moreover, we [i.e. human beings] are addressed
by the Maker, Glorified is He, only in accordance with what our intellects
perceive. As for the state that transcends the domain of human intellects, we
are not obliged to perceive it and construct our faith upon it, but rather, we
are obliged to believe in whatever has come to us fromHim; thenwe are not
at liberty to dismiss it. Therefore, our being obliged to perceive that which
transcends the domain of our intellects is an obligation beyond capacity
(taklīf mā lā yuṭāq), which not even you (Christians) would profess.

{305} The second point is that this is one of the things which open the gate
for sophistry, because it makes it legitimate for everyone to claim things
that are absurd, saying: ‘This is possible with respect to the omnipotence
of the Creator, Exalted is He, and the state that transcends the domain of
human intellects.’48 It necessarily follows from this that if three men came

46 The question was mentioned in §296.
47 Q 2:20.
48 Ṭūfī’s statement appears to parallel Ibn Taymiyya’s remark on the same matter, when

he says: ‘If this were a sound answer, one ought not to investigate anything pertaining to the
divine with reason, and every errant fool could speak whatever falsehood he wanted and
claim, “my speech is beyond reason”.’ (Michel, AMuslim Theologian’s Response, p. 332).
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77لاقو،“يمرمنبسىیعأ”:رخٓلاا76لاقو،“نارعمنبسىومأ”:همدحألاقف،وءاجولسانلا

ظ244 :ملهانلقف،“اتهمكلعجمو||مملأاهذهحلاصلاللهانثعب؛اللهلسرننحواللهدبعنبدّمحمأ”:رخٓلاا

لاف،لامحمنهمتیّلماءایحإوملهاسرلإمولعلماتقولالبقوهمصرعءاضقنادعبءلاؤهلاسرإنّإ”

الم،“انباونمٓاف،هناحبـساللهةردقلىإلا،شربلالوقعلىإةفاضلإلامحاذه”:نولوقیف؛“كمقدّصن

.بابلااذهلكمحتفعم،اهـبمهعفدنةحجّانلنكا

باولجا[وووووووو}306{ باولجا باولجا باولجا باولجا باولجا باولجا ثلاثلا78نعنعنعنعنعنعنعنع]باولجا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا امىوسضريحلمنحنفلاّإو.هیفرظننلبرقلأازاانایبكمیلعثلاثلا

.باوصللمعأاللهو.ركذ

نيوریسیللماعلاو،لیلقنعكمئیجأفوسنيّإ”:هدعبوقروكذلماملالیؤاتبجویاممّو}307{

نإهنإف.“كمیفأو،فيّتمنأو،بيأفينيّأنوملعتمویلاذفي.ءایحأتمنأو�ّ�نيّنا79ٕ.نيورتتمنأو

.لیوطتلالىإانلةجاحلاو.ةًبوضرمةًسیرهمویلاذفيكلّلايرصینأاذهنممزللؤاتُیلم

.نيورتتمنأو–ك79.نمو:ش78.لاقو–ك77.لاقو–ك76
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to us and one of them said: ‘I am Moses, son of Amram,’ while another one
said: ‘I am Jesus, son ofMary,’ and another one said: ‘I amMuḥammad, son of
ʿAbdallāh, and we aremessengers of God; God has sent us for the well-being

244bof these communities and for joining them in union,’ we would then say to
them: ‘Sending these men after the termination of their era and before the
known time for them to be sent and for the dead among them to be raised,
is absurd; therefore we will not believe you,’ while they would reply: ‘This
is only absurd with respect to human intellect, but not with respect to the
omnipotence of God, Glorified is He; therefore believe in us.’ Then, there
would be no proof left for us to refute them with, for you had opened this
gate of sophistry.

{306} (The response) to the third question49 is that you have to explain the
most feasible metaphorical meaning you propose so that we may look into
it. Otherwise, nothing else occurs to us, except what we have mentioned.
And God knows best what is right.

{307} One of the things that requires a figurative interpretation of the afore-
mentioned statement is (Jesus’) saying thereafter: ‘I shall come to you in a
little while, and the world shall see me not, but you shall see me. Truly I am
alive and you are alive. On that day you shall know that I am in my Father,
while you are inme, and I am in you.’50 For if it is not interpreted figuratively,
it will necessarily demand that everything turns into whipped Harīsa [i.e. a
well-mixed and pounded dish].51 And there is no need for us to elaborate on
this matter any further.

49 The question was mentioned in §296.
50 John 14:18–20.
51 The name harīsa derives from the root h-r-s which means to crush, mash, squash,

bruise, poundor break intopieces bybeating. LanedescribesHarīsa as adishmadeof bruised
or pounded grain, or wheat, which is then cooked. Or ‘a kind of thick pottage, prepared of
cooked wheat and cooked flesh-meats much pounded together’ (see Lane, Arabic-English
Lexicon, h-r-s). ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-Baghdādī (d. 629/1231), a famous physician, historian and
scholar, who lived for some time in Egypt, describes Harīsa as a delicious and greasy dish
madeof boiled chickenmeat, chopped andmixedwith sesameoil, rose-water andpeeled and
crushed pistachios—pounded all together and well-blended on the fire until firm (see ʿAbd
al-Laṭīf al-Baghdādī, The Eastern Key: Kitāb al-Ifādah waʾl-Iʿtibār of ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-Baghdādī,
tr. K.H. Zand and John A. and I.E. Videan, London, 1965, pp. 192–194).
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،بلأالىا80ٕضيّبمنوحرفتتمنكلنيوبّتحتمنكول.كمیلإدئاعوقلطنمنيّإ”:وقذنمو}308{

.“نيّممظعأهنلأ

.اًدعاصفيننثاينبلاّانوكیلالیضفتلالعفأنّلأ،ماهریاغتلىعلّدی“نيّممظعأ”:وقف}309{

.“اللهوهحیـسلمانّإ”:ملهوقلطبیاذهو.هسفننممظعأءشيلانوكیلاو

لمنإهدنعنمرلتئاینأقیطیلانصغلانّأماك.كمیفأوفي81ّاوتبثا”:وقذنمو}310{

84تبثنم.ناصغلأاتمنأوةمركلاوهأ.في83ّاوتبثتلمنإنوردقتلاتمنأذك،ةمركلافي82تبثی

.“اًئیشاولمعتنأنوردقتتمـسلييرغبو.ةيرثكربتئایوهفهیفأوفيّ

هانعمنّإو.“كمیفأو،فيّتمنأو،بيأفينيّإ”85:لبقوقلیؤاتملااذهـبينّبدق:تلق}311{

.“ناصغلأاتمنأو،سراغلابيأو،قّلحاةمركأ”:لوقیاذهلو.“نيّمكمتدّامو،بيأنملعفأفتيدّام”نّأ

ذیملاتلاهبدّيمنكاو،سدقلاحورةطساوباللهنمةوّقلادّتمـساحیـسلمانّإف،حیصحماذهو

حرطفيّدحا86ٔتبثیلمنإف”:ذدعبلاقثمّ.تازجعلماوقراولخانورهظیدلابلافيهميرّسیو

يرغبكمنماللهدصقنمنّأهانعمو.“رانلافيهنوحرطیوهنوذخٔایف.فّيجيانصغلالثماًجراخ

.وطلقنتكرت.سبللاهبلازأاًماذهدعبركذثم.هييرغنمهتدّاملعجويقیرط

.ٮىى:ك؛تبن:ش84.اوىىىى:ك؛اوتبنت:ش83.ٮىىى:ك؛تبنی:ش82.اوىىىا:ك؛اوتبنا:ش81.ئضبم:ش80
.ٮىىى:ك؛تبنی:ش86.لبق–ش85
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{308} Among other things, (Jesus) says: ‘Truly, I shall go away and return to
you. If you lovedme youwould rejoice aboutmy departure to the Father, for
He is Greater than me.’52

{309} His saying, ‘Greater than me,’ indicates that the two are distinct from
one another, for the comparative form of adjectives can only be applied
when comparing two or more things. And one thing cannot be greater than
itself. So, this negates their allegation that Christ is God Himself.

{310} Among other things, he says: ‘Abide in me, and I in you. As the branch
cannot bring forth fruit of itself if it does not abide in the vine, likewise you
are not able to do so if you do not abide inme. I am the vine and you are the
branches. He that abides inme, and I in him, he shall bring forthmuch fruit.
But without me you are not able to do anything.’53

{311} I say: By this statement he has indeed clarified the figurative interpre-
tation of his previous words, ‘I am in my Father, while you are in me, and I
am in you.’54 Its meaning is that ‘my support, by which I perform these acts,
is from my Father, and your support is from me.’ It is because of this that
he says: ‘I am the true vine and my Father is the Cultivator, and you are the
branches.’55 This is a sound statement, for Christ derived power from God
by means of the Holy Spirit and he used to support his disciples thereby,
sending them out to the towns, manifesting supernatural feats and mira-
cles.56 He then says afterwards: ‘If someone does not abide in me, he is cast
away as a withering branch. They take it and cast it into the fire.’57 It means:
‘Whoever among you seeks God in a way other thanmine and takes his sup-
port from someone other than me, will perish.’ Then after this he utters a
statement bywhich he resolves the confusion. I have not quoted it due to its
length.

52 John 14:28.
53 John 15:4–5.
54 John 14:20.
55 John 15:1, 5.
56 According to Ṭūfī, God’s ‘indwelling’ (ḥulūl) should be taken as the indwelling of His

power and His support, not as union in an ontological sense.
57 John 15:6.
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و245 سدقلاحورطیلقرافلاو”:لوقیثیحهركذامينبأوعضاومفيطیلقبرلاركذ87هنأ||ذنمو}312{

يرخهنإ”:لوقیثیحو.“كملتلق88امكلّكمرّكذیوهو،ءشيكلّكممّلعیوه،يسمبيأسریيا

خّبویوهفذءاجاذإو.كمیلإهتلسرأتقلطنااذإف.طیلقبرلاكمتٔایلمبهذألمنإنيّلأ،قلطنأنأكمل

نوكینلأف،كملحالىعامّأو.بياونمؤیلممهـنلأف،ةئیطلخالىعامّأ.كملحالىعوةئیطلخالىعلماعلا

نمقطنیسیلهنلأ،قّلحاعیجملىإكمدشریوهفذقّلحاحورءاجاذإ”:لاقثمّ.“نادیلماعلااذه

.“كمبريخوفيّوهاممّذخٔایهنلأ،نيدجّيموهو.تئایابمكمبريخوعمسی89امكلّبمّكلتیلب،هدنع

ةلاصلالضفأهیلعدمّحبمحیـسلمانمةراشباذهنّإو.ملااذهـبقّلحاصحصحدقف:تلق}313{

فيهقدّصو،هدیجتمفيغلو،سىیعدمجّو،ةوّبنلاىعدّانمحیـسلمادعبتٔایلمهنلا90ٔ،ملاسلاو

،نولأاةدابع91حّبقو،سىیعبیذكتلىعهميرّعودويهلالتقو،رفكلاةئیطخلىعلماعلاخّبوو،هتوّبن

رهظو،قلاخلأامركاموبادٓلاانسحسانلالمّعو،نوبـسايحوةمایقلاموینونادیسانلانّٔاببرخأو

بقءایبنلأاسیماونروهظكضرلحاوودبلافيرتهـشاوهسومٕلمنإو.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحملاّا

رهظیدحأداعنأةًداعلالمحانمهنلأ،هدعوقدصفيحدقلامزلحیـسلماهیلإراشأياوهنكی

،باذّكٍعدّملاّإهدعبّبينلاوينّیبنلاتماخهنٔاببرخأهنوكلذتمّیودّمحمهبرهظابم
رفاوتلو92

.وةلاصلالضفأ–ك90.ماكلب:كش89.ماكل:كش88.هدعبدمحمءيجبمسىیعةراشبفيبلطم:ـهش87
.بذكا:ش92.حبق–ك91
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245a{312} Among other things, (Jesus) mentions the Paraclete in various places,
and the clearest of what he mentions is where he says: ‘But the Paraclete,
the Holy Spirit that my Father shall send in my name, he shall teach you
everything andhe shall remind youof everything I have said to you.’58Healso
says: ‘Truly, it is for your good that I go away, for if I do not go, the Paraclete
shall not come to you. Butwhen I go away, I shall send him to you. Andwhen
he comes, he shall rebuke the world for sin and for judgement. As for sin,
because they did not believe inme. And as for judgement, so that this world
be judged.’59 Then he says: ‘When that Spirit of truth comes, he shall guide
you into all truth, for he shall not talk of himself, but he shall speakwhatever
he shall hear and he shall inform you of whatever shall come forth. And he
shall praise me, for he shall take of that which is in me and he shall inform
you.’60

{313} I say: The truth has indeed come to light by this statement. This is
truly Christ’s annunciation of Muḥammad, may the best of blessings and
peace be upon him, because none has come after Christ who claimed to
be a prophet, praised Jesus and exerted every possible effort in extolling
him, who confirmed him in his prophethood, rebuked the world for the
sin of unbelief, fought with the Jews and rebuked them for calling Jesus
a liar, who denounced the worship of idols as disgraceful, informed peo-
ple that they would be judged on the Day of Resurrection and called to
account, who taught people the best manners and the most noble morals,
and whose law appeared and became widespread in both deserts and cul-
tivated regions like the laws of other prophets before him, except Muḥam-
mad, may God bless him and grant him peace.61 If (Muḥammad) were not

58 John 14:26.
59 John 16:7–11. In Lagarde’s edition of theAlexandrian Vulgate, the last part reads: نوكراناف

نادیلماعلااذه meaning ‘because the ruler of this world is judged’ (Die Vier Evangelien Arabisch,
p. 135).

60 John 16:13–14. The same passage is also mentioned in the Intiṣārāt where Ṭūfī again
offers a short commentary on the Paraclete (see vol. I, pp. 380–382).

61 According to the Qurʾan, Jesus explicitly predicted the coming of Muḥammad using
the name Aḥmad, the most praised, (Q 61:6). Therefore, Jesus’ promise of the Paraclete in
John’s Gospel is often equated by Muslim authors with the Aḥmad of the Qurʾan. One such
early example is the interpretation given by Ibn Qutayba, who understands the Paraclete,
the Spirit of truth speaking nothing but that which is revealed to him, who will come after
Jesus in confirmation of him and will inform people of the things to come (John 16:13–14),
as a reference to Muḥammad and a description of his attributes (Ibn al-Jawzī, Wafā, vol. I,
pp. 67–68). Although Ṭūfī does not mention Ibn Qutayba explicitly, there is no reason to
doubt his acquintance with this interpretation, considering that in his work Ṭūfī refers to
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حیـسلماقدصتابثإةروضرنفم.هتُكوشتسرّكوهُترجمتدخمِأذىعدّانم.هتمكلوّلعوهتمّأ

امنّأو،قّلحاعیجملىإكمدشریهنأو،قّلحاحورهنٔابدهشدقو،ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبنبلوقلا

اًدیجتمسانلادّشأملاسلاهیلعدّمحمنكااذهلو.هدجّيمهنأو،هدنعنملااللهدنعنموههببريخ

.ةيرثكذيرغثیداحأفي“ّبينهنیبونيیبنكیلمهنإ،يمرمنبسانلالىوأأ”:لاقوحیـسملل

Ibn al-Jawzī’sWafāwhich contains IbnQutayba’s analysis of these Gospel passages (for Ṭūfī’s
reference to theWafā, see Intiṣārāt, vol. II, p. 571).
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the one whom Christ alluded to, it would necessarily impugn the verac-
ity of (Christ’s) promise, for it would be impossible for someone to appear
(afterMuḥammad)with that whichMuḥammad appearedwith, and for the
foregoing feats to be accomplished by him, due to (Muḥammad’s) being
informed that hewas the seal of the prophets and that there was no prophet
after him, except for a lying pretender, and due to the great increase in
the numbers of his community and the sublimity of his words. Whoever
pretended to be so, his live embers were extinguished and his might was
shattered. Therefore, in order to establish the truthfulness of Christ it is nec-
essary to profess the prophethood of Muḥammad, peace be upon him, for
(Christ) has indeed testified that (Muḥammad) is the Spirit of truth and
that he shall guide you into all truth, and that whatever he declares is from
God, not from himself, and that he shall praise (Christ). And Muḥammad,
peace be upon him, was the person most engaged in praising Christ, and
he said: ‘I am the nearest of people to the son of Mary; there has been
no prophet between me and him,’62 and this is also found in many other
ḥadīths.63

62 ‘I am the nearest of people to the son of Mary; the prophets are children of the same
father by different mothers; there has been no prophet between me and him.’ See Bukhārī,
Ṣaḥīḥ, “Aḥādīth al-anbiyāʾ ” 51. See also Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Faḍāʾil” 40; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan,
“Sunna” 14.

63 The same argument is adopted by another Ḥanbalī theologian, Ibn al-Qayyim, who
holds that without the advent ofMuḥammad, all other prophets would have lost the veracity
of their prophethood. Muḥammad’s coming testified to their legitimacy, since his advent
confirmed their prophecies about him and his propheticministry. It is not possible to believe
in earlier prophets without believing in the Prophet they have foretold (Ibn al-Qayyim,
Hidāyat, pp. 200, 201). This approach, in fact, hasmuch older roots and is implicitly expressed
by Ibn Rabban, who remarks that the prophecies of the prophets would have been annulled
if Muḥammad had not appeared, for God does not fail to keep His promise nor does He
deny his announcement (IbnRabban al-Ṭabarī, ʿAlī,Kitāb al-dīnwa-al-dawla, ed. A.Mingana,
Manchester, 1923, p. 66). This conclusion reminds us also of Būṣīrī, who says in verse: ‘As if
the advent of Christ was intended to make them [i.e. Christians] deny the Torah and the
Gospel’ (Būṣīrī, Makhraj, p. 176). Thus, the denial of Muḥammad’s prophethood is equated
with the rejectionof theTorah and theGospel, for his prefigurationhadbeenpresent in them.
It is in the work of another Ḥanbalī, Ibn Taymiyya, that this claim reaches its climax, when
he says that ʿMuḥammad’s ‘umma are more faithful followers of Christ than the Christians
themselves, for the latter have altered his Sharīʿa and denied his prophecies’ (Ibn Taymiyya,
Jawāb, vol. III, p. 504; on the equation between the Paraclete and Aḥmad, see ibid., vol. V,
p. 302). Thus, according to these authors, the true way of following Christ’s path can be
achieved only by confirming Muḥammad’s prophethood.
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نيوبّتحتمنكنإ”:وقلیلدبتمركذامحیـسلماهیلإراشأياطیلقرافلاسیل:لیقنإف}314{

ظ245 حور.دبلأالىإكمعمتبثیلرخٓا93اًطیلقرافكمیطعیف،بلأانمبلطأأو||.ياصواوظفحاف

وهوكمدنعيمقمهنلأ،هنوفرعتتمنأوهوفرعیلموهوریلممهـنلأ،هولتقی94نألماعلاقیطینلياقّلحا

تسركوحرجاذهلو.تقلىعةقاطملهوهنوریاونكالماعلانّلأ،دّمحمتافصهذهتسیلو.“كمیف

حورنمحیـسلمادوعصدعبذیملاتلاهبدّیأاملىإةراشإاذهماّنإو.ملاسلإالوّأفيبضروهتیّعر

.تازجعلماراهظإوتاداعلاقرخلىعسدقلا

:ينونم95ذنعباولجا:انلق}315{

ماهدحأ}316{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ هماطعأذیملاتلانّأكمدنعمولعلمانمنّلأ،ذیملاتلاهبدّیأاملىعحمحّصیلاهنأماهدحأ

.“طیلقرافلاكمتٔایلمبهذألمنإ”:لوقیانهاهوهو.منهیبوهوهدوعصلبقهتایحلاحفيحیـسلماذ

امّأو!ضقانتاذه؟هدعبلاّإمهـتٔایلمو،حیـسلمادوعصلبقهمأطیلقرافلانّإ:لاقینأحّصیفیكف

.ذنع–ك95.نأ–ك94.َطیلقراف:ش93
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{314} If it is said: The Paraclete to whom Christ alluded is not the one you
mention, as indicated by his words: ‘If you love me, keep my command-

245bments. And I shall ask from the Father, and He shall give you another Para-
clete so that he may abide with you forever. The Spirit of truth whom the
world cannot kill,64 because they do not see him and do not know him,
while you know him, for he resides with you and is in you.’65 These are not
the attributes of Muḥammad, because the world used to see him and had
the capability to kill him. Therefore he was wounded, his canine tooth was
broken, and he was beaten in the early period of Islam. This can only be
an allusion to the Holy Spirit by which the disciples were supported after
the ascension of Christ to the extent of performing supernatural feats66 and
manifesting miracles.67

{315} We say: The response to this consists of two points:

{316} The first point is that it is not right to interpret it as that by which the
disciples were supported, because it is a known fact among you that Christ
himself had given the disciples that power during his lifetime, before his
ascension, while he was still among them. But here he says: ‘If I do not go,
the Paraclete shall not come to you.’68 So, how can it be correct to say: ‘The
Paraclete has come to them before the ascension of Christ,’ when he only
came to them after him? This is a contradiction! As for your saying: ‘These

64 As his subsequent comments reveal, Ṭūfī reads this word as yaqtulūhu instead of
yaqbalūhu, whereas it is the latter that is used in Lagarde’s edition (Die Vier Evangelien
Arabisch, p. 133), the translation of which is: ‘The Spirit of truth whom the world cannot
accept’.

65 John 14:15–17.
66 Literally: ‘in the manner of contravening what is habitual’.
67 He may be referring to Acts 2:1–4. As pointed out by M. Accad, the Christians living

in a Muslim milieu were well acquainted with Muslim exegesis of the Johannine Paraclete
and due to the Islamic environment they initiated a reinterpretation of the scripture. Syriac
Fathers, in their redefinition of the Paraclete, firstly emphasised ‘the Spirit’s indwelling
activity in the disciples’, meaning the ‘inward transformation’. They further focused on the
representation of the Spirit’s work as an extension of Christ’s ministry. Another aspect
they addressed was the Trinitarian implication of the term. While reclaiming the name
Paraclete for the Holy Spirit, they saw it as a promise which had been fulfilled on the day
of Pentecost, long before the advent of Muḥammad (M. Accad, “The Syriac Fathers and their
Islamic Context”, PdʾO, 23 (1998), pp. 22–23, 26–27). On various Christian responses toMuslim
interpretation of the Paraclete, see Mingana, “The Apology of Timothy”, pp. 33–35; Samir,
“L’Apologie de l’Evangile par Ibn al-ʿAssâl”, pp. 83–84.

68 John 16:7.
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ركزشرّبياسدقلاحوروهولیبرجتافصنمهي:انلق،“دّمحمتافصنمهذهتسیل”:كملوق

لزنهنأدحأعدّیلمو.تق98لىعنوقیطیلاو97،هنوریلالماعلانّإف.لینجلإا96هیلعصّنماكاّنحویب

ةروضروحیـسلمادعوضىتقبمهقدصذنممزلیف.دّمحملاّإهسومرهظوهرمأتمّولیبرجهیلع

.هقدص

نّلأ،هتافصنمسیل“دبلأالىإكمعمتبثیل”:وقنكل،هتافصتنكانإوهذه:لیقنإف}317{

.“كمیفوهوكمدنعيمقم99هنلأ”:وقذكو.دبلأالىإانعمسیللیبرج

اذه100ماّنإو.ىراصنلاينبيمقموهلاو،دبلأالىإذیملاتلاعمسیل.سدقلاحورذكو:انلق}318{

هنإف.ضرلأالهأينباًروبقمدّمحمءاقبلىإوأ،دّمحملىإلیبرجهبءاجياسومانلاءاقبلىإةراشإ

دعصهنإف،حیـسلما101رمأفلابخذو.دبلأالىإهعبّتانمينبایحنوكیثمّ.ةمایقلامویلىإذك

.كمدنعهنیيمنعسلجو،هیبألىإ

نياثلاهجولا}319{ نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا نياثلاهجولا قیرطبلاّإهیلعانلدعا103لافننحو،قدصوقّحكمدنعلینجلإافي102امكلّنّأنياثلاهجولا

هوتمركذامنّأبابلافيامثركٔافاذهفرعاذإو.بولطلمالىعةيرثكهيرغنمانججفح،لاّإو.كملمازللإا

.ماكل:كش102.رمأ–ك101.ثم+،انمإو–ك100.هنلأ–ش99.لىع+ش98.هوری:ك97.في+ش96
.لا:ك103
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are not of the attributes of Muḥammad,’ we say: They are of the attributes of
Gabriel, who is the Holy Spirit that announced to Zechariah the glad tidings
of John, just as the Gospel states.69 For the world cannot see him; neither are
they able to kill him. And there is no onewho has claimed that Gabriel came
down to him with divine revelation, whose cause was accomplished, and
whose law triumphed, except Muḥammad.70 Therefore, one is compelled
to accept (Muḥammad’s) truthfulness in accordance with the promise of
Christ and the necessity of his [i.e. Christ’s] truthfulness.

{317} If it is said: Even if these were his attributes, his saying: ‘So that hemay
abide with you forever,’71 is not one of his attributes, because Gabriel is not
with us forever. Likewise is his saying: ‘For he resideswith you and is in you.’72

{318} We say: That is how the Holy Spirit is. He is not with the disciples
forever; neither does he reside among the Christians. However, this is only
an allusion to the endurance of the revealed law that Gabriel brought to
Muḥammad,73 or an allusion to Muḥammad’s remaining buried among the
people of the earth. For so he is until the Day of Resurrection. Then he will
be alive among those who follow him, forever. This is in contrast to the case
of Christ, for he ascended to his Father and sat at His right hand, according
to your opinion.

{319} The second point is that everything that the (canonical) Gospels
contain is true and right according to your opinion, while we do not rely on
them, except by way of compelling you to accept an argument.74 Otherwise,
our proofs apart from your scriptures are asmany as could be desired.When

69 See Luke 1:15.
70 Ṭūfī’s interpretation seems to be in linewith Ibn Taymiyya’s understanding of the Spirit

of truth (Rūḥ al-Ḥaqq), which he deems to be applicable both to Muḥammad and to the
Rūḥ al-Quds, i.e. Gabriel, the messenger of divine revelation (Ibn Taymiyya, Jawāb, vol. V,
pp. 310–316).

71 John 14:16.
72 John 14:17.
73 This interpretation is, again, in parallel with Ibn Taymiyya’s comparison between Jesus’

Sharīʿa and that of Muḥammad, the former being temporal and the latter everlasting and
hence not subject to abrogation (Ibn Taymiyya, Jawāb, vol. V, p. 291; see also p. 304). The same
view is also mentioned by Ibn al-Qayyim (Hidāyat, p. 78).

74 As revealed in this statement, according to Ṭūfī, Muslim use of the Gospel is en-
couraged with an intention to win an argument. It is a purely strategic choice to use the
Christian scriptures as a counter-argument against its followers. With this statement he
also reveals his motivation for studying the Bible, which in fact does not represent a new
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ىغلُیلاوقّلحامللمعلابجاولانكل.مانهیبعلجمانكيملاطیلقرافللحیـسلماركذنمهركذو

و246 ||طیلقرافلاكاترشكميحنأةدعاقلاهذهضىتقبمبجاولاف.ذلىإلیبسلانكمأامءشيهنم

امو،دّمحمةوّبنلىعلاادهركذامنوكیف.ذیملاتلاهبدّیأاممّهوتمركذامينبوملاسلاهیلعدّمحمينب

،يغبلاودانعلاباوبأفيتملخداذهتمیبأنإو.دوصقلماانللصيحو.ذیملاتلادییٔاتلىعلاادهوتمركذ

.لمعأاللهو.�ًّ�علاوةًحجّكملانكرتام�ّ�لأ

عوسیتلسرأياو،كدحوقّلحا104إتنأكّنإ”:شرععباسلالصفلافيوقذنمو}320{

.“ضرلأالىع105كدمجّأأ.حیـسلما

لإانوكینأبجوف.ءماسلافيلإاوضرلأافيهنأعملالحاهذهفياللهدحّودقف:تلق}321{

.ىراصنلاوقیالمفٍانمذو.هنماًمونقألاو،وهوهسیلحیـسلمانّأو،ءماسلافيلاًمكانٓلاا

–هنعصحّنإ–ةوّنبلانمهاعدّاامامّأو.اسرلاهسفنلحیـسلماتبثأماّنإو.ثحبلااذهقبـسدقو

.عضوميرغهركذیؤاتف

.كبدمجأ:ش105.ه:كش104

initiative. It follows an old tradition, resonating in total conformity with the words of Qarāfī,
who says: ‘If (the Christians) say, “how do you (Muslims) hold onto these scriptures [i.e. the
Bible] when you consider them to be unauthentic?” we reply that the prophethood of our
Prophet, peace be upon him, is proven by miracles and has no need for these books. Yet,
we point to what they hold as proof of his prophethood, peace be upon him, only in order
to force the ahl al-kitāb, who believe in their authenticity, to accept the argument (ilzām)’
(Qarāfī, Ajwiba, p. 463).
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this is known, then the most one could say in this regard is that what both
you and we mention concerning Christ’s reference to the Paraclete cannot
be reconciled. However, one is required to act according to a true state-
ment and not to eliminate anything from it as far as possible. Therefore,
one is required, in accordance with this principle, to declare that the Par-

246aaclete is identified by both Muḥammad, peace be upon him, and by that
which, as you mention, the disciples were supported [i.e. Gabriel]. What
we mention proves that Muḥammad was a prophet, while what you men-
tion proves that the disciples were supported. Thus, we achieve what we
intend. But if you reject this, you enter the domain of obstinacy and injus-
tice, for we have left neither proof nor an excuse for you. And God knows
best.75

{320} Among other things, in chapter seventeen (Jesus) says: ‘You are the
only true God, and the one You have sent is Jesus Christ. I glorify You on
earth.’76

{321} I say: (Jesus) has indeed declared God to be one on this occasion, in
addition to the fact that he himself is on the earth while God is in heaven.
Thus, it requires that God be entirely in heaven now, and that Christ is
neither God Himself, nor a hypostasis of Him. But this is contrary to what
the Christians profess. And this subject has been previously discussed.77
Christ asserted only messengership for himself. As for what he claimed of
sonship—if it is authentically from him—we have already established its
figurative interpretation in more than one place.

75 Ṭūfī’s conclusion contrasts with those of many other polemicists. While Qarāfī, for
instance, reaches a definite conclusion that the Paraclete could be none other thanMuḥam-
mad, absolutely rejects the Christian interpretation and defines it as falsehood (Qarāfī,
Ajwiba, pp. 424–429), Ṭūfī’s attitude is less assertive. His intention is focusedmore on proving
the plausibility of theMuslim interpretation to Christians, and less on denouncing Christian
exegesis in its totality. According to his view, there is no possibility of reconciling theMuslim
andChristian interpretation of the Paraclete. Relying on the principle that one should always
follow the truth, he wants to be fair in his discussion and hence reaches the conclusion that
‘the Paraclete’ could be equally subject to both interpretations: Muslim and Christian alike.
The Paraclete may refer to the prophethood of Muḥammad, as much as it may indicate the
empowering (taʾyīd) of Jesus’ disciples. That is why the denial of the Muslim interpretation
is nomore than an act of mere wilfulness and injustice, for Ṭūfī, since the Christians have no
evidence or excuse for such a rejection.

76 John 17:3–4.
77 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§48–49, 102–103 and 120.
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ضيمإ”:ةیّنلادايمرلملاقبرقلانمماقاّلمحیـسلمانّأشرععساتلالصفلافيذنمو}322{

106.“كمهلإويـهلإوكمیبأوبيألىإدعاصنيّإ:ملهليوقوتيوخإلىإ

ينبوهسفنينبهكیشرتلةیّبوبرلانعةیانكةوّبلأانّألىعلّدی“كمیبأوبيأ”:وقف:تلق}323{

يماًدحأدهعنلمو.الماوبّرلاوهلإانّلأ،اًضیأذدیفی“كمهلإو107يـهلإ”:وقو.ايهفذیملاتلا

.ایقیقحًكالمهنبا

همایقدعبحیـسلماملهرهظف.ذیملاتلانعاًبئاغنكاشرعنيثلإادحأاموتنّأذنمو}324{

،يرماسلمارثا108ٔهیدیفيصربألمنإ”:لاقف.ملهحیـسلماروهظبهوبرخأاموتءاجامّلف.تاوملأانم

،ذدعبحیـسلمارهظثمّ.“نمؤألا،هبنجفييدیكرتأو،رماسلماعضومفييعبصإلعجأو

.“نمؤميرغنكتلاو،اًنمؤمنك”:لاقو،دارأامهنمهارأو

نكافقداصلاحیـسلماقیدصتمدعلىا109ٕءایبنلأاةبـسننماذهفياماّنّیبدقو:تلق}325{

.هیلعملاانیفوتـساو.ميهلإهدوعنمهبهمدعو

يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلارخٓا110اذهو}326{ يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلا يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلا يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلا يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلا يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلا يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلا ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلاتمّهمبو،يدبزنباّنحویلینجإلىعقیلعتلا ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا .ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلا

بلطم:ـهش110.ذیملاتلاهباوص:ـهش109.هىدى:ك؛هندب:ش108.ىـهلاو:ك107.كمهوهيو:ك106

.ةعبرلأالیجلأالىعقیلعتلاماتمفى
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{322} Among other things, in chapter nineteen, (there is a report which
states) that when Christ rose from his tomb, he said to Mary Magdalene:
‘Go to my brethren and say to them: “I am ascending to my Father and your
Father, and to my God and your God”.’78

{323} I say: His words, ‘my Father and your Father,’ indicate that fatherhood
is an allusion to lordship, for he has allied himself with the disciples therein.
His words, ‘my God and your God,’ signify the same, for God is the Lord and
the Possessor (al-Mālik). Andwe are not acquainted with anyone who owns
his son as a true property (milk).79

{324}Amongother things, (there is a report) that Thomas, oneof theTwelve,
was away from the disciples. Then Christ appeared to them after his being
raised from the dead. And when Thomas came, they informed him about
Christ’s appearance to them. But he said: ‘If I do not see in his hands the
mark of the nails, putmy finger into the place of the nail and thrustmy hand
into his side, I shall not believe.’ Thereafter, Christ appeared to him, showed
him of himself what he had wanted and said to him: ‘Be a believer, and do
not be a nonbeliever.’80

{325} I say: We have already explained how this attributes to the apostles81
disbelief in Christ, who was truthful in whatever he had promised to them
regarding his return to them. And we have now exhausted all words on this
topic.

{326} This is the end of the Critical Commentary on the Gospel of John son
of Zebedee, and by its accomplishment the Critical Commentary on the Four
Gospels is completed.

78 John 20:17.
79 In his refutation of Jesus’ divinity, Ṭūfī is primarily inspired by Qurʾanic verses concern-

ing God’s self-sufficiency and His sovereignty in the heavens and earth (Q 5:17; 10:68). The
state of ownership (milkiyya), according to Ṭūfī, is irreconcilable with the notion of sonship
(waladiyya). In other words, one does not own his or her son. The entire world, including
Jesus, is the creation ofGod and thereforeHis property. Ṭūfī reaches the conclusion that since
Jesus isGod’s creation andproperty, he cannot beHis son (see alsoṬūfī, Ishārāt, vol. II, pp. 109,
299; vol. III, p. 185).

80 John 20:24–27.
81 In the Şehid Ali Paşa MS the word al-anbiyāʾ (apostles) is corrected as al-talāmīdh

(disciples).



]لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمانّیبنةوّبنةصحّلىعناهبرلا[

لاهّلجاءلاؤهنكاذإ،لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمانّیبنةوّبنةصحّلىعناهبرلانایببذتمخنلو}327{

ظ246 نكلو.ينهاربذلىعانلو||.قّلحاركنتنألطابلقدّصتلوقعبریدجنكلو.اهـنوركنیللاّضلا

:لوقننا1ٔهریرقتو.مّاوعلاوءمالعلاناهذألىإبٍیرقمّاعلاوصّاخللضحاودحاوناهربلىعانهصرتقن

ثیحىراصنلاودويهلاتعمزماكاًقحامًكالِمنوكینا3ٔامّا2ٕوليخلالمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصاًدّمحمنّإ

.اًقداصایبننوكینأمزلف.اًقحامًكالمسیلهّنكل.اًقداصایبنوأ،“ةیّهلإةحجّلابفیـسلءاج”:اولاق

هماقأياهسوموهتلودقبتلمقحاممكلّلوقن�ّ�لأ،اًقحامًكالمسیلهنإ:انلقماّنإو}328{

ضرقنیلملمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمو،مهـتوبممهسیماونوملهودتضرقنالب،هتومدعبفیـسل

لب،هتوبمهسومذكوهو،راشتناوروهظفيءاج4هّكلوهو.يننـسعبـسوةنـسةئماعبـسمویلا

كلّنّإ:انلقماّنإو.اًقحامًكالمسیل5لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصاًدّمحمنّأجتنیف.ةعاسلاتىحاللهءاشنإ

7قلخذنمایناكولمنّإف.عطاقلالمعلادیفیوهو،مّاتلاءارقتـسلا6هتوبمهتلودتضرقناقحامم

فينكانمو8نودیرفاوكاحّضلكا،هتوبمهسومضرقناولاّإمنهممتيملماذهانمویلىإمدٓا

.طبهأهباوص:ـهش7.هتوبم–ش6.لمسو–ش5.ماكل:كش4.امأ:ش3.اوليخ:ك2.هررقنو:ش1
.نودنرفاو:ك8



[Decisive Proof regarding the Authenticity of
the Prophethood of our Prophet, Muḥammad,

may God bless him and grant him peace]

{327} Let us close this section by presenting a decisive proof regarding the
authenticity of the prophethood of our Prophet, Muḥammad, may God
bless him and grant him peace, since those ignorant and misguided people
have been denying it. But it befits intellects that confirm falsehood to deny

246bthe truth. And we have many decisive proofs against that denial. Yet here
we confine ourselves to one single decisive proof that is lucid to both the
learned and the common, and is apparent to theminds of both the scholars
and the laity. The exposition of it consists of saying: Truly, Muḥammad, may
God bless him and grant him peace, must either have been a destructive
king, as the Jews and Christians claim when they say: ‘He came with the
sword, not with a divine proof,’ or else a truthful prophet. However, he was
not a destructive king. Thus, it necessarily follows that he be a truthful
prophet.

{328} We say: He was not a destructive king, for we say that the empire
and law of any destructive king that was established by the sword do not
last after his death. Rather, their empires and their laws vanish with their
deaths, while the law of Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him
peace, did not vanish with his death, but in fact it is seven hundred and
seven years old today.1 All of it has come in splendour and expansion, and
it will remain thus, if God wills, up until the Hour of Resurrection. Thus
it follows that Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, was
not a destructive king. Rather, we say: The empire of every destructive
king vanishes with his death, as understood by complete induction, which
signifies (epistemologically) certain knowledge. For there is not one king
among all the kings of theworld, from the time of the creation of Adamuntil
this very day of ours, who has died and whose law has not vanished with his
death, such as al-Ḍaḥḥāk, Afrīdūn and their contemporaries, and also those

1 This statement indicates that Ṭūfī wrote theTaʿlīq in 707/1308. Itmust have been shortly
before the penning of his apology, the Intiṣārāt, which we know was written between 12
Shawwāl and 7Dhū al-Qaʿda 707 (ca. 4–29 April 1308) in Cairo (see Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 167;
vol. II, p. 758).
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نيملا9ةعبابتومورلاةصرایقوسرفلاةسركاأوفئاوطلاكولموردنكسلإكا،ماهدعبوماهلبقوماهـنامز

لاو.اهيرغودنهنبورعموهئ�ٓ�اورذنلمانبنماعنلاوشربلأاةيمذجكبرعلاكولموةشبلحاشيّانجو

ةدهاشملفهتوبمهسومضرقنیلماًدّمحمنّإ:انلق11ماّنإو.ةًثركصىيحلانممّقشرلماوبرغلماكولم10نم

.ناهربةماقإلىإجاتيحلايانایعلا

نمءایبنلأانمنّإف،سكعلاةنمدسافهّنكل،درطلاةنمحیصحهوتمركذام:لیقنإف}329{

.بمسیلو،هسومضرقنا

.باوصللمعأاللهو.تولمضارقنةنملا،عئاشرلاخسنةنمكاذ:انلق}330{

.اماو:ك11.نمءٓلاو:ش10.ةعباتت:ش9



on the authenticity of the prophethood of mu
˙
hammad 357

before them and after them, such as Alexander, the kings of various separate
small kingdoms, the Khosraus of the Persians, the Caesars of the Byzantines,
the Tubbaʿs of Yemen, the Neguses of Abyssinia, and the Arab kings, such as
Jadhīma al-Abrash, Nuʿmān b. al-Mundhir and his ancestors, ʿAmr b. Hind
andothers. Nor is there such a person among the kings of theWest or East, of
those that cannot be counted due to their great numbers. So, we say: Truly,
Muḥammad’s law has not vanished with his death, and this is manifest by
observing what is clearly visible to the eyes, for which there is no need for
establishing a decisive proof.2

{329} If it is said: What you mention is correct from one perspective, but
wrong from the opposite perspective, for there are among the prophets
those whose law has vanished, although they were not kings.

{330} We say: That is so with respect to the abrogation of revealed laws
(by God), not with respect to those laws vanishing with the death (of the
prophet). And God knows best what is right.

2 Ṭūfī discusses the same subject and offers the same analysis in his Ishārāt (vol. III,
p. 262) and the Intiṣārāt (vol. II, pp. 746, 748–751).



1ملاسلاهیلعّبينلاایعشإفحصمنمقیلعتلا

اهـنإ”:وقو،“بياوردغهمواًءانبأتیّبر”:لىاعتوقولالىاعتاللهنّألىعلّدیامّفم}331{

هدَیبعىسمّهنأهتللادهجوو.“لیئاسرإرهظتمبضغأو،بّرلاتمببخأ.نودسفلماءانبلأاودسافلالسنلا

و247 اذهماّنإو||.حیـسلمالاّإىراصنلادنعصّاخنبالىاعتسیلو،هءانبألیوطرهدبحیـسلمالبق

.ءادعلأاةزرابم2نينوزرابتو،ءانبلأاةیبرتكمیّبرأ:لوقیملهاللهنمخیبوت

ةدئاف}332{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف مدعبلاقهنا3ٔهناحبـسبّرلانعةیكاحایعشإباتكنمعباسلاحاصحلأارخٓافي.ةدئاف

4نأردقینفم.رّكفيّوقلابّرلا”:ایعشإلاقثمّ.“اهّكلضرلأافيتُرّكفتيلاةركفلاهذه”:لیوط

“؟هتركفلطبی

رّكفتلانّلأ،حّصیلاسانلافرعفياملىع5هناحبـساللهلىعةرابعلاهذهقلاطإ:تلق}333{

فيةُركفلالميحنأبجاولابف.ءشيهنعىفيخلاهناحبـساللهو،لٍوهمجملاعتـسلاسفنلاةكرحوه

.ببسلمالىعببسلاقلاطإبنمنوكیف.لمعلاببسةركفلانّلأ،لمعلالىعهّقح

تاجردشرعاهفلخلىإسمشلادّر6هناحبـساللهنّأشرعنماثلاحاصحلأارخٓافيركذو}334{

.تولماهضرحنأدعبةنـسةشرعسخمهرعمفيسّفنیهنألىعلیئاسرإنيبمایقزلحةًملاع

.ةروهشمةصّقلاو

:ك5.نأ–ك4.هناحبـس–ك3.نيوزرابتو:كش2.ایعشا:ـهك؛اعشافحصمقیلعتفيبلطم:ـهش1

.هناحبـس–ش6.لىاعت



Critical Commentary on the Book of
Isaiah, the Prophet, peace be upon him

{331} Among the things which indicate that God, the Exalted, does not have
a child are His words, the Exalted, ‘I have brought up sons and they have
acted unfaithfully toward Me,’1 and His words: ‘It is a corrupt progeny and
corrupting sons. You have deceived the Lord and you have angered the
Supporter of Israel.’2 And the way this is indicated is by His referring to His
servants a long time before Christ as His sons, while God, the Exalted, does

247anot have any special son, in Christian opinion, except Christ. And thus God
reprimands them, saying: ‘I bring you up as one brings up sons, yet you
contend against Me as one contends against enemies.’

{332}Useful Note: At the end of chapter seven in the Book of Isaiah, there is
a quotation from the Lord, the Glorified, that He utters after a long speech:
‘This is the thought I have thought concerning the whole earth.’3 Then
Isaiah said: ‘The Almighty Lord has thought. And who is able to annul His
thought?’4

{333} I say: It is not right to apply this expression to God, Glorified is He, in
themanner people customarily do, because thinking is a process of the soul
directed at inquiring into the unknown, whereas nothing remains hidden
from God, the Glorified. Hence, it becomes obligatory to interpret ‘thought’
with respect to Him as ‘knowledge,’ for ‘thought’ is the cause of ‘knowledge’.
Thus, this expression is one of the cases where (the name of) the cause
(sabab) is applied to that which is caused (musabbab).

{334} (Isaiah) mentions in the end of chapter eighteen that God, Glorified
is He, turned the sun back by ten degrees as a sign to Hezekiah, king of the
Israelites, that He would grant him an extension of his lifespan by fifteen
years after death came to him.5 The story is well-known.

1 Isaiah 1:2.
2 Isaiah 1:4.
3 Isaiah 14:26.
4 Isaiah 14:27.
5 See Isaiah 38:5–9.
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ایقزلحو،نیرابّلجالاتقفينوننبعشویل:ةثلاثلتدرُماّنإسمشلانّأانیلإىـتهناياف:تلق}335{

صرعلاةلاصهتتافاّلمبلاطبيأنبليّعلو،لماایقزحوّبينلانكاوههنلأ،ایعشلإاًقیدصتاذه

كمحو،ثیدلحااذهفعّضةبصّعتلماضعبو.هظقویلمفهذفخلىعلمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصّبينلامينح

.ثیدلحااذهةحّصبماكح7ضایعضياقلاويواحطلارفعجأنّإف.نىعملاوعوضومهنٔاب

قراولخاةدعاقفيسابّعلابيأانخیـشلىعذتأرق قراولخاةدعاق قراولخاةدعاق قراولخاةدعاق قراولخاةدعاق قراولخاةدعاق قراولخاةدعاق .لمعلافيماهرادقملهيجلانامامإماهو.8قراولخاةدعاق

.ةًماركليٍّعببسبهنوكلو،ملاسلاهیلعلوسرللاًزجعمةقیقلحافينكاماّنإسمشلادّرنّإفاًضیأو

سیلو.ایعشإوعشویماهوهنودوهنلمتدّرُدقذإ،سمشلادرثرَكتـسیلا9ملاسلاهیلعّبينلاو

.رمقلاقاقشنانممظعٔابسمشلادّر

ةدئاف}336{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ياوهو؟دبلأالىإئمادبّرالله10نّأتَملعامأ”:شرععساتلاحاصحلأافيركذو.ةدئاف

11“.ایعَْیلاوبُغلَیلا.ضرلأاراطقأقلخ

.ىعی:ك؛يىعی:ش11.نيا:ش10.هیلعاللهلىّصبينلاو:ش.9–ش8.اضایع:ك7
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{335} I say: What has come to our knowledge is that the sun was turned
back for only three people: for Joshua, son of Nun, in the fight against
the tyrants,6 for the very same Hezekiah as a confirmation of Isaiah, for
he was the prophet while Hezekiah was the king, and to ʿAlī son of Abū
Ṭālib when he missed the afternoon prayer at a time when the Prophet,
may God bless him and grant him peace, was sleeping on his thigh and he
did not wake him up. Some zealots have declared this ḥadīth to be weak
and ruled that it is fabricated (mawḍūʿ) and, therefore, that this story is
meaningless.7 However, Abū Jaʿfar al-Ṭaḥāwī [d. 321/933] and Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ
[d. 544/1149] have determined this ḥadīth to be sound.8 I have studied this
with our master Abū al-ʿAbbās [Ibn Taymiyya] in his Qāʿidat al-khawāriq
(The foundation of supernatural events).9 And [Ṭaḥāwī and Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ] are
two leading authorities, the extent of whose knowledge cannot be ignored.
Moreover, turning back the sun was in reality a miracle (muʿjiza) of the
Messenger, peace be uponhim, and amiraculous gift (karāma) of ʿAlī, due to
its being caused on account of him. Turning back the sun cannot be deemed
as excessive for the Prophet, peace be upon him, for it had been turned
back for those who were below him, such as Joshua and Isaiah. Moreover,
turning back the sun is not greater than (the Prophet’s miracle of) splitting
the moon.10

{336} Useful Note: (Isaiah) mentions in chapter nineteen: ‘Have you not
known thatGod is the Everlasting Lord?He is theOneWho created the ends
of the earth. He neither grows weary, nor does He become fatigued.’11

6 See Joshua 10:12–13.
7 For instance, Ibn Taymiyya, Ibn Kathīr and Ibn al-Qayyim describe this ḥadīth as a

fabricated lie. See Ibn Taymiyya, Minhāj al-sunna al-nabawiyya, ed. M.R. Sālim, [Cairo],
1986, vol. VIII, p. 165; Ibn Kathīr, Bidāya, vol. V, pp. 62–72; Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya, al-Manār
al-munīf fī al-ṣaḥīḥ wa-al-ḍaʿīf, ed. ʿA-F. Abū Ghudda, Aleppo, 1983, pp. 57–58. About the
disagreement between the scholars regarding the authenticity of this ḥadīth, see ʿAjlūnī,
Kashf al-khafāʾ, vol. I, p. 255.

8 See Abū Jaʿfar Aḥmad b. Muḥammad al-Ṭaḥāwī, Mushkil al-āthār, Hyderabad, [1915],
vol. II, pp. 8–12; Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ, Kitāb al-shifāʾ, vol. I, pp. 548–549.

9 See Ibn Taymiyya, Qāʿida fī al-muʿjizāt wa-al-karāmāt wa-anwāʿ khawāriq al-ʿādāt, in
Majmūʿat al-rasāʾil wa-al-masāʾil, ed. M.R. Riḍā, Beirut, 2001, vol. V, pp. 156.

10 For the reports regarding the miracle of splitting the Moon (inshiqāq al-qamar), see
Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Manāqib” 28, “Manāqib al-anṣār” 36, “Tafsīr sūrat al-Qamar” 1;Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ,
“Ṣifat al-qiyāma wa-al-janna wa-al-nār” 9; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Tafsīr al-Qurʾān” 54. Ṭūfī repeats
this discussion on the miracle of turning back the sun in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I, pp. 257–258).

11 Isaiah 40:28.
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امَُنهَْیَبامَوَضَرْلأاوَتِاَوَماسلااَنقَْلخَدْقَلوَ﴿:هناحبـسوقنمنٓارقلافيالمقفاوماذه:تلق}337{

لمْوَضَرْلااوَتِاوََماسلاقََلخَيِااللهَنأاوْرََیلمْوَا﴿:وقو،﴾بٍوغُُلنْمِاَنـسمَامَوَمٍأةِتِـسفيِ

ظ247 تاوماسلاقلخلكمأاللهنّإ”:ملهوقدويهلالىع||دّرَُیو.﴾تىَوْمَْلاَيىِيحُْنْألىََعرٍدِاقَبِنهِقِْلبخَِيَعَْی

.ميهلعادرلىولأاةیٓلااتلزنأذفيو.“تبسلامویحاترساثمّ،ضرلأاو

فوخلا”:لیئاسرإبوقعیلاًبطامخاللهنعةًیكاحنیشرعلاويدالحاحاصحلأافيركذو}338{

،كدنعنمسبتحلا12نيمتلللوقأ.برغلمانمكعجمأو،قشرلمانمكتیرّذبتيٓا.كعمنيّلأ،كیلع

هتُقلخماّنإيسموعدی13نمكلّ.ضرلأاراطقأنمتيانبودیعبنمنيّببتيٓا.جورلخانممهعنتملاو

“.تيماركلهتُلعجو

حیـسلماةیّهلإمدعلىعلّدیوهو.تانبويننبهسفنلىإفاضأهنأاللهنعةیكاحاذهف:تلق}339{

.ةرّميرغهریرقتقبـسياهجولانماللهنَباهنوكمدعو

ةدئاف}340{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف بّرلاأ”:بوقعیلاًبطامخهناحبـسبّرلانعةًیكاحنیشرعلاونياثلاحاصحلأافيركذ.ةدئاف

لطبأياأو.دحأنوعلابليّإونيّمضرلأاتنیّلو،يدحوءماسلاتددم.ءشيكلّقلخيا

تمّأو،يدبعمتبثأو.لاًمهملعيرّصأو،مهفلخلىإءماكلحادّرأ.مهفیرعتل�ّ�أو،ينفارّعلات�ٓ�ا

“.ليسرةیّن

.نمكل:ش13.سمسلل:ك12
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{337} I say: This corresponds to the words of God, Glorified is He, in the
Qurʾan: ‘And verily, We created the heavens and the earth and all that is
between them in six days, and nothing of weariness touched Us,’12 and to
His words: ‘Have they not seen that God, Who created the heavens and the
earth andwas not fatigued by their creation, is able to give life to the dead?’13

247bAnd thereby the Jews are refuted in their saying: ‘Truly, God completed
the creation of the heavens and the earth, then He rested on the day of
Sabbath.’14 Precisely with regard to this matter was the first verse sent down
in refutation of them.

{338} (Isaiah) mentions in chapter twenty-one, quoting from God Who
addresses Jacob Israel: ‘There shall be no fear for you, for I am with you.
I shall bring your offspring from the East and gather you from the West.
I shall say to the South, “Do not withhold those that are with you and do
not prevent them from leaving.” I shall bring My sons from afar and My
daughters from the ends of the earth. Everyone who calls out My name—I
have only created him and made him out of My munificence.’15

{339} I say: This is a quotation fromGodwhereinHe has attributed sons and
daughters to Himself. It indicates Christ’s non-divinity and his not being the
Son of God, from a standpoint that has already been established more than
once.

{340} Useful Note: (Isaiah) relates in chapter twenty-two, quoting from the
Lord, the Glorified, Who addresses Jacob: ‘I am the Lord Who has created
everything. I have stretched forth the heaven alone and spread out the earth
fromMe and toMewithout the help of anyone. I amHeWho invalidates the
signs of the diviners and stultifies their divination. I turn the wise back and
transform their knowledge into ignorance. I make the speech of My servant
firm, and fulfil the purpose of My messengers.’16

12 Q 50:38.
13 Q 46:33.
14 See Exodus 20:11 and 31:17.
15 Isaiah 43:5–7.
16 Isaiah 44:24–26.
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ناهّكلانمقثوأمهـنأونوقداصهبنوبريخفءایبنلأانّٔابهناحبـساللهنمةداهشهذهف:تلق}341{

وهف،اللهرابخإوهءایبنلأارابخإنّأذفيببسلاو.بیغلالمعىطاعتینممّهمونحوينمجّنلماو

ةقیقلحالىع14لمعلانألمعیلهبذّكیةًروهقدّصیةًروهف.هبیغفيةحمازمكئلوأرابخإو،هقدّصی

.هناحبـس15لاّإلماكلاو

نمفزَخوهو،هقلاخصمايخ16يللیولا”:لاقهنأهناحبـسبّرلانعةًیكاحهیفلاقو}342{

.كیدیعنصلاو،عمنمتُسل؟بيعنصتياام:نيّارخافللينطلالوقیلّعل!ضرلأافازخأ

لیئاسرإرهظبّرلالوقیاذكه؟لىبحتنأاذالم:ةأرمللو؟وتياام17:بلأللوقیيللیولا

فيعنصأياامنيومّلعو،نيّبباهعنصأنأيغبنیتيلات�ٓ�لانيورم:يّوقلابّرلاهسما،هصّلمخو

.“ايهلعسانلاوضرلأاتقلخياأ!يّدیلعم

:حیـسمللوقفيقبیلمف.نوقولمخو،“هیدیلعم”مهـنأبرخأو،هینببسانلاىسمّدقف:تلق}343{

نمةهلجاهذهيرغنمهبصخُاملاّإسانلارئاسةوّنبكلب،ةصّاخةوّنبلىعلاد“نيباتنأ”

.تازجعلماراهظإ

و248 ةدئاف}344{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ،يـبهتنايـبهتنا”:لاقهنأيّوقلابّرلانعةًیكاح||نیشرعلاوسمالخاحاصحلأافيركذ.ةدئاف

ا18سابلسيبلاو!نویهصد،ٔخدیدوعیلاهنلأ!ةرهاطلاةیرقلا19لمشاروأسنجِلاوفلغا“.

.لمشارو:كش19.سبل:ك18.برلل:ك17.يا:ش16.الله:ك15.لماع:ك14
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{341} I say: This is a testimony of God, Glorified is He, that the prophets
are truthful in whatever they report and that they are more trustworthy
than the soothsayers, astrologers, and others who occupy themselves with
the knowledge of the Unseen. The reason for this is that the report of the
prophets is actually God’s report and hence He confirms it, while the report
of those others is a contest with God in His knowledge of the Unseen.
Therefore, sometimes He confirms it and sometimes He denies it, so that
it may be known that there is no knowledge, according to the true meaning
and perfection of it, except with God, the Glorified.

{342} (Isaiah) relates in it, quoting from the Lord, the Glorified, that He said:
‘Woe unto himwho disputes with his Creator, when he is just one of the clay
vessels of the earth! Is there a chance that the clay would say to the potter:
“What is it that you are making with me? I am not one of your works, nor
the product of your hands.” Woe upon he who says to the father: “What is it
that you are begetting?” and to the woman: “With what are you pregnant?”
Thus says the Lord, the Supporter of Israel and its Saviour; His name is the
Almighty Lord: “Give Me orders for the signs that I have to make for My
children and let Me know what to make with the work of My hands! I am
He, Who created the earth and the people on it”.’17

{343} I say: He has indeed called mankind ‘His children’, and declared that
they are thework ofHis hands and created byHim. Therefore, there remains
inHiswords to Christ: ‘You areMy Son,’ no justification for a special sonship.
Rather, it was just like the sonship of the rest of mankind, apart from that
by which he was distinguished in any other way, such as by manifesting
miracles.

248a{344} Useful Note: (Isaiah) mentions in chapter twenty-five, quoting from
theAlmighty Lord, that He said: ‘Awake, awake, O Zion! Put on the garments
of glory, O Jerusalem, the Pure City! For no longer shall the uncircumcised
and the impure enter into you.’18

17 Isaiah 45:9–12.
18 Isaiah 52:1.
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.اًدمجواهلةًراهطايهلإفلغلالوخدمدعلعجدقو.تنتيخلميافلقلأافلغلأا:تلق}345{

.ميهأرءوسومبههذمنهولىعذلّدیف.فلغمهّكلىراصنلاو

نولوقتلاتمنأو.قّحلىعاونوكینأتمركذامقاسملىعكممزلیف.نونوتمخدويهلا:لیقنإف}346{

.هب

.رخٓالیلدبملهلاضتبث:انلق}347{

ةدئاف}348{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف 21.بَوناحاوةمَثلأاعمهبلصوحیـسلمافي20ةوّبنلاةجمرتحاصحلأااذهفيركذ.ةدئاف

هتیؤرنّلأ،سانلانميرثكهنمبجّعتتىحادجلىاعتیومظّعتیوعفتریومهفیليدبعنّإ”:اهلوّأو

فيوهیلعو،ةًيرثك�ً�وعشرهّطیاذه.سانلالبقتـسمنمىـهـبأبقتـسمو،لجرلاةیؤرنمةيرّغتم

.“اوعمسیلماماومهف،ملهلاقیلماماونیاعمهـنلأ،تمصتواههَاوفأكُوللماكسِّتمهببس

هناحبـساللههاسمّدقو.هبةصّتمخةجمترلاو.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصحیـسلماتافصهذه:تلق}349{

دويهلاوىراصنلانمبجعلاو.مايهفانتةّیدوبعلاذإ،هتوّنبوأهتیّهلإنمىراصنلاهاعدّاامدّریوهو.اًدبع

اهيریغتلمهكُرتنكلو.تاوّبنلابتكنماولدّب23امعماهولدّبیوةصّقلا22وةظفللاهذهاوفرّيحلمفیك

نولحّتمیونوربكایمهـنإثمّ.“هذهاوفرّلحبتكلانماًئیشاوفرّحول”:لاقیلةنطیـشوأغیمدتامّإ

.ماعم:ش23.وةظفللا–ش22.بونل:ك21.هونبُلا:ك؛ةِونبُلا:ش20
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{345} I say: The aghlaf is the same as the aqlaf, meaning he who is not
circumcised. He has made the non-entrance of the uncircumcised into it a
means of purity for it and of glory. Yet, the Christians are all uncircumcised.
Therefore, this indicates the feebleness of their position and their faulty
judgement.19

{346} If it is said: The Jews are circumcised. Therefore, according to the
logical conclusion of what you have mentioned, you would be compelled
to accept that they are following the truth. However, you do not say so.

{347} We say: Their error is established by another proof.

{348} Useful Note: (Isaiah) offers in this chapter a presentation of prophe-
cies regarding Christ, his crucifixion with the criminals and his bearing
sins. The beginning of it is: ‘Truly My servant shall indeed understand and
become elevated, magnified and exalted greatly so that many of the people
shallmarvel at him, for his vision is different to aman’s vision, and his future
ismore splendid than the people’s future. This one shall purifymanynations
and the kings shall shut their mouths at him and because of him and shall
become silent, for they beholdwith their eyes thatwhich they have not been
told, and understand that which they have not heard.’20

{349} I say: These are the attributes of Christ, may God bless him and grant
him peace. And this section is specifically related to him. God, Glorified
is He, has named him ‘servant’. Therefore, He refutes what the Christians
claim, such as his divinity or his (divine) sonship, for servanthood contra-
dicts both. And the astonishing thing about the Christians and the Jews
is how they have not altered this expression and the story and changed
it together with everything else they have changed from the books of the
prophecies. However, their refraining from changing it must be either an
attempt to invalidate (the accusation of taḥrīf) or amischievous trick so that
it might be said: ‘If they had altered anything from the books, they would
have altered this passage.’ Moreover, they wilfully resist, strive cunningly,
and reject the fact that this indicates what contradicts their opinion. How

19 See also Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§415–418 and 498–499.
20 Isaiah 52:13–15.
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نمرهشأراصورتهـشاونمهـتاضقانمومهفیرتحنّإ!تايههو.ميهأرفيانیاملىعاتهللادنوعنيمو

لیجلأالىعقیلعتلافيذنمجمقبـسدقو.رمقلا لیجلأالىعقیلعتلا لیجلأالىعقیلعتلا لیجلأالىعقیلعتلا لیجلأالىعقیلعتلا لیجلأالىعقیلعتلا لیجلأالىعقیلعتلا .لیجلأالىعقیلعتلا

لهأكمثدّحاذإ”:لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمانّیبنانللاق،مهلیدبتومهفیرتحنمتبثالمو}350{

الَزِنْاي�ِ�ِانمَٓااوُلوقُوَ﴿،هموبذّكتلاوهموقدّصتلافباتكلا

ا24لَزِنْاوَاَنیَْل


اوَكمُْیَْل


اوَاَنُهل


دٌحِاَوكمُْهُل

فيميهلعاموهو،هضعبلب،ميهلإلزن25امكلّاولدّبیلممهـنأمولعلمانمهنإف“.﴾نَومُلِسْم�َُ�ُنُنحَْوَ

ضعبلالیدبتبمهـنلأ،“هموقدّصتلا”:ملاسلاهیلعلاقف.اهونحودمّحبمةراشبلكارضرهئاقب

ظ248 سیلهبكموبرخأامنّأزاولج||“هموبذّكتلاو”26:هیلعاللهلىّصلاقو.يننومٔاميرغةقسَفاوراص

ةاروتلا،قّحهعیجمميهلإلزنأيانّلأ،“كمیلإلزنأوانیلإلزنأياّنمٓا:اولوق”:لاقو.هولدّباممّ

لیزـنتلادعبلیدبتلاثدحماّنإو.ءایبنلأالىعزّـنلمابتكلارئاسوسىیعلىعلزنأيالینجلإاو

لىإةغلنموباتكلىإباتكنمقنونامزلالواطتعمنٓلااميهدیٔابفعازـنلاماّنإو.لیوطرهدب

.ةغل

يواًیفكانكال،هتمّأهمّلعيايملعتلااذهيرغهقدصوهتنامأودّمحملدعلىعنكیلمولو}351{

مدعفيلدعلاومهقیدصتمدعفيمزلحالمعتـساهنلأ،هنیدفيلوخاوهبنايملإافيبابللأا

،اًقداصایبنلا،اًقحامًكالم،هَتؤیلم27اماًیعدّم،نولوقیماكعئاشرلالىعایجراخنكاولو.مبهیذكت

لب،ميهبايجتىّحباتكلالهأنمفئاخيرغ،هتمّأدنععاطمهنإف.“لاًصأهموقدّصتلا”:لاقل

.الم:ك27.هیلعاللهلىص–:ك26.ماكل:كش25.لزنأ–ش24
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preposterous! Truly, their alteration and contradictions have becomemani-
fest, well-known andmorewidely perceived than themoon. A goodnumber
of them have been mentioned previously in the Critical Commentary on the
Gospels.

{350} Since it is established that they have altered and changed (their scrip-
tures), our Prophet Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace,
told us: ‘When the People of the Book narrate something, neither confirm
them, nor deny them. Rather, “Say: We believe in that which has been sent
down to us and sent down to you; our God and your God is One, to Him
we surrender”.’21 It is a known fact that they have not changed everything
that came down to them, but rather, only part of it, specifically that which
wouldbedetrimental for them if it remained, such as the glad tidings regard-
ing Muḥammad and similar things. And it is due to this that he, peace be
upon him, said: ‘Neither confirm them,’ for by changing some of it they have
becomeunreliable transgressors. Andhe,mayGodbless him, said: ‘Nor deny

248bthem,’ due to the possibility thatwhat they report to you is among the things
they have not changed. He further said: ‘Say: We believe in that which has
been sent down to us and sent down to you,’ because the totality of what
has been sent down to them [in its original form] is true, namely the Torah,
the Gospel sent down to Jesus, and other books that were sent down to the
prophets. The changes occurred over a long period of time after the revela-
tion. The controversy concerns only thatwhich they possess at themoment,
due to the length of time involved and its transmission from book to book
and from language to language.22

{351} So, if there was no proof about Muḥammad’s honesty, his reliability
and trustworthiness, other than this teaching which he transmitted to his
community, it would be sufficient for the people of insight to believe in him
and enter his religion, for he showed prudence in not confirming them and
fairness in not denying them. Had he been a rebel against the religious laws,
as they suggest, claiming what had not been given to him, or a destructive
king and not a truthful prophet, he would have said: ‘Do not confirm them
at all.’ Yet, he was obeyed by his community andwas not afraid of the People

21 Q 29:46. See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Shahādāt” 30, “Tafsīr sūrat al-Baqara” 11, “al-Iʿtiṣām bi-al-
Kitāb” 26, “Tawḥīd” 51; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “ ʿIlm” 2; Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,Musnad, 4/136.

22 The same ḥadīth is also cited and commented on in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I, pp. 231–232;
vol. II, p. 751) and Ḥallāl (f. 18b).
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ةیزلجهمرّقأمالف.هیفمدقبهنیدفيهتمّأنوكّكشیلاّئلةیزلجامنهملبقیلمومنهمضَرلأا28لىَخْلأو

نمقّحلىعهنألىعذلّد،هبءاجفمنهعطوهنیدفيمدقبهملععماوبذكیلانٔابرمأو

نمهءاجابمكملحاوميهفلدعلانمهعنيملممنهمذنّأو،منهعطلاومئهاقببهعملابیلم،اللهدنع

.مّٔاتف؛بابلافيةعطاقلاينهابرلانماذهو.همرمأفيالله

،اللهتاوذببسفيبوضرلماوهو”:وقحیـسمللدويهلاىذأنایبفيركذثمّ:تلق}352{

هتاحاربجنّلأ،انتملاسبدأهیلعو،انثمإلجأنمعضاوتیو،انثمإلجأنملتقی.اهلجأنمعضاوتلما

ةجعنلكااًتماصنكاو،بحلللحمالثمقیـسو،هافحتفیلمو،اًعضاوتمد”:لاقنألىإ“انّكلأبرن

.“هافحتفیلمو،اهرزاجمادّق

،بضرهنألىعلّدتماّنإلب،حیـسلماسفنقاهزإلىعايهفلادلااهّكلظافللأاهذه:تلق}353{

نملتقی”:وقو.قاهزلإالىعلّدیلاو،بضرلافييحصر“اللهتاذفيبوضرلما”:وقنّلأ

و249 ||.قاهزلإافياصننوكیلاف.بَضرلالتميحهنألاّإ،سفنلاقاهزإفياًرهاظنكانإو،“انثمإلجأ

اننمزفياًروهشماًيرثكطوسلاو29اصعلابضركسفنللقهِزلمانوداملىعلتقلانوقلطیسانلاو

نإو.لقاعكلّلزاا30هرهاظ“انّكلأبرنهتاحاربجنّلأ”:وقو.مهفرعفياًضیأنكادقاذهلّعلف.اذه

ةجعنلكااتماصنكاو،بحلللحمالثمقیـس”:وقو.قوهزلاحرلجانممزلیلاف،ةقیقحهنأتبث

.ةرهاظ:ك30.صىعلا:ش29.لاخلاو:ك؛لأخلأو:ش28
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of the Book, to the point where he levied taxes on them. Rather, he could
have emptied the earth of them and could have not accepted the poll tax
from them, lest they filled his community with doubt regarding his religion
by impugning him. Since he fixed for them a poll tax and commanded that
theynotbe called liars, despitehis knowledgeof their impugninghis religion
and their defaming what he had brought, it indicates that he followed the
truth of God, without being concerned about their endurance or about their
defamation, and it also indicates that such things coming from themdid not
prevent him from being fair to them and from judging by what had come to
him from God concerning them. This is one of the most decisive proofs in
this regard, so reflect upon it.

{352} I further say: Then, when describing the Jews’ torment of Christ,
(Isaiah) mentions his words: ‘And he is beaten in obedience to God and
is humiliated for the sake of it. He is killed for the sake of our sins and
humiliated for the sake of our sins. The chastisement of our well-being is
upon him, for by his wounds we are all healed,’23 until he says: ‘He drew near
humiliated, but did not open his mouth. And he was driven like a lamb to
the slaughter, andwas silent like a sheep before its butcher, and did not open
his mouth.’24

{353} I say: None of these expressions contains an indication that Christ’s
soul was caused to pass forth, but rather they indicate that he was beaten,
because his saying, ‘beaten in obedience to God,’ clearly signifies ‘beating’
and does not indicate ‘causing the soul to pass forth’. And his saying, ‘He is
killed for the sake of our sins,’ although it literally signifies ‘causing the soul
to pass forth’, it may alsomean ‘beating’. Thus, this is not scriptural evidence

249ain support of ‘causing the soul to pass forth’. Further, it is known that people
in our time frequently apply the word ‘killing’ to things other than ‘what
causes the soul to pass forth,’ such as beatingwith a cane and a lash. Perhaps
this was also the case in their customary use of language. And his saying,
‘For by his wounds we are healed,’ would clearly be seen as a metaphor by
every intelligent person. Even if it were established that it is meant literally,
‘passing forth’ does not necessarily result from ‘wounding’. And his saying,
‘He was driven like a lamb to the slaughter, and was silent like a sheep

23 Isaiah 53:4–5.
24 Isaiah 53:7. Ṭūfī quotes and comments on the same passage in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I,

pp. 350–353).
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مادّقةجعنلكاتصموبحلللحمكاقیـسهنأملهلمّسن�ّ�لأ،قوهزلالىعاًضیألّدیلا“اهرزاجمادّق

،ءانعلامنهميقلو،هباورسخوهیلعاوقصبوهومطلنأدعبهوبلصیلةبـشلخالىعهوطبرمهـنأورزالجا

تّلفح،ةكئلالماتلزنايهفف.تاعاسثلاثضرلأاتملظأنكل!هنوّقحتـسیامىراصنلالىعوميهلع

بلصف،هئادعأنمهيرِغوأ،يطویرسخلإااذويه،هیلعلّديالىعهُبهـشيقلأو.هتقلطأو،هَقو

.هنكام

نفاو.“هنفدبقفانلمانذأو،بيعشةثمأنمموقهنمدو”:ملااذهماتمفيلاق،معن}354{

�ً�اوجاذهنعينملسمللىذألاو.مزلالادوجولىعلّدیموزللمادوجوو.ةًداعقهِزلمالتقللموزلم

31.باتكلالهأيدیأفيفحدقلانممنهیدلصأنمفرعاملىعهتصحّواذهتوبثفينعطلالاّإ

:ينونمباولجاو}355{

ماهدحأ}356{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ قفانلمانذإو،لتقلالىعلّدیلاوهو،هنمهموّندلاّإملااذهفيسیل:لاقینأماهدحأ

نأبابلافيامةیاغو.هیفنوذٔالماعوقومزلتـسیلانذلإاذإ،نفاعوقومزلتـسیلاوهوهنفدفي

32.هیلعملااذهلّدیلاهنألاّإلتقلاعوقوضيتقیةًداعملااذه:لاقی

نياثلا[}357{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا لىعلّدیاموحیـسلماةّیدوبعلىعصّنلالىعتلتمـشادق33ةوّبنلاهذه:ملهلاقیثمّ]نياثلا

تمضقن،ماهومّتبثأنإف.رخٓلاااوفنتوماهدحا34ٔاوتبثتوأ،ماهوفنتوأنیرملأااوتبثتنأامّإف.قهزلماتق

.هتداعإنعنيغیابمهباوجقبـسدقف،هتّیتوسةنمدبعوه:اولاقنإف.حیـسلماةّیدوبعبكمیأر

تمّبثأنإو.هیفكمتدعموه36هفحصمفيهب35ایعشإرابخإو،هبلصمدعفيكمیأرتمضقن،ماهوتمیفننإو

فحدقلانممنهیدلصأنمفرعاملىعهتصحواذهتوبثفينعطلالاإاوجاذهنعينملسمللىذألاو–ك31

.اوبثتوا:ش34.ةونبلا:ش33.عقوامهنا+،هیلعملااذهلدیلاهنألاإ–ك32.باتكلالهأيدیأفي
.هفحصمفي–ك36.ایعش:ك35



critical commentary on the book of isaiah 373

before its butcher,’ likewise does not indicate ‘passing forth’, though we do
concede to them that he was driven like a lamb to the slaughter and was
silent like a sheep before a butcher, and that the perpetrators tied him up on
the gibbet in order to crucify him after they had slapped him, spat on him
and mocked him, and that he suffered distress at their hands—may there
befall upon them and upon the Christians what they deserve. However, the
earth darkened for three hours. During that time the angels descended, then
they undid (Christ’s) bonds and set him free. And his likeness was cast upon
the one who had pointed him out, namely, Judas Iscariot, or another one of
his enemies, and he was crucified in his place.

{354} Indeed, he says at the conclusion of this statement: ‘A group of people
from among the sinners of my nation approached him, and the hypocrite
permitted him to be buried.’25 Burial is usually necessitated by the act of
killing, which causes the soul to pass forth. The existence of that which is
necessitated (malzūm) indicates the existence of that which necessitates it
(lāzim).Muslims have no trouble in responding to this, challenging both the
establishment of this story as true and its authenticity based upon what is
known from the sources of their religion by impugning what the People of
the Book possess.

{355} The response must be twofold:

{356} The first way to respond is to say: This statement only mentions their
approaching him, and that does not indicate killing, while the hypocrite’s
permission to bury him does not necessitate that the burial took place, for
permission does not necessitate the occurrence of the permitted. The most
that can be said in this regard is: This statement customarily requires that
the killing took place, except that this exact statement does not indicate it.

{357} (The secondway to respond is) to say to them:This prophecy contains
scriptural evidence for Christ’s servanthood and for that which indicates
that his killing caused his soul to pass forth. Hence, youmust either confirm
both matters or deny them both, or else confirm one of them and deny
the other. If you confirm them both, then you contradict your own opinion
concerning Christ’s servanthood. But if they say: ‘He is a servant in respect
of his human nature,’ then the response to that has already beenmentioned

25 Hemust be referring to Isaiah 53:8–9.
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لىع.حجِّرملابحیجرتوكمتحوهفهدَحوبلصلاامّإو،كمیلعدّشأوهفاهدَحوةّیدوبعلاامّإف،ماهدحأ

ظ249 ||.حیجرلالقاعلابلقجلثیامحیـسلمابلصفينعطلافيانمدّقدق�ّ�أ

ةدئاف}358{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ضرلأاو،ييّـسركءماسلا”:لاقهنأهناحبـساللهنعةًیكاحينثلاثلاحاصحلأافيركذ.ةدئاف

“؟لي38نونبتتیب37يّأ.يقلخٔاطوم

ىسمّدقنوكیو.كانایباذهلّعلف.هیْمدقٔاطومضرلأانّألینجلإافيقبـسدقو:تلق}359{

ايهفرُابّلجاعضیف”:ملاسلاهیلعوقينملسلماضعبلؤّاتاذهلىعو.ةّیزامج39امةقلاعلاًمدققللخا

“.مهـبئلتتمف،رانلالىإمدّقیلماعلانمموقمدقلاف”:لاق“!ْطَقْطَق:لوقیف40،رانلانيعی،همدق

فيميهأرذكو.لابجقیلیاملىعةفصمدقلانّأو،ذيرغدارلمانّأروهلجمادنعروهشلماو

.اثهیداحأوتافصلات�ٓ�ارئاس

ةدئاف}360{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف 42اولبیاهـبو41.رانلمهكمايحبّرلانّلأ”:دیعولاقایـسفياًضیأحاصحلأااذهفيركذو.ةدئاف

طسوفياًضعبمهضعبعبتیو.نانلجافينورهّطتیونوسدّقتیو.بّرلالىتقثركتو.ملحيذكلّ

“.رجشلا

.ولبی:ش42.رانلالىا:ش41.رانلانيعی–ش40.اتهقلاعل:ش39.نونبی:ش38.لىا:ك؛لى:ش37
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in a way that relieves the need to repeat it. And if you deny them both,
you contradict your own opinion regarding his not being crucified, while
Isaiah’s reporting it in his Book is what you rely upon in this regard. And
if you confirm only one of them, specifically servanthood only, then this is
harder on you, and if you confirm the crucifixion only, then this is an act
of arbitrariness and baseless preferance of one over the other. Nevertheless,
wehave already presented arguments challengingChrist’s crucifixionwhich

249bwill delight the heart of the intelligent person.

{358} Useful Note: In chapter thirty (Isaiah) relates, quoting from God,
the Glorified, that He said: ‘The heaven is My throne and the earth is the
footstool of My creation. What house would you build for Me?’26

{359} I say: It is already mentioned in the Gospel that the earth is the
footstool of His feet.27 So perhaps this is an elucidation of that. He may have
named the creation ‘foot’, due to somemetaphorical relation. In thismanner
has a certain Muslim (scholar) interpreted (the Prophet’s) words, peace be
upon him: ‘Then the Compeller shall put His foot on it, namely, the Fire, and
say: “Enough! Enough!” ’28 He said: ‘And the foot means a group of people
whom He will dispatch into the Fire; thus it will be filled with them.’ But
the common view among themajority (of the scholars) is that the intended
meaning is something other than this, and that the ‘foot’ is an attribute of
God according to what befits His majesty. Likewise are their opinions about
the rest of the verses and ḥadīths referring to the divine attributes.

{360} Useful Note: (Isaiah) also relates in this chapter, in the context of
divine threats: ‘For by the Fire shall the Lord bring them to trial.29 And by
it shall everyone of flesh be tried. The slain of the Lord shall be numerous.
They shall sanctify and purify themselves in the Gardens of Paradise. And
they shall follow each other in the midst of trees.’30

26 Isaiah 66:1.
27 Matthew 5:35. See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§45–47.
28 This is a reference to a ḥadīth which conveys the dialogue between God and the Fire,

showing that divine mercy overcomes His wrath. The ḥadīth in its various variants is found
in Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Tafsīr sūrat Qāf” 1, “Tawḥīd” 25; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “al-Jannawa-ṣifat naʿīmihā
wa-ahlihā” 14; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “ṣifat al-janna” 20.

29 ‘The Lord shall bring them to trial in the Fire,’ if read ilā al-nār.
30 Isaiah 66:16–17.
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دقو.ىراصنلانمةّنلجايركنملوقدّریوهو.اًروةًّنجةرخٓلاافينّألىعصّناذه:تلق}361{

.اًعابتةًأرمااوجوّزتةوخإةعبـسنعحَیـسلماةقدزلالاؤسدنعاذهریرقتقبـس
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{361} I say: This is scriptural evidence that in the Hereafter there will be
Paradise and Fire. It also refutes the claim of those Christians who deny the
existence of Paradise. Thismatter has alreadybeen resolved in the context of
the Sadducees’ question to Christ regarding the seven brothers whomarried
the same woman in succession.31

31 Matthew 22:23–30. See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§112–118.
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لیئاسرإتببحا2ٔدقتنكنيّلأ”:لاقهنأهناحبـسبّرلانعةًیكاحهنمعبارلاحاصحلأافيركذ}362{

.“نيباصربمهتوعدو،هرغصفي

لىع4هیفةوّنبلاةظفللّدتلا.حیـسلماذكف،عماج�ٕ�هولٔامدبعلیئاسرإنّا3ٔتبثف:تلق}363{

.هریرقتقبـسماك،ةّیدوبعلافيةًیّصوصخدیفتةظفللاهذه،معن.ةّیدوبعلانمثركأ

7ا6ٔتسلو5،اللهنيّلأ”:مءانثأفيلاقهنأهناحبـسبّرلانعةًیكاحاًضیأهیفركذو}364{

.“كمنیب�ً�8اسنإ

حیـسلمانّألىعانعجمأو.ناعتمتجلاماهـنأو،ةیّناسنلإافيانتةیّهللإانّألىعاذهلّدف:تلق}365{

.اًهلإسیلهنأمزلف.بشریوكلٔایناسنإ

ةیّتوهلا10ناتتنكاحیـسلماو،ينتلاةدحاوةنمنیرملأاعجاعننم9ماّنإ:لیقنإف}366{

.ةیّتوسو

لینجلإالىعقیلعتلافياذهباوجقبـس:انلق}367{ لینجلإالىعقیلعتلا لینجلإالىعقیلعتلا لینجلإالىعقیلعتلا لینجلإالىعقیلعتلا لینجلإالىعقیلعتلا لینجلإالىعقیلعتلا .لینجلإالىعقیلعتلا

.ناسنا:ك.8أ–ش7.سیلو:كش.6ا:ك5.هیف–ش4.ٮىىو:ك3.دق–ش2.عشوه:ـهك1
.ات:ش.10اف:ش9



Critical Commentary on the Book of Hosea, son of Beeri

{362} (Hosea) relates in the fourth chapter of (his book), quoting from the
Lord, the Glorified, that He said: ‘For I loved Israel in his childhood and
called him, My Son, out of Egypt.’1

{363} I say: Thus, it is proven that Israel was by consensus a servant who
worshipped God, and so too was Christ. The expression of sonship with
regard to him does not indicate anything beyond servanthood. Indeed, this
expression signifies excellence in servanthood, as determined earlier.

{364} (Hosea) mentions in it, also quoting from the Lord, the Glorified, that
He said in the course of His speech: ‘For I am God, and I am not a man in
your midst.’2

{365} I say: This indicates that divinity is incompatible with humanity and
that the two cannot unite. Andwe are in agreement that Christ is amanwho
eats and drinks. Hence, it necessarily follows that he is not a god.

{366} If it is said: We only refute the unification of the two matters into one
single nature and not into two natures, and Christ had two natures, divine
and human.

{367} We say: The response to this has been previously mentioned in the
Critical Commentary on the Gospels.3

1 Hosea 11:1.
2 Hosea 11:9.
3 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§37–40.
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و250 .اونمؤیلمنإباذعلاهمرذنیف،ىونینبتئاینأرمأتولحا||نطبنمجرخاّلمهنأايهفركذ}368{

،ةنیدلماقيّشرلىإجرخثمّ.م�ّ�أةثلاث:لاقیو–اًمویينعبرأدعباهـبفسيخىونیننّأهمرذنٔاف،هم�ٔ�اف

.تولمالٔاسف،مبهیذكتنمسنویيىحتـساف.اوقدّصواونمٓاف.اهلهلأيريجامرظنیدعقو،�ًّ�ظُذتخّاو

كلٔاف،دوا1ايهلعاللهطّلسثمّ.اهـبحرفف،سمشلارحهتقوف،ينطقیلاةرشجهیلعاللهتبنٔاف

،اهلمعتلمةرشجكلاهلنزتح”:اللهلاقف.سنوینزفح.اتهـسبـیٔاف،يحرلالسرأثمّ.اهقورع

.م�ّ�أةثلاثةيرسمةيمظعةنیدمتنكاو“؟ىونینهأنيدیرتو

ةًرَشجََهِیَْلَعاَنْتبَْناوَ.يمٌقِسَوَهُوَءِاَرعَْل�ِ�ه�َ�ُذْبََنَف﴿:لىاعتوقوهو2،يمظعلانٓارقلافيياو:تلق}369{

ينطقیلاةرشجتابنإنّأاوركذصاصّقلاونیسرّفلمانمينملسلماءمالعنكل.اذهفيانیلا﴾ينٍطِقَْینْمِ

.ناتكمحينطقیلافينكاو.هیلعشیرلاياطوعملماخرفلكاتولحانطبنمهجورخدنعنكاهیلع

فيانتلاف.ينطقیلاصّاوخنمذو.هیلعطقستنأباعنمنياثلاو،سمشلانملاظا3ٕماهادحأ

.نٓارقلارهاظينبوانهیبلا،نوسرّفلماركذامينبوةوّبنلاهذهينب

.مايهدحإ:ش3.يمظعلا–ك2.ايهلع–ش1



Critical Commentary on the Prophecy of
Jonah, Yūnus son of Mattā, of Nineveh

250a{368} In it (Jonah) mentions that when he came out from the belly of
the great fish, he was commanded to come to Nineveh and to warn the
inhabitants of a punishment if they did not believe. So he came to them and
warned them that Nineveh would be swallowed up by the earth after forty
days—it was also said after three days. Thereafter, he left to the east side of
the city, took shelter and sat down to see what would happen to its people.
Then they came to faith and believed. So Jonah felt embarrassed because
they had proven him to be a liar, and he asked for death. Then God caused a
gourd tree to grow over him, which protected him from the heat of the sun,
so hewas happy about it. Afterwards, God setworms upon it, and they ate its
roots. Then He sent the wind, which dried it up. And Jonah was sad because
of that. Then, God said to him: ‘You are sad because of the destruction of a
plant that you have not made, but you want Me to destroy Nineveh?’ It was
a great city of three days’ journey.1

{369} I say: What is in the Glorious Qurʾan, the words of God, the Exalted:
‘Then We cast him on a barren shore while he was sick. And We caused a
gourd tree to grow over him,’2 does not contradict this. However, the learned
among the Muslims, whether they be the commentators (on the Qurʾan) or
those who related the stories of old, have mentioned that the growth of a
gourd tree over him occurred when he came out of the belly of the great fish
like a bald, featherless chick. So, the gourd served twopurposes. One of them
was to shelter him from the sun, and the second was to prevent flies from
descending on him. These are of the characteristics of the gourd.3 Therefore,
the contradiction is between this prophecy and what the commentators
mention, not between theprophecy and the explicitmeaning of theQurʾan.4

1 See Jonah 3:1–5 and 4:1–11.
2 Q 37:145–146.
3 These interpretations are explained in detail by IbnKathīr in hisTafsīr, vol. IV, pp. 21–22.
4 Here and in relation to various other quotations from the Old Testament to follow, Ṭūfī

responds to the anonymous Christian author’s critique of the Qurʾan. As understood from
Ṭūfī’s few references here in the Taʿlīq and from his many quotations in the Intiṣārāt, the
Christian author compared various points raised in the Biblical and Qurʾanic stories of the
prophets, claiming the Qurʾan’s unauthenticity based on the fact that it significantly diverges
from and contradicts the Bible in certain respects.



2ملاسلاهیلعّبينلا1قوّقبحةوّبننمقیلعتلا

ةایلحايننـسفيماعأرهظأ،بّر.تعزفوكسمتعسم،بّر”3:هتلاصفيركذ}370{

نلعتـساوانلرهظثیحنيمتلانمأاللهنّلأ،بضغلام�ّ�أكتحمرركذا.يننـسلاهذهفيفرعتل

نّلأ،هدمامحنمضرلأاتلأتماو،دوملمحاعاعشنمءماسلاتشّغتو.نارافلابجنمرهظلانمانل

يرطلاعتمتجو،همامأيرسیتولما،اتهبحرفيهتوّقرهظتو،هتیرقفيهزّعيرصیو،اًرونيرصیهعاعش

ذمةیّئالمالابلجاتغرّفتو.بوعشلاهونحتعتمجاف،هبضغبرظنو،ضرلأاحسفم،ماق.هیمدقءطول

“.وهيمدقلاءشيلانّلأ،يمدقذمةًتبلزتلمتيلامُكآلااتعضّتاو.رهالئاوأ

،هقللخهناحبـساللهملاًماجإملادّشأنّألاًوّألمعا!باتكلااذهفيرظانلاايهّأ:تلق}371{

ظ250 اللهلىّص||ّبينلاهنّیبهیفيالماجلإاو.سدّقلمانٓارقلالیصفتلاوةیّصوصنلاويحصرتلالىإهبرقاو

الَزُِّناَمسِانلل4ِينَِّبتُلِ﴿:لىاعتوقللاًاثتمالمّسوهیلع

نماًزمرولاًماجإدّشألئاولأا5بتكو.﴾مْيهَِْل

عمكلوأ،قسغلافيقبرلاعمكلاًعالمإوأءًايمإوألاًایخلاّإحولتلاانهمةدارلماايهناعمنّأتىحنٓارقلا

.ةفرعلماولوصولاتارامأءادتبافيينكلاسلابولقلىعةیّهللإاتارطلخكاو7،لِكلم6ٍّبيحفينیدیلا

:ش4.هتولص:ك؛هتاولص:ش3.قوقبح:ـهك؛قوقیحةوبنلىعقیلعتلافيبلطم:ـهش2.قوقیح:ش1

.للمح:ك7.ٍّبيج:ك6.بتكف:ك5.ينبیل



Critical Commentary on the Prophecy of
Habakkuk, the Prophet, peace be upon him

{370} (Habakkuk) mentions in his prayers: ‘O Lord, I have heard Your name
and was terrified. O Lord, manifest Your works in the years of life, so that
You be known in these years. Remember Yourmercy in the days of wrath, for
God has come to us from the South where He appeared to us, and revealed
Himself to us from behind, from the mountains of Paran. The heaven was
covered with the rays of the praised one, and the earth was filled with his
praises, for his rays become light, his glory comes to his town, his power
appears in its courts, death goes before him, and birds gather at the tread
of his feet. He stood andmeasured the earth. He looked with His wrath, and
towards him the nations gathered. And the centuries-old mountains that
hadexisted since the earliest timeswere vacated, and thehills that hadnever
ceased to exist since the ancient times were lowered, for the pre-existent
entity belongs to Him.’1

{371} I say: O examiner of this book! Firstly, know that the most ambiguous
speech is the speech of God, the Glorified, to His creation, and the nearest
of it to clear speech, explicit declaration and detailed explanation is the

250bHoly Qurʾan. And its ambiguity was explained by the Prophet, may God
bless him and grant him peace, following His words, Exalted is He: ‘that you
may explain to mankind that which has been revealed to them.’2 And the
scriptures of the earlier communitiesweremore ambiguous and symbolic in
their expressions than theQurʾan, to the extent that their intendedmeaning
would not become visible except as an image, sign and allusion, like the
flash of lightning in the darkness of the night, or ‘like the flash of hands
as it moves swiftly in a mass of cloud piled up like a crown,’3 and like
divinely-inspired thoughts passing through the hearts of the travellers on
the spiritual path, when the signs of attaining the goal and gnosis begin
to manifest. So when you recognise this, also know that this statement
which we quote from Habakkuk, the prophet, peace be upon him, is not an

1 Habakkuk 3:2–6.
2 Q 16:44.
3 A quote from the Muʿallaqat Imruʾ al-Qays. See A. Jones (ed. and trans.), Early Arabic

Poetry, Volume Two: Selected Odes (Oxford Oriental Institute Monographs, 15), Reading, 1996,
p. 82 (commentary), p. 243 (translation) and p. 5 (Arabic).
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فياصنسیلملاسلاهیلعّبينلا8قوّقبحنعهانیكحياملااذهنّألمعافاذهتفرعاذإف

حتفوهزومركّفبذنایبو.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمفينوكینأىرحأهّنكل.شربلانمدحأ

.ةمصعلاو:لوقنف.یؤاتبیزـنتقیبطتوهزونكلفقم

يننـسبدارلما:لوقأ،“يننـسلاهذهفيفرعتلةایلحايننـسفيماعأرهظأ،بّر:”وق}372{

ةایلحاف.ةیقوةیناف:ينتایحلماعللنّأمولعلمانمو.ةینافلاةایلحاةدّماهـنلأ،ایناةایلحا9نونـسةایلحا

فرعتل”يأ،ةّیدهعةراشإيـهف،“يننـسلاهذهفيفرعتل”:وقبايهلإراشلماهيو،ةینافلاهياینا

لىإهمؤاعدوهقللخهسفناللهفیرعتلسرلالاسرإوقللخادايجإةدئاف10نّلأ،ذو.“ةایلحايننـسفي

،فرعألااًزـنكتنك”:لاقهنأهناحبـساللهنعةًیكاحر�ٓ�لااضعبفيدرواذهلو.هدیحوتوهتدابع

اوفرعیلهدعبينتٓلاااللهقلخلىع11قوّقبحّبينلانمةًقفَشةقیقلحافياذهف.“فرعلأاًقلختقلفخ

.ةواقشلافياوعقیفهباورفكیوهولهيجنأميهلعهنماًرذحو،ةداعسلاوزوفیفالله

منهعىفخأموقلىعبضغاذإهناحبـساللهنّأهانعم،“بضغلام�ّ�أكتحمرركذاو”:وقو}373{

اوَ﴿:يمركلانٓارقلافيلاقماك،ملهلاضبمهكليهُف،اوّلضیف.اهيرغوهتفرعمنمهمدشر

�َِ�نهُْنْا�َ�دْرَااَذ

انیضقثمّ،ةعاطلهمرمأيأ﴾اًيرمِدَْتاَه�َ�رْمدََفلُوْقَْلااَيهَْلَعقحََفاَيهفِاوقُسَفََفاَيهفِترَْم�َ�ُرْمَاةًَیرَْق

.قوقیح:ش11.نا:ش10.يننـس:ك9.قوقیح:ش8
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explicit declaration about any human being. Yet it is more appropriate that
it be about Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace. And the
exposition of this lies in deciphering its symbols, opening its locked away
treasures and making its interpretation conform with its revelation. So, we
say: Infallibility belongs to God alone.

{372} As for his words: ‘O Lord, make your works appear in the years of
life, so that You be known in these years,’4 in our opinion, the intended
meaning of ‘the years of life’ is the years of the life of this world, for that is
the period of transient life. It is a known fact that the universe has two types
of life: a transient one and an everlasting one. And the life of this world is
the transient one, and that is what is indicated by his statement: ‘so that
You be known in these years.’ It is a reference to the temporal, meaning,
‘so that You be known in the years of life.’ This is so, because the benefit
of bringing the Creation into being and sending messengers lies in God’s
makingHimself known toHis creation and calling them toworshipHimand
declare His Oneness. Therefore, it was transmitted in one of the traditions,
quoting from God, the Glorified, that He said: ‘I was a Treasure unknown.
Then, I created the Creation so that I might be known.’5 Therefore, this is
actually an expression of the prophet Habakkuk’s feeling of compassion for
those of God’s creation who would come after him so that they may know
God and thus achieve felicity, and it is an expression of his being wary for
them lest they be ignorant of Him and disbelieve in Him and thus fall into
misery.

{373} His words: ‘Remember Your mercy in the days of wrath,’6 mean that
when God, Glorified is He, becomes angry with a group of people, He hides
from them their integrity of mind which enables them to know Him and
other things, so they go astray and He destroys them by their misguidance,
as He says in the Noble Qurʾan: ‘And when We want to destroy a town,
We command those among them who are endowed with a life of ease and
yet transgress therein, so that the word (of doom) is proved true against
it, and we annihilate it with complete annihilation,’7 meaning that ‘We
command them to be obedient, then We inflict transgression upon them,

4 Habakkuk 3:2.
5 For the ḥadīth, see Ālūsī, Rūḥ al-maʿānī, vol. VII, p. 453; vol. IX, p. 116; vol. XIV, p. 25;

vol. XV, p. 168; ʿAjlūnī, Kashf al-khafāʾ, vol. II, p. 173.
6 Habakkuk 3:2.
7 Q 17:16.
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13قوّقبحّبينلاف.باوصلاوهو12،ردقلينفترعلمايأرلىعاذهو.مهقسفبهمرمّدثمّ،قسفلميهلع

كرادتنمزفيموقلىعبضغاذإلب،بضغلهقلخقرغتـسیلانأهناحبـساللهاعدملاسلاهیلع

و251 لىعبضغاّلم14لىاعتوهناحبـساللهنّإف.رملأانكاذكو.اهـبهمدمّغتیف||هتحمرركذینٔابنیرخٓا

همدّصوقّلحالىإهمدشرٔاف15لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدمّحبمهمدعبنمكرادتدّمحموسىیعينبةترفلالهأ

:سدّقلمانٓارقلافيلاقماكو،“بيضغتيحمرتقبـس”:هنعرثؤیفهناحبـسلاقماك،لطابلانع

اكَاَنْلسَرْااَموَ﴿

.﴾ينََلماعَْللِةًحمَْرَلا

،سرناسللىعهادهوهتكربوهرمأأيأ“انلرهظثیحنيمتلانمأاللهنّلأ”:وقو}374{

.]دّمحمةوّبن[16لىإةراشإوهو

دّضوهو،روهظلانلاعتـسنّلأ،انلرهظيأ“نارافلابجنمانلنلعتـساو”:17وق}375{

،سانلاهفراعتیفزاجلحاوةّكملابجنارافلابجو.هتكربوهكمحوهرمأانلنلعتـسايأ،سرّلا

هسیماوننماًسومواللهنمةًكربواًرمأنوكینأحلصیامرهظیلمو.ةاروتلانعةّیكمحةظفللاهذهو

.ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمنیدلاّإ

يحمميأ،ضایبليیيارطسلا16.ملاسلاهیلعدمحبم:ك15.لىاعتو–ك14.قوقیح:ش13.هردقل:ك12

.وقو:ش17.ينتخسنلااتكلفي،ءورقميرغ
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and then annihilate them because of their transgression.’ This is according
to the opinion of thosewhoprofess divine destiny, which is the correct opin-
ion. So, the prophetHabakkuk, peace be uponhim, prayed toGod, theGlori-
fied, thatHis creationwouldnot be immersed inwrath, but rather thatwhen
He becomes angry at a group of people at one particular time, Hemay com-

251apensate the later generations by rememberingHismercy and encompassing
themwith it. And thiswas the case. Truly,whenGod,Glorified andExalted is
He, becameangrywith thepeople living in the interval periodbetween Jesus
andMuḥammad, He compensated those who came after them by (sending)
Muḥammad,mayGodbless himandgrant himpeace, and thus guided them
to truth and diverted them from falsehood, just as God, Glorified is He, says
in what is transmitted from Him: ‘My mercy has overcome my Wrath,’8 and
just as He says in theHolyQurʾan: ‘AndWehave not sent you save as amercy
for all the worlds.’9

{374} His words: ‘for God has come to us from the South where He appeared
to us’10 mean His commandment, His blessing and His guidance came to
us through the tongues of His messengers, and that is an allusion to (the
prophethood of Muḥammad).

{375} His words: ‘and He revealed Himself to us from the mountains of
Paran’11 mean He made Himself apparent to us, for a revelation signifies
appearance, and that is the opposite of secrecy, meaning He revealed His
commandment, His decree and His blessing. The mountains of Paran are
the mountains of Mecca and the Hijaz as people have come to know them,
and this expression is quoted from the Torah.12 Nothing has appeared that
would befit being a commandment and blessing from God and one of His
laws, except the religion of Muḥammad, peace be upon him.13

8 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Tawḥīd” 22, 28, 55; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Tawba” 4; Ibn Mājah, Sunan,
“Muqaddima” 35. For other variants of this report, see Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Tawḥīd” 15, “Khalq”
1; Muslim, “Tawba” 4, Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Daʿawāt” 112; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Zuhd” 35.

9 Q 21:107.
10 Habakkuk 3:3.
11 Habakkuk 3:3.
12 See Genesis 21:21; Numbers 10:12, 12:16, 13:3 and 26, Deuteronomy 1:1, 33:2.
13 For Ṭūfī, as for many other medieval Muslim scholars reading the Bible, Paran is none

other than Mecca and the Hijaz, and the words concerning the ‘praise’ are nothing but
pre-figurative references to the Prophet’s names of Muḥammad and Aḥmad, i.e. the root of
ḥ-m-d (praise). As will emerge in subsequent passages, in these verses Ṭūfī finds allusions
not only to the worldly success of Muḥammad and his victory over polytheism, but also to
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نراشإهیف،“هدمامحنمضرلأاتلأتماو،دوملمحاعاعشنمءماسلاتشّغتو”:وق}376{

:دوصقلمافينرهاظ

ماهادحإ}377{ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ بهشلءماسلاةسارحلىإوأجارعلمایلءماسلافيدّمحمراتهـشالىإةراشلإا18ماهادحإ

ةلىعيرسینمزبوهفبقانهمنكاامو.هثعبلملاّإبهشلءماسلاسرتحلم:لاقیهنإف.هثعبملجلأ

ملاسلاهیلعحیـسلماثعبتىحعبـسلاتاوماسلاقترتختنكاينطایـشلانّإ:لاقیو.هثعببمراذنلإا

.قيابلانمتعنم19لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمثعبامّلف.تاوماسثلاثنمتعنفم

قاترسامهـتدّامنّلأ،لوّلأارهافيناهّكلاةثركفيببسلانكاوهاذهلّعلو20:تلق}378{

.تمدعلب،ناهّكلاةدّامتّلقاوبحجامّلف.توكللمالماعفيينضوفماونكادقوعمسلاينطایـشلا

دوملمحاعاعشنماتهیشغتهيبهشلءماسلاةسارفح.“ةناهكلاتعطقنا”:ملاسلاهیلعدّمحملاقاذهلف

.انهاهروكذلما

نونثیلبلجاولهسلاوبرغلاوقشرلالهأنّإف.رهاظف“هدمامحنمضرلأاءلاتما”امّأو}379{

ظ251 لامنهم||اًدحأنّإف.لللماباصحأوةفسلافلكاةعباتلمامدععموأينملسلمكاةعباتلماعم21امّإهیلع

.هتماقإوسومانللهتـسایـسنسحوهتهمّوّلعوهتكمحفيكّشی

.امأ:ش21.تلق–ك20.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك19.تاومسلاعیجمنعينطایـشلاعنمفيبلطم:ـهش18

the success of his followers in later generations. He does not mention, however, the favoured
reference of many other Muslim sources, Qarāfī’s Ajwiba and Būṣīrī’sMakhraj being some of
them,where Sinai, Seir and Paran (Deuteronomy 33:2) are read as allusions to the locations of
the three prophets: Moses, Jesus and Muḥammad respectively (Qarāfī, Ajwiba, pp. 422–423;
Būṣīrī, Makhraj, p. 195). In the writings of Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn al-Qayyim, moreover, these
names are taken to correspond to the three locations mentioned in the Qurʾan (Q 95:1–3).
The Qurʾanic description of the land of ‘the fig and the olive’ is read as a reference to the land
to which Christ was sent, while ‘Mount Sinai’ is the land in which God spoke to Moses, and
‘this land made safe’ is the land of Mecca to which God sent Muḥammad (Michel, AMuslim
Theologian’s Response, p. 302; Ibn al-Qayyim, Hidāyat, pp. 72–73, 89–90).
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{376} His words, ‘The heaven was covered with the rays of the praised one,
and the earth was filled with his praises,’14 include two apparent allusions to
what is intended here:

{377} The first one is the allusion to Muḥammad’s fame in the heavens
on the Night of Ascent or to the guarding of the heavens by shooting stars
during the time when he was sent with his prophetic mission. Hence, it is
said: The heavens were guarded by the shooting stars only for his coming
with his mission. What happened of it shortly before him consisted of a
warning about his emergence. It is also said: Truly, the devils used to traverse
the seven heavens until the time when Christ, peace be upon him, was
sent with his mission, then they were prevented from entering three of the
heavens. But when Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace,
was sentwith hismission, theywere prevented fromentering the remainder
of the heavens.

{378} I say: Perhaps this was the reasonwhy there were somany soothsayers
in the earlier period, for the material in their possession consisted of the
devils’ stealthy listening, as they [i.e. the devils] were authorised agents in
the world of the heavens. So, when (the devils) were banned from entering,
the material of the soothsayers diminished, and was even lost. Therefore,
Muḥammad, peace be upon him, said: ‘Soothsaying has become extinct.’15
So, the guarding of the heavens by the shooting stars is the equivalent of
their being covered by the rays of the praised one, who is mentioned here.

{379} As for (the meaning of) ‘the earth being filled up with his praises,’ it
is apparent. Truly, the people of the east and the west and of the plain and
the mountain extol (the Prophet), whether they follow him as the Muslims
do, or they follow him not, as the philosophers and people of other religions

251bdo. None of themdoubts his wisdom, the extent of his high-mindedness and
the excellence of his administering the law and establishing it.

14 Habakkuk 3:3.
15 For the ḥadīth, see Muḥammad b. Aḥmad al-Qurṭubī, al-Jāmiʿ li-aḥkām al-Qurʾān, ed.

A.ʿA-ʿA. al-Bardūnī, Cairo, 1952, vol. X, p. 11; Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī, Fatḥ al-bārī bi-sharḥ
al-Bukhārī, Cairo, 1959, vol. XII, p. 330.
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ةیناثلاةراشلإا}380{ ةیناثلاةراشلإا ةیناثلاةراشلإا ةیناثلاةراشلإا ةیناثلاةراشلإا ةیناثلاةراشلإا ةیناثلاةراشلإا نمناّقتـشمناظفلنیذهنّإف.“هدمامحنم”:وقو،“دوملمحاعاعشنم”:وقةیناثلاةراشلإا

اذهلو.تافصلاهذهنمدارلماهنألىإةراشإو،ملاسلاهیلعانّیبن23ماساماهو22،دحمأودّمحمسماةدّام

.“دّمحماذهودومحمشرعلاوذف”:هدمجفيتبنبناسّحلوقی

ملاسلاهیلعهنیدنكاذكو.رهظیوولعیوثركیوشرتنیيأ،“اًرونيرصیهعاعشنّلأ”:وقو}381{

.دوجولالأمتىحرهظثمّ،ایفخ

ايهفو.بثریةنیدمهيهتیرق24:تلق.“اتهبحرفيهتوّقرهظتو،هتیرقفيهزّعيرصیو”:وقو}382{

،ةّیفینلحانیدلهألىعةیّهللإاةمعنلاتّتمو25،نیاوولالكمايهفو.هراصنأانهمو،هتوّقوهزّعرهظ

كمَُلتُیضِرَوَتيِمَعْنِكمُْیَْلَعتُمْمَْتاوَكمَُْنیدِكمَُْلتُْلَكمْامَوْیَْلاَ﴿:يمركلانٓارقلافيهناحبـساللهلاقماك

لاا


.﴾اًنیدِمَلاسْ

نیرجاهلمابئاتكنّإف.هتاوزغفي26هیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمةفصهذه،“همامأيرسیتولما”:وقو}383{

لجاسیويرابینلملجاعلاتولماميهفو،هنومدّقیاونكاةیدابلاةملسمنمميهلإمّضنانموراصنلأاو

،“رهشةَيرسمبعرلتُصرُِن”:ملاسلاهیلعوقلىإةراشإاًضیأهیفو.لجاعیلاوةباجلإئطبـیو

نمبعرلاو.همامأيرسیهدنجنمبعرلانكاف.رهشةيرسمهنیبوهنیبنمهنمبعرینكايأ

.تولمابابـسأ

.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك26.نیاو–ش25.تلق–ك24.ءماسا:ش23.دحمأو–ش22
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{380} The second allusion is related to his words: ‘with the rays of the
praised one’ and his words: ‘with his praises.’ These two are expressions
derived from the root of the nounsMuḥammad (praiseworthy) and Aḥmad
(most praised), the two names of our Prophet, peace be upon him, and are
an allusion to the fact that he is signified by these attributes. Therefore,
Ḥassān b. Thābit says in his honour: ‘Thus the Owner of the Throne is
Maḥmūd (Praised), and this isMuḥammad (praiseworthy).’16

{381} His words: ‘for his rays become light’17 mean they spread out, increase,
rise high and become apparent. And that is how (the Prophet’s) religion,
peace be upon him, was concealed, and then became apparent until it filled
all of existence.

{382} His words: ‘his glory comes to his town, his power appears in its
courts.’18 I say: His town is the city of Yathrib. In it his glory and power
appeared, and from it were his Helpers (Anṣār). And in it the revelation and
the religion were perfected, and the divine favour upon the people of the
primordial monotheist religion (dīn al-ḥanīfiyya) was completed, as God,
Glorified is He, says in the Noble Qurʾan: ‘This day have I perfected your
religion for you, completed My favour upon you, and have chosen for you
Islam as a religion.’19

{383}As tohiswords: ‘death goesbeforehim,’20 this is anattributeofMuḥam-
mad, may God bless him, in his military expeditions. For the forces of the
Emigrants, the Helpers and of those who joined them from among theMus-
lims of the desert, used to go before him and in their midst imminent death
awaited those who would contend with (the Prophet), rival him, be slow in
answering his call and not hasten. Therein is also an allusion to his words,
peace be upon him: ‘I have been made victorious (against enemies) by fear
over thedistanceof onemonth’s journey,’21whichmean that people between
whom and him there was the distance of one month’s journey used to fear
him. So, the fear from his army used to go before him. And fear is one of the
causes of death.

16 Ibn Kathīr, Tafsīr, vol. IV, p. 525.
17 Habakkuk 3:4.
18 Habakkuk 3:4.
19 Q 5:3.
20 Habakkuk 3:5.
21 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Tayammum” 1, “Ṣalāt” 56, “Jihād” 122;Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Masājid” 1; Nasāʾī,

Sunan, “al-Ghusl wa-al-tayammum” 26.
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.كراعلمافيلىتقلامولحنمكلٔاتلراسثیحهعبتتيأ،“هیمدقءطوليرطلاعتمتجو”:وقو}384{

:رخٓلاالوقو.“لتحََرْمُكلّفيهَُنعْبَتینهُفاهـبنَقْثِوتٍاداعيرَطلادوعدق”:رعاشلالوقنىعماذهو

:ةغبانلالوقو.“رماتُـسنأةًقثينعىَأرر�ٓ�الىعيرَطلاىرَتو”

ا

بِِئاصَعَبِيدِتَتهَْيرٍْطَبُِئاصَعَهَُقوَْفقَلحَشِْیجَْل27�ِ�ىسرََامَاذَ

ا�َُ�29یبَِقنانقَْیادَْق28ئمُِاوَحَ

بِلِاَغلُوانِاعَمْجَْلاىقَتَْلاامَاذَ

ةلاصلالضفأهیلعاًدّمحملاّإةفصلاهذهلىعنكااللهرمٔابنلعتـسانمماًدحألمعنلاو}385{

ماهدحأ.ينمسقلىعءایبنلأانّلأ،ملاسلا30و ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ مقتنینكالب،هندببداهلجالىإاللههجويحلمنمماهدحأ

ٔنياثلاو.لحاصلةقعاصلاودوهليمقعلايحرلاوحوننافوطكةّیوماسلاروملا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا داهلجالىإهجوحأنمنياثلا

و252 اللهلىّصدّمحملثمذبمنهمرتهـشیلمو.ملاسلاميهلعنلسوعشویوسىومو||،يمهاربكإنيّدبلا

امّأو.ماشلاةرئادهمدازواجتیلمو.دوادوعشویوسىوماًدابقءایبنلأادّشأنّإف31.لمّسوهیلع

ملاسلاهیلعنلسو،دهلجالذبداهلجانّلأ،ةقیقلحافياًداهدانكیلمفملاسلاهیلعنلس

حورأهدافينكاو.لاغشلأاضيقتينطایـشلاونّلجاو،ءاوهلافييرسیوطاسبلالىعبكرینكا

صىقأونيملاصىقأهركسع�ّ�قلىعیختمحتقاف32هیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمامّٔاف.هتیبفياًسلاجهنم

نيایباةغبانلاناوید27 نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید28.اوْزََغ:نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید نيایباةغبانلاناوید :ك31.وةلاصلالضفأ–ك.30یعر:ك29.جَنِاوَحَ:نيایباةغبانلاناوید

.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك32.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم
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{384} His words: ‘and birds gather at the tread of his feet,’22 mean that
they follow him wherever he goes, in order to eat from the flesh of the
people killed on the battlefields. This is also the meaning of the poet’s
words: ‘He makes the birds follow clear habits, upon which they become
so dependent that they follow him to every place of journey.’23 And in the
words of another poet: ‘With your own eyes you see the birds upon our
footsteps, trusting that they shall be providedwith food.’24Alongside this are
al-Nābigha [al-Dhubyānī]’s words: ‘Whenever he makes the army journey
by night, groups of birds led by other groups circle in the air above him.
The hovering birds know for certain that whenever the two parties meet,
his tribe shall distinguish itself in triumph.’25

{385} We do not know anyone from among those who made known the
commandments of God that possessed this attribute except Muḥammad,
the best of blessings and peace be upon him, for the prophets are of two
kinds.The first consists of thosewhomGoddidnot oblige to fight physically,
but rather, He used to take vengeance for them by heavenly feats, such
as the flood of Noah, the fatal wind of Hūd and the thunderbolt of Ṣāliḥ.
The second consists of those whom He obliged to fight physically, such

252aas Abraham, Moses, Joshua and Solomon, peace be upon them. But none
of them became as well-known in that regard as Muḥammad, may God
bless him and grant him peace. And before him, the fiercest prophets in
warfare were Moses, Joshua and David. Yet, their fighting did not extend
beyond the territory of Syria.As for Solomon, peacebeuponhim,his fighting
was not fighting in the real sense of the word, for fighting means exerting
unsparingly one’s power, yet Solomon, peace be upon him, used to ride
upon his carpet and move along in the air, whilst the jinn and devils were
carrying out the tasks. In his fighting he was in greater comfort than when
sitting inhis house.As forMuḥammad,mayGodbless him, despite the small
number of his troops, his horses invaded the furthermost parts of Yemen26

and the furthermost parts of Syria27 up to the borders of Byzantium, and

22 Habakkuk 3:5.
23 The poet is Abū al-WalīdMuslim b. al-Walīd al-Anṣārī known as Ṣarīʿ al-Ghawānī (d. ca

208/823). See his Dīwān, ed. M.J. De Goeje, Leiden, 1875, p. 10.
24 This belongs to the pre-Islamic poet al-Afwah al-Awdī. See his Dīwān in al-Ṭarāʾif

al-adabiyya, ed. ʿA.-ʿA. al-Maymanī, Cairo, 1937, p. 13.
25 Al-Nābigha al-Dhubyānī Ziyād b. Muʿāwiya (d. ca. 604) was one of the most renowned

poets of the Jāhiliyya. For the quote, see his Dīwān, ed. and tr. M.H. Derenbourg, Paris, 1869,
p. 77.

26 Or the southern regions.
27 Or the northern regions.
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ضرأوناسارخصىقأاوغلبهدعبنمهباصحأثمّ.نیرحبلالىإتلصوو،مورلاضرأدودحلىإماشلا

بتكلافيىمّسیملاسلاهیلعنكا33اذهلو.مورلاموتخُُنماًيرثكوةّینیطنطسقاوحتفو،برغلما

.تاوزغلاوعئاقولايأ،حملالماّبين34ةيمدقلا

36.هناحبـساللهنيعی“هبضغبرظنو”.اّنّیبماكايهفراسيأ،“ضرلأا35حسفمماق”:وقو}386{

.ملاسلإالىعبرعلابوعشنيعی،“بوعشلا37هونحتعتمجافهدیحوتلو”

امّلف.ةیّلهالجافيلابلجانونكسیاونكامهـنلأ،برعلانمنيعی،“لابلجاتغرّفتو”:38وقو}387{

.متهمكلعتمجتلداهلجالجلأىرقلااولخدواهوكرتملاسلإاءاج

ءطولىا40ٕامّإ:رومأدحألىإةراشإ“يمدقذمةًتبلزتلمتيلامكآلااتعضّتاو”:39وقو}388{

راّفكلاةربابجرهقلىإوأ،هكملحتداقناوتعضّتاوتّلذتىحهميرغنَوصحوبرعلالَابجیخ

توبرلجاضفرلىإوأ،سلماروعووىقترلماةبوعصعمالجمكآلامنهعنىكو،هميرغوبرعلانم

مدٓاو،مدٓانمكمّكل”:ملاسلاهیلعوقبةیّلهالجالهأعفینكاياباسحلأرخافتلاوبرّكتلاو

.ذونحو“اذهميدقتتحيـهفةیّلهالجافيتنكاةرثٔامكلّ”:وقو،هونحو“بارتنم

.وقو–ك38.هیلا:ش37.اللهبضغبرظنيا36ٔ.حسيم:ش35.ةيمدقلابتكلافي–ك34.اذهلو+ش33
.امأ:ش.40وقو–ك39
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reached the Province of Bahrain.28 Then, after him his companions reached
the furthermost parts of Khorasan and northwest Africa, and conquered
Constantinople29 and many of the borderlands of Byzantium. Because of
this he, peace be upon him, was referred to in the earlier scriptures as ‘the
prophet of fierce battles’, i.e. combat and military expeditions.

{386} His words: ‘He stood and measured the earth,’ mean he journeyed on
the earth, as we have explained. ‘He looked with His wrath,’ namely, the
wrath of God, Glorified is He. ‘And it is to unify His name that towards him
the nations gathered,’30 meaning, the Arab tribes that followed Islam.

{387} His words: ‘And the mountains were vacated,’31 mean that they were
vacated by the Arabs, for they used to reside in the mountains in the Jāhi-
liyya. And when Islam came, they left the mountains and entered the cities
for the sake of fighting, so that they might be united.

{388} His saying: ‘and the hills that had never ceased to exist since the
ancient times were lowered,’32 is an allusion to one of the following things:
either to the trampling of his horses upon the mountains of the Arabs and
upon the fortresses of others until they became low, humbled themselves
to him and submitted to his rule, or to the subjugation of the tyrants of
the unbelievers, whether from among the Arabs or others. So, he alluded
to them with the expression ‘hills,’ combining the difficulty of the climb
and the roughness of the road. It may also be an allusion to the rejection of
the tyranny, arrogance and boasting of noble ancestry characteristic of the
people of the Jāhiliyya, in accordance with his statement, peace be upon
him: ‘Everyone of you is from Adam, and Adam is from dust’33 and the like,
as well as his statement: ‘Every cause of glory that existed in the Jāhiliyya is
now under these feet of mine’34 and other similar statements.

28 i.e. the region at the shores of the PersianGulf. In this period Bahrain refers to thewider
region of the Persian Gulf coastline between Basra and the Straits of Hormuz.

29 Hemust be referring to variousmilitary expeditions aimed at conquering Constantino-
ple during the Umayyad and Abbasid dynasties and subsequent periods. On the history of
Muslim attempts to gain control over this important city, see J.H. Mordtmann, H. Inalcik &
S. Yerasimos, “Istanbul”,Historic Cities of the IslamicWorld, (ed.) C.E. Bosworth, Leiden, 2007,
pp. 182–184.

30 Habakkuk 3:6.
31 Habakkuk 3:6.
32 Habakkuk 3:6.
33 ‘You are the children of Adam, and Adam is from dust’. See Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Adab”

121. For other similar reports, see Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Tafsīr al-Qurʾān” 49, “Manāqib” 75.
34 See Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Diyāt” 19, 26; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Diyāt” 5.
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42تئای41تىحمدقلافياًروخذمنكاسومانلااذهيأ،“وهيمدقلاءشيلانّلأ”:وقو}389{

.هيمقیف

هبوشتلااقحًقتـسم44اًحیصحملااذهليرسفتىأر43قّلحادصقوفصنأنمنّألمعاو}390{

تاملاعهذهنّأدقتعاو،فاصولأاهذهـب48قللخاقّحا47ٔلمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصاًدّمحم46نّأىأرو�ّ�،45ع

ظ252 لمعأاللهو.لئاولأاءایبنلأابتكفي.||

.نأ–ك.46عهبوشتلااقح–ك45.احیصح–ك44.قلحادصقو–ك43.تيایل:ك42.تىح–ك41
.قللخا–ش48.ملاسلاهیلعادمحم:ك47
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{389} His words: ‘for the pre-existent entity belongs to Him,’35 mean this law
was stored away for (the Prophet) in pre-existence until he would come and
establish it.

{390} So, know that he who is honest and aspires to the truth will find our
interpretation of this speech to be sound, truthful and correct, without any
defect mingling with it, and he will find that Muḥammad, may God bless
him and grant him peace, is the one person in creation most deserving of
these attributes, and he will believe that these are signs of him found in the

252bbooks of the earlier prophets. And God knows best.

35 Habakkuk 3:6.



[1لاامباتكنمقیلعتلا[

:لیئاسرإنيبللاقهنأهناحبـسبّرلانعةًیكاحملاسلاهیلعّبينلالاامباتكفيركذو}391{

كمل2تنكنإو؟نيومركتلافیكف،�ً�أكملتنكنإف.هلاومدبعلاوهأمركینبنّأنوملعتدق”

“؟نيوباهـتلافیكف،لىًوم

ةلىعهقلخينبوهنیبةوّنبلاوةوّبلأاظفللمعتـسیهناحبـساللهنّألىعلّدیاذهف:تلق}392{

.ةّیدوبعلانمصخأرمألىعلادحیـسلماينبوهنیب3مالهماعتـسافينوكیلاف.لثلمابضروزاا

.اهلماعتـسا:كش.3ىك:ك.2لاام:ـهك؛ّبينلالاامباتكركذفيبلطم:ـهش1



[Critical Commentary on the Book of Malachi]

{391} It is mentioned in the Book of Malachi, the prophet, peace be upon
him, quoting from the Lord, the Glorified, that He said to the children of
Israel: ‘You may know that a son would honour his father and a servant his
master. Thus, if I am your Father, then how is it that you do not honour Me?
And if I am your Master, then how is that you do not revere Me with awe?’1

{392} I say: This indicates that God, Glorified is He, employs the expressions
fatherhood and sonship in relation to Himself and His creation in the man-
ner of usingmetaphors and propounding parables. Therefore, in employing
the two in relation to Himself and Christ there is no indication of anything
more special than servanthood.

1 Malachi 1:6.



1]ایمرأةوّبنلىعقیلعتلا[

لىعقیلعتلانمو}393{ لىعقیلعتلا لىعقیلعتلا لىعقیلعتلا لىعقیلعتلا لىعقیلعتلا لىعقیلعتلا ملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن2لىعقیلعتلا ملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن ملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن ملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن ملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن ملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن ملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن نيبخّبویهناحبـسبّرلانعةیكاحملاسلاهیلعّبينلااّیقلاحنبایمرأةوّبن

“.انتوتنأ:رجحللاولاقو،وبأتنأ:ةبـشخللاولاقمهـنلأ”:لاقمانصلأاةدابعلىعلیئاسرإ

ماّنإو.هوبأاهـنألاوهتواهـنأدقتعیلماهونحومانصلأادبعنممّاًدحأنّأمولعلمانمو:تلق}394{

تمنأو،كمتوأو،كموبأأ”:لاقهن�ٔ�.ميهلعهباللهمعنأاممانصلأالىإاوبـسنثیحملهخیبوتاذه

ةوّبلأهسفنلىإهقَلخاللهةبـسننّألىعلّدیاذهف“.مانصلأالىإذنوفیضتو،تيمعننورفكت

سىیعقّحفيرملأاذكو“.كمتقلخأوكمّبرأ”يأ،قللخاوةیّبوبرلانعةیانكوهماّنإةدلاولاو

.ملاسلاهیلع

امأ”:لیئاسرإنيبلاًبخّوملاقهنأهناحبـسبّرلانعةًیكاحسمالخاحاصحلأافيوقهنمو}395{

،اًرنوججِّٔایء�ٓ�لااو،اًبطحنوطقتلیءانبلأانّإ؟لمشاروأقاوسأواذويهىرقفينوعنصیامىرت

ماّنإو،نيوطخسیلىرخلأاةهلٓلالرورلمانوثركیو.ءماسلاموجنلينبارقنلمعیلينجعلانّجِعَْیءاسنلاو

“.مههوجونوزيخومهسفنأنوطخسی

ذیسمنماهـنوذخّتیجَنانكشْخُهبـشهذهمنهیبارقتنكا:ملااذهيسرّفمضعبلاق}396{

.ةرهزلاىمّسیيامجنللرّكسلاونهنوجعم

.نم:ش2.ایمرا:ـهك؛ایمرأةوبنلىعقیلعتلافيبلطم:ـهش1



[Critical Commentary on the Prophecy of Jeremiah]

{393} To the Critical Commentary on the Prophecy of Jeremiah, son of
Hilkiah, the prophet, peace be upon him, belongs the following quotation
from the Lord, the Glorified, Who, rebuking the children of Israel for wor-
shipping idols, says: ‘For they say to a piece of wood: “You are our Father”
and they say to a stone: “You have begotten us”.’1

{394} I say: It is a known fact that no single person amongst those who
worship idols and the like believes that they have begotten him or that they
are his father. This is only a rebuke to them, for they have attributed the
things which God had bestowed upon them as favour, to the idols. It is as if
He says: ‘I am your Father, and I have begotten you, but you are ungrateful
for my favour and ascribe it to the idols.’ Hence, this indicates that God’s
attributing His creation to Himself by (the concepts of) ‘fatherhood’ and
‘begetting’ is only an allusion to (the concepts of) ‘lordship’ and ‘creation’,
meaning, ‘I am your Lord and I have created you.’ This is also the case with
regard to Jesus, peace be upon him.

{395} Among other things, (Jeremiah) says in chapter five, quoting from the
Lord, the Glorified, that He said, rebuking the children of Israel: ‘Do you not
seewhat they are doing in the cities of Judah and in the streets of Jerusalem?
Truly, the sons gather firewood, the fathers light the fire, and the women
knead the dough tomake offerings to the stars of the heavens. They increase
processions to the other gods to anger Me, but they anger only themselves
and put their own faces to shame.’2

{396}Oneof the commentators on this speech says: ‘Theseofferings of theirs
were something likeKhushkanānajwhich theywouldmake out of finewhite
flour dough soaked with oil and sugar as an offering to the star that was
called Venus.’3

1 Jeremiah 2:27.
2 Jeremiah 7:17–19.
3 Khushkanānaj, dry bread (from Persian khushk, ‘dry’ and nān, ‘bread’), is described

in the famous 13th century cookery book Kitāb al-Ṭabīkh as a dessert made of fine white
flour, sesame-oil, ground almonds, scented sugar and rose-water; kneaded into a firm paste
and baked in the oven. See Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan ibn Muḥammad ibn al-Karīm al-Kātib
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هنأو،رفكايهلإبرّقتلاوبكاوكلاةمدخنمسانلاضعبهاعتیامنّألىعلّدیاذهف:تلق}397{

حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلاهاسم�ً�ّاتكيزارلانیارفخ3فّنصدقو.هناحبـسبّرللطخسم حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلا حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلا حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلا حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلا حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلا حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلا حاورأمادختـسافيموتكلماسرّلا

موجنلا موجنلا موجنلا موجنلا موجنلا موجنلا موجنلا فيكىحو.هیفرظننمذفرعی.حاوبلاكشرلاوحاصرلارفكلاهیفو،نىعلمااذهفي4موجنلا

امّإوهو.ذفياًبیغرت،نودیریاملىعبكاوكلامادّلختایّناحورلاةدعاسمنمّضتیتكاحوّأ

و253 قفاوهّنكل،تایّناحورلالىإلا5اللهةردقلىإللاقتـسلافاضم||ةقیقلحافيذنّأوأ،بذك

.اهلجلأاهيرثٔاتنمهنأنّظف،ةمدلخات

رابّلجارختفیلاو،هتكمبحيمكلحارختفیلا”:حاصحلأااذهرخٓافيهناحبـسبّرلالوقهنمو}398{

رهظیيابّرلاأنيّأمهفولمعاذإاذهـبرختفیيارختفینكلو.هانغبنيّغلارختفیلاو،هتوبربج

“.سرّأهذهـبو.ضرلأافيبرّلاولدعلا

لاهّقحةیّهللإافيهؤاطعإوهدیحوتوهتفرعمهدبعنماللهضيریيانّأصاح:تلق}399{

ماّنإدیّـسلاو.هتاذتافصفيةحمازمنياثلاو،هتادابعبركألوّلأانّلأ،نىغلاوتوبرلجاوةُكملحا

هيماّنإانهاهباقلماو.ينلماعلانولماعلانوفراعلاقبـساذهلو.ةحمازلملاةمدلخهدبعنمضىری

اهـبلصيحةفرعمنملماعلااذهلدّبلاذإ،ةصّالخاةفرعلماتنعدرّالماعلاودرّافراعلاينب

.لمعأاللهو.ينتفصلاىدح�ٕ�لاّإفصّتیلمنلمقباسوهفاًلماعاًفراعنكانمامّأ.دُیحوتلا

نونتتيخنیاعیجمباقعبايهفرٌمأكمئیيجم�ّ�أهذه”:اذهدعبهناحبـسبّرلالاقثمّ}400{

نونكسینیابراوشلايقّلمحعیجمو6ينباوملأاونوعمَّنيبويننامدلأاودويهلاوصرملهأنم

موتكلماسرّلافيامرفكنایبفيبلطم:ـهش3 موتكلماسرّلا موتكلماسرّلا موتكلماسرّلا موتكلماسرّلا موتكلماسرّلا موتكلماسرّلا .موجنلاحاورأمادختـسافي–ك4.بلطم:ك؛يزارلانیارخفلموتكلماسرّلا
.ينـیاومو:ش6.الله–ك5

al-Baghdādī, A Baghdad Cookery Book: Kitāb al-Ṭabīkh, tr. A.J. Arberry, in Medieval Arab
Cookery: Essays and Translations by M. Rodinson, A.J. Arberry and C. Perry, Devon, 2001,
p. 86. See also in the same volume, The Description of Familiar Foods: Kitāb waṣf al-aṭʿima
al-muʿtāda, tr. Charles Perry, pp. 425 and 437.
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{397} I say: This indicates that the preoccupation of some people with
serving the stars and seeking nearness to them is blasphemy which angers
the Lord, Glorified is He. Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī [d. 606/1209] compiled a book
on this matter, entitled al-Sirr al-maktūm fī istikhdām arwāḥ al-nujūm (The
concealed secret in putting the spirits of the stars to service),4 which contains
clear blasphemy and open polytheism. Anyone who examines it knows
that. In the beginning of it, he relates narrations about the spiritual beings
assisting the servants of the stars in whatever they want, thus awakening
a desire for such things. It is either the case that this is a lie, or that in

253areality such things are attributed independently to the omnipotence of God
and not to the spiritual beings, but they coincide with that service, and are
thought of as being affected by it.

{398} Among other things, there is the statement of the Lord, Glorified is
He, in the end of this chapter: ‘Let not the wise man boast of his wisdom,
nor the strong man boast of his strength, nor the wealthy man boast of
his wealth, but let him who would boast, boast about this: when he knows
and understands that I am the LordWhomanifests justice and kindness on
earth. And in this I take pleasure.’5

{399} I say: The gist of this is that what pleases God is His servant’s knowl-
edge of Him, his declaration of His unity, and his giving Him His right in
divinity, and not this servant’s wisdom, strength or wealth, for the former
are the greatest acts of worshipping Him, while the latter consist of com-
peting with Him in the attributes of His essence. A master is pleased with
his servant only by service, not by competition. It is because of this that the
knowers of Godwho put their knowledge into practice have outstripped the
scholars. Here the comparison is only between a mere knower of God and
a scholar who is divested of that special knowledge, for this scholar cannot
avoid knowing God through which the understanding of His unity can be
attained. As for he who is both a knower of God and a scholar, he has out-
stripped the one who is characterised by only one of these two attributes.
And God knows best.

{400} The Lord, Glorified is He, says thereafter: ‘These are the days in
which an order shall come to you to punish all those who are circumcised
from among the people of Egypt and Judah, the Edomites, the children of

4 Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, al-Sirr al-maktūm fī asrār al-nujūm, Cairo, n.d.
5 Jeremiah 9:23–24.
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“.مهـبولقفيمتهفلغلیئاسرإنيبعیجمو7،هميركاذمفيمتهُفلغبوعشلاعیجمنّلأ.يرابرلا

�ّ�قوكاردلإافعضوةدلابلىراصنلاودويهلالىعهناحبـسبّرلانمةداهشهذه:تلق}401{

نّلأ،ایناهربلاایـسانئتـسالاًلادتـسا8لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمةوّبنلىعهبلّدتـسیاممّاذهو.لقعلا

نع9اوفّلتخءلاؤهو.هنعءابلافّلختبةًروهیلعءابّلِلأاقابط�ٕ�ةًروناهبرلةًرفرعیقّلحا

اوئطيخولطابلامهـتدلابباوبیصینأءاردجمهف.ةدلابلميهلعاللهدهشدقو.ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمنید

.اللهقلخيرّغیوهبراشوهتیلحقليحنممّهمونحوةّیقلاوجللمّذ“براوشلايقّلمح”:وقفيو.قّلحا

ضرلأاقلفخبّرلاامّأ”:مانصلأاةدبعمّذقایـسفيبّرلالاقعباسلاحاصحلأافيهنمو}402{

،ءماسلافيءالمافيدعرلاتوصيرّصیياوهو.هیأربضرلأادّمو،هتكمبحدلابلانقتأو،هتوّقب

.انهئازخنمحرلاجريخياوهو.رطمللهيرّصیوقبرلارهظیو،ضرلأاراطقأنم]باحسلا[عفریو

ظ253 د”:لاقو10هنیعباذهركذينثلاثلاونياثلاحاصحلأافيو“.لمعلااوصربـیلموسانلاكلّ||ددق

“.هملعكاردإدنعناسنإكلّ

.هسفن:ش10.اوماتح:ش9.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك8.همركاذم:كش7
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Ammon, theMoabites, and all who shavemoustaches andwho reside in the
wilderness. For the foreskins of all thenations are foundon their penises, but
the foreskins of all the children of Israel are found in their hearts.’6

{401} I say: This is a testimony of the Lord, the Glorified, against the Jews
and the Christians on the matter of their stupidity, weakness of perception
and lack of intelligence. And this is one of the arguments whereby the
prophethood of Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, can
be inferred through inquiry, not through setting a decisive proof, for the
truth can be known sometimes by a decisive proof and sometimes by the
agreement of intelligent people, and yet at other times by stupid people’s
holding back from it. Those people [i.e. the Jews and the Christians] hold
back from the religion of Muḥammad, peace be upon him. And God indeed
testified against them in the matter of their stupidity. So, by their stupidity
they are better suited to hit upon falsehood andmiss the truth. InHis words:
‘who shavemoustaches’ there is a disparagement of the Jawāliqiyya7 and the
like from among thosewho shave their beards andmoustaches and alter the
creation of God.

{402} Among other things, in chapter seven the Lord says, in the context of
disparaging the worshippers of idols: ‘As for the Lord, He created the earth
by His omnipotence, established the lands by His wisdom, and stretched
out the earth by His understanding. And He is the One Who makes the
sound of thunder exist in the water of the heavens, Who raises the clouds
from the ends of the earth, and causes the lightening to appear andmakes it
manifest in the rain. AndHe is the OneWho brings out thewinds from their

253btreasuries. Every man strives, but does not perceive knowledge.’8 Further, in
chapter thirty-two He utters exactly the same words9 and says: ‘Every man
strives in trying to comprehend His knowledge.’10

6 Jeremiah 9:25–26.
7 According to C.E. Bosworth, the Jawāliqiyya were an antinomian group who neither

fasted nor prayed, but were known for trimming their beards. They were followers of a
Persian Qalandarī or antinomian dervish called Ḥasan al-Jawāliqī. They went around wear-
ing old sacks (jawāliq; sing. juwāliq; derived from Persian: guwāl(a)), hence the name (see
C.E. Bosworth, The Mediaeval Islamic Underworld: The Banū Sāsān in Arabic Society and Lit-
erature, Leiden, 1976, vol. I, p. 114).

8 Jeremiah 10:12–14.
9 Jeremiah 51:15–16.
10 Jeremiah 51:17.
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دعرلكاةیّئماسلاثداولحانوّكتةفسلافلاوءماكلحاهبهجّوامنلاطبلىعلّدیاذه:تلق}403{

.اوداعأومبهتكفيهیفاوأدبأاممّاهيرغوبابضلاوعیقصلاو11جلثلاورطلماوقعاوصلاودبرَلاوقبرلاو

عم،اهملعاوملعیلمفاودتهجالماعلانّأو،هتكمبحاهلعفیهنأءایـشلأاهذهنعبرخأهناحبـساللهنّلأ

.لمعأاف.لوقعلمافياًهاتجّاوسوفنلافياًعقوذفيةفسلافلاوّقتالمنّأ

يرّغینأيّدنهلاردقیلاماك”:لاقلیئاسرإنيبةاصعبّرلابطايخعساتلاحاصحلأافيهنمو}404{

“.شرّلاتمدوّعتدقكمّنلأ،يرلخاوناسحلإالىعنوردقتلاتمنأذك،هعَیقبترنملاو،هجداوس

هناحبـسئرابلانّأهصیخلتو.ردقلاةقیقحنع12فشكلقاعلامّٔاتاذإملااذه:تلق}405{

رانلاةعیبطفيقارحلإازكرماك،شرّويرخنمملهاعفألىإلیلمامهـتلاّبجولماعلاعابطفيزكر

بارغلاودهفلاورنملافيعیقبتلاو14دوسلأا13مسجفيداوسلاعضوماكو،ءالماةعیبطفيقارغلإاو

بسكلىععئابطلاتلعفىرجأهّنكل.عبُـسلاعبطفيءلایتسولمظلاوةیّلحافيمّسلاو15،عقبلأا

بوسنلماهقُلخوهو،يعااكیرتحوعبطلافيلعفلازكرلىعو،ءازلجابّتتریبسكلالىعف.اهلهأ

.يملعءشيكلّباللهو.يملستلابّتتری،هناحبـساللهلىإ

سمشلايرّصيابّرلالوقیاذكه”:مءانثأفيایمرألاقشرععساتلاحاصحلأافيهنمو}406{

“.هجاومأنكستفرحبلارجزیيا،لیللارونلموجنلاورمقلايربدتو16،رانهلارون

.رانهللاًرون:ك16.عقی:ش15.دوسلأا–ك14.مسلجا:ك13.فشكا:كش12.جلثلاو–ك11
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{403} I say: This indicates the invalidity of the approach by which the scien-
tists and philosophers address the question of the formation of atmospheric
events such as thunder, lightning, hail, thunderbolts, rain, snow, hoar-frost,
fog and others among the matters they raise in their books and keep reiter-
ating. For God, Glorified is He, has declared with regard to these things that
He is making them by His wisdom, and that the people exert themselves
to understand but cannot acquire knowledge of them, despite the fact that
the philosophers spread lies about this issue by speaking whatever occurs
to their minds, while aiming to be sensible. And God knows best.

{404} Among other things, in chapter nine the Lord addresses the disobedi-
ent children of Israel, saying: ‘Just as the Indian cannot change the blackness
of his skin, or the leopard its spots, likewise you cannot do what is good and
right, for you are accustomed to evil.’11

{405} I say: When an intelligent person reflects upon this speech, he will
discover the truthfulness of divine destiny. Its summary is that the Maker,
Glorified is He, has embedded in peoples’ natures and their tempers a
proclivity for their acts, whether good or evil, just as He has embedded
‘burning’ in the nature of fire and ‘sinking’ in the nature of water, and has
placed blackness in the body of the black, spots in the leopard, the lynx and
the spotted crow, poison in the snake, and ‘harming’ and ‘capturing’ in the
nature of the beast of prey. However, He makes the actualisation of those
traits dependent on their owner’s acquiring them. So, from the acquisition
of the act follows the requital, while from the embedding of the act in the
human nature and setting into motion the drive for doing it—that is, its
creation which is attributed to God, the Glorified—follows (the servant’s)
submission (to the divine decree). And God is Knower of all things.

{406} Among other things, in chapter nineteen Jeremiah in the course of a
speech states: ‘Thus says the LordWhomakes the sun to be the light of day,
and ordains themoon and the stars to be the light of night, andWho rebukes
the sea, whereupon its waves calm down.’12

11 Jeremiah 13:23.
12 Jeremiah 31:35.
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رحبلارجزهنأهنعاولقنمهـنوكلإحیـسلمانّأاوعمزثیحىراصنلارّغاممّاذهلّعل:تلق}407{

.ةیّهللإانمعمّأرجزلرحبلانوكسنّلأ،حیبقمنهمهموذو.ةجیّهلمايحرلاوهجاومأتنكسف

نممزلیلاذإ،اًهلإهجومنكسفرحبلارجزنمكلّسیلو،هجومنكسیفرحبلارجزیإكلّف

هتازجعمرئاسك،هناحبـساللهنمدیـیٔاتب–هنعصحّنإ–ذنكاماّنإو.صّخلأادوجوعمّلأادوجو

.قبـسماك،ملاسلاميهلعءایبنلأاتازجعمو
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{407} I say: Perhaps this is one of the things that have misled the Christians,
causing them to claim that Christ is a god, for they relate from him that he
rebuked the sea and its waves calmed down, although the wind had stirred
it up.13 This is an ugly delusion of theirs, for the calming down of the sea by
rebuke is more general than divinity. For every god may rebuke the sea and
its waves calm down, but not everyone who rebukes the sea and its waves
calmdown is a god, because the existence of thatwhich ismore general does
not necessarily result in the existence of that which is more particular. That
happened—if it is reported correctly from him—by the empowerment of
God, the Glorified, just like his other miracles and the miracles of the other
prophets, peace be upon them, as it has been mentioned previously.

13 See Matthew 8:23–26; Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§56–57.



1]لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا[

و254 لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلانمو}408{ لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا نولوقت2اذالم:لیئاسرإنيبللق”:هنمعساتلاحاصحلأافي||لایقزحباتكنمقیلعتلا

“.بقاعتهيمرتجتيلاسفنلاماّنإو؟سضرتءانبلأانانـسأواًمصرِْحِاوكلأء�ٓ�لاا

وقنىعمو،﴾ىرَخْارَزْوِةٌرَزِاوَرُزَِتلاَوَ﴿3:دیانٓارقلافيلىاعتوقنىعماذه:تلق}409{

اوَ﴿4:هناحبـس


ةیّيهدبةیّلقعةیّضقهيو.﴾نَوُلطِبُْلمالَعََفَمابِاَنكُلِتهَُْفا﴿:وقنىعمو،﴾اَهَلَفتمُْاسَانْ

نييجَْلاهنا5ٕامأ”:هنباهعملجرللمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصّبينلالاقو.دحأةيمربجبَقاعیلااًدحأنّأ

.“هیلعنيتجَْلاو،كیلع

ئحذلابلجالىعكلٔایلاو،لدعلاوبرّللمعیارَبنكانإلجرلاو”:هناحبـسبّرلالاقثمّ}410{

هيوةأرلمانمنُدیلمو،هيرغةأرمسجّنتیلاو،لیئاسرإنيبمانصألىإهینیععفریومانصلأا

،نرعلا6اسكو،عئاجللهماعطلذبو،هبحاصلىعنهرلادّرو،اًدحأسريخلمولمظیلمو،ضئاح

ياصومزلو،هبحاصولجرلاينبفصنأو،ثملإانعهدیدّرو،ةنیعِلطعیلمو،رلضرقیلمو

.“ىقبیو7ایيحرّبوهف،عفاذهنكانم،قّلحلعمو،ميكاحأظفحو،اهـبلعمو

.هناحبـس–ك4.دیانٓارقلافي–ك3.الم:ش2.لایقزح:ـهك؛لایقزحباتكلىعقیلعتلافيبلطم:ـهش1
.يىيح:كش7.سىكو:ك6.امأ–ش5



[Critical Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel]

254a{408} From theCritical Commentary on theBookof Ezekiel is (the following
passagementioned) in chapter nine of (the Book of Ezekiel): ‘Say to the chil-
dren of Israel: Why are you saying, “The fathers have eaten sour grapes and
the children’s teeth are dulled”? Only the soul that sins shall be punished.’1

{409} I say: This is the meaning of His words, Exalted is He, in the Glorious
Qurʾan: ‘And no bearer of burdens shall bear the burden of another,’2 and the
meaning of His words, Glorified is He: ‘And if you do evil, it is for them’3 [i.e.
your own souls], and the meaning of His words: ‘Will You then destroy us
on account of that which those who follow falsehood did?’4 It is a rational
and intuitive precept that someone cannot be punished for another’s sin.
Further, the Prophet, may God bless him and grant him peace, said to aman
whose son was with him: ‘Truly, he cannot burden you with his sin, nor can
you burden him with your sin.’5

{410} The Lord, Glorified is He, says thereafter: ‘And if a man is righteous
and does what is right and just, and does not eat upon the mountains the
sacrifices for the idols, or lift his eyes up to the idols of the children of Israel,
and does not defile himself by another’s wife, nor does he come near to a
woman when she is menstruating, and he does not treat anyone unjustly or
cause loss to anyone, but restores to the owner his pledge, and gives his food
to the hungry, dresses the naked, and does not lend upon usury, nor does he
give at interest, andhewithdrawshis hand from iniquity, establishes fairness
between a man and his fellow, and he adheres to My commandments and
acts upon them, and keeps My judgements and acts in accordance with
the truth; he whose deeds are thus, he is righteous, and shall live and shall
continue to do so.’6

1 Ezekiel 18:2, 4.
2 Q 6:164; 17:15; 35:18 and 39:7.
3 Q 17:7.
4 Q 7:173.
5 Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Diyāt” 2. For other similar reports, see Nasāʾī, Sunan, “Qasāma” 41;

Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Diyāt” 26.
6 Ezekiel 18:5–9.
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نكا،ئطالخاهیبألمعبلمعف،وونمنّأهصخلملاًیوطاًماذهماتمفيلاقثمّ}411{

.هیبأثمإنمهیلعءشيلاف،برّللعمنإو.هئاطلخهیبأكمحهكمح

انضرغو.ينلوّلأابتكفيامقفولىعملاسلإانیدفيانهعيّـنهملاصلخاهذهعیمفج:تلق}412{

:لاقوعشرلانم8لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمهبءاجفحدقثیحىراصنلاضعبلىعدّرلااذهـب

.لماعلالحاصلملاوبقنمعشرلقفاوميرغهنإ

�ّ�عل.إنيّإ:تلق”:بّرلالاقروصُمفيةوّبنلافيشرعسمالخاحاصحلأافيهنمو}413{

تسلكّنأوكیلتاقيدیأفيتعقواذإناسنإكّنألمعتـس؟إنيّإ:كیلتاقيدیينبلوقتنأردقت

“.اًهلإ

نّأو،�ٕ�سیلهیلتاقدینم9هسفنصّليخنأردقیلانمنّٔابهناحبـساللهحصرّدق:تلق}414{

10هبلصحیـسلمانّأمهلیجأهیلعتقفّتاامبجوبماومّلسىراصنلاو.�ٕ�سیلناسنإهنأتبثنم

ظ254 ||تنكاةیّناسنلإاصّاوخنّلأ،�ً�اسنإنكاهنأتبثو.عطتـسیلمفهسفنصّليخنأدهنأو،دُويهلا

.“بيأدمجفيلاّإرلخمابشرأتدعام”:لاقثیحةرخٓلاافيتىحبشرلاوكلٔلاانمهیلعةًرهاظ

.لمعأاللهو.�ٕ�سیلهنأوناسنإحیـسلمانّأتبثف

لٓلالق”:لایقزلحلاقهناحبـسبّرلانّأهنمنیشرعلاوسمالخاحاصحلأا11رخٓافيهنمو}415{

بولقلافلغءرغلاوتٔاتتىحلیئاسرإنيبكمتـسانجكلّبنوفتكتامأ:طخسلماتیبلالیئاسرإ

.رخٓا–ش11.هتبلص:ك10.هسفن–ش9.لمسوهیلعاللهلىص–ك8
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{411} The summary of what (the Lord) then says at the end of this long
speech is that if a child is born to someone and he acts the way his sinful
father acts, he shall have the same judgement as his father, because of his
sin. But if he acts upon what is right, then there shall be nothing upon him
from his father’s iniquity.7

{412} I say: All these characteristics are prohibited in the religion of Islam
in conformity with the scriptures of the earlier communities. Our aim in
mentioning this is to refute a certain Christian as he impugns the revealed
law that Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, brought,
saying: ‘It is not consistent with the revealed law before him, nor with the
public interests of the people.’

{413} Among other things, in chapter fifteen, regarding the prophecy of the
King of Tyre, the Lord says to him: ‘You say: “I am a god”. Will you be able to
say before those who kill you: “I am a god”? You shall know that you are a
human when you fall into the hands of those who are going to kill you, and
that you are not a god.’8

{414} I say: God, Glorified is He, has indeed explicitly declared that he who
is not able to save himself from the hands of those who are going to kill him
cannot be a god, and that he who is proven to be a human cannot be a god.
And the Christians admit, on the basis of what their Gospels agree upon,
that the Jews crucified Christ and that he strove to save himself but was
not capable of doing so. Also, it is proven that he was a human, for human

254bcharacteristics were visible in him, such as eating and drinking, even in the
Hereafter, as he said: ‘I shall not return to drink wine except in the glory of
my Father.’9 Thus, it is proven that Christ was a human and that he was not
a god. And God knows best.

{415} Among other things, in the end of chapter twenty-five of (the Book of
Ezekiel), the Lord, Glorified is He, says to Ezekiel: ‘Say to the family of Israel,
the house that causes anger: “O children of Israel, are you not content with
all your impurities so that youbring foreigners,whosehearts andpenises are

7 Ezekiel 18:10–20.
8 Ezekiel 28:9.
9 Matthew 26:29; Mark 14:25; Luke 22:18.
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لاركاذلماوبلقلافلغأبیرغكلّ”:هدعبلاقو“؟يبحذملىع12نوبرّقتو،تيیباوسجّنیلركاذلماو

“!سيدِقملخدی

لىعنومومذممهف.ذكىراصنلاو.نونتتيخلانیاهموركاذلمافلغلمّذاذهف:تلق}416{

.لسرلاةنـسلأ

.ةبرغلافصوهیلإمّضناابمرو،اًعیجمركاذلماوبلقلافلغأهنوكبفصّتانممّذماّنإ:لیقنإف}417{

؟ينمومذماونوكیتىحىراصنلافيتلكمةثلاثلافاصولأانّأكملنیأنفم

امّأو.قرطلارعوأمنهیدفياوكلستىحمهـتدلابنملبقاّنّیبمالفبولقلافلغمهـنوكامّأ:انلق}418{

؟ركاذلمافلغاوسیلأ.ميهفادقفينفصولانّأبهثمّ.هيرغوأاذهرابتعميهفاهـتابثإنكيمفةبرغلا

.لجمافيلسرلاةنـسلألىعنومومذممهف.هفاصوأنمميهفلصحامردقبمّانمميهفنوكیف

.اوبرّقُیو:ش12
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uncircumcised, to defileMyhouse,while you aremaking sacrificial offerings
onMy altar?” ’10 Thereafter He says: ‘No foreigner, whose heart and penis are
uncircumcised, shall enter My sanctuary!’11

{416} I say: This is censure of thosewhose penises are uncircumcised,mean-
ing those who do not circumcise themselves. And this is how the Christians
are. Thus, they are censured by the tongues of the messengers.

{417} If it is said: It is only censure of he who is characterised by having both
an uncircumcised heart and penis, while sometimes the characteristic of
‘foreignness’ may be added to it. But from where did you get the idea that
the three characteristics are completely present in the Christians such that
they are being censured?

{418} We say: As for their having uncircumcised hearts, it is due to what
we have previously explained with regard to their stupidity reaching such
a degree that they have entered upon the roughest paths in their religion.12
As for foreignness, it is possible to prove its existence in them, relying on
this passage or others. Moreover, suppose that the two characteristics are
lacking in them. Have they not uncircumcised penises? Hence, theymay be
censured in accordance with the degree to which the characteristics appear
in them. Therefore, they are censured by the tongues of the totality of the
messengers.

10 Ezekiel 44:6–7.
11 Ezekiel 44:9.
12 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§344–345.



1]لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا[

لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلانمو}419{ لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا لاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا نملاّإاهلیؤاتلمعیلا”:لاقوؤرىأرلباببلماصرّنتبخنّألاینادباتكنمقیلعتلا

لماايهّأ”:لاقف.ءایبنلأادلاوأنمسدقلماتیبِبيَْـسنمنكاو.لاینادلاّإاهملعیلمف.“اهـتروصلمع

هاعارذوهردصو،دّیجبهذنمهسأر.فومخعزفمهرظنمو،رظنلمانسحًظع2لاًاثتمكءاذحتَیأر

.فزَخَاهضعبودیدحاهضعبهامدقو،دیدحنمهاقاسو،سانحنمهاذفخوهنطبو،ةصلاخةضّفنم

،فزخودیدحنم5نیلاهیمدقلىعلَاثتملابضرو4،دٍیألابلبلجانمرحجعطقُدق3هنأتَیأرو

اهّكلتراصو،اًعیجمبهاوةضّفلاوراخّفلاوساحنلاودیدلحاحطحطتو.ادجماهحطحطو،ماهّقدو

عقويارجلحاو.رثأاهلدجوی6لمو،فصاعلايحرلااتهلحمو،فیصلاردایبنمىرَذُْیيايمـشهلكا

و255 دعبنوتٔایكولبماهبرّعثمّ.“كؤرهذه.اهّكل||ضرلأاهنمتلأتماوً،ظعلاًبجراصلاثتملالىع

إيمقیذدعبثمّ.لاثتملاءازجأرهاوجفلاتخابسحلىعفعضلاوةوّقلا7فيينفلتمخصرّنتبخ

.دبلأالىإيرّغتیلاًكالمءماسلا

موقلاهمً“ظعلاًبجراصيارجلحا”اذهنّأباتكلالهأيسرّفمضعب9عمز8دق:تلق}420{

.ينیّنویلاةكلمملىعاللههماوّقنیا

ماهدحأ.ينوللىوأملاسلاهیلعدّمحملىعحملب،لیؤاتلافيفصرّتءوسوهو:تلق}421{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ

يرغباًدیحواًدیرف11لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمروهظبسانیوهف10،“دیألابعطقرجلحا”نّأركذهنأ

لب،ذكاوسیلينیّنویلا12ضرأاوكلمنیاو.لٓااملىإلٓاتىحهرمأقسوتـساثمّ.ةوّقلاورهظ

نياثلا.ةبلغوةوّقوةعََنمَفيمورخنكا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا ضرلأاهنمتلأتماوً،ظعلاًبجراصرجلحا”نّأركذهنأنياثلا

:ش5.ىدیا:كش4.هنأ–ك3.لااثم:ش2.لایناد:ـهك؛لاینادباتكلىعقیلعتلافيبلطم:ـهش1

–ش12.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك11.يدیا:كش10.عمزف:ك9.دق–ك8.في–ك7.لمو+ش6.نیا

.ضرأ



[Critical Commentary on the Book of Daniel]

{419} To the Critical Commentary on the Book of Daniel belongs (the fol-
lowing report), that Nebuchadnezzar, the King of Babylon, saw a dream and
said: ‘No one knows its interpretation except he who knows its image.’ And
no one knew it except Daniel. He was one of the captives of Jerusalem, from
the children of the prophets.1 And he said: ‘O King, you saw before you a
great image of beautiful appearance, and its appearance was terrifying and
frightening. Its head was of fine gold, its breast and its two arms of pure sil-
ver, its belly and its two thighs of bronze, its two legs of iron, and its two feet
partly of iron and partly of clay. And you saw that a stone was cut out from
the mountain by no hands, and it struck the image on its two feet that were
of iron and clay, broke them and utterly shattered them. Then the iron, the
bronze, the clay, the silver and the gold, were shattered altogether, and all
of them became like the chaff that is dispersed from the summer threshing
floors, and the stormywind carried themaway, andnot a trace of themcould
be found. And the stone that fell on the image became a greatmountain and

255athe whole earth was filled by it. This is your dream.’2 Then, he interpreted it
as referring to the kings who would come after Nebuchadnezzar, differing
in power and weakness in accordance with the difference in the substances
forming parts of the image. After them, the God of the heavens shall estab-
lish a kingdom that will never change.3

{420} I say: Some commentators from the People of the Book have claimed
that this ‘stone which became a great mountain’ refers to the people whom
God made prevail over the kingdom of the Greeks.

{421} I say: This is a faulty interpretation. Rather, to interpret it as referring to
Muḥammad, peace be upon him, is more appropriate owing to two points.
The first point is that (Daniel) mentions that ‘the stone was cut out by no
hands,’ and this fits the wayMuḥammad, may God bless him and grant him
peace, appeared alone and singly without backing or power. Then, his affair
became well-ordered until it ultimately came to the result that it came to.

1 Daniel 2:1–25.
2 Daniel 2:31–36.
3 Daniel 2:39–44.
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اًسنإ،اًربحوارب،لاًبجولاًهس�ً�،13رغواًقشرضرلأاثرَكأقبّطثیحدّمحمنیدةفصهذهو،“اهّكل

.لمعأاللهو.اینانمةعقرهيو،ضرلأاتبمهكلمصّتخاف،ينیّنویلااوكلمنیاامّأ.انجو

.ذلبقؤرلافيتیأريالجرلالیبرجاذإف”:لاینادلاقعساتلاحاصحلأافيهنمو}422{

!ؤرلامهفا،لایناد:لاقف14.ءاسلمانرقتقوفينيّمدو،ءماسلانمنيأو،قّلتحو،راطدق

15،ثملإانارفغلو،اطلخانىفتو،بوناضيقتلاًعوبـسأنوعبـسكسدقةیرقوكبعشلىعتئایـس

.حیـسمللسدقلاسدقيرصیو،ءایبنلأاووؤرلاتمّتلو،ينلماعلالبقلزیلمياقّلح16تىؤیُلو

يننثادعبو.لمشاروأنىَبیُفدوعیواًعوبـسأنوّتـسونانثاو.عیباوسةعبـسحیـسلما�ِ�لماءيمجلىإو

“.تابث17اهلنوكیلاو.حُیـسلمالتقیاًعوبـسأينّتـسو

ينملسلمااقمقدّصی،“حیـسمللسدقلاسدقيرصیو”:لاقلیبرجنّألاینادةیكاح:تلق}423{

.اللههنأفيىراصنلالوقلطبـیو،إلاّبينحیـسلمانّأفي

ةكملحانمحیـسلماهبءاجاملىعلحمنإ،“ينلماعلالبقلزیلمياقّلح18تىؤیل”:وقو}424{

حیـسلماسفنلىعلحمنإو.ذئنیحهبقّلعت19لىاعتاللهلمعنّلأ،ينلماعلالبقهنأكّشلافةوّبنلاو

–ش.19ویل:ك؛ؤیل:ش.18:ش.17ؤیلو:كش16.ثملإا–ش15.ءماسلا:كش14.و+ك13

.لىاعت
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Yet, those who reigned over the lands of the Greeks were not like that, but
rather, they came about with vigour, power and supremacy. The second
point is that (Daniel) mentions that ‘the stone became a great mountain,
and the whole earth was filled by it,’ and this is an attribute of Muḥammad’s
religion, as it has pervaded most of the earth: east and west, plain and
mountain, land and sea, human and jinn. As for those who reigned over the
Greeks, their reign was particular to that land, and that is only one piece of
land in the world. And God knows best.

{422} Among other things, in chapter nineDaniel says: ‘All of a sudden there
wasGabriel, theman Ihad seenearlier in thedream.He flew, formeda circle,
came tome from the heavens and approachedme at the time of the evening
sacrifice. Then, he said: “O Daniel, understand the dream! Seventy weeks
shall come upon your people and your holy city, so that the transgressions
be terminated, the sins be caused to vanish, the iniquities be pardoned, and
so that the truth, which has always existed since before theworlds came into
being, be brought in, and that the dream and the revelation to the prophets
be completed, and that the holiness of the holy will belong to the Messiah.
And there shall be seven weeks until the coming of the king, the Messiah.
And in sixty-twoweekshe shall return and Jerusalemshall bebuilt. Andafter
sixty-two weeks the Messiah shall be killed. And there shall be no stability
for (the city)”.’4

{423} I say: Daniel’s narration that Gabriel said to him: ‘the holiness of the
holy will belong to the Messiah,’ confirms the saying of the Muslims that
Christ is a prophet, not a god, and renders null the claim of the Christians
that he is God.

{424} As for his saying: ‘so that the truth which has always existed since
before the worlds came into being, be brought in,’ if it is interpreted as
referring to that which Christ brought of wisdom and prophethood, then
undoubtedly this is ‘since before the worlds,’ for the knowledge of God, the
Exalted, included that [i.e. the wisdom and prophethood given to Christ]
at that time. And if it is interpreted as referring to Christ himself, then
what is intended by it is the Holy Spirit by which he was supported, after

4 Daniel 9:21, 23–26.



420 critical edition and translation

ظ255 انعشرنّإف.يمرمبیجفي||لیبرجةخفنبهنمنكاياوهو،هبدّیأياسدقلاحورهبدارلماف

تفيسىیعحورتنكاو.ماعيفلٔابداسجلأالبقحاورلأاقلخ20هناحبـساللهنّٔابدروموصعلما

.حاورلأا

هدیرتيانىعلمرلاواًهلإسیلهنألىعلّدی،“حیـسلما�ِ�لماءيمجلىإ”:وقاًضیأو}425{

نّألاّإ،�ُ�لمابّرلاتافصنمنكانإو،بّرلاولإاةقیقحيرغاًفرع�ِ�لماةقیقحنّلأ،ىراصنلا

.ةفصلاتسیلانهدارلما

هنٔابدروملاسلإاعشرو،سفنلاقاهزإفيرهاظوه.“حیـسلمالتقی”:وقفيملايقب}426{

هذهةصحّفيحدقیوأ،قهزلمايرغبضرلانملصحاملىعحمينّعتیف21.لتقیلموبلصیلم

لتقیوأ،هیلعمزعیوتقدصقینىًعملىعلؤّاتینألاّإنیذهيرغ�ً�اوجهنعلمعأافم،لاّإو.ةظفللا

.فىًوتـسمحیـسلمالتقفيملاقبـسدقو.هبهـشهیلعيقلأناسنإةقیقلحافيوهو،مهعمزلىع

.لمعأاللهو

ةدئاف}427{ ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف ةدئاف رحبلانمةبیرقلاةّیبرّلالهأفيةوّبنلافي22ایعشإباتكنمشراعلاحاصحلأافيركذ.ةدئاف

اًرظنمانیأردق.ةدیعبضرأنممدقتو23،نيمتلانمفصاعلالثمةّیبرّلانمةُبوقعلاعسرُِت”:لاق

“.اهكلاتهِارفزتُلطّبدقنيّلأ،ةاملابجوزاوهلأا24لهأدعصإ.بتهنیبتهنمو،لمظیلماظ:اًعیظف

بكارماهدحأ،ينبكارينسراف:ةیْئرِلاىأرف.ىریابمبرخیلندَْیدَقمٔاف،قلطنا”:بّرلاليلاقثمّ

“.لاًجمبكاررخٓلااو،اًرماح

.له:ك؛لِهٔابِ:ش24.سمشلا:ش23.ایعشا:ـهك22.بلصیلمولتقیلم:ش21.لىاعى:ك20
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255bthe breathing of Gabriel into the neckline of Mary(’s garment). Truly, our
infallible religion transmits that God, Glorified is He, created the spirits
about two thousand years before the bodies.5 And Jesus’ spirit was among
those spirits.

{425} Moreover, his words: ‘until the coming of the king, the Messiah,’
indicate that he is neither a god nor lord in the meaning suggested by the
Christians, for the reality of the expression ‘king’ in common usage is other
than the reality of the expressions ‘God’ and ‘Lord’, although ‘the King’ is
one of the attributes of the Lord. However, what is intended here is not that
attribute.

{426} It still remains for us to discuss his words: ‘the Messiah shall be
killed’. This explicitly means ‘causing the soul to pass forth’, while the reli-
gion of Islam transmits that he was neither crucified nor killed.6 Thus, it
becomes clear that we should either understand that the striking which
(Christ) underwent does not cause the soul to pass forth, or else that we
should impugn the authenticity of this expression. For I do not know of any
response to this other than these two, except to interpret it in the meaning
of ‘to aim to kill him’ and ‘to be determined to do so,’ or that he should be
killed according to their claim, while it was in reality a man upon whom his
likeness had been cast. The killing of Christ has been exhaustively discussed
previously.7 And God knows best.

{427} Useful Note: It is mentioned in chapter ten in the Book of Isaiah,
regarding the prophecy about the people of the wilderness near the sea:
‘The punishment coming from the wilderness shall be swift, just like storms
coming from the South, and it shall arrive from a distant land. We have
seen a terrible vision: an unjust one who deals unjustly, and a plunderer
who plunders. Go up, O people of Elam and of the mountains of Media,
for I have brought to an end all its sighs.’8 ‘Then, the Lord said to me: “Go,
install a watchman; let him declare what he sees.” Then, he saw an image:
two horsemen riding, one of them a rider on a donkey, and the other a rider
on a camel.’9

5 See ʿAjlūnī, Kashf al-khafāʾ, vol. I, pp. 122–123.
6 An allusion to the Qurʾanic verse 4:157, ‘They killed him not nor crucified him, but it

appeared so unto them.’
7 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§151–154 and 352–357.
8 Isaiah 21:1–2.
9 Isaiah 21:6–7.
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سیئرللجمابحاصوةامسیئررالحمابحاصنّأباتكلالهأيسرّفمضعبعمز:تلق}428{

:لاقوفتهوينسرافلانملجرمدّقتدقاذإو”:ذدعبلوقیهنلأو،ماهركذمدّقتدقهنلأ،زاوهلأا

وهرالحمابحاص:لوقیينملسلماضعبو.نامزلانماًيمدقنكااذهو“!لبتطقس،لبتطقس

،ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمللجمابحاصو،ملااذهلاًقیدصترالحمابكرهنألینجلإافيتبثماك،حیـسلما

:ملهاولاقو،زاوهلأاسیئربهميرسفتفيباتكلالهأاومتهّاو.اًيرثكلبلإابكرینكاوّبيرعهنلأ

و256 دقفللجمابحاصبایعشإّبينلااذهدارماوملعتلمنإكمّنلأ،دانعودسحودارلمل||ينبتمنأ

تمدناعدقفتمفرّحوتمملعنإو،تمل.

ةامركذو.ينلجرلانمدحألىع25ةیّصوصنلاو،لتممحلمجمملانّأفاصنلإاو:تلق}429{

ةجمرتنوكو،برعلابكارمفيبلاغلاللجماركذو.باتكلالهأيرسفتلىعلّدتةنیرقزاوهلأاو

ةّكماًصوصخزاجلحانّإف.ينملسلماضعباقاملىعلّدیرحبلانمةبیرقلاةّیبرّلالهأفيةوّبنلا

.لمعأاللهو.رحبلالحاسلىع

.–ش25
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{428} I say: Some commentators from the People of the Book claim that the
rider on the donkey is the leader ofMedia,while the rider on the camel is the
leader of Elam, because the two are mentioned earlier and because he says
thereafter: ‘And behold, one of the two horsemen approaches and shouts
saying: “Babylon has fallen, Babylon has fallen!” ’10 And this was in ancient
times. But a certain Muslim says: ‘The rider on the donkey is Christ, as it is
established in the Gospel that he rode a donkey, confirming this statement,11
while the rider on the camel is Muḥammad, peace be upon him, for he was
Arab, and he used to ride camels a lot.’12 They [i.e. theMuslimswho interpret
it thus] doubt the People of theBook regarding their interpretation of himas

256athe leader of Elam, and say to them: ‘You are in a positionbetween ignorance
of what is intended, and envy and obstinacy, for if you do not know what
the prophet Isaiah intended by the rider on the camel, then you are being
ignorant, but if youknow it and yet alter it, then youare resisting obstinately.’

{429} I say: Fairness requires us to admit that this statement is ambiguous,
allowing for differentmeanings, and it has no specific indication of either of
the twomen. Themention of Media and Elam is a contextual indicator that
implies the interpretation of the People of the Book. While the mention of
the camel, the riding beast used predominantly among the Arabs, and the
fact that the account of the prophecy is about the people of the wilderness
near the sea, imply what is claimed by some Muslims. For the Hijaz, espe-
cially Mecca, is on the coast of the (Red) Sea. And God knows best.13

10 Isaiah 21:9.
11 See Matthew 21:1–7; John 12:14–15.
12 This discussion emerges as early as the firstMuslim-Christian theological treatises. One

of the well-known examples is the caliph al-Mahdī’s remark that ‘The rider on the ass is Jesus
and the rider on the camel is Muḥammad’ to which the Nestorian patriarch responds with a
long explanation of how the rider on an ass is Darius, son of Ahasuerus, king of Mede, while
the rider on a camel is Cyrus the Persian, king of Elam (Mingana, “The Apology of Timothy”,
pp. 37–38). Similarly, Ibn Rabban says that ‘Did not the adversaries feel abashed in saying
that the rightly guided prophets, of the family of Isaac—peace be with them—prophesied
about the kings of Babylon, Media, Persia, and Khuzistān, and neglected to mention such an
eminent Prophet and such a great Abrahamic nation, and such a victorious Empire, or that
God had hidden and concealed such a nation from them?’ (Ibn Rabban al-Ṭabarī, The Book
of Religion and Empire, tr. A. Mingana, Manchester, 1922., p. 97).

13 This indicates that Ṭūfī not only follows his predecessors, but also makes his own
contribution to the subject. He finds both interpretations, Muslim as well as Christian, to
be equally valid and plausible, rejecting the view represented by someMuslim scholars who
totally censured the Christian reading. According to him, fairness requires one to admit that
this particular verse may imply a number of meanings, and therefore is not a definite textual
proof explicitly indicating one particular person.



1ةاروتلانملوّلأارفسلاوهوةقیللخارفسنمقیلعتلا

هطّلسأو.انلاثموانتروصكنوكیلضفانسمردق.انبهَـشلىعاًشرب2قلخنل”:اللهلاقوذنفم}430{

ثىنأواًركذ،هقلخاللهةروص،هتروصبمدٓااللهقلخو”:لاقنألىإ“ءماسلايرطوراحبلاكسملىع

.“مايهلعكرو،اللهماهقلخ

لاقثیحثمملاسلإانیدفيتبثدقهنلأ،باتكلالهألىعهیفعینشتلااممّاذه:تلق}431{

ةروصلىع”:ظفلفيو“.هتروصلىعمدٓاقلخاللهنّإف،هجولاحّبقتلا”:لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصّبينلا

ضيرليّازغلادماحأنّألاّإماهـبدروملاسلإانیدلمعألاف،“انلاثموانبهـش”ظفلامّأو.“نحمرلا

لاثمىری”:لاق.ىریاذاممانلمافيهناحبـساللهىرینعمّايهفلئـسایتفباوجفيلاقهنعالله

.لاثلماولثلماينبقرّفو.“لثملانكل،لاثمهناحبـساللهو”:لاق3.“الله

نوحصرّیًماسجهناحبـساللهنودقتعیدويهلانّأاذهفيدويهلاوينملسلماينبقرفلا،معن}432{

ةدراولاصوصنلافيمهفنوملسلماامّأ.ىراصنلاذكو.هيرغواذههمدنعامرهاوظبلاًعمذب

.الله–ش3.قلنخ:ك2.ةقیللخارفس:ـهك؛ةقیللخافيةیروتلانملولأارفسلالىعقیلعتلافيبلطم:ـهش1



Critical Commentary on the Book of
Genesis, the first book of the Torah

{430} Among other things, God says: ‘Let Us create man upon Our likeness.
We have delineated his merit that he may be in Our image and Our form.
And I shall make him rule over the fish of the seas and the birds of the
heaven,’ until He says: ‘And God created Adam in His image; in the image
of God He created him; male and female God created them, and blessed
them.’1

{431} I say: This is something that contains no condemnation of the Peo-
ple of the Book, for its equivalent is already established in the religion of
Islam, as the Prophet,mayGod bless him and grant himpeace, says: ‘Say not
that the face is ugly, for God created Adam in His image.’2 And in a different
expression: ‘in the image of the Most Merciful.’3 As for the expression ‘Our
likeness and Our form,’ I do not know that the religion of Islam has trans-
mitted these two, except that Abū Ḥāmid al-Ghazzālī [d. 555/1111], may God
be pleased with him, said in a response to a fatwā he was asked about con-
cerning he who sees God, the Glorified, in a dream, as to what he actually
sees. He said: ‘He sees the form of God.’ He further said: ‘For God, Glorified
is He, has a form (mithāl), but there is no likeness (mithl) of Him.’ Thus, he
differentiated between ‘likeness’ and ‘form’.4

{432} Indeed, the difference betweenMuslims and Jews in thismatter is that
the Jews believe God, the Glorified, to be a physical body, declaring such
a statement in accordance with the literal meanings of what they possess,
such as this and other verses. And likewise believe the Christians. As for
the Muslims, they are divided into three groups regarding the scriptural

1 Genesis 1:26–28.
2 ʿAmr b. Abū ʿĀṣim al-Ḍaḥḥāk al-Shaybānī, al-Sunna li-Ibn Abī ʿĀṣim, ed. M.N. al-Albānī,

Beirut, 1980, vol. I, p. 229. For other similar reports, see Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “al-Birr wa-al-ṣila” 32,
“Istiʾdhān” 1; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “al-Janna wa-ṣifat naʿīmihā wa-ahlihā” 12.

3 Shaybānī, al-Sunna, vol. I, p. 229; Abū Zakariyyā Yaḥyā al-Nawawī, Sharḥ al-Nawawī ʿalā
Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, Beirut, 1971, vol. XVI, p. 165.

4 See Ghazzālī, “al-Maḍnūn bihi ʿalā ghayri ahlihi”, al-Quṣūr al-ʿawālī min rasāʾil al-Imām
al-Ghazzālī, ed. M.M. Abū al-Aʿlā, Cairo, n.d., pp. 305–309. He further says that form (mithāl)
is what explains something, while likeness (mithl) is what resembles it, al-mithālu huwa ma
yuwaḍḍiḥu al-shayʾa wa-al-mithlu mā yushābihu al-shayʾa (p. 307).



426 critical edition and translation

ت:ةهزّـنلماومّستةقرفف.ةطساووينفرط:قرفثلاثلىعةّنـسلاوباتكلانمبابلااذهفي

ةدعمو.تلایؤاتلادعبٔابولوهنولؤّاتیهتصحّنعملهةحودنملاامو.روثنمءابههمدنعصوصنلا

سایقلىعصوصنلارهاوظاودقتعا:ةبهّـشلم4اومّستةقرفو.﴾ءٌشي�ِِْ�َْثكمَِسَْیَل﴿:لىاعتوقءلاؤه

.﴾يرُصِبَْلاعُیمِسلاوَهُوَ﴿:لىاعتوقمهـتدعمنمو.دويهلااقمهناحبـسئرابلافياولاقف،دهاشلا

ظ256 اتهلثامموهتاقولمخةهـباشمنعهناحبـسهللاوهزّـنف:ةعالجماوةّنـسلاوطسّوتلالهٔاباومّستةقرفو||

وقبلاًعمهتاذبقیلتتافصصوصنلاتباوتبثأو.﴾ءٌشي�ِِْ�َْثكمَِسَْیَل﴿5:هناحبـسوقبلاًعم

.لمعأاللهو.تابثلإات�ٓ�انماهيرغو﴾يرُصِبَْلاعُیمِسلاوَهُوَ﴿:هناحبـس

موی،سداسلامویلاحابصنكاو.اًنـسحهٓارف،هقلخعیجماللهىأرو”:ذدعبلاقثمّ}433{

.“ةعلجما

لمسمحیصحفيالمفٍانماذه:تلق}434{ لمسمحیصح لمسمحیصح لمسمحیصح لمسمحیصح لمسمحیصح لمسمحیصح فيقللخارخٓافيةعلجماموینكامدٓاقلخنّأنمهيرغولمسمحیصح

:لاقلمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصّبينلانّلأ،دنعاملىعدعاو.لیللالىإصرعلاينبامهنمةعاسرخٓا

.باتكلالهأثیدحنماذهو.قبـسماك“هموبذّكتلاوهموقدّصتلافباتكلالهأكمثدّحاذإ”

.هناحبـس–ك5.نومسی:ش4
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proofs transmitted on this matter in the Book and the Sunna: Two extreme
positions and an intermediate one. So, according to a group called the Tran-
scendentalists (Munazziha), those scriptural proofs are just scattered dust.
Regarding that which they have no choice but to accept its authenticity,
they interpret it metaphorically, even if it be the most unlikely metaphor-
ical interpretation. The proof on which they rely are the words of God, the
Exalted: ‘Nothing is as His likeness.’5 A group called the Anthropomorphists
(Mushabbiha), believe in the literal meanings of the scriptural proofs in
analogywith the visible world, and thus they hold regarding theMaker, Glo-
rified is He, the same opinion as the Jews. Among the proofs on which they

256brely are the words of God, the Exalted, ‘He is the Hearer, the Knower.’6 And a
group called the People of theMiddleWay (Ahl al-Tawassuṭ) and the People
of the Sunna and the Community (Ahl al-Sunnawa-al-Jamāʿa), declare God,
the Glorified, to be far removed from resembling His creatures and bearing
their likeness, in accordancewithHis words, the Glorified: ‘Nothing is as His
likeness.’ They acknowledge for Him, by those scriptural proofs, attributes
that befit His essence, in accordance with His words, the Glorified: ‘He is
the Hearer, the Knower,’ and other verses establishing (His attributes). And
God knows best.

{433} (The Book of Genesis) says thereafter: ‘AndGod saw all of His creation,
andHe saw that it was good. And itwas themorning of the sixth day, Friday.’7

{434} I say: This is in contradictionwithwhat is found in the Ṣaḥīḥ ofMuslim
and other (ḥadīth collections), namely, that Adam’s creation took place on
Friday, during the last stage of creation, in its very last hour, between after-
noon and evening.8 We rely upon that which we possess, for the Prophet,
may God bless him and grant him peace, said: ‘When the People of the Book
narrate something, neither confirm them, nor deny them,’9 as mentioned
before.10 And this is from the narrations of the People of the Book.

5 Q 42:11.
6 Q 42:11.
7 Genesis 1:31.
8 Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Ṣifat al-qiyāma wa-al-janna wa-al-nār” 2.
9 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Shahādāt” 30, “Tafsīr sūrat al-Baqara” 11, “al-Iʿtiṣām bi-al-Kitāb” 26,

“Tawḥīd” 51; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “ ʿIlm” 2; Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,Musnad, 4/136.
10 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §350.
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تيلاماعأعیجمنمعباسلامویلافيحاترساو.سداسلامویلافيماعأاللهلكمأو”:لاقثمّ}435{

.“قلخياهقلخنمغرفوماعأعیجمنمحاترساهیفهنلأ،هسدّقوهیلعكرو.لعم

اَموَضَرْلااوَتِاَوَماسلااَنقَْلخَدْقََلوَ﴿:لىاعتوقبنٓارقلافيدّرلاعقوملااذهلىع:تلق}436{

قوحلبرعشی“ماعأنمحاترسا”ملهوقنّلأ،بعتيأ﴾بٍوغُُلنْمِاَنـسمَاَموَمٍاةِتِـسفيَِماُنهَْیَب

اللهو،زجعلاوجلاعلاتارامأنمبعتلاقولحو.بعتنعلاّإةحارلاذإ،همزلتـسیلببعتلا

ا﴿لب،بعتلاوزعجهقحلیهجولىعءایـشلأالعفیلا6لىاعت

اهُرُمْاَمان


�َُ�لَوقَُینْااًئْیشَدَاَرااَذ

قلاطإفيدويهلانمبعجلاو.ءمالعلااهركذكملحم�ّ�أةتـسفيتانئكالاقلخماّنإو.﴾نُوكَُیَفنْكُ

ئرابلاو،ماسجلأاقحاولنمةحارلاوبعتلاوً.ماسجهنودقتعیمهـنإف،هناحبـساللهلىعةحاترس

8.لمعأاللهو.7ذنعلىاعتی

ةفرعمةرشجوةّنلجاطسوفيةایلحاةرشجتبنأو،ندعفياًسودرفسرغاللهنّأركذثمّ}437{

اهدحأ.ماسقأةعبرأكانهنممسقنیثمّ،سودرفلايقسیندعنمجريخرنهلانكاو.شرّلاويرلخا

نياثلاو.روّلبلاةراحجوجزويرفلاكانهو،بهادوجأثمَّو،دنهلاضرٔابطیلمحاوهو،نوشیفهسما

و257 .لصوَْلما10ليبَقِبهذیياوهو،جاثلاثلاو.ةشبلحا9شوكُ||ضرٔابطیلمحاوهو،ناحیج

.تارفلايربكلاعبارلاو

هضعبو،تارفلاوناحیجةّنلجاراهـنأنمنّأوهو،انعشرهبءاجالمقفاوماذهضعب:تلق}438{

فيدراولاو.ذركذیلمانعشرنّإف.نوحیـسهبدْرَُیلمنإ،نوشیفوجدانهمنّأوهو،فلامخ

،ناحیـس:راهـنأةعبرأاهلصأنمجرتخاذإو،ىـتهنلماةردستیأر”:لاقملاسلاهیلعهنأةّیوبنلاةّنـسلا

.لينق:ش10.شوك–ش9.لمعأاللهو–ش.8ذنعلىاعتیيرابلاو–ك7.لىاعت–ك6
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{435} Then, it says: ‘And God completed His works on the sixth day. And He
rested on the seventh day from all His works which He had made. And He
blessed it and sanctified it, for in it He had rested from all His works and
concluded His creation which He had created.’11

{436} I say: It is this statement that is met with refutation by the words of
God, the Exalted, in the Qurʾan: ‘And verily We created the heavens and the
earth and all that is between them in six days, and nothing of weariness
touched Us,’12 meaning ‘nothing of fatigue’, for their saying, ‘He rested from
His works,’ implies and even necessitates that fatigue overtook Him, since
there is no rest except from fatigue. Being overtaken by fatigue is one of the
signs of labour and incapacity, while God, the Exalted, does not do things in
themanner where either incapacity or fatigue can overtake Him, but rather,
‘His command,whenHe intends a thing, is only thatHe says to it: “Be!” and it
is.’13 He created the universe only in six days for thewise reasons the scholars
mention. It is no wonder that the Jews attribute taking rest to God, Glorified
is He, for they believe Him to be a physical body. Fatigue and rest are among
the things that overcome physical bodies, while theMaker is far above that.
And God knows best.

{437} Then, it mentions that God planted a Garden in Eden, and caused the
tree of life to grow in the midst of the Garden, and the tree of knowledge
of good and evil. And the river was flowing out from Eden, watering the
Garden, then from there dividing into four parts. The first is called the
Pishon, and it is the one that compasses the land of India, where there is
the best of gold, and there are the turquoise and the quartz crystals. The
second is the Jayhan (Gihon), and it is the one that compasses the land of

257aCush of Ethiopia. The third is the Tigris, and it is the one that flows south of
Mosul. And the fourth big river is the Euphrates.14

{438} I say: Some of this report is in accord with what our religion has
brought, namely, that the Jayhan and the Euphrates are two of the rivers of
the Garden, while some of it is in opposition, namely, that among them are
the Tigris and the Pishon, unless the Sayhan is meant thereby. However, our
religion does not mention that. Rather, what is transmitted in the prophetic
Sunna is that he, peace be upon him, said: ‘I saw the lote-tree of the utmost

11 Genesis 2:2–3.
12 Q 50:38.
13 Q 36:82.
14 Genesis 2:8–14.
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وأ،ضرلأافيوىـتهنلماةردسلصأفيراهـنلأاهذهنوكهیجوتامّأو.“تارفلاو،لینلاو،ناحیجو

لمسمحیصححشرفي11يوونلاهیلعمّكلتدقو.انهاهيرغهعضوفم،یؤات لمسمحیصححشر لمسمحیصححشر لمسمحیصححشر لمسمحیصححشر لمسمحیصححشر لمسمحیصححشر .لمعأاللهو.لمسمحیصححشر

.ميهمّسیلمدٓالىإمهـبءاجو،ءماسلايرطوبرّلاناویحعیجممدٓلاعجمهناحبـساللهنّأركذثمّ}439{

.همءماسأتراصءماسٔابهمامّسف

لىعمهضرعلةاروتلافيضرّعتیلمو.﴾اَهكلُءََماسْلاامَدَٓاَلمَعوَ﴿:لىاعتوقلقفاوماذهتلق}440{

.ةكئلالما

اهـنلأ،ةأرلماهذه”:مدٓالاقف.هیلإاهـبرّقو،ةًأرمامدٓاعْلضِنمقلخهناحبـساللهنّأركذثمّ}441{

.“ءرلمانمتذخأ

.ةّنـسلافيدروالمقفاوماذهو:تلق}442{

�ٔ�اینأمالهنذأهناحبـساللهنّأو،نایحتـسیلايننرعماهكاهتأرماومدٓانّأركذثمّ}443{

.“�ً�ومتوتمانهمكلٔاتمویكّنإف”:شرّلاويرلخاةفرعمةرشجلاّإةّنلجارشجعیجمنم

يرغاهعونلاواهسُنجينّعیلمو13.مّسَُتلمف،ةُرجشلامايهف12تقلطأنٓارقلاوةاروتلا:تلق}444{

:لیقف.انهیعفينٓارقلا15وسرّفمفلتخا،معن.شرّلاويرلخاةفرعمةرشجاهـنٔاب14اتهفصوةاروتلانّأ

.اوسرفم:كش15.اهفصو:ك14.مسی:ش13.اقلطا:ش12.يواونلا:ش11
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boundary, and behold, four rivers were flowing out from its root: the Sayhan,
the Jayhan, the Nile and the Euphrates.’ As for addressing the question of
these rivers being under the root of the lote-tree of the utmost boundary
and yet on the earth, or its interpretation, this is not the place for it. Nawawī
[d. 676/1277] has spoken about it in the Sharḥ Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim.15 And God
knows best.

{439} Itmentions thereafter thatGod,Glorified isHe, gathered beforeAdam
all the animals of the land and the birds of the heaven and brought them to
Adam to name them. And he gave them those names which became their
names.16

{440} I say: This is in accord with the words of God, the Exalted (in the
Qurʾan): ‘And He taught Adam all the names, [then showed them to the
angels, saying: “InformMeof the names of these, if you are truthful”].’17There
is nothing in the Torah to object to these being shown to the angels.

{441} Then, it mentions that God, Glorified is He, created from Adam’s rib a
woman, and brought her close to him. And Adam said: ‘This is woman, for
she was taken out fromman’.18

{442} I say: This is also in accordancewithwhat is transmitted in the Sunna.19

{443} Then, it mentions that both of them, Adam and his wife, used to be
naked without feeling ashamed,20 and that God, Glorified is He, allowed
them to eat from all the trees of the Garden, except the tree of knowledge of
good and evil: ‘On the day you eat from it, you shall truly die.’21

{444} I say: In both the Torah and theQurʾan22 the tree ismentionedwithout
being named. Neither its kind nor its type is specified, except that the Torah
describes it as being the tree of knowledge of good and evil.23 Indeed, Qurʾan

15 Nawawī, Sharḥ al-Nawawī ʿalā Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, vol. II, pp. 224–225.
16 Genesis 2:19.
17 Q 2:31.
18 Genesis 2:22–23.
19 In a ḥadīth the Prophet is reported to have said: ‘When God, Exalted is He, created

Adam, Eve was created from his short rib’ (Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “al-Ṭahāra wa-sunanuhā” 77).
20 Genesis 2:25.
21 Genesis 3:2–3.
22 See Q 2:35 and 7:19.
23 See Genesis 2:9.
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نّلأ،نزحهباصأينتلاكلٔایهنأىأرنم:ؤرلا16وبرّعملاقاذهلو.ينتلاةرشج:لیقو،بنسلاهي

.ةّنلجانمهجوربخنزلحاهباصأاهكلأاّلممدٓا

:تلاقف“؟سودرفلاةرشجنمن�ٔ�اتلالم”:ةأرمللتلاقةیّلحانّأةاروتلافياذهدعب17ركذو}445{

ماكنیعأحتفنتانهمن�ٔ�اتمویماكّنألمعاللهنّكلو.اهكلأنمنوتملاماكّنإ”:ةیّلحاتلاقف.“تونملاّئل”

ظ257 ماهـنأ||مالعو،مانهیعأتحتفناف،اهلعبتمعطأو،ةأرلماتكلٔاف.“شرّلاويرلخانافرعتةهلٓنوكتو

.رزِٓامنلاصّویلاعجو،ينتلاقرونماذخٔاف.نرع

ةأرلماتوغأهيةیّلحانّإوقامّأ.ضعبلانودضعبلافينٓارقللفلامخملااذه:تلق}446{

نكممعلجمانكل.سیلبإاهل19يوغلمانّألىعصّن18يمظعلانٓارقلانّلأ،فلامخرهاظلوهفتكلأتىح

فيو.يوغلماناطیـشلللّمحاهـنلأ،ايهلإةاروتلافيءاوغلإابسنف.ةیّلحافمفيةّنلجالخدسیلبإنّٔاب

ةیّلحانّإوقامّأو.لقعلافيقّلحاوباوصللىوأوهو،مّكلِتلماةقیقبحاًرابتعاناطیـشلالىإنٓارقلا

:سیلبإنعةیكاحلىاعتوقنمنٓارقلافيالمقفاوموهف،“ةهلٓنوكتانهمن�ٔ�اتموی”:تلاق

اةِرَجَشلاهِذِهَنْعََماكُبرََماكَُانهَاَم﴿

،ذكوكتلاّئليأ﴾نَی�ِِ�اَخْلانَم�َ�ِوكَُتوْاينِْكََلم�َ�َوكَُتنْالا

.ذكوكتنأةهاركوأ

.ىرغلما:ش19.يمظعلا–ك18.بلطم:ـهك17.اوبرعم:كش16
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commentators disagree on its identity. So, some say: ‘This is spikenard’, while
some others say: ‘The fig tree’.24 It is because of this that dream interpreters
say: ‘He who sees that he eats a fig (in his dream), sadness shall afflict him,
for when Adam ate it, sadness afflicted him in the form of his leaving the
Garden.’

{445} It is subsequently mentioned in the Torah that the serpent said to the
woman: ‘Why do you not eat from the tree of the Garden?’ And she said:
‘Lest we die.’ And the serpent said: ‘Surely, you shall not die from eating it.
However, God verily knows that on the day you eat from it, your eyes shall be
opened, and you shall be like gods, knowing good and evil.’ So thewomanate
and gave her husband to eat, then their eyes were opened, and they knew

257bthat they were naked. Then they took some fig leaves and began to weave
them together into loincloths.25

{446} I say: This statement is in opposition to the Qurʾan in some parts,
but not so in other parts. As for its saying that it was the serpent who led
the woman astray until she ate, this is in opposition by its literal meaning,
for the Glorious Qurʾan explicitly declares that the one who led her astray
was Satan.26 However, it is possible to reconcile the two by saying that
Satan entered the Garden in the serpent’s mouth. Hence, leading astray is
attributed to it in the Torah, for that is the location of theDevil who led them
astray. In the Qurʾan, however, [this is attributed] to the Devil by taking into
consideration the real speaker, which, according to reason, is more likely to
be what is right and true. As for the words that the serpent said: ‘on the day
you eat from it, you shall be like gods,’ they are in accordance with what is
in the Qurʾan, namely, His words, Exalted is He, quoting Satan: ‘Your Lord
forbade you (to eat) from this tree only lest you should become angels or
become of the immortals,’27 meaning lest you should become thus, or out of
dislike that you should become thus.

24 For these interpretations, see Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. I, pp. 302–305.
25 Genesis 3:1–7.
26 ‘But Satan caused them to slip therefrom and expelled them from the state (of felicity)

in which they were’ (Q 2:36); ‘Then Satan whispered to them’ (Q 7:20) and ‘Thus did he lead
them on with guile’ (Q 7:22).

27 Q 7:20.
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يرلخالمعف،دح�ٔ�راصدقمدٓا”20:نبزللاقهناحبـساللهنّأاذهدعبةاروتلافيركذو}447{

هجرخٔاف.“رها]لىإ[21ایحیف،انهمكلٔایو،ةایلحاةرشجنماًضیأذخٔایف،هدیدّيمنٓلاا�ّ�عل.شرّلاو

22.ضرلأاثرحیلندعسودرفنمبّرلاالله

هبّنمنببهوتعسم”:لاقنحمرلادبعنبرعم24انثدّح،هيرسفتفي23قازّرلادبعركذو}448{

اهضعببعِّشتماهـنوصغةرشجتنكاو،ةرجشلانعهاهـنوةّنلجاهتجوزومدٓااللهنكسأاّلم:لوقی

تنكاله:بهوللیق”:لاقنألىإةصّقلاقاسو.“هملخةكئلالما25اهكلٔاترثماهلنكاوضعبلىإ

.“ءاشیاماللهلعفی:لاقف؟كلٔاتةكئلالما

ماهدحأ:ينعینشنیروذمحهیفنّإف،ةاروتلافيركذاممّلهسأهذه:تلق}449{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ رهاظلب،رعِشمهنأماهدحأ

نياثلا!ةرجشلانمكلأهنوكلشرّلاويرلخاًلماعاًاخایحنكاماّنإهناحبـساللهنّٔاب نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا لثم26نزبنّأنياثلا

نّألمعیلماللهنّٔابرعشیهنأوهورخٓاروذمحهیفو.“دح�ٔ�راصدق”:وقلذفيهناحبـسالله

لبقهیلإراشأوا27ٔهبحصراملىعهبرخأتىحكلأينحانهمكلأهنألاوةرجشلانمكلٔایـسمدٓا

.هكل:ش25.اىى:ك24.نياشاقلاتلایؤاتلابحاص:ـهك23.رهل:ك22.يىحیف:ش21.نيزل:ك20
.هب–ش27.نزی:ك26
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{447} It ismentioned thereafter in theTorah thatGod,Glorified isHe, said to
Bazayān:28 ‘Adamhas become like one ofUs, knowing good and evil. Perhaps
hemay now stretch his hand, and take also from the tree of life, and eat from
it, and live forever.’ So God the Lord took him out from the Garden of Eden
to till the earth.29

{448} ʿAbd al-Razzāq [al-Ṣanʿānī (d. 211/827)] mentions in his Tafsīr,30 a
report narrated by ʿUmar b. ʿAbd al-Raḥmān who said: ‘I heard Wahb b.
Munabbih saying: “When God gave the Garden to Adam and his wife to
inhabit and prohibited him (to eat) from the tree, which was a tree whose
brancheswere branching out fromone to another, andwhich had fruits that
the angels ate for their immortality”.’ He continued the story until he said:
‘Wahb was asked: “Did the angels eat?” And he said: “God does whatever He
wills.” ’31

{449} I say: This is less problematic than what is mentioned in the Torah,
for in the latter there are two dreadful dangers. One of them is that this
implies and evenmanifests that God, theGlorified, was living, immortal and
knowing good and evil due to His having eaten from this tree! The second
one is that Bazayān was like God, the Glorified, in this regard because of His
words: ‘He has become like one of Us’. Yet there is another danger in it, and
that is the implication that God did not know that Adamwould eat from the
tree, and neither did He know that he ate from it when he ate until (Adam)
informed Him, according to what (the text of the Torah) explicitly declares

28 As understood from Ṭūfī’s subsequent explanations, this appears to be the name of an
angel or angels. It is difficult to determine themeaning and etymology of this word, although
it seems to bear some resemblance to the name zabāniya, i.e. the angels who guard Hell, as
mentioned in the Qurʾan 96:18. Furthermore, Bazayān might be a reference to the chief of
the angels called Metatron in Jewish mystical literature. There are many etymologies and
meanings suggested for the nameMetatron. Some scholars propose that it means ‘keeper of
thewatch’, ‘guardian’ and ‘protector’ (seeA.A.Orlov,TheEnoch-MetatronTradition, Tübingen,
2005, p. 93), which seems to fit Ṭūfī’s description in the subsequent passages. It might be
the case that the Arabic version of the Pentateuch used by Ṭūfī contained this additional
information, i.e. the name Bazayān, or that Ṭūfī misread some parts of the text.

29 Genesis 3:22–23.
30 Amarginal note in theKöprülüMSmistakenly attributes this passage to ʿAbd al-Razzāq

al-Qāshānī (d. 730/1329).
31 ʿAbd al-Razzāq al-Ṣanʿānī, Tafsīr al-Qurʾān, ed. M.M. Muḥammad, Riyadh, 1989, vol. II,

pp. 226–227. The same quotation is also mentioned in Ṭūfī’s theological treatise, the Ḥallāl,
f. 13b.
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.قلالخانعلاًضفمهسفنأنعهوكيحنأينقولاةقوسلّيجءيدرحیبقاذهكلّو.تئایـساملىع

تْدَبََفاَنهْم�ََ�ِاَف﴿:هناحبـسوقهرهاظبفيانی“نرع28ماهـنأمالعو،يننرعكاو”:وقو}450{

ىأرلمافينىًعلمنوكیةًرراتتس:لاقیدقنكل.هراتتسايعدتـسیءشيلاوّدبنّلأ،َ﴾ماتهُُٓاوْسََماهَُل

و258 هماركإوهفطلواللهةكمبحبسنأنیترتـسمكاماهـنألىع||رملأالحمنكل.ئيارلافينىًعلمةًرو

دوللجانملیباسرةیصعلمادعبمالهعنصهناحبـساللهنّأةاروتلافينّأهیلعلّدیو.ملاسلاهیلعمدٓا

.ةماركلاينحاهلبقفنّظلاافم،يننرعماهلعيجلاةیصعلمادعبنكااذإف.ماهسبلأو

نِاَفصِيخَْاَقفِطَوَ﴿:لىاعتوقلقفاوم“رزٓامنلاصّویلاعجو،ينتلاقرونماذخٔاف”:وقو}451{

.نیسرّفلماضعبنعانیكحماك،ينتلاةرشجتنكاةرجشلانّألىعهیبنتهیفو.﴾ةِنجَْلاقِرَوَنْمَِمايهَِْلَع

بّرلااللهيدیينبنماترتـساف،سودرفلافيشييمبّرلاتوصاعسمهتأرماومدٓانّأركذو}452{

،سودرفلافيشيتمكتوصتعسم”:لاقف“؟تنأنیأمدٓا”:لاقف،مدٓااللهىدو.سودرفلارشجينب

ةرجشلانمتكلا�ّ�ٔعل؟نرعكّنأكاردأنمو”:بّرلااللهلاقف.“تترتـساف،نرعنيّأتیأرو

.ةصّقلاقاسو.“انهعكتیهـنتيلا

.اهـنا:ك28
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or alludes to earlier (in the chapter), as it will be mentioned. All of this is
so repugnant and vile, that even the common people among created beings
are far above narrating such a thing of themselves, let alone of the Creator.

{450} (The words of the Book of Genesis): ‘And the two were naked, and
they knew that they were naked,’32 literally contradict the words of God,
Glorified is He: ‘Then they both ate from it, so that their shame became
apparent to them,’33 for becoming apparent demands being covered. But it
is also possible to say: The need for covering up may sometimes be due to
a reason found in that which is seen and sometimes due to a reason found

258ain he who sees. However, to interpret the matter as meaning that they were
both covered (from the beginning) is more befitting to God’s wisdom, His
kindness and His favour to Adam, peace be upon him. This is also indicated
by what is mentioned in the Torah that after the disobedience, God, the
Glorified, made garments of skins for them both and clothed them.34 If He
had not left themnaked after the disobedience, just imagine the time before
the disobedience, during the period of (divine) favour.

{451} (The words of the Book of Genesis): ‘Then, they took some fig leaves,
and began to weave them together into loincloths,’35 are in accordance with
the words of God, Exalted is He: ‘And they began to hide by heaping on
themselves some of the leaves of the Garden.’36 In this statement there is
an implication that the tree was a fig tree, as we have quoted from some
commentators.

{452} It is also mentioned that Adam and his wife heard the sound of the
Lord walking in the Garden, and they hid themselves from God the Lord
among the trees of the Garden. God called to Adam and said: ‘Adam, where
are you?’ Then, (Adam) said: ‘I heard the sound of Youwalking in theGarden
and saw that I was naked, so I hid myself.’ And God the Lord said: ‘And who
made you realise that you were naked? Perhaps you ate from the tree that I
prohibited you from?’37 And the story goes on.

32 Genesis 3:7.
33 Q 20:121.
34 Genesis 3:21.
35 Genesis 3:7.
36 Q 7:22 and 20:121.
37 Genesis 3:8–11.
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صحّابمضراعیدقو.يمـستجوهو،ةّنلجافيشيلماللهةفصانهم.عیناشتهیفملااذهو}453{

نودعُینشتلادَويهلامزلیقیقحتلاعمنكل.كترشمباولجاو.لوزـنلاةفصنمملاسلإانیدفيهنع

“؟تنأنیأمدٓا”:وقنياثلا.ذكاوسیلدويهلاو،تكاسوألؤّاتم29امّإينملسلمانّلأ،ينملسلما

لملىاعتهنأفيرهاظاذهنّإف.“ةرجشلانمتكلا�ّ�ٔعل؟نرعكّنأكاردأنم30و”:وقثلاثلا

اللهلىعيمظعءاترفااذهو.يرْعُلهیلعلّدتـساتىحكلأهنألمعیلمو،هبرخأتىحمدٓانیألمعی

رظننمو.لینجلإافيهریرقتقبـسماك،سىوملىعتلزنأتيلاتسیلةاروتلاهذهنّألىعلّدی

،ةاروتلانمباوصلاوةكملحهبـشأنٓارقلانّأفاصنلإادعبلمعةاروتلاونٓارقلافيلقعوةيرصبب

.فیرحتلاءلایتساودهعلامداقتلاّإذببسامو.نایبصلاتافارخهبـشتاهـنإف

.و–ش30.امأ:ش29
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{453} This statement contains various unseemly things that must be con-
demned. One of them is the attribution of walking in the Garden to God,
and that is anthropomorphism. One may oppose this with what is authen-
tically reported about Him in the religion of Islam, such as the attribute of
descending.38 So, both sides [i.e. the Jews and theMuslims] are equally called
to respond to this. However, upon investigating the matter, it appears that
the condemnation clings to the Jews but not the Muslims, for the Muslims
either interpret this metaphorically or remain silent, while the Jews are not
like that. The second condemnation regards God’s words: ‘Adam, where are
you?’ The third regards His words: ‘And whomade you realise that you were
naked? Perhaps you ate from the tree.’ For here it is evident that God, the
Exalted, did not knowwhere Adamwas until he informed Him, and that He
did not know that (Adam) ate until He inferred this from (Adam’s) naked-
ness. This is a great calumny against God, which proves that this Torah is not
the one that was sent down to Moses, as it has been previously determined
in [the Critical Commentary on] the Gospels. Whoever looks into the Qurʾan
and the Torah with discernment and reason will know in fairness that the
Qurʾan corresponds more closely to wisdom and correctness than does the
Torah, for the latter resembles children’s fairy tales. And the reason for this
is only the lapse of time and its being overcome by alteration.39

38 Ṭūfī is referring to the following ḥadīth: ‘Our Lord, Blessed and Exalted is He, descends
every night to the lowest heaven when there remains the final third of the night and says:
Who is supplicating Me so that I may answer him? Who is asking something of Me so that I
may give it to him? Who is asking forgiveness from Me so that I may forgive him?’ (Bukhārī,
Ṣaḥīḥ, “Daʿawāt” 14, “Tawḥīd” 35, “Tahajjud” 14; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Ṣalāt al-Musāfirīn” 24; Abū
Dāwūd, Sunan, “Taṭawwuʿ” 22, “Sunna” 21; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Ṣalāt” 217, “Daʿawāt” 80; Ibn
Mājah, Sunan, “Iqāmat al-ṣalā wa-al-sunna” 182; Mālik,Muwaṭṭā, “Qurʾān” 8).

39 Ṭūfī provides a much more detailed analysis of the Torah’s alteration in two of his
other writings. According to him, taḥrīf has occurred in the Torah firstly because of the
lapse of time (taqādum ʿahdihā)—a rather ambiguous phrase which also occurred earlier in
reference to the Gospels (Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, § 181; see also §350). It can be taken as the remoteness
of time between the period of oral tradition and that of the written text, as well as the long
temporal lacuna betweenMoses and Ṭūfī’s contemporary Jews. The second instance of taḥrīf
in Ṭūfī’s scheme is more explicit, as it is related to the period in which the Torah was lost
during Nebuchadnezzar’s destruction until the time when it was revived by ʿUzayr (Ezra).
On this point he seems to share similar views held by various other polemicists, such as
Ibn Ḥazm (Faṣl, vol. I, p. 298), Juwaynī (Shifāʾ, pp. 45, 47) and Dimashqī (Ebied and Thomas,
Muslim-Christian Polemic, p. 242). Thirdly, according to Ṭūfī, rabbis have altered many of the
references to the Prophet and his attributes (Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. III, p. 97. See also Intiṣārāt,
vol. I, pp. 327–328, 383). Therefore, in Ṭūfī’s view, not only was the Torah subject to taḥrīf in
the pre-Islamic period, but it continued to be changed and corrupted in the post-Islamic era.
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.اهسريحةبربحایبوركًكالمةایلحاةرشجقیرطبكلّواللهنّأايهفركذو}454{

!ةفیسخلوقعهذهو.هناحبـساللهلثميرصیفانهمكلٔایلاّئل31هيرغومدٓانمدیریهن�ٔ�:تلق}455{

.�ّ�كلّمّأاهـنلأ،ءاوّحهتجوزىسمّمدٓانّأركذو}456{

سماةأرلماف.ءرلمانماهـنلأ،ةًأرمااه�ّ�إهتیمستك،قاقتـشبنموهو،بیرقاذه:تلق}457{

ظ258 ضرلأالىإلازناّلمهیلعتوَحَاهـنلأ،ءاوّحتیسمّ||لاقیو.اهصخشلسماءاوّحو،اهعونوأاهسنلج

اللهو.ينتفشلافيةرحمهيو،ةوُلحانمءاوّحةأرلماىمّستدقو.هتفلأوهعمتعتمجايأ،ذلبقو

.لمعأ

.ةًطوسبملیباهولیباقةصّقركذو}458{

اًبجومذسیلو.صقنلاوةدزلافيتوافتمانهیبو،يمركلانٓارقلافيالمةیفانميرغهيو}459{

.فيانتلل

.اهلبقينثلاثوةئامو،اًثیشونأدعبةئانماثم:ةنـسينثلاثو32ةئماعستشاعمدٓانّأركذو}460{

فلأوهو،هرعمنمدوادهنبابهومدٓانّأنمةّیوبنلاةّنـسلاهبتصحّالمفلامخاذهو}461{

لكمأهناحبـساللهنّأركذدعسنبدّمحمنّألىع،ةنـسنوّتـسوةئماعستىقبیف،ةنـسنعیبرأ،ةنـس

.ةّنـسلافيةروهشلماةصّقلافي33ةنـسةئامدواوةنـسفلأمدٓلا

.ةنـس–ك33.ةنـس+كش32.هغوا:ك31
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{454} It is also mentioned in (the Book of Genesis) that God put a cherub
angel with a spear in charge of the way to the tree of life in order to guard
it.40

{455} I say: As if Hewanted fromAdamand others not to eat from it lest they
become like God, the Glorified. These are foolish minds!

{456} It is further mentioned that Adam named his wife Eve (Ḥawwāʾ), for
she is the mother of all living (ḥayy).41

{457} I say: This is feasible, and it refers to the etymologicalmeaning, just like
his naming her ‘woman’ (ʿimraʾa), for shewas from ‘man’ (marʾ). So, ‘woman’
is the name of her genus or kind, while Eve is her personal name. One may

258balso say she was named Eve (Ḥawwāʾ), because ‘she accompanied’ (ḥawat)
him when they descended to the earth and before, i.e. ‘she joined with him
andwas fond of him’. Thewomanmay have also been named Eve, from ‘dark
redness’ (ḥuwwat), and that is the redness of the lips. And God knows best.

{458} The story of Cain and Abel is mentioned extensively.42

{459} This is in no contradictionwith what is found in the Noble Qurʾan, yet
between the two stories there are disparities in both addition and omission.
However, that does not necessarily result in contradiction.

{460} It is mentioned that Adam lived nine hundred and thirty years: eight
hundred after the birth of Seth, and hundred and thirty years before that.43

{461} This is in opposition towhat is authentically reported by the prophetic
Sunna, that Adam granted forty years to his son David from his own life,
which was one thousand years, thus leaving nine hundred and sixty years.
In addition,Muḥammadb. Saʿdmentions thatGod,Glorified isHe, letAdam
complete a thousand years and David one hundred years, according to the
famous story found in the Sunna.44

40 Genesis 3:24.
41 Genesis 3:20.
42 Genesis 4:1–15.
43 See Genesis 5:3–5.
44 See Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Tafsīr al-Qurʾān” 94; Muḥammad Ibn Saʿd, Kitāb al-ṭabaqāt al-

kabīr, ed. ʿA.M. ʿUmar, Cairo, 2001, vol. I, p. 12.
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ينّتـسوسخموةئاثملاثدعبنمسودرفلالىإعفرملاسلاهیلعسیردإوهوخونخأنّأركذو}462{

.ةنـس

.نٓارقلافيانیلااذهو}463{

نمرهالىإشربلافيورنكستلا”:لاقهناحبـس34برلانّأحونومهركذدعبركذو}464{

.“ةنـسنیشرعوةئامناسنلإام�ّ�أنكتلو.ملحمهـنألجأ

فيلّتحلااللهحورنّٔابقطنتةاروتلاهذهو.ميهلعوملهةحجّىراصنلادنعةاروتلا:تلق}465{

وق35لیلدباللههياللهحورو.وساًشرباًمدواًلحمنكاحیـسلمانّأقافّتلاو،اًلحمهنوكلشربلا

لّيحلماللهنّألىعذلّدف.“ءالمالىعفرَِتاللهحورتنكاو”:ةاروتلانمرفسلااذه36لوّأفي

.مهلیجأفيركذوىراصنلاتلاقماكحیـسلمافي

رمعليّـهلإریدقتوهفتبثنإاذهف،“ةنـسنیشرعوةئامناسنلإام�ّ�أنكتل”:وقامّأو}466{

لهأمّكلتو،لئاسلمانماهونحودوقفلماثايرمفيلمعلالهأهبرتعادقو.�ّ�علالوقعميرغناسنلإا

لاناسنلإانّأاوعمزمهـنأيرغعَنقَْبمهیفاوتٔایلم:لاقف،هنعمهلضافأضعبتلٔاسو.هيهجوتفيبّطلا

.ينعبرأفعضلاوطاطنحفيذخٔایثمّ،ينعبرأفقیثمّ،ينعبرألىإوّنمفيلازی

ةًوقُفٍعْضَدِعَْبنْمِلَعَجَثمُفٍعْضَنْمِكمُْقََلخَيِااللهُ﴿:لىاعتوقلىإرظنباذهو:تلق}467{

لاّإو.هیلعناهربلاروطكلّفيينعبرأينعبرٔابریدقتلانكل.﴾ةًبَْیشَوَاًفعْضَةٍوقُدِعَْبنْمِلَعَجَثمُ

.لوأ–ش36.لىلدت:ك35.الله:ش34
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{462} It is mentioned that Enoch, namely, Idrīs, peace be upon him, was
raised to the Garden after three hundred and sixty-five years.45

{463} This also does not contradict the Qurʾan.

{464} Thereafter it is related concerningNoah’s birth that the Lord, Glorified
is He, said: ‘My spirit shall not abide in mankind forever, for they are flesh.
And let the days of man be one hundred and twenty years.’46

{465} I say: The Torah in the possession of the Christians is a proof both
for them and against them. This Torah says that the Spirit of God shall not
descend into thehumanbeingdue tohis being flesh,while it is by agreement
that Christ was flesh and blood, and perfectly human. And the Spirit of God
isGodHimself, as indicated byHiswords in the beginning of this book of the
Torah: ‘And the Spirit of God was hovering over the water.’47 Therefore, this
indicates that God did not descend into Christ, as claimed by the Christians
and mentioned in their Gospels.

{466} As for His saying: ‘Let the days of man be one hundred and twenty
years,’ if it is authentic it means there is divine determination of human life,
the reason for which is difficult to fathom. The people of knowledge have
taken this into consideration in the case of a lost person’s inheritance and
other similar matters, while the medical professionals speak of guidelines
in this matter. I have asked one of the eminent among them about this, and
he said that they have not come up with anything satisfying regarding the
matter other than claiming that a man continues to grow until he is forty
(years old), after which he comes to a standstill for forty (years), and then
begins to decline and weaken for forty (years).

{467} I say: This is so in view of the words of God, the Exalted: ‘God is He
Who created you out of weakness, then appointed after weakness strength,
then appointed after strength weakness and grey hair.’48 However, there
is no decisive proof that every stage is determined by the number forty.
Otherwise, one may also suggest regarding His saying: ‘Let the days of man

45 Genesis 5:23–24.
46 Genesis 6:3.
47 Genesis 1:2.
48 Q 30:54.
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و259 وهف،اهغلبیناسنإكلّنّأدیرأنإ||“ةنـسنیشرعوةئامناسنلإام�ّ�أنكتل”:وقلىعلاقیدقف

لطاًضیألطابف،اهزواجتیلاناسنإكلّنّأدیرأنإو.ةدهاشلمسانلانماًيرثكنّإف،ةدهاشلم

،همرطشوأسانلاثركأضعبلدیرأنإف،اهزواجتیلامهضعبواهغلبیمهضعبنّأدیرأنإو.اهزواجتی

.یلقلاةدئافلاهذهلثلمردصیلايّـهللإاولافمهّلقأدیرأنإو.ةدهاشلماًضیألطابف

.ضرلأافيمدٓلاهقلخلىعهبلقنزحو،بّرلافسأحون37م�ّ�أفيثركاّلمشرّلانّأركذو}468{

.بّرلايدیينبةحمردجوهنإف.اًحونلاّإحوريذكلّنمضرلأافينمكلاهإلىعمزعو

جاتحاتىحءادتبفيلهلجالىإهوبـسنثیحاللهلىعمهـبذكودويهلاعضونماذه:تلق}469{

اللهلىاعت.يمـسجتلافيميهأرلىعءًانببلقلانزحوفسلأالىإهوبـسنو،ءادبلكاردتـسلىإ

هكلمُفيفصرّتیهناحبـساللهنّأنمءلاقعلاهیلعامهيرغواذهفيباوصلاو!اًيربكاولعنولوقیاعمّ

تقوفيةدسفم،اذكتقوفيةحلصمءشيلااذهءاقبنّٔابلزلأافيقّلعتهملعنّأو،هكلمِضىتقبم

ةًرهاظنوكتدقةدسفلماوةحلصلماتثمّ.ةدسفلماتقوفيهكليهو،ةحلصلماتقوفيهیقبـیف.اذك

فيخسنلازاوجنوملسلماررّقاذهـبو.مَتهّیلابرّايمكلحاو،اهكاردإنعملهوقعصرقتدقو،سانلل

بسلحاًدغهنعهانهیثمّ،اًئیشمویلاضیرمللفصیثیحبیبطلاهيرظناولعجو.مكاحلأاوعئاشرلا

.لمعأاللهو.ةجزملأاوةنكملأاوةنمزلأافلاتخاوهيربدتوهجازمةحلصم

اًعارذنوسخمهضرعوعارذةئاثملاثوطًكالفعنصینأاًحونرمأهناحبـساللهنّأركذو}470{

.نوثلاثهعافتراو

.نمز:ك37
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259abe one hundred and twenty years,’ that if it is meant that every man will
reach it, then this is obviously incorrect. And if it is meant that no man will
go beyond it, then again this is obviously incorrect, for many people do go
beyond it. And if it ismeant that someof themwill reach it and someof them
will not go beyond it, and if by ‘some’ the majority or half of the people are
meant, then again this is obviously incorrect. And if just a few of them are
meant, then divine revelation does not come about for something of such
little benefit.

{468} It is mentioned that when evil increased during Noah’s days, the Lord
felt regret, and His heart grieved for having created Adam on the earth. And
He resolved to destroy everyone on the earth who possessed a spirit, except
Noah. For he found mercy before God.49

{469} I say: This is one of the Jewish fabrications and their lies about God,
since they attribute ignorance to Him at the beginning (of His act), so that
He is in need of emendation by an opinion that occurs to Him, and they
attribute regret and grievance of heart to Him based on their notion of
anthropomorphism. High and Greatly Exalted is God above what they say!50
What is correct in this matter and others is that which the intelligent follow,
which is thatGod, theGlorified, acts freely overHis dominion in accordance
withHis right to rule, and that He knows byHis pre-existent knowledge that
the existence of a certain thing is beneficial at such-and-such a time, while
it is harmful at such-and-such a time. Thus, He permits it to exist at the
time of benefit and causes it to end at the time of harm. Furthermore, that
benefit and harmmay either be apparent to people, or their minds may fail
to discern them, yet the Wise and the Experienced One cannot be accused
of not being aware. It is by this that the Muslims have determined the
permissibility of abrogation in the field of the revealed laws and injunctions.
They compare it to the doctorwho prescribes something to an ill person one
day, but then prohibits it for him the next day in accordance with what is
beneficial for his temperament and its regulation, as well as for differences
in time, place and nature. And God knows best.

{470} It is mentioned that God, Glorified is He, commanded Noah to make
an ark: three hundred cubits in length, fifty cubits inwidth, and thirty cubits
in height.51

49 Genesis 6:5–8.
50 ‘Glorified is He, and High (and) Greatly Exalted above what they say!’ (Q 17:43).
51 Genesis 6:14–15.
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.روذمحهبقیدصتلافيلاو،ریدقتملاسلإاةعیشرفيدریلماذهو}471{

ضرلأابرخفشكیلبارغلاملاسلاهیلعحونلسرأبوضنلافيذخأاّلمءالمانّأركذو}472{

دعباهلسرأثمّ.تداعف،ارقتـسمايهلجرلدتجلمف،ةمالحمالسرأثمّ.عجریلمف،بهذف.ترهظله

تبهذف،م�ّ�أةعبـسدعباهلسرأثمّ.لّقدقءالمانّألمعف.نوتیزةقرواهفمفيوتداعف،م�ّ�أةعبـس

.دعتلمو

38هن�ٔ�و.عجریلموتعجرثیحةمالحماسانیتـساوبارغلاشاحیتساببساذهلّعلف:تلق}473{

ظ259 .ارقتـسمدجوتىحاًرئاط||يقبوأ،هبماقٔافاًردارقتـسمدجوتىحبهذلمافيدعبأ

يرضمنّإ.عضولمضرلأادیبأدوعألا”:هبلقفيلاقنافوطللماعلاهأاّلماللهنّأركذو}474{

.“تلعفيكا�ّ�كلّهأدوعألاو.هتثادحذمشرّلالىإناسنلإابلق

.ذنعبو،لماعلاكلاهإلىعمدنف،شرّلالىعاًعوبطمهنوكلنَاسنلإارذعهن�ٔ�:تلق}475{

فیرتحنماذهنّإف39!اًيربكاولعنولوقیاعمّاللهلىاعت.هكلاهإوقللخاقلخفيلهلجالىإهوبـسنف

.لمعأاللهو.دويهلا

كماهـنأنيّأيرغ”:لاقضرخوناویحنمءشيكلّكلأهینبوحونلقلطأهناحبـساللهنّأركذو}476{

42قُیريهُنمو41.هیخأولجرلانم40ملمقتنأنيّإف!مااوكلٔاتلاف.دماجهسفنمدهیفملحكلأنع

.“مدٓاقلخاللهةروصلىعهنألجأنم،همُدقُاريهُناسنلإايففناسنإمد

.قیر:ش42.هتخا:ش41.ما:ك40.ايربكاولع–ك39.هنكاف:ش38
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{471} In the religion of Islam no measurements have been transmitted for
this ark. Hence, there is no problem in accepting it.

{472} It ismentioned that when thewater began to seep away in the ground,
Noah, peacebeuponhim, sent forth the raven tounveil thenewsof the earth
for him, as to whether it had become visible. So he went, but did not return.
Then he sent forth the dove, and she did not find a resting place for her feet,
so she came back. Then he sent her forth again after seven days, and she
came back with an olive leaf in her beak. So, he knew that the water had
decreased. Then he sent her forth again after seven days, and she went, but
did not come back.52

{473} I say: Perhaps this is because of the raven’s wildness, and the dove’s
tameness, as the latter returned, but the former did not return. It might be
that (the raven) went further away until he found an unusual resting place

259band remained there, or continued to fly until he found a resting place.

{474} It is mentioned that when God destroyed the world by the flood, He
said in His heart: ‘I shall never again eradicate any piece of earth. For the
secret thought ofman’s heart is evil fromhis youth. Neither shall I ever again
destroy every living creature, as I have done.’53

{475} I say: It is as if (God) excuses man for having a disposition for evil,
and so He regrets having destroyed the world and repents from doing that.
Thus they are attributing ignorance to Him in creating the creation and
destroying it. High and Greatly Exalted is God above what they say!54 This
is from the alteration of the Jews. And God knows best.

{476} It ismentioned that God, Glorified is He, permitted Noah and his sons
to eat every animal and vegetable, and said: ‘Except that I prohibit you from
eating flesh in which the lifeblood has clotted. So, do not eat blood! For I
shall take revenge for blood on man and on his brother. Whoever sheds the
blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed, for the reason that in God’s
image Adam was created.’55

52 Genesis 8:7–12.
53 Genesis 8:21.
54 ‘Glorified is He, and High (and) Greatly Exalted above what they say!’ (Q 17:43).
55 Genesis 9:3–6.
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.لىاعتقّحصاصقلانّألىإةراشإملااذهفيو.ةروصلالىعملارّمدق:تلق}477{

فيانیامملاسلإانیدفيسیلو.�ً�نحوةًصخرانلتّلحأماّنإو.ةیالوبقنمانلبقنمعنمُاذهلو

دئاوفلافيهتررّقدقو،اذه دئاوفلا دئاوفلا دئاوفلا دئاوفلا دئاوفلا دئاوفلا قورعفيماك،هُبانتجاقّشیاملاّإملاسلإانیدفيمرّمحهنإفماامّأو.دئاوفلا

43.اّنعتفّفخوميهلعتيلاراصٓلاانموهف.هنممحللاقورعفيامنوعّبتتیدويهلاو،هونحومحللا

مّاعلانافوطلاًدحأيهلانأاًقاثیمهمدعبنموهینبواًحونىطعأهناحبـساللهنّأركذو}478{

.باحسلافيسوقلاروهظذةملاعلعجو.ذدعب

نمنامأحزقسوق”:لاقهنأفلسلاضعبنعءاجاذهلو.حزقسوقبىمّسلماوه:تلق}479{

صرنعكلّنمنافوطنمضرلألدّبلاهنأعمزیهنأةفسلافلاوينمجّنلماضعبنعانغلبو.“قرغلا

تىحيحرلاهفسنتلمروهو،ضرلأانافوطنمدّبلاو.ءالمانافوطضىمدقف.لماعلايرصانعنم

لىع44امكلّقريحرانلانافوطنمو.ضرلأاهجولىعامكلّمديهءاوهلانافوطنمو.ضَرلأامّطی

ةدراولاتافارلخانمهنأهنمرهظینكل.ءالمانافوطنمناملأافيانیلااذهو:تلق.ضرلأاهجو

.ةدسافلاةسیِقْلاانع

45وبأماحاهصربٔاف.هتوشنفيهتروعتفشكناف،هرخمنمبشرو.اًمركسرغاًحوننّأركذو}480{

ارظنیلاّئلماهـباقعألىعایـشمو،ماهقتاوعلىعهایقلأو،اًءادرثفوماسذخٔاف.هتوخإبرخٔاف،ناعنك

.وا:ش45.انكل:ش44.انیلع:ش43
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{477} I say:Wehave already discussed the ‘image’.56 In this statement there is
an allusion to the fact that retaliation is God’s right, Exalted is He. Therefore,
those before us were not allowed to accept bloodmoney. It wasmade lawful
to us only as dispensation and gift. There is nothing in the religion of Islam
that contradicts this and I have already established this in the Fawāʾid.57 As
for the blood, it is made unlawful in the religion of Islam except that which
is hard to avoid, such as what is in the veins of the flesh and the like, while
the Jews trackwhatever is found of it [i.e. the blood] in the veins of the flesh.
And this is one of the burdens which are upon them, but which have been
lifted from us.

{478} It is mentioned that God, Glorified is He, granted Noah, his sons and
those who came after them a covenant that He would never again destroy
anyone by a universal flood. And He established the appearance of the bow
in the cloud as the sign for that.58

{479} I say: This is what is called a rainbow. In this regard a report has come
down from one of the predecessors that he said: ‘A rainbow is an assurance
of safety from drowning.’59 Another report has reached us from a certain
astrologer and philosopher in which he claimed that the earth could not
escape a flood from each element of the elements of the universe. The flood
of water has already passed. The flood of earth is inescapable, meaning the
sand which the wind carries away and scatters until it covers the earth. By
the flood of air everything on the face of the earth is demolished. And by
the flood of fire everything on the face of the earth is burnt. I say: This does
not contradict the assurance of safety from the flood of water. Yet, it appears
to be one of the fairy tales that originate from false analogies.

{480} It is mentioned that Noah planted a vineyard. He drank from its wine
and his nakedness became exposed while he was intoxicated. Ham, the
father of Canaan, saw it and informed his brothers. Then Shem and Japheth
took a garment, laid it upon both their shoulders, and walked backward lest

56 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§430–432.
57 According to his Intiṣārāt (vol. I, pp. 377 and 384), this seems to be a work in which Ṭūfī

apparently lists Jesus’ prophecies about the advent of Muḥammad and analyses how people
went astray regarding Jesus, the sign (āya) of God, most probably referring to the Taʿlīq.

58 Genesis 9:8–13.
59 Ḍiyāʾ al-Dīn al-Maqdisī, al-Aḥādīth al-mukhtāra, ed. ʿA-M. b. ʿAbdallāh b. Duhaysh,

Makka, 1990, vol. II, p. 125.
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و260 نوعلم”:لاقوثفوماسلاعد||ذنمنكااملمعوحوناصحامّلف.اهراوتىحمايهبأةروع

.“هتوخلإنوكیدیبعلادَبعو!ناعنك

وبأماحوههیبأةروعلىإرظانلانّأةاروتلخسنلاصحّأنمةخسنفيهتدجواذكه:تلق}481{

مّاوعلىإلب،ملاسلاهیلعحونلىإهتبسنقیلتلاروجاذهو.ناعنكلىعنكاحونءاعدنّأوناعنك

لاَوَ﴿:يمركلانٓارقلافيهناحبـساللهلاقدقو.هنبالىع46وعدیفهیلعهبدأءسيیلاًجرنّأسانلا

.بنذأنملاّإبقاعیلانأوردقلافيدويهلابهذملىعاًصوصخ﴾ىرَخْارَزْوِةٌرَزِاَورُزَِت

.قرفلاف،ماحهیبأنعيّقلتلاقیرطبةنعللامؤشهقحللناعنكنعلبحصرّیلمولف:لیقنإف}482{

.بنذلمايرغةبوقعلدصقینأينبودصقيرغنعاؤشهقحلینأينبقرف48!لىب47:تلق}483{

.هبنولوقتلاتمنأو.مدٓاميهبأبنذبمدٓانيبعیجماللهبذّعینأزالجاذهزاجولو

ةنـسينسخمو49ةئاثملاثهدعبشاعهنأو،حونرعمنمةنـسةئـسلنكانافوطلانّأركذو}484{

50.تامو

اةٍَنَـسفَْلامْيهِفِثَبَِلَف﴿:لىاعتوقنمنٓارقلافيالمقفاوموه:تلق}485{

.﴾اًماَعينَسِخمَْلا

.تامو–ش50.ةنـس+كش49.لىب–ش48.انلق:ك47.اوعدىڡ:ك46
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they should see the nakedness of their father, until they hid it. Then, when
260aNoah became sober and realised what had happened, he invoked a blessing

upon Shem and Japheth and said: ‘Cursed be Canaan! A servant of servants
shall he be to his brothers.’60

{481} I say: This is how I have found it in one of themost authentic copies of
the Torah: that the one who saw the nakedness of his father was Ham, the
father of Canaan, and that Noah’s invocation of evil was uponCanaan. How-
ever, to invoke evil upon someone’s son if the father himself misbehaved is
an injustice which does not befit Noah, peace be upon him, and not even
anyone among the common people. Indeed, God, Glorified is He, says in the
Noble Qurʾan: ‘And no bearer of burdens shall bear the burden of another.’61
This is especially about the Jews’ position regarding divine destiny, and that
no one will be punished except he who commits a crime.

{482} If it is said: Had he not explicitly cursed Canaan, the calamity of the
curse would have touched him by themedium of receiving it fromhis father
Ham. Hence, there is no difference.

{483} I say: Certainly not! There is a difference between unintentionally
being touched by calamity and an innocent person being intentionally
punished. If this were permissible, then it would be permissible for God to
punish all the children of Adam because of the sin of their father Adam. But
you [i.e. the Jews] do not claim this.

{484} It is mentioned that the flood occurred when Noah was six hundred
years old62 and that he lived afterwards for three hundred and fifty years
more, and then died.63

{485} I say: This is in accordancewithwhat is found in theQurʾan, thewords
of God, the Exalted: ‘And he remained among them a thousand years, save
fifty years.’64

60 Genesis 9:20–25.
61 Q 6:164; 17:15; 35:18 and 39:7.
62 Genesis 7:6.
63 Genesis 9:28.
64 Q 29:14.



452 critical edition and translation

لىإقشرلمانماولتحراف.اینسراًدحاو�ً�اسلهوةثركوحوندعباهّكلتنكاضرلأانّأركذو}486{

.ةًراحجيرصیف،رانلهقرنحواًنبلبضرنلفاومّله”:هبحاصللوقیمنهملجرلالعفج.ضرلأانمةعقب

،طبهـن،لمّهف.دحاوناسلودحاوبعشاذه”:بّرلالاقف.“ءماسلافيهسأراًحصروةًیرقنيبنف

.حصرلاءانباوكرتواوقرّفتف.ذبّرلالعفف.“هبحاصمهمدحأمهفیلاّئلمتهنسلأكانهمسّقنف

.ضرلأافي52اوقترفاكانهنمونسللأا51تلبلبتثمّنّلأ،لبةعقبلاتیسمّو

.اًدحاو�ً�كاماومزلیلاو،اینااورمعیفاوقرّفتینا53ٔمتهنسلأفلاتخافيةكملحانكا:تلق}487{

هنأهتیكاحنمقبـسماك،اذهونحوأهیلإاوقترینأنمرذحاللهنّإ:لیقنإامّأ.بیرقلمحماذه

.تافارلخانماذهف،اًهلإيرصیفهيرغوأمدٓاانهمكلٔایلاّئلاهسريحةبربحایبوركةرجشلكلّو

.نولتتقیماهـتاعرنكاف.ناعنكضرأانكسصرمنماداعنأدعباًطولويمهاربإنّأركذو}488{

اللهلاقطولقرافامّلف.مودسضرلأالىإطولقشرّو،ناعنكبيمهاربإماقٔاف.اقترفینألىعاقفّتاف

ظ260 54نّإف||.برغلماوقشرلماوبونلجاولماشلالىإهیفتنأيانكالمارظناو،كینیععفرا”:يمهاربلإ

.“ضرلأابارتلثمكتّیرّذثرّكأو56.د�ٓ�لاادبألىإسنلو55ايهطعأاهّكلىرتتيلاضرلأاعیجم

اهلماشنمجمواهقشرواهـبرغوناعنكضرأنععفترالیئاسرإنيبماذإفرظنف:تلق}489{

یللخقداصلااللهدعوضىتقبمبرعللراصو57.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمروهظباهـبونجبلاغو

.دب:ك؛دبلأا:ش.56+ش55.نأو:ش54.متهنسلأ–ش53.حوندلاوا+ش52.تلبلب:ش51
.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك57
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{486} It is mentioned that after Noah and many of his children, the whole
earth spoke one single language, Syriac.65 Then they all migrated from the
east to a particular piece of land. They began saying to one another: ‘Come,
let us make bricks and burn them, so that they become like stone. And let
us build a city and a tower whose top shall be in the heavens.’ Then the
Lord said: ‘This is one nation and one language. Come, let us go down, and
there divide their tongues, so that they may not understand one another’s
speech.’ And the Lord did thus. And they dispersed and abandoned building
the tower. And for that reason, that piece of landwas called Babel, because it
was there that the languages became confused (tabalbalat), and from there
they dispersed throughout the earth.66

{487} I say: Thewisdombehindmaking their languagesdiversewas that they
should disperse and inhabit theworld, andnot cling to one single place. This
is a feasible interpretation. But if it is said: ‘God was wary that they might
ascend to Him,’ or the like, such as the story that was previously narrated,
suggesting that He put a cherub angel with a spear in charge of the tree in
order to guard it, lest Adam or someone else should eat from it and thus
become a god,67 then this is one of the fairy tales.

{488} It is mentioned that Abraham and Lot, after returning from Egypt,
dwelled in the land of Canaan. And their herdsmen used to fight with one
another. So, they agreed to go their separate ways. Abraham remained in
Canaan, while Lot went eastwards to the land of Sodom. And when Lot had
left, God said toAbraham: ‘Lift up your eyes, and look from the place you are:

260bnorthward, southward, eastward and westward. Truly, the whole land that
you see, all of it, I shall give to you and your offspring forever. And I shall
multiply your progeny like the dust of the earth.’68

{489} I say: Our view is that the dominion of the children of Israel vanished
from the land of Canaan, and from its west and east, and the totality of its
north, and most of its south at the appearance of Muḥammad, may God
bless him and grant himpeace. It came to belong to theArabs in accordance

65 According to a report attributed to Wahb b. Munabbih: ‘Syriac was the first language
spoken by mankind. And people shall be called to account in it [i.e. Syriac], but when they
enter the Garden they shall all speak Arabic.’ See Wathīma, Kitāb badʾ al-khalq, p. 330.

66 Genesis 11:1–9.
67 See Genesis 3:24; Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§447–449.
68 Genesis 13:5–16.
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بلاغو،يمهاربإنيبنممهـنلأ،ميهفةوّبنلاةصحّوبرعلایضفلىعلّدیذو.ملاسلاهیلعيمهاربإ

.لمعأاللهو.همروفجوهمرفكبراعلاويزلخاوراغصلاولّاتتحاوراصلیئاسرإنيب

:لاقف.ذلىعةًیٓا�ٔ�اسف.ذبهدعوف،هضرأثریوهثریاًوهّبرلٔاسيمهاربإنّأركذو}490{

لعجاو.ءاوتـسلىعمهلصّفف،مماحخَرَْفو58ةًقَّیِقَشُوایثلاثاًزْـنعَوایثلاثاًشبكوایثلاُثلاًعجذخ”

.“داسجلأاتلىععقاوهن�ٔ�عجاو.يرطلالصّفتلاو،هبحاصءاز�ٕ�منهموضعكلّ

ذْخَُف﴿:لاقنٓارقلافينّإف،ةروصلاامّأ.ببسلاوةروصلافينٓارقلافيالمفلامخاذه:تلق}491{

ييِتحُْفَیْكَنيِرِا﴿:لاقهنلأف،ببسلافيامّأو.عبرلأاتاوذنماًئیشركذیلم﴾يرِْطلانَمِةًعََبرْا

باوصلاوةكملحهبـشا59ٔنٓارقلافيامو.ولالوصحلىعةًملاع�ٔ�اسهنأركذانهاهو﴾تىَوْمَْلا

ةكمحبئاعجفيرظنلاوةرخٓلاارمأفيلاّإرّكفیلانمماقمهماقم60نكايمهاربإنّإف.يمهاربإلاحو

هبكّنظافم،اینالىإتفتلیلاهتایحفيّبينلانكااذإو.هدعبنمارإوضرلأامفيلا،الله

ينحملانعكسمأماّنا�ّ�ٕركزنّإ”:لاقنملوقفيحدقیةاروتلافيروكذلمااذهنكل؟هتومدعب

تاماقلماةدزبدیزتتوقعلانّلأ،“نايملإردابیلموةملاعلالٔاسثیحةًبوقعيىحیبشرّب

هناحبـساللهنمةیٓلاالٔاسدقو،�ّ�ركزنملاًاحىوقأواًماقملىعا61ٔملاسلاهیلعيمهاربإو.لاوحلأاو

.هفرعاف،قبـسدقو.ذنملینجلإافيفحدقیاذهف.ءشيببَقاعیلماذهعمو،لیبرجنملا

.ملاسلاهیلع–ك61.نكا–ش60.نارقلافي–ش59.ينتقشو:كش58
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with the truthful promise of God toHis friendAbraham, peace be upon him.
This indicates the merit of the Arabs and the authenticity of prophethood
among them, for they are of the children of Abraham, while most of the
children of Israel entered into humiliation, lowliness, disgrace and shame
due to their disbelief and iniquity. And God knows best.69

{490} It is mentioned that Abraham asked his Lord for a child who would
inherit from him and inherit his land, and He promised him that. Then, he
askedHim for a sign to confirm it. AndHe said to him: ‘Take a calf three years
old, a ram three years old, a goat three years old, a turtledove and a young
pigeon, and divide them into equal parts. Put each of their limbs opposite
the other, but do not divide the birds. Arrange them as if they have fallen
upon those corpses.’70

{491} I say: This is in opposition to what is found in the Qurʾan, both in form
andmotive. As for the form, in the Qurʾan (God) truly says: ‘Take four of the
birds’71 without mentioning any four-footed animals. As for the motive, it is
because (Abraham) says: ‘Showme how you raise the dead,’72 while here it is
mentioned that he asked Him for a sign of the arrival of the child. And what
is found in theQurʾan ismore suitable towisdom, soundness, andAbraham’s
state. For Abraham’s positionwas the position of someonewho only reflects
upon the matter of the Hereafter and contemplates the marvels of God’s
wisdom, and not worldly gain or its inheritence after him. If a prophet does
not care for this world in his lifetime, can you imagine him caring for it after
his death? However, what ismentioned in the Torah impugns the statement
of he who states: ‘Truly, Zechariah stopped speaking at the time that was
given the glad tidings about John only as a punishment to him, as he had
asked for a sign and had not hastened to believe,’ for punishments increase
in parallel with the elevation of positions and states. Abraham, peace be
upon him, was in a higher position and a stronger state than Zechariah, and
hehad even asked the sign fromGod, theGlorified, not fromGabriel, and yet
he was not punished. Therefore, this impugns what is found in the Gospel
in this regard. This has been discussed before, so be aware of it.73

69 Ṭūfī offers a similar interpretation in the Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 378).
70 Genesis 15:2–10.
71 Q 2:260.
72 Q 2:260.
73 See Luke 1:18–20; Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§218–220.
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62،ايهفنولمعیو،هضرأيرغفياًنكاسنوكیسننّإ”:يمهاربلإلاقهناحبـساللهنّأركذو}492{

نوجريخمهـنإو.اًضیأهنممقتنأهمدبعتـسیيابعشلاو.ةنـسةئماعبرا63ٔنودّكَتَـسُیو،نودبعتـسُیو

و261 ||.“يمظعبمذدعبنم

همدعبتسانوعرفنّإف.فسویوبوقعیدعبصربمينفلالخالئیاسرإنيبلىإةراشإاذه:تلق}493{

لیلد“يمظعبمذدعبنمنوجريخ”:وقو.نوعرفاللهقرغٔاف،مهصّلفخسىوملسرأتىح

]ام[فلاخلىع–بلكاوعشوی64هیبئانبوأهسفنبصرملىإداعنوعرفقارغإدعبسىومنّألىع

مَوْقَْلااَنْثرَوْاوَ﴿:لىاعتوقفيةروكذلماضرلأانّأو،همعنونوعرفضَرأفم–65صصقلالهأهركذ

لىعصّندقو.صرمضرأهي﴾اَيهفِاَنكْر�َ�َتيِلااَبهَرِاَغمَوَضِرْلااقَرِاَشمَنَوفُعَضْتَـْسُیاوُنَكانَیِا

.لمعأاللهو.﴾نَیرِخَٓااًموَْق–66لیئاسرإنيب–اَهاَنْثرَوْاو�َِ�َذَكَ﴿:لوقیثیحنٓارقلاذ

تلاقف.رجاهاهسماةّیصرمةمأاهلنكاو،واهلنكیلميمهاربإةأرماةراسنّأركذو}494{

،رجاهلىعلخدف.“هب67ىزّعتناًوانهمقزرینأاللهسىع.رجاهلىعلخدا”:يمهاربلإةراس

لىإيعجرا”:لاقف،بّرلاماهاّقلتف.رجاهتبرهف،ةراساتهتمـشف.انهیعفياتهُلاوم68تناهف.تلمفح

نیتـسو،لىبحكّنإ”:اهللاقو.“هددعصىيحلااًراثكإسناللهثرّكی.اهدیتتحنيوكف،كتلاوم

هدی.هیفكرَابـیو،ينّیمدٓلااعیجمنمودبنوكیوهو.كدبّعتعسمدقاللهنّلأ،لیعماسإهسمااًملاغ

تّسنبالیعماسإةدلاوينحيمهاربإنكاو.“لزـنیهتوخإعیجمدّخلىعو.هبكلّلادیوكلّلالىع

.ةنـسينناثمو

حیضوتةرابعهي“لیئاسرإنيب”ةرابعلا66.صرملىا+كش65.هبیانب:ش64.اودكتـسىو:ك63.ايهف–ش62

.تباهف:ش68.ازعتن:ك؛ازعتت:ش67.نٓارقلاصّننمتسیلهيوفّلؤملل
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{492} It is mentioned that God, Glorified is He, said to Abraham: ‘Truly, your
offspring shall dwell in a land other than their own and shall work there, and
they shall be enslaved and worn out for four hundred years. And I shall take
revenge for them upon the nation that will enslave them. After that they

261ashall truly come out with great possessions.’74

{493} I say: This is an allusion to the succeeding generations of the children
of Israel in Egypt after Jacob and Joseph. Truly, Pharaoh enslaved them until
Moses was sent and delivered them and God drowned Pharaoh. His saying:
‘after that they shall truly come out with great possessions,’ is an indication
that after the drowning of Pharaoh, Moses returned to Egypt by himself or
with his deputies Joshua and Caleb—in opposition to what is mentioned
by the story-tellers—and he ruled over Pharaoh’s land and its blessings. It is
also an indication that the landmentioned in thewords of God, the Exalted:
‘AndWemade the folk whowere despised to inherit the eastern parts of the
land and the western parts thereof which We had blessed,’75 is the land of
Egypt. The Qurʾan indeed declares this explicitly as it says: ‘Thus it was, and
Wemade it an inheritance for another folk,’76 i.e. the children of Israel.77 And
God knows best.

{494} It is mentioned that Sarah, Abraham’s wife, did not have a child and
that she had an Egyptian handmaid whose namewas Hagar. And Sarah said
to Abraham: ‘Go in unto Hagar. God may bless us from her with a child in
whom we shall find solace.’ And he went in unto Hagar, and she conceived.
And her mistress became despised in her eyes. So Sarah scolded her, and
Hagar ran away. Then, the angel of the Lord met her, and said: ‘Go back to
your mistress and stay under her hand. God shall multiply your offspring so
greatly that their number cannot be counted.’ Also he said to her: ‘Truly, you
are pregnant and shall give birth to a boy whose name is Ishmael (Ismāʿīl),
for God has indeed heard (samiʿa) your devotion (to Him). He shall be a
nomad among all the children of Adam and shall be blessed. His hand shall
be against everyone, and everyone’s hand shall be with him. He shall dwell
before the face of all his brethren.’ Abraham was eighty-six years old at the
time of Ishmael’s birth.78

74 Genesis 15:13–14.
75 Q 7:137.
76 Q 44:28.
77 For this interpretation, see Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. IX, pp. 51–53; vol. XXV, pp. 141–142.
78 Genesis 16:1–12, 16.
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كلّلىعيأ،كلّلالىعهدینوكیو،هیفكرابـیلیعماسإنّٔابيّـهللإاولاقطندق:تلق}495{

هتعفروهزّعولیعماسإةكربرهظتلمو.ميهلعولعیوسأریيأ،هتوخإدّخلىعلزـنیهنأو،يمهاربإو

تبثو.ةاروتلافيهتوّبنلىعلیلد70اذهف69.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمروهظبلاّإيمهاربإنيبةّیقبلىع

.لیعماسإوهيمهاربإركبنّأاذهـب

كیطعأ”:لاقنأانهم.ءایـشٔابهدعوف،ذدعبيمهاربلإنلعتـساهناحبـساللهنّأركذو}496{

71.“اًهلإملهنوكأو،دبلأالىا�ً�ٕايرمناعنكضرأعیجمكنكسمضرأكدعبنمكتیرّذو

،لیعماسإنيبلتراصو،قاسحإنيبيدیأنمتجرخناعنكضرأنّأقبـسفاّنّیبدقو}497{

هضرأثروینٔابلیعماسإلىعاللهتنَمَْینألالمحانمذإ،دّمحمةوّبنةصحّلىعلّدیوهو.هتمّأودّمحم

.هناحبـساللهلىعينباذّكلارَاّفكلا

ظ261 دیبعلكاهميرغنممهعبتنموسنووهتنتيخنأ||اًدهعيمهاربإدهاعهناحبـساللهنّأركذو}498{

لاولرغأيقبركذيّأو”:لاق.“رهالىإكمفولبخاًقاثیموكنیبونيیباًدهع72نوكیف”:لاق.همونحو

.“قياثیمتعاضا73ٔذإ،ابهعشنمسفنلاتتهفتنتيخ

،ينملسلمانمةعماجبهذموهو،ءاسنلانودلاجرلالىعناتلخابوجوهیفاذهف:تلق}499{

اللهنّأعمناتلخانوكتریمهـنلأ،ىراصنلللیلضتهیفو.همدعومايهلعبوجولا:ينفرطلموقلاقو

نألاّإيمهاربإلسننماوسیلمهـنأوأللاضلاامّإمزلیف.رهالىإسنويمهاربإلىعهبجوأ

.اذا:ش73.نوكی:ك72.اه:كش71.اذهو:ك70.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك69
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{495} I say: The divine revelation has pronounced that Ishmael would be
blessed, and his hand would be against everyone, meaning against every
child of Abraham, and that he would dwell before the face of his brethren,
meaning he would be the chief and would have power over them. Ishmael’s
blessing, glory and high standing over the rest of the children of Abraham
did not emerge, except by the appearance of Muḥammad, may God bless
him and grant him peace. So, this is a proof for his prophethood in the
Torah.79 It is also proven by this that the firstborn of Abraham was Ishmael.

{496} It is mentioned that afterwards God, Glorified is He, revealed Himself
to Abraham and promised him certain things. One of them is that He said:
‘I shall grant you and your progeny after you the land of your residence, the
whole land of Canaan, as an inheritance forever, and I shall be a god for
them.’80

{497}Wehave already explained before that the land of Canaan ceased to be
in the hands of the children of Isaac andbecame the property of the children
of Ishmael: Muḥammad and his followers. This proves the truthfulness of
Muḥammad’s prophethood, since it is absurd that God would bestow bless-
ings upon Ishmael by making his land the inheritance of the unbelievers
who perpetually tell lies about God, the Glorified.

{498} It is mentioned that God, Glorified is He, made a covenant with
261bAbraham that he, his offspring and those who followed them from among

others, such as servants and the like, should be circumcised. He further
said: ‘So, this shall be a covenant between Me and you and a covenant for
your successive generations forever.’ He also said: ‘Any male that still has a
foreskin and is not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off from its nation,
since he has broken My covenant.’81

{499} I say: Herein is the obligation of circumcision for men but not for
women, and this is the opinion of one group among the Muslims, while
other folk hold two extreme positions: it being obligatory for both of them
[i.e. men and women] and it not being obligatory at all. This statement
demonstrates that the Christians are misguided, because they have aban-
doned circumcision, although God made it obligatory for Abraham and his

79 Ṭūfī offers a similar interpretation in the Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 379).
80 Genesis 17:8.
81 Genesis 17:9–14.
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روذلمحانّألىإناتلخاكرتفيىراصنلاحوترساماّبرو.همدنعخسناذهفيةاروتلاكمحنّأاونّیبی

جرخامسجنلا”:حیـسلمالوقلدنعاًروذمحسیل74ذنكل،ايهفلوبلاناقتحاوهماّنإرغلانم

فيطوبرموهفضرلأافيهوتمطبرام”:هئافللخوقلىا75ٕوأ،“جرفلانمجرخاملا،بلقلانم

نكل.ناتلخابوجومدعبهؤافلخكمحدقو.“ءماسلافيلولمحوهفضرلأافيهوتمللحامو،ءماسلا

.اهصرنبمایقلاميهلعرذّعت76ايهفاوشقوناذإ.تافارخهذه

ةنـسينعستوعستنباذئمویيمهاربإو.ةراسنمقاسح�ٕ�يمهاربإشرّبهناحبـساللهنّأركذو}500{

،اًملاغتةراسكتجوز77نّإاقح”:ذدعبتساينحيمهاربلإلاقف.ةنـسنوعستاهلةراسو

دقو،كتعسمدقفلیعماسإلىعو.هدعبنمهفللخودبلأالىإاًقاثیمهعميمقأو.قاسحا79ٕهسما78ىعدیو

ادجاًيرثكهتثرّكو،هیلعتكر.ویوعجأو،اًفیشرشرعانثايمظعبعشل“.

:ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبنةصحّلىعنلایلداذهيفف:تلق}501{

ماهدحأ}502{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ دنعاوسیلراّفكلاو،فشرلاللهمهفصو.“اًفیشرشرعانثالیعماسلإوی”:وقماهدحأ

بسانیابمرهظنملیعماسإنيبنملمعیلمو.ءافشرنونوكیلاف،راّفكمانصلأادابّعو.اًفاشرأالله

80.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحملاّإينمدّقتلماءایبنلأاةداعلىعيرالجايّدیحوتلانیاونيّايملإاسومانلا

هیلعدمحم:ك80.هسما–ش79.اعدیو:كش78.تا:ك77.ايهلع:ش76.وأ–ش.75ذ–ش74

.ملاسلا
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progeny forever. So, this necessarily implies that they are eithermisguidedor
that they are not of Abraham’s progeny.Otherwise, they should demonstrate
that the Torah’s decree on thismatterwas abrogated for them. Perhapswhile
abandoning circumcision, the Christians may find relief in saying that the
only harm emanating from the foreskin is the congestion of urine under it.
[They say:] ‘In our view, however, that should consitute no harm, because
of Christ’s words: “Impurity is that which comes out of the heart, not that
which comes out of the private parts”.’82 (They may also rely) on (Christ’s)
words to his successors: ‘Whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in
heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.’83 And
his successors decreed that circumcisionwas not obligatory. However, these
are fairy tales.When (the Christians) are criticised with regard to these fairy
tales, then it becomes impossible for them to stand up in support of them.

{500} It is mentioned that God, Glorified is He, announced to Abraham
the glad tidings about Isaac’s birth from Sarah. At that time Abraham was
ninety-nine years old, while Sarahwas ninety years old. AndwhenAbraham
regarded that as far from being probable, (God) said to him: ‘In truth, your
wife Sarah shall bear you a son, and his name shall be called Isaac. I shall
establish a covenant with him forever and with his descendants after him.
As for Ishmael, I have heard you. I have blessed himand I shall trulymultiply
him exceedingly. Twelve nobles shall be born to him. I shall make him into
a great nation.’84

{501} I say: Herein are two proofs for the authenticity of Muḥammad’s
prophethood, peace be upon him:

{502} The first proof comprises His words: ‘Twelve nobles shall be born to
Ishmael.’ God ascribes to themnobility, while the unbelievers are not nobles
before God. The worshippers of idols are unbelievers, hence they cannot
be nobles. There is not known among the children of Ishmael anyone who
appeared with what befits the law of faith and the religion of monotheism,
following the tradition of the earlier prophets, except Muḥammad, may
God bless him and grant him peace. The twelve nobles consist of him [i.e.
Muḥammad], those of his companions whom he had promised the Garden,
and his two grandsons [Ḥasan and Ḥusayn] or his two uncles Ḥamza and

82 See Matthew 15:11, 17–18.
83 See Matthew 18:18.
84 Genesis 17:19–20. Ṭūfī refers to the same passage in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I, pp. 379–380).
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ءارظنءلاؤهف81.سابّعوةزحمهاعمّوأهاطبـسوةّنلجملهعطقنیاهباصحأووهاًفیشرشرعانثلااو

و262 فيميهلإ||راشلما83همءلاؤهنّأركنأنمو.شرعنيثلااسىیعيراوحو82شرعنيثلااسىومءابقن

.ذبمنهمقّحأوهنملیعماسإنيبفيانلينّبینأهیلعفباطلخااذهـب84ةاروتلا

نياثلالیلا}503{ نياثلالیلا نياثلالیلا نياثلالیلا نياثلالیلا نياثلالیلا نياثلالیلا ً،ظعهنوكببعشلااذههناحبـساللهفصو.“يمظعبعشلعجأو”:وقنياثلالیلا

دریلاو.ةرّانمهیلعنوهأریشرلاذإ،لضافلايرلخالاّإهدنعمظعیلااللهو.برعلابعشوهو

ءاجدقو،لافطلأانحتتمماكةرخٓلاافينونحتيمكئلوأنّلأ،ةوّبنلالبقةترفلافيتامنمانیلع

صصقلارخاوأفيةيمثوهركذثیدحذفي صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا لىإةبـسنلنولیلقمهـنلأ،ةوّبنلاينحرفكنملاو.صصقلا

،لوسرنم85وليخلانأبجواللهدنعيمظعبرعلابعشنّأتبثاذإو.ثركٔلارابتعلااف،برعلا

اسرلاىعدّانمبرعلانمرهظیلمو.لسرلانم�ِ�يخُلمةیانعهبنكاثیحقاسحإبعشك

وهنوكینأبجوف86.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحملاّا�ً�ٕرغواًقشرضرلأاقبّطتىحهسومرهظو

.لمعأاللهو.لیعماسإبعشهباللهمظّعياقّلحاّبينلا

ينعستوعستنباوهوتنتخافبهذركذابمبّرلاباطخهنعلىّتخاّلميمهاربإنّأركذو}504{

وأدلاتنمهتیبفينكاركذكلّتنخو.ةنـسةشرعثلاثنباذئمویوهولیعماسإتنخو.ةنـس

.لباقلاماعلافيهبشرّبدقلب،دعبونكیلمقاسحإو87.دافتـسم

هنأةّیوبنلاةّنـسلاهبتءاجالمفلامخ“ينعستوعستنباوهويمهاربإتنتخا”:وق:تلق}505{

.قثوأدنعةّنـسلاو.مودقلةنـسينناثمنباوهوتنتخا

.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك86.اول:ك85.ةاروتلافي–ك84.هم–ش83.اڡىسر+ك82.سابعلاو:ش81
.دافتـسس:ش87
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ʿAbbās. These are the equivalents of Moses’ twelve chiefs and Jesus’ twelve
262adisciples. Whoever denies that these are the ones alluded to by this passage

in the Torah, it is incumbent upon him to explain to us who among the
children of Ishmael is more deserving of this title than them.

{503} The second proof comprises His words: ‘I shall make him into a great
nation.’ God,Glorified isHe, describes this nation being great, and that is the
Arab nation. And with God there is nothing great but excellent goodness,
for evil is to Him worth less than an atom. The case of those who died
in the period (fatra)85 prior to the prophethood (of Muḥammad) does not
contradict us, because theywill be tried in theHereafter in the samemanner
in which small children will be tried, and a ḥadīth has come down in regard
to this, whichWathīmamentions in the last parts of theQiṣaṣ.86Nor does the
case of those who were unbelievers during the time of the prophethood (of
Muḥammad) contradict us, because they are a small number in respect to
the Arabs and consideration is given to the majority. Since it is established
that the Arab nation is great before God, it also requires that they be not
devoid of a messenger, just like Isaac’s nation, as God took care of them, not
leaving them devoid of messengers. And none appeared among the Arabs
who claimed to be a messenger and whose law triumphed until it pervaded
the earth, east and west, except Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant
himpeace. Thus, it necessarily follows that hewas the trueprophet bywhom
God made Ishmael’s nation great. And God knows best.

{504} It is mentioned that when the Lord’s address mentioned above was
complete, Abraham went and circumcised himself, and he was ninety-nine
years old. He also circumcised Ishmael who was thirteen years old at that
time. And he circumcised every male who was in his house, those born in
the house and those acquired.87 But Isaac was not yet born, rather, the glad
tidings about him were announced in the following year.

{505} I say: Itswords, ‘Abrahamcircumcised himself, andhewas ninety-nine
years old,’ are in contradiction with what the prophetic Sunna has brought,
which deems that he circumcised himself when he was eighty years old.88
The Sunna is more reliable, in our opinion.

85 Fatra, literally meaning ‘interval of time’, ‘intermission’ or ‘pause’, is a theological term
referring to the interval between two consecutive prophets.

86 Thisḥadīth is not found in the published text ofWathīma’swork.However, it is reported
in Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal’sMusnad, 4/24.

87 See Genesis 17:23–27.
88 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Aḥādīth al-anbiyāʾ ” 11, “Istiʾdhān” 51; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Faḍāʾil” 41.
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موقفييمهاربإدامجوولةراسىشربولجعلملههتفایضويمهاربإفیضةصّقركذو}506{

لىإتتفتلافهأجمفيهعمتجرخطولةأرمانّأركذهنأيرغ،نٓارقلافيانیلاهجولىعطول

.اًرواًتیبركطولموقلىعرطمأاللهنّأو،حلمنمةئماقتراصفائهارو

هنأذعمدازو.﴾دٍوضُْنمَلٍیسجِِّنْمِةًرَاَجحِ﴿:هنأركذنكل،نٓارقلافيروكذمرطلماف:تلق}507{

امّأو.باذعلانمعاونلأاهذهعیمبجاهـبذّعهنأزاولج88فٍانتلاو.﴾اَهَلفِاَساَيهَلِاَع﴿:لعفج،اهـبفسخ

ظ262 بصنلاوعفرلاءارق||هیلعتّلداملىعءانبملاسلإالهأهیففلتخاف،هعمطولةأرماجورخ

ادٌحَاكمُْْنمِتْفِتَْلَیلاَوَلِیْللانَمٍِعطْقِب�َِ�ِهْابِسرِْاَف﴿:لىاعتوقفي“كتأرما”في

نفم.﴾كَُتارَمْالا

لّدیف.“كتأرمالاّإكمنمتفتلیلا”هریدقتف،“دحأ”نملدبهي:لاقلاًصّتمءًانثتـساعجوعفر

هٔابسرأ”هریدقتف،“سرأ”نمنىثتـسمعجبصننمو.نیراسلاهأوطولنمتنكااهـنألىع

،فارعلأاةروسكينجانلانمائهانثتـسالىعلّدماّنإف،نٓارقلاةّیقبامّٔاف.“اهـبسرتلاف،كتأرمالاّإ

اًطولنّأومهعمهيتسراهـنٔابينتءارقلا89ينبمهضعبعجمو.توبكنعلاو،لمّنلاو،ءارعشلاو،رجلحاو

.اهـبسریلم

.ينب+ش89.فىانت:كش88
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{506} The story of Abraham’s guests and his repast of calf he offered to them,
the glad tidings of a child to Sarah, andAbraham’s argument about Lot’s folk
are all mentioned89 in a way that does not contradict the Qurʾan, except for
themention that Lot’s wife left with him togetherwith all his family, and she
turned round behind her and became a pillar of salt, and that God rained on
Lot’s folk sulphur and fire.90

{507} I say: The rain is mentioned in the Qurʾan, but it is mentioned that
it consisted of ‘stones of clay, one after another.’91 It is also added that this
caused the city to be swallowedupby the earth and turned it ‘upside down’.92
Yet, there is no contradiction between the two, for He may have punished
it with all these types of punishment. As for Lot’s wife leaving with him,
the followers of Islam have disagreed on it based on what is implied by

262bthe two recitations of ‘your wife’ in their nominative and accusative forms
respectively, as found in thewords of God, Exalted is He: ‘So, travel with your
family in a part of the night, and let not one of you turn round, except your
wife.’93 Therefore, he who reads it in the nominative case and regards it as a
connected exception (istithnāʾ muttaṣil),94 would say: This is the substitute
(badal) of ‘one’, so its implication would be: ‘Let none of you turn round,
except your wife.’ So, it would indicate that she was one of those who were
travelling amongst Lot and his family. But he who reads it in the accusative
casewould regard it as an exception from ‘travel,’ so its implicationwouldbe:
‘Travel with your family, except your wife; do not travel with her.’ As for the
rest of the Qurʾan, such as sūrat al-Aʿrāf,95 al-Ḥijr,96 al-Shuʿarāʾ,97 al-Naml,98
and al-ʿAnkabūt,99 this indicates only her exception from those who were
saved.Oneof the commentators has reconciled the two recitations by saying
that she travelled together with them, but that Lot did not travel with her.’

89 See Genesis 18:1–33.
90 Genesis 19:15–16, 24, 26.
91 Q 11:82.
92 Q 11:82.
93 Q 11:81.
94 An exception in which the thing excepted belongs to the same kind or category as that

of the generality from which the exception is made.
95 ‘AndWe saved him and his family, except his wife, whowas of thosewho stayed behind’

(Q 7:83).
96 ‘So travelwith your family in a part of the night and yourself follow their backs. Let none

of you turn round, but go whither you are commanded’ (Q 15:65).
97 ‘So We saved him and his family, all except an old woman among those who stayed

behind’ (Q 26:170–171).
98 ‘ThenWe saved him and his family except his wife; We destined her to be of those who

stayed behind’ (Q 27:57).
99 ‘We are to save him and his family, all except his wife, who is of those who stay behind’

(Q 29:32).
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لیؤاتلىع90امّإرملأالمحیف.مهعمتسراهـنأيرسافتلاوصصقلاهیلعتّلدياو:تلق}508{

امابهیصمكتأرمانكل”هریدقتفاًعطقنمعفرلاةءارقفيءانثتـسلىعوأ،روكذلمالؤّاتلمااذه

92.خسممهـباصأمهـنألقندقو.خسلماةلىعوهف،حلمنمةًئماقهتأرمالعج91امّأو.“مهـباصأ

هركذياف،لاّإو.ةاروتلافيروكذلمااذهصحّنإ،خسلماسنجنممهـباصأاماهـباصأدقنوكتف

.لمعأاللهو.اهلتقفرحجاهـباصٔافتتفتلااهـنأنوملسلما

أنّإ”:ىرغصللىبركلاتلاقف.هاتنباهعموةًراغمنكسهموقكلاهدعباًطولنّأركذو}509{

،اًرخمأقِسَْنلف،يمّلهف.اینالهأعیجملیبسكاشغینمضرلأاهجولىعسیلو،خاشدق

،لمعیلموماهعقاوف.ينتلیلفيهاتعجاضو،رلخماهاتقسماهـنإو.“لاًسنواًفلخانیبأنميمقنو،هعجاضنو

وهف،ماعوبهتسمّاًملاغىرغصلاتوو.ينبٓاولماوبأوهف،بٓاومهتسمّاًنباىبركلاتوف.ماهلبحٔاف

.اذهانمویلىإنوعمّنيبوبأ

اًحابمنكا:لاقیف،رلخمابشرامّأ.سرواللهلىعمبهیذكاأنماذهنّإف!دويهلااللهنعل:تلق}510{

93زويجنكادقهنأعم،حكانلادقعبهدعبنفممدٓاعشرفياًزئاجهملعنلمف،تانبلاءطوامّأو.مله

مهعقویتىحةمصعلادیقنمينظوفلمحاماركلاسر94هناحبـساللهدرّيجفیكف.تاوخلأاحكانهیف

.هناحبـس–ش94.زويج–ش93.خسم–ش92.نم+ك91.امأ:ش90
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{508} I say: What is indicated by these stories and commentaries is that she
walked together with them. So, the matter should be interpreted either in
accordance with the interpretation of this exegete mentioned above, or in
accordance with the interrupted exception in the recitation of the nomina-
tive case,100 so its implicationwould be: ‘However, yourwife shall be afflicted
by that by which they shall be afflicted.’ As for his wife’s turning into a pil-
lar of salt, that is in the manner of metamorphosis. It has been reported
that (the inhabitants of the city) were afflicted by a kind of metamorphosis.
Therefore, it could be that she was afflicted by the same kind of metamor-
phosis that they were afflicted by, if this statement mentioned in the Torah
is authentic. Otherwise, the case should be that which is understood by the
Muslims; that she turned round, then a stone struck her and killed her. And
God knows best.

{509} It is mentioned that Lot, after his folk’s perdition, dwelled in a cave
andhis twodaughterswerewithhim.And the older said to the younger: ‘Our
father has grown old, and there is not aman on the face of the earth to come
in unto us in the manner of all the people of this world. Come, let us make
our father drink wine, lie with him, and raise successors and descendents
fromour father.’ Theymade himdrinkwine, and laywith him twonights. So,
he had intercoursewith the two,without knowing, and impregnated both of
them. And the older bore a sonwhom she namedMoab, and he is the father
of the Moabites. And the younger bore a boy whom she named Boam, and
he is the father of the children of Ammon to this day of ours.101

{510} I say: May God curse the Jews! Truly, this is one of their lies about God
and His messengers. As for drinking wine, one may say: It was allowed to
them. But as for having sexual intercourse with daughters, we are not aware
of it being permissible by the contract of marriage in the revealed law of
Adam and those who came after him, although it used to be permissible in
it to marry sisters. Then how would God, the Glorified, divest His noble and
protected messengers of the bond of infallibility and let them fall by forni-
cation and adultery into that which He has never evenmade permissible by

100 Istithnāʾ munqaṭiʿ is an exception in which the thing excepted belongs to a different
kind or category. This statement seems to be in contradiction with what Ṭūfī said in the
previous paragraph, namely, that when read in the nominative case this would be a con-
nected exception (istithnāʾ muttaṣil). So, perhaps instead of muttaṣilan he has mistakenly
saidmunqaṭiʿan here.

101 Genesis 19:30–38.
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ماك،يرثكباذهنمسریأوهاممّمهسريحومهطويحنكادقو،�ً�زواًحافسحكانلّطق95هزيجلمف

.ذيرغوهبهاركلإاونجسلادعبزیزعلاةأرمانمفسویمصع

و263 .“تيخأهي”:يمهاربإلاقو96،لخبأهسماو||رابّلجااهذخأينحيمهاربإةجوزةراسةصّقركذو}511{

.“ةًأرمالياللهاهلعجو.يمّأنمتسیلوبيا97ٔةنبا،تيخأهياقح”:لاقذلىعرابّلجاهبتاعامّلف

حكانفيمدٓانیدنمفرعاملىعهمّأنودبرقلأاهیبأنمهتخأتنكااهـنألتميح:تلق}512{

ينّبتو.حونوأمدٓادعبلأاهیبأنمدارأهنألتميحو.سىومعشرفيخسنلالبقاذهنكاو.تاوخلأا

بذكیلم”:ملاسلاهیلعوقنمةّنـسلافيءاجامنّإو.رابخلإااذهفيبذكیلميمهاربإنّأاذهـب

وأ،اًزامج�ً�ذكهاسمّوضیرعتلاامّإلب،قلطلمايّقیقلحابذكلاهبدارلماسیل“ثلاثفيلاّإيمهاربإ

اّلمهنإيأ،باطلخالیلدرابتعوأ،اًتخألاةًجوزاهـنوكةنميأ،هجونودهجونمبذكلا

.بقلموهفموهو،ةًجوزتسیلاهـنأهنممهف“تيخأهي”98:لاق

.لاق–ش98.ةما:ش97.لخیا:ش96.زيج:ش95
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marriage, when He used to protect them and guard them fromwhat was far
lighter than this, just as he preserved Joseph from Potiphar’s wife after she
tried to compel him (to lie with her) and imprisoned him, and other such
instances.

{511} The story of Sarah, Abraham’s wife, is also mentioned, when the tyrant
263awhose namewas Abimelech took her, and Abraham said: ‘She ismy sister.’102

And when the tyrant reproved him for that, he said: ‘In truth, she is my
sister, daughter of my father, but not from my mother. And God made her
my wife.’103

{512} I say: It is possible that she was his sister from his direct father,104
but not from his mother, as it is a known fact that marrying one’s sister
was permissible in the revealed law of Adam. And this occurred before its
abrogation by the revealed law of Moses. It is also possible that he meant
(she was his sister) from his paternal ancestor, Adam or Noah. Thus, it
becomes clear that Abraham did not lie in regard to this information. Yet,
what has come down in the Sunna, namely, (the Prophet’s) words, peace be
upon him, ‘Abrahamnever lied, except for three times,’105 does not indicate a
real and absolute lie, but rather, this is either a case of speaking equivocally,
so (the Prophet) called it a lie metaphorically, or it is a lie in one respect but
not in another respect. It may be a lie, in respect of her being a wife, not a
sister, to the degree that what is indicated by the speech, ‘She is my sister’,
would make the addressee understand from it that she was not his wife, for
this is what is customarily understood from the title ‘sister’.106

102 Genesis 20:2.
103 Genesis 20:12.
104 i.e. not some other male ancestor, for example, a grandfather.
105 The first is the above-mentioned case where he referred to his wife as his sister, the

second is his statement, ‘I feel sick’, uttered in a discussion he held with idolworshippers
(Q 37:89), and the third is his response, ‘this, their chief has done it’, when he was asked who
had smashed the idols in the temple, despite the fact that he had done it himself (Q 21:63).
See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Aḥādīth al-anbiyāʾ ” 11; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Faḍāʾil” 41; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan,
“Ṭalāq” 16; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Tafsīr al-Qurʾān” 22.

106 Ṭūfī examines the same subject in his Ishārāt, where he says that these cases were
metaphorically called ‘lies’ by the Prophet only with regard to the high status of Abraham.
Although they were not lies in the real sense of the word, someone like Abraham would call
his equivocal statement a lie due to his elevated position. Ṭūfī supports his interpretation
with the proverb: ‘The virtues of the pious are the faults of those brought near to God’
(Ḥasanāt al-abrār sayyiʾāt al-muqarrabīn). See Ṭūfī, Ishārāt, vol. III, p. 29.
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قاسحإتنخهنأو،ةنـسةئامذئمویيمهاربلإو99،ةیّضقلاهذهدعبقاسحإتوةراسنّأركذو}513{

.هیلإاللهدهعماك،هومنمم�ّ�أةینل

نيّعجرخا”:يمهاربلإتلاقف،أزيهةّیصرلمارجاهنباتأرقاسحإتواّلمةراسنّأركذو}514{

.انهباورجاهـبيمهاربإجرفخ“!قاسحإنيباعمانهباثریلاّئلةملأاهذه

،شطعلانمتولماهتنراقمو،ءالماهزاوعإنمذفيةّنـسلافيةروهشلماةصّقلاونحركذو}515{

هنأانهم.لقاعلىعىفتخلاتافیرتحةاروتلافي101ةصّقلافينكل.ءالما100هراهظإو،اهللماةبطامخو

عبَْـسئربةّیرّباهـنٔابنارافةّیرّبسرّفهّنكل.“ايهفميرلالمّعتو،نارافةّیرّبفينكسملاغلانّأ”:ركذ

نّأحیحصلاو.ةراسعماًفنٓاةروكذلماةصّقلا103ىرجيانيمتلابحاص102لخبأدلابنماهـنأو

اّنمإهنأباوصلاو.“صرملهأنم،لیعماسإنيعی،همّأهتحكنأو”:لاقهنأانهمو.ةّكمهياّنمإناراف

نيعی،لاقهنأبذكلالىعاهّلدأوهوانهمو.ةیّنلابرعلانمةّكبمهیلعاودروموقهمرجنمجوّزت

اًءولممءًاقسواًبزخذخأو،ةادغليمهاربإركتباف”:ةراستلاقماكملاغللتزعینأيمهاربإدارأاّلم

ءالمانىفو.عبـسئربةّیرّبتتٔاف،تضفم.اهلسرأو،اهقتاعلىعملاغلاعضوو،رجاهلىإهعفدو،ءًام

ظ263 ينحهارتلاّئلمهسةَیمْرَبهئاز�ٕ�||تسلفج،تضمو.حیِـشلصأتتحملاغلاتمرو،ءاقسلانم

.“تويم

.ارح:ك103.لخیا:ش102.هىضقلا:ك101.هراهظافي:ش100.ةصقلا:ش99
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{513} It is mentioned that Sarah bore Isaac after this incident, when Abra-
ham was one hundred years old, and that he circumcised Isaac eight days
after his birth, as God had enjoined upon him.107

{514} It is mentioned that when Sarah bore Isaac, she saw the son of Hagar,
the Egyptian, mocking, and she said to Abraham: ‘Cast out this handmaid
fromme lest her son becomes an heir alongside my son Isaac!’ So, Abraham
cast out Hagar and her son.108

{515} It is further mentioned that (Ishmael) was in desperate need of water
and was close to death due to thirst, and that an angel addressed (Hagar)
and caused water to appear, all in line with the famous story reported in
the Sunna about this.109 However, the story in the Torah110 contains alter-
ations that cannot be concealed from an intelligent person. One of them
is its mention that ‘the boy dwelled in the wilderness of Paran and learned
archery there.’111 But it interprets thewilderness of Paran as being thewilder-
ness of Beersheba and being among the lands of Abimelech,112 the leader of
the South, who is included in the above-mentioned story about Sarah. How-
ever, what is correct is that Paran is Mecca itself. Another alteration puts it:
‘And his mother took a wife for him, namely, Ishmael, from the people of
Egypt.’113 But the truth is that he married from Jurhum, a folk from among
the Yemenite Arabs who had come to him in Mecca. Yet another alteration,
which is the most indicative of lies, is its saying that Abraham wanted to
withdraw from the boy as Sarah had told him: ‘And Abraham rose up early
in the morning, and took bread and a water-skin filled with water and gave
that to Hagar, and placed the boy on her shoulder, and sent her away. So, she
departed and came to the wilderness of Beersheba. The water of the water-
skin was spent and she cast the boy under the trunk of a shrub. She went

263band sat down opposite him about the distance of a bow shot, lest she saw
him when dying.’114

107 Genesis 21:1–5.
108 Genesis 21:9–10.
109 Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Aḥādīth al-anbiyāʾ ” 12.
110 See Genesis 21:14–19.
111 Genesis 21:20.
112 See Genesis 21:14, 25–31.
113 Genesis 21:21.
114 Genesis 21:14–16.
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يمهاربإرعمويمهاربلإولیعماسإنّأقبـسدقهنأملااذهنميحصرلابذكلانایبو}516{

،قاسحإةدلاودعبتنكاةصّقلاهذهنّأو،ةنـسةئامهرعمووقاسحإنّأو،ةنـسنوناثموتّس

وهاهلبقذإ،هتدلاودعبلاّإنوكیلااذهو.قاسحإانهباعملیعماسإثرینأتیشخةراسنّلأ

همأوةراسهتفنينحنكالیعماسإنّأينّبتاذهفرعاذإو.ولانمةسیٓاهيتنكاومودعم

فينوكینمو.هرعمنمةئامةنـسلىإيمهاربإرعمنمينناثموتّسةنـسنمذو.ةنـسشرععبرأ

.بّشف،ملاغلاعمنكااللهنّأةاروتلافيكىيح104وهومایّـسلا،ادتـشماًغللاًجرنوكینّسلااذه

اهـنأو،ةداوّزلابزخعمواًءامءولممءاقسعمرجاهقتاعلىعنكالیعماسإنّأكىيحذعموهثمّ

نمالغلاوغلبُلالاجرلاتافصلا،عیضارلمالافطلأاتافصهذهو.حیـشلصأتتحهتمرءالمانىفاّلم

دحأنلاطبوأ،انفصواملىعةیكالحاهذهنمةاروتلافيامضقانت105امّإبجویاذهف.ينقهارلما

لىعهتلحمرجاهنوكوأ،ةنـسةشرععبرأذئنیحلیعماسإنوكنيعأ،انهمنیروكذلماينضیقنلا

اًءاقسواًبزخاهـتداوّزتلحمتىححورلاايهفخفنلبجةینثلبةّیمدٓانكتلمرجاهنّأوأ،اهقتاع

!نارافةّیرّبلىإةنـسةشرععبرأهرعم�ً�اسنإواًءاماًءولمم

اهقتاعلىعويمهاربإقتاعلىعلب،اهقتاعلىعنكیلملیعماسإنّأىعدّاوفّكلتمفّكلتنإف}517{

،اًضیأذحّصیلا:انلق.خاسّنلاضعبنميّملقفیرتحلاًوّأهركذ107امنّأو106،ءالماودازلاهي

ذئمویيمهاربإواًصوصخ،ةنـسةشرععبرأنملمبحلا،لافطلأالمبحترجاّنمإةداعلانّلأ

ابمتبثدقذإو؟یوطةفاسمهقتاعلىعثملجرلحملىعقیطیفیك.يربكخیـشةنـسةئام

فيفیرحتلاعوقوزاولجاهـبىراصنلاودويهلاجاجتحاطقس،ةاروتلافيضقانتلاوفیرحتلاهركذ

اهـنأنودقتعیمهـنلأ،لاًدجواًمازلإايهفابمميهلعجّتنحنأانلحّصینكل.انهمهبنوجّتيح108امكلّ

.ماكل:ش108.انماو:كش107.دازلاوٓالماهى:ك106.امأ:ش105.هىو:ش104
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{516} The following explains the explicit lie found in this statement: It
has been previously mentioned that Ishmael was born to Abraham when
Abraham was eighty-six years old, and that Isaac was born to him when
he was a hundred years old, yet this story mentioned above must have
happened after the birth of Isaac, for Sarah feared that Ishmael would
become an heir alongside her son Isaac. This could only have happened
after his birth, since before that he did not exist and she had despaired of
having a child. When this is acknowledged, it becomes clear that Ishmael
was fourteen years old at the time that Sarah expelled him and his mother,
for that is the time span between Abraham being eighty-six and a hundred
years old.Whoever has reached this age is amature, strongman, particularly
since it is narrated in the Torah that God was with the boy, and that he
had become a young man. Despite this, however, it is narrated that Ishmael
was on Hagar’s shoulder in addition to a water-skin filled with water and in
addition to the bread of their provisions, and thatwhen thewaterwas spent,
she cast him under the trunk of a shrub. These details suggest the attributes
of suckling infants, not the attributes of mature men and adolescent boys.
Therefore, this requires either that there is an internal contradiction inwhat
is found in the Torah of this narration, aswe have described, or the invalidity
of one of the two above-mentioned contradictory statements, namely, that
Ishmael was fourteen years old at that time and that Hagar carried him on
her shoulder. Otherwise, (this suggests) that Hagar was not a human being,
but rather, a mountain pass into which the spirit was breathed, so that she
herself carried her provisions of bread, the water-skin filled with water, and
a fourteen year old human being to the wilderness of Paran!

{517} If a pretender dissembles and claims that Ishmael was not on her
shoulder but was on Abraham’s shoulder, while on her shoulder there were
provisions and water, and that what we mentioned earlier is a scribal error
made by one of the copyists, we say to him: This is not correct either, for
custom entails carrying small children, not carrying those who are fourteen
years old, particularly when Abraham was one hundred years old, i.e. an
extremely aged man, at that time. How could he carry a man like him on
his shoulder for such a long distance? Since the existence of alteration and
contradiction in the Torah is proven bywhatwe havementioned, the Jewish
and Christian use of it as an argument has become invalid, because an
alterationmay have occurred in everything they use as an argument from it.
However, it is right for us to use as an argument against them the things (the
Torah) contains by way of compelling them to accept our argument and in
debating, for they believe it to be a proof. Hereby a certain Christian’s use of
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ةصحّفيحدقلملاسلاهیلعدّمحمقدصفينعطلالىعىراصنلاضعبجاجتحاطقسیاذهـبو.ةحجّ

و264 هیلعتسبتلا109ةیّضقلانّأو||،جحجنياثمايهبأنمغةیاعرلىعبیعشتنببسىومجاوزنعهرابخإ

ةصّقلاتئاتـسو.سىومجاوزفيلا،تنكاهجاوزفينمغلاةیاعرنّإف.اخةنبالیحارببوقعیجوّتزب

.ذلمعاف110.لىاعتاللهءاشنإ

ياقاسحإكدیحوكنباذخ”:لاقف،يمهاربإاللهلىتبابوطلخاهذهدعبنمو:لاقثمّ}518{

شبكلهئادفوحیباةصّقركذو“.لابلجاضعبلىع�ً�رقليعجاف،اذكضرألىإهبضماو،هبّتح

كنبليّعلخبتلمكّنأثیح،تمسقأنيّإ:اللهلوقی”:لاقفبّرلامهادو:لاقنألىإ

ثریو.رحبلالحاسلىعيالمرلالثموءماسلاموجنككفلخثرّكأو،كیلعنّكرّبلأ،كدیحو

“.ضرلأالىعيابوعشلارئاسكفلبخكبرّتیو.مئهادعأضرأكفلخ

ماكقاسحإوه:موقلاقف.وهنميمهاربإيونمحیبافياوفلتخاينملسلمانّألمعا:تلق}519{

ينلوقلانمحجّرو.دحما111ٔماملإانعناتیاورنلاوقلاو.لیعماسإوه:نورخٓالاقو،ةاروتلافي

هنأ،ةاروتلاىوفحنمدافتـسموهو،ءمالعلاثركألاوقأونٓارقلارهاظهیلعلّدياراتاو،موق

ةروسفيكىحهناحبـساللهنّإف،نٓارقلارهاظامّأ.ذفيلدّبمفرّمحةاروتلاصّننكلو.لیعماسإ

�ِ�هْ�َ�ُشرَبوَ﴿:وقبابهّقعثمّ.ةًافوتـسمحیباةصّق112تاّفاصلا


رهاظلاو.﴾ينَحِلِاصلانَمِایبَِنقَاسحَْ

.تافاصلاو:ك112.ماملإا–ك111.لىاعت–ش110.ةصقلا:ش109
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it as an argument also becomes invalid when challenging the truthfulness
of Muḥammad, peace be upon him, by impugning the authenticity of his
report aboutMosesmarrying Shuʿayb’s daughter on the conditionof herding

264aher father’s sheep for eight years,115 and claiming that the matter got mixed
up in (the Prophet’s) mind with Jacob’s marriage to Rachel, his uncle’s
daughter.116 For herding the sheep happened in (Jacob’s) marriage, not in
Moses’ marriage. The story will be mentioned, if God, Exalted is He, wills.
So, be aware of that.117

{518} Subsequently, (the Book of Genesis) says: ‘After these events God
tested Abraham, and said to him: “Take your only son Isaac whom you love,
and go with him to such-and-such a land, and offer him as a sacrifice to Me
ononeof themountains”.’ And itmentions the story of the intended sacrifice
and his ransomwith a ram until it says: ‘The angel of the Lord called to him
and said: “God is saying to you: Lo! I have sworn, as you have not withheld
with niggardliness your only son from Me, that I shall surely bless you and
multiply your descendants like the stars of the heaven and the sand on the
seashore. Your descendants shall inherit the land of their enemies. By your
descendants, other nations on the earth shall be also blessed”.’118

{519} I say:Know that theMuslimshavedisagreedas towhichof the two sons
of Abraham was the (intended) sacrifice. One group said: ‘It is Isaac, just as
in the Torah,’ while others said: ‘It is Ishmael.’ Both opinions are found in
two reports from Imām Aḥmad [b. Ḥanbal].119 There is also a group that has
favoured both opinions, but the preferred opinion, which is indicated by the
explicit meaning of the Qurʾan and the sayings of most scholars and which
is also deducible from the purport of the Torah, is that it was Ishmael.120
However, theTorah’s text on thismatter hasbeenaltered andchanged.As for
the explicit meaning of the Qurʾan, God, Glorified is He, narrates the story
of the (intended) sacrifice in full in sūrat al-Ṣāffāt.121 Then He follows that
up with His words: ‘And We gave him the glad tidings of Isaac, a prophet of

115 Q 28:27.
116 See Genesis 29:18–20.
117 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §540.
118 See Genesis 22:1–18.
119 See Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,Musnad, 1/297, 306.
120 Ṭūfī discusses the very same topic in his Qurʾan commentary. See Ishārāt, vol. III,

pp. 170–173.
121 Q 37:101–111.
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همَوقهداركذبأدتباهنأهیلعلّدیو.ةاروتلافيكىحماكعقاولافيبیتترلالىعهتصّقكىحهنأهنم

.﴾ينَلِفَسْلااْهمُُاَنْلعَجََفاًدیْكَهِبِاودُارَاَف﴿:وقلىإرانلافيمهعضونمهبهودكاامومانصأيرسكتو

الَاَقوَ﴿:لاق113ثم


ابٌهِاذَنيِّ


.﴾يمٍِلحَمٍلاغُبِهْ�َ�ُشرَبَف.ينَحِلِاصلانَمِليِبْهَبِّرَ.نِیدِيهََْـسبيِّرَلىَ

�ِ�هْ�َ�ُشرَبوَ﴿:وقلىإةبترمةصّقلاقاسو


لمنإو،يدوجولابیتترلادصقفيرهاظاذهو.﴾قَاسحَْ

.بیتترللواولانكی

اذإننحو.﴾يمٍلِحَمٍلاَغُبِهْ�َ�ُشرَبوَ﴿:وقبيملحهنٔابحیبافصوهناحبـساللهنّإفاًضیأو}520{

لكمأنّأذنایبو.قاسحإنيبفيهنمبلغألیعماسإنيبفيلملحادجو،قیقحتلاينعبرظن

لبوقو،ماهـتيرسفيرظناذإو114.ملاسلامايهلعاللهيمكلسىومقاسحإنيبلكمأو،دّمحملیعماسإنيب

هبرد،يطبقلالىعليیئاسرلإاهثاغتـسااّلمسىومنّأذنفم.يمظعنوبمانهیبدجو،مايهملحينب

ظ264 ا.نِاَطیْـشلالِعمََنْمِ﴿هنا115ٕ:لاقوذلىعاللههبتاعتىح،تافم،هزكوف

.﴾ينٌبِمُلضِمُ||ودَُعهُن

كمدعومنّإف118،ةَیّسمُلَٓا117اًبرص”:لاقف،اللهفينذعیماهوهمّأورامّعبرّم116هیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمو

.سرلٓا:ـهش118.اًبرص–ش117.لمسلاهیلعدّمحمو:ك116.لاقف:ك115.ملاسلامايهلع–ك114.ثم–ش113
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the righteous.’122 Its explicit meaning is that He narrates this story according
to the sequence of what happened, just as He narrates it in the Torah. This
is indicated by the fact that He begins by mentioning (Abraham’s) fighting
his people, and smashing their idols, and what they plotted against him,
namely, casting him into the fire,123 until He says: ‘And they sought a plot
against him, but We made them the lowest.’124 Then, He says: ‘And he said:
Lo! I am going to my Lord Who shall guide me! My Lord! Grant me one of
the righteous! So, We gave him the glad tidings of a clement boy.’125 And He
continues the story in the sequence (of events) until He says: ‘We gave him
the glad tidings of Isaac.’126 This is clearly the intention of the sequence, even
if the (conjunction) wāw does not stand for the sequence of events.

{520} Furthermore, by His words: ‘So We gave him the glad tidings of a
clement boy,’127 God, Glorified is He, describes the (intended) sacrifice to be
clement. If we observe with a careful eye, we find clemency128 to be more
abundant among the children of Ishmael than among the children of Isaac.
The demonstration of this is that themost perfect of the children of Ishmael
is Muḥammad, and the most perfect of the children of Isaac is Moses,
God’s interlocutor, peace be upon them both. When their biographies are
examined and (the manifestations of) their clemency are compared with
each other, a great difference is discerned between the two. Illustrating this
is the incident in which an Israelite called Moses for help against a Copt,
whereupon he ran up to him and struck him with his fist, and he died—so
that even God reproved (Moses) for that and said that this is ‘of the Devil’s

264bdoing. Lo! He is an enemy, a mere misleader.’129 Muḥammad, may God bless
him, however, passed by ʿAmmār and his mother when they were being
tortured for the sake of God, and said: ‘Patience, O family of Sumayya! For
truly your appointed place is theGarden.’130He could have violently attacked

122 Q 37:112.
123 Q 37:83–97.
124 Q 37:98.
125 Q 37:99–101.
126 Q 37:112.
127 Q 37:101.
128 Based on Ignaz Goldziher’s analysis that ḥilm includes characteristics such as ‘forbear-

ance, patience, clemency and freedom,’ and stands in opposition to jahl, Toshihiko Izutsu
finds ḥilm to be an Arabic equivalent of the Greek ataraxia, tranquillity of the soul, and
defines it as ‘a freedom from being moved and stirred up on the smallest provocation.’
(T. Izutsu, Ethico-Religious Concepts in the Qurʾān, Montreal, 2002, pp. 28, 31 and 69).

129 Q 28:15.
130 Ibn Hishām, Sīra, vol. I, p. 342.
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ينح119هبهدنجأابمهدجنیف،هّبردجنتسیثمّ.راّفكلانممالهوحنبمشطبینأاًرداقنكاو.“ةّنلجا

بريهوأ،شماهنيبهَتيرشعدجنتسیوأ،ليّصیوهوهسأرلىعرجلحاميرینألوبا120ٔدارأ

.تبثأولمحأو121رقوأنكاهّنكل.لاقیاملّقأاذه.سىوملعفماك

،لجعلالىعينفكاعهموقدجووهّبرتاقیم122نمداعاّلمملاسلاهیلعسىومنّأذنمو}521{

تيِیَحْلِبِذْخُاَتلاَمأنَب:﴿�َ�ْوقبهفطّعتىحهتیحلبذخٔاف،نوراهلىإردو.اهسرّكفحاوللأاىقلأ

دارأو،جرب124ذخٔاف123،ملاسلاهیلعسىومردملاغلاضرلخالتقاّلمو.هرذعنأو﴾سيِارَبِلاَوَ

اّلمو.اًر�ٓ�اهیفرّثأتىحاصعلهبضریقفطو126،ودعی125هعبتهبوثبرجلحارّفاّلمو.رحبلافيهیقلینأ

جرّعیلاو،هبثیغتـسینوراقلعفج.هتذخافاهرمأ،سىومةعاطبضرلأااللهرمأونوراقهفذق

“!هترجلأ،بيثاغتـساول؟هيرتجلاو،كبثیغتـسی”:لاقوهیف127اللههبتاعتىحهیلع

،“هتلتقالم–�ََ�یتقُنيعی–اذهلبقاهرعشتعسمول”:لوقی128لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمو}522{

يذوأدق”:لاق،“اللههجواهـبدرَُیلمةمسقهذهنّإ”:لیقاّلمو129.ثرالحانبضرنلااهاخأنيعی

،ةرَلحاجاشرةصّقفي“؟كتعمّنبانكانأ”:يّراصنلأالاقاّلمو.“برصف،اذهنمثركٔابسىوم

.هعبت–ك125.ذخاو:ش124.ملاسلاهیلع–ك123.نع:ك122.ررفوا:ك121.لدأ:ش120.هب–ش119
.ثرلحا:ش129.لمسلاهیلعدمحمو:ك128.الله–ش127.اودعی:ك126
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any of the unbelievers who were around them. Moreover, he could have
sought aid from his Lord, and He would have aided him with that He aided
him with at the time when Abū Jahl intended to cast a stone onto his head
while hewas praying, or he could have sought aid fromhis clan, i.e. the Banū
Hāshim, or else he could have fled just asMoses did. This is the least of what
can be said. Nevertheless, he was more composed, more clement, andmore
stable.

{521} Among these proofs is that whenMoses, peace be upon him, returned
from the appointed time with his Lord and found his folk bowing down to
the calf, he threw down the tablets and shattered them. He ran up to Aaron,
and seized his beard until (Aaron) softened (Moses’) heart by saying: ‘O son
of my mother, seize me not by my beard, nor by my head,’131 and explained
his excuse to him.132 Further, when Khiḍr killed a boy, Moses, peace be upon
him, ran up and seized him by his leg and wanted to throw him into the
sea.133 And when the stone ran away with (Moses’) clothes, he ran after it
and began to strike it with the staff until marks appeared on it.134 And when
Karun threw him down and God commanded the earth to obey Moses, he
commanded the earth, and it swallowed (Karun) up. Then, Karun began to
call him for help, but he did not turn to him until God reproved him for that,
saying: ‘He is calling you for help, and you are not rescuing him? Had he
called Me for help, surely I would have rescued him!’135

{522} However, Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, said:
‘Had I heard her poem before this—meaning Qutayla—I would not have
killed him,’ meaning her brother al-Naḍr b. al-Ḥārith.136 And when he was
told: ‘This is a portion by which God’s countenance has not been sought,’
he said: ‘Moses was harmed by more than this, yet he endured patiently.’137

131 Q 20:94.
132 See Exodus 32:19–24.
133 See Wathīma, Kitāb badʾ al-khalq, p. 30.
134 See ibid., p. 34.
135 See Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. XX, pp. 125–128.
136 See Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī, Kitābmuʿjam al-buldān, vol. I, p. 122. As reported by Ibn Isḥāq in

his Sīra, al-Naḍr b. al-Ḥārith, an eminent man of Quraysh, was one of the fierce opponents
of the Prophet, insulting him publicly and showing great enmity. He faught at the Battle of
Badr alongside other Meccan polytheists, after which he fell captive and was later killed. It is
after this incident that his sister Qutayla bint al-Ḥārith recited a poemweeping for the loss of
her brother (see Guillaume, The Life of Muḥammad, pp. 136, 162–163, 308 and 360). Ṭūfī also
discusses al-Naḍr b. al-Ḥārith’s account in his Intiṣārāt (vol. II, pp. 612–613).

137 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Farḍ al-khams” 19, “Maghāzī” 58, “Adab” 71; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Zakāt”
47.
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:لوقیوهو،هاذأفيراّفكلاغلابینكاو.كملحايحصرفيهّقحيربزللفىوتـسانأيرغلعفیلموبضغ

فیك”:لوقیوماحسيملعفج.هوجشُف،دحأمویبضرو.“نوملعیلامهـنإف،ميوقلرفغامّهّللا”

تنكااّنمإهیلعاللهتاولصسىومنّأعماذه.“اللهلىإهموعدیوهو،ميهّبنهجواومّدأموقحلفی

هیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمو،ثملاحنعتاقولأاضعبفيهجرتختنكاانهّكلو،واللهفيهتابضغ

.وهاموه131نكاهبضغنّأعمذنعجريخلم130لمّسو

ءافلخو،سیقنبفنحلأاو،صماعنبسیقك،نیروهشلمابرعلاءمالحلمح132لباقنفماًضیأو}523{

فينایفسبيأنبةیواعمو،لملحانممنهعكيحاموتیبلالهأو،اهلبقومتهیلاوفيةعبرلأاّبينلا

:رعاشلاميهفلوقینیاسشمدبعنيب

سِشمدبعنيبنملُیلابهلاوهنعةّیما133ٔونبتنينح

و265 ||سِرّخُيرُغ�ٌ�اقلیلخالىعنٌاسرفربانلمالىعءٌابطخ

سِّلمُيرنالثمهٍوجووتّفختُـساموللحاذإمٍولبح

دقف.لیئاسرإنيبعاعرعمبرعلاعاعرذكو.ةًبـسنينمللحاينبدتجلم،لیئاسرإنيبداحٓامولبح

انّأن�ٓ�فوصولماو.قاسحإنيبفيانهملیعماسإنيبفيرهظألملحاراوهنٓارقلافيلملححیب.

.اونب:كش133.لیاق:ك132.نكا–ش131.ملاسلاهیلعدمحمو:ك130
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Further, when someone from the Helpers (Anṣār) told him: ‘Is it because he
is your aunt’s son?’ in the account of the water canals of Ḥarra, he became
angry, but did not do anything except that he let Zubayr have his full share
with a clear decree.138 The unbelievers used to do their utmost in harming
him, but he would say: ‘O God, forgive my people, for they do not know.’139
He was struck on the day of the Battle of Uḥud, and the skin of his face
was split open. He began to wipe off the blood, saying: ‘How can a people
prosper, who stain the face of their prophet with blood when he is calling
them to God!’140 Although the angry outbursts of Moses, may the blessings
of God be upon him, were only about God and for the sake of God, at certain
times they would take him out of the state of those of his position, whereas
Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace, did not leave that
state, although his anger for the sake of God was as it was.

{523} Moreover, he who compares the clemency of the famous clement
people among the Arabs—such as Qays b. ʿĀṣim, al-Aḥnaf b. Qays, the four
successors of the Prophet during their rule and before that, the Household
of the Prophet (ahl al-bayt) andwhat is narrated concerning them regarding
clemency, and Muʿāwiya b. Abū Sufyān among the Banū ʿAbd Shams about
whom the poet141 says: ‘While the Banū Umayya distance themselves from
it [i.e. the quality of clemency],142 the noble chiefs among the Banū ʿAbd
Shams are preachers on the pulpits, riders on horses, speakers and not

265adumb due to their qualities of clemency, when the qualities of clemency
are valued lightly [by the Banū Umayya], and due to their faces that are in
the likeness of smooth golden coins’143—to the qualities of clemency among
the individuals of the children of Israel, will find no affinity between the two
kinds of clemency. Likewise is the rabble of the Arabs in comparison with
the rabble of the children of Israel. Thus it becomes clear that the traces

138 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Masāqāt” 7, “Ṣulḥ” 12, “Tafsīr al-Nisāʾ ” 12; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Faḍāʾil”
36; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Aqḍiya” 31; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Aḥkām” 26, “Tafsīr al-Qurʾān” 5; Nasāʾī,
Sunan, “Adab al-quḍāh” 19, 27; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Muqaddima” 2, “Ruhūn” 20.

139 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Aḥādīth al-anbiyāʾ ” 57, “Istatābat al-murtaddīn” 5; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ,
“al-Jihād wa-al-siyar” 37; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Fitan” 23.

140 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Maghāzī” 22; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, “al-Jihād wa-al-siyar” 37; Tirmidhī,
Sunan, “Tafsīr al-Qurʾān” 4; Ibn Mājah, Sunan, “Fitan” 23.

141 Abū al-ʿAbbās al-Aʿmā, a poet fromMecca (d. ca 100/718).
142 If read ghābat instead of bānat, as found in the published edition of the poem, then it

could be translated as ‘While the Banū Umayya are lacking it (or are unacquainted with it)
[i.e. the quality of clemency]’.

143 See M.b. Shākir al-Kutubī, Fawāt al-wafayāt, ed. I. ʿAbbās, Beirut, 1974, vol. II, p. 40.
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.لیعماسإوهحیبانّألىعلّدف

:لىاعتوقبجّتحاو،“لیعماسإحیبا”:لاقهنأسابّعنبانعيورف،ءمالعلالاوقأامّأو}524{

�ِ�هْ�َ�ُشرَبوَ﴿،﴾يمٍظِعَحٍْبذِبِهُاَنْیدََفوَ﴿


هنأيّصربلانسلحانعو.اًفنٓاهررّقامهتللادهجوو.﴾قَاسحَْ

نبرعملىعتولالجاسأرلخد”:لاقسیقنبدّمحمنعشرعموبألاقو.لیعماسإهنأكّشیلانكا

نودتجامأ!كيحو”:لاق.“قاسحإ”:لاقف“؟بحذینأرمايمهاربإنيْبايّأ”:رعملاقف،زیزعلادبع

ر�ٓ�لااهذهركذ“.“برعلادسيحدويهلانّكلو،لىب”:لاق“؟“نيّادحولاكنبالىبحذا”نأكمباتكفي

صصقلافيهدانـس�ٕ�ةيمثو صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا 134،رابحلأابعكلاّإقاسحإوهلاقفلسلانماًدحأنّأةيمثوركذیلمو.صصقلا

.ةاروتلافيالمدقتعموأكٍاحامّإوهو

روّصتتلاةفصلاهذهنّأوه،“نيّادحولاكنباليبحذا”:وقنمرعمجاجتحاهجوو:تلق}525{

هتدلاودعبف.قاسحإوتىحةًنـسشرععبرأاینادحويقبولاًوّأوياهنلأ،لیعماسإفيلاّإ

.هبحاصبهنعتلازةدحولاةفصنّلأ،مانهمدحاولىعقدصتةفصلاهذهقبتلم

.قاسحإوهو،هبحاصلىعهراثیإو،كتبّمحفينيّادحولادارأهنإ:لئاقلاقنإف}526{

.برلحا:ش134
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of clemency are more visible among the children of Ishmael than they are
among the children of Isaac. The one to whom clemency is attributed to in
the Qurʾan is the (intended) sacrifice. So, this indicates that the (intended)
sacrifice was Ishmael.

{524} As for the opinions of the scholars, it is reported from Ibn ʿAbbās that
he said: ‘The (intended) sacrifice was Ishmael,’ and he based his argument
on the words of (God), the Exalted: ‘Then We ransomed him with a great
sacrifice,’144 ‘And we gave him the glad tidings of Isaac.’145 The manner of
its indication is as we have established above. Furthermore, it is reported
from al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī that he did not doubt that this was Ishmael. And
Abū Maʿshar says, as reported from Muḥammad b. Qays: ‘The Exilarch [i.e.
the head of the Jewish community] came to see ʿUmar b. ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz, and
ʿUmar said to him: “Which of his two sons was Abraham commanded to
sacrifice?” And he said: “Isaac.” He said: “Woe unto you! Do you not find in
your scripture, ‘Sacrifice your single son for Me’?”146 He said: “Yes, but the
Jews envy the Arabs”.’147 Wathīma mentions these accounts with his isnād
(chain of transmission) in his al-Qaṣaṣ.148 And Wathīma does not mention
anyone among the Salaf (early generation of Muslims) who claimed he was
Isaac except Kaʿb al-Aḥbār, who might have been either quoting from or
believing in what is found in the Torah (on this matter).

{525} I say: The way ʿUmar uses as an argument the words of God: ‘Sacrifice
your single son for Me,’ shows that this attribute cannot possibly be applied
to anyone other than Ishmael, for he is the one who was born to (Abraham)
first and remained the ‘single’ (son) for fourteen years until Isaac was born.
Then after his birth, this attribute no longer applied to either of the two,
because the attribute of singleness ceased to be applicable to any of them
due to the existence of the other.

{526} If someone says: Truly, (God) meant ‘the single (son) in your love for
him and in preferring him to the other’, and that is Isaac.

144 Q 37:107.
145 Q 37:112.
146 See Genesis 22:2, 12, 16.
147 This account is also mentioned by Ibn Kathīr in his Bidāya, vol. I, p. 151; Tafsīr, vol. IV,

p. 18.
148 This must have been in the first part of Wathīma’s work which is lost. As pointed out

earlier (see p. 161, fn. 45), only the second part of this work, from the story of Khiḍr to the
account of the Light of Muḥammad, is extant and published.



484 critical edition and translation

نمينفلااعمهّكلثحبلااذهو.ايهلعملاتئایـسو،ةحجّلىإجاتتحىوعدهذه:انلق}527{

.هركذابمةجّلحاميهلعموقتلادويهلاذإ،ينملسلما

ا�َ�دَاَبعِرْكُذْاوَ﴿:لىاعتوقبقاسحإحیبانّألىعجّتحانمينملسلمانمو}528{

اوَيمَهِاَربْ


قَاَسحْ

ناحتملامهصلخأهنأهانعمو.﴾رِااىرَكْذِةٍصَلِاَبخِهمُْاَنصَْلخْاارِاَصْبلااوَيدِْیلااليِواُبَوقُعَْیوَ

يمهاربإفءلابلقاسحإو،رانلاصنسیلاذهنّأباولجاو.هيرغو،فسویقارفببوقعیو،بح

ةروسفيهناحبـسوقوهو،هنمينبأهضراعیامدنعو.لتممحوأرهاظامّا135ٕوهلب،بولطلمافي

اوَ﴿:ءایبنلأا


اوَلَیعَِماسْ

برصلاو،نیرباصلانملیعماسإلعفج.﴾نَیرِبِاصلانَمِكلُلِفْكِلْااَذوَسَیرِدْ

فيهبهفصويافصولاهنلأ،حیباهنألىعهبلّدتـسُینألىوأاذهو.ءلابلىعلاّإنوكیلا

ظ265 انيِدُجِتََـس﴿:لاقثیح||حیباةصّق


،ةاروتلاىوفحنمدافتـسلماامّأو.﴾نَیرِبِاصلانَمِاللهُءَاَشنْ

ماك،لیعماسإذاّنمإّ.طقتقولاذةدحولاةفصبفصّتیلمقاسحإو.“كدیحوكنباذخ”:وقف

.“نيّادحولاكنبا”:وقبزیزعلادبعنبرعمللادتـساهیجوتفيقبـس

ةداعلاو.ولانمهبحرفاملوّأوهركبنكاهنلأ،لیعماسإهنألىعلّدی“هبّتحيا”:وقو}529{

دبعةیّضقباذهضرَاعیدقو.ثركأهونمذكنكانمبّيح136ناسنلإانّأسانلاعابطفي

ذكنكااّنمإهنٔابهنعبینجاّنكل.همرغصأنكاوهیلإهوبّحأهنبااللهدبعنكاثیحبلطّلما

نكالیعماسإنّأحجریهنیعباذهـبو137.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمانّیبنةوّبنروننمهوفينكاالم

.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك137.ناسنلإانأ–ش136.وه–ك135
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{527} We say: This claim requires a proof, and a discourse against it will
follow. However, the whole of this investigation is concernedwith the oppo-
nents among the Muslims, because no proof can be furnished against the
Jews due to (their envy of the Arabs), which we have mentioned above.

{528} Among theMuslims there are those who base their argument that the
intended sacrifice was Isaac on the words of God, the Exalted: ‘And make
mention of our servants, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, possessors of power
and vision. Lo! We purified them by a pure quality, remembrance of the
(final) abode.’149 This means that He purified them by testing them with
affliction; Abraham with fire, Isaac with sacrifice, and Jacob with Joseph’s
separation and other things. The response is that this does not constitute an
explicit statement in favour of what is suggested, rather, the matter could
be either obvious or probable. In our opinion, the opposing view is clearer
than this one, and it comprises the words of God, Glorified is He, in sūrat
al-Anbiyāʾ, ‘And (mention) Ishmael, Idris, and Dhū al-Kifl. All were of the
patient ones.’150ForHeplaced Ishmael among thepatient ones, andpatience
cannot exist without an affliction. It ismore appropriate to deduce from this
that he was the (intended) sacrifice, because this is the attribute by which

265bHe describes him in the story of the sacrifice where he says: ‘God willing,
you shall find me of the patient ones.’151 As for what is deducible from the
purport of the Torah, it consists of His words: ‘Take your only son.’152 Isaac
could certainly not be ascribed the attribute of singleness at that time. That
could only be Ishmael, as was mentioned above regarding the way ʿUmar b.
ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz deduced his argument from His words: ‘Your single son.’

{529} Also His words: ‘whom you love,’153 indicate that this was Ishmael,
because he was his firstborn and the first child he rejoiced at. The norm
according to human nature is that a human being tends to love more the
one who holds this position among his children. One may oppose this with
the case of ʿAbd al-Muṭṭalib, as his son ʿAbdallah was themost beloved child
to him, and yet he was the youngest of them. However, we respond to this
by saying that it was so only because of that which showed on his face of the
light of the prophethood of our Prophet Muḥammad, may God bless him

149 Q 38:45–46.
150 Q 21:85.
151 Q 37:102.
152 Genesis 22:2, 12, 16.
153 Genesis 22:2.
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تبثدقو138.“كركبكنبابحذا”فیرحتلالبقنكاةاروتلاظفلنّإ:لاقیو.هیلإيمهاربإيوبّحأ

.لیعماسإهنأ

ماّكلو.قاسحإنبلیئاسرإنيبنمثركأبرعلاو،“لمرلاوءماسلاموجنككفلخثرّكأو”:وقو}530{

ركذقایـسفياذهو.“مئهادعأضرأكفلخثریو”:وقذكو.ةثركفيبرعلاو،�ّ�قفياوءاج

ضرأاوثرونیاهملیعماسإونببرعلاو.ذبلىوأحیباةنميمهاربإفلخنوكیف.حیبا

.ىراصنلاضرأنماًيرثكودويهلا

،دیحوتلاةماق�ٕ�مبهعشمتهكربتعمّ.برعلاةفصهذهو،“بوعشلارئاسكفلبخكبرّتی”:وقو}531{

همرفكلىعلتقلانوّقحتـسیمهف،لاّإو.ةیزلجهمرارقإوميهفلدعلاةماق�ٕ�لیئاسرا139ٕنيببَعشو

�ٕ�ملاسلاهیلعدّمحمةوّبنهمركان.

لاقماكلاقو،اللهىءاترف،ينطسلفلهأم140لخبألىإهجّوتقاسحإنّأركذو}532{

.ذكهدعوو،هوبحذلىعمزعينحيمهاربلإ

نوكینأزاولج،لیعماسإولىعذنميمهاربإهبدعوالمانَلحمفانیلم،اذهصحّنإف}533{

نوعرفضرأمروأثیحقاسحإنيبفياللهزنجأدقو142.اًعیجمماهو141فيددعلايرثكتوةكبرلا

.نٓلاالىإاهيرغومهضرأفيهمدعبمهلعجثیحلیعماسإنيبفيو،هميرغوةقلماعلاو

.اعیجم–ك142.فيددعلا–ش141.لخیا:ش140.نيب–ك139.كفكب:ش138
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and grant him peace. In the very sameway, onemay favour the opinion that
Ishmael was the more beloved one of Abraham’s two children to him. And
one may also say that before the alteration the Torah’s text read: ‘Sacrifice
your firstborn son.’ And indeed it is proven that this was Ishmael.

{530}As forHiswords: ‘And I shallmultiply yourdescendants like the stars of
the heaven and the sand,’154 the Arabs are more numerous than the children
of Israel, the son of Isaac. Whenever they decrease in number, the Arabs
increase in number. Likewise are His words: ‘Your descendants shall inherit
the land of their enemies,’155 which are in the context of the account of the
(intended) sacrifice. So,Abraham’s descendants by the lineof the (intended)
sacrifice would be more deserving of that promise. And the Arabs, the
children of Ishmael, are the ones who have inherited the land of the Jews
and much of the land of the Christians.

{531} As for His statement: ‘By your descendants, other nations on the earth
shall be also blessed,’156 this is the attribute of the Arabs. Their blessing
encompasses their own nation for they established monotheism, and it
encompasses the children of Israel for they established justice among them
and instituted the poll tax for them. Otherwise, theywould have deserved to
be killed because of their unbelief in denying the prophethood of Muḥam-
mad, peace be upon him.

{532} It ismentioned that Isaacheaded forAbimelech, thekingof thepeople
of Palestine, and God appeared to him and spoke to him just as He spoke
to Abraham at the time when he was resolved to sacrifice his child, and
promised him the same thing.157

{533} If this is authentic, then it does not contradict our understanding
that these things which He had promised to Abraham refer to the children
of Ishmael, because it is possible that the blessings and multiplication in
numbers (of progeny) may refer to both of his children. God has indeed
carried this out with regard to the children of Isaac when He made them
inherit the lands of Pharaoh, the Amalekites and others, and with regard to
the children of Ishmael when He made them successors of the former [i.e.
the children of Isaac] in their lands and others until now.

154 Genesis 22:17.
155 Genesis 22:17.
156 Genesis 22:18.
157 Genesis 26:1–4.
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هباجأامّلف.ايهفانهفدیلرغاصنبنورفعةراغمبلط،ةراستتاماّلم،يمهاربإنّا143ٔركذو}534{

هنأذلبقركذو.هّكلضرلأابعشمادّقيمهاربإدسج،ملافيةفطلامعمذلىإنورفع

.ضرلأابعشلدسج

لا،ناسحلإلاًركشوةًیّتحيمهاربإعفف144.متهیّتحنكاذنّألىعءًانبهیفروذمحلااذهو}535{

لىََعهِْیوََباعََفرَوَ﴿:فسویةروسفيلىاعتوققدصفيحدقنملىعدّریاذهو.ةدابعلالیبسلىع

نمأنكافسویف،معنمللاًركشيمهاربا�ّ�ٕمنمهنأتبثاذإدوجسلانّلأ،﴾اًدسج�َُ�ُاورخَوَشِرْعَْلا

دوجسللىوأمهف،يمهاربإلىعنورفعنمذفيفلاخلىعهتلاخوهیبأوأهیوبأوهتوخإلىع

.اًركش

و266 اسّامواموذو||عمَشْمومسَْبمولیرِاورذیقوثویَبَن:اًفیشرشرعنيثاولیعماسإنّأركذو}536{

.مدَاقوشفِوروظوتِورداجو

ةرهشاورتهـشیلمءلاؤهنكل،اًفیشرشرعانثالیعماسلإوینأدعوهنأقبـسدقو:تلق}537{

.لىوأميهلعروكذلماباطلخالمفح.هباصحأنمنیروكذلماشرعنيثلاافيدّمحم

اهـنإ”:لاقف،یجمهعمّتنباقفرهتجوزتنكاو145،لخبأضرألخداّلمقاسحإنّأركذو}538{

دقل؟تعنصام”:لاقف،هتأرمابعلایقاسحإدجوف،ةقاطنماًمویفشرا146ٔلخبأنّإو.“تيخأ

“!ةئیطلخاانقحلتتدكادقلو.برتخلمف،كتأرماهيو،ةأرلماهذهعجاضیانبعشنملجر147دكا

.لخیا:ش146.لخیا:ش145.متهیّيح:ك144.ةیّتحنكامينیمدٓلاالىعدوجسلازاوجفيبلطم:ـهش143
.نكا:ش147
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{534} It is mentioned that when Sarah died, Abraham requested the cave
of Ephron, son of Zohar, in order to bury her therein. And when Ephron
complied with his request with amiable speech, Abraham prostrated him-
self before all the people of the land.158 It was also mentioned before that he
prostrated himself to the people of the land.159

{535} There is no harm in this, provided that this was their manner of
greeting. So, Abraham did this as an act of greeting and as thanks for the
kindness offered, not by way of worship. This also refutes the one who
impugned the truthfulness of thewords of God, Exalted is He, in sūrat Yūsuf,
‘And he raised his parents upon the throne, and they fell down before him,
prostrate’,160 since if it is proven that prostration out of thankfulness to the
benefactor is part of Abraham’s tradition, then Joseph was more bountiful
to his brothers and his parents, or his father and his aunt, than Ephron
to Abraham in that regard. Therefore, they are more entitled to prostrate
themselves out of thankfulness.161

{536} It is mentioned that Ishmael begot twelve nobles: Nebaioth, Kedar,
266aAreel, Mibsam, Mishma, Dumah, Massa, Jader, Tema, Nazor, Naphish, and

Kadem.162

{537} I say: It has been previously mentioned that it was promised that
twelve nobles would be born to Ishmael,163 however those did not reach the
fame of Muḥammad with regard to the twelve aforementioned individuals
from among his companions. Thus, it is more befitting to interpret this
speech as referring to them.

{538} It is mentioned that when Isaac entered the land of Abimelech, and
his wife Rebekah, daughter of his uncle, was beautiful, he said: ‘Truly, she is
my sister.’ But one day Abimelech looked down from a window, and found
Isaac playing with his wife and said to him: ‘What have you done? A man
from our nation almost lay with this woman, when she is your wife, and you
have not informed us. We were almost overtaken by sin!’164

158 See Genesis 23:8–12.
159 Genesis 23:7.
160 Q 12:100.
161 Ṭūfī will later mention this again in §§550 and 564. He also discusses this thoroughly

in his apology for Islam where he refutes the anonymous Christian author’s arguments (see
Intiṣarāt, vol. I, pp. 312–313 and 320–324).

162 Genesis 25:13–16.
163 See Genesis 17:20; Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§500–503.
164 Genesis 26:7–10.
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هنوكب،ىراصنلانم148،لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصدّمحمةراهطفيحدقنملىعدّراذهيفف:تلق}539{

رئاسو،هتأرمابعلادقاللهلیلخنبقاسحإاذهف.نّهـبعتتمـسیو،نّبهعلایو،ءاسنلابّيحنكا

فيحدقیلاف،عمانلاسبلوبیّطلاكل�ٔ�ةحابمةوهشذاّنمإو.مئهاسنبنوعتتمـسیاونكاءایبنلأا

هنأينملسلمالمعفينّألىع.ءایبنلأارئاسكلكمأواًيرخنكالوأوجوّزتولحیـسلمالّعلو.ةراهطلا

نفدیو،ویوجوّتزیو149،ریزـنلخامرّيحو،بیلصلاسركیو،لاجّالتقیف،نامزلارخٓافيلزـنی

.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصّبينلاةرحجفيةنیدلمتاماذإ

هتجوزنّٔابمانهمكلّرابخإفيماهاتصّقتٔاطاوتقاسحإويمهاربا150ٕنّأةاروتلاتنمّضتدقو}540{

مانهمنّأفياقفاوتسىوموبوقعیةصّقنّأدعبیلاف.ةّیجوزلرابخلإائاغنمفاخالم،هتخأ

لىََع﴿:وقبدّمحمرابخإةصحّفيحدقنملىعدّریاذهـبو.جوّزتتىحهتأرماقادصبهسَفنرجٓا

ذسیلو.هنمّضتتلمةاروتلانّألىعءًانببوقعیباصاخذنّأعمزو،﴾جٍجَحِنيََِماَثنيِرَجُاَتنْا

سىولمعقواملیصافتعیجمنمّضتتلمةاروتلا:لوقنيملستلاریدقتبو.ةاروتلافیرتحيعدّن�ّ�إف،ءشيب

.هبتلخأاممّاذهلّعلو،هيرغو

يأ،ضایب(نأةاروتلاتنمضتدقو–ك150.ریزـنلخامريحوبیلصلاسركیو–ك149.ملاسلاهیلعدمحم:ك148

.و+،)ءورقميرغيحمم
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{539} I say: In this report there is a refutation of a certain man among the
Christianswho impugned the purity ofMuḥammad,mayGodbless himand
grant him peace, for having been a man who used to love women, play with
themand enjoy them.Andhere is Isaac, the son ofGod’s friend, playingwith
his wife, and the other prophets also used to enjoy their wives. This is only a
lawful desire, just like eating pleasant food and wearing fine clothes; hence
its purity cannot be impugned. Perhaps, had Christ married and begotten,
it would have been better for him and more perfect, as it was for the other
prophets. However, according to the knowledge theMuslims possess, hewill
descend at the end of time, kill the Antichrist, break the cross, make pork
unlawful,165 get married and have children,166 and when he dies in Medina
he will be buried in the chamber of the Prophet, may God bless him and
grant him peace.167

{540} The Torah contains evidence that both of the stories of Abraham and
Isaac are in agreement regarding the fact that each one of them declared
his wife to be his sister, since they feared the danger of declaring their
marital relationship. Therefore, it is not far-fetched to also say that the
accounts of Jacob and Moses coincide with one another regarding the fact
that each one of themoffered his employment as a bridal dowry until hewas
married. Hereby one may refute the one who impugned the truthfulness of
Muḥammad’s proclaiming His words: ‘on condition that you serve me for
eight years,’168 andwho claimed that this was a particular case with regard to
Jacob, relying on the fact that the Torah does not contain (the account about
Moses). However, this does not matter, for we claim the Torah was altered.
Yet assuming we accepted its authenticity, we would say: the Torah does not
contain all the details of what happened to Moses and others. So, perhaps
this is one of the things omitted.169

165 See Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Buyūʿ” 102, “Maẓālim” 31, “Aḥādīth al-Anbiyāʾ ” 52; Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ,
“Īmān” 73; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan, “Malāḥim” 14; Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Fitan” 54; Ibn Mājah, Sunan,
“Fitan” 33. Ṭūfī previously referred to this ḥadīth in §§127 and 243.

166 According to a ḥadīth, the Prophet reportedly said that when Jesus son of Mary
descends to the earth he will get married and have children, remain 45 years, and then die
and be buried where the Prophet is buried, i.e. between the tombs of Abū Bakr and ʿUmar.
The ḥadīth is quoted by Ibn al-Jawzī in his al-Wafā bi-aḥwāl al-Muṣṭafā, vol. II, p. 814.

167 Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Manāqib” 1.
168 Q 28:27.
169 Ṭūfī referred to the Christian author’s comparison between the Biblical story of Jacob’s

marriage to Laban’s two daughters and the Qurʾanic story of Moses’ marriage to Shuʿayb’s
daughter earlier in the Taʿlīq (§517). He would also discuss this topic in detail in his subse-
quent work, the Intiṣārāt (vol. I, pp. 325, 337–342).
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،هتنبارنعنمغلاةیاعرفينلااخينبوهنیبنكايالجلأاضىقاّلمبوقعینّأركذو}541{

عمّلمو151عقبألحمكلّو،زعلمانمویحَلجْاكلّهترجأبوقعیلعجو.ىرخأةدّمىعيرلهرجٔاتـسا

دعبأو،نولهطلاخلحَْفكلّهنمغنعجرخأو،نلا152ضيرف.ضایببحلمأكلّو،داوسبضیبأ

ظ266 نابضقلاذخ”:نأبوقعی||لىإاللهؤاف.م�ّ�أةثلاثهتاعرةّیقبنعنمغلانمهعماموبوقعیب

.“بشرتلتئاتثیحنمغلادراومفيابهصناو،اهضایبرهظیتىحاهشرّقف،بلاوزوللانمةبطرلا

،اهـنوطبفيةّنجلأابرطضتف.ائهارولىإعجرتو153عزفتتلبقأاذإنمغلاتنكاف،ذبوقعیلعفف

راصتىحةًرنممُواًحلجُواًحلمُواًعقُبجتِنَتف،اهسفنأفياهداوسعمضایبلاةّیفیكبفّیكتتفنيعی

.نلاالخهرخٓاوبوقعیلااتنلوّأنكاو.يرثكـشذنم

بابـسلأانموهو،مّلأاهارتامةّیفیكبفّیكتیيننلجانّأفيرّثؤمروهشمببساذه:تلق}542{

.ءماكلحاذلىعصّندقو.دوسأينضیبلأانباوضیبأنیدوسلأانبااهلتئایتيلا

عقبوحلجنمغلادفستتيلالوحفلانّأمانلمافيىأرهنأبرخأبوقعینّأاذهدعبركذو}543{

.ةرّنممو

تَطترشاتيلاةفصلالىعتئایجاتنلانّأ”:بوقعیلىشرب154اذهنّألتميحاذهف:تلق}544{

ءيبٌبسحَلمألحفلانوكنّلأ،ببسلمالىعببسلهیبنتلابنماذهنوكیف.“كسفنل

نابضقلانملاًوّأركذاموهبوقعیفصواملىعجاتنلاءاجياببسلااّنمإو.ذكهجاتن

.ىده:كش154.عرفت:ش153.هىرف:ك152.عقیا:ش151
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{541} It is mentioned that when Jacob fulfilled the term which had been
agreed between him and his uncle Laban for herding the flock as a bridal
dowry for his daughter, (Laban) hired (Jacob) to herd for him for another
period of time. And Jacob arranged his hire to consist of all hornless goats,
and all the speckled young, the white ones with black spots, and all the
greyish ones with white spots. And Laban approved it, and removed from
his flock every male of two mixed colours, and distanced Jacob and that
part of the flock which was with him from the rest of his shepherds (a

266bdistance of) three days’ (journey). Then God revealed to Jacob to ‘Take
fresh twigs of almond and plane-tree, and peel them until their white stems
appear, and set them up in the watering places of the flock as they come
to drink.’ And Jacob did so, and when the flock approached they would get
frightened170 and turn back. So the young in their wombs would be in a state
of commotion, meaning they would take on the form of whiteness with its
blackness, and come forth speckled, greyish, hornless, and white-and-black
spotted until he had a great number of them. The first of their offspring
belonged to Jacob, while the last of them belonged to his uncle Laban.171

{542} I say: This is a well-known cause that affects the young in the womb,
making them take on the form of what their mother sees, and this is one of
the reasons that the son of two black people may turn out to be white and
the son of two white people, black. Physicians have confirmed this.

{543} Afterwards, it is mentioned that Jacob declared that he had seen in
his dream that the male ones which mated with the flock were hornless,
speckled, and white-and-black spotted.172

{544} I say: It may be that this is an announcement of glad tidings for Jacob
‘that the offspring shall come with the attribute you have set as a condition
for yourself.’ So, this falls under the category of indicating what is caused by
the cause, because the male’s being greyish can be a cause for its offspring
to come forth likewise. However, the cause for the offspring to come forth
according to how Jacob described consists of that which was mentioned
first, namely, the peeled twigs. It is also possible that God, the Glorified,

170 ‘They would bring forth the first offspring’, according to the reading of the Şehid Ali
Paşa MS.

171 See Genesis 30:31–43.
172 See Genesis 31:10.
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اهدافسِدنعنمغلالوفحناولأبَلَقوأ،اًعقبواًحلملاًوفحقلخهناحبـساللهنّألتميحو.ةروشقلما

نوكیو.تدفسفتءافجبوقعینعاهلزعتيلا155نلانمغةّیقبلوفحقاسًكالملسرأوأ،ذك

.نكممذ156كلّف.هتناعإفيةًغلابموبوقعیلاًفطلةروشقلمانابضقلالىإاًمومضمببسءزجذ

.بیرقوهفاللهةردقلىإبسناذإف

زاجو،قاسحإهیبأضرأناعنكلىإنلااخضرأناروحنمعجراّلمبوقعینّأركذو}545{

،هنمدف،هقیطیلاهنأىأرو.حبصلارفسأنألىإهعراصو،تاقف،لجرضرع،قّبةّیرّبهٔاب

لاقف“!ليّعكرابتتىح،لا”:لاق“!نيقلطا”:بوقعیللاقثم.بوقعیةصراختنهوُف،هتصراخسّمو

:”لماتمواقكّنلأ،لیئاسرإتنألب”:لاق“.بوقعی”:لاق“؟كسماامهتعطتـساف،لجرلاو“.

سمابوقعیاعدو.بوقعیلىعكرثم“؟يسملاوام”:لاقف“؟كسماام”:لجرللبوقعیلاقو

و267 .هجولاًو||لماىأرهنلأ،اللهرظنمبلاذ

ذبجّتحاو.هناحبـساللهوهةصّقلاهذهفيبوقعیلعراصلمانّأىراصنلاضعبنّظ:تلق}546{

زوّجو.اًشبكةًرو،اًرةًرو،لاًجرةًرايهفرهظیرهاظمهناحبـساللهنّألىعرخأاضقبو

ٔفيرهظنوكیناعراصلمانّألىعلّدیامةاروتلافيةصّقلاهذهفيسیلو.حیـسلماتوس

لوقیلعجتىحبوقعیهبلغدقوفیك.هناحبـساللهوه157نكا:”رجفلا158رفسأدقف!نيقلطا“،

.ةكئلالمانمموه159اّنمإو“!ليّعكرابتتىح،لا”:لوقیوهو

.انماو+ش159.حبصلا+ش158.نكا–ش157.كلو:ك156.نبلا:ك155
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created the male ones greyish and speckled, or turned the colours of the
male flock to that during theirmating, or elseHemayhave sent an angelwho
drove the males of the rest of Laban’s flock, which he had separated from
Jacob, to come and mate. These acts, performed out of (God’s) kindness to
Jacob and (His) unsparing support for him, may constitute part of the cause
in addition to the peeled twigs. So, all this is possible. And when ascribed to
God’s omnipotence, it is feasible.

{545} It ismentioned thatwhen Jacobwas returning fromHaran, the land of
his uncle Laban, to Canaan, the land of his father Isaac, and was traversing
with his family the wilderness of Jabbok, a man appeared to him, fought
him and wrestled with him until the morning dawned. (The man) saw that
he was not able to overcome (Jacob), so he drew near to him and struck his
flank, thus Jacob’s flank was weakened. Then, he said to Jacob: ‘Let me go!’
(Jacob) replied: ‘Not until you bless me!’ And (the man) asked him: ‘What
is your name?’ He said: ‘Jacob.’ (The man) said: ‘Nay! You are Israel, for you
havewithstood the angel and theman, and youwere able to overpower him.’
And Jacob asked the man: ‘What is your name?’ He said: ‘What will you do
withmy name?’ Then, he blessed Jacob. And Jacob called that placeManẓar

267aAllāh (Appearance of God), for he saw the angel face to face.173

{546} I say: A certain Christian assumed that in this story he who wrestles
with Jacob is God, the Glorified.174 He used this story and other matters
as an argument that God, Glorified is He, has various forms in which He
appears: sometimes as aman, sometimes as a fire, and sometimes as a ram.175
Therefore, he thought it possible thatGodcould appear in thehumannature
of Christ. However, there is nothing in this story in the Torah that would
indicate that hewhowrestledwith himwasGodHimself, theGlorified. How
could it be so, when Jacob defeated him so much so that he was compelled
to say to him: ‘Letme go! Themorning has dawned,’ andhe replied: ‘Not until
you bless me!’ He was only an angel from among the angels.

173 Genesis 32:22–30.
174 The same quotation also appears in Ṭūfī’s Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 445) where this Christian

figure is identified as Ibn al-Amthal (or, according to another reading, as Ibn al-Ashal), the
archbishop or metropolitan (maṭrān) of Homs (Ḥimṣ), who is further described by Ṭūfī as
the author of a theological work, Taqrīr al-thālūth, discussing the Trinity, the Incarnation
and Jesus’ divinity (vol. I, p. 423 and vol. II, pp. 686, 694).

175 As in the cases of Jacob, Moses and Abraham respectively (see ibid., vol. I, p. 445).
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فيراصو.لماةزغمنمهكرونمجرعیوهو،اللهرظنمنمبرعبوقعینّأركذو}547{

.]كلؤیلا[اسنلاقرْعِلیئاسرإنيب

بّحأمرّحهنماللههافشنإرذنتىحلیئاسرلإاسنلاقرعقولحفيببسلا�ّ�علو:تلق}548{

مِاَعطلاكلُ﴿:لىاعتوقفينوسرّفلماهركذماكهنمعنتماف.روزلجاملحذنكاف،هیلإوكٔالماءایـشلأا

انيِبَلِلاحِنََكا


الَیِئاَسرْ

امَرحَاَملا


.﴾ةُاَروْتلالَزَـنُتنْالِبَْقنْمِهِسِفَْنلىََعلُیِئاَسرْ

نمهعمنمكلّدسجو،ضرلأتارّمعبـسهاقتلااّلمصیعلاهیخلأدسجبوقعینّأركذو}549{

.ّبيصوهوفسویتىحهدلاوأوهئامإوهجاوزأ

ركنأنملىعدّراذهو.دجسُینألىوأبوقعینُزحهبيسرُِّوًكالمراصذإفسویف}550{

.قبـسدقو،نٓارقلافيفسویلبوقعیدوسج

ضرلأادیّـساروحمنبيمسجأنّأو،ناعنكضرأفييمسجةیرقيملاسلزنبوقعینّأركذو}551{

عیجموتنأتنتتخانإ”:اولاقفاوبضغف.هینبوبوقعینمابهطخوهتنباوبوقعیةیرابج160نىز

ونبلخدف.هتیرقلهأووهتنتخاوذلبقف.“اًدحاواًبعشك�ّ�إواّنكو،كانجوّزكتیرقفينم

.ملهاماوذخأو،ايهفنمكلّاولتقف،ناتلخالمأفي�َ�161رْجَاهلهأوةیرقلابوقعی

.رج–ك.161ز:كش160
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{547} It is mentioned that Jacob left Manẓar Allāh limping because of his
hip, for the angel had touched it. And it is because of this that the sinew of
the thigh became (impermissible to eat) among the children of Israel.176

{548} I say: Perhaps the reasonwhy (avoiding) the sinewof the thighbecame
imperative for Israel lies in the fact that he swore that if God healed him of
it, he would make his most beloved food forbidden to himself, and that was
the meat of a slaughtered camel. Thus, he abstained from it, as mentioned
by the commentators with respect to the words of God, Exalted is He: ‘All
food was lawful to the children of Israel, except that which Israel forbade to
himself, before the Torah was revealed.’177

{549} It is mentioned that when Jacob encountered his brother Esau, he
prostrated himself onto the ground before him seven times, and also every-
one who was with him; his wives, handmaids, and his children, including
even Joseph who was a child, all prostrated themselves before him.178

{550} Since Joseph became a king and Jacob’s grief was removed by him, he
is more deserving of being an object of prostration.179 This is a refutation of
hewho disapproved of (the story of) Jacob’s prostration before Joseph in the
Qurʾan, as has been mentioned previously.180

{551} It is mentioned that Jacob settled in Salem, a city of Shechem, in the
land of Canaan, and that the father of Shechem, son of Hamora, the head
of the land, raped Jacob’s slave girl and daughter, and then asked Jacob and
his sons for (the latter’s) hand.181 And they were angry about that and said
to him: ‘If you and everyone who is in your city circumcise yourselves, we
shall marry you (to her) and you and us shall be one single nation.’ And he
accepted that, and he and the people of his city all circumcised themselves.
Then the sons of Jacob entered the city while its people were hurt in the
pain of circumcision, and killed everyone who was there, and took their
properties.182

176 See Genesis 32:31–32.
177 Q 3:93. See Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. IV, pp. 3–9.
178 See Genesis 33:3–7.
179 See Genesis 42:6.
180 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §535.
181 Although in the Biblical text it is only Jacob’s daughter Dinahwho is raped by Shechem,

for some reason in Ṭūfī’s reference Jacob’s female slave is also reported to have been raped.
This is further explained in the subsequent passage which contains Ṭūfī’s comments on this
Biblical story.

182 See Genesis 33:18 and 34:1–29.
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لیئاسرإرهظهللاوسمّمهـنأتىحاللهلىعءایبنلأامركأنموهو،بوقعیلىإاذهةبـسن:تلق}552{

لىعرداقوهو،ماهـبرجفینمهتنباوهّیبنومّألىعطّلسیفیكذإ.ادجحیبق،هصروهنوعيأ

همركمنمبوقعینيبنعكيحامامّأو؟ينطسلفم162لخبأنمةراسهبمصعابمهنمماتهمصع

ظ267 اللهفيداهلجكا،ببسلااذهيرغلنكادقمهـبمهكتفلّعلو.ردغهیف||ذإ،اًضیأحیبقف،ةیرقلالهٔاب

.مهفیرتحوسرواللهلىعدويهلابیذكاأنمهذهنكلو.ذونحو

لا”:لاقوهیلعاللهكرو.مارأندّفنملبقأذإوهوبوقعیلىعنلعتـسااللهنّأركذو}553{

كمظّعأ.دّشألیإاللهأ”:اللهلاقو.“لیئاسرإكسمانكینكلو،بوقعیكسمااًضیا163ٔىعدی

164.“كنمبوعشلارئاسوكثرّكأو

هنأركذهعراصيالجرلاةصّقفيو،اللهوهبوقعیلىعنلعتـسلمانّأركذانهاه:تلق}554{

اللهوهنكیلمذنّألىعلّدف.“لجرلاولماتمواقكّنلأ،لیئاسرإكسما”:لاقوًكالمنكا

.لیلاهیلعف،تنعةیكاحةصّقلاهذهنّأعدّمىعدّانإف.مهضعبهمّوتماك

قیرطلىعتنفداهـنأو،يعاجوأنباهتسمّو،ينماینبباهسافنفيتتاملیحارنّأركذو}555{

.اذهانمویلىإهي165ةًبصُْناهبرقلىعبوقعیبصنو.ملحتیبهيوثرَْفا

.هتبصن:ك165.كعم:ك164.اعدی:ك163.لخیا:ش162
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{552} I say: It is extremely repugnant to attribute this to Jacob, who is one
of the most noble prophets to God, so much so that (the Jews) have named
God the Supporter of Israel, meaning his Helper and his Ally. For how could
He give power over the mother of His prophet’s children183 and his daughter
to someone who would rape them, when He is capable of protecting them
from him just as He protected Sarah from Abimelech, the king of Palestine?
As for what is narrated about the sons of Jacob deceiving the people of the

267bcity, this is also repugnant, because there is treachery in it. Perhaps their
assassination of them was for another reason, such as fighting for the sake
of God and the like. However, as it stands this is one of the Jewish lies about
God and His messengers, and one of their distortions.

{553} It ismentioned thatGod revealedHimself to Jacobwhenhe came from
Paddan Aram. And God blessed him and said to him: ‘Your name shall not
be called anymore “Jacob”, but “Israel” shall be your name.’ God further said:
‘I am God, the Almighty (El Shaddai). I shall make you great, and multiply
you and other nations from you.’184

{554} I say: Here it is mentioned that the one who revealed himself to Jacob
is God Himself, while in the story of the man who wrestled with him it is
mentioned that he was an angel and that he said to him: ‘Your name shall
be Israel, for you have withstood the angel and the man.’185 Therefore, this
indicates that the (wrestler) was not God Himself, as some of them have
imagined. And if someone claims that this story narrates that event, then he
has to prove it.

{555} It is mentioned that Rachel died after giving birth to Benjamin, whom
she called the ‘son of my pains’, and that she was buried on the way to
Ephrath, that is, Bethlehem. And Jacob set up a pillar on her tomb which
exists to this very day.186

183 Ṭūfī might be referring either to Bilhah (the handmaid of Jacob’s wife Rachel) or Zilpah
(the handmaid of Jacob’s wife Leah), as they were Jacob’s two concubines who also bore
him children, according to Genesis 30:3–12 and 35:25–26. However, there is no rape incident
involved between his concubine and Shechem in the Biblical text. There is, however, a story
about Reuben, son of Jacob, lying with his father’s concubine Bilhah in Genesis 35:22 which
will be discussed by Ṭūfī in the passages below (§§557–558 and 593–594).

184 Genesis 35:9–11.
185 Genesis 32:29.
186 Genesis 35:18–20.
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ةصّقفي﴾شِرْعَْلالىََعهِْیوََباعََفرَوَ﴿:لىاعتوقةصحّفيحدقیلااذهنّأاّنّیبدقو:تلق}556{

فسویىعدینكاماك،اًزامجامأ،هیبأةجوزءایلهمّأتخأهيو،هتلاخاعدهنألىعءًانبفسوی

.لینجلإاهبقطندقو“هیوبأعمنكا”و“هنابلطیهاوبأءاج”:لیقاذإحیـسملل�ً�أ،يمرمجوز166،راجّنلا

.هیلعملافيهنایبقبـسدقو

.ركانإهنعركذیلمو،لیئاسرإذغلبف،اهلبهیبأةّیسرّعماجبوقعینب167ينبورنّأركذو}557{

ءزلانمهّیبنشارفنصّيحلماللهنّأةنمملااذهلىعةعانـشلاف،ركنأنكانإف}558{

ماهدحأ.ناعینشتهیفف،ركنأنكیلمنإو.هنمهّیبننبامصعیلمو ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ نياثلاو،روكذلمااذهماهدحأ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا بوقعیةبـسننياثلا

عبطلبضغلهشارفبهنُباثبعولایقوسنّأىرنننحو.هشارفلىعةيرغلامدعوةثالىإ

.عشرلاعد

مزحتءاجو،هتمزحتماقدقو،ةعرزلمافياًمزَحُاوعجمهتوخإوهنأىأرفسوینّأركذو}559{

.هتوخإهضغبٔاف.اهلتدجسف،هتوخإ

فيهيو،رمقلاوسمشلاوموجنلاؤرصّقاّنمإو.نٓارقلاانیلعاهصّقیلمؤرلاهذه:تلق}560{

.نٓارقلافيماكةاروتلا

.لیبور:كش167.راجنلا–ك166
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{556} I say: We have already explained that this does not impugn the cor-
rectness of the words of God, the Exalted: ‘And he raised his parents upon
the throne’187 in the (Qurʾanic) story of Joseph, based on the fact that he
called his aunt—whowas his mother’s sister, Leah, his father’s other wife—
metaphorically ‘mother’, just as Joseph the carpenter, Mary’s husband, was
referred to as Christ’s father when it was said: ‘His parents came looking for
him’188 and ‘He was with his parents,’189 and the Gospel spoke about it. The
explanation of this was mentioned above during our discourse about it.190

{557} It is mentioned that Reuben, son of Jacob, lay with his father’s concu-
bine Bilhah and this reached Israel,191 but no disapproval from him is men-
tioned.

{558} If (Jacob) disapproved of it, then this statement requires condemna-
tion insofar as God did not fortify His prophet’s bed against adultery and
did not protect His prophet’s son from it. And if he did not disapprove of it,
then there are two points demanding condemnation. The first point is the
one mentioned above, while the second point is that this describes Jacob
as a cuckold and someone lacking jealousy for his bed. However, we see
that even one of the common people, were his son to violate his bed, would
certainly become angry about that by nature, not to mention the fact that
revealed law forbids it.

{559} It ismentioned that Joseph saw (in his dream) that he andhis brothers
gathered sheaves in the field and his sheaf stood up, while his brothers’
sheaves came and prostrated themselves before it. Then his brothers hated
him on account of that.192

{560} I say: TheQurʾan does not narrate this dream to us. It only narrates the
dream of the stars and the sun and the moon,193 which is found in the Torah
just as it is in the Qurʾan:

187 Q 12:100.
188 See Luke 2:41, 45.
189 See Luke 2:27.
190 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§215–217.
191 Genesis 35:22.
192 Genesis 37:7–8.
193 See Q 12:4–6.
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و268 ||كمّأوأجأ؟تیأرتيلاؤرلاهذهام”:لاقو،اهصّقاّلمهرجزبوقعینّأ]ركذ[و}561{

.ؤرلانىعمىعودقبوقعینكاو“؟ضرلأالىعدجسنفكتوخإو

اذهيفف:تلق.هركانإوذهداعبتسهتوخإدیكهنعدّصینأذبدارأاّنمإو:تلق}562{

:ندئاف

ماهادحإ}563{ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ ماهادحإ هتوتيلافسویمّأتنكانإ:لوقنف.“كمّأوأجأ”:فسویلبوقعیلوق168ماهادحإ

اذهنوكیف.ملحتیببتنفدواذهلبقتتاماهـنأنمةاروتلافيقبـسامضقانیاذهف،نٓلااةًّیح

فسویلبوقعیىسمّدقف،تتامدقتنكانإو.ىراصنلاودويهلااهـبجّتيحتيلاةاروتلالىعاًنعط

وقفيحداقلاباوجهبلصيحو.ؤرلالیؤاتدنعبوقعیعمتدسجتيلاتف.امأهمّأدعب

.﴾شِرْعَْلالىََعهِْیوََباعََفرَوَ﴿:لىاعت

ةیناثلاةدئافلا}564{ ةیناثلاةدئافلا ةیناثلاةدئافلا ةیناثلاةدئافلا ةیناثلاةدئافلا ةیناثلاةدئافلا ةیناثلاةدئافلا ةاروتلانّألىعءًانبفسویلاودسجهینبوبوقعینّأركنأىراصنلاضعبنّأةیناثلاةدئافلا

قطنامنّإف،ضرّیلااذهو.ایكبواقنتعااّنمإو،ضعببمهضعبءاقتلا169دنعدُوجسلاايهفركذیلم

نّأفسویؤرلیؤات170نّأمهفبوقعینّلأ،ذو.انهاهنمدافتـسمهمدوسجنمنٓارقلاهب

ؤرلانّأتبثدقو.هیوبأوفسویةوخإدوسجاودسجاًبكوكشرعىدحإورمقلاوسمشلا

،ىرخلأاؤرلانّإفاًضیأو171.ٍّبينلیؤاتلیؤاتلاوبيٍّنؤرؤرلاواًصوصخ،اهلیؤاتاذكف،تصحّ

.دحاوكمحلىعاتّلدينتیؤرلانّلأ،ذلىعلّدت،هتمَزلحمزَحدوسجهيو

.بىنماّیا+ك171.نّأ–ش170.دنع+ش169.ماهدحا:ش168
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{561} It is further (mentioned) that Jacob rebuked (Joseph) when he nar-
rated it to him, and said to him: ‘What is this dream that you have dreamed?

268aI, and your mother, and your brothers come and prostrate ourselves on the
ground before you?’ But Jacob kept the meaning of the dream in mind.194

{562} I say: (Jacob) only intended thereby to ward off (Joseph’s) brothers’
wiles against him by regarding it as far-fetched and reproaching him. I
further say: Herein there are two benefits:

{563} The first benefit relates to Jacob’s words to Joseph: ‘I and yourmother
come’. So we say: If Joseph’s mother, who gave birth to him, was alive at this
time, then this contradicts that which preceded in the Torah, that she had
died before this and was buried in Bethlehem.195 Thus, this challenges the
Torah which the Jews and the Christians use as an argument. And if she was
dead (at that time), then Jacob called (some other woman) who came after
his mother ‘Joseph’s mother’. So, it was that woman who prostrated herself
togetherwith Jacob before him, in accordancewith the interpretation of the
dream. And thereby, a response to the onewho impugned thewords of God,
the Exalted: ‘And he raised his parents upon the throne,’196 is realised.197

{564} The second benefit: A certain Christian has denied that Jacob and
his sons prostrated themselves before Joseph, relying on the fact that it is
not mentioned in the Torah that they prostrated when they encountered
each other; rather, they only hugged one another and cried. However, this
argument does not create a problem for us, for what the Qurʾan says about
their prostration before him can also be deduced from this (Biblical pas-
sage). This is so, because Jacobunderstood that the interpretationof Joseph’s
dream of the sun and themoon and the eleven stars prostrating themselves
before himmeant the prostrationof Joseph’s brothers andhis parents before
him. Indeed, it is proven that the dream was authentic and so was its inter-
pretation, especially since the dream was the dream of a prophet and the
interpretation was the interpretation of a prophet. And the other dream,
about the prostration of their sheaves before his sheaf, also indicates this,
for both dreams indicate the same precept.198

194 Genesis 37:9–11.
195 Genesis 35:19.
196 Q 12:100.
197 Ṭūfī has already discussed this twice (see Taʿlīq, §§556 and 563) and he will subse-

quently refer to it again in §§580–581 and 586–587.
198 This was discussed earlier in §§217, 534–535 and 549–550.
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هیلعدّمحمقدصلىعلیلدىوقأمزلحاؤرنودموجنلاؤربنٓارقلادوروفيو:تلق}565{

بتكنمذلقنینكاولف،لاّإو.هیلإوأابمبرخأاّنمإهنأو،اللهنمونٓارقلانّأو،ملاسلا

.ذلمعاف.صقنلاوةدزلهیلعنعطُینأةیـشخاهركومزلحاؤربرفظلواهعّبتتلينلوّلأا

برخوهمبربخنيتٔاف،بهذاف.اذكضرأفينوعریكتوخإنّإ”:فسویللاقبوقعینّأركذو}566{

.“نمغلا

هبـشأوهو،مهعمسرینأهمأاولٔاسهتوخإنّأنمنٓارقلافيالمفلامخاذهو:تلق}567{

فسویةوخإضغبلمعدقنكابوقعینّلأ،باوصلهمدسحوؤرلىعنكاف.ىأرتيلاه

.حٍّلملاؤسبلاّإاًطابتغاميهلإهمّلسینأنممزحأ

ظ268 اهـبنيزینألىعاهلحاصف.ةینازةفصفيقیرطلالىعهنباةأرما||هتّنكدجواذويهنّأركذو}568{

تنكاو،هتّنكاهـنألمعیلمو173.هدیفينكااًبیضقوهتمماعوهتماخيدلجالىع172انههرو.نمغلانميٍدْبجَ

.اهكترف،ةملاعلاهترٔاف.جمترُلاهـبرمأاهلحمرهظامّلف.هنبانمًماّیأ

ّبيننعلاًضفةقوسلااثحُلىإهبـسنینألقاعيزجتـسیلاامةعانـشلانمهیفاذه:تلق}569{

:ينونمهیفةعانـشلاو.ءایبنلأا174نم

ماهدحأ}570{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ءاضقفيهاصعوهتمماعوهتماخلذبتىحلقعلاصقنلىإوءزلالىإاذويهةبـسنماهدحأ

.نم–ك174.هدیب:ش173.اتهنهرو:ش172
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{565} I say: The fact that the Qurʾan has transmitted the dream of the stars
but not the dream of the sheaves is the strongest proof for the truthfulness
of Muḥammad, peace be upon him, and that the Qurʾan is a revelation from
God, and that he has only informed people about what was revealed to
him. Otherwise, had he been transmitting this from the books of the earlier
communities, he would have followed it exactly and acquired knowledge of
the dream of the sheaves andmentioned it, lest he be discredited for adding
or omitting anything. So, be aware of that.

{566} It is mentioned that Jacob said to Joseph: ‘Your brothers are pasturing
the flock in such-and-such a land. So go and bring me their news and the
news of the flock.’199

{567} I say: This is in opposition to what is found in the Qurʾan, that his
brothers asked their father to send (Joseph) with them.200 This is more likely
to be the truth, for Jacob was aware of Joseph’s brothers’ hatred for him and
their envy of him, because of the dream he had seen. Therefore, he was too
cautious to hand him over to them gladly, without persistent entreaty.

268b{568} It is mentioned that Judah found his daughter-in-law, his son’s wife,
on the road dressed as a prostitute. And he made an agreement with her
that he would commit adultery with her for (the price of) a young goat. He
deposited with her his signet-ring, his turban, and the staff that was in his
hand as a pledge in lieu of the young goat. But he did not know that she was
his daughter-in-law, and that she was the widow of his son. And when her
pregnancy appeared, he ordered her to be stoned. Then she showed him the
token, and he left her.201

{569} I say: This contains such disgrace that no intelligentmanwould deem
it permissible to attribute it to even the lowest of the common people, let
alone tooneof theprophets. Thedisgracepresents itself therein in twoways:

{570} The first is that adultery and lack of intelligence is attributed to Judah
to the point where he freely parts with his signet-ring, his turban, and his
staff in order to achieve his desire, substituting them for a young goat. It has

199 Genesis 37:13–14.
200 ‘They said: O our father! Why will you not trust us with Joseph, when surely we are his

sincere well-wishers? Send him with us tomorrow that he may enjoy himself and play. And
surely we shall take good care of him’ (Q 12:11–12).

201 Genesis 38:12–26.
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،ةیّلهالجافلاجأنموهو175،يمتمنيبدیّـسةرارزنببجاحنّأتبثوصحّدقو.يدجاهضُوعةوهش

هتلحم177و.يمظعرمألىع176،قارعلاداوسلىعىسركبئ،دانـشخنبدانـشخنمهسوقنهراّنمإ

برعلاواًصوصخيمتماهـبترختفاو.بجاحسوقبلثلمابضرتىحاهـبانههرابم178فىونأهسفنةزّع

:رعاشلالاقتىحاًموعم

179.ابهجاحسوقبيمٍتموهزابهجاحسوقبانیلعهىَزُت

نياثلا}571{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا اذهلىعاودتمعادويهلالّعلو.هسفنىوهلطبأو،اللهدودحنمدّحفيبىاحهنأنياثلا

اذإو،هوكرتو181،ملحمهواودوّسيأ،هومحمّفیشرلاميهف180نىزاذإاونكاتىحنذهلاوراشفُلا

.هوجمرعیضولاميهف182نىز

تیبلامویتاذلخدف.ابهيجلمف،هسفننعهتدوارفسویىترشاياةأرمانّأركذو}572{

،قوسلالىا�ً�ٕراهجرخو.لعفیلمف“!نيعجاض”:تلاقو،هبوثبتذخأو،هیلعتلخدف،غشل

تعفدامّلف.نيحضفیلليّعلخدنيّابرعلااذهنّإ”:تلاقهدیّـسءاجامّلف.اهدیفيهبوثكرتو

فيفسوینسجو،هبضغدّتـشاهدیّـسعسمامّلف.“قوسلالىإبرهويدیفيهبایثكرتتيوص

.183لماىسرأهیفيانجسلا

فسویورافغتـسلااهرمأو،دهاشلاةداهشنمنٓارقلافيكيحاعمّصقنهیفاذهف:تلق}573{

ٕجاو،ضارعلاهبـشأوهو.نّيهدیأعیطقتو،ةوسنلاعهدیّـسدنعنكافسوینّلأ،باوصل

هىرترعاشلالاقتىح–ك179.افو:ك178.و–ش177.قارعلاداوسلىع–ك176.يمتمنيبدیـس–ك175

.ذ:ش.183ز:كش182.محفلاوهو+ش.181ز:كش180.ابهجاحسوقبيمتموهزابهجاحسوقبانیلع
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been authentically transmitted and proven that Ḥājib b. Zurāra, the head of
the Banū Tamīm, who was a coarse, uncivil man of the Jāhiliyya, deposited
his bow with Khushnād b. Khushnād, Khosrau’s representative in the lands
of Iraq, as a pledge in lieu of a great matter. His sense of self-dignity drove
him to fulfil what he had pledged for, and a proverb about Ḥājib’s bow has
been coined as a result. Arabs in general and Tamīm in particular pride
themselves upon this somuch so that the poet says: ‘She vaunts herself over
us with her eyebrow’s arch, just as Tamīm vaunt the bow of Ḥājib.’202

{571} The second is that (Judah) showed respect for one of the restrictive
ordinances of God [i.e. legal punishments], yet invalidated it on account of
his own whimsical desire. Perhaps the Jews relied on this vain boasting and
folly, such that when a noble man among them committed adultery, they
used to blacken his facewith charcoal and leave him,whilewhen a common
man committed adultery, they used to stone him.203

{572} It is mentioned that the wife of the man who bought Joseph sought
to seduce him, but he did not comply with her wish. Then, one day he
entered the house for his work and she entered the room, grabbed him by
his garment and said to him: ‘Lie with me!’ But he did not do so. Instead he
went out, running to the market, and left his garment in her hand. Then,
when his master came, she said to him: ‘Truly, this Hebrew came to me to
dishonour me. And when I lifted up my voice crying out he left his garment
in my hand and ran away to the market.’ And when his master heard of this,
his anger was kindled, and he put Joseph into the prison, where the king’s
prisoners were kept.204

{573} I say: (In the Biblical account) there are omissions of what is narrated
in the Qurʾan, such as the testimony of a witness, (Potiphar’s wife) being
commanded to ask forgiveness, Joseph being asked to overlook this, and
the women’s gathering and cutting their hands.205 (The Qurʾanic narrative)

202 The poet is playing with the words qaws and ḥājib which stand for ‘arch’ and ‘bow’,
and ‘eyebrow’ and ‘Ḥājib’ respectively. So, bi-qaws ḥājibihā appears twice, meaning ‘with her
eyebrow’s arch’ in the first case and ‘the bow of Ḥājib’ in the second. The verse and the story
are mentioned by AbūManṣur ʿAbd al-Malik al-Thaʿālibī (d. 429/1038) in his Thimār al-qulūb
fī al-muḍāf wa-al-mansūb, ed. M. Abū al-Faḍl Ibrāhīm, Cairo, 1965, pp. 625–626.

203 This is an allusion to the Jewish practice in Medina at the time of the Prophet, as
described by various ḥadīths in Bukhārī, Ṣaḥīḥ, “Tafsīr Āl ʿImrān” 6; Abū Dāwūd, Sunan,
“Ḥudūd” 26.

204 See Genesis 39:7–20.
205 See Q 12:26–31.
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نفم.ةاروتلافيكيحماك،ةناملأاوقدصلاهنمفرعو،اًنمُیوةًكربهولىعدجوو،ةيمظعزـنبم

و269 ذكو||.ةیّضقلاسرّنعثبحلاولیلديرغنم184ةمتهّمةأرمالوقلهسبيحنكاهنأةًداعلالمحا

.ةءبرتناهربيرغنمهضرعحضيمالمهمّلسینكا185نأدیعبف.هعماللهو،اللهلىعاًيمركفسوینكا

ركذهنأيرغ،نٓارقلافيماك،لبانـسلا187عبـسلاو186تارقبلاعبـسلاو،زابّلخاوقياسلاؤرركذو}574{

.تميحهظفلنّأيرغ،نٓارقلافيهبحصریلماذهو.ضرلخالبانـسلانعلتباتاسبایلالبانـسلانّأ

صصقلافيةيمثوهبحصرّو صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا صصقلا .ضرلخالبانـسلاتكلأةسبایلالبانـسلانّأصصقلا

:ملهلاقو.نوركنمهمو،فسویمهفرعصرمنماوراتيملاوءاجاّلمفسویةوخإنّأركذو}575{

،دوقفمدحأنكل،دحاوبأونبلاًجرشرعانثاننحو.انلهلأراتنماّنكلو،لا”:اولاق“!سیساوجتمنأ”

،كمتيرماوذخو،كمدحأيدنعاوسبحا:كمقدصنحتمأاذهـب”:فسویلاقف.“هیبأدنعرغصأرخٓلااو

هدنعسبتحاف.“سیساوبجتمـسلونيوتمقدصكمّنألمعلأكمیبأدنعياكمیخٔابتمعجراذإنيوتاو

،“ينماینبانعملسرأ”:ميهبلأاولاقواوعجرامّلف.ملهاحرفيمتهعاضبلعجو،ةيرلممهلسرأو.نوعشم

لوغلىإلزنٔاف،قیرطلافيةبیصمهبیصت�ّ�علو.هيرغهمّلأقبیلمو،تامدقهاخأنّإ”:ملهلاق

.“يمحلجا

.عبـسو:ش187.تارقب:ش186.هنا:ك185.همتهّت:ش184
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is more likely to be the truth, because Joseph occupied a high rank in the
eyes of his master, and due to him, (the master) experienced blessings and
much prosperity, and learned from him sincerity and trust, as it is narrated
in the Torah.206 Furthermore, it customarily would have been impossible to
imprison himdue to theword of an accusingwomanwithout proof or inves-

269atigation into the mysteries of the matter. In addition, Joseph was honoured
before God and God was with him. So, it is unlikely that He would submit
him to something which might damage his reputation without providing a
decisive proof of exoneration.

{574} The dream of the cupbearer and the baker,207 and the dream of the
seven cows and the seven ears of grain, are mentioned208 in line with the
Qurʾan,209 except that here it is also mentioned that the dry ears of grain
swallowed up the green ears of grain.210 This is not explicitly stated in the
Qurʾan, but its wording may imply it.211 AndWathīma explicitly states in the
Qiṣaṣ that the dry ears of grain ate the green ears of grain.212

{575} It is mentioned that when Joseph’s brothers came to purchase provi-
sions from Egypt, Joseph recognised them, but they did not recognise him.
And he said to them: ‘You are spies!’ They said: ‘Nay, rather we (came to)
purchase provisions for our family.We are twelvemen, the sons of oneman,
but one of us is lost and the other one, our youngest, is with his father.’
Then Joseph said: ‘Hereby I shall test your truthfulness: Let one of you be
detained withme, and take your provisions, and when you come back bring
me your brother who is with your father, so that I know that you have told
me the truth and you are not spies.’ Thus, Simeon was detained with him.
And (Joseph) sent them with their provisions and put their merchandise
into their saddlebags. Andwhen they returned and said to their father: ‘Send
Benjamin with us,’ he said to them: ‘His brother died and none is left for his
mother other than him. Should a misfortune afflict him on the way, then I
shall fall into the depths of Hell-Fire.’213

206 See Genesis 39:4–6.
207 See Genesis 40:9–19.
208 See Genesis 41:1–32.
209 See Q 12:36–49.
210 See Genesis 41:7, 24.
211 See Q 12:43, 46.
212 This must have been in the first part of Wathīma’s work, which is lost. As pointed out

earlier (see p. 161, fn. 45), only the second part of this work, from the story of Khiḍr to the
account of the Light of Muḥammad, is extant and published.

213 It may also mean: ‘I shall fall into the misfortune of Hell-Fire.’ See Genesis 42:7–38.
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نممهعنمهنأفيرهاظاذهذإ،دعبةّیحهمّأنّألىعلیلد“هيرغهمّلأقبیلمو”وق:تلق}576{

ونمقبیلمهنأدارأهنألتميحو.هبسافنلافيتتامانهوكفيانیوهو.اهرطاخوابهلقلةًاعارمهذخأ

.هرُكذمدقلمااهـتولماًضقانمنوكیلاف،هيرغهمّأ

ماهدحأ:نیرمألتميح“يمحلجالوغلىإلزنٔاف”:وقو}577{ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ ماهدحأ هیلعنزلحارُبيلقفيرعسُی”دارأهنأماهدحأ

نياثلاو.“يمحلجارانك نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا .“يمحلجارقّحتـسٔاف،ءاضقلطخستٔاف،بلغاتيبیصممظعل”دارأنوكینأنياثلا

تلفكنيّإ”:اذويهلاقعاصلالىعينماینبسبحاّلمفسوینّأاذهدعبكيحهنألىع}578{

نوطبتهف،قیرطلافيةبیصمينماینببیصتنأشىخأنيّإ”:انللاقأنّإو.اذههودّرببيلأ

كدبعببسبطبنهف.تويمانعمملاغلا]وبأ[188ریلموانعجرنأشىخأنيّإو.“يمحلجالىإبيـبسب

.“ملاغلالدبكدنعثكمأنيلعجاف.ةیواهلالىإعجولانیبأ

ظ269 لىعلؤّاتینألاّإ“يمحلجالوغلىإ||لزنٔاف”:بوقعیلوقرهاظفلايخ189هرهاظاذهو:تلق}579{

.“نيّمكمّنلأ،ليوزـنكيمحلجالىإذبكملوزننّإ”نىعم

وهو،هوخأتامو.هبركنباوهو،يرغصنباو،اًخیـش�ً�أانلنّإ”:فسویلاولاقمهـنأركذو}580{

.“هبّيحهوبأو.هیبأوهمّلأيرغلا،دحاو

لیؤاتلانّلا191ٔ،فسویمّألیحارهيو190،ذئمویةّیحينماینبمّأنّألىعلّدیاذهف:تلق}581{

لاذإ،انهاهحّصیلا“هيرغهمّلأقبیلمو،تامدقهاخأنّإ”:بوقعیلوقفيلتممحهنأركذيا

.لیحارفسویماهيو:ك191.نٓلاالىا:ك190.هرهاظ–ك189.رنلمو:ك188
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{576} I say: (Jacob’s)words, ‘and none is left for hismother other than him,’214
is an indication that (Joseph’s) mother was still alive, for this explicitly
means that (Jacob) forbade them to take him, out of regard for her heart
and hermind. This contradicts the fact that she had died after giving birth to
(Benjamin). Yet, it may be understood that he meant that from the children
of his mother no child other than (Benjamin) was left, and this is in no
contradiction to her death mentioned earlier.

{577} As for (Jacob’s) words: ‘then I shall fall into the depths of Hell-Fire,’215
they may be interpreted as two things. The first is that he may have meant,
‘The fire of my sorrow for him shall be kindled in my heart like the fire of
Hell.’ The second is that he may have meant, ‘I shall be overcome by the
magnitude of my misfortune and become displeased with divine destiny,
then I will deserve the fire of Hell.’

{578}Moreover, it is narratedhereafter thatwhen JosephdetainedBenjamin
for (the theft of) the cup, Judah said to him: ‘I have guaranteed to my
father to bring back this child of his. For our father said to us: “I fear that a
misfortunemay afflict Benjamin on the way, and then you fall into Hell-Fire
because of me.” So, I fear that if we return and he does not see the boy with
us, he shall die. And because of your servant, our father, we shall fall into the
Abyss of Hell in agony. Let me remain with you instead of the boy.’216

{579} I say: The explicit meaning of this contradicts the explicit meaning
269bof Jacob’s words: ‘then I shall fall into the depths of Hell-Fire,’ unless it is

interpreted to mean, ‘Your falling into Hell-Fire because of this is like my
falling, for you are fromme.’

{580} It is mentioned that they said to Joseph: ‘We have an old father and
he has a young son, who is the child of his old age. His brother has died, so
he is alone, and his mother and father have none other. And his father loves
him.’217

{581} I say: This indicates that Benjamin’s mother, namely, Rachel, Joseph’s
mother, was still alive at that time, because the interpretationwe havemen-
tioned earlier as being probable regarding the words of Jacob, ‘His brother

214 Genesis 42:38.
215 Genesis 42:38.
216 See Genesis 44:30–33.
217 Genesis 44:20.
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همّلأ”فييرمضلانوكینأحّصیلاو.يرثكبوقعیونبذإ،بوقعیليرغلادحاوهنإ:لاقینأحّصی

ذإ،رهاظلافلاخهنلأ،“هیبأوفسویمّلأيرغلا،دحاووهو”192ریدقتبفسویلىإاًدئاع“هیبأو

ذو.“هیوبلأيرغلا،دحاووه”هانعمنّأينّعتف.ركذابمذلصيحلاو.هیلعفَسویقیقرتهمدارم

.ناّیحهیوبأنّأضيتقی

يمهاربإهیوبأدنعلب،صربمهبرقیلانأفَسویفّلحهتومم�ّ�أتضرحاّلمبوقعینّأركذو}582{

193.فسویلهاصعسأرلىعلیئاسرإدسجو،فلفح.قاسحإو

لىعدّریاذهو.اًرارمةیناثلاولىولأاةرّلمافيهبمهعجافياودسجفسویةوخإنّأقبـسو}583{

وهدوجسللىوأفسویببوقعیىقتلمتقونّلأ،﴾اًدسج�َُ�ُاورخَوَ﴿:لىاعتوقفينعاطلا

.ميهخلأدسلحالاوزميهبلأرهظیتىحهونبو

هنماًمبوقعیلاقف194.يمئارفأوشىّنمهانباوفسویهءاجضرماّلمبوقعینّأركذو}584{

.رهل�ً�ايرمضرلأاهذههدعبنمهفلخيطعینأهدعوو،ناعنكضرٔابهیلعنلعتـسااللهنّأ

ضرأنعلازلیئاسرإنيبمنّلأ،لیئاسرإلىعواللهلىعدويهلانمبذكاذهو:تلق}585{

اذهقدصنیٔاف.دبلأالىإمنهعجرفخ.تقباوهمّوهوبذّكفحیـسلماميهلإثعبذنماهيرغوناعنك

.مارفا:كش194.فسوی:ش193.دقتب:ك192
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died, and none is left for hismother other than him,’218 is not applicable here,
for it is incorrect to say that he was alone and Jacob had no other son, when
Jacob’s sons were many. It is also incorrect to say that the personal pronoun
in ‘hismother and father’ refers to Joseph,meaning, presumably, ‘he is alone,
and Joseph’s mother and father have none other,’ because this is opposite
to the explicit meaning of this statement, as their intention was to soften
Joseph’s heart for him. And that cannot be achieved with the interpretation
mentioned above. Thus, it becomes clear that this means ‘he is alone, and
his parents have none other.’ This requires that his parentswere both alive.219

{582} It is mentioned that when the time of Jacob’s death arrived, he asked
Joseph to swear that hewouldnot buryhim inEgypt, but near his two fathers
Abrahamand Isaac.Andhe swore tohim, and Israel prostratedhimself upon
the head of his staff before Joseph.220

{583} It has been previously mentioned that Joseph’s brothers prostrated
themselves before him several times when they met with him the first time
and the second.221 This refutes the one who challenged the words of God,
the Exalted, ‘And they fell down before him prostrate,’222 because the time
of Jacob’s encounter with Joseph was the most suitable occasion for him
andhis brothers to prostrate themselves before him so that it would become
apparent to their father that their envy for their brother had ceased to exist.

{584} It is mentioned that when Jacob fell ill, Joseph and his two sons
Manasseh and Ephraim came to him. And Jacob said to him words which
meant that God had revealed Himself to him in the land of Canaan and
promised him that He would grant to his successors after him this land as
an inheritance forever.223

{585} I say: This is a Jewish lie aboutGodandabout Israel, because the rule of
the children of Israel over the land of Canaan and others has vanished since
the time that Christ was sent to them with his mission, and they called him
a liar and attempted to kill him. Thus, they lost it forever. So where is the

218 Genesis 42:38.
219 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§217, 556, 563 and 586–587.
220 Genesis 47:29–31.
221 Genesis 42:6 and 43:26.
222 Q 12:100.
223 Genesis 48:1–4.
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فيذنكاف.هفلخفييمهاربلإدعولااذهنكااّنمإو؟لیئاسرإناسللىعاللهنمنكانإ،دعولا

.لىاعتاللهءاشنإدبلأاتىحونٓلااليإوهف،برعلا195همو،لیعماسإنيب

همودقنيعی–مارأندّفنمتلبقأينحأو”:لاقنأفسویلهمجمنمهنأركذو}586{

سخرفىرمجلىعقیرطلافيناعنكضرأفيكمّألیحارتتام–ناروحنمنلااخدنعنم

و270 .“ملحتیبفيثمّاتهُبرقف.ثرَْفالىإ||لوخانم

لىعلّدیامةاروتلانمعضاومفياّنّیبدقو.اًيمدقلیحارتوملىعلوّلأاصّنلكااذه:تلق}587{

اًحیصحلاًیؤاتائهاقبلىع�ّ�ااعضاولمااولؤّاتنإف.ةاروتلافيتفاهـتوهو.ذدعباملىإةّیحاهـنأ

وهو.﴾شِرْعَْلالىََعهِْیوََباعََفرَوَ﴿:لىاعتوقلىعىراصنلانمنعاطلاةباجإدوصقمنّلأ،ضرّیلم

“؟كتوخإوكمّأوأدسجأأ”:ؤرلاىأرينحفسویلبوقعیلوقدنعهررّقابملصاح

.ضرلأالىع196ادجسف،هنمماهدٔاف.“مايهلعكرأكینبامدّق”:فسویللاقبوقعینّأركذو}588{

لعفج.لیئاسرإينيمنعهراسیلىعشىّنمولیئاسرإراسینعهنیيملىعيمئارفأهنبافسویلعجو

لجأنمهیدیينبفلاخو،شىّنمسأرلىع�َ�ماشورغصلأاوهويمئارفأسأرلىعهنیيملیئاسرإ

.ركبلانكاشىّنمنأ

ينيملاهدیبهصّيخنأضيتقیبركٔلااركبلاوهشىّنمنوكنّلأ،بسانميرغلیلعتاذه:تلق}589{

.همرابكودلاولأاةروكبلیضفتبترجةداعلانّلأ،كربأونيمأهيتيلا

.–ك196.همو–ك195
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truthfulness of this promise, if it was really from God through the mouth
of Israel? However, this promise was only for Abraham with respect to his
successors. And that was with respect to the children of Ishmael, namely,
the Arabs, and is valid until today and forever, if God, Exalted is He, wills.

{586} It is mentioned that among the things included in (Jacob’s) speech
to Joseph was that he said to him: ‘And when I came from Paddan Aram—
meaninghis return fromhis uncle Laban fromHaran—Rachel, yourmother,
died in the land of Canaan on the way, about one parasang [i.e. three miles]

270adistance from Ephrath. So, I buried her there, in Bethlehem.’224

{587} I say: This is just like the first scriptural text about Rachel’s early
death.225 We have already explained, in various passages of the Torah, the
things which indicate that she was still alive after that time.226 And this is a
case of incoherence present in the Torah. However, if they interpreted the
passages which indicate her remaining alive with a sound interpretation,
it would not harm us, because our aim is to respond to the Christian who
challenged the words of God, the Exalted, ‘And he raised his parents upon
the throne.’227 And this is achieved by what we have established regarding
Jacob’s words to Joseph at the time that he saw the dream: ‘I, and your
mother, and your brothers prostrate ourselves before you?’228

{588} It is mentioned that Jacob said to Joseph: ‘Bring your two sons near,
I shall bless them.’ And he brought them near to him and they prostrated
themselves upon the ground before him. Joseph placed his son Ephraim on
his right hand, to Israel’s left hand, andManasseh on his left hand, to Israel’s
right hand. Then, Israel placed his right hand on Ephraim’s head, who was
the younger one, and his left hand on Manasseh’s head, and he crossed his
hands because Manasseh was the firstborn.229

{589} I say: This is incoherent reasoning, because the fact that Manasseh
was the firstborn, the eldest, requires that (Jacob) distinguish him by his
right hand, which is more privileged and more blessed, for as the custom
runs, preference is given to the firstborn and the older children.

224 Genesis 48:7.
225 See Genesis 35:19.
226 See Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§217, 556, 563 and 580–581.
227 Q 12:100.
228 Genesis 37:10.
229 Genesis 48:9, 12–14.
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.ةًحمرواًيرخهرغصلهنیيمبيمئارفأصّخماّنإ:لیقنإف}590{

ضيتقیانهاه197اًذإلخدملاشىّنفم،لاّإو.ذبلّلعیويمئارفأركذینأيغبنینكاف:انلق}591{

نّأذدعبلاقاذهلو.سرواللهنعلاًضفءلاقعلادُاحٓاهنعهزـنیللاتعاهیفماذهف.هركذ

وهاذههاتبأ”:لاقو،بركٔلااشىّنملىعلماشلاورغصلأايمئارفألىعنىيملاهدیعُضوهغمفسوی

هتیرّذو،هیلعولعیرغصلأاهاخأنّأيرغ،يربكبعشلنوكیوهو.نيّبتُملعدق”:لاقف.“بركٔلاا

.“بوعشلارفوأ

،بركٔلااوهشىّنمنّٔابمدقتلمالیلعتلاداسفلىعلّدیبوقعیلىعفسویكاردتـساف:تلق}592{

ةكمحينّبهنلأ،بوقعیلعفلىعلا،لیلعتلااذهلىعوهاّنمإانهاهاننعطو.بسانميرغوهذإ

.هطبـسلثموثمشىّنمونملمعیلمو،يمئارفأونمنكانوننبعشوینّٔاباقامينّبتو.عف

.لمعأاللهو

200ينبورلىع199ظیّغتبقتـسمفيمنهمكلّلنوكی198ابمهمبرخأوهینبعجماّلملیئاسرإنّأركذو}593{

ظ270 .هیبأةّیسرّئطوهنوكنيعی||،“شيارفتَسنجّ”:لاقو

.لطهنأولوقلانمبعصاذهنّأقبـسفاّنّیبدقو}594{

.لیبور:كش200.ضیغت:ك199.ام:ش198.نذا:ك197
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{590} If it is said: He distinguished Ephraim by his right hand because he
was younger, out of benevolence towards him and compassion.

{591} We say: In that case Ephraim should have been mentioned and (his
being the younger son, hence more deserving of benevolence and mercy)
should have been brought forth as a reason (for Jacob’s blessing). And if
not, then there is no basis for Manasseh to be mentioned [as the firstborn]
here. So these words contain defective reasoning which intelligent people
are free from, let alone God and His messengers. Because of this, (the Book
of Genesis) says thereafter that Joseph was distressed by (Jacob’s) putting
his right hand on Ephraim the younger son and his left hand on Manasseh
the older son, and he said: ‘O father, this one is older.’ And (Jacob) replied:
‘I know, O my dear son. And he shall become a big nation, but his younger
brother shall surpass him, and his offspring shall be the most numerous of
nations.’230

{592} I say: Joseph’s attempt to correct Jacob indicates the erroneousness of
the earlier reasoning thatManassehwas the older son, for that is incoherent.
Our challengehere is directedonly against this reasoning, not against Jacob’s
act, for he explained the wisdom behind his act. Further, what he said has
come true, as Joshua, son of Nun, was one of the children of Ephraim,231
whereas noone likehimor likehis tribehas beenknownamong the children
of Manasseh. And God knows best.

{593} It is mentioned that when Israel gathered his sons and informed them
about what would happen to each one of them in his future life, he became

270bfurious at Reuben and said to him: ‘You defiledmy bed,’232 meaning his lying
with his father’s concubine.233

{594} We have already explained earlier that this is a reprehensible state-
ment and that it is false.234

230 Genesis 48:18–19.
231 See Numbers 13:8.
232 Genesis 49:1–4.
233 See Genesis 35:22.
234 Ṭūfī, Taʿlīq, §§557–558.
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.هينمتئایتىحهیذفخينبنمواذويهطبـسنمةنوهكلاوةوّبنلاولمادقَفُیلا”:لاقو}595{

دّشأو،هانیعرلخمانمرّمتح.هنِأنَبابیضقلافيوهشَحْجَةرجشلافيطبارلا.بوعشلارظتنته�ّ�إو

.“هنانـسأبنللانماًضایب

،دويهلاامّأ.سرواللهلىعمئهاترفاوهمرفكواًعیجمىراصنلاودويهلاللاضنایبهیفاذه:تلق}596{

هنلأ،هتافصهذهو.اذهلیئاسرإمفيهبدوعولماوهو،تقباوهمّوهوذٓاوحیـسلماورفكمهـنلأف

بشرورالحمابكروهو،لسرلا201شرّبتتنكاهبو،بوعشلارظتنتتنكاو،اذويهطبـسنم

اًهلإنكاولو.نهكاّبينمهتافصهذهياحیـسلمانّٔاببرخألیئاسرإنّلأف،ىراصنلاامّأو.رلخما

!ىراصنلاودويهلاينتفئاطلالىعاللهةنعلف.يمظعتلااذهضرعمفيهنایبنعتكسالمإنباوأ

.نوّلاضىراصنلاو،ميهلعبوضغمدويهلانّإف

هفَتكئطٔاطی.ةًيرِّخهضرأوةًنـسحهتّلمحىأرو.لبـسلاينبسلاجراّبجلجررخاسّیإ”:لاقو}597{

.“ةیزلجاءادأوةعاطلل

وحنبملاسلإالبقنمدويهلاوينملسلماينبفصنأدقهیلعاللهتاولصلیئاسرإاذه:تلق}598{

دمّحبمنايملإانممهعنمياوهو،شرّلاعاونأمظعأنموهو،توبرلجميهلعدهشف.ةنـسيفلأ

نودّؤیيامهضرلأدهشو.ةیزلجاءادأوراغصلاولّا203ذلىعهمدعوأو202.لمّسوهیلعاللهلىّص

.ايهفلاّإدويهلالىعةیزجلاذإ،ملاسلإاضرأتو،يرلخاونسلحةیزلجاايهف

.ذلىع+ش203.ملاسلاهیلعدمحبم:ك202.شربی:ش201
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{595} (Israel) further said: ‘The kingdom, the prophethood and the priest-
hood shall not be lost from the tribe of Judah and from his sub-tribes until
he to whom these belong comes. It is he that the nations are awaiting. He
shall bind his young donkey unto the tree and unto the branch his she-ass’s
colt. His eyes shall be red from wine, and his teeth whiter than milk.’235

{596} I say: This demonstrates both the Jews’ and the Christians’ error, their
unbelief, and their forgery of lies about God and His messengers. As for the
Jews, it is so because they disbelieved in Christ, hurt him and attempted to
kill him, although he is the promised one in these words of Israel. These are
his attributes, for he was from the tribe of Judah, the nations were awaiting
him, themessengers were announcing the glad tidings of him, and he rode a
donkey, and drankwine. As for the Christians, it is so because Israel foretold
that Christ, whose attributes these are, would be a king, a prophet and a
priest. Had he been a god or the son of a god, he would not have declined to
explain this on the occasion of this glorification. God’s curse be upon both
groups, the Jews and the Christians! The Jews are those who have earned
(God’s) anger and the Christians are those who have gone astray.236

{597} (Israel) also said: ‘Issachar is a haughtyman, sitting between the roads.
He finds his place beautiful and his land good. But he shall bow his shoulder
into compliance to the obligation of the poll tax.’237

{598} I say: Here Israel, may God’s blessings be upon him, has indeed acted
fairly between the Muslims and the Jews about two thousand years before
Islam. For he testified against them with the charge of haughtiness, which
is one of the greatest kinds of evil, and which is what prevented them from
believing in Muḥammad, may God bless him and grant him peace. And he
threatened them therefore with humiliation, lowliness and the obligation
to pay the poll tax. He further attested that the land in which they were to
pay the poll tax would be beautiful and good, and that is the land of Islam,
for there is no poll tax obligation upon the Jews except therein.

235 Genesis 49:10–12. Ṭūfī quotes and comments on the same passage in his Intiṣārāt (vol. I,
p. 354).

236 This is a reference to the ḥadīth: ‘The Jews are those who have earned (His) anger and
the Christians are those who have gone astray’ (Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Tafsīr al-Qurʾān” 2), which
stands as an interpretation of the Qurʾanic verses: ‘Show us the straight path. The path of
those whom You have favoured; not the (path) of those who earn Your anger, nor of those
who go astray’ (Q 1:7).

237 Genesis 49:14–15.
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كىبو.هطینحتبفسویرمأتامامّلف.يمهاربإهیبأدنعنفدینأصىوأبوقعینّأركذو}599{

.صىوأثیحهنفدیلفسویهبهجّوتثمّ.اًمویينعبـسصرملهأهیلع

هنأهنعىوریفملاسلاهیلعدّمحمقدصلىعىراصنلاضعبهدروأامجمنماذه:تلق}600{

:هوجونماذهنعباولجاو205:تلق.“تامثیحلاّإبيّنبرقی204لم”:لاق

و271 اهدحأ}601{ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ اهدحأ ||.اهـبقوثولاف،ينلوّلأابتكىراصنلاودويهلافیرتحوةاروتلاتفاهـتاّنّیبدق�ّ�أاهدحأ

نياثلا}602{ نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا نياثلا يرغردقلاذيقبولو.اًمویينعبـسهیلعكىبی،صربميقببوقعینّأركذدقهنأنياثلا

نمنّأانعشرفيءاجاذهلو.تیّمللةناهإذو.لاحكلّلىعشربوهذإ،يحرأوتنََْنلأ،نوفدم

هولقنفهوجرختـساثمّ،هیلعمتهحانمتضقناتىحهونفدمهـنألىعلّدف.هنفدبردَابینأتیّلماماركإ

:لیقنإف.تامثیحهنفاًیفانمقننوكیلاذئنیحو،جاستوبفيهولقنمهـنإ:لاقی.هئ�ٓ�الىإ

درّمجو.اهيرغلاوةاروتلافيلقنیلماذه:انلق.نفدلىإجتيحلمو،ةدّلماتثكمتىحهوبرّصمهّلعل

نوطحنیتىولماكلّذإ،هيربصتلىعلّدیلاهطینتحنمركذامو.هعوقوبقیدصتلافييفكیلاحا

.نكاملإادنع

ثلاثلا}603{ ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا ثلاثلا اًدحألمعنلا�ّ�إف.ثیدلحاةصحّعنم،لكاشلإااذهنعباولجافيدنعراتاوهو،ثلاثلا

ّبينلاباصحأنّأبيأنيبرخأ:لاق,يجرجنبا207برخأ:لاق,قازّرلادبع206انثدّح”:لاقدحمألاّإهاور

.ا:ك207.انث:ك206.تلق–ش205.نفدی+ش204
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{599} It is mentioned that Jacob willed that he be buried near his father
Abraham.238 So, when he died, Joseph commanded him to be embalmed.
And thepeople of Egyptmourned for him seventy days. Then, Josephbetook
himself to bury him where he had willed.239

{600} I say: This is one of the things that a certain Christian cited against the
truthfulness ofMuḥammad, peace be upon him, regardingwhatwas related
fromhimof his saying: ‘A prophet is not to be buried exceptwhere he dies.’240
I say: One can respond to this in a number of ways:

{601} The first is that we have already explained the incoherence of the
Torah and the Jewish and Christian alterations of the earlier scriptures.

271aTherefore, one cannot rely upon these scriptures.

{602}Thesecond concerns themention that Jacob remained inEgypt, being
mourned for seventy days. If he remained that long without being buried,
then he would certainly have decomposed and begun to smell, for he was
a human being after all. And this would be an insult to the dead person.
Therefore, according to our revealed law, one of the ways of honouring a
dead person is to hasten his burial. And this indicates that they kept him
buried until their lamentation for him was completed, then they exhumed
him andmoved him to his fathers’ (burial place). Onemay say: ‘They carried
him in a wooden coffin. Therefore, his translocation does not contradict his
being buriedwhere he died.’241But if it is said: ‘Perhaps they preservedhim so
that he remained that period of time without needing to be buried.’ We say:
This is transmittedneither in theTorah, nor elsewhere. Themereprobability
of it does not suffice for confirming its occurrence. And the mention of his
embalming does not indicate that he was preserved, for all dead people are
embalmed when possible.

{603} The third, which according to us is the preferable response to this
ambiguity, consists of not accepting the authenticity of this ḥadīth. This is
because we know of no one who has related it except Aḥmad [b. Ḥanbal]
who says: ‘ʿAbd al-Razzāq narrated to us saying, Ibn Jurayj informed us

238 See Genesis 49:29–31.
239 See Genesis 50:2–5.
240 Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,Musnad, 1/7.
241 Ṭūfī’s point is that Jacob was effectively buried, for he was sealed permanently in a

wooden coffin and moved from one location to another therein.
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هیلعاللهلىّصاللهلوسرتعسم”:ركبوبألاقتىح208هنوبرقینیأاوردیلملمّسوهیلعاللهلىّص

“.هشارفتتحاورفحو،هشارفاورّخٔاف“.“تويمثیحلاّإّبينبرقیلم”:لوقیلمّسو

دقو،ةیاورلافي�ُ�احلمعیلايجرجنباأنّلأ،لاسرإواثیدلحااذهفيو:تلق}604{

املىعنىبیلاناتّلعناهو.منهعهميرغنموأمنهمهعسملهلمعنلاف،ةباحصلانعسرأ

.ةعیشرلالصأفيحدقیفهنعبَاولجاوهَيملستمتزلننأنعلاًضفعٌرفثیدلحانمهیفاتنكا

ةيرسلافيماشهنباهاورو ةيرسلا ةيرسلا ةيرسلا ةيرسلا ةيرسلا ةيرسلا دق210نكل.انیلعلهسأهتصحّعنفم209.]اضیأهیلإنكسیلاهجونم[ةيرسلا

ةيرسلاحشرفيليّیهسلاركذ ةيرسلاحشر ةيرسلاحشر ةيرسلاحشر ةيرسلاحشر ةيرسلاحشر ةيرسلاحشر ؟كیلعليّصنفیك:اولاقتاماّلملمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصّبينلانأ[ةيرسلاحشر

قاسو“.لاوّأليّعليّصتةكئلالمانإف،نيّعاوجرخافتيیبفييبرقيرفشلىعنيوتمعضواذإ”:لاق

هیلعاللهلىّصاللهلوسرضبقاّلم”:تلاقةشئاعثیدحنمهدانـس�ٕ�يّذمترلاىورو211.]ثیدلحا

ظ271 .هتیسن||اماًئیشلمّسوهیلعاللهلىّصاللهلوسرنمتعسم”:ركبوبألاقف.هنفدفياوفلتخالمّسو

ثیدحوهو“.“هشارفعضومفيهونفدا“.هیفنفدُینأبّيحياعضولمافيلاّإایبناللهضبقام”:لاق

213.فعضیوهوكيّیللما212ركببيأنبنحمرلادبعهدانـسإفيوبیرغ

ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإافياذك209.هوبرقی:ك208 ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ميأ،طقاسهیلیياورطسلااذهةیقب(:ش.1/511،فّلؤمللةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا

اذك211.نكل–ك210.)ءورقميرغيحممميأ،طقاسرطسايهلیوةضحاويرغتماكل(:ك؛)ءورقميرغيحمم

ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإافي ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا ةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا :ك؛)ءورقميرغيحممميأ،طقاسهیلیياورطسلااذهةیقب(:ش.1/512،فّلؤمللةّیملاسلإاتاراصتنلإا

دلحماو+،فعض:ك213.ركببيأنب–ك212.)ءورقميرغيحممميأ،طقاسرطسايهلیوةضحاويرغتماكل(

ليیربوكةبتكبمةیطلخاةخسنلافيباتكلايـتهنیانه(.لمسوانیبنلىعاللهلىصوينلماعلابر(.
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saying, my father informed me that the companions of the Prophet, may
God bless him and grant him peace, did not know where to entomb him
until Abū Bakr said: ‘I have heard theMessenger of God, may God bless him
and grant him peace, saying: “A prophet is not to be buried except where he
dies”.’ So, they took down his bed and dug for him a grave underneath his
bed.’242

{604} I say: There is ignorance (jahāla) and an incomplete chain of trans-
mission (irsāl) in this ḥadīth, because Ibn Jurayj’s father’s status in report-
ing is not known, and he professed to have transmitted it directly from the
companions, but we do not know whether he heard it from them or from
someone else who had transmitted it from them. Due to the presence of
these two flaws in this ḥadīth, one is not able to build upon it a subsidiary
precept (farʿ),243 let alone be obligated to accept and follow it in a context
where a principal precept (aṣl)244 of the revealed religion is impugned. Ibn
Hishām also relates it in the Sīra [in a manner that cannot be relied upon
either].245 Thus, rejecting its authenticity is easier for us. However, [ʿAbd al-
Raḥmān] al-Suhaylī [d. 581/1185] mentions in the Sharḥ al-Sīra [that when
the Prophet, mayGod bless him and grant him peace, was dying they said to
him: ‘How shall we pray for you?’ He said: ‘When you lay me on the fringes
of my tomb in my house, depart from me, for the angels shall pray for me
first.’ Then, he cited the above-mentioned ḥadīth.]246 Tirmidhī also relates
through his isnād [i.e. chain of transmission] part of the ḥadīth narrated
by ʿĀʾisha who says: ‘When the Messenger of God, may God bless him and
grant him peace, passed away (the companions) disagreed over his burial.
And Abū Bakr said: ‘I heard from the Messenger of God, may God bless him

271band grant him peace, something I have not forgotten. He said: “God does
not cause a prophet to pass away, except in the place where he loves to be
buried.” Bury him in the place of his bed’.’ However, this is a gharīb (strange
or scarce) ḥadīth247 and its isnād includes ʿAbd al-Raḥmān b. Abū Bakr al-
Malīkī who is regarded to be a weak (narrator).248

242 Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal,Musnad, 1/7.
243 In general, these consist of rulings related to religious practices.
244 These refer to fundamental tenets of faith.
245 The same ismentioned inṬūfī’s Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 511. See IbnHishām, Sīra, vol. IV, p. 314.
246 The same is mentioned in Ṭūfī’s Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 512. See ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Suhaylī,

al-Rawḍ al-unuf fī sharḥ al-sīra al-nabawiyya li-Ibn al-Hishām, ed. ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Wakīl,
Cairo, 1967, vol. VII, pp. 588–590.

247 Gharīb ḥadīth refers to a ḥadīth which at some stage of the isnād has only a single
reporter (rāwī).

248 Tirmidhī, Sunan, “Janāʾiz” 33.
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هیلعانلنىبیلاثیدلحااذهنّأعم،رُوذلمحااذههبمزلیاماهـبتبثیلاتاورهذهكلّو}605{

،اًضیأضرّیلميّعرفٌكمحهیلعنىبیاممّنكاولو.ضرّیلاهرادهإف،يّعرفلاوليّصأيّعشرٌكمح

نّإف.عورفلا�ّ�دأفيحدقیلااملوصلأا�ّ�دأفيحدقیو،لوصلأاهبتبثیلاابمتبثتعورفلانّلأ

مكاحأنمماهادعامو.عطاقلالیللاّإرّقتـستلاةوّبنلاو،عطاسلاناهبرللاّإتبثیلادیحوتلا

تاسوسلمحانمذيرظنو.ةّنـسوألادوا�ّ�ٔعسایقوأروهشموأضیفتـسمبرخهیفيفكی�ّ�لما

دیدشتلاعفتراوحماستلاعقوساسلأاعفترااذإف.روّتهلااهعمنمؤیتيلاتلآلاهسأكمَيحناینبلانّأ

.ذفي

لوّلأاباولجانّلأ،ثیدلحاةصحّعنماذهنعباولجافيترخااّنمإو}606{ لوّلأاباولجا لوّلأاباولجا لوّلأاباولجا لوّلأاباولجا لوّلأاباولجا لوّلأاباولجا ،مصخللبیذكتلوّلأاباولجا

نياثلاباولجاو.رملأاسفنفي�ً�ذكامصلخانكانإو،لدلجاثیحنمضرغيربكهبلصيحلاو نياثلاباولجا نياثلاباولجا نياثلاباولجا نياثلاباولجا نياثلاباولجا نياثلاباولجا نياثلاباولجا

ثحبلافيفاصنلإاضىتقمذإ،ةًدراوتایّئزلجاةّیقبىقبتف،هنمةیّئزجةروصبيّّكللاؤسنعةباجإ

ءایبنلأاو.تامثیحبرقءایبنلأانم214دحاوكلّنّأنوملسلماينّبینألاؤسلااذهنعباولجاو

دقيادیعبلكّنظافم.بیرقلانمزلالىإاهحیحصترذّعتدقلوقنلاو.مداقتمنامزلاو،نويرثك

،دٍراويرغصأنملاؤسلانكا،ثیدلحاةصحّانعنماذإامّأ؟صیبصیحفيهنمسانلاعقو

.لمعأاللهو.بعتلانمانحترساو

.دحاو+ش214
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{605} Despite all these reports, nothing is established that can eliminate the
problems (related to the transmission of this ḥadīth). In addition, neither a
principal (aṣlī) nor a subsidiary (farʿī) religious precept can be built upon
this ḥadīth, in our view. Therefore, discarding it would not harm us. And
even if this ḥadīth were one of the proofs that a subsidiary precept could
be built upon, it would not harm our position, because subsidiary rulings
can be established by things upon which principal rulings cannot be estab-
lished. Hence, what may impugn the proofs of the principal (precepts) may
not impugn the proofs of the subsidiary (precepts). So, the unity of God can-
not be proven except by an evident decisive proof and prophethood cannot
be established except by definitive evidence. For anything other than these
two precepts of religion, a mustafīḍ (exhaustive)249 or mashhūr (famous)250
report, or an analogy based on the same ratio legis or an indication, or
the Sunna is sufficient. The equivalent of this among the things percepti-
ble through the senses is a building where its foundation is fortified with
the devices which secure it against collapsing. And when the building is
erected, then the instability is gone and the tools of reinforcement therein
are removed.

{606} We have chosen not to accept the authenticity of the above-
mentioned ḥadīth as a response to this only because the first response con-
sists of accusing the opponent of lying, but, from the perspective of dialec-
tics, notmuchof a goal can be achievedby it, even if the opponent is actually
a liar. The second response consists of answering a general question by
answering only some of its particulars, while the rest of its particulars con-
tinue to appear, but fairness in examining and responding to this question
would require thatMuslims demonstrate that every one of the prophets was
entombed where he died. However, the prophets were very numerous and
much time has passed since then. And the authentication of reports that
do not go very far back has become unfeasible. What then do you think of
(reports going back to) the ancient times in respect to which people have
already fallen into confusion? But if we do not accept the authenticity of
this ḥadīth, then the argument does not arise at all and we are saved from
the trouble. And God knows best.

249 Mustafīḍ is a solitary ḥadīth (khabar al-aḥad) which begins with a single reporter, but
then in one or more layers it acquires multiple channels of transmission.

250 Mashhūr is a solitary ḥadīth (khabar al-aḥad) which also begins with a single reporter,
but then the channels of transmission multiply so much so that it reaches a tawātur status.
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اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلانمهیلعرایتخعقوامرخٓااذهو اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلا اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلا اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلا اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلا اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلا اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلا مویةركبهخسننمغارفلاقفاوو.اهيرغوةاروتلالىعقیلعتلا

اًرهاظواًرخٓاولاًوّأدلحماو.ةئماعبـسونیشرعوناثمةنـسرفصرهشنمنیشرعلاونياثلاءاعبرلأا

و272 ً.كارابماًبیّطاًيرثكًلستلمّسوهبصحو�ٓ�اودّمحمدیّـسلىعاللهلىّصو||.اًنطو
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This is the end of what (Ṭūfī) has chosen to (write) as part of the Critical
Commentary of the Torah and Other (Books). The completion of its copying
corresponded to the early morning of Wednesday, the twenty-second of the
month of Ṣafar, year seven hundred and twenty-eight [ca. 6 January 1328].
Praise be to God at the beginning and at the end, outwardly and inwardly.

272aAndmayGod bless ourmaster,Muḥammad, his family and his companions,
and grant them a peace that is abundant, good and blessed.
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LIST OF ṬŪFĪ’S WORKS

1. Published Books and UnpublishedManuscripts

Uṣūl al-Fiqh

Mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa is an abridgment of Ibn Qudāma al-Maqdisī’s (d. 620/1223)
famouswork in legal theory,Rawḍat al-nāẓirwa-junnat al-munāẓir, which served
as a textbook at Ḥanbalī madrasas. Ṭūfī’s abridgment, defined by Ibn Badrān as
‘the best, the most comprehensive and the most useful work in the field’,1 is one
of Ṭūfī’s early works (completed in 704/1304).2 It was published under the title
al-Bulbul fī uṣūl al-fiqh (ed. S.M. Lahhām, Beirut, 1999).

Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, a three-volume commentary on his abovementioned
summary of Ibn Qudāma’s Rawḍat al-nāẓir (written in 708/1308–1309).3 The
work has been published twice: Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, ed. ʿA.b.ʿA.-M. al-
Turkī (Beirut, 1987–1989, vols. I–III) and Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, ed. I.b.ʿA. Āl
Ibrāhīm (Riyadh, 1989, vols. I–III).

Nihāyat al-sūl fī ʿilm al-uṣūl, another work in uṣūl al-fiqh, a MS of which is preserved
in Cairo (Dār al-Kutub, Uṣūl Taymūr no. 179, pp. 1–16).

Al-Ṣaʿqa al-ghaḍabiyya fī al-radd ʿalā munkirī al-ʿarabiyya, a book in uṣūl al-fiqh
(written at the Mustanṣiriyya Madrasa in 695/1296).4 It was edited by M.b.K.
al-Fāḍil (Riyadh, 1997).

Tafsīr and Qurʾanic Studies

Al-Iksīr fī qawāʿid al-tafsīr, on the importance and role of linguistics in Qurʾanic
exegesis. It also reflects upon the literary aspects (faṣāḥa and balāgha) and
stylistic features (ījāz-iṭnāb and taqdīm-taʾkhīr) of the Qurʾan. It was published
under the title al-Iksīr fī ʿilm al-tafsīr (ed. ʿA.-Q. Ḥusayn, Cairo, 1977).

1 ʿA.-Q. Ibn Badrān, al-Madkhal ilāmadhhab al-ImāmAḥmad b. Ḥanbal, ed. ʿA. bin ʿA.-M.
al-Turkī, Beirut, 1985, p. 461.

2 See Turkī’s introduction to Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, vol. I, p. 12.
3 Ṭūfī, Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, vol. II, p. 215.
4 According to the main MS that the published edition relies upon, Ṭūfī completed this

work in Baghdad in 725, while all biographical sources state that he died in 716. The editor
thus clarifies that the date given by the MS must be a mistake on the part of the copyist and
suggests 695 as the correct date for the completion of the work, i.e. the period of time when
Ṭūfī was still in Baghdad (see Ṭūfī, Ṣaʿqa, pp. 190–192, 632).
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Al-Ishārāt al-ilāhiyya ilā al-mabāḥith al-uṣūliyya, a theological commentary on the
Qurʾan, considered to be Ṭūfī’s last work5 (completed in 716/1316,6 just a few
months before his death). In thiswork, Ṭūfī’smain goal is to read theQurʾan from
the uṣūl al-dīn and uṣūl al-fiqh perspectives. It is highly praised by ʿUlaymī who
describes it as an original work with ‘no equivalent’.7 There are two editions, one
published in three volumesbyA-ʿĀ.Ḥasan (Cairo, 2002) and another one-volume
edition by M.Ḥ. Ismāʿīl (Beirut, 2005).

Īḍāḥal-bayān ʿanmaʿnāummal-Qurʾān,8 a commentary on sūratal-Fātiḥa, the latter
part of which also includes Ṭūfī’s comments on sūrat al-Falaq and al-Nās. It was
written in 711/1311 whilst Ṭūfī was in prison (Sijn Raḥbat Bāb al-ʿĪd) in Cairo.
It was edited by ʿAlī Ḥusayn al-Bawwāb and published in Majallat al-Buḥūth
al-Islāmiyya, 36 (1992–1993), Riyadh, pp. 335–361.

Bayān mā waqaʿa fī al-Qurʾān min al-aʿdād, a study on numbers in the Qurʾan,
written in 711/1311whilst hewas in prison (SijnRaḥbatBābal-ʿĪd) inCairo. AMSof
the work is preserved in Berlin (Staatsbibliothek, Landberg, no. 752, ff. 74a–77b).

Tafsīr sūrat al-Inshiqāq, Tafsīr sūrat Qāf,9 Tafsīr sūrat al-Qiyāma,10 Tafsīr sūrat al-
Nabaʾ,11 and Tafsīr sūrat al-Ṭāriq are commentaries on sūrat al-Inshiqāq, Qāf,
al-Qiyāma, al-Nabaʾ and al-Ṭāriq, all written during his imprisonment in Cairo
(Sijn Raḥbat Bāb al-ʿĪd) in 711/1311. The collection was published under the title
Tafsīr Suwar Qāf, al-Qiyāma, al-Nabaʾ, al-Inshiqāq, al-Ṭāriq (ed. ʿA.Ḥ. al-Bawwāb,
Riyadh: Maktabat al-Tawba, 1992), which I have not had the opportunity to con-
sult.

Al-Shāriḥa fī tajwīd al-Fātiḥa, a short composition in verse covering the recitation
rules (tajwīd) of sūrat al-Fātiḥa. Although according to the Süleymaniye Library
catalogue the work is attributed to Ṭūfī, both of the preserved MSS (Ayasofya,
no. 59, f. 7b and Kılıç Ali Paşa, no. 1029, ff. 212a–212b) identify the author as
Ṣarṣarī only, providing no other details about his name or identity. This lack of
information, aswell as the fact that noneof his biographers havementioned such
work among his writings, cause a certain degree of hesitation in attributing it to
Ṭūfī.

ʿAlam al-jadhal fī ʿilm al-jadal, written in Cairo in 709/131012 and published as ʿAlam
al-jadhal fī ʿilm al-jadal. Das Banner der Fröhlichkeit über die Wissenschaft vom
Disput, ed.W.P.Heinrichs,Weisbaden, 1987. Thiswork analysesQurʾanic verses of
debate (nuṣūṣ al-munāẓarāt), drawing on the principles of the art of disputation
and dialectics (qawāʿid al-jadal wa-al-munāẓara),13 a study which both Zarkashī

5 ʿUlaymī, Durr, vol. II, p. 465; Zayd,Maṣlaḥa, p. 186; Heinrichs, “al-Ṭūfī”, p. 589.
6 See Ṭūfī’s own note (Ishārāt, vol. II, 256).
7 ʿUlaymī, Durr, vol. II, p. 465.
8 The biographers call it Mukhtaṣar al-ʿālamīn (Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 367; ʿUlaymī,

Uns, vol. II, p. 258;Manhaj, vol. V, p. 6; Durr, vol. II, p. 464).
9 AMS is preserved in Berlin, Landberg, no. 752, ff. 34b–47b.

10 AMS is preserved in Berlin, Landberg, no. 752, ff. 77b–83a.
11 AMS is preserved in Berlin, Landberg, no. 752, ff. 83a–87b.
12 Ṭūfī, ʿAlam, p. 244.
13 There is an unpublished study of this work by ʿĀʾisha Yūsuf al-Mannāʿī from Qatar

University entitled Jadal al-Qurʾān ʿinda Najm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī.
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(d. 794/1392) and Suyūṭī (d. 911/1505) find to be a unique example of the jadal al-
Qurʾān genre.14 Yet others suggest that Ṭūfī did not aim to create a new genre and
that many previous exegetes (mufassirūn) preceded him with their work. What
distinguishes Ṭūfī’s study from the rest and makes it original, however, is that
the entire fifth chapter is dedicated to a systematic survey of the Qurʾanic text,
offering numerous examples of argumentation.15 Thus Ṭufī’s work represents, in
Jane D. McAuliffe’s words, ‘the emergence of a further stage in the developed
analysis of Qurʾanic jadal, the production of a topical tafsīr,’16 which Rosalind
W. Gwynne calls tafsīr jadalī.17

Ḥadīth

Sharḥ arbaʿīn al-Nawawī, written in 713/1313–1314 while Ṭūfī was in Qūṣ.18 It was
published under the title Kitāb al-taʿyīn fī sharḥ al-arbaʿīn (ed. A.Ḥ.M. ʿUthmān,
Beirut–Mecca, 1998). An excerpt of this work has been published several times.
More information on this is provided in the section titled ‘Ṭūfī’s Understanding
ofMaṣlaḥa’ in the present study.

Mukhtaṣar al-Tirmidhī, an abridgment of Tirmidhī’s Jāmiʿ, which has not been
published yet and a MS of which (in two volumes) is preserved in Cairo (Dār
al-Kutub, no. 487).

Arabic Literature

Mawāʾid al-ḥays fī fawāʾid Imriʾ al-Qays, a literary critique of pre-Islamic Arab poetry
(believed to have been written between 714/1314 and 715/1315).19 It was published
by M. ʿUlayyān (Amman, 1994).

Al-Shiʿār ʿalā mukhtār al-ashʿār, a work on poetry (written in 712/1312). According
to Brockelmann, a manuscript of this work is preserved in Damascus (Ẓāhiriyya,
no. 232).20

14 Badr al-Dīn al-Zarkashī, al-Burhān fī ʿulūmal-Qurʾān, ed.M. Abū al-Faḍl Ibrāhīm, Cairo,
1957, vol. II; p. 24; Jalāl al-Dīn al-Suyūṭī, al-Itqān fī ʿulūm al-Qurʾān, Beirut, 1987, vol. II, p. 293.

15 See N.ʿA.-R. al-Muwāfī, “Fann al-munāẓara ‘inda Najm al-Dīn al-Ṭūfī. Dirāsat fī kitāb
“ʿAlam al-jadhal fī ʿilm al-jadal” ”, Majallat Kulliyyat al-Ādāb: Jāmiʿat al-Qāhira, 60/1 (2000),
pp. 67–68.

16 J.D. McAuliffe, “Debate with them in the Better Way: The Construction of a Qurʾānic
Commonplace”, Myths, Historical Archetypes and Symbolic Figures in Arabic Literature: To-
wards a New Hermeneutic Approach (Proceedings of the International Symposium in Beirut,
June 25th–June 30th, 1996), eds. A. Neuwirth et al., Beirut, 1999, p. 181.

17 R.W. Gwynne, Logic, Rhetoric, and Legal Reasoning in the Qurʾān: God’s Arguments,
London, 2004, p. xiv. Chapter 10 (pp. 192–202) of this study looks at variousQurʾanic examples
of debating technique and etiquette as presented and discussed by Ṭūfī.

18 Zayd,Maṣlaḥa, p. 106.
19 See the editor’s introduction to theMawāʾid, p. 107.
20 Brockelmann, Suppl., vol. II, p. 134; the editor’s introduction to Ishārāt, vol. I, pp. 142–143.
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Doctrinal Theology (ʿIlm al-Kalām)

Ḥallāl al-ʿuqad fī bayān aḥkām al-muʿtaqad or Qudwat al-muhtadīn ilā maqāṣid al-
dīn, a theological treatise structured in accordance with ḥadīth Jibrīl, in which
topics are discussed under threemain categories: īmān, islām and iḥsān (written
in Cairo in 711/1311 during his imprisonment). AMS is preserved in Berlin (Staats-
bibliothek, Landberg, no. 752, ff. 3b–34a).

Dar’ al-qawl al-qabīḥ bi-al-taḥsīnwa-al-taqbīḥ, a theological treatise on the question
of taḥsīn and taqbīḥ (i.e. determiningwhat is good andwhat is detestable), one of
the key topics discussed in both uṣūl al-dīn and uṣūl al-fiqh literature. The work
was written in 708/1308–130921 and was critically edited by Ayman M. Shihadeh
(Riyadh, 2005) who describes it as a unique work on the subject within Sunni
circles.22

Taʿālīq ʿalā al-Anājīl wa-tanāquḍihā,23 or Taʿālīq ʿalā al-Anājīl,24 or Taʿlīq ʿalā al-Anājīl
al-arbaʿa,25 a commentary on the four Gospels, the main focus of the present
study. Information on the preserved MSS is provided in the introduction to the
critical edition of the text.

Al-Intiṣārātal-islāmiyya fī dafʿ al-shubahal-naṣrāniyya, an apology for Islampenned
as a response to an anti-Islamic polemic written by an anonymous Christian.
The work was written at the ṢāliḥiyyaMadrasa in Cairo between 12 Shawwāl and
7 Dhū al-Qaʿda 707 (ca. 4–29 April 1308), and then revised with minor correc-
tions and additions. The revisionwas completed on 10 Shawwāl 708 (ca. 23March
1309).26 The Intiṣārāt has been published twice, first as al-Intiṣārāt al-islāmiyya
fī ʿilm muqāranat al-adyān (ed. A. Ḥ. al-Saqqā, Cairo, 1983)27 and then as al-
Intiṣārāt al-islāmiyya fī kashf shubah al-naṣrāniyya (ed. S.b.M. al-Qarnī, Riyadh,
1999, vols. I–II). More information on this work is provided in the introduction
of the present study.

21 Ṭūfī, Darʾ, p. 224.
22 The editor’s introduction to Darʾ, p. 13.
23 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 367; ʿUlaymī, Uns, vol. II, p. 258; Manhaj, vol. V, p. 6; Durr,

vol. II, p. 464.
24 Ziriklī, Aʿlām, vol. III, p. 189.
25 Brockelmann, Suppl., vol. II, p. 134.
26 Ṭūfī, Intiṣārāt, vol. I, p. 167; vol. II, pp. 758–759.
27 It was reviewed byG.C. Anawati in “Textes arabes anciens édités en égypte au cours des

années 1985 à 1987”,MIDEO, 18 (1988), Cairo, pp. 292–295.
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2. UnpreservedWorks28

Al-Ādāb al-sharʿiyya, a work on Islamic ethics.29
Al-ʿAdhāb al-wāṣib ʿalā arwāḥ al-nawāṣib,30 described as a treatise revealing Ṭūfī’s

Shīʿī leanings. According to Ziriklī, it was on account of this book that Ṭūfī was
imprisoned and punished in Cairo.31

Al-Bāhir fī aḥkām al-bāṭin wa-al-ẓāhir,32 a polemic against the Ittiḥādiyya.
Al-Bāriʿ fī al-shiʿr al-rāʾiʿ, a work on poetry, mentioned twice by Ṭūfī in his al-Shiʿār.33
Bughyat al-sāʾil fī ummahāt al-masāʾil,34 a book on uṣūl al-dīn.
Bughyat al-wāṣil ilā maʿrifat al-fawāṣil,35 or Fawāṣil al-āyāt, on rhyming prose.
Dafʿ (or Rafʿ) al-malām ʿan ahl al-manṭiqwa-al-kalām,36 a treatise in defence of logic

and speculative theology (ʿilm al-kalām).
Dafʿ al-taʿāruḍ ʿammā yūhim al-tanāquḍ fī al-Kitāb wa-al-Sunna,37 a treatise in refu-

tation of the claim that there are contradictory verses in the Qurʾan and Sunna.
Al-Dharīʿa ilā maʿrifat asrār al-sharīʿa
Ghaflat al-mujtāz fī ʿilm al-ḥaqīqa wa-al-majāz,38 or ʿUqlat al-mujtāz fī al-ḥaqīqa

wa-al-majāz, on the literal and metaphorical use of language.
Ibṭāl al-ḥiyal39
Izālat al-ankād fī masʾalat kād40

28 These are writings attributed to Ṭūfī, the texts of which are not known to have sur-
vived. See Ṣafadī, Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 447; Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, pp. 367–368; ʿUlaymī, Uns,
vol. II, pp. 257–258; Manhaj, vol. V, p. 6; Durr, vol. II, pp. 464–465; Ibn Ḥajar, Durar, vol. II,
p. 155; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt, vol. VI, p. 39; Suyūṭī, Bughyat, vol. I, p. 599; Ḥajjī Khalīfa,
Kashf, pp. 219, 248, 251, 363, 756, 827, 837, 878, 1153, 1293, 1343, 1359, 1616, 1626, 1738, 1790;
Baghdādī,Hadiyyat, vol. I, pp. 400–401; Kaḥḥāla,Muʿjam, vol. III, p. 266; Ziriklī, Aʿlām, vol. III,
pp. 189–190.
29 ṬūfīreferstoitinhisSharḥmukhtaṣaral-rawḍa,vol.II,p.42.

30 In Baghdādī’s Hadiyyat this is entitled: al-ʿAdhāb al-wājib ʿalā arwāḥ al-nawāṣib (vol. I,
p. 401).

31 Ziriklī, Aʿlām, vol. III, p. 189.
32 Ṭūfī refers to it in his Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 190).
33 Ff. 3b and 14a; see the editor’s introduction to Ishārāt, vol. I, p. 131.

34 InKaḥḥāla’sMuʿjamthetitleis:Bughyatal-shāmilfīummahātal-masāʾil(vol.III,p.266).
ṬūfīreferstothisworkinhisIksīr(ed.ʿA.-Q.Ḥusayn,Cairo,1977),p.4.

35 Ṭūfī refers to this book in his Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-rawḍa, vol. II, pp. 6 and 32.
36 Ṭūfī mentions it in his Ishārāt, vol. III, p. 305.
37 Ṭūfī refers to it in his Ishārāt, vol. II, p. 34.
38 In ʿUlaymī’s Uns this is wrongly entitled ʿInāyat al-mujtāz fī ʿilm al-ḥaqīqa wa-al-majāz

(vol. II, p. 258).
39 Brockelmann, GAL, vol. II, p. 132.
40 Different sourcesmention it under different titles: Izālat al-inkād fīmasʾalat kād (Ṣafadī,

Aʿyān, vol. II, p. 447); Izālat al-inkār fī masʾalat kād (Suyūṭī, Bughyat, vol. I, p. 599) and Izālat
al-inkār fī masʾalat al-abkār (Ḥajjī Khalīfa, Kashf, p. 71; Baghdādī, Hadiyyat, vol. I, p. 400;
M. Steinschneider, Polemische und apologetische literatur in arabischer sprache: zwischen
Muslimen, Christen und Juden, nebst anhängen verwandten inhalts, Leipzig, 1877, p. 28).
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Miʿrāj al-wuṣūl ilā ʿilmal-uṣūl, anotherwork inuṣūl al-fiqh. Brockelmannmistakenly
locates it in the Süleymaniye Library (no. 792),41 the MS of which in reality
contains Najm al-DīnMuḥammad b. Aḥmad al-Ghayṭī’s (d. ca. 984/1576) famous
al-Miʿrāj on the Prophet’s Ascension.

Mukhtaṣar al-jadal, an analysis of the concept of naskh, ‘abrogation’, drawing on
examples from the Torah and the Qurʾan.42 This may be the same work as that
referred to as ‘a shorter work in jadal’ by Ibn Rajab and ʿUlaymī.43

Mukhtaṣar al-ḥāṣil, an abridgment of Tāj al-DīnMuḥammad b. Ḥusayn al-Urmawī’s
(d. 653/1255) al-Ḥāṣil min al-maḥṣūl fī uṣūl al-fiqh which is an abridgment of
Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s (d. 606/1209) al-Maḥṣūl fī ʿilm uṣūl al-fiqh.

Mukhtaṣar al-maḥṣūl,44 an abridgement of Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s al-Maḥṣūl fī ʿilm
uṣūl al-fiqh.

Muqaddima fī ʿilm al-farāʾiḍ, a work on inheritance law.
Al-Nūr al-wahhāj fī al-isrāʾ wa-al-miʿrāj, on the Prophet’s Night Journey and Ascen-

sion.
Qabas al-iqtidāʾ
Qaṣīda fī al-ʿaqīda, a poem on doctrine.
Al-Qawāʿid al-kubrā, a work on Ḥanbalī substantive law (furūʿ al-fiqh).
Al-Qawāʿid al-ṣughrā,45 another work on Ḥanbalī substantive law (furūʿ al-fiqh).
Al-Raḥīq al-salsal fī al-adab al-musalsal
Al-Risāla al-ʿulwiyya fī al-qawāʿid al-ʿarabiyya, on Arabic grammar.
Al-Riyāḍ al-nawāḍir fī al-ashbāhwa-al-naẓāʾir, a treatise on the linguistic features of

the Qurʾan, mentioned by Ṭūfī in several of his writings.46
Sharḥ maqāmāt al-Ḥarīrī, a two-volume commentary on Abū Muḥammad Qāsim

b. ʿAlī al-Ḥarīrī’s (d. 516/1122)Maqāmāt.
Sharḥ mukhtaṣar al-Khiraqī, a commentary on half of ʿUmar b. al-Ḥusayn al-Khi-

raqī’s (d. 334/945) Mukhtaṣar, the famous companion to Ḥanbalite fiqh which
served as a textbook at madrasas.47

Sharḥ qaṣīda fī al-ʿaqīda, a commentary on his own poem on doctrine.
Taʿālīq ʿalā al-radd ʿalā jamāʿat min al-naṣārā, most probably an alternative title for

the Taʿlīq.
Talkhīṣ al-mawḍūʿāt,48 a work discussing fabricated ḥadīths.

41 Brockelmann, Suppl., vol. II, p. 134.
42 ṬūfīreferstoitintheIshārāt(vol.I,p.289).

43 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 367; ʿUlaymī, Uns, vol. II, p. 257; Manhaj, vol. V, p. 6; Durr,
vol. II, p. 464.

44 Baghdādī wrongly calls itMukhtaṣar al-Muḥaṣṣal in his Hadiyyat, vol. I, p. 400.
45 Ṭūfīmentions it in theḤallāl (f. 30a), Sharḥmukhtaṣar al-rawḍa (vol. II, pp. 175, 212) and

Intiṣārāt (vol. I, p. 235). In the latter, he also calls it al-Qawāʿid al-dimashqiyya (ibid., vol. II,
pp. 619, 670).

46 Ṭūfī,Nihāyat al-sūl fī ʿilm al-uṣūl, Dār al-Kutub, Uṣūl Taymūr no. 179, p. 3; Īḍāḥ al-bayān,
p. 348;Mawāʾid, p. 157.

47 See Ibn Badrān, Madkhal, pp. 424–429; Koca, İslam Hukuk Tarihinde Selefî Söylem,
pp. 223–227.

48 Ṭūfī informs us that in this work he analysed the famous prophetic report which warns
people not to attribute false statements to the Prophet (Ṭūfī, Ṣaʿqa, p. 319).
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Tuḥfat ahl al-adab fī maʿrifat lisān al-ʿarab, on the Arabic language.
In addition to these, Ṭūfī is creditedwith other abridgements of variouswell-known

books of uṣūl and ḥadīth, although according to his biographers, he was not
considered to be an authority on the latter. He is also known for his poems in
praise of the Prophet, Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal49 and Ibn Taymiyya.50

49 Ibn Rajab, Dhayl, vol. II, p. 368; ʿUlaymī, Manhaj, vol. V, p. 7; Uns, vol. II, p. 258; Durr,
vol. II, p. 465.

50 Ṭūfī’s qaṣīda in praise of Ibn Taymiyya is quoted by Ibn ʿAbd al-Hādī al-Dimashqī’s
al-ʿUqūd al-durriyya min manāqib Shaykh al-Islām Ibn Taymiyya, ed. A.M.Ṭ.b.F. al-Ḥulwānī,
Cairo, 2002, p. 197.
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Ezekiel (cont.)
37:1–10 §14
44:6–7 §415
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Daniel
2:1–25 §419
2:31–36 §419
2:39–44 §419
9:21 §422
9:23–26 §422
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Malachi
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Psalms
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Matthew
1:18–23 §22
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4:6–11 §35
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5:16 §44
5:17 §41
5:29–30 §106
5:33–37 §45
5:35 §359
5:44–46 §48
5:48 §49
6:4 §111
7:9–11 §50
7:15 §§51, 126
7:16 §51
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7:26–27 §108
8:12 §114
8:21–22 §286
8:23–26 §§56, 407
8:28–33 §57
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9:20–22 §261
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10:26 §236
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11:25–27 §62
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363, 381, 383, 385, 387, 388, 391, 411, 421,
429, 431, 433, 435, 439, 441, 443, 451, 455,
457, 465, 475, 483, 491, 497, 501, 503, 505,
507, 509, 519, 529, 530, 531, 533, 534

Quraysh, 227, 479
Qūṣ, 3, 7, 9, 25, 26, 531

Rachel, 475, 499, 511, 515
Rainbow, 449
al-Rāzī, Fakhr al-Dīn, 33, 39, 119, 234, 403,

534
Reason, intellect (ʿaql), 19, 20, 75, 107, 109,

129, 133, 135, 137, 139, 141, 143, 147, 179, 189,
191, 203, 299, 331, 333, 335, 337, 339, 355,
433, 439, 517

Rebekah, 49, 489
Resurrection of Christ, 74, 133, 237, 239, 241,

243, 299, 301, 317, 353
Resurrection of the dead, 115, 117, 119, 171, 181,

197, 199, 203, 205, 217, 223, 229, 234, 289,
291, 295, 313, 315, 317, 339, 343, 349, 355,
455

Reuben, 499, 501, 517
Revealed law (sharīʿa), 22, 40, 47, 73, 151, 191,

245, 249, 279, 345, 349, 357, 413, 445, 467,
469, 501, 521, 533

Revelation, 42, 52, 56, 59, 60, 61, 74, 75, 105,
161, 229, 233, 247, 249, 257, 259, 265, 297,
343, 349, 369, 383, 385, 387, 391, 419, 445,
459, 493, 497, 499, 505, 513, 523

Rider on a donkey, 47, 421, 423
Rider on a camel, 47, 421, 423
Rightly guided successors (al-khulafāʾ

al-rāshidūn), 14, 481

Sabbath, 44, 167, 249, 313, 363
Sacrifice, 48, 57, 58, 121, 133, 135, 137, 234, 239,

411, 415, 419, 475, 477, 483, 485, 487
Sadducees, 181, 197, 199, 203, 205, 217, 297,

377
al-Sakkākīnī, 9
Ṣāliḥ, 231, 393
Sarah, 457, 461, 465, 469, 471, 473, 489, 499
Satan, 20, 123, 143, 147, 151, 183, 189, 203, 327,

433
Saviour, 35, 137, 279, 365
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Scribes, 229, 245, 247, 253, 257, 279
Seal of the Prophets, 71, 345
Seir, 388
Servanthood, 43, 44, 47, 127, 137, 141, 143, 145,

149, 151, 153, 155, 165, 167, 169, 173, 181, 185,
193, 195, 197, 203, 209, 223, 227, 239, 245,
251, 265, 277, 281, 289, 293, 307, 325, 331,
359, 363, 367, 373, 375, 379, 399, 403, 407,
451, 485

Seth, 103, 441
Shepherd, 149, 279, 281, 301, 493
Sign, Jesus as, 55, 137, 213, 195, 229, 309, 321,

325, 449
Simeon, 277, 281, 509
Sin, 44, 131, 133, 135, 155, 175, 177, 215, 245, 247,

249, 343, 367, 371, 373, 411, 413, 419, 451,
489

Sinai, 63, 64, 388
Sodom, 453
Solomon, 38, 393
Son of God, 36, 43, 44, 47, 103, 109, 111, 123,

137, 139, 141, 143, 145, 147, 151, 155, 165, 169,
173, 183, 187, 195, 209, 223, 227, 251, 265,
277, 281, 285, 289, 291, 293, 301, 307, 313,
315, 317, 319, 363, 491

Son of Man, 54, 133, 163, 165, 167, 183, 211, 213,
247, 249, 297, 309, 315, 319, 323, 327, 333,
335

Sonship, 35, 36, 43, 47, 69, 105, 127, 129, 141,
143, 145, 149, 151, 153, 155, 157, 161, 165, 167,
169, 181, 187, 195, 197, 249, 251, 277, 289,
293, 327, 351, 353, 365, 367, 379, 399

Soul, 10, 18, 19, 20, 107, 129, 163, 167, 179, 199,
201, 235, 309, 359, 371, 373, 411, 421, 459,
477

Spirit of God, 114, 141, 162, 163, 443
Staff of Moses, 117, 119, 231
al-Suhaylī, ʿAbd al-Raḥmān, 523
al-Suhrawardī, 16, 39
Sumayya, companion, 477
Swine, 105, 161, 213, 291, 297
Syria, 23, 24, 25, 32, 393
Syriac language, 26, 38, 62, 65, 66, 159, 181,

347, 453

Tabdīl, see Corruption of the Bible
Tablets of Moses, 479
Tabūk, Battle of, 169
Ṭahārā, see purity
al-Ṭaḥāwī, Abū Jaʿfar, 361
Taḥrīf, see Corruption of the Bible
Ṭalḥa b. ʿUbayd Allāh, companion, 217

Tatars, 269
Temple, 143, 281, 285, 469
Throne, 151, 153, 277, 279, 375, 391, 489, 501,

503, 515
Tigris, river, 429
Timothy I, Nestorian Patriarch, 59, 107, 135
Tomb, 241, 243, 299, 353, 491, 499, 523, 525
Torah, x, 25, 36, 45, 50, 57, 59, 61, 63, 79, 91,

103, 137, 147, 213, 229, 233, 263, 271, 279,
345, 369, 387, 425, 431, 433, 435, 437, 439,
443, 451, 455, 459, 461, 463, 467, 471, 473,
475, 477, 483, 485, 487, 491, 495, 497, 501,
503, 509, 515, 521, 527, 534

Tower of Babel, 453
Tree of knowledge of good and evil, 429, 431
Tree of life, 429, 435, 441
Trinity, 26, 33, 42, 43, 53, 54, 61, 72, 105, 107,

109, 111, 129, 135, 143, 257, 297, 333, 495

Uḥud, Battle of, 481
ʿUmar b. ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz, Umayyad caliph, 483,

485
ʿUmar b. al-Khaṭṭāb, caliph, 8, 10, 12, 185, 227,

491
Unity of God, Monotheism (tawḥīd), 42, 44,

53, 73, 75, 95, 97, 187, 257, 297, 385, 391,
403, 461, 487, 525

Unseen (ghayb), 265, 365
ʿUthmān b. Maẓʿūn, companion, 227

Virginal conception, 35, 43, 46, 101, 111, 114,
115, 127, 131, 137, 195, 231, 277, 305, 335

Wahb b. Munabbih, 56, 63, 115, 121, 122, 229,
237, 435, 453

al-Waqīdī, 101
Wathīma b. Mūsā al-Fārisī, 56, 159, 161, 453,

463, 479, 483, 509
Wine, 38, 165, 215, 217, 275, 413, 449, 467, 519
Word of God, 45, 46, 55, 114, 139, 167, 195, 215,

267, 281, 303, 305, 311, 337, 363, 381, 427,
429, 431, 437, 439, 443, 451, 457, 465, 483,
485, 489, 497, 501, 503, 513, 515

Worship, 21, 72, 117, 121, 123, 137, 143, 145, 149,
155, 173, 175, 177, 179, 201, 203, 225, 239,
331, 343, 379, 385, 401, 403, 405, 461, 469,
489

Yaḥyā b. ʿAdī, 109, 135
Yaqṭīnūs (or Yuqṭīnūs) the Wise, 26, 201
Yathrib, see Medina
Yemen, 72, 97, 229, 357, 393, 471
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al-Ẓāhir Baybars, Mamluk sultan, 6, 23
al-Zamakhsharī, 39, 234
Zaynab, wife of the Prophet, 41
Zechariah, 44, 159, 275, 277, 283, 285, 307,

349, 455

Zion, 365
al-Zubayr b. al-ʿAwwām, companion, 217, 481
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